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ABSTRACT 

INTENTIONAL SKILL DEVELOPMENT 

AS AN INTERVENTIONAL TOOL 

MAY 1993 

HENRY E. CULVER, B.S., WORCESTER STATE COLLEGE 

M.A., ASSUMPTION COLLEGE 

Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 

Directed by Doctor Maurianne Adams 

An 11 unit Cognitive-behavioral program was developed as a model for group probation 

supervision. Its goal was to reduce offender recidivism through a training program focusing on 

Intentional Skill Development and interpersonal problem solving. Ninety-eight probationers 

were randomly assigned either to an experimental group or an untrained control group. Subjects 

in both groups were monitored for eight months and compared in terms of recidivism and 

Problem Solving Skill (PSS) abilities. 

Compared with subjects in the control group, those in the experimental group 

demonstrated increased PSS abilities and reduced rates of recidivism. Improved problem 

solving abilities were directly related to reduced rates of recidivism. Normative data was 

collected for this population utilizing the Problem Solving Inventory (PSI). In addition, the 

experimental group was asked to respond to a self-report questionnaire. The structural design of 

the program was evaluated and a series of problematic situations were identified as being 

particularly relevant to this population. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In 1983,108,580 people were released from prison in 11 states. Of that number an 

estimated 62% were re-arrested within three years, 46.8% were re-convicted, and 41.4% were 

returned to prison or jail (Beck and Shipley, 1989). Petersilia, Turner and Peterson (1986) 

conducted a similar study which reported even higher rates of recidivism: 72% of the prisoners 

and 63% of the probationers in their study were re-arrested within a two year period. Here in 

Massachusetts 50% of the high risk offenders placed under probation supervision can be 

expected to recidivate. Clearly there is something wrong with a system that boasts a less than 

40% success rate. 

During the past several decades the pendulum of response by the criminal justice system 

has swung dramatically from rehabilitation and treatment towards a more punitive approach 

focussing on control and surveillance. The presumption has been that treatment does not work. 

More recently researchers have begun to reevaluate the stance that "nothing works" to prevent 

recidivism. While there is ample evidence to confirm that not all types of rehabilitative 

intervention work, there is also increasing evidence that "some things do work". Such 

researchers as Paul Gendreau and Robert Ross suggest that certain "basic strategic and 

organizational elements of correctional programs" can be identified which are highly effective 

in preventing offender recidivism (Dilulio, 1991). 

Gendreau and Ross conclude that "almost every successful program had one characteristic 

in common: They included some technique which could be expected to have an impact on the 

offender's thinking. Effective programs included as a target of their intervention not only the 

offender's environment, or his feelings or his behavior, or his vocational skills, but his 

cognition: they included some technique which could increase his reasoning skills, teach him to 

stop and think before acting, increase his problem-solving skills, help him to develop 
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alternative interpretations of social rules and obligations, and help him to comprehend the 

thoughts and feelings of other people" (Ross, 1990). 

It is more than twelve years since 1 was first introduced to the concept of social problem 

solving as a means of breaking the cycle of offender recidivism. Since that time I have 

incorporated these concepts into my work as a probation officer, utilizing these principles to 

effect behavioral change at the individual level. Now what I intuitively believed appears to 

be gaining scientific validation. 

My experience has fostered my interest in the use of problem solving skill training (PSST) 

as an interventional tool with adult offenders. As an outgrowth of that interest, this study was 

designed to explore the relationship between problem solving skill training and offender 

recidivism. This study was commensurate with the doctoral dissertation process. 

Background (Problem Origin and History) 

As stated earlier, during the past thirty or more years the pendulum of public opinion and 

correctional policy has swung from an extreme of ultra-liberalism, emphasizing treatment and 

rehabilitation as the goal of probation and community corrections, to a more conservative 

approach emphasizing control and surveillance as the goal. The rehabilitative view was 

predominant from the early 1900's to 1965 (Spangenberg, et al., 1987). Since that time there 

has been growing disillusionment with the concept of rehabilitation as an inhibitor of 

recidivism. This perspective was reinforced and culminated in a landmark study conducted by 

Petersilia, Turner, and Peterson (1986). 

That study matched 511 male felony probationers with 511 imprisoned offenders 

according to gender, county of conviction and offense. The results revealed that 72% of the 

prisoners were rearrested within a two year period as compared to 63% of the probationers. 

Furthermore, "because of their incapacitation, prisoners committed an estimated 20% fewer 
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crimes than did probationers during a three year period." In addition their analysis of the 

relative costs of probation and prison showed that the criminal justice system spent about twice 

as much on supervising and reprocessing prisoners as it did on probationers. Therefore, while 

imprisonment does not deter most offenders it does reduce crime albeit at a very high cost to the 

criminal justice system. 

In response, John J. Dilulio, Jr. argues that the relative cost of incarceration is mitigated 

by the offender's unavailability to perpetrate new crimes while incarcerated. Using a formula 

developed by Edwin Zedlewski, Dilulio reassessed the benefit/cost ratio to the community. 

Zedlewski proposes that, although the average annual cost of a year of imprisonment is 

$25,000 per offender, when one considers the cost of crime and criminal victimization that 

would have occurred were the person available, the cost to society is much higher - 

approximately $430,000 per offender (Dilulio, 1991). Thus one could conclude that 

incarceration may, in fact, be much more cost effective than rehabilitative approaches to 

corrections. 

Caught in the middle of this backlash towards conservatism is the probation officer 

whose role in the community corrections system remains poorly defined . On one hand part of 

the probation officer's function is to work with the offender in a rehabilitative fashion, 

supporting and facilitating personal change around issues of substance abuse, unemployment, 

education and impulse control. These interventions have traditionally operated on an 

individual basis, focusing on the above problems in hopes of reducing the likelihood that an 

offender would be reinvolved in criminal activity. 

On the other hand the probation officer functions as a court officer, serving the community 

by monitoring the offender's adherence to laws and court orders. This role focuses more on 

control and surveillance in an effort to promote public safety. It is this dichotomy between 

rehabilitation and surveillance that defines the role of the probation officer today. 
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Statement of Problem 

Given the above statistics it is easy to understand why many have concluded that 

probation is ineffective and obsolete. What is obvious is that the community corrections system 

as a whole needs to explore new and creative means of conducting probation supervision. The 

financial crisis which has beset the Commonwealth of Massachusetts has taken its toll on the 

probation service. The number of line probation officers has been rolled back to 1975 level;s 

caseloads have doubled and the amount of probation officer/probationer direct contact time has 

been diminished. As a result I have developed an alternative probation supervision which 

meets the basic "principles of effective treatment" as outlined by Gendreau and Ross (1987) and 

also increases the efficient utilization of probation staff. This program utilizes a 

cognitive-behavioral model of social problem solving skill training known as Intentional Skill 

Development. It focuses on interpersonal problem solving skill development, emphasizing an 

elevation of the offender's cognitive awareness, promoting a short circuiting of the reaction 

cycle and replacing it with an intentional consideration of a broad spectrum of alternatives. 

Intentional Skill Development (ISD) refers to the constellation of cognitive activities 

and processes used to effect the successful resolution of problems and the attendant programs 

designed to facilitate the evolution of those functions. Problem-solving processes play an 

important role in almost every facet of our lives. Whether we are talking about the purchase of 

a new automobile or the selection of a mate for an intimate relationship, the importance of the 

decisional process cannot be underestimated. Our society prides itself on being rational and 

logical, less visceral than other cultures, capable of applying ourselves objectively, and using 

reason to solve complex problems. Unfortunately this simply is not so. The evidence would 

suggest that we are far less rational than we think and are much more likely to be reactionary, 

making decisions by the seat of our pants (Hoffer,1985). 
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Considering the importance our society places on this function it is amazing how little 

emphasis is placed on systematic training in this area. A high school or college student 

receives training in a variety of areas from Math and English to Art and Physical Education, 

but rarely is someone taught how to make decisions. How then are problem solving skills 

learned? Mostly through a random, haphazard series of behaviors that are societally 

reinforced or discourages. Some are far more successful (or lucky) in this endeavor than others. 

There has been a great deal of research done in the area of Problem Solving Skill 

Development. The emphasis of this research has largely been to clarify the decisional process 

as a theoretical construct. Some research has been done to examine Problem Solving Skill 

Training as an intervention; however, this research has focused on problem-solving using 

predefined/hypothetical problems in laboratory settings. The findings in this latter area are 

promising, suggesting that problem-solving skills can be enhanced through Problem Solving 

Skill Training and that such training could be used as a primary intervention to help people 

develop more satisfying patterns of behavior. The literature consistently points to the need for 

further research with high risk populations to evaluate the effectiveness of Problem-Solving 

Skill Training, both proactive and remedially, when applied to real-life situations. Can 

Problem Solving Skill Training be applied in real-life situations to effect more satisfying 

patterns of behavior? This study was designed to begin addressing this question. 

Hazel et al. (1982) conducted research which suggests that offender behavior can be 

modified through the use of Problem Solving Skill Training. This study extended this line of 

research by evaluating the effectiveness of Problem Solving Skill Training as an intervention 

tool with adult offenders. It evaluated the effectiveness of Intentional Skill Development 

with a high risk population (adult criminal offenders) when applied in real-life situations. 
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Hypothesis 

This study was designed to evaluate the effectiveness of Problem Solving Skill Training 

as an alternative method of intervention to reduce offender recidivism. For the purpose of this 

study it was hypothesized that Intentional Skill Training would have a positive effect, 

reducing the incidence of offender recidivism as measured by rates of arrest, conviction and 

violation of probation. Therefore offenders receiving Intentional Skill Development would 

have significantly lower rates of recidivism when compared with untrained offenders. 

Although any improvement in the rates of recidivism presupposes a transfer of these 

skills from the training to the natural setting, no specific measurement of this process was being 

monitored at this time. Support of this hypothesis would provide a quantifiable measurement 

for further investigation of the transfer process. 

A second hypothesis predicted that the ratio of improvement between Pre- and Post 

Problem Solving Inventory (PSI) scores would be significantly greater for the experimental 

(trained) group as compared to those of the control (untrained) group. 

Significance of the Study 

Studying the use of problem solving skill training as an interventional tool with offenders 

provides a unique opportunity for examination. Research has demonstrated that this 

population is deficient in interpersonal problem solving skills and, furthermore, their behavior 

in the community and any resulting change in the rate of recidivism can be effectively 

monitored. If problem solving skill training can be shown to reduce recidivism we can then 

proceed to examine the effectiveness of various problem solving skill models and relevant 

transfer variables. 
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Thus far research has demonstrated the existence of an identifiable body of knowledge or 

set of cognitive processes known as social problem solving skills. We also know that this 

process is distinguishable from intelligence as monitored by IQ. Furthermore, we know that 

participants in problem solving skill training programs can be taught the basic components of 

effective problem solving skills. A number of programs have been developed to enhance 

offender problem solving skills; however, to date most of this research has focussed on 

providing such training to youthful and adolescent offenders in residential situations. This 

particular study would extend this line of research by exploring the use of problem solving skill 

training with an adult population as an integral part of probation supervision. 

Definition of Terms 

Before discussing this study further, certain terms must be clarified and defined. 

Problem Solving and Problem Solving Skill Training 

What constitutes a PROBLEM? 

A broad organismic definition of a problem proposed by Davis (1973) is "a stimulus 

situation for which an organism does not have a ready response" (cited in Sinnott, 1989). 

Another definition provided by D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) is "a problem is a situation or 

set of related situations to which a person must respond in order to function in his environment". 

They further refine this concept by describing a situation as being "problematic if no effective 

response alternative is available to the individual confronted with the situation". 

Sinnott (1989) states that "problems arise not in the abstract or theoretical context, but in 

the practical, motivating context of action". Priestly et al. (1978) humanize the concept of 

problem solving by including self definition as an integral component of the process. They argue 
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that personal problems must be defined by the individuals encountering them; "people are 

hardly ever motivated to solve problems that have been defined for them by others". 

Consequently, both motivation and the context within which it takes place need to be 

incorporated in any definition of social problem solving. 

For the purposes of this study "problem" will be defined as follows: A problem situation 

exists when a person is confronted with, and becomes aware of, a discrepancy between an 

existing situation and a desired state for which no ready response is apparent. The result is a 

state of disequilibrium. The term "problematic situation" will be utilized in lieu of "Problem" 

in order to more accurately describe this dynamic transaction. 

What is PROBLEM SOLVING? 

Problem solving is "the process of applying previously acquired knowledge to new and 

unfamiliar situations" (Picus et al. 1983). This definition connotes the concept of transference 

and is especially pertinent for that reason. D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) define problem 

solving "as a behavioral process, whether overt or cognitive in nature, which (a) makes 

available a variety of potentially effective response alternatives for dealing with the 

problematic situation and (b) increases the probability of selecting the most effective response 

from among these various alternatives". A slightly different definition is offered by Heppner 

et al. (1984). They define problem solving as "a complex chain of goal-directed events 

involving cognitive, affective, and overt responses embedded within a person's self-regulatory 

system, that attempt to reduce the unsatisfying nature of the problem situation". 

It is important to note the common elements contained in these definitions: the existence 

of an undesirable or noxious situation, a state of disequilibrium caused by the individual's 

recognition of that situation, and the resultant search for alternatives which could result in the 

successful resolution of the problem situation, thus eliminating disequilibrium. Both Heppner 

et al. (1984) and D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) embrace the notion that "problem solving does 
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not assume that it will actually result in the effective responses but only that attempts will be 

made to alter the problem situation". Others perceive action/implementation to be an integral 

part of the problem solving process itself (Duckworth, 1983 and Sinnott, 1989). 

D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) recognized and emphasized the difference between 

problem solving and simple conditioning or rote learning. They viewed the problem solving 

process as a "transfer of training phenomenon involving the operation of cognitive strategies or 

learning sets", thus enabling an individual to "create" or "discover" s)m:ibolic solutions to a 

variety of infirmities and problems. 

It should be noted that D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) differentiate decision making 

from problem solving by including decision making as a subordinate process to the more global 

problem solving processes. 

An early description of the problem solving process was presented by Robert Gagne in 

1959. He stated: "assunung that the individual is motivated to achieve some definable and 

attainable goal, problem-solving occurs when the individual cannot reach that goal by means 

of behavior based simply on reflexes or habit. Problem solving begins with a stimulus situation 

and instructions which establish, set and define the goal". 

These definitions describe a cognitive-behavioral learning process which encompasses 

problem recognition and definition, generation of alternative responses, decision making 

(involving assumed free choice between the alternatives), development of an action plan, 

implementation of that plan, and reevaluation of that plan's effectiveness. It should be noted 

that most of these descriptions differentiate the cognitive process (problem recognition and 

definition, generation of alternatives, decision making and development of an action plan) from 

the behavioral aspect of the problem solving process (plan implementation and reevaluation). 

The latter are not usually described as being part of the problem solving process. For the 

purposes of this study problem solving will encompass a broader, more cogmtive-behavioral 

definition which includes both components. 
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Social /Personal Problem Solving 

Here the literature is less consistent in its terminology; various authors refer to similar 

problem solving processes by a variety of terms. These include social problem solving (Priestly 

et al. 1978, and D'Zurilla and Nezu, 1982), interpersonal cognitive problem solving (Spivack et 

al. 1976), interpersonal problem solving (Hansen et al. 1985), everyday problem solving 

(Sinnott, 1989) and applied problem solving (Heppner et al. 1984). Generally, these terms refer 

to the application of a mediating set of cognitive behavioral skills to effect successful 

adjustment to a social or human environment. These would involve problem solving in real life 

situations including personal choice making, interpersonal conflict and the utilization of social 

resources. This set of skills is differentiated from the more traditional/abstract problem 

solving which relates to higher math or theoretical logic. Jan Sinnott utilizes the term 

everyday problem solving when referring to "problem solving in an everyday context that calls 

attention to the interpersonal basis of problem solving". Everyday problem solving is 

differentiated from other types of problem solving in that it is interpersonal and complex in 

nature, usually involving ill-structured problems transpiring over an extended period of time. 

The situations often involve highly charged emotional issues where several possible solutions 

are available, though no "one right answer" is afforded. Spivack, Platt and Shure (1976) 

describe interpersonal cognitive problem solving as a set of "skills that mediate the quality of 

social adjustment". D'Zurilla uses the term social problem solving to refer to problem solving. 

"In the real life social context, problem solving may be defined as a 

cognitive-affective-behavioral process through which an individual or group identifies or 

discovers effective means of coping with problems encountered in everyday living" (D'Zurilla, 

1986). In developing their problem solving inventory, Heppner and Petersen (1982) utilized the 

10 



term personal problem solving to refer to applied real life problem solving of both interpersonal 

and intrapersonal nature (Heppner and Petersen, 1982; and Heppner et al. 1982). 

One final distinction between social problem solving and other types of problem solving 

revolves around the issue of structure. As Frederiksen indicated, "instructions in problem 

solving generally emphasize well structured problems - the kind of problem that is clearly 

presented with all the information needed at hand and with an appropriate algorithm 

available that guarantees a correct answer, such as long division, areas of the triangle. Holmes 

law, and linear equation. But many of the problems we face in real life, and all the important 

social, political, economic, and scientific problems in the world, are ill-structured" (Simon, 1973 

cited in Frederiksen, 1984). 

Problem Resolution 

If there is to be an objective measurement of the problem solving process it is in the 

effective or ineffective resolution or solution to the problem. A solution in behavioral terms 

would involve the removal of the noxious or presenting stimulus (Ellis, 1972). D'Zurilla and 

Goldfried (1971) assert that "a solution (i.e., an effective response) in a problematic situation 

may now be specifically defined as a response or pattern of responses which alters the situation 

so that it is no longer problematic to the individual and at the same time maximizes other 

positive consequences and minimizes other negative ones". (D'Zurilla and Goldfried, 1971). It 

is important to note that this is the point where social problem solving diverges from other 

problem solving theory. Mathematical and other concrete scientific investigations assume that 

there is only one correct answer to a problem; unfortunately this is not usually the case with 

human behavior. Therefore, as D'Zurilla and Goldfried indicate, problem solving refers to a 

process through which various alternatives are evaluated to determine the one most likely to 
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result in the successful resolution of the problem. However, because of other intervening factors 

which might influence performance, there is not necessarily one best solution. 

Intentional Skill Development 

Intentional Skill Development (ISD) is a proactive term which I feel better describes that 

constellation of cognitive and behavioral activities used to effect the successful resolution of 

problems and the attendant program which I have developed which is designed to facilitate 

the evolution of those functions. (See Appendix A for overview of the program). 

Transfer of Training 

At the crux of any training problem lies the issue of transfer. How can a trainer maximize the 

amount of information/behavior that is conveyed from a training setting to the field, work 

daily life environments? This issue is particularly relevant to problem solving skill training as 

there is a unique interplay between problem solving skill development and the metacognitive 

process of transfer. In fact several authors such as McKeachie (1987) have essentially equated 

certain types of "thoughtful transfer" with problem solving. In these cases the mindful 

abstraction of knowledge and skills for use in another context parallels the basic problem 

solving process. Before exploring this issue further, we must again clarify certain terms used 

and gain an understanding of the historical developments that have taken place in this field. 

The area of transfer which refers to human learning finds its roots in the fields of 

education, psychology and management. All three have contributed greatly to its development 

and understanding. Transfer of learning is at the heart of all education and training. Whether 

in the traditional classroom or in a less structured workshop environment, transfer is a critical 

component of the educational process. 
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Learning is defined as "a relatively permanent change in performance which is the result 

of practice" (Ellis, 1972). This behavioral definition distinguishes between "performance 

changes due to practice and changes due to maturation, fatigue, or drugs". This definition of 

human learning does not drastically distinguish itself from cognition. These two phenomena 

are obviously intertwined. For the purposes of this discussion, cognition refers to symbolic and 

conceptual formulations and their associated mental activities; training refers to the 

educational processes used to facilitate learning and skill development. 

The central purpose of training as defined by Clarke and Voogel (1985) "is to provide 

knowledge and skills for future benefit to students." Napier and Gershenfeld (1983) have 

defined training as "a systematically planned approach to achieving an objective that utilizes 

group methods and encourages learning of better group behavior". Skill training refers to one's 

acquiring a level of competence, proficiency, or artful ability around a particular "procedural" 

body of knowledge (Hesketh et al. 1989). It is the transfer of social skills such as problem 

solving and interpersonal problem solving that is the focus of this study. 

Ellis (1972) defines the transfer of training as "the influence of prior learning on 

performance in some new situation". Fundamental to the concept of transfer of training is the 

process of generalization. Baldwin and Ford (1988) point out that in order for transfer to occur 

"learned behavior must be generalized". 

Positive transfer is said to occur "when prior learning aids or facilitates subsequent 

performance" (Ellis, 1972). A more measurable definition is provided by Baldwin and Ford 

(1988). They define positive transfer as "the degree to which trainees effectively apply the 

knowledge, skills and attitudes gained in a training context to the job". According to 

Butterfield and Nelson (1989) positive transfer requires "the flexible use of knowledge and 

skills". 

When prior learning interferes, delays or disrupts subsequent learning negative transfer is 

said to be occurring (Ellis, 1972 and Kendler, 1968). In the literature "transfer of training" 
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usually refers to positive rather than negative transfer. In fact, negative transfer as a 

component of training is generally not addressed. Annett and Sparrow (1985) describe it as a 

"relatively uncommon phenomenon". They do, however, point out that when it does occur it can 

be an extremely costly factor. They also note that negative transfer is much more likely to occur 

in situations where tasks are perceptually similar. 

Given that negative transfer is a readily acknowledged phenomenon of learning, it is 

unfortunate that so little attention has been given to it in the transfer of training literature. 

We talk about transfer of training as occurring when one moves from one car to another and is 

still able to operate the vehicle or when a secretary is able to transfer typing skills from a 

manual typewriter to a computer keyboard. It seems just as logical that prior learning or 

training could interfere with subsequent skill performance, for example when a person driving a 

new car finds that they habitually reach to the dashboard where the old light switch was 

located rather than the column where the new switch is, or the typist who makes frequent 

typographical errors on the word processor, hitting function keys by mistake, because they are 

so used to the old typewriter configuration. Drawing this line of thinking to its logical 

conclusion one would have to suggest that assimilation of new social skills may interfere with 

the performance of previously effective patterns of behavior. Unfortunately, due to the 

limited scope of this project and the general lack of attention paid to negative transfer in the 

literature we, too, will focus primarily on the transfer process as a positive, facilitative one. 

