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ABSTRACT.

b ]

The present t-udy evaluated the efficacy o? a behavioral self-

=

-

control trainirg program. This program Was composed of 3 compcnents —
¢:1f-monitcring, self-evaluation, and self-reinforcemert -- and was
designed to increase _he on-task behavior of students and promote
generalization‘o. the behavior change acrbss settings and ovef time.

In the ﬁresent scudy a multiple—baéeline-across-subjeéts design
was used to assess the effects of the self-control training program.
The subjects were six learniﬁg disabled children between the ages of
eleven to sixteen years. Four of theléhildren sérved as the experi-
mental (self-bontrol) subjects while the‘other two children served
as the\control (no~treatmeut) sui jects. Continuous behavioral
observations @ere conducteé from 10:15 a.m. until :noon every morning
of the school week. This tim: inte?val was diyided into a 60—ﬁinute
reading session anc a A5~min;te math sessid#. Data was only collected
when the éubjects were supposed to be in their desks doing individual
seat-work. |

. During the reading period the four experimental subjects were
sﬁcces:ively trained in behavioral self-control, while the math
period served as the control perio@. The éontfol subjects received :
no training in self-control throughout the ;tudy,‘

Tmproveménts in on-task behavior were observed following self-
controlltrain%gg. The . greatest incfeése occurred during the reading
period forvaLl four of the experimental subjects although ome subject
exhibited an almost edual increase in on-task behavior duriﬁg:the

math session. However,'the high levels of on-task behavior were not

iv



consistently maintained for all subjeéts. The on-task behaviors o

of the control subjects remained stable throughout the'std&y.
: S T
The results indicated that behavioral self-control procedures’

may be employed successfully by students in order to improve their

attenaing skills without prior training under externally administered

'

reinforcement conditibns. -However, if the behavior changes are to

be maintained over time and across settings, future research. must

- _ )
program fov generalizationm.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to express my thanks and appreciation to the
follo;ing;péoéle:

Dr. Robert Mulcahy, for his supervision and encouragement
throughout the course of this research.

Dr. David Baine, who provided the original idea and direction
. fc:r my thesis and who superviSed me dufing the early §£aées of my
research. . As my supervisor, teacher and friend, I am deeply
appreciative.
| Dr. Al Sco;t, for his yillingness to be a member of my thesis
coﬁmittee and for hié advice; support and friendshiﬁ during the
past five years.

Dr. Gary Holdgraffer, for his intefest and willingness to be a
member of my thesis committee.

Mr;. Bev Dekker and Mr. Alex Pieterse, the two teachers in the
classroom, for thei; patience and assistance throughbut my study.
A special note of acknowledgement is extended to Mrs. Dekker for her
excellence in teaching which constantly amazed me and made the
classroom a pleasant and facilitative enviroﬁment for learning.

Mrs. Evelyn Unger fo; her cooperative gpirit and courtesy in
allowing me to carry-out my sfudy in her school.

Kevin, lLaura Lee, Michael, Kevin, Peter and Grant who were
wonderful subjectg'and whose assistance made this study possible.

To my parents, Abner and Htlda Rubin, for their emotional and[
financial support during my training in Gr_aduate studies. \

And especially to my wife, Janice, whose assistance, patience,

encouragement and love was forever present.

vi



TABLE OF CONTENTS
CHAPTER . D PAGE

1 INTRODUCTION ..... et er e Cetrseesenearatne 1
11 REVIEW Ol RELEVANT LITERATURE ..%.....cecievnenens 5
‘Definition of Self-Control ......c.eiunenininensns 5
Modelé of Self<Control'.q..;...................{.. 8
Components of the Self-Control PrOCESS seseeeevess 10‘
Self-Monitoring .J.{....................:...... 11
Self-Evaluation .and Self-Reinforcement ........ 14
Conclusions .veevvonvennes e, vevess 21
ITI RATIONALE, DEFINITIONS, AND HYPOTHESES ......cve.. | 24
‘Rationale ...Q..:.............................;... 24
Pefinitions ...vevvrivrenennnnans Ceeenenaan ceevrees 25
Hypotheses ....ceecevecserosessasenansnse ceveeness 26
v METHOD ...cvevvecccnann .....«............;.....;.. 27
SUDJECES .uvrinrrerinriniiateietaniatereareiaenans 27
Setting and Apparatus‘............................ 29
Measurement and Reliability ......c.eceeeveversess 30
Experimental Conditions c.ieeieeceeceierccoenensass 32
Pre-BaseliNe «ueeveeeseeeensosasosonccnosnssnns 32
Baseline ...ccevecencessncscascoassanacacensans 32
Self-Control Training — Phase 1 .........f..:.j'32
Self-Control Training —- Phase 2>;............. 34

Main'CERance ...ncto;tola.l.."t'ioct\llll.lll-OQ.I 36

" ‘
General DeSigN +ecvevivcersrssonsasaccsscassocnass 37

-

vii



CHAPTER

RESULTS o+ v vevvnveneoneens voveons e e,
Observer Reliability ...... s e
On-Task BehaviQr «..eeeevunencernnns e

Accuracy of Self-Evaluation and Self;Recording cenn

DISCUSSION ..... e tessase et Ceteene sereen

viii

-39

39

52



TABLE

LIST OF TABLES

DESCRIPTION

Percentage Reliability setween
Observers for the Obcdrfences of
On~Task Behaviors ........c... e

Mean Percentace 6f On-Task
Behavior Across S{ftuations and
Over All Phases ..eicenvenen. e

Mean Percentage Accuracy of Self-

Evaluation andé Self-Recording of
the Experimental Subjects ...... .

ix

- AGE



LIST OF FIGURES

o DESCRIPTION

Percent on-task behavior for Subject #1°
during reading and math periods and
across experimental conditions .......... cheen

Percent on-task behavior for Subject #2
during reading and math periods and -
across experimental conditions P

Percent on-task behavior for Subject #3 -
during reading and math periods and

; across experimental conditions ....... cerws s

Percent on-task behavior for Subject #4
during reading and math periods and

across experimental conditions ....... Ceereens
Percent .on-task behavior for Subject #5

« iring reading and math periods throughout
baseline condition ...... v aeeau e aar s

Percent on-task behavior for Subject #6
during reading and math periods throughout
baseline co.dition ... fee e et

Percent on-task behavior 'across subjects
and across experimental conditions during

reading period ..........00.n. fererene ey ‘

Percent on-task behavior across. subjects

. and across experimental conditions during

math period .....ccveeiieennacan Cre s vaee e

PAGE

43

48

49

-30

51



.
~

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

-

Since the 1960's behavior modification has dramatically igfluenced
N 1 N

the direééion and effectiveness of services for excéptional‘childrenl-ﬂb
An impreséive array of studies has qlea;ly demonstrated that operanﬁ
primciples can be used suécessfully to ﬁodify 4 wide spectrum of ’
beRaviors (Ashem & Pos;r, 1973; KraSner‘& Ullman,/l965, Théresén,
1973; Ulricﬁ, Stachnik & ﬁabry; 1970).l\1srfhe field of education,
disruptive classroom .behavior h;s oftén been the target of behavior
“modification strategie;f ‘Many studies have'spown that rates of
disrﬁptive behavior can be substantially reduced by the systgmétic

application of externally managed contingencies, in which an external

change agent is the locus of control(e.g. Allen, Hart, Buell, Harris
) ey

i

& Wolf,~1964: 0'Leary, ufman, Kass & Drabman, 19705 Patterson,
1965; Schmidt & Ulrich, 1969). The agent assumes responsibility for
determining target behaviors, environmental structure,‘ahd delivery

-~

of consequences. However, in many cases it is neither desirable unor
: 1N
necessary for the change agent to assume all responsibility (Sulzer-
Azaroff & Mayer, 1977). 1In contrast, the utilityl of self-managed
, S

contingencies in affecfingzdesirable behavior changes in the class-
room sétting is relatively unexplored (Kurtz & Neisworth, 1976).

Bandura (1?71) suggests that ;he emphasis on external control is
extrapolated from much infrahuman research. For example, sin%e rats
and chimpanzees do not typically reward or punish themselves,

applications fiomlthis research have tended to ignore self-management

techniques. Kurtz and Neisworth (1976) suggest that another factor

Vi
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< v >
which -has contributed to the emphas’s on external control is the

"behav1orlsts aversion to the use of mencalistic variables c“ten |

used in discussions of\bself" et Skinner (1953) stated more than
twenty-five years ago: An individv~1 controls himself precisely
- . A * - . . (l .
" as would control the behawior of anyone else -~ through the

manipuiation of vériebles of which beltavior is a function” (ps 228). -~

Sinc= a primarf.goal of tne socialization procees is to teach
children to control theéir own behaviors, .rather than to rely solely‘
on external agents for control, it is important to'program for self-v
management or self-control. Thie requires a shift in the control of
behevior from peers, parents or teachers, ‘ho nsuallyvoperaté as

" - K .

contingencf menégers, to the child himself. Moreover, a major
problem associated with the variety of behavior modifieetion strate-
gies used with children, such as token reinforcement;procedures
whereby.changes in the child's behavior are‘brgught about by exter—

nelly admanistered contlngencies, has been tt rapid deterioration

o]

of the desired behavior change follow1ng the removal of the contin-

gencies (Jones & Kazdin, 1975). Kazdin (1975) attributes this lack

»

of responée maintenance to a number of factors. FirSt, external
change agents frequently fail to reinforce the occurrence of many
behaviors. Monitoring several persons in a group situation makes it

'very difficult to consistently relnforce all target responses T

)

Secondly, agents who administer the contingencies may cue performance
of the target behavior because of their association with reinforcement

and punishment. Behavior may be penformed only-in the presence of

: . : ..;*—’_ :
those who administer reinforcers. Thirdly, and related to the above,
behaviors may not be perfCL:ed_es readily ih'situations in whioﬁ

-



external agents are not administering reinforcement, because

e
—

ipdividuals can easily discriminate different contingencies across

situations.

