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AT;TRACT

egy potentially effective for managing problem
,)f a hyperactive retarded client involves the

,.initcmeut of contact with toys to improve alternative _Leisure
This strategy was evaluated with a profoundly retarded

deaf and blind female who was reported to engage in self-
injurious behaviors as well as feces smearing and property
lestruction.

'7,17 traininq sessions were conducted twice daily.
Intervention consisted of an ABAB design with several phases
occurring within the original B phase. Object contact was
initially physically prompted. A variety of consequences were
presented, e.g., chocolate milk, odors, social contact, etc.

Data indicate that toy contact time increased above baseline
for all phases of intervention. The need for physical prompts
diminished to zero near the final stage of the project.
inappropriate behaviors initially increased relative to baseline
:_ltes, then declined slowly over the course of training.
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INTRODUCTIOA

Tis project was initiated for the management Jc. disruptive

hehavirs of deaf/blind hyperactive felt.., Le who had r,?-

centli changed living areas. The client engaged excessive

disruptive activity, e.g., grabbing, bedd?rig and pulling

it to the floor, and frequently disrobing. These behaviors

were problematic to unit staff because of potential health

hazards for others, e.g., tripping over clothing, anti having

only dirty linen available. Also frequently, the client

attempted to leave the immediate living unit, i.e., she

'401111 feel her way along the walls until coming to ,ether

t:00M5. There ,3 h would resume grasping and discarding

objects.

Staff efforts to control disruption consisted of locking the

lower half of her bedroom door or placing her in a high-rise

be3 which also served to control disruption to her own

room. As a result, the client engaged in feces smearing.

In a group toyplay program she behaved similarly, e.g., made

brief contact with objects and tried to leave the area.

Casual observations indicated that current efforts were not

encouraging alternative behavior, e.g., leisure and self-

help skills. In addition, staff would provide attention

and physical contact contingent upon disruptive and dis-

robing behaviors. Finally, it was assumed that the new

environment elicited exploratory behaviors which set the

conditions Cor inappropriate attention by staff, e.g., when

4 6
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ttentj:),1 wIiclA ultimately reinforced disruptive beh vior:

It could f)e hypothesized that the ctient.s apparent raniom

Lehaviors of contact and iiscard constituted a lack of play

behaviors that should have otherwise appeared during ex-

ploratory contact (Collar l 1979). That is to say, the

6eUviors A i I not resutf 'n different fri,Ivol) o';e.; of ob-

jects encountered luring contact and dis.irl (Fein, 1979).

A1ternatively, the contact and discard eoaviors can be

construed as exploratory responses, especially n light of

her recent transfer. Such exploration respcnses were occur-

ing perhaps for the purpose of filling appropriate ot)jects

interaction. Finally, 3JCA contact 11 discard be-

haviors may be due to both the oc:Airrence of exploration and

the absence of play. It woild appear, however, that

contact and discard, and/or exploration were being reil.-

torced, but not play behaviors as such. Thus it would be

expected that such exploration responses would i.,crease

and appear very disruptive to living area staff, but play

itself was not likely to apTie:Ir without either more pro-

longed contact or some sigr4l to the client tha- certain

objects should be more preferred than others. In an effort

to reduce disruptive behaviors and to improve play be-

haviors an object contact :raining prograa was stu,li,A on

the assumption that increasing contact duration would result

in improved play behaviors.

7
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P r t i.c ipant ar,,1 tt i n(.1 r I: 1:; 14 yoar nl.d

prnfoundly retarded, i4eaf, hl ud female who w is indicated as

nyiiertive by me(lHal 1 e'po'-t S 11-.11 by e) evaLe,I score;

in domain Xt of AAM Adaptive BE:havior Scale assessmen:!s.

The client was also assessed to have minimal self-help,

leisure, and social skills She had been recommended for

procira to decreas, inappropriate behaviors smearing

feces, stripping, and disruptive manipulation of the en-

vironment.

The iivinc area consisted of a room measuring 35 feet x 22

'et housing nine beds and one high-sided bed, plus some

:71,3 rs and a few chests of clothing. Generally the

residents were taken to a dayroom. The target client,

however, remained in the closed bedroom as she Would not

remain in the dayroom.

The bedroom was chosen as the traininq site due to the

her familiarity with the area. The setting provided

ample room for the resident to ambulate and explore in her

apparently usual manner.

MATERIALS: Materials used in the training situation con-

sistel of a target object (stuffed toy) to which contact

responses would be reinforced.

