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Abstract

Behavioral studies haye shown -that youths in various settings can func-
tion effectively as behavior change agents. This study used five 15

to 18 year old male youths in ‘a closed iﬁstitutional setting as behav-
ior change agents for five male Youth Counselors. Youths specified
staff behaviérs they wanted to change, collected frequency data on each
vspecified'staff behavior, and suggested and implemented treatments to
change staff behavior.. A multiple baseline design across staff members
was used to demonstrate the effecfs of youths' interventions on staff
behaviors. Staff increased their frequency of positive.verbal comménts
.and decreased thgir freéueﬁcy of negative verbal comments and threats
bffégafdingi;oss bf’priviléges following a onehtime.feedback»from youths
fegardiﬁg staff's baseliﬁe fféquency_of'responses. Two staff members
recéivéd a éecond treatment consisting'df verbal feedback and praise
inmediately following each data collection session. This treatment
was too short to have an effect on positive and negative vefbal comments,
but ‘appeared to decrease staff's frequeﬁcy of thxeats to a near zero
rate. Follow-up revegled that‘frequency of responses did not return to

the baseline rate in most cases. Consistent with past studies that

have used youths as behavioral change agents, the present findings demon- -

. strate that "delinquent" youths can be (a) accurate and relisble data

céllectors, and (b) effective behavior change agents for staff.
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Youths as Behavior Change Agents

in an Tnstitution

Several behaviorai‘studies have_dempnstféted‘that youths may be
trained to use behavioral techniques effectively. Sherman and Cormier
(1974) u§§§ tangible rewards bc increase the percentage of appropriate

student behaviors which resulted in an incresse in the percentage of

positive verbal responses and a decrease in negative verbal responses

P by the teacher. -Halfacre, Cunmins, and Thompson (Note 1) shapéd stu—

| - dents to idgnﬁify_and efficiéntly rediuce undesirable:behaviors in their
teache§§ Halfagre also found correlaﬁive changes in the students' unde-
sirablé behaviors.v Thus, both the students and the teacher acquired
more a@propriateAclassxOOm 5eha§iérs. ‘Graubard, Rosenberg;'and.Milief
‘(1971)'taught‘"deviant" children to increase their teacher's use of
ﬁraiée and.decfease his uée of‘negative comments and punishment. The

childreﬁ recorded all client-teacher remarks and sorfted them into pos-

itive and negative groups. They were then taught to uge eye contact
and reinforcing behaVior‘contingent on positive teacher performance and
. t0 break eye contact and ignore negetive teacher performance.

Outside of the school setting, similar procedures have been employF

ed. Werner, Minkin, Minkin, Fixsen, Phillips, and Wolf (1975) trained

youths to respond to police officers with verbal statements of under-

standing and cobperation_and‘a verbal statement of reform, coupled with

politeness and appropriate faéial orientation. - A policeman rated these

'youths as‘less likely to be taken 1nto cugtody, less likely to be stop-
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ped again in the future,'less'likely to be considered troublemakers,
and less "suspicious" than before training.

When attempts‘to get parents to limplement e treatment program for
their disruptive teenage son failed; Fedorvicius (1973) trained the son
to effectively use reinforcement and extinction principles to alter par-
ental responses to his heﬁavior. Shunk, Dickinson, and Lutzker (Note 2)
trained a class of institutionalized delinquents to use behavioral pfoJ
c.edures to decrease a teacher's smoking behavior.

“While such changes have been'demonstraied in éeveral different
éetﬁings; iittle'has been done in thevway.of training youths in a
" closed institutionai Juvenile hall to alter the behavior of the staff
who mdnitor them. .In such a setting, tﬁe youths often have long lists
of rules to follow. ' The staff has'control of most of the contingencies>
.' ‘tha£ could be'manipulated to(ihcréase youbhs' socially desirable behav-
iérs; However, institutional staff membe?s sometimes are iﬁéonsistent
in their inﬁeiactions with youths‘(Buehler, Patterson, & Furniss,'l966;'
Feldman, Wodarski, Flax, & Gooaman, 1972; Sanford, 1973). They also |
tend to use‘existing incentive systems as tools for menaging and con-
trolling ypuths"inappropriate behaviors father than for.teaéhiné appro-
priate behaviors. (Costello,1972; Karacki‘ & Lévinson, 1970). In addition,
peer reinforcement for "dé;;nqueht" behaviors and peer punishment for
socially acceptable behaviors tends to overide staff influence (Buehler,
et al., 1966; Feldmén, et al., 1972). Formal mechanisms exist whereby
youths can présent gfie#ances aﬁd suggestions for change, but such

mechanisms may be complicated and slow (Sloane & Ralph, in press);
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‘Buéhler, et. al. (1966) have hypothesized that delinquent peer
groups not only shape and control other. peers, 5ut that they also

shape and control the behavior of the staff. A systematic program

using youths as change agents for staff behaviors should result in

behavioral changes that are mutually reinforcing and therefore, more

likely to maintain across situations} v .=

The present study used a systematic program to examine (a) the &

extent to which,institutionalAyouths would use new .behaviors when

inferacting with staff members, and (b) the extent to which the staff

members' behaviors would change as a result of the youths' new behav-
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Method

Setting

The present study was carried out at the 0.H. Close School, a

California Youth Authority institution near Stockton. The current ‘
treatment program for this institution is based on trasactional anal-
ysis (Berne, 1961; Campos & McCormick, 1972). In addition, the hall

from which. the subjects were chosen has a phase level incentive pro- S

gram and a participatory management system (EL Dorado Hall, Note 3).