Self cont;bl hasibeen proposed by a number of zuthors as an
alternative approach in effectively p%omoting behavior generaliza-
+t+ion and maintenance (Bolgtad & Johnson, 1972; Drabman, Spitalnik
& O'Lear%,\1973; Turkewitz, O'lLeary & Ironsmith, 19Z§). Aside from
the possible limitations of externally administered”contingencies,
there are certain advantages for teaching a person control over his
own behavior. First, self-contrcl training may strengthen and
~ maintain the gains derived from some other treatment. For exémple,
classroom research has demonstrafed the maintenance value of self-
control training once a desired behavior change has been established
by externally administered.reinforcement procedures (e.g. Glynn,
Thomaé & Shee, 1973). Secondly, individuals sometimes perform
.better when they are allowed to contribute to the pla~ning of the
program ~~ choose the behaviors they are to perform, rather than
having cont. gencies imposed upon them (e.g. Lovitt & Curtis, 1969) .
Third. -, « .e oal of any behavior modificat icn rrogram is to train
an indi. w2z to control his or her own behavior and achieve self-
selected goals. According to Kazdin (1975), "continuous control
over a client by an external agent 1s not an end in itself. When-
cver possible, external control 1s a means to achieve self-control"
(pp. 190-191). External control in some form is usually essential
to initiate most behavior modification programs, inciuding self-

control training. However, children must~eventunily learn to

regulate and control their own behavior, without constant monitoring



by external agents. This socialization process extends from the

control ﬁf,simple bodily functions, such as defecation, to the

/ . s . '3 )
control pf social and eduicational behaviors in more complex

-

DL ,

situations.

In view of/;he potential benefits of teaching self-contro.
. o
strategies to children, this study investigated a means of training
children in the use of behavioral self-control procedures and the
effects of the procedurgs on their attending behaviors. "To provide
a context for this investigation, it is necessary first to review
the relevant literature in the area of self-control, including the

defining characteristics of self-control, and the models and

components of the self-control process.



CHAPTER TII

At

"REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

Definitions of Self-Control

The area of self-control has long been beset by a host of
términological confusions and misconceptions (Thoresen & Mahoney,
1974). Traditionally, self-control has been viewel as a function of
internal vériables such as "will power", "determinatioa", and .
"restraint" (Kurtz & Neisworth, 1976). By contrast, Skinner (1953)
has stressed external variables as being primarily and ultimately
responsible for self-control. Bandura (as cited in Kurtz & Neis-
worth, 1976) has attempted to resolve this dichotomy by descr! _ng
the individual-environment relationship as a continuous reciprocal
influence process. The individual alters the environment, and is;
in turn, altered by the environment. According to Thoresen and
Mzhoney (1974): ''Self-control repreéents a dynamic continuum wherein
the person alters the external environment as well as his own
internal environment to promote meaningful change" (p. 129).

The terms, "self-management', ''self-regulation', and "self-
control" are currently the most frequently used terms and are used
éynonomousl} with one another. However,.individual variation in
the use of these terms has caused some degree of confusion (Mahoney,
1972). Therefore, for purposes of plarity, the term "self-control"
will herein be employed as a summary label for all cases of self-
regulated gehavior change. It is also necessary to functionally
define the concépt, self-control, Becéuse as Jeffrey (1974) stated,

since "there i1s no common agreement at this time, it seems essential



that all self-control investigations should include clear, explicit,
operational definitions of self-control and other self-hyphenated |
terms (such as self-reinforcement and self-monitoring)' (p. 175).
Therefore, following is the definition of self-control which was
adh-red to in the present study and which is a synthesis of a number
of other definitions (Kanfer, 1975; Skinner, 1963; Thoresen &
Mahoney, 1974): Self-control is displayed when an individual, in
the relative absence of immediate external constrainfé or controls,
responds or engages in behavior whose previous probability has been
less than that of alternatively available behaviors. This new
response pattern 1s usually influenced by delayed envirommental
consequences.

This definition of self-control has three major features implied
within it: (1) Self-control always involves two or more alternative
behaviors, the consequences of which are usually incompatible, (2)
the behavior to be managed or controlled (i.e. controlled response)
is influenced (i.e. made either more or less probable) by the indivi-
dual himself altering the envirommental variables (1.e. controlling
response) of which the behavior is a function, such as tne antecedent
or initiating stimuli, and/¢ * the response consequences, and (3)
self-control behaviors are usually prompted and/or maintained by
external tactors such as environmental cues and long-term consequences,

For example, the individual who chooses to quit smoking has
the options of smoking, not smoking, chewing gum, sucking candy, etc.
The consequences of smoking are immediately pleasant, but ultimately
aversive, while the consequences of not smoking are just the opposite,

immediately aversive but ultimately pleasant. The probability of the




response to be controlled {smoking ma be modified by various
self-controlling respc ses, such as the individual rewarding
himself for not smoking. As well, self-control may have been
prompted, and being meintained, by more extensive environmental :
modificaticn of antecedents and consequences, the least of which
may be a doctor informing the individual that he will li;e longer
if he quits smoking.

It should be noted, that as the individual becomes more Sucéess—
‘ful with the self-control procedures, the previous probability of . .
the response to be cgntrolled changes, so that a relatively lesser
degree af self-control iy exhibited. Ohde the new habit or behavior
patterr 1is firmly established, self-control is no longer exhibited.

" For the purpose of the present- study, each of the defining
characteristics of self-control was examiﬁed in terms of improving
§g~task ciassroom behaviors These behaviors may be viewed as
being incompatible since being off-task may be consequented by
opposing outcomes, such as peer reinforcement and teacher pﬁnishment.
As well, a self-controlling strategy, such as self-reinforcement,
may be applied’to alter the probability of off-task behavior. It is
reasonéd that if, in a situation relatively absent of immediate
coﬂstraints or controls and in which the probability of off-task
" behaviors has previously been high, the child's frequency of on-
task behaviors increases (the prdbability of which had previously 5;
been low), while a concomitant decrease in his off-task behaviors

also occurs, then, consistent with the definition, the child can be

Kot T AT Tt

sald to have exhibited self-control.
In the case of self-control training with children, the
. 1
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objective is to teach them how they may apply some self-controlling
strategy in order to produce the desiréd response in the absence of
any external support, or in the event of opposing reinforcement
contingencies. The basis for this contention will be reviewed

from the models of self-control which have served as theoretical
frameworks for the process of'self—control, and as paradigms for

directly programming self-control with children.

Models of Self-Control

In the literature, self-céntrol is described as ranging“from
the self-application of an operant paradigm to modify some instru-
mental behavior (Bolstad & Johnson, 1972; Johnson, 1570) to more
cognitive techniques aimed at some &ariant of cognitive restruc-
turing (Bornstein & Quevillon, 1976;kMeichenbaum & Goodman, 1971).

Kanfer (1971) has proposed a multistage model for organizing
the critical variables determining effective self-control. The
three primary components of this model include: (1) self-monitoring,
(2) self-evaluation, and (3) self-reinforcement. Kanfer proposed
that 1f an individual c-1 be taught to monitor, evaluate aad
reinforce his own behavior, much in the same way as an external
agent might do, then self—controi can be échieved.

Self-monitoring, or self-observation, involves the monitoring
of one's own behaviors. In contextAof the research literature,
this usvally involves recording instances of a response Or response
class. Self-evaluation refers to a discrimination process, whereby
the individual compares his performance to some criterion or

v
‘ﬁerforggnce standard. It may involve making a subjectives judgment



or an objective comparison of the self-monitoring observations to
some standard. And finally, self—reinforcemgnt refers‘to a
consequence being self-administered depending upon the judgment
made in the self-evaluation phase. According to Spates and Kanfer
(197fx, because of &he practi:al d? fficulty in.separating the self-
evaluaéiveandthe self-reinforcement stages of the model, these
components should be considered as occurring together simultanqously,
with the latter dependent upon the former. Kanfer (1973) notes
that in most self-control programs, all three components are best
considered together. B

Bandura and Perloff (1967) and Glynn, Thomas and Shee (1973)
have put forward a model fgr the anéiysis of behavioral self—,,
control which is verf.similar to Kanfer's model. As well, other
strategies of self-control have been proposeﬁ,(including Goldfried
and Merbaum (1973), Kazdin (1975), Skinner (1953), and Thoresen
and Mahoney (1974). 1In each of these models, three bésic elements
in self—coqtrol have been identified, at least one of which has
been present in every successful self—controlfprégram (Mahoney &
Thoresen, 1974). These’elements include: (1) self-observation,

1 requires the indiviﬂual not only to attend to his own actions,

~erord their occurrence for purposes of feedback and

“ony 2) environmental plannifig, which involves changing

‘~~ment sc the cues tha} precede a behavior are
¢ e behav - ! programming, which involves altering °
fa’  cavior.
r R 977 s offered a cognitive-behavioral model
of 8¢ f~ii whis s 7 so similar to Kanfer's model, but which

ECrY R LY XIS PN



is conceptualized in terms of the verbal control of behavior. Each
stage focuses on the control of thoughts which may precede sd&e
behavior. The three stages of his model include: (1) gelf~

Sstatements prompting awareness of _ne's thoughts and behaviors;

« ™

(2) the emission of alternative self-statements to promote a R
behavior change; and, (3) self-statements which>either reinforce
or extinguish the new thoughts and behaviors.

Like Kanfer's ﬁodel, it ﬁay be seen that these three stages

v

incorprrate the processes of self-monitoring, self-evaluation, and
self-reinforcement, but with a greatér emphasis upon the cognitions
which preceed a behavioral action.

The importance of these models of self-control is the implica-
tion that if individuals are trained in the components of self-
control, then behaior cgangeé will be maintained. Indeed, as
Bandura (1969) emphasized, "the establishment of self-monitoring
reinforcgﬁent systems is essential if induced behavioral changes are
to generalize and endure, particularly where social environments
provide either weak support for new modes of behavior or conflicting
patterns of reinforcemeﬁt" (p. 624).

