T A3476 .
g—f; Yy National Library * Biblictheque natnn‘rle. © CANALIAWTHESES - THISES CANGDIFNAES
T of Sanade du Canada , - U\ MICROFICHE SUR MICROFICIE
. i
; ' -,
' g v
1
[V v ! 3
. N\ A
i i ) . ’ - . . t ) A
. . ) A ‘ R .
NAHE OF AUTHOR/AOM 1,2 T LAUTLR /%(/ﬁ/(/’ yad, /\///Z../ﬁﬂ/ S
. . A A - . . . 5 S . : ,‘ - L .
TITLE OF THESIC/11TRe DF 1A 1HEsE._({  Se /ﬁ//t’f/fu/( 7//04/14’/ ,//m/////z/o 4?941///,' vfy(’
/ . . . . ‘
Lo oilsive_CUy (s —
‘ N h- \; .V
. ' - "-"‘_ - . , ¥
LNI\/._'{SITY /Lw/vms//f J//zzj //£ff.._,_LZ/[ & [ /y//f/// .
DEGREE FOR WeAiOH THES!S WS PRCSENTED 7
* GRADE POUR L QUL CEITE FHLSE FUT PRcSENTl[ JuaSless of £ 6/ f/()/‘/ _
YFAR THIS DEGRFE | =:WF-‘FR&ED/ANN[’I;’ D 08TENTION D' CE GRADE. LG ZTL .
MAME OF SUPLAVISUR/ VO DU DikeC TEUR DE THESE . L2 LA Z‘EX : - - _—

—

Permission is hereby qrunréd to the NATIONAL LIRRAR\‘ or
CANAD,'A to mig.c'_av’i,l_rr; Q;Qs‘ti‘..e;,sis.and w0 Idnd,c‘r.selllcgﬂpies
of thc\fiim.

Tl;é a;nhor rc§c.5'./.es. other publication rights, and nzither the

thesis nor exteasive extracts from it may be printad or other-

wise reproduced witnout the acthor’s writien perinissioen,

L'autoiisativi est, par la piésente, accordée 3 la BIBLIOTHE- .

ULE NATIONALE DIl CANAD/A c'e microf ilmer cette these et
. - I

az préter ou de vend-e des.exemmplaires du film.

['au.'eur_ se réserve - les autres droits de publication: i la

thirse ni de longs extiaits de celle-ci ne doivert étre imprimés

ou avlrement reproduits sans I'autorisation écrite de I'auteur.

»

DATED/DATE

o , -
-./X,ZZZZ_... SIGNED/SIGNE ﬁ/’/@ /777 :%u

T’LRMANENTlADI_)RESS,ME’S/DE/\’(.T FIXE 9 cL5 7 7 S 7/

Adtoitos Bt -.

o

b A ot 8 o X



&

NL-339 (3/77) e R

' l* National Lib;ary—of Cana_da

Cataloguing Branch -
Canadian Theses Divi‘sion‘: .

7

_OttaWé. Canada
K1A ON4

]

- NOTICE

£ . o
The quality of this microfiche is heavily dependent upon
the quality of the original thesis submitted for microfilm-
ing: Every effort has been made fo ensure the highest
quality of reproduction possible. S

- If pages are 'missing, contact the dniversity which
granted the degree. '
8 e

-~ -
~.

:Some pagges ‘may have indistict print éspeciall'y‘if_

the original pages were typed with a poor typewriter
ribbon or if the university sent us a poor photocopy.

PrevioUst copyr.i'ghted materials (journal articles,

“published tests, etc.) are not filmed.

Reproduction in full or in part of this film is governed

by the Canadian Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970, c. C-30.
“'Please read the authorization forms which accompany

this thesis.

- THIS DISSERTATION
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
. "EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

L

(3

2 Biblio_théq_uve nationale du Ca_na,da

‘Di‘re_c'tion,du catalogage :
- Division des théses canadiennes

: ‘k.\
- 3\

AVIS .

La qualité de cette microfiche dépend grande'r'nent dela

‘qualité de'la thése soumise'au microfitmage. Nous avons

tout fait pour assurer une qualité supérieure de repro- .
ducﬁon.__ : :

S'il manque des pages, veuillez communi'quer avec .
Vuniversité qui a conféré le grade. '

La qualité d'impression de certaines pages peut
laisser a désirer, surtout si les pages originales ont été
dactylographiées a l'aided 'un ruban usé ou sil'université
nous a fait parvenir une photocopie de mauvaise qualité.

Les documents qui font d'éj"a I'objet d'un droit d'au-

" teur (articies de revue, examens publiés, etc.) ne sont pas

microfiimés.

La reproduction, méme partietie, de ce microfilm est’
soumise a'la Loi canadienne sur le droit d'auteur, SRC’
1970, e. C-30. Veuillez prendre éonnaissanc'e des for-
mules d’'autorisation qui.accompagnent cette thése.

- LA THESE A ETE |
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L’AVONS REGUE

a7



®

! . _"f‘-"- . Brian C. McMillan

- / /
) o
. ~' . . (
| THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA - ,
A Self Instructlonal Traln;ﬁ)g Program
{ .-

for Impu151ve Chlldren

o

S

e | ol »
. ?:;E ‘ . " i N ‘._ . N i ' A . ) » -
'S :
: " *
‘A THESIS

SUBMITTED‘@O THErFACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH
IN PARTIAL FULFILMENT OF THE. REOUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE

Hy,

‘?" .. ' _OF MASTER OF EDUCATION ‘
. r . o S ' :

TN
)/ . COUNSELLING PSYCHOLOGY
a . DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY
‘_.‘.’ . . .

EDMONTON, ALBERTA

'FALL, 1979




3 B N T PRI - >

ST THE. ,UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA ;;j. @
FACULTY OF 'GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH e

[ s T o

recommend to the Faculty of-Graduate Studles and Research

a
’

i,for-aCCeptance, a- thesas entltled A Self Instructlonal

. . - - ‘. L. B . -
> : Do Lo

Tralnlng Program for Impu181ve Chlldren RN }7."§ﬁd o

. . . - R « . - e ‘e . e e e el e

A S AT 5‘-ﬁff%
= submltted by Brlan C McM1llan - ”'ﬂ :'y;i"_ﬁ[f{~1u R
A%

. . - . . e o ) E A . . ® I
LN

in partlal fulfllment of tﬂe requlrements for the deg%; ofxs Pl
Lo -

R
Master of Educatlon 1n Counselllng PsYchology.-, $W

The under51gned certlfy that they have read, éﬁd

b

&

e .

S

~
'

®



ST pedication

[f"tI_L ﬁf sﬁ ".fQﬁ "1"Thi5iﬁhé§is;is aedicatééiﬁo my-mdthég- !

..U fondest memoriés ..

«




A

71‘Dr; H. Janzen and 5& J Klrman for thelr 1n51ghtfu1 &vﬁ"

‘f\chalrman,

o support.
: '

"’CQmments;_

.thls scholar anqlhumanlst.

L > WL R N S

: : e i . i P
IS - \ o, »:

v . . . [

" 1{?

‘rAcknowledgemehtyrvfff'h f; fvi%-“
: I would llke to thank theimembers pf the commlttee,ai
=
v; - * ‘. ,,
Feeilngs of gratltﬁde are cbnveyed to my

Dr” E E Fox.

fknowledge and sense of humor, thls research project became

'S

..,

SRAE R
- Slncere feellngs of apprec1atlon

';an enjoyable e <r1ence. t was a ple sure to WOIQWWLth
i i

:are also extended to my frlends who acted as plflars of

‘/.*. . B

-

is

' faltered or doubted my capabllltles durlng dlfflcult tlmes.

N

A

Flnally, to my best frlend, my-W;fe, who never ifﬁh

Because of hlS fore51ght,&§at1§§ce,.yt



o hr’"f o ABSTRACT

o ‘\.' . ,Ji’r » ;q“ R . - o
' - . ‘- N -» o '{i)‘ Lt EE o ,:f(a L
g o I 4 :
,igA.self 1nstructlonal tralnlng program was 1ntr@duced to
. RS ’ e BT ’
three‘grade one 1mpulsave chlldren.‘ Selectlon of sub]ects !

‘iu

v. ‘ % ,v X " BX .
- was&based upon Kagan s (196o) Matchlng Famlllar Flguré test;'

S ’ .?f‘ . : ' : L

,jThe purpose of thlS study was thneefold ‘1rstly, to measuré

A J . .
> ,.2.'“‘(:4:‘

-the efflcacy of self lnstructlonal tralnlng s an 1nterven- o

;{ftlon strategy fq; 1mpu151ve chlldren, secondly,_to 1nves§1»

”would generallze from a cllnlcal settlng to - the classroom.,

9 »

gate the;sﬁort term malntenance effeots of self 1nstructlonal

tralnlng and flnally, toudetermlne if treatment effects

-

B The research de51gn used to test the hypotheses was-a-
A B

'multlple basellne across three subjects.b Basellne data was' X~

» o

collected for all subjects durlng the flrst week On‘the

'\.

follow1ng weekend one subject was randomly selected to -

”recelve treatment whlle ‘the other subjects were placed in an

expectancy.control~51tuatlon. ThlS procedure was contlnued

fforfthe following.tﬁoqweekends’until all-subjects had been

treated The training Offsubjects consisted'of two 50 :

“m&nute“petlods separated by a 20 mlnute rest perlod each

 was 31mllar to’ that outllned by Melchenbaum and Goodman

j(1971)

o
Saturday and Sunday. The selfhlnstructlonal program used

The dependent varlable selected to 1nd1cate treatment -

!

,effects"was‘on—task behav1or; Observatlons were carried

Out.during a'morning or afternoon class,'when structured

e

'lessons were in progress.g The method of obsérvatlon was’

'Testabllshed on, a lO sec. observe and 10 sec. record bases

e




alternatlng dally for each suB; Subjects found‘to be.”

\\ﬁ\\‘%~¥\~\r‘g
' those who were‘not,‘recelved a»mlnus (—).“ Overall some

y
2700 1nd1v1dual observatlons were recorded

n- task for the, o 0 secs.,recelved a plus (+) whlle

J_ ~-r
- - N

The results of the study 1nd1cated that three grade one

N

,\ : ' : chlldren were able to use thelr self- verballzatlons to
.\\. o ‘. cohtrol thelr 1mpu151ve behav1ors and increase their on- "+
"task-behav1or.v Furthermore, tré@tment effects wére not only
',malntalned throughout the duratlin ot‘thegstudy, but
generallzed from the cllnlcal settlng to the classroom.
’ ,These‘flnd;ngs-were then dlsCUSSed w;thrrespect to -
Lo ' ‘their heuristic value. More specifically, future research '
issuesAwere'discussed'as well as somefof the practical

- implications of the study.

T
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- CHAPTER ONE.

INTRODUCTIQN;.
' A
" While attemptlng to establlsh an approprlqte vet dynamlc

1ntroductlon, I became troubled. How should I begln and
what should- I say? Eventually, I found myself embroiled
“in an 1nternal conversatlon. The coufse of_the couversatiqnﬂﬁﬁ
‘went,somewhat'as‘fOllows .-

"OK, Brian, the flrSt thlng to do is

to stay calm and cool. That's it,

take a few deep breaths and let's get -

the wheels turning. Now let's see,

where should I start? I know, why ,
LR not begin with demonstrating how you .
: ' use vaur language to help guide and

regulate your behavior when writing.

" an introduction to a thesis. Boy,
that's a good 1dea' Writing a thesis
introduction isn't all that difficult.
In fact, it's relatlvely simple. ALl
you have to do is to work carefully’
and slowly. " Look how well I am doing.
All that T have to-write is what. I
am saylng in my head. After alls

.carrying-out an- internal -dialogue
with oneself to facilitate a task
assignment is a natural process. In i

, fact, people often talk to .themselves '
‘ to help regulate and guide thelr
behav1ors :

The preceding “dialogue™ demonstrates the applicability
‘and utlllty of internal speech as a behav1or controlling

and guldlng vehlcle. Cognltlve behav1orlsts such as Melch—

enbaum (1969) have taken advantage of ‘this reported human

ability .to .develop the intervention- strategy of self-

<

1nstructlonal training.

‘

ause of the recency of thlS

"promlslng technlque, researc ers have been busy’ seeklng

answers for numerous questiofRs regarding the efflcacy of



self—instructional training. : ) ¢

One question posed by researchers was, can individuals

~ be tnained to talk to themselves in a self guiding fashion

and spontaneously produce covert self-statements to a551st
AN

in the regulation of behaVior? Mahoney (1974) reported that

the.origins.of self-instructional speech as a vehicle for
performance regulation could be traced back thousands of
years to the Eastern writings of the Bhagavad Gita and the
Vedas;‘ Its popularity grew slowly until the.twentieth

century when’ the Soviet psychologists, Luria (1959, 1961)

"and Vygotsky (1962), began to thorbughly'investigate'the

role of covert speech in regulating motor behavior. Luria
(1961) hypothesized that the child passed through three
stages be fore reaching the internalized control of behavior.

