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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduetion

Postulating a causal model linking LD to delinquency, this research is the
second In & serles of investigations testing a tpeoretlcal hypothesis which specifies
that soclal meta-cognitive deficiencies increase risk for delinquency in LD youth.
The focus of this investigation tested the eficacy of social meta-cognitive training for
ehhancing soclal competence in LD and non-LD low-achleving incarcerated delin-

Guents.

The specific purposes of the study were to: (1) examine mediational capacities
of cognition for enhancing overt social behavior, (2) document whether delinquent
youth manifest defictencies in social meta-cognition, (3) examine degree of generali-
zation of meta-cognitive skills training by selecting for investigation a range of
dependent variables, each predicted as more distant from tue training task, context
-and domaln, and (4) examine differential affects of training for LD and non-LD delin-
quents in order to determine if LD youth require different treatment with respect to

rehabllitation during incarceration.

Disclaimer

Inferences, conclusions and interpretations set forth in this report reflect the
thinking of the investigators and are not necessarily agreed to by the U.S. Depart-

ment of Education Special Education Program, the University of Caltfornia or the



California Youth Authority.

Program Evaluation

With the exception of follow-up analysis and component analysis, all research
goals and objectives as outlined in the original proposal were accomplished as
specified and in the time frame predicated. Unfortunately, long term follow-up data
could not be collected because policy shifts by the state (regarding chronological age
and youth placement) resulted in many delinquents, including research s;xbjects, being
transferred to other institutions shortly after treatment and terminated. Accordingly
Institutional records containing follow-up data were either shredded or unavailabie.
Although some data were permanently lost due to shredding, we are currently
‘atterpting to recall records from those institutions who received the transferred sub-
Jects. If sufficient data can be obtained, follow-up results will be made available
through publication or as an addendum to this report. Although 25 delinquents
recelved training under the component analysis objective, statistical analysis of these

data was not feasible due to small sample size.

Direct Delivery of Service

Approximately 117 incarcerated youth directly benefited from this grant pro-
Ject. Some 80 youth (pllot subjects and primary research subjects) received the com-
plete social cognitive training and an additional 25 youth received some component of
the cognitive curriculum. About 32 youth received alternative training in survivai and

daily living skills.

vil
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Indirect Delivery of Service

After termination of the project, Katherine Larson trained six of the
institution's education staff (3 teachers, resource specialist, school psychologist and
supervisor of academic instructic.) to teach the cognitive curriculum. The institu-
tion was given conditional permission to use copyrighted lesson plans, visual aldes
and teacher's guides in order to implement the social skills thinking class within the
high school program. Dr. Larson continues to work closely with Insticution staff as an
advisor In developlng and evaluating the cognitive training program. Thus far,
approximately 20 youth have been trained and 20 more are currently being trained

using the thinking skills curriculum.

Dissemination of Results

Principal Investigators have presented several papers pertaining to theoretical

and empirical issues addressed in this study. Papers presented were:
By Katherine Larson and Michael Gerber

CANHC-ACLD State Conference: Oakiand, CA (October 1983) "A Model

Curriculum for Training Social Problem Solving*

CLD Internetiona! Conference on Learning b!n.billsles: San Francisco, CA
(October 1983) "Social Meta-Cognition: A Basts for Theory of Social

Incompetence in Disabled and Delinguent Youth®

By Katherine Larson

11



CEC’s 62nd Annual Convention, Washington, DC (April 1984) * The Effec-
tiveness of Social Meta~Cognitive Training for Social Adjustment in
LD and non-LD Dcl‘iuqulents‘

California DLD-CEC Conference, Santa Monica, CA (September 1984)

"The Link Between Research and Practice in the Study of LD Delin-

guents®

Additlontlly, Investigators will be submitting a series of empirical and theoret-

cal papers to professional journals for publication.
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RESEARCH ABSTRACT

Design

Incarcerated delinquents were used in the study. The 69 subjects were sampled
from the nstitution’s high school population of low-achievers. These low-achievers
were riguronsly and specifically identified as LD and non-LD (34 LD and 35 ron-LD)
and were randomly assigned to ireatment, attention control and test-only control
groups. Overt social behavior measures were examined in a pretest-post test control
group design. Cognitive social probiem solving measures were examined in a random
assighment posttest 6nly control group design. Institutional staff were biind as to

subjects' group.

Training

Training was directed toward three i:ognitlve functions which previous research

has shown to be potential mediators of behavior: impulse control, Ymeta-cogritive .

awarenes: and meta-cognitive contro! skills, °

13




Impulse control taught énbjects to control impulsive reactions by covertly cueing
themselves with self-talk. Meta~-awareness provided subjects with methods for locat-
ing and labeling salient features of interpersonal problem situations. Salient features
of the Interpersonal problem solving situation consiste¢ of both "self* and “other"
variables. Subjects were taught how to evaluate the usefulness of available informa-
tlon as a means of assessing problem difficulty. Meta-cognitive control skills focused
on teaching a general strategy for effectively using social meta-awareness information
to create adaptive solutions to perceived problems, and to monitor and evaluate the

feedback recelved after solutions are implemented.

Results

When comparing pre and posttest data, significantly more LD and non-LD treat-
meat delinquents, compared to attention and test-only comtrol delinquents, demon-
strated improvement on: (a) number of institutional negative behavior reports
recorded, (b) phase level promotioas earned, (c) good days credited, and (d) institu-
tlonal ratings of progress toward treatment goals. Additionally, using aronymous
questionnalres, LD and non-LD treatment delinquents rated themselves, compared to
the ratings by attention control delinquents, as more improved in behavior and social

problem solving.

LD and non-LD treatm=nt subjects also demonstrated learning of specifically
trained meta-cognitive awareness skilis. Treatment delinquents’ meta-awareness

knowledge was significantly superior to that of attention and test-only control delin-



quents. Paraliel changes In meta-awareness and overt behavior as a consequence of
training provided confirmatory evidence that meta-cognition mediates social adjust-

ment. Tralning effects on other cognitive variables were mixed.

The non~-LD treatment subjects showed a trend to generate more solutions on
the cognitive measures of solution generstion although this was not a goal of training.
Both LD and non-LD treatment delinquents demonstrated some but not practical
improvement In generating better quality solutions to novel hypothetical social prob-

lems.

Meta-self-assessment (as measured by positive correlations between self-
eficacy and actual competence in problem solving ) was not enhanced at a statisti-
cally significant level by training; all delinquents demonstrated profound deficits in
accurate self-appraisal of problem solving capability. Delinquents consistently
showed Inflated predictions of their actual ability to generate competent solutions.
However, when applying individual subject analysis, training was found to have
lowered self-efficacy for LD and non-LD treatment delinquents. These lower ntlnﬁs
of self-eficacy in trained subjects was interpreted as a positive effect indicating

increased accuracy of self-appraisai of problem solving competence.

There was some concern regarding lack of correspondence between institutional
staff evaluations of behavior improvement (from pre to post periods) and acsual
direct measures of behavior improvement. That is, some treated subjects were rated

as not Improved when their actual overt behaviur had indeed improved and some con-
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trol subjects were rated as improved when their actual overt behavior had worsened
or remained unchanged. Nevertheless, blind staff ratings still found many more LD
treattuent delinquents as improved and somewhat more non-LD treatment delinquents

improved compared to control subjects.

Conclusions

Non-treated delinquents manifested extreme difficulties with a variety of social
meta-cognitive skills. These delinquer’ ., representing a ranflomly selected group of
incarcerated youth, were essentiall: unable to: (a) identify relevant social problem
variables, (b) generate muitiple . competent solutions to social problems, or (c) pro-
vide accurate self-assessment of problem solving competence. Additionally, soclal
meta-cognitive training was found to mediate overt soc.\l behavior. Taken together,
this evidence of the mediational capacity of soctal meta-cognition and of the meta-
cognitive dificultles of delinquent youth supports a theoretical model postulating
soclal meta-cognitive deficiencles as increasing risk for delinquency. Thus, data
from this study support an alternative explanation of the link between LD and delin-

quency.

Finding that botk LD and non-LD low-achieving subjects improved on overt
behavior measures, suggests that LD deunqnehts and other low-achieving delinquents
are similar in terms of recépt!vity to cognitive intervention. Thus low-achieving del-
inquents and LD delinquents may represent a common sub-group of youth deficient in

neta-cognitive social problem solving skills. Evidence suggests that the greater pro-

16



portion of adjudicated youth within the LD population may be a function of LD

youths' susceptibility to deficits in social meta-cognition.

Evidence from this study carries striking implications, from both a social policy
and educational perspective, reparding delinquency preveation and rehabflitation
among LD and low-achieving youth. Further investigations are critically needed to
more completely test theoretical speculations as well as to replicate findings and
confirm predictions that specjal education programs, using a meta-cognitive
approith, can be implemented with the expectation of enhancing the general social

competeace of LD youth.
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CHAPTER 1

The Problem and its Setting

Learning Disability

Learning disabliity has been formally recognised and defined since the 1960°s
(Lerner, 1981). The learning disabled (LD) individual generaily manifests difficulties
In one or more eognitive behaviors such as spoken or written langusge, memory,
perception or attention. These difficuities are assoclated with skill deficits in talking,
reading, writing, spelling or computing. Early theorfes in learning disabilities
expiained etiology In very narrow and specific terms (Wong, 1070). However,
heterogeneity of the le:n!nq disabled (LD) population is now well documented
(Hallaban & Kauffman, 1982). Accordingly, current conceptions of learning disabilivy
are multi-dimensional (Wong, 1979), thus making {dentification procedures diffcult.

Indeed, there has been a persistent probiem for researchers and practitioners in
establishing rulable identification and definition of learning disability. Uncil
recently, professionals have assumed that it was possible to specifically describe
learner characterisiics that were unique to LD individuals. Recsnt evidence has
shown, however, that youth identified as LD are not reiiably differenciated from other
youth who may be low-achieving, emotionally disturbed or mildly retarded (Forness,
Sinclair, & Guthrie, 1983; Ysseldyke & Algossine, 1081). Thus, for purposes of

18
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research and clinieal application of research findings It is imperative that LD
subjects be rellably and rigorously defined.

Learaing Disability and Delinquency

Despite heterogeneity in the LD population and varying methods of
ldentification, individuals identified as LD are commonly reported to manifest soclal
skill deficits (Bryant, 1082; Hallahan & Kauf'man, 1982; Lerner, 1981). It appears
that, for many LD youth, social problems are Ifkely to be observed =arly and persist
over a long perfod of time (Matthews, Whang, & Fawcett, 1980; White, Schumaker,
Waraer, Alley, & Deshler, 1986). \

Consequently, there has been a plethora of research regarding social dificuities
experienced by LD youth; practitioners and researchers alike agree that many LD
youth are in need of social skill training (Bryaat, 1979). In this regard, no issue has
aroused more interest or controversy in recent years than the speculation of a
possible connection between learning disabllity and delinquency and educations’
commensurate responsibility to serve and rehabilitate disabled youthful offenders.

Research {n the lut five years supports the notion of a *link" between learning
disability and delinquency. Probabllity of adjudication for LD adolescents Is about
twice as great as for nor-LD adolescents when the variables of age, SES, race and
attitude toward school are held constant (Broder, Dunevant, Smith, & Sutton, “1981).
Additionally, youth with attention deficits are reported to have significantly greater
adjudication rates (Satterfield, Hoppe, & Schell, 1982). Thus It appears that LD
youth are at greate: risk for delinquency than are non-LD youth.

19



s
= -

as

However, the nature of the relatlon@p between learning disabllity and
delinquency is not clear. All evidence supporting speculations of a "link" between
these two constructs is correlational. Moreover, the three primary theories
hypothesising a causal "link" detween learning disability and delinquency have been
substantially criticised (Lane, 1980) for lack of empirical evidence. Consequently, no
definitive conclusions can be drawn about a causal -relationship between LD and risk

for delinguency.

Empirical demonstration of a causal factor explaining increased risk for
deltnquency in LD youth would be of considerable benefit to both soclety and LD
youth. The current outlook for the future of an LD delinquent, as well s for & non-
LD delinquent, appears to be extremely negative. Incarceration in adolescence is
generally an early predictor of aduit criminalicy. A 30 year retrospective study of
delinquent youth found that 80% were arrested as adults and their oﬂenus were
slightly more serlous (Robins & O°'Neal, 1958). Glueck and Glueck (1988) also
reported that 80.83% of the delinquents they surveyed had subsequent arrests between
17 and 25 years of age and 80.7% were again arrested between 25 and 31 years of age.
Colller and Horowits (1982) stated that recommitted rates are so high that adult
prisons have come to resembie a *Youth Authority alumnt orgunnnon."

Furthermore, ldentifying potential causal raetors' would markedly enhaace
Intervention methods and policy considerations with respect to prevention and
rehabllitation. This would be & decisive contribution because current rehabilitation
bt LD and non-LD delinquent ygnth has met with only limited success. Since 1980 the

youth population between ages ¢ and 17 years has increased about 28% while arrests



for this age group have risen over 140 jercent (Berman, 1980). Arrests for people
over 18 years have risen only 20% during this same time.

Moreover, treatment success is equivocal once adolescents are incarcerated.
Recidivism rates nationally are between 70% and 80% (Berman, 1980). California,
which accounts for nearly 25% of the national juvenlle crime prevention and
treatment funds (Berman, 1080), places rehabilitation at the heart of its' mandate for
the Callfornla Youth Authority (CYA). However, Youth Authority statistician
George Davis conducted a five-year follow-up of 3000 discharged cases. After five
years, 70% of the original 3000 had committed crimes gain (Colller & Horowits,
1982). CYA's dificuities are typical of rehabilitation problems experienced by other

states.

From a social perspective 1t is clear that delinquency and recidivism are very
costly for our soclety. Moreover, if a learning disability implies long term negative
life outcomes for some individuals, and if 1t Is true that learning disability is linked
to delinquency, then LD indeuah are In even greater jeopardy. The importance of
this issue compels further investigation in this area.

Theoretical Constructs

From a theoretical perspective, understanding this complex lssue requires
systematic, theory-driven research to test functional relationships between learning
disabllity and delinquency. Additionally, it is assumed that a neceasary and proper
scientific activity is to attempt to elucidate any empirical relationships which appear
within a body of research. Accordingly, by Integrating empirical associations

21
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reported to exist between the constructs learning disability, cognitive ineffectiveness,

soclal ineffectiveness and delinquency, the present research postulates & causal model

linsking LD to ‘delinquency and empirically examines the furctional relationship -

between cognition and behavior.

Deftnitions
Social Competense

McFall (1982) polnts out that social competence is not an attribute which
resides within an individual and thus it is not a skill or trait per se. Rather the term
social competence Is an evaluation or judgment sbout the effectiveness of a person's
social functioning. Furthermore, McFall states that competence implies consistently
adequate performance. Emphasising consistency of performance suggests that a
person who has performed adequately in the past will likely do so in the future and
therefore this person can be expected or predicted to have a certain etptblﬁty tor
responding effectively, alLsit with some finite degree of generalization to different
social situations. Soclally valld and consistent soclal behavior are essential
requirements for rehabilitation of adjudicated youth. Accordingly, this study was
concerned with increasing soclal competence of LD and non-LD delinquents. The
definition of social competence proposed by Goldfriend and D‘Zutm; was adopﬁed.

Soclal competence was defined as:

«the effectiveness or adequacy with which an individual is capable of
responding to the various problematic situations whiLh confront him.
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Laaraing Disability

Leurning disabllity is defined by the Natlonal Advisory Committee op
Handicapped Children (1967) as follows:

‘Children with special learning disabllities exhibit a disorder in one or
more of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in
using spoken or written language. These may be manifested in disorders
of listening, thinking, talking, reading, writing, spelling, or arithmetic.
They include conditions which have been referred to as perceptual
handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain injury, minimal brain dysfunetion,
dysiexia, developmental aphasia, etc. They do not !nelnd; learning
probiems which are due primarily to visual, hearing, or motor handicups,
to mental retardation, emotional disturbance, or to environmental
disadvantage.
When referring to LD youth iv the literature review and discussion chapters, this
National Advisory definition will be the referent. However, learning disabiiity was
specifically and operationally defined for identifying subjects in this investigation
(see Chapter 3, Appendix A).

Juveails Delinguent.

A legal definition, as opposed to a soclal or psychological definition, was applied.
A Juvenile delinquent was defined as:

A Juvenile delinquent is any youth who has been adjudicated in & juvenile
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court.
Delimitations of the Study

The study did not evaluate other plausible causes of delinquency such as soclo~
economic, cultural-familial or social allenation.

The study was limited to studying yoithtm offenders incarcerated in a
Calffornia State facility.

The study did not attempt to examine or draw conclusions regarding other
feasible explanations underlying the social deficiencies of the learning disabled.

The study did not test other hypothesised explanations concerning the lnk
between learning disability and delirquency.

The study did not seek to examine, as a primary objective, infiuences of sex,
race, SES or IQ on social behavior.
Abbreviations

LD is the abbreviation for learning dissdied.
NLD is the abbreviation for non-learning disabled.

JD is the abbreviation for juvenile delinguent.
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CHAPTER 2

Review of Ralated Literature

Literature from such diverse fields as special education, sociology, criminal
Justice, cognitive psychology, social psychology, clinical psychology and behaviorism
are directly applicable to research problems addressed in this study. Litersture is
reviewed and Interpreted within the framework of an explicit theoretical model.
Thus, this chapter bullds a rationale for postulating a theoretical model which
specifies a causal relationship between specific cogaitive skills and delinquency.

Disabled Delinguents

Delinguency and Bandicap

Using PL 94-142 categories of handicapping conditions, Morgan (1979) was one
of the frst investigators to survey handicapped youthful offenders across the United
States and territories. He rouyd that 42.1% of the delinquents, in 204 faciifties, were
identified as evidencing some type of handicapping condition. Some professionals
belleve percentages of handicapped delinquents to ln‘mleh higher. For example,
Kansas, Maine and Idaho reported that 100% of their delinquents were handicapped
(Kellits & Miller, 1980). Prout (1981) using criteria based upon Wisconsin state
guidelines found that 71% of the state incarceratad youth exhibited a handicap which
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required special education.:

Moreover, two special educators, Brown and Robbm' (1979) 1 thé Tiinois

Department of Corrections, polnt out that sll Incarcerated juventle delinquents night

be viewed as handicapped under PL 94-142 definition of seriously emotionally
disturbed. They argue that criminal records which precede commitment could be
percelved to meet 04-142 requirements of "characteristics over a long period of time
and to & marked degree.*

Such disparity in prevalence rates attests to problems of identifying mildly
bandicapped youthful oftenders. Variable resuits in idenvification reflect
disagreement in classification (Adelman, 1979), arblturllnm of discrepancy formulas
(Forness, Sinelalr, & Guthrie, 1083), and heterogeneity of mildly handicapped
populations (Weener, 1081).

Nmrtﬁeleu, it Is quite clear that incldence of handicap In the delinquent
popuiation is much higher than in the general population. There is maeneeqto
conclude that delinquency and handicap are related. This fact alone merits attention
and concern. Questions of why more delinquents are handicapped nm
unanswered. Empirical demonstration of a causal iink between some handicapping
conditions and delinquency would have profound educational and social implications.
Learning disabilities, in particular, have been thought to directly affect individuals’
risk for delinquency (Bernstain & Rulo, 1976; Graydon, 1978).
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Delinquency and Learaing Disability

Prevalence of learning disability in the general population has been estimated to
be tronn;l 3% (Hellahan & Kauffman, 1982; Kirk, 1981) while prevalence of learning
disabliity among delinquents is thought to be much higher. Estimates of 26%
(Comptroller General of the U.S., 1977), $7% (Broder, 1921; in the National Center
for State Courts-ACLD study), 49% (Podboy & Mallory, 1977), 50% (Proemba, 1967),
61% (L.A. County Sheriff's Dept., 1978), and 73% (Swanstrom et al., 1977) have been

made by various researchers.

Currently, there are three hypotheses which attempt to expiain the link between
learning disability and delinquency (Lane, 1080). The first is the school failure
hypothesis which postulates that learning disability leads to achqt\i‘l failure, which
leads to a negative self Image. Counsequently, LD youth seek out delinguent-prone
peer groups to satisfy increased needs for successtul experiences. Furthermore,
school suspension and drop out increase opportunity for delinquent behavior.
Support for this hypothesis comes from clinical observation, school records and tests
of basic academic skilis. These sources report that delinquents frequeatly manifest
severe academic deficiencies (Jerse & Fakourt, 1978; Dunivant, Saks & Broder, 1981).

The school feilure hypothenis has been crlgiched on several accounts. Murray
(1978) argued against thiz hypothesis by polniing out that (a) school is only one
setting in which delinquency patterns are thought to develop, (b) school fallure is only
one of several ways schools might canse delinquent behavior, and (¢) learning
disabilities are only one cause of school failure. Moreover, Dunivant et al (1981)
evaluated a large scale academic intervention program for delinquents and concluded
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that “scholastic change was not esseatial for delinquency reduction among LD

Juvenile offenders.*

The second hypothesis linking LD to delinquency is the differentsal treatment
Aypothesis which postulates that LD and NLD youth engage in the same rate and
kind of delinquent behaviors but elements of the juvenile justice system treat LD
youth differently so as to increase incidence of incarceration. Support for this
hypothesis primarily comes from a research study by Broder and colleagues. Broder
et al. (1981) found that, although LD youth behave no differently from NLD youth in
terms of delinquent behavior, expectad probability of adjudication for LD youth was
much higher than for NLD youth for all conditions of age, SES and ethafelty.

There are several criticisms of the differentiel treatment Aypothesis. First,
the conclusion that LD youth eagage in benavior similar to NLD is refuted by data
from 2 well controiled eight year follow-up study of LD youth with attention deficit
disorders (ADD). Satterfield et al. (1982) found that ADD youth evidenced 7 to 28

times more multipie serious offenses, depending upon SES, than matched controls.

Evidence supporting notions that LD engage in behavior similar to NLD
adolescents was obtained using .selr-report methods of data collection. However,
self-report techniques for obtaining estimates of criminali behavior have been
questioned (Petersilia, 1979, in the Rand Corn Report). The Rand Report pointed
out that rate as well as type of crime or behavior are inaccurately seif-reported.
Moreover, it seems nmn;blo to suspect that Inaccuracy of seif-report would be
Increased with LD youth, a population characterized by memory, language and

cognitive deficiencies.



The third hypothesis i3 the susceptidility Aypothesss which postulates thas
some learning disabilities are accompanied by personality attributes such as
impulsivity, emotional lability, poor social perception and deficiencies in evaluating
cause and effect. In turn, these attributes lncrem the likellhood of delinquent
behavior. |

Criticiam of the swsceptibiiity Aypothesis polnts out that this perspective is
essentfally a trait-type conceptualisation of soclal competence. There has beexr
seriout criticism leveled against trait approaches for defining social skill (McFall,
1982). Moreover, the susceptidility Aypothesis falls to address the issue of what
caused there personality attributes. In other words, it couid not be isolated to *LD-
ness® because there are certainly other psychological and enviro2mental sources that
produce negative attributes likely to increase delinquency.

Thus, a number of professionals have speculated that learning disabliities
contribute to delinquent behavior. Yet the three major hypotheses are not adequately
supported by existing empirical evidence. Because LD delinquents (as well as other
delinquents) are at risk for becoming adult criminals, the outlook for their becoming
successfully mainstreamed into general society seems dim. Thus, it is critfcal to
identify why LD youth are at increased risk for delinquency.

Summary

Many youthful offenders suffer from some sort of handicapping condition.
While it seems clear tha: at least a correlational associstion between learning
disability and delinquency has been demonstrated, data supporting a causal
relationship have not been generated by recent research. Several hypotheses of
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causal links between LD and delinquency have been postulated. Avallable evidence
Warrants argument against these hypotheses.

Rebabilitation and prevention efforts would be decisively enhanced if they were
based upon an empirical foundation (Lane, 1980). The need for effective delinquency
prevention and intervention is especially great for <LD youth. LD youth are
adjudicated at aboust twice the rate as NLD youth (Zimmerman et al., :9:1) and
adjudicated juvenlies tend to become adult criminals. Empirical investigat'ons of
causal links will provide evidence for two pmnn'y céncem regarding dellnquerncy:

prevention and rehabilitation.
Theorstical Constructs

Need For a Theoretical Model

Unfortunately, and as previously noted, it is not clear if a causal relationship
exists between learning disability and delinquency. Research has not been systematic

and most evidence is eithe: ambiguous or suffers from methodological weakness,

One factor that pussibly contributes to lack of systematic research, seems to be
absence of a testable theoretical model postulating some underlying construct linking
LD to deun?ne!.c bebavior. Therefore, the present research postulates and tests a
theoretical model which intergrates relevant constructs, specifically examining
cognition as a possible factor linking LD and risk for delinquency. What evidence is
there for hypothesizing that cognitive deficits increase risk for delinquency?
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Cognitive Ineftlciencies and Learaing Disability

LD !outh have l;oen found to exhibit profound deficits in many cognitive
problem solving functions. In the US, Canada and In the Soviet Union, studles on
impersonal probiem solving reveal that LD children do not spontaneously supply their
own organisation or structure to problem tasks (Wosniak, 1970). LD as a group may
fall many tasks not because of basic deficits but because they fall to use appropriate
task strategies (Torgesen, 1062). In general LD youth appear to perform poorly on
tasks because they fail to spontaneously employ appropriate problem solving skills.
Indeed, some believe that underiying deficits Involved in a learning disabllity may be
lack of or ineffective problem solving abilities (Torgesen, 1977) with deficits in skiils
such as identifying relevart variables, impuise control, e¢valuation of possibie
strategies, persistence and seif-monitoring (Hagen et al., 1082; Forness & Esveldt,
1975; McKinney & Feagans, 1981).

Given that LD youth manifest cognitive deficiencles in non-social tasks and
considering the frequently noted social Mcniﬂes of LD youth, it seems reasonable to
speculate that LD youth will manifest ineffective cognitive problem solving skills
when facing a social task. This evidence leads initial support for Pormulating a
theoretical model which reflects relstionships between the constructs learning
disability, cognition and social behavior. However, even if LD youth do exhibit social
cognitive deficiencies, are these deficiences related to social maladjustment?
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Social Cogaitive Ineffectiveness and Secial Maladjustment

Hypotheses that deficiencles 1 problem solving skills often lead to emotional
and behavioral disorders requiring psychological treatment, have recelved
considersble support (Bandurs, 1077; D'Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971; Ross, 1974, 1976;
Rotter, 1978). Individuals whose social problem-solving processes are
charscteristically ineffective are assumed to be more likely viewed as maladjusted,
incompetent, and abnormal.

Extensive work by Spivack, Platt, and Shure (1976) lends additional support to
this hypothesis. Spivack et al. (1978) report that deficits in cognitive social probiem
M skills are consistently found in noi-nm populations of all ages when 1Q
and verbal fluency are heid constant. Spivack and colieagues found that coguitive
problem solving skills such as weighing pros and cons, generating options,
conceptualising a step by step process to a goal and perceiving the situation from
another’s perspective are skiils which seem to be lacking or deficient In many socially

incompetent individuals.

Thus, there is substantial correlational data linking Ineffective cognition to
social maladjustment. As previously noted, correlational data are not sufficient for
support'ng a causal link. Furthermore, to support causal links between learning
disabllity and soclal coguitive deficits it is necessary to argue that LD individuals
manifest social cognitive deficits.

