DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 271 915 EC 190 223
AUTHOR Woolcock, William Woodrow
TITLE An Experimental Analysis of General Case Simulation

Instruction and the Establishment and Maintenance of
Work Performance in Severely Handicapped Students.

INSTITUTION Pittsburgh Univ., Pa.

SPONS AGENCY Special Bducation Programs (ED/0SZRS), Washington,
DC.

PUB DATE 85

NOTE 217p.; Ph.D. Dissertatior, University of Pittsburgh.
Some illustrations contain small type.

PUB TYPE Dissertations/Theses - Doctoral Dissertations (041)
-- Reports - Research/Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC09 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Adults; *Generalization; Job Skills; Moderate Mental

Retardation; Secondary Education; *Simulation;
*Training Mathods

ABSTRACT

This doctoral dissertation examines the extent to
which general case simulation instruction on a janitorial task
sequence and a housekeeping task sequence conducted with four
secondary and postsecondary age persons with moderate mental
retardation resulted in generalized performance. A multiple baseline
design across fubjects and behaviors was used to assess subject
performance in simulation instruction, on concurrent and subseguent
actual job probes, and in actual job instruction. Data indicated that
simulation instruction on two representative teaching examples for
each of two job task sequences resulted in concurrent generalized
performance on six response examples for each task sequence, and in
subsequent improvemerts in job entry skills which were maintained and
extended during actual job instruction and instructor withdrawal
phases. Results are discussed in terms of potential uses and misuses
of general case simulations of community job skills. An extensive
literature revievw of 57 items is included oa: (1) high school
programs for the severely handicapped students; (2) adult vocational
and nonvocational day placements; (3) alternatives to the continuum
of services; and (4) generalization. A short version of this document
(26 pages) prepared for journal publication, and authored by William
Woodrow Woolcock, Steven R. Lyon, and Karin P. Woolcock, is appended.
There are textual and reference differences between the two
documents. (Author/CL)

RRR AR R R R R R AR R AR R R R AR R R R AR AR R AR R AR R R R R AR R A RR R R R RR AR RRRRRRRR AR R AR AR AR RS

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
(I 3 R R R R R R R R i 3 i I R R X Y AR X X X 12222222222%3




ED271915

IN SEVERELY HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

By

William Woodrow Woolcock
B.S. in Ed., Slippery Rock State College, 1976

M. Ed., University of Pittsburgh, 1982

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty in the School
of Education in partial fulfillment of
the requirements for the degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

University of Pittsburgh

1985

[ g

ARE"
U.S. DAPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

% document has besn reproduced s
recerved from the person or organizetion
ongmnating 1t

(] Mino- changes have been made to improve
reproduction quahty

© Points of view of opiions stated in this docu-
ment do not necessanly represent officil NIE
pomtion of pohcy

AN EXPERIMENTAL ANALYSIS OF GENERAL CASE SIMULATION INSTRUCTION

AND THE ESTABLISHMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF WORK PERFORMANCE




List Of TabDleS..coesveossccsosccsossosccsnssssasosssocnsanasccsesns o

List of Figures....c.couvueaennn creacnaean erecssesesssncaanen casns

I.

1I.

111I.

Iv.

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
iv

v

INTRODUCTION...............-..-.on.. ------- ..n.-......-.-...l

REVIE“ OF THE LITERATURE...-.--ll.-l.-.n.-....l.nn-.-.-n > e o9 3

A.

B.

C.

High School Programs for Severely Handicapped Students...3
1. Instructional Location Strategies.....cccecevcciaceasy
2. Transition From High School To Adult Life............§
Adult Vocational and Non-Vocational Day Placements......-. 6
1. Adult Day Programs/Work Activities Centers......cc.c.7
2. Sheltered WorkshopS..cccecocannnn tetsesesnsseccncsaes
Alternatives to the Continuum of Services.....cccccveeee-10
1. Structured EmplOYmeNnt. .coceseoaseascsossacscnncns eeee10
2. Competitive Employment...ceeescecscascssssscsssscsacsll
Generalization...... D 1 ¢
1. Early ConceptS.ccccececscccsssscsassasscassanssnssnss2
2. Generalization Strategies...cccecceecccsnccanncacenes2?
3. Applied Technology Using a General Case Response.....25
4. Simulation Instruction...ccecce...- cesseteressscnseans29
SUMMATY..ccccsacecscscccesassanncssssassssanssnsassansssas3f
PROBLEM. ...ccversanceranecnnes Ceieeneeaee Y
Statement of the Problem.....cccvcececcncccescscesccsnnnseel]

Research Questions.....coccocvieaccanse cececesecaannan Y i

mTHOD.n... -------- Seavssavsessssaans ......-.....-.-......-40

A.

B.

C.

subjects...l.........I.............I....I.I.I............AO
SettingSssesceccesacnncenassnsoanans A |

MaterialS..ccceecccovoosssotosnsessssssssscnsaans Y ]

11 3



D.

F.

Procedure.........a.........................000000000000063

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.

Task Sequences...ccccecceccsccccnccnaccsacsscncacansoshl
Developing a General Case Simulation.cccecceccccscseslndb
Selecting Simulaticn Response Zxamples.ccccoccecsccedd3
Teaching the Simulation Response ExampleSscceccecesed5
Conducting Probe TrialsS.cccceccccccscccscscccscsccsedd3
Actual Job Instruction.ceeccccecsssccsscosencecssceeedd

Scheduling Instruction end Probe Sessions............66

Dltl COllection..........................................67

Experiment‘l Design‘.....................................71

1.

2.

3.

4.

S.

Baseline Probe.cccececcssscasssccseasssssssssccccesceseld
Simulation Instruction/Weekly Probe.ccceccecececcceescsa’s
FOllOW=UD Probe.cccoceccccoccecccacccccascasvansnnneeld
Actual Job INStructiON.eseccccscesscscsccscocccsccanelO

In'thCtor "ithdrawalttooo...........O..OO......O000076

IntCﬁObSQrV.r R‘li.bility.t....!.........................78

1.

Scheduling Interobserver Reliability Sessions........79

D.t‘ An‘lysist..t.......................O................81

REFERENCES.....OO..................................................84

A”ENDICESOOO..0.00..O....00..0....oo....o..o..o......O....oo.o....93'

Appendix A, School of Education Human Subjects Review

Committee Proposal and Parent Consent Form...e...93

Appendix B, Kane Regional Center Floor Plans...cccccecceccessel02

Appendix C, John J. Kane Hospital Housekeeping Department

Orientation Manual Procedures and Task Sequence
v.lid.tioﬂ Instmﬂents.o.o.oo...ooo.....o.....000105

Appendix D’ D‘t‘ sheet..t.t...........................0000000160

Appendix B’ SChed011nﬂ Hatrix................................173

Appendix F, Supervisor Evaluation..cececcceccscccccecsscsssceanl?d

iii




LIST OF TABLES Page
Table 1 Stimulus/Response Variation Matrix for Damp Wipingeeeooesos?
Table 2 Stimulus/Response Variation Matrix for Floor MopPpPingeesse48 |
Table 3  General Case Analysis Form for Damp Wiping.eeeeeessesscee5l
Table 4 General Case Analysis Form for Floor Moppinge.eceseeececsess52

Table 5 Simulation Task Analysis for Damp Wipinge.eceeeceocensececess5?

Table 6 Simulation Task Analysis for Floor Moppingececececcccceceses58




LIST OF FIGURES Page
Figure 1 Multiple baseline across subjects andecceeceeeeccceeaaes?2

behaviors experimental design




CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The transition from high school or sheltered adult day programs
to an actual job in the community requires an individualized job
training program in which a severely handicapped individual is provided
one-to-one on the job instruction «nd consistent follow-up services to
obtain and retain employment. High school graduates and adults
previously enrolled in programs which do not emphasize the teaching of
the vocational skills relevant to specific community jobs may, however,
require extensive instruction and follow-up services to learn and
maintain the skills and behaviors needed in a community work placesent.

Vocational skills which are specific to the skill requirements
of a particular community job may be taught in the classroom by
presenting severely handicapped individuals with stimulus and response
requirements which are similar to those encountered on the job.
Classroom simulations of specific job requirements may, therefore,
incorporate a general case approach by providing instruction on the
stimulus/response variations encountered on a specific job. Through
instruction on simulations of the range of stimulus/response
requirements, specific job skills may be generalized to actual job
performance, thus increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of
one-to-one on the job instruction.

The present study wlll atteapt to determine whether simulation
instruction on selected job task requirements, which sample the range of
stisulus/response variation encountered in two community jobs, results

in generalized performance of specific community job requirements. Four

severely handicapped subjects will, therefore, receive simulation




instruction on two job types using instructional exsmples which sample

the range of stimulus/response variation encountered during individual

performance assessments of a larger class of probe examples at an actual

community job site.
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CHAPTER 11
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A. High School Programs for Severely Handicapped Students

With the advent of Public Law 94-142, the right to a free public
education was extended to our nation's severely handicapped children.
P.L. 94-142 not only mandates this right but firmly ascribes to the
ideal that educational programs for these children must be appropriate
to each child's needs and must be provided in the "Least Restrictive
Environment" (Federal Register, 1977 p. 42497). On the high school
level, thic i1deal has led to the development of a variety of curricular
approaches for educating severely handicapped children who are about to
enter adulthood.

High school programs for students who experience gevere
handicaps commonly incorporate one or more of the following approaches
to defining curriculum content (Wilcox & Bellamy, 1982):

1. "Eliminative Education" (p. 24) concentrated on the elimination
of inappropriate behaviors.

2. "Developmental Models" (p. 24) focused on normal development
referenced prerequisite skills.

3. "Academic Content Models" (p. 26) based on the development of
basic academic skills.

4. "Models Based on the Demands of Adult Life” (p. 28) in community
vocational, leisure, and residential environsents.

Of the four approaches, the initial three provide for
instruction or remediation of behaviors which may or may not result in
increased independence for severely handicapped high school graduates.

These approaches are often based upon an implicit assumption that there




is unlimited time for instruction during the high school years,
therefore remediation of behavior problems, and the acquisition of
developuental skills and preschool academic skills are viewed as
prerequisite behaviors, seldom acquired before graduation (Wilcox &
Bellamy, 1982).

Righ school programs based on the dc<mands of adult life draw
upon adult environwments and typical adult behaviors as referents for
individualized educational programming. These adult referents are
important components of the "Criterion of Ultimate Functioning" (Brown,
Nietupski & Hamre-Nietupski, 1976) in which individualized educational
objectives are derived from a variety of constantly changing
environmental factors to which each person must adapt if they are to
function productively and independently in their community.

Curriculum approaches must therefore incorporate instructional
practices which result in an effective change from high school to post
school environments. To maximize Integration into future adult
environmsents, high school progrsus may use coamunity based instruction
in community vocational, recreational, and residential environments as a
focus for curtiqulun development. Indeed, frequently cited performance
characteristics of severely handicapped students; (a) particularly slow
skill acquisition; (b) poor skill maintenance; (c) inadequate gkill
generalization; and (d) inability to synthesize previously learned
behaviors to new performance demands, make it imperative that learning
occur in settings where the performance of community based activities is
actually required (Brown et al., 1983).

Instructional Location Strategies

Brown and his colleagues (Brown et al., 1983) have defined three
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instructional location strategies for the delivery of community based
instruction in which studeats are provided with varying levels of
interaction with community environmente. "Consecutive instruction" (p.
75) requives criteria level purformance of community referenced gkills
at school prior to allowing .ccess to community environments. This
approach rommonly features arbitrarily determined skill performance or
behavioral control criteria which may be irrelevant to performance in
the community. Students may be denied access to community based
instruction because of failure to meet school simulation criteria rather
than community standards, thus limiting their level of conmunity
socialization.

"Concurrent Igstruction" (p. 75) minimizes prerequisite
attainment requirements through the provision of individualized
instruction in both school and community environments within daily or
weekly time intervals. The risk of not progressing from school to
community environments is neutralized through regularly scheduled
community instruction or probes, and the performance requirements of in
school simulation {nstruction can bte empirically verified in the
community. Additionally, parents and nonhandicapped persons in the
community can participate in each stu”--:'s educational process by
maintaining and zxtending functional skills taught in community
environments and by developing friendships with severely handicapped
students.

The most relevant, and seemingly appropriate location strategy
for students in the 18 to 21 year chronological age range is the
delivery of instruction in community environments only (Brown et al.,

1983). 1Instruction which is delivered only in community environments

11




provides an alternative to continued in-class instruction with younger

students on skills which should have been acquired earlier. Community
only instruction allows the student to function in community vocational
environments all day, and can be extended to nighttime residential and
leisure instruction as a transition strategy to adult residential
services (Freagon et al., 1983). Community only instruction produces an
efficient, effective transition from high school to adult life,
providing a student with post school vocational and residential
placements other than the restrictive placements usually afforded
severely handjicapped adults, e.g. activity centers and large group homes
(Lynch, 1979; Wilcox & Bellamy, 1982).

Transition From High School To Adult Life

The transition from high school to adult life can be arranged
through the development of an Individualized Transition Plan (ITP) to
vlan for the transition from school to adult services. An ITP is used
to decignate a particular residential program, select employment
options, and plan for integrated social and recreational activities
(Wilcox & Bellamy, 1982). The written ITP should include several

components:

1. Selection of a particular work placement that provides
both training and maintenance of productivity.

2. Selection of a residential placement that ensures
maximal independence in day to day activities.

3. Design of a leisure program that ensures contact
with nonhandicapped community members.

4. Arrangements that ensure frequent contact with
fanily members.

S. Enrollment in services required for income support,
housing, and health care.

6. Designation of an advocate to monitor implementation
of the plan.

7. Plans for long term support of the student.

(Wilcox & Bellamy, 1982, p. 229)

B. Adult Vocational anu Nonvocational Day Placements




The vocational and nonvocational day services extended to
hardicapped adults in the United States primarily adhere to a "flow
through continuum" of prerequisite prograu levels (Bellamy, Sheehan,
Horner, & Boles, 1980, p. 312). This contiuum is conceptualized as a
means by which indisiduals with handi-~aps progress through increasingly
renuserative vocational opportunities, from adult day programs (ADPs)
and vork activities centers (WACs) to sheltered employment to
competitive work in the public or private sectors of the American
economy.

Entry into this service continuum usually occurs upon graduation
from higr school or upon dispersal from an institutionsl placement and,
for severely handicapped individuals, commonly results in placement in
an ADP or WAC (Bellamy, Sheehan, Horner, & Boles, 1980). Movement from
an initial placement to higher levels in the continuum may occur when an
individual demonstrates the necessary behavioral control, adequate
living skills, and pzerequisite work accuracy and rate needed to achieve
production criteria in a sheltered workshop or competitive job (Howse,
i983). The following sections of this review further describe the
components of the fiow through continuum and illustrate altegnatives for
providing least restrictive vocational training and placements for
severely handicapped adults.

Adult Day Ptog;amu/"ork Activities Centers

The U.S. Department of Labor (1979) reported a 500X increase in
the number of persons served in sheltered employment and work activities
centers (WACs) between 1968 and 1976. Bellamy, Horner, Sheehan, and

Boles (1980) projected that in 1976, about three fifths of all workshop

participants, about 85,000 persona, were served in WACs. The




significance of this large number of participants in apparent given that
WACs are defined by Department of Labor regulations as programs that
are:

«ss.planned and designed exclusively to provide thera-

peutic activities for handicapped workers whose physical

or mental impairment is so severe as to make their

productive capacity inconsequential. Therapeutic gctiv-

ities include custodial activities (such as activities

vhere the focus is on teaching the basic skills of

living), and any purposeful activity so long as work or

production is not the main purpose. (Department of Labor

Regulations, 29 CFR Part 525; In Bellamy, Horner, Sheehan,

& Boles, 1980, p. 2 & 3)

The wages earned by WAC participants substantiate the view that
WACs are primarily nonvocational programs which do not emphasize paid
vocational performance. In 1976 the average hourly wage for work time
was $.43 with ap average annual income of $288.00 (Bellamy, Hornmer,
Sheehan, & Boles, 1980).

The number of persons served by nonvocational ADPs has also
increased dramatically during the 1970s. A population-based estimate,
conducted in 1979, indicated that approximately 2,000 ADPs were serving
an estimrted 105,000 individuals nationwide (Bellamy, Sheehan, Hormer, &
Boles, 1980). These programs are typically referred to as therapeutic
activities centers, adult activity centers, developmental centers, day
treatment centers, adult day care centers, etc. ADPs characteristically
differ from WACs in that renumerative vocational tasks are geldom, if
ever, engaged in, and in several states arc legally forbidden (Bellany,
Sheehan, Horner, & Boles, 1980), as is the case in the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania (Howse, 1983).

Curriculum cortent for WACs and ADPs primarily focuses on

prerequisite skills including hygiene/grooming, functional academics,

social, recreational, and home living skills. Additional stated
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purposes for these program models incilude the providing of a daily
respite for parents and the development of individual case management
(Howse, 1983).

Despite the presumption that teaching prerequisite skills
permits advancement along the continuum of services, ADPs and WACs have
become long term placements for many severely handicapped individuals
(Albin, Stark, & Keith, 1979; Bellaumy, Sheehan, Horner, & Boles, 1980;
Wilcox & Bellawy, 1982). Additionally, severely handicapped individuals
are frequently excluded from sheltered workshops (Greenleigh Associates,
1975) as a function of their inability to perform workshop entrance
requirements (Albin, Stark, & Keith, 1979: Schalock & Karan, 1979).

Sheltered Workshops

Sheltered workshops, the third component of the flow through
continuum, provide services to handicapped employees in the areas of
work adjustment training, extended sheltered employment, and placement,
as well as instruction in the activities of daily living (Howse, 1983).

Greenleigh Associates (1975), characterized a sheltered workshop
as follows:

«...a nonprofit organization that provides employment to
handicapped persons and that is certified by the Wage and
Hour Division of the Department of Labor (DOL), as covered
by special minimum wage provisions for at least some of the
handicapped persons employed at che organization. (p. 8)

One common goal of sheltered workshops has been the use of the
work environment to help individuais reach their highest occupational
potential (Greenleigh Associates, 1975). This goal has been frequently
overlooked, howeve:, when programs emphasize high workshop productivity

to meet contract deadlines. 1In these instances, more skilled employees

may remain at the sheltered workshop to boost production and provide




reliable manpower (Howse, 1983).

A seconé goa) of sheltered workshops is to provide work
adjustment training on tasks viewed as prerequisities to working on
sheltered contracts. Prerequisite skills typically include: time
recognition, verbal labeling of numbers, money ukilis, measurement
skills, questioning skills, and other nonvocational skill areas (Conant,
1980; Parcway Industries, 1983). However, in actuality, aany of these
skill areas have littls or no relevance to specific work tasks provided
at the gheltered workshop. Consequently, since many severely
handicapped individuals cannot perform these prerequisite skills, they
are frequently excluded from sheltered workshops (Albin, Stark, & Keith,
1979).

C. Alternatives to the Continuum of Services

Structured Employment

The structured employment model, developed by Bellamy and his
colleagues at the University of Oregon is based on the concept that the
combination of extended sheltered employment with competitive job
training and placement services may lead to conflicting program concerns
(Bellamy, Horner, & Inman, 1979) such as the placement versus production
dilemma faced by many sheltered workshops (Howse, 1983). Given the
exclusion of many severely han&icapped individuals from sheltered
workshops, coupled with their long term placement in ADPs and WACs, it
is apparent that program efforts geared for the most severely
hardicapped members of a community should concentrate on providing paid
vocational alternatives. Competitive job preparation and placement may,
therefore, be directed to other agencies while structured employment

programs concentrate on teaching skills required to perform tasks

10



presented in long-term vocational settings (Bellamy, Horner, Sheehan, &
Boles, 1980).
In structured eaployment it is acknowledged that extended
sheltered employment may be a viable community service for many severely

handicapped individuals. Structure employment, therefore, integrates

many of the features of sheltered workshops with a business orientation
through application of the following program principles (Bellamy,
Horner, Sheehan, & Boles, 1980):

l. "Focus on extended employment” (p. 8). Structured employment

entails the complete separation of employment from competitive job
training and placement. Such functions are assumed to be the
responsibility of external agencies which provide vocational

rehabilitation, independent living, and other community services.

Priority admissions are provided to the most severely handicapped
individuals in a community, reversing sheltered workshop admission,
practices which provide access to work to individuals with prerequisite
skills and acceptable production rates.

3. "Emphasis on productivity and wages" (p. 10). The primary

2. "Priority to severely handicapped individuals" (p. 9).
|
|
|
|
|

indicators of program effectiveness are individual productivity levels
and wages. Struc;ured employment is a work option, premised on a belief
that appropriate work will create opportunities for community
involvement not encountered in habii'tative or educational programs
(Bellamy, Horner, & Inman, 1979).

4. "On going employment support” (p. 10-11). The provision of a

work setting in which severely handicapped individuals can achieve high

productivity levels over extended periods of time requires a higher




funding level for sdaptive equipment, training, snd supervision, then do

similar industries which employ mildly handicapped or nonhandicapped

workers.

5. "Avsilability of organizational slternatives” (p. 11). The

structured employment model does not limit the employment of severely

handicspped persons to extended gheltered employment. Rather, it

defines the type of prograas support needed for the productive employment

of severely handicspped individuals in any vocational setting. With

proper regulatory support this model may function in centers which now

function as nonvocstional ADPs, in sheltered workshops, as an enclave

within an industcy, etc.

The structured employment model is currently being used at the

Specialized Training Program (STP) developed at the University of

Oregon. As of August 1980, 127 workers were employed in eight STP sites

scross six northwestern states (Belliamy, Horner, Sheehan, & Boles,

1980). The average hourly wage across all sites for time spent working

in 1979 and nine months of 1980 was $1.93 (Median = $1.20) which was

more than four times the national average of $.43 an hour earned in WACs

(Bellamy, Horner, Sheehan, & Boles, 1980).

The State of Washington Division of Developmental Disabilities,

in conjunction with the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, has

developed a statewide system of Subsidized Work snd Work Training

options based on the structured employment model. Subsidized Work and

Work Training programs range from segregated extended sheltered

employment. to integrated enclaves in industry. These programs

prioritize placements for the most severely handicapped indiriduals in

each community.



Progrsm evaluation is based on monthly sppraisals of client

outcomes including: (a) the number of hours worked per month at each

site; (b) the average hourly wage at each site; (c) the average hourly

productior. vage at esch site; and (d) the level of integration with
nonhandicapped workers at each site. Additionally, each site's level of

self gsufficiency, based on monies attained through industrial contracts,

is evaluated monthly. As of May 1984, Subsidized Work and Work Training
programs employed 2,370 severely handicapped individuals who received a
$1.05 average hourly production wage, and a $57.68 average monthly wage
for the month of May. Seversl programs also achieved a self sufficiency

rating of 50 percent or higher (0'Neill & Associates, 1984).

Competitive Employment

In an extensive nstional survey of sheltered workshops,
Greenleigh Associates (1975) projected that approximately 10 percent of
the clients served were placed in nonsheltered jobs in their
communities. The placement rate for WACs and workshops for the blind
was 7 percent, since these orgarizations did not place a high priority
on job placement. A subsequent report by the U.S. Department of Labor
(1979) indicated that, during 1979, 11.3 percent of the clients served
in sheltered workshops were placed in competitive employment and 7.42 of
those served in WACs received similar placements. In light of these low
placement figures and of the long waiting lista for entry into the "flow
through continuum" (e.g., 1632 high school graduates on waiting lists in
Pennaylvania, Howse, 1984), it is apparent that competitive job
placement efforts need to be expsnded (Wehman, 1983; Howse, 1983), and

current best practices in providing on the job training and advocacy
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need to be widely replicated (Hill, Cleveland, & Pendleton, 1982).
Traditional placement practices among workshop placement
personnel involve client referrals to jobs based on a list of potential
employers and follow-up procedures performed through infrequent visits
to the jobsite or the client's home, telephone calls to the employer, or

mailing out employer questionnaires (Greenleigh Associates, 1975).
Follow-up of persons placed in competitive employment was offered by
only 39 percent of all sheltered workshops as projected in the
Greenleigh Associates (1975) survey. Again, given the performance
characteristics of severely handicapped persons (Brown et al., 1983) it
is likely that severely handicapped i.dividuals will seldom be referred
for placement (Wehman, et 2l., 1983) and will encounter problems on the
job because of traditional placement practices (Wehman & Hill, 1980).
Recent efforts to provide competitive job training and

placements have used a "Survey, Train, and Place” (Rusch & Mithaug,
1980, p. 102) model for individual job development, one-to-one on the
job training, and follow-up advocacy at the work site. The job
development (survey) phase of this model requires an initial matching of
each client with a particular job type through attention to the
following considerations:

e++(1) Client's Previous Work History; (2) Client's Level

of Functioning and Physical Characteristics; (3) Supple-

mental Security Income; (4) Client's Living Situation and

Transportation Needs; and (5) Client's and Parent's

Attitudes Toward Competitive Employment. (Wehman &

McLaughlin, 1980, p. 40-43)

An appropriate job can be found for the client, based on the

client/job match. Procuring such a position requires the development of

a8 community job assessment utilizing standard job search practices such

as screening newspaper want ade for job announcements which state "will




trein" and "no experience necessary' or by looking in the yellow pages
for targeted low skill jobs. Additionally, universities, colleges,
hospitals, and other large institutions are prime possibilities for
placement. These employers typically have high turnover rates in jobs
wvhich require limited entry skills, are often committed to employing
handicapped individuals, and provide highly desirable pay and benefits
(Wehman & McLaughlin, 1980).

Job development is completed through an analysis of the work
site and of the specific requirements of the job under consideration.
In conducting this "Job Skills Inventory" (Belmore & Brown, 1978) the
following areas are addressed:

1. "General Information" including a rationale for considering a

handicapped worker for the position, general jcb requirements, and a
description of the work setting and social environment.

2. "Specific Skill Requirements" including a task analysis of

specific job requirements.

3. "Supportive Skills' including the skills necessary for

independent work behavior, such as transportztion skills, money, and
academic skills, time telling skills, and work preparation skills
(Belmore & Brown, 1978, p. 227).

The job training (train) phase involves on-going behavioral
assessment of the client's work regularity, amount of trainer assistance
provided during one to one train’ag, and supervisor evaluations of the
client's work performance (Wehman & McLaughlin, 1980). When conducting
on the job training, trainers may sample work regularity by measuring on
task and off task behavior using either frequency or interval

observation systems (Snell, 1983; Wehman & McLaughlin, 1980). The

21
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samples obtained may be compared with siuilar samples conducted with
nonhandicapped co-workers to deteraine whether the frequency or
incidence of interfering behaviors requires the development on on the
job behavioral interventions (Wehman & McLaughlin, 1980).

Actual job training requires the use of a "least incrusive
prompts strategy" (Snell, 1983, p. 123) in providing the minimal amount
of trainer assistance needed to complete each step in the job's task
analysis. In this manner, a trainer may systematically provide
assistance by: (1) initially waiting fcr ind:pendent performance; (2)
providing a verbal instruction; (3) providing a verbal instruction while
modeling the behavior; and (4) providing verbal instruction while
physically guiding the client through the behavior. A task analysis
data collection system (Snell, 1983, p. 130) can be used with the least
intrusive prompts strategy to code the level of assistance used for each
task analysis step, thus enabling instructional decisions about
necessary changes in training procedures (Snell & Smith, 1983).

Supervisor evaluations serve as sensitive isdicators of client
performance and job potential. Through regularly scheduled written
evaluations trainers may receive informatior. about the employers
perceptions and attitudes concerning the tisining staff and procedures.
Additionally, these evaluations may serve as indicators for determining
whether training may be discontinued and the client placed on the job
(Wehman & McLaughlin, 1980).

Through the use of on-going behaviorai assessment strategles and
supervisor evaluations the presence of the trainer at the work site is
systematically faded, this is accomplished by initially fading trainer

assistance and proximity to the client as the client becomes




increasingly independent in performing the job requirements.

Supervisory control is gradually shifted to the work supervisor while
the client is permitted to perform gradually incressing portions of the
job without the trainer present at the work site (Wehman & Hill, 1980).

Upon successful placement in a competitive job, the new eupioyee
is provided follow-up services (Place) designed to maintain employee job
performance snd alleviate potential problems in the work place. The
functions of a follow-up program are to provide support services for the
new employee in the following areas: (a) early identification of
placement problems; (b) provision of on-the-job interventions; (c)
seeking social validation from supervisors, co-workers, parents, etc.;
(d) planning interventions by others; (e) fading follow-up checks; and
(£) evaluating the employees adjustment to the job (Rusch & Mithaug,
1980).

