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TEACHING EYE CONTACT AND RESPONDING TO NAME
TO CHILDREN WITH AUTISM SPECTRUM DISORDER
Amelia M. Fonger, Ph.D.

Western Michigan University, 2018

Eye contact and responding to name may be described as behavioral cusps
because acquiring these skills extends contact with the environment, can allow behavior
to come under the control of new contingencies, and may facilitate the acquisition of new
behavior (Bloom & Lahey, 1978; Carbone, O’Brien, Sweeney-Kerwin, & Albert, 2013;
Cook et al., 2017; Hanley, Heal, Tiger, & Ingvarsson, 2007; Rosales-Ruiz & Baer, 1997;
Tiegerman & Primavera, 1984; Weiss & Zane, 2010). Eye contact and responding to
name are commonly cited as targets for early intensive behavioral intervention; however,
the existing literature is limited in its ability to guide a practitioner’s selection of effective
methods to teach these skills. This dissertation seeks to remedy this lack.

In the first study of this dissertation, we used a shaping procedure to teach three
preschool-age children diagnosed with ASD to make eye contact with the instructor for a
duration of 3 s. Then, we taught them to make eye contact during breaks in instruction.
Following the initial intervention, we decreased the frequency of reinforcement while
training for generalization across instructors and locations. All three children acquired
quick and sustained eye contact, which maintained after one month and transferred across
a variety of instructors and locations, without the need for prompting.

In a second study, we taught four children diagnosed with autism spectrum
disorder to respond to their names, but not to other names, by making eye contact. First,

we paired their names with reinforcers while they made eye contact, which resulted in



their responding to their names in 60-80% of trials. Next, we differentially reinforced
responding to their names and extinguished responding to other names. By this point, two
of the four children were not only discriminating between their name and others, but also
responding to their names more than 80% of the time. Finally, we taught the children to
respond to their names reliably while engaging in various activities. All four children
reliably discriminated between their names and other names, and this transferred across a
variety of instructors and locations and maintained when assessed one month after the
intervention. The results suggest that these procedures can be used to teach children
diagnosed with ASD to make eye contact and respond to their names in a less restrictive
manner than other methods, while eliminating the need for prompt fading, which may

make it more efficient and more desirable than existing strategies in the literature.
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TEACHING EYE CONTACT AND RESPONDING TO NAME
TO CHILDREN WITH AUTISM SPECTRUM DISORDER

Eye contact avoidance has become synonymous with autism spectrum disorder
(ASD) and social impairment (Hutt & Ountsted, 1966; Ninci et al., 2013; Wolf & Chess,
1964). And failure to respond to name is one of the earliest indicators of and is included
in all diagnostic measures for ASD (Miller et al., 2016). These skills are common goals
of interventions for children with ASD (Carbone et al., 2013; Foxx, 1977; Harris, 1975;
Kozloff, 1973; Risley & Wolf, 1967; Weiss & Zane, 2010).

Sustained eye contact may increase the probability of attending to necessary
instructional stimuli (e.g., observing modeled behavior of the instructor or instructional
materials), thus increasing the probability of compliance with instructions and potentially
increasing the rate of acquisition of such skills as manding and simple motor imitation
(Bloom & Lahey, 1978; Carbone et al., 2013; Cook et al., 2017; Hanley, Heal, Tiger, &
Ingvarsson, 2007; Tiegerman & Primavera, 1984; Weiss & Zane, 2010). When children
can respond to their names, it allows an instructor to gain their attention before requesting
compliance with an activity, therefore increasing the probability of compliance with those
subsequent demands (Hamlet, Axelrod, & Kuershner, 1984; Kraus, Hanley, Cesana,
Eisenberg, & Jarvie, 2012). It may also serve to interrupt an undesired or unsafe activity

(e.g., a child is about to touch a hot stove or cross a busy street). Additionally, responding



to one’S name may serve as a prerequisite for other more complex skills (Castellon et al.,
2016; Cook et al., 2017; Weiss & Zane, 2010).

We make eye contact and respond to our names because those behaviors have
resulted in the delivery of reinforcers (e.g., social interactions, tangibles, information). In
academic contexts, a child responding to his or her name is typically the first response in
a behavioral chain. For example, the instructor calls a child’s name, the child looks at the
instructor, the instructor gives an instruction, the child responds, and the instructor
delivers a consequence (e.g., praise). With a sufficient history of reinforcement,
responding to name maintains even when that response will not be reinforced or will be
followed by a request to complete another action. Individuals diagnosed with ASD may
not look at the instructor or respond to their name because a history of punishment
outweighs the history of reinforcement for that response (e.g., more instructions than
reinforcers are delivered as the consequence of responding to name or the reinforcers are
less potent than the aversive stimuli) (Castellon et al., 2016).

In spite of their social validity and prominence as targets for early intervention,
there is not sufficient literature and evidence to guide a practitioner’s selection and
development of programs to teach eye contact and responding to name (Castellon et al.,
2016; Cook et al., 2017). A contributing factor may be that “responding to name” is
typically referred to as “eye contact” in the literature. In some studies “eye contact” has
been described as looking at a person spontaneously (Brooks, Morrow, & Gray, 1968;
Carbone et al., 2013; Hall, Maynes, & Reiss, 2009; Harris, 1975; Jeffries, Crosland, &
Miltenberger, 2016; Levin, Lee, Korneder, Bauer, & Evans, 2009; McConnell, 1967;
Ninci et al., 2013; Taylor, & Hoch, 2008), but in others has been described as looking at a
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person in response to a name or an instruction (e.g., “look at me”) (Altman, & Krupsaw,
1982; Cook et al., 2017; Foxx, 1977; Hamlet et al., 1984; Hanley et al., 2007; Koegel,
Vernon, & Koegel, 2009; Kraus et al., 2012; Tetreault, & Lerman, 2010). This failure to
discriminate is problematic because it assumes that the two skills are synonymous. “Eye
contact” should be used to refer to eye contact without a vocal discriminative stimulus
and “responding to name” should be used to refer to eye contact under the control of a
vocal discriminative stimulus (i.e., the child’s name). This distinction suggests that these
two skills may need to be taught independently (i.e., teaching eye contact first, as a
prerequisite for responding to name) and may benefit from different teaching approaches.
Beyond this distinction, eye contact has been targeted both directly (Brooks et al.,
1968; Carbone et al., 2013; Cook et al., 2017; Foxx, 1977; Hall et al., 2009; Harris, 1975;
Jeffries et al., 2016; Levin et al., 2009; McConnell, 1967; Ninci et al., 2013) and
indirectly (Altman, & Krupsaw, 1982; Hamlet et al., 1984; Hanley et al., 2007; Koegel et
al., 2009; Kraus et al., 2012; Taylor, & Hoch, 2008; Tetreault, & Lerman, 2010). Few
studies have utilized the same prompting strategies to teach eye contact, varying from
none, to physical, to visual/modeling (Carbone, et al., 2013). In addition, few have
considered and programmed for long-term maintenance and generalization in their
investigations (Cook et al., 2017; Ninci et al., 2013). Responding to name has generally
been taught via three methods; 1) introducing a visual prompt (Cook et al., 2017; Jones,
Carr, & Feeley, 2006), 2) negative reinforcement, physical prompting, or overcorrection
(Altman & Krupsaw, 1982; Foxx, 1977; Hamlet, Axelrod & Kuerschner, 1984), 3)
modeling and differential positive reinforcement (Kraus, Hanley, Cesana, Eisenberg, &

Jarvie, 2012; Tetreault & Lerman, 2010).



While effective for some children, prompting, negative reinforcement,
overcorrection, modeling, and differential reinforcement may not be effective or desirable
for others. Prompts may evoke facial orientation but the child must still orient his or her
eyes to meet the instructor’s eyes. Additionally, these added stimuli may be time
consuming and difficult to fade (Carbone et al., 2013). Negative reinforcement and
overcorrection procedures may evoke avoidance behavior (e.g., turning away from the
instructor, closing eyes) (Carbone et al., 2013). Finally, modeling requires an imitative
repertoire and differential reinforcement requires initial eye contacts or responding to
name during baseline to be effective during intervention.

Levin, Lee, Korneder, Bauer, & Evans (2009) used shaping and differential
reinforcement to teach eye contact during pauses in instruction. The instructor removed a
preferred item until the child made eye contact and used differential reinforcement to
decrease the latency to eye contact. If the child made eye contact within 5 s, they received
a reinforcer for 40 to 60 s. If eye contact occurred after 5 s, the instructor delivered a
reinforcer for only 10 to 30 s. Once the children made quick eye contact following the
removal of the reinforcer, the instructor no longer immediately gave the reinforcer and
instead required a previously mastered response (e.g., a high-five) and more eye contact
before giving the reinforcer.

Castellon and colleagues (2016) examined the effectiveness of a pairing
procedure on responding to name to address some of the aforementioned concerns with
existing teaching procedures. They waited for the child to make eye contact, said his or
her name, and delivered a reinforcer. After every 100 pairing trials, they conducted
extinction probes while the child engaged with a preferred item and assessed whether the
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child would respond to his or her name and other names by making eye contact. After
1,000 pairing trials, they began differentially reinforcing responding to the child’s name
and extinguishing responding to other names. This method was successful in teaching
two of the three children to respond to their names.

Based on procedures recommended by Levin and colleagues (2009) and O’Reilly
and Leslie (1999) and later adopted for our classroom by Shane, Lichtenberger, Michelin,
Mrljak, & Malott (2016), our first study used shaping without prompting to increase eye
contact during pauses in instruction with three children, as a prerequisite for responding
to name. A duration of 3 s was selected because it was approximately the length of time
required to observe any necessary instructional components of a discrete trial (e.g., the
modeled behavior of the instructor during a discrete trial of imitation training). Given the
present skill level of the participants, who engaged in few listener responses and who did
not make spontaneous eye contact, a shaping-only approach was selected to increase eye
contact as a prerequisite for discrete-trial training. To assess the value of eye contact, we
evaluated maintenance, generalization, and changes in other behaviors including
problematic behavior, eye contact avoidance, toy play, laughing and smiling, and
functional speech sounds.

Our second study taught four children to respond to their names. We replicated
the procedure designed by Castellon and colleagues (2016) while addressing some of the
future directions and limitations they described. We reinforced correct responses during
more frequent probes without preferred items, introduced other-name trials after
responding to their own name initially increased, and slowly faded in concurrent

activities.



STUDY 1: EYE CONTACT
Method

Participants

Three two-and-a-half-year-old children participated: Isabella, Natalie, and Gavin.
Isabella was an African American/Asian female, Natalie was a Caucasian female, and
Gavin was a Hispanic male. The children were enrolled in an early childhood special
education (ECSE) preschool classroom where they received three hours of discrete-trial
training (DTT), five days a week and had received an educational diagnosis of ASD by
the program’s evaluation team consisting of a social worker, school psychologist,
occupational therapist, and speech therapist. Both the preliminary evaluations (consisting
of a structured observation, home visit, and caregiver interviews) and initial VB-MAPP
evaluation indicated that eye contact and responding to name were notable deficits and
goals for intervention. Gavin scored a 1.5 on the initial VB-MAPP and did not
demonstrate any verbal behavior, listener responses, imitation, or visual perceptual
match-to-sample skills. Due to challenging behavior, we were unable to conduct an initial
VB-MAPP with Natalie; however, anecdotally she had a repertoire similar to Gavin’s.
Isabella scored an 18 with no verbal behavior and limited listener responses and
imitation. Additionally, the children avoided direct eye contact (e.g., used only peripheral
vision), turned their head away from the instructor, or closed their eyes and engaged in

other forms of problem behavior (e.g., flopped out of their seats and attempted to elope).



