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ABSTRACT
A classroom self 1nstruct1ona1‘tra1n1ng (s.1.T.)

program was developed and 1mp1emented w1th 81 regular grade
2 students who were d1v1ded 1nto a treatment group, control
group and mater1al control group The purpose of th1s study
was ‘threefold. F1rstly, a ten lesson classroom (S 1.T.)
program was developed and later evaluated by students and
teachers as to.1ts appropr1ateness for classroom use. A
second objective was.to test the efficacytof tnis classroomA
program in teaching students a more reflect1ve cognxtxve N
style and subsequently ascerta1n if this 1icrease ;n student
reflect1v1ty would general1ze4to other cognitive tasksx
Lastly, this»study‘wfshed to establish if a relationship'k
ex1sted between those students wvho self- reported using

self verbal1za?§ons on a task measur1ng conceptual tempo
a(reflect1v1t1y) and their performance on this task.

Teached'and student rat1ngs of the classroom S I. T

program wvere positive as both'groups found the program to be |
\appropriate for‘a grade 2 classroomr‘Based upon posttest‘
performance on the Matchxng Fam111ar F1gures (MFF) test,
those subjects who received the classroom (S 1.T7.) program ;
1ncreased the1r level of reflect1v1ty w1thout 51gn1f1cantlyr.
1ncrea51ng ‘their response t1me (latency scores) when
compared to the control and matetial control groups.
"Generaliaation,of-treatment effects was demonstrated‘ov
these;reflectiveéstudents in the.treatment“group on a task

t . . . ,
measuring,word recognition. Similarly this reflective



] ' ‘
subgroup approached demonstratxng a significant 1ncrease on

“a task measur1ng mental*ab1l1ty. (F. 2 86 df 2,75 P<.06).
Student self-reports 1nd1cated that a relationship existed
between self verballzatxon and student performance on a task
_of concep:;al tempo. More spec1f1cally those students who
used self—verba11zat10ns appropr1ate1y oﬁta1ned fewer errors
and received. h1gher scores of re;lectlvxty without requ:r1ng
a 51gn1fncantly greater amount of time to respond (latency)

- to questions., ' . _ o

]

© vl
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INTRODUCTION -~

The ability of children to be reflective is important.
Because reflective'children take a greater amount of time to *

 formulate and deliberate the various hypetheses aVailéblg to

fheﬁ before making a dqcision, they tendrto make effective
decisions. Impulsive children on the other hand respond
qUickly in situations when there is response uncertainty .
whéc; often results in inappiopriate respéﬁses being maée
(Kagan,iRosman, Day, Albert, énd;Phillips,'1964).

"In-addition to being‘superior‘iroblem solver;
(McKinney, 1975), school child;in‘wﬁO‘eghibit a refiective
cognitive‘sfyle'enjoy a number of other advantages.
Reflective students have éCeater attentionuand ;:ncentratﬁon
abilities (Bran;ﬁgan, Ash and Marg%lis, 1980; Readance and

Bear, 1978), demonstrate superior performances on

.intelligence tests (Messer, 1976), have better visual

orga;izational agility (Brannigén et al., 1980), adhefe to
inst:uctious or direétions»before answering questions

assighed by.teachefs (Finch and Spiritp, 1980)“ demonStrate “~K;
super1or wé%d.xecogn1t1on (Cullinan, Epsteln, lever, 1977), |

ar1thmet1c achievement (Cathart and Lledtke, 1969) ser1a1

learn1ng (Kagan 1966) and memory (McKinney agd Banerjee,

1975) After con51der1ng these findings, there is little
doubt as to- why researchers conclude, that feflectlve

chlldren enjoy greater academf\\sggcess (Messer (1970a)

‘Finch, Pezzuti, Montgomery and Kempo 11914) and Becker - v
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e

-Bender and Morrison (1978))t Therefore, the acquisition of a
reflective oognitive style has a number of positive
implications for children and is seemingly a worthy
objective of 1nstruction

A ma ority of the studies with 1mpu151ve children focus
upon uch clin1Cal populations as the hyperactive child
(Gordpn, 1979; Meichenbaum and Goodman, 1969), the
emotionally disturbed chlld-ixendall and WllCOX, 1980) or
the del1nquent and aggre531ve child (Camp, Bloom, Herbert &
§Van Dornick; 1977). Few studies (Bryant & Budd, 1982;

" Robins, Armel, O'Leary, 1975, Parrish & Erickson, 1981)
involve training\normal impulsive‘school age studentsv No
studies have been found where reflect1on was t;ught to
students who were not prev1ously classified as belng
impulsive, ”‘

Additional research is warranted‘within the school
syst!ms Margolis and, Brannigan (1978) maintain that thirty
Jpercent of the students in elementary school demonstrate
hav1ng an impulsive conceptual tempo for thelr age. Even |
though some 7 year old childreh might be classified as beino
reflecti;e for their age, all tend to be less reflective
;than older children and are still able to profit from
training in becoming more reflect1ve In a prev1ous study by
(McMillan-& Janzen, in press), it was found that not only |
dia thelimpusli?e students improve their performance on a

' L. o, e e s
measure of impulsivity, but also students who were initially

reflective for their age.performed at a level expected“of

"v



the average 10 year old One would conclude that ghere are-a
significant number of students w1th1n the regular classroom
who'could benefit from acquiring a reflectivecogn1t1ve
style. |

A number of treatment strategies such as'modeling
(Nagle and ?hwaite, 1979} Ridberg,'Parke and Heathériﬁgtoh,‘ 3
'1971), attention training (ﬁfown and Conrad, 1982), Qisual‘
] §canﬁing (Massari andFSchack, 1972} Zelnikgr; Jeffrey, Ault -
and Parsons, 1972) and cognitive modeling (ﬁeicheﬁbéum and
Goodman, 1971) have been implemented to heip chiidfén bécome' 
' more reflective. A promising intefvention‘stfategy, which
has recently attracted a‘significant amount of attention’
within the literatyre has been thelcognitiQe behavior
modification tethniqhe of self-instructional training
(S.1.T.). )

Aithough advocates of S.I'.T. (i.e., Me}chenbaumj f977)
would have researéhe;s, clinicians and educators believe
Ehat'this treatment program has demonstrated efficacy in
reducing impulsivity, others (Hobbs, Moguin, Tyroler and
Lahley, 1980; Eastman and Rasbury, 1981) are skeptical'ébout.
its utility, believing ﬁhat additional fesearch is necessary
to . confirm its efficaci. One area of doubt for clinicians is
the fact thaﬁ a numbef bf.S.I;T. programs with impulsive
<hildren (Bénder, 1976; Denny, 1972; Douglas, Parry, Morton
& Garson, '1976; Genshaft and Hirt, 1979; Pressley, 1979;
Ridberg, Parke'&'Hetheringtgh, 1971) fail to bring about

consistent increases in the igpg}sive children's performance



oh a variety of cognitive tasks, However, studies by Douglas
.V(1976){ Egeland (1974), Kendall and Finch (1976) Parrish
and Erickson (1981) indicate that tra1n1ng a more .reflective
Vcogn1t1ve style has led to improvements 1n school
‘performance for those stpdents 1dent1f1ed‘as beang
impulsive..These stodies'imply that the overall efficacy of{
Sgl.f programé to be equivocal.due to differences in
methOdoloéy. | |

Ao associated area of concern‘for researchers is the
issue that there has been a meagre number of S.I.T. studies
vaiidating ahe generalization of treatment effects within
the classroomv(Camp; Bloom, Herbert and Van Dornick, 1977}
. Coates, 1979; Eastman and Rasbury, 1961;-Friedling and
O'Leary, 1979 Kendall and F1ncﬁ 1978; Keogh and'Glover,
1980; Melchenbaum and Goodman 1971;fand Robin,ﬁhrmel and
O'Leary, 1975) |
Salient issues‘other than efficacy and geheralization

of treatment"eféectsareqoire further scruﬁinization. A
revieﬁ of the literature also indicates that the majority of
the .researchers in S.I.T., train children individually ///
(Bender, 1976' Kendall and Finch, 1978; Meichenbaum and //

Goodman, 1971' Parrlsh and Erickson, 1981) before hav1ng

them return to their classrooms. A few stud1es (Egeland

’,‘1974- Snyder and Wh1te, 1979 Kendall and Zupan, 1981)

employ clinicians to_tralnachlldren successfully in small”
‘groups of three to five students outside of their regular

classroom. To date, a minimal amount of research has been
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conducted regarding the efficacy of an individual versus a
group appllcatlon of S.1.T.. Kendal and Zupan (1981) found
in their research that individual and‘group\forms of
treatment’ appllcatlon to_be effective in 1ncrea51ng
reflectivity. In adé§tion to researchers not being cognizant
of the advantages-and disadyantagea of if and/or nhen to
employ'individual~or group training programs, no evidence .
7was found within the 11¥erature attesting to the efficacy of
1mplement1ng a classroom S.1I, T program,

N\ Two studies'(Bryant & Budd, 1982; Eastmanl&'Rastry,
1981) report‘implementing some components of the‘treatment
program within the regular classroom Because llttle
research is ava1lable, Keogh and Glover (1980) assert that
‘there is a definite need for S.1.T. programs to demonstrate
ecologlcal valldlty and efflcacy ‘

In order to determine the efficacy of classroom S.I.T.,

a tra1n1ng program had to be demefoped To date,‘onTy .one
such program developed by Bash, Simmons, Tlmmreck and Camp
(1980) has been designed to teach elementary students
problem solving and interpersonal problem solv1ng A
classroom S.I.T. program utilizing materials from. the |
educational ourriculum has yet to be constructed to teach
'elementary atudents how'to'become more reflective.'If ‘such a
program-was'developed it could easily be ass1m11ated into
the regular program of 1nstructzon. Thus 1t would appear v

that two areas of need have been identified; f1rstly, a

classroom S.I. T. program to teach chlldren a more reflectlve



COmceptual tempo should be made available for the school
curriculum and secondif, empirical evidence should be

0

gathered to determine,irs efficacy. B
According to literature reviews on S.I.T.Aby Kendall
and Korgeski (1979) and Hobbs et al. (1980)vanother |
51gn1f1cant research questlon needed to be addressed. These
researchers malntaln that because self- verbal1zat10n is
belaeved to be a critical component of the S.I.T. program,
research~is,neceesary‘to»determine iﬁ self-Verbai&zations
are being used and-contributing to the effioabﬁfjf the
treatment program Some studles (Denny, 1975; Robins‘et al.,
1975 Camp et al., 1977; and Eastman ¢ Rasbury, 1981) \
‘ 1nd1catewthat the use of selfjverbalrzatrons'1nh1b1t ‘rather
than enhance the sobjects' performance.‘Sdbsequently, a .
considerable amount of doubt: exists regarding -the relevance
- and ram1f1cat10ns of employlng self- verbal1zat1ons within

L

the treatment Qarad1gm. : | e

/
/

In summary, tafre_are a sxgn1f1cant number of regular
elementary school : aged chlldren who 'would benefit from the
development of ajgeflectlve tra1n1ng program within their
classroom. The/;ogn1t16; behavior modification strategy of
S.I.T. appears to be one intervention strategy which offers
some oromise.as a treatment program for teaching children
how to deveiop a_more reflective eOQnitive Style. Hovever,
at the present time, .a classroom S.I1.T. program has yet ro

be designed or evaluated in regards to- its ability to teach

children a reflective eognitive style. Once this S.I.T,



_program has been\deveioped, empiri¢a1 dgta needs to be

collected in iorder to,determine if self-verbéiizationslplay

‘a significant function within the treatment program.

| The purpdse of thas study Mas threef ld. (1) to | e

determine if a classroom S.1. T program could\;: des1gned

ut111z1ng mater1als from@tha school currxcu}um and
1mplemented in a rggular dﬂagggoom“setting;i(z) to see if

this program would be effective in increasing the | | .
'reflectivity ef imp:lsiVe and\refiective'grade 2~students as

 well as determine what'effecté this‘increase in reflectivity
.'would have ‘upon student performance' and (3) to establxsh if
'there could be a relat10nsh1p between those students who
‘self -verbalize and the degree of reflect1v1ty demonstrated

» I
on a measure of-1mpu151v1ty.

4
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\ 1I. CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

h. Impulsivity
A cbnsiderable amount of research has been conducted‘
regarding the cogn1t1ve style of 1mpu151v1ty reflect1v1ty
These constructs described the manner in which a child
attempted to solve a problem ‘under cond1t10ns of uncertainty
wvhen several alternatlves were. avallable. More spec1f1cally,
the reflective child took tlme to deflne the problem and
then evaluated the hypotheses whlch were avallahle to |
him/her before making a déc;sron as to how to respond. On
‘the other hand, the impulsive child responded to the task at:
‘hand immediatelyr thus failinggto consider the alternatives
available wh1ch‘resulted in errors be1ng made. The construct
of concepufal/tempo suggested that a negatlve correlation
exxsts between time of response (latency) and errors. In
d4ddition, Rovet (1980) maintained that 1mpu151ve—reflective
<students did not only differ on the factors of latency and
errcor but as a function of the number of res onse‘:
| alternat1ves generated Moreover,fButter (1979) and Kennedy
| and Butler (1978) pos1ted that conceptual tempo was :
con51stent across the modal1t1es of funct1on1ng and that
¢ra1n1ng in one modal1ty led to effects across the other
moda11t1es (Butter 1978).
| ‘In the problem solving process, the 1mpuls1ve-
reflect1ve dimension 1nterfered with stage 2 the selectionﬁ"

N



1y

¢
4

of potent1a1 hypotheses and stage 4, the evaluation of the

solut1ons postulated in the problem,sblving sequence (Kagan,’
1966). It was this author's contention that the impulsive

) . ) N < * .
child also neglected to respond appropriately in the other

three stages namely in th¢?\

1. definitiop and comprehension of the problem,

2. implementation of hypotheses and,

3. reporting of solution.

Prevalence .
The number of elementary echocl,children who were
'impulsive was often‘conriﬁgent upon the measure ueed'to Ay
determine thiéxconstrucr. The most popular’instrumehtAused

to measure 1mpu151v1ty was the Matchlng Familiar F1gures
(M F.F. ) test (Kagan Rossman, Day, Albert and Ph1ll1p$,
1964) . Because this assessmenc tcol’used a split median
approech for analyzihg}the variables ofllatency (time taken
to first respond) and number of errors made, 30 percent of

\ the sample was found to. be 1mpuls1ve. Research by Slegelman

(1969) and Katz (1971) supported thls;stat;stlcfas being an

;accurare figure. In an aCtempt to rule out problems of

sample variance, Salkind'(lé?B)}developed norms fcr
determ1n1ng 1mpu151v1ty scores across age levels,
Acknowledglng that 30 percent of the chlldren at each age

leyel were 1mpulsxve}for their age was.not-fﬁe only

,statistic.ro'coneider upon- determining the prevalence of

impulsivity within the early elementery grade levels.
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Becadéé the child's level of reflectivity increaeed with
,age, between age dlfferences existed which explalns why

' grade 2 children who were consxdered to be reflectlve for
their’ age were more impulsive than the1r senior grade 4
»'classmates and thus could benefxt from addltlonal tra1n1ng
. in reflect1v1ty (McMillan & Janzen, in press) Recognizing
that w1;h1n as well as between age dlfferences existed in\
 the degree of impulsive behaviour exhibited among children,
causes one to acknowledge that gradekz children would’?

benefit from acquiring a more reflective conceptual tempo.

Factors Influencing Conceptuai Tempo

| Conceotual tempo was influencedgby»the age‘or child
(Messer, 1976) with evidence of childréh as young as 3
(Toner, Holstein,‘and.Hetheringron, 1977) continuing to
become more  reflective until they have reached the age of 16
(Sa1k1nd and Nelson, 1980), whereupon the var1ables of

latency to. response contznued to decrease and uhe number of

\&

errors became stabxllzed accord1ng to the Match1ng Fam111ar
Fzgures test (Kagan et al., 1964) Research by ‘Mésser and
'Brodzlnsky (1981) and Messer (1976) found the constrﬁcts of
reflect1v1ty 1mpu151v1ty to be a stable dlfferentlatxng
factor in children's performance across tasks In. regards to
the 1nf1uence of gender, the literature was equivocal. When
a d1fference did exist, rt ;nd1cated that girls were more.
reflective than boys of :gual age (Messer, 1976).

Ll
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The relatiohehipbof intelligence to conceptual‘teﬁpo
was'ratﬁer.interesting. Previous research indicated'thet
depehding upon the type of idtelligehce test administered
the relataonshlp fluctuated w1th there being in- general a
modérate relat1onsh1p ex1st1ng The varlable of errors
rather. tham latezgy of response became the 51gn1f1cant
factor for determining the correlation of impulsivity and
'intelligenee‘(Toner\and.aSSOEiates ) 1977)’ Wheh measurfng
ihtellectual abilities‘g% the Wechsler Inte111gence Scale
for Ch1ldren - Rev1sed (WISC-R), Brannlgan and associates
(1980) found that 1mpuls1ves did not dlffer s1gn1f1cantly
from their reflect1ve peers on Verbal, Performance or Full
Scalekl Q. scores. They did determlne however that 1mpu151ve
children scored 51gn1f1cantly lower on Kaufman' s (1975)
factors -of attent1on-concentrat;on and visual organ1zatxon;,

kAssocjated‘wIth:the factor of intelligence was the
manner inxéhich impdlsivesvdiffered-ftom reflectives in
regards td4their use ofASpeeeh. Camp and assoeiateS‘(1977)'d«
~and MeSSeei(1976) reported that refiectives Qe:balized mqre.
and exhibited'greate; verbal hatut&ty‘end'task»5§ecifie
Speech’wheh‘engagedfin problem solving. Meichenbaum end
Goodman (1969)‘méintained that reflectives‘exhibited}mere
outer_ditected, self-guidiné private speech which resulted}
vid greater verkal eont:oi'of motor behavior. Sﬁmilerly,
'ndKinney'and Hakkins (1980)xand Mesée: (1976)|be1ieved that
impulsives used leésimeture and/drﬂsystematie sttetegies -

than their reflective peers on problem solving tasks..Reese'
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(1962) described this ihadequacy as being a'mediation
deficiency. This‘deficiency became critieallyhimportant to
the developmeht of a treatment program,.as'teachihg-a child
a more«mature,'task'relevaht,speeoh pattern should
-vcontrlbute to greater reflectivity. ;FlaVell VBeaCh and
Ch1nsky (1966) establ1shed that another type of def1c1ency
" needed to be-addressed They believed that some ¢hildren
fexhrblted an impulsive qognltlve style because they failed
to employ a’strategy which they had wlthin their repetoire.
' Thus their 1mpuls1ve behav1or was not attr1buted to a
-mediation def1c1ency but a productlon ef1c1ency One other
factor must be welghed as well Camp and assoc1ates (1977)
ivfound in their. study w1th 1mpu151ve aggress1ve chlldren |
;that, some ch1ldren demonstrated hav1ng a control def1c1ency
~which 1mp11ed\;hat although these ch11dren appeared to be
',~ut111z1ng an approprlate verbal strategy to gu1de thezr
IVbehav1or, the1r verbal responses d1d not 1nfluence the1r
Qmc>tor behav1or (Kendler, 1972)-

In summatlon, 1f one was to teach ch1ldren to develop a
more reflectlve cognltlve style, these chzldren would not
'only have to acqu1re a strategy for problem solving wh1ch

“1ncorporated task relevant .and mature speech but also ensureﬁ
that thls strategy was be1ng 1mplemented | |

Other factors :;1ch 1nteracted»w1th:the 1mpu15ivity-'v
reflectivity dlmen51on were anx1ety, attent10na1 patterns '

and frustration (Readance and Bean,'1978) Kagan (1966) and

later Messer (1970) ma1nta1ned that anxlety was an ‘
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antecedent to a reflect1ve cogn1t1ve style as reflectlve
children's feellngs of anxiety over making ernors was

o~

‘greater than thezr desire to obta1n qu1ck success,: Hence,
reflect1ves exper1enced greater frustratlon upon mak1ng an
error which resulted in these chzldren taking a greauﬁr
amount of t1me to develop and ponder the mer1ts of the
_various responses available (Kagan, 1966). In Readances and
Bean's (1978) review of the llterature regardlng ‘the
attentlonal pattern of reflectlves on match to sample tasks,
they reported that reflectlve ch1ldren- 1) took a greater ‘
“amount of time before respond1ng, 2) attended to more of the
relevant 1nformatlon, and 3) employed more systematlc search
patterns. Subsequently, it would appear cr1t1cal that when S
'iattemptlng to develop a program to train reflect1v1ty, that :
the Chlld 5 anxlety, frustratlon and attent1ona1 patterns
would have to be oon51dered |
| Reflect1ve chlldren dszered from 1mpulslve 1n a number
of other d1men51ons. Readance and’ Bean (1978) suggested that-7
} reflect1ve chzldren preferred sedentry tasks wh1ch
nece551tated greater amounts of per51stence %nd
concentr/tlon for mastéry. These reflectlve chlldren shyed
,away from unfam111ar exper1ences and social s1tuatlons wh1ch
posed danger qQ the 1mpu151ve chxld On the other hand the
1mpu151ve ch1ld was an ea511y d1stracted student who p[
preferred dorng less challeng1ng tasks.,T ese researchers"

also belxeved that reflect1ves demonstrated greater

‘ab111t1es on convergent th1nk1ng tasks whxle -no d1fferences
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ex1sted between reflect1ves and impulsive chlldren on *

d1vergent th1nk1ng tasks. Slggéhndzcarg1ulo (1980) agreed
that impulsive ch1ldren were not any more creat1ve than [

| the1r reflect1ve peers. |

| Upon cons1der1ng the salzent dlfferences whzch ex1sted

"between chlldren of a reflectlve or 1mpu151ve cogn1t1ve

'style, one can envision the advantages that a reflectzve

'ch1ld enjoys in school Messer (1976) asserted that

S [d

-1mpu151ve school ch1ldren experlenced less academ1c success. Y

“His research 1nd1cated that five of the seven grade 4 S
: ny B

- chlldren who falled a grade w1th1n a. two year period were

1mpuls1ve for thelr age. One reason for th1s was. that
f‘1mpu151ve students exh1b1ted 1nfer1or ab111t1es on a number
of sa11ent factors Wh1ch 1nf1uence 1earn1ng, i, e. memory

(Kagan, 1966 McK;nney and Benner]ee, 1975),’attentlon and

;':fconcentratzon (Toner and assogxates 1977), on- task behav1or

(Bornsteln & Qu1nv1lle, 1976), v1sual organ1zatlon (Toner

2 o

and assocxates 197.7), problem solv1ng (Ault 1973 Mcxlnney,
1975) and followlng d1rect1ons and 1nstruct1ons (F1nch L
'HSp1r1to, 1980). Therefore, 1t was not surpr151ng to f1nd

that 1mpu151ve chzldren obtalned poorer performances 1n the :
academlc sub;ects of wr1t1ng (Robln and assocxates 1975) |
'»'spell1ng (Parr1sh & Erzckson 1981), read1ng (Becker and

‘ ,assoc1ates . 1978 Cull1nan Epste1n & Sllver, 1977) »

_read1ng comprehens;on (Parrlsh & Er1ckson, 1981) and

‘”'ar1thmet1c (Cathcart & L1edtke, 1969 Becker and assoc1ates 1_1

| ; 1978) However Kennedx and Butter (1978) astutely s
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reminded clinicians that the inability to read, as touldbbe
'the case in all these subjéct éreas, can not.only be viewed
(as a problem of impﬁlsivity but as one of inability.
Préblemé of impulsivity did not only impede the
performance of the regular classroom child, but of children
‘ deemed to be learnihg disabled. A study by Sigg and Gargiulo
(1980) supported thié;position in that they'found leirning
disabled éhiidren to be more impulsive than regular stream
students. Similarly, Quay and Weld (1980) inaicated in their
‘research that 8 yeér oldblearning disabled children were
mofe impulsive than normal 8¢year oid chiidren. Accordiné to
\the test results from EEeJM.F.F. test, Nagle and Thwaite
((1979) found that readiﬁg disabled students differed from
normals bn the dimension of errors made, and not on latency
to first fesponse. They did not believe that learning
disabled students Qere more impulsive but rather that they
used poof strategic behévior in processing information.g
Although one could arque that the failure to develop a
‘Vstrategy was a significant deficie‘af*ﬁf the.impulsive
child; In summation, it was not surpffsing to read a
statement by Becker and associaées (5978) that special
educatofs and school psychologists are interested in the
cognitive dimension of refleé&ivity-impulsivity with

learning disabled children.
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B, yéasﬁres of Impulsivity

A number ofrpsychometric instruments have been
identified as measures of the conceptuai dimension of
reflectivity-impulsivity. The most widely used instrument iﬁ
the literature reviewed was the Matching Familiar Figures
test (Kagan et al., 1964)} The child ié asked £o'£$tﬁh from
an array of six;similar looking picturgs which picture
mafches the standard. Time to first response and the numbgr
of errors made islrecorded. The shorter the latency period
and the greater the number of errors made the more impulsive
was the student. This instrument has received criticismyfrom
a number of researcﬁérS.(Block, Biocﬁ & Harrington, 1974;
" and Egeland .t Weinberg, 1976), who expressed concerns about
its test-retest reliability, predictive énd concurren£
validity. |

Not all researchers sharé the same skepticism about the
M.F.F. test. Egeland and Weinberg (1976) méintained that
researcheré should not prematurely rgjqct the M.F.F. test
until additional psych;metric investfgations have been
eﬁéducted. Several events' have trgnspf;ed which have added
credibility to this in;trument. The fifgt was the
Adevelépment of norms (Salkind, 1978) whiéﬁ allerd.

‘researchers the opportunity to make comparigons between ~

—r S,

their sample population and the general popﬁ{ation.’h

critical review by Becker and associates (197@)'establishedr

L J

that the test-retest reliability as well as the\qoncurrent

and predictive validity were low. Loper and Hallaﬂqp (1980)
./

4
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fonnd the M,F.F, test to be a moderate predictor of reading
achievement, They also established that the poor test-retest
reliability was a result of children changing categories on
the M.F.F. test which they believed could be reducea by

/ employing an ordinal scale for measuring the construct of
1mpuls1v1ty reflectlon. The development of an ord1na1
measure was achleved by Salkind and Wright (1977), who
"developed a formula for determining an impulsivity index
from the M.F.Ff test. The impulsivity index was detetmined
by subtracting the child's z‘latency score from hés/her z
‘error score. This mathematic computation allowed the "
~subjects performance to be placed on a continoum. The
establishment of norms for a normal populatson as well as an
1mpu151v1ty index (Margalis, Sklpton & Brann1gan, '1980)
contrlbuted to making the M.F.F. test a more promlslng

~ instrument. However, this was not to suggest that |
rTesearchers should not exerc15e caution when ut111z1ng this
psychometrlc instrument.

Occasionally games were used as a means of measuring
impulsivity. One game which reouired the child to exercise a
{ reflective cognitive}strategy was "Perfection."” In this game
the Chiid.had one minute to correctly place 25 geometric
flgures into their correct space before the placement board
popped<up " The child who worked in a carefully controlled
: and plannéﬁ mannher would be able to correctly place a larger

numoer of the shapes, thus demonstrating a more reflective

performance. . .
j
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Other instruments had been used to measure conceptual

tempo. These included the Porteuse Maze; Ravens Progressive

Matrices (Margolis, Skipton & Bra n, 1980), 20 gquestjons
game as well as various subtests from the WISC-R (i.e.,"
Picture Afrangement, Block Design, Digit Span and Ceding).
Several teacher rating scales have also~been produced which‘
vary in their degree of validity and reliability. The
Connor's Teacher rating scale was one of the more popuiar
rank‘order questionnaires used. This assessment instrument
had been §iandardiéed. Other teacher-rating instruments such
.»as the Impulsive Classtobm Behavior Scale (Weinreich, 1975)‘
had yet to receive empirical credibility. One would conclude
upon reviewing the assessment instruments avéila?le that
caution should be employed bf researchers when.using them to
assess conceptual tempo.

In summat1on, a con51derable amount of literature has

been written regarding the cognitive style of

\
- SN
S

1mpuls1v1ty-reflect1v1ty- It is: apparent from thlS review
that"qhildren who exhibit an 1mpulsave conceptuafltempo
expefieﬁced less academip $ucée55"than theiflreflective_
claesmates. Furthermore, it abbears that both'feflectiveAand
impulsive elementary school ch1ldren would. benef1t from
training in reflect1v1ty. Because of the negat1ve
.ramificatlons’and the prevalence of young children
~exhibiting an impulsive cognitive style,;eduqatore,
cliﬁicians and researchers have -been developihg“progtame'towu

. .
help children acquire a more reflective cognitive style. One
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intervention strategy in psychology wvhich is presently
addre551ng this problem is the cogn1t1ve behavxor

' mod1f1cat1on strategy of self-instructional. tra1n1ng

~ C. Cognitive Behaﬁior Modification (C.B.Mr) _

, Pressley (1979) asserted that the techniques of verbal
" rehearsal and behavior modification fetc.) were not nev, but
their use to bring abput changes in cbgnitive strategies vas
relatively retent Thls focus upon cognitive change was
unique. In Reid and Hresko s (1981) opinion, C.B.M, programs
?involved three fattors, These included"1) the individual
understandlng the process involved in behav1or change, 2)
the emphas121ng of delf-treatment to the extent in whxch the
person monitors, 1nstructs and -controls their behavior and

* lastly 3) the training of more adequate strategiee for
interactingﬂwith the environment. Kendall and Hollon (1979)
conceptualized the cognitive behavior modification,paradigm
as being a marriage or bidirectianalimorement whereby the
demonstrated efficieneieg of behavior modirication
brincipres have incorporated the cognitive activities of the
client with the purpose of bringing about therapeutic-
change. Thus Hollon and Kendall (1979) theorized that
cognftive*processes could mediate motoric events and/or
subsequent cognitive.events end could elicit autonomic
~evente; Cognitive-like behavioral precesses may be either
‘respondents under stimulus control or operants under

_ consequent control, (p.449)" However, Meichenbaum and

&:
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Asarnow (1979) argued that the development of metacognitive
skills would'creaté problems when att;ﬁpting'to_exﬁiain
self-ihstructional training yithin an §-0-R framework.
Another force in the literature, Bandura\(J97752maintained
that not all motoric, cognitive or affective evéqfs could be
attributed to environhental events, but thaf,thefe was an
interaction between environmentél,‘person and behavioral
variables, He posited that people's cognitions and affect

‘blayed a major role in shaplng the env1ronment It would

| appear that researchers have yet to comprehensxvely
determine and agree to the role of cognitions 1n changlng
and maintaining human behavior.

One ot'the principle catalysts behind the mévement of
the Cognitive‘Behavior"quification strategy of S.I.T. was
Dr. D. Meichenbaum (Meichehbaum, 1977);’This feéeargﬁer
maintained thaf the theoretical foundations of this
'intervention strategy were based upon social learning theory
(Bandura,‘1969)band the work of Soviet psychologists (Luria,
1959, 1961; Vygotsky, 1962). “ |

Social Learning Theory. |

A significant force in'the'swing towards cogniti§e
constructs in'behaviorismwwas fhe theoretical framework
. whfch resulted from the work of ‘Bandura (1969) This
researcher coined the phrase "reciprocal determ1nlsm" whxch

emphasized that there was a complex and continuous
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-interection between the organlsm and 'its environment. The'
individual was no lonéerdconsidered a passive product of
his/her en?ironmental.lnfluence, but as-an active
participant in his/her own complex development. |

| The overall influence of cognitive processes did not
cease here A ﬁroposal for the effective treatment of‘covert
events through operant principles was presented by Homme -
(1965). He assumed that covert events could be v1ewed as
responses and because of this, expla1ned how these responses
could be changed. Private events were termed "coverants"
which was a contraction of the constructs covert and |
operants. It vas. maintained thet a technology of controlling
‘coverants needed not to be impeded by the problems of
détect1ng responses or of 1dent1fy1ng reinforcers whxch
followed thelr occurrence. These would be readlly detected
by the 1nd1v1dual who exper1enced the coverant. All that
rema1ned was the 1dent1f1cat10n of the consequences which
followed: the event Homme s (1965) research’1mp11ed that
internal or pr1vate events could first be- identified by the
individual and secondly used to control behav1or.

Add1txonal research by Kanfer and Phillips (1970) and
Mahoney and Thoresen (1974) emph/slzed that self- requlatory
processes had a 51gN1f1cant influence upon human behavior,
The support.forfself-control techn1ques in behav:or change
presented an alternative position from that of the radical
behaviorists-philosophy}of'external environmental

determinism,

3
A
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Research in self-control which focused upon children's
self~madiated cognitive strategies was incteasing.4 anfer
Iland Phillips (1970)‘demonstrated the importantrole?of |
children's cognitive strategies in enhancing self—control on
such tasks'asbdelay_of gratification and reeistance to
temptetien. An‘asspciated influence wasnthe‘reseerch'on
~verbal mediation;{Learning‘to use task appropriate vetbal‘
mediatots waé'viewed’as inupring}the4§eparate phaseszef
-EOmprehension (Bem, 1971), production (Flavell, Beach and
Chinsky, 1966), and mediation (Reese, 1962). These |
researchers believed that children failed to gain
éelf-eonttoi of their behavior‘when a mediating phase was
defieient’ Consequently because of this purported med1at1on
"def1c1ency," a tralnlng program de51gnfdvto improve task
performance and'engender self-control for impuleive
c'hi;ldr'en, would require e‘xplicit' training intkhe
.cenprehension of the task,vthe EpontaneOUS'production'ofv'
med1ators and the use of such med1ators to control behav1or.

