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* INTRODUCTION I

Ihg -STOW th49f§ﬁdu¢at¥enal and txeatment-prﬁgram$~"~ ECERS o
fnr severely hanﬂacapped chlidren has been hampered by ax | ‘

least -two factors. First, exlstlng programs for handicap- T
ped Cylgdren are’ pverwhelmed by the numbers Df chlldreg 1nL‘ \\

need of Special educatlonvéerV1ces (Thompson, 1976). cord-

’“7 |
.ing td Dunn (1973),-and Whelan (1966), thls;prcblem is: espe-

. cially true for emotionally disturbeﬁ childfen. Second the

number of educational. and treatment personnel 1is reportedly "
insufficieht to adequately serve,all handicapped children
réﬁuiring a sPeéiai education (Lindsley, 1966). Har&ey ,\u\
(19?3? has estimated that nearly a quarter of a mllllcn
additional spec1al educatlon teachers will be needed in the

¥

near future. . : s

In attemptlng to allev1ate this personnel shortage

problem,qeducators and psychologists have capitalized on the -

N

availability of parents and have attempted to join with

parents to form a "therapeutic alliance" (Berkowitz § -

Graziano, 1972; Sarason, 1971 Wolpe, Salter, § Reyna, 1964).
Berkowitz and Gragiano (1972) have cited their rationale for
including ﬁareﬁyg‘iﬁ the trea;ﬁent plans and programs of

»

exceﬁtional childreﬁ. They suggested that by virtue of
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thelr role,. . - N _f '.';{;ﬁ\f A g

parents - (1) have assumed . fhe~major~mnraf; ethlcal -
and legal responsibility Ffor®™their children,, (2) SR
they . generally have the greatest degree of contact
with .the children, and greatest.control over ‘the
*  natural environment, and (3) theéy are: typacally ‘
e ‘both willing and fully capable’ of assuming apd -
-carrying out detailed therapeutlc measures. . 299)
v Over- the past several decades, th1s alllance has
been enjoylng increasing succeSS, as, reflected hy the number
. of reported studies employlng parents s behavioral thera*e\
\pasts g%% helr own children. In the majorlty nstances,
« these studlesigiye reported’ parhnts to be effeéif;t agents
of\behav1or change (Llndsley, 196&, era, 1970} In add1t10n,~
. parents have demonstrated\ the ability to systematlcally use
\natura1~consequences avallablexto them in cooperative inter-
vention‘programs involving both homé and school environments
(Edlund 1969; Kroth Whelan, § Stables, 1970; Russo, 1964).
Programs have been developed and 1mp1emented in the
home for ?atypical children" (Ray, 1968), severely mgntally
retardéd chil@ren (Mira, 1970), physihally‘ill childfep
(Williams, 1959), predelinquents (Bailey, Wo}f, § Phillips,
1970), blind‘{GuesS § Ruthegford, 1967),~psychotic adole-
scents (Merbaum; 1973), and~ehbtiona11y disturbéd children~
(Allén‘& Harris,* 1966). The variety of ?arget behaviors
has been equally diverse.’ Success has been reported with
tyrant-like tantrums (Williams, 1959), parent-child dys-

functioning (Hawkins, Peterson, Schweid, & Bijou, 1966),

deviant sibling interactions (O'Leary, O'Leary, & Becker,

13
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1967),§aggre551ve behav1qr (Zellbergem Sampen, &-Sloane,
1968), self destruttlve behav1or (Merbaum, 1973), and'oppo-

AN

51t10na1 behavior (Wahler, I969a)§ IR

- 2

Although a numbaﬁjof successful parent 1ntervent10ns
hd@e been repcrted home programs designed to decrease self-
stlmulatory behavlor;,’such .as. body- rocklng, hand flappmng,
knucklg-chew1n35 and face-slapping, have been almes} non-
existent. Berkson and Dayenport {1962), and‘Kaufmﬁn and
Levitt (1965) have reported that more‘than two-thirds of .\
insti£utiﬂnalized retagéates and psycﬁotic ch%ldren engage
in some sort of self- stlmulatcry behaV1or. According\to
Wells, Forehand, chkey, and Green (x977), self stlmulatory
behévéors 'may be dangerous to an 1nd1v1dual‘s‘health and
safety...and have been noted toflncerfgre wi*th 1nd1v1duals{
positive interactions with'tﬁeir*environments“ (p. 679).

“ Numerous technlques have been repé}ted for the treat- .
ment of self-stimulatory behav1crs, though very few have’
been implemented in home settings. Psychotherapy (Bachman,
1?72), edications (Davis, Sprague, § Werry, 1969), physical
restraints (Friedin, 19779, and qa%@ous behaviorél techniques
such as aversive stimulation (Tanner § Zeiler, 1975), and

electric shock (Bucher & Lovaas, 1968) have been employed

each dempnstratlng,success rﬁ vary;ng deg{ees* Among these

b

technlques, only aversive stlmulatlon, aromatlc ammonia
(Tanner § Zeiler, {P?S), and electric shock (Bucher § Lovaas,
1968) have resulted in complete suppression of sélf-stimu—

FIEEN

4
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latcry respandlng. 1ﬁ6wéver the beneéifs, derived ffom‘thgﬁ
u;; of these technlques, haVe been countered by ‘at least
three factars. Flrst, soc1ety, in general does not<;ﬂ;ept
andscnndone tha w1de—spread‘use of iver51ve§ "palnkul" pro-
cedures with chlldren,‘espec1ally the- severely handlcapped

(Anderson & Klng, 19?4 ‘Roos, 1974) Second althcugh

de31rab1e 51de effects Ce g:, 1ncreasbd eye contact) have

wﬁeen assoc1ated wlth aver31ve stlmulatlony ‘these have been
1argely unsubstantlated by objectlve‘data (Hﬁhbs, 1977;
Wells“et al.,1977)\ Lastlys Bucher and kovaas (1968) have

*repcrted that severe emotmonal reactlons as" well as 1ncrea§es

) .
in other self stlmuidibry respmndlng have been aﬁﬁﬁclated

. LA AN ’a.:
WIth 1ntense punlshment. . ; v f{bifﬂi

. o~
- . . \\Q‘H\ K

- -

As ‘an alternatlve to. punlshment and othem:gf&v;ﬁusly \
| ]

'\, . \.*:; Y |

applied technlques, Foxx (1971) developed a behav1ora; 1nt¢;?“-‘

\*\g‘ “

vention’ known as "overcorrectlon“ for treatlng &*vargeny;of

self*stlmulatory behavrors.. OVercorrectlon procﬁdurQ§ hmve
N e by

Eb .

»

. .
also been successfully used to treat publlc dlsroblﬁg (Fexx, B

7

/,
1976), talletlng problems (Azrln § Foxx, 1971), %gd scaveng—
ing behavlors (Roxx 5 Martln, 1975} Accgrdlng to chx, the
procedure typically involves two objectlves.‘ The f1rst ,0b-

jective is to overcorrect the én?ironmgntal effects of,an\

inépproPriata act, and the second is to-require the disruptor

to intensively practice over correct forms of a IST;Vant

-

behavior. \ " | S

T

4%



| - Foxx and Azrin (1973] showed thlS procedure to be
S effectlve in ellmlnating mouthlng, head«weav1ng, and hand- -
clayplng stereotyped respcndlng. These results repllcated»
those reported by Foxx (1971) in a prev1ous study. Beth of
I these’ studles noted an absence of-severe emotlonal zfactlons
. (e.ﬁ;, fear) during overcorrectlon treatménts. In addjtion,
p031t1ve side-effects such as attentlon to ‘adults and
,approprlate play were reported, although cnly in anecdntal R
*. fashion. The emergence of appropriate play activities durlng
- ' overcorrection treatment periods has .also been ncted*by
| "Epstein, Doke, Sajwaj, Sorrell, and Rimmer‘(1974),*and Wells,
A et al. (1977). | N ‘
. - °  The effects of g;renfs? using overcorrection proce-
durésfwi;h their own severeiy emotionally distufbﬁd children

-

- waé first reported by Barmard, Christapherseﬁi?éltman, and
Wolf (1974). Head-banginé an& haﬁa*yiting were effectively
’ B reduced by pareﬁts usinggyvercorrection*progeduTes in home “
3 settings. §u§pressicgpeffects in tRe target behaviors did -
‘generalizesfo\énother setting (special pres;hdal)‘in\which
ccncurfeht"observétions were obtained. This study dld not‘
report any colla%bral side- effects of treatment.  ° //f
Overcorrectlon procedur ; designed to decrease
self stlmulatory behaviors, Have been shown to be effective
;when applled by profess1onals in various typesiof clinical

env1ronments. Accordlngly, there is a need to not only

® assess the efficacy. of avercorrectlon procedures applied by

1

Q ' ) 16 Y




Y

“\\\// parents with thelir’ severelx emotlcnally disturbed chlldren,'

¢ \o

but also to assess the positive and negatlve side- effects,
if any, of such trea;men;. |
~ Pﬁrgose ~

The purpose af this study was to 1nvestlgate varlous

- overcorrection procedurea applled to se1f~st1mulatory be-
hav1ors of severely dlsturbed chlldxen by parents in home
- I -

settlngs. In addltlon, changes 1n untreated behav1orsf‘

throughout the e‘berlment were systematlcally noted and v

. -analyzed.‘ SpeC1f1calfy, changés Jin pxnp01nted pos1t1ve and

~ N
»

negatlve behavioral correlates, as well as those for the
target self stlmulatory behav1ors, were evaluated.

&
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CHAPTER II ] . . _.

'REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE .
W \J

‘The purpose o® the present study was to investigate

" the use of various overcorrection procedures for tréating

self-stimulat%ry behaviors applied by pareﬁts with their

_own’ severely emotlonally dlsturbed chlldren in natural

home settlngs. Numerous self- stlmulatory ‘target behav1ors
? .

were identified, observed, and evaluated. In addition, data

variations in untreated behaviors\ (positive and negative
behavioral correlates) received statistical~examination to
determlns’;helr relat;onshlps to changes in the self- stlmj\‘

ulatory target behav1ors. \ -

The*present chapter Suryeys the llterature related

» .

., to the issue of‘employlng parents‘as behavioral therapists

with their own‘chﬁldren, and to the use of overcorrection
procedures. Specifically, the topics to be discussed will

be (a) the use of parents as treatment resources; (b) over-

- correction, and its components; (c) overcorrection treat-

ment of self-stimulatory behaviors; (d) side-effects of
~ ’ »

] .
treatmen%§\and (e) generalization effects of overcorrection.
The Use of PLrents as Treatment Resources

4

. . )
There is ample evidence to suggest that educational’

5

AJ

and treatment programs can functien more effectively when
e .
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fw\.iparaprofe551onals are’ emploved to support and 10 augﬁ%nt

"2

<

‘:3: existing serv1ces (Guerney, l969 Llndsley, 1966 O'Del}~ ‘
. ”19?4) ' In the majority of publlshed accou s, the use of - (\ T

‘.
”\

" p@rents has Been the focal point cf the research. Since

)

W&lllams (1959) reportedH;he appllcatlon of extlnctlan
procedures by parents to decrease bedtime problems with

thelr own child, scores of parent orlented st&dles have -

-

S beg‘ tonducted. Of these studles, é\g b&hav1oral approach

X tralnlng and treatment has most frequently been corre-

*

latad w1th su@cessful Qutcomes (Q*Dell 1974) Hence, the

prlmar focus of this .review sectlonvwlll be dlrected tcward

i

varlety of ch11d and family problems.,l
| There are a number of advantages for using behavioT
modlflcatlon in parent training. Upon: reV1eW1ng the posi-
tive aspects of this app%mach(,O'Dell (1974) llsted the
follow1ng advantages, (a) Behavior mOdlfltatIOR technlques >
have been taught to persons unskllled in sophlstlcated
therapy procedures; (b) 'Behav1pr mod1f1cat1on is based on
empirically defived fheory, while other training approaches
are not; (c¢) Many persons can be taught the technology at
»~the same time; (d) The tralnlng period to reach proficiency
1s relatively short;. (e) A minimum Qf professional staff
5Ean have more treatment lmpact than in one-to-one greatment
models; (f) Many pﬁ;ents like th%s approach as it does not

assume "sickness" as the basis for the problem behavgor;

Y
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ST \fgl Wany chlldhcod problems cons1st of rather weal deflned j ) -~
. ‘ ] : ‘
N ' . behaV1ors that are conduclve to behav1ﬁral treatment; and
(h) Behav1or mﬂglflcatlon is approprlate for treatments
’s- - applied in natural gnvironments. Aecord1ng to O'Delﬁ'(1974),
L | parent. training is .vitally important if effect:we . j’
o preventive mental health programs hope to meet the -
) demand for professional services. Also, parent

training follows the growing trend ard working
in the natural environment and behavior modifica-
tion offers a relatively easily learned -and empir-
ically derived set of concepts "for such a.parent - .
training model. (p. 19 - . : : .

Parent trainiﬁg;*usin behaxior modification tech-
nlques, has developed markedly over the past several
de;ades\ Two stages tend to describe this period. The
stage from the late 1950° s to the late 1960's seemed to
consist mainly «# parent training literatufe whic? was dé;
velopmental in.content. For example, there have been re-

_ports of~pa£ents (a) changing the behav1or of their own - .l
children at‘hnme CWilllams, 1959),~{b) applying dlfferent"
treatment procedures, typlcally punlshment (Rlsley § Wolf,

1966; Russo, 1964); (c) wusing behav1orab technlques to
modify numerous targeted behaviors (Wahler, Winkel, Petefson,

§ Morrison, 1965; Wolf, Risley, § Mees, 1964); and (d)

joining forces with profe5510nals to form a working ther-

\ apeutic alliance (Wolpe et al., 1964). N .
‘ ) ~Historically, the treatment of child behavior pro-
blems was dominated by a closed society of prgfessidnalé
(Wolpe et al., 1964). In the late 1950's, non-professionals,
\‘\ a
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espec1a11y parents, began to assume,grmoreaactlve role i

\treatméﬁt, thus 301n1ng a select group of c11n1c1ans, psy— BN .

ment setting, the home, one set of parents were taught to R

3

subsequently validated by reversing conditions to baseline, {

=N ‘
chlatrlsts psycholcglsts, and scc1al werkers‘ Probably

the first systematic account ef/;&menéb applylng behEV1Qral

procedures to freat their own Chlld s hehav10r at home was

Jt .
off%r:\§ by Williams (1959). Working in an' atypical\treat-\

*

elimiha;e bedtime'tantrum behavidrs ih their 21 month oid

‘daughter. Williams instructed the parentssto 1gnore ‘all -

)

1nappr0pr13te behaviors, theféby placlng the Chlld in an
extinction condition. * Bedtime tantrums were effectlvely
decreased t0 near zerd levelg w1th1n 2 weeks afte; 1n1-i
t;atlng extlnctlon procedureSu This tréziment approac@.Wés

and then successfnlly Te- establlshlng .the’ treatment. - This

,'.\\.’

study nat only 0pened the door for future parent research
L

efforts, but also demonstrated.thagﬁﬁarents could effec-

“tively apply behavior modification techniques in an uncon-

1 § .
trolled 51tuat10n, ‘collect obgectlve data, and validate

?

the proc dures employed

ehav1oral treatment in natural environments was
. ‘ :

furthe§ deweloped Ey Wolf et al. (1964). Encouraged by

the results of paraprofessional training reported by

Ayllon and Michael . (1959), these authors designed a

study involving both parents and institutional’ personnel,.

3

The subject; a 3 year old schizophrenic boy, was institu-

T “~ v

-
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centrol his behaV1or at home.,

. - - \'

?j/ pulllng}; eatlng and sleep&ng probiems; §evere deflc;tSf

in verbal behavior; and had serious vision problems for

which he refused~to wear carrective 1enses. In the initial

stages of treatment, attendants, nufses, and teachers in

» »

the 1nst1tutlona1 settlng used time- out procedures to |/

3: e

o

»

dlmlnlsh aberrant behav1ors.x Ccncurrently, shaphpg with

differential relnforcement (fuod and pralse) was used to ' .

~effect1ve1y increase verbalizations and other appropriate

social behaviors. . . r}’
After controX over the subject's hghavior was
hieved in the institutional setting, the parents were

gradﬁal;y engaged in the treatment process.. First, one

parent at a time was brought into the 1nst1tutlon ‘setting

to h;lefly 1nteract with the child, Prior 1nstruct10ns 4nd

»

immediate a551stance were glveﬁgpy Ehe attendants who tralqr'

)
ed tgé‘subject durlng the initi l'stages of treatment.

Later, br1a£ home-visits were permltted during which the
attendants accompanled the Chlld to the- home. On subse-

»

quent, longer home-visits, the attendant assumed a.lesséi.‘
role, as the'parents acted as the child's behavioral ther-
apist Within 3 months, the” subject was able to stay at
home for 3 to 5 nights per week while still attending

school at the institution. Eventually, the subject was

»

Q2

_destructive behav1ors (head banglng, face- slapplng, halr- l‘,  §~

N

-
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able to llve gnntlnuouéky at home. The data collected at

9

»schoul supported the favorahle dLecdetaY repcrts obtalned
‘from the parents at home. In a follow-up report the par~

_ents claimed that the subject had malntalned all posrtive

behavioral galns, and‘had becoﬂk g new source of_;ay to

the members .of his famlly" (p. 183).

Th;s study accentugted sevexna \

N . .
. First, non-professionals in both institutional and home

b

env1ronment§'were able. to successfully employ behav10ra1

prlnclples to modify the deviant patterns. of a schlzophrenlc

‘ child. Moreover, systematlc and effective transfer to?the

‘ﬁ\ e
home setting was effected through the assistance of para- ~— -

®

professionals, not psydhothérapists. The success of this

study was drématize@ when a Ebllowéup study was conducted

10 years later. Researchers (Nedelman § Sulzbacher, 1972)
reégrtéd that few signs of the subject's previqus maladju§t~~

ment could belobserved. Additionally, the subject had
; ‘

_entered a sixth grade class in a regular public school’ and.

appeared to be making satisfactory adjustment both socially

and academically. = . -

. Russo (1964) presented two case studies involving

children with behavior probléms; A two stage treatment

package included clinic and home phases. In the clinic,
therapists modeled for the parents appropriate interactions
with the children. As the theraprg\\was phased out, parents
assumed theilr role,. 1m1tat1ng the demonstrated interactional
1
23 A

¥ ‘ F




LR

. v . -~ 3 : . \ =
. 4 ‘
‘@atté%ns.‘/&t hone, the parents applled the tqchn1qu£§ they{:

learned in the clinic, prlnC1pally, extlnctlcn Drocedures.

¥

‘\
Howeyer L0 data were reported on»behav1or changes at ’/

,

f{ home.\ Although from an exyerlmental v1ewp01nt thls study

 1acked SOphlStlcatlon, 1t d1d demonstrate th? tralnlng

“model which w&E followed extens:vely in future efforts

\ ~

ok

\ 1nvolv1ng parents as adjunct therapists. That~1s, parents

were trained in cohtrellgd\clinic settings, and then were
réquested td apply the learned téchniquas i£ the natural
enviﬁonment, the home. | i
Uéiné this model, Wahler \et al. (1965) taugh%
mcthex; of three. preschocl aged boys to apply prescr1b§§~\y

beha%zgral technlques. Worklng in a clinic schocl'

playroom, deviant mother-child-interactions were first

observed, and then analyzed. .Next, the cantlngenC1es of

“relnforcement thought to ,be malntalnlng the deviant be¥

haviors were manipulated. The procedures of extinction,
. w .

L}

differential reinforcement, and time-out were effectively

" employed to change numerous problem behaviors. Verbal

instructions given befora and after daily playroom sessipnms,
and a light cueing pystem used éﬁring sessions we?e employed
as training techniques. - When the mothers began’ appro:
priately use the prescribed techniques; the function of

the light communication system was changed ‘to provide

immediate feedback, i.e., reinforcement for correct parental
N R ]

responding.. Although successful behavior changes were

effected in the playroom setting, -no attempts were made

24
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AW ‘to follow th;gﬁgh w1th thg arranged contingency,‘and cun~;“

’ 7 e \“\'}

to‘iransfé;}fﬁ%}procedures to the;home‘envigonmenx. L
: - . d <. . ) ’ \v
. \'lllén»and’Har s (1966) déscribed‘a case study

ro | -

1nvolv1ng a home-based 1ntervent10n to ellmlnate self-
scratchlngtbehav1or. A S5 year old girl's self- scratchln
\\behaylor was effectlvely diminished atqiome by her mother.
~In1t1311y,-foQ§ and other treats were awarded for varylng “
per1ods of no sca&tchlng Léter, takens éxthaﬁgeablétfér
dc}l clothlng, were awar@gd &a the child for not scratchlng

\.)-.'

throughout the nlght On one OCCéglﬂn ‘the parent. fa;&ed ‘

* .
A5 kS
RS G
AR :\i“

sequently, the girl resorted to former levels of self— ~*A\¥

destructlve behav1or. This study 1nd1cated the efflcacy

”~~

r of using- pareuts as behav1cr modifiers and also. dramatlzed

Jf/ the 1mportance of consistency in applylng treatment. Stlll,‘

tv»‘ .

initial training took place in the girl's schqb ; then was

e

o

transferred to the home. Again, no objective d ta were .
e g

apcollected to suppsrt the efflcacy of the proced res employ

Risley and Wolf (1966) used shaping, re nforcement,

¥

and time-out procedures to teach adaptive’%ehaviors to an

institutionalized ahtisxic child. After successful labo-

- -

AN

ratory vesults wete achieveﬂ, the child was veturned to X

the home sgtting. .%imultaneously the mother was taught to

apply the sanme prq;édures. The chafted data showed ,that

when the bareﬂts applied reinforcement, increases in puzzle
'assembly and picture naming behaviors dére‘noted, In

addition, differential reinforcement of other behavior, T

y | S !\535' : '. K./

&
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used to decrease stereetyple chanting, also proved to be‘

&

- effective. Although the procedures were not experlmentally -

validated, thls study is dlstlngulshed as 1t reported one

?

~ of~ ‘the first accounfs 0 parent tralnlng which’ was conducted

cen i

® in the.chlld’s hoéF ‘ This was also the flrst repert haV1ng

. " to do Wl‘th the tr

St

nlng of verballzatlens of an echolallq

-

chr}d-ln a home setting. RRT.

Another parent study in whlch tralnlng was cendunied
- ®

e in&fhe home environment was presented by O‘Leary, 0'Leary,

and Betker (196?3 A6 year old boy, who kad a histery of
L‘i~ };¢g".\tantrums flghtlng, and aggre551ve behav1ors, espec1a11y &
at play with his younger brother, served as the Subject.

» R P N

Durlng beagllne conditions, the two brothers were observed
to exhlb;t extremely high rates of deviant inﬁerac;;ens in ’{‘

f/g playroom situation at home. Both deg%ent and ceeperatige oo
\\‘ . - N h . a N N N i

i \categories of behavior were identified, Thirty;,minure

observations were made three days per week by an 1ndepen-c

-

dent observer, while the exper1menter demonstrated for' thes*

parents how to provide verbal praise and feod reinforcement\ i

4’

fer appropriate and cooperatlve play between ‘the two 51b11ngs.

Later, an 1nterm1ttent schedule of relnfercement waS\lmple-

-
>

(7“ mented withg ~‘effec‘tlng the level of the child's behavior.
}Tokens, exc angeableifor trests, food, and toys, were also
instituted. During ehe secord treatment qond}tion, the |
pe}ents imitated the procedures modelleddﬁgfviodsly by the

experimenter. Five to 8 minute time-out periods in the

+

. [ S0
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bathroom were used to, treat the hitting and kicking be-

A
A 2

‘haviors of the subject. Tokens were also removed for

A

inapproPriate behavior Huring this experimental condition:

The data showed a. successful transfer of control -

MR e

\

from the experlmenter to the parents, with no decrements ;;

' appropnate re5pondmg from the subject. Anec etal

: reports from the mother upnn follow up 1nvest1gat10n

1nd1cated that therapeuxlc gelns were malntalned at(%ome.
The parent also reported that aberrant. behavlors wefev
effectively degreased during other perlods of the day.
Flnally, it was repbrted that the subject had begun toi |
ask for food at the dinner table, instead of grabblng fo; )
it, and that he would play cooperatlvely with §ihéf»child-ﬁ
fen in the nelghborhood' In thls_study, effective ‘treat-
ment for enuresis was reported‘bufhno‘défa\wére presentédl
Like the study by Wolf et al. (1964), this étudy.indicated -

that p&rents could assume treatment responsihilities for.

" their own child in v natural setting. Similarly; hand

sign&ls were used to teach appropriate.parental responding
to child dévihnt behavioxrs. Treatment by thebparents‘With
professional assdstance was shown to be an effect}ve
approach to therapy .in the natural environment. As reports
from others revealéd, however;~the positive behavior changes

encountered at home were not generalized substantially to

other settings, such as the child's school.

N



‘year old female subject to eliminate autistic behaviors. N

.This treatment prncedure was:® employed only after attemptsr

Risley\(gségg employed g¢lectric shock with a 6

N

to apply tlme out,'extlnctlun,~ and r31nfbrcemant of in-

Ly
~compatlble behav1or m%echnlques were unsuccessful, Upon

effectlvely suppr8531ng aggr3531ve and dangerous climbing- y/

behaviors at a laboratory" school settlng, electrlc shock

\f" ’ -\ - ) LN .
pracedures were effectlvely transferred to the home settlng R
‘Positive side-effects such as 1ncreased~eye~§ontact,\and‘ - e

in-seat behavior were associated with decreased autistic

. S

i‘behav1ors brought about by the electric shock te&hnlque.

»

No suppre5310n effects on other negatlve behaviors were

noted. Also, no data were S%Pplled to support the efflcacy

\ R -

J”;,wf the home appllcatlcns.. b ‘ L
‘Wahler (1969a) designed a study to determine changes |

in parental reinforcement value in relation to different

interventions applied by parents‘ig home settings. Two

a

E

ipated in the research. Both boys showed persistent opposi-

tional behaviors such as failure to obey parental commands,

k)

screaming, and crying. ~ Five minute-##me-out periods for

"non-compliance were emplbygd, while parental apprcéai and

»

physical praise were given for compldance. At different

points during the study, a test of reinforcement value of N
(. . . S . ; |

parents was administered to the subjects. The data showed

R . . R # . .
that the experimental procedures produced immedjate, and

k3

»

.
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significant‘changqs in\oppqgiiionai behavig:s»fér both boyé;i‘
;Mcrebver, it\ﬁas feundﬁthat pareni&l reinforséheht value
. was ‘higher during the experlmental condltlons. :

| . Zgllberger, Sampen, and Sloane (1968).;augﬁt a
‘mother fo effecxlvely apply diffprentlal consequences to ~
a 4%- year eld boy's ‘behavior. ~At home, and, in several\nu?4
sery schcals, the subject hadjthlblted h1gh rates of
screamlng, flghtlng, dlsobeylng, and bossing behavxors.
The parent used 2 mlnute time-out per1ods to decrease
physical aggre551on, scr;amlng, and b0531ng 'Vérbal*pfaiéé
and spetlal treats were contlngently used to . increasé~
compliance and cooperayive play. The authors p01nted oyt
that the traatment‘wés more valid when it yas extended for

: . 3 e \ -
. . . the entire day. ° ‘ - a . '
- | o Wgﬁler (1969b), in two separate case studles,
examlned the effegts of modlfylng 1nappropr1ate behav1or R

N »

in the ‘home on the same deviant behav1ors a; school. The‘
‘ parents of two boys, ages 5 and 8 years, were trained to e
use ftime-out and différential attentioh-procedures for the
"opp051t10na1" behaV1or of one boy, and fcr the "dlsruptlve"
behaviors of the other. The results showed that the inter-
ventions were effective when applied by the parents in
the homes. However, no differences were noted in t\k same
behaviors obsefved at school, showﬁng‘no generalization

of effects. When the experimental procedures were also

employed at school, desirable changes in behavior were

14 ) »
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observed in that environment, as well.

In the develoPmental phase, the llterature on pér#nt
\ training explored many avenues cf parent -child research.¢
" The principles cf behavlor have been successfully applied
by parents to change numerous Chlld behav1or problems.
As 0'Dell (192§)~;onc1uded, "thexé does not appear to be

mm—

" any\class of overt child behaviors that parents cannot be

) . . . AS
trajined to modify" (p. 421).- Moreover, parent interventions
have involved both normal and deviant children,;andihave~
- been conducted in widely varylng envaronments. The actual

B ]

tralnlng, however, has typlcally been prQV1ded in schools,
institutions, and cllnlcsh(ﬁllen § Harrls, 19663 Russo,
1964, Wahler et al., 1965; Wolf et al., 1964) Then,
usually at the therapist's dlscretloh and/or when the be»

haviors of concern have been brought under adequate stimulus

control, paren}s have been permitted to apply the procedures

in the hodme settings.

A second perlod extending from tﬁ? late 1960's to
the present, wltnessed an accelerated growth in parent
‘training efforts., Goodall (1972) estimated that two-thirds
of such~researgh had been conducted since 1963. Since then,
the ﬁumber of reported pafent-oriented §tudies has nearly
doubled. Appropriately, this period may be characterized
as one of expansion. ’

Although the use of behavior modification in parent

training has been well documented, the time required to

e



e

-y

+

. A | ) L N . . -
N o . N > N . .
< . - N -
. v . .
N : NN » N N * . N

. > . R . . .o

T ™ ~ . ’

K . - . ~-

“ 20
* - X X

? o

. train parents in behavioral techniques has remained unesta-

blished. R:n:hough ‘Lindsley (1966) claimed that the majority
of 600 parents achieved success w1vh1n three attempted 1n~
terventlnns, no estlmates were offered regarding the time
and expenée involved in t@e‘tralnlng. Mira (1970) first

.‘t

respﬁnd&dyto\tye question of timefinvolvement., In com-

_paring the length of time required to train parents in-

[4

dividually, énd in groups, it was found that peréonalized‘

approaches\took haif the time expended en the training of

»

greups. "Slightly more than 1 hour total tlme ‘was requlred

-

to train parent§ so that,they could effect behavioral

=

changes to criterion levels in their own children. Working

within similar conditions, Christophersen, Arnold,-Hill, .

A

and Quilitch (1972) reported that an average of 10 hours .
was spent training parents to effectively implement tlie
prescribed intervention procedures. The fact that much of

-

Christephersen et al.'s training took place in the parents’

homes probably accounted for the increases in training

time. In{ccmpariscn to Masserman's (1963) claim of 600
hours of*psychotherapy required to effect thérapeutic
galns 1n neurotic patlents, the reports of Mira (1970), .
and Christophersen et al. (1972) assume great 51gn1f1cance
implying co?sid;rable time savings. ‘

It was also during this peribd that the professional
theraéeutic cohmunity began to récognize parents ag‘co-thera-
pists (Franks § Susskind, 1968). Accordingly, studies in
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- \ parent tralnlng were increasingly- regarded as jalnt co-

opgrat1ve ventures between theraplsts and parents. In

conjunctlun w1th the assumptlon of mutual therapeutlc‘

K ) r35p0n31b111t1es parents began to be viewed as agents for

preventing mental health problems in children. This

position is supported by many\psychotﬁerapists whb see‘

e parent-éhi}é }elatiohg as the vestage of mehtal health
(Hawkins 1972). Berkowltz and Graziamo (1972) viewed the
objective of parent tralnlng as a preventive measyre,
makln;rparents problem solvers, ‘rather than serv1ce seekers‘
%;cordlng to O Dell (1974),~"1t is an axlom of problem
ﬁOlVlng that prevention supercedes Cure" (p. 419)

r Glidewell (1971) con51dered the prevention of ‘disorders
in childhood to be the highest prlarlty 1n communlty

v mental healtn As parents have more actively part1c1pated

in natural settlngs as co~therap15ts, th role in ful-

filling this goal has become 1ncrea51ng1y%§2re 1mportant
(Berkowitz § ‘ §ra21ano, 1972). | ‘ ‘ e
'Historically, parent training stﬁdies employing be- .
havior mogification techniques have concentrated on de- |
creasing undesirable, and‘deviant bifaviors. In recent
years, more novel and complex behaviors have been effec-
tively tfeated‘using thig approach.\ Additionally, research

has begun to focus on methods for teaching appropriate

social skills i¥ natural environments.

/
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“Zlafnick; Mayv%lle,‘gﬁﬁ Mcffat'(;9733‘invéstigated\
S\gg \ ‘fthéVeffects of‘interrupiigﬁ‘and;differ;nfiél;reinfcrcement
! | technlques on the pstho motor selzures of fzve chlldren.
- Bellev1ng that selzures are the termlnal 11nk in a predmct»
:able behavloral chaln procedures were de31gned to 1nterrupt
the sequence, there by stopplng the selzure‘* Interruptlon .f‘
R \.procedures weTe sugcessfnlly applled bcth at school rand
*": : \at home by parents. Decreases in selzure actltlvy were
; ‘ recorded fcr four of the flVe subjects. The results
! suggested that selzure activity may contaln 0perant &nd
controllable\components and~tha5 parents as well.as pro-
fessionals may be able fo modify the frequency of s;izureé:
| Aragona, Cassady, and Drabman (1975) employed . the
parents of 15 overwelght females (CA's § to 11 years) to
study several weight reduczlsn procedures.. A control group
and two ekperimental groups were involved in the gtﬁdy.
,\QIQ one experimental éroup; children were reinforced for
;Ep ‘ progressive weight loss, while the parents were fined
jportions of an enrollment fee for failures to submit charted
behavior or attend weekly meetings. The-second expe;imental
. group employed the response-cost pro§edures~én1y. The
results showed that the two experimental groups differed
significantly from the contfﬁi group after 12 weeks of
- treatment. In-a follow-up\survey\after 9 months, there

were no differences between all three groups. However, the

response-cost plus reinforcement group showed a slower

L]
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trend of welght regalnlng . ‘ ‘ :

Reké{s and Lovaas (19?4) extended the appllcathn
of behavioral technlques used by parents to modlfy dev;e;;_
sex -role behav1oxs. Bffectlve treatment was conducted at

home, and at a clinic by a boy's mother. Specificélly& o

token reinforcement and social praise were given by the

mother to reinforce masculine sjatements and actlvltles.