Subjects

Primary. The hall contains approximately 50 youths ranging in age-

|

from 1L.5 to 18.5. The average length of stay for a youth in this hall

is 34.8 weeksu The offenses for which the youths are serving time in-
clude mufdef,vrape5bchild molesting, assault with a deadly weapon, érmed
robbery, burglery, and various petty andvgrand thefts. From a group of

approximately 20 volunteers, five youths were chosen to participate in

" the study on the basis of their agreement on the staff behavior they

wduld like to change. A second selection factor was the youths'. expected _ :
length of stay; each youth»expected to remain on ﬁhe hall for at

‘least five months which insured that he would vemain for the full length
,éf the projéct; |

Secondary. The staff members monitored consisted of five male

Youth Counéelors ranging in'agé from 27 to 31; These men had been em-

ployed by the Youth Authority for three to seven years, and their educa-

tional level ranged from one to four years-of-college. They were

‘chosen to participate in the study on the basis of availability. Two
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or three of these Counselors worked during the times when the data were
collected. All five Counselors were not on duty during any one data
collection session. Prior to implementation of the study, Counselors

were informed of_its purpose and consented to participate.

Behavioral definitions. Prior to the construction and implement-

ation of any behavioral program, an analysis of the reséonse to be‘

- modified and itévahtecedent and consequent conditiens mist. be under-
taken, In the present study, the experimenter met.with the five youths
and helped Them ﬂo'specify the staff behaviors they would like 1o change.
t;In'tﬁose initial meetings, three of the youths chose. to work on increas~
, iﬁgvstaffs' use of positive_strokes and decreasing staffs' use of neg-
ative strokes.

The -youths defined a positive,stroke‘as a "pat on the back or a
word of recognition that makes you feel good". The positive strokes
‘messured were gehera}l& directed at the total group of youths, but“..
-'oceasionally,Aa stalff member would direct a positive stroke to an in-
dividual youth in front of the group. The following are exampies of
poeitive strokes: | |

"l,'-The dorm area 1eoks good. todey. ‘

‘2. The tone of the hall has been good all day.
3 I‘would'iike‘to stroke you all for yeur good
behavior during the bedline last night.

4, Those of you on the work crew did a good job

cleaning the .day room today.

|
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5. 1 would like to stroke Jim for the way he

handled himself at case conference today.

6. I would like to thank Mr. Smith and Mr. White
for their help in breaking up the fight in
the day room today.
A negative stroke was defined as "a statement that says that you
have done something wrong". Like the pdsitive strokes, negative strokes EE

were generally directed at the Wholé group, but occasionally, negative

strokes were given‘to an individual; The following are examples of » &
negative strokes: | | |
1. The day room is & mess today.
“-2, Thers are tod meny cigarette butts cn the floor.
3., The tone of the hali hasvbeen Toud today.
L, Tﬁére has been too mﬁch}horseplay today. ' ‘t'v§,
" 5. - The following.people were talking during the -

mealtime today.

6. Mr. Browﬁ, you have a one-hour early-bed for =
talking withoﬁt permission, |
: T. The bedline was térrible last night.
8, i have a report that SOme of.you were noisy and

~were throwing things last night after the bedtime. o gzz;;

A second group of these yoﬁfhs, oné of whom was in the first o =

group, chose o work on decreasing the number of threatening state-

- ments that staff membéﬁs‘uéedfwhen speaking to the YOuths.

5 A_ﬁhreat_was defiﬁéd‘by;the-youthé as "a statement thet tells us o J—



that if we don't do something, we will be punished." Examples of

threats are:

1.

3.

If the tone in the hall is not quiet tonight,

_ you will all receive an early bed.

If you don't get your feet off that chair,
you are going to geﬁ an early bed.
I want you all to beware that if yaﬁ don't

act more like adults, you will get burnt.

. The next person caught smoking without a butt

can will receive a two-hour early bed.
Wé will be teking down names of those who are
seen talking in the dining room tonight, and’

they will all receive early beds for talking.

' The evening program will not be continued if

the hall area is not clean after structure.

The collection of baseline data on the defined behaviors occurred

prior to the development of the first treatment plen (Treatment I).

Following baseline data collection, the experiﬁenter met with the

_youths for approximately one hour during which time the youths, with

treatment options proposed by the experimenter, designed'aﬁ interven=

‘tion. Possible alternative intérventions were discussed in the event

that Treatment I was ineffective in changing the staff mewber's fre-

quency of responses. The actual devélopment of the second treatment

(Treatment Ii) occurred after Treatment I was implemented, and was -

based on the results of the data collected during Treatment I. Again,

LT T




9
the youths, with.suggestions from'the experimenter, designed Treatment
IT.

The method of letting the youths design their own treatments was
based on & paper by Zimmerman and Zimmerman (1971). They suggest‘that
encouraging participants to “d§ their own things" leads to more cooper-
ative participants.

