DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 078 686 ™ 002 905

AUTHOR O'Leary, K. Daniel

TITLE The Effects of Observer Bias in Field-Experimental
Settings. Final Report.

INSTITUTION State Univ. of New York, Stony Brook. Dept. of
Psychology.

SPONS AGENCY National Center for Educational Research and
Development (DHEW/OE), Washington, D.C. Regional
Research Program.

PUB DATE Mar 73

GRANT OEG-2-71-0C17

NOTE 23p.

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.65 HC-$3.29

DESCRIPTORS Attitudes; Behavior Patterns; Children; *Data

Collection; Evaluation Criteria; Expectation; *Field
Studies; *Hypothesis Testing; *Observation;
Questionnaires; Research Methodology; Tape
Recordings; Technical Reports

ABSTRACT '

A series of studies on observer biases revealed that
simply informing observers of experimental hypotheses does not
produce observational data consonant with those hypotheses. However,
questionnaire responses following an experiment with different
induced expectations does produce global data consonant with
experimental hypotheses. In addition, if the observers are informed
of the experirental hypotheses and the investigator provides daily
feedback to the observers indicating how well their data sugpert his
hypotheses, the observers will report data consonant with those
hypotheses. The method of investigation in the studies repcrted
involved having observers watch specially prepared video tapes of
children who exhibited significant amounts of disruptive behavior.
Following a pre-treatment or baseline period, observers were then
asked to watch video tapes on which children displayed no change or
marked reductions in disruptive behavior during a "treatment period.®
While observer biases per se did not result in confounded data in any
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AbStrant

A series of studies on observer »iases revealed that
simply informing observers of experimental hypotheses does
nct produce chservational data consonant with those hypo-~
theses. However, questignnaire responses following an
experiment with different induced expectations dces produce
global data consonant with experimental hypotheses. In
addition, if the observers are informed 57 the experimental
hypothesss and the investigator provides daily feedback to
the cheervers indicating how well their data support his
hypotheses, the observers will report dGata consonant with
those hypotheses. The methcd of investigation in the stug-
ies reported involved having ol serwvers watch sSpecially pre-
pared video tapes of children who exhibited significant
amcunts of disruptive behavior. Following a pre~treatment
or base.ine perind, observers were then asked to watch

ijes tapes on which children displayed no change or marked
reductions in disruptive behavior durirg a “treatment per-
icc.” While observer biases per se did not result in con-
founded data in any of the studies, an unanticipated pro-~
bles of orserver drift or changing observational criteria
can result in seriously confounded data where groups of
observers initially trained together are later assigned to
different treatment conditions. Similariy, experimenters
can inadvertently ehape da‘a consonant with their experi-
mental hypotheses where they inform the observers of the
eéxpected treatment outcome and give them feedback regarding
how well their data ccnform with that expectation.
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ntroduction

The wveocoancs s ey grites S oheorvers and
experimenicrs <as sprang usen usyel sloov 1. nolé fashion hy
Rosenthal in 1363, &»d since that fime o scctaney studies
have assumed x pisi- isn ~f Jlsyutc. prominence in various
circles. in a prototyplso «roeviment (8 nihal ¢ Pode,
1963}, naivo rats were randonly assign ¢ ¢ twy croups of
experimenters :in a maze learning stadv. One groip of exper-
imenters (undergraduates) were tolg that Fhey weio testing
maze-bright animals and the other group of

of expa . imenters
1. imais. Exper-

were t2id that they were testing maze-du n
re bright re-~
1
o<

imenters who were 1old that their animals w
poried faster learning twimes for their znin
experimenters whe weire -51d that their anin
dvll. Rogenth=i extonded a varian® - F thi

a8 lthan ithe
is were maze
ok to class-
“hat cerialn ran-
er« gpurters ‘i.e.
sntiai), On

! 4
!
e
y

W
somers” with unzealized acs wwwn
tive basis of pre- and post-tasting in th

i and spring
it was found that children in theé ¢ x ~3pri

L}
ental group, i.e.,
3

me
spurters, had a greater lncrease i: I¢ than dié the controls
{Rosenthal & Jaccpsen, 1966). Part of the heat denerated