This made it difficult for instructors to ensure that the children were attending before
delivering an instruction and ultimately interfered with the implementation of the
children’s DTT programming. Informed consent was obtained from all individual
participants included in the study (see Appendix A for HSIRB approval letter).
Setting

We conducted sessions in the children’s typical work areas (i.e., small cubicles)
initially and in the playroom, at a group table in the classroom, and the hallway in later
sessions. All sessions were conducted at the Kalamazoo Regional Education Service
Agency’s (KRESA) West Campus. Items used in the study included procedure-specific
data sheets, pencils, timers, and a camera for recording sessions.

Experimental Design and Procedures

In a non-concurrent multiple baseline across participants design, we taught eye
contact during 5-min sessions, ranging from one to six sessions each day. This design
was non-concurrent in the sense that baseline for Natalie and Isabella began after Gavin’s
fourth baseline session.

Baseline. During baseline, at the beginning of each trial we removed a preferred
item, waited 30 s before returning it, and recorded whether the child made eye contact. If
eye contact was made, we recorded the latency to any instance of eye contact. Baseline
sessions ranged from 4-6 trials. Eye contact was defined as Carbone and colleagues
(2013) did, as any duration of the children’s eyes looking directly at the instructor’s eyes.
The instructor in all phases (excluding phases targeting transfer to novel instructors) was

the first author.



Intervention: General Method. First, we shaped orientation to the instructor’s
body, then orientation to the instructor’s face; and finally, duration of eye contact. During
intervention, at the beginning of each trial, the instructor removed a preferred item and
waited until the child made the appropriate orienting response before returning it. If the
orienting response occurred within 5 s of the removal of the item, we provided an edible
reinforcer and 15-s access to the preferred item; the trial was recorded as correct. A
latency longer than 5 s resulted in 5-s access to the preferred item, and the trial was
recorded as incorrect. If eye contact was not made within 5 s, the instructor waited until
the first instance of eye contact that met the phase-specific requirements. The instructor
silently counted the duration of eye contact in seconds. Sessions during intervention
ranged from 3 to 20 trials. We increased the response requirement after three consecutive
sessions of performance at 80% correct or greater, or two consecutive sessions at 90%

correct or greater (see Table 1 for a description of each numbered phase).



Table 1
Description of Phases in Figures 1, 2, and 3

Phase Label Description of Graphic Results
A Percentage of correct eye contacts during body
orientation shaping
Percentage of correct eye contacts during facial
orientation shaping
Any instance of eye contact
1-s duration
2-s duration
3-s duration
Eye contact, high-probability response, eye contact
Eye contact, high-probability response, eye contact,
high-probability response, eye contact
6a Differential reinforcement of eye contact without other
behaviors (i.e., pointing for Natalie and open mouth
for Isabella)
6b  Differential reinforcement of eye contact without
pointing and visual prompt for Natalie
7 Generalization across instructors
8 Generalization across locations
NE Edibles unavailable as a consequence
E Reinstate edibles as a consequence
MC Randomization of phases 4-6
Follow-Up  Once weekly for 3-4 weeks

[os)

OO WN

Phases A-B. Initially, any orientation of the child’s eyes to the instructor’s body
was reinforced. Once body orientation became reliable (i.e., within 5 s of the removal of
the preferred item) the reinforcer was provided only when the child’s eyes oriented to the
instructor’s face.

Phases 1-4. After the children reliably oriented to the instructor’s face, eye
contact shaping began. First, any instance of eye contact within 5 s of the removal of the
preferred item was reinforced. Once eye contacts of less than 1-s duration were occurring
within 5 s following the removal of the preferred item, the duration of eye contact was
shaped to 3 s by reinforcing successive approximations. Initially any instance of eye

contact was reinforced, then 1-s duration, 2-s duration, and finally 3-s duration.



Phases 5-6. After eye contact occurred within 5 s of the removal of the tangible
item and sustained for 3-s, high-probability responses were interspersed to teach the
children to make eye contact during breaks in instruction. For example, the instructor
removed the preferred item, waited for eye contact, provided an instruction involving an
unreinforced, high-probability response (e.g., high-five, imitation, echoic, listener
response), and waited for a second eye contact. This method served to decrease the
frequency of the added reinforcement for eye contact and also attempted to make the
training environment more similar to the child’s typical instructional environment (see
Appendix B for procedure instructions and Appendix D for data sheets).

Partial-interval Recording. Additionally, we reviewed a sample (the first five
sessions of baseline and the final five sessions of the shaping intervention) of the session
videos using partial-interval recording for the following behaviors: problem behavior, eye
contact avoidance, indices of happiness, speech sounds, and appropriate toy play. None
of the behaviors were specifically targeted within or outside of the shaping sessions.
Problem behavior was defined as flopping, sliding out of the seat, and/or standing and
stepping away from the table, so that the participant’s body was no longer in contact with
the seat, screaming, or crying. Eye contact avoidance was defined as covering the face
with one or both hands, arms, or table, turning head, shoulders, or upper body away from
the instructor, squinting, or looking only peripherally. Indices of happiness were defined
as smiling or laughing (audible or inaudible). Speech sounds were defined as any single
or repetitive functional speech sound including single or multi-syllable utterances (e.g.,
“mmm?”, “ahh”, “ohh”) and excluding known topographies of vocal stereotypy, crying, or
screaming. Appropriate toy play was defined as any movement with an object that is
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functionally related to the object (e.g., taking a toy animal and walking it around, tapping
the keys of a toy piano, etc.). If the specified behavior continued from the end of one 30-s
interval into the beginning of the following interval, that behavior was indicated to have
occurred in both intervals.
Reliability of Data Recording and Procedural Integrity

We collected procedural integrity and interobserver agreement (I0A) data for
58% of the shaping sessions. Undergraduate and graduate research assistants were trained
using a set of fake data, in a behavioral skills training format. We modeled how to collect
IOA and treatment integrity data, supervised their practice session, and then provided
feedback until they were able to perform the tasks independently. We assessed IOA on a
trial-by-trial basis by dividing the number of agreements by the total number of trials for
that session. We evaluated procedural integrity by dividing the number of correct steps by
the total number of steps (see Appendix C for treatment integrity checklists). IOA
averaged 98% across all sessions with a range of 71% - 100% and procedural integrity
averaged 97% with a range of 80% - 100%. For other behaviors assessed using partial-
interval data recording, IOA was collected in 100% of the sample of sessions and
averaged 30%, which may have been an artifact of interval recording and vague
operational definitions. Several of the disagreements in IOA were due to one of the
observers indicating that a behavior occurred during one interval and the second observer
indicating an occurrence in the interval immediately following. Additionally, one

observer was generally more conservative in their measurement.
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Results

Gavin

During the seven sessions of baseline, Gavin did not make eye contact in six of
the seven sessions. During the second baseline session, he only made fleeting eye contact
for one of the five trials. Following two sessions of shaping body orientation and 28
sessions of shaping facial orientation, we began shaping duration of eye contact. But
then, he quickly met the mastery criterion for increasing duration of eye contact to 3 s,
and when we interspersed high-probability responses, eye contact remained at the
mastery criterion with some variability when we required an additional high-probability
response and a third eye contact. After we introduced novel instructors, Gavin met the
mastery criterion in three of the four sessions before a 2-week vacation. When he
returned, we anticipated that his performance might regress; therefore, we returned to
earlier phases of the teaching procedure, although this may not have been necessary. We
implemented a progressive phase where we began by reinforcing 3-s eye contacts. After
each session of performance at 80% or greater, we progressed to the next phase of the
original teaching procedure (i.e., one high-probability response and two eye contacts and
then two high-probability responses and three eye contacts). After seven additional
sessions, Gavin demonstrated generalization across five novel instructors and two novel
environments. One month later, we assessed maintenance once a week for three weeks,
and responding had increased to 100% (see Figure 1 for results). Anecdotally, Gavin also
began scanning audiences. When a group of adults stood near him, he made eye contact
with the person closest to him, then with the next person, and continued in this fashion
until he made eye contact with each individual. Throughout the month following the

12



intervention, the technicians who typically worked with him continued to intermittently
reinforce eye contact according to predesigned data sheets involving randomized trials
from Phases 4, 5, and 6 (see Appendix D). This was implemented in the same fashion
with the other two participants. We worked with each participant for six months during
this study; however, the duration of all sessions did not exceed 10 hours for any
participant.

Gavin

f 7 456 7 _8MC Follow-Up
F A Fo

Bascline A B
G'} -

Perecentage of Correct Trials

6 4]
Sessions

Figure 1. Results of the shaping procedure for Gavin.

Natalie

During the eight sessions of baseline, Natalie never made eye contact, but after
nine sessions of shaping body orientation and 12 additional sessions of shaping facial
orientation, she was making fleeting eye contact. When the response duration

requirement increased to 1 s, responding increased initially, became variable, and then
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increased once more until the mastery criterion was met across 1-s, 2-s, and 3-s durations.
After interspersing high-probability responses, we observed that she was pointing at the
instructor’s face while making eye contact, and we began blocking pointing and
differentially reinforcing eye contacts without pointing. After two sessions of blocking,
we introduced a visual cue (i.e., hovering our hands over hers to allow us to block
pointing if necessary). Although making eye contact without pointing was low initially,
she began making eye contact without pointing by the tenth session. After assessing
generalization across instructors and environments, the classroom had a 2-week break
from school. When she returned, eye contact was lower than the mastery criterion and
required seven sessions of training before meeting the criterion again. This time,
responding remained at high, stable levels one month after the intervention, with a variety
of instructors and in several environments (see Figure 2).