These procedures would be cr1t1cal to the 1mp1ementat10n of

'a §.1.T. program for impulsive children,

Soviet ésychology |
The 1mpact of Soviet psychology upon the development of
VS I.T. . was extremely significant. Based upon a number of
studies_demonstrating how language 1nfluenced the childfs
abiiity’to control hié/her’behavior in bulb43queeiing tasks,

Luria (1959, 1961) described a three stage process which
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| explalned how the Chlld eventually used verbalizations to
-?control hls/her behav1or. Durlng the flrst ‘stage, the ch11d
0-2 years of age had his/her behavior influericed by his/her
‘environment and past.experiences. Therefore, neither
external speech nor the chifd's own speech could produce
controlled responses.»Between the ages of 3 to 4, the Chlld
entered the second stage. Vygotsky (1962) used ‘the term
functional reorganization to descrlbe th;s period vhen the
'child's overt language began.to*COntrol his/her motor - |
"behaviors; Through the perlodlﬁromv4'to 6 years the child
progressed todthe_flnal~stage. This‘period ua5~distinguished
from stagejz (Luria,v1959) as‘thefdirective role of speech
‘which ‘incorporated the semanfﬁc aspect of speech and this
aspect became domlnant As Lur1a (1961) stated, "the
' regulat1ng functlon was stead1ly transferred from the
‘1mpulse 51de of speech to the analyt1c system of electlve
s1gn1f1cat1ve connexions whlch were. prodUCed by speech"
(p59). Subsequently, words were responded to as a functlon
of meanlng rather than as a. supplementary physical st1mu1us
as. was the case in the_second stage of development, of
»‘particUlar,importance during the final stage was the
'transference from overt speech to covert speechgwhich‘served
“as the hlghest form of 1ntellectual speech that the child
v;developed Some speculatlon exists as to the regulatory role

-of speech Accord1ng to review of the l1terature by

Pressley (1979) replzcatlons of Lur1a s (1959, 1961) studies

were not always conf1rmed by North Amerlcan researchers
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°

causing one to agree with his concluding comment"that
add1t1ona1 research was needed to establlsh the regulatory
role of self- verba11zat10ns and control of motor behav1or.'

Acknowledglng that self verbalzzatzons were cr1t1cal to
the S. I T. parad1gm, the Soviet's p051t10n regardzng the |
relatlonshlp between language, thought and speech should be
'understood.'Flrst, language;as speech-represented a form of
‘cognition (Meichenbaum,g1976), just as memory was a form of
cognition. According to Vygotsky (1962), speaking and ’
thinking'developed as two aeparate or parallel processes
which became interrelated when a word or element of the
~speaking,system became aésociated with an element_of the
thinking systemr}The interreiationship ofrthese two
processea was'hYpothesized~to yield a third proceas,
language. - | |

Two prominent $oviet'psychologiSts? Luria (1959).- and
Vygotsky.(1962)Astated that there were two processes which
" enabled man‘to.employ language. The overt process entailed
~ the external berbaiization of language while covert'speech
was cons1dered to be overt speech that had gone |

underground“ Vygotsky (1962) believed that as egocentric

.speech went underground 1t became abbreviated and eventually
losf/YEE\structural S1m11ar1ty from the soc1al speeéh
practlced Once the 1nd1v1dua1 had functloned for a
considerable amount of t1me at the 1ntrapsycholog1cal plane
-(self-regulatory funct1on) on a task,.hzs/her egocentric

s

~ speech (private'ep;ech),would not be evident.
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Altering Cognxtxve Structure

Accordlng to Mahoney (1974) and Melchenbaum (1977), the
utilization of an internal dialogue has the signiilcant.
effect of altering the individual's cognitive structure.4
Meichenbaum (i977) expiained that what the pereon verbalized
to himseif/herself about experiencedbbenaviors determined
whether“hg/she accepted the results os.eviaence'which‘could
thenralter his/her beliefs or cognitive structure. A
-person's statements prouided an expiénetion of how the
internal dlalogue could be 1nfluenced and adjusted to fit
the person s cogn1t1ve structure Sokolov (1972) regterated
~ the importance ‘of the individual' s'system of beliefs as they
gave'rise to a par(icular“Set<of self-etatemente whioh
ebecome'part of a meaning system. He believed that, when
altering behaviore, 1n addition to con51der1ng the person s
1nternal dlalogue, it was.necessary to estab11sh how the
inner speech f1t w1th1n the 1nd1v1dual s cogn1t1ve
‘structure. Subsequently, during the tra1n1ng program it
would be'critioéirto not,only_underStand how the studenFQ{
self-verbelizations influenced their‘impuleiie behavior but
aiso‘;heir oognitiVe structure. '~
Zone of.Proximal Deueiopment -

S of add1t10nal 1mportance to the explanatlon of how the

chzld gaxned control of motor behav1or, was the 1mpact that. .

the tran51t1on from other to self- regulat1on had for helping

4the ch11d to funct1on at h1s/her ultlmate level Vygotsky
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| (1978) established'that there were two developmental levels.
One was the child's actual developmental level This level
represented the extent to which the ch1ld s mental functlons
had been establlshed as a result of certain already’ B
completed developmental cycles. The second developmental
level was the ch1ld S potent1al development which reflected
the.level ach1eved through adult gu1dance or collaboratlon-
with more capahle peers;’Therefore,dtheezone'of proxlmal
development subsUmed'thexdifference between these two levels
of develbpmentQ‘Because of this zone;'children could be

%taught a variety of tasks that exceeded their own exh1b1ted

capabilities. This theoretlcal prrnc1ple offered an added

”fpr exam1n1ng the cogn1t1ve style of chlldren
}that children became more reflect1ve as they ‘
;ses one to hypothes1ze that by acceptlng that thev»
5ox1mal development exlsted one could teach not
~:e chlldren ‘who were 1mpu151ve for thelr age to‘
ii'.ore reflective but poss1bly teach those ch11dren‘who\
1jlect1ve for the1r age to become even more \
?;ve. In a prel1m1nary study by the author this has |
und to happen (McM1llan & Janzen in press) |

1‘;5 &ynamlc approach to learn1ng has had s1gn1f1cant
1mp11cat1ons for the d1agnos1s of learn1ng dlsab1l1t1es, and
‘the desngn of remedial programs (Ste1nberg, 1981)
eSpecxallsts were 1nterested in the chilg’ 'S potentxal to
learn a5~opposed to hxs/her exh1b1ted completed stage,ofﬁ

develo :

';,Kreureﬁstelhf(1979)»helleved that through;



med}ated strategiesiof intervention ”theichild;s'cognitive
repert01re could be modlf1ed Therefore tra1n1ng programs
today focus not only ‘upon teach1ng chzldren the necessary
1 sk:lls to COmplete thejtask but‘1ncorporatevnetacogn1t1vev
training strategies (Meichenbaum & Asarnow, 197;) which
"»could teach ch1ldreh how to learn. Me1chenbaum (1980a)
‘malntalned that this shift in tra1n1ng was cr1t1cal to the
oevelopment of a‘succeeeful S.I.T. program
Therefore,xlf -one was to teach chlldren to become more}n
reflect1ve, thls objectlve’could be more readlly atta1ned by
vunderstandlng that the child's potent1al level of
_performance conld be reached through the gu1dance f'adults
~and/or more.competent peere)who prov1de the chzld wzth an
example of the skzlls necessary as. well as knowledge‘
- (metacogn1t1ve tra1n1ng) about how to learn.;
Self 1nstructlonal tra1n1n@ was an 1nterventxon et;ategy

wh1ch 1ncorporated these theoretlcal pr1nc1p1es when

lalterlng the behav1or of ch11dren. S N

juetacogn1t10n ‘ ’
. The understand1ng and 1ncorporat1on of -etacogn1t1on to
the realm of cogn1t1ve behavloral/treatment strateg1es has
gbeen cr1t1ca1. Me1chenbaum (1980b) descr1bed metacognztzons

as be1ng overt cogn1t1ons about cogn1t1ons or the executzve-

27

_dec1s1on maklng processes in whlch ‘the 1ndlv1dua1 must both 11m§

- carry out cogn1t1ve operatlons and. oversee hls or. her own

""progress (p 85) The s1gn1f1cance of metacognzt;ons to
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understanding those children who enjoyed acadenmic sUceess
and those who d1d not had been ‘alluded to by Nagle ‘and
:'Thwazte (1979) They belleved that normal and 1earn1ng

_disabled'students dlffered not so much because they. were

: ,1mpuls1ve duye to d1fferences in the latency perlod to the1r

'response to questxons but as a result of fa111ng to employ

‘ strkateglc ‘problem solvmﬂ approaches. In other vords the1r A.

1nab111ty to know how to learn played a cr1t1cal role in-

their ab111ty.to learn.-Me1chenbaum (1980a) asserted that

‘whlle cogn1t1ve behaV1or mod1£1cat1on c11n1c1ans worked at

'teach1ng chlldren how to use cogn1t1ve strategles to obta1n
elf—control, research in memory (KreutZer, Leonard and

| Flavell v1975), attentlonal processes (Mlller'and B1gx,.
11979),,read1ng (Meyers and Par:s, 1978) and self control

pf(Mischel M1sche1 and Hood 1978) ‘had been ver1£y1ng the

‘1mportance of metacogn1txons. In prev1ous attempts at

: 7ut111z1ng S. I T. (Melchenbaum and Goodman, 1971)

'1mp1ementatlon of metacogn1t1ons was not emphasxzed w1th1n
the tra1n1ng program and subsequently many studles (Camp and”n
'_assoc;ates ' 1937 Coates,ﬂ1979 Eastman and Rasbury, 1981°'>

o : L : o
Genshaft andeirt, 1979 Me1chenbaum and Goodman, 1971) dld

mfnot demonstratergeneraklzat;on of treatment effects,:
nsimilarly, inythe area of instruction} Belmont and
' Butterfleld (1977) rev1ewed 114 stud1es§wh1ch 1nvolved ‘the

use of cognltzve 1nstruct10n whlch fazled to 1nd1cate

,generalxzed results On the other hand Belmont Butterf1eld_'_:

bf and Fenettl,(1981) rev;ewedas1xrstud1es anOlVIQtaQacthgv'd

.
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executive cognitive skills that resulted in a transfer of
treatment effects. Because of these successes, Meichenbaum -
(1?80a) proposed ten soggestions for how one could teach

thinking to enhance generalization of treatment effects.

- These recommendations have been ihcorporated within the

classroom §.I.T. program designed by the researcher for the

?

purpose of this study.
D. Self-insfructionai Training
E Upon incorporating and inteE;ating previous‘researchﬂ
Meichenbaum and Goodﬁan”(197r) developed.a training program
to teach children how to become more reflective. The basic
training procedures of this program have remained, with a
shift in emohasis emerging as research findings dictated.
The initial training program consisted of three components
which iholuded, 1) teaching the child a stfategy, 2) using
g%elf-ihstructions (self-verbalizetiohs) to guide his/her
behavior,and lestly, 3)}cognitive modeling. g
The strategy component of the program in@éﬁ§ed the
child self—verbalizing to himself/herself a series of
questxons which formed the procedure by whxch the Chlld
solved the problem. The questxons asked by the child in the
Meichenbaum and’ Goodman (1971) study to control impulsive
ch1ldren centered upon 1) defining the problem, 2) focu51ng

attentxon and response guidance, 3) self-reinforcement and

4) self—evafuatxve, coping skills and error cW@rrecting

 options (Meichenbaum, 1977, p. 32).

{J
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)

In addition to self-verbalizing these questions, the
Ehild learned from observing‘tﬁelmodel how to‘ﬁse
self;verbalizations to guide and control his/her behavior.
Thus the child learned how to ask questiong about the nature:
and demands of the tésk, to answer these qﬁestions, to use
self-instructions as a form of self-guidance and lastly to
use Sélf~reinforcement (Meichenbaum and-Goodman, 19715.

The following dialogue serves as an example of how a
child would use self-instructional training to correctly
complete a match to sample task. In fhis example, the"child
was attempting to find the one aifplaﬁe from 6 alternatives
which matched the standard. |

"q,x., whaf.is it,that I have to do? You want me to
piék the picture of the one airplahe, from these six
airplanes, that looks just like the one at the top.
I will_have to go s%pwly and carefully. Now, I will
'vbegin by lopking Qtﬁzng portion of the plane from
the top and comparing it to the six on the bottom.
Hey, that's a great way to do this. I1'1l start by
counting 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 o;;,
'but.ﬁhis plane 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 engines. Whoops, I made a.

mistake, This last plane doesn't have four engines.

Making‘q,mistake is all right because I can go back

i



and correct it. Remember, if I go slowly and look et
each plane carefully, I won't make any mista;es."
Through the process of elimination thiS-prooedure is
continued until the child finds the plane that matches the
bne et the top. At this time these summary self—instructions
could be verbalized completxng the cognitive modellng
procedure 4 S - F;
"There, I did it, I found thexplane‘that looked just ‘
like t%e one at the top. I did ,good_job. I wonoerk”
what 1 could do next time to help me do better. Oh,

.1 know, The/next time-1°' ll cross out the plctures

—

aren't the same as the a1rplane at the top
.This will help me remember which planes are

digﬁerent;" |

Cognitive modeling uas the technique used to teach the
child\how to'effectively employ the strategy through
“self verballzatlon. The follow1ng six steps comprised the
‘cognltlve modellng procedures.

Y\

ﬁSTEP 1: Once the Chlld was familiar with the important T
: COmpo‘;hts of rhe strategy, fhe trainer modeled, verbalizing
overtly how to use the strategy to complete the task.

'STEP 2: The child performed theftask'while the eiperimenter
ﬁvinstruc;ed the child overtly.

'STEP 3‘§The -.child then repeated the experimenter's

1nstruct1ons overtly while dozng the task.

STEP 4: The Chlld performed the task hlmself/herself u51ng

‘his own self instructions to guide' hlS behav1or.



- STEP 5: The subject performed the task whispering the
self-guidance instructions softly.

STEP 6: The child engaged the task using covert

self- 1nstruct10ns.

The progression from one step in‘the training oackage
to the next vas determined when the subject had successfolly:
completed the required procedure. When necessary, the
trainer returned to step one if a child'was continuing to
make errors. As soon as the subject had successfully
completed the training seguence for the designed task, the -
entire process was repeated with the assigning of a new
task Each successive task 1ncreased in its rate of
dlfflculty as the training session progressed

" The aforement10ned 1nformat1on prov1ded examples of the
three components of a self 1nstruct10nal tra1n1ng program. g
Upon ach1ev1ng this, a more comprehensive understandlng of

these three components was obtalned through a review of the

11terature.\

Cogniti%etnodeling
A salient component of the S.I.T.;paradigm was the
technique in.which the strategy'was taught. Meichenbaumm
advocated cognitive modeling procedures}which focnsed upon
vmodeling cognitions to tﬁe.child. More specificaliy,
cognitive modellng accord1ng to Melchenbaum and Asarnowi-
(1979) 1nvolved the mode11ng of cogn1t1ve strateg1es,

critical thxnklng processes and cop1ng self- statements

£
B
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required for t{e completion of a task. It was their
centention ehat it should not be'equated with mimicry er
superficial imitation but rather invoiVed an active
component Qhereby the child helped by 1) analyzing his or
her own cognitions, 25 conttibuting to the model package,
and 3) reacting to the model.

It had been establ1shed in the llterature that the
; strategy of modeling a reflectlve cogn1t1ve style could be
effective in helping 1mpu151ve_ch;ldren become more
feflective (Denny, 1972; Ridberg, Parke & Hetherington,
1971)< Recognizing thet a modeling procedure could
succeesfully reQUCe impulsivity, what advantages would there
be'to'using coghitive modeling? Meichenbaum and Goodman
,(1971) combzned modeling with a cognltlve self guidance
.strategy to investigate its effect upen problem-solving. of
1mpu151ve second graders. They found that covert\mode11ng
" (modeling plus a cognitive self- gULdance strateg?) was more
.effective than a "modeling alone" group. In addition, a
. secondary component of thiS‘study‘indicated that a gfoup qf
impulsive chiid:en who utilized coghitive modeliﬁg plus
self;instructibns performed superior to the cognitive
modeling §roup. Furthermore, a review of the literature on
"social problem solv1ng by Urbain and Kendall (1980) reported
" that observat1ona1 learning (modeling) did not produce as
. s1gn1£1cant a degree of change as did those studies which
. incorporeted botﬁ_modeling and behavioral fehearsal. The.

'child in a S.I.T. program did enjoy the added edvantage of
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{ehearsing botﬁ’overtly and covertly the. strategy modeled by
the trainer.
\

Self-instructions

Another signﬁficant component withih the
-self-instructional.tra@ning program was the utilization of
| self-instructions by the child., A ﬁuestion of paramount'
‘concern for researchers.wagy What role‘did seif-instructions
play in the treatmenf program?lFifstiy, the impléﬁentation
of sélf-inst:uctions encouféged the student to engage in av
“thinKing-strategy which he/she might'not have previousi§
used or were unable tb use. Meichénbaqm (1974) coined the
phr%se fcogﬁitiQe pfosfﬁesis" in reference to the fact that
these self-insttuctioné'équld facilitate the individualfs
performance. In additioﬁr'they could change behaviof as well
as serve as a reminder to the child to'use‘the mediatiﬁn
skills that he/she had learned (Meichenbaum and Asarnow,
1979). The use of sekf—instructions had not always had
positive affects according to Toner (1981). His reseérch
indicaféd‘that children will use self-verbalizations but the
content as well as the strategy implemented by ‘the child‘to
acﬂieve‘success on a task were somet imes inappropfiate.
‘However, Meichenbaum (1980c) asserted that .these
inappropriate statements served an important function as
they pfovfaed the_tr;;nér with valuable information as to
the child's cognjﬁioés and metacognitions. ‘The trajner was

-~

now able to ascertain the problem and appropriate changes

e .
L

»
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could be'made-througﬁﬁcognitive modeiing.

Caution must be exercised by trainers who force
subjects to employ self-questioning?procedures as this can
result. in'a decrease in performanée>if this

self- verbalxzatlon 1nterrupts the automat1c proce551ng of

the ch1ld (Hail 1980) Central to this problem was research o

by Denny and\Turner (1979), and, Ridberg and assoc1ates
(1971) who found that once a child had mastered a task and

\
progressed to the c0vert stages of self- verbal1zatlon, a .

reversal™pack™ to overt self- verbal1zat1ons when completing a
re

task resu‘ted in a decrement 1n performance Subsequently,

researcho&s should avoid forcing, SUbjects to overtly

self- veﬁhallze whlle complet1ng tasks whlch have been

dwémastereq and covert speech been’ utlllzed
-

B

N
N

" In/add1t1on to the varzable of task prof1c1ency, the
chlld{S age served as an intervening factor as to whether
success through sehf—uerballzat1on would be obtained. Q
Developmentally, the child 1n1t;ally used overt | |
verbalizations to guide h1s/her behav1or prxor to ad;anc1ng

to covert self- verbal1zat1on. Younger children exhibited a

super1or performance when u51ng overt verbalization, while

~older chlldren would experience a decrease in performance.

The child's level of intellectual functioning
influenced the type of self-verbalizations used. Ridberg and

associates (1971) found that grade four children with high

‘intellectual quotients did not benefit as much from overt

\L ’ "
verbal cues as did low level subjects because the more
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intellectually advénced'ehildren utilized speech more
, frequently. |

Another important factor to be remembered by
prectitioners accoiding to Karoly and Dirks(19775 was that
the child's self-verbalizations must precede the task at
hand fathef tﬁen follow if self-control was to be maximized.

‘The‘training seqﬁence used to teach self-verbalization
had an influence on the amount of regﬁlatory control
exhibited. Fry and Preston (1979) demons;raeed that the
oyere to‘covert training procedures were more effective than
_training in eithe; overt or covert self—verbalizetions ih
maintaining resistance to temptation. Tﬂey also established
that children who self-vefbalized freguently, achieved
gg;eatef success as compared to those children who seldom
used self-verbalizations to control their behavior. In an
_independent study, ny (1978)‘reported that high
self-verbalizers verbaiized longer achieving greater
resistance to temptatlon. The, quantlty of pr1vate speech
- also tended to 1ncrease depend1ng upon the difficulty of the
task (Murray, 1979)

Independent of the factor of quantlty, the quallty of
" self- verbalizations used dlffered among 1nd1v1duals.~
Impulsive :hlldren tended to use more 1mmatu;e speech when -
'compared te aggressive chiidren'(Camp, 1977). Aithougﬂ Camb
(1977) found that aggressxve boys used covert ‘speech, the
qualxty was 1mmature and nonfunct1éna1 w1th regards to

:
gaining regulatory control of behav1or.
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Research on resiétancé'tq temptation‘with young
children ¢oﬁtribuﬁed valuable information in regards to the
‘content of the seif-verbalizatioﬁs used to enhance
' self-contfol. Mishel-and Patteison (1976) found'that
temptation inhibiting responses and newardforiented
verbaiizations improved self-contfol, whereés(.
self-berbalizations‘diverting the child to focus attention‘_
on the task to be avéidea, had negligible effects. Hartig
and Kanfer (1973) established that irrelevant.inhibito:y
seif;verbalizations were not as\effective as positive
vefbalizations, negative verbalizatidns‘and verbalized
instructioﬁs not to touch a toy. Lastly, Toner and Smith
(1977) maintained thatbhaving children verbalize the
goodﬂeés of waitingﬁresulted in better self-control,
waever, in this stddy,.irrelevant verbalizations'alsofwere
effective in deléying gratification. Upon completing a
review of this literéture, Prgésley (1979) reported that
inétructions to verbalize a te%ptation inhibiting plan to be
most effective. Therefore, fo; the purpose of this
researcher's classroom training program, the |
self-verbaiization of positive, rewarding and relevant
-étatements.to work in a reflective manner should engender
greater self-control, reducing impulsive behaviors.

Success of the ttaininé program was also contingent
upon the trainer eﬂsuring fhat the child utilized the -
appropriate self-verbalizations which would then serve to

enhance rather than prohibit performance. If the child
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- experienced problems employing the more Sophisticated covert

self-instructions, the trainer encouraged the.child 'to

return to overt self-instructions (Kendall and\ﬁroox,\\‘;‘;n.
1980). Th1s served the two-fold purpose of prov1d1ng 1ns1ght
into the nature of the self verballzatzons qelng used as
well as permitted the Chlld an opportunlty to gain greater
skill prof1c1ency beforeeadvanc1ng to the more progressive
stage of covert self—Verbalizations;‘ . | | |

The self-verbalizations expressed‘by tﬁe\fhild serVed
another significant function w1th1n the treatment strategy
That was, throug; the self- questlonlng process, the ch11d
used his/her self- verbal1zat1ogs to_self mon;tor,
self-evaluate and self-reinforce his/her performance while
completing the task. These self-control techniques were.
critical in‘aasisting the child to not only improve his/her
performance but ultimately achieve the optimal goal of.
bringing his/her impulsive behaviors under his/her immediate
control, ‘

In summation, when attemptlng to 1mp1ement as. I T.
program, it was 1mperat1ve that the c11n1c1an remain
cognizant of the 1nfluence of the child's age, level of
intelligence, and degree of task d1£f1culty, on the type of
self verballzatxons used In addition to these factors, theié

c11n1c1an had to monitor the quantity, quality, content and
L e |
‘modes of self-verbalizations being used by the child in

order :to facilitate their regulartory control of behavior.



Develop1ng a Strategy

Once the child had been taught how to use
: self-1nstruct1ons, it was 1mportant that these
'self verbalizations be organlzed 1nto a meanlngful strategy.
McK1nney and Haskins (1980) ma1nta1ned that competent
elementary school ch1ldrenudevelopedwa plan which allowed»y
them to-gather and process information in a systematic
manner which thereby 1ncreased the likelihood of them
exper1enc1ng success. If 1mpuls1ve chlldren ut111zed a plan
‘when completing their school work, they too could benefit..
‘Accordlng to Me1chenbaum (1980c), the implementation ofva'
strategy for completlng school work ;ould lead to greater
‘transfer of %ucceSs across;dxfferent tasks, situations and
subjects.mEstablishing a rationale 1ed¥to'the:child :
acquiring a cognitive struoture'whiCh served to enhance the
child's self-épntrol (Pressley:'1979); ImplementingnaV
strategy for impulsive children also served to increase the
child's pertormance‘(Reid & Hresko, 1981) as this caused the
child to refleet and organize his/her oehavior, thus serving
theAadditiOnal adyantage of improving nis/her focus of &
atfention. - ‘ .

Pressley (19755 and later Schleser, Meyers and cOhen
(1981) cautloned that in order for th1s plan to be
effective, 1tfmust be congruent with the child's cognitiye
development.lln :odition, the efficacy of S.I.T. would be
»'enhancea(Reid,& Hresko,_1981) once the child had knouiedge

of what, when and how to apply the strategy. Moreover,

st
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Bc) asserted that the child had to be
knowledge} fo how to adjust the strategy to nev
b fsvggestions were critical‘to remember when

”ffinstrUCtional training program for

f-tlon, a self 1nstruct10na1 training program
’invoiv; ¥fch1ng a Chlld a strategy or plan as to how to
5ﬁstruct1ons to help control_and'gu1de his/her

_ Tféhese self—inStructions also inébfpora£ed the
child en; éjng in selffmonitoring,'Seif-assessqent and
Self*reih?ﬁ:cement procedﬁfes while hé/she compieted the
‘taék. The procedure used to ‘teach self- 1nstruct10nal
training t 'wbese chlldren vas cogn1t1ve model1ng

E. Review,,' (S;I{T;) Studies .

Individuai és»G:oup‘Application' o

e

Research in the area of séif—instfu;tional ﬁ;SThing js»
sﬁill in its‘infancyigs this iﬁtervéntioh strategy has bnly
begun to gain recognition ffdﬁ clinicians, éduéators, sbcial
workers and psychologlsts dur1ng the past. decade. Previous
research has empha51zed 1n61V1dual self 1nstruct1ona1
traln1ng prpgrams‘(Bornsteln & Quev;llan, 1976; Camp and
associates v 1977;'Génshaft & Hirt; 1979; ﬁéndall & Finch,
3§78; kendall & Wilcox, 1980} Keichenbaﬁh'& Gopdman; 1971;
_Nelson'&~Birkimer, 1978; PafriSh‘& Erickson, 1981; Ridberg

and asSociates , 1971; & Robin andjassociétes , 1975) due to
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the expressed advantage (Meichenbaunm, 1977) of providing
»1nd1v1dually tailored programs for each child. |

Some studles (Coates, 1979; Egeland, 1974; Kendall &
Zupan, 1981; Snyder & White, 1979) involved training
‘children in small groups withvone or two~trainers»working
with each group In a recent study, Coats (1979) tralned
chlldren who were unable to control thelr dlsruptxve
1behav1or (in groups of 4) for elght 1/2 hour sessions. The
cogn1t1ve self- 1nstruct10nal group s performance d1d not
demonstrate sﬁgnxflcant but. rather small 1mprovements when
compared to a control group However, a more recent study by
Kendall and Zupan(1981) compared the performance of a group
S.I.T. program to a group non- spec1f1c program (control
v‘group) and a S I T program wh1ch tra1ned subjects-
individually. Although all three treatment cond1t1ons
lvexhlblted 1mproved performances on (M F. F ) test, Means End
: Problem Solv1ng, and_a self-controlArat1ng}scale, the group
S.1.T. and'tne individual S.I.T.uéiograms vere more
effectivevthanrthe attention contrdi{group Therefore;
ach1ev1ng 1mproved levels of self- control in a group
traxnlng program offered optlmlsm for future stud1es.

The promlse for developzng group tra1n1ng programs’

@

became. even greater upon re%1ew1ng other studles wh1ch
reported some treatment efflékcy. Egeland (1974) used
‘co theraplsts to train 1mpuls1ve ch11dren 1n groups of four
to employ more. effectlve scann:ng strategles. Rnother study

fby Snyder and Whlte (1979) 1nvolved tra1n1ng behav1orally
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diSturbed children in'groups”of five. Despite some treatment
| eff1cacy be1ng demonstrated by group s I T. programs, the
evidence was marg1nal~»Th1s expla1ned why Genshaft and H1rts
1'(1979) recommended that ‘the effects of group traxnxng |

: programs requ1red further 1nvest1gat1on. Because research
ev1dence was almost non- exlstent regardlng the eff1c1ency ofua
¢c1assroom tra1n1ng programs, an even greater amount of
speculatlon ex1sted as to whether self 1nstructlonal
tra1n1ng could be effect1ve1y 1mplemented w1th a classroom
of ch1ldren.: | | | o

. Advantages of Group Training’ ‘
The 1mp1ementat1on of a group (S.I.T.) program was
believed to: offer a number ‘of advantages to treatment

sveffzcacy Henker, Whalen and - Hlnshaw (1980) were so

1,‘conv1nced of the advantages of uszng groups when attemptlng

to employ cogn1t1ve tra1n1ng programs that they tralned
.-students in. trlads. These researchers bel1eved that the | ,
spec1f1c advantages of groups 1ncluded @f::hé 1nfluence of
‘peer monltorzng, 2) the opportunxty through 1nteractxon of B
vobserv1ng the attrxbutes of other group members, and lastlyspp,
| 3) the benef1ts from the promptlng o} peers and azner
"wh1ch help to 1ncrease self control as’ ‘the child takes
-personal control and respons1b111ty for behav1or.‘.%'~ff
“ In:add;t1on Keogh and Glover (1980) commented that there :f“h
- wasmgx‘zpill over" effect of ‘the treated subjects wh1ch for:

.thxs part1cu1ar study would fac111tate each student
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acquiring a more reflective cognitive style from his peers.
Acknowledging as Pfessleya(1979) did in his review of
increasing self-control through cognitive ihtérbentions,
that having a child serve as a self-control model for
anothe; child "produced ihcrgases in the model's subsequent
self;control when.later confronted with temptations"
(p. 338), The modeling of self-verbalizations by peers mlght
offer a more effective way to 1ntroduce the use of
self-verballzat1ons:than by 51mply 1n§truct1ng the child to
do so. Peer modelinéialso_served the additional advantage of
children learning to utilize the appropriaée |
self-instructions and strategies.USed by their more
successful, reflective peers. Lastly, because in this study
the classroom training/program approximéted the setting in
- which genéralization was desired, treatmenﬁ effects should
‘generalize -to the regular classroom mére readily. Thus thé
advantages qf é group tfaining brogram make it a promising
variable to incorporate within the intervention strategy of
self-instructional training, |
Recognizing that to date there had been a minimal
amount of_rgsea:qh published attestihg to the efficacy of
classroom self-instructional training programs and that the
training of children in groups offers a number ‘of
advantages;’an objective of this research §%0dy,was to
determine if a classroom S.1.T. program could be effectiVew

in reducing the impulsive behavior of grade two students.



ClassroomIS‘I.T. Programs

Because -the development of a classroom S.1.T. program
vas critical to the focdspof this study, a brief discussion
of classroom training programa for elementarydschool
children was.valuabla. Firstly, the implementation of
classroom training programs for elementary school ch11dren
was not a unique experience within elementary educatlon. Two
rather promising programs which had been desiéned to help
elementary school children develop positive selt-concepts
were Developing Underatanding for Self and Others® (DUSO)
(Dinkmeyer & Dinkmeyer, 1982) and Magic Circle (Palomaries &
Bull, 1977). More specific to the purpose of’ this study,
there had been a limited number of individual®
self—instroctional training programs)developed which could
be obtained from the -authors upon request fOr training
purposes. Furthermore, thlS literature 1nd1cated that: only
one program (Bash, Timmreck & Camp, 1980) had been publlshed
for classroom use.

The Camp and aasociatea (1977) program was being
1mplemented within the school system in Denver, Colorado.
Thls program 1ncorporated standard activities which focused
upon teachxégproblem solving and interpersonal problem
solving to elementary aged school children. These aﬁthors
suggested an informal method for evaluating.stddent progre§s/*
within the programr However, to tne best of this author's
knowledge little psychometric evidence existed attesting to

the effieaoy/of the prooram. §ubsequently, this researcher



45

believed that there was a need to not only develop a
self-instructional training progfam for the classroom but
also a need to develop a classroom program designed td teach
impulsive children how to bécbhe more reflective.‘

Prior to developing a S.I.T. training program for -
children, a number of prerequisites should be recbgnizéd. Tq
begin, Copelaqd (1981) pointed out that knpwledge of.the‘
child's cognitive maturity was pertirfent as it &buld
influence the type of self-instructions used within the
treatment program.

