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Abstrae't 

This study exarnined the relationship between behavior change in children 

and teqcher perception of that change. It was hypothesized that the extent to , 

which an individual ls trained in observation skills, pnactices them, and i5 

monitored by others 18 related to the accuracy of'his ratings of child 

behavior. 

A laboratory test of this hypothesis (E~riment I) showed that teachers' 

who were trained to record discrete rêsponses and col1ected data on a dai1y 

basis were quite accurate in their judgment~ of distractibility. Ratings by 
. 

·teachers who received little or no training without pract!ce were con~iderably 

less accurate. 

A naturalistic test of the sarne hypothesis was also perf.ormed (Experime~t 

II). Teacher raÙngs of a se1ected' child were compared wi tb independent 1y 
'" . 

obtained observation datà •. Results s'howed that the effects of observation' 

training,' data collection, and monitoring ,were not signifi~ant' in' ·improving 
. . 

the accuracy of per~eption. . . 
. . "'. 

-:: in-service teacher trai~l>ehaV~Or ~ificatio~ .as olso 

eva1uated-. 
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Résumé 

Cette ~tude a 'examiné le rapport ent re le changement du compor-

tement che,z les enfants, e1( la perception de ce chanEement par le 
.~ . ,., 

professeur~ L'hypothèse était que le niveau d'entraînement d'un . 
individu dans la pratique ,des techniques d'observation, de son uti-

liaat ion de ées te~hniques et de la surveillance par dl al1t.re«, est 
, 

en relation avec la prl-cision de son évaluation du. comport aIIent de 

l'enfant • 

. , cette hypothèse, testée èn laboratoire (premi~re expérience) a 

démontré 'que les professeurs entratnés à enregistrer les T~actions 
, . 

isol~es, et qUi' recueUlaient les données quotidiennement, étaient 
• 

très exacts dans leur jugement du degré de distraction. Les évalua­

tions faites par dés professeurs n'ayant reçu que peu ou auc~n ~n-

t rd.nement, et sali' expérience pratique, étaient considérablement 

moins exactes: 

Un test de la mtlme hypothèse a aussi été effectué dans le milieu 

naturel (deuxième expérience). ' Les évaluations des professeurs pour 
"v ' .. 

un 'enfant choisi -au préalable ont été conlP,df·es avec des doim~s ob-
• lIo.. ., T'" 

tenu.es ind~pendamrnent. Les résult,lits ont 'i~montré que les effets de 
. ~ 
l'entratnement à llo~se.rvation, l'accumulliion des données et la SU+I'" wr ~ . , 
ve'111an.ce ni étaient pas &}.gnificatifs danà 11 amélioration de la jus-

t esse de percept ion. 

Un progr:amme d'entraInement pour la modif~ation du cornport~eÎlt, 
, 

à l'intention des enseignants, a' aussi été évalué. 
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Overview 

In psychology, as in the physical ~~ences, a degree of ~g:reement has been 
"0 

attained as to various rules and proceaures for observing and,reporting events 
# 

obj e9ti vely, for minimizing p,ersonal bias, and for optimizing rel.iabili ty in 

the process of prediction. These'generally accepted guidelines and rules fall 

at numerous points along a continuum ranging from great generality to extreme 

specificity. One pole relates to the phllosophy ?f 'cience, including a-con: 

sideratlon of the overall functions ~ maxims, presuppositions'; strengths and 
. , 

limitations. of a discipline; the opposite pole relates to highly,specific pre-

scriptions and pro~edures for utilization ?f specialized methods of observation' 

and assessment, such as psychometrie tests, questionnaires, rating sc&les, 
~ . 

interviews, phenomenological reports.and electro.-physiological monitoring. 

At each point along this'spectrum, two questions are relevant. First, 

~iven.a purpose, a research question or series of questions, what mannar of 
( 

r investigativ~ exercises, operations ~nd tactics should one embark upon to 

fulfill the purpose and answer the questions? Here one ls dealing ~ith decision • 

rules conce~ing the ~ppropriatenes~ or adequacy of a research strategy, parti-

-
cularly ~ith elements of,experimenta~ design, selection of independent variables, 

" general specification of dep~ndent measures, and choice of theo:retical models 

to aid in interpretation. The second question, and the ,one more commonly 

associated with "methodology" is: How does one obtain interpretable da t'a fotl 

which the ambiguity of evaluation is reduced to the lowest possible degree?' 

Her~'the focus is on clear'delineation of depe~dent variables and procedures 

for procuring, s~o~ing, and analyzing data. It-is to this second question that - , 

the present study is addrassed. 

1 , 
\ 

.r 
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This investigation examines the rel~~~onship .. between behavior change in 
.;. 

children and adult perception of that change. More speolfically, it tests the . , 

effects of ~ystemati~ observation on o~~ perception 'of a behavioral disorder. 

It is hypothesized that the extent t1'which an individuat Is trained in obser­

vation skills, practices them, and is monltored by' others, will be re}ated to -, 

'the accuracy of his percèption or assessment of the-child's behavior. In 

acco~dance wit~ methodological objectives, the purpose of the study ls to learn 
7.r; ''''', _ / 

whether adult pe~epti~n cap bé rendere~ less ambiguous and Imore reliable. 
'. / 

The dissertation is o~~anized in the following fashiah: first, a theore-
~:, / 

tiçal discussion highl~ght.i~g the need for behavioral tata; second, ël: pt'ese~ta- • 

ti~~ of theoretical,issue~ and empi;ical evidence s~~orting the _us~o; natural-
( ,/ / // 

/ istic obeervation; third, a description of Exper,i;fuept l, an anéV6gue test of 
/- 1 . 

/ / ,/ 

the èffects of observation t.raining; fou~h,' il presentatioI} 'of Experiment II, 
- '. 

a natl9Jalistic test for the' sarne e~f/~ts; Id fift,1;l: ,i :valua.Jon of an 

ongoing clinica~ intervention. ~e dis ertat~o~~li conclude with a sixth 

s.ctfon on th.,impliC"tion~sub. ·uent cl~i~al and .. s.arch applications 

of the fi~~ings. as w.~~)Os "/stal me~t/;Of ~. theor.t~cal significance of this 

work., / 

The portance of Behavioral Data 
1 / 

, . In'the early 196~' , when beh~ior modification began making inroads in 
/ . 

éll:Qical psychology lit was dis~vered that traditional assessmeIl't instruments 
. '\, 1 - / 

desigri~~ to,prov~ informatipn about attitudes, traits t and underlying dynamics 

si";'ly ~~,~otatisfy th0qui~ments .of those who advoc~ted a :ehâVioraL 

model. A~ ~~~~ as 193~La Piere demonstrated that-attitudes and behavior have 

no ObVious'relat~~~ to eacn other. This incongruence was di~ficult to 

/ 

• 
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reconcile at an intuitive level, for aS Cohen (1964)"states: 

Most of the investigators whose work we have examined made 
the broad psychologieal assumption that sinee attitudes are 
evaluative predispositions, they have consequences for the 
vay people act toward others, for the programs they actuall~ 
und~rtake. and for the manner in which they carry them out. 
ThuS, attitudes are a1ways see'n as precursors of behavior, 
~s det~rminants of how a person ~ill actually behave in, ris 

_~aily affairs. [Pp. 137-138] 

Wicker (1969) reviewed 33 studies which examined the relationship between 

0' 

attitudes and o~ert behavior. His overa11 conclusion was, that little evidence 

" is available to support the existence of underlying constructs within an indi-

vidual which influence both his verbal expressions and his actions. Festinger 
l 

(1964) and Vroom {l964) rendered the identical conclusion in shorter reviews, 
\ 

,while Cohen (1964) was even more skeptica1'in his suggestion that attitude, .. " 

change procèdures do nothing more than cause cognitive realignments, and perhaps 

that'the concept of attit~de has no critical significance whatever for psycho-

logy. 

.l.. • When a social label (e.g., "deviant" or normal) or clinical diagnosis (e.g., , 

passive-aggressive) i8 ascribed te an individua1, it is presumed that such a 

construc~ also mirrors one's actual behavior in sorne way. Ho~ever, the obser­

ver's or rater's abstractions may be related only tenuously to the response 
" 

patterns of the subject in question. Research on person perception strongly 

suggests tbat the way a persqn is describ~d depends far more on the observer 
o , 

than on the person observed (Crow, 1957; Hje11e, 1968; Vernon, 1964). For 

clinlcal purposes, it seems essential to know if an individua1 who ls labeled 
, 

"deviant" actuall,y displays more abnormal ~ehavior than one who is described as 

nonnal. 
" 

,A number of studies have found that children who are labeled as deviant and 
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referred for p~ychGtherapy differ signiftcantly from non-referred children in 

terms or parent rati~gs of their traits or behaviors (Cbnners, 1970; Miller, 

Hampe, Barrett, & NOb\e, 1971; Schectman, 19'70; Sines; Pau1kner, Sines, & Owens, 

1969; Speer, 1971; Wolff, 1967). Nevertheless, in-home o'bservations ol these 

-children yi.eld minimal differences, or typic~lly, no. differences in rates 0' 
deviant behavior between referred and non-referred chi1dren (Hendriks~ ~972; 

- ' 
Lobitz & Johnson, 1974; Patterso~, Cobb, & Ray, 1972; Shaw, 1971). Research, 

conducted in educational settings,shows somewhat greater convergences be~ween 

(teacher) ratings and observed behavior (Bo1stad, 1974; Patterson, Cobb, & Ray, 
... '\ 

1972; We-rry & Quay, 1968); h,?wever, cÎlly in comparisons of average students and 

those who have been identified as extremely deviant have strong behavioral 

9ifferences between groups confirmed teachers' descriptions. 
\ 

It seems clear that referral for treatment is.based on many factors other 
... . 

than observed rates of noxious responses (Buck1e & Lebovici, 1960; Lapous€ & 

Monk, 1958; RutTer & Graham, 1965; Shaw, 1971; Shepperd, Oppenheim, & Mitchell, 

1966). Therefore, in planning an intervention, it is usefu1 to determine the 

degree of re1ationship between multiple measures and to identify the specifie 

behaviors that aecount for a diagnQstic label or trait in cases where the 

• expected eonver~ence i8 obtained. This is particularly important when behav-

ioral1y oriented treatment i8 recommended. 

On both theoretical (Band~a, 1969) and empirical (Paul, 1969a, b) grounds, 

it has been shown that total re1iance on conv~ntional trait assessment yields 

data or neg1igible predictive va1idity in cases where beha~orally oriented 

treatmént has been implemented. That is, response patterns or attitudes may 

change without concomitant modification of.behavior (Walter & Gilmore, 1973; 

Wright, 1972), It would seem obvious that sorne form of evaluation used in a 
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behavioral context should be consist~nt with e~pirical·goa1s.' This i5 parti­

CU~rlY true if, as Festinger (1964) suggests, attitude change i~ inherently 

uns~le and will dis~ipate or remain isolated unless an environmental or 

behavioral change can be brought about t'o support and maintain it. , ' 

When this precept is violated, and th~ data ba~e bear:s little relationship 

to the levei of the problem, serious errors in evaluation may result. As an 

illustration, let us examine the treatment of conduct disorders in delinquent 
. . ) 

youth. This is a probl~m which is amenable to empirical interpretation, ~~-t~e 

criteria for diagnosis involv.e overt activities of a criminal nature and subse-

~~t adjudication. Treatment outcome measures have always included recidivism 

or re-ent~ into the juvenile justice system--a behaviaral index which profes-

sionals of all theoretical p'ersuasions deem most significant. Ha11eck (1967). 

a noted psychoana1yst, adrnits that: .. 
The psychiatrist has few more important functions in crim}nology 
than evaluating the prob~ility that a given offender is likely 
to do violence ta his fellow man; [p. 313] 

Historically, those who have instituted programs for delinquents have relied 

heavily ~n non-behavioràl assessrnent devices. In many cases, these have re-

vealed substantial personality adjustment which was assumed ta prediçt subse-

'quent behavior ou~s~e the treatment set~ing (although such devices were not 

specifical1y designed for this purpose). The relationship between performance 

.. on conventiona,l m~asures and recidiviam is a sad chronicle on the effect.iveness 

of the juvenile rehabilitation sy$tem. 

Aichorn (1935) pioneered the ,application of Freudian theory to treatment 

of aggressive delinquent boys in Vienna du~ing the 1920's. His model~f delin-

quency focused on over-protectf~e parents an~ the boys' receiving.either exces­

sive or inadequate amounts of parental love. Resu~ting aggressive behavior was 
./ 

ausu 



o 

.. -

1 
i 

6' 

1 

attributable to t~e interplay of psychic forces engagéd in the conflict. the 

deve'lopment of positive transference between boys and therapist was ';i~wed' as 
\. . 

a realization on the part of the boy that adults were.caring and trustworthy. 

On the basis of subjective impression, the primary dependentvariable, psycho­

analytic treatment of delinquéncy was ~ resounding sùccess and its adoption by 

American clinicians quick~ folloWed. 

In the most publicized of these psychoanalytically based efforts, Redl and 

Wineman (1951) altered Aichorn's original interpretation te include elements 

of ego.weakness and lack of impulse control. The "delinquent ego" referred to 

a psychic organi~t:ion which operated in opposition to n~rmally ac·cepted 

cultural values. Treatment was geared to the clevelopment of the super-ego in 

1 such a fashion that impulse gratification would be channeled toward more accept-

able alternatives. Diminution of major symptomatology (e.g., stealing, van-

dalism) was considered relevant, but w~s clearly not the major thru~t of treat-

'ment. The criteria upon whiqh a boy was considered adjusted included ability 

to relate meaningfutiy to image symbols, to use verbal mod~s of communication, , 
• 1 ~ 

to be less suspicious of adults, anp to perce ive the necessity for rules and 
~ 

routines. Here again, the problem of ,a conduct disorde~is viewed in dynamic 

terms with neither treatment nor evaluation consistent with symptomatology. 

As a ·consequence, R~dl and Winem~n (1952) were faced with admitting failure 

when recidivism in their sample remained hi~h. Despite earlier claims of 

success, they concluded that: 

••• our 'children who hate' went baok luto the limbo of the 
'children that nobody wants.' This spectacle of their re­
traumatlzation of strengths thtt had been so painfully, if 
incompletely, implanted in the~r personalities being literally 
wasted in a battle in a hostile environment, is one that fades 
slowly" if at a11,. from "bUt' minds. [p. 315] 

/ \ 
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, This di"lenuna was not, confined' sole1y to psychoanaljtic approaches. Weeks' 
, -, 

(1958) selection of psychometrie tests, seif-ratings, and soci6metric descrip-

tions may have p1ayed a l'ole in establishing the well-known Highfields ~roject 

aS a successful group tnaIrlel for treatment o,f juvenil.:e offenders. Unfortunate1y, ~ 

no fo1low-up data were obtained. Two additional studies involving social work 

intervention fai1ed to demonstrate a treatment effect on any behavioral measure 

'(e.g., completion o! ~ChOO~, grades, deportment),.despite the fact that certain 

attitud~nal or personality indi~s suggested otherwise (Meyer, 'Borgatta, & 

Jones, 1965; Vasey, 1968). , -The Cambriage-Somerville Projec~ (Powers & Witmer, 1951) serves as another 
'" 

example of what is like1y to occUr when problems defined as environmental or 

educational in nature become reinterpreted as psychiatrie. The,author~' 

original conclusion that "none of tq~ 'eva1uative methods emplo~~d iridicates any 

degree of success for the treatment program" (p. xix) has 'been revised to suggést 

that,boys who received psychotherapy yielde? a greater 1ikelihood 'Of SubSeq~ 
arrest and conviction (Cross, 1~~; Teub~r,& Powers t 1953). Again, the data 

obtained during treatment fail to predict re-entry into the juvenile justice 

system. Tbis unfortunate state of affairs in the assess~ent ,of delinquency was 

highlighted by Eysenck (1952), whose criticism of psychotherapeutic out come with 

'delinquents was harsh 'and not entirely acc,urate. There has been at least one 

instance of moderate success using intensive counseling. Adams (1961) ~howed . . 

a greater inciàence of favorabl,e' dis charge from s'tate custody for treated indi-

viduals who were deemed amenable according to "pooled clinica,l judgl'flents." How-

ever, when amen ab le and non-amenab1e.samp1es were combined, there were no 

differences between the treated group and untr~ated controls. The'preliminary 
l , 



o 

D 

UF 
"' 

8 
• 

. 
res~lt$ of the behaviorally oriented Teaehing-Family model (Aehievement Place) 

lend further support te the pOsition that delinqueney is a behavioral problem 

. requiring'ass~sment 'procedures of an empirica1 nature \Fixsen, fhil1ips, & 

Wolf, 1972; Phi11ips, 1968). 

Juvenile delinquency has been a conveni~nt whipping boy for eritics'of 

conventionill psycpotherapy', Nevertheless t evidence is aecumulating which 

-
indicates that a numbe-r of other disorders may' better fit ,a sod,al learning 

model than a psychodynami~ or sociological one. Among ~hese are aggression 

(Patter;on, 1975), withdrawal (Walker & Hops, 1973), alcoholism (S~fue11, Sobel!, 

& Christelman, 1972), obesity (Stuart & Davis, 1972), and depression (Lewinsohn, 

1972). In eaçh case, there ls an increasing effort to design and implement 

empirieally based measures which serve both as diagnostic instruments and depen-

.. dent variables. 

The discussion thJs far has foeused on the issues of eonstruct and predic-

tive validity of psychometrie or impressionistic data applied to prob17ms that 

are essential1y behavipral. Once the decisi~n has been made to inelude·empirical 

indices, one ~ust contront the second methodological question raised ear1ier: 

How does one generate Interpretable data for whicn the .ambiguity of assessment 
" . 

ia reduced ta the lowest possible degr~e? 
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Naturalistic Observation: 1. Theoretical and Empirical Rat~onale 
1 

Naturalistic" observation has~ historically, çontributed little to the 

systematic exploration of human behavior. The advent of behavior modification, 

with its empirical foundation and focus on social learning has been largely 

respon~ible for the recent adoption of this method by psycho~gists whose 

theoretical persuasion is not chiefly ethological. In fact, it has been noted 

that the ~ost significant contribution 9f behavior modification may be its 
/ 

i 

reliance upon and refinement of natura!istic obsèrvation procedures (Johnson & 
\ 

Bo1stad, 1973). 

Prior ta 1960, mental health professionals rarely examined psychological 
1 

disorders ~ithin the context of currently prevailing environmental factors. 

Indeed, the preferred methQd of research often obscured whatever pattern and 

organization may have existed within the natural environment. Experimental 
~-

! 
/ 

treatmen~s were applied exclusively in institutions,.clinics, or ~~ctlL~er~' 

offices; . ~iagnostic and outcome measures consisted of structure~ personalit~'~ 
inventories, projective tests, questionnaires, rating scales, verbal self-report, 

and therapists' impressions. Tot'al reliance on ·these measures has been sharply 
, , 

criticized (Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, & Sechrest, 1966): 

Today, the dominant mass of social science research is based 
upon interviews and questionnaires. We lament this over­
dependence upon a single, f~llible method.- lnterviews and 
questionnaires intrude as a foreign element,into the social 
setttng they would describ~, they create as weIl as measure 

~ attitudes, they elicit atypical roles and responses, they 
are limited to those-who--are accessible and will cooperate, 
and the responses obtained are produced in part by dimensions 
of individual differences irrelevant to the tapie at hand. 
[p. 1) .. 

Because such measures revealed little about the influence of the social 

and physical environment on the organization of behavior. the result was more 
/ 

• 
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intensive study of, and dependence upon, the "black'box," a'quasi-empirical, 

theory-dete~mined attempt to ascribe performanc~ ta hypothetical constructs 

such as traits, attit~des. or needs. Testing for functional relationships 

within the social environment was seldom considered a viabie alternative to the 

"black box. ,1 And, in ~hose few instances where i~ was, there were available 'no 
f ' 

systematic means of analyzlng and interpreting naturalistic da~a. For example, 

as recently as 1955, 18 full day records of children's behavior were collected 

by having observers dictate reports of aIl events as they occurred (Barker, 

Wright, Barker, & Schoggen, 1961). While such efforts to study natùrally 

occurTing phenomena are to be commended on theoretical grounds, logistical 

prob1ems accompanied by numerouS sources of possible artifact1 prèvented the 

rapid emergence of a strong movement in this direction. In addition to the 

fact that only a small amount of usable data could be éxtracted from the massive 

volu.e of transcripts, the following problems have been cited as interfering 

with efficient collection and analysis of naturalistic data; use of participant 

(vs. independent) observers, difficulty in obtaining control ~oups, lack of a 

system f9f encoding or r~ducing complex interactions to interpretable units~ 

ethica1 considerations (e.g., invasion of privacy) and, above aIl, fai1ure ta 

couch hypotheses in terms of overt behavior (Boyd & DeVault, 1966; Wiltems & 

Raush', 1969). 

About 10-15 years ~go, ope~ant researchers b~gan systematic gathering of 

nat~1istic data in a coded or abbreviated fashion. This was carried out in 

the home (Wahler, 1969), school (Harris, Wolf, & Baer, 1964), and institut' 

(Ay11on & Azrin, 1965). Assignment of codes was accomplished by aking down 

E.g., the ~eliability of the observers was n assessed. 



" .-

, 
" 

," 

\ 
! , 

( ), ' 

... 

11 

relevant global patterps of behavior (e.g., aggression) into their component 

responses (i.e., hit, yell, tease, destruction). Clearpperational definiti~ns 

foJ each coded behavior ~ere rormulated' and'memorized by independent (non­

participant) observers so' that subjective judgment wes mihimized,_ Hence, 

recording could be do ne rapidly. 

Hereafter, use of the ~erm "natura1isti observation" refera to (a) the 

record,lng of behavioral avents at the time hey oeeur, (b) the use l' indepen-
, ,;: 

dent, tr~.ined observer coders, and (c) dese 'ptive response~ which require a 

minimum of Inference to be coded (Jones, Reid, & Patteraon, 1975). These cri­
~ 

o teria preelude parent or 'teil'lher report data of any type. regardless of their 
) 

complianee with rules a. and c. Furthermore, the term does not include global 

ratings or reports by independent asseSSOrS. as these are necessarily retro­

-speGtiva-and .rely extensively' on subj~ctive impres~ion. 

Suppose one assumes that a given ?bservation (or rating) x is subject to 

various sources ?f error (e) which, if inoperative, would enable x to represent 

a totally accurate' or "true" observation. In deference to the hazards of en-

ga~ing in a philosophical considerat ion of "truth," the aut~oI" proposes the 
[ , , , 

following definition for reasons of mathematical uti1'ity. A "true" score shall 

be one in whiçh corresponding obser~ed and emer scores are uncorrelated and 
, 

in which error scores on different administrations are also ûncorrelated (Lord 

& Novick, 1968). 

While the relative magnitude of "e" for both "ratings and coded observations 

would be virtually impossible to as certain outside,of the laboratory. it lS' 

possible to identify the major so~ces of potential error which differentially 

affect the two ty'pes of scores in field settings. 'Four sou~ce dimensions are 

relevant: simultaneous vs. r~trospective collection, molar vs. molecular units, ~ 

, . 
. , iilJk ,-,~.LJ.i .. ,."":;A">!!aSZW$'f4:~!4Li. ,,' < 
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global vs. speci~ic reportlng, and participant vs. non-participant observa-
1 A 

tion. AlI of the studies that have examinèd the degree of asscrciation between 

ratings of child behavior and natur~listic observation aÙow at least two of 

the source dimensions~to vary concurrently. Global reports are, by. nature, 
" 

rètrospective, as are most behavior checklists. Discrete responses (molecular 
• 

units) are often ~ecorded by paPtlcipant observer~. Conse4uently, it is diffi-

cult, if not impossible,~to de termine which,experiments are most relevant to a 

particu~ar dimension. For purposes of organization, an attempt has been made 

t~ arbitrarily cite various studies in which at le~st part of the measurement 

errar is due 'to a particular source. 

It seems clear ~hat re~spective Qata are highly selective and reflect 

characteristics of' the observer more than attr~butes of a subject, (Vernon, 

, 1964). Neverthelç,ss" as indices of perception, retrosp~cti ve ratings may' , . . , 
represent soéia~ values. 'Therefore, they may \be generalizable to a variety of 

cul~ally relevant criterion situations. This is particularly true since 
'\ 

c~iterion measures g~nerally involve subjective judgments, opinions, and ~ 
~ 

of Usigni.ficantn others (Wiggins, 1973). In other words, retrospective measures 

maYe be mOI'e valid externally than. inte~ally. Such a position supports the use 
-

of these measures for speciflc'purposes. 

Notwithstand~ng, inherent measuremënt error May be substantial. 'In a 

seri~s\of interviews, it was discovered that mothers' c~ent perception of . \ 1 \ . . 
: ~ 

earlie~ experiences 'and attitudes often showed little relationship to simila~ 
" 

ratiDgs taken at the time of those events (Haggard, Brekstad, & Skard, 1~60). 

Schnelle (197~) failed to find the slightest relationship petween parents' 

written estimates of prior school attendance and t~e actual.attendance patte~n, 

'despite the fact t'bat such behavior is cll!!ar1y defined and easily monitored. 
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, The accumulation of data On molecular behavioral units or. discrete re-

sponses (e.g., vacant staring) within a behavior class (e.g .• social withdrawal) 

is a strategy which typically yields ,higher levels of inter-observer agreement 

than do conventional forms of trait attribution (Becker, ~960; Walter & Gilmore, 

1973). This may be accounted for by the use of descriptive categories in 

naturalistic observation rather than omnibus categories that employ evaluative 

judgrnent. Reliability of eva1uative measures requires agreement o'tl both the 

topography and the intent of a behavior. At' a more global level, it depends 

upon consensus as to the "value" of an attribute.' Hischel (1968) points out 

that thé use of summary reports for trait assessrnent is based on a variety of 

cognitive and perceptual processes producing "constructed consistencies" in 

evaluation. When attribute levels (1. e., global ratings) remain stable despi te. 

fluctuations in' the-ir manifestations (behaviors), traits can be seen hs con-

structs of th,e observer rather than as' attributes of the subj'ect. A totally 

different levei of human judgment (wÙh less susceptibility to the observer 

bias) is involved in the ongoing recording or discrete behavior units and re­

porting of data in terms of amplitude, frequency, rate, and d~ation of speë'ific 

, 
lIesponses. Proponents of'this forttl of co1:1.ection contend that the division of . , 

a given attribute (e.g., withdrawal) into a number of narrow'ly defined components 

and the extensiv~ sampling of these components will yield a result of greater 

generalizability than a more glqbal rating. 

It should not, therefore, be assumed that retrospective behavior ratings/ 

are accurate reflections of real behavior (Novick, Rosenfeld, Block, & Davidson, 
\ 

1966; Wiggins, 1973; Yarrow, Campbell, & Burton, 1964). Indee.d, the evidence 

demonstrates only a, very weak relationship at best. Adult ratlngs .of child 

deviance and observed deviance have prodQced low-level, generally non-significant 
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correlations (Guerney, Shapiro, & Stover. 1969; Lobitz ~'Johnson. 1974). 

The tendency in most .clinical studies. has been for parents 1:0 overestimate -

2 treatment effects. Clement and Milne (1973) concluded thàt parental reports 

of improvement seemed unreasonably favorable in comparison to less reactive 

measures including observed behavior frequencies. In the same study, ~arents 

in a no-treatment control group reported improvement to the sarne degree as 
- ,\ 

parents in the treatment conditi~ns, desplte ~lear dlfferences on other forros 
1 

of assessment. CoUins (1966) showe'd that parents reported signifièant improve-

men t in' t heir child '.s behavior even though therapy had not yet begun. Walter 

& Gilmore (1973) found that parents in a placebo-control (pseudotherapy) group 

reported positive changes in behavlor. Further, th~ir rated expectancies for 

progress remained high, despite the fact that home observations indicated th~t 

child behayior was becoming increasingly deviant. Mothers' and fathers' des­

criptiolls of child behaviol:' have ShOW!1' 6n1y low or moderate correlation (Eron, 

Banta, Walder, & Laulicht, 196i) , whi.le the r~1at ionship between parent and 

teacher ratings ls even lowe.r (Becker. 1960). Investigators have faHed to 

\ show a consistent relationship between\Child sympto~s r~ported glohally hy 

parents and rates of noxious behavior observed by independent observers in the 

home (Hendriks, 1972; Tharp, Wetze1, G Thome, 1968) and in the 1aboratory 

(Honlg, Tanneribaum, & Ca1d~el1, 1968~ Radke-Yarrow, 1963; Sears, 1965). 

POOl' estimation of chi Id behavior levels ls not confined to parents. 

BernaI (personal communicationj found non-significant rank orqer ~orrelations ~ 
./~'-
1----

f, 2 ~ . \~:" 
Severa! hypotheses regarding the over-estimati6n~h~ve been offered. For 

example, parental ~atings may represent one's conception of an ideal relation­
ship (Be~ker, 1960), a tendency to p~tray the family'as a cultural stereotype 
(HcCord & McCord~ 1961), or recent exposure to recomm~dations of a reknowned 
child-rearing expert (Robbins, 1963). . . 

./ 
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in comparing observation data 'with a behavior checklist,completed by teachers. 

Moreover, the relative pl;>portions of students assigned' to dev,iant and nonnai 

groups by the observation data were significantly différent from the check1ist , 
classification. A number of other studies have demonstrated that teacher 

ratings of pupil behavior do not show significant convergent validity with, 

observation data (Jones & Cobb~ 1973~ Krumboltz & Goodwin.'l966). Wickman 

(l~28) an? Haccoby and ~~sters (1970) have aiso raised doubts as the validity 

of teaoher ratings. while Wah1er and, Leske (1973) have demonstrated that 

teachers' summ~ry reports w€re not indicative of actual levels or changes in 

child behavior. 

Bolstad (1~4) found that scores on a measure of teacher attitude and a 

bepavior checklist did not correlate significantly with each other or with 
J 

observed rates of, 'appropriate or off .. task behavior, F1:lrthermore, proportion '\ 

scores of attending behavior wére signJfië~ntly positive1y correlated with 

reading achlevement. It has aiso been demonstrated that specifie academic 

beh~viors su ch as attending to task, talking ta teacher about academic material. 

/vo1u~teering, and tal~ng to peers about academic material were significantly 

related to achievemen~ scdres in r~ading (Cobb. 1970) and arithmetic (Cobb, 

1972). More recent research (Cobb & Hops. 1973; Hops & Cohb, 1973~ Walker & 

Hops, 1974) has démonstrated a functional relationship beVween specifica~ly 

taught faci1itative behaviors and aehievement. It has also been ~bown that 
. 

classroom behavior predicts ac~demic achievement over.the school year about as 

weIl as intelligence te~ts and that the additlon o~ béhavioral info~ation to 

test scores provides a more accurate prediction of· achievement than that ob~ 

tained by either measure alone (McKinney,.Hason. Perkerson. S Clifford, 1975). 
ror 

, i;:&zeat)(1U:SiZ ... . MM); 
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Although the majority of studies have shown that parents and teachers are 

unreliable observers even wnen tracking a, single, well-defined class of bel'Jav-

101', there is contradictory evidence which supports convergence between this 

form of monitoring and independently observed behavior. It has been suggested 

tha't if parental reports for relatively discrete categories were limited to the" 
'. 

preceding 24 hoUl"s, ,these would indeed correla"te with actual frequencies 

(Douglas ~ al" 1968). Using a modified version of this strategy, Peine (l970) 
; , 

did, in fact, obt~in data yielding high intra-subject reliabilitles. Ne ver-

fheless, frequency data were grossly in er~or. Noncompliance was undér-

estimated by as much as 700%. In another, aforemention~d study (Walter & 

GiImore, ~973), attention~placebo control,subjects gav~ gl~bal ratings which" 

were in glaring c6ntrast to the overall pattern of deviant behavior. Yet, 

they were able to track on-the-spot specifi~~et behaviors with accuracy. 

• • ~ It ls interesting to note that this practice failed to lnflue~ce global assess-

mént. ~ HInes (1974) f6und that adul.ts combined accurate persona1,obsèrva,tions 

with an experimenter's diagnostic label in fOrming an overall impression of a . , 
l 

child. 'This label ("deviant" or "l'lormal") carried the heaviest weight in thi.s 

combination. When. the inf~rmation from the two sourC,f!S of data was contra­

dictory, th~ induced expectancy determined adults' ratings of the chilq, 
- , 

Pa'tterson, Shaw, and Eb~r (1969), also assumed that parents èould colle ct , 
accurate data wh~n c~tegory definitions were ~ecise. tater research failed 

to support this cohcl':lSion as the parents' daily report showed no re1ationship 

whatever to obseVvation data (Patterson, personal comm~ication). On the basis 

of this finding, Patterson and his co-workers have i~lemented a daily telephone 

interview procedure in which only the occurrence or non-occurrence of selected 

behaviors fs not'ed (Jones, '1974). f 
/ , -

\ 

" 
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Despite the fact that both participant and non-participant observation 

may produce reactive effects, it again appears that coding as practiced by an 

unbiased, independent observer has the advantage of reducing the errer variance. 

Harri~ (1969) showed that mothers' data were not as reliab1e as those obtained 
• & 

by non-participant observera. Also, the participant or familiar observer has' 

the potentia1 for exerting 'greater con~rol over the events to he recorded than 

a less active or~amiliar counterpart (Mash & Hed1ey, 1974). Herbert and Baer ,t,. , 

(1972) found thaf the mean percent agreement b~tween mother'and observer codibg 

mother's attention to appropriate behavioro was 46%. When two independent . 
. , 

observers were us~d, the re1iabi1ity rose to 90%. 

It would appear that teacher or parent ratings are.susc~ptible to more 

sources bf error than simultaneous recording and reporting of molecular units 
..... t • • 

by independent observers. As such, the latter form is considered to be more 

representative of the "true score" as defined, earlier; thus it can be said that 

ongoing recording of dis crete behavioral units by an independent obserover i5 

more objective. lt wo~1d seem, on that basis alone, that' one could safely 

employ them as standards against which to compare less reliab1e forms. 

In an effort to train individuals to becorne more accurate observers in 

their own setting, Wah~er and Leske (1973) conducted an experiment in which 40 

elementary school teachers vfewed a series of 15 video tapes depictin~ six 

children engaged in independen~ seat work.' The chi1dren were, actually following 

ppep~ed scripts which systematical1y determined' the perc~ntage of time they 

were working appropriately or behaving in a distractible fashion. One of the 

children's distractible behaviors was faded-over the 15 ségments, such.that she 

produced off-task behavior on 75% of the first tape, 70% of the second, and ,so 

on, wit~ each subsequent tape po~aying a decrease ir.roff-task responses of 

, ' 
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5%. " One group of teachers was given instruction in how to sequentially sample 

behavioral events and record frequencies of specified resp~nses, ~hil~ another 

group o['eceived no such input. At the conclusion of ea'ch tape, aIl teachers 
, 

",ère required to rate e,ach child on a seven-point "dis1;:ractibili ty" scale • 
. 

Results showed that the untrained teachers were qui te' inaccurate in their 

ratings of the target child, most failing to report even slight "improvementll 

unti.}. the 13th tape (when the c,hild was only 2,5% distractible. or after a 50% 

shift). The trained teachers were considerably more accurate in their apprai-

saIs, as ratings of most were sensitive to a shift of on1y 15%). 

In a successful replication of this study, Leslie (1975) examined the 

direction of the behavior change as weIl as the effects of systematic observa-

tion. Subjects viewed a series of 

proving" or "deteriorating" order. 

five video tapes in either gradually "im­

Comparéd to subjects who passively o~erved, 
those who applied the prescribed tracking techniques perceived a greater amount 

of éhange andfestimated ~~ificant~y less overal1 deviant behavior. 

~either of these analogue studies presents protocols in a.sequence which 

represents a non~linear pattern of behavior. While improvement may be rela-

tively graduaI, it may eventually reach an asymptote and occasionallY,~evert to-
, , 

ward baseline. Reversion is particularly likely when contingencies are with-

drawn abruptly. The ~xtent to which improvement continues- to be reported 

during a plateau phase and that to which subsequent dete~ioration goes undetected 

arelimportant criteria in the asse~sment of observation skills. 
/-

-<J.~ 

'Taken as a whole, these studies offer li ttle comfort to the behavioral 

cl~ician or researcher whose assessmant data are generated solely ~hrough 
"': , 

means of inte~iew, qùestionnaire, or psychometrie test battery. 

" 

l 
i 
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Wahler 'and Leske (1973) state, with ample justification, that parents and 

teachers will continue ta provide reports that summarize a c1uster or dis crete 

responses Ce.g., immaturitY',aggressiveness). Behavidrally oriented interven­

tions typically inelude pinpointing and traeking overt t~rget behaviors Ce.g., 

noncomplianee, out of seat), but it is not uncommon for bath therapist and 

èbserve~ to 1apse into mor~ global descrjptive statements even when more spe-

cific data aré available. One tactie has been to discourage the use of eo~-

structs. However, in a field whieh clings ta relatively global psychiatrie 

jargon, it might bt:; more/productive to improve the aecUracy of observation and 

thereby improve both the use of this, jargon and<the resulting summary reports. 

. In an attempt to replicate the findings of Wahler and Leske (l973~ ,and 

Leslie (1975), the present study used similar procedures in a modified form. 

It was deemed desirable to separate the effeets of the\-initial observation ... 
, 

training itself from those of praeticing the skills on a routine basia. Cer-

.' 

tainly, it is nC"t uneommon for ad,Jlts to receive training in tracking followed 1 . / 
only by e~eouragement for employing the skill. Whether systematic data collec-

tion is carried out depends largely on the whims of :the individual. Many 

clients 'are simpl.y not eonvineed of ,the value of complying wi th the~'suggestion. 

Consequently, this newly acquired skill may weIl be lost after à period of in-

activity. / 
/ 

One problem which arises when individual~ are, in fact, tracking behavior 

is a decline i~ theil' accurecy q~er time. In a study by 0' Leary and Kent 

(1973), fixed groups of trained observers who we,re restricted ta obsérvation 

and computation of reliab~lity coefficients within their own membership began 

ta 'drift in their appl.ipation of 'a behavioral code. Although intra-group 

reliability (agreement) remained high, recordings on pre-coded video tap~s 

'\.. 

, / 
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gradually showed less relationship to the aftual pattern and to data obtain~d 

from other groups of observers. This phenomenon was attributed to the develop-
Cl 

.-
ment of idi05yncratic definitions of behaviors to be coded. There 5eems to be 

. , 
a strong.possibility that a single trained observer who receives no feedback 

throughout the course of weeks or months may also be coding according ta 

gradually shifting criteria. For instance, in order for "disappx:ov.al" ta be 

coded during the baseline phase, an observer might require that a child display , 
sorne forro of a subtle tonal quality in addition ta a negative verbal statement. 

Ho~ever, a few weeks later, the' sall}e statement might be recorded as "disapproval" . , 
in th~sence of this tone. The observer may feel that he is adhering ta , 

the original definitibn when he i5, in !act, drifting. In order ta prevent this 

from occurring, researchers have rotat'ed ob'servers such that reliahility checks , .. 
are made on all pO$sible pairs. In add~tion, per~odic retraining on pre-coded 

tapes has been instituted (Johnson & Bolstad, 1973J. While these precautions 

are feasible fOl ~se with trained professional obServers, they are much less 

approp~iate for teachers or parents 'who may be expected ra colléct data over 
" 

an extended period of time. Still, their tendency to drift might weIl affect 

bath thei; recording of specifi~ behàviors, and also any surnmary reports thay 

might. sOOmi t. One possible means of removing this artifactual variable i5 to 
() .' 

use a rotating, calibrating observer or.externa1 monitor whowould be respon-

sible fo; recording simultaneously, on a tlme sampling basiè, the sarne behav-
. " 

iors designated for tb~,parent or teacher. For general clinical use in the 
" 

> • 

school setting& the ~e of parent aides, student teachers,.secretaries, or 

various administ~ative personnel could jserve this purpose. The teacher would 
"" 

define to each external mopitor the'topography of the response required for 

inclusion in a particular code category. Fôllowing'a period in which ,both 
.\ 
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were ~eco~ding individùal~~ehavio~s fo~ the same subject(s). a comparison of 

resul ts could· be made. In this manner, a teacher might be preve,nted from 

drifti~g as she would be calibrating her ~eliability-with a number of su~ple-

mentary obse~vers. It is ~ypothesized that such a procedur~ ~ill improve the 

accuracy of both frequency and duration data, and hence, the quality of sum-

mary ~epo~ts. 

( 

ttYPothesis: . Experiment ! 

Teachers' ratings.. of child behavior will show greate~ convergence wi th in-
, . 

dependently obse~ed lev~l~ of distractibility as a function of training, 

practice; and feedback in systematic observation. 

Hethod: Expe~iment l 

Subjects 

~s were 40 elementary school teachers (grades i-3) en~olled in a continuipg 

education c6ur!se in behavior modification at HcGill University. Participants 

were matched on ce~ain target child v~iables (ta be desc~ibed in Experiment , 

II) and were then ranked ana consecutive~assigned to one of four groups 

(0 = 10) as follows: - . 
El.: Ss received no training in observation skills o~ data gathering 

technIques and were not encou~aged to attempt systematic assess-

·ment of any kind. In order to control for differences in 

àubject-inst~uctor contact'hours, El recei:ed a ~wo-hour 

placebo input on pharmacological intervention ~ith hyperactive 

children in lieu of thê observation training. session. 
/ 

-------...... --------------------_______ ImI __ ffi'!:!"'--_ ,,_. ___ lt..~_~' ..... t:t_)_ 1, .. 
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: This group received one two-hour session of obs~rvation 
" 

training consisting of instruction and practice in syste-

matic vi~wing of classroom interaction and cOllecting of 

data qn specified behavio~s (e.g., noncompliance, o~t-of-
(~, 

1 

seat). Using video t~pes, teachers learned three common 

recording procedures: event recording,.which provides 

measures of frequency of oécurrence of target behaviors; 

'duration recording, which provides measures of the duration 

of occ~rence; and occurrence-nonoccurrence (interval) 

recording, which can provide estimates of both the frequency 

and rate of the target response. Where appropriate, the 

obtained data were converted into rate per minute, or 

proportion of intervals Jn which the behavior had occurred. 

The session involved pract!ce in deciding which sampling 

procedure was most ,eff.icient yet.would sti~l yield a valid 

representation of the behavioral levels in question. This 

was followed by application of the selected strategy. A 

minimum or six,t~get behaviors ~d accompanying tapes served 

as practice material. Teachers were given encouragement to 

use thè techniques in their own setting, but were not ra-

, qu.ired to do sa. 

Eq: Members of this group received one two-hour session of obser­

va't'1on training identical to that deséribed above, plus the 

assignment of coll,ectipg data daily (lttràckinglt ) ·on selected 

behaviors (2-~) emitted by a target child ~n their own class-

room. In addition, teachers were required to ,submit a weekly 

-~ 
l 
\. 

. . 
~~. 4:~~ ~,~;.rli)~~_l~~, ~:~_.~.":,,' , 1 
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wri tten r,ecord of t,he data to the instructor in order to 

gain admiss~on ta the session. (This group is analogous 
, 

to Wahler and Leske's experimen~al group; the daily data 

collectioh i8 comparable to test trials cooducted on conse~ 

cutive days). 

E4 : Ss receiv.ed one session of observation training and were 

assigned the task of daily data collection as desc~ibed for 

g;oup E3, It was further stipulated that members of E4 would 
-

recruit a thirâ party mo~itor (e.g., stuàent teacher, 

parent aide~ free-flow ~eacher, assistant principal) from 
, 
within the schoo~ who would obs~rve the' targ~t child and 

record data along with 1:he teacher. This forro of. "relia-

bili ty" assessment was to be carried out for a minimum of 

three l5-minute periods pel' week. Each teacher was respon-

~ible for training her own calibrators using predetermined 

definitions and observation strat~gy. The i4entity'of the 

external monitor ch~ged periodically but not systematicaIly, 

as a pa~tial<contro+ against observer drift in a fixed 

teacher-monitor pair, Admittance to the weekly course ~ 

me~tin~ was contingent ~on the teacher submi tting bath sets 

..,... of data to the instructoI'. 3 

• 

""-
3 Teachers in aIl four conditions were accustomed to having aide~, 

studertt teachers, etc., on a regular basis, sç that E4 does not differ alons 
a dimension of adult ,contact, 

III 
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Procedure 

One week prioI' to observation training (or placebo input fo1';' El)' aIl Ss 

were presented wi th a strategy foI' pinpointin~ and defining targe't behaviors. 

Each t~pcher had isolated three target behaviors for a preselected child in 

her class and had been required to formulate definitions for these. Two weeks 

fol1owing the observation training (or placebo), teachers viewed the first of 

, . 
a ser-ies of seven video protocols, each of which depl.cted two boys sefted a,t 

adjacent desks whose r-ates of off-task (distractible) behavioI' were systemati-

cally manipulated. The behavior of one child was varied such that he emi tted 

distractible behavior during 70% of the first tape, 60% of the second, and so 

on until he was o~f-task on only 30% of the, fifth protocol. On the basis of 

episodes 1-5, this chi Id , s behavior could be construed as "irnproving." A 

matched set of 30% and 40% off-task tapes was ,aIso produced and const,i tuted 

trials six and s-even r-espectively. The behavior of the other boy was he Id 

relatively constant at a level of 35-45% off-task. Children were assigned the 

task of independently s01ving arithmetic problems presented in workbook • .. 
The pr-otocoJ.s were pÏ'oduced by di:recting the children to follew prepared 

scripts which prescribed the 'topograp~ of the respense e~ch w0l:lId emi t • fte 

IO-minute segment was divided into 40 15:-seaond interva1s. At the beginning 

of an interval, individua1 instructions werè given te the children by a director 

who wrote them on a blackboard. The boys were asked to produce one or two of 

the following responses: out-.of-seat, talkibg wi,th peer, manipulate ob1ect, 

look aroùnd, or work. In cases where a chil.d was told to produce two responses 

within 

always 

an interva1, these 7re to oceur seque.ntiallY, not 

involved ~hifting /rom one distraotible behavlor te 

/ 

concurrently, and 

another. When a 

:unE hM .. 1 StM" ,;;ç....,,~, 

... 

Ki ' .. 
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task-relevant response Was evoked, i t was carried on for the entire 15 

seconds. The responses were randomly assigned to intervals wi thin the 

, " 
script, although th!,! ratio of appropri?te to inappropri~te behavior WpS pre-

arranged for each chi~d. 