In the following section, evidence for t..e assumption that
lasting behavior changes can be promoﬁed by sglf-control will be P
examined in an analysis of the self-control procedures used in
classroom settings. These clinical applications are evaluated

primarily in terms of the degree of behavior maintenance attributable

to self, as oppo.ed to environmental control.

Components of the Self-Control Process

In this section, evidence for the assumption that the teaching

fod



of self-control will promote maintenance and transfer of behavior
change, will be reviewéd. The emphasis will be upon studies
applying self-control procedures in classroom settiﬁgs, with
particular attention paid to self-control programs derived from the
theoretical model of Kanfer (1971); Consequently, ége programs

are broadly reviewed in térms of the self-control components
tfained. including self-monitoring, self-evaluation, and self--
reinforcement.

The procedure most often used in the classroom self-contr»nl
prograﬁs involves training components of the self-control proce.s
following the establishmen: of the desired behavior change via
extérnallyvcontrolled reinforcement contingencies (e.g. D_:bman,
Spitalnik & 0'Leary, 1973). Thereafter, the participants are
instructed to assume the responsibility of some facet of the
externally controlied program. This responsibilisy/ﬁzgvt involve
recording their own behavior, determining if they have ;Zt some
objective and/or deciding what rewards they shoula recei?e for their
efforts.

Self-Monitoring. Self-monitoring or self-observation

procedures are primarily irtended as an assessment technique in
self-control studies. However, the mere act of observing oneself
may, in fact, be a highly reactive procedure, tﬁat is, it may
influence the observed behavior (Kazdin, 1974).

Self-monitoring has beén observed to modify the frequency of
study behavior (Broden, Hall & Mitts, 1971; Johnson & White, 1971),
class participation (Gottman & McFall, 1972), and a‘variety of other

behaviors (Kazdin, 1974). However, this effect does not always



reliably occur(e.e2. Spates & Kanfer, 1977), and when;it does, "the
effects are usually found to be short-lived (Kazdin, 1974).

For example, Broden et al.,‘(1971) investigated the effects of
self-recording on the classroom behavior ol two junior high school \
students. In the first experiment, a grade eight student recorded A
the frequency of her in-class study behavior, which resulted id.
increased study time. This improvement was maintained over a three-
week follow-up period even though self-recording had been discontinued.
In the second experiment, the number of talk-outs emitted by an
eighth~-grade bqy were recorded during math period. Following base-
lipe, the student was requested to record the frequency of
inappropriate talk-outs during the first half of thé period,‘for
the second half, and then for the entire period. Talk-outs
decreased when self-recording was 1in effect and inéreased again
when self-recording was discontinued. When self-recording w
reinstituted in the final phase there was a slight, though no
significant decrease in talking-out when compared to the base.ine
condition.

Exemplified by the study of Broden et al., (1971) is the finding
that behavior change and behavior ;aintenance following self-
monitoring practices are highly variable. Though a maintained
behavio ‘nge occurred for one student, this effect was not
observed with another. I’ should be noted, however, that in the
first experiment, counselor feedback and praise for improved sfudy
behavior were concurrent procedures. These environmentas conditions
may have facilitated. the observed behavior maintenance. The results

of the foregoing studies suggest that self-monitoring by itself,
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though a necessary component of self-control, is probably insufficient
to ensure a maintained behavior change!

An important variable related to self-monitoring is the
accuracy of the observations and recording. Tﬁé usefulness of a
measurement in any séientific application is largely influenced by
its accuracy (Mahoney & Thoresen, 1974). 'In geﬂeral, the accuracy
of measurements is determined by tﬁeir reliability and their validiéy.
Jeffre (1974) and Kazdin (1974) discuss some of the possible problems
in obtaining accurate self-monitored data. Gene?ally, it can be
sald that peoplé are not naturally accurate observers -- either of
their own behavior or that of others. The ‘miortanceof self-
monitoring reliability varies with the purpose for which self-
monitoringvis employ=d. When it is used as an assessment technique,
reliability 13 very imporﬁant; when it is used as a behavior-change
technique, the consistency and accuraéy of measurement are much less
crucial and perhaps irrelevant (Kazdin, 1974)5 Thoresen and Mahoney
(1974) suggest several measures which may be taken to increase the
likelihood of accurate self-monitoring. These include: (i)
providing reinforcement contingencies for accurate ;elf~reporting; N
(2) informing the observer that his/her accuracyvis being checked;
(3) initially, arranging for an independent observer to collect the
data and then-gradually having the subject assume this task by
himself/herself., By repeated comparison of l.is/her personal data
with that collected by the observer, the individual may be shaped
into more accurate self-recording. Thoresen and Mahoney also suggested
two additional procedures. Provision of a simple and painless

recording system; and, having the individual practice or train in

13



14

the discrimination and recording of the behaviors to be moniﬁored.
This training procedure could incorporate most of the pre§ious
suggestions, i.e., gradually transferring recording responsibilities
to the individual, p;oviding immediate accuracy feedback, and
providing svstematic reinforcement.

Self-Evaluation and Self-Reinforcement. Research on the effects

of self-evaluation and self—reinforcemént is considered jointly
bgcause of tﬂe practi;;l difficulty in separatihg the two processes.
Self-evaluation may involve self-reinforcement (Bandura, 1971), and
conyersely, whether or not a person reinforc 3 himself/hersglf is
dependent upon some prior judgment or evaluation of the performance
to bevreinforéed. It should be ;;ted that self—monitoring is also
often very difficult to separate from these two processes.
Consequently, all three components -- self-monitoring, self-evalua-
tion, and self-reinforcement -- may at times be best referred to as
an entire package, i.e., behavioral self-contrcl. ThHe impor. .c¢
’distincfions‘between various studies are the procedures used.

One of the most consistent findings in self-determined
reinforcement studies is that contingent reinforcement based on self-
imposed standards is =s effective as that based on teacher~imposed
standards in modifying academic behavior or rates of disruptive
behavior (Felixbrod & O'Leary, 1973; Lovitt & Curtiss, 1969).

Lovi;t and Curtiss (1969) demonstrated that higher academic
rates occurred when a 12 year old pupil arranged his own academic
contingency requirements than when fhe teacher specified the
0

contingency. The student had participated in a teacher administered

s . ~rr
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experimenters then allowed the chLUii&kspecify his own work/

reinﬁorcemeht ratio in the token program using the curriculum
guidelines set by the teacher. Although the student set more
lenient reinforcement standards, he showed a small gaiﬁ in academic
performance which .could not be accounted for by reinfofcement
magnitude. ..._s study demonstrated that academic performance could
be maintai%ed.ﬁhgn the t.dent exerciéed some control over the

' rginfbrcemegt contingencies. However, the durability of the
student's academic performance was not asséssed following the
removal of contingént'reinforcement.

Felixbrod and O'Leary (1973) compared the effects of self~
determined, exte{pally—determiﬂed and no-reinforcement contingencies
~ upon thebacééemic performance of Grade two students. As in the
Lovitt and Cur;iss study, the children in the self—determineg group
decided for themselves the work/reinforcemeﬁt ratio.’ The same
performancé standards were ?xternaliy impésed upon children in the
second contingent reinfc emeat condition. Children in the no-
reinforcement control condition pefformeé in the absence of extermal
reward. The results indicated that the behavioral Qroductiviiy of
the self-determined group was greaner}than that og the no~reinforce-
ment group but equivalent to that of the.externali/—détermined
zroup. However, the children in the self~determined group also -
tended to reduce the performance requirgménts for reinforcement.

The functional equivalengekof external and self-determined
reinforcement has also been shown by Glynn (1970). In this study,
Glynn compared the academic performance rates of four classes of

orade nine students in which the amount of reinforcement received

15



was aeterggned eithér by the students‘themselves, by the experimenter,
by chénce, ér where the group received‘no”reinfor;ement. ﬁnlike
théﬁprevioﬁs étudies, however, the self-determined re;ﬁforcement7 
group decided how much they earned after and not befoge the wqfk S
was completed. The results indicated that self-determined reinférce—
ment is as eguallyvefféctiﬁgfas experimenter—-determined reinforcement,
in terms of improving aéademic performancé. iThe sglf—determfg;d
groub and the external cqntfol group were also clearly'5upefior to
the chance and no-reinforcement ngups. |

‘in the context of é,token’economy‘sysﬁem, test pérformance

-

improved whether the students or the teacher controlled the amount’
of reinforcement received. This result, congruent with the find- .
ings of lovitt and Curtiss (1969) and Felixbrod and O'Leary (1973),

.

supports the hypothgsis that an individual can affect the same L’J

////&

behavioral changes as expected from an externally-administered
- reinﬁgrcement system.‘ However, when the réinforcement system was -
yithdrawn,/the-desired behavior changes retﬁfﬁed to baseline lévels.\ 

Tﬁésé fiﬁdings suggest that the selfedetermiﬂatiqnwﬁfocedures,x
as used hcre, -do not facilitate behavior maintenance to any gteater
degree than teacher-determined reinforcement procedures.  Similar
results ha&e ﬁeén obtained in other classroom studies where the
students were simply aske” wh.ther or not they spouldbreéeive a
token for appropriaée.cla;éroom behaviors‘(Frederiksgn_&‘Frederiksen,
1575; Kaufman & O'Leary, 1972; Séntogrossi, b'Leary, Romanczyk &
Kaufman, 1973). | |

For example,. in the Frederiksen and -Frederiksen (1975)-cla§s—'
room study, studehtsbin special educati&nﬁclasses wefe given control

-

-
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of the token economy following a l4-week teacher-administered token
prograﬁ. When the students decided for themselves whether or not
they earned a token for appropriate behavior, disruptive classroom’
behaviors remained at a low level. However, when the tokens weré
withdrawn, a dramatic increase in disruptiveness occurred.

The lack of response maintenance in each of these studies may
have been a function of insufficieﬁt self-control training. 1In each
study, the students were simply requested to take respongibility for
"evauating" their own behavior without explicit guideiines. Close
examination of the procedures and results revealed no evidence that
the students either monitored or evaluated their behavior in compari-
son to some standard. In fact, the students self-ratings were
always near maximum regardless of variations in their behaviors.‘ In
each study, the students gave themselves near maximal ratings to gain

inear maximal reinforcemenf.