Kifer, Lewis, Green, and Phllllps 5\374) de51gned

fa study in Wthh three parent -child palrs were taught nego-~

tiation skllls. All t?ree subjects were ‘adolescents whe.

»

had histories of extreme conflicts with their parents and

with other authorities. Hypotheticel cégglict situations
» ‘\ . a

were held between parent-child pairings in a clinic setting.

Specific conflicts were described in each casg. A therapist
then helped the subjects simulate mutually satlsfylng -
negotlatlons: Accordlng to reports obtalned during home
visits, generalizations of training were achieved.

Barnard, Christophersen, and Wolf (1977) sought to

improve the supermarket shopping behaV1or of three school-

N

.aged boys. Using token relnforcement and response—ccst

procedures, parents were able to 51gn1f1cant1y increase
proxf;lty to the parent and decrease t%e percentage of food-
product disturbances. Following similar procedures, Clark,
é%eene, McCrae, McNees, Davis, and Risley (1977) reported
equifalent successes. Both of these studies represent im-

portant~exte£siens of laboratory developed procedures into

‘ " \
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naturalistic env1ronments.

Knight and McKenzle (1974) studled the ?ffeﬁts of

) ccntlngent and non- contlngent story—r%adlng on the- thumb-“n

- sucklng behavior of three female subjects. The'glrls,

ages 3, 6, and 8 years, were\all chronlc thumbféuckers{'

.Two had developed accompanying’dental diScrdéfs.~~Dur§n8

¥

the baseline period :each of the mothers read to their

«*

‘childrep at bedtime regardless of whether they»wére

*&engaging\in thumbisucking. Durxng the 1ntervent10n per1ods,

the mothers were 1nstructed to stop readlng when the

?subjects sucked their thumbs and to continug when thumb-

sucking stopped. Bedtlme thumb- sgcklng was ellmlnated for

all three girls. Thls study repllcated and expanded to

naturalistic settlngs, procedu;es prev:nousiy ‘developeﬁ by
: \ e e g \ R

Baer (1962) ‘ | ~ - L -
) .

Parent-training models and teachlng techn1ques~
have varied considerably, though tendlng more in recent
years toward natural envifonmen;s. As Ross (1972) wrote:

If '‘behavior is.to be modified,. the modification

{ must take place when and where the behavior
manifests itself. This#is rarely the therapist's
consulting room, and as a consequenc;d*behav1or

" therapists working with children freg¥ently find

. themselves working.through the adults who are in
a position to be present when the target behavior
takes place, and who have-control over the con-
tingencies of reinforcement. (p. 919)

Nordqulst and Wahler (1973) demonstrated that
]

parents can successfully apply reinforcement techniques to

modify autistic behaviors in a home setting. After being

v



reznforce verbal and non- verbal 1m13é¥ions.using natura¥,

‘observers of and behav1oral~

-

Y

\tré%hed:in a clinic §e;ting, parepts‘wéré able to apply

time-out procedures in the home for ritualistic¢ responding, .

crymng, ‘and whining. The parenis wereial§o trained to

e

and readlly avallable positive canseQuences.‘

Héll"Axelréd Tyler, Grief, Jénes;«ané Rnbertson

(1972) taught paremts to effectlvely operate as both

dren. Four parents, enrolled in a "Respon51ve Teachlng“
class, demonstrated that behav1oral prlnciples taught to
parents\ln one environment could be successfully applied
in another, the home. Behaviors such as wéarihg an ortho-

* * ) S ) A\

dentii device,. doing daily household chores, and getting
dressed on time each morning wére effectively treated.

In one case, whines, cries, and complaints were effectively

decreased by remov1ng adult attentlon when the behav1ors
occurred. Reversals to basellne conditions experlmentally
validated each of the procedures used in the homes.

Several studies have reported on the effects of

~ various behavior recording _systems wused in parent training

(Herbert &\Baé}, 1972; Johnson:,Chri tophersen, § Bellamy,

.1976). Johnson et al. (1976) iﬁﬁe§tigated the uSe of an

electronic bugging device for recording parent-chiﬁd :
interactions. The device was wqorn by each of the five
parents while at home. Daily recordings were made at

random, and at fixed intervals determined by parents.

»
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The results showef significant changes in parent-child

interactions whe\.recording:intervals~were selected by the

parents. When re ordings waie made at random, changes in

parental behavior were not_e!idént,tsuggesting‘considerable-
bias in the recording system;i
i

! ‘ \ . J . : ‘.\
Herbert and Baer (1972) examined, the effects of

Y

>

self-recording by parents on their own behavioral inter-

: - « L ! - ‘\. ) B o, .
actions with their children. Three mother® were given
. : : T

-

£l

wrist-counters and‘wére iﬂstructsd*fb\record\the freqﬁéqcy
of attention given to-apprépriate child béhév{ors in home.
settings. "An indepgﬁdeﬁt observer verified that~the appro-.
priate behavior of two children imp§o§ed as\éﬁpropfiate |
parental axiention increésed. Removal of the w£ist*cauﬁter§*
did not produce a reversal of effects. Maintenance checks
over the next 5 momths showed. the effects to be duraEle ag'

well as initially simple and inexpensive. The third parent-

child pairing showed no changes as a result of ti:%::E?fhent;
Other phygical‘devices have been used to sist

parepté in app}ying behavior modififéEion techniques.

Moore and Bailey (1973) used an eleitronic cueing device

to teach behavioral techniques to a mother in a clinic

school setting. The subject, a 3 year old autistic-like

girl,‘ﬁnd her mother were involved in special training

sessions 4 days per week. During baseline, the mother

was instructed to ask her dauyghter to perform specific

pre-academic tasks, such as to stack blocks and to place

37



was implemented, th researcher rom ted ,the. mother to ° L
¢ P P ‘

. increased. Gains in the chl‘d‘s respondlng were malntaiﬁﬂe;; Co
oo S
~even when the cueing dev1ce was removed. Fbllol-up obser- N

i

rings on a stick, and to comply with certain secial, . - ‘
. % . “ TN . ) R

requests ‘such as "Lcok at me', When electronic gueing™ !

apply eather approving or dlsapprov1ng types of behavaor

in relatlon tc the chlld's responses. Durlng this 1nter* . “;ﬁ

ventlon phase bath child response catég;rles-were markedly

RN

vations at 1, 5, and 7 months after treatment slowgd that . i

2. “

the increases were maintained. - - o ‘~‘ | ‘if
Christophersen et al. (1972) taught two §et§~of
parents to use a home point (token) system to modify be-
haviqrs in the home setting. Across a total of five‘chil-
dren (CA's 5 to %O years), all 21 identified behavgﬁrs were
effectively changed in the home. The;study also‘showed
that oniy a small émount of the professionai's~time was»
requifed for the pérents to learn the essentials of behavior
modif%cation. For example, the total time spent training -
both families was only 20 hours. This study also represents
one of the first efforts to teach reinforc&meni prihciples

in the the natural environment to parents. Professionals

visited each home and focused the instruction of behavior

management techniques on child behavior problems as identi-
fied by the parents. ' .

Several parent training studies have indicated the ;

. degree to which parents can influence the outcome of be-
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havibr techniques. ‘Johnson¢aﬁd.Lobitg;(197¢} :eported - ~~“=f\

N N,

that systematic ebservation in naturalistic settings\is;an

important assessment .device in the'evaluatien of treatment .
\ I T -
appreaches and ba51c soclal TeSBaTCh ' Twelve familles T

T\;‘; . With & to 6 year old chlldren were recru1ted for the ~f}‘
study‘~ Durlng the 6 day obser?&tlon perlod parents were _ ..

d
1nstructed to make thelr chlldren “look good" on 3 days,
£
and’ to "1ook bad" or “devldnt" on alternate days. Inde-

pendent observers v131ted the homes and collected\data on T
\ . . . A @ :
- - 35 behavioral cauegaries; It wns found*that chlld deviant BN
\ : Pl o0
behav1ors, parental negatlve respondlng, and parental

commands were all 31gulf1cantly higher on bad than on gégd )
days.  The results 1nd1cated that parentsdsan manlpulate
the dev1ancy level in thelr chlldren in response to 1nstruc—
‘1§ - tions. Much of ‘the 1nc‘E§§e in deviancy was attributed to :
| inéreased parental commands. Althqugh it was shawn that

Efrents intuitively "know" how to make thelr children “look
g bad", they apparently d4dn't "know" how to increase positive

~ »

behaviors pn "good days". There were no significant differ-

énces in complia gasdres'aﬁrcss the twe experimental
conditions. |
| Herbert, Pinkstﬁﬁ, éayden, Sajwaj, Pinston, Cordua,
- and Jackson (1973) répcrteq on the adverse .effects of differ-.
ential attention for two independent parent training programs.
Mothers of devianf young children were fcund to ‘almost

always follow inappropriate behaviors with attention.
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Durlng treatment, mothers were: 1nstructed to use dlfferentlaI“\

T

. .
attention procea?res. No attentlon was grven to dev1ant

behaviors, thusplacing the chlldren in a state of extlnCﬂ\

;fﬁx7 tion. Pralsegﬁ*& phy51ca1 closeness were employed to e
- . : 1ncrease apgr0prlate behavioral pattesns. ‘Contrary to“the.

‘ researchers expectatlons, the-dlfférentlal attention pro-,

o

- cedure produced substantzal increases in dev1ant behavlors, ‘:\3.
such as hitting thelr‘mothers, self-scratching, and dangerous
. play for four of the 51x subjects. The 1mp11cat10ns of
. thesg Tesulys suggest that for some deviant children the
manlpulatfbn of parental attentlon‘can have sérious limpita-
tions. Thls has been\espec1a11y apparent when the adVersef\X

effects have, occurred in loosely controlled ‘settings such

~

as the home-. - T
(o Wy

Budd, Green, ‘and iBaer (1976) also used time- out and
contingent forms of a&ultiattention‘to modify inappropriate
non-tompliant béhaviors. Adult differential attention ténd—
ed - to increase desired behavior. However, concurrent in-
creases in other inappropriate beha&iors were noted. When
time-out procedures were added, more successful results
were reporfed; These results replicate those of Herbert
et al. (1973), and Wahler (1969a) in demonstrating the fail-
ure of differential sﬁéial attention to increase appropriate
behavigr, when used as a single treatment stratggy.

Studiés of this type, in which unusual results have

been encountered, have prompted researchers to more closely

| f
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examine the characteristics of pafticipagﬁqg parents.
-According to O§Dell (1974), "studiés’thaf take measures on

parents in arder to relate them to dlfferentlal successes L.

4

are even more 1nfrequent" (p. 421) Mira (1970) did nat
- find a relatlonshlp bétween parent*s education, intelligence, } 
N or soc1oecanom1c level andxsubsequent training succaés.

. However, era (1970) seemed to minimize verbal learning and .
'emph351zed dlrect teachlng of parent behaviors. Studies ;.)
emph 51z1ng verbal learnlng and dldactlc instruction, and
e which relied on both educatlonal lewvel and readlng ablllty, \‘N\Q
have involved' individuals categdriied as college educated
parents (Hall et al., 1972 Salzlnger, Feldman, § Portnoy,
1970). Conve%se%y Patte};;n Cebb, and Ray 61972) ‘reported
» that uneducated lower SOC1qgc0n0m1c parents were difficult
. | to_tra@n: Trqubled famllles/&nd parents ‘without spouses
also fell into the ﬁdlfflgult to‘traln“ category. Reports
dealing with ihe.persoﬁal%%y or psychiatric classification
~of parents are infrequent in éhe literature.. In general,
parent tfain§rs have‘resefvéd instruction for those free
of overt pathology (Bernal, Williams, Miller, & Reagbr,
1972; "Patterson, 1965). ‘ | ’
Gelfand and Hartmann (1968) concluded that the type
of parent training program can interact with individual
parent characteristics. O;Dell (1974) offerred several

tentative conclusians. First, more highly educated parents

. may respond better to verbal learning, or didactic_approaches.
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. " Secondly, a wider:rqnge‘of parents may be ﬁhughﬁ if actual
behavioral* learning and individﬁal;y tailc?ed @rcgr;ms'are:;y{
emphasized:. .. . - | ' A R

The issues of genéralization‘and'maiﬁtenance‘are

érucial to any traininé progra@;\fL?vaaé, Koegel, Simmons,

and Long 61973) reported that therapeutic éainS‘wgye ma Sy

tained for autisiic children whose parents hpplieq behavioi

fx~ \ therapy tethniques in home settinés.L Conversely, those

) ~ children who were 1nst1tutlona112ed in fac111tleg where

relnforcement technlques were not systematically employed ~

‘tended to regress.

Miller and Sloane (1976) de51gned a study in whlch yy,f}

-

N

the generallzatlon &ffects of 1anguage tralnlng were mea-
sured across numerous settings. The parents of f1ve nan-
verbal children were trained to use social praise and hugs,
and pprtiog$ qf snacks’ to reinforce 'prompted vocalizations
at home. Similar trainfhg was conducted at~sehoola3~ﬂbser-
- .
vations of vocallzatlons were also collected at school
during a free—play perlod‘ The results showed that "all
subjects increased vocalizations as a function of training
at home. Generalization aﬁ’TanguagQ training to another
time at home showeé incréasesg albeit the increases were.
minimal. At school, only one child showed systematic
increases 1in languége training sessions as a function of

training at home. Observations made during a free-play '

setting at school showed increases in the aver?ge number

d
. {
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' Héwever, due to within-subject variability, these increases

‘
‘ N Y
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ef{vocaiizetions as a result, of home language training.
were considgred not to be signifieant, and ihereferefihconJ
clusive (Miller § Sloane, 1976). - | .
Aecordlng to Miller and Sloane (1976), generallzae
tlon accurged only minimally even theugh the st;mulus
sett;ngs‘were phy31ca11y 31m11e;. It wes stated "it appeers
that generalization must be programmedﬁ {p. 369), a con-
clusion earlier reported by Beet{'Wolf and Rlsley (1968),
and Walker and Buckley (1972). Altheugh several-studies :
(Herbert § Baer, 1972 Moore &,Balley, 1973) have reported
ach1ev1ng malntgnance of theraﬁ%ﬁtlc galns, there 15 no
concensus regardlng spec1fﬂk methodology As O'Dell (1974)
concluded, ':E}e technolegy has Hot yieldéd well- -developed

techniques fér producing generality and durability of

parent behavior changes" (p. 425).

*

Summary
¥
2 e e R s SRR 50 el aww - G5 gty MR L AN L3N LS R S e N N P b

A??g?ﬁhearly 20 years of research in parent tralnlng
using behavior mod1f1cat1on technlques, some conclusions

may be drawn. As reviews by Berkowitz and Graziano (1972),
Johnson end Katz (1973), and O0'Dell (1974) -have pointed oﬁt,
pagénts: have successfully modified a wide variety-ofichild

behaviors, both deviant and adaptive. As subjects, children

from virtually every exceptionality have participated with

»
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their parents and caretakers. In tarn, effective modifica-
tions have been demonstrated in homes, clinics, schodls;
and institutions. ~ | \ ‘ ‘ : \

The issue of where treatment should be initiated

remains unresolved. chever, it appears that the most

. 1976; Wahler, 1869h) When,garenthxalnlng‘lgwggndustgd .

- are minimized‘(ChTistophersgn et al., 1972). “ | “ .M}~

logical approach is to provide tralnlng in the environment .

in which the problem behavior or concern manlfests itself.

‘Clearly generalmzatlon problems exlst when the effects of ..\}

training fail to- transfer across settlngs (Miller & Sloane,

~»

in the home, or 1n natural environments, generalized problems

. The interaction of parent training apbroaches and
certain parental\characteristics has fecéiVed minimal re-
search attention. While socioecénomig’ievel does not seem
to be a significant variable (Mixa,~\1§70), the educational
background of parents would appear to be important (O'Dell

1974) Parents with moderate to high verbal capacltles

A,

NG
e ey

" ‘would appear to prosper from a dldactlc instructional 7 -

approach (Hall et al 1972) . Conversely, parents with
lésser verbal skllls tend to learn more effectlvely with

a demonstration and actual practice approach (O'Leary et
al., 1Q67% Wolf et al., 1964). Hence, an initial assessment
of certain parental characteristics would appear to be

{
useful in designing appropriate instructional strategies. \\

-
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Other important instructional considerations have
been presented. Herbert et al. (iQ?S)‘pdEnted out that °
. N -~ T .
' a single treatment approach, differential reinforcement of. -
: { ) .

N

other behaviors, can foster adverse effects. Two-thirds
of the subjects reacted.to thiS présuﬁably positive pro-.
ceaﬁre by hitting their motﬁers, self-sératching,‘and by
engaging in dangerous play activities. O‘Lear}\?t é}; P
(1967) also enéountere§~this problem. By gombip}p%*xgi?-
forcement with a punisﬁment procedure, time=-out ficm
reinfogcement, the targeted béhaviors were effectively
 %"f‘? brought under control. As Baer (1970) pointed out,
tharapists\are\hesiiant?to apply puniéhgent procedures.
According to Baer (1976), objections to the u§2 of gunish- .
ment‘aré based more. upon subjective,_moralistic”opinions,\ ’
than upon objective research findings. Responding to this, -
Wahler;(19693) reported that the reinforcemen% value of
parents markedly increased duriné time-out (punishment)
~intérvention chdit;oné, Since‘then, instructional strat-
egies for parent training have included dualistic objéctives.
‘Reinfcrcement fé; desirable behaviors has been frequently -
combined with §§me type of punishment contingency aimed
‘at decreiéing aberrant behaviors.

*

Overcorrection, and its Comporents
- . a

The developmént of efifective new behavioral tech-

niques to treat deviant behavior is important. When

(N
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traditional ‘reinforcement and punishment procedures fail

‘to be effective with specific deviant behaviors, behavioral

technology must be expanded to:inglude new forms of tFeat-

™

L3

ment. One promising and recent development is- overcorrection..

4 a
Accerding to Foxx (1971), and Foxx and Azrin (1973), over-

correction consists of two objectivés. They are (a) to

overcorrect the environmental effects of the inappropriate

‘act, and (b) to require the disruptor intensively to practice

overly correct forms of relevant behavior.

The method for achievigg the first objective is
termed "restitutional overcorrection" and requires "the
disruptor to correct the consequences of his misbehavior ;
by having him restore the situation to a state vastly
improved from that which ex%;téd béfnre the disruption"
(Foxx & Azrin, 1973, p.27). Fof example,*an individual
who smears his feces on the floor would be -required to'

wash, chean, and then wax the floor. A meghod known as

N

"positive practice overcorrection" is used to achieve the

second objective. This requires the .individual who smears

N T

feces to eliminate in the toilet, then cleanse and bathe

himself. Restitutional overcorrection is applicable, when

“ the mi3behavior disrupts the environment. However, as

Foxx and Azrin (1973) have noted, ”since'self-stimulatofy
behavior toften has no effect on the environment, the
positive practice overcorrection procedure would be used

alone in those instances" (p.2). . -

™
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Accordlng to .Foxx (1971) and Surratt (1971),
overcorrectlon procedures were d351gned to possess the -
following five characteristics: (a) the behavior which
is to be positively practiced must be constructively
related to the misbehavior. \ ‘This characteristic is baséd,\
upon Thorndlke s (1932) contention that puﬁlshment does
not teach; only practice and relnforcement can be educat1ve.
Foxx (1971) asserted that punlshment_technlques‘are not
cansg‘pctixfly‘related to the misbehavior, Since they are

selected for their annoyance value rather than their edu-

cative value. The rationale behind positive practice over- \
. correctlogﬁﬂoes assure this meaningful seldction. (b) The K -
overgorrection procedure must immediately follow the mis-

behavior. Azrln (1956), and Azrln ‘and Holz (1966) demon- -

K

at

strated that 1mmed1ate negatlve consequences were most
_effective 1n ellmlnatlng.und351rab1e\behav1or5. Immedlaté
“temporal pairing of overcorrection with thé occurrence of
the misbehavior reduces amy‘réinforﬁemgnt which might
fﬁ follow the behav?or and éssentially places the individual
in an extinc;iﬁh condition (Foxx, 1971). (¢) The over-
correction must be extended in duratiop, thereby serving
as a time;out condition since the individual will be
actively involved in the corrective acts. According to
Zimmerman and Baydeﬁ (1963), ti“g;out is more effective

at longer durations. (d) The corrective acts involved

»

in positive practice overcorrection procedures must be

\ ’ \ fgniﬁ*\
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actively performed by the offender. Miller (1968)‘reparted\‘
that physical effort is\kngwn;to‘fnnétion as an inhibitor.
Hull .(1943) rgﬁgrréd»to this as reactive inhibition. Tﬁai
is, in a repetitive sequence of actionms, each movement con-
tributes one unit of fatlgue, .which progr3331ve1y serves:

to decrease the individual's physiological capacity to

respond. (e) Positive reinforcement, especially in the

form- of attention, must be minimal during overcorrection -

treatments. Accorainé to Foxx (1971), minimal positive
relnfarcement can be achleved by dellverxng instructions

in neutral tones. Whenever the offender falls to fcllcw -

a verbal 1nstruct10n, he must be manually guided through\

X

the requlred response by the trainer, who provides only
enough pressure to insure that the desired movement ‘is
initiated and completed (Foxx § Azrin, 1973). As the

of fender begins independently completing the requirea
response, the pressure is lessened to just a touch, and
then faded completely.” Should the offender's desired move-
ment slow down or stop, just enough’ pressure must gé
reapplied to restore the movement to the desired rate.

The verbal instruction thus becomes a conditioned stimulus
as in a conditioned avoidance situation whereby the offender
canvavoid the manual guidance by following{the.instructions.
Eventually, the verbal instructions alone should maintain

the desired behaviors as in conditioned avoidance (Azrin,

Holz, § Hakes, 1962).

15
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Overcorrection Treatment of Self-Stimulatory Behaviors

~ Baer, Wolf, and Risle% (1968) haveosuggesreo that
the effectiveness of a procedure may be shown by successfui
replications with different behav1ors, target populatlons,
localltles, and with dlfferent people applyrng the procedure,
Overcorrection procedures have been used successfully with
a wide variety of‘se1f~stimuﬁatory>behévihrs. Webster and

Azrin (1973) reported a number of effective treetments,\one\i

‘1nvolv1ng severe self- 1n3ur1ous behavlo; (SIBl&w>031nngNwmﬁm i

posrtlve practice overcorrectlon procedure which requlred~ B
physmcal relaxatlon, head- banglng was suppressed to near p
zero levels by the fifth day of training. In another study,
Azrin,*Gotlieb Hugart, Weéoﬁirskl, and Rahn (1975) reported
using positive practice overcorrection: procedures to treat

eleven cases of SIB. The average reduction in  the rate

| 1 : : .
.of SIB (head-banging, and.kpuckle-chewing) by the first

. v
day was 90 percent. By the seventh day of treatment, a

reduction of 96 percent had been achleved for all subjects.

Overcorrection procedures have also been implemented

' to treat self-stimulatory behaviors of lesser severity.

Foxx and .Azrin (1973) demonstrated overcorrection to be
effective in completely eliminating mouthing, head-weaving,
and hand-clapping self-stimglatory behaviors. An oral
hygiene procedure, more fully described by Foxx and Azrin

(1972), was used to treat mouthing responses. This pro-

49
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cedure required thai the gums and teeth be brushed with oral
antiseptic following the taréétéd Behavior."Then the facial ~
area\around the mouth~was wiped with a wash-cloth,\dampened 2
with the antiseptic. Each application of the procedure
‘1£sted‘fbr 2 minutes. Head -weaving self stlmulatory behav1ors
were treated using functlonal movement tra;nlng% The proce-
dure, lasting S minutés, requiréd the subject to respond

to three verbak‘cdhmands by holding her head\up, dpwn;“or
straight. Each position was maantalned for 15 seconds. For
the overcorrection ‘of hand- Clapplng, as m1nute functlonal

R L SR

‘hand movement training progedure was employed. The subjec

-

e .

was instructed: to move his hands 1n‘response~10 one o
five verbal commands Hands weré moved above the head, into
\j’ the pockets, stralght out in front held together, and held
behindfthe back. Agaln each position was malntalned-for 15
seconds. .In all three treatments, manual guidance from the
adult manager was provided if the subject‘refu§ed to comply
with the verbal commands. ¢ \
The, data showed near complete suppre551on for 'all
target self—§:1mu1atory behav1ors w1th1n S to 10 days after
_overcorrection was implemented. The\fargét behaviors were

\‘ .
maintained at zero levels for extended ppriods of time by

-

using verbal warnings. This study als presented an ex-

tension of an earlier study by one of/the authors (Foxx,

= 1971). It was shown that the effects of overcorrection on

mouthing béhavior could be extended to the entire day, in-

L}
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ggead of for a brief training session. : -

Herendeen, Jeffrey, and Graham (1874) fso achieved
positive résultsvwith\overcgirection in the‘tféatmenipsf‘thé
stereotyped rocking and mouthing behaviors of 2 13 year old
retardgte; Using the fun;tional moveﬁe§t$ and Sraivhigiene

N ‘ . -
pr¥cedures, described earlier, rocking and mouthing were

4

each reduced significantly within a brief period of treat-

ment. Rollings, Baumeister, and Baumeister (13977). used
_functional movement training, a positive practicé overcor-
rection procedure, to effectively décrease hiéh Tate body-

D ﬁrOCRingféo a near zero ra;g‘ip\ongvygyayga;e,;wp§le the
. Tsame procedure failed to produce decreases in head-weaving

»

in agcther subject. .
Epstein, Doke, Séjwaj, Sorrell and Rimmer (1974)
used funciionar‘movemeﬁt overcorrection procedures to de-
‘crease stereotyped hand and foot movements and inappropriate
vocéliéatibns in two~retardétés. fhese behaviors were |
suppressed to levels under 5 percent. S$imilar decrements

in inappropriate object manipulation, inappropriaté’hand

s, - WA es T a L mn aaa s mEwt e
> - N

Lt i Sma e e

| wamovements aﬁd“meu%h%ng~responseS"W%re also observed in two
autistic children (Wells, Forehand, Hickey, & Green, 1977).
Positive practice dvercarréctlon, appropriate play with
toys, was used to treat the target behaviors.
Doke and Epstein (1975) also reduced mouthing’ in
two retardates from means of 25 and 50 percent duriﬁg;ba§e-~

line périods to levels under 10 percent during the oral

¥
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hygienekcver;nrrection treatment condition. Contingent
verbal warnings that overcorrécticnlwould be administered
were used ‘to mazntaln zero levels of mouthing in subsequent
phases of the study.

Overcorrectlon*precedures have beeﬁ sucéessfully
applied to different popuiations of subjects, and - in a
variety of localities. Foxx (1971}, and Foxx ani\Azrinj(LS?S),
who pioneered the cverCOrrection‘techniqué, orrgrnally ‘

applied these procedures to profoundly and;severely ﬁenta&lf

" retarded out-patients, enrolled in a special day-care pro-

* gram. Overcorrectlon procedures were applled by a teacher

" in a small tralnlng room, and in an 1nd00r playroom (chx, .

]

1971) The same overcorrection prbcedures were later ex-
tended to 1nc1ude the entire lg%gth of the day care schcol
program (Foxx § Azrin, 1973). e
U51ng a p051t1ve practléé wverccrrectlon procedure,
Wells et al. (1977) treated two brain-damaged, mentally k\ SN
r§tarded and severely emotionally disturbed §ubje;tsuig\a\
special school for the'ﬁevelbpmentally héndicapped.‘ The
subjects, 10 year old fraternal twins, exhibited numerous
self-stimulatory behaviors during free-play periods with

toys. When any one of four target behaviors was observed,

the teacher would say, "Stop that!'", and engage the child

in .manually guided appropriate play with a toy for’ 2%

minutes. Treatment was limited to a playroom setting. The

results showed that all target behaviors were significantly

[T
02



suppressed during the overcorrection condition. Epstein et

~al. (1974); and Doke énd\Ep§§gin (1975) also demanstratéd

‘the effectiveness of overcorrg;i%cn procedures in specialized

‘ d day-care environments with autistic~iike children.;~ ‘

Simpson and Sasso (in press) were among_the first

to apply overcorrecﬁiou procedures in a public school Spgciai
education environment. %he subject, a 10 year old sevérely |
émoticnally disturbed male, frequenglyfengageg‘ih "rumina-
tion”. This rare behavior involved the voluntary movement
of food from the stomach into and from the o;ai cavity.
Rum;nation\was ffgquen?l} pbserve&wﬁnringworAEhertly éﬁger‘
| meaitime, although it was not 1imited to thesé time. periods.
When this behavior was observed, the teacher would immedi-
aﬁely ;;proach_the child, open his mouth énd~s§uirt a small
quahtityigf lemon juice’ into tQﬁ subject's mouth. He was
then told to swallow it. ‘The.teacher's hand’would remain
over the child's mouth to aid him in é;nsuming the juice.
Next, the facial area was washed with warm,‘soapy water
and a ;iofh for 36~seconds. This was followed by drying
the facg, and then applyihg\a face lotion to the effected
area for an additional 15 seconds. This restitutional

- overcorrection procedure completely eliminated this self-
stimulatory behavior within 1 week after treatment was
initiated. A continued visual display of the squirt bottle,

used to administer the lemon juice, maintained zero levels

/ of rumination behavior for extended periods of time.
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out the school day, these verbalizations interfered with

\‘9§ing another restitutienal overcorrection pchedure,

Newman, Whorton, and Simpson (1977) demonstrated marked

reductions in another self- stlmulatory behaV10r in a publlc

school setting. The subject an 8 year old severely dis-

) turbed and functlonally mentally retarded child, frequently

engaged in inappropriate stereotypic verballzatiens. Through-

v
R,

the child's academic pegformahcegand tha®® of the entire .

class, Following a baseline beriqd of 6 séhqol dais, char- '’

~acterized by extremely high frequencies of verbalizations

. 4
{mean = 196 per day), an overcorrection‘proce&ure was “initi-

w—«-‘ - . - - \

ated. Whenever 1nappropr1ate verballzatlons, such as ”dyah"
"bacj* and "bah", were heard the teacher would say "No
noise!" in a firm, yet bland tone. Next, the teacher's

hand was placed over the child's mcuth\firmly in 'such a

manner that noises could not be made. The hand was held in

place for‘SO\secpnds,~whereuponfitfwas~remeved, and the

teacher said "Good being quiet!"™. The hand-over-mouth pro-
cedure was extenaed each time the child emitted!a noise
during the normal 30 second treatment pefiod._ 1
Since the treatment condition, which included the
verbal warping, failed to suppress the target self-stimu-
latory behavior, that\componeht was terminated. It was
\

found that the restitutional overcorréctlon without the

verbal warnlng produced the most 51gn1f1cant and long

ey

¢
‘hygastlngweffects. Inaporopriate verbalizations were de-

,{34‘




treased fra& a mean of 156 per day to only 13 qaily’during
‘ ; y ! y g

 the final treatment phase!

r’/‘ ';In an attempt to mcdif} head~ban§ihg,‘ﬂarfis and~

<\ Romanczyk {1976) used a functlonal movement overcorrectlan
~ : prccedure to treat an 8 ‘year nld retardate. 0verccrrect10n~
| admlnlstered at the chlld‘s spec1al school decreased head-
banglng from a basellne mean of 32 occurrences per day td
near zero after 2 weeks of treatment. Although nO“changes
* : ~ in-head banging were observed in the home over,thlsﬁperlod
this target behavior wal subsequently reduced from .2 base-
line mean of islbehaviors per day to Zero when the ov%ﬁ-
correction\précedure-was transfer}ed to gpatwéeEting. No‘
descrlptlon was prov1ded regarding the 1mplementat10n of
the procedures 1n the home, or who applled the overcorrection
‘;reatmentst Foxx and Azrin (1973) reported quite similar
resulté‘from their study. Again; no data on the‘ﬁohe |
applications were obtained. Newman et al. (1977) also re-
‘¢ ported successful transfers to the home setting, but did
not provide suypporting information.

Although several studies have reported successful
appllcatlons of overcorrection procedures in home settings,
only one study has systematlcally 1nvest1gate@x&he use of
overcorrection by parents in home env1ronmen;s. Barnard,
Christophersen, Altmam, and Wolf Y1974) ﬁere the first to
systematically conduct an overcorrection study in home

S

settings where parents acted as thérapists for their own
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| chilgren. The four subjéct§j(CA‘s 15 monthé to 4 .years of_
age) had been associated with variﬁug diagnasiic labels,
suéh as brain-injuiéd, multiply handicapped, and autistic.

\1;7 - Each of these children also evidenced<§pv%¥$“?€r§rdation of
intellectual development. Two sets of ggercorrecti;; pro- . '
cedu;es were impiemented by the parents tO‘Fieat hand-biting |
"and head-banging behaviors. One of.thetsubjects wasg treated
fﬁr both of the target behaviors.

Overcorrection for hand-biting coﬁsisfed of the
follpwihg“b;ocedures. They were: . ) v,

\1. A 2 minute oral hygiene’prgcedure'(df. FBxx‘§

Azrin, 1972, 1973), in which the child's teeth and

; gums were brushed with “Listerine": .