Unless otherwise noted therefore, transfer of learning and skills will refer to and be used 

interchangeably with the positive transfer of training. 
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Offender/Recidivism Terminology 

Offender 

The term offender is commonly used to refer to those who have been brought before the 

trial court and where sufficient facts have been found to warrant a finding of guilty for a 

criminal offense or where a guilty finding has actually been entered. 

Probation 

Probation is by definition a community based alternative to incarceration which is 

statutorily defined under the Massachusetts General Laws. Probation is quasi-voluntary in 

that it is a forced alternative to another disposition (incarceration and/or fine). Probation 

traditionally begins with the outlining and review of a specific behavioral contract between 

the defendant and the court. This contract specifically identifies the expectations and 

behaviors of the offender to be monitored during the probationary period. The period and scope 

of probation is established by the presiding justice at the time of disposition. The duration of 

probation and the contract is usually between six months and two years at the district court 

level. 

Levels of Case Supervision 

Essentially there are three different categories of cases supervised at the district court 

level: risk-need, driving while under the influence (DWl), and administrative. 

The risk-need client classification system was developed as a case-load management 

system to provide for differential allocation of resources to probationers according to each 
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client's individual needs and potential risk to the community. This system of case-load 

management emphasizes the importance of setting specific goals with each client and then 

evaluating the client's achievement of these goals over the period of probation. Within the 

risk-need system there are three different levels of assessment: high risk, moderate risk, and 

low risk. Each level of risk requires a specific level of supervision and surveillance for the 

offender. 

Driving while under the influence cases involve offenders who have been brought before 

the court for driving while under the influence of alcohol. There are essentially two levels of 

supervision mandated by the standards of the Office of the Commissioner of Probation. First 

and second offenders have specific reporting requirements, but in general are supervised in a 

manner similar to minimum level risk/need cases. Third and subsequent offenders have 

reporting requirements that parallel the maximum level of supervision as defined under the 

risk-need standards. 

The third category involves administrative supervision which again is defined in the 

standards for supervision by the Office of the Commissioner of Probation of Massachusetts. 

This supervision level affords the probation officer almost total discretion in terms of level and 

degree of supervision and surveillance. 

Recidivism 

Recidivism is generally referred to as the rate by which an offender re-offends and is 

brought back before the court for a new offense which has occurred subsequent to the defendant's 

being placed on probation and signing of the probation contract. For the purpose of this study 

recidivism will be defined in a more specific manner, in terms of new arraignments, convictions 

(guilty or sufficient fact findings) and technical surrenders for violation of probation (VOP). 
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A. # OF NEW ARRAIGNMENTS 
# OF PEOPLE IN EACH GROUP 

= ARRAIGNMENT RATE 

B. # OF CONVICTIONS 
# OF PEOPLE IN THE GROUP 

= CONVICTION RATE 

C. # OF VIOLATIONS OF PROBATION 
# OF PEOPLE IN THE GROUP 

= VOP RATE 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Procedures 

A focused literature review was conducted which examined both the empirical and 

theoretical works related to problem solving, problem solving skill training, instruments used 

for assessment of those skills, the transfer of those skills from the training setting to the field 

environment, and offender rehabilitation and recidivism. 

Due to the nature and depth of the three bodies of knowledge (problem solving skill 

training, transfer of training and offender rehabilitation and recidivism), three separate and 

distinct broad based literature searches were conducted. Several laser disc systems were 

utilized (i.e.. Educational Research Information Center, Psychological Abstracts, InfoTrac, 

National Institute of Justice Reference Department - Topical Search, and BRS Information 

Technologies). In addition a review of the dissertation abstracts was conducted. Thus a variety 

of national and international journals, books, and reports was accessed. 

Descriptors and identifying phrases used for Problem Solving and Problem Solving Skill 

Training included the following: Problem Solving, Decision Making, Social Skills Training, 

Problem Solving Training, Problem Solving Skill Training, Cognitive-behavioral Training, 

Decision Making Process, Decision Making Training, Problem Solving and Cognitive 

Development, Creative Problem Solving and Social Skill Training. A similar search of the 

Transfer of Training literature utilized the following identifiers: Transfer of Training, 

Transfer of Learning, Transfer Process, Relapse Prevention and Generalization of Skill Training. 

Likewise a search of the relevant offender rehabilitation and recidivism literature was 

conducted using the following identifiers: offender recidivism, recidivism, treatment of 

offenders, rehabilitation of offenders, recidivism and probation, and offender relapse. 
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An extensive but general review of the three bodies of literature was conducted. 

Identifiers from all searches were then cross matched for particularly germane documents. 

Other studies were identified by cross-referencing relevant references from these cites. From 

there the focus was narrowed to the studies described and synthesized here. 

This chapter is organized into four sections. Section one explores problem solving theory 

and problem-solving skill training. Section two focuses on the Transfer process. Section three 

looks at the literature as it relates to offender rehabilitation and recidivism. The chapter 

then concludes with a synthesis and analysis of these three bodies of knowledge and sets the 

foundational framework upon which this study is based. 

Problem Solving 

Theories of Problem Solving 

Problem solving theory has evolved from several influential spheres including education, 

management and psychotherapy General problem solving has been the focus of investigation 

for many years. As early as 1909 John Dewey proposed a five step problem solving process: 1) a 

felt difficulty; 2) its location and definition; 3) suggestion of possible solutions; 4) development 

by reasoning of the bearing of the suggestion; 5) further observation and experiment leading to 

its acceptance or rejection, that is, the conclusion of belief or disbelief (Picus et al., 1983). 

In 1959 Robert Gagne described the problem solving process as follows "Problem solving 

begins with a stimulus situation and instructions which establish, set and define the goal. The 

behavior is exhibited in a number of phases, which may be conceived as follows: 

Phase 1 is the reception of the stimulus situation. Concept formation or concept invention 
is the second phase, which probably has its basis in transfer of training. This behavior is 
greatly influenced by strategies, that is, by rules that subjects adopt (whether or not they 
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can state them clearly) to determine which part of the stimulus situation to react to. 
Some kinds of problems (like trouble shooting, solving mathematical problems) appear 
not to required concept invention. 

Determining courses of action is the third and central phase of problem solving. 
The courses of action available to the subject may be few to many. This phase is 
also influenced by strategies which may be relatively "conservative" or relatively 
"risky", and which interact with the concepts of outcome probabilities the subject 
has. 

Decision making may be distinguished as a fourth phase of problem solving. It is a 
process of choice or judgment that occurs when two or more forces of action are known 
to the individual, each of which provides an "adequate" solution. 

Verification is the final stage. Here the research problems concern how the 
activities of problem solving are affected by feedback from the accomplishment of 
a solution, or from the discovery that an attempted solution is wrong." 

Since that time numerous variations have been presented. Some expand the number of 

phases and substeps to as many as eleven or contract the process to as few as three stages. Yet 

despite the number and variety of models presented, most contain certain similarities and core 

features. 

After an exhaustive review of the problem solving literature and a distillation of the 

component parts, Thomas D'Zurilla and Marvin Goldfried (1971) developed and presented a 

model of the problem solving process. They indicate that the key components of effective 

problem solving include the following: 

a) general orientation (i.e, "set" and attitudinal factors), 
b) problem definition and formulation, 
c) generation of alternatives, 
d) decision making (i.e., evaluation and selection), and 
e) verification. 

This model is one of the most frequently cited and has been the subject of extensive 

research. As such it is particularly significant and constitutes one of the foundational pieces of 

social problem solving theory. For these reasons this model will be discussed at length in the 

section on social problem solving. 
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In Sinnott's Every Day Problem Solving (1989), Luszcz emphasizes the importance of 

classifying the types of problems to be solved. She conceives of problems as "falling along a 

continuum of structuredness, from well-structured to ill-structured". Well-structured problems 

such as puzzles and mathematical problems ultimately assume a single correct answer. 

Conversely ill-structured problems are more ambiguous and contain multiple solutions. It is the 

rich domain of ill-structured problems that provides the environment within which most real 

life problems are set. As Luszcz points out, "this distinction has implications for real life or 

every day problems, in that such problems are more likely to draw on natural knowledge 

domains for their solutions. If natural knowledge is itself "ill-structured" then applying it to 

ill-structured problems suggests a qualitatively different solution process than that used in 

solving mathematical or formal operational problems". Although some every day problems 

are well-structured (e.g., how to orchestrate the timing and preparation of meals or 

coordinating the schedules of individual family members), more often than not the problematic 

dilemmas confronting us are more open-ended, fluid and ill-defined. 

Unfortunately, until recently much of the research on problem solving has focused almost 

exclusively on well structured problems. Increasingly social scientists have begun to investigate 

the application of problem solving skills to real life situations. This body of knowledge is 

generally referred to as social problem solving. 

Social Problem Solving 

Human problem solving has been investigated exclusively with impersonal, intellectual 

tasks such as anagrams, puzzles, water jars, switch lights, and arithmetic tasks (Hollon and 

Kendall 1979). This type of task is not necessarily functionally related to interpersonal 

problems as they may arise in the course of everyday living. Furthermore, there is no evidence 

to support the assumption that impersonal and interpersonal problem solving skills tap the 
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same cognitive structures. Nor are individuals who readily solve impersonal problems 

necessarily competent in social situations. In fact, the correlation between interpersonal 

cognitive problem solving skills and measures of general intelligence and originality of 

thinking have consistently been low (Spivack et al. 1976). 

Only recently have social scientists begun to examine how people go about solving real 

life problems. To date relatively few models for interpersonal problem solving have been 

developed. One of the most frequently cited models of social/interpersonal problem solving 

was developed and presented by Thomas D'Zurilla and Marvin Goldfried in 1971. After 

reviewing the relevant literature they developed what they conceptualized as "a consensus 

viewpoint" of the "general kinds of operations involved in effective problem solving". They 

proposed a five step, stage sequential process to facilitate effective problem solving around 

social and interpersonal situations. Their model is outlined as follows. 

A. General orientation. This stage involves the "set or attitude to a) accept the fact 
that problem situations constitute a normal part of life, and that it is possible to 
effectively cope with most of the situations; b) recognize problem situations when 
they occur; and c) inhibit the tendency to respond either on the first "impulse" or to 
"do nothing"." Essentially this involves the cognitive recognition that an 
incongruence exists between the current state and a desired state. 

A major component of this stage involves breaking into the reaction cycle and 
injecting cognitive reasoning in its place. It also advocates against the polarized 
position of inaction and passivity. As D'Zurilla and Goldfried indicate "less 
successful problem solvers tend to be impulsive, impatient and quick to give up if a 
solution is not immediately apparent". They also indicate that "if the person 
responds immediately upon being confronted with a problem situation, there may 
not be sufficient time for those cue-producing responses to occur which could ensure 
selection of the most appropriate and effective course of action". 

B. Problem definition and formulation. This stage involves the clarification of the 
primary goal and includes major "subproblems, issues or conflicts". The individual 
must "a) define all aspects of the situation in "operational" terms; and b) formulate 
or classify elements of the situation appropriately so as to separate relevant from 
irrelevant information". Careful consideration of all "facts and information" 
available is an essential component of this stage. A clear, well-defined and 
detailed statement of the presenting problem must be articulated. They suggest 
that "one way of conceptualizing an issue is in terms of a conflict between a goal and 
some physical or social obstacle standing in the way of that goal". In contrast to 
the first stage which appears to be more perceptual and attitudinal, this stage is a 
concrete behavioral description of a presenting problem. "Once the problem has 
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been adequately formulated, the problem solver is ready to begin generating 
alternatives". 

C. Generation of alternatives. "The major task during this stage is to generate possible 
solutions appropriate to the particular problem situation, and to do so in such a way 
as to maximize the likelihood that the most effective response will be among those 
generated." It is this part of their model that most closely resembles the work done 
in creative problem solving. It involves extensive "brainstorming" sessions during 
which all possible alternatives are proposed. There is considerable evidence that 
a direct correlation exists between the likelihood of proposing an effective response 
to a problem situation and the total number of alternatives generated. 
"Brainstorming has four basic rules: a) criticism is ruled out; adverse judgement of 
ideas must be withheld until later; b) Freewheeling is welcomed. The wilder the 
idea, the better. It is easier to tame down than to think up; c) Quantity is wanted. 
The greater the number of ideas, the greater the likelihood of useful ideas; and d) 
Combination and improvement are sought. In addition to contributing ideas of their 
own, participants should suggest how ideas of others could be turned into better 
ideas, or how two or more ideas can be joined into still another idea." As D'Zurilla 
and Goldfried note "the two basic principles of idea production are "deferment of 
judgement" and "quantity breeds quality". 

D. Decision Making. This stage revolves around the evaluation and natural selection 
of the "best of the alternatives" generated in the above step. D'Zurilla and 
Goldfried identify two general approaches to decision making, the "descriptive" 
and the "normative" models. "The descriptive model concerns itself with the 
attempt to describe and predict the way in which individuals typically go about 
making decisions. The normative model, on the other hand, involves the 
specification of rules which one may follow in order to optimize the quality of 
decisions in specific situations as well improve one's general decision making 
ability." 

E. Verification. The final stage of the problem solving process involves carrying out 
the course of action identified and chosen in the previous stage. 'Verification takes 
place after the chosen course of action has been carried out and is designed to assess 
the actual outcome so as to make self correction possible". 

This evaluative component allows the problem solver to determine the 
effectiveness of the action strategy selected to "determine whether the 
choice was, in fact, the "best" one." 

D'Zurilla and Goldfried propose that "in order to deal with a problem situation 
in more than just a hypothetical level, the individual must carry out the selected 
course of action, either in the life situation or by role playing the situation, 
observe the various consequences of his actions, and test or match this outcome 
against his expected outcome. If the match is satisfactory, the problem solving 
process can be terminated. If the individual finds the match to be unsatisfactory 
however, he continues to "operate" (i.e., returning to problem definition and 
formulation, generation of alternatives, and/or decision making), repeating this 
procedure until a satisfactory match is finally achieved." 
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D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) are careful to note that their use of "a stage sequential 

approach to problem solving is not meant to imply that this is precisely the manner in which 

problem solving is, or should actually be, carried out in real life." They recognize the fact that 

social/interpersonal problem solving "rarely proceeds according to these neatly ordered stages; 

more typically, the stages overlap and interact with each other"; therefore, D'Zurilla and 

Goldfried present their model not as a descriptive model but rather, as a "way of organizing 

problem solving procedures or operations for the purposes of study and training". In 1982, 

D'Zurilla revised his original model with the help of Arthur Nezu. The revised model retains 

five components, but includes several notable modifications and changes in terminology. These 

changes are highlighted below. 

The first component, "Problem Orientation", involves problem appraisal and includes the 

individuals perception of the risk and/or opportunity presented by the problem situation. This 

component now includes the concept of control: "a) the likelihood that an individual will 

perceive a problem as solvable or controllable, and b) the likelihood that an individual will 

believe that they are capable of solving a problem through their own effort." 

The second component, "Problem Definition and Formulation" involves the gathering of 

information including "task" and "social/behavioral" information. Here the problem solver 

must clearly articulate the information presented, including both external/factual and 

internal/emotional factors involved incorporating both affective and behavioral features. 

This process necessitates an introspective assessment of personal values and commitment. 

D'Zurilla and Nezu also propose that the process focus on the "general" problem rather than a 

"specific" problem. Once the general problem has been identified it may be advantageous to 

break it down into more specific subproblems. This way the problem solving process can be 

applied to complex problems. 

The fourth component, "Decision Making", has been refocused to more accurately reflect 

the time constraints under which most real life problems are performed. It asks the subject to 
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consider two critical questions: 1) What is the likelihood that they will be able to accurately 

assess the amount of time it will take to effect successful problem resolution, and 2) What is the 

likelihood that they will devote the necessary time and effort for implementation. 

The final component, "Solution Implementation and Verification", has been expanded to 

emphasize strategy implementation in real-life situations and evaluation of the effectiveness 

of solutions. This change is based on the cognitive-behavioral concept of self-control which 

consists of four components: a) performance, b) self-monitoring, c) self-evaluation, and d) 

self-reinforcement. D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) and D'Zurilla and Nezu (1982) are careful 

to differentiate problem solving from problem solution. They perceive problem solving as a 

"process by which an individual or group discovers a solution to the problem. Solution 

implementation, on the other hand, refers to the performance of the solution response which is 

a function not only of problem solving but also of other factors related to the individual's 

learning history, such as performance skill deficits, emotional inhibitions, and motivational 

(reinforcement) deficits. Social competence is the broad concept of the three, referring to a wide 

range of social skills, behavioral competencies, and coping behaviors, which enable 

individuals to deal effectively with the demands of everyday living" (D'Zurilla, 1986). 

This model has been modified and adapted several times. One particularly pertinent 

example is the model proposed by Dixon et al. in 1979. They described "five sequential phases: 

a) problem definition, b) goal selection c) strategy selection, d) strategy implementation and e) 

evaluation." Their model emphasizes action planning and implementation over the previous 

model. Another distinction between this and the D'Zurilla and Goldfried model is that this 

model does not delineate decision-making (i.e., brainstorming and selection) as separate steps 

but rather incorporates it as an ongoing part of the process, occurring throughout the first three 

phases. It is significant to note that this model treats brainstorming and decision making as 

generic skills rather than specific stages or components, unlike the model proposed by D'Zurilla 

and Goldfried (1971) and D'Zurilla and Nezu (1982). 
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A third model was developed by Rogers et al. (1978) in their structured course in decision 

making. Based on the work of Burglass and Duffy (1974), this model outlines a more humanistic 

five step problem solving process. Essentially this models is a blending of the D'Zurilla and 

Goldfried (1971) and D'Zurilla and Nezu (1982) model with that of Dixon et al. (1979). This 

model is particularly noteworthy as it was originally developed for use with an offender 

population. For that reason the five stages are outlined in detail below: 

Step 1 See the Situation Clearly, identifies the need to evaluate a problem situation 
objectively by asking the participant to separate the presenting facts from 
entailing feelings, thus enabling them to take a "third party perspective". 

Step 2, Know What You Want, involves the actual goal setting, converting problem 
situations into identifiable goals. During this step objectives are clearly 
defined and articulated. 

Step 3 Expand the Possibilities, is the equivalent of D'Zurilla and Goldfried's 
"Generation of Alternatives". It emphasizes brainstorming techniques for 
generating as many alternatives as possible (judgement and qualifications are 
suspended during this process). 

Step 4 Evaluate and Decide, applies a set of criteria to the list of alternative 
generated above, and identifying the "best" course of action. The evaluative 
criteria includes ascribing the perceived likelihood of success, the desirability 
of each alternative as a means of obtaining goal objectives and the physical 
and emotional risk involved in each alternative. 

Step 5 To Act involves implementation of an action plan. Self-reaffirmation and 
reinforcement to prevent relapse are integral parts of this step. 

It is important to note that this model is unique in that it incorporates or emphasizes 

feelings and emotions as a critical feature of the problem solving process. It also incorporates 

what I believe to be a critical feature of social problem solving, the implementation of the 

action plan developed. 

Unfortunately the Rogers et al. (1978) model lacks empirical validation. Despite this 

lacking it has been adopted and implemented in nineteen correctional facilities and eight 

states throughout the Northeast. 

A fourth model which is noteworthy for its emphasis on interpersonal problem solving as 

a learning process was developed by Priestly et al. (1978). This model describes problem 
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solving as a four step action learning process (Assessment, Setting the Objectives, Learning, and 

Evaluation). The model conceptualizes problem solving as an organic and continuous process. 

Features unique to this model are that it neither distinguishes generation of alternatives 

as a discrete separate step nor does it include an evaluative stage for selection of the 'best 

alternative". Rather brainstorming and selection are incorporated into the initial assessment 

process which, if done effectively, would presumably result in a well defined goal. It also 

emphasizes learning and personal change as integral parts of the process, resulting in the 

effective transference of these skills to new situations. 

Styles of Problem Solving 

In considering the various theoretical features of problem solving it should be noted that 

several problem solving styles have been identified. Sinnott has identified "three age related 

styles of problem solving": 

The "Youthful" style is a straight line, goal directed style which is best "for data 
gathering, learning and bottom up processing". 

The "Mature" style is "best for data gathering and optimal organization of information 
experienced in context. Top down and bottom up processing "seemed prevalent". The 
mature style of decision making is able to effectively synthesize information from a 
complex world full of ill-structured problems. 

The "Old" style of problem solving "seems best for rapid, low energy demand for solutions 
done by an experienced solver with many available structures of knowledge." This top 
down style of problem solving appears to conserve energy and compensate for "poor 
memory capacity." (Sinnott, 1989). 

Vroom and Jago (cited in Quick et al. 1983) identified four basic types of decision 

processing (autocratic, consultative, group and delegative), which have stylistic overtones. 

Autocratic refers to "when the decision maker solves a problem using available information 

without seeking the opinion of others". A Consultative processor "seeks the ideas and 

suggestions of others, but ultimately makes the final decision alone". The Group processor is a 
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more collaborative approach to problem solving in which "individuals collectively analyze 

the problem and arrive at a mutually satisfactory solution through a process dependent upon 

the knowledge not the formal authority of the individual participants". The final type, 

Delegative, "passes the responsibility to subordinates with the understanding that the 

subordinates' decision will receive the support of the one who delegated". 

Phillips et al. (1984) have a different conception of decision making styles. They 

describe three styles. Rational, Intuitive and Dependent. The Rational style refers to a more 

"systematic appraisal and logical deliberation". This is contrasted with the Intuitive style 

which is described as being more impulsive, relying on fantasy, feelings, and emotional self 

awareness. The third style. Dependent, essentially denies the responsibility for choice, 

deferring instead to the authority of others. 

It is interesting to note that research conducted by Heppner et al. (1982) indicates that 

self perceived successful and unsuccessful problem solvers differ in their acknowledgment of 

problems, in their expectations and attitudes towards the problem solving process and in their 

willingness to engage in the problem solving process rather than avoiding the process. 