Another subject variable to weigh was therchild's
attributional style.’Becausé S.1.T. incorporated teachiné
the child self;control, Cépelahd‘(1981) and Henker, Whalen
and Hinshaw (1980) believed that the child's attributional
style was an important factor to consider as students who
not only saw themselves bUt believed (self-efficacy) that
they could bring about a change in their performance
experienced greater treatment sSuccess. Ah'addiﬁional factor
to consider was that children were not always aware §f their (
own behavior (O'Leary, 1980). Recognition of one's behavior,
_allowed.the student to become aware that a problem existed
which would théh)facil%tate the‘chi;d iﬂ being able to -
identify_the'problem..Lastly, pfibr'to £eaching children

self-instructions, Meichenbaum and Asarnow (1979) suggested

thaf teachers .acquire a metacognitive pérspective to

e
/

//ieaching. More specifically, teachers needed to .be able to

T

- "predict task difficulty, to self-test or monitor the use
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the strategy, adjust the strategj to task demands and make
use of implicit and explicit feedback™ (p.29) if théj vere

to become effective trainers. The aforementioned factors of

' cognitive maturity, attribution style,‘seif-efficacy,

self-awareness and a metacognitive perspective to teaching

become salient variables for the trainer to consider when

providing self-instructional training. a

‘Treatment Strategy

Recognizing that a s;fategy was critical to S.I.T+, a

Q

- Question arose as to whether this strategy should be general

or. specific in nature. Carter, Patterson and Quaseborth

(1979) found in theif research regarding the use of a plaa
to achieve self-control, that grade 2 children could use a
general plan more effect1vely than a detalled plan as .

compared to their younger k1ndergarten peers. Subsequently,

ey

‘ﬁs“they hYPOthe51zed E~9ﬁ the amount of deta1l required in. ‘the.

plan .was coqtlngent upon thg degree of d1Tf1culty the task
presented for the child. O'Leary (1980) maint;ined, if thé:
task to be learned was specific, the plan should be‘aS‘weli.
However, if the target behavior was to bé a’generalized}
skill, tﬁen a general strategy which reqﬁired}the child to
practic‘ this strategy across various tasks and settings was
advant ngus (Schleser, et al., 1981)} Therefore, thé.steps
of the plan could be as general as those employed by '
Meichenbaum and Goodman (1971) but the spec1f1c1ty of the

content used by the ch11d would be contlngent upon the



nature pf the task being taught to the student.

Lloyd (1980) proposed that the individualacompOnents of
the plen be taught separately, not collectively. Another
factor to be considered when developing a strategy for
individuels emerged upon reviewing studies by Kendall and
Wilcox (1980) and Kendall (1977). They suggested that a
conéeptual treatment strategy was superior to'a eoncrete
strategy. Morebver, these researchers beiieved that a
conceptual plan would enhance treatment efficacy. In
Meichenbaum's (1979) opinion the training procedures could
best be conceptualized on a cohtinuum:whereby the content
.and format varied from concrete to aBStract and from
explicit to general didactic. Position‘on the continuugr™vas
determined by the child's cognltlve abilities and th
dlfflculty of the task being undertaken.

According to Meichenbaum and Asarnow (1979) the \
'treatment programs wodld‘be enhanced once the child had .
expliti&%training in the comptehension»of the task, learne
to spontaneously prodece mediators and used such mediators
to guide behavior. O'Leary (1980) recommended that the
trainer must also consider (1) if the target behavior was in
the child'eireperteire, (2) specificity of skill being.
trained, (3) the child's personalocharacteristics and (4)
resources available for teach1ng cognitive skills when
-implementing and developxng an effective strategy.

Establishing that the implementation of a plan would be

" advantageous in teaching children how to gain greater
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self-control; thhs becoming more reflective, .the question
arises as to what should the content of this program
include? Firstly, if the goal of the'prog;am was to teach
children howbto become more reflectivé, it was important .
that these children learn tb.develop a strategy which would
~help them to first slow down their responses_by carefully
identifying, defining and orgahizing fhe information

required fof the successful completion of the task at hand.
Then the child would begin the task of cérrying out his/her
developgd plan‘in.a systematic manner while consistently
engaging in self;monitoring, Self-evaluating and

\
Meiéhenbaum (1980b) advised trainers that the content

self-reinforcing responses.

of the traiging program should.incorpdrate.eﬁecutive _
planning functions. In his obinion, many impulsive children
lacked or d{d not spéntaneously emplby these functions. The
child needed to learn how to make consciou§ reflections
about his/her cognitive abilities and activities that were
concerned with se1f~re§ulatory mechénisms during an on-goihg
attempt to learn or solvg p;oblems. Therefore, to teach a
child how to devise:é plan for solving a problem, Qould not
be sufficient as the child must be éble to analyse and
characterize the éroblem, and reflect about what one knows
or doesn't know tﬁat may be necessary f§r ahsolution; To
achievg this goal, the child must‘feceive metécogniﬁive
training from the tréiner in order to help him/her "1eafh

‘how to learn" (Meichenbaum, 1980b).
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‘Se1f4lhterrogation | |

?HE/;;:;;bafation of executive planning functions
neces%itgted.that hjld engage in self-interrogation
»»skills. This was particularlyutrue for impulsive children.
;éinch_aﬁd Montgomery (1973) estgblished in their research
with reflective and impulsive school age children that
impulsive children did not know what kinds of questions to
ask when aﬁtempting to seek information. Subsequently,

metacognitive training would give them the advantage of

B
&

their reflective peers. .
o The utilization of éelf-interrogation wa{ critical to

‘achieving optimal treatment gffe;ts for othef reasons as
"well. Within this self-interrogat{on process, the c?ild

| cbuld belenCOU{aged to self-monito; his/he} behavior. A
number of studies withih the literaturé attqsted to the
advantages of incorporéting alsélf—monitoring procedﬁre
‘wiﬁhin the treatment strategy which is of value for a S.I.T.
program. Of particular interest was a study by Hallahan,
Kosiewicz,:My;Pn, Kauffman and Graves (1979). These

' researchers démonstrated that havihg a child self-monitor
whether he/she was remaining on task increased on—taék
behavior and contributed to increased academic performance,
Although some‘self4instructional programs iﬁcorporated A :
- self-interrogatioﬁ procedures, formal strategies for
self-monitoring behévio;s’had not been utilized. Hence,
incotporating a self-ma%inering procedure to determine if‘

'students_were using a s%rategy within a classroom

-/
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’self-instruégional training program should not only

, NG
contribute to increasing the likelihood of the children
utilizing thevsFrategy taught but also enhance treatment
efficacy. " | |
| Another advantage of the séif—interrogation process was
that the child could engage in'self-aifessment procedures
which allowed him/hef to assess the:quality or quantity of
his/her behavior. This examinatiqn'not only 1ed to improved
perfqrmancés but to maiﬁtenance of tréatment effects
(O'Leary»and Dubey, 1979). Henker, Whalen, Henshaw (1980)
'malntalned that the self- evaluat1on process also served to
remlnd the child of hls/her personal control over behavaors
and outcomes. |

‘Associatéd with the self-assessment procedures vere thé
self-reinforcement sgatements which incréased the child's
level ofomotivation, thus facilitating the likelihood of
desirable performances being obtained. A-study by Nelson and
Birkimer (1978) indidated that the in;orporation‘of
self-reinforcement statements within a S.I;T. improved
students' performance.

In conclusion, the self-control procedures of
self-monitoring, self-assessment and self-reinforcement all
contributed to the significant goal of_having the child
develop -greater self-control resulting in treatment efficacy

being enhanced.



' Additional Factors to Consider

" Other suggestions haye emerged from previous research
as to how to ehhahce-training effects. Parrish and Erickéon
(1981) believed that having subjects use materials from
their school currleulum facilitated treatment generallzatlon
as these activities were familiar and relevant to their
schpol performance. Generalization acCording to-Schleser et
al; (1981) would also be enhanced by hav1ng the child
manlpulate the content of the strategy. The utilization of
v1sual cues, (Eastman and Rasbury, 1981) as well as the use
of games, (Melchenbaum, 1980b) served to fac111tate the
acquisition of the strategy In addition, Kendallkand Zupan
(1981) advised that self-instractional training programs
.exhibited greater tteatment effects when training had been
extended. Finally, Eastman and Rastury (1981) advocated
incorporating a‘maatery‘test to ensure that the children
have learned the strategy. |

‘.Consolidating and incorporating all of these findings
within a S.I.T. program should serve to produce greater>
treatment effects an@ general1zat10n of treatment across
cognitive tasks. .

Y
. Treatment Efficacy and Generalization
The literature reviewed indicated that researchers

generallytagreed that S.I.T.‘has demonstrated some efficacy
in reducing the impulsive conceptual tempo of children on,

those tasks in which they had been specifically trained

51
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(McKinney and Haskins, 1980). waevet, there was evidence to
suggest that~sqme‘reséarchers-questioned its efficacy as an
interventibn strategy. Hobbs and associates (13980)
judiciously criticizéd-a number of S.I.T. programs for
.demonstrating an increase’in létency But not in performance
as determined by the‘M.F.F. test (Genshaft &‘Hirt 1979; :
Meichenbaum & Goodman 1971). Failure?%b consistently
demonstrate improvea pérformances‘became a significanﬁ’iéSue
as the goals of S.I.T. were not only to slow down the
iﬁpulsive gtudehts'behavfor but also to increase his/her
performance. |
Regardless of whether there were increases in
reflectivity or'not, a large number of studies failed to
achieve generalization of treatment effects across taské and
segtings. A‘study by Eastman and Rasbury‘(1981) emplbygd
S.I.T. proéedures to teachysix children individually;how to
(bécbme more reflective in the classroom. Although components
of the treatment program were incorporatéd within the
children's déily Classroom activifies;‘fhese researchers
weée'unable to demoﬁstrate that the treatment group °
experienced significant inéreaseﬁ in réading performance and
-on-task behavior.kcenshaft and Hirt (1979) obtained'mixed E
results from their research whicﬁ‘attempted to alter the
‘cognitive iempo of sever yeaf old children. Upon completing
a 16 hour training pfogram; the researchers es;ablished that
theSe §reatm;;t.sﬁbjeéts\ﬁid not exhibit a cﬁange in

performancv; the M.F.F. test. However, there was a

AN
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signifitént increasevin their performance on ﬁhe picture
arrangement subtest of thé Wechslefllntelligence'Scale for
: Children Revised'(WISC;R) (Weéhsler, 1974)w
Similarly, the problem of‘generalization of treatment .
effects had been p{esent among the initial studies.
Meichenbauﬁ and Gb6dman (1971) were unable to demohstrate‘a
reduction in érro;s by the treatment group on the M.F.F.
test. Although §ignificaq£ iﬁprovements were obtained by the
treatment group on pre anﬁ posttest measures of tH; Porteus
Maze (Porteus, 1965), significant increases in performance
were also demoﬁstfétedxby the attention control group. These
findings negate the t;eatmeng‘effeéts established by the
S.i.T.’group as the impro#ed'performances could be
attributed to pracﬁi;e éffects. Furthermore, there was no
gene:aliéﬁtion.of treatment effects reportéd through ’
élaséroom observation. This inabilit§~tq bring’abOUE a
change in classroom'behavior was indicgéed by Coat's {(1979)
research. This research implémented a cognitivé
,sélf-inétructionél program with third grade
impulsive-aggressive boys. The results of éhis-study
indicated that the S.I.T. group did not significantly reduce
classroom disruptiveness as measured by on-task. behavior and
the Conner;s‘BéhaQiof‘Ratingchale:(Connofs;'1969).

Maﬁginal gains in generalization of treatmeﬁt effects
vere 6b£ained’in é study by'Camp; Blom;-Hébert and Van
Doornick (1977). They trained}aggressive six to eight

year-old-boys who were impulsive to use self-instructions to—
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solve intellectual and social problems. The treatment

subjects were able to increase their latency period in

situations of responée uncertainty but failed to decrease

the number of errors on (M.F.F.) test. Apart from
establishing significant gains on the Coding subtest of the

W.I1.5.C.-R., non-significant findings were%feported from

" other W. 1's C.-R. subtests, the audltory receptlon subtest

of Illinois Test of Psychollngu1st1c Abilities, (Kirk,

- McCarthy and Kirk, 1968) and the reading test from the Wide

Range Achievement Test (Jastak and Jastak, 1978),
| A recent study by Parrish and Erickson (1981)*with

third grade impulsive children demonstrated that children

who recieved self-instructional training,”improved

performance on a number of tasks compared to an attention

control group. These tasks included a classroom quiz test,

and M.F.F, errors.vsignificant gains:ﬁere reported on four

of the five subtests of the quiz (1 e., language arts, map

and graph readlng, arithmetic and read1ng arts).
part1cu1ar 1mportance was the 1mproved performance in the
nontra1ned ‘sybtests of language arts, and map and graph
reading. The treatment effects of the S. I T. group became
m1n1m1zed upon recognizing that a scann1ng strategy group

also obtained significant 1mprovements on these tasks when

~‘compared to a non-treatment group. Generalization.to

or was not demonstrated for any of the//

k to two teacher rating scales.



55

Ut111z1ng a self- 1nstruct10nal program Kendall and
wllcox (1980) found that 1mpu151ve children who rece1ved a
conceptual tra1n1ng program were rated by teachers to have
exhibited an increase in self control when compared to a

concrete S.I.T. group and a control group Other measures of

treatment effects did not produce positive fand1ngs due to

" the treatment groups. failing to improve their performances.

T

- 1976; Kendall & Finch, 1978; Rendall & Wilcox, 1980)

1

on (M.F.F. ) test errors. and Porteus Q score when compared to:
a control group . . .j B
Some studies have been more successful in obtaining

generalization of treatment effects. In an earlier etudy, :

.Kendall’and'Finch (1978) trained six impulsive-children to

use self 1nstruct10nal tra1n1ng as a means of reducing thelr

impulsive behavior tendencies in the classroom These .

researchers establ1shed that treatment effects generalized

to the children's classroom behavior as measured by a

“teacher rating scale. A research project by Bornstein and

Quenvillani(1976) was able:to increase the on-task behavior-”

of overactive male ‘students within their classroom.

 (Bornstein & Quenvillan, 1978). Similar improyegents in

on-task behavior were'demonstrated by'avprograthOnducted'be
Bryant'and Buod-(1982) with three impuisive“préSchoolers.
Their S 1. T program resulted in the on- task behav1or
1mprov1ng s1gn1f1cant1y for two of the three subjects. All

three subjetts 1mproved the1r accuracy on da;ly“worksheets.

These researchers as well as others (Bornstein & Quenvillan,

Ji
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s
believed thatvthe‘inclusion of(extrinsfc reinforcement
'principles facilitatedvtreatment efficacy and
generalization.' | | | |
| The 51gn1f1cance of 1ncorporat1ng response cost
procedures w1th1n a treatment program was not found to be
cr1t1cal to achzev1ng general1zatdon according - to research
completed by Arnold and Foreland (1978). In thls study,
1mpu151ve chlldren who received a response cost treatment
program 1mprovedvthe1r performance only u;thln the’1mmediate-
setting;cwhile those'subjects within‘the cognitive training-
group changed thelr performance in another sett1ng. It was ,v
significant to note that several studies (Genshaft ayd Hirt,
' 1979 Kendal and Zupan, 1981° Me1chenbaum and Good in, 1971)‘
had reported that a (S.I.T. ) group and a control group

, exposed to 1dent1cal training: mater1als had mana ed to

obtaln generallzat1on of treatment

In summat:on,‘the~ev1dence was inconclus:ve as. to~the
ablﬂlty of self- 1nstruct1onal tra1n1ng programs to :
demonstrate 51gn1f1cant 1mprovements 1n 1mpulS1ve chlldren sJ
performance and generallzatlon of these treatment effects
across tasks and sett1ng Therefore another purpose of thxs
'. research project was to answer the questzon, can regular B
grade 2 students<who rece1ve a classroom-self-znstruct1onali‘
tralnxng program to 1ncrease thelr level of reflect1v1ty

1mprove the1r performance on a number of cégnitxve tasks.

o}



Self-Verbalization
A survey of the literature on cognitive
self-insructional traiping raised another signficant
question. How importaKfI:§} the-ﬁse of self-verbalizations
" within the treatmen r(\,a/ram'f’ Accordlng to research by |
(

Meichenbaum and Go¢dma 1971) a group of children who had

Sglf—instrUCtional aini g plus cognitive modelxng became
/more reflective as‘measure by the M.F.F., test than a group
which receiiéd only cbghitivéigzéeliéé. Bender's (1976)
research suggeSted that the inclusion of self-verbalization
training to bé more effective than just modelihg a cognitive
strgfégy. Additiorial research evidence attesting to the
significance of self-instructions to tHe treatment program
was demonstrated th;ough two doctoral disseftations by
Nelsoh.(19765 and Parrish (1979). According to test
| performances on the (M.F.F.) test, Nelson (1976) concluded
after comparing several treatment groups (i.e., response
cost, verbal self and verbal self'play<re$ponse) that the
self-ihstructionally'trained children exhibited the most
sighificént decreases in impulsivity over fime. Similarly,
Parrish's (1979)_dpctoral dissertation indicated that there
vas greater maintenance of treatment effects for treatment
groups using self-instructions as compared to stra;eéy‘(
. training and an attention control group.

ReSea}éhwhad not always reported the use of
self-instructions to be facilitative. A study by Robin;

-Ormel, O'Leahy (1975) placed 30 kindergarten children in
' L

14
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eithér a self-instruction, direct training or no treatment
group. They found that both the self-ingfruction and direct
training group improved their abilitiés,fo write. However,
their research also indicated that there was no significant
correlation between number of self-instructions made by the
self-instructional group and their performance. Therefore
these authors concluded that they seriously Sbestioned using
selfvlnstruct1ons because of the1r limited practxcallty
Addltlonal uncertalnty regarding the benefit of
self-verbalizations emerged upon considering Eastmaﬁ and
Rasbury's (1981) findings. Teacher observations of children
trained to use self-instructions, indicated\a negative
.correlation between children‘s verbalizations and levels of
on-task behavior and academic performance. | ]

A study By Camp and associates (1977) with aggressive
boys raised uncertainty as éo‘the facilitative effects of
self-instructions being able to maintain functional control
over motof behavior. Camp (1977) found that delinguent boys
were unable to slow down their finger tapping sbeed under
~covert self-verbalization. This problem was identified as‘
being one of a control aeficiency'(xendler, 1972). This
research indicated that it was important to assess the type
and quality of self—verbalizations being used in order that
future self-instructional studies could benefit from

underétanding‘the influence that self-instructional had in

controlling behavior.
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A.numberfof studies which had compared self
instructiohal training to other treatment groupo or control
groups had failed to demonstrate 51gn1f1cant 1mprovements in
performance Kendall and ZUpan (1981) found that teacher
ratings of improved self- control ‘among children who received
self- 1nstructional training 1nd1v1dually or in groups oid
not differ from an attention control group An attention
control group who were exposed to the same training
materials as the self-instructional group‘(Coqtsv 1979)
demonstrated equal ability to reduce classroom ‘
disruptiveness. Brown and Conrad (1982) found that‘aA\ \
attention training group of hype?%ctive children obtained a
significant decrease in errors on the M.F.F. test while the
inhibitory control training group_(similar to Camp angd
associates , 1977) did not. fhese findings would suggest
~that attention 'train‘ingﬂ-may’ be- sufficient to imprbvé-the'
'cognitive performance of hyperactive children.

The significance of utilizing self—instructiohal
training as a treatment strategy becomes questioned upon
recognizing that the modeling:of reflective behavior alone
could reduce the 1mpu151ve behaviors of children (Nagle and
Thwaite, 1979). In attempting to alter the cognitive style
of fourth grade children, Ridberg, Parke and Hetherington
(1971) found thet a model who demonstrated a scanning
_strategy was as?effective as a model who verbalized the
scanning strategy Moreover, the cumulative effects of both

-types of . modelﬁng did not produce an. additive effect.
gl
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Not only was there research evidence quest10n1ng the
significance of usxng self 1nstructlons within an
intervention strategy but there were problems with getting
subjects to self¥verbalize. According to O'Lgary (1980)
lchlldren were often reluctant to self- verbalize the
strategles learned during training sessions within their’
classroom. In addition, Hall (1980) and Lloyd (1980)
cautioned that the use of'self-verbalizationsﬂcould result
in inferior performances when "automaticy" was necessary as
0 opposeé tg;gging réfiéétive. Therefore researchers must
train childr;n to recognize when'to use_self?inétructions in
order that they can enhance performance. | | |

The‘%iorementxoned studlesvcfeated a con51derable
amount of doubt as to the sallence of. self instructions to
the treatment paradlgm These f1ndlngs e;plalned why-Hobbs
and associates (1980), Kendall and Korgeski (1979), O'Leary
and Dubey*«{1979) and Pressley (1979) advocated that future
self-instructional training studies should not only
determine that self- verballzatlons are be1ng used but that
their 1nfluence and - efficacy towards the subject's
:gefformance be determined. Only after researchers begin to
gather this data will trainers be able to determine the
importance of getting children' to use self-instructions .
(Copeland, 1981),

Therefore, a sgcondary purpose of.this'reéearch.projecﬁ

was to determine if those grade 2 students who receive a.

classroom self—insfructional_training program will
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self-report using appropriate self-verbalizations. Another
aim ‘was to see if the performance of those students who
self-report using self-verbalizations will be superior to

the non-self-verb Tigers ‘on a measure of impulsivity,

/



I1I. CHAPTER 3

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT ANb STUDENT TEACHER EVALUATION
The purpose of this study was threefold. Firstly, to develop
and«evaluate a classroom self-instructional training
(S.I.T.) program. Another goal was to assess the abilit; of
this classroom S.I.T. programrto increase the reflectivity
of impulsive and reflective grade 2 studehts. Lastly, this
research determined if a relationship existed between t:hc:se)S
subjects who self-verbaliieé and the degree of reflectivity
demonstrated on a measure of impulsivity. Because the
development and evaluation of a classroom S.I.T. program was
a 51gn1f1cant objective, chapter 3 will outllne the Peter

Parrot program and the procedures for evaluation by students

and teachers.

A. "Peter Parrot" A Classroom S.I.T. Program

- A number of factors had to be considered: when
developihﬁéthe S.I.T. program for grade two students. Thie
program took into consideratien the child's level of
cognitive developmeﬁt. In addition, students'had to be
exposed to a variety of learnipg experiences to ensure that
the program being learned woul%\geﬂeralize across tasks.
These learhing experiences needed'tgkgncorporate activities
which would motivate the student to le;rn. Prograﬁ
objectiye§ were identified and_defineé-ih order that there

- would be a comprehensive-understanding of what was to be

learned. Another - factor worthy of consideration in this
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(SrI.T;) program was that the student had to~learn that not
only can he/she influence the outcome of hxs/her behaviors
but also belleve that he/she would be successful
(self-efflcacyivin becoming more reflective. In addition,
effective S.1.T. programs had to provide opportunltles for
the student to receive evaluative feedback as to his/her
performance . Lastly, and of p;;ticular,relevance to grade 2
teachers in Alberfé, was the_factor‘that training materials
~were based upon the Department of Education's approved
~curriculum for grade 2 students.

The S.1.T. training program that was implemented to
teach grade 2 students how to become more refleétive
included the %ogqitive modeling procedures outlined by
Meichenbaum and Goodman (1971); Howéver, a number of
significantly different training components were
incorporated within the Peter Parrot program.

Firstly, training was conducted in a classroom setting.
Prior to initiating the training proéram, the trainer
demonstrated to the students how Peter Parrot's program /
would improve their performance. The incorporation of an
animated character (Peter Parrot) served to not only:
motiyatefthe children but also provided them with an
appropfiafe:model for teaching'them how to use
self-instructions to guide and contfoi their behavior.

- Another trainiég component worthy of mention was that
students.were exposed to training activities (i.e., match to

sample task, simon says, grocery store game) which“
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demonstrated to them the value of Peter Pa:rot's'strategy‘in
enhancing their performance. This strategy consisted of the
child self-verbalizing the following questions: 1) What am I
- supposed to do?; 2) What do I need to know to do the task?;
3) How can I complete the task?; 4) Is’my plan working?; and
5) How did I do? The addition of the second‘quesfion from
‘the eriginal training'prbgram used by Meichenbaum and
Goodman (1971) encouraged sfudents to reflect on what they
knew or needed toPknow in order to complete the task. Each
of the specific questions in tﬂe Pe;er Parrot strategy were
| taught separateiy. In an Effort to enshre that the students
~had learned Peter Parrot's strategy, the trainer tested the’
students as to their recall of,thg five questions.

The cognitive modeling procedures used in the classroom
Peter Parrbt program provided Students with opportunities to
practice "Pe;er Parrot's" strategy across a’ﬁumber of tasks
selected from their 5chcol‘curriculum.‘Befofe'students began

. P ~
working independently on ;heir training activiﬁies, they
were randomly asked to verbalize overtly "Pe Parrot's"
~strategy in ordef tg_dembngfrate to the trainei how they
would utilize the sfrategy to complete the task, This was
followed by the trainer providing assistance to the student,
should help be required. Other students as well as the - |
trainer -had opportunitieé to model how they would use "Peter
Parrot's" sStrategy. Affer several cognitive modgling |
demonstrations, the trainer pfoyided feedback regarding the

different plans implemented, the types of specific questions
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asked, how self-verbalizations guided behavior, the effects

of task difficulty and the quality of the verbalizations

¥

-

used: This period of interaction served as the mgtacognitive
training component. Students received verbal praise and
rencouragement for their performances. In addition to this
feedback, the trainer not only encouraged students to
utilize}self-:einforcemeng procedures but implemented
externalrfeinforcers)when students performed appropriately.

'Theicléssroom training program also involved having the
tréa;ment students record if they were using
seif;verbalizations'to guide their behavior while working
_in;ependently on their assignments. Thisgyas achieved by
having a timer ring at an unscheduled time, whereupon the
students recorded on a previously administered card 'Yes' or
"No' to the questidn, "Were you using self-verbalizations to
hélp yogAwith the task?" and secondly if 'Yes', what were
you saying?"¢ This self-monitoring procedure helped to
engender the uég of self-verbalizations.

Because the?é,I.T. program was to be implemented within
the regular classroom, comprehensive iesson plans were
developed for each of the 10 training sessions. These~lesson
‘plans incorporated tﬁe guidelines recommended to teachers
for effective lesson plan construction (Fraenkel, 1973), One
must Se;cognizan; that these lesson plans were written with
the intention that the reader would have a theofetical

understanding of the principles of self-instructional

training. Subsequently, before teachers could effectively

¢
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use these lesson plans to instruct students, they would have

to receive inservice training as Qell as observe

demonstrations of students receiving’cléssroém instruction.
The following was the first #%son plan used_invthe

- Peter Par;bt program. A detailed description of the lesson

'plans used in the Peter Parrot classroom S.I.T. p}bgram can

be found in the 'appendix (see Appendix A).

W

¥
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- ~ "peter Parrot"
A Classroom Self Instructional Training (S.I.T.) Program
Lesson Plan #1

Motivation Activities: - » *

1. The use of a puppet (Peter Parrot) to serve as an
animated character to introduce S.I.T. progrég.
2. Drawing a picture of parrot.

Teaching Objectives:

1. ‘Torintrbduce,the concept of selfﬁpglkiand how "it serves
to guide beha&ior.

2. To demonstrate to students how to use Peté; Parrot's
:progrép to complete a task. Q

3.  To haQe the Students learn ané pragtice "Petér Parrot:s"
program and its 5 rules.

4. To have children acknowledge the'utility aﬁd advantages

of using Peter Parrot's program.

Materialsy

1. puppet of a parrot
2. 'overhead preojector
3. transparencies for:
a. Peter Parrot's rules (program)
b. . match to sample tasks,
i) bus, ii) dog L | ' ‘ g
4. 'paper for drawing p1cture of parrot | |

How to Attain ObJectlveS°

1. Use puppet as anxmated character to,st1mulate self-talk

-

" (self- verballzatlon)
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2. "Utilize cognitive modeling by teachef‘to teach students:
‘a. Peter Parrotiﬁ program
b. how self-talk\ggideg behavior
c. advantages of using Peter ?arrot's program

3. Hévé students practiée Peter Parrot's program on a match
to sample task and receive feedback.

4. Ask students guestions about ho#, when, and the - /
advantages of using Peter Parrot s programu

5. Have students write out Peter Parrot' s 5 rules and
rehearse them in order to be able to recall them.

Lesson Format .

Part I

Introduction:

~(A) Teacher: |
"What is this?" (shbv students picture of a parrot). I
brought albng a friend with me today - Peter Parrot,'
puppet.‘"What can parrots do that oth@%&bi&ds can' t
do?" (i.e., sparrows, roblns, etc )
"Because'pa;rots_can Ealk, that makes them pretty.-
smart.” ;‘: S K | J
”Cén you talk?™ | |
Student gesponse:"Yes.ﬁ
(B) Teacher: o
'"That»makes you'pretty‘smart'tbd."

| 3
"Do you know why bezng able to talk makes. you smart"

. ?

(C) Teacher'

| "Peter Parrot says that because he can talk he talks



\1 " help you do better work in school, we should fﬂfst

(D) Teacher:

69

to himself in order to help him do better work. In
fact; he believes that talking to yourself is so
helpful to boys and girls that he has made a program
for how to use éelfftalk to help you when you are doing
schoolwork. Before 1 show you how using self-talk can
understand what Peter Parrotdmeané by self?ta}k. th
can“tell me what self-talk means?"” |

Student Responses:

1. It means talking to yourself.

2. It méans thinking»oﬁt loud ih‘your min@.

‘"Lét's try saying something to ourselves‘sd'no‘oneAcan’ :

hear us." Instruct students to say this statement to; |

‘themselves - "Today is Monday.”i S ‘§

Begin by having\students‘initially.saying this

‘statement o@t loud. Gradually have -them fade this

. ,
.Statement from a whisper to becoming covert.

~ (E) Teacher:

7"Do you reﬁembéf<fhe game that you played last weék?v‘h'
;(Métch_to.sample task which has been previousl&j"
‘cbmpleted). Can you remembe:}how you sometimes made
‘mistakes cﬁbosiné'which'picture matchédithe pictufé at
the.top. ﬁgter?af:of.is'éBiag to‘sho§‘ybﬁ hdv héfuses
‘talking to hinself to do better work. When he uses
self-talk, he doesn;fimakg as many mié;akes.,ﬁgtch;and,“
"listgn!"The tEacherjfhen’pchgsphppet;oﬁhisYh;r_haﬁd

: : o / ' S
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-«

allowing the puppet of Peter Parrot to demonstrate to
students how Peter Parrot does school work. -

Transparency of the -match to sample task‘(bus)~is ‘

&

placed on overhead projector to serve as training -
activity.

(F) Teacher-

A

The teacher engages in cognitive model1ng in order to

demonstrate to the students how Peter Parrot's ‘program

can help them to-select'the correct}plcture.'
. 4

(G) Teacher- |
_Upon_ successful completlon of the ‘task, the teacher

students how Peter"® ggrrot s program helped w1th
@

lped to tell'you what(to do.
2. It gave you a. plan.v ‘@‘
3. It got you to slow down and wggk carefully. ’
4. You were ablé 'to f1gure out what to do\.1TE
5.‘ You t%&ught of a coUple of ways of fzgurlng out the f _
correct response. . | YL3? o f*'l':ix- :

_ ¥
6. It made you th1nk ‘5, S |
7. It helped you not to’ make as many mlstakes because you

)

had to look at all of the parts in the p1cture._

»

Some quest1ons that the teacher can. ask at thls t1me.A
1. What d1d Peter Parrot do that you don t do»somet:nes?

”;2;‘ How could Peéer Parrot s program help you in school?

‘3. When could you use h1s progrem? o

i
e d
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Part

11

(H) Teacher:

"Wwould you like to do better work in school’ Peter

Parrot's program can help you do better. Let's learn

the 5‘rules that hewsaye to himself when he has a job
Qto do."

Place 5 rules on overhead projector and have ther
_children rehearseAtﬂem. Ask the children why each rule

is important?

(I)’geer-Modeling and Feedback:

Teacher-

, vormboggg . o - : -/

”Would some of you “{ike to try using Peter Parrot's‘
program?" The teacher asks children at random to uSe
Peter Parrot's program to complete-another match to
’sample task. (Place transparency of doé.on,oVerhead
projegtor,5 | y, |

Eacﬁ’chiid is given feedbaor as to their use of Peter

Parrot's program to complete match to sample ‘task.

'(J) Seat Work:

‘1 .~—Have students pr1nt Peter Parrot' s°5 rules (progran) in

the1r workbook. The students can then be challenged by

‘the teacher to, see who will be able to remember them

tomorrow.

\
The- chxldren are’ allowed\to 8rav a p1cture of a parrot

. once Peter Parrot s rules have been enterea into their )

&

= , u - SN
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Evaluation: (Formal and Informai)

1. The ability of students to verbalize the advantages of
dsing Peter Parrotig plan.

2. The student's desire to engage in use of Peter Pirrot's
plan, o | \

3. The extent to which students are able to use Peter
Parrot's plan to complete the match to sample tasks.

&



LESSON PLAN 1

Peter Parrot's Rules -

-What am I supposed to do?

What do I need to know to do the ﬁork?
How can'1I do the work?
Is my plan working?

How did 1 do?

73
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LESSON PLAN #1
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LESSON PLAN {1

L1 __Zy

7T
L] L
_Er—H
V4

(7 TN

mt\mv)__f_[ \@J

©®
N

Y
[\
RS

SO

T
, T,

F@ﬁ

J
| A\

@



76

B. Student/Teacher Program Evaluation QT

"In order to determine students' acceptance and_attitude
towards the S.1.T. program, they were asked to complefe'tvo
evaluation forms upon completion of the program. Although
both forms utildzed a 5 point Likert scale to measure
student'responses}to six statements, one‘scale took the \
tradltlonal format of a series of wrltten ratings (Standard
vForm) while the other 1mposed a series of happy faces (Happy
Face) as a means of measuring student acceptance (see‘
Append1x B). These parallel €§t1ng forms vere completed by
the subjects on two d1f£erent occas1ons, one day and five
- days upon termlnataon of the tra1n1ng program with alternate "
forms being used on“each occasion. Similarily, teacher's
were asked to evaluate‘the quality and appropriateness of
.. ?g program. This

. evaluation conszsted of teachers employigg a5 point Likert

N @M
scale to rate a 5 statement, quest1onna1re‘v{th1n a two veek

the ten lesson plans used in the traini

period after the program had concluded (see Appendix C).

