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May 27-31, 2005 Association for Behavior Analysis (ABA) 31st Annual 
Convention, Chicago, IL  

September 30 - 
October 2, 2005 
 

Cambridge Center for Behavioral Studies, Annual 
Meeting of the Trustees, New York, NY 

October 14-15, 2005 Mid-American Association for Behavior Analysis, 
Location, Madison, Wisconsin  

Ongoing Greater Boston ABA - Every third Tuesday of the 
month 

October 13-14, 2005 Berkshire Association for Behavior Analysis and 
Therapy, Amherst, MA 

October 4-6, 2005 Behavioral Safety Now! Conference, Jacksonville, FL 

July 24 - 28, 2005 31st National Direct Instruction Conference and 
Institutes, Eugene, Oregon  

November 25 – 27, 
2005 

Association for Behavior Analysis International (ABA) 
3rd International Conference, Beijing, China   

November 2-5, 2005 Tennessee Association for Behavior Analysis 2005 
10th Annual Conference, Nashville, TN 

The politics of hope – 
and a path to the future 
 
Coming on the heels of the NBC series on autism, the new and 
elegant web site, AutismSpeaks.org offers visitors information 
on an array of possible autism treatment modalities. At least 
one of the treatment methods presented, Applied Behavior 
Analysis, is backed by empirically validated procedures and 
outcomes. Others are not.  
 
Similarly, national conferences on autism typically offer a 
smorgasbord of treatment possibilities to conference partici-
pants. Facilitated Communication can buy a booth at the fair 
alongside Applied Behavior Analysis. It’s an open market. 
 
For autism conference organizers and web site developers, 
ABA is only one of the many treatment methods that parents 
and caregivers can consider for loved ones and clients. Often 
desperate for positive changes in a media-world that promises 
quick fix capsules for everything from depression to obesity to 
toenail fungus to anxiety, parents and caregivers reach for a 
brass ring of treatment service, one that promises a cure. 
 
What’s lost in the media hype, conference marketing, and web 
site presentations, is an old and simple message, caveat emptor. 
Let the buyer beware. 
 
Consumers and purchasers of services need to ask service pro-
viders, Can you show evidence that your treatment methods 
produce results – that they work? 
 
In order for behavior-based clinical procedures – whether in, 
for example, the treatment of learning disabilities, anxiety, or 
depression – to be viable, they must rest on foundations of sci-
entific evidence that demonstrate their effectiveness. Without 
such underpinnings, they cannot be considered more than un-
founded claims. Interesting ideas, perhaps, but not scientifically 
validated. 
 
As behavioral scientists and applied behavior analysts, we 
share a commitment to research-based evidence of treatment 

effectiveness. Further, when asked, we have an ethical respon-
sibility to recommend and implement treatment practices that 
are validated through behavioral research.  
 
In the coming months, the Cambridge Center will begin an 
initiative leading to the accreditation of programs of behavior-
based clinical services. It will require time and resources to 
develop standards and methods of program assessment. I am 
confident that we will achieve success in bringing this initiative 
to fruition, as we have done in our development of the accredi-
tation of workplace safety programs based on behavioral prin-
ciples. As the initiative unfolds, you will have opportunities to 
shape its direction and substantive development through  in-
vestments of your time and talent.  
 

I hope you will join this important initiative, one that promises 
to make a significant and lasting contribution to society. Ser-
vice providers grounded in scientifically validated behavioral 
practices will be recognized. Families and caregivers will have 
information to help them make sound choices among an array 
of providers. And, the bottom line, clients will receive effective 
treatment.  
 

Dwight Harshbarger, Ph.D. 
Executive Director 

Do you receive our monthly newsletter through your 
email address?  If not, we probably do not have your 
current information.  Please contact us with your email 
address to receive the latest news from the Center! 
 

