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i} Abstract

v y

i 3

This study examined the relationship between behavior change in children
and teacher perception of that change. It was hypothesized that the extent to
which an individual is trained in observation skills, practices them, and is

monitored by others is relatéd to the accuracy of his ratings of child .,

LS
N

behavior.
A laborafor'y test of this hypothesis (Experiment I) showed that teachers’

whe were trained to record discrete responses and collected data on a daily

basis were quite accurate in their judgmentd of distractibility. Ratings by

‘teachers who received little or no training without pfact;ce were considerably

less accurate.

4

A naturalistic test of the same hypothesis was also performed (Bxper‘ime;'xt

II). Teacher ratings of a selected child were compared with independently

-~

obtained observation data. . Results showed that the effects of observation

v

training, data collection, and monitoring were not signifiéantin improving :
the accuracy of perception. 5,

3 O‘ - (] \ ¢ o«
An in-service teacher traiWehavmr modification was also

evaluated- o .

«©



mwes Tyt e

"“i?

}_.
.g.

L

Résumé
Cette étude a 'examiné le rapport entre le changement du compor-

tement chez les enfants, et, la perceptlon de ce changement par le

professeur, L'hypothése était que le niveau d'emrainement d'un
individu dans la pratique-des techniques d'observation, ée son uti-

lisation de ces te'chniques et de la surveillance i)ar dtadtred, est

~

en relation avec la précision de son évaluation du_comportanerft de

“

l'enfant. r . N

@

_ Cette hypothtse, testée en laboratoire (premidre expérience) a

démontré <que les professeurs entrainés & enregistrer les réactions

isolées, et qui recueillaient les données quotidiéﬁnement, étaient
trds exacts dans leur jugemenmt du degré de distraction, Les évalua-
tions faites par des professeurs n'ayant regu que peu ou aucun en-

tralnement, et sarpAexpérience pratique, étaient considérablement

moins exactes, |,

Un test de la méme hypothbse a aussi été effectué dans le milieu

naturel (deuxiéme expérience). ' Les évaluations des professeurs pour

Yoy

un enfant choisi -au préalable ont été coni;gax‘é'es avec des dc;{mées ob-

tenues indépenda!m_ent. Les résultats ont;;iiémontré que les effets de
1tent ratnement 1'observat ion, l‘accumuiétion des données et la SUT-

veillance n'étaient pas a}gnificatifs dané 1'amélioration de la jus-

-

tesse de perception, . ’ . .,
Un programme d'ent rainement pour la modifieation du compone!neﬁt,

3 1'intention des enseignants, a aussi été évalué.

i1

tm




i ‘ . ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS o >

"Pulling off" a study of this size requires an extrao‘bdinary .amount of

luck and the cooperation of many people. A log was kept throughout the pro-.

~

ject and if reveals the names of no fewer than 150 persons who provided

.

/ assistance. Were they gatheréd together it would be difficult to determine
4 their common ground--a)lthough it woﬁld be a hell of a party. They include

Jack Hearn of Cadbury Cﬁocélate, Ltd. and Lina Dificco, whose love motes

etched in salami provided an original contribution to art, if not to science.

-

A number of people .desez\ve'@ecial thanks.

PR

To John Corson, whose willingness 'to i)rovide. moral support goes far be-

’ ¢

yond specific contributions to this dissertation. His blind faith in a

depressed or otherwise arrogant student was primarily responsible for my re-

r

ks maining in psychology. Never has there be/ep a more clear-cut application ‘of -

noncontingent attention. For this I wél)/ always be indebted.

thodologist 'extr.aordinaire, who pfovfided many hours of

consultation, and who peymitted me to see him struggle with problems. "This

] .

came as a greaf relief ‘and has since enabled me to persevere about statistical

. issues without\ breaking J‘.r'x:tO a cold sweat. >
. To the freewheeling Soci’al Learning Project and the Oregon Research

Instituxe;dwhose members showed me that working'}ong hours is really weird.

1 May we continue "to be prod;zétive for many years to come. )

To Marc Wilchesky, whose performance on this project indicates a bright

future as a file clerk. His contribution to the administration of the pro-

ject, to the training of observers, and to my s'anity cannot be averestimated.
' , ~

T g EaY. '
T A ) '
— )
. . \\ .

— ]

— ) .

1y T
- ' . \\

7 . . /
T \\ '
— 55
—




! ’ ' ‘ iv ‘.

Kgom LR
»

and desires were o verted by this proféct. ‘T am truly grateful for-

¢ ’

ity
o
-

her ability to divert my attention towar real world. She is responsible

R I
a

y

for my surfacing as a human being of sorts,

To Bill Scott, David Hiatt, and' Dick Dempster, who,werg'awakened at sun-
rise every weekday morning for five months; who took hundreds of phoﬁg 6e;sagés,
and who were amazingly tolerant ?f their fbommate: May you revel in flank
steak forever. Also, a sia'ecdal thank-you to David's Capri, which, despite two -

S \ !
accidents and .a black spot in Consumer Reports, sputtered and lurched for

5,000 miles in service to this project.
To the team of observers who labored with uncommon dedication for a mere

pittance. You were a delightful gfoup to work with and a ravenous bunch of

1
.

eaters. ' .

’

vTo“the programmers énd analysts, Ron Siegel, Bernie Loftus, Sadru Teja,
Bernie Corrigan, and Brian Bauske ,’ ;:ho nurse.d the data through numerous con-
Véé‘sions and analyslés.»‘ i:our- qualified reassurance was exceedingly therapeutic.
Computing assistance was provided by the McGill University Computing Centre,
J & P Coates (Canada), Ltd,, International Cc;mfﬁxters (Canada), Ltd., Orego;l

"~ Research Institute. Computer Center, bUniversity of Oregon Computing Center,
and Health Sciepc}as C?T‘puting Facility at UELA.

To Mary Taylor éa‘r editing and typing the drafts and final version of
this dissertation. ‘OHer ability té; decipher hieroglyphics mdke her an archeo-
logical prodigy.

To the Molson Foundation and the Grant Foundation for their generous

P

" support of this research.
. . b

A

" Finally, to the Channel 6 weatherman for the mild Montreal winter of

1973-1974. The schools v?ere closed only once because of snow.
. - »




Mk A i i A
* -

4 “ . '
. } " /
N . @
- L A
'\\\\'\ ) ’
] R L 4 ]
\\\q\ . . ’ ‘
© . .TABLE OF CONTENTS '
A
AD ST AC Tt . v v s e o v vosoosecesoasseassesonvensasessssosassonsssessnsnnsans
Ré€sumé.....:co0.n. f"""“""""'"'3‘7“""""""3?""°"""
Acknowledgements......covevirennn f e seres e ehasseaciiaanetataneaarenns

List Of TableS..iiveeestiivestoenvesorassnosssssnnassnnnass veveeenaena
List Of Figures...oceeeeieerrneueoonnneetonnemessorssassssossossssns

OV ViEW. s v v e oserenoaresoosssronassnes e oo e e J..g........

The Importance of Behavioral Data@......ccacesvisrtivissnronansosersany
Naturalistic. Observation: Theoretical and Empirical Rationale.......
Hypothesis: Experiment I.......... I N e etestearrsanie e arens

Method: Experiment I......ovsvceerecentesncrnenooonoransnssonnnns peens

SUDJECES s eivtovanrvnsusessesanasssensssescssosssasssvosansasaes
Procedure......... frererracasonas tee s ciesesassirnaretonns cheans
,Results: Experiment I......... Gt eteceeee st taes et e e
Discussion: ExXperiment I....ececeseseesesssroaoosunesassdoacnsonssas

Introduction: Experiment Il......co.viiieeerennnannrearieoannons vees

»

HypotheSis I, .ieeeeiiennreraiesoneicnoctiocennsnrecisonenanmens oo

Hypothesis Il...eeseeeeseneivssosessoorsosssasstosersssaronseses
Hypothesis #II......... ceeaans e ebeeesereeteaaas e, ceenaes

Hypothesis IV...ceeiieriinnrinennennans vedeeanovans veeaen ceerenon

HypOtheSiS Vooo--‘nnoo-c-o.o.c-oanauuonoc-----.too-u-uo..n-ttcad

.

Hypothesis VI............. Cebteesesesadisaaanoasneaas Ceeiieesensas
Hypothesis VIIs.ceievevreee®oocnncannnonsens et seeersesenea it

Hypothesis VIII..ciiieeiiinavesonsenoceosoeseonsnosenonsssoarons
Naturalistic ObsServationsS. ... i ciieeississossesssssassnseroassvosonns

Observers and Recruiting Procedures............... et rsessacnsaas
Training..ceoesereprenvasqecsaonns Cee e aten eyttt

e

Preparation of Video TapeS....o nmseeocecsasroselonssrssncrarsnns
Observer Agreement During Training...... e PR N

-

.

Retraining......c..c... B R R e eaeireet i aanaes

r

EXPerimental Phases....sreeeessvsreceanisssosseasssssvsvssnesanns
) Baseline I...ci.cevrvnsrnoereneedornonnnosencnssassinnsssns

Demand Baseline. ... veeeeeesecenosesessnensons Ceereceseniaen

’” Baseline IT.......c00vuvnen B ..

AN 0% o = an "2 -3 1 5o Ao ) ¢ SO

FOllOW-UP. .. seurinansanass CereeriasreTeseantnansanannns
Considerations in Naturalistic Observation.........cveeeeiveeccnnccain
Observer Reliability ...veeuereerisveonrsernnreeioanrscanroanins
ObZerver BiaS...seetessssssssvonosssoonsrorssanessnarsssacsosns
Observer Presence Effects.............. tieesssenienns reseatoaaas
Method: Experiment Il.......vveevvevvnnenns Crsusreseresnsresnasonane
Subjects and Recruiting of SamMple....ceeeevecerroocnersercnooess
Training Curriculum and Experimental PhaseS.......ceivieeneonoss
Baseline....oevrieiirenoernnvreseanesenonnns A T VP
Intervention...ivee duieiieeniriieerenrrsoonsoasnsnsasesonns

SeSSiOn ln'...nnn-'o'--oiu.olil.o..ol‘lo-..o-.--ll...v'ohuo.

?

21
21
21
24
26
34

41
49
49
49
49
50
50

50

50

© 51

51
52
54
55
56
57
57
57
58
58
58
59
59
62
64
69
69
73
73
74
74




vi

Table of Contents (continued)

BeSSIOM 2uutieneriiennsereessrasasacersoisoanannanns Chee s T4
Session 3........ Cheeeirecsanns e et srseerainessanss 75
SESSION Huvrveevrreeenasoosnncsnvnonvessosedeeiiiiiiinnas, 75
.Session S5...iheviiiiineninnn. trere e sressesceranrirtenre e 75
Session 6.......0iieenn et ierest ettt aane Cierearaes .l 75
Session 7a...... Chtsaeeriec e P esessaeaaraser e ceeens .. 75
LT B e « B
Follow-up........ ...,.......u,;......................3........... 76
B = e + cesans 76
Session 2............ cevaus etereeeaaas et sr e cheenrae 76
Dependent MeasuUreS.....coecivtcoeessesucnsrsasane Peeeencnasaasnns 77
Naturalistic Observation Data...iceiiieeceecennnsvrasnonenes 77
.Walker Problem Behavior Identification Checklist............ 79
Summary Reports............. et et eiee e et Geeeeess 79
Behavior ngnettes Test ............ e eieren e 79
Number of Programs Implemented. .ﬁ........................... 79
_Teacher Global RatingsS....ceeeeieeeneiinneiveinrnsnverseseees B0
Expectations of Improvement....,......ccve.. Cerreseenneneane 80
Cost Analysis.......... iesenonia T . 80
Results: Experiment II..... Aersseeenararsn s e ereee et s 81
Teacher AttendanCe. c.ovseeererooseriascerssnssensseanssoasonnsans 81
Dropouts of Target Childrem.......coieueeinvossersecnsacrrianneces 81
Observer Agreement........... e ererensses semeeetrrones Sreeeeaan 82
Transformation of Observation Data ..... et e rieesseseiaae s 83
Selection of Dependent VariableS...veeserrossoossssnsnacnsainsanas 83

DI S PUPtiVeNeSS. v et vt et ses e iranaiosansnnrtaresnnonnasaanass 85
Distractibility.,.........ccu... cereeas Ceesaraasrereste et ans et 87
Social Withdrawal........ C et i eseiececeers s et aseaderencenanos 87
Testing for a Tracking Effect.....ieovenserecsans P - ¥4
Evaluation of the InterventioN..eivvevecscovocorvosooereseosssonsnonss _ 9
Observation Data............... ceeieen Ceeerer et e, .rs 9L
Total Deviant Behavior.......ccsveeeerveeesiscoscnsssosassass 95
Disruptiveness........... Ceseerrresesrenanias O ¢ L
Distractibility..uicerrierevearrinasrirooarrosrvrssnsasssnnses 111

Social Withdrawal....veveeeseosnoooarsoosene P I 1 -

Walker Problem Behavior Identification Checklist..........oovoe.. 1H7
ACtANg-OUt. v evirneasterasvssarenoansononsanssnssssssannans 149
Distractibility.veeseesieavivssscosresaseornssrsosasssesases 150

Social Withdrawal.......... veerssewrrsrsaeseresnosrasassvacs 151

Summary ReportS......iveeeeissacncssseess Cieeeeseta e satr e eaas 154
Disruptiveness............. Neaes s aaatbecsneraseancuean eode. 154
Distractibility.iveeerrireoneireenssirnoncsnsionsorensnesss 157

. Social Withdrawal...u iieecveciveesessannessonosssanssoacess 161
i\: Behavior Vignettes Test......iocodvvinvcrerennnns R -1
Number of Programs Implemerited.......c.ceieoevevsnssacnsoscancess. 168
Global Ratings........ Cepesresanassseaasbesenanasessnsaerssseaass 169

-

4




o vid

, Table of Contents {continued)

- Page

Expectations of Improvement.....ceoeevereenecnns feririeineeia.. 170
Cost ANalySiS...vveeesrrssnessnrasesitiesncasnensediosecanerss 172
DiSCUSSION. ettt tovesrroeoserseonesssoacarsssoncssssosonssnsssasass 175
Demand Baseline Procedure......voeeseeeeocccersscvarcenscseres 178
Evaluation of Intervention: Acting-Out Children.............. 179

Bibliography . vveserissnseevorseornrisaronorseannsseroesonvonocereses 19U
Appendix A....iiiiiiiiiaaestiietiiiiirenstiiensciiinosasrisanensnie 209
Manual for Coding Interactions in the Classroom Setting....... 209
Instructions to Observers................ B ¥/ .
C1assSroom RUIES...eeeeerneennn e denenenee Ceeieo s anniere e 223 )
Obserwver Checklist............ cre e oeaan ceerecienenn et 224
Questionnaire.......... e s eeniraaaan Ches e earie s e esenes vieees 225
Questionnaire.......... ee e cereie e aan e Ceree e, Ceerena. 227
Questionnaire........... T ¥ £ 4
Behavxor Modification in the Classroom Situations Questlon—
03I (FOPM-H) e et vteeveorsovoovosnveoarssosonsssenansores 231
Behavior Modification in the ClassPoom Situations Questien-
NAIYE (FOTM L) e v vretonorosnseaonsssnossassonosasocaonseoas 236 -
Expectancy Questionnaire.....iiieeecrirenscrreeecroransseesses 241
APPENdIX Bueiviveevorrranstesrasrecscsonersesancesaneassrssasosrises 242
Rationale and Procedure for Standard Score Transformation of
Behavioral Observation Data..eceveiecevveioscosnrecannsenas 242

4




Table
Table
Table
Table

Table
Table
Table
Table

Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table

Table
Table
Table

Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table

Table
Table

Table
Table

Table
Table
Table

List' of Tables : .
1.1: Group Means and Stan@ard:Deviations for Ratings...........
1.2: Standard Ratings for Each Protocol........ .. vivvvecons aoo e
1.3: "Means and Standard Deviations for Deviation ScoreS........
l.4: Analysis of Variance~of Deviation Scores........cveecvauel
2.1: Percentages of Observer Agreememt for Pach Code Category.
2.2: Proportions of Behavior Resulting in a Given z Score......
2.3: Environmental Responses to Deviant Behavior....v..ecviveon
2.4: Behaviors Discriminating Withdrawn Children from Normal
2T o L (L R R TR R I T I A
2.5: z Transformed P'S...ceviiierteriionnniniecananinos Ceiiieen
2.6: Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Dlsmptlveness
2.7! Analysis of Variance for Disruptiveness........... . .
2.8: Mean z Scorgs and Standard Deviations for Dlstractlblllty
2.9: Analysis of Variance for Distractibility.......... Cereeaen
2.10: Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Withdrawal......
2.11: Analysis ‘of Variance for Withdrawal.......... e rreaiee
2,12: Diseriminant Validity of Deviant Behavio®S.........o.ove-.
2.13: Mean z Scores for Total Deviant Behavior..................
2.14: Analysis of Variance for Total Deviant Behavior...........
2.15: Percentage of Intervals in Which Teacher Attended to
Target Child........ P e et eiies s siiaa e e e s .
2.16: Ratio of Teacher Attention Delivered to Actmg -Out Target
Children and Peers. et eirec e eerenea b etteeeenrarnes -
2.17: Percentage of Teacher Responses to the Target Child Which
Were Disapprovals. .....oecoeiieceonsionsss aepeeiirene
2.18: Percentage of Teacher Responses to the ‘I'arget Child Whlch
Were Approvals..... Ciie s s srsrae e st sitas e nrstnnne
2.18: Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Disruptiveness..
2.20: Analysis of Variance for DisSruptivenesS.........e.veevesas
2.21: Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Distractibility.
2.22: Analysis of Variance for Distractibility.......cceviveeonn
2.23: Mean z Scores and’ Standard Deviations for Social Withdrawal
2.24: Analysis?of Variance for Social Withdrawal*..........%.....
2,25: Proportion of Time in Which Each Activity Occurred for
’ Withdrawn Children......eevsernesronssossiensonneeennes
2.26: Analysis of pVariance for Activity Proportions.............
2.27: Percentage of Intervals in Which Teacher l\ttended to the
Withdrawn Child....iiivie it ianiatnnnetterecsnnesnnnna
2.28: Relative Teacher Attention to Withdpawn Target Child,.....
2.29: Mean z Scores and Standard Deviatidgs for Appropriate
Interaction with Peer.....civiievirrinmnniedonniiiaaes
2.30: Analysis of Variance for Approinriate Interaction with Peer
2.31: Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Volunteering.
2.32: Analysis o\f Variance for Volunteering..........c..ouivnnnn

————

viii

Page

26
27
28
31

82
‘su
86

88

90
91

91 -

101

105

105
106
109
112
115

117 °

121

122
123

124

124

128
130

131




! A @ ix

) . - . ] .« List of Tables (continued)

¢ ‘ . '

! ‘ S ! . : Page

X ’ Table 2. 33 : Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Initiation

! to Teacher.......ccivi v ennneas. tesscecririscenaseesos 134

. - Table 2.34: Analysis of Variance for Initiation to Teacher........... 136

’ Table 2.35: Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Looking Around. 137
Table 2.36°¢ Analysis of Variance for Looking Around........eeeeeee... 139

» Table 2.37: Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Self-
Stimulation....... O L1 1)

y Table 2.38: Analysis of Variance for Self-Stimulation...........e.... 142

Table 2.39: WPBIC Scale and Total Scores for Acting-Out Target‘
. . Children..... e theereesaean P »e.. 1lu8
- ' Table 2.40: Analysis of Variance for WPBIC Acting-Out- Scores......... 150

k Table .2.41: Analysis of Variance for WPBIC Distractibility Scores.... 151
4 Table 2.42: WPBIC Scale and Total Scores for Withdrawn Target
. ’ Children....coevveeeseeposocsnocseseedfenssnsncsasvanss 152
: : .Table 2.43: Analysis of Variance for WBPIC Withdrawal Scores......... 153
- Table 2.44: Experimental Group Ratings of Distractibility............ 155°
o Table 2.45: Analysis of Variance for Experimental Groups' Ratings of
; : Disruptiveness.. .. veeeveeersoeeriosenenassensosssesss 156
Table 2.46: Initial and Final Ratings for Summary Reports of.
Disruptiveness.......cooieiiianernnnnas . veeeisaes, 158
Table 2.47: Analysis of Variance for Initial ind Final Summary
& ‘Reparts of Disruptiveness....ee:cetieecssssecsovasraas, 158
Table 2.48: Experlmental Group Ratings of Distractibility....... vee.. 159

Table 2.,49: Analysis of Variance for Experimental 'Groups’' Ratings
. Of Distractibility..cecievsresnsrrsreosssoncaronscanes 160
Table 2.50: Initial and Final Ratings for Summary Reports of

X Distractibility.....ccviiieiineniiiinrnensennnnns cee.. 162
Table 2.51: Analysis of Variance for Initial and Final Summary
o Reports of Distractibility.....soveevvevinreceveeesen. 162

Table 2.52: Exper'mental Group Ratings of Withdrawal.............05.. 163
Table 2.53: Apalysis of Variance for Experimental Groups'.Ratings :
Oof Withdrawali.. eeeeseserriiecsssntsssosnsoosvonsasss 164

Tab¥e-2.54: Initial and Final Ratings for Summary Reports of &
T Withdrawal..,.oeeeierieevenoeroncisessassesnvessssaness 16U

Tableé 2.55: Analysis of Varlance for Initial and Tinal Summary

. , - Reports of Withdrawal........veeiveveesrnieennsasnee.s 165

Table 2.56: Group Means and Standard DeVJ.étlons on Behavior "

Vignettes Test.....vveeueeteernoncroncans B 1Y
Table 2.57: Analysis of Varjance for Behavior Vlgnettee Test Scores.. 167
Table 2.58: Frequencies of Addlt;lonal Programs.......ccisv00ees0sea.. 168
fable 2.59: Number of Additional Programs Implemented in Each
. ' . Experimeptal Group. 169
Table 2.60: PerceXf Probahiiity of Expected Improvement......e..ece.. ,171
Table 2.61: Analysis.of Variahce for Expected Improvement............ 172
Table 2.62: Cost of Conducting In-Service Teacher Training......... .. 173
Table 2.63: Cost to Participants in Program....cecoeveercenocsascsoss 174

Tdble 2.64: Summary of Results for Disruptiveness.........,.......... 180




4

' List of Tables (continued) ' .

. . » . .

Table 2.65: Summary of Results -for Distractibility...i................ 182

Table 2.66: Summary of Results for Social Withdrawal.....y.ecece0vee.. 184

Table 2.67: Summary of Results for Appropriate Interaction with Peer.. 197
¥ v ‘

TAble B.l.uveseierenrreorevnresnoonsssonennsoansranennacsrsonronngenes 2kl
TADle B.2iuuveioeeeunerrontnnsnaneanasnrtaaaasionevesssnnnnsionanenensas 245

' -1 D T L 2
3 L 0 S L 1

o

D

?.:@mﬂ é%‘_ v v S e 20 R



< . e L R LT UL N

“
Lo E e
S S

. ’ xi
.. ‘List of Figures .
\ L | ¢ o *  Page
EE . . ¥ ) -
: Figure 1.1: Obtained vs. Standard Ratings for Each Protocol.......... 29

Figure 1.2: Cumulatxve Number of Ss in Each Group which Reported a .
Hmlmum One-Point Drop in sttractlbllxty From Bheir .
Ratmg on Trial 1.. Ceei e v semer s e anesans e ennaany 32

Figure 2.1: =z Scores for Total Deviant Behavior (excluding LO) for
s . Treated Target Children, Peers, and Matched Controls.. 100
Figure 2.2: 2z Scores for Disruptiveness for Total'Deviant Behavior ,
(excluding LO) for Treated Target Chlldr'en ‘Peers, ,
and Matched Conttols....icovvenenens tiesesssssssessae.s 108
Figure 2.3: 2z Scores for Distractibility for Total Deviant Behavier
(excluding LO) for Treated Target Children, Peers,
and Matched ControlS,eeereseverrenneonsansosncsnneness 114
Figure 2.4: z Scores for Social Withdrawal for Total Deviant Behavior
' (excluding LO) for Treated Target Children, Peers,
. . and Matched ControlS.c.iiveeseccsaorarssassovarassnnses 120
Figure 2.5: z Scores for Appropriate Interaction with Peer for .
Treated Target Children, Peers, and Matched.Controls.. 1u4

f

¢

4

A




Overview

In psychology, as in the physical Si}ences, a degree of agreement has been

. attained as to various rules and procedures for observing and reportxng events

L4
objectively, for minimizing personal bias, and for optimizing reliability 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 philosophy of stience, including a-con-

-~

sideration of the overall functions, maxims, presuppositions, strengths and
limitations. of a discipline; the opposite éole relates to highly specific pre-
scriptions and procedures for utilization of specialized methods of observation’

and assessment, such as psychometric tests, questionnaires, rating scales,
'

interviews, phenomenological reports.and electrq~physidlogical monitoring. -

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

given a purpose, a research question or series of questions, what manner of
7 investigative exercises, operations and tactics should one embark upon to

fulfill the purpose and answer the questions? Here one is dealing with decision *

-

rules concerning the appropriateness or adequacy of a research strategy, parti-

cularly with elements of. experimental design, selection of independent variablee,

|

.. general specification of depgndent measures, and choice of theoretical models '

~

to aid in interpretation. The second question, and the one more commonly .
associated with "methodology" is: How does one obtain interpretable data for
vhich the ambiguity of evaluation is reduced to the lowest possible degree?

Here ‘the focus is on clear delineation of dependent variables and procedures

for procuring, scoring, and analyzing data. It is to this second question that

¢

the preéent study is addressed.
) . “e
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This investigation examines the relgﬁgonshlp between behavior change in
" BN
children and adult perception of that change. More specifically, it tests the

effects of systematic observation on ong'!s perception 'of a behavioral disorder. * |,
It is hypothesized that the extent tg/::;ch an individual is trained in obser-

vation skills, practices them, and is monitored by others, will be reléted to - |

‘the accuracy of his percéption or assessment of the child's behavior. In

accordance with methodologﬁqgl objectives, the purpose of the study is to learn
- . N .

whether adult perception chn bé rendered less aﬁbiguous and more reliable.

/
The dissertation is oﬁganlzed in the following fashlon first, a tﬂEore—

-1

tical discussion highlighting the need for behavioral data; second, a preséﬁta-

v - b

-

tion of theoretical, issues and empirical ev1dence Spfportlng the usg/bf natural -~

e

] i iSth observation; third, a descrlptlon of Ex erxﬁent I, an analogue test of
s . , / /p

the effects of observation training; fourth, g presentatlop/of Experiment II,

£ .
RS
~

, ; L7
a natugalistic test for the same effgéts;/;ﬁg fifth, Ebé’evaluaf&on of an s

s

- ongoing clinica’ intervention. The dis ertatio9/£ili conclude with a sixth

section on the implications subsequent cli iéél and research applications

of the flndlngs, as well/AS a stat ment!of e theoretical 51gn1f1cance of this

. HOI'k . / hd
\ ‘ !

portance of Behavioral Data

/ .
/

" In"the early 1969’ » when behavior modification began making inroads in

N\

« / .
N clinlcal psychology;ﬁlt_was disgovered that traditional assessment instruments

0 i designed to p::;}ﬂé 1nformat1 about attitudes, traits, and underlying dynamics

simply dfd\not atisfy j:;/tequlrements of those who advocated a behavioral

* /

L

- O © model. As e r\'ly as 1934/ La Piere demonstrated that-attitudes and behavior have

no obvious’ relat onsh/ﬁ to each other. This incongruence was difficult 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 psychological assumption that since attitudes are
evaluative predispositions, they have consequences for the
way people act toward others, for the programs they actually o
undertake, and for the manner in which they carry them out.
Thus, attitudes are always seen as precursors of behavior,
s determinants of how a person will actually behave in. his
Mgaily affairs. [Pp. 137-138] "

t

- Wicker (1969) reviewed 33 stﬁdies which examined the relationship between

attitudes and overt behavior. His overall conclusion was that little evideﬁce
is availablé to support the existence of underlying constructs within an indi-
vidual which influence both his verbal expressions and his actions. Festinger

)
(1964) and Vroon (1964) rendered the identical conclusion in shorter reviews,

[ v

!z .while Cohen (1%64) was even more skeptica}nin his suggestion that attitude .
change procédures do nothing more than cause cognitive realigmments, and perhaps

that’ the concept of attityde has no critical significance whatever for psycho-

logy. ' N '
When a social label (e.g., "deviant" or normal) or clinical diagnosis (e.g.,

passive-aggressive) is ascribed to an individual, it is presumed that such a

construct also mirrors one's actual behavior in some way. However, the obser-

ver's or rater's abstractions may be related only tenuously to the response
patterns of the subject in question. Research’bn person perception strongly
suggests that the way a person is described depends far more on the observer

than on thé'peisbn observed (Crow, 1957; Hjelle, 1968; Vernon, 1964). For

”

clinical purposes, it seems essential to know if an individual who is labeled
, . ,

4

"deviant" actually displays more abnormal behavior than one who is described as
* . <, .
normal.

. A number of studies have found that children who are labeled as deviant and

\
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referred for psychotherapy differ significan¥ly froﬁ non-referred children in
terms of parent ratﬁggs of theirlyraits or behaviors (Conners, 1970; Miller,
Hampe, Barrett, & Nob&e, 1971; Schectman, 1970; éines; Paulkner, Sines, & Owens,
1969, Speer, 1971; Wolff, 1967). Nevertheless, in-home observations of these
children y;eld minimal differences, or typicqlly, no- differences in rates of,

deviant behavior between referred and non-referred children (Hendriks, 1972;

Lobitz & Johnson, 1974; Patfersoq, Cobb, & Ray, 1972;'Shaw, 1971). Research.

v
conducted in educational settings shows somewhat greater convergences between
(teache;) ratings and observed behavior (Bolstad, 1974; Patterson, Cobb, & Ray,

~

1972; Werry & Quay, 1968); however, only in comparisons of average students and
those who have been identified as extremely deviant have strong behavioral
differences between groups confirmed t;achers' descriptions.

It seems clear that referral for treatment is.based on many factors oﬁher
than observed rates of noxious responses (Buckle & Lebovici,\lgﬁo; Lépouse g
Monk, 1958; Rutter & Graham’ 1965; Shaw, 1971; Shepperd, Oppenheim, & Mitchell,
1966). Therefore, in planning an intervention, it is useful to determine the
éegree of relationship between multiple measures and to identify the specific
behaviors that account for a diagnastic label or trait in cases where th;
expected convergence is obtained. This is particularly imporﬁant when behav- .
iorally oriented treatment is recommended.

On both theoretical (Bandyra, 1969) and empirical (Paul, 1969a, b) grounds,
it ha§ been shown that total reliance on conventional trait assessmént yields
dafa of negligible prediétive validity in cases where behaiéorally oriented
treatment 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 some form of evaluation used/in a

1

-




behavioral context should be consistent with empirical "goals.- This is parti-

cularly true if, as Festinger (1964) suggests, attitude change is inherently

3 unstible and will dissipate or remain isolated unless an environmental or

‘behavioral change can be brought about to support and maintain it.

T " When this precept is violated, and the data base bears little relationship
Ay b}
to the level of the problem, serious errors in evaluation may result. As an

v

. illustration, let us examine the treatment of conduct disorders in delinque?t
youth. This is a problem which is amenable to empirical interpretation, ;B the
crlterla for diagnosis involwve overt activities of a criminal nature and subse—

/’SE$?£ adjudicatidn. Treatment outcome measures have always included recidiYism
or re-entry into the juvenile justice system--a behavioral index which profes-
sionals of all theoretical Qersdésions deem most significant. Halleck (1967),
a noted psychoanalyst, admits that:

@

The psychiatrist has few more important functions in crimjnology

than evaluating the probability that a given offender is likely

to do violence to his fellow man. [p. 313]
Historically, those who have instituted programs for delinquents have relied
heavily on non-behavioral assessment devices. In many cases, these have re-
vealed substantial personality adjustment which was assumed to predict subse-

'quent behavior outside the treatment setting (although such devices were not

specifically designed for this purpose). The relationship between performance

on coﬂventional méasures and recidivism is a sad chronicle on the effectiveness
of the juvenile rehabilitation system.

.Aichoﬁn (1935) pioneered tﬁe‘apblication of Freudian thgory to treatment
k ) of aggressive delinquent bofs in Vienna during the 1920's. His model‘*f delin-

(:} quency focused on over-protective parents and the boys' receiving.either exces-

sive or inadequate amounts of parental love. Resulting aggressive behavior was
./

S



o
<
—

attributable to the interplay of psychic forces engaged in the conflict. ihe
deveiopment of positive tfansferencq%befween boys and therapist was Ji;wed‘as
a realization on the part of the boy that adults were:caring and trustworthy,
On the basis of subjective impression, the primary dependent'variable,lpsycho-
analytic treatment of delihquéncy was a reséunding success and its adoption by
American clinicians quickly followed. o

In the most publicized of these psychcanalytically based efforts, Redl and
Wineman (1951) altered Aichorn's original interpretation to include elements
of ego.weakqess and lack of impulse control. The "delinquent ego" referred to
a psychic organigétfon which operated in opppsifion to nérmally aecepted
cultural values. Treatment was geared to thé developm;nt of the super-ego in
such a fashion that impulse gratification would be chanﬁ;led toward more éccept-

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

dalism) was considered relevant, but was cleéply not the major thrust of treat-

ment. The criteria upon whic¢h a boy was considered adjusted included ability

?
I L

to relate meaningful&y to image symbols, to use verbal modes of communication,

to be less suspicious of adults, and to perceive the necessity for rules and
- .
routines. Here again, the problem of a conduct disorder is viewed in dynamic

s

terms with neither treatment nor evaluation consistent with symptomatology.
As a consequence, Redl and Wineman (1952) were faced with admitting failure
when recidivism in their sample remained high. Despite earlier claims of

success, ihey concluded that:

‘ .+..our 'children who hate' went back into the limbo of the
'children that nobody wants.' This spectacle of their re-
traumatization of strengths that had been so painfully, if
incompletely, implanted in their personalities being literally
wasted in a battle in a hostile environment, is one that fades
slowly, if at all, from bur minds, [p. 315]

7
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" This dilemma was not confined solely to psychoanalytic approaches. Weeks'
(1958) selection of psychometric tests, self-ratlngs and socidmetric descrlp—
tions may have playéd a role 1n}gsﬁa§llsh1ng the well—knowu Highfields project
‘as a successful group mgdel for treatment of juvenile Affenders. Unfortunately,ef
no follow-up data were obtained. Two additional studies involving social work

&

intervention failed to demonstrate a treatment effect on any behavioral measure
*e. g., completlon of school grades, deportment), despite the fact that certain
attitudinal or personallty 1nd1¢63 suggested otherwise (Meyer, Borgatta, & -

Jones, 1965; Vasey, 1968), N

i s
- -3

The Cambridhe—Somerville Project“(Powers & Witmer, 1951) serves as another
example of what is llkely to occiur when problems deflned as environmental or
I -

educatlonal in nature become reinterpreted as psychiatric. The‘authors"

original conclusion that "none of thé.evaluatiVe methods employed indicates any

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

that\boys who received psychotherapy yielded a greater likelihood of subse&ﬁg;;$/

arrest and conviction (Cross, 1334; Teuber -§ éowers, 1953). Again, the data N

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

system. This unfortunate state of affairs in the assessment of delinquency was

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

"delinquents was harsh and not entirely accurate. There has been at least one

instance of moderate success using intensive counseling. Adams (1961) showed
a greater incidence of favorable discharge from state custody for treated indi-
viduals who were deemed amenable according to "pooled clinical judgments."™ How-

ever, when amenable and non-amenable samples were combined, there were no

differences between the qreated’group and untreated controls. The preliminary

2
$
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results of the behaviorally oriented Teaching—FBmily model (Achievement Place)
lend further support te the position that délinq&ency is a behavioral problem
,requiring‘asse§sment”procedures of an empirical nature‘xrixsen, Phillips, &
Wolf, 1972; Phillips, 1968). S . |

0 Juvenile delinquency has been a convenient whipping boy for.criticS'of
conventional psychotherapy. Nevertheless, evidence is accumulating which
indicates that a number of other disorders may better fit a soééal\le;rning
model than a psychodynamic or sociological one. Among these are aggression
(Patteréon, 1975), withdrawal (Walker & Hops, 1973), alcoholism (Sobell, Sobell,
& Christelman, 1972), obesity (Stuart & Davis, 1972), and depression (Lewinsohn?
1972). In each case, there is an increasing effort to design and implement
empirically based measures which serve both as diagnostic instruments and depen-
.dent variables.

The discussion thus far has focused on the issues of coﬁstruct and predié-
tive validity of psychometric or impressionistic data applied ta problems that
are eésentially behavipral. Once thekdecisign has been made to include- empirical
indices, one must confront the second methodological questi&n raised earlier:

How does one generate interpretable data for which the .ambiguity of assessment

is reduced to the lowest possible degree?




R

. i
Naturalistic Observation: Theoretical and Empirical Rationale
I

Naturalistic observation has, historically, contributed 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
responsible for the recent adoption of this method by psycholpgists whose

'

theoretical persuasion is not chiefly ethological. In fact, it has been noted
that the most significant contribution ¢% behavior modification may be its
/

reliance upon and refinement of naturalistic observation procedures (Johnson &
/
Bolstad, 1973). / ;

Prior to 1960, mental health'professionals rarely examined psychological
disorders within the context of currently prevailing envirommental factors.
L
Indeed, the preferred methed of research often obscured whatever pattern and

organization may have existed within the natural eﬁvironmqnt. Experimental .

T —
_—

treatments were applied exclusively in institutions,.clinics, or praéf?figgeﬁ%'

E} @

offices; diagnostic aﬁd outcome measures consisted of structurea personality N
inventories, projective tests, questionnaires, Eating scales, verbal self—;eport,
and therapists' impressions. Total 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, fallible method. Interviews and
guegtionnaires intrude as a foreign element into the social

. setting they would describe, they create as well 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 topic at hand.

[pt l] »
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-deterinined attempt to ascribe performance to hypothetical constructs
such as traits, attitudes, or needs. Testing for functiopal relationships
within the social environment was seldom considered a viable alternmative to the
"black box." And, }n‘thosg few instances where if was, there were available no

systematic means of analyzing and interpreting naturalistic data. TFor example,

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

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

9

Wright,‘Bérker, & Schoggen, 1961). While such efforts to study naturally
occurring phenomena are to be commended on theoretical grounds, logistical
problems acqompanied by numerous sources of possible artifactl prevented 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 extracted from the massive
volume of transcripts, the following problems have been cited as interfering
with efficient coliection and analysis of naturalistic data; use of participant
(vs. independent) observers, difficulty in obtaining control groups, lack of a
systenxf%g‘encoding or redueing complex interactions to interpretable units)
ethical considerations (e.g., invasion of privacy) and, above all, failure to |
couch hypotheses in terms of overt behavior (ﬁoyd & DeVault, 1966; Wilfg@s 3

Raush', 1969),
~

About 10-15 years -ago, operant researchers began systematic gathering of

naturalistic data in a coded or abbreviated fashion. This was carried out in

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

0

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

1

E.g., the reliability of the observers was n “assessed.
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relevant global patterns of behavior (e.g., aggr_ession) into thei;' component
responses (i.e., hit,‘yell, tease, destrpctions. Clear joperational definitigns
fozi each coded behavior were foxvmulat;ad' and ‘memorized by independent (non-
participant) observers so’ that subjectiye judgment was mi‘nimized_. Hence,

recording could be done rapidly.

recording of behavioral events at the timé hey occur, (b) the use 9f irfdepen—

dent, trained observer coders, and (c) descrptive responses which require a

minimum of inference to be coded (Jones, Reid, & Patterson, 1975). These cri-
. .

® teria preclude parent or “teagher report data of any type, regardl$ss of their

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

ratings or reports by independent assessors, as these are necessarily retro-

- —speetive and rely extensively on subjé"ctive impression.

"

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

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

t

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

gaging in a philosophical consideration of "truth," the author proposes the
(" ' ] 0
following definition for reasons of mathematical utility. A 'true" score shall

: N . . v [
be one in whigch corresponding observed and error scores are uncorrelated and

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

e
E—

& Novick, 1968).

While the relative magnitude of "e" for both-ratings and coded.obs'ervations
would be virtually impossible to ascertain outside of thLe laboratory, it is-
possible to idéntify the major sources of potential error which differentially

affect the two types of scores in field settings. 'Four source dimensions are

relevant: simultaneous vs. retrospective collection, molar vs. molecular units, ,

P S
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global vs. specific repért'ing; and participaht vs, non-participant observa-~
, .
tion. All of the studies that have examinéd the degree of association between

ratings of child behavior and naturalistic observation allow at least two of

the source dimensions”“to vary concurrently. Global reports are, by nature,
¢ C retrospective, as are most behavior checklists. Discrete responses (molecular
. units) are often recorded by participant observers. Conseuently, it is diffi-

cult, if not impossible,gto determine which,experiments are most relevant to a

% . particular dimension. For purposes of organization, an attempt has been made
* 4
J to arbitrarily cite various studies in which at least part of the measurement
> error is due to a particular source.

<

It seems clear that retfospective data are highly selective and reflect

characteristics of'the observer more than attributes of a subject.(Vernon,

°

1964). Nevertheless, as indices of perception, rétrospg—zc‘cive ratings may

.
!

represent soéial\ values. 'Therefore, they may 'be generalizable to a variety of

culturally relevant cx‘iterion situations. This is particularly true since
» criterion measures generally involve subjective Judgments, Opin‘}LOIlS, and Patmgs/
of “gignificant" others (Wiggins, 1973). In other words, retrospeqctive measures
may? be more val(id ;extemally than internally. Such a position supports the use
of these measures for specific purposes. |
Notwithstan;i;'.ng, inherent measuremént error may be substantial. 'In a
_serief'\gf interviews, it was discovered that mothers' current perception of
Bearlifer experiences -and attituéles often showed little relationship to similar
ratings taken at the time of those events’ (Haggax:dg Brekstad, & Skard, 1960).
Schnelle (1974) failed to find ‘the slightest relationship befween parents’
0 written estimates of pri'or' schoobl attendance and the actual attendance pattern,

‘despite the fact that such behavior is clearly 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, 5.960; Walter & Gilmore,
1873). This may be account;ed for by the use of descriptive categories in
naturalistic observation rather than omnibus categories that employ evaluative
judgment. Reliability of evaluative measures requires agreement ofi both the
topography and the intent of a behavior. A;‘ a r;xore global level, it depends
upon consensus as to the '"'value" of an attribute.. Mischel (1968) points out
that the use of summary reports for trait assessment is based on & variety of
cognitive and perceptual processes producing "constructed consist~encies" in
evaluation. When attribute levels (i.e., globai ratings) remain stable despite
fluctuations in thedir manifestations (behaviors), traits can be seen &s con-
structs of the observer rather than as attributes of the subject. A totally
different level of human judgment (with less susceptibility to the observer
bias) is involveci in the ongoing recording of discrete behavior units and re-
porting of data in terms of amplitude, frequency, rate, and duration of spegific
respénses. Proponents of *this form of collection contendthat the division of
a given attribute (e.g., wlthdrawal) into a number of narrowWwly defmed compaonents
and the extensive sampling of these components will yielda result of greater
generallzablllty than a more global rating.