The delivery of employee follow-up checks may be arranged with
the employer on an adjusted or fixed schedule including varying degrees
of contact with the employee based on eaployee deficits and jod demands.
An adjusted schedule is determined by the success of the employee
receiving follow-up services. The adjusted schedul~ may, initially,
require daily contact with the employee and nay be gradually extended to
weekly checks with co-workers, supervigsors, or to weekly supervisor
evaluations. The follow-;p trainer thus defines the follow-up schedule
according to employee needs and the perceptions of co-workers and
supervisors, with a goal of minimizing or terminating on the job contact
with the employee (Rusch & Mithaug, 1980).

‘In instances where employers may be resistant to an adjusted

schedule, and require a predetermined schedule of follow-up visits, a
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fixed follow-up schedule may be implemented. Although such a schedule
may be difficult to tailor to the needs of a patticulat.employee, it may
address those needs by maximizing the time spent with the employee
during the initial follow-up sessions and systematically fading contact
time and frequency according to the predetermined fixed schedule (Rusch
& Mithaug, 1980).

Variations of this competitive employment strategy are currently
utilized in providing vocational training and placements for severely
handicapped junior high and senior high school students in the Madison
Wisconsin Public Schools. In the junior high school program, severely
handicapped students are trained in one or morc competitive job
environments on a part time basis. As students progress through junior
and senior high school they are provided with increaaed opportunities to
work at job placements in their community, culminating in full-time
employment in a competitive job upon graduation. Of the 53 severely
handicapped students who have graduated, 38 have retained competitive
employment and 10 have been referred to sheltered workshops (Browm,
1983).

Similar survey, train, and place strategies are used by Project
Eoployability at the Rehabilitation Research and Training Center,
virginia Commcnwealth University, (Wehman & Hill, 1979; Wehman & Hill,
1980; Wehman & Hill, 1982). A longitudinal survey of the severely
handicapped adults placed by Project Employability from September 1978
to September 1983 indicates that of the 139 adults placed, 72 (51.82)
remain on the job (Wehman et al., 1983). Competitive employment
placements such as these have resulted in significant savings to-

taxpayers, in Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefits up to $3,168




annually for each person working full time, a.d an average cost of
$4,700 for each person to participate in an ADP or WAC (Wehman et al.,
1982). Additionally, clients who have been placed by Project
Employability for at least one year have earned an average of $4,464 pe-
year (Wehman et al., 1982), which contrasts sharply with the average
yearly income of $417 paid to mentally retarded sheltered workshop
clients (Whitehead, 1979).

Wehman and his colleagues at Project Employability (1982) have
defined three major problems that have been present in project clients
which directly relate to prior high school or adult center preparation.
The first problem is that clients may lack specific work skills required
to perform independently on an array of jobs that are mar:etable in the
local community. These deficits result in extended prior instruction at

an adult center and much more time spent in on the job training.

The second problem is that clients may lack the strength or

stamina necessary to work all day. This can be attributed to sitting
all day in school or adult programs performing repetitive manual tasks
which do not require marketsble job skills or stamina.

The third problem stems from clients' inability to interact with
nonhandicapped people other than family members or program staff.
Individuals who have previously received programming in segregated
settings often lack the social skills necessary to relate to
uonhandicapped people in an integrated work setting (Wehman et al.,
1982).

Lack of specific work skills, stamina, and the ability to
interact with nonhandicapped persons may result in an extended amount of

intervention time spent by the trainer at the job site (Wehman et al.,




1982). As of September 1983, the 139 clients placed by Project
Employability ataff have required an average of 181 houra of trainer
{intervention to learn and maint=in competitive job requireaents (Wehman
et al., 1983).

Such extended interventiona may lead tn client dependency on the
availability of daily individualized attention and result in the alow
fading of trainer aaaistance. As a consequence, the financial
expenditures required to maintain a trainer during long term training
and placement may be prohibitive. Therefore, the problems relating to
extended training and ataff fading provide an argument for "more
effective pre—employment training and preparation.” (Wehman & Hill,
1980, p. 30)

Several aources (Bellamy, Rose, Wilson, & Clarke, 1982; Horner,
McDonnell, Williams, & Vogelsberg, 1983) indicate that specific work
skills preparation may includ: instruction on job or skill clusters
sampling the tasks, procesaes, and behavioral requirements that a
severely handicapped individual will encounter on a apecific job. By
systematically sampling the requirements of a particular job in
simulation, specific work akills may generalize to a broader range of
actual job requirements. Bellamy and colleagues (1982) state that:

«ee.A promising area of curriculum development is to apply
thia programming approach to cluaters defined by particular
job deacriptiona. Food aervice work, hotel and motel
maids, building cuatodians, mechanics helpers, and a
variety of other job deacriptiona could be taught through
ayatematic aamplings of the equipment, aocial aettings, job
demanda, and processea required over time in various jobs
having that deacription. (p. 150)

D. Generalization

Early Concepts

Three types of generalization were defined by Hull (1943):

26

20




1. Stimulus generalization - the conditioned response

performed with a particular stimulus is performed with

different, yet similar stimuli.

2. Response generalization - the stimulus used in the

original reinforcement conditions elicits different, yet

similar responses other than the response performed under

reinforcement conditions.

3. Stimulus - response generalization - stimuli not used

in the original reinforcement conditions, yet similar to

those stimuli, evoke responses which differ from the

original reinforced response, yet are related to the

original response. (p. 66).
Generalization was therefore conceived as a product of stimulus control
{n which the value of an antecedent stimulus determines the occurrence
of a conditioned response (Terra--, 1966) which also occurs with
variations of the conditioned stimulus (Hovland, 1937; Guttman & Kalish,
1956).

In developing stimulus control, variations in stimuli adjacent
to the conditioned stimulus produce gradually decreasing response
levels. These response levels result in the development of a
generalization gradient (Hull, 1943) on which responses to stimuli
decrease in intensity (Hovland, 1937) or frequency {(Guttman & Kalish,
1936) in a symetrical curve at equal intervals from the conditioned
stimulus (Terrace, 1966).

Generalization was also viewed as an operani phenomenon
resulting from the formation of a discrimination. A discrimination is
said to occur when a stimulus signals a response which is followed by a
reinforcer, the effect of which increases the likelihood of the stimulus
producing the response on future ~ccasions. Discriminative behavior is
seen as occurring within a continuous field of stimulus varistions

within a repertoire of discrete units of stimuli and responses, although

some discriminations do not fall within a continuous field of stimulus
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variationi but constitute a class of distinct, separate stimuli, e.g.
person's names (Skinner, 1953).

Generalization was thus vicsed by early theorists as a passive
function and a natural result of the establishment of stimulus control
or discrimination learning. As a result it was assumed that newly
acquired responses would be controlled not only by a discriminative
stimulus or conditioned stimulus, bil to a lesser degree by other
stimuli resembling that conditioned or discriminative stimulus (Hull,
1943; Skinner, 1953; Terrace, 1966).

Ceneralization Strategies

Recent generalization literature has contained emphasis on
active programming for generalization. R{ther than assume various
degrees of generalization as a natural function of stimulua control or
discrimination learning, generalization has beer conceptualized as a
desired outcome of educational practice. Stokes and Baer (1977)
asserted that "A therapeutic behavior change, to be effective, often
(not always) must occur over time, persons, and settings, and the
effects of the change sometimes should spread to a variety of related
behaviors." (p. 350)

In their classic synthesis of generalization literature, Stokes
and Baer (1977) defined nine general strategies commonly used to produce
generalization:

1. "Train and Hope" (p. 351), the most common procedure for which
generalization is measured after or concurrent with a behavior change.
Generalization may be desired yet not directly programmed.

2. "Sequential Modification" (p. 352) is a systematic extension of

"train and hope" requiring the sequential application of an intervention
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to settings, responses, subjects, or experimenters for which the:
generalized behavior failed to occur.

3. "Introduce to Natural Maintaining Contingencies" (p. 353)
through which behavioral control is generalized from an intervention
agent to natural consequences.

4. "Train Sufficient Exemplars" (p. 355) in which diverse exemplars
across persons, settings, or responses are trained and generalization is
assessed within a larger class of exemplars.

5. "Train Loosely” (p. 357) in which teaching is conducted with
relatively little control over the stimuli presented and the responses
required, thus maximizing the sampling of relevant stimulus/response
dimensions for generalization to other gtimulus situations and other
forms of the behavior.

6. "Use Indiscriminable Contingencies" (p. 358) in which
intermittent schedules of reinforcement result in unpredictable
consequences, thus events that signal the presence or absence of a
consequence may be indiscriminable and produce a generalized response
which occurs across stimulus events.

7. "Program Common Stimuli" {p. 360) requiring training on stimulus
components common to both ;he training and generalization settings. 1In
this manner salient stimul{ present in the generalization setting are
incorporated into the training setting. If the training stimuli are
well chosen and can be made functional in the training procedures then
generalization may be programmed.

8. "Mediate Generalization" (p. 361) by developing a response which
is part of new learning and is likely to be used in other problems

through sufficient commonality between the original learning and
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problems presented in generalization measures.

9. "Train to Generalize" (p. 362) through the delivery of
reinforcers for desired generalized behaviors. Reinforcement may be
provided for responses to stimulus variations along a generalization
gradient as well as the original conditioned stimulus.

Based on the nine general strategies, Stokes and Baer (1977)
further delineated a smaller list of specific tactics to facilitate

generalization:

l. Look for a response that enters a natural community;
in particular, teach subjects to cue their natural commu-
nities to reinforce their desirable behaviors.

2. Keep training more ~xemplars; in particular,
diversify them.

3. Loosen experimental control over the stimuli and
responses involved in training; in particular, train
different examples concurrently, and vary instructions,
SDs, social reinforcers, and backup reinforcers.

4. Make unclear the limits of training contingencies;

in particular, conceal, when possible, the point at

which those contingencies stop operating, possibly by
delayed reinforcement.

5. Use stimuli that are likely to be found in generali-
zation settings in training settings as well; in particu-
lar use peers as tutors.

6. Reinforce accurate self-reports of desirable
behavior; apply self-recording and self-reinforcement
techniques whenever possible.

7. When generalizations occur, reinforce at least some
of them at least sometimes, as if "to generalize" were an
operant response class. (p. 364)

Stokes and Baer (1977) stated that these general strategies and
specific tactics not only provide a set of "what to do possibilities"
(p. 364) but emphasize the limitations of generalization technology.
Additionally, the occurrence of non-programmed generalization and
nongeneralization of programmed behaviors underline the "need to develop
a technology of generalization, so that programming will be a
fundamental component of any procedures when durability and

generalization of behavior changes are desirable." (p. 364)
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In a similar review of child behavior analysis literature,
Drabman, Hammer, and Rosenbaum (1979) described 16 generalization
classes wuich occur within four major descriptive categories of
generalization: (a) across time; (b) across settings; (c) across
behaviors; and (d) across subjects. By analyzing the generalization
effects of behavior modification strategies, the authors developed a
“"Generalization Map" delineating common generalization effects of
behavioral interventions which produced programmed or non-programmed
generalization. Based on this analysis, Drabman, Hammer, and Rosenbaum
(1979) generally agreed with Stokes and Baer (1977) by asserting that
"One cannot simply” hope” for generalization to occur on an accidental
basis; programming for generalized treatment effects must become a
technology." (p. 217)

Applied Technology Using a General Case Response

Behaviors that are learned under specific stimulus conditions
may generalize to inapprc.riate stimulus conditions or fail to
generalize to appropriate stimulus conditions (Stokes & Baer, 1977).
These factors, combined with the performance characterist.«s of severely
handicapped individuals (Brown et al., 1983), require community
referenced interventions which actively program for maintenance and
generalization of adaptive skills. The applied problem therefore, is
“eo deliver interventions that reliably and efficiently result in the
acquisition of adaptive behaviors that endure over time, are performed
under the full range of appropriate stimulus conditions, and are not
performed under inappropriate conditions.” (Horner, Bellamy, & Colvin,
1983, p. 4).

Within this definition, the applied problem is not one of
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generalizing learned behavior but of bringing that behavior under the
control of relevant appropriate stimuli. In this manner, generalization
pay again be conceptualized as a function of the development of stimulus
control (Terrace, 1966), with control extended beyond specific training
stimuli to the ;elevant and irrelevant stimuli associated with all
sembers of a target stimulus class (dorner, Bellamy, & Colvin, 1983;
Rorner, Sprague, & Wilcox, 1982).
Establishing stimulus control across a stimulus class requires
the selection of teaching examples which sanple stimulus variations
within a stimulus class (Horner, Sprague & Wilcox, 1982; Sprague &
Horner, in press). This procedure is similar to at least three of the
nine intervention categories proposed by Stokes and Baer (1977): train
sufficient exemplars, train loosely, and progras common stimuli (Sprague
| & Horn;r, in press). }
Through the development of stimulus control on representative
teaching examples a general case responce may be programmed in which
"The general case has been taught when, after instruction on some tasks
in a particular class, any task in that class can be performed
correctly". (Becker & Engelmann, 1978, p. 325). The general case for a
particular behavioral outcome is derived from the "instructionsl
universe" of "all stimulus situations in which the student will be
expected to produce this outcome, and all behavior the learner should
perform to achieve the outcome." (Horner, Sprague, & Wilcox, 1982, p.
47). Therefore, the process of éeneral case instruction for persons who

experience severe handicaps involves the folloing basic steps:

1. Dafine the instructional universe.

2. Defipe the range of relevant stimulus and response
variation withia that universe.

3. Select exsmples from the instructional universe for




use in teaching and probe testing.

4. Sequence teaching examples.

5. Teach the examples.

6. Test with nontrained probe examples.
(Horner, Sprague, & Wilcox, 1982, p. 74)

General case programming has been used to teach a variety of
generalized responses in vocational, school, and community settings.
Horner and McDonald (1982) compared the effects of single instance
instruction and general case instruction on cutting and crimping the
wire leads on a class of 20 different electronic capacitors. In this
experiment, four severely handicapped adolescents were trained to cut
and crimp one type (instance) of capacitor. After reaching criteria in
single instance training the subjects were presented with probe measures
of the 20 untrained capacitors on which none of the subjects could cut
and crimp more than 5 capacitors.

Following single instance training and probe measures the
subjects were provided training on four general case capacitors which
represented the stimulus variations present in the 20 capacitor probe
se. The subjects were again probed on the 20 capacitors after they had
reached criteria on the general case capacitors. These general case
probes revealed a generalized ability to correctly cut and crimp 15 or
more of the 20 capacitors during all general case probe sessions for
each of the four subjects.

A similar strategy was used by Sprague and Horner (in press) to
examine the effects of single instance, multiple instance, and general
case training on generalized vending machine use with six severely
handicapped adolescents. Probe measures on 10 vending machines (which
sampled an instructional universe of machines dispensing food or

beverages costing between $.20 and $.75 in Eugene, Oregon) wcre provided
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following training to criterion on 1l vending machine, 3 similar vending
machines, and 3 general case vending machines vhich sampled the range of
stinulus/response variation in the 10 probe machines. Results indicated
that following single instance and multiple instance training the six
subjects were unable to purchase items fron more than 2 of the probe
vending machines. However, after general case instruction the subjects
demonstrated a generalized ability to purchase items from 8 or more of
the probe vending machines. These authors acknowledged, however, that a
potential threat to internal validity may have occurred because of
sultiple intervention interactions (Kratochwill, 1978) between the
single, multiple, and general case phases in their multiple baseline
designs (Horner & McDonald, 1982; Sprague & Horner, in press).

In a subsequent study, Horner, Williams, and Steveley (1984)
used general case instruction alone to teach making and receiving
telephone calls to four severely handicapped adolescents. This strategy
entailed teaching telephone answering and telephone calling procedures
in school using a teletrainer and pay telephone with concurrent and
consecutive probe sessions conducted on 10 untrained telephones located
in the school and local community. Additionally, 10 validation probes
for each subject were conducted at the end of the study to assess
whether telephone skills extended to other untrained telephones and
situations e.g. at home.

The general case procedures, in this study, resulted in at or
near 100 percent performance or the experimental probes for ansvering
and making calls, particularly during final probe sessions, for all
subjects. Similarly, validation probes indicated that general case

instruction extended to additional telephones and situations at or near
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100 percent correct for three of the subjects on making and receiving
calls. These results indicated that general case instruction alone can
produce generalized performance without the internal validity threats
present in the prior studies. The use of concurrent generalization
probes suggests that general case procedures may be used with concurrent
instructional location strategies (Brown et al., 1983).

Horner and his colleagues (1984) state that future research is
needed to investigate 'the overall relationship between generalized
performance and the criterion used to terminate training." (p. 21).
Instruction provided in a simulation environment may, therefore, use
community performance as an indicator for the attainment of training
criteria (Brown et al., 1983).

Simulation Instruction

"Simulation 1is a training format in which the stimuli used
during instruction are different from, yet similar to, the gtimuli
available in the target performance environment." (McDonnell, Horner, &
Williams, 1984, p. 123). Traditionally, instruction has been conducted
in simulation environments with the expectation that instructional
outcomes would generalize to community settings. ;his "Train and Hope"
approach has been questioned because demonstration of an unprogrammed
generalized response may not occur (Stokes & Baer, 1977) and current
instructional practice with severely handicapped individuals requires
the use of integrated community settings (Brown et al., 1983).

Although simulation instruction may reduce an individual's
involvement in community environments, and may not result in generalized

behavior change, simulation instruction may be useful in situations in

which instruction in the natural environment may be dangerous or require




inordinate expenditures of staff time, travel mileage, or inancial
costs. Instructional efficiency may be increased in cases where natural
trials are infrequent (e.g., identification of a particular bus number)
or relevant stimuli cannot be varied !'n the natural environment (Horner,
McDonnell, Vogelsberg, & Williams, 1983; Horner, McDonnll, & Bellamy,
1984). Additionally, simulation instruction provdes opportunites to use
group instruction on skills usually performed individually in the
natural environment (Page, Iwata, & Neef, 1976).

Simulation instruction strategies have utilized a variety of
instructional environments and materials to teach a range o. community
referenced skills to handicapped individuals. Certo, Schwartz, and
Brown (1977) used a four phase seguencing of classroom simulation to
community instruction to teach public bus riding skills to ten
moderately and mildly mentally retarded adolescents. This program
resulted in the generalization of sitting/standing responses from
simulation to actual bus riding as well as generalization from bus route
sight word cards to identification of bus routes indicated on a map of
Madison, Wisconsin.

In a similar procedure, Ccoon, Vogelsberg, and Williams (1981)
used consecutive simulation and natural environment instruction to teach
bus boarding and departing skills to a 20 year oid severely handicapped
woman. The classroom simulation procedures in this study resulted in
lipited generalization to concurrent probe measures of bus riding in the
natural environment, and necessitated extended instructional trials in
the natural environment. At issue in this study waa whether classroom

instruction, which does not result in skill generalization in the

natural environment, results in fewer training trials to reach skill
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acquisition in the natural environment (Coon, Vogelsberg, & Williams,
1981).

van den Pol and his colleagues (1981) used concurrent simulation
instruction and probes of the community environment to teach appropriate
restaurant behaviors to three moderately mentally retarded adolescents.
Simulation instruction included role play of restaurant specific
behaviors e.g. ordering food, and slide presentations of discriminative
stimuli in & fast food restaurant (McDonald's). Untrained probe
measures at a local restsurant (McDonald's) were conducted during
baseline and simulation training phases and subsequent follow-up probes
were provided at a novel restaurant (Burger King). Simulation
instruction resulted in gradually increasing levels of generalization of
percent correct responses on untrained probe measures, with final probe
performance of 862, 802, and 952 for the three subjects. Follow-up
probes at the novel restaurant yielded average measurements of 90%, 78%,
and 982 for the three subjects.

Although, simulation instruction resulted in high levels of
percent correct performance {n a natural environment, the percentages
conceal common errors occurring on such steps as change estimation, use
of condiments, food placement, etc. {van den Pol et al., 1981). The
training procedures, in this study, required 100% correct performance on
each training step presented in simulation rather than criteria based on
probe performance. Simulation training was therefore terminated upon
performance of simulation requirements, resulting in incomplete
performance of actual community responses.

Page, lwata, and Neef (1976) dealt with this concern by

providing concurrent simulation instruction and community environment
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proben during simulation instruction on pedestrian skills (street
crossing-controled 1ntercectio$a) with five moderately and mildly
mentally retarded young adults. Though training criteria was linked to
simulation performance, decisions as to wvhether training would be
continued or terminated were based on follow-up probes conducted at
community intersecions.

In teaching basic photography skills (polaroid one step) to a 20
year old severely handicapped man, Giangreco (1983) combined training
using a simulated camera (made of cardboard) with concurrent probes
using an actual camera with a flash and unexposed film. Criteria for
terminating training on the simulated camera was established at 100
percent performance cn probe measures using the actual camera over three
consecutive probe measures. The subject was required to sequentially
generalize four basic photography skills to performance with an actual
camera: (1) loading film in the camera; (2) checking the flash
attachoent; (3) deciding what to photograph; and (4) taking a
photograph. This procedure resulted in delivery of the minimum number
of training trials required for performance of each skill using actual
Baterials rather than simulated materials. The author stated tﬁat "a
portion of severely handicapped learners display limited generalization
across settings, materials, and people simply because we fail to assist
them in making these crucial connections." (Giangreco, 1983, p. 48).

While these studies provide evidence that instruction on
simulations of community referenced stimulus conditions can result in
generalized performance in the community, generalization has often been
asgsessed on a limited sample of community-environments (van den Pol et

al., 1981), materials (Giangreco, 1983), or behavioral requirements
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(Coon, Vogelsberg, & Williams, 1981). One question, based on this issue
is whether simulation instruction can result in generalized performance
across the range of stimulus conditions under which a behavior would
normslly occur (McDonnell, Horner, & Williams, 1984).

Horner and his colleagues (1984) have indicated that by
selecting simulation teaching examples that sample the range of relevant
stimuli found in the natural environment the "general case" for a
community behavior may be efficiently acquired. McDonnell, Horner, and
Williams (1984) compared the effects of classroom simulation
instruction, with simulation instruction combined with community
instruction on generalized grocery purchasing skills in four severely
handicapped adolescents. Simulation instruction included flash card
instruction on dollar and cent totals less than $20.00, and slide
training using slides which sampled the stimulus variations present in
an instructional universe of ten probe cash register price readouts
representing the cash register variations encountered in Eugene, Oregon.

The dependent measure in this study was whether the subjects
produced one dollar over the amount indicated on the flash cards,
slides, and actual probe cash registers. Consecutive probes of the five
probe cash registers following flashcard training and slide training,
indicated that the simulation strategies produced limited generalization
to correct performance on the probe examples whereas the combined
strategy provided generalized performance across most of the probe cash
registers (McDonnell, Horner, & Williams, 1984).

These authors questioned whether simuiation instruction using
actua. representative cash registers may have resulted in generalized

community performance. Although the cos: of purchasing actual cash
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registers may be prohibitive such a factor indicates that further
research is needed to determine the "characteristics of classroom
simulations that do and do not lead to generalized responding"
(McDonnell, Horner, & Williams, 1984). The delivery of consecutive
versus concurrent community prodbes, in this study, may have had an
additional impact on the results since the subjects may have experienced
difficulty making the "crucial connections" between simulation
requirements and the performance demands of the community (Giangreco,
1983).
E. Summary

The high school and adult day services provided severely
handicapped individuals incorporate a variety of curriculum or program
approaches (Bellamy, Horner, & Inman, 1979; Bellamy, Horner, Sheehan, &
Boles, 1980; Wilcox & Bellamy, 1982). Of the previously described
approaches, high school programs based on the demands of adult life
(Wilcox & Bellamy, 1982), structured employment (Bellamy, Sheehaé,
Horner, & Boles, 1980), and competitive employment strategies (Rusch &
Mithaug, 1980; Wehman & Hill, 1979; Wehman & Hill, 1980; Wehman &
McLaughlin, 1980) focus on the attainment of specific work skills which
result in paid work and maximal participation in community environments.

High school graduates and adults who have previously been
enrolled in programs which do not emphasize specific work skills may,
however, need extensive instruction to learn the skiils and behaviors
required in a community work placement (Wehman & Hill, 1980). Bellamy
and his colleagues (1982) suggest that specific work skills may be
taught in the classroom using job or skill clusters which sample skills

and behaviors needed on a particular jobd.
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The application of general case response technology to the
development of classroom simulations has recently received increased
attention (Horner et al., 1983; McDonnell, Horner, & Williams, 1984;
Horner, McDonnell, & Bellamy, 1984). General case simulations utilize
classroom teaching examr'-» gelected to sample the instructional
universe¢ of relevant & imulus and response variations present in
community examples.

Although sisulation Iinstruction potentially reluces coamunity
participation, simulations provide a viable instructional alternative in
cases vhere community instruction may be dangerous, logistically not
feasible, or provide few instructional trials or stimulus variations
(Horner, et al., 1983; Horner, McDonnell, & Bellamy, 1984). The
instructional issues surrounding the use of simulations to produce
generalized community behaviors include: (a) whether simulation
instruction results in efficient community instruction (Coon,
Vogelsberg, & Williams, 1974); (b) the degree to which simulation
stimuli must approximate community stimuli (McDonnell, Horner, &
Williams, 1984); and (c) determination of criteria for terminating
simulation instruction (Giangreco, 1983; McDonnell, Horner, & Williams,
1984).

To date, research in simulation instruction has not addressed
the application of general case simulations of job or skill clusters to
specific jobs in a community environment. The present study, therefure,
vill determine whether general case simulation instructicn on rpecific
task sequences, using tack examples wh.ch sample the range of
stimulus/response variation encountered in two competitive jobs, results

in the efficient acquisition of generalized job requirements. Of
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additional interest is whether concurrent probes in the competitive job
environment serve as accurate indicators of generalized skill
acquisitiorn and maintenance, and dependable criteria for the termination

of simulation instruction.
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CHAPTER Il1I
THE PROBLEM

A. Statement of the Problem

The present study will assess the extent to which general case
simulation instruction on a janitorial task sequence and a housekeeping
task sequence conducted at an adult day program, results in generalized
subject performance of housekeeping and janitorial task sequences during
untrained probe measures and instruction in a hospital setting.

B. Research Questions

Two research questions will be addressed in this study:

l. Does instruction on representative response examples for two
different janitorial and housekeeping task sequences, presented in
simulation, result in improved independent subject performance on weekly
probe measures of six response examples for those task sequences at an
actual job site?

2. Will independent subject performance be maintained during follow-up
probes at the actual job site, during instruction at the actual job site,
and during systematic withdrawal of instructor intervention and supervision
at the actual job site?

C. Definition of Terms

Task Sequences <~ The chains of discrete tasks included in instructional

and probe sessions will be referred to as task sequences. The task
sequence for janitorial skills will include tasks required in floor
mopping, and the task sequence for housekeeping skills will include tasks
required in damp wiping patient furniture and equipment.

Generic Responses - The discrete tasks included in the task sequences will

be defined as generic responses. Generic responses contain a sequence of
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component steps which are performed with the stimulus/response variations
encountered in each response example. As an example, the generic response
"mop floor" will include a sequence of individual steps (wet-wring mop, mop
with "s" motion, etc.) which will be adapted to the stimulus/response
variations found in each response example (Horner, Sprague & Wilcox, 1982,
p. 78).

Response Examples -~ The settings and equipment on which the task sequences

vill be performed will be considered response examples. Response examples
include the actual resronse examples present at the actual job site and the
simulation response examples used at the siuulation job site.

Simulation Job Site = The simulation response examplez for janitorial and

housekeeping task sequences will be presented at the Training Alternatives
Center/Workshop in McKeesport, PA. The response examples at the simulation
job site will approximate the range of stimulus/response variation present
at the actusl job site. A minimum number of two simulation response
examples will sample the "general case" of six response examples on which
the task sequences will be performed at :he actual job site (Horner,
McDonnell, & Bellamy, 1984; Horner, Sprague, & Wilcox, 1982).

Actual Job Site <~ Direct instruction and probe measurements will be

provided at Kane Regional Center, McKeesport, PA. The study will use task
sequences and materials utilized by the janitors and housekeepers at Kane
Regional to provide instruction and probe measurement across six floor
mopping response examples performed by janitors and six damp wiping
response examples performed by housekeepers.