(978) 369-2227 or webmaster@behavior.org 
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The Cambridge Center for Behavioral Studies was founded 
in 1981.  The founder, Robert Epstein, was joined by a 
distinguished group of behavior scientists, philanthropists, 
and corporations:  Edward L. Anderson, Donald A. Cook, 
Gerbrands Corporation, J.M. Harrison, Kenneth J. Keller, 
Anne Kupfer, Jeffrey Kupfer, Hugh G. Loebner, Norman 
Baxley Associates, Pfizer Corporation, Research Press, 
Leo J. Reyna, and Upjohn Company. 

Cambridge Center for Behavioral Studies 
336 Baker Ave., Concord, MA  01742-2107 

Tel:  978-369-2227, Fax:  978-369-8584 
Email:  center@behavior.org 

Website:  http://www.behavior.org 
 
H.S. Pennypacker. Ph.D. ~ Chair, Board of Directors 
Dwight Harshbarger, Ph.D. ~ Executive Director 
Rebekah Pavlik ~  Business Manager 
                              Editor, The Current Repertoire 
Kenneth Stephens, Ph.D., Operant Systems ~ Webmaster 

Elsewhere in this issue, Director Harshbarger 
announces the intention of the Cambridge Center to 
develop a program of accreditation of behavior-based 
clinical services. He cites in support of the need for 
such a program the plethora of autism treatment 
approaches and packages, most totally lacking in 
empirical support. 
 
As we move into the arena of accreditation of 
behavioral programs, including those specifically 
designed for the treatment of autism, a critical 
question immediately arises: 
 
BY WHAT STANDARDS ARE WE TO JUDGE 
CANDIDATE PROGRAMS? 
I hope that all members of the Center will give this 
issue serious consideration and offer their 
suggestions. I would like to start the conversation by 
offering my own view of a proper answer to this 
question. 
 
I suggest that we adopt, at least in principle, the 
standards used by the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) in evaluating drugs for entry 
into the marketplace: SAFE AND EFFECTIVE. As 
well all know, pharmaceutical companies are required 
to provide extensive evidence, usually in the form of 
results from randomized clinical trials, that a 
candidate compound is both safe and effective. Let us 
consider for a moment what use of this standard 
actually entails. The standard of safety is self 
explanatory. It forces disclosure of any adverse side 
effects (however annoying these recitations may be in 
eventual commercials) and, in the case of such 
compounds as Vioxx, can cause the manufacturer to 
recall the drug. 
 
Of greater interest is the standard of effectiveness. A 
drug may be perfectly safe, as most placebos are, but 
it will not be admitted to market if it does not also 
offer benefit above that obtained by taking a 
placebo. This is often a source of great controversy, 
as the ImClone episode of a few years ago reminds us. 
At issue was a revolutionary cancer drug, Erbitux, 
that its creator was certain possessed great potential. 
He convinced Bristol Myers of its merit and sold 
them an interest in the drug for $2 billion. All parties 
were convinced that FDA approval was forthcoming 
and the stock of Imclone reflected this expectation. 

When the news leaked that the FDA was not going 
to approve the drug, not because of lack of 
effectiveness but because of flaws in the design of the 
clinical trials, insider selling of the stock took place 
and some highly visible individuals were obliged to 
serve some time in prison. 
 
I mention this only to remind readers that truly 
effective behavioral technologies, like effective 
pharmaceuticals, can be potentially very valuable in 
the marketplace. Do we in the behavioral community 
embrace standards of effectiveness akin to those 
imposed on pharmaceutical manufacturers? Is it 
possible to develop such standards? Should we 
undertake such a mission? Isn’t there a better 
method than randomized clinical trials for 
establishing effectiveness of a behavioral technology? 
 
These are some of the issues I believe to be germane 
to the venture we are about to launch. Unless we are 
prepared to answer these questions in the affirmative 
or, in the alternative, to propose a different set of 
criteria against which to evaluate candidate 
behavioral programs, I believe we may be seen as 
self-serving and inconsequential. The Cambridge 
Center has too long and distinguished a history for us 
to permit such an ignominious outcome. Let the 
discussion continue... 