32
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Social Cogaitive Preblem Selviag Diffienities and LD

It has long been recognised that LD youth exhibit soclal and or behavioral
problems (Hallahan & Kauftman, 1982; Lernmer, 1981). It sppears trat soclally
incompetent LD youth manifest, within social contexts, s variety of cognitive problem
solving deficits. Investigators have polmted out that the learning disabled have
difficulties In Interpreting the mood or communications of others /c.g., Johnson &
Myklebust, 19087; Kronick, 1978; Lerner, 1081), in judging one's tmpact on others (e.g.,
Hasel, Schumaker, Sherman, & Sheldon, 1982), in predicting social consequences
(e.g., Bruno, 1981), interpreting situations (e.g., Pearl & Cosden, 1982), In
understanding gestures and facial expressions (e.g., Maheady & Maitiand, 1982), and
in perspective taking (eg., Bachara, 1978). However, littie research has been
conducted to determine If these differences between LD adolescents and NLD
adolescents on cognitive problem soiving skills actually contribute to 1ife adjusiment

patterns.

Some research relating to this question has recently been compieted by
Schumaker and her colleagues (Schumaker, Hasel, Sherman, & Sheldon, 1983: Hasel
et al., 1982). Schumaker et al. found that NLD adolescents were significantly better
than LD sadolescents on eight soclal skills assessed, including social probiem solving.
However, LD youth performed no better on copgnitive social pvoNc;n solving or
other social skills than a group of delinquent adolescents. The LD youth were also
found to be no better on social problem solving skills than were *troublesome® youth
attending aa alternative school.

These findings are significant, not so much in fAnding that LD youth are less
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competent in soclal skills than their NLD peers, but{n finding that some LD youth
exhibit soclal cognitive deficits similar to youth who have been referred by soclety
for social adjustment problems (lL.e., the JD and troublesome group). Thus, clinical
observation and empirical data Indicate that mﬂadjusted LD youth appear to
manifest coguitive deficiencies when facing social tasks. This lends further support
for hypothesising a causal connection between the constructs learning disability,
delinquency, and cognitive deficiencies. The last piece of critical evidence needed for
postulating such & hypothesis requires a~guing that JD youth also manifest social

coghltive deficits.

Social Cognitive Problem Solviag Difficalties and JD

Delinquent youth are often found to exhibit deficits in interpersonal problem
solving skills in addition to academic achievement. Three interpersonal correlational
studles, comparing normal peers to adolescents who were drug addicts, psychiatric
residents or "poorly self regulated®, found problem adolescents significantly lese able
to: spontaneously explore pros and cons prior to making decisions; generate
alternative options, conceptualise a step by step process to a goal, percelve situations

from another’'s perspective (Spivack, Plast, & Shure, 1976).

Additionally,, JD youth, a heterogeneous population inciuding many youth who
fit clinical descriptions of learning disabllity (Prout, 1981), have been found to exhibit
interpersonal cogniilve problem solving deficits. Jesness (1971) reported, after
testing 1173 Institutionalised delinquentz using the Californis I-level topology (inter-
rater rellabliity was .88), that 54% of the delinquents had deficiencies in

understanding that their own behavior has something to do with getting what one
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wants (general orientation to plan), In estimating differences among others and
between self and others and understanding needs, feelings and motives of others
(perspective taking), In wanting to plan for the rntnre‘ before acting (impulse control,
problem formulation), and in predicting accurately other’'s responses to their own
actlons (predicting consequences/decision making).

When compared %o non-delinquents, adjudicated youth are found to be less
skiliful in a variety of problem solving bshaviors. Poor perspective taking {Chandier,
1078; Gough, 1948; Little, 1979; Rotsenberg, 1974; Sarbin, 1954) and poor impulse
control (Steln et al.,, 1988; White, 1985) are two specific problem solving deficits
consistently demonstrated in JD populations. When comparing delinquents with
average or “super star® highschoolers on interpersonal alternative thinking,
Freedman (1974) found delinquents significantly less able to provide effective

solutions to soclal probler situations.

Thus, these data regarding delinquents provide additional evidence for
hypothesising that cognitive deficiencies are a causal link between LD and
delinquency. Littie and Kendall (1979) state that the evidence "support the noction
that legally defined problematic bebavior in adolescence (l.e., delinquency) s, In part,
a function of inadequate interpersonal problem solving skills” (p. 83)

Summary

Evidence indicates that social cognitive difficulties are assoclated with
maladjustment. Moreover, LD, behavior disordered and JD youth exhibit similar
deficiencies In cognitive interpersonal problem solving skilis. All groups have been
found to uwe deficient In perspective taking, impulse control, generating quality
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solutions, predicting consequences and understanding and using relevant social cues.
Taken together, these data point out associations between the constructs learning
disabllity, cognitive ineffectiveness, soclal maiadjustment and delinquency. Thus,
evidence is sufficlent and appropriate for supporting the reasonableness of
hypothesizing .thu cognitive deficiencles place LD youth at increased risk for

delinquency.

Training Studies as Evidencs that Cognition Mediates Behavior

After hypothesizing that cognitive deficiencies mediate social adjustment, the
next logical question asks what kind of social cognitive deficiences can be postulated
as mediating soclal adjustment. Data from training studies seem to be most fruitful
for deriving answers to this question. In other words, by determining what skills were
tralned and what behaviors were affected (and vice versa) it is possible o make
predictions about mediational capacities of specific cognitive skiils. Unfortunately,
evidence will be presented showing that data from cognitive training studles is
primarlly of three types: (1) unclear as to what was trained or (2) unsuccessful In
changing overt social behavior or (3) did not measure overt bebavior change.
Therefore, findings from training studies are minimally useful. Consequently,
predicting which specific cognitive factors are potential mediators of behavior will
have to be deduced logically and theoretically by postulating requirements for
generalizstion.
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Cogeitive Treining with LD and JD Populations

Interpersonal cognitive problem solving treatment programs have had success in
changing cognition and some overt soctal behaviors in a wide variesy of populations
with different kinds of probiems, especially with children described as aggressive or
withdrawn (Meijers, 1978). Cognitive tralning is not & new method of treatment for
LD jndlviduals. Cognitive training has been successfully used with LD students to
enhance behaviors related to academic performance and social interaction (Harris,

1982; Lloyd, 1980; Meichenbaum & Asarnow, 1979).

Snyder and White (1979) found that cognitive seif-instruction training resulted
in significant improvement in dally living so ial skills of incarcerated delinquent
adolescents when compared to contingency awareness and control treatment groups.
Most cognitive training studies; however, have met with only limited success in
demonstrating Improved overt social behavior in the natural environment
(Meichenbaum, 1982). Furthermore, with few exceptions, tralning studies
investigating efficacy of problem solving training have not measured the impact of
tralning on actual behavior (Meljers, 1978; LaDouceur & Auger, 1980). Perhaps this
is because difficuities In achieving generalisation have been underestimated

(Kirschenbaum & Tomarken, 1982).

Five studles with delinquents {Kifer et al., 1074; Parsons & Alexander, 1973;
Robin et al., 1977; Sarason, 1968; Ssrason & Gansger, 1978) have incorporated problem
solving skills as central remres af treatment. Positive effects were reported in all
studles, with three studies reporting generalized behavior change as measured by

behavioral ratings ur recidivism follow-up. Unfortunately, the mediaticual capacity
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of problem soiving training per se was confounded by including other kinds of training
In treatment (e.., parental participation, vocational tralning, interpersonal
communication). Moreover, there has been no research to demonstrate if these
interveations are effective for different subpopulations of delinquents, especially for
LD youth.

Summary. Little and Kendall (1979) note that the number of probiem solving
treatment programs to remediate problem solving deficits in delinquents has been
Uimited despite encouraging preliminary evidence. With regard to future research in
training delinquents to probiem soive, they state, "the payoff is likely to be worth the
effort® (p. 107). Probiem solving training seems directly applicable to remediating
mteri.prsonﬂ deficits which LD and JD populations exhibit. There have been some
tralning research supporting mediational capacities of soclal cognition. Many
treatment programs, however, have included non-cognitive techniques and ther;rore

the data Is uﬂ”blzuons with regard to the cognitive aspects of treatment.

Generalisation of Cogaitive Training to Overt Behavior

Of major concern In any treatment program is the issue of generalization of
learned skilis to new contexts. Furthermore, with regard to efficacy of cognitive
treatment, it is essential to demonstrate that newly learned cognitive skills actually
mediate overt soclal competence. This impiies that training must not only generalise

to new contexts but also to overt behavior outside of the cognitive domain.

Additionally, social skills training with LD adolescents suggests that learning

disabied youth do not generalize their newly learned social skilis to other contexts.
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Gorney-Krupson et al. (1981) and Whang et al. {1981) reperted that, outside of
tralning, LD students use only a few of the skills taught or use them infrequently.
Schumaker and Ellis (1982), in testing the generalization effects of social skills
training, found that Lf) asdolescents did not automatically generaiise recently learned
skills to novel role playing situations or to the natural environment.

Similarly, Stokes and Baer (1977) note widespread failures in generalisation for
studies applylng the “traln and hope® method of treatment. Given the generally
discouraging evidence on generalisation, several Investigators conclude that
generalisation must be actively addressed in designing a treatment program (Widman
& Wildman, 1980; Kirschenbaum & Tomarken, 1982).

Following from this, it is apparent that training curriculum needs to be
developed from a theoretical perspective specifically addressing the 1ssue of how to
increase generalization. To do this, It must first be theorized why previous problem
solving training has met with only limited success in terms of changing overt
behavior. Ther it is necessary to hypothesize which cognitive skills appear to

compensate for failures of generalizsation.

Generalisation snd Meta-Awareness

Why hasn't geveralization of cognitive training been greater? If general social
competence not only requires an adequate response repertoire but also the skill of
knowing when and where to apply a specific response, then ability to discriminate
situations in terms of response requirements would greatly increase the likelthood of
an effeciive response as well as increase the prodbabiiity of generalization of specific

responses to a variety of situations.
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¢ “However, tralning research in the area of social problem solving has not
attempted to train skilis, such as awareness of problem variables, which may help
discriminate the response requirements of a situation. Instead, current training
programs have focused on teaching cognitive control skills such as stating the
probiem, generating solutions, evaluating consequences and taking action. Some more
thorough programs have also taught a get-feedback procedure (Meijers, 1978). These
skills may be necessary but are apparently instfficient in view of the argument that
competent soclal functioning also requires individuals to percelve, to comprehend and

to use relevant problem variables.

Identification of variables which help discriminate requirements of a problem
have been described as meta-cognitive skills. Knowledge or awareness of these
variables i3 referred to as meta-awareness. Among other elements, Flavell and
Wellman (1977) define the awareness aspect of meta-cognition to include an
awareness of person variabdles (that is, seif appraisal of personal attributes which
affect the tagk dificulty) and awareness of task variables (knowiedge of parameters,
expectations and siteation attributes which affect the task difficuity). In the case of a
soclal problem, task variables can be be conceived as variables pertaining to

significant others in the situation and person variables pertain to the self.

Thus, the limited success of current cognitive training seems possibly due to
fallure to enhance awareness and usage of relevant social probiem variables; that is, a

fallure to remediate deficits in social meta~-awareness.

A pllot study to the present investigation was ctnducted to assess soclal meta-

awareness skills of delinquents as compared to matched non-delinquents (Larson &
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Gerber; Note 2). Statistically significant qualitative as well as quantitative
differences were found between JD and nod-JD responses regarding the kinds of
meta-awareness s¢lf and other variables identified as being important to social
problem solving. These data give tentative support to the hypothesis that soclal
meta-awareness may be an important variable to consider when training cognitive

skills.

Thus, the theoretical rationale behind the tralning curricuium of this
Investigation is based oo Hagen, Barclay and Newmans' (1982) conceptualization that
two meta-cognitive functions, the awareness Junction (knowledge of relevant
varfabies) and the control function (skills in defining the problem, generating
strategies, and evaluating feedback) present s continuum of problem solving
knowledge from “knowing about cognition® to "regulation of cognition®.

This perspective views functions of control and awareness as a reciprocating
system. Thus, successful problem solving was hypothesised as based on a state of
acquired knowledge (l.e., awereness) as well as a process of using that knowledge
(Le., control). Previous cognitive training programs have focused only upoh control
skills and achleved little success in changing overt socfal behavior, while prelliminary
research (Note 1) indicates that delinquents may have deficlencies in specifically

defined meta-awareness skills.

Generalisation and Components of Training

Additionally, it has been suggested that poor problem solving may be the resut
of ap inabliity to inhibit impulsive responding (D'Zurtlla & Goldfried, 1971). Studles

have shown that the present population typically responds impuistvely with
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aggrersion or withdrawal, which prevents engaging in an adequate problem solving
sequence (Hallahan & Kauffman, 1982; Kendall & Finch, 1978; Ross, 1978). Given
this evidence, & skill of learning to control first Impulses seems to be a necessary,

although not a sufficient condition, for effective social problem solving.

Thus, the content of the training for this investigation was comprised of three
components or skills: impulse control, mets~awarencss and meta~-control
functions. Impuise control training entafled speclpc instruction in covert control of
initlal impulses. Meta~awareness tiraining taught systematic selection of and
conscicus self-refiection on sallent person and other probiem variabies. Finally,
meta~control training taught how to systematically organise the problem information
into sequential steps, how to produce quality options and how to monitor action for
effectiveness. See Appendix E and F for detalls on curriculum content and a sampie

training lesson.

Summary

Stokes and Baer {1977) define generalization as "the occurrence of relevant
behavior under different, nontraining conditions (l.e., across subjects, settings,
peopie, behaviors and/or time) without the scheduling of the same events as had been
scheduled in the training conditions” (p. $350). Previous social cognitive treatment
programs have trained (meta-~control) skills and achieved limited success in
generallring learning to new situations and response domains. Therefore, !t was
hypothesized that generalization of social cognitive skills additionally requires

training In social {meta—~awarences) skills.
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In designing any training program It is tmperative to actively attempt to boost
generailzation. Over and above sttempting to boost ganeralization, it is Importsat to
specifically measure the degree of generalization achieved from training. Some
interventions will yleld only situationally specific or domain specific effects.
Although these effects may we useful In a crisis or for short term problems, these
{nterventions are ciearly of lmited consequence in dealing with young people who

exhibit persistent social dificulties.

Unfortunately, too many cognitive tralning studies have not astempted to
document the degree of generalization effects which can be expected from the
tralning. For example, several studies which trained roclal cognitive problem solving
skills were able to demonscrate positive effects; however, these effects were measured
in cognitive paper and pencil tasks and/or in behavior ratings {Allen et al., 1976;
Camp et al., 1977; Cole et 2l., 1982; Nesu & D'Zurilla, 1981; Siddle, 1980); there was
no attempt to directly assess generalization of tralning to overt social behavior. Hall
(1980) and Kazdin and Wiison (1978) suggest that measurement of both target
behaviors and contexts are ueeded o fully explain the generallzation process

assoclated with a training prograv..

This study assessed degree of generalization of treatment effects across context,
across task and across 'response domain. Dependent variables were defined to
Fepresent a continuum of generality from training. Unlike previous rehabilitation
research which has not assessed treatment geperalization across tasks and contexts
within an lnstivution, this project will provide evidence of the degree and type of

generalization effects which ’san be expected from a cognitive training program and

-
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what might need to be changed in order t0 extend these effects to the outside.

The Theorsticai Model

Pulling together these various areas of literature, a theoretical modei 1s
postulated which Integrates empirical associstions reported tc exist between the
constructs: learning sseadility, ineffective meta—cognitive problem solving,
socsal ineffectivencss and riok for deismguency (sze Figure 1). This model refiects

the conceptual framework of this research project.

The solid connecting lines between the constructs of Figure 1 are biunted,
indicating that only correlational associations have been reported in previous
research. Broken lines in Figure 1 fllustrate the empirical focus of this research

project.

As articulate as the model may appear on paper, in actuality the constructs are
very complex. Each of the constructs are multi-faceted and comprised of sub-
components. For example, if just one of the nodes of the model is expioded, nk
plcture that looks something like Figure 2 emerges where cognitive ineffectiveness Is
seen as containing several components and of course there are components within
these sub components. Thus inferences and conclusions developed and put forth in

this research should not be Interpreted as an attempt to make simple so confusing a

fleld.

Emerging from a synthesis of literature just reviewed, the basic hypothesis
underiying this model i that delinquency and recidivism are reduced by reducing risk

for delinquency. In turn, risk for delinquency may be reduced by 1) remediating skiil
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deficlis which are associated with risk for delinquency and 2) remediating sklis
which can mediate overt soclal bebavior such that one can predict colateral
generalization of the tralned skills to new contexts and new response classes. Do
delinquency rehabilitation programs offer any insight into theorizing that cogritive
training is a potentiaily effective Interveation technique for reducing risk for
delinquency becuase it fulfills assumptions 1 and $%2?

Treatment for Delinguents

Behavior Modification as Treatment

Behavior modification has been the most widely used “trestment of choice" In
correctional faciiities and is still heavily employed. Recently there has been a
growing dissatisfaction with behavior modification as a tool for rehabilitation because
of lack of generalization of effects beyond trestment context {Kazdin, 1975; Wahler,
Beriand, & Coe, 1979), undesirable effects of external extrinsic orientation
{(Meichenbaum, 1979), lack of resistance to extinction (Mahoney, 1977) and because It

may prevent learuing how to learn (Sabatino, 1981).

From a learning theory perspective, ineffective behavior occurs becauze an
individual has never had an opportunity to learn effective respoases appropriate for a
particular type of situation or receives no reinforcement for doing so. Thus from
this perspective, one obvious difficuity for training is that *response patterns, even in
highly similar situations, often fail to be strongly related® (Mischel, 1978; p. 177).
For this reason many attempts to teach specifie social skills have fafled to produce

behavior that generalizes enduringly to other situations or even transfers from the
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laboratory to other behavior settings (e.g., McCombs, Filipasak, Friedman &
Wodarsl, 1978; Kasdin, 1975; Keeley, Shemberg & Carbonell, 1976). However, for

reducing crime, it Is obvious that transfer of training is of paramount importance.

Given tiis, Burchard and Harig (1976) and Emery and Marholin (1977) question
the meaningfuiness of typleal rehabilitation efforts whick focus upon teaching
specific responses. Furthetmore, high rates of recidivism appear to support the
contentions that specific skill training has not been sufficient. Either skills have not
been gereralized to outside situations or have been irrelevant for reducing delinquent

acts.

Thus the challenge of rehabliftation is not one of modifying behavior within the
institution but rather one of training youth to manage their own behavior so that
relevant soclal changes are generalised to the outside community. Cognitive training,
in rarticular, has been thought to directly enhance self-regulation of behavior.

Cognitive Training as Treatment

Although special educators ofter make note of imponalggxéonmbuﬁons of
behavior modification procedures (Harris, 1982), there is zrowlng\. evidence of special
education's dissatisfaction with behavior modification (e.g., Don%!u, 1978; Douglas,
Parry, Maron, & Garson, 1978; Meichenbaum, 1979). \Slbaﬂno\gz)\l.‘ (1981) state that
special education has become overly dependent upon intervention strategies unrelated
to cognition and that behavier modification techniques may prevent exceptional

children from learning how to learn.

Psychology and educations’ growing diss:sisfaction with behavior modification
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techniques led to a treatment model emphasizing cognitions, feelings and behaviors as
interactive and reciprocal. Intervention pfocedms emanating from this perspective
are directed toward modifying, in naxlng or extinguishing cognitions for purposes of
enhancing behavior and generalising learning.

Social cognitive problem solving training is hypothesized as appropriate for
social skill development in delinquent populations because cognitive skills may more
easily generalize and mediate behavior In a variety ;t‘gocm contexts and because
cognitive skills may Increase self-regulation.

Cognitive Intervention approaches have generally been labeled cognitive
behavior modification (CBM). CBM is a generic term encompassing a variety of
methods and techniques. Meichenbaum (1979) notes that CBM tralning can teach
cognitive skills that are either specific and concrete or general and abstract. A
common purpose of CBM training focuses on turning control of behavior back to the
learner. Self-regulation training appears upproﬂrhte for remediating skill deficits
associated with LD youth. Harris (1982) notes that CBM may be especially
appropriate for exceptional children because they often exhibit characteristics of
learned helplessness, external locus of control, production and mediational
deficiencies, deficits in problem solving, seif-regulation, inhibition, and means-end
thinking.

Problem solving training is one regimen falling under the CBM umbrella.
D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) conceptualised probiem-solving as both » seif-control

procedure and a learning process involving cognitive strategies. Cognitive problem
solving skills are hypothesized as general skills applicable to a variety of situations
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and consequently useful for increasing generallsation. D'Zuriila and Goldfried (1971)
identified five skills of probiem solving: (1) generation orientation, (2) problem
definition and formulation, (3) generasion of alternatives, (4) decisjon-making, and (5)
verification. Research on Interpersonsl cognitive-problem solving (ICPS) has
“identified means-end thinking as an additional skill in problem solving. Problem
solving training programs have focused on teaching some or all of these skills of
thinking.

These five skills have also been described as meta-cogaittve control functions
or executive controi functions (Flavell & Wellman, 1977; Campione & Brown, 1977).
They are hypothesised as skills regulating general cogritive functioning during the
problem solving process.

Thus, major assertions of the cognitive problem-solving model are that cognittve
processes (a) enhance self-control and thus mediate behavior and (b) generalise
across a wide range of situations. The implication of course being that mediation and
generalization are “bullt in." Preliminary evidence indicates that generalisation of
training may oucur but by no means is generalisation automatic for a cognitive
intervention program. Moreover, there have been few studies spgciﬁcally designed to
assess the characteristics of generalization under the cognitive model. Thus efficacy

for cognitive approaches to delinquency rehabilitation remains untested.

Saramary
Interest in cognitive training has grown out of dissatisfaction with results of
behavior modification approaches. Behavior modification approsches have met with

only iimited success In terms of lowering recidivism races. In turn, recidivism



Implies lack of learning or generalisation of soclal skiils to the outside community.
Researchers and clinicians are increasingly Indlicating that teaching exceptional
children kow to think is important if generalization of skills to novel contexts Is to be
expected (Borkowsk! & Cavanaugh, 1979; Deshler et al,, 1981; Meichenbavm &
Assraow, 1979). Emphasis for cognitive training 1s given to teaching seif-control and
swareness of one's own learning process (Camplone et al., 1981), skills hypothesized
33 enhancing social competence in a wide variety of sitnations. However, there is a
pauncity of systematic empirical evidence to support claims that cognitive skills

tralning generalises to overt social behavior.

Genersl Problems and Purposes of the Research

With reference to the model of Figure 1, basic research questions emerged
through speculations that a coznitive deficlency hypothesis may fulfill both conditions
postulated for reducing risk for deilnquency. Testing the hypothesis whick predicts
that social meta-cognitive deficiencies increase risk for delinquency was the

empirical focus of this research.

Accordingly, the line of investigation for testing this hypothesis proceeds first
with estabiiabing that meta-cognition is able to mediate soclally meaningfai overt
behavior. Confirming medistional capacities of cognition is a critical preliminary
step In terms of testing causal coanections within the theoretical model. This
rescarch was specifically designed to provide evidence of the mediational capacities

of social meta-cognition.

A second plece of evidence essentisl to support the hypothesis requires
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demonstrating that LD delinquents do indeed m . deficiencies In soclal meta-
cognition. Providing this data requires a seeondm study following from the
current investigation. ;I‘he present lnv;emmon did, however, indirectly document
deficiencies In meta-cognitions. By using a randomly selected untreated group of
delinquents (i.e., test-only control subjects) this study provided preliminary data

regarding soclal meta-cognition skills in sdjudicated youths.

Semmary

The present research was designed to go beyond correlational associations by
hpporting conclusions about functional relatiouships within a theoretical model.
The study was concerned with the functional relationship between thinking and
behavior (see broken iines in Figure 1). Of particular interest were a group of social
and interpersonal meta~cognitive problem-solving skills hypothisized to infiuence

social competence.

The Importancs of the Stady

This i{s an lmportant area of study for both social and scientific ressons. The
issues are of equal Importance to teachers and other applied personnel, as well as to

researchers.

The study can make a potentially significant contribution by (a) examining the
capacity of cognition in mediating bebhavior, (b) providing conclusions about
effectiveness of cognitive rehabilitation efforts with LD and NLD delinquents, (c)
discovering if LD delinquents have dlﬂerex;t:lal needs with respect to treatment during

Incarceration as compared to NLD delinquents, (d) providing Initial data with regard
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to training and assessing soclal meta~cognition in soclally ineffective populations and
(e) providing groundwork for additional cognitive training social skills research with
other sub-categories of delinquents, non-institutionalized delinquents and behavior

disordered, learning disabled youth.

Summary for Chapter 2

What support can be drawn for the hypothesis suggesting meta-cognitive
deficits increase risk for delinquency? Two types of evidence address this guestion.
First there are the training studies which, as previously noted, demonstrate hopeful
but inconclusive support for such a hypothesis because cognition appears to mediate
social adjustment. Additionally, there are the correlational studles which have
consistently identified cognitive problem solving deficits in both LD and JD
populations. Causal conclusions regarding the relationship of LD and delinquency

cannot be drawn, however, because these data are either correlational or ambiguous.

Specific Research Problems to be Studicd

The geaeral purpose of the research project is: To examine the eficacy of
cognitive training in enhancing the soctal functioning of incarcerated LD and NLD
delinquents and to document If unmmdr"éieunquents appear to manifest soclal
cognitive deficits. The solutions of the sub-problems, taken together, combine to

resolve the major purpose of the research project.
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The Sub=Problems to be Solved Are:

1. To determine the degree of generalisation of training effects across different

contexts and behavioral domains.

2. To determine whether the proposed training program is effective in enhancing
the overt social behavior of LD and N D juvenile delinquents.

3. To determine whether the proposed tralninx{promm differentially effects LD
and NLD juvenile delinquents.

Researck Hypotheses
Sub-Problem 1
1. uD treatment subjects, as ¢com to LD attention and test-only control
subjects, will show significant syperiority on both cognitive and overt behavior
measures.

2.  NLD treatment subjects, as compared to MLD attension and test-only control
subjects, will show significant superiority on both cognitive and overt behavior

measures.

Sub-problem 2

1. LD treatment subjects will perform significantly better than either LD attention

or test-only control subjects on overt dependent variabies.

2.  There will be no significant difference between LD attention and test-only

control subjects on overt dependent variables.
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3.  NLD treatment subjects will perform significantly better than either attention

or test-only control subjects or overt dependent variables.

4.  There wiil be no significant difference between non-LD attention and NT.D sest-

only control on overt dependent variables.

Sab~problem §

i.  There ia no basis on which to predict how treatment will differentially effect the

LD and NLD treatment groups.

o}
(o {
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CHAPTER 3

Methods

Sub jects - ‘

Subject Selection

All youths participating in this research project were officially designated as
presenting a serious danger to soclety and were incarcerated in a security institution.
At the request of institution school administrators, the subject pool was restricted to
the institutions' lowest achleving delinquents. This was about 50% of institutions'
high school population. Low-achieving subjects were those recelving remediai
teading and/or remedial English classes in conjunctiorn with the regular high school
curriculum. Eligibility for remedial classes required a reading achievement level at
or below the sixth grade and inability to achieve In regular English classes. Identified

LD a: well as NLD low achieving subjects participated in the remedial program.