Natalie

Baseline A B 1 2 3 5 f ba tb T B MC Follow-LJ

:

108

i

O

El

=

Percentage of Correct Trials

50 #0 1o

Sessions
Figure 2. Results of the shaping procedure for Natalie.
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Isabella

During the 13 sessions of baseline, Isabella made eye contact on an average of
17% of the trials with a range of 0-50%. After four sessions of shaping body orientation,
we began reinforcing only instances of eye contact. The percentage of trials with eye
contact was low and variable at first, but increased until meeting the mastery criterion
within 14 sessions. Eye contact remained at the mastery criterion as the duration was
shaped to 3 s, and as we introduced high-probability responses. We observed that Isabella
would often open her mouth when making eye contact, so we began differentially
reinforcing eye contact only when her mouth was closed. She met the mastery criterion
within five sessions. When we introduced novel instructors to assess generalization, eye
contact decreased; therefore, we reinforced eye contact with the novel instructors. After
that training, eye contact remained at the mastery criterion across each subsequent phase.
Next, we attempted to eliminate edibles as consequences and use preferred toys as
reinforcers for the differential reinforcement procedure. She had a wide variety of
preferred toys and edibles seemed, anecdotally, to be less preferred. However, when we
eliminated edibles as consequences, responding decreased and never reached the mastery
criterion. When we reintroduced edibles, responding increased to 100% and maintained

for one month, across instructors and settings (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Results of the shaping procedure for Isabella.
Changes in Other Behaviors

As a secondary dependent variable, we reviewed a sample of videos from baseline
and post-intervention sessions and collected 30-s, partial-interval data for changes in
untargeted behaviors including problem behavior, eye contact avoidance, appropriate toy
play, laughing and smiling, and functional sounds. The first author selected these
behaviors based on informal observation during shaping sessions and two independent
observers subsequently reviewed the sample of videos. We observed a decrease in
problem behavior for each participant, a slight increase in laughing and smiling for Gavin
and Natalie, an increase in functional sounds and appropriate toy play for Isabella. We
also observed decreases in appropriate toy play for Natalie, which may have been a

function of the type of preferred items used as consequences. For example, during

baseline sessions we used preferred toys, but during intervention we used her iPhone (see
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Figures 4-6). While the present study was confounded with maturation and exposure to a
variety of other interventions, it is possible that the shaping procedure or acquisition of
eye contact facilitated these changes in other, untargeted behaviors during our shaping
sessions. Future research should be designed to explicitly evaluate the effects of eye
contact instruction on rates of skill acquisition in other procedures as well as its effects on
social engagement (see Figures 4-6 for partial-interval data).

Additionally, all three participants acquired some imitative responses during
discrete-trial imitation training after completing this procedure and demonstrated
increases in VB-MAPP scores (see Table 2 for pre and post-intervention VB-MAPP
scores and Appendices E-G for VB-MAPP graphs). The technicians who normally
worked with these children and implemented other procedures reported increased eye
contact and social engagement during their sessions. They also reported that it was easier
to implement other procedures when the children made eye contact before a trial and

helped increase the pacing of instruction.

Table 2

Pre- and Post-Intervention VB-MAPP Scores

Participant  Pre-Intervention Post-Intervention
Gavin 15 9
Natalie Untestable 225
Isabella 18 52.5
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Figure 4. Changes in Gavin’s other behaviors from baseline to post-intervention.
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Figure 5. Changes in Natalie’s other behaviors from baseline to post-intervention.
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Figure 6. Changes in Isabella’s other behaviors from baseline to post-
intervention.

Discussion

The results of this study support the use of shaping to teach young children with
autism to engage in eye contact with their instructor. This procedure adds to the current
research by demonstrating success with an approach that did not require prompting or
prompt fading, aversive control. Based on informal experience and historical data from
the KRESA ESCE classroom, visual prompts (e.g., pinching a preferred item between the
instructor’s eyes) may not be effective for some children, because it requires that they
extend their gaze beyond the preferred stimulus to the instructor’s eyes. When children
rarely make eye contact during baseline, the visual prompt may evoke orienting to the
instructor’s face, but transferring stimulus control from the visual prompt to the

instructor’s face or eyes and fading the visual prompt has been difficult. For example, in
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the past five years a procedure using a visual prompt was used for fifteen children within
our classroom, but only six met the mastery criterion. For the nine children who did not
learn to respond to their names, we were never able to fade the visual prompt.

We taught eye contact in the absence of a vocal cue (e.g., “look at me”, or the
child’s name) before teaching responding to name. The children who participated in this
study rarely made eye contact, making it difficult to teach common early intervention
targets (e.g., imitation) and did not demonstrate auditory discrimination at the beginning
of treatment. Therefore, we implemented a procedure to teach eye contact as an attending
response to increase the probability of observing necessary instructional components of a
learning trial and as a prerequisite to responding to their names. Although generalization
probes were not conducted during baseline, the lack of eye contact during baseline and
concerns from the preliminary evaluations suggest that eye contacts made during follow-
up with novel instructors were a result of this intervention.

Although effective, this shaping procedure required more than 60, 5-min sessions
for each participant and spanned six months. Further research might evaluate the
effectiveness of this intervention when implemented intensively in isolation for the first
days of early intervention services. More efficient implementation may result in quicker
rates of acquisition of eye contact within this program and may influence learning when
more complex programs are implemented later. Practitioners should also consider the
difficulty and inherent subjective nature of shaping. When implemented, shaping
procedures should be conducted with a single, experienced, and highly trained instructor
(Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). Additionally, the only attempt to fade edible
reinforcers was with Isabella and was unsuccessful. This apparent reliance on the
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intermittent delivery of preferred items and edibles may limit the generalization of this
procedure to contexts other than those described in this study (outside of academic,
discrete-trial training contexts).

An additional limitation of the experimental design was that we gave the
reinforcer on each trial, as soon as the child’s duration of eye contact met the duration
criterion; we did not conduct probe trials to see if the duration of eye contact would have
increased, for example from 1 s to 3 s, without the subsequent shaping phases. Finally, if
we had maintained performance and extended each phase to further demonstrate
experimental control, it would have been easier to evaluate each component of this
shaping treatment package. In spite of these limitations, it is clear that all three children
acquired eye contact and that this treatment package had its desired effect. Future
research could attempt to isolate the necessary and sufficient phases of this intervention,
compare the efficiency to methods in other published literature, and individualize the

treatment package for specific clients.
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STUDY 2: RESPONDING TO NAME
Method

Participants

Four children who had an educational diagnosis of ASD participated, Isabella,
Natalie, Gavin, and Paul (see Table 3 for participant characteristics). Natalie and Gavin
were nonverbal, but Isabella and Paul had generalized echoic repertoires and some
intraverbal responses. Each child received 15 hours of discrete-trial training per week in
an ECSE classroom in the KRESA West Campus school. Their preliminary evaluations,
consisting of a structured observation, home visit, and caregiver interview, indicated that
the children did not respond to their names and that this was a major concern for the
caregivers. None of the children made eye contact when they were first enrolled in the
classroom. Before beginning the intervention, each child learned to make eye contact
during discrete-trial instruction, as a prerequisite for responding to his or her name.
Isabella, Natalie, and Gavin received eye contact training by participating in the first
study. Paul received essentially the same intervention but did not participate in the first
study. Informed consent was obtained for all individual participants. Sessions were
conducted in small cubicles, at a group table in the common area of the classroom, in the
playroom, and in the hallway and used procedure-specific data sheets, pencils, and a

camera for recording sessions (see Appendices H and J for instructions and data sheets).
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Table 3

Participant Characteristics

Name Age (years) Ethnicity
Isabella 3 African American/Asian
Natalie 3 Caucasian
Gavin 3 Hispanic

Paul 4 African American

Experimental Design and Procedures

The current study taught four children to respond to their names in a non-
concurrent, multiple baseline, across participants design. This design was non-concurrent
in the sense that baseline for Paul did not begin until after the intervention had already
been introduced with Isabella, Natalie, and Gavin.

Baseline. During baseling, the instructor (the first author) tested whether the
children would respond to their names while they engaged in a moderately preferred
activity in a small cubicle. Baseline sessions consisted of five trials, each with the child’s
name being called from a different direction (i.e., right, left, above, behind, front). If the
child made eye contact with the person who spoke his or her name, the instructor did not
provide a consequence and continued with the instructional programming. Isabella,
Natalie, and Gavin were receiving eye contact training when we began conducting
baseline sessions. Because eye contact was a prerequisite for this study, baseline sessions
continued until they met the mastery criterion for making eye contact.

Intervention

Pairing. When the eye contact intervention had been mastered, the child’s name

was paired with reinforcers while he or she made eye contact with the instructor. The

instructor removed a preferred item from the child’s possession, waited for him or her to
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make eye contact, said his or her name, and simultaneously delivered a preferred edible
along with the preferred item. At the beginning of each session, five probe trials were
conducted to test whether the child would respond to his or her name in the same manner
as baseline; however, we reinforced any correct responses. If the child did not respond
reliably (i.e., two consecutive sessions at 60% or greater or one session at 80% or
greater), the instructor conducted 15 pairing trials. This continued until the child met the
mastery criterion.

Discrimination Training. Next, the instructor began differentially reinforcing
responding to the child’s name and extinguishing responding to other names, with five
trials saying the child’s name and five trials saying other names. For correct responses
during name trials (i.e., making eye contact within 5 s of the name being called), the
instructor provided access to a preferred activity and a preferred edible. If the child did
not make eye contact when his or her name was called, we repeated the name once. If the
child made eye contact, the response was reinforced. If the child did not make eye
contact, any activity was interrupted and two unreinforced trials involving high-
probability responses were conducted before the next name trial. During other-name
trials, if the child made eye contact, the instructor looked away for two seconds and then
conducted two unreinforced trials involving high-probability responses. The mastery
criterion for discrimination was 80% or greater for three consecutive sessions or 90% or
greater for two consecutive sessions for name trials and 20% or less for other-name trials.

Concurrent Activities. In the following phases we introduced concurrent
activities during the discrimination trials (i.e., first a non-preferred activity, then
moderately preferred, finally highly preferred). The mastery criterion for each phase was
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80% or greater for three consecutive sessions or 90% or greater for two consecutive
sessions for name trials and 20% or less for other-name trials. Two of the four children
had not acquired a discrimination between their name and other names initially; therefore
other name trials were eliminated and the instructor continued to introduce the concurrent
activities as previously described. However, other-name trials were reintroduced after the
children were responding reliably while engaging in a highly preferred activity. After the
children could discriminate between their names and other names, transfer was assessed
across at least five novel instructors and novel environments. If the child did not respond
reliably with a specific instructor or location, transfer was reassessed with that instructor
or in that location during the following session. See Table 4 for a description of the
phases in Figures 7-10. Some phases were not implemented with every participant. We

worked with each participant for three months.

25



Table 4
Description of Phases in Figures 7-10

Phase Label  Description of Procedural Modifications

BL No consequences for correct/incorrect
responses

Pairing 5-trial probes; reinforced correct responses

NCA Discrimination training with no concurrent
activity

Add Wall Added a cubicle wall to make the space smaller

No Wall Removed the cubicle wall

QR Began conducting sessions in a quiet room

Shaping Reinforced responding to name by both
orienting to the instructor and making eye
contact

Fading Said other names in a whisper

NP Concurrent non-preferred activity introduced

MP Concurrent moderately preferred activity
introduced

HP Concurrent highly preferred activity introduced

Disc Same as HP and reintroduced other-name trials

I Same as HP and different instructor each trial

L Same as HP and different location each session

Maintenance ~ One month after mastery

Reliability of Data Recording and Procedural Integrity

The percentage of correct responses during name trials and the percentage of trials
that the children looked at the instructor during other-name trials were calculated. Data
were collected for 56% of the sessions for procedural integrity (i.e., number of correct
procedural steps divided by total number of steps, within a session) and for interobserver
agreement (i.e., number of agreements divided by total number of trials). Undergraduate
and graduate research assistants were trained using a set of fake data, in a behavioral
skills training format. We modeled how to collect IOA and treatment integrity data,
supervised their practice session, and then provided feedback until they were able to

perform the tasks independently. IOA averaged 97% with a range of 80% - 100% and
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procedural integrity averaged 98% with a range of 90% - 100%. See Appendix I for
treatment integrity checklists.
Results

Paul

During the four sessions of baseline, Paul only responded to his name twice; but
after 60 pairing trials he responded reliably. When other-name trials were introduced
without a concurrent activity, he responded to other names infrequently. However, after
two sessions, responding to other names increased and then responding to both his name
and other names remained high and stable, yet he would accurately echo both his name
and other names. In an attempt to facilitate discrimination between his name and other
names, the instructor began whispering the other names and said his name at the same
volume as before, but he continued to respond to other names and echo them. Other-name
trials were eliminated and Paul quickly met the mastery criterion for responding to his
name without a concurrent activity and then with non-preferred, moderately preferred,
and highly preferred concurrent activities. When other-name trials were reintroduced, he
responded to them initially but this decreased until he met the mastery criterion after
three sessions. However, when transfer across novel instructors was assessed, he began
responding to other names again and responding to his name became variable. After
several sessions of attempting to train the discrimination, the instructor eliminated the
other-name trials and he responded to his name reliably and the discrimination was
ultimately never mastered. In spite of this, he continued to engage in other behaviors that
indicated he was discriminating between his name and the other names. For example, he
continued echoing his name and other names and would periodically tell the instructor to
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“stop” during other-name trials. Responding to his name maintained across a variety of

instructors and locations one month after the intervention (see Figure 7 for results).
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Figure 7. Results of the respond-to-name treatment package for Paul.