H.S. (Hank) Pennypacker, Ph.D. 
Chair, Board of Directors 

From the Chair 

Editor’s note:  Congratulations to Hank and Susanne Pennypacker on 
their recent 50th wedding anniversary! 
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Meeting the World Halfway 
 

by Murray Sidman, Ph.D. 
Condensed version from CCBS Symposium 

ABA 2004 Conference 
 

In spite of its many successful applications, be-
havior analysis has not made substantial contributions to 
the solution of ongoing worldwide problems like the use 
and preservation of natural resources, economic inequali-
ties both within and between nations, drug abuse and the 
international drug traffic, the aging of the population, the 
availability and effectiveness of health care, national and 
international terrorism, interactions between religion and 
politics, the practice of international diplomacy, or even 
the area to which a considerable amount of our basic and 
applied research has been most directly relevant: Educa-
tion. We have accomplished very little of a practical na-
ture within any of these broad areas. 

I believe there are good reasons why behavior 
analysis has had so little effect in the larger community. 
The main message from behavior analysts to our leaders 
has been that we have important principles available that 
might pay off if more research were done. If people who 
are in the position of having to deal with practical com-
munity and world problems want to be told anything, it 
is not what research to support; it is what, specifically, to 
do. We have to be able to tell them what to do—now; 
what policies to implement, how to implement them, 
and, based on what we know now, the probabilities that 
those actions will succeed. Without such specifics, they 
will not listen to us at all. 

What might behavior analysts do to improve our 
effectiveness in making a difference? I would like to 
make some suggestions that take off on the well-known 
but rarely followed-up theme: “After all is said and done, 
more is said than done.”  The problem is how actually to 
get things done. I suggest that in order to influence the 
rest of the world, we have to become part of that world. 
We have to meet the world at least halfway. That means 
stepping out of the exalted atmospheres of Academe and 
the Laboratory. There, we set ourselves up as the privi-
leged purveyors of special, science-derived information 
that we know the rest of the world needs, and that we 
would like to share with them. We wonder why nobody 
pays attention to our words of wisdom. Does it not seem 
strange that as behavior analysts, we are surprised that 
we have failed to change people’s behavior just by talk-
ing to them? We have to step down from our podia, stop 
talking, and start doing the kinds of things that our sci-
ence has taught us are the effective ways to influence oth-
ers—that is to say, the effective ways to change their be-
havior. 

To influence people on a large scale—and that 
may range from a local to a national community and 

even to groups of local and national communities—one 
has to arrange for members of the community to obtain 
their reinforcers by means of the behavior we would like 
to see them perform. No individual among us, of course, 
can arrange reinforcement contingencies that apply com-
munity-wide, let alone culture-wide. To set up and main-
tain culturally generalized reinforcement contingencies is 
the function of our institutions. All institutions are char-
acterized by their own sets of reinforcement contingen-
cies. To accomplish large-scale behavioral change, one 
has to work within the appropriate institutions, because 
they have already established mechanisms—
contingencies—for the regulation of their own members’ 
conduct. 

We are going to have to go into the relevant insti-
tutions and take part in whatever mechanisms exist for 
shaping the contingencies that define the institution. That 
means taking up memberships. It means, for example, 
taking administrative positions in public school systems, 
universities, hospitals, news media, consulting firms, ad-
vertising agencies, and various pressure groups; it  
means contributing to other sciences—seeking appoint-
ments in departments of neurology, physiology, genetics, 
and so on, and even in nonscientific disciplines like phi-
losophy, literature, and the arts; it means getting into the 
business world—including but not confined to busi-
nesses based on behavior analysis—becoming CEO’s and 
directors, taking out patents and copyrights, and selling 
products; it means becoming actively involved in many 
aspects of the political process, like getting appointed to 
and/or actually running for local, state, and national of-
fices; it means becoming trained for positions in the legal 
system, the diplomatic service, the armed forces, and 
other governmental or political bodies. I am suggesting 
here that in order to accomplish the kinds of behavioral 
change that the science of behavior analysis indicates are 
both possible and desirable, an individual who under-
stands behavior analysis will have two options: 
A. Become something more than a behavior analyst; or 
B. Become something instead of a behavior analyst. 