Initially, he explained that the child's performance was

' controlled by the verbal instructions of external agents,

usually his parents or other adults. In time, as his
language developed, he began to regulate his own behaviors

through his overt self-talk. Finally, these'verbalizations

ﬁbecamepcovert and eXpanded their‘?égulatory influences)li

assuming a self—governing role. ThlS Soviet research acted

‘as a catalyst resulting in a s1gnificant amount of experi- ‘:

mental research being conducted to determine if this w.
developmental progression of the Soviet psychologists might
be employed as a therapeutic instrument for individuals. to

regulate their own behavior (Wine, 1971; Bem, 1967; ©O'Leary,

l96§; Palkes, Stewart & Kahana, 1968 Hartig & Kanfer, 1973;



i Meichenbaum, 1973a, 1974a,b; Meichenbaum & Cameron, 1974) .
;Because of the limited available research only the tip of
the 1ceberg has been 1nvestigated with the results not
overly conc1u51ve. Some of these studies have met w1th _
varied levels of success while others (Madsen, Becker and\
‘Thomas, 1973; Robin, Armel and O'Leary, 1975; and Giebank,
Stover & Fahl, 1968) have failedato supportathe effioacy of
sélf—instructional training According to Mahoney (1974), <’;

;Dav1d Melchenbaum has been credited with engaging in the
most extens1Ve and clinically impressive work in the realm
of self-instructional training. Meichenbaum (1977) offered
this statement regarding the efficaoy of this unproven
therapy, "The techniques are not offered as "proven"
procedures, but rather as descriptions of promising tools,
which‘have resulted in quite encouraging initial results".l
éubsequently,_the goai for this researcher 'is to

add empirical"evidence.to this unproven intervention4
strategy. |

- :A second question posed hy researchers investigating
verbal'self—instructional,trainingrfocused upon'thebissue
of treatment generalization and maintenance. Prior to and
during the development of cognitive behavior modification,
clinicians have been‘troubled=by a lack of response'main—
tenance afterhthe termination of a treatment intervention
strategy, as,Well‘as failing’tO‘demonstrate'a‘transfer of
training effects‘(Bornstein &:Hamiltonv'l9753 Kazdin andj

Bootzin, 1972; O'Leary and Kent, 1973). The claim made by



v:the cognitive behaviorists and-other researchers (Patterson
Vb& Cobb- 1971- Kazdin & BootZin, 1972) was that the treatment
programs employed by .the behav1orists were 51tuation spec1;
fic.. Therefore, they were 1nfluenced by the setting events,
reinforcement probabilities and discriminative stimuli thatv,
.operateﬂin'different‘settings.V Several studies (Kuypers? *
Becher & O'Leary, 1968 Walker, Mattson & Buckley, 1971-‘
Meichenbaum, Bowers and Ross, 1968) have indicated that
generalization of treatment effects from treatment to non—

treatment settings have unfortunately been a relatively

uncommon event. The persistence of treatment effects over

!/' o

time a ter'formalitreatment has been’mithdrawn; has remained
an is ue for researchers, The.literature'(walker, Mattson
& B ckleyg'l97l; Walker & Buckley, l968 and Kuypers, 1
ﬁecher &iO'Leary, 1968) suggests that treatment effects were
not automatically maintalned.once treatment procedurc”
ceased; One cognitive behav1or theraoist (Meichenbaum,
1977) maintained that ‘these two precedlng obstacles could be
hurdled with the advent of con51dering-the‘1nd1v1dual s
cognitions;”.He advocated that if self-instructions‘were;
'employed with‘standard behavior therapy techniques, greater
treatment efficacy, generalization, and maintenance would
result. ' An associated and secondary byv- product of a self—“
1nstructional training program was that it encouraged the’
development of self—control which also served to facilitate

the malntenance and generalization of treatment Because

the individual can control his behav1ors through sel f-



i verballzatlons, the 1nd1v1dual'1hherits“éiselﬁ;controlllng
mechanism (Lurla, 1959 1961) . Accordlng to Kanfer & .‘

_ Karoly (1972), Mahoney (1974), Thorensen & Mahoney (1974),
"once the tralnlng program has termlnated 'the subject will -
llkely be more:- capable of geherallzlng hlS verbal tralnlng
.hacross time, behav1ors and-settlngs. It would appear |
advantageous to thlS regearcher for the 1nd1v1dual hlmself

—_

to have. the ablllty to control his. behav1or,.as opposed'to;

‘ allow1ng external agents to have thls capac1ty. C ' SKJ
A more extensive ratlonale will be presented in the
vrev1ew of the llterature chapter to substantlate and explaln,
these_prev10us statementsr. For the present’tlme, thlS4 |

major questioh,exists. ‘Does a'verbal seif-instructional
tralnlng program prov1de a solutlon to the generallzatlon ,1
and malntenance dllemma° Hopefully-thls research project
will shed some light on a rather clouded area. |

In orderhto_test the efficacy of such an intetvention
strategy, a treatmeht’popdlation.had.to'be selected,>béoh—
‘ siderahlefcare had to be taken}to‘ensure that a sditable and
worthy populatioh was chosen. Kagah;(l965, 19%66) developed
the term "conceptualvtempo" to,describe,the two cognitive
processes'ofareflectioh-ahd impulsivity (R—l).' A reflective_'
Chlld was one who reSponded slowly, carefully and w1th

& .

prec1510n in tasks ‘where response uncertalnty was 1n1t1allyn
high and speed and accuracy were‘negatrvely relatedw Con-
vers;;y,tan.impulsive child.Was_one Qho responded rapidly,

- ‘resulting in a greater humber of errors being made. With -
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regard to the later group 1n partlcular,‘o$e

consult w1th elementary school teachers to determlne 1tsy

- effect and 1mp11catlons for early chlldhood educatlon.
Typlcally, these chlldren react. before thlnklng. Consequent;

u‘ly, they are chronlcally fast and careless in tasks |

“requlrlng prec1se-analy51s andraccurate respondlngﬂ“..'

N ur“.,.

<

- Obv1pusly a student becomes handlcapped by belng exce§51vely
1mpu151ve 1n educatlonal tasks 1nvolv1ng readlng, spelllng,
arlthmetlc, and wrltlng Acknowledglng thls as a pro@lem,‘
one. could conjecture that 1t would be possrble to traln‘”»

" these chlldren to control their - 1mpu151ve behav1or via cd%%rt
vself—verballzatlons. If thlS was. p0551ble, the educatlonal. f:
Iand soc1al lmpllcatlons for these chlldren would be 51gn1—‘

'.flcant | Some attempts h&ve been made (Meichenbaum & Goodman,
1971? Bornsteln & Quev1llon, 1976) to employ a self—v B

' 1nstructlonal treatment package for 1mpu151ve children but
;addltlonal research is requlred to accurately measure'lts
‘efflcacy._ | |

.- Hencep‘the intention‘ofdthisvresearch'study'Willibeh
;twofold; Firstlyﬁ,develOp’a self—instructional training'
program for three lmpu151ve grade one chlldren -Secondly,

- assess not only the efflcacy of thlS 1nterventlon strategy,

>

'but also 1ts capa01ty as a generallzlng and malntenance
"1nstrument. :

In retrospect thls introductlon.presented three
problems whlch requlre further 1nvest1gatlon by the research—

er. . They were determlnlng the efflcacy of a- self--




L)

1nstruct10nal tralnlng pr

'ram, establlshlng an 1nterventlon

,strategy to enhance treatm nt. generallzat on and malntenance

across settlngs,,and developlng a treatment program to

‘7a551st 1mpu151ve chlldren 1n becomlng more reflectlve.,"

'fBefore these 1ssues can be tested a rev1ew'of the llterature.

is 1mperat1ve,'1f one is’ to clearly understand and 1mplement

-

a success ul 1nterventlon strategy




.. © . CHAPTER TWO .

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

"in‘this study the researcher develobed‘and incorborated*'
a. self 1nstructlonal tralnlng program for three grade one
1mpulslve chlldren.- The objectlves of the research were to.
test the efflcacy of thlS lnterventlon strategy as well as -

lts malntenance and generallzatlon capabllltles Before

thls task could be fulfllled a rev1ew of the llterature was
necessary 1f the researcher was to beneflt from past research

~f1nd1ngs related to selfvinstruCtional training.' This

\
selected rev1ew of the: lltefature will focus upon these : »

3

three areas- self~- 1nstrg¢@10nal tralnlng,‘the varlables

(reflectlon 1mpuls1v1ty) and flnally pertlnent studles and

L

’Qvthelr appllcatlon to a. self—lnstructjonal tralnlng prOgram.

P

Self Instructlonal TraLnlng

JQWays of VleW1ng,C0gn1tlons and Subsequent Interventlon

5
Strategles

The first premise established by the literature was

that there were numerous cognitive behavior modification

theories operating within clinical settings. Historically,

in 1967 there were only three intervention treatments

- available for the cognitive behaviorist, according to

ichenbaum (1977).‘ Theseﬁstrategies comprised a blend

2 of Sklnner s (1958) behav1ora1 prlnC1ples,y1th the cllents

o.(
oognltlons.‘ As tlme passed, researchers Wolpe (1969),, '

ars by

Gy

5;Lazarus (1969) and Melchenbaum (1969) began to 1nclude

R A e
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vcognitiVe proceSses wrthin their treatment procedures;
This surge‘of interestracted as ‘a catalystzin producing
a- conéeptual Shlft towards- emphaslzlng the role of cognl-'
”;1ons. Meichenbaum (1976) proposed. that there were cur—V/
s : .

rent;YMSe§en'the0retical approaches to cognitions.. They
included: 1rratlona1 thlnklng styles, Beck (1970),
lerratlonal bellef systems ElllS (1962), problem solv1ng
ablllty, o' Zurllla & Goldfrled (1971), cognltlons as part”f
a response chaln, Melchenbaum and Goodman (1971), cogni-
htlons as-’ behav1ors, kami’ (1965), defense mechanlsms, ' »
Shapiro (1965), and coplng skills,’ Mahoney (1974) Although
differences ex1st‘between these'cognltlve restrncturing_
technidues, they were not‘neceSSarily isoiated,from'one S
~another. Often, the cognitive behaViorists'.‘blended
several of’théﬂaVailaﬁle cognitive approaches to improve_
trqatment efficacy (Ellis, 1962;.Meichenbaum and'Goodman,
1971;.Lopatto &lWilliams; 1576; and.ﬁornstein &~Qﬁevillion,'
. 1976) . In rev1ew1ng these varlous approaches to cognltlons,
it becomes ev1dent that the treatment approach chosen by
.tne theraplst would depend upon his theoretlcal preference.
For this research study,}studyrng'coqnitions'as.part of
‘& response chain mas deemed to be critical in‘attainingi
behav1oral change Meichenbaum and Goodman’(l97l) main=
tained . that by using self- instructions as a forced mediation
_varlable,‘lt produced‘a separatlon between stimuli and;
responses.cansing the’behavior sequence to.be hroken;

Wherein, this mediation interrupted:the response‘chain,



3

;
llkely 1ncreas1ng the potentlal for the termlnatlon of the

,maladaptlve behav1or sequence at an earller stage.ﬂ;ff

wlmpu151ve chlldren were to be tralned to become more

reflectlve, it appearedvthataa self—lnstructlonal approach» '

I >

to cognitions would be practical and useful,

Cogriitions and Behavior Change-

If an individual‘is to engage in4a.se}f¥instfuctional'
training program, a conceptual-understandinglofhhow COgniQ
_tions bring about'behavior.change_would be required to
ensure treatment success, Meichenbaum (1977) prouided a
theoretlcal explanatlon of the psychologlcal processes
1nvolved in cognltlve behav10ral changes. Essentlal to the
behaylor change process was the fact that,the client hadvto‘
engagelln an ,intentional sequential:process:invoiving'the ﬂ

lnteractlon of 1nner speech cognitive struCtures,and

-‘the resultant outcome from the behav1or .The process

began w1th the cllent reorganlzlng hlS behav1ors; and
understandlng the reactlons that they evoked in hlS’
venv1ronment. ThlS recognltlon 1ed to a spec1f1c dlalogue
;which differed from that engaged in prior to therapy.

The individual had now commenced .the cognltlve restructur-

ing process. Finally, thls modified covert speech actlvated‘

coplng behaviors whlch led to new outcomes. The essence
“and stablllty of the behav1or became dependent upon what
the’ cllent Sald to hlmself following the em1551on of the’

new‘behav1oral actvand its' related consequences. The

psychological behavior‘changé process then reverted back to

10
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‘ its'initial‘phaSefof.internal.speech,where*tﬁé;cycle'could:

" begin. again‘

For the self 1nstructlonal theraplst, the dlfferences

between cognltlve theraples was not the behav1oral change

process 1tself but rather whlch one of the three change

e processes was to be empha51zed.” Wlth thls 1nterventlon

behav1oral change was to alter the client's inner speech.

4 7 -
As a result vthls researcher would focus hlS attentlon upon
the inner speech of the cllent durlng the behav1oral change'

process.f’

Three Stages of Behav10ral Change

In an effort to galn a clear understahdlng of the
behav1or change process, the researcher studled Melchenbaum s
(1976) proposal a three stage approach to behav10r change.

These phases were. not constant but flex1ble, often inter=- v

' weav1ng to brlng about behav1or change.A In the lnltlal

stage of self- observatlon, the cllent became the observer

strategy, Melchenbaum (1969) stated that the key process in’

r

11

of his own behav1ors.3 An lmportant factor w1th1n thlS stageg.

- was the conceptuallzatlon process whereby accordlng to

Frank (1961),_the cllent and therapist shared a conceptual

treatment plan ‘The person began to understand hlS behav1or]_'

from a glven perspectlve during thls course of treatment -

which - served to fac111tate the behav1or change. Contrary to‘ff.

behav1or therapy, Lazarus (1972) malntalned that the con-

ceptuallzation process exceeded behav1or therapy apQ{:aches. N

R
. .

in that con51derable emphas1s was: placed upon what traﬂqp;red‘ .
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'ffprlor to the 1mplementat10n of therapy procedures.

