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History of the Family Interaction
Program (FIP)

FIP

www.sdrs.info/intervention.php

+ 2003
+ Established in the Psychology Clinic at Griffith
University to provide Parent-Child Interaction
Therapy (PCIT)
+ Queensland Government: Future Directions
“Trial” Funded g
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‘ FIP
' A Community-University Partnership

@ 2004: Selected to continue as a service and a
research program

+ Continuously funded to provide services to Child
Safety families ever since
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FIP

ical Mother - Carrie (40 years old; history of sexual abuse, DV, subst
ses = Borderline Personality Disorder, ADHD, Anxiety) and Jimmy
oing assessment for ADHD)

referred as part of a reunification plan, following 18 r
Carrie’s substance abuse and involvement in
intained regular contact with the chi
: 0 participated in Ci

FIP
A Community-University Partnership

‘is now a very Well-Established Community
/ersity Partnership

- an incubator for intervention solutions for the cl
mmunity p

‘usual care but alwa

Family Interaction Program
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Child Abuse & Negieet 53 (2016) 40-50

Contents lists available st ScienceDirect

Child Abuse & Neglect |:|

ELSEVIER

Research article

Filling potholes on the implementation highway: Evaluating @W
the implementation of Parent-Child Interaction Therapy in

Los Angeles County™

Susan G. Timmer**, Anthony J. Urquiza®, Deanna K. Boys, Lindsay A. Forte?,

Daphne Quick-Abdullah®, Sam Chan®, William Gould®

Sacraments, CA, USA

v Los Angeles, CA,USA
© RISCS [A. Los Angefes, CA, USA




PCIT Effectiveness:
Rigorous Evaluation

Family Interaction Program
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Parent Child Interaction Therapy

Some Early Research Findings

r improves (compared to supported waitlist):

nts’ observed praise, positive attention and eng
luced criticism)

ted child behavior problems

Parent Child Interaction Therapy

Some Early Research Findings

ations for suspected abuse

e 46 families in PCIT treatment w
d, 17% were renotified for al
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Parent-Child Interaction Therapy

Some Early Research Findings

T limited to 12 coaching sessions is more effective thz
lited sessions of PCIT (Thomas & Zimmer-Gembe!

itional components to an already-e
es not consistently improve i

___eta—analyses (2007 & 2017)

Child Externalizing Behavior

“Abrahamss st sl
Bagnsr & Eyberg 2007
Bagner 2010

50% 138120406
4% 03212208
48 072F141,100;
Thomas & Zimmer.Gernbect 2011 57%  -D28FOT4 0T
Thomas & Zimmer.Gerbeck 2012 1337 381 B0 1431 367 40 58%  -D.25}08S,01
WiebD (unter review) 12322 2807 45 12747 4178 12 1% -DA3F07T,051]

Tatal (95% C1) 583 454 100.0% 0811123, 0.58
iterogenaty A3;CN= 104 40, 8= 20 (P-< 0.00001); T
Testtor oversll sflect 2.=5.49 (P <0.00007) Favours [axparimantal] Favours (contro]

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
B) Allocation conceaimn (selacion bias)
€) Incomplats outzame data (atrion bias)

[Thomas, R., Abell, B., Webb, H. J., Avdagic, E., &
[ Zimmer-Gembeck, M. J. (2017).

Parent-Child Interaction Therapy: A meta-analysis.
Pediatrics, 140(3) 20170352




10/8/2018

Parents’ Stress

perr Comol Maan Oife Maan Diffsrance Risk of Bias
dy or Subgroup Mean 5D Toisi Mean SO Total Weight IV Random, 8% CI ¥ Random, 38% 1 ABc
H2 57 10 M4 B 12 W8I 0201617577 I
El RS T
74 13 2 9

71 &
;2 52 5 a8 99 6
264 179 22 1461 242 20
Thomas & Zmmer-Gemback 2012 1447 32 60 1388 275 40
Taviow) 142 24 45 1403 11 12 SHN  10(226,11.06
Subtotal (93% €1 214 175 1000%  T.02[474,-230)
Heteroganesy. Tout = 22.72: Chi* = 17,31, a1 = 7 (P = 002 = 60%
Tost for ovarall afoct Z =292 (P =0.904)

Stross atiributable to child

Bagner & Eyberg 2007 4 10 35 B8 12 Mz AEE3L2713] —
Bagner 2010 16 B4 1a 140% -120F1917,.643) —
E H5E3 W47 13 163 382 0 4% 2L00[4108.