Teachers observed one tape pel' week for seven weeks. They were told that 

the protocols were to be used for train}ng independent observers ,on' a class-

l'oom coding system, and that- the purpose of screening them was to assess the 

4-
complexity of the tape by determining the l,evel of distractible behavior. 

Tapes used for tl'ain+ng were to be catalogued in this manner so that the 

instructor could better eviüuate the performance of tlle independënt observers. 

58 were not given an instructional set wlth respect to an expected patte:t"n of· 

child behavior, nor were they advised of any diagnostic labelS. 
\ 

Just before showing each tape, the instructor wrote the four distractible'" 

response categories on the blackboard and asked the teachers to refer to this \ 

list in any way which would help them make 'a more ~ccurate overall appràisal. 

Members of the three experimental groups Were asked to record frequericies for 

each. Teachers were instructed to watch each tape carefully, to remain 
o 

silent, and at the conclusion, to place a mark on a seven-point "distracti-

bility" scale at the point which best described how the target child compared , 
to students with whom the teachers ordina~y de~lt (i. e., peer norms). 

Teachers retained no record of their ratings nom week to week. 

\ 
If 

Number of different behavior categories required to accUl'Çltely code the 
sequence. 

• 1 , 
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Results: Experiment l 

Gr6ups and standard devia.tions for ratings on each proto col are presented 

in Table 1.1. The data were analyzed by assigning to each of the seven protocols 

an idealor st,andard rating to which obtained scores could be compared. Because 

tqe amount of distractible behavior decreased in a linear fas~ion (trials 1-5) 

it was assumed that total1y accurate ratings should depict a similar pattern. 
1· 

Ratings on ~apes six and sëven (3Q% and 40%.distractible) should coincide 

direct~ with those for protocols five and four~ respectively •• 

Table l.l. 

Group Means and Standard Deviations for Ratiugs 

) .-Prçtocol El E2 
E ' E4 1 • 3 

Melins 
. 1" 

1 6.4 6.'6 6.3 6.8 
2 

,~ 
6.2 S~4 5.5 6.1 

-3 6.4 6.5 .5.0 5.5 
, .. 

4 5.3 ~·5.5 4.,0 4.5 
5 3.6 4;.). 3.2 3.5 
6 4.2 2.7 2.9 3.Q 
7 3.8 5.5 3.-4 3.3 

St.andard l>eviations 

l. .84327 .,69921 .4"8305 .42164 
2 .91894- :69921 .70711 .73?8S 
3 .69921 .:84984 " 1.24722 .70'711 
4 1.49443 1.26930' .66667 .84984 
5 1.07497 1.52388 

1 

1.47573 l.Oa-012 
6 1.87380 .b4868 ! .87559 ':f .94281 
7 1.31656 1.17851 1.50554 .67495 .. ( 

K. ;4 

" Ideal rating for the" first protocol was identifted "7. l' Each "tape 1~e as . ' \ . 
(th~ugh no •. 5) was assigned a rating one point 10wer than the previous tape,', 

~; ;" , 

<.\.. <. 
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Vi~tually any standard could have been u$ed as long as the order and magnitudé 

of the differences between protocols wa~ preserved. The assignment of number 

"7" to the first tape offered the added advantage of ré'presenting the modal 

and median ratings for each of the f~ur'groups of subjects. Table 1.2 presents 

the standard ratings for each protocol, while Table 1.3 shows the means and 
" 

standard deviations for deviation scores. 
o 

Table 1.2 r 

Standard Ratings for Eaeh Protocol 

Protocol number 
l 2 3 4 5 6- 7 

Percent of distract- 70 60 50 40 30 - 30 40 
ible behavior 

----~~ 

Standard rat ing 7 6 5 - 4 3 3 -~-

• 
Figure 1.1 shows ;the mean group ratings for each trial and the correspondi'hg 

standard ratings: A repeated measures ANOVA was performed on the seven devia-

tion scor~s iipr the four groups. Resul ts are presented'::< in q'able 1. 4 • Main 

effects for groups (I= 7.014, df = 3, 36; È..< .001) ~nd protocois (~= 4.625, 

df = 6, '<216; E. < .001) were found ~ as weIl as 

the two factors (F ~ 1.,804, ~ = 18, 216; E. '< 

a SigniriC~eraction between 

.03). Orthogonal'~omparisons 
", 

'- . 
(Winer, 1971) between th~four group rneans were performed, revealiog dlf.:.(e-

rences between the two pairs of group~. 'El and E2 deviâted from s,tan.dard 

ràtings significantly more than did Ea and E4~ the members of,whieh were 

'collecting daily data (r = ,17.643. df ~ ~, 180; E. < .01). Thus, the'null 

hypothesis may be rej-ected. Group E
2

', ,~hich 'received one session df observation 

" 

-
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training, did not differ from controls. However, those groups,conducting 

daily data collection idemonstrated greater sensitivity to changing ppoportiçn:;; 

of distractible behavior. The addition of an external monitor was not a ' 

significant factor in improving the accuracy of E4 although its overall mean 
J" 

dev~ation scor~ ~f ~586 was lower than that of_.843 ~or E3 (F ,= 3.773, df = 

1 , 36; E.. < • 1) • 
• 

Table 1.3 

Me,ans and Standard Deviations for Deviation Scores 

Protocèl El E
2 E3 ,E4 

Means 
1 

1 .6 .4 .7 .2 
,2 .8 .6 .7 .5 

3 1.4 ~.5 1.0 .7 
4 1.7 1.7 .• 4 .7 
5 .8 1.3 1.2 ~7 

6 "'- 1.6 .7 .7 .6 
7 1.0 1.7 1.2 .7 

Standard Deviati~ 

1 .84321 .69921 .48305 .42164 
2 .42164 .51640 .48305 .52705 
3 .69921 .84984 .66667 .48305 
4 .94868 .9~868 .51640 .674'95 
5 .91894 1. 33749 .78BBI .94868 
6, 1.50554 .67495 .48305 .. 69921 
7 .81650 .82327 1.03279 .67495 

'It was considered' important to determine at which point teache~ 

-~----
group Initially, perceived "im(>rovement." A series of cl1i-~.squâré analyses wére 

, ~~-~ 

performed to test for independence ~the basis of the nu~er of 
-~ 

-~- ,--

subjects whO$~ ratings had dropped by a, minilll~ of orle point from the firsi: 
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t~ial. While 14 of 20 teachers in E3 a~d E~ detected the 10% change, this 

was true for oply five members of the remaining 20 Ss (see Figure i.2). Group 
" , 

differences were found <X2 = 9.123, df = 3; ~ < .05) and an ~ posteriori test 

of independence showed that Ep and E4 were superior to El and E2 in perceiving 

improvement:' <X2 = 8.120 1 ~,~ 3; E. < .05). Group 

~ = 3; ~ < .01) and differences between combined 

differences (X2 = 11.143, 

2 
group~ (X = 16.942, df = 3; 

. ...... 

E, ~ .01) vere still apparent when the crit~rion for detectÏ.on of improvement \ 

was a miniarum one point drop by the third,(50% distractible).protocol. Seven-

teen 9f the 20 teachers tracking daily lowered their ratings; only four of 20 

in ~he other groups did. At the point whe~e the target child was off task only 

40% of the time, fi ve of the 20 teachers in El and. E2 still had not responded 

to the change, while àll'members of E~ ànd E4 had recorded at least a one-

. point decrease; this dlfference was not statistically s~gnificant for groups 

2 2' (X = 6.171, df ~ 3; n.s.) or combined grou~s (X = 5.714, df = 3; n.s.). It 

would appear that observation training combined'with daily tracking enabled 
-e/ 

the major~~ of ~he teachers to detect a loi increase in task-qrlented behav-

101'. Most of those who did not receive both trainin'g and practice required 

changes of .30% before their summary reports were altered (see Figure 1.1). 
, 

A test: of the ability to maintain a constant rating on the second (matched) 

30% protoco1 (trial 6) revealed no diffe~ences (X2 = 3.29, df = 3; n.s.). 

Many subjects in each experimental group, and aIl in E2' demonstrated a "halo" 
1 

efféct (i.e~, they perceived less distractible behavior). Only the control 
) • ! ........ 

group Mean vas higher on the second 30% trial than the first (hx = +.6, a 

t.lther surprising finding, given that an instructional set or expectation for 

continued i~rovement had allegedly been developed by experimental sqbjects. 
~ 

Oespite the disparate trend demonstrated by El' tbe on~y group difference 

. ; 
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appeared between El and E2 (Newman-Keuls, ~ < .01), the 1ptter yielding a 

mean 

tié'ü 

were 

of -1.4 between.ratings on 

"Jalo" effect. Difference 
\ 

-.~ and -.5, respectively. 

, -\ 
\ 

matched protoc01s. This indicated a substàn-

scores between,tria1s 5 and 6 for E2 and E3 

Table 1.4 

\ Ana1ysis of Variance 'of Deviation Scores 

\ 
Source 

Hean ' 
A (Group) 
Errol'. 
B (Protoco1) 

, A X B 
Errol' 

'" E. < .05 
** E. < .01 

*** 2. <: .001 

ss 

237.72707 
14.32831 
24.51414 
17.02135 
19.92108 

132.48470 

DF MS ' r 

1 237.72707 349.11157 
~ 4.77610 7.01390*** 

36 .68095 
6 2.83689 ' 4.62520*''1* 

18 1.10673 1.80438* 
216 .61336 

Somewhat different resu1ts emerged between ratings on the sixth and.seventh. 

pr,otocols (i.e., mild d~t~ri~ration)., E2, following a demonstration of the 

most extreme "haîo" effect observed, differed fro~ aIl other groups in that 
r • 

aIl 10 of its subjects reported heightened distractibility (X
2 = 14.164, ~ = . 

3. E. < .(U). On1y two ~s i~ group, El reported deterioration, whi1e seven Ss 

in E3'and five in E4 detected a change in the proper direction. An ANOVA 

was performed ta test for differences in magnitude between à subject's rating 

on the second 30% tape plus one. It was ass~med that a one-point increase 

was comniènsurate wi th the degree of actual regt'ession in the target child' s" 

on-tas~ behavior. A main effect for groups t!as found CI = ~.045_, ~ = 3, 36; 

E. <: :05). Orthog~nai comparisone, sboye4 that El and E2 were, once again 1 more 

• 1 
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vàriable ln their ratings', hence, less, reliable thim obser~rs in Ea and E4 . 
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Discussion: Experiment l 

, f 

The results of this study'strongly support the hypothesis that subjects 

who. systematically observed and tracked child pehavior on a dai~y basis'per-

ceived changes in behavior leveis earlier and with greater accuracy than those 

~ho did not collect daily .data. Most interesting was the discovery that a 

"one shot" training session was ineffective in improving the accuracy of 

summary reports. A weekly res~atement.of behavioral definitions and encourage-

ment for collecting frequency data during test trials was not sufficient ta 
1 

raise the pe~formance or group E2 ov~r that of untrained control subjects • 
• 

It may be that a logic,al rationale and periodic encouragement are simply 

not power fuI enough to raise motivational leveis sa that observers will con-

scient.iously apply relevant techniques. This suggests that the impetus for 

accurate tracklng ls generated by the tracking itse1f. In other words, the 

systema~ic observation i~ perceived as useful only after it has been employed. 
, 

'Such ~n Interpretation coincides with the cognitive dissonance model (Fes-' 
) 

tingfr,' 1957), ~hereby effort may be perceived as warranted simply because 

it has peen exerted. Another possibility is th~t ,the daily data provide a 
.,.« 

forro or feedback to the observer which is viewedps both interesting and poten-

tially usèful. Such a phenomenon i5 often reported by newly trained observers 

and this could serve to heighten motivation for sub$equênt tracking. 

The effects of the training itse~f canno~be isolated from motivational 
.J 

components in the present studY. Whether E2 failed to retain the skills or 

lacked the incentive. to apply them diligeptly in test trials is a matter of 

coniecture. Hambers of this group did~>indeed, record frequencies which Were 
, 

cha~acterized b~ moderatel~ higher variab~lity than those obtained by E3 or 

E4' This sugg~sts greater individual differences in definitions, attending, 

, 
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or recording for E2, Since all members of this group detected an inc~ease'in 

di5tractibie behavior on tqe final trial, it i5 unlikely that a failure ta 

attend to the stimul~s accounted for a major portion ,of the variance in fre-

quency data. The fact that ratings for ~2 did not show a great deal more 
". . 

variability in early trials than those obtained for E3 .and E4,suggests that 

su~ reports were filed without consideration of recorded frequencies, 

5uch a tendency has been noted by a number of investigators (Johnson & Bol-

stad, ~973; O'Leary & Kent, 1973; Scott, Burton, & Yarrow, 1967; Wa1tèr & 

Gilmo:re t 1973). It may be that the subject,s who were colle~<;-ting daily data 

in their own classrooms had come ta rely on these as a b~sis upon which ta 

file global reports. 

The present study was a successful replication Qi experimental effects 

demonstrated by Wah+er 'and Leske (1973), Despit~ differences ~n design and 

procedures that would mitigate against obta~ning simi~ar re~ult~ the pre­

sent study, the fi~dings were virtua11y iden~ical. 7hese fa:tor~ ~uded 
" 

fe~er stimulus children to be observed (2 vs. 6), the, rating of only one child 

(vs. 6); and larger decrements in distractible behaYdor (10\ vs,'S%), Each 

of tbeae should have contributed to a more easily detected change; on this, 

k~:~~~~, lt 18 worth nothing. that near~ aU subjects reported .improvement at 
.' ' , , 

~the 'point where distractible behavior occurr~d 40% of the time' compared to 
. ,_~,_ ' , 5 
of the interltl~ inlthe ~al~r and Leske experiment, .. Also corroborated were several findings reported by Leslie (1975j, who 

'found that systematic observation functioned to improve the accuracy of 

5 Differences·in inter-trial intervals (one week vs, one'day); the lengtn 
of protocols '(10 vs. 15 minutes) and the latency between training and initial 
test trial (two week~ vs. several minutes) may have served to enhance the 
probability of successful replication. 

P&LI. 
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, 
p~~ception regardless of whether child behayior was improving or deteriorating. 

Results of the present inve~tigation confirmed that both the proportio~ of 

indi viduals detecting early impI'Ovel\lent and the overal·l deviation of rëf.tings 

from standard,criterion levels were sensitive to observa~ion training and 

practice. When the stimulus conditions changed such that the target child 

displayed a higher degree of distractibility, there was considerably less 

divergence fram the expected' ratings for groups E3 and E4' The fact that aIl' 

members of E2 reported deterioration on the final trial may have been due to 

the abnormally large "halo" effect observed on the previous trial. While aIl 

three experimental groups percei~ed some improvement from one 30\ distractible 

protocol ta a matched tàpe, the magnitude of the mean difference was approxi-

mately three times greater for E2 • Having l?wèred their ratings substan- ' 

tially when behavior levels remained stable may have enabled a contrast or 
If 

compensatory effect to occur when the deterioration was detected. In other 

words, the final two ratings may not have been independent of each other. A 
~ 

parsimonious interpretation would be that there existed no obvious differences 

between the number of individuals in each of the thre~ experimentai groups who 
detected deterioration. Howe~er, !he proportion of control subjects (El) 

reporting a shi ft in the expected direction was considerably lower than that . 
o~ their exp~rimental c0Ynterparts. In faot, the mean ratings for the con­

trol group on the final trial were actually below that for 'the previous one 

~espite the increase in distractibility. It is aiso surprising that this . 
, 

group demonst~ated no discernable "halo" effect; distractibility was actually 

rated higher in the second 30% trial than the fir~t. 

, <"As the overall va1"d.ahility for El and E2 was ~igher than th~t for the 
1 ... 

daily tracking ~oups, the members of the ~acking groups were more reliable~ .. 

• • ~. ~.<;,cr. •• J.{:"r,..):. • '" 
",', • ~\ t .... ~','" -, ' 
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or objective, in the sense that observer agreement with a standard criterion 

constitutes a measure of reliabi1ity as we11 as accuracy. 

Supe~iority of the two tracking groups is probably accounted for in 

three ways. (1) The process of systematic observation requires continuous 

activity in identifying behavio~, and making rapid, subtle d~scriminations on '~ 

the basis of w~ll-formulated definitions. (2) A produc~ o~ this process lS a 

p~rsonal record of observ:d frequencies or d~ations. (3) The process re-
1 

quires the carefu1 distribùtion of attention to the target child in the 
. 

t'eacher 1 s own class. 

The discovery that one session of observation training was insufficiènt 
" 

to raise observational ski11s above the level obtained by naïve 'observers was 

not pfedicted. It wQuld appear tpat following this instruction with tracking 
! 

assignments is a necessa:Y condition for increa~ing the accuracy of summary 

reports. The a4di t ion of an external mon,i tor did ,not appreciably enhance the 

quality of reports submitted, although the overall deviation from criterion 

standards was lowest under this condition. Perhaps the reason the monitor· 

contributed relativély little to ~a~ly tracking CQuld be attributed to the 

brief quration of the study (seven weeks of test trial~) during which observers 
" J 

may have remained weIl anchored to the~r definitions of behavior categories. _ 

'Another possibility ls that daily data collection did not always focus on the 

s~e behaviors targetad in the test· protocols. Consequently, external monitors 

would have served'little purpose other than to,insure that tracking was 
... "\1 'Ij 

, indeed occurring. Regular use of systemâtic observation techniques has 

(potentially) important implications for (a) clinical treatm~nt, (b) the 

quality of interaction between adult and ëhild, and (c) f~ field research 

in program evaluation. 
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It i5 a well-known fact tha~ children experienclng academic and behav­

loral p~ob1e~ can be identified early in their scheol careers (Cobb, 1970; 
• • 

Robbins, 1966; Wa1ker, 1971). Fai1ure te do 50 is 1iKe1y to have far-reaching 

consequences for a child. It has been shown that nearly'ha1f of the high 

school students who are academicall~ deficient display-a "spread t:>attern" 

from e1ementary through secondary schoQ~. That is, the y were initially 

failing in only one or two subject areas but gradually deteriorateB in an 

increasing number of éthers (Fitzsimmons, Cheever, Leonard, & Macunovich, 
.t 

1969). A para11el can be drawn to-children experiencing behavioral dif~i-- . 
\ 

culties where stability of disturbance ~ppears very strong (Walker, 1971; 
( 

Zax, Cowan~ Rappaport, Beach, & Laird,\~968). Many educators recommeno 

remedial pi:'ograms during the early elenkntary grades with particular emph'asis 

placed on b~sic academic skills and those facilitating behaviors requi~ite for " 

1earning. Such prog~arns are ~ften expensive, ove~enqed and,fre~ of 

evalu~tioni' Glven that benefits do, accrue, it ls important to r~gniZe 

thes~·so ~at remedial work can procede efficiently or be e1iminated'altogether. . ' 

Similarly, the beneflts of' identifyin\ an ineffective intervention for a par­

ticular child are considerable. Systematic observation and routine tracking 

could serve to enhance the identification and periodte assessment procedures 

already employed. 

On the basis of the present experiment, one could argue Jhat selective 

~d, perhaps, exclusive, attention'to negative behaviors could account fo~ 

a failure to report improvement. However, this is not likely. Leslle (1975) 

founq no differences between summa~ reports of obsrvers who recorded posi- , 

,tive behavior and those who focused on deviant responses. Similarly, it 

vas noted tha! trained observera expres~ed greater "likability" for the 
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stimulus Glhild than dii naive observer,:;;, regard1ess of the valence ot- direc­

tionali ty of behavior recorded. It woùld appear that the use of observation 

training will render a teacher's (or parentIs) evaluation more objective and 

his attitude toWiird the child increasing1y positive. Modification o'f adul! 

attitude taward a deviant chi Id is considered by some to be the most important 

effect of any treatment program and the rnost reliable predictor of out come 

(Eyberg & Johnson, 1974). 

With the current emphasis on prograrn evaluation and accountability, the 

'importance of scientific precision 18 increaslng. That results have often 

'been misinterpreted ~r ignored by consumers and p~licy'makers is both an 

invitation ta and reflectio~ of corup~m~s in the processes ~f subject 

selection, in~trumentation, data tbllection, ana1ysis, Interpretation, and 

di~s~minatipn. Such compromises ~e~der any'sci~ntific demonstration an 

approximation of the facts .. Ir,i~ becoming obvious that one cannot afford 
'~I ~ 

',' 
the pric~ of aprroximation in data collection when real1ocation of resources 

J 

necessitates reductions in oth~r areas. To the extent that 1ow-co~t syste-

matie tracking produ~es more reliable data in fièld settings, it should be 

utilized, irrespect ive of other abuses in the e~aluation process. 

It must he re-emphasized that the evidence of a "tracking effect" has 

been derived 1argely 'from' analogue studies which may not be represêntative 

~ of naturally occurring' phenomena. The relationship between a teacher or 

, parent 'and a problem child carries ,with it a number of affective or motiva-

tional propert!es which may differentially influence the quality of, and 

reliance upon, behavioral data. Observer bias, demand character~stics, , 

evaluat'on anticipatip~, and various setting variables are s~e to differ 

from laboratory ta classroom or home. It Is not known whether the aspects 

\", 
\ 
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which vary are those functionally relevant to the "tracking effect ~" or 

40 , 

, whether the degree of diff,,~'rence 1s suffic'ient to produce discl'epant l'esul ts 
1 . 1';. , 

between. se~ings . The generalizabili ty of· the "trackiI)g effect" is an 

~mpiric~l quest ion to be add~sed in Experiment II. 
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Introduction: !:)tperiment II 

• 
Repeated attempts to relate, perception and behavioral change have,.,re-

sulted in blo'sets of results deriving nom an eqoal number of methodologicàl 
1 

,approaches. The clinical literature is relative1y consistent in showing that 

adults who are untrained in observat~on ski11s tend to over-estimate the 

effectiveness of counseiing (Teuber & Powers, 1953), psychotherapy (Paul, 1966), 

psychoana1ysis (Lazarus & Davison, 1971..; Redl &. Wineman, 1952), behavior 
\ , 

therapy (Eyberg & Johnson, 19'4; Wright, 1972), and pseudotherapY (Walter, & 

Gil~ore, 1973) wh en behavioral indices are used a$ criterion variables. Yet, 

naive observers in the ahâiogue studies cited previously (Leslie, 1975; 

Wahler & Leske, 1973) displayed the opoosite effect. That is, improvement 
-.... 

had to be very substantial before it was pfrceived by untrained qbservers. 

The ?l'ucial element lacking in the analogue studies may weIl be an in-
, 

str\tctional' set or expectancy for an emer~ing ,pé3:tt,em of child behavior. 

View~ng a sequence of video vignettes in a laboratovy setting (these tapes 
, 

depicting children with whom the observer shares no experience or mutual 

affective invo1vement) is clear1y dlfferent froom the tyPical' mode of obser-

vaiion and eva1uëltion. A teacher who ini tiates a referral, seeks training. ' , 
__ . f 

and carries out a treatment progr~m with her own student is subject to environ- ' _ 

Il)ental influences which may hias her impression of the child. Thesee effect&--­

may have li ttle relation 'to variables that tend 'ta influence her evaluation 

~,in a contrived situation. 
r 

A second difference b-etween the two typ'es of studies concerns the com-

.' b plex~ty of the hehav~or patterns 0 served. D~spi te the inclusion of three 

Conditions id Experiment l (graduaI improvement, stability, and mild 

l 
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deterioration), behavioral data typically show high variability from ho ur to 

hour (-Johnson, Christianson, & Bellamy, 1974), day ta day (Jones, 1972). 

and activity to activity (Walker, Hops, Greenwood, & Todd, 1975), a charac-
r, 

teristic not represented in the video procedure. Conversion of accurate dàta 
"., 

qn,discrete responses ta a summary report covering a number of observations i~ 

a more arbitrary and difficult task than that required in Experiment 1." In-

the naturalistic case, one is expected ta disregard the "noise" in the system 
. 

and synthesize a set of frequencies, rates, and durations into a global 

appraisal. These data may be tainted by subjective considerations of, or 

allowances fo~, extraordinary circumstances, including variation in schedules, 

seating arrangements, materials, changes in behavior of adjacent"peers. 

weather, or an anticipated activity. Each adds an e1ement of variability or 

"noise" into the classroom which an observer need not contend with in rating 

a film-mediated stimulus child. It may be that the vast quantity of "noise" 

causes an overload on a teacher's perceptua1- system ta the extent that it is . 
simply not capable of processing the ipput. Rather than disre~ extraneous 

'" variables, they are considered supplementary to frequencies, .~urations, or 

proportions that have been ohtained an~ become incorporated into a summary 

repo;t whifh may bear litt le relationship to the respon~e levell'themselves. 

To an extent, this had been noted for group E2 in Experiment I. The tendency 

ta disregard "hard" data if it fails to corroborate a global evaluation or 

Gestalt may be even greater in the natural setting. 
• l , 

'A third factor which-could,interfere with accurate global appraisal in 

the classroom settinK concerna a possible dependency between behavioral 
1 

evaluation and academic achievement. Though nôt yet subjected to empirical 

in~tigation, it seems reasonable ta hypothesize that children of ..ch 
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academic standards, showing equivalent rates of noxiou~ behavior as acaèemi-

cally deficient ch'ildren, may be rated as less. deviant (behaviorally). Since 

no academié information was provlded about stimul~s children in analogue 

studies, this dependency would be operative on1y in the actuai classroom. 

Finally, in assessing the performance or behavioral levei of a chitd in 
" 

one t S own class, a teacher is aware of both the pln'pOse or the evaluation and 

the implications of scores for subsequent academic or behavioral programming. 

Ta the extent that she believes a particular course of action should be taken, 

the results of the assessment may be inadvertently biased. Certainly, the 

literature on exper~men~r bias (Rosenth~l, 1969) and reliabillty of thera-

pist inferences (Scott, Burton, & Yarro~,'1967) lends support to this notion. 

The analogue studies contain no such clement of future consequences and, as 

such, may be construed as removing artifact which operates in the real situa-

tian. 

There are numerous reasons why one would not expect the qemonstration of 

a "tracking effectIf in, the natural environment. Yet, on the basls of uriequi-

vocal laboratory results, it is hypothesized that training and practice in 
'-. 

observation techniques tends to make an individual's su~ry reports converge 
,~ 

with observed behavior levels in both the laboratory and the natural environ-

ment, regardless of the direc~iona1ity of the errer (i.e., the tendency to 

e~ther ~de~estimate or overestimate reSponse levels), .The present experi­
~ 

ment atte~ted to replicate Expériment l, but in a nurnber of actual c1ass~ 

rooms. 

A secondary objective of ,the present ~xperiment was ta, test the ef~ctive-­

ness of an in-service teacher training program in 'behavior modification. 

Curricula have been developed by Andrews (1970), Becker, Engelman, and Thomas 

\ . 
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(1971), and Hall (1971) and are becoming increasingly common. Unfortunately, 

the effects of indirect intervention by means of teacher training hav~ not 

been carefully documented. There appears te have been little attempt to 

evaluate such programs using multiple measures which include a sufficient 

number of naturalistic observations. Seldom have matched control groups been 

employed and long-term follow-up is more the exception than-the rule. One 

characteristic of most programs i5 a preoccupation with management of noxious 

responses. Techniques for the modification of behaviors such as fighting, 

arguing, out-of-seat" and non-compliance are widely 'espou~ed, altnost to the 

exclusion of intervention strategies for behaviors displayed by phobie, 
. 

immature, anxious, or socially withdrawn children (O'Leary & O'Leary, 1972; 

Patterson, Cobb, & Ray, 1972). 

The present study followed what could be described as à standard sequence 

of behavioral inputs but placed added emphasis on the treatment of social 

withdrawal. The rati~nale for including this population,was twofold. First, 

accuracy of teacher pe~eption~ may vary as a function of presenting problem. 

Cbildren described as "socially withdra.wn" are characterized by 10wer th an 

no~al rates of behavior in areas of, interaction and assertiveness, while 

the ga~den variety acting~out child can be thought of·as display.ing behav-

~oral excess in these areas. Observing the acquisition of skîlls requiring 

new topographies ~y be much different fram tracking changes in rates of 

behavior which aiready exist to a moderate degree (e. g., attending) . 
... 

Further justification for developing and evaluating treatment procedures 

for social with4rawal lies in the historical1y sparse consideration afforded 

this problem. These children are seldom, if ~ver, disruptive, and ar~ not 

characterized by serious academic deficits. Consequéntly, their condition is 
/ 

, 
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not t:tôrmally treated with urgency by either cJ.inicians or scientific' investi­

gators .. it is, in fact, characterized by a repertoire of ,benaviors which 

divert attention rather than attract it. Socially withdrawn children appear 

to follow four 'rules for purposes of preserving their anonymity in school::, 

(1) never ta be caught out in the open; if possibl~, don't be seen at aIl; 

(2) always keep a line of students between you and the teacher's eye; (3) use , 
the vacant eyeb~l play when cover is thin or unavailable; (4) stay away 

from aIl peers whu are big, loua, popular, verbal, cute, or otherwise con-

spieuous. 

To combat the frequent, use of these strategies, several behavioral tech-

niques h~ve been adopted. An exhaustive list.includes adult social reinforce-

,ment (Allen ~ al., 1964.; Milby ~ 1970), adul t social re inforcement plus. 

priming (Baer & Wolf, 1970; BueIl, Stoddard, Harris, & Baer, 1968; Hart et al., 

196B), modeling with guided participation (Ross, Ross, & Evans, 1971)~ sym-

balie modeling (Q'Connor, 1969) symbolÏc modeling plus shaping (O'Connor, 

1~72), stimulus fading (Conrad, Deck, & Williams, 1974), desensitization plus 

shaping (Reid et al., 1967), social r~inforcement plus tangible rewards 
, . 

(Calhoun & KOènig, 1973; Kale & Toler, 1970; Whitman, Mecurio & Caponigri, 

1970>" group and individual contingencies (Walker & Hops, 1973; Walker, Hops, 

Greenwood,.& Todd, 197~). These studies are dominated by single case reports 

of treatment applied directly by·professionals. The total ~s nce of matehed 

control gr6ups is rather surprising sinee it i$ often stated with little 

documentation, thpt socia11y withdrawn ehildrert will "grow out of it" if just 

given time. 

'. The present intervention examined the ~eg~e to wh ch a prepared sequence 
• l' 

of teacher-administered treatment procedures~~ould be/effective in ,inereasing 
/ ~ 
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levels of peer ,interaction, -volunteering and initiating ~o 'teacher, and in. 

reddcing ,the rr~uency'of d4Ydreamin~ (loo~ing around) and self-stimulation. 

This tr-eatment "package ," along with one appropriate for use with disruptive-

distractible pupils, was evaluated. Both were implemented as part of an in-

service teacher training p~gram which precluded direct professional contact 

with identified problem chi1dren.
6 

Eva1uation was unde~ta!sen using somewhat d'ifferent standards than ordi-

narily e.ployed in operant research. It is customary to compare behavior 

levels in inte~ention, termination~ and follo~p to those obse~ved in base-

line.- Such baseline 0fservations are conduct~d in as unobtrusive a manner as 

possible, generally without the imposition of an instructional set on the 

subjects. This does not, however, gu~antee that subjects are behaving 

naturally. Baseline measures do not necessarily depict adult or child perfor-
.. 

Mance under conditions of high motivation. It May weIl be that given an in-

structiooal set, adults May prove to be effective in maintaini~,i. more desirable 

behavior over the course of an Qbservation than would be represented in a 

"naturaI- baseline. Perhaps they have at hand some of the resources which can 

modify behavior, but do not normally utilize t~em. 

The present study introduced a "delÏlélnd baseline" procedure in which 

teachers vere asked to try to increase the :;ocial and;l~ssertive behavior of, 

socially vithdrawn children or to decrease the npxious responses of ac't;ing-out 

children. Whatever means were employed for thls purppse Were left to the 
1 • .-

imagination of the individual -teacher. The/decision to introduce a demand >, 

, 6 l . 'rl 

. t 15 ]. portant 
described in Ex eriment 
program. , '"""'-

1 
~ 

... " 

to note that the single seSS10n or observation tr~ining 
1 was only a small part of the b,ehavior ~odification 
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bas~lin~ was based on recent evidence pertaining to the operation of demand 

characteristics and observer presence effects. 

It has'been suggested that demànd fharacteristics operate most potently 

during intervention and fOllow-up probes when clients feel they are expected 

,,( to perform certain operations which were not part of their repertoire during 

baseline .' Rosenthal (1969) offers a .nu'mber of possible explanations for 

this phenomenon, including de~ire to please the experimenter (therapist), 
.-

anticipation of evaluation, and the possibility that the observer may become 

a discriminative stimulus for certain kinds of interaction patterns. 

The extent to which demand characteristics.operate differentially in 

baseline and intervention, both Jn magnitude and directiop, may account for a, 

sizable portion of variance normally attri'buted to innovati ve treatment tech-

niques. It may'be that individuals being considered for treatrnent have an 

interest in IImaking" thei.r children "look bad" in order to j ustify their -

reques~ for assi~tance, Johnso~ and Lobitz (1974) and Lobitz and Johnsqn 

(1974) found that pat>ents had the ability to manipulate their children 1s be-

havior on request, This holds true for both normal and deviant families~ 

although the latter grotJp is less maleable towaro the positive. There is 

every reason ta expect that teachers have the same capacity, particularly 

sinee they more closely represent "normal" parents than their deviailt counter-

parts. 

:Baseline data are vulnerable to instructional set or expectations", and 

they .may· a1so be sensitive to observer presence', In a we,ll designed study, 

Kent, Fisher, and O'~earY'(l974) discovered an interaction between observer 

presence and phase of treatment (baseline vs. intervention) using child . . 
\ 

deviant behavior as the de,endent variable. School children displayed higher 
,/ 
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rates of noxious responses in baseline when observed overtly, but Iower rates 

during intervention. Rates of deviant behavior during treatment under a 

covert (via one-way glass) observation con4i tion were 'actually higher (22%) 

than in baseline. The "improvement" observed using overt monitoring would 

.ordinarily be attrilruted to a main treatment effect ins~ead of to react i vi ty. 

~Unfortunately, Kent did not gather data on teach~r behavior during baseline 

so it is perhaps premat~~e to attribute any shi ft in child behavior to fluc-

'. tuat ions in the teacher' s own response pattern. Nevertheless, i t seems clear 

that demand charaçteristics 'operate differentially in conditions of covert and 

overt monitoring. Taken together, the three studies cited suggest that base-

" line may be artificially inflated or depressed due to a number of variables 

generaIIy considered as a~tifact. 

Johnson and Lobitz (1974) -offer two recommen?ations ~or allaying the impact 

of demand characteristics: first, to make' observations less intrusive, and 

second, to rely on multi~le measures in testing hypotheses pertaining to 

treatment effects. Effbrts have been made to reduce the conspicuousness ;f' 

observers (a.g., prebaseline observations, restricted interaction between 

observer and students). Yet, there ape serious logistical and ethic~1 limita~ 

tians to the widespread use of covert observation. The value 'of employing 

multiple depe~ent me<3:sures cannot be over-emphasized, particularly since. 

adult attitude May, in some cases, be an accur~te predictor of treatment out­

come (Eyberg and Johnson, 1971j.). However, this merely circurnvents ~ssue 

of obtaining observational data of greater convergent val,idi ty. I;\oth of the 

aforementioned suggestions were taken into account 'in the present study. In 
'" , 

addition, the ùemand baseline was introduced. It is aS$ume~ that performance 

levels o~served during intervention which vary from tho$e derived during a hi~h-

JI 



.' . 

o 

» o. 

...9 ... 

, demand baseline can be attributed more to treatment procedures themselves 

than to motivational variables. 

The following hypotheses were testeù in Experiment II. 

Hypothesis l 

The accuracy of teacher perceptions of behavior change in children (as 

defined by convergence with obserVational data obtained'by independent agents) 
, .. 

will bear a direct relationship to the amount of obs~rvation training, prac-

tice, and ~onitoring which teachers receive. 

Hypothesis II , 

. 
Given only an instructionàl set, t~achers will·be capab~e of manipulating 

.\ 

the behavior of selected problem children in a socially' desi~able direction. 

Hypothesis III 

Acting-out children whose teachers receive be~avior modification training 

will emit lower leveis of total !lviant,u di~ruPti ve, and distractible behaviors . , 
followlng intervention than wet'e displaye9 in 'eith~r the natura!! or dernand 1 

... -. ~ 

baseline conditions. 

. ... -
Hypothesis IV, 

Acting-out children whose teachers receive behavior modifi ation tra~ning 
, \ 

will emit lower levels \f total deviant, disruptive, and 
/ ' , / / 

than matched control ch ldren whose' teach~eceived no .// ---

-/ 
/ ,/ 

distractible 

sucb trdning. 
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Hypothesis V 

The behavior of acting-out children whose teachers have complete~ behav-

10r modification training w11+ not differ fram same-sex classroom norros for , 
t~al deviance, disruption~ and dis~ractibility. 

Hypothesis VI 

Socially withdrawn children whose te~chers.receive traini~g will show a 

lower level of wi~hdrawn behavior f~llowing intervention than was displayed .. 
in either the natural or demand baseline conditio~s. 

Hypothesis VII 

Socially withdrawn children ~hose t~a(hèrs ~ceive training will show a 

o lwe'l' . proportion of ~ithdrawn behavior fOllowing intervent,ion than will un-
. " 

tre~ted control chil~n. 

Hypothesis VIII 

• 
Socially withdrawn childr~n whose teachers 'l'eceive behavio'l' modification 

training wi~l not diffe~ tram same-sex classroom norme for withdrawal. 
\ 

.. 

• 
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Naturalistic Observations ' 

• Observers and Recrui ting Procedures -.-

The following adv~rtisetnent was placed in the "Woman Help Wanted" classi-

fied section of The Montreal Star on two consecutive Saturdays: 

Observers for interesting research project in chïld psychology. 
Will. train s apprqx. 20 hrs'. week, begin mid-Qe~ember, B. A. , 
married, car absolutely necessary. 842~l241 ext. l621~ Monday-- -,.-~~ 
'to Friday. . 

One hundred fifty-five inquiries were received by a secretary, who performed 

an initial screening to insure that all cond~tions stated in the ad were ,ful-

'filled. She offered no further information, and merely recorded the a,ppli-

cant's name, address, ,and telephone number. A research assistant telephoned 

eaèh for details of salary, duration, and nature of the position. An attempt ......, 

was made to emphasize the negative aspects of the. job (low wages, irregular 
.. 

sche~ule, variable hours, ~ten~ive traveling, and a five-month cornmitmen~ to 

the p~j ect). This was done to discourage less moti vated candidates. If the 

candidate was still interested, an appointment for an interview was arranged. 

Fifty-one individual interviews were conducted by ~ in' order to de scribe the 

observation coding system and te ascertain whether the applicant appeared 

sufficiently intelligent, organized, and perso~able. The interview was inten-

tionally MId in a relative~y obscure !'Com in a building which was 'difficult 0, 

to locate, thus simulating one component of school observ~tion. AIl appli­

cants who arrived late for their,appointment were reject~d, regardless o~ their 

performance in the interview (which was merely a formality at that point). 

While severai investigators have administered a battery of aptitudtp tests 

in order to select those easiest to train and potentially most accurate (Kent, 

persona~ communication; Skindrud, I972b), there is no substantive evidence 

,\...,. 
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c8nfirîning the predictive validity of the instruments employed. In fact, 

anecd?tai reports indicate that there is no obvious relationship between 

observer reliability and test scores. (Kent, personal c'o~uni~atio~attersol1' 

personal communication).. Consequently, no such mea'sures 'were administer~d, 

there~ reducing selection cri,teria to subjective impressions of the inter-

viewer. In deference to the likelihood of, several pOOl' choices. 10 candidates 

were hired wi th the understanding that the two wi th the Iowest reliahili ties 

during ,training wouid be terminated prior to baseline. 

AIl càndidates' agr'eed verbally to a conunitment of five and one:"nalf 

mont,hs, wi th hour ly wages of $ 2.00 during training and $2. 75 thereafter, reim-

bursement of travel expenses, a maximum of 15 one-hour observations peI" week, 

and a weekly retraining session to be he Id on each Friday afternoon. Every 
~ , 

effort was made to limit travel and cdnfoI'lIl to observers' \ personal schedules. . . 
However, it was made clear that eachbwoulct be required to visit every class-

rocm a miniinwn ot two times. 

• 
Training 

.\ 

.one week priaI' to the initial training session, each observer was mailed 
•• 

a capy o'f a cading manual based on a system developed by Patterson. Cobb. and 

Ray (1972). The manuel is shawn in Appendix A. Observers were instructed to 

read the manual am} memorize the codes and definitions as they woul~ be tested 

on these upan arr~val at the first meeting. 

The 10 trainees were divided into two groups. Ninty-minute sessions were 

scheduled five days 'peI' week for three weeks. These were held in a large, 

quiet room' equiPPcd ",ith a Sony 3650 video tape deck, an Electrohome 23" moni-

tOI'. and an inexpensi ve cassette tape reéprder used for signalllng intervals. 

( 
\ 
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.. . \ .... 
The first, third, sixth, eleventh,. and sevènteenth seSSl.ons bega]l wi th a 

wri tten test of the codes and category defini,t ions. These were graded by the 
. . 

observer trainer (E or a x:esearch assistant) who rèturned them the following 
, 

day for review. Trainees spent the remainder of the first session viewing a J 

10W' complexity video tape 

the correct coding of the 

of Class,room interacti 'while the-train.er modeled 

behavior of one student. In the next session,' 

this procedure was expanded to include responses by the environment (Le'., 

teacher and peers) to the "targ~t child." 
"., 

The following 14 sessions (through thé end of week three) consisted of 

practice coding OI video taped protocols of iilreaSing complexit~:'" The 

trainer ordinarily coded along with the observers for periods of 2~lO minutes, 

after which the sequence was replayed for purpose~ of feedbàck·. During 

meetings 12 to 15, reliab~lity checks between all possible pair,s of observers 

'. wi thin a group were conducted on tw~. lO-minute proto cols . ,. 
In ~n efforT to ease observers into actual clas;;rooms, sessd.ons t6 and 17 

were conducted in a "toock" classl'Oom using 5-7 children and a teacher-, aIl of 

whom were instructed as t~ which behaviors te? emit during each five-minute 

vignette. AH ,10 observ,ers were p'rese!nt and seated at the front o! the room. 

A tape recorder signalled each six-secona interval. Following each vignette, . . 
---

observers compared their recording~ ifit:h one other observer. Observers ro-

tated with eàch trialso that all possible pairs lof obser1flt.s were test~d for 

reliability. Int~-ob~erver agreement was computed and controversial events 

were discussed PG.t'iiCIY, until an appropriate policy decision \-las màde .... 
\' . 

FOllowing' this rout.ne) ~servers were scheduled to practice individually 

(2-3 ho urs ) and in pairs (1-2 bpurs) in actual c1assrooms prior to the start 

of the project. Classes which had been observed only onCe ~uring the search 

.. 
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.......... 
for subjects were selected as practice sites so that aIl subjects were' exposed 

to observers twice in adv~nce of baseline. 

,flnallY, tour additi<?nal reliabili ty 'checks wer'e made on pre-codèd 10-

" minute protocols as par't of a reseaÎ'ch project on thet effects of over-

training on observer reliabili ty (Wilchesky, 1974). Two tèst trials wer-e l'un 

on each of two consecutive days (sessions lS-~9), the' remainder of the , 

sessions being devoted to administrative details and distribution of materials . 

. The total number of hours devoted to observer training and related activi ties 

was approximately 30. 

'" Observers were equipped with a clipboard, audio pacer, optica1 sCanner 

coding forros, a package of 'travelo dir'ect ions to each of the schoOl~, a map of 

the Montreal urban community, forros for obtaining classroom rules from teachers, 

a directory of all teachers and target children: including,addresses and phone 

numbers, a check1ist to fin out eac~ day bef.Qre leaving home, a set of in-

structi~ns about ~ow the ~servation should be conducted, and their first 

weekly schedule. These materials are shown in Appendix A. 

Preparation of Video Tapes 

"t 
During the first two weeks of training, most of the protocols used were 

, -
copies of tapes Ciriginally produced iJt the Point of Woods School, State Uni-

• 10-
verSl ty of New York at Stony Brook. These were taken from a fixed camera 

po'S it ion , through one-way glass, and depicted t'\rJo boys seated at adjacent 

desks. The ·tap~s were rated in terms of their difficul ty to code and had been 

used for purposes of training obser'Vers 'in a ,rtumb~r of studies (0' Leary & 

Kent, 1973). The teac~er appeared infrequently in these protocols which 
• 

# • 
created pI'Oblems in learning en~irohment~sponse categorles. To mi~igate 

, 
1 
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thls defic,iency, additional tapes with high rates of teacher-student inter,;" 

action were produced by ~; these new tapes ~ere recorded with interval' ig-

naIs on the original sound-track. A total of 20 hours of observer 

tapes was produced for use in the present investigation. 

Observer Agreement During Training 

The criterion of successful training was a minimum'of 70% observer agree-

ment on aIl categories using interval-by-interval compu~ation. That 1s, 

NUmber of agreements 
Number of agreements plus disagreements 

Th 15 i f l . 7 d f ree -m nut~ protocols 0 equa complex1ty were use or test purposes 
1 

during the third week of training. These protocols were more difficul t to ~ 

cod~ than actual classroom interactions for a number of reaSons. First, the 
~ 

mean complexity of the protocols was higher than that of most live situations 
1 

(.49 vs .. 41). Second, the percentage of environmental responses to the,sub-
~ .J 

ject's 'behavior was much higher on the protocols (36% vs. '19%). :rhird, the' 

aud_io quality of the tapes was not a.s high as that Of direct ,$ound. And 

fourth, the restricted vantage point of ~he camera is responsible ~or sorne 

confusion ,about the location of materials, the blackboard, teacher~ and peers. 

Therefore, i t was aYti;ipated that observer agreement would be substantiallY'-' 

higher ~nder natural conditions. 

Mean observer agreement on the three test trials was J2% over aIl 

7 1 
Complexity is defined as the number of unrepeated behaviors (i.e.~. 

code categories) required to describe an observation segment divided by th~ 
total number of possible categories. Taplin and Reid (1973) found that the 
co~elatlon between percent observer agreement and compl~xity of criterion 
prot~cols ...,as -,.52 (,2, < .001). This f.ndica~s a tendenc,. for reliability 
to drop when obse~ed interactiop ~comes incpeasingly compl~x. 1 Reid (1~73) 
replicated this analysis and found a co~lation of -.7~(~ < .01). 