Through hlsxanternal dlalogue or other cognltlve processes,

~

the cllent began to view: hlS maladaptlve behav1or dlffer—'

_ently resultlng ln.hlm feellng a sense of control. ThlS.

perceptlon of control accordlng to Thornton & Jacobs ‘jpl

(1971), helped to reduce the negatlve effects of stress for

~ N
84 - y

-the cllent.‘ The 1mportance of the conceptuallzatlon process

became obv10us, and a necessary/elementtfor the researcher
to 1ncorporate w1th1n his- treatment program. Furthermore,
Wlthln the conceptuallzatlon process a translatlon process

occurred for the cllent. Wlth the a551stance of the '

theraplst the cllent s 1n1t1a1 feellngs of - helplessnessl»,

‘Aand hopelessness took on a dlfferent perspectlve. The

" cllent developed a new explanatlon for the etlology and ;f N

malntenance of hlS maladaptlve behav1or Melchenbaum

(1977) offered two 1mportant varlables concernlng the obSer—

.\,

. vatlonal process.ﬂ Flrst behav1or outcome was determlned

by the degree to whlch conceptuallzatlon led to’ spec1f1c

/

changes that could be transfefred to real- llfe sltuatlons

v

Secondly, “the’ translatlon process was. 1nfluenced by the’

c0gn1t1ve strategy employed by the’ theraplst to prepare the‘f‘

cllent to expllc1tly accept the c0nceptuallzatlon whlch was

accompanylng treatment 1nterventlon. 3

-

The 1n1t1a1 phase of the self observatlon acted as a.,

't

cue . for the cllent to emanate dlfferent cognltlons and

behav1ors, resultlng in the cllent enferlng stage two.

'. Here the 1nd1v1dual learned to produce cognltlons and

12



Jbehav1ors that 1nterferred w1th.the‘maladaptlve.behaVLOrs;w
,bThe content of hlS 1nternal dlalogue was dependent upon theh e
‘“dconceptuallzatlon that emerged 1n therapy.? For a change tol
occur, the cllent s verballzatlon had to. 1n1t1ate a new‘{;hfn

K
_Abehav1oral chaln whlch was~1ncompat1ble w1th hlS maladaptlve

lﬂbehav1or. Because the cllent was, capable of coordlnatlng

'oifhls experlences around the new conceptuallzatlon, it allowed

s . R N

“hlm to cope with the problem more effectlvely
The f1na1 phase of cognltlons concernlng change 1nvol—~

r‘ved the process whereby the cllent produced new behav1ors

-~
l

and lear/ed how to assess what to- say to hlmself about thel

-—

»,wbehav10r outcome., The person s:cognltlons or self—n

‘verballzatlons about the new behav1or and thelr accompan—,;

ing: consequences would 1nfluence the generallzatlon and
ﬂ;malntenance of ‘the behav10r change process.,~Thus the

efflcacy of treatment became dependent upon the extent that

\the cllent ch_:ged both hls behavxor and 1nternal dlaloguet,

? In summarlv ?g these three stages of behav1oral change,
it became ev1dent to thlS researcher that these . three pro—c
vcesses (self observatlon, lncompatlble thoughts and

. -behav1ors, cOgnltlons concernlng change), must be 1ncluded

g i

‘ w1th1n the self—lnstructlonal tralnlng program to ensure

treatment success.

vFactors to Con51der 1nlthe Behav1oral Change Process T

TSRV VU PSSR S

™ ) —ae
Mahoney (197/}/gut11ned four:factors whlchvthe self- =~ S o
1nstructlonal theraplst should be aware of when attemptlngy

‘»to brlng about behav1oral changes from a cogdltlve o



E)

v‘theoretlcal perspectlve._ The theraplst must examlne the 2

' .generated 1n orlgln, they have a deflnlte 1nfluence on
'fohuman behav1or.‘ These four cognltlve factors presented by
7'ﬁ}Mahoney~(1974) prov1ded valuable 1nformat10n for the self—

."1nstructlonal theraplst attemptlng to achleve behav1oral

14

o
/'.

-

. \ ~

hattentlonal factors of cllents : What the cllent was atten—

dlng to may be both an lnternal or external process cau51ng

ol

jg'the maladaptlve behav1ors.. Attentlonal relevance also

lncluded the rehlm of expectanCyn An example of thlS would

be the cllent who experlences progress after rece1v1ng only o -rﬂzfl

N suggestlons of therapeutlc lmprovements as found by Kazdln
if(1973) Another problem area for cognltlve theraplsts was'
‘thatsometlmes an- 1nd1v1dual s percelved cOgnltlons were qulte o
3*?Jtadlscrepant from the actual cognrtlons.A Consequently,

5the ]Ob of'the theraplst was to 1dent1fy those processes

flnvolVLng maladaptlve cognltlve cont1ngenc1es and 1mpart the

‘true cont1ngenc1es ln a manner to establlsh cognltlve

?restructurlng. A thlrd factor respon51ble for performance R 5'§

varlance was response repetomre of the cllent. If def1c1en—

, c1es ex1sted as a result of phy81ologlcal restrlctlons,

1nadequate learnlng, poor attentlon or 1nappropr1ate reSponse~

"fffutlllzatlon a cllent . performance would be lnadequate.f'A .

‘flnal factor ta observe in cogn1t1Ve theraples was the

- f,‘

"cllent s experlentlal feedback.. Whether these consequences;

be observable 1ncent1ves, VlcarlOuS learnlng or self-

change. They, thus were 1mp11c1t to the study o f» B
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can: bring about a chanqe ¥n behav1or«. One should be

15

. Private Speech and .Behavioral Change

‘Since the intervention Strategy chosen for this
research project’ﬁas self—instructionalftrainihg, a definite
prerequisite was to ihvestigate how internal speech brought
about behavior change. This has proven to be a difficult
task as researchers have been unable to derive empirical
eVidence for this functional role. Cognitive researchers
have been forceéd to deduce from the literature clues to sub—.
stantiate the fuhétional value of speech. The fi;sz>clue
came rrom comparing Gagne's (1964) directive functi n of
interpersonal instruction with. Mchinnev ] (l973) role of
self—instructions. The comparison demonstrated that self-
instructions operated in a similar fashion to interpersonal
instructions. - The second clue was fouhd in Winels (1370)
study/ﬁithvanxiety. She concluded that it was hot the
arousal state itself which led to decreasing subject perfor-
mance, but what the individual was saying to himself ‘about
arousal. .Another hint for the presence of private speech

in the change of behavior came from considering studies by

Meichenbaum (1972) and Wine (1970) . They found that when- =~ co

' . N . . ' Y . . B
the subject restructured his cognitions about physiological' C e

effects by muscle tension, his newly producedAcognitions

resplted in his past feelings of helplessness being sup-

nplan ed.by feelings of control. Although these three

research areas were diverse 1n pature,'a reoccurring theme

E =

develooed supporting the hypothe51s that- 1nternal dialogue

&

AV

B



cautioned that these findings are not conclusive, additional
)

. e . . . ¥
empirical verification is reguired.

Language and Self 1nstruct10nal Tralnlng

When exploring the llterature on self 1nstructlons a,.
prlmary element tod establish is that language as speech
represents a form of cognltlon (Meichenbaum, 1976), just as
is imagery a form of cognition. A secondjarea requiring

L

clarlflcatlon is, what is the relationship between language:L\\

ﬂ?,;thought and speech’ According to Vygotsky (1962), speaklng
and thlnklng developed as two separate or parallel processes

i which became 1nterrelated when a word or el€ment of the -
Speaklng system became associated with an element of the
.thinking system. The interrelationship of these two proces—“
ses was.said to veild a third’process, language.' Another
=explanation was proulded bvaurth (1966) who stated that
thinking can occur w1thout language, but that language can -
greatly enhance thlnklng and 1n turn influence behav1or.

Regardless of the- 1nterpretatlon,§both theorlsts malntalnedv-m

-r’:_

larf

hat a'r 1a: tionship’ exlsted between the three processes )
thh has thé\.héllty to 1nfluence behav1or *
_ i The Sov1eta, Lurla (1959ﬁn vaotsky (l962)»stated that,ﬂg
‘there were two processes (overt and covert) whlch allowed _;
‘man to employ - language. Tne overt process was the external
verbalization of languagef while covert speech was considered
to be overt speech that had gone "underground" The litera-

ture forWards an essentlal assumptlon regarding - caovert

.speech Studles by Bem (1967), Melchenbaum and Goodman

o v e g v an e

L PN



(l97lj, Hartig & Kanfer'(l973)?and Masters and Santrock
(lé?G){'maintained that’private speech could be taught to
chlldren after the age of four. An- important study by
Kurtz, Nelsworth ~Goeke & Hanson (1976) attempted to provide.
- an explanatlon.for th;s process. Their ekplanation was
‘based on the fact that subject'siwho receiVed reinforcement -
for making statements when no discriminative stimuli werev
present carried out the target behavior. Therefore, they
hypothe51zed that only covert statements produced by the
student acted as self—managed cues 1n the treatment settlng.
Assuming’that covert speech can be taught, the researcher
can now examine the roles of prlvate‘speech in self—

llnstructlonal tralnlng.~

The Role of Covert (Private) Speech

According to Mahoney (1974) and Meichenbaum (1977),

1nternal dlalogue served ‘two roles whlch were essentlal to

- . @ LS

thé& theory of self- 1nstructlonal tralnlng f The flrst roleo

~ was that private speech 1nfluenced the cllents behamlo;sﬁﬂ
Inltlal support.for the ablllty of 1nterna1 speech to Edﬁl."
trol:behavior-was a -resuylt of research,carrled outrbyathe:'
" §oviet psychologists Luria (1951, 1961), and Vygotsky (1962).
.Luria“(l959,.l961) described- a three—stage process by,which

the child eventually became able to use'verbalizations to

ontrol nonverbal behav1ors Durlng the flrst stage, the " © "+

AR T,

~child 0-2 years of age had hls behavaor Lnfluenced by hlS o

env1ronment and past experlences ~From the ages of 2 to 4,

" the. Chlld entered the second stage. ,Vygotsky (l962).used

- R N L -
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the termifunotional-reorganization.to describe'this period
when the child's overt language began to- control his motor
behav1or Through the perlod from 4 to 6 years, the child
progressed to the flnal stage. - Thls,perlod was dlstlngulshed
from-stage.two, by Luria (1959l;‘as the directlve role of
speech inbbrporating the semantic'aspect of speech, and this
aspect became dominant. Covert speech was the hlghest form

of 1ntellectual speech ‘that the child developed Further

ev1dence for the role of speech in controlllng behavior was

offered by Kanfer & Karoly (1972); ‘who suggested that an

'1ntentlonal statement (saylng) mlght be viewed as a. verbal

B operant for the execution of the 1ntended behavior (doing).

The second role attrlbuted to 1nternal dlalogue accord—

1ng to Melchenbaum (1977) ‘and Mahoney (1974) was that~1t

~a1tered a cllent 'S cognltlve sttucture. 'Welchenbaum (l977)

-

"éxp131ned that what the,person sald to hlmself about exper-—

1enced behav1ors WOuld determlne whether he accepted the -

NS IR ’r..‘.wf.

results as ev1dence whlch could then alter hlS bellefs or

VIR @

‘fcognltlve stru@ture~ The'lnd1v1dual s statement prov1ded

¥

- an explanatlon of how the 1nternal€E1alogue could be

-1n£luenced and adjusted to fit the person S cognltlve

0

structure. Sokolov (1972) reiterated the lmportance of the
.individual's system of beliefs as they gave rise to a part-

ﬁlcular set of self statemEnts -whi¢ch became part of a meanlng

©0

system " For” him, when alterlng behav1ors, 1n addltlon to

con51der1ng the person S 1nternal dialogue, it was- also

o necessary to establlsh how the inner speech fit within the

| 18



cognitivevstructure.a
In summary,‘this section'on language explained for the
self- 1nstructlonal theraplst two crltlcal factors 1n the . .-
development of a treatment program. Flrst that a relatlon—
shlp ex1sts between language, thought and speech which is-
-capable of 1nfluenc1ng behavior. - Secondly,‘that covertA
speech can alter the behaVior of a client as well as his :

cognitive structure.

Versatility of Self—instructional Training

°

The scope of Droblems where self 1nstructlonal tralnlng

has been employed are exceptlonal upon con51der1ng 1ts

-ﬂrelatlvely brief ex1stance._ Some of the problem areas where‘

thls 1nterventlon ‘strategy has' been utlllzed can be gleaned

.

v

from Table 1.
| The cllnlcal history of thlS versatlle therapeutlc
‘tool hardly makes it necessary to elaborate upon its
_lmpllcatlons for clln1c1ans and educators. These numerous
”studles not only attest. to the versatility of self- 1nstruc—
',tlonal tralnlng but also attest to ‘the efflcacy of self-
dlnstructlonal tralnlng.

