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o \ a N INTRODUCTION : o ‘

_-The Regional Intervéntion Program i . .
2 } 3 »
- . ~ 4 ¢
The Regional InterVention Program for Preschoolers and Parents, * .

' . -

more tommonly referred to as RIP, began in September 1969 at the John

~ $ .
. . F. Kennedy Center ‘for Research on Human DEVelopment and Education, George *

LIS .

Peabody College for Teachers, Nashville, Tennesseew Original funding

was provided by the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped Handicapped
/ ) 'Children s Early Educaﬁion Program, U.S. Office of Educatioh, Bepartment ‘)
’ - . ‘of Healch Education, and Welfare. Since June 1972, ‘RIP has been operat_ed
' . —_
by the Tfennessee Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation through
. Middle Tennesseer Health'Instituté ‘ ‘/u .

RIP serves fam);.ies of handicapped‘preschool children under five | 5

‘ years of - age. The ,21& children served" since 1969 have been characterized
by a wcl.de variety of presenting problems,. ranging from mild behavior dis-

orders to severg developmental delays. There 'is no charge to families

i " for.'RIP se_rvice . Iﬂstead one parent or other primary "caregiver agrees
to participate ve mornings or three aftemoons per week in the program,

-, -

working with the target thld and with other families during}he active .(
treatment period. In addition, the adult agrees to’ prdvide services and
A : . o o Al ’ » =
oo training for a mipimum of 78 treat-ment days (usual‘Iy about six calendar L

- v

~months) to’ new fa#ilies after work with the target@child is comp!eted

. 3
RIP has no waitin list, so fangilies ca‘n begin the treatment program as - \

] E L.
.

3oon as it is convenient for them. The’ average length of stay for a c¢hild
A . - + € ~ - . ’

in active ti‘eatment is eight months. o s
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o* - \
. RIP is organized on a modular basis, Each diréct service module
, .

is ciprdinated by a trained parent who provides systematic training for

.

each new family ‘entering the program. Four masters level professionals
f . . .

.

called Resource Staff, serve as middle managers of the overall RIP sys-

‘

tem. Responsibility for objectives, operatlons, and outputs “of all RIP
modules rests with Resource staff members. The modules include: Re~

ferral and Intake, Administration, Program Ogerations Data, P}eschool

Classrooms, Individual Tutoring, Generalization Training, Media, Theory

-
-

Training, Liaison, and Visitatlon. The entire RIP system is governed

by a mana&ement—by—opjectives approach at the modular and -individual °

) i
%, !

family le(iii; "A nétwork of professional consultants are available to

thé Resource Staff. . .

1] ' -
A nine member Evaluation Committee, composed of five former RIP
parents and four community members, monitors treatment and program ad-

ministration activities on a managemenj%by—objectives basis during its

monthly meetings. The Evaluation Committee serves as the poiné of di-~

-

*srect interface betweep RIP 'and the Tennessee Department of Mental Health

-
.

and Mental Retarddtion,

- ~

A more extensive description of RIP, including evidence of the na-
e

tional and international recognition accorded the program since its in-’

i . \

ception, is contained in the application for HCEEP Outreach funding

(The Regional Intervention Program Advisory Cbmmittee, Inc., Note 1.)
‘. )
RIP Expansion Project

-

The RIP Expansion Project (formerly called the Early Intervention

Expansiap Project) wasg organized to enable systematic replication of the.
e aad
‘

/
RIP model for service delivetry to young handicapped children. Replication

»




o

. . L { N .
was sanctioned by the state government on February 28, 1974 when the

Tennessee General Assembly passed House Resolution 109 requesting that
5 ~ . i .
. the Commissioner of Mental Health and Mental'Retardation prepare a plan

L . -

b i
" for statewide expansion &f the Regional InterVentidn Program. The com-

-
-

pleted plan was submitted to the speaker of the House of Representatives
S . « !
December 20, 1974, .

[

InitiaL funding for replicatlon training and stiﬁulation of new

sites was proV1ded by the RIP Advisory' Commlttee, Inc., beginning Septem-

. ber 2, 1974. (The committee is a private nonprofit corporation whose

“ —
. 4
board of directors is composed of represent§1ves from the Tennessee .

Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation, the Junior League

of Nashville, and the John F{ Kennedy Center for Research on Human De—
velopment and Education, George Peabody College for Teachers of Vanderbilt

&

“University. On June 1, 1976 major*administratiVe and fiscal gespon-

" sibility for the-Project was transferred to.the Office of Children and
-~ - - . —/\

Youth Services, Middle Tennessee Mental Health Institute, Tennesgee

Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation. The QIP Advisory

‘Comnittee continued to establish major policy guidelines for the RIP

-

. Expansion Project; to monitor its ongoing activitiés, to serve as a board

‘
: ‘

. of certificatien for official Expansion Projects, and. to provide limited

4

.funds for replication training and special expenditures, During the
. y

. September 2, 1974, through December 31, 1977 pericd, the RIP Expansion

Project'conducted five m%jor training cycies and four special training

cycleé involving a total of 27 trainees. As of January 1, 1978, nine
N ‘

certified RIP Expansion: sites were in operation. Further information

-aboul'the Expansion Project is found in the Component ‘B section of this

* i

:Teport. .
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Summary of Activities Supported . K .
by Grant #6007803105 , a . ) .

- RIP EXpaneion Project activities supported by Outreach Grant
L . , ./
#G007803105 were organized into five components: (a) Administration,

(b) Component A--Community Qrareness and Early Idennification, () Com— -

ponent B——RIP Replication° (d) Component C——RIP Related Field Based

Training and (e) Longitudinal Foilow-up Study. A detailed explanation
’ /

of the need for thesegactivities is found in the application for HCEEP

w

outreach funding (Regional Intervention Progagm Advisory Committee, Ine.,

. . L}
£ e

Note I). A brief description of components.and a summary of achievements

M

at the end of the three year funding period are given below. 'Detailed'l‘ K

'descriptions of activities per component are found in the major report

- - r

sections that follow. Additional informationAconcerning‘project_activif

4

N j. ‘ .
-ties is found in documents previously 'submitted to HCEEP (The Regional

Intervention Program Advisory Committee, Inc., Note 2{‘The RIP Advisory °
. " - -

Committee, Inc., Note 3). ’ ) Lo
-~ Lo

v -
.-

Component A Summary“( . . o ) s . .. . . -
Component A addressed the need to stimulate parental awareheée re- *

garding early identification and treatment of 'young handicapped chil-\

dren. Project Year One activities.centered around 4dn asgessment of . .

179 rural parents' kgowledge and attitudes about these topigs\f Reeults

of the survey were presented to the Fourth National‘lnstitute on Social

he N

Work (Kurtz & Devaney, Note 4). They will be _oublished. in che Child Care N

Quarterly joprgal (Khrtz De&aney, Strain, & Sandler, kn press) A dis-
0:- o o

cussion of the implications of the .assessment was published in the
(‘x*k’

Journal of the Tennesgee MedicaL AsSoéiation (Devaney & Rule, 1981)‘
. L R

< r

N .
’ . - e v
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Second year Component A activities included the production and -rural

field testing of educational materials designed to stimulate community
y J i .
awareness of child development and the need for early intervention; The

»

materials included CHILD CHECK, .a slide tape show (also availaRle in

0y

N . ]
film), the CHILD CHECK DIARY designed to assist pgrents in checking their
. § . .

children's development ana\the7CHILD CHECK Manual which describes how !
to use the materials for child find'activitiés.’ LINC. Resources, Inc.

obtained copyright for these materials in 1981 and they -are*distributed

. by Lawren Productions, Inc., Mendociho, California (see brochure in
’ cLt

,AppendixL. A manuseript reporting the field test results has been sub-

mitted for publication (Kurtz, Devaﬂg;, Strain, & Sandler, Note 5). Th

.

results have been presented at one national professional conference °

/

(Devaney & Kurtz, Note 6) and are scheduled to be presented at another

(Kurtz, Note 7). Descriptions of the Child?bheck activities have also
- . i I

been presented at seven state and regional conferences (Devaney;, Notes

04 ) » ’

*8, 9, 10; Devaney & Herbers, Note 11; Devaney, Rule, & Nason, Note 12;

Kurtz, Note.13; Kurtz & Baringer, Note 14).

Third year activities included field testing/the Child Check ma-

terials in an urban‘ setting and in statewide school'system child find

»

efforts. These activities are described ‘'in the Component A section’

later in this quprt " Two additional manuscripts repording urban test

. findings are expected to be submitted for publication,,

Component B addressed the need ¥or further development of the RIP

g

replication process. Component B replication activities employed the

tripartite organizational model established in 1974. The model includes:




*e

. . . \ o _ i e ;
‘ , : ' ; . - L.
. .o Ta, . 3 \
N y\ (a) careful selection of sponsoring agencies and in&ividgal trainees,

with all adminigtrative and fiscal relatiqfships clearly specified prior
té’prOJect site approval by the RIP Advi ory ‘Committee, Inc., (b) com-
3 o ‘\ petency-based training, generally eight ‘to 10 weeks in duration at the

« ) .

RIP«Nashville facility, and (c) ongoing training and consultation by ] .

- ) RIPhExpansion staff following tr%;neeé' return to their local communi-

- . i .
ties. . ’ . - A ' .

A

¢ Component B aotivities were designed to further disseminate the RIP
.- -model, to improve existing training materials and to systematieally
. examine -the replication process. At the end of the three year funding

peried there were five model sites in\Tennesj%e, four out-gf-state, two

{ . .

awaiting certification and onelin'the‘process of serisus negotiation:

about replication. Two Expansion Staff positions continue to receive |
\ . > . C7 -
state financial support.. Twenty-seven persons participated #n repliéa:

. tion training between January 1, 197%, and June'30 198}k Seven new ob-

jectives incorporating Component C videotape and/or printed materials °

were added to the training program and a series,gf parent training . .

! materials for use in RIP sites was produced in conJunction with Component

CLJ/The systematic examinatiop of the replication project was completed

. (Innes, 1981) and is expected to be puplisﬁed at a later datg.’fﬁﬁsummary

L . - )

is found in the Component B '"Implementation and Evaluat{ion" section’ of

this report, . T .o

[
A Y -

During the three year funding period six publications about the RIP
. * : L4 )
model were printed or in press (Special roport:‘ 30 years of achievement

v . awatds: A reView, 1978; The Regional Intervention Pfogram, 19A9; Eller, '
=F . R . ]

Jordan, Parish, & Elder, 1979;'Parrisp & Hester, 1980} Strain, Young & {

AN




Horowitz, lggr;'Timm & Rule, in press). Four presentations about RIP
or The RIP ﬁkgansion Praoject we;e'ﬁéae at Erofessionai conferences. (Rule,

) } \Baringer, Brownf Coﬁén, Hallwor & Welch, Note 15; Timm, Notes 16, 17}

Kerkeles & Timm, ‘Note 18). ' ", !

Component C Summafxf . ' , g < ‘ \
"- Component .C addressed the need for personnel in a variety of public

’
.
.

‘aqa private agencies to be trained to serve handicapped children., A

Trainer's Manual, two traiﬁ;ng programs, Using Skills Effectively and

-

UsingﬁResaurces Effectively, and.three series of training videotapes

- N ‘. * - .
with a total running time of 194 minutes were produced. The materials &

2

were field tested with 321 participants froma variety of agencies:, The

. \ - QR

» participants included professionals, paraprofessionals and students iﬁ
both inservice and Preservice settings. The materials.have been gub-
mitted to LINC Services,_ Inc. for review for national disseminatioh,

~ . 4
‘. Two reports of field test results were submitted for publication (Fiechtl,
. . R -
. 4
Rule, Harrison, & BQurgeoiiilNote 19; Rule, Fiéchtl, Bourgeois, & Harri- !

« v

son, Note 20). Results of t#aining wefq presented to the Council for .

*

Exceptional Children Conference (Fiechtl, Rule, & Harrison, Note 21)
] v
’\ A

“and to two state conferences (Bourgeois, Fiechtl, & Ruie, Note 22;

’

<

Harrison, Ruie, & Fiécﬁtl, Note 23), — . ' N
. : ¢ ‘ .

2

Longitudinal Follow-up Summary ' oo .

= e @ -4
+ ~ . Thelongitudinal follow-up of 40 oppositional children treated at

T T . .ot v R ‘
"the Regiona%\lnherveﬁxgon Program was supported by a supplement to Grant

.
- .

#G007803105V§ppr0ved in March 1980, Results of the study are_in press -

e e

- ”’*’7(SSrain, Steele, Ellis, & Timm) and were presented to two national pro=-

- Al

) fessional conferences (Strain & Rule, Note 24; Strain, Steele, & EllisE )

)
o
. -

Note 25). . . - ' M

* A *

Joueah
<
’,
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- PROJECT YEAR THREE:

_! .
.

SUMMARY DATA

¢
1

.

4

. . Summary information about.numbers of children served in Project
.t ‘. '\

% . Year Three, July I, 1980, ;hrougﬁ June 30, 1981, by RIP Expansién Pro-

| ject sites is presented ih Table ,l; Part A on the folldwing page. .Table

[N

: ? ., .
1, Part B describes staffing of the projects.’ Table 2 summarizes vari-'-

L]

Project director,
Project evaluator
Administrative assistant
Component A director
Component A field

.8 coordinator A

L)

- O .ous’training ;ctivities conducted during’Year Three. ;i o } :
- . ' -~
® S .
. s \ . ADMINISTRATION €OMPONENT “
. Staff ' : ‘ ] ,
. RIf.Expansion éroject'Year anee stagf nembers,are listed béibw.

Matthew A. Timm, PR,D. .
Phillip S. Strain Ph D. T
Mary F¥Lane - }
Barbara Dianey, M.S.W. |

t

P. David Kurtz, Ph.D,

Component B director and | . ] .
Project coordinator Sarah Rule, Ph.D,

. Projects consultant Linnea Harrison M.S.

) . ’ Component C director Barbara Fiechtl, M.S. - R
g Component C field . ) :
‘ coordinator Michelle\Bourgeois M.S.
Research assistant Peggy Steele. .
e Research consultant - Toni Ellis, M.S.
v " Contractual Agreements L . .
vy . \ *Contracts for Specific’ services associated with Grant #G007803105 b

t were negotiated for each project year between the RIP Advisory- Committee, ¢

Inc. and the°State of Tennessee Department of Mental Health and Mental
e 2

Retardation through Middle Tennessee Mental Health Institute. . The con-

’

tracts included purchase of personnel time CTimm, Strain

S * ¢

of office space and communications services (telephone and duplication).

& Ellis), rental

t
Contracts for gpecific media production services were negotiated .
e )

between the‘RIB/Adﬁisory Committee, Inc. and three Nashville, Tennessee

r

]
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APPLICATION FOR FEDERAL ASSISTANCE (Monconstruction Programs)

.

* " . . SUPPLLMENTARY QUTSTIGNNAIRE : -

’ 1. APRLICAST HAME (from Item 4 on SF 424) Lo LLSCRIPTIVE TLITLE OF PROJECT

) . 5 ) L . "(from ltem 7 on SF 424)
e RIP Advisory Committee, Inc, S The RIP Expansion Project *
. . a Y : N > .
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INSTRUCTIONS

. ’

Programs may involve,Demonstration/Service sctivities and/ox PTCLCYViCQﬁ:; Inservice
Training activitdes.” Any applicant whose projeet ealls for such activities must fE11°
out the relevant porwions of the tables: below. bata presented should be for the year
of funding requested and will be used as one basc. mcasure to JdELCTrmine accowplishment
for Demonstration/Service and/or Préscrvice or Inservice Training activities (sce Parg
1V, Item 3b-in"the Instructions for the applitarion). -y '
In Table- 1 enter the projected performance data for the first budget.period into the
appropriate bbxes; Use age as of the start of the grant project. Data for lines 1

, through 11 are for those enrolled or receiving major services &nd not merely screcned

. referred, or givgn miniya%»q; occasional serv{gcs. T .

. Table 2: Preservice/Inservice Training Activitics. Persons can receive training in

- -twWwo’or more-areas of concentration. While, itris aceeptgble to have duplicate counts
‘of trainees across areas of concentratiopn (rows 1-12), the TOTAL (row 13) should rep-

- Tesent an unduplicated count of persons to receive training. ' )

: i

N

3
v

£

.

.

= T
v ¥ ~

.

: TASLE 1
PART A - DEMONSTR

ATIONSERVICE ACTIVITIES

T
v

. te T . NUMBER OF HANDICAPPED PERSONS IO B SERVED BY AGE »
- TYPE OF HANDICAP® <ol \
.- . ¥, AGEs &2 AGES >S5 ’ AGeEs 6-8 AGES 9-21
‘ ! - . T
. Jd. mewtaLLy ni:r—\n\oco . . v )§_~ R 18 2" -
' ‘2.  HARD OF MEARING A - . - N _ o
’ ‘ N - ° *
* 3. oear . . - - v - -
L] . .
T, 4, sPricyimeamen ’ ' G 8 - ' - ;-
¥ 13 .
i . §. visuatiy masoicapeen f - - - . te
M ! B i »
6. stmousty EMoTIONALLY DigTURGBE D 1. 68 164 20 -
. L : . . .
7. )omuom:mc‘mgv'mm\mco , v -1 “ - - - '
2 8~,; OTHER HEARTH INPAIRL O T 3 . _ _ _
\J *
9. spceic LLARNING DISANILIT LS s - 1 . __“ ’
~ \ N [ 3
3§
0., OLLAF-1IND . . . - . _
y - E T - ).
11, norripausieapern ‘ 13 42 . 2 -
- 12, TOTAL . 106‘7 232 - 25 s -
) <
. OF FOKM 9037, 3/79 LT, \'
Qo ' et 1A y Co
W & . * ' s

E

‘ oA Toxt provided by ERIC

RIC

.
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*Formahized arrorngem nis with institutuions of I:lp/n"-!mdlhm or fucildty  *

* ¥

4 «

. s - L N . 7 ' . 'K
Y L = . T - .
) ' . > . . ' TABLL I
' ' ’ TAnELy < o L Part C = ANCTLLARY SLRVICLS TO PPLUS
.t ' * . . - TEE X1 B G IS .
« N PART 8 «o'HOJICT STALE L) PROVIDDL senvicis 10 - , WITIL 51LL%AL “LL“°” .
A - ' ALCIPICNTS I VARLE tA v (Incluling Recepients in Table Ia
A b ' . NUSIGE R OF
- . ‘c R Lt Nur'\ULH . StRvice H(\ND‘CAPPF‘)
. - TIVPL OF STATT . . .
- . . - * FAIY T10AL - . . . P
= '}:LL Time {As full tune equivalenron “enu L"[P . ‘
PROTERLIONIL L PL LGN 17 1.5 ODIAGNOS T1C AND ' e‘ ‘
NELL fexcluding tearher) * EVALUATIVE ’
P - »—
A% ! QIR I S0UKCE
' "A?“U‘s . - . - : ASSISTARCT .
. - (specify)
. PAnf\PﬂOFCSSIONA'A. 0 6.5 . . ( . P
*Amount of time for less than full-time work divided by time .
i normally reqiired in a corresponding full-time -activity. ’ . . .
‘ **Staflf members who instrudct pupils. . . . '
. . - .
. t TAULL 2 - PROSE RVICE/INSERVICL TRAINING ACTIVITIES .,
T T~ i Y
- . L4
. : NURBER OF STUDENTS 10 RFCEIVE NUMEBR OF PESONS
- AREA OF/CONCC‘NTRATION PRESLEVICE THAINING BY ULGALE PEOGRAMY,; TO RECLIVE INSERVICE THAINING
¢ . . i «’ — .
’ - . ) -
~ PO!’T- =l RECULAR SPLECTAL
. , AA, 8.A. M.AL WASTERS ! EDUCITOR BouUciTor
e * ] . B N whe
‘ , 1. Aowmgm‘po%‘ ?
: e ; v
g il non-° . - a . b
+ EARLY CHILDHO 98 25 d1 - 8
2. PP categorical 3 ’5% \ 344 —
© 3.7 MENTALLY RETARDED . ’ ¢
sPt(_Il;IC LEARNING N » . N
. 4. oas’AmLm:‘s - . , »
B L 2 1 — 3
B 8§, DEAr BUND N . ' <
~¢ M i . -V . 5
6. DEAT /HAKD OF HLARING .
s, . c ¢ . " N
T T 7. VISUALLY HANODICAPPED .
< . . a
- . .
SERIOUSLY LHOTIONALLY N | 2
8. otisvurneo . ¢ e
e .
.
. 9, SPEECH MPAIRED
- N .
10. onrioripicaLLY mPAIRED Mo ) "
- N M ’ .
11) ovien meadtw imearnco . = ’
“& _.{ - Z » ~
‘L\ Q\‘ . - -
- ¥, auuuuwo;cerm.o . ) ~ .
13, voraL (Unduplicated Count)| 98 25 11 5 8,548 344
N ' - = ;
-

o

a -
- lud
OF Fofm 9037, 3/79. Giudes 59

_ persons traidéq to teach young handicapped children
and 8489 persons trained in early identification of handicapping »

- to -, conditions :
. b]{ & o~ - ., :
. . ncludgs parents trained in early. jptervention techniques with
Q ) T their -own young handicapped childre . .
S g TS o o e ’1&3 o
I e P .




9

companies, ‘Details about these agreements were provided in Projiet Year

l‘u
oo 0 e and ‘Year Two Performance Reports (The Regional Intervention Program

e

.‘_

. e

A isory Committee, Inc., Note 2, The RIP Advisory Committee, Inc.,

te 3); A copy of the media productlon services contract negotiated

- .

or Year Tmreeais found in the Appendix of this report.

~

HEN D .
'fgccounting and Tax Preparation
; “ ) ) ' ‘:l

Tax preparation and consultation about accounting services was pro-

vided by Frasier and Dean, CPAs, 3813 Cleghorn Avenue Nashville Tennessee.

éharges were determined on a per hour basfs.

\ T

‘L
. Adviso;yﬁCoundil ,
v '()
The working relationship between PrOJect staff and Advisory Council

a

!
é
mefjibers (see Appendix for list) was maintained both through meetings and

diregt contact with individual councii members as necessary?‘

i

.
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L4 . » . = IS .

Education Program (Outreach), Septezmber 22, 1980.

.~Kurtz, P. D., & Devaney, B. Early awareness of handicapped pre-

- schoolers or finding a needle in a haystack. Paper presented at :
! I ‘ ) : a
thé Fourth Natignal Institute on Social Work in Rural Areas,

Laramie, Wyoming, July 1979, - o ) p N
N .

: 5. Kurtz, P. D., Devaney,.B., Strain;IR?, & Sandler, H. .Effects of - T

< - .

mass media and group instruction on increasing parental awareness

- % N .
o of early identification. "Manuscript submitted for publicationm,
1981. ' 7 A | . .
6.. Devariey, B., & Kurtz, P. D, Effectiveness of mads media campaigns

. /
//’ and direct instruction on stimulating community awareness of early -

- N

identification of handicapped children. Poster presented at, the

[

_meeting of American Association on Mental Deficienci?\gefroit,

" May 1981, . . o
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2 . ’ 2 2
) tative mental health brogram for parents. Paper presented to the’
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- ? o
N chiatric Services for Children, Nashville, April 1980.
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-~ Paper presented to the Tennessee Early Childhood Education Confer-

. i ‘ence, .Nashville, August 1980. .
) ‘ : -
14, Kurtz? P, D., & Baringer, C. Child find activities of the RIP

- Expansion Project. Paper presented to the Tennessee Conference
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Rule, 8., Baringer;,C., Brown, L;, Cohen, C., Hallworth; P., &

The RIP Expansion Project: Parent implemented in-

‘Welch, L.,

tervention for handicapped children. Poster presented at the Con-

ferencé of the Tennessee. Behavior Therapy Association, Nashville,

.

Rebruary 1980,

v . .

-

Timm, M. A. RIP: A therapeutic system for preschoolers andgparents:

-Presentatiodl to the 4th Annual Cohvention of the Midwestern Associa-
tion for'Behavior Analysis, Chicago, May 1978,

A model mental health

Tiom, M. A. Regional Intervention Program:

program flor families with disturbed presehoolers. Presentation

to the 30th Annual Obstetric-Pediatric Seminar, QHEW Reginn 1v,
1\ . ' .
Nashville, TenneTsee, August 1980.
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Kerkeles, B., & Timm, M. A. Parent involvement models.

tion to -the 1978 Project Director s Obnference Handicapped Chil-

dren s Early Education'Program, Bureau of Education for the:Handi— Lo

I

capﬁed; Washington, D.C.,*November 1978. ' o

Fiechtl, B., Rule,'s., Harrison, L., & Bourgeois, M. Training

over -time: A field-based model for inservice delivery. Manuscript
%submitted for publication, 1981, Vo ' o

¥ - * L3 !

Rule, S., Fiechtl, B., Bourgeois, M., & harrison, L. The need to

“°

disseminate evaluations of data—based trainimg programs. Manuscript

.

submit ted for.publication,.1981.

-

Fiechtl, B., Rule, S.,'&'Harrison, L. Training over time: Practic-'
_ ing what is preached.v Paper presented at the Conference of the .
. L‘ - .\
Council for Exceptional Children, New York, April 1981.
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A case for a Jplied tr’bining with hlgh school studem:s.. P’oéﬁer
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v
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Needs assessments were tonducted in one urban and three rural com-

hl 5 . ~
'

munities to determine parént’s' abilities to identify handicapping condi-

) -

tions and to obtain hefpﬂfor their own children. A set of materifls

-
’

. Cpie . 4 .
uzed in two distinct community awareness programs (mass media and group’ -
. :

instruction) was prepared to address parents' needs in the rural communi-

.

ties. A combined mass media and group instruction campaign was subse-

ned for the urban test., The following tasks were carried

quently plan

\ -

out to achieve these objectives\
L ~

- iy
- * ! ’ 2
Rural Field Test . .
. ‘ &= ;

From 4 pool of nine [rural communities, three were selected based on

e

oy

~

thelr dems graphic similarity and the availability of services for pre-

L
bt e

schooul handicapped children (see Table 1). Bolivar, Paris, dnd Pulaski
2’ -

b/ R

are rural _county seats with populat10n= under 10,0600. The per capita

-
.t

1ncam@s in 1970 were qlml}ar. The mean years of ed¥§ﬁ§%01 was 8.8 in
Bolivar in 1970, compared with 10.8 and 10.1 years in® F@%%ﬁ and Pulaskl, ,
respectivel?%gER;éial comgositioéfin Paris and Pulaski was approximately

70% white and BOZwbléck, compared with 607 white and 40% black in Bolivar.