Isabella

During the 13 baseline sessions, Isabella never responded to her name more than

twice in a 5-trial session; but after 75 pairing trials she responded reliably. Given the high

percentage of correct responding during pairing, the instructor immediately introduced a

moderately preferred concurrent activity (i.e., we did not train discrimination without a

concurrent activity or with a non-preferred activity). Responding to her name increased to

100% and responding to other names remained low. When a highly preferred concurrent

activity was introduced, she responded to other names during the second session, but then

this decreased until meeting the mastery criterion within two sessions. She responded to

her name and not to others across a variety of instructors and locations and the

discrimination maintained one month after the intervention (see Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Results of the respond-to-name treatment package for Isabella.
Gavin

During the 17 baseline sessions, Gavin never responded to his name more than
twice in a 5-trial session; but after 210 pairing trials he responded reliably. However,
when we introduced other names, responding to his name decreased below the mastery
criterion. Interestingly, he would only respond when a cubicle wall was next to him,
therefore, a cubicle wall was added to the two sides that did not have walls (i.e., behind
and to the right of him) and he began responding to both his name and other names.
When the wall was removed, responding to his name and other names persisted. The
instructor introduced a non-preferred concurrent activity because engaging in a activity
might compete with responding to other names and he began discriminating reliably
between his name and other names and this discrimination continued with moderately
preferred and highly preferred concurrent activities. While assessing transfer across

instructors, responding to his name became variable until meeting the mastery criterion
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after 12 sessions (this may have been because the other instructors often tended to say his
name more softly.) During the fourth session of assessing transfer across locations,
responding to his name decreased below the mastery criterion, however with repeated
assessments in the same location and he responded to his name reliably. The
discrimination maintained across instructors and locations one month after the

intervention (see Figure 9).
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Figure 9. Results of the respond-to-name treatment package for Gavin.
Natalie

During the 20 baseline sessions, Natalie never responded to her name; but after
180 pairing trials she responded reliably. When other names were introduced, responding
to both her name and other names decreased. We returned to the pairing phase, but after
60 additional pairing trials she continued to respond unreliably; therefore, sessions were
conducted in a quiet room. After 90 additional pairing trials, performance still had not

returned to the mastery criterion; however, she oriented to the instructor during some of
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the trials. The instructor began reinforcing these orienting responses and she responded to
her name reliably after 10 sessions. When other-name trials were reintroduced, she
responded to both her name and other names. Therefore, other-name trials were
eliminated and concurrent activities were introduced. After she responded to her name
reliably during non-preferred, moderately preferred, and highly preferred concurrent
activities, other-name trials were reintroduced and she met the mastery criterion in three
sessions. While assessing transfer across locations, she initially responded to her name
only 60% of the time in two of the locations. When transfer was reassessed in the same
locations during the following session, she met the mastery criterion. The discrimination
maintained across instructors and locations one month after the intervention. Performance
during follow-up sessions continued to vary between 60% and 100%; therefore, we will
continue to monitor performance and consult with her team to ensure that the skill
maintains over time (see Figure 10).
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Figure 10. Results of the respond-to-name treatment package for Natalie.
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Discussion

These results suggest that a pairing procedure and differential reinforcement
during probe sessions can be used to teach children diagnosed with ASD to respond to
their names without prompting, negative reinforcement, or overcorrection. This pairing
and positive reinforcement procedure is less restrictive than physical prompting and does
not require fading of prompts, which may make it more efficient and more desirable than
the other strategies. In spite of the success of the intervention, we cannot confidently
report that the pairing procedure was responsible for the increase in responding to name
because we reinforced responding to name during the probe sessions, However, during
baseline Natalie never responded to her name, making it probable that the first instance of
responding to her name during the probe sessions was due in some way to the pairing
procedure. Future research could attempt to determine whether the pairing procedure is a
necessary component of the intervention.

We had to revise the original procedure for three of the four children to be
successful. In general, revisions were required when we first introduced other-name
trials. We selected a lower mastery criterion for the pairing phase in an attempt to avoid
extensively training responding to the child’s name in isolation. We anticipated that the
participants might begin to respond to the sound of our voice, rather than their name,
which may interfere with discrimination training. However, two of the children (who did
not initially master the discrimination) learned to discriminate between their name and
other names relatively quickly after we introduced concurrent activities.

Practitioners might consider increasing the mastery criterion for the pairing phase,
introducing concurrent activities before targeting discrimination, and individualizing the
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treatment package for their client. Future research should also determine the essential
components of the procedure, the most efficient pairing-probe ratio, and the most
effective sequence of the intervention components. Additionally, future research may
measure and evaluate efficiency of this method compared to methods used in other
published literature.

All four children had successfully mastered eye contact as part of their DTT
programming and eye contact was a component of the pairing phase of our procedure.
This may limit the procedure’s effectiveness with children who do not make eye contact
or who have not had previous exposure to this specific eye contact procedure.

Additionally, generalization and transfer probes were not conducted during
baseline, limiting the conclusions that can be drawn about transfer during the final phases
of this intervention. However, given that the initial VB-MAPP and preliminary
assessments all concluded that each child was not able to respond to their name, it is
likely that this intervention was responsible for the high performance during
generalization phases. Finally, edible and tangible reinforcers were not eliminated once
the children responded to their names reliably. Future research should assess whether
responding to name, as taught in this procedure, can come under control of natural

contingencies when edible and tangible reinforcers are eliminated.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

The materials (i.e., data sheets, procedures, and treatment integrity checklists)
were integrated into the existing systems within the ECSE classroom at KRESA West
Campus. Based on preliminary reports and assessments, the teacher and doctoral students
determine when these procedures are appropriate targets for incomig children. The eye
contact procedure is now a common initial target for many incoming children, as a
prerequisite to DTT. For example, five children recently entered the classroom and
caregivers expressed concerns about eye contact for two of them. We are currently
implementing the shaping intervention to target eye contact intensively during their first
days in the classroom. Variations of the eye contact and responding to name procedures
are also being assessed by using similar procedures to teach other behaviors (i.e., joint
attention and attending to visual stimuli), altering components of the procedure to
determine necessary and sufficient components (i.e., eliminating the pairing phase and
altering the sequence of discrimination and concurrent activity phases), and targeting
generalization within more naturalistic social interactions (i.e., embedding trials during
manding sessions).

While these studies were successful in teaching eye contact and responding to
name, there are several research questions that need to be answered by future research.
First, two children began discriminating between their names and other names fairly
readily, however, the other two participants did not. Future research may evaluate how
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best to address discrimination training. For example, discrimination training may be best
implemented after children can respond to their names during other concurrent activities.
Engaging in another activity may be more likely to compete with responding to another
name. Furthermore, if an individual is not engaging in an activity, he or she may be more
likely to attend to a speaker by making eye contact, even if the speaker does not say the
individual’s name.

Additionally, given the potential of eye contact to serve as a prerequisite skill or
behavioral cusp, future research should be designed to evaluate these claims. For
example, we may investigate correlations of improvements in other skill areas that may
be affected by eye contact acquisition (i.e., imitation). Researchers may also design
interventions to evaluate whether eye contact facilitated an increase in attempted
responses as opposed to trials without responding or a decrease in latency to responding.
Future research may also seek to evaluate whether eye contact acquisition was correlated
with any improvements in other programs. For example, we may determine whether
acquisition of eye contact served to improve performance in another program that was
not progressing desirably prior to the eye contact intervention. Finally, future research
should compare the efficiency of the methods from these studies to the efficiency of

methods in the published literature.
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Principal Investigator: Richard W. Malott, Ph.Ix., BCBA
Collaborator: Carmen Jonaitis, EA.D
Title of Study: Continuous Quality Improvement Projects at WoodsEdge Leaming
Center

The purpose of this project will be (1) 10 evaluate the intensive behavioral instraction
provided in two preschool settings for children dingnosed with autism and other developmental
disabilities and, based on these evaluations, (2) to continuously improve the teaching procedures
provided for the children in these classrooms. The behavior of the children in the classrooms will
be recorded through direct observation and video recordings. The project will take place in the
Early Childhood Special Education (ECSC) preschool <lassroom at WoodsEdge Leaming
Center, where undergraduate and graduate practicum students provide treatment. The students
will be taking data on your child's progress. We are requesting permission 1o use these
evaluation, training, and assessment data in theses, dissertations, undergraduate projects and
honors theses, presentations. and’or publications to document the effectiveness of this continuous
quality improvement effort, This consent document willl explain the purpase of this research
project and will go over all of the tinye commitments, the procedures used in the study, and the
risks and benefits of participating in this rescarch project, Please read this consent form carefully
and completely and please ask any questions if’ you need maore clanfication.

What are we trying to find out in this study?

The purpose of this rescarch project is to BA, MA, and PhDD students from WML to continuously
evaluate the effects of their work with the children and 10 modify their teaching procedures
sccordingly. Our first critesion in any practicum project, thesis, or dissertation is for the children
directly involved in the projects 1o immediately benefit from their involvement; not just that their
involvement will contribute to the long-term betierment of the treatment of subsequent children.
Our second criterion is that children that are not involved in the projects, theses, and
dissertations, will also benefit from the findings of those studics through the continuous quality
improvement of classroom curriculum and teaching procedures.

Who can participate in this study?
You are being invited as a partscipant because your chikd is earolled in the ECSE classroom at
WoodsEdge Leaming Center,

Where will this study take place?
This study will 1ake place at WoodsEdge Leaming Cemter in Portage, ML
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What is the time commitment for participating in this study? i
There is no time commitment above and beyond the time your child spends at the WoodsEdge
Leaming Center

What will you be asked to do if you choose to participate in this study?

We are requesting permission to use these evaluation, training, and assessment data in Doctoral
dissertations, Master's projects, undergraduate projects and honors theses, presentations, and/or
publications to document the effectiveness of this continuous quality improvement effort

What information is being measured during the study?