Recogniéiag some of the problems in the above studies, more
elaborate self-control training programs have been devised (Bolstad
& Johnson, 1972; Drabman, Spiﬁaltik & 0'Leary, 1973; Glynn, Thomas &
Shee, 1973; Turkewitz, O'Leary & Ironsmith, 1975).

In thezBolstaa and Johnson (1972) classroom study, four of the
most disruptive students in each of 10 first- and second-grade

‘classrooms were observed. Following the baseline period, disruptive'
behavior was reduced by a teécher-controlled token economy. One half
of the children were then trained to self-monitor their own disruptive
behavidr, while.the remaining children continued under teacher ..
control. In the next phase, the self-monitoring students were allowed

to take full-responsibility for thelr own ratings, and consequently,
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_the amount of reinforcement ghey received. In the final phase,
reinforcement was abruptly withdrawn.

These authors demonstrated that the self-regulation procedures
were slightly more effective in reducing disruptive behavior than
was the external regulation procedure. However, this effect was
only maintained during the initial stage of a one week extinction
phase. Overall; there was a dramatic increase of disruptive behavior
for all experimengal groups which probably eventuallv ~rould have
reached the baseline rate.

Drabman, et al., (1973);designed program con;ingencies to %romote
honest and accurate self-evaluation skills and to permit a gradual
transference of evaluation respohsibility. Following baseline, a
teacher-administered token program w§7ffﬁglemented in an after-school
remedial reading class of eight 9- tc 10-year old boys. This one
h&ur class was divided into four, fifteen minute segments. Experi-
mental contingencies were put into effect for three randomly selected
periods, while the other fifteen minute segment served as a control
period. The s _‘ents were then instructed to rate themselves on a
‘five point scaic for both academic and social behav . Only those
children who successfully matched the teacher's rating within one
boint were given a bonus‘point which could be exchanged f backup
reinforcers. Following ten days of this matching phase, the experi-
menters began to gradually fade out the contingencies for accurate

W
ratings. Over a .20 day period, the number of children in the group
who were:allowed fo match their ratings with the teacher were

gradually decreased. Those children not required to match received

the number of tokens they gave themselves from rheir own ratings. 1In

[




the final 12 days, checking was discontinued and the children now
had full responsibility for self-evaluation.

The matching and fadihg out procedures used in this program
~ were very effective in'promoting relatively accurate self-evaluation
skills. Throughout the program, disruptive behaviors remained at
low levels and there was also some transfer of these results during
the 15 minute control period w:=- the experimental contingencies
ware not i; effect.

Utilizing essentially the same proéedural outline as Drabman et
al., Turkewitz et al., (1975) systematically attemptedﬁto p;gduce
generalization and maintenance of appropria*e classroom Beh;;ior with
~ eight disruptive elementary school children. In addition to fa. ng
out tne matching phase, they also faded out the back-up reinforcers,
énd observations of these children were made in another non-experimental
classroom setting.

Like the results of Drabman et al., the response changes were
maintained during the 15 minute control period but there was ;o transfer
of apﬁropriate soclal behavior to the regular classroom setting.
Also, during a one week extinction phase when the reinforcers had
been completely faded out, the disruptive behaviors remained below
baseline but were beginning to increase.

Glynn, et al., (1973) demonstrated that grade-~two cl.i’ven
could successfully use behavioral self—cgntrol procedures in a
regular classroom setting to maintain high rates of on-task behavior
that had previously been established by externally administered

reinforcement procedures. Following a baseline period, on-task

‘behavior was increased by a teacher-controlled token economy. Then,
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" with the.use of a tape-recorded signalling procedure, the children
were instructed by the teacher that they would now be able to decide
for themselves w.ether or not they had earned a point. Whenever a
"heep' occurred they were instructed to place a check on their )
recording sheets only if they were "on-task' at that moment. The
points were later exchanged for back-up reinforcers.

Results indicated that the self-control techniques maintained
on-task behavior at its high level both imefdiately following the
externally administered reinforcemc ©° program and during the follow-
up freatﬁents five and seven weeks later. However, tle back-up
reinforcers were never faded out prior to the termination of the
experiment.

Though a limited degree of behavior maintenance was shown in
the ﬁrabman and Turkewitz studies, there is some question as to
whether the behaviors, in fact, were maintained by self-control .
behavi.rs. The behavioral maintenance may have bgen due to such
environmental factors as the demand characteristics of the class
éetting, and reactivity to being obéerved. Without appropriate
‘controls; these "non-specific" factors may alternatively account

for the results (Jeffrey, 1974).
- -
Though maintenance of behavior changes has been limited almost
entirely to brief periods during and following self-control training,
transfer of behavior changes across classroom settings has also been
observed. 1In a study by Anderson, Fodor and Alpert (1976) self-
control training resulted in a marked decrease in disruptive behavior

' which was malntained in both the training classroom and a regular

classroom setting during the period in which the training program was

7



in effect. During a follow-up study, disruptive behavior remained
at low levels in the training classroom, although a sharp increase
in disruptiveness was observed in the regular classroom setting.

A critical difference between this study, which finds some

‘degree of generalization outside the classroom, and the Turkewitz's

study which does not, may be in the nature of the group experience.
¢

Whereas studen%s in the Turkewitz's study returned to different
classrooms from the experimental classroom, students in the Anderson
study travelled from class to class as one group. Therefore peer
support would more likely occur, and other non-experimental students
would not be present to influence the disruptiveness of the self-
control students.

The implication of this difference is that the behaviors may
ha-re been maintained largely by positive attributes of the environ-
me . The degree to which the students controlled their own behavicr
is uncertain in this situation. Thus, it remains to be demonstrated
that self-control training will facilitate the maintenance and

generalization of behavior where weak or opposing reinforcement
!/

contingencies are present.

T

Conclusions

The classroom research reviewed has provided some encouraging,
though limited, evidence for the behavior maintenance value of
teaching self-control to children. The major result of the self-
control procedures has been the maintenance of the behavior changes
in context of the environment in which the behaviors were taught.

Though it has been demonstrated repeatedly that students can manage

-



their own behavior within the token economy, the target behaviors

ﬁend to return to baseline levels when the token system is removed
(Frederiksen & Frederiksen, 1975; Glynn, 1976; Kaufman & O'Leary,

1972).

Very few self-control programs have been found that produce
reSpéuse maintenance following removal of the reinforcement system
(Anderson, et al., 1976; Bolstad & Johnson, 1972; Drabman et al.,
1973; Tﬁrkewitz et al., 1975), and only one study reviewed observed
a transfer of the behavior changes to another setting (Anderson
et al., 1976).

The failure of many studies to demonstrate maintenance and

generalization with self-control programs may be due to several

aspects of the training programs. Most of the training programs have

focused on only one aspect of the proposed self-control process:
self—monitoring (Broden, Hall & Mitts, 1971), self-evaluation
(Frederiksen & Frederiksen, 1975), or self—reinfércement (Glynn,
1970). Of those studies which have used more than one component
(e.g. Drabman et al., 1973; Glynn et al., 1973, Turkewitz et al.,
1975) few have ensured that the students could demonstrate mastery
of the skills before assessing behavior maintenance. As well, many
of the studies have failed to provide adequate controls for the |
non-specific effects associated with fhe self-control training
procedur °s.

It remains to be demo;strated, therefore, that self-control
training will facilitate behavior maintenance in environments where
there are weak or opposing reinforcément contingencies. Based upon

some theoretical speculations (Bandura, 1771; Kanfer, 1971) and some
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promising, albeit limited, evidence (Anderson et al., 1976) it is
proposed Fhat if children who exhibit a lack of self-control can
learn self-control skills, then they should be effectively able to
control *heir own behavior during times when environmental
consequences are delayed.

Thé present study sought to investigate a means of training
children in the use of behavioral self-control procedures. Addition-
ally, an attempt was made to assess the degree of maintenance and
generalization of children's behavior change as a function of self-

cortrol training in the classroom.



CHAPTER III

RATIONALE, DEFINITIONS, AND HYPOTHESES

Rationale

A review of the relevant literature reveals that the procedure
most often used in classroom self-control programs, involves
training in the components of the self-control process following
the establishment of the desired »ehavior change via externally
controlled reinforcement contingencies. Previous studies have
demonstrated the effectiveness of self-control procedures in class-
room seitings when introduced after a period of external reinforcement
(Drab-an et al., 1973; Glynn et al., 1973; Kaufman & 0'leary, 1972).
However, what is the effectiveness of self-control procedures in
modifying behaviof without the prior application of externally managed
contingencies? An important question which remains, therefore, is
whether a behavioral self-control training procedure introduced into
a classroom setting without prior external reinforcement will modify
behavior effectively.

Furthermore, many of the studies examined have failed to demon-—
strate the behavior maintenance value of self-control training. This
failure can probably be attributed to aspects of the training program
employed. In order to facilitate behavioral maintenance, it 1is
important to provide each child with a complete self-éontrol program
which incorporates all components of the self-control process, and
then to train each component until the child demonstrates mastery of
the skills. In addition, as wasﬂillustrated by the study of Broden

et al., (1971), some envirommental modification of antecedents and/or
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consequences may be ﬁecessary to promote malntenance and transfer of
behavior changes.

Consequently, the specific objectives of the present study

were to:

1) assess the effectiveness of a self-control training
program, dSased on Kanfer's 3-stage model of self-
control, which was introduced into - ~lassroom
setting wiFhout prior implementatior ’ eacher-
administered token program.

2) assess the degree of maintenance of chi.
behavior change as a fun._tion of self-contr.
training in the classroom.

3) evaluate transfer of child:en’s behavior change
as a function of self-control training in the

~

classroom.

Definitions

On-Tzsy Behavior -- Behavior that is’compatible with good classroom
learning conditions. During teacher imstruction i1t includes:
remaining in one's seat, remaining silent when not being spoken
to, looking at the teacher or blackboard, and taking part in oral
d”scussion with the teacher. During work periods it includes:
remaining in one's seat, remaining silent, and lookiﬂg at and
working on the assignment prescribed by the teacher.

