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Social Interaction: A Neg]ected Reinforcing Component in a
:Cognitive-Behavioral Treatment for Children with Attention

Deficits (119 pp.)

Director: Janet P. WO11ersheimC%&4zé&L/

This study investigated the effects of non-contingent social
reinforcement on several social and academic behaviors in grade
school children. A total of 24 children in the second through
fifth grades were selected on the basis of teacher ratings on the

~ hyperkinesis index of the Conners Teacher Rating Questionnaire and

teacher reports of disruptive classroom behavior. Subjects were
divided into a) a high social reinforcement  verbal
self-instructional (VSI) training group, b) a low social
reinforcement VSI group, and c) a no-contact control group.
Children in VSI groups were removed from their classrooms during
four 40-minute training periods which focused on teaching academic
skills.  During these ‘periods subjects in the low soc1a1
reinforcement VSI condition were exposed to a tutor who acted in a
rather impersonal, “"mechanical" fashion and only rarely talked
about things not direct]y related to the particular academic task
at hand. When teaching in the high social reinforcement VSI
condition however, tutors acted in a manner which expressed much
more personal interest in the child. This condition included
frequent, informal conversations about such things as home life or
friends at school. While no significant between group differences
were noted during the tutoring sessions, observations of classroom
behavior indicated that high social reinforcement children had

_significantly less undesirable behavior than controls on post

therapy measures of inappropriate vocalization. Also, strong but
nonsignificant trends toward improved behavior were noted on a -
range of other behavioral classroom measures for children in the
high social reinforcement condition only. Results are discussed
in terms of the need for future research on the effects of

~therapist personality on treatment outcome.

ii.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Early déscriptibns of "hyperkinetic impulse disofders" were
_published in the 1950's'by Laufer, Denhoff, and’Solomons (1957) 1in an
éttempt td clarify existing -definitions of the syndrome."Their 1ist of
characteristic traits was diverse, including such behayibrs as’
impulsiveness, hyperactfvity, poor school work, and irritability. Due
to the great variability of thé symptomo1ogy among chi]dréh who were
diagnosed with this disorder, Laufer et 61. noted that no single
condition ¢ou1d be considered és'an adéquate diagnostic criterion.

More recently, the c]infca] piéture~of this syndrome has beébme
further complicatéd as researchers have identified and focused on a
greater variety‘ofISymptoms. For'examp1e, although a high activity
.1eve1 is still tﬁe moét frequeﬁtly stressed problem in C]infcal

_idescriptions of the cbnditionv(Fifestoné;,1975), the "hyperkinetic"
“child has been shown to exhibit sevefa] deficiéncies in attentional
processes.. These include inabilities in: (1) delaying iﬁitia1‘impuTses
to consider a]ternatives'on discriminationvtasks, (2) fotusing'attention
for An extended period of time, ahd (3) the se]ecfive perceptfon of
‘figures independently of the cbntext %nrwhiéh théy are presented
(Campbéll, Douglas, &-Morgénstern, 1971; Cohen, Weiss, & Minde, 1972).

The uti]ity’of using a sing]e'hyperkinetic/minimal brain

disfunction/attention deficit (HK/MBD/AD) classification which included



such a wide_variety of symptoms was eventually questioned. Theré were a
number‘of studieé,(Langhorne, 1976; Routh & Roberts, 1972; Wefry; 1968)
which found no correlations between the 0ccurrencé_of many of the
symptoms,in this disorder. In’addition, some of the measures originaily
used in.detecting~these cohditions.have‘proven to have poor reliabili-
‘tjeéloVer_time or across situatfons (Loney, 1980). Obviously, a more
precise'definition of: the syndrome and improved diagnostic‘measufes were
needed.

The recent edition qfvthe'DiagnOStic_and Statistical Manual of the
American ‘Psychiatr‘i‘c Association (DSM-IIT) attempts to give a much more
precise and useful definition. The old 'diagnostic Tabel of Hyperkinetic
Reaction of Childhood (DSM~Ii) has been replﬁced by the classification
of'Attention Deficit Disorder.A This new categbfy is divided Tnto'the,
aétive sub-types of Atténfion.Deficit Disordér with Hyperacifvity and
- Attention Deficit Disorder without Hyperactivity. The two essential'
types -of behavior that a chi]dlmust display to be considered as having
an attention deficit are "signs of deve1opmentél]y jnappropriate
inattention," and “impu]sivfty.” - The emphasis in.DSM;III has thus been
put on inattention rather‘thah_on'hypekactjvity. This change has been
sﬁppdrted byvféceht studies which have shown thaf-atteninnalldiffi—
culties have usually been present in children given sjmi]af diagnoses. in
the past and that attentional'deficits often continued long after the

hyperactivity ‘diminished (Douglas, 1972; Dykman, 1971).



Development and Prognosis

Early studies (Bakwin & Bakwin, 1966; Eisenberg,'1966)4ofvthé
‘hyperkinetic impuTse disorder have usually stated that the syndrome
gradually disappears as the child reaches puberfy. Laufer and Denhoff
(1957)-note that "in late% years this syndrome tends to wane ‘spon-
taneoué]y"and disappear. We have not seen it persist in those patienté
whom we have followed to adult life." Unfortunately, it now appears’

" that this early optimism was prematUre. While the obvious'syhptom of
excessive motor behavior evenfua]ly'does improve, the child who is
diagnosed as hyperkinetié is 11ke1y to_encountér a variety of problems
which either persist into or first méke their appearance during.
adolescence and adulthood. |

In thé first study of its kind Menkes, Rowe, and Menkés (1967)
‘conducted personal interviews,hneurological eva]uatféns, and brief
psychometric testing wifh fourteen adults who had been diagnosed as
hyperkinetic an average of 24 yearsjeak1ier. 0f the fourteen subjects, .
only eight wéreise]fasupporting, while four were.institutionalizéd
- psychotics,- and eight:hqd spent Somé time Tiving in‘other institutions
such as jails or hospita]s‘fOr the retarded. There was evidence of
neUro]ogicé1 abnormalities in nine of the subjects, andAthree showed
symthms-of restlessness and,distractibi]ity;

In a 1afer study (Weiss, Minde, Werry, Doug]as, & Nemeth, 1971),
sixty-four "hyperactive" children were first evaluated when they were
between 6 and 13 years old. The long-term results of a five year |
f§110w—up of these children were striking. Although the symptoms df

hyperactivity, excitability, aggressivehess, and distractibility



general]y'had improved, distractibility had-rep1acedAhyperactivity as
the major. comp]avnt of the mothers.. Other'prevalent symptoms included a
 marked 1ack of amb1t1on, ant1soc1a] behavior, few close friends, depres-
sion, and emotiona],immaturity, - Academic performance tended to be poor,
: with 70 percent repeating one or more grades. Classroom behavior was -
-simi]éfly poor with teachers rating the children high fn antfsocia]
*behayior,'rest1essness, and Tower in ability to concentraté than their
classmates. |

Subsequent researcﬁ has confirmed the generaT findings'of Weiss et
al. Excess motor activity usua]]y has been found to decrease dur1ng
vado]escence but a var1ety of attent1ona1 deficiencies, behavioral
prob]ems, a lack of social skills, and low achievement ]eve]s tended to
"continue {nto adulthéod.

By fhe ing]Usion of the new category "Attention Deficit Disorder;
Residual Type," DSM-III has. recognized that mény_symptdm§ often last
Tong after the diséppearance of.the»hyperacfiVity. In order fo receive
a diagnosisAwithin'this‘third_sub-type of Aftention*Deficit Disorder the
individual must have met at one time the_critefia for the diagnosis of
Attention Deficit Disorder,wfth Hyperactivity. Also, it is required
that "other signs of fl]ness‘have persisted to the present without
periods df remission . . . [such as] difficulty organizing work and
comp]etfng tasks,vdifficu]ty éoncentratihg, being easily distracted,

[6?] makfng sudden decisibns without thought of the consequences."



"Prevalence of the Disorder

One commpnly cited figure for the occurkengeiof Attehtion Deficit
Disorders fn fhe U.S. -school population is 10 percent (Mas]and,_1965).
Among children réferred to mental heé]tﬁ faci]it%es? hoWeQer, rough]y
.50—65 percént have been diagnosed és having an attention deficit (Laufer
& Shetty, 1975). Such estimates aré affetted.by'the methods of
inVeStigétion; the population studied, and the diagnostic criteria
employed (Cantwell, 1975). For example, studies'whiéh require
. hypekétti?e.behavior either.in an interview setting or when Qﬁder direct
observation tend to shbwTa.1ower incidence of the syndrome than when
behavior rating scales are used. Low socioeconomfc status and race have
also been related to the number of children exhibiting "wild behavior"
or receiving teacher compTaints'about 1nappf0priate c]éssroom‘atfivitiés
(Lqpoulse & Monk, 1964). Age and sex differehces in chi]drén hévelbéén
corkelated‘with hyperactive behavior. Lapouse and Monk have shown that
éhiidren'ages 6-8 have signifiéant]y more problems with disruptive
behavior than chi]dren betwéen the ageskof 9 éndvlz;‘lofher studies
(Paine, Werry, & Quay, 1968; Werry, 1968) have confirmed that attention
defiéit disorders occur predbminéte}y in males. Estimates of the ratio

of males to females with the disorder range from a low of three to one

(Paine, Werry, and Quay, 1968) to a high of ten to one (DSM-III).

Drug Treatment

Tfeatment with stimulant drugs, i.e. methylphenidate;

dextroamphétamine, and pemoline, is currently an extremely popu]ar‘and



controversial method of reducing hyperactive behavior._ As indicated by
a survey of éhi]dren'in Ba]timéke County, Maryiand, thé pérCént of
children receiving medication for attention deficits incfeased_from
-.1;07% in 1971, to 2.08% in 1975, to 2.12% in 1977.(Krager,'5afer;~&
- Earhardt, 1979). It has been estimated that»atlthe:preseﬁt time between
600,000 and 700,000 s;hool ége children are'being givenApsychostimulént
,médication'during.the school year (0'Leary, 1980). A1thougﬁ the
1ncfdence]pf this treatment does appear to be leveling off, the use of
“stimulants has drématiéél]y-increased éincé the -early 1960's (Spragué &
Gadow; -1976). |
It was okigina]1y proposed that”psychbstimu]ants would heTp foster

'the academic achievemeht of children With attention deficits because of
vfheir ability to lengthen attention spans. This hypothesis has not been

supported in subsequent research. lShort-térm.studies have produced |
"eququca] data cohcerning the efféctiveness of stimulants on improving
§otia1:and academic behaviors (Pelham, 1975), while drug studieé‘of
moderate length (3 to 6 months) have §hown no consistent gains on the
WRAT (Gitte}man-K]ein & Klein, 1976; Hoffman, Enge1hafdt, Mdeo]is,
| Po1izios,ﬁwaizer, & Rosenfeld, 1974). Any long-term benefits of
psychostimulant'medication are uﬁclear because of the generally poor
experimenta] design crfferia in the relevant studies (OfLeary, 1980).
Therapeutic outcomes reported in the long-term experiments, théver,
-have been poor, with none shbwing that children benéfit academica11y
ffom fhe use of psychostimulants. ‘In an extensive literature review

Cunningham and Barkley (1978).conc1ude that for academic achievement



"Prolonged drhg treatment has little, if any, effect on'the long term
adjustment of hypefactive children,"” |

brug treatment may have a”strong impact'on.the chf1d's socfa]
behavior; when treated w1th psychostimulants off task behavior is
usually quickly reduced. Consequently, ch11dren treated w1th st1mu1ants
have consistent1y been Jjudged by teachers to be more compllant,
attentive;,and cooperatfve in the classroom (Conners & Werry, 1979;
,Canﬁwe]T & Cér1$on, 1978). .These findings undddbtably‘have‘contributed
:ft§ the popularity of stimulant drug treatment byvshowing'parents an easy
way to improve their‘chiidren's behavi’or.1 The maintenance of
behavioral treatment gains'achieyed‘tﬁrough stimulant médication.isi
be}ieved to be éxtreme]y poor. Aﬁikoff (1979) conc]uded in his review
of drug studies that "Maintenance'of treatment gains has been
_disappointing following the withdrawal of stimulant medication with-
Hyperactive children.”

In addition to the 1imita£ions of stimulant medication alone in
changing undesikqb]e»behavior, concerns have been expressed about
potentially negative behavioral and physical side effects (Coie, 1976
Douglas, 1975) of-these drugs. The consequences of the chde's
knowledge that drugs are needed to control his behavior are a major
concern. Although there is a documented growth rebound aftef children

stop taking Dexadrine (Safer & Allen, 1976), some other stimulants have

1The pharmaceutical industry itself has also supported and
encouraged the widespread use of drug therapy. Many full-page
psychostimulant advertisements placed in professional journals confirm
-the fact that there is much money to be made with such a huge potential
. market of e]ementary school children.



at ]east a temporary effect of_stunting grbwthj(Rapoport, Quinn,
Bradband,'Rodd]e, & Brooks, 1974). 'Increases 1n.heart rate and blood
preésure have also been noted (Cohen, Douglas, & Morgenstern, 1971).
Finél]y,_there is data (Pelham, 1975, Sprague & Sleator, 1973) which
suggests that nany physician; overﬁedicate'chi]dren. ’This:results:in
| both'the.lowefingkof participation in classroom activities and the

inkibition of cognitive abilities.

D1etary Treatment

In recent years the re]at1onsh1p between the 1ngest10n of

| "salicylate- 11ke"'compounds in food and hyperk1net1c behav1or has been
investigated. Fe]ngo]d (1975), recommended a special diet wh1ch
eliminated a var1ety of foods conta1n1ng naturally occurr1ng
'sa11cy1ates (e g. tomatoes, apr1cots, cucumbers, and pork) and a]] items
conta1n1ng artificial flavors and colors, as a treatment for hyperact1ve‘
behavior. There are approx1mate]y 200, 000 children on the Fe1ngo1d diet
af‘the‘present time (Lambert, Sandoval, & Sassone, 1978). Although
Feingold has reported much jmprovement in patients who were treated,wifh
this diet (Feingold 1973, 1975a, 1975b, 1976), attempts to replicate his
f1nd1ngs have generally been methodo]og1ca]ly 1nadequate Conners
(1975), Conners, Goyette, Southwick, Lees,. & Andru10n1s (1976), and Rose
A(1978), however, have obtained p051t1ve results for‘the success of fhe
'dietbin threebstudies which appear to be mOre‘empiricaify‘rigorous'than
previbus,research. At this time-tne effectfveness of Fefngbid's dietary
approach is promising but mone carefu]]ybcontro11ed research ie needed

before any definite conc]usions'may be drawn.



‘ Behaviora] Treatments

| Various operant;techniques have been used to reduce disruptive
behavior and improve attention. A]abiSo,(1972) noted that attention was
incémpatib]e_with hyperactivé'behaVidr and thét it would inhibit pff-,
~ task. behavior if it were'tq be conditioned in children. ~Perhaps the
MOst commonly used'operant téChnique‘tb inckease attentive,behavfcr is
the token economy. A token economy creates rapid changes in behavior,
' is.adaptab1e tp many situations, and is an effective'tool in the hands
of,hdnprofg§sfonals. Although the immediate results of a token economy
may be. encouraging, both its iimited tréatmént maintenance (O'Leary;
1976) and lack of geneka]ization to non-treatment settings (Bornstein &
Hamilton, 1975; Johnson & Bolstad,’1976; Levine; 1974) are sérious
drawbacks.

MUch'consideration.is now being given to the effecti?eness of
reiﬁforcjng adult behayiors on children, ‘Tﬁeoretical‘explanations of
social development and classroom.1earning have stressed the role of
sociaT reinforcement (Banduré'& Walters, 1963). Adult approval and
‘attention have been. successfully used to contrq]'noh-attending.behavior
(Allen, Henke,‘Harris, Baer; & Reynolds; 19677, reducé,disruptiVe
classroom behavior (Becker, Madsen, Arnold, & Thomas, 1967; Bornsfein'&
Quevi]Tén, 1976; ThbMés, Becker, & Armstrong, 1968; Zimmerman &
Zimmerman;:1962), andkimprové various academic skills (Curry, 1960;
McLéugh]in & Lane, 1975; Spence, 1967). Severa]'studies, in fact, have
shown’50cia1 réinfokéers can be,more effective with some children than
high]y valued material incentives (Layne, 1978; Stevenson, 1961;'Tekre1

& Kennedy, 1957).}
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Behaviora] treatments in general have a drawback in fhat‘they”
require muéh time and effort on thé part of the person whd reinfotces‘
appropriaté behaviof;- Thé adult-child ratios fn treatmeﬁt typically
vary from one-to-one (Wha]en & Henker, 1976); to one-to-three (Ay1lon,
Layman, & Kandel, 1975). 7Such,time5COnsuming‘interventions are ‘

unrealistic in many situations.