Thas study will collect data on the children’s behavior, including the children’s acguisstion of
desirable skills and reduction of undesirable behaviors, Data are recorded in 1erms of pereentage
of correct responses far each child for the educational programs assigned to him or her as part of
enrollment in WoodsEdge Learning Center, the occurrence of problem behavioes, and skills
obtained throughout their time in the classroom.

What are the risks of participating in this study and how will these risks be minimized?
Participation in this research project does not involve any known risks, discomfort, or
inconvenience.

What are the benefits of participating in this study™

The primary objective of this project is to thoroughly evaluste the educational achievements of
the children involved and to work to continuously improve their educational procedures and their
skill acquisition. Additionally, the project secks 10 improve instnactional techniques and learning
mtes for additional children in the classroom. All improvements made 1o classroom training
procedures are part of standard continwous quality improvement designed to constantly improve
the education provided to the children in the classroom.

Are there any costs associated with participating in this study?
There are no costs associated with this study.

Is there any compensation for participating in this study?
There is no compensation for participating in this study,

Who will have access to the information collected during this study?

Student investigators will be collecting all the data for ghis rescarch study, They will be the
people with access to the information. Any individual data will not be disclosed. The investigator
will keep your records for this research project private in a secure Jocation at Western Michigan
University, 2536 Wood Hall that only they may sccess. We may present the information from
this research project at meetings or conferences, and use it in theses and dissertations.

39



Weslon Mchgan Usharuty
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Appeoend for uss Sor cos pedt fros s dato.

APR 2 0 2016

B Ofce
What if you want to stop participating in this study?
Your narticination in this research project is voluntary.  You do not have to narticinate in this
research project. 1f you decide to choose to have your data utilized for rescarch, then please
indicate your consent by signing and dating in the spece provided below. Your decision whether
or not to take part will not affect your current or future involvement with WoodsEdge Leamning
Center or any of its affiliates. 1f you do decide to participate, then you are free to change your
mind and discontinue participation at any time. You maay contact Dr. Richard Malont at (269)
372-1268 at any time with any guestions or concerns abowt vour participation in this research
project. You may also contact the Chair, Human Subjects Institutional Review Board (HSIRB) a1
(269) 387-8293 or the Vice-President for Research at (269) 387-8298 if questions or problems
arise during the course of the research project,

This consent document has been approved for use for ane year by the Human Subjects
Institutional Review Board (HSIRB) as indicated by the stamped date and signsture of the board
chair in the upper right comer. Do not participate in this study if the stamped date is older than
ane year.

| have read this informed consens document. The risks and benefits bave been explained to me, |
provide consent for the following information about my child to be used by Dr. Malott and his
students:

Y
First name {
Picture {
Video (
Data (
All of the above (

Please Print Your Name

Participant's signature Date
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Shaping Procedure Instructions
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Shaping Eye Contact = Increasing Duration {Part 1) and Increasing Spontaneous Eye Contact
(2 DATA SHEETS)

Pupil: Teacher: | CJ/DSIMN
Procedure | JM/IJS
Writer:
Date Written: | 07/M10/13, Rev: 01/2017
AF
IEPC Goal: | Student will lock at tutor upon removal of the reinforcer or ending an activity (consumption of edibles or playing w iBad), and engage
in eye contact for duration of 3 seconds.
Objective: Acquisition of spontaneous eye contact = Please pay atiention fo correct and incorrect pupil criteria
MNotes: | - It's ckay to wait the entire 5-min session without delivering a reinforcer. DO NOT PROMPT EYE CONTACT. If the child is not
reaching or looking for the item, stop the timer, do a preference assesement, and then continue the session.
- If the student refuses o select the toy as a reinforcer, it's okay to provide just the edible. If this is the case, a new frial begins once
the edible has been fully consumed.
- Ask the support coordinator whether you should hand the student the edible or if you can deliver it to their mouth.
- Talk to the support coordinator if problem behavior is interfering with the sessions.
Materials: | 2 Data Sheets (1 for 5-min shaping sessions and 1 for reinforcing spontaneous eye contact throughout the day), Highly preferred
reinforcer(s) & a timer
Reinforcer: | See student's reinforcers list. Do a preference assessment prior to beginning a session. Pair socials with tangible and edible

reinforcers.

Data collection:

Spontaneous: 1 opportunity per minute (60} is your goal. We should be reinforcing as many instances as possible with the goal of
reinforcing every instance unless problem behavior is occurring or you have already given an SD for a trial.

OMLY collect data on instances of eye contact that were reinforced.
Shaping: 5-min sessicns: ~20 trials, (+) for correct and (-) for incorrect. Support coerdinators may adjust amount of time or trials.

*Support coordinators, BCBAs, and classroom teachers: The eye contact procedure has a Part 2, which works on eye
contact in between trials. If the student is already demonstrating the skill, Part 2 may be skipped. Otherwise, please

move to Part 2 after mastery of Phase 4 from Part 1.

Pha Correct Response Incorrect Response Criteria for
s Tuter Presentation/Preparation Change
Pupil Tutor Pupil Behavior Tutor
Behavior Behavior Behavior
Throughout the shift, outside of the 5-min shaping sessions, Student Tuter Student Tutor does not | Continue
watch closely for instances of spontaneocus eye contact. establishes immediately establishes eye | provide a implementing
Provide at least one, S-second opporiunity for eye contact eye contact provides an contact with the | consequence | across all
E each minute. Always have a highly preferred edible with you with the tutor | edible tutor for less (unless an SO | phases of
T and within close reach. for at least 1 reinforcer and than 1 full has been Shaping (1-
8 full second praise (e.g., second, after given, in which | 4).
@ An opportunity may include: waiting 5-second to deliver a during an "Good an SD has case, follow
finy reinforcer or waiting S-second before delivering a demand opportunity or | looking!™) been given, or | through with MC when
L while while engaging | that S0 Shaping: Part
. . i o h ping: Part
g If you prov!de a S-second opportunity and they look: + engaging in in proplem 1ie MC
£ If you provide a 5-second opperiunity and they don't look: NR | some other behavior.
E If you do not provide an explicit opportunity, but they look: | appropriate
2 behavior.
@ If the student looks away before you are able to deliver the
reinforcer or does not look during an opporiunity, proceed with
other procedure trials.
Tutor removes all unnecessary items from the booth Student looks | Immediately Student looks Immediately 80% or > for
(procedure materials, toys, &to). for any deliver both at the twitor's deliver the toy, | 3, or 80% or
2. The tutor sits across from student at the desk and does a amount of reinforcers to body after 5 neutral "good”, | = for 2,
. preference assessment for both an edible and a toy. time at the student and seconds of the | and mark trial | consecutive
= Tutor allows the student to play with the toy for 10-15 tutor's body provide simple | reinforcer being | as incorrect (- | sessions.
g SEConds. within 5 vocal praise taken away. .
»m 3. Tutor starts the timer for 5 min and then removes the toy seconds of ("good job™). _—
e Ny . _ o . [WB cntaria
a gently tm_thout saying a!'ly'.hur'g}. and maintains eye the_ reinforcer Allow up to 5 20 sessions
] contact with student until they look at the tutor's body | being taken . = i}
= Allow 1010 15 seconds of without a
; (do ncl} need to establish .e)m co_nlacl}._ ) away. seconds of manipulation. | phase
) Tutor p;o;g;ss:we student back to the chair or quiet hands if manipulation. change, or
[ If the child is not establishing eye contact and is not reaching L?r:%s;Jons
& or looking for the item, stop the timer and perform a cormact]
preference assessment. )
Tutor does not use any prompis to get eye contact (DO NOT:
get in the child's face, use a tey to get them to look, bleck
locking at anything else).
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Pha Correct Response Incorrect Response Criteria for
S0 Tutor Presentation/Preparation Change
Pupil Tutor Pupil Behavior Tutor
Behavior Behavior Behavior
1. Tutor removes all unnecessary items from the booth. Student looks | Immediately Student looks Immediately B0% or = for
2. The tutor sits across from student at the desk and does a at the uior's | deliver both at the tutor's deliver the toy, | 3, or 80% or
preference assessment for both an edible and a toy. face within 5 | reinforcers to face after 5 neutral "good”, | = for 2,

— Tutor allows the student o play with the toy for 10-15 seconds of student and seconds of the | and mark trial | congecutive

3 seconds. the reinforcer | provide simple | reinforcer being | as incorrect - | Sessions.

ol 3. Tutor starts the timer for 5 min and then removes the toy being taken vocal praise taken away. .

§ | e s e || e cters

£ d t d to establish ¥ tact “Be sure to wait | Allow up o 5 20 sassions

= Tute (do n; .-:“[ d ntsb: kf :]“ ﬁo.“ ]'. ¢ hands if Allow 100 15 | for looking at seconds of without &

@ wer pr:ggssa; student bacx fo e chalr or quiet hands “Any seconds of the tutor's face | manipulation. | phase

- 1 . o L

£ | Tutor should perform preference assessments as necessary | durationfinsta | manipu lation. | to oceur - its change, or

a . ] N P et p nce of looking ok to wait for 10 sessions

] throughout the session. If the child is not establishing y - the whole 5 with 0%

& eye contact and is not reaching or looking for the item, | 18 8 COMect ! £

_ ] . response, minutes if correct ]
stop the timer and perform a preference assessment. . nesded - do
Tutor does not use any prompts to get eye contact (DO NOT: | @ven a split net premot!
get in the child's face, use a toy to get them to look, second. prempt
block looking at anything else).
. Tutor removes all unnecessary items from the booth. Student Immediately Student Immediately B0% or > for
2. The tutor sits across from student at the desk and does a establishes deliver both establishes eve deliver the toy, | 3, or 80% or
preference assessment for both an edible and a toy. tact reinforcers to iact with ¥ neutral "good”, | = for 2,

_g_ Tutor allows the student to play with the toy for 10-15 5}; Cﬁ:}‘ra student and fﬁgf:h‘:r' 5 and mark trial | consecutive
seconds. provide simple as incormect (- | sessions.

E 3. Tuter starts the timer for 5 min and then removes the toy ::lcﬂ::s of vocal praise f;:%?g:r%feti':; .

E ger'.lly tWI'lT u} Zaylng a.r:y: ing), al?d mau;lal:s egtemf the reinforcer ("good job"). taken away. [WB criteria

z contact with student unil they make any instance being taken Miowupto5 | 20 sessions
aye sontact.Tutor prompts the student back 1o the )

< . " . away. Allow 10%0 15 | ., - | seconds of without a

- chair or quiet hands if necessary. . seconds of Be sure to wait maninulation hase

;1 Tutor should perform preference assessments as necessary A”‘f_ maninulation. for eye contact P : 'ghan or

£ throughout the session. If the child is not establishing duration/insta P ’ to ocour - it's 10 sf;slions

E eye contact and is not reaching or looking for the item, "Ce_‘}f eye ok to wait for with 0%

& stop the timer and perform a preference assessment. contact is a the whole 5 correct ]

Tuter dees not use any prompts to get eye contact (DO MOT: | cormect minutes if ’
get in the child's face, use a toy to get them to look, block MEpanEs, needed - do
looking at anything else). even adsfﬂ“'- not prompt!
second.
Pha Correct Response Incorrect Response Criteria for
50 Tutor Presentation/Preparation Change
Pupil Tutor Pupil Behavior Tutor
Behavior Behavior Behavior
1. Tuter removes all unnecessary items from the booth. Immediately Immediately BO% or = for
A Student - Student -
2. The tutor sits across from student at the desk and does a establishas deliver both ostablishes eve deliver the toy, | 3, or 50% or
preference assessment for both an edible and a toy. eve contact reinforcers to contact with Y8 | neutral “good”, | >for 2,
Tutor allows the student to play with the toy for 10-15 w":lth tutor for student and tutor after 5 and mark trial | consecutive
seconds., provide simple gy as incorrect (- | sessions.

ry 3. Tutor starts the timer for 5 min and then removes the toy ?;:f::;% vocal praise % .