from the Rosenthal studies is of oourse due t. the possibil~
ty thot all psychological experimentation involving an
informes human cbhserver could be confounded Ly the >bserver
bias. dowever, anothsr egualiy importan. reason for such
heat' is Jdue to the failure of many vecple to raplicate
Rosenthali’s work in hoth the lahorutory and the classroom
{Barber & Silver, 1961; cClairborn. 1969). Dasp.te the
failures ©o replicate and extensive c¥iticisms ¢f Rosenthal!’
methodelogy (Snow, 1963; Thorndike, 196¢), ipvestigators
applying learning principles to the modificaution of behavior
have taken note of the expectancy phenomenon, Fov example,
Thomas, Becker, and Armstrong {196%) noted "har their
obsecrvers were nct informeé of changes in cxperimental con-
ditions. McKenzie, Clark, Wolf, othera, arnd Benson (1968)
noted that their ckservers were not informed of the type
of home based token procedure utilized in vheir study ncr
were they informed when the token progrem was put into eff-
ect. In order to "control for any bias in ratings," 0O'Conn-
or {1968) kept observers unawara of assionment of subiects
to varicus treatment or control csndi“ions and each orhser—
ver watched a random combinstion of teeated and contral
subjects. pushell, Wrobel, and Michaelis {1968} had classg-
rocm shservers record behavior descripticons which were later
coded as study or non-study bebavicr., As they stated, "A
description might rave been coded No1i1-Study on Day 15 and
'Study” on Day 19 simnly because the observer expected study
behavior to increase during the final contingent (cr treat-
ment phase)." Conseguently, Bushell et. al., trained new
coders who had no knowledge of the details of the original
investigations. Despite these pPrecauticns and the more
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systematic coding check of Rushell et al., there has been
only one study dealing with. the effects of ol.server bias

in the classroom studies where the biases or expectations
were independently manipulated (Kass & O'Leary, 1970). As
a side issue in a study several years ago Scott, Furton,
and Yarrow (1967} did find a sicnificant difference in the
observations of >ne informed ohserver and a group »f unin-
formed observers--using positive and negative acts as de~-
rendent measures. That is, the intrormed observer's records
were more confirming of the experimental hypothesis than
‘were those 3£ the uninformed obkservers. However, the Scott,
Burton, and Yarrow study uséd only cne informed okserver
(the senior author) and the dependent measures werec rather
global; e.qg., positive acts included suggestions, sharing
ideas, helping, showing concern for otners, and carrying on
friendly conversation. In addition, many of the subcateg-
ories were guite unreliable with reliabilities ranging from
~.09 to .80. More importantly, even though experimenters
may not inform their observers of the informal hypotheses,
the observers may easily become aware of any experimental
changes For example, in a study by Madsen, Becker, and
Thomas (1968) waere teachers weve told to praise appropriate
behavior and ignore disruptive behavior, the okrservers were
not informed of the experimental conditions, but the inves-
tigators noted that the changes were often dramatic enough
that observer comments clearly reflected programmed cranges
in the teacher's behavior. Furthermore, when a treatment
condition is in effect, the experimenter or graduate assis-
tant may subtly or even overtly reinforce the observer for
bringing him "gond" or confirming data with comments like
"That's really interesting," "That teacher ig having sonme
effect on those kids, "--or more openly--"That treatment
almost never fails to produce an increase in appropriate
behavior." Because of the principal investigator's involve-
ment with token reinforcement studies (0'Leary & Becker,
1967: O'Leary, Becker, Evang, & Saudargas, 1969), and the
near impossibility of deceiving the nbservers about the
onset and intended experimental effects of a token program
the proylem ~f observer bias has Leen a particularly press-
ing problem in his research and that of others similarly
aware ~f the expectancy problem and despite admonitions to
them +o carefully monitor their own behavior in this regard,
geveral orserve 's have reported that although they were .
aware of the problem, their results might still be biased
because of their knowledge nf the hypotheses of the s tudy.

Kass and O'Leary (13970) systematically manipulated
predictions nf treatment effects for three groups of observ-
ers8 who recorded the tehavinr of children from videotapes of
a classroom setting. Two groups of observers were told,
respectively, that level of disruptive hehavior from “base-
line" to treatment" phases of the study a) would increase

2




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

and b) would decrease. The third group was given no pre-
diction or results. In fact, all groups of observers
viewed the same video tapes which were selected, on the
basis of a_priori ratings, to show a substantial decrease
from baseline 3 zreaument. Significant effects associated
with the main treztment canipulari-n wore obtained among
the three groups »n five out ©f aine categories, Recause
of differences among the three groups found during baseline,
an analysis cf covariance was conducted. This analysis re-
vealed that after adjusting for initial differences during
baseline, the three groups still showed significant effects
on four orf the five categories. Visual inspection of the
crdering of the three groups means on these four categories
revealed that cn two »f the four the differences clearly
were not in line with the predictions. As will be seen
later, the differences obtained in this study may have been
largely due to observer drift--or random fluctuations in
the okservational eriteria within the three groups.
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Procedures and Results