Simulation Instruction - The present study will provide instruction on

rooms/areas and equipment at the Simulation Job Site which are similar to,

yet different from those encountered at the Actual Job Site. Primary

14
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differences between simulation and actual response examples include such
variations as location of the example, the amount of behavior required to
perform the task sequence, and the make or model of equipment requiring the
same task sequnce, e.g. wheelchairs. Subjects will therefore receive
instruction on simulations nf the actual response requirements rather than
using simulated materials which approximate the equipment and rooms/areas

encountered at the actual job site.
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CHAPTER IV
METHOD
A. Subjects

Four secondary and post secondary age subjects will be recruited to
participate in this study. Iwo secondary age students who are currently
enrolled in a class for trainable mentally retarded (TMR) students at
George Washington Elementary School, McKeesport, PA, will be selected as
subjects. This self-contained classroor serves students with chronological
ages from 14 to 21 years old who have documented intelligence test scores
between 30 and 55 as determined by the WISC. Vocational programming is
provided the students in the TMR class through daily participation in a
shop class session which provides students with Expetience working on work
samples of various bench work tasks. It is anticipated that 18 to 21 year
old subjects will be selected from this classroom.

Two post secondary age adults (chronological ages from 21 to 25
years) who are currently enrolled in the Training Alternatives Center and
Workshop (TAC/W), McKeesport, PA, will also be selected as subjects. These
adult subjects will have documented intelligence test scores below 55 as
determined by the WAIS. Vocational programming is provided the clients at
TAC/W through the use of prevocational work samples, industrial contracts
requiring bench work assembly, mailing contracts, and the manufacturing of
wooden toys and Christmas ornaments. Additionally, simulated specific job
instruction is provided in the areas of food services instruction and
janitorial skills instruction.

Selection criteria for subject participation in the study will be
based on classroom teacher/TAC/W staff appraisal of each subject's

competency on the following factors: (a) works on his/her feet for 2-1/2




hours; (b) remains engsged in a task or sequence of tasks for a period of
2-1/2 hours; and (c¢) understands and follows simple one sentence verbal
directions. Performance criteria for subject selection will be based on a
pre-baseline assessment of each subject's competencies in damp wiping a
table top and mopping a 10 foot by 10 foot area dsing a push/pull mopping
motion.

Written parent or guardian permission will be required for ezrh
subject participating in the sfudy. Parents or guardians will, therefore,

be required to sign a Parent Consent Form (Appendix A) which desnribes the

purpose and methods of the study, and outlines potential risks and benefits
of subject participation in the study. A review of potential risks to
participants will also be conducted by the University of Pittsburgh Psycho

Social IRB (See Appendix A, School of Education Human Subjects Review

Committee Propcsal and Parent Consent Fotm).

B. Settings

The study will take place in two settings, cne simulation site and
one actual job site. Simulation instruction will be conducted at the
Training Alternatives Center and Workshop (TAC/W) in McKeesport,
Pennsylvania. TAC/W is a vocational and daily living skills training
" center for adult age individuals who experience varying degrees of mental
retardation. The center is ;duinisteted by Mon-Yough Mental Health/Mental
Retardation Services Inc., a non-profit agency funded and regulated by the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and Allegheny County Mental Health/Mental
Retardation. The center was selected as a simulation site because of
similarities to the actual job site (long corridors, institutional
bathrooms, classrooms), and a continued high level of communication and

cooperation between TAC/W and the University of Pittsburgh.

47




The actual job site is a 350 bed convalescent hospital, Kane

Regional Center (Kane), located in McKeesport, Pennsylvania. John J. Kane
Hospitals are a network of publicly funded hospitals located throughout
Allegheny County, administered by Allegheny County, and funded by the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvanie, Department of Pablic Welfare. This site was

chosen based on it's proximity to TAC/W and the wide range of instructional

opportunities available. Within this site housekeeping probes and

instruction will be conducted in unoccupied patient rooms assigned by the
Housekeeping Department Supervisor. Janitorial probes and instruction will
be conducted in the first floor rooms and areas usually mopped by entry
level janitors, these rooms and areas will also be assigned by the
Housekeeping Department Supervisor on a daily basis.
Materials
Simulation and actual job site damp wiping and floor mopping
supplies and equipment will be located on housekeeping carts and in
Janitor's storage rooms at TAC/W and Kane. The equipment and supplies used
at the simulation job site will closely replicate the materials used by
janitors and housekeeper: at Kane. The following equipment and supplies
will be used at the simulation and actual job sites:
(a) Damp wiping equipment and supplies,
l. two, 10 qt. buckets,
2. 1/2 oz. packets of quaternary germicidal detergent
(A=33) - one per subject per session,
3. two, spray cans all purpose polish,
4. two, cans toilet bowl disinfectant (Sani Flush),

S. Clean white cloths (washcloths),

6. two, toothbrushes,




7. two, plastic scouring pads,
8. two, toilet bowl brushes, and
9. two, housekeeping carts; and
(b) Floor mopping equipment and supplies,
l. two, 44 qt. caster buckets with wringer,
2. 16 oz. and 24 oz. mops,
3. two, 24 inch dust mops
4. two, dust pans,
5. two, pick up brushes,
6. four, caution signs,
7. two, putty knives,
8. 1-1/2 oz. packets of quaternary germicidal
detergent (A-33) - one per subject per gession.

Instructor and Data Collectors will carry a clipboard containing
data sheets (Appendix D) for both task sequences per each subject. This
will require that two data collection clipboards be deveioped for each
subject. Total data collection materials will include eight clipboards,
and eight sets of data sheets for the damp wiping and floor mopping task
sequences.

D. Procedures

1. Task Sequences

This study will incorporate task sequence - commonly engaged in by
housekeepers and janitors at Kane Regional Center. The discrete tasks
involved in damp wiping patient furniture and equipment were selected as an
instructional task sequence 3ince damp wiping constitutes the primary task
of housekeepers at Kane. Similarly, mopping of the tile floors in the

rooms and areas on the first floor of Kane was chosen as a janitorial task
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sequence i{ecause entry level janitors are initially assigned to mop on the
first floor, away from the patient living areas on floors two through four

(See Appendix B; Kane Regional Center Floor Plans).

The specific generic responses and generic response components
included in the floor mopping and damp wiping task sequences are derived
from several sources. Detailed descriptions of dust mopping, wet mopping,

damp wiping, and polishing procedures are included in the John J. Kane

Hospital Housekeeping Department Orientation Manual (1981), from which the

procedures in this study were derived (See Appendix C, John J. Kane

Hospital Housekeeping Department Orientation Manual Procedures and Task

Sequence Validation Instruments. These procedures have beern adapted in the

task sequences to the actions currently performed by housekeepers and
janitors employed at Kane. This process required in-vivo observation of
one highly competent housekeeper and one highly competent janitor at Kane
by the principal investigator and the Director of TAC/W. The task
sequences were therefore adjusted according to nbserved performance of a
Janitor and housekeeper, and the brocedutes specified in the Orientation
Manual.

The task sequences were subsequently validated by completion of
task sequence validation instruments (Appendix C) on which two janitors and
two housekeepers at Kane indicated agreement (very much like) or
disagreement (very different) as to the similarity between the task
sequence components (actions) and the actions they perform during their
daily work at Kane. The completed validation instruments indicated that
for the damp wiping task sequence the response example "cleaning a drinking
fountain” required drying with a dry cloth after washing, prior to

polishing. Similarly, the Kane janitors specified that a 24 inch dust mop
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is used on all floors (large dust mops are too cumbersome) and that small
rooms with furniture required furniture movement away from walls when
@opping rather than movement of furniture out of the room.
The task sequences defined in this process include the following
generic responses, the components of which are specified on Tables 1 and 2,
Stimulus/Response Variation Matrix's for Damp Wiping and Floor Mopping and
on the Data Sheets (Appendix D).
(a) Damp Wiping task sequence,

1. Take supplies from cart, storeroom,

2. Position equipment-move small items,

3. Wash,

4, Polish,

5. Inspect work,

6. Return supplies,

7. Planned exception: and

(b) Floor mopping task sequence,

1. Take supplies from storeroom,

2. Move furniture,

3. Place caution signs,

4. Dust mop, scrape up stuck on matter,

5. Mop floor,

6. Return furniture,

7. Inspect work,

8. Return supplies,

9. Planned exception.

Variacions of these generic responses are performed by housekeepurs

and entry level janitors on an array of response examples at Kane. Generic
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response variations typically involve deletion of a particular generic
response, 31ffet1ng materials used for different response examples, or
different response topographies used with differrnt response examples e.g.
floor mopping with push-pull strokes and floor mopping with large "S"

strokes (See Stimulus/Response Variation Matrix's for Damp Wiping and Floor

Mopping, Tables 1 and 2).

2. Developing a General Case Simulation

The facilitation of generalization from simulation performance to
an actual performance environment requires that the stimuli presented in
simulation be similar to the stinmuli present in the actual environment
(McDonnell, Horner, & Williams, 1984; Horner, McDonnell, & Bellamy, 1984).
Simulations must, therefore, present stimulus examples which sample the
range of the relevant stimulus variation encountered in the actual
environment and teach responses to simulation stimuli relevant to the
response requirements of the actual environment.

The determination of stisulus/response variations relevant to the
actual performance environment requires a definition of the "Instructional
universe" (Horner, Sprague, & Wilcox, 1982) in which the stimuli and
responses occur. The initial step in defining an instrucional universe
entails the description of the activity required by the actual environment
e.g., floor mopping. The activity may then be analyzed as to the component
steps or generic responses required to complete the activity and the
stimulus/response variations present in each actual job site location or
material (actual response example) on which the generic responses, are to
be performed (large rooms, smsll rooms etc.).

In the present study the instructional universes for damp wiping

and floor mopping were defined through assessing the stimulus/response

)




1]
Table 1
Stimulus/Response Variation Matrix
lask %oqnence! Damp Wiping Patient Furniture and E£quipment Instructional Universe: Patient Rooms and Corridors at Kane Reglonal (enter
Generlc Kespunve | Generic Stimulus| Genaric Rasponse v n the Instructional Universe
Components Wheelchair Counters, Shelvea, Chalr, Stand, Patient Bed Drinking Fountain Sink and
. AO Cabinets @ Table @ o LAvatnLLA
1. Take Suppliea | a. 109t bucket a. Fi11 2/}
from cart, wvarm water
storeroos h. Yoz. pack b. Add to watar
A-1] on cart
¢. Housekeeping | c. Take to c. I clean c. 2 clean ¢. 2 clean c. 2 clean c. 3 clean c. 2 clean
cart room cloth cloths cluths clothe s cluths * cloths
2. Pusitiun a. locatfon a. Avay from a. Avay from a. N/A a. Avay from [a. N/A a. N/A
cquipment , wvalls atc. wvalla, set wvall,
auve small brake raise *
1teas b. On wurfacea b. Move for b. N/A b. To i surface® b. Move to b. N/A b, N/A b. Move to
cleaning bed bed, chair
c. Add Y c.
Sanifluah
3. Wash a. Loosa soil #. Remove with a. N/A a, N/A a. Bruysh or a. N/A a, Jet, drain, a. N/A
bruah, pad use pad#® button®
b. All surfaces | b. Wipe, cloth b. Rub hard on b. head to b. Rub hard
from bucket grime, top foot, mat- on grime
to bottom tresa,
r.nderneath
c. Repeat-cther c. Dry with cloth* | ¢, Swish toi-
let brush
4, Polish a. All purpose 4. Spray all #. Don't a. N/A a. Wood, wetalla. Head, foot,]a. All surfaces a. Pluabing,
pulish surfacaa puliaht plastic rails Dispensera
b. Dry cluth b. Wipe all b, N/A b. N/A b. All sur- b. Head, foot,[b. Leave no b. Leave no
. surfacas n faces rails atreaks streaka
5. dnspect Wurk |o. Equipment/ a. Look st all
furniture parts
b. Remaining b. Rapeat 3 & 4 | b. Repeat 3 b. Repeat 3
soil (1f nead) unly only
6. Keturn a. Equipment/ a. Original a. By patient a, N/A a. Return
Supplies furnl ' ure location bed small ltems
. h. Cart b. To atoraroum
<o Bucket c¢. Empty in wet
sink
7. kxception a. Broken a. Raport to a. Planned a. Malfunc-
equipment nurae exceptiun- tioning
repurt tu cuntrols-
Instructur report to
nursa
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Table 2

Stimulus/Resporiae Variation Matrix

Task Sequence: Floor Mopping First Floor Rooms and Areaa

Instructional Univerae: First Floor Rooms snd Areas (Non-pstient)

at_Kane Regional Center

Generic Response | Generic Stimulus | Generic Respoase Vsristions in (he lnatructional Unjverse
Components Small Room- Small Room- Mid-size Room- Mid-size Room- Large Area- Large Room-
Furniture DO No Furniture® Furniture [ ) No Purniture @  No Furniture ® Purniture OO
Follow Super- a. Roons/Areas 8. Locate Room/ | e. Offices-tile| a. ockar a. Whirlpool a. Entranca Area | a. Halls-Non s. Dining Room
visor Prompt to Area Asaignad Tloor Rooms Room Snack Bar Patient Chapel
Ruom/Area at Examination Bathrooma Day Care Areas Conference Rooms
Kane Regloaal Rooms Elevatora Room
Beauty Shop PT Room
Post Office OT Room
ALL Room Linen Room
Snack Room
1. Take Sup- a, 44qt bucket/ | a. Fill 2/3 varm
plies from wringer water
Storeroom b. 14 0z. A-3) b. Add to water
c. Duat Mop- c. To room=with
24 in. pan, brush,
knifa
d. ™ -16 or d. Puah bucket
_+ oz, with mop
¢. Caution signs | e. To room-with | e. Tak: 1 sign le. Take | siyn| e. Take 3 signs| e. Take 3 signs le. Take 3 slgns|e. Take 3 signs
bucket /mop
S Mave 4. Muveable a. Move to clear| a. From wall a. N/A a, To Y room a. N/A a. To 1/3 roow/
turniture furniture an area to wall area
b. Heavy b. Don't try b, Trash cens | b. Deska, b, Tables, b. Nursing b. Organ, pewvs,
turniture to wove etc. tables, etc. chairs carts et
3. Place a. lLocation a. Place for a. At entrance {a. At entrancel a. Ends, center| a. Ends, center |a. Ends, center|a. Ends, center
Caut lon cleared arca Y room 4 room 4 length* 1/3 room
Signs b. Repeat b. Change place- b. To 2nd Y b, To 2nd % b. Not neces- {b. T+ 2nd & Ird
ment 1 sary 3

ERI
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Table 2 Cont'd.

'¢(;z
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Generic Response

Generic Stimulus

Genaric Responwse
Componants

Small Room=
Furniture

Variations in the In

Smull Room-
No Furniture

Mid-nize Room=
Furniture

Mid-size Room
No Furniture

Large Area-
No Furniture

Large Room-
Furniture

4. Dust Mop, a. Size of room | a. Variation in | a. Small "s" a. Small "sS" a. Straight a. Strsight a. Straight a. Straight
Scrape Up method stroke stroke ahead ahead shead Ahead
Stuck=-un b. Cum, etc. b. Scrape with
Matter putty knifa

¢. Dust pile c. Pick up with
pan/bruah
5. Mop Floor a. Edg_ of area | a. Mop along &. Around/under] a. Around/under
baseboards devks, etc. fixtures
b. Centur of b. Type of b. Small "S"
area stroke stroke b. Small "§" b. Move back- b. Move back- b. Move back- |[b. Move back-
atroke wards, large wvards, large wvards, large wvards, large
lls.. le” QQSQO le"
¢. Around/under| c. Around/under c. Around/under
hars, etc. tables, etc. argan, ptc
6. Return a. Other a. Claar new a. Back to a. N/A a. N/A a. N/A
Furniture sections section(s) wall
b. Original b. Return when Ib. N/a b. N/A b. N/A

- placement finiahed -

7. Inspuct a. Mopped floor | a. Look ovar all
Work surfaces

b. Remalning b. Spot mop

el soll (4f ded)

8. Return 4. Equipmsent a. Return to
Supplies storerovm

b. Full bucket b. Empty in wet
. sink
+ 1 ception a. Parson(s). a. Spot mup

carts etc.
on wet floor

(1€ needed)

|

a. Pl.nned exception
walk, roll over

floor

* Vartation outside

range of Simulatfon Response Examples

A simlation Reaponse Example

O Simulation Response Exampla-Actual Job

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

@ Actual Response Example
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variations present in six representative response examples for each task
sequence. This assessment involved the dlineation of stimulus/response
variations for each generic response performed on the representative
response examples. The stimulus/response variations for damp wiping and
floor mopping are specified on a Stimulus Response Variation Matrix for

each task sequence (See Stimulus/Response Variation Matrix's for Damp

Wiping and Floor Mopping, Tables 1 and 2). It should be noted that

several actual response examples for the floor mopping task sequence
include several rooms which require the same stimulus/response variations.
By determining actual response examples in this manner, subjects may be
assigned to mop different rooms and areas during actual job probe and
instructional sessions. Separate room and area assignments will ensure
that subjects mop unmopped rooms and areas while performing the same
generic response variations in different rooms and areas for each response
example (Table 2). |
The stimulus/response variations for each generic response, in each
actual response example, were analyzed as to the range of these variations
across actual response examples. This range is specified on the General
Case Analysis Forms (Table 3 and 5) by listing the relevant stimulus and
response variations relative to each generic response. Additionally, the
notable exceptions and potential errors for each generic response are
indicated on the General Case Analysis Form. These include any significant
exceptions or low probability events which may occur when completing a
generic response, such as mopping up footprints on a wet floor, and
possible errors which could hamper the successful completion of the generic

response or present safety hazards (See General Case Analysis Forms for

Damp Wiping and Floor Mopping, Tables 3 and 4).




Tusk Sequance: Damp Wiping Putient Furniture und Equipwent

Table ]

General Case Analysis Form

Instructional Universe: Patient Rooms snd Corridors

at Ksne Regional Center

Cencr ic Response| Generfic Stimulus

Ganer ic Response

Variations Within Reange of

Potentia) Errors Outside Range

equipment

report to inatructor, report to nurase

e Componanta Simulat lon Response Examples
1. Tuke supplies] a. 10 qt. bucket| s. ¥i11 2/) warm water
trun cart, b. 1/2 oz. puck | b. Add to water on cart
storcroon A-33
c. Housekeeping | c. Take to room c. 1 ur 2 clesn clotha c. J clesn clotha (drinking fountain)
e chart
2. Position a. Location a. Away from walls etc. a. Wheelchair, chair, stand, tray table, a. Raise bed for clesning
eduipment , bed
move small b. On asurfaces b. Move for clesning b. Move to bed from chair, stand, tray b. Move to 1/2 shelvas and cabinets
items tuble, ainks
e c. Add 1/2 cup ssni-flush to toilet
3. Wash 4. Loose soil 8. Remove with brush/pad a. N/A 8. Jet, drain button (fountain)/food etc.
on furniture
h. All surfscea | b. Wipe, cloth from buckef b. Top to bottom, underneath
B c. Dy fountain before polishing
4. Poligh 4. All purpose a, Spray all asurfaces #, Chrome, Stsinless, don't polish
cleaner wheelchair
N b. bry cluth b, Wipe all surfaces b. Wipe sprayed surfaces top to bottom
5. luspect a. kquipment/ 8. Look at all parta
Work turniture
b. Remuluing b, Rapeat 3 & 4 b. Repeat 3 & 4, I only on wheelchsir,
_ woll cabinets, shelves, tray .
6. Keturn a. Equipment/ a. Original location 4. Return small ftems, return equipment
Suppl les furniture furniture
b. Catt b, To atorercom
o Cco Bucket ¢, Empty _
7. txception a. Broken 4. Report to nurse a. Missing foot or arm rest on wheelchair-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

IS
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Task Sequence: Floor Mopping First Floor Rooms and Areas

Table &

General Case Analysis Form

Instruct fonal Universe: Firat Floor Rooms and Areas (Nonpatient)

at Kane Regional Center

ueneric Response

Generic Stimulua

Generic Response

Var fat fons Within Renge of

Potent ial Errors Outside Range

Compunents Simulat fon Reaponse Examples
1. Take suppl fes #, 44 qt. bucket/wringer| a. Fill 2/3 warm water
truom storeroom b. 1Y% vz, A-33 b. Add to water
¢. Duat wop-24 {n ¢. To room~with pam, brush, knife

d. Mop-16 or 24 oz,
¢. Cautfon aigna

d.
e.

Push bucket - with mop
To ruom with bucket /mop

Take 1 aign (small rooms),
3 signs (mid and large rooms)

Z. Muve turniture

a. Muvable furniture

a. Move to clear an area a. Avay from wall/tc wall (small
room), to 1/3 room/ares (large
room/ares)
b. Heavy furniture b. Don't try to move b. Desks, exsm equipment, heavy
o tables etc.
3. Place caution a. Location a. Place for cleared area a. At entrance (small rooms), s. Ends/center 1/2 length of hallway
slgns Ends/center of 1/3 room
(Inre room/ares)
b. Kepeat b. Change placement b. 2nd aud 3rd 1/3 room
- - (large rvom/ares)
4. bust mup 4. Slze of room a. Varistion method 8. Small "5" geroke (emall room),
sLlape up stuck push straight shead (large
o matier room/arcs)
b, Cum etc. b. Scrape with putty knifc
e L o Duse plle ¢, Pickup with pan/brush
5. Mop tloor a. EBdge of ares a. Mop along baseboards 8. Around/under dieaks etc. (small
room), 4long basebosrds (large
room/arca)
b. Center of ares b. Type of geroke b. Small "S” stroke (amall room),
move backwards large "S" (large
roum/arcva)
6. Keturn furnitnre| a. Other sections a. Clear new section(s) a. Move back to wall (amall room), .
muve for 2nd and 3rd 1/3
(large room/ares)
. b. Uriginal plac b. Return when finished
7. fospect work a. Mopped floor 8. Lovk over all surfsces
o b, Remaining soil L. Spot wop (if needed) _
8. Keturn suppliea | a. Equipment #. Return tv atorervom
e b. Full bucket b. Empty in wet sink _S
9. Exception a. Person(s) carte etc.| a. Spnt mup (if needed) #, Spot mop if shoea, wheela leave

on wet floor

a mark
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3.  Selecting Simulation Response Examples

Following the analysis of the general case of actual response
examples for each task sequence, simulation response examples were selected
which sample the range of stimulus and response variations indicated on the
General Case Analysis Form. In the selection of simulation responsge
examples, attempts were made to adhere to the following general case
guidelines, suggested by Horner, Sprague, and Wilcox (1982):

l. "Select the minimum number of training examples that sample the full

range of stimulus and response variation in the instructional universe."

(p. 88). The simulation response examples were selected to a
representative sample of the stimulus/response variations in the six
response examples for each task sequence. It is acknowledged that the
selected examples ;111 not encompass all of the variations in the
instructional universe for each task sequence, rather they include
consistent variations in generic responses which are to be performed on
most of the response examples. The stimulus/response variations for damp
wiping therefore include individual generic response compon. 1ts which
differ from those in the simulation response examples and may yield
potential errors during Probe sessions (See tables 1, 2, 3, and 4). It is
anticipated that the errors derived from untaught generic response
components will not hamper cowpletion of Probe trials on specific actual
response examples (e.g. J}inking fountain) since the components included in
Simulation Instruction will provide different yet similar procedures to
those to be taught in Actual Job Instruction on the differing response
examples.

2. "Select examples that contain equal amounts of new information" (p. 89).

In selecting the simulation response examples the instructional universes
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for each task sequence were analyzed to-determine response examples which
incororated all generic responses yet presented generic response component
variations which significantly differ from the other response examples.
Such variations as "don't polish" for the wheelchairs and the use of
sani-flush and the toilet brush for the sinks and lavatecries provide equal
amounts of new information not encountered in the other damp wiping
response examples. Similarly, the simulation response examples for floor
mopping include furniture movement and caution sign placement variations
which are not encountered in the actuail response examples thus providing
equal amounts of new information during simulation instruction sessions.

3. "Select examples that do not include consistent irrelevant stimuli"”, (p.

89). The use of the Task Sequence Validation instruments (Appendix C)
assures that the generic responses in Simulation Instruction are similar to
the actions performed by janitors and housekeepers at Kane and that the
stimuli presented in the simulation response examples are relevant to the
subsequent performance of the task sequences at the actual job site.
Instruction conducted at the simulation site will reduce potentially
distracting stimuli during task sequence acquisition e.g. interaction with
co-workers, inquisitive staff, permitting Subjects to concentrate on
Q;rformance of the simulation response examples. Although these irrelevant
stimuii %ill be present at Kane, Instructors will conduct Probes and Actual
Job Instruction sessons in isolation from Kane staff, pernitting and
encouraging interaction with Kane staff before and after sessions, and
during lunch at Kane.

4. "Select examples that teach the student what not to do as well as what

to do", (p. 89). The simulation response examples were selected because

they contain specific genearic response components which specify that
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Subjects refrain from responses performed on other response examples or pay
particular attention to a qualitative concern to be encountered in other
response examples. Simulation Instruction on the damp wiping simulation
response examples will therefore include the generic response component
"don’t polish" on wheelchairs which receive monthly spray cleaning and
polishing at Kane, and a specification that the chrome and stainless steel
on sinks and lavatories be polished without leaving streaks (a similar
specification for dinking fountains and patient beds). The simulation
response examples for floor mopping include caution sign placement and
furniture movement variations unique to the size of the rooms/areas. In
this manner Subject's will not move caution signs and furniture in sections
when mopping small rooms and will use a general rule when moving all
furniture whereby "if you can't move it easily, don't try to move it."

5. "Select examples that include significant exceptions”, (p. 90). Low

probability events which may occur at Kane are included in simulation
instruction to provide Subjects' with the ability to identify and respond
to anticipated occasional problems. In the damp wiping task sequence the
exception "malfunctioning equipment” may hinder completion of & response
exavple (inability to raise/lower the bed) or present safety considerations
(nissing parts on a partient's wheelchair). This excepgion will be taught
by requiring Subjects to report missing wheelchair parts to the instructor
during Simulation Instruction and report missing wheelchair parts and bed
control malfunctions to nursing personnel during Actual Job Instruction.
Exceptions during floor mopping instruction will require Subjects to
determine whether persons, carts, or wheelchairs moving across a wet floor
leave marks or tracks which require spot mopping of the newly soiled area.

As specified in the Teaching the Simulation Response Examples section, the
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planned exceptions "person walks on floor" and "missing wheelchair part"
will be presented during every second simulation instruction session.
During Probe and Actual Job Instruction sessions the exceptions will not be
scheduled, however, instruction and Probe data collection will be conducted
upon the natural occurrence of these exceptions.

6. "Select examples that are logistically feasible", (p. 90). A

consideration in deciding to conduct community referenced instruction in a
simulation environment is whether community instruction presents logistical
problems in travel to and from community sites or during transition from
one response example to another (Horner, McDonnell, Williams, &
Voegelsberg, 1983). By delivering instruction in a simulation setting the
simulation response eramples, in this study, may be placed in close
proximity to each other, allowing easy transitions, and instruction may be
delivered in a setting which does not require staff/subject travel (except

for Weekly Probe sessions, see Conducting Probe Trials). This arrangement

will permit instruction on readily available response examples without the
necessity of teaching Subject orientation to the various rooms and areas at
Kane during simulation instruction.

Following these guidelines permits the two simulation response
examples for damp wiping and floor mopping to be coordinated with the
generic responses and task sequences used at the actual job site. The

simulation response examples are specified on the Simulation Task Analysis

Forms (Tables 5 and 6) which present the stimulus/response variations for
each generic response across simulation response examples (See Simulation

Task Analysis Forms for Damp Wiping and Floor Mopping, Tables 5 and 6).

4. Teaching the Simulation Response Examples

The study will utilize total task presentations (Gold, 1976) in




Tas! Sequence: Damp Wiping Patient Furniture and Equ ipment

Table 5

Staalation Task Anulysis Form

Tnstruct lunal Universe:

Patient Rooms and Corridors

at Kane Reglonal Center

Gener ie Response

Generic Stimulua

Generic Respunse
Compouents

V. fon

Wheelchair

n

Sink and Lavatory

Comment s

1. Take suppliea

4. 10 qt. bucket

Fi11 2/3 warm water

Usta not f{ncluded

from care, b. 1/2 oz, puck A-33 | b. Add tu water on cart in ¥ correct finde-~
storeroum <. Huusekeeping cart | c. Take to room c. Take 1 (lear cloth c. Take 2 clean clotha pendent generic
A _ responses
2. Pusicion 4. Locatiun a. Muve avay frum walls etc. a. Potential error
equ ipaent , move raise bed
small fters b. On surfaces b. Move for cleaning b. Place items on chalir b. Potential error
in vicinicy counters etc.
* c. Put 1/2 cup sani-flush
e _ in toilet
3. Wash 4. Loose suil 4. Remove with brush/pad a. N/A a. N/A a. Potential error
b. All surfaces b. Wipe with cloth from b. dry fountain
R bucket pot. errur
w. Polish a. All purpose a, Spray all aurfacea 4. Don't polish a. Chrume, gtainless steel,

pol ah
b. Ury cluth

Wipe all surfaces

dispenseras only
Beware of leaving stresks
un metul

5, luspect work

6. Return
suppl les

7. Planned
uacept fon

a. Equipment/
turniture
b. Kemaining aoil

Louk st all parts

Sput repeat 3 & 4

Repeat 3 unly (Uf
needed)

4. Fquipment/
turnfture

b. Cart

L Huoket

[
.