Combinations of Drug and Behavioral Treatments:

Two quasi-experimental case studies have described changes in-

non-atténding behavior in ¢h11dren'wh6 were gradually withdréwn from
" medication while a subsequent behavioral treatment was introduced |
(0'Leary, 1977; Pelham, 1977). Both of these studies found that the
chde's behavior was as restrained during the behavioral treatment as it
had been during the medication. Other sing]e—subjecf experiments
(Shafto-& Sulzbacher, 1977; Whalen & Henker, 1976) and grodp outcome
studies (Christensen & Sprague, 1973; Gi;te]man-K]éin et:al.'1§79;
WOlraich‘et al. 1978) have confirmed that both drug and béhavioral'
treatmenfs can bé succeséfu]]y used in combinétion tq control
_hyperactivevbehavfor. |

| In a study on the relative effectiveness of methy]phenidéte,éhd
behavior modification, Gittelman-Klein et al. (1979), found that a
combination of behavior therapy and méthy1phenidafe was the most
successful in reducing disruptive and inattentive c1asstpom behévior,
followed by mefhy]pheﬁidate alone, and behavior therapy plus a placebo

being the least effective.
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With further research it seems possible thaf'drug tréétment, which
quickly réduces‘off—taék behaVior,‘and behavior'therqpy, which fmproves
academicvperformance, might someday be extreme1y~effective.When“uged
togethef to modify the behavior of chi]dren‘With attention deficit

disarders.

, Cognitive-Behaviora1 Treatments .

Pdrt]y due to the Timitations of existing treatments
cognitive-behavioral modification (CBM) therapies have been develdpéd;
The mergér of cognitive and behavioral treatments was spurred on by
interest in the 1960's on the role of coghitive processes in establish-
ing children's self-control over motor behavior (Bem, 1967; Loyaés,
1964; Luria, 1961; Vygotsky, 1962)! The resulting CBM therapfes are an
attempt to apply the principles and empirical rigor of opérant
techniques to cognitions.

The cognitive approach has its theoretical foundations inithe work
of two Russian psyéhoTogistS, A.R. Luria and L.S. Vygotsky.“Luria was
interested in the theories of Vygotsky which explored the contfo]lihg
functions of speech."BaSed oanygotsky's work, he proposed a
thréé-stége developmental sequence which described the gradual
interna]izatdn of overt verbalizations. During the first‘stage
postulated by Luria, only the speech of ofher people has a controlling
influence on children. The semantfc content of the controlling sbeech
iéﬂirrelevant-at this point as only the basic stimulus properties of the

speech can influence behavior. Duringkthe second stage, children become
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Capab]e of controlling iheir behavior by listening to their own
.vocalizations which still Tack semantic ;ontént. Luria's final stage
IQCCurs wheh the child uses covert speechfto control his or her own overt
behavfor. At this time the child's behavior cTose]y approximates the
"organization found in the assocjation of semantic meanihgé‘in spéech.

Up to the,time of Luria's model theories Qf cognitiQe activity in
children had’litt1e impact on c]inica] practice.’ In‘an attempt to
bridgeytheAgap between theory and clinica]IOtility the regulatory
funciions of cognitive processes such as coverf speech soon became the
~focus of investigation.

A - Douglas (1972) and hervco11éagues_found differences in impulse
tontro], field dépéndence,,and typeé 6f cognitive sty]e‘betweeniéhi1dren
‘with attention'deficits and normals. When Camp (1977) compared samples
of normal and aggressive‘boys on motor and verbal tasks, Hé fdund that
‘agéressive boys had shorter réspdnse latencies and gave évidence of
producing 1ess covert speech. When interpketed under Luria and
Vygotsky's theory, these findings suggested thaf children with attention
deficits had not yet achieved the skiils_required in the second and
third stages of the developménta] model. The ch%]dfen were unable to
;cbﬁtrol their-OWn behavior usiﬁg either covert speech or overt
verba1izatipns. Cohsequent]y, there was much interest in developing
therapeutic techniques designed to improve children's se]f-control
skills by Changing‘their.thought processes.

In cbgnifiye therapies, children's patterns of thought are believed
to be éhanged by teaching them mediating responses designéd'to he]p'them

deal effectively with. a variety of problem areas. For example, children
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may be instructed to correctly identffy a problem situatiqn by -
déstribing it a]oud,-to avoid quick166c15ions byhdelayingjrésponding for
a period of time, or to think of several a]fernate'so1ution5»to a
Vprob]em thﬁs improving'acédemfc performance.

- A common comp]éint about chi]dren with attention deficité isffhat
they'éttempt to sq]veAprob]ems withéut a systematic,.deliberative,
'prob1em-sblv1ng procedure. This results in poor acédémié performancé'
.“anduinadequate~socié1 ski]Ts (Sure & Spivack, 1972). CoghitiVé
therapies often use direct‘problem-501ving'training to devé]ob more
orgahized éﬁd thoughtful methods of responding. Most df.thése use a
five step vefbal SeTf—ihstrucﬁional (VSI) technique whiéh‘encourages the
child to-(l)‘correCtly identify a problem, (2) generate‘severa1 alter-
’nafive solutions, (3) to evaluate the probable consequences of each
solution,'(4) carry out the chosen sdlutidn and determine“whether‘it
producedvthe antjcfpated outcome, and (5) to say a self-reinforcing
statement iffan acceptable solution is arrived at or to make a coping
statement if the solution is poor; The child must use these fiye steps
seqUentia]]y-tb arrive at an answer for each academic or interpersonal’
problem presénted during therapy. | |

The following transcript shows how a verbal self-instructional
technique was used with an ihterpersona1'prqb1em; |

| Now, let's sée; I have to find a way to go to the fair when

‘my dad wants me to mow the lawn. Well, I could just go and

not tell him or I could force my little sister to take care of

the Tawn. Hey, I know. Maybe my friend John will mow our

Tawn today if I promise to mow his for him next week. If I

decided to just go to the fair without telling my dad or

 forced my sister to do the lawn, I could get into a lot of
trouble. Things would probably work out much better if I
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Struck a bargéin witﬁ John. I think that's what I'11 do.

(Therapist interjects that this is a good solution.) Good

thing I went slow and did a good job. Things might work.out

0.K. now because I did a good job so1ving‘thjs problem.

It ha$ been proposed by several writers that onpe’the.chi1d learns
effecfive VSI problem-solving skills a general "1earning set" will.
resu1t‘(D'Zuri11a & Goldfried, 1971; Allan, Chinsky, Larcen, Lochah,'&
,Se]inger;'1976). ‘This éet should enable the child to apply these VSI
téchniques to many problems encountered in daily Tife}~ |

When training fhe chj]d to use efficient prObiem—so]ving techniques
the therapist usually divfdes treatment into three stages. In’thé‘first
stage,.thevtherapfst mode]s}the use of the new pkobTem-so]ving strategy
by réciting each of fhe*five steps as he sd]ves problems in front of the
chi?d._ Next,”the child learns to use the steps by saying each of theﬁ
out Toud while performing ta;ké similar to those comb]éted_by the
ltherapist;. In the fina] stage, the child first whiépers the
Seif-instructions and eventually learns to completely internalize them.
At this point the child is able to think through each of the five steps
and is no longer required to say'themvout Toud while working.

It has been proposed thaf children who tend. to respond quick1y.with
. many errors are-actua11y capéble of -a more systematic and‘thoughfo]
}éSponse,Sty1e, but ‘that theyvsee no reason‘to‘do SO (Ne]son, Fihch, &
Hooke, 1975). This hypothesis stated that impulsive children could be.
motivated to respond reflectively by maximiijng theif feaf>of failure.
This could easiiy be accomplished with a response-cost qontfngent on

-

their performance of tasks. Under this condition the children keep -
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their reinforcers by not making mistakes. Nelson, Finch, and Hooke
_reason that simp]é‘positive reihfdkcement;,on the other hand, should
maximize succé;s-seeking behavior because the child i5 reinforced dn]y

. after ansWéﬁing a problem correct]y. The re]aﬁiye effects of‘fhe fear
:of'failure verSus the succéss-seeking,compoﬁents inaéontrolling the
'responses'of impulsive chﬁ]drén were then aésessed. After being 
administered Kagan's Matching:Fami1iaf»ngures Test (MFF, Kagaﬁ; 1965)
40 emotionally disturbed boys were randomly aSsigned to a reinfbrcement,
résponse-cost;gor.control group. The resu]té‘of the}retést given 24
weeks later showed that while there was no changé'in the control. group
both the résponse cost dnd.réinforCement conditions resulted in
increased latencies and fewer errors. When the data was analyzed to
fevea] the comparative effectiVeneﬁs of the'tWO condftiOné'on‘reflectfve
and iﬁpuTéfyé boys it was found that the response-cost was mofe»
'successfuT'thh'the impulsives onbboth measures. It was conc]Udedfthat
if was more effective to. raise motivation by increasing the fear7of
failure in 1mpu1si§e chi]drén than to appeal to a §uccéss-séeking _
;omponent. ‘They suggested that an optimal method of changing impuisive‘
responding might combine cognitive training And/or modeling procédures

with techniques designed to increase motivation.

Research
In a case study, kendall and Finch (1976) were the first to use the
combination of a'response-cost and cognitive techniques When they

treated a njné-year-o]d, impu1sive’boy previously diagnosed with
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"pverqnxious reactibn of childhood." - Impulsiveness was pértia]]y.
detérmined'onﬂthé basis of latency and error scores on~the’MFFv(4;59>
seconds mean latency and 9 errors). Prior psychological evaluations
reportedly described‘ihe boy asAan'"aggressive, féisty,'and_
uncooperatfve chi]d;" His classroom behavior Qas also extremely podr as
the teacher descr1bed him as quarre]some, -immature, qu1ck and act1ve.
Kenda11 and F1nch made several more observat1ons of impulsive or
'over—act1ve behav1or durJng the two initial intake sessions. They
stated that the boy "climbed in and out of his chair,:rapidly‘talked:
about many topics, and changed the’direcfibh and purpose of his béhavior
without apbarent reason."

During the two initial experimental'obgervation'periods Kendall and
Finch noted three situations ih which~the‘ch11d_exhibited_inappkopriate
‘ahdluntime1y'changés ih‘behavior, These behavioral "switches" were.
'divided into the classes of (a) topiés of canersation,'(b)'gameé‘p1ayed.
.with and (c) rules of play The fo]]ow1ng three sessions were therapy-
se551ons des1gned to treat each group of switches. This was done on a
_mu1t1ple-base11ne treatment des1gn, with a new class of $witches treated'
Each of thelfirsf three therapy sessions. The fo]]oWing‘three therapy
sessions were meant to test for generalizatibn'and took place (a)‘in‘a
different room, (b) with a different_se]ectidn of»toys in the room, and
(c) with another therapist. Treatment consistéd_of Verba] self-
instructions, a response cost, and‘a cué céfd with "STOP; LISTEN, LOOK,
~and THINK before I answer" presented both in wkitten'and,picture form, |

(Balkes, Stewart,vand>Kahana, 1968).



17

During the three initial theﬁépy sessions the Trequency of switches
in each class of target behaviors was dramatically reduced as it became
the focus Of‘treétmént. Generalization to each of the conditions |
pkesent in sessions 6, 7, and 8 was excellent and no jnstanées of
béhavioral’switches were .reported in a six month follow-up. Teacher -
reports of classroom behavior also improved radically aftér'tréafment.

_Kehda]T and- Finch observed that the social reinforéément of the
relationship bétween the therapist and the child appeared to increase.
the'ffequency Qf positjve behavior changes in addition‘fo those
specified as tafgét'behaviors. It was'not clear though which was most
imbortant,'the re]ationshib's effects on treatment or the
cognitive-behaviora] treatment's encouragement of the,re1atfonshjp.

| Two yeafé 1atek, Kendall and Finch (1978)‘reported another study
which assessed the effects of a similar cognitive~b¢haviora] treatment
on ten chderen (méan age = 10.2 years) 1dentified'as fmpuisive.» Tﬁe
subjetts,'who came from a_ﬁ]inic popu1ation of emotiona11y djsturbéd
children, were labeled as impulsive if théy had an error kate;>7 and a
, meaﬁ latency< 8.5 seconds on the MFF. The children were also adminis-
tered two sé]f-report scales, the Impulsivity Scale (IS;'Sutton4Smith'&
‘Rdsen-Befg, 1959) and the Ihpulsé Control Categorization Instrument
(ICCI; Matsushima, 1964). Tﬁe’IS'is‘a'measure of impulsivity and the
ICCI assesses se1f-¢ontro] over behavior when provoked. The Impulsive
5‘C]éssroom Behavior Scale (ICBS; Weinreich, 1975), and the Locus 6f
“Conf]ict Scale (LOCS; Armentrout, 1971), were-fi]]ed-out by unif

personnel and/or teachers to measure impulsive behaviors and determine -
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if the chi]dfen“sﬁowed‘an internalization or éxférna]izétidn of
confTict.

Therapy consiéted of six-20-minute éessfons'durfhg which a series
of concéptua] and visué]-motor probiems were presented tq~the.chi1dren.
Afl tasks had to be completed using'verbal se]f—instruCtions. Chi]dren
were given ten tokens at the beginning'qf each treatment session whfch
were subject to a response-cost contingent on the‘children's "accuracy."

In cdmparison to a control. group the children in the treétment
.conditjoh‘SHOWed a significantlincrease in latency and a decrease ih
ekrdfs on the MFF as We]] as improved teacher ratings of impulsive
classroom behav%ok. These treatment gains wéfe still apparent in a two
"mohth follow-up. Neither of the two self-report or behévfor-rdting
scales reflected a treatment effect. The fact that c]assroomibéhavior
improved when there was no direct social-skills training is strfking.
Kendall and Finch concldded that this was evidence for generalization to
the classroom. |

One broblem evident in both of Kenda]]'and'Finch's studieﬁ is that
they re11ed heévi]y on the MFF both in the initial selection oflsubjects
and in evaluating treatment effects. In the MFF, a twelve-item |
match-to-sample test, shoft'1atencies combined with many errors are used
to define children's cognitive}tempOS-as "impu]siVe."v ReCent]y_ﬁhis
5: interpretation of'test>score$ has been criticized and cdﬁsequent]y'the.
va]fdity of the test was questioned.

Ihvliteratﬁre reviews, Biock, Block, and Harkington (1975, 1976),
fouhd no clear evidence to support the interprétation that performance

‘on' the MFF predicted a generally reflective or impulsive cognitive
3
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.sty]e; In their own study, B]ock; Block and-Harrington (1974) evaluated
latency and accuracy separately. They'fodnd only tw6 significéﬁt
correlations between personality charaCterfstics and a short response
latency. These were: (1) ‘becomes strongly invoTved in what hé/she
~does, and (2) is easily victimized by other chi]d}en;. In contrasf; 32
pérsona}ity attributes were significantly related to MFF errors._‘
Acﬁurate children appeared to be-comparatively‘more-competent, émpathfc,
socially,perceptive, brighter, more reasonable, and interpersonally
attractive. The inaccurates, on the other hand, were found to be more
rigid, lacking in self-confidence, Tess reéourcefu1; and more
.sUsceptib1e to'anxiety. TheSeifindings,are in direct contradictibn with
Kagan's viéw thét.MFF response 1atency'is an accurate basis for
measuring a ref)ection-impu]s%tiVity dimension.. Finally,
fast/inaccurate children apbeared to be more anxious, étruétuke-seéking,
rigid individua]s, who were comparative]y uhpopular'with their peers.
‘They did'not exhibit the traits characteristic of 1mpu131Vé children as
prbposed‘by Kagan. ¢ |

Kendall (in press) employed a reward meqé-and response-cost with a
VSI treatment package similar to those used in h1s previous.stﬁdieé;
Prizes on the reward menu were diverse, consistfng or various school
supplies, books, and stickers, and were presented to the children iﬁ’a'
hierérthy whiéh was mgant'to reflect the re]atﬁve'desirabi1ity of éach
item. The majbfity of these items were assigned values by having
children rate them_in terms of their appeal. Unfortunate1y, fhe
children that did the ratings were not carefully matched with the

children who actually used the reward menu. Also, several prizes were
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"arbitrarily added to the menu with no_eva1uations solicited from
_éhildren. The study does.not,hention:vefifying the value of the prizes
- to fhe children by émpirical'méthods. Means of déterminingAprize‘values
other than direct evaluations are_oftéh inaccurate. Dhiffuk (1973) for
example, has found no rélationship befweén the.matefia] incentives
adults think children 1ike and the children's actual preferences. ‘This
'méy have been a confounding factor which cb&]d Haye 1owered}thé
effectiveness of fhe response'cost, |

An'acceptab]e alternative to the construction of a reward ménu
might be to give the children a stack of coins at the beginning pf?eabh
.therapy'sessibn. Reinforcement with coins would help keep fhe relative
value of the reinforcersvto each other both known and more consistent
over time.