A total of 179 randomly selected parents was interviewed: 59 in

ul“

<

"Bolivar and 60 in bgph Paris and .Pulaski. Table 2 presents éhe demographic

. 3 ]

charalicristics of the surveyed parents. At least 907 of the subjects. ,
' E *

in each community were female, lican years of education weresnearly iden*
4

2L

e S, . . -
tical in the three communities. More black parents were 'surveyed in

4

Ut 06U G
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N
>, . TABLE 1
TARGET COMMUNITY DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
.7 i ; : i
[l A N A\J
CharaCteristics = 1L Communities .
. Bolivar -Paris Pulaski
Population 6,700 9,900 7,000 .
i
Per capita income : 3,018 4,075 4,464
. i J ’
Mean education years ° 8.8 10.8 10.1
Race: % white 60 70 70
% black 40 ;30 30
‘ ‘@« '
‘ TABLE 2
R DEMO.GRAPHIC' CHARACTERISTICS OF PARENTS
Characteristics * L * Original Surveyed Group - ]
e Bolivar . °  Paris Pulaski
. , n =59 n = 60 » n =60
, - : - :
Sex: % male - 10. 7 10
% female 3 <+ 90 - 93 90
Race: % black “ 52 23 25
3 / .
, %4 white .. 48 Y 75
Income: % under 710,000 ' 35 . 30 41
% 10,006~19;999 15 ) 49 : 46
. . , ’ /
% 20,00@: or mpre 30 ! gl .13
% Family with handicapped member 14 23 "12
. % Married s 63 80 83
[} N t. . ‘ﬂ
Mean education (years) 11.9 12.0 11.8

4

-




-

e

s,

(see Appendix) (a) educational rights of handicapped children, (b) com-

. . . s

Bolivar than in Paris or Pu1aski and the highest percentageq\of parents
€

‘,in the three communities with annual incomes under $10,000 and over $20,000

E]

resided in Bolivar. Fewer surveyed parents were marrieg‘in Bolivar than

in Paris or Pulaski. . 1

A survey was designed to measure four areas of parental knowledge

munity services for handicapped children, (¢) ‘the importance of early

»
intervention, and (d) child development. The survey was pilot tested” on

24 parents from various ethnic groups and socioeconomic levels.

Interviews were conducted in the homes of the target parents. The

survey results from the three communities were very similar (see Table 3).

Areas in which parents needed more information were almost‘identiéal.

Over one-half of the parents did not know that !in Tennessee handicapped

-

. children have the right to a free education at age four, and over half

.

believed public schools are required by law to separate normal from handi-

*

capped children. Over 40% did not know public schools are required to
H * N
’ -<

‘lqok for and enroll handieapped children in-school and that schools are

responsible to find appropriate programs for handicapped children,

Parent responses to two questions regarding services for handicapped
children were also comparahle. When asked to whom parents should turn
if they)fhink they have a handicapped child, 73% ahswered doctor, 9i an- <
swered not sure, and the remainder gave a varjety of‘résponses. When
asked, "What pe0ple(and agencies in your community prOvide‘help or ser-
yices to handicapped children?" 282‘ansuered schools; 28% ans&?red,mental

realth, 14% answered human services, 8% answered public health, 6% answered

doctor, 6% answered Easter Seals and 18% answered "don't know." (These

-t

percentages surpass 100 because some parents gdve several responses. )




: * 2
The majority of parents believed parents are oﬁteg the last to

v

"notice their own children's handicaps, that the family doctor should be

résponsible for noticing handicaps in children, and that prayér often

hel%s mentally retarded children become like other children. The
. . :

- !

majority did not think hand}bapped;phildren shoyld be sent to school: at

IS
-

L] & :
a younger age than other children. ° }
1

Ten out of 27 developmental items were answered correctly by 2/3 of
all respondents, On ;ix items parents tended to overestimate children's
abilitiés; particularly in langujge and motor skills. On the remaining
11 items, parents underestimated children's abilities. Tabie 3 illus-
trates thezmean scale scores for the attitudinal, child deve10pmen£ and

legal rights items. The dat4 were analyzed and five goals for educating .
& . * l . “

{ ) y N

N TABLE 3

MEAN SCALE SCORES-RURAL PREASSESSMENT

-

{

" “Bolivar Paris Pulaski

?-

Attitudinal Scale (15 items) 38.1
highest possible score = 60

Developmental Scale (27 items) 74.1
highest possible score = 108

Educational Rights Scale
(8 items) )
highest possible score = 16

Total Score




parents in awareness campafgn§ were formulated: (a) the parent's im-

H
»

portant role-in early.identification, (b) the importance of early in-
. S ,
tervention, &) services avaif%ble for handicapped children and their:

L

*
families, (d) handlcapped children's educational rights, and (e) the °

need for parents to use the CHILD CHECK Diary in monitoring their chil- ‘

. . .
dren's development. '

Child find awareness materials and delivery methods\fron seven states
were examined and visits were made to Rhode Island and Connecticut De-
partments of Special Education. |, Althdugh‘none of the existiné materials
adequate%y addtessed the.anareness priorities, the search provided some

guidance regarding the°design of the CHILD CHECK mass media and group

- a

instruction programs, ' -

The group instruction matef?als produced for CHILD CHECK programs

included a 24 minute, three-part slide tape show which addressed the five

godls, a brochure apout local services for young children, two posters

focusing on the role of parents, and a Diary to enable parents to moni-
tor their children's devel6pment. A brochure highlighting the legal -
rlghts of preschool handicapped children accompapied the CHILD CHECK
materials. The group instruction format was designed to be given to”
groups.pf parentﬁpand to last about one hqut. ‘The presentation was to
reVBIVe around the slide-tape show accompanied by mini-lectures, dis-~

cussions and handouts,

1 * =

The materials developed for the mass media approach were the same
as those for group instruction with the e?ception that‘the slide tape
show was not to be used. The CHiLD CHECK message was to be disseminated
primarily in three modes: (a) display of posters and distribution of

diaries and brochures in various agencigs, churches, stores and public




-
v .

places; (b); use of community-wide communication networks such as radio,”
;‘TQ‘and neWSpépers; and (c) soiicitaéion of support %rom*key community
.members such as, the mayor, ministers gnd agency directdng.

Simultaneous with the abave deséribed activities, commitments were

= Py

- - »

obtained from two- rural school systems, Bolivar and Paris{ to assist in

implementing the CHILD CHECK program in their communities. Support from

-

- churches, agencies, lqocal government and volunteer groups was also culti-

vated in each community. The evaluation procedure to compare the effects
. \__\ . - X ~
of mass media versus group instruction is described in Table 4.

TABLE 4

N

EVALUATION DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

A

Community + . Intervention I Intervention 1I
(8/79 - 10/79) '(1/80+- 3/80)

y >

Bolivar J ) mass, media campaign éroup'instrqctfgn
Paris group instruction mass média campaign

Pulaski " no intervention television only

pre ’ '. post _ post
assessment assessment I -aggessment II
(11/78-4/79) (11[79~1/80) .(4/80~5/80)

P v =
LR

' 'Urban Field Test

/

Nashville, Tennessee, ldkation of the R%ézExpansion Project, was

chosen for the urban field test of CHILD CHECK. The pdﬁﬁlation of Metro-

Id

The 1970 per capita

politan Nashville Davidson County is aﬁgut 455,000.

income was $33153. The median adult.educational level is 12 years: The

[y

city 48 807 white and 20% black.




= : 22 :
. . Eighty-ohe randomly selected parents in a Nashville community- tholught
/ ) to be demographically similar to the city as a whole were given home in-

~ e

terviews almost identical to the surveys given in the rural communities.

’ An abbreviated version of the home interview form was used to interview
4 randomly selected patents throughout Metropolltan Nashville-Davidson
T . County by phone (see Appendix for copy of telephone instrument) Tab\g.e 5
. describes the demographic characteristics of these narents. The sex,.in-
- , come, race, and marital status breakdown of the two groups were siniilar.
y 7 " The parents interviewed at home had a higher mean education: 15.5 years
S compared with 14 years for the home interviewed parents.
o — » ) &
TABLE 5
[ 4 . » »
' - DEMOGRAPHIC C}}ARAC‘TERISTIC,S OF NASHVILLE PARENTS
- - l - , - ’
‘ . ! _ \dﬁ " Original Surveyed Parents
- . - Characteristics. ] Telephone Sux;vey Home Survey
¢ A - - - = i p -
" Sex: ¥ male L . - 15° B K
. * % .
% female =~ ' 8 , 94
S . . ) - D
. " Race: % black ; 10 t 7
. N [ > ‘ *
~ X% white ) 90 . .91
= . . v 8 ' ‘ .- » ¢ °
o Income: - % under $10,000 / b : : 3 .
* ¥ . %$10,000-$19,999 - 45 .25 ‘
- ’ - T, *
. I 4 @ ,000-or more . 49 48
= % \iarried . . ® 93 © 94
Mean years education ' y 14 - 15.5 .
. . AN - - 0 - ‘ '
\,,- P A—_.qi - — 3 poo a T

»

*Percentages do not equal 100.because this information was not available

on-all subjects. ¢ " o i

L 0
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The Nashville survey results indicated parents in Nashville needed
fore information in the same categories as the rural communities de-
scribed below. The camneign goals and’thf CHILD CHECK materials used in

the rural campaigns-were also used in the urban campaign. The CHILD CHECK
A . :

»

message wgs disseminated’ through extensive group insgfuction sessions,'

public service announcements and interviews dn radid and television,
‘ ' ’ne‘wspaper articles, and direct distribution of diaries and brochures at ‘
‘agencies, physicians' offices; churches and day care centers._"

.' The support of Metro public school system, the Met€§ Health Depart-

' ~ ment, the éounty Day Care Licensing Department, the)Juni;r League, "the
.+ Kiwanis Club and various other organizations in Nashville was obtained

‘ for'the can;aign. Endorsement by the mayor, the Davidson County Pedia-

I - »

tric Association and agency directors was solicited. Forty -five or-

- . -

- *f ganizations consented‘ég being listed in a brochure describing services
. ~ .
. ' for young children and their families in Nasﬁvi@ée (sed Appendix) A .
*d A_ ,\
post assessment was conducted in April and May 1981
) TS 'I‘ ) .

(.

School System Field Test—Model
. Chiid Find ‘Package

Plans to field test CHILD CHECK campaigns implemented by local school

.

systems in Tennessee were coordinated through the Tennessee Department//f/>

& . 4

s B of Education’ s Division' for Education of the])

<

school systems“in Tennessee was invited £0 submit a proposal for parti- °

-

cipation in training and receipt of terials developed by tne RIP Ex~

ILD CHECK materials to helb the state ,

-~

_pansion Project to field test the

N 2

‘ develop an effectiVe, statewide child find program. School systems
L] H -

selected .for participation were prowided a CHILD CHECK slide tape show, (

.

o+




* ’

ac supply of diaries, a manual on using ;ﬁe materials ard, conducting the

eampaign and screening, and three consultation, and training workshops.

Twenty~eight proposals weré‘%ubhitted. Twenty-four school systems were

selected to begin training in the fall. The Division for Education of

Ve ? ’ ”~

the Handicapped purchased 13 films, 13 sli&e tape shows and 20,000 diaries

L

for use.in the campaign.

o~

~ IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION

Rural Evaluation g .,

oy

Two means of communicating the *CHILD CHECK message, group inetruc-t

<

tion and mass media, were compared in Bolivar and Paris. ' While the cqn—'

’
o

tent of the two campaign approaches was very similar, the methods‘off

. &

eonveying the content differed, as aiready described, From August
’—,’ B
' ' -
through October 1979, a mass media campaign was conducted ' in ‘Bolivar, - 7 .

-

o ]
while a group instruc%ion campdign took placeiin Paris. _From {January
through March 1980, the approaches were reversed, ering this time no

. . &
intervention took place in Pulaski, which served as a control community.

'
’ - «

A total of 179 parents were interviewed with the survey instrument
ad.ﬁlready destribed between November 1978 and April 1979. Betweéﬁ’T
November 11979 and January 1980, '125 parents frgm the original samhle were

k4 \. .
interviewed with the same survey instrument with some additional questions

to determine their exposure _to CHILD CHECK. Between April and May 1980,
110 parents who had been surveyed twice before were given post survey II.
v\ 1' . I ) . . /

) * Since Pulaski and Paris received the same television stations one
show aimed at the Paris audience was broadcast in Pula5k1.
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., Methods

.
’ . . - [

p to The group instruction sessions, as previously described, used three

_— modes of conveying the CHILD CHECK message to parents: the slide-tape

1.

" show, a lecture and a handout. In Paris five group instruction sessions

o werEEEiven to 210 people, including 18 of “the parents in the’ original

.!'

"3 " . sample of surveyed parents. Surveyed parentS‘received invitations by .
‘ . " /: . mail to fouri:l presentations‘ and telephoned invitations to tws. In Boli-
\ ! . ﬁvar‘io gréup instruction sessions were given to 161 people, including
x;h ; i 11 surveyed parents. Surveyed parents were gilven written and telephone
“; l invitations to ‘six presentationsl *f'. .

The: mass media campaign involved distribution of all. materials ex—

ay .
- ** . cept the slide-tape show, In Bolivar 1,500 CHILD CHECK diaries, 100"
S posters ard:1,900 br%chures on services were distributed to agencies,
‘ e physicians' offices, stores, churches 'and day care bt:enters., A televised

e T + publie service announcement and two radio announcements on two different -

. <« . v
i . . [}

. stations were aired. News shorts on tuo television stations, three
s 4 televisionntalk shows -and six radio talk shows were, run. The mayor
“".. declared CHILD CHECK month, churches declared CHILD CHECK Sunday and

L preschool %service agencies conducted a forum at, which they described

s

I

1 - - their services.
* =

=

v B In .the Paris mass media campaign 1,500 diaries and brochures and

L , 60 posters were distributed. Baesed on the assumption that interpersonal
s ‘ contact might encourage greater use of the materials, personnel dispens-

’ ing diaries and brochures were asked to descrihg»to each person receiving

LI )

v
Al
L

e

-t
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‘the @atérials how' to use them. A television and radio'talk'show and a

-
N .
»

public service announcement repeated on four radio stations were aired.

-
-

Y . Six agE;cles and two. photographs abpeared in the dailysneWSpapér. Letters

~

T were sent tg’iocal ministers containing educational paragraphs addressing

L
CHILD CHECK goals for publication‘%g weekly bulletiﬁg. The mayor de~

clared a CHILD CHECK month, Each,of the 14 bhysicfans'were give:\aiaxies
“ ‘ " to distribute to parents. A preschool forum took place at which each

agency describea its service. A local restaurant printed three CHILD

.

CHECK public service announcements on itanlacemats. (,

? L . Community involvement wag~gritical in conducting the CHILD CHECK

. campaigns. The support of physicians*‘vafious service agencies, schools,

and civic clubs enabled wide. distribution of materials and presenta-
* * * .

- : , , \
tions. In’ both Paris and Bolivar task forces were formed prior to the

W, T

. t \ -
2 -beginning of the’ campaigns to act in an @dvisory, planningand mp}ement-
. . RS ; R ¥ e "};:7 * . * 3 |
. ! » 1ing role. Contacts @ith city officials, television, and radio stations

\And physicians were cultivated by these gxoups.i For more information on

T the commuqities' invplvement in CHILD CHECK see thg Rerformance .Report:

O E .ok .
’ Project Year Two (The RIP Advisory Committee, Inc¢., Note, 3).

- -
-

. Concurrent with the Pards ¢ity campaign, the school system of the

3 county in which Paris.is located also distributed diaries and brqochures_

- -

and conducted a screening of 3~ to 5-year-olds in each of five elementary

- géhools, Subsequently=the ?arié city school system conducted a preschool

. * ‘ LY
screening in response to frequent parent requests, which the school sys-

‘ tem attributed to the CHILD CHECK campaign. The effects of the concurrent

campaign” and screenings cannot be separated from the effects of the inter-

. vention itself. ’ ' s

3 - -




Results . :

The field evaluation of the mass media and group instruction com-

. . { _
munity awareness campaigh? suggested group instruction was the more ef-

N . pp——
fectiVemmethodAQS increasing knowledge. Group instruction increased

parents' knowledge of services and’legal vights, while mass media had

no impact. "Parents who attended group instruction received and used the

1

diary to monitor their children's development \Only 1/3 of parents ex-
posed,eo mass Jidia received diaries, which they used about half as of-

ten as group instruction parents !o monitor their children's development.

Neither type of campaign 1ncreased parents ability to recall develop-

. mental milestones.

In Bolivar seven parents were exposéd to both mass media and group
instruction, compared with 14 in Paris. In Bolivar 16 parents were ex- ‘

: 3
" -posed to mass media only, compared with 15 in Paris, Three parents in

Paris and four in Bolivar received group instruction odiy.
. M 4
On the preassessment there was no difference among the three com-;

munities on, their knowledge of the eight questions on the legal rights

- -

scale, At postassessment I the Paris group which had received group in-
= - . -

-struction showed significantiy greater knowledge (p f.Ol) on the scale

-~

T e

than Boliyar parents exposed to mass media or nonexpos%g parents in
Paris and Pulaski. There was, no significant difference on legal rights
knowledge netween the Paris and‘the.Pulaksi ncne;posed parents and the
Bolivar parents exposed to mdss nedia. At postassessment II there was
no‘difference between thg groups in Parigxgnd éolivar nhich had been
exposed 'to both group dnstruction and mass mcdiau There was a signifi-

. H N

i . . .
cant difference at thé ,01 level between the Paris group instruction

[}
.
i
H




- plus mass media groun and the Pulaksi nonexposed group, and a signifi-
. \
cant difference at,.the .05 level between the Bolivar mass mddia plus

group, 1nstruction group and the Pulaski nonexposed group., See Table’ 6

" for a comparison of the' legal rights scale meanszof all of these groups
at the three assessment points.
. -
Prior to instruction six key services were identified by instruction

plus mass media parents (n = 21) in Paris and Bolivar when they were
9

M,
asked: "If Parents discover chey”ﬁaVe a handicagped child, whom do you
think they should turn to for help?"’ 0On postassessment IT the same group
identified 25 services. This compares with the mass media only group

(o = 31) which identified 10 key services on the pPreassessment and nine
» :

on postassessment II, and the nonexposed group which identified none on

<

the preassessment versus four on postassessment II, In/ response to the
question;  "What people or agencies in your community provide help or
services to handicapped children?" pPrior to instruction the instruction

7 plus mass media group identified 30 key services compared with 25 at

postassessment I&; the mass medij/pnly group identified 25 on the pre-

assessment and 30 on postassessment II; and’ the nonexposed group in

= DBolivar identified eight on the preassessment and nine of postassess-

ment II,
Thers were no differences.on the ;ttitudinal scale, consisting of
‘15 {tems, between the pPreassessment, postassessment I or postassessment
II Rdthin and across the communities and subgroups: The Paris insttuction
plus mass.media group showed a significant gain (R = .05) on two items
from pPre= to postassessments conducted on~gite at the group instrnction,
- but these gains were not maintained at thd subsequent postassessments I

and 1II.

2
RV




CROSS COMMUNITY

| .

L]

TABLE 6

COMPARISON ON KNOWLEDGE OF LEGAL RIGHTS SCALE

l All correct = 16

-

[

All incorrect = 8

o

¥

Community A vs,

t

,Community B Community A vs, Community C Csmmunity B vs. Community C
. N =14 N=7 N = 14 N =39 ‘N=7 N =39
Pre assessment ’ . :
| Mean | ./ 13.29 vs. 13.86 _ 13,29 vs. 13.28 13.86 vs., 13.28
‘ N.S. ’ N.S. . { N.s.
Intervention Group Instruction vs, Miss Media Group‘Instructin v Not Exposed Mass Media wvs. Non exposed
and - ' ' ’ N

¥ - 15.43 13.29 15.43 . 13,05 13.29 1304
Postassessment I > 1 g
.S » S - t L] .
" Mean p =i01 ) . p %.01 N.S
- '\ ' )
" _Intervention Xroup Instruction Mass Media| Group Instruction Not Mass Media Not
' and + vs.  Group + Exposed + - vs, Exposed
Mass Media Instruction vs Group Instruction

! Postassessment II : > Mass Media B .
i Mean 15.43 14,29 15,43 12,90 14,29 12,90
N.S. p < .01 "

kg}.%
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+ There were no differences wi;hin or across groups in their’knqwlf‘

edge of developﬁ%ntal milestones. . The diary was designed as a refer-
A

v (}, ¢
i /;nce for parent$’ to check their childrengs development, All 21 parents

who attengded group instruction received diaries and checked their chil-

. -

éren's development at least once with the diary: Eighteen checked

twice or more. Of the “31 parents exposed to mass media, only 11 re-

' hd o

‘ ceived diari%s. = Of shese, three parents did not check the children's s

development/%t all, four checked once and four checked two or more

’

] .
times. //// ’ i ’
Y h ’

Recruiting surveyed parents to attend group instruct%;y was often

I

difficult.. Meetdngs sponsored by existing organizations {ith regular

meeting times were better attended than public meetings. Only seven of ’

.

the 23 parents exposed to mass media An Bolivar later attended group

° =

instructioq. Ofzthe 17 parenté in Paris who attended instrdﬁtioh, 14
. heard of CHILD CHECK again in the mass media campaign. This exposure
| did ﬁot heighten knowledge of laws and services, but may have majin-

3 tained ‘the changés attributable to group instruction.

N N

-

Channels of communication among agencies and schools were reported

- e

by égency repreéZntatives to hate improved as a result of the cam-

o

paigns. 1In ?ari§ eight preschool &hilaren began feceiving'services

for identified handicaps followihg the jscreening, which will be re-

peated annually.f

- ¢ .g

/ Nashville Campaign

3 : -
An urban tegt of the CHILD CHECK campaign was conducted in Nash-

1

- ville from Septe@ber 1980 through April 1981. In June and July 1980, -~ ° -

- ' a total of 80 parents in a section of Nashville reported to\be‘ -




—— &

i
t

o

*

demographically similar to the city as a whole were interviewed at home
with the same assessment instrument used in the rural c;ﬁpaigns. An
additional 154 raudoﬁly selected parents of Nashville children aged 514
were interviewed by telepéone'with an;abbreviated version of the home
survey (see Agpendix),during the same month, Foilo;-up interviews took
place with 63 of the home surveyed and(107 of the telephong surveyed

%afents in April and May 1981. .

A combined mass media and group instruction campaign took place.

=

.
-

A total of 119»groyp presentations Qeré given to 4,133 people by 50
volunteers and staIf. Those Qho attended group presentations saw the
CHILD CHECK presentationqand received a CHILD CHECK diary, a brochure
developed by RIP called "Services for Young Children and their Familie;
ih ?ashville" (see Appenﬁix)iand a brochure published by the state
Div;sion for Education of the Handicapped on the educational rights of

handicapped children (see Appendix),

Diaries and brochures were distributed through mental health centers,
< 1‘

public health clinics, day care centers, physicians'-offices, a diaper
service, hospitals, elementary schools and Crippled Children's Service.
Radio and television public service announcements and restaurant pléce-

’ . '

mats publicized the CHILD CHECK program, the avaiiability of.free diaries
through RIP and the pubMc sghodl's respon;ibilities in serving young
Pandicapped children, RiP stgff‘and volunteers appeared on radio and
television talk shows fo%using on the CHILD CHECK campaign.. Three news-

papers ran two articles each on various facets of the campaign. Table 7

describes the dissemination of CHILD CHECK materials and group presenta-

tions in the Nashville campaign. A total of 833 'diaries were distributed




TABLE 7 . -
Y s .
DISSEMINATION OF CHILD CHECK MATERIALS IN NASHVILLE
’ . L Y ‘
. : Group Presentations “iaries and brochures Diaries only distributed
only distributed ’ .
# organizations # in {#f organizations # of each # organizations # diaries
receiving - attendance distributed v distribut
presentation - Ty
Churches 11 . 307 ) :
Civic Groups - : 3 211 1 40
College class ) ‘ 1 75 )
Crippled Children s Service ’ ' ) ) 1 200
’ D Church ’ p '
SN i sponsored 16 395 33, 2474
' ?ghri e Non- . X )
enters Sectarian 13 419 25 175 : :
Diaper Service ! . - 9 . " I 1 1000
Health Department 1 2 ) 1 5000
Hospitals . L 3. 90 ‘ 11 ‘300
" Mental Health Centers _ 2 , 17 < 2 1100
- Miscellaneous . . : ‘ ) 10 5000°
Parent Groups . 12 185 . . ‘ ’
‘ Physicians 1 ‘ 20 .. . 5 T, 200 15 . 400
_ Professional staffs . 15 290 o ’ A
i Public Elementary Schools . 34 . 1885 . . 3 33 1880 °
. Public High Schools v 8 312 ‘ : . ‘ .
- Telephone Requests . 3 4 710
: .+ Total | o 119 4133 61 - 5346 C 40 15265
5 T - [
» 4 N N
e o 1. - L BJ
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. paper pub}icity. Figure 1 describes the major CHILD CHECK ‘publicity . ’ ;

"

Wiyt ot

.
.

in response to telephone réQUests prompted by radio, television and news— et

- —/ .
events and the number of parental requests for, dairies. . “

¥

The mayor declared November CHILD CHECK month. The Downtown Kiwanis
Club donated $2,000 tp produce a filmed public service‘annoqncement for .
' . °

television and to finance public relations consultation and materials. (g

The county pediatric sociéty~and two hospital pediatric staffs were giveh
S /

group presentations; dairies were distributed at 20 pcdiatriciancs' of- .

- fices; and one pediatrician co-authored an article on early childhood

”*

development which appeared in a major newspaper. The public school sys-

»

\ .
tem purchased 11,700 diaries and requested that elementary sghools spon-

soT group presentations. Subsequently 34 elementary school parent groups

~

.

were given presentations. Three religious denominations included in-

¥

formation about the campaign.ggd/how to schedule a group presentation
: ' ’

.# . . . ¢ - .

in hewsletrers circulated city wide. ‘ L .

Lot

he Tennessee-~Peabudy Referral and Ikformation Of{ice, cited in the
. ‘ . N Py .
services brochure as the primary referral source for handicapped cnil-

dren, reported a weekly average of two to three calls prompted by the |
M z N . -
CHILD CHEQE,@ﬂmpaign during campaign months. 'The RIP program in Nashville -

received 113 referrals during the campaign, compared with 68 dhring the . _—
. X @ ' °
same period the preceding year, on increase of 66 percent. Thirty~nine

(35%) of the referrals made dur@ng this period were‘directiy attributable .

Al -

.-to the campaighs Thirty-four of these were generated by newspaper -articles, ;

Fifteen of the home suryeyed?parents attended group instruci.., 25
2 - -
were exposed to the mass media campaign, and 22 'were not exposed. iﬁ%
. ' ’ ! o i
contrast seven of the telephone surveyed pareénts attended group instruction,

.-, ’ >
. L
.
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Z of

Requests’
] / -

N = 443

(Source ugknown
for 380 requests)
o ,

...10

‘e >

. ot Y

‘Nashville ¢ 11/80-4/81

N = 823

zen M - -3

100%

90
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80

.

70
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50

40"

*30

20

.

Newspager

Restaurant Placemat4’

- -

‘

(114)

3 talk shows
2 psas on 4 stations
each-aired approxi-

-

n

0
=

2 mews stories
2 educational -
fartiples :

-

(145

L)

’
.

1% (5)*
-]

& talk shows

3.psas on 10

stations aired ’ag: 3 restaurants

: </
Short blurps on
\ CHILD CHECK Diary

_ mately 132 times 2 f?aturé stories| approximately for one month
total ' . 360 times total| *other = 2 diaries
.’ Figure 1, CHILD CHECK Diarﬁ‘ﬁeguests Brompted by Mass Media Campaign

? . ’ '
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. 25 were exposed to mass media and 74 were not exposed. For both the
v ) @ B
- , home and telephene surveyed pdrents there werd no overall pre- to .
. . . -

-

’%i, post assessment differences on the attitudinal, child development or
- legal rights scales for any of the group instruction, mass media or

. not exposed subgroups. Table 8 'shows the mean scale scores on the pre- \ .
. . - .
} and post assessments on telephone and home surveyed parents. .
‘ pu The mean scale scores Eon 1egal nights increased but not, signi-g . .
flcautly}rfrom pre— to post assessment for the group instruction éass ‘y

media, and not ex;osed home survey parents, as Table 8 illustrates.. .