(ﬂﬂm\uateéﬁrom the student and teacher evaluation forms of

the Peter Parrot" program was statistically analyzed on the

basis of their responses to the entire questionnaire as well

as on their responses to specific evaluation statements.

Reeognizing that the statiStica} evaluation of;ti‘.
Peter Parrot progfam (10 lesson plans) by_stndents-afﬁ_d
teachers did not warrant empioying statistical-nullv |
hypotheses, the following questions were asked to address
thxs issue; 1 }
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How positively will the students judge the Peter Parrot
program?
dov positively vill the teachers judge the 10 lesson

plans of the Peter Parrot Classropm S.I.T. Program?

/

&



xv CHAPTER ¢

METHODOI\.-OGY
In addition to developing a classfoon S.I.T. program and
evalueting its appropriatenesg for classroom use by students
and teachers this study also intended to assess the abildty
of a ciessroom S.1.T. program to increase the reflectivity

of regular'gfade'two students. Another aim of this research

was to ascertain if a relationship existed between the use

of self-verbalization and the degree‘of reflectivity
demonstrated by grade 2 ‘students. This chapter will outiine
the proceduree’implemented to measure the later two research
objectives.ﬁ

» ' c
A. Dependent Measures ;

In order to test the efficacy of thevelaSSroom
self-instructional training program, several dependent
“measures were selected One of the most widely used measures
of 1mpuls1v1ty is the Match1ng Familiar Figures Test. This
test is'a 12 item match—to-sample task that tequ;res the
ehild to choose from an array of six variants the picture
vhich is 1dent1ca1 to a standard. Norms have been developed
by Salkznd (1978) on a sample of 1500 normal chlldren
rang1ng in agevfrom 5 to 10 yeats of age. '
| . The Ot1s Lennon Me%}al Ab111ty Test Form, (Ot1s &°
Lennon, 1967) is reported to’ be a measure of general mental
ab111ty and scholast1c aptitude. Subsequently thls4
1nstrument measures the}student s ability te¢ reason»and 0

/_. '

78
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. b
function abstractly with verbal, symbolic and figural test

content (Otis & Lennon, 1967). Because the elementary I
level is desioned for those students in the last half of
grade one through the end of grade three, it became the form
‘selected. |
~ The author'sdof this test reported the Spli%;haifrand
vKuder-Richardson reliability coefficients of Form J for
_grade}tuo students to be .89 and’,BB respectively.
Similarily a high level of reiiability (.85) was obtained
for grade two students. In addition, the standard error of h
measurement for raw scores was 4.8%poig;s for‘grade two
'students. The test authors also state that the norms vere
establidhed upon a‘very representative and extensive sample
from the undted States as over'20 000 students from 117
school districts participated, Therefore, this’ assessment
1nstrument served as an‘gppropr1ate measure to determine the
generalization of treatment effects upon mental ablllty.
The read1ng subtest from the W1de Range Achievement
~_ Test (Jastak & Jastak, .1978) requ1red the child to
accurately pronounce a ser;es of words wh1ch gradually
xncreased in d1£f1cu1ty. Based upon the number of words
correctly pronounced the ch1ld s performance is transposed
into a grade score, sﬁhndard score or a percentlle score.
Thg test has been ‘well normed thh sample sisgs of 600 be1ng
used across the varxous age levels. The reliability

'cpeff1c1ent for children aged 5- 11 years was: .98 wzth the

. standard error of measurement be1ng 1 05 to 1 39 A number

-
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of validity studies have been conducted. The reading grade
scores produce correlations ranging from .78 to .88 with
teacher ratings of student grade placement (ﬁagner &‘McCIOy,
1962)7 Compared to two other standardized reading tests
(Woody-Sangsen Silent Reading andiew‘Stanford Reading
test), this'test yielded coefficients of .78 to .80
respectively (Wagner & McCloy, 1962). In regards to level. of
intellectual'fun tioning, thelreading score correletedv.BS
with W.I.STC.-RMEhtellectual qUOtients‘fo; children aged
nine to eleven years, This reading test provided 2 measure
of treatment generarizatlon to an academlc task ‘

| In order to obta1n a measure of students' reading-A
comprehension, the read1ng comprehension subtest of the'
Gates-Machnine Read1ng Test Level B, Form 2 (Gates and
MacG1n1t1e, 1978) was adm1nlstered This test requfred
students to first read brief passages whxoﬁ 1ncrease 1n
complex1ty and secondly choose a p1cture that corresponds
-with the text. The test 1s normed upon 46,000 Canad1an
students from whxch 3¢p0g tofﬂ 500 were selected Arom each
grade level To iﬁﬁﬁlltatp tesg va11d1ty,_the authors had a
group of Canad1a;xbducators examlne the test items for the1r
,approprzateness for Canad1an students. The Kuder R;chardson
20 relzabxlxty coefflcxent for the comprehens:on subtest was

o | | | R
. 92. .- : i . . «’}

The game of "P¢rfect1§h! offered an 1nterest1ng measure

’of 1mpu151v1ty as the ch11d had to correctly place: 25 .

,geometr1c fxgures on a form Board V1th1n a 60 second perzod

N B
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or the board would 'pop up,' dislodging the previously

placed geometrlc f1gures. In order to obtain a high score,

the subject had to work i a systematic and controlled =

manner. Therefore, the. greater the number of_geometric

figures’correctly Rlaced, the more reflecfive the stuéents
performance. The rules of the game were first explainéd‘fo

" the child by the exomioof}agnd then he/she was giQen 30
seconds to practice. This wa;°followed by a three minute .
per1od0én -which the child had an opportun1ty to ask
questlons and/or develop a strategy as- to how to comglete

".\

ame- as a measure of -

the task. The 1ncorporatzon of a

impulsivity helped to determine if t raining effects from

‘ o
the classroom S.1.T. program would generalize to a novel

" task.

B. Subjects

-G - Four regdl'} grade 2 classes from two schoops in the

~

Morinville community of Alberta served as the subjects for

this study. A tota% of 81 étudents participated in the

“training program. The mean«agé in months‘of the°participants'_“‘

was 94.8 with the youngest be1ng 86 months of age wh11e !he
oldest was 110 months of age. Of these subjects, 44 were
females. Although all of these subjects were students_placed
in the reguiar class;oom; 21 of_thesetstudents'werelz

receiving learning assistance from a resource room teacher.

4§
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'»:and the comprehens1on subtest of ‘the. Gates-MacGinitle

)

C. Procedure ~

One week prior to the 1mplementatlon of the tra1n1ng
program all subjects were tested individually on the
Matching Familiar Flgures test by four tra1ned exam1ners who
were unaware of the purpose of the study The examiners

received two 40 m1nute'tra1n1ng sess1ons to ensure that this

‘test as well as the other -three dependent measures were

sessions from the researchar'who also acted as the program

properly admxnlstered and scored. Subjects within each
school were randomly ass1gned “to either a treatment group,i
materxal control group and a controd group.

The treatment group recexved ten 40 minute training

tra1ner. Whlle the treatment group was rece1v1ng the ‘ e

'classroom self 1nstructxonal tra1n1ng progran, the materlaﬂ

.1dent1ca1 tra1n1ng materxals used‘by the treatment group'_ \

conbrol (MC) group spent ten se551ons complet:ng the ::i}

from one of the grade two teachers. The purpose of the M. C.

group was to control £or effects of tra1n1ng materlals. The *7

rema1n1ng control group continued tp receive classroom

A1nstructxon-from thevremaxn;ng grade two teacher.

D Post tegixng ‘_ R ",, R r

W1th1n 7 to 14 days foltowxng termznat1on of the

on the'M.F F, test the readxng subtest on. the w R A T. and

- the game of perfectzon The Ot1s Lennon Mental Ab111ty Test

!

PR ”‘v",.
“.tra1n1ng program, posttest data was’ collected 1nd1v1dually
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Reading Test were administered as group tests to students \

'S

while in their classroom.
| An additional component‘was‘incorporéted within the:
posttesting procedure to escertain the type and quality of
self—yerbalizations,being usedlby 2ll subjects to guide and
control their behavior while completing the M. F F. test' Two
cogn1t1ve assessment procedures were 1mp1emented to achleve
this object1ve. Firstly, a self report Fssessment ut111z1ng
reconstruct1ve procedures (Genest & Turk, 1981),was”’////
conducted Subsequently, each student s performance on thp
‘M. F.F. test. was vxdeotaped and upon term1nat1on of the test ﬁﬁ%ﬁ
“the ch1ld observed a v1deotape of h1ms%1f/herse1f doxng the |
test The observat1on by students of their performance \'
vserved to faczlxtate thexr recall of any self-verbal1zat1ons f "~
made dur1ng the complet1on of the task Pr1or to tudents;g |

.v1ew1ng thxs v1deotape procedures recommended by Bornsteln,

.
~

',Ham11ton, Carmody and Rychlafk (1977) were emplode to | iﬁ

‘enhance reliable self report1ng | |
The. %ollowxng 1nstruct1ons vere then g1ven b ‘the

‘ iexam1ner to the students before they observed at o-mlnute -
‘fv1deotape of their performance.f"I want you to p etend that

-:'your mznd is lxke a tapeérecorder, so that you can tell me'

e out loud so I can hear you,‘what you ‘were th;nk'ng, uhat was

going. through you mind wh11e you were play1ng t e game." The ,."'L

}..vzdeo rec rder was then turned on and the exam1 er stated
"
}'Chxld?s name, watch yourself on. the telev151on, (pause) try

to remember what was goxng through your mxnd. hat were you vi )

t T NG

\ . . \, B v B N M . N N : N ‘
AR S - A . . . . . B L . . - i
. \ i pa ;.‘x-" . - : ; / o N A . e * A
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;‘; graduated ratlng scale from one ‘to- £1ve. The followxn%

: th1nk1ng whlle you were d01ng that quest1on there? (The

1cr1ter1on was used for ratrng student self verbal1zatlon
: was a mzxed self verbalzzerh a ratxng od 4 was 1nd1cat1ve of

"fwh1ch students had partlczpated 1n the Peter Parrot train1hg°

v,_program.‘\' .ﬁs‘. s ,Lgfgdxirg;ex_ﬁ"

P
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examxner p01nts to telev151on ). Tell me out loud 50 1 can hv
o B
hear you.” If'the child did not respond within a one-mlnute R

period, the examimer said tb”the,student "Watch yourserf on’w‘

& .
the T.V., tell me what 15 go1ng through your m1nd What were

. you thlnk1ng rlght there (p01nt) as you were do1ng the

guestion.” (see Append1x D) |

Dependlnd upon the amount and qua11ty of ‘d

- self- Verbal1zatxon reported by the student, the’ examzner_"

scored the subjects Ievel of self verballzat1on on a

<

A\

-rat1ng of 1 represented a non self verballzer, a raE1ng of 2

1nd1cated an lnappropr1ate sé1f~verhalxz T, a;ratzng of 3 f?f‘

i

‘a self- verbal1zer whxle a ratlng of 5 démonstrated a/h1gh 9’?.;

i self—verballzer (see Appendxx D) Examlner s were u_aware of

[

Dur1ng the p1lot1ng of the recohs“‘

subJects appeared to be hau1ng d1ff1cuv
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what was going through their mind, what were they thinking
. kS o

while doing,thesé'questions. This procedure was also

conducted on the guestion which they had the mosg‘number of

errors. Thé examiners then scored:the students self-reports

-.on the identical graduated five point rating scale used in

part)I of the cognitive “assessment.
Both cognitive assessment procedures incorporated a

check -system for measuring'the-reliability and validity of

, student self-reports. Because examiners recorded the

‘erroneous selections made by the subjec;g for each M.F.F.

Rad

.statistical null hypothTses. A two-failed test of :

test item, they were able to determine if the child's -

" self-report differed from what he/she actually did during .

M.F.F. testing. When this discrepancy occurred the supjects
self-report was coded witﬁ an R as a means of determining
the number of self-reports which,differea‘frﬁh student test
per formance. /
o enhance the accura xxé?ﬁthe rating of-studeas
self-verbalizatibns, the twWo exahiners piloted the cognitive °
assessment procedures with 26 grade 2 students. In addi;ion,t
student self-reports of self-verbalizationtﬁerekfape
recorded and anecdotal reports were-takenfduring bothKh:\\m‘
cognitive asse;smeﬁt procedures.
In order to determine the efficacy of the classroom

S.I.T. -program, & two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) wizg

calculated for each of the five dependent measures. A level

of significaﬁcé of P<.05 was deemed necessary to refute the

~
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signifﬁcanoe»was employed.

Because another aim'of this study was to detprmine if

_the reflective subjects could exh1b1t an increase 1n

reflectivity,:Each of the expenimental groups was divided

~..
.

into elther a reflectlve or- 1mpu151ve subgroup Those

subjects who were abpve the median 1mpuls1v1ty index on the

M.F.F, pretest formed the 1mpu151ve gsdup while the-

‘remaining sub)ects represented the reflective sample. A

three way ANOVA, utilizing a two-tailed test of significanoe
at the .05 level of significance-was the statistical

analysis conducted. In addition, a one-way ANOVA employing a

two-tailed test of s;gn1f1cance (P< 05 level) served as the -

"statistical procedure used to determine 1£\a relatlonshlp

\

existed between self-verbalization and performance on the
M.F.F. test. 4 R
\ fhe following statistical null.hypobheses were tested:
1. %Ahglassroom (E;I.T{)'program @i}i"not improve the grade
2 students refleotévity as measured by the M.F.Fr test.
2. Students’%hblreceive the classroom,S.I.T. program will
“not demonstrate a Superior perfof*znce on the reading

" subtest of the W1de Range Achievement test compared to

the materxal control and control group

)

\

3. Students who receive the classroom S.I.T, program w1ll
; not demonstrate a superlor p:jiormance on the |
comprehenszon subtest of the Gates—MacG1n1te Read1ng

Test compared to the material control and control group

4, Students wvho receive. the classroom S.1I. T program will

\
\
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[
\
not demonstrate a superior performance on the

Otis-Lennon Mental Ability Test compared to the material

\

control and control group.

“ 5._'Students who receive the classroom S.I.T. program w1ll
not demonstrate a super1or performance on the ~game of
"Perceptlon compared to the mater1al control and
control group ’ ]

6. A classroom S.I.T. program will not improve the
‘performance of reflective grade 2‘student$ as determined
by the M.F.F. test.

7. 'The percentage of students in the classroom S.}.T.
program who self-report using selffverbal1zatxons to
guide their behavior will not be greater than the -
percentage of students 18 the control groups.

8. Those subgects who self-report using appropr1ate
self-verbalrzatlons to guide their behaviors will nOtﬁ
demonstrate superior performancee on the M.F.S..test;:/ﬁ\

The results,of'the statistical analyaes aqd'the |

diacuse;pnlof these findings are found in Chapter 5.

o
)
n‘\
.

S
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nzsvm's AND mscussxon o
Upon completion of the study, a number of statxst1cal |
analyses were computed in order that the proposed quest1ons’bm
and hypotheses could be addressed Thxs chapter dlscusses
the findings obta1ned and the resultant explanatlons g1ven

for them. . . - B A

A. Qpestion #1
How positively will the 'students judge the Peter Parrot

program?

In order to determine student acceptance.of_this k
 classroom S.i{T.'program, 27 of the\28 students who.received
.‘the treatment _program completed the'Standardband Happthace-
~ evaluation forms.,necognxzzng that a total score of 30 on
deach of the evaluatlon forms 1ndicated complete strong

,‘ agreement for each of the'51x statements, mean'ratxng‘scores
by students of 26.53 and 26 07 ;n the Happy Face and

.Standard evaluatlon forms attest to the1r pos1t1Ve

acceptance of the program. | |

A more detailed analysis of the student s acceptance of
the program was 1llustrated by comp111ng percentage scores\\
of student ratings for.each evaluation statement (see Table

1). A review of th1s data indicated that there was only a

minor amount of dzsagreement hy stud%nts-on two,of‘the six

. statements. More specifically, for the statement:'l iﬁ;e.

nsing‘Peter éarrotts,program, 3.5 percent or (one stndent>/

o

| 88
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| 5
Table 1 5
. . Percentage Scores for Student Ratings '
‘ . on Student Evaluation Forms : S
'Statement . o o . ,S;ﬁdént Ratings
- SRR | 1 2.3 4 5
‘1) I found ‘the program to . 7.22 21.44 71.5 - Standard, Form
bée helpful. : e -'7.22 7.4% 85.2 Happy Face

°

2) T know how to use the - 92.8 ‘Standard Form

. program.'. o ' Ha ace
P | | . o N ‘ o ‘
3) I like using Peter - . 3.5 14. 7.1 75 dard Form
. ‘ g

N~
L]
£~ N
N
w
.
O
o
(=3
.
o™

L]
&S0
E o

co

.

—

&5

P~

.

&

Parrot's program. Happy Face

4) 1 am ustngithe,pvogfam' : S 21.4 17.8 ~60.7 Standard Fof;'
should be taught., ' - 7.4 37.0 55.5 Happy Face

5) 1 think the program - 21.4 10.7 67.8 Standard Form
should be taught. . - 111 37.0\;51.8 Happy Face

6) 1 like to use the 7.1 50.0 7.1 35.7 Stamdard Form
7.4 3.7 48.1 14.8 25.9 Happy Face

program at home.
Y
¢

Value of Student Ratings |

- ——2> strongly disagree

———> disagree .
unsure - : L
‘“— > agree ' ‘ '
—— > strongly agree

V2 W N =



A vas unable to agree thh the statement However, on the

L\/\ o ,99

sparallel evaluatzon form th1s student was unsure of hrs/her'

agreement w1th the statement. The statement I l1ke to use

‘the program at home, resulted in 7.1 percent (2 students)

and 11.1 percent (3nstudents) be1ng unable to agree on the

Standacd and ‘th,g Happy Face evaluatwn forms. - - |
The rei:tlonsh1p between student ratxngs on the two

evaiuat1on forms was very h1gh a\\é s1gn1f1cant‘(p<.oo)_,

Pearson correlation cd&ff1c1ent.of .77 was obtained. This

indicated that the students relative}position to the group

+ - in terms.of their‘positive attitude to'the Peter Parrot

//

program was similar gcross ‘the 2 evaluatxon forms. In

- add1t1on, the lowest level of agreement between evaluat1on

forms was 55 percent on quest1on 3 wh11e‘the h1ghest-leve1
of agreement .was 85 percent for questlon number one,

: One wfuld conclude on the bb51s of thxs data, that the

'student ratxngs were h1gh1y stable and positive towards the

Peter Parrot program.‘:
A rev1ew‘of these findings varrant discussion,

Generally speak1ng, the students agreed that ‘they:

\ o
'understood how to use the program, 1liked to use it, found it

"helpful, used it rn\school and at,home, and«bel1eved that it

should‘be'taugntffn'their‘school. There vere only four

negative responses recorded by tnree of the 27 students who

{

evaluated the Peter Parrot program. The ::39;13tygof.three

students to agree with the statement "I 1Tke to_use Peterd.

Y

Parrot's,program’at home." might be a result of two factors.
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. The fzrst be1ng that chlldren of this age group fing it"’

have been\enhanced

d1ffxcu1t to genera11ze the treatment program across

\
.‘:settzngs (school to home) ‘Another explanatxon might be that

a greater emphas1s for the traxnxng program to have students

use Peter Parrot' 5 program in the home, m;ght have more
students agreexng w1th the statement.ﬂ
Nonetheless, thxs m1nor1ty group should not shadow the
positive rat1ngs which 1nd;cated that 40 petcent of the
subjects were able to agree with this.statement, Although
_, R | & , , . :

this Statistic is not as significant'as one would like, it

does suggest that the students were us1ng the Peter Parrot

-

'"program in their homes. Because the Peter Parrot S.I.T.

program encorporated strategies to fac1l1tate general1zat1on‘

4
occurlng (1 e. pract1ced across a’ uarlety of tasks,

- encorporated a general strategy, ut111zed tasks conducted in

\

the(home, one. would quest1on if greater efforts were made to

' traxn general1zat1on, would the degree of general1zat1on

.

e

‘ Because of the m1n1ma1 number of unfavorable raglggs

forthcom1ng from students one would have to. conclude thae ,

- the students had a very. pos1t1ve att1tude toward the Peter;

_nParrot.program. Thxs finding is sagn1f1c&nt for_educators

wishing to utflize self-instructional training programs as a

favourable evaluat1on by. students contr1butes to greater

student acceptance and mot1vat1on to learn.

The development of parallel’ student evaluat1on forms’

,(Happy Face and Standard) enhanced the outcome of th1s study

7y

:
E

Y
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as they served a twofold purppse; The primary Sbjéctive of
’fﬁe;é pafallel,fbrms was tosmeasure-;fudent agreemént ¢
~ between forms 6ver time. The mean level‘og'agreememﬁ‘for
';sfpdénts' raﬁings.on the evéldat&on.form wésf?O percent with
“the highést level of agreement being 85 bercent on.question
one and the lowest beidg 55 percent on Question three. Upon ‘
conSideriﬁg the high level of agré;ment betwéen evaiuatibn »
forms. and tbe'high;y significant (pS.OO) Pearson Correlation
of .77, ohe would conclude thaf studgnts fatings}were very
stable. - - | | AN
vA.seéondary objectivevfbr implgméntingqpara}lel ‘ |
‘evaluation forms was to determine if grad féiéiudént ratings
wo&id 5& influehced‘by'utiiizing the«sym$olic happy face
>figuresfas‘opposedn£0~the standard w:iften stems used in
-traditiénal.like:t!rating,scales.'In this régérd; heithe;
v,‘gfogm appeared to havegany,signigiqén;’adbantagé‘o§e£ the
other, as demonstrated not onIyﬁby ihe‘similar s;udeht‘mean
rating s;bres obtained 26.5 (Happy Facé)'aﬁd 26'(Standérd)
but by the standard deviation scoresipf 3.21 and 2.77'
: 'reggfctiVe;y.hThe beqéson,Corfelatiénfbf ,77'(p<.0Q) aisp
| qref\;lecte'd thét siudené ra;ings:relativé to thé‘grogp were
similarc;egardlééé of‘ﬁhich form was adminiStefed.‘in
éQdition,_no signifitanéjadvé%tége iééfdeemed to be"ap§érent
‘ §sd3LTe§ult°of examining how ﬁglllthe»rating ;céies
cd;re}étéd with thé dependent measﬁres'uéed té aséerﬁain
_ chénges inAstudent performahte. ﬁhrthermbge,yéhen Sg;ed,'

teachérs wvho administered the evaluation forms to the
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‘evaluation form (see Table 2)

LY

students did not report one form being advantageous over the

other with this age group; Contrary to vhat this researcher
believea might transpire the use of a children's symbolxc

flgure, (i.e. Happy Face) d1d not overtly appear to have a

“dlfferent1a1 effect upon the rat1ngs of ‘grade 2 students.

What did appear to be a salﬁ‘nt fa\tor to consider ‘when .

_1mp1ement1ng traditional Likert rating scales according to

teachers, was to ensure Ehat the instructions be age

,_'/‘ . R ('jf

- appropriate and clear. e ' = o [

‘B Questxon #2

How pos1t1ve1y will the teachers Judge the 10 lesson

plans used in the Peter Parrot Classroom S 1.7, program7

The four teachers who had students part1c1pat1ng 1n the

' study completed a five statementt\axi:uat1ondkorm wh1ch
“requ1red them to rate the quallty of ‘the ten lesson plans on

o ‘ VY .. . . . | 3 93 |

N

as p01nt Likert scale. The follow1ng percentage scores were e

calculated for.teacher rat1ngs of each statement on the
3

Acknowledglng that a total score of 25 would be
1nd1cat1ve of complete‘ strong agreement wzth the flve
statements from’the evaluat1on form, a mean score of 23.25

by teachers 1nd1cated the1r pos1t1ve response to the ten

_lesson plans wh1ch compr1se the Peter Parrot program,

e :
An analysis of teacher rat1ngs for each evaluation

, ‘ L I N
statement demonstrated that they either agreed or were in

strong agreement with the statements. In addition, 50 -
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Table 2
Percentage Scores for Teacher Ratings
. ~._on Teachér Evaluation Form.
Statement ':\. - Teacher Rating P g -
: ‘ 1 2 3 4 5
S , . sd
1) The lesson plans were. ‘ ‘ .
easy to follow. - , -t 25 75
. . : N } ‘ . s
'2) 1 belifve that T could T B
teach hese lessons. v . . .. 50 50
;_3) The ov rall quality of  poor below ~ above »
the lesson plans. ' average average average - excellent
<. o 50 50
- 1 2 <3 4 5
'V'&) I found the lessons .
appropriate for . , . N
classroom use. SRR : - 25 PR
5)(1 would Fecommend ‘ | S @
these lessons to _ _ : @ .
another teacher. o S : 25 75
e . \ : ) .
" Value of Teacher Ratings o B R '</¥
1 > strongly disagree'
;2‘———-> disagree = - °
T34 > unsure )
4 ——> agree o -
5 ——>_ strongly agree

;;») v oo N ) ‘ _. B . ) - ' .', X 5 -‘
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percent (2 teachers) rated ‘the quality of the 10 lesson

S

plans to be above average while the othe; 50 percent (2
teachers) Judged them to be excellent. One would conclﬁde
&

from the teacher ranﬁpgs that they would strongly agree that

the lesson plans of the Peter Parrot program were of hxgh

qua11ty and appropr1ate for use’ in the1r grade 2 classrooms.' :

Ask1ng teachers to also evaluate the Peter Parrot
4 o :

program provided the necesmry»complimentary balance to the
hdevelopment of an effective-classroomgprogram. A revlev'of,

the program evaluation'by teachers indicated that‘they 1)

found the lesson plans to be easy to. follow and appropr1ate
for classroom use, 2) bel1eved that they could ‘teach the,
lessons'and lastly 3)'vou1d recommend the lesson plans to
another teacher; The most3significantvindication of teacher
satisfac?ion was theirgexpressed‘desire to want'to implement
tﬁe program vith their’studentst Despite "their favourable
responses, two suggest1ons were forwarded by the teachers.'

These 1ncluded\§nsur1ng that the puppet of Peter Parrot, be

: used throughout the ent1re tra1n1ng program and that

v teacher s recerve 1nserv1ce tra1n1ng on how. to use v

selfv1nstruct1onal tra;nxng in the classroom.

- In summat1on, althdugh the need for comprehens1ve.
1ndrv1dual S I1.T. programs has been recognxzed by educators,
the development of a classroom prpgram which . has been
p051t1vely evaluated by students and teachers is of |
szgn1f1cant value to the educatxon system due to the larger

number of students who can benefxt from 1nstructlon.

i
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‘ , R A R
G Null Hypothes:s FARE p'v . ;‘& o o o ',; | r_
h‘ A d&assroom s. I T program will not 1mprove the grade 2
.students reflect1v1ty as measured by the M. F F. test o SR
| A two- way analysxs of variance (groups bx per1ods)) -~
jusxng repeated measures for the 1mpu151v1ty xndex scores on
the M.F F. test resulted ‘in there not bexng s1gn1f1cant
.group dxfferences (F 1. 06 af. 2, 78 P< 34) but a s1gn1f1cant .
lper:ods effect (F 46 08 df 2, 78 P<, 001) for_pre“and

| posttestlng on the M.F F. test. However a 51gn1f1cant
‘iznteractxon affect (F 6 401 df 2 78 P<. 003) for groups by

perzods was calculated (see Table 3). Because of this
: -4 -
'»szgnlflcant 1nteract1on effect a Scheffe(%est to determ1ne

‘ s1gn1f1cant d1fferences among group means 1nd1cated that the .

change—rﬂ—the méan, 1mpuls1v1ty index was srgn1f1cant1y

+

'7°greater for the treatment group than for the mater1al ":daf//f
control and control groups respect1vely (F=13 95 df 2 78 "

: :p<°01 and E 6. 88 df 2, 78 p<.01)., No 51gn1f1cant mean<ﬁ

.\d1fferences were obta1ned for -the two cOntrol groups Meansb' -
w \

and standard devzat1ons calculated from analysis of
) : o L
for the exper1mental groups on th1s dependent measure can be f/ff

found in Table &, . S ,.‘t.' -_;,‘}.,v ;.~_. . 'l\t“
I“ summary, the 1ncrease in reflect1v1ty by the

treatment group was s%gn1f1cantly greater than 1n the two '

{ . .
control groups. fr"l “

Add1txona1 analgses were computed for the 1mpu151v1ty

. —

;varxables of latency and errors on the M.E. F test Two-way f,f?
nVANOVA s uszng repeated measTres were calculated for these
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Table 3 v ; h ) l s

Tvo-vly ANOVA ofJPre and” Posttest ' SO . s. -
Performance on M.F, F. Test . ‘ g;’jgf o -
. . ; E B v - o ,. .

- R o df'  Mean Squares :- F-Ratio Probabiliry
Ispulsivity Index e L O . ' o
A (Croups) - 2]is 5,791 o 1.066 . - T.349

B (Pre & Posttesting) = . 1,78” - 44.291 46,082 . 000 :
AxB 0 L 2,78 TL.96L - 6.401 L0030

thency ) . : e SRR . - E

,A (Groups). -~ *. 2,78 -0 - 90.839 . - J700 .50
'» (Pre & Po-ztelting) Co1,780 0 3706 - 11.3150 - oMo
~ AxB oL T,78 T 19.90) oo 189S o 8T

zrror‘ ’ ‘ . ' N L % - ‘ o g o o .‘ ' L - . :v _A | -
A (Croups) . 2,787 - 45.812 0 . 1.287 . 282
B (Pre & Pon:tcstlng) . 1,78 . 72,503 LT 61,211 . .001 .

ey e ——f——2118——-;—-——9Tzo;___» C ren . 001

Do gTabled - KON S

S . C .’ . )
Vool " Means and Stnndard ‘Deviations for T _
e S Analycis ofavar§nnce on M.F.F. test. Dot e

: S SR . : P Lo C B
. Exper emental Groups ' S Pretest .. -’ - -Posttest T,
: : ’ : Mean < SD.. . . Mean- ' SD L

'Treatntnt Group T
Katerﬁa& antrol;"' (Latency Scores) '
Contro} S S

»

6,96 0 14,077 B9
5.57 0 10.32 eSS -t
: 663 12,5 .. 9.78 S
"' Treatment Group - . R
Materjal- -Control - (Error’Scores)
"'“Control LN e e

5 . 6.82 " 427
S 3 - 10.85 5 5,26
A B . .10.38 .. 5.02
1.9 ST DR 1 o
1.6° . =046 - . 172
1.76 0 ~0.89 - 2.20

. Tre.t.ent Group (Impulsivity
,}Hatetﬁal COntrol - . Index Scores)
.Control PEETRN {vvf _
l‘?;Tteptnent_Grbup.:_‘- ’(Inpullivity k
' Msterial Contmel . ‘Index = .. :
_'Conttol a'A: T Refftctlve Subgroup)
S SR G ST RS
) Trentaent Croup SR (Inpulsivtty o ‘v- 1.3 . 1,21 .918 D 1Y RN
. Materisl’ croup ... Index Impulsive. co LIS w90 216 142 A
Control o S Subgroup) BT T T 1 .?Q_v-_ S W06 L8

I & A e 1) ¢ JC B 1] :
T 099 '“-2 27 . -2?96_*‘ L

: A6 25T as o 247
8 323 o 892 Al
O T T S A W

:"rreat-en: Group® %Zf (Error’ Seotes e
. Material Group oo for ‘Reflective N -
,;Control -  ;‘ S'iang_'_c.n_xp).}l 8

VTrent-ent Group - (ifibr Scores . 1‘.66 . _SkS’;“f" T.8:86 &S

. Msterisl'Group - for Impulsive: '~ - 16.85 - < 3.88.:. 12,64 - 534 -
";anttol e :-7 Q._Suhgroup) L 017.83 1;4.62__f' 214733 © - 3.05 ;

EXTRN
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~two variables of impulsivity. With regards‘to'latency

sapres, only a significant periods effect was demonstrated
< ’

(see Table 3). These findings suggested that all groups

increased‘thei; time to respond to alternatives during

posttesting conditions but that there were no treatment

' effects.