Originul location

Tu stureroom
Fopty in wet sink

Return against wall

Retur:h small ftems to

Data tncluded for last
response example only

a. Broken equipment

Repurt tu ne-

Report to instructor in

almulat fon

(<

e —
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Task Sequence: Fluor Mopping First Floor ngpu and Areus

Table 6

Simulat tan Task Analysis Form
Instructtonal Universe: First Fluor Rooms and Areas (Nonpatient)

at Kane Regional Center

Genuvric Respouse Generfe Stimulus Generic Reasponue e
—— G ty Small Roum - Move Furniture Large Room/Arca-Move Furniture Cumment s
1. lake supplies a. 44 qt. bucket/ a. Fill 2/3 warm water Datd not included
trum sturervom in %2 correct
b. 1% uz. pack A-33 b. Add tu water independent
c. Dust mop=24 in. ¢. Tu roum-with pan, brush, generic responses
knife
d. Mop-16 vr 24 oz. d. Push bucket with mop
___________ ¢, Caution sipns ¢. To ruom with bucket/mop e. Take 1 sign e. Take ) aigna
<. Mave turniture ] a. Muvable furniture | a. Move to ctear an srea 8. Move avay from walls/ 4. Move to clear 1/3 room/ares
move tu walls
- e e b, Heavy furniture b. Don't try to move a. Desks etc. b. Heavy tables etc.
3. Place cautiun u. Locatiun a. Place for clesred area 4. At entrance before moving a. Place to mark of 1/) ares, a. Potential
aigns eunds and center error-hal lways
— e} b Reprat b. Move to next cleared area
+. Dust mop, a. Size of room a. Variation in method a. Small "$" strukes in room a. Push mop straight ahead,
sLtdpe up repeat to cover srea
stuck un matter | b. Gum etc. b. Scrape with putty kuife
e ) et pide c. Pick up with pan/brusk . _
5. Mop floor a. Edge of area a. Mop slung baseboards a. Aruund/under desks, behind
moved turniture
b. Center of area b. Type of stroke b. Small "S" gstrokea b. Move backwards, large "s"
e e strokes
6. Keturn a. Other gections a. Cledar new sections a. Back to wall '
’ turniture b. Original placement] b. Return when finished .
7. tuspect work 4. Mupped fluor 8. Louk uver all surfaces
. b. Remaining soil b. Spot mop (1f needed) . _
8., Return supplies | a. Equipment 8. Return to storercom Data Included for
b. Full bucket b. Empty in wet sink last reaponse
- __example only
9. Planned a. Persun(s), carts a. Spot mop (if needed) a. If marks are left
vxception etc. on wet flour

o 10

RIC
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sequencing instruction in which all of the generic responses required by a
particular response example are presented in each instructional trial.
Should a subject encounter excessive difficulty performing one or more of
the generic responses in a total task sequence the generic response(s) may
be taught using multiple trials on each generic response component. 1In
following this procedure a subject may be provided with additional trials
on a deficit generic response when he or she completes the previous generic
responses, and complete the total task after the specified number of
repititions on the deficit generic response have been performed. These
repeated trials may be presented until the subject attains an adequate
level of proficiency on the generic response(s) and can complete the total
task sequence without the additional trials.

Instructional sessions will be planned to provide each subject with
instruction on two or more response examples for each task sequence such as
wopping office and classroom floors, during each session. By providing
instruction on multiple sinul&tion response examples during each sesgion,
subjects will be provided with daily exposure to the full range of
stimulus/response variation for each task sequence.

Simulation instruction on the damp wiping (housekeeping) task
sequence will be conducted in the men's and women's bathrooms, and in the
large activity room at TAC/W. TAC/W has two men's and two women's rooms
Wwhich will be used as instructional sites. Each subject will receive
simulation instruction on one men's room sink and lavatory and one women's
room sink and lavatory. Subjects will also receive instruction on damp
wiping the soap dispensers, paper towel/sanitary napkin dispensers, and
shelves above the sinks as components of the generic responses "wash' and

"polish" (See Simulation Task Analysis Form for Damp Wiping, Table 5).
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An isolated corner of the large activity room at TAC/W will be the
instructional site for simulation ingtruction on damp wiping wheelchairs.
Each subject will receive instruction on two wheelchairs per session.
Wheelchair damp wiping instruction will include generic response variations
which require gubjec.s to damp wipe bottom suspension parts and underneath
wheelchair seats, thus approximating the stimulus/response variations
encountered the actual response examples damp wiping patient furniture and
patient bed. Additionally, the generic response "polish" is not included
in the task sequence for damp wiping wheelchairs, providing an exception to
the polishing of chrome and stainless steel on all other response examples
(Table 1).

Simulation instruction on the floor mopping (janitorial) task
sequence will be conducted in the four classrooms, the lunch area, and four
small offices at TAC/W. Subjects will receive floor mopping instruction in
two large rooms or areas (classrooms or lunch area) which require that
furniture be moved in sections of one third of the room to accomodate dust
mopping and mopping. The four offices will be used as simulation response
examples which require movement of furniture out of the ioom and small "S"
strokes when mopping. Simulation instruction will be provided to each
subject in two of the offices during each floor mopping session. By
providing instruction on the floor mopping simulation exapples the range of
furniture and sign placement variations in the actual response examples
will be approximated ia small rooms and large rooms or areas (Table 2).

During simulatior instruction the subjects will receive group
instruction on the janitorizi simulation response examples and housekeeping
simulation response e.amples. Two subjects will be placed in each group

with one instructor conducting each Janitorial and housekeeping simulation
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instruction session. The group which received janitorial instruction in a
morning instructional gession will receive housekeeping instruction during
the afternoon session while the morning housekeeping group receives

Janitorial instruction (See Appendix C, Scheduling Matrix).

Instruction during the initial segsions of simulation instruction
will consist of each student receiving instruction on the same simulation
response example prior to changing to the next response example. By
conducting the initial similation sessions with each student simultaneously
working on the same ;elponse example, early high rate errors may be
effectively corrected by the instructors and the data collected may
accurately indicate the nature of deficit generic responses for each
subject. When each subject in a group evidences an adequate level of
independent performance for each task sequence (two or three non critical
errors) instruction will change to a group format in which each subject is
performing a different sequence of response examples during each session.
This format approximates the independent work required at the actual job
site where the Subjects will be isolated from the other Subjects in the
project.

The instructors will initiate instruction on the task sequence for
each simulation response example with a “supervisor proampt” such as "John,
I'd like you to damp wipe two wheelchairs,”" following which each subject is
to initiate the appropriate task sequence with the correct response
example. The supervisor promwpt is intended as an approximation of the
directions to be given by the Housekeeping Department Supervisors when the
subjects perform the task sequences in Actual Job Site Instruction.

It should be noted that in the task sequences for the simulacion

response examples Damp Wiping Wheelchairs and Mopping Large Rooms - Move

7
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Furniture, a "Planned Exception" is included as a discrete generic
response. These planned exceptions will be included in one trial, every
other instructional session. Subjects will therefore be required to report
4 missing footrest (which the instructor has removed) to the instructor and
spot mop footprints (after the instructor has walked on ths wet floor) as
correct responses to the planned exceptions.
The instructors will use a "least intrusive prompts strategy"

(Snell, 1983, p. 123) in providing instructional correction procedures for
each generic response component and generic response within the task
sequences. Instguctors will provide gradually increasing levels of
assistance to facilitate subject performance of the desired generic
response. The instructors will provide each subject with a successgively
more instrusive level of assistance uQ:11 the generic response component is
performed and upon subsequent trials attempt to decrease the assistance
provided to the subject. The levels of assistance to be utilized in this
study are defined as:

l. Physical guidance - hands-on assistance and manual

guidance are required to complete some or all portions of

a generic response;

2. Verbal instruction - repitition of the initial super-

visor prompt or verbal directions to complete some or all

portions of a generic response; and

3. Independent performance - subject initiates activity

following the supervisor prompt or completes a generic

response without supervisor assistance.

This numerical order arranges these levels of assistance from the

most to least intrusive levels of assistance. Future references to the
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levels, in this text, will pertain to "fading to a higher numbered level of
assistance"” whereby a less instrusive graduated assistance level is

provided (See Data Collection Section).

Se Conducting Probe Trials

During the Baseline Probe, Simulation Instruction/Weekly Probe, and
Follow-up Probe phases of this study noninstructional probe sessions will
be conducted to assess each subject's level of independent performance on
sisulation and actual response examples for each task sequence. The probe
sessions will serve three basic purposes: (a) to provide experimental
control for subsequent simulation instruction and actual job instruction
phases; (b) to assess for deficit generic responses prior to, during, and
following simulation instruction; and (c) to determine the extent to which
generic responses acquired in simulation generalize to actual job
performance.

Baseline probe sessions conducted at both the simulation job site
and actual job site will allow for the assessment of each subject's initial
independent performance while damp wiping and floor mopping: (a) two
similation response exawples at the simulation job site; (b) two actual
response examples which are similar to the simulation response examples
(Simulation Response Examples - Actual Job Site); and (c) the four actua!
response examples on which subjects will not receive simulation
instruction.

During the Simulation Instruction/Weekly Probe phase weekly actual
Job site probe sessions will be conducted for each subject on the damp
wiping and floor mopping task sequences. Independent subject performance
will be assessed on the four noninstructional actual response examples and

two simulation response examples at the actual job site (S{mulation
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Response Examples - Actual Job Site). Weekly actual job site probes will
determine generalized independent performance across settings on the
simulation response examples and across the general case of actual response
examples. Subjects will be required to have attended a minimum of four
Simulation Instruction sessions between Weekly Probe sessions for each task
sequence. Subject absence from Simulation Instruction sessions will,
therefore, produce minimal negative effects on probe performance.

Maintenance of generalized independent subject performance of the
damp wiping and floor mopping task sequences will be measured during a
follow-up actual job site probe phase. During the Follow~up Probe phase
two consecutive noninstructional probe sessions, for each subject/task
sequence, will be conducted to determine the endurance of generalized
independent performance of the task sequences following the simulation
instruction phase.

To facilitate Zndependent subject attempts at performing the task
sequences, each Baseline and Probe session will begin with an instructional
sequence for Generic Response number 1 (Take supplies from cart,
storeroom). When teaching Generic Response number 1, each instructor will
use a least intrusive prompts strategy (Snell, 1983) when helping each
subject assemble supplies at the work site.

After teaching Generic Response number 1, instructors will assess
independent (non-trained) performance on the remaining generic responses
for each response example. This assessment will be preceded by a
"supervisor prompt" to damp wipe or mop each particular response example
e.g. "Mary, damp wipe the bed". Following this supervisor prompt the
subject is to perform the remaining generic responses without instructor

intervention. Should failure to perform a generic response, such as "move

7Y



65

furniture", result in subject inability to complets the task sequence on a
particular response example, the probe trial on that response example, will
be terminaced, all remaining generic responses scored as nonindependent

(See Data Collecion section), and probe measurement shifted to ths next

response example.

The generic response "Return Supplies" for each task sequence will
be performed at the conclusion of the Baseline or Probe session and

Deasured as an untrained generic response (See Data Collection Section).

Should the previously mentioned inability to complete a task sequence occur
on the final response example of a probe session, instructors will signal
the end of the session by saying "we're done now", at which time
performance of the generic resronse "Return Supplies" will be assessed.

6. Actual Job Instruction

Individual instruction on the six actual response examples for each
task sequence will occur after the Follow-up Probe phase. The purposes of
the Actual Job instructional sessions are to further assess generalization
of independent generic responses to the general case of response examples
at the actual job site, and to remediate any deficit generic responses
hindering actual work performance of the task sequences. The instructors
will, therefore, use a least intrusive Prompts strategy in teaching all six
response exsmples for each task s juence at the actual job site.

Prior to each Actual Job Instruction session each individual
subject will receive directions about what roons/areas to mop or what room
to damp wipe from a Housekeeping Department Superviser. Following this
"real work supervisor prompt" each subject will independently perform the
task sequence(s) on the assigned response examples, with minimal instructor

intervention.
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7. Schedulingg}nstruction and Probe Sessions

All {nstruction and probe sessions will be conducted in two daily
two and a half hour sessions fgcu 9:00 A.M. to 11:30 A.M. and from 12:30
P.M. to 3:00 P.M. at the simula’ion and actual job sites. Baseline damp
wiping and floor mopping probes at the simulation and actual job sites will
be scheduled on alternating days with all subjects receiving damp wiping
probes on one day and receiving janitorial probes the next day. The four
subjects will be grouped in two groups of two subjects according to the
scheduling of simulation instruction (Group I and Group II). During the
Baseline Probe phase this group arrangement will allow the subjects in one
group to receive individual probes on the simulation response examples
while the other group is probed individually at the actual job site. The
group which received individual probes on the simulation response examples
in‘the A.M. session will therefore be probed on the actual response
examples at the actual job site in the P.M. session, and the group which
had been probed individually on the actual response evomples in the A.M.
will recive P.M. probes on the actual response example.

Similation instruction sessions will be alternated between
different task sequences for each group during A.M. and P.M. sessions. The
group which had received damp wiping simulation in the A.M. session will
receive floor mopping simulation instruction in the P.M. session whereas
the other group will receive the opposite scheduling of task sequences

(Appendix C, Scheduling Matrix).

Weekly individual probes at the actual job site will correspond to
the schedule for simulation instruction with damp wiping prubes occuring on
Tuesdays and floor mopping probes occuring on Thursdays at the usual times

scheduled for simulation instruction on each task sequence. Subjects will
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therefore be scheduled for floor mopping simulation instruction and damp
wiping probes on Tuesdays, and damp wiping simuletion instruction and floor
mopping probes on Thursdays.

Individual F.llow-up Probes at the actual job site will be
scheduled according to each subjects simulation instruction scheduie.
Should a subject achieve criteria on one task sequence while still
receiving simulation instruction on the other task sequence, consecutive
Follow-up Probes will replace simulation instruction for that particular
task sequence and subject.

Individual Actual Job Instruction sessions will again be alternated
according to the previous Simulation Instruction schedules for each
subject. Actual Job Instruction will require the scheduling of one
instructor for each subject performing the tssk sequences in different
areas at the actual job site. In the likelihood of overlad between
Simulation Instruction or Follow-up Probe phases for a particular subject
on the different task sequences, an instructor will provide group
Simulation Instruction or individual Follow-up Probes in one task sequence
session and deliver individual Actual Job Instruction in the other session.

Tentative simulation instruction and probe schedules are delineated
on a Scheduling Matrix (Appendix C). Subject and group schedules are
arranged on the matrix according to task sequehce assignoments during
Baseline Probe and Simulation Instruction/Weekly Probe phases.
Additionally, preliminary schedules for Instructors and Data Collectors are
specified across subjects/groups and Simulation/Weekly Probe sessions
(Appendix C).

E. Data Collection

Discrete trizi procedural recording data will be collected for each

&0




subject during all probe and instructional trials presented in this scudy.

Instructors and Data collectors (See Interobserver Reliabiliiy section)

will be familiarized with instruction and data collection procedures by

performing both task sequences with all of the simulation response examples

and practicing the instructional procedures and data collection methods
during a role play simulation instruction/interobserver session. An
Instructor/Data Collector procedures manual will be developed and used to
train four Instructors/Data Collectors and a fifth person as a substitute
Data Collector.

The four Instructors/Data Collectors will be assigned to different
Subjects/groups, and roles as Instructors or Data Collectors, on a daily
basis. The changing assignments will provide each Instcuctor/Data
Collector with an opportunity to work with all other staff members during
probe and ingtruction phases. This rotation of Instructors and Data

Collectors will conceivably provide each Subject with equal exposure to all

staff members and may alleviate potential Sub’ect dependency on a

particular 3taff person (See Appendix E, Schesuling Matrix).

Each Instructor/Data Collector will be provided a clipboard for
each Subject containing a data sheet {or each simulation and actual

response example (See Appendix D, Data Sheets). During simulation and

actual job instruction sessions each generic response component which

requires an instructional correction procedure (See Teaching the Simulation

Respense Examples) will be scored according to the numbered level of

assistance used for the particular generic response component (1, 2, or 3).
At the conclusion of each generic response Instructors/Data Collectors will
indicate the most intrusive, lowest numbered, level of ssistance provided

on all of the components of the generic response in the "Total" generic
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response spaces provided on each data sheet.
As previously specified, all probe sessicas for each task sequence
will begin with an instructional trial on Generic Resronse nu~her 1 "Take

supplies from cart, storeroom" (See Conducting Probe Sessions).

Instruction on Generic Response number 1 will enable independent Subject
attewpts at perforaing each task sequence rather than termination of probe
trials because of failure to procure the proper supplies. Since
instruction will be provided on generic response number 1 during all
experimental sessions, the procedural data for this initial generic
respi.se will not be factored into cotal percentage data for "Percent

Correct Independent Generic Responses” [See Experimental Design section).

After teaching Generic Response number 1, the Instructors/Data
Collectors will ascess Independent (3) non-trained performance on the
remaining generic responses for each of the response examples in each damp
wiping and floor mopping Probe session. Each generic response compow.ent
which is performed incorrectly or not performed will be scored with a "0O"

in the corresponding box (See Appendix D, Data Sheets’). The space provided

for scoring the total generic response will therefore be scored according
to Indepeudent (3) performance of the generic response °. non-independent
(C) performance of the generic response.

Measurement of generic responses performed during Instruction .nd
Probe sessions will be converted to the percentage of generic responses
performed at the 5-Independent level on t.e siiulation response examples,
simulation response =xamples - actual job, and actual response examples.
The "Percent Correct Indejerdent Generic Responses" for eac: rask sequence,
during each s2ssion, will be derived by dividing the total number of

independent generic responses by the total number of generic responses



neasured and multipiying by 100.

The general guidelines for making instructional decisions in this
study will involve an on going analysis of: a. consistent errors on each
generic response component; b. the lowest numbered level of assistance
required to complete each generic response; and c. the percent correct
independent generic responses for each task sequence in Simulation
Instruction and Weekly Probe sessions. Instructors will attempt to fade
correction procedures to a higher numbered level of assistance on
successive trials with no more than three consecutive trials at level 2
(Verbal instruction) on a particular generic response. Should a generic
response require level 1 (Physical guidance) for three consecutive trials
or indicate thit errors occurred on most of the geeric response components
during three consecutive trials, the particular generic response will
receive multiple instructional triails during Simulation Instruction
sessions until the errors are corrected.

Decisions for terminating Simulation Instruction will be based on
criteria derived from percent correct independent generic responses in
Simulation Instruction and Weekly Probes at the actual job site.
Guidelines for completing the Simulation Instruction phase will include 90
percent correct independent generic responses on the simulation response
examples combined with 70 percent correct independent generic responses in
a Weekly Probe session. Should a subject attain Simulation Instruction
criteria ycc fail to reach criteria on a subsequent Weekly Pr.be, an
additional simulation response example will be provided in the following

four Simulation Instruction sessions (See Teaching the Simuiation Response

Examples). Failure to generalize to criterion performance in the next

Weekly Probe session will necessita:e ~emediation of deficit generic
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responses in the more functional and reinforcing actual Job environnment,
thus a change to Follow-up Probe and Actual Job Instruction will be made
regardless of generalized performance following Simulation Instruction
sessions using the additional simulation response example.

F. Experimental Design

The study will use a single subject, multiple baseline across
subjects and behaviors experimental design (Kazdin, 1973), which
incorporates a "Multiple Probe Technique" (Horner § Baer, 1978, p. 189)
during Baseline Probe, Simulacion Instruction/Weekly Probe, and Follow-Up
Probe phases (Figure 1). This design allows for experimental control
through systematic and sequential repli_ation of the same sequence of probe
and instruction phases for both task sequences across all Subjects. Across
behaviors control will be accomplished by counter balancing the iniviation
of the Simulation Instructional Weekly Probe phase for one task sequence
with continued Baseline Probes of a second task sequence for each Subject.
The continued Baseline Probes will enable across subjects control by
providing a comparison of the effects of simulation instruction on the
performance of a task sequence for two Subjects, while the other two
Subjects continue Baseline Probes of the same task sequence.

Through extending Baseline Probe sessions across subjects and
behaviors, the design will permit coutrol of potential interactions between
the damp wiping and floor mopping task sequences and the subjects in each
group. Additionally, the same sequence of probe and instruction phases
will be replicated for both task sequences across all Subjects, permitting

an analysis of methodological efficacy through systematic replication.

Subject performance during each experimental session will be
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presented as the Percent Correct Independent Generic Responses performed at

the Independent (3) level of assistance across all of the r.xperimental
phases. The specific experimental phases in this study will include: (a)
Baseline Probe; (b) Simulation Instruction/Weekly Probe; (c) Pollow-up
Probe; (d) Actual Job Instruction; and (e) Instructor Withdrawal phases, in
which the previously specified instruction, probe, and data collection
proedures will be used (Pigure 1).

Bascline Probe

Bascline Probe sessions conducted at the simulation job site and
actual job site will measure each subject's initial uninstructed
performance of both task sequences. Dependent measures for each task
sequence in the Baseline Probe phase will include Percent Correct
Independent Generic Responses on: (a) two simulation response examples at
the simulation job site; (b) two similar response examples at the actual
job site (simulation response examples - actual job site); and (c) four
actual response examples on which subjects will not receive simulation
instruction.

Baseline Probe trials will be provided in the manner specified in

the Conducting Probe Trials section. Probe trials for each task sequence

will be initiated with instruction on Generic Response number 1 (Take
supplies from cart, storeroom), followed by a "supervisor prompt” and -
attempts to complete remaining generic responses without Instructor
intervention.

Housekeeping and janitorial Baselinc Probe trials will be conducted
on alternating days in which housekeeping probes will be conducted one day
and janitorial probes will be conducted the next day. Baseline Probes at

the actual job site and simulation job site will be alternated between A.M.
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and P.M. sessions with two Subjects receiving actual job probes while the

other two Subjects receive simulation probes (See Scheduling Instruction

and Pro! * Sessions, and Baseline Probe sessions, provided ezch subject on

both task sequences, will be scheduled in a manner similar to that depicted
in Pigure 1. However, the number of Baseline Probe sessions may need to be
extended for {ndividual Subjects to allow stable Baseline Probe data or
contrast between baseline performance and acquisition of 50% Correct
Independent Generic Responses.

Simulation Instruction/Weekly Probe

Simulation Instruction sessions will be conducted at the simulation
job site on two simulation response examples for each task sequence. Two
instructional trials on each of the simulat{on response examples will be
provided in each Simulation Instruction session.

As specified in the Teaching the Simulation Response Examples

section, the simulation respose examples for the damp wiping (Housekeeping)
task sequence will include wheelchairs, and sinks and lavatories at the
simulation job site. Similarly, the simulation response examples for the
floor mopping (Janitorial) task sequence will include classrooms and the
lunch area, and small offices at the simulation job site. The simulation
response examples were selected because the combination of the two chosen
simulation response examples samples the range of stimulus/response
variations in the instructional universe of six response examples for each

task sequence (See Selecting Simulation Response Examples section).

Instructors will use a "least intrusive prompts strategy"” (Snell,
1983, p. 123) in providing instructional ~orrection procedures for each

generic response in the simulation response examples (See Teaching the

Simulation Response Examples). The level of instructor assistance required
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on each generic response will be noted on a procedural data sheet for each

simulation response example. The percentage of generic responses performed
at the Independent (5) level of assistance on all of the simulation
Tesponse examples presented in each Simulation Instruction session will be
indicated as the Percent Correct Independent Generic Responses for each
subject and task sequence (FPigure 1).

Weekly Probes of “he simulation response examples-~actual job and
actual response examples will be conducted for each subject and task

sequence (See Conducting Probe Trials). Weekly probes will be scheduled

according to each subject's Simulation Instruction schedule, alternating
between Tuesday housekeeping probes and Thursday janitorial probes (See

Appendix C, Scheduling Matrix).

The Weekly Probe sessions will serve as indicators of generalized
independent subject performance at the actual Jjob site, resulting from
improved performance of the task sequences in simulation {nstruction. The
Percent Correct Independent Generic Responses-in Weekly Probe sessions
will, therefore, b2 combined with similar simulation Instruction data to
serve as criteria measures for termination of Simulation Instruction

sessions (See Data Collection section). As stated in the Data Collection

section, failure to reach weekly probe criteria upon attainment of criteria
on the simulation response examples will result in the introduction of an
additional simulation response example during the following four Simulation
Instruction gessions (the three simulation response examples will be
denoted as ).

Follow-up Probe

During the Follow-up Probe phase, two consecutive actual Job probe

sessions for each Subject task sequence, will be conducted to determine the
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endurance of generalized i{ndependent performance of the task sequences
immediately following the Simulation Instruction’Weekly Probe phase.
Pollow-up Probe sessions will assess continued Percent Correct Independent
Generic Responses on the simul_tion response examples-actual job site and
the actual response examples using the same probe procedures as in Baseline

Probes and Weekly Probes (See Conducting Probe Sessions section).

Actual Job Instruction

The function of the Actual Job Instruction phase will be to provide

Subjects with ‘=dividual instruction on all of the response examples
required in damp wiping and floor mopping at the actual job site. The
Actual Job Instruction sessions will further assess generalization of
Percent Correct Inﬁfpendent Generic Responses on the simulation response
examples - actual job and actual response examples, and will remediate any
deficit generic responses hindering independent work performance.

Prior to each Actual Job Instruction session Subjects will receive
directions as to the rooms/areas to @op or room to damp wipe from a
Housekeeping Department Supervisor. Pollowing this "real work supervisor
prompt™ each Subject will perform the task sequence on assigned response
examples, wvith a ainimum level of one-to-one instructor assistance on each

generic response (See Actual Job Instruction section). It should be noted

that those subjects who achieved 100Z correct independent generic responses
on the final Weekly [-obe and two Follow-up Probes will not be required to
receive Actual Job Instruction, rather they will receive the procedures

specified in the Instruction Withdrawal phase.

Instructor Withdrawal

In the Instructor Withdrawal phase, individual instructor

supervision will be systematically withdrawn through gradually decreasing

§9
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the frequency of instructor interaction with each Subject at the actual job
site. The function of this phase will be to assess whether instructor
intervention may be efficiently withdrawn while Subject's Percent Correct
Independent Generic Response level is maintained. The Instructor
Withdraval phase will therefore involve a process in which supervisory
control is shifted from Instructors to the Housekeeping Department
Supervisors. Instructor contact will be withdrawn from each Subject
according to the following schedule of Instructor Withdrawal sub-phises:

l. The Instructor will be present, with the Subject, at the beginning
and end of each session. Following an {initisl real work supervisor prompt,
the Subject will be accompanied to the location of the response examples by
the Instructor. The instructor will observe the initiation of the task
sequence and leave the subject to perform the remaining response examples
independently while the Instructor remains on the floor on which the
Subject is working, out of sight of the Subject. At the conclusion of each
session the Instructor will contact the Subject and verbally evaluate
Subject performance on the actual response examples with the subject.

2. The Subject will receive a real work supervisor proapt and initiate
the task sequence independently. The Instructor will remsin on ths same
floor, and verbally evaluate performance with the subject at the end of
each session.

3. The Subject will initiate and conclude each sessicn independently
vithout the Instructor present. The Instrictor will be on the same floor
yet will not contact the Subject at any time during each session.

In the Instructor Withdrawal phase, Instructor intervention during
the performance of response examples will occur only upon housekeeping or

nursing staff request, or to help a Subject rezedy a specific safety

Jo
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hazzard. Discrete trisl probe data will be collected during the Inatructor

Withdrawal phase by Dats Collectors who will not have served as Instructors
during the previous phases of the study. These independent Data Collectors
will position themselves away from the Subject(s) and will rot interact
with the Subject(s) during each Instructor Withdrawal session. The
criteria for each of the instructor withdrawal sub-phases will be
established as independent Data Collector data sheets indicating
independent performance on sli generic resonses during two consecutive
sessions within each sub phase.