I am not suggesting that anyone leave behavior 
analysis for a career in politics, business, or some other 
area. It is important that research and effective estab-
lished practices continue. What will be necessary is to 
add something to our behavior-analysis curriculum. We 
need to establish some of our own cultural contingencies 
that will demonstrate our highest regard for those who 
succeed in applying behavior analysis to communities 
and cultures. We have to prove that we value behavior 
analysts who have taken administrative positions within 
academe; who have set up successful businesses in which 
they have been able to apply behavior analytic tech-
niques and/or principles; who have shown that behavior 
analysis can generate patentable products; who have 
been able to bring behavior analysis into other fields, like 

(Continued on page 4) 
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pharmacology, neurology, medical practice, and so on; 
and those in other fields who are not behavior analysts 
but who have used behavior-analytic principles or 
techniques to help achieve their own objectives. 

Our behavior analysis curriculum should in-
clude courses on methods for gaining entrance into 
other fields, and on how to go about attaining leader-
ship positions. The idea here is not to create an under-
ground behavior-analyst penetration of other institu-
tions. We know, for example,  that any attempt to pass 
laws that require behavior-analytic methods in the 
public schools will not succeed. An effective lawmaker 
will, perhaps, introduce legislation that simply requires 
the educational system to use effective technology and 
to provide data on its successes and failures. That kind 
of legislation would provide a level playing field on 
which behavior analysis can compete with other tech-
nologies. And an effective lawmaker, one who might 
get such a law passed by his/her colleagues, will have 
to have supported others whose agendas are quite dif-
ferent. Along the way, compromises will have been 
necessary. The art of negotiation is something that 
training programs in applied behavior analysis should 
include. 
   To make effective changes in broad problem areas 
will therefore involve giving up temporarily on some 
principles in order to accomplish small beginnings be-
fore getting into more important topics. Surely, behav-
ior analysts know about the need for and the effective-
ness of shaping. One often has also to loosen up one's 
language, even though one is then belittled by one's 
behavior analytic colleagues for giving up one's 
"purity." Doers often have to make compromises in 
order to get things done. That is never an easy choice to 
make, but if we are to get more done than said, some of 
us will have to do just that. And those of us who re-
main talkers will have to encourage and value those 
who turn our talk into action on the world stage. 

(Continued from page 3) 
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Cambridge Center Symposium 
Unity of Purpose, Unity of Effort: 
Collective Response to the 9/11 
Commission Report 
 
This year’s Cambridge Center Symposium at ABA, organ-
ized by CCBS Trustee Ramona Houmanfar and CCBS Advi-
sor Mark Alavosius, will feature four papers suggesting ways 
behavior analysts can give leadership to responses to the 
9/11 Commission’s Report. The symposium will take place 
on Sunday, May 29, 9:00 AM - 10:20 AM, in the Hilton’s 
International South Room (second floor). 
 
The 9/11 Commission Report provided a detailed account of 
the nature and extent of terrorism facing Americans, and 
offered recommendations for a global strategy to combat 
terrorism and build respect among cultures. Their recom-
mended strategy included a range of initiatives: seeking a 
coalition of forces to build respect for cultures, tolerance for 
diversity, opportunities for the disadvantaged, defense of 
western values, and defeat of terrorism. Many recommenda-
tions pertained to restructuring the US governments' systems 
for security and defense and will require wide scale organiza-
tional change. The challenges and complexity of responses 
are enormous, and will require a unity of purpose and 
strength of effort perhaps unseen in our lifetimes. The 9/11 
Commission called for an open dialogue on this process. Our 
purpose is to contribute to that dialogue and suggest contri-
butions by behavioral scientists. 
 
The Struggle Against Intolerance 

Steven C. Hayes, Jason Lillis, and Akihiko Masuda,  
University of Nevada, Reno 

 
Seeking Cooperation Post 911:  A Behavior Analytic  
Account of Linked Contingencies 

Dwight Harshbarger, Cambridge Center for Behavioral 
Studies 

 
Verbal Networks in the Face of Terror 

Ramona Houmanfar and Joe Rodrigues, University of 
Nevada, Reno 

 
Life in Wartime:  Organizational Behavior, Systems 
Analysis, Private Sector Preparedness 

Mark Alavosius, University of Western Michigan 

25th Anniversary  
 
Dr. Kent Johnson founded Morningside in Seattle 25 years 
ago, literally beginning the school in his living room.  His vi-
sion has directed this research-based program to continually 
evolve to offer effective curriculum and teaching methods.  
 