2. Two minﬁtes of hand washing, especially on the

effected érea, dsing a cofton swab and mild soap. |

3. One minut; ?f\hand drying using.a small dry cloth..

4. Two minutes of applying a small dab_of handcrean

to the effected area. B

Overcarregtion for head—banginé follgwed a similar

7 minute procedure. This procedure consisted of the

following: '

1. \Fsr 3-minutes, an icepack was apg}ied to the

child's head. o~

2. For 2 minutes, the bumped area was washed with

a cotton swab and mild soap.

3. The head was dried with a small cloth for 1 minute.

These procedures were solely "restitutional over-

correction”, by design. Positive practice overcorrection

06
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_independent observers on a regular basis in the homes.

~

was not applied. gA kitchen timer was used byJﬁhé ﬁarenté

to measure the durations for all overcorrection .cqmponents.

Overcorrectlon procedures were employed within a

»

multiple basellne experlmental de51gn for small or 51ngle
subject studles, Thls allowed each sub;ect to ‘act as his

owa control’(Sidman, 1960). All xnterventlondbwere carrled ,
. . - . . » .

out by parents in, their own homes on their. own children.’

§,
. » ™ ~ . .
Data gathering and reliability checks were conducted by

h
The.data showed that the oral hygiene procedure
effectively’ ellmlnated the hand-biting for all target sub-’
Yoy
jects. However, iny two of the three overcorrection treat-

ments for head-banging completely eliminated thls self-

injuridus behavior. Even.doubling the length of the over-

L TN . \ ) . . .~
correction procedure for.the omne subject's head-banging

failed to produce any decreases;ggiﬁsteid, increases in i‘
head-banging eventually foréed~thé‘f8?mination of the prét
cedure. From the data provi&edhby Bafhaﬁ. et{ai. (1974),
it appeared as if this child's 'parent reported the least
observatlanal data,’ and also attalned the lowest reliability
coefficients. All of this refletts more on the parent's
ability to apﬁlx\the overcorrection procedu{g’than on thés

effectiveness of the treatment, per se. Although\obser-

vations of the target behaviors were obtained in two settings,

» . L \ ’
home "and school, no collateral behavior data were collected

or reported. "

W
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Summary

s ~

. 0v§rcorrecti;§ procedures,‘originated by Ecii (1971),
have-been shown to bé effective with a variety of sélf-stih; 1T
ulatory behgviors (Doke § Epstéing 1975;‘Ep5té£n et alg,

~‘1QZ4; R?llings et al., 1977), and self-injurious beha;iors
(Azrin ét al., 1975; Webster § Azrin,\i973). Both menia?ly
retarded\ané emotiqnally-disturhed children (Harris & -
Romanczyk, 1976; Newnan et l., 1977) and adolescents
(Herendeen et al., 19?4; Wells et gls,1g77) h#ve'been suc-

cessfully treated using overcorrection procedures.. Res-

titutional and posit%ve‘practicé forms pg‘aveftorréction,
applied separately, of in tandem, have also been employed
"with equivalent results by therapifts and teachers - (Newnman -
et al., 1977; ﬁebster § Azrin; isjs; Simp#on\& Sasso, in
‘press), and by parents\(Barnérd et .al., 1974). Aﬂdimionally,
successfﬁl treatment haé been implementqp in inst;tgtional |
settings (Foix, 1971; Foxx § Azriﬁ; 1972, 1973; Wells et al.,
19773, in public schopd classrooms (Newman ei al., 1977;
Simpson § Sassof in press), and in the home (Bérnard e; X
al., 1974). |
| iOvércorrection, espécially when used to treat self-

stimul®tory behaviors, has shoﬁn certain cﬁéracteristics.
Perhaps the most strikigg feature of overcorrection is that

it has produced beéhavior change in a relatively brief treat-

ment period. Near complete Sﬁ%pression of the target be-.
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havior has typically been achieved within 1 to 2 weeks after

treatment has been implemented (Azrin et al., 1975; Webster -

& Azrin, 1973). Hence, the time spent\applying the ﬁroceduré,

though great 1n1t1a11y, has qulckly,been dlmlnlshed to a

- N
»

manageable amount (Hobbs, 1977)

-
-

Side-effects of Treatment

a3
LY
* 3

. The problém of deviant self-stimulatory behavior '
cﬁmpeiing with academic, pe;%yrménce constantly faces the
clagsroom\féachei, As Kauffman (19?4) has suggested "teachers
cannot allow self- stlmulatory behav1ors to continue unabated
if they are to be effectlve. Learning clearly seems not to
occur while a child is engaged in such behavior" (p. 402).

Foxx (1971) cpqieﬁds that 4n inverse relationsﬁip'

exists between self-stimulatory behavior and appropriate

‘responses to external stimuli. and thus self-stimulatory be-

havior may hin&gr the development of adaptive behaviqf.
Campbell (1968) compared retardates who self-stimulated with
retardates who did not, and found that the self-stimulator's
contact with qévironmehtal stimuli-tended to be fleeting,
repetitive "and d§structive. Céncurring with these state-
ments, Simpson and Sasso (in bress)‘stated that ''greater:
academic pro%uctivity and, socialization efforts were observed"

’

(p. 8) as a functjon of decreases in"self~stimulafory re-.

. sponding. . ~ \\
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Alcording to Koegel and Covért (1972), it has begn
generally assumed by behhvicral reseérchers that in order ‘

. for severely disturbed éhildfen to léarn ﬁew‘skills, self-
stlmulatory behavior must be‘ellmlnated from their béhav1oral
repetoires. It was shown that durlng perlods when self-
stlmulatory behav1ors (rocking, hand flapplng, hair-twisting)
were decreased the three subjects qulckly learned to bar-
press for reinforcement. Koegel and.. Covert s data strongly
suggest ‘that 1f autistic children are to learn these
children shogld not engage in S$elf-stimulation during
academic instruction. ’ |

Bucher‘and Lovaas (1968) rep§fted that Self-stimu-
lation was inversely related to correct responding in st?ut—
tured languageNtrainigg Sessionsi Dokg and Epétein i19753
uséd oral hygienhe overcorrection proceéures to deéréase
thumbsucking, ﬁouthing, and object»siinning during daily
language traiﬁing sessions. Although the procedure effec-

‘tively suppressed the target behaviors, no data were re-
ported regarding language productions. Newman et al. (1977)
applied overcorrection effectixgly to inappropriatesvérbgl-
i%atipns in a public“schgpl program. An analysgg of the

.subject's performance in languagé-training sessions showed ~*
that overcorrection treatment 'did not adversely affect his

development of more appropriate and functional coggunicational

-~ 4 skills" (p. 162). Again, data on academic performance were

not reported.
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S \ Bucher and Lovaas (1968), and Koegel and Covert (1972)

have presented ev1dence to support the contentibn that self-
stimulation and academic performance\are-inveisely related..
e A pumber of other authyrs hage concurred with this relation;
| . ship, but h#ve nat"based iheir decisions uﬁﬁn data. Never-
- theless,  there. %ggms to be enough evidence to suggest that
decreases in self-stimulatory behav1ors glve Tise to the ‘
i development of more adaptive, and outwardly dire;ted
behaviors. | |
The question of behavioral side-effects to treat-
ment haé been éxaﬁined by several auihors‘IDoke‘& Epstein,
1974; Epstein et al.,1974; Hobbs, 1977; Risley, 1968).
Side-effects have been refined into positive and negative
behavioral categories S0 as to study the relative changes§
if any, in each as a function of treatment. Hence, each
type of behaﬁioral side-effect could vary iﬁ a desirable or

undesirable fashion with the changes in the target self-

stimulatory behaviors..
{

>
¥

kauffman (1974) has reported that most of these
references are of a positive nature, citing increased socia-
bility, eye-contact, and cooperativeness. \For‘example,\
studies u51ng electric shock have contended that p051t1ve
side~effects such as increased attention to adults has
occurred during treatment (Bucher § Lovaas, 196%: iovaﬁs &
Simmons, 1969). Conversély, Ccrte Wolf and Locke (1971)

y reported that the use of mild shock contingent upon a target
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self stlmulatory behaV10r exhibited by a retarded female
‘subJect was associated with markedly increased rates of
self-%njurious behavior, such as face-slapping, hair»pu}ligg,
. and finger»biting. ‘ ) ‘ . |
In several of the early studies on the gffe#;iveness
of ovefcorrettion for self~stimu1atory beha&ibrs Foxx
' (1971), and Foxx and Azrin (1973) anecdotally reported a
\varlety of p031t1ve side- effects, such as 1ncreased attentlon
y and responsiveness to adults associated w1th’the use of over-
- correction. It was reported by one téachgf that'-the subject
| g#eemed much more alert and that\hér attention to various
training tasks had increased".(chxhﬁ\Azrin 1973. P. 9).
However, no data have been reported to support the acqui-
sition of these functional behaV1ors.
Severgl resaarcherS'have sought ;o‘systematically

determine the relationships between changes .in treated se@f-

stimulatory behaviors and other untreated responses. Epstein

>

et al. (1974) obse}ved both positive and negative side-
effects iﬁté.stéﬁy’in which positive practice overcorrection ,
was used with tws subjects to decrease inaﬁpropriate hand
" and foot movements and inappropriate self-stimu&atory
. \ ygfalizationSQ The overcorrection procedures resulted in
reductions in .all - target behaviors to near zero levels. For’ )
one subject, appropriate toy play during a free play period

e : .
increased from a mean of approximately 15 percent in base-
: . ‘ * : 7
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forms of punisfhment.

to a mean of nearly 35 plercent when self-stimulatory
movements were reduced usingfa functional hand mqvemeﬁt
cverCDr;ection procedure. These fiﬁdings Cerespond to
those of Koegel and Covert (1972),‘KoegelsiFirestohe; Kramme
and Dunlap'(1974},.and‘Risley (1968), who each used\differéﬁt

Epstein et al. (i§74f~obsefved a different be- .
hav1o£al relatlonshlp with the second sub3ect.‘ Whén thé
target behav10r, 1napproprlate vocallzatlons, were suppressed
durlng nap-tlmg, 1napproprlate\food movements 1ncreased. .
Through¥qgt a reversal @ésign, these‘twq\§e1f~stimu1atory :
behaviors gaintained aﬁ inverse relétionship An examination
of two other sglf stymulatory behaviors, inappropriate hand
and food movements,ishowed that overcorrgctlon for one
behavior had no effects on the other.

Rolllngs, Baumelster, and Baumeister (1977) effectlvely
appliedﬁﬁ631t;ve practice overcorrgctlon, functional movement
tfaining, to a retardate's self-stimulatory body-rocking.

Early in the treatment phase, marked increases}in self*hitting;
another self-stimulatory behavior, were observed. However,

the rate of self-hitting decreased with extended training,
shggesting extinction of this négative behavior correlate

in the training eavironment. According to Baumeister and

Rollings (1976), this type of behavior may have occurred’

during treatment "because self-injurious behavior had been
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‘successful in avoiding or eécap:‘;ng . from unpleasant \Situ-’
ations in- the past" (p. 12). ‘fnllewing this 1o§ic; the
self-hitt;ng extinguished in the training situation because
— it was ineffective iﬁ providing an escape;frcm\ovgécnrrection

treatment.

Positive prﬁciice overcorrectionpis designed to be
an edﬁcgtive procedure (Foﬁi, 1971; Surratt, 1971). - It was
intended to teach adaptivelbehavicrs as well as to decregse

inappropriate responding.\ Hawevef, as Hobbs (1977) pointed

out, there is very tittle evidence to support the "educative"

claims for overcorrection. A study by'Wells et al.\(1977)\

represfiits the only controlled investigation¢of the effects 

of Qvercofrection on the acquisitidn of approp;iate béhavior.‘
Positive practice overcorrection, thought to be an educative
process, not ogly.decreased thg fre&ﬁency of object-spinning ‘
and mouthing stereotyped behaviors, but also served to facil~h
itate the acquisition of the practiced behavior. \Apprnpriate
‘toy-playing behavior was"signfficant1y~increased in one
autistic subjéct: while another failed to learn this skill.
In neither case, however, were any negative side-effects ,.
observed.: o | ‘ i )
In another study, Whitman, Hurtley, Johnsog § Christian
. (1978) in%estigatgd both the effects and side-effects of
treatment with a 10 year old retardate. The\subject?gj
mother applied brief physical restraint to modify the child's

undesirable responses in an institutional school setting.
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‘treated behaviors tendéd to vary in direct relation to the

. 43% to 53%~during treatment.

54

Verbal praise and juice were provided to reinforce direction-

x

R

following behaviors in an academic traihing sigﬁation;
Thrge ad&itioﬁal négative‘béhaviors werg‘identified, but .not
treaied; \Insteaﬁg thege behaviors were observed to determine
their relationsh&p fo the changes in the target bghavioré

over the course of the study. .The results showed that the

»

treatment procedures were_effective in increasing direction-

-

following, and .in decreasing the non-compliance responses

of the child. Addiiionally; it was shown that. several un-

target behavior, mon-compliance. That is, as the non-

v

compliance was decreased, aggression and ¢lothes stripping \f\\
behaviors also tended to decrease slightly in freﬁuehcy;

Although these éhanges were systematic, the magnitude .of

h

these behaviors prior to intervention Fas very small. A

. > . Ty
third behaviar, inappropriate vocalizations, increased from .

Nem

-3

This study represents the most recent attempt to

]

correlate- changes in untreated behaviors with the main effects

of behavioral intervention techniques. Even though the

»

results were inconclusive, the report was indicative of an

interest in the study of side-effects of behavior modifi~

- » \

>

cation treatments.



Summary \h e R ) | i&

OV&TCOTTECthh appears to represent a relatlvely
effectlve procedure for treat;ng self stlmulatery target
behaviors in autistic and retarded chlldren and adults.
Some evidence has ‘been presented to- 1nd1ca;e that decreases
in self-stlmulatory behaV1er5'are relate§ to theeacqulslt;on‘

_of adaptive behaviors (Bucher § Lovaas, 1968; Keegel\é

Covert, 1972; Wells et al., 1977). |

In terms of behaV1oral 51de effects, p051t1ve be-
havioral correlates may 1nerease as a result of overccrrectlon
treatment (Bucher § Lovaas, 1968; Epsteln et al., 1974*
Lovaas § Simmons, 1969). \However,\no research hasfshown
overcorrection to be detrimental to previously desirable
behavior.g

Cenversely, some studies (Corte et al., 1971;

‘\Bpsteln et al., 1974; Rolilngs et al.,‘1977) have reported

increases in negatlve behav1ora1 correlates 51mu1taneeus
with decreases in self stimulatory target behav1or. To. date,
no studles have systematically 1nvest1gated whether e;her~
negative cellatera; behaviors tend to decrease in frequency
when the self-stimulatory target behavior is diminished ueing

overcorrection procedureés. .

-t
~ —

-
.
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Generalization Effects of Overcorrection

‘w

- The ggneralizatibnkdf‘sﬁppressicn effects efftgiget
self-étimulatory behavior has been discﬁssed byi§everai're-
searchens. Baumelster and - ﬁglllngs C1976).repnr‘ d that
electric shcck and 1solat10n procedures have resu ted in -
suppression effects whlch are hlghly spec1f1t to th train-

ing setting, and to the person applylng the treatmen

~finding has been conflrmed by Lovaas and Slmmons (19699 W 0
contended that subjects are capable of maklgg sharp dls- . ;i
crlmlnatlons with respect to the shocg contlngency . \
Studying the suppre3310n effects of overcorrectlon)
" Foxx and Azrin (1973) reported no generallzatlgﬁﬂfgsm the
training situation to the home environment. When ovgr-
correction was applied in new environments,.self»stimulatoty

~
behaviors were also suppressed in those settings.

In two siudies (Newman ef al., 1977"Simpson &
*Sasso, in press) using GVETCQTTeCtléy'ln puhllc ‘school class-
rcoms, no generallzatlon of effects to home settlngs was ‘
reported. Suppre551gn effects were achieved however, 'when
the same procedures were applied in the homes. Data from
both environments. were not presented

Rollings et al. (1977) found that functlonal move-:
ment overcorrection effectively decelerated body-rocking

from 45 responses per minute to almost zero in one retardate.

However, .for this subject, suppression of the target be-

67
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havior did not oc¢cur outside of the training sessions to

other localities. Doke and Epsteln (1975) added that the

effects of overcorrection dld?not generalize to other periods

1) A

of the day . *
Several studies u51ng overcorrection procedures have

reported success in achieving suppression effects across

situations.' Rﬁsch, Sﬂcse; Hops, and Agosta (1976) contended
that,positive ﬁractice_énd verbal reprimand procedufes re-
sulted in complete sugpression across two separate ti@e;‘
periods»wixhin_ipe dgy,/[Thése results were reported within
‘\the same physical location, a group-living home for addleS*
cent males. It was speculated that‘the similarity of. the

contextual stimuli (physical surroundings) facilitated the

‘generalization of suppression effects across environments™..
T . T

and time periods. Barnard et al. (1974) reported successful
- ¥ >

" generalization of suppression‘effects\across environments

and time. When overcnrre%tlon for mouthing was effectlvely
*

applled in the home, mouthing decreased markedly at school.

Without directly applying Qvercorrectlon at\school, mouthing

decreased from an average of 26 to 2 percent. In another
~study,%impson and Swenson (1978) investiéated the effects
of overcorrection procedures across school and home settings.
Oral hygiene overcorrection procedures we;e used iﬁ the
school environment to eliminate rumination behavior. It

- ,

was found that corresponding reductions occurred simulta-

neously in the home setfing. The authors concluded: that the

)
!
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intense punlshlng effects of the overcorrection procedures
were responsible for the generallzatlon of suppression

~

effects across environments.

‘Summary -

* According to Baumeister and Rollingg (1976), gener-
alization typically does not occur spontaneously and must
’thErefQ;e be deliberated and systematigally programmed:
Howgver, studies using overtorrectian procedures have shown
that geﬁaraiization has occurred acrgss‘settings (Barnard
ef al., 1974; §impsen.§‘8wenscn, 1978), and %cros; ;ime
periods'(Rus;h et al., 1976). This evidence is encouraging,
But‘it does not demonstrate.a concrete behavioral~phenoﬁ-

enon. More research is requlred to elther dlsprcve, oT

L4
Cod
v

. valldate these findings.

*
» »

Summarz

The literature dealing with treatment for self-stim-
>

ulatory behavior has reported a nuber of varied techniques.

f the early 1970's, one of the only reported effective
procedures available was electric shock. However, the de-
velopment of overcorrection procedures has bffered a more

palatable, yet equally effective solution to the treatment

of self-stimulatory behavior.

o . : 6Y -
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Self¥stimulatory behavior (body-rocking, mouthing,
®and han&-flaﬁping)l and self-injurious behavior (head-bang-
ing, figger-chewing) have Egen succé#sfully treated using
overcorrection procedures. Additionally, the mentally re-
tarded, autistic, and psy#hctic have, been treated in en&iron-‘
ments such as institutions,-clihic schools, public schools,
andgthe home. i

. Overcorrection ;reatmeﬁt has been associated with :

various side-effects. However, these reports‘have‘sﬁown
inconsistent findings. For example, decreases in the $e1f~f
\stimulatory target behavior have been associated with in-
creases in,other undesirable behaviors. But in more casgs;
increases in desifgble, adgptive behaviors have been re-
poited as a function of overcorrection treatment for self-
stimulatory Eehavidf. Similarly, generalization of suppression
effects has been observed, though infrequently in the liter-
N AY
ature. ‘

Two major areas of inquiry have yet té be evéluated
in research using overcor%ection; The first is concerned
with the extension of overcorrection procedures to new

-~

behaviors, to new environments, and with 1ts application
by non-prgfessiqnals such as parents. The second area of
inquiry concerns the positive #nd negative behavioral side-
effects of overcorrection treatment for éelf“stimulatory

behavior.. Of specific interest are two empirical questions:

Will positive correlates increase in frequency as self-

]

0. .
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stimulatory target behavior decreases?; and Will other

7

negative behaviors show decreases corresponding to those

of the treated self-stimulatory stereotypes.

60
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. CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The purpose of the present study was to investigate
the use of various overcorrection procedures applied to ;elf-
stimulatory béhavio:s by parents wiﬁh theif;own severely
emotionally disturbed children in natural home setfingé. In
addition, changes in unireatgd behaviors were systematically
recorded and analyzed. Specifically, changbi in pinpointed
positive and negative behavioral correlates, 'as well as those
for the target self-stimulatory behaviors, were statistically
.evaluated. ‘

N’

\Subjects and Settings

Four males, ranging in age from 5.9 to'10.7 years
(mean age 8.3 years) sérved as subjects. All subjects were
~enrelled in the primary level classroom of a federally
:%éponsored demonstration project, located at an elementary
school i§ a’large midwestern city. The project is designed
to serve the eﬁucationai and social ﬁeeds of severely
emotionally disturbed school-aged pupils.

The purposes of the project are (a) to serve the

needs of non-residentially placed emotionally disturbed

——

>
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S

severity of their handicapping condition; (b) to provide a
* ' \ . ' o - —

model prdgraq\iur demonsttating procedures found to be ef-
a ' N\
fective with séverely emotionally disturbed children; and
(c) to disseminate procedures found to be effective with

N ) - - ? N » ‘ - ? - )
' severely emotionally disturbed children in such a manner
' »

™

that they can be implemented and replicated with similar

r , .
Three- of the subjects lived with their nétural

populations in o'ther geographical areas.

parents and siblings, while one lived with his aunt (legal
guardian), and her family. All of the families ?esi&pd in |
ad square~mi1e inner-city distriét of a large midwestern
city. The fapilies varied from lower to miﬁdle socio-
economic and income spatus. All parenté had‘ait?ined at
least a 1l2th grade‘education and one parent had attended
the first year of junior college. One of the parents was
divorced, while three of the children had two parents in the
home. Of the two-parent families, the average length of
marriage was 16.3 years, TQO of the subjects lived with
‘other handicapped siblings.

Prior to this iﬁvestigation, the families had each
been engaged ig behavior change training programs for varying
lengths of time. The training was offerred as a part of the
federally spoﬁsqred demonstration projec®. Several of"the

families had previously employed some of the procedures used

>
-

s

%3
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in this study. However, the specific overcorrection inter- °
> ) » R . " \\
ventions werenovel to both parents and subjects. . All inter-

-

ventions as describegd later in tﬁis chapter were employed
by the parénts:in the home settings. S
Each child was examined psychiatricaily by iﬁdepen-
~dent mental health agencies and subséquently déclaréd "sev-
erily emotidnally disturbed" prior to entering the program.

Most of E?e children had been evaluated more lhan\once.’

Consequently and inevitably, each éhild had been aSsociated
with several different &iagnostic labels (e.g., childhobd

. schichhfenia, autism, and psychosis). Notwifhstandiné the
disagreement regarding specific pathology, each child's
primary handicap was severe emotional disiurbance with
associated "functional mental retardation' as a secondéfy
handicapping condition. Tﬂe label, ‘functional‘mentalire-
tardation’, was‘assigned because each child was fouhd torbe

. functioning in a retarded fashiéﬂ~in addition t§ having
severe language dgficits and social behaviof‘preblémsw
Individual descriptions for each of the four subjects

L]

are provided below:

AN
Subject 1

Subject 1l was a 10 year, 8 month old male, with little
functional language. He was diagnosed a3 severely emotionally
‘ #
disturbed and mentally retarded as ‘a young child. He lived
é ‘ .

-

L -
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with both of his natural parents and one brother, who was

also se?erely handicapped, *

At home and at school, he frequently engaged in
screaming, non-compliance, and object-rolling behavior whlch
wene incompatible with on-task aézaémlc perfprmance and proﬂ
du:E}Ve act1v1ty in either envlronment. On the Vineland
Scale of Soc1a1 Maturlty (revised edition, Doll 1965), he .

\obtalned a Social Age of 3.3 years, and a Social Quotlent
of 31. S - BN
. / . //"“ \

Subject 2

5 Subject 2 was a 6 year old male who was diagnoseéﬂ,
as severely emotionally disturbed and mentally retaxrded. L.
He also had several physical-deficits, including a hearing

~ -
loss and-esotroplc Vlsﬁgn. He lived Wlth his mother and a

brother, who'was\giso handicapped. ) ’
Historically, this child exhibited numerous self-

stimulatory and self-injurious behaviors such as body-

rocking and hand-wringimg. Frequently his hand-wringing

behavior resultgd in infected‘cuticles;sn several fingders.

Since he often rubbed his eyes, infections in both eye3

also developed. On the Vineland Scale of Social Maturity,

he achieved a Social Age of 3.2 years, and Social Quotient

of 52, L

. N
<
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‘? 3t1mvlatory behaV1urs such as hand flapplng pac1ng, and

L)

-

]

Subject 3 I .

—— hd

At the age of 24-years, this 8 year, 3 month old

. male was-diagnosed as being "childhood schizophrenic" with

associated functional retardation. In additicn to being

totally non- verbal he frequently emltted numerous self-

-
i
.

object- sp;nnlng.\ ' s ‘
He lived with‘éis aunt (legal guardian), her husband
and an 11 yéar old cousiq His uncle w&s*a factory worker
and hls aunt was a house wife and part tlme cateror. bh.
the Vlneland Scale of Social Maturlty, he’ obtalned a Soc1al

A . r
Age*of*d,V, and a Social Quotient of 55. - =~ L o

o . T

Subject 4 ‘ .

A]

N cv‘ w@ * . k
Subject 4 was an .8 year, 3 month old male, who was N,

diagnosed as 'childhood schizoPhreniq".*~He‘1iVed with both
ﬁaturalapafents and his six s$iblings (three brothers and

three sisters). He was the youngest child; his siblings

ranged in age from 10°to 18 years. Both parents worked in :;%ﬁ:ii}\§

factory settings.
After having developed normally for the first 2%-
years of life, this child suddenly lost nearly all of his
language, self-help skills, and socialization abilities.
In turn, he\developed numerous bhizarre behaviors, such as

echolalia, repetitive verbalizations, body spinning, jumping,

~J

"Q:,
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_and knuckle-biting. In recent years, however, he developed

T

some functional speech, self-help and socialiization skills.

)

. , . x )
He. obtained a Social Age of 6.5 and a Social Quotient of 76

on the Vineland Scale of Social Maturity.

SN

Experimental Design i

)

Arl overcorrectioa‘inteﬁVentionS were implemented
within\a researeh design known as an A-B-A-B or intra-sub-
ject replication technique (Baer, Wolf & R1sley, 1968)
‘Glass Wlllson and Gottman (1975) referred to this as a

: . multipl interrupted time-series de51gn.\ It involved the

L 4

use of ltwo b#eline perlods, separated by two intervention
conditions<” It.is freguently used in applied field research *
and is regarded as appropriate f;r stidying the unique prob-
.. lems involved\in measuriné human behavior (Dukes, 1965).
. In this study, a trained, independent obserfer was respon-
sible for the collection of all data used in the statistical

y evaluation of all hypotheses. All procedures were imple- "

mented on the same dates through the study.

Procedures

4

The four‘subjects and their parents were selected
from the primary level classroom of the Severe Personal
Adjustment Project. Their selection was based upon two

factors. First, each subject displayed severalyself-

ERIC (., 77
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stimulatory behaviors with relatively high frequéncies.
Second, the subjects' parents demonstrated a willingnesébto
participate in the study. Their cSmmitment was solicited
only after the procedural structure of»the study~wa§ ex-
plained and all questions) from the parents were §nswered,s
The infnrmation given to the parents is shown in Appendith.
¢Tﬁe study was designed’to last fnf 50 data collect-
ion days. Since obse;yatiﬁns were obtéinéd ohly on weekdays,
a total of 10 ccnSecﬁtive weeks were reqﬁired; Although |
data were not collected on weekend days, the §aients were
instructedtto continue applying the précedures‘during!the

overcorrection treatment conditions.

?

Description of Baseline and Overcorrection Conditions

The following provides a description of the baseline

an§ experimental conditions involved in the study.

Baseline .l: The first baseline condition exteﬁgeﬁ
» fdr 15 weekdays fof'all subjects. Both target behaviors and
behavioral correlates were observed under free operant con-’
\]'L )} ditions in which natural éontiﬁgencies operated. No experi-
mental manipﬁlétions were attempked during .this condition.

Treatment. 1: The firstjovercorrection treatment

condition lasted 15 weekdays. Continuous measurement of all
behaviors\was maintained while specific  overcorrection pro-

cedures were systematically employed by the parents in an

"y
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attempt to change the self-stimulatory target -behaviors.

Baseline 2: To control for the effects of matyration,

3 g ‘ - - N )
-thance, and uncontrolled variables which might account for

any behavior changes observed during treatment conditioms,

the baseline conditions were re-established. The "reversal

. of conditions" was accomplished by ‘several means.. First,

- the parents were asked to discontinue the overcorrection

X

procedures, and to remove from the children's sight all% \
physi;al stimuli ;é;resenting treatment (e.g., tiﬁers; |
written pians,.mouthyash, etc.)., Next, the parents were
reminded of‘their‘p?evicus aﬁd‘predominate‘modes of\dealing
with’ the target behaviors prior to the treatment phase of

the stﬁdy. They were also instructed by the observer,ias

néeded, each day during this condition to react as they did

in the initial baseline. No empirical data were ogtained ‘ -
on the reiiability of parents’ apprcxiﬁations to their ‘
initial baseline behavicfs. \ﬁowever, two separate,observers

did reach agreement that the parents behaved similarily

during both baselind conditions. The baseline 2 condition

*

lasted for 5 weekdays.

Treatment 2: Following the second baseline period,

3

overcorrection treatment procedures Qere again established
and extended for an additional 15 weekdays.\ This was done
for two reasons. Eirst, this allowed for\inffa-subjéct. o,
replication of experimengal‘proce@ures,‘and se&ondly, it. f? e

re-established stimylus control over the various self-

79
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stimulxtory target behaviors.

. .

- : : T :
Self-Stimulatory Target Behayiors ‘ .

’ In this stﬁdy, the lelf-stimulatory)tgréet behaviors
- were (a) opject-rolling; (ﬁ) hand-wringingi\(c)‘hgnd- a
flapping; ana (d) repetitive verbalizatioms. ~0pe§a£ional
definitionS for each of these~Self~$timu1§thy behaviors

are presented below.

Subject 1: Object-rolling was operationally defined

as the methodical, rhythmical movement of object with the

b4 . 1 -

fingers or: palm of one“or both hands so that the“object

malntalned darent contacfvwlth a sclld surface such‘és the,
floor, table; or other surface. v ’
<
)
Subject Z2: Hand wrlnglng " was oairatlonally daflnedq

as the clasplng, mov1ng, rubbmng,*and/pr touching of flngers
on both hands. This target behavior could occurveven though ‘

A R
an object was present in the subject's hand or while his ¢

fingers were in or near‘his mauth.

-

‘ Subject 3: Hand- flapplng was operationally defined

as the rapid, back- and forth movement of one or both hands
at‘the wrlst(s). This targgg behavior pcc351onally occurred
while:thé hands were either fouching the face, holding gﬁ
object, or in direct contact with each otéer. —

» Subject 4: Repetitive verbalizations were operation-

ally defined as audible sounds or words (e.g., 'ding', 'bah',

ERIC ~ | 80




'boop', and 'bing', etc.) that were vocalized outside the
p -

context of conversations and which were unintelligible. oo

~

wan
»

Behavioral Correlates . B N

N * *
- ?

-

\ ) Three positive'and three negative aspects of each
- ;Qil%‘s behavior were identified‘anq_observed coﬁcurrengly
with the target behavior throughou£ all’hondiﬁioﬁs of the
\ A-B-A-B\design. \No overcorrection precedures or other
intervention techniqués were applied to these behaviors.
Instead, ihey were 6bse£¥ed withih‘a’free op;rant state so
~That the treatment ‘effects of gvercogréction{-if any, could

be determined. 2 T

Prior Eo\the study, each of the participating parents

=

vere interviewed and asked to Iiét up to six positive and

six negative hehaviors exhibited by their children, in addi-- .
tion,‘to the targéted ée1f~$timu1afory behavior. Three~

p%ﬁitive andwghree negative behaviors then were selected

for each subject. | S\ ) (

The same positive behavioral correlates mroximftyff:\\\\\_
playing apprapriately,\and head-orientation) were identified
and operationally, defined for the four subjects.. Proxiﬁity'
and head-orientation were selected since these variables are
requisite to most 1earni§g situations. Playing appropri-
ately was chosen as it ig typicqlly a deficit skill are;

for severely handicépped children and was observed to be a Qt>
- 3
\
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. .
problem with the four subjects invclved\in‘this stﬂi"

. PreV1ous studles u31ng overcorrectlon procedures (Foxxvlt
1971* Foxx 6 Azrln” 1973) have ;eported anecdotally tha

~similar“behaviors, although not directly treated, have been

L)

‘changed desirable directions. Negatlve behav10ra1 corre-
g N& \

L]

l&tes were selected 1nd1v1dually for each subject. Typical- .

*ly, the 1dent1f1ed negatlve bghav1oral correlates occurred

at high rates and presented severe managemenﬁ prébiems to
. ’ * .
the parents. ) .
) N ~
. ‘ - By subject, operational definitions of the positive Y
#  and negative behavioral correlates are{prsyided. Since the ;

\pasitivé behavioral correlates for all subjects are ident-
he . & ‘ ‘r
ical, they are presented only once, S

* N ) A
N N AN
. N
~ .
> A NN =
. N : ’
N . L £ . :
N -~ . )

Subject 1 - . 1 ‘ - ‘ .