It should not, theref;re be assumed that retrospective behava.or ratmg;s,
are accurate r\eflections of real behavior (Novick, Rosenfeld, Block, & Dav‘idson,

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

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

deviance and observed deviance have produced low-level, generally non-significant

%
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. . correlations (Guerney, Shapiro, & Stover, 1968; Lobitz & 'Johnson, 1974).
_ The tendency in most <linical studies has been for parents ‘to overestimate -

treatment effects.2 Clement and Milne (1973) concluded that parenta% reports
of improvement seemed unreasonably favorable in comparison to less reactive
measures including observed behavior frequencies, In the same st;dy, parents
in a no-treatment control group repgrted improvement to the same degree as
parents in the treatment cbnditi&ns, despite clear differences on other forms
of assessment. Collins (1966) showed that parents reported signifié;nt improve-
ment in'§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 behavior. Further, their rated expectancies for
progress remained high,ldespite the facF that home observations indicated that
‘child behavior was becoming inéreasingly deviant. Mothers' and fathers' des- .
criptions ok child behavior have shown® 6nly low or moderate correlation (Eron,
Banta, Walder, & Laulicht, 1961), while the relationship between parent and
teacher ratings is even lower (Becker, 1960). Investigators have failed to

% show a consistent relationship betweeg\child symptoms réported globally by —
parents and rates of noxious behavior observed b& indep?ndent observers in the
home (Hendriks, 1972; fharp, Wetzel, & Thorne, 1968) and in the laboratory
‘(Honig, Tannenbaum, & Caldwell, 1968; Radke-Yarrow, 1963; Sears, 1965).

Poor estimation of child behavior levels is not confined to parents,

Bernal (personal communication) found non-significant rank order correlations /////ii
) : -

:’ il

N . (TN
Several hypotheses regarding the over-estimation-have been offered. For
example, parental ratings may represent one's conception of an ideal relation-
o ship (Becker, 1960), a tendency to portray the family'as a cultural stereotype
(McCord & McCord, 1961), or recent exposure to recommefidations of a reknowned

child-rearing expert (Robbins, 1963). .
4
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in comparing observation data with a behavior checklist completed by teachers.
Moreover, the relative proportions of students assigned‘t9 deviant and normal
groups by the observation data were signific;ntly diff;rent from the checklist
classification, A number of other studies have demonstr;ted that teacher
ratings of pupil behavior do not show significant convergent validity with
observation data (Jones & Cobb, 19733 Krumboltz & Goodwin, 1966), Wickman
(1928) and Maccoby and Masters (1970) have also raised doubts as the validiéy
of teacher ratings, while Wahler and Leske (1973) have demonstrated that
teachers' summary reports were not indicative of actual levels or changes in
child behavior. "

Bolstad (1974) found that scores on a measure of teacher attitude and a

behavior checklist did not correlate significantly with each other or with
: ]

t

observed rates of ‘appropriate or off-task behavior, Furthermore, proportion
scores of attending behavior were significantly positively correlated with
reading achievement. It has also been demonstrated that specific academic

behqviérs such as attending to task, talking to teacher about academic material,

‘/voluﬁteering, and talking to peers about academic material were significantly

related to achievement scores in réading (Cobb, 1970) and arithmetic (Cobb,
1972), More recent research (Cobb & Hops, 19733 Hops & Cobb, 1973 Walke; &
Hops, 1974) has démoaétrated a'fhnctional relationship between specifically
taught facilitative behaviofs and achievement.‘ It has also been shown that
classroom behavior predicts acheﬁic achi;vement over the school year about as
well as intelligence tegts and thét the addition of behavioral information to
test score; provides a more accurate prediction of achievement than that ob-

tained by either measure alone (McKinney, Mason, Perkerson, & Clifford, 1975).

]
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Alt;xoug';x the .majority of s.‘cudies have shown that ﬁar'ents and teachers are
unreliable observers even when tracking a-single, well—de.fined‘ class of beHav-
ior, the“r\e is contradictory evidence which suppoz;ts convergence between this
form of monitoring and independently observed behavior. It has been suggested
that if parental reports for relatively Sliscrete categories were limit.eci t?ﬂ the’
pr;eceding 24 hours, these would indeed correlate with actual frequencies

(Douglas et al., 1968). Using a modified version of this strategy, Peine (1970)

. L.
did, in fact, obtain data yielding high intra-subject reliabilities. Never-

theless, frequency 'data were grossly in error. Noncompliance was under-
estimated by as much as 700%. In -another, aforementioned study (Walter §
Gilmor'e, 1973), attention-placebo control subjects galv‘e global ratinés which -

.
were in glaring contrast to the overail pattern of deviant behavior. Yet,
they were ’able to track on-the-spot speci;{’iﬁget behaviors with accuracy.
It is interesting to note that this practice failed to ‘influe_ncé‘ global assess-
mént.  Hines (1’971&) found that adults combined accurate personal observations
with an experimenter's tiiagnostic label in forming an overall impz;ession of a
child. This label ("deviant" or "normal") carried the heaviest weight in this
combination. When the infqmation from the two sources of data was contra-
dictory, the induced expectancy detem;ined adults' ratings of the child,
Patgerson, Shaw, and Ebner (1969) also assﬁmed thag parents could colslect
accurate data when cétegory definitions were precise. Léter research failed
to support this conclusion as the parents' daily report showed no relationship
whatever to observation data (Patterson, personal communication). On the baéis
of this finding, Patterson and his co.—workers have implemented a daily telephone
interview procedure in which only the occurrence or non-occurrence of selected

behaviors is noted (Jones, 1974). i . , ¢
s . - \ 4 .
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Despite the fact that both participant and non-participant observation
may broduce reactive effects, it again appears that coding as practiced by an
unbiased, independent observer has the advantage of reducing the error variance.

1

Harris (1969) showed that méthers' data were not as reliable as thgse obtained
by non-participant observers, Also, the participant or famiiiar observer has’
the potential for exerting gr;ater control over the events to be recorded than
a less activelorxﬁgmiliqr counterpart (Masﬂ & Hedley, 1974%). Herbert and Baer
(1972) found that the mean percent agreement between mother’ and observer coding
motﬁpr's attention to appropriate behavior was u46%. When two independent -
observers were used, the reliability rose to 90%.

It would appear that teacher or parent ratings are susceptible to more

sources of error than simultaneousurecording and reporting of molecular units

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

representative of the htrue score" as defiﬂéd_earlier; thus it can be said that
ongoing reEording of discrete behavioral units.by an independent observer is
more ocbjective. It would seem, on that basis alone, tﬁétﬁbne could safely
employ them as standards against wﬂich to compare less reliable forms.

In an effort to train individuals to become more accurate cbservers in
their own setting, Wahler and Leske (1973) conducted an experiment in which 40
glementary écgool teachers viewed a series of 15 video tapes depicting six
children engaged in independeny seat work.' The children were_actuall& following
prepared scripts which systematically determined the percentage gf time they
were working appropriately or behaving in a distractible fashion. One of the
children's distractible behaviors was faded- over the 15 ségmenté, such .that she

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

on, with each subsequent tape portraying a decrease irf off-task responses of
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8%. One group of teachers was given instruction in how to sequentially sample
behavioral events and record frequencies of spc;cified responses, while another
group weceived no such input. At the conclusion of each tape;, all teachers
weére required to rate each child on a seven-point "distr_a.ctibility" scale.
Results showed that the untrained teachers were quite’ inaccu‘ra'te in their
ratings of the target child, most failing to rl-eport even slight "improvemeht“
until the 13th tape (when the child was only 25% distractible, or after a 50%
;hiﬁ). The ‘trained teachers were considerably more accurate in their apprai-—l
sals, as ratings of most Were sensitive to a shift of only 15%).

In a sugcessful replication of this study, Leslie (1975) examined the
direction of the behavior change as well as the effects of systematic observa-
tion. Subjects viewed a series of five video tépes in eit’her gradually "im-
proving”" or "deterioratiné" order, Compared to subjects who passively olgserved,
those who applied the prescribed tracking techniqués perceived a greater amount
of ¢hange and{es timated significantly less overall deviant behavior.

Neither of these analogue studies presents protocols in a.sequence which
represents a non-linear pattern of behavior. While improvement may be rela-
tively gradual, it may eventually reach an asymptote and occasionally pevert to- -
ward baseline. Reversion is partiéularly likely when contingencies are with-
drawn abruptly. The extent to which improvement continues. to be reportéd
during a plateau phase and that to which subsequent deterioration goes undetected

4

are/j,inportant criteria in the assessment of observation skills.
. !

“Taken as a whole, these studies offer little comfort to the behavioral

1

clﬁnician or researcher whose assessment data are generated solely “through

means of interview, questionnaire, or psychometric test battery.
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Wahler -and Leske (].’973) state, with ample justification, that parents. and
teachers will continue to provide reports t‘hat summarize a cluster of discrete
responses (e.g., immatur'ity,»aggressiveness). Behaviorally oriented interven-
tions typically include pinpointing and tracking overt tdrget behaviors (e.g.,
noncompliance, out of se;at), but it is not uncommon for both therapist and
observer to alapse into more global descrmiptivé statements even when more spe-
cific data are available. One tactic has been to .discourage the use of con-
structs. However, in a field which clings to relatively global psychiatric
jargon,. it might be more,/ productive to improve the accuracy 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 (1973) and
Leslie (1975), the present study used similar procedures 1:n a modifiéd form.
It v;vaé deemed desiraﬁle to separate the effects of t“heuinitial observation
training itself from those of practicing tl;e skills on a routine basis. Cer-

1

tainly, it is nct uncommon for adults to receive training in tracking folloﬁed
-

only by encouragement for employing the skill. Whether systematic data collec-

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

clients are simply not convinced of the value of complying with the.suggestion,

Consequently, this newly acquired skill may well be lost after a period of in-

;o

activity. . ,/ :

/
One problem which arises when individuals are, in fact, tracking behavior

is a decline in their accuracy qver time. 'In a study by O'Leary and Kent

AN

(1973), fixed groups of trained observers who were restricted to obsérvation
and computation of reliability coefficients within their own membership began
to drift in their appligation of a behavioral code. Although intra-group’

reliability (agreement) remained high, recordings on pre-coded video tapes

)

,wh,v
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gradually showed less relationship to the agtual pattern and to data obtained

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

- ment of idiosyncratic definitions of behaviors to be coded. There seems to be

-

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

v

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

gradually shifting criteria. For instance, in order for "disappraval" to be

coded during the baseline phase, an observer might require that a child display
“ ) .

some form of a subtle tonal quality in addition to a negative verbal statement.

However, a few weeks later, the same statement might be recorded as "disapprovél"
. $

in thedpbsence of this tone. The observer may feel that he is adhering to .

the original definﬁtibn when‘ he is, in Ef.’act, drifting. In order to prevent this

from occurring, researchers have rotated observers such that reliability ‘che‘c.:ks

are made on all passible pairs. In‘add,itio'n, periodic retraining on pre-coded

tapes has been instituted (Johnson & Bolstad; 1973). While thése precautions

-~

are feasible for yse with trained professional observers, they are much less

appropriate for teachers or parents who may be expected to colléct data over

¢ -

an extended period of time. Still, their tendency to drift might well affect
b’oth thei? recording& of specific behaviors and also any ~summaz‘y reports they

might submit. One possible means of removing this artifactual variable is to‘
use a rotating, célibra‘ting observer or .external monitor wt;o‘ would be respon-
sible for recording simultaneously, 6n a time sampling basis, the sgmeﬁ‘behav-

ior's designated for the.parent or teacher. For general clinical use in the

school setting, the dse of parent aides, student teachers, secretaries, or

!
Ay

various administrative personnel could serve this purpose. The teacher would
-
define to each external monitor the' topography of the response required for

inclusion in a particular code cétegory. Following ‘a period in which both

.
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were recording individual behaviors for the same subject(s), a comparison of
results could.-be made. In this manner, a teacher might be prevented from
drifting as she would be calibrating her reliability ‘with a number of suﬁple-
mentary observers. It is hypothesized that such a procedure will improve the

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

mary reports.

LY
Hypothesis: - Experiment I

Teachers' ratings. of child behavior will show greater convergence with in-
‘[ L
dependently observed levels of distractibility as a function of training,

practice, and feedback in systematic obserwvation.

Method: Experiment I

9

Subjects

Ss were 40 elementary school teachers (grades 1-3) énrolled in a continuipg
education course in behavior modification at McGill University. Participants

were matched on certain target child variables (to be described in Experiment

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

(n = 10) as follows:

-

El: Ss received no training in observation skills or data gathering
techniques and were not encouraged to attempt systematic assess-
‘ment of any kind. In order to control for differences in

subject-instructor contact hours, E, received a two-hour

1

placebo input on pharmacological intervention with hyper‘active

»

. ~ children in lieu of the observation training session,
, :

ol R S PP PSP SO e = =Tt Py
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52: This group received one two-hour session of observation
training consisting of instruction and practice in syste-

l

<

o matic viewing of classroom interaction and collecting of
data on spécified behaviopsufe.g., noncompliance, oyt-of-
seat). Using video tapes, téachers learned three common
recording procedures: event récording,uwhich provides
—measures of frequency of oc¢currence of taréet behaviors ;
ﬂduration recording, which provides measureé of the duration :
of occurrence; and occurrence-nonoccurrence (interval)

: recording, which can provide estimates of both the frequency
and rate of the target response. Where appropria;e, the
obtained data were converted into rate per minute, or
proportion of infervals jin which the béhaviov had occurred.

¥ " The session involved practicg in deciding which sampiing
procedure was most efficient yet.would still yield a valid\
representation of the behavioral leve}s in question. This .
was followed by application of the sele?ted strategy: A

N Al
' minimum of six target behaviors and accompanying tapes served

as practice material. Teachers were given encouragement to

use the techniques in their own setting, but were not re-

quired to do so.

i 3: Members of this group received one two-hour session of obser-
vation training identical to that(desdbibed above, plus the

assignment of collectiﬁg data daily (“tracking") -on selected -

behaviors (2-3) emitted by a target child in their own class-

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

"
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written record of the data to the instructor in order to
gain admiss_i‘on to the session, (T‘his group is a‘malogous

to Wahler and Leske's experimental group; the daily data
collection is comparable; to test trials conducted on conse-
cutive days). .

Ss received one session of observation training and were
assigned the task of daily data colléction as described for
group Ea. It was further s}:ipulated that members of El; would
recruit a third party monitor (e.g., student teacher,

*

parent aide, free-flow teacher, assistant principal) from
v;'ithin the school who would obsg;'ve the targét child and
record data along with the teacher. This fc.)rm of. "relia-~
bility" assessment was to be carried out for a minimum of
three 15-minute periods per week. Each teacher was respon-
sible for training her own calibrators using predetermined
definitions and observation stratgéy. The identity ‘of the
external monitor changed per.{odically but no;c systematically,
as a partial control against observer drift in a fixed
teacher-monitor pair. Admittance to the weekly course

meeting was contingent upon the teacher submitting both sets

of data to the :i.nstzﬂ.xctoz’.3

AN

Teachers in all four conditions were accustomed to having aides,
student teachers, etc., on a regular basis, so that E does not differ along

a dimension of adult contact,

I

\
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Procedure

One week f)r'ior' to observation training (or placebo input for El), all _S_s 5
were presented with a strategy for pinpointing and defining target behaviors.
Each teacher had isolated three target behaviors for a preselected child in
her class and had been required to formulate definitions for these. Two weeks
following the observation training (or placebo), teachers viewed the first of.
a series of seven video protocols, each of which dépicted two boys segted at ‘
adjacent desks whose rates of off-task (distractible) béhavior were‘ systemati-
cally manipulated. The behavior of one child was varied such that he e_mitted
distractible behavior during 70% of the first tape, 60% of ti}e second, and so
on until he was of]f~task on only 30% of the- fifth protocol. On the 'basis of
episcdes 1-5, this: child's behavior could be construed as "improving." A
matched set of 30% and 40% off-task tapes was also produced and constituted
trials six and seven r'especti\.rely. The behavior of the other boy was held
relatively constant at a level of 35-45% off-task. Children were assigned Fhe
task of independently solving arithmetic problems presented in workbook.

L
The protocols were produced by directing the children to follow prepared

scripts which prescribed the ‘tépography of the response each would emit. Phe
10-minute segment was divided into 40 1l5-second intervals. At the beginning

of an interval, individual instructions were given to the children by a director

et
[

who wrote them on a blackboard. The boys were asked to produce one or two of
the following responses: out-of-seat, talkihg with peer, manipulate ob];ect,
look around, or work. In cases where a child was told to produce two responses

within an interval, these wgre to occur sequentially, not concurrently, and

always involved shifting from one distractible behavior to another. When a

e




* to students with whom the teachers ordina\bixiy dealt (i.e., peer norms).

task-relevant respon%e was evoked, it was carried om for the entire 15
seconds. The responses were randomly assigned to intervals within ‘che
script, although the ratio of appropriate to inappropr’iqte behavior was pre-
arranged for each child. “

Teachers observed one tape per week for seven we;eks. They were told that
the protocols were to be used for training independent observers on‘a class-
room coding systen;, and that the purpose of screening them was to assess the
complexityu of the tape by determining the level of distractible behavior.
Tapes \;sed for training were to be catalogued in this manner so that the
instructor could better evaluate the performance of th:e independent observers.
Ss wem; not given an instructional set with respect to an expected pattern of -.

hlld behavior, nor were they advised of any diagnostic iabels.

Just before showing each 'tape, the instructor wrote the four dlstractlble\
response categorles on the blackboard and asked the teacheré to refer to this .
lJ:LS't in any way which would help them make’a more accurate overall appraisal.
Members of the three experimental groups were asked to record fziequericies for
eflch. Teachers were instructed to watch each tape carefull&, to remain

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
. ’

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

!
" !
. ot )

§
;
K ‘ '
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+ ) -

Number of different behavior categories required to accurateiy code the
sequerce. ,
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s . Results: Experiment I

Groups and standard deviations for ratings on each prot&col are presented
in Table 1.1. The data were analyzed by assigniﬁg to each of the seven protocols

t
an ideal or standard rating to which obtained scores could be compared. Because

the amount of distractible behavior decreased in a linear fashion (trials 1-5)

*

it was assumed that totally accurate ratings should depict a similar pattern.

Al

&

. b
Ratings on tapes six and seven (30% and 40%. distractible) should coincide

directly with those for preotocols five and four) respectively. °

) ] : . Table 1.1.

Group Means and Standard Deviations for Ratings

»

T

, =) .‘
Prqto?ol . El E2 E, E,
e /‘
1 6.4 6.6 6.3 6.8
2, 6.2 6.4 5.5 6.1 '
3 - 6.4 . 6.5 5.0 5,5 !
y 5.3 - ¢+ @55 b L.5
R 5 3.6 41 3.2 3.5
b 6 4,2 2.7 2.9 3.0
CoY 7, 3.8 5.5 . 3. 3.3
%t,? . .
" &, Standard Deviations o S
1l . 84327 69921 48305 42164
2 y ' .91894" .6992]1 70711 . .73786
3. .69921 <By98Y4 1.24722 > 0 L.70711
y l1.49443 1.26930 .‘66667 . .84984 .
3 ) R , 1.07497 . 1.52388 1.47573 1.08012
6 1.87380 .8ug68 ,.87559  *_ .Qu28l
7 1.31656 1.17851 1.50554 67495
j; \ : -" N ? - v . /
- . 'L‘he ideal rating for the first protocol was identified as "7." Each tape

A ' (thn‘jugh no..5) was assigned a rating one point lower than the previous tape.’.
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8 Virtually any standard could have been used as long as the order and magnitude

of the differences between protocols was preserved. The assignment of number

B "7" to the first tape offered the added advantage of representing the modal ‘

2 L
and median ratings for each of the four ‘groups of subjects. Table 1.2 presents

- el
s
i

" “@”32”’45,

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

o

. ot
-
e

standard deviations for deviation scores.

c
C . Table 1.2

. i ‘ Standard Ratings for Each Protocol

. Protocol number
g 1 2 3 & 5 & 7
Percent of distract- 70 60 50 40 30 - 30 40
- ible behavior . .
///
Standard rating - 7 6 5 .- b "~ 3 3 "

Figure 1.1 shows the mean gtoup ratings for each trial and the correspondi‘ng

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

tion scores ﬁ)r; the four groups. Results are presented~in Table 1.u4. Main

DL

effects for groups (F = 7.014, df = 3, 36; p_ < ,001) a;nd protocols (F = 4.625,

b

gf = 6, 2165 p < .001) were found, as well as a significai interaction between
h the two factoré (E = 1.804, df = 18, 216; p « .03). Orthy;)gonal‘tomparisons
| (Winer-,‘ 1971) between the four group means were performed, revealing\al‘ffﬁye-
rences between the~ two pairs of groups. | ‘El and E2 deviated from s._tan*dard

1

. ' ratings significantly more than did E3 and El&’ the members of which were

«collecting daily data (F = -17.643, df = 1, 180; p < .01). Thus, the null

g; ' hypothesis may be rejected. Group EQ‘, which received one session of observation

I

.
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training, did not differ from controls. However, those groups, conduct{ng
daily data collection demonstrated greater sensitivity to changing proportions
of distractible behavior. The addition of an external monitor was not a '
significant factor in improving the accuracy of E, although its overall mean

- &

-~

deviation score of .586 was lower than that of _.843 for 1-33 (F = 38.773, df =

1, 3?; p < .1).

Table 1.3

Means and Standard Deviations for Deviation Scores

Protocdl El lEI2 E3 ) E'-L
Means
4
1 6 U .7 .2
L2 .8 .6 .7 .5
3 1.4 1.5 . 1.0 .7
4 1.7 ! 1.7 Lol .7
5 .8 T 1.3 p 1.2 7
6 “ 1.6 o7 .7 .6
7 1.0 1.7 1.2 .7

Standard Deviaticﬁ

. 84327 - .69921 - 48305 42164

1l

2 42164 . 51640 _ .148305 .52705
3 .69921 . 84984 .66667 48305
4 .94868 . .94868 . 51640 . .B7495
5 . 91894 1.33749 .78881 .94868
6. 1.50554 ° .67495 . 48305 . «69921
7

.81650 .82327 1.03279 .67485

7

‘It was considered important to determine at which point teachew

group initially perceived "improvement."“ A series of gg;esquifé/ analyses were
. ‘ e
performed to test for independence W the basis of the number of
- / -

subjects whose ratings had dropped by a minimum &f ohe point from the first

i ,.m

~ . - 4
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40% of the time, five of the 20 teachers in E

-
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trial. While ;N of 20 teachers in Ea and Bd detected the 10% change, this
;as true for only five gmmbers of the remaining 20 Ss (see Figure 1.2). Group
differences were found (X2 = 9.123, df = 3;?1 < .05) and an a posteriori test .
of independence showed that E‘3 and Eq vwere superior to El and E2 in perceiving
improvement'(x2 = 8:120, ggxf 3; p < .05). Group differences (X2 = 17.1u43,
af = 3; p < .Ol) and differences between combined groups (X2 = 16.942, df = 3;

P < .01) were still apparent when the criterion for detection of iﬁprovement \\
was a minimum one point drop by the third.(50% distractible) protocol. Seven-

teen of the 20 teachers tr;cking daily lowered their ratings; only four of 20

in 4he other groups did. At the point where the target child was off taék only

and E still had not responded

1 2
to the change, while all members of Esiand Eq had recorded at least a one-
point decrease; this difference was not statistically significﬁnt for groups
(X2 = 6.171, df g 3; n.s.) or combined groups (X2 = 5.714, df = 3; n.s.). It
would appear that observation training combined with daily tracking enabled
the majo}}ty of the teachers to detect a 10% increase in task—qfientéd behav-
ior. Most of those who did not receive both training and practice feqpired
changes of .30% before their suﬁmary reports were altered (see Figure 1.1).

A test of the ability to maintain a constant rating on the secoqd (matched)
30% profocol (trial 6) revealed no differences (X2 = 3.29, df = 3; n.s.).
Aany subjects in each experimental group, and all in E2, demonstratéd a "halo" |
effect (i.e., the& perceived less distractible behayigf). Only the control
group mean was higher on the second 30% trial than the first (Ax = +;6, a
rgther surprising finding, given that én instructional set or expectation for

continued iﬁprovement had allegedly been developed by experimental subjects.

Despite the disparate trend demonstrated by El, the only group difference
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appeared between El

tial "

were -.é and -.5, respectively.

3

'
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and E2 (Newman-Keuls, P < .01), the latter yielding a
mean oga-l.u between -ratings on matched protocols. This indicated a substan-

lo" effect. Difference scores betﬁeen'trials 5 and 6 for 52 and E3

\ ‘ Table 1.4
\ Analysis of Variance 'of Deviation Scores
1\
\ .
Source 8Ss DF MS F
Mean 237.72707 1 237.72707  3u49.11157
A (Group) 14.32831 3 4.77610 7.01390%%%
Error. 24, 51414 36 .68095
B (Protocol) 17.02135 6 _ 2.83689 L4, 62520%s%
A XB 19.92108 18 1.10673 1.80438%*
Error 132.48470Q 216 .61336
*
p < .05
#p o< 01 (
k%% p < ,001

’

»

>4

Somewhat different results emerged between ratings on the sixth and_ seventh.

protocols (i.e., mild détgriération).~ E

b

2’

following a demonstration of the

most extreme "halo" effect observed, differed from all other groups in that

all 10 of its subjects reported heightened distractibility (X2 = 14,164, df =

3; p < .01). Only two _S_s: in group E

1

reported deterioration, while seven Ss

e

in Ea*and five in E, detected a change in the proper direction. An ANOVA

was performed to test for differences in magnitude between a subject'é rating

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

was comménsurate with the degree of actual regression in the target child's’

on-task behavior. A main effect for groups was found (F = 3.045, df = 3, 36;

B € -05). brthog?nal'comparisonq,ﬁhﬂ!ﬁﬁ that E; and E, were, once again, more

[
H
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variable in their ratings', hence, less reliable than observers in E3 and Eu .

* (F = 8.955, df ='1, 36; p < .01). ) ' ]

I .
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Discussion: Experiment I

’

The results of this study strongly support the hypothesis that subjects
who, systematically observed and tracked child behavior on a daily basis "per-

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

- I,

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

x.
e

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

summary reports. A weekly restatement of behavioral definitions and encourage-

ment for collecting frequency data during test trials was not sufficient to
. \ .

i L O

sy

raise the performance of group E2 over that of untrained control subjects.
° '

It may be that a logical rationale and periodic encouragement are simply

n

not powerful enough to raise motivational levels so that observers will con-
‘ v TS
scientiously apply relevant techniques. This suggests that the impetus for

accurate tracking is generated by the tracking itself. In other words, the

systematic observation is perceived as useful only after it has been employed.
*Such an interpretation coincides with the cognitive dissonance model (Fes-

3

tlngfr, 1957), whereby effort may be percelved as warranted simply because

it has been exerted. Another poss1b111ty is that the daily data provide a
- ( .
form of feedback to the observer which is viewed as both interesting and poten-

»

tially useful. Such a ﬁhenomenon is often reported by newly trained observers
and this could serve to heighten motivation for subsequent tracking.

The effects of the training itself cannot be isolated from motivational

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
conjecture. Members of this group did,-indeed, record frequencies which were

characterized by moderately higher variability than those obtained by E. or

3

Eu. This suggests greater individual differences in definitions, attending,
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or recording for E2. Since all members of this group detected an increase in
disfractibie behavior on tﬁe final trial, it is unlikely that a failure to
attend to the stimulus accounted for a major portion of tﬁe variance in fre-
quency data. The fact that rating? for'22 did not show a great deal more
variability in early trials than those ostained for Esvand Bu:suggests that
summary reports were filed without consideration of recorded frequencies.
Such a tendency has been noted by a number of investigators (Johnson & Bél—
stad, 1973; O'Leary & Kent, 1973; Scott, Burton, & Yarrow, 1967; Walter €
Gilmore, 1973). It may be that the subjects who were collecting daily data
in their own classrooms had come to rely on these as a bgsis upon which to
file global reporté.

The present study was a successful replication of experiﬁental effects
demonstrated by Wahler and Legke (1973). Despite differences in design and
procedures thét would mitigate against obtaining similar resylt in the pre-
sent study, the fiqdings were virtually identical. These facto::NI;;}uded )

\\' fewer stimulus children to be observed (2 vs. 6), the,ratiné of only ;ne child
(vs. 6), and largep decreménts in distra?tible behawior (10% vs.'5%). Each
of thnae should have contributed to a more easily detected change; on this,

«point, it is worth nothlng that nearl& all subjects reported improvement at
| the point where distractible behavior occurred 40% of the time compared to

25% of‘the 1nterz?i;‘:;72;:‘;§hi§r and Leske experlment.5

- Also corroborated were several findings reported by Leslie (19753, who

‘found that systematic observation functioned to improve the accuracy of

a

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

e
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. per‘cepti'on regardless of whether child behavior was jlmproving or deteriorating.
Results of the present inve;tigation confirmed that both the proportioﬂ of

. -

individuals detecting early improvement and the overall deviation of ratings
from standard criterion levels were sehsitive to observation training and
practgce. When the stimulus conditions changed such that the taﬁget chiid
disﬁlayed a higher deé;ee of distractibility, there ﬁas considerably less
-divergence from the expected ratings for groups E3 and Eﬁ' The fact that all:

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

2
the abnormally large "halo" effect observed on the previous trial. While all
three ekperimental groups perceiyed some improvement from one 30% distractible
protocol to a matched tape, the magnitude of the mean difference was approxi-
mately three times greater for E2. Having lpwéred their ratings substan-

*=  tially when behavior levels remained stabli may have enabled a contrast or .
compeﬂsatory effect to occur when the deterioration was detected. Iﬁ other

*  words, the final two ratings may not have been independent of each éther. A

b )
parsimonious interpretation would be that there existed no obvious differences

"

between the number of individuals in each of the three experimental groups who
, - detected deterioration. However, the proportion ;f Eontrol subjects (El) '
reporting a shift }n.the expected direction was considef;bly lower than that
of their experimental cd%nterparts. In faet, the mean ratings for the con-
trol group on the final trial were actually below that for'the previous oné
despite the increase iﬁ distractibility. It is also surprising that this

group demonstrated no discernable "halo" effect; distractibility was actually

rated higher in the second 30% trial than the firgst.

’ </As the overall vasyability for El and E2 was hiéher-than that for the

/

daily tracking groups, the members of the tracking groups were more reliable,
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or objectivé, in the sense that observer agreement with a standard criterion
' ¢

constitutes a measure of reliability as wel¥ as accuracy.

Superiority of the two tracking groups is probably accounted for in

6
i
:
)
¥
E
#

3

. three ways. (1) The process of systematic observation requires continuous .
activity in identifying behavior, and making rapid, subtle discriminations on \\
the basis of wéll~formulated{definitions. (2) A product of this process is a
’ personal record of observed frequencies or durations. (3) The process re-
quires the careful distribution of attention to the target child in the
teacher's own class.
The discovery that oné session of observation training was insufficient

to raise observational skills above the level obtained by naive observers was

not predicted. It wquld appear that following this instruction with tracking

) ?

assignments is a necessary condition for increasing the accuracy of summary
reports. The a@dition of an external monitor did .not apprbciabl& enhance the
quality of reporté submifted, although the overall deviétion from criterion
standards was lowest under this condition. Perhaps the reason the monitor.
contributed relatively little to daily tracking could be attributed to the

brief duration of the study (seven weeks of test trials) during which observers
) *

)

may have remained well anchored to their definitions of behavior categories.
" Another possibility is that daily data collection did not always focus on the
same behaviors targeted in the test. protocols. Consequently, external monitors

would have served little purpose other than to.insure that tracking was

4 v

R 4

. indeed occurring. Regular use of systematic observation techniques has
(potentially) important implications for (a) clinical treatment, (b) the
quality of interaction between adult and thild, and (c¢) fdr field research

’
v

in program evaluation. 7

-
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It is a well-known fact that children experiencing academic and behav-
ioral PgObliﬁB can be identified early in théir school careers (Cobb, 1970;
Robbins, 1966; Walker, 1971). Failuré)to do 80 is likKely to have far—geaching
consequences for a child. It has been‘shown that nearly 'half of the high
school students who are academically deficient display.a "spread pattern"
from elementary through sécondary schoal. That is, they were initially
failing in only one or two subject areas-but gradually deteriorated in an

£

increasing number of 6thers (Fitzsimmons, Cheever, Leonard, § Macunovich,
1969). A parallel can be drawn to.children experiencing behavioradrzifﬁi—
culties where stability of disturbance ;ppears very strong (Walker, 1971;
Zax, Cowan, Rappaport, Beach, & Laird,\1968). Many educators recomﬁené
remedial programs during the early eleantary grades with particular eﬁphésis

i 'Y

placed on basic academic skills and those facilitating behaviors requisite for
learning. Such programs are often expensive, ove?ﬁnsended andrfre of ‘
evélugtion . Gliven that benefits do accrue, it is important to reQignize
thesé . so 4[at remedial york can procede efficiently or be eliminated\a;togetﬁer.
Simil;rly, the benefits of'identifyin%eu)ineffective intervention for a par-

ticular child are considerable. Systematic observation and routine tracking

could serve to enhance the identification and period#e assessment procedures

already employed.

On the basis of the present experiment, one could argue that selective
and, perhaps, exclusive, attention to negative behaviors could acc;unt for
a failure to report improvement. However, this is not likely. Leslie (1975)
fourid no difference; between summary reports ofjobsrvers who recorded posi-
,tive behavior and Ehose who focused on deviant responses. Similarly, it

was noted that trained observers expressed greater "1ikability“ for the §

v

ks
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stimulus ehild than did naive observers, regardless of the valence or direc~
tionality of behavior recorded. It would appear that the use of observation

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

* his attitude toward the child increasingly positive. Modification of adulf

/

4

attitude toward a deviant child is considered by some to be the most important

“effect of any treatment program and the most reliable predictor of outcome

4

(Eyberg & Johnson, 1974).

’With the current emphasis‘on program evaluétion and accountability, the
‘importance of scientific precision is increasing. That results have often
“been ﬁisinterpreted or ignored Ey consumers and pqlicy makers is both an
invitation to and reflectiop of coﬁpr&mgg?s in the processes of subject
selection, instrumentation, data %Ellection, analysis, interpretation; and .
digsemination. Such compromises ﬁeﬁder any' scigntific demonstration an i
approximation of the facts. ,It‘éﬁ‘becoming obvious that on% cannot afford
the price of apgroximatiop in datz,collection“when reallocation of resources
necessitates reductgons in other areas. To the extent that low-éost syste-
matic tracking produces more rgliable data in field settings, it should be
utilized, irrespective of other abuses in the evaluation process.

It must he re-emphasized that the evidence of a "tracking effect" has
been derived largely‘from"anaiogue studies which may not fe representative
of naturally occurring'phenomena. The relationship between a teacher.or

‘parent‘and a problem child carries with it a number of affective o; mot;va—
tional properties which may differentially influence the quality of, and
reliance upon, behavioral data. Observer Qias; demand character&étics,

evaluation anticipation, and various setting variables are sure to differ

from laboratory to 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

* whether the degree of dif‘”fg'r-ence is sufficient to produce discrepant results
* ' Q . ,
between settings. The generalizability of the "tracking effect" is an

émpirical question to be addrgsed. in Experiment II.

-
‘ -
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Introduction: Experiment II

» \
Repeated attempts to relate. perception and behavioral change have.re-

sulted in two-'sets of results deriving from an equal numb.er of methodological
~approaches. The clinical literature is Drelativély cor{sistent in showing that
adults who are untrained in observation skills tend to over-estimate the
effectiveness of counseling (Teuber § Powers, 1953), psychotherapy'(Paul, 1966),
psychoanalysis (Lazarus & Davison, 19714 Redl &.Wineman, 1952), behavior
therapy (Eyberg & Johnson, 1974; Wright, 1972), and pseudother'ap,;f' (Walter E.‘
Gilmore, 1973) when behavioral indices ére used as criterion variables. Yet,
naive observers in the andlogue studies cited i)t'eviously (Leslie, 1975;

w-ahler- & Leske, 1973) displayed the opposite effect. That is, improvement

. . .
had to be very substantial before it was perceived by untrained cbservers.

The crucial element lacking in the analogue studies may well be an in-
structional-set or expectancy for an emerging pattern of child behavior.
Viewing a sequente of video vignettes in a laboratory setting (these tapes

depicting children with whom the observer shares no experience or mutual

-

affective involvement) is clearly different from the t}‘tpical)mode of obser-

<

vation and evalpation. A teacher who initiates a referral, seeks training, "
‘ —— ' .

and carries out a treatment program with her own student is subject to environ- ’.
mental influences which may bias her impression of the child. Theseceffects~._ - [

may have little relation to variables that tend to influence her evaluation .

-
s

%in a contrived situation. . o : ‘

A second difference between the two types of studies concerns the com- :

plexity of the behavior f)atterns observed. Despite the inclusion of three

Conditions it Experiment I (gradual improvement, stability, and mild

, ‘ !
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deterioration), behavioral data typically show high variability frow hour to
hour (Johnson, Christianson, & Bellamy, 1974), day to day (&ones, l§72),

and activity to activity (Walker, Hops, Greenwood: & Todd, 1975), a charac-
teristic not reéresented in the vid%s procedure. Conversion of accurate déég
on -discrete responses to a summary report covering a number of observations iﬁ
a more arbitrary and difficult task than that required in Experiment I.” In’

the naturalistic case, one is expeéted to 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 subjegtive considerations of, or
allowances for, extraordinary circumstances, including variation in chedules, '
seating arrangements, materials, changes in behavior of adjacent peers,
weather, or an anticipatéd activity. Each adds an element of variability or
"noiée" into the classroom which an observer need not contend with in rating
a film-mediated stimulu§ child. It may be that the vast quantity of "noise"
causes an o@erload on a teacher's perceptual system to the extent that it is
simbly not‘capable of processing the input. Rather than disregard extraneoug
variables, they are considered supplementary tS frequgncies,hdurations, or
proportions that have been obtained and become incorporated into a summary
repo?t whigh may bear little relationship to the respon;e leyel!'themselves.
To an extent,'this ha? Leeﬁ noted for groué E2 in Experiment I; The‘tendency -
to disregard "hard" data if it failé to corroborate a globai evaluation or
Gestalt may be even greater in the natural setting. N e 7

a , ‘
"A third factor which-could interfere with accurate global appraisal in

%
the classroom setting concerns a possible dependency between behavioral
] .

evaluation and academic achievement. Though not yet subjected to empirical

insegtigation, it seems reasonable to hypothesize that children of hlgh

N

] . . B

DI rere s
RSt Bag.




o LT e L

E

ST R WORE RO TR S e

oo T TR TR T

43

academic standards, showiné equivalent rgt-es of noxjous behavior as academi-
;::ally deficient children, may be rated as less deviant (behaviorally). Since
no alﬁademié information was provided about stimulus chilcnlren in analogue
studies, this dependency would be operative only in the actual classroom.
Finally, in assessing the per'formance or behavioral level of a éhiljd in
one's o-wn class: a teacher is aware of both the purpose of the evaluatiop and

the implications of scores for subsequent academic or behavioral programming.

To 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 experimenQr bias (Rosenthal, 1969) and 'reliability of thera-

pist inferences (Scott, Burton, & Yarrow, 1967) lends support to this notion.

.

The analogue studies contain no such element of future consequences and, as
such, may be construed as removing artifact which operates in the real situa-

tion.

There are numerous reasons why one would not expect the demonstration of

‘a "tracking effect" in the natural enviromment. Yet, on the basis of unequi-

»

vocal \_J.aboratory results, it is hypothesized that training and practice in

observation techniques tends to make an individual's summary reports converge
.o

with observed behavior levels in both the laboratory and the natural environ- .

ment, regardless of the directionality of the error (i.e., the tendency to

eﬂither gnderestimate or overestimate response levels). _The present experi-

% . o
ment attempted to replicate Experiment I, but in a number of actual class-

TOOMmS . . .

A secondary objective of the present experiment was to test the effigctive-.

ness of an in-service teacher training program in behavior modification.

Curricula have been developed by Andrews (1970), Becker, Engeiman, 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 have not

been carefully documented. There appears to have been little attempt to
evaluate such programs using multiple measures which inclu&e a sufficieng
number of naturalistic observations. Seldom have matched control groups been
émployed and long-term follow-up is more the exception than the rule. One
chéracterisfic of most pnogréms is a preoccupation with management of noxious
- d
responses. Techniques for the modification of behaviors such as fighting,
arguing, out-of-seat, and non-compliance are widely‘espoused, altmost to the
exclusion of intervention strategies fo? behaviors displayed by phobic,

immature, anxious, or socially withdrawn children (0'Leary & 0'Leary, 1972;

Patterson, Cobb, & Ray, 1972).

3

g

The present stﬁdy followed what could be described as a4 standard sequence
of behavioral inputs but placed added emphasis on the treatment of social
withdrawal. The fatiqpale for including this population was twofold. First,
accuracy of teacher peyceptiong may vary as & function of pfesenting problem,
Children described as "socially withdrawn" are characterized by lower than
normal rates of beﬁavior in areas of interaction and assertiveness, whilé
tﬁe gafden variety acting-out child can be thought of 'as displaying behav-
joral excess in these areas. Observing éhe acquisition éf skil}s requiring
new topographies may be much different from tracking chanées in rates of
beha@ior which already exist to a moderate deéree (e.g., attending).

Further justigication for developing and evaluating treatment procedures
for social withdrawal lies in the historiﬁally sparse.consideration afforded

this problem. These children are seldom, if ever, disruptive, and are not

characterized by serious academic deficits. Consequently, their condition is

. . -
NEIE L T "
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not normally treated with urgency by either clinicians or scientific investi-

gators, it is, in fact, characterized by a repertoire of beliaviors which
divert attention rather than attract it. Socially withdrawn children appear

4

to follow four rules for purposes of preserving their anonymity in school:
(1) never to be caﬁght out in the open; if poséible, don't be seen at all;
(2) always keep a line of students between you and the teacher's eye; (3) use
the vacant eyeball ploy when cover is thin or unavailable; (u4) stay away
from all peers who are big, loud, pﬁpular, verbal, cute, or otherwise con-
spicuous. ) « » ) .