In Kendall and Finch's group comparison study the control group.Was.
'COnstructed with the goé] of approximating aT]‘éomponents present in the
treatment'condition excépt_for the VSI training and the response-cost.
The investigators stated: "disregarding the cognitive-behavioral
tfeatment, similar conditions were achieved for both subject grbups;“
‘It is essential for all treatment-outéome-studiés which attempt- to
COmparelthe,efféctivenss of treatment and control groups that both
groups be as simi1af as possib1e excepi‘for the<variab1étpf 1ntérest.
Most 1ike1y, the present group-comparisbn.stddyvdid not meet this.
réquifement,”

The first difficulty becomes apparent when one considers thét the
therapist.uhdoubtab]y expected:differeht‘therapeutic benefits fﬁom the

treatment and control conditions. Rosenthal (1966) has shown that
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subjects‘ performance‘can be influenced by leading experimenteré to
expect certein effects. The experimenter can convey his presumptfdns or
inf]uence the subject's behaviof by facia] expressions and verbal. cues
(Johnson, 1970 Marw1t 1969; McFall & Shenkein, 1970), and probab]y
r_also wvth posture, eye contact and other "body language." It is
d.part1cu1ar1y interesting ‘to note that subJects who are most sensitive to
exper1menter expectancies are those ‘who are high in need for apprqval
(Smith & F]énning, 1971; Todd, 1971). When one considers that B]oek,
Block and Harrington (1974) used the descriptors of "vulnerable, poorly
defended, over]y sensitive, and more lacking in self-confidence" in
their characterization of children who respdhded inaccurately on the
MFF, it‘seems‘especiajiy prbbéb]e that many of the children labeled as
impulsive on fhe baéis of MFF performance in Kendall.and Finch's study.
were sensitive to exbectancies.
It is clear that some of the skills learned duking therapy

generalized to fhe classroom Sefting in Kénda11 and Fihch'sigroup study.
-When they discussed this finding,Athe’eUthors considered the effects of -
the types of ffainjng materials used during ﬁherapy. It was speculated
~that if the treatment sessions had used cognitive training and
response-cost focused‘oh‘interpersoha1lsituations there wdd]d have been
'hore likelihood of attaining generalization to real-life situations.
-NOtice that the eﬁphasdé here is on the therapy materials and techniques
per se. -The therapedpiC'kole.of the child-therapist relationshfpv
(mentioned in Kendall and Finch's case stddy) is not commented on.

| An idea advanced by Kendall and Finch was that the.

cognitive-behavioral treatment itself was a fdstering agent for the
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reTationéhip'between the chi]d;and therapist, VSI’therapy, by its
cOoperative.chi]d—therapist tasks, encourages much interaction. Both
parties wokk together, frequently exchanging ideas.and providing»éach‘
other with evaiuative feedback‘during tﬁe prob]em-soivihg proéess. In;-
view of this;’it Seems-reésonab1e to assume that VSI cognitive-beha-
viora1<traihing“prov1des much opportﬁnity.for a constructive-chflde-
therapistArelationship'to deveiop:

In Kendall and Finch's group comparison study the~¢ontro] group was
eXposed to the same tasks as in the treatment condi;iOn but the verbal
se]f%ihstructions and fesponse—cOSt were omitted. When studyihg_the
effécts of.the verbal‘self-instructionsvand responschdst in this:
méhner, é]] important factoré, 1nc1yding chi]d—therapist ré]ationships
resultihg in socia]kreinforcement for the child, should be held equal
between g#oupsw Thjs contro] procedure was not used'and cbnsequent]y
'the:frequency of’sociaI:reinforcement méy‘have varied considerably
'between the experimental and control groups. it is especia]]y'probable
that different social reinforcement schedules were present in the two
conditions if the cbgnitive-behaviora1 treatment -was a foéteriﬁg agént
for the‘developing re]étionship'as_specu1afed by Kendall and Finch.

After considering the social interaction within therépy it_becomes
much 1ess surprising that gains from faéadémic" training generalize to
classroom behavior.. The therapeutic_re]atiohship deveTopéd in this
vcoghitiVe—béhaQioral treatﬁgnt gives the child a chance tb 1eéfn'
socially acceptable behavior {n_a supportive and tolerant atmosphere.

“ It is important to realize that many impu]si&e éhi]dren may never have

had the opportunity to work with an adult because their wild behavior



23

has always dfscouraged adult attéhtion;,'Because of this‘the-bérspnal
'attéhtion certain chi]dren receiVevin therapy could be.an extremely
powerful reinforcer. |

If social reinfoféement did, fn fact, vary with Kénda]]‘and Fin@h's
conditions;‘it became a confounding,vafiable which cou]d,ﬁave he1ped to
account for behavioral gains. The présént.study is an attempf-to |
measure the contfibutidné of socié] réinfo?cementAto a |
Cognitive-béhaviora] therapy by manipulating the child-therapist
_ré1ationshipa It was hypothesized that children who weré taughf in a
way that'fostered the development of constructive interpersonal .
eXcHanges would show more improvement on dependent meaéufes;than

children who were instructed in a less personal manner.



Chapter 2
Method

Subjects
| A fota1‘of'24 children (mean age = 9 years, 11 mohths)IWere chosen
from 16 second through fifth grade classrooms in the Missoula, Montana
‘-Public School System. A1l cﬁi]dren Wére enrolled in "normal" classes

which had studenf/teacher ratios of approximately 20 to 1.

When referring'chi]dreh for-this'study, teachers and;counéé]ors
wgre encouragedﬂto select childrenvoh the basis of disruptive c}assroom
behavior and attention deficits.'.Teacheréla]so completed the Conhers{
~TeacherlRating Scale (Conners, 1969) for each chf]d. ‘E]igibi]ity for
thié study'fequired'a total sCQré of at least 15 onlthé Hyperkinesis
Index‘othhe‘CpnnerS séa]e.A»Thé<mean Score for those suEséquenf1y
éhosen was 19.71 (S.ﬁ; ='3.3f). A1l but three of the subjects wére
malé. Ohe Native American, one b]atk, and one Asian child (all males)

were among those selected.

Four female undergraduates.from‘the University of Montana were
. chosen-as tutors. All expkessed a strong interest in teaching children
~and had some knowiedge of experimental design.from previous college

course work.

24
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Design

'In fhﬁs study a between groups design wés used in which equal
numbers of children were-réndom1y assigned to: (1) a High Social
Reihfor;ément (HSR) condition, (2) a Low Social Reinforéement (LSR)
condition, or (3) a No-Contact Control (NCC) group. Treatment groups
employed a‘cbgnitive-behaviora1 verbal se?f-instrﬁctiona? (vsI)
procedure (Fisher,-1982. Appendix F) based on the work of:MeiChenbaum
(1975). 1In this treatment, mode]ing,vre{nforcemént contingenqies, and a
VSI "5 steb" procedure (Padawer, Zupan, & Kenda11; 1980) were used. The
VSI steps were emp]éyed to teacﬁ children toi‘ (1) correctly describe a
problem, (2) consider possible alternative solutions, (3).Stop ahd think
about the probab]e solution, (4) give an answer andv(S) §ay éithér.a
se]ereinfOréing or a cobing statement depending on the-acéuracy of
their answer. In the first tutbring‘session chi]drenkwere taught to
§oTve a variety of "sequence problems" (Padawer, Zupan, & Kendall, 1980)
using these $teps;' For the remaining seSsions,_c]assroom teachers
aSsﬁghed each child academic problems to work on with the tutors
according to the child's needs. |
. In the HSR condition children were exposed to a tutor who tried‘fo

éstab]iéh a friendly relatiohship and encourage short discussions aboUt
topics of'personal interest to'each éhj]d. THese ranged‘from briefA
’ tafks concerning househd]d'pets to conversations about the child's
frfends at school. Tutors were instructed to convey an attitude of
personal‘intereét in the chfla by, among other things, increasing eye

‘cdntact,~facing the child often, smi)ing,frequehtly, oécasiona]iy

‘touching the child, and speaking in a pleasing manner.
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‘When-teaching in the LSR_qohdition, tutors were told to make
'instructionfrather more impersonal and "mechanical® than it was for the
HSR group. This réquired that they show less of the reinforcing, -
friendly, behavfors than they did for. the HSR éhi]dren, Children
aséigned.to the treatment gkoUps weré taken from their c]assrdomg during
tﬁefk regqiar school day to comp]ete_four'individﬁal tutdrﬁng sessions,
each"of which lasted approximately 40 ﬁinutés (X= 41.64, S. Dk = 5.8).

Classroom teachers were b]1nd to the existence of h1gh and 1ow
soc1a1 reinforcement cond1t10ns.

A]]Adependent measures that were to be recorded when the children

were in the classroom were taken for twenty minutes'immediate]y before

and after the first and last tutoring sessions. The other dependent and .

independent,variabTés were recorded during the last thirty minutes of"

‘the sessions.

Procedures
After the initial subJect selection parent perm1ss1on forms

(Append1x E) were sent to each child's home. . Soon after the forms were

returned the children's teachers were contacted regard1ng scheduling .of

tutor1ng sess1ons and/or observation perlods

Prior‘to the collection of any data classroom observers sat in the
~_children's c]asﬁes-at 1easf for one hour. The obsérvers recorded
fprgétice data" during this time and had the opportunity to identify any
une*pectéd prob]em§ in each particular classroom. These initial
- observations .also he]béd to insure the non-reactivity of the measures-by

allowing children to acclimate to the preéence'df an observer. After
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prectice obsefvations3were completed the:first'in-classroom data was
'colleeted for 20 minutes. This observation was immediate1y~f011§wéd by
. the first tutoring session andutﬁen by another 20 minute classroom
:obsefvation. All furthe%,meetfngs'tookAp]ace on éubsequent days with a
.mean number of 12 (S.D. = 7.94) days between the first and ]ast'session.
The second and thjrd tutoring sessions took p]ace with 1n-ses$ioh: |
bbservations oh1y while theAfourth’iutoring session was preceded and
followed by ciassroom observations in:the same manner aS'the'first
session (see Figure 1). Chf1dren‘in the contrQ1 Qroup were observed in
their c]assrooms during the same time periods that children in treatment

conditions were observed.

Day 1. Classroom Tutoring Classroom .
: Observation Session Observation .
Number One Number One Number two

Day 2. Tutoring
‘ Session
Number two

Day 3. - Tutoring
' Session
Number Three

" Day 4. C]éssreom ' Tutoring‘ Classroom
Observation Session Observations
Number Three  Number Four Number Four

1Figure 1. Schedu]e'of classroom observations and tutoring sessions for
treatment groups. ‘

Observers were uninformed as to the'purpeee and design of this
experiment. A questionnaire distfibuted to observers just after the

completion of this study revealed that although some believed that
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certain'thildren were treated‘"with mdre interest" in the tutoring
sessions,‘a]] remained unaware of the purpose of thevexperimeht.
Observers who watched children in the classroom also did not know if the
child they were observing was in a treatment or’contrd] cdndition. This
was accomplished by having the tutdr escort the classroom observer to:
“and from a 1ounge_area before and after the 40 minute period set aside
for tutoring. In fhis way, the‘observek never saw if'the_child left the
classroom. (See "Independent Variables" and "Dependent.Vakiab]es"
éectipns'for exp1anatfons of all other data collecting procedures);

- Tutors were trained to use VSI techniques the respdnse-cost, and to
model high and low socié] reinforcement behaviOr dﬁring.apbroximate]y -

four hours of training.

‘Ihdepéndent.Vériébles

AThe_éoncépt of rapport encompasses é‘number of nonspecific.
variébles which have been neither well defined nor exp]ored’by previous
‘reséarch; Consequently, the pfesent specification of this familiar
construct is not an atfempt to‘introddceApreviQusly unrecognized
variab]es, but is instead intended to bperationalize the chi1d-tutor
relationship for the experimental requirements of this study.

The independent variable, high versus low sqcia] rginforcement_from
fhe tutors, was divided into the seQen sub-classes of: (1) Head
‘ Orientatioﬁ, (2) Eye Contact, (3).Verbal.Reithrcement/Approva1, (4)
Facial Expression, (5) Physical Contact, (6) Positive Verbal Cohtent,
and (7) Pleasantness of Vocal Expressions. 'All categories correspond to

_behavior that has been shown to be reinforcing to children or -
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interpreted as ref]ecting.appfoval (e.q. A]]en,_1967; Brannigan &
.Reimondi, 1979; Curry,.1960; James, 1932;»Layne3 1978: Mehrabian, 1969,
1970; Méhfabian & Ksionsky, 1972; Nachshon'&;Wapnef;'l967; Spence,
1967). |

A HSR tutoring session requifed the tutor to eXhibii positivejeye'
contact;’frequent‘Verbal reinforcement, pleasant facial expressions,v
‘physicé1 contact,\positive'vefba] content,_p1easant voca1'expressions,
and‘a head orientation ih'the”direction 6f the chf1d. LSR sessions were
characterized by less of the sdcfa]]y reinforcing behavﬁors'specified
- for the HSR conditfon. It shou]d'be>stressed that the LSR conditfon'waS»
nbt intended to Be uhéoﬁfortab]e or to convey a message io the child
tﬁat he/She<wa§ béing punished, The goal of this condition was simply
,to‘preséntAthe cﬁi]d with a detached and_matterQOf-féct futbr who
provided é minimum of social reinforcemeﬁt.

Tﬁe fol]owﬁng‘criteria havelbeen selected and Subsequent]y‘modifiéd
“from those proposed by Mehrabian (1969) as being repfesentative of both-

non-verbal interactions and subtle aspects of verbal behavior.

“Head Orientation

Head Oriehtatidn refers to the position of the tutor's head in
“relation to the child. Tutor-chitd Head Orientation was considered
reinforcing if the tutor's head direcf]y faced the child for more than

- one second.
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Physica1‘Contact

Physical Contact involves bodily cbnta;t between the tUtor and the
child, as is the case in shaking hands, guiding the child's hand to

Tearn a skili, or by}akpat on the back..

':Eze Cbntact,
Thelchi1d and tutor were scored as making Eye Contact'only when

both were Tooking at each other's face at the same time for one second

‘or']onger. Eye Contact is considered to'be'alreinforcfng Behavior,

-Facial Expression

A1l positive-expressions, such as smiles, were considered to be
reinforcing. A tutor's expression was regarded as reinforcing if it

occurred for one second or ]ongef and was seen by the child.

Verbal Reinfdrcement/Apprbval.-

Verbal Refhforcement/Approvqi included any positive statement (e.g.
good, fine, that's right, etc.) which was meant to iﬁform’;he child thaf
he/she had‘performed.a fask correctly. .The distinction between Verbal
Approval and Verbal Reinforcement was made on the basis of the tutor's
;tdnebof voice. Verbal Approval was defined as approval given in é flat,
monotone fashion with 1itt]é expressed affect. Verbal Réinforcement was

given in a much more enthusiastic tone of voice.

Pleasantness of Vocal Expressions
Vocal eXpressions were rated dn the degree of positive versus
negative_quaiity that was inferred from the paralinguistic features

a]one,'based on the following sca1e'(Mehrabian, 1972).
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4: Extreme enthusiasm, pleasure, amusement, or sympathet1c

‘interest 1n the addressee

'3:  Noticeable amount of enthusiasm, pleasure, amusement; or
- sympathetic interest in the addressee.

2: 'Neitheripositive nor negative qUality, or a balance between
instances of positive and negative quality.

1 Sarcasm, annoyance, boredom, or suspicion (noticeab1e){
0: Extreme sarcasm, annoyahce; boredom, or suspicion.
‘The tutors tried to achieve ratings of "2" on this scale in the LSR

condition.

Positive Verbal Content

Pdsjtive Verbal Content was defined as the extent to which the
tutor's words were intended to eonyey a ppsitfve fee]ing'to the child..
This ranges from little suggestion of persbnal'fnterest in the child (as
apprqpfiate in tﬁe LSR condition) to phrases 1hdicattng strong 1nterest*d
in and 1iking of the child (as appropriate in the HSR‘condition);
Positive Verbal Content was based on the scale gtven be]ow-(Mehrabian,_
1972).

VO: No verbal response, or br1ef rep11es to the ch11d s
statements

.1+ Verbal references to the setting in which the 1nteract1on
occurs, showing some interest or approval.

2: Verbal references to the setting with moderate to strong
interest or approval. :

3: Questions directed to the child that are of a personal nature,
~such as what he/she is feeling like or where he/she is from.
Verbal 1mmed1acy indicators such as us or we, which suggest

common experiences with the addressee, are he]pfu] in
assigning statements to this level. Questions and comments 1n
this category indicate a strong 1nterest in the child.
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Head Orientation, Eye Contact, ?acial.ExpreSSion, and PhysicaT
Contact ‘were a]i-direct1y observed by judges who used a standard
“Ih-Session Behavior Form" (Appendix A). Observations of independéntf
and depéndent non-verbal béhavioré during the tutoring sessions .
ia]ternated on a 10 second basis according to.the fo]lowing,schedu1e (See

Figure 2).

10" 10" : . 10" 10"

Observe Record Observe Record
independent  independent dependent dependent
variables variables variables . wvariables

‘Figure 2. Schedule for behavioral observafions ahd'déta recordihg‘
:during>tutoring sessions. ‘

Observers 6f all yériables generally timed recprding intervals with
a tapé recorder and earphone that played audio cues to siQnaT diffefént,
observatfon‘periods, Directly observed variables werevrécordedveifher 1
or 0 for ; given 10. second period.‘ No:dduble credit was scored fbr a
behavior that happened tche in a_particularAinterval.