Problem Solving Skill Training 

Most of the social problem solving skill models previously reviewed have evolved into 

problem solving skill training programs. It must again be emphasized that these models were 

developed not as a descriptive tool but as a prescriptive tool describing not how problem solving 

"usually" takes place but rather how it "should"' take place. The models are designed to be 

used as learning tools, helping clients conceptualize and examine their own problem solving 

processes. Almost unilaterally the stages outlined are seen as necessary components of an 

evolving process rather than as discrete stages. This increases the likelihood of successful 

problem resolution, where successful is defined from the client's perspective. 
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A review of the literature reveals that interpersonal social problem solving skill 

training programs have been developed and applied for a wide variety of clients and a broad 

spectrum of problematic situations. To fully appreciate the breadth and scope of the research 

in this area a comprehensive listing of the types of training programs developed is warranted. 

Problem solving skill training programs have been developed for the following topical issues: 

career planning, vocational counseling, stress management, crisis intervention, management 

training, alcohol and substance abuse, relapse prevention with sexual offenders, juvenile 

delinquency, basic counselor training, citizen's rights advocacy groups, and a variety of 

psychiatric populations (including chronically mentally ill adults, hyperactive children, 

agoraphobics, and community residents). These studies have included children, adolescents 

and adults. While they utilize different terminology, many of these programs outline very 

similar components. 

Though a number of studies have examined various components of problem solving skill 

training, because of the nature and scope of this study, my focus will be limited to problem 

solving skill training as it relates to interpersonal problem solving. Unless otherwise 

noteworthy, discussion will be limited to those programs that specifically address social or 

interpersonal problem solving skill training with adolescents and adults. 

As previously discussed, D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) pioneered the work in this area 

with the development of their problem solving model. That model, with its 1982 revisions is 

the most frequently cited. In a series of studies, Nezu and D'Zurilla closely examined the 

effects of training in each of the five stages of their problem solving model. Through training 

they were able to increase the number of alternatives generated by subjects, increase the 

effectiveness and quality (when judged independently) of solutions presented, increase decision 

making effectiveness and increase the likelihood that judgement would be deferred until a more 

comprehensive examination of a variety of alternatives was considered (Nezu and D'Zurilla, 

1979 and 1981a and 1981b). 

29 



In 1986, D'Zurilla proposed a problem solving training program which incorporates a 

variety of instructional methods and designs, utilizing coaching, modeling, rehearsal and 

performance feedback to facilitate problem solving skill development in real life settings. 

D'Zurilla's problem solving skill training program consists of eight units and is outlined in 

detail in his book Problem Solving Therapy (1986). A summary is presented below 

"Unit 1 Initial Structuring. Objectives: (a) to discuss the goals, rationale, and general 
format of the training program; (b) to begin training in problem perception 
(recognition and labeling of problems); (c) to provide training in the use of the 
Problem-Solving Self-Monitoring (PSSM) method; and (d) to discuss the 
limited capacity of the conscious mind during problem solving. 

Unit 2 Problem Orientation. Objectives: (a) to discuss sensitivity to problems and set 
the occasion for problem solving activity (versus avoidance); (b) to focus 
attention on positive problem solving thoughts and activities and away from 
unproductive, inhibitive worries and "self-preoccupying thoughts"; (c) to 
maximize efforts and persistence when obstacles and emotional distress are 
encountered; and (d) to minimize emotional distress/maximize positive 
emotional states. 

Unit 3 Use and Control of Emotions in Problem Solving. Objectives: (a) to discuss the 
role of emotions in social problem solving; (b) to discuss how emotions can be 
used to facilitate problem solving effectiveness; and (c) to provide instruction 
in the use of facilitative/coping methods to control disruptive emotions. 

Unit 4 Problem Definition and Formulation. Objectives: (a) to gather as much 
relevant, actual information about the problem as possible; (b) to clarify the 
nature of the problem; (c) to set a realistic problem solving goal; and (d) to 
reappraise the significance of the problem from personal-social well-being. 

Unit 5 Generation of Alternative Solutions. Objectives: (a) to make available as 
many alternative solutions (coping options) as possible to maximize the 
likelihood that the "best" solution will be among them. The first ideas that 
come to mind when trying to find solutions to problems are not always the best 
ideas. Therefore, in order to maximize problem solving effectiveness, it is 
necessary to generate as many different options as possible. 

Unit 6 Decision Making. Objectives: (a) to evaluate (judge and compare) the 
available solution alternatives and select the "best" solution for 
implementation. The "best" solution is the one which is expected to be most 
effective in achieving the problem solving goal while maximizing significant 
benefits and minimizing significant costs. 

Unit 7 Solution Implementation and Verification. Objectives: (a) to assess the 
solution outcome and verify the effectiveness or utility of the chosen solution in 
the actual problem situation. 
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Unit 8 Maintenance and Generalization. Objectives: (a) to consolidate training 
effects and facilitate maintenance and generalization of effective problem 
solving performance." 

Platt, Spivack, and their associates have extended this line of research. Through a series 

of studies they identified deficiencies in the interpersonal problem solving cognitive processes 

of chronically mentally ill adult patients. Similar deficiencies were also identified in 

emotionally disturbed adolescents, preadolescents and children when compared with control 

groups (Platt and Spivack, 1972a and 1972b, Platt et al. 1974, and Spivack and Shure, 1976) 

As a result of this research, an entire series of problem solving training programs was 

developed for enhancement of personal cognitive problem solving skills with each group 

(kindergarten children, hyperactive children, mothers of young children, elementary school 

children, chronic psychiatric patients, young adults and adults). These programs evolved from 

their theory of Interpersonal Cognitive Problem Solving (ICPS) and utilize both individual 

and group modalities. Programs consist of sequentially structured lessons earmarked for a 

particular population. 

Each program includes a series of guidelines, exercises, and dialogues. A workbook was 

also developed to be used in conjunction with their training program (Spivack et al. 1976). 

A number of these programs are outlined in Spivack, Platt and Shure's book. The Problem 

Solving Approach to Adjustment (1976). Particularly germane to this study is their training 

program for adults and young adults. A summary of that program is presented below. 

The "Young Adult and Adult" program emphasizes five "general themes", ”1) that 

problems are solvable; 2) that the focus of the program is on problems of an interpersonal 

nature; 3) that interpersonal problems are a common part of everyday life for everybody; 4) 

that group members should see the group as a place to bring immediate problems facing them 

which need resolution; and 5) that the proper temporal focus of the group is the present and the 

future, not the past". 
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"Unit 1 

Unit 2 

Units 

Unit 4 

Units 

Units 

Unit 7 

Units 

Unit 9 

Unit 10 

Unit 11 

Unit 12 

Unit 13 

Unit 14 

Unit 15 

"Get set to be a problem solver in your own life". The objective here is to establish 
a non-critical and productive group atmosphere in which problems can be 
recognized and discussed, 

"Learn the facts: I". The second unit attempts to delineate the essential 
differences between facts and opinions in human interactions as an important 
element of problem solving. 

"Learn the facts: II". This unit deals with the importance of being observant in 
discovering facts about the environment. 

"Learn the facts: III". Here the focus is on ways to obtain more information about 
the interpersonal situation than that which is available through observation. 

"The facts as others see them". The tasks in this unit are designed to illustrate 
that people often have different points of view and understanding this is 
important to problem solving. 

"Recognizing feelings: I". The goal here is to recognize that how other people feel 
is an important guide in problem solving. 

"Communicating feelings: II". Unit 7 concentrates on recognizing and generating 
facial expressions as an important mode of communication. 

"Tricks of the problem solving trade: I", concentrates on specific methods that 
may be used to aid one's memory. 

'Tricks of the problem solving trade: II". Building upon material presented in 
units 5 and 6, this unit attempts to train memory for faces as well as continuing to 
train for attentiveness to facial expressions. 

"Don't leap to conclusions", introduces the concept of taking time to think before 
coming to a decision as necessary in reaching the right decision. 

"Tricks of the problem solving trade: III", further emphasizes the principle of 
thinking aloud as one way to clearly define and think through a problem. 

"Generating alternatives", specifically focuses on generating alternative solutions 
to interpersonal problem situations. 

"Consequences". Building upon unit 12, this unit orients the group towards 
evaluating alternative courses of action. 

"Practicing what you have learned". Three central concepts have been introduced 
in the preceding units: defining the problem, thinking of alternatives and 
considering consequences. Unit 14 serves as a review of these problem solving 
principles and introduces the idea of defining a goal: "what do you want; what 
are you after with this person?" 

"The facts as others see them". This unit deals with the ability to see the 
situation from another person's viewpoint. 
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Unit 16 "Communicating with others: I", deals with the problems associated with 
presenting one's own viewpoint. 

Unit 17 "Communicating with others: 11". The importance of keeping to the point is 
emphasized here. 

Unit 18 "Final steps towards effective problem solving". This unit attempts to consolidate 
the principles of problem solving into a series of logical consecutive steps. 

Unit 19 "Putting your problem solving skills into practice", deals with organizing all of 
the principles of problem solving and applying them to various problem 
situations. 

Heppner and his associates also developed a problem solving skill training program based 

on the D'Zurilla and Goldfried model (1971). This program is unique in that it is designed as a 

proactive, preventative intervention for "enhancing college students' coping abilities with 

regard to personal, career and academic problems". The format incorporates lectures, small 

group discussion and exercises. It emphasizes "(a) the concept of problem solving style and its 

influence on problem solving performance; (b) the use of self-management principles for coping 

with obstacles (cognitive, affective, behavioral) often encountered in problem solving, and (c) 

the specific problem solving steps or skills (problem definition, generation of alternatives, 

etc.)" (D'Zurilla, 1986). 

Another problem solving skill training program warranting discussion was developed by 

Rogers et al. in 1978. This highly structured program is unique in that it combines both group 

and individual modalities in instruction, alternating between 12 macro (group) sessions and 12 

micro (individual) sessions. The program, which relies heavily on volunteerism, is designed to 

sequentially present a five step decision making model initially developed by Dr. Milton 

Burglass in 1965. The course, written and compiled by Rogers and her associates in 1978, utilizes 

the power of group instruction with the combination of one-on-one counseling to reinforce the 

concepts presented and help the client internalize the model presented and apply it to their 

own life situation. "The purpose of this decision making program is to offer clients the skills 
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which will enable them to increase the amount of control they have over their lives". Its 

primary goal is to teach decision making, problem solving and life planning skills to offenders. 

This appears to be one of the most intense courses of its kind. Each macro unit requires a one 

and one quarter hour block of time; micro units require one hour of one-on-one counseling. The 

program heavily utilizes community volunteers, thus promoting a secondary agenda of 

community action and involvement within the correctional system. The "Decisions Inc. 

Program" has been used extensively for over thirteen years, with programs serving clients in 

seven states. This program utilizes the term "decision making" in a more comprehensive 

manner than is generally attributed to it. The program utilizes the terms "problem solving" 

and "decision making" interchangeably in describing the entire process. Decision making is 

specifically included as one of the five steps in the overall problem solving/decision making 

process. 

The last problem solving skill training program to be discussed was developed and 

presented by Priestly et al. (1978). This program differs significantly from the others in that it 

is "fundamentally atheoretical". Their work focuses primarily on "three key elements: 

(1) Values: some simple ideas which have grown out of actual experience with these 
methods. They are essentially humanistic in character and stress the sovereignty of 
the individuals who take part. 

(2) A process: a framework for action which enables individuals in groups to tackle their 
personal problems in a systematic, but flexible, way. The activities are arranged into 
the four stages of the problem solving process: assessment - finding out what the 
problem is; setting objectives - deciding what to do about it; learning - acquiring the 
ability to achieve these objectives; and evaluation - checking up on the results. 

(3) Programs: written versions of activities from each of these stages relating to specific 
problems such as finding work, handling money, accommodation, rights, violence, etc., 
and which together constitute an emerging curriculum for the practice of social work." 

Their work, which is less an outline of a curriculum than it is a handbook for problem 

solving interventions, details skill activities designed to enhance each of the four stages of the 

problem solving process. The program divides the concept of problems into three parts: "an 

information or Knowing component; an attitudinal or Feeling dimension; and a skill or Doing 
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aspect". These categories are cross referenced with each of the four stages of the problem 

solving process: Assessment, Setting Objectives, Learning, and Evaluation, producing what they 

refer to as "a curriculum matrix for the practice of social work". (See Appendix - B) 

Research Results of Problem Solving Skill Training 

Although a considerable amount of research has been conducted on problem solving skill 

training, the majority has been remedial in nature and has relied primarily on non-behavioral 

means of assessment. By and large the most frequently examined model of problem solving skill 

training is that developed by D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) and D'Zurilla and Nezu (1982). 

Through a series of studies, Nezu and D'Zurilla (1979 and 1981) demonstrated the effectiveness 

of independent training on each of the problem solving components. For example, in 1979 Nezu 

and D'Zurilla demonstrated that training around the decision making stage increased the 

effectiveness of decision making. In 1981 they were able to demonstrate that training in 

Problem Definition and Formulation (PDF) and Decision Making (DM) independently increased 

decision making effectiveness. At that time they also discovered that training of general 

guidelines around problem definition and formulation was less effective than specific training 

in problem definition and formulation. 

Using this model Cormier et al. (1986) assessed the effects of problem solving skill training 

in each of the four problem solving tasks: General Orientation (GO), Problem Definition (PD), 

Generation of Alternatives (GA), and Decision Making (DM). They observed the effects of 

training utilizing various combinations of problem solving tasks (GO-PD-GA, GO-PD-DM, 

GO-G.,A-DM, GO-and a control group) and concluded that all five treatment groups performed 

significantly better than the control group at the time of post testing. At follow-up, however, 

the groups trained in problem definition appeared to have better attention, selecting 

significantly better alternatives than groups not trained in problem definition. Furthermore, 
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groups trained in decision making described significantly more problem solving behavior at 

follow-up than groups trained without the decision making component. 

In a study utilizing college students, Heppner (1979) was able to increase the quality of the 

responses produced by subjects through problem solving skill training; however, the number of 

alternatives generated did not increase. Participants described themselves as being less 

impulsive after problem solving skill training. 

Duckworth (1983) demonstrated that college students attending a five week problem 

solving skill training program achieved "higher standards in their bachelors degree." (69% of 

the trainees versus 50% of the non-trainees achieved first or second class honors). Trainees also 

developed a "generalized expectancy of an increase in internal control". They were also 

identified as being "more emotionally stable" as measured by a neuroticism scale. 

Spivack, Platt and their associates (1977, 1973, 1972) identified the relationship between 

problem solving skill deficits and social competency; one's ability to address problematic 

situations and provide appropriate solutions is highly associated with one's "premorbid social 

competence". Kasdin et al. (1987) were able to demonstrate that not only could problem solving 

skill training be taught to "antisocial children" but that such training significantly decreased 

externalizing and aggressive behavior. This study is unique in that it measures the results of 

problem solving skill training behaviorally rather than measuring retention or achievement in 

understanding material taught. Not only was there a decrease in overall behavioral problems, 

but there was a significant increase in "pro-social behavior". This change was residual and 

evident at a follow-up evaluation conducted one year later. 

Hansen (1985) was able to obtain generalizable results from problem solving skill training 

with chronic psychiatric patients in that they were able to transfer problem solving skill 

training from familiar problems to unfamiliar problem situations one to four months after 

training. It must be noted, however, that he did not address social adjustment in general. 
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In 1984, Tellado conducted a study involving problem solving skill training with 

adolescents aged 11-16. Results indicate that problem solving skill training is less effective 

with seventh graders than it is with older adolescents. Speculation might be that higher 

problem solving relies on higher cognitive abilities which are developing at this time. 

Trainees were able to demonstrate better problem solving skills as measured by "generation of 

more relevant/irrelevant alternatives and by a greater consideration of the consequences of 

decisions". Similarly, Jepsen et al. (1982) observed that problem solving skill training with 

eleventh graders had more influence on career exploratory and career decision making behavior 

than did other types of intervention. 

Johnson and Greenberg (1985) studied the use of problem solving skill training in resolving 

marital conflict. He indicated that problem solving skill training made significant gains over 

emotionally focused treatment. 

Several studies have been done using problem solving skill training with alcoholics. Here 

results have been mixed. Yohman et al. (1984) were able to improve test scores of problem 

solving skills of alcoholics through training. In a replication study, Kelly et al. (1985) "were 

able to improve problem solving process skills; however the overall quality of actual solutions 

failed to improve". 

Of particular interest because of the population studied is the work of Ingram et al. (1985). 

Utilizing the problem solving inventory developed by Heppner and Petersen (1982), they 

explored the relationship between recidivism and perceived problem solving abilities. This 

study compared a number of characteristics including rates of recidivism and perceived problem 

solving of incarcerated male offenders. They observed that perceived problem solving, 

specifically the impulsive scale of the PSI, was significantly related to rates of recidivism. 

Recidivists scored higher than non-recidivists on the impulsive scale of the PSI. In related 

studies Coske and Douglas (1977) demonstrated that problem solving training could be successful 

in "improving people's impulse control, self-esteem and feeling of competence". In 1982, Hazel 
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et al., working with juvenile probationers, demonstrated that social skills including problem 

solving could be taught to offenders and that retention of those skills was apparent eight 

months later. They concluded their study with a recommendation for continued research in this 

area. They suggested that rates of recidivism be utilized as a mechanism for measuring 

program effectiveness and the transference of problem solving skills to real-life situations. 

Another extensive review of the literature conducted by Frederiksen in 1984 resulted in a 

series of recommendations for facilitating successful training in this area. Though his 

recommendations do not specifically address social problem solving, consideration of them 

when designing social problem solving skill training programs would be valuable. Frederiksen 

draws a distinction between direct and indirect instruction. "Indirect instruction" refers to 

higher level cognitive processes and is based more on self-discovery of meaning and purpose. It 

utilizes a teaching technique which affords students the opportunity to derive generalizations 

for themselves. Frederiksen suggests that this method is much more suited to training with 

ill-structured problem solving such as social problem solving. Such training should utilize a 

wide variety of problem solving skills in an effort to make them as automatic as possible. This 

training should be concerned more with strategic or heuristic approaches to idea seeking, 

utilizing demonstrations, examples, models, practice problems and feedback. "Direct 

instruction" utilizes carefully structured task activities with explicit instructions. This 

approach is more appropriate for elementary students, low ability students and novices with 

minimal expertise in topical areas. 

A synthesis of the aforementioned research on problem solving skill training leads me to a 

similar conclusion to that found by Heppner et al. (1984) who derived from their review of the 

research the view that "specific problem solving skills can be taught in a relatively brief 

training session". However, while recognizing the promise of problem solving skill training as 

an intervention, they identify certain methodological weaknesses and ambiguities in the 

findings, thus diluting any conclusions which may be drawn. They specifically identified the 
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need for additional research in the following areas: the generalization of problem solving 

training by participants to real-life personal problems, the maintenance of those skills over a 

prolonged period of time, and the effects of such training on other variables involved in the 

problem solving process (i.e., confidence in one's own problem solving skills). Obviously, more 

research is needed especially in the areas of high risk populations, the use of problem solving 

skill training as a primary intervention both remedially and as a prevention technique. 

Problem Solving Skill Assessment Instruments 

Having examined at some length the subjects of problem solving and problem solving skill 

training, it is obvious that the measurement of skill acquisition and application is a critical 

component. How we evaluate the validity and reliability of training programs developed and 

the transference of those skills is crucial. Although several attempts have been made to 

develop effective problem solving assessment scales only three particular instruments stand out 

in the literature. They are the problem solving inventory (PSI), the means-ends problem 

solving procedure (MEPS), and the Mooney Problem Checklist. 

One of the earliest problem solving skill assessment tools was developed by Mooney and 

Gordon in 1950. The Mooney Problem Checklist is a comprehensive instrument consisting of 

three hundred and thirty items which constitute eleven scales or problem areas. Low scores are 

indicative of few reported problems. The checklist is helpful in identifying problem areas and 

as an assessment tool for evaluating outcomes of the problem solving skill training. 

The means-ends problem solving (MEPS) method was developed by Platt and Spivack in 

1975. This instrument attempts to measure "means-ends" ability through a verbal process 

whereby subjects are asked to conceptualize possible means through which identified and 

specific goals might be obtained. The MEPS procedure involves presenting to the subject a series 

of stories portraying situations in which the protagonist is having a problem with one or more 
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persons. A resolution of the problem is then presented to the subject, and they are asked to 

"fill-in the middle". Two scores are derived: (a) total number of different relevant means 

enumerated, and (b) obstacles enumerated. 

In 1982, Paul Heppner and Chris Petersen developed a concise, reliable instrument called 

the personal problem solving inventory (PSI). Previously, Platt and Spivack had worked with 

the MEPS; however that technique was generally considered to be cumbersome and difficult to 

score. Another contrast between the two was that the MEPS assesses one's ability to 

conceptualize means for solving hypothetical problems, whereas the PSI attempts to evaluate 

one's perception or self-perception of their problem solving abilities. 

The PSI is a 35-item self-report instrument which utilizes a six-point Likert type format. 

Results of the PSI were developed using a principle-components factor analysis. These results 

identified three major factors which were labeled by the investigators as Problem-solving 

Confidence (CON), Approach-avoidance style (AA) and Personal Control (PC) (Heppner and 

Petersen, 1982). Heppner defined Problem-solving Confidence as "self-assurance while 

engaging in problem-solving activities". Low scores on the Confidence scale are indicative of an 

individual's belief and trust in their problem-solving abilities. The second factor. Approach- 

avoidance style is defined as a general tendency to either approach or avoid problem solving 

activities. The third scale. Personal Control, indicates the extent to which individuals believe 

they have control over their emotions and behavior. Low scores on each of the sub-scales, as 

well as the Total PSI score, represent "positive appraisals of problem solving abilities" 

(Heppner, 1988). 