The 25th Anniversary Celebration took place on April 1, 
2005 aboard The Skansonia Ferryboat in Lake Union.  An 
evening of gourmet food, cash bar, art, auctions and dancing 
was enjoyed by all in attendance. 

Congratulations to Trustee Kent Johnson: 

more about ABA… 
 
Come visit old friends and make new ones! 
 

Cambridge Center ABA Reception 
Williford Room B 
Sunday, May 29 

8-10 pm 
 
Light hors d'oeuvres served & cash bar open nearby 

between 7:45—9:45 pm 
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Above & Beyond 
 
Thanks to Dr. Ken Stephens, our webmaster, the Cen-
ter recently implemented its new Member Management 
System (MMS).  During the initial live phase of MMS, 
you will be able to view and update your records and as 
development proceeds, the system will enable the Cen-
ter to provide more valuable online member-only access 
benefits. 
 
For those who do not know Ken, he is the President of 
Operant WebSites, Inc which he founded in 1996.  Pre-
viously Ken co-founded and presided over BehavHeu-
ristics, Inc. for almost 10 years, and later helped to 
start Applied Behavior Systems, both with Bill Hutchi-
son.  Ken’s doctorate in Applied Behavior Analysis from 
Western Michigan was awarded in 1980. Since then his 
focus has been on applying his understanding of be-
havior to the World Wide Web, object-oriented software 
development, intelligent software agents, user interface 
development, computer-based training, assistive tech-
nology, web application development, and behavior 
analysis. Ken calls himself a “Behavioral Software Engi-
neer” on his business card. 
 
Since he collaborated with Betsy Constantine in 1998 
to reengineer and relaunch behavior.org, Ken has been 
and continues to be invaluable to the continual devel-
opment of the site.  He has guided the Center into the 
electronic age through programmed emails and news-
letters, electronic and database-driven signup lists, 
online questionnaires, search engine optimization, and 
most recently in our efforts to provide online video-
based continuing education (CEUs) for certified behav-
ior analysts.  We are calling it OnBACE, for Online Be-
havior Analysis Continuing Education, in honor of the 
Red Sox.  Ken's significant behavioral and technical 
input during the OnBACE proposal stage (teaming with 
Dwight Harshbarger, Ed Anderson, and Beth Sulzer-
Azaroff) was particularly beneficial, and now he's fo-
cused on building the technical infrastructure.  An un-
repentant punster, he’s calling one of the components 
of the new system “dataBACE.” 
 
Ken once said that he has a "lifelong passion for work-
ing with data and the user interface."  This passion has 
driven Ken to acquire the web application skills (in 
ColdFusion) to integrate web pages with a database 
enabling the Center and his other clients to work with 
data more effectively.  He views the way that people 
behave toward computer systems as analogous to ver-
bal behavior; in fact, he recently said that "as future 
systems become more adaptive and intuitive, the dis-
tinctions are likely to go away."  He is now collaborating 
with another web designer to offer Flash Remoting, a 
new technology in which Flash animation movies are 
driven by data. 
 
The Center is a very satisfied client of Operant Web-
Sites.  Ken Stephens goes well beyond the scope of our 
client relationship, volunteering much of his expertise 
to us on a daily basis.  Thank you again, Ken. 
 
More about Ken Stephens and Operant WebSites, Inc. is 
available through www.operant.com.  

New book on Charles T. 
Munger includes CCBS 
presentations 
 
Playing on his enthusiasm for and similarities to Benjamin 
Franklin (author of Poor Richard’s Almanack), Charles T. 
(Charlie) Munger is the subject of a new book, Poor Char-
lie's Almanack: The Wit and Wisdom of Charles T. Munger, 
edited by Peter D. Kaufman.   
 