Ri::.. 
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categories'~ This is approximately the same overall level of agreement attaine~ 

by O'Leary and Kent (personal c~mmunication), the original producers of the 
.. 

test tapes. While the objective for the video taped,protocols of 70% on 

each category was not met, the degree of overall reliability attained in the 

laboratory was considered sufficient. For both mock classroom trials and 
1,,; 

~ractice'sessions in actual classrooms, the mean reliability coeffiQient was 

85% (range 92% for "physical aggression" tç 77% for "look around"). 

Retraining 

Weekly "booster shots" as suggested by Taplin a.nd Reid (1973) and Johnson 

a~d BolStad (973) were conducted on Friday afternoons following the start of ~ 
data collection. During the first tw, months of observations these sessions 

began with a test oh the codes and eategory definitiens. Following the second 

month these tests were limited to every ovier week. 
, / 

Observers were not àl-

together pleased about repeated administration of the test, particularly sinee 

scores for each were often perfecto Rather than eliminate the testing proce-

dure, it was decided te introduce a random monetary contingency whe~eby a 

,'~erfect score on 
-1 
shots" eonsisted 

selected weeks earned the observer fi ve dollar~. "Booster 

• 1 • of the trainer g~v1ng observers feedback on specific cate-

-geries for which reliabilitie,s were lower than desired, or on the lo.west cate-

gory if all reliabilites were acceptable. nifficult situations were role-, , 

played and discussed until a policy was agreed upon. The remainder of the 
\ 

session was devd1fd'to viewing video protocols and to distribution of the 

fql~g week's schedule. 

\ 
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Exper1mental,Phases 

Twenty one-hour observations were conductèd for each of the 50 subjects 

in Experimentl.lI. Observation times were- random~ but restricted ta available 

one-hour blacks duri~ which -the ta~~et child was in the referring teacher's 

classroom. - 1 

Baseline 1. Three and one-half observations were condu'cted under baselin~ 

conditions typical or most operant res~arch. Teachers were instructed to 

carry out the:i"r normal. pro~am without alteration of any kind. 

Demand baJfline. At the midway point of observation four and at the be­

ginning of the following two observati~ns~ the observer handed the teacher a 

sealed envelope, the contents of which stated: 

\ 

If your target child is so_ially ~ithdrawn, please try to make 
him appear as outgoing as pos,sible during ,~his observation wi th-
out deviating from yoUX' normal routine. _ - - - --

/' 
.' ~/~-

If yOUX' target child is disruptive~~ase try to make him appear 
as quiet and c00Plrative as possible during this'observation'with­
ou~ deviating fro~ your normal routine~ 

The observe~ is not aWaI'e of the content of this instruction. 

Observers were given a specified number of sealed envelopes and their 

'~eekly schedule dictated when and to whom these should be distrihuted. Obser-
" 

vers had no knowledge of which ntun~er observation thEi}' were assigned to or the 

identity of control subjects, w~o did no~ participate in the demand baseline, 

but received an equivalent number of additional observations under an exten4ed 

, natural baseline condition. Teachers in the four experimental groups had 
J 

advance knowledge that the instruct~on was forthcoming and were told by ~ 
, -

that he wanted to see just how effective they could be unde~ optimum conditions . 
of motivation. He conveyed an expectation of improved child behavior but was ~ 

Lt .z' ; j. L.i ~ Flbl; 
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also careful to acknowledge that one 's ability to manipuiate' the behavior\of a 

child for a short time interval might require measures which would be diffi-

cult to impose on a regular basis. 

',Baseline.!!.. Three observations under normal baseline condition~ were 

conducted in order ta examine residual 'effects of the previous manipulation 

and to allow such effects to diss~pate prior to intervention. The nine pre-
> 

treatment observations described thus far were conducted in a six-week period. 
, . 

Interven~ion. Eight observations were held at a rate of one per week, 

beginning the second week of tr~atment. 
) 

-Follow-up. Three weekly observations 
o • r 

following the completio~f treatment. • 

were scheduled, beginning tw~ weeks 
'II 

.. 
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Observer Reliability 
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\ 

The assessment of observer accuracy ls of paramount importance in research 

~ involving field observation. This is g~erallY co~ducted b~ calculating the ~ 
. agreement between two or more observers but has'aIso beendetermined ~y com-

-
paring their coding with precoded or c iterion video tapes. The first pro-

cedure y~e1ds a measure of observer ag eement or reliability, whi1e the second 

represents accuracy. The re1ationship between the two is more comp1ex than ' 

one might expect. 

O'Leary and Kent (1973) demonstrated that when observers were divided ioto , 

separate groups and restricted,to computation of re1iabi1ity wlthin their own 

'membership~ they soon began ta "dr~ft" in their'app1ica.tion of a behaviora1 

code. Observer agreement remained conslstent'1y high wi thin the group; how-
, . 

ever, when compared with precoded video protocols, there was a graduaI and 

significant dec1ine in accuracy. 
, 
IAn 

/ 
strated 

. 
investigation by Romanczyk, Kent, Diament, and O'Leary (1973) demon-

that observers showed an immediate drop inre1fabi1ity (agreemen~) .. 
f0110wing training when they were monitoped covert1y. ,Periodic overt spot 

. 
checks ana1ogous to. typica1 ca1ibrating procequres produced a return to high 

agreement. However, this was restricted ~1y to the overt1y monitored sessions 

(Reid~ ,1970). Even when given feedback concerning this dec1ine during ~ert 

monitoring, Ob.ervè~~e able to maintain high levels of agreement for'only 

one subsequent session before the recurrence of drift (Reid & DeMaster, 1972). 

A random check procedure, ln which_observers were ~old that a percentage of 

~heir coding sheets ovèr a number of observations wou1d be checked for 

• r 
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nt against protocols, ppbdu~ed a higher mean reliability than that ob-

tai ed for both a no-check and a spot-check group" However, at no time did , 

exceed that of the spot-check group 'on oècasions of overt 

onitoring (Taplin & Reid, 1973). Unfortunately, field 6bservation usually 

precludes covert monitoring; hence, a random procedure would be difficult to 

employ. Similarly, the assessment of accuracy vis-a-vis reliability would be 
, 

impossible due to the aPsence OI a criterion measure. It appears that re-
• 

searcheps will'have to be content to continue using the periodic spot-chec~ 

procedure, whereby agreement is assumed to represent accuracy. 
1 

A number of hypotheses have been offered'to account for the observer, 

drift pnenomenon. Divergence between fixed pairs of observers may be due to . 
the development of idiosyncratic definitions of the behaviors to be recorded 

(O'Leary & Kent, 1973).' Or, when only one calibrating observer is used durin,g 

-----:/ the course of a study: oti- observers ,may change their coding styles to -;atct.-___________ 
that of ,the cal~bra1;or (RllnczYk, Kent. Diament, & 0' Leary, î.}:973). The re-

active effects of .testing (monitoring) must also be considered as a variabie 
. . ------.. 

which serves to heighten motivatio? for accuracy and increased vigilance 

(Johnson & Bo1stad, 1913). Anothen possibility is that there may develop im-
---~-- ....... - : 

plied, "private" contracts between pairs of .oDservers w'hich "simplify" the -,_ 

events to be rec.ord~d. In other words, if one observer notices a subt'le re"",. 
. '-

spon~ which she believes her part~' (ca1ibrator) has overlooked 2 she may 

ignore it and é9de only the mo~ conSPicuoUS~~h~~~~ . 

have included it if she were cod.i,~g alçme. Support for this interpr.et~ . J _ 

Qerived from a 'study by Reid ( 73), who found that the complex~behavior , , ~~ ~ ~ 

J, situa.t~ons was lo~er"~uring r liability checks than for observations conducted ., 
./ 

indi v~dually • However, obs rver presence offects heigh.,ned by the introduction 

o 
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of a calibrator might also contribute to a reduction in the complexity Qf 

overall behavior. 

The implicati9n of these findings is that reliability assessment for tne 

purpose of providing feedback to observers in the field must be based on 

criteria whicn remain consistent with original category definitions. This can 
• 

be accompl.ished in two ways. First, the preparation of <î" large S'et of pre-' 

coded videotapes for use during training and period\cally during data collec­

tion would serve to ~nchor observers to a fixed standard. Frequent feedback 

and retraining sessions may serve to ameliorate the degree of drift in n007 

." monitored observations. This procedure was used by DeMaster (1971); she gave 

bi-weekly "booster' shots ll and found that the procedure was' moderately effec-

tive in maintaining levels of'r~liability. A second possible procedure is to 

have aIl observers qalibrate all other observers 50 that a single calibrator 
~? ~ ~ 

does nct inadvertently cause others to conform to her particular style of 

coding. 

In the present study, a nuIDher of precautions were taken to mitigate de-, 

l' clining reli$ility. Obs~rvers were over-trilÏned, as suggested by Taplin and 

) 

---
-Reid-!1973). Initial tràining lasted well beyond the suggèsted three-week 

~eriod (Patterson, Cobb, & Ray, 1973; Skindnud, 1972b), ~spite the attainment 

of satisfactory agreement coefficients within that periode Retraining ses-

sions were held weekly after data collection had begun. A large set of video 

'protocols was available, sa that observers did not view the same tape twice. 

eliability checks occurred very f~quently; evepY seventh observation during 
«~ 

ba eline ~d every fifth dwring interventio~ and fo~low-up (i.e., twice per 

treek er observer). 
.,J 

Finally, ~ll observers were used ~o calibrate al! other 
\ 
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Observer Bias 

The consideration of observer bias as a po~sible contaminating variable 

in naturalistic observation was a~ Qifshoot of the experimenter bias re- . 

search condu~ted largely by Rosenthal and His associates in the mid-1960's 

(Rosenthal, 1966, 1969). Despite misgivings about methodology and stati,stica1 
" 

analyses ~sed in a n~er of these studies, considerable support has been-

presented confirming the ex~stence of "experimenter effects or error that 

is asymetrically distributed relative to the 'correct' or 'true' value" (Rosen-

thal, 1966). 

The now common use of inde pendent assessors arose as a reaction to sub-

jective global impressions which seemed mosti prone to bias. However, an 

independent rater or obser~er is not necessarily objective, though he may be 

more so than an experimenter, therapist, par~~t, or teacher (Johnson & Bo1-

stad, 1973; Rapp, 1965; Scott, Burton, ~ ~arrow, ~967). 

Kass and O'Leary (1970) ~ade the first system~tic attempt to assess the 
~ 

impact.of instructional set on recordings of observers in a simu1ated,fi~ld 

experimental situatio~. Observers were trained o~ a nine-cate'gory coding 

system and assigned to groups Which~iffer~d in terms of information each 

received about the re1ationship b~ween t~acher reprimand~ and their'pre~ 
sumed effect on disruptive behavior. Despite the fact that each g~up observed 

the identical sequence of protocols, their recorded rates of noxious behavior 

~ .differed. In this study the obserVers were not highly trained. a factor 
( 

which may weIl have accounted for thi~ resuit. 

Skindrud (1972a) failed to corroborate this fin~~hen comparing data 

obtained by skilled prbfess~onal obs~~vers who were aW;,arï of fami1y treat,ment 

... 
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• w / 
status with recordings of t~ calibrating observers ~ were,not. Despite 

// 
the fact that the former group was informed of ;9é normal vs. deviant and 

, / \ 
, baseline vs. treatm~nt status, the~r rec~r7gs under both overt and covert," 

monitoring revealed no differences from those obtained by'"their uninformed 

counterparts. 

The most carefully designed experimental work in the' are a was contri­, 
buted by Skindrud (1972b), who manipulated expectations about the effect of 

father's presence on rates of child inappropriate behavior. Again, no 9ias 

was reflected in these data. This f1nding h~s beeh supported by O'Leary and 

Kent (1973), who concluded that knowledge of predicted resu1ts exerted no 
" 

discernable impact on,reco~ded rates of classroom behavior. 

The three studies which failed to detect an observer bias effect used 

highly trained observers whose reliabilities were'carefully monitored tp~ough-

out the course of the investigation. S~i11, it hai been demonstratéd·that a 

cornhination of c~server know1edge of'predicted effects and e~aluativ~ feed­

back from an experimenter can produce biases in observational data (O'Leary, 

Kent~ & Kanowitz, 1975). High1y skilled observers were systematically and (' 
f 

explici~y reinforced for providing data which conforme~ to an experimental 

hypothesis, a situation not likely to e~ist in field research. 

While differential expectations or instructional sets do not necessàrily 

pro duce obs~rver bias" a number,of precautions were \fken in the present 'study 

to insure that observers remained objective. First, the use of i?- complex .," 
\, l '-. 

coding syst~m with clearly defined, operation~l categories; s~ond, co~;inuous, 
, . 

six-second intelJal l"e~in~ which prevented exte'nsive interpretation of on-

going activity; thir~ observers were kept uninformed a~ to the type and length~ 
,of experimentàl 

) 
phases, the composition of the teacher groups, the e~istence' of 

J 
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cont 01 subjects, and' the specifie purpo$e of the research (although they were 
i '1.; , 

awa e that sorne form of'teacher trai1ing was implemented). Observers re-
, 

ce ved no ~valuative feedback other /than ,;~t pertaining ta r~liabilr~ 

1 On the basis of availab1e\vidence and the safeguards taken to in$ure 

objectivity, it was assumed that fhe cbntribution of observer bias ta· variance 
1 

tn the 'present data was negligilj 
1 / 

1 Observer Presence EffectJ 

~nly in recent year have systernat!c attempts been-made to aS5ess the 

extent to which non-pa icipant observation serves as, a social stim~lus. 

ln two studies cited arlier (Johnson & Lobitz, 1974; Lobitz & Johns~n, 1974), 

it parents have the ability ta alter signifieantly their 

children's behavio if they are sa inclined. The extent ta which this 6e~rs 
when no exp1icit dernands are made is a key question in research on the reactive 

\ 

'nature of the 0 servational/process. 
/ 

Harris (1 69) found/fhat when mothers surreptitiously observed their own 

families and he dat~~tained were c6mpared ta those c~llect~d by indepen-
/ ' ' 

dent, train ô ob~rvers, there were no significant differences in recoraed 

rares of s ci~ interaction, nor were rates of deviant behav~ affected. 
/ / 

1 

The only ~act!ve effect seemed ta be a heightened variabiiity or lack of , 

p~edic~ bi~ity ip the behavior of family members. 
-' 

~I wo studies s~ggest that activi\y level ~hen defined as distance traversed 

bo h to adu1ts (Bechtel, 1967) and children (Whit-e, 1972). In the latter /
~ ject to a reducti~n in the p~esence of an observer. This seem5 to apply 

• c:) . vestigation, it was also found that older children's deviant behavior is 

1 ... 
by observer presence, while younge~ ohildren's deviancy is seemingly 

J' 

.. 
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unaffect~d by the presence of observe~s. Such empirical evidence lends 

support to the intuitive notion that younger children are apparently less 

" self-conscious and more prone to ignore an observer (Barker & Wright, 1955; ( 

B 
Baurnrind, 1967; Johnson & Bolstad,' 1973). 

Hagen, Craighead, and Pahl (1975) failed tD demonstrate reactivity of . --
mental health technicians to the presence of an observer. Neither the rate 

.. of stqff activity nor 

waS aff~cted by ove~t 

the qualitative pe~formance of programmatic interactions 

or covert/monitoring. It is worth nothing that the data 

, ---being collected were known to be used for evaluative purposes, an ele~ent 

which should have co~tributed to reactivi~. \ 

There are five studies that hav~ ex~ned 
) 

the dimension of reactivity ~n 

the classroom. Gussow (1964) used retl~spective data derived from narrative 

~ports in c~ncluding that the observer and tne subject were involved in a 

. \ 

continuous'and developing relationship. However, it is important to note tnat· 

the data Gussow ex~ined were not ge~erated for'purposes df ,testing for re-

activity and that serious methodological flaw's render any conclusions based 

on these data ·as very tenuous. JtasHtfg and Stern (196~) 
---------- --- \ 

coded the-b-éliâVior of teachers and pupils~in 23 vers who 

used trained obser-, 

different classrooms. , 
Two dàys of observation were treated as a number of fivè-minute units whiqh 

were analyzed to ~est the hypothesis of dissipating observer effects over time. 

The notion that there would be less correlation betwéen the initial units and 

the later ones than between later units and the last ORe was not confirmed. 

8 White (1973.) also reporteltlthat devia'nt behavior increased over time. 
How~~er, it should be noted that the obtained reactive effects were stronser ~ 
than t~ey might have been if the orde~ in which observer-present and observer­
absent conditions had been counterbalanced. 

. j 
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Either reactivity was minimal or relatively stable over a two-day period; 

~ Neither of these two studies included an observer-absent condition, which pre-

cludes direct manipulation of the independent variable. A~so, the abbre-

viqtèd experimental periods provide lit\le evidence, pro or cao, regarding 

the commonly held belief that reactivity diminishes over time. Surratt, 
1 

Ulrich, and Hawkins (1969) found 'that obsèrver presence increased task-
. . 

orient~d behavior above the level detected usiog a concealed camera; however, 

this finding is seriously contaminated by the use of an observer who had pre-

• viously dispensed tokens te the class, contingent upon appropriate behavior. 

In an attempt to alleviate both the deficiencies of indirect measurement 

and too few trials, Mercatoris and Craighead (1974) used a video camera de cep-

tion procedure to gather d~ta in a single classroom over a ~O-day period. 

The teache~ was led to believ~ that the camera wa~ operative'only w~ a 

li ve observer was pJ."esent. lt was, 'in fact, functioning during both iondi-, 

tions (observer present and absent) of ~n ABAB design. Randomly coded video 

iapes 'ndicated that observer presence increased the frequency of pupil-, 

teacher interchanges but had no effect on the r~tio of appropriate to ~appro-
J ' 

priate beha~ior for eith~~!~acher or children~ The maximum length of each 

phase was 10 days,~yet there was not the slightest 'suggestion of habituation 
-.\ ,',/' 

to the o~server. / 
~ 

The final classroo~ study of observer presence effects wàs described 

e<fJlier (Kent,. Fisher, & O'Leary, 1974~. To reiterate. Kent fo»,nd a signi-' 

ficant interaction between experimental pha~e ~aseline vs. intervention) 

and int~usivene~s of observation using inappropriate' child behavior as 'the 

dependent Variable. The covert observation w~ done via one-way mirror and 

the counter,-balanced schedule of observations lasted 29. days (11 baseline, 
, 1 , 
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\ 
18 tl'eatment). No évidence of habituation was found. Twq, ,replications of 

this'study are 'presently being conducted (Kent, in prepara~ion; Weinrott, 
t 

Wa1ker, f, Hops, in preparation). 

-4 •• ' A number of investigators have treated reactl Vl. ty as negligible (Heyns f, 

Lippett, 1954; Kerlinger, 1964) or as rapidly dissipating (Barker [, Wright, 

1955; Med1y & Mitzel, 1963; Setltiz, Jahoda, Deutsch, & Cook, 1959; Werry i' 

Quay, 1969; Wright, 1967) .. It ap~ears that neitper of t~ese positions i~ 

fo~âed upon solid, empirical evidence. It is·c1aar that observer effects do • 
-' 

exi:1= ~!1d may p~rsi,st over a period 0f"reeks o~ longer. ( Bur' it i5 no:_ at a11 

,apparent holo( they vary wi th respect ,to setting, length of observation session, 
/ 

artificia1 constra~nts placed o~ subjects, or treatment,stat~s. Other re1e-\ Q,', 
vant factors inc1ude conspicuousness of the observer, individual differences 

'" ' 

of subjects, per~nal a~~ributes ;f the 'obs~rver, ànd rationale for the 

observat ion. 
1 

'. 

The fo11owlng precautions were taken to minimize the .potential effects 

of obsenver presence in the present study: (a) al1 obs,ervers were women; in 

elementary school, both çhild~n and teachers are unaccustomed to adult male 
• 

presence i~) the classroom; (b) 
,.." 

observers did not interact with children at 
/' 

all and kept conversation with the teacher to the bare minimum; Cc) otservers 

'remained stationary ex-cept.when the target child .;a; not visible; (d)\the , 
observer l''ota~ed ~rougq .peers at alterl'\rting intervals', whi'ch decreased the 

~ikelihood that th~target child would detect his status as such; (e) obser-
~ , 

vers werê instructed to avoid wearing bright clothes or heavy make-up; 
, 

(f) teach~rs ~ere given a ';reilsonable rationate for the obsef.va~ions (1. e. , 
• 

quasi-independent" evaluation ~f the traini~g program was preferred by the 
\"il.. ." j 

.1"" ..' granting agencYj control subjects were told that tHe study was te examine 
'" . '- . 
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interaction patterns of acting-out and wi thdrawn children; (g) a teach~ 1 S ., 
• ,J 

grade in 'the course was not contingent upon her implementing any programs 

in her clas,sroom,- thereby reducina-. demand çharacteristics; (h) no c~~nges 'in 

the class timetable or activity structure were required; (i) young children 
\. 

constituted the sample, as opposed to older students. who may well haN'e shown 

greater react~ivity; (j) two pre-baseline obser~ations were held sa that the .. 
, 

po't:ential novel:ty sUrTounding the observer' s apparatus (e.g., audio-pacer) 

~ il '" /II 

wo~d not affect the baseline; (k) the observations begaI'l in January, after 

a routin~ had been established, and many butside observers (e.g., administt;'a-
5 

tors) had already visi teq,. 

,. 

~~ 
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Method: Experiment II 

S~jects and Recruiting of Sample 

.ê,.s weré 50 fernale elementary school teachers of regular grade 1-3 elasses. 

40 of whom participated in Experiment 1. These 40 were recruited fO,r parti­

cipation in a th~ee-credit bahavior modification training program at M~ll 

un~v~sity. Key administrative person~ll in five Montreal area school com-
~, r 

missions and 10 private schools were contacted and informed of the nature of 

~rye proposed research. Each agreed to distribute' a Course description to aIl 

eligible teachers under their j urisdiction. Appr6ximatEi!ly 2 ,000 announc~ments 

\ 
~ were distributed. producing 204 respondents who identified themselves by 

t • f 

returning a coupon requesting further ·information, Of this number. 61 were 

ineligible be ... cause they did not meet the cri terion of bei~ a regular 1-3 

,~. . 
teacher in an Engllsh-spe~klng class. The remaining 143 respondents were ... 
mailed a letter requesting that they c~mplete a series of behavior ohecklists 

pertaining to three children in the class--the most withdrawn, the most dis-

ruptive. and the most distractible. 
L • 

It was communicated that this was neces-

sary for Planning the course curriculum in a 'manner that would be tailor-made 

to the immediate needs of the participants. Aiso. it would help the instructor 

to place the participants in sections where a he~erogeneity of problems would 
~ 

be'prese;ted. Completi9n ,rE the checkl~st was not tantamount to an offe~ of 

admission into the program. No association was m~de between written responses 

ëihd eligibility for' entry. This precaution was intended to re-duce response , , 

bias on the part of teachers who might have m~de their children "look bad" in 

order to increase the li~elihood of acceptance. 

Upon receipt of the behavior checklists a teach~r was either rejected 
,-

.' 

"n, •• ' , l'. ,Ut. 
; , . 
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because no child was rated as sufficiently dev'ant or she proceeded to the 

" next phase of the select ion process. The percei ved severi ty of the child' s 

handicap had to be rated as "a major prct>blem requiring professioniJl inter~­

t~on" or "a minor problem worthy of a casual, short-tern Itreatment program. Il) 
~,Jn addition, a socially withdrawd'ch~ld had to display two of the following 

- , 
characteristics at criterion activity levels: 

.... 
volunteers in class 

1 
daydreams , 
initiates conversation with peers 

.. 
rarely or never 
quite often or always 
rarely or never 

" 

~ distpactible child had to receive three of the following ratings: \ 

finishes things he starts fut of seat 
listurbs others 

restless, fighting 

• rarely or never 
quite often or always 
slightly more tban average, quite 

often, or always 
quit~ often 

A disruptive child needed two of the following ratings to ~ualify: 

'-
teases or interferes with other children . ~ 
seeks attent,lon of. teacher 
strikes back with aggressive beh'avior 

when teased or interfered with , , 

qui te oft-en or - always 
quite often or always 
quite often or al~ays 

'rinally, a child must have ful'filled one of the following condi'tions: 

1. Been the subject of a non:compulsory, teacher-initiated parent 
conference; 

Il 
1 

"., 

2: Been discusseod by teacher wi th princi~al at least once; 

3. Been discussed by teacher with counse1or at 1east oncej 
....... 

4. B~en ref~rred for~s!chological testing by school. 

ALI teachers who had at least one child who mei minim~ standards were 

. telephone'd and infol"Jlled that a one':'hour ~servat~on by ~ would occur in order , 
to ascertain whether her- target pupil(s) would be likely to bene fit fram be- , 

havidral intervention. Teachers were a1so notified of three additional con- • 
1 

tingencies whicn w·olJld be applied in the event they were accepted. These , 

FI' 17 j'I'IIfI"-' ,,' q~' .. J'i':':' 
, [ " ; 
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..... 
included the purchase 'of a' text book (Becker, Engelman, & Thomas, 1971); 

a~eement ta 20 in-class observations and ~tendance at aIl group sessions. 

Of 84 candidates who weI'e te1ephoned, .aIl but one ae;reed ta the preliminary 

observation and sUPR~ementary contingenCieS~ ~ conducted aIl pre-baseline .' . observations using a classroom coding syste to be described !~ subsequent' 
1 

sections. While E focused on only one or two eligible children and randomfY 

selected peers, he asked the teacher to identify. aIl three pupils she had 

targeted on the checklists ~nd any others she may have been concerned with . 

• It was hypothesized that if the teacher believed E was tracking the behavior 
,( . 

of at least three children, she would be I/ss inclined to influence t~ be-

hav~or of any sing~ child in a manner that would improve her prospects of 

ajlJlÎssion. Ratios between 'target chird behavior and composite peel' responses 

were computed using percentage of inter~als in which a behavior occurred as the 

dependent variable. To be accepted. a "socially withdrawn" child was required 
" 

- to fu1fi11 three of the following four -conditions: 

appropriate interaction with peers 
volunteering , 
initiation ta teacher,. 
looking around or self-stimulation 

maximum 1(2 peer norm 
maximum 1/2 peer' norm 
maximum 1/1 peer norm 
minimum 2 times peer naIm 

, 

Distractible aDd d~sruptive children seemed almost' indistinct from one ·another 

__ according ta the teacher r~port~ and, ;to a somewhat lesser extent, the prelimi­

na~ 0rservation. , Tp be eligible, a target child had to have a total deviance 

score which was a.t least twice, that of the compos i te peel' norm. The total ., 

deviance score was del'ived by taking the'total number of intel'vals in which 
~ ~ 

one to 10 negative behaviors occurred and dividing it by the total numbel' of 

intervals. In borde~line cases the subject Wê~ either observed a second tlme 
• J 

or,was rejected immediately. following the preliminary screening, teachers 
" ' 

wel'e told they would be~otified.of their admission status with±n a few days • 

• 

4, ) Ai .st 
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Eligible teachers were admitted consecutively until quotas of 20 socially 

withdrawn and 20 disrup~ive-distractible children were filled. Two teachers 
/' 1--

in each category were j!signed to a w~ting list in the event of drop-outs. 

Fort y teachers w~re offered admission.into the course and were asked to 

complete the necessary registration forros and provide travel directiont to 
J~~ 

their schools, along with a timetable showing a periods when the target child 

wa, in the classroom. AlI invited applicants esponded favo~ably to the off~ 
... 

and registered within the allotted time peri d. 

Fi ve t~hers per pupil type were ass' ned to each of the four 

described in txperiment I. Assignment wa random following certain provisions 

for those who could attend group meetin 'only on particular days and f9r those 

schools which were represented by more than one teacher. In this instance, 

aIl participants from one school were assigned to the same experimental con-, 

dition. There were no differences between groups on the number of teacher 

pairs (or in one case triads). 

Ten mat~hed control teachers were recruited by contacting appropria te 

-
administrative personnel in eight schools unrepresented in the experimental 

sample. The tpree behavior checklists were distributed, accompa~led by a, 

letter requesting cooperation with thtresearch. Teachers were asked to 

complete the checklist, permit a maximum of two one-hour screening observations 
~ 

~ by ~ and, if their target child was deemed acceptable, fill out various ques-

f 
.. 

, .~ 

, 
tionna~res and consent t~ 20 additional.in-class obse~vations over tqe 

following five'~s. ,As compensation, each would receive two,books at the 

completion of the study. Thirty-six te~chers agreed to cooperate. Because of 

the ease in obtaining control subjects, it was possible to introduce an addi-

ional prerequi,site which would control for possible differences in motivatil;;m 

r: 

'---..................... . 
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between experimental and control §..&." Tpat i8, aIl members of the latter gro~p 

were ta have satisfactorily completed at least one continuing education course 

withi'n the last year or pe cvrtently registered. Due ta an oversight on the 

part of ~. this condition was fulfilled by only eight of the 10 control 

teachers. Any contro~ subject who had received formal training in operant 

treatment of childhood disorders was rejected. 

The totÇil sample of 50 teache~ was drawn from 34 different 

Post ~ analyses revealed no differences between groups on number of 1e rs 

of teaching experience, size of class, amount of time contributed b~ ~h 

parties (i.e., student teachers, parent aides, etc.), and grade level. 
. . 

Teachers in the four experimen~al conditions received 13 sessions of 
-.,' 

trai~ing in groups of 10 fro~ January through M~y of 1974. Sessions were two 

hours long and were ~eld on an irregular basis as noted below. Attendance ~as 

mandat ory and was the pnly basis upon which eva1uation was made. Three uni-
, ~.( 1'-

vers,ity credits were given on a pass-fail basis to aIl particip.ants whose 

attendance was 100% for 13 sessions. 

'~ll ~ea1 th ware required to arrange 

in order 

Training 

to "ke l missed work. 

curriculum'5nd Experimental 

Those ûnable ta attend for reasons of 

an individual meeting with the instructor 

Phases 

Baseline (6 weeks; Phases I, II~ and III of observational schedule) Session 

l (week 1). Completion of various 'dependent me~sures; ~resentation on de~ 

fining behavior objecti vely, behavioral vs. medicaT models of psychopathology; 

. '" 
pinpoi~~ing selected behaviors in the ta:get child. Session:~ (~eek 2). 

, 
'Observation training including rationale for systematic naturalistic observa-

, 
tion, instruction and practice in various data couection

l 
techniques. 

1 

Groups E3 

1 
1 ... 1 1 

" 
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'. " and E4 were assigned the task of dailyr data collectl.On, the latter', wi th an 

external monitor. 
- \ 

Group El rece i ved a 11 j:>laceb 0 " lecture on psychophGlrmacolo-

gioal intervention with hyperactive children. Session 3 (week 5). Alterna­
/ 

tive modeis o~ aggression, hyperactivity. and social wit~drawal ~th 1 / 

particUlaj 

emphâsis on p ychodynamic and ethological approi'lches. 

~ 

me would argue that inputs which occurred during baselinë could 

be as a fOT'm"of interventio~ (e.g., pinpointing, tracldng), the' 

princip~l ypo~hesis being tested required differential training and data 

~ollect ion /during aIl phases of the experiment. - A number of pre-baseline . 
observati would have"been advantageous but would ~lso have imposed exces-

sive dema on time and budget. Another consideration ,is that teachers were 

eXIJected 0 attend meetings and to collect data for a period of 5-6 weeks be-

fore recer~ing t/eatment. It would ha~ been SOn'lewhat difficult ta ho:id them 

\ 
in abeyance for a more ext-ended ~ntérval. 

-----
The purpose of the' somewhat un-

related present~tion on alternative models (session 3) was to gather addi-
, r" 

'~I 

/ 

tional data and ta remain in personal contact with the participants. Had this 
1 

session not been ~ncludéd, a periotl of one month would have elapsed between 

, meetings; such a large delay could. have had an adve~se effect on the' qùa'lity 

of data collection and on expectations of improvernent. 

Intervention (10 Weeks) 

Session.!. (week 7). Writing of behavioral objectives, in*oduction to 
't ' 

applied b7havior analysis; the rationale for and use of contingent attention; 

distribution of text and reading assign~ent. ' 
.. 

Session.? (week ~). Reinforcement, including types, how to, schedules of; 

problem analysis exercise which required identification of antecedent and 

. 
'f '. ~'.""'~~'~.a:rt.: 

/ 
1 
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/ 

s/lection of reinforcers; viewed film "Cljild-Be-

/ 

\ 
! 

codseq~ent stimuli, and 
/ 

haVior Erals You" (Natirnal Film Board of Canada); reading assignment plus 
1 .1 

r;ei~orcement survey fOf target chi ~d (Tnarp & Wetzel, 1969). 
! ~~ 

Elimination of inappropriafe and unacceptable ~~ Sessiç?n '3 (weef 9i. 
- - -{ 

havidr; time-out; ign41'ing i punishment, including why, why not, and how; 
. J 

viewed video tapes of! time-out and ignot:'ing; fùrther work on problem analysis 

exercise with ;i,nclusion of extinction or punishment techp.iques; assignment: 

reading plus use of contingent attention. . {~ 
Sessi'on 4 (week 10). Designlng of individual programs for target child-- -.----

l'en; presentation .,of mode1ing, symbolic modeling, and ro1e-playing techniques 
c'. _ 

for withdrawn childrenj point systems for distractible-dis1'uptive chi1dren; 

assignment: reading. implement program. withdrawn chil'dren view symbolio 

mode1ing video tapes of social interaction and volunteering. 

Session ~ (week ll). Review programs; presentation of the Good Behavior 

Game (Barrish, Saunders, & Wolf,,·1969; Medlapd & Stachn~k, 197~); use of group 

contingencies; addition of individual contingencies for withdrawn subjects; 

use of and, distribution of work box (Patterson, Cobb, f.. Ray. 1972) for severely 
'. 

acting-out pupirs; shaping, especia1ly of academic skil1s, cueing; assignment: 

reading and continue program . 
. 

Session §.. (weel< .!3.). Double interlocking cross-over. continge~cy for wi:th-

drawn children (Wa~ke~ & Hops, 1973) modified for teacher admirristration; 

contingency contracting; using parents to deliver reinforcers; assignment: 

re~ding, continue p~ogram. 

Session l (~eek 14). Modification of cross-ov~r contingencies where 

necessary; e1imination of se1f-stimulatory behavior; reduction of fear re­
l 

sponses; assignment: reading~ cont~nùe programs. 

MO_eUa& --'1 2 Et..,' 
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Session 8 (weel< ~)~ Setting up programs for other children ,in the sam\(e, .~ 

class (this had been encouraged aIl along, particularly in cases where the 

teacher did not consider the targe~ child as her greate9t problem); fading 
,. 
1 

of reinforcers; shaping.original responses. 
" 

Follow-up 

During this phase teachers were advised to fade ~se of contrived rein­
l 

forcers if they had not already done so and to gradually eliminate contin-

gencies which required special tracking'(i.e., those which would not likely 
.., 

be followed by another teac~er), Inputs during follow-up were related to 

previo~sly instituted hehavior modification procedurès; however, no new pro-

grams were itntroduced and only minaI' adjustments were maqe in several cases 

where rep0rp\d progrèss '\'as minimal, During follow-up, members of groups E3 

and E4 were still required to collect daily data, the latter group cont~nuing 

to utilize external monitors, ", Longer term follow-up was precluded by the 

close of school for the summer. 

Session ! (~18). Tutoring programs; t-eview ~,ading of reinforco::ers;' 
. , 

dealing with parents fro~ a behavioral perspective; description and assign-

ment of final Tepprts on aIl prùgrams implemented during the course. These 

were to be sumitted on ditto masters sa each teacher in the entire study 

çould receive a copy of every report. 
, -

Session ~ .(~ 20). Resources for, further training and materials in 

behavior modification; description of an administrative strategy for imple-

menting ~imilar in-service training within a schOol commission; complet ion 
, \ 

of post-in~ervention dependent measures~ 

1 __ ,4_ 
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Dèpendent Measures 

Naturalistic observation data. 
j 

The obse~vat io~ system employed herein 
---' , 

was a modified version of the classroom coding pI:ocedures developed by 

Patterson~ Cobb, and Ray (1972). The system has provisions for recording both 

target chi Id and peer behavio:t, environmental rè'sponses to that beh~vior, and , ' 

the' type nf ongoi' activity p~scribed by the ~eacher. Omnibus categories 
, 

or composites were formed for Total Deviant Behavior, Disruptiveness~ Dis-

tractibility, and Social Withdrawal. Each is a combinat ion of two or more of • 
the fol1owin~8 discrete respon~~s: 

Appropriate Behaviors 

-
approval 
compliance 
appropriate 
appropr'iate 
volunteer 
i~itiation 
laugh 
attend 

interaction with teacher 
interaction with peer 

to or b1 teacher 

Inappropriate Beh~viors 

physical aggression 
disapproval 

... 

high rat~ 
noncompliance 
inappropriate interaction'with'teacher 
inappropriate interaction with pe~r 
inappropriate"locale 

J 

'> ...... self-stimulation 
look al'ound 
not -attend---- --~~------

__ =0=-==='-- -~,--, - --- - - r 

" 
---->, 

The 18 behav16rs weve' dichotomously classified as either-appropriate or 

. . d d· \..~ • 4 d ab'l" h l~N ~nappropr~ate epen ~~g on tlle~~ presume accept ~ ~ty 1n t e c assroom. ot 

only 40 the se ~ssignments have face validity, but a number of discrete re-

sponses lying within the Appropriate classification co~relate positively 

II~ith, acadetnic 
'\ ~ 

achievement for eleme.ntary school chi~d~en, while sev~~-a6ema~~ __ J 

1 -. 
. , 
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/ " ~ 

~fo~ing other omnib~s categories (e.g., Disruptiveness) are prèse~ted with 

the resul ts. 
1 \ 

Appendix A çonsists of the coding manual used for observer training, It 
1 

ïontains definitions for each of the 18 behaviors as w~ll as complete instruc-

tions for conducting an obs,ervation. Briefly, the observer records the be-

" 
havior of a target' child and a systematical1y selected (on basis of seating 

. 
arrangement) same-sex peer on alternating six-second intervals. While the 

target child remains the same, the observer rota:tes through aIl :the peers, 
\ . , 

therehy providing\ normative da't~ in the form of "composite peer'" scores. , 

, Either the targ'et child or a peer is therefore desi ed as the subject for 

an interval'. Any respon'ses to the behavior fl~i:his subject !3.re also coded . . ~ , 

Such responses may be emit~~~~cher or a peer. Again, the reader is 

refe~red to App,endix A fo~ a more detailed dêscription of the observation 

procedures and aIl other dependent measures. 

Observers were required to provide.information about the nature of the 

t activity in which the class was enga~d, rive conditions were defined as 

~ follows: (a) Structured: the teacher has provided clear guideiines for' the 

_1--~ _._~f~.l<!""n . t" follow in ca,,'Y ing, out tasks. (b) Unstruc tured : the guidé li nes 

; -- ~~- - for the child 's behavior are vague or unclear to the observe'r, i. e., 'the 

o 

•• 

students can determine wha,t they want to do in terms of academic activity. 

(c) Grou'p: the class is involved as one unit in academic activity, e'.g., the 

teacher lectu~ing. student reciting while others listen. Also, group applies 

~-~~ivities where the class is divided into several -8mall units such as in 

. . 

rkading or special ·projects. (d) Individual: the majority of the students 

are doing work by themselves at desks, e.g., art projects are being do~é by 

.4lA UMlaÜJJJ -

,/ 

M 
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each· child. "Inçli vidual" applies e)en though 

f~om other peers and/of teachers. 

the student asks for and re-

• 
cei ves t/'élp . (ce) Transitional: the class i5 

d 

between activities, e.g,., waiting for recess, lining up for lunch, returning 

.. from recess, teacher has indica"ted ·reading 
--------- - . 

~.the next activity: 

period but has provided no direc-
t 

ti 

The obdrvation data served as dependent meàsures for testing hypotheses .. 
2-8. Testing of HYP?thesis l used the observation data as an independent or 

cri terion variable against which the accllracy of teacher perception was 
j 

appraised. 

is a 

l/al~er Problem Behavior Identification CheckHst (l/alk! ~L Tliis 

50-item çhecklist compose,d of operational statements· abo t observable' 

classroom behavior:. which aU teachers completed for target children during 
" 

. baseline and follow-up. Factor sGores were obtained "for act~ng out. with-

drawal, distractibility, disturbed p~er relatio~s, and immaturity. 
" 

,Summary reports. Thesè a:re weekly l'atihgs on a seven-point scale . 
... 

Teachers whose target child wa~ withdrawn completed a "withdrawal scal~, 11 

while thoSé whose target child was acting out· 'provided a separate rating on 
, 

dbnensions of disruptiveness and distra~ibility. Ratings were obtained from 

teachers in group Cl once duri'ng baseline\and again at the termination of the 

\ 
! st~~ ________ 

--........ ........... . " 

_~_~ .Behavior Vi~ (Heifitz, ~). This is a 20-}tem multiple 

--Cnoiee-j;~~sess~s kn~~~~or modification principles and 

techniq~es of class~ This ins'tIlU!!lent had been successfully "" ~~ 
pilot-tested (Baker, Heifitz, f,. Pas~ck':' 197~). It wa~~tered to al! 

teacl\ers during baseline and following ,training. 

Number of pro~rams implemented. 
( 

1\ 

A breakdown of aH behé).vior mo~ific'ation 
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pI'Qgrams i~le!llented dU1'ing the course of training was obtained from each' 

tt~acher ip groups E
1
-E

4
• A program was defined as: (a) ·pinpointing the 

proplem ~ (b) setting a contingency, and (..c) de li vering the rein forcing or 

punishing consequence. The use of time-out was not incl~ded in :this measure 
1 

unlel;is a reinforcing consequence was availanle for specified prosocial be­
'r: .. 

haviors. Programs were categorized as either group or individual in'nature 

witl;l contingencies placed on either acac:l'emic performance or classroom be-

qavior. 

Teacher ~loba1 ratings. A post-treatment general rating' of t.;irget child 

improvement me~ured on 'a four-point scale (lia grefat de~l,H IIsomewhat," "a 

11ttle t" or "not\t a11 11 ) • 

Expectation of improvement (Walter f.. Gilmore, ~). An instrument re~ 

quiring teachers' or pa~nts to eS,timate the probability of target, chi~d im-

provement. This estimate was obtained from experimenta1 teachers at the· be-

." fI' glnnl.ng 0 eac. group seSSl.on. 

Cast analysis. :l'his measure consists of cost estimatés for imp1ementation 

of the present teache~ training prosram excluding research components. Such 

cost~ were measured b~th monetarily and in tenns of time eKpenditures fbr a 

psychologist anq participating teachers. The difficu1 ty in assigning a dollar 

value/te the benefits accrued prec1udes a true cost-benefit analysis. 'l'he 
.' 

cost data suppUed here. are useful otüy insofar as the present interveI;ltion 

éan be compared to alternative models wi th siinil}r objeèti ves. 

j 

," 
/ 

j 

a 

'6 
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R~ults: .Exper:iment .II 

1 

Te?cher 'Attenclance 

u 
Each of the, 40 teache,rs was expected ta attend 13 group. sé~sions. The 

" 
-total number· of p.oflsible attemiances was' 520. On1;9' 21 absences wer& ~d~d, 

thus producing an overall attEmdance of 96%. Of the 21 absences, six we:re 
.. ' 

accounted for by one teacher (#26) who ultimately .did not recei .te' credl. t for 
~ 0" 

participating in the program. Howeve~ aIl data were collected for this 

~ubject and 1hese were include'd in the at)alysis of group' E2 • 
9 

No other 

subject was absent more than, twice. 'None o~nal 50 teaehers in the 

study dropped out. 

• Dropouts of Target Children 

,illfl'J, IF' 

One disruptive/distraetible' target cl'J\ld' (#45) was transferred to a spe-

<fiaI educatiàn cla$s j ust prior ta the onset of intervention.. Baseline data' 

were not retained. Therefore, data for the acting-out subsample from group' 

? 

E4 were .obtained fram four subj ects. only. It is perhaps ~orth, not ing that 

1=eacher #45 continued to participate ,fully in tne . absence of a specifie tar'" 

get child. 

Subj,ect #16~ an' acting-out child in greup El moved out of. the area after 

intervention had been completed. His data are included in all an'alyses. 
• 

, \' 
, , ~ 9 It was'j decided a priori that 'if the score on the second administra­
tio of the §el\avior Vignettes Test was l.ôwer than one half a standard 
dev' at ion be19w the mean for trained teachers the'n data fOI! 5ubj ect #26 ' ~ 
we to be exeluded: This teacher had a score of 7 on the pre-te~t anà 12 on 

"thel post-test. ~.nce theopost-treatment mean for groups E1 -E4 was 11.72. she 
wasl ~onsidered t ~avè' l~arned basic social learning prine~ples and techniques 
despl te <l pOOl' te ord 'of a~tendance. 0 

\. 
j * ' 
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Follow-up observation data for the acting-out sùbsatnple of group El were 

obtained from four subjects only. 

There were no d~opouts among socially withdrawn éhildren. 
J 

~ 

Observer Agreement 

82 

A tQtal of 148 reliability ch~s were made during the course of data 

collection. Thilse occurt'e9 at a rate of two pel' week per observer except 

during the final week w?en checks were eliminated. ,.~ 

The overall mean reliability was .91. 
( 

Peroentages of observer agreement for each code category are presented in 

Table 2.1. 

Table 2.' 

Percentages of Ob~erver' Agreement for Each Code Category. 

Code 

AP Approval 
CO Comply 

, 

T+ Appropriate interaction 
wi th teacher 

P+ Appropriate interaction' 

VQ 
with peer 

Volunteering 
IT Initiation to/by teacher 
LA Laugh 
AT Attend 

Percent 
agréement 

92 PA 
89 DI 
93. HR 

NC 
89 T-

83 P-
88~ 

84 IL 
95 SS 

LO 
NA 

Code 

~ ~ 

Percent 
aKreement 

Physical aggression 98 
Disapproval ~ 83 
High rate 81 
Noncomply 84 
Inappropriate interactio~ 87 

wi th teacher 
.Inappropriate interaction 87 

with peer . 
Inappropriate locale 92 
Self-s~imulation 81 
Looking around 83 
Not atte.~d 86 

B~cause interval-by-intérval reliabilities were consistently high, it was , 

. deemed unnecessary to compute correlation coefficients for each dependent 

variable (composite score). 
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Transformation of Observation Data. 