Rl

The statxst1cal analysis of the variable errors on the
'M.F.F. test resulted in a s1gn1t1cant periods effect and a
significant.groups'by pe,-ri"é‘ds interaction (see T*d). A
Scheffe test to determ1ne significant dlfférences among mean
error scores 1nd1cated that the change {n the mean error
-scores of thertreatment‘group was s1gn1f;cant1y greater than.
the change in the mean error scoresfof the:two ¢ontrol |
groups. (P=13.46 df ‘2,78'p<,.01‘ and F=10.243 4f 2,78 p<'.01)‘.>
One would'conclude from these findings that-aithough-all
groups reduced the1r error scores on posttestlng, the change

in mean error scores for the treatment group was

o

- s1gn1f1cantly greater. On the bases of these stat1stf€%&

<f1nd1ngs, one would have to re)ect the null hypothe51s as

the treatment group demonstrated a 51gn1fcantly greeter
level of reflectivity as determ1ned b?‘xhe 1mpuls1v1ty

1ndex: Moreover, th;§-1ncreased level of reflgct1v1ty

 resulted in the treatment group having significantly fever

‘errors while not requiring a significantly greater amount of

time to respon&

This study establ1shed that a classroom S.I.T. program ”

- could 1mprove the reflectivity of regular Grade 2 students.

v

|



AN |
' 99
lAccord1ng to Hobbs et al (1981) previous studles which
tralned students individually have not always been as
successful. Some studies, (Camp et al, 1977, Genshaft &
"Hirt, 1979 and Kendall % Wilcox, 1980) have significantly
-increased the latency séores on the M.F.F. test but have
been unsucéessful in ;eduqing the subjects error scores;on
the M.F.F. test. The error score is the most crucial
vimpulsivity variable to alter, as the educators goal is td.
improve student performance. Cbmbining the impulsiQity
‘variabiesyof latency and errors also resulted in a
significant increase in reflectivity as demonstrated by the
treatment subjects reflective scoresmoﬁ'the impulSiVify
index. ' | » %L_

Failure of the treatment subjects to demonstrate a
51gn1f1cant dlfference between groups for the variable of
latency (response time) is a positive outcome as previous
prégrams have been criticized for increasing the response -
time of subjects. In this stuay, thé'treatmehtvprogram
| demonstrated that subjects.pérformancestcould be increaégd

(fewer errors) without subjects taking significantiy gxeaier'
periods of time to respond accurately \which thus resulted in
treatment subjects dgvelpping thé prefeired fasé accurate ’
respbnse style. | | )

Because little research has been conducted which
investigates the efficacy of a classroom training program as
-opposed to the traditional individual or small group |

training programs, the positive outcomes of ‘this study lead

L

N - : -
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one to belie§e that‘there are merits‘to a*3arge1grbup "
“training program. The first being that students are eiposed
to a variety of models who provide them with,anamber e{
e;fective demonsrrations with how to work in a‘refleetive B
manner,;Ih addition, the ﬁodeled sel;*instructions_ /
demonstrated by students vary in their degree of complexity,
thus allowing students the freedom to implement the type of
self-instructions most_appropriaterfor their present leéelA
of eoénitive ability. Students:are also likely to feel
encouraged to use self-inétrdctions in their classroom as a
result‘of ebserving their peers using 1hem regularly-and
recognizing that covert self-ingtructions ensure their
privacy. Other researchers (Henker, Whalen & Hinshaw, 1980)
maintained that etudents Kaggér{ from the 1nfluence of peer
‘monitoring and profpting. Lastly, Pressley (1979) believed
that hav1ng a child serve as a self control model, for
another child, enhanced—the models selfrcontrol. The
aforement1oned var1ables would suggest that there are
advantages to using a classroom S.I.T. program which

possibly contribute to greater treatment efficacy.

D. Designation of Cognitive Style

Because this srady was interested ih not 6n1y
ihvestigating the treatment affects of a classroom S.I.T.
program with regular grade 2 students but its effects upon

the reflective grade ;\students a‘,well subjects w1th1n

each exper1mental group were d1v1ded into either a
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reflective or impul#ive subgrohp based upon fheir pfetégt
u*impuISivity index scores on the M.F.F. test. Subsequently,
those~subjects‘who_feil below the median score of .iO? on
‘the impulsivit& index for beiﬁb }efleétiﬁe‘fofdealthe |

reflective subgroup'whi1e'the other students were-c}assified

as being impulsive. A description of the number of subjects

rep:e§entive of the two‘cognitive styles within each §f thé

experimental groups can be found.in table 5. ‘
S ; : . .

- E. Null Hypothesis #2

GStudeqt; who receive the classroom S.I.T.'proéram will

o demonstrate a superior perfprménce on the reading ‘

subte t. of the Wlde Range Achievement Test (WRAT).

A two-way ANOVA was computed from subjects raw scqres

on the W.R. A T, The analys1s established that there was. ho -

groups effect, (F 434 af 2, 75 p<.649) but a sxgn1f1cant
effect (F .042 df p<.006) "for cognitive style (reflective vs

impulsive). A significant-interaction effect for groups by'

cognitive style was determined (F 3.088 df 2,75 p<.05) (see‘

Table 6) Means and standard dev1at10ns obtained from
-.analyses of variance obtalned on this depcndent measure’as
well as for the 6ther dependent meausres (Gates MaéGinite L
readiﬁg'subfest Otis- Lennon Test of Mental Ab111ty and the.
game : of perfect1on) can be rev1ewed in table 7. Scheffe
test5'1nd1cated thatlthe,mean raw’5core of(;hebtefléctive
treatment subjects to be significantly greater,(E\5.26 af

2,75:p<.01 and F 2.72 &f 2,75 p<.1f-than'the mean scores of

P



Table 5

Number of Reflective and Impuslive Subjects within
Experimental Groups According to M.F.F. pretest scores

102

N\
. o ] . :
Experlmental»crdﬁ,jvv .+ Reflective Subjects . Impuleive Subjects
Treatment ‘\ 13 " 15
Material Control 13 i 14
Control 14 12
1Y
N \\\.
i <2 \ \\\\\
. .
Table 6 \ T
Two-way ANOVA for Raw Scores on Reading Subtest (W.R.A.T.) ) oy

and Comprehension Subtest (Gates MacGfnitie Reading Test)

’, df Mean Squares F-Ratio’
W.R.A.T. :
A (Groups) : 2,75 27.441 L4346
B (Cognitive Style) 1,75 508.412 .042
AxB 2,75 63.218 3.088
Gates MacGinitle (Comprehension Subtest) , R
A (Groups) . : 2,73 , 56.125 1.191
B (Cognitive Style) 1,73 129.480 . .2.748
' 2:.620

AxB 2,73 47114

\ ’ ¢

Probability

.649
.006
.051

310
- 4102
*.08

~Note: Means and standard deviations obtained from nnnlysis of variance for these

two dependent measures can be found in table 7.

.
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Table 7

’

Means and mnmammnm Deviations of Analyses of Variance : .
. Calculated for Dependent Measures

s : ' ) ’ *

. ) - . wk. , . . Posttesting .
Dependent ,Experimental Reflective Subgroup Impulsive Subgroup
Measure - . o Groups e 'Mean SD ~ Mean SD
o . . . A
S N o : : s - ;
Reading Subtest Treatment 62.77 = 8.10 51.93 4.85
(W.R.A.T.) - Material Control |- 55.62 . 7.61 55.43 9.33
. Control . . . 57.71 9.61 .~ 53.67 7.37
Reading Comprehension ©  Treatment . 33.39 . uﬂom ‘ ,Nm.o 7.33
- Subtest - - Material Control | . 27.31 5.57 28.39 7.64
(Gates-MacGinitie) Control . N 27.5 7.63" 26.09 8.18
Otis-Lepnon Test of | Treatment 56,08 6.66 46.8°  5.57
~ Mental Ability Material Control. " 47.08 9.18 - 47.79 -7.33
: . ~ Control : . 50.79 8.95 ’ 49.33 10.13
Game of Perfection .&Hmmnamzn . , Hbyww - 3.37 14,04 4.23
. Material Control 13.97 3.19 14.77 - 3.27
Control : - 15.17 3.69 14.15 3.61
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the reflectxve subjects in -the two control groups wh1le no
significant d1fference\ngld be establxshed begyeen control
groups. Although a (p<.10) ‘is not a hxgh level qf »

‘ ‘significance to utilize stat1;txgallyj.FergusoQ (1976)
ma1nta1ned that this was an adequate\level of sx?nlflcance
to accept%due to&the fact that the Scﬁéffe test for multlple
compar1sons is very r1gorous. : "\\; .

.These fznd1ngqmsuggested that only the refleet:ve
students who rece1ved the classrgom S.I.T, progr\h achleved
S1gn1f1cantly great@r scores on the read1ng subtest of the
W.R.A. T.. However, generallzat1on of treatment effects vag\
-  not demonstrated by the 1mpu151ve students who received the
.classroom S.I.T. program. - 7

Recogn1zlng that a change 'in reflect1v1ty has not
alkays led to measureable?gains-on'academic tasks (Camp et
al 1977, and Robins et al 1975) the outcomes of this
classtoom»S.I;T. brogram ate of value to educators. Although
there wae not a significaet differehde in performance en the
W.R. A T between exper1mental groups, a 51gn1f1cant
1nteract10n effect was obta1ned This 1nteract1on effect
indicated that the reflectzve subjects who rece1ved a‘tvo
veek C1e;stoem S;I.T. program, obtaieed:a,mean feading grade
score of 5.1, which was 1.1 grade levels superior to their
r:flective counterparts in the*stddy; This study also
demonétrated’the'effeCt thét cognitive style hasvupon'word

recognition as the reflective students mean reading grade -

score of 4.4 was‘Signjfieantly'greater than the 3.6 mean
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grade score of the impulsive students.
| Although the‘reflective treatment subjects‘were able'ro
‘demonstrate generaliaation of treatment effeotS'on the gy;
reading subtest of the W.RrA,T.; the inabiiity bf the once
impulsivé treatment subjects to dolso; warrants discussion.
‘There9are two plausable explanations for these.findinésr
Firstly,-becahse=of the brevity-ofrthe'treatment pro%ram,
these once impulsfne students-may not have had the necessary
time to consolidate and pract1ce this newly acqu1red
reflectlve cognltxve style across a suff1c1ent nmeEr of .
c0gn1t1ve_tasks\to produce_general;zatlon; Poss{bly,‘had the.
* program been extended: the impuisive students acigioing to
the-M;f.F.,tesf, would have been able to transfer these
reflective skills to an academic task. Another'explanatxon
might be that a high degreevof reflectivity is required
before generalizationkwill ocour on ajnord recogntionvrask;g
In sumnary,‘the significantleffects‘that the Peter
Parrot program had. upon the reading level (word recognition
“ability) of tne'ref1eotive students offers cbnsiderable‘
| promise to educators who strive tgrenhance the reading level
of stndenrs. Of'additional value is the‘factithat'this vas a.
‘lclassroom S.I.T. progra; not‘one_of=indinidu§l instruction.
F. Nullﬂﬂypothesis #3 |
Students who receive the clasroom”s I.T. program will

not demonstrate a superlor performance on the comprehensxon

“\\_,;,\\\

'subtest of the Gates Mac61n1t1e Read1ng Test. o | u\\g\;j?%
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A two-way ANOVA was computed from the raw scores
obtained on the Gates MacGinitie to establish if treatment
effects generalized to reading comprehension, This

statistical’analysié\produced no eignifieant effects»for
gréupe, cognitiQe style er groupe by cognitive style (see
Table 6). This statistical analysia indieated-that treatment
effects[did not generalize to the subjeets reading '
.cemprehensiOn ability. Therefore the null hypothesis was not
'rejected | : | | |

‘On the ba51s of these f1ndlngs one would conclude that
the Peter Pérrot program did not s;gnlflcantly influence the
reading combrehensian of students and that the influence of
coénitive style pponrreadingzcemprehensiOn was also notv
szgntfzcant.- :

The resu}ts of the analy51s to determxne 1f treatment
effects would general1ze to a measure of read1ng
},comprehen51on was not.s1gn1f;cantu The absence of any
ISigni%iCant differences,emerging between eogn1t1ve styles
and,treatmentﬂérdups offere some va;uable information, -
Becauserreading comprehension is a'mbre difficult,cognitime
task'tnan the”taSk of,werd~recdgnition on the W.R.A.T., the
'increaSe in refiectivity ofathose reglectiye,sutjectS»in the
treatmenttéroup mighttn;t have been sufficient to warrant an
A1mproved ab111ty to comprehend readlng mater1als.f n
add1t1on, ‘the effect of the type of cogn1t1ve style taught

in the S.I.T. program upon read1ng comprehen51on mlght only

be m1n1mal Lastly, 1t would appear that if a student s

o A



level of.reading comprehension is to be alterea, a
comprehensive training program.directed towards teachjng
_ reading comprehension skillS'is.required; o
‘AAlthough there was not a significanthinteraction-effectf

(p<.08) between'cognitive style andhgroups'on the Gates
MacG1n1t1e, a S1m1lar pattern of performance emerged as was
demonstrated by the reflective treatment subjects on the
'w R. A T.. That is, the'reflect1ve students in the treatmentg
group tended to exh1b1t the greatest Tncrease in performance

compared to thelr reflectlve counterparts.

' G. Null HYpothesis ¥4

Students who recelve thegclassroom S I.T. program w111
not demonstrate a superlor performance on the Otls—Lennon
MentalfAb111ty Test. |
| Accordlng to a two way ANOVA, ‘no significant'findings
‘ were obtalned for groups, cogn1t1ve style or groups by A
cognltlve_style (seeATable-B) Althodggh §1gn1f1cant results ?
were'not demonstrated the analy51s approacned 51gn1f1cance
'( 06 level) for both cogn1t1ve style and gtoups by cognltxve
style effects. Greater 51gn1f1cance can be attached to these
f1nd1ngs as the results closely parallel those obtazned on:
the W.R.A. T However, these f1nd1ngs suggested that the
'treatment effects dld“not generalxze to the»subjects-
performance on a measure of mental abzlzty ‘

Although S1gn1f1cant f1nd1ngs were not obta1ned for

'experxmental groups, cognitive~style and groups by-cogn1t1v55
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style, these findings are of value. Once again a similar

pattern of results emerged as was demonstrated in previous

_performance'tasks (i.e. W{R.A,T. and Gates, MacGinitie.) That

is, a level of significance of .06 was obtained for groups

by cognitive style. Tngs interaction effect indicated that

the reflective subjects in the treatment group obtained

. superior mean test ‘scores of 5.3 .and 9 when compared to the

‘reflective stidents in the control and material control

groups respectively. Scheffeitests indicated that the'mean‘
test score of'tne reflective studentsvin.the treatment'group
to be 51gn1f1cant1y greater than the mean test scores of the
reflectxve students in the mater1al controlxand control

groups respectively (F 8.14 af 2,75 p<.01 F 2.92 df 2,75

- p<.1). However, there eas:no significant difference between

mean test scores of the reflective students in the material

ICOntrol and control groups. It is of interest to note\that

¢

the following 1ntellectua1 quotients (120 treatment group)

(109 mater1a1 control group) and (113 céntrol group) vere

‘derlved from posttest mean'test scores for each exper1menta1 .

group. Possibly if the tra1n1ng program had been of greater

- duratlon the effects of the S. I. T program to alter the

"mental ab111ty of reflectlve students m1ght have been more

conc u51ve._Nonetheless, these f1nd1ﬁgs offer educators

‘encou}agement as to the potent1a1 effects of the Peter

_ Par ot program to increase performance on mental ab111ty
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fStudents who receive the classroom S.I.T. progran will R

H. Nyll Hypothesis #5

i‘not demonstrate‘a'superior‘performance‘on’the game  of
vPerfection.~“ o o | |
A two-way ANOVA 1nd1cated that there were no;}
‘ S1gn1f1cant effects for groups, cogn1t1ve style of groups by
flcogn1t1ve style (see Table 9) The null hypothe51s would be o
accepted on the bas1s of these results, causxng one to
' conclude that the treatment program d1d not 1nfluence
student performance on th1s novel task |

The ch1ldren s game of Perfectlon offered a novel task
to ascertaln if- the Peter Parrot program would brlng‘about a.‘
"31gn1f1cant change in student performance. No s1gn1f1cant
results. were obta1ned for the varlables of groups and
"cogn1t1ve style. One explanatlon for these f1nd1ngs mxght be
"that because it was a txmed test, those subjects who vorked
| accurately but slowly would have been penallzed Another -
'explanatlon mlght be that 1mp051ng»t1me restra1nts~resulted»
1n the chlld exper1enc1ng anx1ety causmg performance to be~
‘1mpeded Lastly, one would conclude that th1s novel task[ ‘

/ L ey

served as a quest1onable 1nstrument for measur1ng cognxtzve S

‘

style cau51ng one to acknowledge the need for more eﬁfective &h

~

'measures to Be constructed.
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Probability

.186
- .066
.063

|

~..

Probability

959
L671
.599

) [ o
Tnble 8 .
vTvo—vaﬁ ANOVA for Rau Scores on Otls-Lennon ’
e Mental Ability Test "
.. ) S _ . »

; S 1 . af Mean Squares F-Ratio
A (Groups): 2,75 " 111,310 1.723

. 'B (Cognitive Style) 1,75 C2260772 3,479
AxB 2,75 ©185.368 2.869

'Note: Means and standard deviations obtained from nnalys(s of variance foL-:he
Otis-Lennon can be found in table 7. -
. /-
' »
: A !
o vTaﬁlg 9
.. Two-way ANOVA'foq.Méan,Score-oﬁ Game of Perfectjon -
- s } : )

df Megn:Squareé,: F-Ratio
A (Groups) o C2,18 .613 047
B (Cognitive Style) - 1,75 2.345 .182
. — 2,75 2.914 .516

| , . I y
Note, Heans and stnndard deviations of .the lnalysls af Var!ance for the game of
' perfection can be viewed in tnble 7.

.

\

-
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Null 8ypothes1s #6 l "\J. ‘ ‘:' AR
A classroom S.1.T. program wlll not 1mprove the
: perfqrmance,of reflect1ve grade 2 students asrdetérmrned by :
the M.F.F. test. R | | | |
A three way ANOVA (see Table 10) resulted in a
vs1gn1f1cant effects for cogn1t1ve style |
(1mpu151ve/reflect1ve), non szgn1f1cant effects for .

o

' exper1mental groups and a ?yn sxgn1f1cant cogn1t1ve style by
groups effect. However, 51gn1f1cant effects for perrods

o(pre posttestlng) was obta1ned In add1tlon this stat1st1cal
analys1s produced a 51gn1f1cant 1nteract1on effect for |
cogn1t1ve style by per1ods and groups by perxods. There was L

;‘no 51gn1f1cant 1nteractlon effect between cogn1t1ve style by

S

groups by perxods. - N

To determ1ne if there were s1gn1f1cant dlfferenceslxn
“mean scores on ‘the 1mpuls1v1ty Lndex among reflectzve .
groups, éZCQral Scheffe tests were calculated (see Table
10). These analyses estabi1shed that the mean 1mpuls1v1ty

V ?1ndex change score over per1ods for the treatment gr0up was

srgn1f1cantly greater (F=4 42 df2 75 p<0 5) than the change s

1n the mean score of the materzal control group but not the,
control group.»Although th1s is not conclusxve evadence to
reject the null hypothesxs, greater support for rejectzng
the null hypothes;s arises due to the lack of a three way

,vtgxnteract1on be1ng computed Thrs find1ng 1nd1cated that thef_ R

treatment group performed better than both control groups

s
b

o regardless of cogn1t1ve style. f,_f*
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Table 10

Three—-way ANOVA of Pre and Poﬁttest
Impulsivity Index Scores on M.F.F. Test

DF. Mean Squares F-Ratio Probability
‘; A (Cognitive style) 1,75 226.815 77.911 .001
* B (Groups) 2,75 7.904 2.715 073
AxB ‘ ' 2,75 4.084 1.403 Y 1Y)
€ (Periods) 1,75 42,689 46.119 .001
AC , ] " 1,75 3.419¢ 3.694 .058
BC N 2,75 ’ 5.920 6.395 .003
AxBxC o 2,75 1.007 1.088 2342
& : " Scheffe Tests for Impulsivity index
F-Ratio df Probability -
Croups 1 and 2 - 4.42 2,75 .05
Gtroups 2 and 3 st 2.22 T 2,75 not significant
‘Groups'l and 3 .98 2,75 not significant

Note' "Means and standard deviations of the three wvay ANOVA on the M.F.F. . test can
be revieved in tnble 4.

J“I af RN
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! . A three way ANOVA was'cglculéted for error scores on
tﬁg M.F.F. test. This analysis (see Table 11) produced a
significént effects fof cognitive style, (impuisive_vs
“’féﬁlective), groups and periods (pre-posttesting). There
were also significant interaction effecté between cognitive
style by periods and'groups‘by periods but not for cognitive
style by groups. A‘significant cognifive style’by groups by
periodé was not obtained for errors on the M.F.F. test. To
determine if there were significant ditferences in the mean
error scores among feflecx{vé groups, a series of Scheffe
tests of significénce were conducted (see Table 11;. The
qhange"in the mean error score for the reflective treatment
group was significantly greater than the change in the mean
error scores of the reflective control grqQups. Subseqdently,
these findings‘iﬁdicated\that ihe reflective ﬁtudents in the
treatment group had signif}cantly less errors that those
students in the control groups.

Based uﬁon the M.F.F. test vériables of impulsivity
" index andlerrofs, the null hypothesiS'ié rejected. The
reflective students who received the classréom S.1.T.
program became significantlyvmore‘reflective than their
reflective counterparts and had significantly less errors on
the M.F.F. test.

Support for the previously stated hypothesis that a
superiof level of reflectivity might confributg to greater
generalization of treatment effects arises as aqresult of

reviewihg the reflective subjects performance on the M.F.F.



Table 11

Three-way ANOVA for Errors
"on M.F,F. Test .
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df Mean Squares F-Ratio Probability
A (Cognitive style) 1,75 1735.734 72.148 .001 .
B (Groups) ‘ 2,75 -+ 80.038 3.327 .041 v

. AxB 2,75 26,471 . 1.017 .367 e
C (Periods) 1,75 . 549.950 . 66.057 .001
AC 1,75 80,158 9.628 003"
BC 2,75 69.795 8.383 .001
AxBxC 2,75 6.335 ' .761 AT
Scheffe Tests
F-Ratio df Probability

Groups 1 and 2 10.06 2,7 - .01
Groups 1 and 3 3.8 2,75 . .05
Groups 2 and 3 L 1.62 2,75 not significant

Note: Means and standard devi@?i\cns of the ihree way ANOVA on the M.F.F. test can
be examined in table 4.



test. Firstly, the reflective'treatment students‘
demqnstrated thrqugA their impulsivity index scores, a
‘ 5upetior level of reflectivityrcompared to the fefléctivg,'
students in the material control group; The abséﬁce of
Significant differences in reflecfiyity between th; .
treatment and the control gfgup may be a resultSBT"S ceilihg; °
effect arisihg for the treatmeﬁt group. Secondly, the
reflective students in the treatment group -had signifiéaﬁtly
 fewer errors on the M.F.F. test compared to the oﬁhér.two o
control groups. Tﬁese.findihgs indicatéd that spudentéﬁwho
were alre%dy considered to be reflective fof their age were.
able to increaselfheir level of reflectivity s:lgnificam‘:‘ly.i~
What.implicafions might these findings have for, |
Oﬁ;kdUCaFors? One implication is that it apps%;s'that
reflective students can.increasé“theif levelef ref;ectivityf
on a‘measure_of conceptual teﬁpo. In‘addition, fhis iqcrease
appearsvtb not only imprng\the refle&tive;stﬁdenté
performance (fewer errors on M.F.F; tést)'but-pogsibly
contribﬁtgs to their abiiity to geﬂeralize treatment effects
across tasks (i;é:”W.R.A.T.,.Gates4MacGinitie and _
Otis-Lennon). Should these findings be;substanfiated through
‘additional empirical evidence, one could clearly envision
the merit of implementing this program as a generalizea
teaching strategy within the curriculum ofAregu1ar:g;ade 2
students. N

Upon reviewing all of the data analyséd to ascertain

the effects that the'classrooﬁ S.1.T. program had upon
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cognitive style and student’ pefformance on varfbus cogn1t1ve
tasks, a number of s:gn1f1cant f1nd1ngs emerge. The\{;rst
belng, where other studles demonstrated that an 1nd1v1dhql
$.1.T. program's ab1l1ty to increage the reflectivity of . \\
.;%udents, this classroom S.I.T. program was able to increase
thevlevel’of reflect1v1ty»for reqular grade 2 students, In-—/v/,
‘addition, thlS 1ncrease in reflect1v1ty resulted in student
performance 1ncrea51ng (fewer errors) thhout the students
resppnse time experiencing a significant 1ncre§se,
contributing to the-child developing the preferred fast
accgréte response style. This-research-finding-elso,
indicated that the degree of inflhehee tﬁatrcognitiVe style
" has upon student performance,apbears to be dependent upon
-theadifficulty of the cognitive task, and the resultant
~influence that conceptual tempo has upbﬁ performing the
task. | | |
'Anotper‘significant finding which appears fb’emetge
upon éngi}zinghthe data on student cognitive style and
beriormanee, is the fact that exposure to tfeatment
}materials,;(materiai control group) did not significantly,
1nf1uence~student reflect1v1ty or performance SubseQuently}
this suggests that the manner in which the materials are
being taught (i.e. S.I.T. program), is the sallent factor
contributing to:treétﬁént effects. On the other Hand,’due to'
the large nhmbet EE’iAtervening variables which comprige the:
Peter Parrot S.I.T. program (i.e. éognitive modelinéh

self-instructions), one is’ﬁnabie—to comment about the
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effect that each eompqnent variable has upon the treatment
outcome. | | R

Lastly, generalization ofttreatment‘effects bytthe
reflective students in the treatment program offerééggaue
| insightful information for practitiohers. Taken one step
further, providihg students who are reflective for their age-
with a reflective self-instructional strategy,‘enhenced
student performance significahtly on a taskfheasuring
reading ability and conceptual tempo as well as broduced
recogn1zab1y super1or performances in reading comprehens1on
and mental abllxty Greater research ev1dence is needed to
support these f1nd1ngs before educators can conf1dently
\ascerta1n the 51gn1f1cant effect that a classroom S.I.T.
program has upon student performance: Hopefully, addltlonalv
programs similar to Peter Parrot will be 1mplemented Wlthln
‘the school system as they will not only help students to
become more reflect1ve in their behav1our but improve

student performance.:

J.  Null Hypothesis #7 |

The percentage of studen s in the classroom S.I.T.
program who self-repbrt'usin self-uerbalizations to guide
their behavior uill not be gre ter then the percehtagelofl
students in the co trol‘groupsr ) ) |

Prior to analy tainea from the students
reemerit between examinet ratings‘,

- of student self- verbal1zat1ons were calculated f;ve weeks

| self-reports, levels'o



118

LY

after pesttest conditions. Agreement was'determined by
hav1hg the two examiners rate video- taped replays of student
self-reports. The 1nterrater level of agreement on part I
and part 1I of the cognitive assessment was 85 and 90
percent respectively In addltlon, the intrarater level of
agreement was determined by comparxng the number of
identical rat1ngs made by one of the examiners durlng the
‘initial assessment w1th hlS ratlngs made 5 weeks after
posttest from v1deo taped self- reports. This produced
intrarater leveIS'of agreement for pa%ts I and IT of 80 and
85 nercent Based upon these h1gh levels of agreement one

would conclude that the ratlngs of student

Self—verballzat1ons were\hlghly cons1stent between examiners .
and over t1me. -“Ari; N

/"

Upon establ1sh1ng/tha{ armean self verbal1zat1on score

of 4 or greater from the two self reports given by subjects

-~

.would serve as thé\erlteiien score- for u51ng

self- verbalxzat1on apprOprrately, an analys1s was conducted

7to determzne the percentage of squeqts\iepresentatxve in

each group. This resulted in the follow1ng\percentage 'scores
' 85 7 33. 3 and 38.5 belng ach1eved by the treatment, ~

mater1al control,and~contrqlﬁgroup respeetxvely.}Ut11121ng E
the same}criterion score fdr~appro£?iate self-verbalizatibn;
a ch1 square analy51s compar1ng the treatment group to the -
two control groups . 1nd1cated that the porportxon ot
apprbpr1ate and non-appropr1ate, self-verbalizers in the

treatment.greup\were significantly different (Chi-Square
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16.34 p<.0001). Based upon these findings\ one would reject
the null hypothes1s as the treatment groul had a
significantly greater percentage of subjects who
self-reported using self-verbalizations appropriately.

This study'established that‘a'significantly greater
number of subjects who received’the t?eatment programvwould'f
self-report'usingvself-verbaiization. These ffndings may not
be surprising upon recognizing that treatment'suhjects were:
trained to become aware of their'self-verbaliaations which
could have created some problems for the students in the
| control groups dur1ng the cognitive assessment component of
the study Nonetheless, if self-verballzat1on is a major
varlable 1n a S 1.T. program, one needs to se‘able to first
measure its presence and secondly determ1ne 1ts ut111ty
" (Copelang, 1981). S o -

Recognlzlng that there are 11m1tat10ns with attemptlng
to have subjects self- report what they are th1nk1ng,’the
’researcher 1ncorporated two procedures for asse551ng student
self-verbal1zat1on..Th1s dual assessment served a twofold
purpose.'Because during the piloting_of the reconstructiye
procedures, subjects’were having difficulty reporting theirg,
nthoughts while viewing’a'video—tape of themselves,-an
alternative format was 1mplemented The purpose of th1s
format was to 1ncrease the child' s level of recall by
assoc1at10n Th1s was achieved by havxng the student look at
the actual M. F. F. test booklet wh1le commentlngcon_hls[her____e_
thoughts A secondary purpose of thls add1t10nal cogn1t1ve

/
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‘asseeement:format was that it provided}the researcher with a
comparatrre analyses of subject self-verbalization. i&
According to the rater's who rated the students %
.self*reports and the data‘obtained, neither'format offered
-Ldany diStinct advantage{_one would conclude‘tnat-the use of
reconétructive procedores with children in grade two serves
as an adequate measure of cognitive assesSment; If the task
were to be repeated aga1n, greater amounts of time would be
used to have subjects spend time observ1ng themselves on
telev1s1on as this factor, tended to 1mprove the ab111ty of
_students to self-report‘dur;ng_tze_study as compared to the
conditions during piloting.: B | |
| Anotherfpositire component.otﬁthelcognitive aesesement
1; proeedures wae thepinelusion of a validity check on the
fself-report recording eheet.‘More}epecificaliy, if } child
self-reported that he/she did‘not choose one of the
~alternatives from‘an M.F.F. test question, but did during
the completion of the test;dthe‘soorer coded this
/self-report to acknowledge the discrepanCy between test
'performance and 1nformat1on self reported Of the 81

—

subjects who sebf reported 8 students were found to have
f

self-reports vhich were incongruent.

ith their test
performanee. This indieatedrthat_QO’ ercent,of'the'studente
_rep '}mance leading one to.
» believe that theré-was a high degree‘,'rconsistency between

student self reports and the1_ test b .

s;m;lar»to this might be benef

or. Procedures

R o
“~ .
for future research as-
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greeter levels of confidence could be attributed to the
consistency of student self-reports. N
Evaluating the students self—verbalizations did not
- appear to"be as_onerous a task as one mxght expect. The 5
point rat1ng scale used to determ1ne quallty of n'-iﬁ
self-verbalizations being reported by students posed»little
‘problem'for raters to score. This was demonstrated byrthe
high degree of agreement over time and between raters. These
findings_sre encouraging for those researchers atteupting to
assess the covert self-verbalizations of students, Moreover,‘
greater credibility can be levied upon the cognitive
‘assessment technlque of reconstructive procedures with grade

2 students.

'E;'Nuil Hypothesis #8

Those subjects who self- report using appropr1ate
self verballzatlons to guide their’ behav1or will not
demonstrate superior.performances on the M.F. F test.

- In order-to ‘conduct thlS analys1s, subjects were
dfv;ded, into two groups based upon the mean = . .
seiﬁfverbalization‘score'obtained_from their two
selfireports._Group one-included_7 subjects who's
‘self—reports iMdicated that their seif-verbalizations were
‘either not belng used or were be1ng used 1nappropr1ately
- (i,e. mean_ score of s2 on self reports) Group two vere

those subaects who demonstrated through self- reports the

appropriate use of self- verbal1zat1ons (i.e. mean score >4)

‘! e -
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A one way ANOVA calculating impulsivity index scores from |
M.F.F. posttesting resulted in a significant main effect
(F=4, 091 af 1,48 p<.049) for groups (appropriate vs | B
"1nappropr1ate self- verbalxzatlon) The null hypothe51s was.
rejected on the basis of these findings as those'subjects
‘uho used appropriate seif-verbalization demonstrated a.
significantly morewreﬁlective score on the M.F.F. test.

- A one way'analysis conducted on the humoer or errors
}vfrom~M,E.F. posttesting produced significant findings
(F=4.443,'df 1;48¢ p<.04) for the variable groups.dThis
analysis indicated tnat the appropriate'use of
*self—Verbalizations‘resulted in.fewer'errors being nade, andl
a super}or performance being obtained. However: a similar
analy51s computed on posttest latency scores on: the M.F.F.
test did not produce a 51gn1f1cant main effects (F=2.18, df
1,48, p<.146). These £1nd1ngs suggested that the use of
self—veroalization did.norﬂunnecessarily increase the
response rate of subjects utilizing self—verbalizarion to
guide their behavior. o |

‘Based upon'this series of analyses, one would conclude
‘that those subjects who used self- verballzatxons
,approprlately demonstrated greater reflect1v1ty and obtalned
f superior performances on a task measurlng conceptual tempo-
w1thout requ1r1ng a s1gn1£1cant1y greater amount of t1me to.
respond <

3 Prevxous stud1es (Genshaft & H1rt, 1979; Kendall &

- Wilcox, 1980; ‘and Parrish &,Er1ckson, 1981)"haye often

-
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negated to i?certain_if the\usetof-self-verbalizations‘has
contributEd téutreatment‘efficacyi Those, studies (Camp et
al, 1977;gEastman L Rasbury, 1981,and ﬁobin et al, 1975)
'whiCh did, did not alwaYs ohtain_favourable findinga. This
_study clearly ind?catedvthat‘students uhO«self?reported
using self-verbalizations appropriatelyAwere_signifitantlyv
more reflective than those subjects who had not. These,
self verbalxzers also enjoyed hav1ng a superior performance
on the M F F. test due to the fewer number of errors

' obtalned. In add1t1on, failure ‘to obta1n.51gn1f1cant

) $ . . : N ‘ . \ .
differences in latency scores on the M.F.F. test between

those students who used self verballzat1ons approprlately
) ?those who e1ther falled to use self-verbaleatlon
}}oprlately or not at all 1nd1cated that there “was no
;dence to suggest that the approprlate use of _«'
51f verballzat1ons 1mpeded the student S response t1me.' g ;\: .
These- f1nd1ngs are 51gn1f1cant in that they lend K |
fcreedance to the factor that approprlate self verballzat1on
‘contr1butes to superlor performance and greater reflect1V1ty
but does not necessar1ly result ;n subjects response t1me |
‘belng sxgn1f1cantly increased. Support for these | findings
\emerge ;rom research (Luria, 1961) ‘which contendl that the
amount ot self—verbaliaation'required‘ decreases\ | -T_
porport1onally to the degree of mastery the child has of the -
ask These f1nd1ngs would 1mply that educators should

encourage students to engage 1n self-verbalxzatzons |

“frt1cular11Y when the task before them is d:fflcult and/or o
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numerous errors are be1ng made.’