A1l verbal indépendent variables were scored on the basis Ofitabe‘
_récordingslmade during~each tutpking session. Because 6fvtapevrecorder
malfunctions, observer errors, and poor quality sound, scorable
recordings were availabie for only 45 (70%) of the 64 tutoring sessions.
Verbal Reinforcement/Approyal were gcored either 1 or 0 while Positive
Verbal Content and P]eésantness of.Voca1 Expressions were scored on fhé
basis of the givenlrating scales. Ratings of these behaviors wére
'6btained on a 15 second observe, 15 second record basis using‘a standard

Checklist of Verbal Behaviors (Appendix B).
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 Dependent Variables

Dependent variables, recorded on the in-session and\in-c]assroom
béhayiof.forms (Appendices A and C), were of six types:'inFc]aséroomv
behavioral obsérVatioﬁs, Pleasaﬁthess‘of the'Chi]dren‘s‘Voca1
EXpressions During Tutoring.Sessions, Attending Behavior During Tutoring
tSesSiqns,'Performance of Tasks, Latency in Step Number Three, and Head

Orientation.

In-Classroom Behav1ora] Observations

Teachers were asked 'to plan similar academically-orientated
a¢f1v1t1es,f0r the c]ass as a who]e during all classroom observation
periodé. Classroom observations were done by judges who 'sat near the
back of the room in an effoft to remafn relatively unobtrusive.
Classroom’behaviors (Mehrabian, 1972) were scored on a 10-second

observe, 10-second record basis according to the following categories.

Category Definitions:

1. Qut of Seat Any movement of the child from his chair when-
not permitted or requested by the teacher. To
be considered in his chair, some or all of the
child's buttocks must be on some or all-of the
seat of the chair. If not, the child is

~scored as out-of-seat even though he may be at
his desk standing or may be looking under his
chair.

2. Vocalization Any unpermitted audible sound emanating from
' or Making the child's mouth or any sound which the child
-Noise createsthat is unrelated to the assignment he
c has been given. For instance, drumming his
pencil on the desk when he should.be working
in his workbook, or whistling while attending
to a group lecture. -



3. Disturbing Child talks to, pushes, bumps, nudges,
Others intrudes upon, or otherwise disrupts the
activities of others when uninvited or without
~the permission of the teacher such that the
other person orients toward the child. This
. category also includes any act of aggression,
-such as punching, hitting, slapping, kicking,
or otherwise physically contacting another
child.

4. Playing Child manipulates, "fiddles with," or
o - otherwise uses his hands to play with his own

or community property when such behavior is
not part of or is incompatible with the

current task assignment. For instances,

~ drumming pencil against desk, playing with
pencil box, throwing erasers, playing with
‘one's own fingers, etc.

.5, Off-Task If, during any time cell, the child has spent
' ' the majority of the interval not doing what
was part of the assigned task. For example, a
child may sit and daydream during a workbook
ass1gnment

Also, score this category if the child engages
in any of the above 5 categories for the :
“majority of the time cell. Thus, if the child
plays with his pencil, is out of his chair
visiting a friend, or is bothering his
neighbor and this occupies the majority of the
" time cell, you should mark the following
categories: Playing, Out-of-Seat, Disturbing
Others, and Off-Task. However, if the child
is standing at his desk but is doing the
assigned work, then mark only the
-"Qut-of-Seat" category

Pleasantness of the Children's Vocal Express1ons Dur1ng Tutor1ng

Sess1ons
The children's vocal expressions were rated in the same manner as

the tutors' during the sessions.
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Attending Behavior During TutoringZSessions

Noﬁ-Attending'behavTor.was any behavior incompatibié with Tearning
the task at hand. This included the categories of -Playing and
Out-0f-Seat. In order for a child to be scored as "Non-Attending"
he/she must havé exhibitedvone or more of these behaviors which
seriously interfered With attending for the majority of the 10-second

interval.

Performance of Tasks
The total number of nickels not lost by a response-cost during
_tutbring wasfrécorded:after each session. Indepehdent Jjudges also rated

the child on his/her performance of tasks during the tutoring sessions.

Latency in Step Number Three

fThe'nuhber of seconds a child paused between a phrase such as "step
number three says I should stop and think about the ahﬁwer" and'the
child's answer itself was scored from tape récordings‘of tutorin§
sessions.':Longer Iatencies.afe assﬂmedvto be characteristic of more

~reflective response styles.

Head Crientation

The children's head orientation was scored in the same manner as

‘the tutors'.

General Classreom Behavior

The General behavior of all the children in the classrooms. was
" scored for 10 seconds every five minutes during all classroom

observations. Ratings were‘ddne'acbording to the scale: 0=No class
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<disfuptions, 1=STightly disruptive t1ass,‘2=ModerateJy disruptive class,

3;Ser16us1y disruptive class.

‘Reliabi1ity Checks on Observations of_Chi]dren's'Performance‘of Tasks

and the Use of the Response-Cost

;Judges of the children's performance in thé‘tutoring sessions and
of the tutofs' usé of‘the'response¥cost, (which'a_tutor‘cduld-enact
when a child made an error) were first trained to score audio tapes.
" During thfs time, obServers rated a:child's performance using the “five
steps" on a behavior”réCording form (appendik'D) according to the
f011§wing categories: (1) Too Fasf. The child did not spénd endugh time
on a particu]ar VSI Step to do a good jOb or seemed to be rushing in
someAway. (2)»WrongAAnswer. The child gave the wrong answer. (3)
‘Skfpped a Step. The child skipped a step. (4) Latency fo Step’Numbek
Three. - The number of seconds a child paused dUring step number three-
was timed with a stopwatch and then recorded. The tutors"behaVior was
scored as tb’when and wﬁy they used the response-cost. This observa-

tion-training procedure took approximately five hours. for each of

the two judges. -

Observer-Criteria Reliabilities

Observer-criteria measures were designed to check how closely
4obserVers agreed_with the principai investigator:in scorihg'the
children's and tutors} behaviors. After being trained, judges were
required to rate‘40‘mihutes of sample audio tape‘recordings whicﬁ had
preyiqus]y beenbscoredlby the principal investigator. Separate

reliability indices were computed for judging the obserVérs' accuracy in
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rating the_chi]dren's and tutors' behavior. The first index was.
deternined'by dividing the number of agreements between the jndge'54
reports of the.tUtor's behavior’and.the previously scored audio tapes by
~the total number of prob]ems comp]eted by the child. Simi]ar]y; the
second reliability index was computed by d1v1d1ng the number of
agreements between the Jjudge's reports of the ch11d s behavior and the_
scored tapes by the total number of prob]ems the chlld comp]eted (In'
both cases, simply agreements divided by the tota] number of problems).
In order for a rating of Latency in Step Number Three to be considered
correct it had to be within five seconds of that giyen‘in the key.
.During the initial ohserver—criteria re1iabi1tty‘checks aT]
reliabi11ty:coefficients were 160 percent, A reliability check of'a’
.different pre-scored tape recording was also comp]eted once in the
-middle of the experiment for Judge number two after she wondered about
the scoring of some of the tutors behav1or. Her re11ab111t1eslon th1s
check ranged from 92.59 to 100 percent correct. Finally, reliability
’checks were completed at the end of the exper1ment to check for chang1ng
observer criteria.- Agreements,at this t1me,ranged from 88.88 to 100
percent correct. Table 1 preéents mean reliabilities for both observers

over all observations.

Inter-Qbserver Reliabilities

interlobserver reliabilities were computed for 100'percent'of the
audible recordings of tutoring sessions. Reliabilities were determined
1by dividing the number of agreements between both observers by the total

number . of problems completed by the child. Observer number one achieved



38

Table 1

Mean observer-criteria percent agreements for observers'
scor1ng children's performance of tasks and of the tutors'
accuracy in using the response- -cost.

VST Step
1 2 3 4 5 -

Children's Performance of  97.70 95.39 100.0 .97.70  98.85
Tasks : . S

Tutors' Accuracy 98.85 100.0 100.0 100.0  99.43
~in Using the ' :
Response-Cost

reliability scores which ranged from 93.56 to 99.75‘perceht over all
‘sessions while observer number two received scores from 90.22 to 99.78
percent. Table 2 presents the total inter-observer reliability scores

- averaged across both observers.

: Table 2

Mean inter-observer percent agreements for observers"scoring
ch11dren s performance of tasks and the tutors' accuracy
in us1ng the. response ~-cost.

| VSI-SteQ
1 2 3 4 5
Children's Performance 94.83  95.79 93.89 .96.01 95.55
- of Tasks . - 3
Tutors' Accuracy 98.59  98.83 99.30 97.42 99.41

in Using the
Response-Cost
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Tutor-Observer Reliabilities |
"Tutoréobserver re1iébi1ify chécks were cohdutted on all scorable

audio tape fecordings tp determine the tutors' accﬁracy in using the -
k response-cost. Ré]iabi]ity scores weré}computed for each session:by
sqbtracting the number‘of times an observer.ﬁhought the tutor made'ai

'mistake‘ih thé use df'a respohse-costvat each step from the total numberi
- of problems completed guring‘thét session. The result was divfded by
thé total .number of préb]ems'comp1eted'to give reliability data for
individual sessions. Table 3 gives the resulting tutor-obséryer‘
-reliability.Check data (weighfed mean scores éveraged ovef a]lAtutors

and observers) for each of the'5 VSI steps}

Table '3

Tutor-observer reliabilities of the tutors' use of the response-cost

VSI Step
12 3. 4 5
Reliability 97.06 96.64 95.59 97.48  96.22

Tutor-observer reliability check data was not'comp]eted<f0r
‘indfvidua1 tutors because it was apparent that .all showed'approximate]y
the same level of reliability. The averages of_a]l tutor-observer
ré]iabi]ity‘checks are therefore considered as representative pf:the

performance of all tutors.
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Reliability Chécks on Observations of Tape-Recorded Indéggndent

Reinforcing Behaviors and_P]easantness of the Children's Vocal

Expressions

Inter-Observer ReJiabi]fties

Two observers were trained to use the scoring criteria for both the
independent verba} behaqurs_ahd for'fhe PTeasantneSs of the Children's
Vocal Expressions. lThis procedure invo]vedlapproximateTy 3 hours .of
training for eachAobseryer. Aftér observer training was comp1eted 4
tapeﬁ'werevchosen'at random tb repreéent each tutor. Two 0f thése_had_
been recorded during the HSR condition and -2 were made during.the LSR
conditioh; This resulted in a total of 16 tapes, evenly divided among
tutors and treatments.

Observers rated all 16 tapés'on'a 15. second observe, 15 second
record basis. Both observers 1i$t§ned to tapes at the same time while
the'principal investfgator signaled the beginning of each 15 second
intervai; While scoring the tabes obﬁervers sat so they cou]d.hot see
each other's ratings.

Inter-observer reliability checks were computed for all 16 tapes.
-For éath tape, one judge.was randomly designated as thevobserver while
-~ the other became fhe reliability checker. Re1iabf]itie$}were computed
be subtracting.the number of_ratihgs in each category not exactly
“matching between each of the two judges from the total number of
intervals scored. The results were divided by the tdta1 number of
inté}vals rated in each tape to give reliability coefficients.  Table 4
presénts weighted mean scores and-kanges for the ré]iébiiiiy of

‘observers both separately and combined.
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.~ Table 4

Inter-observer percent agreéments of independent yekba1 reinforéing
- behaviors. and Pleasantness of the Children's Vocal Expressions

ObServer "AY " Observer "B" :Mean Inter-
Mean Scores Mean Scores Observer
& Ranges & Ranges .~ Reliabilities

Verbal ~ . ,
Reinforcement  96.00 (90-100) 95.00 (90-100) 96.00
- (Tutor) S '

Verbal : : _
Approval 91.00 (85-98) 90.00 (79-93). 91.00
(Tutor)

Positive . : _
Verbal 85.00 (76-93) '87.00 (77-93) 86.00
Content : )
(Tutor)

Pleasantness : _

of Vocal : 72.00 (56-85) 73.00 (59-93) 73.00
Expressions

(Tutor)

Pleasantness :

of Vocal. 79.00 (66-93) 76.00 (60-86) 78.00
Expressions ‘ I

(Child)

‘ Reliabi]ity'Checks on Directly Observed Variables

Observer-Criteria Reliabilities

'In-cTasskoom-and‘in-session_obserVers were trained'with thrée
pre-stored»ZO-minute audio-video recordings of cﬁi]drén in their régu]ér
classrooms and two recordings made during a VSI t}eatment. The video
tapes of children in the:c]assrqom were of second-graders working in
three different wofk situations. The first tape was of children working
independent]y'on math and reading assignments. The second showed g

','children working with the teacher in a sma]lfgroup'situation and the
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third was of the entire class watching a preséntatfon_by the teacher.
‘Tﬁe two, 20-minute video tapes of a child being given VSI training were
of'the‘principa1 investigator teaching a fourth grade chi]d. Exémp}es
of high and:1ow:socia1 reinfortement were demonstrated throughout these
tutoring recordings to give obse?veks exbefience as simifar as possib]e
to the actualiobservations. |

A tqta1 of 15 undergraduates were trained to score directly
observéd behaviors which‘weré later observed in the tutoring sessions
and in the classrooms. After approximately 12 thrs of initia]u
trainiqg, eéch observer was required'to achieve observerecriterig'
ke]iabi1ities of 80 percent or greaterlih each category of -behavior on
two consecutive days. Obéervers were aTso:requifed to re-score all
video tapes‘throughodt the experiment to control for changing observer
criferia. Observers rated an average (mean) of 21 minutes of tut&rihg
reéordings and 26 minutes of’claséroom recordings each Weék of the
stﬁdy.

,Reliabi1fty scores were determined by dividing the number of
agreements betweeh the'obéervers' scbres and the previously .constructed
keys for each tape by the total numbér of fen second interva1s'sCored;
Fai]ure’to achieve 80 percent reliabilify'occurred four times for the
“tutoring tapes and eleven times: for the classroom tapes. then this-
happened; the'appropriate observer was,re—trained'fOOOrigina]
-ré]iabi]ity requiréments before being allowed to again do actual
observations in‘the schools. Table 5 presents méan-observek-criteria ‘

reliabilities and ranges of observers' mean scores for each category of
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classroom observations. Table 6 presents similar data for in-session

variables.

Table 5.

Means and ranges of observer-criteria percent agreements
for in- c1assroom variables

Qut of . R Disturbing 0ff-

Seat Vocalization . QOthers Play . Task
Mean 98.29 93.02 97.86 91.08  92.46
Score :
Lowest , 91.00 75.00 92.59 76.00  72.41
Score
Highest  100.0 1000 100.0 100.0  100.0
Score . ' ' ‘

Table 6

Means and ranges of observer- criteria percent agreements
: for in-sessjon variables

- Head ‘ ‘ Head

. Eye Facial ‘Orientation Physical: Orientation
_Contact Expression (Tutor) Contact Attending (Child)
- Mean .95.97 96.24 92.11 99.94 99.28 90,51
- Score L :
Lowest 81.25 90.00 ' 76.66 90.90 96.55 75.76
Score . ' ' o
Highest 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Score
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Inter-Observer Reiiabiiitjes

.Inter—observer'reliabiTity che;ks on dikect]y observed behaviors
were performed on 30 percent of actual in-session observations aﬁd>on 40
_peféent of in-c]aSSroom observations. ‘These7check§ were dbne on a’
random basis_by.évSepond observer who served as a reliability checker.
Reliabilities were computed by diViding the number of observer
agréements;by the total number of ten-second intervé1s scored.

. Observers were,required to achieve inter-rater. reliabilities of 80
percent‘or'greater. This criterion was not obtained ohge in the
tutoffng observations and threeAtiméS'fqr the in—é]assroom observations.<
After these four instances, observers were re-trafned‘to orggina1
requirements‘before they comp]éted more'actué1 observationé; Table 7_
presents mean inter-observer re]iabi]ities and ranges of individual
obéerver'é meanuscores for in-ciassroom variab]es._ Table 8 gives .
simi]ér reliabilities and ranges,of_observer's mean>sc0resvfor

“in-session variables.

Table 7

Mean 1nter observer percent agreements and ranges of individual
observer's mean scores for in-classroom variables

—Behavior ~ Mean . Ranges of Observers'
- Category - v Reliability: _ Mean Scores
Out of Seat 98.03 96.00-100.0
Vocalization 94.94 84.27-100.0
Disturbing Others 98.47° 96.15-100.0
Play 92.21 85.71-160.0

0Ff-Task 94.00 84.86-100.0
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Table 8

Mean inter-observer percent agreements and ranges of individual
' observer's mean scores for in-session variables

Behavior Mean : Ranges of Observers
Categgty : g Re]iabj]ity K AMean_Scores,
Eye Contact 98.33 96.89-100.0
Facial Expression (Tutor) 98.71 - 97.73-100.0
‘Head Orientation (Tutor)  91.33 84.44-100.0
Physical Contact (Tutor)  100.00 100.00-100.0
Attending (Child) 97.84 95.43-100.0
Head Orientation (Child)  93.64 80.00-100.0

vGeneralfCWaséfoom Rating Inter-Observer Correlations

A Pearson product-moment correlation coeffitient-of .69 was
computed betWeen obsérvers"and-re]iabi]ity checkers' ratingé'of general

classroom behavior.