O0ff-Task Behaviof — Behavior that is incompatible with good
classroom learning conditions. It includes: not attending or

working on assigned material, movement of the child from his/her
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chair when not permitted or requested by the teacher, movement
of the child while he/she is in his/her chaZr such that he/she
does not ~~ok at the blackboard or the teacher when he/she is
talking, playing with toys and writing implements, talking to
other children, and failure to initiate the appropriate response

required by the teacher within a period of 5 seconds.

HVEotheses

Based on the relevant literature in the area of self-control

training with children, the following hypotheses were made:

Hypothesis !: During the self;control training program, the subjects
who are receiving training will exhibit an increase of on—tas%
behaviors during times when the training program is in effect and
also during the control period, as compared to the baseline level
and as measured by observer ratings.

Hypothesis 2: Following the termination of the self-control training
program, the increase of on-task behaviors will be maintained
over time and across both the treatment and control settings,
as measured by observer ratings.

Hypothesis 3: Trarsfer of the self-control subjects' behavior change
will be facilitated by teacher praise.

‘Hypothesis 4: The percentage of on-task behaviors exhibited by the

(no-treatment) control subjects will remain stable throughout

the study.

Hypothesis 5: The self-control training program employed in the g}udy

will produce accurate sg¢. f-monitoring and self~evaliation skills

by the subjects.



CHAPTER IV

METHOD

Subjects
Six childreﬁ, five males and one female, aged eleven to
sixteen years who were enrolled in the same class of a remedial ;chool
for the language and learning disabled served as subjects. Each of ;
the children were"attending the school because of auditory and/or

visuzl difficulties in learning which made it difficult for them to

cope with regular school programs. The childrén's overall level of N
. N,
intellectual functioning were all considered by thelr teachers to be '

within the educable range of mental ability.

The s{x students were preselected for their high rates of
of f-task behaviors based upon their teache;s' subjective evaluations.
These behaviors were interfering with their classroom learning and
were much more frequent during <individual seat-work as opposed to
when the children were in small groups or when one of the teachers
was giving instructions or talking to the whole class. When engaged
in individual sea£~work, the six students were described by the
teachers as continually not attending tc their work, frequently
moving about in their desks or around the room without thgfﬁeacher's
permission, constantly talking to the other students, and a tendency --

to play with materials other than their assigned work. Both of the

classroom teachers were anxious to see improvements in the children's

on-task behaviors.

Fae . . -

The pre-select-1 children were then observed in the classroom to

establish a baserate of on-task behaviors. Based on this data, the
o

[0 N PRI N
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four children who displayed the lowest percentage of oﬂ-task
behaviors, and therefore were considered priority, were selected as
the experimental (self-control) subjects. /The other two children
served as the (no-treatment) control subjects. Subjects #1, #2, #3
’and #4 were labelled the self-control subjects, and theilr ages
respectively were 16 years, 11 years, 12 years and 12 years.
Subject #1 was enrolled in the remedial school'in May, 1976;
Subject #2 on September 3, 1975; Subject #3 on September 23, 1974,
and Subject #4 on September 3, 1975.‘ Subjecte #5 and #6 were cali;d

thé control subjects and both their ages were lié§ears. Subject #5

was enrolled in the school on February 19, 1977 whereas Subject #6,

the only female subject in the studv, was enrolled in January, 1973.
Intellectual testing which was carried out with the WeChSleriIntelligence

Scale for Children-Revised prior to the beginning of the study yielded -

the following results:

Subject #1 - Verbal Scale I.Q., 57; Performance Scale I.Q.,U$7;
Full Scale T1.Q., 52.

Subject #2 - Verbal Scale I.(.. 90; Performance Scale 1.Q., 93;
Full Scale T1.Q., 91.

Subject #3 - Verbal Scale 1.Q., 87; Performance Scale I.Q., 80;
Full Scale I.Q., 82.

Subject #4 ~ Verbal Sc;le 1.Q., 77; Performance Scale I1.Q., 68;
Full Scale 1.Q., 70.

Subject #5 - Verbal Sgale I.Q., 75; Performance Scale I.Q., 72;
- Full Scale I.Q., 72,

Subject #6 - Verbal Scale I1.Q., 75; Performance Scale 1.Q., 95;

Full Scale 1.Q., 84,
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Setting and Apparatus

The experimental classroom was a large, well-lighted room.

B ) .
~Phere/were a total of twelve childr%n and two teachers in the class-

room. Classes ran Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thuraday and Friday
from 9:30 a.m. until npon, and from 1:00 p.m. uptil 3:30 p.m. The
children's desks were arranged in three rows, with each row containingr
four desks. Audiovisual recordiné equipment consisting of a VIR,

a monitor, a microphone, and a camera with a wide-angle lens were éll
located 1in a portable wooden box measuring 3 feet by 5 feet by 3 feet.
The box.wasvplaced in a ccrner of the classroom and remained there
throughout the study. The cameré was situated within the box such
that each of the six subjects could be video taped simultaneously. .
The video equipment was electronically equipped to automatically.-
turn-on at 9:30 a.m. and to automaticélly shut-off at noon: The
video equipment was also electronically equipped to run on a
specified, repetitivé cycle, i.e., 10-minute "on'" interval followed
by a 20-minute "off" interval. ;

Throughout the study, the experimenter sat at the teacher's
desk which was situated in an adjacent corner from the VIR equipment.
The sound of a bell delivered through an earphone byﬂpeans of a tape
recorder cued the end of each 10-second observation interval.

In addition to the audiovisual recording equipment located in the
wooden.ﬁox, another set of video recording equipment was utilized but
only during the first week of the study. -This set’of eqﬁipment we -
located behin: he tegcher's desk and was operated by the experime: _.r

throughout the morning in order to obtain samples of the subjects'

typical classroom behaviors.



Every morning of the school week from 9:30 a.m. until 9:45 a.m.
the teacher conducted a class questionfand—énswer session based on
the weather, -date,- and current news. For the next 15-minutes the

\\

children were divided into two groups for‘é’phonics lesson. A

o “,
physical ‘education lesson typically took place from 10:00 a.m. until

v

10:15 a.m. For the last hoﬁi and 45-minutes of the morning, the

children had a reading‘period followed by a math perioq.

NN

Measurement and Reliability

The on-task behavior of each subject was defined as the perdén-

tage of 10-second observation intervals in which a subject's behavior

could be classified as being "on-task'. It was calculated by dividing

the total number of intervals the subject was on-task by the total
number of‘intervals obser?ed.

Observations wereftaken from 10:15 a.m. until noon every mprning
of the school week, This . time interval was divided into two sessions
—- a 60-minute éession and a 45-minute session. The former sessionr'
| typlcally consisted of a reading p%}iod which ran from lO:lS‘a.m.
until 11:15 a.m. During this perjod the six subjects.werg divided
into two groups. Each group was observea for 30 minutes. For the
first half-hour of thé Eéadinévéeriod, one gro;p; consisting of two
children both of-wnom”ﬁé;; self-control subjects, were observed in

their desks doing individual seat-work. The fgﬁr childfen in the

other group, ‘two of whom were self-control subjocts and the other two

.
&,

were the (no-treatment) control subjects, metkaith one of the teachers
behind a portable room divider for a rgadzzﬁ:group. For the second-

half hour of the reading period the two g Bﬁps roﬁated." The one group

-

-
7

‘
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of two children now met with the teacher behind the portable room
divider whilz ..e four children in the second group were now
observed in their desks doing individual seat-work. The other child-
ren in the class met as z reading group with the other teacher for

60 minutes behind another portakle room divider.

The latter session of the morning consisted of a math period
which ran from 11:15 a.m. untii.noon. During thils period ali six
subjects were observed together. This pe+~iod typically,consisted
of 15 minutes cduring which the teacher presented information and
conducted a question-and-answe session. The remaining 30 minut:s
were spent in individual seat-work.

Pata was only collected when the subjects were supposed to be
in their desks doing individual seat-work. Only the éxperimenter
collected the observational data. A momentary time-sampling techni-
que was utilized whereby the subjects' behavior were recorded as
being "on:task" 1f, at the moment each 10-second observation interval
terminated, the subjects were observed to be on-task.

Reliability measures over both the reading and math sessions
were obtained for all six of the subjects during the experimental
conditions. An attempt was made to gain regular samples of reli-
ability on each child's behaviors as the experimental phéses changed.
Reliability was assessed by viewing the audiovishal recordings. At
the end of each day, the video tapes were replayed and observed by
the experimenter and a second observer who had previously;been
trained to a criterion of 957 agreement over each session for on-task

behaviors. The observer was a teacher who had volunteered to be a

reliability assessor>and was naive as to the design of the study.

| SH-SERKRCRVNI SRR
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Reliabilgf -as obtained by utilizing the momentary time-sampling
technique. Each of the two observers recorded the on-tasx behaviors
of the subjects so that simultaneous reccrds were obtained for each
subject throughout a session. The two records were then compéred and

/\"
the degree of reliability calculated.

Ex~erimental Conditions -

The children were observed in the context of a reading and math
period across all experimental conditions. During the reading period
the four experimental subjects were successively trained in behavioral
self-control, while the math period served as the control of generali-
zation period. The two control subjects received no training in

self-control throughout the study.

Pre-Baseline. An initial pre-baseline condition served as a

training phase for the observers, a rrriod of adaptation for the

subjects. to the presence of the experimenter and the audiovisual
N

equipment,wand to collect video recordings of the subjects' classroom
/

\behaviopf

“ /
\_// .
Baseline. During this condition baseline rates of on-task

behavior were established for the six children. During baseline,
the teachers were instructed to use any form of disciplinary control
tﬁey thought was appropriate except removal of a child from the

classroom. This dis_ipline primarily involved the use of praise and

ignore techniques, although reprimands were used on occasion.