 However, on seven legal rights items the_group instruction parents

showed-gains, three of whxch were significant. Two other items on '

which group 1nstrd£tion parents did not show significant gains were / 8
, A .

* answered TO ~en;lx\3f all subjects on the post assessment. Parentsg'

high scores on the pre assessment probably precluded statistically

. R : l
‘ significant gains being made on the post assessment for these ques-~

ticns, On six of thé legal rights items the mass media home surveyed

v parents made gains, ‘two of which were significant.. By contrast the

not exposed parents showed five gains and oue drop, none significant,

S

and two items on which .no change took place.,

(N ’

. -

Prior to the CHILD CHECK campaign two home surveyed parerts iden-

.
, ‘ bt

tified at least dne of key services-listed on the CHILD CHECK services

7 ’ '
brochure when asked: "If parents discover they have a handicapped

child, whom do you think they should urn to for help?" compared with

five on the post assessment. Four mass media parents identified at -

least oqg key service when asked that question on the pre assessment, *

» ‘ s .
. compared with four on the post assessment. Non-exposged parents dfopped
! - Y

=

5. \

CERIC- L
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. lowest pgssible = 5 - -

36
: TABLE 8 I
) : . NASHVILLE SURVEY RESULTS
. Jé ‘ -
) ' 2 i(g;e Survey Mean Scale Scores\% . . SN
’- . Group Instryction Mass Media Not Exposed
S n=15 n=25 ‘n=22,
— - Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
g . '
N !
Attltudinal Scale (15 items) ¢ 27.07 27.60  26.44 26.68 25.32 26.27
. lowest possible = 15 , '
h’ighcst possible = 30 z .
Child Development Scale 46.80 47.60  46.08 46.40 45,09 46.86
(27 items) = Ny . o
*lowest ppssible = . 27 .
highest.possible = 54
%l e — T , - : o .
8o Legal”'R:Lghts Scale (8 items) 13,60 14.73 12,72 13.68 12.55 13.14
N4 lowest~pbssible = 8§ - LT -
L highest posszble =16 . /o - b
DRSS on ool i '
e e ™ Telephone Surv€y Mean Scale Scores ’ .
T T . Group Instruction Mass Media' Not Exposed”
e e T . : n=7 n=25 © n=74
. w ; . ~ Pre Post Pre Post APre' Post
» ) * N . .
ll_' .~ Attitudinal.Scale (5 items) 8.0 8.43 8.16 8.40 8.07 8.3l
“ . ' highest possible = 10 . o, - .
i 'lpwest possible = 5 .o
,i " Legal nghts Scaie (5 items) 7.57 7.57 7.887 7,60 7.24 7.19
R " highest gossible =*10 . . . . ) . .

¥,

.
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* i+ on-knowledge of services from pre~ to post assessment. When asked "What

= . -
agencies in your community provide help or services E6”han&@c?pped chil-
: éfen?ﬁ 10 parents expo;ed to group instruction identified at least ane
R ? . ? L] .

.
. LY . . 7

" - key service on the pre assessment, compared.with |I5 parents on the post
. assessmént; 21 mass media parents idertified a key service on the pre

. ' )
[ d »
{assessmeént, cofipared with 20 on the post assessment, and non-exposed

. - 7 parents gained from 12 identifying a key service.on the pre a;ssessment

. >

.,to 15 on Ehe.post assegsment’, 'Little change in knowledge of services

[y : .

was demonstrated by telephone surveyed parents under any of the three

3
- N -

conditions,

“

There were no differences between pre- and gost assessmen£é§howledge
- \/ ‘ ) v -
of developmefital milestones under any of the .conditions. There was a

-
-

significant difference (p - .01) in the rate at which home surveyed

. P

.
parents attending group instruction received a diary‘comﬁarc% with home

3

. . . surveyed parents exposed to mass media. There was no difference, ‘how-

N ever,, in the rate at which parents recelving diaries under either’condi-

tion used the diaries to monitor their ¢hildren's development, Out of

15 parents gttending group instruction 14 received diaries. Two (13%)

, 1]

did not use the diary at!all, eight (53%)M\used it once, and four (27%)

Pl .

used it twice. Of eight mass media parents who received diaries, two
L 3
(25%) did not use it, four (50%) used it once, and two (25%) used it

twice. These same trends prévailed among telephone surveyed - parents.®
. 4 v \
recelving dlaries exposed to group (n = 7) and mass me?ia (n =46),

~
-

Recruiting surveyed parents.to attend group instructioh proved d{ff-

ficult, as had'bzﬁn the case in the rural campaigns. All home surveyed

.

parents received telephone and written invitations to attend at feast <

S
four presentations. Of these 15 (24%) attended,> A more accurate

L4
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School System Field Test
T

~er

predictor of unsolicited attendance can be drawn from the telephone gur-

-

veyed parents, who did not receive inyitations from RIP Expansion Pro-

L]

ject to attend. Out of a sample of 107 parents, seven {6.5%) attended.

-

Althéugh all of the home erveyed parents received ap‘ieast two
written iﬁvitations to attend CHILD CHECK group inst;uctioh meetings
éxplaipiné in deta#l what CHILD CHECK~and\the CHILD CHECK Diary ;ere,
and 75% of these-also received follow-up phone calls, 22 (35%) of‘iﬁ%
home surveyed pa;ents reporte&hthey'hadanever'heard of CHILD CHECK.

This compares‘with the telephone surveyed parents, 727 of whom were

not exposed to CHILD CHECK.

-

Training sessions for the schLol systemS took place in November
1980, January 1981 and March-1981. Two representatives from each of ‘ g

30 selected school systems attended. Average attendance at the work—

shops was forty-five. Trainees'were given instruction.on how to or-

ganize their communities, plan CHILD CHECK campaigns, conduct group in=-

~ * -

struction,dsbtain radio, televiigcn and newspaper publicity, and con-

duc; a8 screening. See Appendix for-the agendas of the training sges-
sions.

Twenty-four school systems submitted data on their campaign acgi-
Vitieg. A total o% 203 group representations qg;e given to séme 430
people in the 24 systems. Jn addition 7,146 diaries were Qistributed
at 141 organizations across the state. Seven radio Jalk shows, 87 radio !

public service’ announcements, 55 newspaper articles, four television

| .
talk shows, six television public service announcements and seven tele-

vision news shorts comprised the systems' CHILD CHECK activities. Seven
i : } . a2
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Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

5)

‘the rural campaigns which indicated that group, instyuction was more ef-

" Ty

* . B

systeméiconducted screenings of preschool chgldrén. Verbal reports in-

dicated that numerod% new referrals of handicapped children were made
* . I" M : ~
following group presentations, but that very few were discovered through
- »

diary distribution alone. These results coincide with the results of
- )

N
’ .

fective than mass media technigues in educating parents of your children.

P
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Stimulation of Replication :
Training Sites

.

Information about RIP was disseminated through publications, pro-

fessional conferences (see "Introduction") and.telephone, mail and

personal contacts. Preliminary requests for information were usually
followed by a series of discussions between Component B staff and pro-

s : .gpective sponsoring agency staff and representatives of agency boards

of directors. Duriné these negotiations ass¢ssments of probable need

] - Lo

to esta§sh a RIP program were made consn.de ing three major factors:

(a) population, including numBers of preschool aged children in the

' *

target area; (b) fommunity requests for preschool services to the pro-
BY

‘ Spective RIP Spo;tsor, and (c) availability of alternative preschool
=, . . Q o

8 services in the target area.” Probable viability of a RIP program in

’ PRE
7

the tatggi area was exgmined with-regard to the sponsoring agencies'

Y ,ability to: (a)’ commit at 1east 75% of one staff _member's time to
operation of a RIP program and (b) to free the .staff meéger to partici-
et pate in eight to 10 weeks of training at RIP Nashville. Neéotiations
were conducted with 12 prospective’RIP sponsors: |
} 1. The Childrens Aidfﬁocie;y ef Brant, Brantford, Ontario, Canada
* 2. Positive Education Program, Clevelarnd, Ohio
: i 3. Overlook Mental Health Center, Knoxville, Tennessee

4. Bumner County Guidance Center, Hendersonville, Tennessee

5. Chula Vista City School District, Chula Vista, ¢£11fornia
e - .

54_ o ; ’ ) =t 41 j
N 4




.

: ) 42
6. Niagaéa Child Development Center, welland, Ontario Canada
. 7. State Department of Human Resources, Lexington Kentucky - -

- - -
- ’ o

- - >~ A el T oy -
- 8. Connecticut State- Department of Eﬂucation Hartford, Connecticut .

" ‘

9. Assocfation for Retarded Citizens, Manistee, Michigan

]

10. Montama Office of Public Instruction, Helena,.Montana

2

- -
- 11. RutherfordwCounty Guidance Center, Murfreesboro, Tennessee
12. Lawrence County Mental Health Center, Lawrenceburg, Tennessee

Negotiations with five of the above agencies resulted in decisions to

begin RIP programs, A copy of a samplesagreement between one agency and
A ]

»

the RIP Advisory Committee, Inc. is included in the Appendix. » ’

Continued Suppqrt and Consultation

to Established %Sites . S ' °
fne continued support provided by Component B staff included on-site -
consultation, g%lephone consultation, training of additional or replace-
? ment staff, spopsorship of an ?nnual expansion conference in Nashmiile, ‘
and special assistance such as writing proposals for funding, or design-
ing community rglations activities. Detailed information about these
Tactivities is provided in the "Implementation and Evaluation"” section )
to follow, ; " . ! | ’
. &
- Proaiction of haterials for;Replication X ' -
Training ; N . ' = .
Because the level of grant funding for media production did not per-“ )
mit’production of separate Component B replication training materials, . K

«

* Component B staff incorporated certain Component C training materials

- -

- ey - . -
into the replication training program. Some were used as_written for e

<

Compogient C; erformanceldata from participants using these materialsg
P L |4 P P

i
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are includéd in the results of module training in the Component C "Im- .
plgpentgtion andiEvaluation" section of this repo;gi Others were re-
vised‘and field tested with five RIP replication trainees. '}“
) .. A
Adaptation of Materials for RIP Exp_ﬁsion

Project Parent Training v &

Pilot training of RIP Expanéioa projecE parents using Component C
materials was conducted by .the Projects Consultant in the‘Columgia and
Clarksville sites. With the assistance of Component B and C staff mem—
bers and the RIP media module coordinator, former RIP parent Peggy -

° L]

Steele adapted the Component C training materials for future use in RIP
parent training. The adapted materials included three self-instructional  «

units for parents and a series of 10 videotapes with approximately 3.5

hours running time. Field tgsting of these materials will be completed

" in the summer of 1981.

=

Analysis of the RIP Replication Process

The RIP @dvisory»Committee, Inc. approgrf;ted $1,500en December 7, -
1978 to support a s&stematic examiﬁation of the RIP replication procéss.
Ms. Sharan M. Innes, doctoral student.at George Peabody College for
Jeachers of Vanderbilt University, cohducted the study. Copies of her

assessment instruments were included in the Performance Report: Project

Year Two (The RIP'Adyisory Committee, Inc., Note 3). She submitfed the

cogpleted 330 page report in May 1981. “The results.are sumnarized in
[ 3

the following section,
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IMPLEME&TATION AND EVALUATION
Development of Replication Sites . -
T, During the July*l, 1978 through June 30, 1981 period three programs
oor .
were certified as RIP replication sites.

These programs are located in
Cleveland, Ohio; Brantford, On%azio, Canada; and Hendersonville Tennessee.

>

Two more sites (located in Chula Vista{ California and Manistee, Michi-

gan) are operational and staff training” has been completed but certifi-

catiop is pending as.explained below. ‘ : 2.

» Negotiations concerining the PEPfI Preschool Parent Centre, sponsored
by the Children's Aid Society of Brant

Brantford, Ontario were completed
prior to receipt of federal funds in the summer of 1978

Two stdff mem-
T A
bers, Mr. George Speers and Ms, Millie Valian, completed RIP replication
. i

training—in\May 1978. " A third staff member,, Mr. Doug Fulcher, completed
trggming in May 1979,

The program was informally approved as a RIP repli-
cation sgite in June 1978 and formaily certified in September 1978,

A
follow-up visit in December 1978 confirmed that the program conformed
to the RIP model.

Compléete descriptions,of negotﬁations and training
are found #0" The Performance Report:

-

Project Year One (The Reglonal
Intervention Program Advisory Committee,
f

S
=F

Inc., Note 2). «
The Early Intervention Center (West) Cleveland, Ohio represented

the first RIP replication conducted by a replication site,

Staffs train-
ing for the EIC (West) was conducted during July and August 1978 by per-

sonn%l from the alre dy established Early Intervention Center (East) and ’
. {
Component B staff.

he EIC (West) program opened in September 1978.

The Component B direckor visited the program in October 1978 to confirm
the program's adherehd

re to the RIP model.




Advisory Comm ttee, Inc, as an official rep cation site in May, 1980.

Regular site Wsits were made by the Componend B Projects Consultant as -

[N

L]
described later\ in this report, The program wa\ suspended in December

1980, when Ms, Rark resigned. Training for a replacement staff member

-

occurred February 23 through May 13,1981, That staff member's employ~

ment with the Guifance Center was terminated prior to the reopening of

ment staff member.}. »

o
w

The fourth re Tication site, The Northwest Michigan Parent Training
Cooperative is sporisored by the Association for Retarded Citizens in
' - -

Manistee, Michigan,| Staff training for Mr. Bill Arnold (abbreviated to
.~ i :
" three:weeks due to his extensive prior training and experience) was com-

“pleted in November 1980, Certification of the site by the RIP Advisory

Committee pends a visit by Component B staff to assess the program's

A
4 &

fidelity to the RIP|model,

The Positive I+ﬁervention Program, Greg Rogers Center for Exceptional
Children City Schopl District of Chula Vista, California was begun in
January 1979 by Ms.[Lora Earnest. 'Ms. Earnest was trained and certified

~\

. as a RIP Expansion jstaff member at the Cleveland East Cenger prior to her

relocation to Califarnia. Her request for certification at the Chula

Vista site was con idered'by'the RIP Advisory Committee in May 1980,

o

Certification pends a visit by Component B staff to verify éhherence to

the model. Fundsifor this visit have not been secured,
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"total numbers served from respective starting dates through June 30,

. 1978 and 1979 conferences were provided in the Performance Repsrts for

-

.

Negotiations with the Niagara Child Development C%nter, Welland, - s
. N ,

Ontario are under way. If negotiations result in a decision to repli-/ -,

7

cate RIP, training and consultation will be proQided primarily by the
PEPPI staff- in Brantford, Ontario.
> ‘ . : [

Continued Support and Consultation
to EstaBlished' Sites
X

S

) .

°

L

‘Baéic informat¥on regarding locations, sponsoréhip,‘funding levels .
. . 3y
and starting dates for all RIP Expansion projects is presented in Tables
’ »

9 and 10, Number of families served for gach project year as well as

o~y
N B

1981, are presented for each RIP Expansion Project in Table 11: A summary

of both telephone and on-site consultation hours provided to each Pro-

jeét by Component B staff for each project year are p}esented in Table’
, i . ? -

ks

12,

-

Nine special training cycles in addition to those reported under
"Develépment’of replication sites" were conducted between July 1, 1978
and June 30, 1981. The 13 participants infiuded replacement and addi- S

tibnal staff members for existing sites.

RIP Ekpansion Conferences for staff and parents from all projects

-~
LRN

were underwritten by the RIP Advisory Committee, Inc., Details of the

1 -
- -

Project Years One and Two (The Regional Intervention‘Program Advisory

- »

Committee, Inc., Note 2; The RIP Advi%ory Committee, Inc., Note 3). The

1980 conference was hdld from October 1 through.B.ftA totallof 19 staff

and 'eight parents participated. A copy of the conference schedg}e is

included in the Appendix. .
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! Table 2 . . S
- ‘l ° s ' \ ‘-9
* - Profile of RIP ‘Expansion Projects in Tennessee .
/ June 30, 1981 ) L
Y B } - - 7 > all ’ w‘g.
: = 5. D A
e . s - . Lo Approximate 19%80-81 . Start Up h
- Projegy - Major Furding Source(s) Funding Levell Date
R - . - - \\ ¢ . .
e RIP Expansion Project  Middle TN Mental Health $180,0005= 9/74 .
: ’ - . Ipstitute . .
T . - RIA Advisory Committee, Inc. . *
3 - ’ _Burgau Education for the .
. G .. ] ) o " HardicaPped s . . .
~ RIP: Paris, TN Paris Mental Health Center Closed 10/1/78 4/75
) (Satellite - Trenton) RIP Advisory Ccmittee Inc. .
T : ﬂﬁ y
Upper Cumherland . Preschool Developmental Area Mental .o .
Intervention Project - * Health - %
Cookeville ™N . . - ’ . .
Y, (Satellite - Mnuinmmf ) ‘ : $ 36,000 8/45. '
. . - »
= . . . \\ N £ LS
) ’ RIP: Columbia, TN Columbia Area Mental Health @ . .
N - Morning- Program Center . . e ?
. - 3 RIp: Columbia, TN Maupy County United Givers ., $.37;000 = 9/75
- Afternodn Program « Pund, : .. q , * .
-~ . -Monsanto Chemical Corporation : i e
. <RIP Advisory Commitktee, Inc. & 3
. ’ G ; AR
“ RIP: Tullahoma, TN. . Multi. County Mental Health @ ¥
. Center
- ’ QH’ Advisory Committee, Inc. Closed 3/1/78 3 10/75 ala
fa g b A ' _ . v 5 “
. . . ‘?*:, - ’ - \ *
. RIP: Cl’a:kwm <. gg;r‘ircne: Cohn Mem:,al Heblth, . b
o . o & Center ¢ &y -
ke @ ¢ - Montgoniery County Association $ 24,000 ) 4/77 -
- i : . . for Retarded Citizens ’ . )
o . ( ‘t_ IP Advisery Comittee, Inc. .
oL - P, ] N
B Myo * » C .
RIP: Bo 1N - Quihm Mintal Health enter ] .
. ¢ Ta ot  Tennessee Office of Child LY 4
T . 4 v ’ Devglopment . ¢ $ 23,640 1/78 . &. e
N R *  RIP Advisbry Committee, Inc. c .
< ‘ * i/ 2N o
. RIP; Franklin, TN ‘Williamson County Cnunseling Ce Talt Y '
L L. - Center )
. Tennessee' Office .of Child , Cloded *12/31/80
Development S ‘ X 2/78 N
- , . - RTP Advisory &mittee, Inc. \ ,;"' t
3 ‘. . ) = n )‘ - ]
oo RIP, H&ndersmville, Sumner County Guidance Center a . L. .
Ei? o C. o \:‘,j RIP Advisory Soimittee, Ina. . $ 25,000 . 4/80 )
2 . g -
e ‘,:\ Approxinate 1980-81 Funding
< [} .

Leval refers to di;ect costs only which include
staff galaries and baneﬂta, ﬁhysical faciligies, eduiprnent and supglies

’ 2
5 % F
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- LN Table 10 . . .
¢ ey ‘ é -
¢ ~ ! wﬂ . . R
Profile of RIP Expansioh Projects Outside Tennessee -
: N - , - , a
! - . June 30" 1981 . ) -
e . * . %
e » N ° ¢ @ .
° . ! . 1.
z A ‘ v ~ .
o ' R Approximate 1979-80 - Start UEL
i Project MaJor Funding Source(s) FundingALevel1 Date
= . . f; 4
: = g . P '
Pre¥¥hool .1 tervention - Canitol Region Llucati-n v ° - ‘
Project & , Council L - $117,656 - 4/76
W. Hartford, Conn. State of Connecticut (//f‘ .
% : '
o - ¢ e’ . 1
PR k3 ” .Q ,
Early Intervention Center Positive Educatien Prograw,- .
| ~(East) . " Greater Cleveland United 7 :
’ . .. N * . ’
Cleveland; Ohio . . Way : . - 3169,806 11/76
. State of Ohio ‘ , o« . s
=== TTEETTmET T TS R L T T IS e T T
Early' Intervention Center Pos¥tive Fducaticn Prdgram . .
" (West) , Greater Cleveland United
Cleveland, ‘Ohio vay : P $167,406 . 9/78
‘ State of Ohis . A
° 2 £ 5z 4 ’
d - bl 4 P .
REP’Preschool Parent " Children's Aid Soniety of . o .
Centre . Brant ’ -8 9 0002 10/78

égantford, Ontario
Zinada -

é

> .

2y, s. currency

i

PArunText provided by enic [

#lApproximate 1980-81 Funding Level refers to direct costs only which include
staff salaries and benefits, physical facilities, equipment and supplies,

»

equivalent 2 .83 conversion rate.
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. Table 11- % ' -
able 49 e o
v g
N Families Served by RIP Expansion Projects~ )
June 30, 1981 y .
Start Up Target Children Total Families <
Project Date yb&in'gs Served Served Through N
N #1/1/80-6/30/81 June 30, 1981
R .4
s w »
RIP: Hendersonville, TN 4/80 o818, . 7 ‘
RIP: Paris, TN Cas - “67 ’
(Satellite - Trenton) ! Closed 10/1/78 ’
. | -
Upper Cumberland Prescheol N
Intervention Project 8/75 29/4 66~ ,
© Cookeville, TN .
(Satellite - McMinnville) s
RIP: Columbia, TN 2 4
. Morning Program 9/75 1715 " ’ 3
Ri1P: Columbia, TN N
= Afternoon Program 9/75 10/8 - 65
RIP: Tullahoma, TN 10/75 Closed 3/1/78 - 21
RIP: cqu-ksviue, ™ 4/77 20/5 46
RIP: Bolivar, TN 1/78 v 11/3 26 -
- . i, Y '
RiP: Franklin, TN 2/78 Closed 12780 15 '
JPreschool Intervention A
Popject . . 4/76 L 2&/11 150 !
Windsor, Connecticut
Early Intervention Center . ' .

(East) 11/76 85/36 . 163 :
Cleveland, Ohio . . LU I
Early Intervention Center e o

(West) 9/78 . 70/36 110 .
Cleveland, Ohio - .

PEPPI Preschool Parent ~ . ~ :
Centre 10/78 79/31 . . 122
Brantford, Ontario . . . -
Canada \ - N
& - y -
i Totals 363/157 931 )




“!F

. Table 12
*

A
Ed =
Direct Consultation Provided‘by Component B Staff, to
L 4
RIP Expansion Pr;ojectsl

i ) % -~ + June 30,1981

50

«Total Hours Onsite
. Consultation Provided

'Rl >

- Total*Hours Telephone
Consultation Provided

L3

108 Hours‘_

Project 7/1/80 < 6/30/81 7/1/80 - 6/30/81
. RIP: Hendersonville, TN * : 91 L 14
L . .o . ' |
. . \ ¥
. : — !
Upper Cumberland Preschool ‘. .
Intervention Project ' -
Cookeville, TN 109 . . 7 .
(Satellite - McMinnville) =
\3' -
- -
. RIP: Columbia TN ,
Morning Prbgram and ) ’ .
- Afternoph Progran 138 L 24
. - :
- v R t .
: RIP: Clarksville, IN . 172 18
. d = R N rd
' RIP: Bolivar, TN N 130 . 12
- RIP: Franklin, TN - 2 (Closed 12/31/80) 2
. N 1
2 . ‘
) Preschool Intervention - . . .
. v Project ' - 6
1 L IR West.Hartford, Comnecticit :
5 . . . i - ’
. . 7 .
Early Intervention Center )
(Eagt) 38 > ]
. Clevelarid%, Ohio , . . ) .
. Early ‘Inte;'vention éente; P .
B {West) . . 38 - , 8 ,
i ! . Ci‘;veland Ohio . . . -
> PEPPI Preschobl Parent - - ':.;i;‘: .
Centre - N . 2% I T
- ‘ Brantford, Ontario L .
' : Canada i . ' .
¥ o ‘ - TOTALS 793 Hours ;

1poes not include training, ‘consultation, and conference ours
' Regional Intervetition Program facility, Nashville., Tennessee.

-

- . N -

[Aruntoxt provided by exic [

provided at the

1
i
i




Study of the RIP Replication Process: )
Summary and Discussion \ -

The study of the RIP replication process was conducted bijharon

Munn Innes. The félloﬁing section is excerpted from her work (Innes,

~r 2

1981, pp. 227-234).

This... {summary) reviews briefly the purpose of the investigation,

; invest;gatzve questions, design of the inve;cxgation, and major flndings

’ ‘ . \
o

of thé‘research project. Theoretical constructs developed as one aspeet

of che research process also are presented. - Y

k] 2= - [ 1 . ~4

¢ - = " The Purpose of the’ Investigation

The purpose of this investigation was to analyze and describe the

program’ replication process, i.e., the process by which an innovative

‘ program model is transferred to sites geographically distant from the
original program site. For the purposes of this investigation, the re-
) . .. plication process was considered a social phenomenon, arrd the research

- : effort was designed with the intent to present a holistic’port}ayal of

~

v

‘ {
tnis phenomenon. In a general sense, the purposes of this investiga-

tion included (a) an examination of tﬁe replication process as a means

" for expanding a service delivery system, and (b) an exploration of eco- ..

"logical and organizational variables that have potential for influencing
the implemen&atgan of this process. Specifically, investigatives proce-
A ’ I dures were dés@gned to identify the degred to which five’replication
& . | -

- progrgms represent the originélxprogram model and to isolate factors

that appear to influence program replication within and across these

replication sites. .
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' * The Investigative Questions )
S The original investigative questions were organizeJ'in relation to %

- - 1
’

four identifiable componénts of the replicati;n process: (a) the orgx
ginalvprpgram model as a developing program, (b) the ogiginal program
moQﬁl ;s a mature program, (c) the replication project, and (d) the re- ;
plication programs. The questions were apﬁlied to the overall reseérch
. effort, and they represented a structural frame.for the research. It
~ - .
was assumed that the initial questions would be modified during the re~ \k
search process as new hypotheses emerged during the d;ta collection pro-

. cedutes. The use gf continyous data analysis procedures led tg .the re-

-

1
i
4 L formulation of investigative questions contributing to the development
! ) ~ .
® of theoretical constructs of the replication process, The reformulated -

questions and the theoretical constructs were related to two different

aspects of the replication process: (a) service delivery concerns of
. ’ an expanding service delivery system, and (b) program integrity issues
regarding the original program's design and its implementation at the

various replication sites, ¢

The Design of the Investigation

_ The overall research design was a case study approach using multiple
a [ .
methods and Eriangulation‘of multiple data sources to examine the behavior

setting (i.e., service delivery system) of aﬁrestablished replication

i . P N

’ ' project. This examination involved both the Regional Intervention Pro-

gram, an intervention program for preschoolers and their parents, and

[

The RIP Expansion Project. Retrospective data were collected from do-

cuments and multiple interviews to explore the initial operations of the

-

. < .
original program model and initial replication efforts. A cross-site
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E

.

. ' .
examination (using multiple interviews, field observations, and question-
naires) of five reﬁlication sites explored ongoing rebliéation activi-~
.
(a). the focused interview,
]

ties.