In summation, the f;nd;ngs of this study have.
sign1fxcant 1mpl1catzons for educators. F;rstly,‘a_classroomv
program.uhlch vas developed and implemented for Qrade 2
}students recelved the endorsement of students and teachers
through thelr positive eValuatlons. Th1s classroom as
opposed to an 1nd1v1dua1 S.1.T. program was able to 1ncrease
the level of reflect1v1ty and performance (fewer errors) for
not ony the 1mpuls1ve students,but the»reflectlve students‘
on a measurehof concethal'tempo. This reflective‘shift in
concethaletempo resulted in the reflective treatment |
Tsubjects demonstratlng a superlsr performance on the readzng_'
subtest of the W.R.A. T.. Although an increase in
reflect1v1ty by the reflect1ve treatment students d1d not .
z,produce 51gn1f1cant results for the var1ab1es of read1ng
fcomprehen51ve and mental ab1l1ty, a trend was establlshed asbp
| |
the brev1ty of the Era1n1ng program, one has to be
.opt1m1st1c about the non- academzc ang academ1c galns‘v
'achleved by the students who received the classroom S I. T.
-vprogram Lastly, the f1nd1ngs of th1s/gtudy 1nd1cated that
Athe approprxate use of self verba11zat10n resulted 1n1ﬂ
greater levels of reflect1v1ty and a super1or performance
belng obta1ned on.a measure of conceptual tempo, w1thout

s1gn1f1cantly 1ncreas1ng the students response t1me.r~s.
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CONCLUSIONS AND nzcomnmrxons
A'stUdy uas*conducted in'the NorthernhAlberta community of
Morinvilles The purpose of th1s research was ‘threefold.
: F1rstly, to develop and 1mplement a classroom S.I.T. program
whlch students and teachers would be asked to evaluate.;
' Another a1m was to determ1ne the ab111ty of thxs classroom
es I.T. program to increase the reflect1v1ty of grade 2
students as well as determ1ne what effects thrs lncrease in
reflect1v1ty m1ght have upon student performance on. other’
‘cogn1t1ve tasks. Lastly, the researcher wanted to establxsh |
If a relat1onsh1p exlsted between the use of

self verbal1zatlon and student performance on a measure of

-

o conceptual tempo. Based upon the results of the study, a

number of conc1u51ons can be drawn°‘.

\

"f. The classrom S. I T. program was well recelved by

: ;students and teachers as 1nd1cated by the1r p051t1ve

.~eva1uatxons. ['jf o ;;7'.41 - ]
2. The classroom S.1.T.. program was able to 1ncrease
-the level of reflect1v1ty and the/performance of -

sl

'grade 2 students on a measure«of conceptual tempo.
3.1_The reflect;ve subgroup w1th1n the treatment group
also demonstrated a s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease in thezr_"
”:.level of reflect1v1tyﬁand performance on a measure
;‘, of conceptual tempo.,v» . LEN
i 4.'mThe reflectxve subgroup w1th1n the treatment group

',demonstrated a. superror performance on a task of
. \ , k)
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word rgcognition.

5. The cognitive assessment technigue of reconétructive
procedures Fppeared to be an appropriate éégnitive

_ assesSm;;E?procédure'to assess self-verbalization of
grade 2 students as it resulted in stﬁdent seff-reports
being highly consistent with their test behavior.

‘6. A significantly greater percentage of students who
received the clagéfoomrS.I.T.jprogram reported uging’ "
self-verbalization. )

7. Students who used self-verbalization appropriafély
demonstrated higher levels of reflectivity and»échieved

4

a superior performance on a measure of conceptual tempo.

/e
-4

A. Relevance of Findinés to Theory |

"The fesults of‘this résearch lend support“for
coﬁceptualizing self-iﬁstructional'training within the .
theoretical framework ofAS-O-ngﬁeégﬁ. That is, behavior
chahge'isra bi-directional process in which orgénismic&ahd
'm”;nvironmental variables interact. In thiqutuhy, the
organismic variable, (0) of self-verbalization (verbalp .
mediation) was found to be a salient factor in‘assiSting
studentsAdevelop a more re?iecfive cognitive style, In ‘
| aédition, the apprbpriate uSi of self-verbalization brqgght
about a Signifiiant increase in pg‘formancé (fewer errors)

-6n a measure of conceptual-tempo as well as on a task of

B 7o ’
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word recpénition. Environmental variables were also taken
into consideration as the S.I1.T. program encorporated the
principles of respondent and operént conditioning. However,
because S.I.T. assumes a Si—directional approach to behavior
change, it becomes difficult to ascertain the effects that
each organismic and enviroﬁmental variable has ubon the
behavior change process. Subsequently additional research is s

required before the influence of each organismic and
environmentai variable can be“determined. Once this data‘is,j
collected, a more sophistitated and approbriate theoretical * .
model of behazior change can be developed to replace the
rather simplistic S-O-R model.

| Taking a more microscopic analysis of theory, this
study offered theoretical support'for some of the principles
of'Self-%ngzructionalltraining‘ Research findingsyindicatgd
that appropriate self-verbalization was a salieﬁthtreatméqq
component tavencorporate within the training program, 7
However, the significance of two other pfoggam training
components (i.é.bcqgnitive modeling and uée}of a strategxﬁ_
could not be determined either independently or coilectively
within the parameters of this research design.

Another salient contribution resulting from this study
was the fact that grade 2 students could be taught
self-insttuctional training witﬁin ihe regular;élassrooﬁ
setting. Instruciion did not hAQe to be pro§id§d on an -
individual basis but with a class as a whole. ?espite the |

large numbers being tfaingd simultaneously, itlappeafié that

%”“{?' : -
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- students were able to learn how to use self—verbalization to
guide and control their behavior effectiveiy. One might
conclude thae training as a classroom facilitated student
acquisition of the éeter Pa;rot program due to’students
being exposed to a variety of peer and adult models who
demonstrated how to not only use self-verbalieation
‘appropriately, but also develop an effective plan for
}completing the task ;uccessfull§.

.What theoretical implicatiops'did this research have
upon the literature of conceggual-tempo? One area of
sfgnificaﬁEe was that the interventiop strategy of S.I.T.
was not only effective in increasing .the leve}/of
reflectivity of impulSive{Students, but also thoee Students
who gere_dbnsidefed to be reflective for their age. These
resglts suggested that all students, be they either
reflective or iﬁpulsive for tﬁei{ age,rcould acquire a more
reflect1ve cognitive style. ‘

Accordlng to. norms developed by Salkind and erght
(1977) for the M.F.F. test, these B year old students who
received the S.I.T. program exhibited:a level of |
reflect1v1ty expected of the average. 10 and 11 year old.
Flndlngs l1ke this cause one to quest1on the degree of
| influence that age has upon the degree of reflect1v1ty
exhibited. 90551b1y .as Vygotsky (1978) suggested in his
~theory of zone‘of prox1ma1 development; those students who
received training learned to function at their obtimal level

of‘perfermance rather than at their developmental level of
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performaﬁéé;L

The findings of this research would also suggest that
the acquisition and generalization of a reflective cégnitive
style to be&developmental_iﬁ nature. More specificaliy;
students who were impdlsive for theirAage were able to
demonstrate an increase in reflectivity on a»tagk measuring
.conceptual tempo (M.F.F. test). similarly, stpdents‘;ho were .
considered to be reflective for theif age prior,tb treatment
also exhibited a significant ihcrgase in level of
refleétivity’on the M.F.F. test. Hoﬁeyer, it appeared that
| onlthhis later group (previouysly reflective students) who
received the. S.I.T. program was able to éenéraiize this
reflective cbhcéptugl tempo to another éqgnitive task'(ﬁord
reéogniéion){ A éimilar'pattgrn emerged»fof this group on |
other éognitive tasks (menta}'ability andvreading‘
‘compfehengion) as only these reflective~stddénts.obtaiped
éuperior.performances.‘To concluée, it would‘appear that
students who are impulsive for their age must first develop
;ta,refléctive cognitive style énd through consolidation and
‘practice demonstrate an even more superior level of
reflectivity before there will be génefalization to other
cognitive:tasks. One mﬁsﬁ keep in mind thét the degree of
~ generalization will bé:restricted by the effect that .

reflectivity has upon completioh bf‘the task;
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B. Implications of a classroom S.1.T. for Educators
This study had some specific implications for

J |
educators. Firstly, a program which permits 'classroom,

instruction is of significantly greater utility to teachers
who are restricted by the amount of individual instruction
that can be made available to students. This classroom
S.I.T.'progrém also provided educators with ten
cémpqehenSive lesson plans which served as a guide for

" _instruction., Unlike many other psycho-edgcational programs,
this program utilized teaching matefials from the reqular
school curriculum. Because of this, new curriculum materials
were not required, as existing materials were blended into
'thektraining program and in this way, the learning of the

prescribed curriculum was not disrupted. )

o £

An educational program which has been evaluate?
positively by teachers and students haé‘significantlyx
. greater likelihood of being successfu;‘within the classroom.
Evaluative feedback from teachers and students invol§ed in
the study was positive. This positive attitude served as a
‘source of motivation for program instructors and
paraticipants., One aspect of the S.I1.T. program reported to
be of consider&ble enjoyment and’mbtiVation was the use of
the Peter Parrot puppet. Students and teachers found the
puppet to be a creative and eiceilent model for
‘demonstrating how fo use self-verbalization appropriétely.
;Anothef component of the program deemed to be |

beneficial was that the general strptegy taught to students

)
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was easily acquired. Although the strategy taught to _
students was general in the sense of there being six
guestions to be asked, each student had the flexibility to
alter the complexity of the plan developedias_weil as the
content and quaiity of self-verbalization required to,carry
out the plan, thus facilitating greater task successt This
general strategy appeared to have the additional advantage
of being easily implemented across a uariety of tasks
increasing the likélihoOd of treatment generalization.
Recognizing that 1mpu151ve students do not enjoy as
much academic -success as their reflective peers, one becomes
rather optimistic about the merit that a classroom S.I.T.
program would havevfor students. This study indicated that
all students, be they either impulsive or reflective for
their age, achieved a 51gn1f1cant 1ncrease in reflect1v1ty.
In addition those students who were 1n1t1ally reflective
for their age demonstrated significantly greater performance
on a word recognition task. Although 51gn1f1cance was only

approached by the reflective students within the classroom

-

S.1.T. program on tasks measuring mental ability and reading

.comprehension, one has to be encouraged by the positive
effects that this program would have upon_these‘cognitive
tasks as well as other academic tasks. |

In.order to maintain a balanced perspective as to the

implications and significance of thisis 1.T. program for

educators, several statements are in order. The first being

K«‘

“that the author is not suggesting that all students should
%)
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use the Peter Parrot strategy\for every task'assigned.
‘Surely as educators, we recognize that discretion is
grequlred by the teacher in order to determine when and which
'students would benefit from the Peter Parrot program. |
,Another factor to be con51dered 1s that the program
developed was 1ntendedgfor students in division I (i.e.,
grades 1 to 4)._Thisvis not to suggest.that dlder>students
would notebenefitifrom a classroom S.1.T. program,'provided
that the program encorporated age appropriate methods"of |
instruction.;Similarly,‘the program as it exists,*served-
only.as a guide for elementary teachers.‘SubsegUently,
teachers would have to ta1lor the prescr1bed lesson plans to
meet the needs of thelr students. Lastly, before teachers |
could confldently 1nstruct students how to use Peter
~ Parrot's program, xns:rv1ce tra1n1ng in the theoretical and
practical pr1nc1p1es of self-1nstruct10na1 training would be
required 1n order to enhance the guallty of instruction and
student success. |

Although some'conclusions'can be made as a result of‘
the findings obtained in this'study, a]significant'number of
'guestions have yet to be'answered. Consequently, a number of
,recommendations.can be made for futuré studies to~address:

1. Develop a tra1n1ng manual which would prov1de

™
'-teachers wlth the regu1red th oretical and practlcal

knowledge necessary to teach the Peter. Parrot
‘Classroom S.I.T. Program.

2. Examine fhe ability of classrgom teachers to teach =
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‘the Peter Parrot Program?-

-Evaluate the’specifit components of a classroom

 f S;I.T, program and their resultant contributions to

treatment efffcacy;

Investigate the effects that an increésé in
reflectivity'has'0§pn student pe:formance and
genéralization{of'this response style across tasks,

settings and individuals.

- Construct more reliable and valid measures of
‘éonceptual‘tembo. '7, 3 - ‘-'5*J
»As;ess the influence that.the quantity, quaiity and
. type of self-Qgrbalizations have upon student 

performance.

Investigate what types of strategies.

(geheral/specific) are‘most effective for use in the

classroom.
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: Appendix A
Lesson ?léng and/??%iQiBQfMéterials
 Used in Classroom S.1.T. Program
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‘lTeach1ng Object1ves~ ) : o S S

| 1. 'puppet of a parrot

'4€; paper for drawlng pxcture-of parrot o

152

“Peter Parrot"

TR

A Classroom Self Instruct1ona1 Training (S.I.T. ) Program

- Lesson Plan #1

~y

N v . . . 3 N " : l C
Motivation Acdtivities: . i

T

1. The use of-a puppet“%PetemiParrot).to serve as an

animated character to introducg S,I.T,»program.
' ' ' N

-2, Drawing a picture of parrot. - | L S

+

1. To 1ntroduce the concept of self- talk and how it serves
to gu1de behavzor.
2, To.demonstrate’to students howjtoruae Peter Parrotfsl'
| program to complete a task , R o o
3. To have the. students learn and practlce "Peter Parrot s:

.program and its 5 rules..’

; 4.m,To have chlldren acknowledge the ut111ty and advantages

of us1ng Peter Parrot 'S program.

,Materlals.

2., overhead projector . -

3{, transparencies for-"t o tflﬁgp _
: 15 Peter Parrot s rules (program;
2., match to sample tasks,»

i) bus,;11) dog

"Howfto Atta:n ObJect1ves.f

t>1,f Use puppet as an:mated char:;ter to stlmulate self talk»;P

e

£l
(self-verbal1zat1on) '
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.r'*",/\‘;\ : ' o e .

‘2\\ Ute%(g: cogn1t1ve modellng by teacher to teach students-;

91 _ Peter Parrot s program | v

\?“ how self-talk guides: behav1or

3. advantages of u51ng Peter Parrot s program

._3;'rHave students practzce Peter Parnbt s program‘on ‘a match
| to sample task and rece1ve feedback |

-4.' Ask students questlons about how, when, and the -

advantages of uszng Peter Parrot a program. | V
5.P Have students write out Peter Parrot s 5 rules and

erehearse them in order to be able to recall them.'

Lesson Format

‘part1 .

Introduction?

'(A) Teacher' ) L ‘;h

- do?" (1 e., sparrows, rob;ns, etc )

"Because parrots can talk that meke% them pretty

A

 smart." u_’ SRR q_"

"Can you talk?" ;f.,;" tho, :.féﬁ el ST

Student Response-f"Yes.,v"

(B) Teacher'»’ . | R
"That makes you prett; smart toéea'f ‘_vf'ffjﬂ
'Do you know why be1ng able to talk makes you smart?“ s

» .

"'(C) Teacher':ré

. wPeter Parrot says that because he can talk he talks r;(z L
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’
to himself in order to help him do better work. In

'fact, he believes that talking to yourself is so
helpful to boys and girls that he has made a program
for how to use self-taik,to hglp‘you when you are doiné
| schoolwérk,.Before 1 show‘you how using self-talk can
help ;ou“do better work in.school, wé/gﬁgﬁlq first
. understand'what Peter Parrot means‘bytself+{alk. Who
can tell me what self-talk means?"
Studenf.Responses;
1. It means talking to yourself,
2. It means thiﬁkingmogt loud in your mind.
(D) Teacher: |
"Let's-try saying somefhing to ourselves so no one can
hear us." Instruct student§‘t6 say this statement to
themselves < "Today is Monday." |
Begin by having studénts initiélly saying this
statedent out loud. Graduélly have them'tade this
stafement from a whisper to becoéing covert, ’
(E) Teacher: | _
"Do you remember the game that you played last ve;k?
(Match to sample task which has been previously
completgd). Can you remember how you sometimes ladé
‘misﬁak;s choosing which picture matchéd thé picture at
the tép. Petef Parrot is going to show you how he uses
talking to himself to do better work. When he uses
self-talk, he dogsnitvmake as-maﬁy‘miStakes. Watch and

" listen!" The teacher then places puppet on his/her hand

<
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allowing the puppet of Peter Parrot to demonstrate to
'students how Peter Parrot aoes sohool work.
Tnansparency of the match to sample task’(bus) is
‘placed on overhead projector to serve as training
acti.vity. *
i§3 Teacher: | |
The teacher engages in cognitive modeling in order to
demonstrate to the students how Peter Parrot's program
can help them to select the correct p1cture.
(G) Teacher:
Upon successful completion of the task, the teacher
‘asks students how Peter Parrot's program helped with
choosing the correct alternatives.
Student Responses: | |
1. It helped to tell you what to do.
2. It gave you a plan. |
3. It got you to slow downvand work carefully.
&. You were able to f1gure out what to do.
"’Sﬁ’\“\u thought of a couple of ways of f1gur1ng out the
correct response, ‘
6. it madeVYou think.
7. It helped you not to make as many mzstakes because you
had to look at all of the oarts in the p1cture.
| Some quest;ons that the teacher can‘ask at this time:
.-  What did Peter Parrot do that you don't do sometimes?_
‘2. How could Peter‘Parrot's program help you in'School?

3. When could you use his program? .

-
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Part 1

\

(H) Teacher:
"Would you like to do better work in school? Peter
Parrot's program can help you do better. Let:s learn,
the 5 rules that he says to himself when he has a job
to do."

- . . 'f" "\w

Place 5 rules on'overhead projector and have the

children rehearse them. Ask the children why each rule

is important?

(1) Peer-Modeling and Feedback:

Teacher: . '
"Would some of you like to try using Peter Parrot's

© program?” The teécher asks children at random to use
Peter Parrot's program tb‘cbmpléte.anothet‘match to
sample.tasi. (Place transparency of dog on overheaé

~ projector.) :
‘Each child is given feedback as to their use of Peter

. Parrot's program to complete match to sample task.

(J) Seat Work:

1. Have. students prlnt Peter Parrot' s 5 rules (program) in

their workbood The students can then be challenged by
/
the teacher tp see who will be ab;e to remember them

tomorrow. |
J

&

2, The?childrenfare allowed to draw a picture of a parrot

3once.Peter'P7rrot s rules have been entered into their

/

workbook.
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Evaluation: (Formal and Informal)

L Thé ability of students to verbalize the qdvahtaggs of

using Peter Parrot's plan. .

2. The student's desire to engage in use of Peter barrot¥s .

& plén.

*

3. The extent to which students are able to use Peter

Parrot's plan to complete the match.go sample. tasks. ’
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LESSON PLAN 1

.8 Peter Parrot's Rules

1, What am I supposed to do?
. What do I need to know to do the work?

How can I do the work? "Q

. Is mf plan working? . y

(8, > W N
L]

. How did I do?



159

LESSON PLAN i1




LESSON PLAN ]

11

N

A\

o=

N p—
]
W |

T

ﬂ:I

N Ca
S

At

L]

1]

160

11/77- |

X“Eil T 17




161

"Peter Parrot"
A Classroom Self Instructional Training (S.I1.T.) Program

Lesson Plan #2

Motiyation Activities: . - .

1. Have children use Ehppet of "Peter Parrot" when
practicing his rules.

‘2. Simon Says game.

Objectives:

1. To have the children practice recalling Peter Parrot's

program (5 rules). |
2, To provide the students with opportunities to observe
~and to practice usiné Peter Parrot's_program.
3. To have the studehts verbalize how Peter Parrot's rules

can help fhem. "
4. To$give ;he students spetifié feedback as to their use
- as well ag how oﬁher stydentg used Peter Parrot's
'program to do school work.
5. Tb have students define the m self-talk.

6. To have the students practice using and identifying
covert self-talk.

7. To implement self-monitoring procedures with students.

Materials:
1. Overhead-proje?tér L
2. Trénsparehcies
1. »péter Paxrét's‘s rulggg; o .
2. Rhyming Words #1 | |

3: Worksheets
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1. Rhyming Words #1
2. Rhyming Words #2
'4. Peter PArrot puppet
5. Alarm clock '
6. Self-monitoring forms

How Objectives to be Attained:

1. Have students rehearse orally Peter Parrot's 5 rules.

' 2. Have students observe cognitive modeling of Peter
Parrot's program.

3. Have students’practice and cogni;iQely model Peter
'Patkotfs program‘for-thejr classmates.

4. Provide students with feedback about ﬂﬁ%gr’use of Peter _
Parrot's pfogram.. |

5. Have the students record their covert verbalizations on
the self-monitoring forms. | v

Lesson Format

Review

Teaéher: "Who did we meet yesterday?”

Students Response: "Peter Parrot."

Teacher: "What can Peter. Parrot do that other birds can't
do?"“ | . | l

Students Respohse:'“He is able to use Self‘ta}k;*
.Teacher{ "who can remember'whatvpeter Parrot ééught us?"
.Students Response: "He taught'us that if we tﬁink'aloud or
talk to ourself - we will do befter vork.m

Teacher: Ask students to explain what}they'think~se1£-talk.
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means. : . - >

Students Response: .

1. talking in your gamd

2. talking to yourself

3. thinking in ybur head.

Teacher:
"Because Peter Par;ot feéls that talking to yourself is
50 impértant, he.has.made a program for boys and gf%lé
to use. Who can remember thé 5‘r01e$'that Peter Parrot
uses in his érogram to help him do better school work?"

A : A
"Yesterday. we léarned that thefe were éome édvébtages

. X
\ w
for using Peter Parrot's program. Can you rememBer how

- Teacher:

they helped yop%"”’
Studénts Respornise:
1. It gave me a plan so 1 wOuldlwork better.
2, It made me work slowly and carefully . N,
3. I learned to check my work over,
4. 1 learned to use self-talk vhich makes me think before I
| ansﬁer. - #Z;_“"“mm« | s

Part 11

————

(A) Teacher; » | |
@ ,,"Todagﬂte are goxng to use Peter Parrot s program to do
‘gifferent school workuigatch'" |
Teacher uses cognitive modeling to demonstrate how
Poeter Parro//é/Zrogram can be used to do rhyming words'

vorksheet I. (Therefore teacher places,transpgrqncy of

“ii .) I_"}1 -
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‘Rhyming Words 1 on overhead projector.)

-
(B) Teacher:

Asks the students to explaln how Peter Parrot s program
»

helped him/her to answer the rhymes correctlyt

,_A’:‘

- (C): Teacher:

Teacher randomly chooses children”to model Peter
“ Parrot's program for their classmates as‘they complete

the rhyming words vorkeheet I that is on the overhead
projector. | |

(D)'Teacher:
After several students have had an opportunity to .
cognitively‘model Peter Perrot’s.program, ask the
etudents to make comments about the plan used, the
hmouht of se}f-talk, ouality of self-talk, etc.

Students Responees: |

1. All‘of us used the same rules but Said dtfferent things,

2. Some of os used more self-talk than others.

3. The plahs to do the worksheet were different.

4. It seemed easier to do the rhyming sheets.

(E) Teacher:h
| Asks the children ig they have ever tried to talk to
| themselves w1thout other people hearxng them.
(F) Teacher: |
Engage the chzldren in the followxng self talk exercise
which helps the ch1ldre; to fade their overt self talk

to covert (1nterna1) self talk.
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i Instruct the students to whisper this statement, "I like

ice cream." N b
ii -Inétruct the children to whisper the statement again
only quieter this time. ~ //
iii Have‘the students repeat the statement to themselves so
that only they can hear it. ‘ ,
- Explain to the children that they ére ué§ng Self-talk.
Teecher: f
"Talking to yourself is what ﬁeter Parrot calls
- self-talk or thinking'aloud. Being'éple to talk to
yourself while you‘ére working will ﬁelp you do better
work. This is especially true if you use . Peter Perrct's‘
‘program. " |
Teacher.: |
"Do you know why belng able to elther 7h1sper or talk

to yourself when work1ng in the classﬁobm is 1mportant?_

%? bother other chlldren

1. It's 1mportantvbecause you&?”

when you're wdrkingt |

| 2.*‘Also othert children qu "t know what you re d01ng so it __
. can be your secret. | | o

(G) Teacher; | o o

r};xplain to students ttat in 6rder:tofhelp_them use

lf*talk;to imptoveetheir wotk»ybu are goiﬁg-to give

them a Job to do while: they are worklng at the1r desks..ﬁ

(Teacher d1str1butes self—m3h1t0r1ng forms ) |

(H)*Teacher~ o

"Do you see th1s clock? I am go;ng to set the alarm and

T
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(I) Teacher"

2. », "Te-ll ‘me. what was-gomg through your mxnh\

e e . 166 _

it will ring while you.are working at your desk.
(Finishing rhyming worksheets II) What you are going
to do is tell me if you vere uszng self talk or

th1nk1ng aloud when the alarm rang

©

‘Teacher' : ‘ _ . : k ,

Asks the students to look at the'self-monitoring forms.
I1f you were using self-talk just before the alarm;rang,
you will circle yes. If you were'not using Selﬁ—talk3
circle no. Those of you who were using self-talk ori_ /
th1nk1ng aloud when alarm rang, w1ll print on thxs form'
what you were saying to yourself when the alarm rang.'
Handout‘the rhyming words worksheet II; Instruct the'
students to beg1n work1ng on thelr rhym g handout.
‘l Remind them about us1ng Peter Parrot s program and how -
talklng to themselves will help them to do better work.
"(Note) Put transparency of rules on prOJector to help
students recall the rules )
(J) Teacher- - |
After 3 to ¢ minutes haye transpired, have;the‘timer
’ring,' : . : , R
Teacher. / _ ST NN
o Ask students to. £i11. in self3{eport form as you read
r each quest1on. | : \4*5” ';v SRDE
T L L

Teacher-

1-" 'Was anythzng goxng through your m1nd?'f
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Teacher: = ; | .
Have theustudeqts then give you,feedback=as to their

'ansuers;' .
, P

Some student responses to self-monltorxng form-l f

9.

)
M)
S

S

/v(ot) |

,ifrom worksheet.

Teacher- g :,f

Two students saxd that because the work was easy, they

v\~..

began to work wlthout u51ng Peter Parrot S nules.\

%

fOne student -said that she found it hard to remember what

‘her self talk was.

Teacher' - . . L
Expla1n to thzkstudents that -each day they w111 be
asked to £i1l1 in tﬂziaﬁorm wh11e 601ng ;heir sé%t work

\J . e

Teacher- f,';“»' ‘..‘f'@j~h > .

‘ Encourage theﬁstudents to be honest about f1111ng 1n

‘Most students reported u51ng self talk, c1t1ng a phrase o

forms. Explaln that th:s game w111 help them to { }{}°'

A

0

remember to use: ﬁilf‘talk and Peter Parrot s program

‘wheh they are work;ng "ﬁgﬁ

N ﬁ;;p L L ';A; @ . o : ..
Homework Memorlze Peter Partot s f1ve rules for a test

. .. . T ST B S
tomorrow.}, .5f Q-

Teacher~

N

;nstructs students that they w111 play the Sxmon saysﬂg:5 '
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Evaluation-

1.  Ab111ty of students to recall Peter Parrot s progtam
- from memory ~A"

2. The quality of the responses given by the students when

( husxng Peter Parrot § program to complete a task, |

.3. Ability of the students to f£ill in the1r self-mon1tor1ng

‘-forms. o 5 ~
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LESSON PLAN 2,

SELF-MOCNITORING FORM

L

Name

‘ Was anything going through your mind?

‘Yes ¢ No

v

Tell me what was going through your mind.
- X ‘ .

169
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LESSON PLAN 2 .
, ¥ Rhyming Wores £/ \ 2N 1
T > - P bl . ]
. . ' I ’ N
Sncw anc grow rhyme with T NN
_— : . -~ i

None anc dcne rhyme with

)

‘Flour ane heur rhiyme with

Could and shouid rhyme with

K \

Rough and tough rhyme with

iLove anc shove rhyme with

Head and tread rhyme with

" Crowned anc drowned rhvme with
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PHYMING WORDS 2

A little gro.y mouse

Faund Q hot ‘FOt' o

The man in the = 9,
moon
Fell in love witha

Old Ncr‘h Wind is Howm
An:l soon d’ will be

The +.‘5er in the zoo
“Likes to roar end |

7\ ., erWl 0»*-——._
This old cat Al Jittle boys
Is Ver\{

Like playing with ____

L: hle duck so.\is, Qaa.ck

—rh 'Funn\‘ cléwn

In the 'erlm3 ——@—

Quack Quock \Ju__‘iu.‘:sic!e —_— .
. | Let me ride on my '» N I
| Mothers . - R
Jan Pu.“' +he can Tlke o ride

Down the lonj.'_.__;.__.,.

LitHe Bum‘l,?f& and round
H°P’ and iumfs . 0.\07\3
the :

’Li-ch\ao‘i with kkij Lass drum
| ?\c.‘ia, ra;}f‘?di'"{‘a.‘l’—‘l’ai‘ %

-~




172
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"Peter Parrot"

A Classroom S Insttuct1onal Training (S.I.T.) Program

“§§/6 Plan #3

Actlvxtxes'

Students wxll receive a stamp for. be1ng able to properly -

sequence Peter Parrot s 5 rules,

Teaching Objectives:

1'-

To havg.studénts be able to recall the 5 rules in Peter

Parrot's prbgram

2. To have studepﬁs practice using Petet'Patrot's*program
ané observe other studzﬁls using}the~prograﬁ to cpmﬁiete
two Language Arts activities. “

3. To have students become aware that Pg;erfparrot's“
program can be used for’anofher schbol activity.

4. To reviéw'the self-monitoring:procédures with the

. students. e |
5. To provide students with an opportunity to cbmpletg |
'self-report forms. | |

Matérials:. - R S

| 1. 'Stgmps | |

"2, foverhead_projéctor

3. :transparency," S : 7
1. picture clues b e

2. ‘Peterbparkot's ruleS'f ’ |
4;"worksheetsv”' . iv =

1.( picture clues to unscé?mble letters

aom,

2. how many word§ can you make from the vord
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automobile? .
.'“"
3. self- monitoring forms
4. alatm clock

How Objectives to be Attained:

1. Have students cerrectIy sequence Peter Parrot's 5 rules.

2. Teacher and students engage in cognitive modeling while

completing language arts worksheets.
3. Teacher will review self-monitofing procedures.
e ) |
4. Students will complete self-reporting forms.

Lesson Format' .

Part 1
A. Teacher:
Hands students a sheet‘of paper which has Petef
| Parrot’s 5 rules wr1f€en in a lcrambled order. Ch1ldren
will have to put the %pfgéft number be51de each rule.
B. Teacher: '
Overhead of Peter Parrot s 5 rules w1ll be put on the
overhead projector. Students will correct their papers
and stamps will be admxnxstered to those who vere able

to sequence the 5 rules. Those students who aré unable

to properly sequence the 5 rules‘can‘ 't;c% ag home

and attempt'thentest.tomorrow in -6 f 0 ‘“"btain a
stamp.

Part I

C. Teacher' ;’ e o

Place transparency of P1cture Clues for the'

| unscramblxng of letfers on the overhead proJector.

() . .
- o . B v
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D. Teacher: | 9? 2
Ask students. at random what they believe they{are &
supposed to do. |

Student Responses:

1. I'm supposed to make a word out of-the\ietters.

2. I'm going to figure out how those letters can make the

word that the picture says.. | |

E. Teacher: | -
,Ask students what they need to know to do the —

,/

worksheet. (1f students are having problems ask them
‘to f1§%re out what th1ngs are important for doxng the
task.) |

Student Respongesi

1. How to spell vords

2. You have to know what the pictures are’

F. Teacher: N
Have the students prov1de examples about how they would
do the worksheet. What plan would you'use?

} Student ReSponses. | |

1. 1 would try to unscramble the letters

2. 1 would look at the picture f1rst to see what word I'm

try1ng to s;ell “‘ : ‘
3. 1 would tell gyself to stop ahd th1nk “

-G. Teacher._

i *a«..‘

"Which plans»do’*\usthznk would work?"“
Student Responses. '// . N
1. All the plans woui3 work

N e L K ——

A
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4

o

2. Some plans would work better than others

H. Teacher: -.L
Randomly ask students to coonitiveiy model Peter
Parrot's program in order to demonstrate how they would
comp?ete some of the quest1ons.