PROCEDURES: The program was run twice daily for fifteen

minutes each session. Initially, chocolate milk was pro-

vided upon prompted contact with the toy. Subsequently, a
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ot_ her amhutation lad other interfering responses,
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iii i nt.,iin t.r ict. V _;(.7!w,jr. k. Thus, tot purpose

proiu.!ct th contiagencies are tO his

(0 this

considered 13 approxi-

mately averaging the indicated tithe intervals.

An N3A3 design was used for analysis the treatment

strategy. However, due to a variety of constraints the

original intervention (3 condition) consisted of several

phases.

Iii haseline sessions , the client was prompted to make

contact with the toy, e.g., her hand was placed on the toy

and physical prompts were used to prolong contact. If the

subject disengaged from touching the toy or threw it, the

trainer retrieved the toy and again prompted contact. No

reinforcers were available in baseline.

Intervention consisted of a series of 10 phases. In the 1st

phase chocolate milk was contingent upon contact (prompted

or unprompted) with the toy. Tactile reinforcers (such as

pats on the back) were also employed. In phase 2 odors

were user'. In phase 3 milk and odors were counter. - balanced

within sessions. In phase 4 the contingency strategy was

changed from contact to a variable interval schedule re-

quiring contact for approximately 5 seconds. In phases S

and 5 client warm-up strategies, e.g., staff assisting her

7 9
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()rItingency and in ohI,;e 10 the contingency wa!; changed to

approximately VI-10. Following phase 10, a return-to-base-

r-ondition inqteitnted.

l'or object contact, both event and duration data were taken.

The SUM of the duration of each of contact throughout the

session was divided by the total number of contacts

yieLdinq a dependent Jariable of average contact time.

In oiler to as!;e3s the lecessity of prompting the client,

data .4,3,3 taken on the percentage of contacts per session

that required physical prompts. This data was taken, in

part, to assess the possibility that staff contact may be

reinforcing. Alternatively, prolonged unprompted contact

would also indicate that exploratory behaviors of contact

and discrd were manageable. Finally, in order to assess

the impact of this strategy upon her very dieficult

behaviors of stripping, environmental disruption and feces

smearing, living area staff provided a log from which a very

rough measure for inappropriate behavior was obtained, e.e.,

the number of reported instances of problem behaviors per

six lay block of time.

MSULTS

Reliability was calculated according to the following proce-

8 1 0 -
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observations were

t treatment. and averaged

,fl TAhlf 1 inl1c71tor; that, relative to baseline,

71)rit, tft_ iqe intervention phases.

N; ,.171 he seen, however, average contict time increased only

slightly in phase 1 ani improved substantially in the

suhsequent phases 9, And 10.

Insert Table 1 about here

A return to baseline condition indicated that while average

contact time decreased relative to phase 10 (122.5 vs 131.2

seconds) it did not return to the level of the original

baseline, indicating perhaps the presence of secondary

reinforcers which maintained contact. Finally, a return to

intervention indicated an improvement in average contact

relative to both baseline levels.

It is of some interest to compare phases 1, 9, and 10

where only chocolate milk was used as a consequence. Dif-
0

Eerinces in these phases involved only contingency manage-

ment. In phase 1 milk was provided immediately upon toy

contact. In phase 9 the contingency was an approximate VI-
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Vur-ther inspection of Cable 1 reveal'; that phases 7 and 3,

rduced average contact time relative to phasoq 6

(11.1 Atli 17.6 !;0i-,11s v!; '-7.10 and ?I.() soconds

:spectively). Tho apparent ri:duction in contact time during

phases 7 and 3 may b e related to the use of different

consequences e.g., praise, edibles, and water, which may

have had less reinforcement value. The shift in

consequences occurred as a result of a possible allergy to

milk. Parenthetically, it is of interest to note that

average contact time was greater in that portion of phase 6

when milk alone was provided than in phase 9 (52.42 vs 21.9

seconds). 3ecause of the sequential nature of phase changes

reasons for the phase IX decrease in cor.act time are not

clear. Satiation is a one possiibility since in phase 6

availability of chocolate milk during the session lasted

only 7 rather than the full 15 minute session duration.

Another possibility is that a warm-up procedure of moving

10 12





the client in a wheelchair was additionally reinforcing.