Estimates of the internal consistency were computed for each of the three sub-scales and for 

the total inventory. The alpha coefficient (n=150) for the Total scale and each of the sub¬ 

scales were as follows: CON «= = .85; AA, = .84; PC, «= = .72; and for the total inventory oc = .90 

(Heppner, 1978). Reliability was established through a series of tests-retests utilizing 150 

college students. Students were administered the test on two occasions, approximately two 
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weeks apart The test-retest reliabilities were as follows: CON, r = .85; AA, r = .88; PC, r = .83 

and for the total scale, r -= .89 (Heppner 1988). Several replication studies have resulted in 

similar findings (Ritchey et al. 1984; and Reeder, 1986), 

Concurrent and construct validity were established through a series of correlational 

analysis between the PSl and several other measures of problem solving skills. The PSI was 

found to correlate well with students' ratings of their problem solving abilities. There was also 

a strong significant correlation between the PSl and the Rotter Internal-External (1-E) Locus of 

Control Scale (Heppner and Peterson, 1982). 

Since its introduction several attempts have been made to validate the PSl. In 1982 

Heppner et al. conducted a descriptive study of the individual differences in problem solving 

by comparing scores on the PSl with those obtained by the Mooney Problem Checklist. The 

results indicated that "self-perceived successful and unsuccessful problem solvers" differed in 

the following ways: (a) the number of problems they acknowledged; (b) the number of 

self-report ratings about the personal problem solving process (i.e., attributions, expectations, 

intervention strategies, attitudes and behaviors; and (c) ratings made by interviewers on 

several cognitive and behavioral variables. Specifically, those who perceived themselves as 

being effective problem solvers rated themselves as being more trusting of others in 

interpersonal problem situations. 

However, PSl scores failed to correlate significantly with the first three stories of the 

MEPS. Heppner (1988) suggests that this lack of correlation may indicate that the two 

instruments are in fact measuring different aspects of the problem solving process. Heppner also 

suggests that the PSl is more reflective of behavior and is a better measure of the locus of 

control, whereas the MEPS is more conceptual and a better measure of creativity. Similarly, no 

significant correlation was found between the PSI and the MeyersrBriggs Type Indicator 

(MBTI), except between the PSI Personal Control scale and the Thinking-Feeling scale of the 

MBTI. 

41 



These results underscore the importance of expectancy as a component in the interpersonal 

problem solving process. The authors conclude with a recommendation that further research be 

conducted to examine the relationship between self-appraisal and problem solving skills. The 

PSI offers an opportunity not only to assess one's problem solving ability but also one's 

self-perception or confidence level in their problem solving skills. Finally, much of the 

validation research conducted has been of a correlational nature, thus limiting the extent to 

which cause and effect conclusions can be made. Though there is limited evidence that the PSI 

is related to actual problem solving performance, it has the potential to be a very useful 

research instrument, especially in light of its simplicity and ease of administration and scoring 

(Heppner et al. 1982). Studies have shown that the measure has good reliability and that it 

correlates with a wide range of measures of positive adjustment and maladaption (Heppner, 

1988). 

The PSI has also been shown to distinguish between individuals who have received 

problem solving skill training (PSST) and those who have not (Dixon et al. 1983). D’Zurilla 

(1986) recommends that the PSI be used as a "rough screening" device to identify clients who 

might benefit from PSST. Regardless of which measure is used it is important to note that 

people respond very differently to hypothetical situations than they do to real-life situations. 

Thus there are limits to the predictability of behavior based solely on these measures (Janis 

and Mann, 1977). Neither the PSI nor the MEPS proports to assess one's actual problem solving 

abilities. Rather, they reflect an individual's awareness and evaluation of their problem 

solving abilities. 

The manual for the PSI presents normative data for the general population as well as 

several subgroups (i.e., college students and alcoholics); no specific data is presented, however, 

which describes the offender population Heppner (1988). Heppner presents data on the general 

population which he describes as being the "Normal Population". For the purposes of this 
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study, the term "General Population" will be used instead when referring to the non-offender 

population. 

Applications 

As previously indicated, substantial research has been conducted around problem solving 

skill training using diverse populations in a variety of environments. Unfortunately most of the 

research has been conducted in the laboratory, validating only that problem solving skills can 

be taught to the particular populations. Limited field research has been conducted to assess 

actual performance, in terms of real-life problems, for subjects who received problem solving 

skill training. 

Problem solving skill training programs vary tremendously in terms of the scope and focus of 

training, target populations studied, programmatic goals, overall structure and settings within 

which training is conducted. They also vary in the mechanisms used to assess skill acquisition 

and transfer. Consequently a discussion of the research results in terms of application is 

necessary to distinguish between the population studied and the topic of focus. 

Indicative of the diversity existing within the problem solving skill training literature are 

the various populations and topics studied. To emphasize the breadth of these studies a list of 

the population groups studied follows: chronically mentally ill patients (children, adolescents 

and adults), high school, undergraduate and graduate students, juvenile offenders, counselors 

and therapists, substance abusers, managers and physicians. Equally diverse are the topical 

areas investigated. These include: substance abuse, academic achievement, career planning, 

weight loss, stress, organizational management and development, maladaptive/antisocial 

behavior, marital problems, conflict management, medical assessment and even agricultural 

planning. Because of their particular relevance to this study, several specific populations and 

topical areas will be discussed here. It is important to note, however, not only with which 
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populations and topics has problem solving skill training has been effective but also what the 

components of successful problem solving skill training programs are. 

A number of studies have been conducted in which problem solving skill training was 

provided to chronic psychiatric patients. These programs demonstrated not only that problem 

solving skill training could be taught to this population but also that the training significantly 

increased both problem solving ability and effectiveness. Treatment gains were generalized 

from problematic situations used in the training setting to unfamiliar situations (D'Zurilla, 

1986). 

Jepsen et al. (1982) demonstrated that problem solving skill training had more influence on 

eleventh graders, in terms of career exploratory and career decision making behaviors, than did 

other career guidance methods. 

Problem solving skill training was also found to be effective in improving academic 

performance. Richards and Perri (1978) found that students trained in problem solving skills 

were superior to an untrained control group in academic performance as measured by grade point 

average (GPA). Duckworth (1983) also found that training college students in generic problem 

solving techniques resulted in higher academic performance as measured by higher standards in 

their bachelor degrees; "of the training group, 69% achieved a first or second class honors 

degree as compared with 50% of the non-trained control group." 

Whereas students have consistently responded well to problem solving skill training, the 

results with substance abusers is less clear. Though several studies have demonstrated that 

problem solving skills can be taught to substance abusers the results, in terms of reduced relapse, 

are questionable. 

Yeoman et al. (1988) conducted a study involving cognitive training (problem solving skill 

training) with alcoholic males. Their research identified alcoholics as performing 

significantly worse on problem solving skill tests than non-alcoholic groups. They were also 

able to demonstrate that problem solving skills could be taught to alcoholic males and that 
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training in problem solving skills resulted in improved test results. In another study involving 

substance abuse Platt et al. (1973) compared non-addicted, incarcerated offenders with 

addicted, incarcerated heroin addicts. Their results indicated that addicted offenders were 

deficient in their ability to solve real-life interpersonal problems. 

Chaney et al. (1978) found that in the year following treatment no significant differences 

were found between the control and the problem solving skill training groups in terms of actual 

number of relapses. There did, however, appear to be a decrease in the duration and severity of 

those relapse episodes. In a similar study involving alcoholics Kelly et al. (1985) examined 

the effects of training in various components of the problem solving model proposed by 

D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971). Their results again identified alcoholics as being deficient in 

problem solving skills, and furthermore that training in problem solving improved these skills 

as measured by achievement tests. However, no improvement in terms of overall quality of 

solutions to difficult relevant problems was observed. Even after training in all three basic 

components of problem solving, the alcoholics in this study still did not demonstrate any 

significant improvement in the quality of their solutions. It is important to note that this study 

did not utilize relapse as a measurement of successful problem solving skill training. 

In addition to the Platt et al. (1973) study described above, a series of studies conducted 

with offenders is relevant to this study. Ingram et al. (1985) were also able to demonstrate that 

offenders were deficient in the area of problem solving as measured by both the MMPI and the 

PSI. Both scales could distinguish recidivists from non-recidivists; specifically, recidivists 

scored significantly higher than non-recidivists on the impulsive scale of the PSI. Both the 

MMPI and the PSI also discriminated between non-violent and violent criminals. 

A 1982 study conducted by Hazel et al. demonstrated that problem solving skills could be 

taught to youthful offenders placed on probation and, at an eight month follow-up study, 

subjects demonstrated good retention of those skills. No results were gathered in terms of 

re-offense as a measure of the program's effectiveness. Hazel also suggested that skill training 
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does reduce the number of future court contacts. Although deficiencies have been identified in 

offender populations, no specific research has been conducted to evaluate the effects of problem 

solving skill training in terms of the reduction of rates of recidivism, especially with adult 

populations. 

Several other areas of clinical application have been explored including the use of problem 

solving skill training to control cigarette smoking. Results of this investigation conducted by 

Karol and Richards (1978) indicated a significant reduction in smoking frequency in both 

treatment groups (one of which utilized problem solving skill training) but not in a waiting list 

control group (D'Zurilla, 1986). Problem solving skill training has also been utilized as an 

important component of marriage and family counseling (D'Zurilla, 1986; and Haley, 1979). In 

a 1985 study Johnson and Greenberg compared a cognitive behavioral intervention which 

incorporated the teaching of problem solving skills with a second type of treatment focussing on 

emotional experiences. They were able to demonstrate that "both treatments significantly 

improved the quality of diadic relationships" as compared to an untreated waiting list control 

group. They concluded, however, that the emotionally focussed treatment was superior to of 

the problem solving treatment as measured by a marital adjustment score. Problem solving skill 

training has also been proposed as a method of intervention for weight control (Jacobson, 1977), 

stress management (Janis and Mann, 1977; D'Zurilla, 1985 and Novaco, 1979). Thomas 

D'Zurilla has also proposed problem solving skill training as a treatment for agoraphobia 

(D'Zurilla, 1985). To date few studies exist which evaluate the effectiveness of problem 

solving skill training in these areas. 

As important as identifying which problem solving skill programs have been successful 

with which populations and on which topics is the identification of the significant components 

that contribute to successful problem solving skill training. "Effective programs create and 

employ ways to stimulate thought and discussion in and around interpersonal problem 

situations with which participants can identify" (Spivack et al. 1976). 
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The ways in which this stimulation occurs is as varied as the programs themselves. 

Chaney et al. (1978) utilized an intervention which included both situation specific and 

general problem solving skill training in their study with alcoholics. Their results support the 

need for more specific training. Other components of successful problem solving skill training 

programs would include subjects generating their own alternatives, the use of role playing in 

group discussion, and relevant and realistic problems which act as models in the application of 

the problem solving skill process. Kelly et al. (1985) suggest that process skill training may 

need to be supplemented by assertiveness training and cognitive modification. They also 

identify the existence of negative beliefs as an important inhibitor for effective problem 

solving. A distinguishing factor between their program and that conducted by Chaney et al. 

(1978) was the fact that the Chaney, O'Leary and Marlott program included both situation 

specific and general problem solving skill training. Finally, Ficus et al. (1983) suggest that 

successful problem solving skill training requires "student motivation, content knowledge, and 

problem solving skills and strategies." Transfei* of those skills seems more likely when 

problems encountered in the training are like those encountered in real-life situations. 

Summary 

In summary, applied problem solving appears to hold considerable promise as an 

intervention tool. The research reviewed here suggests that problem solving skill training is 

adaptable to a variety of environments and populations. There is considerable evidence that 

problem solving skills are a measurable cognitive process that is discrete from intelligence as 

measured through traditional IQ tests and other academic aptitude tests (D'Zurilla, 1986; 

Heppner and Petersen, 1982; Spivack et at, 1976). Correlations between IQ tests and measures of 

social problem solving ability have been low. High correlation has been found to exist between 
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populations identified as dysfunctional or behaviorally maladjusted and subjects with 

deficient problem solving skills. 

Several models have been proposed describing what effective problem solving and 

effective social problem solving looks like. Subsequently, "prescriptive models" for 

intervention have been developed and several instruments for the assessment of both problem 

solving abilities and the assessment of problem solving skill training have been designed. 

Numerous programs have evolved in an effort to enhance problem solving skills. To date 

however, most of the research has focused on validating whether problem solving skills can be 

taught to individuals, rather than determining behaviorally the effects of problem solving 

skill training. 

A critical but missing component is a behavioral measurement of effective problem solving 

as a means of assessing successful problem solving skill training. Once that measurement is 

established additional research can be conducted to determine the salient components of 

effective problem solving skill training. Researchers will then be able to identify which 

factors are most likely to inhibit or promote successful transference of those process skills into 

real-life situations. 

Review of the Literature 

Transfer of Training 

Essentially the literature identifies two different theories to explain how transfer of 

learning occurs. The first, commonly referred to as the identical elements theory, is a 

behavioral description of the process which was initially developed by Thorndike and 

Wadsworth in 1901. It postulates that behavior can be conceived of as a series of conditioned, 

stimulus response reflexes which are connected and suggests that transfer is more likely between 
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paths which contain similar components or elements. This theory advocates for training in 

specific "core skills", thus advocating for near transfer training. 

The second theory, the formal discipline theory asserts that human skills are derived from 

a number of faculties. A more metacognitive approach, this theory emphasizes generic skill 

training in such areas as life and social skills. It promotes training for transfer through the use 

of concept acquisition and prototype development; thus cognitive models of transfer are more 

supportive of far transfer training. 

Behavioral research supportive of the identical elements theory provides evidence that 

positive transfer is best facilitated when the basic stimulus response elements of a target skill 

are identified and when overall training and application settings are similar. Research is 

particularly supportive of the use of this type of training as a means of increasing motor and 

verbal skill retention. 

Research supporting the cognitive theory of transfer suggests that positive transfer can be 

increased by decontextualizing instruction by teaching general theoretical principles. Research 

seems to support the use of this method of training in far transfer situations such as social skill 

or management training. 

More recently cognitive-behavioral scientists have been attempting to integrate the two 

theories into a hybrid incorporating the concept of "plans" and "frames" as a means of 

conceptualizing this process. These theorists suggest that transfer is not an either/or situation 

(identical elements versus formal discipline) but is, in fact, an integration of both theories. 

Each theory may be describing a different type or part of the transfer process. This more 

eclectic approach asserts that either theory may be appropriate depending on the nature of the 

material being taught and the type of transfer being facilitated. 

Annett and Sparrow (1985) propose an alternative perspective. They suggest that the 

transfer process be conceived as being "governed by plans". "A plan is neither a string of 

reflexes, nor a faculty but a kind of flexible recipe for producing behavior appropriate to 
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specific purposes in any given environment". Thus it is this "plan" that is modified or adapted 

from situation to situation to facilitate the transfer process. For example, if a person goes from 

riding a single speed bicycle to a multi-speed bicycle, the essential components for operating 

that bicycle remain the same (balance, steering and pedaling). However, some adaptation 

would be required in order to utilize shifting levers and hand brakes. Much of the initial plan 

is retained and operationalized for the new skill. The plan is modified and adapted so the new 

task can be performed; in this sense a new plan is learned or developed. In other cases, a new 

task may involve utilizing existing skills in rather different combinations or contexts. In these 

cases a person utilizes an entire set of procedures, but applies them in an entirely new context. 

An example might be the typist who moves from a typewriter to a word processor, transferring 

skills from one environment to another. In this situation, a set of "subskills" is being utilized in 

a new or different context. 

According to Annett and Sparrow (1985) there are several things trainers can do to promote 

transfer of learning. First is to recognize that rote learning discourages transfer and that 

meaningful learning promotes it. They suggest that rote learning promotes less flexible plans 

which are highly effective in near transfer situations, but which have little potential for far 

transfer. Conversely, training which is rooted in "a rich network of related items and makes 

sense in a variety of contexts" is much more likely to be flexible and transferable to new 

situations. 

Perkins and Solomon (1989) present another view of the transfer process. They draw a 

distinction between the "how" (the mechanism of the transfer process) and the "what" (the 

content of what is transferred, i.e., knowledge or skill). They also distinguish between the 

amount or quantity of transfer that takes place and the distance of transfer (the measure of 

"dissimilarity" or "novelty"). They also point out that transfer is not the same as mere 

learning. Mere learning implies a simple acquisition of knowledge which is subsequently 

regurgitated, for example supplying names and dates memorized for a history test versus 
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application of acquired knowledge or skills in a new way or unfamiliar context. Solomon and 

Perkins (1988) acknowledge that the lines of distinction between transfer and mere learning are 

somewhat vague and arbitrary. 

Perkins and Solomon (1989) propose that two kinds of transfer exist. They draw a 

distinction between "low road" and "high road" transfer mechanisms. "Low road" transfer 

refers to a more spontaneous, automatic, even simple mechanism in which transfer results from 

the repetitive practice of skills involving relatively little reflective thought. An example of 

this process would be the transfer of driving skills from the operation of an automobile to the 

operation of a truck. "High road" transfer refers to a highly abstract, intentional process in 

which skills or knowledge are extracted from one learning situation and applied in another 

unique or different context. An example of this type of learning would be a sixth grade student 

who learns good study habits then, some years later, applies the same time management skills 

to their professional life. In both contexts learning enhances performance through very 

different mechanisms. 

Solomon and Perkins (1988) draw a distinction between forward reaching high road transfer 

and backward reaching high road transfer. Forward reaching high road transfer occurs when 

"one learns something and abstracts it in preparation for application elsewhere"; for example 

the student who has acquired good study habits and spontaneously applies them in the form of 

time management in their career. Backward reaching high road transfer occurs when "one finds 

oneself in a problem situation, abstracts key characteristics from the situation and reaches 

backwards into one's experience for matches". Here the individual retrieves previously gained 

knowledge for application to the new situation. Another example would be "an economics 

student who, when facing a particular problem, might define its general demands, search their 

repertoire and discover that calculus can help". This would be an example of high road 

backward reaching transfer and could be contrasted with a similar example of forward 

reaching high road transfer in which the same economics student "learning calculus might 
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reflect on how it could apply to economic contexts, speculates the possible uses, and perhaps 

tries out some, even though the calculus class does not address economics at all and the 

economics classes the student is taking do not use advanced math". 

Low road transfer is referred to as "hugging"; high road transfer is called "bridging". The 

critical distinction between the two revolves around the mindful abstraction of knowledge for 

application. 

Finally, Solomon and Perkins (1988) distinguish the kinds of information or skills that are 

transferred via these two mechanisms. They indicate that unintentional, implicit 

performances which are based on modeling and driven by reinforcement are more likely to be 

transferred by the low road mechanism. Examples of such activities would be socialization, 

acculturation processes and experience based cognitive development. Knowledge or skills more 

suitable for high road transfer are those in which the underlying principles, strategies or 

"frames" can be taught for more generalized application. Although high road and low road 

transfer are perceived as distinct mechanisms, they do suggest that the two can operate 

simultaneously. This notion conflicts with the Clark and Voogel concept of transfer (1985) 

which suggests that near and far transfer may be antagonistic, if not mutually exclusive. They 

suggest, in fact, that negative transfer may be the result of promoting both types of skills. They 

suggest that the type of transfer desired (near/far) be identified and that the training design 

be specifically developed to facilitate the type of transfer desired. 

Another model of the transfer process, simpler in some ways perhaps, is presented by 

Dennis Laker (1990) who describes transfer as a two dimensional process involving 

generalizability and time. Generalizability refers to the distance (near or far), whereas time 

refers to the "temporal dimension" of the process, from transfer initiation to transfer 

maintenance. Transfer initiation begins even before the actual onset of training and includes 

organizational and personal factors which contribute to a more favorable climate. 

52 



Organizational and personal factors which contribute to positive transfer initiation include the 

following: 

• trainees' initial understanding of skills being taught 
• management and organizational support 
• trainees' self-perception of their ability to succeed 
• opportunity to apply newly acquired skills 
• individual enthusiasm and motivation 
• opportunity to observe modeling of new behavior by others 
• the presence of reinforcing aids, tools and agents in the transfer setting. 

Transfer maintenance occurs at the other end of Laker's spectrum and refers to the 

permanent change of an individual's behavior. Included in this dimension are the reinforcing 

factors which occur in the transfer setting, for example self monitoring and self management 

techniques such as relapse prevention. Laker (1990) suggests a number of things that can be done 

to enhance maintenance transfer. These include: 

• increasing trainees' ability and flexibility to modify the original training to meet the 
unique needs of a particular job 

• development of extrinsic reward systems to reinforce utilization of newly learned skills 
and behavior 

• facilitation of an intrinsic reward system, such as relapse prevention, to enhance 
self-esteem 

• limiting the opportunity for trainees to experience contradictory learning 
• ensuring that new skills and behaviors being taught truly lead to greater ease of 

performance 
• developing an environment which supports and encourages trainees' enthusiasm and 

motivation for the training on the job 
• developing coping strategies for high risk situations (such as relapse prevention) 

• developing organizational systems in which management, supervisors, and peers are 
supportive of new behaviors learned in training 

• operationalizing the reward system for application and maintenance of newly learned 
sidlls on the job, ensuring a system of accountability for application of these skills 

• developing a system which allows the trainee an opportunity to experience success, 
especially during the early application stages 

• developing an environment which is generally supportive of trainees who attempt to 
apply new skills. 

The continuum between near and far transfer describing generalizability refers to the 

degree of similarity between the training environment and the application situation. Laker 

suggests that training for near transfer is "most desired when pursuing technical training 
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whereas far transfer might be most attractive for management development or creative problem 

solving". He suggests the following factors for enhancing near transfer: 

• Maximize the similarity between the training content and the program to mirror the 
workplace 

• Increase the specificity as to where and how the training is to be applied to the job 
• Increase overlearning of the task 
• Increase the procedural nature of the task 
• Restrict application of training (practice and feedback) to areas for which the trainee 

is prepared. 

The following are proposed as facilitating acquisition of far transfer. 

• Increase trainees' understanding of underlying principles, concepts, and assumptions of 
the skills and behaviors being taught 

• Practice application of skills and behaviors in varied contexts using novel exercises 
• Encourage trainees to discuss and apply skills and behaviors in situations of their own 

choosing 
• Encourage trainees to apply newly acquired skills and behaviors to situations other 

than those for which they were trained. 