Self-Control Training — Phase 1. This condition marked the
beginning of the self-control training program. Thoresen and Mahoney

(1974) have suggested that an intensive individual training procedure,
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incorporating immediate feedback and systematic reinforcement, can
lead to the reliable discriminatién and recording of behaviors to be
monitored. The prime purpose of this condition, “therefore, was to
train the self-control subjects in all three components of the self-
control proceés, and to increase the likelihood of accurate self-
/monitoring/ind self-evaluation.

Duriﬂé each day of this phase, instead of attending the Physical
Education class from 10:00 a.m. to 10:15 a.m., one of the self-
control subjects stayed with the experimenter in the classroom.
Initially, it was explained to the subject that during the next few
weeks, the expe;imenter woulid be working with him in order to teach
him self-control and thu= improve his "on-task' behavior in class.
At the beginning of eacn :ession, the experimenter demonstrated'%
the suggect what behaviors constituted being "on-task" and what
behéviofs constituted being "off—gfsk". The subject was also asked
to act—oﬁt being on-task and off-task:

A viceo-tape of the subject, taped during the pre-baseline
cpndition, was then played. Concurrently with the playing of the
video tape, a series of intermittent "beeps' sounded. The "beeps"
were produced by a small electronic timer which was worn by the
subject in his shirt pocket. The '"beeps'" occurred at regular 0.5

‘minute intervals. Onlthe average, 20 signals occurred during each
15 minute training session.

" The subject was provided wi;h recording sheets (see Appendix A)
which were 2 in. x 10 in. pieces of paper attached to opposite sides
of a piece of wood. The recording sheets consisted of 10 rows of

2 équares, with a "happy face' stamp in each of the squares. The
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"happy face' stamp was selected because of its assumed reinforcing
velggsig_iggzgtbjects. In addition, as was suggested by Thoresen
and Mahéney (1974), the simple recording éystem would increase the
likelihood of accurate self-monitoring.

Whenever a ""beep' from the timer souﬁdéd, the experimenter
immediately stopped the video tape and asked the subject if he had
been "on-task" or "off-task' at the moment of the signal. If the
subject correctly identified his behavior in the video tape, he was
praised for "good watching" and given ; point for being honest.
Additionally, if he had»been "on-task' in the video tape at the moument
of the "beep" he was instructed to cross-out one of the "happy faces"
on the recording sheet. Each crossed-out "happy face' constituted
a point. The points were exchanged at the end of the session for
back-~up reinforcers which were different kinds of candies from which
'the subjects could choose. These back-up reinforcers were considered
to bé effective as the subjects were highly motivated to earn them.
The criterion for the back-up reinforcers was gradually increased
during this condition from one point to five points, and thgﬂpoints
could be carried over from one day to the next. 1If, however, the
subject was "off-task" in the video tape at the moment a signal
occurred, he was told that he was unable to cross-out a "happy face",
although 1f he had correctly identified himself as being "off task"
he was awarded a point for bein; honesf. Whenever the subject
incorrectly identified his behavior in the video tape he did not
receive a point and it was explained to him why he was wrong.

Self-Control Training —-- Phase 2. In this condition the self-

control procedures of self-monitoring, self-evaluation and s 1f-
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reinforcement taught to the experimental subjects during the previcus
condition were now transfered into f%e reading period. The self-contyol
subjects no longer staved with the experimenter during the Physical
Education lesson.

The self-control subjects were providec with two recording sheets,
as in the previous condition, which they had with them during the
reading period. The self-control subjects also wore the electrenic
timer wi:h an earphone attached to'i:, when doing individual seat-work
during the reading period. The self-control subjects had neither the
recording sheets nor the electronic timer during the math periocd. The
"beeps" from the electronic timer were on a fixed interval schedule,
although the intervals we;e gradually increased during this condition
from one minute to ten minutes so that the external cue could be
gradually faded out.

The self-control subjects were instructed by the experimenter at the
beginning of this condition that they would now be able to decide for
themselves whether or not they had earned a "happy face' for beihg on-

e
task during the reading period. Whenever a 'beep' occurred and the
subject was ''on-task', he was instructed to cross-out one of the "happy
faces". However, 1f the signal occurred and the subject was "off-task"
he was told not to cross-out a 'happy face'. Each’crossed—out "happy face"
was worth one point. At the end of the reading period, the subjects were
allowed to exchange their points for an educational magazine or book.
The number of points necessary to obtain any given reinforcer varied
depending upon the real value of the reinforcer. The more expensive the

reinforcer the greate- the number of points required in order to earn the

reinforcer. Points were carried over from one day to the next, and the
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subjects were allowed to save their points 1if they desired.

In order to encourage accurate recording and evaluation of behavior
during this condition, the self-control subjects were informec that 1f
their ratings were within 2 points of the experimenter's ratings, they

would receive the nur er of peint vy %] given themseives plus bonus

points for being honest . oo us roin ~e grzdually increased from
4 to 10 as the length of the zived inte 2. of tne ~lectronic timer was
also increased. However, 1f _he~e was more tran a 2-point- discrepancy

—

between the ratings, half the subjects points were taken away.

The experimenter used a stopwatch to time the intervals of the
electronic timer, so that he would know when a "beep" was signaied to
the subject. At the end of the interval, the experimenter would
immediately look up and see if the subject was "on-task'. If the
subject was on-task at that precise moment, the experimenter crossed-
out a "happy face'" -n a recording sheet similar to the self-control
subject's. This sheet was later compared to the subject's recording
sheet in order to determine the subject's honesty.

Although the self-control subjects had neither the recording
sheets nor the electronic timer during the math period, the teachers
were instructed during this period to verbally praise subjects #2 and
#4 whenever they were observed to be on-task, i.e., "you sure are
using good self-control and staying on task". |

Maintenance. During this last condition, the recording sheets,
the electronic signals, teacher praise, and all checking was dis-
continued. The self-control subjects continuea to be ¢ ‘served
during both the reading and math periods in order to note whether or

not _.atever behavioral[zganges had occurred during the previris

!
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conditions were being maintained over time.

General Design

A multiple-baseline~across subjects design was used to evaluate
the effects of self-control training on the on-task classroom behavior
of children. Self-control was taught'to one subject at a time.

The effects of self-control training on the percentage of on-
task behavior was evaluatr~d - variations on an A-B design for each
subject with multiple t- 1i-e -orpariscas being made on on-task
behaviors between ind mo- sub’acts.

The folliowing exper . . ~hrses were used:

1. Baseline: .-e sessic.s rcr subject #1, ten sessions for
Subject #2, fourteen sessions “cr Subject #3, and nineteen sessions
for Subject #4. (Subject #4 was absent from the first session to
the seventh session because of illness.) Subjécts #5 and #6 coﬁ-
tinued on the baseline phase throughout the study. This phase
consisted of thirty sessions for Subject #5 and thirty-four sessions
fof Subject #6.

2. Self-Control Training — Phase 1 for Subject #1, beginning
in session six and last;ﬁg for five sessions.

/3>\\§$lf-Control T:rz:ining -~ Phase 2 for Subject #1, beginning
in sessionz}leven and lasting for thirteen sessions.

4. Sel(:Egptrol Training -— Phase 1 for Subject #2Z, beginning
in session eleven and lasting for four sessions.

5. Self-Control Tréining — Phase 2 for Subject #2, beginning
in session fifteen and lasting for thirteen sessions, |

6. Self-Control Training — Phase 1 for Subject #3, beginning
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in session fifteen and lasting for five sessions.

7. Self-Control Training — Phase 2 for Subject #3, beginning
in session twenty and lasting for thirteen sessions.

8. Self-Control Training -- Phase 1 for Subject f#4, beginning

. session twenty and lasting for five sessions.

9, Self-Control Training —- Phagse 2 for Subject #4, beginning
in session twenty-five and lasting for nine sessions.

10. Maintenance: eleven sessions for Subject #1, seven sessions
for Subject #., two sesslons for Subject #3 and one session for
Subject #4.

As the present study occurred near the end of the school term
(May and June), time restrictions did not aliow sufficient follow-

up procedures for Subjects #3 and #4.

Ty




CHAPTER V

RESULTS

Observer Reliability

Table 1 presents reliability data in terms of percentage
agreement of occurrences of on-task behaviors recorded by the two
observers for both the reading and math periods and across experi-
mental conditions. The formula which was used was:

R = —2— X100

A+ 3B

where "R" is the index of reliability expressed in terms of a per-
centage; "A" is the number of intervals where bot! vers agreed
as to whether or not the subject was on-task at ti nt each
observation interval terminated; and "B" is the number of intervals
where the two observers disagreed.

Throughout the study, intgr-observer agreement ranged from 87%
to 100% fg; all six subjects, with better than 90% agreement omn 29
of the 34 days of the study. T liabilities averaged across the
subjects for the various phases were as follows: baseline, 96%;
self-contrcl training -- Phase 1, 97%; self- ur*rc. ~vain:ag -- Phase

.
2, 97%; and maintenance, 97Z.