• 

Observation data (frequencies) were converted to proportion scores for ... , 

each of the 18 behavior categories .. This was done.to compensate for slight 

variation in the length of observation sessions. Arcsin transformations were 

performed in ordet' to stabalize the variances. 
~ , , 

Following this, a category . 
# 

mean and standard deviation were computed for the pooled composite peer data 

, . ID 
from Phases I-III.~ Using the formula for'standard score conversion, 

X-x 
z = --a 

the mean and standârd deviation for the peer sample were substituted, alopg 

, with the .transforned portion "x" for the target subject or group. The obtained 

~ scores represent telative or comparative perfo~ance. Table 2.2 presents 

the cor~esponding proportions for z score values. A thorough expl,anation of 

the rat i,onale and procedure for standard score conversio~ ?f observation data 
, 

lB presented in Ar-pendix B. 

Se'lection of Dependent VariableS 

Three dèpepdent variables were rel~vant to the testing of Hypothesis 1 .. 

These include "d,isrup_tiveness'," Ildistractibili'ty," artd."social withèralolal." 

CIO Peer ,d~ta: fOr Btase~ IV-VI were not included', in calculation of norms / 
because peer 'b'ehavior under these conditions could well have been qf;fected by (, 
any of the fcllowins contingencies (Wa1ker & Hops, 1975): (1) a target sub- / 
j ect shares indi v'itiùa11Y earned rewards wi th ,his peers; (2) <peers are '" 1 " 

encouraged to make social responses to a tar,get child in order to aS9ist hi~ 
in meeting the criteY'ion for group 'rewaros; (3) one child is the subject of;' 
an intervention but is not identified as such; l1ere the treatment procedurt1s 
and rewards involve all members of the class; (Il) both the target child and 
peers are paFticipatin~'in treatment and ar~ req~ired to cooperat~ in ord~r 
t~ fulfi11'reinforcement criteria. -

, 
ru_ Ait 'EJ1M!!œcsa --

.. 
/ 

j 
; , 

-, 
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; , 
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Tabre 2.2 

Proportions of Behavior Resulting in a Given z Score-

.... 

.. 
.-./ 

z 
-J 

~,~ 

. 

--

l' 
1 

AP 

.O~ 

.01 

.01 

.01 

.01 

.00 

. 

"' 

CO T+-< 

.15 .18 
.14 .16 
.13 .15 
.li .14 
.10 .1.2 
.09 .11 
.08 .10 
.07 .09 
.07 .08 
.06 .07 
.05 .06 
.0"4- .05 
. 03 . • 04 
.o~ .03 
.02 .03 

.02 .02 

.01 .02 

.01 .01. 

.01 .01 

.00. .00 

Appropriate 
P+ VO IT 

.46 .30 .22 

.43 .28 .20 

.40 .25 .18 

.36 .23 .17 

.33 1 .20 .15' 

.30 .18 .14 

.26 .16 .12 

.24 .14 .11 

.21' .12 .09 

.18 .10 ... 08 

.16 ~08 .07 

.13 .07 .06 

.11 .05 .05 

.09-.. 04 .04 

.07 .03' .03 

.06 .02 .02 

.04 .01 .02 

.0.3 .01. • Dl 

.02 :00 .01 

.01 .00 

.01 

.00 _ 
, 

, 
~ 

, 

'\:.. , 

" - ~ 
$ S 

LA AT 
. 

.05 .97 

.04 .96 

.04 .94 

.03 .93 

.03 .91 

.02 .89 

.02 .87 

.02 .85 

.01 .83 

.01' .80 

. Dl. .78 

.01 .75 

.01 .72 

.00 .69 
.66 
.64 
.60 
.57 . 
.54, 
.51 

- .48 
.45 
. 42 
.39 
.36 
. 33 . 
. 30 

'. -
Inal'P.ropriate -

PA DI - HR. Ne T-
-

.03 .02 .12 .03 .09 

.03 .02 .11 .. 03 .08 

.03 .02 .10 .03 ~07 

.02 .02 .09 .02 .06 

.02 .01 .08 .02 .05 
J02 .01 .07 .02 .95 
.01 .01 .06 .01 .04 
.Ol. .01 .~.Ol .03 
.01 .01 .04 .01 .03-
.01 .Cl .O!! .01 .02 
. JI .00 .03 .01 ·92 
.00 .02 .01 .0.1 

.02 .00 .01 

.01 .Ol 

.01 .00 

.01 . 

.00 

~ 

, 

. 

.. 
0 

-- --

p- IL -- SS LO • NA 

.23 .07 .16 '.32 •• 16 

.21 .07 .15 .30 .15 . 

.1.9 .06 .13 . 28 .13 

.18 .05 .l.1 .26 ':12 

.16 •• 04 .11 .24 .11 

.14 .04 .09 .22 .091 

.12 .03 .08 .20 .08 

.11 .03 .070 .. 18 .07 
.09 .02 .06 
.08 .02 .05 
.07 .01 .04 
.06 .01 .04 
.05 .01 .03 
.04- .Ol .02 
.03 .00 ,.02 
.02 .01 
.01 .01 
.01 .00 
.01 
.00 -

. t 

.16 

.14 

.13 

.-11 

.10 

.OB 

.07 

.06 

.05 

. 04 

.03 

.02 

.02-

.01 
:01 
.QO 

.06 

.05 

.04 

.03 

.03 

.02 

.02 

.01 

.01 

.00 . 

Cl) 
, ç 

, 
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Teachers whose taz>get ehild was defincd ~s "a~ting out" submi tted w'eel<ly 
1 . 

rat i~gs on the f.irst, two variables, while those whose targ~t child was 

"socially withdrawn" followed the same proceGiure on the third varia e. The 
'L 

readel' is reminded that rat~ngs wel'e made on a seven-point seal with "7" .:. , 

designated as the most extreme condition. The selection of composites, or 

~arallel.eonstruets based on direct observation, was e l'ied out in'a some-

what different manner for each of the three variab s tQ be disbussed below 

l , 
and several others to be introduced in later s ctions. 

Disruptiveness: (PA)'!. (DI.) + (T-) + (P 

This variable was define,d .emIl·rieally as that combinati-on of deviant be-

ha~iors to which the environme t (i.e., teacher or peers) responded with an 

overall probability great than .5 duririg baseline. A ratio was computed by' 

dividing the total n el" of intervals in which a particular behavior occurred 

into the number 0 intervals in which any re sponse (i. e .0, pos i t ive, negati ve , 

or neutral) t that behavior was recorded. F0r example, if "inappropriate 

interacti with teacher" (e.g., c~üling out) occurred 200' times for "i"'· 

chil en over "j" observations and o teacher reprimands, peer laughtèr 1>r any 

her reaction followed, 140 of these incidents within six' seconds, then the 

140 disrupt ive fat io would simply be 200 or, . 70 • 
, 

Multfplying this ratio by 100 yields a percentage of teacher ér peer re-

action to each çlass of behavior. These are "presented in Table 2.3 for aIl 

deviant categories. A further breakdown comparing target children ta peers' 

indicates that the environ~ent is remarkably stable in its respOnse probab11ity , 

·to a particular discrete behavior. 
0" , 

Given a particular behavior, the proba-

bilityof it disrupting others is about the same regardless of who emitted it. 

( 
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> 

- Genera1ry~ the disruptive target children were responded to with only a 

slightly 10wer probabi1ity than their peers. Any câtegory for which the 

combined target/peer disruptiveness 'percentage exceeded 50 was included in 
, 

t~e composite. ,Behaviors fu1filling this requirement were physical aggression 
. 

(60%), ~ïsapprova1 (58%), inappropriate interaction with teacher (51%), and. , 

in~ppropriate interaction with peer'(82%). The next most disruptive be-

'->' 
havior, "inappropriate locale 1" shQwed far less success in eliciting environ-

me~tal responses· (18%). Sinc'e the term "disruptive" pertains ta Interference . 
o 

_, with others,'it would appear that the present manner of defining it yields a 

variable of good construct va1idity. 

Table 2.3 

Environmental Responses ta Deviant Behav~ors 

% environmental resEonse 
To target 

{ 

Tp. peers Combined .. children 
~ ': ' , 

" PA 58.58 62.86 59.88* .... ! ' 
DI 55.47. 62.50 57.89'" ~ ,,,-t . HR\ 9.$8 9.80, 9.65 ',,,", 

\' 

NC 12.26 13.13 12.47 l 

, \ 
T- 49.38 • 5.6.45 50.55* 
p- 79.48 " 85.66 82.11* .Ir~ 

~ 

IL 17.69 17.84 
.", 

18.26 
SS 1.~32 0.56 L08 
LO 2.14 0.74 1.48 

'NA 4.57 ~" 5.08 4.70 

* .E. < ~05 

~ 
'\ 

i ) 
, 

J 
.-

• & 

.. 
" 

... , 

.. 
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Distractibility: (HR) t (E:) t (IL) t (SS) t ,(LO) t (NA) 

1""'" 1 

This variable includes those dtl:icrete responses; de·si~nated as "distract-' 

ible" in txperiment 1. The combinat ion was formulated arbitrarily, but co~-

sensus as to its content validity was obtained verbally. by the 40 experimental 

teaehers. Component categories include high rate, iuappropriate interaction 

with peer', inappropriate locale, self-stimulation, looking,around, an~ .not' 

attending. The reader sh~uld refer t? the coding manual in Appendix A fol' 

complete definitioqs and relevant examples. 
1 -

Social Withdrawal: (Pt) + (VO) + (IT) .:. (SS) - (LO) 

" 
~he combination for withdrawal represents those behaviors upon which 

sample selection was based: appropriate interaction with peer, volu~teers, 

initiation to teacher, self-stimulation, and looking around. Unlike the pre-
1 " 

vious two composites, withdrawal consists of. both appropriate and deviant be-

havior codes, t4us accounting for the minus' signs. Target children were de-
, , 

fieient on the first three categoriês ~nd above the n~rma'l level for the 'last 

two. t-tests fol' correlated samples showed that each of the five responses 

disc'riminated target subjects from p,eers during baseline Phases l'and IH . 

Table 2.4 presents the results of these Qnalyses. 

Testing for ~ Tracking Effect 
.1 

In order to examine the ~elationship bet~e~n teacher perceptions (i.e., 
, . 

ratings) of behavior change an~ independently ob~erved behavior levels, the 

~klY ratings on the seven-po~nt scale were correlated with observation data. 

Eighteen pairs of summary ratings and observation composite scores weré formed 

ni 
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1 
for each teàcher-student dyad by correlating the rating optained at the be-

, l/ 

ginning of a week with' the composite scores from the corresponding (i.e., 

) b' .' 11 most recent 0 SCl'vat ~on . 
" 

Observations seldom preceded a summary report by 
, 

more than ,four school days. 

Table 2.4 
, \ 

Behaviors Discriminating Withdrawn Children from Norma~ Peers 

Code' category 

Pt 
va 
IT 
SS 
LO 

"if E. < .01 " 

df 

24 
24 
24 
24 
24 

t (one-ta1led 

5.642** 
4. 08 S*'" 
4,.525** 
3.514*'" 
5.946** 

Wh~le there ls l~ttle reason to expect any relationship to exist bétweën 
'\ 'r 

one hour of clalssroom observation and a wee~ly summary report, it was assumed 

that reported improvement would yield moderately strong correlations over the 
'.' 

course, of 18 observations in ëases where behavior change WClS, in fact·, demon-
, 

strated. Similarly, reports indicating little or no progress wo~ld be expected 

ta correlate significantly wfth observed behavior levels which remain reIa-

tively stable bver th~"-cOUl"$e SJeatment. ' _ 
e 

Ratings of "disruptiveness" were éOrrelated with the comp~ite sco:re (Pk) + 

(DI)' t (T .. ) t (P-); "distractibility" with (HR) t (P-) + (IL) + (SS) + (LO) t 

(NA), and "social withdrawal" with (Pt) t (VO)· t (IT) - (SS) - (Lü). Following 

f .. 
11 ,- . 

,bata from the demand 
analysis." " ", 

baseline condition was excludèd trom thls 

-, 
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computation of Pearson product-moment correlation "coefficients, a standard, 
\ 

score transformation . ",as performed to normalize the distribution of "r." This 
f 

rendered the sampling distribut~on of z scores indepenaent of the magnitude of . ' the correlation coefficient Itr ." Table 2.5 presents correlations and z scores 

on each dependent variable for each subject. Notice that correlations for 

witndrawal are mostly negative. This is because the combination of behaviors 

yields.higher scores as the child improves. For acting-out subjects, improve­
\ 

ment on either the disruptiveness or distractibility composite is denoted by 

a decrease in the score. A separate one-way AffOVA f~r each of the three set~ 

of z, scores was pef'formed ta test for group differe'nces in convergent validi'ty. 

Group means and standard devlations for disruptiveness are presented in 

Tab1e 2.6., One can easily detect that no differences in mean levels existed 

betwee~ El' E2' and E3' Despite a higher z score o! .457 for E4 , no main 
" 

effect for groups was obtained (I = 0.433, df = 3, 15; n. s. ) . (See Table 2.7. ) 

While it appear~ that the group receiving the maximum amount of observatIon 

tralnin~ a~d monitoring was sQmewhat more accurate in rating disruptiven~ss, 

this difference.d~d not approach signlficance. 

Tuming to "dlstractlbil i ty , " . one can see from Table 2.8 that the order 

• 
of group means corresponds very nearly to th~ amount,of observational input,: 

, 
with only t 2 and E3 showing no discernable differences from one another. 

"lthough the i)lowest score of .282 for El appears substantially lower th an .565 

for E4' this differe?ce was not statistically significant CI = .657, ~ = 3, 13; 

'\ n • sr. ) . A very' high !;?tan~aI'd deviation of .4-82 for E4_ helps "aCCOl,lDt for the 
~ 

absence of à main effect (see Table 2.9). A~so, the small number of subjects 

in each group mitigates the attaining of statistical ~ignifica~~. 
, .. 

" 
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DisI'Uptiveness 

Gr!:>UP/ r z S no. 
-

1/5 0.2076 0.2106 
1/6 -0.0356 -0.0356 
1/1 0.4575* 0.4942 
l/~ 0.0670 0.067t, 
1/9 0.3630 0.3804 
2/5 0.4280* 0.4574 
2/6 0.2299 

, 
0.2341 

2/7 0.3921 0.4143 
2/8 0.2216 .0.2254 

- 2/9 -0.1275 -041282 
3/5 0.6521** 0.7789 _ 

, 3/6 0.0806 0.0808 
3/7 0.5232* 1).5807 
3/8 0.,1885-

''Â -
~ :t.-.rP: :1:g.o.s. _,-

3/9 -0.3003' .' r~t-Ô:~099~ '-
.. .... --" ~ 

4/6 0.3712 0.3898 
4/7. 0.1~7** :.- 0.9303 
4/8 

. -0:Ù.75 "'70.1180 
4/9 0.5557** 0.6266 

" 
\. 

-""" - - ----

* E.. < .05 
** l? < • al -' 

{ 

Group/ 
S no. 

1/5 
1/6 
1/7 
1/8 
1/9 
2/5 
2/6 
2/7 -- 2/B 
2/9 
3/5 

03/6 
3/7 
3/8 
3/9 
4/6 

, 4/7 
4/8 
4'7'9 

1 

a &L L -tAU id sus;: lAu.w• +j<~.... ~-"",,~,*~\ >?"'~"~.:~, -.o1l""~ ,,-~ 

Table 2.5 

z Tr&nsformed r's 

Distractibility 

r z 'Group/ 
S no. 

0.1883 0,.1905 1/0 
-0.1096 -0.1100 1/1 

0.4427* 0.4755 ... 1/2 
0.5044* 0.5551 1/3 
0:2893 0.2978 l/t4' 
0.3766 0.3961 ,2/0 

, 0.3354 0.3489 2/1 , 
Ô.6~03** 0.8486 2/2 
0.3815 0.4088 2/3 
0.0583 , 0.0584 2/4 
0.4522* 0.4874 3/0 

<:;,0.4553* 0.4914 3/l 
0~4T33* 0.5144 3/2 
0.3592 0.3760 3/3 
0.1754 . 0 .• 1773 3/4 

"- 0.7644** 1.0068 4/0 
0.6438** 0.7646 4/1 

-0.1141 -0-.1146 4/2 
0.5403** 0.6046 .4/3, 

- 1 4/4 

- - _ ... -

.. 

e 

Withdrawal 

-r z 
~ 

- . 
0.4398* -0.4719 

-0.7573** -0.9899 -
-0.5486**' -0.6163 
-0.4501* -0.4848 
-0.4798* -0.5228 

0.0383 0.0383 
-0.3584 -0 ~37S0 
-0.2010 -0.2037 

0.1048 0.1052 
-0.4275* -0.4569 
-0.4041* -0.4286 : 
-0.1541 -0.1554 
-0.1589 -0.1602 
0.3649 0.3826 

-0.21;82 -o. :?218 
-0.2385 -0.2432 
-0.6745** -~18+89 
-0.329~ - .3420 
-0.398 - s"D-.4221 
-0.8704** 

~ 

-1.3346' 
---- -- -- ._--_._~ --- _ .. _------

\ 

• 

(0 
a 

.... 

". 

,J 

.. 

• 
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Table 2.6 • 
J 

Mean z Scp~es and Standard Deviations for Disrupt~veness 
-. 

\ , 

HE!an -- - ----- 0.22334' 0.24060 ') l O! f6426 

--------- ,.(,t: ... .. 
Standcttd deviati,on- " 

";J' , ....... 0.21775 0.23101 0.42828 
.... 

Table 2.7 

, A,na-lysis of Variance for Disruptivenèss 

- 1 

Source SS Dr MS 

\ 
Mean 1.'65307 1 1 ;65307 

Group (A) 0.14944 -3 0~04981 

. Errer 1. 72473 15 0.11498 

~ 

T~1e 2.8 

" Mean z Sco~es and Standard Deviations for Distraçtibi1ity 
. , 

t> 
El E2 E3 

Mean 0.28178 0.41216 0.40930 

Standard deviation .0.26187. 0.28280 0.14037 

.. 

/ 
'fi 

, 
/ 

,.., 

91 

0.45717 
, 1 

o .4426_~ 

r 
v~ 

14.37675 

0.43321 

J 

• 

E4 

0.56535 

0.48251 
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'fable 2.9 

Analysis of Variance for Distractibility 

S5 
, 

, , 3.27551 '-Mean 

"" -0..17875 . 
" 

Group (A) 
~"-", 

Errol' 1. 371 Lflk 

DF 

l 

3 

15 , 
"", , 

" "" 

MS 

3.27551 35.82466 

0.05958 0.65168 J 

0.09143 

Across bath dependent variables for "aeting-out" childroo.~, it appears that 

observation training may account for slight increases~'in t~e acc~~~ ~f teacher 
. , " 

summary reports since group El' which re"ceived no such traini'ng , showed the 

lowest transformed correlation on both variables. 
. , 

It also seem5 that for a 

few teachers, the introduction of an external moniror may improve the accuracy 

of percept ion. Group E4 did show. the ~ighest degree of corres'p0ndence between 

. ratings and behi:vipr Dut also dispIayed markedly. higher variability. The most 

parsimonious conclusion to be drawn from th~s analysis 15 'that none of the 

three components of observat~onal input (i. e., training, daily data collection h 

external monitoring) wàS capable of improving the reliability of teacher 

ratings. Still, ~ ratios were greater th an 1.0 and over half the correlation 

coefficients for E3 and E4 were significant (see Table 2.5). Only five s1g­

nificant correlations were found of the 20 possible for El and E2 • 

An examination of' the composite for social wi thdrawal vs. ratings or wi th-

drawn subjects indicates that the more conservative Interpretation may he the 

mo~t appropI'iate.' GI'OUp means in Table 2.10> show that ~ups El (- .617) and 

E4 (-.632) were clearly higher than those for E2 (-.l7~) and E3 (-.117). lhe 
\ , 

analysis of variance (see Table 2.11) yielded a significant effect for groups 

" 
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'Table 2.10 

Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Withdrùwa1 

/ . 
E2/ ' t El ~3 ,E4 

Mean -0.6l7i4 'ZS42 ~O.1166B ~0.3B610 

Standard deviation 0.21590 0.24710 0,30042 0.44942 

. Table 2.11 

Ana1ysis of Variance roI' Withdrawa1 

Source S8 DF ) MS F 

Mean 2.98145 l 2.98145 29.82166 

Group (A) '1.14821 3 '0.38274 

Errer L 59962 16 0.09998 

~ ,E. < .05 

(F-~=:= 3.828, df- = 3,16; E. .05). Further evidence discounting a tracking 

effect èornes from inspection of the standard deviation. Not only did the group 
, 

receiving no -Qbs ervat ion training whatevèr show a re1<tive1y high mean. but 

this was accompanied by little variability. Su ch 'Was not the case for E4' 
, 

Group El a1so showed si~~ficant correlations for each of i'hl five menlbers, 

'whilè no other group produced more than two (see Table 2.5). • Clearly, for 

social1y wit~~rawn children, there appears to be no tracking effect analogous 

to that exhibi ted in the laboratory studies. 

A naturalistic tracking effect could be manifested in a. manner other th an 

the accuracy of perception. Three additiona1 sources of inter-group variation 
/ ~ 

were investigated: teacher impress~ions of---"ini targe~ chi1d. the actual behavior , 

.. 
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. .., 
of the child, and various dimen~ions of teacher attention. 

~ 
The qnalogue 

, 
studies permi tted only the summary reports to vary as a function of observa-

tion training. Child behClvi~,r in ;the laboratory wa. predetermined and non­

participant judges could not actively interact with the stimulûs children. 

Yet, the indirect influence Ôf observation training. on the classroom behavior 
1 Q 

of teacher or students was a distinct ,possibility. , ' 

Neither the sunnn?ry reports i10r any meaSU1'e of 1:arget chlld behavior pro­

duced strong, 'evidence of ~ tracking eftect. However, there eppears to have been 

sorne impact of dai ly data collect ion on teacher attent ion to wi thdrawn chi ldren. 

The following appraisal of the intérvenj:ion includes the detailed resul'ts. 

Evaluation of the Inte:rve~t-ion 

One of the unique properties of the present experimental design is a 

provision for making three types of comparisons_: (ar intra-s4hject or intra-
. 

gI:'OUp, Cb) inter-group (e.g., treatment vs. control), and Cc) normative (e.g., 

target chi Idren vs. peers). 'Where appropriate, status of dependent variables, . 

will be evaluated using aIl three staAdards. \., 

Observation Data 

\. 

'1'0 test f6r s~rial dependency among data points, autocorrelation.s (lags 

1-10) were computèd for each of foùr dependent variables (total deviant be­

havi or exclu ding "looking around," disruptiven~~s, distractibility, and social 

withdraw~l). Results for both group and individual data showed generaJly non­

significant l~gl' aut,ocorrelation coefficients, ~hus i~dic~ting li~tle seriaI 

dependence frein one observation to the nextl. ' This findin&.. couplea with the 
; , 

\ l'elatively small number of observa~ions pel' phase, precluded the use of an 

o 

~,~\'~iïZi~, ~)~t~ ",,~ .. _ 
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interruPte~-ser~es procedu~e (Box & Tiao, 1965; Glass, Willson, & 

Gottmân, 1973; Jones, Vaught, & Reid, 1973). 

A generalizabili ty model (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda', & Raj aratnam, 1972) 

was 'àlsQ considered, • This wauld have involved a components of variance analy-
Q 

sis of four facets (target/peer, group, phase, and aêtivity). However, the 

large number of zero and near-zero,entries due ta ~ particular activity not 

occurring within a phase would have yielded artificially inflated z scores. 
'ô 

'. 
Consequently, each or the four dependent variables was subjected ta a 2 

, (target/peer) x 5 (group) x 6 (phase) analysis of variance for repeated 
'"v 

" " 

measures. Interventiqn was divided in ta early treatment (Phase IV) and later 

treatment (Phase V) for sorne analyses. Results for three variables relevant 

to' acting-out childrtm will be presented first. 
, 

:otal deviant behavior "Cexcluding "looking around"). t;-tests for corrè-

lated samples revèaled that all 10 categories of deviant behavior except . 
Il looking around' discriminated acting-out target children from tbe!r peers 

-
during baséline Phases 'I and, III (see Table 2.12). Means and standard devia-

tions for the nine-category combinat ion of summed z scores are presen~ed in 
1\ 

Table 2.13. The analysis of variance yieldeg significant main effects for 

all three factors (see Table 2.14). Ortho~onal compar!sons relevant to spe-' 

" 
eific hypotheses were subsequently performed. Figure 2.1 shows' z scores by 

. /' 
. /' , 

observat ion for acting -ou.:t target chi1dren in experimental groups, peers,' and 

iIIatened control. " 

The o'Verall Mean for the four experimental groups during Phases l and III 

12 • 
was 16.908. During the demand procedure the leve1 increased s1ightly to , 

\ 

_ 12 'For purposes of comparing the present sample with those reported e'!se-
.,.where, the natural base1ine ~ean and standard deviation for percentage of time 

off-task (excluding "looking around") were 28.24 and 16.54, respectively. 

" .3]1 ... " . : li ... .&LJJI!IU&SLM. ,MME. 
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Table 2.12 

Discriminant yalidity of Devi~nt Behaviors 

Physical aggression 
Disapproval 
-High rate 
Noncompliance 

Response categorY 

Inappropriate interaction with teacher 
Inappropriate interaction with peer 
Inappropriate locale 
Self-s~imulat ion 
Lookihg aroWld 
Not attend 

* ~ < .05 (one-tailed, df = 23) 
** E. < .01 

•• ~ J-._, -. 

(PA) 
(DI) 
(HR) 
(Ne) 

, (T-) 
(p-) 
(IL) 
(ss) 
(LO) 
(NA) 

96 

t 

3.069'':* 
3.467'':* 
4-.218** 
5.477,h~ 

3.147Mr 

2.278* 
2'.laa* 
4.409** 
1.189 
4.160** 

16.963, clearly a non-s'ignificant change (f. = 0.00, df = l, 190; n. s. ) . The 

instruction to "make the target child appear quiet and coope1"ative" was not 

at "al1 effective -in reducing deviant behavioI'. Yet, it is obvious that 
, 

teachers did atternpt to exert additiona1 control. Teach~rs ~n groups EI -E4 

inc1"eased thei1" number of responses pel' observation to the t~rgét child by 

36.70% frorn'Baselin~ r to the demand condition, while control teachers, who.did 

\. . . . not rece1ve any 1nstruct1ons, showed a small decrease (see Table 2.15). The 

return to natura~ baseline was a~companièd by a 1~.24% reduction in teacher 

attention for groups E1-E4, In order to demonstrate that the increase in, 

contact with the target child was not accomplished by a concomitant rise in 

overall teacher-pupil interactions, a measure of relatiye attention was com-

puted. Table 2.16 shows the ratio of teacher responses to target children 

,divided by her ,attention to pèers. ri~st, it is oQvious that target children 
'r 

•... 
gamer disproportionate ampunts'of attention, approximately '50~ more than their;-



,-; . ' , 3$ _ ,i ( _ -. .-L_ 
~i"~ _ ---'~, ..' _ u4 ç~ 

b il ",~....---'_-~- - ',"--; #, .#4 a 1 :11 !!IEAa! 2J Clez41._$5._:'tiJ!i~~cw,"",-<~~-,,~.~i&~ttMt -"~ ~'- 0" 

o 
" 

Table 2.13 

.. 
j -

Means 

Group 
Phase l Phàs,e II Phase IH Phase IV 

Base1ine r Demand Base1ine II Early 
. . intervention 

-

:a . Target . 16.91679 12.69300 10.11440 15.71559 
l . Pee%' 7.25240. 2'.22840 1+.20820 7.2634Q . 

18.50079 E
2 

Target 14.95159 1.7.802,78 Il. 3564 
Pee%' 3.06620 4.33740 7.69860 1.0~540 

". -

E3 Target 27.22319 27 .1>2258 1.6--36238 18.52838 
Pee%' 14.18539 11.90959 10.50419 9.53799 

~ Target IB.U9ge . 12.24075 8.85674 9.70900 
Peer 1. !:J~-IIV .! -011~_ ,1.10550 -0.07800 :.---------- -. . . , 

Cl_ Taz'get 19.66658. 17.5<5199 Il.20039 17.57179 
Peer 8.99359 9.22779 2.33100 , 7,.:07939 

($ 

.~ ~~~.~--_ .. _.~----- ._- .. ~- ~~ . 

. .. 

.. 

. ~ 

~ -
Phase V 

Late. 
intervention 

8.21320 
0.09360 

8.764QO 
4.98199 

-

12.24960 
6.53860 

7.47050 
2.00550 

'.. . . 
16.26259 
. 7.71839 

• .. 
'-

'00 

Phase VI 

F.o11ow-up 

3.nS40 
1. "86400c 

~. 

6'.38059 
~.O5660 

10.04219 . 
7.65559 

1.93100 
-0.79650 

18.71059 
5.37199 

. 

ta 
-..J 

l 
lS 

~ .... 



Gx-oup 
Phase l 

Base1ine l 
, , 

El. Target 11. 71287 
Peer 5.49232 

E2 Target 12.60442 
Peer -'2.16156 

_t3 Target 10.35508 
Peer 8.77103 

" 
Eif. Target 7.65246 

Peel' 4.00320 

.. 
,Cl Target 12.01743 

Peer 12.30834 

~ 

• 

t~,~,~·,- " 
ct 

Table 2.13 (continued) 

- Standard deviations 
Phase II Phase I,n Phase IV 

Demand Base1ine II Ear1y 
intervention 

,4.83993 9.S1108 8.65618 
5.53761 5.45971 " 4.61172 

li.66020 12.44393 7.91591 
5.00939 4.50~74 5.45811 

10.01629 5.18987 12.73524 
7.45729 3.34,918 . 6.43094 

6.37569 0.82197 6.688.11 
IJ.16240 5.-21160 7.664'+0 

9.49284 6.061'09 8.35064 
li. 77744 5.59197 11.31044 

---.. 

" 
Phase V 

. Late 
inteI'vention 

6.95084 
5.22588 

6.959>1:7 
5.19398 

6.1;>2952 
8.60261 

6.66566 
4.l70&!1\ 

10.95585 
8.43620 

-.. 

,Phase vI" 
Fo11ow-up 

7.02148 _ 
5.56338 

12.94440 
5.19509 

6.42409 
6.7298& 

7.45.050 
3.81770 

11."36235 
7.25007 

-----------

-' 

t.O 
CD 

f' • 

• 
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Mean 

Table 2.14 
;." 

Analysis o~ V~riance for Total Deviant Behavior 
(Excluding Looking ArOund) 

Source SS Dr 'MS 

25673. 172 1 , 256~3.51172 

Target chi Id/peer (A) 5487.30469 1 5487.30469 

Group (B) 

AxB 

Error -Phase (C) 

A x C 

B x C 

A x B x C 

Error 

'* E. < .05 

'*'* E.. < .01 

*R~ ~ < .001 

..JI 

2861.18359 4 715.29590 

53.51953 13.37988 

9927.51953 3B 261.25049 

-180'8.85547 5 316.77100 

576. '~3750 5 115.28749· 

128 'i. 8515:> 20 _ 64.29257 

402.88672 20 20.14433 

494,2.44141 190 26.012B5 

, . 

, j. 

. ' 
o 

99 

98.27162 

21. 004QO ,h'n'e 

2.73797'" 

0.05121 
'-

13.90740 *** 
4.43~94Mr, 

2.47157 1h'c 

, 6.77440 

.. ' 
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.' 
. PeI'centage of Intervals in Which Teacher Attended to Target Child 

Phase l Phase II Phase .III Phases IV-V Phase VI 
Baseline l Demand Bàseline II Intervention Follow-u 

~ 

El 6.83 10.51 9.37 8.64 7.65 

.. 
E2 

8.60 13.99 Il.6,5 12.08~ 12.79 

E3 10.23 9.26 10.48 9.95 10.38 

E4 6.64 12.27 8:86 8.82 8.67 
~ 

Ci \ - 14.23 ~.29 9.39 7.~1 8.69 

'" f.iea~ .(E
I
-E4) 8.07 Il.50 10.09 9.87 9.87 

{ov ... 
, 1 

Tabl'è 2.16 

Ratio' of Teacher Attention Delivered to Acting-Out Target 
~hildren and Peérs 

Phase l Phase- II Phase nt ' Phases IV-V Phase VI 
Baseline l Dèmand Baséline II Inter'irentÏ<:m Follow-u 

El 1.12 1.89 1.23 1.55 1.08 

,E2 2.17 2.31 1.86 1.98· 1.7 

E3 1.46 1.21 1. 78 1.31 1.42 

E4 1.35 1. 77 1.65 1.37 1.50 

Cl" 1.53 1.40 1.57 1.14 .94 

peers. Notice a1so that three of the f~xpet'iment:l groups (exc1~ding E3 ) 

o 
, 1 

shoW increases in relative attention directed toward ~he acting-oût child 

dUl'ing the demand condition, whi,le group Cl shows a slight decrease. The level, 

, . 
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attained by each of the three experimental ~oups,which showed increases was 

higher \han any other point in the study. This suggests that the change in 

teacher attention'was due specifiça1ly to the instructiona1 set. Further 

evidence ~onfi~ming the imppct of demand chara~teristics bn teacher attention 

cornes from the- control group which neither participated in the démand 
~ 

'condition nor èxhibited much variability in relative attention between base-

1ine phases 1-111. 
1 • 

The natura1 base1ine mean for experimenta1 groups was 17.387. This was 

reduced to 9.259 in late intervention. This substantia1 decrease in deviant 

~,behavior is the equivalent of a one-standard deviation improvement' in each of , 

• , 

the nine deviant behaviors ~r = 27.592, ~ = 1~ 190; ~ < .01). Intervention 

was successful in significant1~ reducing noxious behavior in each of the four 

experimenta1'groups. Visua1 inspection of Table 2.13 reveals no systematic 

differences whicn could be accounted for by observation trainiQg, dai1y data 

collection, or m~nitQring. Group Cl showed no discern~le improvement over 

time as 'indicated by a comparison of total base1ine with Phase VI observations 

CI = .002, df = l, 190; n.s.) . 
. ' 

It ia obvious fr6m an éxamination of the fo11ow-up data (Phase VI) that 
fi..( '" , , 

improvement continued during Taqing of contrived reihforcers ~nG the more 
,\ 

mechanistic aspects of partfcular programs. Follow-up data for E1-E4 produced 

an overall mean of 5.709 çompared ta 18.711 for'C
I

. This difference was highly 
~ 

significant ([ = 17.Q99, df = l, 190; ~ < .001). 

The target child mean of 5.709 during fo11ow-up remained higher than the 

c~rresponding peer score of 1.850. However. this difference did~ot attain 

statistical slgnificance (K = 2.39~~ ~ = l, 190; R < .25). 'Th~s, while some-
• 1 

,'what more de~iant, the,target children were behavipg within the normal range. 
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Such was not the case fo~ control ~ubjects (x ~ l8.7Il)~ who still differed 
1 

from their peers (i = 5.372) in Phase VI (F = 17.099, df = l, 190;°E.. < .01). 
\; -

None of the aforementioned compari~ons performed on this dependent vari-

able indicated gre~ter behavior change as a function of observation training, 

daily tracking, or monitoring. AlI groups tEl~E4) showed a somewhat similar 

pattern of improvement. Group.E4' which received the optima! amount or obser­

vational input, did not improve as rapidly as the other groups, although 

their follow-up Mean of 1.931 was the lowest. On the other hand, El' wh~ch 

m~rely applied the treatment procedlres without prior or subsequent tracking, 
1 -

appears to have performed similarly MeIl. 

Ther~ also appears to have been no effect of observation training on 

teacher reinforcement patterns, although severai rather strik~ng differences 
. 

betweep experimental and control groups emerged. First, the percentage of 

intervals in which the teacher responded to' the target children did not vary 

app~~ciably as a function of group status or intervention. Teaqhers in El -E4 

" attended to target subjects in 9.00% of the intervals in Phases l'and III and 

increased only to 9.87% during intervention, rema~in~ stable thereafter. . ' 

~ 

No differences among these groups were dètected (see Table 2.15). The cCJl-

trol group baseline mean (Phàses 1-111) was 11.25%, intervention 7.91%, and 

f~llow-up 8.69%. Success of the intervention was, therefore, not attributable 

to an ahsolute increase in teacher attention to target children. A re-exami-

nation of Table 12.16, which depicts relative atteI}tion administered to target' 

• children and peers, also produced little ~vidence of a tracking effect. 
• .' ;f.:, 

During intervention, gro~ps E3 and E4 actually paid less relati·ve attent ion to 

target children than di~ teachers in El and ~2' This difference was quite 

small, however, and was tQt maintained through follow-up. 
/ 

',".' ... , a; 1 
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Severa1 additional measures of teac~er attention were a180 cpmputed. 

Table 2.17 presents the percent age of total teacher responses to the target 

child which were disappraving or critical. As anticipated, a large decrease 

from baseline levels (x Phase 1+1II = 14.89~) was obtained during intervention
b

' 

for each experimental group (x = 8.20%) and this trend continued th~ugh 

follow-up (x EI -E4 = 5.55%). - Group Cl teachers failed to ~ecrease their per­

oentage of critica1 statements or gestures below 12% at any point. Concomi- ~ 

tant with decreases in criticism were increase~ in the percent age of teacher , 

responses which could be labe1eéi a~ "praise." Table 2.18 shol(s tha.t this per-

centage more than doubled during the intervention per.iod for experimental , 

groups wh~le remaining stable for Cl: 1t appears that intervention was respon­

sible for inc;eas'ing pçsitive comments and re<;lucing negative ones ,without re-

quiring any increase in either absolute or relative attention directed to the 

target qhild. 

Teacher attention has also been examined with respect to 
• 

and "distractibility." The ~su1ts ,are consistent wi! tbose 

"disruPtiv~ .. 

reported for 

total deviant behavior (minus "looking around"). ,çonsequently, they will not 

be included amang results relevant to these variables. 

Qisruptiveness (PA) + (Dl) 1:. (T-) ! (:P-) 

Table 2.19 shows means and standard deviations of summed z'scores for 

target children and peers. Figure 2.2 presents seores by observation for 

acting-out target children, peers, and matched contraIs in group Cl' Th~ . 
analysis of variance' (Table 2.20) yielded significant main effects for targetl 

peer (I = 6.Z97, ~ = l, 38; e < .02) and p~~se (I = 3.114, di = 5, 190; 

.e. < .01). 
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Table 2.17. 

Percent age of Teacher Responses to the Target Chi1d 
Which Were Disapprpvals (DI) 

>,' 

Phase l Phase II Phase III Phases IV-V 
Baseline' l Demand Baseline II Intervention 

16.73 • 15.94 10.51 8.82 

n.Zo 12.26 16.89- 7.09 

14.10 20.16 18.18 11.84 

9.8.4 7.76 9.67 4.99 

12.81 18.03 12.16 15'.34 

Table 2.18 

Percentage or Teacher Responses te the Target Chi.Id 
Which were Approvals (AP) .. 

. 
Phase 1 ,Phase II Phase III Phases IV-V 

Base1ine l Demand Baselfne II Intervention 

8.37 9.42, 8.14 14.19 

5.70' 4.36 4.36 13.69 

7.45 5.76 6.06 16.63 

4.92' 6.52 '1.43 12.14 

' 6.,69 3.68 6.42 5.71 
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'. 

Phase VI 
Folldw-u 

5.39 

4.71 

9.17 

2.56 

l2.Cl4 

Phase VI 
Fo11ow-u 

11.20 

13.15 

Il. 31 

12.8,2 

5.47 

a 
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Table 2.19 

Mean z Scores'apd Standard Deviations for Disruptiveness 

Phase l Phase II 

Baseline l Demand 

8.10839 4.33020 
3.06740 -0.30760 

4.47580 6.59080 
-1.01940 1. 58960 

12.16779 11. 755!i9 
6.08039 5.87739 

4.41450 5.53475 
-1..32670 1.18850 

5.70080 6.22279 .. 
4.73539 4.88959 

t 

~eans 
Phase III 

.Base1ine II 

.. . 

4.73060 
2.99740 

8.33899 
5.03540 

7.-35280 
5.20080 

4.60125 
1.93750 

3.68560 
.1.11040 

• , Phase IV 
Barly, 

intervention 

8.57000 
5.87599 

2.49400 
0.92460 

9.20919 
6.3f?519 

5.37975 
1.12500 

8.71920 
5.58960 

" Phase V 
Late 

intervention 

4.26900' 
1.09140 

1.67020 
1.80520 

6.32840 
4.13920 

4.61875 
2.09870 
. 

6.09859 
4.76419 

... 

,A 

Phase VI 

Fol1ow-up 

2.23080 
2.21900 

1.87240 
2.01280 

6.03739 
4.57680 

1.08900 
0~86900 

7.95120 
13.0598Q 

..... 
o 
(7) 
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Group 

El 

.E2 
-

E3 

E4 

Cl 

: 

~ 

Phase r 
Bas1ine l 

Target 6.58394' 
Peer 3.50415 

Target 5.39532 
Peer 0.62110 

Target 8.33664 
Peel! 5.82455 

Target 4.21490 
Peer 2.98830 

'Target 5.88632 
Peer 6.39477 

'-

--

Table 2.19 (continued) 

~":'-Y"~ 

1 

/ 
/ 
1 
1 
1 

1 

Standard deviations 1. 

Phase II Phase III Phase 1\1' Pbase V 

Demand Baseline II Ear1yj Late 
intervent:j.on- intervention 

-l, 
3.33937 -6.02233. 4.29181 4.65214 
2.63944 4.07643 4.5511 2.56482 
. 1 

6.29523 5.87674 6.3235~ 5.70125 
3.20162 2.10938 3.8257 1.82703 

"' . 
7.44396 2.14997 7.94113 5.10926 
3.19205 . 1. 51662 . 3 .. 82503 5.82930 

4.74280 1.68304 3.98200 3.67311 
2.60650 1.78800 4.1113p ~57960 . 

4.581'82 6.93435 5.63438 8.57866 
7.40872 3.57815' 5.92206 4.70506 

, 

- , 

" :t.. , 

" 

.... 

f!It 

• 
Phase VI 

Fo11ow-up 

4.56879 
4.28659 

6.23212 
1.84861 

5.94419 
2.76459 

4.36008 
2.46110 

. 
5.23545 
4.50379 

-

.1 

~ 

..... 
o 
-.,J 

.. 
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Figure 2.2. z Sco~es for Disruptiveness for Total Deviant Behavior (excluding 
LO) for Treated Target Children, Peers, and Matched Controls 
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signifiçance (!:. :: 1. 987, df = 4, 38; E. < .12). A significant interaction was 

obtaiiled for phase x groups (~ = 2. 95~, df ,= 20, 190; E. < .001). 

The mean for groups E1-E4 during nafu~al baselines was 6.893 as compared 

to 7.133 during the demand condition. This difference was not sig~ificant 

,. ([ = 0.102, ~ = 1, 190; n. s. ), indicating no influence whatever due to the 

instructional set. Despite increased teacher attention to the subject, dis-

, l'Upt ive behaviors remained at high level . 
. 

By late interventron (Phase V), disruptive behavior (of E
1

-E
4

) decreased' 

to 4.201 or "approximately 2/3 of a standard deviation reduction for each of ". 

t,he four component behaviors. This improvement was significant (I. = 9.091, 

df = 1, 190; E. < .01). The control grC!Jup did not exhibit any significant 

change as the base}ine mean (Phases 1 and III) of 4.693 was actually lowêr than 

disrupti veness at late intervention (x = 6.099). In fact, contro1s continued 

to deteriorate through follow-up, where the mean disruptl\veness score reached 

7.951. 

While a treatment effect was obtained across experimental groups, 1:
1 

and 

Eq did not demonst~ate This until Phase VI. Therefore, the mean disruptiveness 

score during follow-up (2.897) was considerably lower than that obtained during 
'. f!i 

later intervention' (4.201). When one compares Phase VI ,to the baseline, the 

affects are quite dramatic. Disrtlptiveness for e'xperimenta.l subjects de­

oreased an average of one standard devi~tion for each of the four component , . 
. , 

responses as a reduction from 6.893 ta 2. 897 wa~ obsel"ved acr'oss the foul;' 

~esponse categories. 

At follow-up, the expet;'imental group mean of 2.897 compared very f 9vorably 

tb that of the control group, whose disruptiveness score was 7.951. This dif-" 

ference'was high1y significant CI. = 10.635. ~ = 1, 190,; E. < .01), thus 

,A!';. . " '. . "' 
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sh~wi~g that untreated, acting-out chi1dren differ substantially fram those 

who have participated in an operant program. 

Extremely encouraging was the discovery that the follow-up score for . . , 

experimental target children (x ~ 2.897) did not differ s~gnificantly from 

nonnal peers (x = 2.531;.!:. = 0.144, df :: l, ,190; n.s.). The intervention was' 

succ~ssfu1 in bringing disruptive behaviors ~~thin'normally accepted 1imits. 
, \ 

On the other hand, the disruptive composite co~tinued to discriminate control ,- . 
\ 

subjects from their pears (F = 6.086"df ~ 1, 1:~0; E. < .05) d~ing the con-
1 
\ cluding phase of the study. , 

Orthogonal comparisons between experimental ~UPS were aIso performe~ to 

test for differentia1 'effects of observation traini~g" practice, and monitoring. 

While inter-group variation was fo~d m a few cases\ no clear ~pattern emerged 

which wou1d indicate that dec~eased 'aisruptiveness w~ a function of observa-

tional input. \ 
\ 

l' 

, . . \ 
"Distractibili ty (!lV !. (p- >" :':. (IL) :':. (55) :':. (],2) :':. (NA) \ 

Heans and standard deviations of sunmed scores for each group of target 

children and peers' are presentèd il') Table 2. ~1. Figure 2'.3 shows z scores by 

obsemration fOl:' acti!lg-out target children, ,pee:r;'s, and matched contraIs. There 

was a substantial decreas~ in distr~ctibi1ity for each of the experimental 

t ' 
groups and comparatively little improvement for the contraIs fram b~se1ine to , . 
intervention. ResuIts of the ANOVA (s,ee Table 2.22) showed main effects for 

target/peer (F = 30.453, ~= l, 38; E. <, .001) and p~ase (F = 26.322, df = 5, 

190; E. < .001). No main effect for group was obtaiped (F = 0.917 ,2:f = l, 38; 
lI..' l' ,). .. 