This concept is consistent with Solomon and Perkins (1989) notion of transfer. They predict 

that high road transfer is more facilitative of far transfer through increased mindful 

abstraction. Theoretically Laker (1990) attributes near transfer to be most closely aligned with 

the theory of identical elements whereas transfer through principles would emphasize a more 

metacognitive approach to new situations, thus facilitating far transfer. 

Baldwin and Ford (1988) also proposed a conceptual model for the transfer process. This 

model includes: Training Inputs, Training Outputs and Conditions of Transfer. Training Inputs 

include: trainee characteristics such as ability, personality and motivation, training design 

(principles of learning, sequencing, training content), and work environment (support and 

opportunity to use new skills and information). All of these factors result in training outcomes 

or "Training Outputs" (i.e., learning and retention). Conditions of transfer include 

generalization and maintenance of materials learned over an extended period of time. These 

are supported by trainee characteristics and the work environment. A diagram of Baldwin and 

Ford's model is contained in Appendix - C. 
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Utilizing this framework Baldwin and Ford (1988) then conducted a comprehensive 

review of the literature. They concluded that a "large portion of the empirical research on 

transfer has concentrated on improving the design of training programs. Most of this research 

has centered on four basic principles: (1) identical elements, (2) teaching of general principles, 

(3) stimulus variability, and (4) various conditions of practice". 

Baldwin and Ford (1988) also identified trainee characteristics which enhance the 

transfer process such as trainee success in early stages of training, motivational factors such as 

trainee's confidence, the type and level of participation in training (voluntary versus 

non-voluntary), and post-training interventions- "such as goal setting and feedback". 

Their review of the literature also identified several work environment characteristics 

which contribute to positive transfer of training. These include such things as a favorable 

organizational climate with freedom to set goals, and pre-course discussions with supervisors 

along with subsequent sponsorship by those supervisors. Huczynski and Lewis (1980) also 

examined the transfer process from an organizational perspective. Their model outlines a series 

of organizational components, including Course Factors (individual involvement, interest and 

motivation), the Learning Transfer Process itself and the Work Environment, including both 

inhibiting and facilitating factors. (See Appendix - D). Inhibiting factors are work overload, 

crisis in the work environment, difficulty in convincing others that there is merit in new skills 

or techniques learned, and a high rate of change. Facilitating factors include open 

communication between supervisors and subordinates, opportunities to utilize new methods and 

techniques learned, and autonomy. 

Summary 

It appears then that the root of the controversy over transfer of learning is the age old 

question of whether learning results behaviorally or cognitively. Recent theorists have tried 
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to develop a hybrid theory which can accommodate both the identical elements theory and the 

transfer through principles theory. These theorists believe that the success of the transfer 

process is contingent upon a series of factors including such input factors as individual 

characteristics, (i.e., motivation, ability, and interest); intervening variables (design, training 

content, type of transfer being facilitated), and the natural setting/environmental factors of 

reinforcement and support (both intrinsic and extrinsic in nature). 

INPUT -> INTERVENING VARIABLES -> 

Individual Design 
characteristics - > Content 

(motivation) Type of transfer -> 
(goal setting) (near/far) 

(high road/low road) 
Buddy system 

To facilitate the transfer process one must consider all of these factors. In constructing 

training programs which will be supportive of positive transfer a trainer must consider how to 

motivate the individual, their level of ability and familiarity with the skills or knowledge 

being taught. The trainer must also match the information or skill being taught and the level 

of generalizability with the type of transfer (high road/low road) occurring. Given these 

considerations organizational components such as supervisory sponsorship, trainee 

participation in goal setting, ongoing maintenance of newly acquired skills and behaviors need 

to be addressed. Such maintenance programs could include, but are not necessarily limited to, 

self-management programs, relapse prevention programs and buddy systems. 

All of the literature points to a need for continued research in the area of transfer to 

identify and quantify the various factors (input, intervening, and environmental) which impact 

the transfer process. As Baldwin and Ford (1988) suggested, one of the most important steps in 

this direction would be the development of "a more eclectic orientation towards transfer". 

They suggest that a more comprehensive review of the literature be done to include industrial 

training, clinical counseling, etc. 

NATURAL SETTING 

Environmental 
reinforcement 

Self management 
Relapse 
prevention 
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All of the research suggests that many things can be done to enhance the transfer 

process. A summary of those recommendations is included in the diagram in Appendix F. The 

diagram represents a summaritive extension of the transfer process depicted above. It is not 

designed to imply a causal relationship between categories but rather to act as a supplementary 

template to be used as a resource for considering transfer issues when developing training 

programs. 

Recidivism 

Probation. Offender Rehabilitation and Recidivism 

"Historically the role of the probation officer has been poorly defined. The lack of a 

clear and definitive mission represents a gap of major import. Research in this area has 

revealed that probation officers have widely divergent views of their roles, with the 

determining factors being the manner in which the officer views the client, the job itself and, 

ultimately, the underlying dichotomy between surveillance and treatment" (Spangenberg, 

1987). It is the interplay between these two diametrically opposed goals that symbolizes the 

historical path of community corrections and probation in this country. From the early 1900's to 

the mid-1960's probation was primarily used as a rehabilitative alternative to incarceration. 

Since that time however, the correctional policy makers increasingly have shifted towards a 

more punitive, control based model of supervision (Dilulio, 1991). A series of studies concluded 

that probation was essentially ineffective in meeting either goal. 

One of the most critical of these studies was conducted by the Rand Corporation in 1986. 

This study matched 511 male felony probationers with 511 imprisoned offenders of similar 

gender, offense, etc. As mentioned earlier, their results showed that, after two years, 72% of 

the prisoners recidivated as compared to 63% of the probationers. They also observed. 
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however, that prisoners committed 20% fewer crimes than did probationers during a three year 

period due to incapacitation. Their analysis of the relative cost of probation versus prison 

indicated that approximately twice as much is spent on imprisonment as compared to 

probation. This has been the traditional argument supporting probation as an alternative to 

incarceration; "that it is more cost effective". 

More recently however, researchers have taken a different view of the cost 

effectiveness of conununity corrections versus incarceration. In his book No Escape. John Dilulio 

(1991) reviews a report compiled by Edwin Zedlewski, an economist for the National Institute 

of Justice. Zedlewski suggests a different formula for evaluating the benefit cost ratio of 

incarceration. "By surveying cost data from several systems he estimated that the total cost of 

one year’s imprisonment is $25,000 per offender. In using crime and criminal victimization data 

he estimated that the typical offender commits 187 crimes per year and that the typical crime 

exacts $2,300 of property loss and/or physical injury and suffering. Multiplying these two 

factors, he calculated that the typical incarcerated convict is responsible for $430,100 in social 

costs per year. Thus he concluded incarceration has a "benefit cost ratio of just over 17 

(430,100/25,000)". Although sobering, any final conclusions drawn from these analyses must be 

guarded. First, this data is based on felony offenses; the cost benefit ratio would be 

considerably different for the kinds of offenses normally falling within the purview of the 

district court. Many of the offenses falling within the jurisdiction of that court are not of a 

felony nature (i.e., larceny, breaking and entering or drunk driving). Therefore any cost benefit 

analysis would require recalculation using a much lower cost factor per offense. 

Second, another consideration must be made in light of the Rand Corporation's prisoner 

versus probation study (1986) which clearly demonstrated that offenders who have been 

incarcerated are more likely to reoffend than offenders placed on probation. This too would 

alter the formula used. 
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In light of such data many researchers have presumed that "nothing works" in 

preventing recidivism; therefore, there was a conscious shift in policy towards surveillance and 

supervision and away from rehabilitation (Corbett, 1991). During this period of time 

disillusioned professionals made few attempts to develop new rehabilitative models for 

probation supervision. Instead, models focussed on intense supervision programs requiring 

surveillance, electronic monitoring and accountability by offenders. 

Recently several researchers (Gendreau and Ross, 1987; Ross, 1990; and Slaby and 

Gerreira, 1990) have demonstrated that some things do work and that considerable information 

is available for identifying what successful programs look like. By reviewing the literature 

published between 1973 and 1987, Gendreau and Ross found "many well controlled studies 

which demonstrate that some programs have been highly successful. Major reductions in the 

frequency and severity of criminal acts have been achieved through some community based and 

institutional programs for adolescent and adult offenders". 

Gendreau and others have developed a series of "principles of effective treatment". 

"The basic strategic and organizational elements of correctional programs that have in many 

cases proven effective in reducing recidivism include efforts to provide the offender with 

non-criminal role models that are within his reach (such as employed people who are making 

it), not sports celebrities; to enhance the offender's basic problem solving skills including the 

basic cognitive ability to relate actions to their consequences; to make use of whatever human 

and financial resources are available to aid the program; to build interpersonal relationships 

that strengthen empathic impulses; to establish respect for legitimate authority; and to put in 

place relevant program support services" (Dilulio, 1991). Roth (1990) concluded that "almost 

every successful program studied had one characteristic in common; they included some 

technique which could be expected to have an impact on offender's thinking. Effective 

programs include as a target of their intervention not only the offender's environment, or his 

feelings or his behavior or his vocational skills, but his cognition: they include some technique 

59 



which could increase his reasoning skills, teach him to stop and think before acting, increase 

his problem solving skills, help him to develop alternative interpretations of social rules and 

obligations, and help him to comprehend the thoughts and feelings of other people." 

Slaby and Guererra (1988 and 1990) conducted a series of investigations which explored 

cognitive mediators of aggression in adolescent offenders. They concluded that "two sets of 

cognitive mediators were found to differentiate among antisocial aggressive, high aggressive 

and low aggressive adolescents: social problem solving skills and beliefs supporting 

aggression". In general, high levels of aggression were associated with a low display of 

problem solving skills as well as a high endorsement of beliefs supporting aggression". Based 

on those findings Guerra and Slaby developed an intervention designed to modify cognitive 

mediators such as problem solving and beliefs with incarcerated adolescents. Based on the 

works of D'Zurilla and Goldfried (1971) and Shure and Spivick (1976 and 1974), they 

developed a twelve session program which utilized an eight step sequential social problem 

solving model: 

- A. Is there a problem? 
- B. Stop and Think 
- C. Why is there conflict? 
- D. What do you want? 
- E. Think of solutions 
- F. Look at consequences 
- G. Choose what to do and do it 
- H. Evaluate the results. 

They compared an attention control group designed to act as a control for group interaction 

with the treatment group receiving the above training and a no treatment control group. Their 

results conclude that "an intervention program can be successful in changing not only social 

problem solving skills and beliefs supporting aggression, but also ratings of subsequent 

behavior". However, rates of recidivism after release from the institution failed to reveal any 

significant difference between the groups. 
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In summary, recent research has been able to identify the significant components of 

successful treatment programs for offenders. Unfortunately, most of the research has been 

conducted with youthful, incarcerated or institutionalized offenders. It is my contention that 

this population would be more resistant to treatment than adult probationers for several 

reasons. First, because of age an adult offender may be more likely to develop cognitively, 

shifting from a dualistic (simple interpretation of events, unable to take another person's 

perspective) toward a more relativistic manner of blinking, one that is able to look at several 

interpretations of an event and where a person is able to assume another’s perspective of that 

event (Stonewater and Presti, 1987; and Benack, 1984). Second, because the training itself occurs 

in an artificial setting (an institution) participants are less likely to apply the concepts to 

real-life situations than they would be in a similar community based program such as 

probation. Finally, because of the lack of social supports required for maintaining a new 

pattern of cognitive mediation the offender is more likely to relapse to old behavioral 

patterns. For these reason I would again argue that the use of a similar program as an 

alternative to regular probation supervision would be more likely to reduce recidivism. 

Since recidivism is the key determining factor in evaluating the practical success of any 

alternative probation supervision program, more specific data regarding the trends of 

recidivism for Massachusetts probationers will be presented here. Based on a series of studies 

conducted by the Office of the Commissioner of Probation of the Commonwealth of 

Massachusetts between 1979 and 1984 (Cochran, 1979; Cochran and Brown, 1984; Cochran et al. 

1981 and Brown and Cochran, 1984) a series of risk/need factors were developed to identify the 

probationers who were at a high risk of recidivating. A synopsis of their findings is presented 

below. 
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Recidivism by Age 

The data indicates that the median age for people under probation supervision is 20. 

People between the ages of 10 and 29 account for 85% of the risk/need caseload as compared to 

35.7% of the state's population being in that age group. In addition, the 87% of the recidivists 

are between the ages of 10-29. 

Recidivism by Offense 

Public order crimes have the highest rate of recidivism (39.7%) while controlled substance 

violations showed the lowest rate (29.9%). 

Recidivism by Level of Supervision 

Clearly high risk offenders are much more likely to recidivate than low risk offenders. 

50% of all people classified as maximum risk offenders recidivated at some point as compared 

to 35.7% of the moderate cases and 17.0% of the minimum cases. 

Other factors which appear to have a direct corollary relationship to probationer 

recidivism include prior periods of probation (a direct correlation), age at first offense (an 

inverse correlation), number of residence changes within the past twelve months (an inverse 

correlation), and employment (an inverse correlation). 

Another significant finding was that the average time to recidivate at the district court 

level is 7.1 months. A 1982 study of this group, 37.5% of the probationers recidivated within 

the first four months. More than 51% of the offenders who recidivated did so during the first 

six months and almost 63% of those who recidivated did so during the first eight months. 

Thereafter the rate of recidivism drops off dramatically. These results lead one to conclude 
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that, if probation is to be effective, it is imperative that intensive supervision be effected 

during the early period of supervision. 

A Synthesis: Intentional Skill Development and Transfer 

In many ways problem solving skill development and transfer are so interwoven that they 

sometimes become indistinguishable. In an article on problem solving Gilbert A. Long (1983) 

quoted M. Hunter's 1971 statement that "transfer is the heart and core of problem solving, 

creative thinking, and all other higher mental processes". Similarly McKeachie (1987) 

equated transfer with problem solving. Obviously effective problem solving skill training 

relies on the successful transfer of those skills from the training environment to a real-life 

natural setting. By definition interpersonal problem solving is a metacognitive high road 

training process requiring a high level of abstraction to very dissimilar contexts. It is exactly 

for this reason that I propose the use of the term Intentional Skill Development, the clinical 

application of problem solving skill training which includes the implementation of an action 

plan through the transfer of information gained in the training setting to real life situations. 

This is a broader, more comprehensive view of the process and is consistent with the model 

proposed by Dixon, Heppner, Petersen and Ronning (1979). This process also incorporates a 

series of measures to facilitate relapse prevention. 

Final Observations and Conclusions 

The best way to summarize and conclude this discussion is by reviewing the questions we 

have been able to answer given the current body of knowledge. As to the existence of an 

identifiable body of knowledge or information on problem solving skill training, we can 

obviously conclude that such a body of knowledge does indeed exist. Furthermore, though 
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different in terminology and structure, there are many similarities reflected in the problem 

solving skill literature. All of the models include an initial assessment process and a goal or 

objective setting component. Most contain some mechanism for generating a variety of 

alternatives, an evaluation process for determining the desirability or feasibility of those 

options, a decision making component where the perceived ’best" option is selected, and an 

action or verification component during which an implementation plan is developed. Here a 

number of models diverge. Several distinguish problem solving from implementation, whereas 

others include action plan implementation and evaluation of its effectiveness as a part of the 

problem solving process. It is this implementation and reevaluation process that is most 

directly related to the transfer process since it is during this phase that behavior is transferred 

from the training setting into a real life setting. 

Secondly, given that there is an identifiable body of knowledge referred to as problem 

solving skills, can that set of skills be conveyed and taught to trainees? The answer is yes. 

However, it must be noted that trainee achievement is monitored almost exclusively by 

self-report and achievement testing. The literature repeatedly identifies the need for research 

which would establish behavioral measurements to assess acquisition and application in new 

"real-life" situations. 

Thirdly, how can problem solving skill training be improved to increase the likelihood of 

transfer between the training setting and the transfer setting? The literature around transfer is 

extremely helpful in suggesting how problem solving skill training programs might be 

improved to better facilitate transfer. First, the literature recognizes that, in most cases, 

problem solving skill training has been left to socialization and other low road training 

techniques. Unfortunately, given the metacognitive nature of problem solving skills, low road 

techniques are ineffectual in many cases. There is significant evidence advocating for the use of 

training techniques which promote high road/far transfer processes with problem solving skill 

training. The variables to be considered in designing a training program which would promote 
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this type of transfer have previously been outlined. They include input, output and 

natural/environmental factors. 

Given that the above mentioned is true, continued research around problem solving skill 

training and the transfer of those skills to real life situations provides a unique opportunity to 

gain knowledge in both fields and help to further delineate the symbiotic relationship between 

the two. It is for this reason that I advocate for further research in Intentional Skill 

Development. Continued research in this area would result in a better understanding of both 

problem solving skill training and the transfer process. If a problem solving skill training 

program can be developed and implemented and if a behavioral instrument for measuring the 

actual implementation of problem solving skill training in real life situations can be identified, 

then an investigator will be able to hold these two factors constant while examining which 

factors (input, intervening and environmental) are most likely to facilitate effective transfer. 

Using this methodology various problem solving skill models could be utilized, comparing each 

for their effectiveness. 

Based on this review of the literature, the following study was proposed and accepted 

to explore the use of problem solving skill training as an interventional tool with adult 

offenders. They provide a unique opportunity for examination. Research has demonstrated 

that this population is deficient in interpersonal problem solving skills; furthermore their 

behavior in the community and any resulting change in the rate of recidivism (number of 

offenses over a period of time) can be effectively monitored. If problem solving skill training 

can be shown to reduce rates of recidivism then we could proceed to examine the effectiveness of 

various problem solving skill models and relevant transfer variables. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODS 

Drawing from the cognitive-behavioral literature the following study has been 

developed to explore the potential usefulness of implementing a problem solving skill training 

program as a group alternative to routine (one on one) probation supervision and to evaluate its 

effectiveness in modifying probationers' rates of recidivism. In order to assess the effectiveness 

of this program the following project was developed and entitled P-101, An Alternative 

Probation Supervision Project. 

Accordingly, an eleven session program was developed. The program was designed to 

meet the criteria for effective treatment programs presented by Gendreau and Ross (1987) as 

summarized by Philip Dilulio in his book No Escape (1991). "The principles of effective 

treatment - the basic strategic and organizational elements of correctional programs that have 

in many cases proven effective in reducing recidivism - include efforts to provide the offender 

with non-crinainal role models that are within his reach (such as employed people who are 

making it, not sports celebrities); to enhance the offender's basic problem solving skills, 

including basic cognitive ability to relate actions to their consequences; to make use of whatever 

human and financial resources are available in the community to aid the program; to build 

interpersonal relationships that strengthen empathic impulses; to establish respect for 

legitimate authority; and to put in place relevant post program support services." 

To this end the program extensively utilizes interns recruited from local colleges as role 

models and to help facilitate the process. During this study, seven interns were recruited and 

trained as role model/facilitators. The program, adapted from the works of D'Zurilla and 

Goldfried (1971) and Rogers et al. (1978), teaches social problem solving skills. The model, 

which I refer to as Intentional Skill Development, emphasizes the following six basic 

components of effective problem solving: 
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a) Evaluating the situation clearly (objectively differentiating factual from 
inferential information) 

b) Knowing what you want (goal identification) 

c) Expanding the possibilities (generating a comprehensive and extensive list of 
potential alternatives) 

d) Evaluating those options and deciding which appears to have the least amount of 
risk and is most likely to succeed 

e) Action (development and implementation of an action plan to achieve the 
designated goal). This step includes generation of both short and long term plans, 
including intermediary goals 

f) Reevaluation/relapse prevention: recognition of high risk situations and assessment 
as to action plans effectiveness. 

The program also incorporates several relapse prevention techniques such as identifpng 

high risk situations, recognizing seemingly insignificant decisions, and programmed relapse 

(Marx, 1982). 

In an effort to develop the program's support services probation officers who will resume 

regular probation supervision of the offenders after completion of the program have been 

trained in the basic concepts of Intentional Skill Development (ISD). 

For a more comprehensive description of the Alternative Probation Supervision Project, P - 

101, please see Appendix A. 

Method 

This study extends the line of research evaluating the effectiveness of group Problem 

Solving Skill Training as an intervention tool with adult offenders. It evaluates the 

effectiveness of group Problem-solving Skill Training with a high risk population (adult 

criminal offenders) when applied in real-life situations by comparing randomly matched 

groups of probationers trained in ISD trained with untrained probationers over an eight month 
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period. Comparisons are made in terms of problem solving skills (utilizing the PSI), rates of 

recidivism, and self-report. 

Subjects 

Ninety-eight subjects were recruited for this study from two probation departments (Ayer- 

n = 26 and Gardner - n =72) within the District Court Division of the Trial Court of the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts. All subjects were placed under the supervision of the 

Probation Department by order of the court on a variety of offenses. Sentences varied in length. 

Subjects were recruited over a four month period for three separate cycles (one in Ayer and two 

in Gardner). Referrals were made from several sources including supervising Probation Officers, 

Judges and self-referral. The subjects were from a variety of racial and ethnic backgrounds, 

gender, and age although all were above the age of seventeen. These subjects were then 

randomly assigned by cycle to either an experimental (EG) or control (1C) group. 

The majority of the subjects (90%) were white; 6% were black and 2% were hispanic. 15.3% 

of the sample group were female (n = 15), 84.7% were male (n = 83). Ages for the sample 

population ranged from 17 - 66, the Mean and Median age was 28. 

Educational levels ranged from the 6th grade level (virtually illiterate) to college 

graduates with 16+ years of education. The average level of education was the 11th grade, 

although 40% of the population had not completed high school nor had they obtained a 

general equivalency diploma (GED). 

Regarding the types of offenses for which the subjects had been placed on probation, the 

spectrum ranged from relatively minor first offense misdemeanors to repeat felony offenders. 

The majority of the cases were, however, of a serious nature; 57.6% fell into the maximum 

category of supervision as determined by risk/need standards. 18.8% were risk/need cases 

assessed at a lower level (5.9% were minimum and 12.9% were of a moderate level of 
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supervision). 15.3% of the sample population were either first or second offense DWI (Driving 

while under the influence) cases and 4.7% were fourth offense DWI cases. The remaining 3.5% 

were cases which fell into an administrative category. 

