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IN A FAMILY SERVICE -AGENCY =~ R
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M7 .. 7 . ByMaureen E. Browne
&

In th1s pro;ect the h1stor1ca1 d1chotomy between soc1a1 work

research and practlce was outl1ned and a mode1 of emp1r1ca1 pract1ce

; wh1ch could be ut1l1zed by the soc1a1 worker in a fam1ly agency was

proposed S " o . P . , :_.<":
" The proaect 1nv01ved the systemat1c app11cat1on of an emp1r1cal

: mode] ut111z1ng the s1ng1e subJect or time- ser1es des1gn The smodel

SN = L
~ 3

was app11ed “in var1ous c11ent s1tuat1ons in a family agency-over a T
three onth perlod but the maln focus of the proJect was the app11ca-"

" the model with a s1ngle case - . B .

*

‘ The proaect emp1oyed a s1ngle subJect design and data was co1lected
dur1ng base11ne and 1ntervent10n by a with1n 1nterv1ew measurement

strategy Seven areas of fami1y 1nteract1on, operat1ona11zed into state-

. APPLICATI@N oF AN EMPTRICAL MODEL « - LT

- Y C

ments, were se1ected as targets of change.- Audio-visual- record1ngs of

« - » o ¥

)
each 1ntery1ew were made the tapes re- played and the number- of ‘times’

S

each selected statement of 1nteract1on occurred w1th1n a one- hour 1nterv1ew o

‘ was tabu]ated The tapes were rev1ewed by the c11n1c1an and a c11n1ca1

- D

‘ superv1sor, in order to 1ncrease the re11ab111ty of the measurement strategy

9

».



.Supp1ementary, 1ess obJect1ve data was used in add1t1on to the concrete' T

[ o ! . ', . o
i

«‘-data, as an. 1nd1cat1on of c11n1ca1 success. N S ;

. ’ . v i P' . ' . - ' .
. . e { .

;.. o The resu]ts of the prOJect y1e1ded concrete data on 1nteract1on . T O

:T"change wh1ch suggested that 1ntervent1on had been successfu] It was
S A” : .found that c11n1cal requ1rements d1d 1mpose restr1ct1ons on carry1ng
out certa1n research procedures wh1ch wou]d havg strengthened the con-i-
‘ c;;‘clus1on that- the 1ntervent1on caused the changes in the 1nteract1on

-

N R However,'1t was found, that ut111zat1on of the mode1 requ1red a clear

P
d spec1f1cat1on of all components of ‘the therapy process, wh1ch wou]d
";‘ - e 'allow rep]1cat1on of the prOJect to occur. Ut111zat1on of th1s mode]

'a1so y1e1ded va]uab1e 1nformat1on on the effects of\spec1f1c components

T .‘\

< - . : | ‘of the treatment package : L '; o -

»

< - The conc1u510n drawn. from thistproject was -that a model utilizing i
" a single- subJect des1gn can be 1ncorporated 1nto c11n1ca1 pract1ce, and .

that it equ1ps the cl1n1c1an w1th obJect1ve in

1ntervent10ns w1th cljents which mou]dtnot‘otherw1se,be'avallaple.

~ ) . . EN . .t

mat1on on his or her ",
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 INTRODUCTION = .

Th1s study was undertaken by a/racutmner in a famﬂy agency
The mam goa] was to outhne a mode] of pract1ce wh1ch wo.u'ld aHow the

cl1mca'| soc1a'| worker to assess’ 1ntervent1ons 1n an obaectwe syste'mat1c

'way o ‘ :.‘ o
The social work profess1on has struggled smce 1ts begmnmgs to

: ';1mprove its knowledge base and to f1nd ways of demonstratmg 1ts effectwe—

ness. In the 1930"s concern was expressed that soc1a1 work pract1ce shou]d - '

' be founded on a sc1ent1f1c base (Karpf 1931) and 1in 1958 the’ evo]vmg :
def1mt1on of soc1a1 work pract1ce estabhshed ln a genera] way the 1m-
. portance of know]edge based pract1ce w1thout emphas1s on the need for

v eva]uation (Soc1a1 Work , 1958) The uncertamty w1th1n the soc1a1 work '

. ‘profess1on concermng 1ts sc1ent1f1c components led to the estabhshment

= .of certain assumptmns : A profess1on is customarﬂy descr1bed as a .

’Acomb1nat1on of art and sc1ence, and wh1}e the art is demonstrated 1n the
performance of the 1nd1v1dua1 pract1t1oner the sc1ence is found 1n t@e
'profess1on $ body of know]edge and ways of thinking.. A profession 1s :

redogmzed as grow1ng stronger as the sc1ent1 f1c component Jn 1ts Ignow-
“Tedge .and thmkmg is 1ncreased and every profession must-find the '

. .balance between its smence and art’ that wﬂ] enab"le~1t to grow and |
.1mprove the effectweness of Tts serv1ce in society (Eaton, 1958)
Ba’rt]ett (1970) sumnar::zed the soc1a1 work profess1on s d1ff1cu1ty and

suggested that the art rather than the sc1ence of the prot‘essmn was the

e focus of the method and skﬂ] mode] 1n soc1a1 work The centra] concept

: BN
™ N
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" .has been one of' a‘he]pmg serv1ce focusang On treatment and- prot‘esswnal -

femphasized L Sl -

N in the professwn and one conc]uswn drawn was that the product1on and

Lh

"skﬂ]s but 'feehng and‘domg rather than knowmg and thlnkmg have been )

<
' L

b

In 'Iatter years th1s concern has been rece1v1ng 1ncreas1ng attentmn

L4

- use of research 1n soc1a1 work have . not~ been adequate for-a professwn
.that has comnntted 1tse1f to basmg 1ts practwces on sc1ent1 f1c know]edge
| -"‘TL:Recentlys thefre have been 1nd1cat1ons of a growing determ1nat1on w1th1n .

the é?bﬁﬁvork profess1on to s‘trengthen the re]at1onsh1p between pract1ce

,

and research (Br1ar3 1977b) Though the trend is changmg, many pract1t1oners

stﬂ] maintain the perceptions of research the_y ‘obtadined in. professwnal

uschoo1s Ev1dence ava1'lab1e suggest that students often graduate feehhg

"that their research cowrses were not he]pful that even 1nstructors showed

»

Vambwalence toward research and, whﬂe recogmzed as be1ng 1mportant to

1

the professmn research was not seen as bemg relevant to practu:e to any
v

h ,and researchers have d1 fferent perspec‘twes on the professwn and th1s

0,

| 1arge extent (Rosenb]att 1968) It has been pomted out that. pract1t1oners ..

a'lso stands as an: obstacle to the use -of research. 1n pract1ce(Rosenb1att 1968)

_For examp]e, Ko]enzon (1977) has ]ooked at the impact of negative ﬁndings )

“in social work resear.ch and has suggested that this has widened ‘the-. gap

N -

N between the pract1t1oner and the researcher because of an unba]anced

~react1on by {:hmmans. o e T

A component ‘of the resedrch- -practice" d1chotomy is that an undercurrent

-“:re]at1onsh1p, and that there has been a nnsperceptwn of one another S ro]es

A S

e . PR . . . - . ot o N
. ~ . ' . - ‘ ' e, .
- - . . : e : - R ;!
. ' N ' [N
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v

' Cof m1strust and a lack of conﬁdﬁnce has p%ded the researcher practitmner

L oa
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B \( It has been suggested (Br1ll

. i L s
':4’ ‘ ¥
' - ét- v o
and tﬁnct1::§f The basnc/d1fference has been one. of funct1on as soc1a]
sc1ent1sts have the pr1mary tunct1on of understandlng the wor]d‘and pro-"
duc1ng know]edge that allows them and others to understand it better
55“ Pract1t1oners have the pr1mary funct1on df chang1ng the wor]d, ass1st1ng
//GT:;;%S in br1ngﬂng about des1red outcomes (Rothman, 1977) f' 4‘;
. ‘}J The state of the 532?&1 work profess1on 1n regards to research can

Cons1der1ng X e h15tor1ca1 negatlve re1at1onsh1p between researchers

A

" and c11n1c1ans cr1t1cal quest1ons“evo1ve concern1ng emp1r1c1sm in the

soc1a1 work profess1qp* What 1s sc1ent1f1c\pract1ce and can there be a _

u
bridge between practice and research, with c11n1c1ats a1d1ng researchers

by add1ng to the kdﬁ%&edge ava11ab1e by d01ng research as they practlce?

: 1973) that the soc1a1 worker 1nadver-

-

tent]yf .use the he1p1ng relat1onsh1p to dea] w1th personal oblems

. oM™
. rather than those of the c11ent. Thxs is becaiise. 1n thefgﬁc1a1 work pro-. v e

o .

fess1on"fee11ng is oft n, cons1dered more 1mportant than know1ng.

—

_ Thls

tendency=1s part1cu1arl unfortuhate at a t1me when the know]edge base ,

of the behav1ora1 sc1ences has been expand1ng and s1nce 1t has been .

1. -

§ recogmzed that operat'lon from a base of 1n»n and personal under-
F1scher (1978), o

- e

stand1ng has produced llttle in the way of requts.

o\

.

]

(.

L <. summar12ed the cr1t1cal 1mportance to the profess1on of ongo1ng assessment
t o . fe . ‘> /
! 1‘ v‘-- - L \ » - -
oy N ?‘ ) ! ¢
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of 1ntervent1ons in pract1ce ' " . N
. have not been 2 centra] part of. soc1a1 work - students and prac-
V'expect to surv1ve - 1et,_1one prov1de effect1ve serv1ces to

) the camac1ty for such ongo1ng eva1uat1on W1thout cont1nu1ng o

/

Y o "’ﬁﬁw%é4:10n 1n the art/sc1ence re1atJdnsh1p of the he1p1ng professions. Its |

()
bas Eiconc

-,

Trad1t1oha11y cr1t1ca1 sk11ls for theory and research ana]ys1s

N~ K ¢

t1t1oners know]edge bas . But no profess1on can or’ shou]d

.

41ts c11ents - w1th0ut bu11d1ng 1nto 1ts tra1n1ng and pract1ce'

‘cr1t1ca1 ana]ys1s, foraexample» the profess1on or 1nd1v1dua1
profess1ona15 would never be in a pos1t10n of know1ng when :'

- to. update, rev1se, or rad1ca11y change its typical, methods

Cifs '
of operat1on. wlthout such cr1t1é§i¥§gﬁluat1on, profess1ona1s i

- XY , R

.could never make opt1ma1 cho1ces as to wh1ch approaches are

most (or 1east) effective (F1scher 1978 P 3).

A re]atnve]y new concept called sc1ent1f1c pract1ce fOCuses on the

1

. .7 . o
) o {/: to the he1p1ng profess1on but in order tao- comb1ne art and sc1ence a

‘}" - :. B methodo]ogy is required wh1ch wou]d enab]e the comb1nat1on to emerge

N

work’

ness. > -
2

-y

«

| The dlchotomy between soc1ai work practice and: pract1ce know]edge :
- X' "  has at 1ts base a ‘number of factors Th1s conf11ct has*\ad a gat1ve |
1mpact on the profess1on and most 1mportant1y 1n the effect1veness of )
w1th c11ents. The rema1nder of - th1s study will. Took further at the
deve]op nt of a methodo1ogy wh1ch WOuld enab]e the c]1n1c1an to pract1ce

sc1ent1f1ca11y and- thus with 1ncreased]certa1nty as to h1s or her effect1ve-

' '3. . o S . il t

.

Jd is- that both-art and sc1ence 1n comb1nat1on are necessary

/ . . P

e (B'Ioom, 1975)ﬁ S SO S

oS



. o . for. the need for empir1c1sm 1n soc1a1 work as ear]y as the 1930 5. Karpf

\

(1931) conc]uded that good technique wou]d 1nev1tab1y fo]]ow if practi-

. tioners wou]d base their interventions on sc1entif1c discovery and test

them through application in their daily tasks. o \\\' o ° iet
. "“ R ' During the period between the 1930 s, and . 1970'5 practitioners and '
}§\;'l>‘ ‘v f' s ,caseworkecs strived to systematize and find a sc1ent1f1c base for their
' f\\‘ «, d . know]edge, and there was genera] agreement among most’ practitioners, as |

to ba51c theoretica] and methodo]ogicai approaches to practice (Fischer,
1978) The soc1a1 upheava1 of the 1960 s brought about a shift in
:empha51s for the profe551on, and many social workers abandoned prov1d1ng

,indiVidualized service. to work on such globa] prob]ems as' poverty (Fishcer,‘

'1978) ‘The 1970°'s. ushered in a new commitment to socia] chse work
,‘@ (1nd1v1dua1ized or>case-by -case serv1c§3, but with.a new nd strong emphasis
_on more carefu] evaluation of practice and movement 1nto hat Briar (1973)
. haS‘calied-the age of accountabiiity -There was increased concern with =\
. : 'providing evidence on the effectiveness of casehork to third party funders -
{'v : . ; S and consumers. However. Gingerich (1979) p01nted\out that these demdnds ‘
- o for'accountability, while rea1 and 1egit1mate. are not thexstrongest argu-"
‘ments for evaluation by c11n1c1ans of their practice EVa]uation ot e
- c]inica] intervention i f done proper]y, wou]d not on1y satisfy the de=

A "‘mands of funders and- consumers but wou]d a]]ow the c11n1c1an td examine

-first hand h1S or her practice an accumu]ation of a number of'these

» o -0 A b
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' k’- Laré;mdst effect1ve w1th wh1ch c11ents and- 1n which s1tuat1ons, ‘and treat-

ment p]ann1ng and pred1ct1ons about outcome cou]d then become’ emp1r1ca11y o

based. - . ‘
The s1ng]e subJect or time- ser1es des1gn his been rece1v1ng 1ncreas-
‘ E:1ng attent1on by those concerned w1th c11n1ca1 e}aiuation,l The des1gn was
rdescr1bed in the 11terature %y Cambbe]] and’ Stan1ey 1n ]963 ‘but’ 1t was not

“until the 1970 ] that 1t began to be’ w1de1y d1scussed as'a research method :

_:;,; .( bart1cu1ar]y re]evant and usefu1 for icians. ' .ﬁ. . ‘ ) ‘i
, - f " The s1ng1e subJect design focu s on'a s1ng1e client rather than on
Jgroups and assesses the effect1veness of 1ntervent1on by repeated]y record-‘

-1ng and observ1ng changes in-the. c11ent over a per1od of time. - " If there. -

1s a change concom1tant w1th c11nnca1 1ntervent1on, a ‘logical basis for
' !

-conc]udung that treatment may “have caused ‘the _change ex1sts" (G1nger1ch

1979, p. N07). e e

. 1

& . -
\\\<“ It has been po1nted out that study of s1ng1e cases is one oﬂ_the p

N
[

..fouﬁdatuons of research in a number of soc1a1 and behav1ora1 sJ1ences, 1ﬂ-
c1ud1ng soc1o1ogy, psych1atry, psycho]ogy, anthropology. and soc1a1 wonk.
wh1]e the strateg1es or ‘methods.may vary., the concern with understand1ng

:» individuals and the1r re1at1onsh1ps w1th any number of . var1ab1es through

- "1ntEns1ve case stud1es is-a conmon factor (F1scher, 1978, p. 94) P

°

The s1ng1e subJect des1gn has béen deve]oped during the: past decade ;' :

-~by researchers w1th1n these disc1p11nes 1nvo1ved ma1n1y 1n study1ng be- .

hav1ora1 éhange Brown1ng and Stover (1971) have recommended thg use ofg o

he study of s1ng1e cases by the exper1ménta1 c11n1ca1 psycholog1st to

c11n1ca1 eva]uat1on5'wou1d give some 1nd1cat10ns as to wh1ch 1nterve t1ons ?



design dor conductnn ra earch on, or eva1uat1ng d1rect serv1ce
..11ng 1ntervent;::/7re Br1 1s (1977a), F1scher (1978), Howe (1974),
{

R T R . 3 . [ S

'w"// . ' : . - Co . °
i N . ‘ o,

L answer questions concern1ng behav1or to be a]tered factors that contro]

‘°-Athat behav1or, and the best techn1questo use - 1n promot1ng the change.