Restricting the subject pool to low-achieving subjects was favorable for several
reasons. First it provided a large samrie from a recognizable and important sub-
population of delinquents (l.e., academically deficient). Secoadly, data describing
academically deficient youth would more appropriately generalize to *at risk®
students In public schoois: therefore, educational implications from results of the

study would be more clear. Thirdly, results using low-achleving youth would be more
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comparable to other research oh learning disabllities because most LD research does
not reliubly differentiate LD youth from & heterogeneous population of low-achievers

(Algozsine & Ysseldyke, 1981; Ysseldyke, Algossine, Shinn & McGue, 1982).

LD ldentification

Many research investigations with LD populations simply report that LD
subjects were those identitad by school district personnel or some agency. Reporting
subject selection In this manner presents two probiems. Firss, It is diffieult to
determine actual characteristics of the populations sampled In these studies. Secoad,
v is dificult to determine If identification criterla rellably relate to studencs’

presenting behaviors.

Therefore, % increase reliabllity and replicabllity, LD identification criteria
were developed empirically by modeilng the institutions’ referral and identification
process and then applying derived criteris objectively to the total sample of low-

achieving delinquents.

The rationale for using such an approach for identification stems from recent
litera*re In the area of LD identification. Ysseldyke {1983, Note 3) reviewed
research on LD identification and conciuded that accuracy in identi&catlon of LD
delinquents depends upon criterla used. Moreover, Ysseldyke and Algozzine (1979)
Investigated rellabliity and valldity of standardized assessment instruments and
concluded that most standardized Instrumente are technically Inadequate.
Additionally, Forness ev al. (1983) applied eight commonly used discrepancy formuias

to the same sample of high risk subjects and found greatly varisble results, Jepending

e
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upon the formula used, with regard to numbers of subjects identified as LD. Thus, it
is appareat that current methods for discriminating LD delinquents from low-
achieving delinquents students are not reliable. These !dentification difficulties

present serious problems for researchers working with LD subjects.

FT :
] "’ﬁy modeling the institution‘s decision making process, an ecologically valia and

\\ counsistent identification procedure was obtained (Gerber & Semmel, in press). Thus,
\h ~important assumption in modeling identification practices was that referral
varfables, such as teachers’ perceptions of subjects' teachability, are not arbitrary

and yleld s consistent picture of subjects’ responsiveness to instruction (Borko &

Cadwell; 1981).

Although increasing rigor, objectivity and consistency in LD identification is
desirable, it may limit generalization of findings when identification is very specific.
With respect to this study, external validity is increased as LD and NLD delinquents
are assumed to first represent a population of low-achievers and secondly to
represent sub-groups within that popuiation. Thus, external validity for low-

achleving maladjusted youth is logically defensible.

Identification Decision Rules

A decisien rule procedure for discriminating LD from NLD low-achieving
delinguents was developed. This was accowmplished by medeling institusional decision
making with regard to LD referrai and identification. Institutional identification had
been determined using state mandated eligibility criteria based on size of discrepancy

between measured ability and achievement. However, ultimate LD identiBeation was

o8



based upon clinical judgement of an IEP team in terms of how well the delinquent
. - T e——

functioned in the regular school program.

A three part decision rule was derived after comparing 44 subjects on
achievement, ability and teachers’ perception of teachability and need for special
education. The subjects used In the modeling process were 24 referred and identified
LD dellnquents and 20 non-referred NLD low-achieving delinquents. Appendix A
presents a short discussion of identification decision rules and th*y were how
determined. Using the derived decision rules, 92% of institution identified LD
subjects were identified as LD. That is, 22 out of 24 subjects were correctly
classified. NLD low achievers were identified by decision rules as NLD. That is, 18

out of 20 NLD subjects were correctly classified (see Table 1).

NLD identification

Subjects were classified as NLD if they did not it derive tision ruie criteria
for LD classification and were designated by the institation as eligible for the school's

remedial educstion program (achieving below grade 6 In reading).

Creating the Sabject Pool

Prior to beginning treatment, all institution identified LD delinquents as well as
iow-achieving NLD delinquents, with at least 5 months sentence time left, were
summoned to the auditorium and informed by the researcher of the opportunity to
participate in a problem solving class being offered by a local university. The

researcher read aloud the consent form {see Appendix B) and explained that two
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Table 1

Contingency Table of Agreements and Disagreements Between
Decision Ruls and Institution Identification of LD and NLD Delinquents

LD

Decision Rule
ldentified
NLD

Institution Identified
LD NLD

92% 10%

2 2

agreement disagreement

8% 90%

2 18

disagreement agreement
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different types of classes would be taught but that all classes concerned problem

solving for real-1ife situasions.

Delinquents were told that participation in the class would earn them a
certificate of completion. Delinquents were assured that there would be no penality if
they chose not to volunteer. At this initial orientation and sign-up meeting, subjects
were told that there would not be enough room for everyone to participate and that
selection would be made on s random basis. Subjects who wished to participate were
given a consent form to sign. Altogether, 188 subjects were called in and presented
with the opportunity to volunteer for the program. Approximately 19% were non-
volunteers. These non-volunteers did not appear to be systematically different from
volunteers. The primary reason given for not volunteering was not wishing to miss
vocational tralning classes or other special classes which occurred at the same time

as the problem soiving class.

Those dellnguents who signed conseat formse (N = 136) comprised the voiunteer
subject poot. From this volunteer pool, 78 delinquents (57%) were classified as NLD
and 44 delinquents (43%) were classified as LD according to prescribed decision
rules. Of the 24 volunteer subjects already identified by the institution as LD, 21
were similarly classified LD by the decision rules. The 3 institutionally identified LD
subjects who were classified as NLD according to the decision rules were assigned to
the NLD subject pool. That is, ail subjects were classified according to decision rule

-

criteria.
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Assigament to Groaps

The LD and NLD subjects were independently randomly assigned to research
groups. Before assigning delinquents to groups, an attempt was made to control for
residential Influences from the institution's nine living units. Additionally, because
treatment was very language orlented and some dependent ariables were
measurements of oral responses, an attempt was made to control for language skill az

measured by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT).

Therefore, LD and NLD volunteer delinquents (l.e., treated separately) were
subgrouped according to residential living unit and then rank ordered within their
subgroup according to a PPVT age cquivaient derived score. Dellnquents were then
randomly assigned to research conditlons while controlilng for PPVT rank and
cottage across groups.

Subjects were assigned to one of three research conditions: full treatment
group, attention control group or test-only control group. All groups experienced
some astrition during the first few weeks of tralning. Reasons for attrition were not
systematic and were essentially the same across all groups. These reasons included
transfer to another institution or confiicting program schedules. Additionally, four
participants were dropped (rom the study at the outset, two LD treatment and two

LD test only subjects, because they had been piaced on security "lockdown" status

Just prior to treatment and remained on this status during the entire program.



The Final Sample

The final research sample was 8¢ institutionalised celinquents, 34 LD and 35
NLD, from the high school population of a California youth corrections institution.
Table 2 presents demographic data for this sample. For LD subjects (a) average
chronological age was 17 1/2 years (SD = 1.15 years); (b) average language age was 11
years (SD = 3.87 years); (c) average number of behavior reports at two weeks pre
treatment was 3 (SD = 2.81); (d) average number of convictions prior to incarceration
was 2 (SD = 1.95); and (e) average length of sentence was slightly more than 2 years
(SD = 1.15 years). There were 28 females and 8 males in LD groups. There were 27

LD delinguents of minority races and 7 of the white race.

For NLD subjectt (a) average chronological age was 18 1/2 years (SD = 1.14
years); (b) aversge language age was 11 years (SD = 2.10 years); (c) average number of
behavior reports at two weeks pre treatment was 1 1/2 (SD = 1.58); (d) average
number of convictions prior to incarceration was 2 (SD = 1.99); and {e) average length
of sentence was slightly more than 2 years (SD = .98 years). There were 19 females
and 16 males in NLD groups. There were 24 NLD delinquents of minority races and
11 of the white race.

Using a MANGVA analysis, LD groups did not differ on mean chronological age,
PPVT age, race, sex or number of behavioral {ncident reports recorded during the
two weeks prior to treatment. Similarly, there were no differences between NLD

groups on these variables.
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Table 2

Meant and Standard Devistions of Demographic Data for LD and NLD Groups

Sex Race* PPVT® Age Bebavior | % of prior | length of
nm‘ tonvictions muaeod
Grenp aim f imin. ww. | M SD| M SDIM SODI|M SD |IM sD
Lesraing Disebled
Treatment 12] ¢ 8 8 4 [1337 282{17.97 0.8%}3.08 2.04
Atuntion-Control 111 10 31 0 1004 2.78]17.12 001327 348
Test-only Countral 11} 3 8 9 2 11098 43{17.61 1.80]2.38 280
1% o] M8 2 28 § 11007 3.37{17.58 1.185{32.91 3.61 {103 198 2.32 118
Nea-=Loearning Disebled”
Trestmant 4] 7 7 10 1091 1.8 1851 1.2211.57 1.¢&%
Astention-Control 121 ¢ .1 7 $ (1158 2.33)18.38 1.12i1.42 103
Test-only Control ¢ 3 ] k4 2 111,88 2.3818.4% 1.38{1.%0 .12
NL.D 35i16 19 " 11 11034 2.10{18.43 1.14]1.30 1.38 [2.1¢ 1.90 .20 0.9¢

"MANOVA fosnd no significant differences between groups

Number of subjects for minority or white

bPubody Picture Voeak slary Test: language age in years
“Number of behavior reports for 15 days prior to treatment

d5entencs length in years
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Setting

Approximately 500 youths comprised the total population of high school
students within the institution. The institution is located in Southern California and
is unlque because it houses female as well as male youthful offenders. The institution
was otherwise typical of state youth facilities, Incarcerating the most "hard core® of
sdjudicated youth. Taken together, state facilities house approximately 44% of
Callfornia’s incarcerated delinquents (Californla Almanac 1984, Note 5). Youth
placed in a state facllity, which served as the sctiing for this research, bave
committed very serious offenses, have a long history of convictions, or are considered

security risks.
Desiga

The overall design required a random assignment to treatment and control
groups. Random assignment control group designs reduce potentially significant
threats to internal valldity such as history, selectlon, maturation and statistical

regression (Campbell & Staniey, 1968).

However cognltive training research has been criticized for not adequately
controlling such unwanted sources of variance {Butler & Meichenbaum, 1981; Camp et
al,, 1977} Little & Kendall, 1379). This Investigation addressed those concerns.
Moreover, within & closed setting, such as a correctional institution, it is critical to
control for effects due to attention and/or novelty. Su;h a control was provided by
having LD and NLD attention contrcl groups receive an alternative treatment with

similar interpersonal contact and for the same length of time as the experimental
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treatment groups. The alternative treatment consisted of problem solving training in

dally living skills such as consumer math, health, geography and career education.

A posttest only control group design was used to measure cognitive dependent
variables (e.g.. self-efficacy, coguitive solution generation, self-assessment). A
posttest only design for these measures was decided upon because the disadvantages
of pretest bias, personnel time and costs outweighed any advantage of increased

sensitivity to treatment effects which a pre-post comparison might provide.

However, a pretest-posttest control group desigh was used to assess overt
behavior of social adjustment (e.g., number of behavior reports, good days credfy,
staff ratings). Pre-post comparisons were planned for these variables because
detection of overt behavior change within the institution related to cognitive
treatment required the most sensitive design and procedures possibie. In this regard
Campbeil & Stanley (1983) stated, for example, that gain score differences are more

sensitive to effects of treatment than postitest only measures.

Additionally, Reppucet & Clingempeel (1978), in their review of methodological
Issues In research with correctional populations, have suggested that effects of
trainer personallty and imstitutionai atmosphere be controiled as threats to internal
validity. Instltutional atmosphere was heid constant by drawing all subjects from onhe
Institution and by having treatment and control groups begin and end at the same
time. Consequently, pre and posttesting took place within the same time frame for
all subjects. Moreover, further threats to internal valldity from sources of
experimenter bias were reduced by disqualifying the researcher as tralner. Trainer

personality was held constant by-tfiving the same teacher-trainer for LD treatment
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and attention control groups and the same teacher-trainer for NLD treatment and

attention control groups.

Thus the design of this research reflected relevant methodological criticisms
published over the last five years and includes provisions intended to correct

methodological inadequacies of previous work.
Massuremant of Dependent Variables

Coneeptual Framework

Cone (1878) proposed a conceptual framework and taxonomy for assessing
behavior. The behavior assessment grid identifies three main dimensions: channels
(motor, cognitive, physiologic), methods (indirect-interview, seif report, ratings by
others, direct roie play, naturalistic free behavior, self observation) and untverse of
generalization (scores, ltems, setiings, methods, coutexts, time). The dependent
variable measures of this investigation were constructed to represent the framework

of Cone's assessment grid.

One purpose of this Investigation was to assess the degree of generalization of
training. Therefore, Cone's assessment grid was used to conceptualize a spectrum of
dependent variables each more distint from the training. For example, two channels
of behavior, cognitive and social, were assessed. Several methods of measurement
such as self-report, interview, ratings by otheru and naturalistic observation were
used. Lastly, taken together the measures represented a continuum of generality

from training tasi, context and response domain.

67
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Cognitive measures of soclal adjustment included meta-awareness of relevant
© soctal variables, perceptions of self-effcacy, cognitive prodlem solving skills of
solution generation and social meta-seif-assessment of social competence. Overt
behovior measures of social adjustinent included number of behavior reports, amount
of good days credit, phase promotions and staff ratings of treatment goal prograss,
These measures of dependent varisbles are discussed in the following sub-sections
beginning with the most proximal generalization measure to the moss distal. Figure 8

iliustrates dependent variables construed in a generalisation continuum.

’

Blind Evaluations

Students were not aware that the project was a research study. They did not
know that they would be tested on cognitive variables at termination of treatment.
Treatmeat and attention control subjects all thought they were participating in a
problem solving thinking class. Test-only subjects thought they were on a walting list
for a thinking skills class. All subjects were informed of the purpose of the probiem

solving class after the study was completed.

In terms of overt behavior measures, staff members did not know that behavior
report, phase standings, good days or treatment goal ratings would be used as
research measures; therefore, integrity of these measures was protected. Similarly,
delinquents did not know that they would be evaluated or that behavior reports or

case conference reports were going to be used to measure their behavior.

Moreaver, staff raters performed behavior ratings independently of each other

and were blind as to which group the delinquent being rated belonged. Staff members
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were told not to inform delinquents that they were being rated and to keep rating

protocols confidential and secure.

Cognitive Maasures

Social meta-awaerences measures. Social meta-awareness was assessed for
several reasons. First, it Is a sallent piece of evidence for inferring that meta-
cognition mediates overt social adjustment. That is, demonstrating that both meta-
awareness and overt soclal behavior lmprove as a consequence of teaining allows the
inference that meva-cognition mediates overt behavior. Secondly, meta-awareness
was assessed because it was closely aligned to the training curriculum, consequently
representing a more “near® cognitive generalization than the API problem solving
inventory or seif-efficacy scale in terms of training context, task and response
domain. Some generalization for meta-awareness was required, however, since the
lnterviewer and interview environment were different from training rooms and one
week had passed since training. Additionally, interviewers made no mention of the
training class and "played dumb® if any subject mentioned the tralning class. The
third reason for measuring meta-awareness is that many investigators, such as Butler
and Melchenbavm (1981), Melchenbaum (1981) and Flavell (1679), have spoken of the
potential relevancy of meta-cognition to soclal adjustment. Moreover, it was
postulated that dellnquents manifest meta-cognitive deficiencies. By assessing the

test-only control groups' meta-cognitive skills. it was possible to test this hypothesis.

One week after treatment had terminated, all delinquents were individually

Interviewed. Several aduits, posing ag staff from a central corrections office In

Lol
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Sacramento, informed students they were conducting surveys on student oplalons
regarding social problem solving. Delingients were also toid that their names would
not be taken and all opinions would be kept confidential becaus: “the department*®
was not Interested in specific delinquent opinions but rather a survey of all student
opinions. Subjects were aiso informed that there were no “right® answers to

questions. All subjects agreed to be interviewed.

All subject responses were tape recorded. Interviewers were special education
doctoral students. Interviewers were trained for two hours in how to establish
rapport, how to maintaln security, how to present the task, how to prompt aand how to

operate recording equipment.

Delinquents were asked three guestions one at s time.

Question 1: "If you were having a problem with another person or otaer peonie and
you wanted to solve that problem in the best way, what information or facts
would you want to find out ahout yourself in order to solve the problem in tne
best way*"

Question £: "What information or facts would you want to find out about or know
about the other person or peopie to solve the problem In the best wey*"

Question §: “What information or facts about the situwation !n general wot'd you
want to know or find out about to soive the problem in the best way?"

Prompting was done in a standard fashion. If the dellnquent dld not respond or
appeared confused about the question, the interviewer repeated the question using a
visual cue. The visual cue was created by having the interviewer draw two small
circles on a plere of paper while telling the delinquent that one circle represented

them and one circle represented the person they were having a proviem with. Then.
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while polnting to the appropriate circle, the interviewer would repeat the quesiion.
Almost every delinquent required a visual prompt. After being given a visual prompt
all dellnquents were able to understand the question and respoud. After snswering
the question once, each subject was asked ouce more If there was anything else they
should be aware of or know about. At tais repeat of the question, the visual! cue was
presented to those subjects who had not yst been visually prompted. The interviewer

went on to the next question when the subject Indicated they had no more to say.

Scering was accomplished by having one rater listen to taped sabject
responses. Using & protocol which lisucd cognitive meta-awareness variables, the
rater simpty checked off when a variable was mentioned by the delinquent (see Tables
4 and 5 for variabies). Each delinquent's meta score was total number of variables

mentioned.

Inter—rater reliabslity was calculated by randomiy selecting 25% of subjects
and having another rater listen to and mark protocols. An agresment was tabulated
each tlme the twe raters scored a respouse in the same way (i.e., In the same
category). Thus inter-rater agreement was computed by dividing the number of
agreements between the first and secoad rater by the total number of scored

responses indicated by the Arst rater.

Adolescent Problem Inventory (API). Wixen assessed cognitive skills are
simllar to craining tasks, generalization Is not far from training. Because skills
similar wo training are assessed on the AF) tasks, this measure is closer to training
tasks and domain than is the seif-efficacy measure. However, for examining degree of

generalization. the API Is apprupriate because probiem episodes on the AP! are not
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similar to problem episodes used during the training, thus some degree of
generalization is required. The API episodes have to do with typical problems
occurring In the community or on the “streets® (see Appendix D) while the training
curriculum eplsodes were specifically restricted to typical problems occurring within
the Institution. During tralniag sessions, in order to assure that performance on the
APl required some degree of generalization of the tralney skills, no reference was
made to “outslde® problems. Teachers did not permit subjects to discuss “cutside®

problems.

The API Is 3 44 item cognitive problem solving measure assessing quality of
generated solutions to hypothetical problems. The Inventory was empirically
developed to reflect the probiems which delinquents have the most difficulty in
handiing effectively. The API has shown both concurrent and discriminant validity
(Freedman et al., 1978). In one study tne AP discriminated between institutionalized
delinquents and twe non-delinquent populations (good citizens and leaders). A second
study discriminated between two subgroups of institutionalized delinquents; males
with acting out problems were judged to respond less skilifuily than males who had
few actlng out probiems. The API is reported to be rellable, to lack any strong,
coherent or Interpretable ltem structure and to be an unusually strong predictor of
group membership.

Furthermore, the API provides relevant social problem episodes (Freedman rt
al., 1978 Soclal problem episodes represented on the AP! were culled from
experiences of a large pumber of delinquents. Relevancy of problem situations is an

important criteria according to D'Zrrilla and Goldfried's (1969) “behavior analytic
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model* which suggests Identifying test stimuli which are relevant to sctual

experjences of the subject.

Butler and Meichenbaum have strongly urged that the issue of typical
performance be kept clearly in mind when deciding upon test format. These
researchers concluded that ability performance is dependent upon the degree of
problem solving "set" created by the structure and procedures of the test
administration. In turn problem solving set is maximized when the problem solver is

clearly aware that solutions which would solve the problem are being requested,

Similarly, Hopper (1878) has spoken of limst testing vs. spomtoneouvs
performance when assessing alternative thinking. Limit testing, asking subjects to
generate as many solutions as possible, was significantly related to social competence
as measured by teacher rating and peer nomlnation. Conversely, spon:aneous
performance, asking subjects for ome solution, was not related to adjustment.
Therefore, ability testing and limit testing procedures were foliowed in administering
the APL

Moreover, researchers have found both gquantity (Spivack & Shure, 1976) and
quality (Camp et al., 1977; Hopper, 1978) of generated solutions to be related to soctal

adjustment. Therefore, both quality and quantity of responses were evaluated.

During the first and second week after treatment was terminated, the APl was
individually administered o all delinquents. Test procedures were standardized and
followed guidelines in the APl manual. Interviewers were trained for three ho;xrs on
how to establish rapport, how to maintain security, how to administer the test and

how to operate equipment.
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All delinquent responses were tape recorded. Dellnquents were informed that a
survey was being taken on how delinquents solved problems and that their responses
would remain confidential. Delinquents were also told that there was no “right"
answer or "right" solution to the problems. All subjects agree to participate in the

interview.

Subjects were read nine hypothetical problem episodes one at a time. After
hearing each problem episode, tae delinquents were asked "Tell me in your exact
words what you would do or say now to solve this problem.* After giving a solution,
the subject was asked "is there anything else you could de or say to soive this
probiem?" In order to avoid Influsncing the quality of delinquent's solutions, the
interviewer remarked "good, you thought of something else® each time the student
presented a solution. The interviewer continued to ask delinquents for additional
solutions untll each deiinquent indicated twice that they couldn't think of any more

solutions. Then the interviewer went on to the next problem episode.

Scoring for quantity was accomplished by counting the number of soiutions
each subject generated per episode and taking an average quantity over all episodes.
Scoring for quality was accomplished by using the criterion referenced raters manual
which gave a 5-point Likert-type scale with example answers for each level of quality.
One trained rater blind to sabject groups did all ratings for all deiinquent ‘solutions.
The rater was given a packet of typed delinquent responses, for each problem

episode. The delinquent’s responses were randomly ordered, across all subjects.

Inter~rater reliability was calculated by randomly selecting 25% of the

subjects and having a second tralned rater independentiy rate quality of responses
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according to the manuai. Agreement was caiculated by counting anmber of
agreements between raters for competent and incompetent guality ratings on each

solution divided between total numbers of overall solutions,

Self-efficacy. Perceived self-eficacy is concerned with seif-evaluations of
one's capability to perform glven activities. Assessment of self-effcacy was
determine to be relevant because the streagth, magnitude znd generality of behavior
change has been found to be influenced by seif efficacy (Bandurs & Adams, 1977;
Bandura et al.; 1977). Bandura (1977) and Schunk (1981) both found that self eficacy
accounted for most of the variance in predicting futuore performance. Percelved self
efficacy has been proposed as the cognitive mechanism underlying all behavior change
(Bandura; 1977; 1978).

Moreover, self-eflicacy is postulated to have motivating effecta by Infiuencing an
individual’s effort expenditure and persistence in the face of dificuity. Examining
trainings’ effectiveness in enhancing seif-effcacy was important because predicting
future performance, effort and persistence are Iimportant constructs in the
interpersonal domain. Furtherwmore, Allen et al. (1978) found that cognitive problem
solving training enhanced self-efficacy in preadolescent students. Butler and
Meichenbaum (1981) have strongly urged that self eficacy be examined as a

dependent variabie in interpersonal cognitive probiem solving.

Although seif-efficacy {s an affective/cognitive behavior, It is essentially
unreiated %o skilis practiced {n cognislve tralmiag. Moreover, because seif-efficacy
problems “sere different from problems practiced in training, any influence training

may have had on seif-efficacy was considered a “far” generalization withia the
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cognitive domain.

During the last training session, trainers administered a seif-efficacy test to
treatinent and attention control groups. LD and NLD test-only subjects were tested
In two groups the following day. Self-efficacy was assessed following procedures
outlined by Bandura (1977), Schunk (1981) and Keyser and Barling (1981). Each
trainer read aloud 9 problem situations from the AP! test manual. For each problem
episode, subjects were asked to judge their capability to solve the problem well. The
trainers asked subjects, *How sure do you feel you could solve the problem without
making matters worse?™. Subjects marked a Likert-type scale for each episode. The
scale was divided into segments ranging from 0 to 100 with verbal descriptors

occurring at the 10th, 40th, 70th and 100th position (see Appendix D).

Scoring was accomplished by calculating an average self-efficacy score for each

subject over all 15 epl:odes. Seif-efficacy for each episode was aiso calculated.

Overt Behavior Adjustment Measures

Subject self-ratings. One week after training was serminated, treatment and
attention control groups were asked to complete anonymous questionnaires about
heipfulness of the class and about their own social behavior. Dellnquents were told
that ratings would help trainers make the class better for the future and that honest
opinlons were very much wanted. Tralners read aloud rating questions while the
subjects marked a 7-point Likert scale (see Table 18, Chapter 4). Scoring was

calculated for each group by finding the average rating for each question.

Behavior rating scale. With regard to a cognitive training program, behavior
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ratings of overt social behavior are one method of measuring generalization of trained
skills to different contexts and response domains. However, because behavior ratings
are indirect and measure perception of behavior rather than actuai behavior, there is
always the danger of me;.sm'in: perceptions of the rater more than characteristics of
the one being rated. Thus evidence for generalization or mediation of behavior is not
as strong with behavior rating data as with measures of actual behavior.
Correspondence between staff ratings and actual student bebavior can be caleulated
post hoc and Interpretation of data made accordingly. Nevertheless, behavior ratings
are accepted measurement tools in social science research and have a .egitimate role

if' us~d as one of multipie measures of behavior.

The Devereaux Adolescent Rating Scale (1069) was used to measure social
adJustment. The scale is designed to profile 12 problem factors (see Appendix D).
Jesness (1978), in Buro's Personality Tests, reported that the scales’ reifabllity,

valldity and inter-rater agreement are quite adequate.

During the week prior to training and during the week following training, each
delinquent was rated by two residential unit staff. Staff raters were selected by Iiving
unit director on the basis of their familiarity with students and their general abiiity
to perform a rating task. For each unit, one of the two raters was a “senlor® staff

member and oge rater was a "junlor" staff member.

A compoette score was calcuisted by taking the average of the two raters’
scores on each rated item. Thus each subject had a composite score for each of the
12 factor items. Two of the living units, involving about 12 delinjuents in the study,

had only one rater because the oiher rater had either transferred or been
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hospitalized at post test.

Meaaures of overt social behavior. Overt soclal bzhavior s very far removed
from the training task, context and response domain and thus implies maximum
geueralization of training skills. Changes in overt soclal adjustment, sttributable to
the treatment, supply strong evidence for mediational capacities of cognition.
Routine recording of actual behavior represents a very conarete and objective method
of assessing actual behavior, albelt human subjectivity can never be removed from
any measurement of social behavior. Thus, to assess degree of generalization of
trained skills, institutional recordings of actual behavior appeared to be the clearest
method for measuring behavior far removed from training task. context and response

domain.

Instivutional procedures provided several naturalistic evaluations. Number of
behavior incident reports recorded for each delinquent, monthly achievement for
each student on their institutional phase level, increase in good days credit (e.g., time
deducted from commitment sentence) and staff rated progress toward institution
desighated treatment goals were selected as overt dependent variable measures. All
of these measures involved routine institutional procedures and thus have a great deal
of ecological validity with regard to social functioning. Furthermore, because
bebavior reports and phase level each measured student functioning across a variety
of institutional environments and activities and because both measures were derived
from Judgements of a varlety of staff of staff, the probabliity of measuring

meaningful soclai change was good.