Of this population, 80% (n=78) had readily identifiable substance abuse problems. Only 

20% (n=20) were without a significant problem in this area. 

An analysis of variance (ANOV) between the three groups (Control, Experimental,and 

those who dropped from the treatment program) was conducted for each of the following 

variables: gender, age, education and type of offense. No significant difference was observed 

between the three groups. 

Due to the logistical cap of the program, the size of the experimental group was limited to 

no more than seventeen participants per cycle. This number never exceeded fifty percent of the 

total number of referrals made to that cycle. 

No criteria for subject selection was given to referral sources, other than the fact that the 

source believed the subject would benefit from Problem Solving Skill Training. Furthermore, no 

referral was rejected or excluded from the study for any reason, other than a subject's adamant 

refusal to participate in the project. In such a case a person was not included in the sample 

population. 

At the time of this study, the researcher was employed as a Probation Officer for the 

Gardner District Court. It should be noted that the author not only acted as the primary 

researcher in this investigation, but also performed the duties of lead trainer and group 

facilitator, conducting the bulk of the workshop training. Though no bias was intended, simply 

by the nature of these roles there is the possibility of a conflict of interest. To limit the 

potential for such conflict, the researcher recruited subjects from two courts and a variety of 

other sources. In addition to his own referrals, subjects were referred to the program by two 

judges and six other probation officers. Ultimately, each probation officer retained control and 

responsibility for the management of each probation case. All referrals to the P-101 program 
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were made via the same mechanisms and subject to the same random selection process. To guard 

against a biased selection process, all referrals were coded by number. Referrals were selected 

by number on a random basis by an intern and assigned to either the control or experimental 

group. Subjects were then recoded by name. The selection process was always done by someone 

other than the researcher, by number and in the presence of an observer. 

Measures 

Three types of data were collected as part of this study: Problem Solving Skills, rates of 

recidivism, and self-report of training effects. 

Problem Solving Skill Assessment 

At the time of the initial interview each applicant was pre-assessed using the Problem 

Solving Inventory (PSI) developed by Heppner and Petersen (1982) prior to being assigned to 

either the EG or IC group. Subsequently, four months later, or upon completion of the training 

cycle, each subject was again assessed utilizing the same instrument (PSI). All subjects were 

informed that their responses would be treated confidentially and that the purpose of this 

assessment was to evaluate the relative effectiveness of the Alternative Probation Supervision 

Project. A comparison of pre- and post- PSI scores was made with risk/need assessment scores. 

Recidivism 

Recidivism rates were calculated using data collected from the Criminal Offender Record 

System (CORI) of the Office of the Commissioner of Probation of the Commonwealth of 
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Massachusetts. Records were audited for rates of recidivism (as previously defined on page 17) 

at four and eight month intervals from the onset of the training cycle. 

Self-Report of Training Effects 

The self-report measure of training effects was based upon an exit interview (see Appendix 

E) conducted with each member of the EG uix)n completion of the training program. Each subject 

who completed the training was interviewed and an attempt was made to interview those 

subjects who may have dropped from the project for various reasons (subject to their 

availability). 

Research Design and Procedures 

The 98 volunteers recruited for this project were interviewed by the investigators using a 

referral interview sheet. This questionnaire contained pertinent demographic information and 

a statement advising subjects of the nature of the study and confidentiality. At the time of the 

initial interview each applicant was assessed using the Problem Solving Inventory (PSI). 

Subjects were then randomly assigned to either the EG or the 1C group by cycle. 

The experimental group of forty five (45) received 12 hours of group Problem Solving Skill 

Training (PSST) over a four month period of time. These subjects met for eight (macro) group 

training sessions, once every two weeks. The group instruction and process was reinforced by 

approximately hours of individual instruction through three individual (micro) sessions. 

During these sessions the subjects were encouraged and supported in applying the problem 

solving skill principles to their individual situations. A more comprehensive description of the 

Alternative Probation Supervision Program, P-101, is included in Appendix A. 
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The second group of fifty three (53) subjects served as a control group (IC), receiving no 

Problem Solving Skill Training. After their initial assessment and assignment to the 1C group 

these subjects were referred back to their primary Probation Officer to resume routine one-on-one 

supervision. 

All subjects were tracked for eight months from the start of their Intentional Skill 

Development (ISD) training program, monitoring for recidivism (rearrests, convictions and 

technical violations of probation) at four and eight month intervals. An eight month time 

frame was selected for several reasons. First, it provided the researcher the opportunity to 

observe subjects during the four month training program and to follow them for four months after 

completion of that program. Second, this period has been demonstrated to be the most critical 

period for probationers in terms of recidivism. We know from the literature that the average 

time to recidivate is 7.1 months; furthermore, the majority (63%) of those who recidivate will 

do so during the first eight months of their probation (Cochran (1979); Cochran and Brown 

(1984); Cochran et al. (1981) and Brown and Cochran (1984). Finally, the eight month period 

coincides with the review process for risk/need assessment established by the Massachusetts 

Office of the Commissioner of Probation. 

Subjects in both groups were re-assessed utilizing the PSI four months after their initial 

assessment or upon completion of the training cycle. Subjects who participated in the P-101 

workshop were also interviewed utilizing an exit evaluation (see Appendix E). 

At the conclusion of the eight month monitoring process results were gathered, statistical 

analysis conducted and conclusions developed. This process is explained in more detail below. 

Stage One 

Preliminary work was completed with the Ayer and Gardner District Court Probation 
Offices to obtain their permission to conduct this research and to ensure continued 
cooperation throughout the study. 
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- The researcher secured the permission of the appropriate authorities to obtain access to 
offenders' records in order to track rates of recidivism. 

- At the same time efforts were made to coordinate this study with local college human 
service programs. The purpose of this effort was to recruit the seven students who assisted 
in the research project. They were trained as trainers and participated in the training as 
part of a Practicum internship. 

Stage Two: 

- Volunteers received 10 hours of training in Intentional Skill Development, and its use as an 
intervention technique. Volunteers were thoroughly trained in the course design and their 
specific roles within the overall study. Volunteers also received training in basic 
interviewing skills and small group development. Each volunteer was also assessed using 
the PSI (pre- and post-training). 

The recruitment of subjects from the two District Courts involved. No one who met the 
criteria of being under the supervision of the Probation Department was excluded from the 
study. Recruitment efforts included a poster campaign and a series of informational 
meetings with various potential referral sources (i.e.. Probation Officers, Judges and 
Attorneys). Referral sources made referrals to the project as an alternative to, or as a 
regular part of, an offender's probation supervision. 

- Each subject was individually interviewed to explain the objectives of the study, to obtain 
demographic information, complete the PSI and secure the proper releases of information. 
The issue of confidentiality was explained at this time, assuring each subject that every 
effort would be made to retain their full right to privacy. 

Subjects were then randomly assigned to one of the two groups (EG/IC). 

Stage Three 

During this stage the actual training of the subjects was conducted. The experimental group 
received training in Social Problem Solving (Intentional Skill Development Process). 
Training took place over a four month period. During this time subjects met as a group once 
every two weeks for eight sessions, for one and a half hours of instruction per session. 
Individuals also met with individual trainers for thirty to forty-five minutes of instruction, 
three to five times during this phase (totalling approximately two and one half hours of 
individual instruction). 

Stage Four 

Offenders were monitored for re-arrest and/or conviction for subsequent offenses and 
violations of probation, utilizing the Criminal Offender Record System of the Office of the 
Commissioner of Probation. 

During this stage, all subjects were re-assessed using the PSI exit interview. Each member of 
the experimental group (EC) was interviewed upon completion of the training program and 
completed an exit questionnaire (see Appendix E). This questionnaire was developed as a 
tool to help evaluate which components of the training project were most helpful to the 

participants. 
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Stage Five 

Analysis of data, summary of results and formulation of conclusions. 

- Data was statistically analyzed utilizing a t-Test and an analysis of variance comparing 
the two groups in terms of rates of recidivism, demographics and Pre-and-Post PSI scores. 
Analysis of this data compared rates of recidivism at four and eight month intervals. 

Analysis also explored the relationship between levels of supervision (i.e.. 
Administrative, Driving While Under the Influence, and Risk/Need), Problem Solving 
Skill Training and Recidivism. 

- Pre and post PSI scores were compared utilizing a t-test to evaluate content validity of the 
training provided to the experimental group. 

Pilot Project 

During the Fall of 1991 this investigator conducted a pilot study to explore the feasibility 

of conducting a similar ISD research project as an alternative to routine individual probation 

supervision. That study essentially followed the methodology described above utilizing an 

experimental group (EG) of twelve subjects and an individual control group (IC) of four subjects. 

The EG received training in Social Problem Solving (Intentional Skill Development Process) 

while the IC continued to be monitored through routine individual probation supervision. 

Preliminary results of that study were very encouraging. The experimental group's 

pre-post-PSI scores improved by an average of 14 points while the control group's scores 

improved by an average of only 6 points. Rates of recidivism between the experimental and 

control groups and those dropped from the treatment are described below. 

This table displays the recidivism rates as defined earlier on page 17. Arraignment rate 

equals the number of new arraignments per the number of people in each group; conviction rate 

equals the number of convictions per the number of people in the group; and VOP rate equals the 

number of violations of probation per the number of people in the group. 
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Fourth Month 

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL DROPS 

ARRAIGNMENT RATE 
CONVICTION RATE 
VOP RATE 

ARRAIGNMENT RATE 
CONVICTION RATE 
VOP RATE 

2/9 = 22% 
2/9 = 22% 
0/9= 0% 

0/4 = 0% 
0/4 = 0% 
0/4 = 0% 

2/3 = 66% 
2/3= 66% 
2/3 = 66% 

Eighth Month 

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL DROPS 

4/9 = 44% 
2/9 = 22% 
0/9 = 0% 

2/4 = 50% 
2/4 = 50% 
1/4 = 25% 

3/3 = 100% 
3/3 = 100% 
2/3 = 66% 

Although initial arraignment and conviction rates were higher for the experimental group 

as compared to the control group, this pattern appears to have reversed itself at the eight 

month audit. At that time all three indicators of recidivism were higher for the control group 

as compared to the experimental group. It is interesting to note the recidivism rates of 66% (4 

months) and 100% (8 months) for those who dropped out of the treatment program. 

Obviously given the limited number of subjects involved in the pilot study any results are 

severely limited and are used for discussion purposes only and to confirm the feasibility of 

further exploratory research in this area. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

To assess the effects of Problem Solving Skill Training on recidivism, three types of 

measurement were developed and monitored: Problem Solving Skills as measured by the 

Problem Solving Inventory (PSI), rates of recidivism, and a self-report questionnaire. The 

Problem Solving Inventory (Form A) (Heppner and Peterson, 1982) is a 35-item inventory that 

asks subjects to rate their typical problem solving responses to the items using a Likert type 

scale, ranging from 1, strongly agree, to 6, strongly disagree. The scale yields a total PSI score 

which is "used as a single, general index of problem solving appraisal" (Heppner, 1988). In 

addition to the total PSI score the instrument yields scores for three sub-scales: a) Problem 

solving confidence which relates to one's sense of trust in their own problem solving abilities; b) 

Approach-Avoidance style of problem solving which is defined as an individual's tendency to 

approach or avoid problematic problem solving activities; c) Personal Control which is 

indicative of an individual's belief that they are in control of their own emotions and behavior 

while engaged in the problem solving process. It should be noted that, on this instrument, 

lower scores are indicative of behaviors typically associated with more successful problem 

solving activities. Each subject was assessed twice using the PSI: a pre-assessment was 

conducted during the initial interview. Subjects were re-assessed using the same instrument four 

months later, during their exit interviews. 

Rates of recidivism refers to the rate by which an offender re-offends and/or is brought 

back before the court for non-compliance which has occurred subsequent to the defendant's being 

placed on probation. Three separate scales for monitoring recidivism were developed for this 

study. 
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A. # OF NEW ARRAIGNMENTS 
# OF PEOPLE IN EACH GROUP 

ARRAIGNMENT RATE 

B. # OF CONVICTIONS 
# OF PEOPLE IN THE GROUP 

CONVICTION RATE 

C. # OF VIOLATIONS OF PROBATION = 
# OF PEOPLE IN THE GROUP 

VOP RATE 

Recidivism rates were monitored at the four and eight month intervals, based on the 

critical nature of this period as documented in the literature. The average time to recidivate is 

7.1 months, and 63% of those who recidivate will do so during the first eight months. These 

intervals also coincide with the review periods for Risk/Need Assessment outlined by the 

Office of the Commissioner of Probation. 

The self report questionnaire, "P-101 Workshop Feedback", was a 16-item survey designed 

to help evaluate the usefulness of this intervention. The questionnaire focussed on three basic 

trends: 1) general success of the program; 2) identification of problematic situations that are 

particularly relevant to this population; 3) feedback in terms of the overall structure and 

content of the program. At the risk of belaboring the obvious, all subjects were assessed twice 

using the PSI (pre-assessment and post-assessment), and all subjects were monitored in terms of 

rates of recidivism on all three scales. The self-report questionnaire, however, was 

administered only to the experimental group, with the exception of question 4 which was asked 

of all subjects. 

To ensure the general similarity between the two groups prior to the intervention, a series of 

statistical analyses was conducted on the following variables: gender, age, education, type of 

offense, and problem solving ability (as measured by the PSI). As indicated in Table 1 on the 

following page, no significant differences were revealed on any of the variables measured. 
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Table 1, above , presents demographic information comparing the population of the 

Experimental and Control groups prior to the intervention. Demographic information presented 

includes: gender, mean age of participants, mean level of education of participants, the type of 

offense committed which resulted in the defendant's being placed on probation and mean pre¬ 

intervention PSI scores (Total, Confidence, Approach-Avoidance and Personal Control). 

A chi-square analysis of gender revealed no significant difference between the groups 

(x2(l)=0.048,p>.05). An analysis of variance was used to compare the groups in terms of age. 

No significant difference was observed (F(97)=0.365,p>.05). Another analysis of variance was 

performed to compare the two groups in terms of education. Again no significant difference was 

observed (F(81)=0.161,p>.05). A chi-square analysis was used to compare the types of offenses 

between the experimental and control groups. No significant difference was observed 

(x2(6)=10.687,p>.05). A preliminary analysis of variance (ANOV) was performed on pre-test 

PSI scores to assess any pre-existing differences between the Experimental and Control groups. 

This statistical procedure compared the experimental group means with those of the control 

group. Comparisons were made on all four PSI scales: Total PSI score (TOTL), Confidence scale 

(CON), Approach-Avoidance scale (AA), and the Personal Control scale (PC). No significant 

differences were revealed on either the Total Pre-PSI score PREPSITOTL, (F(94)=2.154,p>.05) 

or any of the three sub-scales: PREPSICON, (F(94)=.233,p>.05); PREPSIAA, 

(F(94)=3.198,p>.05) and PREPSIPC, (F(94)=1.271,p>.05). 

Table 2, on the following page, presents PSI scores in terms of the three sub-scales (Problem 

Solving, Confidence, Approach-Avoidance Style, and Personal Control) and Total PSI scores; 

comparing the offender population of this study with that of the "general population." 

Normative data on the normal population is derived from the problem Solving Inventory 

Manual (Heppner, 1988). 
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Subsequent to confirming that no pre-existing differences existed between the experimental 

and control groups, the following results can now be considered for their significance. Findings 

and analysis of these results are presented for each of the three measures described above. 

Findings and Analysis 

Problem Solving Skills 

A separate paired t-test was conducted to compare pre- and post-interventions scores on the 

full scale Problem Solving Inventory (PSI) and for each of the three sub-scales. 

Experimental Group: 

PRE-POST-PSITOTL 
PRE-POST-PSICON 
PRE-POST-PSIAA 
PRE-POST-PSIPC 

(t(29)=-3.304,p<.01) 
(t(29)=-1.300,p>.05) 
(t(29)=-3.908,p<.001) 
(t(29)=-2.472,p<.05). 

Pre- and Post-intervention scores of the Experimental Group differed significantly on all but the 

Confidence (CON) scale. Total (TOTL) PSI scores of the Experimental Group improved by 

better than 15 points. Approach-Avoidance (AA) scores improved by more than 10 points and 

Personal Control (PC) scores improved by 2.5 points. No significant change was observed 

between Pre- and Post-intervention scores on any of the PSI scales for the Control Group. 

Control Group: 

PRE-POST-PSITOTL 
PRE-POST-PSICON 
PRE-POST-PSIAA 
PRE-POST-PSIPC 

(t(35)=-0.496,p>.05) 
(t(35)=-0.056,p>.05) 
(t(35)=-.0682,p>.05) 
(t(35)=-0.228,p>.05) 

These results are summarized and presented below in Table 3. 
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TABLE 3 
Comparison of Total PSI Change Scores for the Experimental and Control Group 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP 

Pre-intervention 
PSI Scores 

Post-intervention 
PSI Scores 

Pre-intervention 
PSI Scores 

Post-intervention 
PSI Scores 

TOTL 93.4 78.0 91.0 91.3 
CON 23.8 21.6 24.7 25.4 
AA 49.3 38.4 46.6 46.7 
PC 20.3 18.0 19.6 19.1 

A comparison of the total PSI change scores for the Experimental and Control groups are 

presented in Figure 1. 

Pre-Intervention Post Intervention 

A Experimental Group * Control Group 

FIGURE 1 
PSI Change Score: Experimental X Control 
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A complete analysis of this data, including those who dropped from the program is presented in 

Appendix F. 

Post-intervention PSI scores of both the Experimental and Control groups were compared 

with those of the general population (Heppner, 1988). A series of t-tests were conducted to 

analyze these results. The findings are presented in Table 4 on the following page. No 

significant difference was observed between the Post-interventions scores of the PSI for the 

Experimental group and those of the General Population. Total Post-intervention PSI scores of 

the Control group continued to differ significantly from those of the General Population, 

however. 

An ANOVA was also performed on the amount of change in total PSI scores. A significant 

difference was detected between the three groups (Experimental, Control, and the Drop Group 

(those who dropped from the program)); CHANGEPSI (F(97)=6.301,p<.01). Scheffe's post hoc 

analysis indicated that the amount of change for the Experimental Group was significantly 

higher than the Control Group (s=12.902,p<.01). A t-test was used to compare the pre- and 

post-PSI scores of the three groups. The pre-intervention total PSI scores of the Experimental 

Group and The Drop Group differed significantly (t(42)=-2.022,p<.05). Similar results were 

observed for the post-intervention total PSI scores for these two groups; however, the 

statistical significance was even more pronounced (t(36)=-2.761,p<.01). 

A significant difference was also observed between the Control Group and the Drop Group 

on the pre-intervention total PSI scores (t(61)-2.574,p<.05). No significant difference was 

observed, however, between these groups on the post-intervention total PSI score (t(42)=- 

1.388,p>.05). The results describing the PSI scores by group, including Pre- and Post scores for 

the total PSI as well as the three sub-scales are presented in Appendix I. Also included is an 

indicator which reflects the change in total PSI scores (PSI). 
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Rates of Recidivism 

Next, rates of recidivism for each group were compared and analyzed utilizing an analysis 

of variance (ANOVA) for arraignment rates at four (SOAR4ARR) and eight-month 

(SOAR8ARR) intervals and for the cumulative rates during the eight month period 

(ARRTOTL). An ANOVA was also used to analyze rates of conviction for the same periods; 

Rate of Conviction at four-months (SOAR4CONV); Rate of Conviction at eight months 

(SOAR8CONV); and Cumulative Rate of Conviction for the entire eight month period 

(CONVTOTL). 

A Chi-square analysis was used to determine if there were any significant differences 

between the groups on the Violation of Probation (VOP) scale; Rate of VOP at 4-months 

(SURR4CONV); Rate of VOP at 8-months (SURR8CONV); and Cumulative Rate of VOP for 

the entire 8-month period (SURTOTL). These results are detailed in Appendix H. Table 5 

presents data describing cumulative rates of recidivism for the three groups on each of the nine 

scales (Arraignment, Conviction and VOP rates at four month and eight month intervals as well 

as cumulative rates). 

An ANOVA of both the Arraignment and Conviction rates during the first four months of 

supervision revealed no significant difference between the groups on either scale: SOAR4ARR 

(F(97)=2.790,p>.05); SOAR4CONV (F(97)=2.285,p>.05). A significant difference was detected, 

however, between the three groups. Experimental, Control and Drops, on the Surrender scale. A 

Chi-square was used to analyze this difference; SOAR4SURR (x2(2)=9.105,p<.01). An 

additional Chi-Square analysis between each group was performed to more clearly delineate 

this difference. Again, a significant difference was detected between the Experimental and the 

Control Groups; SOAR4SURR 1&2 (x2(l)=4.457,p<.05); and between the Experimental Group 
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and the Drop Group; SOAR4SURR (x2(l)=7.165,p=<.01). No difference was detected, 

however, between the Control Group and the Drop Group; SOAR4SURR (x2(l)=0.664,p>.05). 

An ANOVA was performed on the data collected relative to the period between the fourth 

and the eighth months. A significant difference was detected between the three groups; 

SOAR8ARR, (F(97)=3.372,p<.05). A Scheffe test revealed that the significant difference was 

between the Experimental Group and the Drop Group; SOAR8ARR, p<.05. Again, as with the 

initial four month period, no significant difference was observed on the Conviction scale; 

SOAR8CONV (F(97)=1.219,p>.05). Nor did a Chi-square analysis reveal any difference on the 

VOP scale for this period; SOAR8SURR (x2(2)=3.268,p>.05). 