Le1tenberg (1973) has stressed ‘the. 1mportance of s1ng1e cases in psycho-

."therapeut1c research and Hersen and Bar1ow (1973) have arguednfor the

use of the single case des1gn 1n the area of psych1atr1c research to- -

' o gether W1th Kazdin (1975), Hersen and Bar]ow (1976) have d1scussed ut11-

1zat1on of the desﬁgn 1n the-area of app11ed behav1or.ana1ys1s 1nfgenera1.
\ .

Among those who have wr1tten .on the ut111ty of the s1ng1e subJect

Jayaratne and 1979),. Thomas (1978), and Gambr111 and Barth Theeo)
In 1973 F1scher reviewed a number of casework stud1es and conc]uded

that casework was bas1ca11y 1neffect1ve However, F1scher (1973b), noted

'frequent1y 1n these stud1es the™ 1ndependent\Var1ab1e was not def1ned so

that the. exact nature of the casework techn1que was unknown. He has re-

"cently proposed that a strength of the s1ng1e subJect des1gn 15 that 1s
i necess1tates the c]ear def1n1t1on of all: aspects of the treatment process
"(F1scher 1978) wood (1978) took another 1ook at the research ev1dence

. of case work effect1veness She conc]uded that First of a11 results

' genera11y d1d not po1nt to case work effect1veness and concurred w1th
»_F1scher s (1973b) flnd1ng that stud1es were4pften methodo]og1ca]1y weak
~and often‘d1d not adequately def1ne enthen the prob]em, the 1ntervent1on,

' or the changes that took p]ace She recommended that pract1t1oners app]y

the thought and methodology of. research to pract1ce ‘and” suggested that

'._v

_c11n1c1ans treat every case as an- opportun1ty to test the1r pract1ce theoryl

counse1- e
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nf Hudson (1976) has offered an exp]anat1on as ‘to’ why the resu]ts of

outcome exper1ments evaluat1ng casework are so d1sma? He has po1nted"

out that studeﬁts are often not shown that research T:>re1evant to, 7;"

pract1ce and 1n add1t1on that research methodo1ogy may“.not be re]evant 1_-f:

to the pcob]em at hand and recomnendg that c11n1ca1 workers be taught
N e .
methqgsgto mon1tor thefr own progress w1th s1ng]e c]1ents.. "Instead,;

i

Lowe teach ‘them group research qucedures knOW1ng fu11 Well that.the over-_'
whe1m1ng maJority of those workers will never ut111ze such know]edge or. .
sk111 w1th1n the context of the1r pract1ce and 1ts eva]uat1on“ (Hudson, \

1076, L e A ""-_7

thger1ch (1979) having recogn1zed that groupdes1gns have many

1mportant advantages recommended the s1ng1e subJect -design for day to- .
¢
day pract1ce He has po1nted out that class1cal designsrequ1re re]at1ve-
-~ < / y - .
1y 1arge groups, usua]Ty more than are ava11abJe to c11n1c1ans 'An'-

add1t1ona1 cons1derat1on d1scussed 1s"that research requ1rements often
conf]rct w1th c11n1ca1 obJect1ves w1th1n the . r1g1d contro1 of group de--

N

s1gns and Thomas (1978) has presented a comprehens1ve d1scuss1on of '

.oF

i
L)

pract1ce versus research requ1rements in ut111zat1on of the s1ng]e- ub-

. . :\l '
One of the strongest arguments recomnend1ng th1s approach for use

-

‘ by the c11n1c1an has been presented by Jayaratne & Levy (1979) They have"

po1nted out that research across ‘cases ‘With: c11ent groups m1n1m zes the

Cr1t1ca11y 1mportant character1st1cs of . the un1quene§s of the case or.




to the clinician “artfu11y app]ying'empirically'derived scient1f1c con- -

, : “‘ .
N 4
[N \
, .

o ™

cepts"l(dayaratne & Levy, 1979, p. 9), wh11e attempt1ng 'to bring about a “):

desired -outcome and at the same. t1me attempt1ng to d1scover cguse effect

' re]at1onsh1ps

.

a

;p;h The quest1on of genera11zab111ty of - resu]ts from stud1es us1ng

s1ng]e subJect des1gns has been h1gh11ght§d by Hersen and' Bar]ow (T976)

*they may

" his or her own pract1ce

used as the bas

i o

. and they - gave argued that 1f s1ngTe case exper1ments are rep11cated
rovide enough ev1dence for genera11zat1on f7r the c11n1c1an 1n

These rep11cat1ons may not:ensure genera1lzat1on

~

- _across workers a d sett1ngs but these rep11cated stud1es cou]d t,en be o

for carry1ng out broad group exper1menta1 des1gns ';r '

One of the most recent d1scuss1ons on the ut111ty of the s1ng1e-

Lo subJect approach in pract1ce has been presented by Gambri11 .and Barth

(1980) They have summar1zed many of the issues a]ready ra1sed and havevf

,.suggested that des1gns that dg” not exh1b1t r1g1d exper1menta1 contr01 are”

'st111 very usefu] for the c11n1c1an and add to the knowledge base of the.."

: jprofe551on

The rev1ew of the 11terature 111ustrates that 1n the 1ast decade .

f.there has been a trend towards f1nd1ng a research‘methodo]ogy wh1ch can

_be 1ncorporated 1nto-pract1ce.

3that a methodo]ogy ut111zing the s1ngTe subJect design presents the

: greatest‘Potent1a1

B T T

‘o

A 1arge number of writers have suggested
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CHAPTER III - ~ © . |
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. An oVerv1ew of the histor1ca1 re]at1onsh1p between soc1a1 work
G o

pract1ce and research has been presented fo]lgged\by_a more<ﬁpcused o .f S

“scan of recent deve]opments 1n the arég'of pfactice research SeveFa]"‘

assumpt1ons have emerged. F1rst of a11 there is a c]ear need to -

br1dge the gap between research and. pract1ce so that praz;:z}pners are” XL

as 1nformed-as poss1b1e about the’methods and skills whi hey use

.in 1ntervent1ons w1th c11ents{ Second any act1on a pract1tz€¥pr takes
/ - .

must be c1ear1y def1ned 0therw1se measuremeﬁt is 1mposs1b1e and any '

resu]ts with- negat1ve or pos1t1ve conc]us1ons are of quest1onab1e bene-~~"

f1t to the profess1on and do not add to. pract1ce knowfedge. Th1rd - © g""

obJect1ve eva1uat1on by the c11n1c1an of his or her own pract1ce 1s Sl

‘essential. 1n order to rece1ve necessary 1nmed1ate feedback on effect1ve-
_ness on: an’ ongo1ng bas1s Bloom (1975) has pointed out "Do1mg soc1a1
work w1thout systemat1c eva]uatlon throughout the ent1re process is 11ke
dr1v1ng a car with. your eyes c]osed - you're going. p1aces but you don t -
know for certa1n where you are or what you did that got you there, to .

say nothIng of being a hazzard wh11e you're 1n mot1on" (Bloom, 1975 p. 177)

o The reCOgn1t1on of these gaps within the profess1on precedes the //s;\) -
“n

next step wh1ch 1s the deve]opment of a methodo]ogy or framework w1th1n EE N

g wh1ch pract1t10ners can promote emp1r1c1sm 1n the1r 1ntervent1ons w1th

' c11ents. The argument be1ng presented is that a framework utT11z1ng'

the s1ng1e subJect des1gn is espec1a11y re1evant for the c11n1c1an. and
more spec1f1ca11y for the pract1t1oner 1n a fam11y agency That 1s not to

+ T .,

.



4,' of . 1ntervent1on carefu]]y, and the cho1ce shoqu be made fol1low’ ng

"'-: scrut1ny of the research ava11ab1e, whi]e researchers have the rec1pro-

| been.rmade.

Levy s (1979) mode]{/ﬁ/émp1r1ca1 c11n1ca1 pract1ce encompasses a

. ‘ . Y e me——————————— e

"say that. grdnp.design studies are not 1mportant to the-prdfessiéq_and

@‘.

;the’ c11n1c1an Chn1c1ans have the respons1bﬂ1ty of choos1ng¢ thods

F

ca] respons1b1lnty of making these res %; access1b1e #td understandab]e _..

(Berger, 1974) However assumpt1ons concern1ng the state of research

96’/bract1ce and ‘the recogn1t10n of - the gap in the1r 1ntegrat1on have '

. There is a need for an emp1r1ca1 c11n1ca1 modeT, and Jayaratne and

n

ents for sc1ent1f1c’

are “as. follows

methodology wh1ch fulfills all of tgi;:zfve req L
pract1ce F1ve bas1c stess—agéts in ut 11z1ng the. mode] and they o

: 1. h”Def1n1ng problems and goa]s

fva]uat1nP and seTect1ng bas

f~ﬁ;EstabT1sh1ng a base11ne 6

£
Y

Se]ect1ng and 1mpTement1ng a research des1gn

2

: Ana]yz1ng resu]ts o 4

v

U'I O -

being ut111zed w1th1n ;\TTearTy def1ned fqghgyork )~ The pract1t1oner who'

" The . need for c]ear def1n1t1on of aTT var1ab1es 1n the 1nter--

(These stages will be defined in deta11‘3n Chapter Pv but they have been . :

1nc]uded here to 111ustrate the 1mp]ementat1on of.a s1ng]e-sub3ect des1gn ;l;"'

ut1lizes -a mode] of emp1r1ca1 pract1ce 1f fu1f111qu certain requ1rements,

<
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fcan- be def1ned as a cT1n1caT so1ent1st (Br1ar 1977a)or a c11n1ca1 re- .

search r (Jayaratne and Levy, 1979) . The c11n1ca1 researcher 1s def1ned - ";'

I
i
.
. ‘as one ‘who' has ‘a work1ng knowTedge ‘of ‘the. cTient system, an emp1r1ca1 f
lf or1enta 1on toward the 1ntervent1on,an ab111ty to put research designs - "’;"l »
and measurement. procedures into operat1on an ab1T1ty to ‘use emp1r1ca1 lf‘:f_; :Efﬁ\
feedbac/k\ that 1§§.obta1ned diring 1ntervent1on,and ab111ty to evaTuate - ]
DAy S
Got man, McFaTT and Barnett(1969)summar1zed maJor po1nts :
of the ut€11z1ng of a methodoTogy based on a s1ngle subJect approach S K
These des1gns provide 1mportant 1nformat1on for the cT1n1c1an throughout' a..' /L
1ntervent]on and’ any.data the c11n1c1an gathers may point out the need .
L'fqr changes in 1ntervent1on strategy at certa1n t1mes dur1ng Sreatment : ‘g:-ﬁf"\
) Though Iqtt cT1n1c1ans are not abTe to conduct exper1ments w1th c0ntroTTed
groups w1th1n the c11n1ca1 sett1ng, or would . not want to, the. t1me ser1es
or s1ngTe-subJect des1gn can equ1p the cT1n1c1an with reTat1vely strong

o {statements about the - effects of h1s or her 1ntervent1ons

of such reSearch to practlce is’ cTear Pract1t10ners dofng research 1mprove

the1r awareness of the correspondence between 1ntervent1on and® assessment !

ofrc11ents funct10n1ng, and they may a]so contrlbute 1nformatJon to be o

. used in more sophist1cated studies.- "

The argument has been estaleshed us1ng the s1ngle subJect des1gn 1n
a profess1on where research and pract1ce are often con51dered antagon1st1c. .

.More spec1f1caTTy there are a number of factors whlch support the ut111za- ‘2

' t1on'of?suehfa hodeT by.a pract1tjoner 1n a fam11y agency. The~assumpt10n ;i;
"is_made that, practjcelhere'is mostioften'focusedfon the interaction among

(5] . . .
R U SO, e
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m family members and w111 general]y take the form of mar1tal therapy, -,5
'

'-thgrgéz:févo1v1ng who]e famlléggg,er’tﬁerapy w1th speC1f1c group1ngs with-

. In the fam11y system,/”(These terms wlll be def1ned later in the study,,
but the assumpt1on is being made that aH these forms of 1nt‘ent1on fa]l

. underszﬁe genera] def1n1t1on of soc1a1 casework or prov1ding 1nd1y1dual-: .

‘A
h

:'1zed serv1ce, ‘and wh1ch has been described’ prev1ou51y'1n the study. o o

The pﬁkblems in eva]uat1on -of. 1ntervent10ns in fam1ly practlce are ‘:4.'

- apparent from rev1ew1ng the I1terature- we11s, D11kes and Tr1ve111(1972)
and Sigal, Barrs, “and Doub1let-(1976) have d1scussed the 1mpact on case-f
’“_work pract1ce of the 1nteract1on based approaches to fam1]y therapy they
) ‘p01nt out however, the diff1cu1t1es in eva]uat1on and summar1ze much of

B
P

.the-research ev1dence on the effectiveness of fam11y therapy as "equmvoca ",

: R1sk1n and Faunce (1972) h;éf po1nted rut the great d1fferences in under- o

"]y1ng purposes, 1nterests nd asSumpt1ons in fam1]y 1nteract1on research_
'and have po1nted out that some mode]s of prao\ﬂce may not be transferrab]e'.

or easily rep]1cated They have argued that, a]though the c]assica] -

'experlmenta1 research method may be- re1evant to the 11near causal1ty mode] ;\"

1

" it may not be app11cab1e to the fam1]y - as-a-system (mosa1c or c1rcular

causa11ty mode]) / T" =

' Wells and Deze 78) rev1ewed stud1es from 1971 to ]976 report1ng
outcomes of non-behav1ora1 fam11y therap1es and c1ted numerous methodo;

ﬂf;g1cal and pract1cal d1ff1cult1es besetting the current body of. research,'

© «-One: major d1ff1cu1ty be1ng ‘the 1ack of def1n1t1on of the 1ndependent¥l Q

var1ab1e,, Often what was ca]]ed fam1]y therapy was compr1sed of - a w1de

".f 'range of methods.,some of" which were unknown Sometlmes fam11y therapy

4
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- was used in comb1nat1on w1th other modes of therapy, and often 11tt1e 4n-

. 4 e :\

E format1on on the exact treatment was ava11ab1e Wells and Dezen conc]uded

kN t

from th1s rev1ew that it seemed 1mperat1ve for fam11y therapy outcome re-

-?search espec1a11y in the nonibehavibral approaches to beg1n to ut111ze

. of new theory, te

. shlps between outcome' and- part1cu1ar e]ements in 4 method of treatment ’:

: They.have S ported use of a mode] ut111z1ng single- case methodo]ogy as .

"fpart of the 0 o1ng 1nvest1gat1ons in fami]y therapy research

WA pract1tlo ‘r in the famlly agency 1s faced w1th a tremendous array

—

' 1ques, and modes of treatment A]though the research

and (Gurman 1973) the c11n1c1an 1n a ~family agency 1s faced w1th the task'

"sof draw1ng from all these approaches and techn1ques a. mode1 which will

gengral c11h1c1ans vary the1r approaches depend1ng on the part1cu1ar s1tu-

atlon, and w1th1n an agency there may be tremendous var1ance in treatment

mode]s Outcome studies may 1nd1cate whether an agency has produced over--‘-

a11 s1gn1f1cant dhange in the funct10n1ng of: QFS c11ente1e However the ]

argument Stated 1s that on1y the s1ng1e subJect des1gn would obJectlve1y

4

E and c]early 1nd1cate exact1y what approaches and methods worked with whom

and why, for the bas1s of develop1ng ﬂbre effect1ve pract1ce.

In response to the concern that many cases cannot be evaluated emp1r-

1ca11y, Ta]sma (1976) described the review of one agency amn1n1strator

who est1mated that .at least. two th1rds of al] 1ntake cases on h15 agency s

»

case1oad offered prob1ems that were 1mmed1ate1y amenab]e to 51ng1e case

- is. encouraging, part1cular1y in the area of mar1ta1 counse]11ng (Beck, 1975) ;;‘

"fuprove effect1ve for the case at hand s The assumpt1on is being made that in ”

. @ .