&

Two dominant research methods were used:
and (b) project-developed Eﬁestionnaires: Respectively, each of these

EY3

methods was selected as means for collecting qualitative and quantative
data in an éffort to explain the replication process. These methodologi-

cal approaches were interactive with respect to®a conceptualization of

> -~

i
the research project and the examination of the replication process,
] ?
ntributed in major ways to differingraspects of the investi-

and they co
amine program elements and the demographic characteristics of client/

-~ 2

o . .
‘ “gatign. Specifically, qualitative methods were used primarily to examine

it
delivery concerns, and quantitative methods were used primarily to ex-
participants at the replication sites. The use of qualitative and quan-
resunmpesition that the "intertwining'

titative methods was based om the p
3

of .these methods held potential for more accurately describing and ex-
plaining a complex means for service delivery than would either method

”
Major Findings

used alone.
Major findings of this investigation included the identification
of two %epérate, but strongly interacting, aspects of the replication

vice deliQery system that "'virtually cannot be ignored by service de-
Jon effort that are of interest to persons respon-

. - 1) -
livery agents), and program integrity issucs (those tharacteristics

sible for replicating a particular service delivery mode). These two

..
{;.s
£

-

L
of a program replicat
aspects of the replication process were presented as theoretical




frameworks, each containing several separate, but interactipg, components.
|

.The theoretical framework regarding service delivery concerns included

. p{opositions relaced to progrém funding,‘program effecti;eﬁess, progranﬂ
. utiiization, and program stabilicy: The thegrét{cal framework regarﬂ;ng
‘prograﬁ‘integritq issues includgd pﬁopositions related to program éorth;
/
the influenceé*qf changing peoéle, Eime. and space; program instruction; -

. program loyalty; model confurmity; and program essence,

Data qpllecte@ indicate strongly that each aspect of the total re-

] -
plication process (i.e., service deljvery céncerns vis~a~vis_program in-
. tegrity issues) must be comsidered--in-theory or practice-—in relation
to one another. The reason for_ dual. consideration of service delivery
»

. concerns and program integrity issues is relafed to the fact that the

v

. s, . .
~replicathp process is a means for service delivery. To consider only

prograaf?;cegrity issues in the description and explanation of the re-

P,

‘ plication process is to ‘ignore the major function of the process: the

delivery of human’ services,.

Additional findings reviewed here represent two different dimen-

sions of the investigation related directly to the theoretical con-

-
@ -

structs described. First, as a broader dimension related to both ser- f

)

o

vice deli¥ery concerns and program integrity issues, several themes

emerged from qualitative data that were construed as hypotheses sug-

gesting the existence 'of certain Wariables having significant potential

for either helping or hindefing expansion/replication efforts. T?ese
themes, or variables, included (a) factors in the external environ-

ment, (b) local community characteristics, (c) sponsoring agency(char-

a f

acteristics, (d) rcpldcation roject characteristics, (e) replication
p p f

{’ C program characteristics, and (f) client/participant characteristics.
X

“ERIC - | | L2 .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -
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An analysis of these variables indicated that a s{ngle service de~

e

livery concern, program funding, overrides the influences of all other
variables Qisb respect to local program development and éhe replica-

tion process. The significance of this particular in{luence (program
fhnqing) appears self—eQident. The s%gnificance of this single variable
is related directly to the fact that program funding is a necessary condi~

tion that holds.the greatest potential for influencing all other vari-

ables in program development and the replication process. The extent to 5?
which other variables (local community characteristics, sponsoring agency

characteristics,\client/participant Characteristics) ultimately influence

the fundirg base a;bears to be highly interactive iff nature. Also,*®it

¢

is indicated that these variables "nest" in such a way that they influence

one another hierarchically, For example, local community factors éppear'
L} s -
to have some potential for influencing the sponsoring agency's support

for the program which, in turn, influences program operations client/
b4 p p ’
participants, and, ultimately, the replication process.

The same analysis of varifibles influencing the replication process
required a separate explanation of the influcnce of the replication pro-
. o
separate .

~ject on the entire process. The replication project exists as a

entity that interjects itself into local situations~-offering both bene-

fits and constraints to the existing service delivery system. The de-
g y

gree to which the existing system recognizes the benefits provided by
the replication project, is able to utilize these benefits within the
system (i.e., agency and communiity), and is capable of adapting to the

/

constraints of the original program's design appears to promote support
S g P ppP p pp

[

from the sponsoring agency. Findings indicate that securing and stabaliz~

ing program procedures in a manner that is mutually acceptabie to the

e

[ - . t 1 ~

g‘; ) "




.
R .

sponsating agency and the replication project present a challenge to

’

both parties in terms of recognizing the mutual rewards, or benefits,

. N A
that each can achieve as a consequence of their contractual agreements.

A narrower dimension of the investigation produced findings‘re;

. e

i

lated directly to program integrity issues (program utilization and model
conformity). These findings were based primarily on quantitative data,

and they indicated that program longevity is correlated highly with

both program utilization and model conformity. Specifically, older pro-
- 1

grams are utilized to a greater extent and are more conforming to the

»

~original program model. Also, sponsoring agents of older programs are
./ 4 ]

ﬁore knowledgeable regarding local program operations. However, the ek-

tent to which sponsoring agents and brogram practitioners agree with

the essential cha%actefistics, or philosopﬁy, of the program's design

i

" appears to bg‘moré related to individual perspective and/or local cir-".

Yy

cumstances than it does to program longevity. Further, the effect of

-

time overrides the effect of distance between the original prqéram model -

"and the replication programs as the data indicated the absence of’a

’ '

relationship between géographic proximity (original program site to. .
the replication sites) and model conformity. ;

It is important to emphasize that time, as a factor, corfelates

s .

with various measurable agpects of the replication process. With re-

spect to the particular replication process examined in this investiga~

il

tion, it seems that the ongoing training, consultation, and support
activities provided by the replication project are -important contribu-
tors to the trend toward the more conform nature of the replication

programs with the passage of time,

s -

L
v

Py




L4

As a summary statement, key concepts of t@e knowledge production
' ' . =

s and utilization literature ideﬁtified in chapter 1 were supported by

data collected in this effort to explain the replication process. ; B

Specifically, an analysis of this process involved a description of

the following concepts: )l ’ .

.

1. The characteristics of innovation (i.e., the original program

‘ ~ model),

2, The characteristics of the ingormation transfer (i.e., the
- T {

i
t

~ replication process) ‘

-

3. THe Gharacteristics of the situational field (i.e., the or-

ganizatioﬁ(s) and community settings)

4. The characteristics of persons involved in the total informa-

’ tion dissemination, or “replication process.

Q G -

JRC @
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* DEVELOPMENT . .

entiQn Program for Preschoolerg and Parents in Nashville, Tennessee by

parent§}working with their own children. The'need for such training was
relatedkto the availability of personnel and services for young children
in Tennegsee (see application for HCEEP funding, Note 1).

There is not a specific special education training program in

|
Tennessee\for teachers working with preschool children. 1In addition, the

number of kandicapped children below age six not being served in Tehnessee

could be as high as 15,000.

-

Two sequential'training manuals, Using Skills Effectively and Using

Resources Effectively, a trainer's manual and a series of videotapes, were

developed during the course of the grant. They wefe designed to teach

basic skills in individual-and classroom behavior management, and direct

3 -
instruction arid meagurament through an altermation between in clasq lec-
' N -

1
2

tures, exers}ses, role plays and on-the-job assignments,

"Using Skills Effectively (USE) was designed to teachvtrainees to -

translate a particular child s needs into skill objectives, to use ,a pro-

éram to teach a skill through direct instruc;ion and to evaluate the

.

results of that instruction. Trainees assessed a child's existing skills

in a given content area (language, preacadem%s and motor/self-help),
b

C .

e . , 59 .
. pw * EEN

o}
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g

-
» &

;‘ selected a prewrltten teaching program, taught Lhe child and kept regular

°

records of the chlld’s performdnce.

. Using Resources Effectlvelkf(URE) was d851and to help professionals o

working with exceptional childrgn enhance their teach*ng effectiveness V“yy

o™ ’

by learning new ways to use two kinds of resources: existing materials

and other adults, Trainces developed skill sequences and instructional

. programs using their own available matérials. They were shown two sys-

tematic formats for group instruction, and how to train other adults, such
R )

das parents or volunteers, to use the spoci?xx 1ﬂstruct10nal programs with
1 =

children, Trainees were 'required to measure the progress of children

o W
N

taught according to the programs they designed. . v

ince tﬁe programs were field-based, trainees applied procedures
Vo ) R
between training sessions during {frdr own work with children and Brought
g - | ,

their experiences back to class fof discussion, suggestion, and revision,
. i‘ - Trainees’ written exercises and performance in, simulations and field

work were evaluated according fo_assigned criteria for each objective.

. l . X i
"
.

- N

Development and Formative Evaluation--USE “

|
i

Using Skills Effectively was developed in 1978-79 by the Coniponent C

“staff. Training needs were\informally assessed through several meetings

S

"

with prospective trainers at RIP Expansion Pro*ec:ﬂ31teb in Tennessee.

-t —
.

Based onruhis input, the following tépic areas were developed for the -~
. program: (a) describing behaviors, (b) decdding where to beg in—»seleetiﬁg -
. © asskill, (¢) byilding skills--using consequences, (d) building akills--
‘ using signals, and (e) refining pregramming skills. '
The training progfam was;s;“mitied to a panel of reviewers, six pro- -- f;

-

fessionals from the fields of gpecial edugation, mental liealth, child 2are

K . : 's. ~ p"\ ’ . © ¥
= , , o A = ,




2 -, - a - . . ’

§~.' : " and public health in Octcbur 1978, «¥ean ratings on a S—point Like%t

- - .

lf scaIe (1 loﬁest and 5 hlghebt)‘{or the overall program ranged from' 3 8

.
- K

.for the sequence of toplcs to 5.0 for adaptability to trainees from 2

- 4 * .
. -

Yo

variety of professi@ns. Rev;ewifirsuggestions were incorporated into
> M > > { ‘

<L the pilot edition. Further revisions of the m@nual occurred following

] . several training cycles 'in Tennessee and gonneciicuta

»
" . .t

¥

.‘ : . # Concurrent with the productior of written z'nat:erialé, }equests for

a .

‘ ) bids to develdp a slide tape recruitment presentation and a segies of

.
ES -

videotapes to~bgfuéed in tralﬂing’were sent to 12 local producers. The
i o s

'
*

-

- firm eof Eleasari and Hahn, .Inc., was chosen from the five bids received. «

B _ N o -,
. * . P 3 - . *e

. The slide tape proddction wds delivered Noveinber 1&, 1978. The
o, ) i -
i_\/\, show was submittéd”to ‘a pdnel, of seven reviewerd 'from the mental health
@  and education professions. On 4 5-point Likert ‘Scale, a mean rating of
. . . . >

£l ’ 3 *
.

four was ob&ai&ed in each of thé thre%'categqriese overall interest of

- *

show, visual appeal, and cont;nt clarity ‘Pilot videotafes, tutaling 79
* %
- . niauces anning txmeg were delivered January 24, 1979. Tke_tapes in-

ClUJEu the follo#inq Litle "Turning Off," "idgntifyxng Signals,™ "Clcar

i P .
4 . . L3 *

- , and Uncléaf Siggals,?’”?ra;se<” "Shgﬁing and Profpting," and, "Data-Tape"

Al
#5
= L4 o -

. .. . (éprtrayigé five episodes of classroom antivities). .
. - T a ° . .
. Field testing,of videotapes was conducted during Year One training
. T . ] v
cyeles;'  ¢jch tape was tested upon *initial use, T)}'dactid tapes¢£-¥c=

- A [y =

- . . . , - . s .
tested for content cldrity via written tests®which were administered be-

3 -~ N

L

- . foreQand after viewing. bklll tralning videntdneg were field testedeby

é g observ1ng cra11ees use of pre&gg%;d technxrues in role plays fo]lowing
e S,

- .
i’y @

. eviewing,- Tapés were considered accepcable if the mean postcest\scores
were 80/ corrcct orthigher or if . 80% of the trainecs met performance - .
‘ . g : -

. »

. . . -~ - -
o, - " B
. - ¢ .
Lo . N -
s . . B
. . - N
z, I - . o * . * - B -~
Z .
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ALl tapes met field tegt criteria;

[

. ’- ) . v
+ criterla’ far using the techniques.

therefore revisions were not .made, . :

8 W7 v e

13

, g .
Development and Formative Evaluation~~Upr

>
1 . * »

, + The cor\UREs progrant, which addresse preacademic skills,

contained
ol

¥ .
) . six units: (1) Identifying Skill Objectives, (b) Breaking the Skill into

Steps, (c¢) Buliding a Program, (d) Teuching the Pro

pram:  Two group for-

mals, (e} Budlddine Independent Performance and &Q_JTeaching Another ¢
] g p »

, ’ - "Adult to Teach & Program, Four additional units, three in thé area of

¢
*' ‘  motor

. *
°, M

the core program. ’ ’

g

.
!

sKills and ome in language ékills, were developed to supplement -
o R

Y

-]
. The draft manual was sent on October 3, 1979 to a panel of reviewersﬂ
. % . ' '
\ including two former USE trainers,

POIEN

. =
and a special educator with extensive

4
) experience 4in teacher -training and materials development. Reviewers gave
) . . .

the highest rati

(gs'to‘the prog}am's length and appropriatefless of,t0pic51
AJ (both mean ratings of 5 on a s-point Likert scale) and lowest to clarity

-

. - (mean rating-3.5). Revisions of the manual were made followiﬂg the initial

> ’

. . L]
trginipg cycles, and at the end of field testing, .

o Nineteen requests for bids to produce videotapé's

3 .
to accompany the 'URE
. . LI

R © program were seat in May\ 1979, to local media prodecers. Eleasari and
. - - \ * - -

- - ”

@

.,

Haho, Inc, were chosen from the three biddegs to prdduce the videotapes,
. . ‘. ., T * &

- -

) \ rd
. The URE videcotapes, totaling 82 minptqié;addrcssed the'follo&ing-topics:

’

‘Interviewing p%rents,'disruptive‘bbhay » Kroup teaching (unisgn and

ew’

. . v
individual formats), error correction and trainipgranother adult, The @
e, T

-

- tapes 3lso included episodes for practicing data colleftion.

o
v

¢ , . '

-

Q .t e

PAruntext provided oy enic [

4




school early elementary teachers, Regional Intervention Program parents,

63 .

’

Developuient and Formative Evaluation--
Trainer's Manual

.

* The trainer's manual; a guide for implementing USE and URE, was de-
‘# L £y

veloped from June through August 1980, as a self-instructionab\ggifbook.

The following topics were presented in the manual and accompanying video-

tapes: . evaluation and feedback, instructions-for didactic sessions,
conducting site visits, and data collection. The video tapes were pro- ’

4 -

a

duced by Film House, Inc., of Nashville, one of the three media companies

that submitted a bid. The tapes had a total running time of 34 minutes.

A 1

Prior to the completion of the videotapes, the manual was field

tested by a resource person at a RIP Expansion site. Subsequently, re-

-

e

views of the manual were obtained from RIP staff involved in community
trainifng, a special education professor of higher education, and a high
school child care teacher. Revisions were made in the written materials

on the basis of reviewer suggestions. ‘ {

. . A

[+

IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION

[ L]
~ . '

Twenty-two cycles of USE and URE training were conducted in six

cities *in Tpnnessee‘KNashﬁille,'thiuar, Cofupbia, Cookeville, McMinn-

ville, and Tullahoma), and in Hartford,cConnecticut;fbur éycles occurred

”

during Project Year 1, five during Year 2, and 13 during Year 3. The }10

trainers imcluded four program developers and six RIP Expansion resource

or;ggggunity training staff The 321 tainees included: Head Start . .

*

teachers and aidks, day care ce®ter staff, homg health educations, public

b4

foster parents, graduate and undergraduate college students enrolled in

special éducation courses, and high school students in child care clagses.
- . . ¢ .




A total of 74 children were taught during training cycles and an addi-

.

tionat 94 children were reported during follow-up contacts to have

benefitted from the training.‘

a

-

The following measures were used to eyaluate training r#sults:

knowledge of content, performance of in-class objectives, performance

~

of field objectives, prggress of children instructed with the programs
designed in training, and participants' satisfaction ratings of the con-
tent and format of training, Knowledgeiof content was evaluated by

Scores on pre~ and posttests, often administered during the same session.

Y

Performance of in-class and field objectives was ﬁeasured by direct ob-

servation or evaluation of written products using predetermined criteria.

~

Child progress was judgeq to have occurred or not occurred using the

following criteria: ) .

’
-

1. Made progress—-if three of the four most recent data points showed
improvement from pretest, baseling, or first session and no decreasing

trend was evident; in the case of programs with successive steps, move-

-~ »

hent to a more difficult step was considered progress over baseline, un~

initial presentation

less the child was at criteria on al

and there was no pretest data -

]

2, Made no progress-.or ean:t,tqll--if the showed no chaﬁge in

skill from pretest, baseline pr first session; or the data were insufficient -

t°: judge progress . -
3. 'Regressed--if the data showed loss of skill for three of the four

most rgcent data points (from baseline, pretest or first session) and no

. | : . :
increasing trend was evident. . ' : '




. . .ot '
All’meagures vere not necessarily applied in all cycles, Those meagures

applied were a functian of the time allotted for the training, the trainer-

»

trainee ratio, and the availability of children to teach.

Reliability oé trainees' child performance data was assessed'duringi
16 site visits.to 11 trainees. Mean agreement between trainers. and tFainees
- was 98 percent. An additional six trainees submitted an audiotape of a
teaching se;sion with ¢heir data. Mean percentage agreement between trainers

H
' ' ¢ H
. . i
¢

and trainees on data collected from audiotapes was 76 percent.

[

Pilot HSE Cycle : . -
-~

Nashville staff delivered 36 hours of training in the pilot cycle

(December 11, 1978 through March 2, 1979) «td seven home educators employed

ar,

by the Tennessee Department of Public Health. A probe (consisting of a

1

_ ‘teaching simulation with standardized 'learner" behaviors),waskgiven be-

fore and after training to measure changes in the rate of participants

‘ praise, descriptive praise, and contacts to off-task children. As shown
- 1
. - /

in Table 13, trainees' beHavior in these three tasks changed 1in,the di-

-
. 1
i

rection desired as a result of traiping,

4. - . '
- TABLE 13
’ USE PILOT CYCLE-RESULTS OF PRE- AND POST TRAINING PROBE ,
(n = 7) R
. | . -

_ Total Praise Descriptive Praise Off-task C&tacts
(X rate per minute) (X rate per minute) (X rate per minute)
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

’ — 7 -

, e 3.8 . 4.0 .2.1 ' 3.7 1.8 0

7 ' -

e X . . .




Results of all” evaluation measures applied in the pilot cycle are

shown in Table 14. Trainees mastered 84% of both the 57 in-class and

the 71 field objectives, Pretests we;z not administered, but the mean

posttest score was.76Z. Six of the seven children taught (86%)'made'

progress. Trainee satisfaction was assessed seven weeks following the '

end of training via Likert scalef (range 1-4) and,is éisplayed in Tablﬁ é 
' 15. ,Rev.isions in aisignéd objectivés, quizzes and the order of units

I were made subsequent to the pilot cycle,
|

i

; ' TABLE 14
) USE PILOT CYCLE- TRAINING RESULTS ) ‘
. Knowledge 1In-class B Field . i'satisfaction % of Trainer-~
o§ content objectéves ‘Objectives  (Likert scale children Trainee
' (% correct # att.“/Met # att.®/Met range 1 low- making . agree-
. on post- : ! 4 high) progress ment
. , test) . "' ! learning/enjoyment. (class%é
o .y . : room *
‘ i ' . +  data) /
= : = *
Home , S/
Health 76% 57 84% 71 84 3 3.5 86% /80%
educators | ' N - ; "
=7 | : r
a- ' ’ ///
. att. ,= attempted 4

TABLE 15 ’ '/"

USE PILOT CXCLE FOLLOW-UP SATISFACTION RATINGS
E= S/

.

- How much “How often used Feelings about Feelings about :
- learned skills covered ‘ttaining program the trainer;
in training - ' .

Mean rating ) ) :

a=7 . 3 73 . © 3 "4 N ‘
. | . . I X

b Scale . ‘ . . :
descriptor '3 4 : 3 T4

for X rating something often liked liked a lot
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USE and URE Training Cycles

Evaluations of'the remaining training cycles will be reported ac-‘

cording to two categories, preservice and insgrviqe training. Preser-
vice trainiﬂé included five USE cycles‘with 60 high school students, one
URE cycle with‘ninq college graduate é;d undergraduate students in special
education, and éne USE cycle with’four students or parénté at another

. university. Inservice training was categorized according tvra)’:ner

(Expansign Project staff or developers) and population (day care,’public

. ,health and Head Start personnel, teachers, or RIP-enrolled pa&ents):

A 1. RIé Expénsion project training included one USE cycle conducted
for 30 hea& Start teachérs in Bolivar, Tennessee; 14 Head Start teachers
in Columbia, Tennessee; 15 Head Start teachers in Tulléhoma, Tenneséee;
10 public health nurses and home educators in McMinnville, Tennessee; .

" and six USE cycles and gne URE cycle conducted fo; 40 day care proées— ‘

sionals-in Hartford, Connecticut,

. ’ 2, Public school training included one USE cycle for 11 early ele- I

mentary or resource teachers from Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools

4 -
and one URE cycle for four of these USE participants,
i

3. Parent training included modified USE cycles conducted for parents
= . 9

at the Sumner County RIP (Hendersonville), parents at the Cofumbia RIP,

. and parents at the éookeville RIP.

Data will also be reported on module training-which included delivery

e
+

of one or two-pro%raﬁ units to high school and college courses, RIP teach-

’ ' [
ing techniques classes, and new RIP Expansion staff.
- o - . -

-

- 5 '\ - [
L)
N . *‘!- /
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Preservice Training

Six groups of students from three local high’ schools participated
in USE training during Project Years Two and Three. Arrangements for
Qraining at two of the schools were made thr?ugh the director of home i
economics for the Metropolitan Nashville school system.l‘Child care
teachers from two different high schools requested that training be in-
corporated into their classes, Training was conductéd at one school . ,
from October through November 1980. The cycle was completed %efore
final arrangements for plac%ng'students in local da; care centers were
made. Training was conducted at the second school between November
and December 1980, Students at this school interned at a ngéseryfschool
that s?rved 20 three to S—yeaz;old children on the high school campus - -~
from ?uesday thr;ugh ?hursday. Students rotated through one week cycles
in ‘three differemi~ activities: (a) assisting in the nursery school, §
(b) observing the children, and (c) cohpleéing inéapendent‘study assign-
ments.( Training for students from the, third high school, a private school,
was provided ;s an integral part of a one momth internship at the RIP
Nashville program. Groués of three and five students part;cipéted dur-
fng January 198&, and January 1981, respectively,
The results of training évaluation‘are shown in Table 16. All groups
showed a gain in knowledge (m%asured by comparison of percentage correct
. on pre- and posttests). Complétion gf assigned in~class objectives ranged
from 65% to 94k across gr;Gps. %ean percentage of field objectives com~
ﬁleted‘ranged from 60% to 100 perce%{. Those students who worked with

childten during traihing scored higher on all performaﬁce measures than

those who did not. High school 3 was the orfly group that trained children

]

]
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TaBLE 1§

RESULTS OF PRESERVICE USE TRAINING

Satisfaction
Knowledge Child Progress During Follow-~Up. '
Cycle Pre Post Change N N 9 [ # of
. w!d‘dta taught progressed 9 Still other
; : % use,_ children
Ccatent interest Reply often trained
;iigh School #1 ‘
“(did not teach ] .
‘children during ‘ ' '
itraining) n = 20 z3. 59 42 pts 52  65% NA none taught . NA 3.6 © 3.3  ¥aA NA  NA
-High Sc’nooi 2 .
. (taught children) ) /
n =16 23 91 68 pts 15 87% 22 67% NA . NA NA 3.3 3.4 NA NA NA
- — . h N -
®ligh School #2
={taught children) .
32 = 16 v 24 86, 661p§s 16 81% 28 .100%2 NA NA NA L.b 2.9 NA NA NA
3Hgh School #3 )
“{taught children . . S
interned at RIP, ‘
1980, n = 3 63 92 29 pts 18 947 9 89% 0 3 NA 3.8 3.7 NA NA NA
‘High 6chool # . / : = :
(taught children’ '
interned at RIP, / , . i .
A981, =5 . 64 90 30 pts NA 15 607 4 5. 1002+ 2.5 ! 3.3 ma NA NA
- i ) C o
Local university ) e ‘ ©
n=4 51 85 28 pts 8 387 13 697 2 3 1007 7 3.7 33, 100 0
. N : ] -
SAte, = avtempted . b.?. or 4 rating ’ ':" ”
ol .o ' -

Q e i
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70

’using programs; all four children trained made progress, Aithough the

students at High school 2 dfh not teach from progfams, tﬁey did adminis-

ter posttests in the spring for the six skills on which the children were

pretested during USE training in the fall. Satisfaction with training as

rated on Likert scalés describing content and interest of the programs |
were similar across groups. . .

One USE cycle was offered as a continuing education course entitled
"Parenting Exceptional Children' at a local university, Data from this
cycle are included in Table 16, Trainees met 39% of the assigned‘in-
class‘objectives and 697 of the assigned field objectives. The mean
knowledge gain was 28 percentage points; the mean posttest score was=8&
percent. A total of three children were taught during training; however,
only two trainees reported child progress data. Tﬂose two children made
progress,

Nashéille staff delivered URE training ko six collegé graduate

and three undergraduate special educationlﬁtudents enrolled in an early

-

. o

education course during the spring semester of 1980. The students were
divided into two sections (graduate and undergraduate); each section re-

¢eived approximately 16 hours of training and completed five units per

cycle. Data.from this cycle are shown in Table 17. Mean performance ]

on both in-clasg and field objectives surpassed performance (ggaduate

°

and undergraduate sections combined) in all other cycles{ 97% of the

L

fn-class objeétives and 99% .of the field objectives were completed. Data

were Sdbmitbed on six of xhe ninq children taught during this cycle; four

/ f” ‘ -

of these six Chi%greé,made progress,




. o
’
i -

TABLE 17

RESULTS OF 'URE PRESERVICE TRAINING

A

) ; o i i
Knowlédge Performance - Child grogress During Satisfaction Follow-up
Cycle Pre Post Change Class Field . StiT1 Z of
% % | % age 7 Progressed other

cor.? cor.? points # ¢ 4 # % -~ g . & % use ch™dren

’ Att.” Met Att. Met Content Interest Reply often trained
Graduate v i -
Students '
n=6 70 9 27 36 94% 42 973 5 607 3.4 13,3 c NA NA
Undergraduate ) ‘ '
Students d ) -
n=3 . - 30 84 55 27 100% 30 100% 1 100% 3.7 3.5 NA ©ONA NA

cor. = correct
batt. = attempted ) -ty
cNo follow-up due to end of semester !

dOnly one trainee submitted child data o ‘ )




Inservice Training

@
I. RIP Expansion Project Training

~

~"The Bolivar RIP resource staff member trained 15 Head Start teachers
and 19 aides using three units of the USE ptogram from August 19 to Septem-
ber 22, 1980. Data, reported in Table 18, show that trainees met 64% of

| the 56 objects assigned and the mean knnwledge gain was seven percentage

. points (range -19 to +48), o :

e
vt

The Columbia RIP resource éerson contracted ‘to deliver USE training

~

to 34 teachers employed by the Elk and Duck River Head Start program from -

. KBS )
March through May 1979. The Columbia staff member trained 17 teachers at
the Columbia Area Mental Heelth Center and former RIP staff at the Multi
County Mental gealth Center in Tullahoma; trained the other 17. As shown

in Table 18, Columbia trainees met 93% of as31gned in-class objectives
‘ ¢

and 837% of a531gned field obJectives. Pre&ress was made by 38% of the chil&A

. dren they taught. ‘Tullahovpa trainees met 88% of assigned in<class obJec-—
tives, 82% of assignedifield objectives, and 60% of the chlldren they

- taught progressed, Trairers did not administer preéetests to tralnees,

therefore, only posttest scores are reported for these two groups:  The
- L4 . ) - " o

- e e

._—Tean posttest score for Columbia Eteinees was QQZ»gndﬁthe mean score.for

o ¢ I3

- o 7/ EE
T Tullahoma trainees was 83 percent. - . ' -

- -

/- et e -

Ten home healt edﬁcators were trained by the Cookeville RIP resource

P i -

- ; person—bétween Harch and June 1979, Their mean posttest score was 83%

,,,,,

eIl “correct (see Table 18), Of the 52 in-tlass and 60 field objectives as-
signed, 94%,and 75% respectiVely were met while 57% of the 10 children'

taught made progress, . -

N Six USE cycles were conducted in Hartford, Connecticut, three in

1979-80 were taught by the RIP director, and three in QQBI!were taught

+ . .