1. Teacher: .
After severai,studeuts have~mod;led,Peter éarrot's‘

program, the teacher should provide-feedbeck‘as to:

1. the types of self-talk used

- 2. - amount of self-talk used

- 3. how the self- -talk guxded their behav1or and helped them
| to go the work ’
8. the dlfferent plans used by the students
Part 111 |
J. Teacher:
'Do you remember that yesterday ve talked about hov you
can use self- talk so that 1t won't bother your ¢
.‘c{essmates?", | | |
Have students practice explaining this statement until
‘ 1t becomes covert.'"Peter Parrot s Program will help me
in school " | |
K Teacher°* n"-‘~ L | e
| Pass out self-monztor1ng forms._w_"
iii Ask the students what they are. supposed to do. v1th them?
. ii "Do you know why you are using them?" 't”V f‘* e
.ii1 Revxev wzth the students how the self-monxtoting :

e
procedure works.<
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L. Teacher: | o

0. Teacher°

176

Teacher pesses out the Finding Words worksneet.
M. Teacher: - .
-Have the students explain what they think they are
}subposed to do in order to cdmplete worksheet.‘Remindh
students about using'Peter Parrot's rulesa After
students}heve begun working at their seats, have the
| alarn ring. » | |
N. Teachet: | S
Students.willvtﬁen ;ill out§8elffmdnitoring.forms.

Y
4
s

Have students glve feedback as to their responses on
the self report forms.
Teacher: ,‘;, - | | | o a .
Summ5?1ze the responses reported by the students as to «
the types qua11ty and quant1ty of 1nformat10n" |
' recorded. | L | o )
’Meneion.te,the%chiidren that before they be§indte’ﬁ
.answer ?hesquestiens on tne‘worksneet, that'thef should
have self- verballzed Peter Parrot s f1rst 3 rules.fa‘
P, Teacher' S ‘,_ g“_‘, d%ﬁ Y
Have the students complete thelr worksheets and\\ﬁen

B \\\ .
o . . \\\,
T A N

‘have the necessary correiseons.made. - TN

Evaluat:on" . S S

1. ﬂStudents'(perfe:mance‘on recall test of Peter Perr%i's;i '

pgogram..'

| 2, The competency of the students to- 1mp1ement Peterf
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Parrot's program,
- 3. Self-monitoring forms will be collected to determine the

quality and quantity O6f the se;f-repbrts obtained. »
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LESSON PLAN 3
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e
10'15 words: Begirner Driver

15-20 words %ce Drlver
5-10 uords out of gs

*
&

-
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} oo ’, "Peter Parrot™
A Classroom Self Instructzonal*Tra1n1ng (S.1.T. ) Program
| | Lesson Plan #4 ’

- / ‘ . . *

Hotxvat1on Act1v;tres~

.

Upon completlon of work ass1gned students*wiil be able to
complete the mag1c1an k- handout.,

Teachxng 633ect1ves-

. ’4

1. To demonstrate the 1mpor¢ﬁnce of using Peter Parroffzr/

f1rst 3 rules before beg1nn1ng a JOb
%

.2.' To have students pract:ce uS1ng Peten Parrot s=g§ogram’
, )

’

on a mathemat1ca1 ta;k

3. :To have~students ‘evaluate how'well'theY'use Peter
Parrot s program. R ,,h‘_, e
. s : s - ¢ * ‘ ‘“'. PR
To contxnue to have stﬂﬂents pract1ce self-mon1tor1ng

what is goxng through the1r mind when they are do1ng a

task. /f'}~f S RO { : -;;;_ ‘kf
5. .To have students successfully mon1tor thexr covért v
- | IR
self- verbal1zat1ons. o ,‘_,f’_ RN,

, Mater1a15°

4, Ppeter Parrot puppet LTt
B T e I SRR

’1;‘ overhead pro;ector"

2,  transptrenc1es

,'1f;}recogn1zzng and count1ng Shapes “;‘f: le;i‘?. ;
3?(iworksheets" ~'q o epf,‘e_stﬂp‘ S ;1 ‘
\;“.“1 r°'°9“121n9 and.countxng shapes,f f :
';¥;3 2. mat"subtractxon sheet : 'Y;i
.‘Th 3"‘m09;t1an ' i - : ‘fs_

k)
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5, Self-monltor1ng forms fﬁ
. 6. Qalarm clock ’ i. T - ‘”""~ '7Tﬂ$71'v";

‘,How‘ObJectlvesgto be. Attalned. -}' w0 | _'r‘ ;f:_hlsg.”‘? R

M T

.1;,t8y u51ng the exampbe of bu11d1ng a hgpse, have students ; 

verbalzze the 1mport%nce of Peter Parrot 5 f1rst 3

'_rules.ff -
| 2. student vill engage in cognitjve modeling of Peter
Parfot 5 program.f B  ° e e

= 3. Students wlll receive feedback as to thelr ab111ty to rv.;'ffT:

ot

use Peter Parrot s program. b _Vififj 'ff&f_ﬂ~

w»
L ]

;'Students wzll complete self-mon1torxng forms.ﬁf'ﬂ?f.7””

"Students w1ll be.asked to report on the1r ab111ty to

o
L]

A

self report the1r covert self-verbal1z t1ons. ;.; ,-73@;

* ST

‘Z"f“kp » Lesson ﬁ%rmat L“f o
r

ﬂ;g(A) Teachef.‘ f:?;a ';“:;}_“fgg;  f ,.”fféx.
yesterday?"

Student Response;”;{gojf"
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‘make words.
‘(C) Comment: -

Because children afe“énxious to pegin answering'
questions or do-theif seatwork, they often fail to
employ Peter Parzgt's.firsg three rules which een ‘ ‘(L
result in ehe child;s performancelneing inferioﬁ.
Conseduent;y, it is important for childfen to do so
before beginning their work. |
'An interesting example to demonstrate the iﬁpprtance.of
(1) figuring out" wvhat you' re supposed to do, (2)
establlshlng what you need to know to complete the jOb

as well as (3) making a plan before you begin, can best

be explained through the building of a house:.

\\“ - ; N
‘ﬁ;gcher: ' o I R *:\
\\"Do you remember yesterday that some of you started to
do your work‘witnont using Peter Parrot's first 3 |
rules? Let's learn why we_shou1d>use his‘fi;st,3
rules.” ‘ - ”

»*

Teacher:
"’“If 1 fold‘yod to build me a house, nhy would Peter
Parrot's first rule be important?" ’
Student Response: |
"You won't know what kind of house to build,-howzbié,

how many bathrooms, etc."



Teacher: . . .

1

"Why would rule #2 be important if you ﬁére building a
house?" ‘ ) |

Student Response:

"You would have to know how to do. electrical work,

plumbing, carpén;ry, etc;f 4

\\\

~

Teacher-

\ \
"Why would it be 1mportant to have a plan?"® : \‘_

Student Responses: - \ \ /}m(w\\

1. So you would make ' sure that you- had doors for eaéh room.

2. You want to-know whq;e things_go_and how blg to makq

them, ' | DR

\\
3. I would not want to forget an imp&rtant room (i.e.
\ ) )

‘bathroom) .

Part 1I1I

(D) Teacher° . ) | Co
"Today, we are going to use Peter‘Parrot s program to
do different school work."
‘Note: Inform cﬁildren'tﬁat if they work hard roéay
they'll get a special worksheet to take home.
(E) Teacher: | -i- s
Place overhead oflrecognizingrond oounting the various
\ . shapes on the progector. o
(ﬁ) Teacher' Co

| Randomly ask students how he/she would use Peter

| Parrot's program to complete this,task.

Nt -
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(G) Teachenﬁ, |
Inform those students who are not selected that they
will be asked to g1ve feedback as to how vell’thelr
peers used Peter Parrot's program. (Th1s 1s done upon
‘ the completion of a‘student s modeled;behav1or).
(H) Teacher:f_‘ o
Have students give.feedbaCk as to the following:
1. Was the task to be completedvexplained?'ﬁ“ L o
2r'vpid the student know vhat wasaneeded_to?he{known_tOG
complete the taSk7 | R

[

3. What plan was used by the student?

4. D1d the student check to see if the plan was work1ng?

(1) Teacher:’ RN
/' : .
After several students have modeled the plan, ask

¥

students to comment about how the plans differed,
Ceet T
a. The amount'of selfrtalkAUsed.'_
b. The different plans used |
H‘\\c. What th1ngs they chose to verbalzze.
d. \How fast they worked. ‘
Note: | ‘
On the shapes act1v1ty, the ch1ldren had ‘to 1dent1fy .
how many trxangles there were. This act1v1ty served as
a.beneficial 1earn1ng act1v1ty as there vere 5. |
vtrzangles on’ the worksheet, but there were only.3 which
vere identical’to the mode; shown (equiiaterial)»“This

served aswa;positive training example because if the
o ) . . ‘ ’

-
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"child didn't deyelop s'thorough plan, this would result
in mistakes being made. “ o |
This exercise also helped to demonstrate:‘

1. Identifying the hmmber‘of triangles vas more'challengimg'
than other shapes. Therefore, this necessitated a
greater amount of self-talk or self-yerhalization",'
because of“task diffiédlty.' | | | SR

2. Furthermore, children often make'mistahes'ss'to.the

. number of shapes because they do not ihclude within
their plan a system for systemat1cally searchzng for the
shapes which results in errors be1ng made.

3. Because errors occur as ; result of . not work1ng

| systemat1cally, ch1ldren exper1ence the benef:t of
check1ng thEIt responses Pver. | u

(3) Teacher' )

,G1ve student handout .of Mag1c1an and tell them that

they can take it home because they have worked very

- .‘
.well, (
Part III R o
(K) Teacher: .

\Pass out self monitoring forms and mstruct the

children that they will answer the form after the alarm é\

© rings. o , - B Lo ;} _sir v
(L) Teacher- o : 43 | | e
Give students work ass1gnment and exp1a1n to theg what
Q they ‘have to do (subtraction worksheet) *

L]
©



(M)

(N)
- (0)

(P)

2. ‘whxsper,

lnstruot the“studentS«to bomplete subtraction‘worKSheet

and make correct1ons upon the1r complet1on of task

rTeacher' - . | o ,‘-‘v‘ » ‘»Q

&

_'Ask the students who circled yes, whet’was going o -

through the1r m1nd? ) . R y
.Have thosglstudents who reSponded no expla1n hat, if

v
any, problems they were hav1ng. N ,

1f ch11dren are hav1ng d1ff1culty mon1tor1ng or u51ng

covert self talk wh1le work1ng, have the class pract1ce~'

lfad1ng thlS statement "I can talk to myself "

Procedure for fad1ng statement'

1. out loud

3, falntly verballze

_-4;"spoken covertly s6 no one can hear'

-~ (Have students move. 11ps to ensure covert self talk
o 1s be1ng used ) ‘\ﬂ* , ' s R -(»'

Those students who c1rc1ed yes on the self-mon1tor1ng

the1r m1nds.

Teacher: S | | B ‘d o - g;f%
_Set tlmer to ring-in 5 minutes. ~_! S | : al}‘-
Teachers ’ | e B f o l{
: When txmer rings,’ have students complete the ‘ -“‘?
elf monxtorlng forms. I S B
Tedcher:* Ly

.form can prov1de oral reports of what was going through e
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(Q) Teacher:. IR

Collect students gelf-monitoring forms and praxse them -

Uy for their efforts.v

EValuatzon' : K

The statementsqpade by the students ‘in rega:ds to the .

Axmportance 6& using Peter Parrot's first three rules it
9

they uere buxld:ng a house.

- 2. Ab111ty of students'qg nge feedback to peers ahout

their use of Peter Parrot s program.

3. Students responses on the self-monltor1ng forms will

o \

«

‘provxde valuable 1nformat1on. o ;' . AL

o
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LESSON PLAN 4

e

To connect the dots, no.:v._mpa

~ench row af ﬁ..,:c._a.mdm below, - oot R - :
Start at the dot having the same o 0 a2 A3 e 0B 6 i1 48 4y
number as your first Ainswer. Drow e et e e vl e e wt
a line th the dot for your secoid T Pt B L o
anawer, Keep going untllyou = % 5 @ RDTH B N 3 oA N
reacl) your last anawer, - ! : _ B . o
; . : 40 u a2 u3 45 26 497 8 -1 v
] e so 81 Si~6f" 34 is 6 S1 b b
817 7|7 R .
-, 60 6 €
- 87 = H . .
—_— . I.”I — Yo 74 -7
. : SRR " 1! N
012 Q19 BRI RL
— 312 - 18 —~ N
8{7 6G{Y "o - Gl 7
211 —2t - =alo - =l




"- A . 'A | | 190

o

- - LESSON PLAN 4

* i
]

‘.>¢'. _‘E..

¢
8]

(NI~ S e

e Y A C T
N , m@S@@?&SP@%%@ Bmmw_@ b -

W



-~ LESSON PLAN 4 o L

<
instzuczicns for the macic:an kandout. : e A
Teacher: You are to find out how :jar.y aice, birds, srakes anc ratbits
o te magician has. '
N R . ‘ .
Answer: (a)  ‘Mice 2
(b) Bixds 6 .
Sy . : ".
{c). Snaxes 1.
(d) Rabki:s 3
. : » '
S
¢
. ‘ ‘, r
\
3
N ¢ L )
. ~ R
hY " .
® (
S
3 a
& '- s
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"Peter Parrot® ( “

A Classroom Self Instruct}bnal Tra1n1ng (s.1. T/9 Program

T ) Lesson Plan #5 : C:;Z P

B Motlvatzon Actxvxtxes?’ , B K\ 5 ©

1. Play Robot Game. (Students are 1nstructed to repeat the.:
commands g1ven to them covertly before they move. ie.
Teacher says "Robot take 2 steps ahead." The 1dea is to

see how well they~can‘follow 1nstructxons Th1s act1v1ty
- also nges them an opportun1ty to practlce makxng COVert‘
self verbal1zatxons to gu1de thexr behav1or ).
jf 2;- Have a. compet1t1on to determ1ne whlch team can g1ve the»

K AN
most examples of when ‘they can use Peter Parrot' s‘

e

program.i ”

l

Teachlng leect1ves-'""

| “/T. To have. the ch11dren pract1ce us:ng covert self ta1k1ng
B |

a;to.gu1deathe;r behavzor." |
.jz;f’fo:demonSt ate-to the children when‘they canJUSe beter .
_P Parrot's Pizgram. :;H“ ,” . :"- | h .
| 3. To cont1nue to have the ch1ldren self mon1tor thexr

o covert self-verbal1zatlon._A Cal
L

s

Mater1a15'[x1:j*u, . ‘@ifﬁ:la,:

:1,u overhead projector _ | , k |
’2 transparency of headmgs to outlme when they nght use:
| Peter Parrot 5 p?ogram ‘ | .
'Alrﬁ_at school ”

52.: at home

f3f\ a;,play,



o How'Objectxves to- be Attaxned ‘ff, - 1',:’.a’T'”

13. uorksheet - ﬁord enéings

4. self-monztorlng forms

, : R 193
.. !

5;; aiarm clock

\

1. Allow ch1ld%en to part;czpate in Robot Game._,

2. Have chzldren make a 11st based upon experlences of when

" Part I

"Lesson Review

(C) Teacher' jf:ﬁi;,v

they have used Peter Parrot s program. | - -f;l,hfv,

‘&3,] Encourage the ch:ldren to th1nk of other occasxons whenﬁ

they could use Peter Parrot s program.

4. Have the students complete the1r self*mon1tor1ng forms#» :

o Lesson Format L urg’“

(A) Teacher' ‘f: f-J “a.. o SRR .
|  '“In order to help ué:do better work JAn’ school Peter -
:: Parrot has taught us that someth1ng w1ll help us. What ;1;_
is 1t7" ; o N , o
(B) Teacher"xﬁf‘ - flh_ ';57;"‘?[ ‘;ofi-'.:i~'f¥'; t'”\\’i
"Thereforaﬂ because Peter Parrot belleves that'
self talk 1s so 1mportant he has made 5 rules to helﬁ/ﬂ
us do our school work 'Who can tell me what they art?“7
| ‘;*; R AR AR
““"These rules follow a certazn order or seguence vxth
Mcu'ﬂeach rule havxng a.veryt1mportant JOb IPrxor to 5”} .
{;jbeg1nn1ng any schoo& uork (i e., that 1s wr1t1ng or

: fr’answerxng guest:on), what rules should you use?'?‘}fllj i



(r) Teacher- I

e,

Part I'

(D) T heps LTl
eac er: _,Mf\ T o

"‘O

1more pract1ce thh how to use self talk to gu1de your :

T

can move,fyou~must—tepeat the 1nstruct1on %

o that I g1ve you to.yourself.iIi you do thbs properly,

'you w111 always make\the correct move. B ff{,"}‘“"

Ses

i Teacher cen g1ve a varlety of 1nstruct1ons alterlng the ;,

:tempo (from slow to fast).,If the ch1ld makes a"

'elmlstake he/she W111 be asked to sxt down. Thls 1s aonei;'

.for 3 m1nutes. Students can then bE selected to g1ve he.

T

) bthe 1nstructxons._v' .‘y,l_psf R URCIEITCS £ S R S

t(E) Teacheg. . :&yﬁff"ﬁ"'?erﬂf:tplfniﬁvft_léfflftgll

RN ER

| Ask questxons about the actxvxty. "Dzd talklng to ‘? e

yourself help you w1th the game? How d1g 1t-help7" ;:

Part 111 : ]T,a'ln,f ﬁp;»-.,‘jl~’f*-}[;z fi;jﬁf

P
< o RIS E

-,)

. Inform the chxldren- ~wt are now go:ng to do a.

r

d1fferent exerczse.‘necause we know that Peter Parrot s

,t

| ﬁi make a lzst of when e m1ght want to use self talk: and

Peter Parrot s prograﬁ?lr,lf;f fjf[;jﬂ¥,iﬁf - lf*;

~h7,behavxor._Th1s is 1mportant because we ‘use self talk ff

' h \Q“/;hgbcontrol center vh1ch tells you what to do. ;hl]p

"y

'Today ve are golng to play a game wh1ch w1ll gzve you._;

,fi en ve use Peter Parrot s program. Thecgame 15 Calledf;ﬂ,

,’Robot. You are to pretend that you are robots and that;]&;

,[ﬁ; .

program helps us t° d° thmgs better, e are go1ng to ].i*;
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(G) Teacher: . |
_ ‘ ‘ ‘ Wl
Put transparency on overhead projector which has the 3
' ‘ ‘ \
headings listed: - ;

A. At school {

B. At home * |

C. At play

(H) Teacher:
Divide the class into tﬁp teéms and have them ‘take
turns giving an answer for any cat.egory‘ G'ive ‘pomt
for each response given. The team with' the most points
wins, o | ’:f »

Student Résponses: 0

At Homev u
Fixing my b1ke helplng dad fix car, doing dxshes,
vacuumlng, cook1ng. 1f there is an emergency (flre)
doing homgwerk |

,.AEYSchool o - i,

“Math, reading, crossword puzzles.'If the questxons are

e .
hard learnxng new work following instructions.

{>‘1

Play o .

Control my hitting when I'm learning a new game,:

" jumping off th?ﬁgé, playing checkers. 0
(1) Teacher: | ' . |
Ask the students when they might not want to use Peter
c’l>arrot'§ progrém. 1f students'havé difficulty p;oviding 
answers give them some suggest1ons. |

I. When tasks or ]obs are very easy

e

|
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a. open a door
“ b. close a window
c. pick up a pencil
I1, Whehja response is automatic.
a. scratching a ybhr boby if it is itchy"

III. | o ‘ , ‘
_ When a quick.déci;ion needs to be made.
a. playing a quft (i.e., pass a puck)
J(J) Teécher:
"Today) I‘m‘gofkg to give you another wo?ksheet‘to do.
I1'll remind yoy before'you;start to use Peter Parrot's
‘program to help you." Hand out Qorksheet - "Word
| endings." | |
(K) Teacher:

\ rd

: Givé the studéhts the instructioﬁs for completing»the
task. | ’ |
(L) Teacher: . o
Make sure that students have selffmonitorihg forms.
(Set timer to'ring.)' - | |
(M) Teacher: ‘ o
When timer rings, have students fill in form.
-(N) Teacher: |
Agger,éiudents have finished doih; the worksheet, hav;
the students model cbgniﬁibely_hdw they used Peter
Parrot's program to compiefe the task, '

Note: Point out to the students the:



(P)

different planshused

197

importance of checking work
the amount of self-talkyused
Téacher: |

G1ve students feedback as to the quailty of thezr

self- verba11zatlons.
Teacher'

- Put transparency of worksheet on overhead pro;ector and

have students correct the1r work from answerg prov1ded

3

"Evaluat1on'

1.

The number of students left standxng after play1ng the "
Robot Game.
The number of act1v1t1es 11sted by the students whlch

illustrate when they could use Peter Parrot’ s program,

" ‘The competency in which the children use Peter Parrot's

program to complete the worksheet. Children's scores
[

will be tabulated _ B J

' The quality and quantity Of’self—talk‘reported on'the

self-monitoring forms.
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LESSON PLAN 5

! L

Fmd be[ow 'er. rm.SSIncj Encimss Cu‘\‘ Qma

pe.s’re. each one w‘were it be\cnas in 'H\e. s’rory

Selly was .flqj_;__ with her
| ?riencl 'Mc./r‘fy.'T'n’e.y were clress__..____.,
"rhe:" clo” . Qc“ l'\o.cl Tke."..,ﬂ “
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ﬁPeter.?érrot" ) A
-A Classroom Self Instructional Training (s.1.7.) Program

Lesson Plan,#é

Motivation Activities'

I

1. Ch1ldren who complete the self—mon1tor1ng form will

rece1ve a stamp acknowledg1ng good work.,

v

2. Divide students 1nto two teams in order to determ1ne'

13 -

which team can prov1de’the greatest number of plans,

Teach1ng Ob]ect1Ves. ' , - : ’

1. To provide students w1th pract1ce in developlng a
variety of plans for the same task o |

2. To prov1de students w1th an opportunity to use Peter
Parrot’ s program on tasks of reasonlng ab1l1ty.

3. To have -the students learn when they know and when they

\\

don' t know if their plan is work1ng v \5\\
. S

4, To cont1nue to have students self-monitor the1r R
,self-talk. . -

Materials:

1.' overhead pr03ector

2. worksheet of'crossword puzzle
3. stamps for completing'self-monitoring form-
4, self—monitoring forms - L |
5. alarm clock e f\\ | | =
How Objectives to be Attained: - : S

1. By haVing the .students engage in two‘activities'ﬁhich
require them to develop a plan in order to complete a
job assigned. |

;0
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1. Students are to il}icit a nuﬁber of'piaosftor how
the teacher could distribute worksheets to the
students.

2. Students are to propose plans for how they could
remember what they want to purchase from a store.

2. Have students complete the puzzle using Peter Parrot's o
program; o ) |

3. As a result ofsCOmpleting the crossword pozzle, the
students will have an opportUnitylto determine. if their

Aplan is working as the'words:chosen hy them,wilfinot fit

_into the number of spaces providedi " _
-4, HaQe students sign and hand in self—monitor1ng forms.

. Lesson Format

. Part I
- - e
Review i .o N ' .

(A) Teacher: ' 4 '

P '

""Who can give me some examples of when we could use

' Peter ‘Parrot’'s program at home, at school or at play?"

(B) Teacher° S R

"Are there any occas1ons when we shouldn 't or m1ght not
‘want to use Peter Parrot s program’"

~(C) Teacher° | |
"What game did we learn to play yesterday?"

s u ) 7‘ - / . .
. I'4 ! \
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\(D) Teacher° ' (/////

”How dld u51ng self-talk help’“

. Part I | ' ‘ v”") ' .‘ 'k . . . ‘ ) -

———

(E) Teacher: A . o PR
; Tell students that we afe going to play another game.'\
Today odg?job is to f1gure out how many strategies or
plans we could make for each job that we have to do.”
(F) TeaaherQ : , ‘Fﬁﬁ |
| ‘Poh on your thinkihg‘caps.fHov many of you'remember
“that PeterQParrot belleves‘tha; maklng a plan or
Sfrategy.is very important if you are to be more
) successful at school?" b B
(G) Taacher' - ; - | |
7Let s d1v1de the class 1nto two teams and we' ll see
’how many plans each team tan make for each of the jObS
L“that we have to do.". ‘ . : -‘v.\
EQEEL | X%, , ,; - . , e
» Make-a scoreboard;onothe blackboard‘so-that.each“xea@hf
can}receiVe'afpoint'for each plan they develop.'Thef
teams w111 take turns g1v1ng you their plans. No two
X plans can be 1dent1ca1
(H) Teacher' |
”  "The first'assignmenc is ﬁhis; if‘I wanted to’handfouc'”
worksheets to the class,“hod could‘I do'it?‘Makela plahl-
to tell me how you could get this done." . | |
Note° (Students have developed as many as 24 dxfferent l

’plans for completlng thlS task.)
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(I) Teacher-
"The second a551gnment 1s, 1f 1 wanted to remember what
1 am supposed to buy at the grocery store, how could 1 &ys
help myself remember what to, buy’“.' '
(J) ‘'Teacher: |
TAfter the teams have;stopped'generating plans, ask them
this questiont‘"ﬁhat did you learn about making plans?"
~Student Responses. . r
<

'¢1. That a number of d1fferent plans.can be used to do the -
. . w T )

)

same Job o 'vu;» e
2. 'S%me plans work better than others.
3. People llke to use the1r own plan
Part II1 ‘
_ (K) Teacher: .
inform'students that they are going to do a crossword

puzzle. "What is a crossword puzzle? You have done them ¥

before in school haven t you’"'
(L) Teacher: | | | | | |
o "I am go1ng to give you a crosiyord puzzle to do and I )
would lxke to have someone show me how Peter Parrot |
“would do th1s Job " 'f },_‘ _f' ;' | Et
Note'\ | ' ﬂ B |
A transparency of the puzzle is placed on the overhead‘
‘;'projector wvhen a student cogn1t1ve1y models how Peter
| Parrot would complete the crossword puzzle. | |
(M) Teacher°'\\'.7' o | | | .
~ . Students are asked‘to givevfeedback,asrto how the_

»



(N)

(0)

(p)

(Q)

®)

“Student Responses.

1.

2.

T

(s)

. "('r)

Teacher.

Tl

203

‘students performed‘the‘taskf

Teacher: .

The teacher then.models coVertly how he/she would do
the task answer1n;\only 2 questions from the crossword
puzﬁle. |
Teacher-
Students are quer1ed to ensure that they understand the.
a551gnment
Teacher 1nstructs chlldren to begin working and sets
alarm for self monztorxng procedure.
Teacher: ' ot
After studenta,haveicompleted fhe crossword puzzle the .

.o AR 2 o
teather asks students to put their pencils down. The

, crossword puzzle is corredted with students.~

Teacher-

' Teacher requests that students ekplain_when:they knew

if their plah is working.

Not.enough letters to f111 the empty boxes

.Too many letters for the number of boxes

The words dldn t rhyme

D

Teacher-
Summarrze by‘sayihg- "You know when your plan is not
workzng if you are maklng mzstakes. | |

Teacher'

"What should you do if YOUhare making mietakes? The

L)
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o solutlon to th1s problem is to rev1ew Peter Parrot s
rules and make sure that you have~£ollowed each.rulb,
properly " | .
Ai, What am I supposed to do’,«
2. What do I need to know to do the job?
| i.e.: correct spelling of words |
i.e.,'what'the;word acro55~means,

i. e.; what rhyming words are, etc.

3. How can I do 1t7 : '
'4..715 my plan work1ng7 \
5. How did T do? - k o _ - p N

(V) Teacher:,f- o
The students are then enco@raged to g1ve feedback as to
" their responses on the self- mon1tor1ng fdrm.
(V) Teacher' |

Those students who completed the self—monztorxng form

when the alarm rang, are g1ven a lhamp. £

Evaluation: A RS

. s R
A ?

1., The number offstrategies thatVare'gener%tedfby,the
students.,:, R = hi o S
2{\ The number of m1stakes that are madeocompletlng the
f‘crossword puzzle.' | |
3. The number of students who receive a stamp for

_complet1ng the self mon1tor1ng form.



LESSON PLAN 6

'v&‘\',.
E :

Scme words. sbund the same but mean dxfferent thmgs
This puzz!e is madq,\of words that SOurd alike,

- Clues are given for each answer. :
Wrrte the cormct answer in the proper spaces on the puzJe

' I 0 ]
R
J
» .
:
!
i

~ ACROSS,

L

2 The number before three: sounds the same asto!

4 To see someone forthe first tnme saunds the same as rneat
7 A type of boat: somds the same as sale. |

8 Atype of fruit: sounds the same as pair.

10 The coler of the sky sounds the Same as blew

11 You use »Ho see: sounds the serreas l.
DOWN .
1 The headmg of le&zr sOunc& the same as deer.
'3 Whatyou do with a pencil: scunds ﬁ'\e same as right.
5a monkey swings by :tsounds the same asfale
6 A wild furry animal: sounds the same as bare.

7 What you de with your eyes: sounds the samg. assea.

9 The color of anger: sounds the same as read.

| M
x. .

205



206

“

PLAN 6

LESSON

Yo
3

it

Wt
o bl 5

>

Y
¥




207

"Peter Parrot“. ‘
A Classroom Self Instructxonal Tralnlng (S. I mi) Program

“Lesson Plan #7 o N <

3%

MotiVation Activities'4

\v¢ Students who cogn1t1vely model Peter Parrot F program to o

{

;vread a passage w111 use the Peter Parrot pupbet

R

v

Teachlng Object1ves"

1;' To teach ch1ldren that Peter Parrot s program can be B

used when do1ng read1ng a551gnments._7

'2; :To have students develop a plan for 1mprov1ng thEIIV'r'

Y s \

‘ ab111ty to complete read1ng ass1gnments.

Materlals-.

v@']-‘.

',i.‘;overhead projector_,p~f
2. worksheets : o

1. What's M1ss1ng7

3. transparenc1esf’_ . “
‘1;; What K1nd of Song 1s That? 2'1 ,li_j )vlg
. ‘What's M1ss:ng7 B '_fj,;;j;pﬁ*‘;{ N
r‘aé.{”Peter_Parrdt,puppet,f R
| '5.;rsei§§m5niforihg'gbrmsr“?"
ﬁi_6a°'alarm clock 'j S :»-,‘ tt. "'“f:-iff't:*-~~

-:'HoﬁQObJect1ves to be Attalned-

1. Ch11dren wzll pract1ce us1ng Peter Parrot 5 program when |

‘readzng a short story. T ‘)ﬂ | B
;_2;, By hav1ng students bra1nstorm as to what types of plans

A‘/_ B



could be used to improve”their‘readihétb

Lesson;Formath;f
if?art I SRR
"(A) Teacher-':}; £ R | |
'~~"Yesterday we divided into two teams and played some
games. What were we trylng to do w1th each ]Ob that ve .
»(n) Teacher" | ., | “. ‘ ‘ | h" C
_ h "What d1d We learn about mak1ng plans’“x‘
2 (cy Teacher. : f o ‘ s vi"
"“Today you are go1ng to develop a plan on how to.

1mprove your read1ng What th1ngs could you do to

}1mprove your readlngs?"- ) |
' Stodent responses. . | -
‘3; Ask1ng ourselves quest1ons‘i:ke.,.
1, Who 1s the- story about?
2,\\yhy dxd 1t happen”I : “' ’j;, :Lt_ﬁfﬂt‘hi e
3. When d1d 1t happen’ L R
554;' Where d1d 1t happen7' ﬁ_i...’ ff;i:;fijhjug'g
:‘tYS;‘ What happened? "_}f ftflfniv‘p. f.; :f%®7

__{-4;-p50met1m£s you can flgure out what a word 15 by look1ng
h{for clues.i;t__” | ! ': ‘“ | 4. .‘ t e nr
\;1;;fsomet1mes p1ctures are there wh;ch glve You hlnts.H,! i
N Z,p,somet1mes when you known some of the words 1n the ,

"vsentence\except one, you can f1gure out what the

pword is by the mean1ng of the sentence.

“.208 ;'
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- Examgle
Peter picked up the picture and hung it on the wall.
The boy hit the ball with a bat.
Sally is afraid of ghosts. .
- 3. You éan break big words into smaller wofds_khat fou
know, | |
i.e., kitten
:fd.' &ou can try sounding out words that you don't know.
(b) Teacher:
Téachér plages franspérehcy'of the story “What Kind of
song is That?"
(Ef’Téachgr:
- Dehonsfrate to students through cognitive modeling how:
1. looking at pzctureks) can be helpful \
B 2. break1ng b1gger words into smaller words that you
7 already know can improve reading '
3. Soundlng difficult words‘g?help |
4. Fxgur1ng out what an unfamlllar word might be through
tﬁe meaning of 5 sentence |
5., .Asking quesfions to yoursélf about the story-can be
helpful | |
Part 11
(F).Teacher: 7
‘Passlout handout ‘to étﬁdénts éntitled "What is
 Missing." Give them instructions as to what is to be

done.
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(G)‘Téacher:
Set timer in order that.self-monitoring forms can be
éompleted by stuéénts. Childfen-should};lso be ‘reminded
to ‘use Peter Parrot's program‘for reaéing aé it can
help them to read better. / B .
(H) Teacher: |
After the StudentS»have had 15 minutes to complete 3
handout, the teacher can have students use cognitive
- modeling to demonstrate their plans for impfoving fheir
reading. (The ghiidrén d;n use the Peter Parrot puppet
‘at this time.) |
(1) Teacher: 7 ,
| Ask students to give feedback about how they figured

out what some of the difficult words weré.

Evaluation:

1. The extent to which children are able to model using
Pétef Parrot's program to improve their reading.

2. The Aumber of correct responses that the children make
on the reading éomprehension pandouts,'

<
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LESSON PLAN 7

What's Missing?