. Positive Béﬁéviaral Correlates: . e ‘ \

s

N | - Proximity was operationally defined as the
by . .
subject being physically within 3 feet of <gnother person,

excluding the observer.. The child could not nsidered '_ $

prox1mate" to others if the parent or other rson was

applying specified overcorrectlon proce%}res to him,

-

] Playlng approprlately was operatlonally defined

v

.as the using of toys in a manner con51stent with ERFIT de- (

Y

sign, watchipg telev151on, and engaglng in elther parallel
or cooperative play‘wlth other peers. or adults.

i
- -~

% »
: .

e ‘ | s . -
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. - Head-orientation was ‘operationally defined as

-

the hovement of the head and/or eyes 'so that positionhl

?

*glon towards anather person, in the same room, ex-

cludlng the observer, occurred. >

Y

o ‘ * Negative Behavioril Correlates:
N N R N N — N

-

~ - N
LN . \

Unlntelllglble scunas weTe aperatlonally de-

W N . s

-

. flned as nansense syllables and words, and 1nv01ved scream-

1

® *

- 1ng,.rbythm1c hummlng,.and whinning (usually associated with
1tears). These sounds were vocallzed by the child and had

to be audlble to the observer.

A}

~

IhapproPrlate’verbalxzatlcns were ope§9tlonally

ol €

déflne&Pas wards vocallzed by. the child Wthh could beitlear—
- .
. ly heard by, the cbserver and" Wthh were 1nappr@pr1ate to the

(3

SGClal situation. erds or phrases such aS‘"ﬁhut

b Y

* "No", when used to av01d the performance of ordinar¥

are examples.

~ o I Laughlng was operatlonally deflned ,as vocalized

) ??‘..~ and audible sounds canstltutlng a-''chuckle"”, which were

. emitted without‘appérent cause of functional purpose.

- - b4

.
i) . . .. -

Sybject 2‘ - : - : : .

3 N
Y
* N . ‘? N

ﬁ@sposltlve Behavioral Lorrelates See the operatlonal

a8

deflnltrbns for proximity, playlng approprlately, and head-

4
ﬁi;\ R orlentation described for sub;ect 1.

. ) : N
‘\D‘ A . » - A *
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Negative Behaviqral Correlates:

. vy

Unintelligible sounds were ‘'operationally de-

fined as nonsense syllables” and words, and involved scream-

'ing, rhythmit humming, ‘and whinning (usually associated with
tears). These sounds were vocalized by the .child and had .

C s . L4 ) ‘ ,,ny
to be audible to the observer. ~

Objact spinning was operatlonally deflned as

the rapid and rotational movemént of one or both hands while

holding an object. This behavior was recorded if the object

x

was moved with directccantact on splid surfaces such as

tables, beds, walls or floors, -~

' Body- rocklng was operationally deflned as_ the

rhythmic, back-and- forth and/or 51de to-side’ movement of

» »

the torsp. Thls behaV1or could occur whlle the ch11d was:

A

; - #Manding ‘or seated

_— Subject 3 o ’

- . . 3

. Positive Behavioral Correlates: See “the apgratlonal

deflnltlons for g;ox1m1ty, playing. approprlately, and head-

_orlentatlon descrlbed for subject 1. : .
. . o . . \ . k\
: S * \ ‘
. / Negative Behavioral Correlates: ..

, .- ‘ - . ‘
Throwing was operationally defined as the move-

ment of a child's hand(s) with an object,; so thét ;hé object
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landed on the wall, or 'on the floor in a location not verti-
cal from the hand. In other words, the oﬁject must have
landed away fﬁom the child in any diféf}ion. Oﬁjecté drop-
ped from the hand in a vertical line to .any surface were
‘ not recorded as belng’mhrawn However, objecté tossed ' -

» straight upwards and whlch landed .on thls vertlcal llne

~

were considered to be thrown. . .
. . . v\t

. _— . Unlntelllg;ble sounds were operationally de-

A @ - bt}

flmed as nonsense syllables and wdrds, and involved scream~‘

L

ing, 'rhythmic hummlng, and whlnlng (usually assac1ated with
tears)p ’I‘hese sounds were vocalized by the child fnd had
to be audible to the observer.

Object-spinning was'operationally defined as
Y

_'the rapid and rotational movement of one or both hands
while holding an object. This behavior was Trecorded if
. the object was moved with direct contact on solid surfaces
such a§|tab1es, beds, walls, or floors.

oF

Subject 4.

Positive Behavjoral Correlates: See the operational

definitlons‘for proximity, playing %ppropriately, and Headx

orientation described for subject 1. ‘ .

85
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Negative Behavioghl Correlates:

Jumping was operationally defined-as the volun-

tary movement of the body so that the heals of both feet -

-

lost direct contact with the floor and then immediately re-

*

' turned again. In .some instances; both feet completely ‘lost

contact with the floor.
' )

Body-spinning was operationally defined as the

voluntary whirling énd twirling of the boﬁy so that cdmplgEe -
or negr~complete‘revolutioﬁs (mcre thé% 270 degrees) were
accompllshed Th%; behavior occurred: typlcg}ly while both
‘feet, .were in direct contaci with the floo\\ a b "

»

Object-spinning was operationally defined as

! the rapid and rotational movement of one or both hands

. 2 while holding an object. This behavior was re&brded if the
. f - N
object was' hoved into direct contact with.solid surfaces .
x » » M . 7 )
such as tables, beds, walls, or floors.

)

k)
-

Total Behavioral Correlates

~

For each subject, additional measurement catégériés,'
referred to as the tqtal‘poSitive and.total negatEVe behavior-
s al correlates, were defined operationally. Each of these
categories was an aggregate of the respegtive‘group of in-
“dividual behaviord correlates. These measurements” were
calculated follo#ing eaéﬁ observation‘session. .If one,»th,:

or three of the positive or negative behavioral correlates

¥

\‘
\ - N
n

o : - 86 «
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_occurred within a recording interval, this aggregate of

‘sﬁsted of commands by the parent to pléce\his hands; f(a)

76

behaviors was mayked. Thus, the total positive and total

o : o
negative behavioral correlates categories for each subject .
represented how often any of therindividual&ggijtive and

negative behavioral correlates occurred.

Overcorrection Treatment Procedures

*
-

1

_Ovércorrection treatment procedures were selected

) 2

and designed in relation to previbus .research and to the

presenting problem behavier. Variations of the well doeu-

-

[ = \. : N -
mented overcorrection procedures known as, "functional h§;d
. ‘ *

movements" (Foix, 19?1; Foxx & Airin, 1973),.and "oral hy-
giene" (Barna?d‘et al., 1974; Doke § Ep;tégn, 1975), were

emﬁloyed yith the diffgrent*subjects. The follbwigg treat-
menf procedures are déécribed, in detail,. according to the

subject and target ‘behavior to which they were applied. -

-

Sdbject-lx‘ \ . i
When ﬁhe-target behavior; object:rolling; occurred
the parent was instructed to app%oaéh tgé child in a matter-
of-facé manner and say 5Stop m?ving‘your hands". The ob?ect
was removed\from.the~chi1dis possession and a treatment of\
functionalihané movements w&s appIiedT "Tht's treatment con-:

»

straight: out in front, (h) ig/the pockets, (c¢) separated on a

FS

tab;é or wall, (d) down at the sides, and (e) .straight out U

LIE RN

!
. X s g { - . “



at the sides. Each position was maint;ined for 15~seconds,
- totaling a 3 minute exercise. The ccmmands‘were given in a
random order while standing behind the child; manuai\ggid;
ance was used if necessary. Pareﬁts\wére instruﬁied not to

show anger or frustration during treatment. Following the ST

‘treatment ptbcedure the child was encouraged to pursué his

previous activity,. if appropriaté.“ ] L ,
S o S . :
I . :
* -~ L, .

. : , * " \ ) \ .

Subject 2 S i S . L.
N » * ) > N . - Al

. When the target behavior, hand-wringing, occurred
.“‘ K N ’ hd R ) N \. .
the parent was instructed to approach the child in a matter- -

~of—t’:act‘ﬁnanner anq'say "Stop dovigg your finger;”. VAﬁy obﬁect B
in the child's hands *was removed. If fhe'child brought his |
finger§‘into‘contact wikh his mouth, a 2 miggﬁb>oral hygiene

. proﬁedﬁfé was appliea. The child was Instructd and manually
assisted ifznetessary in 5rushing~his teeth for 1 minute

&

with;a mou;hwaéh\ He tbeh washed his hands for 30 seconds

. followed by a 30 second hand massage'with lotion. . Qg
» .!r ‘
. Following the oral hygieng procedure the child was o

~instructed to perform functional hand movements. If hand-

wringing alone occurred, treatment consisted solely of func-

-

tional hand movements. , These comSisted of commands to place

. his hands:® (a) straight out in front, (b)‘ih the pockets,

-

(c) separated on a table or wall, (d) down at his sides, aﬁh
A

(e) straight out at the sides. Each pdsition was maintaineh

far 15 selonds, totaliﬂg*a 3 minute exercise. The commands

were given in a randog order while standing hehind: the child; ’

manual guidance was- used if necessary. Should the target

L]

Q - : . (5}3 ) .
ERIC . . ‘ ‘
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« behavior occur during overcorrection treatment, the entire
- ’,‘~_ . “ V -~
procedure was re-implemented. For the second application,

the parents were adV1sed to use manual guldance, thus pre-

ventlng the occurreng§ of the target behavior. The parents

. wére instructed not to show anger 3? frustration during the

A
?

. . : N .
" + ‘treatment. Total time of:treatmen did not exceed S5.minutes

- N . 3
. if bcth phases were used. Follow1ng the treatment procedury/ ' %Qﬁg
the child was encouraged to pursue his prev1ous activity, ~1f

? N -

. appropriate.

- — | _ -
{ ‘Subjec£\3' . | S 4

When the targetvbehavior?lhand‘flapping,‘OCCurred
the‘pérent was instructed to apprgach the child in a‘ma;ter¥
of-fact manner and say "Stop moving your hands" .- A func-
tional hand movement procedﬁr was then applied.‘ This pro-

_cedure invo}vg@fvpyygluéommanég for the child to place his -
hands; (a) in the pockets, (B) sgparated.on a table or waligf
(¢c) straight out in front, (d) down at his sides, aﬁd,(e)

- straight out at the sides. Each posigion was maintained °

L

for 15 seconds, totaling a 3 minute exercise. The commands

were given in a random order whi¥e standing behind the child;

‘e »
.

manual guidance was used if necesgary. The parents were ' <

4

: f \
instructed not to show angey Or frussration during the treat-

»

. _ ment. Following the treatment procedure the child was en-

»

céuqaégagfﬁipursﬁe his previous activity, if appropriate.

-




Subject 4

. When observed to be engaging in self-stimulatory
ve;bal behavior, the subject was treated with the following
overcorrection procedure., The édulf ﬁonld‘apﬁrﬂaCh\the

- ' -child in a matter-of-fact manner, saying "Be quiét". He or.
she would then applf hi;/hér hand firmly to the subject's |
mouth in such a manner that noises hohld not be made and
would hold it there for 30 seconds. The treatment, admin-
istered by\an adult who‘wauld stand behind the child while
he was sitting or standing, was applied with a néutrai.

' .temperment. That is, no .angry wérds or actions were used
\in assgciafion with the‘tréatﬁent. At the end of the 30
second period, the adult applyi;g the trgétmeﬁt woula say,
"Good being quiet" and would then remOVEYthe hand from the
) . child's meuth. 'Inﬁfhe‘eveut that the child would attempt
to makéinqises at xhevend‘of the 30 second period, the ‘
adult‘s'hahé ﬁdhld remain over his mouth until he was >
. quie} for at least 5 seconds. At this point, both the
. .child.and the adult would be in_a position to reinstitute

»

dniprocedure?‘if needed. Otherwise, the
N .

t f child was encouraged to return to the #ctivity in which he
. - *

the overcgrrecti

engaged 'in before the impiémentafion of the overcorrection
. s : L .
procedure, if it was appropriate, and not self-stimulatory.
g ; -

_Working diagrams eof all four overcorvrection procedures are
”» .

*

found in Appendix B.
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Treatment Orientation Procedures for Parents and Children

¥

a

Near the end of the’initial baseline period, -over-
correction procedures spec1f1c to each child were explalned
and demonstrated to the parents in thelr own homes.~ Follow-
ing this démonstration, a training session was conducted\in
which the parents were asked to apply the specific over-
correciion procedures to the.investigatcr who~simu1ated the

4

specific self-sfimulatory behaviors. Parents were requlred

to achleve prof1c1ency under these simulated condltlons

before emplOylng the nvercorrectlon procedures with thelr

»

_ children. Parents were instructed to perform the specific

L2 >

overcorrection treatments. As many as five trials at each

p{ocedure were, performed Proficiency was achieéved when a°

paren; was able t0 perform three ‘consecutive errorless treat-

1]

ments with' the lnvestlgato? serving as a model. Pr0f1c1&ncy

s +

was. achieved by all of the parents with-the minimum of dif-
1ev : ;

‘ficulty. . The investigator and. the independent observgr

watched each of the parents apply the procedurtes. When
mufual_ag}eément that the procedures were correctly imple-

A h L)

mented prof1c1ency was declared.
* On ‘the first+2 days of each overcorrectlon treatment

condition, the parents and observer explpined and demonstrat-

ed .the procedures to each Chlld Every effort‘was taken to

have the children phv91ca11v oriented towards the ‘demon-

b

stration. - Each procedure was explained in small, sequential

A . ‘“\\

: | S : :}1
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_steps, sincé most Qf the children\had cchpiéhensiog.deficits.
Ingtructions to parents were to apply immediately thé

overcorrecfion pracedufés everytime the respé&tive target

behaviqrs were observed. The.observer-also provided prompts

and instructional. feedback as needed.

Data Collection Procedures ' N

Data collection on the previously defined dependent
. variables was conducted for 5 da s’each week by an indepen-
dent observer. \Althsugh the ﬁbserver was experienced in
general aata‘cpllection pfocedures, sesé%apfyyere conducted
prior to the initial baseline condition to train him {in
‘interval sampling recording techniques. For this purpose,
a video- tgred sequence of children displaying various
deviant behaviors and an overt behavior interval recordlng
sy;tem (Werry §&:Quay, 1969) were used. The observer was
given a list o behavioral definitions to memorize. Follow®
ing this, &he obsér#ef and previousiyvtrained berson $i-
multaneouslf watched the Yidéo—tﬂped sequence on a TV moni-
tor aﬁd recorded the behaviors observed. Agreement between
observers was calculated by eva w‘ting respénses, intérval
by interval, and dividing the number of agreements by the
total number of possible agreemﬁZts. This was done after
\\fach pracgice sesgion. The training sessi@ns; averagipg‘
45 minutes, were tegminated Qhen an agreement coefficient

]

R

l’ a).
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of 90% or better was achieved for two consecutive observa-

A

tion periods. An average of 96.1 percént agreement was

obtained before the tralnlng sessions were termlnated

\
The parents were instructed to observe the occur-

rence of the respective self—stimulatory‘target behaviors. -

-

. L ] .
- This request was made so as to better orient the parents. -

‘toward the behaviors to which treatment was systematically
< . T o t :
applied. Hfe parents were not required to provide daily o

recordings of the target behaviors,;howevéx. Nonetheless,

of central interest was their ability to-observe specific

behaviors in a direct, continuous, and consistent manner.

1

\ Rellablllty of pafental, observatlons was determlned via a
procgdure discussed in a later sectlon of this study.

“{ X { e

Observation Instructions

1

Data were collected u51n¥ an interval sampllng strat-
egy, spannlng 15. mlnutes. Two observation sheets per ses-

sion were used, covering 60 15-second intervals. Behaviors

. JAN ~ x . .

followed by S seconds in which the specific behaviors obseyxf‘d
\ - N \i N N

ed were recorded. . oo {

were observed for the first 10 seconds %E*each interval, &2

- The observer would arrive at each‘parent s home at

the appointed tlmes, as determ1ned by pre arranged app01nt—

ment schedules. A convenlent, strategic, and unobstructed
N N - " 0 . - 'Y .

position 1n each home environment was chosen for conducting

//observations;\ Such positions shifted within observation

SRRy
. )
‘! N '5‘
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sessions in order to maihtain clear visability of the be-
havior and the child. Parents were instructed by the ob-

. . . F i .
server to maintain their presence, as well, during the ob-

> - > : * ’ 3 ’ -
servation sessions. During observation periods, ‘the ob-

- server did not overtly interact or intervene with the child-

-

ren‘§ behavior, or with the parents. The observer informed

the parents of this need to conduct unobstrusive observa-

tions. Thils was done prior to each observaﬁlon sessions

for the first several days, and thereafter as needed.

*

During‘ reatment cenditions, the strategy for ob-
servations was tered élightly‘ 'The application of spec-

ified overcorrectlon procedures was expécted to essentially

‘place "the child in a restricted condition. Therefore, when

treatment was epplied the'observation session was suspended
for the duration of the application. Should this stipula- |
tion- greatly extend the oBservation perléd beyond the typical

15 mlnutes a period of 10 minutes ogvobservatlon was used.

-

‘}mservatlens\eﬁbrtened to 10 mlnutes occurred only twlce

during the stuay.

Reliability Checks

- 4
On at least 1 day, randomly determined injéz;aﬁ@e,
during each of the exper1menta1 gondltlons the observer

obte\\%d reliability checks gn the QbserVatlon skills of -

‘the\parehts. These checks were made by recording specified

94 7
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-

variables simultaneously with the parents. At the outset
of the study, the parents were asked to memorize the re-

spective target behavior definitions, described earlier. - .
. . . M N . ) )(
An interval recording strategy was described tojall parents.

?
*

Over a 15 minute period, p anQS were asked to observe the
\ "

child for 1 minute intervals and‘thenfrecdrd whether or not
the specific target behavidr occurred. - Since both the
observer amd the parent would observe simuPta oust;~the
observer would signal theiparent by.raisinguhis hand at -
the élose of\eacﬁ 1 minute inierval. ﬁgﬁfability or

infézsbsefver(agregment was.calculated by determining,
- + - ‘ , M

interval by interval, the number of agreements divided by

the totalaégreements possible. \
Following the same procgdufea.a second, indegfndent
observer obtained reliability checks on the primary observer.

In this case, however, the calculation of interobserver ’

. AN

agreement was more complicated, since seven data measure-
ments (i.e., all behaviors) were involved. This meant <om-
paring each set of observations, interval by interval, for

agreement between the observers. ' Reliability agreement
- N - » ‘

figures for each belavior were calculated using the ratio

j! * . ~ .
of agreeaénts between observers over the total number of -

. . ){/
agreements possible. ~ A1l reliability c@g;ks were done using

the standard 60.interva1, 15 minute observation system.
R -

-
-
.
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Global Behavior Problems

. . . . - .

Prior to the beginning.of the treatment cond‘Ei0n$,~ e

»

‘ atLempes were mﬁﬁg to dbtaiﬁ~globali§escri§tions.of the ~ ‘1‘:
N "Psu:j:i::?fbroblem behavior fepertoires Por.tﬁfg purpose;; “"~‘
*“9 . the parents were administered the Wal@er Problem,BJhav1or .
Identlflcatlon Checkllst (1970) . S %\i“
. Thls checkllst is COmprised of‘\@ 1tems, descrlblng :‘l-'

« overt behav1ors. These 50 items descrlbe flV? categorles
. : t
' of ‘behaviors (Acting- out, W1thdra&al Dlstractabl;lty, Dis-~

N " turbed Pger Re1§§1ons, and Immaturlty), and . glve a general »\»f\~ -

“\proflle of . the Chlld s problem béhav1cr$‘ - : ;

N :
! Walke; {12?1) has\presented)the?empirical*gnd;stat» ‘
. ~ istical foundations for the i%strumént;f\fwenty;ong teachers ‘;N\
reited 6534 elemental\{\schooliaged childrenéﬁ'zros\s’ the:SO R |
b,~ _,/fg;lmulus 1tems. The Kkuder- Rlchardson split- -half rellablllty

coefficient was .985 withra standard dev1at10n of 10 §3 and
a standard error:of 1.28. Three types of valldlty (contrast~ -

.
3 . 4
x A SR N »
g
B

ed fgroups,.critérion, and item valldlty) were also demon -

KN

strated for the scale. he results 1nd1cated that the scale A
{ »
effectlvely dlscrxﬁlnated between sub;ects, 1dent1f1ed by

other means as distuybed ar 2 ncrmal (Wﬁ%ﬁér 1971)

-+ » . LY

In order to dspermine over-all changes in behavior

as a function of specific overcoxrettion! treagment for self:
- e ) LI
stimulatory behavior, the checklist was again administered
N . s ) . ) N . . '

: R T
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following the final treatment conditions. However, due to

the nature of the test‘\it was not evaluated via inferential

-

metheds. Instea

the test resplts. o AN \ ’ ’
» ‘ » . . x . . - \
. ~ Hypotheses N R 3
. - L ~ T
© iy . PO R

. The experlmental de51gn .was. the same for,each of the
N

four subjects. Changes in' seven 1nd1V1dual behav1ors (one

E ) .

target behaV1er and s;x_hegggloral correlates) were thus

»evaluated across a similar pgttern of conditions. Two addl-

3 »
~

tlonaripeasurements, (total 051t1ve and total negative-

K :

yloral correlates) were also 1nc1uded In total né‘

d ‘.““

individual hypotheses were tested for gach of the four sub-s

» descrlptive statistics were used to assess

Jects. Therefor:T'Sﬁ null hxpotﬂgses were subjected to L
steﬂmstlcal analysis. R \ - ) .1
: ‘a . - f - o ..

Subject;& J-E . - .

N Hypothesis I: There will be no differences in excess

.
of cpance for the self- stlmulatory target behav1or, object-

relllng, between baseline and exper1menta1 conditions..

v

Hypethe31s II: There wxll be no dlfferences in

excess of chance for the p951t1ve behaV1oral cerrelate,

"~

proximity, between basel;ne and experimental conditions.

Hypothésis JII: There will be no differences in .
rd . < :

excess of dhance for the: p051t1ve thav1ora1 correlate,

97 | B
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N

P

%Y
< ..
R | * . . . .
hand-wringipg, between baseline and experimental conditions.

Hypothesis XI: - There will be no differences in {_ .
. J . .

-

*

excess of chance for the positive behavioral correlate,

. proximity, between baseline and experimental condji¥%ions.

-/ Hypothesis XII:.--There will be no ﬁifferen;gs in - -

excess of chance for the positive behavibral correlate,

playlng approprlately, between basellne and experlmental

-
* >

c:ond(tlons .

.afﬂypotheSis XIII: There will be no differences in

. b " X N e
excess of chance for the\p031t1v3/behaV1oral*correlﬁ%ea

. between basé€line and experimental conditions.

»

head-orientation, between ‘baseline and~experimental conditions.

; Hypothesis XIV: There will be no differencesin

excess pf chance for the total pqgitive~béhavioral correlates

~ ~Hypothesis v: T ere will be no differ%nces in

4 4

‘excess of chance for the negative behavioral correlate, ..

A

: Sy s i . - .
unintelligible sounds, between baseline and experimental

3fqdition;. 0*" . ) B o

" Hypothesis XVI: - There will be ne? differgnces in
excess of chance for the negative behavioral correlate, 1
object-spinnihg, between baseline and experimentat/éendi~ "
tions. / ) L

Hyﬁbthesis XVII: There will be no differemces in

excess of chance for the negative®behavioral correldte, )

bod) rooklng, between baseline and experi;ental conditions.

I . . ) ; B )
! . % N .

98
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. | ;Hypothesis‘QVIII:\~There will be no differences in

excess of chance for\fhe total negative behavioral correlateg’

. betwegen baseline ‘and experimental conditioms. >
\ . N . & . . : N :,
\‘\\ ’ .-‘ \‘L‘ \ '; y [N € ‘ * v‘
- e ; E S SO SR : ¥
Subject 3 - . /. -

Hypothesis XIX!™ There will be no differences in

R ) excess of chandé for the self-stimulatarY~target behavior, .

~hand-flapping, between baseline and exp rlmental condltlons,

*

Hypoth631s XX: Therqfﬁlll be no dlffenences “in .

excess of chance for the p031t1ve behav1aral correlate,

proxlmlty, between baseline. and experimental condltlons‘

ﬁypoth851s XXI: ghere will be po differences in
#xcess of chance for the positive behavioral correlate,

playing appropriately, between baseline and experimeﬁtal_

*

-

conditions’.

. “ . ' \
{ - ¢Hypothesis XXII:- There will be no differences in

excess of chance for the positive behavioral correlate,

a

. head-orientation, betWeen biseline and experimental conditions.

Hypothesis XXIII: There will be no differences in
]
! excess of chance®for the total positive behavioral correlates

hetween basellne and exper1menta1 conditions.

-

Rd

Hypothesis XEIV. There will be no dlfferences in /,

excess of chance for the negative behavioral correlate,
%y{f throwing, between baseline and experimental conditi:ys.
s in

Hypothesié"XXV:~ There will be no differenc

excess of chance for prhe megative behavioral correlate,
? B
e

ERiC‘ . Vs B 9y

T W
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S < s \ . - *
unintelligible sounds, between baseline and experimental
\)i . ) - v :

édonditions. . ©g ‘ N ‘ .

Hypothesis, XXVI: There wi;l'bEzno differefices in
. . » . - K Y o K3 , i \
excess off chanceé for the negative béhavioral ‘correlate, °
. - N i

~object-spinning, between baséline and expefimental conditions-

" ~ ‘ R \
Hypothesis XXVII: There will be no differences in

excess gf chance for the total negative behavioral correlates .

S L / . ‘s
between baseline and experimental condltlons.; ’

-

\ n | . R

Subject 4 ' S j

]

~Hypothesis XXVIII: There will be no differences in
excess of chance for the seff-stimulatory target behavior,
repetitive verbalizations, between baseline and experimental

‘conditions..

¥

1 4

HypothesisYXXIX: There will be no differences in

-

excess of chance for the positive behavioral correlate,

\

~ »
proximity, between baseline and 'experimental conditions.

Hypothesis XXX: There will be no differences in
excess of chance for the positive behavioral correlate,

playing appropriately, between bié%line and experimenial

*
A

conditions.

-

»

Hypothesis XXXI: There will be no differences in

excess of chance for the positive behavioral correlate,
- . N

head-orientation, between baseline and experimental con-

.ditions. ' - N <

&
» +

’ ' | 10
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] \\
are unable to control irrelevant\variables and.eliminate

\f

Hypothesis‘XXXII: There will be no dyfferences in

\\ - » g ’ ‘
between baseline and experimental conditions.
L R ot

“HypotHésis XXXIITT There will be no differences in

excess of chance for the negétive behavioral correlate,

jumping, between baseline and exberimental conditions.

Hypothesis XXXIV° There wlll be no dlfferences(1

-

excess of chance for the negatlve hehavloral correlate,

s

ibedy-spggeing, between baseline and experimental conditions.

Hypothesis XXXV: There will be no differences in

»

- excdess ‘of chance for the negative behavioral correlate,

” 3

obJect splnnlng,‘between basellne and expe{\mental condltlens.

*
\

Hypothe51s XXXVI: " There will be no differences in

excess of chance for the ‘total negative behavioral correlates

»

L4

between baselin? and experimental conditions. @ }jr .

A

*

-

Time-Series Data Ahalysis _ .
W L B ~ \

A . ’ +

Gofrman McFall, and arneet (1§%9) have proposed,
the use of a tlme series (TM ) analysis model for teStlng
data in single-subject designs, commonky found in operant

research. It was contended that traditional operant meth§ f

odologies are "frequently, inappropriate to research..gand \ .

>

A ]
T
N »

rival hypotheses" (p. 299). Furthermore, it was malgealn d

that tradltlonal parametrlc statistical. methods of analyﬁxs‘

~ s

are unsuitable because of reliance on control or contrast

. - N v R

»

) 10] | . '



93

-
-

developed by Glass, Wlllson, and Gottman (1975) was per’

formed via computer a551stance. The data fcr .each subject

4 0
| E: were analyged using a two §tage process. In.the-flrst stage, .
baseline‘and;overcnrrectigg treaiment data for eéch beh&viow,’
. | ﬁggether w1th the number cf days befere and during the~l’
,9‘ intervention were supplied to the computer prograﬁ\"CORREL“ "“”~\51

(Bower, Padia, é Glass, 974) | The program produced cor--
\ rglograms, and partial autocorrelat1ons for both baseline \bi
ahd treatment‘data. The correlograms and partlal auto* . ~:‘
| cofrelatlons were cnnsulted t@ 1dent1fy the analy51s models |
v i) accordlng to the: guidelines suggested by Glass et 4~59(1935)
k A %1me series model. is an equatlon whlch relates an
oﬁservatlan to;the pr§v1ous plstory qf the series (i.e., ' ‘
. a string-of data poihts) in which the obserﬁaticn\cccurs" 7
.(’ "~ (Glass et ;h., 19755:~ Egch model has three componehts: p |
| \(fgferring to autorééression or dependence of data points),
’ (1nd1cat1ng the general-slope of the data} and q (mean-

1ng dependence of data fram‘prevfbus random error) In v

the second stage of time- serles naly51s, these three

’ﬁ;lfled parambters of the model and the orlglnal raw-

data aré>supp11ed to the computer progyam "TSX" (Bower et

, al., 1974). For the data which has bee transfprmed to

-»

- g )
ellml ate or minimize the effects of depel denceg)a.complete %
L IO S
least sguares regression ana1y51s was performed. A sta—"‘
\ .
tidtic wﬁs then generated whzch 1nd1cated any differences’ , ;

in the 1eve1 of data between the two- COHdlthHS compared.

‘ The aegrees of freedom were equal to the total number

IOZ

*
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ob¢krvations minus the number®of paranteters being estimaged.
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'RESULTS ~
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" The purpose\of thls sxudy’was to~1nvest1gate the

.. A i
effects of various overcorrectlon procedures applled to

’ ~»§‘

. 'self-stlﬁﬁiatory behav1ors of severely emptlonally,disturbed

~

chlldren by parenqs in home settmngs. iniaddition,~changes~'

_1p spec1f1ed unfTeated behav1ors were systematlcally observed

.

i  ~ and analyzed. throughout the experiment. Spec1f1cally,;changes

'in plnp01nted positive and negatlve behav1oral correlates,
;as well as those changes far the self- stlmuiatory target
hehaV1ors were evaluated. -
S L . --Time-series observdtlons (Campbell & Stanley, '1963)
‘ _were recorded contlnupusly for 10 gonsecutlve weeks., Data
on;ninehﬁﬁhavibfgi measures were obtained for each subigct
across;a;ﬁglpiﬁieginterrypted‘time-series\dgsign (Gottman,
1973) " Specifica11y~th¥re was one self— timulatory target
behaV1or as well as three positive and thjhf negative be-
. \hav10ra1 correlates. Additionally, two groupedbbehavioral
categories,*naferred.io as totalipdsitive and total negative
behavinral cbrrelates, %ere 5350 included in the analysis.

' Throughout tbé’?%udy, 200 1nd1v1dual oﬂfervation sessions

{

were conducted, resulting in the collgction of over 1600

A

unjts of data._ .

Lo L ’

o
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Observer Agreement Cheéks w:ith.Pa::}%ntg_)\~ s (

\ \ P R
In each exper&mental condltlon throughaut/the study,

o

L

i\\\
Y N

ed rellablllty chec s wlth the observer on,

" parents Peffo rfr
‘\'the selfnsffgi?;tory target behavlcrs

On thesa ccca510ns,~

,the observer would record all spec1f1e§ behavlors u51ng a

to 1S second 1nterval recordlng system.

'

parents would- Observe and record the tar

a'1s 1‘mlnute 1nterval\record1ng‘system.

then record whether the t

thag time frame.

Slmultaneously, the

*a

g\: behaV1ors us:ng \{ \“\“
t the end\of each \ e
mlnute 1nterval the ‘observer 51gna1ed the parents, who would

Agreemen was. calculated by comparlng both

at behavmnr had occurreghﬁurlng

sets Gf'recordings and d1v1d1ng the number of agreement by

the ‘total possible chances“for agreement.

~

Thble.1

Aprserver—?afeﬁt Agreemeht Chegﬁ\Summary (%) -

-~

-

¥  Experimental Conditions //

»
-

b Y

. 1

-

1

X

\
N f .
Subject Basellne Overcorrectlon Baseline Overcorrect;on Mean
v 2

L8

1 100 100 93.3 10q___1{ 98.3

2 < 80 100 93.3 100 . 93.3
C3.0.% 100 100 ‘53? g0 \ J;&.s
L4 80 - 86.7 66. 7 { 93.3  81.7
X 90 96.7 76.7. > 93.3  89.2

»

LY

Table 1 displays specific

"ments for the four parents across

$

Values, expressed as percentages,

~

O

-

105

]

|

By
s
»

>
mean interobserver agree-

all expe;imental‘COnditioqs.
A}

£

indicated a, relatively high

i

R .

2"
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' f( 1éfe1 of observationai.agreement {ranging from 81.7. %o 98.3"

pe%cént) acrops all conditione. Comblnlng all avexaged agree-

TN

, \r' R ments for all four parents revealed a value of 89.2 percen

. agréement. "In the second bas%llne condltlon, two of the

values were comparatively lower than those of the other par-
- A

™ ents Wlthln the cendltlon \and alsoﬁﬂewer .than

 values for eadﬁ of these two\\ETents. In 51m113r 1

Cs _ \

) these differences have been thoe§ht to be due to either ob-

.