On-Task Behavior

Table 2 presents, for each subj..t, the m .an percentage of on-
task behavior in both the reading and math per.ods during each phase

of the stud;5



Table 1
Percentage Reliability Between Observers

for the Occurrences of On-Task Behaviors

Experimental Conditions

Subject Period RBase_ine Self-Control Self-Control Maintenance
Training - 1 Training - 2

1 Reading 95 95 96 95
Math 9 . 96 95 95
2 Reading 96 98 96 98
Mzt v5 96 97 96
3 Rad sc 98 97 98
b
Mo B 45 97 98
4 e in 9& 28 38 98
Mat e 97 4 97 97
3 Reading 9% - - -
Math 97 - - -
6 Reading 99 - - -
Math 96 - - : -




Table 2
Mean Percentage of On-Task Behavior Across

Situations and Ovér All Phases

Experimental Conditions

Subject Situation Baseline Self-Control Self-Control Maintenance
Training - 1 Training - 2

1 Reading 48 56 85 69
Match 41 42 58 53
2 Reading 46 75 98 91
Math L4 59 85 B4
3 Reading 53 57. 88 82
Math 47 53 64 74
4 Reading 50 55 86 . 85
Math 55 59 79 | 75
5 Reading. 68 - - -
Math £ - - -
6 Reading 70 - - -

Math - 66 - - -
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It can be se-~ “rom the table that with the implementation of
the self-control training program, the percentage of on-task behavior
increased for all four of the experimental (self-control) subjects;
however, it was not until the second phase of the program that a much
strongeT increase in on-task behavior resulted. This improvement in
on-task behavior, whicﬁ'was unrelated to the ages of the subjects,
occurred during both the reading and math periods. However, whereas
there was a 357 to 52% increase in on-task "ehavior for all four
experimental subjects during the reading period from baseline to the
second phase of the self-control training program, there was only a
17% to 24% increase in on-: .sk behavior for three of the experimental
subjects during the mu.. period. Only Subjegt #2 had large increases
in on-task behavior during both the reading and math periods. From
baseline ro Self-Control Training -- Phase 2, Subject #2's on-task
behavic- increased 527% duriﬁi the reading period and 417 during the
math period. For Subjects #1 and #3, the increases in their on-task
behavior from baseline to S_lf-Control Training -- Phase 2 during
the reading period was double that of the increases in on-task behavior

T~
during the math period. During the second self-control training // ™~ L

phase, Subject #4 showed an increase in on-task behavior over béégzine
level of 36% during the reading period and 24% during the math period.
Thus, it appears that Subject #2 and, to a lesser extent, Subject #4
exhibited an inérease in on~task behavior in both the reading and

math periods which was stronger and more consistently together than
were the increases for the other two experimental subjects. This

information 18 corroborated by visually inspecting Figures 1 through

4 which presents individual graphs of the percentage of on-task
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behavior for the four experimental su_jects. Asvwill be discussed
~ later, it was also Subjects #2 and #4 whc :ceived verbal praise from
the teacher for being '"on-task" during the math period. -

The data in Table 2 and Figures 1 through 4 also provides clear
evidence that the behavioral self-control procedures were more
effective for somé subjects in maintaining the high levels of on-
task behavior than for.other subjects. Unfortunately,.there 1is not
sufficient follow—upvdata for Subjects #3 and #4 to evaluate the
effectiveness of the self-control training program in maintainiy -
their high levels of on-task behavior. However, it appears that
the self—control'procedures were more effective in maintaining the
level of on-task behavior for Subject #2 than for Subject #1. Once
the self-control procedures were withdrawn, there was an immediate
and significant decrease in the on-task behavior of Subject #1,
especially during the reading period, which may have eventually
reached baseline level. Although there was a slight downward trend
in\;he on-task beh&?ior of Subject #é, it was neither as great nor
as immediate as the decrease in on-task behavior of Subjectﬁil.

Figures 5 and 6 reveal tﬁat the on-tésk_behaviors of the
(no-treatment) control subjects remained staﬁle throughout the
dﬁratién of the. study. |

Figureg 7 aud 8 prepénts the percent on—t#sk béh&?igiia;fdséﬁﬁf
subjects and acrossAexperimental conditions during the reading and
math periods. 1t is evident from these figures that only%vben the
self-control training procedures wecre successively implemented for
each experimental subiect did the subject's on-task behavior improve
over baseline level. Additionally; the control subjects' on-task
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behavior remained stable regardless of what conditions were 1n opera-

tion with the experimental subjects.

Accuracy of Self-Evaluation and Self-Recording

During the second phase of the self-control training program,
an accuracy check of the subject's self-evaluation and self-
recording was made each day by the experimenter. Table 3 presents
the accuracy data in terms of mean percentage agreement of occurrences
of on-task Behaviors recorded by the subject and the experimenter

during the realing period. The formula which was used was:

A= -t x 100,

C+D

where "A" 1s the index of accuracy expressed in terﬁs of a percentage;
"C" 1s the number of instances where the experimenter and subject
agreed as to whether or not the subject should receive a "happy face"
for being on-task, and '"D'" is the number of instances where the
experimenter and subject disagreed. »

Throughout the Self-Control Training Program — Phase 2, the
subject's degree of - ‘uracy, or "honesty', ranged from 90% to 100%

each day; with almost 100% accuracy for all four of the subjects

throughout this experimental conditiom.




Table 3
Mean Percentage Accuracy of Self-Evaluation and

Self-Recording of the Experimental Subjects

Subject Mean Percentage Accuracy
1 97
2 S99
3 98
4 ' 99

[

e



CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION

The present study_was.deéigned to assess the effectiveness of a
rather complete self-control training program, based on Kanfer's
(1975) 3~stage model of self-control, in improving the on-task behaviors
of students without the prior implementation of a teacher-administered
token program. Additionally, the clinical utility of the self-control
prégram to produce maintained ané generalized behavior changes was to B
be evaluated.

The results of this study suggests that behavioral sclf-control
procedures may be employed successfully by students without prior
training under externally administered reinforcement conditions.
Although the present study used adolescent students as subjects,
previous studies (i.e. Bolstad & Johnson, 1972; Glynn et al., 1973)
have indicated that even younger children of 6 to 7 years of age can
also successfully learn to control their own behaviors. In a pilot
study, the experimenter, using similar procedures as in the present’
study, successfully taught a 6 year old child self-control in order
to modify his disruptive behavior.

In the present study, the effects of the self-control training
program in increasing the percent of on-task behaviors of the experi~
mental (self-control) subjects was an-encouraging outcome. Further-
more, the results provide some limited support for Hypothesis 1,
since the self-control subjects exhibited an increase in on—ﬁask
behaviors during times when the training program was in effect

(reading period) and also, albeit to a lesser extent, during the

34
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control perlod. This effect, howéver, could possibly be explained in
a number of alternate ways. First, the increase may simply rep;esent
a rggression to the mean (Campbell & Staniey, 1963) following aﬁ
initially low baserate. Second, the effect may be 5ue to measure—

&

\ment reactivity. Simply observing a behavior has often been found to

~”k.“""-t:s frequency (Thoresen & Mahoney, 1974). Third, the effect
) ted to non-specific factors associated with beginning
Introducingﬁthe procedures as an effective self-
Fontﬂ,iutethniﬁ is one example.

iﬁ coﬁtgxt of the present study, it would be difficult ﬁo
aetérmine which factors. or combinations of factors, produced this
marked increase in on-task behaviors. Consequently, the observed
results of the study‘cannot, in all certainty, be attributed to the
experimental procedures, i.e. self-control training.

Nevertheless, because of the specific design of the present
study, 1.e. multiple~baseline~across~subjects design, the effective-
ness of the behavioral self-control procgdurés is considered to have
been demonstrated by the increases in each subjects on-task behavior
only with the introduction of the procedures at different poings in
time. Because tﬁe response change; occurred when and only when the
interv;ntion, i.e. self control procedures, were introduced; » causal
relation between‘the intervention and behavior hés, in fac:, ‘ec.u
demonstrated.

Hypothesis 2, tihqt self-control training would promote response
nainﬁenance, was not supported by the resulté; Even.though the
r

acquisition-gﬁ the proposed self-control skills appeared to result

in aignificant increasee in on-task behavior for all four of the
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experimental- subjects, behavioral improvements we>e not consistently
maintained. In the final phase of theAstudy, where the self-control
procedures-wvere withdrawn, on-task behavior decreased siggificantly
for one subject, and sligﬁtly for a second subject. Unfortunately,
there was not sufficient follow-up data for the other two er 2rimental
subjects.

Hypothesis 3, that transfer or generalization of behavior changes
across situations would be facilitated by teacher pr§ise, was supported
to some degree by the results. During the second phase of the self-
control tfaining program, two of.the g%ur experimental subjects —
Subjects #2 and‘#4 -— received verbal praise from the teacherofor
using "self-control' ‘and for being "on-ta: <" .uring the contrdl
period. It was algo these two subjects who exhibited a stronger and
more consistent increase in on-task behavior in both the treatment .
and control periods than did tﬁe other two experimental subjects.
Therefore, the results of this study suggests that genera}ization of .
behavior changes across situatig&§ may be.facilitated by having an
external agent provide random, unrredictable soclal reinforcement
during those times when the behavioral self-control procedures are
not in effect. |

The results of the present study would alr  seex to suggest,
that transfer of behavior changes across situatiéns could be uséd\ag‘T\
an index of the subjects' dependence on the auditory prompt, i.e. -
the signals from the electronic timer, and thus be directly rélated
to the maintenance of the behavior changes over time. If transfeg_»f'f

of behavior chagdles is exhibited during the control situation, then.

one can assuﬁe;thatithe behavior changes would also be maintained



over time because of the subject's lack of reliance on the auditory

cue. If, on the other hand, transfer is not observed during the

control period, then one could notAgfsume that the behavior changes
will be maintained over time. The latter result would suggest that
the su ject is still dependent upon the signals from the timer ai‘
thus continues to require the auditory promptllo @aintain the behavior
changes. As was discussed_previbusly, Subjects #2 and #4, in contrast
to the other two experimental subjects, displayed greater generaiiza—
tion of behavior changes across situations. One could aésume,
therefore, tﬁat whereas the béhavior changes of Subjects #2 aud_#&
ghould be maintained over time.as well, they should not fo; Subjeéts'
#1 and #3. Comparing Figure'l4td Figure 2,..it is apparént;%hatbthe
behavior changes of Subj&t #2 are, in fact, maintained over ti@e

| whereas the behavior changes of Subject #1 are not. Unfortunately,
follow-up data was not available for Subjects #3 and #4. Regardless,
it appeafs that the transfer and maintenance of behavior changes are
directly related to one anotR¥r, and that both may be facilitated by
having téaghers praise students acrossg situations for appropriéte
behaviors. .Additionally” it would seem that maintenance will no£
occur unless transfer of behavior changes has previously been

demonstrated.