%a
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; : S TABLE 187 T d \ ‘
. - 2’ e’ e . ’ . b -
\ - 5 ° -7 RESULTS OF -USE INSERVICE TRAINING 6
- - : . . - -
: : v .. s - - ~ .
< - S : A A .
\ . . X ) - . Buring Satisfactign Follow-up
. ' - ! . # of °
- ) - ’ , Still other .
. . F‘{fcwlgf&ge P._rftirm‘an.c‘e . ' “Child P Prggress 7 use children -
Cycle ’Pre Post Change Class Field \ n 7% making Chntent TInterest Reply often ‘trained ’
: ’ Ca a b " -progress. L : ’
' : . - _Att. Met Att.” Met ) . ~
Bolivar : - ) N . - )
n =34 64%  70% 7" 0 56 647 NA © NAs NA XA 297 75% 4 ‘
C‘o’lumbia o . - h o ’ - ‘ . l ) -
n= 17 NA - 80 HA 54 93%2 53 83% ' 13 382’> - 3.8 3.9 86% 92% 37 i
T“llah’om . " . ' NN - - . ¢ N - pl “ - !
=17 Q° NA . 827 ., A s 77, 88%.. 62. 82%° 15 50% 3.3 3.2 93%Z »  100% 14
e - ( . ¢ - .
iégginayilie = t o . ' - . -
a =10 ¢ NA 8337 Hal =2 - 942 60 75% 10 57% 3.6 2.9 70% 86% 21
=, - - s R, S == . . =, N . ¢
onnecticut . . % . s . o
fln=14 - N& N& . NA NA NAC NA..NA 8 T63% 4.5 4.6«  T77% 100% 4
onnecticm: . . ' o 0 ” . L - . s
2g=6 -.NA" ¥A NA NA . NA - NA NA- 6. 1007 4,87, 4.9 1007 100% 0 ¢
3n=~5 _ KA Na NA DTUUNA L NA. Npg NAu NAT NA 5.4° 4.6 *63% 86% 4
onnectlcut R e I ’ . . et g ,
4 n= 6 - 71‘4 ZSZ g 26 85% 16 94%- 4, 100z - 3.7 4.5° 83% ’ 60%.  t'5
onnecticut . o r e, " , T . ' _ ‘
sm = 3 ' ‘; 67% 81%° . 14 %1 “ ML 12 783% . ¢ 3 IOQZ 3.7, 3.7 100% .100% 1
, . . N : Y ~ ; L ,
urmectimit o _ ' LA o SRR S
6 472 T0% 22 23 * 96% .. 24 79% 6 67% , 3.1 3.3 / :
ei:ra, Ny F«’~ e : N . . . . ‘ - ¢ e
30,80 . 48 lia' % 32 587 “NAC roma . 3 2 ., 3.3 75%°" 674 3" .
] [KC b-- f:b?e point Likert sca?:.e ¢~ Four h:ainees receiva& foIlpw-up . : . T . g}_
- - - B ‘ ® s
L T ; oy S e . Y ot .. S, . - P ’
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' The USE arid URE programs were offered for inservice credit through
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and 22 Of tae 27 children for
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?
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.
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Bt gcore was 8% with a
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to collect sufficient child data, to evaluate progress. Four USE , -

q attedded U

*

é?ags and six fi?id ob

inservice credit=~for

.

N

n Ié

each sedsion

Widély 4cross§sessioﬂ§ in these cycles

-

through December 18, 1980. - Teachers' re-

N PR

f s A

le 18 foy trainee xpowled5o, periornance,

3

ormance, and fOLlOW -up ratings.

~

Ly et 7 - .
the Metro Nashville school system inservice program. Two five week cycles .
- A -~ ‘.

. o ¢
attended. Attendance varied 'y

B

fteen trainees attended at

-

- §

USE session. The mean,pretest score for USE was 30% while the

.o

% .

score-was 80 percent.

, [ L,
714 were met; 32 fie

Fourteen in-class objectives were

o

” .

ld objectives were assigned and 53%

»
* ~

Five weeks of. USE training did not allow enough time fcr . .

¥

[
"4

RE trainiA?.

. - -
test and post}es! scores were 40% and 79% respectively. On the seven in- :
) ’ P e pec y . .

Data areshown in Table 19. Meag pre-~-

~ . oo
jectives assigned, traincks met SAZ and 100% . :
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. 1l 1
N N s T AT . . . ‘
) N . RESULTS OF INSERVICE URE TRAINING
" - e : . ‘ P
- - .“ 4
: ~ . \ . s y P
' - . i N - F'-.' = s - : a s g
* Cycle Knowledge Perfctmance Child Progress » - Satisfaction
. . Pre Post Change Class Field n % waking . During 7  Follow-up # of
L # z #. % - progress ) Still . other
. . . S att.d Met att.? Met g Content Interest Reply .use chilgd-
" : j . Often ren
: i traine
" Connecticut .o . ’ . .
n =3 87 - 26 3 1607 24+ 100% A _NA \%\‘A k3
- ~ .. .
Mestro .. s .-
' =4 7 . 40 79 | 38 7 86% 6 100z 3 3.6 3.6 752  100% 7
. ° . = O -
,,a l . H ) =
—-att, = attempted = . J
4 . . ) . =
! . . s
. ST = . 4 R N ’ - ijl
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regpectively. Two of the three viildren taught made progress.
= | ' oo ' ..
-, 3., Parent Frainingy ,

. . »

USE. training cycles were conducted by tio KIP Lxpansion Proicet
15- = A ¥ 2
+ *

a o ’
censultant for RIP parents in Clarrs.ill. and Columbia, Tennesase:, Tre .
. 4
* u ’ _ R . - ~ i - . 4
= Lraining emphasized didactic knuwleds."only since perforwance skills had )

- .

aiready been aldiessed in thne RIP tret- oo vrvmpaT,  Hata for th- colum- ,

A 1 1] . -~ N
26, Colaabit parentd' pean posite,t seore

<
oy
-
"-
‘e
.
[
r
[
L.
v
X
a3
[
-
i
a
o
[
o
t
.

> ‘ 4

was 6%, a za1n Of 34 percentage poinls d>Ver Lhe mean pretest s.ora, }

) . . ’ ] . P
]
Mudule Traininy - v - !
L. In addition to complete USE and URE cycles, I'l fndividual wnid
A
: modples were conducted. Two USE units and three URE units were used as
a‘ ? ‘g‘ - 3 -
- portions of high school and college classes and training for. prospective

P

Expansion Project staff, Data are grouped accar&ing to.types of trainees
% .

34 o - * i s ’
i and reported by individual units presented. USE data’are keported in

. _ © -Table 20 and URE data are shown lin Table 21. 1In general, posttest a.n‘d

. changw'scores were highg;.in module training using the URE program Fhaa .

. in training with USE. The results indicated, however, that modules from )
s . both programs ‘could be incorpordted into course content for a variety s

~ . v

. : of learners. v = - .
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TABLE 20 4

.4 -

o - _ 1
. . RESULTS OF MODULE TRAINING-USE * g
. 7 - t : B N . '
A Croup ' ) Knowledge Performanc‘g satisfactio¥
’ : | N Unit Pre Post ‘Chamge 1n-Class Field Content Interest
Columbia ’ . , ) .
' ' © parents o= 14 1,3,4]5 52 86g 33 “ . NA NATC O NA "NA
. : s 2 (no ‘
_posttest)
o . - - * "*\,-’
" ¢ Nastville 7 ) g
o, RIP Parents
P (Teaching ;
- Techniques) 4 Turning 85 _ 97 12.5 pts N
o T e o e off VIR ) e T TTET T e T T e
4 Praise .-52 77 25.3 pts NA NA NA NA
VIR . . ,
4 Shaping 85 95 10 ‘ e aQ N
V4 VTR . . @
7 Signals 71 76 5 .
. N 1 VIR ~
, A . < - g )
;. - High School 3l 1 30 .53 23 NA NA NA NAs»
: . o 1°(Child | / . . P )
X . Care Class) 21 2 21 36 . 15 . .. =
' . . - A »
, - Righ School 20 1 29 61 32 - NA NA . NA HA
1 (Child ! ‘ . . )
Care Class) 20 - 2 14 34 20 ,{;“
. ¢ v - ‘ . .~ * * ] ’ *
. Peabody 8 62 76 4 . o ", o s
-7 (Behavior " 8= 50 100_ 60 CNA . NA " NA NA
8 Lo
8

' v_‘l: T _Disorders

l Course)

BN G N e
o
[t
\4
0
ey
’
v
W,

49 75 26 : -

- é ‘ N ®
: TS‘;} . = . * M . M b - 3
[ (o T e :'
. ‘ Development 2] : v /

Course) ' 16 2 . 18 51 "33 CLOMA 0 NA 3.7 3.6
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2 TABLE 21 : ’
- . RESULTS OF MODULE TRAINING-URE
Group . + Kiowledge . Performance Satisfaction .
] ‘ N “Unit Pre Post Change In-Class Field * Content Interest
- ] . att? 7 Met -
Peabody .
, graduate P . ' '
' {Applied ) ) ’ .
Behavior . . . co M
Analysis : :
, Course) 9 4 12,5 72 58,5 21 90%Z  NA 3.1 3.4
figh School . , . -
e 2 (Chid e o
TUUUUTI YT TCareclass) 71077 TURT U203 TTRTUE 42040 220 827 A . 3.9 3.1
- . §
High School .
. 2 {Child . : . L.
w Care Class) 12~ < 4 12.3 48.3 41.25 21 52% NA 3.7 - 3.0
-y . )
‘ . ‘Pmspes‘;cive"' 3 Motor 11 13 7 78 3 33% N,{‘ ) o
D Expansion 2 VI 29 80 51 2. 1007z NA NA NA o
s . ‘Project z 111 . 61 94 33.5 HA NA ~ NA
o Staff - ’ :
- "‘ ‘ . -
. OTSsG ¢ .3 Vi 13 B3 70 3 1002 XNA 4 3.6
- . , . P, - é .
. , : ——y -
High%\i}ccl 5 IV 11 ,76 ,60 ' NA _NA )
= ) 3 (RIP ¥ ; . L - : o
. < Intern) -3 VI 25 86 61 @ qu 3. 3.
‘ r . ‘ * . - ' '/Y ' - ' N )
. R E - ' L
,'x . a - ,

att, = attempted
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* “4 Abstract
The folluw-up datd reported herein represent a long-term (three to
e .
[
nine years out of treatment)®evaluation of 40 children who were clients*
' )

of the Regional Iqtervenéicn Program-(RIP) from 1969 to 1978. As 3-, 4-

and 5-year olds, these youngsters exhibited severe -and prolonged tantrums,

e -

continual opposition to adults' requests and %ommands, and physical ag-

gressiom toward parents. Each of the 40 ciildren ana their mothers parti-~

- -

cipated in a standardized ;ntervéntion package modeled after Wahler's -

Oppositibd Child Treatment, Briefly, the results from school- and home-

.

based assessment showed that: a) conmands, demands, or requests made
by parents were likely to be followed by former clients' compliarnce;

I
b) former clients' social interactions in the home‘iare overwhelmingly
A ’ $ :
positive and their non-social.behavior wds by and large appropriate;

¢) parent behavior in the home setting was consistent with the child
- L

‘managenent skills taught many vears ago; d) there were no differences

between the compliant, on-task, social interaction and appropriate/in- :,
3 - ’ .

" - appropriate noh-sdcial behaviors of former <litnts and randomly selected
I3 o - -

¢ - -

".class peers; e) there were no differences in teachers' commands, nega- , .
A ,-‘.9-, L; '.: l\;” , N ) - i ‘ .
tive feedbalk, posftive social reinforcement, and repeated commands that » .

- .

. ¢ B -
vere directed. toward either former clients or randomly selected class S

peersy f) both tegchersf and parents' rating of former clients)én the
i ) T .
modified Walker ProblemﬁBehévi§§ %heqklist werechighly correlated; g) .

there were o differences in ;éachers"rating of former clients hnd.class

>

v o~

. ™ R .
peérs; and- h) of all the, studied demographic variables ggly gge treat—
- . - P v
ment beggn and family intagtness were related to current levels of Be-
- = A M ¥ ? -

" havior. - : ’ .

. -




o

; o . : . -
. + Efforts ®o alter parenf-child problem interacti

ons by teaching -
5
8
1
3 I - & .
N pareats ¢o use social lesrning techniques generally have mer with con- :

4 (4

. ‘ siderable success (0'Dell, 1974). Not onay are parent-child intcractions
> .

improvéd in home and clinic settings (Straln, Young, & Horowitz, 1981).

o but these behavior changes may rersist in the absence of treatment and :
° ° 4 < 2

generalize to other stimulus conditions (Ha%lgr, 1975).

e . @ o * .

. ) Research to investigate the maintenance and generalization of parent
) :

training outcames isg 14 in number, methodclogy and scope. Where
s ] -
posttreatmpent maintenance has been concerned, most inveptigators have
i

- v
‘

- conducted a single {ollow-up assessment (e,s., Allen & Harris, 1971).

< o

Where more extensi \e follow-up assessmnnt has been provided, another prob-

A s
> » 4

L . .
- lem exists, The multiple observational follow-ups conducted by Patter~ .

'
< -

son aqd his CUIIQagues (i974a, b) - and Wahler (1975) represewst. occasipns

-
s

for'cohhlnued traat% nt with several familivs.” Sirnce bdt: investi )
l . . %y .
. . s - *
. ‘ . tors noted cn:’.g a number of families reverted to their pretreatment inter- »
I3 .
’ . N . ’ -

* action patierns, additi iongl, though less intense instruction was aiven,
. - : ¥ -

. .

s.  Thus, as Forehand” Jand Atkeson (1977) point out, follow-up b; these in-

- .
. i . --",".. s

2
L0 vestigatefs cannot necessarily be equated with an interval of non-treat-

.

* - -

) ment. | . L . )

An additicnal methodqlo%ical issue regarding posttrestment mainten—
. ) P . 2 . - 4 .
R ance conceins the rimé interval-involved. The most lengthy follow-up
< . - ‘ B . . . -
. repoerted to &até’hasibegn three years (Rimm, Vern@n, & Wise, 1975). . How—
. e
ever, the validity o; the ‘data is questionable given the exclusive uqe

. -

O

. of parernt opinion rather than more objective behavioral méasures. in
"N L4 ' R Al
- rd 1
. .. e '
general, where direct observational methodology has.been used, follow-up -

information has not been collected beyond two years (Wahler, 1975). ' It .

] . IS
- o«

JAruitoxt provided by exic [




A i ' . -t .

also seems apparent that no particilar conceptual rationale has - been

b

. . . v . Lre *
used to select follow-up time intervPls. . ,
A problem area for, both maintenance and_gencralization studies has
* N 4
1) - ~ .
ol = 3 ¢ . ] ~
. been the numbet of families invelved. Patterson and Fleishman's (1979)
Al < . ‘
- ' e R y . ¥ b
follow-up of 33 problem, families represents the largest-sample studigd ***
‘ . . b4 . @

3 . - P4

to date. Yec, the norm for the literature is far less, As Strain et al.” &
i B

- ’ i e . ‘ -y
* a &
. - . (1981) note, predictions about the course of pésttreatment behavior «hange
. T~ !
: can only be developed by examining aggregdate data from large numbdrs of " »

* 3

families exXposed to similar training. By-and large, the numbec of<clients
oo,

S O
& g

o - k]
. —

K that have been followed in individual studies generally has precluded *.o ot

"any statistical analysis of variables that may correlate with owverall .

w

treatment sucgess., . .
The gencralization of child behavior change to settings in which .

. s ¥ .
parents are not present is 7’largely unstudied and methodologically-

' L -

- ¢

. clouded issuéd. Studies repérted to date have forused upon sctting gen—r

- "+ erelity from home to school. Where teacher verbal behavior has been Lo
» ‘ - ) I, : < )

- y : 13 23 =

‘the measurement method, several authors reported generalized effects

~ - .

» . ) -
* . (Bernal, 1969; Jobnscn & Green, 1975; Mathis, 1971)%7 1In threc studies .
- rd 3 . \A -

. \ . .
“-in which direct observatlgnal data’were collected "(Johnson, Bolstad, & K'Y
i iy 4

PN

* ~

. . N ~
- Lobitz, 1974; W¥shler, 1969, 1975), no posit¥ve treatment gains wete noted
) ’ 14 . . * :' »
: in the schuol setting. The vbvious cxplanation for the lack of school :
. ’ .

behavior .change is that the significant social agent changed from pirent

“ . —

. . - . ‘ - * . e . R .
. to te?cher, and the contingencies en target behaviors wer ‘altered as .
. / l . P B P - . C
: . ) ) = . .. o s
’ wall% It is also possible that- the measunes taken {gwehe school setting
>

.

underestimated the infYivence of behaviorecovariati .¢., Strain & - @/
; L4 Y " . - . N i
L Ezzell, 1978; Wahler, 1975), and thus important collateral changes may .

¥ . . ‘ ‘ ' +
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have gone unassessed. For c¢xample, if a child indirectly learns a,func-

. * S °
tional skill such as attention to adult verbal behavior during ‘inter-

- -

vention, this gkill may set the occasinag for improved performatce luring- .

instructional interactions with teadinr-.

¥

u
'

e child's attentiveness

. . P ) ; =, i . _ :
teacker benav}@rs in the sane wiv tnat instructional antece-_
- “"'w .- ' v ~
T " . 1 P Y. /3 "
conkequences obviously infturnce child.performance Hill &, o o
H . . t

. s . ° ® o
- - [N

1‘977). ' N . ~ RS . . , L I

. . 3
[ . g } . wt

Struain,
|

oy 4 - . - R C e - . - - ;
The presant fullow-up study atidmpts to address sgveral of the metho- -
. < . . .

- 2 " - .

. - . 1 . -
dological issues ralsed here. Firste a large number of families (40Y

- . )
v - .

' - > 5 N v [ - ’ . . -
was studjed, each héﬁ;ng been exposed to®identicalitreatment procedures.
B * ° - . ' * 2 s, . o<
5

“n ’

PR © ‘ T K ". 3, N
Second, multiple. assessments were conducted on thesé c¢lients, who had

. ¥ ‘ . i
not beey invalveg in &redtment for a period.\tranging from three to nine

' i

-~

- . © Al
years. The minimum of thfgg years out. of treatment ,was chosen in otder .
‘ - ) n - . : A %
to assess children's behavior.in a school environment where academic per- )
& - ~t" . - -J. . -
original te#rget behaviors were as-
t

o

tormance would be demanded. - Third,
' J
sess¢d in the hpme environment, along wit? other behaviors predictive
4 » . - «) . o i -
.

I .
¢f successful child_ performance in sclool seLtings, Fodrth, various family -

. . ~
e .

.o ol :
apd ¢hild demographics were obtained irr order to investigate uncontrolled
. . - L
vayiables long~tern malntéﬁance and gehgralized
o »
to determine the social validity of

that may be predictive of
T % ' .
behavior change. Finally, in order

IS .t

- . LAY . B -, \ -
postireatment -behavior changq, date were odllecred on four randomly

e
samie

-

s ) -

selected age dand sex peers from the Chassppom setting in which eacn .

- « * -
former cliegt was enrolled; and both parent and teacher completed a’ ( c
, e \ . 9. I

modified Walker Problem Behavior Checklist on each targeﬁ'child (teacher 2

- .
. H - )

alsg completed checklist~on randomly” selected peers). ' .

- -
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Subjects

A total of 56 families in the Nushville, Tennessee area. who were
: bl 7 3 3
* z

clients of the Regional Intervention Program (R1P) [rom 1969 rto 1978
comprised {he initial sample-for this follow-up study, Criteria for
s - -~
selecting famélies were: (a) child had entered or completed the first
nooow, i

N » = .
- £ ]
grade; (b) families curyently resided within 20 miles of the program; \

(c) families were originally referred to the program because of child

. o
oppusitional behaviurs (ec.g., refusul to follow requests, lanizums, ag-
gression toward 'parent; (d) parents and childcen had met hehavioral

L)

'3 . .
criteria for esiting program; namely, generalized behavior ghanze in
1

the home setting. for both parties. The finel group of 40 femilies re-

i

prescented 90% of the total number of ‘amili.s that.could be contact-d

.
4

to solicit participation. Of the familivs that refised porticipation,

v

111 stated that they were concerned that their child would inadvertently

be identified as a fYrmer client, and this would adverscly influence

scheol personnel. A detailed description of participating families

;;llows: | . ' ‘ // -

A-4 -
The vast majority of these clients were referred 'to RIP by pedia-
. 1

~ .

tricians, psychologists, and psychiatists. Most of the children had
. been involved unsuccessfully in some type of educational program or

»

insight-oriented therapy p§ior to. their experience at«RIP, Table 1

L

‘below summarizes available demographic information on ‘these families; ,

-

The 40" former RIP clients were located in their elementary and

[

.‘middle school classes with the aidof parents. The principal of each

school was.contacyed by the rasearch staif and informed of the purpose

N § ° \ B »

.




r

CHLIED AND FAMILY DEMOCRAPHlC VARIABLES FOR POLLOW-UP GROUP (N = 40)

e

- - - - T e e e e i L v i § ey et

C Variables - . ot Representdafive Dat ;
b

Pange
Child's Age upon Entéring Program (mo. )\ 17-70°

Birch Order ) . I-6

Number of Siblings 0~ 4

Percent Attendance of Scheduléd Clinic |
Appointments ) 50-100

Mother's Age (years) : 18-48 27
R |

Sex of Chilé . 832 male ' ©17% female ,'
Race of Child ) o 757 white ° ' 25% other .
Family Sfructure . *~ . 87% intact 13% single péren;
Family Income Level o . " belots 3,000~ 15% 7 .
¢ " ‘ 3,000-6,000 - 12,5%
' 6,000-9,000 - 17.5%
9,000-12,000 - 27.5%
] 12,000-15,600 - 17.5%
. . T 15,000 + ~ 107 V-
. b
Mother's (primary trcatment agent) . .

Educational Level - - below 8th grade - 12.572 ¢
: ¢

9th~-12th grade - 50%
Some college - 20%
college diploma - 17.5%

: N
4. .
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»

.

of the follow-up. The principals were told that it waé‘cssent%al that

'they not divulge this information to any teacher, parent, or child. To

[4
further preserve client anémymity and reduce any reactive effects of ob-
N L

i
.. -

servation, all chiddren in each desifnoted class took home a permissibn

~ N L

iy letter for inclusica in a study on "school adjustment " Then, four same

.
.

. .
sex age peers were selecte? randomly in ecach «lass along with the target

. chiid. Thus, a total of 160 class peers, 132 males and 28 females, were

=1

selected for dbservation and teacher ratings ‘n the school setting, Ab-
3 » ‘N -
senteeism by three students during the course of the study reduced the .

- final number of class peers to 157. ‘ . 1

Treatment

14

.

. . The RIP facility is a data-based treatment program that focuses on

teaching parents of oppositional children differential attention proge-— -
a ¢ .

dures in ofder 0 manage their child's behavior in a positive fashion,
p

\ a
d ' Structural descriptions of the program cun be found in Ora, 1972; Sny-

¢ .

» der, Sullivan, and Manning,71974; and Hospital and Community Psychiatry,

r 1976, 27, 728-731 (Gold Award description),
Families wh) entered the program with c¢ppositional ¢hildren were
\
b ; : Mt s . o . ’
’ assigned to the Generalization Traiuing (GI) module., The settings used
. : ¢ - ) M
for GT sessions were replicas cf rooms “ound. in most homes (e¢.g., bath-

s

roori, kitchen, bedroom, living room). FEach room was eqdf%ped with 4 one-

= way mirror and ceiling mic‘ophones to provide complete visual and audi-

tdry access to parent-child interactions, o :

. ‘o .o, ¢ -
: : " Parent-child dyads (in all 40 cases the mother was primary therapist)

»

< typically were scheduled for one 20-minute Gf session four~to five days

per week. In addition, parents attended a weekly "Theory Class" in

3

.

B \‘1 . . 7 v -
I

ot




. be in 3l£'inw with a new ts .-~Féllowin" each session, mothers recelved
‘ z p4dying B s

LS

ol

v F », ' - &’
'S . B + K] .
which various social learning principles were taught by parents whose .

/

Lhi}drgn had previously oucn)yro sram clieats. Prior to beginaing uny
T 'sessions, new pareﬁt—cn! dyads were assiined to a supnrv-avng varent
™ - . - - 14 <

(again, a rormer and successful (lient), Whe Te possible, new mother

"
+
w

PR - !
and supervisor were mate *hed with respULt to problem behavior.? exhibited
. — * - ' ' v,
. . 3 .

by their children. The supervising parent expldined te the nmew parent

that she was to request her ckild top v1¢39 witk 10 different toys during
: . [y o v ! > . - -

a 20 minute play period. This tormat of cobpositional child training

1 IR

was .first developed by Wahler, Winkel, Peterson, and Morrfson (1963)

during eachyCT session a trained mOLhGJ usually the supervisor and,or a

f
relia ”il1 ty.asscessor, recorded {nteraction data. Broadly defined cate-
a5

es of opﬁositianag and cooperative child behavior were reccrded

b4 . .

along w4*h mother attention to these two, behavior classes. Every two

3 B ' -

s‘ﬁ chzerver wou.Ld swnaL the mother to request th.t ‘her child
’

v S

’”

ori

'\‘l

e

'_«.

i

’

-
’ _ . -

.

PR %, . ' .

. I I
,spesi ifiz feedback on their cnild's level of cooperation and their atten-""" |
- b . - L4%Y R . ) . ’ : )
tion fo positive and nejative behaviors,. Piceats also graphed daily
4

. -

h v. 4 ¢ = N ) I 5 P i o~
data onytheir performance-and that of their child. Often)these foed-
= ‘
P . . »

: ¥ - ) ’ .. . .
back sessions” feund. supervisory’ parents condrcting brief roleplay and
- . - . .

hd - -~

x t oy . N . N VN ’
. rehearsal sessions with parents in grder to dewonstrate and enLourd,e

- T £ . ' .
proper mjnagement cach1 ques, & . .7 »
v N .

"+ Each family in Gfiprocecucd through.a predetérmined ‘sequence of

] .