”s1ngle case exper1menta1 des1gn 1n order to better dscertain the reIat1on- ) P
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Shel, o M desfgns.. To summarize' "Theee research methods can and should be pant . }”.-‘}f"7§i d
'fvf_?-? 3;-,I--_',ﬂ of pract1ce as cons1stentJy mainta1ned and 1ntegrated 1nto the act1V1ty i, .'7"11_
N L8 gl N X, 3 Y o e B
S AL LT . every agency, as say, the morning coffee break The} provide - S
ST e var1ety of grounds for caseworkers to beg1n both the eva1uatfon of . the éﬁ’ﬁ': I 1
3x:£_;f " ‘5“.‘ success of the1r own pract1ce and the labor1ous process of techn1que and }?;,f'“fl i
S A S _: know]edge bu11d1ng,'wh1ch 1t 1s hoped W111 result 1n a great]y expanded R S K
PRI S g fnf?wl' Py
AL A TS repertoire of effect1ve techn1ques that1w111 be ava11ab]e to. every case- SRS BN
A R S 3 Sy gl L o
‘e Tud chem L. WOrker."- (F1scher, 19!8 p. 124) Hav1ng estab11shed an argument in S T e
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subJect des1gn ‘can be 1ncorporated 1nfo pract1ce-at a“fam11y agency, )

L .
2 PRI e T ‘e . . -"i w Q'

".“?I“fﬂl cation of the mode] w1th a range of c11ents and c11ent prob]ems Jff T

ﬂ:l3l'

‘ “,‘;'. E typ1ca1]y seen by the fam11y pract1t1oner shou]d 1nd1cate it + - {.ft

re]evance and pract1ca11ty for the c11n1c1an ]n fam11y pract1ce. The .

‘s .
7] . ) . ‘o &0y

approach was ut111zed dur1ng a f1ve hundred hour superv1sédnpract1cum

J

(. . " to be comp]eted as a requ1rement ‘for the Degree of Master of Soc1a1 work
R - ¢

v -

N d 1n the student s area of Spec1a11zat1on and afforded the opportun1ty

‘*' J&- T to. work towards 1mprov1ng sk11ls and to beg1n to: eva]uate emp1r1ca11y

. . s ey ) :
. . o i o .o . _." ‘

T, -

. 1ntervent1ons wi th chents

R Cathol i

f the superv1s1on ava11ab1e and because 1t‘offered a very

v

df the quality

broad cross sect1on Of c11ents and c11ent s1tuat10ns w1thrthe main focus

-
- el - .

. . s f
. 3 . 0 .
Y. o . 13 . -, . P

In order to test the hypothes1s'thaf a mode1 based on a s1ng1e- Vo

1t was dec1ded to ut111ze the approach 1n a systemat1c way. The app11 ~‘7

at Memor1a1 Un1vers1ty qf,Newfound1and The pract1cum was to be comp]et~ .3

,am1ly Serv1ce, Ottawa was chosen for the pract1¢um because ¢

of 1ntervent1ons in the area of re]ationship or 1nteract1on d1ff1cu1t1es...

e N
B el L o

(See Append1x A for a breakdown of agency serv1ce) ..

" The s1ng1e-subaect des1gn was ut111zed w1th1n the framework of

Jayaratne and Levy's (]979) emp1r1ca1 mode] of c1in1ca1 practlce.- The’jn

N4

- 3

T b;uig'r ' Referra]s to th1s c]1n1c1an were pr1mar1lx focused in the,area of
B L :

“’

mar1ta1 and fam11y re]at10nsh1p prob]ems and an oVerview 1s shown 1n

Table 1. .t L At

R

model 1nc1udes five bas1c stages and these wi]T be out11ned 1n ‘the study. Yo

1
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P R B
5 ., Problem Category Tota! -
- R . . o
o Marital Relat1onsh1ps Lo 5
' yFamily‘Relatiqnships ‘ . ‘ 3
. Individuel,'-Fu@‘oninﬁ. ) S N o 3. )
: T -” R s T ’
‘,;' '{
f o T~ . , , ‘
) I
= o . Tab]e I 1nd1cates the range of c11ent and c11ent prob]ems seen over
i‘ _the tota] pract1cum per1od However the dlscuss1on of method focuses° .
§ -"lpr1mar11y on the ut1l1e%T1on of the empirical mode] w1th a s1ng]e case.
B '." L “ o . . L i :
! -
o , IMPLEMENTATION OF THE EMPIRICAL MODEL -
g ' Assessment { Stace. I) - g " .
{ _ . The pr1mary goal of assessment 1s the comp11at1on of 1nformat1on S
f' ' _ about the c11ent system and 1nterpretat1on of this data 1n a manher wh1ch .
i :a110ws the c11n1ca1 researcher to act The f1rst step is 1dent1f1cat1on
:f " of a target prob]em or, problems add spec1?1cat1on of re]ated goa]s for
f* '-1ntervent1on (Jayaratne & Levy, 1979).- } ' ‘.
- The focus .of 1ntervent1on was a fam11y who requested ass1stance t
dea] w1th the stea11ng behav1pr of the1r th1rteen year o]d son, and
r . assessment ‘was completed dur1ng the first two 1ntervfews w1th the fam1ly;;
— s o 4 .

< .~-‘—:
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and was based on the observed 1nteract1ons of the fam11y dur1ng these

. two sess1ons.

views

i';Goa1'Setting;_ S

e

ST Y O VU . N,

A deta1]ed summary of the 1nformat1on rece1yed through
1ntake and from the fam11y is presented in Append1x B. '

Prob]em Def1n1t1on

. The f0110w1ng problems were jsolated during- the assessment‘inter- .

#o

the'barents)for/thejr' :

. S :Assumption of respg

’ '7‘.fhi1dren's§pehavto .
bited' by . frequent state-:

[

yments‘of telli g each ch11d what to do.

3. Severe n'aming of the"prob]em ch11d" ( the boy who - had

-ited the stea]ing behavior) ‘

‘i4s -Absence of encouragement and affect1on in interact1on
5, S1b11ng compar1son A L N f . \

6.-_Absence of express1on of feelinds which were not negative

r

~—

. statements concern1ng the prob]em ch11d

-

Note The stea11ng behavior was not targeted for change because 1t
hﬂd ceased prior to the family's f1rst v151t Any recurrence
wou]d be noted by the fam11y o ' ,“; e "

Fo1low1ng “the comp]et1on-of problem def1n1t1on,goa] sett1ng cou]d

Tab]e 2 111ustrates the goals estab11shed the 1ncrease or

decrease of these spec1f1ed areas of 1nteract1o1c1ose1y re]ated to the

IS
i . - . . Py

target problems.

ot e v

¢




"? e ) N '
) 3 J TBLE2 el
' Summary of Estabhshed Goa]s L
Increase ‘ . =1 D Decrease = }
- ) a , . ' - . . o
1, -'Sh1ft in respon51b1hty from AR A _Sib]mg compar1‘s;)n L s ees :
L parents to chﬂdren . et \ R
o2 Af‘fectlon and encouragementﬂ‘ . 2, Parents te']hng chﬂdren
R P - 2 ~"Fee11ng (verba1 expressmn of) ) what to do l T
) - ' 3. B]ammg
N
; "-1 4. Parents speak1ng for chﬂdren

o .thei-;A qUant'i'tati,ve' ehange was not speciﬁ’e,d; .

! l R Eva]uat'lon and Se1ect1on\ of %asm AsSessment Methods (Stage 2)
d ::'Measurement Strategy s i R e
The second stage e/‘ the” emp1r1cal mode] 1nc1udes the select'lon of —'
_measurement methods that the . c11nic1an-(researcher wou]d use durmg the - ‘
‘th1rd &stage to measure whére the ¢1 1ent 1s in re1at1 on to the goa'ls ‘.
X “"estabhshed - Four bas1c questmns are cons1dered ‘ , .,
1 'when does measurement take p1ace? -
- R }who does the measumng?
| 3 What will be measu d?
i \ 4. What 1nstrument w1'll be used to measure? e
‘1 ' ‘ ’ e (Jayaratne & Levy, 1979) ‘
Measurement Instrument “ T W
2 o The famﬂy presented wi th d1ff1cult1es that were behavmral and N
~ interactional, -and the model .of ,freatment'chos_en f_or 1nter«vent1on was a-
T ) o Z:“ 7 T / : -u 3T ,‘:,




. gathered when the tapes were reb ayed

* Observers o e

: data but 1t a]so was used to facﬂ1tat

over a per1od of t1me

T

.,:'factor 1n the chmce of the measurement mstrument Br1ef Therap_y,to be

‘outhned in more ’deé:aﬂ (See Append1x C) was se'lected as an- appropmate '

¢

: .mterventmn mode1 to use 1n treatment with this family. Fo'I'Iowmg the

7 pr cedur of th1s model” of treatment - the 1nformat1on gamed from the

,‘,obs.rve 1nteract1on of the ‘Famﬂy w1th1n the 1nterv1ew s1tuat1on forms

the-basis of therapy Efforts were made to obJect1fy a wlthm 1nterv1ew )

. trategy for co'I'Iect1on of data In order to m1mm1ze subJectwe 1nter- V

\

pretatwns and mi s1nterpretat1ons of c11ent responses wr1tten author1za—

t10n was recewed from . the famﬂy to v1deotape each sess1on and data was

> .

The tapes were rev1ewed by the c'I1mc1an and the’ c11n1ca1 superv1sor,

'\_
he supervisory process anﬂas <

used w1th the family as a therapeutw too] (For further d_1scuss1on of

11ab1hty wou]d be 1ncreased by the fact that two separate 1nd1v1 dua]s '

‘wou'ld 1dent1fy the occurrence of the prob1ems and goa'ls when they arose ‘

i -
oy

.Meas urement ;
4 .

The emp1r1ca1 mode] outhnes the necess1ty of choosmg the behav1ors

l

o to be measured wh1ch will- ref]ect as: much as. possible the goa] statement

(Jayaratne & Levy, 1979) A dec1s1on was rnade ‘to operat‘ionahze and.

.measure each of the seven categor1es nf 1nteract1on sunmar1zed in Tab]e 2

£ e ——— e e - P — .- Ve e 4 e ebmge T o2 ool i e

A‘ and not on'ly d1d the use, of v1de‘otjape\ reco/rﬂng (VTRY’ w1th “two' observw:_

, ._strengthen the measurement procedure b{tdecreasmg the r1sk of b1ased
e

the use of VTR in. famﬂy therapy. ‘see Paul, 1966). It was hoped that re,-..l“,_'.»”



' were 11m1 tatmns in the cho1ce of measurement too]s A chmca] dec151on

cussmn of posséb'le exp1ana‘t1ons for 1ts faﬂure)

. Frequency of Me]asurement . ‘A .

“5
S

.'"

EAY

' Spec1f1ca'|1y a count wou]d be. kept of each t1me a statement of one of

I; :-

LS mu'lt1factor1a1 measurement strategy would be most effectwe in’

- observmg change in 2 var1ety of areas (Jayaratne & Levy, ]979)

“would a'lso mcrease the re'l1ab111ty of causal statements However, there

'

7. was not to measure behav1ors at home because focus of 1ntervent1@ wou1d
s be

change 1nteract1on and the 1nterv1ew was used as-a- pr1maryfmeans of ..

int/ervening an of assessmg the effects of 'interventwn In add1t1on T

thé famﬂy expibited res1 stance to focusmg on any behav1ors that were not

: AN o . ;, .
‘iwas cons1 dered chmcaﬂy inadvi sable. "

An 1ndex measurmg gTobal famﬂy sat1sfact1on was taﬂored and adm1n~

f1stered to the famﬂy bef‘ore the . first week-of therapy. However, th1s _."
' 1nstrument d1d not y1e1d accurate data and adm1n1strat1on of the index was:

' ffdlscontmued (Append1x E 1nc1udes a reproduct'lon of th1s 1ndex with a d1s-

’ ' ' ~
- ..

The 1dea1 /of the c'l1mca=1 °research mode'l requ1res a ser1es of measures :

' -'over time w1th1n each phas\e (Jayaratne & Levy, 1979) Measurement of the
‘data took p1ace before treatment (dur1ng the fi rst’two 1nterv1 ews), and -

, whﬂe treatment was @n progress in order to al]ow conc]usmns to be drawn

regard]ng the impact. of 1nterv‘ent1ons.‘~

©21.

these categorles occurred durmg a one hour session. Append1x D 111us- .
. trates examp]es of gach” cat!agor_y of statement / "'-
- Mu1t1factor1a] Measurement . ' - : A R

.' re'lated to the"prob'lem-chﬂd" and further .excl us1ve focus on these behavwrs _
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E ""Beg1nn1ng Measurements - Issues of Va11d1ty and Basehne Procedures(Stage 3)

The pr1mar_y purpose of basehne measurement 1 to have a standard by

. wh1ch the effectweness of an- experimenta1 1ntervt: tion may be .eva]uated

. (Hersen & Bar]ow 1976) "Expemmenta'l 1ntervent on’ 1nd1cates that 1nter—

‘ I

vent1orr 1s a'lways exper1menta1 because there is no certamty before treat--
ment what the eff‘ects of 1ntervent1on w1]1 be , o '

- The basehne for th1s study was estabhshed as the f1rst two weeks

¢ .

. "the famﬂ_y was seen._ It did not appear 0. be chmca'ﬂ_y adV1 sable to ex-
. { .
tend this non 1ntervent1on permd beyond two weeks.

Issues of Vahd1ty

" A vahd measurement device is’ one wh1ch measures what 1t is supposed N

'to..measure (T_r1pod1, 1974 ), but 1f the measurement dev1ce 1s 1mp1emented

1‘n a'manner whi’th interferes w1th pred'lctwe capab1hty then the device -

has Htt]e oy no va]ue (Jhraratne & Lev_y, 1979) vao threats to validity

w111 be sunmarlzed

S 'Therap1st Domain

The use of the 1nterv1ew as a pr1mary means of measurmg change poses

some threat to- 1nterna1 va'Ild1t_y. No 1nter\7ent1on was 1ntroduced durmg

- the 1mt1a1 “two 1nterv1ews However, the very bas*ls of soc*la'l .work pract1ce

X assumes the estabhshment of a worker chent re]at1onsh1p wh1ch begms im-_ -

S,

med-1ate1y.' In other words the estab11shment of rapport and the persona] e

L ch-aracte'ristws of the theraplst are Tikely to have some~effect D1ff1cu1ty -

was exper1enced 1n simu1taneous'|_y fulfﬂHng the chnical .demand for re- -

1at1onship buﬂding, whﬂe at- the same. t1me gaﬁ:her*lng pre—treatment baseHne

-

et e e = e - cee - c e el e
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COncurrent H1stor_'_x S : B

& w

Th1s threat to vahd1ty is part1cu'l arly/mportant when - workmg w1th

" clients 1n open sett1ngs Efforts were made to explore w1th the fami 1y

,aH occurrences in their env1ronment wh1 ch cou]d have S1gn1f1cant effects

L -®

on the1r 1nteract1on, .During treatment there was no ev1 dent major change

"1n the famﬂy s day -t0- da_y ]1fe (e qg. home, schoo] work , etc )

'Se1ect1on and Imp]ementatmn of the Research Desi gn (Stage 4) -

In the typ1ca1 exper1menta1 s1tuat1on the researcher usuaﬂy compares

_Aan exper1menta1 group that recewed treatment wi th a controﬂed group that
did not: In the chmca] research mode] there is no contr01 group. The -
'.standards of compar1son must 1ie w1th1n the cl1ent system 1tse1f and the

o chent outcome measure during. the time perwd when treatment is 1n effect

15 compared w1th the chent outcome measure duri ng the t1me per'lod when

_‘there'is no treatment The compar'lson is 1nterna1 and in th s case the.

fam1'|y in treatment serves as 1ts own cont ol (Jayaratne & Levy, 1979)

The s1ngle subJect des1gn ut111zed 1n th1s study was the AB des1 gn. _

A basehne measurement' of the target prob]ems and goa]s was' taken durlhng
'the 1n1t1a1 two 1nterv1ews, and(measurement of the same prob]ems and goa]s

was contmued durmg the f1ve weeks of 1ntervent1on These. measurements

'S

'_,of the seven indicators of, change in 1nteract1on were- taken s1thaneous]y

‘ durmg both phases (basehneand 1ntervent1on)

ﬂhe reasons for ut111zat1on of th1s deSIgn were. as fo]lows.