To combgt the frequent, use of these strategies, several behavioral tech-

niques have been adopted. An exhaustive list_ includes adult social reinforce-

,ment (Allen et al., 19645 Milby, 1970), adult social reinforcement plus

’

priming (Baer & Wolf, 197q; Buell, Stoddard, Harris, & Baer, 1968; Hart et al.,
1968), modeling with guided participation (Ross, Ross, & Evans, 1971), sym-
bolic modeling (O'Connor, 1969) symbolic modeling plus shaping(O'Connor,
1972), stimulug fading (Conrad, Deck, & Williams, 1974), desensitization plus

»

shaping (Reid et al., 1967), social reinforcement plus tangible rewards

i
d

(Calhoun & Koenig, 1973; Kale & Toler, i970; 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 absgnce of matched /

documentation, that socially withdrawn children will "grow out of it" if just

n

control groéups is rather surprising since it is often stated,/ with little

given time.

The present intervention e;amined the degnfe to which a prepared sequence N

B —
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levels of peer interaction, volunteering and initiating to'teacher, and in.
reddcing the fr@uency'of diydreamin‘g (lookiné around) and self—stimglation.
'I:his treatment ';package," along with one appropriate for use with disruptive- |
distractible pupils, was evaluated. Both were implemented as part of an in-
service teacher tra;ining program which precluded direct professior‘ual contact
with identified problem children.® C

Evaluation was undertaken using somewhat different standards than ordi-

narily employed in operant research. It is customary to compare behavior

levels in interventlion, termination, and followup to those observed in base-
line. Such baseline o?servatic‘ms are conducted in as unobtrusive a manner as
possible, generally without the imposition of an instructional set on the
subjects. Th;; does not, howéver, guarantee that subjects are behaving
naturally. Baseline méasur’es do not necessarily depict adult or child perfor-
mance under conditions of high motivatio;x. It may well b’e that given an in-
structiomal set, adults may prove to be effeétive in maintainin“& more desirable
behavior over the course of an ¢bservation than would be represented in a
"natural™ baseline. Perhaps they have at hand some of the resources which c:am
modify behavior, but do not normally utilize them.

The present study introduced a "demand baseline" procedure in which

teachers were asked to try to increase the social and*‘assertlve behavior of !

socially w:.thdrawn children or to decrease the nox1ous responses of acting-out
children. Whatever means were employed for this purppse were left to the

/ ) - ’ ‘
imagination of the individual teacher. The.decision to introduce a demand *

R4

< - )

‘ ‘ .*t
. It is important to note that the single session of observation training
described in Experiment I was only a small part of the behavxor' modification

pmgram' _’\

y
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.

baéqline was based on recent evidence pertaining to the operation of demand
characteristics and observer presence effects.

. It has'been suggested that demand g:haracteristics operate most potently
during intervention and follow-up probes when clients feel they are expected
to 'pet‘foz"m certain operations which were mot part of their repertoire during
baseline.” Rosenthal (1969) offers a ,rnfmber of possible explanations for
this phenomenon, including desire to please the experimenter (therapist),

’ anticipation of e'valuationl, and the possibility that the observer may becéme‘
a discriminative stimulus for certain kinds of interaction patterns.

The extent to which demand characteristics.operate differentially in
baseline gnd intervention: both in magnitude and direction, may accou;xt for a,
sizable portion of variance normally attributed to innovative treatment tech-
niques. It may be that individuals being considered for treatment have an
interest in "making" their children "loock bad" in order to justify their -
request for as_si,stance. Johnsonr and Lobitz (1974‘) and Lobitz and Johnsgn
(1974) found that pa;rents had the abilit)} to manipulate their children's be-
havior on request. This holds true for both normal .and deviant families,
although the latter groyp is less maleable toward the positive. There is
every reason to expect that teachers have the same capacity, particularly
since they more close‘l’y represent "normal' pa;rents than their deviaﬁt counter-

&
parts.

.

Baseline data are vulnerable to .‘i.nstructional set or expectations, and
tﬁey .may'also be éensitive to observer presence'. In a v're‘ll designed study,
Kent, Fisher, and O'Leary‘(1974) discovered an interaction between observer
presen;e and phase of treatment {baseline \‘ls. intervention) using child

-

\
deviant behavior as the dependent variable. School children displayed higher

b
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( rates of noxious responses in baseline when observed overtly, but lower rates

: ciur*ing i,ntervention. Rates of deviant behavior du;'ing treatment under a
§ covert (via One;way glass) observation clmdition were ’actually higher (22%)
than 'in baseline. The "improvement" observed using overt monitoring would
.ordinarily be attributed to a main treatment effect instead of to reactivity.
~ Unfortunately, Kent did not gather data on teacher behavior ~dur’ing baseline
so it is perhaps premature to attribute any shift in child behavior to fluc-

, ~ tuations in the teacher's own response pattern. Nevertheless, it seems clear

that demand characteristics operate differentially in conditions of covert and

g v Lw

overt monitoring. Taken together, the three studies cited suggest that base-
line may be ar‘tificiallyd inflated or depressed due to a number of variables
generally considered as artifact.
Johnson and Lobitz (1974) -offer two recommendations for allaying the impact

of demand characteristics: first, to make qbsewations less intrusive, ‘and

— second, to rely on multiple measures in testing hypothes;as pertaining to
treatment effects. Ef-fbrts have been made‘to reduce the conspicuousness of’
observers (e.g., prebaseline observations, restr%cted interaction between
cbserver and students). Yet, there are serious logistical and ethical limita-

a

tions to the widespread use of covert observation. The value of employing

multiple deperident measures cannot be over-emphasized, particularly since.

adult attitude may, ‘in some cases, be an accurate predictor of treatment out-*
come (Eyberg and Johnson, 1974). Howe.ver, this mereiy circurpvents the~issue
of obtaining obsewationa; data of greater convergent validity. Both of the
aforementioned suggestions were taken into account 'in the‘ present study. In

‘ dddition, the demand baseline was introduced. It is assumed that performance

levels observed during intervention which vary from those derived during a high—

-
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. ‘ demand baseline can be attributed more to treatment procedures themselves

than to' motivational variables.

The following hypotheses were tested in Experiment II,

Hypothesis I . -

The accuracy of teacher perceptions of behavior changé in children‘ (as

defined by convergence with observational data obtained by independent agents)

:?;
¥
%
£

¢

N -
will bear a direct relationship to the amount of obstrvation training, prac-

tice, and monitoring which teachers receive.

Hypothesis II T )

Given only an instructional set, teachers will.be capable of manipulating
W

the behavior of selected problem children in a socially desirable direction.

. Hypothesis III ) . ®

) :
Acting-out children whose teachers receive behavior modification training

f

disruptive, and distractible behaviors
) o

will emit lower levels of total &iant,

ayo

following intervention than were displayed in either the natural or demand’

baseline conditions.

Hypothesis IV - o o,

. -

Acting-out children whose teachers receive behavior modification training .

will emit lower levels bof total deviant, disruptive, and distractible
Ve .

[l / e
than matched control children whose teacher/s‘réceived no such training.

| ~




PR TEONILE, 0 R ER ari et X NN e ¢ e b v . ez o T KA e R it £ i T Ty
T -

- * o
’

.
i
.
~
wddinad, e o oww

Hypothesis vV . _ -, .

The behavior of acting-out children whose teachers have completed behav-

ior modification training will hot differ from same-sex c.lassroom norms for

- tagal devi'ance, disruption, and distractibility. ‘

b

Hypothesis VI ‘ ¢

-
Socially withdrawn children whose teachers.receive training will show a
- lower level of withdrawn behavior f‘éllowing intervention than was displayed
. . -

in either the natural or demand baseline conditions.

Hypothesis VII

) t - .
¥

Socially withdrawn children whose teachers receive training will show a

#wev'p'ropoi'tion of withdrawn behavior following intervention than will un-°

£

tr:eqted control children. . - T

Hypothesis VIII C o '

\

*

Socially withdrawn childrén whose teachers receive behavior modification

training will not differ from same-sex classroom nqz;ms for withdrawal. Lo

. LT \ |
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Naturalistic Observations '

.
e

. Observers and Recruiting Procedures

The following advertisement was placed in the "Woman Help Wanted" classi-

fied section of The Montreal Star on two consecutive Saturdays:

Observers for interesting research project in child psycholegy.
Will train, approx. 20 hrs. week, begin mid-December, B.A.,

’marrled car absolutely necessary. B42-1241 ext. 1627 Monday
to Friday. - .

One hundrgd fifty-five inquiries were received by a secrétary, who performed
an initial screeni;'lg to insure that all conditions stated in the ad were ful-
‘filled. She <.)ffered no further information, and merely recorded the appli-
cant's name, address, .and telephone number. A research assistant telephoned
each for details of salary, duration, and nature 3f the position. An attempt
was made to emphasize the negative aspects of the job (low wages, irregular

- schedule, variable h‘ours,*q;ctensive travelifxg, and a five-month commitment to
the project). This was done to discourage less motivated candidates. If the
candidate was still interested, an appointment for an interview was arrangea.
Fifty-one individual interviews were conducted by E in order to describe the

. - -3
observation coding system and to ascertain whether the applicant appeared
sufficiently intelligent, ofganized, and personable, The interview was inten-
tionally held in a relatively obscure room in a building which was difficult
to locate, thus simulating one component of school observation. All appli-
cants who arrived late for their appointment were reject;zd, regardless o} their
performance in the interview (which was merely a formality at that iaoint).
While several investigatoré have administered a battery of aptitudg tests

in order to select those easiest to train and potentlally most accurate (Kent,

personal communication; Sklndrud 1972b), there is no substantlve evidence



- T

o 52

-

cgnfiﬁning the predictive validity of the instruments employed. In fact,

anecdotal reports indicate that there is no obvious relationship between

observer reliability and test scores (Kent, personal cbnmuni::ation:‘\Pattersop,
- *

- ¢
personal communication).. Consequently, no such measures ‘were administered,

-

there&( reducing selection criteria to subjective impressions of the inter-

v

viewer. In deference to the likelihood of several pbor choices, 10 candidates

. " were hired with the understanding that the two with the lowest reliabilities

bl -

S during training would be terminated prior to baseline.

D

All cdndidates agreed verbally to a commitment of five and one-half

months, with hourly wages of $2.00 during training and $2.75 thereafter, reim- -

\

bursement of travel expenses, a maximum of 15 one-hour observations per week,
and a weekly retraining session to be held on each Friday afternoon. Every
effort was made to limit travel and cdhform to observers' personal schedules.

* 5
However, it was made clear that eachiwould be required to visit every class-

3

room a minimum of two times.
. . . : /
Training

’ -

A “

POne week prioi' to the initial training session, each observer was mailed
¥

a copy of a coding manual based on a system developed by Patterson, Cobb, and

Ray (1972). The manua‘l is shown in Appendix A. Observers were instructed to
read th; manual and memori_zé the codes and defi“nition‘s as they wo'ulc} be tested
on these upon arr@val at the first meeting.

. The 10 trainees were divided into two groups. Ninty-minute sessions were
s;:heduled five days per week for three weeks. These were held‘in a large,

‘ quiet room equippéd with a Sony 3650 video tape deck, an Electrohome 23" moni-

tor, and an inexpensive cassette tape recorder used for signalling intervals. .
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The‘first, third, sixth, eleventh, and seventeenth sessions\began with¥a
written test of the codes and category definitions. These were graded by the
observer trainer (E or a research assistant) who returned them the following
day for review. Trainees spent the remainder of the firs:t session viewing a
low complexity video tape of classroom interact@'ﬁhile the - trainer modeled
the cofrect coding of the behavior of one student. In the next session,’
this procedure was expanded to include responses by the environment (.i.e-. R

teacher and peers) to the "target child."

N

. .
The following 14 sessions (through the end of week three) consisted of

I

' practice coding of video taped protocols of iacreasing complexityf' The

trainer ordinarily coded along with the observers for periods of 2-10 minutes,
after which the sequence was replayed for purposes of feedback. During

meetings 12 to 15, reliability checks between all possible pairs of observers

. within a group were conducted on two 10-minute protocols. .

»
In an effort to ease cbservers into actual clasgrooms, sessions %6 and 17

were conducted in a "mock" classroom using 5-7 children and a teacher, all of
whom were instructed as to which behaviors to emit during each five-minute
vignette. All .10 observers ;:ere preséent and seated at the front of the room.
A tape recorder signalled each s:ix-secona interval. Following each vignette,
observers compared their recovdingk with one other observer. Observers ro- |
tated with eé;ch trial so that all possible pairsiof obserﬁi‘-s were.tested for
relidbility. Inter-observer agreement was computed and controversial events
were discussed pﬁ&icl;\‘until an appropriate policy decision was made. w
Following ;this m&ine, @bser'vers were scheduled to practice individually
a : ’ i

(2-3 hours) and in pairs (1-2 hpurs) in actual classrooms prior to the start

'

of the project. Classes which had been observed only once during the search

R e P a5
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7 ( «l for subjects ye;-e selected as practice sites so:‘}:xt all subjects were exposed
to observers twice in advance of baseline.
hLin‘ally, (ifour additiqnal reliability ‘checks were made on pre-coded 10-

» miﬂnute protocols as part of a reseafch project on th'e;' effects of over-
tréininglon observer reliability (Wilchesky, 1974). Two test trials were run
on each of two consecutive days (sessions 18-19), the remainder of the
sessions being devoted to administrative details and distribution of materials.

.The total number of hour; devoted to observer training and related activities
; was approximately 30. ) 1 ' R
Observers were equipped with a clipboard, audio pacer, optical sca-m‘)\er
coding forms, a package of travel directions to each of the school;, a map of
) the Montreal urban community, forms for obtaining classroom rules from teache~rs,
a dirjector-y of all teachers and target children, includipg.addresse(s and phone
numbers, a checklist to fill out each day before leaving home, a set of in-

structigns about how the ﬁbservation should be conducted, and their first

weekly schedule. These materials are shown in Appendix A.

Preparation of Video Tapes .

~4
During the first two weeks of training, most of the protocols used were

topies of tapes ©riginally produced at the Point of Woods School, State Uni-

Al

L. N
versity of New York at Stony Brook. These were taken from a fixed camera ,
position, through one-way glass, and depicted tWo boys seated at adjacent
. X desks. The «tapéé were rated in temms of their difficulty to code and had been

used for purposes of training observers'in a mumber of studies (0'Leary &
—

/

»

. Kent, 1973). The teacher appeared infrequently if these protocols which

T
created problems in learning envirohmenta*#esponse categories. To mitigate
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this defiqiency, additional tapes with high rates of teacher-student inter<

action were produced by E; these new tapes were recorded with interval] ig-
nals on the original sound-track. A total of 20 hours of observer #raining

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 all categories using interval-by-interval computation. That is;

Number of agreements
Number of agreements plus disagreements

Thrée 15-minute protocols of equa% complexity7 were used for test purposes
during the third week of training. These protocols were more difficult to

A

codg than actual classroom interactions for a number of reasoms. First, the
mean complexity of the protocols was highef than that of most liv: situations
(.49 vs. .41). Second, the percentage éf environmental résponses to thé‘éub-

- A
ject's behavior was much higher on the protocols (36% vs. '19%). Third, the

audio quality of the tapes was not as high as that of direct sound. And

_ fourth, the restricted vantage point of the camera is responsible for some

confusion about the locatlon of materials, the blackboard, teacher, and peers.

-+
Therefore, it was anticipated that observer agreement would be substantially'h%
<

~

higher ander natural conditions,

Mean observer agreement on the three test trials was 72% over all
. {
s .

Complexity is defined as the number of unrepeated behaviors (i.e.,
code categories) required to describe an observation segment divided by the
total number of possible categories. Taplin and Reid (1973) found that the
correlation between percent observer agreement and compléxity of criterion
protocols was ~.52 (p < .001). This indicatsi a tendency for reliability

c

to drop when observed interaction hgcomes increasingly complex. ' Reid (1873)
replicated this analysis and found a correlation of -.7SJ(E_< .01).

3
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categories, This is approximately the same overall level of agreement attaineél

by O'Leary and Kent (personal cémrhuni;:ation), 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 cl;‘issroom trials and
“Ppractice sessions in actual classrooms, the mean ‘r'eliabil';ty coefficient was

85% (range 92% for "physical aggression" to 77% for "look around").

Retraining

| Weekly "booster shots" as suggested by TaPlin and Reid (1973) and Johnson
ar;d Bolstad (1973) were conducted on Friday afternoons following the .star't: of
data collection. During the first tw%months o:;.: observations these sessions
began with a test on the codes and category definitions. Following the second
month these tests were limited to every o gr/week. Observers were not al-
together pleased about repeated administratio;’l of the test, particularly since
scores for each were often p;x’fect. " Rather than elir;lj,nate the testing proce-
dure, it was decided to introduce a random monetary eo;ltingency whereby a

'\\Eerfect score on selected weeks earned the observer five dollars. "Booster

shots" consisted of the tr;ain;er; giving observers feeciback on specific cate-
gories for which relia.biliti:,s were; lower than desired, or on the lowest cate-
gory if all reliabilites were acceptable. Difficult situations were role-

. played and discussed until a policy nas; agreed upon. The remainder of the

. N . . . . .
session was devowgd to viewing video protocols and to distribution of the

fqlMg week's schedule.
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Experimental .Phases

Twenty one-hour observations were conducted for each of the 50 subjects
in Experiment j3I. Observation times were random, but resiricted to available

one-hour blocks during which -the target child was in the referring teacher's

§
classroom. ; w

Baseline I. Three and one-half observatio“ns were conducted under baseline
conditions typical of most operant restarch. Teachers were instructed to
cafry out their normal program without alteration of any kind.
* Demand baﬁline. " At the midway point of observation four and at the be- |
ginning of the following two obsewatiqﬁs, the observer handled the teacher a
sealed envelope, the contents of which stated:

If your target child is so.ially withdrawn, please try to make
him appear as outgoing as possible during (chis observation with-

out deviating from your normal routine.

N
o

=

. ' —
If your target child is disruptive ,/ﬁﬂaase try to make him appear
as quiet and coopgrative as possible during this observation with-
out deviating froh your normal routine.

The observer is not aware of the content of this instruction.
Observers were given a specified number of sealed envelopes and their

'weekiy schedule dictated when and to whom these should be distributed. Obser-

-

vers had no knowledge of which number observation thdy were assigned to or the

identity of control subjects, who did not participate in the demand baseline,

but received an equivalent number of additional observations under an extended

 npatural baseline condition. Teachers in the four experimental groups had

&

advance knowledge that the instruction was forthcoming and were told by E

o that he wanted to see just how effective they could be under optimum conditions

/r

of motivation. He conveyed an expectation of improved child behavior but was
9

»
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also careful to acknowledge that one's ability to manipulate’ the behavio;\of a
: X :

child for a short time interval ﬁight require measures which would be diffi-

cult to impose on a regular basis.
"Baseline II. Three observations under normal baseline conditions were

conducted in order to examine residual ‘effects of the previous manipulation

and to allow such effects to dissipate prior to intervention. The nine pre-
treatment observations described thus far were conducted in a six-week period.

Intervention. Eight observations were held at a rate of one per week,

beginning the second week of treatment.
)

-Follow-up. Three we?kly observations were scheduled, beginning twe weeks

® o

following the completiod‘%f treatment.

N

’ I
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( ' / _ Considerations in Naturalistic Observation

Observer Reliability

The assessment of observer accuracy/is of paramount importance in research
involving field observation. This is generally conducted by calculating the
» .

agreement between two or more observers) but has'also beeﬁ'determined by com-

‘ paring their coding with precoded or cryiterion video tapes. The first pro-

cedure yields a measure of observer agreement or reliability, while the second

represents accuracy. The relationship/ between the two is more complex than '

v

¥ one might expect.
O'Leary and Kent (1973) demonstrated that when observers were divided into
separate groups and restricted to computation of reliability within their own

" "membership, they soon began to "drift" in their'application of a behavioral
code. Observer agreement remained consistently high within the group; how-
. N , . "
ever, when compared with precoded video protocols, there was a gradual and
»
significant decline in accuracy.

N
LY
‘

a / An investigation by Romanczyk, Kent, Diament, and 0'Leary (1975) demon-
/ . .
oo . strated that observers showed an immediate drop in reliability (agreemenfb

following training when they were monitored covertly. Periodic overt spot .
. checks analogous to. typical calibrating ﬁrocedures produced a return to high ’

agreement. However, this was restricted gnly to the overtly monitored sessions

» (Reid, 1970). Even when given feedback concerning this decline during 4k4erf <
monitoring, observé>h\3§fe able to maintain high levels of agreement for'only
one subsequent session before the recurrence of drift (Reid & DeMaster, 1972).

/‘E’ . A random check procedure, in which .observers were told that a percentage of

(::\Eheir coding sheets ovér a number of observations would be checked for

-

.




employ. Similarly, the assessment of accuracy vis-a-vis reliability would be

derived from a study by Reid (
; y

‘ . v . . P e .
. situations was lower during rgliability checks than for observations conducted

60

nt against protocols, produced a higher mean reliability than that ob-

taified for both a no-check and a spot-check group.. However, at no time did .

Vv

tieir performance exceed that of the spot-check group ‘on o¢casions of overt

B

onitoring (Taplin & Reid, 1973). Unfortunately, field observation usually

precludes covert monitoring; hence, a random procedure would be difficult to

impossible due to the absence of a criterion measure. It appears that re-
)
searcheps will have to be content to continue using the periodic spot-check
AJ

procedire, whereby agreement is assumed to represent accuracy.
- v ) 4
A number of hypotheses have been offered to account for the observer,
drift phenomenon. Divergence between fixed pairs of observers may be due to

the development of idiosyncratic definitions of the behaviors to be recorded

(O'ﬁeary & Kent, 1973). - Or, when only one calibrating observer is used during

R
. the course of a study, ot observers may change their coding styles to ﬁgféh\\\\\

that of the calibrator (ROWknczyk, Kent, Diament, & O'Leary, 39873). The re-

active effects of tresting (monitoring) must also be considered as a variabie
which serves to heighten motiva%iop for accuracy and increased vigilance .
(Johnson & Bolstad, 1973). Another possibility is that there may develop im-
‘ﬁlied, "private" contracts between pairs of observers which "éﬁmplify" the . _
events to be recorded. In other wordé, if one observer notices~a subtle e~ _

éponoe which she believes her partnér (calibrator) has overlooked, she may - l

. \\\\ . e ~ - ~—
ignore it and code only the more conspicuou;\g;EEVTDr\g!EE\EEngh‘Ehe;;&fhi‘

have included it if she were cod;ﬁg alpone. Support for this interpfetation is .

73), who found that the complexz?y\éﬁ\behavior
“ ~ IR

individually. However, obsdrver presence effects heightjned by the introduction

« o




. of a calibrator might also contribute to a reduction in the complexity of

overall behavior.

-

The implication of these findings is that reliability assessmen% for the
purpose of providing feedback to observers in theﬂfield must be based on
criteria which remain consistent with original category gefinitions. This can
be accomplished in two ways. First, the preparation of & large set of pre-

' coded videotapes for use during training and period%cally during data collec~

-
ﬁ %- tion would serve to dnchor observers to a fixed standard. Frequent feedback
‘-

) and retraining sessions may serve to ameliorate the degree of drift in non-

A
monitored observations. This procedure was used by DeMaster (1971); she gave

ﬁi-weekly "baoster shots" and found that the procedure was moderately effec-
tive in maintaining levels of'rgliability. A second possible procedure is to
have all observers calibrate all other observers so that a single calibraéor
does not i;;dvertenéi} cause others to conform %o her particular style of
coding. ) .
l In the preseﬁt study, a number of precautions were taken to mifigate de~
clining reliqbiiity. Observers were over¥frained, as éuggested by‘Tapiin and
\\ﬁéid\§;973). Initial training lasted we%l beyond the'suggested three-week
\\\TPeriod (Patterson, Cobb, & Ray, 1973; Skindrud, 1972b), despite the att;inment

of satisfactory agreement coefficients within that period. Retraining ses-

sions were held weekly after data collection had begun. A large set of video

‘protocols was available, so that observers did not view the same tape twice.
AL * -

eliability checks occurred very frequently; every seventh observation during

baseline and every fifth dgring intervention and follow-up (i.e., twice per

-
. Finally, all observers were used to calibrate all other
L \ \

-t
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(:$ v obtained by skilled professional observers who were éqari/of family treatment

Observer Bias

’

The consideration of observer bias as a possible contaminating variable

in naturalistic observation was an gffshoot of the experimenter bias re-
search conducted largely by Rosenthal and His associates in the mid-1960's

(Rosenthal, 1966, 1969). Despite misgivings about methodology and statistical

o

analyses used in a number of these studies, considerable support has been’
presented confirming the existence of "experimenter effects or error that

is asymetrically distributed relative to the 'correct' or 'true! value" (Rosen-

thal, 1966).

*

The now common use of independent assessors arose as a reaction to sub-
jective global impressions which seemed most| prone to bias. However, an

independent rater or observer is not necessarily objective, though he may be

v

. . . ' \
more so than an experimenter, therdpist, parent, or teacher (Johnson § Bol-

.

stad, 1973; Rapp, 1965; Scott, Burton, £ Yarrow, 1967).

<

Kass and O'Leary (1970) made the first sysfema;ic attempt to assess the

impact of instructional set on recordings of observers in a simulated field

experimental situation. Observers were trained on a nine-category codingl
)
system and assigned to groups,which/giffered in terms of information each

1

received about the relationship between teacher reprimands and their pre-

sumed effect on disruptive behavior. Despite the fact that each group observed

-

the identical sequence of protocols, their recorded rates of noxious behavior

differed. In this stﬁdy the observers were not highly trained, a factor
{ \
which may well have accounted for this result.

3

Skindrud (1972a) failed to corroborate this fini}nﬁ when comparing data )

. , y

&

-
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status with recordings of tWo calibrating observers @hé were .not. Despite

the fact that the former group was informed of Epé/normal vs, deviant and
%

" baseline vs. treatment status, their recordings under both overt and covert,

% g
monitoring revealed no differences from those obtained by*their uninformed

°

counterparts. } -

v

The most carefully designed experimental work in the area was contri-
buted by Skindrud (1972b), who manipulated expectations about the effect of .
father's presence on rates of child inappropriate behavior. Again, no bias

was reflected in these data. This finding has been supported by O'Leary and

.

Kent (1973), who concluded thap knowledge of predicted results exerted no
discernable impactcxy:econded rates of classroom behavior.

ihe Three studies which failed to detect an observer bias effect used
highlyltrained observers whose reliabilities weré'carefully monitored gh%bugh—

out the course of the investigation. Still, it haa been demonstratéd-that a

combination of chserver knowledge of predicted effects and evaluative feed-

back from an experimenter can ﬁroduce biases in observational data (0'Leary,

Kent, & Kanowitz, 1975). Highly skilled observers were s}stematically and (*"
L 4 .-

explicitly reinforced for providing data which conformed to an experimental

v

hypothesis, a situation not likely to exist in field research. y B’
While differential expectations or instructional sets do not necessarily

produce observer bias, a number of precautions were yaken in the present -study
3 '
to insure that observers remained objec%&ye. First, the use of a complex T
Yo, -
coding system with clearly defined, operational categories; ??cond, continuous,

\

six-second interval :jiending which prevented extensive interpretation of on-

going activity; third, obserﬁers were kept uninformed as to the type and length

.of experimental phaseé, the composition of the teacher groups, the existence of

* / ° )

bar




/ : \\\
/ 64

‘ . control subjects, and the specific purpo:é;e of the research (although they were

/ .
aware that some form of teacher tr'ail;/ing was implemented). Observers re-

\

S

i : , PR .
& cejved no evaluative feedback other /than that pertaining to reliabili}y{
/ On the basis of available "evldence and the safeguards taken to insure

@

objectivity, it was assumed that the/cbntribution of observer bias to- variance

in the'present data was negligiy
/
/

. /Observer Presence Effectg}
N .
| Only in recent year have systematic attempts been-made to assess the‘
extent to which non-papticipant observation serves as, a social stimulus.

In two studies cited Aarlier (Johnson & Lobitz, 197u; Lobitz & Johnson, 1974),
it w?s confirmed thdt parents have the ability to alter significantly their
children's behavior if they are so inclined. The extent to which this OCé%rs
when no explicit /demands are made is a key quesfion in research on the reactive
nature of the o servationa%/prpcess.

Harris (1969) found/éhat when mothers surrepfitiously observed their own
families and the diﬁa’obtained were cbmpared to those céllectéd by indepen-
dent, trained ob rver;, there were ﬁo significant differenceg in recorded
rates of sgci interaction, nor were rates of deviant behav;é; affected.

The only péact!ve effect seemed to be a heightened varia?iiity or lack of
pnedigr bility in the behavior of f;mily membefé.

e . - es .
// wo studies suggest that activiyy level when defined as distance traversed

{s

both to adults (Bechtel, 1967) and children (White, 1972). In the latter

ject to a reduction in the presence of an observer. This seems to apply
" . . 1 . . . .
vestigation, it was also found that older children'’s deviant behavior is

suppressed by observer presence,.while younger children's deviancy is seemingly

-

-




2

‘u A \ 65

unaffected by the presence of observers, 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, ’

s '

]

) B
Baumrind, 1967; Johnson £ Bolstad,' 1973).
Hagen, Craighead, and‘Paﬁ%g(1975) failed to demonstrate reactivity of

mental health technicians to the presence of an observer. Neither the rate

.of staff activity nor the qualitative performance of programmatic interactions
+

was affgctéd by overt 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 contributed to reactivigz"k -

There are five studies that have exapjned the dimension of reactivity in (

i}

the classroom. Gussow (1964) used retrospective data derived from narrative
ports in céncluding that the obngver and the subject were involved in a s

continuous and developing relationship. However, it is important to note that-

the data Gussow examined were not generated for purposes of testing for re-

activity and that serious methodological flaws render any conclusions based

t

on these data .as very tenuous. Masking and Stern (1969) used trained obser- |

T

/ '
vers who coded the -behavior of teachers and pupils ¥in 23 different classrooms.
' 4

Two days of observation were treated as a number of five-minute units whigh

were analyzed to fest 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 ome was not confirmed.

N

o L4 —

White (1973) also reportedfzhat deviaht behavior increased over time.
However, it should be noted that the obtained reactive effetts were stronger N
than they might have been if the order in which observer—present and oboerver-
absent conditions had been counterbalanced.

» ' o,
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.

Either reactivity was minimal or relatively stable over a %wo—day period:
Neither of these two studies included an observer-absent conéition, which pre-
cludes direct manipulation of the independent variable. Also, the abbre-
viated experimental periods provide little evidence, pro or con, regarding

the commonly held belief t?at reactivity diminishes over time. Surratt,
ﬁlrich, and Hawkins (1969) foundakhat obsérver piesence increased task—_

oriented behavior above the level detected using a concealed camera; however,

this finding is seriously contaminated by the use of an observer who had pre-
) s
viously dispensed tokens to the class, contingent upon app%opriate behavior.
In an attempt to alleviate both the deficiencies of indirect measurement

-3
13

‘and too few trials, Mercatoris and Craighead (1974) used a video camera decep-
tion procedure to gather data in a single classroom over a 30-day peﬁioJ: \
The teacher was led to beligve %hat the camera was operative'onl§ wKEg a

}ive observer was present. It waﬁ, in fact, functioning during both ?ondij
tions (observer present and absent) of an ABAB desién. Randomly coded Yideo
tapes“indicated that observer presence igcreaséd the frequency of pupil-

“
teacher interchanges but had no effect on the zﬁtio of anropriate to ipappro-

priate behavior for eithgb\tgacher or children> The maximum length of each v

phase was 10 days," yet there was not the slightest 'suggestion of habituation
y

by i .
to the Observer. /

‘fhemfinal classroom study of observer presence effects wds described
eglier (Kentz Fisher, & 0'Leary, 197“). To reiterate, Kent foynd a signi-
ficant interaction between experimental phase gbaseline vs. intervention)
and intrusiveness of observation using inappropriate child behavior as ‘the

R 4

dependent variable. The covert observation was done via one-way mirror and

the counter-balariced schedule of obseipvations lasted 29. days (11 baseline,
' . | . ¢ l +

v

} ¥,
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* 18 treatment). No evidence of habituation was found. Twq, replications of

&

o . this’study are presently being conducted (Kent, in preparation; Weinrott,
B w ' B .
& Walker, & Hops, in preparation).

¢

. . ,
® A number of investigators have treated reactivity as negligible (Heyns &

Lippett, 1954; Kerlinger, 1964) or as rapidly dissipating (Barker & Wright,

1955; Medly & Mitzel, 1963; Selltiz, Jahoda, Deutsch, & Cook, 1959; Werry g

Quay, 1969; Wright, 1967).- It appeaz:s that neither of these positions ig

L

- founded upon solid, empirical evidence. It is-clear that observer effects do

)
exist and may persist over a period gf“»vraeeks or longer.{ Bu‘(c, it is not at all

- ,apparent hoW they vary with respect to setting, length of observation sessioh,
/ .

4

artificial constraints placed on subjects, or treatment,statts. Other rele-
\ .

/’ 0

vant factors include conspicuousness of the observer, individual differences
y .

| of subjects, perspnal attributes of the 'observer, and rationale for the

‘observat iomn. \
k)

\v

The following precautions were taken to minimize the potential effects
of observer presence in the present study: (a) all observers were women; in .
elementary school, both childyren and teachers are unaccustomed to adult male

presence in the &lassroom; (b) observers did not interact with children at
e

v

all and kept conversation with the teacher to the bare minimum; (c) oBservers

' remained stationary exceptiswhen the target child was not visible; (d)\the

' . -
observer rotated 'Lihrough‘ peers at alterngting intervals, which decreased the

likelihood that the‘\target child would detect his status as such; (e) obser-

‘ J

. vers were instructed to avoid wearing bright clothes or heavy make-up;

(£) teach¢rs Were given a-reasonable rationale for the obsetvagions (i.e.,
. quasi-independent’ evaluation of the trainifig program was ‘preferred' by the

Y . ) “ .
granting agencyy control subjects were told that the study was to examine
. v . .

“ -

s o \
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~p

s
interaction patterns of acting-out and withdrawn children; (g) a teacher's )
L d
* /
grade in‘the course was not contingent upon her implementing any programs

’

in her clas‘sroom,'ther'eby reducing demand characteristics; (h) no chgnges in

the class timetable or activity structure were required; (i) young children
. v s

constituted the sample, as opposed to older étudents, who may well have shown

greater reactivity; (j) two pre-baseline observations were held so that the

potential novelty surrounding the observer's apparatus (e.g., audio-pacer)
»

. wopdd not affect the baseline; (k) the observations began in January, after -

a routine had been established, and many butside observers (e.g. , administra-
5 .

tors) had already visited,
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Method: Experimént 11

a

Subjects and Recruiting of Sample

.
’

Ss were 50 female elementary school teachers of regular grade 1-3 elasses,

~

40 of whom p‘articipated ip Experiment I. These 40 were recruited for parti-
¢ipation in a three-credit behavior modification training program at Me@ill
Unav%rsi{y. Key administrla‘tive personﬁ&l in five Montr’eal area school com-
missions and 10 ﬁrivate schools were contacteg and informed of the nature of’

the proposed research. Each agreed to distribute a course descriptien to all

eligible teachers under their jurisdiction. Apprdximately 2,000 announcements
were distributed, producing 204 respondents who identified themselves by

returning a coupon requesting further .information, Of this number, 61 were

ineligible because they did not meet the criterion of beigg a regular 1-3
teacher in én‘fnglish—spe_aking class. The rem‘aining 143 respondents were

mailed a letter requesting that they complete a series of behavior ahecklists

pertaining to three children in the class--the most withdrawn, the most dis-
Y

. [ s
ruptive, and the most distractible. It was communicated that this was neces-

’ f

sary for planning the course curriculum in a manner th.at’ would be tailéyr—made
to the immediate needs of the participants. Also, it would help the instructor
to place the participants in sections where a heterogeneity of problems would
be -'pr*esercx’ted. Completion (?/f ;che checklist was not tantamount to an offer of

admission into the program. No association was made between written responses
]
dnd eligibility for'entry. This precaution was intended to reduce response
v '

bias on the part of teachers who might have made their children "look bad" in
order to increase the likelihood of acceptance.
Upon receipt of the behavior checklists a teacher was either rejected
T ’ ' :

! .

R
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because no child was rated as sufficiently de\!;tant or she proceeded to ghe
I 4 .
next phase of the selection process. The perceived severity of the child's

i W

handicap had to be rated as "a major préoblem requiring professional intervaq-

tion'" or "a minor problem worthy of a caswal, short-term treatment program."
{

\..In addition, a socially withdrawxfchild had to display two of the following

. N
characteristics at criterion activity levels:
.

- ~ v . v,
£ volunteers in class rarely or never
' daydreams ‘ quite often or always
vk - ‘ initiates conversation with peers rarely or never

A distpactible child had to receive three of the following ratings: .

finishes things he starts } rarely or never
5 ut of seat quite often or always
?istur‘bs others . slightly more than average, quite
T often, or always ' -
restless, fighting quite often

\/ > A di‘sruptive child needed two of the following ratings to qual-ify:

N teases or interferes with other children quite often or always’
seeks attentjon of, teacher quite often or always
strikes back with aggressive behavior quite often or always

whgn teased or interfered with /

-

Finally, a child must have fulfilled one of the following conditions:

" 1. Been the subject of a non-c¢ompulsory, teacher-initiated parent
conference;

-

b 2. Been discussed by teacher with principal at least once; .

3. Been discussed by teacher with counselor at least oncej

-
' 4. Been referred for‘})sychological testing by school.

" All teachers who had at least one child who me‘ minimum standards were

‘ .
- telephoned and informed that a one-hour ‘}bservatjon by E would occur in order

3 .
to ascertain whether her- target pupil(s) would be likely to benefit from be-

‘ havidral intervention. Teachers were also notified of three additional con-*

) ' -

tingencies which would be applied in the event they were accepted. These

[

. | (.
| g SN
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. ™ o
included the purchase 'of & text book (Becker, Engelman, & Thomas, 1971);

-

agreement to 20 in-class observations and frtendance at all group sessions.

Of 84 candidates who were telephoned, all but one agreed to the preliminary

observation and supglementary contingencies, E conducted all pre-baseline
Y - R

)
observations using a classroom coding system to be described Xn subsequent:

]
sections. While E focused on only ane or two eligible children and randomly

aselected peers, he asked'the teachgr to identify. all three pupils‘she had

targeted on the checklists gﬁd any others shé may have been concerned with.

It was hypéthesiiéd that if the teacher believed E was trackiné the behavior
\ . .o » .

of at least'three children, she wauld be léés inclined to influence tH: be-

havior of any singfe thild in a maﬁner that would improve her prospects of

%gmissionl Ratiés between target child beha&ior‘and composite peer responses

were computed using percentage of intervals in which a behavior occurred as the

dependent variable. To be accepted, a "socially withdrawn" child was required

- to fulfill three of the following four conditions: ' 1
appropriate interaction with peers ° maximum 1/2 peer norm
volunteering - maximum 1/2 peer norm
initiation to teacher . maximum 1/2 peer norm

. looking around or self-stimulation minimum 2 times peer norm

Distractible and disruptive children seemed almost indistinct from one-another

_according to the teacher répovtg and,’fo a somewhat lesser extent, the prelimi-

nary o?servation. To be eliﬁible, a target child had to have a total deviance
score which was at least twice that of the composite peer norm. The total ~

deviance score was derived by taking the total number of interwals in which
fa * '
one to 10 negative behaviors occurred and dividinp it by the total number of

intervals. 1In bordegline cases the subject we; either observed a second time

. ; . . : )
or was rejected immediately. Following the preliminary screening, teachers

were told they would beipotified.of their admission status within a few days.

»

. ‘m,,@ S \
o . ,
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. ] Eligible teachers were admitted consecutively until quotas of 20 socially

withdrawn and 20 disruptive-distractible children wer~eI filled. Two teachers

N .

S
in each category were ysigned to a wap}ting list in the event of drop-outs.
Forty teachers were offered admission.into the course and were asked to

, complete the necessary registration forms and provide travel directiong to

* - )

their schools, along with a timetable showing all periods when the taréet child

-

-

.- wati in the classroom. All invited applicants pesponded favorably to the offer

and registered within the allotted time perigd. )

Five t@hers per pupil tyée were assigned td each of the four conditions
' . described in Experiment I. Assignment wag random following certain pr;visions
. for those who could attend‘group meetings-only on particular days and fpr those

- ' schools wAich were represénted by more ‘than one teacher. In th&s instance,

all participants from one school were assigned to the same experimental con-
dition. There were no differences between groups on the nqﬂber of teacher
, ;airs (0; in one case triads).

-

Ten matched control teachers were recruited by contacting appropriate

1 . '

s ‘ administrative personnel in eight schools unrepresented in the experimental

sample. The three behavior checklists were distributed, accompanied by a.

letter requesting cooperation with th? research. Teachers were asked to

complete the checklist, permit a maximum of two one-hour screening observations
» .

"™ by E and, if their target child was deemed acceptablé, £ill out various ques-

- - - o T
»

o

tionnaires and consent to( 20 additional.in-class observations over the {\
following five W{nths. As compensation, each would receive two-books at the

completion of the study. Thirty-six teachers agreed to cooperate. Because of

/ .
0 a the ease in obtaining control subjects, it was possible to introduce an addi-
- ional prerequisite which would control for possible differences in motivatign
&
i
i . o
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. ) between experimental and control Ss.- That is, all members of the latter group

were to have satisfactorily completed at least one continuing education course

%‘ . 4 within the last year or be curfently registered. Due to an oversight on the
part of E, this conditior was fulfilled by only eight of the 10 control

s teachers. Any control subject who had received formal training in operant

' treatment of childhood disorders was rejected.

.

The total sample of 50 teachefs was drawn from 34 different schools.
Post hoc analyses revealed no differences between groups on number of years

' . ' of teaching experience, size of class, amount of time contributed by third

o " parties (i.e., student teachers, parent aides, etc.), and grade level.

- -

: Teachers in the four experimental conditions received 13 sessions of

~

trair;ihg in groups of 10 from January through May of 1974. Sessions were two

hours long and were held on an irregular basis as noted below. Attendance was
mandatory and was the {iny basis upon which evaluation was made. Three uni-

. *+ LY -
versity credits were given on a pass-fail basis to all participants whose ‘!

2 attendance was 100% for 13 sessions. Those tnable to attend for reasons of

i1l health were required to arrange an individual meeting with the instructor -~

in order to make missed work. , .