Chapter 3

RESULTS

“Independent Variables

. Table 9 presents mean ratings onithe,appfopriate Likert-type scale
(for "Positive Verba]_Contenf" and "ﬁ]eésantneés of VoCa] Expressibhs")
and the mean percentage of fnterva1s scored iﬁ each- behavior category
(for 51) other variables) for jndependent-variab]es.v ReSuthng F ratios
and between groups probabi]itiés are afso‘provided and are computgd with
a repeatéd‘measures.ana]ysis of variance. Results shbw sigﬁificant
differences onia11»measures in the djrettion of more social

reinforcement for the HSR treatment group.

~ Dependent Variables

In-Session Measures

" Repeated measureé.analyses of varjancé were performgd on'in-session
.dependent variables comparing treatment groups, tutors, and tutoring
sessions‘(gfoups x tutors X sessiohs‘interaétions)._ of pérticu1ar
“interest were the.groups comparisons and a contrast between behavior in
the first and last sessions.

Table 10 presents data pertéining to the effeéts 6f treatment
condition. It gives mean_scofes of treatment groups, the between groups
F ratio, aﬁd probabil%ty associated with each comparison, While no
significant‘differences are indicated, all mean scores except for
"Chi]d'§ Mistakes per Stép Acéording to the Observer" and fNické]sﬂqut

46 |
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Méan ratings, percent;occﬁrrence, F ratios, between groups probabilities .
for independent variables. A1l analyses have 8 degrees of freedom.

_Independent.
Variable

SR
Condition

LSR . F Ratio
Condition

lBefween -
Groups

Positive Verbal
Content (Mean
rating. Higher"
scores indicate
more positive
verbal content.)

Pleasantness of
Vocal Expres-
sions. (Mean
rating. Higher
scores indicate
more pleasant
-vocal expressions.)

Verbal Reinforce-
ment Divided by
Verbal Approval.
(Percent occur-
rence. Larger
.ratios indicate
more social
reinforcement.)

Physical Contact.
(Percent . -
occurrence.)

‘Head Orientation
(Percent
occurrence.)

Facial Expression
(Percent
occurrence. )

' Eye Contact
(Percent
occurrence.)

(Mean)

1.16

2.21

.42

.56
41.49

12.46

16.98

(Mean)

.87 10.98

1.97 - 5.48

.10 11.76

.00 16.27
15.55 17.36
.98 12.09

2.90  24.81

_ Probability

.01*

.045*

.009**

004+
.003%*
.008**

L001%*
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Table 10

Mean scores for treatment groups over all sessions, F ratio,
and between groups (main effects) probability associated
with in-session dependent ‘variables. All analyses .
' have 8 degrees of freedom. '

Overall " Overall
, o Mean of Mean of
Dependent High Social - Low Social
In-Session  Reinforcement Reinforcement

Variables . Condition . Condition F Ratio ~Probabi1jty"‘
Attending | - | o
(Percent- 98.28 97.11 .52 .50
occurrence) ' ' '

Nickels Lost -ns
Each Session: 2.06 1.88 .21 67"
(Mean number) B

Child's Head ‘ o s
Orientation 18.41 .17.18 .03 .85
(Percent

occurrence)

Mean Seconds : ns
Latency in 63.24 49.19 1.35 .28
Step Number 3

Pleasantness

of Children's S
Vocal Expres- 2.06 . 1.94 .66 .56M°
sions (Mean

rating. Higher

scores indicate

more pleasant

expressions.)

Child's Mistakes

- per Step Accord-

ing to the .06 .05 .03 .85"°
Observer.
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Table Il_

Mean Scofes computed for treatment groups
in the first and tast sessions

, : Means of High . Means of Low
Dependent Social Reinforcement Social Reinforcement
In-Session . Condition . Condition
Variables Session 1 ~ Session 4 = Session 1 Session 4
Attending : _ : L
(Percent 97.93 98.85 99.14 194,99
occurrence) ’

Nickels Lost
per Session 2.12 1.37 2 2.12 1.62
(Mean number) '

Child's Head - :
~Orientation 14.56 19.60 17.18 17.42
(Percent : '
occurrence)

Mean Seconds ‘ S
Latency in - 37.71 123.99 39.20 72.08
Step Number 3 ' ,

Each Session“'Show slightly better behavior by children in the HSR
Group. |

'Tab]e 12 gfves the data for Attending Behavior in a sjgnificant

- (F=3.23, df=24, P'<.04) groups x sessions interaction. Results indicate
fAtténding'varied over sessions for LSR'chiIdreﬁ to a much greater éxtent

than for those in the HSR group.
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Table 12

Mean percentile scores for attending in treatment
groups over all .sessions

Treatment  Session Session Session Session
Group - 1 2 R 3 -4
Low Social , « -
Reinforcement  99.15 95.45 . 98.85 '94.99
Group ’ '

‘(Percent of
‘cells scored
"Attending”.)

High Social : ,

Reinforcement. '97.93 98.88 97.46 98.86
Group. - - -
‘(Percent of

cells scored

"Attending".)

Table 13 presents the mean number of timesla response-cost was used
per session by each of‘the tutors. This analysis démoﬁstrated
vsfgnificantffesu]ts (F=5.98, df=8, p<.;02)'with dne«futor~using a
response-cost less frequently than the other tutors. A Newman-Keuls
mu]tip1e c6mparisons prqcedure,thowéver, showed no Significant

differences between any individual pair of scores.

Table 13

Mean number of nickels taken from a child per session by each tutor.

Tutor Tutor : Tufor ‘Tutof
1 . 2 _ 3 4

- Mean Number ’
- of Nickels 1.81 3.12 .69 2.25
‘Taken ~
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In-Classroom Measures

'qu‘each depeﬁdent in-classroom measure this study'uSed'fwo
separafe:ana1yses of variance to determine pre-post chahges. For the
first:of these, scores for classroomﬁobservations 1 and 2 were combined
and designated as “bre" ebservations while measures taken in
observations 3.énd'4 were considered to be "post."_ This cempérison
Tooked at relatively long term.changes and took into account much
behayior. ‘Thus, itvmay_have resulted in a relatively stable measure.
The second group of ANOVAs’examined observations 1 and 3 (pre) in |
reietiOn to observations 2 and 4 (post). In this way, any short-ferm-
changes in behavior bccurring immediate]y‘after an indfvidua]vtutering
session might be examined. Finally, in order to provide a measure that
was not contaminated by a tutoring session before a "pre" obseryationAor
after a'"bose" observation, data from observation 1 was compared to déta
in observation 4. Thie was accomplished with a Newman-Keuls multiple
comparisons procedure.

Two unexpected confounds make it dffficu]t_fo draw conclusions from
‘the categories "Play" and fOut of Seat." From behavior recording sheets
and interviews with observers, it was estimated that.SO.perCentjof
playing behavior ih tutoring groups during classroom observatioﬁs 2 and
4 ihvolyed playing with nickels given as rewards. Also, during these
same observation periode children tended to leave their seats in
antfcipation of Eecess. Because of these problems, unusually high
percentages of "Piay" and "Out of Seat" behavior occurred in ﬁhese
classroom obéervations. The data presented for these categories ef'

behavior'consequent1y should be regarded'with caution.
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-

Table 14 presents data for treatment groups when cbmparing'
ﬂobsérvatibns 1 and 2 against 3 and 4; Mean scores, the'appropriate F-
rétio, and_the a$sociatedAprobabf]ity~are included for<eaCﬁ-groupﬁx
prerost'interaction. Although nét»a dependent'méasuré, the category of
“General Classroom Behavior" is included in this tabie, and the
~following two tables for comparison with other varjéb]es.“ Chi]dren.ih
“the LSR qondition showed é]ight]y less undesirable behavior than the HSR
children during observations 1 and 2. .Similarly, on four of the five
dependent variables LSR children showed somewhat better behavior than
controls on'"bre"'measufes. ,On'dependent<meaSUres.récorded in
observations 3 and 4, HSR subjects demonstrated slightly less
undésirab1é behavior than the LSR children in four of the five
categories. |
A post-hoc Newman-Keuls multiple comparisons procedure‘showéd a

significant diffekence between the HSR group's score for VocaTization (b<,
.05, 21 df) in observétions 3 and.4 and both of thé control groups'
scores. A]though‘a strong'trend of less undesirab]e behavior on the
part of HSR-chi]dreh was evident for the category of “Out of Seat" a
Newman-Keuls fest showed no significant differences. ;

“Table 15 gives data comparing observationsjl and 3. to observations
2 and 4 on dependent in-classroom variaﬁ]es, -Mean score for the‘HSR,
LSR, and NCC groups are given along with the appropriate F ratio and
- probability. vNo trends §r Significant‘betweén groups dffferences“are

apparent.



Table 14

Mean percent of cells scored in each category for classroom observations 1 and 2 (pre) compared
The corresponding F ratio and probab111ty

to the ‘mean of observations 3 and 4 (post).
- for each group x pre-post interaction are provided.
A11 analyses have 21 degrees of freedom_ '

Means of

Observations 1 and 2

Means of

Observations 3 and 4

(Higher scores
indicate more
disruptive
behavior)

Dependent for HSR, LSR, and for HSR, LSR, and
In-Classrocm NCC Groups NCC Groups _ .

Variables High Low Cont. High ~ Low ~ Cont., F Ratio Probability
Vocalization  13.16 7.82  15.38 4.88  10.80  15.99 3.0 07"
Play '19.32  14.57  18.11 21.89  15.21  14.17 .24 79"
Off-Task 26.75  24.61 18.87 22.74  23.29  16.28 .02 .98"°
Disturbing 3.32 .67 2,52 1.37 3.81 2.44 1.59 23"
Others -

Out of Seat’ 10.54 6.14  11.73 3.71 11.47 8.30 3.05 .o7™
General Class- , . : n
room Behavior .64 71 .67 .55 .87 47 .97 .60"°

€9



Table 15

Mean percent of cells scored in each category forAcTassroom observations 1 and 3 (pre) compared
to the mean of observations 2 and 4 (post). The corresponding F ratio and probability

for each group x pre-post interaction are provided.
A1l analyses have 21 degrees of freedom.

(Higher scores
indicate more
disruptive
behavior)

Meahs of Means of ’
: Observations 1 and 3 Observations 2 and 4

Dependent for HSR, LSR, and for HSR, LSR, and

~In-Classrcom . NCC Groups : NCC Groups :

Variables High Low Cont. High Low . Contﬁ _F Ratio -Probability
Vocalization = 7.83 7.31  15.86 10.20 - 11.31 15.51 g9 .53
Play. 19.32 16,91  20.08 22.11 . 12.86  12.20 177 19"
Off-Task 23.36 22,25  19.24 26.12  25.65  15.90- 77 52"
Disturbing 2.40 .80 1.23 2.28 3.69 3.73 1.82 .18"°
Others ' AR 3
Out of Seat 1.88 4.90 5.82 12.37 12.72 14.21 .14 87"
General Class- , n
room Behavior .55 .69 .58 .65 .90 .57 .95 .59"%

b
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Table 16 presents data.obtafned-in observations 1 and 4, Mean
scoresv(in'peréentages) for HSR, LSR, and NCC groups are provided for
all megsure;; 'Newmén-Keu]s mUItiple comparisons showed no signifiéant
differences'betwéen observations made during the first and last

classroom periods.

Table 16

,Mean_percént of cells scored in each‘category‘for cltassroom
observations 1 and 4

Mean of Mean of

; Observation 1  Observation 4
Dependent for HSR, LSR, and for HSR, LSR, and -
In-Classroom ‘NCC Groups _ NCC Groups
-~ Measures High Low Cont. High Low Cont.
Vocalizatfon 11.40 8.28 13.55 5.49' 15.27 13.81
Play 16.05 '19.46 19.47 21.63 | 16.04 7.66
'Off—Task' - 25.14 29.17 19.19 23.89 31.25 13.25
- Disturbing - g ) :
Others . : 3.35 .93 1.17 1.29 6.95 3.59

Out of Seat 2.92 18.10 8.40 6.59  21.25 13.33

General Class- S : ) .
room Behavior 47 .75 .59 .48 1.13 .39
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Discussion

This experiment demonstrates that it is possib1e to manipu]ate‘

nonfcdntingeht social reinforcement in a therapeutic situation.

Furthermore, the results of this study provide 1imitédvsupport for}ihé
hypothesis thaf the chde-therapist-re]atfonship contributes to .
Behavio}al géins:’

The dﬁta recorded for the independent Variébles‘showed that there
were significant and, with the exeeption:of "Positive Verbal Content,"
substantié1 between groups differences on all measures. Although thé
- between groups comparison is significant for the category of "PosftiVe
_Vef5a1 Content," tﬁe magnitude of the difference appears to be
re]atively small. It is poséib]e that the tutors were not trained well
. eﬁough in this area to show-]érge differences bétween treatment gfoups.
An examinatioh'of individUal tutof‘s scores shows that although there
~was some variation between tutors, all showed differehces in fhe
appropriate directions on ali independent measures. One can conclude
that socia1»re1nf0rcehent differed between treatment groups with respect
to the independent variables. o |
| While dependent measures -taken during.tutoring sessions show no
significant between groups'dffferences, they do indicate a trend of
superior behavior of HSR childrén. In terms of main effects all
measures exéept 5Nicke]s Lost Each Session" and "Child's Mistakes
according to. the Observer" show HSR children tended to perform slightly
*Abettér than children in the LSR groUb. Also, all measures in SéSsion 4

show a tendency toward less undesirable behavior on the part of HSR
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children. . These between group differences however, are usué]lylsma11.“
This fact, along with the relatively few subjects used and the short
duration of treatment, undoubtedly contributed to the absence of
‘significant results.. These slight différenceé-may also.be partly
'explainéd by the small within groupS'vafiations bh a11 measures. Once a
chi]d’is:in a'bnefto-one situation the tutor's general behavior appears
to contfo14most of the child's observable behavior regardless of the
~ degree of social reinforcement; .It'mqy be that measures‘TOoking at
cognitive changes would have therefbke been more appropriate indicators
of change during the tutoring sessions. 'Thesé meésures would serve to
high]ight'changeé in such things as self concept, sécurity'with adults,
and self confidence in doing Schoo1w6rk. |

The §ignificant_groups X sessions intefaction for attehdjng in
tutoring is difficult to explain. The HSR children show ‘attending
behavior just a little moré'than one percent hore often than do children
:fiﬁ thé-other treatment group. Their scbres, however, vary much less
over sessions thén do the scores for the LSR group. .One could Speculate_
,that.soc1a1 reinforcement stimulated the chi]dren's interest in learning
tasks.ahd'thué resulted in mofe cbnsistent attending, Thfs'explanation,
however, does not account for different amounts:of attending behavior in
successive tutoring sessions. . It islélso possible that children in both
treatment groups were, by chance, gi&eh different'kinds,of tasks to work
on. A detailed examination of the types of work given to the chi)dren
by the teachers would answef this question.

It was apparent that all tutors did not use the response-cost with

the*same'frequench Since tutoréobservef reliabilities ranged'from
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195.59 to 97.48 percent correct for each of the'five'VSI steps it is
17be1ieved that this discrepahqy is méinly due t0'dfffereﬁces in
children's performance. |

| Over all measures of classtoom behavfor, oniy one (Voca1ization or
Making Noisélfn observations 1 and 2 vs. 3 and 4) showed,signfficant
results. There were, however, abparentipatternéiof nonsignificant
befween groups differences. While the fb11owing discussion does
“recognize that the majofity of results are nonsignificant, it does
attempt tb dréw some Conclusions from what are,considered.to be
consistent}y'occurring trends in difference scores.

In-classroom dependent post measuréé showed trehds indicating

 sign1ficant or s1f§ht1y superior classroom behavior by HSR'children ovef

LSR:and NCngroubs. During observations 3'and.4, all but one of the

dependent c]aéSroom'behaVior measﬁres §how that HSR children had trends

of fewer undésirab1e4behaviors than did LSR children. It must be noted,
however, that the HSR éhi]dréﬁ.perfOrmed better than the controls on
'only three of the five measures during observations 3 and 4. Finally, a
post-hoc Newman-Keuls muitip]e_compérisons proceddre4révéa]ed tﬁat HSR
chi]dren'éxhibited significéht]y TeSS'inappropriafe “Vbéa]ization of

Making Noise"‘behavior on the post measure than did NCC subjects both
vbefore-and after tdtofing.

The'fact that,the children in the control group often displayed
"mokelappkopriate behavior in the.categofies of "Play" and "0ff-Task"
mfght be partially explaihed by noting that apbroximate]y’ha]f of the

play behavior for the treatment groups during observatioh 4 appeared to



59

involve playing with the nickels given as rewardé.‘ This play béhaVior
may then have encouraged chi]dren to be off-task.