G. Interobserver Reliability

Data Coilectors will collect interobeserver reliability data by
performing parallel ameasurements of each Subject's performance during
selected sessions in all experimental phases. Interobserver reliability
sessions will consist of both the Instructor and Data Collector scoring
identical data sheets for a designated Subject and task sequence.
Subsequent comparisons of Instructor and Data Collector scores for each
generic response component in the interobserver reliability sgessions will
indicate the extent to which instructional snd measurement procedures were
reliably performed for all Subjects, task sequences, and experimental
conditions.

Levels of interobserver agreement will be derived from a comparison
of Instructor snd Data Collector agreement on the occurrence/nonoccurrence
of generic response components performed at the Independent (3) level
during an interobserver celiability session. Interobserver agreement will
be defined as: (a) Both data sheets indicating that a particular generic
response was performed at the ’~Independent level; or (b) Both data sheets

indicating that a particulsr generic response was not performed at the

I



3-Independent level (levels 1,2). Disagreements will be scored when oﬁi

data sheet indi -tes 3-Independent performance on a generic response while
the other data sheet does not.

Interobserver agreement levels will be determined by dividing the
number of sgreements by the number of agreements plus disagreements and
sultiplying by 100 for each interobserver reliability session. PFinal
interobserver reliability data will indicate the levels of agreement within
each experimental phase, the variability of interobserver agreement across
the entire study (high and low levels), and the mean level of agreement
across all experimental phases.

Scheduling Interobserver Relisbility Sessions

The scheduled frequency of interobserver reliability sessions will
be adjusted in each experimental phase according to the availability of
Data Collectors and the desired frequency of interobserver reliability

sessions for each Subject. In the Baseline Probe phase Data Collectors

will collect reliability data for each Subject during each simulation and
actual job probe session. An Instructor and Data Collector will therefore
assess one Subject's probe perforrance on the designated response exazples
before assessing a second Suuject's performance on the response examples

(See Conducting Probe Sessions). It is anticipated that two Subjects may

be assessed consecutively during each two and a half hour Baseline Probe
session. In the subsequent phases, Subject acquisition of the task
sequences will result in a longer time neded to complete the response
examples, thus requiring the simultaneous scheduling of probes for the two
Subjects in :h group.

As discussed in the Scheduling Instruction and Probe Sessions

sections, Subjects will b2 grouped in two groups of two Subjects (Group

2




I=Subjects 1 and 3; Grous II=Subjecte 2 and 4) sttending alternating dafp
wiping and floor mopping Simulation Instruct Jn sessions in the mornings
and afternoon:. During the Simulation Instruction/Weekly Probe phase an
Instructor and Data Collector will be prescnt #% a2ll Monday, Wudnesday, and
Friday Simulation Instruction sessions. On thegse non rrobe days, the Data
Collectors will conduct interobserver reliability amcasurements with one
Subject in each group. As tentatively scheduled, each Subject will receive
interobserver reliability measurements on both task sequences in three
instructional sessions during a two week cycie of Simulation Instruction

(See Appendix C, Scheduling Matrix).

Weekly Probe sessions, at the actual job site, will alternate
between Tuesday damo wiping probe segsions and Thursday floor mopping probe

sessions (Set Experimental Design section). Subject's will be assigned to

A.M- or P.M. probe sessions according to their Simulation Instruction
schedules, therefore the group which receives A.M. damp wiping instruction
will receive a damp wiping probe on Tuesday A.M., etc. Two Instructors and
one Data Collector will conduct each Weekly Probe session. One Subject in
each group will be individually probed ar the actual job site by one
Instructor while the other Sublect is probed on a different set of the same
response examples (such ss a different patient room) with an Instructor and
a Data Collector present for interobserver reliability measurement. It
should be nctea that on Weekly Probe days, Simulation Instruction on the
non probed task requence, e.g. floor mopping on Tuesday, will be provided
by one instructsr for both groups in the A.M. and P.M. sessions (See

Appendix C, Scheduling Matrix).

During the Follow-up Probe phase, interobserver reliability

ges. _ons will be conducted in a manner similar to those in the Weekly
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Probes. Follow-up Probes will be scheduled according to group Simulation
Instrution schedules. On scheduled Weekly Probe days Subjects receiving a
Follow-up Probe will be prioritized for interobserver reliability
measurement.

In the Actual Job Instruction phase the four Inetructors/Data
Collectors will be simultaneously providing one-to-one instruction to the
four Subjects at the actual job site. Thie scheduling arrangement will
require the scheduling of adjacent response examples for both Subjects in a
group during two days each week. 7In this manner, damp wiping instruction
will be conducted in two patient :ooms, next to or across the hall from
each other, and floor mopping instruction will be conducted on response
exanmples which arc in close proximity to each other, such as the two -
sactione of the staff dining room, side by side offices etc. (See Appendix

B, Kane Regional Center Floor plans). On interobserver reliability days

Instructors/Datas Coliectors will perform a dual role by serving as an
Instructor with one Subject while collecting interobserver reliability data
on the Subject performing the adjacent response examples.

Similar procedures will be used in collecting interobserver
reliability data during one session in eacl. Instructor Withdrawal
sub-phase. Adjacent response examples will again be scheduled permitting
Data Collectors to collect data for two subjects during interobserver
reliability gessions.

He Data Analyais

The data for each Subject, for all experimental phases and
conditicas =11]1? be analyzed as to accelerative or decelerative trends
within each phase, and va.lability of Percent Correct lndcpendent Generic

Re=oon. on instruction and probe measures within and across phases.
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Comparisons of individual Subject peak (highest) Percent Correct
Independent Correct Generic Responses on Baseline Probes and Weekly Probes
will be provided to assess generalized performance during Simulation
Intruction. Additionslly, comparisons of individual Subject mean Percent
Correct Independent Generic Response levels during Baseline Probe and
Follow-up Probe phaces will be provided. These comparisons will indicate
the extent to which the generslized effects of Simulation Instruction are
maintained over repeated Follow-up Probes.

Simulatior Instruction and Weekly ' robe data will be evaluated
according te. (a) The number of Simulation Instruction sessions needed to
attain Simulation Instruction/Weekly Probe criteria for each Subject/task

sequence (See Data Collection section); (b) The Percent Correct Independent

Generic Response levels on Weekly Probes when criteria is achieved for each
Subject/task sequence; and (c) A comparison of generalized performance on
Weekly Probes of simulation response examples - actual job and actual
response examples for each Subject/task sequence. This evaluation will
indicate the efficacy of using the decision guidelines to determine

termination criteria (See Data Collection section), and the effect of

Simulation Instruction on generalized performnance of similar response
examples in a different setting and different response examples in a
different setting.

An analy. is of common errors during Weekly Probes will be provided
in the fina) text. This analysis will address the percentage of error
responses on each generic response and generic response component through
the development of an error analysis matrix. Through analvzing errors in
such a manner 2 determination may be made as to whether consistent errors

are performed on genecic response components whi:h are not within the range
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of stimulus/response variation encountered in the teaching of the

simulation response exaaples (See Tables 1! and 2, Stimulus/Response

Variation Matrix's).

During one session in each experimental phase a supervisor at Kane
Regional will conduct a supervisor evaluation (Anpendix ¥), evaluating
subject perfornancc, behavior, and the thoroughn:ss/quality of the
completed response examples for each Subject/task sequence. This procedure
wiil indicate the correspondence between Subject performance and Kane's
expectations, of new emplcyees, and appraise Subject acquisition of the
task sequences across phases according to Kane Regional Center employee
criteria. .

Verbal reports from Supervisors and co-workers concerning positive
or negative perceptions of Subject performance and behavior will be
included in the results of the study. Job offers or Supervisor/Director
employment recommendations will also be reported although the pursuit of
permanent employment will be the responsibility of the school district, the

adult center, or each Subject's parents.
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED THESIS
OR DISSERTATION RESEARCH

Date November 16, 1984

Name William W. Woolcock Program Special Educatjion

Title of Research Project General Case Simulation Instruction and the
Establishment and Maintenance of Work Performance in Severely

Handicapped Students

Research Advisor Steven R. Lyon, Ph.D.
Committee Members Scot McConnell, Ph.D.: Naomi Ziemond, Ph.D.:
Anne Golin, Ph.D,: &nd, Phillip Strain, Ph.D.

Date of Overview Time Place

1. Statement of the problem to be investigated
The present study will assess
the extent to which general case simulation instruction on two hous rkeeping and three
janitorial tasks, presented at an adult day program, generalizes to independent subject
performance on six housekeeping and six janitorial tasks presented at a community
convalescent hospital.

2. Rationale for the proposed study
On the job training of severely handicapped

workers requires direct one-to-one instruction and frequent follow-up upon acquisition of
job skills. The on the job instruction phase frequently requires an extended amount of
time spent in instruction since severely handicapped workers commonly lack the specific job
skills required in a competitive job (Wehman & Hill, 1980; Wehman et.al., 1982). This study
is an attempt to develop simulation instructional strategies for specific job skills which
directly relate to the performance of the janitorial and housekeeping tasks required in com-
g:titive jobs at a community convalescent hospital. Through the application of general case
struction principles,job skills may be acquired prior to on the job instruction.

3. Theoretical framework of the proposud study The frequently cited performance

characteristics of severely handicapped individuals, slow skill acquisition, poor skill main-
tenunce, and inability to generalize and synthesize acquired behaviors require that instruction
reliably and efficiently result in behaviors that endure over time, and are performed under
appropriate conditions and are not performed under inappropriate conditions. Several sources
(Bellamy et.al., 1982; Horner et. al., 1983) have suggested that instruction in a simulation
environment using stimulus/response variations which sample the range of stimulus/response
variations encountered in actual task performance may increase the efficiency and effec-
tiveness of instruction in the actual environment.
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4. Educational importance of the proposed study
This study will serve as a model
demonstration for future applications of general case simulations of competitive employment
skills. The information gcined from this study will be of use in the development of
classroom strategies for efficiently transitioning severely hcndicapped individuals from
schools and adult centers to competitive work.

3. Major hypotheses to be tested or questions t. be answered

Three research
questions are to be sddressed by this study: (1) Does worker competence on job akill
activities presented in simulation result in imp  oved performance of those tasks at an
actual job site?; (2) Does worker competence on simulation job skill activities facilitate
a high level of independent performance during actual job skill instruction?; and, (3)
Does this combined simulation and actual job skill instruction facilitate efficient with-
drawal of instructor intervention and supervision?

6. Methods and/or techniques for carrying out the proposed study

The study will
utilize a single subject, multiple baseline across subjects and behaviors design. The
experimental phases to be included in this design are: (1) Baseline; (2) Simulation
Instruction; (3) Actual Job Probe; (4) Actual Job Instruction; and, (5) a three compon=nt
Instructor wWithdrawal phase. This design will permit the assessment of each of four workeis'
performance on "~od gervice and three janitorial tasks across all experimental
phases.

7. Feasibility of the proposed study in terms of time vequired and resources

ne.ded to complete the study
The study is funded by a student initiated grant

provided by the U.S. Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services. This funding
permits the hiring of three inetructor/data collectors as well as the procurement of
necessary data collection materials. Simulation instruction will take place at the
Training Alternatives Center and Workshop, McKeesport, PA and actual job instruction will
occur at John J. Kane Regional Hospital, McKeesport, PA. It is anticipated that the

study will be conducted from January, 1985 to March, 1985.

8. TYour background, experience, and training that gives you the necessary
competencies to carry out the proposed study and interpret the results

and/or plans to develop necessary competencies
The principal investigator,

William W. Woolcock M.Ed., has approximately eight years of experience working with
severely handicapped adults in a variety of roles. Currently, Mr. Woolcock is pursuing
a Ph.D. in Special Education under the direction of Dr. Steven Lyon. In this capacity
he has conducted two single subject research studies and is presently preparing three
additional single subject studies.

9. Source and availability of the data for the proposed study. (If human
subjects are involved, check here [}C] and also complete the items
10 through 12 -\ pages 3 and 4.)
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3= HS-2
3/84

Information for Research Involving Human Subjects 96

Duration of Study: 2 to 4 months

Number of Subjects: 4

Do the subjects have any condition that would necessitate their classi-
fication as handicapped, exceptional, mentally ill, or possessing some
psychopathological or medical disorder? X  Yes No

If yes, describe subjects to be used ‘n the research.

Two_secondary are (ages 16 to 21) severely/moderately mentally retarded

students and two_post secondary ar-e¢ (ages 21 to 24) severely/moderately

mentally retarded sdults will participate in the study.
Are children under 18 years of age involved? X Yes No

Are there any deceptive elements to this study? Yes X No
If yes, describe the deception and any specific debriefing procedures to
be used.

Do you think this proposal qualifies for exemption from full IRB review?

X Yes No
If yes, indicate why you think it is exempt. Please refer to the attached
definition (in green) of research exempt from full Psychosocial IRB review.

Research conducted in established or commonly accepted educational settings,

research on special education instructional strategies. The instruction at
Kane Hospital may be considered a cooperative job placement consistent with
established educational placement.

If no, indicate vhen you will submit a complete protocol to & University of
Pittsburgh Institutional Review Board.

Is this proposil being submitted to other human subjects review committees?
Yes No ’

Name of Committee Action (approved, reiected, or in process)

If another coumittee has or will take action on this proposal, a copy of
the document indicating such action must be submitted to the committee.

Place an asterisk above beside the name of any committee for which such

a8 document is enclosed.

1

If additional space is needed to answer any item, you may attach additional

material.
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17. Have you attached a copy of all consent forms, questionnaires, surveys,
tests, or other measurement procedures used? Yes X No
If no, explain what is missing and why.

Parental consent form currentlv in preparation.

Will include consent form

and sample data sheet when proposal is bmi d ew
committee

18. Student and Research Advisor

In my opinion, the procedures proposed for this study meet generally

accepted principles for the conduct of research involving human
subjects.

¢ ) yes ( (X)) YES ( )wo

il b (o A Sl g

Signature of Student Signature of ReSearch Advisgor

Date

Date
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The School of Educafion Human Subjects Review Committee has reviewed
the proposed research and has reached the following decision.

HS-2
3/84
-5= 98
19. School of Education Human Subjects Review Committee for exempt reviev.l

Exempt from further IRB review. Researcher may proceed with the

proposed research.

Not exempt from further IRB review. Researcher must prepare a

complete protocol and submit it to a University of Pittsburgh
Institutional Review Board.

Human Subjects Committee Chairperson

I
Date
|
|
I
|
|

lA cop’ of this signed form is sent to the student and to OSPS.
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University of Pittsburgh

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
Department of Special Education

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY

Dear Parents/Guardians,

The purpose of this form is to obtain your permission fur

, to participate in an educational research project
that I have proposed as partial fulfillment of my Doctor c¢f Philosophy
Degree at the University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

This study will be conducted at the Training Alternatives Center
and Workshop, Mon-Yough MH/MR Services Inc., McKeesport, PA and at
John J. Kane Regional Hospital, McKeesport, PA. Your child/client
will not be a participant in this research without your written approval.

Please carefully read the attached information, indicate your
approval in the space provided, and return one signed copy of this form
to me in the envelope provided. The second copy of the form is for you
to keep. If you wish to discuss any aspect of this information, please
contact me at (412) 624-6868 between 8:30 A.M. and 5:00 P.M.

Sincerely,

William W. Woolcock
University of Pittsburgh

Steven R. Lyon, Ph.D., Assistant Professor
University of Pittsburgh
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TITLE: General Case Simulation Instructior. and the Establishment and
Maintenance of Work Performance in Severely Handicapped Students.

DESCRIPTION: The purpose of this study is to determine whether
Tndividual instruction on housekeeping and janitorial skills in

a2 simulation environment, the Training Alternatives Center and
Workshop, McKeesport, PA resuits in high levels of independent
performance on janitorial and housekeeping tasks at Kane Regional
Hospital, McKeesport, PA. Specifically, we will be looking at how
the teaching of specific job skills (Damp wiping, Floor mopping)

in simulation improves the performance of those skills at an actual
Jjob site. A group of four severely handicapped persons, two adults
and two high school students will participate in this study for
approximately 12 weeks. The study sessions will take place daily
for two, two hour sessions. Participation in this study is in
k$ep1ng with the vocational objectives established for your child/
client.

RISKS AND BENEFITS: The safe performance of housekeeping and
Janitorial tasks is a major consideration in this study. Participants
will learn the proper placement of caution signs when mopping floors
and the proper positioning of the equipment cleaned during housekeeping
tasks. These considerations will minimize the risks of slipping on

wet floors or physical strain from poorly positioned equipment.
Additionally, the cleaning solutions to be used in this study are not
hazzardous unless taken by mouth. During all phases of the stiudy a
qualified instructor will immediately be available to each participant.

The major benefit of this study is the learning of specific job
skills needed at Kane Regional Hospital and a variety of jobs in
hospitals, hotels, schools etc. The ability to perform-these skills
will improve your child's/client's chances of getting a job when he/
she leaves high school! or the adult center.

NEW INFORMATION: When the study is completed we will be able to
document methods that teachers and adult center staff can use in
teaching specific job skills that result in competitive job performance.
This information will help professionals to develop classroom strategies
for job skill training. You will be entitled to any information g:ined
through this study.

COSTS AND PAYMENTS: There is no cost for participating in the study.
You will be provided with a 1ist of the clothes to be worn by participants,
this should not require the buying of additional clothing.

113




101

CONFIDENTIALITY: A brief description, which will include the age,
sex, and general functioring level of your child/client will be
reported in the results of this study. Your child's/client's
fdentity will not be revealed in any description or publication of
this research.

RIGHT TO WITHDRAW: You are free to withdraw your child/client from
the study at any time. Such a decision will in no way affect the
services your child/client receives at school or adult center. Also,
if the child/client states that he/she wishes to not participate in
t:e activities in the study, participation will be discontinLed for
that day.

COMPENSATION FOR ILLNESS OR INJURY: In the event of physical injury
or 1llness resulting from the research procedures, no monetary
compensation will be made, but any emergency medical treatment which
may be necessary will be made available to the child/client without
charge.

WRRA AR AR R A AR A AR R AR AR R AR AR AR AR CRARR A AR A AR R RRRAARAR AR RRAR R AR AR A AN AR

VOLUNTARY CONSENT: I certify that I have read the preceding or it

has been read to me, and that I understand its contents. Any questions
I have pertaining to the research have been and will be answered by
William Woolcock. A copy of this consent form will be given to me.

My signature below means that I have freely agreed to allow my child/

client, » to participate in this experimental
study.
Date Parent/Guardian

Witness

INVESTIGATOR'S CERTIFICATICN: I certify that 1 have explained to the
above individual the nature and purpose, the potential benefits, and
possible risks associated with participating in this research study,
have answered any questions that have been raised, and have witnessed
the above signature.

Signature of Investigator:

Date:
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Kane Regional Center Floor Plans
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APPENDIX C
John J. Kane Hospital Housekeeping Department
Orientation Manual Procedures and

Task Sequence Validation Instruments
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

[ SUBTECT

ROUTINE CARE OF mIm moxs E“CC Vo . - -

Procedure Number

Date May 19, 19€1

SCCTION

HOUSKEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL

Fage No,
lofl
Rev. Date

PURPOS™,

EQUIPMENT:

PRODUCT RECOMMENDED s

PERSON/DEPARTMENT
ROUSEKEEPER

To maintain cleanliness, control bacteria and odor,
and maintain acceptable aesthetic conditions.

Yousekeeping Cart (fully squipped)
Caddy

Clean cloth
Bovl brush
Spot remover spray bottle

Bowl Cleaner

Gernicidal detergent
Chlorinated cleanser

Toilet tissue and paper towels

" Hand soap

ACTION
1. Refill paper dispensers. Toilet tissue and paper towels.
2. Flush toilet before cleaning.

3. Apply approx. 1 cepful of bowl cleaner onto side surface
of ‘bowl. Aliow to remain for a couple of minutes. Scrub
with bowl brush to c~mplete removal of any soil remaining
in the bowl. Mike sure to scrud under the flushing rim
and around inner sides where any stains or deposit Ay
exist, '

L. Drain and flush surfaces. Using a cloth rinsed in germ-
icidal solution and a clean dry cloth.

5. Damp wipe and dry top of sed}, underside of seat and
underside of bowl fixture.

€. Damp wipe and dry piping fixtures.

7. Damp wipe and dry wall surfaces of toilet stalls and doors.
Include all tissue dispensers. On stubbomn spots, spray
on some extra solution.

8. Dust ,op and damp mop' the floor. See Task Procedures:
#29, "Cleaning Floors with a Dust Mop™, #31, "Damp
Mopping Floors".

- 9. INspect work. Report any faulty Plumbing,

'+ 121



CRENQEEONED

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

FSUBJECT Aocedune Numben
BRASS OR ALUFINUM
50 tifective
Date May 19, 19681
"SECTION Page Ko. Lot 1
NG PROCE 2
HOUSEXEEPI DURE MANUAL Rev—Vate
PURPOSE : To maintain cleanliness and acceptable aesthetic
condition.
EQUIPFMENT s Clean cloths

PRODUCT RECOMMENDATION: Metal cleaner and polish

PERSON/DEPARTMENT ACTION
HOUSEXEEPER 1. Spray metal cleaner onto surface (if working on a large

area divide it into smaller sections to clean.)

2. Rudb surface with clean dry cloth. Make sure all
Polish is:picked up and surface is shiny. If a
spot is extremely dirty, you may have to respray
and rub,
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

SUBJECY Proccdurne Numben 1
CLEANING PATIENT RCOM = OCCUPIED _ .
Efective :
- Date my 19. 1981
SECTION Page No.
HOUSEXEEPING PROCLDURE MAKUAL 1ef2

Rev. Date

PURPOSE s To improve sanitation of the environment, ald prevention
of cross-contamination and maintain acceptatle
aesthotic condition.:

EQUIPMENT: Housekeeping Cart (fully equipped)
26 qt. btucket and wringer
10 qt. bBucket
16 oz. wet mop
Dust pan and pick-up bruch
Caday
Cleaning cloths
Bowl brush
WVhite scouring puds

PRODUCT RECOMMENDATIONSs Quaternary germicidal detergent
Cleanser
Furniture polish
Metal cleaner and polish
Disinfectant bowl cleaner
Class cleaner (if needed)

* PERSON/DEPARTMENT ACTION

HOUSEXEEPER 1. M1l the 26 qt. bucket 2/3 full with wara water
. and add germicide/disinfectant according to use
dilution ratio.

2. F11 10 gt tucker 2/3 full with clear warm water,
This will be used as rinse water.

3. Take equipment and position it outside the area to
be cleaned. Make sure that the cart is close to the
vall and does not block the corridor where someone
my trip over it.
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

"SUBJECT

CLEANING PATIENT ROOM - OCCUPIED

rocedure Numben

tinectuve .
ate = My 19, 158)

SECTION

HOUSEXEEPING PROCEIURE MANUAL

P .
age Yo. 5 or 2

Rev. Datfe

PERSON/DEPARTMENT ACTION

ROUSEXEEPER L.

5

é.

7.

9.

Enter room., If the door is closed, knock gently,
enter, and greet the patient pleasantly. (In damp
wiping articles and furniture, first spray on some
geraicide from the spray bottle, then using a cloth
dazpened in clear vater, wash surface. Rinse cloth
when solled.

Expty, damp wipe and dry dirty ash treys. Use a
foled cloth to damp wipse and dry - as one surface becomes
soiled, Tefold to make use of all surfaces.

Empty waste basket; dampt wipe and ﬁry outside surface;
reline when needed.

Damp wipe and dry bedside stand, over bed tably dresser,
chairs, etc. Whe cleaning any furniture, 1ift up any
of the patients' articles and clean under them. Replace
them when finished cleaming. If any fumiture has been
moved, replace to origiml position.

Damp wipe and dry headboard, footboard and side rails
of bed. Include call tutton and cord. This would be
done only if patient does not object.

Daxp wipe and dry windows, windovw sills, rsdiator, fix-
tures, etc.

Spot clean walls.

Clean tathroom. (See Task Procedures #52, "Sinks and
lavatories™ #53, "Routine Care of Toilet Rooms")

Dust mop and damp mop floor.

13,. Make final check to see if room has been left in oxder,
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

[ SUBJECT Procedunc Number
TERMINAL CLEANING OF PATIENT ROOM Filectivs .
"SECTION age No. -
HOUSEXEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL lof3
Kev., Uale
PURPOSE 3 To maintain an aseptic environment and prevent cross- -
contamination with the health center.
EQUIPMENT:

PRODUCE RECOMMENDATIONS :

PERSON/DEPARTMENT

HOUSEKEEPER

Howsekeeping Cart (fully equipped)
26 qt. bucket and wringer

10 Qt. bucket

16 oz, wet mr,

Treated dust mcp

Dust pan and pick-up brush

Caddy

Cleaning cloths
Bowl brush

White scouring peds

Quatermnary germicidal detergent
Cleanser

Furniture polish

Metal cleaner and polish
Disinfectant bowl cleaner
Glass cleaner (if needed)

ACTION

1. Fill the 26 ot. tucket 2/3 full with warm water and add
gernicide/disinfectant according to use dilution
ratio.

2. Fill 10 qt. bucket 2/3 full with clear vamm sater. This
will de used as rinse water.

3. Take the equipment and position it ocutside the area to
be cleaned. Make sure that the cart is close to the
wall and does not block the corridor where someone sy
trip over it.

4. Enter rvom.
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

SUBJECT

TERMINAL CLEAN™NG OF PATIENT ROOM

Procedure Numben

E{fective .
Date Yay 19, 1981

SECTION

HOUSEKEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL Kev. Vate

Page No.
% 20of 3

-

ACTION

S

7.
8.

9.

10.

11.

13.
14,

Check for personal articles left by the patient.

Return any found articles to the nurses. (Exception:
Discard a toothbtrush which has been left behind.)
Remove papers, magazines, flowers, etc. In damp wiping
articles or furniture, first spray on sone germicide
from the spray bottle then using a cloth dampened in
clear vater wash surface. Rinse cloth when soiled.

Enpty, damp wipe and dxy ash trays.

Empty, damp wipe and dry waste basket; reline,

Wash bed down thorwghly (include over bed 1light fixture,
call button and cor.) (See Task Procedire #9, "Terminal
Cleaning of Patieat Beds")

Vash the bedside stand, over bed table and the dresser
inside and ocutside. Remove articles left in drawers

damp wipe and dry all surfaces of drawers, shelves, hinges
and recessed areas. Leave dravers open i«nd go on to next
step. Remember to use the spray bottle when damp wiping.
Danp wipe and dry other furniture such as chairs, lamps, e
Damp wipe and dry patient’s clothes closet.

Dampe wipe and dry windows, window sills, radiators.

Close dravers on' furni ture.

Clean the bathroom. (See Task Procedures #52, "Sinks and
Iavatories”, #53, "Routine Care of Toilet Room")
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

SUBJECT “Procedure Numben
TERMINAL CLEANING OF PATIENT ROOM
gﬂcwlve Xy 19, 1981
‘ ate > 4 ’ 2
SECTION— L
HOUSEXEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL 30of3
_ [Rev. Vate

PERSON, ARTMENT
HOUSEXEEPER

ACTION

15. Spot-clean the soilel areas on walls and doors, Pay
extra attention to areas around light switches, door
knobs, and other places touched by patient. Notify
supervisor if wall needs a complete washing.

16. Dust mop and wet mop floors.

17. Check your work, make sure furniture is left
straightened.
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

[SUBJECT Procedune Kumber
DRINKING !OUNTAINS | 3 ‘6¢wV@
Date . My 19, 19861
SECTTON rage Ne. ot 1
HOUSEXEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL Rev. Dafe

PURPOSE ;

EQUIPMENT:

PRODUCT RECOMMENDED;

PERSON /DEPARTNENT

HOUSEXEEPER

To remove soil and deposits, prevent bacterial development.
and maintain an &cceptable aesthetic condition,

10 qt. plastic bucket
Clean cloths
Small brush

Germicidal detergent
Stainless steel cleaner

ACTION

1. Fill 10 qt, Plastic bucket with 2 gallons warm vater,
add germicidal disinfectant 8ccording to use dilution
ratio.

2. Using clean cloth Wrung out in germicidal solution,
scrub tho: and carefully all surfaces.
attention to fountain Jet, protective guard, and drain,
A sz2ll brush can be used to clean these areas.

3. Vash outside of drinking fountain,

4. Rinse all parts of the unit with clear water,

5. Dry the fountain starting at the top with the st.inless stee)

bowl and work to the bage.

6. Apply stainless steel cleaner to stainless steel portions

of the fountain,

7+ Vipe up any splashes of solution or wvater from the walls
and floor.