E ger-fly tm_tr:.lou} sdaylng a'r:\,: ing), al:d maunlalr't; ?r'e within5 (“good job"). removal OR [WB criteria

= contact with student until they make eye contactforat | ... . makes o eve Mowupto5 | 20 sessions

% | Tutor p:g;’;‘;;‘:::ﬁ:::;’;a"ék ‘o the chair or quist hands f | 176 reiforcer | Alow 101015 | contact for less | seconds of | withouta

g [ rocessany epgtsken | seconce ol | Mmenetil | manputon. | ot

£ Tuter should perform preference assessments as necessary : —_ ”

7] X P A 10 sessions
throughout the session. If the child is not establishing with 0%
eye contact and is not reaching or looking for the item, comact]
stop the timer and perform a preference assessment. )

Tuter does not use any prompis to get eye contact (DO MOT:
get in the child’s face, use a toy 0 get them to look, block
looking at anything else).
1. Tutor remaovis all unnecessary items from the booth. Student H{;Eﬁ';ﬁh Student du;:-ir:lz?'[zgzl 2037_ SB; fg:
2. The tutor sits across from student at the desk and does a establishes _ establishes eye . m.f ! "
: reinforcers to . neutral "good”, | = for 2,
preference assessment for both an edible and a toy. eye contact student and caontact with and mark trial | consecutive
Tutor allows the student to play with the toy for 10-15 with tutor for provide simple tutor after 5 asincorrect (- | sessions

. SEConds. ) _ at least TWQ vocal praise se._oor'ds of

[T 3. Tutor starts the timer for 5 min and then removes the toy full seconds ("gnod job") reinforcer

@ gently (without saying anything}, and maintains eye within 5 g ! . removal OR [WE crteria

o9 contact with student until they make eye contact for at | seconds of makes aye Allow up o 5 | 20 sessions

bl least two seconds. the reinforcer | Allow 1010 15 | contact for less | seconds of without a

E Tutor prompis the student back to the chair or quiet hands if being taken seconds of than two full manipulation. | phase

[} necessary. away. manipulation. seconds. change, or

& Tutor should perform preference assessments as necessary 10 sessions
throughout the session. If the child is not establishing with 0%
eye contact and is not reaching or looking for the item, carect.]

stop the timer and perform a preference assessment.

Tutor does not use any prompts to get eye contact (DO NOT:
get in the child's face, use a oy o get them to look,
block looking at anything else).
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Pha Correct Response Incorrect Response Criteria for
so Tutor Presentation/Preparation Change
Pupil Tutor Pupil Behavior Tutor
Behavior Behavior Behavior
. Immediately Immediately B80% or > for
1. Tutor removes all unnecessary items from the booth. Student deliver both Student daliver the 3 or 80% of
2. The tutor sits across from student at the desk and does a establishes reinforcers to establishes eye neutral "gogl :v'for 2 N
preference assessment for both an edible and a toy. eye contact student and contact with and mark triall conseclzutive
Tutor allows the student to play with the toy for 10-15 with tuter for rovide simple tutor after 5 asincarrect (- | sessions
seconds. at least Eocal praisep seconds of 3 ’
) 3. Tutor starts the timer for 5 min and then removes the toy THREE full (“good job”) reinforcer
@ gently (without saying anything), and maintains eye seconds good jobr). removal OR [WE critaria
2 contact with student uniil they make eye contact for at | within 5 makes eye Allowupto5 | 20 sessions
d least three full seconds. seconds of Allow 100 15 | contact for less | seconds of without &
E Tutor prompis the student back to the chair or quiet hands i the reinforcer | seconds of than three full manipulation. | phase
[ nNECcessary. being taken manipulation. | seconds. change, or
& Tutor should perform preference assessments as necessary away. 10 sessions
throughout the session. If the child is not establishing with 0%
eye contact and is not reaching or looking for the item, caorect.]
stop the timer and perform a preference assessment.
Tutor does not use any prompts to get eye contact (DO MOT:
get in the child’s face. use a toy to get them to look,
block looking at anything else).
Correct Response Incorrect Response Criteria for
Phase Tutor Presentation/Preparation Change
. Pupll Behavior Tutor Behavior Pupll Behavior Tuter
Behavior
5 1. Tutor removes all unnecessary items from the booth. Student establishes After the second Student Complete the B0% or = for
2. The tutor sits across from student at the desk and does a eye contact once (for 1 esiablishes eye eye contact 0 3, or 90% or
preference assessment for both an edible and a toy. | full second) with tutor contact with tutor | HP-ELO Deye | =for2,
Tutor allows the student to play with the toy for 10- within 5 seconds of second) ocours after § seconds contact conseculive
15 seconds. the preferred item AND | within § seconds of reinforcer seguence, and | sessions.
3. Tutor stars the timer for § min and than removes the toy eye contact ggain, (for from complating removal andior then
gently {without saying anything}, and maintsins eye 1 full second) after HR-ELO, completion of the | immediataly -
contact with student until they establish eye completing the HP- mmadiately HP-ELO. deliver the toy | [WE enteris
contact for 1 full second. provide simpla and mark trial | 20 sEssions
4. Tutor immediataly presents a High-Probability ELO {HF- sncial praise ) as incorect (-). | without &
ELQ) (ex. High-five, 1ap table, wave, etc. ). . ("goed job") and Be zure 1o wait phase
5. Tutor waits for the child to establish eye contact for 1 Two Instances of eye | geliver the for eye contact to shange, or
full second again, for a second time. contact are required tangible/edibla ooIur 10 56551005
Tutor prompts the student back to the chair or quiet hands if | for a correst trial. for | reinforcer to Allow up to § with 0%
necessary. this phase {unless eye studant. secc—"us of comect)
If the child is not establishing eye contact and is not reaching | Sontact is maintained manipulztan.
ar booking for the item, stop the timer and perform a | befare, during, and Allow up bo 15
preferance assessment. after the ELO). seco—nz of =
Tutor does not use any prompts o gat eye contact (DO NOT: maninulation
getin the child's face, use a toy 1o get them to look, L }
block looking at anything else).
Correct Response Incorrect Response Criteria for
Phase Tutor PresentationiPreparation Ghange
= Fupll Behavior Tutor Behavior Pupll Bahavior Tutor
Behavior
& 1. Tutor removes &ll unnecessary itams from the booth. Student establishas After the thind Student Complete the &0% or = for
2. The tutor sits across from student at the desk and does 2 eye contact once (for 1 nstance of aye establishes eye contact 0 3, or 90% or
preferance assessment for both 2n ediole and a toy. | full second) with tutor contact (1 full eye contact HF-ELG 0 eye = for 2,
Tutor allows the student to play with the toy for 10- within & seconds of second) occurs with tutor gfter | contact 0D HP- caonsecutive
15 saconds. the prefermed itam within § seconds & seconds of ELO O eye sassions.
3. Tutor starts the timer for 5 min and then removes the toy removed AND aya fram completing reinforcer cantact
gently (without saying anything}, and maintains eye contact @ second tme, HRF-ELQ, in removal andior | seguence, and .
contact with student until they establish eye {for 1 full second ) after | addition to the completion of then immediataly |wa cniena
contact for 1 full second. completing the HP- entire seguence, tha HP-ELO. deliver the toy 20 sessions
4. Tutor immediately presents a High-Probability ELO (HF- | ELO, AND eye contact | immediately and mark trial as | without &
ELQ) {ex. High-five, iap table, wave. etc.). a third time. (for 1 full provide simple neorract {-). phase
5. Tutor waits for the child to establish aye contact for 1 sacond) after social praise change, or
full secend again, for a second time. completing a second {"goad job"} and ”? Fomsinz
&. Tutor immediately presents a High-Probability ELO {HP- HP-ELG. deliver the with 03
T Tt EL_(EI'Jf-fe xl.hH g:-:;v; Iapl :::l.eﬁ wave, ek_;.]. for 1 1ﬁ|'|q'|D|E."E(:ID|E Allow up to § cameet]
. Tutor waits for the chil establish eye contact for . reinforcer to “Be sure 1o saconds of
full secend again, for a third time. Three instances of studant. wait for & manipulat
ve manipulation.
eye contact are contact o
Tutor promipts the student back te the chair or quiet hands if :::"I;:fl:‘:;h:::“t Allow up to 15 ooour
ial, i 1s
. NEcessEry. - . {unless eye contact s | Seconds of
the child is not establishing eye contact and is not reaching | o onr C e manipulaton.
or looking for the item, stop the timer and perform a during, and aftar 'I;e
preferance assessment. i 3. \f
Tutor does not usa any prompts to get eye contact (DO NOT: EEIEGIBISEDUEMB o
getin the child's face, use a toy o get them to look, B}
block lnoking at anything alsa).

*Support coordinators, BCBAs, and classroom teachers: The eye contact precedure has a maintenance data sheet, which works on
rotating through eye contact without additional demands and eye contact in between trisls. Flease use the Shaping Eye Contact

Maintenance Data shest after mastary of Phase & in Part 2.
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Appendix C

Shaping Procedure Treatment Integrity Checklists
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Student: Date: Az Tutor's body 2: 1 second

Tutar: Time: B: Tutor's face 3: 2 seconds
Observer: Phase: 1: Any instance 4: 3 seconds
Procedure Preparation
1. Tuter removes all nan-essential iterns frem the booth (precedure materials, toys, etc). ¥ M
Every Phase
1. Tutor sits across from the student at the desk. ¥ M
2. Tutor presents twao preferred items and completes tangible and edible pref. assessment. Y N
3. Tutor allows student to play with the selected toy for 10-15 5. Y N
4. Tutor sets timer for 5 min. Y N
5. Tutor removes the toy gently, without saying anything. ¥ M
&. Tutor maintains eye contact with the student until they meet phase specific requirements. ¥ M
B. Tutor provides the tangible reinforcer far 10-15 s and edible reinforcer for correct responses. Y M
9. Tutor provides the tangible reinforcer for 5 s for incorrect responses. Y M
10. Tutor does not prompt eve contact [getting in student's face, using a toy between eyes). Y N
As Mecessary
1. If the student does not select a tangible, a new trial begins as soon as the edible is fully consumed. Y N
2. If the tutor must do a pref. assessment during the session, they stop the timer until finished. Y M
3. Tutor provides prompts for the student to sit in chair or guiet hands if necessary. ¥ M
Mote: It's ckay to go the whole 5 min without providing a reinforcer. WAIT until phase requirements are met. DO NOT
PROMPET. If the student is not reaching for or locking at the reinforcers, stop the timer and do a pref. assessment.
Feedback:

3%
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Appendix D

Shaping Procedure Data Sheets
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Marmes

FrFCPUUre: JMA g EYE LHLEc,

Paril

5 min sesafons

——— Pﬁmm—'u—pm_ TFT
Phase: lFarstion: Phase: lFarstion: Phase: lrarstion:
Trial ECATR Diate Trial |Lateney | BFE | ECATPR | Domation | Tate Trial | A0S H: FCATR | Demtion | Dare
X X
1 1 1
2 2 T 2 Initials
i
1 1 1
4 4 4
3 3 3
& & &
& & &
E] E] E]
T T T}
n n 1
1”2 1”2 12
13 13 13
14 WL M 14 14
15 NiA 15 13
16 BT 16 PO 13 BT
17 Wi 17 WM 17 Wi
13 Codez 13 Tz 13 Ciodez
L L 1
iy iy 0
WH:  MC: W W M
% %
Name Frocedure: Shaping Eve Contact, Part 2: Fhase 5 Mastery eriteris: 3 con swewsions =B0%, ar 2 =303
5 min sesabons, or 20 friak P4 R - iy o - ey
Addivomal shees: Sapimitigl: | PC; O PCdaes 0 [
Phase: Phase: Phase:
Trisl f'::uru.-u HP- ril Date Trisl f'::uru.-u HP- ril Date Trisl f'::uru.-u HP- ril Date
. ELi) . . ELi) . . ELi) .
1 ELi) 1 ELi) 1 ELi)
2 ELO Initials 2 ELO Initials 2 ELO Tnitials
1 ELi) 1 ELi) 1 ELi)
4 ELO 4 ELO 4 ELO
5 ELi) 5 ELi) 5 ELi)
& ELO & ELO & ELO
T ELi) T ELi) T ELi)
] ELO ] ELO ] ELO
] ELi) ] ELi) ] ELi)
" ELO " ELO " ELO
1l ELi) 1l ELi) 1l ELi)
IH] ELO IH] ELO IH] ELO
13 ELi) 13 ELi) 13 ELi)
14 ELO 14 ELO Wil M 14 ELO
15 ELi) i 15 ELi) i 15 ELi) NiA
5 ELO [ 5 ELO FC? 5 ELO PC?
17 ELi) VN 17 ELi) VN 17 ELi) VN
15 ELO Cinde 18 ELO Cindez 18 ELO Codis
19 ELi) 19 ELi) 19 ELi)
mn ELi) mn ELi) mn ELi)
W NICs Wh: NI Wh: NI
Trial %:
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it 15 -
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Appendix E

VB-MAPP Graph: Gavin
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Tested on:

1/23/17 Karyn J.
6/2/17 Kristi D.
11/8117 Kristi D.




Appendix F

VB-MAPP Graph: Isabella
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1 Key:| Score | Date | Color Tester
Child's name: | Inna sttest) 15 | 23-Feb Ben Lowe
Date of birth: | 6/12/2013 2ndtest| 535 9;25;1?- Eddie Bobadilla
Age at testing:]1] [2Jears, 4 mor] 4 3rd test:
4th test:
LEVEL3
[ Mond | [ toct | [uistoone| [venrs | [ Py | [ Socs | [Resding| [wreeg | [LhFre | [ W | [oroup | | Lhg | | wam |
15
""""" b B I N R I I [ R R I . I R I AN N R I D I D I I
14
""""" b B I N R I I [ R T B B . N . [ R H I
13
""""" b B I N R I I [ R R I . I R I AN N R I D I D I I
12
""""" b I . N R I . [ R . [ . I . N A N R I R I D I I
11
""""" b I . N R I . [ R . [ . I . N A N R I R I D I I
LEVEL 2

10
_________ , ]
9
""""" A | TTTTHY
8
""""" - T
7
""""" A | TTTTTH
6
_________ , |

LEVEL1

| Mand | | Tact | |Listener| |VPMTS | | Play | | Social | |Imitation| | Echoic | | Vocal |
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Appendix G

VB-MAPP Graph: Natalie
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LEVEL 1

[ Mand | | Tact | [Listener| |vemTs | | Play | | Social | [imitation| | Echoic | | Vocal |
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Key:| Score Date  |Color| Tester
isttest:| 12.5 |5/25/2017 rianna Yode
2ndtest| 22 | 11/16/17 ddie Bobadill
3rd test:
4th test:




Appendix H

Respond to Name Procedure Instructions
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1F Orient to Mame- Aftending (Discrimination)
PROCEDURE SHEET

Pupil: Teacher: | DM/MN
AF
Procedure Writer:
82018
Date Written:
Revised Date: | 1/2017
IEPC Goal:
Objective:
Materials: | Special Data Sheets (phase 1 and phases 2-7)
Reinforcer: | See student's reinforcers list.
Data collection: | 10-20 trials {phase specific), {+) for correct and {-) for incorrect.

***Within Session Whistle Blow***

***Whistle Blow***

5 consecutive sessions at less than 50% for “name” or
10 eensecutive sessions without a phase change.

This procedure should be mix-trialed with other procedures in the student's schedule.

“other name" trials {Either or both).

If at any time during a session of Phases 2-7 there are 3 incorrect NAME trials, stop NAME trials and do PAIRING trials for
the remaining NAME trials. Indicate pairings in the target column of the data sheet and record data (on the same data
sheet, same session) according to Phase 1 Pairing Trials. The next session should resume at the current phase. Do not
code the session as “whistle blown". De not include pairing trials in the %.

Correct Response Incorrect Response Criteria for
Phase Tuter Presentation/Preparation Change
Pupil Tutor Pupil Behavior | Tutor Behavior
1 Test Trials (1-5): The student is not engaging with | Tests: Student | Tests: Tests: Student Tests: Mark a - | 80% or
a toy or activity and two tutors are present (one makes eye Immediately does not makes | and move on to | greater for
delivering the SD, cne as a distractor delivering contact with deliver a highly | eye contact with | another trial. both tests
reinforcers). tutor within 5 s | prefered tuter within 5 s and pairings
of either reinforcer and | of either for 2
State the student's name in a louder-than-normal presentation of | social praise presentation of consecutive
volume and neutral tone. Do not attempt to get the his/her name his/her name, or sessions of
student’s attention (getting in his or her line of vision). | for at least 1 Mark & + on does not B0% or
full second. the data sheet maintain eye greater for
If the student does not make eye contact within 5 s, | contact for at both tests
repeat the student’s name once. least 1 full and pairings
second. for 1 session
Pairing Trials (6-20):

1. The tutor sits across from student at the desk | Pairing Trials: . | Pairing Trials: . | iCalculate %
and does a preference assessment for both Student makes -?3:;"9 Trials: Sluder?t makes .?SL;T?Q;:?E{ Lﬁems and
an edible and a toy. Tutor allows the student eye contact ) . + it . iKi

_ el immediately eye contact with | provide a pairings
to play with the toy for 10-15 seconds. with the tutor states the the tutor for [ess | consequence separately.)

2. Tutor removes the toy gently (without saying for at least 1 student's than 1 full d
anything), and maintains eye contact with full second (+). name and second (-] or tac:a g;f?f;:esn?n
student urtil they make eye contact for at delivers both while engaging | trial
least one full second. reinforcars and | in problem :

(Pairing trials should always be “correct”. We are praise bihavior (-).

marking a + each time we deliver the pairing of
the child’s name and reinforcer)
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Correct Response Incorrect Response Criteria for
Phase Tutor Presentation/Preparation Change
Pupil Tuter Pupil Behavier | Tutor Behavior

2 The student is net engaging with a toy or activity | Name: Name: Tutor Name: Student Name: Tutor BO0% or > for
and two tutors are present (one delivering the SD Student makes | immediately does not make provides a Jor90% or
and reinforcers, one as a distractor). Randomly eye contact for | delivers social | eye contact with | neutral "good” =>for2
aliernate between the siudent’s name and cther, a full second praise and tuter for at least | and proceeds consecutive
distractor names (5 trials each) and within 5 5 edibles/ a full second to a trial of sessions.

of either tangibles. and within 5 5 of | ancther
State the name in a louder-than-nomnal volume, presentation of | Proceed toa | either procedure o Calculate %
neutral tone, and a variety of positions. Do not the student's trial of another | presentation of | ELO. Mark - of name and
attempt to get the student’s attention (in his or her line | name procedure or | the student's other name
of vision) ELO. Mark + name. Othar Name: triale

Other Name: | Other Name: | Other Name: Tutor ums. separately.
If the student does not make eye contact within 5 s, Studentdoes | Proceed to a Student makess | away for 3 s Must meet
repeat the name once. not make eye | trial of another | eye contact with and proceeds phase

contact within | procedure or the tutor within 3 | 7 5 trial of change

5 s of either ELO. Mark+ | sof one of the another criteria for

preseniation of presentations of | procedure or both

the name. the name. ELO. Mark -

3 The student is engaging in a neutral activity and Name: Name: Tutor Name: Student | Name: Tutor 80% or > for
two tuters are present (one delivering the SD and Student makes | immediately dees not make provides a 3or 80% or
reinforcers, one as a distracior). Randomly alternate eye contact for | delivers social | eye contact with | neutral "good” >for 2
between the student's name and other, distractor a full second praise and tutor for at least | and proceeds consecutive
names (3 trials each) and within 5 s edibles/ a full second to a trial of SEs5i0N5.

of either tangibles. and within 5 s of | ancther
State the name in a louder-than-nomal volume, presentation of | Proceedtoa | either procedure or Calculate %
neutral tone, and a variety of positions. Do not the student's trial of another | presentation of ELO. Mark - of name and
attempt to get the student’s attention (internupting name procedure or | the student's other name
play, getting in his or her line of vision, stopping an ELO. Mark + name. Other Name: trials
activity) Other Name: | Other Mame: | Other Name: Tutor tums separately
Studentdoes | Proceedtoa | Student makees away for 3 s M !
If the student does not make eye contact within 5 s, not make eye trial of another | eye contact with | 5n4 proceads ust meet
repeat the name cnce. contact within procedure or the tutor within 5 | 4 5 trial of pr:\ase
Ssofeither | ELO.Mark+ |sofoneofthe | gnother bl
presentation of presentations of | procedurs or E&f‘na or
the name. the name. ELO. Mark -
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Correct Response Incorrect Response Criteria for
Phase Tuter Presentation/Preparation Change
Pupil Tuter Pupil Behavier | Tutor Behavior

4 The student is engaging in a moderately preferred | Name: Name: Tutor Name: Student Name: Tutor 80% or > for
activity and two tutors are present (one delivering Student makes | immediately does not make provides a Jor90% or
the SD and reinforcers, one as a distractor). eye contact for | delivers social | eye contact with | neutral "good” =>for2
Randomly alternate between the student’s name and | a full second praise and tuter for at least | and proceeds consecutive
other, distractor names (5 trials each) and within 55 | edibles/ a full second to a trial of sessions.

of either tangibles. and within 5 s of | ancther
State the name in a louder-than-nomal velume, presentation of | Proceed to a gither procedure or Calculate %
neutral tone, and a variety of positions. Do not the student's trial of another | presentation of | ELO. Mark - of name and
attempt to get the student’s atiention (internupting name procedure or | the student's other name
play, getting in his or her line of vision, stopping an ELO. Mark + name. Other Name: trials
activity) Other Name: | Other Name: | Other Name: Tutortums | separately.