Cumulative results for the entire eight month period did reveal a significant difference 

between the groups on all three scales. An ANOVA detected a significant difference between 

the groups for Arraignment totals; ARRTOTL (F(97)=5.458,p<.01). The Scheffe test showed 

that the primary differences were between the Experimental Group and the Drop Group with a 

[p<.01] and the Control Group and the Drop Group [p<.05]. The Conviction scale also showed a 

difference between groups, especially the Experimental Group and the Drop Group; 

CONVTOTL (F(97)=3.395,p<.05). Again, the Scheffe test revealed the difference to be 

primarily between the Experimental Group and the Drop Group [p<.05]. A Chi-square analysis 

revealed a significant difference between the three groups on the VOP surrender scale; 

SURTOTL (x2(2)=14.174,p<.001). To compare the rates of VOP between the three sub-groups, a 

secondary Chi-square analysis was performed. A significant difference was shown to exist 

between the Experimental and the Control Group; SURTOTL, (x2(l)=5.087,p<.05), and between 

the Experimental and Drop Groups; SURTOTL Groups (x2(l)=11.853,p<.001). No significant 

difference was detected, however, between the Control and Drop Groups; SURTOTL 

(x2(l)=3.022,p>.05). 
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PSI Results and Recidivism 

The data was analyzed to determine if there was any predictability value of the PSI, its sub¬ 

scales, or the ratio of change in PSI scores (Pre-PSI scores minus Post-PSI scores) in assessing 

recidivism. 

A series of correlational analyses were performed on the data comparing rates of recidivism 

(as measured by the three scales defined on page 17) and pre-training scores on the Problem 

Solving Inventory (PSI), as well as the ratio of change between total PSI scores (PRE-PSITOTL 

minus POST-PSITOTL). A significant effect was found in three of the seventeen relationships 

examined. The pre PSI total score was determined to be correlated with the total rates of 

arraignment. Similar relationships were observed between the post-PSI Confidence scale, and 

total rates of arraignment and total number of convictions. 

The results of these analyses are outlined below (n=74): 

- PREPSITOTL and ARRTOTL, r=.217,p<.05. 
- PREPSICON and ARRTOTL, r=.159,p>.05. 
- PREPSIAA and ARRTOTL, r=.198,p>.05. 
- PREPSIPC and ARRTOTL, r=.170,p>.05. 
- PREPSITOTL and CONVTOTL, r=.158,p>.05. 
- PREPSICON and CONVTOTL,-r=.130,p>.05. 
- PREPSIAA and CONVTOTL, r=.149,p>.05. 
- PREPSIPC and CONVTOTL, r=.088,p>.05. 
- POSTPSITOTL and ARRTOTL, r=.225,p>.05. 
- POSTPSICON and ARRTOTL, r=.314,p<.05. 
- POSTPSIAA and ARRTOTL, r=.144,p>.05. 
- POSTPSIPC and ARRTOTL, r=.137,p>.05. 
- POSTSITOTL and CONVTOTL, r=.162,p>.05. 
- POSTPSICON and CONVTOTL, r=.235,p<.05. 
- POSTPSIAA and CONVTOTL, r=.076,p>.05. 
- POSTPSIPC and CONVTOTL, r=.145,p>.05. 
- Change in PSI scores and the Cumulative number of surrender (VOP), rs=-0.206. 

In addition, a post analysis of the results was conducted which compared the PSI scores of 

recidivists to those of non-recidivists. A series of Chi-square analyses were conducted. No 

significant differences were observed, except in terms of change in PSI scores 

(CHANGEPSI, x2(9)=23.524,p<.05). 
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Self-Report of Training Effects 

Lastly, a self-report questionnaire was analyzed to assess the participants' perceptions of the 

program and to evaluate its relative effectiveness when compared to "regular" one-on-one 

probation supervision. Questions 1 through 5, which utilized a Likert scale format are 

summarized and discussed. Question four, which was asked as part of both the pre-assessment 

interview and the exit interview for all subjects, asked each subject to evaluate their Personal 

Problem Solving Skills (PPSS). Pre-and-Post responses were analyzed using a t-test to determine 

whether there was any significant change in the subjects' self-assessment. Neither the 

experimental nor the drop groups displayed any significant difference between pre- and post- self- 

assessments: Experimental Group, (t(29)=-1.733,p>.05) and Drop Group (t(7)=-0.753,p<0.5). 

Interestingly those in the Control Group showed a significant deterioration in their self- 

assessment, (t(35)=-2.583,p<0.05). 

Questions 14 through 16 were also closed questions. They are discussed in a similar fashion. 

The remainder of the questionnaire (questions 6 through 13) utilized an open-format. Of those 

questions, several were determined to be invalid due to a lack of responsiveness in excess of 20%. 

Therefore, responses to questions 6, 8, 9,and 10 were not included in this analysis (Borg and Gall, 

1983). Each of the valid items of the self-report questionnaire were analyzed. The results are 

described below. 

Question 1 pertained to the overall length of the course. 56.7% of those responding to the 
question felt the length of the course was "about right"; 16.7% felt the program was "a little 
too short"; 16.7% felt the program was "too short" and 10% felt it was "a little too long". 

Question 2 asked participants to rate the overall value of the training. 23.3% described the 
workshop as being "very valuable"; 40% described it as being valuable; 33.3% felt the 
program was somewhat valuable and 3.3% felt the program was "of little value"; no one felt 
it was "worthless". 
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Quesrion 3 asked the subjects to speculate about the helpfulness of the Problem Solving 
Skills (PSS) taught. 40% expected the skills to be "very helpful" to them in the future; 
43.3% anticipated the skills to be "helpful" to them; 16.7% ascribed a "somewhat helpful" 
status to the skills. No one felt the skills would be "of little help" or "useless". 

Question 4 asked participants to evaluate their personal problems solving skills. As 
indicated earlier, neither the Experimental nor the Drop Group displayed any significant 
difference between Pre- and Post- assessments. However, the self-assessment scores of the 
Control Group deteriorated significantly. 

Question 5 asked subjects to rate participation in P-101 as compared to "regular probation 
supervision". 66.7% felt that participation in the program was "more helpful" than 
regular probation supervision; 26.7% rated P-101 as "slightly more helpful"; and only 6.7% 
felt participation in the program was "about the same" as regular probation. No one 
described the program as being "slightly less helpful" or "less helpful" than regular 
probation. 

Question 6 asked participants to give two examples of situations where they would 
anticipate being able to apply the PSS skills taught in this workshop. As described above, 
responses to this question were determined to be invalid because the non-response rate 
exceeded 20%. 

Question 7 asked subjects to think back and describe a problematic situation in which they 
were able to apply the PSS learned. Of the 29 responses, 93% could identify at least one 
example in which they had applied the skills taught. Less than 7% were unable to 
identify a situation in which they had consciously applied the PSS. 29% of those who 
were able to apply the skills indicated that they did so around family or interpersonal 
relationship type problems. Secondly, 23%, described the core problem of the situation as 
revolving around employment issues (i.e. job searches, dealing with difficult customers, 
career planning, etc.). Issues of anger management were third, constituting 16% of the 
responses; in these cases subjects mentioned using the skills to help them "not blow-up", 
"lose their temper" or avoid the use of violence in a situation. Less frequently mentioned 
circumstances included substance abuse (13%), financial problems (10%), legal (6%), and 
time management (3%) issues. 

Question 8 asked participants to describe how they have used the ISD model. As described 
above, responses to this question were determined to be invalid because the non-response 
rate exceeded 20%. 

Question 9 asked participants to describe a situation where they felt they were not able to 
apply the PSS learned. As described above, responses to this question were determined to 
be invalid because the non-response rate exceeded 20%. 

Question 10 asked subjects what would have enabled them to use the skills more 
effectively. As described above, responses to this question were determined to be invalid 
because the non-response rate exceeded 20%. 

Question 11 evaluated the composition of the program and solicited information regarding 
what the "most helpful part" of the program was. Responses to this question varied 
tremendously from the group experience itself to a particular intern, to a specific slogan or 
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activity used in the program. By far the most frequently cited factor in terms of helpfulness 
was the group process itself and the relationships developed during the workshop. Forty- 
one percent of the respondents identified this as the single most helpful factor of the 
workshop. The next closest response was learning to "stop and think", which constituted 
14% of the answers given. 

Question 12 asked subjects to assess the impact that participation in the P-101 program may 
or may not have in decreasing the likelihood of their being re-involved in the court. 80% 
of the participants responded affirmatively, indicating that "involvement with the P-101 
program had decreased the likelihood of their being re-involved with the court". 13% 
gave guarded or neutral responses, and 7% responded negatively, indicating they did not 
feel that involvement with the program had decreased the likelihood of future court 
involvement. 

More than half of those who felt the program had reduced their risk of re-involvement 
with the court attributed the reduction to a heightened cognitive awareness (58%) and the 
recognition that they can "stop and think" about their behavior and its consequences. 
Other responses, clarifying why they felt they were less likely to be re-involved with the 
court included: "just being involved with the court" (16%), the "personal growth/self 
development" (12.5%), and the "social experience/the group itself" (12.5%). 

Question 13 asked whether participants would recommend the program to other 
probationers and why. 85% of those who completed the program indicated that they 
would recommend it to others on probation. Only 6% responded negatively. Nine percent 
were uncommitted. Those that would recommend the program indicated they would do so 
because they felt it "helped me" (29%). Twenty-one percent indicated they would make 
the recommendation because the P-101 program was more helpful/better than regular 
probation. Another 21 % attributed their endorsement to the "skills they developed". Less 
frequently cited reasons (less than 4%) included: learning to think, self development, and 
the group itself. 

Question 14 asked, in retrospect, which they would have preferred: to continue under 
routine probation supervision, participate in P-101, or to have learned the PSS through 
some individualized, tutorial method. 72% indicated that they would prefer to 
participate in P-101, given the options available. This was due, primarily, to the group 
experience, the skills learned, and a feeling that it was a positive, constructive use of their 
time. 16% percent would have preferred to learn the skills through an individual, tutorial 
method. These subjects expressed a feeling of being uncomfortable in groups and/ or 
classroom situations. 13% of the participants indicated they would have preferred to stay 
in routine probation. These respondents unanimously attributed their response to the fact 
that routine probation supervision "takes far less time, commitment and involvement". 

Question 15 asked the subjects to rank order, in terms of helpfulness, the components of the 
program (individual sessions, the group process, the PSS taught, or the program as a 
whole/All Of The Above). Figure 2, page 92, describes the frequency with which 
participants ranked particular components of the program in terms of their perceived 
importance. 

Question 16 asked subjects to place a check mark beside the activities that were most 
helpful in learning the PSS (Role plays. Films, Games, Handouts, Group Discussions, 
and Lecturettes). The results are as follows: twenty-four votes or 26% (n=92) were for 
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the group discussions; followed by lecturettes with eighteen votes or 20% of the total votes; 
games had sixteen votes (17%); role plays received thirteen votes (14%); twelve (13%) voted 
for the films; and nine (10%) felt that the handouts were helpful. 

Note: the above percentages reflect the total number of participants in the experimental group 
who were interviewed (n=35). Participants who dropped from the program were interviewed 
where available (n=3) and their responses are included in the above analysis. Those 
participants who were not available to be interviewed (n=10) were treated as missing data. 
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CHAPTERS 

DISCUSSION 

The P-101 Alternative Probation Supervision Program was developed as an alternative to 

regular probation supervision. Utilizing a group format, it was designed to reduce the 

likelihood of offender recidivism through a training program which focused on Intentional 

Skill Development and interpersonal problem solving. This study was able to support both of 

the hypotheses proposed. Intentional Skill Development, as presented in the P-101 Program, 

was an effective and efficient alternative to traditional one-on-one probation supervision. 

Those who successfully completed the training were significantly less likely to recidivate. 

Rates of recidivisim for those completing the program were 1/3 that of the Control Group and 

1/6 that of those who dropped from the program. 

Secondly, PSI scores improved significantly as a result of participation in the P-101 

Program. PSI scores of the Experimental Group improved by more than 15 points, while the 

Control Group's scores remained unchanged. This improvement brought the Experimental 

Group's scores to a point where there was no significant difference between their scores and 

those of the "General Population" (Heppner, 1988). 

Although some correlation was found between PSI scores and rates of recidivism, the most 

dramatic results were in terms of the change in total PSI scores between recidivists and non¬ 

recidivists, thus demonstrating the relationship between improved Problem Solving Skills and 

reduced rates of recidivism. In addition, these results suggest that rates of recidivism as 

defined in this study may be useful in the continuing investigation of the transfer of training 

from the workshop to daily life, amongst offenders. 

Finally, ISD training itself may be an effective screening process that may be very helpful 

in identifying high risk offenders. 

94 



The effects of this intervention were demonstrated in each of the following areas: 

Problem Solving Skills, Recidivism and Self-report Questionnaire. The following discussion 

will focus on each of these areas, and close with specific conclusions and reconunendations for 

future research. 

Problem Solving Skills 

Nowhere was the impact of this intervention more evident than in the area of Problem 

Solving Skills (PSS). The mean for the total-PSl scores for the experimental group improved by 

more than 15 points (Pre-93.476 to Post-77.967). In comparison, the mean scores for the control 

group deteriorated by .328 points (Pre-90.9216 to Post-91.25). Not only was there a significant 

change in total PSI scores, two of the three PSI sub-scales also showed significant improvement. 

These results support the conclusions of Heppner and Petersen (1982) that the PSI can 

distinguish between those who have received PSST and those who have not. It is significant to 

note that the PSI was able to discern trained from untrained subjects, whereas a simple self- 

assessment question was unable to do so. 

Beyond demonstrating its effectiveness in differentiating trained from untrained subjects, 

this study also provides additional normative data about the PSI for this population. The 

mean scores of offenders were higher on every scale measured by the PSI when compared to the 

"general population". Higher scores on the PSI are indicative of less successful problem solving 

abilities. Further analysis showed that for male offenders scores were significantly higher on 

three of the four scales (Approach-Avoidance Style, Personal Control and Total PSI scores) 

when compared to the general male population. Female offenders scored significantly higher 

than their counterparts in the general population in the area of Personal Control and total PSI 

scores. There was no significant difference between offenders and the general population on the 

Confidence scale. This suggests that offenders are more confident than they should be. 
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The results of this study indicate that the P-101 program had construct validity and was 

successful in training offenders in the principles of effective interpersonal problem solving. 

This was substantiated by the significant improvement (decrease in scores) in the Total PSI 

scores of the Experimental Group as compared to the lack thereof by the Control Group. 

Although cause-and-effect relationships are difficult to establish, it would seem logical to 

conclude that this improvement was the result of this intervention. This change represents the 

adoption of "behaviors and attitudes typically associated with successful problem solving" 

(Heppner and Petersen, 1982). 

Beyond demonstrating an overall improvement in PSS, this study also demonstrated a 

significant improvement on the Approach-Avoidance (AA) scale for the Experimental Group. 

This is also indicative of behavior typically associated with a more positive and less 

impulsive approach to problem-solving. Thus subjects who receive ISD training are more likely 

to actively seek alternatives than are their untrained counterparts. The lack of similar 

improvement by the Control Group leads to the conclusion that this intervention was especially 

effective in improving the tendency to systematically engage in the problem solving process. 

Furthermore, the training was effective in empowering participants to be more intentional, 

by helping them to identify strategies for controlling their own behavior. This was reflected 

in the significant improvement of the Personal-Control (PC) scores. Once again, no significant 

improvement was observed for either the Control Group or the Drop Group. 

While participants' scores improved significantly on the total PSI and on the AA and PC 

sub-scales, the same cannot be said for the participants' trust in their problem-solving abilities 

as measured by the Confidence (CON) scale. The mean improvement of 2.2 points for the 

Experimental Group, though better than either the Control or Drop Groups was not determined 

to be significant. The lack of significant improvement on this variable can be attributed to the 

fact that no significant difference existed between the offender and the general populations to 

begin with; therefore there was less room for improvement in this area. The net result of the 
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training was, after all, to bring the problem solving abilities of the Experimental Group, as 

measured by the PSl, to within reasonable proximity of the "General Population". This is 

exemplified by the fact that post training (PSl) scores of the Experimental Group no longer 

differ significantly from those of the "General Population". It is interesting to note that while 

total PSl scores of the Control Group failed to improve at all, scores of the Drop Group 

improved by seven points. Although this is not statistically significant, this may suggest that 

even minimal involvement with the P-101 Program may have an effect. 

Recidivism 

Consistent with the notion that improving PSS reduces the likelihood of further criminal 

involvement, this study demonstrated that those who completed the P-101 program were less 

likely to recidivate. Rates of recidivism for the Experimental Group were lower than those of 

the Control Group on eight of the nine measurements monitored by this study. And, although a 

significant difference was detected between the three groups (Experimental, Control, and those 

who failed to complete the program) on each of the Cumulative scales (Arraignment, 

Conviction and Surrender), the Rate of Surrender component was particularly sensitive to this 

improvement, detecting a significant difference between the Experimental Group and both the 

Control Group and those who failed to complete the program. 

Despite the fact that the first four months of supervision are among the most critical in 

terms of vulnerability to recidivism, this program had an impact even during this period. This 

was demonstrated by the fact that the recidivism rate, as measured on the Surrender scale, was 

significantly lower for the Experimental Group than either the Control or Drop Groups. 

Furthermore, this intervention was an effective in identifying high risk offenders (those 

most likely to recidivate) as demonstrated by the significant differences between the 

Experimental and the Drop Groups on several of the recidivism scales. In this case the 
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Arraignment scale seemed particularly sensitive, detecting a significant difference at both the 

eighth month and cumulative intervals. 

Although some correlation was found between PSI scores and certain rates of recidivism, 

these results suggest the predictive value of the PSI lies in the Pre-Total scores and the post- 

Confidence scales. In other words, there is some indication that participant's with higher Pre- 

Total PSI scores are more likely to recidivate. Similarly, subjects with higher Post-confidence 

scores are more likely to recidivate. These results do not corroborate the findings of Ingram, 

Marchione, Hill, Careveo-Ramos and McNeil (1985). Their findings showed the main effect to 

be on the impulsive scale (Approach-Avoidance). They also found a significant difference 

between PSI scores of recidivists and non-recidivists. This study found significant difference 

between recidivists and non-recidivists in terms of either the pre- or post-PSI scores, thus 

calling into question the predictive value of this instrument. The only significant observation 

made in terms of PSI scores and recidivism relate only to the overall effectiveness of the ISD 

training. When the PSI scores of recidivists and non-recidivists were compared the only 

significant difference detected was between the Change in PSI scores and the cumulative rates 

of conviction. Again, this reinforces the conclusion that the program was effective in reducing 

recidivism. 

These results suggest that the PSI may have some predictive value in terms of recidivism, 

although additional research will be required to clarify this relationship. The instrument 

may be very useful as an evaluative tool, helping to assess changes in cognitive constructs that 

directly relate to offender recidivism. These results would suggest that it is the improvement 

in PSI scores that is particularly relevant to the reduction of recidivism. 
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Self-Report Training Effects 

Further persuasive evidence of the program's impact comes, not from the quantitative 

analysis of PSI scores or rates of recidivism but; from the qualitative responses of the 

participants themselves. As one participant summarized the experience, '1 wanted to come; I 

loved it. If you have to be on probation, be in P-101." Another participant offered the 

following evaluation of the program during the exit interview, "I miss it! It’s like having your 

favorite TV show canceled." These are not atypical of the responses given at the conclusion of 

the program. 

In order to more fully appreciate the information gleaned from the self-report 

questionnaires, this discussion will focus on the three basic trends that were observed: 1) 

general success of the program, 2) identification of problematic situations having particular 

relevance to this population, and 3) feedback in terms of the overall structure and content of the 

program. 

These responses suggest that the program had a very positive impact. An overwhelming 

96.6% of those completing the program described it as being valuable and 85% indicated they 

would recommend it to others on probation. Some of the reasons for making these 

recommendations included: "Just about anyone who's been on probation dreads going in and feels 

nothing ever develops from it. It’s nice to know that someone is concerned about changing the 

system and cares about me. It is usually an "us" against "them" situation; this program wasn't 

like that." 

Other responses not only illustrate the positive impact of the program but also exemplify 

the trend towards consequential thinking that was facilitated by this process: "Better to sit 

and talk things out, weigh the consequences and effects on life in the future." "You get a lot 

more out of it (P-101), learn to think about the future, get your head on straight." 
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Taken as a whole the responses strongly endorsed participation in the P-101 program as an 

alternative to regular probation supervision, 93.4% of the participants felt the program was 

more helpful than regular probation. "I liked it a lot better than regular probation. I feel I 

learned a lot." Another participant said, "I liked it; I'm ready to do it again." 72% indicated 

that in retrospect, they would have chosen participation in the P-101 over regular probation. 

13% would have preferred to remain on regular probation. This is significant given the 

additional time and commitment required by the program. 

Another noteworthy trend centers on the contradiction of the participanf s appraisal of 

their problem solving abilities. Here the results are inconclusive. Results of the PSI showed a 

notable lack of improvement on the Confidence scale. Similarly, Pre- and Post- responses to 

Question 4 (which asked participants to rate their PSS) showed no significant change. 

Meanwhile, in response to the more projective Question 12, 80% of the participants indicated 

they felt the likelihood of their reinvolvement with the courts had been reduced as a result of 

participation in the P-101 Program. As one participant put it, they felt they were less likely 

to get re-involved with the courts "cause I've learned to stop and think, stay out of trouble, 

think about what will happen". It should be noted that the PSI and the self-report 

questionnaire may, in fact, be measuring slightly different constructs. Whereas the PSTs 

confidence scale directly measures confidence, the self-report questionnaire is more projective, 

asking participants to speculate on the effect of the problem solving skill training and the 

likelihood of future court involvement. 

There are many possible reasons for the lack of congruence between these two measures of 

confidence. Much of the incongruence can be attributed to the different constructs being 

measured. Another possibility is that scores on the Confidence scale were already similar to 

those of the general population; consequently there was little room for improvement. Another 

consideration may be participants' tendency to overestimate their problem solving abilities. 

Participants may be responding more confidently to the more projective style of Question 12 
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than the more objective style of the PSI and Question 4 of the Self Report Questionnaire. This 

incongruence may also be reflective of the Groups' impact and/or the power of the overall 

program as compared to the singular assessment of their Problem Solving Skills. Both Question 

4 of the Self-Assessment and the PSI relate directly to one's problem solving abilities, whereas 

Question 12 of the questionnaire asked participants to speculate as to the impact that 

participation in the P-101 Program had. One cautionary note: an over estimate of one's 

abilities in this area can become problematic and could lead to one's being "chronically 

overcommitted" (Heppner, 1988). 