(n. s.') . Again, orthogonal contrasts were perforrned "in order to test specifié 

hypotheses. The results w~re as-follows. 
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Group 

• El Target 
Peer 

E2 Target 
Peer 

" 

Ea -, Target 
. P.eer 

E4 . 1 Target 
Pee%' 

Cl Target 
Pee%' 

o 
> 

o 

Table 2.21 
, . 

Mean z Scares andoStandaFd Deviations for Distractibility" 

Means 
Phase l Phase II Phase III Phase IV , Phase V 

Ear1y Late Base1ine :i Demand Base1ine II intervention intervention 

10.181'99 10:55459 4.03660 7.1060(} 2.31180 
5.69560 3.37360 1.26160 2.03060 -2.15680 

13 •. 00359 5.43759 9.14419 5.94~99 3.39320 
3.64839 2.49520 2.95120 -1. 82640 2.59220 

11.85939 13.23739 6.56879 4.12700 2.42700 
6.95"040 4.97459 5.05739 1.18060 1.06100 , 

13.69650 6.58699 4.09725 4.65175 2.43425 
4.14270 0.26700 0.10450 ~ -0 ;51200 0.08820 

12.17719 9.51539 4.89560 6.Sq.039 S.11q.19 
4.34139 3.41480 0.8-8920 . -0.25020 2.09960 

'1-) 

" 

~ 

Phase VI 
Fo11ow-up 

0.07960 
-0.18300 

2.9:nOO 
0.83880 

0.4~600 
2.51320 

2.16925' 
-0.44970 

10.53559 
1.51060 

1-' 

1-' " ,.., 

." 
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Standard deviations 

Group Phase l Phase II Phase III Pha~e IV Phase V 
Ear1y Late 

Base1ine l Demand Base1ine II intervention intervention 

El 1, Target "6.34366 2.36701 3.44984 3.54033 4.21488 
Peer- $ 2.72617 3.48653 - 1.40411 3.28494 3.60604 

-
E2 'Target 7 ~ll389· 5.53615 6.02749 4.15472 '5.27152 

-~ Peer 2.32313 1.63987 3.89932 1. 57737 3.25850 

,E3 Target 
-1 

2.118506 4.02153 2.72815 4.19567 3.17765 
Peer 4.61662 5.66289 3.12397 4.25971 3.65099 

E4 Target 3.24075 1. 86628 2.51842 5,54263 4.64458 
Peer 3.17930 2.25630 4.03800 3.59940 1.80870 

• 
" - Cl Target 6.64269 3.93168 

" 3.44392 
5.38333 6.16055 

Peer 4.50676 '5.689lj.3 . 2.85278 5.43066 5.32167 . 

~ 

.. 
~ 

~ 

...1\: 

C> 

~_.~ ,"-" $$""""'~ 

" 

• 

Phase VI 

~o11ow-up 

3.2932& 
1 2.02441 

7,69298 
2.57139 

3.52130, 
4.35285 

8.29159 
2.15630 

5.94189 
3.45596 
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Figure 2.3. z Scores for Distractibili ty' for Total Detrtiant Behavior (excludi~g 

i LO) for Treated Target Children t Pears, and Hatched Cont;r:'ols . 
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Tablt! 2.22 

* Analysis of Variance fa Distractibili ty 

9.081, cOIDpared ta 9.079 during the second phase. This difference was not 

significant (I = 0.015, df = 1,190; n.s.). 

The behaviox-al intervention was Vèry successful in reducing distractibiU ty . .. 
, -

The natural baseline m~an of 9.081 was reduced ~o 2.652 during late interven-

tion, an average decrease of~ 1.07 standaI'd deviations for each of the six 

o " 

treatment effect was. highly sigÔificant (r = 44.206; 
{ -
fol subjec~s showea a far diffel'ent pattern. The 

component behaviol's. This 

df = l, 190; .E. < .01). 

scox-e for Cl as baseÙne continued. -The mean fpl' the 
" 
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three sets of base1ine observatiQns was 12.177, 9.515, and·4.B95. However, 

~s inter~ention began for E1-E4 , distractibility rose for Cl and ~aintained 

the increase through fo11ow-up, when the meaR was 10.535. Compari~ons be-

tween Phases I-III vs. V !ielded an i~si~nificant F of 0.179 (df = 1;' 190, 

n.s.), showing that ~ere passage of time and the normal educatiohal routine 

were not effective in reducing distractibility. 

Distractib1e behavior continued to decrease during Phase VI. The mean 

score for E1~E4 during this phase.was only 1.945 or only about one-third of a 

standard deviati~above the base1ine peer ~rms for each of the six com-

ponent behavio~s. 

At fOllow-up', the experimenta1 sllbjects differed 'markedil.y from untreated 

controls, the latter showing a ~ean distractibility score of 10.535. This 

difference was signif,i.cant (F = 27.950, d~ = 1, 1~0; E. < .01) and indicates 
.' 

that the behaviorel intervention did, indee~, account for the improvement shown 

by acting-out children • .. 
Further exaDdnation of the follow-up data revealed that no significant 

difference existed between target subjècts and peers (l:. = 0.440, df = l, 190;, 

n.s.). The control sr?UP target children, however, differed substantially 

from their peers. Th~ score at fo1low-up for the fOl'lller was 10.535, compared 

to only 1. 511 for the liitter (I = 17.339, df = 1, 190; E. < .01). 

Social Withdrawal. (f!:'> :!:.. (YQ) + (IT) - (SS) :. (LO) .- -
Resu1ts for this composite variable were not as c1ear-cut or ea~i1y 'i~-

, , 
terpretable as those obtained fo~ acting-out children. Table 2.23 gives the 

phase means and standëU'd deviations of this combination for ·eaèlL group of 

target children ~d peers. Unlike the previous analyses, where a decrease in 

Ji 
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Table 2.23 

~ 

Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations lor SociaL 'Iii thd'r'awal 

Me ans 

Group Phase l Phase II Phase HI Phase IV Phase V , 
"Basel:ine l Demand Baseline II Early Late 

intervention intervention 

Er Targe;t 1 -8.58779 -2;76340 -4.23640 -3.17240 0.33180 
Peel' . -1.62160 2.12540 0.75100 1.99420 2.35620 

E2 .1 :r'arget , -6.54059 -3.74240 -4.15499, -0.84{)80 -0.,97240 
Peel' -0.30600 1" 1.20700 1. 03980 2.43460 1.86460 

. 
E3 Target , -5.0781.~ -1.89420 -4.45580 -0.77900 ... 2.8012.0 

Peel' ,- -1.68620 0.04540 -2.58820 1.47560 1.24360 

E4 Tar~et -7:40139 -3.80500 ...:3.72480 -4.03380 -2.32800 
Peel' -0.618140 0.72300 0.00020 2.69860 i.07480 

,or' 

-6.97480 Cl Target -5.24-020 -3.90680 -1.72700 -2.76080 
Peel' 0.14800 3.10980 1.17160 3.24080 4.23719 

.... 

J 

.. 

Phase VI 

Fo11ow-up 

0.3014'0 
~. 553-20 , 

-3.66120 
' 1.56500 

-1.36140 
0.02720 

,1. 62500 
Q 2.$4260 

-2.86460 _ 
0.97660 

.". 

, ! 

- ". 
l­
I­
-.J 

• • 
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Table 2.23 (continued) 

Standard deviations 
~ Phase l Phase II Phase III Phase IV Group .. Ear1y, Base1ine l Demand Basel~he II int erveI}t ion , 

", 
"E Target 4.26371 2.9792.5 2.69272 5.51961 

l Peer 2.31.801 3~~9399 2.64659 3.65821.. 

E2 .1 Target 5.22613 1.85493 4.81684 5.28465 , 
Peer 3.57363 1.04420 1.97067 2.22333 

ES Target 2.96820 - 3.19804 4.58105 3.75930 
Peer 

, 
0.77723, !' 1.99525· 2.18561 .1.47799 . 

JI. 

E4 Target 3.20290 1.64152 2.92770 6.47712 
Peer 1'19170 2.28050 0.58670 0.70910 

Cl Target 
"1 

5.25930 0.079.04 2.49263 7 .82614-~ 
Peer 3.07214 1.639Sa '" 0.70318 3.61215 

\ 

" 

_.k 

t. 

~ 

p~se V 
te 

intervention 

2.68480 
1.64107 

4.16302 
2.05536 

4.98088 
3.35495 

6.43901 
2.56049 

, 4.19840 
2.32731 

-
Phase VI 

Follow:"up 

~.41670 
1.42161 

4.32701 
3.52999 

3.46527 
2.96297 

3.76824 
2.15220 

5.69478 
2.34462-

...... 
~ 
CJ:) 

-"'10

1 
" 

~ 

"' , 
~ , 

î, 

~ 
~ 
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su~med z scores constituted improvement, social withdrawal became less pro­

nounced as s~ores inereased. The reade~ can readily detect a graduaI rise in 

scores for aIl five groups. z scores by observation are presented graphically 

for withdrawn target children, peers, and' matched contraIs in Figure 2.4. 

When data were subjected to a 2 (t~get/peer) x 5 (group) x G (phase) 

analysis of variance for repeated measures, significant main effects were found 

for" target Ipeer (f. = 40. 512, ~ = l, 40; 1: <. .001) and phase (f.::!: 18.220, 

df = 5,200; .E. < .• 001). 'However, no effect for groups was,obtaineCl (f. = 0.126, 

, df = 4, 40;- n~s.); nor were any of.the interaction terms significànt '(see 

Table 2.24). As hyp~theses were formulq.ted ~ priori, 'orthogonal comparisons 
( ~ 

between means were still conducted, but were restricted solely to the specifie 

contrasts built into the design or suggested by the theoretical basis for. the 

. experiment (Winer, 1971). 

A powerful effect was demonstrated for the high ,demanaprocedure (Phase 

II) when compared to both natural baselines across'groups (f. = 11.159, df = 
l, 200~ 1: < .01). Teach_ers in groups El -E4 were ëlble to raise coniposite z 

scores from a mean of -5.597 to -3.051 when instructed to "make the cliild 

'appear outgoing." " This ~as aecomplished without providing children with join~ 

tasks or otherwise deviating from the curriculum. The reader will recall that 

five types of activities were designated-and monitored: group, individual, 

structured~ unstructured, and transitional. The proportion of ti~e in which 

each activity ôccurred is presented by phase for combined experimental groups 

A 5 (activity) x 4 (grou~) x 5 (phase) analysis of 
1 

variance for repeated measures was perfbrmed ~n order to test fo~ the poss~­

bility th~t teachers altered the classroom routine in order to stimulate the 

social behavior of the target child. Table 2.26 presents the resul ts of the 

, .. "1 

'\ 
) 
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Table 2.24 

Analysis of Variance for Social Withdrawal 

J Sc:rurce SS DF MS F' 

j,-
it, Mean 321.69238 1 321. 6923B B.68751 
" 

• Target child/peer CA) 15'00.13794 1 1500.13794 40.51221*** 

Gx:oup (B) 18 ~74292 4 4.68573 0.1265'4 

A x B 98.36548 4 24.59137 O.661tll 

/ Errol' 1481 .17163 . 40 37.0292B 

Phase (C) 705.74438 5 141.14886 ' 18.22025 **,,: 

A xe' 65.37329 5 13.07466 1.68775 

(" "': ~ /'" ,"-- . 
B x C 193)6841 20 9.66842 1,.24805 .. 

96.53271 
• 

A x B x C 20 4.82664 0.62305 

Errol' 1549.36279 200 7.746B1 
-. 

"-

.0Olr· "nHf'~< 

" 

"fi 

-. 
.,..... -

" 

,.,. 
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Individua1./ 
UnstructUl'ed 

Individual/ 
Struct':JI'ed . 

Group 1 
Unstructured 

Group/ 
Struc1:ured 

~ ., 
Transitlonal 
-- -~--~~ 

t 

,.·}:~~, .. ~~r~~ ~ ~~ 
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Table 2.25 
-/ 

, 
Proportion of Time in Which Each Activity Occurred for Withdrawn Children· 
~ 

PhaseI 

Baseline l 

.020 

.~50 

.021 

.441 

, 
.069 

- ----

-.:: 

~ 

" 

'. 

Phase II 
. 

Demand 

.015 

, 

.401 

.019 

.52~ 

.033 
--- -- --

~ .-

Phase III 

Baseline Ir 

.006 

.462 

J 

.028 

.453 

.051 
----- -~--

... ,.~- -~ ~..-:-,,-"'"' . --. ,....., ........ ::.~----.. . 

..... 
----~ ... -----

_0 

.Phase IV ~ Phase V Phase VI 
Early Late 

intervention intervention Follow-up 
- , -

.029 .012 .031 

.454 .484 .-491 

.041 .034 .016 
-

.' '.415 .406 .416 

.068 .064 .046 
L_~ ---

---. 

• 

Marginal x 

.018 

.458 -

.027 

.443_ 
. . 

.055 

, 

~I 

c· 

f-< 
I>ù 
I>ù 

\ 

' . 

) 
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Table 2.26 

Analy~is of V~riance for Activity Proportions 

Source SS DF r-ts F 

Mean 322.20288 1 322.20288 1066.42847 
. 
Activity (A) '4 214.80724 q 53.70180 , 177. 74243ido'( 

E:rror 28.70261 95 0.30213 

Phase (B) 0.26266 5 0.0525'3 0.58751 

A x B 2.52835 20 0.12642 1. 41382 

Error 42.47244 475 0.08942 

*** p.. < .001 

ANOVA on the arcsin transformed ac~ivity proportion scores. Absence of a main 

effect for Phase (I;: 0.587, df ;: 5,. 475; n.s.) atd no significant activity x 

phase interaction (I = ,1.414, df = 20,475; n.s.) indicates that the dfstribu-

~ ion of acti vi t ~ es did not vary a,s a funot ion of the demand t"~cedure. Hence , 

teachers did not deviate ~ their normal routine. However, the percentage 
, . 

of inte~vàls in which th~teacher responded.to the target child increased from 

an experimental group mean of 4.63% in Phase l to 8.11% ,l~n"der the high demand 
" 

conditiqn (seeoT~le 2.27), The ratio of teacher attention to the target child 

divided by her attention to peers rose from .892 to 1.237 (see Table 2.28). 

Certainly, the increases in both absolute time and relative proportion or 

attention directed toward the tar~et child sukgest that teachers f0110wed the 

instructions by putting forth extra effort. 

The fact that the 'wi t)1drawal score for the control group showed an> in­
,~ 

" 

crease from -6.975 in Pbase 1 to -5.240 in Phase II ~uggests that the demand 

procedure did not acc,ount ,for all of the changes in the experimental groups t 
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Table 2.27 

Pencentage of Intervals in Which. Teacher Attended 
to the Withdrawn Target Child 

Phase l Phase Il Phase III Phases IV-V 
Baseline l Demand Baseline II Intervention 

4.11 5.90 3.27 4.13 

"3.73 5.52 4.38 4.06 

5.19 8.80 5.05 4.41 

5.49 12.23 8.63 6.18 

4.70 4.27 3.14 4.60 

4.63 ~. 8.11 5.33 4.69 

Table' 2.28 

Relative Teacher Attention'to Withdrawn Target Child, 

. 
Phase l Phase II Phase III Phases IV-V 

Baseline l ,Demand ' Baseline -Il Intervèntion 

.806 ~ Ij302 .421 .777 

.544 .925 .770 .721 

1.343 .951 i.30~ .677 

.875 1.771 1.000 .847 

.826 .904 .532 .757 

.892 1.237 .873 ~755 

., 

,. 
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Phase VI 
Follow-u 

4.Q.0 

3.14 

q..76 

7.65 

2.48 

4.89 

Phase IV' " 
Fo11ow-u 

.433 

.425 

.785 

.846 

.385 

.622 
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withdrawal scores. However, sinee the increase in social and attending be-

behaviors shown by Cl (1.735) was éonsiderably less than that demonstrated 'by 

E
1

-E
4 

'()é ~ 3:625), it is reasonable to conclude that the instruction was 

highly inf1uentia1.. A complete réturn to baseline was not evidenced in Phase . . 
III, although a trend in this direction was elearly demonstrated (see Figure 

2.3). -- ,. 
When the demand baseline withd~awal levels of- E1 -E4 were,comparèd with 

thos&-observed during'late intervention, a marginal1y significant effect was 

obtained (F = 3.341, df = l, 200; ~ < .1). The means ael'OSS experimental 

groups for t~ese two phases were -3.051 and -1.442 respectively. While this 

the conventional .05 ~ignificance level, tne ~st parsi-

that by late intervention, the training given teachers 

difference qpproaches 

mo~ious conCl~-on is 

was not succes~ul in raising social behavior above the level obtained during 

brief periods df optimal teacher motivation. 13 H~wever, improvement persisted 

.1 through follow-up for al~ groups exeept E
2 

and Cl' The overall mean fol" experi­

mental groups at follow-ùp rose to .774. Or>thogonal compar>i?ons showed that 

the means of the fo~r e~imental groups were significantly higher in Phase 

VI than in Phase II (I. = 6.694 t df = l ~OO; .E. < .02). In light of the fact 

that the control group showed no rurther progress from Phase V to VI, it is 
.. ' 

reasonable to conclude that 'the behavlor modification techniques were at least 

partially successful in ~aising'levels of appropriate social and attending 

, behavior above those~observed in eithe~ a natu~~l Ol" high demand condition. 

13 
. Since Phase V (late int~rvention) includes behavior samples up to 

four weeks prior to termination, this comparison mlght undel"estimate the 
eventual'impact of t~eatment. 

.. 
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Use of the qualifier "partially" 'arises because of the substantia1 de-

gree, of improvement shown by untreated control subjects. The baseline mean 

across Phases I-III for Cl was -5.374. This rose to -'2.761 during ,Phase V 

, . 
and remained at the same level through follow-ùp (see Table 2.23). Ortho-

gonal contrasts of the three baseline means with that of Phase V showed near-

significant improvement CF = 3.305, df = l, 200; ~ < .1), due either to 

maturation and/or variables associqte~ with the normal educational process. 

The degree of improvement shown by Cl was such that the group was rendered 

indi~tinguishabIe -from EI -E4 at follow-up (F = 2.257, df = l, 200; ~4 < .2), 

To summari~e,.the treatment groups showed considerably less withdrawn 

behavior ~hen level~ from ~ther type of baseline are compared ta scores at 
1 

-. 

follow-up, Control students show somewhat less improvement from baseli'ne but 

do progress to the point where they are statîstically indistinguishable frOm 

treated cases at follow-up. 

_ When comparisons between target children apd peers Were made, the effect 

of treatment becomes more complex. Table 2.23'gives the peer means and 

standard deviations along with those for target subjects. The Phase VI means 
1 

across experimental groups for subjects and peers were .774 and 1.997, re-

spectively. 
- . 

This difference was signt',ficant (F ;:: ~.912, df = " 1, 200; E. < 

.01) and showed that target chil'dren did not attain scores in the normal 

range.' However, closer examination of the data revealed that this difference 

was chiefly attributablé to the fail~e of E2 to rise ~o peer standards (F = 

8,~14"df = l, 200; ~ < .01). Contrasts conducted fol" the other three treat-

men~ groups dèmonstrated that none of these differed significantly from peel" 
\ 

noms at follow-up. F ratios ·wet'e 3.412, 0".622, and 0.479 for El' E3 , and 

E4' l'espectively. The fact thàt El and E
2 

diffened from thei~ peers more 

," 

ni 
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than did E3 ot' E4 is sorne evidence of a differo.en~ial tracking effe<;t. This 

will be discussed further in 'subsequent paragroaphs. The contro'l group tat'­

get children still differed from t'heir p~ers at follow-up tr = 4.762, ~ = 

~, 200; ~ < .05).} 

Were it not for the deterioration s~own by E
2 

at fbllow-up, one would be 

in a much stronger position ta advocate use 9f the treatrnent pa?kage. In 

order to learn why this group did not fit the pattern displayed by the other ~ 

three groups receiving training, separate,ana1yses of'the five component be­

haviors were conducted: Tables 2.29, 2.31, 2.33, 2.35, ~nd 2.37 present the 

means a~d standard déviations (in z scores) fOr each of the categories Pt, 
, ~ 

VO, IT, Lq, and SS. Tables 2.30, 2.32, 2.34, 2.36, and 2.38 show the results 

of the 2 (subject/peer) x 5 (group) x 6 (phase) analysis of varian~e for each 

behavior. Without~oing into,great detail, several interesting findings will 

,be highlighted. These shed light on the specifie vs. general nature of the 

• 
treatment effects, the discrepant pattern shqwn by E

2 
at f011ow-up, and the 

presençe of a ~group) tracking effect. 

The behavioI" "approproiate interaction with peer's" (Pt) cleariy discrimi-

" 
nated target children from their peers during baseline (t = 5.642, df = 24; 

~ < .01). This can b~ seen as the most clinically relevant af the five re-

sponses forming the withdrawal composite. Treatment techniques dealing with 

soCial intti'action were heavily emphasized and their Implementation super­

ceded work on othero behaviors. Only when peel' contact rose ta a level con-

sideroed satisfactory to the teacher were other problems treqted directly. Be-

èause this,particular category of behavior is considered prosocial, a rise in ...... 
z scoroe indicates increasing interoaction wit~ peers. Table 2.29 shows that aIL 

five groups improve from baseline to treatment"and that this change is ,. 
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Table 2.29 

Hean ~ Scores and Standard Deviations for Appropriate Interaction With Peer 

Means -
Group 

Phase 1 Phase II Phase III Phase IV Phase V 
Ear~y Late Baseline l Demand Baseline II intervention intervention 

El Target -1.34960 0.21480 0.10260 0.91960 1.81000 
Peer -0.43080 0·99-120 0.87860 1.06120 1.79160. 

Target ~ l 0.80620 0.97420 0.7J.960 1.39460 E2 1.54220 
Peer 0.90440 0.89660. 1.83900, 2."~O 1.66320 .. ~ 

1 
ES Target -1.49740 -0.51680 '-1.38~40 0.89060 0.63520 

Peer -0.49000 -0.59080 ~ -0.75380 0.64760 0.75720 . \ 

E4 Target -1..40900 -0.31500 . -0.70980 0.69000 0.71400 
Peer -0.08120 0.98180 0.91340 2.33560 2.21620 

Cl Target -0.87280 -0 .• 994-60 -0.32700 -0.47580 -0.41980 
Peer 0.67240 0.02020 0 •. 75420 0.71900 0.77880 

1 ~1 ; ...... 

f1 

-, 
1 

'1 
1 ' .. 

~ 

" 

--

Phase VI 

Fo11ow-up 

2.38000 
1.63280 

1.14500 
1.85280 

-0·.02680 
0.08900 

0.49320 
1.15540 

-0.47700 
0.66500 

1 

,... 
1\) 
co 
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ct· 

Group 

'El 1'arget 
Peer 

.. 

Phase r· 
Base1ine l 

1.08697 
0.72902 

E2' . Target 2. 5~229 
2.32496 

E3 0.37267 
0.39555 

E4 

Cl 

. Target 
Peer 

, 
Target 
Peer 

1.47893 
0.96810 

1.09140 
1.03860 

~ 

" 

e 
" 

Table 2.29 (continued) "~~---
Phase II 

Detnand 

0.94247 
0.91108 

1.37618 
~. 7:0900 

1.66336 
2.17792 

1.11260 
1.41190 

·0.56395 
1.21990 

~ 

-------
Standard deviations ------..--

Phase III Phase IV Phase V Phase VI 
. Early Late 

Base1ine Il . . .. . . 2ntervent2on 2ntervent2on 

0.60479 
, 0.80294 

1.19254 
'0.66883 -

1.05619 
0.75305 

1.46229 
1.35310 

0.4863~ ... 
0.49128 

. ( 

1.98326 
. 0.87498 

1.78854 
1.26649 

1.15904 
0.90428 

1.65147 
0.70010 

0.47440 
0.64628 

0.75197 
0.68271 

1.35240 
0.66121 

1".66295 
1.42184 

2.13500 
0.88530 

0.84062 
0.58966 

--

Follow-up 

1:09608 
0.93722 

1.47619 
1. 37209 

'1.24912 
.0,636.63 

1.45002 
0.72310 

1.25521 
0.84686 

-~ -' .~.IT-"'~ 

f.J 

'" 10 

-f 
~ 

'; 

; 
4 

7 
.\ 

, ~ 

. ~ 

l 
~ 
!, 



,.\> 

~ ~ .'> ;1(' "E - "'" ~ t,' 

~' 
i> 

" 

r -1 
l! 
~ 

130 

j't,. e ) 

Table 2.30 

Analysis 'of Var~ance for Appropriate Interaction with Peer 
) 

• 1 .j 

F 

28.11015 

13. 62735,hh\ 

8.28139"nHe 

1.46787 

15.00202*** 

0.69857 -

1. 77479* 

0.33861 

- " 

o 
/ 
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Target 
Peer 

Target 
Peer 

Target 
Peer 

Target 
Peer 

Target 
Peer 

-
Table 2.31 

Mean z Scor~ and Standard Deviaticns for Vo1unteering 

-. MeanS 
Phase l 'Phase II Phase III Phase IV Phase V , 

Base1ine l Demand Base1ine II Ear1y Late 
intervention intervention 

-1.057~ -1.17580 -1.06620 -0.50580 -'Q'.83340 . 
0.5996 0.3JJ80 -Q.16820 0.37800 0 .. 32660 

-0.55560 -0.69440 -0.79;1:00 0.66820 -0.46640 
0.62140 0.42680 0.30280 0.11240 0.12420 

0.57-900 0.59300 0.67380 -0.23400 -0.39160 
0-.81100 1.29440 0.79340 '10.459020 0.88840 1 

-1. 22600 -0.85800 -0.48820 -1.23520 -0.6~620 

0.33360 0.53400 0.33520. 0.27000 0.51,9QO 
. 

-0.1f9~40 -0.07440 -0.17680 ~.71640 -0 .. 76660 
0.80360 1.O~900 0.8"2140 1.47720 1.15900 

"1 

~ 

Phase VI 

Fol1ow-1,lp 

-1.04120 
0.06080- . 

-1.26540 
-0.43260 

-0.05140 
0.45060 

-0.69800 
0.30960 

-1.26820 
0.28760 

~ 
(,ù .... 
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Table 2.31 (continued) 

Standard deviat~ons 
Phase l Pbase II Phase III Phase IV Phase V 

Baseline l ..ttfemand B?seline II 
Early Late 

intervention intervention 

0.B8867 0.52864, 0.58391 1.89825 0.67341 
0.77036 0.94683 0: 57313 1.96866 1.60739 

1.29874 1.07550 1. 55535 1.21117 1.34587 -
2.70079 1.84642 1.96498 1.89431 1. 21891 

1.03982 1.48415 1.51912 0.63839 0.46122 
0;73375 1.07357 0.46145 0.71708 0.66484 

1.21230 ' 1.05581 0.96793 1.25983 1.07598 
1.07530 0.84860 0.92700 0.93280 . 0.S0060 

0.63031 1.02320 0.71238 0.81562 0.59064 
0.47384 1.0606S ·0.37936 0.95483 0.38009 

~ 

Q 

.. 

Phase VI 

Follow-up 

1.04886 
1.19598 

0.66811 
1.79093 

0.80978 
1.03825 

0.55441 
0.87500 

0.756i9 
0.93639 

ov 

.. 
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Table 2,.~2 i .. 
Analysis ~f Variance for Volunteering -." , "0-

Source SS DF MS F 

Mean 0.05602 l 0.05602 0.01758 
, 

Target child/peer (A) 82.32965 l 82.32965 25. 83330fn'n~' 

l Group (B) 34.55246 4 S.63Sll 2.11046* , 

, 
A x B 5.06348 4 1.26581 0.39720 

f 

f E~r 127.47836- 40 3.18696 
. 

Phase (C) 8.0702,8 5 1.61406 1.77960 

A Je C 1.86061 5 0.37212 0.41029 ~ 

B x C 19.44513 20 0.97226 1.07197 .. 
A x B x C 5.46950 29 0.27347 0.30152 

fi 

Errol' 181.39542 200 0.90698 

, *~< .05 
-.. -

.*.~ <Of .01 
- , 

**'" ~ < .001 ; 

, , 

, /-
~f , . .. . 1 

l' 
1 

JI ~' 

" 
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Group 

El 

E2 

E3 " 

Eq. 

Cl 

Target 
Peer 

TÇirget 

-' Peer 

Target 
Peer 

t~get 
Peer 

Target 
.Peer 

• / 

'> 

, 
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Tabl.e 2.33 , 
, 

Mean ~~'Scores and Standard Deviations for Initiation to Teacher 

.. 
Means 

Phase l Phase II Phase III Phase IV Phase V 
Ear1y Late Base1ine l Dergand BaselÏne II intervention' inte~vention 

-2.07300 -0.69100 -1.09160 -1.5~15460 
0.39050 0.3604Q 0.76380 1.09140 0.59360 

-1.85520 -l..722~O -0.65980 -0.55960 -l.:00680 
-0.31520 -0.19300 0.24800 0.07600 -0.02200 

-0.79240 -0.633qO -0.78880 -0.11820 -0.99560 
-0.62980 -0.34280 - :).28340 0.48720 ':'0.09100 

-l..09120 -0.04960 -0'.89200 -0.23940 -1.07700 
0.74480 0.92680 -':.12780 1.13200. 0.22240 

-0.00920 -0.924>00 ,-0.51680 0.01980 0.33060 
0.l.0080 0.76320 0.46300 0.66440 0.76520 

... 

/ J 

;;.-. 

• • > .. 

-

Phase VI 

Fo11ow-u~ 

-1.50240 
0.18300 

-1.44780 
0.0384'0 

-0.71080 
0.72720' 

"'0.95340 
1.19720' 

-1.07220 
-0.09l.80 

1).. 

.. 

g-, 

.... 
W 
& 

~ J 

,. 
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Table 2.33 (continued) 

Standard deviatiQns 
:> . ... Phase l Phase II . Phase-ol'II Phase IV Phase V J'hase VI Group 

Base1ine l Detnand Base1ine II Ear1y Late Follow-up 
intervention interven:tion 

-

El Target . 2.11118 1.80S06 1.45658 1.44938 1.84073 1.30601(' 
Peer -1.17371 1.3'7190 " 1.12721.j. 1.1.j.8391 2.05447 O.61.j.563 

E2 Targe; 0.37979 0.541n7 0.47828 0.29254 1.4574-2 1.39070 
Peer 0.88S63 1.02565 0.68030" 0.51431 0.77329 0.55338 . 

ES Target 1.42871 1.29935 1.13023 1.47763 0.82567 Jl-.-22707 
Peer 0.49816 ~4633 0.88361 1.08018 O.93751.j. 0.99266 

-
) E4 Target 0.57809 1.17623 O.494~9 2.57622 0.97422 '1.40275 

Peer 0.99130 0.77080 0.75680 1.83150 0.891)90 1.70720 

Cl Target" 2.12928 0.87210 .1. 03357 2.66983 2.35569- 0.97099 
Peer 1.16374 0.824.62 1.32943 1.25900 2.06817 - 1.1f.319 

- ~ 
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Table 2 .3~ 
-'II 

Analysis of Variance-for Initiation to Teacher 

Sou't-ce SS DI' MS,. F 

"~ Mean 16.62030 l 16.62030 3.51248 
1 

Target child/peer (A) 95.24590 1 95.24590 ' 2o.i2895*** 

Group (B) 

\ 
24.18768 4 6.04ô92 1.27794 

~ 
A x B 14.34993 4 3.58748 0.75817 

.'> 
EX'l'Or 189.27144. 40 4.7.3179 ., 

Phase CC) 
'-

10.87157 5, 2.17431 1.99033 

A x C 
~ , 

30.41591 5 0.08318 f 0',07614 

B x C 32.74640 20 1.63732 \ 1.49878 

A-XBxC 
" ? 

1:0.96614 20 0.79831 0.73076 . 
'\ Error 218.48755 200 1.09244 

<, ... 
!t** l? <: .001' 

, , 
(' ' 

" i) 
,J! 

i 
\ 

i " 
.(' \ 

~ 

,\ 
I~'" 

l' " 

'" <.. 

0 f, 

Il , 1 
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Table 2.35 
• 

Hean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Look~ Around 

~ 'V 
• 

.0::;; Means 

tft.oup 1 
' Phase l Phase II. PhaSËPUr Phase IV Pha$e V 

Ear1y Late Baseline l Demand Base1ine II intervent fon intervention 
..- .. 

E' ~-T~e:t 2.76140 1.20480 1.839'60 0.97580 -0.03680 1 Peer 1.22180 -0.3.8680 0.23200 0.15240 -0.3620"0 

E2 Target 3.42420 1.278~0 1.08240 0.64740 0.75660 
Peer 1.10780 0.13960 0.33080 -0\11.40 0.03700 

E3 Target 2.·66440 0.31840 1.08120 -0.16040 ~ 0.49820 -:-

Peer 0.97740 -0.17560 O.~7aBO -0.43220 -0.23460 

E4 . Tax-get 1.85460 0.79320 0.35300 0.95600 -0.12840 • Peer 0.74320 0'.67300 J.32280 0.25820 0.08780 
).. 

c+ Target. 2.73680 1.38820 1..00860 0.1.4920 -0.09040 
Peer 0.71900 ...,1.03620 0.16720 -1.15680 -1.47220 

".' 

-1, 

-
~ 

f 

\ 

" 
~ 

~:"~"" ~~ .... ~ ...... ~~.~~.:..~ • _ ~ 'i ~ ~<. • 

~ 

Phase VI 

Follow-up 

, 

-0 .~6520 
-1. 4246<y 

0.77860 
-0.35940 

-0.38660 
0.21940 

-0.6042<l 
0.06940 

-1..1.81.~O 

-0.71480 -

, 

" 

'" 

..... 
W 
-.J 
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., 
Group 

1-... 

El Target 
Pw 

.. E2 Target 
Peer 

Ea Target 
Peer 

"- • 
E4 TéU'get. 

Peer 

,,~~ Cl 1 .. Target 
CI , Peer 

, 

'f" 

~ 

. " 

, 
Phase l 

( 

Baseline l 

0; 

1 
\ 

..­
i 

\ 
'. i 

'/ 
bo_-.J 

)..73631,. 
1. 21055 

2.62063 
1.20402 

1. 59677 if 

0.8687,5 

1.82682 
1.12150 

i..S0276P', 
L33807 

-

\ 

Table 2.35 (continued) 

Stan~rd deviations 
Phase II Phase III Phase IV 

Early Demand Baseline II intervention 

1. 38967 0.76898 1.18832 
1.87786 0.80504 

.. 
0.53017 

0.92084 ;1.:11020 2.62868 
0.68630 0.96097 0.80215 

0.93030 1.65638 1.49864 
0.51791 1.09626 0.37666 

l. .l.4316 - 0.99740 2.28266 
0.70.240 1.08610 1.01760 

1..44951 0.69275 2.52605 
' '.1:.28.813 1.10388 1.37811 

.. 

.. 
ta 

Phase V Pha!e VI 
Late 

intervention Fol1ow-1:lp 

1.54487 1.79852 
0.58289 0.68384 

1.97631 3.09396 
1. 3301:8 1.63108 

1.62566 U.04948 
1.10813 1. 71512 

1..43478 1.52565 
0.64200 0.90220 

0.84882 0.95933 
0.31870 0.82865 

.~ , 

f 

1-' 
CI.) 

0:> 

-

, . 
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,4 

;i 
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'Sôurce 

Mean 

. , 
" 

T.able 2.36 
\ 

Ana1y~is of Variance for Lookipg Around 

SS Dr MS 

55.81369 1. 55.81369 

Target chl1d/peer (A) 50.90573 1 50.90573 

Group (S) 15.61211-4 4 3.90311 

" 
A x S 13.78101 '4 3.44527 

Errar 212.79739 40 5.31993 

Phase (C) 156.54671 5 31.30934 

A x C 20.63582 5 4.12716 

B x C 26.70247 20 1.33512 

/lxB x C 12.81906 20 0.64065 

Ert'or 243.85783 200 -1.21929 

if E.< .05 

** ~< .01 . - / .. 
*** E.< .001 

( 

- - -- -

• 
'" .. ~, , 

,. 

" 

i 
tJ 

~39 
~tt , 
'. 
,~ 

"* f; 

r 
~ 

r 

10.49142 

9. 56886*1t 

0.73368 

0.64761 

25. 67836*~'c~'r 

3.38489** 

1.09500 

0.52543 

, 
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Table 2.37 

Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations'for-Self-Stimulation , 

Means 
~ 

~ Phase l Phase II Phase III Phase IV Phase V 
Group 

Baseline l De!Iland Basel.ine II . Ear1y Late 
intervention intervention 

T:~et '1 El 1.34520 -0.09340 0.34100 1.01220 -0.47320 
Peer 0.96520 -0.36000 0.491Q..o .0.381+00 0.71760 

E2 Target 1.51180 1.02120 2.94160 0.36020 0.28420 
Peer 0.40920 -0.21560 1.01940 0.27900 -0.13620 

ES 1 T_et 
0.70260 1.01880· 1.87260 1.47740 1.55120' 

. Peer 0.39980 0.49060 1.36,520 0.55100 0.54540 

E!+ 
,\ 

1.82020 1. 78940 Target 1.28180 2.29300 1.47700 
'Peer 0.93240 1.04640 0.79740 0.78120 

, 
0.79520 

~l' T~get 

\-

2.87360 
tJ 

1.86340 1.87740 1.83780 1.99520 
Peer 0.71020 -0-.22140 0.69980 0.77660 -0.06220 

~ 

, oF 

" 

, 
ct 

• 

Phase VI 
Fol.l.ow-up 

0.2004'0 
-0.25240 

1. 31460 
0.25320 

0.95980 
1.01980 

-0.2724.0 
-0.24~80 

1.22860 
0.59900 

... 
~ 

,... 
.ç 
o 

'" 

) 

.. 

", 
; 

-' 
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-
Group P.hase l 

Bas~liné l 

E~ Target ~.07004 

Peer 0.78626 

E2 Target 1.93443 
Pee!' l..2798~ 

E3 Target 1.04637 
,. Peer 0.82153 

E4 Target 1.26109 
Pee!' 1. 36080 

Cl 1· Target 1.57217 
Peer 0.5~026 

" 

"' 

Table 2.37 (continued) 

Standard deviations 
Phase II Phase III Phase IV 

Demand Base1ine II Early 
intervention 

1. :;n91j. 0.88461 1.59300 
1.24067 0.78~Q4 1.06854 

1.50324 2.33563 1.76435 
1.l.0883 0.53984 0.46354 

0.83159 1.34493 1.2'2967 
0.96969 0.93170 0.58859 

1.08653 0.86214 3.02899 
1.27030 0.25750 ~ 0.50420 

2.64281 1.5353B 2.38900 
0\.39282 0.63406 0.80508 

Phase V " 
Late 

interyention 

0.63033 
0.80955 

~46229 
. 0.77099 

0.98272 
'0.64806 

.2.37554 
1:36530 

2.67979 
0.51404 

,. 

.'. 
Phase- VI 

Follow-up 

1.21803 
0 .. 69224 

1.85216 
0.98923 

0:998a2 
1.08521 

1.22858 
0.76590 

2.81264 
0.66702 

.... 
~ ,.... 

.... 

.À 

. 
J 

.; 

~ 
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Z. 
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.Table 2.38 .. 
Analysis of Variance for Self-Stimulation 

Source SS Dr MS r 

Mean 224.84816 1 224.84816 50.87912 

Target child/peer (A) 
, 

43.63214 , 1 43.63214 9.87317** 
.. 

Group (B) 25.16222 4 6.29055 1.42344 
... ,'" 

AxB 17.58246 4 4.39561 0.99465 

Errol" 176.77049 40 4.41926 

~hase (Ç) 25.30737 .5 5.06147 3.79823** 

A x.C 3.04370 ,5 0.60874 0.45681 

B ~ C ., 45.90845 20 2:29542 1. 72253* 

Ax.BxC 18.24463 20 0.91223 : 0.68456 

Errol" , 266.51782 200 1.33259 

*E,< .05 , 

*.* E, < .01 

, . 

o 
, 

.. 
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maintained through the follow-up period. Closer examination reveals that 

~ 
target children in Group E2 actual'ly(interacted <}bove the overall ~aseline mean 

(of, zero) prior to treatment, thus making it difficult and unwarpanted ta in-

14 
crease the level. Despite the high baseline means, E

2 
still showed an in-

crease' in'peer interaction. This high point was attained during the fifth 

phase and dropped off somewhat thereafter. 

Using P+ as a'criterion variable, it was found that treated groups iw-

proved substantially. The natural baseline mean was -.590; ,the demanQ condi-

tion mean was .089. When hig~ demand scores were contrasted' with th~e of 

• ntervention (x = 1.175), a significant treatment effect was' obtained 

{F :;: '9.442. df :;: l~ 200; E. < .01). At follow-up there was no difference be-

een "target children and, their peeI's (F = .272. df = 'l, 200; n. S • ) Treated 

ups differed significantly from Cl (F :;: 6.965, ~f = l, 200 ~ E. < .01). Also, 

,control subjects djd not show a great deal of improvement over time. When 

their baseline means vere contrasted with tpose of Phase V, the resultant F 
AI> • -

ratio was 0.292 (df = l, 200; n.s.). Therefore. the iatervention was parti-

cularly effective in improving the p,roportion of timé during \oIhich wi thdrawn ., 
children interacted in an·appropriate manner. By the' termination of treàtment, 

they were experiencing a normal amount of peer contact. The same cannat be 

said'for contrOl. s~jectst who,failed ta improve significantly, and who were 

still interacting at a lev~l,one standard deviation below their peers. 

Figure 2.5 shows graphically the intva-group, inter-group, and normative com-

parisons. 

, , 
14 Group E did show baseline (Phase l arid IIl) deficits in volunteering 

(-:664) and initfating to teacher (-1.303). ,It a1so prqduced above normal, pro~ 
portions of se1f-stimqlation (2.173) and the highest degree of looking around 
(2.343).. ,-/ 

,. 

. , 
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The two other prosocial behaviors included in the withdrawa1 composite, , 

"volunteeringfl and "initiation to teacher,'" showed no cleal' improvement for any 

of the five groups. Analysis of voluntecring yielded ~on-significant main 
, 

effects for phase (I. :: 1.780., df :: S, 200; E. < .12) or anyof the interactiqns 

involving this factor. This 'finding was identical for initiation tô teacher. 

Agqin, the phase factor just failed to account for a significant proportion , 

of variance (f :: 1.990,. df :: 5, 200; E. < .1). Interaction terms also failed 

to attain significance. 

On the other hand, "looking around" and "self-stimulation" showed sub-

stantial changes in mean level. Table 2.35 shows a steady decrease in look~ng 

al'Ound across groups, including Cl' The ANOVA yielded a highly significant 

main effect for: phase (~:: 25.678, df :: 5, 200; E. < .001), but faHed to pro-
. ' 

duce a significant group effect (F :: 0.734, df :: 4, 40; E. > .5). Thus, the ,-
most parsimonious conclusion ls that socially withdrawn children, regardless 

of whether!' they recei ve treatment ,Qf the sort applied in the present study, 
,.. 

show substantial reductlon in looking around or daydreaming as a function of 
Il 

time and/or the' normale educational process. 
~ 

Analysis of "self-stimulation" revealed essentially the sarne pattern of 

l:'esults. Impl:'ovement, over time was evidenced in a main effect for' phase 

(F -= 3.79é., df = '5, 200; E. < .003) but was not specifie to any particular 

• • 
groupes) (I.:: 1.423, df :: 4, 40; E. < .25)., A ~erusal of ~~ 2.3~ shows 

that all groups decreased self-stimulation by a~ least one standard deviation 

by late intervention~ with the exqeption of E3' Interestin~ly, both Él and 

E2 ,howed deterioration fram Phase V. to Vl, the latte~ gl:'Oup,increasing self­

stimula~ion a whole standard deviation, front .284 ta 1.3-15. This precipitous 
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'change accounts for about half of the décline in the withdrawal composite 

sèore l'or E2 .. ... 

The arnount of teacher attention to withd1."'awn "children did not show much 

~ ,change ft'orn basel'ine through follow-up. The proportion of intervals in which 

there was contact between target child and teacher is presented in Table 2.27 

, . 

, 
for each group and phase. Application of behavior m~dification programs did 

not require an inordinate quanti ty of teacher time, as the average nutnber of 

minutes' actually dropped from 2.83 at baseline (Ph'ase l and II 1) to 2.66 during 

in~erv~ntion. Relative' attention directed to target chi!dren (vis-a~vis pee~s) 
- , 

showed a similar pattern. During Phases l and III, target children received 
o 00 

88. 24% of _ the teacher conti'ict experienced by peers ~ while they recei ved only 
1 

75.55% as rnuch attention during' intervention. Clearly, then, implementation 

of the program did not require teachers to significantly alter the distribution 

of their attention among students. This' cannot be sa id for the demand proce- . 
, 

dures which, though effectîve, required a 46% increase in teacher attention 

from Phase l to III. 
~ 

A search for a tracking effect yielded otUy on~ finding of psychorogical 

importànpe. Table 2.23 shows that groups El and E
2 

showed increased withdrawal 

tram ~t~tervention to' fOllOW~UP. Certainly, the ~eC\ine of .332 to .301 

for El is ha~y noteworthy except in contra st to the substantial improvement 

demonstrated by both E3 and E4' Group E3 showed an increased tota-l z score 

'by 1.44 in follow-up, rhile E4 raised i t8 score .703. Re-eKa1Tlination of 

Table 2.28 shows that ~lativ~ teacher/attention direèted ta targ:t chitdren 

was maintained from intervention to follow-up for E3 and E4' but fell drama­

tically for El and E2 , Targ~t Children\were .rec.e~vi~g only about 43% of the 
<> 

teacher ..at1:ention that their peer)! were in follow-up. This level was ,far below 

/ 
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.those of baseline and intervent ion. Appropriate interaction with peers r~mained 

. stable (see Table 2.29) but large increases in self-stimulation were·,evidenced. 