The centerpiece is a section reproducing ten of Charlie’s 
public talks, including his recent adaptation of a series of 
speeches about the psychology of human misjudgment given 
in mid-1990s meetings at Cal Tech and Harvard, and a meet-
ing sponsored by the Cambridge Center for Behavioral Stud-
ies.   
 
With a foreword by Warren Buffett, the book also includes a 
brief “portrait” biography of Charlie, an explanation of his 
very successful decision making and investment processes, 
“Mungerisms: Charlie Unscripted”—Charlie’s quotes and 
quips from Berkshire Hathaway and Wesco Financial share-
holder meetings, and appendices that include Charlie’s rec-
ommended reading list.   
 
Poor Charlie’s Almanack  is hardcover and its liberal use of 
color makes it coffee-table quality. To order, go to 
www.poorcharliesalmanack.com.  The publisher is Donning 
Publishing Company, Marceline, Missouri. 

Behavioral  

VIDEOS 

Behavioral Treatment of Autistic Children  $29.95 
with O Ivar Lovaas  

Skills Training by the Special Child $29.95 
by Ellen P. Reese  

Imprinting $29.95 
by Ellen P. Reese  

Behavior Theory in Practice, Parts 1 & 2 $29.95 
by Ellen P. Reese  

Behavior Theory in Practice, Parts 3 & 4  $29.95 
by Ellen P. Reese  

Available in our online store 
through www.behavior.org 

or call us! 
(978) 369-2227 
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Robots that Learn 
 
Have you ever wished that you could “erase the brain” of a 
subject when you made a training mistake? I have, and with 
the dolphins and seals I worked with, I couldn’t just start 
fresh with a new subject; I had to live with my errors. But 
now I’m working with robots, and I am finally able to erase 
the brain of the robot when I make a mistake in training. 
 
Training a robot, you say? Yes, indeed. For the last few years 
I’ve had the pleasure of working with Bill Hutchison on con-
trolling robots with his Seventh Generation (7G) system, 
which is a software model of operant learning. The system is 
based on a neural network, which connects sensory inputs 
with action outputs. 
 
To train the robot, we set up reinforcement contingencies, 
just as we would to train any other entity. In fact, we use 
many familiar teaching techniques, such as shaping, prompt-
ing, transfer of stimulus control by fading, and backward 
chaining. When the robot does something we define as cor-
rect, its behavior is reinforced with a signal defined to have 
value. If the reinforcer has positive value, connections be-
tween the stimuli sensed at the time the action was done and 
the action itself are strengthened; if the consequence is nega-
tive, those connections are weakened. 
 
As a behavior analyst, I find this work fascinating, because it 
makes me think clearly about very basic principles of behav-
ior analysis. What is the reinforcer? How do conditioned 
reinforcers develop? What are the prerequisites for this be-
havior? How do I achieve the desired stimulus control? 
Where do I start when shaping a complex behavior? How 
should the training be sequenced? And the big question: 
What is it that I haven’t thought about yet that will mess up 
the training? 
 
At some future time, a system like this could be developed 
into a laboratory for learning teaching techniques. If your 
instructional design is flawed, the robot will simply do the 
wrong thing. As we like to say, the robot is always right, and 
it is your job as teacher to figure out why your teaching did 
not result in the desired behavior. 
 
Bill and I hope that when we demonstrate effective robot 
learning, computer scientists and roboticists will ask, How 
did you do that? We look forward to having an opportunity 
to teach operant learning principles to a whole new group of 
people who are highly motivated to understand the principles 
behind what we have done, because they want to be able to 
do it themselves. They might even have an “ah-hah” reaction 
some day when they’re trying to get their dog to stop jump-
ing up on guests, or to get their child to do her homework. 
This is our dream, but along the way we’re having a whole 
lot of fun. 
 
If you’re interested, Bill and I will be talking about , and 
demonstrating, our work with robots in a symposium as well 
as a workshop at ABA in May. See you in Chicago! 
 

Betsy J. Constantine 
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Congratulations to Trustee Martha Pelaez: 
 
Martha Pelaez, Ph.D., Florida International University, was 
recently elected to be the faculty representative in the state 
of Florida to serve on the Board of Governors.   