¥

-
[

treatment. During baseline,‘several'déys (usually 34to 5) of non-inter-
. i “l:;‘ » . N Yy L4 . «
vgntloﬁﬂwere used ta assgsé child and mother problem behaviors and es-
I .~ . 1Y \ M
tablish a stable 1eve1 of behavior from wh%§h\io'Judge the magnitudc and di-

S . .
!
> - -

" A
*rectlon ‘of * bghavior chan"e dur1pg trﬁ tment. Of the 40 families in thfs

. -




N -

& ~
study;-children were typjcally found to spey majority of each
- - l .
* .20 minu ession engaged in oppositiogal be Moreover, almost
. i d
. s . A .
all mother attention events werfe directed to deviant behaviors,

- 4
Thz second treaiment phase, designated as Differenmt 3
e parent instructed ip various wocial®learning te
- . L4
- 1

procecures ased with mothrs in. Laded: 4 written
* LY

g

;s . i . v
wodeifdy (Vive e vilectane); o role playing

Jbacry on cer.ormane,
sehaeviurwas aopropriate 897 of the time
secutive sessions. and parent atteation was correctly applied €0 aporo-

s
. P s . , Y . S, .
. priate behavior 85% of the time across « similar number of sesgionst On

*

he average, mothers in the follow-up group met cyiterion with 12 ses-

=2 '

ions whereas the child's appropriate behavior reached. criterion, on
prop or P

» “~
the average, within 16 sessions. .

. - i

- . . ) y .

Tne third 'treatment phase, Reversal, lasted from one to three seg-
A .

.

ons. Mothers were told to attend ayy oppositional behaviors and

ignore all-tooperative responses., This phase was designed with two pur- -

. 3
.

oses in miﬁdé The first was to provide a demonstration of functional

control oyer oppositional behavior, Second, this phase provided parents

'
with a powefful example that their behavior in fact was responsible for

> | .
- : } . . - o c .
their child's improved pérfagﬁance. Early clinical experience in the

p;sé%im indicated that many parcats attributed ¢t

. .
Jvariety of extraneous Vafiabl@i.ﬁsga-, setting older, (cjpanying diet)

S ] . J
prior to the Reversal phase. | . ~
hd @
In the fourth and final phase of AT intervention, mothers” once agajn
’ . ' - .

. .
; ‘. . , .
began tq socially reinforce cooperative behavior and ignore opphsitional’

L3
N
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L - gularly scheduled telephoné contacts with*parents‘oxsf a year period;

’ ’ ‘ .
‘ (. - ’ \ . . : ’90 g
- ’ .
' , » v . . , . L. /
. : / : : o

.

fééponses.'“thing this Differenttal Reinforcement II phase, mothers
. ! .
i _ . .
. were given specific instructions regarding the leaning of reinforcement

- . . .
I '

for éooperét1Ve.chflﬂ behaviafs. Moreover, programming in the the Eﬁtting

/ ‘ : : . .
was instituteé. This phase continued \wuntil” child cooperation,was’%aln—
, . N

.

.

tained"in the home and clinic at or above 85% of the time under céndi—,

tions of minima} adglt attention, It was not'unusual for cooperative :

'

»
behav1or to maintain at criterion levels with five or less parent atten-

qion events per 20 minute session% This. phase of treatment averaged

~N - . » ‘
* 35 elinic Sessions, with a range of 10-90 sessicns.

Table .2 below summarizes t%aily in-clinic range °andl_mean percent.

of child compliance in each phééé of treatment, O

2,
- K3 i‘). " ~ j % v
¢ T TABLE 2 :
- - .
i) RANGE AND MEAN PERCENT OF CHILD COMPLIANCE ACROSS
‘ . ) ALL TREATMENT' CONDITIONS .

L
.

i - - .

. - +

Baseline Differemsial Reinforcement I Reversal Differential Reinforcement I

Range ‘Mean ~ Range j Mgan Range Mean . Range Mean
) * - - Q -
- 0-40% 82  0-100% . 72%  0-80%  29% 0-100% ~ . 742

s, .

The program also maintained an active 11aison‘énd;follow~up service
. .
for the parents. Specific functiogs ipcluded: a) location of appropri-

@

¢ »
ate preschool placement for child; b) observations of the ghild in the
. : 1 . .
new setting afd the provision of teacher training where needed; c) re-

.

: . R . ° i
¢) additional parent training id home or clinic if necessary.

.




. After the target child had been placed in a preschool setting,

[ . ) . v

N " parents were asked to fulfill a non-binding~contractual agreecment to

-
v

\\/“‘
KY

> provide six months of service to the prpgram by”;raining new parents
: : ) P N

A \in-thé'same observational and child management skills that thef had

, o ,mastered, * . . . . T X
' ] h General Observation Procedures e '; ' (hN’V :
. . T ‘ Data on former RIP clients and class peers were ‘taken in twp d;ef—-
v ferent school settings. lhe'first schéol'setéing was designated as )

[} .
’ -~ .

Group Academic'Instruction. Here, the teacher was presenting a lesson

= +

to the entire’ class and thus the behavioral demands on. a11” ch;ldren were

- ) A theoretically the same. ObserVers collected data in the setting for

.

three 30-minute sessions. Data were also- collected dur1ng Unstructured
s t
Recess or Gym periods for each.. class. Again, three 30-minute samples

. .
‘- P

. Were taken, In all cases, the total numbers of obseryations for an in-

* , ' . -

. . di%dual class was completed within a three-we'e{c interval., Also, ob-
bt \ - Y , . .
servations on former clients were made in the ,hohe setting for three

: . . N . . Lo
. . . 4 s
30-m1nuie sessions.” These seésions were-scheduled agross 3-4 week - period
‘ . - -

] ' during the ‘time’ immediately preceding or following the eVening meal.
o 3 Parents were asked to instruct all fam}ly members to be at home at this
- time, not to turn;on the‘television, not to make any'phone calls durfng
‘ . .. éghe'sessions; and t; limit theglength of in;omlngucalls, | .
Behaviors Observed in:School’ -, 'z SR _}f' - . N
- Adult (teacher, aide, student teaCMQrs):and child behaviors recorded
, i 'in each school setting are presented below‘
, . 'Group Academic Inétruction. _;i‘l: ‘ *
.o r " “‘.'fi',\
) . . . o , ‘
\) A ‘. ‘ R . - ° ;"':'... . 19"3 ] : ' »

ﬁ“]ERJf:‘ . - . :3;?'“‘ K . o ’

¢
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-

: - " A) Adult Command, Demand, Request - &his general category 1ncldnes

. - - . ’

alt non-instructional commands, demandeg or requests made.by an
* s . | .
/ < adult to one of the children.ypder obserVation, Non-imstructional

i ) e . verbal behaviors provide a child with the message 'to engage in
* . '

—

some Specific behavior (éit down, get out books), or cease some

\

& specific behavior (stop talking, no more running). Instructional

‘ commands, demands, requestg, on the other hand, solicit some

¢

specigic information from-a'child (e.g., "Tell me what 2 and 2

- is"). . . v
- . 5 ’ [ . R

- B) Repeated Command, Demand Request - this general category in-

) cludes all non-instructional commands, demapds, or requests that
o ) “ .
are identical to original” verbal behaviors that did not result

¢ - -r s

(in child compllanCe. b

*

-

! C) “Positive Social Reinforcement - this gene;al category refers to

positive verbal and gestural behaviors on the part of adults

. ’ ’ ‘ ’

contingent upon compliance to a command, demand, or request or

contingent upon general on-task behaviors: Verbal behaviors may

include statements such as: /'Good, everyone is quiet," "Good

4 .
Tim, you're working very hard " "I like the way everyone 1si

R}

. listening." Gestural behaviors would include pats on the heéd

[N . . . ‘

or back, Mugs, et¢. As is clear from the examples, Positive K

. Social R§¢infdrcement can be events delivered‘to a group)(of

r», \

which the focal child is a member) or to a child who 1s currently

4

'Y LY L4
. y
= being observed. 3 '

P . ° . - 9

‘D) Negative Feedback ~ this general cateéory rvefers, to negative

@ ;E!verbal behaviors on the paft of adults contingent upon non-~

.
Y . k
. - , -




¢ 4 : * -

. ) *. . : . 93
: ’ . N -~ Vv ~ . .

- A

{\ ’ compliance or'Lff-task‘behavior. Verbal behaviors may, include
. ' - = ©

. . such cZ‘Nents as "Lﬁ{;nidon 't sit down you re going ‘to the

s Yoo - .

Wiy 'principal " "You people have JUSt lost recess," "What's wrong °

S,

K ) ///\jwith you!," "Tim, how many times do I,have to tell, you."
Again; comments can be direc?ed to a .group of-children in whicn K

the focal® child is d.member or to the spécific youngster.
» 4 * . ‘D

. - - E) Complianée to, Adult Command Deniand, or Request - this genetal

) category of child behavior represents timely (within 5.sec of

. -
adult behavior) compliance which may' include’ beginning some new

activity (walking to front of class) or stopping some ongoing

activity (stops talking). R _ : .

- .
-

' F)‘Iknbcompliance toﬁAdult Command ,- Demand, or Request - this

general category of child behavior .represents a cOntinuation .
*

of behavior that the adult has requested, demanded, or commanded

. ‘ ) to be altered. These behaviors may also fnclude direct refusals

»

: e ) such as, "I don"™t want to," "No," or "You can't make me." <

. G) On-task -~ this general category of child behavior refers to a
[y ..

.
v, - .

wide variety of apprOpriate school-related behaviors that gen-—

.erally réflect a physical and/or visual orientation to academic

S 715,{;7_&;‘— i

materials or instructions., Examples would include: 1looking at |,

-

an‘adult who is probiding information or giving instructions'

looking at other children in a group who are talking about some
s * N -
v academic-related topic; visual or1enta5ion toward blackboard

3
- (3 - -

or reading material that is the current t0pic of concern in the
T class; physicakfmanipulation of objects necessary for completing‘
some task Ke.g.,,colorin;, cutting with scissors, writin% in a
o *, ‘workbook). "- ' " - ' .

N 3
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P

. . M
. . .

"H) ‘Off-task - this general caEegp;y‘of child &ehavior refers to a .

Id
> ’
J

wide Gariety of inappfbpriateﬁchild responseg that do not lead
- had . . . 3 1 -~

2 [

.to'the'completfon of academic tasks,h,Examplé behaviors would
—d . * ™)

inc;ude: lq?king around}the room when seat-york is to be done;
“talking tO'élass peers when such aétiV1£9 is not sanctioned; *°
' getting out of zne's>;e&t'w£thout permission; interrtpting )
(verbally or.physically)'oth?r children who are working; look- s
- ing a; geher than instructionai stimuli of concern (e.g., reading -
" comic books); not ha&ing basic materials rea%y for work (e.g.,

¢ <
no pencils, paper,-no homework)., ) \\\\\ ok . ,'

. RS

A = 5 - .

Unstructured Recess or Gyme T v -

A

S

=

-

A) Positive Social Behavior - this géneral cateégry of interaction

inctudes both motor-gesfural.and vocal-verbal behaviors. Speci- .

fic motor-geséural behaviors include: sharing’ (passing back and R

forth) play or academic materials,‘using the same p;a& obJect ‘, P
or material (sitting on a teeter—totter), holding hands; pats

on the head or back; hugs; ‘hand ’ slaps. Specific vocal-verbal be-
1 \ ‘

haviors incluge positive exclamatigﬁs ("Nice hit," "Way to go"); -

praisiﬁg physical appearance or attire ("That's a pretcy.coat"); "

questions (""Where's the bat?" "Do you have the time?"), _All other ’

conversation between children that <does not iihiify as Negative .

" "86cial Behavior,

.

A/

‘B). Negative Social Behavior -"this general category of interaction
B) . Neg . y

a . a.. .
'ingiudes both motor—gestu;él and vocal-verbal behaviors, * Speci-

fic motor-gestural vbehaviors include° hitting with hand or ob-

L 4
ject; pushing to ground; kicking; stealing or taiﬂgé)away play

P ‘
e A
» ’

.
*

105 ' g




. _ objects or private item£/::atch); destroying a construction of

-~

.. 3

' [

another chiyd (as é block'tower); biting;_throwing.object; at

{ :

another child, Specific vocal-verbal behaviors include: in- - \“_~\’;;

sults to others  (''You dummy," '"Billy is a Fatty");fnegative

' v 0

~

“evaluations of performance ("You can't hit worth beans " "Suzie,"

£

: )
you ngvey get it right"); name calling ("Idiot," "Weirdo"),
éxcluding GEhers ("You can't play, "hge don t want you-* here"),

- refusing to comply with others' requests ("No, it s mine" ).

’

C)'-Appropriate Non-Social - thi’s category of chifid behavior includes -
N 1] N

a wide variety of behaviors that are appropriate in recess/

-

* “physical education}‘bgé that do not .involve- direct interactions‘

with peers. Examples woaig be' doing eggrcises, standing in

* the outfield while playing baseball, running a race, shoot a
— {
B basketball, standing in line to’ throw a ball,

Inappropriate Non-Social - this §\iegory of child behavior in-
cludes a wide variety of behaviors that generally reflect non-
participation in ongoing activity. Examples of specific’be-

haviors would include: leaving the. play- area; being placed‘in
\ “ “\ AN
"time-out" (asked-to sit down, to 1eave an aativity), engaging
'l »
in some activity that is not currently sanctioned (throWing a
®

- <y

ball during'an exercise period)., (’ T e

Behaviors Observed in Home '
. R

. - . . + . -
A) Command,,Demand,_Request - any command-like statement in which

=

=

. J .
a child or*children are given a message to engagé inh some speci-

fic behav%or (come here, ‘sit down, give me that) or cease some
.}" ~
gspeg}fic behavior (stop fighting, no playing in the house, you .

"




to stop it now). Commands,>demands, and tequesﬁs'can be di<

_rected toyard the target child alone or to the target child
P ~ <. ’ . ' *

i , ’
and hisgsibling(s) collectively. | s .
B) Positive Social Reinforcement - this general category\fefers to
i posifive verbal and gestural behaviors on the part of adults :

' . . - i .
4 . contingent upon compliance to a request, demand, or command
A .

RS

Verbal be-

or contingent upon general appropriate behavior.
¢ ' LI 4 N

haViors may in¢lude statements such as:

b} . -

"Good, ‘you're sitting

-,

quietly," "Good Tim, you set the table," "I .like the way you -
N
both are playing "- Gestural behaviors would ﬁnclude pats on_

[y

the head or back, &hugs, etc, As is clear from ;he examples,
Positive Social Reiﬂforcement can be everts de ivered to the

target child T to this chgld and his siblinng) -jé

.

V .
L) -Negative eedback - this general category refers to: negative
£ , -

S e

[} . . " ’ -
. - Verbal behaviors on the part ‘of adults contingent upon noncom-

L4

/—“ .
pliance or inappropriate beha\(iori

L
1 3 B " 0
* such tomments as "If you don't sit down you're gofng to bed,".

‘how many times do I have to tell you."

A

4

A

[y

. "You two can't watch t.v. now," "What's wrong with you!," "Tim,

Again, commentsg can be

’

directed to the target»and sibling(s) or to the target’ child
- -_
oy -

alone.

[ .
’ ’ v
N

Verbgl behaviors may include

s

-

v

* D). cheated Command Demand, Request -~ this-general category includes;

3 M - . -

all commands or- requests made by an adult that are mentical t:o

original commands or reqqests not complied with.

;_._ \\ R . 24
woyld include: Sng told you kids to sit down, " RI m telling you

for the last time to be quiet," "'Steve, sit downe now!"

Ve

%
[ 3
.
'I
- ot
[
T

Sample commands *




- "E) Compliance to Adult Demand, Command, or Requests - this geheﬁig .

- .. ~ - %'
category of child behavior represents fiﬁgly (within 5.sec. of .
, . T

. ladult behavior) compliance which may include begi;hing some a§&§

£ »

new activity (walking into the kitchen) or stoppiqg some ongoing |

»

b
o

T <« activity (stops talking).

.
4

F) Non-Compliance to Adult Demand, Command, or.Reqﬁest - this general

e, .

' ﬂcategory of child behavior repreSeﬁts a continuation of behavior,

=

e that the-adult has requested, demanded, or commanded to be al- ., .

» tered. These behavtorsimay also include refusals such as, "IV

. ' .

_}' . > don't want to," "No," or "You can't make.me."” ’ ‘ -
G) Positive Social B|ehavior - t&s general category Q-nte’raction
= " includes both motor-gestural and vocal-verbal behaviors. Spe~- -

. ' . L o
cific motor-gestural. behaviors include: . Eharing (paésing back

o and forth) play or work-related materials; using the same object

or material (playing checkers), holding hands; pats on ‘the head

v N _—

. or back; hugs; hand slépé. Specific yogaljvggbal behaviors in- -

-

, . - ., clude pésiti&e exclamagioﬁg ("'Nice goiﬁg,?J"Cre;t"); praisiﬂg T

physical appearance or asq£r?-k"That's a’pretty coat"); questions

e ‘ " "Whére's the bat," VDo &ou have the time"). All osher general
copversation between_fé:fiy members and target child that does _

ag’ . not qualify“as Negative Social Behavior. . *

)

i v *

A ‘ _ B)- Negative Social Behavior - this general cétegory of interaction

includes both motor-gestural and vocal-verbal bghaviofé. Speci-~
. . N ) .
fic motor-gestyral behaviors “include: Hitting with hand or ob-

jeqt;|ﬁuﬂﬂng.tp.ground; 3icking;'sﬁealing or taking away play -

objects or private items (watph)§ destroying a construction of

=\




~ R " another child or adult (as a bloek tower); S:ting; throwing .
. objeots at another person: Specific vocal-verbal behaviors

- : include: insults to others ("You dummy," "Billy is a Fatty");
: ; " * negative évaluations of performance ("You can't hit worth beans," ;
N "Suzie, you.never get it right"), name calling - ("Idiot " "Weir-
a Re N -

- ’ . do");. excluding others ("You can't play,” "We don't want you )

." - .. here"); refusing to comply with others' requests. ("No, it's s
mine"). . >

>

I) ‘Appropriate Non-Social - this category of child behavior includes

‘L * .
. setting! but that do not involve direﬁt interactions with family

. a wide variety of behaviors that are appropriate in the home

- - ‘ members. Examples would be: doing dishes, completing homework,

. . : “Teading books or magazines, playing with a game or tdy. o /
N e .

P B = . ¢

J) lnapprOpriate Non-Social - this category of child behavior in-~

. ]

‘~. . ) cludes a wide variety of behaviors that generally reflect non-

participation in ongoing activicy or'ﬁreaking obvious rules of -
= conductk Examples of specific behaviors would include: 1leaving

the area without permission; being.placed in "time—out" (asked

-‘ . ° ' &
.+ to sit down, to leave an activity); engaging in some activity

. ‘ that is not currently sanctiongd (throwing a ball during the
¥ . . neal). . ‘
. . - Observational ll’rocedures',;’».al

The following éequence_of observation was in effect for each 30-minute
school sessionf during the first minute the former RIP client was observed,
followed by the predesignated geer #1 the second minute, the RIP client the

third minute, peer #2 the fourth minute, and so on, , Ehus, for each 30-minute

oot
}'u..‘!k
]




»

— . i

CLa :
. . . ‘ »

®

session, 15 minutes of data were collectett on the former client and 15 .
~ + . \“

minutes on members of thg'peer group, All térget behaviors were recorded

‘ - y - .
A L N L
as they occurred within consecutive 10-sec intervals. Interval changes

: ’

-

v

were cued via an aud;o cassette. As soon as any of the target béhavi@rs
occurred, they were recorded, hoyever, anly one occurrence of each cate-
gory could be entered ln a 16:;;c inte;vaf. Ui}ng’this system i: was

. . ' . possible to have intervals.séored with in(compa‘tible,beh\aviors (e.g.(,moﬁ- . ‘
’ task; off-tésk). fgsitive an . .

. coding sheet such that it was

negative interactions were emtered on a

ossible to determine whether a focal subject‘

7

. or another child initiat‘ these‘behaviors. \

. . . Y
’ During the ‘three $0-minute home observations, thg*former RIE‘c}fént .

-

. ‘ - [4 - -
was the continual focus of ‘observation. T&erefore, only social exchangés

[ ¢ ’ [

in which this child was a participant were recorded. With one exception,

« ~ all other procedures for Eollecxing data In sehool were epployed during

‘ home observations, - . . . . -
\ * . .
- ' Observer Training and Reliability Assessment . N .
I 4 a

Eight observers were trained over a 3-week period on school and home

observation systems. Observers practiced on both videotapes andsin actual

&
s -

classrooms (not.-used in the étudy). Each observer was given an observér $o

L]

)

tional manugl‘to'read along with sbecific feedback on scoriﬁg"behavior

categories. \§rior to conducting any observations on former clients, each

observer had to reach a level of 907 agreement with anofher rater on
. . A~ . R
three 30-minute sessions, Agreement was calculated on an interval basis ) .-
o - ¢ i o . «
’ for eéchfﬂategory of behavior. For example, if during one '10-sec inter-

! - z

val-observer A recorded On-task," "Off-tésk,ﬁ and "Positive'sédial Re-~

inforcement” and “observer B recorded "On~task,¥’and "Off task' only, then’

' -
»




" .this interval would be scored as havipg two instances of agreement\hng_/ . '

-

. one instance of disagreement. Agreement,percentage was then calculated

.4 =

for each behavior category by dividing the total number of agreement in-

stances by that number,plus the total number of disagreement instances

< _ and multiplying by 100. On ZOZ of all 30—miﬂute observation sessigns .

observer agreement\was assessed,

< Problem BehaVior Checklist - .

. "In school, the former clients primary teacher completed a modified

’

K

version of the Walker Problem Checklist (1970) for these youngsters and
~ each of th four classroom peers., The checklist, which contains 50 prob—
. lem statements calls for the rater to determine whether each statemenlﬁ!

5 =+ 1s or is not applicable to the child in question, Nine new items were o -

interspersed throughout the inventory. Each item represented some index

.
»

» of academic problems. For example, retention in grades, referral Jfor *

‘ Py -

specialized testing, assignment to a special education cl)ss, and a fail-

1S

»

- ing grade in an academic subject, were assessed . “ .

v I the homelsetting, one parent, usually the,mdther, completedrthe ‘

, . modified Walker checklist.

. . / Results

- Observer Agreement .

Table 3 depicts the ranges and mean percent agreement for each be~.
: T

»

- havior category assessed, .

Adult Behaviors in School

B3

W

-

, Adult behaviors directed toward the former RIP clients and class

? peers showed no evidence‘of differential attention. Specifically, 52%
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he ‘ \k - \: - L]
’ T ¢ . TABLE 3
- o L iy
~ . ® RANGE AND MEAN PERCENTAGE OF OBSERVER AGREEMENT
L oo ’ . " FOR EACH BEHAVIOR CATEGORY *
' . (INCLUDES HOME AND SCHOOL DATA)
59‘ . " s b i~
rt - . - = - . - L
Behavior Catqgor& - Range of -Mean Agreement

‘ . . Agreement Percentage Perpentage )
‘ Adult&Co'mmand, Demand, Reque;zt ., 82-100 96 .
1 . f ; RepeétedfCommand, Demand, Request ) 75;100‘ 9? |
‘Positive Social Reinforce;nc ' . 82100 92
Negative Feedback- 75-100. 90
- a_J" - Cpmpllénce to Adult Command Demand, |
‘ Request 83-100 94
‘ Non—Cbmpliance to adult'CommanH, " ‘ . -
- v Demand," Request 85-100 ‘97 '5
‘ “ . On-task. Lo e o 80-100 90
.‘* . Off-task ’ 77-100 95 ¥
L:;'. ‘. fositive Social Beﬁavior ‘ 7%—100 52 .
. Negati'v; 'Social Behavior T, '*‘65-100 .. 93 e
] L Appropriate Non—?ociél i gg&&po - 97 i ;}
A." . In&pgropriate Non-S&cial i 79-100 L 9 ', .
& — , {
T . '6f tﬂe instances of cdmmands, demands,?énd requests were directed ag" -
£ T ’former clients with the remaindér aimed at peers. .Giveh the occurrehce§ .
hff. | ‘ of ;hild non—comﬁliance;Fheré was a %30 probability that adults would °

of this occurrence for class peers.

forcement rarely occurred.

B

.direct another fdentical request to former clients and a ,12 probability
Instances of Positive Social Rein-

Adults reipforced former client, compliance




AN : 102

4% of the time and-peer compliancd 5% of the time;’;Qnttési behavior by

. o former clients and péggs was treinforced oq_gae avérégé, 2 and 1% of the
time respectively. OEcukreqces of Negative Feedback aléo were observed

¢ ° infrequently, Givenlaﬁ!episode of‘ch}ld non—cohpliande, adults gave ~
. . ’ . -
former clients and peers Negative,FeedbaqKVIZ and I4% of the time, re- 7

ﬂ spectively. Given an incidence of off-task bekavior by former clients
. Y ' Of peers, Negdtive Feedback was provided 2 and 1% of the time, respec-
s tively.

s - X
<&

Former Clients' and Peers' Behaviors in School

. ) buring Group Academic Instruction the forper RIP clients and class-

’

joom peérs maintained a high leve&\of compliance. For the former clierts,
‘ . ,

complianci'oggaxred, on the average, following 89% of the Commands, De-

'

mands, or agdéésts, with a range across the 40 children of 60~1bOZ. Aver-

.

aged data for classroom peers showed that 87% of Commands, Demands, or

&y
. - Requests were met with compliance, ranging from 53-100%. Within each
. classroom there was remarkable homogeneity in compliance response patgerns.
; ) ’ .- ! 3
A » } Spec¢ifically, the level of compliance percentages ranged within Elassrooms,

N

on the average, less than 12%. ~

e e — =0 examination of on-task behavior levgds da;ing Group Academic In-
\ 3
i struction also showed a clo%e correspondence between former RIP clients

“ ‘ fand class peers. The former RIP clients were observed to be on-task dur-

ing an average of 86% of the recording infér%?is, ranging from 69-100%Z.

LS . ’ . *

The classroom peers were observed to be on-task during 87% of the record-

- . ing intervals, ranéinﬁ from 52-100%. As with compliant behavior, there

o

- was minimal variability in children's on-task behavior within each class—

.
L3

- Q‘room. For each class studied, the average level of on-task behavior

baried less than 15%. -

I

Y
s
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When the children were observed during unstructured freé play or

¢ ©

gym, both former RIP clients and peers consistently engaged in Qs?avioz ‘;

appropriate to this setting. Former RIP clients and peers averaged 90
I B ’ . . -} / . M

and 93% of/the fecording intervals engaged in appropriate behavior, re-

- E

spectively, Appropriate behavior lévg}s ranged from 80-100% for both

ggodps of children. =

The positive and neg%tiVe interaction patterns of former RIP clients

and class peers are depicted in Table 4. .

TABLE 4 _ ,

Range and mean percent of intervals in whi{gﬁ§ormer RIP clients
and classroom peers engaged in positive a negative social in- !
itiations; and, the range and mean percent of intervals in which
positive and negative social initiations were received by former
RIP clients and classroom peers,
. Y X

§
‘\‘/ Behaviors Initiated Behaviors ReleiVed

Positive Social Negative Rositive Social Negatiye Soctal
¥ -

\ .

= ‘ &
..

.
v

Tli6sy . 0-12% 4-22% 0-5%

>

x = 32% x = 2%

Clients

- 62%

PeerN g

31% X = 2%

Classyoom , Eoémax RI?