The overall design for the implementation of interventions was .
preplanned by the experimenter. A detailed expianation of the design,
followed by the exact procedqres used in Treatment-I and II are out-
lined below. |

Design. A multiple baseline design across staff members was used
td evaluate the impact.of the youths! intefventions'on frequency of
§OSitive and negative strokéé, and on frequency of threats. Baseline
data were collected on the specified‘behaviors for all five staff
members simultaneouély‘ Whén-the baseiine.appeared_stable for a staff
member, Treatment I was begun while the other four staff members re-
mained in the baseline conditién. Subseqpently)'Treatment.I was begun
§n the second staff member, while threé remained in the baseline con-
dition, and so on. Treatment II was introduced for positiVe’and negé-
tive‘strokés when thé frequeﬁcy>of the behavior appeared to stablize
ﬁndﬁr Treatment I. Treatment II, then, was an attempt to increase pos-’
itive strokes'énd decreaée negative strokes more than Treatment I had
done. Treatment II ﬁas introduced for threats when Treatment I appeared
to have little'effect on the frequency of the behavior.

Treatment II was. discontinued dn both cases when three of the
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- 10

youths, -one of whom was a primary.data-collectbr, were- about to be-

parolled. .

Foilow—up data collection séssions_were conducted by the éxperé i 'i. .E
. iﬁenﬁér, the‘youths, and'one‘of the five staff members. |

>> - Baseline. The>frequency.of_the staff ﬁembers"reéponses defined
above were fecorded during daily structure periods that usuélly oceur-
red just'priof to mealtime, During these sessions (approximately lQ. . e
to 20 minutes of‘time), the staff ﬁembers.stood in.front of the seated
youths, took attendénce; informed thé-ybuths of the progfam activities
that wquld folldw‘mealtime, aﬁd gave the yoﬁths feedback concerning
their behavior prior to the structufe period. The youths might be v , ;
given feedback about the behavior that had occurred at anytimé prior

to the s‘tructure‘period° Thé_staff meﬁber might say, for example,

"The tone.was getting pretty loud tonight," or "I understand that you
Agentlemen did a good job last night keeping the noise down during the
bedline»" Sometimes, staff would discuss & particular issue that hadn't

been resgolved, "We are‘sﬁill’waiting for the fork and spoon that has

been missing from the dining room for three days to be returned.”
Occasionally, structure'periods were called at times other than weal-
time., -These special group'structure'periods occurred when the staff

members wanted to inform the youths of something immedistely. Most of

the data for the present study were collected during the structure per-

iod prior to the evening meal (81 out of 95 sessions for positive and

negabive strokes, and 85 out of 102 sessions for threats). Data on

‘positive and negative strokes were collected in sessions prior to the —
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noontime meal five times and'during special structure sessions nine
times, Data on threats were collected pfior to the noontime meal seven
times and during speclal structure sessions ten times..

The experimenter trained the five youths to count the absolute
frequencies. of the specified behaviors for each staff member during
each session; Each youth was given a data card (see Figures 1 & 2)
and instructed to write the names of staff members présent at eacﬁ ses-
sion and to tally any occurrence of the specified behavior for each
staff member.

.Although direct occurrence vérses nonoccurrence date is most de-
Vsirable, stréight frequency recording was used in this study because it
was (a) easier to éxplain to the youths, and (b) easier to comtrol
since the sessions were limited inttime, and since severai obsefvers
recorded data simultaneously;-

Thrée youths worked in a group; 1Gr0up'I counted the ffequénéy of
p§sitive énd negative strokes Verﬁalized by each staff member. Group
II counted the fréquency of threats delivered by each staff member who
was present.. One youth worked in both groups and counted bqth the
'freQuency of pbsitive and negative'stiokes and the frequency of threats
for all staff»membefs present during a structure session (See Figure 3).
Prior to the collection of aatag;one youth from each group was desig-.
nated as the primary data co}lector for the group.

“The expérilneﬁter éolleéﬁed baseline date on both staff behaviors
concurrentiy"with the youths (see Tables 3 & 4). These independenf.

observations were used to compute the reliability of the observations

|
|
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Youth's Name Day Date
Positive Negatiﬁe
Staff Member I REEENE "
Staff Member. IT H jil
Staff Member V ¥ 0

Fig. 1. A sample data colliection card for recording
the freguency of positive and negetbtive strokes across

- gtaff members.

12
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Youth's Name .

Day ‘Date_

Counselors

Number of Threats

Staff Member T

Staff Member IT

Staff Member V'

/{1

. Fig. 2. A sample data collection card for re_cording the
frequency .of threats across staff members, -

13
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" Youth's Name

Day .Date
Counselor | Positive | Negative | Threats | Prompts Feedback_.r
» ' ' ‘Positive
T / o ) /\/o & Negative
Staff I - Y
Staff IT -Y
1T Y / !
Threats

» Staff I - Y
I1T o /! 0 gtaff II - Y

Fig. 3. A sample data collection card used by youth who
participated in both. groups.
after youths inbtroduced the first verbal prompt,
back column was added after Treatment IT was implemented and
refers to youths' implementation of feedback and praise to
staff members.

The "Prompts" column was added

The feed-
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15
collected by the youth who ‘was deS1gnated as the prlmary data co]lector.