ffects of Ohserver Bias

e

A. The

A doztoral dissertatien was designed by Kent, 1972, to
assgess the effects of knowledge of predlcted results by
observers i behavioral recordings venerated under circum-
stances similar to field-experimental investigations in
behavior modification. The experimental variables were:
predicted behavior change from basc'ine to treatment con-
dition (decrease vs. no change}; actual hehavior change
(decrease vs. no change); and expectation induction (prior
to baseline vs. subsequent to baseline). An observational
code developed to mcaaure the disruptive behavior of chilg-
ren in a classyoom was employed. The categories of behavior
comprising this code were: out of chair, modified out of
chair, touching other's property, voccalization, playing,
crienting, noise, aggression and time ~£f task.

Forty observers were trained as a group f£or seventeen
sessions before assignment t5 the eicht experimen*al groups
for threc additional training sessions. ALl groups viewed
the same "pre-bascline" and "bageline” videotapes, followed
by "treaiment® videotapes demonstrating eithaer decrease or
no change from ocaseline levels of disrvptive hehavior.
Eight "baseline“ and cight “treatment” ratings were obtained
on each of two target children from the five observers in
each experimental group.

An analysis of behavioral recordings of “pre-baseline®
videotapes revealed greater than five per cent significant
differences among the experimental groups on the nine behav-~
ioral catcgories prior to the experimental manipulations.
Analysis of “pre-baseline" and “baseline® recordings of
four groups which received no experimental intervention un-
til immediately prior to viewing the "treatment* videotapes
revealed: &) greater than five per cent significant diff-
erences among the experimental groups; b) a greater number
of significant differences among "baseline" than “pre-bhase-~
line® irccoHrdings and o) virtually no similaaity between
particular diffecences which existed in "pre-baseline" and
"baseline” recordings, Under this circumstance, the diff-
erences in behavioral recordings as a function of the exper-
imental manipulation were completely and inextricably con-
founded wit* differences which evolved spontaneously among
the experimental groups. That is, grecups o f dbservers tend
to "drift" or randomly modify their definirions of the beh—
avioral code.

The problem of orserver drift was completely unanticip-
ated and this drift may have acgounted for the differences
attributed to expectaticn in the Kass and O'Leary, 1970,
study. The groups of observers’in the Kass and O'Leary stud
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were trained separately and were later assigned to separate
expectation groups. 1In fact, the pretreatment differences
of fams and O'Leary (1970) and Xent [1972) are ncw clearly

attributable to this sbaservaticnal d-if-.

Because 5 L¥r prohlam of o, s0re v it ob ained,
Kent, O'Leaxry, Diament, ound Dietr 19723 wosigred a study
to re-examine the cffecte ~f predictec results (expectation’

en the observational reccrdings of trained olbservers. This
study was specially des.gned to avoid the possibility that
differential "¢rift" -n definition of the behavior ccde in
the experimental conditicns weuld b confonnded with rhe
effecte of predicted resulvs. Videclawes ~f chlidren in a
clasgroom during "baseline” and '‘reatment® conditions were
rated by two groups of ol servers, emploving a svandard

nine category behaviora: zode for disruptive behavior. The
two groups of 10 observers were told that they were viewing,
respectively, the effects of a) a token program which
would dramatically reduce the level of disruptive behavior
from baseline and b) a control program which would produce
no change from baseline. In fact, the same videotapes were
viewed by all observers. A priori ratings of a pool of
videotapes were utilized to create "haseline” and "treatmeni
conditions which were matched for level of diaruptive be&-
havior. However, after each *treatment" recording period,
observers in each group were told that a casual examination
of their recordings indicated that the predicted results
were emerging. This was intended to increase the similarity
tc field settings in which such casual feedback may often
be given, and to enhance the liklihood that biases due to
predicted results would occur. This design used, within

cach experimental condition, * - pairs of observers who
computed reliability only wit: pairs. ‘Thus “drift"
among the five pairs of obser.. who were told they would

view the effects of a token procedure, and among the five
pairs of observers who were told they would view a control
procedure, could be separated from the effects of predicted
results on behavioral recordings. Follcwing the final ex-~
perimental session, both groups were given a questionnaire
to determine whether observers understood the results pre~
dicted for their group. 1In addition, observers were asked
what they anticipated and what thev perceived as the results
of the experimental condition they viewed. Finally, all:
observers were asked if they felt .ney had been misinformed
about any aspect of the study.