All dellnquents participated in the lustisution's phase prograsm. Phase level was
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determined each month at individugl case conferences. Delinquent privileges and
degree of freedom within the Institution were determired by what phase level the
delinquent had earned. Phase level was a composite rating of each delinquent's
progress toward treatment goals, behavior on the living unit, attitude toward peers
and authority, degree of participation in Institutional programs and school grades.
The ratings were done by the youth counselor, senjor stz member and parole officer

and were averaged to arrive at the pointr which determined the phase leve! earned.

Behavior reports were made by all institutional staff members (l.e., teachers,
security guards, living unit personnel and administrators). Behavior reporis were
made regarding rule infractions and such acts as refusai to follow staff Instructions.
acts of physical or extreme verbal aggression and possession of contraband. These
Incidents were recorded on a dally basis and deiinquents were permitted to appeal

each report. Reports dismissed on appeal were not counted in this iavestigation.
Procedures

Trainers

Prior to beginning the research project, each teacher-crainer had 25 hours of
Instruction and practice with lesson plans. materials and techniques developed by the
researcher. Following thjs inservice training, and one month before the study was to
begin, both teachers taught the complete curriculum with a pilot group of delinquents
from the same institution who did not partieipate {n the study. One teacher worked
exclusively with LD treatment and attention control groups; a second teacher worked

exclusively with NLD treatment and attention control groups.
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The Training Clascs

Each tralning class was integrated into the institution's normal school program.
Delinquents in both treatment and attention control groups met separately three
times a week as part of their high school curriculum. Subject participants were
excused from their high school classes and came to ei:hgr the treatment or attention
countrol problem solving class on a reguler schedule. Trainers were called teachers

and all school rules applied during the training project.

Curriculum Training Components

The treatment program was dlvided into three components: verbal self-
tnatruction (VSI), social meta~cognition (META) and problem solving processes
(PSP). The training schedule for treatment consisted of 22 one and a haif hour
sessions over a 7 week period. Approximate treatment breakdown was planned to
consist of 3 sessions for VSI, 9 sessions for META and 10 sessions for PSP (see

Appendix E}.

In order to maximite generalization of training, Meichenbaum (1979), Stokes
and Baer (1977) and Meichenbsum and Asarnow (1979) suggested the following
principles: (1) trainers should explicitly tell subjects the value of skills being taught
and how to use skills outside of trainiz, sessions, (2) trainers should remind subjects
to use skills taught and discuss briefly at each session the subject's application of
skills outside of the tralning context, and (3) training problems should be similar to
problems outside of the tralning sessions. These recommendations comprised the

general framework for designing and conducting tralning. Moreover, the researcher
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monltored all sessions to assure that the lesson plans were being followed as

specified. Appendix F presents a sample lesson plan and posters.

In general, training activities consisted of tralner and subjects resding aloud
and following lesson plans distributed to each delinquent. Each lesson was organized
around large cartoon-like posters, which served “to focus discussion and attention.
Lesson pians presented an orderly sequence of cognitive thinking skills or concepts,
provided groups with questions for discussion as well as activities for drill, review

and practice.

Social problem scenarios or episodes were also presented daily and del'nquents
practiced applying newly iearned skills to simulated problem. The problem scenarios
were generated by institution staft and del'nquent college level students prior to the
beginning of the project and thus represented relevant and recognizable probiem
sitaatlons. Group activitles consisted of the following general sequence: (a) reading
the lessoﬁ plans outloud, (b) discussing concept quastions, (¢) sharing experiences in
applyling the skills, {d) drill of steps and procedures, (e) participant modeling, and (f)

self grading of how-well one was applying the skills iearned.

Verbal self tnatruction (VSI). This treatment component taught delinquei.ts
to covertly cue themselves to stop and think before responding in a social “risk"
situation where Impulalve responding might cause harm, danger or illega! behavior.
The V. SI component provided delinquents with a method for obtaining initlal impuise
control. Instruction Included review and reminders about situations requiring
impulse concrol, discussion, modeling, drill cn use of covert cuzs, and covert practice

ob simulaced problems read aloud by teachers. Each delinquent created thefr own
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covert cue, such as "hold 1t* or "walt up", and wrote 1t In & notcbook. During each
sesslon deilnquents orally evaluated how well they were controliing first {mpunlises in

problematic situations around the institution.

Soctal meta~cognition (META4). This treatment component taught
dellaquents what to think about. META provided the delinquents with methods for
locating and labellnr sallent features of interpersonal prob'e:n situstions Sallent

*arures of the interpersonal problem situation consist of both “seif” and “othesr"
“ties. Finally, subjects were taught how to evaluate the usefulness of avallable

Information as a means of assessing problem Jifficuity.

Dellnquents were specificaly taught to asscs: “self* variables by asking the
following ques::ons. De.inquents were aiso taught to "reaa® or identify the relevant

cues which provide auswers to the following questions.

a.  What's my emotional level® Is my anger under control”
4. Do i ieel confident in handling this sicuation?

€. What did I do In the past to soive this kind of probiem? Did it work®

i3

How good am 1 with this kind of problem?

e ‘low hard will [ work for a good solution?

r. Is this problem important to me? Should I Just forget 1t?
€. What do I want in this situation? What's my goal?

h.  Am | wllling to modify what I want® Will I compromise?

- -~

What's my status in this situation® ‘What's my role or power?
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The dellnquents were also taught to read cues to provide answers to the

following question periaining to relevant "other® variables within the socisl problemn.

How many people are involved?

What's the emotional level of the other(s)® Are they rational® Do I need to
iave them alone for the moment?

What does the other think is the problem? What's their polnt of view*
How does the other feel? What emotions are they feellng®

Does the other care about solving the problem?

What does the other wanr out of the situation? What's thoir goal?

Is thelr goal similar to or different from my goal?

Would they be willing to compromise?

What an I to them® How do they feel about me 85 a person?

Taken together, these skills comprised the delinquent's META knowledge.

Problem solving process (PSP). This treatment component taught the

dellnquents how to think. Delinquents were taught s general strategy for effectively

using social meta-cognitive information gathered by identification and assessment of

sitvational information. Specifically they were taught to to select or create adaptive

solutionrs to perceived problems. Delinquents were taught not only te produce

adaptive responses {l.e., salutions) hut also to use meta-knowledge to monitor and

evaluate the [feedback recefved after colutions are implemented. The PSP

component had 8 steps:
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State the problem: Using the salient meta information, accurately identify the
conflict, remember long-terta life goals and specify short term goals which do

not hurt the long term goals.

Make plans: Generate as many solutions as possible which fuifill your own and

others short term goals, but which do not hurt your long term goals.

Pick the best: For each potentlal solutlon, predict who will be affected by the
action and who will react to the action. Consider pros and cons for yoursel! and
other people lnvolved. Pick the best solution In terms of trade-offs of pros and

cons.

Be prepared: Anticipate opportunities and oostacles associated with the chosen
solution and plan how to solve them. Specify the step by step process needed to

4
implement the soiution. Select a back-up solution in case of problems.

Take action: Execute as planned. Don't give up !n the face of rldlcule or

frustration.

Check it out: Evaluate reactions to your solution by assessing the meta-
variabies for any changes. Decide If the goal is satisfactorily met. If the goal s

not met, try the back-up or go back to step 2.

Control Groups

Attemtion contrsl group. LD and NLD attention control groups met on ihe

same days as their treatment grcup counterparts. Attention control groups met for

the came amount of time as treatment groups. The purpose of attention control

groups was to rule out effects due 0 novelty, contact with “outside® aduits and



69

speclal group membership. Therefore, these groups were provided with an
Interesting and relevant problem solving curriculum focused on solving general living
skill tasks, including career awareness, job Ianterviewing, political perspectives,
consumer education and money management, geography and msp reading, reading
compi ehension, law related education, and drivers education. Specific activities for
LD attentlon control group were modifications of the NLD activities becaunse LD
delinquents required somewhat more structured activitles than their NLD
counterparts. However, both groups were glven the same general kinds of tasks and

content.

Test—only control group. After randomly assigning groups, test-only subjects
were informed that there had not been enough room for them In the class. They were
also told that the institutlon itself might ~onduct futire classes and that they would
be aliowed %0 take the class at that time. Indeed, three months after the project
terminated, some of the Institution’s school teachers were trained to conduct the

treatinent class and the high school instituted two problem solving classes.

Research per onnel never interacted with test-only coniral subjects during the
treatment phase. After treatment terminated, test-only control subjects were tested

and interviewed in the same manner 28 treatment and attention control subjects.

Maintaining Subject Participation

Subjlect attendance was encouraged by providing c¢>ffee and donuts cuce each
week and by making certificate of completion contingent upoh no more than one

absence without make-up. In order to assure equal attention, both attentiod control
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and treatment subjects, whet absent {rom a session, were given make-up sessions st
thelr residential unit. Trainers or the researcher would give make-up lessons. Nobe
of the dellnquents were absent more than 4 times and make-up lessons were always
given. Average absences before make-ups were: LD treatment (M = .58, SD = 1.08);
NLD treatment (M = 1.75, SD = 1.56); LD attention control (M = 2.09, SD = 1.78); and

NLD actention control (M = 1.0, SD = 1.04).
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CHAPTER 4

Results

Analysis By Group

Research purposes attempting to Identlfy specific generalization effects
required separate analysis for each variable. Moreover, there was not empirical or
theoretical evidence for relating various dependent variabies in a linear combination.
Therefore, these research concerns prevented organizing data into an overall mul-
tivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). Instead each dependent variable was indl-
vidually analyzed using ANOVA procedures with considerations for Type I error made

within each dependent variabie analysis.

Analysis By Individual Subject

In testing for main effects, analyses of group means using ANOVA procedures
were augmented with procedures examining individual sabjects. That is, calculating
and comparing proportions of individual subjects within each group who showed
specifically defined behaviors. Thus, ANOVA procedures analyzes scores while indi-
vidual subject procedures analyzes proportions of subjects. There were several rea-
sons for examining treatment effects at the individual level. First, measuring effects

at the individual subject level had practical significance for Inferences about training
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with regard to measuring If Individual subjects actually changed ln some meaningful
way. Second, these data were more interpretable by examining individual subjeet
performance given the high variance between and within groups on dependent meas-
ures. Third, small sample size permitted individual outlying scores to wash out
differences between groups. Finally, individual subject analysis uniquely addressed
lmportant questions such as: "How Liany subjects in each group improved?® or "How
many subjects in each group scored above or below 2 specific point?* Therefore, on
most of the dependent measures, both groud comparisons and individual subject com-

parisons were made.

Multiple Regresiion Analysis

A multiple regression analysis was used to extend this investigation's concern
with generalization by examining generalizability of effects to the population. In sup-
port of this approach, Shapiro (1984) polnted out how regression can be used to
answer questions about exteraal valldity. Appendix G presents a note on regression

analysis and its use ir examining external validity and theoretical speculations.

Separsts Analysis for LD/NLD

LD and NLD groups were analyzed separately because trainer pe:lsonal!ty and
treatment group peer influences could not be held constant between these groups dur-
ing tvraining. Moreover, design and subject selection procedurss purposely
differentiated these groups on abillty characteristics; therefore, direct comparisons

were Inappropriate beczuse 1t was untenable to assume that these groups had equal
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means on dependent variables prior to treatment.

Attrition

The total namber of cases in each group varied slightly from analysis to analysis
because of occasional missing data not avallsble within the instituticn and because it
was not possibie to posttest two sabjects on one of the dependent vartables. However,
no single subject was mirsing data on all dependent variable measures. Therefore, all
subjerts from each group were included In most analyses. In fact, on cognitive vari-
ables, no more than one subject for any group was missing. In these cases, subjects
were not posttested because they were ill or scheduled for parole board appointments
or off grounds when testing was conducted. With regard to overt behavior measures,
no more than two subjects for any group were missing. In these cases, data was miss-
ing from Institutional files efther because subjects had transferred from one living
unit to another or files had been misplaced. Missing cascs for each dependent vari-
able were randomly distributed among all groups and in equal proportion ia all
groups. Appendix H presents pumber of missing cases by group for each dependent

variabie measure.

Dependent Variahies

Presentatlon of results ls organized in terms of sub-problems and hypotheses.
Dependent variables for each hypothesis are presented in order of expected degree of
generalization from tralning -~ from the most proximal to the most distal from train-

ing. Figure 3 deplcts this continunm of generslization of dependent variables.
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Sub-problem 1

To determine the degree of generalization effects across different contexts and

behavioral domalns.

Hypothesis

LD and NLD treatment groups, as compared to their atientlon and test-only
control groups, will show significant effects on both cognitive and overt behavior

measures.

Sotial Meta~Awarsnes

Each subject's meta-awareness score represented the guantity of meta variables
{dentified as lmportant to problem solving. Meta-cognition (meta-sel’ and meta-
other} was analyzed using 2 two-factor analysis of variance procedure with repeated
mesasures within subjects on one factor. Levels on the repested measure factor were
meta-self and meta~other. Levels on the between factor were treatment, attentlon
control and test-only groups. Tabie 3 presents LD and NLD meta-awareness means

and standard deviations.

Analysts of vartance. Results Tor LD delinquents showed st.a!;ist;i‘cally
significant differences between LD treatment, attention and test-only groups {F(2,29)
= 43.44, p < .00001) in quantity of meta-awareness variables identified. Additionally,
statistically significant differences were found on the reneated measure (F(1,29) =
13.02, p < .0011) with meta-other variables identified more frequently than meta-self

variables. There was no significant interaction effect between group and level of
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Table 3

Means and Standard Deviations on Quantity of Meta«Cognitive
Variables Identified as Important to Social Problem-Solving

Meta-Cognitive Variabies
Seir® Other ®
Lsarning Disabled
Treatment
n 11 11
M 2.727 3.909
SD 1.489 1.640
Attention Control
B 11 11
M J82 838
SDh 4038 503
Test-only Controi
n 10 10
M 100 <500
SD 316 407
Non-Learning Disabled
Treatment
R 14 14
M 1.071 4.214
SD 829 1.188
Atteation Control
B 12 12
M <333 1.583
SD 482 1183
Test-Onty Control
B ’ 9 9
M 111 868
SD 333 500

;LD > coatrols <.000; NLD > controls <.000
LD > controis <.000; NLD > tontrols <.008.
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meta-awareness. Post hoc pair-wise t-tests between groups were performed for each
repeated factor. This post hoc analysis indicated LD treatment identified more
meta-other and meta-self variables than either attention (“(29) = 7.09, p < .00001;
t(29) = 6.47, p < .00001) or test-only “(29) z 7.21, p < .00001; t(zs) =z 6.51, p <
.00001) groups. There were no statistically significant differences between LD con-

trol groups on total meta-awareness variables identified.

Results for NLD subjects were similar. Statistically significant differences in
quantity of meta-awareness variables identified were found berween NLD treatment,
attention and test-only groups and on the repeated measure, (#(2,32) = 44.50, p <
.00001; F(1,82) = 61.16. p < .00001, respectively) with meta-other variables again
identified more frequently than meta-self variables. A significant interaction effect
was found between group and meta-awareness, (/(2,32) = 14.21, p < .00001). The
interaction effect showed that NLD ireatment delinquents identified relatively more

"other" variables than "self® variables in relation to control groups.

Post hoc t-tests indicated NLD treatment group identified more meta-other and
meta-sell variables than efther attention (t(32) = 8.37, p < .00001; ‘(32) =3.00, p <
.0051) or test-only (t(32) = 7.91, p < .0000}; t(32 = 3.80, p < .0011) groups. There
were no significant differences between NLD control groups on total meta-self or

meta-other variables identified.

Multiple regresston analysts. A multipie regression analysis was performed to
determine proportional contribution of treatment to the explained variance in meta-
awareness. Thus, this analysis provided dats for examining external valldity and

determining if treatment was able 1o expiain meta-awareness over and beyond
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influences of other variables {see Appendix G). For regreasion analysir purposes,
meta-awareness was a summed composite of meta-self and meta-other scores. Treat-
ment was entered last into the regression equation. A step-wise procedure permitted

the relative effect of treatment compared to sex, race and PPVT age,

For LD delinquents, treatment contributed 65% of the explained variance in
meta~awareness “(31) = -§.74, p < .000). Table 4 presents proportion of variance
accounted for by other variables. The total variance explained by all four variabies
was 81% (F'(4,27) = 20.54, p < .00001). LD treatment group continued to contribute
65% of the explained variance in meta-cognition even when relative to sex, race,
PPVT age, number of prior convictions, severity of committing offense and gang
afiilation “(27) = -0.07, p < .0001). These seven variables explained 84% of the total

variance in LD meta-awarepess (F(7,20) = 15.09, p < .00001).

For NLD subjects, treatment contributed 81% of the explained variance in
meta-awareness when entered last in the equation after sex, race and PPVT age
(t(34), g < .0001). Table 4 presents proportion of variance accounted for by these
other variables. Approximately 72% of the total variance was accounted for by all 4
variables {F(4,30) = 19.85, p < .000). Treatment contributed 58% of the explained
variance for the NLD treatmenc group beyond effects of sex, race, PPVT age, cumber
ol prior convictions, severity of offense and gang affiliation “(23)* ?< .0001). These
seven varishles explained 79% of the total vartence in NLD mets-awareness ({721}

= 11.25, p < .00001).

Descriptive analysss. Tables 5 ana 8 present a descriptive analysis of the kind

of mets-awareness variables identified by LD and NLD subjects as well as the propor-
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Table 4

Proportion of Delinquents Identifying Meta~Other Variables

Varlable Group
Treatment | Attention-Control | Test-Only Control
Meta Other LD NLD | LD NLD LD NLD

r=12 n=14 |n=11 n=12 n=11 n=8
Complexity of problem - .38 0 A7 L0 ]
Social context 27 S0 0 - 0 0
Emotional level 45 ST 27 33 A7 -
Cognitive perspective 45 64 | 27 .67 A7 25
Affective perspective 38 71 0 - - .25
Motivation level 35 29 - - - -
Desires oals .36 S0 0 0 0 0
Goal . v arison S5 14 0 0 G 0
Willing. - to compromise| .73 50 0 - 0 0
Relationship to other .18 38 0 - 0 0

Note. A das™ (-} Indicates that one delinquent identified the variabtle. A zero (0)

Indicates that no dellnquents identified the variable.
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Table §

Proportion of Delinquents Identifying Meta~Self Variables

Variabie Group
Treatment | Attention Cont'sl | Test-Only Control

Meta-Self LD NLO | LD NLD LD NLD

n=12 n=l4 {n=1} a=12 h=11 n=8
Emotional level 585 36 18 A7 - 0
Self confidence - 0 0 0 -
Experience 36 - 0 0 0 0
Kind of past solutions 18 0 0 0 0 0
Success of past solutions 0 0 ] 0 0 0
Motivation level .45 .38 0 0 0 0
Expertise with problem .18 0 0 0 0 0
Desired goals .55 .29 0 0 0 0
Willingnes« to compromise | - - 0 0 0 0
Role status 21 0 0 0 0 0

PR S p—

Note. A dash (-) Indicates that one delinquent identified the variable. A zero (0)
indicates tl.at no delinquerts identified the variable.
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Table 6

Proportion of Variance Accoun. r in Meta-Awarensss
with Trestment, Demographic and .. ional History Variable:

Regression Variable Contribution to R2
LD NLD
P n=34 n=35
1
L ]
sex 040 018
race 018 .008
PPVT ~ 018, .000,,
treatment 853 812
W—ww
IIb
*®
sex 045 000
race 008 014
PPVT .008 002
severity of offense .003 001
g of prior convictions 002, 025
gang affillation .088,, 000, ,
treatment 854 ST

Note. 2Tremnent variable entered last in regressionQeqnatlons. The contribution to
R“ tor each variable is the amount by which R“ would be reduced If that vari-
able were removed from the regression equation.

2 Regression equation had 4 variables
b Regression equation hed 7 variabies
’ p<.0% ) on indlvidual t-tests

u1:<.001 } on individual t-tests
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tion of subjects in each group who identified that variable. Inter-rater agreement (as
reported fn Chapter 8 under scorirg of API) for kind of meta-other variables
identified was .90 for LD and .95 for NLD groups and for kind of meta-sell’ variables

jacntified .98 for both LD and NLD groups.

Quaniity of Solutions: Adolescent Problem inventory (API)

Delinquents had been asked to generate as many solutions as they could to nine
hypothetical social problems. Quantity of solutions over all nine problems was
summed for each delinquent to derive a total-soiution score. Table 7 presents means

and standard deviations of LD and NLD groups on total-solution scores.

Analysis of vaeriance. To determine whether treatment subjects generated
more solutions, or che average, over all problems than were generated by coantrol sub-
jects, group means were compared on total-solution scores using a one-way analysis
of varfance procedure. For LD subjects, results of an ANOVA yleided no statistically
significant differences among treatment, attention, and test-only groups on number of
solutions generated (F'{2,32) = 244, p < .78). For NLD subjects, the ANOVA showed
that treatment students generated more solutions than attention or test-only groups,
a difference which was statistically significant at the .11 level (F(2,32) = 2.38). Post
hoc individual, one-tailed t-tests indicated NLD treatment subjects generated more
solntions than attention (t(wl = 148, p < .075) ard test-only (t(32) = 2,07, p < .025)
groups.

Analysss by individual subject. Although NLD group averages were simlilar,

analysis by indlvidual subject would show if proportionally more treatment subjects,

38



82
Table 7

Moeans and Standard Deviations for the Total Number
of Solutions Generated for Nine Hypothetical Problems

Groups Number of Solutions
-
Laarning Disadled
Trestment
n 12
M 1.87
8D 0.58

Attention Control

B 11
M .00
§h 0.83
Test-only Coutrol
n 11
M 2.08
s 0.82
Nea=Lesruing Disabled
Treatment
n 14
M .45
SD * 1.27
Attention Control
n 12
M 1.94
SD ) 0.45

Test-Only Control

a ¢
M 1.88
8D 0.42

BEST COPY AVAILARIE
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than control subjects, generated high nmben of solutions across more social prob-
lem situations. There were no empirical or theoretical reasons for selecting a
specific quantity as the score which differentiated high solution generators {rom low
generators. Therefore, the score at the 75%tile rank for quantity of solutions gen-

erated was used as a cut-off score to identify high solution generavors.

Results clearly demonstrated that mote delinquents In NLD treatment group
were higher solution generators. The NLD treatment group had the greavest propor-
tion of high solution generators on 6 out of 18 problem sltuations as compared to
sttention group which had the greatest proportion of high solution generators on only
one problem sicuation. Furthermore, the test-only group always had a smalier pro-
portion of high solution generators than efther treatment or attention conirol groups.
Table 8 presents proportion of NLD delinquents who fell ai or above the 75% rank 1n
quantity of solution generation. For LD delinquents, analysis of proportions ylelded
results that were consistent with ANOVA results. No meaningful differences between

treatment and LD control groups were found oh any of the nine problem situations.

Quality of Solutions: Adolescent Prodlem Inventory (API)

Solutions were analysed to determine the Impact of training on quality of cogni-
tive social problem solving under the assumption that It is more meaningful to evalu-
ate competence on a situation by situation basis than by collapsing all problem situa-
tions in a single score. Clearly, the reasonableness of collapsing situations depends

upon the similarity of the problem situations.

Moreover, s situation by situation analysiz does not necessarily preclude making
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Table 8

Proportion of NLD Students at or Above the 75% Rank
for Quantity of Solutions Generated for Each Problem Solution

Problem Situations

NLD Group h 1 2 3 4 5 ] 7 8 9
] ]

Treatment 14 30 .57 43 50 43 64 .29 .57 .50

Attention Control 12 25 50 33 42 a7 42 .33 42 .58

Test-Only Control 8 0 S0 .25 0 25 88 .13 925 .13

'Gronp wfth highest proportion of delinquents at or above 75% rank
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inferences about overall competence. Inferences regarding overall competence follow
from McFall's {1982) assumption that “the greater number of iaventory areas in
which a person shows incompetence, the greater the risk shat the person will experi.
ence difficulty in real life" (p. 21). The inverse of this assumption would predict that
the greater the number of problem situations in which a person shows competence,

the greater the probability of exhibiting competence in real 'ife.

Authors of the APJ report a lack of consistent clustering of problem situstions
and they further state that probiem situations were specifically designed to be non-
overiapping In their conteat. Therefore, the most meaningful appreach to analyzing

AP data was determined to be a situation by situation analysis.

As described in Chapter 8, each solution was given a quality rating by an
independent rater using a criterion referenced manual. Ratings were 0 or 2 (clearly
incompetent), 4 (between competent and incompetent), and 6 or 8 (clearly competent).
Two forms of data were used for analysis. Average Quality was defined as the aver-
age quality rating for solutions of a given problem. Average Quality permitted
analysis of the competence of an individual's repertoire of solutions. That, is every
solution generated was included as an indicator of competence. Best Quality was
defined as the highest rating assigned to any solution. Best Quality measured an
individusal's maximum ability to generate competent solutions as opposed to a meas- ‘

ure of typical performsance.

Analysis of vartance. Average Quality for treatment and control groups was
compared using a one-way ANOVA for each of the nine problem situations. The crl-

terfon level for statistical significance on a single set was set at .008. This would
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maintain the experimentwise Type I error at .05 over all nine ANOVAs, Using this
conservative criterion level, there were no statisilcally significant differences between
groups In either the LD or NLD categories. Tabie 9 presents LD and NLD group
means and standard deviations on Average Quality of solucions. For LD subjects,
Best Quality was compared between groups using a one-way ANOVA for each problem
situation. As In previous ANOVA, considerstions for Type I error across all ANOVA
procedures required a criterion level of .008 for statistical significance. Using this
criterion level there was no stautistically significant difference on Best Quallty
between LD groups. Table 10 presents means and standard deviations of Best Quallty
solutions. The ANOVA analyses for NLD groups showed that treatment had a statist-
ically significant higher Best Quality mean than attention and test-only groups on
problem #8 (F(2,32) = 6.88, p < .003). One-tailed post hoc t-tests showed treatment
delinquents to be superior to attention and test~only control groups (1(32) =2.18,p <

Individual Subject Analyscs. Over and above aversge group performance,
were a greater proportion of delinquents in the treatment group generally more com-
petent in terms of cognitive problem solving? Analysis of quality of solutions at the
individual subject level addressed this question. Indlvidual subject analysis was
accomplished by rating each subject as either an incompetent or competent nroblem
solver. Delinquents were rated incompetent If they had generated more incompetent
soiutions (solutions rated 0 or 2) than competent. They were rated competent If they
had generated more competent solutions {solutions rated 6 or 8) than Incompetent.