A comparison of intensive 
behavior analytic and 
eclectic treatments for 
young children with autism 
 
Jane S. Howard, Coleen R. Sparkman, Howard G. Cohen, 
Gina Green, Harold Stanislaw 
 
Abstract from Research in Developmental 
Disabilities  
 
We compared the effects of three treatment approaches 
on preschool-age children with autism spectrum disor-
ders.  Twenty-nine children received intensive behavior 
analytic intervention (IBT; 1:1 adult:child ratio, 25-40 h 
per week).  A comparison group (n = 16) received inten-
sive “eclectic” intervention (a combination of methods, 
1:1 or 1:2 ratio, 30 h per week) in public special educa-
tion classrooms (designated the AP group).  A second 
comparison group (GP) comprised 16 children in non-
intensive public early intervention programs (a combina-
tion of methods, small groups, 15 h per week).  Independ-
ent examiners administered standardized tests of cogni-
tive, language, and adaptive skills to children in all three 
groups at intake and about 14 months after treatment 
began.  The groups were similar on key variables at in-
take.  At follow-up, the IBT group had higher mean stan-
dard scores in all skill domains than the AP and GP 
groups.  The differences were statistically significant for all 
domains except motor skills.  There were no statistically 
significant differences between the mean scores of the AP 
and GP groups.   Learning rates at follow-up were also 
substantially higher for children in the IBT group than for 
either of the other two groups.  These findings are consis-
tent with other research showing that IBT is considerably 
more efficacious than “eclectic” intervention.  © 2005 
Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved. 
 
This article is available online at www.sciencedirect.com.  
($30 non-subscriber cost.) 
 
Reprinted from Research in Developmental Disabilities , Vol. 26, Issue 4,  Howard, 
Sparkman, Cohen, Green, Stanislaw, A comparison of intensive behavior analytic 
and eclectic treatments for young children with autism, 359-383, Copyright (2005), 
with permission from Elsevier. 

Update your member record   
 
Our new Member Management System is alive and well.  You 
may now access your member record online to update your 
information and make your financial contribution with more 
ease.  Access is through Join/Renew from any 
www.behavior.org web page.  
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2005 Financial Contributors  
(May 1, 2004 - April 20, 2005) 

Thank you, our members, for ensuring the financial health and future growth of the Center.   If you have not 
contributed for our 2005 Fiscal Year, please consider doing so by May 15, 2005.  Thanks to all who support us 
through volunteering time and through financial support.  (Contributions noted received through April 26, 2005.) 
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New at www.behavior.org 

þ Applied Behavior Analysis for Autism 
Gina Green, PhD, BCBA 

 Web Section:  Autism and ABA 

þ A Two-Choice Preference Assessment with 
Five Cotton-Top Tamarins 
Eduardo J. Fernandez, Nicole R. Dorey, and Jesús 
Rosales-Ruiz 
Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, 2004 

þ Behavioral Enrichment Series 
Hilda Tresz, Arizona Trail Keeper, The Phoenix Zoo 

 Web Section:  Pets, Zoos & Animals 

þ New Gambling Section 
http://www.behavior.org/gambling/ 
Mark R. Dixon, Ph.D., BCBA, Action Editor  

 Web Section:  Gambling 

Submit your research, article, or paper  
for online publication  

(978) 369-2227 / webmaster@behavior.org 
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Expanding the 
Current Repertoire 
 
We are particularly proud of this expanded edition of The 
Current Repertoire and want to continue bringing you 
more news about happenings in the behavioral  
community. 
 
Members are welcome to submit writing on behavioral 
topics and encouraged to make us aware of events to 
share with colleagues and friends.   
 
The Current Repertoire is published by CCBS three times 
a year:  Winter, Spring and Fall.  Article length may vary 
between 200 and 1000 words.  Topics of your choice—
opinions, articles, essays, current events, news about 
your current research, case studies.   
 
Please contact Rebekah Pavlik at pavlik@behavior.org or 
call (978) 369-2227.  We’re open to your suggestions! 