Global evaluations of treatment effects obtained on a
post questionnaire were significantly affected by predicted
results bhut behavioral recordings were not. That is, al-
though there were no differences in the actual frequencies
of behavior recorded in the two experimental groups, when
okservers were asked "What actually happened to the level
of disruptive behavior from the baseline toc the treatment
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condition,” they reported data consonant with the experiment-
al hypotheses. Nine cf the ten chservers for whom a de-
crease in level of disruptive behavicr from baseline to
treatment conditione was predicted rercrted actually view-
ing a decrease. Scven ¢f the rven ~tscrvers {or whom no
change was predicted repcrted v.ewing e change.

While nc cboervationul diffeconce:s were "htained in the
Kent et. al. (1¢72) :z'udy that cculd bz attrisuted tn in-
duced expectaticns, it was s8till possible tnat induceo ex-
pectations combined wiih experimentcr feedback indicating
how well the observaticnal data fit with his predictions
would result in bilased data. Conzeguertly, a stucy designed
to shape daia consonant with expe:rimenter hypcthescs was
conducted by O'Leary, Kent, and Kanowitz, 67

e

Four undergraduate females watched sp: cially prepared
videotapes supposedly representing baseline and treatmont
eonditioneg in a classroom for emctiorally Cisturbed child-
ren. In fact, however, there were no Cifferences in riates
~f disruptive behavior in the twe conditions {(the baseline
and treatment). The study was presented to the obgervers
as an investigatior designed to replicaie some earlier
research on token procrams in which only rein.orced hehaviors
in the token program decreased. It was statcd that other
behaviors not reinforced would presumably nct change.

After insuring adequat-s reliebilities in a pre-baseline
cenditicn, the four ohsservere watcheo four pascline tapes
and then four pseudc treatment tapes. he experimenter gave
the four students the specific expectations ;egarding the
outconme of the exvcriment,and in addition duiing the pseudo
treatment condition, this experimenter gave the students
poeitive or negative feedback redarding how well their data
conformed to the experimental hypovheses. More specifically,
he shaped their data recording by giving positiwe feedpack
to the observers only if their data cenformed wich the
experimental hypotheses. That ie, he made posiftive comments
like, "T..: data really seems tc be rveflecting the treatment
change” or negative ccmments like, “i*‘s strange that you hav
gso mauny disruptive hzhaviors--this tirraiment usually works.

"he observera' data were convertou o difference scores
between a group cf four well trained cbservers {criterion
observers) and themselves. These differences during base~
line and treatment were then subject u¢c an analysis cf var-
iance which allowed us to separate effects on the categories
predicted to decrease and those predicted not to decrease.
The data clearly supported the proposition that one can
shape data consonant with one's experimental hypotheses if,
in addition, the observers are informed of that expectation.
On two categories of behavior predicted to change, the
changes were reported by the observers--despite the fact that
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there were 1.0 2
the criterion o
not predicted t
observers,

e 1588 1 Ne T2t 2 lor as recorded by
eYvers., In .ynhrast, oa those categories
¢hange, nu change was reparted by the

B. The Reactive Naiure of Rel.ahili*y Aszessment

As a resul- o5f the Kass and .'Ica'v (1370} and Kent
(1972) studies, st became apparc:: that olservers may &rift
naturally in the:r observational :riteria when different
ongerver-groups arc assigned t» thse ‘e t.a. same phenomena.
Conseguently, a study was conduc:iod bt R-narcuzyk, Kent,
Diament, and O'Leary (in press) to assess whether observers
would modify their recordings to match reijab{liity checkers
who adopted differing observational criteria. Throughout
a study, two reliability checkers employed a unigue modified
version of our standard observational code. Four of the
nine categories of the behavioral rating code were modified
to produce stable but differential observaticnal criteria fo
the two assessors. This manipulaiinn was interded to ine
crease the detectability of matching by the oi servers of the
different observational criteria xaployed Ly « ¢ <h assessor.
As a result of these modifications, tle code cployed by
Assessor I produced a higher freqienzy than the code employw
Fy Assessor II on two categories: vocalizatior and noise.
In employing the modified code, Assessor I would record
even the softest vocalizations and also any “"mouthings® the
child might make zs vocalizations, while Assessor II would
record only the louder vocalizations and ignore such behavio
as humming, whispering, and sighing. Further, the behavior-
al code was mocified 8o that Asse3sor IT would record a
greater fregquency than Assessor I >~ two cther behaviors:
playing and crienting. Tt waws required that these differen-
tial observational criteria be suf“iciently well-defined
that the assessorg would be reliable with each other at a
moderate level and ‘that this level :f reliability between
as8§e88Cr8 NOT vary across experimental conditicns. In
short, an artificial difference was createcu between the rat-
ings of Assessor I and Assessor IIX.