The proportion of incompetent and competent problem solvers for each group is
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Table 9

Means and Standard Deviation: of Average Quality
of Solutions Generatad for Nine Problem Sttuations

Problem Situation
Growp n 1 1“ 3¢ 4 s 8 7 td 9
Leanniag Disabled

Treatment 12

M 3¢ 3.8 5.2 a8 41 47 [ % 4.1 4.6

8SD .0 1.3 .8 2.6 1.8 ) 1.8 .2 2.0
Attention-Control 11

M 3.9 3.1 .8 43 43 & 5.6 23 4.8

8§D 1.8 1.7 1.9 a1 1.1 7 1.9 1.4 2.3
Tenn-Only Contrel 11

M 4.4 2.8 L4 4.0 AS 5.5 8.1 .5 4.3

8D 1.0 1.2 .3 .3 1.5 &0 1.0 2.0 .5

Non=Laxraing Disabled

Treatment 14

M AT 4.3 3.8 .1 3.8 43 5.8 A8 5.0

8D .5 1.8 1.5 Ll 1.3 1.8 1.7 1.3 1.6
Attention-Control 12

M +.4 4.2 5.0 4.3 3.4 4.7 8.4 2.8 S.4

s 0 Ll .0 2.2 1.1 2.7 1.3 L7 1.9
Test-Only Control 9

M 4.9 3.4 .3 4.4 3.3 4.9 5.7 1.8 4.0

SDh 1.8 0. 8 .2 1.4 2 L1 1.2 2.5

L LD > astention p<.0L; LD > tast-oaly p<.0®

b NLD > test-only p<.08

LD > attention p<.02 LD > testonly p<.04

4 NLD > astention p<.08; NLD > test-only p<.0
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Table 10

Mean: and Standard Deviations of Best Quality
of Solutions Generatad for Nine Problem Situations

Problum Situstiona
Groap n 1 W g ‘ $ s S _
Losraing Disabled

Treatment 12

M 8.8 4.1 8.0 s 48 .8 1 +$ 4.0

§b 28 2.0 30 LR 1.7 3 1.3 .2 2.2
Atsention-Control i1

M 5.4 A L3 5.4 4.7 4.7 8.2 2 5.1

8D 27 19 L8 .5 1.0 3. 1.6 2.0 U6
Test-Only Contrel il

M $.2 S.4 .2 1.9 4.3 8.8 7.2 L7 5.2

8D 24 0.9 3.2 ? 17 1.8 1.0 .4 .7

Nea~Learaning Disabied

Treatnant 14

M 5.0 L 31 5.3 5.8 46 5.8 1.0 4.8 6.8

sb A2 1.5 2.3 2.2 Lé .1 1.7 1.4 9
Attantion-Control 12

M L 1 4.3 8.2 5.6 51 5.8 73 AR 8.3

s 2.8 1.% 2} 1.9 1.8 3.2 1.3 2.0 1.8
Tast-Only Control %

M 8.2 L L7 4.9 4.0 5.8 6.2 2.0 $.3

sb 23 0.8 3.4 bW, 1.7 2.5 1.8 1.4 31

& NLD > attention p<.02t NUD > test-only p<.18
b LD > attention p<.10t LD > tess-only p<.02
¢ NLD > stiantion p<.02i NLD > tast-only p<.001
91D > strention p<.10t LD > test-only p<.04

BEST COPY AV AILABLE




presented in Table 1l.

The LD subjects, when compared to LD attention and test-only control subjects,
had better quality solutions. LD treatment groups had about the same proportion of
competent problem solvers as LD control groups; however, LD treatment groups had

¢learly fewer incompetent problem solvers than LD contrnl groups.

Individual subject analysis did not support the tendency for NLD dellnquents in
the treatment group to have better quality solutions. In fact, NLD attention control
delinguenis were more often competent and less often incompetent problem solvers

than either NLD trearment or test-only control delinquents.

Descriptive analysis. Average Quality scores did not evaluate a subject’s ten-
deney tO be competent (i.e., most frequent competence level) for solution generation.
Analysis of modal quality would measure competence tendency. However, there were
too few solutions generated per subject to meaningfully measure 3 modal .core.
Therefore, general tendencies of competence and lncompetence were analyzed by

cowparing groups on proportion of competent and incompeteny means.

Evidence of the LD treatment group to exhibit a general tendency of the NLD
treatment group tendency to produce better Average Quality solutions was supported
by finding that LD treatment group had a greater proportion of group means of com-
petent qualit;. In 4 out of 9 problem situations, LD treatment group means were of
competent quality (1.e., at or above a 4.5 rating). However, In only 2 out of 9 problem
sitnations were aitention or test-on'y group means of competent quality. Moreover,
LD treatment groop exhibited a general tendency to produce fewer lncompetence

solutions. The LD treatment group had only one problem situation in which the group
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Table 11

Proportioa of Delinqueats in Each Grouwp
Rated as Competent or Incompetent Problem Solvers

Problem Soivers
Group n Conpetent" Incompetentb

Lesraing Disabled

Treatment 12 84 A7

Attentioa-Control . 11 45 58

Test-only Control 11 84 3¢
Noa-Learaing Dirabled

Treatment 13 54 31

Attention Control 12 T 18

Test-oaly Control 9 33 38

; Rated as competent if majority of solutions were competent
Rated as incompetent if majority of solutions were incompetent
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mear was of incompetent quality rating (i.e., at or below a 3.5 rating); yet attention
had incompetent group mneans on $ problem situations and test-only had incompetent

group means oh 4 probiem situations.

A general tendency ol the NLD treatment group to produce fewer incompetent
{1.e., at or below a 3.8 rating) solutions was similarly evident. NLD treatment group
had no incompetent group means while attention had incompetent means on 2 prob-
lem situations and vest-only had incompetent means on 4 problem situations. The
NLD groups were essentially equivalent on general tendency to produce competent
solutions {l.e., at or above a 4.5 rating), with NLD treatment having 3 competent

groud means and attention and test-only having 4 competent group means.

The LD treatmment group exhibited a general tendency to produce more Best
Quality solutions of competent quality (l.e., at or sbove a 5.5 rating). LD treatment
group had 5 out of 9 competent group Best Quality means whiie attention had only 1
competent Best Quallty group means and test-only had only 2 competent Best Quality
group means. There were essentially no differences between NLD groups when mak-
Ing comparisons on tendency to generate competent Bect Quality solutions. The NLD
treatinent group had 4 out of 9 competent group Best Quality means while attention
had 6 competent group Best Quality means and test-only had 4 competent group Best

Quality means.

Self -efficocy

Analyss of variance. Delinquents rated themseives for self-efficacy on fi"teen

specific problem situations. Because ratings represented multiple measures of self-
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eficacy for a variety of community situated soclal problems, these values were aggre-
gated to represent a delinquent's general soclal self-efficacy (see Appendix C). Table
12 preseats means and standard deviations for LD and NLD on general soclal self-

efficacy.

For LD subjects, ANOVA ylelded no statistically significant difference between
treatment and control groups on general self-efficacy (F(2,30) = 1.81, p < .22). Simi-
larly, for NLD subjects, ANOVA found uo statistically significant difference b.iween

treatment and control groups on gener! xeif-eficacy {F(2,32) = 43, p < .85).

Analysis by individual subsect. The existence of large within group variance
may indicate that smail between group differences, If they occurred, conld not be
detected. Therefore, additional analyses were conducted to determine if more delin-
quents in the treatment group were high in seif-eficacy compared to delinquents in
control groups. There were no empirical or theoretical reasons for selecting a
specific self-eficacy value to represent "high" self-efficacy for this particular popula~
tion. Therefore, “high® self-eflicacy was considered to be that vaiue, over all sroups,
at or sbove the 75%tile rank. Once agaln, individual subject analysis was deemed to
be a more meaningful procedure by which to analyse data that were distorted by iarge
variability within groups. Analysis was accomplished by determining, for each prob-
lem situation, the proportion of subjects In each group who were at or above the
T5%¢tlle on self-efficacy value. Table 13 presents the proportion of subjects in each
group at or sbove the 73%tile rank on each problem situation. Ths LD treatment
group had far fewer subjects who obtained high seif-eficacy scores compared to

attention or test-only control groups. Indeed, on 8 out of 15 probiem situations, LD
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Table 12

Mrans and Standard Deviations for General Seif <Efficacy

Growp ‘ Self-Efcacy
-
Learaing Disabled
Trestment
» 12
M 73.54
b 12.78

Attention Control

o 1
M 72.2¢
D 1484
Test.ouly Control
o 10
M 81.88
Sp 20.81
Nea~—Lexraing Disabled
Treatment
o 14
M 75.71
S 1.3

Attention Control

» 12
M 75.88
D 12.22

Test-Only Control

a 9
M 7T
SD 9.38

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 13

Proportioa of Delinquents at or Above the 75% Rank -
for Self -Efficacy Ratings for cach Problem Seolution

Preblem Situssions
Gronp 01 2 % ¢ % ¢ T & ¢ 10 1 o1 o1 o 13 M
Lesning Dischlied
*® - L] » - * L

Tresmant &S5 08 42 AT 33 08 .21. 5. - TR | S | N G G -33. 50

Abtention Contrel .ﬂ‘ 48 I3 2T M A8 08 64 38 .N' Jt‘ AF 2T a8 M1 M

Teat-Only Cantral O I8 5 O3 3 IR 4 W27 08 4R 37 3T O3 2T M
Mot Losruning Disnbiod

] L L] &

Trestmant 31 38 .21 .21 71 3 21 B0 28 42 30 36 Y . % p SR

Ansation Contrel =3 .28' 25 0 42 Jﬁ. A2 Jﬁ. +£2 30 88 02 .ﬂ. JO7 A3 WY

T‘-OII‘, Control 5. - SN § QN | . . S LSS S D RS § S - SN T R T R o B, SR 7 T

.Gm’ﬁthlmm.lhﬂmn?“mk
M « Average proportien of deiinquents at or sbove 73% raak

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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treatmert group had a smaller proportion of subjects than attention or test-only
groups at or above the 75%tlle rank, while LD attention and test-only control had a

smaller proportion of subjects on oniy 1 problem situation.

A similar pattern of lowered seif-efficacy scores was found with the NLD treat-
ment group. .NLD treatment had a smaller proportion of delinquents it the 75%tlle¢
tank on 4 self-efficacy problem situations while NLD attention co’ .ol had a smaller
proportion of delinquents or only 1 probiem situation ard t .-only on 3 problem

situations.

Multipie regression cnalysis. Glven that self-efficacy can reasonadly be
expected to be infiuenced by personal history and social status 3 multiple regression
anaiysis was performed to determine what factors had contributed %o variance in
self-eficacy. A step-wise procedure permitted the relative effect of treatment coin-
pared to sex, race ax'ad PPVT age.

For LD subjects, sex accounted for the largest proportion of explained variance
(Le., 22%, t(32) = 2.28, p < .007) and these four variables explained 27% of the total
variance in LD seif-efficacy (F'(4,28) = 2.54, p < .08). See Table 14 for the propor-

tion of variance accounted for by these four variables.

An additional regression analysis was performed to determine if personal his-
tory attributes were greatly impact.mg. self-efficacy; making treatment influences
more difficult. Therefore, the reiative effects of treatment were measured compared
to sex, race, PPVT age, number of prior conﬂc&ons, severity of offense and gang
afiliation. Sex {12%, ‘(32) =z 2,26, p < .08) remained an important factor but gang

affiliation accounted for the most variance with 15% “(32) =262, p < ».02). These
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Table 14

Proportion of Variance Accounted for in Self -Efticacy
with Trestmnent, Demographic and Personal History Variebles

Regression Variable Contribution to R2
LD NLD
P n=34 n=35
E 2 )
sex 218 014
race 001 003
PPVT 000 012
treatment 013 006
IIb
&
sex 118 019
race 001 008
PPVT 004 010
severity of offense 001 008
s of prior convictions 000, 007
gang affiliation 154 000
treatment 023 009

Note. 2Treament variable entered last In regresslonaequations. The contribution to
R for each variable is the amount by which R“ would be reduced if that vari-
able were reruved frorn the regression equation.

2 Regression equation had 4 variabies
b Regression equation had 7 variables
* p<.05 } on Individual t-tests

** 5<.001 } on Individual t-tests
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seven variables expiained 44% of the total variance in LD seif-eficacy (F(7,25) = 2.78,

p < .03). Table 15 presents proportional contributions of each variable.

For NLD delinquents, descriptive variasbles explained little of the variance in
self-efficacy. The four variables of sex, race, PPVT age and treatment explained less
than 1% of the total variance in NLD self-eficacy (F(4,30) = .40, p < .81). Table 14
presents propurtional contributions of each variable. Moreover, when personal his-
tory variables were added to the eqguation these seven variables explalned less than

1% of the total variance in NLD self-efficacy {F(7,27) = .30, p < .95).

Masta~Awareness of Personal Ability

Self-efficacy, as measured in this Invessigation, was essentlally a self-appralsal
of problem solving ability” as delinguents were asked "How sure do you feel thay you

could solve this problem withoat making matters woise?*

For six problem situations i was possible to correlate sach dellnquent's seif-
efficacy score and Best Quality (l.e., highest rated score) in the APL. For LD and
NLD groups there was essentially no correlation between seif-efficacy and quality of
soiutlon. Indeed some of the groups had negative correlations. Table 15 presents

correixtions by group.

Sub-probiem 2

To determine whether the proposed training program is effective in enhancing

overt social behavior of LD snd NLD juvenile deilnguents.
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Table 15

Correlations Between Parcepiions of Seif-Efficacy and
Past Quality of Solution® for Six Hypothetical Social Problem Solutions

Problem Situations
Group n 1 2 3 4 5 8

Learning Disabled

Treatment 12 -07 -0%8 .81 .68 .28 .06

Amnﬁon'COnﬂ‘Ol l 1 ‘QOS* -07 601 030 "-25 vas

Test-only Control 10 .83 -.08 21 31 41 14
Non-Lsarning Disabled

Treatment . 14 -50 20, -20 -85 -30 -38

Attention-Control 12 -4 .82 «27 -.08 -22 -3,

Test-only Control 12 -47 26 .38 00 .71

BBest Quality solution rated by independent judge according to AP! criterion-
referenced raters manual.
"

p<.05 } on individual t-tests

*e
p<.01 } on individual t-tests
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Hypothesis

LD and NLD treatment groups will perform significantly better than either the

LD and NLD attention or tcsteonly control groups on overt dependent variabies.

Self-Ratings of Behavior

Treatment and attention control group delinguents completed an anonymous
questionnaire elieiting evaluatiohs of their problem solving class and their social
behavior. Groups were compared on seven questions. Table 18 presents the ques-
tionnaire and group means and standard deviatlons. It was not appropriate to do a
Hotelling T2 analysis for the seven questions because a specific subject’s responses
from question to question were not recorded. Therefore, multiple t-tests were per-
formed and experimentwire Type | error was controlled across all seven tests with an

.05 alpha level by using an Individual test criterion of .007

LD trestment and attention control subjects both highly recommended their
respective classes to other institution delinquents. Absence of statistically significant
difference on this question farther suggests that the attention control group recelved
an equivalent experience In terms of subjects’ interest, motivation and satisfaction.
There was a definite trend for subjects in the LD ‘reatment group to rate remaining
questions higher than LD attention control subjects. LD treatment subjects rated
question #2 (i.e., "I know how to solve problems better since taking this class®) sta-
tistically significantly higher (t(za) = 1.96, p < .001). Additionally, LD treatment
subjects rated questions $3-7 higher (*(20) = 2.01, p < .08S, ’(24) = 2.32, g < .014,

tog) = 185, p < 035, fag) = 1.96, p < 026, t(y,) = 2.54, p < .008) than LD
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Table 16

Maeans and Standard Deviations for
Ancaymeas Questionnaires Rated by Subjects

Groups
Treatment Attention-Control
Questions LD NLD LD NLD
n=id4 a=ls nsll n=il

M SD M 8D M 8D M 8D

1 would recommend this class | 8.13 1.41 | 8.60 083 | 627 135 | 818 1.17
t0 other YA students.

I know how to soive problems | 8.13 82 | .87 J2 ) 354 282 558 t2
benes 4 since taking this
class ',

1“3 control my temper better | 8.00 1.04 | 6.07 139 | 430 2.71 | 592 1.58
now

What I learned in this ciass I | 6.33 48 | 6.53 J4 | 481 227 | 8.7 W27
can use a,d“ (name of
insticution)™ .

What I learned In this ciass I | 8.67 1.11 | 6.53 A3 | 538 242 | 8.48 82
can use outside the
institation®.

1 get along better n% than | 5.71 138 | 5.87 138 | 418 248 | 4.73 1.38
before I took this class

Others have told m%I seemto | 5.867 1.40 | 5.086 195 | 3.82 232 | S.00 2.12
get along better now .

:p<.05 g 2<.01 } for NLD
p<.08 2<.01} for LD
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attention control subjects.

Similarly, NLD treatment and attention control groups were equally positive
sbout their respective classes. NLD treatment means on self-ratings were generally
higher than attention control. NLD treatment subjects rated question #2 with sta-
tistically significant.higher scores (t(24) = 2.98, p < .003) than attention control sub-
Jects and also rated questions ¥4 (l.e., What [ learned In this class I can use av the
institution.”) and %6 (l.e., "I get along better now than before I took this class.®)

higher than attention control subjects (t(%) = 2,038, p < .025; t(24) = 1.99, p < .035).

Deveresux Behavior Rating Scale

Analysis by sndividual subject. The Devereaux pre and post ratings by lnsti-
tution stafl focused on perceived improvements of subjects. Analysis of proportions
of individual subjects was agaln selected as most appropriate for estimating practical
treatment effects. Pre-post ratings for each delinquent on each behavior factor were
compared and each delinquent was rated as smproved, no change OF worsened.
Appendix I presents normed means and standard deviations for the Devereaux pr..o-

col.

Subjects were rated as no change on specific Devereaux factors If pre and post
ratings were within the normal range of 1 standard deviasion {+4-/—) of the normed
mean. Subjects were raled as improved on a bebavioral factor if (a) pre-post com-
parisons showed changes In ratings within one standard deviation of the mean to
below one standard deviation from the mean, or (b} pre-post comparisons showed

changes 1n rating from above one standard deviation of the mean to any score closer
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to the mean. Siudents were rated as worsened on & behavioral factor If (a) pre-post
comparisons showed changes in ratings from within one standard deviation of the
mean to more than one standard deviation above the mean, or (b) pre-post comparis-
ons of ratings showed changes from above one standard deviation of the mean to a

score further from the mesa.

When she preceding analysis was conducted, each dellnquent had a rating of
tmproved, no change oOr wereened on each of 12 Deveresux behavior factors. These
12 ratings were used to rate each delinquenc overall as having improved, hot changed
or worsened in their behavior as perceived by staff. Delinquents were rated
smproved i they had improved or 7 or more factors. They were rated as "no
change® if an equal number of factors were improved and worse. They were rated as
*worse"” if they were worse on 7 or more factors (see Table 17).

For LD subjects, the treatment group had a greater proportion of subjects rated
improved (S5%) than elther attention (18%) or test-only control (44%) students. A

more dramatic difference was in the proportion of subjects who got worse. LD treat-

ment had far fewer subjects rated worse (18%) than elther attention (45%) or test-
only (44%) groups.

However, for NLD, the attentlon group had a greater proportion of subjects
ratad improved (58%) than either treatment (33%) or test-only {20%) groups. NLD
attention also had a smaller proportion of subjects rated worse (8%) than elther

treatment (17%) or test-only (29%) groups.
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Table 17

Proportion of Delinguents Rated as lnpm.d' or Wonnodb
Azeording to Pre~Post Coraparsions of Deversaux Behavior Rating Scale

Proportion
Group n  Improved Dellnquents®  Worsened Delinquents®

Learning Disabled

Treatment 11 S8 .18

Attention-Control 11 18 485

Test-only Control 9 44 @4
Noua~-Learning Disabled

Treatment 12 33 A7

Atrention~control i2 58 08

Test-only Contro! 7 29 29

2 mproved = If delinquent had improved on 7 or more factors

bWorsened = If delinquens had worsened on 7 or more factors
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tnetitutional Behavior Reports

Actual behavior, admizistratively reported by institutional staff, was analyzed
for each subject In the study. Negative behavior incidents were written up and filed
by staff each day as » routine nstitutional procedure. Groups were analysed by com-
paring proportion of delinquents who had iImproved behavior reports from pre to
posttesting periods.

To diminish the arbitrariness that potentially exists in a penal facility with
regard to behavior reports, only delinquents whose quantity of flled reports was
decreased by 2 or more wex:e counted as improved. Given that 1 report per week was
the average received by all subjects prior to treatment, s reduction of 2 or more
reports was assumed to more refiect an actual, rather than an arbitrary, improvemert

in soclal adjustment within the Institution.

Some delinquents in each group had a perfect record of no behavior reports at
pretesting periods. Was maintalning a perfect record an indication of a positive
treatment effect! This question was answered by determining how likely it was for
the Institutionalized deilnquent to maintain a perfect record of zero behavior reports.
The probability of having maintained a perfect record was calculated for each group.

Indeed, It was determined that keeping a perfect record at post testing was
highly unlikely for the entire LD sample taken as a whole (p = .38) and similarly for
the entire NLD sample (p = .58). Treatment subjects, op the other hand, had a
significantly greater probabllity of maintaining a perfect record (LD = .50; NLD p +
1.0, see Tabie 18). Thus, maintainiag perfect records of no administrative reports

was not random but more likely a result of systematic influences positively assoclated
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Table 18

Probability of Maintaining Zero Behavior Reports
from Pre to Post Testing Periods at One Week 2nd Two Weeks

Probability
Group One Week* Two Weeksb

Learning Disabled

Treatment J5 S0

Test-only Control .60 25

Over all LD Groups .87 38
Non-Learning Disabled

Treatment 1.00 1.00

Attenrion Control A7 25

Test-only Control gero 2ero

Over all NLD Groups 45 38

Note. LD attention control had no delinquents with zero reports at pretesting

¢ days pre and post

bls days pre and post
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with treatment. These subjects who had malatalned a perfect record were con-

sidered to have demonstrated behavior improvement.

Analysis by individual subject. Proportion of delinguents in each group who
improved on bebavior reports were compared. Due to small sample size, a non-
parametric procedure was used to test homogeneity of proportions (Marascullo &
McSweeney, 1977).

For LD students, treatment delinquents demonstrated clear and consistently
superior effects on behavior reports than did either attention or test-only controi del-
inquents. Table 19 presents proportions of subjects in each LD group who Improved
on behavior reporss. The LD treatment group showed 2 clear superiority in having a
greater proporcion of subjects with improvement on behavior reports. Even with a
small sample sise statistically superior improvement at the .05 level for LD treatment
group was found at one week pre-post testing perfods (X 2, 7.18, df = 2). The NLD
treatment group also showed a clear superiority in having a greater proportion of dei-
inquents with improvement on behavior reports compared to attention and test-only
groups. {see Table 19). Again, with a small sample sisze, statistically significant
greater proportions (X2 =z 10.368, df = 2, p < .01) of improved deilnquents were

found for the treatment group compared to controis.

By combining the LD and NLD groups and thus increasing the sampie size, sta-
tistically significant differences at the .05 level were found favoring treatment over
control group dellnquents at one week (X2 z T.27, df = 2, p < .05) and two week ()(2

= 8.25, df = 2, p < .05) pre-post testing periods {see Tabie 20},

Multiple regression analysia. A multiple regression analysis was performed to
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Table 19

Proportion of Stadents in Each Group Whe
Improved® on Behavior Reports from Pre to Post Treatment

Propertion
Group a One Weekb Two Weeks®

Laaraing Disabled

Treatment i1 T3 R13

Attention-Control 11 27 J8

Test~only Control 12 25 25
Non-Learning Disabled

Treatment 14 43 S7

Attention-Convrol 12 28 25

Test-only Coatrol 7 14 14

"!mproved defined as {1) reducing behavior reports or (2) maintaining zero reports
from pre to post treatment
b 8 days pre and post

€15 days pre and post
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Table 20

Proportion of Delinquents (combining LD and NLD Categories)
Who Improved® on Behavior Reports From Pre to Post Treatment

Propottion
Group n One Weekb Two Weeks®
* 1 1]
Treatment 25 .58 586
Attention-Control 28 26 22
Test-only Control 18 21 21

Ymproved defined as {1) reducing behavior reports or (2) maintainirg zero reports
from pre to post treatment

bs days pre and post
©18 days pre and post
* Treatment > attention and test-only coutrol p<.05

L 3 ]
Treatment > test-onhly control p<.05
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determine If treatment increased explained variance of improvement in behavior
reports reiative to other variables such as social status and personal history which
can be expected to influence behavior. Additionally a step-wise procedure permitted

the relative effect of treatment compared to sex, race, and PPVT age.

For LD subjects, treatment accounted for 10% (‘(32) = 1.79, p < .084) of the
explained variance in behavior report improvement. Table 21 presents proportions of
variance accounted for in behavior improvement. These four variables explained
11% of the total variance 'a LD behavior report improvement (F'(4,28) = .88, p < .50).
The relative effect of treatment accounted for 5% of the variance (’(32) 2 1.38, p <
.19) compared to personal history and soclal status variables of sex, race, PPVT age,
number of prior convictions. severity of offense and gang affillation. Gang afliliation
accounted for the most variar:e (15%, 1(32) = 227, p < .08) in behavior improve-
ment. Table 21 presents proportions of variance accounted for by these seven vari-
ables. These seven variables explainec 28% of the total variance in LD behavior

report improvement (F{7,25) = 1.36, p < .26).

For NLD subjects, treatment explained 14% {t(”) = 2.26, p < .08) of the vari-
ance of improved behavior reports relative to sex, race and PPVT age. The remain-
lng variables accounted for a negligible proportion (see Table 21). These four vari-
ables explained 18% of the total variance in NLD behavior repert improvement
(F(4,29) = 1.56, p < .21}, Relative to sex, race, PPVT age, severity of offense,
number of prior convictions and gang affiliation, treatment expiained the most vari-
ance in NLD behavior improvement (14%, *{33) = 2.20, p < .04, see Table 21). These

seven variables explained 25% of the total variance in NLD behavior report improve-
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Table 21

Proportion of Variance Acconnited for in Behavior Reports
with Treatment, Demographic and Personal History Variables

Regression Variable Contribution to R2

LD NLD
r° n=34 =35
sex 000 002
race 002 000
PPVT 008, 019,
treatment 102 J44

w

nb
sex 010 000
race 000 008
PPVT 000 014
severity of offense 088 008
# prior convictions 218, 012
gang affiliation 150 049,
treatment 0854 J3R

Note. 2Treatment variable entered last in rinesslon equations. The contribution to
R* for each variable is the amount R“ would be reduced if that varfable were

removed from the regression equation.

"Regresslon equation had 4 variables
bRw:gre:u;ion equation had 7 variabies
*

£<.05 } on individual t-vest

**5<.001 } on Individual t-test
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ment (F(7,28) = 1.27, p < .31).

Phase Level

Analyets by tndividual subdyect. Proportions of delinquent in each group who
had improved in institutionally determined phase levels from pre to posttest perjods

were compared (Marascuilo & McSweeney, 1977).

Because some delinquent in each group were at the highest phase at pretest
periods, it was important to establish If maintaining the highest phase level was ran-
dom or systematic. The probability of malntaining the highest phase from pre to
post.esting periods was estimated for each group. It was determined that maintain-
ing the highest phase for the entire LD sample (p = .57) takea as a whole and for the
entire NLD sample (p = .63) taken as a whole was unlikely. Probabllity of demotion
at posttest period was much greater for attention (LD = .00; NLD = .50) and test~only
(LD = .33; NLD = .00) n“oups compared to treatment (LD = 1.0; NLD = .83) groups.
Maintenance of the highest phase demonstrated, therefore, Improved social behavior
relative to peers. Table 22 presents probabilities of maintalning the highest phase
for each group. Proportion of delinquents in each group who had improved thelr
phase level standing were compared. Phase level improvement was defined as: (1)
promotion in phase level from pre o post or (2) maintenance of the highest phase

from pre to post.