)’ ~ server bias, or response def1n1tuon "drlft" (Kratochwlll &
Wetzel, 197?). An 1nvest1gatlon of recordlngs between the.
parents and the observer revealed unsystématic dlstrlbutlon~

e of agreements. That ;s, the parents id not alwaysvscorgwry‘

» the target behav1ors lower or hlgher thay the observer, and
v1ee versa. On this ba51sg observer blas.wes dis;ounted as
the seufce ef the disagreemeni‘betweeﬁ the qbeervef and the
parents. | i

The other threat to high iﬁeerobeerver agreeﬁent,

SN response definition dfift; was eieo examined. ‘Altﬁoﬁgh the

) "« ‘'parents wege’continueusly remineeé of the speci%ic‘defini~

tions, and also had ei%ensive\cbservation and treatment ex-

perieﬁse with the target behaviors,\this\yariable coﬁld have

“accounted for the differeﬁces observed. This began to .

appear as the case since interobserver agreements increased

& markedly for both parents ghrlng tge next overcoreZ:tlon o

’ treatment condition. Having to ap ly the overcorrectlon pro-

cedpres again probably helped\these %wWo parents. to focus

~ .
: mogre closely on the target behaviors. _ . '

. | v 106 . y




“Q.not 1nvolved 1q the statlstl al examlnatlon of the over-

Although these data are 1nd1cat%ye of the rellablllty

of obsé}vatlons conducted w1th parents, the parent data were

PRS- o .
AT

¥ . .
c?rrqsxlon treatment and other varlables Instead these R
reliability coafflc;ents rélate more dlrectly to the parents' .
‘\ablllty to observe,-iggythus treat the target behav1ors of SN
. . | P |

L4

concern. S, : o ‘ T -

] A ———_

-
-

Interobserver Agreement Checks

- v

-

R B * - x> ~
/ Pollowlng,the pracedures described earller, 1nter-
\ L4
observer agreement checks were performed between the prlmary

obsgrver and a second observer. Table 2 dlsplays the mean
relgabilityxcoefficients ogtained ffy'the seven identified

behaviors (i.e., oneJ§e1f~stimulatory target beh&vior; and 2
six behavigral correlate;3 for each of the four\EubJects‘
Agreement\coeff1c1§n§s for all 28 individual be-

‘—\‘/' .
haviors averaged 95.0 percent: With the exception of three

‘agreement figures, the range“ofﬁéoefficients varied from

*

82.8 to 100 percent'agreémentt Of the three variables (i.e.,

proxiﬁity; playing appropriately, and head-orientation),

common to all four subjects,’an‘average of 90.3 percent (\\\\ ;’l;
e . \v*\\

agreement was obtained across the four experimental conditions.
Agreements across subjects ranged. from 88 to 92.2 percent.

' Most importantly, the factors of observer bias and

3

=\

defiﬁitiohal drift seemed to be relatively minimized given

: . X
the relatively high reliability coeffici®nts obtained.

-

Respomse definitional drift and observer bias were sBm%what

«.107 ST ) D

-
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T . o \_:;;; Table zo t S |
‘ \ . . “ . .3 k. * . C o
.- S ‘ C : Interobserver Agreement Percentggﬁa ‘ | . RS
| Subject , . . Targat Behﬂv1nrs and Behav1ora1 Cbrﬂélates oo L .. Means
. R ,.s_f’ a * pema - - -
1 . Object- . Prox1m1ty Playing - Head— Unintell)i- InagproPrlate Laughlng N
rolling c gpproprlately orlenr gible Ver allzat1oq . N
g -, @ tauan sounds ‘ .
LT, 967 963 ‘9s.0  8s.4a°  8o.d 91,3 . ° 9:1.1~ 92. a/
‘#Q . 2 Hand- . - Proximity Pidylng Head- Unlﬂteili- '.Qﬁject~" Body- L *6
' wringing e approprlately orien- gible spinning | rocking ‘
o . B > tatlon\soundsk; T N .
89.3 . .92.9 96.3 86.5  78.3 . 100.0 v 72,7  88.0 °
\ N ~ N — \‘ : . /*""\; ot . . - - »
3" Hand- Proximity Playing - Head- /<bhinkelli—‘ Object- . .Throwing
flapping appropriately orien- gible spinning \ » ’
) ‘ tation sounds o \ .
77. %, 91.2 96.7 82:8  .f86.0 95.5 97.0. 89.6
Y4 Repetitive Proxlmltyaglaylng Head- Bédy- Object- Jumping
verbaliza- {appropriately orien- spinning spinning ‘ .
tions | tation
86.2 89.0 93.8 78.0 | 97.8 99.7 98.8  91.7
% b ‘ ‘
B, e
- w
. w

| 109
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. and. the SUmMary means for each condlt;on was gsed to est‘

“hente there was no varlablllty 1n the data betwegn»the con~

-’ L | | + 100

‘ N N . ‘ . AN . W
minimized since the second observer never had -access to the
d%ta during the study. Also, Teview of 0perational*defini—\

tions for the behaviors was continuous. - .

) B .
2 N : : \
1 X . N
0# R A

~

S Hypothesis Testing . C T e

¥

\Glass wlllsen, and ‘Gowtman" (1975) reccmmended an
1n1t1a1 1nspect10n of data before employlng the rather ex=~
pen51ve tlme series analys;s computer programs developed

by Bower et al }1974) A visual examlnaxlon.nf chd&ted data

the” pTObablllty of 51gn1f1cant changes betwaen‘the two cunF

dltlons being compared Since there were 36 stamed nnll
hypotheses, each of Wthh 1nvalved three separate ;qmparlsbns,
a total cf 108 »t tests wewe p9551ble. Ihrcuéh th;s s#ﬁe%nlggx
process, 51x possible comparlscns) or.two of‘the null ﬁxpcth~
esis were ellmlnated leaving 102 sets of data poxnﬁg &9 beq
tested via computer a551stance. pa onealnstand& the 1den*‘
tified behav1or was not observed throughout the stﬁ&y, and
itions to be analyzed. In the ofher case, £he plnpointed
behavior occurred infrequently during the first baseline

condition and thereafter it was not observed.

»

Tables 3 through 6 ﬁr sent the Tesults of the computer

: : ~
assisted time-series analysgs for the four subjects. “In-

dividual hypotheses and corresponding t test values for the
va¥fious comparisons are presented for each subject on each
. »

table. ‘The number of degrees of freedom were equal tc‘thé

lip - - A

-

.

b
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»
total numggi of data p01nts minus the number of parameters .

~

-

being estimated. That is, the degrees of freedom (df)" were Aef
equal to 50. data points less the three dlmen51ons for the

tlme-serles model and:the grand mean. Therefore, the degreeS’
3 . S :
_of freedom were 46 for each of the tests performed A

»a—

‘ ' two- telled test of significance was’ used to evaluate statls-‘

tical differences. To facilitate the analyses, v1su§?rd15-*

~

Le 4

plays for each behavior are also presented. Figures 1 .-
- - through 36 represent the charted data for these time-series

observations.

&“

Subject 1 ‘ J LT ( ¥

.  Hypothesis I sought to determine the statistical
o

différences for the self-stimulatory\ target behavior, object-.

~

rolling, across baseline and experimental cefditions. Figure

hd 2

1 displays the time-series observations for this target be-

havior across these experimental conditions. Overcorrection
) o m . . ;,
(functional hand movements) served o decrease object-rolling

© . behavior from an aveg;gé of 21.6 percent during the initial

- M <

baseline to 2.4 percent during the overcorreCtlon 1 condition.

A reversal condltlon (basellne 2) resul%ed in a return to B
abeve basetine 1 mean levels (3\%). Durlng the second over-
correction treatment condihiéﬁ, the mean level of object— ‘
rolling behavior was decreased to 5.6 percent. Table 3 shows
that all three statistical comparisons ﬁere‘highiga;ignif~

icant (p<.05). :

111




Table 3 . ~

! ‘
Time- serles analyses expressed in t test values for changes

in nine beha ior varlables compared across baseline and over-

\ ]

) correctlon'c‘ndltlons for subject 1.°

P . —= —
. o w-,/ : S ~Statistical Comparisons
Behaviors Baseline 1 vs 7‘ﬂvercorféction 1 Baseline. 2. vs -
Overcorrection 1 vs Baseline 2 Overcorrection 2
K - > ' .
" Object- o |
rolling ‘ ]QEZQ* T 44,73 " -4, 29*
j/ Proximity 42 ) /NT.SG | .14
-] Playlng o .
\ approprlately +3.01* . -2.91%* ~.10
. \ N l,~ ' . »
Head- ’ ‘ N \ '
v) - orientation +3,.24% -1.18 -.00
. . v . t g \
Total positive \ .
behavioral o ‘
Ycorrelates ~+3.60% »1.5? ' -.12
Un1nte11131ble . |
sounds -1.94 i +.26 -1.72
fnépprcpriaté \ g
. verbalizations +2.08% ~ / +1.23 -2.92%
: . \ / \ -
Laughing +.43 o/ +2.13% -2.13*
Total negative '!
behavioral . | i
correlates +.30 . +1.70 -3.40%*
_ I
* P05 o T | T

Hypothesis Il examined the\differeﬁceswin the posi-

. g;ééﬁgaV1oral correlate nprox1m1ty, as a function of .over- 3
. : : f ) o

illfe* - | ~_—
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~Bigure 1. Pprrpnrane of the self-stimulatory target behav1or ob]ect rolling, ©
dlsplayed across baseline_ and overcorrection condltzons for subject 1 —
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Figure 2. Percentage of the positive behavioral correlate, proximity, . B

k]

displayed across baseline and overcorrection conditions for subject 1
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- . correction treatment. Figuye 2.shows the data vaT;gxlcnskgf :

- this behavior across the‘}our'axﬁériﬁéﬂ%§1~cbﬁﬁi§il

S, - Proxs TR

: BN AN
R o D lels =

ifity increased over twenty percentage points from the initial & / -

¥

re- .
N )

;/ versa1 phase, in which the functional hand movement over-

‘ .Egseline to the overg¥rrection 1 condition. .During the:

correction treatment was discontinued, proximify‘returned to’
\thé pretreatmeﬂi ;é&el‘ Re-applying the same overcorrection
procedure to the target behavior, howeve$, did no; subsequently .
increaée‘profimi;y behavior to the overcorrection 1 cnqdition‘ ‘
level. Table 3 shoﬁs that'the time-series analysis foi these
three comparisonS were non-significant (p>.05). \ '

Hypothesis III investigated the differences in the

positive behavioral correlate, piafﬂgg appropriately, as a
function of the overéprrection procedures. Figure 3 dispiays
the effects of treatment on playing appropriately across '

-

. the u;/experimental conditions. During the. initial base-
line, playing appropriately averaged nearly 8 percent. The
.. + ' ‘
applifation of overférrection to the target behavior was

associated with an average of 19.4% for playing appropriatg‘ya

\ Returhing to tﬁgwbaseline“condiéggns resulted in a decrease

\in this positive behavior correlate to a 2.3% level. How-

¥ ™ ‘ever, when overcorrection was re-implemented, this behavior

,’e.\ ) .
failed to increase as in the first treatmenf)period. Table\ »

3 shows that 'she first comparison was significant (p<.05), e
denoting. a marked change froms the initial baseline to the
v first overcorrection treatment condition. Additionally, a

significant difference (p<.05) was found for changes between

-

11y
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Figure 3. _Percentage of the positive behavioral (orrelate, pBying appropriately, o
displayed across baseline and overcorrection conditions for subject 1
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X the first overcorrectlon conﬂltlon and the sécond basellne‘“ »

condltlon.:/As Table ¥ shows however there,were To 51gngf

1cant dlfference;¢bfywjen the secchd»hasellne and thercver-\

¥ ‘.

< correctiom 2 condition. - lf ; \\\ »
ve

.Y --Hypgkhesls v exémlned the chan%?s 1nfthe p051t1
‘\ﬁehav10ra1 correlate, head- orlentatlon ~as. a functlon of the

Dvercorrqptloﬁ\treatment applied to the target behaV1or. As‘

Flgure 4 111ustra:es, head orlentatlgn averaged sllghtly
. ov%r 13 percent durlng the flrft basellne candltlon. When

the overcarrettlon 1 candltlon.was*amplemented headﬂdrlen*

= R
tation 1ncreased over 50 percentage 901nts to an average Qf Tag e
64.1%. Table 3’supports the fact that thlS change was - ‘*.fiw N

LR

b4

{ N highly s}gnlflcant (p<.05) Head orlentatlon was diminishe ’
to 2 mean level of 40% durlng the‘return to basellne condltZOn,‘
Thls level dld not vary when the second overcorrectlon treat-
ment COHdlthh was 1mplemented Although the st tlstlcal
ana1y51s did not show significant differences acyoss these
#later condition qhanges, head*orlentatlon measur ment was
terminated ét\a‘ﬁevel almost three times'téft of the first
. S . \ . -
‘baseline condition. , S .

e ) T T Hypothesis V dealt with the testing for differences

in the g%neral category known as total positive behavioral
correlates across thg four experlmental condltlons. Figﬁre
f/ 5 shows that the total positive behav1oral correlateé'aver-
aged 28. 4% durlng the baseline 1 condltlon. %hgn Uhe over-
correctlon 1 condition was 1mp1emented‘ total p051t1ve be-
havioral co;relates increased to an average of 76.8, almost
L o . COX

4 120 »
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Figure 5. ‘Percentage of the total positive behavioral correlates dlsplayed
acrgss baseline and overcorrectlon conditions for subject 1
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50 percentage po1nts hlgher than ‘the basellne level ThlS

behev1oral measure deereased over 25 percentage points to
e

“an average level of 51"3% durlng the basellne 2 condltlons.\' .

eQD&Splte the re- establlshment of ovérccrrectlon prccedures v

- *

ST (evercorrectlcn 2), total positive behav1crs ﬁpntrnued | .
‘ W | .

decrease to an average -of '44.9%. As in the ca§e\of the

head erlentatlon behav1or, this behavlor resulted in a net -

increase over the measured level ‘during the first basellne
)

of nearly 16 percentage p01nts. ‘Accordlngly;-Teble 3 .shows

that only the first change was 51gn1f1eant1y dlfferent

(p<05) S “: S .

N a N

e : Hypothesis VI sought to determlne the relatlenshlp

beteeen changes in the negative behavioral correlete, un-
intelligible saunds: and changes in the treated target be- :
havior across the basellne and overcorrectlen condltlons.\ |
An 1nspect10n of Figure 6 revealed that unlntelllglble sounds
averaged 19.5% durlpg the baseline 1 ceqdlt}one. With the
first application of. overcorrection to the targethehavior,’
this negative behavioral correlate decreased to/fan kverage
of 11.4%.. The level of this behavior remainp& essentially
unchanged when the overéorrectioﬂfprocedures were femoved.
ﬁowever, then the overcorrection 2 condition was reimple-
mented, unintelligible sounds further decreased to an §YeTage

" of 5%. ‘Table 3 shows that all of the statistical comparisons -

between experimental conditions were non-significant (p>.05).

B Hypothesis VII examined the relationship between the

negative behavioral correiiie, inappropriate verbalizations,

?

1

l - ‘ o o ‘
‘ 12\) L . .
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. Figare 6. Percentage of the negative behavioxal correlate, unintelligible sounds, -
) displayed across baseline and overcorrection conditions for subject 1
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izations displayed across baseline and overcorrection conditions for
subject 1 ‘ : .
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‘and the target behav1or.\ Figure 7 shows the behav1oral
changes across the de51gnated experxmental candltlons.

Table '3 shows this negatlve behav1era1 correlate 1ncreased

>

~g‘

slgnaflcantly (p<.05) when the overco?;ectlon 1 condltlon e

was 1mp1emented Inappropriate verbalizatiodns 1ncreased
from an average of 5. 8% to 13.8%. \ ThlS behaV1or continued
" to 1ncrease to. an average'}”Vel of 18% durlng the basellne

2 condltlon. When the ove orrectlcn 2 condltaon was 1m-

plemented this hegative behavi~ al’ correlate decreased to

5%. A time-series analy31s cf thls change showed that 51g~‘

nlflcant dlfferences resulted (p<’OS) o ~»'s

. Hypoth931s VIII SOught to determlne the relatlonshlp

-

between the negat;ve behavxora1~correlate, laugﬁlng, and

‘the self-stimulatory target behavior. 'Figure‘s shows the -«

changes across the various experimental cohditigns for this

»

3}

behavioral correlate. Laughlng avergged 8.7% durlng the
;flrst basellne condltlon. When the overcorreCtlon procedures
were applied to the target behav1or, this negatlve behav10r§1
correlate 1ncreased sllghtly to a level of 10 6%. This be-
hav1or 1ncreased to 24% when baseline condltlons were re-
implemented. Table 3 reveals that tﬁ'\ change was statis~.
tically significant (p< .05) durlng the final overcorrection
shows that laughing behavior decre;\ed to an average of

9.9%. As noted in Table 3, level was also §ignificant1y

- different (pg .0S5) from the mean of the second baseline
condition.

ey

»

.
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‘between the total negative behavioral correiﬁtes and\the

“function of overcorrection procedures applied across four

R YN

L v . I o | . 115

L

‘ﬂzpothes;s_lx sought te determine thg relationehip

d

treated target behav1or across the four expe¥emental con-

T

ditions. Figure 9 shows that thls grouped behev1ora1 category

,‘averaged 2&-8% durlng the anltlal basellne condition. As

overcorrection .was 1mp1emented\qif? the target behavlor, this
behavioral measurement 1ncreased to an average of 37 8%, a

geln of nearly 10 percentage points. Table 3 shows thlS

‘1ncrease to be non-significant, hmnwer,~ A reversal to .

‘baseline conditions resdted in a further incrgase of 5 -
percentage points. The time-series analysis, also showed

this change to be non-significant at the .05 level pf con-

) N o * ¥ N ) » . ‘ N ’ ’
fidence. However, when the overcorrection 2 coggézgen was

implemented, the average level of total negﬁfive behavioral
cirrelates decreased to 18.2%. A time-series analysis of

thls change revealed 51gﬁif1canx differences (p< . 05),

‘ shown in Table 3. Although 1ncreasgs in this group thls

“behavioral correlate wgre noted during the flrst three

1

conditions of the~study, an overall decrease 10 percentage

W

points was obse ved between the first and ‘last experimental

condition.

Subject 2 . ' | :

Hypothesis X sought to determine the differences in

»

the self-stimulatory target behavior, hand-wringing, as a

L

4
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Figure 9. Percentage of the total negative behavioral correlates displayed

across baseline and overcorrection conditions for subject 1

» w»

9T1

13



" i ‘ Baseline 1 Overcorrection 1 | Baseline Overcorrection 2
N .- ) o . ) ) 2 . . B

Ty
<

TAGE OF INTERVALS,

,(1

*.

s

— : L"r*rf:
’IO - 20 - 30 .40 -50
J)I\YQS T, \ * ‘

\ \ \ —_
Figure 10. Percentage of the self-stimulatory target behavior, hand-wringing, ‘~4E
displayed across ba%&line and overcorrection conditions for subject 2

<" PERCEN

o<

] [ 4
\@,a”

rric 136 S oo o - 137




-

\* 118

-

experimental conditions. Flgure 10 shows that durlng the
initial baseline condltlon, hand- wrlnglng was measured at
. an average level of 50.7%. With the 1mp1ementat10n of over-
" .correction preceddres the mean Ievel of this target behav1or
A was 14%, a decrease of over 36 percentage points. Hand wr:ng-\
. ing behavior averageé 42.7% during the baseline 2 condltlcn.
During the overcorrectlon 2 condltlan, this target behavior
was decregsed to a mean of 6.3%. Table 4 shcws that each of -
' the three statistical comparisons be;ween experimental cqndl-

tions was significant at the .05 level of confidence.

Hypothesis XI examined the differences that occurred

in the positive behavioral correlate, proximity, as a function .
of thé overcorrection treatment\apglied to the tafget behavior.
Figure 11 prévidesia visual display Gf the changes across the
four experimental conditions. During the initial baseline
condition, proximity was measure&‘at an average‘of 54.7%,

When the overcorrection 2 condition was established, the mean
level of proximity behavior iﬁc}eésed to an average of 83
percent, an increase of almost 30 percentage points. With

the implementation of the second baseline condition, avslight
increase in proximity was noted-(86%). However, when the
overcorrection brocedurgs were re-established, the mean level
for this positive behavioral correlate decreased to 57%, just
three percentage points higler than that fecorded during the
initial baseline condifion. As .Table 4 shows the comparisons
between the baseline and overcorrection contitions were non-

significant (p>.05).

1358




Table 4\
Time-series analysis expressed in t test‘§a1ues fof chahges
“in nine behaviﬁ; variables compared‘;tross~basgline‘andvovef~

correction conditions for subject 2.

/ - Statistical Comparisons ‘ ' .,
- \ N\ , g
Behaviors Baseline 1 vs Overcorrection 1 Baseline 2 vs
\ "Qvercorrection 1 vs Baseline 2 Overcorrection 2
' Hand- ) \
wringing -5.57* +3.06% -3.88*
Proximity +1.98 +1 26 | -1.46
‘Playing ) .
appropriately +.95 -1.70 +,75
: ’ e ‘
Head- ’ \ .
orientation +3.66* +.34 -1.60
Total positive ,
behavioral : .
correlates +1.95 -.10 -.68
Unintelligible B
sounds -1.44 +.88 -.87
Object- . , ; |
spinning _ - ———— _ ----
Body- : .
rocking -2.06% +1.70 -2.15%
Total negative
behavioral T
correlates -2.08% +1.48 - -1.84
) .:

*p< .05 ‘ B

Hypothesis XII investigated the changes in the positive

behavioral correlate, playing appropriately, as a function .of

B RN
»
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Figure 11. Percentage of the positive behavioral eorrelate, proximity, displayed o
across baseline and overcorrection conditions for subject 2
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Figure 12. Percentage of the positive behavioral correlate, playing appropriately, =
displayed across baseline and overcorrection conditions for subject 2
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~correction was re-applied, the mean level of playing appro-

-

overcorrection applied to the target behavior. As Figure 12

shows,\thig behavioral correlate averaged 14.2% during the
T . ‘ \ .

" baseline 1 condition. During the first overcorrection treat-

ment condition, playing appropriately increased to a mean of
22.8%. Table 4 shows this ihcreﬁse to be non-significant

(p >'05) ‘ Durlng the second baseline condltlon,.the mean
level of playing apprcprlately dropped to 1.7%, a decrease

of over 21 percentage points. Table 4 shows the differemce -

- between the overcorrection 1 and baseline 2 conditions also

‘to be statistically non-significant (p >.05). When over-

priately‘inéreased to an average . of 10.3%. Asﬁrevealed in

Table 4, this increase was found to be non-significant (p~> .05).

In the final analysis, this positive behavioral correlate

decreased nearly four percentage points throughout the ceurse

-

*

of the experiment.

Hypothésis XIII sought to examine the differénces in

the positive behavioral correlate, head-orientation, as a
function of changes in the target behavior. Figure 13 shows
the‘cﬁanges in this behavior visually across the four ex-
perimental conditions. During the initial baseline, head-
orientation averaged 39.3%. With the introduction of the
overcorrection treatment prccedureséfor the target behavior,

this behavioral correlate increased to an average of 81.4%.

.
Al

The time-series analysis, in comparing these tyo means, re-
vealed significant differences associated with the oni.t of ‘
the treatment condition. .Head-orientation intfeased slightly

during the second basellne condition to an average of 86.9%.
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Figure 13. Percentage of the positive behavioral correlate, head orientation,
displayed across baseline and overcorrection conditions for subject 2
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"However, this increase faded neafly 26 percentage pointé\tb
‘an average of 60.5% during the final overcorrection condition.

Table 4 1nd1cates thit none of the other statistical com-

parisons were 51gn1f1cant. When the first and last CORdlthﬂS

were compared ‘the fmnal condltlon averaged over 21 pergentage

points higher that ‘the mean for the initial basellﬁe candltlon.

Hypothesis XIV examined the differences in the total
positive behavioral c@rrelates across the four experimerital
ccnditions. Figure 14 d;splays the tlme-gerles observations

of this behgv1ora1 category across baseline and dVercorrectlon

conditions. }Durlng the baseline 1 condition, the mean level

of this positive behavioral. correlate was 60.1%. When over-

cprrection was implémented with the target behavior, the total
. . b ' i
positive behavioral correlates increased to a mean of 88.3%.

~ Table 4 shows this: increase of over 28 percentage points to

be s%atiStically nansignificant (p ».05). No changes were
noted durifg the basellne 2 cnndltlon A.decrease of over
17% was ¥ecorded, however, when the overcorrection procedures
were re-established. A net gain of 11% was observed from
the first to the last experimental condition. TEble 4 re-
veals that neither of the last two statistical cémparlsons
was significant “(p>.03).

°Hypotheéis XV analyzed the thanges that occurred in

the negative behavioral correlate, unintelligible sounds, as
a function of the overcorrection procedurés\applied to the
target behavior. As indicated in Figure 15 unintelligible

sounds averaged 20.3% during the first baseline condition.
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A degrease of nearly eight percentage points was recorded
when the overcorrection 1 condition was impleménted. As }

Table 4 shows, this difference was non-significant (p >.05). ™

With the second baseline however, this negative behavioral .

s

correlate increased to the initial baseline level, averaging
1 . . : :

19.4%. The re-applicatioﬁ of overcorrection procedures was

associated with a decrease to 12.9%, equalling the level of

" .the first overcorrection condition. Table' 4 shows that al-

though these chaﬁges in mean levels of this negative be-

havioral correlate were systematic, they were not statisti-
. : L

13 » »

Hypothesis XVI examined ihe\changes for thejnegativg
behavioral correlate, object-spinning, across ‘the four exper-
iment conditions. Figure 16 shows that this negative behav- -
ioral correlate did not occur throughout the experiment.
Since no variance in the behavioral scores was recorded across
the four expe&imental conditions, a time-series analysis of
the data was not 'conducted. Table\d shows an absence of t . o F
test scores for this negative béhaviﬁral correlate.

- Hypothesis XVII investigéted the effects of the over-

correction prﬁcedures applied to the target behavior on the
neg;tive behayioral correlate, body—tocking: As shown in
Figure 17, body-rocking averaged 40% during the initial
baseline condition. With the introduction of the overcorrec-
tion procedureé applied to the.target. hehavior, body-rocking
decreased to an average of 12.9%, a difference of 28 per-

centage points. Table 4 shows that the increase during thg

152
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_.overcorrection 1 comdition over the initial baseline was . ..
stafistically significant (p< .05). With‘the remo%ai.of
the overcorrection procedures, the mean level of~body¢rackiug
rose to 43.3%. This change; as shown in-Table 4, was non-
significant (p > 05). When the dvercorre#;icn~procedures
was re-applied to the target beh%yior, a decrease in bodfF
rocking of»over 24 percentége‘poiﬁts nﬁcurréd. According to

L

‘Table 4, this difference was{hlso found to be significant

¢ |
- {(p< . 05). B o e

Hypothesis XVIII examined the changes in the total

negative behavioral correlates across the four experimental
éonditibns, Figure. 18 illuétrates in graphic fashion the~
changesiﬂ? this measurement categofy as it rélates to the
-baseline and exﬁerimegtal interventions applied to the téfget
* behavior. \During the first baseline condition, the mean
levéihaf the total negative bgpavioral correlates was 49.8%.
This behavior decreased to an\éverage of 28.3%.when the over-
correcf;on\procedures were\appliedkto the target behavior

(overcorrection 1). Table-¢ shows this decrement to be sig-

nificant at the established alpha level (p< .05). When the

*

o’

of this behavioral measurement increased to an average’of 50%.

This change was not significant according to t tesﬁhscores,

shown on Table 4. Upon the re-establishment of ovéfébryection

procedures, this behavioral category again decreased t?{%n

average of 29.1%. ‘According to Table 4, this last comparison,
¥ between baseline 2 anq overcorrection 2 conditions, resulted

in significant differences (p< .05).

return to baseline conditions were implemented, the percentage
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) Hypothesis XIX examined the changes, in the self-
stimulatcry target behaiiy;, hénd—flapging, as a iesul; of
. the applicapicn~0f spgcific‘ogercarrécﬁ;on pr§cedﬁ;esr !Figure
19 shows that hand-flapping averaged 43.8% during t‘e\fi;St
baseline condition. mﬁthikhgwimpieméntation of\the“verfﬁ
correction 2 condition, the level of\hand-flagging‘be avior
decreéﬁed to afmean of 7.9%, a différence of qver 35 percentage
'f‘points, The‘ieturn to baseline phé;e (baSeline\Z)~resﬁf¢ed\“m”“
— ‘in‘éh increase in this»iarget‘béﬂ;vior to 40;3%, just sligﬁﬁ&x«
| below the level recorded during the firs} baSeline condition)
Re*est;blishing the qyercorget?ion procedufgs resulting in a

decrease of over 35 percentage points to a mean\leveliof 4}9%Q

-
>

‘Table 5 shows all comparisons to be significant at the .05

. - level of confidence.

Hypothesis XX sought to determine if‘significant
differences in the positive behavioral correlate, proximity,

-
- .
were associated with the application of overcorrection pro-

cedures applied to the target\behavior. Figufe 20 displays
the changes in this poSitive behavioral correlate across the‘
four experimental Eonditions. DPring the firsf baseline
conditidp, proximity was measured at an average of 19.9%.

»

With thef implementation of overcorrection procedures, the
- mean level of proximity increased to 42.2%, an increase of
over 20 percentage points. This\aifference sroved to Se
significant (§<:.05), as shown in Table 5. .Prbximityk?e~

creased to an average of 26% during the second baseline

ERIC - 1eo
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Table 5
Time-serjies analysis expressed in t test values for changes
in nine behavior variables compared across baseline and over® -

correction conditions for subject 3.

Statistical Comparisons

Al

Ean

.Behaviors Baseline 1 vs Overcorrection 1 Baseline 2 vs:

Overcorrection 1 vs Baseline 2 Overcorrection 2
Hand- \ tos ~ \
flapping . ~7.42% “// '+3,89%* -4, 17%
Proximity +2.61% - - ~1.300 +1.02
Playing \ : ‘ . ‘
appropriately  +1.88 . - =2.16* -.08
Head- . - " *
orientation +33.14%* -4,22% +3,93*%
. *» A )
Total positive R
behavioral v ’ .
correlates +1,56 - +1.43 -2.10% .
Throwing r =3.66% +.77 o i.91.
>

Unintelligible ) ‘ ;
“sounds ~4.21% ‘ +1,89 -.82

{ 6bject- ‘

| spinning 23,877 | *1.28 -1.03
Total negative, .
behavioral :
correlates ~4.,63% +1.42 ' . -1.95
*n .05
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Figure 19. Percentage of the self-stimulatory target behavior, hand-flapping, 2
displayed across baseline and overcorrection conditions fer subject 3
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conditiop. The re-€35tabli ‘overcortection procedures

was assqciated with an incrgase in proximity behavior to a

- —

mean of 37.5%. Throughout.the study, proximity increased by
over 19 percentage points. Table 4 reveals that the compar- |
isons between the overcorrection 1 and baseline 2, and base-

line 2 and overcorrection 2 conditions were ndn-significant

(p >.05). .

-

Hypothesis XXI sought 'to determine the differences -

for the positive behavioral correlate, playing appyopriately,
across the\four experimental conditions. Ffﬁufe 21 &isplays‘
‘the time-series observations for playing Eppropriately.gcr033'
"~ the baseline and overpnrrectiﬁn conditions. This posi%ive
behavioral correlate aveéaged 7.8% during the first baseline
condition. With the a&PIication of overcorrection procedures
to the target behavior, playing appropriately rose to an
average of 18%. Table 5 shows that the change between these
tWo conditionsvwas nonr-significant (p;>.0§). When a return
toﬁbaseline conditions was ingtituied, playing approprigtely

*

decreased to a mean level of 1.3%. The onset of overcorrection

procedures was associated with a further decrease in playing
appropriately to .8%. Table 5 indicates significant. differ-

ences between the overcorrection 1 condition and the basgline

2 condition, but not for the differences recorded for the

»

-

final comparison. a

Hypothesis XXII tested for difterences in the positive

behavigoral correlate, head-orientation, across the four ex-

perimental conditions as a function of the overcorrection

[RIC Iy
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Figure 21. Percentage of the positive behavioral correlate, playing appropriately, =

displayed across baseline and overcorrection conditions for subject 3
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treatment procedures applied to‘the térget behavior‘ Figuré
T 22 shéws\that head;srientation averaged 5.8% during the
\ini£iai?baseline condition. . An increase of ovef 50 percentage\?
points to a meagllevel of 58.9% was associated with the over-

correction 1 condition. Table S indicates that this change

was statistically significant (p<.05). Head-orientation

\\\

decreased to an average~af 47.3% du;ing\the‘éecona baselinef
conditign. Table 5 shows that this decrease resulted in sig-
nificapt differences (p<.05) betweenlthé‘two conditions being
compared. As revealed in Table 5, significant chahges‘(p<:,55)
also wete associated with the re-establishmept of overcorrec-

’ tion procedures for the target bepavior. Head-orientation
increased to a mean level of Sﬁi?% during this final treat-
ment condition. | |

Hypothesis XXIII examined the differences in the total

positive behavioral correlates across the four experimental

conditions. Figure 23 shows the relationship'of this behav-

'

ioral measurement to the changing»gqgﬁitioﬁs associateﬁ,ﬁith
the targei behavior. During the initial baseline condition,
total positive behavioral correlates were measured at a mean
]lL mt level"of 18.1%. With the implementation oé the overcorrection
j} 1 écndition, this behavior increased to an average of 70.7%.
Table 5 indicates that thi; change proéuced non-significant

differences (p >.05), even though a gain of over 50 percentage

points was noted. An average of 46.5% was associated with
b
the baseline 2 condition, and again Table 5 revealed non- -

A}

significant differences (p >.05). However, when overcorrection

‘ .‘ o 171
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p(ocedures were re—establishea‘\significant changeé (p< . 05),
as shown in Table 5, resulted for this behav1oral category.
elotal p051t1Ve behavioral correlates averaged 69.8% during

this final overcorrection treatment\cbndltlon.