El increased the~r proportion of self-stimulation by' .'67 standar:d deviation, 

• 'while E2 disp1ayed a sim'ilar rise of 1.03 standard deviaÙons. It woul<i seem 

that peer-reinforced behavior is maintained in t~~ absence of tracking. How-, ' 

~ 

ever, the teacher who is co11ecti~g data may be in a? advantageous position 

tq interrupt self-directed behavior and orient the chi Id toward mare appro-

priate activities. No additional benefits due to the external monitoring 

procedUre' were apparent in group E4' 

Walke!' Problem Behavior Identification Checklist 

AlI scaled scores and total scores for both acting-out and socia11y, with-

drawn children were analyzed. However, only 

,\ distractibility scales will'be presented, as 

disruptive/dist~'c;tctible subsample. Pre- and 

the data Tor the actirt . / 

/ 
these w~re mQst~~vant 

/' 
post-treatment means and 

out and 

to thè 

standard 

15 . 
deviations for the two factor scores and total score ,are presented in Table , 

2.39, along- wi th norms p~ovided by Walker (197(}) •. 16 Of the 25 chi1dren for 

'15' Total score'is derlved hy summing the scores for each of the five 
scales: acting out, withdrawal, distractibility, Immaturity, and disturbed 

, . peer relat ions. 

16 Th' . . . e normatlve sample conslsted of 534 pupl1s fro~ grades 4-6. An 
identification sample of 1037 children from grades 1-3 was also obtained 
(Walker, 1971). The total score mean and standard deviation wère 4.74 and _ 
&.66 respectively for the latter group. factor scores were not reported for 
t~e younger children and these data·wère subsequently lost (Walker, personal 
communication). Sampling bias may have invalidated the identification group 
as truly representative. However, their total score mean and ;tandard devia­
tion was substantia11y below that of the older normative sample (critical' 
ratio 6.·16., :2. < .001). The present sample may, in fact, have been re1atively 
more deviant than the older age norms WQ~ld indicate. 
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S.D. 

-x 
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Table 2.39 

Total Scores for Acting-Out Ta:i'get 

, Acting-out' 
Pre 

10.40 
8.20 

15.00 
. 7'o~1 

4.80 
5.07 

6.00 
1.83 

7.80 
5.89 . 
9.10 
6.62 

2'.23 
4.79 

Po:st 

4.40 
4.10 

B.OO 
'6.04 

2.40 . 
2.80 

5.25 
5.50 

4.60 
4.16 

5.00 
4.98 

Distractibi1i ty, 
Pre Post 

10.20 3.80 
.84 3.35 
.. 

9.80 5.60 
1.92 4.22' 
. 
6.40 2.00 
3.05 2.34 

7.00 4 .. 00 
2.45 4.55 

1 

9.00 5.80 
2,92 3.56 

8.42 3.84 
2.14 

2.63 , 
3.:3.1 

3.65 

I~;,'t y _ ... # ~ fIi"," ~f , 1"' 

,1 
148, 

Children '> 

Total 

. 

. 

Pre 

31.40 
13.67 

37:.00 
15.15 

21.20 
9.55 

IB.50 
6.24 

22.40 
\10.26 

27.50 
14.19 

7.76 
10.53 

• 

Po~t 

11,20 
8.38 

1B.00 
10.2~ 

6'.20 
4.4.4 

11.20 
11.93 

15.60 
10.19 

11. 70 
9.57 

'f 

'!'t .. 
":1 

1 
"lî 
~ 
~ 

c 

. 

\ 

" 
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'ilhorn pre-trea'tment data' were obtained, aIl scored above the nOrTl)al mean on 

one of the two sèales. Fourteen children scored higher than one standard de-

viation. above the mèan on both sca1es;' ei~ht scored at this leve1 only on the 

distractibility scale, and three others attained tI'lis level only 0!1 the acting-

out scale. Two subj ects did not appear at aIl déviant· on ei ther measure. 

Acting-out. :. One can readily see that substantial decreases in teacher 

1 ratings of aC,ting-out behav~or ware obtain~d tollowing_ treatment.:
7 

Fol1owing 
, ' 

intervention, the mean score for treated subjects was 5.01, the equivalent of 

a 44.6% reduction. Teachers also rated control subjects as improvéd. ' In fact, , 
the post':treatment mean ,of 4.6 for Cl. was slightly l~wer than the average for 

i) • 

{ treatt\d subjects. The percentage reduction for Cl was about the same,. 41%. 

Sca1e~ scores were 'subjected te a 5 (group) x 2 (occasions) ANOVA for repeated 

measureS (seé Table 2.40). A significant main effect for the occasion factor 

(B) was obtained (F = 13.370, dt :: 1,19; e. < .002), indicating-that disruptive-

distractible childr,en irnproved over ~i)lle. FaÏlure to obtain a significànt !. 

ratio for the interaction indicates' that this improvement was not confined to 

the. experimental groups ~ Because untreated control childr~n were perceived 

. \ 
as acting ou"!= less at the completion of the study, the null hypothesis was 

not rej ected; in other words, percei vel! chanie in actin&-out behaviors -cannot 
• \ '1 ~ .. 

be considered a function of behavior modification training. Furthermore" there 
lIfI' , 

were no differences between experimental groups whil!h' could be attribüted to a 

tracking· e~fect • 

17 ". Consistent result;s on bath the acting-out and distractibil~ty scales 
were expeç:ted as inter-corre).ations between the two factors were )67 for the 
older normative sample and .49 fol' the grade 1-3 identification {"'ample 
(Walker, 1971). \i ,1 

,. -
) 

" 
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, 'Table 2. 40 

Analysis of Variance for WPBIC Acting-Out Scores 

" 
JSource 5S DF MS F 

Mean 22"44.19800 1 2244.19800 (.1~~47 ,. 

Group (A) 'J 340.88940 4 85.22235 1.828Q4 
, 

Errol' 885.71319 19 46.6196'3 

Occasion (B) 178.29536, 1 178.29536 13.36999":* 

A x B 61.62373 4 15,4,0593 " 1.15526 

Errol' 253.37431 19 ~ 13.33549 

** E.. < .01 

-
Distract ibility , Table 2.39 gi ves the means and standard deviation,s for 

aCd~-out children on the distrac:ibility scale. Once aga in, aIl' fi ve groups 

~ 
showed a decrease in score from the first rating period to the second. Groups' 

El -E4 produc:d an ovel'all pre-treatment mean of 8 .. 42 ~ompared to- ?OO for Cl' 

Following intervention,,~ the mean score for experirnental chil~eI} fell to 3.84, 

the equi valent of a "54% decrease in distractibili ty,;.- Scores for control sub­

jects decreased about 35'%, to a mean of 5.8. ,Thé ~nalysis of variance findings 

. (see Table 2. 41) show~d a significant main effect for the occasion frctor ftt1. 
) 

(F = 39.010, df = l, 19; 1: < .001), but neither the group factor ~!:. = 1.599, 

df =~. 19; n.s.) nor the int~raçtion.erm (F = 0.79B, df = 4, 19; n.s.) 

account~d for significant vari~nce, ·4l vas ~he case on the acting-out scale" 

bath experimentaJ. and control children irnproved. However, exaptination of the 

factor norms showed treatl3d cases scored within one standard deviation of the ~ 

mean for Walker' ·s" normati ve sa!'!ple, while scores for cbi~dren in Cl exceeded 
1 

- , 



'. 

~ 

•• 

, r 

151 

. 
this standard. Again, differences between'experimental group means do not 

indicate a, differential effect due to observation training. dai1y ~ata collec-

tion, or externa1 monitoring. ~} 

Table 2.41 

Analysis of Variance for WPBIC Distractibility Scores 

Source 58 Dr MS F 

Mean 
, 

1926.16846 l 1926.16846 144.3ll3.? 

Group CA) 85.37796 4 21.34448 1. 59916 

Errol' 253.59885 19 13.34731 

Occasion (B) "'214.C'749 1 214.01749 39 • 0994O:':~'o': 

A x B 17 47890 4 4.36972 0.79832 

Errol' 103.999S5 19 5.47368 

*11-1: E. < .001 

Social withdrawal. U d d d d'?" h' l . hd l l'Ieans an stan al' eVl.at l.ons on t e SOCl.a Wl. t rawa 

seale are pt>esented in Table 2.42 for the subsamp1e of ehildren for which this 

measure was t-elevant. Also ineluded are norms derived from ratings of pu.E11s 

in grades 4-6.' (Again. the t'jader is reminded tha;t these norms are not age-

appropriate '10 the present sample.) AH 25 withdrawn target children scored 

at least one' standard d.eviation ab~e the nom while 18 of these were at least 

/ 

two standard deviations above i t . The ov~rall mean fOF experimental groups 
.. Q 

prior to their recei ving training was 10.5. This was somewhat h.igher than the 

control group 4n of 8.4. In ~a~t è1 ranked fifth, or the least, withdrawn, 

among the five groups. (Newman-Keuls 1 tests showed th,at the mean fo\" Cl did 
, 

not differ significantly from that of any"'other grouB, (df = 29; 1: > .05 on aIl 

• .tir" 
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Table 2.42 

WPBIC Scale and Total Scores for Withdrawn TaTget Children 

L 
-

Group 

El 

E2 

E3 

E4 

Cl 

~ 

Normative 
samp1e 

(Wa1ker, 1970) 
\ 

, . 

-x 
S.D. 

-x 
S.D. 

-x 
S.D. 

-
-x 
S.D .. 

-x 
S.D. 

-x 
S.D. 

-x 
S.D. 

l 

1 

Withdrawn 
Pre 

11.40 
3.58 

9.60 
1. 52 

11.20 
3.03 

9.80 
2.95 

8.40 
1.52 

10.50 
2.76 

M 

l.60 
3.19 

Post 

1.2U 
2.68 

2.20 
2.95 

0.00 
0.00 

2.20 
2.83 

8.80 -5.21 

1.40 
, ,2.39 

) 

\ 

, 

.' ... ~ 

.6" 

, ~al 
Pre' 

20.60 
7.02 

26.60 
7.13 

20.60 
3.36 

18.20 
7.39 

19.20 
14.96 

21.50 
6.72 

7.76 
10.53 

Post 

3.40 
4.77 
, 
7.40 . 
2.70 ' 

0.40 
.8,9 . 

4.00 
3.8.1 

28.00 
26.73 

3.80 
3.98 

" 

't 
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" Children in experimental groups show~d ve~ dramatic decreases 

in teacher-rate~ withdrawal. The post-treatment mean·for E
I

-E
4 

was only 1.40, 

an 87% decrease from the first administration of the checklist. This compared 

very favorably to the control group, which actually 'scor~d high~r\ during the 

second rating period (x = 8.80) than the firs~. Results of the ANOVA are 

presented in Table 2.43. As visual inspection of the means and standard de­

viations wOUld suggest, highly significant ~ ratios were obtained for the 

occasion factor (~ ~ Sa.304, df = 1, 20; ~ < .001) and the interaction term 

(F = 51.969, df = 4, 20; E. < .001). Newman-Keuls' tests b~tween'post-tl'eat-

ment mea1Ps for each group showed t~at aIl treatment groups scored significan~ 

lower than Cl (df = 29; E. < .01 on aIl comparis(;lDs). Therefore', substantia1 ~ 
improvement was perceived by teachel's in the training grou1rs. whereas nô pro-

gress whatever wàs reflected in teache~ratings of children in Cl' 

Table 2.43 

Analysis of Variance for WBPIC Withdrawal Scores 

Sourc~_ SS DF, MS F 
( 

Hean 2086.57739 1 2086.57739 .211.62071 .. 
Group (A) 59.71945 4 14.92986 1.51419 

Error 197.19974, 20 9.85999 
.f} 

0 

Occasion (B) 655.21777 l 655.21777 88.30412 fu'u't 

A x B 207 .• 807 4 51. 96951 7.00397*1';;', 
~ 

Error 148.40025 20 Î ,42001 • 'Hn'r 
1 

E. < .001 

- 1/1 

" 
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Summary Reports 

Eighteen weekly ratings on the seven-point scales of distractibility, dis-

ruptiveness, and social withdrawal were reduced to four means per subject on 
, l , 

l' " 
each variable. Tbese represented the average sumrnary report for baseline, 

early intervention, late intervention, and follow-up. A separate 4 (group) :'x 

4 (phase) ANOVA was performed on each of the three variables. Since the con-

trol grou'p' s'ubmi tted only two summary reports (pre an,d post), these were corn­

pared t~t,~ rati~~ rram the initial and final weeks for experimental sub­

jects.
lB 

A 5 (group) x 2 (occasion) repeated rneasures ANOVA was also con-
, , 

ducted for each of the three variables. 

Disruptiveness. The rnean baseline ~ating aéross experimental groups was 
, 

5.49 (see Table 2.44), This indicatps that subjects were c~nsidered quite dis-

r ruptive prior to teacher training. A,considerable ~ecrease for the subse~ent 
~ 

three phases was evidenced wi th the lowest point occurring at JOllo~up1~/ = 

2.79). The first ANOVA (see Table 2.45) yielded. significant main effect for 

phase (I =.61..923', df = 3, 45; E.. < .01). Baseline levels of disruptiveness 

were substantially'reduced over time. railure to obtain either a,significant 

main effect for' groups (!:. = 1.. 004, df = 3, 15; .E. > • If) or ~ group x phase 

interë3lftion (F' = 0.978, dt = 9. 45; E. > .4) suggestf that there was not a 

differential tracking effect. Low standard deviations show that teachers in 

each of the four experimental groups tended ta rate chiltlrèn in rnuch the same 

18 
Jhe efrects of repeated readministration of the surnmary report scaleS 

to experimental t~achers cannot be ascertained from the present study. The. 
readerA is warned that if the "practice" effect were large, any comparison to 
the ratings supplied by control teachers would ,be seriously confounded. 

: : 7 

ft 

st 

" 
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Group 

E' 
1 

E2 

E3 

E4 

x 
·S.D. 

x 
S.D .. 

-x 
S.D. 

-x 
S.D. 

Table 2.44 ---Experimental Group Ratings of Distractibility 

~ 

Phases l and III Phase IV Phase V 

Basf:.1 ine Early Late 
intervention ïetervention 

5.30000 4.05000 3. 2-~400 
O.8J.777 0.92534 0.32601 

6.00000 5.15000\ 3.90000. 
0.35355 1.11243 1,08832 

5.55000 4.45000 2.73400 
0.97466 0.83666 0.25255 

5.00000 4.5625'0 3.33250 
1.47196 1.32309 2.32411 

"'"--
J 

""~'~"I.~~C'~~ ... ~ 

< 

. , . 

Phase VI 

Follow-up 

3.00000 
0.61237 

3.50000 
1.22474 

2.20000 
0:57009 

2.37500 
1.88746 

/ 

,. 

~ 

1-' 
(Jl 

'Vl 



> 
~~ 

Mean 
t'Ill' 

'- ' G~oup (A) 

Error 
~ 

Phase (B) 

J 
", A x B , 

Errer 

**il E. < • 001 

i ' .. 

./ 
fi 

0 
(, 

1 / 

J 
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Table 2.45 

AnaLysis of Variance TO~ Experimental Groups' 
Ratings of Disruptiveness 

, 
Source SS DF MS 

. 
1218.21948 1 1218.21~48 

~ 
10.18668 3 / 3.39556 

50.70183 15 3.38012 

83.84337 3 27.94779 

3.97388 9 0.44154 

20.30978 45 0.45133 

1 " 
/ 

~. / 

/ 
/ 

/ 

/ 

0 / 

~ 
"- , 

',,--
",,-
~ 

\ 

' ' 

F 

360.40698 
~ 

1.00457 

61 ~ 92337**~~ 

,0.97832 

J'- , 

, .' 

"-, 
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manner. In any event, it·is clcar that this relùtively global ~easure of pel'-

ceived behavior change showed that target children greatly reduced their dis-
# 

l'upti veness over t ime. In order to determine whether this effect was lar-gely . ..,< 

attributable to the intervention, the global ratings of uptreated control sub-

", 
jects were examined. The five acting-out children in group Cl received a ~ean 

rating of 5.2 during baseline and ~.6 at the conclusion of the study (see 

Table 2.46). Results of the second ANOVA in which initial ànd final ratings 

of aIl five groups were compared are presented in Table 2.47. A significant 

main effect was obtained for occasions (!:.:: 87.197, df :: l, 19; E < .001) 

but not for grdups (I.:: 1. 309, df :: 4, 19; n. s. ). A significant interaction 

was obtained (I.= 3.906, df:: 4,19; E.. < .02).' Orthogonal comparisons between 

post-treatment mean ratings showed tha~ ~roups EI -E4 wel'e perceived as signi­

ficantly less disrupt\ve than their l'ntreated counterpart, Cl CF = 16.575, 

df = l, 19; E. < .01). 

Distractibility. Table 2.48 gives the 
r r 

by phase for the four experimental groups. 

mean ~ngs and standard deviations 

Duri~aseline, teachers' summary 

reports showed an~average rating of 5.43 on a seven-point ~cale. This de­

creased to 4.37 during early intervention (r. e., "moderately distractible"), 
,> 

r 

3.68 in later inte~'ntion, and 3.14 at follow-up. The MOVA (see Table 2.49) 

yielded significant main effects' for group (I. = 4.025, df = 3, 15; E. < .03) 

and phase (I:: 24.542, df = 3, 45; E <. ~OOl). Group difference~ were largely 

attributable to non-equivalent baselines. In no case does this 'ifference 
~ .. ' '.. . suggest the eX1stence of a track1ng effect. It seems very clear that d1strac-

meas~red in a relatively global fashion, decreased substantially 

over time. scribing such improvement to the intervention procedures neces-
-~ 

~. sitat~s the examination of c~trol group datç . Summary reports submitted by 

) 
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Table 2.46 

~ 1 

Initial and rinal Ratings, for Summary Reports of Disruptiveness 

Group Initial rating trinal rating 

;IfI 

-E' 5.80000 3.00000 x 
1 S.D. 1. 30384 0.70711· 

-
E

2 
6.00000 3.40000 x 

S.D. 0.0 1.34154 

.. 
E3 x 5.80000 2.00000 

S.D. 1. 30384 0.70711 

E4 x 5.25000 2.25000 
S.D. L 707,82 1.89297 

- \ 

Cl x 5.20000\ 4.60000 
S.D. 0.83666 ,,' 0.89-443 

'l'able 2.47 
/ 

Analysi~ of Variance for Init~~ and Final Surnmary Reports 
of Disrupti veness 

Source . S5 Dr .\ MS 
-. 

F ~ 

892.80176 l 892.80176 509.lt0747 , . 

(A) 9.17914 4 2.29478 1.30934 ..... ~11 

" 
,33.29993- 19 r.75263 

.... 

Occasion (B~ 
. , 

78.01843 l 78.01843 87.19746M:i : 
'li! 

A x B • 13.97905 4 3.49476 3.905931~ 

El'ror 
.. 

16~9992 19 0.89473 
... 

H E,< .05 !'; 
~ 

ü*' E,< .001 Il .) 

\ 
-4 

3$ , " Sr ." ., .,'"', .' .r" '",", .' t ' 
_b. ;:;"'4 • h-p,f.. .; ~ .. .\:! 



~ .1 'iII".'IILI'''. 1,.r,.l.I1is:II.;'iHl .'l'S',,_,,.~ ~ ," "''''''''42J4tn !QI" ;.[jjjiL.~~-, -;; ... ,,;ib(.?~ "1'~ -' ,4 i,- $.;l\fio.. ':;"'Ef.5". ,!'~.!;q;:; 

, .. 

1 

f 

'" 

.fi 

Ct 

" . 

" 
-< 

\ 

G~ 

El 

E'2 

E3 

, E4 

~-="'~ \ 

~. 

"-~ 
\ 

Table 2.48 

Experimental Group Ratings of Distractibility 

-x 
S .n. 
-x 
S.D. 

x 
S.D.' 

-X 

S.D. 

? 

~ 
~ 

.. 

Phases l and III 

Baseline 

5.30000' 
0.77862 

6,15000 
. 0.37914' 

4.50000 
1.33463 

5.87500 
0.52042 

Pha~e IV 
Early 

interventfon , 
3.86600 
0.80764 

5.31600 
1.10929 

3.65000 
1.49583 

4.70750 
1.037'89 

Phasè V 
Late 

intervention 

3.534{)0 
0.76862 

4.60000 
1.234-68 

2.-56600 
0.4350,6 

4.08500 
2.04360 

<l 

~ 

'\ 

" 
'" 

Phàse VI 

Follow-up 

3..25000 
1.03078 

4.10000 
1.38744 

. 
2.00000 
0.35355 

3,25qoO 
2.25462 

e 

't 

~/ 

-" 
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e I\~ 

"J .>J Table 2.49 

Al1a1ysis of Variànce for. Experimental Groups' Ratings 
of Distractibility 

~. 
... 

-
Source SS DF MS F 

Mean 1310.438~3 1 1310.43823 4217.49243 

t' • 
.f Group (A) 37.01360 3 12.33786 4.02487* 
~: 

i Errol' 45.98111 15 3.06541 

• t. 
Phase (B) 55.81955 3 18.60651 24.54240*;';;'1 > 

'i 

i ~ ,.. 
A x B ' ... 1. 98495 9 0.22055 0.29091 

Errol' 34.11617 45 
.. 

0.75814 
( 

, 

~ E. < .05 

*** E. < .001 

'LI / 

\ 

~ 
....... 

)" 
~ 

- \ 

~ '" ., "" \ f 
J ) 

0 "'" 
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by' teachers in group COl showed a mean of 6.2(;) during the baseline period ând 

5.80 at the termination of the study (see Table 2.50). The latter figure was 

." considerably higher tnan the mean final rating given e'xperimental subjects 

(3.00). The ANOVA findings are presented in Table f.51. 1 Orthogonal compari-

sons showed t~is difference to be signifi ant CF = 19.169, df = 1, 19; n < ,- '"-

.01). Therefore, untrained teachers cbnt nued to rate their children as quite 

distractible while trained teachers consid~ed their target students to be 

functioning at better than a "moderate" âistJctibility level. 

Social "withdrawal. 'F).ndings for the subsample of socially withdrawn 

children (N = 25) were somewhat similar ta results obtained for disruptive/ 
) 

distractible students. Table 2.52 shows that teacher ratings d~ring baseline 

were consistently high for experimental groups. The baseline mèan across these 

four groups was 5.44. 
1 

A decrease to 4.90 coincided with early ~reatment and 

durin~ late intervention the mean level fell to 3.53. Considerable continued 

improvement was observed during the brief follow-up period, resulting in an 
' .... 

average ràting of only 2.44. The ANOVA for repeated measures (seé Table 2.53) 
"-

" '. 
yielded a ignificant main effect for phase'of treatrnent (f = 94.549, df = 

~~ 

/ . 

experim~groups were, therefore, 

course of the~~~orresPOnding 
con roI group m~ns from the first weekly rating~~~~ 5.5 

3, .48; .E. < .• 0 ). Target children· in 
1\ 

perceived as 

experimental and 
~ ~ 

and 5.0 respectively. t termination the children whose -teachers received 
i ' 

training l'lere rated as l s,s withdrawn Cx = 2.;1) _than target children in group 

- \ 
Cl (x ~ 5.4). 

~ 
Members of hè latter group actually appeared ta be sornewhat 

-+~ more w1thdrawn than in base~ine (see Table 2.54). Th~ ANOVA (see Table 2.55) 

• produced significant main.effects for bath group (~= 5.l03, df = 4, 20; 

E.. < .01) and occasion (I = 207.~29, df = 1, 20; ~ < .001). The interaction 

,/ 



'\ .. 

f· , *-: 
t 
'r 
'l, 
" . 

, 

,~ ,. 

" 

i, 
" 

• t; 
t 

1 

/ 

J 

/ 

-' 
• 

Mean 

Gro~p 

Errol' 

• 

162 

, 
Table 2.50 

I~itial and Final Ratings for Summary Reports of Distractibility 

t 

Group Initial, rating Final riting 

El x 5.20000 3.20000 
S.D. 1.30384 0.83666 

L.,. -E
2 

x 6.20000 3.80000 
S.D. 0.83666 1.30384 , e' -x 4.40000 2.20000 

3 S')D. 1. 51657 0.44721 

-
E4 2.75000 x 6.50000 

\ S.D. 1.00000 2.21136 

- • .... ' " 
Cl ,,; x 6.20000 5.80000 

S.P. 0.83666 ./ r.'69544 
• 

Table 2 .. 51 
, 

Analysis of Variance for Initial and rinai Summary Reports 
of Distractibility 

Source 5S DF MS F 

10'18.59790 "]. 1018.59790 820.9296~ 

(A) 38.67505 4 9.91876 - 7 99394*~ , , 

32.57494 tl9 1.24079 

Occasion (B) , 55.02942 ]:- 55,02942 33.75502*** 
" 1-

A x B 12.94157 4 3.23539 1. 98459 / . Errol' ~o·. 97493 19 1.63026 

0 
teR E,< .01 " 

in'cir E,< .001 

~ .., 
/ 

. I\i:. J •• il I!. Pi. tM i;g 

" ( 

/ 
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Table 2.52 • ........ 

Expèriwental ~roup Rptings of Withdrawal 

Phqses l and'III Phase IV Phase V 
Early Late Baseline intervention intervention 

6.10000 5.65000 4.10000 • 0.76240 0.96177 1:53279 

5.40000 4.60000 3.40000 
1. 25748 2.06610 2.098'68 

4.5000(} 4.20000 2.93400 
0.50000 0.37081 '" 0.93206 

5.75000 5.15000 3.70200 
0.353S5 0.74162 0.60677 

" 

., 
;.' -'" 

<. 

". 

.. 

Phase VI 

Follow-up 

3~J:00OO 
1. 55724 

. 2.45000 
1.624-04-

1.70000 
1.09544 

2.50000 
0.61237 

..... 

.... 

~ 
0'1 
'w 

. 
" 

.. 
J 

... -

'1 
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Table 2.53 

Ana1ysis of Variançe for Experimental Groups l '"R~tings 
of Withdrawa1 J .. 

Source 

Mean 

Group (A) 

Errol" 

~ase (B) , 
) 

A x B 

Errol" 

*ir* ~ < .001 

• 

y', 

Initial ~d 

Group 

~1 

E' 4 

c . 
l . ' 

( 

SS 

1329.91553 

t. 

20.83112 

73.53598 

110.22121 

0.84512 

18.65211 

\. . 
.... 

Table 2.54 
\ 

Dr 

1 

3 

16 

3 

9 

48 

, 
1" 

il 

1 :~:~ • 

MS F 

1329.91553 

6.94370 • 1. 51081 

4.59600 

36. 740~0 94. 54903~hh': 

0.09390 0.24165 
~ 

0.38859 
" , 

~~nal Ratings for.Summapy Reports of Withdrawal 
/ " : 

... 
x 
S.D. . 
-x 

) 

S.D. 

-x 
S.D. 

-x 
s.n. 
;c' ~.- /, 

S.D. 
. 

\ 
, 

• 

)Ç'tt , , .. 
Initial rating 

6.00000 
1.00000 " 

,5.60000 
1.l4017. 

4.60000 
0.54172 

"--,l; 
5.80000 
0.447.21 

5.00000 
1.11803 

j ,. 
r 

J 
; 

Final rating 

2.40000 
1.51657 

, 
2.~OO{) 

1. 51657 

1.20000 .,..--
0.'f4721 

2 .• 2000Q' 
O.4472t 

5.40000 
0.54772 

... ... 

" " " . , ,\ ... 
, . , 

, . 
t 
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) 

An~lysis of Variance for Initial and Final Summary Reports 
of Withdrawal .., .' 

Source SS DF MS r 
\. 

Group (A) 26.6800 4 6.67000 , 5 .13077~·:~·: 

Errol' 26.0QOO 20 1.30000 

Occasion (B) 87 :1200 1 87.12000 207 • 42900~'d:!: 
r 

A x B 29".4800 4 7.37000 '17. 54 760~h'n': 

Errol' 8.40000 20 0.42000 

M: E. < .01 
~ 

R < .001 

te!>m was also sigoificant (F = 17.548, df T' 4, 20; E. < .001. When the temi~ 

~i~ means f~r the f6ur expe;!mental groups were contasted with the final 

l1a't'Ïng for Cl' a highly significant difference was obtained (F := 103.714, df = 

1 J 20 ; .. ,R ,< • Dl) . Once agaiIî, no pattern of resul ts was obtaiced which would 

be predicted o~the basis of differential amounts of 
~- ' 

servation training. 

" practic~, or monitoring (Groy.p El ,~hich reeeived such input, compared 

• 

ft 

; i 
.~.~ . 

favorably on aIl measures). 

, To summarizé)1the summ~ry report measure ~ 
". 

, 
substantial improvement 

for experimental target children on aH three ependent "ariabJ!e~. Untreated 

con~rol children showed ~light (non-significan ) improvement frOID the onset to 

the end of the study on dimensions of disruptiv ness and distractibility. 
\ '1 , 

Socidliy with~rawn èhildren in Group ctually perceived as more handi~ 
>-.f' 

capped'at termination than they were earlder. 
'. , , .. ---, -

'" '. 
"'-, 

"-
"-\. 

\ • ) • 

.h liJ.t !St !S te . ,1 Qi :0 • 

• 
, 1 
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B~npvior Vignettes Test 

Group mcans and standa~d deviations are presentcd in Table 2.55. Pre-

" test scores across,thc' foUr experimental groups had a mean of 7.77 correct out 
( ~ 

of the 20 items. Teache~s in group Cl scored about the same (x = 7.40). At 

teminat ion, the ~ean for trained teachers was 11.72, 'a 33% improvement over 

baseline. The 

had earlier (x 

. 
" control group scored slightly lower in the p<ft-test th an they 

- # " - 5.70). ",-, 

A 5 (group)'x 2 (occasion) ANOVA 'for repeated measures was performed on the 

... 
number of items correct. Unlike previously discussed factorial designs, the 

subsamples of teachers W'hose target child was either ébcia'lly "ithdra~ -or dis­
\,. 

truptive/distractible were combined. Theoretically, know1edge of behavioral 

prindples and strategies sho~ld not have been directly affected by either the 
~ 

type of target child or the fact that one target child dropped out. Conse-
~ 

quently. • each of the 50 teachers provided data on both occasions. 

, Significan't main effects were obtained for both groups (F = 3, . .1:89, df = 

4, 45; E. < .02) and occasions ,(~:: 52.150, df :: 1, 45; E. < .oel). Table 2.57 

also shows tha.t the interact ion term attained significtnlce (!:.:: 5.474, 

~ = 4, 45; E < .001). Orthogonal comparisons between pre- and post~treatment 

'" scores for the four experimental groups 'showed a significant gain (I:: 71:'371, 

Èf = 1, 45; 1: < ,,01). ~en post-test means for Jî-E4 were contrasted vii th " 
,l 

that of Cl' a s,ignificant difference was also demonstrated (F :: 46.202. df = ..,. -
'1, 45; E. < ,01), Therefore, teachers, who received behavior modification 

... , 
training increased their knowledge of basic princip les 'and techniques to the 

'. ' 

poipt where 'they were clearly more advance6 thèill teachers who did not recei ve 

training. .. 
• 

• PI r_r f. nt 1 .,' ',. 
, '.1 
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Table 2.56 • 
fI' 

Group Means and Standard Deviations on ~ehavior Vignettes Test 

Group ~ Pre 'Post 

• 1 ·r \ - 7.50000 E' ' _/ X 11.00000 
1 S.D. 4.79003 3.05505 

- 7.70000 E
2 

, x 12.80000 
S.p. 3.33499 3.29'309 

E3 t 7.60000 il. 00000 
S.D. i.63312 l.66666 

i 
~ .... 

).. 

E4 ~~. -x 8.30000 12.10000 
i' :.u\ , 3.12872 • 2.85385 \ Il 

q 
Cl 7.40000 6.70000 

S.D. 2.11870 1.41813 
i ,. 

f 
J~ 1 

Table 2.57 
... 

t , Ana1ysis of Variance for Behavi<lr Vignettes Test Scores 
~ 
i 
~ 

, 
~ Source SS Dr MS F 

Group (A) 134.740 4 33.6850 

Errer. 475.350 45 10.5633 

Occasion (B) 228.010 1 228.0100 52 .149701',,'n~ 

'A x B 95.740 4 2~356 5 ,47433~':l't .' 
Error' .196.750 45 4.3722 , 

'1; E,< .05 , 
tn'r E.< .01 

o 'inh't E.< .001 

, 
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Number of Programs Implemented 

• 
A total of 162 operant progràms supplemented the 39 which were specifi-

cally designed and implement€d for target 
... ' ~ 

-study, teachers car~ied out an average of 

"two teachers reporte,d that they chose not 

children. During the tenure of rhe 

5.03 prigrams ;s.ë. c y.as). onl~ 
ta extend their syste~tic practice , , 

of behavior=modification beyond application to the target child. 

" • Programs were characterized along two dimensions: (a) appropriat~ for use 

eFtber with ,an indivldual student or gr~up, and" Cb) having contingencies 

attached to either behaviors correlated wlth academic pe~formance (e.g.; 
~ 

• volunteering, nonc~mpliance) or to the,performance itself (e.g., number of , t 

assignmènts cornpleted, percentage of proble~s correct). Table 2.58 gives . 

the fr~quen.cies for each type of supplemeTltal program .• 

Behavioral 

, 
Academie 

Table 2.58 

Frequencies of Additional Programs 

Id' 'd l n 1Vl. ua G rouQ 
-

-
76 44 , 

-, 

. 
33 9 

53 

.<. 

, , 

120 

42 

N :: 162 

Clearly, there was a preference for d~aling with cdnduct problems at an ... 

individual level. Such a tendency might well be attributed to ~he fact that 

the initial program (for the target chil~) was directly focusing on behaviors 
\ 

rather thao' academic perfiprmance. ' Hence, teach'1!rs may have become more 



• 

, . 

" 

t 

,( 
log 

) 

comfor!able iI3, administering pragrams of thi~ type. Had the samplc included 

t:
' ", 

teachers of special education, educable reta aed, or learni~ disabilities 

classes, one might expect greate~ emphasi on programs utilizi~ group 

contingencies 1 

o~ interest are the large group differences in terms of introduction of , 

additiona~ programs. TtP~e 2.5~ shows that teachers ~n group E
2 

introduced 
, 

an average of 6.6 ad~itional' programs compared ta 4.6 for E4 , 3.0 for E3' 

and only 2.0 for El' 

Table 2.59 \ 

Number of Additional'Programs Implemented 
in Each Experimental Gr~up 

-Group x S.D. 

El 2.00 1.25 

E
2 

6.6oY 4.09 

E3 3.00 1.94 

E4 4.60 3.41 

.. 

'-, 

1 

Ta the extent that such self-report data cap pe trusted, the operant 
fit" 

~ .. 

training program àppears to have had an effect on a large number of children 

experien,cing a l'1ide x:angê of difficulties. 

Global Rating .. 
1 

At follow-up, 35 of the 39 experimetttal teachens (90%) rate'd theïr target 

child as having imp;l'Oved ".a great deai. ~ . Bach of the groups (EI -E4) had one 

teacher who rated her target chi~d as Itsomewhat improved. Il 



) 
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/ 

Expectations of Improvement 
,~, t 

,able 2.60 givos the eXp.,rimental group mean,' and 'ta'l""rd~:ations for 
v. / '< 

teacher expectations of improvernent~ prO?abiliti~ring 

about 70% .. Expec~ations rose t? a hig~ lev~1:~~ing early 

baseline~~veraged' 
~ 

--.,~ 

intervention (~~ 

and continued to increase through the later stage~, of treatment (84%). A 

s:l.ight decline to 79% w,as observed during fol1ow-up, pàss~ly due ta the short 

period remaining in the schoo1 year or the fact that many chi1dren had a1ready 

improved ta the point where they wére indistinguishab1e from their peers. A 

.4 (group) x 4 '(phase) ANOVA for repeated measures was conductect on these pro-

bability estimates (see Table 2.61). A signif~cant main effect was obtained 

for phase (~ = 30.379, df = 3, 105; ~ < .001) indicating that anticipated. 

'success increased as training progressed .• The general1y low standard devia-

ti~ns ref1e~t a consensus arnong teachers th~t the daily problems they were ... ~ . 
facing would be ame1iorated as a functio~ of their participation in the 

program. 

A breakdown of thè probabilities by group shows t~at'El was the least 
. , 

optimistic throughout the course of :th'ê] stUd~., This was reflected in a signi-

ficant main effect for groups (I = 2.81' df = 3, 35; E. < .05). One feasib1e 

explanation for ElIs lower estimate puring baseline ls that the placebo input 

which it received in lieu of observation traini,ng was perceived as irr>elevant 

to the task at hand. El did show a 12% incrcase from baseline' to fol1ow~u~, 

a change cpmmensurate with that of the other gr,pups. However, its higher 

standard deviation suggests that a ceiling effect was operating on the other 

groups in such a way as to invalidate the instrument ~s one with ratio scale 

properties. In othe~ words, the dif~rehce between a 10% increaae from 50% 

._ ... _-_ ......... !#!"'---~-'I1I!!5 ... _ .·,Ii<ii!I __ /~;"g ... t~-__ .·\.,;'.g.'!IIL .... ,~~,"I111._~,~.!".~_, ... '_~ _____ -_.-.-__ • __ ",, __ ," 

....... _~ 
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Group 

El 

E
2 

E3 

E4 

f 

/..,--

-x 
S.D. 

-x 
S.D. 

-x 
"S.D. 

-x. 
S.D. 

~ 

. 
~"~ 

! 

Table 2.60 

Percent Probability of Expected Improvemènt 
... 

Phases l and III Phase IV Phase V 
Early La:t~ Basf'line 

intervention intervéntion 

64.50q,00 67.33997 73.65993 
16.65833 16.91417 17.23553 

72.66998 81.49994 84.65993 
9.65862 11.62402 8.88446 

78.00000 82.009:98 86.32996 
11. 3?292 7.88999 6.37688 

. 
70.83333 7 6.31108 84.811Q5 

7.60345 8.07069 10.68952 

~ 

/ .. .. 
~ 

1 
Phase VI 1 

f 

F0110W-u;L 

76.00000 
18.37872 

86.00000 
9.66091 

88.00000 
5.86894-

86.11110 
16.72903 

'f-' 
, -.1 

f-' , 

/ 
! 

t' 

",. 

, 

'" 
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Table 2.61 

Analysis of ~riance for Expected Improvement 

_t; 

• Source 88 Dr MS F 1 

Mean 963491. 62500 l 963491:62500 2036.06787 

Group (A) 4001. 88672 3 1333.96216 2 .81895~·: 

Errol' 16562.4,2188 35 473.21191 • " i 

P,hase (B) 3786.43750 3 1262.14575 ,30: 37949~'nHt 

A x B 219.14844 9 24.349']'2 0.58609 

Errol' 4362.32813 105 41. 54597 
/ 

.. 
E,< .05 -, 

*Mt E,< .001 

to 60% is n~ equiva1e~t ta a change fram 80% ta 90%. Hence, analysis of gain 

scores would'not be appl'opriate. 

The l'esult tnat 'members of El were somewhat more skeptical would"be ~roub1e-

. f h f h h' > f d / . . . some were lt not or t e act t at t lS ~up pel' orme compet1tlvely on Vlr-
/ 

tua11y aIl o~her dependent, measures. )Ghly on the numbel' of additiona1 pl'ograms 

wére ttey lacking. On the basis actual • 1 • 
and,percelv~ behav10r change of 

target children, El showed 

levei of expectation fo ~, 
deficiencies whatever. ;ft would seem that the 

/ 
though Iowest, was sufricient to permit coopera­

I 

tive, effective imR ementation of prescribed procedures. 

" 'T'he cost of implementing a teacher training program identica1,to that used 

l ' 
here, but without research compohents (e .g., professional obs~rver's salaries 

Table~ 2.62 gives / and expenses, control 'group, data analysis ) was calculat~d. 
i '}" , 

.~ 

" 
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estimates for consulting rc;ychologist'~> timp. and f",-limatpd cxpendlluI'p", with 

19 .. 
the hourly rat~'set at $6.75 pel' haur. On1y 8.4 hours of professiona1 time 

pel' subject were required (at a cost of $65.44). Training additional grou~ 
during the, same period of time opviates the need for further preparation and, 

1 

hence, -reduces the time allotment ta 7.5 hours pel' subject ,(at a cost of ' 

$59.36). Estimates,of teacher time and expenditur~s are given in Table 2.63. 

Thirty-four ?nd one-half hours of out-of-class work~ere required (at a cost 
, ! 

of $23.70). Here training conducted through a university, an additional fee 
( 

could be assessed pel' hour of credit. 

Table 2.62 

Cost of Conducting In-Service Teacher Traini~g 

Item 

Observations (2) 
1 

Contact hours (20 pel' teacber~ 10 
.Preparation for group session 0 

Phoné consultation 
Review teacber-collected data 
Transportation21 
Supplies, reprints, po~tage 

" 
Total pel' subject 

teachers pel' group) 
~ 

.. ' 

Psychologist 
time pel' 
teacher 

1.5 

/ .5 
2.0 

8'4 nI'. 

/' 
1 

/ 

$ 10.13 
13.50 
6.08 

10.13 
3.38 

18,'72 
3.50 

$ 
~, 

65.44 

19 Estimat". based on"1974 Que:eè sa1ary sC~du1e or school psychologist 
(M.A.) with five years' experiencç; annual sal~ $13.,600 ($6.75!hr.). 

JR 'I-"ol" -

20 
Estimate based on training one group only. Additional groups would not 

require this item. 

21 

mile) • 
Based on 2.9 round trips of 15 miles ea~h and 40 minutes (12~ pel' 

il 
, ,. 

-/ 
1 

/ 
1 

/ 
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Table 2.63 

1 Cost to Participants 1n program 

Item 

Contact hours (10 two-hour sessions) 

Preparation for session 

Phone consultation 

~anspo~ 
/ 

Textbook 
/ 

Â 

", -
~~ 

,."~",, 
'''"'-, ' 

.. 

.' 

" 
Z 

• 
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Teacher time Cost 

20.0 hr. 

9.0 

1.5 • 
6.0 $ 16.20 

7.50 

34.5 $ 23.7022 

22 
, As of 1974, est~ated cast of training tbro~gh McGill University Depart-

ment of Continuing Education would include an adçitional $60.00 for three 
credits. 

l" 



175 .. Discussion 

The present thesis rep~sents one of the few attempts ta s.Îmul taneously 

test the same hypothesis in both the laboratory and naturalistic settings. 

/ While it is ofen espoused tha~ gener'alizing from anal,?~ue ~esearch is a tenuous 

proposition, 'empirical support for this position is generally lacking (Orne, 

1962) . 

Results of ~xperiment l confirmed findings from~éa~lier laboratorv studies 

in which teachers trained in and practicing systematic observation techniques, 

submftted ratings of child behavior which corresponded with observed operant 

levels. Individuals who received no such training ~Qe ratings of pOOl' con-

vergent validity. 

Expe!,iment II provided a naturalistic test for this "t~cking effect~J1 
, 

p~ception' of·child behavior c~ange. Unlike results obtained'in the laborat~ry, 

existence of such a phenomenon was not évident i~ the field.' Teacher ratings 
. -

of distractibility, disruptiveness, and social withdrawal failed ta converge 

with independently observed behavioral levels as a function of observation 
. 

. training, daily data collection, or exterbal moni tor'Ïng. 'Therefore, HypotheMs 

l was rejected. l 
A number of factors operating either in isolat\o~ or together may have 

accounted for this result. The teacher training program may have produced an 

.expe~tancy for an emerging pattern of child behavior. .Such an infl.uence was 

23 not present in the early stages of the analùgue'study; however, it may have 

23 Evidence of a "halo '~ffect" in threc of th,? four groups in Experiment 
l suggests ·t~at an expectation of impZ'Ovement had been e~tablished by the 
sixth trial. 



·e 

\. .... - ~ 

~, , ~ 

• 
~ 176 

• 

been of SUff~Cicnt impùct to override the effects of s~ytematiC obser-vations 

in th~ actual classroom. Thé data which teachers recor ed may, in fact, have 

been reliablc; judging from comparisons of data coll~c ed by teachers in E4 and 
1 

their external morli tors, This was the case. However, these data may not hùve 

played a majo~ role in formulating the teachers' overall âppraisal of a con­

dition . .such' as Boèial withdrawal} The tendency for individua1s to' ignore be-

hayior frequenèy data in generatiflw a global appraisal has been demonstrated 

CHines, 1974; Walter & Gilmor'e, 1973). 

~ 
Another strong possibility i8 that group differences were not obtained 

because teachers in each group were, in fact, tracking during the intervention 

phase. Vjrtually aIl behav~r modification techniques require that 

pinpoint and observe certain targe't, behaviors and react ta these in 

.. 

individuals, 

a systematic\ 

predetermined fash.ion .. Henee, the treatment programs themse1ves contain an 

element of "self-training" in obl:iervation. Certainly, the use of behaviar modi-

fication by aIl four eXperim~ntal groups served to reduee any variance whiçh 

may have emerged due ,ta situational~learni~ of observation skills. It seems 
• 

reasonable to assume that differences would be magnified in cases where be-

haviorally oriented treatment i5 compa~ed to more conventional counseling or 

'lphenomenological approaches. H?wever, beeause these approaches have not 

generally' been as successful in dea1ing with classroom manàgement"problems 

(O'Leary & O'Leary, 1972). it would have been di;fficult to justify theïr, use 

merely for purposes of testing for a traeking effect. 
. , 

Sorne indirect support for the notion that behavior modification programs 

reduce individual di~rences in observation skills cornes rrom the untreated 

control group. Withdrawn target children in Cl di~ show improvement on obser­

vation data but were not rated as such either on the Walker Checklist or 

fi.y: Ut: 7 FI' 7 ?.~.U$'rn UnA' ID' ! ,.,./ 
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summary repbTts. In fact, the summary report indicated slight deterioration. 

Conversely) acting-out children were ratcd as improved on both perceptual 

m"asures, but did not imprave appreciably àcc6rding to direct observations. 