This was not to suggest that all self-instructional
"studies have been succéssful as some studies have notubeen
'suCCessful (Madsen, Becker and Thomas, 1973; ﬁobin, Armelf
and O'Leary, 1975; Giebank, Stover and Fahl, 1968). What

- cautions did the llterature offer to prevent failure to

produce positive results° ~‘";%

19



'*f;frnd1v1duallzed‘they zould VerY 1ik91Y be lnefoCtlve

Table 1

A Selected Overv1ew of Some of the Treatment Areas
' Where Sqlf 1nstructlonal training has been used |

freatment Area‘ N a ? .Researbhers aad/or.ciiniciaas

_creativity . ‘],4 " Meichenbaum (l975b)

- apxiet& relref o B Wolpe & Lazarus (1966)
geriatrics | o | Meichenbaum L;974b)
impulsiVity . ' Meichenbaum & Goodman (1951)

| scaizophrenies ' P ' ?ig?gf; Mercators & Sirota

' Meichenbaum (1969)

aggresSiVe behavior - - - Camp, Blom, Herbert & Van
- : ‘ ' Doorw1ck (1976)

resistance to.teﬁptation~- Hartlg & Kanfer (1973) S
behavior problems - ‘if‘ L Strober & Bellack (1975)

Bornstein ‘& Quevillon (1976)
Harrls & McReynolds (1977 '

hyperactivity e ‘Palkes, Stewart, Kahana (1968)
. T S ‘ Douglas (1975)
test anxiety - " Meichenbaum (1972)
. Speech anxiety o Melchenbaum, Gilmour, Fedor-

aricius (1971)

educational tele?ision{ : Nelchenbaum & Turk (1972)
L

control of paine :. "Scott & Barber (1977)

1nstructlonal programs to several factors.v Flrstly, 1f the

*1fself—1nstructlons were th general or,not SufflClentlY
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Secondly, the self—lnstructlons must be sen31t1ve to 31tua-

tlonal condltlons, such as contlngen01es of rewarﬁs and

Cne a.-punlshment 1n order to strengthen the aoproPrlate behav&ors.fl'>f“¢'*r3

Flnally, Melchenbaum & Cameron (l972)-ma1nta1ned that hav1ng

cllents merely rehearse self 1nstruct10ns, would not lead

to con51stent behav10r changes. They belleved that there

had to be opportunltles for the appl;catlon of the self-'

L R e WS e - W Tt e e

»'nne_-..,»,_q

' 1nstructlons wrth tasks other than just the crlterlon eventsk.‘ L
For thls researcher, these three concerns had to be care—iudﬁ SRR
fully surveyed whlle developlng thls self 1nstructlonal

tralnlng.PrOgram. : R ' R -Q..ng

_ Treatment Variables ih Self 1nstructlonal Tralnlng

An lntegral part of the self 1nstructlonal tralnlng
packace was covert-modellng | Both Melchenbaum (1977) and
Bandura (1969) belleved that the expllc1t modellng of cognl-‘
tlve medlat1ng responses fac111tated the learnlng process.
because the model could flrst demonstrate coplng skllls .to e
overcome the maladaptlve behaviors and secondly this- modellng

3 assisted in the restructurlng of maladaptlve behaviors.
Important to the modeling process accordlng to Melchenbaum
& Goodman (1971) was the opportunlty for: subjects to practlce
their self lnstructlons. Slmllarly, Bender (1976) found
:l,g“ that when self 1nstructlons were usedrln.addftlon»to peer‘;\

A . e

d'llngfrthese selfllnstructlons contrlbuted more. to the

~
. - ¥ e e s
-no...'_‘vu"' PR

Lo zed 1nstruct10n. In:addltlon,fMelchenbaum & Cameron (I97Z) SRR A

e "‘u--r‘ PO LT N

stressed the 1nclu510n of‘a skllls tralnlng program, so'- that,nhu»ffyh
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'_cllent s feellngs of dlstress could be changed 1nto feellngs_

of control., When comparlng coplng and masterlng models,

ME1chenbaum (l97l) found that w1th 1mpuls1ve klds, exposure
'bto coplng models produced 51gn1f1cantly greater 1mprovement
sthan observatlon of a mastery model.' He also advocated

that the model be more process rather than content orlented

As a result of thlS rev1ew of ‘the" llterature on cognltlve

o.._

S PR S T A R

RS

'iﬁ@¥j2§3movertly and°thEn deerv. X produced cont1ngenc1es of reln-v

£

5

"Tﬂﬁbderlng, the researcherhaslearned that allowang subjects
;;to practlce self*verballzatlon from a process oriented model
‘Whlch 1nclud1ng COplng skllls, w111 likely fac1lltate

".Utreatment outcome

A seCond factor to consider was'the-self—verbalization'

process. Behav1or change was hypothe51zed by Melchenbaum

(1977) .and Masters & Santrock (1976) to be attrlbuted to the

fact ‘that the self-verballzatlons acted as medlators both

covertly and overtly. The questlon of whether these - verbal— o

lzatlons should be taught overtly or covertly 1n1t1ally has

been 1nvest1gated by-Toner and Smith (1977) | They belleved
that overt verballzatlons should proceed covert processes
because- they suit the nature of the Chlld as well as overt
speech belng more appropos to external superv151on durlng

"tralnlng Support for thls sequence would be prov1ded by

«~u:Lur1a (1959) who v1ewed thlS process to be a developmental

N o LI

~({}{{xﬁfphenomenonp.;FurthermOreq Melchenbaum & Goodman (1971)

*

forcement for the;r SUbjectS"'Because~of these flndlngsh:g

Lan - A o <

- uY
~ . w,

‘Qrgrbelleued that by encouraglng subjects to 1n1t1ally veﬁballze

22



. Several solutlons were presented for overcomlng thls obstacleL

e

‘the researcher has decided to train subjects to practise
:their self¥instructions overtly before developing'covert
'responses.'

A\

-»‘1:3_ F1nalLy, the. llterature contalns reference to two prob—

'lems that ex1st with self 1nstructlonal programs. - One of-the'

;stumbllng blocks, accordrng to-Me;chenbaumt(l977).was’tbgget"

?1ndlv1duals, especiailyhchildrenlto uSensélf@instructionsf‘ff’f'

.

zatlons whlle they played or develooed games to encourage

"fself—talk Some researchers ii Bornsteln & Ouevrllon

j(l976) lncluded relnforcers (i. e.'WM & M~s" Smart&esy etc.) -
to encourage the 1nd1v1dual to use self verballzatlon A
second obstacle Suggested by Mejers, Mercatorls and Sirota

(1976) were that subjects needed cues to,help them remember

to useselfdnstructions.“ They suggested that "prompts"

could be used to brlng about reéall to use self Lnstructlon.fﬁs’

B

Slmllarly, a study by Palkes, Stewart and Kahana (1968) made
up plctures and signs to fac111tate chi¥dren in rememberlng
to engage :in self—instructionsrl.The previous solutions were
important to this researcher's self—instructional program, as
he incorporated within the training program,-games and
pictorial prompts to prevent.the self?instructions:fromc
13P51ng into non-use. |

'In summarlzlng thls sectlon on self 1nstruct10nal
‘trainlng,}spec1flc sallent p01nts were forwarded from the

llterature whlch were facnlltatiVe 1n the understandlng and

. - - 't..

] L
Ln . - . Gt

‘Wlth chlldren, Melchenbaum (1977) had them use self verball--l
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development of behav1or change". Slmllarly,,the researcher

. wm o B
' e v - L PN . o . .

reallzed that adstlonal threaas of/research were requlred b
to weave a stronger theoretlcal fabrlc for self 1nstruc— S
tlonal tralnlng The folIOW1ng sectlon w111 concentrate on
the treatment populat;on for thlS research oro;ect .
. i‘_
Conceptual Tempo {(Reflection and Impu151v1ty)

Many chlldren have drfficnlty controlllng theer o
behavior.  For some, thlS problem is severe, result1ng~inm
"them belng handlcapped, educatlonally, soclally,and person~\{.
ally One' segment of the population which ‘has dlfflculty .
controlllng thelr behav1ors is 1mpuls;ve‘chlldren.

Deflnltlon

Con51derable confu51on often arises when attemptlng

to determine a deflnltlon of: 1mpu151v1ty, as many 1nd1v1duals
have difficulty dlstlngulshlng thls construct from the‘“
iconstruct of hyperactlvlty As Papolln & Olds (1975) have
‘“clearly p01nted out, hyperactl;lty 1s a. chlld syndrome } .o
whlch 1ncluded a complex of behav1oral characterlstlcsf -
such as 1mpu151v1ty, restlessness, an 1nab111ty to. concen-”
trate, a high act1v1ty 1evel and emotlonal ablllty..
Subsequently, 1mpu151v1ty is one determlnlng characterlstlc
ofrthe hyperactlve behav1oral syndrome. Kagan (1965)
stated that 1mpu151v1ty and reflect1v1ty refer to a con-
"ceptual tempo ‘ Conceptual tempo was deflned by Kagan(l965
l966) as a person 's relatlve dlSPOSlthn to resoond qulckly
(1mpu151ve) or slowly (reflectlve) ina. s:Ltua‘slon of high response
,1rrxnta1nty,1g1wh1ch &ann;d resgmrxaaltenunnves are«;aunated'

/
¢ .



3

. reflectlve (R» may partly: be an 1nnate personallty charactL

& Goodman, 1971).,\nm4~-

. e ew U . ° -’ - K X . .—- lvm' e -
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. 51nuLtaneously ThlS tendenCy to be 1mpu151ve (I) or

Sl e

ureristlc or a’ functlon of the env1ronmEnf" P0551ble ev1dence

‘/> . PR R—— Tk

-’for thls later statement was ‘a’ result of research by Kagan

(1966), who found that chlldren from lower soc1al classes

£y

were more lmpu131ver4 Regardless of the nature/nurture

am

s o

[ ae e

dllemma,'for dxse chlldren who s school fallure is attrl—'
buted to being 1mpu151ve, speclal tralnlng technlques can
- be’ employed (Kagan & Kogan '1970; Stewart & Olds, 1973)

In lleu of the fact that conceptual tempo is. a cognltlve

process, 1t would appear advantageous to employ a cognltlve

1nterventlon treatment One of the. more popular treatments;ﬁ

has been a self-lnstructlonal tralnlng Drogram (Melchenbaumg'

. -

oo
<

Factors Related to Impu151v1ty

Before 1nvest1gatldn the efflcacy-of thlS lnterventlonM7:.

strategy, care- should be taken to 1nvest1gate pertrnent

factors and thelr relatlonshlp to 1mpu151v1ty In a llter—

suggestlng that a sex dlfference was present U51ng the

Matchlng Famlllar Flgures Test as a measure of reflectlon—

1mpuls1v1ty, Ward . (1968), Kagan (19650), found that chlldren s

demonstrated no dlfference 1n responses but that glrls dld

have fewer errors than boys. Harrlson & Nodelman (1972) R

reported 4 l/2 year ‘old glrls to be more reflectlve than
boys on both response time and errors;. Studles by Lew1s,

.Rausch, Goldberg & Dodd (1968); Zucher& Strlcker (1968), -

-
PR
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ature rev1ew by Messer (1976), 1ncon51stent data were found
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fp,Albert & Phllllps (L964Y R&terscorrelatlng*24 studles

- W
. . :

I ‘Adams (1972) suggested that there were no sex dlfferences

‘.\ \
LY

:J?;Researchers have also 1nvestlgated the p0551b111ty of

'.:whether there was an age: factor present “There were not any

1ncon51stent flndlngs here erght (1971), Messer (1976) _
- ,andAaner; Hblsteln 3 Hetherrngton (1977) reported that W1th :fiif'
o age chlldren became more reflectlve, but as Kagan (1966)

stated the p051tlons of the chlldren on the reflectlon—fh

- '1mpu151ve dlmen51on remaln qulte stable over tlme Another

‘.factor, I.Q. was moderately related to 1mpu131v1ty when. the
‘-I Q fell within the normal range accordlng to resser (1975)rﬂﬁ

,’_Tonér, Holsteln & Hetherlngton (1977), Kagan, Rosman, Day, I
g Cnen I

?,1nvolv1ng I 0. and conceptual tempo, Messer (1976) found that

the relatlonshlp was hlgher for. errors .and sllghtly hlgher ,y:,aﬁf"'

oo
A . . g
~‘v-..‘xwv,,7 PR w e

:u”?‘for glrls than for boys.~ Kagan,'Rossman,_Dav Albert & -
'?‘Phllllps (1964) belleved that the response latency was

’p0$1t1vely correlated wlth non—verbal measures .of ¢ 1ntelll—}f=i‘f?;7:

.-..;‘,,-»>“

.”cence. Research has been conducted regardlng personality

'::1characterlst1cs and soc1al behav1or Wlth respect to the

\

. varlable anx1ety, Messer (1970) stated reflectlves were‘
..more anxious about maklng errors while condltlons stre551ng
f;lnd1v1dual competence resulted in the 1mpu151ves experlen-
. c1ng greater anx1ety Con51der1ng thelr abllltv to sustaln
attentlon over a perlod of tlme Zelnlker, Jeffrey, Ault
& ParsOns (1972) establlshed that reflectlves were superlor
:Wlth regard to behav1oral control Messer (1976) reported

that the ablllty of pre school 1mpu151ves to 1nh1b1t thelr

LR e eim e e o N -
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h,actlons was conSLderably less than reflectlves. One'can .