Hypothesis XXIV inveétigated the changes in the neg-
ative behavioral correlate, thf&wing, as a function of the
ovércorrection treatment across the four experimenfal con-

\\dltlons. Flgurgizd shows that throwing behavior averaged
7.0% during the basellne 1 condltlo;.‘ ngle 5 reveals that

\  significant differences (p< .05) were detected when the owver-

correction 1, condition wa§ implemented. Throwing behavior

- 2 >

decreased to an average of 1.9% duriné‘this condition®
Although minor changes were observed for this behavior during
the baseline 2~9Ed cvercorrgstion 2 conditions,vnon-signi-
ficant differenqgs\were found as shown in Table 5. Throwing
behavior did however, diminish by more than 5 percentage

points from the} first to the last conditions of the study.

ﬁypotheéis XXV examined the Qifferencgs in the neg-.

ati}e behaviorgl correlate, unintelligible sounds, as a func -

tion of th% overcorrection treatment applied to tke target !
behavior. ’Figure 25 shows that unintelligible sounds av-S
eraged 28.1% during the first baseline,condition. With the
implementation of ghe overcorrection 1 condition,,this neg-
atiwe behavioral correlate decréased to a mean of 15.7%, a
difference of more than li pertentage points. A tiﬁe—seaies
analysis of this differenée, as revealed in Table 5, showed
significant changes (p< .05). Unintelligible sounds increased,
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slightlx‘ﬂhen the béseline‘z condition was implemented.
, ]
Table 5 revealed that the differences were non-significant

‘1 (p>.05). Figure 25 shows this negative behavioral correlate

| \decreasé&‘fg a mean of iﬂ.Q%; Table 5 shows this difference

. to be ncn*significant {p >.05). In terms ofvan‘over~a11
change, a net decréése of over'18%’wés noted for this neg-

ative behavioral correlate over the course of the study. : .

NN : Hypothesis XXVI investigatedhthe differences ;n the

-

negative behavioral correlate, spinning objects, across the
* four experimental conditions.. Figure 26 shows that spinning
- objects averaéed*lB.?% during the first baseline condition.

Téble 5 shows that a significant decrease (p< .05), to a f”

»

- . L N A
: mean level of 1.3%, was recorded when the overcorrection 1

condition was implemented. geturning to badeline condit S

\

. * »
. - cof 10.2%. Even though an increase was noted, Table 5 shows

. . ) . X .. . /
was .dssociated with an increase in spinning objects to a mean

non-significant differences (ﬁSuOS) were found. S{ﬁilhfly,

Table 5 shows non-significant changes (p >.05) were associated

with the decrease in spinning objects‘during the final treat-

-
»

’ ment~-conditions. o RN

~

prothesis'XXVII~inves;ig%}ed the ‘differences for the .

total negative behavioral correlates across the four experi-

- . 1}
mental conditions. Figure 27 shows the timg-series observa-

: e : — : * O - .
tions for this hehaviaral category in relation to changes

a

associated with the target behavior. This behavioral mea -

) . B *

¢ surement averaged 47% during the initial baseline condition.

‘Wheén overcorrection conditiqng}ﬁere established for the target

» (—\
. - - - 1 : - ™

LAY
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behavior, this behavior decreased to an average level of 18.7%.
Table 5 shows this a;}ference to be significaﬁt {(p< .05). A

mean of 28.8% yas*assoéiated with the baseline 2 condition.

~w

*

waever, this 10 peréentage point difference was non-signi-

. ‘\ficant (p > 05), as revealed in Table 5. When the Qvéfcor-
‘igctioﬁ é cdndition~whs instituted, total negative behavioral
\correlétes‘defreaSed to a mean of 14.1%. The time-series

analys;s, compaiing ihe differences between the data from —
the basé}ine Z and overcorrection 2 conditiohs, resulted in
a declatatibn of non-significant changes (p >.05) as shown
" in Table 5. |
Subject 4
? S “ - — ) ‘

. r
Hypothesis XXVIII examined the differences in the

self-stimu{aiiry térget behavior, repetitive verbalizations,
acrcés the bﬁseline and overcorrection treatment conditioms.
Figure 28 displays the timé-series observations for this
~target behavior.fﬁ{epetitive verbaliz;tions averaged 65.9%
during the first baseline condition. When overcorrection
treatment was applied to this béhavio?, a decrease of over
34 percentage points to an averagg;of 31.% was recorded.
This difference, as revealed in TabJle 6, proved to be statis-
tically significant (p< .05). ~Remoying the overcorrection
treatment procedures (baseline 2) #as associated with an
increase to a mean of 61.2%. Table 6 shows this change also

was statistically significant (p< .05). With the institution

}
of thejgﬁercorrection procedres in the final condition, the

»

iRlc | | 184

~
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. Table 6‘ .

\ \ -
Time-series analysis 'expressed in t test vialues. for changes

X . N — . . \
in nine behavior variables compared across baseline and over-

. k]
correction chnditions for subject 4.
. \

L)
PO

. Statistical Compariséns . -

" ‘
Behaviors Bgeeline 1 vs Overcorrection 1 Baseline 2 'vs
vercorrection 1 vs Baseline 2 Overcorrection 2
| ¢
Repetitive - '
verbalizations -5.83* .. +3,55% -5.62%

" Proximity +3.31% -1.99 L +.19
Playipg . ‘ o .
appropriatel +2.96% -1.73 .. =.01

. N Py :
- Head- ‘

® orientation +4,13* -1.64 +.29
Total positive ‘ L
behavioral ‘ ‘ X“ :
correlates +4,20% - -$.11% +.83
Jumping ~14.25% ° +5.88% B 15w
Body- | . N .
spinning -2,58% -.60 e' -.04
Obj e‘C'\t‘ ‘ i ©
spinning ---- .--- \ S
Total ﬁegative . o -
behavioral ' \ ~ .
correlates L -3.33% +.19 . -.68
*p<L .05

e z
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M T . .)\ . st ) . *
_percentage of repetitive verbaglizations™ecreased to an aver-

‘decrease was sfatistically significant (p<g . 05). S

v ’ﬁ" ‘ “ _\‘. = N - ' .\k‘ ‘
. when the return to basellne‘congltmons\was established.

- * i » d\ - ) N
“AcToSss t?f four~experimental conditions. Figure 30 shows

~tion 1 condition. Table O showg that this increase proved

Yo
'

-,

»

. | . ‘ . | S . .,.‘\“
‘ ) o \ RN M G‘ ‘i . ‘ R \.*
R ¢ ’ e S g . e
- ) N -~ A . 150 »
N »

~ .

age of 11.5%.. An'inSpection\§f Taple b revéals-that this =~ -~
. N » 4 ‘f a N

-

L

Hypcihesis‘iﬁIX investigated the differences in the .. - ™

ositive avioral correlate, proximity, as a function o ~
positivebehavioral ¢ e, proximity, : 3 f\iu
the overcorrection procedures applied to the target baRavior.
. ; \ . : x s A ~ \) N . b N .. . ) .\ . ‘ . ‘\’s‘
Figur®e shows that during the first.baseline comdition, co

Y ' ‘
. ad .

\proiimity averaged 17%. An average of 4%.1%‘wa5'recorded

- \ o, e R -
when the overcorrection 1 comndition wa&rinstituted#f;Tﬁb@e

C s . . . - - . (.
6 indicates this difference of over 32-percentage points was
LY 'r . - ) R .

\ . . . . \ R
found to be significant (pX .05).- A mean of 21.7% resulted:

a
. .
> RN

) . a o+ 2
\ghis change was shown.in Table .6 to be non-significant. Upon
“the re-establi;hﬁgnt of the final overcdrrection condition,
o ‘ . - - S
a~mean level of 24.9% for proximity was recorded. However,

AN ‘ N

J k ‘\ “ . : . .
_as Table 6 shows, this change was non-significant.

-—\ N N N
~ Hypothesis XXX sought to determine the ‘differences A

. ‘o - N '
in the positive beha\isral correlate, playing approprigtely, °

v

-

: . PO
that playing appropriately averaged 2.1% during the first . _

- ~sien > !

baseline conditiz7. An increase of over 16 percentage points
f 18. wag»associaied with the overcorrec-

to a‘mean level

- &

to be statistically’gggnificant.(p<:.05). With a return to

. iR ) .
» baseline conditions, aying a%propriatei?xéas measured at
+* . A

a\m§§n of 5%, a decreas® of 13.9%. The tiQF¥series analysis

of this change. indjcated non-signifjcant differences (p >.05), -

FI 4
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1ncreased to a mean of 9. 8% durlng the overo rrectlon VA cnn-

-3
.éltlon."rable 6 shows this dlfference was non‘51gn1f1cant
(0 >.08). 'L“\ R |
ﬁypath351s XXXI squht tc determlne if dlfférences

~in the p051t1ve-bg§aV1oral correlate, head«arlentatlanl
v .
existed across condmtapns‘ F;gure 31 shows the time-se

N SO VAN

observation on thls positive behav1ora1 correlate. Dy ing
the first baseline condition, head- crlentat;on averaged 0%.
_ _¥he r\he evercarrectlon 1 condition was implemented, the
Qe;i\}evel of thls behavior 1n;reased to*49%. As Table 6
lshows, this change of 49 percentage points, proved to be
. statlstlcalgy~51gn1ficant (p< . 05). Heaéworlentatlon de-
creaéed‘By,ZZ.i percentage pointé when the second baseline
| condition g§s~implemented. This chaﬁge was non-significant
. §) :xQS)‘as sLowﬂ in Tdﬁle 6. ﬁyon the"re~estab1ﬁshmentj;f
cvercorréction proceﬁure§,_ﬁead—éiientétion increased -
slightly to a mean'bf 3081\ Table 6 ghows this difference to

>

s - .
be non-éﬁgnificant (p >.05)). L

\~3 Hypothesis XXXII examined the dlfferences in the
» . total p051t1ve behavioral correlaxes across the four experi-

"mental condltlons. Figure 32 shows that during the 1u1 ial -

baseline condition, this behavioral measure averaged 19.

-
- -

\ ‘ . \ : . “
\‘The application of overcorrect‘on procedures was ?gnomp

by an increase in this behavior to a mean level o 64.

Taple 6 shows that this change was determined to ‘be statis-
t1ca11y1§1gn151cant (p< .05). The average of thls behav1ar

e

. - . *

( ‘ e - :15l3. .

r
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- ‘q °\decreased‘to“33%\whén the second:basé;ing condition was jm-
‘pIeménted.‘ AS Table 6 rev?alé:\thif,change w§§%§ighifican;‘ |
| - (p< .05) when the overcorrection 2 condition gas‘gstab;ished, )\°
. the average pe?(:entage of .f.h’is Y'behks;vior was 45%‘. \Thi‘s)(change‘

| was non-significant!(§j>;0§)~as‘éhoﬁﬁ in\Table é;

- 7. “Hypothesis }‘exxﬁiz dealt }zﬁth XFé differences in the™™ .

L P

\.-u

..% . . positive behayioral correlat jumping,--acros

RN A 3

- perlmental conditions, Flgur7 33 displays the time- serles\ .
| - observatlons for thls behav1q¥ During the initial basellne .
COnd1t19n, jumping occurred at an average of 5.7%. A drop ,z"
to}a mean of 2% wis. associated with tﬁe.intf}dfion of the
| overcorrection 1 gﬁndition. Téé& 6. shows that this;cﬁﬁﬁée'
> Was f;und to be significant (p<f¢05) ~The percentagé of . \ ‘o
jumping 1ncreased agaln with the remov§l of the overcorrection _
procedures to a mean of S $. Whed overcorrection conditions ]
were re-established, jumping behavior droﬁped to 1.1%. BS%h
~ of ihese last two changes across expgrimehtal conditions
were tested and found to be §§gnificant (p<g .05), as Table

6 revealsty - i
\

‘Hypothesis‘KXXIy-exéminéd the diffg;ences in the neg-' .

at&yé behavioral correlate, bc@y*spinning. Figure 34 shows
that during the first baseling condition, this behavior aver-
aged 10.2%. | \
8 The application of ovefcofrgciion procgdures was,
accompanied b; 2 decrease in bgdy-spinning to a mean of 3.2%. ’/';
4 |

, Table 6 shows this chang&tod %ignificaﬁt (pg .05).

L S e
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shown in Tible 6 when overcnr;gctloa condlféonSimere eétab-

Subsequéht chdhgeS‘in?conditiqns (baseline 2 aﬁd

.

overcorrectlon 2) were assoc1ated with decreﬁsed pefcentages

for body-splnnlng behav1or; Table 6 shows non- s;gnlflcant

differences for these last two changes. o \i
Hypothesis XXXV examlned the dlfferenﬁes fcr the neg-\

4

ative behaV1ora1 cqrrelate,‘splnnlng ijeCtS. ‘Figure 35

shows’ the percentages ﬁgr this behav1or across the‘four ex-

\ N \WW
perlmental conditions. ‘"Slnce the varlance of data polnts

across the dlfferent condltlons was m1n1ma1 ‘a tlme serles

AR d

analysis’ was, ;bt conducted ‘as . shown 1n»TabLa G.f Therefore,

¥

‘nome of the changes can be con31dered sagp;ficant.

K

Hypothesis XXXYI saught t0 determ;ne~the dlfferences

s
1n tha/total negatlve behav1ora1 correlameS* gFlgﬁre~36 dis-

Splayﬁ “the time- series observat:ons for thlS*béhﬁVlcral cate-

. . N Oy
gor;‘ Durlng the 1n1t1a1 basellne condlt;gn, %hls»gehavi»x

[N

-\

a eraged 15. ¢% Total négatmve behav%pxal ;orre%;tqs &@*;\*,

areased to a statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant degree (p<$.0§), ag

-
-

\
Cw

‘113hed When overcqrrectlon prncedures were removpd }thisf}'
behav1or dropped from~4 9% to 1.9%. The re app11cat10n ofni;’
overcorrectlon condltlons was assoc1abed w1th a slight in-
crease to a mean of 2.7%. Table 6 shows that neltng of

these last two changes across conditions were significaat.

*

-
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£'Wa1ker Problem Behavior\ldentificatian Checklist . .
\\ 1 ' . ‘~ . | . K o . ~/ ‘
/ The Walker Prab}gg;ﬁehav1or Ideutlfleatlon Checkllst e

was admlnlstered twice to each of the parents.‘ Standard
| . ¥
& . scores were 'obtained durlﬂg the first baselane conditlon and

*

collected agaln follow1ng the final overcorrection treatment »

'

‘ condltlon. Hence, pre- and post- test -scores were obtained

in order to determine 1f the parents noteér\hy changes over

Qhe course of the study | . .

- -
A}

The test, whlch is composed of 50 behav10r orlented
g;est1ons, ylelds scores for six categorieS' Actang-out,
Withdyawal; Dlstractablllty, Disturbed Peer Relations; Imma-
turity; and a Total value. Figure 37 dlsplays six char§s,
.each repreéenting one of the rated categories. All .of thé\‘ .
Subjects' prej-;nd post-test scores are dispiayeq on each
chart. ‘ | ' J |

| A visual iné}ection of "Acting-out differéncés re-i

veals decreases of 15 to 35 standard séor-s for subjects 1
and 2, respectively. Since these two subjeécts were initially
rated aspthe‘two most acting-out subﬁects, the fact t@a; they
were ihg two lbwest at post—testinéﬁindica%ed marked improve-
ments for each. While the score for subject 4‘increased >
slightlyi the post-te$t scores\for subject 3 iacreased by

A 23 rating points. Hence, in terms of this rating category,

only two subjects were seen by their parents as less actlngL

3

out. 7 _ . _ * ¥ \
The charts for "Withdrawal", and "Distractability"
showed neither significant, nor systematic changes. Across
A . Y g ‘ .

-
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Figure 37. Pre- and post-test results from the Walker Problem
Behavior Jdentification Checklist across the six
subscales for all subjects expressed in standard
SCOTEeS. Subject 1 =a; Subject 2 =0 Subject 3 = ¥¢;
Subject 4 =o0. T e \ .
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pre- and post te§t1ngs,\none of‘the parents rep rréd ma;ked

changes in either ratlng category ' Hewevef .meai‘:

\-dld show decreases \a;lreraglng 7.0 and 75 standard 5cores fcr

*

[

,/f the Withdrawal and Distractability scales, respect1Ve1y Qg 5,

Slmllarly, only minor overall chagges were reported on ‘the
’ﬁ;ymaturity" scale. Only subject,l was seen as being less
immature by his parent. With respect to this scale,\suﬁiect\’
1 was more homogeneous to the group upon post- testlng ‘Sub-
~ ject 1 was also velwed by\hls parent as less aberranJ on all
previous scales. t B \ A
The majerlty of changes were noted on the "Dlsturbed
Peer Relations" scale, the one most dlrectly relevant to the fﬁ]
major questions under examinaticgﬁ€£\the~present study. Three
of the four subjecfé were rated lower‘upaﬂ post-testiﬁg. Sub-
'j\ft .was rated slightly higher (4 points). However, ‘the “ﬁ)‘
averagé decrease was 17.0 rating points when all’ subjects‘
scores were calq&}?ted. This decrease was more than tW1ce
th® of any other scale. Specifically, the parents viewed -
thqii‘chlldren as displaying gpwer problems such as auti '. [
\ verbalizations, talklng-to-selﬂ, and stutterlng
| In terms of the total rating scale, again the same
three subjects were rated as less deviant. Subject 3 was
rated as mgch more deviant, increasing from a total of 67 to.

87 standard score points. However, the average of all scores

. showed a decrease of 10 poigts.

Y



. total number of p0531b1e comparl

‘data camparlsons ét the .| - level| of canfldence. Of the

I ,
S /s Summary - o \ . L. "
o N ey Ew T~
One hundr%d and two St&tlSth&& comparlscﬁgp*;ra I
. J R S, e
teste& vxa computer a551sted time- saries analy31s pragrams. DU,
o R ,‘ s e \; g

A two- ta11ed t test u51ng 46 degrees of freedqm and a cr1t~$«*:,fF§3§

1ca1 t ‘value nf 2 OIB was: edﬁlo ed to evaluaxe each of thé\\

/45 or 44.1% were shown
1n “Tables 3 through 6 to be 31gn1f1cant1y dlfferent. All 12
compar130qg regardlng the self- stlmulatory target b;hav1ors
for Qhe four subjects were found to dbe stat1st1ca11y dlffer:

ent (p<f.05).~ Across the four subjects three 1dent1ca1

N 0 . . ) /
positive behavzoral correlatjz were specified for each —

N . T . *
Since there were three compa sons for each behavior for each ©

subject, a total of 36 ccm@érisons\wére possibie. As a group,
11 of these comparisohs, or»SO,ﬁ%’were\significantly differ-
-~ . S ; ‘ ; .

ent (p< .05). Similariy, 43.3% of the tests performed‘bn~the

negative behavioral correlates were shown to be significant

(p< .05). Time-series—analyses ﬁerformed'cn the data from &
the behaviprél\categories;\total positive and total negaéive
behavioral correlates, (showed thgt in Woth casesg, 25% of the
Somparisons were different (pg .05).

An analysis of the comparisons between the baseline 1
and overcorrection 1 conditions for all four éubjects showed
that 70.6% of these were statistically significant (p<< .05).

Of the tests performed on the seqeid comparison between over-

\orrection 1 and baseline 2 conditions; 29.4% were found to

¢ N . ’
. . \
21D v



were 51gn1f1cant (p<f 05)

‘ eses, only 3

. ] -.! " . .
be signiticantly different Cp<:.055‘ In thegfinal.ccmpi}ispn
bétwé@n the baseline 2 and overcorrection 2 &ondit;éns, 32.4%

~ ‘
For subjects 2 and 4, the nggatlve behav1or31//orre¢‘~

;glate, object splnnlng, was excluded frbm the analy51s, fnr

1% Y

reasons statﬁi earller.:‘Therefore, af the‘orlglna& 36 hypoth—‘
weTe subgected to statlstlcal evaluatlon. Three

data comparlsons were conducted for each of these 34 hypoth- .

~eses. In 28 of the 34 hypctheses, at least one ccmparlson was

X

found to be 51gn1f1cant} different (p<.05). From this per- °
spective, tﬁe réjection {ate was 82.6% that some change in
excess of chance *occurred within each hy§€§5e51s,

Ujf The results "of the Walker Problem Behavior I&§5;I¥1~
cation Checkllst showed additional support for the decreases
in the target behav1ors associated with overcorrection treat-
ment. Each of theh31x subtest scales ;howed decreases’ of‘
varying degrees. ﬁoweven, ﬁhe majority of changesitwere noted

on the "Disturbed Peer Relations” scale, the one most direct-
N

:\ ly relevant to the major questions under investigaticn in

the present study. Three of the four subgects were rated
1ower upon post testlng" Subject 3 was rated sllghtly higher
by his parent. Noketheless the average decrease was 17.0
rating points across the four sﬁbjects‘ In ten‘ghof the

total ratlng scale, again the same three subjects were rated p-

as less dev1ant However, for all subjects, the average

\ decrea;e was 10.0 ratlng poeints. \ d

21 .
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~ ,/§§MMARY‘AND DISEUSSION

~Summarz ‘c(\ .
Thexg were ‘four object1ves 1nvest1gated in this study.
N

The flrst oh;egslve sought to detif 1ne the degree to whlch

parents of severely emaglpnally dlsturbed chlldren ‘could .

o.- S

tapply behayloral 1nte¢vent10n téghniques w1th the1¥ awn Chll- B

SV e .

- ren’ 1n hcm;\settlngs. The second obgectiva was to 1nvest;ga$e

1\3\,\:‘ AN\

j r‘ \\ll‘\

"the effects of these procedures on various self stlmulatnry

\\behav19rs. The third ijectlve was to study the relatlonship

between changes in the target behavmbr wlth the changes~yL°“‘

SPeC1f1c untreated behaviors of a p051t1ve nature. ‘Similafly,

the fourth objective sought to determine the relationship
between\changes in the self-stimulatory targe béhaviers and
changes in specific, untreated behaviors having a negative
character. “

Four elementary‘school age child%en and tHéir’pafénts
particiﬁated in the study. ‘The subjectsswere enrolled in a
spgciﬁl education project serving the educational and sociaf
needs of severely\fmotionally distufbed children and .adoles-
cents iﬁ a public school setting. ‘For each §ﬁhjec;, a spe-
cific seif-stimulatory behavior was identified as the target
behavior to which treatment would be applied. These behaviors
were object-rolling, hand-wringimg, hand-flapping and. repet-

itive verbalizations. Additionally, three positivéwﬁifij}oral

.13 .
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‘correlétes proximity, playlng agproprlately, and head--. - .
orlentatlon, were operatlonally deflned for each subject.

Three negative behaV1ora1 correlates, such as throwlng, object- 9’;?

Y

»

splnnlng, body rocklng umplng, aqd 1napproprlate VBTball%&eei

tions, were also identified for each subject.~'

Each of these behav1ors was observed throughout an ‘

A

A- B A B experlmental de51gn. Tlme sample recordrngs were:

>

o obtalned on weekdays only in the respectlve heme settlngs by

YA

. .
. R .
“ Y
N L
t X )
3 LN ’ N

- an 1ndependent observer. Durlng treatment eondltlons, the

-

parents applled specific overcorrectlon procedu;es to . de-

creasedgye se -stlmulatory target behav1ors o¥ thelr chlldren.

-

l

_In three of the cases, overcorrectlon pxocedures con51sted &

largely of functlonal hand movements (c Foxx 1&11 Foxx

& Azrzn -1973). That is, the parent would observe the targgf i \~:

behavxor‘occurrlng, prov1de a verbal warnlng, and .then glve . |

a serlee of - verbal commands, calllng fbe ‘the- ‘hands to b&g "
\\moved in sPeC1f1c positions, such as stra1ght.dﬁt 1n front

of the body, down ‘as the 51des, in the. pockets, on a flat

.'xa

surface, or stralght out at the 51des of the body If the

N - o . R
. . - .

child resisted, manual’ guldance was used Thls procedure ;;i‘ﬁ\

:‘1BVOIVBd the"parent physically, and firmly 3531st1ng the i - %iﬁ%‘"
child to perform the requested hand movements. \As'}e51stance
decreased, he amount of parental guldance was gradually faded. J
Since 12 v rbal commands were glven durlng each treatment,
each 1ast1ng 15 seconds, « total of 3 mlnutes was requlred
per treatment. With one of the sub;ectsf\gn add1teona1 pro-

ce%ure, oral hygiene (cf. Barnard et al., 1974; Foxx, 1971),
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’3was used when the topography of the behav1or requlred its

\When hand- wrlnglng was assoc1ated with the mouthlng of flngers,

Sl

then the hands were washed ‘the teeth were brushed Wlth an
»

oral antlsept&o, and fac1al lotlon was massaged into the mouth

and 1{p areas of the face. Thls spec1£1o addltlon to the.

» P

h"eatm‘enf\paokage was .!used very i’nfl_'equently. . Since it re-
\ooitod an oxtré 2 minutes to apply, a total of 5 minutes was
roquired for troétment in these~instance§. A hand- gyer mouth
procedure (cf. Newman et al., 1977) was used to treat the
.;epotipive‘verbalizagions of the fourth subject.‘ Eollowing

a verbal warning, the paroﬁt approached the subject an&»ap#\

-

'plied this treatment which lasted a minimum of' 30 seconds.

[

If the oubjeot continued to wverbalize, the duration of %he‘
troatment was extended so that the 1as£“$ seoondslwere char-
acterized by the ch@ld belng quiet. Wifh this:subject,,the
‘techniques of manuéi guldante and fadlng were'ﬁ}so employed
as necessa?y. -

The resultitof the study wero analyzed uéing cooputer
ass%%ied time-series analysis\programé, developed by}Booer
ot al. [19741: Statistical comparisons between the means of
"behaviorsafrom %djacent expefimental conditions were used to
evaluate the significance of changes. = The findings ohowed
supportive evidence for the first two objectives. First,
parents were shown to be effective agents for behavior ;hange
with their own childien. In every instance, when parents

applied overcorrection procedures, decreases in self-stimu-

- latory tapget behaviors were recorded, The second objective
» :‘3 @
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was to determine tQF effects of overcorrectlan procedures ior
treatlng self-stimulatory target behaV1o§s. ‘The results 1n:‘
dicated that all four target behaviors were effectively d§- 
creased when treatment Qas aﬁplied in the homes by parentsl
An analy31s of the gata indicated that all comparisons between A‘\‘
basellne and overcorrectlon condltlons ‘were statlstlcally. /’
different. These*flndlng§ are consistent with, those of .
earlier 'studies (Barnayd;et ai,, 1974; Simpson §& Swengon, 1978).
In each of these Studiés as in the‘present investigation,
parents have demonstrated the ability to ef%ectlvely 1mplement
overcorrectlon procedures with. their own children. I t¥;£§
Across the four subJects the data segmed toxlndlcateJ t
that head- arlentatl?n behavior vas most sensitive to changes
in the self~st1mu1a;ory targ;t behav1ors‘ Head orlentatlon
and the various target behgviors formed an inverse relation-
‘ship. That is, when target behaviors were suppressed ﬁsing
™ .-overcorrection procedures, this,p?sitive behavioral correlate-
increased significantly. The other‘positive behavioral cor-
relates, proximity énd playing appropriately,-0ccasf§n£&ly i
showed significant relgiionships with changes in the target
behavior, but alway; tended t&%ards&increaSed 1eveis during *
overcorrection treatmént conditions. Evaluated as & group,
the total positive behavioral corrglates for all subjects
tended to evidence this inverse relationéhip, as well. |
Finallf, the fourth objective sought‘to determine

‘ the relationship of negative behav?gral correlates to changes

in the self-stimulatory target behaviors. Most of these

4
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speC1f1ed, yet untreate& behav1ors were dlfferent across\
v l\the four subjects. Hewever, 14 ef the 30 p0551b1e cempar-
l3;\r 1sons between experlmental cenﬂltlens were found to be |
stat15trpa11y=d1fferent‘\ Mest of these 51gn1f1cant changes
‘occurred across the first cempaflson ‘between the flrst base-a
: 11ne and the e;ercerrectlon 1 condltlon Thereafter, many |
; of these behav1ors remained at relatlvely lew mean levels.\
A;though “the data were not conc1u51ve the trend seemed to‘ |
_ be dlrected towards a p051t1ve relatlonshlp That 13 when |
"the gelf stlmulatory target behav1ers<were &ecreased u31ng
pvercerrectlon procedures, the negatlve behav1oral cerrelates N
tended to decrease in similar fashion, albelt-some of these
changes‘were non\signlflcant. A 31mllar data relatienshep
was apparent when the negative behav1eral correlates were
examined as a group. T | | |
To vatying degrees, the four steted objectives- £?r
the study were eventuated w1th posatlve results. It was: -
shown that parents can effectively apply overcorrectien pro-
cedures in their Homes to decrease the self-stimulatory
target behaviors of their~eeverely emptioﬁaliy disturbed’
children. Moreover, the application of‘overcorrectien treat-
ment was shown to be associated with iﬁcreases in positive
behavioral cor;elates, and with decreese§ in negative be-

»

havioral correlates, The evidence suggests that overcorrec-

-

tion treatment is more than casually assoc1ated w1th positive

-~

- ‘ therapeutic gains for this target population.

Q 2-—! 7
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DiscuSsion‘

For each of the four sub;ects, a. self- stlmulatory
\ target behav1ar was 1dent1fled and manlpulated throughout

f *

) the (A-B-A-B), exper1menta1 d951gn‘ Hypotheses 1,\19, 19,
candvé% related to these behaviors for subjects*lbthfough~4,
respectively, “Bach of these faur hypothesbs 1nvolved~three
statlstlcal comparlsons whlch were subjected to eValuatlon
"via a computer-asslsted t;me-ser1es~analy5{s program (Bowar 2
et al., 1974). . oL | “
For sub;ect 1 the self-stimulatory target. behav10r
Was ob;ect rolllng. The appllcatlon of functional hand -move-
ments, a positive practice OV&TCOTTECtlDA procedure contlngent
Qn the accurrence of *this target behav1or, was provlded by
_ his parent durlng 1ntervent10n conditions. As revealed in
- Table 3, and dlSplayed in Figure 1, thls target bgpavibé was |
significantly chénged ac}oss all three data\comparisoné.
‘ Tﬁgt is, overcorrection procedgre# served to‘sigﬁificantly
decrease the percentége of oéc&rrence of this behavior
.during the-fifst treatﬁent conditioﬁ. A significgnt increase

was noted in association with the second baseline condition.

3

Finally, object-roliing was reduced significantly during the
last overcorrectlon condition. )

' ‘ Hand -wringing served as the self-stimulatory target
béhavicr for subject 2. Changes in this behavior also seemed
to beghighly rélated:%o the applications, of restitutional

and positive practice forms of overcorrection. As Table 4

Qo | ' . : 218
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indicated, and as Figure 10 digplayed, this behaviS; changed

signiﬁicantly at each of the three, data ccmparlson p01ﬂts.

.

A positive practice overcorrectlon procedure func-

tional hand movements, was used to treat the hanﬂ flaypxng

behav1or of subject 3. ALl three\\F’the comparlsons, 'as

‘ evealed i1 Table 5 and displayed on Figure 19, proved to be

significantly dlfferent‘ .
For. sub:ect 4, a hand -over-mouth procedure was em-

ployed by hlS parent 1n the home settmng to treat repetitive

verballzatlcns, the self-stimulatory target behav1or‘ An

analys1s of the\three comparisons across the experimental

~conditicns} as shown in Figure 28, and as~revealed in Table

3
6, indicated significant changes in each instance.

Significant changes in the four self-stimulatory

target behaV1ors were associated wlth the differing CODdlthnS

Q

of the experiment. When overcorrection procedures were ap-

plied by parents, subsequent and immediate reductions in the

_target behaviors were noted.” Accordingly, when reversal

conditions were established, thé levels of eviant, self-"

stimuiatory target behavibrs returned to those noted before
treatment (i.e., during the initial baseliné condition):v To
further demonﬁtrate the influence of the overcorrection pro-

cedures applled by parents, a final treatment condltlcn was

?
N Y

1mp1emented Again, all four target behaviors were effec-

kY

tively and efficiently diminished to the levels witnessed
during the initial overcorrection conditions. Each of the

experimental manipulations gave added significance to the

.