“

Denise Avery.

, Tommy kept wishing

That he tould go fishing.
But'when Tommy went tishing
Tommy caught nothmg
Wr)ats massmg'>
It was quite late in the afternoon ﬁ,;_

when Molly and Sue were playing..

- Suddenly they noticed a very strange thmg, et
‘But | couldn't hear what they were saying. ¢

-

— What s missing? B X

———

Tad the sad cat spies a fat rat,
But he cannot catch that.

- He just sits on his mat. ,
What's missing? : : : i

See that young girl down the road? C20
She's hopping around like a toad. s R
She's tearing her hair. L e
. . 5.-;'\4‘/ [
She growls like a bear. _ Fio T -

What's missing?._ ’ a

Oh, little puppy, T '52\ -
~You'd better not go there! LG

| know it looks lovely ' e

But you must take care. - N e PRI

What's mi$sing?_ o

When writing'this story - So will you please flll in
| ran out of letters. ' What's mi si g?
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What —&,_:,m.q oa song is that? -~  [————— S
.:qrc. is a Uooc:?_ mo:c. Jack,” said Mother.

You are doing: very well.

LESSON PLAN 7

"I like to hear you play tha piano. s

4

Oh dear!

What do | hear now?

What kind of song is that?

That sounds terrible!”
"Come and look, Mother;" laughed gonr
“I'm not playing that song.

My kitten is playing the piano!”

1. Draw a line under another good name for this story: e
a. Surprise piano player . b. Jack learns a new song

2. Circle one: R |
The kitten played a good song. (yes, no)

3. Fill in the blank: |
Jack _ecmrm& when he saw .ro|

4. Draw a picture of tha funny kittgn,
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"pPeter Parrot"
. A Classroom Sélf Instrpctipnal Training (S.I.T.) Program
" Lesson Plan #8 | '

Motivatibn Activities:

1. Give ink stamps to those students who use appropr1ate

| self talk dur1ng grouplng exerc1se.' |

“2._‘P1ay Simon Says gémez~

3{ 'Conduct an exper1ment w1th the ch;ldren as to how
self talk can help control thelr behavior

‘TeachlAg Oblectlves.'

1. Students w111 leath how to cla551fy or group words

2.. Students will learn that Peter Parrgt s program can help_
them on reasoning ability tasks o '_

| 5, Stu@gnts will learn that using self-talk,(repeating

'insttuCtions'givenlto them) will help thém to learn and

P

follow instructions . better. L ‘

Materzals-

v1.°‘overbeaﬁ‘projector'

2. transparenc& (A) Word Grouping
‘3. Worksheets (A) WOrd Grouping
4.” Self- mon1tor1ng forms '

5. Timer |

6."fnk'stamps

" Héw ObJect1ves to, be Attained:

1. Students will participate in tvo activites wh1;h will o

,,requzre.them to put words into groups

2. Students'will engage i“v¢°9"itijf/fféﬁli“9 and provide
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‘ E]
self- reports about their use of Peter Parrot s program
to complete a task requ1r1ng reasonlng ab111ty.r
3. Students wlll engage 1n an experiment to determine if

self-talk helps them to follow 1nstructlons.

Lesson Format
Part 1
Review
(A) Teacher: |
e"Yesterday ﬁe;learned.that’there are certain things we
cah_oo.to improve'our reading aod understanding»of what
we haQe read.". ' ” |
One thing that we' can do is look ‘for clues. What~cera
can we use? | | | |
1. inctures
2. sounding woros out
3. context of the}sentence‘
4. breaking big words into smaller words
Our ab111ty to Tead can also be 1mproved by doing what’
Ask1ng ourselves quest1ons about-
What the story was about»l |
‘Who was the story about | | | —
When did it'happen |
* Why did,it'happeh‘
fWhere did it happen | , ,Q>v
How did it happeh |
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:part-xi
(B) Teacher' .
"Today we are going to learn how to use Peter Parrot s .
program to do another type of task. Our JOb w111 be to
- learn how to put th1ngs ;nto groups or vhat 15‘ }
somet1mes called categor1es. What is a. group?"
'Student Responses.
1. Things which have Similar characteriStics
2. Some part of each th1ng is the same
- (c) Teacher- \ \
o fTake blank transparency and have students give yeu a
list of words'thattbelcng to the,categgry.orugrcupPof:
1.a Things that bounce o < |
2. Things thathrbu~
‘3. Things that turn | _ R S o .

(D)_Teacher-'

‘

Pass out worksheets on group1ng and have children beg1m """" =
to c1a551fy the words into one of the 5 groups
;_a5519ned. |
(E) Teacher' | |
Rem1nd students to use Peter Parrot 5 rules. Set tlmer
and have ch1ldren fxll in self-mon1tor1ng forms when'
. alarm r1ngs.r’ | | | ._ o
- (F) Teacher:f'e "fl. e T : N e .
Once tasks have ‘been completed, teacher w111 ask

' students to cogn1t1ve1y model how they u5ed Peter

/V ' Parrot s program.to complete the-worksheet";
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' ‘ﬁgggi Give ink stamps to those students j%o use Peter
Parrot's program appropriately. o

(G) Teacher: | | | B
After several modeling examples, students will be asked
to comment -about: h

1. The types of plans used

2. Amount oflself-talk usedﬁ

3. 'TheFquaiity;ot‘the’self—talk~

4. How the use of self—talk‘helped or aidn't help
Teacher can place transparency of correct responses on

the overhead projector in %rder that students can

correct their work. : o CT e

—

Part IfI I o ‘»' . e

‘(H)bTeacher: r.tg_‘ | | j' |
"Do .you remember that‘some§ot you mentioned that you '
thought that 1f you used self talk after hearlng an
1nstruct1on from the teacher that you would probably &

o remember what he/she said?"

(l) Teacher: |
"We' re going to try an exper1ment today to see 1f usxng
self- talk really does help. ‘ o
‘Let s play Simon Says. Some of you have dsz1cu1ty
play;ng becausetyou doh t l;steh,carefully. Well, if
you.use self-talk,»you'll 551 to hear ititwioedlnstead
of Just once.“ o _ , o
What I want you to do 1s when we play the game thlS

t1me, you repeat the 1nstruct10n to’yourself;fxrst,
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BEFORE you move." . a

N

Practice Instructions:

L
.

"Somon sayS, stand up. Did you repeat the instruction?
SimonvsaYS,,sit'downr>(Did you repeat the
“instruction?).” |

-Play game with children until no one is left standing.

(J) Teacher.

Then play the game asklng chlldren not to use self talk

| while they play

“(R) Teacherﬂ

D1scuss with the chlldreg'how the two games d1ffered

(L) Teacher'.

 Have children provide feedback as to the effectiveness

of us1ng self talk.

Evaluatzon‘jiu

1.

The’superiOr'performence Of stodents-to?play-Simon SaYs‘

The ablllty of students to put. words 1nto their

"approprlate groups on their worksheets.
' The responses given by the students on their

‘self- mon1tor1ng forms and through cogn1t1ve mode11ng

demonstratlons w111 represent the1r ab111ty and
preferpnce for u51ng Peter Parrot's program,on reasoning

tasks.

-8

QE%'

when using self-talk. ‘to gu1de thelr behavxor as opposed

‘to the1r performance when self talk is not used.

Yo .
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LESSON PLAN 8
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—calt . |_slee

W--»_‘. steak |_ wrench |_— sunshine | __ icg i pulley

ST T b
— hammer.__'seal | __tion — tobe I tuttie

‘;; banér.é __ bé_ar L v_’chii:y — orangesf; ':-'.':t‘é.r,
= rain - meat |- tiger — fox . sunny

: ;_ jacket’ '__ dress — krife = hoe '\ sugar
i snake :__ r._ainy S reshit frbst '_ﬁ rjj»u"_!_e
_!—;.grapes —jack | _icing | _10ad _ baffalc
_l_ saw  _ swezsr | shirt | —pop ,'_ mustard
2__ cape !__ beaver | lim2 -+ | _ snow | mukiuks
'f_;apples f__vbrea: ’ ,___'s_:":'er _.-toast  _ nus
—snall  _tea  |_ iy — horse '_ Erush

— cat — breeze | _ scesors |_ cold . zium.

-space [_ belt '__‘n‘i.ghtgowﬁ — S0cks-

.

2
. - ;’/
(@ B o 1ad

\— ham  [_ peach |_ mitts  |_. cookies!|_ ice

'.,._ sxunk

— Sscart "_ wincy | cricket —-hose .

|__ rake — elephant{_ mice _ coat \i'__ rL3oers

|,

|

1

l

|

.— whaie ._ jeans — lightning | spoon- ' puphy|
l . —— . .
|

]

x

|

i

- N @ ) .
Write the .correct nymber beside each weord.
. e :

1 Animals 3 Foocd 5 Weather |

P
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"Peter Parrot" »I‘
_ \ ,
Lesson Plan #9

Motivatioﬁ Activities:f

¢

1. Play grocery store game.
2, ?Give students stickers. = - .

Object1ves"'

1. ‘Students wlll practlce using self- talk as a means of
Axmpnov1ng,the1r ability to recall 1nstruct10ns.‘:'
2. - Students will review Peter Parfét'é program on how to
_improvérthgir reading. "- e o |
3. To evaluate~thegstudents;1ébili£y tq»use’éelf-talk while
v . doing th\}t ‘seat work o R : |
3 Mater1als~ -

I

1. TranspareﬂtY-of

1. A Eaékyard_Rbcket Ship" ‘;
| 2; "What amfi"f N |
2{‘ A numbér o£'gr§cery store products (approximately 10)
wiil:bg‘takgh to school. o L
‘3. wOrk‘heétsfor Studehts” I
kl{ BéékyardvRockEt Sﬁip '
2. A Noise in the Night
ER WhAtvam‘i?. SR

]4; Selftmon1torqng forms

J

5. c1gck A

Object1ves to be Atta1ned.

¢i;} Students w111 be g1ven a list of products to purchase at
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the store.
2. Several short passages will ‘be read by the students.

3. Self-monitoring forms will be collected and evaluatedt/

Lesson Format R

"'4(A) Teacher:, | |
”Yesterday e learnedhthat using self-talk can'improve
;our ab111ty to follow 1nstructlons. What game dia we
| play7 How dia u51ng self\talk help you to follow{

‘1nstructlons and play the game better’" ﬂ

~
.

Bache:: o
}day we are-going to’play the~Grocery'Stoce game.

:f1s game will glve us another example of how the use.'

/

éf self talk w1ll 1mprove your ability to follow"
fblnstructxons and remember thxngs. Here 5 how the game
N

;f.p1ck ‘up 3 th1ngs/at the store. Your Job is to be able
: Y :
to remember what you were supposed to buy. You w1ll go

to the store (a desk in the corner of the ‘room wh1ch h

Bes all the goods on 1t) and collect wh%t you were
asked to purchase. . e -1 1_\”df

(c) Teacher-' . o d '
Select several students at random %o play the game.l7
Gradually 1ncrease the number of goods to be purchased

';e.} 3 4, 5, etc )..,u

;'works. 1 nge you;the 1nstruct10n (only once) to go and "\
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XD) Teacher: : | s ~f j L hl T
"After‘a number oflchildren have‘hadfan opportunity to‘
play, ask them to expla1n how u51ng self- talk helped
"Part 11 ) | |
(E) Teacher: \': : | Ai,
"1_‘ - "Two'days-ago,yeitalked-about'howlyou,could improue i
| ,youf;aQility to read. Who‘can‘tell me what things'you'
_rcan do toihelp.yOUrself'read*better?f' . o
Students-responsesrvrd ~
1. 'Asking yourself questrons. e -
:‘2;d’U51n9 Clues.pi ”’>,' fh; ‘f S B {v
3. ~Underl1n1ng dlffxcult wordﬂ.__v‘ o
| (F) Teacher: }vvr S '
"Today I am gq1ng to glve you some short stor1es to
 ‘read in order»that you can pract1ce us1ng Peter -
ae,tfParrot S program and some of hzs strategles for 'p
g73r1mprov1ng your ab1l1ty to read " f‘, 'v_r | :», N W
'L‘(GlﬂTeacher' D ,: f Sy .4 R ‘
| Model cogn1t1vely how to use Peter Parrot s program tov
| 5‘read the short'story,'"A Backyard Rocket Shlp., '
’d(H) Teacher° ,C ’_ | i ' B
” i Students then cogn1t1ve1y model Peter Parrot s program %
}l yhlle read1ng the short story, "A No1se 1n the N1ght.
(l)}Teacher-' | | | ﬁ | TR
i }fThe teacher and students g1ve feedback as to how well

"the students used Peter Parrot s program when read1ng

"TIf the students are hav1ng problems, the teacher can



"'part 111

e 222

" ask these questlons'u - ,

"'i‘, Were the p1ctures helpful in telllng you what the story

m1ght be about7 | o

-2.:,D18 the questlons how, when,‘who, why and what help youl
lto understand the story7 |

3,h.Were you able to f1gure out d1ff1cu1t words from the

h;fmean1ng of the sentence7 | H e |

4, What other clues d1d you use to help you to read better’ ;

- (9) Teacher':"'
.Ask the students to read and answer. the questzons from’_h

- sthe handout, "What am I?" Rem1nd the. students that |
'us1ng Peter Parrot s program would 1mprove the1r-
_ab111ty to read the paragraphs.~ | *

(K) Teacher°- ‘ o

Set the tzmer in order that ‘the self—mon1tor1ngt§0rms

; o ool ‘ 7 "f . \)
can be completed B R U o

W Teacher:

! .

'-.szave students f111 1n self—mon;torxng forms after the o

3 alarm r1ngs. Wh11e the students are completzngkihe1r

3

'~nseat work, collect the self—mon1tor1ng forms to
}evaluate the 1nd1v1dual students responses. St1ckers
fdwxll be given for successfuily complet1ng the |
__eifself-mon1tor1ng forms._ ‘- :s&d"
(M) Teacher-\ fr--;,iiijf',f»z}”~“f;rf‘”v
pon completlon of the handout the teacher w1ll-

. t?’
correct the Students worksheets._
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(N) Teacher:
' /Ask'each student to expléin wvhat plan they used tg“ﬁét
the correct answer.
Evaluation: |

~

1. The number of goods that the students are able to

' accurately recall when play1ng the Grocery Store game.
2. .The ability of the stuggpts to use Peter Parrot's
program on reading Passégesf | ‘ - .

3. The quality and relévance of the responses written by

the students on their self-monitoring forms.
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LESSON PLAN 9

- And maybe someday we will go to the moon.
Someday John and | may take a real rocket to :5 moon!"

A backyard rocket ship

John and Frank built a rocket.

They used boxes and a big can.

They used wheels and old tires.

“What is that?” asked Jane and Mary.

John said, "This is our qurm. ship.

We are going to the 300: :

"You boys are not mo.:m anywhere in that,”
laughed the girls. m

“That rocket ship won't.go o:<<<...o..m_ -
“Maybe not,” said Frank.

“But we can play that it's a rocket.

We built it and we can have fun with it.

1. Draw a line under another moom name for this .m.o..v..

a. A moon out of boxes

2. Circle one: The boys might go to .rﬂ?oo:

b. Build something to pretend with

3. Name two things the boys used to make the rocket wr:u.

P
s}
4

4. What do you like to vqo,o:a\w Oraw a picture,

20303.92 moaon_oi
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LESSON PLAN 9

“1tis kicking over cans.

- Gosh, are we lucky, Pat!
1t's only a racoon!

(o]

> noise in the :E_;

:<<orm up, wake up, Pat,” said Lucy.
"1 hear something outside our tentl

>:& it is getling into our food."

| bet it's a bear!" said Pat.

A big bear has come out of the woods.
It has come to eat our food!"”
Lucy said, "I'm going to get my :Qm:_.m_:
I'm going to peek oui and see what it is.

A tunny little racoon who is ,:c:mJl
Anyway, there are no bears around here.
There are no hears in these woods.” T
! \ , |
1. Draw a line under another good name for this story: o
a. Rainstorm in the night b. What's out there?

2. Circle one: , , ’ . : -

Pat and Lucy must be (at home, on a no.zuoc_v.

Beftore she _ooro& oul, Lucy went to m_c. her ______

B et S

4. Do <oc like-to go n::ﬁ.:mv Diraw a _u_o.c_o o* your family on a nn:.voc.
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LESSON PLAN 9 . -

‘E . . - .
| look something like a cat but

|1 am very big. I live in a zoo
or in the jungle. | have sharp
claws and | grow! and roar.
You should not come close to
me.

What am 1?

Would | be a good pet?

A fc.m is my home. | am Dig-
.ger than the dog but not as
big as the cow. | eat grass in

the.fields and sleep under the

big trees. | have a wool coat
~|that the farmer clips and sells
| so you can have warm things
to wear in winter.

‘What am_ 17

Would |.be a 'good“ pet?

W‘hat am 1?

| live in the park or in the for-
est. | like to climb trees and
sit upfon a branch eating
nuts. | am a small animal that
could sit on your hand. | am
brown and have a stripe on
my back. Sometimes | let .
people | know feed me nuts.
But | usually run away.

Would | make a good pet?____

1 am small and brown and

will grow. | will bark loudly

l a'n a bird that can talk, | &m
big for a bird and my feaihers
| are bright colors. | like, people
ard-| like to live in their
houses. Sometimes | play
tricks on people. | call to
them and they are surprised
to be called by a birc.

What am l’>

furry. | am fat and cuddly now
because ! am just a baby.
When | make a noise it is just
a little "Yip. Yip." But soon |

and run fast. | will want to
play with everyone | meet.

What am |7

Would | be a good pet?

Would | be a good pet'>

elephant " horse
chipmunk bear

lion kitten
puUDDY * sheep
cow - ~ bucgie
parrot gerbil 'J ~
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"Peter Parrot"
A Classroom Self‘IﬁstructionalJTraining (s.1.T.) Program
Lesson Plan #10

v

Motivation Activities:

1. Build a series of.stepsr(25) and inform students that
thié beéomes the stairway to success. If the class
climbs_the,stéirway,‘each.class member gets a
certificate fét successfully completing the Peter Parrof
program, | |

2. During cognitive modeling activities, Eﬁildren will use

the Peter Parrot puppet.

'

‘Objectives:
‘1. To provide the'students.witﬁ an opportunity to revieé

e

::P the ‘basic principles of Peter Parrot's program.
2. To have the students practice using Peter Pafrot's
progfémAacross a variety of tasks,

Materials:

1. - Chart orvdiagram with 25 steps.
2. Student certificatés of achievement.

3. Transparencies of '

Match to ! e Task

1) AirpF%né .

" Mathematics Sheet

3.44wOrd Scramble
_ ;Whichntakes more time?

5. Do You‘femembér?.

6. Certifiéate of Achievémeﬁt '

[
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4. Overhead projector
5. Peter Parrot puppet

How Objectives'to be Attained:

1. As a class, chlldren will be asked to climb successfully <

the stalrway to success.
2. Children will“uSe'cognitive médeliné to}déhdnstrate how
Peter ParroffS‘p:ogram‘will‘be useé‘tbcompiété several .
tasks, | |

. Lesson Format

(A) Teacher: -

Explain to students how they can climb the sfairway to
success, -(i.e., for each correct answer given during

the review, a step is climbed) Class membegs will

‘receive'a Peter Parrot certificate for the 5uc¢éssfu1
climb. ’ ) | |
Begin by asking the students tovanswe{;phe following -
quest1ons' . f’ : S i -

Teacher: \ ///

"What ngs Peter Parrot believe is important for

Y

L e

ch1ldr9n to use’" o

Answ?4; Self talk | : - o N
Teacher: n\\ |

"Who c;h explaxn wvhat self- talk ;s?""

Ansver: \yalklng to yourself (in your mind).
S ) :

N

e

Teacher°

"Why is ta1k1ng in your mind_or to yourself betten‘to
"4 . _
use in class than talkxng aloud?"

'//‘_""\-—-—



: Answer:‘You won't disturb other chilaren.
Teacher-;e |
37'Dur1ng the past two weeks we have been learning to use‘
self- talk How does or has usxng self-talk helped you’"
‘ Answer' | |
1. I don't make as ﬁeny mistakes. | ‘
2. 1 gu1de my behav1or, i, e., I tell myself what to do.
3. 1 make myself stop and think first,
4. I give myself a plan. ‘
Teacher:,»> - | o
"Because using Self-calk‘is'sc helpful to boys and
girls, éeter_Paffotyhas maée a'prog;am»which giyes
_children 5 rules to follow when using self-talk. Tell
 me vhat the first rule is? What the second rule is?
Etc.'s _ :
One point is‘given for each correct énswer (totailpf
5y - . "3 _ *J»ﬂL i
Teacher:" | | | | |
_1.~v*§ho can teil me why'rule #1 is impoftant?“
2. "Why rule #2 is 1mportant?" »
Contlnue unt11 the 51gn1f1cance of each of the 5 rules
is d1scussed One point is g1ven for -each correct
~ ansver. (total of 5).
Teacher: ﬁf
Before‘weeever answer orlbegiﬁ;to ﬁtiteuen.anscer to c
'questicn, what Peter Parrot rules do weiuse?" |

Answer:'Theifirst th:ee_rUIes.‘
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 _Te§Eher: - | | : ;
"Who can tell me when we could use Peter Parrot's
rules?" Attempt tO'havé childfen provide 8 examples.
Score 1/2 point for each correct answer (total of 4).
Teacher: | - |
"When might‘it not be necessary to use Peter Parrot's
rules?"i-" | : ” | -
Answer: When we do fn éutomatic eQent or response,
‘i.e., turn‘a door knob; walk, -
“TeaCher:‘ o |
| "Is fhere only one plan fof]éach job that we have td ‘
ope . , :
’ Answer: No.
}"Dowye»all like_to use the same plan?":
| Answef:‘No : . ﬁ
. "Why isﬁit’fmportant fdg you to use a diffefeht plan?"
‘Ahswer: ‘ | |
1. Some jobs'arévﬁore difficul£'for'sohe tganwéthérs.
-2, Sohevof us like to use more self-talk..
‘Teacher: . | | | o 8
BLET: a job Or some‘vork is Qérf difficult t; dd, would
you need to use more or leSS'selfjtél}?"f" o
Aﬁsﬁer:ﬂuore §e1f3talk., | |
Teacher: .‘ 1 |
."wa.do you;kBOw ffzypuf plah worﬂed or not?"

Answer: Start to make mistakes.
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Teacherr,rr
"What ehou;d‘or cao you do if you have made misrakes?ﬁ
Answers: |
1.,Make a ‘new plan. . -
‘2. Review Peter Parrot's 5 ruies.
Teacher: o R | T
"How does self talk help to 1mprove your ab1l1ty to -
follow instructions?"”
Answers:
1; You get to hear instruction two times.
2. Teaches you. to practrcé repeat1ng (rehearsal) what
;s sa1d | | | |
as a means of 1mprov1ng memory
Teacher: |

- "Peter.Parrot taught us that there are several things:

that you can add to your pgan which can helpvyoo'to
' ° i . v . - )

7
7

~improve your reading. What' things' can you do?"
Answer° “ | | | o

1', Ask yourself quest1ons about the story

2., Look for and use clues. y <
S R ] - . . ‘ - ) : j,.;
1.. use pictures - SRR o IR '/bw
2. sound difficult words out = I B '_.K'
‘3. use. context o RN ol S - )»
. 4. _break blg words into smaller fam111ar word PR
' -
Note- For part B one p01nt for each correct an ——
,TOTAL TEST scons .;.,/32‘” B » ;ﬂ

¢ ' . {

1f the class obtains a score of ZSTor'greafer, distribute T\ .
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certificates of achievement. o oo _
‘Part II - ) - \\3\ ,

CognitiVe Modeling Review and'Assessment

- During cogn1t1ve model1ng exerc1ses, students are
allowed to use puppet of Peter Parrot.

Teacher places match to sample task of airplane ondthe~
overhead projector. (Instruction forleXercise7) -

Have a student'demonstrate how to use Peter Parrot s
program to successfully complete the task. |
‘(C) Have the students as a group, pract1ce u51ng and hear1ng

{
‘themselves use self-talk. S f;

By fading out the follow1ng response
.abecome covert. S : v_u’ e
| "1 wlll do better in school because of Peter Parrot's
program) |
(D) In order that a large number of the students can have an
opportun1ty to- demonstrate thelr ab1l1ty to use Peter

Parrot's program, the follow1ng act1v1t1es can be assigned

'y 13

ipr ‘students to cognrt1vely model:

1. Arithmetic wor sheet

2. Scrambled words
3, Which. takes more t1me7 ' R L
4. Do-you remember? = . | : N -
,rﬁgzgi‘students and the teacher arevencouraoed tohgive
feedback¢about’the'quality and'quantity of |
‘self- verbal1zat1ons used types of ‘plans used, effects of

— task d1ff1culty, etc._

‘\‘

/
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"BEvaluation:

f,.'Students.will‘be able to sucéesSfully climb theIStairQay
" to success. }, |
2. The ability}qf 5tu§ents to successfully demonstrate
using Péte: Pérrbg's pfdgram,to dova»numbef of,taShﬁ.}

kY
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LESSON PLAN 10

~Fill in the blanks.
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" 30DY LANGUAGE

ln toch of the wmds below some ierters hcve
been laft out. The missing letters spel! the namo"‘
of o part ¢f the humon bedy. Can you figure. out -
- each word? To help you, the “missing” body parts
 are listed in the Word ch The. nm ‘one’ Has benn_"
- done. . Ll S
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Which tokes mere time? |

less time?
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—
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Hime?

~Which takes *hé iﬁos

Which takes the lecst time?




LESSON PLAN 10

' (A; Whi¢n is heavier?

YWhich hoids more?
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(B. Which is colder? t Which is hoHer?
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C. Which covers more? ¥
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,'/D. Color the fifth truck. Loopwi’ne%'r.irc' truck.
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This Ecm& of %m::m:ox is v:ﬁ.i&
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This ~dayof 19

Signed
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Appendix B

Student Evaluation Forms (Happ§ Fa¢é and Standard Form)
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STUDENT 'S
Neme
FORM

! 2 3 4 5
Realiy Jisacree Not - . - Acree Reall.
DJisagree : sure’ Agree

1 " T b} +

1 2 3 4 5
Reaily Disagree Not Agree Really

*-Disagree .sure Agree:

A 3 - : 1 3

1 2 2 4 s
Reailv Disacree Not Agree Really
Zisagree Sure Agres

<. 1 L ]

1 2 3 4 5
Reallv Disagree Not “dgree Really
Disagree Sure Agree

<

. , N ; .

] 2 3 o 3
Qea''. Zsagree Net Az-ee Sesthy
Cisagres Sure DI 1

, Z 3600 H L
Sea’ iy Tisagree Net Acree EETRN
C-sacree ) Sure C igta2

. ] 1 i‘ .

B 2 - 3 u 5
Reaily Slisacree Net Agree Rea!l!
Jisagree Sure Agres

. v 1 » te

I 2 3 a4 5
Jeally Cisagree Not [dg-ee teailv
Disagree Sure Azree

: . . . .

o 2 3 4 5
. Reaily Disagree Not fgree 20311
_Disagree S sure- dcrae
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Appendi#'c

Teacher Evaluation Form

243, . -



"Peter Parrot”

Teacher Evaluation Form

The lesson plans were easy to follow.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly .. Disagree Undecided ' agree  strondly
Disagree : Agree

T
-

’

I believe that I could teach these lessons.

o~

1 2 3 4 ) 5
strongly - Disagree " Undecided - Agree Strongly
Disagree L ' Agree

I would rate the overall quality of the lesson plans to be:

1 : 2 3 ‘ 4 5
Poor Below Average  Above Excellent .
‘Average: ) . Average

1 Zound Peter Parrot's lessons appropriate Zor classroom use.

1 2. - 4 .5

Strongly Disagree . Undetided | - Agree: © Strongly ..
Disagree ) : Agree

I would recommend ;hcic,lcssoh plﬂns to ancther teacher.

1 2 N s

strongly Disagree - Undecided Agree  Strongly
Disagree R 3 ] Agree
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-Self}Report Assessment Procedures
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Self-Report Assessment Procedures

13

Give the child the instructions for doing the M.F{F.

‘test.

After giving the child the instructions to the M,F.F.

. say to the child "when you have f1n1shed playlng th1s

111

v

' "DOVYOU'see'yourself?”-pause fortchild to answer.

game, I am g01ng to ask you some questxons about what
you were thlnklng, what was going through.your m1nd
while‘you were figuring out the correct answer." :
(a) The‘child‘does.the’M;F.F. test with latency and

error scores being recorded.

PART I

“(A) "I am now going to ask youbsome'QUestionS'about

wvhat you were thinking - what was going through‘your‘

‘mlnd while you vere playlng thxs game. I know that ‘you -

will tell me the truth you look l1ke a llttle

(boy/g1rl) who would not 11e or tell storxes so 1 am

’sure what you w111 tell me will be true. It'1s really

‘ 1mpoq tant that you tell me the truth because if you. do>

not,’I will not ‘be able to help other 11tt1e boys and

'91115 do better. But when you do tell me the truth, I

will be able to help the students in your school "

(pausei Then say "Do you understand’"

(B) Turn on )ﬁﬂ S. and say to the ch11d "Look at ‘the

-v1s1on, See, that 1s you Just start1ng to: play the 5

"game..

. 26 .
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(C) fhedexaminer then turns on reel_to'reel tape
recorder. | |
(D) Examiner immediately.says childfs full name.
i.e. Davia Brown, "DaVid‘ ijant yoﬁ'tb preteng'gﬁét
your mind is like a tape recorder,:so that you Ean tell
me out loud so I can hear you, what you were thlnklng -
what was goipg through your mind wh;{p you were playing
the gamé. X ~
(E) Davig, (uée child's name)‘WWatch_yoyrself-on‘thé
T.V; (pauséf trf-té remember.what was goihg through
your‘mind - what were you think while you were doing
ﬂth;f guestion there. (Testerkpoints to T.V.) "Tell. me
| out iopd so I qan!hear you." ( |
Note: | |

Ty .
T ~..

1) Let the V.H.S. run for a total of two minutes, =
2) After ohé minufe, if thé child has not self—reportéd
anyth1ng, say, "Watch yourself on the T V., tell me '
what is going through your m1nd what are you thlnklng
}r1ght there (p01nt) as-you are answeplng thelquest1on?"
'3) If the chiidvétarts té self-verbalize whiie ﬁatchjng -
the V. H S-,Tencourage fhe child.to ‘give you additibnal
1nformat1on by saylng,'"Can you tell me more?" (Say

vonly 2x' s) |
(F) At the end of this two minute observation pe;iod;
score the child into one of the five categories of - ?E

'séif-verbaiizétion.
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(c)

(D) R
(E)
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Part Il

Teke_out the M,F.F. test Booklet.

-Instruct;the child,}"rememberdit is very important that

~ you tell me the truth" (pause)

Open test booklet to question #1 and say to the child -
&

. "Tell me, out loud so I can hear you, what were you

‘kthlnklng,'what was ngng through your m1nd while you

were doing this questlon?? (G;ve‘ch11d 20 secs) to

repond (2 x's - can you tell'me'more)

Repeat step c showing the child questlon #2 (20’secs.)r

Then, repeat the 1nstruct1on used in. C & D for the

quest1on that the chzld had the most number of errors.l L

‘Note: 1f questxon one or two was the questlon w1th the

most number of errors, choose the questxon w1th the

second greatest number of errgrs. (20 secs ) { @

1f the ch1ld self reports any self- verba11zat1ons wh1ch

- are 1ncongruent from what he/she did dur1ng M F.F. L

'testzng - code th1s self report w1th an R.»(z e. I d1d

| not choose th1s one because the door vas dszerent but

&

"actually d1d durxng test:ng )
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'Rating of M.F,F. Test Self-Verbalization. }'

Scale 1 2 3 4. 5
Rat1ng of 1. | »
Non self- verballzer - This is a ch11d vho does not
demonstra;e overtly or self-reports us1ng
self-vetﬁaliZaﬁions ofvany_tybe;toiéchesSfUlly'
‘{.éomplé§é the task. . R - A_f e,
3Ratiﬁg of 2. - |

Inapprbpriate Self—véfbaiizer. This is a childviho
elther demonstrates or self reports usxng

self- verbal1zat10ns which are 1nappropr1ate for the
successful completlon of the task |
- Rating- Qf.3. | |

Mixed Seif*vefbalizer; This is'a'child whO‘éithéf'
demonstrates or self reports u51ng both approprlate and fi
1napproprlate self- verbal&zatzons.
Rat1ng of 4. : o
ThlS is a chzld-who elther demonstrates or self reports”_'<
us1ng task_re;evant self-verbalxzatzqns-wh1ch lead to
the-succééstlféoﬁplefién‘of'thé‘ﬁatchvto-sémﬁle taék =
The number of self-verbal;zat1ons does not exceed 5
. Rat1ng of 5. : . 7.. ‘- G,‘ R v

nghly Effect1ve Self verbalzzer. Thls 1s a ch11d who

demonstrates or self reports _s1ng more than 5 task

relevant self verbalxzatlons wflch lead‘to the

.

””successful select1on of the match to sample task Theser
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: seif-verbalizetions will-aléo demonstfate'fhat the e

 ch1ld has developed and. is u51ng a strategy tq e
successfully complete task (Note- These L
self-verbalxzat1ons aée Jozned together-coherently. :‘
) They are not dzsjoznteakaéﬁg;;:;;t1ng 1ntegrated

’”thoughts )