During'observafjons 3_and 4 the genera]vbehavioruof all chifdren'ﬁﬁ.
the é]aésroom was rated. A small nonsignificant tendehcy was found for
_more disruptive‘behavior in classes of LSR cthdren than in the'other
two'groups. Whethef thi$ small-difference.iﬁdicates that the disruptive
behavidr of noneeipérimental childfen influences experiméhfa] chi1dren;s
béhavior.or vice versa is unknown.

‘A.Comparison,of classroom behavior during observations 1 and 3
agaihét behavior during obseryations 2 and 4 indicates nq'signifitant
differences or trends of superibr behavior in any expérimentaT group.
The ratings of the classroom's general behavior again show a's]ight
nonsignificant tendenqy for more dféruptiveness in the classes of LSR.
chi]dren in relation to the classes of both'pther‘experimenta1 groups
during'"prt"‘meaSures. | |

Data collected in observétions 1 and 4 indicated that while during
"pre" measures all groups.sﬁowed roughly equfva]ent amounts of
'uhdesirablé.behavior, "post" meésures~showed pooréf behaVior from LSR
.chi1dren in relation to both other groups. The one excepticn‘to this is
“ the category of "P]ay" which was possibly contaminated by the children
playing»with'théif'nﬁcke]s. Sjmi]ak, but much less marked differences
_exist when comparing the HSR condition to the control group. Excluding
the cétegory of “Play," three of the fqur-measurés show:befter behavior
on‘the‘part of HSR children compared to contro]s. ffna1]y, while LSR
children tended to receive roughly equfvalent scores on classroom

behaviors during observation 1, all measures collected in observation 4
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showed nqnsignificant,differendes in the direction of.superior behayior
'from controls invfelation to LSR chiidren.

It is jnterestihg to observelthafithe greatef the_time span between
pré-post c1assroom»measureé,lthe poorer LSR chi}dren Seem to behave in
~relation to other groups. This observation is tentatﬁve.because it is
not who11y based on significant results but instead on patterns of
.differeﬁce\scofes.} Such an obseryafion-might.suggest,tWO things.

Fifst, it ﬁight indicate that behavior éhange actually occurred because
a']ogica1Apattekn of behavioral improvehent'seems to be evident. One
would expettvfrom the original hypoihesis‘that greatér change would take
place over time as the chi]dren deve]oped‘constructive;relationshfps T
with their tutors. Secondly, it wou]d point to the need for more
tutoring séssions if}greater changes ih behavibr are to be seen. More
Sessidns would bE_expected to lead to improved re1atibhsh1ps with tutors
»'and consequentiy resuIt in the';hi]dren showing better classroom
behavior. |

A shortqoming of this projecf is that it fails to validate "high“
‘ahd "low" social. reinforcement behéviorIWith é fbrma] exfernaT
critefion. A Togical next step would be to compare the behavior of the
“tutors in this experiment with the behavior of tutors who are beTieyed
to have "high" or "Tow" socially reinforcing teaChing>sty1es. Thé
observers' fhforma1 reports about the tutors' behavior on the
questionnaire given just after the'completion of tﬁe projéct would,
however, support thg bé]ief that tutors aéted in a manner consistent
with the constructs of high and 1qw social reinforcemeht.

~ Characteristic comments were "Sometimes they seemed to care more about
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the child" and "I think the tutors were more interested in 'some children
Eﬁﬁﬁugthers;" These observations would indicate thqt'thé tutors’
;behavibr was an accurate representation of "réél-]ife" differences_in
teaching styles.

'It‘is possible that the behavioka] observations were;reactive'
measures and therefore presented a distorted b%tture df_behaVior phange.
This is especially Tlikely for tutofing session. observations where the
Judge was in the room with the tutor and the child., Regarding the
classroom observations, it is possible that "post" measurements were
more reactive tﬁan “bre".measures-because the children may have had time’
to req]izé that.théy were being watéhed; It may, however, have been the
case that_eaf1ier.observations were more reactive because the chi]dken‘
had Tess time to;adjust to the preéence of observers.

The independent measures in this study lack the capacity to
c1assify many tutor behaviors which m%ght‘have had-a great'effeqt.on
outcome data;_ Probably more important, however, is that many complex
:1nteract%on§ between the child and the tutor were unrecorded. Both of
these 1imftations are common to studies examiﬁing process in relation to
outcome. In bbth_cases the investigator is fofced to select a few
“objective“.variables which are believed tb be representative of the
general class of behaviors of %nterest.

“This study has implications which extend well beyond
_cognitiveébehaviora1'tutoring with impulsive chiidren. It directs
attention to what is often considered a crucial component in effective
psychotherapy: social reinforcemenf and'positive attitude tOWard‘the

client.  The importance of positive therépist characteristics was
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stressed by Jung in 1934 when -he wrote: "It is in fact largely
immaterial what sort of‘technique‘he uses, for the point is not the
technique . . . the personality and attitude of the doctor are of

i

‘~supfemé_1mportancef-whether he appreciates this fact or not . . .

(1932, pp. 159-160).
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: Chapter 5
SUMMARY

In recent years‘verba]‘self-instructiona1.(VSI) traihfng_procedures
‘have become one of the primaky approaches-in dealing With mahy‘df the
uhdesirab]e behaviors exhibited by children with attention deficit
disorders. Investfgators using VSI téchniques have successfully taught
children better socja] (Camp, Blom, Hebert & vah Doornick; 1977) and
academic (kenda11 & Finéh,'1978); Bornstein_&.QueviYTon, 1976)
prdb]em-so]ving skills by training them to use mediating respbhses
designed to.help them dea] effecfive]y with a variety of problem areas.
Fof example, chi]dren'have been taqght_t0<correct1yvdescribe
intérpérsona] pfoblem situatibns,a]oud; to improve academic performance
byithinking of seVera] alternative solutions, and to avoid quick
deciéiohs'by first coﬁsidering different possible courses of action..

In one case siudy, Kendall and Finch (1976) used the combination of
a response-cost aﬁd VSI techniques when they tfeated,a'Q‘yearao1d bby
“who- had Seen described.aé an "aggressive, feisty, and uncooperative
child." They noted improvedAsoéial béhavior.whicﬁugeneraiiied to'a
different therapist, to another room, and when a different selection of
toys was ayai]ab]e. In discussing these results, the authors noted thét
thé social reinforcement of the relationship between the child and the
thérapist.appeared to increase the freguency of positive bebaVior
changes in addition to those specified as térget béhavfdrs. This
observation suggests that by contributing fo behaViora] gains the
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child-therapist reiationship might be an impoftéht component in the
overall treatment package. |

The effects of thekchiid—therapist re]atfonship on outcome data
- have not been examined in any of the reported studies on Vvatraining.
The purposé of the present study was to investigate the céntributions of
-this relatiohshjp,on chi]dren's social and academic behavior
by manipulating soCia]vreinforcement, It was»hypothesized that chi]drenx7
who were taqght,in a way that fostered the development df{constfuéfive;
intérpersbna] exthanges would show more improvement on debendent'“

‘measures than children who were instructed in a less personal manner.
Method

Subjects

| A total of 24 children (mean age = 9 years, 11 months)‘were chosen
fkém 16 second th?ough fifth grade classrooms in the Missdu]a,_Montana,‘
Public School System. When referringAchi1dren for this study, feachers
and counselors were encouraged to select chiidren on the basis of
disruptive classroom behavior and attention deficits. Teachers also
completed the‘Connérs’ Teacher Rating Scale (Conners, -1969) for each
child.. Eligibility for this study required a total score of at Teast‘ls
_on the Hyperkihesis Ihdex.of the Conners' scale. The mean SCOre'for
“those subsequently chosen was 19.71 (S.D. = 3.37). A1l but three of the
subjects wefe mélé. One Native Amekipan, one black, and one Asiah,chi]d

(a11'ma1és) were among thosé.selected.



74 -

) In this study, a between'grqups-designAwas'Used in - which equaf
nUmbers,of children were randomly assigned to (1) a High Social
'ﬁeinforcement'(HSR)»cqn&itiqn,.(2) a4Low Social Reinforcement (LSR).
conditidn; or (3) a No=Contact Control (NCC) group. A\VSI procedure
(Fisher, 1982) based on the work of Meiéhenbaum (1975) was used in all
treatment groups.- In this treatment;_mode]ing,_reihfbftement
contingencies, aﬁd aVVSI "5 step" procedure (Padawer, dean, & Kendall,
1980) were used. The VSI steps were employed to -teach children to: (1)
correctly describe‘a probTem, (2) consider possible alternatiVe
solutions, (3)'stop and think about‘the probable solution, (4) give an
answer and.(5),Say either a self-reinforcing or a coping statement
depending on tﬁe'atcuracy of their answer. In the first tutoring
éeésion children were taught to solve a variety of "sequence prob]eMs“
(Paaawek, Zupan, & Kendall, 1980) usihg these steps. Fof the rémaining
sessions, classroom teachers assigned each chﬁ1d4academic prob]ehs to
work on with the tutors according to the chi]d‘sﬁindividua] needs.

Tutors wére four female uhdergraduates who expressed strong
interest in teaching chi]drehvand had some know]edgé of experjmentai'
design from previous college course work. Each tutor was randomly
assigned two chi]dreﬁ in each'of“the treatment conditions. Tutofs tried
to establish close re1at10nshjps in the HSR group by encouragihg short
diééussions about'topics of interest to the children. These taTkS
covered such fhings as household pets, friends at school, or future
Caréer plans. Tutors were also instructed to convey an attitude of

‘interest in the chi]dren by making éye contact'regu]ar1y; facing the
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~children offen, Smi1ing'frequent1y, 6ccasiona]1y touching the chi]dren,
ahdfspeaking in‘a very encouraging manner, |

When teaching in the LSR condition, tﬁtors-were told to make
'instruction re1ative1y more-impgrsonal_and "mechanical” than it was for
the HSR group. Tﬁis required that the.tutorSVShow less of the |
reinforcing,'"friendly," behaviors than they didvfof the HSR children.
The tutors were not diéapproving’or punitive in any way dUring.thevLSR
‘condition but simply expressedlless'personql interest in the children
and gave ‘less encouragement. Classroom teachers were blind to the
existence of high and low social reinforcement. conditions.

Children assigned to the treatment groups Were taken from their
classrooms during the regular school day to complete four individual

tutoring seséioné, each of which lasted approximately 40 minutes.

Procedures

Prior to the collection of any daté, classroom obéervérs sat in the
children's classes for at least one hour. This procedure was designed
to insure the non-reactivity.of the measures by giving the children time
to acclimate to the presenée;qf an observer. After this hour, the first
in-classroom data were collected for 20 minutes. This ob;erVation was
immediate?y‘fOTlowed by the first tutoring session and‘theh by ‘another
'20‘minﬁte classroom observation. ATl further meetings took place on
subsequent days with a mean number of 12 (S,D.~= 7,9&).days between the
first and last sessions. The second and third tutoring sessions took
“place with in-session observations only while the foqrfh tutdfing

7session_was preceded and followed by classroom observations in the same
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manner as the first session. A1l in-session independent and dependent
var1ab1es were recorded durlng the last 30 m1nutes of the tutor1ng

. sessions., Ch11dren in the contro1 group were observed 1n thelr f

; classrooms during the same time perwods that data were co]]ected for-
chjldren in tfeafment conditions. All obsefvers'were unihfdrmed-as to
fhe purpose andfdesigh of the experiment. Also, classroom observers did
not know whether the chi1dlthey were observing was in a tutoring'dr

control group.

Independent Variables =

The‘concept:of répporteencompasses a,hUmber of nonspecific
variab]es_which have been neither well defined nor exp]ored by.previous
research. Consequently, the present specification of this familiar
conetruct is not an attempt to introduce previously unrecognized
var1ab1es, but is instead 1ntended to operat1ona11ze the chl]d tutor

‘re1at1onsh1p for the exper1menta1 requirements of this study

The independent variable, non-contingent social reinforcement from
the tutors, was diVidedﬂinto the seven sub-c]asses'of: (1) Head
OrientatiOh in the direction.of the child, (2) Eye Contact with the
child, (3) Verbal Reinforcement (apprdya] given With an enthusiastic
tone of voice), and Verbal Approval (apprové] given in a monotone
style); (4) Positive Facial Expressiens (such-as smiles), (5)APhysica1
Contact with the;chi1d, (6) Positive Verbal Content, and (7)
PTeasantness_of Vocal Expressions. All categories corresppnd to
" behavior thaf has been shown to be reinforcing te children or

| interpreted as reflecting approval (e.g., Allen, 1967; Brannigan &
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Reimondi, 1979; Cery,v1960;'James, 1932; Layne, 1978; Mehrabfén, 1969,
| 1970;vMehraBian & Kéionsky, 19725 Nachshoh & Wapner, 1967; Spence,
1967). |

Head Orientation, Eye Coﬁfact, Facial Expressfon, and Physic@l
"COntact were all recokded by judges Who observed the tutoring‘seSsions.
Observations of all nbn-verba] behaviors during the‘tutOrinQ sessions
‘a1ternated on a 10 second basis following the schedule: (1) observe
independent variables; (2) record independenﬁ variables, (3) observe
dependent variab]és,-(q) record dependent Variab]es. Non-verba1'
ih-session variables were recorded eifher 1 or 0 for a gfvenilovsecond
period. No "double credit” waS'SCOred fok-a behavior thét apbeared
twice in a particular 1nterva1; |

A11 verbal in-session behaviors were scored on the basi§ of'audip'
iape recordings made during.each-tutoring session. Scorablé recordings
were avaiTab]e'for‘4S'(7O percent) of the 64 meetings. Vé?baT
Reinforcement an& Verbal Apﬁroval were scored either 1 or 0 while
Positive Verba1:Content and Pleasantness of Vocal Expressions were
scored ‘on the basis of Likért-type rating scales (Mehrabian, 1972).
Ratings of these verbal behaviors Were-done on a 15 second observe, 15

second record basis.

Dependént Variables

Dependeht variables were of six types: -in-classroom behavioral
obéervations, Atténding Behavior during tutoring, Head Orjentation in
’the direction of the tutor, Pleasantness of Vocal Expressions during the .

tutoring'sessions, Performance of the Tasks given during tutoring
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sessions, and Latency in Responding during step'number‘thrée ("stop and
'think") of the VSI training. Voca]izétion or Making Noise, Disturbing
'Othérs, and Off-Task:(Mehrabian, 1972) were reCordedfwith alorab0 for
each ﬁnterval; Following the non-verbal behavior observation schedule
‘ouf1ined eaflier,‘the chi}dren's'Attendfng Behavior during tutoring
(defined as spending the majority of the time cell working on tﬁe‘
assigned probiem) and Head Orientation in the-difection bf»thé’tutor
were directly observed in the sessions and Scored‘either 1 or 0. AT
other dependent variab]es Were Jjudged from the tape recordings on a 15

- second observe 15 second record schéduie according to the givenvécéTes

~ (Mehrabian, 1972).

General Classroom Behavior

The general behavior of all the éhderen in theic]asékooms was
scored for 10 seconds every five'minutes during classroom observations
of ekperimenta] chi]dfen. ‘This'procedure‘was.designed to insure that
there were not great variations in the behavior of other classroom
éhi]dren between different experimental groups. 'Ratings were done

.according to the scale: 0 = No c]asé disruptions, 1 = Slightly

‘disruptive class, 2 = Moderately disrubtive'c]ass, 3 = Seriously

’diSruptive'class.

Observations of Children's Performance and the Tutors' Use of the

Response=Cost
Judges of the chi]dren‘s‘performanée_in‘the-tutoring‘sessions and.
of the tutors' use of the response-cost (which a tutor could enact

whenever a child made an error) rated the children's use of ‘the VSI
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steps according to the fo11owing'catégories: (1) Too Fast. The child -
- did not spénd enough time on a step tb-dd a good'job pr.seemEd'to be
rushing in some way. (2) Wrong Answer. The child gave a wrong‘énswer;
(3).Skipped a Step. (4) Laténcy to Step Number Three. The number of
seconds a child paused during §tep number three was fimed with a stop
watch. The tutors' behavior was Scdfed according to when and Why

they used the response-cost.

ObServer-Criteria Reliabilities

0bserver4critéria'measures,were designed to check how closely
observers agreed with therprihcipal investigatoh in scorfng the
“chi1dren'szand tutors' behaviors.  After being trained, judgesAwere
required to rate 40 minuteé of sample audio tape recdrdings which had
previbus]y been scored by the principal inVestigator. Sépafafe
keiiébi]ity‘indices were computed for_judging the bbservers' accUracy in-
rating the children's and tutors' beha?ior. The first index was
determined by dividfhg the number of agreements betweenvthe'judge's
reports of -the tutor's behavior and the previously scored audio tapes by
the total number Qf problems completed by the child. Similarly, the
second reliability index waé computed by. dividing the number of
égrééménts,between the Jjudge's reports of the child's behavior and the
scored tapes by the number of»probléms the-chi]d completéd (in both
cases, simp]y‘agreeméhts divided by the total number of prdb]ems).» In
order for a rating of latency to ;tep number.threé'to be considefed

'jcorrect it had to be within five seconds of that given in the key.
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During the initial observer-criteria reliability checks there was
100 percent agreement between the observers and the scored tapes for
both the«chi1drehfs and tutors' behaviors. -Re1iab1]ity,checks;weré also
“completed at the end of the experiment to check for chénging obServer
:criteria. Mean scores when rating the children's performance at this
time ranged.from 95;39>to 100 percent (overall X,= 97.93) agreement for
each of the five steps. Also, for each VSI step obseryers achieved from
98.85 to 100 percent (overall X = 99.66) agreement when judging the

tutors' use of the response-cost.