2
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‘effects exerted by the treatment variable, overcorrectlon.‘

Moreover, these f:ndlngs demonstrate that parents can be
effectlve agenpts for beﬁaV10r change Wlthnthelr own severely
emnxlonally dlsturbed chlldren. |

Kerlinger (1970), anﬁ Minium (1970) have asserted

}\’
that there is a vast difference between changes in human

—

behavior that are significant from a statistical and a prac-
tical view\point. For example, when treating behavior dis-
orders in children, a statistically significant difference
of .50 perbentage points is meaningleés if the targét be-
havior continues to-occur a, rate of 40 or better percent.
However, if the same reduction of 50 pefcentagé points
results in the target behav1or occurring only 2 to 10% of
the tlme, then the observed change in human be%aV1or may
be considered as bo%h Stétistically and.practically signi-
ficant. |

In Ehe present study, it was shown that overcorrec-
tiqn grocedureS applied by parents to the self-stimulatory
target behavier of their severely emotionally Jisturbed ‘!

children was instrumental in producing statistically sig-

nificant differences as demonstrated via time-series analysis}

-

‘procedures. For subject 1, object-rolling behavior was re-

duced from a high to 39% to a low of 2.4% during the over-
correction treatment conditions. ‘Héﬁd-wringing reached

6.3% durin%’ireatmeﬁt for subject 2. Similarly, hand-
flapping behavior attained an average low of 4.9%. Finally,\

the target behavior, repetitivé verbalizations, for subject

224
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4, reached 11.5% during the overcorrection treatment con-

.ditions applied by his parent. In the last instance, for

examplé, a reduction of over 64 percentage points was asso-

R

c1ated with the applxcatlon of the treatment varlable.\

‘ ‘ Etlologlcal explanatlons of severe emomlonal dls- |
turbance and related behav1ors are numerous and have passgd
thraugh periods of dlsrepute and popularaty (Kauffman '1974).
Although several theoret1ca1 propositions have been docu-
mented by emp1r1ca1 rESearch many explanatlons are im- .
pr35310n15t1c and have . eluded rigorous sc1ent1f1c varlfl-‘,
cation. "Because assumptions and\}elatlonshlps are often
vague and stated in imprecise ;erms3 many }esearchers~have

\ o
not attempted to align, their freatmgnt\procedufes too strong-
ly wath any one\single théory. ‘In fatt, this may be»im-
possible as the more frequently*cited tﬁesriés are not
mutually exclusive and thus tend tovhave ‘ctonsiderable over-
lap. As categorized by Baumeister and Rollings (1976),
the theories fall into five general categories. They are:\
homeqsfatic; psychodynamic; organic; qeveloﬁmental; and
1earning.' Unfortunately, the first four theoretical orien-

tations are very difficult to systematically demonstrate.

And, since the present study is founded upon the application

~of the principles of behavior, the last theo?y on learning

should serve as the primary pasisifrom which to describe
the results of this study. A survey of the literature
suggests that the most adequately documented treatments arise

from studies from instrumental or operant conditioning

2]
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researchers. Sklnne: (1953) orlglnally suggested two dlS-

- tinct approaches to the explanatlon of self stlmulatory be-

A NN

havzor. Dei&ved fram learnlng prlncmples the avoidance
hypothe51s, and the discriminative stlmulus hypothesms have

been advanced to descrlbe self- stlmulatory and self- 1n3ur10us

LN

behavior. " _ :

According “to Baumeister and Rollings (1976), self-
stlmulatary or self- 1n3ur10us behaylors may function as
responag mechanlsms by which the organlsm mlght av01d more

aversive events. Tension, anxlety, or fear,assoclated ‘with

» - - L - » * -
specific environmental events may be reduced if such behavior

results in avQidance or escape. The reduction of drlves

*such as these was referred to as relnforcement (Hull, 1943)

‘\

Accordingly, the role of '"negative: relnforcement" is strength-
ng °3

ened in 51tuat10ns when. even self- destructlve forms of be-

-

\hav1ors tend to termlnate, escape, or avoid a pre$umab1y more

aversive situation. The word "presumably" is open to multlple
interpretationg, yet it is important to the theory whether

such a situation can be dgmonstrated to exist or not. Fdrthef-
more, whether an aversive situation ié unéovered, its{existence
to the organism is all Mat is meaningful.

Green (1968) found a significant relationship between
physical abuse in the first two years of life, and later
head-banging behavior in schizophrenic children. Bucher and
Lovaas (1968) reported high rates of self-stimulation when
restrained individuals were released or when exposed to’~

social contact. According to Baumeister and Rollings (1976),

"this is not at all an uncommon phenomenon" (p. 11).

222
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'havioral correlates were identified and observed along with

 stimulus which is assoc;ated with pOSlthB reinforcement

‘ . - | a7y

‘ . / . '
In the present study, a set of three negative be-

the target begﬂV1or for each sub3ect. During overcorrection
treatment can@1tlons, it was noted that these negative be-

haviors decreased ér remained unchanged in over 95% of the .
‘time. Accordlng to the avoidance hypothe31s, these be- |

haviors should have 1ncreased in order to av01d or escape’

R, SVCREVUREN

.treatment. No support .can be g1Ven this theoretical postu~

o
»

late in V1ew of the flndlngs. | +

Perpleiing as. it seems~ pa1nfu1 self-injurious - o

responses can serve as a self generated dlscrlmlnatlve

(Skinner, 1953).\\in‘p3ychndynamic terms; this'is known as

"“secondary gaih“. Lovaas and Simmons (1969) speculatedxthat

sensations such as pain assoCiated with self-stimulation can

" become discriminative to the onset of social reinforcers such

as adult attention. Contingent adult attgntion‘comparedhwith
no attention has been associated with increases in self-
stimulatory response levels. i |

The context of specific environmental situations may
be related to*;hé occurrence of self-stimulatory behavior.
In analogue }efms, chronic schizophrenic females have been
trained to produce an aversive noise when it was paired wiih
reinforcement (Ayllon § Azrin, 1966). As the aversive noise
gegan to assume reinforcement properties, its environmental

precedent stimuli also acquired discriminative characteristics.

Much evidence suggest that self-stimulation is main-

A

\ L
+ 2 ’2 3
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talned through»SOC1al remeorcers. Thi; agruﬁent is‘charact-
erlstlcally C1rcu1ar as self- stlmulatory behaV10r is. also

e vaewed as discriminatory to social rewards. Baumeister and

Rollings (19763, and othefs assert thanf_in many cases;*s§lf4‘

stimulatory Behaviors\are maintain by instrumeﬁtal con-

ditioning. Héwe?er, thé."genesis Sf‘the behavior may be quite

)

Aithcugh this h otﬁesis ¢can not be supportedwgivén

a different matter” (p.

the data in this study, it appears more plau31b1e than the

previous av01dance hypothe31s. By inference, the removal of

~soc1al attention durlng -periods of self stimulation would
K\place the subject "in'an extlnctaon condltcn. In addltIOH,

the target behavior, Qreyiously maintained by positive re-

info‘;ement, would gradually\diminish. OvercorrectiSn pro-

ced;Ses tend to create‘an extinction condition because the

subject is engaged in the pos:Ltwe} practlce procedure for

.some length of time. , All of the target behav1ors were effec~

-tively decreased‘using overcorrectlon. Thus, some evidence

is offerred to support this stimulus discriminative hypothesis.

Gvercgrrection, by design, is intended to serve two?

functions. First, whan ik is applied contingent upon the

occurrence of an uﬁde51rable behavtg;, the frequenc} of this
target behavior is expected to Eé\reduced‘ According to
Skinner (1938), this relationship constitutes the operétional
definition for punishment. Thus, only the results that are
associated with the appl?gation of a treatment procedure can

TM”““”déflne its nature. In the context of the present study, the

1 ' | 224



* -~ correction' is,designed, to teach the adaptive behavior which

R o *179.

»

overcorfection‘3Tocedures applied by parents to self-stimu-

\

’latory hehav10r of severeiy emotlonally disturbed chlldran

can be.descrlb as punlshment. In each case, overcorrection

L 8

“served to decredse the frequancy cf the target behav1or to |

»

i ,,.,’
,oo

which it was applled i

Second, nvercorrection is intended to contain edu-

cative ‘characteristics. That is, positive practice over-

is overly practi&ed during tieatment;"Adtbrding‘to\Skinnef‘
(1938), if the procedure serves to. increase the frequency bf a
behavior which is closely aSSGC1ated with its presentatlon,

then the process may be callgd relnforcement, As wlth punlsh-

*W

:ment, this process may only be deflned by examlnlng the results-

 0£ the treatmentxprpcedure. In\the,present study, no data )
are §fferred as\evidence that overéérrection cohtains Te-
infcrcing properties. That is, no data® were obtalned on the
practiced behav1ors, functlonal hand movements, to, elther |
’support or refute this conc1u51on. Only one ptheras dy -
~(Wells\et al., 1977) ﬁas examined this possible;ﬂ?ggzj;y of
overcorrection treatment. These\yﬁgea}chers demonstrated
that the practiced behavior, apprEpriate toy playing,\was
acqﬁired by one suﬁject, but not by the other. Both*sﬁgggg;s
were identical twin boys who were diagnosed as échizophrenic.
Fhe*;ﬁgnlts\of the present ﬁtudzigyould not be interpreted

to either support or disprove the notion that overcorrection

procedures can be reinforcing. Since no observations were

recorded relative to this questidn, the reinforcing properties
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of avercnrrectlon must be left to future. research

Behav1oral carrelates, and s1de~effects are equlvalent

‘terms meaning behaviors: that hold some relationship to the
téeatment and the target behav1ar. In’%he present study,
numerous behaV1crs, hav1ng p051t1ve and negative connotatlons,
were ;dentifled and observed in relatign to changlng experl-
mental condltlons. Slnce these behav1oral correlates were
51mp1y observed and nat subjected to treatment 1ntervent ons,
S a free operant state existed for each. As such, these be-

haviors were free to vary in relation to the effects asso-

ciated with the treatment variable, Gvercorrectlon. For

.example, a positive behav1oral ccrrelate may assume a dlrect

or_ inverse, OT NoO relationshié with changes in the treated
behavior. Similarly, negative behavioral correiaies could
vary in like fashion. Ideaily,~a behavioral cnrrelat; |
identified és being positive and adaptive would increase in
direct relatlon to decreases.ln the treated behavior. On ‘
“the other hand behavioral correlates defined asqgelng neg-
ative and maladaptive would decrease in direct proportion
to reductions in the target behavior. Should both of these
relat10nsh1ps become manifest with the changes in the target
behavior, then the treatment would be given addltlonal sig-
nificance.
) \

“Early studies, investigating ‘the effects of over-

correctien procedures (Foxx, 1971, Foxx § Azrin, 1972, 1973),

: \bghavior have been associated with reductions in the self-

¥
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stimulatory target behaviors. However, these reports were
" largely offerred in anecdotal fashion 'in the literature.

R

Gt s

Increased eye-contact, responsiveness to adult$, academic
. . - - N s .
productivity, and socialization skills have all been suggested

, as by-products of overénrrection-treétment. "In subsequent
studies (Epstein et al., 1974; S;mpso“ § Swenson, 1978), the .
relationship between increasgg\ia positive, ddapt;Ve behaviors

and decreases in self-stimulatory behaviors has been more ™

e@pirically demonstrgted. ‘ -

| \ In the prgsepshsfudyﬁ thrée'iéfntiéa; sets of pciitive§

c behavioral correlates wéiq operatiqzﬁlly'ideﬁtified for each
o . of the four subjects. ?Thrpuggout the siu&y,\thesé behaﬁiors

were observed simultaneously with the respectivsg self-stimu-
~ latory target behaviors. Across-baseline,and overcorrection
_conditions, the positive behavioral correlates and the target

-

behaviors were observed to determine any possible functional

»
»

relationships.’ ‘ {

One of these behaviors was proximity. An examination
of the results showed that this behavioral co;relgfe iggreased
when the overcorrection 1 conditions were implemented for the
four subjeétsf WO casés, this increase was significantly
higher thah the baseliine 1 condition. Azrin and Holz (1966),
Skinner (1953) and othérs have commented that punishment'pro-
cedures may cause the indjvidual to avoid not only the physical

\ situation, but also the person épplying the treatment. The

use of overcorrection as a punishing procedure to reduce self-

stimulatory behaviors in this study was not associated with

-
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an av01dance of the parents applylng the treatments.‘ This
ev1dance seems to ‘refute the avoldange hypothe51s since . N
'phy51ca1 closeness to others 1ncreased durlng overcorrectlen
\treatment Concurrently, support may ‘be 1nferred for the
dlscr1m1nat1ve stlmulus hypothes:s. ;’; is suggested that

¥

increased proxlmlty 15 assoc1ated with an- enriched p0551b111ty
for personal and scc1al relnforcement In thls sénse, it is

\ p0551b1e tha} other people in the immediate phy51cal en~‘ | \} b
vironment could have become dlscrihlnative fcr relnforc1ng |

- » A

events.

| The second _positive behav1ora1 correlate was cpera—

*- itiomally defiked for each subject ‘as playing approprlateﬁy
Although Wells et al (1977) showed that this behavzor could\
be acqulred when practlced as part of the p051t1ve pract1ce“
‘overtorrectlon sequence, no studies have consxdered this
behavior as a p051t1ve 51de effect of treatment. Playing-
approprlately is espetially 1mportant because severely
emotionally distrubed tend to be extremely deficient in -
thié"aspect of chf‘dhob& develophénf (Kauffman, 1974).
In the present stu&y, playing appropriately increased fdr~
all subjécts“when tﬁe overcorrection éonditions were estab-

~ lished.” Two of the four changes acrosa the first basel;ne
\and overcorrection ¢conditions were statlstlcally signlflcant.
The third po;itiVe"behaviﬁ%al\correlate was head-

orientation. For all four subjects, this behévior wés found

*
to increase significantly across the baseline 1 and over-

correction 1 conditions. Throughout the remainder of con-

-
——
S
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W ditions, this positive behavioral correlate tended to either
malntaln high levels or increase with the appllcatlon of over-
correction procedures. The con51stent po51t1ve changes in
_ head-orientation .behavior was seen as important requlsltes\\
= - for the acquisition of new behaviors. ~Baumeist§£\§3§jgollings
(1976) explaingd this phohomenon saying, that ﬁoollateral
- | behavior‘chaﬂéea.of this-nature\oay resul# frowfa ¢dhditipni#g_ .
”\ "history~inowhich thg child has learned to avoid aversive - )
E éonsequences\by attending to adults”~(p. 23), | \

& o - Not all Jf the statistical comparisons'involving the -

N -

three positive Behavioral correlates for the four subjects

-y

were\found to bo;significaatly different. Howevor, approprlate»
and de51rable gains in all p051t1ve correlates were reco?ded
for all $ub3ects throughout the study. . It should therefore
be concluded that the appllcatlon of overcorrectlon procedures
tends to be associated wlth increases in the posxtlve-behav- ‘ (ff;
ioral correlates involved in this analysis. -

The positive behavioral correlates category included
. all of“the individual positive behavioral correlates identified
for the four subjects. If any of the.three individual be-
havioral correlates were observed during the particular in-
terval, this oategory was marked. One, two or three of these
behaviors could be recorded during the same interval§ and
yet, the suoject was only.given oredit for displaying one
single unit of positive behavior. Hence, recordings in this

behavioral category would simply indicate that some positive

behavior occurred during the particular interwval of observa-

.
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tion. None of the previous studies have jnvestigated the

p051t1ve side- effects of overccrrectlon treatment as an :
aggregrate of. 51m113r responses. ;;(

L ‘The results showed that s1gn1f1cant increase's occurred
‘in this behav1oral category when the overcorrectlon\i con- |
di;ion wés i:??emented for all subjects. Two of the fgug: T
increases were statistically different; ‘A11~of‘§he remaining
condition changes were associéted with either eqﬁivalent or
increased levels of this behavior 1 measuremenf‘ Thus, as
with the individual positive behav1cral correlates, . there _
seems to be a strong relaﬁlonshlp between treatment and . 151;

creases 1n some dlmen51on of the f0ur suBJects positive

SwEas e *Wa A NN PV
N ..

responses.. N4 - : 5‘.\ "

» Y s At

When considering the relationship between hegative,

undesirable behaviors occurring concurrently with other neg-
ative behaviors _to which treatment is belng applled twWo .
issues come to the surface. Bcth must be examined crltlcally

N -

R “The TIYst issue arises out of the “éymptom substltutlon"‘

notion advanced by psychotherapists (Brenner, 1955). This
notion suggests that if Sehavinr disoraers are suppressed
~wlthout attacklng the undg;iylng pathclogy, then other neg-
atlve "symptoms" will most probably surface to replace the |
suppressed behavior.- Although behav1oral researchers have
not acknnwledged~this association, much of their research
has been influenced by the symptom substitution notion.

For example, the focus of research regarding the side-effects

of overcorrection procedures for the treatmedﬁ of self-
{ L %
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stimulatory behaviors has been‘&irected toward whether or not
negativé behaviors increase in-relation to decrgases in treated
. target béﬁ§yiors. Epétein et al. (1974) sﬁbwéd that inappro-
N priate foot movements occurred when overcorrection suppressed
the Self~stimulatory target behavior in oﬁe subjéct. No such
\ \'relatlonshlp occurred with another subgect. Doke and\Epsteiﬁ “x

(1975) found similar results using overcorrectlon procedures.

-

1]

In the present study, a total of 12 negative behav-.

ioral correi%tes were 1dent1fled three for each of the four
. subjects. Since these behav1ors were simply observed, and . .

_not treated, throughout the experimental design, the varia-

? » i

tions in theiﬁ\behaviors’§ould be associated with different
experimenial éenditioéé;S\Béﬁause there were two overgorrec- :gwf
tion ccnii>1ons associated with each ,0f these behav1oxf,

there was~a p0551b111ty,of 24 opportunities for symptom sub-
stitution to occur. In 23 or 95.8% of these cases, the res- -

\ﬁlf pective negatlve béhaV1ora1 correlates showed decreases or

Cana e . N

oy

no changes from an 1n1tlal low level when the treatment
conditions were established. in t¥e Sne'exception,'in- . v
’ appfapriate\yerbalizations for subject 1 increased signi-
ficantly during the overcorrection 1 condition. However,
this same behavior decreased significantly during the second
overcorrection condition, leaving the level of this be-
hévidr approximate to that observed in the baseline 1 con-
dition. This fiﬁding corresponds to the data reported’ by
Rollings et al. (i977). Thus, no appreciable changes took
place with this negative sehaviofal correlate over the course

] .

v
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of the study. .Object-spinning for subjects 2 and 4 were not
evaluated via time-séries analysis methods since thaég two
behaviors either failed ta occur, or ocguired‘at\Such low
‘frequenc1es that tests were 1napproprlate. Yét, if symptom
‘substitution was to occur durlng treatment condltlons, it
may have been manifest in these two behaviors. As the data 
show, this was not the case. Therefore, a\tase for symptom
substitution associated with the applica%icn of overcorrection
‘ procedures can not bé supported given the results of this
study. oo . .
~A-secon; notion suggests that other behavior, in
addition to the target behavior may be subject tc\influenceQ\.

..
BN

from the treatment variable. 'According to this point &f =~
view, decreaass in a target behavior may be assoc1ated with
decreases in other undesirable responses. A review of the
llte’;‘ature show#t that this behav:mral aspect has recelved
llttle systematic attentlon in congunctlon with the use of
overcorrection procedures for self-stimulatory behavior. The
present investigation sought to determine if this relation-
ship was associated with ovércgrrectibnktreatment. Across :

the four subjects in this study negative behavioral cor-

relates were identified and observed, but not treated. Four-
teen of the 30 tested comparisons bétween experiméntal con-

ditions proved to be significantly different. The remainder
of the ﬁegauive behavioral corielates either were stabilized

or tended to decrease, though not significantly. This evi-

El{llC . e 232
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dence permits a tentative cénclusion. That is, with the
application of overcorrection to decrease self-sfimulatory‘
target behavior, there is a concurrent decrease in other,

s

untreated negative or undesirable behaviors. In relnfcrce-

. ment terms, it may be stated that interactlve character~

istics of parent -child relatlons tend to be assoc1ated wlth
generallzed punlshlng conditlons for not only the target
behavior, but also the negatlve behaviors that are ‘temporal-
1y~and operationally close to the target behavzor. This
'type of conclusion lends 1tself to the notion that topo*
graphical behavior or behav10rs that are temporally related
are most sensitive to influences exerted by the treatment
variable, overcorrection.;“ - - - e e

An anglysis of’?bﬁographiéal similarities between
the seif—stimulatcry target behavior for each subject and
the three 1dent1f1ed negatlve behav1oral correlates Shows

Jvery little relatlonshlp Thus;ysameness in behav1cr topo-
graphy was probably not the varlable to whlch changes in the
negatlve behav1ora1 correlates can be attributed.

The individual recordings for each subject were
analyzed in terms of temporal proximity between target
behaviors and negative behavioral correlates. It was\found
that in an average of 30.7% of the intervals in whichhthe
target behavior occurred, negative behavioral correlates
3150 were observed. - When thé temporal proximity was increased

to at least two 15-second intervals before the interval in

R
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wh%ch treatment was applied, the percentage of temporal
assbciatipn rose to an average of 47.4%. .Hence, in élmost
50% of the occasions in which the tﬁrget behavior occurred,»
one or more of the negative behavioral correlates was also
observed. Within this\temporal context, it may be seen
that m;ny of‘the\negative behavioWal correlates were close- .
1y a;sociatéd wi;ﬁ the appiication of overcorrection fregt—
m;nt; andamay have been subject to its punishing influenées‘

The iotal negative behavioral carrelatgéfcategory

included all of the\negative behavi§ra1 correlates identi-
fied for each .of the four subjects. If any of the three
individual BehaVioral correlates were obsefved during a
particular iﬁterval, this category ygs marked. One, two or
three of these beh#yiors could be recorded during the same

interval, and yet, the, sybject was only given credit for

displaying one single unit of this negative behavior mea-

surement. Hence, recordings in this behavioral category

would simply indicate that some negative behavior occurred

during. the particular interval of observation. None of

the previously cited studies investigated the negative

behavioral side-effects of overcorrection treatment as an

aggregate of similar responses.

The results showed that statistically significant
decreases occurred in this behavioral category for three
of the four subjects wheﬁ the overcorrection conditions
were implemented. For subject 1, this measurement category

actually increased significantly when compared to the first

234
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baseline comdition. But, by the end of the‘stﬁdy; this\

behavior was reduced to a level comparable to the baseline 1
condition. .As with the three negative behaviofél correlates,
the results tend to support . the notion of temporal proxlmlty.

That is, by virtue cf the fact that many of these negative

\behaV1oral ccrrelates occurred during or slightly before

overcorrection treatment was applied, a generallzed-punlsh-
ing effect Tesulted. ‘ ‘
'\L' The results of the Walker Problem BehaV1or Identlfl-‘

cation Checklisy showed two namablg findings. First, all

of the individual rating scales revealed average decreases
for the four subjects. Since this test 1nstrument conta1ns
cniy scales related to ChlldhOOd behavioral dlsarders, the .
general decrease across.all individual scales is seen as_

highly positive. By inference, the subjects were perceiveé

by their parents as being less deV1ant upon post- testlng

*

' after the study had concluded. Second when the individual

scales were combined, p*tﬁtal scale score &as derived. This
scale also showed éverage decreases for the four subjects.
Upon post-testing, a decrease of 10 standard score points
wa; no;ed for all subjects. Thug, as a\group, the children
were seen by their parents as displaying improved behavior.
Thi;‘rating test tended to show imprbvement in

behavior as perceived by the pﬁreni. Typically, a decrease
in the rated behaviors denotes such improvement. However,

as Figure 37 shows,. subject 3 was rated higher on the acting-

out, and disturbed peer relations scales. Hence, his total

. 235 .



’ 3 »n *
. [y
& ) :

*

190
score was greatly elevated. It can also be seen that pre-.
test scores for subject 3 were lower than those for the other

subjects on five of the six rating scales. Upon final test-

ing, the total scores for subject 3 were higher than the -

- others. According to his parent;ythese changes were highly

desirable. The ofért\behavibrs which he began to exhiﬁit

and which inhrease& his scares, particulariy on the ;cting-
cut,\and disturbed peer relations scaies, were‘séen as posi-
tive gaigg for this subject. The ﬁaf;nt interﬁreted these
increases in _behavior as the subject's attempts t§ more

actively express his feelingé, something almost totally void

~in the subject's behavioral repetoire prior to the study.

€

Limitations of the Study

\Depending,on the theoretical orientation of the
reader, the 1imita;i6ns and procedural faultSQin this study
will vary considerably. However, the selection of subjecis
in thls exper1ment was perhaps the most limiting factor.

Because the subjects were ngﬁ;aﬁaﬁn from a larger or general

_population, the interpretability gf the Tesults is limited.

Even thouéﬁ”Only four subjects were selected, this small
group Yepresented a unique population, one defined more
by the special behaviors under study,~an§ by the uniqueness
of the psychiatric diagnoses given the sﬁbjects; than by

the sheer size or number of subjects involved.

236
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In retrospect the selection of the pobltlve and
negatlve behav1oral correlates could have been on a more
systematlc b3315“~1n‘th1$ study, these behaV1ors were
arbltrarlly selected by agreement between the experlmenter
and the parents. In lieu of thls, an observatlpn_methgd
\1s‘suggested.‘ From-a §§pu1ation of‘i&entified Beha?ibrs,
the sample couid be drawn after recordlng their freqneﬁ*ies ”5“m§“f““f
for at least 1 week. The sample would thus cous;st of
. those behaviors whlch occurred most frequently.
| The tralnlng cf parents was accomplished~individ-'
ually and was not assoc1ated with a- SPEC1f1C set af 1nstruc- B
E! tions or criteria for determining that proflclency was ‘f
“aéhleved. "Hence, “a ;eed for these‘additionS‘is seen ‘as
1mp0rtant in the’ developmenﬂlof future research regarding
parent tralnlng
In a study involving a- reversal to baseline condi-
tions,'it is necessary to determine if environmental coﬁdi»
tions or ‘events in the first baseline closely approximate
those in the second baseline condition. In this study, no
procedures to assure or determine this equality were used.
Thus, when using a complex procedure such as overcorrection,
it is very difficult to ascertain if the parents acquired
and use; portions of the procedures at experimentally in-
. correct times. With this added experimentgl control, more
credibility could Be~given to the changes in behavior during

“

a second application of the treatment procedures.

| \
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Four procedural limitations have been described
each one of which would prubably have enhanced the exper1~
mental cuntrols 1mposed dur1ng this experiment. Thus,
fklncreased rellablllty would have*been galned and the
results could p0551b1y be more wldely appllcable. ‘

¥ - T N R . NN A L

“Imylications for Future Research®

It his been commonly said ;hht research shbuld ask
as many dueéiiéns as it answers. “Although numerous experi-
mental hypétheSes"were pursued and answered in the preéent
research, many more still remain to be invéstigatéd. |

For the §233131 educatar, it is probably ‘important _‘v R
to have preCISe information regardlng the relatlonshlp be-‘ |
tween reductlons in self-stlmulatory behav1or via overcor-
rection proceéﬁre; and academic perfarmances On‘gducational
tasks. Kauffman (1974), Newman et al. (1977), and Simpson

" and Sasso (in press) ‘have anecdotally re%orted that decreases
in self-stimulatory behavior were‘355061ated with increases
‘in academic perforﬁance. However, no one has systematically
ihvestigated~this relationship in connection\wifh overcor-
rection ﬁrocedures applied to self»stimulator} behaviors.

" More research is needed in this area of dAnquiry.

The positive practice overcorrection procedure was
applied to the behavior of three of the tour subjects. This

procedure 1nv01ved the subject having to respond‘to a series

of functional hand movement commands given_ by the parent,

Q e 238
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‘According..to Foxx (1971), this procedure is intended to be

“educative. - That is, adaptive behaviors are taught to;thé

subject via this method. From a review of research deal-

-

ing with overcorrection, only one~study\haslattended to

this variable. >Wells\et al. (19?7)~observed‘ihat’the'be-,

havior 1nvolved in the positive practlce procedure was ac-

qu1red by one of the two subjects part1c1pat1ng in the study

In the’ present study, no attempts were made to determlne

if the sub;ects learned to use their hands mo;e appropriately,
and in an adaptive manner. Additfonal investigatiﬂnxis |

requlred to examine the educative effects of the p031t1ve

practlce overcerractlon procedure.

Although overcarrectlcn procedures have Séen feﬁort;
ed effective with many self-stimulatory behaviors, two in-
siances; both involving head-weaving beha?ibr, have been
reported to be unsuccessful (Barnard et al., 19743 ﬁcllingai
et al., 1977). The question arises regarding whg;her both

~

the restitutional and positive practice portions of the

~ .overcorrection procedure should be implemented with specific

O
self-stimulatory behaviors. The study of the order effﬁcts
of overcorrection treatment has not been given adequate

‘Tesearch attention.

The issue of maintaining the suppression effects
obtained from overcorrection treatment has been reported
previously, but only in vague terminology. In the present

investigation, procedures for maintaining the treai&ent

A

239



‘&\ \\ o B . 194
effects of overcorrection were not specified. There mdy be
a need to conduct cverccrrectlon procedures on a partlcular
schedule of appllcatlon. Or, once camplete suppress1on
ﬁés been achieved, is there a need for further treatment?
Azrin and Holz (1966) have suggested this may not be neces-
sary. ‘ |
More extensive research is required to respond to
the generalization of éffects Question. Several studies
have investigated this issue and arrive’r;;\équivccal gbn-
clusions. More infcrmétion is needed about thé\effécts of
o#ercorrection procedures on self-stimulalery behaviors across
phys1ca1 lociilcns, and times, and with the dgfferent per-
.~ sons applying the treatment procedures. ‘ .
\ In the present stud)@ two of the four subj‘ef:ts had
. ‘similgrly handicapped siblings living with them in the home
environments. The effects of *having a handicapped sigling .
~were not 1nvest1gated in this study, but there is a possi-
blllty that a relatlonshlp exiéts tﬁ;t'could 3: 1nf1uent1ai
in determining the fea31b111ty of change with a speC1f1c
‘subject. The implicationg could suggest that the-sibling's
behavior be treated differentia}ly with that of the target

subject. Or, the effects of treatment could be related to

the presence of a handicapped sibling in the home.

Conclusions

e

4

There are three general conclusions that can bg

stated from the results of this study. First, it can be

249
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stated that parents are capable in applylng overcorrectlon

procedures with thelr own severely emotlcnally dlsturbed

ch;ldren. 'All of the selfvstlmnlatory target behav1ors
were sighificantly‘degreased using these t;eatment pro;e¥
dufes. Thérefore, it can be stated that overcorrection
procedures are associated“with significant treatment effécts
on self-stimulatory target behaviors such as the ohes éx¥
amlned ‘in thls _experiment.

The second conclusion deals Wlth the natlon ‘of

positive behavioral side-effects of treatment. The da;a~

- showed that in-this study, many of .the identified positiye

. om

be a&ibréi Eorfglates:increéséd’as thé‘ﬁargéf behaviors
werd decreased using overcorrection procedures. Most |
significantly was the fact that head-orientation for all
subjec®s iﬁcreased markediy‘ Of'importance is the notion

that this behavior is extremely important as a requisite for

7

EENR IO . [ N > R IS -

The third conclusion deals with the notion that = |
overcorrection treatment of self-stimulatory behaviors is

associated with decreases in negagive, or undesirable be-

- haviors. Of the 24 occasions for symptom substitution to

{
occur, 23 showed no related movement. Thus, no symptom
substitution was associated with the application of over-
correction procedures. sInstead, it was found that de-

creases in the self-stimulatory target behavior were associ-

‘ated with sim;}ar decreases in the negative behavioral cor-

s .
b B

relates.
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In summary, overcorrection was shown to:be éffést§
ive in treating self-stimulatory target behaviors, such as \
object-&olling; hand-ﬁringing,\hand~flapping, and Tepétii‘; .
tive verbalizaiions. Moreover, the appllcatlon of over- .

correctlonftreatments was aSSOC1ated Wlth bothélncreases

in adaptive behaviors, and also decreases in maladaptlve

\behav1ors of severely emotionally. dlsturbed chlldren.

(.3



: . N At . Wy W $, P “:‘
- \ = “a >
- .
N N -~
- ‘? ;\ N
2 - ¥
K S
- 3
- -
. 7
N -
P
1 4
»
b
NN N . = N
"
D » .
N
e R N
. t - N
.
-
k2 - hd
N
A
N L)
e .
-
v
A N ]
R ’f L » ~
~
N
k) . . .
- ) A
2t h |
’ < N -
. - . . . . N
s’ > A -
B . A
.
REFERENCES - ' !
» : w Co
* 1
2 -
» * »
» [
. N
.
N
N
% B
® -
¥
N 3 N
N
-
. .
-
\ '
2
. i /}
) <
-
N
* . v
:
»
. -
»

0o
759
(%,

»

o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



i~ 198

Allen, K.E., & Harris, F.R. Elimination of a child's exces-

- sive scratching by training the mother in reinforce-

’ ment procedures. Behav1or Research and Therapy, 1966,
. 4, 79-84.

AN

Aﬁdérson,»K.A., & King, H.E. Time-out reconsider?d. Instruc-
tional Psychology, 1974, 1, 11-17.

. . > ‘ w» - o
Aragona, J., Cassady, J., § Drabman, R.S. Treating overweight
children through parental tralnlng and contingency

contracting. Journal of Applled Behav1or Ana1y$1s,
11978, 8, 269-278.

Ayllcn, T., § Azrin, N.H. Punishment as a discriminative *
conditioned reinforcer with humans. Journal of the

Experimental Analysis of Behavior, 1966, 9, 411-419.

Ayllon, T., & Michael, J. The psychiatric nurse as a behavior-
al engineer, Journal of the Exper1menta1 Analysis of
~Behav1or, 1989, 2, 323-334.

. Azrin, N.H. Effects of two intermittent schedules of 1mmediate
and non-immediate punishment. Journal of Psychalogy,
1956, 42, 3-21. : “

Azriﬁ, N.H., § Foxx, R.M. A fapld method of toilet training
the 1nst1tut10nallzed retarded. Journal of Applled
Behavior Analysis, 1971, 4, 89-99. \

Azrin, N.H., Gottlieb, L., Hughart, L. , Wesolowski, M.D., §
‘ Rahn, T. E11m1nat1ng self- 1n3ur1¢us behavior by -
educative procedures. Behavior Research and Therapy,
1975, 13, 101-111. ~ \

Azrin, N.H., § Holz, W.C. -Punishment. In W.K. Honig (Ed.),
Operant behavior: Areas of research and application.
New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1966. »

*

Azrin, N.H., Holz, W.C., § Hakes, D.F. Intermittent rein- °
forcement by removal of a coriditional aversive stim-
ulus. Science, 1962, 136, 781-782. \

Bachman, J. Self-injurious behavior: A behavioral analysis.
Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 1972, 80, 211-224.