Experlmental condltlons. After the youths had collected basellne

- data on the behav1or of -all five staff members, the youths and the ex-
' perlmenter dlﬂcussed a poss1ble plan for modifying the behav1or of
coneern.
bTreatment‘I. The youths declded.they would like to graph

the baseline data and show the graphs to each staff member asklng for
a change in the frequency of responses (1.e Group I asked for an in-
. crease in positive strokes and a decrease in negative strokes; Qroup_II
asked for a decrease in threats). Thus, Treatment I'censieﬁed effenéA
interacticn between a staff member snd the youths;‘ The-youths end the
experimenter ccntinuedefo collect data on each gstaff member folloﬁing.-
this éingle feedback session. 'Dufing this phase of the study, the
youths'intro&uced an unplanned procedure. In an effort to increase
the muber of strokes the staff members gave, the youfhs gave occasional
verbel prompbts to the staff members in the form of questions that might
‘elieit positiﬁe or negative strokes. Examples-of such queetions are as
follows: _

1. How was the tone of the hall today?

2. How dces the day room look~today?.

3. Does”the bed area look clean enough today?
After the first verbal prompt was given, the experimenter added a
column to her date card and recorded the.occurrence or nonoccurrence
of & verbal prompt for each session. The youth collecting on both

categories of staff behaviors (strokes and threats) volunteered to. .
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also collect daﬁa on the occurrence of verbal prompts. Thus, a column
was added to his éard (see Figure 3),‘apd.he served as a'reliability
observer for the experimenter recording verbal prompﬁs. These data are
reported in the'"oﬁserVer agreement" section of this report.

When Treatment I did not produce the desired amount of change in
staff behavior, the youbths iﬁplemented Treatment IT. Two staff members
were chosen to receive Treatment IT,

Treatment II. The youths informed each staff member of the

frequency of his identified responses during the session immedistely
" after thé sessidn ended. Group I gave the staff member verbsl ﬁraise
.if he'ha@ ihcfeased positive strokes or gave no negative.stfokes:

1. You aid a good jobvtonight, You gaye'twé posiﬁive’.
strokes and you dida't give any.negativevstrokes.

2. I.wantvto'stfoke you for not giving any negative
strokes, but we would like to see you give more
positive strokes.

3. You did good on the positive strokes tonight, but
you still gave two negative sfrokes. We would
"like to see you decrease fhe negativg strokes,

- Group II gave praise to a staff member:selected for treatment if

* he gave no threats during the session, or if he decreased from the pre-

vious session:
1. I want to stroké you, Mr. Brown. You only
T gave one‘threat'tonight.

2. Right on. Yqugdidn't give any threats tonlight,

IR
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3. That's-five stfuctures in a row without
any threats. Keep it up,.ﬁan.

Thus, during Treatment IT, both groups gave feedback to a staff
member after every'session regardless of change in the fréquency of the>
specified response. Feedback and reinforcement were given if change
occurred.

The youfhs and the experimenter continued to collect data on each
staff member's regponses. The experimenter also collected data on the
youths' implementation of feedback and praise to the staff members. The
youth collecting on both staff behaviors and on verbal prompts asked if
_he»could also collectvon youbth iﬁplementation of feedback and praise.
Again, sn extra column was added to his data card (see Figure 3). These
.data are analyzed as a part of thefreliability data collected in the
study and aré reported in the "observer agreement" section of this
 report.

On three occasicns during the treatment phase of the study; youths
gave unplanned positive strokes to staff mémbers during the data col-
lectién session. These instances occurred after a staff memﬁer-had
given a.number of positive strokes to the youths, and are noted on the
graphic presentation of results and discussed in the results section..

~Follow-up. Followfup'data collection sessions began immedi-

ately after the final treatment &uring'a period of time when no explieit ..

~treatment proéedures were in effect. Unlike a reversal, follow-up
~ sessions ianlved no instructions to youthsAregarding discontinmuation -

of treatment procedures. Observations by the experimenter indicated
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that, by in large, youths did not contime treatment procedures during

this time period. The follow-up sessions;were'distributed over a 60

dey period of time with an average of seven days between sessions for a

particular staff member. (The minimum time period between sessions was

" a few hours when two‘sessions occurred on the same day while the maximum
time.period‘between.seSSions wa.s 35 qays.). Data in the first five |
followéup sessions weré coliected by the youths and_the_expérimentér.
Data in the next four sessions were collected by one of the staff mem-
bers who volunteered to_help.‘ Unfortunately, there were no reliability
g checks on these data points (these points are stérred on the graphic -
présentation of results).” The experimenter collected data on positiVe
‘and negative strokes during the_last six sessions and,data on,thréats
idurin-g the last ééven'seésions.

Measurément system.A Although variations in scheduling of the

staff members made it impossible for seséions-to occur at the same point
in time for each staff member,vthe gap between sessions for a particulér
staff member waé usualiy not more than three or four days. Breaks in
the lines on the graphic preéentation of results indicate longer time
periods betwéen sessions; All sessions occurred within a six-month
time period and treaﬁments were ihtroduced sequentially in time across
staff members (see Tables 1 & 2). Since thé Scheduling variations of
the staff members were random (daysboff, vacations, training time off,
~sick time,ieté.), there is no reason to believe there are any variables

that would result in systematic bias of the results.




Table 1

'General'time period involved for measuring positive and negative strokes.