: 1) The des1gn offered a compar'lsOn of changes 1n the target prob]ems and

>
goals. before and. after 'mtervent'lon 2) The des1gn was su1ted to a treat-

ment model suth .-as-Br1ef Therapy{In wh1ch sever_a'l kinds of interventions '
. L A 0 B T SN

L

' A ﬁ ata‘- ot oL ‘-‘u ' -“ ."I' ~'.,/':‘: "" ‘ - ' ’w.'
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o)

S make up. the. treatment package It ‘indica'ted wh'ich‘int'erv:ention had a.

4-part1cu1ar impact on speciﬂc targe{s as aH phases and 1ntervent10ns

LY

',had t° be spec1f1 ca'l'ly defmed and d1scr1m1nat1on made among the varmus
. aspects of treatment. . ‘»f S | j

4 Lo " A d1scuss1on of some of the drawbacks of th1s des1gn (AB) wﬂ] be = )
L ' :fmc]uded in Chapter Sr.. o B o S

B e INTERVENTIDN STRATEGY

In ut11121ng the s1ng1e subJect des1gn the 1ndependent var1ab1e
must be c]ear]y def‘med both for the{ va1uab1e 1nformat1on 1t offers
_'chmca]'ly and f,or exper1menta1 purposes (Brown1ng & .Stover, 1971)
. Time Permd 4 ‘ ' ‘
L : Interventwn was apphed for four consecutwe weeks foHowmg a

- two week basehne per1od fo11ow1ng week six there were two weeks when

"mterventwn was ‘not apphed and no’ measurement was taken as the famﬂy

' was unab1e to come because of 111ness Interventwn was conc]uded 1n

\ -.wee,k nine.

Mode of Treatment S o

v [

On the bas1s | of pre- therapy 1nformat1on ('intake) a decision was-

‘ "?ﬁ C made to see the famﬂy together. The referral 1nd1cated that the mode

| | : 01" treatment wou'ld be famﬂy therapy, fam1‘ly therapy be1ng def1ned as
foﬂows "A therap1st engages in famﬂy therapy when he sees such

"-_3 BT ) natura1 units as parents and chﬂdren, spouses, or members of the’ ex-

4 .tended famﬂy, together as a group ove;( most of the durat1on of treat- :

.ment,, w1th the goa'l of 1mprov1ng the1,fr funct1on as'a’ unit" (Nel'ls et a'l

T T Il t b s e o T e et S A S e P R



,‘-.T,Treatment Model - o -

o of therapy

P [

) . . \/_ ' " * . * N . .
. :1978, p 252) The mode] of. treatment was chosen qan’ ‘the bas1s of research

.ed wi th short-term (mean of nlnersesswns) systems or1ented famﬂy therapy

o Nz

_‘(Ne]]seta]., 1978) L

oad framework of Jayartne and Levy' $ (1979) modeT the

_Within the

"; therapy was based on the theory and methods deve]oped by Pau] Watzl aw1ck

- .and Assoc1ates and ca]led Br1ef Therapy. The treatment approach takes

p1ace w1th1n a usual’ max1mum of ten sess1ons, is system- or1ented and

: 1ntervent1ons are baaed on d1rect observa‘nons in the- treatment s1tuatlon
(weak1and Watzlamck & Bod1n, 1974) Append\1x c 1nc'|udes a more detaﬂ-

ed descr1 ptmn of: the methods and procedures utmzed w1th1n th1s model -

o maE s
Sumnary of " Intervent1on Process o

k fmdmgs. Reports were summamzed (unpub11shed /of the fmdmgs of a large |

sca'le group(N =275) of moderate'ly d1sturbed chi dren and ado]escents treat- .t

Using mul t1p1e outcome measures, 79% were rated as’ 1mproved at tertmnatwn gy

__(___QL)Weeks L - .o ' L Procédures ey
1. Baseline S Assessment-- "Goal-setting
. ' i . » - . , . .
2 -Base]ine C d Assessment - Goa]-setting _'
3.. Intervent1on . ' So'Iut1on Exp! oratmn - Feedback
4. Interventmn _‘ o ) 0 ﬂadoxmal Prescr1pt1on ' /D -
'5.. Intervention ‘ § . Prescr1pt10n Resu]t D1scuss1o  »
6 ‘Intervention - o / Deahng w1th SteaHng Behavior | .
. . No Intervent'lion'. o / +'am11y Absent
8. No. Intervention , i Famﬂy Absent o
9. Intervention =~ . / © Termination - use of VTR

o - . / e - . v ‘

. / . ' 1
. / T ,
o ’1; ‘ ;




AT A
i

LS

=AY
(5
4

.
e

£

YL
k&

i
L7




_emp1 r1ca1 model of practice \mhzmg a: s1ngTe subJect des1gn 1n a famﬂy._ o

L agency

l-_1nc1ud1ng the overaH resu]ts, and a breakdown of ‘the resu]ts of each 1n-'
- d1v1dua1 category of 1nteraction h )

o OveraH Results . - - o
resu]ts of each category of 1nteract1on have been graphed and are pre—' |

) categor1es._
; was suff1c1ent for: cli 1ca1 purposes in 1nd1cat1ng whether or not mter- ‘

',_'._ventwn had been successful AU

s of. feehngs and statements of. parents telhng ch11dren what to- do, tms o S
_'"f1nd1ng suggested that the assessment process may have been 1nstrumenta1 |

- m producmg change

(1ncrease or decrease) 1n the outhned verbal behav‘lors and there was oo

»'sented in- F1gures I- 7 (pp 29 38 ).

“.’~1ntervent1on

& . : c . ..

-CHAPTeRfv-’i" B PRIV T I SR .

| 55-“..,, FINDINGS

The prev1ous’ chapter descr1bed the method 1nvolved 1h app]ymg’the

-

The spec1f1c app11cat1on of the modeT in treatment w1th one _

cHent was descr1 bed. - This chapter descr1bes the resu'lts of 1ntervent1on.l |

¢

/
f .

s : -

The f1nd1ngs 1nd1cate that’ there was a s1gn1f1cant 1mprovement 1n". f :

1nteraction over the per1od of. t1me ‘the famﬂy was in treatment. . The '

Eyeba'lhng the resuTts ‘ndlcates a sh1ft in leve'l and trend for a]l

Eyeba]hng ,'s not a 5tat1st1ca1 procedure but, th1s method ' L |

Change in aT'I categor1es was ev1dent w1th the i rst apphcatmn of
However, 1t is aTso apparent that change occurred in the

second week of basehne 1n aH areas, ‘with the except'lon of‘ statements

The cr1ter1on “for success in. th1s study was a. pos1t1ve change

no, spec1f1 cat1on when therapy was begun as to how much 1mprovement wou]d

o .




.?{

' s1bTe because of- premature term1 nat1on of treatment

.. ) ,Blaming \

»j_: vatwn made by the chm ¢ian throughout the trea‘h&ent process . At-the

pos1t1ve change in this category. I :l_ Y

\" :
14

;' demo\lstrate that treatment was successfu]. The resu'lts graphed for each

Co farea of mteractwn dep1ct the changes wh1ch occurred durmg the two

1

P phases of basehne and 1ntervent1on FoTTow-up measurement was not DOS"

T

. : B
F1gure T dep1cts the change An the number ot bTammg statements

th1ch decreased from 26 11 ‘This represents a sigmﬁ cant decrease from

s basehne to the end of mterventmn,,but c]1n1cal]y the f1na1 result was:

determmed .to be unsat1sfactory S e

The obJectwe data on b1am1 ng corresponds “to the subaectwe obser—.

. end of treatment the famﬂy cont1 nued to "scapegoat" the prob'l em chﬂd

The greatest number of b]ammg statements or1g1 nated from the’ father

o

s The resu]t sugg‘ests that there was not a sigmﬁcant change 1n the RS

,_-'father son re]at1onsh1p during treatment. B N " f o y

' The decrease from 'IB 10 statements between week four and ﬂve, 1n-

- d1cate that the paradox1ca1 1ntervent10n was ef‘fectwe in producmg %

%

-

%

'<Parents Speaking, for. Children’ o [T, L PN

2 . ‘ . \
F1gure 2 dep'tcts a decrease in the number of statements of parents S

- speak1ng for- chﬂdren from 14 8. This resuTt was encouraging as. it was

1nterpreted ‘as- a s1gn1f1cant decrease in the control the parents were |

ik a.

. ;exerc1s1ng. The f1naT resuTt rvarrants an add1t1onal comnent. Durmg

K .:the Tast. weeks of 1ntervent'lon it was found that when : one of the- parents

made one of these statements he or she often quaHfied the remark mth

[ LS. e
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. a comment indicating that another approach would have been more effective.
]
The paradoxica] 1ntervention appears 0 have been effective-dn pro-

.‘duc1ng p051t1ve ohange as the resuitg depict a decrease from 11 8 state-- B
ments when it was introduced " The resp]ts in- this category suggested
0 l'that 1ntervention had produced p051t1ve change but that" add1tiona1 treat-'

- ment was 1nd1cated
4 &

”

'.statenent was comp]eteiyﬂﬁiiminated Tlowing 1ntervent10n. ThTS cate-

gory corresponds closeiy to’ statements of parents speaking for chi]dren, f

- (/ix ' and again suggests. that there was a decrease in the amount of contro]

the parents exercised throughout the 1ntervention process

o

,/' zThe act:eierated decrease between weeks four and five foiTowing the oy

\
1ntroduct1on of the paradoxica] prescription is espec1a11y 51gnif1cant

v ‘ i

'The 1ntervent10n was 1ntroduced primarily as a means’ of demonstrating to

- 'the parentStthat exce551ve controi had produced an unde51rabie effect.
1: ‘In other words as the contro] 1ncre€sed, the 1nteract10n and behav1o;eh3?

-4worsened The decrease of statements in this category suggest that t

. 1ntervention ‘had’ produced a’ pos1t1ve change 1n approach by the parents

- ¢

Feelings g ~3',: '53 S ”o'f
J? f , The number of statements of feelings increased from 1-6 and this
cy

. result was con51dered qu1te significant c]inical]y The members of the

fami]y wére resistent throughout therapy to focu51n;(o , or verbalay °, f' l

v
-
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1
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Baseline Intervention

Figure 3.

Notes.

Statements of Parents Telling Children What to Do.

Each measurement was taken during a one hour period.
There were no measurements taken during weeks 7 and 8.

s
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expressing feelings. Family members did express feelings non-verbally
(e.g. tears, sighs, downcast faces) but there appeared to be a family
rule which prohibited their open expression. Often when a family member
would make a move in this direction, another member would divert the
interaction back to a reminder of the problem childs negative behavior,
which in turn appeared to re-inforce this behavior. This was a diffi-
cult reaction for the family to change but the results indicate that
intervention was successful in this area. (See Figure 4).

The introduction of the paradoxical intervention appeared to have
no effect in this area and in fact this was the only week in which there
was no positive change.

Appropriate Responsibility

The increase in statements in this category from 1-6 as depicted in
Figure 5 suggest that intervention was successful. One of the major
difficulties that had confronted the family was the parents' conviction
that protection of their children from any consequences of their (the
childrens) actions was fulfilling their responsibility as parents. The
increase in these statements suggested that a change had occurred in the
parents' perception of their role and they began to suggest to their
children that they could not be protected indefinitely from adverse conse-
quences following their irresponsible behavior.

The paradoxical intervention appears to have been effective as state-
ments of appropriate responsibility increased from 2-8 following its intro-

duction.
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o |
S1b11ng Compar1son '
“b' F1gure 6 depicts a s1gn1f1cant decrease in statements of s1b11ng :
‘ comparlsoh.. The resu]ts 1nd1cate that the behdgkbr was close. to e11m- ‘
o 1nation'(one statement .at the end of treatment): The decrease of . o ‘\
‘. I s1b11ng compar1son was ref]ected in the 1mproved re1at1onsh1p between ' i\\v

- .” ~ the probTem child and the sibling with whom he had been compared* As .
. th1s.relat1onsh1p grew stronger 1t appeared to prohibit the use of this
’ B “strategy by the parents*in focusing on the probiem: child in a negative

manner. ’ h , e i L

’Encouragement and Affection

. F1gure 7 111ustrates an, 1ncrease nn stateménts of encouragement |
" and ¢ affect1on from 0 -8. | , .‘ '.‘
_ ‘ The fam11y s 1nteract1on at‘the onset of treatment'dgs character-
o “':_ ;zed by a pronounced absence of affect1onate content, and p051t1ve
~-behavwr was” rareTy re-1nforced or encouraged. The pos1t1ve change
' | 1n th1s category was espec1a1]y s1gn1f1cant cT1n1ca11y, as it was. ob~
" served that 1mprovement in:this category appeared to fac111tate S '3': ' :-T:
pos1t1ve changes 1n other categorles. The 1mprovement in the ”c11mate” |
~ "of the sesswons effected by ‘the introductwon of affectwon and encourage- i
,_ment appeared to produce 1ncreased willingness, by the\fam1]y to change. |

In contrast to other resu%éf indicating a- pos1t1ve\effect resu1t1ng;“

~ from the use of paradox the. results 1n th1s category 1nd1cate that. the )

'1ntervent1on had a negatlve impact, as a number of statements decreased

g from 8-4 when - the 1ntervent1on was 1ntrodqped.

l
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: &cwsmus AND' RECOMMENDATIONS .

S N ; . Th1s chapter w111 present a summary of some of the magor issues
I | 1nvo]ved in ut11121ng the emp1r1ca1 mode1 of c11n1ca1 pract1ce The L /,f.
Ifirst sect1on of the chapter w111 present a d1scuss1on of the app11ca-' j:f
, t1on of the s1ng]e subJect des1gn w1tH]n the emp1r1ca1 mode] ‘as oﬁt—‘*‘ 1' ’
"Tined 1n the s1ng1e case study The d1scuss1on in this chapter w111 :,'f\
A'h,valso 1nc1ude the d1ff1cu1t1es encountered wh11e ut111z1ng the approach : \!
- w1th a w1de range of c11ents and c11ent s1tuat10ns A number of - ‘f',’- \\
: recommendat1ons for the pract1t1oner w111 be out11ned 1nc1ud1ng a f1na1 |
"summary of the 1mp11cat10ns of ut111zat1ons of the s1ng1e subgect approach
.\\"i7for fam11y pract1ce and the profess1on

: o

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS FROM CASE STUDY

‘ %ase]1ne data R 4 o \; T s
There are severa] 11m1tat10ns to mak1ng a strong causa] statement )
;3”‘ ‘ h "as to the effects of 1ntervent1on S1nce it was poss1b1e ta obtain on]y
| ‘two data po1nts in the base11ne per1od 1t ccannot be-said with, certa1nty
.”that th1s 1s a. true representat1on of the pre- treatment data,patterns
- Jararatyne & Levy (1979) have suggested that there be a m1n1mum of
} 4f.‘ ,;‘ -“ A three data po1nts dur1ng base11ne, when a mu1t1p1e po1nt measurement
: ) -,strategy 15 be1ng employed The shortness of the base11ne pertod
presented d1ff1cu1t1es for stat1st1ca1 ana]ys1s ‘as the’ strength of
stat15t1ca1 procedures rests on the assumpt1on that thére 1s suff1c1ent
i e V ':v”‘ - pre-treatment data in which: to make: statistical compar1sons. In the .

P . . . et . .
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dn 1nteract1on had been ma1nta1ned

. of funct1on1ng can. be re-1nstated by w1thdraw1ng or'revers1ng 1nter-

"'”eth1ca11y quest1on ble to attempt a return to pre -treatment funct1on1ng
. 3 ' |

'a]so existed that the exact treatment program cou]d‘not be'rep1icated -

.events in the fam11y s natural env1ronment

: . ‘ : NP e It:
f1nd1ngs of the case: study eyeba111ng the data y1e1ded suff1c1ent 1n-/
/

format1on for c11n1ca] purposes It is’ recogn&zed however, that 2

-~

stat1st1ca1 procedure, if poss1b1e, wou]d certa1n1y have strengthened

the conc1u510n that. 1ntervent1on had produced the 11]ustrated changes

Premature Term1nat]on of Treatment \‘I_ - _“: - 'i : |

The family's dec151on to conc1ude treatment was a factor 1n not e
be1ng able to make a strong causa] statement, as- 1t was not poss1b]e .1-:'.'
to obtain post- treatment data wh1ch wou1d 1nd1eate whether the changes R
DESIQH
" The cho1oe of the AB design was discussed in reference to the -

strengths ear11er in the study (pp. 23- 24}However, 1f the or1g1na1 state

‘\vent1on, there would be a stronger argument to support the concTus1on

that 1ntervent1on was respons1b1e for the changes. A dec1s1on not to B

.