1 Therefore, for bath subsamples of control children. there were discrepancies . .... 

between measures. For exper~mental subjeç~st results were consistent acro~s 

aIl criterion variables. This consistency might well be attributed to the fact , 
!t 

that all experimental groups were indeed tracking during the intervention phase. 
" 

,,' Equivalent findings for experi!pental groups were n?t confined to teacher /1 

perception. For acting-out children no group ,differences were found either in 1 

target child behavior or in teacher attention. Group El' which was not trained 

in observation techniques, perforrned very well on aH measures. Sorne evidence 
o 

of a traèking effect was found in ana1yzing data for the socially wi thdrawn 

subsallple.., Following intervention, teachers who were not colle,cting data on 

a daily basis reduced substantiall;y their attetit!Ï.on to t-arget children. Con-

comitantly, a sharp inc~ease occurred in self-stimulation of target children 

~ 

in groups El and E
2

. TherefQI'e, when a withdrawn child displays high base 

rates of self-stimulé,ition or looking around, i t ~ould be recornmended that his 

teâchers collect data regularly (at ie?-st once or twice per week). This is the 

. -
only situation for which there exists empirical evidence that data collection 

e may be advantageous. Acceptance of this finding would t no doubt, be consider-

ably enhanced by two factors-: (1) a longer follow-up period (although by and 
:' 

large. teach~rs, parents. or other trainees are seldom asked to collec\ âddï'-
1 

tional data following the termina:t ion of treatmÈmt), and (2) empirical evidence 
/ 

showing a functional' relationsbip betweeh teacher attention and self-stimulation. 

Despite the inclusion or data collection in virtually a11 behavior" modifi-
1 

cation teacher trai~ing ~ograrns: there seems to be no reason to require Bueh 
• - 1 

1 
" 

l' 



.. 

4. 

• 

.. 

... 

1 
Il 
'i 
1 

Q -t _ , 

178 

effùrt when treàtmcnt is focused on disruptive-distractible dHldrEID or 

socially withdrawn childr'en whose only deficiency lies in the area of p~er 

interact ion. 

The suggestion that observation training ,and data gathering by teachers " 
" . 

~ eliminated in most case's is not n~Gessarily generalizable t'a th~ family ~ 

situation. Because teacners have a greater normative base against wllich to 
l, > 

eVj3.1uate child be-havior, it is quite pos~ible tha~ their perceptiond c0I1~.erge 
, / ... 

wi th actuai behavior leveis to a greatel? degree than do the imPr:ess~ons of 

parents. Consequ~ntly, any al terations ma~e on the basis o~hese resul ts. 

,should be confined to the scQ.ool environment. 

Demand Baseline Procedure 

Hypothesis II stated that child oehavior wou1d improve ovel' baseline 
tJI' ~ " 

un der, conditions of high teacher motiv~tion. This hypothesis was partia1ly con-
, '.. J 

firmed. Sociallv withdl'aWn children emitted cansiderably more prosocia1 and 

• 
attending behaviors during the hi&~ .. demand condition than dUl:;,ing natural base-

line. This shift was. accompanied by large increases ,in both absolute' and rela-
t ' 

tive teacher atten'~ion dil'ected tQward the target clÜld. ,Whether 
1 

". 1 r ' . 
., continue this pat~ern on a l'egular basis is difficult to assess. Certainly. 

~~ • i 
r' , 

one cattnot rule ç'ut the possi'b~1ity. 
n P 

Otni tt ing. t~e demand condition would have resulted in overest imating th~, 
, 

degree of impact ascribed to the behavior, modification techniqu~s themselves. 

Because social withdrawal at follow-up was significantly lower tharr observed in 

the demand phase;, one can conclud~ that just raising teacher motivation, would 

not alone produc:e improvement of the .magnitude generated by the teacher trai 

Ho~ever, a less powerful intervention might weIl be percei ved as effect ive 

) 

9 

0" 
j 
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, 
a concomitant rise in demand Gharacteristics. For this reason, it is rccom-

mended that sorne of the following precautions be taken in future research: 
1 

(a) a 'high demand procedure b!? introduccd in future studies of socially with-

drawn children, (b) a correction factor be applied to remov~ the variance 

attributed to differential demand characteristics whJch mây operate'!s a func-

tion of treatment phase, or (c) an attention placebo or pseudotherapy control 

4 
group be included in order to aS8ess the effects of high' expectations. 

The total inability of teachers to decrease disrùptive or distractible 

behavior in target children during the demand phase was not predicte!. This 

finding is consistent ~ith that obtained by Johnso~ and Lobitz (1974), who 

found th&t parents of deviant children could not make their children "look good" 
, 

when i~structed to do so. Notwithstanding. it was ,presumed that c!assroom 

teachers were generally more skillful in this regard than parents in deviant 

families. The fact that they were not suggests that teachers may be prësenting 

similar facilitating stimuli for noxious behavior. Moreover, it may be that 

acting-out children shape tneir teachers into attending to deviant behavior 

in much the sarne way they do their ~ents. In any event, results of the 
l\,_ . 

demand baseline procedure do not recommend manipUlqtion of demand character-

istics in orde~ to isolate the effects of treatment techniques designed for 

children labeled "acting out." 

Evaluation of Intervention: Act~ng-Out Children 

Results from multiple measures were con$istent in~howing that the present 

interventjon was efficient, inexpensive, and effective in dealing with dis-

rupt i veness and distr.act ihili ty • 
1 

j, 
Table 2.6Lf shows the l'esult,s of analysis of. observation data, the WPBIC, 

411&& &s •• tw.{,"" 
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Dependent variable/ 
comparison' 

Intra-group: 
Baseline 

vs. 
Follow-up 

Hypothesis III 

Inter":'group-: 
EXPerimrtais 

(EI - 4) 
vs. 

Control (CI) 
'at Follow-up 
Hypothesis IV 

Normative: 
Tar..get children 

vs. 
feers/norm 

at FOllow-up 
Hypothes:ïs V , 

... 

.. 

Table '2.64 "-.. 
S~ of Results for Disruptiveness 

Observation data 
(PA)+(nr)+(T-)+(P-) 

Experimental groups 
(E -E4 ) improved sig­
'nifi~a~tly (R < .01) 
....... 
The control group (Cl)' 
did not 

El -E were signifi­
cautïy less disrup­
tive than Cl 
(E. < :-01) 

Target children in EI -
E4 did not differ 
from p'eers 

~ 

Target· children. in ~ 
were significantly 
morè disruptive than 
.their~eers (p < .05) 

( 

Walker Checklist 
Acting-out scale 

StDIllIlary report 
Disruptiveness 

Both (E -E~) and Cl lE -E4 improved signi­
irnprove! s1~icantly ftcantly (~< .01) 
(~ ~ .05) 

v 

EI -E4 and Cl did not 
d~ffer sign1ficantly 

-
EI-E~ and ~ scored 
w~th~ one standard 
deviation'of the 
norm 

l' , 

Cl did no;t: \ 

El-E were'signifi­
cantïy less disrup­
tive than Cl 
(E. < .ol) 

N/A 

1 

,../ 

e 

1 

Hypothesis ' 
as stated: 

Accepted 

Accepted 

Accepted 

f-' 
00 
o 

• 
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; 
and ~eekly summary reports for disruptiven~ss. One can readily see that experi-

~ 

mental lùbjects fared weIl on seven out of eight measures c~pared to 9n~ 
. , 

three ~f eight for Cl' Both experimental an4 control groups showed lower 
1 

1 ratings which w~e within the normal rapge on the second administration of the 

WBPIC. AlI comparisons on the other two measures differentiated experimental 

groups from their ~ontrol. Reading across the rows df Table 2.64 shows that 

each of,the three r~levant hypotheses (see pp. 49-50) were accepted, based ~n 

confirmation by the observation data and at least one of the'other two measures . .. 
Results for distractibility are even more impressive. Table 2.65 shows' 

that experimental target children improved on seven of eight criteri~n vari-

ables compared ta ooly two for the students in group Cl' Again, untreated 

children were ~eported as improved from pre-test tq post-tes! on the-WPBIC, 

and were statistic~lly inqistinguishable from tTeated children at follow-up. 

Howe~er, members of Cl were still one standard deviati~n more distractible than 

the normative sdl'llple. 

To summarize, acting-out children whose teacher~ received training im--
prov~ significantly from baseline ~o termination. At follow-up, they a1so ,- ' 

differed significantly from matched control students whose teachers ~id not 

a~tively partici~ate and were indistinguishable from their normal peers. It 

18 of interest that children in Cl were ~ated on the WPBIC as imptoved d~spite 

the f~ct that-direct observation and th~ teachers' own global l~pressions 

showed no' cOpnge over time. 
/ 

Such a finding indicates a possi~le practice 

effect for this instrument, a dericieney not uncommon ta te cher rating 

seales (Sprague, ChriStiansen, & Werry, 1972; Spivack & Sw ft,~1973). Test-

retest reliabili ty was not 'reported in 'th~ )œ~IC Man~al alker, 1970). Perhaps 

the instrument should be restricted to use as a diagnos lc taol vis-a-vis 
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Dependent ~ariab1e/ 
cOmParison . 

Intt>a-grouR: 
Baseline 

vs. 
Follow-up 

H)5pothesis tI! 

Inter-group : • 
ExperimentaIs 

CE ,-E ) 

i.C ri -; F* ........ ~ ... , ~ 

'" 

Table 2.65 , .-r 
Summary of Results'for Distra6tibility 

Observation data 
(HR)+(P-)+(IL)+(SS)+ 

, (LO)+(NA) 

Expèrimental' groups 
(E -E4 improved sig­
nificantly (~ < .01) 

The control group (Cl) 
d1d not 

Walker Checklist ~. slimmary report 
Dist'rac"tibili7Y scale 1 . ~actibility 

Both (E -E~) and Cl \EI-E4 imp~ sig; 
improveâ s~gnifi- n~ficaritly (~ < '.01) 
Càntly (t < .01) 

EI-E~ did not differ 
s~gnlficantly from Cl 

Cl did not 

,1 4 
Vs. 

Control (Cl) 
at Follow-up 

.Hypothesis IV 

Ei-E~ w~re signifi­
caIitl.y less disrup­
tive than Cl 

.• (E. < .01) 

EI-E were signifi- . 
cantïy less distrac~ 
tible than Cl 
(E.<·.Ol) 

Normative: 
'rarget chi-ldren 

. vs. 
Pee~s/nonn . 

at Follow-up 
HY;pethesis V . 

.." 

e. 

Target children in 
~-E4 did not d~ffer 
from peers 

Target children in Cl 
were significantly 
more distractible 

" . than the~r peers 
<1>_ < .01) 

.. 

EI -E4 scored within IN/A 
one standard deviation 
above the norm 

pl 

• 

-r 

'~ 

HyPo'thesis • 
as stated: 

/' 

Accepted 

,., 
Accepted 

Accepted 

~ 

'" 

v 

..... 
(X) 

l'V 

: 

,-.1 
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, a criterion measUl"~. While Walker (1970) made no c1aims as ta its value as a 

depenqent ~ariablc, factor scores hav~ been, used in this manné!' (Walker, Hops, 

Greenwood, & Todd, 1975). 

The intervention did not. requ,ire that teachers devote an· inordinate amount 
. 

of time to the target child. These children typical-ly garner more than their '" .' 
fair share of attention; however, it was.not necessary for teachers ta increase 

the relative or absolute quantity of attention for t~e purpose of inducine be-

havior change. While this is not an 0riginal finding, it does address one of 
o 

the most frequently raised objections ta teacher-mediated treatment. Genera11y, 
--' 

teachers express conce~ about ability to carry out a pro gram ~hiCh oste~~~ 
requires increased contact with a particular child. Using th~ôûnt of 

qttention contingently is usually aH that is necessary!...-"---T1lat teachers si,mul-. /-" \ 

taneous1y introduced ~ large number of ~ddi~~;:grams ls strong evidence 
---------~ 

that sueh doubts ~ere a11ayed. 
---------- ~ ..... 

, Table 2.66 summarizes results using the composite withdrawal score, the 
il' 

l 't • \ 

withd;aia1 factor'score of the WPBIC, and the seven-point summary ~eport. The 

intra~group comparisons are consistent across measures in showing that target 

children whose teachers were trained as behavior modi~iers improved signifi­

cantly from baseline to follow-~p. Hypothesis VI was therefore acc~pteQ. 
t 

Students in group Cl showed non-significan~'imprpve~ent o~er time on th~ obser­
t: 

. vational me&sure. Yet, this was of sufficient magnitude to rende~ Cl s~atis-

tieally indistinguishable from experimental groups at follow-up. Hence,' 

. Hypothesis VII, which predicted differences betwèen tr~ated and untreated 

.. ' li! groups, was rejected, despite the fact t~at significant differences were ob-

'tained on the WPBIC and summary l"eports. W.~th regard to-'Hypothesis VIII, , 

neither treated Ror untreated ta~get chilaren attained peer levels of prosocial 

'" " ~ \ , ,/ .. / , . / 

, 1: .)'i,lfiC un :;1,.. Si •. ; L~. ,,_ :. ittJ !Q ;_ 
.. 
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Depèndent v4riabl~1 

... ~ 

comparison 

In'tt'a-group: 
Baseline -.\' 

vs. 
. Follo~-up 

HY}50thesis VI 

Inter-grOup: 
Experimen.tals 

(EI-E~) ." 
vs . 

, . 
Control (Cl) 
at Foll.Ow-up 

Hypothesis.VII 

Normativ~: 
TaX'get children 

vs. 
Peers/norms 

at Follow-up 
Hypothesis VIII 

" , 

\ 

Table 2.66 
• 1 

~ummary of Results for Social Withdrawal 

Observation data 
(P+) (VO)+(IT)­

(SS)-(LO) 

E -E4 improved signi-' 
ftcantlY ov~r natural 
baseline (E.. < .01) and 
demand baseline 
(E. < .02) 

• 1 Cl àid'not improve sig­
n1ficantly over base­
line 

E -E4 were not sighi­
ftcantly less with­
drawn than Cl. -

Target children in El -
E~.were significantly 
more withdrawn than 
peers· (E. < .ol) 

Target chi~dre~ ip Cl 
were also more with- ( 
drawn th~ peers 
(p < .0'5) 

.... 

Walker Checklist 
Withdrq.wal scale • 

t -E2 improv~d signi­
rtcantly (E.. < .01') 0 

Cl did dot 

El-E~ were signifi­
cantly less with­
drawn than Cl. 

'(E. < .01) _ .~ 

.. El -E4 scored. within 
.ane standard devia­
tian of the narm 

i)o 

Cl did not 

J 

Summary report 
Withdrawal 

E1-E4 improved 8ig­
n1ficantly (E.. < .01) 

Cl did not 

E ~E were signifi­
cktïy less Pwith-. 
drawn than Cl. 
(E. < .Ol.) 

NIA 

f 

~ ~- ; -_ )QCt;$.@&&i'f. 

., 

.. 

• 

Hypothesis 
as stated: 

Accepted 

i' 

.. 

Rejected . 

" 

~" 

ReJ~cted 

1-' 
0;1 
+=' 

\0 

," 

J 
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and attendiQg behavior. Still, three of the four experi~ntaf groups did not 

differ from their peers despite the ove~all (across group) differences. The" 
( 

WPBIC showed student~ in EI-Bij we~e pe~eived as nb lo~ger ~ithdrawn, while 
, ,1 

children in Ci still scored one, standard deviation above the norm. Since the 

criterion for acéeptance includes the sppport of observation tata, Hypothesis 

VIII was rejected. 
o 

Not only do the three measures differ on dimensions of retrospectton, 

specificity, and independence of raters (observers), but also on that of çon-
1 

tent •. The withdrawal composite consists of five discrete prosocial or off-task 
l , 

behaviors of unit weight (see Appendix B). the WPBIC withdrawal scale focuses . .. 
exclusively on peer interac~ion. It includes no items related to volunteering, 

\ initiation to teacher, self-stimulation, or looking around. Yet, such bebav-

iors do discriminate wfthdrawn children from their peers (Bell, Wa1drop, & 
• J ~ 

WeIler, 1972; Camp & ,Zimet, 1974). In fact, .43%" of the withdrawn children 
• J 

treated'~Y Waiker and Hops tram 
, . ' 

1973-1975 have shown excessiv~ daydreaming 

24 
(pe~onal communication). In any event, scores on the WPBIC withdrawal scale 

.should cqrrelate higher with a behavioral measure of interaction with peers 

t. than with other responses or a composite of categories. The summary report 

may a180 have disproportionately weighted the interaction component sinee many 

teachers selected thie area ~ being of Most concern to them. Certainly, the 

24 \, 
!his find!ng iS,based on having ~he following item checked b. 

teaohers comp1eting the WPBIC: "Frequently stares blankly into space and is 
unaware bf his surroundings when doing so." This item loaded largely on the 
distractibility factor when the original validity st,udies were conducted. 
On ~he basis of later findin~s by bath Hops and Walker and this aut~or, 
there ls good ~ason to include this item in the Withdrawa1 Scale. 

J. 
'W. ~~~ 

. \. 
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thrust of teach~r training was directed to the problem of,inadequate peer • i 

relationships. 
~ 

When the observational dependeni variable was reduced to "appropriate' 
• 

inte.ract ion wi th peers" (P+) t the results of the program become much more con­

sistent act'Oss mea'surE!s. Table 2.67 shows that aIl eight comparisons signifi-, 
cantly favor the ~hildren in experimental groups over the il" untreated caunter­

parts. The intervention was successful in raising the level of peer inter-

action to that rnaintained by peers. Withdrawn children whQse teachers received 
, , 

no training did not significantly improve the!r level df interaction on any of 

the three variables. Hypo~heses VI, VII, and VIII were acoepted, but only when 

restricted te the!r"peer interaction component. 

Results fram analyses of observation data showed that volunteering and 
r 

initiations to teacher did not' increase for experimental g~oups. This may have 
" 

been accottnted for, in part, by the relatively pOOl" academic pe~formance of ~he 

withdraWn child-L'en. Whil:-e generally not failing, they wer,e consistently rated 

as below average in most suhjects. Few children, withdrawn or otherwise, will 

l'aise their hand wh en t~ey do not knaw the answer. Initiating ta teacher 

~ay not ~av~ cha~ged because target children in E1-E4 were exp1icitly taught 

and encouraged to approach their peers wben assistance was needed. 

Observationàl data also show substantial reductions in self-stimulation 

and looki,ng around in both the experimental and control groups. Hence, it 
f," 

. . 
appears that th~Qormal educational process and/or maturational factors are 

• > 1, 0 u 

1ikely ta p~puce increased on-task behavior in 7-9-year-a1d t ' socially with-
'\ " 

dra'offi childJ:len. 

Witbdrawn children in group Cl were ac.tually rated by teachers as mo~e 

handicapped.at ternin:tion than at' ba~,eline on both the WPBIC and sUlllBllry' 
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Dependent variable! 
c~arison 

Intra-groÙp: 
Baseline .­

vs. 
Fo'îlow-up 

- Hypothesis VI 

~ 

Inter-g:J:'Oup: 
ExperimentaIs 

(EI -E4) 
vs. 

Control (Cl ~:: 
at Follow-up 

-Hypothesis VII 

Normative 
Target children 

ys. 
Peers/norms 

at FoUow-up 
Hypothesis VIII 

:~~b' :.::.: :~~ -.. 

Table 2.67 

Summary bf Resulta for Appropriate Interaction with Peers 

Observation data 
p+ 

E -E4 improved signi-
fteantly over natural 

.,bàseline (~< .o~) 
and demand base11ne 
(2. < .01) 

C did hot imprôve 
stgnificantlY over 
baselitie 

EI -E4 interactéd sig-, 
n1ficantly more than 
Cl (2. < .01) 

Target children.in 
·Ei-E~.did Dot diff~r 
s1gn1ficàntly frem 
peers 

Target children~in Cl 
did not differ sig­
nificantly from pëers' , 
(p < .15) 

{; , 
Walker Checklist 
Withdrawal scale 

E -E4 iinproved signi-
f!cantly ~~ < .01) 

Cl did not 

E -E ·were signifi-
ctntïy less with-
draWll than Cl 
(E. < .01) 

EI -E4 seored within 
one standard devia­
tion or the norm 

Cl did n~t 

.." 

Summary réport 
Withdrawal 

E1-E4 improved sig-
n~ficantly (~ < .01) 

Cl did not 

,-

..... , 

~-Eï were signifi-
nt y le.ss with-

drawn than Cl 
(~ < .01) 
• 
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Accepte.d 
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Accepted 
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l'epo;-ts . Co~versely, the behavioral ~ata indicated slight improverncnt in pee~ 
J 

interaction as men!ioned above, and substantial decreases in self-stimulation 

and looking around. Such a discrepancy between measures, while not lârge in 
... 

magnitude, lends support to the notion that wit~drawn·qhildren are more or ~ess . 
. 

ignored by their environment. OnCe a teacher forms an impre~ion, she seems 

rather resistant to change. 

An examination of phase means or each of'the observational composites shows 

·that changes in early inteI'ven'tion were more commonly associated with açting-
, , 

out,than socially withèrawn children. The former group improved more rapidly • 
.. 

There are several possible explanations for this: ~(a) contingeneies for deviant. 

behavior were applied earlier i~he progr~; teachers of withdrawn.children 
y 

followed a lengthy sequence which included symbolic modeling, roie-playing, and 
( 

self-monitoring prioI' to the introduction of specifie contingencies; (h) acting-

out children were not usually required to learn new skills but to increase 

behaviors already existing in theiI' l'epeI'toires and to reduce their l'ates of 

noxious ~esponsesi A number of sQCially withdI'awn children were clearly de-
- li 

ficient in social ski Ils and l'equired graduaI shaping of new prosocial behaviors 

(e.g., initiating to a group of peers); (c) the i~centive fol' teacheI's to con-

trol disruptive behavior may well be greater than for shaping social approach 
.J. ." . . 

81<il18. 
~ . 

Acting-out children often emit behaviors which "demand" OI' "force" an 

envirorunentai response (e.g.1
1I c"on8equence), wheI'eas w'ithdrawn youngsters may 

display a positive behavioI' which goes unnoticed. Hence, the acting-out child 

ia more likely tO.receive consistent, intensive·feedback from the teacber. 

TeacheI's and counseloI'S should be awaré that the ~robability of a socially~ith­

drawn child improving i~edi~telY is not as high as one woUld expect of a 

coercive child. / 

.... 
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In sumrnary, the intervention was most effective in încreasing peer . 

lnteraction in socially w~thd~awn children who, if left untrc~~d,. would 
" 

probably not have improved appreciably. The long-term stability of this con-
'-', 

dition has'~en demonst~ated by Wald~p and Halverson (1975), who found that 

prescho01 chi~en who have restricted peer relations exhibit the,sarne pat-

"" te~ five years lat~. It was a1so demonstrated that preschool childrerrwho 

weve no~ assertive at ~ testing in dealing with an experimenta1 barrièr 

situation, also had diffic~l~~ five year~ later in coping with novelty and 

~e .. ,Il st' ease Wi~~ pee.s (~on & Wold.op. 1974). It seems th~: a child 

"gets back what he puts out" (Kohn,' ~6), that he evokes From peers the kind 

df responses.that will enable him to maintain his prevailing routine and , . 
~. ' 

that t,his style of life will continue into ~lthood (Michael, Morris, & 

Soroker, 1957; Morris, Sqroker, & Buruss, 1954~ This i~ not 'to imp1y ~hat 
sociallY .W'~hd .. wn child.en are likely to become ~~USlY disturbed adults. 

\ 
The paucity of follow-up data suggests that with9rawn i~dividuals who had 

/ ~ 

. "' received brief c"ounseling at a public mental health clinic~re reasonab1y 

we11-adjusted in adulthood (an average of 26 years later). T~ tended to 

lead quiet, retiring lives _characte~ized by stability both at wo~and in 

marr1age. Social contacts were restricted but certainly not rare. ~,e in-

cidence of psychotic disorders was no greater than one or two percent in the 

two studies' cited. There i5 no evidence to indica1:e thÇ1t untreated withdra 

children would fare ~y worse. In fact, the autbors àttribute little imp~ve­

ment to the brief treatment, suggesting instead ~hat the clinical concern 

with social withdrawal has been exaggerated. Still, it is apparent that with-

drawn individuals are handicapped ln that they avoid many potential oppor-

tuni Hes for> soc'ial lea~ing. 

\ 

While there are other disorde~s qf highe~ 
/ 

1. 

1~J;: ." ;<~' , "'~." 1 

1 • 
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priority, an efficient, law-cost treatment procedure wou Id seem weIl wbrth 

implementing. 

The present interVention increased not oniy,the proportion of time· 

target chi Idren interacted, but also thei~ rate of initiation to peers, the 

range of contacts and the average duration i~f conversations. The la st three 

variables were evaluated solely on the hasis of·teacher-~ollected data (groups 
.r' 

E3 and E4 ), which, allieit reliable (relative to the externa! monitor.) may be 
. 

biased. There is also anecdotal eV,~dence .which suggests that these changes 

were not restricted to the classroom, but generalized to the playground and 

lunchroom. 1t was reported that target ~hi1dren began to invite friends home 

after school and were invited more often themselves. These children were 

described as happier, more alert, and were said ta be bringing in tays to 

show others. smiling and laughing more: anq assuming tasks of gr~?ter responsi-

bility. 

Beca~e tJ:lis study sufferi'l" from a brief fOllow-up, it is impossible to 
Q 

d~,aw any defini t ive conclusions about generalization of effects over time. 

However, Wa1ker, Hop'J Greenwood, and Todd (1975) report excellent-'six-

month follow-up after using very siroilaZ" treat,lmt routines. An earlier 

study '(Walker & H<nps, 1973) also documents increases in number of initiations 

and range of contacts, but failed to. detect an increas-e in the mean duration 

of interchanges. Therefore. i t 5eems like1y that many of .the effectj of the 

present intervention will persist. 

There is also rather encouraging evidence which shows maintenance and . 
generaliz~tio.n effects of trèatment used with out-of-contrql éhildren (Walker 

& Buckley, 1972; Walker & 'llops,.. 1974). In one study <Walker, Hops, & 

Johnson. r97S) , gains made in an ,experimenta1 c1assroom did not dissipate ." 

-

r. 
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1 • 
when childrcn were,rl'eturncd to their regular c1as~es and followed up during 

the next schocl year. Still, ,pers.istence of vefjects has been the ex<;eption 
. ~, 

rather than the rule (Kazdin li, Bootzin, 1972; O'Leary [, Drabman, 1971). , 
The geneI1alization issue' is -one which must be more carefu11y çon~idered 

. 
during the decade ahead. Regrettably, the abbreviate~ fo11ow-up réported 

. ( . 
here prav.i?des n.o fut'ther insïght into the 1ong-term impact of behavior modi­

'\ , 

fication procedures. 

A second prob1em cbncerns the process of selectlng target children. As 

mentioned earlier, the contract be'tween cooperating sehool commissions and the 

experimenter precluded direct testing or intervention of any sort, and also 

prohibited access ta a stur;lent' s personal file. This a:r;rangement enab1ed the 

research to commence severa1 months ear1ier tl.an it wo'uld have otherwisé. 

Unrortunately, the, absence of psychological testing or records of academic-

performance may have permi tted :retarded, ,brain-damaged, ,or learning disabl.ed 

ch.i'1.dren to be adJDitted ta the sample. Despite this possibility. there are 
1 

three factors which wou1d iidi~ate that such cases were nat designated as 

\. 
target children: (a) the sample was drawn e~cl:u~iv'ely hom regular classes; . 
(b) the study began four months after the onset of the séhool. year, a l'eason-

" 

able period of time for extremely handi.capped children to'J:>e identified and 
fi 

%'eferred elsewhere; (c) teabhers submi tted global ratings of, targ~t chilàren' s 

academic performance; in no case was a jelected pupil \failing , "al though they . 

tended to be bdoW' average. 

The pr~sent study is hamperE\d by another deficien,cy. 

believe that the sample of teachers was not representative. 

The~ is reaSOll ta 
\ 
\ 

Part,icipants in 

expe:t>imental' groups displayed an unusual degree of motivation by identifying 
\ 

and referring problem children, agreei.ng to classroom observations, consistently 

,', 
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a't'tending training sessIons (albeit for credit), supplying data, and carrying 
l , 

out treatrnent programs. Their wi~lingness to work was, in part, controlled 

for by selecting control subjects w~o were also highly'rnotivated, as evidenced 

by the fact that they were currently receiving or had rec~n'tly completed sorne 

other forrn of s,upplementary instruction. Still,~ rèsul ts reported herein 

may not be generali~able to aIl, or even most, elementary school te~s. 

There is, however, good reason to be,lieve that many teachers would avail 

themselves of,~ behavior modification practicum. AIl 40 members of groups 

.EI-E4 completed an evaluation of the experience. When asked to compare the 
\ 

present training with other post~graduate education courses, aIl but one 

rated this program "above average": and about two-thirds of thl3se considered 

it "much better." When asked whether they would ~ecommend such a program to 

other teachers. aIl but one said they would recommend i t "highly." Of the 

positive res~oridents. 40% described it as indispensible. Thirteen teache~s 

formed a commit+~e to promote the introduction of a similar training program ., 
within their va~ious school commissions. They were subsequently joined by.a 

number of principals who had, by September'1974, submitted a proposaI to at 

least.one school commission. The Quthor also received a strong indication 

~ , that behavior modifica~ion would be given greater emphasi~ in bath degree 

curricula and in the continuing educ~tion,program at ~çGill University. 

In summary. si* original contributions were made: (a) t~ the author' s 
/' 

knowledge, a comparable d~s~gn allawing for.intra-group (~~tra-subjeGt). 

inter-~up, a,nd normative ,~omparisons had O~ot appeared in the operant litera­

ture; (b) there had b'een no other study of wi thdrawn children which utilized 

a matched, untreated control group; (c) this was the first attempt to identify 

via naturalistic ~bservation non-peer-oriented dependent variables {e.g., 

\ 
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- "looklng around, "self-stimulation ," "volunteering") which discriminated 

withdrdwn children from their peers; (d) this was the first fo~l report 

whcre observation data were transformed into standard score composites;25 

(e) this was the first n~turalistic test for a tr~cking effect; 'f) this 

study mar~ed the initial att\mpt to utilize a demand baseline procedure in 

applied operant outcome research. 

"\ 

25 Observation data gathered on the Socia1 Learning Project at the 
Oregon Research Inst i tute have recently beer reanalyzec;'l ~ollo'..r.ing standard 

. score transformation. 
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APPENDIX A 

Manual for Coding Interactions in the Classroom Setting1 

In arder to achieve meaningful and reliable results when recording behav-

ior, many conditions must be fulfi~led. Foremost among these is the acquisi-

tian of a skill which requires a high degree of motivation and alertness in 
7 

addition ta an ability to make on-the-spot discriminations. It is aiso gene~-

ally recognized that reliable ratings of b~havior can be obtained only te the 

extent that the code categories are clearly defined, behaviorally anchored, and 

involve ~inimum of inference on the part of observers. 
-

This manual is a guide to be used in preparing to observe behpviors 
1 

occurring in the school setting. Toe coding system has been developed to pro-

vide a precise record of behavioral rates and interaction pattenls. 

The observer will look at the target subject (i.e., selected student) and 
, 

each same-sex peer in alternating six-second intervals, i.e.~ subject, peer; 

subject, peer; subject, peeri etc. The observer will code the behavior dis-

played by placing a mark (-) in the approprJate box on the computer scanner 

~ 
sheet (see sample on last page). If there is a response ta the behavior by 

another person (teach~r or peer) which can be discerned by the ta~get.subject, 

the resp~nse is to b~ cqded.within the same six-second intervai but. in the row' 

of boxes just below that used for the observed child. Each 90uble row of boxes 
/\ 

represents six seconds, the first row ls reserved for the beh~vior and the 

second for the response. If there is no response, and often this will be the 

lAdapted .&:-om Patterson, GRe bb J A & Ra R' S M l fn .... .L.L' • " 0 , • • , y ~ • • anua VIL· 

coding discrete behâviors in the school setting. Opegon Research Institute, 
1971. 
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case, leave the second row of the interval blank. If the response is displayed 

by the teacher, then an additional mark should be placed in the box labelcd liT" 

in the first column. If the response is displayed by a ~eer\or peers, the box 

l.::ilieled "T" should be left blank and only the béhavior category should be coded. 

Observers are cautioned against making stray marks on their coding sheets 

as th~se may be registered as valid entries by th~ computer. Also, the scanner 

sheets must not be rolled, folded, exposed ta excessive moisture or otherwise 

altered. 

An auditory pacer with earplug is provided to produce a signal eve~y six 

seconds sa tne observer will know ~hen to code a child's behavior. An effi-
4~ 

cient procedure for coding is to observe the child for a few seconds after the 

audit ory signal (tone) oc~urs and check tc see if there is a response trom the 

environment; then code the be~~vior observed as~ as th~ response; if there 

is no itmnediate' response, but ~'\>esponse occurs before the end of the six-second 

interval, code that response, wait for the next,audito~y signal and repeat the 

-procedure for the next persan. Oncé all same~sex peers have been coded in the 

ciassroom, the observer will'begin coding in th~ same order of peers on the 

same coding sheet as in the original sequence. Sometimes the origina~ order 

will be difficult to maintain due to movement in the _classroom; in these cases 
\ -

the observer shouid attempt to sample a:ll same-sex peers, 'regardless of order, 

before-returning to cOQing the same peer twice. If a peer leaves the room or 

is unobservable for other reasons~ do not leave the space blank; just continue 

and code th~ next .peer. 
J 

Space is p~ovided at the top and in the 1eft' margin for entering specifie 
, 

informati~n about the observation session. Group and subject numbers will be 

obtained from a list provided by the experimenter and will be filled in at t~ 
" 

" 
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top of each sheet. The experimenter will ente,r both the phase number and obscr-

vat ion number at a lat cr time. The observer should note the \ date and time of 
, \ 

observation in the left margin. Each observe~ will nave her own identificatipn 

number which she will record in line one. She will 41so hote wh~n the observa­

tion is ta serve as a reiiability check by marking the box "R\" Space in line 

one ls also provided for the structure of the 'ongoing activity and the kind of 

~ork ('group, individual or transitional) that is occurring at the 'time of coding. 

If the task is inçii vidual, then the box "1" should be marked. If the task is 

a group proj ect, ,~en 

transitional (beT~en 

the box 'lI" should be left blank. If the activity is 

t,asks), then only the "TRI! .box shouljl be marked. If the 

les son i8 structured, then the "ST" box should be marked and if it is unstruc-
, 

tured, then no màrk is needed in the "ST" box.' The observel'" is to fill in the 

academi~ subject (e.g., reading, ~ithmetic, social studies) in the left margin. 

When changep occU!' in the structure or in the kind of work (grouV. ind~vipual, 
, 

Or transitional,~, then the coding should stop on that particular ::>heElt, the 

change should be·noted on the next sheet and coding should continue at the t9P 

of the new page. 

If indi vidual mark "1." 
If group leave "1" blank. 
If trans i t ional mark "TR" i lea Ve "1" bla nk . ' 

If structured mallk "ST." 
If un~tructured leave ".ST" blank. 

" 

The definitions for the five çategories are as rollows: 

• 
j 

Structured. The teacher has provided clear guidelines 'for the,children ta 

follow in carrying out tasks. 
, 

Unstructured. The guideUnes i.er the child's behavior are vague or unclear 

to the observer, i.e., the students can determine what~they want to do in terms 

" 
of ac~demic act~vity. 

, 
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Group. !- The cluss is invol ved as one un~ t in academic act i vi 'ty, e. g., th:" 

teacher ü~ctUI'ing, student reci ting while others listen. Also, "group" applies 

ta '~ctivities where the class is divided' into sevèral small units s'uch as in 

reading or special projects. 

Individual. The majority of the students are doing work by ~hèmsélves at 

'desks, El. g t, art projects are being done by each child. "Indi vi dual " applÏé8 

even thougq the stud~nt asks for and receives help from other peers and/or 

teachers. 

Transitional. This category should be checked when the class i8 between 
l ' 

activitles, e.g.~ ~aiting fo~ recess; lining up for lunch, returning tram recess, 

-teacher has indicated reading perlod but has provided no directions for the next 
1 

activity. As soon as the teacher gives instruc~ions for thé next activity, the 

"TR" category i.s to be omitted and either "Individual" or "Group" applies . 

'--
It is eStSential that only one behavior be code'd for each subject. Although 

, --there will be in~tance~ where more than one behavior code is applicaBle, the 

obsérver should code d,nly,one. To 'facilitate a consistent çhoice of categories 
1 

~mo~g observers, the codes are orderèP in the manual as weIl as o~ the scanner 

• sheets in a hierarchical'fashion for appropriate and inappropriate behaviors. 
,,' . . . 
Th~ observer ls ,to go from left to right until the first applicable code cate-

, gory i5 reached; that category i5 to., b~ ma.rked and no otfier . 
. 

The sameop~cedure ls to be followed for pickfng a peer or teacher respofise. J 

The ruie to keep uppermpst in ~ind »égarding the c~oice of response i8 that the 
. 

response is, spec,ifically directed at the subject. For example, if the student 
. . 

,iS' attending to his work and a peer'drops a book with a lQud noice, the student's 
, 

bel'favior is coded but not the peer' s behavior" as the behavior 'was not directed 
o 

at th~- s~ject: Howevèr, if the peer dropped the book on the student's desk, 

.. . . 
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then that respons~ wouid be coded. 

In the following list the code gefintions are app,licable to both behavior 

of the subject and to responses from teach~r and peèrs unless noted othe~wise. 

AP Approval: Used whenever a ,person gives a cIe~r verbal, gestural t or 
. 

physical sign of approval to another individual. "Approval" is more than atten-

.' ~ 
tiont in that it must include sorne clear indication of positive interest.or 

involvement. Examples of AP are smiles~ head nods, hugs t pats on the back, 

awarding star~ or points, repeating a correctly given àndswer, ànd phrases such 

as, "That 1 S a good boy, tl "Thank you," ïThat' s right," and !lThat 1 s a good job." 
1 

CO Complies: This category can be checked each ti~e the person does what 
, . 

another person has requested, e.g., the teachers asks class to take out note-

books and pupil does; she asks for papers to be turned in and pupil obeys; 
. 

-!lt pupii asks for pencil and, teacher or peer gi ves him one; te~acher tells class ta 

be quiet and pupil is quiet.' CO ta be cbded only during interval in ~hich 
. 

command or request occuPred or within 12 seconds Toilowing. Not to be coded 

more than once per conunancP or request for target child or peer group selection'. 

Tt Appropriate interaction with teacher: This category can be checked when 

the pupii taiks or interacts with the teacher, whether in private as in indepen-

dent work ~ituations or answers questions in other situations. If the teacher 

is interacting with the child when the child is behàving appropriately, the 

response is coded Tt. The reason for coJing the subject's behavior and the 1 

response in the same category. i5 the" difficûIty of differentiating other ~e-

sponses in quic~ or hard-to-hear verbal exchanges; of course~ if other re-

sponses.are appropriate, especial~y AP or DI, and can be cl~a~ly differentiated, < 
~, 

they preclude the coding of T+ as a response. 
, , 

.P+ Appropriate interaction with peer: -,---, ' 
Coded whèn the pupil i5 inte~acting 

. . 

\ 
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1 

with p~er and is "not viùlating classroom'rules. Interaction includes verbal 

and non-verbal communication, c.g.; talking, handJng materials,o workiqg on a 

project with peer. The response for the peer is PT if the peer ls interacting 
• Ci 

with the subject .. The main eleme~t to remember in applying this code is that 

an interaction is occurring or one of the persons is attempting ta interact. 

If two students are working on a social studies p'roject. the code is'PT; if 
1 , 

. , 
they are talking to each other or organizing a project together. the code i5 

P+; but if ~he subject i5 simply writing and the peer is writing. then the 

appropriate cQde i5 AT. 

VO VOÀunteers: Coded when a persan indicates that he wants to make an 

àcademic co~tribution, e.g., teacher a5ks a'questi~n and-he raises~is hand. 

AIsé coded'when pupil gives appropriate verb~l response when teac~er asks ques-

tion to the class as a whole without requiring that students raise hands ta be 

l'ecognized. 
~ 

IT Initiation to ~ ~ teacher: Pupil or teachér initiates or attempts te 

initiate interaction with each othe~,*but not in conjunction with volunteering. 

Pupil may go to teacher's de~k durin~ ~ndependent study or raise his hand and 

seek pssistance in solving an ~ithmetic problem; as-a response,'teache~ may 
.. 1 • 

initiate inte.r-action with pupil either by approaching pupil's desk', calling on 
, • 1 • , 

pupil, etc. The important aspect to consider is that the observer does not knew 
() - 1 

the content of the upcoming interaction. 

~ Laugh: Used whenever a person (student or teacher) laughs in a non· 

, humiliating way whUê' attending to' task. For examp.le, a persoll makes a funny 

remark and other -people laugh at it ..... However, -if one of the people who heard 

the remark 'laughed in a derogatory manner at the person then that would be coded ~ 
" 

as ,nI. It is important to remember th~t smili~g is not sufficient for the code 
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• LA to be used. 
/ 

AT Attend: This category is used whenever a pers on indicates by his behav-

ior that he is doing what .is appropriate in a school situation, e.g., he is 

lOQk~ng at the teacher when she is presenting mater~l to the class; he is 

looking at visual aids as the teacher tells about them; he has his eyes focused 

on his book as he does the reading assignment; h~ writes answers to arithrnetic 

, problems; the teacher or peer looks at the child r,citing; the student is 
. ~ 

, ' 
reâdi~g o:rally; the child is watching others' during a break between tasks or 

periods. AT is to be coded as a response when there is a clear,indication that 

the subject is aware that a teacher'or peer is attending to him. Thus, when a 

child is working, and the teacher'loo~s at him, th: child'must make s~me recog­

nition of the attending on the teacher's part, e.g., he looks at the teacher. 

AT ~hould be çoded as a teacher response when the child is reading orally even 

if the phild does not look up from his book. 

~ Physical a&gression: Used wpenever an in~ividually physic~lly ass~ts 

or restrains another. Child makes a forceful movement directed at another~ 
either directly or by utilizing a rnaterial object as an extension of the hand, ' 

• • 
~.g., blocking others with arms or body, tripping, kicking, pinching, hitting,. 

1 

or throwing abjects at another person. PA al~inClUdeS destruction of o~her's 
, 

materia~s or possessions eVen if the owner lS in another are a of the room, e.g., 

tearing or,crumpling others' work, breaking crayons, misusing others' books 

(~ipping out pages~ writing in them, etc.), writing on another child or on 

anothel' child 1 s work. PA also coded when an indi vidual grabs sOl'rJeorie else "5 

material in an intense, severe manné~, e.g., pupil grabs book out of hand§ of 

another child or pupil graqs his own material from;another child. 

!!!. Disapproval: Used whenever the "person givés clear 'verbal· or gestural 
/ 
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disapproval of .another person's b~havior or characteristics. SMking the head 

or finger or placing the finger over"the lips to indicate "quiet" are examples 
1 ," 

of gestural disapproval', "I-do not 11ke that tone of voiee, " "You didn' t 

finish your work on time; Il "Your ,paper is s~opPX." "You 're quiet now, ~ut why 
1 

can 't you be that waY qll the _ t ime," "1 don 1 t know what' s gotten in to you today," 

"1 don 1 t li.ke you," are examples of verbal disapproval. In verbal statements 

it 'is essential that the statement explieitly states disapproval of the sub-

jeèt~s attributes or.displeasure at his behavior. DI should not oe coded when 

a pupil,Jives an incorrect answer and the teacher , gi ves a mild "No" and moves 

on to another pers on or question. If the teacher expresses grea~er displeasure 

by demanding that the child repea~ the correct answer several times, by shaking 

ber head ~ by sighing, by telling the child to pay at:tention, or by saying "No" 

in a loud or degrading manner~ then DI sho~ld be coded. DI shou1d not be used 

wheti the' teacher is disapproving of the class' s behavior in general,·e.g." "You 

are aIl ge.tting too loud,", "You people did very poorly this afternoon." 

Ne N~ncompliance: To be codeà whenever the person,does not do what is re­

quested. This includes teacher giving instructions to entire class and the sub-

ject does not comply. The chi Id give8 a n~gative response or fails to respond 

to a command or request. Examples: teacher aSKs child '0 respond and cHiId 

remains quiet; child answers back whena reply i8 either not acceptable or re-
" . 

-, quested, te~che~ asks ehild to stop doing so~thing and child continues; peer , 
a asks Or commands subject to act and subject rèfu8es. Ne is to be coded only 

once per command or request during the interval 'when the command or request 
" 

~curred or, within 12 seconds fo'Uowing. If command or request is repeated, 

" 

" . !: Inappropriate interactioq ~ t~acher: Used whenever content, of 
• 

.' 

.. . 
.1&. Mi il lSI. 13 i El SUE C 3 1 J ilS 1 , 
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conversation is negative toward teacher'by pupil or when classroom rules do not 

allow intera.ction with teacher. Examples are: "l'm tired of doing this lesson," 

"1 won't start until you he"lp me," "1 can't do it" (before child even tries); 

groaning when raising band to volunteer; caUing out answer when it 1sn,'t one 's'> 

turn. This category sbould not be used if DIor Ne is appropriate. 

p- Inappropriate interact~on· wlth peer: Coded whenever peer or p~pl1 inter­" --
acts with or attempts to interact with each other and elassroom rules are being 

violated. Includes playing during a work period; touching a peer ta get his 

attèntion; calling a peer from across the room; talking to peer during indepen-

dent work; smiling-giggling between peers when they should be working. 

HR High rate: Used to describe gr<*>s motor a~tivity or verbal activity 
il 

which ls not directed tow~rd another but which interveres with work and dis-

-6 rupts others. .Examples are excessive fidgeting, dropping books loudly on 

f.l.oor, scraping c;hair, ,drumming wi th pendl, etc. 

IL Inappropriate locale: This category is not to be used when rules al.low 

for pupils to leave seats or places without permission and what the pupil is 

doing is not an inf;raction of othel' l'ules, e.g., ·a pupil goes to sharpen pendl 

~04d not be classif,ied IL, unless he s'topped and looked at others or at abjects 

for ~rOlOnged period of time. If'It has been coded and pupil hegins ta, inter­

act .with other~n p- should be'coded for the duration of the interaction. 