Training Curriculum~gnd Experimental Phases

Baseline (6 weeks; Phases I, II, and IIT of observational schedule) Session
1 {week 1). Completion of various 'dependent measures; presen't.:ation on de-
fining behévior objectively, behavioral vs. medical models of psychopathology;
pinpointing selected behaviors in the target c;hi\.ld. Session; 2 (yeek 2). . ®
' Observation tlraini'n‘g including r'at‘ionale for systematic naturalistic cbserva-

tion, instruction and practice in various data collection, techniques. Groups E3

’
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and Eu were assigned the task of dailyr data collec\tion, the latter with an

. . " \
external monitor. Group El received a '"placebo'" lecture on psychopharmacolo-

gical intervention with hyperactive children.

Session 3 (week 5).

Alterna-

li

tive models of/ aggression, hyperactivity, and social witHdrawal with particulax/

emphasis on psychodynamic and ethological approaches.

/

While spme would argue that inputs which occurred during baseline could

Al

be construe

as a form of intervention (e.g., pinpointing, tracking), the’

princip:al ypothesis being tested required differential training and data

collection |

'during all phases of the experiment. . A number of pre-baseline

observations would have been advantageous but would also have imposed exces-

sive demands on time and budget.

Another consideration is that teachers were

expected o attend meetings and to collect data for a period of 5-6 weeks be-

fore receiving tf:eatment. It would have been somewhat

in abeyance for a more extended interval. The purpose

- related presentrtion on alternative models (session 3)

P
~7

tional data and to remain in personal contact with the
. 4

session not been included, a period of one month would

"meetings; such a large delay could.have had an adverse

1

of data collection and on expectations of improvement.

Intervention (}_d_ Weeks)

difficult to hoid them

——

of the somewhat un-

was to gather addi-

participants.

Had this

have elapsed between

3

e

effect on the quality

~.

Session 1 (week 7). Writing of behavioral objectives, in*oduction to

applied behavior analysis; the rationale for and use of contingent attention;

distribution of text and reading assignment. .

Session 2 (week 8).

»
Reinforcement, including types, how to, schedules of;

-

problem analysis exercise which required identification of antecedent and

&

A VA s e

/

/
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) , ) .
corfseqﬁent stimuli, and s%lection of reinfercers; viewed film '"Child-'Be-
! '

, /
havior E7uals You" (Nati?nal Film Board of Canada); reading assignment plus
! i

i
r/ei;rforcement survey for target child (Tharp & Wetzel, 1969).
] !

: i -,
// Session 3 (week 3f Elimination of inappropriate and unacceptable be¥
! N §

havicor; time-out; igncfring; punishment, including why, why not, and how;

!
viewed video tapes ofj’ time-out and ignoring; further work on problem analysis

‘

exercise with inclusion of extinction or punishment techniques; assignment:

readiné plus use of contingent attention. L
L

Session 4 (week 10). Designing of individual programs for target child-

ren; presentation of modeling, symbolic mbdeling, and role-playing techniques
for withdrawn children; point systems for disfractible—disruptive children;
assignment: reading, implement program, withdrawn children view symbolie

modeling video tapes of social interaction and volunteering.

Session 5 (week 11). Review programé; presentation of the Good Behavior

Game (Barrish, Saunders, & Wolf,-1969; Medland & Stachnik, 1972); use of group
contingencies; addition of individual contingencies for withdrawn subjects;
use of and distribution of work box (Patterson, Cobb, & Ray, 1972) for severely

r.

acting-out pupils; shaping, especially of academic skills, cueing; assignment:

reading and continue program.

Session 6 (week 12). Double interlocking cross-oven contingency for with-

drawn children (Walker & Hops, 1973) modified for teacher admirristration;
contingency contracting; using parents to deliver reinforcers; assignment:
reading, continue program.

Session 7 (week ;_u_). Modification of cross-over contingencies where

necessary; elimination of self-stimulatory behavior; reduction of fear re-
' 4

£

sponses; assignment: reading, continue programs.

~
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Session 8 (week l_6)‘f Setting up programs for other children in the same

class (this had been encouraged all along, particularly in cases where the

teacher did not consider the target child as her greatest problem); fading

I’ ’

of reinforcers; shapi‘ng:original responses.
Follow-up / - 1‘ . . ”

During this phase teachers were advised to fade use of contrived rein-

\
forcers i(f they had not already done so and to gradually eliminate contin-
gencies which required special track.ing'(i.e. » those which would not likeiy
) oy .

be followed by another teacher). Inputs during follow-up were related to
previously instituted behavior modification procedures; however, no new pro-
‘grams were jntroduced and only minor adjustments were made in several cases
where reporfid progressnwas minimal. During follow-up, members of groups }EI3
and E,+ were still required to collect daily data, the latter group continuing
to utilize external monitors. Longer term follow—‘ﬁp was pregluded by the
close of school for the summer, |

Session 1 (week 18). Tutoring programs; review fading of reinforcers;

dealing with parenis from a behavioral perspective; description and assign-

)

ment of final reperts on all programs implemented during the course. These

Al
.

were to be sumitted on ditto masters so each teacher in the entire study

gcould receive a copy of every report.

1

Session 2 .(week 20). Resources for further training and materials in

behavior modification; description of an administrative strategy for imple-

menting similar in-service training within a school commission; completion
] . '\ R

of post-intervention dependent measures:




' Dépendent Measures

1 v
Naturalistic observation data. The_gbservation system employed herein

was a modified version of the classroom coding procedures developed by
Patterson, Cobb, and Ray (1972). ' The system has provisions for recording both

target child and peer behavior, environmental résﬁonses to that behavior, and
. , .

the type of ongoiﬁé activity prescribed by the teacher. Omnibus categories

\ .

1

? L]
or composites were formed for Total Deviant Behavior, Disruptiveness, Dis-

éractibility, and Social Withdrawal, Each is a combination of two or more of

the followingylé discrete responses:

Appropriate Behaviors

approval )
compliance .
' . approprlate interaction with teacher : .
' appropriate interaction with peer
volunteer N
initiation to or b} teacher
laugh )
attend » ) & o

Inappropriate Behaviors ' ) ‘ .
) physical aggression T\\\ ) B —
. disapproval ; '
high rate -

noncompliance

inappropriate interaction wlth teacher
1nappropr1ate interaction w1th peer

. inappropriate’locale ° ‘ -~
self-stimulation . Ve,
look around ) ey

b N o not -attepd—— - — ' —

o

The 18 behaviers were dichotomously classified as elther\approprlate or

1

inappropriate depending on their presumed acceptability in the classroom. Not

P

only do these assignments have face validity, but a number of discrete re-

(—) sponses lying within the Appropriate classification cofrelate positively

. ¥

‘With acadeiic achievement for elementary school children, while sev
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I;gppropriate show negative correlations (Cobb, 1970, 1972). Rules for
/ §

=

'; ///forming other omnibus categories {(e.g., Disruptiveness) are présegted with
B p .

/ ’ the results. h 4
| Appendix A consists of the coding manual used for ob;e;ver training. I£
iontains defihitions for each of the 18 behaviors as well as complete instruc-
tions for conducting an oﬁservation. Briefly, t&g observer records the be-

havior of a target child and a systematically selected {(on basis of seating

arrangement) same-sex peer on alternating six-second intervals. While the

1 ' tavgét child remains the same, the observer rotates through all the peers,

Al . .
thereby providing' normative datg in the form of "composite peer"-Scores.
> _Either the target child or a peer is therefore desigpated as the subject for

an interval. Any responses to the behavior/of’fhis subject are also coded.
> ,

T Such respo&ses may be emitﬁedl/py/%hi/gggéher or a peer. Again, the reader is
referred to Appendix A for a more detailed description of the observq}ion
, procedures and all other dépendent measureé.
[ Observers were required to provide.information about the nature of the .\' i

activity in which the class was engagﬁd. Five conditions were defined as

Rt e

follows: (a) Structured: the teaéhgr has provided clear guidelines for the
children to follow in carrying out tasks. (b) Unstructured: the guidelines

/__..,-J"'r'— ‘ R e

" for 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 academie activity.

(c) Group: the class is involved as one unit in academic activity, e.g., the

teacher lecturing, student reciting while others listen. Also, group applies
/ .

T —tu dctivities where the class is divided into several small units such as in

r%ading or special-projects. (d) Individual: the majority of the students

are doing work by themselves at desks, e.g., art projects are being doﬂé by
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each-child. "Individual" applies everi though the student asks for and re-
ceives Help from other peefs and/ok teachers. '(e) Transitional: the dlass is
RS LELAL SIS )

between activities, e.g., waiting for recess, lining up for lunch, returning

—

x from recess, teacher has indicated -reading period but has provided no direc-

/
for the next activity:

ti

The obsgpvation data served as dependent measures for testing hypotheses
N .

2-8. Testing of Hypothesis 1 used the observation data as an independent or

criterion variable against which the accuracy of teacher perception was
H E

appraised.

¥

Walker Problem Behavior Identification Checklist (Walker, 1870). This

R ‘
is a 50-item checklist composed of operational statements-abg.xt observable’

classroom behavior/, which all teachers completed for target children during

"

-baseline and follow-up. Factor scores were obtained for acting out, with-

drawal, distractibility, disturbed peer relations, and immaturity.

 Summary reports. These are weekly ratings on a seven-point scale.

- \ v
Teachers whose target child was withdrawn completed a "withdrawal scale,"

while those whose target child was acting out provided a separate rating on

dimensions of disruptiveness and distradtibility. Ratings were obtained from

teachers in group Cl once during baseline\and again at the termination of the

|
st F\\\ . | . .

~— t '
.Behavior Vignettes Test (Heifitz, 1972). This is a 20—}tem multiple

?miee\t%that assesses knowle of behavior modification principles and
\ ]

techniques of classm This instrument had been successfully
\? v r—— e T

pilot-tested (Baker, Heifitz, & Pasick, 1973). It wamsteped to all

teaclers during baseline and following training.

Number of programs implemented. A breakdown of all behavior modification
¢
N
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pmgrémis implemented duping the course of training was obtained from each’
teacher in groups El—Eu' A program was defined as: (a) pinpointing the

problem, (b) setting a contingency, and {c) delivering the reinforcing or

a .

Ve L s . \ . . e
lpum.shmg consequence. The use of time-out was not included in this measure

unless a reinforcing consequence was available for specified prosocial be-
) g .

haviors. Programs were categorized as either group or individual in'nature

with contingencies placed on either academic performance or classroom be-

havior. )

1

Teacher global ratings. A post-treatment general rating of target child

\ .
improvement megéured on a four-point scale ("a gréat deal," "somewhat," "a

little," or "not\e{t all").

S

Expectation of improvement (Walter § Gilmore, 1973). An instrument re-

quiring teachers:or parents to estimate the probability of target_chil,d im-

provement, This estimate was obtained from experimental teachers at the be-

.

. o

N . .
ginning of eacl group session. ,

Cost analysis. This measure consists of cost estimates for implementation

of the present teacheé training program exciuding research components. Such
costs were measur;ad bé)th monetarily and in terms of time expenditures for a
psyc};ologist and participating teachers. The difficulty; in aséigning a dollar ‘
valye” to the benefits accrued precludes a true cost-benefit analysis. The

cost data supplied here are useful only insofar as the present intervention

¢an be compared to alternative models with similg'r objectives.
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Regults: Experiment II

Co Teacher Attendance

, w -
’ U . . —_
Each of the 40 teachers was expected to attend 13 group sessions. The
¥ . . v kY B M
“total number- of pogsible attendances was 520. Only 21 absences were reeorded,

« thus producing an overall attendance of 96%. Of the 21 absences, six were ' 1

accounted for by one teacher (#26) who uJ'.'ti‘.,ma"cely did not receive credit for »
v
: | I particii)atir;g in the program. However@all data were collected for this
'subject and ihese were include°d in the apalysis of group E2.g No other
subject was absent more than- twice. Nofe oMmal 50 teachers in the 4

study dropped out. '
> , T
= Dropouts of Target Children . . .

]

One disruptive/distractible target ch{ld (#45) was transferred to a spe-

¢ial education class just prior to the onset of intervention., Baseline data’

were not retained. Therefore, data for the acting-out subsample from group’

i/ ) E, were’obtained from four subjects_only. It is perhaps worth noting that

teacher #45 continued to participate .fully in the absence of a specific tar-

“, [

H

| get child.
Subject #16, an’ acting-out child in greup El moved out oft the area after

intervention had been completed. His data are included in all analyses. .

»
t . ' Al
.

' . ('
o

; 9 It was; decided a Erlom that 'if the score on the second administra-
(’) tioh of the Behavior Vignettes Test was lower than one half a standard
. . ' devjiation below the mean for trained teachers then data for Subject #26 T
- A - were to be excluded: This teacher had a score of 7 on the pre-test and 12 on -,
’ ‘ uthe| post-test. ince the.post-treatment mean for groups E.-E was 11.72, she

. ‘ ) was, considered tq§ have learned basic social learning princlples and technlques i
' ot ' desplte g poor petord-of attendance.
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Follow-up observation data for the aéting—out subsafiple of group El were

obtained from four subjects only.

4

There were no dropouts among socially withdrawn children.

L}

Observer Agreement . - ~J

A total of 14B reliability cheﬁks were made during the course of data

collection. These occurred at a rate of two per week per observer except

during the final week when checks were eliminated. . P

The overall mean reliability was .91.

@

Percentages of observer agreement for each code category are presented in

<

s“' ‘ \‘A..

Table 2.1.
‘ . ' 8
Table 2.7
Percentages of Observer Agreement for Each Code Category-
Code Percent ’ Ccode ' Percent
_agreement ' agreement
AP Approval \ 92 PA Physical agg;*ession 98
C0 Comply '’ 89 DI Disapproval 8 83
T+ Appropriate interaction 93 . HR High rate 81
with teacher - NC Noncomply . 84
P+ Appropriate interaction 89 T- Inappropriate interaction, 87
with peer . with teacher . )
VO Volunteering 83 P- .Inappropriate interaction 87
IT Initiation to/by teacher 88~ with peer _
LA Laugh ) B4 IL Inappropriate locale 92
AT Attend g5 1|SS Self-stimulation . 81
' LO Looking around 83
NA Not attend - 88

«

Because interval-by-interval reliabilities were consistently high, it was
. deemed unnecessary to compute correlation coefficients for each dependent

N

variable (composite score). , J

o
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\ .
Transformation of Obgservation Data. - , L.

)

Observation data (frequencies) were converted to proportion scores for

s » »

each of the 18 behavior categories.., This was done.to compen‘sate for slight

variation in the length of observation sessiong. Arcsin transformations were
performed in order to stabalize the variances. Following this, a category
¥ * .
4 o

mean and standard deviation were computed for the pooled composite peer data

from Phases I-IIZ[.}O Using the formula for's:candar'd score conversion,

-

the mean and standard deviation for the peer sample were substituted, along

_with the -transformed portion "x" for the target subject or group. The ’obtéined

4

Z scores represent pelative or comparative performance. Table 2.2 presents

the corresponding proportions for z score values. A thorough explanation of

the rationale and pracedure for standard score conversion of observation data

. -, o
is presented in Appendix B. '

Selection of Dependerit Variables ) %
‘ Three dépendent variables were reldvant to the testing of Hypothesis 1., ""%/
These include "d_isrup}tiveness'," "distractibility," ar'ld‘"social' withdrawal." . /

/') w * i . /

: ¢ .
5

/

e > n

: Peer ,dgta"fz;r- Bﬁases IV-VI were not included’ in calculation of norms /
because peer behavior under these conditions could well have been affected by /e

any of the followiha contingencies (Walker & Hops, 1975): (1) a target sub- /
ject shares individually earned rewards with his peers; (2) peers are L, 1

encouraged to make social responses to a target child in order to assist him

in meeting the criterion for group rewards; (3) one child is the subject of/ P
an intervention but is not identified as such; here the treatment procedures

and rewards involve all members of the class; (4) both the target child and /
peers are pam:icipating’in treatment and are required to cooperate in ordér //
to fulfill reinforcement criteria. ’ /

”
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r . . Table 2.2
Proportions of Behavior Resulting in a Given z Score ‘
- . 4 \
\_
- - - : o -
z ___Appropriate Inappropriate
;o AP CO T+ P+ VO IT LA AT PA DI - HR. NC T- P- 1L -.SS 1LOf NA
3.75 .01 .15 .18 .46 .30 .22 .05 .97 -03 .02 .12 .03 .09 .23 .07 .16 .32 ,.16
3.50 .01 .1% .16 .43 .28 .20 .04 .96 03 .02 .11 .03 .08 .21 .07 .15 .30 .15 -
3.25 .01 .13 .15 .40 .25 .18 .04 .94 .03 .02 .10 .03 07 .19 .06 .13 .28 .13
3.00 .01 .11 .14 .36 .23 .17 .03 .93 .02 .02 .09 .02 .06 .18 .05 .17 .26 712
2.75 .01 .10 .12 .33, .20 .15 .03 .91 .02 .01 .08 .02 .05 .16 _.04 .11 .24 .11
. : 2.50 .00 .09 .11 .30 .18 .14 .02 .89 .02 .01 .07 .02 .05 .14 .04 .09 .22 .09+
- 2.25 [ .08 .10 .26 .16 .12 .02 .87 .01 .01 .06 .01 .04 .12 .03 .08 .20 .08
. 2.00 .07 .09 .24 .14 .11 .02 .85 .01 .01 .05-,.0L .03 .11 .03 .07.:.18 .07
' ., 1L.7s .07 .08 .21 .12 .09 .01 .83 .01 .01 .04 .01 .03 .09 .02 .06 .16 .06
1.50 .06 .07 .18 .10 .08 .01 .80 .01 .61 .o .01 .02 .08 .02 .05 .14 .05
1.25 .05 .06 .16 .08 .07 .01 .78 .31 .00 .03 .01 .02 .07 .01 .04 .13 .04
o ) 1.00 .04 .05 .13 .07 .06 .01 .75 .00 .02 .01 .01 .06 .01 .04 .11 .03
! .75 .03 .04 .1} .05 .05 .01 .72 .02 .00 .01 .05 .01 .03 .10 .03
— .50 .0% .03 .09~ .04 .04 .00 .69 .01 .01 .04 .01 .02 .0B .02
‘ ‘_nN“‘“““‘“775-~ .02 .03 .07 .03° .03 .66 .01 .00 .03 .00 .02 .07 .02
. . . .00 - .02 .02 .06 .02 .02 .64 .01 .02 .01 .06 .01
- .25 .01 .02 .04 .01 .02 .60 .00 .01 .01 .05 .01
- .50 .01 .01 .03 .01 .01 .57 * .01 .00 .04 .00 -
.75 .01 .01 .02 .00 .01 .54, .01 : .03
-1200 - .00, .00 .01 .00 .51 - .00 - .02
-1.25 .01 .48 .02
\41.50 .00 ! 45 .01
© -1.75- .42 ! . 4 -0l
-2.00 . .39 .00
-2.25 .36 )
. -2.50 .33
AN -2.7% - .30
: ©
N =

$
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Téachers whose target child was defined as "ééting out" submittep weekly
ratings on the first.two variables, while thosé whoéé ta;gpt child was
"socially withdrawn" followed the same procedure on the third variable. The
reader is reminded that ratjngsgwere made on a seven-point scalg’with "7"
designated as the most e;treme condition. The selection of Zomposites, or

parallel eonstructs based on direct observation, was carried out in’'a some-
what different manner for each of the‘three‘variab és to be distussed below

t
and several others to be introduced in later settions.

Disruptiveness: ( A)'i:(DI) + (T-) + (B

This variable was defined .empirically as that combination of deviant pe-
haviors to which the environment (i.e., teacher or peers) responded with an
overall probability greater than .5 durirg baseling. A ratio was computed by
dividing the total nupber of intervals in which a particular behavior occurred
into the number o intérvals in which any response'(i.e.; positive, negative,

or neutral) to“that behavior was recorded. For example, if "inappropriate
p 1%

.ihteractie with teacher" (e.g., calling out) occurred 200'times for "i™.

children over "j'" observations and,teacher reprimands, peer laughter ®r any °*

‘ "sther reaction followed, 140 of these incidents within six seconds, then the

disruptive ratio would simply be %%g-orl.70.

d Multfblying this ratio by 100 yields a percentage 6f teacher or peer re-
action to each class of behavior. These are presented in Table 2.3 for ali

deviant categories. A further breakdown comparing target children to peers’

¢

indicates that the environment is remarkably stable in its response probability

i

.to a particular discrete behavior. Given a particular behavior, the proba-

bility of it disrupting others is about the same regardless of who emitted it.
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- Generally, the disruptive target children were responded to with only a

slightly lower probability than their peers. Any category for which the

combined target/peer disruptivenesslpercentage exceeded 50 was included in

sk

o

oy TR S A T B A

' »
the composite. .Behaviors fulfilling this requirement were physical aggression

-

(60%), disapproval (58%), inappropriate interaction with teacher (51%), and. *

inappropriate interaction with peer‘(BQ%). The next most disruptive be-

. ‘\, ) ) £ [ . k3 3
havior, "inappropriate locale,'" shewed far less success in eliciting environ-

+

mental responses- (18%). Since the term "disruptive" pertains to interference
7]

with others,'it would appear that the preseht manner of defining it yields a

. variable of good construct validity. : R

Table 2.3

Environmental Responses to Deviant Behavjors

. % environmental response
; o tar ' ,
¢ “ . . ! Zhi:drgst T%;peers Combined .
PA °  58.58 62.86 59.88% .-
, DI . 55.47. 62.50 < 57.89% 4 .
. * HR, 9.58 9.80. . 9.65 7
NC 12.26 p 13.18 : 12.47 "i
T- 49.38 » 56.45 50.55%
P- - 79.48 g 85.66 . 82.11% ;f‘{;,
IL . .« 17.69 18.26 17.84
Ss 1,32 0.56 ' 1.08
- . - Lo ’ 2,14 : 0.74 . 1.48
r ; NA 4.57 » 5.08 . 4.70

P~



' Distractibility: (HR) + (P-) + (IL) + (SS) + (LO) + (NA) N

This variable includes those difscrete res‘po’ﬁses'de‘signat‘ed as "di§tract-‘
ible" in Experiment I. The combination was forw;lt:lated arbitrarily, but con-
sensus as to its content validity was obtained verbally. by the #0 experimental
teachers. Component categories. include high rate, igappropriate interaction.

. | with peer, inappropriate locale, self-stimulation, looking.around, and not'

attending. The reader should refer to the coding manual in Appendix A for

complete definitions and relevant examples. : : —

‘Social Withdrawal: (P+) + (VO) + (IT) - (8S) - (LO)

L

) The combination for withdrawal reprc;sents those behaviors upc:n which
sample selection was based: appropriate interaction with peer, volunteers,
initiation to teacher, self-stimulation, and looking aroxamd. Unlike the pre-
vious two comfaosites ,' withdrawal consists of both appropriate and deviant be-
havior codes, thus accounting for the minus signs. Target children were de-
ficient on the first thr'ee categoriés and above the no,r"ma“l level.foz? the last
two. E—t'ests for Forrelated samples showed that each of the five responses

discriminated target subjects from peers during baseline Phases I 'and IIE.

" Table 2.4 presents the results of these :analyses.

&
B

? ., Testing for a Tracking Effect

In order to examine the relationship betwedn teacher perceptions (i.e.,

3

ratings) of behavior change and independently observed behavior levels, the

.

eekly ratings on the seven-point scale were correlated with observation data.

0 . ' Eighteen pairs of summary ratings and observation composite scores weréd formed
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!
for each teacher-student dyad by correlating the rating obtained at the be-
L “/

ginning of a week with the composite scores from the corresponding (i.e.,

: L1 L ‘
most recent) observatlon.\ Observations seldom preceded & summary report by

more than .four school days. . . N

’

Table 2.4 \

Behaviors Discriminating Withdrawn Children from Normal Peers

Code category af T t (one-tailed -
P+ D 24 - 56Uk
.. v - 24 _ 4,085
IT " -, 525%%
S5 24 3,514k
Lo - 24 e 5. QLG

‘**E<.01 ’

.

While there is little reason to expect any relationship to exist between

k!
/ ' . A .
one hour of classroom observation and a weekly summary report, it was assumed

that reported improvement would yield moderately strong correlations over the

¥

course of 18 observations in cases where béhavior change was, in fact, demon-
strated. Similarly, reports indicating little or no progress would be expected

to correlate significantly with observed behavior levels which remain rela-
.~‘ ’h
tively stable over the course oFreatment. :

Ratings of "disruptiveness" were correlated with the compg,site score (P&) +

5

(DI) + (T=) + (P-){ "distractibility" with (HR) + (P-) + (IL) + (SS) + (LO) +

(NA), and "social withdrawal" with (P+) + (VO) + (IT) - (SS) - (LO). Following

4
F

ra -
1 (‘bata from the demand baseline condition was excluded from this

analysis. "

»

5
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computation of Pearson product-moment correlation ‘coefficients, a standard

Y
score transformation was performed to normalize the distribution of "r." This

o
¥ [

rendered the sampling distribution of z scores independent of the magnitude of
the correlation coefficient '"r." T;alble 2.5 presents corr‘eiations and z scores
on each dependent variable for each subject. Notice that cOrr;alations for
withdrawal are mostly negative. This is because the combination of behaviers
yielcis‘ higher scores as the child impréves. 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 ANOVA for each of the three sets

3

of z scores was. performed to test for group differences in convergent validit
Group means and standard deviations for disruptiveness are presented in
Table 2.6. One can easily detect that no differences in mean levels existed
betweex? El, E2, and Ea. Despite a higher z score of 457 for Eu, no main
effect for groul;s was obtained (F = 0.483, df = 3, 15; n.s.). (Se.:e Tab{te 2.7.)
While it E;;)pear:, that the group receiving the maxlimum amount of observation
training and monitoring was somewhat more accurate in rating disruptiveness,
this difference.did not approacl; significance.
\ Turning to "distractibility,".one can see from Table 2.8 that the order
of group means cc.mresponds very nearly to the amount of obs;arvational input, ¢
with only E2 and EJ3 showing no discernable differences from one another.
Although the wlowest score of .282 for El appears substantially lower thém .565
for Eu, this differejncé was not statistically significant (F = .657, df = 3, 13;

n.s.). A very high standard deviation of .482 for E, helps”account for the

absence of a main effect (see Table 2.9). Also, the small number of subjects

. . ' . 7
in each group mitigates the attaining of statistical significance. :

Yy
-~
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. - - Table 2.5 .
- z Transformed r's
b d
Disruptiveness Distractibility Withdrawal
. Group/ Group/ i ‘Group/
§_ no. r 2 § no. r 2 _S_ no. - T 2
1/5 0.2076 0:2106 1/5 0.1883 0.1805 1/0 0.4398% " -0.4719
1/6 -0,0356 -0.0356 1i/6 -0.1096 -0.1100 1/1 ~0.7573%% -0.§899 -
1/7 0.4575% 0.484y2 1/7 0.uy27* 0.u4755% - 1/2 -0.5486%% -0.6163
1/8 0.0670 0.0671" 1/8 0.50uy5* 0.5551 1/3  -0.4501% -0.4848
1/9 0.3630 0.3804 1/9 0.28393 0.2978 1/  -0.4798% -0.5228
2/5 0.4280% 0.u4574 , 2/5 0.37686 0.3961 ,2/0 0.0383 0.0383
2/6 0.2299 0.2341 2/6 | 0.3354 0.3u89 2/1 -0.3584 -0.3750
2/7 0.3921 0.4143 2/7 0.6903%% 0.8u86 272 -0.2010 -0.2037
2/8 0.2216 .0.2254 T 2/8 0.3825 0.4088 2/3 0.1048 0.1052
- 2/9 -0.1275 -0.1282 2/9 0.0583 . 0.0584 2/4 -0.4275%* -0.4569
3/5 0.6521%* 0.7789. 3/5% 0.4522% 0.4874 3/0 -0.u40u41% -0.4286
. 3/6 0.0806 0.0808 "3/6 -0.u553% 0.4914 3/1 -0.1541 -0.1554
,3/7 0.5232% . 0.5807 377 0,4733% 0.5144 3/2 -0.1589 -0.1602
3/8 0.1885 A,:‘;f:,g..'Igogz . 3/8 0.3592 0.3760 3/3 0.3649 0.3826
3/9  -0.3003- ° #1-.0.309G" 3/9  0.1754 - 0.1773 3/4  -0.2182 -0.2218
/6 0.3712 - 0.3898 L/6 5 0, TEuyks 1.0068 4/0  -0.2385 -0.2u32
4/7. 0.\7\3{)7#* i- 0.9303 u/7 0.6438%% 0.7646 4/1 -0.6745%% - !8;'189
/8 ° <0.1175 -0.1180 u/8 -0.1141 ~0.1146 y/2 -0.329 -0.3420
4/9 0.5557%% 0.6266 4y9 0.5403%* 0.6046 4/3. -0.398 : +0. 4221
. ¥ | - : 4/4  —0.870ul* -1.3346
\ - - .
®#p < .05 o .
% R < .Ol .
) h 7]
» o .
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. ) Table 2.6 -
+ J , -~
‘ Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Disruptiveness
. ) -
- 1 B Es E,
s : o
Mean _ _ "4 | 0.,22334% 0.24060 0.26426  0.45717
,// g"\" ,
- l N . Rl ! - s
Standard deviation- 1"% o] 0.21775 0.23101 0.42828 0.44269
, - . :
Table 2.7 0
. Analysis of Variance for Disruptivenéss
. . -~ Frow
- Source S§S DF MS F
. Mean ‘ , 1.65307 1 165307 14.37675
Group (A) ° ‘ 0.14944 -3 0,04981  0.43321
" Brror _ 1.72473 15 0.11498 ,
- ) . o
. Table 2.8
Mean 2z Scores and Standard Deviations for Distragtibility
) El E2 ES Eu ‘
Mean 0.28178  0.41216 0.40930  0.56535
Standard deviation ' .0.26187. 0.28280 0,14037 0.48251
i l
‘e i /




S Table 2.9
~_ \
S Analysis of Variance for Distractibility \
Source - : SS pr ! MS ? o
Mean T 3.27551 1 3.27551 35.82u66
~. -
Group (A) ~Q.17875 . . 3 0.05958  0.65168 *
Error 1.37148 15 0.09143
. o

0
N
-

™~
Across both dependent variables for "aeting-out" childFeR{ it appears that

observation training may account for slight increases”in ﬂ;}e accuracy of teacher
- . ' ™~
summary reports since group El’ vhich received no such training, showed the

lowest transformed correlation on both variables. It also seems that for a N

5 .
few teachers, the introduction of an external monitor may improve the accuracy )

1

of perception. Group El+ did show.the highest degree of correspondence between

'ratings and behcvior but also'displayaed markedly, higher variability. The most

parsimonious conclusion to be drawn from this analysis is ‘that none of the

three components of observational input (i.e., training, daily data collection \,

[

external monitoring) was capable of improving the reliability of teacher T

rat.{ngs. ~ Still, F ratios were greater than 1.0 and over half the correlation
coefficients for E:3 and E, were significant (see Table 2.5). Only five sig-
nificant correlations were found of the 20 possible for El and E2.

‘ An examination of ' the composite for _social withdrawal vs. r-ati;ugs of with-
drawn subjects indicates that the more ;:onservative interpretation may be the
most appropria?:e.‘ Group means in Table 2.10 show that groups E; (-.617) and
E, (-.632) ;:ere‘ c.learly higher than those for E, (-.178) and Eq (-.117). .:The

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 Withdrawal
Z
{ E Ez/ Ea E,
Mean -0.617i4 |-0,47842 |-0.11668 ~0.38610
Standard deviation 0.21590 0.24710 | 0,30042 0.44942
' Table 2.11
Analysis of Variance for Withdrawal
Source SS DF ) MS F
Mean 2.98145 1 2.98145 29.82166
Group (A) '1.14821 3 '0.38274 3.82827%
Error 1.59962 16 0.09998

¢

\(}‘_\5 3.828, df- = 3, 165 p ;05). Further evidence discounting a tracking
effec£ comes from inspection of the standard deviation. Not only Qid the group
receiving nc;\cbser-vation training whatever show a relalfi‘{ely high mean, but
this was accompanied by little variability. Such was not the case for E,-
Group El also showed s\i\gm':ficant correlations for each of its five menbers,

while no other group produced more than two (see Table 2.5). Cl::arly, for

socially withdrawn children, there appears to be no tracking effect analogous

'to that exhibited in the laboratory studies.

A naturalistic tracking effect could be manifested in & manner other than

the accuracy of perception., Three additional sources of inter-group variation

’ ~

were investigated: teacher impressions of

’

the target child, the actual behavior
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. of the %child, and various dimensions of teacher atten"tio(n. The gnalogue
v -3 Y

studies permit:ced only the summary reports to vary as a function of observa-

tion training. Child behavigqr in the laboratory wasg predetermined and non-

participant judges could not actively interact with the $timulus children.
’ Yet, the indirect influence of observation training on the classroom behavior

/ =)
of teacher or students was a distinct possibility. L,

Id
s

Neither the summary reports nor any measure of ‘target child behavior pro-
duced strong. evidence of & tracking effect. However, there appears to have been

some impact of daily data collection on teacher attention to withdrawn children.

kY

!

The following appraisal of the intérvention includes the detailed results.
4 \ ‘

*, ' Evaluation of the Intervexltion

One of the unique properties of the present experimental design is a -

provision for making three types of comparisons: (a) intra-suybject or intra-

¢

group, (b) inter-grouwp (e.g., tréatment vs, control), and (c) normative (e.g.,

target children vs. peers). Where appropriate, status of dependent variables,’

[

will be evaluated using all three stafldards. .

\ Observation Data ' .

v ©

N\
To test for serial dependency among data points, autocorrelatidns (lags

1-10) were computed for each of four dependent variables (total deviant be-

»
havior excluding 'looking around,' disruptiveness, distractibility, and social ,

withdrawél). Results for both group and individual data showed generajly non-

8
. .

significant lagl, autocorrelation coefficients, thus indicating little serial
O dependgnce fram one observation to the next., " This finding, coupled with the ,

?

\ relatively small number of observations per phase, precluded the use of an

i

v
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‘ interr'upted.-t‘té—ser,ies procedure (Box § Tiao, 1965; Glass, Willson, &
Gottman, 1973; Jones, Vaught, & Reid, 1973).

A generalizability model (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam, 1972)
was "alspo consi.dered. _This would have involved a componen‘ts of variance analy-
sis of four facets (target/peer, group, phase, and activity). However, the
large number of zero and near-zero,entries due to a parti:cular activity not
occurr'j,pg within a 'phase would have yielded artificially inflated =z scores.

Co‘hsequently, each of the four dependent variables was subjected to a 2

,,‘E’(target/peer) X 5 (group) x 6 (phase) analysis of variance for repeated
measures. Intervention was divided intq early treatment (Phase IV) and later
treatment (Phase V) for some analyses. Results for three variables relevant

N -

to* acting-out children will be presented first.
.

Total deviant behavior (excluding '"looking around"). t-tests for corré-

lated samplés revealed that all 10 categories of deviant behavior except
"looking around’ discriminated acting-out target children from their peers
during baseline Phases I and. IIQI .(s’ee Table 2.12). Means and standard devia-
tions for the nine-category combination of summed z scores are presented in
Table 2.13. The analysis ‘éf variance yielded significant main effeéts for
all three factors (see Table 2.14). kOrthog'enal c.omparisons z‘eleval:xt to spe-’

cific hypotheses \;ere subsequently performed. Figure 2.1 shows z scores by

' observation for acting-out target children in experimental groupg, peers,’ and

matched control®w , . A
The overall mean for the four experimental groups during Phases I and III

was J.f5.908.'12 During the demand procedure the level increased slightly to

5\
° i

P!

~

12 For purposes of comparing the present sample with those reported else-

#where, the natural baseline mean and standard deviation for percentage of time
off-task (excluding "looking around") were 28.24 and 16.54, respectively.

v

et
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Table 2.12 ,
Discriminant Validity of Deviant Behaviors
Response category e t
Physical aggression (PA) 3.069%*
Disapproval (pI1) 3.4p7H% ‘
High rate (HR) 4, 218%%
Noncompliance (NC) 5.477%%
Inappropriate interaction with teacher (T-) 3.147%:%
Inappropriate interaction with peer (p-) 2.278%
Inappropriate locale / (IL) 2.188%
Self-stimulation (sS) 4, 40g%%
Looking around (LO) 1.189
Not attend (NA) 4.,160%% |
* p < .05 (one-tailed, df = 23)
*#% p < .01

16.963, clearly a non-significant change (F = 0.00, df = 1, 190; n.s.). The

instruction to "make the target child appear quiet and cooperative" was not '

at ‘all effective -in reducing deviant behavior. Yet, it is obvious that

-

teachers did attempt to exert additional control. Teachers in groups El—Eu

increased their number of responses per observation to the target child by

36.70% from Baseline I to the demand condition, while control teachers, whé‘did

© not receive any instructions, showed a small decrease (see Table 2.15). The

return to natural baseline was accompanied by a 13.24% reduction in teacher

attention for groups El—Eu’ In order to demonstrate that the increase in,

contact with the target child was not accomplished by a concomitant rise in

v

overall teacher-pupil interactions, a measure of relative attention was com-

puted. Table 2.16 shows the ratio of teacher responses to target children -

‘divided by her attention to peers. Fimst, it is obvious that target children ;

garner disproportionate ampuntsfbf attention, approximately '50% more than their

-

-



Mean z‘Scores for

Table 2.13 5

Total Deviant Behavior (Excluding Looking Around)

r -
S . Means )
y Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV Phase V Phase VI
Group S Earl ' Late,
Baseline I _ Demand Baseline II , _oov+ | . . Follow-up
. . , intervention intervention N
- Bl Target " 16.91679 12.69300 10.114%0 15.71559 8.21320 3.72540
. - Peer 7.25240 2.22840 4.,20820 7.26340Q 0.09360 1.86400°
. - A
32 Target 18.50079 14.95158 17.80278 11.3564 8.764Q0 638059
. , Peer 3.06620 4.,33740 7.69860 1.03540 4.98199 3.05660
N _ .
E, Target 27.22319 27.02258 16.36238 18.52838 12.24960 10.04219 .
Peer 14.18539 11.90959 10.50419 9.53799 6.53860 7.65559
) E, Target 18.11998 12.24Q75 8.85674 9.70900 7.47050 1.93100
-///J"-f Peer 1. 320 1.10550 -0.07800 2.00550 -0.79650
C1 Target 19.66658 . 17.55199 11.20039 17.57179 16.26259 18.71089
- Peer 8.99359 9.22779 2.33100 - 7.07939 - 7.71839 5.37199

[ Y

[




- Table 2.13 (continued)

- Standard deviations

<

Phase 11

Phase I Phase III Phase IV Phase V .Phase VI }
Group - Early Late ’
Baseline I Demand Baseline II . . . Follow-up
. ; ( . intervention intervention .
El Target 11.71287 4,83993 9.81108 8.65618 T 6.95084 7.021u8 ’
Peer 5.49232 5.53761 5.45971 . 4.61172 5.22588 5.56338 .
E2 Target . 12.60442 11.66020 12.44393 7.91591 6.95%27 12.94440 ;
Peer "2.16156 5.00939 L,.50274 5.45811 5.19398 5.198509
~E3 Target 10.35508 10.01629 5.18987 12.73524 6.62952 6.42409
Peer 8.77103 7.45729 3.34918 . 6.43094 8.60261 6.72986 .
- ’ {
Eﬂ Target 7.65246 6.37569 0.82197 6.68811 6.66566 7.45050
Peer 4.00320 4,16240 5.21160 7.66410 4. I7069™ 3.81770
ﬁl Targe% 12.01743 9.49284 6.06109 8.35064 10.95585 11.36235
Peer 12.30834 11.77744% 5.59197 11.31044 8.43620 7.25007
"\

Fons®e n
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¢ 3 | Table 2.14 ;\‘Q - Lo
Analysis of Variance for Total Deviant Behavior - ‘ .
) (Excluding Looking Around) ‘ el
_ Source SS __ DF 'MS S g
'Meanl ‘ S : 25673.5’{;.72 1 « 25673.51172 98.27162
Target child/peer (A) ' 5487.30469 1 5487 . 30469 21, 004QQ ¥kt
Group (B) | / Y 2861.18359 & 715.29590 2.73797%
. Ax® . 53.51953 4 . 13,37988 0.05121
Error | 9927.51053 38 261.25049 =
Phase ('c) ' -1808.85547 5 - 816.77100  13.90740%#%
AxC 576.13750 5 115.28749  © 4.43194%%
BxC ' 1285.85155 20 - 64.29257 247157 %%
AxBxC - | wo2.88672 20 © 20.14433 " 0.77440
ﬁmor | - | wou2.4m1n1 290 26.01285
* p< .05 . N ‘ '
% p < .01 | St 7 o
#k& p < .001 _ ’ - .
) . ~

o
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Figure 2.1. z Scores for Total Deviant Behavior (excluding LO) for Treated

Target Children, Peers, and Matched Controls.
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' ) . . Percentage of Intervals in Which Teacher Attended to Target Child
Phase I Phase II Phase . 111 Phases IV-V  Phase VI
Baseline I Demand Baseline II Intervention Follow-up
E, 6.83 10.51  9.37 8.64 “7.65
‘ E, 8.60 13.99 11.65 . 12.08, 12.79
k Eq 10.23 ‘ 9.26 10.48 9.95 10.38 ‘
< E, 6.64 ©12.27 8:86 8.82 . 8.67
N L 3
¢; T\ | 1.2 _ 9.29\ 9,39 . 7.9 8.69
Hean (E-E.) 8.07 ~ 11.50 . 10,09 9.87 9.87
fy
~
Table 2.16

Ratio- of Teacher Attention Delivered to Acting-Out Target
- Children and Peers

Phase I Phase II - Phase II1 ' Phases IV-V Phase VI
' Baseline I Demand . Baséline II Intervention Follow-up
E .12 1.89 1.23 1.55 1.08
‘L‘Q 2,17 ) 2,31 1.86 '1.98~ . 147
E3 ' 1.46 1.21 1.78 1.31 1.42
E, 1.35 . 1,77 5 1.65 1.37 1.50
Cl‘, 1.53 1.40 1.57 1.14 .94
.. W

peers. Notice also that three of the f;rxxperimental groups (excluding ES)

‘ - . show increases in relative attention directed toward the acting-out child

N during the demand coridition, while group C, shows a slight decrease. The level.

.
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. attained by each of the three experimental groups which showed increases was

higher than any other point in the study. This suggests that the change in

teacher attention was due specifically teo the instructional set. Further

. '
»

evidence confirming the impact of demand characteristics on teacher attention
comes from the control group which neither participated in the demand .