For two and one half weeks prior to the experiment each
assessor employed his respective versicn of the miydified
code and on regular but different occassions, computed total
reliability (for modified and unmodified categories combined
with each observer. Reliability was computsd for five ob~
gservers a median of four times (range 2-4). fThese reiiabii~
ity computations provided the only opportunity for observers
to note the unique observational criteria being employed
by the two assessors. At no time, however, did either
reliability assessor make any statement that overtly con-
trasted his rating criteria with those of the other assess-
or.
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Resulte of toils stury iadicnicd o4t knowledge »F
which r-liability «heviiig was ™zasu-:,g reliabiliiy pro-
duced a substantia suit. - -Lservatioral or:.eria. Thus,
observers adjusied t .-r rating crite-iz os o functi-n of
the feedrack they xcczived. That is, chs. “vers adopt
idiosyncratic rating criteria in ordaer to match the obser-
vaticnal criteria of their reliability checker.

LU
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-



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Induced exrscratls.s por ze lailad - wnfluence the
recordings of &isruptive clasurooir bona vor Y undergraduate

cbservers. However, the .niucod expzct:l:r .5 did influence
glchal evaluationz -1 svch change = % marvers. That
iz, despite the Jaci can® hserver - Jig . range the.
recordings to he <consonai: wLih : TLIRE sgict ons,
vhen asked what their vecordings e wing the
study, they reported that ther ha - recos - L .avicrs which

vefiected treatment changes.

When experimental expectations wer: . mbiced with shap-
ing of data comnsnnant with experimental hyporheses, observer
recordings were mackedly influenced. The imulications of th
data were unequivocal: one should not pr---ide daily evalua-
tive feedback regarding the extent to whic: ohserver's

~cecordings are rzflecting the expecied treatment change.

.yn
[P

An unanticipated problem of ckservs~ Jriit was incount~
ersd in this research which compictel - -riyoundnsi the re-
ruite of one expectation study !Kent & ¢ .cery, 1373) ard
wiich rendered a differxent interprecari ~ -7 . sarlier
gtudy by Kass (1971). The observer 4ri.. :- fors to a random
fiwctuation in the okservational criteria uwu.~d by groups of
ctservers assigned to different treatment conditions. The
phencmena of drift was clearly documented by O'Leary and

Kent, 1973. 1Tt appears “hat the prcceess of computing rel-

iability and discussing differences in recording modifies

ar otserver'a interpreration or tie behu-imral cade to more

-8ely match those opservers wi'h whom l.e s working. When
f g

Coc

obsayversg are divided ists differ~at groups, &ir‘erent mod-
itiizaticns of the chservational ¢ ie may emeige. Trese
modifications appear un have a racdom of oot @ dlita gener—
ared and must be differentiaten f- u possr.ois syntematins
vrases due to observer expectatior Thr v

it lelrions of
the c¢hscrver drift problem are vc*y sericus oo Leary
and Kent have suqaeoted various wavs £ ceal - with the
proplem.

These data suggest that it is unwise Lo onnfound indivi
dual cbservers or groups of observers wirth i’ ferent experi—
mental conditiona. However, even in singie . ,up within-
subiject dasigns, there exists the DVSSLblLlLk hat obLservers
may “drift" in their applicaticw of a behavioxal code, .
vizlding data recorded during one ergerimental condition
incomparable to data recorded during a wsubsey - condition.
Montrose Wolf (personal communication, 1972) has suggested

a vrocedure of training a new group of observers severat
weeks after the initiation of a study and assessing their
comparability to observers who have been colinct:ng data in
this setting. When no differences are found beiween the two

S
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groups ._i csecver:, it (a3 <Srear <hat vl has not occcurred.
However, in rthe absance ' such L0 rwatisr, 1t scems pru-
dent tc lak: one of sevaral 3tems 2v.id cenfounding ob-~
gerver Arift with Jdicffercntira: t©leatme. ratoryventions. In

between—-subject desiguns, wne cm:lé emvloy B

observers to record aata from all :reatreni groups. Alter—
nately, several groups >f observers could te rotated period-
ically fr.m one treatment group to anocher. Ciearly neither
of these procedures guarantees that the recordings from a
particular experimental conditicn will reprasent ccmparable
applications of the behavioral code at any two points in
time, This procedure does assure, however, that the data
from each treatment group will be equally affected by any
modifications in the behavioral code which éo occur.