S~ Self-stimulàtio~: A narrew class of events. in which the person attempts 

to stimulate himsélf repetitively, i.e., the physical actions of the 'subject 
-", . -

are not dii'ected towarci any apparent environmental stimulus. 'Differs from HR 

in that SS must be both repetitive and non-interfering with others. Examples 
, 

of SS are: rubbing ot' poking oneself with either ano1:h~r part of the body or 

by using a material objeét; repetitive hea~movements; repetitive finger or hand 
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flap\ing; pulling or twisting hair; facial grimaces' or twitches; scratching;. 
,;-

\ 

. \. 
sWlngl.ng feût; scvatching a pencil back and forth across the desk. S8 should 

\ 
1 

be côdéd only when attention to relevant- activitias is precluded. N'ote: SS 

also includes talking to oneself in a repetitive, humming manner during which 

the child is off-task. \ 
LO Looking around: Coded when a persan is looking around the room, day-

dreaming, looking out the window, or staring into space when an academic acti-
\ 

vit y is occurring. Ta be coded LO a persan must be looking around for the 

entire interval except for a momentary glance at his work. LO S~OUld also/ 

be coded when a pupil is s~nging or reciting as requested but is ~tt~~ding 

to the presenting stimulis and is, instead, daydreaming or looking at so~e-

thing unrelated ~o the activity. 

NA Not at~:r'l.d: This catlgory' i8 used when a person is not attending to work 

during individual work situations or not attending to discu~sion when the 

teacher or another studÉmt is presenting material. This category lS applicable 

to those situations in which the subject is working ,but he is working on the 

wrong assigllment. NA used when child lS engaged in activities such as reading 

comlc book, playing w1 th' hocJ~~y cards, etc.,_ during les son ; ..fi 

Following is a hypothetical situation in a school setting. The coding ofe 

each sequence is on accomp~nying coding sheets. -

The observer has entered thé classroom and will be coding the first sheet \ v 

of the obse:rvation. The teacher is presenting a lesson in arithmetic ta the 

while class~ 

1. The subject is lookiRg out the window and the teacher says, "Jimmy, 
don ft you ever pay attention tp what 's going on?" 

.... 
The first male ,peer i8 ~OOking ayhe, teacher . 

\ 

, . 
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3. The subject looks at the teachcr. .. 

4. The second male peer is scratching and looking' at. h~s arm. 

(1) 5. The subject talks to i?- peer while the te'acher is still presenting 
the lesson. The peer talks with the subject. 

(2) 6'. The third.male peer answers a question from the t;,eacher. 'Th~ 
teacher smiles and says, "Fine. Il 

( 3) 7. The subject pushes a book off his ç,esk oyato the floor. Several 
peers giggle. 

( 4) 8. The fourth male peer is rolling a ball down the aisle t6 his 
friend. The friend roUs i t back. 

(1) 9. The subject l'aises' bis hand in response to a qu~stion asked of t.he 
class hy the teacher . 

(2) 10. 

(3) 11. 

(4) 12. 

(1) 13. 

(2) 14. 

(3) 15. 

(4) 16. 

<J.}17. 

,The fifth male peer picks up a pieoe of- paper at 'the' teacler' s 
request. The teacher ~ay;;, "Thapk you." ' 

The subject rummages thl;'Ough his desk while the teacher is preseriting 
the lesson. "f " '\ 

\ 
The sixth male peer is walking iiiround the room. SElveral of hÏ;s class-
mates ,look at him. 1 ~J 

. 
The subj,ect looks at the teache;t'. 

The seventh male peer hits the child next' to bim. The child hits 
him back. 

The subject l'aises his hand as the teacher is talking. She does 
1 

not look at him. 

The e ighth male peer looks at tl,le teacher. 
~,' 1 

The subject still has his hand raLs~. The teacher asks him what 
he wants. . 

- . 
The fwst male peer 1001<5 at the teac el'. -

~. .. 
(3) 19. Sub,j eet ~tomps his foot on the floor. Severall) peers look at b~m. 

, ( 4 )' 20. Wi th J the tea'cher 1 s permlSS ion, the second male peel' explalns the 

(1) 21. 

lesson to a _neig~or, who responds with questions. -. 
qubject stares at the child sitting next to hiln. 
not 'respond. 

The child does 
" 

... 

II! ....... 
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·(2) 22. The third male peer talks to the teacher about the lesson. 
She answers. 

(3)' 23. Subject talks ta child sitting next to him. The child responds. 

(4) 24. The fourth male peer looks around the room. 

(1) 25.' The subject 18 reading a: comic book. 

(2) 26. The teacher has told the fifth male peer to sit up straight. 
He still slouches in chair. 

(3) 27. The subject is still reading a comie book. The teacher takes it 
away from him: J 

(4) 28. 'rhe sixth male peer says to the teacher, IIThat' s a nice dress 
you f re wear ing. Il The teëicher looks at the child and smil~s. 

" 

., 

(~ 

\ 
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Ins'tructions to Observers 

After your rirst observation of the day, phone the Allen ta find out if 
any of the teachers or target children you will be observing later in the, 
day have called in absent. 

Always check in at the office upon arrivaI at school. Someone will show 
yQU where the corr~ct room is. 

You should never talk to children whiie in the halls of à school building 
unless it is to get directions to the office or a room. 

If, for any reason~ you al'\e unable ta do an observation, please calI 
either Mark or Marc. 

Do not talk to teachers about the training they are receiving in/connec~· 
tian with this project. ~ 

Make sure that the information at rhe top and along the left margin of 
t~Oding forms'is filled in by the end of the day. REMEMBER, STRUCTURED­
UNS UCTURED, GROUP-INDIVIDUAL-TRANSITIONAL MUST BE FILLED IN AS YOU GO 
ALONG "\ 

\. 
Use \a blunt pencil (HE) 'and make marks as long as possible without going 
out~ide of the appropriate box. / 

8. Do not interact with children while in the classroom. 

9. Remember to have the teacher complete the rules forro at the beginning of' 
the session. If she 'is planning severai activities, she may wish ta 
fill out an additionàl forro or two at the beginning. You should feel 
free to have her fill out additional forms whenever you are unclear as 
to what the rules are. 

,jt 
la. Don't be afraid to change your vantage point if yOll don't have a goad • 

view of th~ ~arget child. 

Il. During reliability checks make certain that bath observers begin a new 
sheet at the same interval. Do not confer wit~ each other about the code 
categories,themselves unless very unusual circumstances arise. 

~2. Weekly retraining apd tests on code definitions.will be held on Friday 
arternoons (time to be arranged). 

j' 
: , 
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CLA5SROor~ RULES 

Interaction 

"" Durlng thls actlvity (lèsson, period, etc,) the f~llowing rulcs 
appl~1 (check those which apply) 

-
No talklna with peers permitted 

Quiet ialking about work permitted 

___ Quiet talkine ln general permitted 

" Other (specify) .--
Movc~eJl\t 

No movement from w.ork area perm! tted 

22'3 

Movement pcrmitted'lf necessary to get materlals or informa­
--- tion related to ongolng act'vity 

Free movement permitted 

Vol~nteerlng 

students must raise hands to be recognized . . , 
Students May volunteer info~matlon without raising hands 

" PLEASE KEEP IN MIND TIjAT WE ARE AHARE THAT RULE5 ARE MADE TO BE BROKEN 

OR 'CHANGED QUITE OFTEN, DON' T FEEL COM.PELLED TO STICK TO TIiESE 'RULES 
" r 

JUST BECAUSE YOU FILLED OUT THIS FORM IN A"CER'PAIN WAY. , , 

IF THE ACTIVI~Y CHANGES WHILE THE OBSERVER 15 PRESENT, SHE HAY ASK 

YOU TO FILL OUt ANarRER SHEE!. IF Y~U SPEND r·10RE THAN 15 8e66HllB 

" FIL;LING OUT THIS FORH THEN Y~U, ARE TAKING TOO NUCH TIME. 'PLEASE 

EXCUSE ANY INCONVENIENCE THIS MAY CAUSE. 
" . 

) 
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Observer Checklist -
Coding forms 

Rules forms 

Daily Scl1edule 

Pencils 

Beeper and ear jack 

Extra Battery 

Directions to schools 

Map pf Montreal 

Directory of teachers and target children 
, 

Phone Dumbers of A11tn ~emoria1 (842-1251 loc, 1628) 
and Mark Weinrott (845-6395, 392-5894) 

Screwdriver 

, . 

1 \ 
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Teacher's Name 
---------------------------- Graqe -----School. __ ~"~\ ___________________________ _ 

The purpo~e of this qu~stionnaire is ~o ~dentify sorne of the characteristics of a child in your class 
who could be describe,d as "socially withdrawn." Please select the student who most closely fi ts the terms 
"withdrawnwor "isolated" and write his/her name here (fi,rst name oilly): 
Ki~dly complete the following chart by.checking the box which shows how often this child exhibits each of 
the behaviors listeg as ~ompared to his classmates. 

Behavior Never Rarely . Ocassionally 

-
volunteèrs in class 

daydreams 

. ' 

p~tests when others hurt, 
tease or criticize him 

iSQlates hirnself trom others 
~ 

lauglrs J 

-
initiates conyersation wlth . 
~eers 

-

• 

Slightly Average more 'than 
for clats avel'age 

, 

, 
, 

-

Quite Ne~ly 

often âlways 

~< 

~ 

• 

1\,) 
1\,) 
(J1 

-
.. 

, 
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~. Would you sày that this chi~d has re~atively few friends? 

2. Is thi-s child freq"Uently absent fran school? 

3. Which of thé fo~~owing statements best describes your assessment of this chi~d's withdrawn conditiofi? . '. 
a. a serious problem which requires professional intervention 
~. a minor protilem whièh is worthy of a casua~ short-term treatment program 
c. not really a problem but a condition which interferes'somewhat with performance in or 

enjoyment of social aëtiv~ties or group WQrk. 
d. not a problem at all; child suffers no discomfort or-loss of opportuni~y; no cause for concern 

4. How would you rate this child's overall academic performance (circle o~e): 

excellent. good -ave%'age fair "p~ 

RETi.JRN TO: 
• r::;;; 

Te~cher Training," Behavior Therapy Unit, Allen Memo%'ial Institute, 1033 Pine Ave.,W., 
Montreal, P.Q. ,HM lAI 

II< 

... .. ~ 
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~ Teacher's Narne .School Grade 

\. 

" 

------------------------------------- --.-----,.. 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to identify sorne of the characteristiès of a child in your<class 

who could he described as "acting out." Please select the stq.dent who most closely' fits the terms "acting 
ollt" or "àggressive" and write hislher name here (first name only): Kit:ld1y complete 
the following chart by ~hecking the box which shows how often this child exhibi~s each of the behaviors 
1isted as compared to his classmates. . " 

Behavior Never 

readily complies when asked to 
perform tasks 

teases other children; tattl~$ 

temper outbursts, explosive 
and un~redictable mood shifts . 
seeks attention'of ~eacher 

acts "smart" 

strikes back with aggressive 
-. 

behav~or when teased or - ~.~( interfered wiîh 
- \:/ 

distorts the truth by making 
statements contrary to fact 

Rarely 
--- /lA 

lT\î 
'{ \../"" 

-~ 

Occasionally 

-

~ 

'--­-.. 

Average Slightly 
more than for class 

average 

~ 

, 

~ .. 

.Quite 
often 

~ 

...... 

-

Nearly 
always 

. 

---

-, 

~ 

~ 
N 
--.l 

~ 

~ 

..." ..... 
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• 
1. ls tbis .child frequently absent. 'froU\- school'? 

2'. Which of the, following statements best describes your assessmënt of this child' s "acting oùtlt? 
.~ .- . 

a. a serious problem whien profèssio~ai in~ervention 
a minor problem which is wort ·casual short-term.treatment b. 
not~eally.~problem. but a condition 'ch intetferes somewha~ with the development of 
peer relatio~ships and~he nqrmal operation the clas~ • 

c. -

not_ a pl'oblem at all; ~hild suffers no'discomfort oss of opportunity; no cause for concern 
." t .• ,-- '\ 

d. --~ 3.
0 

How would you rate this child 's 6~rall aoadem~c performa:ace perfbrmance (circl'e'- one-)! 
.., . .. . .. 

excellent, good average . fair -. 
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Teacher.'s N,· 1J School ~ ---------------------------------- Grade ----

The purpose of ~his ~uestionn~re~ to_identify sorne of the characteristics of a child in yoUr class 
. who could be desc»~ed as ,"distractible." Please select the student who mo~t close-\y fits the term 

"distractible" and write his/her name here (first name only): Kindly complete 
the following chart by chec~ing the box which shows how often thls child exhibits the behavior~ listed as 

• ~ompared to his classmates. ,. .' 
, -. e • . Behavior Never Rarely Occasionally Average 

. ,. for class 
~ .. 

finishes things he starts 

out of seat 

'" disturbs others~ teasing, pro- , 
voking fights, interrupting . 
. , 
excitable or impulsive 

restlèss\ fidgetinz_ 

demands must be met immed- . 
iat~ly or else easily 
ft'ustrated . 
---~-_._-_ ... ~-- -

<~- -----_.....&.... 

Slightly 
more than Quite 

average often 

, . . 

.. 

Nearly 
always 

'" 

1\) 
1\) 
\D 

~ ./ 

'. 

,-
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1. Is this child frequently ~sen~from school? 

2. 'Which of the following statement~ best de scribes your assessment of this child's distractibilit~? 

a. a ser10us problem which re~uires professional intervention _ 
b. a minor PI'9blem. which is ,worthy or a casual short-:term treatment prograrn 
c. not really a problem, but' a' condition which interferes somewhat with performance in or 

,enjoyment of school activities or assignments . 
.". d. not a problem at aIl; child suffe~s no intèrference with learning; no cause for concern 

'" 
3. How would you :-ate this child' s overall-. academic performance'" (circle one)': 

excellent good average fair poOl' 1 
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Behavior Modification in the Classroom 
SitHations 9uestionnairet(Form H) 

231 

Circle the ONE answer you feel Is best. Sorne answers will be partially correct 
but one answer is the best. You should read th'rough aIl the answers before 
responding. 

1. Jim deliberately talks silly very often. A lot of ti~es the things he says 
mak~ no sense at aIl. In order to reduce this ~ehavior, the teacher should: 

a. consult a spéech therap t 
b. ignore him at thase tim and talk ta him when he makes sense 
c. make fun of his silly ta k 
d. scold his silly talk, an tell him ta talk sensé 
e. try to understand what h 's saying, translate it into normal talk, 

and encourage him to imitate' it 

2. Péter often has temper tantrums in class. His teacher has been keeping a 
record of these tantrums for two weeks, and ha~ faund that he averages 4 
or 5 tantrums a day. This two week r~cord of behavior is: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

a waste of time, whkh wauld be better spent i~ daing somethi!lg 
about bis b~havior 
necessary information for her ta have before starting an effective 
program for the tantrums 
not needed at t~s point, sinc~ she has not yet done anything which 
would change his tantrums 

d. not very useful except in the hands of a psychologist 
e; ,good practice in observing and recording beha'vior . 

3. When angry, Margaret whines and kicks or hits the'person nearest her. The 
best procedure t~ eliminate this behavior is: .~ 

a. isolate her for a fixed arnount of time 
b. talk with her about why she feels up$et . 
c. scold ,he» 
d. isolat~, her immediately until she caIrns down 
e. ignore her, so she won't be rewarded by your attention 

~ 

4. Billy is constantly out of his seat in class. A new program is introduced 
which gives B~lly a token every time he stays in his seat for 5 minutes. 
Which of the following would best sugge8t that a token i8 a reward for Billy? 

a. Billy can exchange his tokens for a variety'of things which he enjoys 
b. Billy stays in his seat'longer on each of the next t~e days 
c. Billy proudly shows his tokens to teachers and visitors 
d. Billy be come s , very upset when another child steals his tok~ns 
e. 'Billy trades his token at the class stare for candy, which he likes 
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, , 
Ci~cle the ONE answer you feel is best. Somé a~swers will be partiallY correct 
but one answer 15 the best. You should read th,rough aH the answers before 
responding. 

5. 
t ~ 

You have de~sed a program to reduce, a child's temper tantrums. ~fter 
using the pro gr am for a'week, you find 
often than before. You should: 

that the tantrums are occurring more 

'\ a. maintain the new program exaetly as written for another week, and 
change i t if thel"e is still no improvement 

b. abandon the program, sinee it is clearly inlffeetive 
c. put the pro gram aside, and try it again in a week or two 
d. ~hange the program somewhat, and see if it works any better in its 

riew version 
e. continue the program, but use differe'nt punishmen't 

6. Andy has pushed other children in the cafeter~ only onCe a week on the 
average for the past couple of weeks. ~ntil thën~~e had been pushing so~e-
one almost every day. What should you do now? ~ 

a. keep rewarding him for behaving weIl in the ca eteria 
b. decide that he has done very weIl and stop givi g him ~eward 
c. begin working on one of his other problem behav'ors ~ 
d. a. and e. above 
e. b. and e. above 

7. Roberta is a seven-year-old girl who is constantly complaining of various 
aches and illnesses whiéh have no medical basis. She takes up ae great deal 
of her teacher's ti~e with these complaints. The best way for her teache~ 
to handlEt. the problem is: , -

a. dis tract her by d~g something witb her that she enj'oys 
b. ignore her when the situation arises ' ~ 
c. ignore ber when the ~ituation arises, while making a special effort 

'!(> attend to ber appropriate behaviors ~ " _ 
d. console her and qomrort her, s~ she will gain a feeling of being loved 

and will not need to use illness as an attention sJLeking device 
e •. tell her that if she' s really &ick, she will havef'o have a shot 

8. Which of the following would always be a reward for a cbild? 

a.' 'candy 
b. praise . 

" c. special privileges 
d. none of the ëibove 
e. two of the above 

" 

t 

1 
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Circle the ONE answer' you ,teel is best. Sorne answers will be partially correct 
but one answer is best. Y~u should read through aIl the aqswers'before 
responding. 

9. You a~e teaching Debbie hor'colors. Howeve~, she is very inattentive and 
is easily distracted. She leayes the table at which you are working every 
minute or sa, prefers ta explore the roern, etc. In this situation you 
should: 0 , 

a. 

b. 

c. 
d. 
e. 

try to interest, her by painting to her clothing and telling her what 
the different colors are 
do something else' that she'd like to do, sa that at least she might 
learp something, even if it isn't her colors 

~
fer her a substant ial reward for working on the colors 
ward her for si~ting quietly and lis'tening , 
l'get it ~or the present, but promise her a reward if she will work 

with you later ~ 

10. Jay is a gaod reader who is reluctant to participate in his reading group. 
He would rather read by himself and enjoys the storybooks kept on a table 
in the rear of the room. A good teaching procedure would be to: 

:> 
, f-

a. tell him he will not be allowpd ta 'use the sto~ookS unless he par­
ticipates in the reading group 

b. tell himhe can read by himself fer 5 minutes and then must join the 
~o~ '. " 

c. tell 'him (~Y'he reads with the group for 20 minutes, he can use the 
storybooks . 

d. wait until he tires dt the storybooks and then encourage him to join 
the ,gr'cup J 

e. tell him you will work with him individually and gradually try to work 
him into the group 

Il. Sarnls kindergart~n teacher is teaching him to button hiscoat. A'good 
Imethod for teaching him would include~ 

a. starting by placing his hands on hers, while she buttons his coat 
b. using smaH butt0ll.s to fit bis small hands 
c. teaching in reverse order the steps involved in buttoning 
d. two of t~e above 
e. none of the above 

12."b Arnie knows tep letters of the alphabet. .Your toal is to teacn· him a11 of 
the letters. ,You should: 

a. start with oné or two letters he doesn't know and aIl the ones he 
does know 

b. start with mainly letters he doesnt~ know so tnat he~ill be challenged 
by the difficul ty of the, task , 

c. st~t with ab~~ half and ha If so he 'will succeed sometimes witho~t 
being bored' . 

d. proceed as in c., but also l'ewaro him for successes 
e. proceed as in a., but also re~d tiim for 'successes 

... 

• 
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-..... 
Sorne answers will be partially correèt, but one answer is the best. You' 
should read through aIl the answers before responding. 

Each of the graphs below describes a child' s behavior. 'HI and 10 can 
refer ei ther to frl!quency of the behavior or qua li ty of the behavior, wh) ch­
ever is appropriate. To the LEFT of the dashed vertical line is the behavior 
BEFORE a program was started to deal wïth i t . To the RIGHT of the dashed line 
is the behavior AFTER the prograin began. 

HI HI 1 

LO Lü ~ 
a. b. c. 

HI 

~ 
HI 

\ 
( 

/ LO Lü 
d. e. 

13. Which graph best -describes what happens when a child begins to ,tire of a 
reward which has been used in a program to encourage sorne behavior of his? 

14. Jerry used\ to fool around during lessons where the material was wri tten on 
the board. An eye exam revealed him to be nearsighted. Which graph best 
describes what bappened' to his inappropriate behavior after he got glasses 
and was JAaced in the front row? -

'-::...1 
15. If a teacher wants to discourage a certpin behavior, and uses as a punish­

ment something which is only,s1ightly unappealing to th~ child, wbich graph 
best des;ribes bow that pehavior c~anges? 

16. Bobby has learned that you will punish her by putting her in' the·corne:r for 
5 minutes if she spits. When ~ould it be appropriate for her to bave a 
second chance? 

a. 
; b. 

c. 
d. 
e . 

wh en 
when 
when 
when 
none 

.. 

sbe promises not to do i t again 
you know ,she did' it just to see 'what you would do f) 

you feel guiHy about putting her in the corner 
you think she has forgotten wllat woulo. htiPpen if she sp,i t 
of the ahove 

~ 

c- - or 
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Circ1e the ONE answer you fee~ is hest. Sorne answers will bè p~rtially correct, 
but one answer i~ the best. You should read through aIl the answers befol'e 
l'esponding. • 
17. Fred i5 a teacher~s delight. He's at or neal' the top of his class in aU 

of his subjects. He is always polite and well gl'oomed, and has nevel' ' 
needed any discipline other than occasionai scolding .. Fl'ed's all-around 
good behavior is most ~ikely due to: 

a. his being the one really outstanding student who seems to appear in 
every class 1 

~. his healthy, positive psychological make-up 
c. his being an all~around good kid with a good attitude 
d. his being rewarded in sorne way for his behavior 
e. the fact that his parents showed a good dèal of cal'e and concern , « 

ove~ his development 

18. If you were using backward chaining to ~each John Miller ta print his 
name, what would the the FIRST letter he would pr~nt on the ~IRST day 
of teaching? 

a. the l-etter J 
b. the letter R 
c. the letter N 
d. the letter M 
er either J or M 

19. ~ich of the following educational goals is stated in behavioral terms? 

a. to learn the multiplication tables from 1 ta 9 
b. to behave appropriately during reading class 
c. to spell 15 words from a standard second grade spelling list without 

making more than two errors 
d. to display less hyperactive behavior 
e. b. and, d. above-

20. For which of the following reasons MAY a child be unable to perform a 
particular task: 

a. 
b. 

. c. 
d. 
e. 

the task needs ta be broken down into smaller steps 
the task is rewarded only every third time it is done 
the child bas aIl the prerequisites for the task 
two of the above 
aIl of the above ., 

" 

, 

1 
1 
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Behavior Modification in the ~lassroom 
Situatjons Questionnaire (Form L) 

236 

Circle the ONE answer you feel i8 best. Sorne answers will be partially correct 
but one answer is THE BEST. You should read through aIl the answers before 
responding. 

1. Rewards are usefu~. in teaching a child be-cause: 

2. 

3. 

a. the child likes thern 
b. , the child asks for them 
c. the child exhibits certain behaviors more frequently,when those' 

behavioI's are followed by the reward 
d. ,the child g~ts them for behaving wall 
e. they are supposed to encourage certain behaviors which you would like 

to see increase 

Barb 1s a new child in class. Ta reward ber for good behavior and/or 
perf9I'ming weIl in class, which of the following wo~d be apPI'Opriate, 
to cons ider : 

a. 
b. 
ç. 
d. 
e. 

praise, 
candy 
'special privileges 
two of the above 
all of the above 

" Johnny has been told,to stay after schoOl becau\e of his disI'uptive be-
havior in class. For the l'est of the day, his behavior irnproves, and is 
'actually quite appropriate. At the end of the day. his teacher should: 

a, allow Johnny ta go home in time but discuss with him befol'ehand the 
reas,ons w~ 

b. keep him after school anyway; p~aise him for his good behavior 
c. let Johnny go home but send 'a note to his rnothel' 
d. let Johnny go ham sinèe he has improved 
e. let Johnny go home but sub$titute another punishment (for example, 

no recess tomo!Tow) , . < 
4.. One of Stan' s behavior problems is fighting wi th othe~ childI'~n in the 

family. His parents have ke'pt daily records of his fighting ,behavior 
and find that he fights less on weekends than he does during tpe week. 
This could be beéause: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 
e. 

the other childI'en have more time for him on weekends,"and he doesn't 
have to fight ta get their attention " 
h~s father i8 home on weekends, and gives him pop corn and coke for 
stopping fighting 
on weekend8 the family goes on outings where there are more enjoyable 
things to do than fight 
two of the above 
~ of the above 

,; 
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Circle the ONE 
but one answer 
responding. 

answer you feel is best. Sorne answers wIll be partially correct, 
is THE SESTo You should read through'all the answers before 

, 
5. In 

to 
do 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 
e. 

language class, Penelope dawdles, babbles and giggles when asked to go 
the board and identify a word. When worked with individually she can 
this task weIl and enjoys suCcess.' What might a teacher try? 

have occasional individuâl sessions with Penelope and reward her for 
answering in the group sessions 
when she becomes inattentive, tell her to sit down and miss her turn-­
reward her-when she does answer correctly 
give her as much time as she needs to answer the question, then reward 
her immediately 
prompt her until she responds correctly, and then reward her imm~diatély 
do not work with her until sh~ has been attentive for 5 minutes 

6. Which of the following would always be a punishment for a child? 

a. isolation C> b. praise 
c. two of the above 
d. angry ~ing 
e. n of the àooV'e 

7. Use f an "activity reward" involves two behaviors: a behavior which thè 
chird en30Ys doing; a behavior which you would like the child to perforrn. 
When such a reward is used propertly: 

-

8. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

the child can engage 'in the behavior which he likes after he perforrns 
the behavior which you want 
you permit the child to engage in the behavior which he wants, but 
only after -he ,promises to do the behœvior which you want 
you permit the child to engage in the behavior he prefers, and when 
he tires of .it, you encourage him ta perform the behavior which you want 

, the child may do the behavror he prefers for a 'short time, but must 
perfQrm the behavior which you want befere he can do any more of his 

,~ 

preferred behavior 
the be~avior you w~nt and the hehavior he likes are one and the same 

Elmer is const~ntly getting out of-hls seat quring his reading class. He 
always wanders to the same cardboard clock, which he likes ta play with. 
Which woulg be the best way to decrease this inappropriate.wandérîng: 

a. 
b-. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

~ 

isolatè him for playing with the clock 
minimize opportunities to leave his seat. During the period tell 
him if he sits down and works for 5 minutes, then he can play with the 
clock for 5 minutes 
give strong, verbal command each time he leaves his seat: tlSit 
down, Elmer." 
keep Elmer busy constantly and don't give him an opportunity to leave 
his seat during the entire peri@d 
remove the clock 

~ 
~-------------------------­~.::J.~{ :'\.,," t. \ !:.'V[o\o>; •• !rk _ .";. ~ c. -' .... 
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Circle the ONE answer you feel is hest. Sorne answers will be 'partially correct 
but one answer is THE BEST. You should read through aIl the answers before 
responding .. 

9. Sarah has learned to match correctly the celor red, when given the alter­
natives of red and white. You want te add another alternatiVe. A geod 
choice would be: 

10. 

, 

a. orange 
b. purple 
c. brown 
d. blue 
e. cannot say 

Ricky is a child who does not spend any time on his school work at home. 
His parents are encouraging him to do so, starting with 5 minutes at a 
time and gradually increasing it. Why would it be incorrect to reward 
him with candy fo~ each small step he takes toward being able te work 
independently at home? 

a. bedause he will expect a candy reward every time he studies' 
b. because it's not right to bribe him in this way 
c. because he only likes candy a little, and pre fers soft drinks more 
d. because it will spoil his supper 
e. because his brother and sister learned to study without getting candy 

Il. To improve Jill's coordination, her kindergarten ,teaèher has been teaching 
her to string beads. She has gone from being unable to string a single 
bead to being able to string six or seven beads in a row. In the middle 
of one teaching session, ~ill has' trouble.stringing seven beads, drops 
them, and gets rather upset. Her teacher should: 

12. 

a. 
b. 

c. 
d • 

e. ~ 

end the session for the day 
try to soothe her and calm her, and then have her try to ~tring the 
seven beads again 
have her string .three 
calm ber down, reward 

. end the session . 

or fpur beads and then end the session 
her for doing as much as she did, and then 

; 

have be, s~ing three or four beads, reward ber, and then end the 
session 

You are using a check card in teaching a child simple counting of a few 
objects at a time. He has just correctly counted a small'pile of blocks. 
In rewarding this cori'ect response, you should: 1;' 

a. ill\lllediately have him count aI10ther smaÙ pile and thus provide him 
with xwo quick successes in a row 

b. wait a mom~nt before gi~inl him the check to allow him to enjoy his 
success 

c •. offer him several checks if he can eount ~ slightly larger pile 
d. praise him immediately and then,give him a check 
e. give the check immediately and then praise. him 

". 

.1 
1 

1 

1 
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Sorne answers will be partially correct, but oné answer is the best. You should 
read through aIl the answers befare responding. 

Each of the graphs below describes a child's behavior. HI and LO can 
refer either te frequency of the behavior or quality of the behavior, whicn­
ever is appropriate. To the LEFT of the dashed vertical line is the behavior 
BEFORE a pragram was started to deal with it. To the RIGHT of the dashed 1ioe 
lS the behavior AFTER the program began. 

HI HI HI 1 

.. ~ 
LO LO LO 

l' a. b. c~ 

HI 1 HI 

~ , 
1 

LO LO 
d. e. 

13; ~ich graph best describes what happens to a problem behavior (e.g., tan­
t~ums, hitting other children, playing wlth materials inappropriately) when 
an effective program. is used to reduce that behavior? 

. 
'14. Terry has tro!Jble with multiplication. Hel' teacher is successfully using 

a' program of individual work with her, 'very gradua1ly increasing the 
difficulty of the problems which Terry can do. Which graph best describes 

• what happens to the quality of Terry's work when~her teacher too quickly, 
increases the tevel of difficulty? 

15. If a teacher wants to encourage a certain behavior, and uses as a reward 
something which i5 only slightly appealing-to the child, which.~aph 
best describes how that behavior changes'? 

16. Betty had a. habit of talking loudly te her neighbors during class. By 
rewarding her for not talking out, her teacher gradually reduced this 

- inappropriate behavior to an acceptable level, and then discontinued the. 
l'éwards. Which graph best d~scI'ibes what happened to Betty 1 s talking? 

} 
, 

" 



,
.~ 
,~ 

, 
,J 

,'" 
, 

,i 
, , 
~ , 

... 

, 
~, 

~ 

240 

Circ le the ONE answer' you feel is best. Sorne answers will be partially co~rect 
but one answer i8 the best. You should read through aIl the answerS before 
responding. 

17. Chuck is a teacher" s d(spair. l'le·J at ~r near the 'bo'ttom of the class in 
aIl his subjects. He i5 ill-mannered and poorly groomed, and has quite 
often n~eded discipline. Chuck's all-around bad behavior is most like1y 
due to: 

a. his being the 0ne rea11y hopeless student who seems to appeai' in 
every class 

b. his unhealthy, negativistic psycholdgical make-up 
c. his being an all-arolIDd bad kid with a pOOl" attitude 
d. ,'his being rewarded in sorne way for his behavior ' 
e. the fact that his parents showed insufficient care and con cern 

over his development 

18. Backward chaining would be an effective teaching procedure in which of 
the following situations: fi'" 

a. learning to iàentify colors 
b. iearning not to answer wi thout first raising one' s hanli and being 

l'ecogni~ed 

c. learning a short poem 
d. two of the above 
e. aIl of the above 

19. Which of the following educat ion al goals 'is stated in behavioral terms? , ' 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 

ta learn to do short division 
to beha~e properly during bathroom break ,,.., 
to be less aggressive in one's behavior with on~'s peers 
to work on a task for an hour without asking more th an two questions 
b. and c. above 

20. If a child is not performin~ weIl in a parti culaI" academic task, it MAY 
be because: 

a. the reward for the task is obtainable elsewhere 
b. the dir.ect ions are unelear 
c. the reward is contingent upon the task 
d. a. and c. 
e. a. and ,b. 

" 

/ 
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Teacher I.D. ---
Date -------

EXPECTANCY QUESTIONNAIRE 

o 

Weather forecasting ln terms of percentagé (probabl1ity) 

, 18 a process with which we are aIl familiar.· For example, on 

Monday we may hear that there ls an 80% chance of raine On 

Tuesday the ~oability may be 20%, by Wednesday 90%. Keeplng 

thls analogy in mind, it 16 possible 'ta express rnanyaspects 

of our dall~ living ln te'rms of proœbil,ity, 1.e., what are 

the chances of getting a parking ticket, passing an exam, etc. 

In this questionnaire, wa would sirnply 11ke you ta predlct 

on the hasis of your pàrtlclpatlon ln this prograrn what yvu:r 

expectatio~s today are that the difficultles you came ta work 

on will improve, 

Circle one percentage below. 

~ ~ !QJ! ~ ~.5Qtf~ N! ~ 90% ~ 
LOW MEDIUM HIGH 

Law pro ha. bil i ty 
~t difficul ties 
w 111 improve 

Medium probab11ity 
that dlfficultles 
will lmpr4lve 

Hi~h .probabillty 
that difficultle6 
will lmprove 

, 
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APPENDIX ,B 

Rationale and Procedure for Standard Score Transformation 
,of Dehavior.:ll Observation Data 
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Composites or clusters of responses are frequently fo~ed from mul~i-

category behavioral coding schemes. Composites may be constructed'empirically 

(Patter.son, 1975; Patterson fi, Cobb" 1973) or éIl"hitr-arily (Williams, Barlow, 

& Agras, 1972). In either case, one i~ attempting to isolate those~' 

behaviors which produce a high multiple cor-relation with, and constitute a 

global construct representative of, socially relevant criteriom variables. 

To illustrate, a 29-category behavior coding system ~as found to contain 

14 noxious behaviors as determined by mothers' ratings of aversiveness (Jones, 
, , 

Reid, & 'Pat,terson, 1975). ' These 14 behaviors are; command negative, cry, 

disapproval, dependency, destructive, high ratè, humiliate, ignore, noncomply, 

negativism, physical negative, tease, whine, and yell. Subsequent analyses of 

the deviant cat~gories yielded two distinct clusters: (a) hostility, which 

includes disapproval, negativism, humiliate, ignore, and whine, and (b) social 
r' 

aggression, which consi~ts of physical negative and tea~e. The classes differ 

with respect to thei~ functional control over specifie responses of different 

family members (Patterson, 1975). In addition ta "total dèviant behavior," 

"~ostili ty, Il and ~Js_ocial aggression, Il a dependent variable labeled "targe~d 

deviant behavior" encompasseS only those specifie behaviors whi,ch were 
, , \ 1 . 

d~rectly treated in a familx intervention program. 

A second illustration ii prov:ided by Cobb (19,70), who arb·itrarily desig-" , . 
nated 15 behavior categories as either appropriate or inappropriate academic 

survival skills. Post ~ analysis showed that a cluster of three classroom 

1 behaviors--attending, volunteering, and look around--contributed the major 
/ 
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Most operêÏ.nt invest,igi1tors continue ta use rather gross variables encom-

passing a fairly large number of categories. These include "inappropriate" 

(Wa1ker & Bucl<ley; 1912). "depressed" (Lewinsohn, 1972), "schizophrenie" 

(Harmatz, Mendelsohn, [, Glassman, 1973), and "disruptive" (Kaufman & O'Leary, 
1 

i972). '" Each of these variables, however global, is deri~Jd by cbmbining 

f d- • . ï. ~' . scores for a numb~r 0 1screte re$ponses. Th1S d1SCUSS10~ per
1
a2ns to the 

manner in which behavior rates, freque~cies, or durations "for two or more 

categories may be synthesizèd' into a more relevant, illustrative, 

tive c~nstruct. 

Typieally, behavioral observations involve time-sampling of specifie 
l 

responses and recording of events within prescribed interva1s of 30, 15, 10, 

or even six seconqs. These raw scores are generally converted to a meaSure 

such as perc~ntage of total behavior, rate per minute, proportion of deviant 

behavior, etc. In most cases, scoreS ,for relevant categories are summed ta 

pro~uce a total score in which the contribution ?f eac~ response is determi?ed 
/ 

by the frequency or duration with which it occur~ As an _example, suppose one 

is using a three-category cluster to define "aggression": these are hit, 

~~ and tèase. In a 60-minute ohsevvation, the following frequencies were 

recor~ to yield raw aggression sco~es of 20, which represents 40% of aIl 

behavior observed (see Table B.l)., 

Here, three aggressive behaviors (i.e., varia~les) with different sample 

means' and standar~ deviatiols are summed to forro ~ composite which is heavily 

weighted by those behaviors~ith a large mean! Such variables actua11y lie 

on different metrics. In other words, TE ~i~l have a 'larger mea~ and standard 

deviatioq than HT in a sfimple of,aggressive (or normal) children. In" 

/ 
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traditional psychometric assessment, this situation wauld result in unit 

weighting of each va~iable item al" score priar to combinine them. But, 

applied behavior a!lalysts have eschewed the use ,of standardization in formi'ng 
. , 

compo;ites. This procedure will be elaborated upon later. For the present, 

it is ~orth explaining the deficiencies associated with the conventional 

method of constructing omnibus categories. --
Table B.I 

f 

Hit (HT) = 
:] Ag~ession YeU (YE) = 

= 20 
'Tease (TE) = 15 

1 
Other negative (ON) - 10 

Appropriate (AP) = 20 

. 50 total 

Percent total behavior 

4%] 
6% 40% 

30% 

20% 

~O% 

Generally, the magnitude of the eontr~bution of eacb component behavior , 

to a composite vari~s as a function of the frequency àr duration'with which it 

occur~. ;his may Interfere with early identification and later evaluation'of 

treatment. With respect ta deviant behavior, it has been shown that the lowest 

frequency ~esponses (e.g., physical negati've, stealing, destruction, lying) , 

are among the most avers ive to parents (Jones, Reid, & Patterson, 1975) and 

to society in general. To attribute a qommon behavior such as "teasing" wi th 
, .~ 

a disproportionately higher value than lower base rate responses (e.g., "hit")" 

is not consistent with (1) reasons for refe~al to treatment (Bolstad, 1974), 

(2) the thrust of intervention (Goodenough, 1~30; Murphy, 1937; Schoggen, 

~ 1954), and,(c) socially ~elevant priterion ~easures of,outcome (R&id & 

" 

, 
, 
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Patterson, 197~; Wiggins, 1973). Each of the se focuses primarily, though 

nO,t exclusively, on those, behaviors mqst noxious to the social environment . 

• Table B.2 prèsents response frequencies obtained in one-hour observations 

of three childr.en. II'! each case-o the total aggression sc~re equals 20, 

accounting for 40% of aIl hehavior. Yet it is clear that child A would be 
, 

describ~d as the rnost aggressive,,' potEmtially the most dangerous and diffl-

cul t to ignore. Child C, on the other hand, would be descrjbed as. mlnimally , 

aggressiv~ by many, despite the high frequ~ncy of teas.ing. 

Table 13.2 

Child A Chpd B Child C 

Hit (HT) :L fi 

Yell (YE) 
.-

:]'2~ 
15 } 

"-

. :/20 
19 J 

4~ .~ 

Tease (TE) 

Other negative (ON) 

Appropriat~ (AP) 

-' '-

Total 

'J 

behayior 

10 10 10 

20 20 20 

50 50 50 

Looking at the data for subjeèt B, suppose interwention isJ successful 

in reducing HT to zero and YE to 1 in an equivalent observation period. Aggres-

-sive behavior would, at best, show a decrease from 40% to 32%, probably a non-

significant ~mprovement despite ,tne fact that HT, the most aggressive response, 

was completely eliminated, and YE reduced by two~thirds. It is worth noting 

~at an 8% decrease in aggressive behavior is the, maximum possible change 

ob~inable for the freq!Jencies of occurrence in this example." In observation; 

- ~ .' coditlg systems "here only a portion of the on-gOi~g sequenc~ ,is a~e-

corded, p'viority or hierarchical coding ls performed. Acco~ding to 
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predectlermihed criteria 1 one class of behaviors is ·coded. instead of ano'ther 

simultaneously occurring response. In the aoove example, suppose only one 

behavior could be recorded pel' interval and that "saliency" or "avers'!veness" 

determined which. HT would then supercede TE. If, when ~T were eliminated, 

it produced more teasing, or simp1y allowed TE to be c~ded when previously 

it could not be, due to con~urrence, then total aggression would remain et 

lfO%. 'l'he ipsaÙzing features of the cOding system itself may mask a treat-
.. 

ment effect despite substantial decreases in low frequency, highly noxious 

behaviors (Jones, 1973). This fact ma)' account, in part, for the difficulty 

in obtaining convergence between observation data and,global ratings (Eyberg 
il 

& Johnson, 1974), the latter generally showing greater improvement. In the 

S: above ex~ple" total aggressive behavior showeçl little change, while those 

" responses most av'ersive and in fact, primarily responsible for referral, were 

virtually eliminated. The percent age of t ime duri~g which aggre-ssl ve behùvior 

appeared remainrd the same; however, the profile 'of that behavior differed 

substan~ally following intervention. If one were interested solely in the 

fonner 

system 

composite criterion measure ~ then only a two- or three--.category 

isrequired Cappropriate, aggressive, ~ther inappropriate,.l . , 

coding 

Presumably, the inclusion ~f sub-categories enables researchers to answer 

more specifie questions' about the behaviôral interaction and treatment effects. 
r 

Until methods are ~vailable to 'predict the, contribution of each response cate-

gory to socia11y relevant cri teioion measures, one shOl!' least, endeavor 

to control for differences in base rates by assigning le fght to each 

."< 

l 
As a general rule i t is recommended that the complexity of the coding 

system and that of the dependent variables be commensuratc. Reductions in 
time a"nd expenditures of observation tI'aining and analysis would be more cost 
effective. ' 

'. 
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~ , 
, ,~. And then, if desirable attach wcights which will produce a 

"' variable of improved construct validi ty. The s;tandard scoring methoçi des-

cribe.d below should be used with behavioral 'observaÙon data in the formation 

• 
of composites. 

The technique employed 1 the Social Learning Project 

search Institute was adopted "an traditional psychometrie 

at ~e Oregon Re­

~ss!tsrnent . Often 

one wishes t'o develop an overall performance rating based upon a number, of 

tests, each of which produces a score using a different unit of measurement. 

As ,previously stated, in cases where rneans ,an<lstandard de\tions on two / 

instruments, differ, it is appropriate to convert raw scores ta standard scores "" 

for purposes of comparison. In naturalistic observation, each behavioral cate-

gory can be viewed as analogous to a particular test having its own mean and 

standard deviation. Norms, or mean levels of frequeney or duration for each 

( category, ean be 

cified criteria. 

obtained for a sample of normal individuals fulfilling sp.e­, 
Using the formula ,for standard z score conversion, 

z = x - x 
cr 

'" i r 

) 

one merely Sub~titutes the raw score of the ï.tme~t; 

mean and standard deviation for. the normal sarnple. 

subj eet or group- and the 

. 
Re.turning t9 the .example. suppose that five one-hour obset'vations of 100 

• 1 

non-referred Or "normal" childr'en yield~d the means and standard deviat~s ' 

presénted in Table B.3. These children w.e'r~ matched op sex, age, and IQ with 
, . . 

the cases A, B, and C.. Table~, shows the- z scores for the three illustrative 

subjects and the procedures used for producing category scores and a composite 

..... mean aggression SCore. âne 
\ 
\ 

for chi,ld A is considerab.ly 
.,' , 

can readily see that ,the aggressiop score of 10.07 
..... 

.... 
higher than that for 'subject B 0.65); child C 

/ 

... 
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Table B.3 

Normals 

\;.. x cr 

HT .36 .~ 

YE .66 .50 

TE 4.05 3.81 
..II 

ON 2.80 2.69 
, . , 

AP 42.13 17.10 

Total aggressive 5.07 3.75 .. 
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(1.28) scored abo~t two and a third standard deviations below child B. The 

transformatibn retains the order of severi ty/ which was lost whcn frequencies 

for each category were mcrcly 'ummed ('cc Table B.2). In effcct, it tr~ate, 
the rates, frequencies, or durations of deviant behaviors for a parti~r 

1 ! 

subject or group into z scores which represent relative or comparative deviancy. 

,~ plot of obtained z scores yields a behavior profile which is readily inter-

pretable. 

Because this procedure controls for differences in base rates between 

responses, it is likely to yield results which favor the p~obability of ob-

taining a treatm~nt effect. Intervention geared primarily toward the reduc-

tian of low fre,quency (rate) tghlY noxious 

ful, exert greater impact on a total deviant 

target behaviors will, if success-

Z $core than on a total deviant 

score which is the sum of various frequencies. 

~ 
Mitigating ~gqinst the likelihood of obtaining a treatment effect is an 

increase in variance due ta the transformation. The increase, which serves ta 

reduce resultant ~ ratios, cornes about in the following;manner. A relatively 

uncommon response Ce.g .• destructiveness) will contribute relativelY,littl~ ta 

a composite score if raw frequencies for a number of categories are summed ta 
, 

produce a total score. Even an extremely high score for thils category would 

have a relatively small numerical value compared ta values for other higher 

r~te'behaviors (eogo>;d:rapproveo, n~:mcompliance). The standard score for such" 

an extreme raw value wodld be quite large, perhaps three or more standard 

deviations above the rnean. When added ta a standard score composite, the 

effect is apt to De substantialo Hence, the distribution of compo!ite z scores 
~ 

is spread or widened, yielding. a larger variance 0 50. whÏle the transformation 

increases the contribution of low frequency "targeted behaviors" 'ta a composite, . ' 

r sn • c. ; 1 • FI ifU1!~ 



250 

it docs so at the expense of introduclng additional variance which could weIl 

override the effects of unit weighting low frequency behaviors. finally, the 

problem of increased variance could be recast as a problem of too little 

variancè in the raw score (i.e., untransforrned) composite. 
~ 

In summary; the tendency for certain responses to covary or retain in-. 

ternal consistency a~ross treatment phases Iends sorne support to a pos~tion . 

adhering to the conventional manner of forming observational composites. In 

1 

other words, if .HT decreases, 50 will TE. Nevertheless, the fact that internaI 

consistency may be maintained does not psychometrically jus~ify treating a less 

avers ive response as more significant in a criterion measure than on~ of 

greater amplitude. 

/ 
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