‘condition nor exhibited much variability in relative attention between base-

line phases I-III.

t e .
! -t The natural baseline mean for experimental groups was 17.387. This was

reduced to 9.259 in late in‘tervention. This substantial decrease in deviant
,—= behavior is the equivalent of a one-standard deviation improvement in each of
the nine deviant ’behaviors ‘(_E_ = 2'}.592, df =1, 190; p < .01). Intervention
was successful in significantly .reducing noxious behavior in each of the four
! _ experimental groups. Visual inspectior; of Table 2.13 reveals no systematic
differences which could be accounted for by observatio;l training, daily data

collection, or mynitering. Group Cl showed no discernable improvement over

time as 'indicated by a comparison of total baseline with Phase VI observations

¢

(F = .002, df = 1, 190; n.s.).
It is obvious from an examination of the follow-up data (Phase VI) that

~ 2 . . . .
improvement continued during fading of contrived reinforcers and the more

o -
o , mechanistic aspects of particular programs. Follow-up data for El_Eu produced

L o an overall mean of 5,709 compared to 18.711 fo}*'Cl. This difference was highly
significant (F = 17.099, df = 1, 190; p < .001). i
The target child mean of 5.709 during follow-up remained higher than the

corresponding peer score of 1.850. However, this difference did"bot attain

LR}

0 statistical significance (E = 2.399, df = 1, 190; p < .25). »Thus, vhile some-

- what more deviant, the, target children were behaving within the normal range.
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Such was not the case for control -subjects (x = 19.711), who still differed

’
14

from their peers (X = 5.372) in Phase VI (F = 17.099, df = 1, 190; p < .01).
None of the afo?émentionedQZOmpari§ons performed oh this dependent vari-
able indicated greater behavior change aé a function of observation training,
daily tracking, or monitoring. All groups tEl;Eq) showed a somewhat similar
pattern of improvement. Group.Eu, which received thg optimal amount of obser-
vational input, did not improvelas rapidly as the other groups, although
their follow-up mean of 1.931 was the lowest. On the other hand, El, whéch
merely applied the treatment procedYres without prior or subsequent tracking,
appears to have performed similarly Qé&l. o
There aisé appeéns to have been n$ effect of observation training on
teacher reinforcement patterns, although severai rather striking differences,
between experiment;1 and cbntrol.groups emerged, First, the percentage of
intervals in which the teacher responded to the ta}get children did{not vary
appreciably as a function of group status or intervention. Teachers in Bl-Eu
attended to target subjects in 9.00% of the intervals in Phases I-and‘III and
iﬁcreased only to 9.87% during ;ntervention, remé&niné stable thereafter.
No differences among the;: groups were detected (see Table 2.15). The con- -
trol group baseliﬁe mean (Phases I-III) was 11,25%, intervention 7.91%, and
follow-up 8.69%. Success of the intervéntidn was, therefore, not attributable
to an absolute increase in teacher attention to target children. A re-exami-
nation of fable 12.16, which depicts relative attention administered to target-
c?ildren and peers, also ﬁroduced little ev;dence of a tracking effecth
During intervention, groups B3 and Eu actu&lly paid less relative attention to

’

target children than did teachers in El and ?2. This difference was quite

small, however, and was ﬁqt main;ained through follow-up.
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’

‘t Several additional measures of teacher attention were also computed.

Table 2.17 presents the percentage of total teacher responses to the target

child which were disapproving or critical. As anticipated, a large decrease
»

from baseline levels (x Phase I+III = 14.89%) was obtained during intervention

]

o ms Rt SR T

for each experimental group (x = 8.20%) and this trend continued througﬂ ”
follow-up (; E,-E, = 5.55%). " Group c, teachers failed to qec£ease their per-
centage of critical statements or gestures below 12% at any point. Concomi- .
tant with decreases in criticism were increases‘in the percentage of teacher
responses which could be 1ageled as "praise." Téble 2.18 ghows thft this per-
centage more than doubled ﬁuring the intervention period for experimental
groups ﬁﬁ;le r;maininé stable for C1: It appears that intervention was respon-
sible for incfea§ipg‘pqsitive comments and reducing negative ones without re-
quiring any increase in either absolute or relative attention directed to the
target child. . ’ « g

Teacher attention has also been examined with respect to "disruptivggtggk .

¢
and "distractibility." The results are consistent wiéL those reported for

e T o cr -

total deviant behavior (minus "looking around"). Consequently, they will not

be included ahong results relevant to these variables.

Disruptiveness (PA) + (E_i_) + (T-) + (P-)

Table 2.19 shows means and standard deviations of summed z scores for

target children and peers. Figure 2.2 presents stores by observation for

©

acting-out target children, peers, and matched controls in group Cl' The

= analysis of variance (Table 2.20) yielded significant main effects for target/
0 peer (F = 6.297, df = 1, 38; p < .02) and phase (F = 3.114, df = 5, 190;

! . .
p < .01). However, variébilify gpntributed by the group factor failed to reach

#a
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Table 2.17, ) W

Percentage of Teacher Responses to the Target Child
Which were Disapprovals (DI) ’

W

v — T
. Phase I Phase II Phase III Phases IV-V  Phase VI
3 Baseline' 1 Demand Baseline II Intervention Follow-up
El 16.73 . 15.94 10.51 8.82 * 5.39
" * e .
E2 21.20 12.26 . 16.89 7.08 4.71
E, 14,10 20.16 -~ 18,18 ° 11.84 9.17
Eu 9.84 7.76 9.67 4,99 2.58
.. 12.81 18.03 12.16 15234 . 12.04
Table 2.18 -
) Percentage of Teacher Responses to the Target Child
Which were Approvals (AP)
L
I
\vl
Phage I. Phase II . Phase III Phases IV-V  Phase VI
Baseline I Demand Baseline II Intervention Follow-up
E, - . 8.37 9.42 8.14 14.19  11.20
. E, - 5.70" 4.36 4.36 13.69 . 13.15
ES 7.45 ) 5.76 6,06 -16.63 . 11.31
S - 4. 92 6.52 "1.43 12.14 - 12.82
¢, " 6.89 3.68 T 642 5.710 5.47




Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Disruptiveness
t

Table 2.19

Means . .
Phase I Phase II Phase III « Phase IV “ Phase V Phase VI
Srove Baseline I Demand Baseline II -~ Early. Late Follow-u
) intervention intervention P
El Target 8.10839 _4.33020 - 4,73060 8.57000 4.26900- 2.23080
Peer 3.06740 ~0.30760 2.99740 5.87539 1.09140 2.21900
E2 Target B.47580 6.59080 8.33899 2.49400 1.67020 1.87240
Peer -1.01940 1.58960 5.03540 0.82460 1.80520 2.01280
BS Target 12.16779 11.75558 7.35280 8.20919% 6.32840 6.03739
Peer 6.08039 5.87738 5.20080 6,36519 4.13920 4.57680
Eﬁ Target 4.41450 5.53475 4.60125 5.37975 4.61875 1.08900
Peer -1.32670 1.18850 1.93750 1.12500 2.09870 B 0.86900
ci Target 5.70080 6.22279 3.68560 8.71920 6.09859 7.95120
Peer - 4.,73539 4.88959 1.11040 5.58960 13.05980

4,76u419

pesea

»f

90T



= Table 2.19 (continued) | > ¢
:
. _ Standard deviations |
Group Phase 1 Phase 1T Phase III Phase IV Phase V'~ Phase VI
Basline I Demand Baseline II ., Early . Late . Follow-up
. - intervention- intervention
} -]
El Target 6.58394° 3.33937 6.02233 '4.2‘:3181 4,65214 L.56879 °
Peer 3.50215 2.63944 4,07643 4.5511 2.56u482 4.28659
. : /
.EQ Target 5.39532 6.29523 5.87674 6.3235 5.70125 6.23212
Peer 0.62110 3.20162 2.10938 3.8257 1.82703 1.84861
E3 Target 8.33664 7.44396 2.14997 7.9411 5.10926 5.94419
- Peern 5.82455 3.19205 " 1.51662 - 3.8250 5.82930 2.76u459
Eu Target 4,21490 4.74280 1.68304 3.98200 3.67311 4.36008
Peer 2.98830 2.60650 1.78800 4,11130 “"Si57960 2.46110
Cl ‘Target 5.88632 6.93435 5.63438 4,58182 8.57866 5.23545
Peer 6.39477 7.40872 3.57815" 5.92206 4.,70506 4.50379
’:‘ =
j=
o
~3
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l" ) ‘ Table 2,20

Analysis of Variance for Disruptiveness

4

. Source SS DF MS 13
. Mean 5452 .898uL 1 5852.898ulL 57.19095
, farget child/peer (A) 600.36841 ‘1 600, 36841 6.29677"
; Group (8) 757 .88794 4 189,47198 1.98722
AxB 12.51880 4 3.12970 0.03282
Error | 3823.12769 38 95 . 34546
Phqée (c) 153.03638 5 30.60727 3.11418%
AxC 105.39331 5 21.07866 2.14468
FBxC \ 580.95825 20 2904791 2,955 5%
AxBxC 132.59741 20 6.62987 0.67u457
Error 1867.38818 190 9.82836
* p< .05
* p < .01 ‘i N
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significance (E = 1.987, df = 4, 38; p < .12). A significant interaction was

obtained for phase x groups (F = 2.955, df = 20, 190; p < .001).

K The mean for groups El—Eu during natural baselines was 6.893 as compared

i

to 7.133 during the demand condition. This difference was not sigﬁificant

(_}_‘_ = 0.102, d4f = 1, 1903 n.s.), indicating no influence whatever due to the
" instructional set. Despite increased teacher attention to the subject, dis-

-ruptive behaviors remained at high level.

¢

By late intervention (Phase V), disruptive behavior (of El-Eu) decreased

to 4.201 or -approximately 2/3 of a standard deviation reduction for each of _

¢

the four component behaviors. This improvement was significant (F = 9.091,

o 25 el »

df = 1, 1303 p < .01). The control group did not exhibit any significant

Ehange as the basepli'ne mean (Phases I and III) of 4.693 was actually lower than

disruptiveness at late intervention (x = 6.0995. IIn fact, controls continued

to deteriorate through follow-up, where the 'n.mean disruptiveness score reached

7.951.

While a treatment effect was obtained across experimental g;'oups, El and

Eu did not demonstrate this until Phase VI. Therefore, the mean dis:,ruptiveness

] score during follow-up (2,897) was considerably lower than that obtained duriré,g

later intervention (4.201). When one compares Phase VI to the baseline, the

e

effects are quite dramatic. Disruptiveness for experimental subjects de- .

I

creased an average of one standard deviation for each of the four component

response categoriesl .
At follow-up, the exper:in;ental group mean of 2,897 compared very ;Eqvorably
0 to that of the contral group, whose disruptiveness score was 7.951. This dif--

ference was highly significant (F = 10.635, df =1, 190; p < .01), thus

>
W’ A T

‘ ’ , responses as a reduction from 6.893 to 2.897 wag observed across the four
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showing that untreated, acting-out children differ substantially from those
who have participated in an operant program.

Extremely encouraging was the discovery that the follow-up score for

w

experimental target children (x = 2.897) did not differ s%gnificantly from

normal peers (x = 2.531;.F = 0.144, df = 1, 190; n.5.). The intervention was:

successful in bringing disruptive behaviors w\@thin”nor'mally accepted limits.

- i}

On the other hand, the disruptive composite co\gtinued to discriminate control

subjects from their peers (F = 6.086,.df = 1, l'\QO; B < .05) during the con-
cluding phase of the study. \\\'

Orthogonal comparisons between experimental g\youps were also performed to
test for differential effects of obsemafion traini\Qg,, practice, and monitoring.
While inter-group variation was fo:md in a few cases\ no clear,pattern emerg;ed

\

a function of observa-

u

which would indicate that decreased disruptiveness w

tional input. \

Ve
, . A\
Distractibility (HR) + (B=) + (IL) + (SS) + (LO) + (NA) \

Means and standard deviations of summed scores for each group of target
children and peers are presented in Table 2.21. Figure 2.3 shows z scares by
observation for acting-out tatget children, peers, and matched controls, There
was a substantial decrease ‘m dlstractlblllty for each of the experimental

w 12

groups and comparatively 11ttle 1mprovement for the controls from baseline to

A}

intervention. Results of the ANOVA (see Table 2.22) shcwed main effects for

‘target/peer (F = 30.453, df= 1, 38; p <..001) and phase (F = 26.322, df =

- 190; p < .001). No main effect for group was obtaiped (F = 0.917 g4f = 1, 38;

[

(n.s.). Again, orthogonal contrasts were performed in order to test specifie

hypotheses, The results were as-follows.

&
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o ° -~
- Table 2.21
Mean z Scores and agtandard Deviations for Distractibility’
Gr'oup Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV Phase V]
R - Early
- Paseline ¥ Demand Baseline II _intervention intervention - Follow-up
El Target 10.18199 10.55459 4.03660 7.10600 0.07960
Peer 5.69560 3.37360 1.26160 2.03060 -0.18300
E, Target 13.00359 5.43759 9.14419 5.94199 2.93700
‘Peer 3.64839 2.49520 2.95120 -1.82640 0.83880
E, Target 11.85939 13.23739 6.56879 4,12700 0.49600
. Peer 6.95040 4.97453 5.05739 1.18060 2.51320
Eu Target 13.69650 6.58699 4,09725 4.65175 2.16825-
Peer 4.,14270 0.26700 0.10450 ~-+=0:51200 -0.44970
e, Target 12.17719 ' 9.51539 4.89560 6.84039 10.53559
Peer 4.34739 3.41480 0.88920 1.51060

2

eIt
\

¥
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Table 2.21 (continued)

= : 2

Standard deviations

Phase 11

5.68943

\{.85278

Phase 1 Phase 111 Phase 1V Phase V Phase VI
L. ) . Early - Late
Baseline I Demand Baseline II intervention intervention Follow-up
_Target “6.34366 2.36701 3.44984 3.54033 4,21488 3.29326
Peer. . 2.72617 3.48653 ~<1.40411 3.28494 3,60604 ' 2,02447
Target 7.11389 - 5.53615 6.02749 4,15472 . '5.27152 7,69298 ‘
Peer 2.32313» 1.63387 3.89932 1.57737 - 3.25850 2.57138 .
%
Target 2.48506 4.02153 2.72815 4.19567 " 3.17765 3.52130
Peer 4,61662 5.66289 3.12397 4,25971 3.65099 4,35285
Target 3.24075 1.86628 2.51842 5,54263 4.64458 8.29159 '
Pee\r 3.17830 - 2.25630 4,03800 3.59940 1.80870 2.15630
Target 6.64269 3.93168 3.44392 5.38333 6.16055 5.94189
Peer 4.50676

5.43066 5.321867 3.45596

o bt TR

€TT
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Table 2.22
) Analysis of Variancey Distractibility
\ :
Source SS \/> DF " MS F
Mean 5228.37891\ 1 5228.37891 101.70796
Target child/peer (A) 1565.48730 1 1565 .48730 30.45351%%%
Group (B) 188.53906 4 47.13477 0.91692
Ax B ) 119.03369 N 29.75842 0.57889
Error 1953.42065 38 51.40579 o
Phase (C) 1545.60913 5  1545.60913 26.32172%%%
AxC 220.79565 5 4415912 3.76015%%
BxC - 564.48901 20 28. 22441 2.403314%
AxBxC 259.71680 20 12 .98584 1.10574
Error 2231.35693 190 11.74398 | (
“a p < .01 '

#k% p < .001

As was the case with "total deviant” and "disruptiveness,” the demand

procedure was not effective in reducing the proportion of distractible behav-

ior. The overall mean for experimental groups during natural baseline was

9.081, compared to 9.079 during the second phase. This difference was not

signifiéant (F = 0.015, df = 1, 190; n.s.).
‘The behavioral intervention was very successful in reducing distractibility. -

The natural baseline m:ean of 9.081 was feduced to 5.652 durilng late in‘terven-

tion, an avez;age decrease of 1.07 sta;xdard deviations for each of the sik

This treatment effect was highly significant (F = 44.206;

{
rol subjects showed a far different pattern. The

component behaviors.

df = 1, 190; p < .01). C

T -
decreas

score for C, substantially as baseline continued. The mean for the

- Cjeih 3 N IR
ax - gprione I A R T
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threg sets of baseline oiﬁservatio_ns was 12.177, 9.515, and -4.895, 'HoweVer,
as intervention began for El—El&’ distréétibility rose for C, and Jaintained
the increase through follow-up, when the mean was 10,535. bomparisons be-
tween Phases I-III vs. V .yielded an insignificant F of 0.179 (df = 1, 190;
n.s.), showing that mere passage of time and the normal educatiohal routine
were not effective in reducing distractibility.

Distractible behavior continued to decrea‘se during Phase VI.. The mean
sc;ore for El;Eu during this phase was only 1.945 or only about on;a—third of a
standard déviatiop-above the baseline peer ry{rms for each of the six com-
ponent behaviors. o .

At follow;@', the experimental sibjects differed markedly from untfeated

controls, the latter showing a mean distractibility score of 10.535. This

)

difference was significant (F = 27.950, df = 1, 190; p < .01) and indicates
that the behavioral intervention. did, indeec_i-, account for the improvement shown
by acting-out chiliren.

Further examination of the follow-up data revealed that no significant
difference existed between térget subjects and peers (F = 0.u40, df = 1, 190;,
n.s.)‘. The control group taréet childrel;, however, differed substantially

from their peers. The score at follow-up for the former was 10.535, compared

to only 1.511 for the latter (F = 17.339, df = 1, 190; p < .01).

Social Withdrawal (P+) + (VO) + (IT) - (8S) - (LO)

¢

Results for this composite variable were not as clear-cut or easily i
térpretable as those obtained for acting-out children, Table 2.23 gives the
phase means and standard deviations of this combination for-each group of

target children and peers. Unlike the previous analyses, where a decrease in

-

N()»)., "
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Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Social.Withdrawal

Table 2.23

i

Means .
Phase 1 Phase II Phase IIX Phase IV Phase V Phase VI
Group ' ' . Earl " Lat
Baseline 1 Demand Baseline II v, . €. Follow-up
intervention 1intervention
EI Target -8.58779 —2;76346. -4,23640 -3.17240 0.33180 0.30140
Peer ’ -1.62760 2.12540 0.75100 1.99420 2.35620 3.55320
E, Target -6.54059 -3.74240 -4.75489, -0.84080 -0.97240 ~3.66120
Pqer -0,30600 ~ 1.20700 1.03980 2.43460 1.86460 " 1.56500
Ea Target -5,0781¢9 -1.89420 -4,.45580 -0.77900 -2.80120 -~1.36140
. Peep -1.68620 0.04540 -2.58820 1.47560 1.24360 _0.02720
Eq Target -7.40139 -3.80500 43.72980 -4,03380 -2:32800 ,1.6?500
Peer -0.67840 0.72300 0.00020 2.69860 2.,07u80 0 2.84260
s’ -
Cl Target -6.97480 -5.2'4920 -3.90680 -1.72700 -2.76080 ~2.86460 ..
Peer 0.14800 3.10980 1.17160 . 3.24080 4,.23719 0.97660

S

LTT



Table 2.23 (continued)

Phase I

Standard deviations

Phase II Phase III Phase IV Phase V -  Phase VI
Group Early te .
- Baseline ; Demand Base};ne IT interveqtion intervention Follow-up
E \
“E, Target 4.26371 2,97925 2.69272 5.51961 2.68u80 8.41670
Peer 2.31801 3.19399 _ 2.64659 3.65821 1.64107 1.42161
52 Target 5.22613 1.85493 4.81684 5.28u465 4.16302 4.32701
Peer 3.57363 1.04420 1.97067 2.22333 2.05536 3.52999
Eq Target 2.96820 3.19804 4.58105 3.75830 4.98088 3.46527
Peer 0.77723. 1.99525. 2.18561 1.47799 . 3.35495 2.96297
E, Target 3.20290 1.64152 2.82770 6.47712 6.43901 3.76824
| Peer 1.59170 2.28050 0.58670 0.70910 2.56040 2.15220
c; Target 5.25930 '5.07904 2.49263 7.82674 - ., 4.19840 . 5,69478
Peer 3.07214 1.63958 © 3.61215 2.32731 . 2.34462

0.70318

4
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summed 2z scores constituted improvement, social withdrawal became less pro-
nounced as scores increased. The reader. can rea'dily.detect a gradual rise in
scores for all five groups. 2z scores by observation are prese;nted graphically
fc';r witﬁdmm target children, peers, ar;dr matched controls in Figure 2.Y4.

When data were subjected to a 2 (t/;‘rget/peer) x 5 (group) x 6 (phase)
analysfs of variance for repeated measures, significant main effects were found

for’ target/peer (F = 40.512, df = 1, 40; p < .001) and phase (F = 18.220, .

5, 206; p < .001). ' However, no effect for groups was, obtained (F = 0.126,

ﬁ =
df = 4, 40; n.s.); nor were any of the interaction terms significant (see

st

Table 2.24). As hypgtheses were formulated a priori, orthogonal comparisons
f
between means were still conducted, but were restricted soleiy to the specific

contrasts built into the design or suggested by the theoretical basis for. the

" experiment (Winer, 1971).

»

A powerful effect was demonstrated for the high demand procedure (Phase
II) when compared to both natural baselines across 'groups (F = 11.159, df =
1, 200; p < .01). Teachers in groups El—El& were able to raise conposite z

v

scores from a mean of -5.597 to -3.051 when instructed to "make the child

‘appear outgoing." This was accomplished without providing children with joint

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 time in which
o :

each activity dccurred is presented by phase for combined experimental groups
(El-Eu) in Table 2.25. A 5 (activity) x u (group) x 5 (phase) analysis of
variance for repeated measures was performed in order to test for the possi-

bility that teachers altered the classroom routine in order to stimulate the

o &

social behavior of the target child. Table 2.26 presents the results of the .

\
)
/
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Figure 2.4. 2z Scores for Social Withdrawal for Total Deviant Behavior (excluding

LO) for Treated Target Children, Peers, and Matched Controls
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Table 2.24 "
Analysis of Variancé for Social Withdrawal

Source Ss DF MS _ - ﬁ
Mean 321.69238 1 321.69238 8.68751
Target child/peer (A) 1500.13794 1 1500.1370 40.51221 #ie
Group (B) 18:74292 4 4.68573 0.12654
A xB ) 98.36548 24.59137 0.66411
Error 1481.17163 . 40 a7.02928
Phase (C) ! 705.70438 5 141.14885 - 18.22025 %
AxC: 65 . 37329 5 13.07466 1.68775
B x¢ / S~ 1‘9?}6841 20 9.66842 1.24805
AxBxC U o 96.53271 20 4. 82664 0.62305
Error _ 1549.36278 200 7.7u681
wRE p o< .001 {\

] ° hd
. ' : -
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Proportion of Time in Which Each Activity Occurred for Withdrawn Children-
&

Table 2.25

B Phase I Phase IX Phase III Phase IV ~ Phase V Phase VI . =
8 s . . : Early Late F Marginal x
€ Y I . [ . ‘ ] -
Baseline I Demand Baseline I intervention| intervention ollow-up
Individual/ .020 . .015 .006 029 .012 031 .018
© Unstructured ) '

Individual/ 450 407 462 454 .u84 491 © .458
Structured .

J 4 . .
Group/ .021 .019 ‘ .028 .04l .03y .016 .027
Unstructured .
Group/ ey .526 .453 415 .406 " 416 443,
Structured . .

3 . .
- ., ‘ . . N R
Transitional .069 .033 .051 .068 .064 .04s .055
. ’f . , .
Aot o e T
e ey 0L
\ -
’ e §
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' _ ) ’ Table 2.26
Analysis of Varian;:e for Activity Proportions
Source ' SS - DF MS F
- ' Mean 322.20288 1 322.20288  1066.42847
| Activity (A) % [ 214.80724 4 53.70180  177.7u42u3%%%
i Error 28.70261 95 0.30213 \
§ " Phase (B) _' © 0.26266 5 0.05253 0.58751
| : AxB 2.52835 20 0.12642 l.h‘41382
‘ i* Error 4247244 475 0.08942

Ahd p < .001

N ° .
ANOVA on the arcsin transformed activity proportion scores. Absence of a main

effect for Phase (F = 0.587, df = 5, u75; n.s.) apd no significant activity x
phase interaction (F = 1.414, df = 20, 475; n.s.) indicates that the distribu-
tlon of activities did not vary as a funttion of the demand (;x'OCedure. Hence,

teachers did not dev1ate from their normal routine. However, the percentage
» ¢

uof inter\;als in which the teacher resptonded'to the target child i‘ncreased from
an experimental group mean of 4.63% in Phase I to 8.11% urider the high demand
condition (geeoTéble 2.27). The ratio of teacher attention to the target c.hild
divided by her attention tolpeers rose from .892 to 1.237 (see Table 2.28).
Certaiﬁly, the increases‘ in both absolute time and relative pr-o-pbrtion of

attention directed toward the target child sufigest that teachers followed the

N

instructions by putting forth extra effort.

)

The fact that the withdrawal score for the control gr;oup showed an’ in-
° %

crease from -6.975 in Phase I to -5.240 in Phase II suggests that the demand

procedure did not account for all of the changes in the experimental groups'
. .




Table 2.27

H / \ ~ 124
3 | | o

Percentage of Intervals in Which, Teacher Attended
to the Withdrawn Target Child

Phase I | Phase 1I Phase III  Phases IV-V  Phase VI
Baseline I Demand Baseline II Intervention Follow-up
. E, 4.11 5.90 3.27 §.13 4,00
- E, 3.73 5,52 4.38  4.06 | 3.14
E, 5.19 8.80 - 5.05 b1 476
E,  5.49 12.23 8.63 6.18 7.65
¢, 4.70 4.27 3.14 7 4.60 2.48
x (E,-E,). 4,63 ~ 8.11 5.33 4.69 . u.89
Tables 2.28
Relative Teacher Attention' to Withdrawq Target Child.
. 4 . V )
Phase I Phase II Phase III  Phases IV-V Phase IV °
Baseline I JDemand Baseline-I1 Intervention Follow-up
, - .806 ¢ 19302 21 LT ‘:uaa
E, Suh .925 L7170 - 721, 425
" E, 1.343 .931 1.300 . .677 785
‘_Eu -875_ | 1.771 1.000 . 847 Leus
c, - .826 sos . .532 757 .385
% (E,-E,) .892 1.287 e .785 622
0o - ' ‘
Ve &
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withdrawal scores. However, since the increase in social and attending be-
behaviors shown by c, (1.735) was éonsidéfably less than that demonstrated by
El—Eq‘(i = 3.625), it is reésonable to conclude that the instruction was
highly influential.-‘A complete réturn to baseline was not evidenced in Phase
111, although a trend in this directipﬁ was clearly demonstrated (see Figure
2.3). T

<

When the demand béseline withdrawal levels of’El—Eu werET;ompareé with
those observed during-late intervéntion, a marginally significant effect was
obtained (F = 3.3u1, df = 1, 200; é < .1). The means across experimental
groups for these two phases were -3.051 and -1.442 respectively. While this
difference agproaches the conventional .05 significance level, the most parsi-
monious conclusion is that by late intervention, the training given teachers
waé not succesgful in raising social behavior above the level obtained during
brief periéds jf opfimal teacher motivationi13 H:;ever, improvement persisted~
through follow-up for all groups except E2'énd Cl. The overall mean for experi-
mepta} groups at follow-up rose to ,774. Opthogonal comparisons showed that
the means of the fé;r expé@imental groups were significaﬁtly higher.in ﬁhase
VI than in Phase II (F = 6.694, df = 14M00; p < .02). 1In light of the fact
that the control group showed no further progress from Phase V to VI, it is
reasonable to conclude that ‘the behaviorkﬁo&ification techniques were at least

" partially successful in raising levels of appropriate social and attending

' behavior above those observed in either a natural or high demand condition.

113 . . . . s

Since Phase V (late intervention) includes behavior samples up to
four weeks prior to termination, this comparison might underestimate the
eventual impact of treatment. ; ! .




e e PTISERE SR PNER

126

1

y

Use of the qhalifier’"partially" arises because of t#e substantial de-
gree of improvement shown by untreated control subjects. ‘The baseline mean
across Phases I-III for C, was -5.374. This rose to -2.761 during Phase V
and remained at the same level through follow-up (see'Taﬁle 2.23). Ortho- |
gonal contrasts of the three baseline means with that.of Phase V ghowéd near-
significant improvement (F = 3.305, df = 1, 200; p < .1), due either to
maturation and/or variables associated with the normal educational process.

The degree of improvement shown by C. was such that the group vas rendered

1
indistinguishable from El—Eu at follow-up (F = 2.257, df = 1, 200; p < .2).

To summarize, the treatment groups showed considerably less withdrawn
behavior when levels from either type of baseline are compared to scores at
¥ f

follow-up. Control students show somewhat less improvement from baseline but

do progress to the point where they are statistically indistinguishable from

treated cases at follow-up.

©

_ When comparisons between target children and 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
across experimertal groups for subjects and peers were .774 and 1.997, re-

spectively. This difference was significant (F = 5.912, af = 1, 200, E.:
.01) and showed that target children did not attain scores in the normal

range.- However, closer examination of the data revealed that this difference

was chiefly attributable to the failure of E

2 to rise to peer standards (F =
¥ . -

8.814, df = 1, 200; p < .01). Contrasts conducted for the other three treat-

men* groups deémonstrated that none of these differed significantly from peer
. ' A :

norms at follow-up. E_ratids were 3.412, 0.622, and 0.479 for El’ Ea, and

Eu, 1 and 52 differed from their peers more .

respectively. The fact that E
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‘ " than did Eyor E, is some evidence of a differential tracking effect. This

will be discussed further in subsequent paragraphs. The control group tar-

) get children still differed from their péers at follow-up (F = 4.762, df =

© 1, 200; p < .05).’ :

i
N ®

Were it not for the deterioration shown by E2 at follow-up, one would be

PR

in a much stronger position to advocate use of the treatment package. In
order to learn why this group did not fit the pattern displayed by the other \L

three groups receiving training, separate analyses of the five component be-

N

haviors were conducted. Tables 2.29, 2.31, 2.33, 2.35, and 2.37 present the
means and standard deviations (in z écores) for each of the categories P+,
Vo, IT, LO, and SS. Tables 2.30, 2.32, 2.34, 2,36, and 2.38 show the results

E

~of the 2 (subject/peer) x 5 (group) x 6 (phase) analysis of variance for each
behavior. Without .going into:grea; detail, several interesting findings will
be highlighted. These shed light on the specific vs, general nature of the
treatment effects, the discrep;;t pattern shown by E2 at f;llow-up, and the

presence of a (group) tracking effect.

The behavior "appropriate interaction with peers" (P+) clearly discrimi-

nated target children from their peers during baseline (t = 5.642, daf = 2u,

fl

P < -01). This can be seen as the most clinically relevant of the five re-

sponses forming the withdrawal composite. Treatment techniques dealing with

) . social interaction were heavily emphasized and their implementation super-

ceded work on other behaviors. Only when peer contact rose to a level con-

sidered satisfactory to the teacher were other problems treated directly. Be-
cause this particular category of béhavior is considered prosocial, a rise in

St

-

(:’ z score indicates increasing interaction with peers. Table 2.29 shows that all
i N !

five groups improve from baseling;to treatment, and that this change is




Table 2.29 , -

\
Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Appropriate Interaction Wi%h Peer

a

S

. ) " Means .
’ Phase 1 Phase II Phase 11l Phase 1V Phase V Phase VI
Group . : ' Early Late
. . Baseline I Demand Baseline II intervention intervention Follow-up
Bl Target ~1.34960 0.21480 0,10260 0.91960 1.81000 - 2.38000
8 ‘ Peer ~0.43080 0.68120 . 0.87860 1.06120 1.79160, 1.63280
. > T ’ . . - .
32 Target . 0.80620 0.97420 0.71960 1.39460 1.54220 1.148500 *
Eepp 0.80u440 . ONBQSSQ‘ 1.83900- 2.424860 1.66320 1.85280
» ) : f . 1
B3 Target -1.49740 -0.51680 «1.38740 0.89060 0.63520 ~0-.02680
Peer -0.49000 © -0.58080 ® =0.75380 0.64760 0.75720 0.08300 c
N : ) 3
Eu Target «1.40800 -0.31500 . =0,70980 0.69000 0.71400 0.49320 !
Peer -0.08120 0.98180 0.91340 2.33560 2.21620 1.15540
Cl Target -0.87280 -0.994860 ) -0.32700 -0.47580 - ~-0.41980 -0.47700
Peer 0.672u40 0.02026 0.75420 0.71900 0.77880 0.66500
3
e i H
- -
. N
[++]
‘@
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Table 2.29 (continued)

-

- S
. Standard deviations T

- Phase I- - Phase II Phase I11 Phase IV Phase V Phase VI
Gro‘up Baseline I Demand Baseline II Early Late Follow-u
intervention intervention P

}:l Target 1.08697 0.9u247 0.60479 1.98326 0.75197 1:09608
Peer 0.72902 ] 0.91108 ‘ 0.80294 . 0.87498 0.68271 0.93722

'}

EZ‘- Target 2.52229 . 1.37618 1.19254 1.78854 1.35240 1.47619
enr 2.32496 1.70900 ‘0.66883 1.26649 0.66121 1.37209

E3 arget 0.37267 1.66_336 1.05619 1.15904 lL.66295 '1.2u4912
Pesr 0.39555 2.17792 0.75305 0.90428 1.42184 .0,636563

'E“ - Target 1.47893 1.11260 . 1.46229 1.65147 - 2.13500 1.45002
Peer 0.96810 1l.41190 1.35_310 0.70010 0.88530 0.72310

¢, Target 1.09140 " .0.56395 0.48633 0.47440 0.84062 1.25521
Peer 1.03860 1.21990 0.438128 0.64628 0.58966 0’. 84686

[ ]
—
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Analysis of Variance for Appropriate Interaction with Peer

]

Table 2.30

~

130

/

v o 2

F

Source SS DF MS
Mean 78.22421 1 78.22421 28.11015
Target child/peer (A) 37.92183 1 37.92183 13.62735%#%*
Group (B) | 92.18100 Y 23.04524 3.25139*#*
AxB 16.33899 L 4,08475 1.46787
Error 111.31098 40 2.78277 “ o
Phase’ (C) 93.70612 s 18,7412 15.00202%#%4
‘A'x C - 4,36345 5 0.87269 0.69857
BxC ¢ 44.34308 =+ 20 2.21715 1.77479%
‘A XB xC 8.46027 20 0.42301 0.33861
Ervor 249.84930 200 1.24925
* p < .0B S

% p < .01 .
k%% p < .001

a»

o8 o Eo . = P il « Yubraiedd
E%W“mw%/m4%*» st < o) 2

Mg
it

- ki
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Table 2.31

. \ .
Mean z Scorks and Standard Deviations for Volunteering .
- s Means - N
Phase I ‘'Phase II . Phase IIT Phase 1V Phase V Phase VI
Sroup: Baseline i D d Baseline II R Early - Late Follow-
ema? intervention intervention up
Bl Target -1.057§g 4+ =1.17580 -1.06620 ~0.50580 ~g. 83340 ° -1.04120 e
Peer 0.5996 0.33780 -0.16820 0.37800 ° 0.32660 0.06080-. - .
E, Target ~0.55560 -0.69440 -0.79100 0.66820 -0.46640 -1.26540
. Peer 0.62140 0.42680 0.30280 0.11240 0.12420 -0.43260
Es Target 0.57900 0.59300 0.67380 -0.23400 -0.39160 -0.05140 . ..
Peer 0-.81100 1.29440 0.79340 QO.MSQQO 0.888u40 0.45060 B
Eu Target -1.22600 -0.85800 - -0.48820 ~1.23520 -0;6l620 -0.69800
Peer 0.33360 0.53400 0.3352¢ 0.27000 0.512800 0.30960 ,
c, Target -0.48240 -0.07440 -0.17680 . 9.71640 -0.76660 -1.26820
Peer 0.80380 1.06300 0.821u40 1.47720 *1.15%00 0.28760

TeT
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Table 2.31 (continued)

Standard deviations

0.93639

Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV Phase V Phase VI
Broup Baseline I qﬁ:mand Baselihe II Early Late ' Féllow:h
: intervention intervention P
El Target 0.88867 0.52864 . 0:58391 1.88825 0.673141 1.04886
Peer 0.77036 0.94683 Q.57313 1.96866 1.60739 1.18598 N
32 Target . 1.29874 1.07550 1.55535 B 1.21717 ©1.34587" 0.66811
Peér( 2.70079 1.846u2 1.96498 . 1.89u431 1.21891 1.79093
23 Target 1.03982 1.48415 1.51812 - 0.63839 0.46122 0.809?8
i Peer 0.73375 1.07357 0.46145 0.71708 0.66484L 1.03825
sz Target . 1.21230 ¢ 1.05581 0.96793 1.25983 1.07598 0.5544]1
Peer 1.07530 0.8%860 0.92700 0.93280 " 0.50060 0.87500
Cl Target 0.63031 "1.02320 0.71238 0.81562 0.69064 0.75689
. Peer 0.47384 1.06083 0.37936 0.95483 0.38009

(A

%

v
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. : Table 2.32 )
Analy;ii of Variance for Volunteering

Spurce S5 DF MS F
Mean 0.05602 1 0.05602 0.01758
Target child/peer (A) | 82.32965 1 82.32965 25.83330%HKH
Group (B) 34.552u6 " 8.63811 2.71046% -
AxB 5.06348 4 1.26587 0.39720
Error 127.47836 - 40 3.18696 -
Phase (C) _— 8.07028 5 1,61406 1.77960
AxC 1.86061 5 0.37212 0.42020
B x C 19.u44513 20 ' 0.97226 1.07197
AxBxC 5.46950 20 0.27347 0.30152
Error 181.39542 200 0.30698 J
. *p < .05 - i

#%°p <« .01 ’ 7

k% p < 001 - s

«
S



Tabie 2.33

C 4
Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Initiation to Teacher

~
- -

. ' Means ~ - .
Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV Phase V Phase VI
Group . Early Late
Baseline I Demand Baseline II , e . sl . Follow-up
intervention” intervention R
: ’ Bl Target -2.07300 -0.69100 -1.09160 -l.5§&29,-——’/:1i15Q60 -1.50240
‘ Peer 0.39060 . 0.360u4Q 0.76380 1.091u40 0.59360 0.18300
E2 Target -1.85520 -1.72240 -0.65980 -0.55960 -1.00680 -l.4u789
Peer -4 -0.31520 -0,19300 ° 0.24800 0.07600 -0.,02200 0.03840
E3 - Target -0.79240 -0,633u40 -0.78880 -0.11820 -0.99560 -0.71080
Peer ~0.62980 -0.34280 -3.28340 0.48720 ~-0.09100 0,.72720-
Eu Tqrget ~1.09120 ~-0.04960 -0.89200 ) -0.23940 -1.07700 ,’6.95340
Peer 0.74480 0.92680 -0,12780 1.13200. . 0.22240 1.19720
Cl Target - -0.00920 -0.92p00 -=0.51680 0.01880 0.33060 -1.05220
Peer 0.10080 0.76320 0.46300 0.66440 0.76520 ~-0.,09180
/’ » l
hd « &
s > P
1] - w
-~ . &
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) Table 2.33 (continued)
= i . ] "“L
- Standard deviations .
- "~ Group * Phase I Phase II - Phase FII Phase IV Phase V o hase VI
. . . Early Late -
| -

. Baseline I J Demand Baseline II intervention intervention Follow-up

E, Target | * 2.11118 1.80306 1.45658 I.u4938 1.84073 1.30604"

Peer 1.17371 1.37190 . 1.12724 1.u48391 2.0§l+'+7 0.64563

22 Targe;: . 0.37979 0.54877 0.47828 0.29254 1.45742 1.39070

Peer 0.88663 1.025865 0.6_8036’- 0.51u31 0.77329 0.55338

E3 Target 1.42871 1.29935 1.13023 1.47763 0.82567 A22707

Peer ] 0.49816 . “u633 ° 0.88361 1.08018 0.93754 0.99266

S ' Eu Target 0.57809 1.17623 0.49429 2.57622 0.97422 #T 40275
. . Peer 0.99130 0.77080 0.75680 1.83150 0.89690 1.70720
Cl Target- 2.12928 0.87210 . .1.03357 2.66983 2.35569° 0.897099

_Peer 1.186374 - 0.82452 . 1.32943 1.25900 2.06817 - . 1.11319

‘ } "
. . S - -
. o / “
. » N ' N -
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. Table 2.34
» .
Analysis of Variance.for Initiation to Teacher
Soubce Ss DF MS . F
Mean 16.62030 1 16.62030 3.51248
Target child/peer (A) 95.24590 1 95.24590" 20.12895%%#
Group (B) | 24,18768 4 6.04692 1.27794
AxB \ S 14.,34993 4 3.587u48 0.75817 ‘
Error : 189,27144. 40 4,73179
" Phase () 10.87157 5y 2.17431 1.93033
AxC ’ 70.41591 5 .~ 0.08318 0,07614
B xC 32.74640 20 1.63732 1.49878
AxXBxC 2 15.96614 20 0.79831 0.73076
(’J
Exrror : 218.,48755 | 200 1.092u4
#k% p < 001 : ’ \ * .
®
. .
“\

S iy s
e

s




- - T T T —————————— = . N e
. . \ - o o ST A
. . o 5 A ;
[ e SRR S, e < e s AP .. . -~ - ’
.

- g ﬁ
N . \ . " N
3
Table 2.35 T ST
‘Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Lookimg Around
~ ' A
, —
’ . Means , ¢
+ Phase I Phase II. Phase " H1I Phase IV ~  Phase V Phase VI
. - ' . Early . Late -
Baseline I /\ Demand Baseline II intervention intervention Follow-up 4

“Target | 2.76140 1.20480 1.83960 0.97580 -0.03680 -0.66520

Peer 1.22180 -Q.38680 0.23200 0.15240 -0.36200 s | .UQ'-I-GOIi
Target |. 3.42420 1.27880  1.08240 0.64740 0.75660 0.77860
Peer - 1.10780 0.13960 0.33080 -051140 0.03700 -0.35940
Target 2.66440 0.31840 + 1.,08120 ~-0.16040 ° 0.49820 -0.38660
Peer ! 0.97740 -0.17560 0.97880 -0.43220 -0.23u460 0.21940
- Target 1.85u460 0.79320 0.35300 0.95600 ~0,12840 ~-0.60420
Peer 0.74320 0.67300 " 0.32280 0.25820 0.08780 0.06340
Target . 2.73680 1.38820 1.00860 0.14920 -0.09040 -1.18140

Pger 0.71900 -fl.03620 0.16720 -1.15680 -1.47220 -0.71480 -

LET




Table 2.35 (continued)

- -, . Standard deviations ]
Phase 1 Phase II Phase 111 Phase IV - Phase V Pha¥e V1
Group L ' . " Early . Late
. Baseline I Demand ‘BaSel:me II intervention intervention Follow-up
E, Target 1.73631 1.38967 0.76898 1.18832 1.54487 1.79852
Pegr 1.21055 1.87786 0.80504 0.53017 0.58289 0.6838L
E, Target 2.62063 0.92084 1.11020 2.62868 1.97631 3.09396
Peer 1.20402 . 0.68630 0.96097 0.80215 1.33018 1.63108
Eq Target 1.59677 ~ 0.93030 1.65638 . 1.4986L 1.62566 " €1.04948
Peer 0.88875 0.51791 1.09626 0.37666 1.10813 1.71512
Eu Target , i.82682 ’ 1.14316 " 0.99740 2.28266 1.43478 1.52565
Peer 1.12150 0.70840 1.08610 1.01760 0.64200 0.90220
c, _ Target 1.80276 1.44951 0.69275 2.52605 . '0.84882 0.95933
Peer 1.33807 +1.28813 1.10388 - 1.37871 0.31870 0.82865

g
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Table 2.36
\ ‘ r
Analysis of Variance for Lookipg Around !
-Séurce S8 DF MS F

Mean 55.81369 1 55.81369 10.49142
Target chlild/peer (A) 50.90573 1 50.90573 9,56886%*
Group (B) 15.612u44 y 3.90311 0.73368
AxB 13.78107 'y 3.44527 0.64761
Error 212.79739 40 5.31993
Phase (C) 156.54671 5 31.3093y 25.67836%%%
AxC 20.63582 5 4.12716 | 3, 38480%%
BxC 26.70247 20 1.33512 1.09500
AXBxC 12.81306 20 0.64065 0.52543
Erpop 243.85783 200 11.21929

® 2, < .08 [

*;c‘ < ,01 .