For LD delinquents, treatment showed clear superjority, as compared to atten-
tion or test-only control, In proportion of delinquents with improvement in phase

level (x’ = 6.04, df = 2, p < .05). Table 28 presents proportions of delinquents In
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Table 22

Probability of Maintaining Highest
Phose Lovel frem Pre t0 Post Tosting Periods

Group Probability
Learning Disabled
Treatment 1.00
Astention Coatrol sero
Test-only Control 33
Over all LD Groups ST
Noa=Learaing Disabled
Treatment 23
Atteation Control L0
Test-only Control sero
Over all NLD Groups 83

o 129
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Tabie 23

Proportion sf Delinquents iz Each Group
Whe Imprvnd' on Phase Level From Pre to Post Treatment

Group n Proportion
Learning Disabled
Treatment 10 J0
Attention Control 10 .20
Test~only Control 10 .30

Noa-Learning Disabled

Treatment 12 35
Attention Control 11 27
Test-only Control 7 29

‘Improved = Maintained highest phase or promoted in phase
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each group with improvement on phase level. Similarly, NLD subjects under sreat
ment conditions showed marked improvement compared to control groups in propor-

tion of subjects improved on phase level (J(2 = 6.938, df = 2. p < .05, see Table 23).

When LD and NLD groups were combined, treatment showed statictically
significant superfority with regard to pbase level improvement as compared to atten-
tion control (p < .01) and test only (p < .05) groups. Table 24 presenis the propor-
tion of delinguents who improved on phase level when LD and NLD groups were conu-

bined.

Behavior Raport and Phase Lavel

Applying a more conservative and conditional criteria of social behavior
improvement, treatment groups clearly demonstrated a greater proportion of
improved delinquents. This analysis compared p oportions of delinquents in each
group who had improved on both behavior reports and phase level (see Table 25). For
exampie, 8t one week post testing treatment groups (LD = 68%; NLD = 50%) showed
greater proportions of subjects compared to attention (LD = 0%; NLD = 9%) and

test-only (LD = 10%; NLD = 29%) »ho had Improved on both factors.

Good Days Credited

Analysss by individual subject. Delingquents were credited with good days
each month during institational case conferences. Good days were days deducted
from their term of sentence. Groups were compared, using the same nonparametric

procedure previously described (Marascullo & McSweeney, 1977), with regard to the
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Table 24

Proportion of Delinqueats (Combining LD sud NLD Categories)
Who Inpmd. on Phas2 Level From Pre to Post Treatment

Group n Proportion
Trestment 22 .73*
Attention Control 21 24
Test-only Control 17 29

Y mproved = Maintained highest phase or promoted in phase
Treatment > attention control p<.01; treatment > test-only control p<.05
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Table 28

Pﬂpo:ﬁuofb.lhqunuhm Growp
Whe Improved” ea Beth Behavior Reports and Phase Level

Proportion
Group ) One Weekb’c Two W«ksd'°

Laearaing Disabled

Treatment 10 .80 .80

Aneation-Control 10 00 10

Test-only Control 10 10 10
Noa=Lsarning Dissbled

Treatment 12 o4 42

Actention-Control 11 00 09

Test-only Contral 7 29 0

"Improvod = reduced or maincained sero behavior reports
LD Treatment > attention control p<.01
SNLD Treatment > attention control p<.08

dI.‘D Treatment > attentioa control and test-only control p<.01
NLD Treatment > test=only control p<.08
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proportion of subjects who had increased or decreased thelr good days credit from
pre to post periods. Some delinquents in every group had not changed the amount of
thelr good days credit from pre to posttesting periods and were thus excluded from
analysis. Therefore, 1o increase the sampie size, LD and NLD groups were combined

In this analysis.

Treatment group (8%) compared to efther attention (24%) or test-only (33%)
groups, showed a considerably smaller proportion of delinquents who had decreased
(lost) good time credit. Treatment group (38%) also showed a considerably larger
proportion of delinquents who had i{ncreased good time credit compared to attention
(29%) and test-only (22%) groups. Table 28 presents the proportion of subjects in

each group who had lost or gained good time credit from pre to posttesting periods.

Institutional Treatment Goal Progress

Delinquents were rated each month by an institutional committee on their pro-
gress toward treatment goals. In terms of these data, it was important to determine
it more treatment dellnquents, as compared to controls, were percelved as progress-
ing toward treatment goals. Therefore, groups were compared using a nod-
parametric test of homogeneity of proportion {Marascullo & McSweeney, 1977).
Because of missing data in institutional flles (se; Appendix H) LD and NLD groups
were combined to increase sample size. Treatment group (52%) showed a clearly
greater proportion of delinquents, than either attention (28%) or test~only (22%) cou-
trol students, who were perceived as progressing toward designated creatment goals

{see Table 27).
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Table 26

Proportion of Delinguents (Ooubhh; LD and NLD Categories)
Whe Lost or Gained Goed Dayr® Credit Trom Pre to Post Treatment

Proportion
Group 3 Lost Days Gained Days
Treatment 54 08 38
Attantioa Control 2 24 29
Tes-only Control 18 33 22

%Good days = number of days for good behavior removed from commitment sentence

time
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Table 27

Proportion of Delinquents (Combiaing LD nd NLD Categories) Who Were
Rated as Progressing Toward Trestment Goals® from Pre to Post Treatment

Group n Proportion
Treatment 24 52
Attention Control 21 29
Test~only Control 17 22

3Treatment goals = determined for each delinquent at commitment by institutional
personnel and rated at monthly case couference
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Sub-problem 3

To determine whether the proposed training differentially effects LD and NLD

Juvenile delinquents.

Bypothsais

There {s no basis on which to predict how treatment will differencially effect LD

and NLD treatment grounps.

All of the results for analysis of each dependent variable have been presented.
The LD and NLD treatment groups couid not be assumed eguivalent ob cognitive
dependent variables at pre-treatment. This assumption is supported in finding that
the NLD test~only group generally had higher means on cognitive varfables than the
LD test-only group. However, LD and NLD groups were directly compared for pre-
treatment equivalence on overt behavioral measures. Multiplie t-tests were performed
to compare groups on four factors: (1) average number of behavioral reports during
15 days prior to treatment, (2) proportion of subjects whe had sero reports during 15
days prior to treatment, (3) average number of good days at pre-treatment and (4)
proportion of subjects who were at highest phase ievel during pre-treatment. Table
28 presentz the means and standard deviations of LD and NLD groups for these four

variableas.

LD delinquents had more bebavior reports on the average than NLD delinquents
“(67) = 2.72, p € .008). Although not statistically significant, the LD group had fewer
good days credit than NLD group. The groupe were essentially equivalent on propor-

tion of students with zero reports and proportion of subjects at highest phase.
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Table 28

Means and Standard Devistioas of LD and NLD Groups
for Behavioral Variables at the Two Weeks Pre Trestment

Behavior Variables
Group \ Behavior Reports" Zero Reportsb Good Days® Highest Pt_l_g.s_ed

rl.umhg Disabled

n 34, 33 3 32

M 2.91 1.78 3.94 1.78

SD 2.61 44 3.89 42
[Non-Learning Disablied

n 35 34 v 32 31

M 1.50 1.74 : 4.72 1.74
' SD 1.80 45 3.68 R L)

LD > NLD p<.008

SBehavior reports = written reports on each dellnquent [or each negative incident
within institation

bZero reports = delinquents who received no behavior reports

“Good days credit = number of days, for good behavior, removed from commitment
sentence

d!ﬂghest phase = delinquents at highest phase level (resulting in greatest number of
institucional fresdoms)
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M eta~analysts. In addition to indirectly comparing LD and NLD treatment
groups, an analysis degermining magnitude of effect for each group onr cognitive
dependent variables was performed. Comparing magaitude of experimentai effect
required changing effect size into a common scaie with ;espect to each group's popu-
lation as a whole. Methods for doing this have beeﬁ described by Ginee snd o35l
leagues (Glass, 1976; Glass, McGaw & Smith, lﬂalﬁavale & Glass, 1982) and labeled
as meta~analysis (see Appendix J for a note on ‘\qxeu-ana.lysia). Essentially meta-
analysis derives a score which )y purported to represent é;;;:lmenw effect size {SE)
in standard deviation units. Thus, LD can be compared directly to NLD In terms of
magnitude of treatment effects. Table 29 lists cognitive variables and effect size for

LD and NLD categories.
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Table 29

Treatment Bffect Sise® for LD and NLD
Treatment Groups as Compared to Test-Only Control Groupe

Group

Cogaitive Variable LD NLD
Meta-self 8.313 2.882
Meta~other 4.821 7.096
Self-eficacy S74 421
Quantlty of solutions «230 1.840
Best Quality solutions 321 1.242
Average Quallly solutions 300 1.000
I can control my temaper better now 827 2.180
I get along better now 817 7.32

SEifect size = magnitude of ireatment effect
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CHAPTER &

Diseussion

Both LD and delinquent youth have been found to manifest similar cognitive
social problem solving deficits (Bruno, 1981; Freedman, 1974; Hasel ot al., 1982; Little
& Kendall, 1979). Furthermore, there I3 substantial correlational data lnking
ineftective cognition to social maladjustment (D'Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971; Spivack et
al., 1978). As previously noted, correlational data are not sufficient, however, for sup-
porting a causal link between cognition and behavior.

This study was designed to go beyond correlational associstions by investigating
a hypothesis derived from a theoretical model (see Figure 1) which specifies that
deficlencles in social meta~cognition increase risk for dellnquency. To test this
hypothesis, requires a series of investigations. First it must be shown that enhance-
ments of meta~cognition parallels soclally meaningful positive changes in behavior for
a group of delinyuent adolescents. This kind of evidence is critical for inferring that
social meta~cognition mediates social adjustment. The empirical focus of this study
addressed this issue by examining the mediational capacity of meta-cogaition in
enhancing overt social behavior. Additionally this study tested the mediational capa-
city of mets~cognition for behaviors In the cognitive domain and for LD as well as

NLD delinquents.
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Demonstrating the mediational capacity of coguition is insufiicient, however, for
concluding that meta~cogaitive deficlenclae 23355 Juiluyuency. instead it could be
alternatively hypothesised that some process, other than meta-cognition, increases
risk for delinquency while training in meta-cognition is simply a compensatory (but

non-causal) skill which reduces risk for delinquency.

Therefore, bullding upon evidence from this study, a sscomd Investigation
demonstrating that delinquents actually manifest deficiencies in meta-cognition as
compared to non-delinquents is imperative. However, in this regard, this investiga-
tion does provides baseline assessment data testing meta-cognitive deficiencles of a
randomly selected untreated group of delinquents (l.e., test-only control subjects).
Test-only control subjects in this study snpply dats for preliminary conclusions con-

cerning meta~cognlitive deficiencies in dellnquents.
Evidenee of Meta-Cognitive Deficiencies in Delinquents

Social Meta-Awarsxen

Data indicated that a group of untreated deilnquents had profound difficuities in
{dentifying any kind of soclal meta-awareness variables. There was virtually no evi-
dence that delinquents seek to discover factors which might affect social problem
situations. For example, when asked to identify information relevant to solving social
problems, most control group delinquents responded with, *What you talking about? I
ain't aw re of nothin’ aboat inyseif {or about the otherj when | heve a probiem. What
you mean when you ask what's Important to find out about myself to soive a problem?

I don't know what's Important to find out about!®
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Furthermore, difficulty in Idertifyine meta awarcness variabies appears to
characterise iow-achieving delinquents, whether they are learning disabled or not, and
regardless of sex, race or language ability. These status variables contributed littie
o to explained variance in social meta-coknlﬂon. This argues that the theoretical pos-
w\:\‘n_;:!m proposed in the research modei‘:;have external valldity for & heterogeneous
popuiation. Thus, the general applleu;ioi‘or the theoretical model to low-achieving

delinquents is supported.

Delinquents had greater difScuity in identifying soclal meta-awareness variables
sbout th.emselves than about others. Finding that delinquents are not seif-aware cor-
roborzies research speculating that lack of self-awareness contributes to self-control
faflure (Kanfer & Karoly, 1972), prevents self-directed adaptive behavior change
(Duval & Wicklund, 1972), is assoclated with perceptions that fallure cannot be
changed through behavioral adjustment (Carver, 1979), and is reiated to lack of gen-
eralization of newly learned skills (Kirschenbaum & Tomarken, 1982).

This evidence, that test-only delinquents had profound difficuicy in identifying
relevant problem variables, converges with data from previous research which found
that non-delinguents couid be differentiated from delinquents by ldentifying more of
these meta-cognitive variables (Note 1). Finding that another group of delinquents
were deficient compared to non-delinguents in conjunction with finding that test-oniy
delinquents in this study had such marked inability in identifying amy social variables

loglcdiy argues for concinding that delinquents have deficits in meta-awareness.
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Adolescent Problem Inventory

Data indicated that delinquents have extreme difficulty in thinking up multiple
solutions to solve social problems. Strategy or solution generatiod has been referred
0 as & meta~cognitive coutrol skill (Flavell & Wellman, 1977). Test-only controi snb;
Jects averaged only 2 solutions per problem.., Moreover, most solutions generated
were rated as soclally incompetent. These data, corroborated by previous research
which found delinquents to be deficient compared to non-delinguent peers in generat-
Ing numerous quality solutions, (Freedman et ak;”1978; Schumaker et al., 1982;
Spivack et al., 197%) further support contentions that delinquents have deficioncies In

meta~control skills.

Meta=Self = Asssssment

Meta-self-assessment data indicated that there 1s little reiatlonship between
delinquenss’ self-perceptions »f how sure they feel about successfully solving a social
problem (l.e., seif-eficacy) and their actual best solution generated to solve the prob-
lem, Correlations between self-assessment and actual performance, often demon-
strated a nptivo relationship between seif-efficacy and competence! Delinquents

consistently overestimated thelr ability to solve a given problem.

- It seems reasonable to assume that overestimation of abilities will affect social
behavior. For example, it may: (1) preciude a lack of planning or preparation and
thus increase chance of failure, (2) diminish attempts in actually adjusting bebavior
or learning how to cope better so as to increase competence, (3) incro;ue feelings of
frustration or demoralisation when a problem is not easlly resolved, and (4) Increase

feelings of external locus of control when expected success based on eatimatad ability
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Evidence of poor self-assessment converges with meta-awareness data which
found that delinquents had marked difficulty in identifying self-variables. Finding no
evidence of accurate self-assessment once again indicates that delinquents have defi-

cleneiss In meta~cognition.

Additionally, these meta~self-assessment data call Into question the applicabil-
ity of self-efficacy theory (Bandurs, 1977; Bandura & Adams, 1977; Bandura, Adams,
& Beyer, 1977) fo~ delinquent populations or indlviduals with poor meta-self-
assessment skills. For example, self-efficacy theory hypothesises that perceptions of
self-efficacy predict future performance better than factors of past performance and
treatment modslity. However, no zuch relationship was found between delinquents’
self-eficacy and thelr actual performance in solution generation. Thus, perceptions
of seif-efficacy appear to be “distorted® and bear no relationship to performance for

individuals who possess deficiencles in meta-self-assessment skills,

Sanxmary

The strikingly poor performance of delinguents on meta~cognitive tasks in
which they are essentlally wnable to ldentify any relevant social problem variables,
generate multiple competent solutions and assess their problem solving capability ia
conjunction with findings from previous research, which consistently documents del-
inquents’ deficiencies compared to non-delinquents on a variety of other social cogni-
tive tasks, strongly argues for predicting that delinguents manifest meta-cognitive
deficiencies as compared to non-delinquent peers. This remains to be empirically

tested.
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Evidencs of Treatment Effects

Cogaltive Variables

Soctal meta-awareness skills. Quite clearly, treatment groups were able to
identify more social meta-awareness variables. When meta-awareness was defined as
identifying, labeling and remembering specific social problem variables then tralning
was shown to produce marked meta-awareness improvement. Acquisition of new
knowledge by delinquents as a function of trainiag is not In itself a trivial finding
when considering that subjects were individuals who have experienced life-long learn-

ing fallures.

Adolescent Problem Inventory(API). As previously explained (see Methods)
training attempted to teach delinquents how to generaie solutions of average or better
quality. Tralned dellnquents showed some enhanced ability to produce better solu-
tlons to novel problems, however, there were no practical significant difference

between trained and untrained delinquents for generating quality solutions.

Glven that delinguents were tralned on "institutional problems® and AP! prob-
lem situations were non-institutional (see Appendix D), limited improvement of APJ
solution quality may have been due to Insufficient generalization of trained skills for
generating quality solutions In situations different from those practiced in tralning.
An alternative explanation of these data might be that a failure in measurement
prevented detection of improved skills. That is, there seems to be limited applicabil-
Ity of specifically trained skilis to the AP/ task or other hypothetical cognitive prob-

lem solving sasks.
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Ford (1983), Keating (1978), and Glass and Arnkoff (1982) addressed this notion
of 3 mismatch between soclal skills and measurement. These researchers
emphasised that soclal cognitive assessment Instruments may have nothing to do with
actual social competence but instead may activate an academic orientation so that
relevant soclal skills contribute littie vo the actual scores. For example, hypothetical
problems, as in the AP/, lack rich stimulus cueing provided by real-life situations
and to which trained skills in this study were directly related. AP! problems were
simplified and verbally presented. Therefore, trained delinguents were not able to
use such newly learned skills as paylng attentlion v physiological cues caused by emo-
tional arousal (l.e., hypothatical probiems are less likely to generate emotional
arousal); verbally seif-instructing to control impulsive solutions; actively gathering
{1.e., asking others, observing, ete.) meta-awareness information to produce effective

soiutions; and contrasting long and short term goals for choosing solutions.

Self-efficacy. Although training improved meta-awareness and overt behavior
within the insticution, it did not generalise to global perceptions of soclal seif-efficacy
as measured by seif-ratings of ability to handle specific non-institutional problems

(see Appendix C).

Bandura (1979) postulates three sources of informsation which enhance or
attenuate perceptions of efficacy. These sources are experienc'es of personal mastery
arising from activities of personal accomplishment with the task, vicarious experi-
ences from observing a model similar to the self successfully coping with the task,

and verbal persuasion from a credibie expert.

In this study, delinquents were confined to the institution. Therefore, tralning
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was not able to provide delinguents with any experlence of personal mastery for
community-based problems assessed on the seif-efficacy task. Moreover, contrary to
requirements apecified by Bandura, during tralning these delinqueats were not able to
vicariousiy experience a peer successfully coping with self-eficacy problem situna-

tions.

Thus, both trained and untralned subjects approached the self-efficacy task
with "old® perceptions and cvaluations formed over an extensive peried of time
(Goldfried & Robin, 1982, Taylor & Crocker, 1981, during previous experiences with
community-based problem situations. In addition, any attributions from observing
peers coping with these problems would have also been developed prior to lnstitution-
alization. Therefore, trained delinquents did not have access to two primary sources
of information, mastery and vicarious experiences, postulated by Bandura as enhanc-

ing self-eficacy.

Moregver, training not only falled to enhance self-efficacy, but there is evidence
to {ndicate that seif-efficacy was actually lowered by training. Far fewer treatment
subjects were at or above the 75%tlle rank for seif-efficacy (the mode over all sub-
Jects for this data) compared with attention subjects, thus indicaving that social cog-
nitive treatment lowered perceptions of eficacy while an aiternative treatment main-

tained or increased efficacy.

Lowering seif-eficacy may be a positive effect of rraining If it represents
increased accuracy of seif-appraisal. In view of API data which found that delin-
quents generally produce incompetent solutlons, low ratings of seif-efficacy reflect a

more self-aware response. Thus, training either increased delinquents’ awareness of
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thelr lack of skills or increased awareness of how dificult or complicated soclal prob-

lems are to solve, resulting in lowered perceptions of social eficacy.

Meta~—sslf~assesoment of problem solving competence. There were no sta-
tistically significant differences between treatment and control groups on accurately
predicting soclal capability. The simplest explanation for this finding Is that treat-
ment delinquencs were not specifically trained to accurately appraise thelr problem
solving abllities and therefore there was no change in their ability to do so. Gilven
that delinquents seem to be considerably inaccurate with seif-appraisal it is probable

that this skill needs to be specifically trained If accuracy is to be Increased.

Behavior Massures

Selj~ratings of behavior. Findings from seif-rasings of behavior indicated
that meta~cognitive training enhanced treatment delinquents’ perceptions of being
able to get along socially and solve social problems. Moreover, from & clinical per-
spective it is noteworthy to find that dellnquents rated the treatment curriculum

extremely favorably.

Devereanz bechavior ratings. When Interpreting behavior rating data s
significant concern for the investigator is discovering whether a behavior rating score
is more refiective of the rater than of the subject (McFull, 1981). It may be that rat-
ings measure something other than what is reflected in overt behavior measures,
Comparing proportions of delinquents for each group who were rated as improved or
worsened on the Devereaux to proportions of delinguents who had improved on actual
behavior, as measured by behavior reports and phase level advances, indicates that

Devereaux ratings did not correspond strongly with these actual behavior measures,
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Giver that improvement on the Devereaux was not actually reflective of con-
crete, discrete behavior, it is difficult to know what the Deversaux ratings actually
mean. The ratings seem to be more a reflection of stafl than delinquents. Therefore,
it is untenable to use this behavior rating data for drawing conclusions about sub-

Jects' actual overt behavior.

Overt behavior measures (behavior reports, phase level advances, good daye
credit and treatment goal progress). On every measure of overt be! avior, LD and
NLD treatment groups had cousiderably greaver proportions of improved subjects.
Trained skilis not only generalized to eahance behavior in a varlety of situations out-
side of training sessions but skills were also used without cueing or specific rein-
forcement from the environment. Moreover, coghitive skills enhanced behavior in
novel social problem situations within the institution. Additionally, trained skills

positively influenced behavior during a 15 day perlod after training had terminated.

Consequently, it is concluded that meta-cognitive training, as defined in this
stady, was able to mediate overt soclal behavior. Infiuences on overt soclal behavior
of meta~coguition hold for youth, both LD and NLD, differing in basie astributes of
sex, race and language age. Additionally, meta-cognitive skiils accounted for overt
behavior change over and above varjables such as prior convic;!ons, gang affiliation
and severity of committing offense, all of which can be reasonably expected to
influence behavior. Therefore, generalisability of the theoretical model to a hetero-

geneous group of low-achieving delinquents is supported.

The case of practical significant differences and socially valid differences is

made by noting the consistent trend off treatment groups to have markesd lmprove-
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ment on all four measures of social adjusvment. This trend even holds when improve-
ment 18 defined conditionally as better achlevement In both behavior reports and

phase level.

Gresham (1981) asserted that soclal validation of treatment effects is provided
by the quailty and significance of outcomes. Accordingly, it is argued that reduction
of negative hehavior behaviors, promotions in phase level and ncrease In good days
credit Imply incressed freedom and shorter incarceration of a delinguent. Thus, of
paramount importance in this analysls of natural measures Is that social valldity of

treatment effects is clearly demonstrated.

Moreover, inding improvemert In meta-awareness as well as overt behaviors was
critical for *confirming treatment mechanisms® (Kendall, 1981; Kendall & Korgeskd,
1979; Kendall, Pellegrine, & Urbain, 19081). When = cognitive intervention is said to
have produced behavior change, it Is neceasary to demonstrate that changes in the

targeted coglition are associated with changes 1n behavior.

Trestment mecharnisms in this study were confirmed in two ways: (1) fAnding
that tres...ent subjects were superior to control subjects on both meta-awareness
and behavior variables; {2) finding that both meta-seif and meta-other scores were
significattly and positively correlated with ~hanges in overt bebhavior variables, such
as maintaining highest phase (p < .08, p < .05), maintaining no reports at two weeks
posttesting (p < .001, p < .04), and achleving treatment goals according to institu-
tionel staff (p«< .08, p< 05). Treatment groups !ncreased or botk meta-cognitive
and overt soclial behaviors as a consequence of interventior, therefore It can be

inferred that social meta-cognition medlated soclal adjustment.
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Summary

It was hypothesized that treatment subjects would out perform control subjects
on all cognitive as well as all overt behavior dependent varfables. Data indlcughsx
training enhanced all overt dependent variabies but only some cognitive variables. It
was additionally hypothesised that meta-cognitive tralning would siznmca;:tly

enhance overt social behavior. This hypothesis was supported.

Because dependent variabies were selectively affected, they were apparently
differentially sensitive to cognitive intervention in terms of generalization. Moreover,
it appears that trained cognitive skille in this study were more easlly generalized to
overt behavioral tasks than to cognitive tasks. It was apparently incorrect to have
assumed that generalizing cognitive skills to tasks within the behavioral domain is a
*far" generalization while generalising coguitive skills to tasks within the cognitive
domain 1s 2 "“near" generalitation. The critical factor for generalization is more
likely the goodness-of-fit between task and skills as well as between task and training

practice.

Demonstrating that meta-cognition can mediate overt social behavior Is essen-
tial initial evidence for supporting the causal hypothesis that cognitive deficiencies
increase risk for delinquency. These findings, however, cannot oe Interpreted to
confirm a cognitive deficiency etiology of delinquent behavior. Nevertheless, these
data, in conjunction with baseline assessment data derived from test-only control
subjects wh;; demonatrated profound difficuities la soclal meta~cognitive tasks, sub-
stantially endorse the merits of a hypothesis which specifies meta-cognition as a

causal factor for delinquency in learning disabled adolesceats.
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Evidenee of Diffareaticl Effects of Treatment for LD and NLD

Thus far the discussion has been concerned with Interpreting data relevant we
il delinquents in the study, regardiess of their LD or Wgory. However, there
were some differences in how LD and NLD deunqne!m\\r\eié:ded to various depen-
dent measures. . | /

Vi

Before comparing LD and NLD categories, it is important to emphasise once
again that LD was uniquely defined for this study. Both LD and NLD subjects were
selected from a pooi of low-achieving delinquents.‘ Outside of the institutional set-
ting, 1t is un'ikely that these adolescents would be reliably differentiated {Ysseldyke
et al,, 1982). The strength of this research design was defining, identifying and
differentiating low-achievers In a reliable and replicable way. This stringent
identification procedure allowed a rigorous test of the unique effects of learning disa-
bility. That is, LD and NLD delinquents were similar except on the specifically
defined LD variable which was essentlally responsivencss to inastruction {lLe.,

extremely low achievement or marked discrepancy between achievement and poten-

tial or teacher rating as difficult to teach).

Accordingly, at baseline there was a guarantee of non-equivalence between LD
and NLD categories regarding LD (i.e., responsiveness to instruction and concomitant
awnbnbe;). Consequently, it makes no interpretive sense to directly compare LD and
NLD categories on dependent variables. Therefore, examination of differenti=!
effects between LD and NLD categories is accomplished by comparing each category
to its own baseiine control groups and then contrasting LD and NLD categories on

their degree of movement above baseline.
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Comparisoas to Control Groups

When comparing LD and NLD categories to thelr respective control groups,
data indicate that both categories benefited from training. However, when examining
cognitive and overt behavior varisbies where there was a significant difference
between treatment and control groups, overall assessment seems to indicate that LD

treatment delinquents benefited on more variables than NLD treatment delinquents.