B use a w1thdfawa1 reversa] des1gn was made for two reasons It seemed

{ o

5 v
for the purpose of making a causa] statement as pre treatment funct1on-'-~ '

1ng had been qu1te destruct1ve_for the family systema: The poss1b111ty

evfor a. number of reasons 1nc1ud1ng for examp]e,unexpected and unp]anned R

. ' . 2,

The second reason why a reversa1 des1gn was: not chosen ‘was. because e

‘,1t seemed qu1te un11ke1y that the changed 1nteractions of a family of

six cou]d’be a1tered to exactly rep11cate the baseline cond1t1on How-

' ever, “had measurement been poss1b1e dur1ng the twO weeks of non-treatment

—_— s

when ‘the fam11y was i1, the advantage wou]d be that the cond1t1ons needed

¢ . . . . ¢ . .
e T TP P FE T TS U O A S U ' .



‘sence of| 1ntervent1on

s

I

poss1b1e to obta1n va]uab]e data on the fam1ly s funct1on1ng 1n the ab-
. ‘ . ’ . . . ~ . N

Ob;ect1ve Data Therapeut1c Imp11cat1ons

- The c11n1c1an and the fam11y fe]t that there had been s1gn1f1cant

. 1mprovement in funct1on1ng, but as the data 1nd1cates (see FIgure 1)

the number of b]amlng statements though reduced, 1nd1cated a need for

further intervention. Use of a: s1ng1e-subJect des1gn ass1sted the

a .

”‘c11n1c1an in ob3ect1ve1y demonstratjng to the fam11y‘the status of

. the1r interaction. - R : Y

A

_ Ut111zat1on of the 31ng1e subJect des1gn a]so y1>;ded va]uab1e

data dur1ng 1ntervent1on, for example when the f1nd1 s indicated an"

| acce]erated change in seyeral of- the categor1es when the paradox1ca1

o 1ntervent1on was 1ntroduced (see Flgure 1 2, 3 58&7). An ongo1ng

Aassessment of the effects of each weeks 1ntervent10n a1so fac111tated

"the_plann1ng of strategy for each sess1on and was a va]uable c11n1ca1 :

 aid.. Feedback during intervention was given to the fam11y durlng
. B

’,

. treatment. and the obJect1ve demonstrat1on of gains was a pos1t1ve re-

) 1nforcement which again fac111tated the therapy process

Ut11lzat1on of Supplementary Data

In add1t10n to the 1nformat1on gathgred from the w1th1n 1nterv1ew

‘ measuremen% supplementary 1nformat1on as ‘to~=t=he effects of :nterventwn

was obtained. For examp]e, two sagn1f1cant events occurred outs1de of

the'interv1ew s1tuat1on. The prob]em ch11d deve]oped a p]an to re1mburse

-,

-

~vfor a w1thdrawa1 de519n w0u1d have been present and 1t mig t- have been\ SRR

n
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.t

'fthe stolen money and fo]lowed through .on h1s so]utlon w1thout 1nvo]vement
~from h1s parents He was a]so 1nvolved 1n one more 1nc1dent of petty: Y
-7theft and the parents were aware of the behav1or but adv1sed the1r son
that respons1b111ty for resolut1on of the d1ff1cu1ty was h1s. The ch11d |
made rest1tut1on and accepted the consequences for his act1on TheSe' ‘
events represented a s1gn1f1cant change in the fam11y s prev1ous pattern '

. bf hand11ng the d1ff1cult1es re]ated to the son's behav1or and the prob]em

”<:§\\§'of how 1t shou]d be handled appeared to be reso1ved - Thys, in addition

"

. . . . . s -
L L O T r e nmg e T e e it R T B TV IR

e ,to the obJective f1nd1ngs of changed . 1nteract1on (see F1gures1 7) more j»

hsubJect1ve data was ava1lab1e to strengthen the conc]us1on that treatment
: . . . . M .

I3

had been successful ‘ _
‘ The use of" supp1ementary data is part1cu1ar1y lmportant when data
‘f1s gathered by a w1th1n=1nterv1ew strategy The 1nterv1ew 1tse1f is an
| 'art1f1c1a1 s1tuat1on for the family," and chang1ng 1nteract1on may in .some ‘3'
‘ 1ways be due to the fam11y4s des1re to p]ease the c]fn1c1an (Campbe]] and
'.fStan]ey,l?Bﬁ }: It s dlfflcult w1thout supp1ementary 1nformat1on to assume’
'.that‘the.chahges can be generalized into the fam11y S natura] env1r0nment.,_
“For a further discussioh see a.study by ﬁdstner, Guttman, Sigal, Epstein and

. v R . 4 . .
" Rakoff. (1971),which looks at. the changes in participation and affective
"} expressWOns during the course of conjoint fam11y therapy as re]ated to g
outcome, % S DU L

Genera1lzabi]1ty

Brief Therapy appears to have been an effective mode] in producing

change with this: Family.. | It would be d1ff1cu]t from. this sing]e study to

) \\} make genera] statements about the effect1veness of thls mode1 of therapy\

e



' With other 'fami'l'

- model's effect1veness . =- '. {ﬂ,f"

:Summarg,l

" discussion.

I-'C11ent 0bservat1ons

oy

'

.The'use'qf.the‘sing1e;suhject design yiejded dbjectjﬁéfdeta;hhich:

indiea\es that intervention was succésSfu] ‘and valuable.

'ceﬁye by the, c11n1c13n on partlcular segments of th intervention .
package. The ava11ab4§a$y of concrete data fac111ta ed th;\thera-

‘peutic process and a rep11cat1on of th1s study wou] 1ncrease practfée'

A

knowledge concern1ng the effect1veness of the BrTef herapy mode] of

'.treatment

./h IMPLICATIUNS FOR FAMILY PRACTICE

Ut111zat1on of the s1ng1e subJect des1gn w1th1n tWe emp1r1ca1

'"Lmodel was carr1ed out: w1th a number of1d1fferent c11ent and c11ent _

s1tuat1on throughout the pract1cum wh1ch wou]d be typ1c 11y seen by

'-;'the fam11y‘pract;t1oner Some of the issues which arose are worthy of

studx out11ned However, Hﬂth many of the c11ents seen,
. , r'

Y . . . . .- . [

jin differente'situatidns" However, 51nce ‘the s1ﬂ§1e- _

cta was re-- -

G

Se
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" became more active in the therapy* process because their 1nput was "

P L
. o .
o Y S
. R c

necessary to focus on behaviors which occurred outside ot the“interview
. sitq@tion Qu1te often, the c11ents themse]ves were. the oniy ava11ab1e

. observers, U51ng th15 method ciients gathered data on their own be-

K

-

/requ1red in taiioring a measurement dev1ce wh1ch was unique to them

and~the1r 51tuations C]ients reported that observing their own be-
hav1or had the. effect of 1ncrea51ng their awareness of their own
functioning This increased awareness often acted as a deterrent to

"their ‘egative behavior and a reinforcer of their p051t1ve behav1or.\

v
This phenomenom may pose a threat for research purposes, as. the -

measurement of behav1or may,itseif be effectingichange | However, 1t“
-was found that seif-observation techniques had positive impiications

for therapy as ﬁntervention is more- 11ke1y to be effective if the ‘

N

client remains fu]]y 1nvo]ved in the process (See Appendix G for a

measurement too1 wh1ch was tailored by the c11n1c1an and the c11ent )

AN

A summary of a number bf factors which shou]d be considered 1n

’

using clients observations in research, 1nc1uding a practica] 1ist

of do s and don ts has been presented by Howe(1976) .and this discussion{

. hav1or and reported back to the worker Lt 'was found that. ciﬂents~f-"» f

Cds

is a usefu] guide for the c11n1c1an researcher uti]izing a sing]e- "";/

subJect approach.. - - j;, , R {f‘:- S

s,

¥

4.
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. oo Natura] H1stor1

It was fdund that there were d1ff1cu]t1es in measur1ng the behav1or
,; -.of c'l1ents in open sett1ngs because of natura] h1story. For example one .
‘chent who presented with insomnia- was asked to note her ‘sl eep pattern
' for a seven day per1od fgr basehne purposes. Dur1ng the measurement
per1od the client began takmg tranquﬂhzers wh1ch confounded the data, ‘
EE '- ' 'and restr1cted measurement of this behavwr pattern. Some of the d1ff1-- |
' 'cu1t1es resu]tmg from natura] h1story could be overcome by more emphas1s -
~on the. rat1ona'le for measurement with ‘the c'l1ent and enhstmg chent \
'} support in m1mm1z1ng t?:e effects of the env1ronment. In bractlcal “terms,
. however, 1t must be recogmzed that there are factors in the env1ronment
over wh1ch ne1ther the chent nor the c'l1n1c1an has contro] '

3

Research versus Pract1ce ObJectlves . D

One of the most cr1t1ca] 1ssues 1n the- apphcatwo of- the smg] \“

-~

sub,]ect des1gn was the 1ssue of research versus pract1ce obJectw s

It has been pomted out (Thomas, 1978) that dependmg on wh1ch ta es

e precedence research and pract'lce obJectwes have d1ffe1/rent 1mp11cat1ons |
y for 1ntervent1on and’ ‘can resu]t 1n confhcts that have negat1 ve effects

on the. serv1ce, on the research or both When the focus 1s on service;

RN the concern is w1th the changes in chent (s) 1nteract1on or funct1on-
mg, rather than .on. demonstratmg that the 1ntervent10n is respons1b]e
for the change However, the purpose of research with- s1ng'le-subJect ‘

o

des1gns 1 s to demonstrate that an intervent1on prov1des exper1menta1 ' _' o

l\'

contr01 over target behavior (Thomas, 1978) . SR . o o
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A. The case study 111ustrated some of the recognlzed compr1m1ses to

-'research whlch were d1ctated by serv1ce obJect1ves, 1nc1ud1ng ‘the S o

\
(shortness ‘of the, base11ne, the 1nab111ty 'to obitain fo]]ow -up data and

th use of the weaker design. To further 111ustrate, the use of the AB

de 1gn met serujce obJect1ves but it cou]d be described as a weak - ™ A

de51gn in estab]1sh1ng causa]tty (Hersen & Barlow, 1976) 1t has been

"po1nted out however, that no s1ng]e case study can w1th certa1nty .

'demonstrate that an interventlon w111 a]ways have a given effect on
:se1ected dependent var1ables Rep11cat10n s necessary, and a success;
'ful repet1t1on of. an AB design, us1ng thé same 1ntervent10n across c]lents
.w1th 51m11ar prob]ems, can lead to genera]lzat1on of flndlngs.; It can

be concluded that data gathered in sbtt1ngs where con51derat1ons re1ated

to serv1te take precedence can help: p01nt the way toward usefu1 exp]ora-‘

- tion, w1th1n a more r1gorous framework (Gambr111 & Barth 1980)

S1ng]e-subJect des1gns can be said to lie on a contlnuum which ~

. may range from be1ng exp]oratory and offering the bas1s "for tentat1ve

conc]us1on concernlng the effects of 1ntervent1on, to 1ntens1ve1y con-.

tro]]eddes1gns wh1ch enable- strong causa] statements to be made (Gambr111/

g Barth, 1980) The conclusion drawnnls th/t efforts. anywhere on th1s

'cont1nuum are usefu] for the pract1t1oner, and restrlctlng act1v1f1es to
des1gns which are r1g1d over]ook 1mportant contr1butions to. the develop- :

'ment of know1edge which c11n1c1ans can make us1ng less rigid de51gns
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" nificant overall _change in the cT 1ente1

e, - .
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..~ CONCLUDING COMMENTS

‘.: -y

The goaT‘of thisi- projeet Was to outHne-la"m'BdeT 6# pra‘ctice' Which

' “woqu enab]e the family c11n1c1an to mp1r1ca11y demonstrate effectweness )

w1th chents. H1stor1caﬂy, eva] uat1 n of practice has been Timited to’

‘loutcome stud1es wh1ch 1nd1cate whether or not an agency has produced sig-

it has served Other outcome

‘stud1es have TOOked at the resuTts of suoh broad areas of treatment as

casework or conJomt marital and famﬂy t erapy. These methods of re-.

?search have 1ncreased pract1ce know]edge, but have not been part1cu1ar1y .
usefuT for 1nd1v1dua1 c11n1c1ans 1n the1r day-to day pract1ce. They have .- -
".'not eqmpped c11n1c1ans w1th spec1f1c 1nformat1on concermng the1r own

" indi vidual methods of mterventwn wh1ch are generaﬂy umqueTy taﬂored

) to the spec1f1c chent and chent s1tuat1on.

Clinicians often must rely on comp]ete]y subJectwe data as a means

. of determmmg the effects .of the1r 1ntervent1ons., These have 1ncluded

e}

reports of chents who 1nd1cate “how they v1ew the1r own change in functmn- ',
§ 1ng, and the worker S own evaluatlon of the chent s progress. There

has” se]dom been objective data avaﬂab]e to the c11n1c1an‘ for evaluation

R

- e

o The resuTts of this project were very encouraging Utﬂiiati of.

"the procedures wh1ch compr1 se a mode] of practice based on, the S -

subJect des1gn y1e1ded 1nformatlon on the effects of mterventmn wh1ch

"'woqu not othermse have been avaﬂabTe. Use of the modeT aTso reveaTed )

]

[

PR T




part1cu1ar effects of var1ous components of treatment mode]s suggestmg
which part1cu1ar 1ntervent10ns had the greatest 1mpact ObJectlve : v
eva]uatmn wh1ch 1nd1cated that an, 1ntervent1on was. successfu] 1ncreased

c11n1c1an conﬁdence that the same method wou]d be effectwe in s1mﬂar

1

client s1tuat1ons. o 0 R

'
&

o In add1taon to the advantages wh1ch these proc‘édures brought to the
. eva]uation process, it was found that the ,c'l1ents responded pos1t1ve1y
; . to increased 1nvolvement in the therapy p?'ocess and this factor 1ncreased
) ) the 11kehhood of chmca] success. C ‘ | . .
It is recogmzed that use of the procedures which comprise the em-
p1r1ca] model do requ1re the performance of add1t1ona1 tasks by the *

c11n1c1an. Jh1s 1nvo1ves taﬂormg measurement .devices, and us1ng on-

gomg assessment procedures The value of the mode] however, for th

pract1t10ner who 1s concer'ned w1th enhanc1ng the effectweness of ifter-

vent1ons w1th c'l1ents makes these efforts a worthwh'ile exerc1se.

©




B
'

H
13
¥

B I & il




L | Soc1al Casework 1975, 56

O S PR S S S [V B, B (O .

BIBLIOGRAPHY .