Inter-Observer Reliabi]ities’

Intef—obserVer reliabilities were computed for all recordings of
tutoring,séssions. -Reliabi]itfes were determined by dividing the numbér
of agreements between both‘observers»by the total number of problems
completed by the child. Observers athiéved mean re]iabi]jty scores
whfch ranged from 93.89 to 96.01 percent (overaii~¥ = 95.21) when
scoring the chi]dreh's performanée at each of the five VSi}steps and
mean reliabilities from 97.42 to 99.41 percent (overall X = 98.71) for

observations of the response-cost use.

Tutor-0bserver Reliabilities

’Tutor-observer Eé1ﬁabi1ity:cﬁecks were conducted on all recordings
fo determine the tutors' accufacy in using the requnse-cost,
Reliability scores were computed for_each‘session by-dividing the number
of agreements between the tutor's actions and the observer's judgements
of the ;orrect'response by the number of problemé completed by the

child. The resulting tutor-observer reliability check data (weighted
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mean scores avefaged over all tutors-and obsefvers) for each of the five
VSI steps ranged from 95.59 to 97.48 percent (oVera]l X = 96.60)

agreement.

Reliability Checks on Observations of Tape-Recorded Independent

Reinforcing Behaviors and Pleasantness of .Child's Vocal Expréssions

Inter—Observer Reliabilities

Two observers were trained to use the scoring criteria for both the
1ndependent_Vérba1 behaviors énd for the éhi1drenfsiP1easantnesS of
Vo;a] Expressions. After observer training Was completed 4 tapes were
chogen.at random to represent each tutof; Two of thgse had been
récordéd'during the HRS condition and 2 were made during'theﬂLSR
condition. This resulted in a total of 16 tapes, evenly divided“among
tutors and treatment groups. Observers rated all recordings on a 15
second dbserve, 15 second record basis.

Inter-observer reliability checks were computéd for all 16 tapes by
dividing the number of ratings in each category éxécf]y mafching'between
the two judges_by the tota] number of intervals scored. Weighted
- overall mean sépres and ranges for the re]iabi1ify of .observers on each
ﬁécordiﬁg were: (l) Vérbal Reinforcement, X ='96.00, range.= 90.00 - 100
percentzagreement, (2) Verbal Approval, X = 91.00, rarge = 79.00 -

1 98.00, (3) Positive Verba1'Confent, X = 86.00, range = 77.00 - 93.00,
(4) P1edsantness of Vocal Expressions (tutor), X = 73.00, range = 59.00
~ 93.00, and (5) P1éasantness of Voca]’Expressidns (chde); Yl= 78.00,

range = 60.00 - 93.00.
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Rg]iabi]ity Checks on Directly ObServéd Variables

Observer-Criteria Reliabilities

In-classroom and:in-sessipn observers were trained with three
pre-scored 20-minute audio-video recordings of children in their régu]ar
classrooms and two‘recordings made during a VSIltreatmeﬁﬁ. Using these

tapeé, 5 total of 15 undergraduates were trained to score directly |
observed. behaviors which were later observed in’the tutoring sessions
and in the élassrooms;"After approximately 12fhours of trainingsveaéh
observer was required to achieve observer—critéria reliabf]ities of 80
.peréent of greater in each category of behavior on twq consécutiVe days.
Observers were also requiredAtb re-Scoré all video tapes throughout. the
experiment to control for chahging observer criteria. Observers rated
‘an averagé (mean) of 21 minutes of tutorﬁng»recordings and 26 minutes'of
classroom recordings each week of the study. Reliability scores were
détermined by dividing the number of agréements between the observer's
scores and previously constructed keys for each tapé by the total nuﬁber
of intérva]s scored. Mean observer-criteria reliabilities and ranges of
individual observer's mean scores for each category of taped classroom.
behavior were: (1) Voca]ization,.i = 93,02, range = 75.00 - 100 percent
agreemenf, (2) Disturbing Others, X = 97.86, range = 92.59 - 100, and
(3)-0ff—Tésk,vY’= 92.46, rangéﬁ? 72.41 - 100. Obgerver-criteria data
for in-session variables yielded mean scores and ranges of: (1) Eye
Contact, X = 95.97, range = 81.25 - 100 peréent agreement,_(Z) Facial
"Expression, X = 96.24, range = 90.00 -\100, (3) Head Orientation, X =
92}11, range = 76.66 - 100, (4) Physical Contact wfth the child, X =
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99.94, range = 90.90 - 100, (5) Attending, X = 99.28, range = 96.55 -
100, and (6) Head Orientation (child), X = 90.51, range = 75.76 - 100.

Inter-Observer Reliabilities

Inter-observer re]iabi]ity checks on direct1y~obseryed béﬁa?iors
were performed on 30 pércent 6f actual in;sessioh'obgervations and on 40
percenf of all inACTassroom observations. These checks were done on a
random basis by another observer who;served as a reliabi]ity checker.
Reliabi15ties,were»computed by dividing.the number of'observer
agreements by tﬁe‘tota1 numﬁer of teh~second inferVa]s‘scored.
ObsérVérsfwere required to achieve_intef-rater.re]iabi]itiesﬁof 80
percent or greater to be allowed to continue makingrobservétions. Mean
reliabilities and rahges'of individual observerfs mean scores for

in-classroom variables were: (1) Vocalization, X = 94.94, range = 84.27

- 100 pércent agreéﬁent, (2) Distunbing Others, X = 98.47, range = 96;15

- 100, and (3) Off-Task, X = 94.00, range = 84.86 - 100. Similar data

fbr in-sesSion variables were: (1) Eye'Contact, X 98.33, range = 96.89

><}
]

- 100 percent agreement, (2) Facial Expression, 98.71, range = 97.73
- 100, (3) Head Orientation (tutor),'i = 91.33, range 84.44 - 100, (4)
Physical Contact, X = iQO,'(S) Aitending, X = 97.84, range = 95.43 -

100, and (6) Head Oriehtation (child); X = 93.64, range = 80.00A- 100.

: Genefa] Classroom Rating Inter-Observer Correlation
A Pearson-produ¢t;moment correlation coefficient of .69 was
computed between observers"andAre]iabiiity{checkers"ratings-of general

classroom behavior.
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Results

Table 1 presents_méan fatings'on the appropriate Likert-type scale
(for “PoSitive.Verbal Content" and l‘P]ea.s'antne.ss'l»ofA Vocal Expressiohs")
'and-the'mean.percentage of intervals scored in each behavior category
(for all ofher variabies)-for independent measures. Resd]fihg F ratios
and'bétwéen ngUps_probabi]ities are also pfovided and are computed with
a repeated measures ana}&sis of'variance. Results show signiffcant
di%ferences on all measures in the direction of more social
reinforcement for the HSR treafmentigrbup.

Repeated measures analyses of variance were first performed on
dependent'in-sessibn variables cbmparing.treatment groups. Table 2
presents_overa]] méan'scores Qf treatment groups, between groups F
raiios, and -the probability associated:with each'COMparison.- While no
signiffcant-djfferences‘are'indicqted, all mean scoresvexceptA“Chi1d's
Mistakes per Step acéording-to the observer" show slightly better
behavior by HSR children.

Table 3 gives mean scores for bdth treatment groups on seVeraI
dependent measures whiéh were recorded during the first and last
tutoring sessions. A posf—hoc Newﬁan-Keu1s multiple comparisonél
procedure feveaTed no significént differences between any scores.
Although the LSR group sdeedﬂs]ight]y superjoﬁ‘behaviof in relation to
the HSR grqup during session one, all measures indicate Sméll
nonéignificant‘djfferEnces in-the direction of better behavior from HSR

chi]drén in relation to LSR children during sessiQn fourﬁ
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Table 1

Mean ratings, percent occurrence, F'ratios, between groups probabilitieé-
- for independent variables. All analyses have 8 degrees of freedom.

Independent HSR,:‘ o i LSR F-Ratio ABetWeen_
Variable Condition Condition Groups ‘
(Mean) (Mean) - Probability

Positive Verbal

Content (Mean - , o
rating. Higher - 1.16 .87 10.98 .01*
scores indicate ‘ '

more positive

verbal content.)

Pleasantness of

Vocal Expres-

“sions. (Mean

rating. Higher

scores indicate 2.21 1.97 - 5.48 .045%
more pleasant : -
vocal expressions.)

~ Yerbal Reinforce-

~ment Divided by .

Verbal Approval.

(Percent occur- .42 .10 11.76 .009**
‘rence. Larger '

ratios indicate -

more social

reinforcement.’)

Physical Contact: .56 .00 16.27 .004%+
(Percent
._occurrence. )

Head Orientation 41.49 15.55 17.36 .003%*
(Percent . ' ‘ -
occurrence. )

Facial Expression 12.46 .98 '12.09 ..008**
(Percent
-occurrence. )

Eye Contact 16.98 2.90 24.81 ©.001%*
(Percent , :
. occurrence. )




Table 2

Mean scores for treatment groups over all sessions, F ratio,
~and between groups (main effects) probability associated

~with in-session dependent variables.
have 8 degrees of freedom.

All ana]yses:

86

Dependent
In-Session

Overall

Mean of -
High Social
Reinforcement Reinforcement

QOverall
Mean of
Low Social

Probabi]fty

Variables

Attending
(Percent
occurrence)

Child's Head
Orientation
(Percent
occurrence)

 Mean Seconds
Latency in
Step Number 3

Pleasantness

of Children's
Vocal Expres-
sions (Mean
rating. Higher
scores indicate
more pleasant

- expressions.)

Child's Mistakes
- per Step Accord-
ing to. the
Observer.

_Condition_

198.28"

18.41
63.24

2.06

.06

Condition F Ratio

97.11

- 17.18

49.19

1.94

.05

.52

.03

1.35 -

.66

.03

5N
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-Tab]é‘3

Mean scores. computed for treatment groups
in the first and last sessions

: . Means -of High . Means of Low
Dependent Social Reinforcement Social Reinforcement
In-Session _ Condition - Condition-
Varijables - Session 1 ~ Session 4 Session 1 ~ Session 4
“Attending v
(Percent '97.93 98.85. 99.14 94.99
occurrence) ' ;

Nickels Lost : y
per Session . 2.12 1.37 2.12 1.62
(Mean number) ‘ o :

" Child's Head _ S
Orientation: 14.56 19.60 17.18 17.42
(Percent

occurrence)

Mean Seconds :
Latency in . 37.71 123.99. .39.20 72.08

Step Number 3
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For each dependeht in;c]assroom measure. this study used two
Separaté analyses to determine pre-poét changes. For the first of
- these, scores for.c1assroom observations-1 and 2 were combined.ahd'
desfgnatéd as one "pre" observation while measures taken in observations.
3 'and 4 were.cqnsﬁdered to be "post.” 'The resulting data were then‘
compared with an ana1ysis of variance. This comparison takes into
aééount-much recorded classroom behavior and thus shoufd sérve as a
relatively stable measure. ‘Sécond, in order to provide a measure that
was not Cbntaminated'by a_tutoring session béforeva'"pre" observation Qr
aftér a "post" observatipn, data from observation 1 were compared to
data in observation 4 with a NewmaneKeuis'multipTe‘Compafisons
procedure, | |

Table 4 presents mean scores for treatment.grqups when comparihg.
observations 1 and 2Aaga1nst 3 .and 4 along with the appropriéte F ratio
ahd-probabi]ity,associated with each group x pre-post interaction.
A]though'not a dependent measure, the category of "GeneraIZC]assroom
Behavior" is included in this and the two following.tables for
comparison with otherivériab]es. OhrdependentAmeasures tékén during
Qbsérvatith’l‘and 2,fa11 showed sTight]y Tess undesirable behavidrs
from LSR than HSR children. For two of the three variables, LSR"
children shbwed sdmeWhaf_bettér behavior than controls on "pre"
measures. when_examinihg variables recorded in observations 3 and 4,
HSR‘subjects demonstrated slightly less undesirable behavior in all |
_thkee categories than the LSR.chi1dren. A poét-hoc-Newmaﬁ~Keu1s

mu]tiple'comparisons procedure showed a significant difference (p< .05,



Table 4

Mean peréehf of cells scored in.each category for classroom observations 1 and 2 (pre) compared
to the mean of observations 3 and 4 (post). The corresponding F ratio and probab111ty

for each group x.pre-post interaction are provided. .
- Al ana]yses have 21 degrees of freedom.

Means of - | - Means of
L Observations 1 and 2 Observations 3 and 4

Dependent for HSR, LSR, and for HSR, LSR, and
In-Classroom NCC Groups NCC Groups

Variables High = Low Cont. High Low . Cont.. F Ratio Probability
Vocalization ~ 13.16  7.82  15.38 4.88  10.80  15.99 3.0 .0
Off-Task 26.75°  -24.61  18.87 22.74  23.29 16.28 .02 .98"s
Disturbing 3.32 .67 2.52 1.37 3.81 2.44 1.59 .23
Others = :
Genera1 C]ass- , . s
room Behavior .64 71 .67 .55 .87 .47 .97 ‘.60

(Higher scores
indicate more
disruptive
behavior)

68
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21 df) between the HSR group's QCQre for vocalization ih observations 3
and 4 and both the NCC group's scores. General. classroom behavior
Lratfngs indicate s]ight]y_morévdisruptive behavior in'thé classrooms of
LSR‘éhi1qren than both of the other two .groups on "pre" and "post"
measufés. |

Tab]e’5 presents data obtained in obserVationS 1 and 4. ‘Meén
scores (in percentages)‘for HSR, LSR, and NCC groups are prpvidédvfor
all measures. ﬁlanned Newman-Keuls multiple comparisons shdwedino
significant differences between observations made during the firstland
last C]assroom-periods. “While all gkoups showed'approximately the sahe
amodnt of undesirable behavior on "pre"‘measures, LSR children
‘demonstrated slightly more_uhdesirab]e behavior than.other:groups‘in all
cafegories during "post" measurement. On "preﬁ'and‘"post" méésures, LSR
'thildren'S'classrooms showed slightly worse ratings'df’general classroom

behavior.



Table 5
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Mean percent of. cells scored in each category for c]assroom

observat1ons 1 and 4

Mean of

Observation 1

Mean of
- Observation 4

‘Dependent for A1l Experimental for A1l Experimental
In-Classroom NCC Groups ‘ NCC Groups
- Measures 'High Low . Cont. High_ _Low - Cont.
Vocalization 11.40 8.28 . 13.55 5.49 15.27  13.81
Off-Task 25.14 29.17 19.19 23.89 - - 31.25 13.25
D1sturb1ng = : :
Others ' 3.35 .93 1.17 1.29 6.95 3.59-
General Class- _

47 - .59 .48 1.13

room Behavior

.75

.39
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Discussion .

This experiment demonstréfes that it is possible to manipulaté
non-contingent'SOCfaIAreinforcement in a therapeutic‘situation{
Furthermore, the resﬁ]ts of this étudy provide limited support for the
ﬁypothesis'that the chi]d-therapisttre}ationship contributes to sOcié]
and academic behavioral gains..

The data recorded for the ihdependéht variables showed that there
were-significant and, with fhe exception of "Positive Verbal Content"
'substantial between groups differencesvon a11'measures.} A]though,the
" between groups comparison is significant fok.the category of "Positive
Verbal Contént" the‘magnitude of fhe difference appears to be re]ative]y
small. Possible reasons for~fhis might be that the tutors were not
trained wél1 enough in this area to show large variations between groups
or that the measure did not ref]ect,différent teaching styles. One can
conclude Honger, that social reinforcement differed between treatment
groups in respect to the 1hdependent variables.

While dependent measures taken during tutoring'sessioné show no
signfficant between groups differences, they do indicate a.trend of
superior behévior of HSR children. For main effects all measures show
HSR children performed slightly better than thosé in the other treatment
group. ‘Also, when considering behavior in session four, all measures
show sTight]y less undesirab]e behavior on the part of HSR children.
These between group.differences, however, are usually small.. This fact,
"'along with the relatively few subjects_used and the short duration of
treafment,‘no>doubt contributed to the absence of significant results.