ingle graup of

In within-subject designs, the critical ccmparisons
involve sne experimental condition instituted at one time
and ansther condition instituted subsequently. Assuming
that observer drift is a random phenomensn, one might employ
a number of independent observer groups across all experi-
mental courditions. or example, if experimsntal cecnditicns
each las%:i¢ a week or ilonger, different oisarvers or &iffer—
ent groups of observers oould be emploved on each day or the
week. Drift among groups ~zuld thus adl to +the variation of
data Irom each conditiorn, nut would noz distort comparisons
cf one condition to anctlier. An alternzte procedure would
involive videotaping the behavicr of interest during all
experimental conditions and showing these recordings to
observers in random order. When this is impractical, observ-
ation of videotapes of a sample of behavior from each exper-
imental condition would provide a measure of the veridical-
ity of behavioral recording obtained in vivo across time.

0
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Append .

Shservations: Tide f2r Disruptive Lohavior

chair is intende. <« 11 toxr the
motor behavior of t 1 1d removing
£ from his seat e tl aly. Wnen not
ted, such behavicr {e.g., running
~he room) may interfere with the
.'s learning and is potentially dis-

ng to others.

Purpose:

b
6]
(A

I O S
R
o wen O

rh

:J ~.
b
’I IJ

r QNg QO
H oo

v =0

G o

ot T

- ~Cur1 -2

Description: Obsevvapble movement cf *he chiid from his
chai, wh=n net pafmitted oYy reguested Iw
teacher. None of the d‘ﬂ weighi is to

Critical Nore of the child's weight is ~o D¢ SuUppor
Points: ed by the chair.

Inciudes: Child is lLeaning on desk and has either
lost all contact with the chair or none of
his welch* ig actually »eing supported by
the ¢ :air
Time limits on
wi*h teachar's
seconds for
cher's desk
for a chiid
after compie
word card on
ing - 1% mins. Ge
mins (fountain in ¥
ook ~ 1% mins. {tirs iiwit starts frowm
trhe second :hat the (2iid getg »sut of
s.1t). Going 1o the Harhcooom: ) 2
min. limir, £3 20 «.=. limit beginninc
when the cnll& Leaver bathroom.

[l
-

£:.2 lowina beginning
i
s]

¢aion. Allow 15

{> ge: From the tea-~
ow:. Ailow 15 second
ri: to his own seat
tagsk (i.e., placing a
11

&

~

ot
D

c

Al

-

bae?

o
bt

[¢]
[
Rasi i1 |-—l o5

ot oot
("'~ <
D
QN

0]

2 . Pencil sharpen-
ng a dvink - 1lk%
J

Getting a

Note: If the child returns to the chaix
after 1% (or 2 mins., where appli
cuble), but during the 10 sec.
inter-interval period, the "O"
will be recorded in the 20 sec.
interval just prior to the 10 sec
interval.

Going to get a reading book during a math
Q lesson. When 2 Vhlld is full standing amc
ERIC the back of legs touch chair, or child is
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2)

3)

Freludes:

Modified out

Purpose:

Description:

Critical
__Points:

Includes:

Excludes:

fully s
chair w
desk when n
papers. St
leavas -rat

tted. Throwing away

in

%1ﬁu~« Going to tnarber 5

sotohing {if chala actually
Y
}

Rotirieva’ of an accidentally dropped task-
related vbject. weaning forward to pick
up an ob ect even if all contact with the
chair is momentarily lost, prov1ding ‘the
chi.ld is not standing fullv erect on feet.
Include if child begins crawling around on
fioor after 1etr1ev1ng obhject, also, in-

clude if child is mov ing frcm desk in a
crouched position, so ag not to let the
{eacher see him, etc.

of chair —--symbol &

Modified out of chair is intended to moni-
tor less intense motor behavior than dis-—
played in out of chair, and behavior which
is usually only distracting for the child
himself rather than others.

Movemsnt. of child from his chair, with some
oi his weight still being supported by the
chair.

The chiid is still at his desk and some of
his weight is being supported by the chair

Leaning forward to pick up an ohrject even
if all contact with the chair is momentar-
iiy lost, providing the child is not stand-
ing fully erect on feet. 3ouncing in
cha.r, e.g., in responding excitedly to
some event. Kneeling on chair. Sitting
on back of chair. Both fcel on or in desk
Lying across chair hcerizontally. Standing
near desk with one foot on the chair.

Wnen child is fully scand.ng and the kack
0f legs touch chair. Sit:iing on one or
both feet. One “cheek” off chair.