- . . o .. - ! ' i N " N S “ N T % !
1 - - N . M N . . N ] . 1
v oo . ) , k . . A B

Ables, B.S., & Brandsma, J.M. Therapy for couples. San lfr'ancisco“:*'””.“fi‘ U
Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1917,, R . C f

‘Bar]ow,‘D'.H.,&Herseh, M. Smgle case exper1menta1 des1gns o N
- . Archives of General Psych1atry, 1973, _2_2 3'|9 325 . S

o o . . o e
-Barten, H.H. (Ed ) Brief therapies. New York: Behavioral Publica-'
tions, 1971, T S

V-

I

. Bartlett, H., ‘The comnor base _of social work practice. New York:' e
- National Association of Socia1 Workers , -]970. - T

bt

"Beck' D.F. -Research f1nd1n?s)on the outcome of mar1ta1 counse]hng
3), ‘153-181. s

b
t

Berger; A Br1dg1ng the gap between research and pract1ce for soc1a1 .
-workers. ~ Social Worker, 1974‘ 43 (3 4), 194 197 ' oL

-

"'. Bienvu, S-.,& M1'1.1a.rd, J Measurement of marital commumcatwn
. ' 'The Family Coprdinator, Jan. 1970, 26 30 ’ ~

BJ-oom,"‘M. " The paradbk .of helping, .Néﬁ,v%: .»{Jo‘hn Nﬁey. & Son, Inc:, - s

1975,

.' LI . f . i
N 3 v

. B]ooui.‘M'.‘ & ‘Biock, ‘S..R.’ Eva]uatmg one's ‘own effectweness and
\.,\efficiency. -*Socia] WO‘rk 1977, 22 130- 136 '

" Briar, S. Incorporatmg research 1nto education for chcal practice
An social work: Toward a clinical science in social ‘work.. .In A. -Rubin’
& A, Rosenblatt (Eds.), - Sourcebogk on research utihzatwn New York:
~Council on Soc1a1 Work Educatwn 977.:(a) | - N

Briar.. S'.'V'Intredection. In A. Rubm 1 A. Rosenb]ptt (Eds ), Sourcebook o
“ gl)n research itilization. . New York: Council on Socia] WOrk Eduycation, . . " ]
-~ 1977, (b)» R . ' .

et T L L XA et T e et




PR » P N - - P v ey

: Br‘ia1r4,’.,5.. The age of accountability. Social Work, 1973, .18 (1), /

‘ \ e B Brill, N.I. wOrkmg mth peop]e Phi]a'delphia.:,q‘.'B. Lipp"rncoft'_. -
. ‘? "' ' Company, 1973 ) T L -

1

o Bro’wn‘ing, R. &_Stover,"b.o Behavmur mod1f1cat1on in chﬂd treatment
" " Chicago: 'Aldine'—Atherton,' 1971. ’ .

.CampbeH,' D:L. & Stan]ey, J.C. Exﬂammenta] and qua51 exper1menta1
- designs for. research, Ch1cago Ran?:f McNaHy and Co., 1963 K

. ; / -~ coleman, S.8.,-& Stanton, M.D. - '.An ih’dex.‘fof‘méasurin agency involve- /7, - o
P - ment in family, therapy. Famﬂy Prb‘cess, 1978. E (4), 479‘483 :

) _ $ ' o
" Eaton, J. W. - Science, art' s and uncertamty in soc1a1 work Soc1a] A
_Mork, .1958, 3 (3), 3-10. . . .

4

N

Eysenck,~ H.J. - Case studies in behavmr therapl Boston Rouﬂege
and Kegan 'Paul 1976. .

: Fanéhzh D. (Ed.). Futufe of social work research. - _New‘Yo'rk:.
.. National ‘Assoeiation of SociaT Workers , 79‘80’. - L L
. , Fischer,J. A framework for the analysis and compar1son of chmcal theories .
b oo of indl_xced change. ISocia] Serv_1ce Rev1ew, 1971, 45 (4)‘, 440-454. -

[

. t P
Py

--Fischer, J. Effective Caseworkpractme Ah eclectic ‘a.ppmach/
New 'York:. McGr‘aw-Hi'l'l, ‘|978 ' S "

IJ.. o . : e,

Fischer, J. Has mighty casework struck out? Sééial Work, - 1973',_,'
. 18, 107-110. (a) : -

SEA , L -F%sbher",g‘d.» Is casewovk‘ effective? . A review. Social Work, =~ -: S
o a3 s () B20. by o e

Lot

]

D
P 0
| Co




' 52.

R :Eiséher J. " The effectiveness of soc1a1 casework Springﬁﬁe1d:~; o ,
S , 4Ch7 les C. Thomas, 1976. S . cor

R Gambr1T1 E.D.. (Ed. ) Behavior modification: - Handbook of assess- . . '
' BRI - ment, 1ntervent1on and evaluation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass C
o Pu‘T?shers, 1977. - . , o 2

g AP Gambrﬁ]], E.D. & Barth, R P Single- case study des1gns rev1s1ted
Do Soc1a1 WOrk Research & Abstracts . 1980, (3), 15- 20 '

£
.

: cGardner N.A. & Frey,.D;H.- Scientia~est indfﬁiduorum. Vocational )
" Guidance Quarter]xJ 1977, 26 (2},- 105-115. e

d

-.G1nger1ch W., Procedure for evaluatjng c11n1ca1 pract1ce Health and “.' . \"'

¢

Social Work, 1979 4, 105-129.
* " Glick, B.R., & Grdss,-S.J. Marital interaction and mqr1ta1 conf11ct

A critical evaluation: of current research strategies. Journal of -
Marriage angdy the Family, 1975, - 37 (3), 505-512. N

.,t[ © Gottman, J., McFall, B. & Barnett, J.° Design-and analysis of
research using time-series. Psycholog1cal Bulletin, 1969, 72,
299-306. : — o T N T .

'Green G. Ra, Ur. & Wr1ght J.E. 'The retrospect1ve approach to..
collecting baseline date. Soc1a1 Work Research &~ Abstracts, 1979,
'1§.(3) P 25- 30 : L e

.oy,

.. Gurman, A;S. The effects and effectiveness of mar1ta1 therapy
© . - . “Areview of outcome research Family Process, 1973, ;g_ 145- 170

. o 'Gurman ‘A, S., é‘Kn1skern, D.P. .{Technolatry, methodo]atry, and the
’ny resu]ts of fam11y therapy. Family Process, 1978, 17 (3) 271-281.

‘ Ha1ey, J. ‘Problem-so]Ving therapy., " New York: Harper and Row,' 1976. .

o Ty ‘ j-

B T T P PR ) C e e s

P S N



A ol a - RS

s .

Hare Must1n R:L. Treatment of. tegper tantrums by a paradoxﬁca]
: 1ntervent1on IFamﬂy Process, 197

f

14 °(4), 14130, i

Hasefkorn; F;‘ Accountab111ty in c11n1ca1 pract1ce. Social Casehork;(
1978, - 59 (6), 330 336.

J [

\/.

' Hersen, M. & Barlow, D. S1ngle case experimental: designs .

?trateg1es for study1ng behav1or change New York Pergamon Press, .
976 - A

. Hersen, M. & Bellack, A.S. (Eds;). Behavijoral Assessment: A . C

practical handbook. “New, York: Pergamon Press, 1976.

-

. Howe, M. - CaseWbrk‘se1f4eva1uation < A s1ng]e subJect approach.

'Hudsoh' W, E1ementary techn1ques for assess1ng s1ng1e c11ent, o
- single-worker’ interventions. Soc1a1 Serv1ce Review, .1977, 51 ’*\\ :

116 (3), a2,

. Columbia University Press,” 1973 e .« -

- Social Service Review, 1974, 48, 1~ 23

Howe, M.  Using c11ents observat1ons in research Socia] Work,

(1976, 21, 28-32. - 1 . LT e

311 326

’ Hudson, w.v&'Glisson; D.H. . Assessment of marital’ d1scord in soc1a1 :

work practipe.'.SocialfServ1ce Rev1ew, 1976 50, 293-311. . .

Hudson, W. Ack11n, J.D., & Bartosh J.C, Assess1ng discord %n .
family relationships. .Social Work Research & Abstracts, 1980,

/. e

' Jayaratne, S. Ana]yt1c procedures for- s1ng1 -subject des1gns
o Soc1a1 Work Research & Abstracts, 1978, 1 \\?0 40 :

Jayaratne,'S. & Levy,'R, Emp1r1ca1 clinical pract1ce New York:
N boéb""

: . 531

o




| ;‘1973, 1, 517-532.

.F, ' - . ..' .t : ’ v‘ .I ' ' . .' v ) ’_ ’ . "‘

3

Karpf, M. ¥ The Scienti f1c bas1s of soc1a1 work New York® C_olumbﬁ o

University Press, - 1972 ST
. . . e R v'.; : S . 2 . 2 ’ " .
. Kazdin,."A. E. Methodd]ogma] and assessment considerations in evalua-

¢

*+Jing-prograns in applied settmgs Journal of Applied Behavior An'a]y;is,

\

| . Kirh S. Uhdehstandmg hesearch utilization in secial work. In’ A Rub1n o

. & A, Rosenb'latt (Eds.); Sourcebook on research ut111zat1on.‘ New York
Councﬂ on Soc1a1- WOY‘k Education, 1977 I -

-
. - .,

Kb]ehzon M. Negatwe fmchngs revi s1ted Imphcatwns for soci a] work

., .practice }ﬁd educatmn Clinical Social Work Journal, 1977 ‘5 (3),
-270218 T e .

) Le1tenber-g. H. The use of 51ng]e case methodo1ogy in psychotherapy
resegrch Jour‘na1 of Abnorma] Psycho]ogy, 1973, 82. 87 102. .

o

. Levy, c.S. Input versus output as. cr1ter1a of competence. .Social
+ . Casework, ]974 . 55, 375-380. R

o 7 -_-aut, ' . L A _—

—om s

E ‘Madanes , C. Protectmn, paradox, and pretendmg _ Family Process:
- 1980, 19 (1), 7385 , T .

o

'-Margo.hn," G, & we1ss, R.L. Comparatwe eva]uatwn of therapeut1c

components associated with behav1ora1 maritatl treatments.  ‘“Journal of .

- Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1978, 46 (6) 1476- 1485,

’

.

“Mash,.. .., Hamerlynck; L.A., & Handy, L.C. e(Eds”.). Behavior modi--

v f1cat1on and fammes New York: Br'unner/Mazel:Publlishers, 1976.,

'Mmuchm 5. Families and_family therapx Cambridge: Harvard -
VUmversﬂ:y Press,—1974 , _ - - o

daa

_Nepieh, A. .;Thé Fam‘i1'y'.thucib1e. "New York: = Harper and Rowe, ,1978. - - g

w

C——

54

[y



‘F-;\-... Cey e tememd e e o Stegs W e . .

' - c s . -
: - s - .
. .

.. _":.—«» ‘_/“‘—”—///‘ '

v.

o Nelson, d. Use of comnumcatmn therapy in s1ng1e subJect research
Soc1a1 Nork Research and Abstracts, 1978, 14 (4) 12- 19

. -
> [y

. .01son, D H.. Marital and family therapy: In"te~ra_t1‘ve‘rei/ieiv, and .
: cr1t1que. Journal of Marr1age and the Famﬂ_y, ovember, T970, -
501538, T e T

Paul, N.L. Effects of p]ayback on famﬂy members of the1r own " :
previous’l y recorded conJomt therapy mater1a1 Psychiatr'lc Research
Reports, 20, 1967. ) , -

Postner, A. S 'Guttman, H.A., S1ga'| J.J. Epste'ln, N.B. & Rakoff, -

V.M., Process and outcome 1n conJomt fam1'|y therapy Farm'ly Process, "

1971, 10, 451-473.

.Rj'skih", -J., & Faunce, E.E. - An eva]uatwe review of famﬂy interaction
research. ‘.Fani'ily-Process', : 1972, 11 (4),~ 365-455..

S

" Rosenblatt, A. The pract1oner s use and evaluation of research~
' Social Work, 1968, 13, 53-59.

h'\:l v

~ Rothman, J. Gaps and Mages in research ut1hzat1on Enhancmg
“utiljzation through a research and deve1opment approach. In A. Rubm

~ & A, Rosenblatt. (Eds.) Sourcebook on_research utilization. New York: '

.-Council on Social Work Education, 1977. . . '~

. .’Sager, C.J. & Kaplans H. S. - Progress in. group and famﬂy therapy
" ..New York: Brummer/Maze1 Pubhshers, 1972, , ,

Saierbey, D. l; The“tensiaon betweeh research,an‘d praet'lce: Asspmpt.i ons
- of the experimental paradigm. Clinical.Social Work- Journal, 1979, -
o1 (4), 267284 - T .

' Siga'l J J.uy Barrs, . B" & Doubilet, A.L. Prob'lems in measuring. the
success.'of family therapy in a common clinical settmg ~ Impasses . and
§o]ut1ons . Famﬂy Process, 1976, 15 (2), 225-233. o

.»\% ‘-.

R ‘o . s - S e gy e —
. . . A D P R EOEEEAYY 1 sxves T T T > Y I




Lo

- T S 5 .. B ."q

© J STipp, 5. ‘& KreSéefI, K. Diff1cult1es in family therapy eva]uatmn- Tl

- and recommendations.  Family Process, 1978 17.(4), .409-422.
o , 1 .

A - : :
' + Talsma, E. . Some: brief’ coments on the’ matter of casework evaluation. In-
. S F1scher, The -effectiveness of social casework. Sprmgﬁe]d, I'I'I C
" o o Charles C. Thomas, 1976.

’ ’ . ) e . . L /

. Free Press, 1967

o T'h:omas‘ E.. Research and service.in si ng]e case exper1mentation
L o (zlonfhcts and choices.- Social. Work.Research and Abstracts, . 1978 14 (4)
e N 0-31 ' L .

Thomas, E. (Ed.-)'.. The socio-behavioral aj)proach and a'ppl‘ications'tcx social

A comparison.of <insight vs. problem-solving approaches. 2. - Design cﬂtique

Thomas, E. (Ed.) Behav1ora1 Sc1ence for social workers. . New ‘Ydr.k:. “The”

© work. New York: Council on Social Work Educations 1967.

1
<

Watzlawick, P.  Pragmatics of human communication.  New York: -W. W.
Norton, 1?67-. - R . S :

~» " Watzlawick, P., Weakland, J., & Fisch, R. . Chang&” Principles of
- problem. formation and problem resolution.. New York: W.W.. Norton, 1974.

‘Weakland, J. H. , Fisch, R., Watzlawick,P., &Bodin, AM. - Brief

. 141-168. - I T

 Wells, A, & Dezen, A.E. - Ideologies, - 1do]s (and graven 1mages?)
‘ Reaomder to Gurman and Kmsker‘n _ Fami 1y Process, ‘1967, 17 (3)
283 286.. . S L

: *fWe1ls,,.,.R.-A., &-Dezer, A.E.” The results of family therapy revisited:
“The non-behavioral methods. Family Process, .- 1978, 17, 251-274.

S U7 Welis, A, dilkes, L.C., & Trivelli, N. The results of family therapy:
o1 - .;\8cr1tica‘l rev1ew of the Hterature.. Family Process, .1972, 11 (2), -
. , 9 207 ' . A i ' a ST

Therapy: Focused problem resolution. Family Process, 1974, 13 (2), .

e e ey e e e e am e Y e
T IR



e ’ .. g '.:‘_ i . ‘j ""‘ . ) . " o ‘ P "—' 1 =K - “‘.;‘ " iy . .= ,-. - ... ':A.t
. . . - " :'I ) N . L e - ) : ./‘. ‘ . s : ‘ _ s 3 _‘ n':--_:
= e . . : & . E . ’ . ' ’ . = : T . . '«'.a
- .. Mood, K.M. " Casework effectiveness: A'new look at the research evidence. )
\ g i Social-Work, ‘1978, 23(6), - . -437-457. . ° . : y T L
. ) ~ . . . .‘\ ',:. - B . ‘. ' - I . / b . § - . . . . . ] X ) , )
o ' ‘Working definition of sdcial work prdctice. .Social Work, 1958, 3 (2), .. .°. e
A 5- 8. L : , - E Co T :

R

TTE YD
T Ehy




# Tt ey

-

)

el Sl T, tEl. L e SRR N
S - g P . . PN B . '.-' .!.._ ; ) ,.‘-‘ I s
R o . L v B
e S dram . - o i i
. L . . tr e . ‘e HI
. A ) '-, ' ) . ¥ ¢ L ' & . . 'i
. i R O - e ot 3
b 9 B . N i L T
.~ APPENDIX.A = ©° - BRI
o - -'-; . L "': N . . ... . .. '. . . . ) ’ .l'.
B ) . .. - . ,‘ 2 £ " N . - 4.‘. . ‘ ;l.
- OVERVIEW OF-SERVICES ‘OFFERED BY: CATHOLIC FAMILY  SERVICE . = o -, "5
1 . ,1.\‘~_- . ) N .': X .- e :
(designed for' client use) Fm .= o
N s . . ﬂ_'_..' 8 - -. i .‘ P ". :
I : B )
R PPEE S _
. S - i N
) S 7w
X e ?.,-‘;ﬁ.,';;,':}. vecipirie

TH LY el

Pagaan b

-



\

A

-i.serv1ces described in thJS brochure have been developed over a period of ’
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* SERVICES AVAILABLE AT CATHOLIC FAMILY SERVICE . OTTAWA - ‘_fi

‘INSTRUCTIONS - o o i L s .
‘ Th1s descr1pt1on of the counse111ng and educat1ona1 services of Catholic -

- Fam11y Serv1ce is 1ntended to give you, the. user of Gur serv1ces a

-xsunmary of all’ the progrmnnes offered Generally, our clients have heard

abqut or have been referred to our agency for on]y one of our serv1ces, : Tt
'and they are not aware of the other ways in wh1ch they may make use of _ T
hthe agency Also, peop]e s needs change, and so we expect that many of
6ur c11ents may want to use d1fferent services at d1fferent times The_

‘\ -
' many years to- meet the chang1ng needs of our c11ents but we ful]y expect
’that they w111 contxnue to change Thus we’ would 11ke to encourage you
to 1dent1fy other needs that are not be1ng met by our current serv1ces. 503

that we may deve1op new programmee*

.in the 1mmed1ate future Th1s 1nformat1on w111 be help€p1 for us to plan f

" /and schedu]e our serv1ces especda]ly the group programmes. Feel free .

to add to the 11st in the space prov1ded in the' otherj categar1es. "i'”"

P]ease return th1s form to y0ur soc1a1 worker'or group leader.