Baer, D.M. Laboratory control of thumbsucking by withdrawal
and re-application of reinforcement. Journal of the
Experimental Analysis of Behavior, 1962, 5, 525-528

~ Baer, D.M. A case for the selective reinforcement of punish-
ment. In C. Neuringer and J.L. Michael (Eds.),
Behavior modification in clinical psychology. New
York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1970.

pic <44 | |



’ ‘ . N \ .
‘ - »\ 7 , N N . : . 199

Baer, D. M., Wblf M.M., & Risley, T. R Some current d1men~
- sions of applied behavior analysis. Journal of
" Applied Behavior Analysis, 1968, 1, -97.

Bailey, J.S., Wolf, M.M., § Phillips, E.L. Home-based rein-
T forcement and the modification of pre-delinquents’
classroom behavior. Journal of Applied Behavior

Ana12515, 1979 3, 223-233. ) ‘ -,

*

Barnard J.B., Chrlstophersen, E.R., Altman, K., & Wolf, M.M.

Parent mediated treatment of self-injurious behav-

ior using overcorrection. Paper preSented at the \
82nd Annual Convention of the Amerltan Psycholaglcal
Assoc1g§10n New Orleans, '1974. .

. -
- Barnard, J.B., Chrlstaphersen, E. R., & Wolf M.M, Teaching

children appropriate shopping behavior throug
“parent training in the supermarket setting ournal
of Applled Behavior Analysis, 1877, 10, 49~ -

CBaumelster A.A., § Rollings, J.P. Self 1n3ur10us behavior.

~In N.R. Bilis (Ed.), International review of research
in mental retardation (Vol. 8). New York: ,&gademlc
Press,‘TQ76 : .

AN

BerkOW1tz, B.P., § Graz1ano, A M." Training parents as be- .
havior therapists: A review. Behavwr Research and ®
Therapx 1972, 10 297-317.

- Davenport R.K. Stereotyped movements of\
'mental defectives. 1. Initial survey. Amercian Journal
of Mental Deficiency, 1962, 66, 849 852.

Berkson

Bernal, M.E., Williams, D. E., Mlller W.H., & Reagor, ﬁ A?V
The use of videotape feedback and operant learning
principles in tra1n1ng,parenms4'n management of
deviant children. In R.D..Rubin, H. Festerheim, J.D.
Henderson, and L.P. Ullman (Eds. ), Advances in be-

‘ havior therapy‘ New York Academic Press,

Bower, C.P.,_Padia, W.L. , § Glass, G.V. TMS: Two fortran

programs £or the analysis of time-series experiments.
Boulder, Colorado: Laboratory of Educational Research,
'1974.\

. r

Brenner, C. An eleﬁentary textbook of psychoanalysis. New
York: Doubleday, 1955. iR

Bucher, B., § Lovaas, O.@. Use of aversive stimulation in
: behavior modlflcatlon In M.R. Jones (Ed.), Miami.
symposium on the prediction of behavior, 1967: Aver-
sive stimulation. Coral Gables: University ot Miami
"Press, 1968. :

o




200

Budd, K.S., Green, D.R:, § Baer, D.M. An analysis of multiple
5 misplaced parental social contingencies. Journal of
Applied Behavior Analysis, 1976, 9, 459-470. ~

Campbell, C. M. Stereotyped and expre551ve movements in im-
beciles. American Journal of Mental Deflclencz, \
1968, 73, 187-194. \ 1 .

Campbell D. T‘, § Stanley, J.C. Experlmental and quasi-ex erl—”
mental de51gns for research. Chicago: Eang HcNaIIy,

Chrlstcphersen E.R., Arnold, C.M., Hill, D W., § Qullltch
H.R. The home point system*‘Token reinforcement pro-
cedures for application by parents of children with
 behavior problems. Journal of Applled Behavior Anal-
ysis, 1972, §, 485-737. .

Clark, H.B., Greene, B.F., MaCrae, J.W., McNees, M.P., DaV1s,
J.L., § Risley, T.R. A parent advise package for
fam11y shopping trips: Development and evaluation.
Journal of Applled Behavior Analysis, 1977, 10, 605-
624,

L)

Corte, H.F., Wolf, M.M., & Locke, B.J. A comparison of pro-
cedures for eliminating self- 1n3ur10us behavior of
retarded adolescents. Journal of Applied Behavior
Analysis, 1971, 4, 201-713. \

Davis, K.V. Sprague, R.L., ' § Werry, J.S. Stereotyped behav-
ior and activity level in severe retardates: The
effects of drugs. American Journal of Mental Deflc-
iency, 1969, 73, 7Z21-727.

Doke, L.A., § Epstein, L.H. Oral overcorrectlcn. Slde effects
and extended applications. Journal of Experlmental
Child Psychology, 1975, 20, 496-511.

Doll, E.A. V1ne1an€”50c1a1 maturity scale (Rev. ed.). Circle
Pines, Minnesota: American Guidance Service, Inc
1965,

Dukes, W.F. N=1. Psychological Bulletin, 1965, 64, 74-79.

Dunn L.M. (Ed.), Exceptlonal children in the schools:
~ Special education in transition (2Znd. ed.). New
York: Holt, Rinehart, § Winston, 1973.

Ediund, C.V. Rewards at home to promote desirable school
behavior. Teaching Exceptional Children, 1969, 1,
121-127. -

&
246




~ 0 201

. Bpstein, L.H., Doke, L.A., Sajwaj, T.E., Sorrell, S., §
\ Rimmer, B. Generality and side effects of overcor-
rection. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis,
1974, 7, 385-350.

S N * N

Foxx, R.M. The use of overcorrection procedures in elim- —.
inating self-stimulatory behavior in a classroom
for retarded children. Unpublished doctoral dis-
sertation, Southern Illinois University, 1971.

-~ Foxx, R.M. The use of overcorrection to eliminate the public
disrobing (stripping) of retarded women. Behavioer
Research and Therapy, 1976, 14, 53-61.- :

Foxx,; R.M., § Azrin, N.H. Restitution: A method of -eliminat-
- ing aggressive-disruptive behavior of mentally re-.
tarded and brain-damaged patients. Behavior Research
and Therapy, 1872, 10, 15-27. \ o

© Foxx, R.M., § Azrin, N.H. The elimination of autistic self-
stimulatory behavior by overcorrection. Journal of.
“Applied Behavior Analysis, 1973, 6, 1-14. :

»onx, R.M., § Martin, E.D. Treatment of scavenging behavior. .
(coprophagy and pica) by overcorrection. Behavior
Research and Therapy, 1975, 13, 153-162.

Franks, C.M., § Sus§kind, D.J. Behavior modification with _
. B . c¢hildren: Ratiomale and technique. Journal of School
Psychology, 1968, 6, 75-88. \ :

Friedin, B.D. Clinical.issues of the physical restraint ex-
perience with self-injurious children. Research and
the Retarded, 1977, 4, 1-4.

. Gelfand, D.M., § Hartmann, D.P. Behavior therapy with child-
ren: A review and evaluation of research methodology.
Psychological Bulletin, 1968, 69, 204-215.

Gentile, J.R., Roden, A.H., § Klein, R.D. An analysis-of-
variance model for the intrasubject replication
design. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 1972,
5, 193-198. *

Glass, G.V., Willsom, V.L., - § Gottman, J.M. Desigﬁ and anal-
ysis of time-series experiments. Boulder, Colorado:
Colorado Associated University Press, 1975.

Glidewell, J. Priorities for psychologists in community
mental health. In .Issues ig.community psychology .
and preventive mental health. New York: Behavioral
Pyblications, 1971. . -

) w | \



202

Goodall, K. Shapers at work. Psychology Today, 1972, g;\
53-63, 132-138.

Gottman, J.M. N~of-oné‘and N-of-two research in psycho-
therapy. Psychological.Bulletin, 1973, 80, 93-105.

Gottman, J.M., McFall, R.M., § Barnett, J.T. Design and
analysis of research using tlme serles. Psychologlcal
Bulletin, 1969, 72, 299-306.

Green, A. Self- destructlve behavior in physically abused
schizophrenic children. Archives of General Psychi-
atry, 1968, 19, 171-179. »

Guerney, B.B. (Ed.), Psychotherapeutic agents: New roles for
non-professionals, parents and teachers. New York:
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1960. *

Guess, D., ‘§ Rutherford, G. Experimental attempts to reduce
* stereotyping among blind retardates. American Journal‘
of Mental Deficiency, 1967, 71 984-986.

Hall, R.V., Axelrod, S., Tyler, L., - Grlef E., Jones, F.C., §
Robertson, R Modification of behav1or problems in the
with a parent as, observer ‘and experimenter. Journal
of Applied Behafior Analysis, 1972, 5, 53-64. '

Harris, S.L., § Romanczyk R.G. Treating self- injurious be-
.havior of a “retarded child by overcorrection. Behav10r
Therapz 1976, 7, 235-239. :

Harvey, J. Future trends in personnel preparation. Exceptlonal
Chiidren, 1975, 43,"148-150.

Hawkins, RIP. It's time we taught the young how to be good
parents {and don't we wish we'd started a long time
ago?). Ps?chology Today, 1972, 6, 28.

Hawklns, R.P., Peterson, R.F., Schweid, E., § Bljou S.W.
‘Behavior therapy in the home: Amelloratlon of preoblem
" parent-child relations with the parent in a therapeutic

role. Journal of Experlmental Child Psychology, 1966,
4, 99-T07. .

Herbert, E,W§, § Baer, D.M. Training parents as behavior mod-
ifiers: Self-recording of contingent attention.
Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 192, 5, 139-150.

Herbert, E.W., Pinkston, E.M., Hayden, M.L., Sajwaj, T.E.,
Pinkston, S., Cordua, G., §& Jackson; C. Adverse ef-
fects of differential parental attention. Journal of
Applied Behavior Analysis, 1973, 6, 15-30. -

* | /

ERIC <48 .




203

Herendeen, D.L., Jeffrey, D.B., & Graham, M.L. Reduction of -+ -
self-stimulation in institutionalized children: Over-
correction and reinforcement of non-responding. Paper
presented at the 8th Annual Meeting of\the Associa-~

tion for the Advancement of Behav10r Therapy, Chlcago,
1974. \

Hobbs, S.A. Modlfylng stereotyped behav10rs by overcorrection:
\ A critical rev1ew. Rehabilitative Psychology, 1877, 6
15-20. -

Hull, C.L. Pr1nc1ples cf behav10r‘ New York: Appleton Century-

Crofts, 19473,

Jones, R.R., Vaught R.S., § Welnrott M. Time-series ana1y51s
"'in operant research. Jourpal of Applied Behavior
Anal‘ys:LS, 1977,- 10, 151- yss >

Johnson, C.A., § Katz, R.C. U51ng parents as change agents
for their children: A review. Journal of Child Psych-
ology and Psychiatry, 1973, 14, 181~200,

Johnson, S.M.; Christensen, A., § Bellamy, G.T. Evaluatlon
\ of family intervention through unobtrusive audio Te-
cordings: Experiences in "bugging' children. Journal
of Applied Behavior Analysis, 1976, 9, 213-220.

Johnson, S.M.,-§ Lobitz, G.K. Parental manipulation of child
behavior in home observations. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 1974, 7,%23-31.

Kauffman, J.C. Sever2ly emotionally disturbed. In N.G. Haring
* (Ed.), Behavior of exceptional children: An intro-
duction to special education. Columbus, Ohio: Charles
E. Merrill, 1974.

Kaufman, M.E., § Levitt, H. A study of three stereotyped be-
- haviors in institutionalized mental defectives. Amer-

ican Journal of Mental Deficiency, 1965, 69, 467-473.
. 1

Keselman, H.J. § Leventhal, L. Concerning the statistical
procedures enumerated by Gentile et al.: Another
perspective. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis,
1974, 7, 643-645,

Kifer, R.E., (lewis, M. Green, D.R., & Phillips, E.L. Train-
ing ﬁiede 1nquent youths and their parents to negoti-
ate conflict situations. Journal of Applied Behavior
‘Analzsis,~1974, 7, 357-364.

Kerlinger, F.N. Foundations of behavioral research: Education-
" al and psychological inquiry (2nd, ed.). New York:

f//,f Holt, Rinehart, § Winston, 1970.

249



» Knight,

Koegel,

»

Koegel,

o 204

M.F., § McKenzie, H.S. Elimination of bedtime thumb-
sucking in home settings through contingent reading.
Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 1974, 7, 33-38.

R.L., § Covert, A. The relationship of self-stimula-
tion to learning in autistic children. Journal of
Applied Behavior Analysis, 1972, 5, 381-

R.L., Firestone, P.B., Kramme, K.W., & Dunlap, G.
Increasing spontaneous play by suppressing self-.
stimulation in autistic children. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 1974, 7, 521-528.

Kratochwill, T.R., & Wetzel, R.J. Observer agreement, credi-

bility, and judgment: Some considerations in present-
ing- observer agreement data. Journal of Applied Be-
havior Analysis, 19q7 10, 133-140.

Kroth, R.L., Whelan, R.J., § Stables, J.M. Teacher applica-

tion of behavior principles in home and classroom -
environments. Focus on Exceptlonal Children, 1970,
3, 1-10.

*

Lindsley, 0.R. An experiment with parents handling behavior

Lovaas,

Lovaas,

at home. Johnstone Bulletin, 1966, 9, 27-36.

0.1I., Koegel, R. > Simmons, J.Q., § Long, J. Some
generalization and follow-up measures oOn autistic
children in behavior therapy. ~Journal of Applled
Behavior Analysis, 1973, 6, 131-166.

0.1., § Simmons, J.Q. Manlpulatlon of self- destruC*
tion in three retarded children. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 1969, 2, 143-157. :

Masserman, J.H. BEthology, comparative biodynamics, andwp€ycho-

nalytic research. In J. Scher (Ed.), Theories of the
ind. New York: Free Press, 1963. .

Merbaum, M. The modification of self-destructive behavior

Miller,
e

Miller,

Minium,

by a mother-therapist using aversive stimulation.
Behavior Therapy, 1973, 4, 442-447.

L.K. The effects of respohse force on avoidance rate.
Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior, N
1968, 11, 809-812. .

S.J., & Sloane, H.N., Jr. The generalization effects
ofrparent training across stimulus settings. Journal
of Applied Behavior Analysis, 1976, 9, 355-370.

E.W. 'Statistical reasoning in psychology and education.
New York: Wiley § Sons, lInc., 1970,

~ut) ' A




205

era, M. Results of a behavior modlflcathn tralnlng prngram
for parents and teachers. Behavior Research and
Therapx 1970, 8 309-311. \

Moore, B.L., § Bailey, J.S. Social punishment in the modifi-
" cation of a pre-school child's "autistic-like" be-
havior with a mother as therapist. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analy51s, 1973, 6, 497 508

: Nedelman D., & Sulzbacher S. I Dickie at 13 years of age:
L \ \ A long term success following early application of
\ B ~ operant conditioning procedures. In G. Semb (Ed.),

Behavior analysis and education-1972. Lawrence,

Kansas: University oOFf Kansas Department of Human
Development 1972, ‘

Newman, R‘, Whorton, D<7) § Slmpscn, R. The‘modlflcatlon of
self- stlmulator verbalizations in an autistic child
through the use of an overcorrection procedure. AAESPH
. Rev1ew, 1977, 2, 157~ 163.

. Nordqulst V.M., § Wahler, R.G. Naturallstlc treatment of an
autistic child. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis,
1973, 8, 79»88 ]

O'Dell, S. Tralnlgg parents in behaV1or modlflcatlon A review.
Psychological Bulletin, 1974, 81, 418-433.

vagyall .
O'Leary, K.D., O'Leary, S., & Becker, W.C. Modification of
deviant’ sibling interaction patterns in the home.
Behavior Research and Therapy, 1967, 5, 113-120.

Patterson, G.R. A learning theory approach to.the treatment
of the school phobic child. In L.P. Ullman § L. Krasner
(Eds.), Case studies in behavior modification. New
. " York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston, 13965.

Patterson, G.R., Cobb, J.A., § Ray, R.S. A social engineering
technology for retraining aggressive boys. In H. Adams
& L. Unikel- (Eds.), Georgia Symposium in Experimental
Clinical Psychology, Vol. I1., Springfield, T1I.:
Charles (. Thomas, 1972.

. ) ‘ N
Ray, -R.S. The training of mothers of atypical children in the
use of behavior modification techniques. Unpublished
master's thesis, University of Oregon, 1968.

Rekérs; G.A., § Lovaas, 0.1. Behavibral treatment of deviant ™~
sex-role behaviors of a male child. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 1975, 8, 235-246.




206

Risley, T.R. The effects and 51de-effects of punishing the
autistic behaviors of a deviant child, Journal of
Applied Behav1or Ana1y51s, 1968, 1, 21-34.

Rislqy, T. R., § Wolf, M.M. Experimental manlpulatlon of

autistic behav1or5 and generalization into the home.’
In R. Ulrich, T. Stachqlk & J. Mabry (Eds.), Control
~%£ human behav1or‘ 1111n01s Scott, Feresman, G 0.,
- 1966. \ - ‘

Rolllngs, J.P., Baumelster, AA., §& Baumelster A A. The use
of overcorrection procedures to ellm;nate the stereo-
typed behaviors off retarded individuals: An analysis
of collateral behgviors and generalizations of sup-
pge551ve effects.;Behav1or Mod1f1cat10n, 1977, 3,
29-46.

-

Roos, P. Human rights and behavior modification. Mental Re-
‘ tardatlon, 1974, 12, 3-6.

Ross, A.O. Behav10ral therapy In B.B. Wolman (Ed ), Manual
. of child psychopathology. New York McGraw-HiITI, 1972.

Rusch 5F., Close, D., Hops, H., § Agosta, J Overcorrection:
¥ Generalization and maintenance. Joufnal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 1976, 9, 498.

~Russo, S. Adaptations in behav1oral therapy with children.

| Behavior Research a§§ Therapy, 1964 2, 43-47,

Salzinger, K., Feldman, R‘§., § Portnoy, S. Tralnlng parents
of brain-injured children in the use of operant cond-
itioning prccedures BehaV1or Theragy, 1970, 1, 4- 32.

-Sarason S.B. The culture of the school and the problem of

change. Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1971.

Shine, L.C. A multi-way analy51s of variance for single-sub-
ject designs. Educational and Psychologlcal Measure-
ment, 1973, 33, 633-636.

Shine, L.C., § Bower, S.M. A one-way analysis oﬁPvariance for
single-subject designs. Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 1971, 31, 105-113. k.

Sidman, M. Tactics of scientific research. New York:hBasic.
Books, 1960. (.j

-Simpson, R.L., § Sasso, G.M. The modification of rumination

in a severely emotionally disturbed child in a public
school setting through the use of an overcorrection
précedure. AAESPH Review, in press.

252

L



207

Simpson, R.L., § Swenson, C.R. The effects and side-effects °
of an overcorrection procedure applied by parents \
of severely emotionally disturbed children in a home =~ -
-environment. Uhpubllshed manuscript Unlvor51ty of S
Kansas, 1978.:

) Sklnner B.F. Behavior of organlsms. New York: Appleton—~
pentury Crofts, 1938. ‘

Skinner, "B.F. Science and human behav1oro New York Macmll-

lan, 1§§3
— Surratt, P.R. An educative procedure for malntalnlng appro- :
- -~ priate eating behavior of profoundly retarded adults. . .

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Southern Illlnols
. Unlver31ty, 1971. \ \
4

' Tanner, B.A., § Zeiler, M. Punishment of self 1n3ur10us be- )
~ ~ havior using aromatic ‘ammonja as the aversive stimulus. .,
. Journal of Applied Behavior Analxsls, 1975, 8, 53-57. O,

Thompson P. The severely handlcapped A new horizon.‘ﬁxhégj

al Chlldren 1976 43, 141-142.

Thorndi E.L. The fundementals of learning. New York:

fachers College, 1937. Ty,

Wahlor R.G. Opp031tlonal children: A quest for parental rein-
forcement control. Journal of Applled Behav1or Analysis,
1969, 2, 159-170. (a)

“Wahler, R.G. Setting generality: Some specific and general
: effects of child behavior therapy. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 1969, 2, 239-246. (b)

Wahler, R.G., Winkel, G.H., Peterson, R.F., § Morrison,, D.C.
‘ Mothers as behavior therapists for their own children.
. Behavior Research and Therapy, 1965 3, 113-124. ‘

Walker, H.M. Walker Problem Behavior Identlflcation Checklist.
Los Angeles: Western Psychological Services, 1970,

Walker, H.M. Empirical assessment of deviant behavior in child-
4 ren. In N.J. Long, Wm.C. Morse, and R.G. Newman (Eds.),
Conflict in the classroom (2nd. ed.). Belmont, Calif:
Wadsworth, 1971. ‘

. Webster, D.R., & Azrin, N.H. Required relaxation: A method of
inhibiting agitative disruptive behavior of retardates.
Behavior Research and Therapy, 1973, 11, 67-78.

I’ w

| 253 - '3




- SN N

| I | ) 208
Wells, X.C., Forehaﬁd; R., Hickey, K., '§ Green; K.ﬂ; Séfects
of a procedure derived from the overcorregfio prin-
ciple on manipulated and nonmanipulated behaviors.

Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 1977, 10,
6/9-087. \

-

~ Werry, J.S., § Quay, H.C.10bserving~ghe classroom behavior

of elementary school children. Exceptional Child-
__I;e_li, 1969, §i§" 461-470‘ R \

~

Whelan; R.J. Semantic differential beHavior of normal and
emotionally disturbed school age males. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Kansas, 1966.

Whitman, T.L., Hurley, J.D., Johnson, M.R., § Christian, J.G.
Direct and generalized reduction of inappropriate
‘behavior in a severely retarded child. through a parent-
administered behavior modification program. AAESPH .
Review, 1978, 3, 66-77. ‘ g

Williams, C.D. The elimination of tantrum behavior by extinc-
\ tion procedures. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psycho-
logy, 1959, 59, 289. ' \ ;

Wolf, M.M:  Risley, T., § Mees, H. Application of operant -
conditioning procedures to the behavior problems of
,an autistic child. Behavior Research and Therapy,
* 1964, I, 305-312. / '

Wolpe, J., Salter, A., Gigeyna,‘L.J. (Eds.), The\conditioning\
. therapies: The challenge in psychotherapy. New York:
Holt, Rinehart, § Winston, 1964. ‘ .

. \ o
Zeilberger, J., Sampen, S.E., § Sloane, H.M. Modification of
a child's problem behavior in the home with the mother
as therapist. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis,
1968, 1, A?-Sii .

r

Zimmerman, J., § Bayden, N.T. Punishment of SA responding of
- humans in conditional matching to sample by time>out.
Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior,
1963, 6, 587-597. ‘ “

Zlutnick, S., Mayville, W.J., & Moffat, S. Modification of
seizure disorders: The interruption of behavioral
chains. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 1975,
8, 1-12.




v

APPENDIXES

255




(SRR HERYS " s o .
N - N N R .
N . N Ve EN ‘ b R o
. N a s
] ) N N
. . § %
. i . N .
“ N N iy -
. - .
»> - 4
i
.\ .
s S 3 -
»
» - o '
" :
A :
ax LY
*
. N ~ * .
W.J . » * . i'
o \ .
' N
.
. X ‘
\‘l
. R . .
*
» N
L '*
X
v - & S |
- APPENDIX A - | .
.. . .
. \ PR
\ h Information Given To Parents
—— : N . N
-
‘\‘\ e e s © . : : N PR .
\‘\ ) » ) £ . .
N, . . N .
) L)
. N R . “a
? ; . » .
e
. -
.
a - \ =~
»
. . .
. . .
v > 1 \
!
-
-
A
N A ]
N .
R \ .
. ) » ' ‘ :
. .
- . 256

O

"ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. | o S 211

A CONSENT FORM

~
-

The Department of Special Education, University of
Kansas, supports the practice of protection for human sub-
jects participating in research. The following information
is provided so that you can decide whether you wish to par-
ticipate in the present study. You should be aware that
even if you agree to part1c1pate you are free to withdraw
at any time.

The study is concerned with a method, Over-
correction, which may be used by parents with their
children at home to decrease or eliminate specific

- undesirable behaviors. These behaviors may include
head-banging, hand-flapping, and repetitive verbal-
« izations, which may present you ‘and your children
“with serious and long-standing problems. . You will
be asked to learn how to observe and record partic-
ular problem behaviors, learn and conduct specific
. techniques to decrease the behavior problem. It

. will be necessary that you allow an observer into

your home on a frequent basis in order that he

might record various aspects of your child's be-

havior as he responds to your treatment. Observation
eriods are expected to last a maximum of thirty
{30) minutes per visit.

) : » Your participation is solicited, but is strict-
Lo \ ly voluntary. Do not hesitate to ask any questions
. about the study. Be assured that your name will
- not be associated in any way with the research find-
\ ings. "We appreciate your cooperation very nmuch.

[

» , Sincerely,

! Richard L. Simpson Ed4.D.
Principal Investigator

Carl R. Swenson
Principal Co-Investigator

Child's name

Signature of parent or guardians

-

Date . .

257
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The effects and side~effect§'of overcorrection
protgdures for sélf-stimulafbry behavior applied by pareﬁts .
of severely emotionally disturbed children in natural home
settings. . o ; 3

The following informa£ion‘JEi} be provided to all

*

' participants prior to accépt;pg their tonsent to'partitipate.

« 7 1. Purpose of Study

The study will be conducted to determine if parengs‘
of severely emotionally disturbed children can §ffectively . \‘l
decrease selfQStimulatory behaviors in their owﬁ chiidfen" ’
through the ﬁse of specific overcorrect}d{'procedﬁres. All‘
‘treatment will be conducted in the child's natural hom%
‘setting and will be applied by the child's own parent or
guardién‘_ Other;aépects‘(positiﬁe and negative) of the -
child's behavior will b;‘observed to determine if systematic
changes in them occur as a function of changes in‘phe tgrge£
behavior. Although overcorrection is-a relatively novel
technique, its effectivgness with similar behavior and with‘

different types of children has been well documented.

n - 2. Discomforts. or Risks for Subjects thét;might«

result from the Research Procedures’
H

Very little discomforpt or Tisk to the children is

. anticipated, as this procedure is viewed to be only mildly
. J ' . .

aversive, and in no instance will cause the child any pain.

" 3. Benefits for the Subjects Associated with the Study ..

In addition to the direct service to the child and

3
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parent, it is anticipgted that the parents will receive some

emotional support as a function of being involved with the’
study. There is also the possibility that poSitive side-
effects of the treatment may occur. According to the lit-

[y NI
.erature, there is a lesser probability that negative side-

. =~ F)

?

effects may occur.’’

4, Alternative\Procgdures
According to the relevant iiterature, only electric
shock has been demonstrated to be as effective as over- N
correction. We are therefore faced with electric shock-or
no. treatment as al§ernatives to the overccrreﬁ%ioﬁ~procedure.
It isfthe'investigator's opiﬂién that there are no clear-
cut alternatives to overcorrection for treating these self-\
stimulatory behaviors.

/ 5.. An Offer to Answer Questions or Inquiries .

Questions or inquiries regarding the investigation
'will be solicited from the subjects and their parents/
guardians prior td providing them an opportunity to sign

the investigation consent form. ;

¢
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X
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Operationalized Treatment Plans
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JeCt 1: ~Object-rolling

Instructlons for Hand Movements

N . . ©

Child‘s Behavior : f Parent s BehaV10r S | ‘(

. Say, "Stop mov1ng your flngers“ . -
. Approach child immediately, but not hurriedly.
. . Remove object from hand 'if present. Place
it out of reach., ‘
at all times, in all o . +Stand behind chaldkd§ﬁ%nd him up, if necessary, .
places, and during all . and request him to pérform the following ‘ \
events/activities..‘. ‘ . Functional Hand Mﬁ%ﬁgents. ‘
‘ ~ 5. Say, a, Hands straaght ‘out - in front,
. . b. Hands in pockets
r . \ c. Hands down at sides.
.« ¢ d. Hands on table or other solid
- S | surface (separated),
~ ot &. Hands straight out at sides,
" Each position is maintained for 15 seconds.

Do not talk to child during Treatment.

Give any 12 commands g random order,

Use Manual Guidance old hands in position,

if needed. \ ' ‘

Total time for this exercise is 3 -'minutes,

Allow child to return to previous activity,
~if desired. A simple verbal ctommand will
b suit this purpose,

~Everyt1me the behav1or 1
is seen by the parent o 2
OT manager.... . .3
The behavior is treated

4

L] £ - L2

* .

<
ot st '
o OO

*Apply all procedures without showing or conveying anger, frustration or other
Ant&nSL feelings. .

- **Child should never be allowed to avoid the Treatment, even if he stops Hand Movements,
; ¥

512
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 Child's Behavior

Everytime the‘hahavior°i3“

" seen - by the parent or
‘MANAZOY « u
The behavior is trented
" at all times, in all
‘places, and during all

events/activities....\k

Subject 2:

Hahd-wring;gg

"Treatment Instructions for Hand Movements

-

Hnnd-vringing with

. cbntact *0 mouth.

Hand-wringing with-

out contact to mauth.

Parent’s Behavior
*Say, "Stop putting \
your fingers in your

mouth®.

*Approach child im-
mediately, but not
hurriedly. -

*Remove object if

‘present. Place it
out\of reach.

*Say, “Stop playing with
your fingers".
*Approach child immedi~

ately, but not hurriedly.
*Remove object if present.

Place it out of reach.

;,f’ .

- L1 &

SN

3.

4

Take child to bathroum.‘

' (one minute) Child brushes

teeth with mouthwash. ~ L.
(30 peconds) Child washes \
fingers with soap and wamm

water, followed by drying

his hands with a face cloth.

(30 seconds) Child massages

lotion into his hands.

\ 's{“na behind child and ask .

to perform the following

. Punctional Hand Movements.

‘2.
3.
‘.
5.
6.

“a, Hands straight out at sides.

b. Hands in pockets.

¢. Hands on table and separated.
d, Hands down at sides. . .
o, Hands straight out in froat.
Bach position is maintained fbr
15 seconds. °

Do not talk to child during
Treatment.

Give any 12 commands, in randon
order.

Use Manual Guidance t& hold
hands in position, needed.
Total time for thif exercise

is 3 minutes.

7. Aldlow child to returi—to

previous activity, if deXired.
- A simple verbal command wil
suit this purposa

S

*Apply all proceduras wathout showing or conveying anger, frustration, or other intense feelings,.

*2Child should never be allowed to avoid the Treatment, even if he stops Hand Navements when

you approach him.

»



;*Subjét;»ﬁx Haﬁd—flgpg;ng

. . Tfeatment Instructionss for Hand Movements 3 \ ’
Child's Behav1or o " Parent's Behavior . . Ly
: 1 X N — : L s

Everytime the behavior’ - 1. Say, ﬁSiop moving your fingers".,

\ - is seen by the parent ) ' - 2. Approach child immediately, but not hurriedly.

’ or manager.‘.. 3. Remove object from hand, if present. Place~

: The behavior is treated‘ it out of rsach.
at all Tides, in all - . 4. Stand behind child, stand hlm up, if necessary,
places, and during all * . : and request him to perform the following

_events/activities..., ~ Functional Hand Movements.
\ S * v - 5. 8Say, a. Hands straight out in front.
\ b. .Hands in pockets.
- .+ c. Hands down at sides.
R d. Hands on tablg or other solid
™~ o N surface (separated).
‘ e. Hands straight out at sides.
Each position is maintained for 15 seconds.
Do not talk to child during Treatment.
Give any 12 commands, in random order,
Use Manual Guidance to hold hands in position,
if needed.

-Total time for this exercise is 3 minutes.
Allow child to return to previous activity,
if desired. A simple verbal command will
suit this purpose. :

)

. 1]

L4 &

-
ot
D OO
L] o

?

[ Y

*Apply all procedures without sh0w1ng or conveying anger, frustratlon or. other
1ntense feelings. T

.

**Ch;ld\should.never bé allowed to avoid the Treatment, even if he stops Hand Movements. :3‘
~J
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Sybject 4: Repetitive Verbalizations
- S e \ I T \ : -
" Treatment Instructions for Repetitive Verbalizationms
AR ‘ ~ ;
Child's Behavior E Parent's Behavior
: Everytime the behavior [ | 1. Approach child immediately, but not hurriedly.
3} is heard by the parent 2, Say, "Terry, be quiet". o | S
N or manager.... 3, Place hand over child's mouth with fingers undpr
R The behavior is treated .t - chin, Other hand may be placed behind child!
- at all times, in all . head, if needed, to { ep him stationary, eitheér
.  places, and during all | . standing or sitting.’ R o
events/activities..., /! 4. Keep hand(s) in place for at least 30. seconds.
. o 5. Do not talk to child while hand is over mouth.
"~ { 6. After 30 seconds have passed, remove hand from
) ~ over his mouth. Po this, only if the child has
-  been ,quiet for the last 5 seconds. Otherwise,
keep hand over mouth for an extra 5 seconds of
silence, then remove hand.” W SN
- S 7. Say, "Good being quiet". . .
Lo 8. Allow child to return to previous activity, if
desired. A simple verbal command will suit
, this purpose. \ B -
*Apply all procedures without showing or conveying anger, frustration, or other AT S
intense feelings. .

**Child should never be allowed to avoid the Treatment, even if he quiets down when
you approach him.

-
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