8.. Inspect work,
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

SUBJTCT Procedurne Number
WHEEL CHAIRS
topectave Tt -
Date May 19, 1981
" SECTION Page Wor ..
HOUSEXEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL ¥ et
PURPOSEs To maintain the cleanliness of patient transporting
-equipment and insure good service.
EQUIPMENT s . 10 qt. bucket
Clean cloths
Sm1ll brush °

Green and white handpads

PRODUCT RECOMMENDATIONs Quaternary germicidal detergent
Stainless steel cleaner

PERSU.i/DEPARTMENT ACTION

HOUSEXEEPER 1.

2.

3.

b4,
S

6.

F111 bucket 2/3 full with warm water, add germicidal
detergent. Report any condition needing repair.,

Use small brush to remove loose dust or soil from all
areas of wheel chair.

Using a clean damp cloth, wipe down thorougbly all
accessible exposed surfaces. Include wheels, spokes,
hudb, eprings, and freme. Make sure to get into small
spaces where dust collects. My need to use a scouring ps
to remove built on grime.

Dry all surfaces with clean cloth.

Apply stainless steel cleaner to all exposed stainless
steel areas,

Clean up surrounding floor area.

¢ .
Inspec., work
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

[ SUBJECT Aocedure Numben
CLEANING PIASTIC FURNITURE
S“Cotivc 8 .
afe " . mmy 19, 1981
"SECTION age No. —
HOUSEXKEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL Rev. Date
PURPOSE 3 To maintain cleanliness, improve appes _unce, and
protect the finish.
EQUIPMENT; 10 qt. bucket
Clean cloths
Nylon brush

PRODUCT RECOMMENDATION : Quaternary germicidal detergent

PERSON/DEPARTMENT ACTICN

HOUSEKEEPER 1. Fill 10 qt. bucket 2/3 full with warm water, add
germicidal disinfectant according to use dilution retio.

2. Using clean cloth, damp wipe all surfaces of furniture.
If surface is textured, use a nylon brush to clean it.

3. Damp wipe and dry the framework and legs of the furniture.
4. If furniture had becn moved, return to proper position.
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

[SUSJECT Procedune Numbex
SINKS AND LAVATORIES Tﬁﬂcwue ——
Date May 19, 1981 -
"SECTION Page No L0, 152
HOUSEKEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL . 1of1
Rev. Vafe
PURPOSE : To maintain cleanliness, control btecteria &id oder, and
maintain acceptable aesthetic conditions,
EOUIPMENT: - Housekeeping Cart (fully equipped)

PRODUCT RECOMMENDATION s

PERSON/DEPARTMENT
HOUSEKEEPER

- 10 qt. bucket

Clean cloths -
Spot remover spray bottle

Quaternary germicidal detergent
Cholrinated cleanser (an occasion)

ACTION

1. Damp wipe the morror, paper towel dispenser, window sills,
cabinet. When more than one lavatory is involved, the
procedure ocutlined should be followed at the same time for
each sink rather than starting the procedure on one sink a;
completing it before going on to the next sink. Inspect
mirror to make sure it isn't streaked. (If it happens to |
streaked, rinse your cloth and wipe over it again. Dry.)

2. Dry with clean cloth.
3. Clear the sink of bare of sozp and any other u'ticles.'

4. Drein and flush surfaces thoroughly with clear water to
Tremove soil residue.

5. Spray some germicidal solution into sinks. With a dazp elc
clean all metal surfaces including faucets, valves, stoppe:
soap dishes. Clean all porclean surfaces (inside and outsi
of sinks.)

6. Clean overflow vent with a folded cloth.
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

SINKS AND LAVATORIES

Frocedure Numben
téfective

SECTION

HOUSYEEPING PROCEDURE MANTIZL, Rev. Vate

Date’ May 19! 1981
P No.
age Fo 20f 2

PERSON/DEPARTMENT ACTION

HOUSEKEEPER ?.

Rinse a cloth in running warm water and £0 Over al}
clean surfaces.

With clean cloth was wall surfaces near sink, likely
to have been soiled through the use of lavatories.

Demp wipe Plumbing pipes and Porcelain with a clean dry
cloth, beneath the sink,

Dry and polish all metal and porcelatn with a clean
dry cloth,

Inspect work, Clean surfaces and essential for health
and aesthetic reasons.

- Report any clogged drains or leaking faucets.
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

SUBJECT Aocedure Nunber
PLASTIC VINYL COVERED FURNITURE ¥{{ective
Date My 19, 1981
SECTION Page Wo.
HOUSEXEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL Rev Tate
PURPOSE To maintain an aseptic and aesthetic environment.
EQUIPMENT s 10 q9t. bucket

Clean cloths
Kylon brush

PRCDUCT RECOMMENDATION: Quaternary germicidal detergent

PERSON/DEPARTYENT ACTICN
HOUSEXEEPER 1. Fi11 10 qt. tucket 2/3 full with warm water, add

germicidal disinfectant according to use dilution ratio.

2, Damp dust furniture.

3. Then wet a cloth in germicidal solution and rud it
firmly on the fumiture to loosen soil. Use a nylon
brush if needed to get around welting or if the
furniture has some texture to it.

4. Rinse and wring out cloth and go over surface again,

5. Rud surface dry with a clean cloth to polish upholstery.
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

SUBJECT ) ) Accedune Numben
LAB COUNTERS, CHELVES, AND STORACE .
tipective ,
CABINETS Date - My 19,1581 -
"SECTION Page No. 1
HOUSEXEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL Rev. Date
PURPOSE: To remove dust, soil or other contaminants, and
maintain acceptable aesthetic conditions.
equipment: 10 qt. bucket
: Clean cloths

PRODUCT RECCMMENDATION: Ouaternary germicidal detergent

PERSON/DEPARTMENT ACTICON

HOUSEXEEPER 1. Fi11 10 qt. bucket 2/3 full warm water, add
gernic idal disinfectant according to use dilution ratio.

2. Remove all items from shelves and counters carefully
(or move over to ane side).

y 3. Damp wipe all exposed surfaces including docrs, tracks,
hinges, and ghelves under counter.

4. Dry all surfaces with clean cloth.
5. Return 2ll items to proper place.
6. Inspect work.
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

"SUBJECT Procedunc Number
TERMINAL CLEANING OF PATIENT BEDS
thhectave
tCTION Page No. 3 of 2
HOUSEXEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL X ~—
ev. Vale
PURPOSE s To maintain an aseptic condition of patient beds.
EQUIPMENT: 19 qt. bucket
Clean cloths

PRODUCT RECOMMENDATIONS

PERSON/DEPARTMENT

HOUSEKEEPER

Vhite scouring pad
Quatenary germicidal detergent

ACTION

1.

2.
3.

4,

5.

6.

7.

Raise the bed to ¢ comfortable working height.
Nurses's aides should remove all bed linens be-
fore nvironmental Service workers clean the bed.
Pillow should be put aside to air.

Push the bed awvay from the wall.

Damp wipe the top and sides of the mattress
(make sure to get around the welting).

Roll top of bed up. Starting with the headboard
damp wipe and dry the back, front and sides in-
cluding the legs. Do not wipe off the wheels at this
time. They will be the last part you clean.

Damp wipe and dry ocall button and cord; talephone
and T.V, cors; and light fixture.

Push upper half of mattress down to expose springs:
damp wipe and dry the springs. Put mattress btack
down,

Danp wipe and dry all exposed surface of the underside
and sides of the upper portion 6f the bed. Be sure
to clean the undersides of the springs. Be sure to
clean in corners and between btars.
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G ATECRIED

. POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

"SUBJECT

TERMINAL CLEANING OF PATIENT BEDS Fifective

Procedurne Numben

Date ° May 19, 1961

SECTION

ROUSEKEEPING PROCEDURE MANU/~ Rev. Date

Page No.
2of 2

PERSON/DEPARTMENT

HOUSEXEEPER 8.

9.

10,
11.
12,

13.

14,

15.
16,

17.

ACTION

Damp wipe and dry the side rail..

Go to the other side of the bed and complete damp
wiping and drying underside of bed., Damp wipe
and dry side nail.

Roll down top portion of bed and roll up lower half,

1ift mattress. Daap wipe and dry the springs.

Faise springs. Damp wipe and dry underside of springs
and all exposed surfaces.

Put spring and satiress down. Damp wipe and dry the
front and back of the foot board, include the legs.
Be sure to clean all handles and knobs.

Vipe off the wheels. Make sure to pull off any dust
or halir which may be stuck to the wheels.

Lower bottom half of bed.
Lower 'bod completely.

Inspect work.

»
>

136




COERUCUEEONRED

PuLICIES AND PROCEDURES

SUsJECT Frocedure Numben .
STAINLESS STEEL
gﬁem’” My 19, 1961 ’
e
SECTION ) Fage No. T
HOUSEXEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL 1ofl
"Rev, Dale
PURPOSE : To remove so0il and deposits and maintain an acceptadle
aesthetic condition.
EQUIPMENT s 10 qt. bucket
Clean cloths

PRODUCT RECOMMENDATION:

PERSON/DEPARTMENT

HOUSEXEEPER

Ouaternary germicidal detergent
Metal polish or cleaner

ACTION

1. Fill 10 qt. bucket 2/3 full with warm water, add
gernicidal disinfectant according to use dilution ratio,

2. Damp wipe and dry stainless steel surface. If metal
cleaner won't be used, make sure to dry surface completel;
80 it won't spot.

3. Apply metal cleaner or polish onto surface. Buff with
8 dry soft cloth. Back and forth or eircular strokes
may dbe used.

4,

Inspect work to make sure there are no spots or
stresaks left, :




BTN -

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

PRODUCT RECOMMENDATION:

PERSON/DEPARTMENT

HOUSEXEEPER

[ SUBJECT Procedure Numbexr
VET MOPPING
(QUARRY TILE FINORS) Effective
. Date May 19, 1581
"SECTION Fage No, 1 of 2
o
HOUSEXEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL Rev- Tate
PURFOSE s To improve sanitation of the environment, aid bacterial
control and maintain acceptadble aesthetic conditions.
EQUIPMENT: Two 26 qt. buckets with two wringers

Two 32 oz. mops

Oue coving brush

Dust mop

Dust pan and pick-up brush

Quaternary germicidal detergent
ACTION

1.

2.

3.

b,

5.

6.

7.

Fi11 cne btucket 2/3 full with varm water, add germicide/
disenfectant according to use dilution ratio. M1l
second tucket 2/3 full with clear warm water. Use one
clean mop with detergent golution and second clean mop
with rinse water. Change wash and rinse wakr often
before it gets very dirty. When changing water, rinse out
buckets before adding clean water. Also, rinse mops out
with clean water.

Move furniture to clear as muchspace as practical. Place
out caution signs if the area requires it,

Dust ~~p floor 1ightly before mopping. (See Task Procedur
#29, "Cleaning Floors. with a Dust Mop")

To start wet mopping, dip the mop into the solution bucket
and wring out slightly.

Start at far end of area. Vet mop along the coving or
hl.bb*!ﬂ first.

Mop all corners using the heel of the mop. On floor sur-
faces vhich are heavily solled, a coving brush should be
used. Mop should not de forced into cormers or baseboards
so as to prevent soil and solution from accumulating in
these areas,

Vet mop floor curting at the far end of the room. When
mopping use the “S™ stroke - swinging the mop from side to

side. Do not roll the mop at the end of each stroke,
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CLRERCRCVTROED. ™

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

SUBJECT 2ocedure Numben . 1
:E'r MOFPING FTeE .
QUARRY TILE FLOORS ective .
SECTTON ) Date Fay 19, 1581
. tage No.
4 2 0of 2
HOUSEXEEPING PROCEDURE MANUAL Rev. Date =
PERSON/DEPARTMENT ACTION
HOUSEXEEPER Allow snlution to remian while putting down detergent

9.

10.

12,

on additional part of area. This is important so that
solution has an opportunity to loosen and float any

soil present for maximum soil removal. Avoid splashing
solution up onto bdaseboads and walls, Avoid striking the
nop &gainst walls and furmiture to prevent splatter. Avo:
pudrpull stroke except in restricted places where a
scrubbing action is needed. Vhen one side of mop becomes
sciled turn the mop overto the other side.

Cmpiete the area; then place the solution mop into the
solution. Take the rinse mop and wring out all excess
water.

Run rinse mop along btaseboard and then starting at far end
using "S” stroke pick up the detergent solution.

Return furniture to proper place. Make sure all water has
been picked up so as to prevent someones’ slipping and

falling on it.

Inspect area to be certain that the flocr is properly
cleaned and that the area is in oxder.

At the end of the use period, wash and rinse all equipment
used (bucket, dolly, mops). Equipment should de free
from dirt and spots before putting it awvay. Drain and ste

)
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University of Pittsburgh

SCHOOL OF EOUCATION
Department of Special Education

January 23, 1985

Dear Housekeepers and Janitors,

We are planning to do a study at Kana Regional Center,
McKeesport teaching mentally retarded students to damp wipe
the furniture and fixtures in patient rooms (housekeeping tasks)
and to mop the floors in rooms and areas on the ground floor
of Kane Regfional. We would 1ike to have two housekeepers and
two janitors tell us whether the actions to be taught to our
students are like the actions used by housekeepers and janitors
at Kane Regional.

Please fil11 out the forms we've provided by circling the
number which describes whether each action on the form is "very
much 1ike" or "very different" from the way you would do it.
You may also help us by telling us how you would do the actions
in the space provided for comments. Thank you for helping us

develop our study.
Sincere'ly. ; : i

Hoodyéoo'lcock

Steven R. Lyon

Department of Special Education
5M22 Forbes Quadrangle
University of Pittsburgh
Pittsburgh, PA 15260

WW;:aa
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10.

Housekeening Tasks

Task: Cleaning sinks and lavatories

Very

Very

Actions di fferent much like

Fi11 10 qt. bucket 2/3
with warm water

Add a small pack of A-33 0
Take housekeeping cart to 0
patient room, get 2 clean

cloths

Add about 1/2 cup of 0

sani-flush to toilet

Move small items (brushes @
etc.) off shelves - place
on floor

Wipe all fixtures, 0
plumbing, dispensers, shelves
with damp cloth (from bucket)

-Spray all purpose polish 0

on chrome and stainless
steel

Wipe chrome and stainless 0
steel with a dry cloth,
no streaks

Swish toilet brush in 0
toilet and under 1*n-
flush

Inspect work-l1ook over 0
all parts-spot wipe/
polish .

Return bucket and cart 0
to the storeroom and

empty bucket (if you are finished
with all rooms)

01 2 3 4@
4@ 2.
4@ 3,

4@ 4.
. DQ D’Cﬁ Qlﬂ(:ﬂ’ ,mes d(z

EZ/-AI‘ ,,lon?‘; Vi fr-m‘f

[N ]

—
.

Comments

c/2

brd

a7
a(’s 8.
45> o,

a5 .

4@/ n.
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Housekeeping Tasks 127

Task: Cleaning a wheelchair

Very Very

Actions different much like Comments

1. Fi11 10 qt. bucket 2/3 01234( 1. _
with warm water

2. Add a small pack of A-33 01 234(9 2

3. Take housekeeping cart to 01 2 3 4(5) 3.
patient room, get a clean
cloth

4. Move the wheelchair away 01 2 3 4<5) 4.
from walls and furniture

5. Wipe the wheelchair with 0 12 3 4a(s) s
damp cloth from top to
bot tom

6. Inspect work-look over 012 3 4(5 6.
all parts-spot wipe

7. Move the wheelchair to 01 2 3 4@ 7.
it's original location

8. Return bucket and cart 012 3 4/5 . 8.

to the storeroom and

empty bucket (1f you are
finished with all rooms)

L)

9. If wheelchair 1s broken 01 2 3 4/(5

or missing a part-tell

the nursing supervisor
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Housekeeping Tasks

Task: Cleaning chair, stand, tray table

Actions

Fi11 10 qt., bucket 2/3
with warm water

Add a small pack of A-33

Take housekeeping cart to
patient room, get 2 clean
cloths

Remove loose soil, clean
crevices between parts
with damp cloth (from
bucket)

Wipe all metal, wood uphol-
stery with damp cloth (from
bucket) rub hard on built
on grime, top to bottom

Spray all purpose polish
on wood, metal and plastic
surfaces

Wipe surfaces with dry
cloth, no steaks

Inspect work-look over all
surfaces, spot wipe/polish

Return bucket and cart to

storeroom and empty bucket
(if you are finished with

all rooms)

Very
much 1ike

Very
different
01 2 3
01 2 3
01 2 3
01 2 3
01 2 3
01 2 3
01 2 3
01 2 3
01 2 3

' )
‘@
4@)

JO

‘¢
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Coments




Task: Cleaning counters, shelves, and cabinets

Actions

F111 10 qt. bucket 2/3
with warm water

Add a small pack of A-33

Take housekeeping cart to
patient room, get 1 clean
cloth

Move small items (clo.hes,
nick nacks) to one side of
shelf or counter.

Wipe all surfaces, doors
with damp cloth (from
bucket)

Let 1/2 surface of shelves
dry, move items to clean
side, wipe second side.

Return items to original
location

Inspeét work-look over all
surfaces, spot wipe

Return bucket and cart to
the storeroom and empty
bucket (if you are finished
with all rooms)

Housekeeping Tasks

Very Very
different much 1ike

0123405

01234(5)
0123 4(3

01234@

01234@

—
.

N
.

n

(=)}

o
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Comments




Housekeeping Yasks

Task: Cleaning a drinking fountain

Actions

Fi11 10 qt. bucket 2/3
with warm water

Add a small pack of A-33

Take housekeeping cart
to patient room, get 2
clean cloths

Use small brush to
clean water jet, button,
drain

Wipe all surfaces with
damp cloth (from bucket)

Spray all surfaces
with all purpose polish

Wipe all surfaces with
dry cloth, no streaks

Inspect work,
look over all surfaces,
spot/wipe polish

Return bucket and cart to
storeroom and empty bucket
(1f you are finished with
all rooms)

Very Very
different much like

0123 4(5)

b
o
g

~J
.

o
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Comments

Dray {m,/jz‘a 1‘/1
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10.

Housekeeping Tasks

Task: Cleaning a patient bed

Very Very
Action different much 1ike
FI11 10 qt. bucket 2/3 0123 4(5
with warm water
Add a small pack of A-33 01 2 3 4 <§)
Take housekeeping cart to 01 2 3 4 (g:)
patient room, get 2 clean
cloths
Move bed away from wall, 012 3 4(5)
raise to maximum hetght
Wipe with damp cloth (from 01 2 3 4@
bucket); headboard, foot board,
mattress, side rails, springs,
motor
Spray all purpose poltshon 0 1 2 3 4(9
head board, foot board, side
rails
Wipe head board, foot board, 0 1 2 3 4 (5
side rails with dry cloth
no streaks
Inspect work-look over all 012 3 4@)
parts, spot wipe/polish
Return bed up against wall 012 3 4(5)
Return bucket and cart to 012 3 4.5

to storeroom and empty
bucket (1f you are
finished with all rooms)
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University of Pittsburgh

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
Department of Specia! Education

January 23, 1985

Dear Housekeepers and Janitors,

We are planning to do a study at Kane Regional Center,
McKeesport teaching mentally retarded students to damp vipe
the furniture and fixtures in patient rooms (housekeeping tasks)
and to mop the floors in rooms and aieas on the ground floor
of Kane Regional. We would 1ike to have two housekeepers and
two janitors tell us whether the actions to be taught to our
students are like the actions used by housekeepers and janitors
at Kane Regional.

Please fill out the forms we've provided by circling the
number which describes whether each action on the form is "very
much like" or "very different" from the way you would do it.
You may also help us by telling us how you would do the actions
fn the space provided for comments. Thank you for helping us
develop our study. ‘

Sincerely,

WomdyWnloA

Woody Nooﬁcock

St Jy

Steven R. Lyon

Department of Special Education
5M22 Forbes Quadrangle
University of Pittsburgh
Pittsburgh, PA 15260
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Housekeeoina Tasks 134

Task: Cleaning sinks and lavatories

Very Very

Actions different much like Comments
1. Fill 10 qt. bucket 2/3 0 1 2 3 4(5 1.

with warm water
2. Add a small pack of A-33 0123403 o
3. Take housekeeping cart to 0123 4fs 3.

patient room, get 2 clean

cloths
4. Add about 1/2 cup of 01 2 3 4/(5, 4.

sani-flush to toilet

. p é/) Ld o 7 52)1/7’//
WLQ/F}OLQ/L

w
F -
o
o

5. Move small items (brushes < 0;?1 2
etc.) off shelves - place
on floor

6. Wipe all fixtures, 012345
plumbing, dispensers, shelves
with damp cloth (from bucket)

7. Spray all purpose polish 0 1 2 3 4/(5 7.
on chrome and stainless
steel

8. Wipe chrome and stainless 01 2 3 4@ 8.
steel with a dry cicth,
no streaks

9. Swish toilet brush in 01 2 3 4(5) 9.
toilet and under rim- o
flush

10. Inspect work-Took over 0123 4(5) 10
all parts-spot wipe/
polish

/\
1. Returm bucket and cart 01 2 3 4(/5) 1.

to the storeroom and

empty bucket (if you are finished
with all rooms)




0 ping Tasks
Housekeeping k 135

Task: Cleaning a wheelchair

Very Very

Actions di fferent much like ~Comments

1. Fill '* qt. bucket 2/3 01234835
with warm water

2. Add a small pack of A-33 01 2 3 4 .§// 2.

3. Take housekeeping cart to 01 2 3 4(5 3.
patient room, get a clean
cloth

4. Move the wheelchair away 012 3 4(s 4.
from walls and furniture

5. Wipe the wheelchair with 0123 4@ 5.
damp cloth from top to
bot tom

6. Inspect work-lcok over 01 2 3 4(5 6.
all parts-spot wipe

7. Move the wheelchair to 01 2 3 4 (g:) 7.
it's original location

8. Return bucket and cart 01 2 3 4(E€> 8.

to the storeroom and
empty bucket (if you are -
finishod with all rooms)

9. If wheelchair 1s broken 0123 4@ 9.
or missing a part-tell
the nursing supervisor -

149




136
Housekeeping Tasks

Task: Cleaning chair, stand, tray table

Very Very
Actions different much like Comments

1. Fil11 10 qt., bucket 2/3 01 2 3 4< 5 ) 1.
with warm wacer

2. Add a small pack of A-33 01 2 3 4@ 2.

3. Take housekeeping cart to 012 3 q<i§:> 3.
patient room, get 2 clean
cloths

4. Remove loose soil, clean 012 3 4 <ji) 4.
crevices between parts
with damp cloth (from
bucket)

5. Wip. all metal, wood uphol- 01 2 3 4 <§€) 5.
stery with damp cloth (from i
bucket) rub hard on built
on grice, top to bottom

6. Spray all prinose polish 01 2 3 4<?€) 6.
on wood, metal 2nd plastic
surfaces

7. Wipe surfaces with dry 01 2 3 4 <§> .
cloth, no steaks

ITREARS -
\

8. Inspect work-look over all 01 2 3 4 &é// 8.
surfaces, spot wipe/polish

9. Return bucket and cart to o1 2 3 4(/€:> 9.

storeroom and empty bucket

(if you are finished with
all rooms)
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Housekeeping Tasks

Task: Cleaning counters, shelves, and cabinets

Very Very
Actions "~ different much like Comments
. Za
1. Fil1l1 10 qt. bucket 2/3 01 2 3 4(5 1.
with warm water
2. Add a small pack of A-33 012 3 4 .E/; 2.
3. Take housekeeping cart to 012 3 4(5) 3.
patient room, get 1 clean
cloth
4. Move small items (clothes, 012 3 4 (Ei} 4,
nick nacks) to one side of
shelf or counter.
5. Wipe all surfaces, doors 0123 4(s, s,
_With damp cloth (from
bucket)

6. Let 1/2 surface of shelves 01 2 3 4(35) 6.
dry, move items to clean
side, wipe second side.

7. Return {tems to original 01 2 3 4(s, 7.
locaiion
8. I',pect work-look over all 01 2 3 4(s 8.

surfaces, spot wipe

9. Return bucket and cart to 01 2 3 4(5 9.
the storeroom and empty
bucket ({1f you are finished
with all rooms)
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Housekeeping Tasks

Task:

S ——

Actions

1. Fi11 10 qt. bucket 2/3
with warm water

2. Add a small pack of A-33

3. Take housekeeping cart
to patient room, get 2
clean cloths

4. Use small brush to
clean water jet, button,
drain

5. Wipe all surfaces with
damp cloth (from bucket

6. Spray all surfaces
with all purpose polish

7. Wipe all surfaces with
dry cloth, no streaks

8. Inspect work,
look over all surfaces,
spot/wipe polish

9. Returmn bucket and cart to
storeroom and empty bucket
(if you are finished with
all rooms)

Cleanina a drinking fountain

Very
different

Very
much like

0 1 2

01 2

o
—
N

34@

3 4(5

138

Comments
1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
e ~ C
(Ll ined i rorwife,
7)
7.
8.
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Houseke.ping Tasks 139

Task: Cleaning a patient bed

Very Very
Action different much like Comments
1. Fill 10 qt. bucket 2/3 01 2 3 4@ 1.
with warm water
2. Add a small pack of A-33 01 2 3 4@ 2.
f-\
3. Take housekeeping cart to 012 3 4 (f// 3.
patient room, get 2 clean
cloths
"4, Move bed awa; from wall, 012 3 4 (E// 4.
re2ise to maxfmum hetght
5. Wipe with damp cloth (from 01 2 3 4(5 S oA 77 DAAT
bucket); headboard, foot board, . 7. L
mattress, side rails, springs, Lo X2 o) de Pl
motor Y
€. Spray all purpose poltsh on 01 2 3 4(5 6.
head board, foot board, side
ratls
PN
7. Wipe head board, foot board, 01 2 3 4 KEL/ 7
side rafls with dry cloth
no streaks )
8. Inspect work-look over all 012 3 4(5) 8.
parts, spot wipe/polish
9. Return bed up against wall 01 2 3 4(5 9.
10. Return bucket and cart to 012 3405 0.

to storeroom and empty

bucket (1f you are
finished with all rooms)
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University of Pittsburgh

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
Department of Special Education

January 23, 1985

Dear Housekeepers and Janitors,

We are planning to do a study at Kane Regional Center,
McKeesport teaching mentally retarded students to damp wipe
the furniture and fixtures in patient rooms (housekeeping tasks)
and to mop the floors in rooms and areas on the ground floor
of Kane Regional. We would l1ike to have two housekeepers and
two janitors tell us whether the actions to be taught to our
students are 1ike the actions used by housekeepers and janitors
at Kane Regional.

Please fi11 out the forms we've provided by circling the
number which describes whether each action on the form is "very
much 1ike" or “very different" from the way you would do it.
You may also help us by telling us how you would do the actions
in the space provided for comments. Thank you for helping us

develop our study.
Sincerely,
WAl

Woody Woolcock

SE K p

Steven R. Lyon

Department of Specfal Education
5M22 Forbes Quadrangle
University of Pittsburgh
Pittsburgh, PA 15260

WW:aa

¥
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Janitorial Tasks

141
Task: Mopping a small room - move furniture
Action Very different Very much like Comments

1. Fill 44 qt. caster bucket 01 2 3@' 5 1.

2/3 warm water

2. Throw in large pack A-32 01 2 @ 4 5 2.
3. Take 24 inch dust mop, dust 0 1 2 3 4(5 3.
pan, pick-up brush, putty
knife to room
4. Push bucket, mop in bucket 01 2 3 4 @ 4,
to room, take caution sign
5. Move moveable furniture CO) 1 2 3 4 5 5. we ) Auway Sm
into hall (chairs, lamps Al s aon
etc.) don't move moveable D10 Gl ¢
P\ Faeal Bl
6. Place caution sign at 01 2 3 4@’ 6.
entrance
7. Dust mop from far end 01 2 3 48/ 7.

using small "S" strokes,

scrape up gum etc. with
putty knife

8. Pick up dust pile with 01 2 3(9) s 8.

dust pan-pick-up brush

9. Mop floor with damp mop 01 2 3 4(5 9.

(from bucket) far end to

entrance, along baseboards,
small "S" strokes in middle

10. Return furniture to 01 2 3 4(s/ 10.

original placement

11. Inspect floor, spot mop 01 2 3 4 @ 1.
12. Return equipment, empty 01 2 3 4@) 12.

bucket (if last room mopped)




Janftorial Tasks

142
Task: Large room/area - move furnfture
Very Very

Actions different much like Comments
1. Fi11 44 qt. caster bucket 012 3 4 @) 1.