B2 :
" #%% p < ,001
f
N
4
N )
3 o

. e~
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. Table 2.37 k

3 ;
Mean z Scores and Standard Deviations for Self-Stimulati‘on

P

) 1 L . Means .
. Phase 1 Phase II Phase I1I Phase IV Phase V. . Phase VI
/ Srovp Baseline I Demand - Baseline II .Early __ Late Foll
- aseline eman aseline intervention intervention OLLow-up
> i ’ ’
El Target 1.34520 -0.08340 0.34100 1.01220 -0.47320 0.20040
Ifeer 0.96520 -0.360600 0.49100 0.38400 0.71760 -0.25240
32 Target 1.51180 1.02120 2.94160 0.36020 0.28420 1.31460
Peer 0.40920 ~0.21560 ©1.01840 0.27900 -0.13620 0.25320
ES » Target 0.70260 1.01880. 1.87260 1.47740 1.55120 ) 0.95980
) Peer 0.39980 0.49060 1.36520 0.55100 0.54?’40 1.01980
- E,, * | Target 1.82020 1.78940 1.28180 2.29300 1.47700 - -0.27240
' Peer LS 0.93240 1.0u6u0 0.79740 @ 0.78120 ° 0.79520 -0.2u980
Cl. Tarxget 2.87360 - 1.86340 1.87740 1.83780 1.99520 1.22860
. . ' Peer © 0.71020 -0.22140 : 0.68980 0.77659 ~0.06220 0.59900

ohT



Taplé 2.37 (continued)

.

i

Standard deviations

Phase T Phase II

é Phase IIX Phase IV Phase V - Phase VI
roup , ) Early Late °

Baseline I Demand Baseline II intervention intervention Follow-up

El Target 1.0700u4 1.53194 0.88461 1.59300 0.63033 1.21803
Peer 0.78626 1.24087 0.78164 1.06854 0.80955 0.68224

i 52 Target 1.93443 1.50324 2.33563 1.76435 ;;;q46229 1.85276
Peer 1.27984 1.10883 0.53984 0.46354 N 0.77099 0,98923

E3 Target 1.04637 0.83159 1.34493 1.22867 0.98272 0.99882
= Peer 0.82153 0.96969 . 0.93170 0.58858 -0.64806 1.08521
Eu Target 1.26109 1.08653 0.8621u4 3.02899 . 2.37554 1.22858
Peer ©1.36080 1.27030 0.25750 * 0.50420 . 1.36530 0.76530

Cl .Targef 1.57217 2.64281 1.53538 2.38900 2.67979 2.81264
Peer 0.63406 0.80508 0.51404 0.66702

0.55026 0139282
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Table 2.38

! Analysis of Variance for Self-Stimulation

142

Source SS <« DF MS ‘ F__
Mean 22u.848i5 i 22u.8h816 50.87512
Target child/peer (A) 43.63214 1 43,6321k 9.87317%+
Group (B) | 25.,16222 4 6.29055 1.42344
AxB 17.58246 v u.39561 0.99465
Error ( 176.77049 ;0 4 .1&19°26
Phase (C) 25.30737 5 5.06147 3.79823#%
Ax.C 3.04370 5 0.60874 0.45681
BxC . 45.90845 20 2.29542 1.72253%
AxBxC “ 18.24463 20 0.91223 ©  0.68456
Error . R 266.51782 200 1.33253

* B .05 . \ .

* p < .01 )

(%
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maintained thi*ough the follow-up period. Closer examination reveals that
- - L 4
4 . . .
target children in Group B2 a'ctually<1nteracted e}bove the overall baseline mean

(of zero) prior to treatment, thus ma‘king it difficult and unwarranted to in-

4 . i . . . .
crease the level.l Despite the high baseline means, E,_ still showed an in-

2
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 im-

proved substantially. The natural baseline mean was -.590; .the demand condi-

tion mean was .089. When high demand scores were contrasted with thgse of

late Antervention (x = 1.175), a significant treatment effect was’'obtained

i

'9.i+42, _cli_: =1, 200; p < .01). At follow-up there was’ no difference be-

tyeen target children and their peers (F

.272, &f =1, 2003 n.s.) Treated

ups differed significantly from Cl (F = 6,965, _d__f_ = 1, 200§ p < .01). Also,

.control subjects did not show a great deal qf improvement over time. When
their baseline means were contrasted with those of Phase V, ;he resultant F
ratio was 0.292 (df =1, 200; n.s.). Therefore, the inter\;ention was parti-
cularly effective in ifnproving the proportion of time¢ during 'w};ich wil.thdrawn
children interacted in an- —appropriate manner. By the termination of treatment,
they were experiencing a normal amount of peer contact. The same cannot be

T .
said for control. subjects, who failed to improve significantly, and who were
still interacting at a level one standard deviation below their peers.
Figure 2.5 shows graphically the intra-group, inter-group, and normative com-
. . ) 3 ’

parisons. 4

A}

14 Group E d1d show baseline (Phase I and III) deficits in volunteer.mg
(-.664) and initiating to teacher (-1.303), .It also produced above normal pro-

portions of self-stimylation (2.173) and the highest degree of lookmg around

(2.3u43).. ~

3
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The two other prosocial behaviors iﬁCludled in the withdrawal compoéite,
"volunteering” and "injtiation to teacher," showed no clear improvement for any
of the five groups. Analysis of volunteering yielded i';on—significant main
effects for phase (E_ = 1.78'0', df = §, 200; p < .12) or an'y of the intepactiqns

[

involving this factor. This ‘finding was identical for initiation to teacher.
Again, the phase factor jvust .f-ai].ed to account for a significant proportion
of variance (F = 1.990, df = 5, 2005 p < Q). Inferaction terms also failed
to attain significance. . ’ ' ,

On the other hand, "looking around" and "self-stimulation' showed sub-
stantial changes in me;n le‘;'el. Table 2.35 shows a steady decrease in lo\ok-ing
around ;cross groups, including Cl. The ANOVA yielded a highly significant
main effect for phase (F = 25.678, df = 5, 2‘00; p < .001), bu1; failed to pro-
duce a significant group effect (F = 0’."734,‘g£ = 4, 40; p > .5). Thus, the
most parsimonious conclugion is that socially withdrawn children, regardless
of whefhen’ﬁthey receive treatment of the sort applied in the present study,
show substantial reduction in locking around 01': daydreaming as a function of
time and/or the‘normag. éducational process.

Analysis of "self-stimulation" revealed essentially the same pattern of
results. Improvementi-over time was evidenced in a main effect for phase
(F = 3.798, daf =5, 200; p_‘< .003) but was not specific to any particular
group(s) (F = 1.423, df = 1&, 40; p < .25).. A perusal of Ta.bQ 2.37.1 shows
that all groups decrgase& self-gtimulation by e;t least one standard deviation
by late intervention,_ with the exception of ﬁs. Interestingly, both }fl and
E, showed deterioration fr;>m Phase V to VL, the latter group, increasing self-

2
stimulation a whole standard deviation, from .284 to l.3~15._‘ This precipitous

'
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. ‘change accounts for about half of the decline in the withdrawal composite
score 'fo_r E,- " : : -
The amount of teacher attention to withdrawn children did r?ot ‘show much
€, .change from baseline 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 modification programs did

not require an inordinate quantity of teacher time, as the average number of
minutes actually dropped from 2.83 at baseline (Phase I and III) to 2.66 during
intervention. Relative attention directed to target chi;dreﬁ (vis-a-vis peers)

showed a similar pattern. D’uring Phases I and III, tai’*get children received
88.2u4% of the teacher contact experienced by peers, while they received only

75.55% as much attenti.oﬁ 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 said for the demand proce- -
dures which, though effective, required a 46% increa'se in teacher dttention

from Phase I to III.

“

A search for a tracking effect yielded only one finding of psychological

importance. Table 2.23 shows that groups El and E2 showed increased withdrawal

from late “iqtervention to follow-up. Certainly, the decline of .332 to .301

.

for El is hardly noteworthy except in contrast to the substantial improvement

- 1 demons‘trated by both E3 and Bu. Group Eq shc:;we(i an incrgased total z score
‘by 1.44 in follow-up, while ]EIu raised its score .703. Re-éxamination of .
Tablei 2.28 shows that pelative teacher attention directed to targgfrchi}dren

’ was maintained from intervent;'.on to foilow—up for E3' and Eu, but fell drama-

0 tically for El and E2. Targét children were receiving only about 43% of the

teacher .attention that their peers were in follow-up. This level was far below

" /
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those of baseline and intervention. Appropriate interaction with peers remained

_ stable (see Table 2.29) but large increases in self-stimulation were-levidencea.
El increased thei'r proportion of self-stimulation by .87 sténdartd deviation,

* .while }.’.2 displayed a similar rise of 1.03 standard deviations. It would seem
that peer-;oeinforced behavior is maintained in the absence of tracking. How-
ever, the teacher who is collec;tipg data may be in an ad\:antageous pésition

to intevrupt self-directed behavior and orient the child toward more appro-

priate activities. No additional benefits due to the external monitoring

procedure were apparent in group Eu.

Walker Problem Behavior‘ Identification Checklist

e
.} distractibility scales will-be presented, as these were most r}bévan‘c to the
7 .
disruptive/dist.actible subsample. Pre- and post-treatment means and standard

deviations for the two factor scores and total scorels’ are presented in Table
L 4

2.39, along with norms provided by Walker (1970) ..16 Of the 25 children for

-

1% Total score'is derived by summing the scores for each of the five
scales: acting out, withdrawal, distractibility, mmatumty, and disturbed
..peer relations.

16 .The normative sample consisted of 534 pupils from 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 were u4.74 and
6.66 respectively for the latter group. Factor scores were not reported for
the younger children and these data were subsequently lost (Walker, personal

; communication). Sampling bias may have invalidated the identification group
as truly representative. However, their total score mean and standard devia-

o : tion was substantially below that of the older normative sample (critical’

ratio 6.16, p < .001). The present sample may, in fact, have been relatively
more deviant than the older age norms would indicate.
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Table 2.39
WPBIC Scale and Total Scores for Acting-Out Target Children °
Group ~Acting-ou't:' Distractibility, Total
- " Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
E; X 10.40 4,40 10.20  3.80 | 31.40 11,20
S.D. 8.20 4,10 .84  3.35 13.67 8.38
52 X 15.00  8.00 9.80 5.60 |- 37.00  18.00
S.D. 7.31 6.04 1.92 4.22° 15.15 10.25
' E, X 4,80  2.40 | .40 2.00 | 21.20  6.20
o ' S.D 5.07 2.80 3.05  2.34 9.55 4.4y
E, T X 6.00 5.25 7.00 4,00 18.50 11.20
S.D. 1.83 5.50 2.45  4.55 6.24  11.93
c;’ % 7.80  4.60 9.00 5.80 22.50  15.60
XD 5.89 4,16 2,92  3.56 .10.26 10.19
(E,-E,) X 9.10 5.00 8.42  3.84 27.50 11.70
- s.D. 6.62 4.98 2.7  3.85 14,19 9,57
N _ . 4
Normative X 7.23 - 2.63 . 71.76
- ' sample S.D. 4.79 3.31 10.53
. . (Walker, 1970)
1) ° *
~3
\\ 1 - - v
— ( ]
‘ k
0
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.' - whom pre-treatment data’'were obtained, all scored above the normal mean on

-

one 'of the tw:a scales. Fourteen children\scored higher than one stavndard dg-
viation above the mean on both scales;'éight scored at this level only on the
distractibility scale, and three others attained this level only on the act:"mg—
out scale. Two subjects did not appear at all deviant.-on either meas"ure.
Acting-out. :One can readily see that substantial decreases in teacher

’ratings of acting-out behavior were obtained following treatment.17 Following

®

intervention, the mean score for treated subjects was 5.01, the equivalent of ‘

.

A

a u44,6% reduc,tion. Teachers also rated control subjects as improved. ' In fact,

5 e

the post-treatment mean of 4.6 for C, was slightly lower than the average for
s ,

treat@d subjects., The percentage reduction for C

, vas about the same, Ll%.

score$ were subjected to a 5 (group) x 2 (occasions) ANOVA for repeated

- v

Scale
measure's‘; (see Table 2.40), A significant main effect for the occasion factor
(B) was obtained (F = 13.370, df = 1, 19; p < .002), indicating-that disruptive-
distractibie children improved over Ei_me. Failure to obtain a significant F
rat.io for the inferaction indicates' that this improvement was not confined to

the experimental groups. Because untreated control children were perceived

«

. . )
as acting out less at the completion of the study, the null hypothesis was

not rejected; in other words, perceived change in acting-out behaviors cannot

-

be considet;,d a function of behavior modification training. Furthermore,- there

were no differences between experimental groups whi¢h could be attribited to a

13

tracking: éffect .

£

LY - .
Consistent results on bath the acting-out and distractibiljty scales ‘
were expected as inter-correlations between the two factors were ;67 for the

older normative sample and .49 for the grade 1-3 identification /Sample
¢ (Walker, 1971). *

S

P T

-

P
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* "Table 2.40

Analysis of Variance for WPBIC Acting-Out Scores

~

N ,Source I ss DF _Ms . F
Mean | S 2244,19800 1 2244.19800 % 13847
: . , , >
Group (A)" g 340.88940 4  85.22235 1.82804
" Error , ’ 885.77319 19 46.61963
Occasion (B) “ x“ 176.20536. 1 178.2953 13. 36999+ '
AxB | 61.62373 Y 15.u0503 Q@ 1.1s56
Error 253, 37431 19§ 13.3359 <
*% p < .01 \ .
S » w

Distractibility. Table 2.39 gives the means and standard deviations }orv

acti'eg—out children on the distractibility scale. Once again, all five groups
' \ 4
showed a decrease in score from the first rating period to the second.r Groups-

W 5
4

El-Eu produced an overall pre-treatment mean of 8.42 compared to- ?.00 for Cl'
Foliowing intervention, the mean score for experimental childfjen feil to 3.84, )
the equival;nt of a '54% decrease in ;listractibility;‘ﬂ Scores for control sub-

jects decreased about 35.%, to a mean of 5.8. The anaiysis of variance .fix.adings

-(see Table 2.41) showed a significant main effect for the occasion f{actor ¢

' 3
(F = 39.010, df =1, 19; p < .001), but neither the group factor (F = 1.539,
df = 4. 19; n.s.) nor the interactiongerm (F = 0.798, df = 4, 19; n.s.)
accounted for significant variénce. A% was the case on the acting-out scale,, ﬂ

both experimental and control children improved. However, examinatiqn of the
factor norms showed treated cases scored within one standard deviation of the

mean for Walker's normative sample, while scores for children in C1 exceeded
C S )

3



this standard. Again, differences between- experimental group means do not

indicate a.differential effect due to observation training, daily data collec-

tion, or external monitoring. L

Table 2.41

Analysis of Variance for WPBIC Distractibility Scores

& .

Source . SS DF MS ' I3

Mean ° 1926.16846 1 1926.16846  144.31133
Group (A) 65.37786 4 21.3uuks '1.59916
Error ' 253.59885 19 13.34731

Occasion (B) _ leawwome 1 21401749 39. 099k 0¥k
AxB ‘ 17 47890 4 4,36972 0.79832
Error - X 103.99985 19 517368

' N ]

ek B. < .001

-

Social withdrawal. Means and standard déviations on ‘the social withdrawal
scale are presented in Table 2.42 for the subsample of children for which this
measure was relevant. Also included are norms derived from ratings of pupils

in grades 4-6. (Again, the rgader is reminded that these norms are not age-

appropriateto the present sample.) All 25 withdrawn target children scored

at least one standard deviation abowe the norm while 18 of these were at least
two standard deviations above it. The oyverall mean for experimentgl groups/
prior to their receiving training was 10.5. This was somewhat higher than the

control group mean of 8.4, In fact Cl ranked fifth, or the least, withdrawn,

@

among the five groups. (Newman-Keuls' tests showed that the mean for. Cl did

not differ significantly from that of anynother group (df = 29; p > .05 on all

%

-
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» Table 2.42
= WPBIC Scale and Total Scores for Withdrawn Target Children
_ ]
) Group Withdrawn ' tal
. Pre * Post Pre # Post
v El X 11.40 1.20 20.60 3.40
S.D. 3.58 2.68 7.02 4,77
E, % 9.60 2.20 26.60 7.40
S.D. 1.52 2.95 7.13 2.70
Eq X 11.20 0.00 20.60 0.40
. S.D. 3.03 0.00 3.36 .89
E, X 9,80 2.20 18.20 4,00
S.D. 2.95 2.83 7.39 3.81
Cy X 8.40 8.80 19.20 28.00
S.D. 1.52 5.21 14.96 26.73
?;;3§:T~ X 10.50 1.40 21.50 3.80
s.p. * 2.76 2.39 6.72 3.98
Normative X 1.60 7.76
sample S.D. 3.19 10.53
(Walker, 1970) 4
)‘ r
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. . . - . . N
comparisons). Children in experimental groups showed very dramatic decreases

in teacher-rated withdrawal. The post-treatment mean -for El-EI+ was only 1.40,
i an 87% decreaSe. from the first administration of the checklist. This compared
very favorably to the control group, which actually ‘scored highEr‘ during the
second rating period (x = 8.86) than the first. Results of the ANOVA are

’E ‘ p;‘esented in 'fable 2.43., As visual inspection of the means and standard de-

o

? viations would suggest, highly significant F ratios were obtained for the
oécasion factor (F = 88.304, df = 1, éO; p < .001) and the interaction term

(F = 51.969, df = &, 20; p < .001). Ne;vmanTKeuls' tests be.tween’ post-treat-
ment mea%s for each group showed that all treatment groups scored significantly
lower than Cl (g = 29; p < .01 on all compai'isgns). Therefore:, substant'ial\

improvement was perceived by teachers in the training grou?s, whereas no pro-

gress whatever was reflected in teache?ratings of children in Cl.

~

Tgble 2.43

Analysis of Variance for WBPIC Withdrawal Scores

SouréR__( - . ss DR, MS F
% Mean 2086.57733 1  2086.57739  211.62071 ’
Group (A) - 59.,71945 u‘ 14,92986 1.51419
" Ervor ‘ | 197.1997. 20 9.85999 7
Occasion (B) 655.21777 1. 655.21777 . 88.30412%%h
) AxB g ‘ -~ 207.@W807 4 51.96951 7.00397%%%
Error . . 148.40025 20 7.42001 ‘* |
¢ " am p <00l |
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Summary Reports

Eighteén weekly ratings on the seven-p.oint scales pf distrac;tibility, dis-
ruptiveness, and social withdrawal were reduced to four means per sul?jt;:ct on
each variable. These represented gxe a"verage summary 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 group submitted only two summary reports (pre and po;st), these were com-
pared tc; the ratings from the initial and final wee);s for experimental sub-
jects.:L8 AS (group) % 2 (occasion) repeated measures ANOVA was also con-

ducted for each of the three variables.

Disruptiveness. The mean baseline rating acdross experimental groups was

' v
5.49 (see Table 2.44). This indicates that subjects were considered quite dis-

ruptive prior to teacher training. A. considerable decrease for the subseduent

I
-

three phases was evidenced with the lowest point occurring at vfollow/—up/(;/--
2.79). The first ANOVA .(see Table 2.45) yielded g significant ma/i/n effect for
;:hase (f_ ='61.923', df =3, 455 p < .01). Baseline levels of disruptiveness
were substantially reduced over t.ime. Failure to obtain either a \ski_'gnificant
main effect for' groups (E = 1.004, gg =3, 15 p > 4) or a grot'lp x phase
interagtion (F-= 0.978, gi = 9, 45; p > .4) suégestf that there was 'not a

differential tracking effect. Low standard deviations show that teachers in

each of the four experimental groups tended to rate children in much the same

18 The effects of repeated readministration of the summary report scales
to experimental teachers cannot be ascertained from the present study. The !
reader. is warned that if the '"practice" effect were large, any comparison to ,
the ratings supplied by control teachers would be seriously confounded. v

L}
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- Table 2.u44
it

Experimental Group Ratings of Distractibility

~

-~ Group Phases I and III Phase IV Phase V Phase VI
. Early Late
Baseline intervention imtervention Follow-up .
El' X 5.30000 4.05000 3.23400 3.00000 LT
. S.D. O.&l??? 0.92534 0.32601 0.61237
% E, x 6.00000 . 5.15000. 3.90000. 3.50000
S.D.- 0.35355 1.11243 1,08832 1.22474
“ Ve
E4 X 5.55000 4.45000 2.73400 2.20000
. S.D. 0.97468 0.83666 0.25255 0.57009
E, . X 5.00000 4,58250 3.33250 2.37500 {25
: _ S.D. 1.47196 1.32309 2.32811 ' 1.88746
. A %
<

SST
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'.n . Table 2.u45 ’
% ’ , . Analysis of Variance for Experimental Groups' \
g« ' Ratings of Disruptiveness
¥
. ) .
- . Source ss OF MS F
Mean : 1218.219u8 1l 1218.215%48 360.40698
. . R
% “Growp (A) 10.18668 3 °  3.39556 1.00457
) Error 50.70183 15 3.38012
Phase (B) 83.84337 3 27.94779 61,92337%%%
AxB 3.97388 9 0.44154 0.97832 -.
Error 20.30978 = u5 . 0.45133
¥k p < 001 ] ’
’ .
1
|
, o - Yy - ~
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‘ manner. In any event, it-is clear that this relatively global measure of per-
ceived behavior change showed that target children gregtly reduced their dis-
ruptiveness over time. In order to determine ;hether this effect was langely’_

: -
attributable to the intervention, the global rétings of uyntreated control sub-
. N

jects were examined. The five acting-out children in group Cl received a mean

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 and final ratings

of all five groups were compared are presented in Table 2.47. A significant

o

main effect was obtained for occasions (F = 87.197, df = l,'lg; p < .OOf)

but not for groups (£”= 1.309, df = 4, 19; ﬁ.s.). A significant interaction
was obtained (F = 3.906, df = 4, 19; p < .02)." Orthogonal comparisons between

posf—treatment mean ratings showed.tha* groups El—Eu were perceived as signi-
ficantly less disruptiée than their rntreated co;nterpart, Cl (£_= 16.575,

df = 1, 19; p <.OL). |
fﬁﬁDistractibility. Table 2.48 gives the @ean rgkings and standard deviatiéns

by phase for the four experimental groups. Duri aseline, teachers' summary

reports showed an average rating of 5.43 on a seven-point scale. This de-

creased to 4.37 during early intervention (i.e., "moderately distractible"),

3.68 in later intervntion, and 3.14% at follow-up. The ANOVA (see Table 2.143)
yielded significant main effects for group (F = 4.025, df = 3, 15; p < .03)

and phase (F = 24.542, df = 3, u5; p <.001). Group differences were largely

‘attributable to non—equiva}%pt baselines. In no case does this difference

suéggst the existence of a tracking effect. It seems very clear that distrac-
ility, as measured in a relatively global fashion, decreased substantially
over time. scribing such improvement to the intervention pr;cedures neces-

sitates the examination of coitrol group data. Summary reports submitted by
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, o "’ ' Table 2.46

’ L
Initial and Final Ratings for Summary Reports of Disruptiveness

>
N 4

-

Group | Initial rating *final rating
E; x 5.80000 3.00000
S.D 1.30384 0.70711
E, X 6.00000 3.40000
S.D. 0.0 1.34164 ~
= s - ®
E, X 5.80000 2.00000
8.D 1.30384 . 0.70711
E), X 5.25000 2.25000
s.D. 1.70782 1.89297
(Q
¢ X 5.20000 \ 4.60000
S.D 0.83666" 0.89u43
; Table 2.47 S

/s
Analysis of Variance for Initial and Final Summary Reports
of Disruptiveness

Source © 8§ ‘ DF MS . F~
Mean | 892.80176 1. B82.80176  509.40747
' . Group (A) - 9.17914 2.29478 1.30934
Error . | 33.20983 19 1.75263
Occasion (B) e 78.01843 1 78.01843 87.197upt%
( :
© Y Axs 3 - 13.97905 4 3.49476  °  3.90593*
Error s 16,99992 19 0.89473
- , : .
‘ ¥ p< .05 :t’
. ; fS p o< 001, a s .




¥y
Table 2.48
Experimental Group Ratings of Distractibility
Phases I and III Phase IV Phase V Phdse VI
. Early Late
Baseline intervention intervention ) Follow-up
[

% 5.30000 - 3.86600 3.53400 3.25000
S : 0.77862 0.80764 0.76862 1.03078
X 6.15000 5.31600 ' 4.60000 4.10000
S - 0.37914 1.10929 1.23468 1.38744
x 4.500Q0 3.65000 2.56600 2.00000
S 1.33463 - 1.49583 0.43506 0.35355
X 5.87500 4.,70750 4.08500 3.25000
S 0.520u2 1.03789 2.04360 2.25462
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Table 2.49 -~ ’ :
Analys:Ls of Variance for Experimental Groups' Ratings
of Distractibility : ’
" Source , ss DF MS F
Mean 1310.43823 1 1310.43823 427.49243
, )
Group (A) 37.01360 3. 12.33786 4.02487% -
Error 45.98111 15 3.06541
. . . ! ! .
Phase (B) 55.81955 3 18.60651 24, 54240% %
AxB ‘ 1.98495 9 0.22055 0.29091
Error . 34.11617 45 ° 0.75814
Al A_'
*p < .05 B
*h¥ p < L,001 .
/ | | /
/ .
l N LY . !
’ B
‘ -~
/r \
* \ W
g, ' - .
4 ‘ '
\ ) /K-\ ' -
O i
- &
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by’ teachers in group Cl showed a mean of 6.20 during the baseline period &nd
5.80 at the termination of the st;dy (see Table 2.50). The latter figure was
-~ considerably higher than the mean final rating given experimental subjects
(3.06). The ANOVA findings are presented \in Table 2.51.' Orthogonal compari-
sons showed this difference to be signifidant (F = 19.169,‘§£ =1, 19; p <
.01). Therefore, untrained teachers cont ﬁued to rate their children as quite .
distractible while trained teachers considered their—target students to be

functioning at better than a '"moderate" Histn!ctibility level.

Social "‘withdrawal. TFindings fop the subsample of socially withdrawn

children (N = 25) were somewhat similar to results obtained for disruptive/

- ' J
distractible students. Table 2.52 shows that teacher ratings dyring baseline

LY

were consistently high for experimental groups. The baseline mean across these
N ¥

four groups was 5.44. A decrease to 4.90 coincided with early treatment and

during late intervention the mean level fell to 3.53. Considerable continued

improvement was observed during the brief follow-up period, resulting in an
N
averagq\rating of only 2.44. The ANOVA for repeated measures (see Table 2.53)
~
yielded asignificant main effect for phase- of treatment (F = 94.549, df =
. o g z ar

-~

3, .48; p < .00). Target children in experimental groups were, therefore,

perceived as improying throughout the course of the study. i@igerresponding

experimental and conkrol group means from the first weekly rating Qépe 5.5

4 .
and 5.0 respectively. t termination the children whose teachers received
. training were rated as ldéss withdrawn (x = 2:1) than target children in group
-\
Cl {(x =r5.4). Members of the latter group actually appeared to be somewhat

~wv ToOPe withdrawn than in baseline (see Table 2.54). The ANOVA (see Table 2.55)

: ‘ N
('§ ’ produced significant main.effects for both group (F = 5.403, df = 4, 20;

p < .01) and occasion (E * 207.429, df = 1, 20; p < .001). The interaction

O ne o o

b e

N

'Y ' ‘ N




.o
\\ ’ ' ,
. N 162
v ’ Table 2.50
Ifitial and Final Ratings for Summary Reports of Distractibility
]
* Group Initial rating Final rgting
' E % " 5,20000 3.20000
S.D. ' 1.30384 0.83666
B} | : Tw
E, - L X 6.20000 3.80000
' . S8.D 0.83666 1.30384
3 E, X 1t . 40000 f . 2.20000
83D, 1.51657 0.44721 -
E, X : 6.50000 2.75000
\ S.D. 1.00000 2.21736 . )
, ' A
¢ - X 6.20000 5.80000 B
'S.D. ’ " 0.83666 J rb9suy
b A \
- - Table 2.51 -
L Analysis of Variance for Initial and Final Summary Reports
/! e " of Distractibility : :
Source s DF ) MS F- ’
A
Mean S 1018.59790 ‘  1018.59790 820.92969 ¢
i ] Group (A) 38.67505 4 9.91876 - 7.9939u%} //’
Error . ' 32.57494  *19 1.24079
‘ Occasion (B) ‘ , 55.02042  t 55,02942 33.75502#%%
‘ AxB ” 1 1294157 4 . 3.23539 1.98459
”& . Error 30.97493 19 1.63026
) '
ﬁ b k& R < ,01 <! .
. !
®ik  p < ,001 . -
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Table 2.52

Experipental Group Ratings of Withdrawal

Phases I and III

Baseline

Phase IV
Early

intervention

Phase V

Late

intervention

Phase VI
Follow-up

6.10000
0.76240

5.40000
1.257u8

4.50000
0.50000

5.75000
0.35385

5.65000
0.96177

4.60000
2.06610

4,20000
0.37081

5.15000
0.74162

4.10000
1.53279

3.40000
2.09868

2.93400 -

0.93206

3.70200
0.60677

3¥1:0000
1.55724

- 2.45000

1.62u04

1.70000
1.095u44
2.50000
0.61237

w

£9T
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%l e o | Table 2.53
zﬁ R Analysis of Variange for Experimental Groups' ;T{atihgs
% ' of Withdrawal !
g - !
-tl v vy
Source . S - DF MS , F
T ~ (
Mean 1329.91553 1 1329.91553 - 289.36377
Group (A) 20.83112 3 , 6.9u370 1.51081
i Error .| 73.53598 16 - 4,59600
% Pase (B) : 110.22121 - 3 36.74040 . 94.BUIOIH
i ’ ' : - |
5 AxB ' { 0-84512 9 0.09390 0.24165
o;‘ i ’ N ‘%‘ P {
; Error . 18.65211 ' 148 0.388%9 ‘ .
“ o -y *
’ . , LN
#kh p < .001 \ - . :
\'s
, -~ N .
Table 2.54 _
- - - V . - e
‘ ‘ Initial and Final Ratings for.Summary Reports of Withdrawal \(
4 . 'y ! .
8 . ’ }@\“g . (
— — - :
o CGroup Initial rating Final rating
\ K X 6.00000  2.40000
“ . : ' S.D. ) 1.00000 N - 1.51657
4 » h.
? - A /) ' N
! . . E X ’ 5.60000 2.60000
2
' S.D. © o 1.14017 1.51657
‘ b
L] -
E," x %.60000 1.20000
3 $.D. 0.54772 0.yu721 7
- { N .
> . - T
N E, X 5.80000 2.2000Q
$.D. 0.44721 0.44721
' ¢, . € 5.00000 5.40000
S.D. 1.11803 0.54772
o — "
. . i
* »
- , » v N
. » . )
- 'S v
’ § ~
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Table 2.55

Analysis of Variance for Initial and Final Summary Reports
of Withdrawal -~

»

3

Source S5 _DF M- ‘.o
Gr;;p (A) 26.6800 4 6.67000 « 5.13077%%
Error “ : 26.0000 20 | 1.30000
Occasion (B) 87.1200 1 87.12000 207.42§oo***
' AxB ! " 29,4800 4 7.37000 =17.5u7éb***
Error ‘ 8.40000 20 0.42000
# p < ,01 ’

>

sk P < .001

term was also significant (F = 17.548, df = 4, 20; p < .001. When the termim

—~

ation means for the four experimental groups were contasted with the final

rating for Cl’ a highly significant difference was obtained (F = 103.714, df =

1, 20;.p < .01). Once again, no pattern of results was obtaired which would

servation training,

A}
such input, compared
»

be predicted omthe basis of differential amounts of

favorably on all measures). !

, To summariié§7the summary report measure ghowed substantial improvement

~ A

for experimental target children on all three {lependent variabYes. Untreated

« control children showed Elight (non-significant]) improvement from the onset to
- b E

the end of the study on dimensions of disruptivéness and distractibility.
. |

Socially wifh@rawn children in Group Cl were gctually perceived as more handi-
¥ i .

capped ‘at termination than they were five ménths earlkier.

o

“l




s

Kl

2

a >

- 166

Befiavior Vignettes Test

Group means and standard deviations are presented in Table 2.56. Pre-

1 L
!

test scores acrossathe‘ four experimental groups had a mean of 7.77 correct out
- (‘ -
of the 20 items. Teachers in group Cl scored about the same (x = 7.140’). At

temination, the mean for trained teachers was 11.72, a 33% improvement over
- N v . ’
baseline. The control group scored slightly lower in the pqst-test than they

o

had earlier (x = 6.70).‘ \‘\.,

A 5 (group) - x 2 (occasion) ANOVA ‘for repeated measures was performed on the

-~ . .
number of items correct. Unlike previously discussed factorial designs, the

i

subsamples of Efeacher,s whose target child was either s’bcialiy yithdrawn or dis-

. truptive/distractible were combined. Theoretically, knowledge of behavioral

principles and strategies shot:}'ld not have been directly affected by either the
¢ o

type of target child or the fact that one target child dropped out. Conse-

L2
quently, each of the 50 teachers provided data on both occasiens.

Significant main effects were obtained for both groups (F = 3-.189, df =

d
4, 45; p < .02) and occasions (F = 52.150, df = 1, 45; p < .001). Table 2.57
also shows thht the interaction term attained significance (F = 5.474,
df =4, 45; p < .001). Orthogonal comparisons between pre- and post-treatment

—

scores for the four experimental groups showed a significant gain (T = 71'.'371,

——

f =1, 45; p < -01). When post-test means forﬁi-Eq were contrasted with
£

that of Cl, a s’ignificant difference was also demonstrated (f'_ = 46.202, df =

"1, 45; p < .01). Therefore, teachers who received behavior modification

&, '
training increased their knowledge of basic principles’'and techniques to the

-

point where ‘they were clearly more advanced than teachers who did not receive

training. . .

)’ ! ‘ . ‘ ) ) ! i
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; Table 2.56 .
i 7
Group Means and Standard Deviations on Behavior Vignettes Test
Group . *  Pre ' Post
f . 7
E, - N & 7.50000 11.00000
S.D 4.79003 3.05505
- »
E, X - 7.70000 12.80000
S.D. 3.33u499 ) 3.29309
Ey & 7.60000 11.00000
S.D. 2.63312 1.66666 ‘
"L Ay ’ l
E, Y X 8.30000 12.10000
* S.D 3.12872 b 2.85385
! ¥ T ’ )
¢ - .
¢, x i 7.40000 < 6.70000 ,
S.D. 2.11870 1.41813
J o
N :
Table 2.57 -
. »
Analysis of Variance for Behavior Vignettes Test Scores
' '
Source SS DF MS 3
Group (A) 134,740 4 33.6850 3.18886%
Erron 475,350 45 10.5633
Occasiaon (B) 228,010 1 228.0100 52.14970%#%
‘A x B 95.740 4 29350 5,47433%%
Error - + 196.750 45 4,3722 ‘
* \
% p < .05
) ’
st E < ’Ol

ke p < . 001
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Number of Programs Implemented :

.
. -
-

A total of 162 operant programs supplemented the 3% which were specifi-

cally designed and implemented for target children. During the tenure of the
. . ' )
.
.study, teachers carried out an average of 5.03 prdgrams (s.d. =\3.35). Only

_two teachers reported that they chose not to extend their systematic practice

of behavi&r%nodification beyond application to the target child.

v Programs were chéractérized along two dimensions: t(a) appropriate for use
eﬁiher with an individual student or gr;up, and” (b) having contingencies
attacﬂéd to either behaviors cofrelatéd wlth academic performanfe te.g.;
voluntez:ring, noncompliance) or to the $erformance itself (e.g., number of

assignments complefed, percentage of problems correct). Table 2.58 gives °

the frequencies for each type of supplemenrtal program.,

{

Table 2.58

Frequencies of Additional Programs -

Individual ‘ Group
1. -
Behavioral 76 . byt 120
, ’ ~ .
Academic . 33 9 42
§09, ‘ 53 N = 162

5 .
N . ¢

Clearly, there was a preference for dealing wiEh conduct problems at an
N &
individual level. Such a tendency might well be attributed to the fact that
the initial program (for the target chil¥) was directly focusing on behaviors

rather than academic performance.  Hence, teachers may have become more

v .
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comfortable in administering programs of thi$ type. Had the sample included
. "
teachers of special education, educable retayded, or learnipg disabilities

classes, one might expect greater emphasis/on programs utilizing group

.
!

contingencies ;
Of; interest are the large group differences in terms of introdugtion of
additionalz programs . Tib].e 2.59 shows that teachers in group B2 introduced

“

an average of 6.6 additional programs compared to 4.6 for El&’ 3.0 for ES‘

and only 2.0 for _El' . ‘

e t

Table 2.5 '

Number of Addit'ional‘Pr*ograms Implemented '

in Each Experimental Group .

Group X S.D. R
™. “

Bl 2.00 1.25 " g (
E, 6.60° L,09

2 . s ) ‘oo
ES 3.00 1.94
Eu i 4.60 3.41

To the extent that duch seif-report data can be trustéd, the operant
. ‘ , - )
training program dppears to have had an effect on a large number of children

o~
~

experiencing a wide range of difficulties.
- Global Rating \ - ,, . |

/ o .
At follow-up, 35 of the 39 experimental teachens (90%) rated their target

child as having impro(/ed "a great deal.L' .Each of the groups (El—Bu) had one

teacher who rated her target child as "somewhat improved."

+ v
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v . . » . 7
he Expectations of Improvement . -
N "'—' "+ ~
Table 2.60 gives the eﬁberimental group means and stagdafg/g;;;ations for Ts
v ~ - :

teacher expectations of improve ent, Probabilities diring baseline~averaged-
m b 124 verag

~.

s v -

about 70%. - Expectations rose to a high leyg%/ﬁ;;ing early intervention (gf%j}\\
o ~..

and continued to increase through the later stages of treatment (84%). A ™~

slight decline to 79% was observed during follow—up,,pdssibly due to the short
‘ period remaining in the school year or the fact that many children had élready
improved to the point where they were indistinguishable fro& their peers. A
o %
4 (group) x 4 (phase) ANOVA for repeated measures was conducted on these pro;
bability estimates (sée Table 2.615.‘ A significant main effect was obtained , ,
fof pﬂase (F = 50.379, df = 3, 105; p < .001) indicating that anticipatea
"success increased as training progressed. ,The generally low standard devia-
:tiphs reflect a consensus among teachers th@t th? daily problems they were
facing would be ameligrated as a functio® of their participation ip the
program, . . .
A breakdown of‘ffl probabilities by group shows tﬁat'El was the least
optimistic throughout the course of tﬁe study. This was reéleéted in a signi-

ficant main effect for groups (F = 2.8l g£:= 3, 35; p < .05). One feasible

explanation for E.'s lower estimate during baseline is that the placebo input

1
which it received in lieu of observation training was perceived as irrelevant
to tﬁe task at hand. El did show a 12% incrqase from baseline to followﬂup,
a change commensurate with that of the other grpups. HQweVer, its.higher

- standard deviation suggests that a ceiling effect was operating on the other

groups in such a way as to invalidate the instrument 3s one with ratio scale

properties. In other words, the difKerence between a 10% increase from 50%

>




Table 2.60

Percent Probaﬁility of Expected Improvemént ~ °

/’ -
/
Phases I and III Phase IV Phase V Phase VI /
Group /
Baseline Early Late Follow-u
intervention intervéntion p/
‘ . - - 7
i E, x 64.50000 67.33997 73.65993 76 .00000
S.D. 16.65833 16.91417 17.23563 18.37872
E2 X 72.66998 81.49389y 84.65893 86.60000
S.D. 9.65862 11.62402 8.884456 9.66091
- BS x 78.00000 82.00998 86.32996 88.00000
S.D 11.35292 7.88999 6.37688 5.86894
E, X . 70.83333 76.31108 84.81105 86,11110
S.D. 7.603u5 8.07069 10.68952 . 16.72903
;
A ¢ - )
>

TLT
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. . Table 2.61
Analysis of %Piance for Expected Improvement
’ Source ss_, DF MS F - =
Mean 553491.62500 1 963491:62500 2036.06787
_Group (A) | 7| wooress72 .3  1333.9621 2.81895%
: Epror ; 16562.42188 35 473.21191 -
‘ _ Phase (B) ’ 3786.43750 3 1262,14575 30,3794gsk
. - AxB S ©219.1u8u4 9 24, 34992 0,58609
Error ! . 4362.32813 105 41.54597
’
¥ p < .05
fik p < .001 - ‘
to 60% is net équivalgp& to a change from 80% to 90%. Hence, anal;sis of gain
scores would not be appropriate. ’
The result tnat members of El were somewpat more sﬁéptical would” be trouble-
P some were it not for the fact that thés g£9n6 performed competitively on vir-
/// ‘ tually all other dependent measures. /Qﬁiy on the number of additional programs ‘o

weye tﬁey lacking. On the basis actual and perceijjglbehavior change of

target children, El shoved deficiencies whatever, /It would seem that the

N

level of expectation fop”E

l!

tive, effective implkémentation of prescribed procedures. -

thbugh lowest, was sufficient to permit coopera-

- o . ¥ . .
The cost of implementing a teacher training program identical to that used

(—‘ here, but 'without research components (e.g., professional observer's salaries

[

and expenses; control ‘group, data analysis ) was calculatkd, Table 2.62 gives

LN

e,

. v A
! i
~

to
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b Y
estimates for consulting psychologist's time and estimated expenditures, with
r lg he . .
the hourly rate set at $6.75 per hour. Only 8.4 hours of professional time

per subject were required (at a cost of $65.44). Training additional group

during the same period of time opviates the need for further preparation and,
. { »

a

hence, reduces the time allotment to 7.5 hours per subject (at a cost of
$59.36). Estimates: of teacher time and expénditures are given in Table 2.63,
Thirty-four énd one-half hours of out-of-class work were required (at a cost

of $28.70). HWere training co?ducted through a university, an additional fee

&

could be assessed per hour of credit. ,/
'
Table 2.62 /’
Cost of Conducting In-Service Teacher Training :
= —
1 Psychologist | 19
™ Item time per Cost

teacher /

5 hr./ $ 10.13
‘ 13.50

/

Observations (2) )
Contact hours (20 per teacheré 10 teachers per group)
, ¥

. Preparation for group session 0 g 6.08
Phone consultation ' 1.5 10.13
* Review teacher-collected data / .5 3.38
Transportation?l 2.0 18.72
Supplies, reprints, pogtage : - 3.50
Total per subject - 8/4 +hr. $ 65.84

.
-

Estimates based on 1974 Quebec salary scHedule for school psychologist
(M.A.) with five years' experienceg; annual salapy $13,000 ($6.75/hr.).