Touching other's property -—-- symbol T

Purpose:

Touching is intended to monitor hehavior
which is distracting to the child and very
often tc others when the child comes into
contact with the personal property of
another.

14




~ ) 3 N P— g4 T, “ - s 1]
b\‘\M-thAn: caild c.mks 11t oo waer vith andther's
\ b4 ~

out warwission to do so.

T Q
< o
o
(\
\J
%
|.A

’.J
cr 0
j4
—
3
-
»at
wn o
o

Li6 does not have piomission for
tﬁon and nct that his action may or
ult in ar alteration or post

= B
[
B30
o n

C
(ST

H
IYJ\
-

!
5
w 4
n
'-l
o
o]

»

Includes: Graobing, - dertreying the
pPIIoperTy nb AnoTher.  Us g me cerial o‘ajec
o> as oxtonsion of hand fo wouch others'
I properiy.  nond brusiimg - others' dcsk
if this act is Jncbmpa*ipiﬁ with learning
{i.¢., the cuild is at:sending to the act).
‘hing desk of ancther,. whotheor other
n is seated 'in it «. not {this 1in-
s desk) . R&:Liuc elbows
esk behind 1f this act s 1ncomparib1e
lear the other child.

W

o
u Qi O (
o P
o)
v
0
oy
0
>

33
}.-l
oo}
W
e}
L}
&
5
Q
e
,.,_,

Exclu Tecuchiing others on the back or any part of
the body or clothing. Use of shared poss-—~
essions sach as ruler:, cerasers, art mat-
erials. ©lbow resting on another's desk
or hand brushing against it, it the desks
are t09e_“er and neighbor is not disturbed
and such an act is not incompatible with
learning. Walking past a desk, chair, etc.
and accidentally brushing or tuuching the
decek, chair, cte., i.e., child is not at~
tending to the tehzvior.
Note: When child is att La2a
witl: perininsion, arxg
be helpea, do » oogon
touching of objects o
desk. Touching ghoul ne scored,
if the teachor specifically in-
structs child to stop and child
continues or if child is instruct-
ed to perform zome task at desk
and then begirs to ‘ouch obijects
on Jdesk.

...
» -ll
z‘!)

jn

.

v's desk
waiting tc
idle
teacher's

o
o]
noN

5

r— !i). (5 by g

calization —-=--symboi v

Purpose: Vocalization is intended to monitor verbal
behavior which is usually distracting to
both the child and to others.

3 Description: For the sake of consistency, any audible
non~-permitted vocalization is ¢ be re-
corded even though in the opinion of the

Q observer it did nct "geem" disvuptive. Am

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Critical
Pocints:

Includes:

Excludes:

i
o
H
o
4]
®

Description:

ERIC

Critvical

_Points:

Includes:

Tt oswerver must actually “=ar the vocal-
leoativ.  Iuferences are nat acceprable
g rept as noted relow.

If voecalization is obviois, but van't be
heard (cobvious - 1if anuvther child responds).
Alﬁworihg without belnq caitled on. Moan-
ing. Yawning. Any noisc¢ made with mouth
when eating - unless chiic nhas permission
tr eat. Any vocalizatior made in response
to the d*sruptive behavi»r of another
child, e.q., telling anc her child to re-
turn stelen article, crying in response to
aggression committed tc his person or
possessions, etc., Lf the child has not
recelved permission specifically from the
teacher to speak. Whispering, belching,
cryicey, snouting, "operart coughs or
Sneczes.

Vocalizet.on in responses L teacher's
guestior,  8Sneezing. Automatic coughing.
Nete: Once a child is recoonized by the

t¢acher, vocal1za“iﬁn is not
scored, regardless -f content of
the vocalization: corving, yelling,
wte., until the teacher specific-
ally instructs the child vo stop.

Playing --- symbol P

Playing is ints  Jded to moniior often subtle
manipulative behavior thet is distracting
to the chilé and possibly also distracting
to others.

Child uses his hands to play with his own

or -rommunity property, s that such be-

hovior is incompatible { r would be incom-
vaitilhle) with learning.