This questionnaire also helped to identify a series of problematic situations particularly 

relevant to this population. Generally, participants are attempting to apply the skills to 

interpersonal relationships, specifically those involving a significant other (i.e., argument 

with ex-wife, walking away rather than escalating the situation; dealing with ex-girlfriend 

around child support; boyfriends; ex-wife and being denied visitation, not blowing up, talking it 

out without violence; etc.). Next in importance were situations revolving around interpersonal 

relationships in the work environment (i.e: dealing with customers, trying to understand their 

needs; self-employed, no license and no driver's license, therefore unable to deliver an 

emergency order; etc.). In these situations participants described being able to break the 

reaction cycle, indicating they were able to "Stop and Think," "look at the consequences" and, 

in general, were satisfied with the outcome. Both sets of responses provide fertile ground for 

the development of a series of problem scenarios to be used to facilitate better transfer of these 

skills in future programs which is indicative that both self reflection and transfer occurs. 

The fact that 93% of the participants were able to identify at least one situation where 

they consciously applied the skills learned, and were successful in their efforts, is indicative 

that some transfer occurred. 

Although no conclusions can be drawn from the response to questions 6,8,9, and 10, (because 

of the low response rates) this lack of responsiveness in and of itself may be significant. These 
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questions tended to be more projective in nature, asking subjects to cite hypothetical situations 

where they might anticipate trying to apply these skills, both successfully and unsuccessfully. 

This apparent inability to visualize such situations may be due to a variety of reasons 

including: level of education, the lack of social support and opportunities to use the skills in a 

post-training environment, level of cognitive development, or an inability to think abstractly. 

Training of this nature requires the "mindful abstraction" of the concepts and skills learned 

for application to a variety of contexts outside of the training environment. In this type of 

"High road transfer", "abstract formulation provides the bridge from one context to the other" 

(Salomon and Perkins, 1989). The lack of mindful abstraction could be symptomatic of a transfer 

problem. 

In so far as assessing the structural composition of the program, the self-report 

questionnaire indicated that the program's length was about right. There did, however seem to 

be room for some expansion of the program given that 33.4% of the respondents felt the program 

was a little to short. These results, combined with the above concerns, advocate for the 

expansion and/or introduction of the relapse prevention component earlier in the program. 

From the structural point of view it is important to note that the group experience itself 

was recognized and identified by the participants as a critical component of the change process 

in addition to the Problem Solving Skills taught. Both were clearly identified by some 

respondents as being the most helpful components of the program. Here again, more research is 

needed to determine whether either component, of itself, would have had as much impact. It is 

difficult to assess the impact the student interns had in terms of "positive non-criminal role 

models"; however, despite the fact that individual (Micro) sessions were perceived as less 

helpful than other components of the program, several individual responses cited the 

relationship with the intern as being very helpful. 
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In terms of the composition of the Macro (group) units, participants' appraisals of the 

activities employed (lecturettes, games, movies, role-plays, etc.) were evenly distributed thus 

indicating that the program was generally well balanced in its approach. 

Q)nclusions 

These results provide initial support for the use of the Intentional Skill Development 

program as a potent, efficient, cost effective alternative to regular one-on-one probation 

supervision. 

This study has demonstrated the effectiveness and the adaptability of a cognitive- 

behavioral approach to offender rehabilitation. Essentially, the P-101 Program was able to 

meet the criteria set forth by John Dilulio (1991); the program provided offenders with 

realistic non-criminal role models, and enhanced offenders' basic Problem Solving Skills and 

consequential thinking. Furthermore, the program was substantially more effective and 

efficient in utilizing the financial and human resources of the system. The program provided 

offenders with over 480 hours of direct service time utilizing approximately 60 hours of 

Probation Officer’s time. In terms of probation officer utilization, this results in an eight to one 

ratio. Furthermore, the program continued to meet the reporting and monitoring requirements 

set forth by the Office of the Commissioner of Probation. Participants also had the opportunity 

to build interpersonal skills and enhance their empathetic impulses; in restructuring the 

Probation Officer/trainer-probationer/problem solver relationship both parties were given the 

opportunity to view roles from a different perspective. 

Another by-product of the ISD training, not quantified by this experiment but warranting 

comment, is that by participating in this type of training participants gained a mutual 

language base from which to view behavior. For many this training provided the first 

opportunity to be introspective and the common language of effective problem solving provided 
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a mechanism through which Probation Officer and Probationer could have a meaningful 

dialogue. 

Results of this study also provide normative data regarding the problem solving abilities 

of the offender population. Clearly this population is developmentally delayed in this area. 

To the extent that offenders' PSI scores were significantly higher than those of the "General 

Population" (Heppner, 1988) (lower scores are indicative of more positive appraisals of 

problem solving abilities), the Problem Solving Skills (PSS) of offenders are substantially 

below those of the "General Population". 

Furthermore, given that a change in PSS is directly related to reduced rates of recidivism, 

these findings are consistent with the notion that programs containing a cognitive-behavioral 

component are more likely to be successful in reducing recidivism. 

This study was also able to compile a listing of problematic situations particularly 

relevant to the offender population. This listing may be especially valuable in scripting new 

activities and designing interventions to better facilitate transfer. 

Beyond demonstrating the effectiveness of this intervention, the definitions of recidivism 

operationalized by this study may provide a useful tool in exploring the transfer process. If the 

measurements developed prove, through replication, to be valid they could provide a 

quantifiable variable through which the transfer process could be observed. Independent 

variables such as individual characteristics, training design and environmental reinforcers 

could be manipulated and rates of recidivism monitored as a dependent variable to better 

understand their impact on the transfer process. 

One area in which the program was lacking is the implementation of a relevant post 

program support service. Although Probation Officers received rudimentary training in the 

ISD model, no mechanism exits to ensure the quality control of the reinforcement and support of 

new behaviors once participants leave the program. A more assertive staff training effort is 
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required to fully enhance the likelihood of successful transfer. In addition, results of this study 

supports the enhancement of the relapse prevention component. 

Questions and Suggestions for Future Research 

Obviously there is a need for replication studies to validate the veracity of these results. 

Another obvious limitation is the duration of the study, although there is substantial evidence 

to substantiate that the first eight months of probation supervision are the most critical, a 

longitudinal study is warranted. Such a study would monitor these subjects for a minimum of 24 

months, thus being able to further assess the impact that participation in the P-101 program 

has had on long-term recidivism. Such a study would also offer the opportunity to explore the 

transfer process, evaluating how successfully participants have been in applying the skills 

learned in the training environment to their daily lives. 

Additional research is also warranted to identify and evaluate the impact that particular 

components of the program had on participants. Research needs to be designed to determine 

whether it was the group process, in and of itself, the Cognitive-behavioral concepts presented, 

or the program as a whole, that resulted in the reduced rates of recidivism. Gendreau and Ross 

have presented substantial data that advocates the latter over the former. This study was not 

designed to make this distinction; however, some resp)onses to the self-report survey suggest, 

instead, that the group process is critical and the cognitive-behavioral component secondary. 

Future research incorporating an attention control group could be explicitly designed to address 

this question. 

It might also be useful to monitor programs of greater duration using the PSI, specifically 

the Confidence scale, to evaluate whether the length of the program in and of itself improves 

one's confidence in the area of problem solving. Additional research is needed to examine the 

lack of improvement in the area of confidence. 
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Because of the geographic/demographic limitations of this study additional research is 

required to assess the generalizability of these conclusions. The population studied was 

predominantly male, white and adult. It was also restricted to the courts in the north-central 

section of Massachusetts. Several researchers such as Guerra and Slaby (1990) have 

successfully utilized similar interventions with adolescent populations. Given the cognitive 

developmental differences that exist between children, adolescents and adults, it would be 

interesting to compare the effectiveness of similar programs with various groups. Perhaps 

these types of interventions are more effective with populations at particular developmental 

levels. 

Finally these findings are tentative and replications are needed before generalizations can 

be made. 
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APPENDIX A 

INTENnONAL SKILL DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOP DESCRIPTION 
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DECISIONS 

DEC I S IONTS 

DECISIONS 

INTENTIONAL SKILL DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOP 

Probation 101 

AN EXPERIMENT IN GROUP SUPERVISION 

by the Gardner District Court Probation Department 



Probation 101 

AN EXPERIMENT IN GROUP SUPERVISION 

by the Gardner District Court Probation Department 

At the urging of Judge Austin Philbin and with the support of the 
Gardner District Court Probation staff, Henry E. Culver, Project 
Director, developed a Cognitive-Behavioral model for group probation 
supervision. The project explores the feasibility of supervising 
offenders in groups as an effective, more efficient alternative to 
traditional probation. The program focuses on developing effective 
interpersonal problem solving skills and enhancement of an offenders 
ability to empathize. The program is also designed to provide 
offenders with a positive non-criminal role model. 

1) Participants attend eight 90-minute MACRO (group) sessions. 

2) Groups consist of 10-15 participants. Attendance is 
mandatory. 

3) The group sessions are supplemented by three one hour MICRO 
sessions conducted by individual facilitators trained in the 
Intentional Skill Development model (ISD). 

4) Probation officers may select anyone from their caseload whom 
they feel to be appropriate. Likely candidates would include 
probationers who consistently demonstrate (a) poor decision 
making skills; (b) poor judgement; (c) poor judgement 
regarding social/interpersonal relationships: (d) a pattern of 
poor impulse control. 

5) Referrals may also be made by Judges directly from court as a 
special condition of probation. 

6) Primary probation officers may suspend routine reporting 
schedules in lieu of group participation. Any non-compliance 
will be reported to primary probation officers immediately. 

7) Sessions will monitor and discuss relevant issues including 
compliance with conditions of probation. 

An overview of the P - 101 Program is attached. 

Referrals to P-101 will lighten caseloads, thus affording probation 
officers the opportunity to engage in other types of supervision. 

We wish to thank you, in advance, for your anticipated support and 
cooperation in this endeavor. 
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GARDNER DISTRICT COURT 

Location: 

Workshop: 

Instructor: 

Class Size: 

Probation Department 

Probation 101 

Diversion Room, Probation Department, Lower Level 
108 Matthews Street, Gardner, MA 01440 

Meets every two weeks. 6:15 p.m.. 90 minute sessions 

Henry E. Culver, Director. Tutorial assistance provided by selected 
undergraduate and graduate level interns. 

Twelve to fifteen participants. 

COURSE CONTENT 

Course material will be presented via a blend of lecturettes, activities, games, films 
and discussions. 

MODULE 1: 
Orientation and overview 

the problem-solving 
process 

MODULE 2: 
Breaking down the problem 

solving process 

MODULE 3: 
Knowing what you want 

Breaking the reaction 
cycle (DECIDE vs. REACT) 

MODULES: 
Developing an action plan: 

time lines and tactics 

MODULE 6: 
What we did and did it 

work? Why and why not? 

MODULE 7: 
Process Review: what to 

remember: measuring our 
success 

MODULE 4: MODULE 8: 
Making a decision. Celebration: preparing to 

Exploring ^ the options. go forward: relapse 
prevention 

APPRECIATION 

Gardner probation is indebted to Judge Austin Philbin, all probation officers, volunteers 
from area colleges, and each participant for their overall contribution to this endeavor. 
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AYER DISTRICT COURT 
Probation Department 

Probation lOlA 

Location; 

Workshop: 

Instructor: 

Class Size: 

Ayer District Court, Probation Department 
25 East Main Street, Ayer, MA 01432 

Meets every two weeks. 2:15 p.m.. 90 minute sessions 

Henry E. Culver, Director. Tutorial assistance provided by selected 
undergraduate and graduate level interns. 

Twelve to fifteen participants. 

COURSE CONTENT 

Course material will be presented via a blend of lecturettes, activities, games, films 
and discussions. 

MODULE 1: 
Orientation and overview 

the problem-solving 
process 

MODULE 2: 
Breaking down the problem 

solving process 

MODULE 3: 
Knowing what you want 

Breaking the reaction 
cycle (DECIDE vs. REACT) 

MODULES: 
Developing an action plan: 

time lines and tactics 

MODULE 6: 
What we did and did it 

work? Why and why not? 

MODULE 7: 
Process Review: what to 

remember: measuring our 
success 

MODULE 4: 
Making a decision. 

Exploring ^ the options. 

MODULE 8; 
Celebration; preparing to 

go forward: relapse 
prevention 

APPRECIATION 

This researcher is indebted to James Kazeniac, Chief Probation Officer, all probation 
officers, volunteers from area colleges, and each participant for their overall 
contribution to this endeavor. 
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THE ALTERNATIVE PROBATION 
SUPERVISION PROGRAM 

Tired of the Revolving Door? 

Choose to Break the Cycle. 

Learn to Solve Interpersonal 
Problems More Effectively. 

For more information: 

• Ask your Probation Officer about "PlOl" 
- the Alternative Probation Supervision 
Program 

or 

• Call 632-4276 and ask for Henry Culver 
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P-101 
REFERRAL FORM 

P-101# 

NAME: - 
ADDRESS: 

TELEPHONE # 
D.O.B. 
PCF#: 

INTAKE DATE: _ DISCHARGE DATE: 

SUPERVISING P.O. or REFERRAL SOURCE: _ 

LEVEL/TYPE OF SUPERVISION: 
(At Admission) 
- Administrative: 
- D.W.L: 

1st 2nd 3rd 
-R/N: 

SCORE Max. Mod. Min. 

NATURE OF OFFENSE(S): _ 

PROBATION DATES: _ TO _ 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: - 

HIGHEST GRADE COMPETED: _ 

HISTORY OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE: YES NO 
WHY DO YOU FEEL THIS PERSON SHOULD BE REFERRED TO P-101: 
ATTITUDE TOWARDS REFERRAL: ////// 

1 2 3 4 5 
(Very (Very un- 
enthusiastic) enthusiastic) 

SELF ASSESSMENT AS P-S: ////// 

1 2 3 4 5 
(Very Good) (Very Poor) 

P.S.I. SCORE: PRE: _ POST: - 
Date of Administration - - 
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ATTENDANCE: 

MACROS: - - - 
1 2 3 

MICROS: - - - 
1 2 3 

LEVEL/TYPE OE SUPERVISION; 
(At Four mos. date) 
- Administrative: 
- D.W.I.; 

-R/N SCORE: 

LEVEL/TYPE OF SUPERVISION: 
(At Eight mos. date) 
- Administrative: 
- D.W.L: 

-R/N: 
SCORE 

S.O.A.R 
(1) 

ARRAIGNMENT DATE: 
CONVICTION DATE: 
VOP DATE: 

(3) 
ARRAIGNMENT DATE: 
CONVICTION DATE: 
VOP DATE: 

(5) 
ARRAIGNMENT DATE: 
CONVICTION DATE: 
VOP DATE: 

4 5 6 7 8 

4 5 6 7 8 

1st 2nd 3rd 

Max. Mod. Min. 

1st 2nd 3rd 

Max. Mod. Min. 

(2) 
ARRAIGNMENT DATE; 
CONVICTION DATE: 
VOP DATE: 

(4) 
ARRAIGNMENT DATE: 
CONVICTION DATE: 
VOP DATE: 

(6) 
ARRAIGNMENT DATE: 
CONVICTION DATE: 
VOP DATE: 

Additional notes: 
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INFORMED CONSENT 

INTENTIONAL SKILL DEVELOPMENT 
AS AN INTERVENTIONAL TOOL 

TO PARTICIPANTS OF THIS WORKSHOP; 

I am Henry E. Culver, a probation officer with the Trial Court of Massachusetts. I am also a 
doctoral student at the University of Massachusetts in Amherst. The subject of my doctoral 
research is "Intentional Skill Development as an Interventional Tool". I am interested in 
exploring the relationship between problem solving skill training and offender recidivism. 

You are one of approximately ninety probationers referred to the P-101 workshop as an 
alternative to your regular probation supervision. As part of this study you will be randomly 
assigned to one of two groups. One group will receive training in Intentional Skill Development 
while the other will revert back to regular probation supervision. All participants will be 
interviewed twice, once prior to group assignment and again upon completion of the workshop 
cycle. 

The first interview will focus on collecting basic background information and completion of a 
problem solving inventory. The second interview will involve readministration of the problem 
solving inventory; participants of the Intentional Sill Development workshop will also be 
asked to complete a workshop evaluation questionnaire. 

In addition, I will be monitoring for participants' reinvolvement or non-reinvolvement with the 
court. My goal is to analyze these materials in order to gain a better understanding of how 
problem solving skill training might be used to break into the offender-recidivism cycle. I may 
also wish to use some of this data for journal articles, for instructional purposes, or possibly a 
book based on my dissertation. 

I want to reassure you that all information provided will be treated with the strictest 
confidentially. Under no circumstances will your name or any readily identifiable information 
be revealed. All participants will be randomly assigned an identification number. All 
pertinent information will be coded utilizing this number in order to assure total anonymity. 

I certainly want to encourage your participation in this study; however, I would also like to 
advise you that you are under no obligation to do so. You may withdraw from the process at any 
time or you may choose not to answer specific questions during this study. 

In signing this form, you are agreeing to take part in this study under the conditions set forth 
above. You are also assuring me that you will mae no financial claim on me now or in the future 
for your participation. 

I,__, have read the above statement and agree to 
participate in this study under the conditions stated above. 

Signature of participant Date 

Signature of interviewer 
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INTERN 

JOB DESCRIPTION 

The primary function of this position is to help support and facilitate Project Director 

in the implementation of the P-101 Alternative Probation Supervision Project. 

Specific duties will include but not necessarily be limited to the following: 

Participation as tutor/facilitators in the group training workshop 

(MACROS). 

Schedule and conduct individual interviews/tutorial sessions (MICROS). 

Conduct preparatory work for workshop presentations (i.e. photocopying, 

preparation of flip charts, setup of audio-visual equipment) 

Provide supportive services to participants as may be needed. 

Monitor participant's for compliance with terms and conditions of 

Probation. 

Participate in the collection, compilation and analysis of research data. 

Assume certain routine office functions for the Project Director. 

Gain a working knowledge of the District Court procedures and the 

function of Probation within that system. 

Participate in an orientation/training workshop (aprox. 8 hrs.) and 

attend such ongoing process groups as may be necessary. 
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APPENDIX B 

A CURRICULUM MATRIX FOR SOCIAL WORK 
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APPENDIX C 

A MODEL OF THE TFIANSFER PROCESS 

124 



BALDWIN AND FORD 

Training Inputs Training Outputs Conditions of Transfer 

Trainee 
Characteristics 

• Ability 

• Personality 

• Motivation 

4 
“I 

Training 
i i 

• Principles of Learning Generalization 
Learning •»»» & __ h 

• Sequencing 1 
Retention 

0 
Maintenance 

• Training i A 
Content 1 1 

Work 
Environment 

• Support 

• Opportunity 
to Use 

A MODEL OF THE TRANSFER PROCESS 
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APPENDIX D 

FACTORS AFFECTING THE MANAGEMENT TRANSFER 
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APPENDIX E 

P-101 WORKSHOP FEEDBACK 
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P-101 WORKSHOP FEEDBACK 

This questionnaire is designed to help me evaluate the usefulness of this workshop. The 
following are a few questions designed to help this process. Please indicate your answer 
to each question by placing an “X” on the line that most closely corresponds to your 
evaluation. 

Thank you for sharing your hones impressions of this workshop. Your answers are 
confidential and for my use exclusively. 

1. How would you judge the length of the workshop? 

TOOUONG A LITTLE 
TOOLONG 

ABOLTT RIGHT A LITTLE TOOSHORT 
TOD SHORT 

2. Overall, how valuable was the workshop to you? 

VERY VALUABLE VALUABLE SOMEWHAT OF LITTLE WORTHLESS 
VALUABLE VALUE 

3. How helpful do you feel the skills developed in this workshop will be to you in the 
future? 

VERY HELPFUL HELPFUL SOMEWHAT OF LITTLE USELESS 
HELPFUL HELP 

4. How would you rate your Problem Solving Skills at this time? 

VERYPOOR POOR SOSO GOOD VERYGOOD 

5. How would you rate participation in P-101 as compared to regular probation 
supervision? 

_I 
MORE HELPFUL ABOUT THE 

SAME 
LESS 
HELPFUL 

SLIGHTLY 
MORE 
HELPFUL 
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6. Give two examples of situations where you would anticipate being able to apply 
the Problem Solving Skills taught In this workshop. 

7. Describe a situation where you feel you were able to apply the Problem Solving 
Skills learned. 

8. Describe how you have used the Intentional Skill Development model? How 
successful do you feel it has been for you? 

9. Describe a situation where you feel you were not able to apply the Problem 
Solving Skills learned. 

10. What would have enabled you to use these skills more effectively? 

11. What was the most helpful part of the program? 

12. Do you feel P-101 has decreased the likelihood of your being re-involved with 
the court? Why or why not? 

13. Would you recommend this program to other probationers? Why or why not? 

14. In retrospect, which of the following would you have preferred to do: 
_ Continued under routine probation supervision 

_ Participate in P-101 

_ Learn the concepts of effective problem solving through individual 
tutoring? Why? 
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15. Rand the following components of P-101 in terms of helpfulness in avoiding 
subsequent court involvement. (1 Most helpful - 4 Least) 

_ The individual sessions 

_ The group process 

_ The problem solving concepts taught 

_ All of the above 

16. Place a check mark next to the activities which you feel were more helpful to you 
In improving your problem solving skills? 

_ The role plays _ The handouts 
(I.e. the $ 10.00) 

_ Films (i.e. Leo Buerman) _ Group Discussion 

_ The games _ The lecturettes 

_ Other (Please Specify) 

Please feel free to use the back for any additional comments. 

THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR TIME! 
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APPENDIX F 

FACTORS FACILITATING TRANSFER OF TRAINING 
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APPENDIX G 

COMPARISON OF GENERAL NON-OFFENDER POPULATION AND THOSE WHO DROPPED 

FROM THE PROGRAM (POST-INTERVENTION AND PSI SCORES) 
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APPENDIX H 

COMPARISONS BETWEEN GROUPS IN TERMS OF RATES OF RECIDIVISM 
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