Moreover, an Argument cah be made that treatment more powerfully impacted
overt behavior of LD delinquents than NLD delinquents. That is, LD delinquents were
perceived by institutional staff and research trainers as more dificult to work with
because of acting out problems and poor impulse control. The LD delinquents had
significantly more behavior reports and fewer geod days credit than NLD subjects
{see Table 28). Additionally, the LD delinquents were rated as more deviant on all 12
Devereaux behavior factors than NLD delinquents. Thus, LD delinquents were more
maladjusted in their behavior at baseline; however, LD and NLD were equivalent on
improvement of overt behavior measures at post treatment. This indicates that
treatment may have more strongly affected LD subjects. One explanation of this
finding is that the more severely behavior disordered subjects (Le., LD) had a lower
threshold for improving their overt behavior given training in seif-control, whiie those
subjects with some degree of seif-control {l.e., INLD) would be less dramatically

impacted by training in self-control.

It appears that training afected LD subjects on a greater number of cogritive
variables: however, because of non-equivalent baselines and high varisbility within

each group, this Interpretation does not reflect sise of treatment effect experienced
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by LD and NLD groups.

Mata-Anelyss

A metasanalysis (see Appendix J) was performed on cognitive variables so that a
more direct comparison of LD and NLD categories could be made with respect to
magnitude of treatment effect. Roth LI and and NLD treatment grouns demonstrated
a positive effect from training on all cognitive variabies (except quantity of solutions
for LD). Essentially thiz means that given treatment, the aversge of LD and NLD
control groups, on a given cognitive variable, can be expected to increase. This
analysis found that, on a number of coguitive variables, NLD subjects had & larger
tressment effect sise than LD subjects (see Table 26). One expianation of this data is
that because NLD subjects were more skilled academically and cognitively, they were
also more able to apply and generalize cognitive skills withia the cognitive domain.
This explanation that NLD sub}<~ts were more competent in the cogaitive domain,
seems plausible considering that NLD groups had higher meaas than LD groups on

cogritive tasks.

Summary

Because there was no hypothesis regarding differentlal effects for LD and NLD
delinquents, these data represent Initial information regarding social meta-cognitive
treatment impacts on two sub-groups of low-achleving delinquents. It appears that
NLD subjects may have been more powerfully impacted on cognitive variables and LD
subjects more poweriully impacted on overt behavior varatles. This conclusion

should be interpreted cautiously, however, given the small sample size of groups.
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A more parsimonlous interpretation of LD and NLD responses to treatment is
that soctal meta~cognitive treatment was effective for a heterogeneous group of low-
achieving delinquents, aithough some delingquents were affected gqualitatively
differently than others. That both groups benefited from training corresponds with
Schumaker et al. (1982) and Hasel et al.’'s (1982) conclusions that acting out LD

adolescents and delinquent adolescents are similar on social skill deficics.

However, because these NLD and LD subjects were similar, except on the LD
varfabie of responsiveness to instructicn, positive treatment effects for both groups
indicates that responsivencss to instruction, as an LD defining variable, does not
differentiate low-achleving individuals with regard to benefits of soclal coghitive
treatment Intervention. This finding is significant for LD instructional research and
provides emplirical suppot. for special educatior programs which focus on developing
social competence. Using s cognitive instructional approach it is reasonable to
predict that special education programs can be constructed with the expectation of

fostering general social competence in LD youth.

Dats imply that LD and NLD low-achieving delinquenms share common charac-
teristics which make them susceptibie to treatment. It appears that some sub-set of
low-achieving youth (some of whom are LD) are similar with regard to soclal meta-
cogunitive characteristics znd are equally at risk for delinquency. Th; greater propor-
tion of adjudication within the LD population implies that youth identified as LD are
more lkely to manifest sozial meta-cognitive deficiencles than low-achieving youth
not identified as LD. This speculation makes sense given that identtfied LD youth are

described, by definition, as cognitively ineffective (e.g., Torgesen, 1977). The
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inereased risk for delinquency in LD youth inay indicate that non-social cogaitive
probiem solving deficlts are predictive of social cognitive problem deficits, but not

vice versa.

Previous speculations concerning the link between LD and delinqguency have pos-
tulated psychological traiis (susceptibflity hypothesis) or environmental factors
(school fallure and differantial treatment hypothesis). This research provides empir-
ical evidence for an alternative view of the link betwaen LD and delinquency. Social
difficuities and delinquency in LD youth are hypothesized as resulting from LD
youths' ineffective meta-cognitive approaches to social problem solving.

Although deficits In meta~-awareness or meta-control skills are specifically pos-
tulsted, it is not clear which specific skills of these functions are deficient in LD
youth. Moreover, it is reasonable to predict that individual LD youth are deficient In
different meta~cognitive skills. However, assuming that meta~awareness and meta~
control skiils function reciprocally, a deficlency in one skill would negatively impact
or Incapacitate those skill functicns where competance potentially exists. For exam-
ple, learning disabied youth could have difficuity witk only one or two skills within the
social meta~cognitive problem solving process: application of past experience and
knowiedge, delineation of task goals, selection ol effective solutlons or tactics,
means-end thinking, action execution or self-monitoring, or use of feedback. How-
ever, all functions might become ineffective because of the interactive nature of skills
In the probiem solving process. Thus, it will be a difficult research task to identify
specific areas of deficiency. Future research needs to systematically and empirically

assess the amount of vartance in social competence explnined by each of these skill.
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General Conclusions

Implications for Cognitive Tralning

One dilemma which has faced cognitive trainers in the past is the issue of
power versus generality. That is, it has been assumed that training of specific cogni-
tive skills is very power/ul for changing specific behavior but iimited in generalizabil-
fty: conversely, tnining of global cognitive skills was assumed to have great general
application but limited power In terms of actually changing overt behavior (Loper &

Hallahan, 1982).

However, this investigation presents striking evidence that & cognitive interven-
tion can be both general and powerful. This dual capacity of generality and power
attests to the significance of msta-cognitive training for lncreasinrg social com-
petence. Furthermore, the global mediational power of meta-cognition suggests that
social competence is a general social aptitude as opposed to & situation specific or
eptsodic aptitude. Thus Increased social competence appears to require general as
well as specific akills training. Additionally, it should be emphasized that uniike most
other social cognitive training programs, training in this study was both compiex and
intense with specifically planned techniques to boost generalization of learned skills
to overt behavior. Success of the program signifies that it is probably unrealistic to
expect meaningful sozial change when applying simple short term cognitive interven-

tion.
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Implication for Delinquency Rehabilitation

Traditional rehadbilitation efforts have assumed a performance deficit explana-
tion of delinquent behavior. That is, delinquents are presumed to possess appropri-
ate soclal sms but do not perform these skills either because of anxiety or low
motivation. Accordingly these performance deficlts are primarily remediated
through maaipulation of consequences. Unfortunately, traditional rehabllitation
methods using consequent management have met with limited success in terms of

generalisation of skills to novel contexts (Emery & Marholin, 1977).

This Investigation supports evidence that delinquents manifest self—regulation
deficits of social meta~-cognition as cpposed to performance deficits. Tralning self-
regulation through meta-cognitive problem solving was effective for increasing gen-
eralisation of appropriate behavior to novel contexts within the Institution. A
heterogenecus group of delinquents, some severely behavior disordered, were able to
improve their social behavior more than control subjects who essentially recelved
cohsequent management intervention. Moreover, tralned delinquents recelved no
specific cuelng outside of the training context for using the newly learned cognitive

skills and indeed may have been negatively reinforced for doing so.

Therefore, it i3 reasonable to venture that meta-cogaitive skills as defined in
this study, can generalise and mediate behavior in contexts outside of Institutions.
This is & hopeful implication and one that needs empirical testing. Thus, this study
offers evidence "hat rehabliltation efforts need to include social cogultive problem
solving training as well as the traditional interventions of vocational tralning and

a~ademic remediation.
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Another noteworthy finding, with implications tor delinquency rehablliation, is
the possibility of a potential mismateh between institutional staff peereptions of del-
inquents' improved behavior and actual improved behavior. Becau. feelings of
learned helplessness (Rotter, 1966) and external attributions of control are likely to
Increase under such conditions, this phenox;xenon 1s important in its undesirable
pote ‘Hal for decreasing delinquents’ abilities in maintaining self-control over their
own behavior. In turn, learned helplesshess and external locus of control increase
vulnerability to peer pressure and impuisive responding, two charscteristics common
to delinquent youth {(Schumaker et al., 1982; Stein, 1988; White, 1985). Additionally
increasing external locus of controt will diminish meta~self-awsreness, thus increasing

risk for fallures in seif-reguiation (Kirschenbaum & Tomarken, 1982).

Findings from this study also imply that any rehabilitation efforts which
specifically attempt to Increase social self-eficacy may serve to magnify deficiencies
in dellnquents’ meta~self-assessrcent skills if positive changes in overt social com-
petence are not commensurate with increased perc:ptions of efficacy and training in
self-appralsal is not specifically programmed. Thus it appears to be inappropriate
for delinquency rehabilitation to have a goal, in and of itself, for Increasing self-

efficacy.

Theoretical Implications

The first eritical test of a hypothesis specifying meta-cognitive deficiencies as
increasing risk for delinquency was accomplished by demonstrating mediational caps-~
cities of social mets-cognition for overt social behavior. This 1s & remarkable and

significant finding from both a cilnical and theoretical perspective. However, the
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hypothesis that meta-cognitive deficiencies Increase risk for delinquency iz not com-
firmed when demonstrating mediational capacities of cognition. An alternative expla-
nation of data s that some process other than meta~cognitive deficlencles, increases
risk for delinquency and meta-cognitive skills work in a compensatory capaclty to
mitigate this risk. Thus, meta-cognition may be a sufficient but not a necessary con-
dition for preventing delinquent behavior. However, data from this study, document-
ing profound difficulties in specifically defined meta~cognitive skills of untreated LD
and NLD delinquents clearly suggest that it is reasonable to postulate that social

meta~-cognitive de! sencies cause LD Youth to be susceptibie to delinquency.

Nevertheless, it is imperative to remember that, despite cumulative data from
this and previous research polnting out the eficacy of tralning specific skills labeled
as meta—cognitive (awarencss and control), meta-cognition may actually describe
different skills and/or unique applications of thinking for every individual sald to
*possess” meta~cognition. Thus, the meta-cognitive skills defined and trained In this
study may only “function like" (in terms of Increasing competence) cognitive skills
utilized by competent probiem soivers. If this is the case, it becomes extremely prob-

lematic to "assess® non-delinquents on specifically postulated meta-cognitive skills.

Futurs Recommendations

Speculations that social incompetency may be a function of ineffective soclal
meta-cognition has implications for both clinical and research practice. Both limita-
tions and impiications of this research point vo potentialiy fruitfui areas of future

investigation.
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With regard to applied research, two recommendations emerge from this study.
First, this research design clearly demonstrated the critical need of having an atten-
tion coatrol growp when examining training effects In a group of Incarcerated (or
similarly situated) individuais. That special attention alone enhances cognitive and
overt behavior responses was consistently evident for every dependent variabie.
Thus, empirical examination of rehabilitation efforts requires contrasting treaved
subjects to subjects receiving an alternative program. Secondly, API data Imply that
it may be inconsistent to expect subjects, specifically trained in applying cognitive
skills vo real life stimull (a8 needed to boost generalisation), to apply those skills in
interview or lab settings. Problem soiving using real life cues and problem solving
using hypothetical cues (i.e., interview tasks) may require different and possibiy con-
tradictory skills; thersfore, the common practice of measuring cognitive training

eflects with cognitive problem solving interview data may be inappropriate.
Several studlies are suggested by this research study:

1. An lmmediate follow-up study comparing social meta-cognitive skills of delln-
quent and normal youths, both LD and NLD, is critically needed. Demonstrating
deficiencies !n meta-cognition for delinquent youth compared to non-delinquents
would test the alternative hypothesis that medlttioﬁal capacities of meta-
cognitive skills are compensatory factors. However, as previously nhoted, soclal
meta-cognitive skills as specifically defined in this study, may appear not to be
present in aon-delinquents. One way to test if non-deiinquents possess meta-
cognitive skills which function like those postulated In this study would be to

train non-deilnquents with the postuiated skills. If non-delinquents utilise other
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skills for "meta purposes® than their behavior should not be enhanced.

There 18 a need to replicate fndings from this study and examine eficacy of
meta-cognitive tralning in terms of long term follow-up for crime reduction.
There is sufficlent support for developing and evaluating the efficacy of a conw-

munity based cognitive tralning Intervention program.

Another important stndy would examine the relaiionship of specific cognitive
skiils So behavior change. In this regard, assessing and comparing potential
eflectiveness of this investigations’ three meta-cognitive components (V S/,
META, PSP) would help ejucldate more specific relationships between cogni-

tion and social skill.

Research 1s also needed to evaluate the efficacy of meta-cognitive training as a
prevention measure for other groups of soclally Incompetent youth. For exam-
ple, delinquents on probation, behavior disordered or “troublesome® adolescents
who are attending alternative schools or speclal education programs and LD
youth who manifest social skill difficuities are all plausible candidates for
benefiting fron. social mesa~coghitive training. It would also be appropriate and
valaabie o0 test the eficacy of soclal meta-cognitive training with younger

youth.
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Decisiorn rules for discriminating LD from NLD dellnquents used academle,
abliity, and teachability data. Reading grade levels, Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
standard scores and a teacher rating of teachabllity were used as data for modeling
Institutional decision making. Reading grade was determined by the Test of Adult
Basic Education (TABE). The TABE reading vocabulary and comprehension items
were adapted from the California Achievement Test, 1970 editlon. The manual
reports a total reading test-retest rellability of .85. The Peabody Plcture Vocabulary
Test (PPVT) uses pictures in a muitiple cholce format to assess receptive vocsbulary.
For standar< score comparisons, the manual reports a median test-retest rellability
of .79. The PPVT has been reported to have a median correlation of .71 to the Binet
IQ test and a merian correlation of .77 to the full scale WAIS IQ test; therefore, the
PPVT was used as an estimate of ability. The teachability scale was derived from
reseach of Borco & Cadwell (1982) who used & similar sale for modeling teacher
decision making. The teachabllity rating was achieved by having two teachers rate
each student on & 7 point Likert-type scale. Uslng both teacher ratings an average
score of teachabllity was calculated. The teachers were asked to rate the students on

the following qve=tions (a low score = dificult student):

1.  Does the student usually need considerabie teacher supervision during class
activicy?

Please estimate how motivated this student is during class activities,
Please estimate the student's social Interaction skills.

How easy is this student to teach?

Please estimate the student’s academic potential.

How much does this student need speclal educasion services?

o B W W
DI 2 - Sl

A three part composite and conditional decision rule for classifying a student as
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LD accounted for 92% of Institutionally identified LD students. The decision rules

for LD classification were:

1. Total reading grade~ level on the the TABE equal to or less than 4.7 and & PPVT
standard score at 62 or less. or

2. Total reading grade level on the TABE more than two years below the PPVT
grade level score. or

3. Average teacher rating of 3.0 or less on both questions.

Table 1 shows the results of applying these decision rules to the total sample of
low-achieving students. After the study was in progress, 13 of the 14 subsequent
institutional referrals fo» special education evaluation fit this LD classification rule
criteria, further validaiing the decision model. It Is not known If the students were
subsequently assessed and ldentified as LD. Nonetheless, it appeared that the
decision rule modeled quite accurately the Institution's decislon making process with
respect to LD referral and !dentification. Indeed, the decision rule was able to

predict very well which students would be referred before they were referred.
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA. SANTA 2ARBARA

DENSRAY ¢ RAVIS © VNN « LN ANGERES + SVEROEDE * SAN SEEND * SAN PRANCID
R e e e SRS By St AT St S

DEPARTMENY OF RDUGATION SANTA BARRARA. CALIFORNLA 2200

Ta: Students

You are invited to participate in a tratning praogram which will teack
legical thinking and probles solving skills. The traiming wiil teacn
how 20 apply thinking skills %o secial prodless. This trairing will
bDe conducted by a University in Santa Bardbara. You will recsive a
Cortificate of Completion #rom Ventura Schoal and also one +rom the
Univarsity.

About the group: The groun will seet every day #or pericds I and =,
You will aiss vour regular schocl periods I and 2 fsor about a agmes
aNnd instead you would come to the training class. You will et hign
school credit wnile attending the training zlass. Groups will Se
conducted by an experienced teacher $rom the Univers:ty. Groug
sessions will include a lot of grous discussicn about the thinkimg
akille Dut Rhe class will alse include demonstration of how to aoely
the skills and gractice oF tha akills 2n typical social problems. We
think the sewsians will be interesting.

-

Thanks,

Hoge you join us

! understand that this training ts trying 20 1acrease pradlem bl 1,3
and thinking skills. 1l realise that ay sarticigaticn 18 entirel.
veluntary and that 1 say cecide not to partic:gate. L[F ! wish to
withdraw from the training. ! will not e penalizea. ! almo
UNderstand tThat my STILOMENTS ANG ANSWAr® Juring Lthe Lrainlng wiii =t
e revesled and that my respanses are conditential.

ambdgt - ———— -2

arint Aame ngrature date

If 70U Nave anv questions Dieane leave
4 TORRAQe for rATHY LARSON and [ will
CAONCACT YOU. YOU BEY AlWC wrlte to
4. C. 8. 0. O¢é1co 0Ff Researer and
Sevelopmenr,

« 150
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SELE EFTICACY

auestion: HOW SURE DO YOU FEEL TWAT YOU COULD SOLVE THIS PRUBLEM
WITHOUT MAKING THE S1TUATION WORSE?. . MITHOUT MAKING MORE

TROUBLE FOR YQURSELF.

le vyou're visiting your Aunt in ancther part of town, and you don’t
know any o4 the pecple your age. You’re walking along her street, and
SONe COrgon your age, sex, race and size is walking zoward you. As
this person is sbout to pass you, they deliberatel: dump into yau and

you nearly lose youwr balance.

2. Your gye teacher is a nasty Quy, and you think he eust have it tn
for you, bhecause he's always picking on you. Today he's been oA yorue
back all priod, and you've already had o dC extra sxercises. You' re
s0 tired you don't think you can do ancther one, but &ll the ether
scudents are standing arcund watching what will Rappen. Now he says
to you, “OK, let’'s see 30 mcre, and gat some energy into them'"

3. You're driving around with a good friend on a Net. muggy summer
night, and voeur friend says, “Whew, an 1 thirsty! I could realiy use
a cold beer. Listen, 1 know & Quy wha sells ik, Lo anyone who SOnES.
right c$$ his front porch, and he doesh’t even echeck 1D. How aoout
our going over that way and getting some boozrx™"

4, You've been going steady far adout three monthe., [t used D be &
1ot of fun ta e with vour bavériend/girlfreind. But lately it’s been
sort ot a drag. There are some athers you'd like to go out with now.
You decide to break ug but you know your naytriend.’'girlériend will be
vary upset and angry with you. They may even tell lires atout ¥you L8]

tre othear pecple and hurt yaour chances with them.

<. Qne of your friends does sone desling on the street. Orce in a

while., he even gives vyou some pills or samething for $res. HNow re
says to you, “Listan man, !’ ve got +o seliver some stutd on the sculh
side, but [ can’t do it myself. How about it = will vou taie thays
stuf+ down there for me in your car™ 1°11 give you some new styu¥é o
try plus S035 nesides, for half an neur’'s ariving. Will yeu hels ne

aue™" ..

s, You angd vour friend want to go driving aroung 2ne eveninrg., tut

wiern you tell veur father or moLtRer wWhare you ars slanming T2 S0, e
get very angry. Thay say. "1 gon’t wart you hanqing arowund with THIt
kid. They're no goos for vou. You're not ¢olng Qut 2¢ thig rcom v ¢

you glan to meet them!"

+. You're walking through the achosl yard one dav. and angtrer
student vou don't know very well calls vou over. The cther gLugert
amiles and savys, “Hev. 1'va gat a $riand wno would l1'® va spengd t-@
A1gNE with your mather. Joes she neRC sSOME W tra menev’
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2. vou're brousing in a discount department store with a $riend.
You're in the sporting goads section. You loek arsund and natice
that the glass case where they keep hand guns i3 cgen, and the guns
Are just lying there, where you can reach i{n and grab them out.
There’s nobody in sight, ne custamers andg no emplayees. Yaur +$riend
savs, “Quick man, let’'s get some." et T

% Comeone in school has recently been detacing the walls of the
rEestroom By writing obscene words all over them in black paint. Mr.
Redford, a tescher in school, has dlways had it in tor you. Toeday ke
calls you aut of your class, and says to you in the hall, “OK, we know
you’re the one wne —ote all over the walls in the jaha. 1 recognize
your witing. 02 ¢ you even have the drains ta disguise your
weiting?® Yau know you didn’t do it and veu’re furious Lbecauzs hNe's

ccusing you.

10. You’re walking along a side street with a friend, and he steps in
front of a4 72 Malibu. He looks inside and then he says excitedly,
"Look man, the kevs are still in this machine! Let’s see what she can

do. Come on, let’s go!*

11. You have a ¢riend who's a few vyears aldee than yourselt. Yeur
friend has Deen in trouble with the law a lot and alse sgent some :ine
in prison, But is out now. You really like this feErsen and respect
them and vou wish they would like and reRgect you 200, hecauss this
person is popular in the reighbornoed. Your frieng comes araung Lo
your house one night and tells you that twe of them are q9ing '3 held
up & gam station aut in the country. Your $risnd Ay, "YOu want o
come along? We think you could be a Big help to us.®

13.  You're on parcle after 1S monthe in an institution. Yeu'rs back
in your old schoal, and it*s been hard, getting Back in with the ot er
students, and especially with the teachers. A couple o teachers are
SR your Back all the time, always haosling vyeu because o¢ vaur record.
Just now, one o them has Surprised you in an espty classrsom. wners
you're catehing a smoke, which is 4gainut the sehosl rules. The
teacher save, “OK, just what do ysu think yau’res daing in here"

Dign’t yvou learn anything ia that retora schoel-"

1S5, The qairlériend/Boyiriend you’ve been F01Ng AUt Wit just Lroke g
with you. She/he said thet you’re OK, bBut they'd like ta Qo out witn
others. You still did her/him. and you’'re nurt that they dan't want
tQ S0 oulk with you ana continue to he your girl/guy. YSu're i1n e
tarriBle miseradble acer'. You feel really down,

i4. You've been having “rauble in a class bdeCaune the wark seess Lo
hargd for yeu. But you’'ve felt emtarrassed to tell :he tescher (3 28
tQo difficult far you. 390 what you've Leen doing is cuting classen.
Now i2'8 & week bedaore a 3i1g axam, and yeu're comgletely last., VYou
dan’t know what’s going on.
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1S. 1It's Feriday night and YOU have the car Yut you don’t have
anywhere to go. The evaning stretches ahead ot you, enpty. VYou'reg
bored, and you tesl restless and YOU wish there were scme excitement.
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AP INTERAVIEW

rOtel DO BuFe the persen 3avs en what and how they sSay sasething
o 2RE OTRAP. .« cNAVE ETNAR pretand YOu are the other.

le IN°E ®arly aéternaen and SVer SiNEe YOU weke up this sarning,
you've Boen in & bad esed. Yeu ‘eel emsty, tired, & little sad. ane 2
l1ittle angry,; all at the 24ae tise. What weuld veu €8 @ Say New ke
selve this sreblen? UWNat's seseining slse voeur dsuld do or say?

- mmmie wms ws

e YOu're alEut an leer lato getting te yeur pertotise job in o
SUSGPRArKEt DRSS YOUF GAF PAN GUR @F gasT Yeu deel gretty duse
JUE that antl yOu kRew YRW© DOWe will e sad, Dealune this te the
BUBSLOBt Tiae 6F TThe day in he stare. You puneh in at the tise claek
and he comes Storaing over e YyOu and says, "Veu’'re #ired' !’'ve put
Ul with you kige dedng late ane nat ganmtng tr, srne tise tow many.
Rarting with yau, anYene =G COmne in late gets canrea'™ What weuld
Vs ) o™ ‘say "Ow t8 Salve this presleaT What’s sesetihing else y»2u

- ?

3 Yai’re at & party and 4ll the pessle there re seeking araze.

W ¢80 & lat of sasking yeurselt, Juk "o yeu're en garale
DOQASe YOu ¢88 Jsted. Drugs are againet the ceneitions ¢4 your
parslie. Bveryane neue you uset 3 saske. Your girlériend/ Beviriend
ottare yau & jeint, WRat is the* hing you ssuld Jde I say te
sslive s prolen? wWnat elee e you d8 o say? .

¥, Yeou're en gparelo atter 1S ssnthe in a8 institutien. Yau’'re Raak
in your eld sgheel, ang Lt°s Bewn hard, QUtRing Bagk Ain with the sther
udents, i DU Ally wilth The teashers. » stusle ¢+ twaghers are
on your daghk all the tiae, always hasaling you 2ecause «f Yeur ~seors.
Just nams; NG @F theam Ras rprised you in an saety ¢l avereee, where
yOu'rY CARENLAG & SAGRE, wWRiER i8S Malnet the suneel Fulee. ™Me
teaghar says, “GK, Just what €8 you tThink yeu’~e eeing in here?
Dien’t you learn anvRRing in that ~efere seneel ™ uWhat 13 e Regs
WMIing m?mld <8 o say e selve the pgreBlea? Wrat else-tiuid veu
de or say .

L N Yo’ *e Breusing LN & di9BUNt dapartaent tere =ith & frieng.
You're in Whe erting Qouds sestion. Yeu lesk areung and "etie
that the ¢glane case =hare they Leel PMand gure L8 spen. ang the juns
are j1ust lying there, WAGFe® YEU CAN ~O0ER (A ang ¢ral thes Jut.
There’s AEBSEY in Signt, NG CUBtONGrS ane N@. wwslaveess. Yaur frieng
savye. "Guiek aan, let’s qot seme.” What is the Jgus thing veu seuls
98 OF Uay e Wive tNe greBlea™ What olse 20Uld yeu 38 2 savy”

. voutre vistting yeur At in anether part o4 town, and YOu JUR’t
tncu any @b the tn.nlo YOUFr agEe. You're walking sleng her street, ant
2608 SErIEN YOUr AU, MR, Fide and size {s walking teward vou. Ae
tRis oersen is AMGUL L8 pase yeu. they ' gol L beratael 7 Duse tn!? yaQu ang
you ASArly l1ase your Balange. What wiuld YOu @0 9& say t8 %eive thise
srodiea? What i SEaERNing eise yeu could d¢ or say”®
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2. You're @riving wreund with & geed #ried on 2 Ret. WgYY Summer
nMont, and your jriend save, “Whew, as I thirsty! [ doule ~esllv use
a cale Veor, Listen, I kNew A& guy whe sells it, te anyvane whe dusels.
*ignt ¥+ Mis “Sront parsh, and he deesn’t even eheti ID. Hew asout
Sr 4eing ever that way and ¢utiing seme beste?® Whet L the g2t
WRing you setuld 90 o 2aY te alve this preslea? WNat i3 ssstMming
olgo vyou tould de or say?

8 “ossone iR sencel Res resEntly Jeen dedaring the wells aé the
rostroas By wrtting abosune weras all ever thea in Blagk gaing. M=,
Redftard, a teasher in seheul, has alweys hag it in for veu. Tasay NMe
ealls you sut @f youwr glame, and says ta you ia the Rall, “QX, we knew
YOu’'Pe the GNe whe ety all ever the walls in e jenn. I remagnile
your witing. Bien’t you sven have e Briins '8 dlaguise veur
writing?® Yeu khew you ¢idn’t de it ane yeu’'re furigus Decause he’s
seTuSINg veu. What is the Beut thing you eotuld 4@ or say now 20 s3lve
the pronles? WhEt i9 SEBEtRING eize yeu ¢suls de or 3ay”

Q. Crne of your friends dees Jane desling en the street. GCres in &
while, "e Gven gives you eme sills or sesetning for dree. Naw Ne
SAYS 8 YOu. “Liston san, ["ve gut te deliver ssme styéé en the south
side, But I can’t ¢e it eyseld., MHeow aBout it = will vau take tnis
stuté dawn there +or Mo in your €aF? ('ll qive you sane "ow stuts ta
y slus 923 Resitdes, fer halé an haur’s Friving. Will v rele »e
UL™" What 19 the §9gs thing veu tEuld 40 e %y "ew &g solve tms
oroglen? uWhat is samething else you eould ¢e or say?