7.ea511y dlscern from this’ llterature, that chlldren who

o . n

u_idemonstrate 1mpu151ve behaV1ors experlence greater problems

.,than thelr reflectlve counterparts.

| Chlldren who have been classmfled as 1mpu151ve have
in‘general-experlenced educatlonal‘problems. Inra study hyM1
uKagan (l965h),dstudents who,Were identlfied'askbeing lmpul-~;*”
sive"in‘grade"one, tended to have the hlghest readlng error
scores;i'Kagan (l965b) summarlzed the relatlon between ‘

conceptual tempo and readlng as belng dependent upon the

¥

-amount of readlng uncertalnty 1n the. readlng materlals IR

. e
4 el e e Taar Rt
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' Increa51ng 1mpu151ve chlldren S. level of reflectivity

PY A

resulted in 1mproved readlng comprehen51on for grade twobyll;
~«students accordlng to Egeland (19743 : Surveylng the"' ' - |
;academlc success ofwampu131ve students, Messer (1970b)

.tested 65 grade one students for conceptual tempo Seven;;:JZ;‘
chlldren were found to have falled a grade,.z yearsrlaterﬁ‘
7f:Of these seven, S were'lhpu151ve,‘and one was reflectlve.’
,Two years later the same seven thldren though comparable

in verbal 1ntelllgence to those chlldren who had not falled
were still 51gn1f1cantly more 1mpu151ve. Just as 1n-a study

by Finch, Pezzutl, Montgomerv and Kemp (1974), they demon—»

strated that. 1mpu151ves were found to be two grades below

reflectlves 1n a group of 12 y____olds+_emo$%eaa%lyf

’1sturbed children in splte of thelr comparablllty on
' achleVement tests. Gupta (1970) found reflectives to have
generally higher grades than impulsive students. According

¥



“to Keogh & Doulon (1972), chlldren who manlfested serious. N Be

learnlng and behav1or dlsorders were more 1mpu151ve when

compared to chlldren g_th less—serlous learnlng hand;capsf”/lg
B —— A ‘ B

,xces51vely 1mpu131ve student, readlng, o ' .h*

*;;arlthmetlc, soelllng and- most sub]ects 1nvolv1ng academlc

learnlng.' On the other hand, the reflectlve'student was
not as adept in these act1v1t1es danc1ng or expre551ve
nmvement dramatlcs,,stony—telllng, and creatlve art fff:fi
- ThlS rev1ew of the llterature stronglj suggested that 5; ' o ,?

1mpu151ve students tend to experlence greater dlfflculty

.o
’

- in school E vf : . ' ' S '—2
. o o , t ‘.’%
A ‘ Before attemptlng’fo 1mplement a self- 1nstructlonals7 -
package, researchers ‘had w1sely chosen to determlne the: .2' B
.nature of the problem z The literature reported three : 2"- e h‘i;
areas of def1c1ency Beﬁ (1967) d1506§ered in Her research,,

» that subjects were unable to control their motor'behavior'

approprlately,desplte ‘the fact that they had the necessary

responses avallable She hypothe51zed that the subjects

. did- nave avallable responses that,eeuid~s€fﬁé as medlators

of their subsequent motor-beha or;pbut that these responses

did not functlon as con ‘varlables Therefore, thlS 1ack

___“*Sfﬂﬁﬁlﬁrcontroi/ﬁas due to a comprehension def1c1ency This

comprehen51on def1c1encY lmplledsthat the - chlld did not )

i aien e et G ] e

comprehend the nature‘of.the problem and'task Consequently,

he/she was unsure of which medjators. to use. -
o




Meichenbaum (1971) found that 1mpu151ve chlldren used
their private speech (covert) in a less mature and less
_instructional manner than reflectives. Slxty four percent
of: the prlvate speech of 1mpu151ve chlldren con51sted of
immature self-stimulating content (i.e. animal noises,
repeating words, singing): In addition, ne'reported that
the calibre of self-stimulating private speech did not
decrease in specific goal-oriented tasks., Simiiarly,.
?eichenbaum‘& Goodman® (1969) researched the ability of
_impulsive children to use verbal control on motor- controlled
tasks: They reported that under covert self- 1nstructlonsk
impulsive children demonstrated 51gn1f}cant,less yerbal
control of fnhibitory motor behaviors as weli'as a greater
number of errors. These studies sup;ortéd research conduo—'
ted by Reese (1962), who believed that impuiﬁive children
‘exoerience a mediational deficiency. Thisﬁimplied that the
mediators the impuleive child used did nor guide his/her
ongoing beha‘ior .

Anothervreported area of deficfency for impulsive
children was termed by Flaveli, Beach, Chomsky (1968) to
be a production deficiency. They maintained that the childf

had the response repet01re, but just could not spontaneously

" ,./

and appropriately u&athem. Additional evidence to sugﬁbrt

this assumption was reported by Vaqan & Kogan (19 05, end

Meichenbaunm & Goodman (f§75 The three problem areas.

1dent1f1ed from the 11teratgre§!or impulsive 1ild§§ﬁ were :'4

(1) a comprehension;deficiency,'(Z) a mediationalcdeficiency,

v EE U
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‘and finally;.a production deficiency.

Self Instructlonal Tralnlng and Inpu151V1ty

= s

.

- The task for cognltlve behav1orlsts was to. establlsh
n Ea e am o o

‘an 1nterventlon strategy to Qvercome these def1c1en01es.
Melzhenbaum & Goodman (1971) belleved that impulsive Chlld—
-ren would benefit from a training procedure where they
would learn to talk to themselves in a dlrectlve self=
,regulatory fashion. Subsequently, Melchenbaum & Goodman.
(l97l) developed a self-instructional tralnlng Program to
traln impulsive children to talk to themselves as a means
of developlng greater self-control in an attempt to control
their 1mpu151veness Dykman, Ackerman, Clements & Peters
(1971) agreed with Meichenbaum & Goodman's (l97l),ratlonale
They proposed that impulsive chlldren requlred tralnlng in
internalized "linguification". These researchers presumed
that by training the child to talk to himself, he would gain
greater control of his impulsive behaviors. The goal of
the self-instructional training program was twofold; first
to teach the children to recognize and classify their
‘impulsive behaviors and the cues that activate them at
different intensity levels, and secondlv to have them
Spontaneously produce ¢cngnitive and behav1oral Ccoping
responses to 1mprove thelr self- control Employing thlS
ratlonale, self 1nstructlonal programs have had some
success w1th reduc1ng levels of 1mpu151ve behav1ors in

children (Meichenbaum & Goodman, 1969; Meichenbaum g

Goodman, 1971: Douglas, 1975; Bornstein & nuevi
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itiooﬂof;thisgresegrchet,”tokcontribyte Fo‘tge presently

‘and Bugental, Whaler & Henker, 1977). Although the evidence

is encouraging, it is still not sufficient to guarantee the
efficacy of self-instructional training. It is the inten-

a -

available bank of knowledge.

Pertinent Studies and Application of Self-instructional

Training
\\

This portion of literature review will focus upon
pertinent research and their relevance for four critical.

components of the research project ;hey include research

-;gﬁdesign and. subjects, sallent factors in self—lnstructlonal

training, self-verbalization and maintenance and generali--.

zation of treatment.

A Design and Subjects

One of therfirst_decisions for a researcher to make
is the selection of appropriate research design.  The
popular research design of ANOVA (used by Meichenbaum

& Goodman, 1971) was quickly ruled out because as Messer

(1976) stated it did not fit the trait variables of

reflection.impulsivity. Craighead, Mahoneyv & Kazdin (1976)

held that in cognitive behavior reseatrch inferences are made,
therefore "talk of cognltlve processes must be defined in
terms of the operatlons used to measure them and that all

3

cognltlve behaviors must'be anchored to publically obser-

‘vable data".? As a result, Craighead, Mahoney & Kazdin

(1976) and Hersen & Barlow (1977) have suggested a

multiple baseline across subjects as an appropriate design

31



" to measure treatment effects The number of basellnes to
,1nclude for thls research pro;ect would be three, due to -
Wolf & Risley's (1971) statement that,a set of three or
,nfourubaselines‘Was‘con&fﬁcihQ'eviaence of beheviorwcnéngez“:“;J-
The "anchor" (dependent varlable) chosen to measure the
efficacy of a self- 1nstructlonal tralnlng for thlS prOJect
‘was on-task behav1or. Studles'by Bornstein & QUevillon

(1976) , Meyers,bMercatoris & Sirota (19765( Wright (1971)( -
Kagan, Rossman, Dey} Albert &_Pnillips (]§64), have-
confirmed-that’on—task behavior was an appropriate“dependent
-measure to represent cnenge in conceptual tempo. Another
'inpcrtant decision for the researcher_was the seiection of
subjects. The choice of six year~oids as subﬁects was

based upon Luria's (1959,‘19615,_vygdtsk§‘é'(L962) research
-which stated that 4 to 6 year olds were capable ef poth
producing and learning covert speech ke.c. Bem, 1967).
THus, these previous studies have allowed the experimenter

to determine a workable research design.

Relevant Factors in Self—instructional'Training

Several studies have outlined.specific factors to
enhance self—instructional.training.L Cne_&ariabie found
‘to improve treatment success'was‘the incorporation of
collaboration with the child (Meichenbaum, 1977) . The
purpose: of this construct was twofoldf Firstly, to attempt
to‘define and diagnose the subjects problem.and Secondly,
through collabcration develop an individualized‘progrqm to

meet the child's specific needs. Mahoney & Thoresen 1197ﬁ) ‘



supported an individually'tailored.pr%gram,'as they felt ' |
..( LE

it took: 1nto account llngulstlc varlablllty and 1nd1v1dual Lo

dlfferences.’ Although other studles oﬁ self instructlonal el e
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'trafhlng (Bornstein & Quev1llon, 1976; Meyers, Mercatorls

& Slrotaj 1976- Harrls & McReynolds, 1977, Novaco; l976)
dld not stres! thlS factor,_thls researcher planned to

' 1nclude collaboratlon in the treatment package. Another
important varlable to be 1ncluded w1th1n tralnlng was
Subject attrlbutlon; Bugental Whalen and Henker (1977).
reported that subjects who belleved in 1ntr1n51c causalltyp
were more efgectlve atwself regulatory behav1or | Cdﬁse—' |
ouently, a, goal for the researcher durlng collaboration
would be to have the subjects understand that they were in
control and capable of changing thelr 1mpuls1ve behav10rs.
Both the collaboratlon and attrlbutlon factors were deemed‘

as necessary components for self-lnstructional‘traininq.

Self—verbalization

A major coﬂponent of the self 1nstructlonal tralnlng
program was the self—gerballzatlons. ‘Con51derable research
has been,carrled out, suggesting what«pertinent considera—.
tions must be made when employing self—;erbalizations. To
begin with, numerous studies by Harris & McReynolds (1977),
Masters and Santrock (1976), Karoly & Dirks (1977) empha-
sized theﬁimportance of having the self-verbalizations
contfngent upon the occurrence of the target behavior.

An lnterestlng study by Karoly and DlrkS.(l977) showed
R that subjects who followed a say -do behav1or as opposed to

VAN | -

\.



Ce e D G . s me s R TR I L

a do say'behav1or developed a hlgher level of correspon—
| dence beLav1or.a Masters “and.. Santrock. (1976) malntalned

that a ¢ruc1al factor of the self—verballzatlon, was

Ve - R o
a N bl ~ Rz .
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-affect because it prov1ded the motlvatlng force fornb‘“w,

P L

determfnlng behav1or change. For Patterson and MlSChel

(1976)V the spec1flc content of the self 1nstructlons was/

il . -

a sallent factor. Furthermore,'research bz Hartlg“& Kanfer. o 11-’
(1973) Qurtz,iwelsworth Goeke & Hanson (1976) 1nd1cated S

that- verballzatlons whlch were task relevant fac1lltated o %*".

2
-

treatment ‘whlle 1rreievant verballzatlons were., hotzas L),,“

o @ N

”effectlve. Another 1mportant con51deratlon was presented

9
£

by‘wine (l97l)_and Goldfrled (1970) ‘who. empha31zed that

b ) Dl
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self—verballzatlons needed to be practlsed as‘thls not only
enghnced self -control but as Welssburn and Lamb (1977)

"sug ested’ ak&bwed forfgreater~self;1nstructlonalvexperi-
encex After rev1ew1ng these studles anOlV1ng self— e
\ M .
N verballzatlons, this experlmenter ancorporated these N

flndln?s in de51gn1ng the self 1nstructlonal treatment .
programt

\

Malntenamce and Generallzatlon of: Treatment Effects

An ijectlve of thlS research pro;ect was to obtaln

.

malntenan e and generallzatlon of behav1ors across settlngs C -
using selfi-instructional tralnlng._ Support for the 1nport—v

ance of cognitions fame from Lang (1968), who hypthe51zed

.that "the Qbsence'of programs for'shaping cognitive' ts

and attitudks may contribute to the not infrequent fj@i

ure

of transfer‘l.of'treatment'effects".3 The—likelihood



of ach1ev1ng these goals were mlnlmal 'aééofdingutéfwahiert

(1969), Kuypers, Becker, O Learv (19 ) Walkéf, MafﬁSOh/

.. . PR
& Buckley (1971) AThe problems confr//llng treatment

¢ -

4

generallzatlon and malntenance appeared to be that they |

bwere not naturalwconseguences of treatment, thus suggestlng

% Re R 4 l
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that spec1a1 factors should be 1ncorporated into the treat—'o

ment program. One such factor advocated .by Kanfer (1970)

.75Mahoney (l974) and Mahoney & . Thoresen (1974) was to teach

7

: self relnforcement strategles to facmlltate oost treatment

effects~ as they compensated for _the w1thdrawal of overt'
rein%orcement Other studles (Melchenbaum, 1973; DOuglas}
1975; Melchenbaum and Goodman,A197l) have stressed the

-

1mportance of training the subjects approprlate self—verbal—

"1zat10ns and coping skllls Melchenbaum (1973) hypothe-

51zed that these self- 1nstructlons empha51zed words Whlch
were abkstract representatlons of stlmulus events The
researchers, Weissberg and_Lamb (1977) attributedvtheir'

treatment'generalization‘to coping-skills they?included

within treatment. The Subjects.attributions and reasons

for change,'accordlng to Kopel and Arkow1tz (1975) played

an 1nstrumental role in" the malntenance of -behavior change
A related varlable, according to Melchenbaum (1977 was for
the cllent to understand the procedures and requirements

of‘ the treatment package Another 1ngred1ent added to‘
fac111tate treatment generallzatlon was - employed by Born—‘
stein & Quevillon (1976). They had sub]ects role play

(pretend) that they were performlng school work for the



iteaCher'within the treatmentﬂsetting;°~1n an!effdrt-to-jf‘{ R LR

max1m1ze treatment malntenance and generallzatlon across

VSettlngs, the researcher "built-in" these reported flndlngs

1nto hlS self 1nstructlonal tralnlng program. Although

self 1nstructlonal tralnlng studles by Kurtz, Nelsworth,{ﬁ'{

F S

C e

Goeke and Hansonw(1276), Bornsteln & OueVLllon (1976)
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Weissberg and Lamb (1977), Meuers, Mercatoris, Slrota‘

(l976)'have reported relative success in attaining generali—

- -

zation across settlngs and short term malntenance, this

‘llmlted amount of ev1dence is 1nconclu51ve Addltlonal

research 1s‘requ1red to'valldate its effectiveness in

‘attaining treatment generaliiation and maintenance.