1 .
. \ I;
The results of t~test comparing both groups of children on each of

. ' .
the behavior categories observed in school tevealed no significant dif-

t o .

ferences,
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Demographic Variables Affecting Pnéttreatment Behavior in'School

Afbariety of statistical procedures were used to assess the rela-
N / M
tionship between demographic characteristics and posttreatment measures,

For example, multiple linear regression (Kerlingar & Pedhazur, 1973)

¢

|
was used initially to investigate whether any of, the following variables

were predictive of schdol performance on any of the child behavior cate-

goribs: sex of client, race of client, birth order, number of siblings,

percent attendance during scheduled clinic sessions, mother's age, family
intactness_(presence of mothet and father in hom:), famii; income 1evel,
mothers: educational level, years away from the program, age t}eatment.
began, rapidity &:th which child met initial behav1oral crxterralln GT#

-

and rapidity with which mother met initial bekexioral criteria in GT. ‘

Each’of the‘above listed items was treaéed as an independent variable in °
regression eqnationswin which the dependent variable was comprised of one
of the child behavior categories, The only independent.variable or demo~

graphic characteristic that predicted outcome measures was age tregtment.

1

began. Specifically, this variable was related to current levels of com-

pliance, on-task behavior, and positive interaction initiated and received,

On each outcome measure, the earlier treatment began the more favorable

was the current level ‘of behavior.

N +

. ! .
The demographic variables were also studied independent of one another,

e -

éééggﬁéusing one-wa& analysis of variance to study the influence of dichotomous
variables (e.g., sex, race, family intactness) and Pearson Product Moment

cprrelation cqefficients to examine the influence of continuous variables
- - N ,
(e.gvg birth order, number of siblings, mother's educational level, years-

@

away from xhe program, etc.) on all possible outcome measures. «Once

N -

-€
»




'the age treatment began variable.

- were found* getween age treatment began and p051tivefinteract10n (-.23,

I PR . .
L

again, the only,statistically significant finUing was associated with

- 4

Here, moderate negative correlations

iAo .

\
p ¢.10), compliance (- 38! P £.05), and,on-task behavior ( '26, p< 10).

. . - 4 7
.
&

-

Parents' -Behavior in the Home ° ;o ¢

« With few exceptions, parents of former clients engaged in patterns

-of interaction with the target child that resembled the management skills

that they were taught three to nine years ago. On 25% (range across g

’

parents of l8-40%) of 'the available opportunities these parents provided

.positive social yreinforcement to their children for compliance to a com-~

‘ﬁ—; — -

mand, demand, or request. It should be, noted that .this-level of feedback
. e
for apprgpfiate child Ppehavior ‘was sid ggges,that provided in claSSrooh

Y

settings.’ Also, on the few occaeions on which noncompliance was noted, N

no negative feedback or repeated requests were observed. Also, there was

no evidence that parents responded to their children when they engaged . "

in appropriate.or inappropriate ‘non-social activity.
[ .

Former Clients' Behaviors in the Home

'

A level of compliance that closely marched that observed in the .

classroom setting was found in the home. Here, former clients complied

fon the average, with parents’ _commands, demands, and requeSts on éQA of

the occasions (range across children of 0r972).

- o
3
[y

Inappropriate non-social activity by former RIP :&iente seldom oc-
. 3
curred in the home setting. Less than one-half of 1% of the total number

of observation intervals was scored as containing an episode of inappro-

P

. /

priate nonsocial activity.
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Examining the Social interactions of former RIP clienpts in their

[ A3

home setfings reveals two majer trends. First, over 97% of all'inter=
action episodes were positive in nature (range across children of 85-

) 100%). Second, the positive social qxchangés in which these chilkdren
* - ( ' E ! XN o '. i ’
participated were quite reciprocal. That is, there was an equal percent

of interactions fnitiated by former clients (52%) and social bartneff

~

® won. - ,

o
t ]

z
H

- Demographic Variables Related to Former Clients' Home Behavioé?é

~ . .
In an initial series of analyses, multiple linear #egression proce-

PR dures were used this time to investigate whether any of the demographié
14 - .

[ )

characteristics werg/%redictiyg of former client behavior in the home

setting. Each demographic variable was treated as ak independent vari- {

2 ©
. able in regression equations in which the dependent variable was com-

' prised of one of.ghe child behavior categories (i.e., compliance to parent

' requests, positive and negative interaction, appropriate and 1na}>propri—

N A Y

ate non-social activity). Only two demographic variables were found to

-

- predict current performance in the home. Specifically, age treatment

[ v

/ + began was associated with currént levels of compliance and positive social
. <
. interaction. For each of these outcomes, earlier treatment was related
/

-

to more favorable levels of behavior. The other demographic variable

3

e related to child*behavior in the home waﬁ/Jamily 1ntactness, which was
(] »
associated wigh the qompli ce only.' Here, iytact families tended to
Ga A ! .
have_children who were more éemplian;.' T,

“The demographic variables were also studied independent on one an-.

: othér, using one—way analysis of variance to study the influence of

L

. diéﬁotomous variables and Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficient
= .

} .
i . S ‘. . -

)
} -y
o
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-gselected class peers were remarkably similar, . On the average, teachers

‘children who were significantly morS compliant (F = 4,76, p. < .0l). |

4

-

to examine che;ihfluence of continuous variables on all child behaviors
' * e Y .
in the home. Age treatment began was highly correlated with child com-

“

pliance (~.49,Jﬁ‘<.05), positive interactjon (-.52, p. <.05), and ap— %

propriate non-social b@ﬁavior (-.Q?, P«{.05)." Intact families had f?h

> . .
> N 1 N “ N
¢
[ L 4
e

Problem Behavior Checklist Data

Data from the teacher- and parent-completed modification of the

-

Walker Problem Behavior Checklist revealedd four primary outcomes. First,

-

there was a highly sighificant positive correlation. between teacher- and
parent-completed checklists on former RIP clients (.81, p. <.01). An

anébysis of discrepancies between teacher and parent ratings for individual

N

' E S
children produced no consistent disagreement pattern.

“

Second, the teacher ratipgs of former RIP clients and their randomly

identified 8 problem behaviors for formgﬁ RIP clients (range of 0-40)

and for class peers (rénge of 0-50). A t-test between the groﬁps' ratings
’ - -

by teachers did not approach statistical significance. .
A . -,

Third, none of the former RIP clients had previously been referred
for specialized testing or special services because of behavior problems.

Several of the children in both groups had experienced academic learning

-

problems (i.e.; retained in grade, placemént in learning disabilities

*

resource room)’

& ¢

-

finally, childnep's ratingé'on the checklist were found to-corrélate

significantly with a number of the observational measures. Specifically,
F . 1

there were éignificant negative correlations between the number of-

-

ehaviors {scored by either teacher or pé}ent) and

. :

identified problem b
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@ . : ‘

. Ve )

-

lewels of on-task (-.59, p. (fUS), compliance (-.64, p. {.05), and posi-

-
.

{ tive interaction in school (-.61, p.{.05). 1In the home setting there
L )
were significant negative correlations between problem behaviors iden-

v tified and compliance (-.48, p (.05), positive interaction (-.62, P

{.05), and appropriate non-social activity”(-.Sé, p L.OSS.

-

Discussion

-
H

* The results of this long-term follow-up studx showed that: a) com-

Pl

mands, demands, or requests made by parents were very likely to be

( followed by former .clients' compliance; b) former clients' social in-

) teractions in the home were overwhelmingly positive and their non-social
\ . .
_behavior was by and large appropriate; c) parent behavior in the home

was consistent with the child management skills taught many years égo;

¢ ‘ - \ |

A -~ '

d) there were_no differences between the compliant,:on-task, social in-
teraction and apprOpriate/inapprOpriate nonsocial behaviors of former
‘ c11ents and randvxly selected class peers; e) there were no differences

»

in teachers' commands, negative feedback, positive social reinforcement,

[ 5

and repeated commands that were directed toward either former clients

or randomly selected class peers; f) both teachers' and ;arents' rating

¢ " of former clients on the modified Walker Problem Behavior Checklist were
. highly correlated; .g) there were no differences in teachers! rating of

former clients and class peers; and h) of all the studied demographic

variables only age treatment began and family intactness were related
~ ’

|
A i
IW

to current levels of/behavior.

Those datachllecced in the former clients' home setting reveal a
1 " .

clear maintenance of treatment effects for both parent and child. High

l

-

levels of compliant behavior by former clients were maintained on a schedule

» // B =
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of positive feedbick by parents that closely matched that provided™Ndur-

ihg the Differential Reinforcement II phése of active treatment. The
- ‘ . - . )
'’ stability of parent and child behavior change is further documented ‘by

the lack of correlation between the variable of '"years away from the |

)

’ 3 ~ : R . * .
program' and home-based outcome’s. The mechanisms responsible for the

- . & . - .
. -

observed mgintenaéce of parent and child behavior change cannot be
specified fully. However, the fact that intact families had children
who were significantly‘mbre compliant in the home setting is suggeétive
of_; number of socidl learning explanations. First, intact families

may offer the opportunity for more intensive home programming with boti®

\
mother and father using differential atfention procedures, Seconds, as

-

suggested by Reisinger, Frangia, and Hoffman (1976), fathers' praise of

their wives' efforts at oppOsitionai child training haség'positivé im-
pact on child behavior change. Obviously, in non-intact families this

potential source of encouragement for mothers' efforts would not be

¢
1

available, it should also be nof%% that Strain et él.'(1981) have sﬁown
' M " P]

“previously that intact families in the.RIP program have a greater like-
iihood of completing théiéntire fo&r—phase treatment than ngﬁ—iépact -
families. - ~

Observational data collected in ;he-school setting are suggestive
of the generalizat%on of child\compiiaqce (the initial treatment objec- l
tive) acroés settinés. .Moreover, the social validity of ;Pis generalized
behavior change is evidenced by the comparqpi]ity in levei of compl;ance
exhibited by former clients and class géers and the similar beha;ior
ratings of these two groups by teachers. Of course, no pretreatment

level of school~based compliant behavior by the former c¢lients is available.

4

i

o

W
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<0 Base& on WalkerAChecklist data it is possible to say that throughout
. Y . ‘ * 1] A . ‘ . .

their elementary school careers the former clients had not engaged in .

.F

. .
. problem behaviors that were of such a congern to- cause them to be re-

—
-

” - .
! ) ferred for specialized testing or. services., While other reports of

X > ) Iy ¢ I3 - . -
non-programmed generalization of appropriate behavior are not un- .

common (e.g., Cooke & Apolloni, 1976; Forehand, Sturgis, McMahon, Aguar; ’
,/' Fo Grecen, Wells, & Br'einer,"i1979; Kifer, Lewis, Greene, & Phillips, 1974),

the present results are unique in two respects.. First, levels of appro-

priate behavior (compliance) in the initial treatment setting and “in

3

the school setting are<guite comparable. Typically, some decrement in

\ ' appropriate behavior is noted under general;*atlon assessment conditions.

Second, it haJ been npted ‘that generalization effects often "wash—out"

‘.

aver a. short period of time (Stokes & Baer, 1977). - However, this across-

setting effect was shown to persist for three to nine years after active . _
v . ! . ~ . "
,I intervention, P #

Another major set of outceme measures involved the assessment of

.

children's home and school behayiors that, have been shown to be associated

P

with globally defined indices of academic and social competence (Strain,

1980). 1In the home setting, the former‘clientsﬂ;social interactions were

predominatl& positive and their non-social behaviors were similarly appro-
! - .

priate. In summary, the former RIP clients' behavior in the home coula

’
(S

be accorately described as complégnt, appropriate,land quite positive.
This picture of behavior in the home is a profound departure from the

tprannical, oppositional,yp%ysically aggressive behavior that char-

acterized these youngsters' home behavior ppon referral to the program.

The maintenance of parent and child behavior outcomes in the home,

*

. y ﬂsetting expands upon Forehands et al's (1979) demonstration of

.




*

‘than those youngsters treated in earlier efforts. The influence of the

- 5

: ‘ TRy . .
: s L C
posttreatment changes at 6 and 12 month follow-up pqints., The schoql-

based data on former clients:are, however, in conflict with much of the
available follow-up and setging generality data on oppositional child

i

training (e.g., Forehand etzal.; 1979; Johnson, Bolstad, & Lobitz, 1974;

Wahler, 1969; 1975). In these reports, no evidence of positive, acrossj‘

-

setting behavior change has been documented., A wide array of subject
and serviceodeliVery differences may account for the divergent findings.

First, the children referred to the RIP program were, as a group, younger

age variable is clearly documented by the relationship found between

E » P4 .

‘age treatment began and numerous outcome -mEasures, Exactly how the var—
g L

iable of age may mediate long-term outcomes is unknown. 'However, a logi-

®

cal assumption is that”deviant behavior patterns become more resistant

o immedidte and long-term change when they have occurfed over an in-

easing number of years (Achenbach 1975' Strain et al, 1981),

An obvious procedural difference between oppositional child train—

ing, in the RIB system and that used by other investigators is the train-

1
-

ing agent.o In the RIP system only experienced pa{ents were used to

train child management skills, 1In all other reported efforts, profes-
w > o=
sionals or professionals—in-training were responsiblé for training the
i ' -
parent. The use of parents as trainers may enhance 1ong—term child be- .

& .

havigr change-for the following'reasons. For example, one might. Togi~

Ed
-

iglly'conclude that the requirement of training‘obhers, when combined
with one's own 6raining in dfﬁkerential reingorcement procedures would

lead to greater cénceptual understanding and clinical skills. than - .

participating as the focus of training alone. Each of the mothers in

-

this foll.ow—upg‘r'oup had, to .var'ying degrees, been responsible for the '

- ‘ . . )
L e R, . .
+ .

12

4 (o

g ‘ " , 11-1%
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instruction of their peers in the treatment paradigm. Also, since these
parents generally were successful in training others, they'might be more

inclined than "non-trainer" parents to influence the behavior of school
* “ t . - .

-

personnel toward their children (i.e., to encourage the use of behavioral
A 3

techniques). While no systematic followf;P déta are availaB}e, many |
followdué contacts with parents h;ve indicated that they oftgn suggested
to school personnel that diff;rential reinforcemené procedures'mighc be
used if and when aﬁy problem behaviors occurred (Qimﬁ,‘l98l).

In summary, the results of this follow-ap study>iﬁdicape that oppo-

il -

sitional child training, in which‘parenﬁgfpfé used as intervention agents
y ‘ ' :
and instructors of other parents, may result in long~term changes in the

’

appropriate behavior repertoire of preschool children with severe be- .

I

1
havior problems. Moreover, ‘the present data indicate.that long-term

. - .

- ~ - >
outcomes aLg enhanced the earlier treat-is begun and that%intact families
N o~
are more likely than non-intact fémi;}es to maintain treatment gains.

. e

&

S —— e
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DISTRIBUTORS:

needed so that parents
know just what their
legal rights are, and
what the schools shou
be doing to educate
their children. CHILD
CHECK is designed to
provide that awarenes:

-P. DAVID KURTZ, PH. D.
SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WOF
UNIVERSITY OF TENNE

Lawkell PROBUETIORS] INc.

P.O. BOX 666, MENDOCINO, CA 95460

(707) 937-0536




The purpose of the Child-F)ind Program is to
identify all childrengfrom birth to 21 years of
age, who have any Wandicapping condition

whatsoever—physical, emotional, speech, sight,
language, hearing, learning disabilities or
mental retardation.

* Inrecent years almost 1 % of the children
served by public schools\yere verified as
handicapped. Learning fdroblems and
disabilities are the most common,
followed by speech impairments and mental
retardation. Physical handicaps account for only
%. Behavior problems in young children occur
frequently, and parents should be aware that these can
be as limiting as any others,

*
3

4

Despite the-mandate of the Child-Find laws, it is clear that'most handi-
capped children are not discovered until they start school. In some
counties as few as 2% of preschool handicapped children are currently
being identified by school systems. )

The State Department of Education is required to evaluate these children
and to offer appropriate services depending on the preschoolers’ gges.

It makes no difference how mild or severe the problem is. If it could inter-
fere with the child’s ability to learn, appropriate educational services must

be provided. o

The law further states that'th
learning environment as possi
mainstream of educatjonal lif
cost to the parent.

-

ese services must be provided in as normal a
ble, so that the child is not isolated from the
e. And, these services must be provided at no

S

The MANUAL is for the use'of: Child-Find-Organizers o Workshop
Leaders ¢ CHILD CHECK Campaign Volunteers. /

It tells how to: e Conduct.a workshop for barents e Organize a.Cam-
paign e Form a Task Force e Enlist media cooperation ¢ Win community

support using the CHF.D CHECK audio-visual presentations.
Q a9
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BY PHONE

BY MAIL
s Lo vl (707) 937-0536

LAWREN PRODUCTIONS, INC.

PO BOX 666, )
MENDOCING, CALIZGRN 1A 95460

Send the complete CHILD CHECK package on these terms:
Y OPurchase [ Rental ." [JPreview®

(Please check one) !

[ The 3s mm‘Shde Tape Show
T The 16 mm Film

\

The package will colmam,two copies of the CHILD CHECK D
one copy of the CHILD CHECK MANUAL. .

PRICES:

PURCHASE: FiLM
{Color, 24 Minutes),
$340.00

FARY as well as

SLIDE TAPE SHOW
(2 Carousels, 240 shides)
. $160.00

RENTAL: $40 for one week, for either film or shde tape shq)L.

[

PREVIEW: $10(*) for either film or slide tape show.

) .
ShipKing cost 1s added 1o all shipments On rentals and previews, cusforner pays return
- postage and msurance\:. .
{*) Regional Media Centers with
request free preview privilege.

budgets and procedures for purchafe evaluation may

[

SHIPPING INSTRUCTIONS ORDER NUMBER:

SHIP TO: -
ADDRESS: .
{If youuse aP O Box, please show street also for possible UPS forwarding.)
CIiTY: STATE: 4| T
) . . N
ORDERED BY: TITLE: PHONE: 12




AUDIENCES

* Show the shdé tape or film to

PARENTS

® CLUBS

-~ e CHURCHES

® ASSOCIATIONS

® TELEVISION PROGRAMS*®

»® CLINICS

' eHEALTH CENTERS

STUDENTS/TEACHERS

k3

#® WORKSHOPS

¢ DAY CARE CENTERS

® HEAD START

1 *7 * o pTA GROUPS
ad A

® PRESCHOOL

® CHILDBIRTH PREPARATION

»

GENERAL AUDIENCES

® PARENTING

® PSYCHOLOGY

® FAMILY LIFE EDUCATION

® CHILD DEVELOPMENT

* SPECIAL EDUCATION ™

* Tuboy.sior Broadcas® 15 enc raaed
NE T NTITten (nrmvssz«;sn from the

‘t‘)r';or;,rmj‘ﬁ L
BG TN

THE BASIC PACKAGE includes two carousels containing 240 35 mm slides with one audio tape, with signal for
- automatic slide advance, or one 16 mm sound film; two copies of the CHILD CHECK DIARY; and onH:opy of the
MANUAL. Content of slide tape show and film are |dent|cal 25 minutes, color.

EVANEY.
= A

" ARBARA D
8 "'p DAVID KURTZ,




" N .
CHILD CHECK DIARIES have been distributed
~ by School Boards, Human Redources officas, PTA,
-_child carezand Head Start groups, churches, civic

x4

d E : - A ‘clubs, Departments of Public'Health and Mental- -
-GHIED-FIND 0 = S / Health, doctors, medical centers, and clinics—
AR ' : \ : B~ even by MacDonalds and Burger Kings. ™

Y
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. - BEH }dvisory Council

Nicholas.d. Anastasiow
University of Colorado
Health Sciences Center

JFK Center

4200 tast 9th Avenue v
Box (234

Denver, Lolorado 80262

’
Paul VYander Meer .
Office of Ch*14 Davelorment
Suite 122
Parkwavy Towers

 Mashville, TN 37219

Or.-Renald Wiegerink

Dirsctar

Developmental Disabilities )
Technical Assistance System

Suite 300

NCNB .Plaza

Univgrsity of Morth Carolina
Chapad Hi11, NC 27514

Ms. Carolyn Ellington .
2827 Gray Circle
Columbia, TN 38401

Ms. Alice Risner

JRt. 4, Bax 175

Tullahoma, TH 37383

Ms. Cathy White . -
620 Cleveland Street
Lebanon, TN 37087

Sr. Hobert Wahler ’
Department of Psychology

The University of Tennessee
Knoxville, TH 37919 ) k
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« (pening Statement

As you may r;ﬁember, we are conducting this s&rvey ot about
60'parent§ in your community for the RIP Eipansibn Project, which
offérs services for ‘parents and thei; preschoof'children with
behavior problems and other handi icips. ke want to find out 7 oW
different parents view the yrowith and dcve oprent of ncrmal -

D
and handicapped children., We also want to Lnow wiat narents
think tha roale of cun %omm*rit& is ip §Jrv€%§ headirapped childrapn,

This Anformatior will help uz %0 “ad-rstend children, beiter a4

plan for the snecial nz2eds of parer : ...
The su.vey tazkes abeout 20 tacw . P11 epad ERiEEETUT AN AN e
*
you trow this form, and ther 1°17 syt uun vou: answaer You. san
. .
read tre questions along with nea Loy A i iale Lhe nuestions
o ",

are seeking your ideas and o

| .
Taformatior about your family. %o one will hnow hew you @nsweyr
these juestions except you, me and the {roject staff. Your answers
wii! be grouped with those of other pcrﬂnts in your town. You may

fuse to answer any of the qu Sf10n5 and you may stop the sirvey

at any tTmn ?'

Your coaperation in this survey is most valuable because it
helps us under§f§hd children. The project would not be ﬁossibig
without :the felp of parents like }ou.

Do you have any questions? -

-

:

Beford we begin the survey 1 will read the Informed Consent
Form which I'will ask you to sign. ‘This Torm will be kept separate

from your anszwers and will be the only pluce whera 1 will ask you
A ,.i

to sign your name. This forg i3 @ necesary formility.

i

147




L
F “ Ten
P4
A
t
. Informed Consent Form .
I- understang that my participatiaon 4n this supvey s -
[ . A
. voluntary, understand that thespurpose of rhe survey is to

find out parents’ views on the growth and development of rormal
1, § -

and nandicapped children, vhat the Community <an do g heln

Nandicapped children, 25 weil as, qame EPanral Yitappntio.

about ~y famijy, . .

I undersiaig that I can ask ary ?Ué%i??ﬂs Tomav o have o,
‘that they will bea answvered as compicraiy as po;iib?g. i
Turderstand that my answers and my- nime will he Kept con;
fidential, { understand that-1 am free to stOﬁ/; is interviey

at any time,

By sfgning this forp T glve my permission for my

to Fe used and | agree to Participate ip this survey,

hEEY

Date Signature

fiy!
M

s
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ANDIC'X?S CAN BE PHYSICAL, EMOTIONAL, Bf,Av:(fa Sprigr, & 0 L et

, C i, LLCH, .
. HE I T rMg IELL ac wr - :
HEARING OR LEARNT: G PROBLEMS, AS AELL AS MenTaL Ré?AR?ATfO&. 9151 TEL]
T

S WHETHER y0U STRONGLY AQRTE, AgRtC, Gresaorg

A . N
ROHGLY D &GREE O? A NOT SURE THERE A0 KO KICST o HEOHE akSiWi s, o LD
Fg&’fﬁf FIRST QUESTION:
TR 4 ’ . AN . ! i;
- ~. : i iy
. . P Xi — i'
) e . Stronal, fAgree (Di.agre g"rcrz]) N
. . Agiee ] stsa jree )t Su
, o - h.___"-i“- e
“;. Parents are often the last tg - ? ! !
nctice handicaps in thair own : ; ! ! S
cnildren. : 1 - | ‘
. e + i R b b L ——y
" [ [ !
¢. Most mentally rnta*aed chxxd,enf i | Y
cannot learn very much. i ' i '
. - ettt f St
Y . i ! 5
3. Usvally, parents of handi icapped ; : ’
chiidren should learn special skills S | 3
to keip with their th.«r:n‘s develop- i ’
nent, ! g __,_M“~____“.“"____huwéfnv_
‘.‘u - i ; *
&, Most handicapped children would b ? . iy
Lister off if *ne/ Tived 2t home witp | - , {
3 - i t ' i
**e;r,ram%;wes. B ; P i H |
Tt ! . : i i '
- i 3
Prayer 9ften haips wentally T j .
.wz:w-si vhildren become Tike oiher ‘
1 Tjrfn _ ;’ - .
e et ; S S L it R ;
Parents who think their cnhild is f’$ -
ueﬁﬂtcapp:d should seek Fe1p RS
rmodiately, ; ) P R i
ot Mentally retard ed children usua¥iy
/ fahrh up with othar children after 3
few yeara in school. * o . | A
ks ﬁard capped children should be .. - N,
iént to school at a vounger age than . ! ’
gihar children. - .« - : % -
'. The family doctor should be the . ! "
nain person responsible for noticing e 5 L
~andicaps in cnilaren. _“”»j_mw&4ﬂhd~‘ﬂ*_w_vwm_d_m_ .
. . . ; !' / ) t N
. Pt is hara to live with noct L | | ' -
v rzndicapped chiidran, L “ﬂﬂm;;i;iuh%_,-f e N L .
& « ; *
~ 1. Education 1s not as impo-tant b : ; ;
_fnr a hanéiga;ped AT a5 iU b co ; '
tor a2 ngrmal chil- , i : ! e e
T T T s e s e TTTTTT T T e - ’ i i




R . . Strong]y Agree Disag?eé Stroné?y Not
I . L Co Agree Disagree Sure

. Most hand@%apped chﬂdren shoﬁ!dg
* beegiparated from normal children. 3

4

[ ]

. 13. Normal children become 1dke . ) .
‘- + handicapped children #f 'they p1ay . Q. -, .
"7 with them too much. .

14, /ﬁ; would be better off if most .
handicapped children were sent off. ) , /
to a_special home. . l : ’ . .

=

315. A handicapped child is a God- . * R
"given burden whom parents should not : 5?; 1o »
try to change T - ! S

i

® 1 ) -
. .

o |

TN THE NEXT szcr)&w YOU CAN GIVE YOUR OPTNIGNS ON_WHAT CHILDREN CAN DO AT -

L]

: CERTAIN AGES. FOR EACH QUESTION T READ. 79 Y0L. TELL ME WHETHER YOU THINK
“ ALMOST ALL, MOST, SOME OR VERY FEW CHIL UREN bAéggg WHAT T ASK AT AHAT AGE. ~
Lf Y04 DG %GT WANT TO PICK ONE OF THESE CHOICES YOU MAY VANSWER "NOT SURE.

?‘f&s .

N xLL STAR: HI!H QU STIONS Gﬂ THREE AND FOUR MO%TH OLD CHILDREN.