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 each and 40 minutes (12¢ per
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Table 2.63
Cost to Participants in Program
! ¢
Item Teacher time Cost
Contact hours (10 two-hour sessions) 20.0 hr. -
Preparation for session . 9.0 -
Phone consultation ‘ 1.5° . -
- Transportation - 6.0 $ 16.20
. . ) R - £
Textbook 2 - 7.50
4 b A
L 34.5 $ 23.7022
. ' b
// !
’
- ‘_b"
- )

| | ' - 4

. 22 As of 1974, estinated cost of training through McGill University Depart-

ment of Continuing Education would include an additional $60.00 for three
credits.

X
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©» Discussion

The present thesis Pephsfents one of the few attempts to simultaneously

test the same hypothesis in both the laboratory and naturalistic settings. -
]

While it is ofen espoused that generalizing from analogue research is a tenuous
. * L

proposition, empirical support for this position is generally lacking (Orne,

1962).

Results of Experiment I confirmed findings from“éaqlier laboratory studies

4

in which teachers trained in and practicing systematic observation techniques.

-

submitted ratings of child behavior which corresponded with observed operant
levels. Individuals who received no such training made ratings of poor con-
vergent validity. -

-

Expepiﬁent II provided a naturalistic test for this "trécking effect“\én

— N N

pgpception'of'chilé behavior change. Unlike results ob%ained’in the laboratdry,
‘existence of such a phenomenon was'not évident in the field.‘ Teacher ratings
of distractibility, éisruptiveﬂess, and social withdrawal failed to converge
with independently observed behavioral levels as a function of observation
training, daily data collection: or ;xterhal monitoring. 'Therefore, Hypothesis
I was.rejécted. .' o ' '\

A number of factors operatiﬁg either in isolatign or together may have
accounted for this result. The teacher training program may have produced an
_egpeétancy for an emerging pattern of child behavior. .Such an influence was

not present in the early stages of the analogue'study;23 however, it may have

"

23 Evidence of a "halo effect" in three of the four groups in Experiment

4

I suggests that an expectation of improvement had been established by the
sixth trial. :
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~ @ ‘

been of sufficient impact to override the effects of sysgtematic observations
in the actual classroom. The data which teachers recorded may, in fact, have
been reliable; judging from comparisons of data collécted by teachers in Eq and

1]
their external monitors, this was the case. However, these data may not have
N .

played a major role in formulating the teachers' overall appraisal of a con-
dition such’as social withdrawal, The tendency for individuals to ignore be-

havior frequency data in generating a global appraisal has been demonstrated

’

¢

* : (Hines, 1974; Walter & Gilmore, 1973).

: ¥
Another strong possibility is that group differences were not obtained

because teachers in each group were, in fact, tracking during the intervention

t

phase. Virtually all behavipr modification techniques require that individuals,

\

pinpoint and observe certain target behaviors and react to these in a systematic,

*
¢ ' predetermined fashion. * Hence, the treatment programs themselves contain an

element of "self-training" in observation. Certainly, the use of behavior modi-

fication by all four experimental groups served to reduce any variance which
may have emerged dueﬂlto situational ,learning of observation skills. It seems
feasonable to assume that differences would be magnified in cases where be-
haviorally oriented treatment is compared to mere conventional counseling or
‘)phenomenological ap.proaches. However , because thes\e approaches have not
‘generally‘ been as successful in dealing with classroom management problems
(O'Ifear\y € O'Leary, 1972), it would have been difficult to jusfify their use
merely for purposes of testing for a tracking effect, ' . »
Some indirect sruppor't for the notion that Sehaviof modification programs
reduce individual diRgerences in observation skills comes from the untreated
G control group. Withdrawn target children in Cl di{l show improvement on obser-

vation data but were not rated as such either on the Walker Checklist or

e
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summary reports. In fact, the summary report indicated slight deterioration.

Conversely, acting-out children were rated as improved on both perceptual

measures, but did not improve appreciably according to direct observations.

Therefore, for both subsamples of conitrol children, there were discrepancies

between measures. Tor experimental subjects, results were consistent across i
‘ ' . j §
Kt

’

all criterion variables. This consistency might well be attributed to the fact '

' 1

- K

i

that all experimental groups were indeed tracking during the intervention phase./
[ ™~ .

!

Equivalent findings for experimental groups were not confined to teacher

-
|

perception. TFor acting-out ch.ildren no group differences were found either in
target child be};;vior or in teacher attention. Group El, which was not trained
in observation techniques, performed very well on all measurves. Some evidence0
of a tracking éffect was found in analyzing data for the socially withdrawn
sul;saﬂple‘, Followir.lg intervention, teachers who were not coilecting data on

a daily basis reduced substantially their attemtion to target children. Con-

comitantly, a sharp increase occurred in self-stimulation of target children

¢ .
in groups El and 52. Therefore, when a withdrawn child displays high base

_ rates of self-stimulation or loeking around, it could be recommended that his

tedachers collect data regularly (at ieast once or twice per week). This is the

only situation for which there exists empirical evidence that data collection

¢ o

~may be advantageous. Acceptance of this finding would, no doubt, bé consider-

ably enhanced by two factors: (1) a longer follow-up period (altﬁough,by and

large , teachers, parents, or other trainees are seldom asked to collec)ﬁ, addi-
- - - .

tional data following the termination of treatment), and (2) empirical evidence

L)

showing a functional relationship between teacher attention and self-stimulation.
Despite the inclusion of"data collection in virtually all behavior'modifi-
/

cation teacher traiding programs; there seems to be no reason to require such

-y — ’ i /
\e b . .y




' - ©  effort when treatment is focused on disruptive-distractible cHildren or

socially withdrawn children whose only deficiency lies in the area of p'_eer

3

»

interaction,

-

The suggestion that observation training-.and data gathering by teachers
¢ - ? "’ ) -
he eliminated in most cases is not necessarily generalizable to the family \

s%tuation. Because teachers have a greater normative base against which to

evaluate child behavior, it is quite poséible that their perception:7 converge
~

1

with actual behavior levels to a greatev‘degree than do the impressions of

-

parents. Consequently, any alterations mécle on the basis o&hese results

.should be confined to the school enviromment.

. Demand Baseline Procedure ‘ %

Hypothesis II stated that child pehavior would improve over baseline levels
under conditions of high teacher motivation. This hypothesis was partially con—’

.
| ) *

firmed. Sociallv withdrawn children emitted considerably more prosocial and

- 4 !
attending behaviors during the high demand condition than during natural base-
line. This shift was accornpanled by 1large 1ncr'eases 1n both absolute and rela-
tive teacher atten{llon directed toward the target chlld  Whether teachers could

Fd L
‘ J contin{;e this pat*ei‘n on a regular basis is difficult to assess. Certainly,

¢
/

I v
., one camot rule out the possibility.
! 4 o1 ‘ ~

Omitting. the demand condition would have resulted in overestimating the, )
] . .
» degree of impact ascribed to the behavior modification techniques themselves.
. " Because social withdrawal at follow-up was significantly lower thar observed in

t

the demand‘phase, one can conclude that just raising teacher motivation. would

‘ not alone produce improvement of the magnitude generated by the teacher training
. . -,

Hovlsever‘, a less bOWerful intervention might well be perceived as effective give

“ '
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a concomitant rise in demand characteristics. "For this reason, it is recom-
mended that some of the following precautions be taken in future research:
¢
(a) a ‘high demand procedure be introduced in future studies of socially with-
drawn children, (b) a correction factor be applied to Pemové the variance

attributed to differential demand characteristics which may‘operatE«és a func-

tion of treatment phase, or (c) an attention placebo or pseudotherapy control

group be included in order to assess the effects of high expectations. -
The total inability of teachers to decrease disruptive or distractible

behavior in target children during the demand phase was not predicteg: This

finding is consistent with that obtained by Johnson and Lobitz (197?), who

found that parents of deviant children could not make their children "look good' -

1]

when instructed to do so. Notwithstanding, it was presumed that classroom H
teachers were generally moreﬁskillful in this regard than parents in deviant
families._ The fact that they were not suggests that teachers may be présenting
similar facilitating stimuli for noxious behavior. Moreover, it may be that .

acting-out children shape their teachers into attending to deviant behavior

in much the same way they do their Qﬁrents. In any event, results of the
A
oo Lo '
. demand baseline procedure do not recommend manipulation of demand character-

jistics in order to isolate the effects af treatment techniques designed for

. children labeled "acting out."

v ’ "

.

Evaluation of Intervention: Acting-Out Children

Results from multiple measures were consiatent ianhowing that the present
M _ intervention was efficient, inexpensive, and effective in dealing with dis-
G ) ruptiveness and distractibility.

/.
Table 2.64 shows the results of analysis of observation data, the WPBIC,

A
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Table 2.6u4 -
- Summary of Results for Disruptiveness 4
Dependent variable/ Observation data Walker Checklist Summary report Hypothesis -
comparison I(PA)+(DI)+(T-)+(P—) Acting-out scale Disruptiveness as stated:
Intra-group: Experlmental groups Both (E -E, ) and C E.-E, improved signi-
" Baseline -E, ) improved sig- lmproveé sxgﬁ}flca%tly f%cantly (p < .01)
vs. 'nl%lcantly (p < .01) (p < .05) Accepted
Follow-up - S Cl did not .
Hypothesis III The control group (C ).
did not
Inter-group: E) E, were signifi- E.-E, and C, did not -E, were signifi-
Experimentals cautiy less disrup- differ significantly cantiy less disrup-
(El— ) tive than ¢, tive than o -
vs. (p < :01) et . (p < .01) Accepted
Control (C.) -
‘at Follow-up -
Hypothesis IV o .
Normative: Target children in El— 1E,-E, and scored N/A .
Target children Eu did not differ within one Standard
vs. from peers deviation of the
Peers/norm norm Accepted

at Follow-up
Hypothesis V >

Target-children,fh C
s s el

were significantly

more disruptive than

their peers (p < .05)

-

-

08T
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retest reliaBility was not‘reported in fh%\FPBIC Manual
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+ ) .
and weekly summary reports for disruptiveness. One can readily see that experi-

mental 3tbjects fared well on seven out of eight measures cdfpared to only

three of eight for C Both experimental and control éroupé showed lower

l.
L]

- , '
ratings which were within the normal range on the second administration of the

WBPIC. All comparisons on the other two measures differentiated experimental

groups from their dontrol. Reading across the rows df Table 2.64 shows that

N

each of the three relevant hypotheses (see pp. 49-50) were accepted, based on

3

confirmation by the observation data and at least one of the-other two measures.
'y
Results for distractibility are even more impressive. Table 2.65 shows:
that experimental target children improved on seven of eight criterien vari-

ables compared to only two for the students in group Cl' Again, untreated

.

children were reported as improved from pre-test to post-test on the"WPBIC,
and were statistically indistinguishable from treated children at follow-up.

However, members of C. were still one standard deviation more distractible than

1

the normative sample.

To summarize, acting-out children whose teachers received training im-
Y

provefl significantly from baseline to termination. At follow-up, they also
t{ ' . 3

differed significantly from matched control students whose teachers ¢id not

actively participate and were indistinguishable from their normal peers. It

) vere rated on the WPBIC as improved despite

the fact that ‘direct observation and the teachers' own global ifipressions

is of interest that children in C

showed no change over time. Such a finding indicates a possible practice
effect for this instrument, a deficiency not uncommon to teacher rating
scales (Sprague, Christiansen, & Werry, 1872; Spivack & Sw ft, 1973). Test-

alker, 1970). Perhaps

the instrument should be restricted to use as a diagnostic tool vis-a-vis




Table 2.65

3

g
Summary of Results for Distraétibility

R

Dependent variable/

. Observation data
(HR)+(P-)+{(IL)+(SS)+

Walker Checkllst

e,

at Follow-up

Target children in C

Summary report Hypothesis *
comparison (LO)+(NA) Dlstract1b111ty scale Distractibility as stated:
Intra-group: Expérlmental/groups Both (E E ) and C E_-E,  impro sig:

Baseline -E, improved sig- lmprove% 31gn1f1— 1 n%ficaﬁtly (p <’.01)
. Vs, nl%lcantly (p < .01) cantly (p < .01) Accepted
Follow-up . Cl did not
Hypothesis III  ‘ |The control group (C )
did not
Inter-group: - were signifi- E_-E, did not differ E -E, were signifi-
Experimentals cant y Yess disrup- significantly from Cl cantiy less distrac- _®
(E. -E, ) tive than Cl . . tible than Cl Accepted
ST N <o (p <-.01) ~
Control (C,)
at Follow-up
' Hypothesis IV . ) P
Normative: Target children in E.-E  scored within N/A .
Target chidldren E,-E, did not differ ofie standard deviation ' =
. Vs. f%om peers above the norm .
_Peers/morm Accepted

Hypethesis V ~

1

were significantly — o

more dlstractlble . .
than their peers -

(p < .01)

Iy
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. Hypothesis VII, which predicted differences between treated and untreated

‘tained on the WPBIC and summary reports. With regard to Hypothesis VIII,

e : 183
R // ) ’

- -

. a criterion measure. While Walker (1970) made no claims as to its value as a

dependent yariable, factor scores havg been used in this mannér (Walker, Héps,

v

Greenwood, & Todd, 1975). ; ‘ o

The intervention did not require that teachers devote an’inordinate amount

v

of time to the target child. These children typically garner more ‘than their
L & .
fair share of attention; however, it was .not necessary for teachers to increase

the relative or absolute quantity of attention for tlte purpose of inducing be-

0

havior change. While this is not an original finding, it does address one of

. o
the most frequently raised objections to teacher-mediated treatment. Generally,

teachers express concern about abiiity‘to carry out a program whith ostéfifggp//
L4

requires increased contact with a particular child. Using tﬁi/iigg/amgﬁnt of

-

attention contingently is usually all that is necessary, ~That teachers simul-
e \

taneously introduced a large number of addig}paaf/;;ograms is strong evidence

1 - . /’/' N <

that such doubts were allayed. -~

. " °
» Table 2.66 summarizes results using the composite withdrawal score, the
. . .

L ! . .
withdragal factor-score of the WPBIC, and the seven-point summary report. The

intra-group comparisons are consistent across measures in showing that target

’

children whose teachers were trained as behavior modifiers improved signifi-

cantly from baseline to follow-up. Hypothesis VI was therefore accepted.

i

showed non-significant -improvement over time on the obser-

Stﬁdents in group C
1 ) ]

vational measure. Yet, this was of sufficient magnitude to render Cl statis-

tically indistinguishable from experimental groups at follow-up. Hence,’

v

groups: was rejected; despite the fact f%at significant differences were ob-

neither treated nor untreated tapget children attained peer levels of prosoéial
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Table 2.66

Summary of Results fb; Socfal Withdrawal

»

Dependent variable/

Observation data

Hypothesis

Walker Checklist Summary report
comparison ) (P+)(§§gzzéég)_ Withdrawal scale . Withdrawal as stated:
Intra-group: E 1mproved signi- -E improved signi- |E,-E, improved sig-
Baseline _ ° flcantly over natural flcantly (E_< .01) . [nificantly {(p < .01)
vs. baseline (p < .01) and
. Follow~up demand baseline C1 diqd dot Cl did not Accepted
Hypothesis VI ’ (p < .02)
Cc, did not improve sig- . ’
nificantly over base-
line
Inter-group: E,-E  were not signi- E,-E, were signifi- E -E, were signifi-
Experimentals f%cantly less with- ) cant y less with- cant y less ‘with-
(Bl—Eu) drawm than ¢, - drawn than ¢y drawn than ¢, Rejected
S. (p <.01) T, (p < .01)
Control (C.) '
at Follow=up
Hypothesis,K VII
. Normativk: Target children in E - {E -E, scored. within |N/A
Target children E  were significantly lofle standard devia- ) . ~ .
vS. more withdrawn than tion of the norm . ,
Peers/norms rpeers- (p < .01) - . . ' Rejected
at Follow-up ) Cl did not . ’

Hypothesis VIII
A

Target children in C
were also more with-
drawn than peers

(p < .05)
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and attending behavior. Still, three of the four experi@gnta; groups did not

differ from their peers despite the overall (across group) differences. The’
. [

WPBIC showed gtudenté in El-Eu were pegceived as nd loﬁgerkwithdrawn, while

children in Ci still scorea one(étandéfd deviation above ;he norm. Since the

criterion for acceptance includes the sppport of observation ?ata, Hypothesis

VIII was rejected.
Not only do the three measures differ on diménsions of retrospection,

¥ .t

specificity, and independence of raters (observers), but also on that of con-

| .-
tent. The withdrawal composite consists of five discrete prosocial or off-task

behaviors of unit weight (see Appeﬁdix B). The WPBIC withdrawal scale focyses
exclusiVe}y on peer interaction. It includes no items related to volunteering,
initiafion to teacher, self-stimulation, or looking around: Yet, such behav-
iors do discriminate wlfthdrawn children frc:m their peers (Bel}, Waldrop, &
Weller, 1972; Camp & Zimet, 1974). In fact, -43% of the withdrawn children
treated'py Walker gnd Hops from 19731975 haye shown excessive daydreaming
(personal communication).2“ In any event, ‘'scores on'the WPBIC withdrawal scale
_should correlate higher with a behavioral measure of ipteraction with peers
than with other resﬁonses or a composite of categories. The summary report

may also have disproportionately weighted the interaction component sinfe many

teachers selected this area‘as being of most concern to them. Certainly, the .

\

24 This finding is based on having the following item checked b§ .
teachers completing the WPBIC: 'Frequently stares blankly into space and is
unaware of his surroundings when doing so." This item loaded largely on the °
distractibility factor when the original validity studies were conducted.

On the basis of later findings by both Hops and Walker and this author,
there is good reason to include this item in the Withdrawal Scale.
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thrust of teacher training was directed to the problem of,inadequate peer

relationships.
1°4

When the observational dependen% variable-was reduced t? "appropriate:
intepraction with peers" (P+), the results of the program Bec;me much more con-
sistent across measures. Table 2.87 shows that all ei%ht comparisons signifi-
cantly favopr the children in experimental grouﬁé over their untreated counter-

parts. The intervention was successful in raising the level of peer inter-

%

action to that maintained by peers. Withdrawn children whaose teachers received

no training did not significantly improve their level of interaction on any of

.

the three variables. Hypotheses VI, VII, and VIII were acoepted, but only when
restricted to their-peer interaction component.
Results from analyses of observation data showed that volunteering and

. oo
initiations to teacher did not' increase for experimental groups. This may have

’ -
a

been accounted for, in part, by the relatively poor academic peﬁformance of the

%

withdrawn children. While generally not failing, they were consistently rated
as below average in most subjects. Few children, withdrawn or otherwise, will
raise their hand when they do not know the answer. Initiating to teacher

ma& not have changed because target children in El-Eu were explicitly taught

and encouraged to approach their peers when assistance was needed.

Observational data also show substantial reductions in self-stimulation

and look@pg around in both the experimental and control groups. Hence, it

éppears that the. normal educational process and/or maturational factors are

likely to produce increased on-task behavior in 7-9-year-old, socially with-
N -

' ’

drawn children.

Withdrawn children in group Cl were actually rated by teachers as more

N

handicapped at termin;tibn than at baseline on both the WPBIC and summary

-~
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. - Table 2.67 '
i Summary of Results for Appropriate Interaction with Peers
Dependent variable/ Observation data “’ Walker Checklist Summary report Hypdthesis
comparison - P+ Withdrawal scale Withdrawal as stated:
Intra-group: E,-E, improved signi- |E -E, improved signi- E -E, improved sig-
Baseline * f}:cantly over natural fll‘cantly (p < .01) nificantly (p < .01)
vs. . |baseline (p < .01) : .
FoIllow-up and demand baseline Cl did not Cl did not Accepted
- Hypothesis VI (p < .01) -
Y C, did not improve
. sIignificantly over -
: baselifie
Inter-group: EI—Eu interacféd sig- El-E ‘were siignifi- -E; were signifi- '
Experimentals nificantly more than cant‘iy less with- c%ntiy less with-
(El-Eu) c, (p < .01) drawn than c; drawn than ¢, Accepted
Vs, (p < .01) - {p < .01) . ’
Control (C, ) . - ’ y
at Follow-up
- Hypothesis VII -
~ Normative Target children in E.-E scored within |N/A
Target children E.-E,.did not differ ofie standard devia-
vs. significantly frem tion of the norm
Peers/norms peers ° Accepted
at Follow-up ~ .. Cl did net )
Hypothesis VIIT  |Target children~in C TN SO N L
did not differ sig- ~ ;o . *
nificantly from peers
(p < .15)
- =
©
« ~I
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« - o o *
reports. Conversely, the behavioral data indicated slight improvement in peer

v
- interaction as mengioned above, and substantial decreases in self-stimulation

and looking arpund. Such a discrepancy between measures, while not large in

L}

magnitude, lends support to the notion that withdrawn‘qhildren are more or %eé%_
ignored by their environment. OﬂCe a teacher forms an impre®sion, she seems
. rather resistant to change.
An examination'of phase means of eaéh ;ftthe observational composites shows
: that changes in early iﬁterveﬁfion were more commonly associated with actiAg—

' - out:'than socially withdrawn children. The former group imp%oved more rapidly.

2

»
behavior were applied earlier iQ“fhe program; teachers of withdrawn_children

{
self-monitoring prior to the introduction of specific contingencies; (b) acting-

2

out children were not usually required to learn new skills but to increase

behaviors already existing in their repertoires and to reduce their rates of

>

noxious responses. A number of secially withdrawn children were clearly de-
\

ficient in social skills and required gradual shaping of new‘prosocial behaviors

-

T S S DI vty o« v et s

(e.g., initiating to a group of peers); (c) the incentive for teachers to con-

T

trol disruptive behavior may well be greater than for shaping social approach

skills. Aéflng—out children often emit behaviors which "demand" or "force" an

environmental response (e.g.k é;nsequence), whereas withdrawn youngsters may
d{splay’a positive behavior which goes unnoticed. Hence, the acting-out child

is more likely to.receive consistent, intensive.feedback from the teacher.

' Teachers and counselors should be aware that the probability of a socially ‘with~

(j\ drawn child improving immediétely is not as high as one would expect of a

1 >

coércive child: ’

. » .
There are several possible expldnations for this: "(a) contingencies for deviant.

followed a lengthy sequence which included symbolic modeling, role-playing, and

v
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In summary, the intervention was most effective in increasing peer |

\}nteraction in socially withdrawn children who, if left untreékqd,.would

.. probdbly not have 1mproved appreciably. The long-tenn stability of this con- }

preschool chl\ﬁnen who have restricted peer relations exhlblt the same pat-

dition haS\Qsen demonstrated by Waldrop and Halverson (1975) who found that , -

I3

N
tern five years lafép. It was akso demonstrated that preschool children’ who

were not assertive at\;}nif testing in dealing with an expérimental barrier
situation, also had difficdity five years later in coping with novelty and

were ill at ease w1t% peers (H;iv%ison & Woldrop, 1974). It seems that a child
"gets back what he puts out" (Kohn, i\\é) that he evokes from peers the kind
of responses-that will enable him to malngaln his prevalllng‘routlne and

N .
that this style of life will continue into édglthood (Michael, Morris, & |

Soroker, 1957; Morris, Soroker, & Buruss, 1954).\ This is not to imply ;hat\
soc1ally wlthdrawn children are likely to become\;zi{?usly disturbed adults.
The pauc1ty of follow-up data suggests that withdrawn rnglv1duals who had
received brief cdounseling at a public mental health cllni;‘ ere reasonably

well-adjusted in adulthood (an average of 26 years later). They tended to

lead quiet, retiring lives,charactebized by stability both at work and in

\

AN
cidence of psychotic disorders was no greater than one or two percent in\the

marriage. Social contacts were restricted but certainly not rare. \fhe in-

two studies cited. There is no evidence to indiéate that untreated withdra

.

children would fare any worse. In fact, the authors attribute little improve-

N\

ment to the brief treatment, suggesting instead that the clinical concern \\\

with social withdrawal has been exaggerated. Still, it is apparent that with-
drawn individuals are handicapped in that they avoid many potential oppor- .

tunities for social leaphing. While there are other disorders Qf higher
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priority, an efficient, low-cost treatment procedure would seem well wérth

¥

implementing.

The present intervention increased not only ‘the proportion of time- .
4
target children interacted, but also theif rate of initiation to peers, the

<

range of contacts and the average duration ‘of conversations. The last three ]
variables were evalua:cedﬂ solely on the basis of'teacher—'collected data (groups

53 and Eq), wh'ich, albeit reliable (relative to the' external monitor) may be

biased. There is also anecdotal e'i/'idet'uce which suggests that these changes

h.rere not restricted to the classroém, but generalized to the playground and
lunchroom. It was reported that target children began to invite friends home

after scheool and were invited more often- themselves. vThese childr\er; were

described as happier, more alert, and were said to be bringing in toys to s
show others, smiling and laughing more, and assuming tasi<s of gre,atér responsi;

o

bility.

Because this\study éuffers"from a brief follow-up, it is impossible to
draw an); definitive\conclusions about generalization of effects over ,time.
However, Walker, Hops, Greenwood, and Todd (18975) report excellent six-
month follow-up after using very similar treatﬁnt routines. An earlier
study '(Walker & Hops, l1973) also documents increases in number of initiations
and range of contacts, but failed to. detect an increase in the mean duration
of interchanges. Therefoﬁr'e, it"'seems likely that many of‘the effect:§ of the
present intervention will persist, |

There is also rather encouraging evidence which shows maintenance and

i

generalization effects of treatment used with out-of-control children (Walker

"

€ Buckley, 1972; Walker & Hops, 1974). In one study (Walker, Hops, &

», ) [ [3 (' 3 - » L i;
Johnson, 1975), gains made in an.experimental classroom did not dissipate

* -

AP SPUEINE NEN
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N

when children wererreturned to their r;egular' classes and followed up during
the next school year. Still, persistence of “effects ‘has been the exception

. T ‘

rather than the rule (Kazdin & Bootzin, 1972; O'Leary & Drabman, 1971).
- , ’ .

The generalization issue* is one which must be more carefully considered

< during the decade ahead. Regrettably, the abbreviateq follow-up réported -

' L ]

T B
here provides no further insight into tpe\long-tem impact of behavior modi-

,

fication procedures.

K}

A second problem concerns the process of selecting target children. As

L o

mentioned earlier, the contract between cooperating school commissions and the .

experimenter preciuded direct testing or intervention of any sort, and also
prohibited access to a student's per.sonai fite. This arrangement enabled the
research to commence several months earlier than it would have otherwise.
Unfortunately, the, absence of psychological testing or records of academic-
perform'ance may have permitted ‘retarded, /brain—damagéd, or learning disabled
children to be admitted to the sample. Despite this possibil'itly, there are
three factors which would ‘igdi‘cate that such cases weré not designated as
target children :! (a) the sample was drawn exclugively from r*egu‘iar classes;
3 N :

(b) the study began four months after the onset of the school.year, a reason-
able pebiod of time for ::xt;emely handicapped children to\be identified and

v

referred elsewhere; (c) teathers submitted global ratings of.target children's

academic performance; in no case was a gelected pupillfailing, ‘although they
tended to be below average. ’
The present study is hampered by another deficiency. Thel‘zq is reason to
- : \

believe that the sample of teachers was not repr‘eseﬁtative. Participants in

experimental groups displayed an unugsual degree of motivation by identifying

\ -
and referring problem children, agreeing to classroom observations, consistently

o i g e
ﬂ.ﬁ%ﬁf&" . !



_that behavior modification would be given greater emphasis in both degree

N L : ‘ 192 .

attending training sessions (albeit for credit), Supp],};ing data, and carrying
out treatment prolgir'ams. Their wi}.lingnes‘s to work was, in part, controlled
for by selectir;g control subjects who were also highly motivated, as evidenced
by the fact that they were currently receiving or had recently completed some
other form ;)f slupplen'lentar.y'invstruction. Still,f‘\th; résults reported herein
may not be generali%able to all, or even most, elen‘lentar’y school teachérs.

There is, howe:ve‘r', gc;od reason to believe that many teachers would avail
themselves of .3 behavior modification practicum. All 40 members of groups .
_E]_"Eq complete;i a{m evalgation of the experience. When askéd to compare the
pregent training with other post-graduate education courses, all but one -
rated this program "above average' ar:d abc;ut two-thirds of these considerec}
it "much better." When asked whether they would recommend such a program to
other teachers, all but one said they would recommend it "highly." Of the
positive respondents, 40% described it as indispensible. Thirteen teachers
formed a commit+ee to promote the introduction of a similar training program
within theé‘r? various school commissions. They were subsequently joined by a

number of principals who had, by September 1974, submitted a proposal to at

least,one school commission. The author also received a strong indication

curricula and in t};e continuing education program at l‘"chill University.

In summary, six original contributions were made :‘ (a) to the author's
knowledge, a comparable design allowing for .intra-group (ir“{ga-subj.ec;t),
inter-gmgup, and normative comparisons had not appeared in the operant. litera-
ture; (b) there had been no other study of withdrawn children which utiliged
a matched, untreated control group; (c) this was the first attempt to identify <

via naturalistic sobservation non-peer-oriented dependent variables (e.g.,

¥ - : ’ \
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"looking around, "self-stimulation," "volunteering') which discriminated
withdrawn children from their peers; (d) this was the first formal report
where obgervation data were transformed into standard score compoFites;

(e) this was the first naturalistic test for a tracking effect; (f) this

study marked the initial attgppt to utilize a demand baseline procedure in

applied operant outcome research.

25 observation data gathered on the Social Learning Project at the
Oregon Research Institute have recently becr reanalyzed following standard
- score transformation. ,
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_APPENDIX A - | , .
Manual for Coding Interactions in the Classroom Settingl

In order to achieve meanihgful and reliable results when recording behav-

ior, many conditions must be fulfilled. Foremost among these is the acquisi-

-

~

addition to an ability to make on-the-spot discriminations. It is also gener-

tion of a skill which requires a high degree of motivation and alertness in

ally recognized that reliable ratings of behavior can be obtained only to the
extent that the code categories are clearly defined, behaviorally anchored, and
involve ajﬁinimum of inference on the part of observers.

This manual is a guide to be used in preparing to observe behaviors
occurring in the séhool setting. The coding system has been developed to pro-
vide a brecise record of behavioral rates aﬁﬁ interaction patterns.

The observer will look at the target.subject (i.e., selected student) and
each same-sex peér in alternating six—secona intervals, i.e., gubject, peer;
subject, peer; shbject, peer; etc. The observer will code tﬂe behavior dis-
played by‘placing a mark (—) in the appropriate box on the computer scanner
sheet (see sample on last page). If there is a response fo the behavior by ,
another person (teacher or péer) which can be discerned by the target-sgbject,
the response is to be coded within the same six-second interval but. in the Tow '
of boxes just below that used for the obser;ed child. Each double row of boxes

A
represents six seconds, the first row is reserved for the behavior and the

second for the response. If there is no reébonse, and often this will be the

lpdapted from Patterson, G. R., Cobb, J. A., & Ray, R.'S. Manual for
coding discrete behdviors in the school setting. Oregon Research Institute,
1971.

.
“l
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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 labeled "T"
in the first column. If the response is displayed by a peer ‘or peers, the box

labeled "T" should be left blank and only the béhavior category should be coded.

Observers are cautioned against making stray marks on their codiﬁg sheets
as these may be registered as valid entries by the computer. Also, the scanner
4
éé sheets must not be rolled, folded, exposed to excessive moisture or otherwise

) altered.
An auditory pacer with earplug is provided to produce a signal every six

seconds so the observer will know when to code a child's behavior. An effi- .
"

'

cient procedure for coding is to observe the child for a few seconds after the

€

auditory signal (tone) occurs and check to see if there is a response from the

environment; then code the behavior observed as ﬁﬁ as the response; if there
o -

is no immediate response, but a ¥esponse occurs before the end of the six-second

interval, code that response, wait for the next.auditory signal and repeat the

1

. procedure‘ for the next person. Once all same-sex peers have been coded in the,

classroom, the observer will begin coding in the same order of peers orn the

»

‘same coding sheet as in the original sequence. Sometimes the original order -
A

will be difficult to maintain due to movement in the classroom; in these cases
, L.

the observer should attempt to sample all same-sex peers, ’re‘gar'dless of ovrder,

before- returning to coding the same peer twice. If a peer leaves the room or

is unob'se.rvable for other reasons, do not leave the’ space blank; just,continue

and gode the next peer. J

- Space is provided at the top and in the left margin for entering specific

0 information about the observation session. Group and subject numbers will be

obtained from a list provided by the experimenter and will be filled in at the -

R .
[
4
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top of each sheet. The experimenter will entepr both the phase number and obser-

)
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.

vation number at & later time. The observer should note the,date and time of
Y

observation in the left margin. Each observex will have her own identification

.

number which she will record in line one. She will alsc hote when the observa-

* » ‘ . 3 L} . . -
tion is to serve as a reliability check by marking the box "R:'" Space in line

12

one 1s also provided for the structure of the ongoing activity and the kind of

work (group, individual or transitional) that is occurring at the ‘time of coding.

If the task is individual, then the box "I" should be marked.

L]

If the task is

a group project, then the box "I" should be left blank. If the activity is

-

transitional (betwken %asks), then only the "TR" box should be marked. If the

~

lesson is structured, then the "ST" box should be marked and if it is unstruc-

tured, theﬁ no mark is needed in the "ST" box.- The cbserver is to fill in the °

academic subject (e.g., reading, &rithmetic, social studies) in the left margin.

When changes occur in the structure or in the kind of work (group, indivigual,

n

or transitiona;f, then the céding should stop on that particular sheet, the

change should be-noted on the next sheet and coding should continue at the top

X

of the new page.

If individual mark "I."
If group leave "I'" blank.
- If transitional mark "TR"; leave "I" blank.

. If structured mark "ST." )
If unstructured leave "ST" blank.

- The definitions for the five\qategories are as follows:
3

Structured. The teacher has provided clear guidelines'for the, children to
— ' - . B ¢

follow in carrying out tasks.

Unstructured. The guidelines for the child's behaVidp are vague or unclear

to the observer, i.e., the students can determine what’ they want to do in terms

.

N

of acddemic activity.

f
.

°
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. (“ ) Group. * The class is involved as one unit in academic activity, e.g., the

teacher lecturing, student reciting while others listen. Also, "group" applies

to activities where the class is divided' into sevéral small units such as in
reading or special projects. !
v ! .

" Individual. The majority of the students are doing work by themselves at

*desks, €.gt, art ppojécts are being dong by each child. "Individual" applies
¢ even though the student asks for and recéives help from other peers and/or
teachers.‘ ‘

Transitional. This category should be checked when the class is between

K 1 ’ , n
y activities, e.g., waiting for recess, lining up for lunch, returning from recess,

¢

teacher has indicated reading period but has provided no directions for the next

: . activity. As soon as the teacher gives instructions for thé next activity, the

é . "TR" category is to be omitted and eifher "Individual" or "Group" applies.
w It is esgential that only Jne behavior be coded for each subject. Although

there will be instances where more than one behavior code is applicaBle, the

F observer should code only . one. To facilitate a consistent choice of categories

[ . -

the scanner

R

5, K ’ pmbpg observers, the Eodes are ordered in %he manual as well as on
. qhe;ts in a hierarchical”fashion for appropriate and inapp;opriate behaviors.
The observer is to go from left to right unfil the first app%ikable code cate-
° goryni; reached; that category is to.be markéd and no other, .
' . The samenpqpcedure is to bé followed for picking a peer ;r teacher respohse.
) L The rulé ;o keep uppermost in mind vegarding théichoice of Pesﬁéﬁse.is that the
b fesp;nse is specifically directed at the subject. For example, if the student

v .is' attending to his work and a peer'drops a book with a loud noice, the student's

» ° . " . ~ . v
0 . DbeHavior is coded but not the peer's behavior as the behavior ‘was hot directed

»

ﬂ“ : “at the‘spbﬁectl However, if the peer dropped the book on the student's desk,

Al
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then that response would be coded.

In the following list the code defintions are applicable to both behavior
of the subject and to responses from teacher and peérs unless noted otherwise.

AP Approval: Used whenever a person gives a clear verbal, éestuval, or

v

physical sign of apﬁroval to another individual. "Approval" is more than atten-
tion, in that it must“inclﬁde some clear indication of positive interest .or
involvement. Examples of AP are smilegi head nods, hugs, pats on the back,
awarding stars or points, repeating a correctly given andswer, and phrases such
as, "That's a good boy," "Thank you," "That's riéht," and "That's a good job."

CO Complies: This category can b; checked each time the person does what
another person has requested, e.g;, the teachers'aské class to take out note-
books\and pupil does; she asks for papers to be turned in and pupil obeys;
pupil asks for pencil and teacher or peer gives him one; teacher %ells class to
be quiet and pupil is quiet. CO to be coded only duringbinterval in whi;h
command or request occurfred or within 12 seconds following. Not to be coded

moxe than once per command® or request for target child or peer group selection.

T+ Appropriate interaction with teacher: This category can be checked when

the pupil talks or interacts with the teacher, whether in private as in indepen- |,

dent work situations or answers questions in other situations. If the teacher

is interacting with the child when the child is behaving appropriately, the
response is coded T+. The reason for coéing the subject's behavior and the
response in the same category is the diffichlty of differentiating other re-
sponses in quick or hard-to-hear verygl exchanges; of course, if other re-
sponses: are appropriate, especially AP or DI, and c;n be clearly differentiated, (

%, -

they preclude the coding of T+ as a response. ¢ : -
N LN

P+ Appropriate interaction with peer: Coded when the pupil is interacting

P

.

kY 3
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' with peer and is ‘not violatill'xg classroom rules. Interaction includes verbal
and non-verbal communication, e.g., talking, hand;ng materials, working on a
project with peer. The response for the peer is ET if the peer is interacting
with the subject. The main element to remember in applying this code is that

an interaction is occurring or one of the persons is attempting to interact.

“w, -

< " . If two students are working on a social studies project, thg code is P+; if

) . ¥
they are talking to each other or organizing a project together, the code is

~

P+; but if the subject is simply writing and the peer is writing, then the

PR
;

=

appropriate code is AT, N .

-

STp—

VO Volunteers: Coded when a person indicates that he wants to make an -

P

.

academic coﬁ’trihutioﬁ, e.g., teacher asks a question and he raises his hand.

Also coded 'when pupil gives appropriate verbal response when teacher asks ques-

. tion to the class as a whole without requiring that students raise hands to be
recognized. ‘

IT Initiation to or by teacher: Pupil or teacher initiates or attempts to

3 ' . . R

initiate interaction with each other, fﬁut not in conjunction with volunteering.

Pupil may go to teacher's desk during\ independent study or raise his hand and

-

.

b seek assistance in solving an arithmetic problem; as-.a response,'teacher may

initiate interaction with pupil either b;l app;*oaching pupil's desk; calling on

. '
pupil, etc. The important faspect to consider is that the observer does not know
() -

- the content of the upcoming interaction. »

LA Laugh: Used whenever a person (student or teacher) laughs in a non-

. humiliating way while attending to-task. For example, a persoﬁ makes a funny
; remark and other ‘people laugh at it.. However, if one of the people who heard
o the remark laughed in a derogatory manner at the person then that would be coded °

as DI. It is important to remember that smiling is not sufficient for the code
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! ' _ LA to be used.

/
AT Attend: This category is used whenever a person indicates by his behav-

S R T £

ior that he is doing what is appropriate in a school situation, e.g.‘, he is

B L

logking at the teacher when she is presenting materigl 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; he writes answers to arithmetic

' -

ot o

» problems; the teacher or peer looks at the child re;‘citing; the student is
. ' 8
reading orally; the child is watching others during a break between tasks or

(’m .

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 looks at him, the child 'must make some recog-

¢
L

+ nition of the attending on the teacher's part, e.g., he locks at the teacher.

AT should be coded as a teacher response when the child is reading orally even

&

if the child does not look up from his book.

k4

- k]

PA Physical aggression: Used whenever an individually physically assallts

or restrains another. Child makes a forceful movement directed at another

either directly or ’by utilizing a material object as an extension of the hand, -

'

e.g., blocking others with arms or body, tripping, kicking, pinching, hitting,.

or throwing objects at another person. PA als&includes destruction of other's

materials or possessions even if the owner is in another area of the room, e.g.,

tearing or crumpling others' work, breaking crayons, misusing others' books
(ripping out pages’;, writing in them, et¢.), writing on another child or on

another child's work. PA also coded when an individual grabs someorie else's
. . ]
material in an intense, severe n;annep, e.g., pupil grabs book out of handg of ..

i

o another child or pupil grabs his own material from another child. . . .

DI Disapproval: Used whenever the ‘person gives clear 'verbal® op gestural

- e . .
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»

. disapproval of .another person's behavior or characteristics. Shaking the head

or finger or placing the finger over 'the lips to indicate "quiet" are examples

SRR .