Staff Member Experimehtal Condition Total Sessions Total Time Span | Months
I .+ Baseline : .k 27 days "Peb., - Mar.
' - Treatment I ' ' 23 _ Lo days Mar. - Apr.
Treatment IT 5 . 21 days Apr. - May
Follow-up - 5 60 days May - July
” : 37 150 days - . "6 months
IT : - Baseline , 12 4O days Feb, - Mar.
- Treatment I _ ' 25 L days Mar. - May
- Treabment IT .. 3 - 6 days May - May
Follow-up a0 l2 60 days May - July
v . 52 150. days & montus
IIT : Baseline : . 13 52 days . Feb. ~ Apr.
: R Treatment I : 12 v 38 days ' Apr. - May
- Follow-up A 60 days - - May - July
' 26 150 days 6 months
v - Baseline = © 19 - 62 days Feb. - Apr.
' Treatment I 9 28 days . Apr. - May
Follow-up _ 9 60 days May - July
’ 37 150 days 6 months
v ’ Baseline : 19 T2 days . Feb, - Apr.
' Treatment I 15 ' 18 days Apr. - May
Follow-up _ 6 . _60 days May - July
’ Lo 150 days 6 months
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‘Table 2

. General time period involved for measuring threats.

Experimental Condition

Staff Member Total Sessions Total Time Span  Months
I 1Baseline 11 . 28 days‘ Feb., - Mar.
Treatment I 10 33 days Mar. - Apr,.
Treabment IT 11 27 days Apr., - May
Follow-up 8 61 days May - July
Lo 149 days 6 months
1T Baseline’ 11 Ll days Feb. - Mar.
Treatment I - . 12 25 days Mar. - Apr.
Treatment IT - 15 19 days Apr. - May
. Follow-up 6 61 days . May - July
' LI 1549 days 6 months -
IIT Baseline 21 58 days Feb. - Apr.
' Treatment I 11 30 days Apr. - May
Follow-up 5 61 days May = July
: 37 149 days 6 months
v Baseline 27 65 days Feb. - Apr.
Tregtment T - 10 23 days Apr. - May
Follow-up 12 61 days May - July
A -9 1549 days 6 months
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Obéerver agreeméht: staff behaviors. The ex@efimehter sefved as
a relisbility observer for ﬁhe youﬁh designatedkas the priméry data
collector for each of the two groﬁps.“ When the primary data collector
was abseﬁﬁ fromAa éession, another youth from ﬁhe ngup was appbinted
the primary data collectgr for that seSsién, and the experimenter
served as his reliability observer.. In all cases, the youths' data;
‘rather than the expervime_nter's'datafwere_i)lot_ted° _

.Two youths from each groﬁp served as the primary data collector's
“reliability observers. Due to commitments such as kitchen duty, lockf'
up for a violation of the institﬁtional-rules;‘gbsence'frpm the hall
on & day'pass, visits from family.members;ﬁagd:39~f6r€ﬁ, all five of
tﬁé youths were ‘not alwayé'preseﬂt at a seséion. On those occasiOns.
vhere three youths from one grouﬁ wefé present: each youth's data were -
compayed separatély with the primary data collector's dats -for reliabil-
ity pqrposes.

i An experimental assistant served as an occasional relisbility
observer for the experimenter. In these instances, the assistant re-
cordéd the frequency of staff member responses which were coﬁpared with
_the experimenter’'s data for reliability purposes.
Reliability wés computed using the following formula:
fercent Agreement = Number of égfeementé X 100

Number of agreements
plus disagreements

Observer agreement was always 100% for threats for experimenter-
youth reliability, youth-youth reliability, and ekperimenter—assistant

reliability. For positive and negative strokés, experimenter-youth
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reliability avefaged.99.4%,‘youth-youth reliability averaged 95.2%, and
experimenter-assistant reliability averaged 88.3%. These data are sum-
marized in Tables 3 and b, Howevef, the method used for determining
reliabllity is not well adapted for dealing with low rate behaviors, so
the figures need to be interpreted with caution (i.e. percentages are
inflated by the low absolute numbers of occurrences of the behavior in

any one session). -

Observer agreement: youths' implementation. There were no relia-
bility checks on the one-time aata feedback and presentation of graphs
for Treatment I. The experimenter alone observed the youths'. imple-
‘mentation of Treatment I for all staff members.

_ _After the first unplamned verbal prompt was introduced by the
'ybuths, the experimenter, The experimentai aésistant, and one youth .

recorded the occurrence or nonoccurrence of a verbal -prompt for each of

the following 53'séssions. On six of the sessions, the experimenter and

the experimental assistant were both pfesent and their agreement on

vhether or not a verbal prompt occurred was 100%; On 23 of the 53 ses-

sions, both the youtﬁ and the experimenter were present and theif agree~

ment on occurrence or nonoccurrence of a verbal prompt was also 100%.

This relisbility was computed using the statistic Kappa (Hartmann; Note :

4) which accounts for'éhanée agreements between observers recording
OCCurreﬁce or nonoccurrence data.