Studentdoes | Proceedtoa | Studentmakees | awayfor3s Must meat
If the student does not make eye contact within 5 s, not make eye | trial of another | eye contact with and procesds phase
repeat the name once. contact within | procedure or the tutor within 5 | 4 5 trial of change

5 of either ELO.Mark+ |sofeneofthe | gnother criteria for

presentation of preseniations of | procedure or both

the name. the name. ELO. Mark -

5 The student is engaging in a highly preferred Name: Name: Tutor Name: Student Name: Tutor B80% or = for
activity and two tutors are present (one delivering Student makes | immediately does not make provides a Jor90% or
the SD and reinforcers, one as a distractor). eye contact for | delivers social | eye contact with | neutral "good” =>for2
Randomly alternate between the student’s name and | a full second praise and tuter for at least | and proceeds consecutive
other, distractor names (5 trials each) and within 5 s | edibles/ a full second to a trial of sessions.

of either tangibles. and within 5 s of | ancther
State the name in a louder-than-nomal velume, presentation of | Proceed to a gither procedure or Calculate %
neutral tone, and a variety of positions. De not the student's | trial of another | presentation of | ELO. Mark - of name and
attempt to get the student’s atiention (internupting name procedure or | the student's other name
play, getting in his or her line of vision, stopping an ELO. Mark + name. Other Name: trials
activity) Other Name: | Other Mame: | Other Name: Tutor tums separately
Studentdoes | Proceedtoa | Student makees away for 3 s Must meat
If the student does not make eye contact within 5 s, not make eye | trial of another | eye contact with and procesds phase
repeat the name once. contact within | procedure or the tutor within 5 | 4 5 trial of change
55 of either ELO. Mark+ | s of one of the another criteria for
presentation of preseniations of | procedure or both
the name. the name. ELO. Mark -
Correct Response Incorrect Response Criteria for
Phase Tuter Presentation/Preparation Change
Pupil Tutor Pupil Behavior | Tutor Behavior
Behavior Behavior
The student is engaging in an activity in the Name: Name: Tuior Name: Student Name: Tutor B0% or > for
6 booth. A variety of tutors should deliver the SD Student makes | immediately does not make provides a 3 or 90% or
and the reinforcer and the typical tier should serve | eye contact for | delivers social | eye contact with | neutral "good” >for 2
as a distractor. Randomly alternate between the a full second praise and tutor for at least and proceeds consecutive
student's name and other, distractor names (5 trials and within 5 s | edibles/ a full second to a trial of sessions.
each) of either tangibles. and within 5 s of | ancther
presentation of | Proceed to a either procedure or Calculate %
State the name in a louder-than-nomal volume, the student's trial of another | presentation of | ELO. Mark - of name and
neutral tone, and a variety of positions. Do not name procedure or | the student's other name
atternpt to get the student’s attention (internupting ELO. Mark + name. Other Name: trials
play, getting in his or her line of vision, stopping an Other Name: Other Name: Other Name: Tutor tums . separately.
activity) Studentidoes | Proceedtoa | Student makees | gwayfor3ds Must meet
not make eye | trial of another | eye contact with and proceeds phase
If the student does not make eye contact within 5 s, contact within | procedure or [ the tutor within 5 | 45 'irial of change
repeat the name once. 5 s of either . ELO. Mark + | s of one of the another criteria for
presentation o resentations of
the name. tphe name. Erfse%u;k?r both
The student is engaging in an activity outside of Name: Name: Tutor Name: Student Name: Tutor B80% or = for
T the booth in a variety of locations. A variety of Student makes | immediately does not make provides a 3or90% or
tutors should deliver the SD and reinforcer and eye contact for | delivers social | eye contact with | neutral "good” =for 2
the typical tuter should serve as a distractor. a full second praise and tutor for at least | and proceeds consecutive
Randomly alternate between the student's name and | and within 55 | edibles/ a full second to a trial of sessions.
other, distractor names (5 trials each) of either tangibles. and within 5 5 of | anocther
presentation of | Proceed to a either procedure or Calculate %
State the name in a louder-than-nomal velume, the student's trial of ancther | presentation of ELO. Mark - of name and
neutral tone, and a variety of positions. Do not narme procedure or the student's other name
attempt to get the student’s attention (internupting ELO. Mark + name. Other Name: triale
play, getiing in his or her line of vision, stopping an Other Nama: Other Name: Cther Name: Tuter tums ) separately.
activity) Studentdoes | Proceedtoa | Student makees | gwayford s Must meet
not make eye | trial of ancther | eye contact with and proceeds phase
If the student does not make eye contact within 5 s, contact within | procedure or | the tutor within 5 | 45 2 trial of change
repeat the name cnce. Ssof el’.h_er ; ELO. Mark + 5 of one of the angther criteria for
presentation of | on the data preseniations of both
the name. sheet. the name. Erfg.ai‘uar?kr{r
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Orient to Name Phase 1
First 5 tricls: Tests; Last 15 triols: Pairing

Student: Date:
Tutar: Time:
Observer:
Testing Trials
1. The student is not engaging with a toy or in an activity ¥ M
2. Two tutors are present Y M
3. One tutor says the child's name and delivers the reinforcer ¥ M
4. The tutor says the child's name in a louder-than-narmal volume and neutral tone ¥ M
5. Neither tutor attempts to get the child’s attention (interrupting play, getting in his/her line of
vision, stopping an activity] Y M
6. Tutor repeats the child's name once if hefshe does not make eye contact within 5 < of the first
presentation Y M
7. Tutor immediately delivers a reinforcer if the child makes eye contact within 5 s of his/her name
[either presentation) ¥ M
E. Tutor proceeds to another trial if the child does not make eye contact ¥ M
Pairing Trials
1. Tutor removes tay gently without saying anything
2. Tutor waits until the child makes eye contact ¥ M
2. Tutor does not prempt eye contact (getting in student's face, using a reinforcer between eyes) ¥ M
4. The tutor immediately states the child's name while the child is still making eye contact ¥ M
5. The tutor does not state the child's name or deliver the reinforcer after the child has looked away ¥ M
Feedback: Total:

¥

Orient to Mame {Discrimination) Phases 2-7

Student: Date: 2:in the booth, only tutor (no activity) 5:in the looth, only tutor [pref. act]l

Tutor: Time: 3:in the booth, only tutor [neutral activity] b: in the booth, variety of tutors

Observar: Phase: 4! in the booth, only tutor [moderately preferred act] | 7: out of booth, variety of tutors |

Phase specific set up and two people are present {one says child's name and delivers reinforcer). Y N

Child is engaging in an activity {phase specific) Y N

Tutor states the child's name in @ variety of positions relative to the student's body f N

L: A: B: A F:

Tutor repeats the child's name only once if the child does not make eye contact the first time Y N

Tutor allows at least 5 seconds to pass between each presentation [during 1 trial) ) N

Tuter randomly intersperses 5 trials in which the tutor states another name (at least 2 different

names) 1: 2 3 4 L} MName 1: Hame 2: f N

Tutor immediately prasents a reinforcer if the child establishes eye contact within 55 of a name trial Y N

For correct and incorrect responses, tutor moves on to @ DIFFERENT procedure trial or ELO Y N

For phases with an activity involved, an incorrect response is followed by the removal of that

activity and then a procedure trial or ELO Y N

For correct "other name" trials the tutor moves on te a trial of another procedure or ELO Y N

For incorrect "other name™ trials, the tutor turns away for 3 seconds and moves on to a trial of

another procedure or ELO 'f N

If at any time the student gets 3 NAME trials incorrect, tutor resumes Phase 1 Pairing for remaining

NAME trials Y N
Taotal %
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R ET T Piroe ri: Phase 1 Orfent ta Name

Phase Chasge Criterias 0% for I consecutive

greater for | sysdon

sessbans or 0% o

S0 Trial spesific Addifowa! shert: Sap imitals: _ |PC; O PCdaves 0/ WBdale; 0
Phase: SO Promps: Phase: SO Promps: Phase: 51 Promps; R
Trial Target Dats | HWepear? Date Trial Target Dats |Carrection|  Date Trial Targel Dats |Carrection | Date
1 Ttz A 12 1 Tewt: B 12 1 T B 1 2
2 Tz B 1 2 z Tewt: F 1 2 2 Tz B 1 2
3 Ttz L 1 2 3 Tewt: A 1 2 3 Ttz A& 1 2
4 Tt F 1 2 4 Tewt: B 1 2 4 Tz F 1 2
5 Tt B 1 2 5 Ttz L 1 2 5 Ttz L 1 2
& Pairing & Pairing & Pairing
T Pairing T Pairing T Pairing
] Pairing Pairing ] Pairing
9 Pairing 9 Pairing 9 Pairing
T Pairing T Pairing T Pairing
1 Pairing 1 Pairing 1 Pairing
12 Pairing 12 Pairing 12 Pairing
13 Pairing 13 Pairing : 13 Pairing
14 Pairing WM 14 Pairing W 14 Pairing W
15 Pairing MiA 15 Pairing MiA 15 Pairing MiA
113 Pairing L ([ Pairing L 113 Pairing [
17 Pairing YN 17 Pairing YN 17 Pairing YiN
13 Pairing Ciodes I8 Pairing Ciodes 13 Pairing Code:
T Pairing " Pairing T Pairing
) Pairing m Pairing ) Pairing
e Tew: Pairimg;: W M e Tew: Pairisg: WH; MC; e Tewiz Pairisg; WH; MC;
FE— Procedure: Phases 2.7 Chrient o Name Waslery crileria: Vaslery cralerias 8% or grealer
Tor 3 consecalive sissions or #0% ar prester for 2
conseculive seasions
S0 Sludent®s Name Addiviomas! whert: Sap imitials: _ |PC: PCOdate: [/ | WH dati: [ .
Phase: SO Promps: Phase: SOPrompss Phase: A1 Promps; R
Trial Target Diats | Hapeat? Date Trial Target Diata | Hapeat? Date Trial Target Diags | Hepoar? Date
] hher 2 1 2 ] hiker 1 1 2 ] hher 1 1 2
2 SName i 1 2 2 nher 2 1 2 Initials 2 Dher 2 1 2 Initials
3 Mher 2 1 2 3 Name B 1 2 3 MName L. 1 2
4 Mher 1 1 2 WM 4 her 2 1 2 W 4 Mher 1 1 2 WL
5 SName & 1 2 MiA 5 Name F 1 2 MiA 5 Name F 1 2 MiA
& Mher 2 1 2 L & her 1 1 2 L & Dihker 1 1 2 [
T Same B 1 1 YIiN T Name L. 1 1 YIiN T Mame A 1 2 YN
] Mher 1 1 2 Ciodes ] Mame B 1 2 Ciodes ] Dher 2 1 2 Cods:
L SName L 1 2 L her 1 1 2 L SName B 1 2
[[1] Mame F 1 2 1[I Name A 1 2 [[1] Mame R 1 2

% Dher W A

e her o WE; N

e Dither Y W N
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