: ) of gestural éiéapprovall "I.do not like that tone of voice," "You didn;tﬁ
finish your work on time;" "Yoﬁrlpaper is sléppx," "You're quiet ﬁow, but why

° i
can't you be that way gll the.time,” "I don't know what's gotten into you today,"
"I don't like you," are examples of ;erbal disapproval. In verbal statements
it is essential that the statement explicitly states disappro;al of the sub-
ject's attributes or.displeésure at his behavior. DI should not be coded when

‘a pupilwgives an incorrect answer and the teacher gives a mild "No" and moves
-

on to another person or questiéﬁ. If the teacher expresses greater ?ispleasure
by demanding that the child repeat the correct answer several times, by shaﬁing
her head, by sighing, by telling the child to pay atﬁehtion, or by saying 'No"

in a loud or degrading manner, then DI should be coded. DI should not be used

when the'teaqher is disapproving of the class's behavior in general, -e.g.,. "You
are all geiting too loud," . "You people did very poorly this afternoon."

NC ancompliance: To be coded whenever the person does not do what is re-

quested. This includes teacher giving instructions to entire class and the sub-
Y

©

. Ject does not comply. The child gives a negative response or fails to respond

‘to a command or request. Examples: teacher asks child %o respond and child

remains quiet; child answers back when'a reply is either not acceptable or re-
. N '
quested; tedcher asks child to stop doing something and child continues; peer
A
2 asks or commands subject to act and subject refuses. NC is to be coded only

once per command or request during the interval ‘when the command or request
qgecurred or within 12 seconds foilowing. If command or request is pepeated,
then NC may be coded again. j _ o

.

T- Inqpprop%iéte interaction with teacher: Used whenever content, of

[\ .

~
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@ " conversation is negative toward teacher by pupil or when classroom rules do not
» " .
allow intergction with teacher. Examples are: '"I'm tired of doing this lesson,"

"I won't start until you help me," "I can't do it" (before child even tries);

- ’ , groaning when raising hand to volunteer; calling out answer when it isn't one's-

'

turn. This category should not be used if DI or NC is appropriate.

P- Inappropriate interactjon- with peer: Coded whenever peer or pupil inter-

t
[ ~ '

¥ ‘ acts with or attempts to interact with each other and elassrocom rules are being
5 violated. Includes playing during a work period; touching a peer to get his
. .
’%‘_ attention; 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 grass motor activity or verbal activity
o .
which is not directed toward another but which interveres with work and dis-

+« rupts others. Examples are excessive fidgeting, dropping books loudly on

floor, scraping chair, drumming with pencil, etc.

IL Inappropriate locale: This category is not to be used when rules allow

for pupils to leave seats or places without permission and what the pupil is

doing is not an infraction of other rules, e.g., a pupil gods to sharpen pencil

woulld not be classified IL, unless he stopped and looked at others or at objects

for a prolonged period of time. If’IL has been coded and pupil begins to inter-

act wifh others en P- should be coded for the gluration of the interaction.

- . SS Self-stimulatiop: A narrow class of events in which the person attempts

to stimulate himself repetitively, i.e., the physical' actions of thesubject

: . ™, : : . Vo
are not directed toward any apparent environmental stimulus. Differs from HR

in that SS must be both repetitive and non-interfering with others. Examples

o _of 85 are: rubbing or poking oneself with either another part of the bedy or

by using a material object; repetitive head movements; repetitive finger or hand

:

B
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\ .
flap\ping; pulling or twisting hair; facial grimaces or twitches; scratching;
\ - .

/— .
swinéing feet; scratching a pencil back and forth across the desk. SS should

i .
be codéd only when attention to relevant-activities is precluded. Note: S§

1 v

also includes talking to oneself in a repetitive, humming manner during which

.
=t

the child is off-task.

LO Looking around: Coded when a person is looking around the room, day-

-

dreaming, looking'out the window, or staring into space when an academic acti-
vity is occurring. To be coded 1O a person must be look‘i\ng around for the . / .
entire interval except for a momentary glance at his work. LO should also
be coded wpen a pupil is singing or reciting as requested but is:ﬁ%tteyﬁd\ing
to the presenting stimulis and is, instead, daydreaming or looking at sbﬁ'xe—

< thing unrelated//to the activity. '

NA Not attend: Thi‘s catlgory‘ is used when a person is not attending to wér‘k |
during individual work situations or not att.endin'g to discussion when the
teacher or another student is px*esentin;g material. This category is appiicable
to those situations in which the subject is working but he is v;orking on the

wrong assighment. NA used when child is engaged in activities such as reading

comiec book, playing with hockey cards, etc. ,. during lesson. -

Following is a hypothetical situation in a school setting. The coding of®
p - :

each sequence is on accompanying coding sheets.’
The observer has entered the classroom and will be coding the first sheet ¢,
of the observation. The teacher is presenting a lesson in arithmetic to the

i .

while class: ' . .

1. The subject is lookimg out the window and the teacher says, "Jimmy,
don't you ever pay attention to what's going on?"
. - .

2. The first male peer is looking at/fhe’teacher.

»
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(1; 5.
(2) .
3) 7.
(4) g,
(1) 9.
(2) 10.
(3) 11.
(4} 12.

(1) 13.

(2) 1y,
(3) 15,

(%) 16.

1) 17.

(2) 18.

(3) 19,

© (4) 90,

(1) 2.
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The subject looks at the teacher, ‘ - - R

»

The secohd male peer is scr'atching and looking at, his arm,

The sub]ect talks to a peer whlle the teacher is S'tlll presentlng ~
the lesson. The peer talks with the subject.

The third.male peer answers a questmn from the teacher. The
teacher smiles and says, "Fine." .

i

The subject pushes a book off his desk omto the floor. Several
peers giggle.

The fourth male peer is rolling a ball down the aisle to his
friend. The friend rolls it back.

. ’ ¢
v , .

The subject raises his hand in response to a question asked of the
class by the teacher.

.The £ifth male peer picks up a piece of paper at the teackér's

request. The teacher says, "Thank you." '

The subject rummages through his desk while the teacher is presentmg
the lesson. ) . X, .
B Ay “
\ .
The sixth male peer is walking around the room. Several of his class-
mates look at him, J g

The subject looks at the teachepr. ' -

The seventh male peer hits the child next to him. The child hits
him back. :

The subject raises his hand as the teacher is talking. She does
not look at him.

The eighth male peer looks at the teacher.

. ‘ 1 i e
The subject still has his hand raisgd. The teacher asks him what
he wants, ) . _ e e

The first male peer looks at the teacher.-

’
s

Sub.ject stomps his foot on the floor. Several,)peers look at him.
With, the teacher's permission, the second male peer explains the
lesson to a nelghbor who responds with questions.

Subject stares at the child sitting next to him. The child does
- not ‘respond. ’




(2)

(3)

(%)

T (1)

(2)

(3)

(1)

220
22. The third male peer talks to the teacher about the lesson.
She answers.
23. Subject talks to child sitting next to him. The child responds.
24, TheLfourth male peer looks around the room,
25. ' The subject is reading & comic book.

26. The teacher has told the fifth male peer to 31t up straight.
He still slouches in chair.

27. The subject is still reading a comic book. The teacher takes it
away from hlm

28. The sixth male peer says to the teacher, "That's a nice dress
you're wearing." The teacher looks at the child and smiles.
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Instructions to Observers

Affter your first observation of the day, phone the Allen to 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 arrlval at school. Someone will show
you where the correct room is.

You should never talk to children while in the halls of & school building
unless it is to get directions to the office or a room.

If, for any reason, you are unable to do an observation, please call
either Mark or Marc.

Do not talk to teachers about the training they are receiving iP,connecﬁv
tion with this project.

Make sure that the information at fhe top and along the left margin of
the coding forms is filled in by the end of the day. REMEMBER, STRUCTURED-
UNSTRUCTURED, GROUP- INDIVIDUAL TRANSITIONAL MUST BE FILLED IN AS YOU GO

ALONG N

\,
Use ja blunt pencil (HE) 'and make marks as long as possible without going
out%ide of the appropriate box. d

Do not interact with children while in the classroom.

Remember to have the teacher complete the rules form at the beginning of’
the session. If she 'is planning several activities, she may wish to
fill out an additional form 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.

Don't be afraid to change your vantage point if you don't have a good *
view of the target child. ‘

During reliability checks make certain that both observers begin a new
sheet at the same iriterval. Do not confer with each other about the code
categories - themselves unless very unusual circumstances arise.

Weekly retraining and tests on code definitions, will be held on Friday
afternoons (time to be arranged).
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Interaction )
. . . AN
During this activity (lesson, periond, etc.) the fellowing rules
apply: (check those which apply)

___ No talking with ﬁeers permitted

. Quiet talking about work permitted

_ Quiet talking in genefal permitted
" ____ Other (specify) ]

a
Movement

No movement from work area permitted .

Movement permitted’ if necessary to get materials oxr informa~-
tion related to ongoing act’vity

___ Free movement permitted

Yolunteering
' ___ Students must raise hands to be recognized

4 \
__ Students may volunteer information without raising hands

¢

- PLEASE KEEP IN MIND THAT WE ARE AVARE THAT RULES ARE MADE TO BE BROKEN
OR ‘CHANGED QUITE OFTEN, DON'T FEEL COMPELLED TO STICK TO THESE RULES
JUST BECAUSE YOU FILLED OUT THIS FORM IN A CERTAIN WAY,

. ' IF THE ACTIVITY CHANGES WHILE THE OBSERVER IS PRESENT, SHE MAY ASK *
YOU TO FILL OUT ANOTHER SHEET., IF YOU SPEND MORE THAN 15 £866i88
FILLING OUT THIS FORIM THEN YOU. ARE TAKING >I‘()O MUCH TIME. PLEASE
EXCUSE ANY INCONVENIENCE THIS MAY CAUSE.

l
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Observer Checklist

Coding forms
Rules forms

Daily Schedule

) Pencils
%
Beeper and ear jack
Extra Béttery
t
~ Directions to schools

Map of Montreal

Directory of teachers and target children

Phone numbers of Allg§n Memorial (§H2—1251 loc. 1628)
and Mark Weinrott (Bu45-6395, 392-5894)

Screwdriver
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Teacher's Name School ‘¢ ; ’ . Grade

S

>

The purpose of this questionnaire is to identify some of the characteristics of a child in your class
who could be described as "socially withdrawn." Please select the student who most closely fits the terms
"withdrawn'" or "isolated" and write his/her name here (first name only): . '

Kindly complete the following chart by checking the box which shows how often this child exhibits each of
the behaviors listed as compared to his classmates. .

N\
El' ht1l T
ightly .
. . A :
Behavior Never Rarely .|Ocassionally verage more than Quite Fearly
. for class| - often always
average
volunteers in class -
daydreams
protests when others hurt, !
tease or criticize him
isolates himself from others
laughs N .
initiates conversation with . .
peers )

S TA4
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1, Would you say that this child has relatively few friends?

—_—

2, Is this child freq@ently absent from school? L .

3. Which of the following statements best describes your assessment of this child's withdrawn condition?

-

x

- a. a serious problem which requires professional intervention -

- b. a minor problem which is worthy of a casual short-term treatment program . -
¢. mnot really a problem but a condition which interferes ‘somewhat with performance in or .
enjoyment of social a¢t1v1t1es or group werk. ) . ) '

d. not a problem at all; child suffers no dlscomfort or - loss of opportunlty, no cause for concern

]

r

4. How would you rate this child's overall academic performance (circle one):

excellent . good -average fair ” poer . -

.

; .
» ~
1 ' . ;

: : " FF ¥ . . .
RETURN TO: Teacher Training, Behavior Therapy Unit, Allen Memorial Institute, 1033 Pine Ave.,W.,
- Montreal, P.Q. H3A 1Al

-

92
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/’///,Teacher‘s Name ’ . School ) ‘Grade

-

- . -

The purpose of this questionnaire is to identify some of the characteristic¢s of a child in your'class
who could be described as "acting out."” Please select the student who most closely fits the terms Yacting
out”" or "aggressive" and writée his/her name here (first name only): - . Kindly complete
the following chart by checking the box which shows how often this chiid exhibits each of the behaviors

+

listed as compared to his classmates. -

-

: Average S%ightly Quite Nearl
Behavior : Never Rarely Occasionally E€ Imore than |-’ y
- T e for class , often always
. average
readily compiies when asked to _
. perform tasks
teases other children; tattles
temper outbursts, explosive ’ . .

and unpredictable mood shifts -+

.

seeks attention ‘of teacher

acts "smart"

strikes back with aggressive

behavior when teased or T - ' . “
interfered with T~ ~ .
S S

distorts the truth by making
statements contrary to fact

Lz o
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- 1. Is this child frequently absent, from school? . -
E o2 Which of the following statements best describes your assqsément of this child's "acting out'?
- a. a serious problem which uires proféssional intervention -

¢. - notsreally a problem, but a condition

d. not a problem at all; child suffers no’

-

. .
- hd [ RN
« excellent. good , average fair poor
’ o - 3 » ' L3
L - * - -
: - » - -—
. . ) ) , .
. . . x\!
. . . . .
. .
.
;o £ .
» .
- A
. .
¥ -
.
. .
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° . N . e s
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s 0t ® .
.
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. . .
- M » - - . -
“ . - -
Al - - - - '
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¥ P
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peer relatiopships and -the normal operation

3. How would you rate this child's overall academjic performance perfbrmance

b. a minor problem which is wort . casual short-term, treatment

ch interferes somewhat with the development of
the class
discomfort

—~—

(circle‘one) s

-~ g » ~
< ~
. . N R
«
-
‘ z
?
- . °
-+
“ . .
°
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. <
*
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oss of opportunity; no cause for concern
v . " -
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School :

Teacher's Na.usr

The pufpose of this questionnaire™i

. who could be described as.f'distractible.”

"distractible" and write his/her name here (first name only):
the following chart by checking the box which shows how often this chlld’exhlblts the behaviors 1lsted as

compared to his classmates.

”

Grade

gt closely fits the term
. Kindly complete

s to identify some of the characteristics of a child in your class
Please select the student who mo

Behavior

=

Never

Rarely

e

Occasionally

Average
for class

Slightly
more than
average

Quite
often

Nearly
always

finishes things he starts

out of seat

disturbs others: teasing, pro-

voking fights, interrupting

excitable or impulsgive

restléssy fidgeting

demands must be met immed-
lately or else ea81ly
frustrated

—

.

622

o
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Is this child frequently ahsent from school?

‘Which of the following statements best describes your assessment of this child's distractibility?

a. a serious problem which requires professional intervention . . .

b. a minor problem which is worthy of a casual short-term treatment program

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 all; child suffers no intérference with learning; no cause for concern

———
p——
———

I -

How would you rate this child's overall academic performance (circle one):

excellent good average fair ’ poor

»

£y

~r
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. Behavior Modification in the Classroom .
R Situations Questionnaires(Form H) .
. ‘ . . . 4
. K «  Circle the ONE answer you feel is best. Some answers will be partially correct
v but one answer is the best., You should read through all the answers before
responding. . ‘
1. Jim deliberately talks silly very often. A lot of times the things he says
make, no sense at all. In order to reduce this behavior, the teacher should:
a. consult a speech theraplst . .
b. ignore him at those times and talk to him when he makes sense
\ c. make fun of his silly talk
d. scold his silly talk, and tell him to talk sense P
e. try to understand what he¢'s saying, translaté it into normal talk,
' and encourage him to imitate it
2. Peter often has temper tantrums in class. His teacher has been keeping a
record of these tantrums for two weeks, and has found that he averages U4
or 5 tantrums a day. This two week record of behavior is: -
: . \
a. a waste of time, whfé% would be better spent in doing something
about his behavior -
b. necessary information for her to have before startlng an effective
program for the tantrums >
¢. not needed at this point, since 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 behavior
3. When angry, Margaret whines and kicks or hits the person nearest her. The
) best procedure to eliminate this behavior is: “
a. isolate her for a fized amount of time )
b. talk with her about why she feels upset
¢. scold her
d. isolate her immediately until she calms down »
e. ignore her, so she won't be rewarded by your attention
4. Billy is constantly out of his seat in class. A newaprogram is introduced

which gives Billy a token every time he stays in his seat for 5 minutes.

Which of the following would best suggest that a token is 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 three days

¢. Billy proudly shows his tokens to teachers and visitors

d. Bllly becomes: very upset when another child steals his tokens

e. Billy trades his token at the class store for candy, which he likes

a B Q

SR |
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Circle the ONE answer you feel is best. Somé answers will be partially correct
but one answer is the best. You should read through all the answers before
responding. - L '

5. You have deftsed a program to reduce a child's temper tantrums. After
g using the program for a week, you find that the tantrums are occurring more

often than before.

You should .

A a. maintain the new program exactly as written for another week, and
. change it if there is still no improvement : .
b. abandon the program, since it is clearly ineffective
c. put the program aside, and try it again in a week or two
d. change the program somewhat, and see if it works any better in its
nhew version . «
e. continue the program, but use different punishment

6. Andy has pushed other children in the cafeteria only once a week on the
average for the past couple of weeks.
one almost every day.

"Until theﬁ\we had been pushing some-
What should you do now?

a. keep rewarding him for behaving well in the cafeteria :
b. decide that he has done very well and stop givihg him q‘ﬁiward
c. Dbegin working on one of his other problem behaviors

d. a. and c. above

e. b. and c. above

7. Roberta is a seven-year-old girl who is constantly complaining of various
aches and illnesses which have no medical basis.

She takes up a-great deal

of her teacher's time with these complalnts

The best way for her teacher

- to handle. the problem is:
13
a. distract her by dgfng something with her that she enjoys
b. ignore her when the situation arises
c. ignore her when the situation arises, while naklng a special effort
to attend to her appropriate behaviors L
d. console her and comfort her, so she will gain a feeling of being loved
and will not need to use illness as an attention sgeking device
e. - tell her that if she's really sick, she will have %o have a shot
8. Which of the following would always be a reward for a chi;d? !
i a.- candy ‘ !
b. praise :
- ¢. special pr1v1leges ) . .
d. none of the above N .
¢. two of the above ’ ' , ‘
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PN " a.

b.

c.
d.

e.

a.

11.

[ I =T o IR w ol -]
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Circle the ONE answer you feel is best.
but one answer is best.
responding. .

; 9. You are teaching Debbie her 'colors.
! . is easily distracted.
. minute or so, ppefers ta explore the roem, etc.
b .~ should:

Sam's kindergarten teacher is teaching him to button his ‘coat.
,method for teaching him would include: '

Arnie knows ten letters of the alphabet.
the letters.

233
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Some answers will be partially correét
You should read through all the answers'before

However,, she is very inattentive and
She leaves the table at which you are working every
In ‘this situation you

try to interest her by pointing to her clothmg and telling her what
the different colors are

do something else that she'd like to do, so that at least she might
learn something, even if it isn't her colors i

gfer her a substantial reward for working on the colors

“

ward her for sitting quietly and 1is‘tenihg‘
rget it gor the present, but promise her a reward if she will work

with you later

o
s

10. Jay is a good 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 teachlng procedure would be to: '

tell him he will not be allowed to- use the stor@ooks unless he par-

ticipates in the reading group -

tell him he can read by himself fcr 5 minutes and then must join the
group

tell "him ';?’he reads with the group for \20 mmutes he can use the
storybooks -

wait until he tires of the storybooks and then encourage him to join
the grcup -

tell him you will work with him individually and gradually try to work
him into the group ) -

A ‘good

starting by placing his hands on hers, while she buttons his coat
using small buttoens to fit his small hands R
teaching in reverse order the steps involved in buttoning

two of the above - .

none of the above '

Your toal is to teach. him all of
,You should: Lt '

start with oné or two letters he doesn't know and all the ones he

does know s

start with mainly letters he doesn't know so that he~will be challenged
by the difficulty of the task

start with abmt half and half so he ‘will succeed sometimes without
being bored’

proceed as in c., but also reward him for successes

proceed as in a., but also rewsrd Him for ‘successes

. \-(\ ) .
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Q‘
Some answers will be partially correct, but one answer is the best. You -
should read through all the answers before responding.

Each of the graphs below describes a child's behavior. 'HI and LO can
refer either to fréquency of the behavior or quality of the behavior, which-
ever is appropriate. To the LEFT of the dashed vertical line is the behavior
BEFORE a program was started to deal with it. To the RIGHT of the dashed line
is the behavior AFTER the program began. :

4
.

HI | HI | HI ]
) l !
5 LO LO
a b. c
; /\/M N l -
\ l | ‘
) Lo L0
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 some behavior of his?

14. Jerry used to fool around during lessons where the material was written on
the board. An eye exam revealed him to be nearsighted. Which graph best
describes what happened’ to his inappropriate behavior after he got glasses
and wiﬁaced in the front row?

15. If a teacher wants to discourage a certain behavior, and uses as a punish-
ment somethmg which is only. slightly unappealmg to the child, which graph
best des?rlbes how that behavior changes?

16. Bobby has learned that you will punish her by putting her in the:corner for
5 minutes if she spits. When would it be appropriate for her to have a
second chance?

a. when she promises not to do it again

b. when you know she did it just to see what you would do
c. when you feel guilty about putting her in the corner
d. when you think she has forgotten what would- happen 1f she spit
e. none of the above

4 .

L]

N
L
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% , Circle the ONE answer you feel is best. Some answers will be partially correct,
o but ome answer is the best. You should read through all the answers before

5 ‘ responding. .

1 17. Fred is a teacher!s delight. He's at ¢r near the top of his class in all

i 18.

19.

20.

"¢, the child has all the prerequisites for the task

of his subjects. He is always polite and well groomed, and has never
meeded any discipline other than occasional scolding. - Fred's all-around
good behavior is most likely due to:

a. his being the one really outstanding student who seems to appear in
every class i

Y. his healthy, positive psychological make-up

c. his being an all-around good kid with a good attitude

d. his being rewarded in some way for his behavior

e. the fact that his parents showed a good deal of care and concern
over his development

If you were using backward chaining to teach John Miller to print his
name, what would the the FIRST letter he would print on the FIRST day
of teaching? '

a. the letter J

b. the letter R

c. the letter N

d. the letter M

e. either J or M

Which of the following educational goals is stated in behavioral terms?

. ~

a. to learn the multiplication tables from 1 to 9

b. to behave appropriately during reading class

c. to spell 15 words from a standard second grade spelllng list without
making more than two errors

d. to display less hyperactive behavior

e. b. and d. above .

[y

For which of the following reasons MAY a Chlld be unable to perform a

particular task: - .
{

a. the task needs to be broken down into smaller steps
b. the task is rewarded only every third time it is done

d. two of the above

e. all 2f the above N
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Behavior Modification in the Classroom
Situations Questionnaire (Form L)

Circle the ONE answer you feel is best. Some answers will be partially correct
but one answer is THE BEST. You should read through all the answers before

responding.

1.

Rewards are useful'in teaching a child because:

a. the child likes them

b. . the child asks for them .

c¢. the child exhibits certain behaviors more frequently when those
behaviors are followed by the reward e

d. .the child gets them for behaving well

e. they are supposed to encourage certain behaviors which you would like

to see increase

Barb is a new child in class. To reward her for good behavior and/or
performing well in class, which of the following would be appropriate,
to consider: ’

/
a. praise
b. candy
c. ‘'special privileges
d. 1two of the above
e. all of the above . . <;\

Johmny has been told to stay after school beca&ge of his disruptive be-
havior in class. For the rest of the day, his behavior improves, and is

‘actually quite appropriate. At the end of the day, his teacher should:

a. allow Johnny to go home in time but discuss with him beforehand the
reasons w

b. keep him ‘after school anyway; praise him for his good behavxor

c. let Johnny go home but send a note to his mother

d. let Johnny go hom sinde he has improved

e. let Johnny go home but substitute another punishment (for example,
no recess tomorrow)

One of Stan's behavior problems is fighting with other children in the
family. His parents have kept daily records of his fighting behavior
and find that he fights less on weekends than he does during the week.
This could be because

a. the other chlldren have more time for him on weekends,-and he doesn't
have to flght to get their attention ° :

b. his father is home on weekends, and gives him popcorn and coke for
stopping fighting

c. on weekends the family goes on outings where there are more enjoyable
things to do than fight

d. two of the above

e, Qi} of the above

< . .

¢
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Circle the ONE answer you feel is best. Some answers will be partially correct,
but one answer is THE BEST. You should read through-all the answers before

responding.

5.

13

%

In language class, Penelope dawdles, babbles and giggles when asked to gb
to the board and identify a word. When worked with individually she can
do this task well and enjoys success. What might a teacher try?

a. have occasional individual sessions with Penelope and reward her for
answering in the group sessions

b. when she becomes inattentive, tell her to sit down and miss her turn--
reward her- when she does answer correctly

c. give her as much time as she needs to answer the question, then reward
her immediately

d. prompt her until she responds correctly, and then reward her immediately

e. do not work with her until she has been attentive for 5 minutes

Which of the following would always be a punishment for a child?

a. 1isolation
b. praise &
c. two of the above

d. angry geolding
e. n of the\éboVé

Use ¢f an "activity reward" involves two behaviors: a behavior which the
child enjoys doing; a behavior which you would like the child to perform.
When such a reward is used propertly:

a. the child can engage ‘in the behavior which he likes after he performs
the behavior which you want

b. you permit the child to engage in the behav1or which he wants, but
only after he promises to do the behavior which you want

c. you permit the child to engage in the behavior he prefers, and when
he tires of it, you encourage him to perform the behavior which you want

d. _the child may do the behavior he prefers for a ‘short time, but must
perform the behavior which you want before he can do any more of his
preferred behavior

e. the behavior you want and the behavior he likes are one and the same

Elmer is constantly getting out of hls seat during his reading class. He
always wanders to the same cardboard clock, which he likes to play with,
Which would be the best way to decrease this inappropriate ,wandering:

‘ .

a. isolate him for playing with the clock

b. 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

c. give strong, verbal command each time he leaves his seat: "Sit
down, Elmer."

d. keep Elmer busy constantly and don't give him an opportunity to leave
his seat during the entire peried

e. Tremove the clock
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Circle the ONE answer &ou feel is best. Some answers will be partially correct
_but one answer is THE BEST. You should read through all the answers before

responding.’

9, Sarah has learned to match correctly the color red, when given the alter-
natives of red and whité. You want to add another alternative. A good

choice would be:

orange .
purple
brown

blue
tannot say

o A0TN

£ 10. 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 for each small step he takes toward being able to work
independently at home?

N

a. becdause 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 prefers soft drinks more
d. Dbecause it will spoil his supper
e. Dbecause his brother and sister learned to study without getting candy
11. To improve Jill's coordination, her kindergarten teacher 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, Jill has trouble. stringing seven beads, drops
them, and gets rather upset. Her teacher should:

a. end the session for the day :

b. try to soothe her and calm her, and then have her try to string the
seven beads again

. c. have her string .three or four beads and then end the session

: ' d. calm her down, reward her for doing as much as she did, and then

n B end the sb351on ;

e.; have her siring three or four beads, reward her, and then end the
session d

4

12. 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 correct response, you should: .

a. immediately have him count arnother small pile and thus provide him
with two quick successes in a row
b. wait a moment before giyiqg him the check to allow him to enjoy his

. success
' ¢. .offer him several checks if he can count a slightly larger pile
) d. praise him immediately and then give him a check
e. give the check immediately and then praise_him
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Some answers will be partially correct, but oné answer is the best. You should
read through all the answers before responding. .

Each of the graphs below describes a child's behavior. HI and LO can
refer either to frequency of the behavior or quality of the behavior, which-
ever is appropriate. To the LEFT of the dashed vertical line is the behavior
BEFORE a program was started to deal with it. To the RIGHT of the dashed line
is the behavior AFTER the program began. ,

HI | HI | HI |
l . \ l
LO LO LO
ca b. C.
HI | HI |
/\/'f*/\/\ g
I 1
LO LO
d. e.

13: Which graph best describes what happens to a problem behavior (e.g., tan-
trums, hitting other children, playing with materials inappropriately) when
an effective program is used to reduce that behavior?

* 14, Terry has trouble with multiplication. Her teacher is successfully using

a program of individual work with her, very gradually 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 qU1ckly
increases the level of difficulty?

15. If a teacher wants to encourage a certain behavior, and uses as a reward
something which is only slightly appealing to the Chlld whlch graph
best describes how that behavior changes?

*16. (Betty had a habit of talking loudly to her neighbors duripng class. By

rewarding her for not talking out, her teacher gradually reduced this
-, inappropriate behavior to an acceptable level, and then discontinued the.
rewards. Which graph best describes what happened to Betty's talking?




17.

18.

19.

20.

Circle the ONE answer' you feel is best.
but one answer is the best.
responding.
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Some answers will be partially coxrect
You should read through all the answers before

Chuck is a teacher's d§spair. He'J at or near the bottom of the class in
all his subjects. He i% ill-mannered and poorly groomed, and has quite
often needed discipline. Chuck's all-around bad behavior is most likely
due to: . )

a. his being thée one really hopeless student who seems to appear in
every class
. his unhealthy, negativistic psychological make-up
his being an all-around bad kid with a poor attitude
"his being rewarded in some way for his behavior ° ,
. the fact that his parents showed insufficient care and concern
over his development

n oo

Backward chaining would be an effective teaching procedure in which of
the following situations: -~

a. learning to identify colors

b. 1learning not to answer w1thout first raising one's hand and being
recognized

c. learning a short poem

d. two of the above

e. all of the above

Which of the follczwin_g educational goals 'is stated in behavioral terms?

a. to learn to do short division

b. <to behave properly durmg bathroom break ‘ -

c. to be less aggressive in one's behavior with one¢'s peers

d. to work on a task for an hour without asking more than two questions

e. b. and c. above

If a Chlld is not perform;ng well in a particular academic task, it MAY
be because:

.  the reward for the task is obtainable elsewhere
_the directions are unclear

the reward is contingent upon the task - :
a. and c.

[ 3 <V o I « 1]

a, and b.

58
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EXPECTANCY QUESTIONNAIRE

«

o

Weather forecasting in terms of percentage (probability)

"1s a process with which we are all familiar, For example, on

Monday we may hear that there is an B80% chance of rain, On

Tuesday the proability may be 20%, by Wednesday 90%. Keeping

this anélogy in mind, it is possible-to express many aspects

of our daily living in terms of probability, i.e., what are

the chances of getting a parking ticket, passing an exam, etc.
In this questionnaire, we would simply like you to predict

on the basis of your p&rticipation in this program what your

expectations today are that the difficulties you came to work
on will improve.l )

Circle one percentage below;

Of 10F 20% 30% | LOE 50 _60% 70%| 80% o0% 100%
LOW _MEDIUM HIGH

Low probability Medium probability| High .probability

that difficulties | that difficulties that difficulties

will improve will impréve will improve

»
<
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APPENDIX ‘B

‘Rationale and Procedure for Standard Score Transformation
,of Behavioral Observation Data
Composites or clusters of responses are frequently formed from multi-
category behavioral coding schemes. Composites may be constructed empirically

(Patterson, 1975; Patterson & Cobb, 1973) or arbitrarily (Williams, Barlow,

& Agras, 1972). In either casc, one is attempting to isolate those,discpe{s/>“

behaviors which produce a high multiple correlation with, and constitute a
global construct representative of, socially relev;nt criterion variables.

To illustrate, a 29—cateéory behavior coding system was found to contain
14 noxious behaviors as determined by metbers' r§tings of aversiveness (Jones,
Reid, & Patterson, 1975). . These luwbehaiiors are: command negative, cry,
disapproval, dependency, destructive, high raté, humiliate, ignore, noncomply,
negativism; physical negative, tease, whine, and yell. Subseqdént analyses of
the deviant categories yielded two distinct clusters: (a) hostility, which
includes disapproval,pneéativism, humiliate, ignore, and wﬁine, and (b) social
aggression, which consigts of physical negative and tease. The classes differ
wifh respect to their functional controi over specific responses of different
family members (Patterson, 1975). In addition to "total déviant behav;or,"
"hostility," and Y'social aggression,' a dependent variable labeled "targeted
deviant behavior" encompasse§'only those specific\bepaviors which were
directl; treated in a family interventioA ﬁrogram. B

A éegond illqstration is provided by Cobb (1970), who arbitrarily desig-
nated 15 behavior categories as either appfopriate or inappropriate academic

survival skills. Post hoc analysis showed that a cluster of three classroom

behaviors--attending, volunteering, and look around--contributed the major

/

*



243

.

portion of variance to performance in reading of first grade pupils.

Most operant investigators continue to use rather gross variables encom-

péssing a fairly large number of categories. These include "inappropriate"
(Walker & Buckley, 1972), "depressed" (Lewinsohn, 1972), "schizophrenic”‘
kHarmatz, Mendelsohn, & Glassman, 1973), and ”disruptive"‘(Kaufman & 0'Leary,
1972). »Each of these variables, however global, is der%ﬁéd by c#mbining

scores for a number of discrete responses. This discusgion pertains to the

+

. . s . . . [
manner in which behavior rates, frequencies, or durations -for two or more
categories may be synthesized into a more relevant, illustrative, and prjﬁib—

tive construct. > . j

.
!

Typieally, behavioral observations involve time-sampling of specific
responses and recording of events within prescribed intervals of 30, 15, 10,
or even six seconds. These raw scores are generally converted to a measure

such as percentage of total behavior, rate per minute, proportion of deviant
behavior, etc. In most cases, scores,for relevant categories are summed to

-

produce a total score in which the contribution of each response is determ%ped

\ /
by the frequency or duration with which it occurs® As an_example, suppose one

4

is using a three-category cluster to definé "aggression": these are hit,

& 1, and tease. In a 60-minute observation, the following frequencies were
. r .

recorded to yield raw aggression scores of 20, which represents 40% of all
behavi;r obgerved (see Table B.l).

Here, three aggressive behaviors (i.e., variables) with different sample
means and standard deviatiogs are summed to férm & composite which is heavily
weighted by those behaviors With a large mean. Such variables actually lie
on.different metrics. In other words, TE wikl have a -larger mean and standard

¥

deviation than HT in a sample of ,aggressive (or normal) children. In-

~

-
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. . traditional psychometric assessment, this situation would result in unit

.~

weighting of each variable item or scoere prior to combining them. But,

“ applied behavior analysts have eschewed the use of standardization in forming

»

compo;dtes. This proceduré will be elaborated upon later. For the present,

it is worth explaining the deficiencies associated with the conventional

&

method of constructing omnibus ca‘tegor'ies.“

Table B.1l
/' ﬁ ‘ f ) ’ Percent total behayior .
Hit (HT) = 2 ) L%
* ' Yell (YE) = 3 ) Aggression 6% > 40% |
"Tease (TE) © = 15 " ‘3096
Other negative (ON) = 10 20%
| 7 Appropriate (AP) = 20 | 40%
| ) e ' “
‘50 total

o
1

N ) Generally, the magnitude of the eo;ltx;ibution of each component behavior

: _ to a composite varigs as a function of t.he frequency or dtiration‘ with which it
occurs. This may interfere with early identifica'tio.n and later evaluation of
treatmént. With respec£ to deviant bebévior, it has been shown that thg lowest
frequenc;y responses (e.g., physical negative, stealing, destructionz lying)

. !

are among the most aversive to parents (Jones, Reid, & Patterson, 1975) and

to society in general. To attribute . gommon behavior such as "teasing" with

é dispr-c_)p‘ortionately higher va‘lue than lower base rate responses (e.g., "hit")

is not consist?nt with (1) reasons for referral to treatr;)ent (Bolstad, 1974),
o (2) the thr'u.'st of intervention (Goodenough, 1930; Murpl;y, 1937; Schoggen‘,

-,

1954), and .(c) socially relevant criterion measures of .outcome (Reid &

£
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. Patterson, 1975; Wiggins, 1973). Each of these focuses primarily, though

not exclusively, on those behaviors mgst noxious to the social environment.

) ' Table B.2 presents response frequencies obtained in one-hour observations

pl

of three children. In each case, the total aggression score equals 20,

accounting for 40% of all behavior. Yet it is clear that child A would be

L

described as the most aggressive‘,'pot‘entially the most dangerous and diffi-
< cult to ignore. Child C, on the other hand, would be described as minimaJ;ly

aggressive by many, despite the high frequency of teasing. s s

Table B.2

¢
Child A . Child B , Child C
Hit (HT) R 2 0 .
‘ , 1 :
Yell (YE) 8 {20 370 ' 1320
— AN
' Tease (TE) o 15} 19
Other negative (ON) 10 10 ‘ 10
"~ Appropriate (AP) 20 20 20
' Total behavior 50 ( 50 : 50

I8l

K] ) R
' Looking at the data for subject B, suppose intervention isisuccessful

W

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 _improvement despite the fact that HT, the most aggressive response,
was completely elim‘inated, ané YE re;duced by two-thirds. It .is worth noting
hat an 8% decrease in aggressive behavior is the. maximum possible change
;'zinable for the freq_uencjies of occurrence in this examplle ~_ In observation/
o " coding sy\stems where only a portion of the on-going sequence .is actually 1'-ef
c'orded', prior'i;cy or hierarch\ical coding is performed. Accobding to

4

Ay
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: . \
. predetermined criteria, one class of behaviors is -coded. instead of another

simultaneously occurring response. In the above example, suppose only ocne

beha;n'or' could be recorded per interval and that "saliency" or "aversiveness"
i determined which. HT would then supercede TE. If, when HT were eliminated,
it produced more teasing, or simply allowed TE to be coded when previously

it could not be, due to concurrence, then total aggression would remain at
’ . 40%. The ipsafizing features of the coding system itself may~ mask a treat- _J\
iy l ment effect de-nspite substantial decreases in low frequency, highly noxious .
behaviors (Jones, 1973). This fact may account, in part, for the difficulty
in obtaining convergér;ce between observation data and global ratings (Eyberg |
& Johnson,'197'+), the latter ‘genl:erally showing greater improve;nent. In the
Q above exa;nple s total aggressive behavior showed little change, while those
responses most aversive and in fact, primarily responsible for re‘i:'er'ral, were
virtually eliminated. The percentage of time during which aggressive behavior
appeared remaincd ‘the same ; however, the profile 'of that behavior differed

substanidally following intervention. If one were interested solely in the

former composite criterion measure, then only a two- or three-category coding

system 1is required (apprqpm.ate, aggressive, other 1nappropr1ate}¢
Presumably, the inclusion of sub-categories enables résearchers to answer

' more specific questions about the behavioral interaction and treatment effects.
I ’ ] .
Until methods are available to predict the contribution of each response cate-

gory to socially relevant critebion measures, one shou’ least, endeavor

to control for differences in base rates by assigning . ieight to each

-

c = As a general rule it is recommended that the complexity of the coding

system and that of the dependent variables be commensurate. Reductions in
time and expenditures of observation training and analysis would be more cost
effective.

f
'l N -

"
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' ' 1

cd And then, if desirable attach weigh%s which will produce a

£
variable of improved construct validity. The standard scoring method des-

a

cribed below should be used with behavioral observation data in the formation

of composites.

. The technique employed the Social Learning Projéct at %e Oregon Re-
!
search Institute was adopted om traditional psychometric asseSsment. Often ’

one wishes to 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 means an*standard deviations on two /

instruments differ, it is appropriate to convert raw scores to standard scores

. ) v

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 frequency or duration for each
Q category, can be obtained for a sample of normal individuals fulfilling spe-

L4
-~ cified criteria. Using the formula for standard z score conversion,

t
_X—;E, ‘ i, )

z =
g )

\l';

1

@

one merely substitutes the raw score of the uTtmem: subject or group and the

N mean and standard deviation for the normal sample.

Returning to the .example, suppose that five one-hour observations of 100
J ! ,
non-referred or "normal" children yielded the means and standard deviatﬁxs

presented in Table B.3. These children w_e‘r'é matched on sex, age, and IQ with

A\l

. . W
the cases A, B, and C. Table B{il' shows the-z scores for the three illustrative

subjects and the procedures used for proaucing category scores and a composite

~ mean aggression score. O{Ie can readily see that the aggression score of 10.07

\ - ) .
for child A is considerqpiy higher than that for ‘subject B (3.65); child C

/
-
.

ap
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Table B.3
) .
Normals
o % o
HT .36 .8
YE .66 .50
TE 4,05 3.81
Y A .
ON 2.80 2.69
AP T 42,13 17.10
Total aggressive 5.07 3.75 *
g
Table B.4
A\
Subject A
(X = xn) = + on = z X z aggression
HT 8 .36 7.64 48 15.%4
YE 8 .66 7.34 .50 14.68 10.07
TE u 4.05 - .50 t’ 3.81 -0.01
ON 10 2.80 7.20 2.69 2.68
AP 20 42.13 -22,13 17.10 -1.29
‘i‘J . -
Subject B
' ‘ HT 2 .36 1,64 .48 3.41
¥ YE 3 .66 2.34 .50 4.68 3.65
TE 15 k.05 10.95 3.81 2.87
ON 10 2.80 7.20 2.69 2.68
AP 20 42.13 :?2.13 17.10 -1.29
Subject C _
!
HT 0 .36 -.36 .48 , =75
YE 1 .66 ’ . .34 .50 .68 1.28
TE. 13 -~ 4.05 14,95 3.81 Qn92
ON 10 2.80 7.20 o 2.69 “ 2.68
AP 20 42.13 -22.13 17.10 -1.29 |
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(1.28) scored about two and a third standard deviations below child B. The
transformati®dn retains the order of severity’which was lost when frequencies
for each category were mecrely summed (see Table B.2). In effect, it trapflates

the rates, frequencies, or durations of deviant beha%iors for a partir lar

subject or group into z scores which represent relative or comparative deviancy.

A 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 probability of ob-
taining a treatment effect. Intervention geared primarily toward the reduc-
tion of low frequency (rate) ighly noxious target behaviors will, if success-
ful, exert greater impact on a total deviant z score than on a total deviant
score which is the sum of various frequencies.

Mitigating ggainst the likelihood of obtaining a treatment effect is an
increase in variance due to the transformation. The increase, which serves to
reduce resultant I ratios, comes about in‘the followingymanner. A relatively
uncommon response (e.g., destructiveness) will contribute relatively little to
a composite score if raw freguencies for a number of categories are summed to
prod&ce a total score. Even an extremely high score for thi§ category would

have a relatively small numerical value compared to values for other higher

rate behaviors (e.g., disapprove’, noncompliance). The standard score for such’ -

~

an extreme raw value wofild be quite large, perhaps three or more standard

~

deviations above the mean. When added to a standard score composite, the \

effect is apt to be substantjal. Hence, the distribution of compo&ite Z scores

-

¥ .-
is spread or widened, yielding. a larger variance. So, while the transformation

increases the contribution of low frequency "targeted behaviors" to a composite,

V. L

° A
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it does so at the expenée of introducing additional variance which could well

override the effects of unit weighting low frequency behaviors. Finally, the
&

b

problem of increased variance could be recast as a problem of too little

variance in the raw score (i.e., untransformed) composite.
* .

.

In summary, the tendency for certain responses to covary or retain in-.
ternal consistency across treatment phases lends some support to a position

adhering to the conventional manner of forming observational composites. In

M

other words, if HT decreases, so will TE. Neveftheless, the fact that internal

consistency may be maintained does not psyéhometrically'justify treating a less

aversive response as more significant in a criterion measure than oneg of

greater amplitude. . .