.l  The experimentef collected the primary data oﬁ youths' implemens. -
tation of Tréa$ment‘II. The experimenter had planned to have reliabil—

ity checks with the éxperimental assistant regerding youths' implemen -
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‘Table 3

Summary of reliability data for positive and negative strokes,

Reliability

Type Number of Checks Range Mean
1. Youth-Youth
a. Overall . 42 out of 95 sessions 75-100 95.2%
be. Baseline _ 6 out of 19 sessions - 75-100 - 91.T%
c. Treatment I - 20 out of 43 sessions¥ 75-100 97 .9%
d. Treatment II . = 12 out of 18 sessions¥¥ 100 100%
e. Follow-up L out of 15 sessions 100 " 100%
2o . Youth-Experimenter : v
a. Overall 59 oub of 95 sessions T75-100 99 4%
b. Baseline - . 13 out of 19 sessions 100 100%
c. Treatment T 28 out of 43 sessions C75-100 - 98.7%
d. Treatment II 13 out of 18 sessions 100 100%
e, Follow-up 5 out of 15 sessions 100 100%
3e Experimenter—Experimenter '
a., Overall 8 out of 95 sessions 59-100 88.3%
b. Baseline 1 out of 19 sessions 59 59 .0%
c. Treatment I T out of 43 sessions - 67-100 - 92.5%
“d. Treatment IT 0 out of 18 sessions -+ = —— e
e. Follow-up 0 out of 15 sessions . S

. *Three youths were present and collected data for seven of these 20
sessions. On two occasions, three youth observers disagreed. Their
reliability was as follows: =
1. Primary Data Collector and Youth I - 75% reliabillty. -
Primary Data Collector and Youth IT - 100% reliability.
-2, Primary Data Collector and Youth I - 92% reliability.
‘Primary Date Collector and Youth IT - 100% reliability.

*¥Three youths were. present and collected data for five of these 12
sessilons..




Summeary of rel

 Table 4

iability data for threats.

2l

- 2e

| Reliability -
Type Number of Checks Mean
1. Youth-Youth :
a. Overall 35 out of 102 sessions 100%
b. Baseline 7 out of 18 sessions 100%
' t. Treatment I 8 out of 37 sessions¥ 100%
d. Treastment II 17 out of 31 sessions 100%
e. Follow-up 3 out of 16 sessions 100%
Youth-Experimenter Coe e R e :
 a. Overall - 62 out of 102 sessions 100%
. b. Baseline 11 out of 18 sessions’ 100%
co Treatment I 23 out of 37 sessions 100%
de Treatment IT 23 out of 31 sessions 100%
e, Follow-up " 5 out of 16 sessions 100%
3. Experimenter-Experimenter . .
a. Overall 7 out of 102 sessions 100%
b. Baseline - 0 out of 18 sessions —
c. Treatment I 4 out of 37 sessions 100%
d. Treatment IT 3 out of 31 sessions 1.00%

e, Follow-up

0 out of 16 sessions

*Three youths were present and co
eight sessions,.

liected data in four out of these
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tation during this phase of ﬁhe study, but the assistant was unable to
collect the data. There were, however,;reliability checks with the

youth who volunteered to collect youth implementation data concurrently

with the experimenter. 'The youth obtained these data on 23 of the 44
sessions .of this phase of the study. Using the Kappa statistic men-
ticned above to compute reliability percentages, there was 100% observer

agreement on whether or not youth implementation of Treatment II occur- S
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Results

Staff Behavior

Positive and negative strokes. The effects of the youths' inter-

ventions are depicted in Figures L and 5. Although Treatment I appeared
to increase positive strokes in some sessions, the exbreme variabil-
ity across sessions makes it difficult to infer changés directly attrlb-

utable to treatment. Negative strokes were not quite so variable and

tended to remain close to zero for most staff members after Treatment I

- was inﬁ:oduced.- Trestmerit I appeared to have the greatest effect on

Staff Members I, II, and IV in increasing positive strokes and on Staff

_Membef IIT in decreasing negatiﬁe strokes (see Table 5).

The unplanned verbal prompts appeared to elicit strokes from most

of the staff members, but the strokes were not always positive strokes.

~ When the youths. asked how they had’done,Athe'staff members tended to

give the feedback on how they felt the ybuths,had behaved, whether good

or bad. The verbal prompts afe indicated on the graphié presentation

- of results with arrows above the sessions in which the prompts occurred.

The unplanned positive strokes given by the youths had no'apparent
effect in increasing positive strokes given byvstaffimembers the next

session. In fact, the rate decreased for each session foliowing the

. youths' strokes. Segsions where youths gave strokes are indicated on

the - graphic presentation of results with a fP,S."fabove'the session.
Treatment II was too short to infer any effect on responses and
certainly coﬁld nbt'be interpreted to have increased the rate of pPoOS-

iﬁive strokes over the baseline rate for the two staff members receiv-
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Table 5

Range and mean of positive and negative strokes for each experimental condition. .

: " Baseline Treatment I Treatment IT Follow-up
Staff Member Strokes Range Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range Mean
I Positive 0 0] O-k 1,17 0-2 1.20 0-3 1.00
| Negative 11 0-1 .35 o 0 o 0
IT E Positive 0-3 .25 0-6 1.88 0-3  1.67 0-40 3,75%*
Negative ) 0‘2 ) 025 0—3 .)-l-)-L- O‘l 933 0‘3 950
T . Positive 0-2 .23 0-3 .92 * * 0-5  5.00%%
' Negative 0-3 ST 0] 0 * * 0 0
IV Positive o-k .84 0-7 2,10 * ¥ 0-2 .56
Negative 0-2 <19 0-3 33 * * 0-3 BT
v " Positive 0-3 .7k 0-5  1.67 * * 0-3  1.00
Negative 0 0-2 67 * * o-4 67

< 1.32

*Treatment not implemented. ,
¥¥Includes planned -session of positive strokes given by staff members.
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ing Treatment Ii,
In féur out of five cases, the follow-up data showed higher rates
of positive strokes and lower rates of negative strokes than the base-

line rates. However, session W7 for Staff Member II‘and session 26 for

AStaff Member III were sessions where the staff members had planned ashead

of time to give "lots of positive strokeé" to the youths. They are in-
dicated on thevgraphic presentation of results with ﬁwo stars under |
the sessions.