Insert Table 2 about here

contact time across phases 1, 2, (milk and odor only) and 3

(split session) relative to baseline. However, the changes

phases 4, 5, and 6 appear to indicate that the chosen

L:onsequences also may have an interactive effect with other

task factors, i.e., contingency changes and warm-up

activities. Initially, our attention was focused upon

phases 1, 2, and 3 and 'a phase 1 average contact time

increased with chocolate milk as a consequence. Contact

time subsequently decreased in Phase 2 where odors replaced

milk (4.7 vs 6.1 seconds) and when both milk and odors were

present (phase 3) average contact time was essentially un-

changed (4.05 vs 4.7 seconds). It is of interest to note,

however, the larger proportion of contact time occurs in the

milk only portion of phase 3 sessions. The failure to

substantially improve contact time may have been related to

the contingency employed. At this time, consequences were

contingent only upon object contact. The apparent validity

of of this notion is supported by our change in phase 4

(e.g., delaying reinforcement for an average of five seconds

after contact was made). In this phase, as in phase 3, most

n 13



improvements in contact time occurred with milk as the

preventeJ soal of the anticipatel improvements in ob-

ject contact. Upon initiation of toy contact aining, the

client would b..gin ambulating, suggesting that prior to the

training session she may have been in bed or receiving

interaction Erom staff resulting a temporary reduction of

her walking about. Thus, phase 5 included a two-minute

warm-up time in which the client was walked around the

training area. In phase 5, staff gave her a brief

wheelchair ride prior to the initiation of training as d

warm-up procedure. It can he seen that under both

conditions of warm-up, contact time improved for both types

of consequences, e.g., milk and odors. The improvements in

phase 5 and 5 appear to favor odors as a consequence.

iioweyer,the extremely large range for mean contact time

makes it difficult to have much confidence in the outcome.

The nature of the interaction of warm-up activities with

types of consequences is not immediately evident. In part,

it may only reflect a "Hawthorn-type effect" where any

changes are correlated with improvements. Alternatively,

the warm-up activities may have provided some cueing

function, taken on secondary reinforcing properties, or have

been more reinforcing than either milk or odors.

The development of independent contact behaviors is revealed

in Table 1. Generally, it appears that over phases 1 thru 9

12



there was only a brief reduction in the nercentage of

Prompted contacts, i.e., phases 1, 2, and 3. The reason (:)r

ffect :Lulu. - ,s owevec, promote:" ,.:(Dtact

-declined in phase 10 and further decreased during the return

to baseline condition and subsequent reinstatement of the

phase 10 condition. Informal observations indicated of the

client some picking up and holding toys (now more readily

available) at times other than during training. Perhaps

these self-initiated contacts were reinforced by staff,

leading to the current observed improvements in independent

contact during training sessions. However, we did not

directly observe occurrences of these extra-training object

contacts despite some additional observation time alloted to

the case.

Ouc data regarding Possible decreases in her disruptive

behavior are somewhat less formal than we would prefer.

Due to our own staff shortages, it was necessary to

rely on the observations of residential staff who agreed to

continue a behavior log regarding the client. Although,

often inbedded in opinion and expressions of frustration,

data regarding stripping, head banging, and feces smearing

was extracted. To a lesser extent, data regarding her

disruptive exploration was also available. Preceeding phase

I of our intervention, the client averaged 18.3 instances of

such disruptive behaviors per six day reporting period for

13
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three reporting periods. We would contend that this

estimate is conservative. Initially, the number of

-)17 the nrxt ,--orl'n1 no-;',1; t'o an

t-sc-7-yie

Leporting period.

lay

Originally, we had assumed that if the duration of contact

with the stuffed toy could he increased then play behaviors

(varied use of the toy) would he observed. In effect, we

could then feel more confident that her behaviors of contact

and discard were indeed exploration responses and she only

needed a method to identify environmental objects

appropriate for interaction. While successfully i. 'wing

object contTct time, play (varied use) as such di- not

appear. That is, our client consistently clutched the toy

in one hand without much change in response topography.

Thus, it would appear that for this case there was a lack of

play behaviors as well as a lack of a method to identify

appropriate objects for interaction.

14 16
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CONTAY:

TIME

.ERCTIT

RO4PTEP

!Tarr

TARL7 1

The man seconds of ohlect contact duration and the

nercenrame of oromnted contact DPP condition

i J.. T...
Phase

121,11 131.0

0,0
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TABLE 2

The mean and range for object contact duration
in second

coNnITTo

Base Phase Phase

Line I II

Phase Phase
III IV

Phase
V

Phase
VI

'41.1k Odors
Crly Only

Split VI-5
Sess

M
E

A

N

Milk

Odors

6.1 4.7 7.6

walk
Time

17.6 52 -4

Combined

R
A
H

E

Milk

4.7 3.4 4.7 15.610.6 61.0

3.2

4.0 6.0

3.0 3.2

19.0

,. 01./I^

57.1

29.5

Odors 3.5 4.0 2.3 1'4.6 50.0

Combined 4.0 3.6 31.5 41.0
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