/ 1
~ . . e, \.. \‘_ . . : ! . o -
COUNSELLING SERVICES SV VO S "f-“l”u.x T

N
[ / R . o
' Counse11ors g1v1ng the fol]owing/services have graduate degrees in Soc1a1v,"

T

work or. Educat1ona1 Psycho1ogy gr haVe a commun1ty colﬂege certif1cate 1n°

0

| : f "f . ‘.: | : | ; a‘
! P]ease check off any of‘thecse;!;ges that you fee1 you could use now or




. social service work:

The ba51c ph1losophy .of the counse111ng glven is’

"'growth-or1ented and)as such is concerned w1th free1ng the 1nd1vidua1 to

_reach his or her own potent1a1 and make h1s or -her own- cho1ces in an

: sths 1n which we are all 1nvolved

~as’ an 1nf1uent1a1 system

‘_part1cu1ar1y in re]ation to the 1nd1v1dua1 in the system.ﬁ

- sk1lls to dea] w1th var1ous stresses a]d stages of deve]opment, chang1ng '

’11fe sty]es and ro]es..

'test1ng and others. -', : .‘ e

',authentlc manner, both in his or her own 11fe ‘and’ in the mu1t1p1e re]at1on- -

To ¢h1s end 1t 1s(systems oq1en e

D e et

r\' 5

in the here and now and as well is concerned with the fam11y of or1g1n

There is’ a1so an awareness of psycho dynamics, -
The counsel]ing

is. a]so educat1ona1 in that it is concerngd w1th he1p1ng peop]e Jeart = . .

-

Techn1ques used are chosen to meet the needs of‘.{.

the app11cant be it 1ndiv1dua1 coup]e .or family. * These include various
conmun1cat1on techn1ques, transact1ona1 ana]ys1s, Gestalt. assertiveness .

tra1n1ng, value and ro]e c]ar1f1cat1on mode111ng, contract1ng, rea11ty- : ; :

Ay ) ' \
,ﬂ4Mar1ta1 Counse]]ing The pr1mary focus 1s on the re1at1onsh1p of

harr1ed or unmarr1ed coup]es, w1th the aim of - he1p1ng the coup]e,_

to ach1eve a. better understanding of the purpose of the1r re]atioh- '
' 1.‘sh1p, and f1nd1ng’new ways to reach that goal, e. g 1mproved '
: commun1cat10n, better sexua] relat1onsh1p. etc. “’

: !
"..‘Separation' Divorce and Conc111at10n Counse]]ing S1nn]ar to .

"marlta1 counse111ng, but the focus 1s on deciding whether or o ’f' - ;
:not the couple 1s going to remain together and dea11ng w1th the
'emotional and practical consequences of the1r decision, 1nc1uding ,;f‘\g-Aj

’ adJusting to new ro]es and lije styles. " ,1; :

o o
wj . oo
R N B on
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Individual Counse111ng to Ch11dren and Adolescénts. He1p1ng them

" to cope Wi

14 e et et e e . Sl . i . M . . . jp—

. . _ . , o Ve
,Jnd1v1dua1 Counse411ng to Adu]ts Persons may a1$o be helped to :S. o
D
exp]ore the1r re]at1onsh1ps -on an 1nd1v1dua1 basis; to make de- O
" - gisions; to 1earn how to understand and cope w1th stressfu1 f}

situations at d1fferent stages in the1r llves, and/or ]earn new

behav1our'patterns, including commun1cat10n skills. B -‘ .

T

ems affecting them at the1r part1cu1ar

v stage'in 1ife. ~Under s1xteen years of age counsel]lng is given

‘only with ‘the: knowledge and consent of parents.' Over‘the age of

, s1xteen, parental consent 1s no necessary e

Parent Child Re]ationship Counse111ng. The focus 1s dea11ng with

‘ conflicts, commun1cat10n difficu1t1es. chang1ng needs, expecta- ;‘

tﬂons and ro1es and other prob]ems wh1ch may. ar1se between parents~

&

and ch1ldren.

5'Fam11y Counse111ng Attention is given to the 1nteract1on between

N4

all family members,,rather than on the spec1f1c relationsh1ps .

mentloned §bove whth the empha51s b 1ng on strengthen1ng the

4

- family as a un1t. - :

~ Personal Growth,Groups., These groups are offered per1od1ca11y.

'Methods used are Gesta]t Transact1ona1 Ana]ysis Assertiveness

Training, and other communicat1on technlques. Common proQJems

' may be the bas1s for form1ng a part1cu1ar group. Lo -,

_5,, eTIE T D ysgg

t !l'




>

. EDUCATIONAL ~SERV.ICES: TR A SR

LN Parent Child Commun1cat10n Groups-' These:are“ten-week courses .

aiming to he]p parents be effedt1ve 1n br1ng1ng up the1r ch11dren

i

to be respons1b1e, 1ndependent adults. The two main sources are
,Dr Thomas Gordon s “Parent Effect1veness Tra1n1ng" and Rudo]ph :
- ; Dre1kurs' “Ch11dren The Cha]féhge"; D1scuss1on, role- -playing
'and exerc1ses comp]ement the presentat1on ‘of materia] These
courses are open to coup]es and s1ng]e parents. Advanced.groups. K‘

e oL o are offered to graduates. '

i Open-Forum Counse111ng An educat1onal approach to fam1ly 1nter-

v,act1on, based an the method of Dr. A]fred Adler, w1th the aim of '
gtrengthen1ng fmn11y bonds in-an atmosphere of mutua1 respect and"

a:{, S I o recogn1t10n of mutua1 needs, by focu51ng ‘on spec1f1c areas of |

| -concern in- the. fam11y. A team approach is used and sess1ons ‘may

ﬁ€¥: S B f; o 'be open to observers, such’ as other parents and persons 1nvo1ved

| | | in dealing with ch11drenrand'fam111es,_such as teachers, nurses, |

o o ete. | S | | |

Chr1stopher'Leadership Course' A course aiMed‘at-helang individ-

aua]s to grow in se]f-conf1dence, by 1earh1ng to organize their
ay thoughts simply and clear1y, and to present. them effect1ve1y, and

.'by 1earn1ng to share the1r fee11ngs better with close- ones or
s

o : fstrangers. vThe ma1n technique 1s speaking on one s feet to a.’ .
l Vs y ) ..“‘

group twwce each nlght‘ v

[y )
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: ' . N 3.
Mafftal Commdnicatidh Groups : Groups are per1od1ca11y offered T
for couples who want to 1mprove the1r mutua] commun1cation in \
the context of a group experience. Varjous cqmmun1cat1on'~' .\.
“‘techn1ques are used. . A S S R ';:'
A Ta]ks torPub1rc Groups. Upon request ta]ks may be given aboyt ;
’ top1cs re]ated to marrlage and fam11y 11fe, such as connmn1cation,1{_ )

Other:

'parent1ng and preparatlon for marr1age. C ‘AE'-~\Kf~"

Name <

Address _
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1. CASE HISTORY

u

. Fami]y'cOmposTtiOnj i
"an'18.year:on who'attended GradeTXIl and who was successful acadethally

. and'socjaTTy " The-11 year. o]d, N1Ily, was descr1bed by the fam1]y -as the

| the fam11y" ', - ';tJ E ' R

‘ H1story as Described by the Fam11y 1n the In1t1a1 Interview

-

" Family C was comprised of seven members: Father was a 38 year old

‘ ”.stationary engineer, anfonly'ChTTd'nho described himself as an "extremely: /

_ hard worker" and a "family man". Mother Was 38, -and-worked part-time as = .-

. e

a. homemaker and part tame as a factory worker Herffamily oflorigtn'was o

‘n:compr1sed of her parentsvand-f1ve stb11ngs. The-onest child, Vicki,.Was

' "cTonn"‘ He was attend1ng Grade VI and do1ng average work 1n schoo] p

R1cky, age 13, W was descr1bed by the fam11y as "the probTem“. R1cky was

'-'hav1ng ‘some problems in schooT and was descr1bed as d1srespectfu1 and
' unmanageab]e by his: parents The second youngest boy, Georg1e was SixX. .
'years o]d and in k1ndergarten. ATthough there was a baby¢. aged 11 months,

:(who did. not attend therapy) Georg1e was often descr1bed as the"baby of,

7 - _ e

}

B Informat1on Ava11ab1e,Before the - In- person Interv1ew (Intake)

The fami]y had contacted.the agency describing d1ff1cu1ties w1th their .

- ,T% year old son R1cky. who had been apprehended while- stealing money from '

h1s grandmother There had been no pol://1nv01vement and it appeareg

probable that the stea11ng behavibr was qgt current. Agreement was reached

‘w1th the 1ntake worker that the whoTe fam11;iWOu1d attend: therapy, with the
‘.'exception of Patt1 (the 11 month oid) '!‘_ R .

-

The family descr1b£d the s1tuation Teading to the request for therapy




- :' with Rlcky, and was unrelated to their mode of parent1ng or other relat1on-

:2-'..Shlp factors."

R1cky had been confronted by h1s gnandmother in the act of tak1ng money o -
‘from her closet. The grandmother est1mated that the total amount stolen

: 1nclud1ng the recent amount was over' $3 000.00: R1cky 1ns1sted that the

amount was “under $2 000 oo" and admitted to tak1ng moneyﬂon and of f*

”for some years

!

Mr and Mrs. C. descr1bed a range of problem behav1ors with which they

had been concerned, 1nclud1ng ‘the stealing, dasrespectful behav1or to his

'parents and "1rrespons1b1l1ty“ in. perform1ng his obl1gat1ons The fam1ly |
('had not been ‘in therapy before and deser1bed their efforts to “keep 1t 1n
'the fam1ly“. These efforts 1ncluded pay1ng back money wh1ch Ricky had
: .~ 'stolen, severe lecturlng, keep‘ng him undér close superv1510n and "not

leav1ng money around" ‘;Mr an ‘Mrs. C. adm1tted that none of these efforts

'had worked and stated that some solut1on must be found or they feared

R1cky would find. h1mself in trouble w1th the‘law

Mother and Father descr1bed themselves as good parents who WOrked ex-

o =tremely hard so the1r ch1ldren would have all poss1ble benefits, such as a .
ﬁyearly vacat1on None of the other ch1ldren exh1b1ted sign1f1cant problem
:Abehaﬁfor and Mr. and Mrs. C. were conv1nced that if R1cky would "shape up |
‘the. fam1ly would’ be completely happy. The children contr1buted little wlth—
:”uthe except1on of V1ck1 Who agreed w1th her parents Frequent reference

'wWas made to the fact that. V1ck1 was a model student and "the complete

a

oppos1te of her brother“.- The parents worked hard to demonstrate to the

theraplst that 1f V1ck1 could be a model chlld the problem obviously lay

L R
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Tt 15 system oriented .

o peop]e

7w THE BRIEF THERAPY MODEL -

&

is ready to work on, an 1nd1cator of whatever 1s wrong, and”a con=-

crete index of any progress nmde

AN

‘These prob]ems are v1ewed as s1tuat1ona1 d1ff1cu1t1es between

1

prob]ems of 1nteract1on

'Such prob]ems are seen pr1mar11y as an outcome of everyday d1ff1-

A

.cult1es wh1ch have: been mlshand]ed

o Norma] trans1t1ona1 -steps in fam11y011v1ng ‘are seenas the most

—

common and: 1mportant d1fficu1ty that may 1ead to prob]ems

presented prob]ems'offer-what theiclient

P T

3 1nten51f1es the or1glna1 d1ff1cu1ty ' - "~ ;- -

. fProb]ems are 11ke1y to develop by the over emphas1s or under ‘

/

jemphas1s of d1ff1eu]t1es Ain 11v1ng BT o :

_ 0r1g1na1 d1ff1culty 1s often met w1th an attempted solut1dn that

r

'Chron1c symptoms are v1ewed as the persistence of a repeated]y

f -

‘poorly handled difficulty. . ° S e o

i -

.- Resoliution of problems is seen'asvmainjy'requiring'a substitution

. of behavior,patterns, so as to Interrup the viciooé positive

feedback circles f e .

: '~Means of promot1ng benef1c1a1 change are sought, wh1ch wprk

-,;Often seem1ngly "11log1ca]” remed1es are prescr1bed

! 10.,' .
..;symptom presented and worktng 1n a 11m1ted way towards 1ts re11ef-.

1l

.the treatment situation.

Change can be effective by "thinking smal]" by focusing ‘on the

_Concept1ons and 1nterventions are based on d1rect observat1on 1n o

N\



w1th1n a usua] maximum of ten sessions therapy goes through in a four

.rA' ) " . “.
] < !
. 7
i
step procedure.
: i ' ‘zStep'l
i
il : . N
'Step'2
Step 3:
o Step 4:
v :
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4

' N

v

N
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A c1ear def1nition of the problem 1n oohcrete -

terms. (a1so a basic requirement of the emp1r1ca1
model). - LI A T iy T

An 1nvest1gation of the solution attempted so far -

“Thls revea]s what mainta1ns the undesirab1e situation -

i)
“

~and where change has to be emp]oyed" e 3
A c]ear def1n1tion of the: concrete change to be achieved
(also complimentary to the emp1r1ca1 mode1) B |
The formu]at1on and-1mp1ementat1on of a p1an to produce H
this change”( Natz]awick WeakJand and Fisch, 1974) 'i?
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Statements uf B]ame. “You r no good"-

A ”Only for you'we 'd-be happy“.-

2. 'Szatements of Encouragement and Affect1on.:

T

Exa;ples of Statements of the Seven Categor1es of Interact1on Measured

| “You'l never change";

~

'“it Seems iiké}you're

3. ,Statements of Speak1ng for Chi1dren.1"You don t. seem to want to

.o .

ra1se your marks"°" "You don't care about pleasing MOm and I“-

"You want. to be caught and pun1shed"

e .

7:Statements Ind1cat1ng;a Shift ~in Respons1b111ty. ‘"It has to be

_someth1ng he wants to do“‘ "I m. beginning‘to realize 1t s not my

o

"we ‘can 't so]ve-this prob1em for you”.