2/3 warm water
2. Throw in large pack A-33 012 3 4a(s 2.
3. Take 48 inch dust mop, 012 2 4 @ 3.

dust pan, pick-up brush,

putty knife to room/area
4. Push bucket, mop in bucket 0 1 2 3 4 (5 4

to room, take 2 caution

signs

\

5. Move moveable furniture 01 2 (3,475 5

to clear about 1/3 of

room/area
6. Place caution signs each 01 2 3(a/s5 6.

end of cleared area
7. Dust mop cleared area, 01 2 3(4 5 7

push mop straight ahead.

Scrape up gum etc. with
putty knife —

8. Pick up dust pile with 01 2 3 4@ 8.
dust pan-pick-up brush

N
w
&
o
L 4

9. Mop floor with damp mop 01

(from bucket) from far end

of area, move backwards with
large "S" stroke, repeat

opposite directio.s until

area mopped

10. When dry, move furniture 0 1 2(34 5 10.

to clear new area(s)

repeat actions ©-9

Y

11. Return fumiture to 01 2 3 @ 5 1n.

original placement




12.

13.

4.

Janitorial Tasks

Task: Large room/area - moye furniture contfnued

Actions

Inspect floor, spot mop

If person walks on wet
floor spot mop

Return equipment, empty
bucket (if last room
mopped)

Very Very
different much like
01 2 3 Lé) 5

01@345
0123@5
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13.

12.

Comments
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Janitorial Tasks

144
Task: Mid size room - move furniture
Very Very
Actions different much like Comments
1. Fil11 44 qt. caster bucket 01234y’ 1.

2/3 warm water

~

4@ 2.

w

2. Throw in large pack A-33 01 2

3. Take 36 inch dust mop, dust 01 2 3 4 @ 3.
pan, pick-up brush, putty

knife to room

4. Push bucket, mop in bucket 01 2 3 4@ 4.
to room, take 2 caution
. sfgns
5. Move fumiture to mop 1/2 room 0 1 /2/ 3 4 5 5.
away from entrance first s
o«
6. Place caution signs each 012 3 4 @ 6.
end of cleared area
7. Dust mop cleared area, 01 2 3 /4) 5 7.
push mop straight ahead. L/
Scrape up gum etc. with
putty knife
8. Pick up dust pile with 012 3 4fs) 8.
dust pan-pick up brush ~
/
9. Mop floor with damp mop 01 2 3 415 9.

(from bucket) from far end

of area, move backwards with
large "S" stroke, repeat

opposite directions until

area is mopped
10. When dry, move fumiture to 0 ()2 3 4 5 10,

clear second 1/2 of room,

repeat actions 6-9 -

11. Return furniture to 01 2 3 (4)5 1.

original placement
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Very Very
Actions different much like
12. Insvect floor, spot 01 2 3(4/5 12.
mop
13. If person walks on wet 01 (g/ 3 45 13.
floor spot mop :
/-
14. Return equipment, empty 01 2 3 4 14.

Janitorial Tasks

Task: Mid size room - move furniture continued

bucket (if last room
mopped)
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10.

Janitorial Tasks

Task: Mid size room - don't move furniture

Actions

Fil1l 44 qt. caster bucket
2/3 warm water

Throw in large pack A-33

Take 36 inch dust mop, dust
pan, pick-up brush, putty
knife to room

Push bucket, mop in bucket
to room, take 2 caution
signs

Don't move unmoveable
objects (PT bars, OT
tables etc.)

Place caution signs each
end of 1/2 room

Dust mop start away from
entrance, push mop straight
ahead. Scrape up gum etc.
with putty knife

Pick up dust pile with
dust pan-pick-up brush

Mop 1/2 floor with damp mop
(from bucket) from far end
of area, move backwards

with large "S" stroke, repeat
opposite direction until area

is mopped

When dry, move signs to
second 1/2 of room, mop
second 1/2

Very Very
different much like
0123 4(y

01234@
01234@

0123 a(y

012 3 4 G;

01 2 3 4 éa

160
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Comments

146




1.

12.

13.

Janitorial Tasks

Task: Mid size room - don't move fumiture continued

Comments

147

Very Very
Actions different much like
Inspect floor, spot mop 01 2 3 (45 11.
If person walks on wet 01 23(4: 12.

floor spot mop

Return equipment, empty 01 2 3 4 'CS/ 13.

bucket (if last room mopped)

161




Janitorial Tasks

Task: Mopping a small room - don't move furniture

————

Very Very
Action different much like

FI11 44 qt. caster bucket 0 1 2 3 4 (§/
2/3 warm water

Throw in large pack A-33 2 3 4(5

Take 24 inch dust mop, dust 2 3 4 @
pan, pick-up brush, putty
knife to room

Push bucket, mop in bucket 2 3 4 (5/‘
te room, take caution sign

_~

Don't move heavy furniture, 2 @ 4 5
equipment

Place caution sign . 2 3 4(5
entrance

Dust mop from far end
using small "S" strokes,
scrape up gum etc. with
putty knife

Pick up dust pile with
dust pan-pick-up brush

Mop floor with damp mop
(from bucket) far end to
entrance, along baseboards,
small "S" strokes in middle

Inspect floor, spot mop

Retu:n equipment, empty
(if last room mopped)

Comments




10.

11.

Task:

Actions

Fill 44 qt. caster
bucket 2/3 warm water

Throw in large pack A-33

Take 48 inch dust mop, dust
pan, pick-up brush, putty
knife to area

Push bucket, mop in
bucket to area, take
2 caution signs

Dust mop entire hall
push mop straight ahead,
scrape up gum etc. with
putty knife

Pick up dust pile with
dust pan-pick-up brush

Place caution signs at each
end of area to be mopped
1/2 of hall length

Mop floor with damp mop
(from bucket), move backwards
with large "S" stroke mopping
1/2 of hall length, repeat

Janjtorial Tasks

Mopping large areas (hallways) - no furniture

Very Very
different  much like

0123 4(5)

—t
.

149

Comments

2 cAddianr Siges
/'l

R
€A Q9 0 Wdc\ €

0123 4(y 2
01234@ 3.
01234@ 4.
01234@ 5
01234@ 6
0123 4(5 7
0123(@ s 8

opposite direction down other 1/2

Inspect floor, spot mop

If person walks on wet
floor spot mop

Return equipment, empty
bucket (if last area mopped)

012 3/a5 g
012345 10
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University of Pittsburgh

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
Department of Special Education

January 23, 1985

Dear Housekeepers and Janitors,

We are planning to do a study .t Kane Reaional Center,
McKeesport teaching mentally retarded student. to damp wipe
the furniture and fixtures in patient rooms (housekeeping tasks)
and to mop the floors in rooms and areas on the ground floor
of Kane Regional. We would like to have two housekeepers and
two janitors rell us whether the actions to be taught to our
students are like the actions used by housekeepers and janitors
at Kane Regional.

Please fill out the forms we've provided by circling the
number which describes whether each action on the form is "very
much 1ike" or "very different" from the way you would do it.
You may also help us by telling us how you would do the actions
in the space provided for comments. Thank you for helping us

develop our study.
Sincerely,

Woody Woolcock

SEK Ay

Steven R. Lyon

Departier-i of Special Education
5M22 Forbes Quadrangle
University of Pittsburgh
Pittsburgh, PA 15260

WW:aa
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Janitorial Tasks

1
Task: Mopping a small room - move furaiture 1
Action Very different Very much like Comments

1. Fill 44 qt. caster bucket 01 2 3 U5 1.
2/3 warm water

2. Throw in large pack A-33 01 2 @ 4 5 2.

w
F -1
w

3. Take 24 inch dust mop, dust 0 1 2
pan, pick-up brush, putty
knife to room

4. Push bucket, mop in bucket 0 1 2 346 4.
to room, take caution sign

-
N
(78]
F-9
o
o

5. Move moveable furniture @
into hall (chairs, lamps ]
etc.) don't move moveable AT soa meed

Tlu?‘l e TS Y
7

PR A N Atr iy,

6. Place caution sign at 01 2 3 4 é) 6. /
entrance

7. Dust mop from far end 01 2 3 4 (§/ 7.
using small "S" strokes,
scrape up gum etc. with
putty knife

w
H
oo

8. Pick up dust pile with 0 1 2
dust pan-pick-up brush

w
F -3
(34
N
(Y]

9. Mop floor with damp mop 0 1 2
(from bucket) far end to
entrance, along baseboards,
small "S" strokes in middle

10. Retum furniture to 01 2 346 10.
original placement —

(%]
I8\
on
—
—

)
Do) g

1. Inspect floor, sp” i mop 01 2

12. Return equipment, empty 0 1 2
bucket (if last room mopped)

165




Janitorial Tasks

152
Task: Large roor/area - move furniture
Very Very .
Actions different much like Comments
1. Fil1 44 qt. caster bucket 0123405 1.
2/3 warm water

2. Throw in large pack A-33 01 2 é) 4 5 2.

3. Take 48 inch dust mop, 0123 45 3. _e0N) o o
dust pan, pick-up brush, ‘
putty knife to room/area

4. Push bucket, mop in bucket 0 1 2 3 4 (5§ a.
to room, take 2 caution
signs

5. Move moveable furniture 012 3 4 éi) 5.
to clear atout 1/3 of
room/area

6. Place caution signs each 012 3 4 é} 6.
end of cleared area

7. Dust mop cleared area, 0123 4§ 7.

push mop straight ahead.

Scrape up gum etc. with
putty knife

8. Pick up dust pile with 012 3 4(s 8.

dust pan-pick-up brush

9. Mop floor with dampmp - 0 1 2 3 4 (§ 9.

(from bucket) from far end

of area, move backwards with
large "S" stroke, repeat

opposite directinns until

area mopped

10. When dry, move furniture 01 2 3 4 gj 10.

to clear new area(s)

repeat actions 6-9

1. Return furmiture to 012 3 & @ 1.
original placement

16¢




12.

13.

4.

Janitorial Tasks

Task: Large room/area - move furniture continued

Actions

Inspect floor, spot mop

If person walks on wet
floor spot mop

Return equipment, empty
bucket ({f last room
mopped)

Very Very
different much like
012 3(@s 1.

01234¢6

167
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Comments
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10.

11.

Janitorial Tasks

Task: Mid size room - move furniture

Very Very
Actions different much like
Fi1l 44 qt. caster bucket 01 2 3 & @‘
2/3 warm water
Throw in large pack A-33 0123 45

Take 36 inch dust mop, dust 01 2 @ 4 5
pan, pick-up brush, putty
knife to room

Push bucket, mop in bucket 01 2 3 ¢4 [5’
to room, take 2 caution

signs

o
-~
N
w
E -3
N

Move fumiture to mop 1/2 room
away from entrance first

Place caution signs each 01234¢
end of cleared area

Dust mop cleared area, 012346§
push mop straight ahead.

Scrape up gum etc. with

putty knife

Pick up dust pile with 0123 4%
dust pan-pick up brush

Mop floor with damp mop 01234§
(from bucket) from far end

of area, move backwards with

large "S" stroke, repeat

opposite directions until

area is mopped

When dry, move fumiture to 0 1 2 3 4 §

clear second 1/2 of room,
repeat actions 6-9

Return furniture to 012 3 4 é
original placement

165

10.

1.

154

Comments

3
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Janitorial Tasks

155

Task: Mid sfze room - move furniture continued

Actions

12. Inspect floor, spot
mop

13. 1f person walks on wet
floor spot mop

14. Return equipment, empty
bucket ({f last room
mopped)

Very Very
different much like Comments

0123 4§45 12.

0 . 2 é} 4 5 13.

01234@" 14,

1649



10.

Actions

Fil1l 44 qt. caster bucket
2/3 warm water

Throw in large pack A-33

Take 36 inch dust mop, dust
pan, pick-up brush, putty
knife to room

Push bucket, mop in bucket
to room, take 2 caution
signs

Janitorial Tasks

156 |
Task: Mid size room - don't move furniture

Very Very

different much like Commen ts

012 3 404, 1.

012@45 2.

01283485 3.

0123 4§ 4.

012340 5

Don't move unmoveable
objects (PT bars, OT
tables etc.)

Place caution signs each
end of 1/2 room

Dust mop start away from
entrance, push mop straight
ahead. Scrape up gum etc.
with putty knife

Pick up dust pile with
dust pan-pick-up brush

Mop 1/2 floor with damp mop
(from bucket) from far end
of area, move backwards

with large "S" stroke, repeat
opposite directior until area

is mopped

When dry, move signs to
second 1/2 of room, mop
second 1/2

012 3 4,5, 7
01234é,2 8
0123 4% 9

170




Janitorial Tasks

Task: Mid size room - don't move furniture continued 157
Very Very
Actions different much like Comments
11.  Inspect floor, spot mop 01 2 3/ 45 1.
12. If person walks on wet 01 2 (3/\ 4 5 12.
floor spot mop
13. Return equipment, empty 0123 4( 13.

bucket (if last room mopped)

171




10.

1.

Janitorial Tasks

Task: Mopping a small room - don't move furniture

Action

Fi11 44 qt. caster bucket
2/3 warm water

Throw in large pack A-33

Take 24 inch dust mop, dust
pan, pick-up brush, putty
knife to room

Push bucket, mop in bucket
to room, take caution sign

Don't move heavy furniture,
equipment

Place caution sign at
entrance

Dust mop from far end
using small "S" strokes,
scrape up gum etc. with
putty knife

Pick up dust pile with
dust pan-pick-up brush

Mop floor with damp mop
(from bucket) far end to
entrance, along baseboards,
small "S" strokes in middle

Inspect floor, spot mop

Return equipment, empty
(if last room mopped)

Very Very
different much 1like

0123 4()

012345
01234@

012 34§/
01234@

0123 445,

1.

N

w
.

F -9

10.

1.

Comments
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10.

1.

Task: Mopping large areas (hallways) - no furniture

Actions

Fill 44 qt. caster
bucket 2/3 warm water

Throw in lairge pack A-33

Take 48 inch dust mop, dust
pan, pick-up brush, putty
knife to area

Push bucket, mop in
bucket to area, take
2 caution signs

Dust mop entire hall
push mop straight ahead,
scrape up gum etc. with
putty knife

Pick up dust pile with
dust pan-pick-up brush

. Place caution signs at each

end of area to be mopped
1/2 of hall length

Mop floor with damp mop

(from bucket), move backwards
with large “S" stroke mopping

1/2 of hall length, repeat

Janitorial Tasks

Very Very
different

much 1ike

0123407

012 3 4(5/

opposite direction down other 1/2

Inspect floor, spot mop

If person walks on wet
floor spot mop

Return equipment, empty
bucket (if last area mopped)

01 2(3 4 5

173
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>
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APPENDIX D

Data Sheets
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DATA SHEET

161

Subject: Type of Session: Key:
Probe (P) §:¥hdependent

Task Sequence: Simulation Instruction (S) 2=Verbal Instruction
Damp Wiping Actual Job Instruction (A) I=Physical Guidance
Response Example: ’ O=Incorrect (Probe Only)

Cleaning Wheelchairs
Generic Responses Dates:

Components
a. Fill 10qt. bucket 2/3
b. Add small pack A-33*
c. Take cart to room*
1. Total--Take Supplies* ﬁr
a. Move wheelchair

2. Total--Position
Equipment

a. Damp wipe surfaces
b. Scour off grime
. Total--Wash

. Look over all parts

. Repeat 3 (1f need)
. Total--Inspect Work

Return wheelchair

Return cart*
. Empty bucket*

Total--Return Supplie

Planned exception

A0nce per gession

Type of Session
Staff Initials




Subject:

Task Sequence:
Damp Wiping
Response Example:

DATA SHEET

Type of Session:
Probe (P

Simulation Instruction (S)
Actual Job Instruction (A)

Cleaning Sinks and Lavatories

Generic Responses D
- eneric xesponses D

Components

162

Key:
3=¥hdependent .

2=Verbal Instruction
1=Physical Guidance
O=Incorrect (Probe Only)

T

—

a. Fil1 10qt bucket 2/3%

b. Add small pack A-33*

c. Take cart to room*

I. Total--Take Supplies*

a. %c. Sani-flush in

toilet
b. Small itemg to bed,
—chair

2, Total--Move Small Ite

a. Damp wipe surfaces

b. Swish brush and under

rim

3. Total--Wash

a. Spray--bright metal

b. Wipe--plumbing etc.

4. Total--Polish

a. Look over all parts

b. Repeat 3 & 4 (if need)
-

5. Total--Inspect Work

L
a. Return small items

b. Return cart*

c. Empty bucket*

6. Total--Return Supplieq

*Once per session

——

Type of Session

Staff Initials

176




Subject:

Task Sequence:

Damp Wiping
Response Example:

DATA SHEET

Type ci Session: %gx:
Probe (P) =Independent

Simulation Instruction (S) 2=Verbal Instruction
Actual Job Instruction (A) I=Physical Guidance
! ) O=Incorrect (Probe Only)

163

Cleaning Counters, Sheives, Cabinets

Generic Responses

Dates:

Components

a. Fill 10qt bucket 2/3*

b. Add small pack A-33*

c. Take cart to room*

L
1. Total--Take Supplies*

.
a. Move small items--

1 side

2. Total--Move Small Itm

R
a. Wipe ) shelves,

Counters

b. Repeat 2a/3a return

c. Wipe doors, drawers

a. Look over all parts

T

b. Repeat 3 (if need)

5. To:aI:;Tnspec: Work

a. Return small items

b. Return cart*

c. Empty bucket*
5. Total-—-Return Supplie

*Once per session

Type of Session

Staff Initials

17/




Subject:

Tesk Sequence:

Res ons% xafg &

Cleaning Patient Bed
§:

Generic Res) .nses

DATA SHEET

Type of Session:
Probe (P)

Simulation Instruction (S)
Actual Job Instruction (A)

164

Key:

3=Independent

2=Verbal Instruction
1=Paysical Guidance

0« \ncorrect (Probe Only)

Components

a. Fill 10qr bucket 2/3*

b. Add small pack A-33*

¢. Take c&a. . to room*

1. Total--Take Supplies*
—

a. Move bed from wall

b. Raise bed (if need)

2. Total--Position

Equipment

a. Wipe head/foot

o

. Wipe rails, mattress,

under

. Total--Lash °

w

Spray head/foot/rails

Wipe-dry cloth
. Total--Polish

&S0 »

Look over all parts

Repeat 3 & % (1f need

Totai- -Inspect Work

Il

S B Bl ks

Return bea

o

Return cart*

c. Empty bucket*

R —
6. Tote™ -~Return Supplie

- o~

*Once per session

Type of Session

Staff Initials

178




Subiect:

DATA SHEET

Type of Session:

Task Sequence:
Damp Wiping
Response Example:

Probe (P)
Simulation Instruction (S)
Actual Job Instruction (A)

Cleaning Chair, Stand, Tray Table

neric Responses

Date

165
Key:
=Independent
2=Verbal Instruction

1=Physical Guidance
O=Incorrect (Probe Only)

Components

a. F1ll 10qt bucket 2/3%*

b. Add small pack A-33*

c. Take cart to room*

. Total--Take Supplles

8. Move furniture

T

D. Small items to bed
.

2. Total--Position

Equipment

a. Remove loose soil

b. Damp wipe surfaces

3. Total--Wash

a. Spray--wood, metal,

plastic

b. Wipe sprayed surfaces
4. Total--Polish
-

R —
a. Look over all parts

b. Repeat 3 & 4 (1if need

5. Total-~Inspect Work
L

R
a. Return equipment

b. Return cart*

¢. Empty bucket?®
6. Total--Return Supplie

*Once per session

Type of Session

Staff Initials

79




DATA SHEET

Subject: Type of Session:
Probe (P)
Task Sequence: Simulation Instruction (S)

Damp Wiping Actual Job Instruction (A)
Response Example: ’

Cleaning Drinking Fountain

Generic Responses Dates:

166

Key:
§:¥hdependent

2=Verbal Instruction
1=Physical Guidance
O=Incorrect (Probe Only)

Components

. Fill 10qt bucket 2/3*

o |le

. Add small pack A-33*

[ Take cart to room* + +
— p—
1

. Total--Take Supplies*
S

a. Brush jet, button,

drain |

b. Wipe all parts, dry
2. Total--Wash

a. Spray all surfaces

b. Wipe--dry cloth

3. Total--Polish
.

a. Leok over all parts

b. Repeat 2 & 3 (if need)

4. Total--Inspect Work

a. Return cartc*

b. Empty bucket®
5. Total--Réturn Supplie

*Once per session

Type of Session

Staff Initials

50




Subject:

DATA SHEET

Task Sequence:

Floor Mop ing
Response Example:

167
Type of Session: Key:
Probe (P) 3=Independent

Simulation Instruction (S) 2=Verbal Instruction
Actual Job Instruction (A) 1=Physical Guidance
’ O=Incorrect (Probe Only)

Mopping a Small Room--Move Furniture

Generic Responses

Date

Components

a. Fill 44 gqt. bucket 273

b. Dust mop etc. to room

c. Bucket/mop/sign to

room

1. Total--Take Supplies

R
a. Sign at entrance

L Total--Place Sign
a. Dust mop
b. Scrape gum etc. 1

c. Pick-up-pan & brush

(W]

. Total--Dust Mop

. Move furniture from

wall

b. Move furniture to wall

¢. Don't move desk etc.

4, Tg:al--Mov; Furniture

a. Mop--outside of room

b. Mop--center of room

5. Total--Mop Floor

a. Look at all surfaces

b. Spot mop (if need)

6. Totrnl--Inspect work
r

a. Return equipment*

b. Empty bucket*

7. Total--Return Supplie

*Once per session

(change water when dirty

Type of Session

Staff Inicials




Subject:

Task Sequence:

Floor Mopping
Response Example:

DATA SHEET

Type of Session:
Probe (P)

Simulation Instruction (S)
Actual Job Instruction (A)

Mopping a Large Room/Area--Move Furniture

Generic Responses

168

Key:

3=Independent

2=Verbal Instruction
I1=Physical Guidance
O=Incorrect (Probe Only)

Components
*
2. Fi11 44 qr, Bucket 2/
*

b. Dust mop etc, to yoo

c. Bucket/moo/3 signs §9

*

l_Total-_Take Suoolies

a. Move furniture 1/3 rm

b. Don't move desks etc.

~=Move rnit

g. Signs--ends & middle

b. Move to new area

3. Total--Place signs

a. Dust mop

b. Scrape gum etc.

c. Pick-up-pan & brush

4. Total--Dudt mop

a. Mop~--along baseboards

b. Mop--open section

5. Total--Mop Floor

a. Repeat 2, 3, 4, 5

b. Repeat 2, 3, 4, 5

c. Return furniture

e

6. Total--Return Furntr.

a. Look at all surfaces

b. Spot mop (if need)

7. Total--Inspect Work

a. Spot mop marks (1f nd
-

8. Total--Planned Except

a. Return equipment*

b. Empty bucket*

9. Tctal--Return Supplie

oR—

Type of Session

Staff Iniciels

*Once per session

" O ge water when dirt

FRIC" Ao ]

IToxt Provided by ERI
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DATA SHEET 169

Subject: Iype of Session: %EZ‘
Probe (P) =Independent
Task Sequence: Simulation Instruction (S) 2=Verbal Instruction
Floor Mopping Actual Job Instruction (A) I1=Physical Guidance
Response Example: ) O=Incorrect (Probe Only)
Mopping a Mid Size Room--Don't Move Furniture
Generic Responses Dates:
Components

a. Fill 44 gt bucket 2/3%
b. Dust mop etc. tc rooq{

c. Bucket/Mop/3 signs to

room*
P—
1. Total--Take Supplies

a. Don't move heavy objs

2. Total--Move Furniture

a. Signs--end & middle

5 room

b. Move to new area

3. Total--Place signs

a. Dust mop
b. Scrape gum etc.

¢. Pick-up-pan & brush

2..Tlogal-- oor
a. Reneat--3 & 4

f..Total--Recvcle
A, Look at all surfaces
D._Spof _mop ({f peed)

-~=1 e Work

a. Return equipment*

LoEmpty bucket*

8. Total-Return Suppli;

*Once per session

{change water when dires
Type of Session

Sctaff Initials

183




DATA SHEET 170

Subject: Type of Session: %51.
Probe (P) =Independent
Task Sequence: Simulation Instruction (S) 2=Verbal Instruction
Floor Moppin Actual Job Instruction (A) 1=Physical Guidance
Response ExamJ?L: & ’ O=Incorrect (Probe Only)

Mopping a Mid Size Room--Move Furniture
Generic Responses Dates:

Components

a. Fil1 44qt bucket 2/3

b, Dﬂﬂ: mop _etc, to room

. Bucket /Mo S s o

. Total--Take Supplies
— H

8. Move furniture % room

. Don't move desk etc.

- t

- & pid
L tove Lo new area — #"Jr"k"
3. Total--place signs . -
a. Dust mop
b. Scrape gum etc.
c. Pick-up-pan & brush - JT-L,—
4. Total--Dust Mop _J;

a. Mop--along baseboards

b. Mop--open section

5. Total--Mop Floor

J'LL

d.Repear 2, 3. 4. 5

b. Return furniture

6. Total--Return Furntr.
a. Look at all surfaces

b. Spot mop (if need)

7. Total--Inspect Work
S

a. Return equipment*

b. Empty bucketc*
9. Total--Return Supplie

-

*Once per session

(change water when dirty

Type of Session

Staff Iritials




Subiect:

DATA SHEET

Type of Session:

Task Sequence:

Floor Mopping
Response Example:

Probe (P)
Simulation Instruction (S)
Actual Job Instruction (A)

Mopping a Small Room—-Don't Move Furniture

neric Responses

171

Key:

3=Irdeper.dent

2=Verbal Instruction
1=Physical Guidance
O=Incorrect (Probe Only)

Components

a. Fill 44 qt. bucket 2
b. Dust mop etc. to room

c. Bucket/Mop/Sign to

*
— room

1. Total--Take Supplies*
a. Don't move heavy objs

. Total--Move Furniture

a. Dust mop

b. Scrape gum etc.

¢. Pick-up-pan & brush
O
3. Total--Dust Mop

[
Mop-—along baseboards

Mop~~center of room

'l

a
b
4. Total--Mop Floor

. Look at all surfaces

. Spot mop (1if need)

. Total--Inspect Work

. Empty bucket*

a
b
5
a. Return equipment*
b
6

e —
. Total--Return Supplie

Type of Session

Staff Initials




Subject:

DATA SHEET

Type of Session:

Task Sequence:

Floor Mooping
Response Example:

Generic Responses

Probe (P)
Simulation Instruction (S)
Actual Job Instruction (A)

Hopging a Large Area (Hallway)--No Furniture

172

Key:

3=Independent

2=Verbal Instruction
l=Physical Guidance
O=Incorrect (Probe Only)

Components

8. Fill 44 qt. Bucket 2

b. Dust mop etc. to are

c. Bucket/mop/3 signs to

—ibihak

1. Total--Take Supplies*

a. Dust mop entire hall

b. Scrape gum etc.