Leung 2009 2 73 48 383 676 & 0% 010L1176 64 -
Noron 2003 473 122 40 SB7 1162 18 146% -1140[17.97.483] -
Quende 2004 324504 5 408 676 6 138% BAOL1538.-142) -
Seruhmann 1988 M35 184 22 M28 281 20 61% 2030142721588 ——

Thomas & Zmmer-Gembeck 2012 1255 364 60 1917 2076 40 63%  520[19.23.6. —t
208 244 45 082 2401 12 494  $301-1004,2084] ST
Subtotal (85% €1) 250 193 1600% 588 (4362, 607 Y
Hetarogenety: Tau = 1661, 1+ B (P = 0.03) F * 52%
Tost for overah afioet <0,00001)
]

. CRED I

Toat for subgroup ciffcences: Chi* = 0.84,of = 1 (7 = 0.38), 1" 0% s BT Fa bl

s of bl oot
(A) Rancom sacquenca gorerstio (wlection bise)
(5 Aocaton conoaainent (wickon i)
(6) ncermpite xtcomo dota (atiion b

Thomas, R., Abell, B., Webb, H. J., Avdagic, E., &
Zimmer-Gembeck, M. J. (2017).

Parent-Child Interaction Therapy: A meta-analysis.
Pediatrics, 140(3) e20170352

Summary #1: PCIT Associated with....

Improved parenting practices

Reduced child abuse potential

Improved parent locus of control

Improved parent sensitivity (reported and observed)
Observed improvements in positive verbalization
Improved parent self-efficacy

educed parent stress

mproved child behavior y
ed risk of renotification for child abuse concerns

® b & F D

Heaocal Cvcommes of Pareot £ It mcthon Therspy
i Triple P—Tuive Parentog Program: A Revien sod
Meta-Anabia

[P

AR

Improved Perceptions of Emotion Regulation and Reflective
Functioning in Parents: Two Additional Pesitive Outcomes of
Parent-Child Interaction Therapy

o et A P Consider whether parents’ emotion
et regulation and reflective functioning are

(CAARE Digroic and Treamert Certer
Uhesty of Calforia Din: e Horgtsl

improved following participation in PCIT

Secondary parent outcomes

+ Emotion regulation: ability to use internal and
external resources to monitor, maintain, and

. modulate the occurrence, duration, and intensity
Stu dy Pu rpose of emotional responses (Thompson, 1994)

Reflective functioning: parents’ ability to
understand their children’s behaviors in light of
underlying mental states and intentions (Slade,
2005)




Parents’ Emotion Regulation &
Reflective Functioning
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would parents’ emotion regulation i |mp

ng PCIT?

ntal dysregulated emotion has been described as a ¢
-.-_ |ona| and social child outcomes.

Parents’ Emotion Regulation &
Reflective Functioning

/hy would parents’ emotion regulation i imp

\ _|ng PCIT?

ting is fraught with emotional interactions.

ed to recognize the importanc

Parents’ Emotion Regulation &
Reflective Functioning

Id parents’ reflective functi
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Parents’ Emotion Regulation &
Reflective Functioning

tis Reflective Functioning? Three aspects

. Pre-mentalizing modes: limited attempts or low ability to
the perspective and feelings of offspring or even malevo
tributions about the child's behaviors i

The Participants

39 Australian caregivers (129 mothers, 2 grandmothers, 2 fo
ents, 6 fathers) and their children (30% females; Mg, = ¢
ihs).

born in Australia or New Zealand, rest both

PCIT Progression

0 dyads (65%) completed PCIT

ifferences between completers and
S 0N any measures except mo




Measures
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Parent emotion dysregulation: DERS (Gratz & Roemer, 2004)

arent emotion regulation strategies: cognitive reappralsal }
expresswe suppression (Gross & John, 2003)
ctive functioning: Parental Reflective Functlomng
nnaire (PRFQ; Luyten et al., 2017)

Ileve there is no point in trying to guess wh
t the mental states [

Results: Improvement in ER

Increase in Parents' Cogntive Reappraisal

Results: Improvement in ER

Decline in Parents' Emotion Dysregulation




10/8/2018

Results: Improvement in RF

Decline in Parents’ Pre-mentalizing

Results: Improvements in RF

No change in TWO Subscales of Reflective Functioning

Interest & Curiosity in Child’s Mental States

Certainty of Mental States

Post

Other Findings

ildren with greater declines in externalizing behavior had
ents who exhibited more improvements in

ion dysregulation

practices (hostility, less c

10



ummary #2: PCIT Associated with..