Upon reviewing. the literature there remain three major

'questions ‘to which this research project is addressedf o

(1) Can a group of" grade one 1mpu151ve chlldren be

taught to use language in a self- guldlng manner to
”»control 1mpu151ve behaviors

(2) Is self 1nstructlonal tralnlng an effective inter=
ventlon strategy for reducing 1mpulslv1ty‘1n“grade
one children? ) |

(3) :Wlll behav1oral change, obtained 1n a treatment

| settlng be malntalned ‘and generallzable to a non-
treatmentpsetting‘when‘employing a self—instructional
intervenEIanstrategy?_ " |

The Hypotheses . o
More fOrmally the hypotheses are:

(1) A grade one impulsive child can be taught to use

‘s



(2) -

>

his language. to control impulsive behaviors. -
=Self?inétructional,tfaining is an effective inter-
ventibn:strategyffor fedp¢ing'impulsivity (as measured

by on—taskfbehayior)‘inrgradgque childrén,

A seif—instructional tfaining program will produce

 short-term treatmerit maintenance effects for impulsive .

-

'childreh; .

A self-instructional training program can produce

treatment generalization across settings for .impulsive

‘children. . . o P

The following chaptef will explain the experimental

-design andipfocedures used to test these hypotheses.

\
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CHAPTER ldREE

. A DESIGN AND PROCEDURE ‘

In this chapter the reader will find an explanation

of the pertinent veriables-bf;the'research de§ign and. a

'description of;the procedures; 'The fellowing
be discussed: sdbjects, generel prodedure, de
varlable, observatlon -and recording procedures, reliebllity‘
of observations, expectancy control, lnstrumentatlon, and

the self-instructional training prbgram.

Er b

. Description of Subjeets

Three subjects were selected from a grade one class
of fourteen students who attended an elementary school in
the .Edmonton Publlc_SehOOl System.,_Crlterlon for
selection:of subjects was determined'by their performance

on Kagan's (1966) Matching Familiar Figures Test (M.F.F.).

The fqlloWing is a brief description of the three subjects.

Subject #1 Deanna, was-a 6 yearfoldPWhite girl from a

middle class family. It was her second yearein grade one.
Anecdotal reports indicated that she was‘e restless child
who found it difficnlt‘to eontrol her physical behaviors.
An example of this was her tendency to get up out ofAher
desk suddenly Deanna's teacher described‘ner to be a
~day- dreamer. beanna's level of school aenievement was

rated as below averagef.' | o B

Subject #2 Nate was a 51x year old black male living with

an. upper middle claSs family whd"havé”adopted him. He was '
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“his work whlch,resulted in careless errors).

e

" 'described by his teacher to be a moody" chlld oerformlng

Cat a“bélow average level of achlevement Major problems

included stubborness, 1ncon31stent motlvatlon levels,

1nattentat1veness and weak work hablts (1 e. rushed through

-

.Subject #3 Tamara was a six year old white girl from a;

cxp

| mlddle class. famlly Her teacher reported‘that sheghad few

friends, lncon51stent work hablts, and problems W1th fol—

- lowing 1nstructlons Tamara also reportedly demonstrated

" mood changes and attentlon seeklng behavior. ' Her level of

school achievement was average. ‘ .

General Procedure
One week prior to 1n1t1at1ng the research project,

the experlmenter admlnlstered the Matchlng Famlllar Figures

‘test to a grade one class to determine -subjects for treat-

ment. Five chlldren were 1dent1f1ed as being, 1mpu131ve

according to the M.F.F. test. The parents of these children ’

were contacted in order to gain their permission and co-
operation.' From these five parents three‘agreed to have
their chlldren part1c1pate. Durlng'the weekend of testing,l
both parents and children v151ted the University of Alberta
Clinical Serv1ces Centre. The purpose of the meetlng was

ro orient parents and chlldren to the facllltles in an
effort to av01d p0851b1e anxiety produced from engaglng in

a new experlence. Attentlon should be dlrected to the fact Z

that neither partles were provided w1th 1nformatlon reqar—

dlng the exact ‘nature of the study.
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The experimental design. chosen for this researth

project was a ﬁultiple‘baselihe.study across three‘subjects.
In order to 1mplement this program, the folloﬁlng steps
were taken. »Durlng the frrst week,‘the experlmenterhvmsited

:the subjeots':classrooﬁ'where baseliue data wa's colleéted-;;fy'

‘from the first five days of school for all three subjects.

On the first weekend of treatment*which included both

Saturday and Sunday, the three subjects attended the univ-
yer51ty cllnlc where they 1nd1v1dually recelved a two’ hour,

_yse351on‘each day. Because of the age of the subjects, the

tralnlng sess10n was d1v1ded 1nto two 50 mlnute perlods

separated by a twenty- mlnute rest. Oneyof the three sub—

jects was randomly,chosen to recelve~treatment (self—“

'1nstructlonal tralnlng) durlng both sess1ons of the weekend

y The other two. sub;ects were exposed to the same stlmulus

‘materi “I "Iﬁ’this expectancy control condition the

.experlmenter modeled the approprlate reSponses and also

a851sted the subject in perforang the various tasks
Tralnlng materlals used throughout the study consisted
of exercises from the subjects mathematics, phonetic and

reading books, as well as materlals from the Mental

‘Abilities Test (K- l), Porteuse Maze, Wechsler PreSchool and

Prlmary Scale of Intelligence (W,E.P.S.I,);and several

| practice assignments similar to those on the M.F.F. test.

During the second week,.baseline data was collected’ for

the two nontreatment subjects while.t;eatment data was

A Y i _
collected on the treated *thild. On the second weekend,
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"one of the remalnlng subjects was randomly chosen to receive

@

the treatment package while the other Chlld contlnued in the‘
,expectancy control condltlon, as outllned in ‘the flrst
4_weekend ' Observatlonalkda;a was collected for the twouu-

rtreatment subjects as well as the subject who was Stlll

*

'functlonlng on basellne, The remalnlng nontreatment sub-

ject recelved treatment on the third weekend Subsequently,

forgthe remalnlng three weeks, treatment data was

_collected for all subjects.

A | Dependent Variable
The dependent variable was on-task behaViOr ' The

operatlonal deflnltlon for on task behav1or was that when

7

asked to partlclpate in a work perlod the student would
perform the prescrlbed and accepted classroom act1v1ty
To add valldlty to this deflnltlon, the classroom teacher

was asked to -outlihe what the approprlate and expected '

' classroom behav1ors were., <Thls.COUrse of action helped to

take into account 1nd1v1dual classroom teacher expectatlons
Subsequently, the child was to be attentlve and 51lent
durlng teacher 1nstructlons. ‘Slmllarly, when working on-

a task, the chlld was to work 1ndependently and .if

'assistance.was requlred raise hls/her hand. Therefore,

rs

off-task behav1or 1ncluded carrylng out any behav10rs which
were not con51stent with the task set forth (e g. movrng _

about the rq@m ga21ng out the w1ndows, fighting, speaklng

out, or playing with toys, pencils, etc.).

41
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" was on-task it was coded\as a plus (+), but if the subject

‘was off—task, it was scored as a minus (-). In order to _' ’ o

'observatioh was randomly changed. Throughout the obseérva-

Observatlon and Recogdlng Procedures
Behavxors were. recorded as either off- task or on—task "
by_the obServer. Data was collected for a perlod of six

weeks. In all, over 2700Jindi0idual behaviors;were_record—

ed. Throughout'the study,on—task_and off-task behavior -

~ notes were‘Coliected during-either morning'or afternoon

periods each day,‘-Thls helped to take into account subjects
performance'variatlonvas a factor- of the time of day. Data

was collectedvonly‘wheﬁ7formal instruCtions andfassignments"

- were being carried out to . prov1de for. a clearer 1nd1catlon

of the presence or- absence of approprlate behavior. 'Also;~“

in an‘effort to.extinguish academlc-preferences, data was

collected across most school subjects and activities (e.q.

printing, readingluphpnics, arithme&ic, story-time, show

-t

and tell, etc.). ConSequently, the periods of data col-
. N ; .Y . . .

lection were’ not constant, but‘for each'observationrperiod

(morning or afternoon), a- mlnlmum of thirty observatlons

> ‘ - .
were made at the apprqprlate tlmes. A : o

ask behav1or was measured as a

16.second "observe"ﬁ‘ h@?'lo Second'”record" * If the child
,,.r\a ?.

o>

receive a (+) the child had to.be'on—task_for the eéntire 10

seconds of’observatioﬁi- Each day, the order of subject

L 4

tion period, the. observer Would watch the first subject for%9~
10 seconds and then take 10 seconds to’ code his‘behavior

S
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before moving on to the second subject on the list. This
pattern of recording was repeatedauntil termination o?f 5
-activity.

»

The observer sat off to the side of the classroon,
LI ’ ‘

attempting to avoid all fonts of physical or verbal contact

"y

with the children whenever possible.

~
-

Reliabiliﬁ& o0f Observations

Because of  the nature of the researcher's financial
position, observers éould not be obtained. As a reéqlt,.
the experimenter was to be th& observer. In order to
establish reliability.agd‘rule out experimenter-observer
bias, portions of the classroom'aétivities were video-
taped and scored by the obsefver so that they could later
be rated 'by two neutral obéefvéré. In this way, inter— |
rater reliability scores could be obtained. Following
'completiéh'of data collection, “two senior graduate studerts
from the faculty of educational psychology were trained on
how to observe and cétegorize off-task or on-task behavior.
Both observers were naive as to the nature of the study and
_thé reason for their observation. The observers rated
video-recordings of all three subjects across a variety of
activities from vé;ious days throughout the study.

| Suﬁject rating was recorded simultaneously by both

observers who were informed as to which child .o score by
the experiménter. The reason for rhis,.was'to allow for
the experimenter's previous ratings to be matched with the

-
observers. Therefore, the‘th;ee records (experimenter and

B



observer I and observer iI) could be compared interval by
interval for each subject and~a measure of agreement
oQFalned. Agreement was calculated by taking the number
of observer agreements divided by the total number of
agreements plus disagreements. Agreemeﬁt coestituted alil
observers recording the seme behaviof during the same 10
sec. observation interval. Disagreement was scored when
one observer recorded a behavior ¢ode- that the other had

not. An inter-rater reliability of .90 was established

and may statistically be regarded as satisfactory.

Expectancy Control
Attempts were made by the experimenter to control for
- any nonspecific treatment affects (e.g. attention from
experimenter, interaction with stimulus materials, etc.).
All tﬁree subjects were given 100 minute  training

sessioné-with.the experimenter on the same day that the

self-instructional training program was to be administered.

Because of the nature of the experimental design;
a_mﬁltiple baseline across subjects, the treatment
"package" was sequentially administered.  While the
randomly selected subject was receiving self-instructional
training, the remaining two subjects were instructed

to work on similar training materials. During this
expectancy control situation, the subject worked inde-
pendently after receiviné the necessary instructions

from the experimenter as to~how to carry out the assigned

tasks. JIf the child experienced difficulty, the
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experimenter modelled the appropriate Eespohse-and explain-

s ed how the answer was determined.

~
-

Instrumgntation

The instrument used‘to determine conceptual tempo
(réflection—impulsivity) was Kagan's (1966) Matching
Familiar ‘Figures Test. Operationally this‘construct has
' been defined as a composite of t@o’dimensions, latency to
first response ahd accurécy of choice or total errors. 1In
this test the child was asked to select from six variants
one picture whiéh was identical to the standard. (See

Figure 1).

Figure l: A Sample Item From Kagan's (1966) Matching
: Familiar Figures Test
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The following instructions were given to the subject, "I

aﬁ going to show you aipicture of sbmething you know‘and

then Qome pictures that lookyliké it. You will‘have to te;l

me the number of the picture on this bdttom page (pqintx

that is just like the picture oﬁ this top.page,(point)"
(Kagan, 1966). Scoring the test consisted of the

experimenter recording latency to first response to the -

@ by

half-second, aﬁd then totalling the number of efrors for

each item and the order in which the errors were made. Clas-
sification of subjects was achieved by employing a double
split median for latency and errofs. Subsequently, subjects
whose scores fell below the sample medién for errors and |
above the sample median for latency, were referred to as

reflective (Slow~accufate), while those whose scores fell

above the sample median for errors and below the sample median

for latéﬁcy were considered to bé impulsive (fast-inaccurate).
ThoSe subjects whose scores fell within the remaining two
quadrants;'using the two dimensional criteria, were consid-
ered as fast-accurate and slow-inaccurate. Ail fourteen

children were administered the M.F.F. on the éame day.