197



o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

13t

APPENDIX E

Overview of Training Curricelum

198



182

Introduction

Training classes met for 1 3/4 hours three times each week for seven weeks. In
general, tralning consisted of trainer and students reading aloud and following lesson
plans distributed to each student. Each lesson was organised around large cartoon-
ke posters, which served to focus discussion and attention (see Appendix F). Lesson
plans presented an orderly sequence of cognitive training skills. Social problem
scenarfos or episodes were presented dally and subjects practiced applying newly
learned cognitive skills to simulated problems. Thus, daily activities consisted of: (a)
reading lesron plans aloud, (b) discussing concept questions, (¢) drill of steps and
procedures, (d) participant modeling, (e) self-evaluation and group discussion of how
well one was applying the skiils learned, and {f) review of previous lessons.

The training lessons were very structured, complex and detailed. The following
is a brief synopsis of main activities and ideas for each lesson. See Appendix F for a
sample lesson.

LESSON 1

- Introduction to the class and trainer.

- Malin ideas:

Scientists have studied how experts solve problems and these expert
techniques can be learned.

Social problems are & common part of everyday life, problems are solvable
and stadents are capable of learning and using expert techniques.

Seif-control increases personal power and external control decreases
parsonal power.

By becoming incarcerated one has given to society thelr personal power or
self-control.

Thinking skills will help students influence the worid without eliclting
negative consequences.

- Introduce problem solving steps.
LESSON 2

- Teach problem soiving step 1: RECOGNIZE THAT A PROBLEM EXISTS

- There are two ways to recognize a problem exists:
1} If one is emotionally upset.
2) I one is about to break a rule or law.

- Main ideas:

1939
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The problem exists before one starts to break a law. The problem does
nct begin when one gets caught.

. The problem is a situation which can have a desirable or undesirable
outcome.

The action of breaking the law is a solution to the problem. When
punishment or negativeé cousequences occur It 18 a signal that one's
solution did not work well. Solutions, not problems, get us into trouble.
Therefore, befors one breaks a rule or law, one needs to begin to think
about how to solve the problem without making the situation worse.

Use upset emotions and/or thoughts about breaking the law as signals to
stop and think.

- Introduce problem solving step 2: STOP AND THINK

LESSON 3

Teach problem solving step 2: STOP AND THINK
Main ideas:
Thinking requires controlling impulsive responding

Expert problem solvers talk to themselves sliently or tell themselves what
to do. This 1s called self-talk.

Talking is a way of giving ourself power because we are using seif-coacrol
and not letting the situation or others controi us.

Controlling first impulses and ignoring the irritation may actually be the
solution to the problem.

If a problem keeps happening, then controlling first impuises and ignoring
is not a sufficient solutior. It is then necessary to use sieps 3-9 to solve
the problem.

Solving problems in a smart way requires either controlling first impulses
and ignoring the problem OR controlling first impulses and using thinking
skilils to arrive at a solution.

If you don't want to think things out then the only smart cholce Is to
ignore it,

- Teach seif-talk technique for controlling first impulses.
- Students create and write down & personal seif-talk phrase.

- Model and covertly practice self-talk when presented with four problem
scenarios.

200
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LESSON ¢

- Introduce step 3: GET THE FACTS

- Play Twenty Questions attribute game to demonstrate that not all information is
valuable in terms of problem solutions.

- Present problem scenarios and students brainstorm what facts or information
would be important to find out in order to soive the problem well.

-~ Main {deas:

Using step 3 ieans that controlling first impuises and ignoring the
situation did not solve the problem.

How to get facts and where to get facts is just as important as knowing
what facts to get.

LESSON &

- Teach step 3: GET THE FACTS

- Mzsin ideas:

People interpret You and you interpret them based upon facts each of you
have gotten.

It 1s important to get the facts because facts tell you what you think of a
situation and what you think determines what action you take.

Facts tell how hard or easy the problem will be to solve.

- Students brainstorm where and how to get the facts identified as Important in
the problem scenario presented in the last lesson.

- Students role play asking direct and indirect questions of others to get the facts
in a glven problem situation.

LESSON &

- Teach step 3: GET THE FACTS

- Introdurce idea that this program will teach students how to find 21 important
facts in soclal problems.

- Introduce ldea of facts about others and facts about self for solving soclal
problems.

- Present poster of facts about others.
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- Students compare facts about others with facts they had previously
brainstormed as important. Identily what facts were omitted and included, etc.

LESSON 7

- Teach step 3: GET THE FACTS

- Malin ideas:

. Facts tell us our !imitations and strengths in a glven ‘situation and
therefore we can figure out how to compensate and thus Increase our
chances of a successful solution.

Facts tell us how hard a problem will be to soive and facts give us hints as
to how to solve the probiem.

- Students discuss, for every other fact, how specific information can infiuence
the difficuity of the problem and give hints as t0 vhe solution. Exampie: Finding
out 1 the other is highly emotional is an important fact. If the other person is
calm the problem will be easler to solve. If the other person is very angry and
hostile it tells us that we may need to walk away for s while and not try to
reason with them.

LESSON 8
- Same as lesson 6 except with self facts.
LESSON ¥
- Same as lesson 7 except with self facts.

LESSON 10

- Written quiz on major concepts previously presented.

- Present students with a problem scenario and practice, as a group, applying
problem solving steps 1, 2 and 3. Rereat on different problems.

LESSON 11

Introduce step 4: STATE THE PROBLEM AND GOALS

Main ideas:
Stating the problem clearly beips one decide what they want.
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There are two ways to figure out what the problem is:

1)  State exactly what happened or is happening.

2) Be aware when you are going to break a rule of law and then think
about what it is you are trying to accomplish of solve by ysur action.
What 1t Is you are trylng to solve or achieve &‘a your probiem. Often

the problem 1s psychological In nature; e.g., fear, greed, need for
self-esteem, need to have fun, revenge, ete,

- Students practice identifying the problem when presented with hypothetical
solutious; e.g., wanting to get drunk, cheating, insulting someone are all solutions
to underlying problems.

LESSON 12

-~ Teach step 4: STATE THE PROBLEM AND GOALS

- Main ideas:

Short term goals are immediate desires of the moment or goals for the
present probiem. These change constantly.

Long term goals are things we would like to accomplish over a perjod of
time...days, weeks, months or years. These goals do not change often.

When solving soclal problems it is necessary to think of both short term
and long term goals.

- Students identify given goals as short or long term.

LESSON 13

- Students 1dentify, record ir notebook and share personal long term goals in the
area of work, education, family, recreatcion, interpersonal relationships and

economic status.
LESSON 14

Teach step 4: STATE THE PROBLEM AND GOALS

Maln ldeas:
Solutions which attempt to achieve short term goals without considering
the impact on long term goals will often hurt our future. We pave our road
tor the future--it can be rocky or smooth.

It 1s essential to find out the other person(s)’ goals or desires for the
immediate problem.
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Solntions must achieve both cur own and the others’ goals.

LESSON 15

- Stedents are presented with social problem situations and short and long term
goals. Students practice bralnstorming potential solutions.

LESSON 1¢

- Teach step 5: MAKE PLANS.

- Main ideas:

It i1s probsbly necessary to compromise twice during the problem solving
process. First it is often necessary to compromise with oneself In terms
of changing one's short term goal so thas It is compatibie with one's long
term goal. Second it will often be necessary to compromise with the
other(s) involved so that both our own and their desires can be satisfied.

It is not a solution If it makes the problem worse. Don't consider soluions
which obviously make the problem worse or obviously make other
problems; l.e., murdering the other.

Sometimes it is not possible to compromise between your short term and
long term goals. Sometimes it I8 necessary to glve up short term goals so
that the long term goal is not hurt.

- Students are presented with social problem scenarios. Students identify short
and long term goals (hypothetical) and brainstorm solutions which do not hurt
the long term goal and which potentially satisfy all people involved.

LESSON 17

Students practice steps 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 on hypotk tical soclal problems.

'

LESSON 18
- Students brainstorm potential consequences of previously generated solutions.
LESSON 18

Introduce step 8: PICK THE BEST
Maln {deas:

¥
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Pleking the best means evaluating the conseguences of each solution.
All solutions have good and bad aspects.
Censegquences for both oneself and for others must be considered.

- Introduce idea of a balanee sheet for evaluating pros and cons of a solution for
oneself and for the other(s).

- Students apply steps 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 tc a presented problem. Students fill out
personyl balance sheet by listing pros and cons of each solution. Balance sheets
will be unique to each student. Tally balance sheet and identify three hest
solutions. Choose a solution. Discuss as a group.

LESSON 20
- Same as lesson 19.
LESSON 21

- Teach sten 7: BE PREPARED

- Malin ideas:
Being prepared requires:

1)  Thinking of all the thing: that could go wrong with & solution and
then thinking how to deal with them.

2) Thinking of all the little steps needed to carry out the solution.
Think of these in sequential order.

3) Thinking of a back-up plan in case the chosen solution does not work
or cannot be used.

- Students practice steps 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 on presented problems.
LESSON 22

- Teach step 8: TAKE ACTION

- Main idea:
Take action means to carry out your chosen plan.

- Teach step : CHRCK IT OUT

- Maln ideas:

Check it out means thac after 2 solution is impiementecd it is necessary to
evaluate If the other(s) are satisfied and if you are satisfied with the way
things turned out.
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" It 1s also necessary to make sure that no other problems were created.

If you or the other are not satisfied then use your back-up plan or go back
to step 5. If other problems were created then xo back to step 1.

- Students practice steps 1, 2, 8, 4, 5, 8, 7, 8 and § on hypoth2tical problem
scenarios.
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APPENDIX F

Sample Lesson
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SESSION 1}

Objectives: I. Review contracts
I1t. Pegin step 4! state the prodles and goals

gtudents do: Weite on your selé report card the three Jrages
you give yourself.

Students discuse: Share with thae grour «hy you gave yoursel ¢
a good grade or wht you gave yoursel$ a poer
grade. Wnhe predi’ .s they will de batter
aext tise., Why? Whe predicts they will do
worse. Why?

G000 CGAADE
a. MUS!.' .

LOOK AT POSTER #1. YOU WILL SEE THAT STEPS 4.3,4,7.8 and % ARE ACTION

STEPS IN HOW TO THINK QUT WHAT TO DO. EVERYTHING YOU HAVE WLEARNED $C
EAR --RECOSNIZING A PRODLEM EXISTS, GETTING READY TQ THINK AND GETTING
THE PACTS=~MILL WELP YOU USE STEPS 4,5.5,7,8, AND ¢ SO THAT You wik.
TAKE THE SMARTEST ACTION.

TODAY WE START OGN PROBLERN SOLVING STEP 4. STEP 4 SAYS “STATE. THE
PROPLEM AND GOALS*. 1T .4 THING TO DQ AFTER GETTING TWE

FACTS. € PROBLEM (S...
€ GoAL (8.

WHEN SCMETHING 1S DISTURBING TO US, WHEN WE ARZ UPSET OR WHEN WE ARE

‘DEALING WITH DIFFICUATIES 17 1S VERY IMPORTANT THAT Wl GET CLEAR IN

OuUR MINDS
1. wHAT 18 THE SPECIFIC PROBLEM?
- WHAT 18 1T THAT WE WANT OUT QF THIS CONFLICT™ wOw DO WE WaNT

IT TO END UP?  WHAT IS oga GOALT é:p ‘t\Df"
A WHAT I8 IT THE OTHER(S) WANTS O ia, L IcT "
W? 13 mIR m’ . “.\n;\|ll (S8 1
CLEALY NOW BN ol
:} v ": RAIN 18 P 4 A

1T IS VERY IMPORTANT TQ HAVE CLEAR IN YOUR MIND WHAY THE EXACT ERQBLEM
18. PEOPLE WWO RUN INTQ TROUBLE IN SOCIAL CONPLICTS DO NOT WALR CLERP
WHAT THE PRODLEM 1S, IF YOU WNAT TO SOLVE THE PRODLEM YOU MUS™ 3TATE
EXACTLY WHAT THE PROBLEM 18.

THERE ARE TWO WAYS 10 FIGURE OUT EXACTLY WHAT THE PROBLEM IS, TWE
FIRST WAy 18 TO ITATE CLEARLY WeaT HAPPEMED TWaT MALE vOu OF SCMEINE
BELSE UPSET. YOU MUST STATE EXACTLY WHAT THE QTHER S) DIT OF wWHAT YU
DID.

BELOW ARE SOME PROBLENMS. TELL WHICK ONE 1S STATED TLERRLT.
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i. The problea is that Sheila bugs we. ‘
The probles i3 that Sheila gives ae putdowrs and calls me
nANOS.

2. The probdles is that I'a a failure.
The preblec is that 1 did not pase sath class.

S. The probles '8 that Mark bBullies all the yeunger and sasller
guys and 1 vcel helpless te stop hie,
™he prables is that 1 hate Mark.

THERE 18 A SECOND WAY TO FISURE OUT EXACTLY WWAT THE PROMEM 18. DC
YOU REMEMBER WHAT PROBLEM SOLVING STEP #2 SAYST™ RIOGHT! STEP 8. 19
RECOGNIZE THAT A PRODLEM EXISTS. WE ALSC LEARNED THAT ONE OF THE WAYS
TO RECOBNIZE THAT A PROJLEM EXISTS IS WHEN YOU GET READY TO BREAK A
MAE OR LAW. THIS I8 A SISNAL THAT YOU HAVE A PROBLEM.

NOw YOU HAVE TO FIGURR Ot ° BXACTLY WHAT YOUR PRODLEM 13!

HERE 1S HOW TO FIGUAR OUT WHAT YOUR PRODLEM 18 WHEN YOU ARE THINKING
CF DREAKING A RULE OR LAW., ASK YOURSELF...WHAT am ! TRYING TU .
ACCOMPLISH BY DREAKING THIS LAW OR RULET 'WHAT IS IT I WANTT uWy
WORLD I WANT TQ DO TWIS?

TALK TC YOURSELF LIXE THIS: “IF I DREAK THIS RULE. I MUST BE TRYING TC
SOLVE SOMETHING. BREAKING THIS RUALE 1§ MY SOLUTION TQ SOME PROBLEM !
HAVE. v:;ﬂ? AR I TRYING TO SULVET WHAT 1§ MY ORLR2L Tl A TR/ ING

TO SO : q

YOU NIGWT SAY TO YOURSELF * @ AM THINKING GF KNIF1
MICAUSE 1 WANT MY PRIENDS AND OTHERS TO LOOK UP TO ME.
ADMIRED. I WANT TG SOLVE MY PRODLEM OF HAVING NO RESPRCT. "
MIGHT SAY *1 AM THINKING OF XNIFING THAT PERSON BECAUSE THEY HUPT ME
SO DAD. ! WANT TQ SCLVE MY PROBLEM OF FERLING BETRAYED. [ wanT TQ
STOP FEELING SO MURT AND $AD."

IT IS NOT BASY TO AGK YOURSELF WHY YOU ARE DOING SOMETHING. vOU WavE
TO BE VERY WONEST WITH YOURSELFE IF YOU WANT TO FISURE JUT YQUR
PROBLEN. OFTEN IT IS NOT BASY TO SEE QUARSELVES HONESTL Y
THE TRUT ¢ HURTS, BE HOMESTL "

Students: Listed telaow are S actions that diféer
pecele are INAKiIng of daing. These agtians bresk a
law or rule sC this is a si1gnal that the gerson has
a4 prodlam. Preteond you are that peraon,

Viscuss wnat your groBles aight 2.

ReneaBer there 13 S0Fe thaen one answer. Trv % Shrmt
of as Mmeny possidle prodblems that each agtien Jouid
ingicate. Think about yourselé i1n the i1ituation.
wWhat does this behavigr tell you your problem mgtl,
ve®
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1. Setting loaded on weed or coke.
2. Stealing ¢ toel *rom clece tor a friend,
3«  Snaaking contraband inta Schaol afier

& home visit.
4, Mipping the teacher oté behing her back®

. S. Intiaidating another person Dy the use of threals
into Qiving s what I want,
}ﬁ é&:. Cheating on a test.

MELOW ARE SOME ACTIONS WHICK ARE NOT ILLEGAL. THESE ACTIONS CAN ALSO
TELL YOU WHAT PRODLEM YOU OR ANCTHER al@NWT HAVE. DISCUBE WHAT
PROBLEMS THESE ACTIONS REVEAL ABOUT THE PERSONT
S~ g,
7. Telling someone that their boyériend has aves “® -
Jor anather, .

8. Insulting somecons as they walk by,
e | 9. Always complaining to athers.
€3 o
10. Alwaye Deing late.
11. Pragging about sexuyal axperiences.
12. Bosaing others arcund.
13. Always Buying things éor athers and alwavs

doing thea favors.

REMEMBER. . . YOUR PRODLENM 1S PRODADLY NORMAL AND NOT WEIAL. YOU SROBLEM
Will NOT GET YOU INTQ TROUBLE. BUT YOUR SOLUTION (S WWAT
COULD GET YOU INTO TROUBLE. o& CAREFUL OF YOUR SOLUTIONS.

YOU HAVE LEARNED HOW TO FIGUARE CUT WHAYT PROBLEM YOU MIGHT HAVE &aND mCuW
TO STATE YOUR PRODLEMS CLEARLY.
Studants! There are wo wave te figure QuUt what the proadlen it.
What are thess tws waye™
NOW W ARE SOING YO TALK ABQUT HOW TC STATE /OUR GOALS AND TME 3C .2

OF THE OTHERS INVOLVED IN THE SITUATION. REMEMBER TWIS I8 STEP si ~MU
STEPW 4 SAYES “STATE THE PROPLEM aND BOALS™.

SOMETIMES vOU CAN THINK OF YOUR GOALS USING T-E wORDT BELIW.
get, kaep. GOt Bask., do. get rid of., 2.1, prevent, ¥R
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stop, te have
FOR EXAMPLE, YOU MISMT SAY "1 WANT TO SET MY BIRL BACK®* OR “1 WANT TO
PREVENT M FROM BEATING THEN up* OR "1 WANT TO STOP HIN FROM INSULTING

ME* OR “! WANT TQ AVOID SETTINS A WRITE UP" QR “I WANT T8 DO A GOOD
JUB ON THIS PROJECT® OR “I WANT TQ HAVE SOME FUN, ™

Teacher: Resd aloud 3-8 conflice situatiang,
Students: Listen to the contlict situation and stats

ﬁ 1) what is the prodlem?
2) what does the main character want®™ What ig
their geal?

3) what deoes the sther want? What is their
goal?

Think ot 3 pessible gaals fer sach persan invel vey.
You willl have to sake ug pessible goals af each
RErson in the situation. Remender you $ind aut what
the other person wants BY ABKING ThHEM.

ATHER (8} WSTOMWMORWMMWSMPRG.WYO
TURN QUT 13 THE SAME THING A8 PINDING QUT TME OTHER'S GOALS.

YOU MUST BR SURE TO STATE wHAT YOU WANT AND WHAT THE OTHER WANTS,

WHEN YOU MAVE A PROBLEM YOU WILL HAVE A GOAL FOR THAT PAGBLEM. Twlg
GOAL I3 YOUR SHORT TERM 80AL OR YOUR IMMEDIATE GOAL. IT I8 YOUR GGAL
FOR THE SITUATION AT THE MOMENT, .

BUT!  YOU WILlL PRODADNLY ALSO HAVE QTHER BOALS AT THE SAME TIME. THESE
ARE YOUR LONS TERM ODALS OR GOALS YOU HAVE FOR YOU LIFE IN THE FUTURE.
THESE ARE NOT GOALS FOR THE SITUATION AT THE MOMENT. LONG TERM GOALS

ARE THINGS YOU WOULD LIKE TO ACCOMPLIPH MOR YOURSELF A8 YOU LIVE YOUR

LIFE. LONG TERM GOALS MAY TAKE WERK NONTHES OR YEARS TO ACHIE.E.

Ry Rlens

Students: Tell i+ tne goals listed delow are long term or
sSNRert term® Why do veu think so=

AR A

@ 8) To get a high scheol aiploma. [PV
&

B} To get losded tonigne,
e’ To avoid level P write uos while at
Scheaol .
@ To aveid a $ight with Joe because o+ the
aArgusent we're having right now.
@) To issress the girl wh t wallked 1nto class.
¥) To gat a vetter ;on.
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Ta become the Beet poel plaver in the schoal.
To pay Marie bagk tor what she did.

To keep ay froedom and stay out prison,
Te stir up some excitewent. g@

TERM OR
tgDIATE
FACE RIGNT NOW WILL ARERCT

To aarn o phase 8. \
To win the ball gase tonignt. @ &

Students: MHow can o long tera goal be atfected By what we do te
achisve our shert tera Qual?

7
]
A
:
%
3
:
:

QuR ‘ TIMGE TODAY. P wg
DECIDE TO ACHIEVE THAT GOAL BY CUTTING SCHOOL THEN IT wWIlL AFRECT OuR
IS TQO GET 800D smaDRS IN ORDER 7O GRADUATE.
QF THE MOMENT IS TO NOT LOov

My

REMEMBER~—EOR EVERY PROBLEN A BOAL POR THE SITUATION OF T™=E
Wmmummwmmmnm. THIS LONS TRAM 30AL
HUR WDVWQWMS!MT!ONQ?WW’.
D0 NOW CAN AFFELT TgM TOMORRQW,
NEXT WEEK, NEXT MONTH, NEXT YEAR AND MAYBE FOR THEIR ENTIRE LIPE,

Homewori: Practice problew salving steos 1.2.7 anc 4,

Cbeserve yousel+ taking action and ask voursel s
what is it you are trying to accompl:ish or qet. Wkatr
is your prodiem that vour action is trying to sol .e.

aing exaetly what it is you want now ama what oy
want in the tuture. Ask the ather what they want,
Also state what 18 the condliet.

clz
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Where do
{our short
erm geals
lead ?

SHORT TBRM
GCALS

wt

7

%

ONG T8

(LONG TERM GoaL

RM GOAL 3

Which trail do you take?
Where de your fracks lead?

"

Does your short term goal:

help your long term goal?
hurt your long term qoal?

leave aleng
9oal ?

00D3

yeur lo ng term
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APPENDIX G

A Note on Internal/External Validity
and Multiple Regression Analysis
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Regression procedures enhance examination of internal validity by supporting
causal inferences through increased explanation of the research sample. This is
accomplished by determining how much variance in the dependent variable was
accounted for by treatment. Shapiro (1984) refers to this use of regression as an
ed—paychometric approach primarily concerned with determining If treatment is a
highly probable explanation of changes in the dependent variable. Conversely,
regression procedures can be used to erhance examination of external validity by
inferring generalizabllity of relationships found in the sampie to the population from
which the sample was drawn. This 1s accomplished by determining If treatment
incremented changes in the dependent variable over and above the influence of other
powerful variables which predictably have an infiluence on members of the sample
population. Shapiro refers to this use of regression as an ccomometric approach
primarily concerned with determining If treatment heiped reduce uncertainty in
explaining the dependent variable. Reducing uncertainty in explalning some
phenomenon is an ‘mportant activity of model buillding, thus the usefuineas of an
econometric perspective is apparent when treatment is based upon a theoretical
model, as was the case In this Investigation. Since this Investigation wvas an attempt
to incresse explanation of delinquency by postulating a theoretical model, the
econometric perspective was considered useful for making inferences about
generalisability of the thearetical model. Regression analysis, for examining external
validity, requires that competing non-treatr~ent variables be identified and entered
into the regression equation. What factors can be expected to zompete with
treatment {0 Influencing dependent variables proposed in this study? Sex, race and

meptal abllity are basic human characteristics consistently found to influence a wide
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range of human behaviors. Thus it seetned reasonable to expect demographic
variables of race, sex and PPVT language age (as 3 correlate of IQ) to powerfnlly
influence depeandent v;rla.bles examined in this investigation. Therefore, regression
analysis was nsed to measure relative effects of treatment in terms of sex, race and
PPVT and to determine If treatment Incremented changes i{n dependent variabies
above and beyond the expected Influences of sex, race and PPVT. Are there
additional variables specific to a delinquent population which ¢an be expected to
infivence behavior?! To address this question, correiations between measures of s
student's personal history and measures of insiitutional behavior at pre-treatment
were computel. As expected, moderave correlations were found between some overt
behevior measures and personal history factors of gang affiliation, severity of
committing offense and number of prinr convictions. Therefore, these personal
history variables were added to the regression equation to determine if treatment was
able to influence behavior to any degree beyond infiuences of these powerful and

comprehensive factors,
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APPENDIX H

Number of Missing Cases by Group
for Each Dependent Variable Analysis

,EK?C 218

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



Variable

Quantity of Mets-Awarenen
Trpe of Meta-Other

Trpe of Meta-Seif

R? Meta-Avarenens

APl Quantity Solutien

APl Average Quality

APY Best Quality

APl Proportion of
Competant /Incompeosent subjeety

Self-Effl caey

R? Seif-Ef eacy
Mata~Salf Anssssment
Setf-Rating:

Devareaxx
Improved /Worsened

lmproved Bahavior Reporis
R" Bahavior Reporss
Improved Phase Level

Both lmproved Behavior
Raports and Phase Loovei

LD va. NLD t—tortiz

Behavior reporta
No reports

Good days eredit
Highest phase level

b 3
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LD

Treat Atiention Test-only

1
€

0

[ R

+y

¢ 1

Q 9

0 0

0 ¢

0 0

] ¢

& O

0 ¢

) ¢

0 0

& 1

¢ NfA
T 2

1 1

collepsed LDw]

1 1

1 1

collapsed LD » 0

collapsed LD = 2

collapeed LD = 3

collapsad LD = 2
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NLD

Treat Atiention Test-only

0

= JEY - B 4

¢ Q
0

(| 1
¢ 1]
0 1
0 ]
0 L4
o) o
0 0
0 0
0 a
1 N/A
(/] :
1 2

collapsed NLDw}

1 3
i « &

collapsed NLD » ©
eoliapsed NLD = 1
collapsed NLD = &
coliapesd NLD = 4§
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DEVEREUX LDOM(TD“W.M\:)IOR (DAB) RATING SCALE®
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APPENDIX J

A Note on Meta— Analysis

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Meta-analysis Is a quantitative procedure which describes magnitude of
experimental effecy In standard deviation units so that treatment effect size (ES) is

rendered comparabie for different groups receiving treatment.

Effect size 1z calculated as:

‘fc ‘“'}"e
Se

ES =

The mean of the experimental group minus the mean of the control group, divided by
the standard deviation of the control group. Thus, ES represents magnitude of effect,

transformed by & standard mean difference, to a common scale,

The ES Is comparable to & s-score and was derived for LD and NLD relative to
their respective test-only control group. Therefore, LD and NLD groups can be
directly compared regarding how strongly each group was affected on a given

dependent variable. See Note 8, Cornellus {1983} 'or a critique of meta-analysis.
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