¢. Pick-up-pan & brush

2. Total--Dust Mop

3, Signs-ends, middle

" % length

1, Ig;g;-—?lage Signs

a, Mop 1st & hall

jF
;
:

Mop 2nd ¥ hall

4. Total--~-Mop Floor

a. Look at all surfaces

b. Spot mop (if need)

5. Total--Inspect Work

a. Exception--spot mop

(1f need)

6. Total--Exception

a. Return equipment*

b. Empty bucket¥*
7. Total--Return Suppli
o

*Once per session

(change water when dirty

Type of Session

Scaff Initials




APPENDIX D

Scheduling Matrix

187/




Schedul tng Matsix

Slmulatiun Ipstruction/Weekly Probe. Inatructor/Date Collector Scheduls - 2 Week Cycle

Subject/ Baseline Probe S heduls Task Monday Tusaday Wedneaday Thuredey Friday Honday Tuesday Wedneaday Thuradsy friday

Group AN, P.M. Sequance AMN.  P.NM. :pL‘ P.M. AN PM __AN._PM. AMN._. P.M. AM. P.N. :;n. P.M. _ AM P.N AN _P_-_'!.V_,A_.'!;,_!-!l;-

s1/1 Demp wiping®  Actual Job Simulatlon damp wiping | a/s X AR X [ X A X AL x D X D X B/C X c X c X

Floor mopping: Simulation Actual Job floor mopping| x c/p] x D X C X :p X 8/D 3 [ ] X ] X A/D X l])';l X D

;1‘/11 Uamp wiping: s:-:a-l-_uon Actual Job demp wiplng x b/AalX ”C X A X A ) § C/A X [ X g p { [v) W D § “c X A
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Supervisor Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION PFORM

STUDENTS NAME DATE

NO. OF WeEExs

IN PROGRAM
CLASS FINAL EVALUATION

(Check Lf Applicable)

1. ATTENDANCE:

COMMENTS :
2. ATTITODE:  WILLING TO WORK YES NO

NEEDS TO BE "PUSKED" YES MO

WORKS WELL WITH OTHERS YES NO
ACCEPTS CORRECTION AND CRITICISM GOOD
. - PAIR

P4

R4 POOR

COMMENTS:

3. QUALITTY oF
WORK PERFORMED: -EXCELLENT GOQD FPAZR POOR UNABLE TO EVALUAT:E
(State Reason)

TEEORY
PRACTICUM

COM

]

17S:

———————

4. TEST RESULTS (Grade average) NO. OF ACCUMULATIVE HRS.
COMMENTS : -

5. PROGRESSING AS PLANNED - YES NO
COMMENTS:

6. IN YOUR JUDGMENT, WILL THE TRAINEE BE EMPLOYABLE AFTER COMPLETION
OF TRAINING?

YES NO IF NOT, EXPLAIN

' = e . - * Lowm - . - . . - ® e ameTEL cTER ! e WP e S e - TS ————— .
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General Case Simulation 2

Abstract

This study was conduct;d to determine whether general case simulation
instruction on selected job task sequences and teaching examples, which sampled
the range of stimulus/response variation encountered in two community jobs,
resulted in the generalized performance of specific community job requirements
by four young adults with severe handicaps. A multiple baseline across subjects
and behaviors design was used to assess subject performance in simulation
instruction, on concurrent and subsequent actual job probes, and in actual job
instruction. Data indicated that simulation instruction on two representative
teaching examples for each of two job task sequences resulted in concurrent
generalized performance on six response examples for each task sequence, and in
subsequent improvements in job entry skills which were maintained and extended
during actual job instruction and instructor withdrawal phases. Results are
discussed in terms of poteafial uses and misuses of general case simulations of

community job ekills,
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General Case Simulation Instruction
and the Establishment and Maintenance
of Work Performance

Use of The "Supported Work Model" (Wehman & Kregel, 1935) for job placement
and training of persons with severe handicaps has proven successful (e.g.,

Brown, Ford, et al., 1983; Schutz & Rusch, 1982; Sowers, Thompson, & Connis,

1979; Wehman et al., 1982). However the on-the-job training process frequently

requires extended training prior tv trainer withdrawal (e.g., an average of 181

hours, Wehman et al., 1983). Need for this extended training is attributed to
three trainee difficulties: (a) lack of the required specific work skills; (b)

lack of s!cength or stamina; and (c) inability to interact appropriately with

other people on the job (Wehman et al., 1982, p.13). These problems provide

"more effective pre-emplcyment training and preparation" (Wehman &

support for
Hill, 1980, p.30).
Several sources (Bellamy, Rose, Wilson, & Clarke, 1982; Horner, McDonnell,
Williams, & Vogelsberg, 1983; Renzaglia & Hutchins, 1985) indicate specific work
skills preparation may include instruction on job or task sequences which sample
the tasks, processes, and behavioral requirements that a person will later

encounter on a specific job. By sampling the requirements of a particular job,

specific work skills may generalize to a broader range of actual job

requirements,
General case instruction is a metnod for selecting a minimum number of
teaching examples which sample the range of stimulus variation present in a
i larger targeted class, or instructioral universe, of untrained examples (Horner,
3 Sprague, & Wilcox, 1982). This process has typically entailed the sequential

teaching of representative stimulus examples to a pre-established criterion

level, followed by the testing of generalized performance through the
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introduction of untrained examples which provide all of the stimulus variations

present in the instructional universe for a particular behavior (Horner &

McDonald, 1982).
Although general case instruction has been used successfully to teach a

variety of generalized responses in vocational (Horner & McDonald, 1982;

Woolcock & Lengel, 1984) and community settings (Horner, Williams, & Steveley,
1984; Sprague & Horner, 1984), these studies reflect two methodological

limitations, First, previous investigations in general case instruction have

|
primarily utilized consecutive nontrained probes of an instructional univerce
following the attainment of training criteria on single instance, multiple
instance, and/or general case teaching examples. Untrained probes were used as
the sole dependent measure while training data were not presented graphically.
Although performance on probe measures of an instructional universe may be the
preferred dependent variable in general case instruction (Horner, 1982), the
procedure fails to indicate a concurrent relationship between training and probe
measures. Measurement of probe performance during training provides
verification of the ongoing effects of training on generalized responding and

serves as an indicator for the attainment of training criteria (Giangreco,

| 1983) . Second, research in general case instruction has been restricted to the

: teaching of a single response (Horner & McDonald, 1982), or short sequences of
responses (Horner, Williams, & Steveley, 1984; Sprague & Horner, 1984), rather
than multiple responses or response sequences typically expected in community

Job situations,

Horner, McDonnell, and Bellamy (1984) indicated that by selecting

simulation teaching examples that sample the range of relevant stimuli found in
the natural environment, the genmeral case for a community behavior may be

efficiently taught in a simulation environment, McDonnell et al. (1984)
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compared the effects of classroom simulction instruction, wath simulation
instruction combined with community instruction on generalized grocery
purchasing skills, The successful presentation of concurrent community and
simulation instruction in this study, and in a subsequent study of grocery item
selection (McDonnell & Horner, 1984), indicates that concurreut community
instruction and or probes on actual materisa's (Giangreco, 1983) may provide the
“"crucial connections" necessary for individuals with severe handicaps to relate
simulation stimuli to generalized community performance requirements.

To date, research in simulation instruaction has not addressed tne
application of general case simulztions of specific job task sequences to
specific jobs in a community., The present study was designed to determine the
extent to which general case simulat!on instruction on two representative
response examples, for each of two different janitorial and housekeeping task
sequences, would result in improved independent performance on weekly probe
measures of six response examples for each of the task sequences at an actual
job site, Maintenance and further acquisition of the task sequences were
measured during follow-up probes at the actual job site, instruction at the
actual job site, and systematic withdrawal of instructor intervention and

supervision at the actual job site,

Method
Subjects
Two students from a public school and two clients from an adult day program
participated in this study. The public school students included a 19 year old
male with a WISC IQ of 37 and a 21 year old female with a WISC IQ of 4l.
Neither of these students had received instruction on damp wiping or floor
mopping prior to the initiation of this study. The adult day program clients

included a 20 year old female with Down“s Syndrome who had a WAIS IQ of 55 and a
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24 year old male with D>wn”s Syndrome who had a WAIS 1Q of 54. The adult day
program clients had been inQolved previously in simulated job instruction
including damp wiping of kitchen fixtures and tables, and mopping of small floor
areas using a small "S" stroke.
Settings

The study was conducted in two settings, a simulation site (at an adult day
program) and an actual job site (at a large convalescent hospital). At the
actual job site, housekeeping probes and instruction were conducted in second
fioor patient rooms assigned by nursing staff, and janitorial probes and
instruction were conducted in the first floor rooms and areas usually mopped by
entry-level janitors.
Materials

Simulation and actual job site damp wiping (housekeeping) and floor mopping
(janitorial) supplies and equipment were located on bousekeeping carts and in
janitor”“s storage rooms at both sites. The equipment and supplies used at the
simulation site were purchased for use in this study in an effort to replicate
the materials used by janitors and housekeepers at the actual job site,
Instructors and data collectors used clipboards containing data sheets for both
task sequences for each subject.

Task Sequences

Task sequences comronly engaged in by nonhandicapped housekeepers and
janitors at the actual job 3ite were used. Tasks involved in damp wiping
patient furniture and equipment, and floor mopping first floor rooms and areas
were selected as instructional task sequences because they were the primary
activities of housekeepers and entry-level janitors at the actual job site.

Specific tasks, defined as generic responses, which were included in both

task sequences were derived from the hospital”s housekeeping department
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orientation manual, and from task analytic observations of a nonhandicapped
housekeeper and a nonhandicapped janitor at the actual job site, Task
sequences were validated by two housekeepers and two janitors indicating
agreement or disagreement on a written description of each generic response in

each task sequence across all probe and instructional response examples ( See

Table 1) .

Insert Table 1 About Here

Response Examples

Generic responses in each task sequence were performed by nonhandicapped
housekeepers and entry-level janitors on an array of response examples at the
actual job site. 1In defining the "instructional universe" (Horner, et ai.,
1982, p.74) for the damp wiping (housekeeping) task sequence, six response
examples were selected which representea the equipment and furnishings commonly
damp wiped in patient rooms and hallways (drinking fountain), Similarly, the
instructional universe for the floor mopping (janitorial) task sequence included
six types of rooms and areas which represented the rooms and areas commonly
mopped by entry-level janitors, By selecting rooms by common characteristics
rather than specific rooms, subjects were assigned to mop unmopped rooms which
shared common characteristics, although different rooms were assigned to each
subject during each probe and instructional session,

Within the instructional universe for each task sequence, stimulus/response
variations were defined for the performance of each generic response on all six
response examples. Such variations typically involved deletion of a particular

generic response, different materials used for different response examples, or
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different response topographies used with different response examples (e.g.,
floor mopping with push-pull strokes or with large "S" strokes),

Based on this analysis, two representative response examples for each task
sequence were selected as simulation response examples, Response examples were
defined as: (a) two simulation response examples; (b) two simulation response
examples - actual job, the simulation response examples at the actual job site;
and (c) four actual response examples, including nontrained response examples at
the actual job site.
pesign,

The study employed a multiple baseline across subjects and behaviors design
(Kazdin, 1973). Subject performance during each session was presented as the
Percent Correct Independent Generic Responses periormed at the independent level
of assistance for all phases of the study: (a) baseline probe; (b) simulation
instruction/weekly probe; (c) follow-up probe; (d) actual job instruction; and
(e) instructor withdrawal phases,

Procedure

Baseline Probe, Baseline probe sessions conducted at the simulation site

and actual job site measured each subject”s initial nontrained performance of
both task sequences, Dependent measures for each task sequence included Percent
Correct Independent Generic Responses on: (a) two simulation response examples
at the simulation site; (b) two s..ilar simulation response examples - actual
job, at the actual job site; and (c) four untrained actual resp ise examples at
the actu:l job site,

Simulation Instruction, Simulation instruction sessions provided each

subject with instruction on two trials on each of two different simulation
response examples, Simulation instruction or the damp wiping (housekeeping)

task sequence was conducted in two men”s and two women”s bathrooms, and in a
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small classroom (wheelchairs). Simulation instruction on the floor mopping
(janitorial) task sequences was conducted in & small classroom and small pantry
(small room - move furniture), and in a large activity room and large chapel
(large room - move furniture) at the simulation site, Subjects 1 and 3 received
instruction on housekeeping in the morning and janitorial instruction in the
afternoon, while the order of instruction was reversed for subjects 2 and 4.
Individua! decisions for terminating simulation instruction were based on
criteria from Percent Correct Independent Generic Responses in simulation
instruction resrionk and weekly nrohe sessions. Gensral guidelines for
completing the simulation instruction phase, for each task sequence, included 90
Percent Correct Independent Generic Responses on the simulation response
examples combined with 70 Percent Correct Independent Generic Responses on the
simulation response examples - actual job and actual response examples during
the next weekly probe session. Decision guidelines were adjusted to lower
levels in instances where noncriteria subject performance indicated improved
generalization following a prolonged simulation instruction phase.

Weekly Probes. Weekly probes of nontrained performance on all six response

examples at the actual job site were conducted for both task sequences
concurrent with simulation instruction. Weekly probe sessions, conducted
individually with each subject, provided for the assessment of the generalized
effects of simulation instruction across settings on the simulation response
examples - actual job, and across materials on the four nontrained actual
response examples. Probe sessions began with an instructional sequence for
generic response number 1 "take supplies from cart, storercom'", which was not
factored into the "Percent Correct Independent Generic Responses'. After
teaching generic response number 1, instructors assessed independent performance

on the remaining generic responses for each response example, When f. .lure to
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perform a generic response resulted in the inability to complete the task
sequence on a particular response example, the prote trial on that response
example was terminated, all remaining generic responses scored as incorrect anc
probe measurement shifted to the next response example. The final generic
response "Return Supplies' was performed at the end of each probe session and
measured as a nontrained generic response., When subject failure to complete a
task sequence occurred on the final response example in a probe session, the
instructor signaled the end of the session at which time performance of "Return
Supplies” was aosessed.

Follow-up Probe., During the follow-up probe phase, two consecutive actual

job probe sessions for each subject and task sequence, were conducted to assess
maintenance of generalized independent subject performance of the simulation
response examples - actual job and the actual response examples immediately
following the simulation instruction/weekly probe phase.

Actual Job Instruction, The purpose of the actual job instruction phase

was to provide subjects with needed additional individual instruction on all
response examples for each task sequence at the actual job site. Subjects
received least intrusive prompts instruction on all generic response components
for each of the simvlation response examples - actual job and actual response
examples., Criteria for terminating the actual job instruction phase for each
subject and task sequence were based on three consecutive sessions in which all
simulation response examples - actual job and actual response examples were
performed at 100 Percent Correct Inaependent Generic Responses.,

Instructor Withdrawal., Following the actual job instruction phase on both

task sequences, individual instructor contact was systematically withdrawn from
subject 1 and subject 3 at the actual job site according to the following

sc"adule of instructor withdrawal sub-phases:
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l. Instructor and data collector escorted subject to a patient
room for damp wiping and to the equipment room for floor mopping. The
instructor and data collector remained in the patient room during damp wiping
and within 15 feet of the subject durinr floor mopping, recording probe data
(3 or 0}, without interacting with the subject. Subject performaice was reviewed
at the end of each session through staff/subject discussion of correct
performance and errors.

2. 1Instructor and data collector escorted each subject to a

performance of each response example was self-initiated with probe observations
made from the hallway outside the patient room (damp wiping) and from a minimum
distance of 15 feet (floor mopping). Subject performance was reviewed at the
end of each session,

3. An instructor told subjects which patient room to damp wipe and
rooms/areas to mop at the beginning of each session, without escort to the
room(s). Probe data was collected from the hallway (damp wiping) and from a
minimum of 15 feet (floor mopping). Subject performance was reviewed at the end
of each session, Criteria for terminating each instructor withdrawal sub-phase
were based on probe data indicating 100 Percent "~ rect Independent Generic
Responses on all response examples during two consecutive sessions,

Data Collection

Following observer training and successful attainment of minimum 80%
agreement four instructors/data collectors were assigned to different subjects,
task sequences, and roles as instructor or data collector on a daily basis, and
were rotated subsequently across subjects and tasks. Discrete trial procedural
recording was used during each instructional session in which the pe~formance of

each generic response component was scored according to the level of assistance
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provided by the instructor, Measurement of generic responses performed during
instruction and probe sessions was converted to the percentage of generic
responses performed at the independent (3) level, and percent correct
independent generic responses were derived by dividing the total number of
independent generic responses by the total number of generic responses measured
and multiplying by 100.

Results

Interobserver Reliability

Interobserver reliability sessions were conducted during 104 or 35% of the
300 probe and instructional sessions conducted for all subjects, task sequences,
and experimental phases. Levels of interobserver agreement were derived from a
comparison of instructor and data collector agreement on the
occurrence/nonoccurrence of generic response components and generic responses
performed at the independent (3) level during each interobserver reliability
session, Percent of interobserver agreement was determined by dividing the
number of agreements by the number of agreements plus disagreements and
multiplying by 100 for each interobserver reliability session. Interobserver
agreement for all phases was 83 - 100%Z, x = 97%.

Baseline Probe

Figure 1 illustrates percent correct independent generic responses for
housekeeping and janitorial task sequences, for all subjects during cach phase

of the study.

Insert Figure 1 About Here
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During the baseline probe phase all four subjects demonstrated a general
inability to perforu either task sequence on the two simulation response
examples and the six response examples at the actual job site,

Simulation Instruction/Weekly Probes

Duration of the simulation instruction/weekly probe phase ranged from 5
total sessions required for subject 1 to attain criteria on the janitorial task
sequence to 3¢ total sessions for subject 4 prior t» her entry into the
follow-up probe phase on ithe janitorial task sequence. Subject 1 and 3
demonst -ated criteria performance on all measures of both task sequences.
Subject 4 attained criteria on the housekeeping task sequence and subject 2 on
the janitorial task sequenco while the simulation instruction/weekly probe phase
was terminated after improved, yet not criteria level performances for subject 2
on the housekeepirg task sequence and for subject 4 on the janitorial task
sequence. Following subject 4°s fifth janitorial weekly probe session, a
reinforcement strategy (SR+) was instituted to attempt to increase her
motivation to perform ir janitorial simulation instruction. This strategy
involved the use of a check sheet on which checks were placed to note an
independent generic response. When subject 4”s performance resulted in checks
equalling or surpassing a gradually incrcasing number of checks she was
permitted to eat her lunch in the cafeteria at the actual job site. Subject 4”s
performance in janitorial simulation instruction increased from 70% to 91%
during the five sessions in which this strategy was implemented.

Follow-up Probes and Actual Job Instruction

In the follow-up probe phase, subjects ] and 3 maintained criteria level
percentages on the simula._..a response examples - actual job and actual response

examples for both task sequences. Sublects 2 and 4 demonstrated variable
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performance on follow-up proubes, although subject 4 performed above criteria
levels on both measures of the housekeeping task sequence.

Except for subject 4°s performances of the housekeeping task sequence,
subjects 2 and 4 began actual job instruction at percentage levels below 70
percent correct independent generic responses for the simulation response
examples - actual job or the actual response examples for both task sequences.,
Due to the end of the school year actual job instruction was ended before
subjects 2 and 4 had attained criteria on either tusk sequence, however, both
subjects reached at least 90 percent on both measures of both task sequences
prior to the end of the study,

Subjects 1 and 3 demonstrated continued high levels of correct performance
on both task sequences during actual job instructZon. The number of sessions
required for each subject to reach actual job instruction criteria ranged from 5
sessions for subject 1, janitorial task sequence, to 11 sessions for subject 3,
janitorial task sequence, Percent Correct Independent Generic Responses ranged
from 75% for subject 3 on the simulation response examples - actual job,
janitorial task sequei.;e to 100% for subject 1 and subject 3 on all measures.

Following the attainment of criteria in actual job instruction an
instructor withdrawal phase was instituted for subject 1 and subject 3 on both
task sequences, The number of secsions required for subject 1 and subject 3 to
reach -riteria in the instructor withdrawal sub-phases ranged from 2 sessions in
all sub-phases for subject 1, to 5 sessions required for subject 3 to reach
criteria in the first sub-phase on both task sequences, Percent Correct
Independent Generic Responses during the instructor withdrawal phase ranged from
722 for subject 3 on the actual response examples, housekeeping task sequence,
to 100% performance in the three sub-phases for both subjects and task

sequences,
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Group Error Analysis

During probes of the housekeeping task sequence the highest error levels
occurred on the patient bed: (a) 32%, subject 1; (b) 38.3%, subject 3; (c) 90%,
subject 2; and (d) 57.7%, subject 4, Percentages of errors on individual
generic responses which occurred when washing the patient bed ranged from 50% to
100%.

Similarly, highest error percentages during probes of the janitorial task
sequence occurred on the large room - move furniture and midsize room - move
furniture: (a) from 4.75%, subject 1 to 61,1%, subject 4 on the large room -
move furniture, and (b) from 5.25% subject 1, to 58.2% subject 4 on the midsize
room - move furniture, Highest common error percentages on individual generic
responses occurred when placing caution signs in all rooms requiring furniture
movement, ranging from 33% subject 1, to 75%, subject 4. Additionally, subject
2 demonstrated 75% error. when mopping the large room — move furniture and
subject 4 demonstrated 100 percent errors when dust mopping and mopping the
large room - move furniture,

High error percentages occurred on probe response examples and individual
generic responses which differed primarily from the simulation response examples
in the amount of behavior required and the decisions made when performing
difficult generic responses., Although the generic response "wash" required damp
wiping the underside of the simulation response examples, the amount of damp
wiping required on the underside of the paticut bed and the number of items to
wash correctly presented subjects with behavioral expectations and decision
requirements which vastly outnu:iibered those presented in simulation instruction.
Similarly, the large room - move furniture at the actual job site required
different decision making requirements than were required in repeated trials at

the simulation site, Subjects were required to move small chairs in sections
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during simulation instruction, and repeat the same arrangement during
consecutive trials, whereas large chairs and tables had to be moved at the
actual job site, and subjects were required to make new decisions about which
sections to clear and mop during probes of the large room - move furniture and
midsize room — move furniture.

Discussion

Generalized Acquisition

All subjects demonstrated varying degrees of acceleration to 90X or better
on the simulation response examples for both task sequences, Weekly probes of
subject 1“8 and subject 3“s nontrained performance at the actual job site
indicated that improvements on the simulation response examples - actual job and
actual response examples coincided with previous performance improvements in
simulation instruction. In the simulation instruction/weekly piobe phase on the
housekeeping task sequence, subject 1°s and subject 3°s weekly probe
performances on the simulation response examples - actual job closely followed
their performances in previous s!mulation instruction sessions. Of particular
interest was the manner in which subject 1“8 and subject 3°s weekly probe
performances of the actual response examples, housekeeping task sequence,
consistently fell below all other measures on a gradually accelerating trend
until criteria was attained in their final weekly probe session.

In contrast tc the stable acceleration of subjects 1 and 3, the
performances of subjects 2 and 4 showed a higher degree of variability across
sessions witn several drops in percentage levels in successive sessions,
Although the simulation instruction/weekly probe phase concluded with maximum
percz:ntage levels for both subjects, their acceleration on weekly probes was
inconsistent from one weekly probe session to the next with less similarity to

previous simulation instruction percentage levels.

207



General Case Simulation 17

Maintenance and Independent Job Performance

In the follow-up probe phase all subjects maintained performance levels
similar to final weekly probes. However, subject 4“s maintenance of the
janitorial task sequence and subject 2°s maintenance of both task sequences
evidenced a greater degree of variability. This variability may be attributed to
the termination of the siwulation instruction/weekly probe phase without the
attainment of weekly probe criteria for subject 2, housekeeping, and subject 4,
janitorial.

Subjects 1 and 3 each entered the actual job instruction phase with high
Percent Correct Independent Generic Response levels on both task sequences and

extended their performances to attain criteria in the actual job instruction and

instructor withdrawal phases. Subjects 2 and 4, however, ente;ed the actual job

iuotruction phase at lower percentage levels on both task sequences and,
although their actual job instruction performance accelerated to 90% or better,
the actual job instruction phase had to be terminated without their attainment
of criteria on either of the task sequences due to the end of the school year.

In the instructor withdrawal phase, subjects ] and 3 attained criteria in
each sub-phase for both task sequences. When subject 1 had completed the
instructor withdrawal phase on both task sequences and subject 3 on the
housekeeping task sequence, they were permitted to remain at the actual job site
to assist housekeepers on the patient floors and mop first floor rooms under the
supervision of the director of housekeeping. .. the conclusion of the study,
subject 1 and subject 3 were each asked by the director of housekeeping to
submit employment applications. Although subject 1”°s parents would not permit
her to apply, subject 3 has applied and is awaiting funding for part-time
employment,

Implicaiions
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In the present study, a minimum number of two simulation response examples
which sampled the range of stimulus/response variation in the instructional
universes of six response examples for each of two community job types were
selected for use in general case simulation instruction., The procedures
perritted the presentation of multiple trials on each simulation response
example, and allowed the use of a group instructional strategy during each
simulation instruction session. Concurrent weekly probes of each subject”s
performance across settings and on untrained response examples served to:
verify the impact of simulation instruction on performance at the actual job
site; permit the subjects to participate in a community eanvironment during the
simulation instruction/weekly probe phase; and aid in determining when
simulation instruction sessions should be terminated. Use of weekly probes
apparently assisted subjects in making the "crucial connections" (Giangreco,
1983, p.48) between simulation requirements and the generalized performance
demands of the actual job. Procedures used in this study may provide a method
for teaching selected specific job skills in a classroom or job training site,
resuiting in increased levels of generalized job entry skills, and diminished
performance problems noted earlier. Specifically, concurrent simulation
instruction with community probes allows direct training of specific job skills,
builds strength and stamina, and provides opportunities for developing
appropriate social interactions on the job.

Results of this study document the effectiveness of general case simulation
instruction in producing generalized responding, yet subject performance was
also influenced by factors inherent in the simulation instruction and weekly
probe sessions, By providing least intrusive prompts instruction subjects were
provided with instructional prompts to perform the desired generic responses

upon initiation ¢ ncorrect generic responses. The redundancy of these prompts
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eventually led to correct performance, thus simulation instruction performance
improved as a function of repeated exposure to instructional stimuli and
consequent least intrusive prompts. During weekly probe sessions subjects were
exposed to a more reinforcing environment in which nonhandicapped workers
interacted with the subjects, and free lunches were provided in the staff dining
room. Although reinforcement was not provided during weekly probe sessions,
twice a week access to the actual job environment may have influenced individual
incentives to perform at high levels on weekly probes and achieve daily access
to the actual job site.

Research Needs

The task sequences and teaching examples used in this study closely
approximated the requirements of the community probe examples. Because of this
close approximation the simulation instruction/weekly probe strategy did not
sufficiently provide for an "examination of the specific characteristics of
classroom simulations that do and do not lead to generalized responding '
(McDonnell et al., 1984, p.131). Such research may examine different levels of
environmental similarity and/or compare the levels of similarity in materials
and behavioral requirements,

Although the simulation response examples in this study sampled the range
of stimulus/response variation in the probe examples, common errors occurred on
examples and generic responses which required a greater amount of behavior and a
greater number of performance decisions. Subsequent research may investigate
not only stimulus/response variations but variations in the amount of responding
and the number of stimuli requiring performance decisions. Additionally,
further research may extend the use of general case simulation instruction to
other competitive job skills. Skills such as dish washing, preparation of food

trays, and office or room cleaning etc. may be taught in a simulation
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envirenment with concurrent and subsequent verification of skills on an actual
job,

The differing rates and levels of acquisition and generalized performance
of the subjects in this study may indicate the relative effectiveness of
simulation instruction with higher functioning versus lower functioning
learners. It is likely that stimulation instruction may provide an efficient,
effective means of producing generalized ccamunity responding in persons with
some prior experience and with higher individual level: of functioning.
However, with persons who have no prior experience and who have lower measured
levels of intelligence simulation instruction m~.y not prove effective. This
contention agrees with Bate”s and Cuvo“s (1985) inference that "students with
more severe levels of retardation may require more frequent and extended amounts

of community training to acquire and generalize community functioning skills

most efficiently." (p.10).

Results of the present study suggest that effective simulations must be
based on actual community performance requirements. This approach emphasizes
the careful analysis of specific community environments rather than the
arbitrary determination of skill requirements in isolated segregated
environments. Simulations must target specific skills and environments as
opposed to global approaches, common in some training programs, which teach the
general skills deemed necessary without regard for the individual
characteristics of specific community settings. -Additionally, an on-going
analysis of community performance must be conducted during simulation
instruction to verify simulation procedures and content. This concern is of
particular importance in light of the possibility that simulation instruction
could hinder community access rather than assist in integrating persons with

severe handicaps into community environments,
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Figure Caption

Figure 1. Multiple baseline across subjects and behaviors design. Percent

correct independent generic responses on Housekeeping and Janitorial task

saquences.,




TABLE1 TASK SEQUENCES AND RESPONSE EXAMPLES

Housekeeping X Janitorial

Take supplies from cart/storeroom . Take supplies from storeroom
Position equipment - move small items . Move furniture/don't move furniture
Wash . Place caution signs
Polish . Dustmop
Inspect work . Mop floor
F.eturn supplies . Return fumiture

. Inspect work

. Return supplies

Simulation Response Examples (A)

‘ 2 Wheelchairs 2 Small rooms - Move furniture
| 2  Sinks and Lavatories 2 Large rooms - Move fumiture

Simulation Response Examples - Actual Job (O)

Wheelchair - Small roo:n - Move furniture
Sink and Lavatory Large room - Move furniture

Actual Response Examples (@)

Counter, Shelves, Cabinet Small room - Don't move furniture
Chair, Stand Tray Table Mid-size room - Move furniture
Patient Bed Mid-size room - Don't move furniture
Drinking Fountain Large Area (Hallway) - No furniture

Note: Examples of actual job site janitorial examples include: offices, examination rooms,
locker rooms, bathrooms, classrooms, PT room, entrance area, snack bar, chapel, staff

dining room etc.
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Figure 1 Mutiple baseling across subjecte and behaviors design. Percent correct independent gEneric responses on
Housekesding and Janitorial task sequences.
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