Pl

Reliability and Validity
Reported reliabiiity and_validity scores for the M.F.F.
test have been inconsistentT Thé author Kagan (1966) stated
that the M.F.F. response times correlated .44 and .34 with
reponse times of two forms of a design recgll tesf; which
the author considered to be a measure of reflection. In

"Messer's (1976) review of the literature, he reported the
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following test retest reliability scores for_(l)'response
time .58, .58, .73 and .96, and corresponding errors .39,
.34,“.43 and .80. Block Block and Harrington (1974)

reported an internal con31stency rellablllty coeff1c1ent

for response time of .89, but a reliability of .62’tor errors.

A study by Yando and Kagan (1970) to determine the conver-
gent validity oroduced median correlations of .73 for

response time and .68 for errors across 10 different Matching

‘Familiar Figures Test.

Problem
Because individual scores on the M.F.F;'cannot be
scaled but are merely blocked, problems arlse - Depending
upon the sample tested, a Chlld may be. reflectlve on one
test yhile on a second test, he might be considered impul-
sive. 1In an effort to alleviate this problem, the experi-
menter obtained a set of norms recently aeveloped byi
Salkind (1978), which permitted a' comparison of research
subject scores, to standardlzed medlan scores for children of
identical ages Thls strengthened the valldlty and reli-
ability of test results
5
Treatment: Self—instructional.Training Program

" For the initial training day (Saturday), the érimary
goal was to introduce and’train the subject how to use
’self—instructions to regulaterbehavior, The training was

introduced to the subject as follows:

Experimenter: "Do you remember the test that you took
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wherebyou had to pick one picture from six that matched
the one at| the top?"

Child: "Yes!"

| \ : .
c i : ) '
Experimenter: "How do you think you did .on that test?"

(If the child was not sure of question, experimentér
_ prompted c?ild by aSkingfdid you make many mistakes

or have difficulty doing the test?)
"Well, not very good, because I made a lot of

“'3ﬁ&hild:
' mistakes."

Experimenter: Why do you think that you made the mistakes?"

Child: "Oh, I dénit know. I guess that I just picked one
: ; |

t

of the pictures quickly and was not careful ."

Note: (The goal here was to have the child realize why he
- had made tbéThdmerous errors. Often, the experimenter
and child Spent additional time to discuss this issue.)

Experimenter: "Well, I know a trick that will help you do
‘bétter-work and not make as many mistakes, Would you

like to learn my new trick?"

Child: "o.K."

Experimenter: "We call the trick "Peter Parrot". Do you

know why we call it "Peter Parrot"? (If child is
having difficulty the experimenter asked child, what
does a parrot do?) -

<

Child (usual response): "It can talk".

Experimenter: "That's right, and if you talk to yourself

like a parrot, it will help 'you. Let me show you."

This introduction sequence was thén followed by the

self-instructional training procedure as suggested by

Meiche?baum & Goodman (19y1l). The following six'steps were



implemented.

Step (1l): The experimenter provided the child with the nec-—

'essary verbal instructions to cope with the problem or task.

This was accomplished by providing some cognitive modeling

in the form of overt speech.

Cognitive Modeling . | 'x//‘
To fac1lltate the child's acqulsltlon of the performance
relevant SklllS lncluded w1th1n the cognitive modellng pro—
cess, the child was 1nstructed that these were "Peter
. Parrot’ s" rules for carrylng out the trlck 'They 1ncluded£'
(A) Ask myself what I am to do. |
(B) Repeat what I am supposed to do.
(C) Explain how I am going to de"the éroblem by talkihg'toi;g
| myself. ﬂ _ ’ - |
(D) Praise myself for. d01ng the problem
(E) Ask myself how I can do it better next tlme

8 . . .
o o o R -~

Step (2): The child performed the task while the experéﬁeh-
ter instructed.the child overtly. (The experlmenter states,

"Now I'1l1l tell you how to do it, whlle you carry out the

" task") :

Step (3): * The child then repeated the experlmenter s

1nstructlons overtly.

Step (4): The child performed the task himself using his

own set of self-instructions to guide his behavior.

¢

Step (5): The subject performed the task whispering the
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self—guidance”instrﬁctions softly.

U

étep (61; The child performed the task'hith'cove;t_self—:
”instrﬁqtion;. Here, the child'was asked to just move his -
lipé. C
The p?écediﬁg dialogue and step consideration is an
illustrétion of theléognitive modeling employed by the .
experimenter. The tasks chosen for demonstration'pu}poses
were quéstion items siﬁilar to those used on thé'M.F.F; test.
. : 1
. The purpose of this was twofold. First, the experimenter
wanted the éﬁbject to. be familiér with the task, ana secondly. .
by usiné the "Peter Parrot"-trick,_éhe child would have per-
sonal gvidence‘ghat when he uged this strategy itgggrked. |
Questions which resulted in errors before, could now be‘
comﬁleted, reéulting in the child bécoming motivated.
Experimenter: ‘"O.K., what is it that I have to do?ﬂ You want
me Fb'pick the picture of the one airplaqe,'frqm these
six airplanes,. that looks just like the one at-the
top.; Iﬁwi11 have to gbAslowly and Cérefully.. Now, T
o wili begin by 1ooking,at one:gortion of the plane
from the top and cqmparing it to the six on ﬁhe bottom;u
Hey, that's a great way to do this. TI'll start by
)
éouhtihg the engines. The‘plane at the top has four,
so let's see how many engines the bottom plane has.
This plane has four engines so it might be this one,
but this'plahe has only three engines so it can't be.

this one. Boy,. this is not hard to. do. Now the other

four planes have four engires. Whoops, I made a

50
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P
mllﬁake” Thy‘%last plane doesn't have four englnes.
Maklng a mlstake is all rlght because I can go back and
correct it. Remember,*lf I go slowly and look at each

plane carefully,“T*ﬁ&ﬁ £ make any mistakes . 3
SRR e ‘ r-*\_' :

Through the process of elrmlnatlon this procedurﬁw1s
F T F
continued until the child flnds tha’plane thatumatches R
+

LS

the one at .the top. At thls tlme these summary self—(
instructions would be stated to complete the cognitive
modeling.), "There, I did it! I found thé”glane that

looked‘just-like,the one at .the top.‘ I did'a good job.

I wonder what I could do next time to helpvme‘do'better;

’ “Oh, I know. The next time’I'll cross out the pictures
that aren't the same as the airplane at the top. This
will help me to remember which planes are different.

The progression from one step in the training package

’to the next was determined when the subject had‘successfully

‘comp}eted the required proceduré}_ When necessary, the erper—

. imenter returned to step one if a,chiid wak continuing to

make.errors. As soon as the subject -had successfully com-

. '

pleted the tralnlng sequence for ‘the designed task, the

entire process was repeated with the a551gn1ng of a new

task. Each successive task increased in its rate of diffi-
culty as the training session progressed. Subsequently, on
both days of training, the child COntinued to practice his

_or her self-verbalizations across numerous tasks. Periodi-

cally, the child was asked to repeat "Peter Parrot's" rules

from memory as this was essential to the training program.

3
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| huring the Sdnday training program, if the'ehild had

successfully_acquired the self—instructional traihihg package,
-

severa]#games were played to help the Chlld 1mprove hls/her
"Peter Parrot" skills. One game was called robot, which
involved the experimenter giving the child a set of
instructions, (e.g. "Please go and ¢lose the door.") Being
a robot, ‘the child repeated back the ihetruction and pro- -
ceded to carry‘oat_the task. A second/game playved was called
"Copy Cat"; “En this game the child's jobmWas to repeat

exactly what the experlmenter said to her Both of these
[ .

games were 1mplemented in order to help the child improve

‘hls/her listening skills as well as provide an opportunity , s

to practice her cOéﬁitive rehearsal‘dkjlls'(selfeverbali%a_
tions.) An additional variation from Saturday's treatment
package,*was that the child and instructor engaged in role

playing; The subject was informed that we were golng to

—play school and that I was the teacher and he/she would be

the student. What ensued was that the chlld was prov1ded
with some school work and 1nformed to carry’ out the "Peter
Parrot" trick. Meahwhile, the teacherﬁge%perimenter) pre-
tended to be busy walking around the room, talking to |
imaginery students and marking work If the subject WOrked
dlllgently throughout the role playlng exer01se, he/she
received verbal praise from the experlmenter, The purpose
of the role playing was to facilitate possible treatment
generalization across settlngs and malntenance. Attention

should be drawn to the fact that, self—lnstructlonal\
&
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tralnlng was. prov1ded only durlng the randomly selected N

tralnlﬁg perlods Once the tralnlng period had termlnated

"the subjects’ were not encouraged or asked about the treatment

package’ upon subsequent visitations.
In conclusion, the researcher has’ presented an overv1ew
L4

of the crltlcal variables involved Wwithin research desﬁqn

and 1ts pProcedures. The. overall objectlve of this chapter

was to. ensure the understanding of this study and prov1de the

necessary information for its repllcatlon
The Succeeding chapter will explaln the results and

conclusions obtained from these experimental procedures.

»
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CHAPTE§ IV
-~ 'FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

It will be recalled that tﬁe iﬁtention 6f this ;esearch
study was to test the‘efficacy,.Qéneralizationiand main-
ténanqg gapabilities of a selﬁ—instructional training pro-
gram ;ith three grade onelimpulsive children. 1In so dbing,

»ggfoﬁr hypothéses emgrged from ch?pter two which required‘
vérification.' In. this chapter the'experimehter&will
present his findingsiand conclusions. In order to test the

hypotheses concerned, the researcher utilized a multiple

R

baseline across three subjects for six weeks, collecting

¥

.,k
Sige

over 2700 individual observatiéns. Since mental events
such as seif-instructions:ére ﬁnbbser&ébie éjeﬂts, the(v
experimentér incorporated‘observable.physicél eveﬁté (Ehe
depend variable) to écknowledge their pfeseﬁce. The depen»
dent variable selected to demonstrate treatment effects was
on—task behavior. An increase in on-task beﬁaviqr would
represent a decrease in level of impulsivity as well as
positive treatment effects. Because of the héﬁure of the
design, interpretation of data was obtained’ﬁy;visual
analysis. 1In adaitidﬁ, percentage scores as wéii as ‘per-
centage mean scores of on-task behavior foﬁ;bqéﬁvﬁaseline
and treaﬁﬁent segments of the graphrwéré'uged.tofsﬁbplemenﬁ

this visuqi analysis.

Hypothesis #1

~ %Grade one impulsive children can be taught to use‘.

54
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vtheirllanguage'te control impulSive behaviors. e ‘
";FindinQS'ft o . ' . -

It can be noted that through visual comparlson of the

baseline and treatment data in. Flgure 2 that all‘three
subjects (Tamara, Nate and Deanna) improved their on-task
behavior lmmedlately upon the introduction of the interven-
tion s%rategy. Because the 1ntervent10n strategy requlred‘
subjects to employ thelr language to carry out the treat—
ment program, it can be 1nferred that - they were able t&luse e
language to reduce their 1mpu131ve behavior.

Conclusion

~ -

 visual analysis of theQdata confirms Hypothesis 1,

therefore it may be concluded that grade one children can,

o

via language, control impulsivity.

Hipothesrs #2 B

-

Self—lnstructlonal tralnlng is an effectlve lnterven—

[

tion strategy for reducrng 1mpu151v1ty as- measured by

" on-task behav1or in gﬁﬁge one children.

AR
‘Findings - % “?

9*\
Vlsual observatlbn of the basellne and treatment

scores in flgure Zpdemonstrated that w1th the 1mmed1ate
implementation of ‘the self- 1nstruct10nal tragnlng program,
on- task behav1or scores 1ncreased substantlally. Mean
basellne_scores of 59%, 5l.38% and 52.54% for Tamara, Nate
-and Deanna increased after treatment to 83.47%, ~ 74% and

81.13% (see Table 2) . This represents a mean dlfference

77‘

from basellne to treatment of 24.47%, 22.60%, and 28.60%
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 respectively. 'In summary, the mean percentage increase of-
on-task behavior for Tamara, Nate and Deanna were 41.47%,

43.98% and 54.43%.

Table 2

Summary of Data from Multiple
Baseline Observations

Tamara - Nate Deanna Subjects
Mean ' 59% 5k.38% - 52.54% ,
Highest % Score 62% 56% 58% Baseline
"Lowest % score 56% - 46% 48% : Data
Mean - 83.47% 74% 81.13% .
Highest % score 91.% 81% 90% Treatment
Lowest % score 77% . 70% 76% Data
Mean differences 24,47 22.6% 28.60%
between Baseline &
Treatment ‘
Mean % increase of 41.47% . 43.93% 54.43%

on-task behavior

tonclusion
On the basis of this analysis, Hypothesis number 2 may
be accepted. It can be said that a self-instructional

i
program can lead to reduced impulsivity (i.e. increased

on-task behavior) in children.

Hypothesis #3
A self-instructional training program will produce

short-term treatment maintenance effects for impulsive

children.
Findings

Visual analysis of post-treatment data for all three

o8 L a8 AL s P, B el
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subjects indicated that treatment effects were maintained

for a period of: .five-school‘weeks for Tamara, four

school weeks for Nate, and three school weeks fer Deanne , LQ.
(Figure 2). The consistency of treatment maintenance |
becomes clearly evident upon inspecting the minimal amount

of amplitude between each subject's lowest treatment score

with their mean treatment score. The difference in scores

were 6.47% foeramana, 4% for Nate, and 5.13% for Deanna

(Table 2).;

Conclusion

On the basis of this analysis, Hypothesis 3 may be
accepted. Short-term maintenance has been demonstrated to

be fairly constant for up to five weeks.

Hypothesis’#4

A self-instructional training program can produce
treatment generalization across settings for impulsive
children.