Hypothesis 4, that the (no~treatment) control subjects ;ould
show no increases in on-task behavior, was supported by the.results
of the study. Regardless of what conditions were in operation with
the experimental subjects, the control subjects' on-task behaviors
alwayé remained stable, and mucﬁlless‘vériable, than the experimental

subjects' on-task behaviors. As was attempted in this study, the
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effects of an idtervention were tested firgt‘withvonet§dbject while
baseline conditions were continued wrthfth;’otrer subjects; then
later, the interventioﬁ was introduced with dnother subject.‘ The
object is to show that, regérdless of timg, specific subject, and
environmental factors, the behavior of each subject changes substan-.
tially when ~- and only when —*}the:interQention is introduced.
Because of the failure of the control subjects'’ dn—task behaviors-to
change in response to the successive implementation of the self-
gontrol tréining procedures with the éxperimental subjects, the

increases in on-task behaviors of the self-control subjects can be

more parsimoniously accounted for by the,experimental conditions than

by extraneous events.

Hypothesis 5, that the self-control training prbgram would produce
accurate self-monitoring and selfievaluation, was also supported by -
the .results of the present study. All. four df the experimental
subjects were extremely honest in their monitoring and evaluation of
their owﬁ behavior, as was indicated by the mean percentage agreement
of occurrences of on task behavicrs recorded by the subjects and the:
experimenter during the reading period (see Table 3)$7 The subjects'
high db&ree of honesty can probably be attributed to the intensive
individual training procedures used in Q?ase one of the self—control
program, as Was suggested by Thoresen and Mahoney (1974).
Limitations .& . o *
In addition fo the self-control training program, there may have

been other variables that may have affecied or confounded the results

of the study. Because the e.xperiment@ 3ubjects were not selected at

i

o

See ,;a-:g& -3
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random, and because they were compéred,to one another, there may have
S C
been subject confasmding variables present in the study, including

the subjects’ expectations; reinforcement history, age and behavioral .
ge, o

reperfoire. Additionally, environmental- cosfounding variables may

/3 =y

b
o

have had some influence on the treatment results. Sincé the experi- : ;

menter had no contro: over the assignments the subjects had tc

complete during individual seat-work, the different levels of
) . .
" difficulty of the assigmments may have had a variable influence on

L ) . * A
each subjects-on-task beh.vior. Also, the.improvement ir e .

, . _ _ e :
experimental (self-control) subjects' on-task behaviorf in contrast
to the (no-treatment) c *+-. bjects’' lack of improvement, may be

partially attributable t» uncontrolled observer influence. Although

3L

'theyexperimenter remaine in tF: classroom théﬁ?éhodf'thé>study? the
eiperigén;ef’interacted only with the experiﬁengal 8ubje;ts during
phase one of the training program. Consequéntly, the experimeﬁter
may have:become a discriminative stimulus to the experimentgl
-

subjécts and thus accountiﬁ% for the increases in their on-task
EeSaviors.

Although tﬁere was a noted increase in She percent of on-task
bgbavior for al} four of theiexperimental~aubjects, there is ..0 data

-

axailable as to whether or not these saméiéubjects exhibited greater

&

-

atademic'improvements. With respect. to educational outcomes, greater
. b .

academic improvements would be predicted for the self-control subjects

-

than for the control subjeét$. Kaufman and 0'Leary (1972) found that

e

——

-academic gains,wefé inveréely related to the degree of dis}ﬁptiveneés.
‘'Therefore, one could assume that Qcademic'gains are direcfly related

to the degree of on-task behavior. Unfortunately, the present study

.
t
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”goﬁt&ol training‘proé%am represents anothepvpotential’limitation.

‘ : Z
did not investigate this hypothesis. Consequently, it is quite

possible, that élthough,on—task behaviors increased for all four of
the experimental subjects, similar acade:ic 7ains may not have been
made{ A subject could have aﬁpeared to e -’ tending to the tasks

at hand yet actually may not have been exerting his complete attention

Ty S o
ﬁé the’ assignments -

f“*' Ihe relatively short duration of the second phase of the self-
~ ‘f"; LN . . .

St

'Had this phase been extended, the predicted increase in on-task

’ behavior may have occurred more equally for all four of the experi-

meﬁtdl subjects. It is also possible that~a.more gradual withdrawal
éf bofh the backun rplnfofcers and the requirement of accuratély
matching the;i}pe(imenter's ratings in the second phasewpf the
training program may have facilitated a more durable k?hévior change

. ]
across ¢ .-tions and over time.

As a final note, it is recognized that evaluation of the effective-
ness of an intervention program is not complete until pfgber follow~up
asgessments of behavior change have been conducted t~ demonstrate its

maintenance and genefaliﬁ??@“The mere ofcurrence of a behavior change
. KA

doesfgot mean that tﬁe'change will persist or generalize to uther
éituatid%s (Sulzer-Azaroff & Mayer, 1977). Tbé enviromment must be.
atrqctﬁ?iﬁ to.maingain the“behav;or chapge or to cause it to gener-
alize; Therefore,‘in any stu%y it 18 of utmost importance that
follow-up procedures be planﬁed, ;f'the effectiveness of the procedure

is to be ‘emonstrated. Unfortunately, because of time and personnel

limitati@ns a detailed follow-up was not posaible in' the pregedt“

¢
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study.

Conclusgicu. an Imp.ications for Future Research

The e~ -r of the present study offers enébé&i y On

the positive .ide, the study demonstrated that s

prior training under externally administered reinforcement procedures,

can successfully use behavioral self—control procedures in a clasg§

Tei,
room setting to improve their on—task behavior. Additionally,ﬁi)ﬁrm<%qp\

s

,J\

students can be taught to accurately evaluate and record their own'w

. behaviors.

The present study does not lend support to the hypotﬁesis that - ..~

e P

%ﬂmintenance ‘and transfer of behavior change can be promoted vy //“"

Risley (1998) stated: "Generalization should be programmed rather

e

attempts to directly teach children self—control.;kills. Th? prese z

study, using a rather complete self-control program, failed to clearly

v

" achieve the‘desired outcome. Though disappointing from a-clinical

viewpoint, these results maﬁrbe seen as consistent with many efforts

R "‘ﬂ
PRS- e

to achieve behavior maintenance. With rare~exception (Anderson et al.,

1976) maintenance of behavior chahge tends o0 .be limited to situations
k Oy, .
=y
where considerable ervironmental control is apparent (Drabman et al.,

s

1973; Kaufman & O'Leary, 1972; Turkewitz et al., 1975). It remains

to be reliably demonstrated, then, that self-control training will

promote behavior maintenance to environments where there i8 weak or

opposing reinforcement for the new behaviors.

This observation suggests that further research in the area of

self-control should program for generalization. As Baer, Wolf, and

thnn expected or lamented" (p.-97). Consequently, Wildman and Wildman

V.

ey
&

Ak T T i it mAdee
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(1975) have advanced a number of rules for obtaining generalization

of the effects of behavior modification procedures. It is suggested

that these rules be used to make behavior modification moré effective,

both clinically and practically. The rules which would be applicable

to future research in the area of self-control are: |
.1. Pair attention and social reinforcement “with the delivery

o :
of tokens and their exchange for back-up reinforcers.

P

2. Decrease the actual amount of reinforcement awarded for each
b & SRS -

unit’of‘;cademic work or appropriate behavior. .

program and in the maintenance of treatment gains.
. ) R

. . R ST , L

4. Focus the treatment program on the instruction Of»,k}%%sv% S e

which will be reinforced and maintained by the environment the child

.

is in.

5. 1Involve the subjects in the rat%gﬁ%?f their own behavior

“

and then fade out the external rating.

6. Utilize a number of ir 'ividuals to implement the experimental

contingencié&s.

7. Enlist the active involvement in the training sessions of

someone who will be present in the generalization situation.
With regards to the present study, only a few of the above rulegif
were integrated into the study; perhaps accounting for the 1ack;6f

genefﬁlization and maintenance. . In future studiesg, it may be
» g i

4.

necessary to implement all of the above rules in order to ensure

-~

generglization of’ behavior -hanges across ;ituations'and over time.

O'Leary'anderabman (1971) also suggest that backup reinforcers

should be gradually withdrawn and that other "natural" reinforcers @Q&%

+
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existing within the classroom setting, such as privileges, should be
utilized. Additionally, as was supported in the present study,

generalizationﬂgndﬁmaintgnance of behavior changes may be facilitated

s

s

by teacher praise.

The current study suggests, therefore, that some external
reinforcement control across environméﬁts may be necessary to main-
tain behavior éﬁ?ﬁgesawhich may then be gradually faded out over time.

¢

Even in those "successful" studies where transfer of the behavior

L

gains between classrooms was apparént, the social environmentg have
been described as maintaining the change (Anderson et al., 1976).
Hopefully, future research will reveal additional methq@s forSQaking
the treatment effects of self-control‘érocedureg more 16§g-lasting.
fhe results of the preeeht study also suggest that.unéer certgin
envirénmentai conditions and with particular children, therapeutic
strategies may be differentially effective. ferhfps it 1s unreason-
. g . B
able to expect all children to learn self-control skills at the same
‘rate. Additionally, perhaps.lehrning.rafe 1nf1uenc;q the maiﬁténance -
of bepavior-changes. Although there seems to be some children who are
able to learn self-control ekills without prior training under
i',éxternally—admini;téréd reinforcement conditions,éagher éhildrgg may
‘not, This suggests, perafps, that the interventiaﬁ strategy for
oy . . .
,,g;%ﬁﬁggg’¢ﬁilqren imitate tpé logical developmental sequence whereby a
" %;hré?%%?;;g}nscinc55981n31§e1f4control over previous externally-
éonféélié?wbsyiﬁiﬁrs:  6ﬁe research direction, then, vou;d be to SRy
.uégﬁef;ﬁpiaigg;vhich éhildten self-control training can be auc;essful |
vithouéhtbg prior aﬁplicag}on of externally na;azed contingencies.

.3. : u
In concluding, it would appear that the behavioral self—control
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&

3
-4

techniques employed in this study hold ;romise for the management of
classroom behavior. If thé goal of having children's classroom
behavior become relatively independent of teacher behavior is to be
achieved, then further research in the area of self-control training
is required. The tiﬁé has come for investigators to study more
effective ways of tgaching children to control their own behavior
rather than to rely solely on external agents for control. This

study was an initial éttempt to do this, albeit, limited in scope.

-
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