‘5. Statements of ib]ing Comparison."“why can't you be 11ke your

U s

. s1ster ng /You two are 11ke black and’ wh1te"'

"We never have -

's | ’ . - | - - L
R B A troub'le hke th'ls with .YOllI‘ Sister“, s T ‘
. '1': i 5,;Statements of Te]'lmg Nhat to Do.. uyou shou]d study harder“- I’ R
“ ‘ _. ou have to act er a man“' "You're going about it the wrong way-

L el A

T T Ty st .
e "I fee] frustrated

'4“I fee] discouraged"

R " Statements of Fee]ing

\ fbeqause we can t so1ve this problem“'f'

o “I fee1 encouraged when I
C3 IR . see you try".‘°-jl"" e T e
'.. .. ‘v l- " . N N L st _: ‘ 1\ . 'II.
el e .
po . T »
: | N - ’ e ) ) J .‘;-

try1ng""‘Neknow we can depend on you“"kweapprec1ate your effort“'
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. Index. of‘Family Satisfactio'n Ly

; faction.-_. ‘_1’:" o e

A

/i

EE An additional measurement procedure employed in the case study was

r

“an’ index of family satisfaction (See pp 74- 76 ). This index was tailored-

B -by~ the clinician to mea,sure the family s level of satisfaction, and was

‘based 0N, an 1ndex developed by Hudson (1976) to measure marital satis- ’

N ]
v

Each fami ly member was asked to complete an inventory between the ) ’

first and second sessions.A The r:esults indicated that each fami ly member

'~" § was completely satisﬁed w1th the family S- interaction and felt a strong

e

sense of being accepted by the family. The results of this index were in

B
complete contradiction to- the picture the family presented in the mterview
situation, and from th&r own description of the 51tuation at home where ‘

all members agreed there was excessive blami,ng, critici-zing, and negative S

RN

1nteraction. There are several possible explanations as to why this -

measurement tool did /not ac;urately measure famil Y. satisfaction. First

the measurement tool 1tself was not refined or sufficiently sensitive to o

pinpoint a eurately family members satisfaction with their interaction. 5

Second, this family preSented vr]th a very strong need to be perceived as

' 'a "good" .family., A family rule apparent from assessment was that it was

perfectly alright to criticize Ricky. but there was strong resistence to:
any suggestioq that the fami'l _y as a whole might need to change. The data
given on the inde; p0551bly reflected a further'(effort by the fami ly to

convince the cl:nician that it Was stable, and that therefore change was

..._/4

2L A
/.. L
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L TN INDEX OF FAMILY SATISFACTION: y s = ;
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W= ToDAY'S. DATE A;J‘g} . h
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[

'his questionnaire 1s designed to .measure’ the degree of satisfac ) yo¥ have with your family at present. - -
(t. is'not-a test, so there are no right or wrong answers. Answer ch it

item as carefully and as accurately

“I'feal that this famﬂy 1s affectionate RARELY, OR NONE-_ A LITTLE/OF .- SOMETIMES - GOOD PART OF " MOST OR ALL

. e
o el
. ~ -

i‘*'/" '

. ;»enough oF THE TIME .- THE TIME/ -~ THE TIME .. OF THE FIME
. '2“ I fee] that my fagnly treats e bad]y * RARELY OR NONE'.‘A'LITTL OF ~ SOMETIMES  GOOD' PART OF MOST OR ALL //’7—TR
ST L " OF THE.TIME - :nEWME-; . - THETIME. - D OF THETIME 7~ - )
:""}"2.1 fee1 that ny famﬂy reaﬂy cares : RARELY: OR NONE - A LITTLE. OF - " SOMETIMES * G0OD. PART OF - MOST OR ALL ‘;*L_ ,f',-;
7 for me,~ OF THE, TIME ~. CTHETIME.. - . THETIME.  OF Tng TIME®
B . / ‘ - ) . e : \ &
ST T ‘feel-that if I had a ¢hoice, I RARELY- OR'NOKE ~ A LITTLE OF - SOMETIMES GOOD PART OF ) ‘ - MOST OR" ALL - .
- «-._1,,wou1d not be 1n this . famﬂy OF. THE‘/IjME ~ THE: TIME 5 © THE TIME -~ OF THE TIME 5
IR ' o O : g
. I feel this 1s a trust1ng family "RARELY. OR NONE'_;A LITTLE OF. - SOMETIMES - GOOD PART OF - MOST OR AL
o E L _ OF THE TIME ~ THE TIME -~ e THE TIME. . OF THE TIME . %
. jI fée] that our fam11y 1s break1ng up RARELY OR NONE A LITILE OF: "SOMETIMES - .GOOD PART. OF MOST OR Ati ’
o E L ) OF THE TIME ~ - THE TIME - oo .. THETIME © . QF THE TIME
?; ;,~I fee] that my famlly doesn t under-e "RARELY OR .NONE - .A LITTLE-OF " SOMETIMES . GOOD PABN OF MOST OR ALL .
oA .-%”stand me. i .',3 OF THE TIME  THE_TIME. o -~ THE TIME | - OF THE TIME . °
‘\8 1 fee1 that our famny 1s a good one\ RARELYOR NONE -~ A LITTLE OF * SOMETIMES. “G0OD PART OF  MOST OR ALL -
S e YOF THE. TIME,  -THE TIME .07 THE-TIME . OF_JHE TIME- - - ,
o 9o; I'feel that oors1s‘a;very happy'fam11y. RARELY OR NONE - “A LITTLE-OF ' - SOMETIMES - GOOD- PART OF  MOST. OR ALL ST ,
; .. R | . .. ' " OF-THE TIME. = THE TIME " - THE TIME - 0F THE TII/‘IE o
4‘ R R //. - . . . . A . oL .. e ) . -."‘ - ;’\ R . .
10-“'1 fbe] that our 11fe together 1s du11.- RARELY OR NONE A LITTLE OF * SOMETIMES  GOOD PART OF MOSTOR TR o
R o COF THE TIME - THEITIME =~ = ° ° (THE TIME - OF THE' TIME .
R C L - - . -
Sl TEmy e S \;\ LR
. ‘_j_ X R o - ‘. ) T{f)‘: . . , " /' o ' }/ '.,/:/1- )
. [ R ‘;' o . . e . -
- ; V;“@ . ' g "/" s 7 ,-’.,» "




Index of Fam11y Sat1sfact1on Aﬁpnt1nued)

a;;{_t,11

1 feel that we

_n~together

-1:21 féel that 1
family.

Y feal’ that ou
h,.._ﬁ'lose.;._ o 9 I
g feel that I cannot re]y on my
: ,ffami]y T

"4‘together
LT feel that we'

18: - 1-feel. somet1mes that I'm not a -.'

:-and. disagreeme
'this fam11y

e

have'a 10t of: fun o

can confide in’ my -

r fam11y 1s very

~

. 7”I feel thatewe do not ta1k enough

manage agreements
nts very well 1n

“fIereT that in our family, we do a-
v'good*job ‘of - managlng how-we spend
fdur money.,: ‘

"fflpart of thelfamily
¥ 1-Fee¥ dg

& :a]ong we11 %og
iI~fée1 that ou

""'::.stable

1I:fee1 that my

S ijith how 1 act

family that we get
ether. e

r family 15 very

family is pleased

RARELY OR-NONE'
OF THE TIME.

RARELY OR’NONE

. OF “THE TIME "

" RARELY OR NONE
- OF. THE TIME -

- RARELY OR NONE
| OF THESTIME

RARELY OR NONE

- OF THE TIME

" 'RARELY OR NONE
. OF THE-TIME .

,-RAhELf'oh'NONE'
OF THE TIME -
RARELY OR NONE '
-z;*OF,THE.IIME,ij:
. RARELY-OR NONE

. .OF THE TIME >
© " -RARELY"OR NONE

OF ‘THE TIME

'RARELY OR NONE,
" OF THE TIME.. -

“A’LITTLE -OF
e TINE

A LITTLE QF
*- THE TIME

A LITTLE OF
THE TIME

A LITTLE OF -
THE-TIME® . -

A LITTLE OF .

THE: TIME.

fiAzLITTLEZo?.3
. THE TIME -

A LITTLE OF
- THE TIME -

.'A LITTLE OF:

.

'SOMETIMES

* GOOD PART. OF -
CTHE TIME. .

SﬁMETIMES‘

| sohtflmss

SOMETIMES.

t -

THE TIME

- GOOD -PART OF "

- 600D PART OF

SOMETIMES

SOMETIMES .

SOMETIMES'

SOMETIMES

THETINE. - .
.SOMETIMES .

A LITTLE OF -
- THE TIME

‘A LITTLE OF -

THE . TIME

A LITILE [

THE TIME

SOMETIMES

-

" G0OD PART OF
e TINE

SOMETIMEST_

“THE TIME -

- 600D PART. OF

_THE. TIME

THE TIME’

_GOOD PART.GF. - -
CTHE TIME,

- GOOD PART OF -

THE TIME

. THE. TIME

-G0OD_PART.OF
- THE TIME,
G00D PART os;,
THE TIME .

* G0OD PART OF. .

“MOST OR ALL
" - OF THE -TIME -~
"MOST OR ALL -~ . -%
_OF THE TIME - |
~MOST-OR ALL ~ °
" OF THE TIME. . :

'MOST OR ALL
OF THE. TIME

MOST.OR ALL -
OF THE TIME
MOST OR.ALL

"OF THE TIME

MOST ‘OR ALL
OF THE TIME

o

MOST OR ALL . .~
© . OF THE TIME
GOOD PART OF .

MOST OR-ALL

* OF THE TIME

_“MOST ‘OR ALL

", OF THE TIME

. - N ‘- ,‘ -
e e .

L e R
K e, AP

' MOST. ORALL - . || - ¢
. OF THE TIME
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-As'sessnient ' '(Baseh’nel

w‘e'eks.' 1 - 2

* Intervention.-

. ":Neek 3

.'infonnation by ask1 ng open-ended questions.
a) "How does this fami'l_y make decisions?

o). who makes the ru]es? : \

. of Ricky s stea]ing behavror.

"'";interfere in the imp'lementation of this plan.'

o interaction. utilizing Ref‘lecting comnents such as.

During the fi rst two sesswns there was no intervention
1nto the famﬂy (3 1nteraction.
reasons for seeking therapy and the c11n1c1an gathered

Exampies

"of these questions are as fonows.“ f'

"

“b)‘\f ‘Nhat are the ru]es in this famﬂy? o '

) Nhat happens when ru] es are broken?

. 'e)'."what are some of the activities this family 1s invo] ved N
in? - .‘ S e

’

'The famiiy'expressed wi]]ingness to WOrk'on the prObTem;'_ |

During this session - -

so]utions which had been attempted were descri&i in

"_.:greater detaﬂ and possib'le new so'lutions explored
| ‘.‘,Durlng this SESS‘IOH Ricky developed a p]an for return-
ing the sto1 en money and this was re inforced b_y the

' .'c'linician encouraging the famﬂy to support but not to -

Dd{ring

this session, the cliniciah began giving feedback on" '

'xg’ ey

v

The famﬂy outhned their s '

i , 78,
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, X . 7.
ST why they had to be so controlhng

K be avior or: what is perce;ved as undes1rable be-

k "The parents seem to do" most of the tal king in this

1.

fami\'ly“ “Feehngs are not expressed 1n this family

Are you aware of that"?

-' t L
. . - .-
> . . LT
.,

The c'lim cian attempted a paradox1ca1 1ntervention

‘ very often.

(This 15 the apparent?ﬁcouragementtof undeS'lrab]e

havior. The technique 1/s used to lessen such be-

\ hav1or or bring 1t under contro'l) Th1S is\ an
1mportant procedq;:e utﬂized frequentTy in the
framework of the Brie‘F Therapy modeT-: (watzlamck

1974)

parents that they "Toosen their controT ‘on. Ricky

et ai ! The chmcian suggested to the

’ for one week. "to see how bad things can actua]ly N Sy

get" : The assumption was being made by the

: - c]inician that there would probab'ly be a improve- -

‘ .

' ment in the son '§- behavior. as. the attempted

»

‘ solution by the parents of excessive controT seemed o '
PR

to be exacerbating the problem. .The famﬂx accepted

this prescription w1th some skepticism, but at tlé{s * ?. f"" ""

point were will]ing to demonstrate to the cTinician S

AV

N

\,-’,

4 g e

3

Sy




B L U \ SRRSO
Week 5 } A " The res.u'ltslof'the prescri‘ption were- discussed'.“ |
a . . . The parents conc]uded somewhat reluctant]y, | '
| ‘much to their surprise that the1r son.s behavior .
»—9 : _ o ,. had 1mproved ~1in the absence of excesswe con-
| \ ,tro] The remamder of the session was used to |
Lo R exp]ore the dlfferences between bemg a’ "good "
. _,--;.' S . ' o - parent and be'ing a “respons1b1e" parent Extremeti-.'
. | | . parenta] contro'l was reframed (p]acmg what m1ghtl. . Lo -

, be perceived as a negative behavior m a positive ) ,': o
é R BN ,-context)by the cHnician as a sincere d’esxre by N
| ‘ the parents to protect the1r chﬂdren fmm harmful ’ R

A ,;:onsequences. Lo e '-‘5.' EEEENE
R . 4 ) ":,- -, L R - .

= . e . ) . ¥

‘Week. 60 A signi'f’1cant' event had. oc'curre'dv'between‘:wéek's f-ivé va e L

A - and s1x. - The son was 1nvo'|ved \1n an 1nc1dent of~

' ‘.:‘ Steahﬂg. ,‘.I>1$ participation fin the occurrence RS '," _
. , ) was- re]atwe]y mm1ma'l but dur1ng week 5”‘ the | N T
| " | ‘. :-‘famﬂy looked: at *possible solut—'lons. Agr‘eement : ’ i
’ i . . 'was reached that R'Icky would handle th1s 1nc1dent

o L & o J by report'lng ‘his” part1c1pat'lon in the event and :

R 3

R T accepting the consequences. The parents agreed ‘ ‘

o o T ? i
PR that they shou'ld not 1n‘tercede on his behal‘F

" '_ The famﬂy :was absent due to .m'inor 'HTness. RV




e

e .

"

At

X

@

agreed there had been 1mprove.ment and there were '
'pracncal d1ff1cu1t1es 1n getting everyone to- S
'get'her for the sessions. |
.prob'lem of how to dea1 with the steaHng behavwr

.goatmg of Ricky and 1t was suggested by the

1east three more sessions.

Y
‘d

‘ ) wh1ch had occurred 1n the mteractwn.

:taken p'lace in- 1nteraction._

‘therapy The reasons gwen were that aH members

Al though the origi nal

appeared to. be reso]ved there was stﬂ'l scape—

‘o,

c11mc1an that the famﬂy contmue E’herapy for at\

The. famﬂy would not

agree to th1s and the remainder of the session )

,was used as a sumnatwn of therapy and the changes

Duri ng th1s

session se]ected parmt.s of’ the’ prev1ous1y recorded

E mater1a'l was shown tQ the famﬂy vnth the focus on

‘ demonstrating to them some of the changes which had
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Ce o7 o LA TAILORED MEASUREMENT TOOL :
"YU The ‘fol'iowing' measurement"'too'l was deve]oped»by the clinician -

- and a chent who stated that her prob1em was: "depressmn u
Together the: c'|1n1c1an and c11ent were ab1e to operationahze

and def1ne the client! s. depress1on as fo]]ows ,

DI

1. Feehngs of Depresswn. : The chent deflned her feehngs of o
. . H

depresswn as crying bouts. She agreed to count the numbe r of R '
. t'1‘mes crying b'outs.oceurred, on a dai ]y basis. o '

2. Social Activities, The chent reported that the frequency of '

her soc1a1 act1v1t1es was an 1nd1cator: of whether or not she
e '. f‘e'lt depressed She was asked to count the number of t1mes .

she engaged in Social activities on a daily basis. - °* . - . s |

1 ' : ' S

. . R Y

. ¥ .

=y N -]
-

3. Personal Groommg The chent reported that her manner of

u groommg was an’ 1nd1cator of whether or not she fe]t depressed
Grooming was deﬁned to 1nclude vwhether or not the chent :

washed her ha1r bathed and 'Iaundered her. c'lothmg The- degree. . L . o \
of groommg was rated b_y the client each day as fo'llowmg on S )

L]

a sca‘re from 1 - 10 and rated on a daﬂ_y bas1s.

" Note,. The prev1 ous - behavwrs ere measuredr,by’}the' c]jent. for'

RN L "‘—one week before treatment began ar;d throughout the Ty £

-

, 1ntervent1on per1od L /

444444
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