Threats. The effects of the youths' interventiéns‘on the staff

members' frequency of threats is depicted in Figure 6 for four staff

- members. One staff member (Staff Member V) had a low rate of threabs

:duringvthe bageline period (average of .2 per ses;ion), and thus, was
not treated by the youths. The-tféatments had the least effect on
Staff Member I. His rate of thréats dropped slightly from baseline %o
Treatment I'and.againg‘a slight drép appeared after Treatment'II was
implemented (see Table 6). The rate dropped to zero‘&uring the follow-
up phase of the study. Treatment I had little effect on Staff Member
IT, but his rate of threats dropped to zero shortly after Treatment II'
wasvimplemented,'and remainéd at'an almost‘zero_rate during follow—up.._
Staff Mémher III's rate of threats dropped soﬁéwhat after Staff Members
I and IT had received Treatment II, and remained at é near zero rate
after he received Treatment I, and during the follow-up period. Staff
Membér IV'S‘fate.df.resﬁonsés was variable during the baseline period,

but dropped to a zero raﬁe after Treatment I and to near zero during

’follow-up.'
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Range and mean of threats for each experimental condition.

Tabie 6

Treatment IT

: o Baseline Treatment I ~ Follow-up
Staff Member Range Mean ‘Renge  Mean - Range Mean Range Mean
I 0-4 1,36 oL .89 0-2 .55 0 0
IT 0-2 1.09 0-2 167 0-1 edl3 O-1 LT
TIT 0-3 57 0-1 .18 * * 0 0
v 0-2 .33 0 0 % * 0-1 a7
v 0-2 * * * * 0 0

.22

¥Treatment not implemented.
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Analysis of the effects of possible extraneous variables. Plotting

all staff members' data points on a single graph according to topography
of responses, an analysis of the data was performed to evaluate whether
there were interactions among the types of responses occurring in a
glven session. No apparent interaction was observed. That is, a lsrge
number of positive or negative.strokes.given in a session did not appear
to suppress the number of threats given in the same session‘nér did a
large rmumber of threabs suppress posibive or negative stroke frequencies.
Some interaction was observed between positive and negative strokes,
however. High frequencies of positive strokes were often, but not al-
ways, associated with.low frequencies or zero frequencies of negative
strokes. | |

| The experimenter also analyzed the data to see if_the numbér and
type of verbal fesponses given by one staff member in a session wouid
have any effect on the number and type of responses giveh by’another>
staff member during thét'same session. Anélysis of the data did not
reflect any systematic effects of the frequencies or types of fespbnées,
‘i.e. a high frequency of.pqsitive strokes by oneistaff ﬁember in a ses-
éion did not éuppress the freéuenCy of positive strokés by another sﬁaff

member for the same session.

 Youth Implementétion

The youths implemented Treatment I with each staff member'as plan-

‘ned. Durihg Treatuent II, the'youths implemented the feedback and.

praise procedures appropriétely,during 43 of the bk sessions, The rea- .. L
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son for the one exception, the youths explained, was that the staff

{3
i

members had just announced that all youths had to go immediately to

T

their beds and remain there the rest of the evening. The youths did
not feel likevtalking with the staff members at this time, and thus,

31d not give the feedback and praise. : i -

T ipadie]

,”,\



35
Discussion
In the present study, youths in a closed instiﬁutional setting
were trained to use new behaviors when interacting with staff members,
and as a result, altered certain staff behaviors. These findings are
in accord with past studies that have found youths to be effective hehav-
ilor change agentls (Fedorﬁicius, 1973; Graubard, et al., 1971; Sher@an
& Cormier, 1974; Werner, et al., 1975; Helfacre, et sl., Note 1; Shunk,

et al., Note 2). The major new behaviors exhibited by the youths in

this study were: (a) identification of staff behavior change objectives,

(b) accurate and relisble data collectioh,:and_(c) consistent and system-

atic appiicatién of "treatments of choice," These ﬁtreatments of choice"
vere primarily.verbal_interventions that ﬁere_consistent with the treat-
ment philosphy of the hall, il.e. transactional énalysis; and were a part
of the reéidents‘ existing béhavioral repertoire.

These yoﬁths did not seem to require much training in identifying
the problem behaviors. of staff. In response to the experimenter's
questioﬁ: "What behaviors would youilike your counselors to use more
often, or less often?", yoﬁths identified specific.proﬁlem behaviors. of
the staff as well‘as behaviof‘change'objectives. Théy,wanted to
train staff fo be more positive in their verbal behavior.‘

Training youths in data collection procedures proceeded more slowly.