. | - \

‘:.,

. Almost ;?nst fSome Nery Not sure
- - AT o ‘ Few | ° Coe
.- . e '
=1 —— n r h ",, 1 = '
a ‘.;b Bo- thres Month'old babies smile | ¢ .
¢ 1*hou* Heing ‘touthed o1 talked to? . i P &
@ . \ ] v, -
17. Can trree month sld ‘babfes Sit . e =
yit hout sugpog;? \ yid
- v . T2 ; aly
faur ag;;g dlds -hold, ® B ‘
for 8 @en seronds? S T
TR
' . 3 : o
i 4'0k OWE QLESTIONS 0ﬂ THELVE MONTR oLbs. ' ' SR
Y, " = . ‘ - . " 'y
U T, - B | ,A?most Most| Some [Very |} HNot sure
—r——— e SRR R A1l ® | Few
. ’ 10 ) . 3 : ) ; &
. 19. san 12 *onth o}d zhildren play . !
y pat-a-cake, "so big," Lr wave. hyex |, .’ ] RN
{j&_, . a - "—’_' @ ‘« .b
.26, f‘:;n i2 qmnt_h iﬂd chi'!dr-on wa?k o ) g ’
up shairs w ti‘aut haw@ng on to ‘ : |
2rything? i g | %
21. Can 12 month old children Lo;g 1. [ :
-, sounds such as mmm or gaal Vo= ) ! y '
’ o . ﬁ*h S ] — —ee— N




Py

e

lost

Some | Very

Few

-

-

22, Can 1240onth old
SPovn td eat without

cnildren wsa 3
spilling much?

LAV

3. Can 12 month old
"5mall things like
he thumb anc one fin
INTERVIEW
UP_SMALL ITEH.) .

i

L ol S

ER: DEMONSTR

children Bick
raisins using |
ger? { NOTE ToO -
ATE By PICKQ&§°

~

[Eov—
-

o

-

23. Can 12 month old ck
least 10 words?

ildren say
‘

13

BCY

t

a

9 b ;1 . L
ABOUT 18 HONTH OLOSw

"'L&H I

13

il
W

I
Il
I

ASK You SOME QUESTIONS

- $

qy‘m :

WiLL
I,

|
o i

-
Lo
wy
[
L)
=
()

ot

B ’ - I
P v a

e e e

1

nlds wash and dry - - ; '
2noLch *hat the )
2ompletely

L3 o
2.502p on ., then

‘2. Can 18 mentn
“heir hands well
fands are almast

*

PR e  — o= ——

dry and | . i
ve o S ! '

: ' ; - | i ! 5
“ie Cant18 month oVds scribbie.on - ! L !
mper withoyt help when given a = :

cil?

-;h

- r—— e,

jal
w3

7. Can monih olds

irst and last n2%es?

o e o sy o o e

Can 18 month olds follow commands
i~h as “shut the dobr,"” or Jget
r_shoes?" i ]

au

a,.
3

*
#

5. Can 18 month o1d

s drink from
S.Cup With no-help w

ithout spilling?

3. Can 18 month '0lds copy

a good
traight up and down 1ine? .

—y

1 =
2

F

ABE ON 2% YEAR OLDS.

P

"0 KEXT QUESTIONS

N ¢

Very
Few

- r—

F. Cen 2% years olds cut
«15€ors?

with &

s mtmansore o st g

“an 2% year alds jain in
aNSery pryms- v o s nyging )
i ‘JY t%Q T T ’ . i"‘
: ‘ T & .
i/ /! u‘(:_‘i: § "Z
{ , e L




aMost

=

Very
Few

-

Not sure °

"33, Can’ 2% year olds put on some of
their own clothing such as shorts,
shirts, and ‘sweaters?

I‘

34, Can 2% year olds throw 4 ball
overhand to a Qerson?‘(DEHONSTRATE,
OVERHAND ‘THROY) o

-+ 35. Can 2% year olds button,up'any'

¢lothing? - : %
36, Can 2% year olds iéentify cor-
rectly at least three of these

olors: red, blue,.yellow, green:?

—

THE LAST GRO

it
U

P ARE THE 4 YEAR 0LDS.

o

ot E
— -t
ot

=¥

. U)
e

L

w

 ©

£ =3

) (.
37. Can children of 4 y4£3rs be -
. expected to go on errands outside
the home, such as taking something
to a neighbor's house?

T T

N
k)

38. Can children of 4 years understand

the meaning of cold, tired, hungry? -
.For example, if asked "What do you

do when you're tired?" do tpey answer
- "sleepy" or "go'to bed?"

R —

children of 4 years catch a
ball with their hands?

38, Can
bounced

Y 40~ Can children of 4 years print a
Tew capital Tetters?

41, Can children of 4 years be left
#ith a babysftter or non-family
meimber withdout getting too upset?

-

A42. Can children of 4 years ex-

; »lain wnat at least 6 objects are-
used for such as "a knife is used
to cut things."? “




r' .
K 1
T -,
)\ C
.k .

‘fi for the chiid.

;7',‘,'_,‘4‘

WEGREE WITH THE STATEMENT ANSWER "VES,"
.60 AHEAD AND GUESS EVEN IF YOU ARE HOT

PoSI

TTV
YOU' ARE STILL UNCERTAIN YOU MAY ANSMER '%0

E
t
.\

E ABOST YOUR ANSWER.

%)

. } o N . 5 ' :
p 1 AM_GOING TU‘REAQ SOME STATEMENTS ABOQUT PUBLIC SCHQOLS, IF YOU

e

43, Publi¢ schools are required by law to.separ

normal from handicapped children. _—
‘4., If the public school a handicapped child a
does not have a special program, 'schbols, not

- are legally responsibie to find an.appropriate

LS ]

AND IF YOU DISAGREE ANSWER:"HO."

™
lo

ttends

parents,

program

45. Public scnools ark required by-law to Tet
know the detaiistof their handicapped child's
plan, - - '

.

parents
educatigna!l

46. Public schcols can !éga]]y-p]acé children

in special
bout it.

—_————

- waucation classes without talking io parents a

D b

Handicapped children have tie legat right

7.
ducstion at age 4.
=

to 3 free

68. Local puolic schools are required by law t

0.100k

fer .

&Q_d enroll--nandicapped children in school.
49. Paremts have a legal right to look at thei
ren's school records. | . i

50. Pubiic schsb?é.may legally require parents

’

1o npay

gaéra for a handicapped child's-education.

. Is any member of your immediate fami]

5]
(if no, skip to question 55.) -

o

(S 5]

. How many family members are handicapnéd?.
=

-

y handicapped? VYes

. What type(s) of

3

handicaps does (do) the family menber{s) have:

-

*

. What help has (have& this (t
' For example, special educati

social security disability money?

hese) member(s) ‘of your family received?
on, special health carc, counseling or

~

Ie anyane outside your faril

ho -7 no

— - —

o

Yy whom you know well handicppred?

skip Lo questicen 57

= N
[ .
) _ u‘_‘; ) ‘0' %
s i 3 /
5y




What type of handicap does this person have?

57. 1If parents discover they have a handicapped child, who do you think
they should turn to for help?‘

What people and aoencles 1n.your CONWUﬂ}ty prov1de help or services
to handicapped ch11dren7 i ,

N
TAT
(%]

¢

CNE OF THE PURPOStS OF THIS SURVEY IS 70 FIND OJT SOME GENERAL INFORMATION
.ABOUT THE F.MILIES IN YOUR COMMUNITY. YOUR ANSWERS T9 THE SE QUESTIONS WILL
BE REPT STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL, &OMF 0F THECE QUESTIORS ARE PERSOHAL. IF

YOU DO NOT WANT TO AN SWER PLEASE LET dE KNOW ,

- - 2 - - - I P . = - pov.

64, Are you: nmnarried, separated, divorced, singie, or widewad?

(Circle one)
69. Who.sees ‘your children if they ngve health prublers?

Narme: Speciality: 7 : |

‘ 72. How often do you get together with relatives outsice your iuwmediate
’ family who Tive outside your home? ) ) ‘

Almpnst every day or daily
Once or twice per week

Once or twice per month

A few times per year or less

. 72. How often do you get together with friends other than relatives?
. , , Almost every day -or daily . t .
' Once or twice per week, . '
Once oy twice per month
A'few‘times per year or less

. : ¥ ,
.74, Would you estimate your fam:]y S average.annual 1nche to be:

i

Under $7, 000 ’
$7,000 - $9,999 . ‘
310 000 - $14,999
$15.000 - 319,999
$20,000 pr more




S bkt e v b A r - -
*- .

= = s ¥
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gy

Parents have the major responsibility for noticing handicaps in

their children. Do you strongly agree }
. . .. ___agrau - -
disagree ' *
- . : - strongly disagree
. ‘ not sare

It is importani for parents to check .tneir children's development
regularly. Do you strongly agree
. agree
___disagree .
strongly disagree
’ - not sure
» Or seen anything
Not Sure

Hithin the past few months have You neard, read
new avout preschsol chiluren? -  Yes ho.

.;»'

the past few months where have you heard, read, or seen
atout preschoolers?. .

e o2l d ki

Préschoo}

- ~ .

“radio (wha

)

program? )

L R g '}
t program?

program (iame

Public Agency(Name

‘

“riend

Jnctorydeus

S« Church{Na~.

Ainisterilone ;

_ Newspaper{lare

S ——— e e = e

‘0%, In the past few months hdve yuu heard, .r see

usual *
same as usual " . :
usual

less than
about the
o ; more than

Rel o

@

¢

What new things have you learned about preschoolers in the past few
months? .

-

Y

¥ ¥

; ' ] .
you heard or read about a program calied CHILD
_ﬁ_No Not Sure (If No or Not Sure, Skip to 110.)

i07.

108. WRat do you think CHILD CHECK is all about? : !

L3 - g P
-

NV
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109, Where did yoy read, see o hear

4

) PreSchog Program(Kape
Y

I V(What Program? . ——J__ _Pubiic Agency (hame .-

\ —“—-——-‘f“*‘~“—‘“
& Festﬁfr(imere?. e )__Frieng . ) '

~h_ﬁandout, pamph?et(ﬁhere from2_~_~_ —_Books, Mmagazines
: ”h-ﬁ_-““-"—‘——-“-h“*5“*"*-"“““3_h“ﬁ@etfng(Spansor / |
(e T ) Other(Specyr, .
— TTTMYM———
\”‘““L__rot Sure
T ) At WOrk(Whereo .

'ﬂewspaper(@cme )T } "“‘ff_g_‘"ghhhfh"s—__Tn

— ' \ . .

' radio(hhat Program?

” - c:’-"
- - £t . N % T ' - . ' : .
1}0, Have ¥ou heara, seeq,or read aboyt 3 CHILp CHEC Qlary? Yes o
ot syr (If to-3p Not Sure, skip ¢, 115y, o T

s See gr hear about

radiolWnas Program? ' i) Frieng
._TV{Hhat Programz

_Hewsgaper{ﬂam

44}

- J Hé?ifﬂﬂ{S;ﬁﬁSQ“
_H“E_____i%m‘,‘.h_,,.“-

. }
PRy -

e S
Pgﬁter{ﬁhereh‘ _ 7ﬁj)_“;§r§§cﬁnsl pragrer{ﬁamq_a_&“ e
~ 4
Handout, barphlat {’iu‘hef*e__i_m - Puiiije »“gency:‘f‘iéf-’r:m e
. ] . '
= \—‘——e_’_- = - N — LY
. ) ‘GtﬁﬁffprC1Ty - .
“eelor(iame : '+ ) ’ “““‘“““““*‘“*‘“““_*-7
2 - Not Syre ‘
Shurch(Name . ) '
”-—*-.-"-l%_-_hh_-—_%.—"——'__._* ' N
N At work gwhere?_ 7
“?ﬁfs:er{ﬂéme ) : I
‘ —— ——
3
Did yoyu SVEr receiye , CRILD Ciecy Diary? jejg;‘ fio Rot Syra
iif No gr Not Sure, SKip tp 779}: : ’
3 == )
.. i ‘, -
& r f ™~ 3y ‘u”
) - l: *
. O . - - -
==‘ .
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i |
From whowi or where did you receive 2 :.CHILD CHE®® Diary?
. . { - ,‘.‘ - ;
Doctor{Name ) ©  Pubiic Agency(Specify . ’ }
_ AR -
3
Church(Name ) Friend R :
Minister(Name ) Relative oy
- \ 1 b @
) 3 . . ¢ ! ,
School System ___ileeting (Sponsor : )
! . .t -
Mental Heajth (Center Heaiih Department
At work __Dther(Specify , - ) ;o
4 : P ' &) = 4 3 < . -
.115. How many times nave you usSci the CHTLE CHECK ifnary to chedk your child’
develonmenti? 0 1 4 3 Y orecre ‘
: I
116. Where is your CAILD CHECY Cisry mow? {Specity rooa, =
v ‘ = V\
oo 117, Whet«should you do if you find your (*34d carn't do many ©f the thines
i listed under his-or her age on the CHILD LHELY Diary? o L
- . . - i e . ’,.1-;;&
) . ot N
118, Mest drsnts c‘ preschoolcr- sheuld use tne CuiLD CHECK Ziary to check
how we}] their children are ae&etofzng o6 you IO
sirongly agree b . T~
agree
__ dissgree . '
; % strangly disagree \
: : !";Gt syre -
. i19. Did j"u ever attend the CHJLD CAECK group instruction? _ Yes _ Ho .
: __Not Sure (If #o or Hot Sure, skip to = 122).
120. -vhat is the CHILD CHECK grozﬁ dastruction all about?
fi
121. It is important.for parents,of prescheolers to attand the CHILD CHECK
group instruction., Do you
strongly agree
- agree g
. aisagree . ,
strongly disagree )
10t sure - ’
X 122. Did 7ou see part of the CHILD (uff: Slice taye snow on tclevision in
. late March? _Yes o (f yes hoy did you wateh
' . __RBYl o7 e shou
iz2if ooy oore !
. . ‘ . -ess thon welf .
Thank' you fb aFSJQI}ﬂ( these guections, Witheut your help tha
, preject woud not have been possible ,
[
123. Mas your child screened in March, 1980 by the Paris Special School
Qo . District? Yes no
L ERIC * T g
v o . .l._;;
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METRO TELEPHONE 'SURVEY: OPENING STATEMENT - POST.

;
. o Ee f
Y

g

Hello is this Mr./Mrs "2 This is

A

5

from the RIP Expansion Project. We run preschool pro-
.grams ©or children and their parents.

) About 8 manths ago
you an<wered some questions for us about éhe growth and development
of young children. That information was very helpful in planning
service for young children. 1 would Yike to
ask yousa few more questions.

= It wild ta%e a about > - 5™Nmtnutes. What=you tell me- -
will be kept confidentxal
Your cooperation in this survey is most va!uable because
it he]ps us understand children better. The project would not
be possible without the help of parents like you.

Do you have any _questions before we begin?

Interviewee Name: Mr/Mrs. |
(Circle’ dne]

‘

Identification Number

Y
't

1»—;1
b -
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e
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examination, it shall be provided at State ,
expense. . ’ J

4 | o \
After placement in the recommended program, periodic progress - E Q UAL E D U CATI 0 NAL ‘

reports must be provided patent.

But . : S . °| OPPORTUNITIES

If after your handicapped child has been placed in the recom- v
mended program and you feel itis notinthe best interest of your child, F OR A L L
you may request another review by the evaluation team. If you do not
agree with the decision made by the team, you should make a request
inwriting to your locakschool district superintendent, asking foradue

, process hearing.

you disagree with the decision by the hearing officer, then it will .
be your responsibility to seek legal action through chancery or circuit . L E

courts. . .
If your handicapped child is not being provided any Kind of ; ’ ’ y ‘
educational programbythelocalschooldist'riet,thenyoushoutdmeet HANDICAPPED NON'HAND'CAPPED
with the superintendent of your school district to request an educa- - CHILDREN CHILDREN ‘
- tional program for your child. . . '

If you are not satisfied with the results of this request, then you
. should contact the Right to Educatlon"omtce. which will arrange to
investigate the case. v v : -,

»  ~Above All ' ' ' ;

Remember that the responsibility. for provldl}lg an appro-
priate educational program for your handicapped child rests
with your local school district.

-t

~ PARENT
INFORMATION

For further information or assistance contact:

The Right to Education Office Telephone: (615) 741-2851

State Depatiment of Education (615) 741-2963 -
Room 104, Cordell Hull Bullding

Nashville, Tennessee 37219

Authorization No. 1183

. oy - . Reprint
anintel oo of 83500 o g pomulgatedatan | - " Tennessee Department of Education :
give parents and professionals an awareness Nashville, Tennessee sl

, . May, 1979
of the rights of parents and responsibilities of .
educational agencies in the provisionofappro- | - i E. A. Cox, Commissioner
Pﬁlte services for handicapped children.” ; 020-00004R 1 - ., . 40N
t 07.80-010M M J_ (VR4
s ) ) ™ . : | _

U sy




.. TheLaw Now valdes h N )

Chapter;rzgg enn. Code Annotated, 1972 often referréd to as
“Mandator ucation of the Handlcapped provides for the

- education 6f-all handicapped personsin Tennessae, ages 4 through 21 -
3 through 21 for hearing impaired persons) -

Itmakes n difference where these persons a,;g or how severe the
- handjcap Is. s .

& . The local school d|str|ct in which the handicapped person resides
o ‘has the responsibility for providing or seguring appropriate special
education services to meet the needs of each handicapped person.

]

) ...For All Handicaps ’ .
i I your child is;

e Mentally Retarded (EMR, TMR, Profound) -’
e Speech or Language Impaired .
e Deaf or Heanng Impaired,
e Blind or Visually Limited
e Physically ‘Handicapped and/or other Health Impalrments
. mcludlng
e Homebound, Hospitalized, and Pregnancy
e Learning Disabilities including the Pekceptually Handlcapped .
e Emotlonally Disturbed
. ® Socially Malad;uSted
) * Intellectudlly Gifted... -, - o v,
‘ . Functlonally Retarded .’

and is hot being provided an appropnate educatlonal progragn for his
orherneeds, orif your child has any other needor disability tha‘ is not
being responded to in the regular classfoom setting...
,.’@ . o
 L.Through’ Local School Districts-. )
’ Then you.sho Id take steps to assxst the Ival school district in =
meeting their resp ns:blhty g

As much as is practlcable students with a handicap shaII be
educated rd classes attended pnmaruly y pupils whoare not
handucapped But Ityour child requires speclal ciasses, facllities, and
e“ se ices, then these wili be provided as much-as the handlcapplng

dition requlrek

. . ® .

i

[

=

. .ina Noim’al Envtronment . .
° . The intant of the law is to provide a Iearnmg envnronment thatis as .
A normat as poulbte ) | )
e ' : . A .

o . »
...With Necessary Support , )

e Special provisitns include: " - .

e Additional instructional materials ’

¢ Consulting teachers and specialists .

® Resource Center Personnel

" ® Special Education.Classes , s

® Home and-Hospital Programs

¢ Special Schools if necessary

e Purchase of Special Education Services from a Prwate Schoofor

Facility

1.Without Cost to Parents A~ e

The cost of these necessary speclal educatlon servlceeshall be
provided by the State of Tennessee through the local £chool districts.
This is done through the Tennessee Foundation Program and Excess
Cost Fu:\ds. col

The law does not call for any tunds, fees, or- tuitions for speciat
education services to be proylded by the parent or guardjan.

w

...Stepsto Take . - ‘o

These steps should be taken to prov:de yourﬁnducapped child
with an appropriate. educatlonal program:

Every school d|str1ct is to have a screenlng
program thatinclydesall pupils. Parent's permls-
sionisnof requlred for screenlng if the screening

does not singfe out any ingiyidual. ° ~
Testing is done by a te o] determine‘gthe .
specific needs of the handicapped pupil.-Parent's

written permission Is requlred

(3) Assessment- A team of proféssiorfal workers recommends a
program to meet the needs of the handicapped

| .

+ (1) Screeping-

-

* (2) Evaluation-

_— pupil, Assessment requires parent's permission..
) T Parents are.to be invdlved and/or informed in
© s ‘ . detail of therassegsme ultsfand are to have .

o access to the recor

Parents must give wrltten permlsslon for their

(4) Piacement~
: -handicapped pupil tobe provided with the recom-

ménded program. A parent may request an °

intdependent evaiuation dr examlnatlon, if they
believe the current one in érror. If thé’ parent is
' unable to afford an |ndependent evaluation or

. . , (Cont. on back)

185
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INSERVICE EDUCATION PROGRAM

FOR
PARTICIPANT

S

ON PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
FOR PRESCHOOL H”NDICAPPED CHILDREN

TSU-DOWNTOWN

NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE

&

November 20-- 21,1980
8:00 a.m. - 8:30 a.m.
. 8:30 a.m. - 8 45 am. .
8:45 a.m. - 9:50 a.m.
9:00 a.m, --10:15 a.m.
10:15 a.m. - 10:30 a'm
10:30.a.m. .

11:00 a.m.

12:00 p.m.

1:00 p.m. -

- ;15 p.m, .-

¥

1:45 p.m, ~
2:00 p.m, -

[
s

. 3:00 p.m, -

3: 15 p.m.
33'45 p.m,
4 15 J,m.
5515 ﬁ.m -

- 11:00 a.m.
12:00{noon)

- 1:00 p.m,
'1:v15 p:m.'.
1:45 p.m.
2:00 b.m. '
3:. 00 p:m.

3:15 p.m e
- 3: 45 p.m{
- 4;15 p. m.
-4:30"p.m.
7§i)4!m:

«Registration |

Welcore and Agenda

- Staterent of Need

s

Introdyction Lo Child Check - Barbara Devaney
Regicnal Intervents

BREAK °
!

»
g

- Betty Berry

Organization of the Community
f

Most/Least Effective Awareness Techmiques

Case'Study

LUNCH -

Volunteer’Recruitment and Maintenance
base Study

Parents Role in Monitoring DeTivery .of Services

”

Legal Rights: - Robert Tipps

Right to an Education Officer

BREAK-,

-

Loy

o K \

Data Collection Proéepures SN

General Discussion/ Wrap UP

Sharing Time
Ramada Inn

156 _

=t

‘Distribute Materials

~
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s p CHILD FIND TRAININ
’ TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
DIVISION FOR EDUCATION CF THE HANDICAPFED
¢

January 8, 1681

) 8:30 - ¢:20 © Introduction - ’ : .

- o0 g.1° e :
N 9:00 - 9:17, rreparing a press kit .
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, THE RIP EXPANSION PROJECT ' * ,
Lo . . 2400 WHITE AVENUE RECETVED
o . NASHVILLE, TENNESSEF 32204 ,
X FART? a2y
Main Office Special Proyecets Office
{615) 269-5071 (615) 7416736
=
[ e y .

March 9, 1981

L

—
-
-~

Dr. Tim Lynch, Executive Director

Sumner County Guidance Center

528 E. Main Street —

Gallatin, TH 37066 .. ’

Dear Tim:

e
2 « .
’

_This letter, signed by both of us in the spaces provided, ri]]
serve as a record of oyr agreement regarding the continued® operation
of a certified RIP expansion program sponsored by the Sumner County

' ‘Guidance Center, ]

1.0 Sumner County  Guidance Center N
oo . 1.1 Agrees to provide one staff merbor, : , ‘
- @s an accepted participant in Training Lycle Y11} scheduled
to be conducted at the Regional Intervention Program -
. facility, Nashville, Tennessee, f‘ror february 23, .1981,

81 Ms. 411l be expected
scheduled training program activities
0 p.m. four days days per week.

e through April.17, 1
«to take part in all
from 9:00 a.m. - 4:Q

o 1.2 Agrees to consult. the Director of The RIP Expansion Project
prior to the execution of any perscnnel action regarding
termination=and/or replacement and/or ddditions involving
stEff members engaged directly in the development and '
cperation of the RIP expansion program.

. 1.3 Agrees that final-decisions conée}ning certification of
. Ms. : as a graduated of trainee of Training Cycle
G?VIII will be made by the RIP Advisbry Conmittee, Inc.

=

. » . i .
The official traming and replication companent of The, RIP Sy siem. Sponwsred by The Regmnal Inicnention Profam Advisory Commitiee,
inc. and Muddie Tennewsee Meatal Health Tnstitute, Children and Youth Community Services, Funded in part by The Burean of Education for
the Handicapped, Handicsrped Children’s Farly §ida, atin Frogram (Outreach) Grant « OF (U07503105.
¢ - . . @

L3 '




Page 2

2.0

e
-
™

Dr. Tim Lynch . ‘ .

March 9,

[y
w

ot
o

1981

upon recommendation of the lircctor of The RIP Expansion
Project. . ’

\

Agrees, that upon eertificatcn of Hs. as a

graduated trainee and urcn her return t¢ the Sumner
County Guidance Center, she will devote no- fewer than

30 hours per week {75% of =cheﬁu1ei work time) exclusively
to activities re}ated te the de.elopnient and operation
of the RIP expansion program.

Agrees to assume sole legal responsibility for~ all costs
and 1idbilities ‘associated with the development and opera-
ti6n of the RIP expansion programn.

Acknowledges that the Director of Tlte RIP Expansion Project,
with the advice and consent of the RIF Advisory (cmmittee,
Inc., reserves thé right to reveke certification of the
R1P expansion program in the presence of irreconcilable
d.fferences regarding structure and Lperation of the .orogram.

~

RIP Expansion Pfrojezt .

[N
.
ok

[AW]
(A

2.3

2.4

.Committee, Inc. Small Grants' Program for certified RIP

7 . . A o
* 5.&5 Ms . . zs participant in Training
,L1e VIII ahd acceptd the Sure.r %élﬁty Suiderce lenter
as a potential sponsor of a <oro1iic: TIP evpecsisn Procran.

~:re2s to provide z mini~um 3 ks trairning p-2.r2m .
exparience at tbe Fegional In-or.onticn Progres facklity,
Nashville, Tenn€szee, wnich 12 .d¢5 a2 ~inimur of }7
direct contact hours per Iﬁe* with tri parents and staf’¥
of RIP and The RIP ELxpansion Przject ’ ,

s /
Agrees to prov1de ocngoing consuitative and trajyning support
onsite and via tclephone and rm2i1 following tke craduated
trainee's return to local cerrunity for a midimum of six

calendar months. HNOTE: Experience from 9/74 to date

suggests that the *ongoing support services are maintained

far beyond six calendar ronths, 1ecreas@ﬁg in ambunt and
intensity gradually as the local RIP expansion program

matures. ] //‘ b

Acts as authorized agenk for the RIP Advisory Committee, Inc.,
in prﬁv1d1ng ass1stanqe in defraying travel, lodging and food
expenses during the 8 week Nashville portwon of training at

a rate of up to $100.00 per week. Guidelines for training
program lreimbursement ww]l be sent under sepa#dte cover,

Serve$ as authorized coordinator for tne RIP Advisory

‘expansion programs The '1979-80 edition of gulge.wﬁes .
for the Small Grants Program will be sent under separate
Fﬁ& I . M




dr. Tim Lynch ‘ : f
Page. 3 . . f
March 9, 1981 . .

L |

’ " 2.6 Acknowledges that the Director of the Sumner County
Guidance Center, with the consent of his Boald of
Directors, reserves the right to cease operation of
the RIP expansion program if and when such an action
might become necessary. .

4 :

reement., There is, .
is agreerent that can
he cevelopment and

f furnrzor quasif/

The above items represent basic ar
of course, a spirit as well as le
best be'descrited as muival conm
operaticn of a sound RIP expans
I thirk that we have done & 5090
., of establisi'ng zn expansi r
Center snors arsuép these cast o
working rel:tionship, : .

Sincerciy, : X SRR
Pati—l- D
- - / ~ ,’/'\[ L
Ce

N . x - o -~ N . hY
Hatfthew 7 7 M, rh. D, ,,f,,f:—,, 2l iea ',

B

s -
Dr. Larry Thompson )
idd] N Mental Health Institute

and Participants
Advisory Cecrmmittee, Inc. . R

Q 5 - . .

"FRIC . | . . | | .

spchid ’ at
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