10/8/2018

mproved parenting practices
educed child abuse potential
roved parent locus of control 4
ved parent sensitivity (reported and observed)
| improvements in positive verbalizatio
rent self-efficacy g

Wy
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PCIT Retention and Attrition:
~Isitlow Motivation?

54

Wz
F

Lol
1P

Family Interaction Program

Trials of Ml to Reduce Attrition

otivational Interviewing (M)

ivered with the goal of increasing care
ion to make changes to their |

11



PCIT + Motivational Interviewing

Chaffin et al (2009; 2011) — Lab & Field Trial

GROUP
» == Standard/Standard
= = SM/Standard
=+=++ Standard/PCIT
w— SM/PCIT

CUMULATIVE SURVIVAL

SESSION
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Our Study of Ml as an Enhancement

dividual administration of a 3-session motivational
ancement prior to PCIT J

que needs of individual families, thereby
ng attrition even further

An Evaluation of Parent-Child Interaction Therapy
With and Without Motivational Enhancement to
Reduce Atrition

ey 1 Wb

Rac Thosnas

B Uy
Leasme McCiregen, Elbins Avlagi, mnd Mclaie ). Zimnce Geanbeck

MI Study Participants

lian caregivers (91.7% fem
their children (3

12



Condition 1: Standard PCIT
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ndition 2: Motivation Enhanced P'

walised motivational enhancement sessions

ing testimonials from PCIT parent graduates

- .

lecision balance exercises re: di
= e

ndition 3: 12-week Supported Wait_'

13



Outcomes Measured

rition (Drop out — yes / no); sessions until drop out

externalizing problems (CBCL; Achenbach, 1991, EC ]

& Pincus, 1999) r

s (Parenting Stress Inventory; Abidin, 199

10/8/2018

Results — Did Ml enhance
readiness to change?

T caregivers significantly increased

nange parenting practi

Did Ml reduce attrition?

> were no differences in attrition betwee
Jro 1ps, chi square(1, _ =13

14
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Did MI Prolong retention?

The rate of attrition across weeks in treatment did not d|-
~ between S/PCIT and M/PCIT (p = .15)

N — sear
<o MIPCIT
— Low pre mativation (MPCIT)
—— High pre motivation (MCIT)

Curnulative Survival (%)

6 7 8
Number of Scssions Attended

| Motivation at Pre-Assessment

The rate of attrition was significantly earlier and higher overall
ong caregivers low in motivation at pre-assessment compar
aregivers high in motivation (p = .01)

— smcIT
e MPCIT

~— Low pre motivation (M/PCIT)

——High pre metivation (MPCIT)

Cumulative Survival (%)

Numberof Sessions Attended

In Summary

vhat more far-reaching benefits from S/PCIT than

i _ted with enhanced readlness to
reduce attrition rate or

15
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Motivation _
Other Analyses & New Directions

grated throughot

ILcy Bt

PCIT

NS
FIP

Family Interaction Program

ASD

lished reviews report varied outcomes

s consensus that usually adaptations to
: P

16
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Adaptations to PCIT for ASD

e
iy e comeratdonfinrt o artrotioet
o s g | b o caragheet. B

e e e e T S e

e o\ 2y A e g

Measuring Change

pturing change for families with children wi
requires further thought at FIP. y

asures are not reflecting

Food Fussiness & Eating
EatRElN

loped in response to community need

cted support to overcome food aversions and fears, al il
hed conflictual or hostile parent-child feeding inter

ation: children 2.5-7 years with significal
havior problems i

17



FIP
A Community-University Partnership
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IT fits well as an evidence-based service for tt

welfare system (as described in Mersky e

Family Interaction Program

Conclusion

>IT relevant for so many families a

/e are continuing

Thanks to Collaborators
~ and Past/Current Postgrad Students

Dr. Rae Thomas Sarah Clear
- Dr. Mark Scholes Alex Gardner
Dr. Kate McCarthy Elia-Jade Polak
Ka Dr. Elbina Avdagic
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THANK YOU

\mer-gembeck@griffith.edu.au y

Family Interaction Program
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Eat PCIT

/ears old, male, 95-97th percentile for BMI ("obese"), spe y

ind hyperactivity, impulsivity, and inattention (observer
care teacher), only child in the family. Pare 1
e co trastlng views on chlld raising a

Eat PCIT

old 0- 3rd percentile for BMI ("underweight"), h| ory
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