.‘The experimenter spent some time with the youths'explaining the use of

a-tally mark for each occurrence of the épecified staff behavior. Youths
were, however, capable'of collecting accurate and reliable data after

the'training session. - There was no indication that they inflated the
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nmumber of threats or negative strokes for staff members they disliked

or deflated the number for staff members they liked.

Youths became more reliable in returning their completed data cards

to the experimenter as the study progressed (see Figure 7). This in-
.créasé wa.s most_rapid fér the primary data collector (see Figure 8).
Sevéral youths who did not initially volunteer to parﬁicipate in the
study were“curious to know what . sort of things were being recorded on
the data cards after the study had begun. These youths asked if they
:éould record data énd were given data cards on request. Many youths
collected data on staff behaviors that were not treatéd in the experi-.
ment, and some cdilected frequency data on their.own behaviors or the
behavior of their. peers. The-demonstration that institutional youths
may be“trained“tO'be accuraﬁe-and reliable data collectors suggests
that they might more often beltréined as behavior change agents in
institutional-settings.

The youths who participated in this study were quick to suggest

.'treatments that might aiter staff behavior. They introduced verbal

prompts (questions) on their own in an effort to elicit positive strokes

from their counselors. They also gave out positive strokes to staff in
an effort to reward appropriate verbal behavior before the experimenter
had introduced the topic of reinforcement or behavior modification.

' Ybuths appeared eager to train staff members. For example, when staff

members were told thet they were giving too many threats, they defended

" themselves by saying'that they were giving out. "straight adult infor-

mation". The youths corrected staffs’ analysis by‘ﬁoting the difference
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between a threat and adult iﬁformation. The youths explained to staff
that a threat took the form of an "if..., then..." statement: "If you
don't do something, then you will be punished", while "adult inforﬁation"
took the form of two stétements of fact: "The rule is ., The conse-
quence for breaking the rule is - L"

TrainingAyouths to change their behavior in order to change the
behaviors of ofhers may be an.important key to replacing-delinquenﬁ
behaviors with socially acceptable behavior.r'Werner, et al. (1975)
have démonstrafed that when delinquent.youths were trained to respond
.to police officers with politeness, understanding, and cooperation,
gthey»deoreaséd theif chances of beiﬁg %akeh~iﬁt6 cuétody and of being
stopped again in the future;' If:youthS‘learn to exert some control over
how.others respond to them, the mutual behavior éhanges achieved.might
be quite long lasting. The preseh£ findings indicated that the effect
of youths' iﬁtervéntjogs;%i%ﬁ stéff Qere maintained during the follow-.
up»pﬁase of the'studj; frequencies of responses did notbreturn to the
baseline levels in most cases. Would such reciprocal behavior changes
teach delinqgent ybuths socially acceptable behaviors that are more

generalizable to the natural environment? This is an area for fulture

" research,

Staff‘members appeared to attend more closely to their own verbal
béhavior as the study progréssed. They tended to follow statements that
might be interpreted as threatening with the words, "and that's not a
: fhrea "o A‘subjeétive repoft ffom one staff member révealed that in an

attemﬁt to change his behavior following Treatment T (one-time feedback)




Lo
on strokes, he developed a rationale for being both positive and infor-
mative ﬁo youths; he reported looking for the positive, rather than the
negative events and behaviors that had éccurred in the day, and he're-
portedipositive events in the form of positive strokes to the youths.
Thus, he was giviﬁg positive strokes that were earned, and at the same
tiﬁe, he was giying'information‘to other yoqths regarding what they
,;migﬁﬁ'dé<£d é%rn positive'étrokes. Systematic investigation of this
-vérbél'approach to changing not only youths' behavior, but the behav-
ior of others, might be an intéresting area of study.

Subjective reports from staff membersland volunteers on thé‘hall
indicatedlaﬁothcr side'effeét of the study. The youths appeared to.-be
so busy collecting data dﬁring the shructure sessions that they had
littie tTime for arguing with staff members., The sessions, some élaimed,
were more peaceful than before the study began. The experimenter.can’
preéent no objective data to substantiate this‘report, but it implies
‘vthat youths! -data collection behaviors may be a positive alternative to
other "unacceptable” behaviors.

The present findings confirm Buehler, et al's. (1966) hypothesis
that yﬁuths shape and control staff behaviors. Youths used their exist-
ing behaviors éonsistently and systematically to,demonstrate‘their in-
Fluence on staff behavior.‘ The fact that the staff behavior changes
appeared ﬁbimaintain during the follow-up phase of the. study may indi-
cate that the reciprocal changes in verbal behavior were mutually reiﬁ-
forcing, and theréfore, more long 1asting. For example, on one occas-

ion during follow-up, two staff members preplanned a special session
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where they gave "lots of positive. strokes," .

One variable that may have influenced the youths' behavior and

.participation in the study, was the sex of the experimenter. There k_’
is some question as ‘b‘o whether a male experimenter would have obtained
the same cooperation as the female experimenter obtained from the male
youths. )

In conclusion, the present findings indicate that institutional

youths were observed to be accurate and relisble data collectors and R

-effective behavior change agents. Further research is needed to deter- - =
mine the extent to which‘ you‘th‘s may be influenced to change their behav-
jor and the behavior of the staff, and the necessary conditions for

~obtaining and maintaining such reciprocal changes in behavior. ——
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