These slight differences may also be partly explained by the small
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‘within groups variations on a11-measures. Once a child is in a
fone-to-one situation the tutor’'s génera] behaviok appears to control
most of the child's observable behavior regardless of the'degree 6fk
social reinforcement. It may be that measures looking at cognitive
uchanges,might therefore be more appropriate 1ndfcatohs of change in the
tptoring sessions. These measures would serve to high1ightAchanges in
'such things as‘the:chi]dren's~se1f¥concepts, evaluations of the:work
~eomp]eted dﬁrihg.the sessions, and self-confidence in doing schoo]wdrk.
Over all analyses and measures of classroom behavior, oniy one
(VocaTizatioﬁ or Making Noise in observations 1 and 2 vs. 3 and 4)
Ashowed signifieant results. There were, however, apparent pattefns of
nonsignificant'between groups differences. While the fp]]owing
discussion does recognize thet the majority of resu}ts are
'nonsignificant, it does attempt to draw cpnelusions from what are
. considered to be consistent1y.occurring trends in difference scores;
In-classroom dependent post measures showed consistent trends
indicatihg significaht or s1ight1y superior classroom behavior by HSR
chi]dren'over LSR and NCC groups. When comparing classroom behavior in
} observations:3 and-4,va11 of the dependent measures show HSR children
had,slight]y-fewer undesirable behaviors than did LSR ehildren. The HSR
gfoup also performed better than the controls on fwo of the three
measures during these post observations. Finally, a post-hoc
Newman—Keuis multip1e comparisons procedure revealed that‘HSR'ehildren
exhibited significantly less inappropriate "Vocalization or Making
Noise" behavior on the post measure than did NCC subjects .both before

~and after tutbring.
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Data collected in observatiOns 1 and 4 ihdipated'that’while during
“pre" measures all groups showed rough]y'equa1 amounts_of undesiréb]e
bethior, "post" measures showed pooref behaQior'from LSR children in
rkélétion_to'bofh other groups. Although these differences afe é1] |
nonsjgnificént, in several cases the’maghitude of the differences is
quite 1arge. |

‘Ratings Qf the general behavior of all children fn the classrooms
showed}that1there was a small nonéignificant tendency for more
‘~di$r0ptive'behavior in:classes.of-LSR children during observations 3 and
4 ihan in the classes of chi]drén in both of the other gréups. Whether
this sma11‘différence-indicates>that the disruptive behavior of
non-experimental chi]drén,inf}uences eXperimentaT chf]dren‘s.behavior or
vice versa is unknown.

It ié interesting to observe that the greater the time span between
pre-post classroom measures, the pdorér LSR children seem to behave in
relation to other groups. Such an observafion could suggest two things;
First, it might indfcate that behavior change actually occurred as a
Togical pattern of behavioral improvement seems to be evident.r'Oné
would expect from the original hypothesis that“greéter change W6u1d take
b1éce over time as the chiidrenvdeveloped consfructive,re]ationships-
“with their tutors. Secondly, it could indicate a need for more tutoring
sessfons if greater -changes in behavior are to be seen. More sessions~
'wbu1d be expecfed to Iead to improved relationships with tutors and
consequently result in the chi1dfen showing‘better classroom behavior.

A shortcoming of fhis project.is fh&t it fails to validate "High"

‘and "Low" social reinforcement behavior with a formal external
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criterion, A logical next step would be to qompare the behavior of the
tutprs in‘this experiment with the behavior.of tuters who are believed
to have “High? or:"Low” socially reinforcingvteacning'sty1es.'.The:
'observers"informa1 reports about the tutors' behavior nn a questioan
naire given just after the comp]étion of the project woan, however,
suppont.thé beiief that tutors acted in a manner consistent with the
constructs of'high and low social reinforcement. . Characteristic
comments were:"Sometimes'theyvseemed to care more about the child" and
."I'thinkithe tutors were mére interested in some children than others."
‘These obéervations would indicate that the tutors' behnnior was an
accirate fepresentation of "rea]-]ife" differencesain'teaching styies.
When cnndqcting this study, the authors selected a,few‘“objective"
variables which were believed to be representative of thé'generai}c]ass
of behaviors of:interest. The independent measures classified only some
of many behaviors which miéht have had a great effect on outcome data. .
,Probab1y.more important, however, is that many complex interactions
between the children and the tutors were unrecorded. Further research
;mfght pkofitab]y'examine the contributions of sbcia] reinforcement to
behaViora]'gains by studyingla larger variety of behaviors. A1so,;
- future reseanch~might exp]oré further defining important’variab1esfin
theschi]d-tutor~re1ationship and. the effécts of manipulating~suéh

variables over a longer treatment period.
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APPENDIX B
CHECKLIST OF VERBAL BEHAVIORS
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APPENDIX»C
IN-CLASS BEHAVIOR FORM
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APPENDIX D
CHECKLIST ON CHILD'S PERFORMANCE
DURING TUTORING SESSION



OBTE ©F THIS RATWNG CHE&kLIST onN CHILD'S

OATE OF RECORPING-

s FoTOR -~ . 4 _ FERFO&MHNCE DURIN G-
"rn;;—knrzn . | v .TUT'OQIlv& ‘5555!01\/

o BT, EE SEmm ) o W, s BEL ese
[ | %
3 nl
3 i
t N
¥ 2
. a
! 2

3

! o
» ' ]
" ) o I ®
" , ' a
3 - - T u|
" B - - 20
14 | | ' - 30

501



(L)

o1

™ OATE ©F RECORDA 6

F = Too fast. (Child did not spend enough
- Time on a particular step to do a good
job or seems to be rushing in some way)

Pt =N

W = Wrong answer. (Child gave the wrong

“w

answer

w
]

Skipped g'staé.'(Child skipped a step)

x = Not sure if tutor enacted a response-
cost.

# = Tutor enacted.a response-cost, Be sure
to enter F,W, or S according to what the
tutor did along with this symbol.

L

T = orf-task statement (Initial statements)

If the tutor used a response-cost and
you think a response—costlwas appropriate
enter your rating in the left of the cell
and the tutor's action in the rlght of the
cell.

EXAMPLE: :
S TUTOR JIE® A AFTRWVIS -cosT
BEANE SVE TYIVEUT cHILP
‘,m“’“" k wENMT Tos PAST

rer (UG DI c@Re ¥ dmF
IKINPED AS IF TUTOR UIED A RirsponskCoST)

' How dlfficult do ‘these problems seem for this

particular child?

(€Circle one) 1 Easy
2 Medium dlfflculty
3 Very difficult

Type({s) of problens

Number of inconsistencies between observer judged
response-costs and actual response costs carried
out by the tutor:

Judge/Tutor reliability{Hagreements/totalf)=

An off-task statement is any statement which is
unrelated to accomplishing the task at hand.
Please record below the number of off-task
statements spoken by the tutor and the child.

Only record the -initial statement in a conversation.

Do not record a person as making an off-task
statement if he/she is merely respondlng to
an off-task statement made by the other person.
OFF-TASK STATEMENTS: Child

Tutor

Total mistakes on each step(according to the judge,
not according to the tutor§ : ’ ’

Step 1___ Step. 2 Step 3 Step 4
Step 5 (childTs mistakes onlyi

Mean number of seconds latency in step 3
Total number of inconsistencies between reasons

for enacting a response-cost.{Enter all

inconsistencies between the judge and the tutor
except for response- cost differences)

Total number of times tutor is known to have

_used a response-cost

Total number of times the judge thought a
response-cost should have been used
Commentss:

901
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- APPENDIX E
PARENT PERMISSION FORM
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" Dear Parent:

As part of my master's thesis 1 am conducting a study on the
effectiveness of tutoring children who sometimes have a difficult
time working in their.classroom. has been selected
by his/her teacher as a student who might Eenefit by participating
in such a program, - .

In this project children will be taken from their classroom

" several:times for 45 minutes. They will work with a college student
on a ane-to-one basis and have the opportunity to earn a small reward
(from 40 to 50¢) each meeting. Ouring each session children will be
taught a method of approaching academic tasks which should help h1m/
her in doing schoolwork.

A1l children will be observed in the classroom for 40 m1nutes
by a college student who will sit near the back of the child's
classroom. The observer's presence will be explained to the class

- as "someone who is hére to learn what we do at school”. and will not

-be associated with your child in any way.

I sincerely hope you will grant permission for your child to
participate by, filling out the bottom portion of this letter and
returning it in the enclosed envelope. .(You may -withdraw your child
from this project at any time even after returning. this letter) I will
be glad to answer any questions you might have and to provide you with
information regarding your child's performance. Work on' this project
will be supervised by Janet P. Wollersheim, Ph. D., Professor of
Psychology at the UnlverStty of Montana

Siézjrely, . J”?;Azjf7 Supervwsor o
David Fisher %”“f ﬂ W’«
Telephone #728-4198 ’ Janet P. Wollersheim, Ph. 0.

Director of Clinical
Psychology and Professor of
Psychology

Child's name School ' Grade

Room number ] Teacher

[ grant permission for my ch1ld to part1c1pate in the project

described above. Yes No ' (Check one)

Parent or guardian's signature

Parént or guardian's telephone number
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APPENDIX F
" TREATMENT MANUAL
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A Cognitive-Behavioral Treatment for

Children with Attention Deficfts*

by

' David Fisher:

* Substantial portions borrowed or adapted from: "Developing.
Self-Control in Children: A Manual of Cognitive-Behavioral
Strategies." by Philip C. Kendall, Wendy J. Padawer, and Brian A.
Zupan. 1980. C :



OVERVIEW OF THERAPY

This manual presents four, 45-minute cqgnitiye-behaviora]'1essons
designed‘to teach impulsive, unreflective, conduct probTém_chi]dren to
*appraach'their schoo]wprk in a more systematic and organized manner. In

this cognitive-behavioral method the tutor-teaéhes the child to use a
.set of verbal self—fnstructions‘when working_on academically oriented
tasks, A response-costvprocedure is used where thi]dren are giveh a

stack of coins which they may keep if they pérform tasks correctly.

Verbal Se]f;Instructions

-Verbaf se]f-fnstruétions‘provide a structured framework for the
child to use when solving problems. When using the self-instructions
'fhe child proceeds from an initial definition of the task, to
:considering various alternatng.so]utibns, thinking about the probable
consequénces of each‘solution, gnd generating an appropriate
self-reinforcing Qr_coping statement after a so1utiohfis decfded upon

(see Table 1).

Modeling

The se]f—instructions may be introduced to the child as in the
following samp]evdialogue.
T: Watch Carefu11y'how I use these five steps to solve this problem.
Notice that 1 will first say each step out ibud’befbré I actually do

‘each step.

111
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TabTe 1

Content of self-instructional procedures with 1mpuls1ve ch11dren.
(Me1chenbaum 1975 and Meichenbaum & Goodman, 1971)

HContent of_Se]f-Ihstructions

Problem definition "Let's see, what am I supposed to do?"
Prob]emlapproach ' "I have to Took at all the possibilities.”
Focusing of attention 1 better concentrate and FOCUS IN, and

' think only of what I'm doing right now."
Choosing an answer "I think it's this one . . . -
‘Se1f-reinf0rcemept "Hey, not bad. I really djd a good job.f

-or- |

Coping statement "Oh, T made a mistake. Next time,.I}ll

try and go slower and concentrate more and
maybe I'11 get the right answer."

~SAMPLE SEQUENCE PROBLEM-

INSTRUCTIONS: Look at each of the following patterns and circle the

 _number that should come next.
NUMBERS : 13579 ... P .10, 11, 12
T: We]], the first thing I have to do is to find out what I am supposed
 to do. That's step number one; 1 betten:readathe directions,up here
3(tutof points to direetions on the top of the child's paper) and be eure
I have this right. It says I am supposed to 1ook'at the numbers and -
cifele the number that should come next in the patfern.‘ Now that<I'khow
what I am supposed to dé, I can go on to step number two.
| Step'number two says I should Took at all the poseib]e ansWers.

Well, I could answer (tutor reads through each alternative on the
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'papér). Now that:i have read all the pdséibilities, I can go bn_to the
next step. | |

Step number three says that I shou]d'rea11y "focus in" and
concentrate on what I'm doing. I better rea]]y_think hard on this one.
Now I'm going to Took at'the‘numbers,in the prob]em.3 They aré:}(tUtor
sToW]y and céreful]y reads the.numbers from the pfbbiem ogt Ioud).
Hrmmmm. Let me think about this for 5 Whi]e.‘ The number "10" is
probably not correct’because .« « . -But I'mnot sure yet because 1
‘have not thought about each of the three‘possib1e.answers.i O;K{, the
second anSWer'cou1d be correct because . . . . The Tast answer could
also be correct because . . . .. That means that I have to choose
" between the last two answers. I better Took them both over égain so I
can be sure fhat I amfcorréct. (Tutor reads each answer over agaih.)
,Oh!' I knoW!.‘I think answer "11" is correct because . . ..

Now that f'm sure I know the answer I'11 go on to step number four
dnd pick and answer;v I_pick "11". (Tutor looks at answer key and finds
thatﬂthe'501ution was correcf;) Hey, not bad! I got it right.

fStep‘number five says that I can tell myself I did a good job.

In the session ihe tutor models the use of the self-instructions
apbkoximaté]y two times before the chiid is given a problem ofAhis/her
own. The number of tjmes the  tutor initia1j§ mode]s’the use of the five
stéps and coping statements may vary dépending on how.éaéi]y“the child
catches one. For the remainder of the session the‘tutor is té model -

every third problem for the‘chi]d.
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It should be apparent that tutoring involves a minimum of direct
téaching and mainly re1fes'on.dém0nstration. Instructions are used only
to tell the child which pafticular task to work on or to correct errors.

| The correct use of verbal se]f—instructions'requires that the child
"séyAéach step out loud, {n thé correct order, and at a very slow pace.
"~ Any time the child answers a prob]em'incorrectjy or mis-uses any of the

self-instructions the tutor must use a response-cost.

‘Respon$e—Cost Procedure

In the beginning of the tutoring sessions the child is given 10
 f”nickels;_ One of thesezis to be taken away from the child each time
he/she chooses the wrong answer or uses any of the self-instructions
incorrectly. Anyinicke1s'1eft over at the end of tutorihg are the -
child's to keep.

It is important that the child understand why a nickel was taken
away 50 he/she can avpid the same mistake in the future. The tutqr
should explain exacfly why each coin was taken away ihmedﬁately after
the mistake. Some apprdpriate<exp1anations might be: "You lost a.
nickel because you. skipped step number. one," or "YOu.lost_aAnicke1
bééaﬁée you went tob fast in step number three."

In order to fatilitate the. purpose of coping statements and help
the child to Tearn to accept mistakes the_tutor must explain errors in a

non-punitive fashion.
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Session 1

Which One Comes Next?"
Pyrpose
This tésk‘is at an introductory level with the infent:of aiding in
the_child's thorough acduisitidn“of thé‘verbal Selffinstrﬁctions. This -
Wil en&blé the child to see how the self-statements can be used to hgip
.him/her‘stop andvthink before attempting to solve problems, to cope with
mistakes;'and to provide se]f—reihforceheﬁt for thinking and reflecting

as. a problem solving strategy.

. Task Description

This‘fask consists of pictures that are placed in a certain
sequence. The child must study the sequence and pick from three-
pogsib1e choices whiéh one would come next in the sequence. There are
‘hﬁmerous task items, beginning with eaSy sequences and progressing to

more difficult items (see sample in AppendixlA)._

Application of theAPr0cedures’
The.f011owing'section‘phovides both_a detailed outline of how to
introduce fheAtutoring to the'éh11drén‘and a general example of the

modeling procedures and dialogue as they most frequently occur.

Introducing Tutoring to the Children

My name is , and We']T be working together today on
these problems. Now, that might Took like a lot to finish. But it
doesn't matter how many we get done. We're goihg to try and go very

sTowly and do a good job, even if we only finish a few tasks.
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When we do each task, we re go1ng to talk out Toud, and say five
‘th1ngs, or steps every t1me we do a task. I'11 do.the five steps with
you ]ater.

See these nickels?  I1'11 give you ten of them. They are'ydurs‘to

:keep for the whole meeting. But when you make -a mistake, you will lose
“one. There are three kinds of mistakes and three ways to:Toose a
nickel. |

1. Going too fast. I want you to do all the work
slowly and carefu]ly If you go too fast,
you lose one. :
2. We will be'saywng five steps for each task.
' If you don't say a step, that's-a m1stake
and you lose a nickel.
3. The third mistake is the‘eas1est to understand.
If you get the wrong answer, that's a mistake,
so you lose a nickel. 0.K.?

The verbal self-instructions and coping statements are introduced
7at this point.

The tutor and .the child proceed to work through each task at this

point with the tutor énacting the response-COst whén’she_fee]s that the

child has an adequate uhderstahding of the verbal self-instructions.
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Sessions 2 through 4

"Assignments by the Teacher"

Purpose

These sessions are to help thé chi]d with academic problem areas
that-he/shé has trouble with in class. The taék in this session will be
 decided upon by the teacher and the‘tutor together. It should be
‘eSpecialiy valuable to the child to.ﬁave the opportunity to directly
app]yAthe vefba] seif—iﬁstructions to schoolwork because this should

facilitate geheréliZation,of learning to the classroom situation.

-Task_DescriptiOn

Any schoolwork that is exclusively reading, writihg,'or arithmetic.
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APPENDIX A
SEQUENCE PROBLEMS
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