Findings '. .

‘It was noted that after a self-instructional training
pfogram was administered within the clinical setﬁing
(Figure 2, letter B) that the mean on-task behavior
increased in the classroom for all three impulsive subjects
by 41.47% (Tamara), 43:98% (Nate) and 54.43% (Deanna).
Therefore, it can be inferred that treatment generalized
from the clinical setting to the classroom for the three

subjects.



Conclusion N
On the_basi§ of this analysis,‘HypotheSis 4 may now .
be accepted. The;efore, it may be concluded that clinica1 

to classroom generalization of treéﬁment is possible.

| Conclu51ons '
"Ei:::>1n summary, the above flndlngs suggest that the
< following conclus1ons can be 1nferred

‘l. Impulsive grade one children can be taught &@—ese
their lénguage to.control their impulsive behaviors.

.2. A self-instructional training program is an effec-
tive intervention strategy for reducing impulsivity in
grade one children. | . v R

3. Self-instructional training'déhuproduce short-term
maintenance effects for impulsive é?ade one children.

[

4. Self-instructional training can produce treatment

-

generalization across settings for impulsive. grade one

N
»

children.
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{ CHAPTER V

DISCUSSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The majéf objective of this study was to test the
efficacy of a self-instructidhal training program and‘to
determine the generalizatioﬁ and maintenance potential of
such a program. More specifically, the feséarcher was
attempting to establish if grade one& impulsive‘child;eh;
were capable of Utilizing their language and a self-
instructional training program to reduce their impulsi?e

behavior tendencies and incrgase their on-task behavior.

Furthermore, once introducing this intervention strategy

within a clinical setting, determine if training woudd be

1

maintained and generalize to their classroom setting. In
this chapter referenées will be made regarding the

. L]
following;

1. procedures taken to enhance the validity and

reliability of the study,

&

'

2. hypothetical explanations for these findings,
3. implications for future research,

4. the practical implications of the study.

Procedures to Enhance the Reliability and Validity of Study
The selection of a multiple baseline across three

subjects was favourable because subjects' behaviors could

be constantly monitored. Hence, any changes in behavior‘

could be pin-pointed, increasing the likélihood of explain-

ing these changes. 1In addition, the successive

60
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application of self- 1nstructlonal training in comparlson to

the baseline scores (on2task behavior), to the treatment

scores (on-task behaV1or), uneqivocally demonstrated

Lo ” , ,
.causation. . Subsequently, it would appear from these findings

‘that the impulsive child was able to control his overt
(on-task behavior) via self- —instructions. This non-
statlstlcal research deSLgn faC1lltated the recognltlon

Jand assurance of treatment effects.

R QJSecond step taken by the researcher to augment °‘the
study centereg upon data collection and.observation.
Because of limited finances, the researcher assumed the
dual role of experimenter. and reCOrdeg. Although this has
not been an unusual practice in previous research (Hersen
Barlow, 1976), this researcher took spec1f1c steps to
enhance object1v1ty (LlplnSkl\ﬂ Nelson, 1974) . Following
Craighead, Mahoney and Kazdin (;9ié)ﬁsuggestion, video-
taped segments of subjects clasSrpOmfbehavior were taken

I

in order tha% two trained observers could also score data
. and'interrater reliabilities be determined. To increase
the reliability of the coding of observations, ‘only two
‘categories of behavior were scored reducing the pPossibility
of }nterrater error. In an effort to prevent observer bias
for the trained observers during scoring of video taped

)
data, the experimenter took four pPrecautionary procedures.
These were: . observers were not informed of expected results,

not provided with evaluative feedback during scoring, not

aware that they were performing reliability observations

~
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with each other, as well as with the experimenter, and
-finaliy, not aware of whether they were recording baseline
or treatmentﬂgegﬁents froh the study. An/additional’pro—,
cedure taken;by the experimenter to enhance reliability.and
validity of the‘study was to.concern himself with the
problem of "démand charaCtErisﬁic". Whén subjects are
é@are of the research hypothes;s expectations (Hersen &
Baflow, 1976), they will cooperate in an éffort to please
thé éxperimenter. For this reaSbn, the subjécts were not
informed or aware of the dependent variable, upon which
scoring was basé&l O'Leary & Kent (1973) presentedmevi—
dence that obserVers who compute reliability wfﬁhin a group
may drift toward defihing'ofgthe behavioral code due to
idiosyncratic: group concensus. Conseqﬁently, within group;
reliability sc&res can become inaccurate. To reduce the
possibility of observer drift, reliability scores were cal-
culated between the two trained observers and the experi-
menter. éecause the experimenter was compelled to record
the resea;ch data, it was necessary to concentrate upon
preventive procedures to eliminate;,experimenter-recorder!
biég, observer bias, demand characferistic, and observer
drift.

The literature made reference to a possible problem
with respect to»the~Matching Familiar Figures test not
being a reliable discriminating instrument for determining
impulsivity (Messer, 1976). To enhance the external

validity (i.e. that the subjects selected for this study
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were truly fepresentative of impulsive children)‘their
blatency and error scores were compared to a set of M.F.F.
norms (Salkind, 1978). (See'TabLe 3) The Table cleariy

) .
indicates that the treatment subjects errors scores were
éonsiderably‘higher than the expected median'errof scores,
contrary ta their latency scoreé which were considerably
lower. The credibility of subject test scéres»can be
accepted, as thesé results followed the-assumptibn; under-
lying the criterion for determining imbulsive children.
That is, their scofes fell above the norm median for errors
and below norm median fdr latency. Consequently, the
researcher 'felt conflggpt that the sample used.in this

research were representative of the impulsive population.
Table 3

Comparison of‘Conceptual Tempo Scores &h M.r.F. Test
For Treatment Subjects with Established Norms
for 6 year old Children (Saklind, 1978)

Median Latency ‘ :
(in seconds) Median for Errors
(For Boys & Girls).

Norms L 8.21 17.52

Subjects Scores:
1) Tamara 5.25 24
2) Nate - 6.71 ) 23 ‘
3) Deanna 3.79 31

.
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Hypothetical Explanations for Findings

What hypothetical enolanations can be provided to
.éxplain these findings? The ability of these three, grade
ona children to learn how to use tneir languaoé‘to control
impulsive behaviors may be attributed to seQeral factors.
Firstly, as Meichenbaumh& Goodman (1971), Vygotsky (1962),
Bem (1967), Douglas (1975), Weissburn & Lamb (1977) and
others have sugdosted, tné,rehearsal of appropriate ae;f—
verbalizations greatly enhances the individuals ability to
influéncehhis/her behavior. Secondly, Vygotsky (1%62),
Bem (1967), Meichenbaum and Goodman (1971) and Bornstein &
Quevillon (1976) outlined the importance of subjects
engaging in a/fading brocedure whereby the ovért verbaliza-
tions eventually become covert, allowing for greater subjectl
mediated self-control. ‘Finally, Meiohenbaum & Goodman (1971)
emphasized that during the self—iﬁstruétional program, the
child had an opportunity to use his own self—Verbalizations
rather than just the_modeled»verbaiizations, ao this took
into account the individual linguistic capabilities. These
three factors substantiate previous findipgs with respect to
teaching children how to use language to influence their
behavior.

The overall success of the self-instructional training

< S
program ‘as an 1ntervention strategy for reduc1ng impulSiv1ty

2
can be attributed to the prev1ously stated ability of
children to use their language to control behavior but to

other components of treatment as well. One of the major

?



va:iables contributing to the outcome of this intervention
stratégy was the inclusion of collaboration (Meichenbaum,

" 1977) between therapist and client. Previous self-instruc-
tional training programs, (Douglas, 1975; Novacoj 1976;
Bornstein & Quevillon, 1976; Harris &_MéReynbldé, 1957)
have 'not made any clear referehces:régérding the inclusion
of this prbcedure in therapy. In this resgarch study, the
collaboration process with the cliéht likely contributed

to not only the subjectS' understanding of the treatment,
>bu£ to his/her recognition of the problem of conceptual
vtempo. Within the collaboration proéesé, the therapist
demonstrated to the subject the utility and advantages of
self~%nstruc£ional tréining. This was achieved by having
%he child successfully complete previously failed items .
(MFF questions), while employing the self—verbélization
strategy. , ‘ i

Associated with the cQ}laboration pr?gess were the
effortsftaken by the therapist to explore with the subjects
as to what factprs‘they attributed»their own impuléive
behaviors. It was important that thé'subjects reélized
that their conceptual tempo could be intrinsically control-
led as this was a self-control intervention strategy.
Finally, tﬁe implementation of an appropriate animated
prompt, "Peter Parrot", created interest ;s well as contri-
huted to the understanding of,self—instructiqnal training

for these elementary school children. Therefére, the

incorporation of collaboration, attribution style and an

65
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:animated prompt in the opinion of this researcher:
enhanced treatment effigasy.

In attempting to overcome the zbstacle of having the
treatment generalize from the clinical setting to the class-
foom_as well as across dif ferent situations, these measdres
were undertakens’ As other studies have suggested
(Meichenbaum-g:Gssdman, 1971; Meichenbaum, 1975; Doﬁglas,
1975; Camp, Blom, Herbert and VanDoorwick, 1976) the contin-
ual practising of a general planning strategy tﬁat could
be uséa across different situations where impulsive béhaV1'
iors might be activated, likely accounted fbffihe over-
-comisg of this barrier. In addition, havin; the subjects
develop coping strategies, Meichenbaum & Goodman (1971)
‘helpea the subjects to maintain control when mistakes were
“made upon encodntering new situations, where an impulsive
response might be likely. Furthermore, the generalization
.across settings was possibly augmented by having the Subjects
role play withih the clinicsl setting, activities and pro-
cedures similar to tqoseIeXercised in their classroom.

The' researcher can also not rule out the possibility of

a counter hypothésis to explain treatment geﬁefalization.

That is, the presence of the experimenter within the class-

room)miéht have acted asyafsue for the subjects to engagé in
, 4 o ,

tbeir self-instructional program. Had this been the situa-

tiom,~ it would not have becohe a concern for the résearcher,

as the eventual goal of the program is to have teachers

implement self-instructional training within the classroom

¢
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and in so doing, their presence would be continuous.

A contributing and associated factor to the generali-
zation capacity of the self-instructional program were the
extended maintenance effects. What reasons.might explain
this sustained treatment effects? Firstly, the duration of
training, 100 mlnutes a day, for two consecutlve days, was "’
considerably longer than Melchenbaum & Goodman (1971), and
Bornstein & Quevillon (1976) studles Another factor
possibly contrlbutlng to the malntenance of treatment was
the anlmated prompt of "Peter Parrot"; as well as the utili-
zation of games, "copy cat" and "robot". Theee proceduyres
likely fac&iitated the subjects learning and memOry of the.
training program. A counter hypothesis to explainftreat—
ment malntenance within the classroom might be that the
subjects behav1or ‘changed positively and that the teacher
knew that a study was being carried out. This could have
caused the teacher’'s behavior to change towards these
children,‘encouraging treatment maﬂgtenanoe. Here again,
the new attltudes, however, are probably 1ntr1n51c to any
‘classroom and may not have been operative except for being
set in motion By the treatment.

In sdmmary, the researcher has attempted to provide .
hypothetical explanations for the outcome as well as two

possible counter hypotheses to account for some additional

augmenting variables.

~
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Implicﬁtions.f§f Futu;é Research

As a result of this reséafgﬁ'Stqu) several research
questions have arisen which éfe desefving of investigation.
The following represent-some botential?reséarch projects:

S [ .

1. Although the reéulﬁs‘ofgthis study,wé;e‘promising,
an imperative question as(?ét cannot be empirically
answeréd. That is, what specific components of the self-
instructional training program were responsible for behav1qx
Lchange? The possible varlables 1ncluded collaboratlon,
the anlmated prompts and games, v"?bal modellng, fadlng of
self- verballzatlons, self—verballzatlons themselves, ages

.0of subjects, the treatment prbblem,(concgptual tempo) or

the personality of therapist. Was it a single vééiable or

a particular combination of these coméonénts? These pose \\
interesting research topics. <
2. Research to determine the possibility of'teachers

developing and implementing, self-instructional training
programs within the claséroqm, merits investigation.
3. Studies to assess the efficacy of individual vs.

group-self instructional training programs would be

worthwhile.
I

4. Further investigations, to assess the long—térm

maintenance and geneﬁglization capabilitieé of self-

instructional training are required.

. Practical implications of the Study

X Several practical implications can be derived from

this study. <1\ ~ l

L



1., The grQSPect of aﬁ individual using his iénguage
as an instrument to guide his behavior appears to be a
natural and-reédily a&ailéble instrument.

2. 'Thié study suggests that aJself—instrﬁctionai
training progrém could be developed and initiated within

a school setting by school teachers and other untrained

clinicians, owing to its Simpiistic step-by-step procedures,

:3. Becaﬁse of covert'sélffverbalizations, a self-
instructioﬁal trainihg pfog;am‘beéomes a useful inter-
vention strategy within"ﬁﬁe‘claséfooﬁ as the subjecpsf
peers ‘are unaware of the onééing_tréatment; This prevents
the subject from becoming embafiassed,

4, It woula appear that the amount'of\time required
to teach a child a‘self—instructioﬂél‘pfogram is 'minimal.
This serves a definite advantage to teachers who have bﬁsy
schedules. B _

5. Because of the emphasis ﬁbdh.piéﬁnQFg and coping -
'strategies within self—instrugtional training, this inte;;
vention strategy enhances thé pp$sibility of treatment
maintenance and generéLization aérosé situatiops and

settings.
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