Cr.ild uses his hands to manipulate his own
o commug}}l_pzﬁperfv

Playing with toy car when assignment is
spelling.,  Playing with comlr or pocket
bosk. Eating only when the hands are being
used -~ chewing gum is not rated as P un+
less c¢hild touches or man*puka -es it with
his hands: Poking holes in workbook.
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Excludes:

Cleaning nails with pencil. Drawing on
self. Manipulating pencil in auch a man-~-
ne: &= to make the behavi r incompetible
with :earning, #.g.  shoev g pencil back
rﬁ‘V- W .t aencinl through

2 B
“

-

l

<

2 body Ar wa.polated. Leok-
; esk ana Rioving Lems, tut Jloes
nct come out with a tas%-reloted «f ~ean.
Working with o v~alding non-task reiated
material, ec.g., rzadinT page 2% whon told
to read pace 1, d.ing wath when told to do
spelling, etc.
Touct ing othera' proverty. Flaying with
own clcthes.
Noile: Inciude 15 ar:
Iryom Lol Ve ®.CL, 2RO
rTuttons, scari
ipulated.
Lift:ng desk or chair with feet (rate N if
this creatcs audible noisge). Randow bang-
ing »f pencil on desk (rate N if audil:ie).
Simple twiddling pencil if it is not seen
as being incompatible wit® learning.
Note: Rate 'widdlirg penoi hanging
t.ncil, or putting poxcil in
n-~uth, hair, hehind ecar, ete., if
child attends te such behavior an
cases attendinc L. assigned task.
werational cefinirinn of attend-
ing: <hild eicher Iooke at man-—
ipulated obiect o5 Teging to man-
ipulate ckiject in non-random pat-~
terns for more than 5 seconds.
Picking scabs, nails, or nose if the de-
sired “"object® iz not separate from the
body.

s RS

-

Orienting Respcnse —-- symbol O

Purposge:

Description:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Orienting is intend=24 tc¢ menitor the gross
motor bhehzwior of turninc oround from the
designated poin* cf reference. &uch be~
havior is distracting to ~hild since it
usually precludes attending to assigned
task, and .e often disvrecting to others.

Child turns more than 90 degrees from poin
of reference while seated.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Critical
Points:

Exriudes:

The child must be in his seat; he may be
in a modified position; and orienting
includes both *he horizontal and vertical
axis.

Purninz te . e % » behind.  Looking to
the rea- o the r » Tarning around in
chair .z ‘urrning «heir around. Leaning
back i cnais ewr . “lan 3 egrees.

Nzke: Peluo or poference is typlcally
child ‘s desk, kav wmay be the tea-
cher if -~ he childrea are directed
tc atiend toc her. If child
shouid turn desk at some angle,
pcint of reference becomes where
desk was originzlly, not toc where
the cnild has moved it. Also,
the child®s chin should be used
as the indicator « £ how far ne
hae turned. Thow fore orienting
iz rare8 when c¢hilid's chin has
turned rore than ¢ degrees from
point oi reference.

Orienting during class discussions when the
teacher directs (eith implicitly ox explic-
itly) the class to attend tc a child's
explication of 2n answer. Orienting while
picking up a task related object. When
chilé is in corner or otherwise out of his
chair.

Noise —--symbcl N

Purpose:

Descuiption:

(
!
n »
LU

lncludes:

Noise is intended to monitour the frequency
of distracting sounds produced by +he chilc
othar than vocalization.

Cnild is creating any audible noise, with-~
out permission, ¢«*her than vocalization.
ror the sake of consistency, any audible
sound is to be recorded even ithough in

the observer's opinicr Lt di1éd not “seem"
disruptive.

The observer must actua’iv hear the sound
to rate it. inferences are not acceptable

Turning pages in an exaggwrated manner,
producing ncise. Moving desk around.
Pencil tapping. Banging of any otiject.
Fishing in desk without coming ocut with
aenything or couing out with an inapprop-
riate okject (if noise {: actually made in

13




Ex:inde a:

e 4 ——

the process). Shuffling feet more than
once each way. Any noise made while get-
ting nut of chair withcut permission. 1In
ceneral, 2ny noiss~ made i1 conjunction with

En; S3isruptive heavioo, 2.G. Ny Noise
nade when cFiif ¢ vz a Look oo cther
Chiec! a2t ar (A

chufy! iv\.v Lot 0x 7 only o0 cach way),
Rooierntal dropring M oa Cnshereizred
onjnct (book or pencxﬂ Pushing “hax
back and forth ¢ e “ry o2 pexmitted
act {e.g., to gct a taei-: jarad onject).

8) Aggr:--ssion --- symhol A

PurEose H

Desoxintion:

Critical
Pocints:

neludes:

9) Time-cff-task

Purpose :

pescription:

Critical
Points:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

To m:zsure the highly dissupiive behavior
physical assaults.

Child makes an intense movemeat divecred
at another perscn sc asz tou cone into con-
tacy with him, either »iv:cill . r by using
a material object as an e<tension ¢f the
hang.

Intention 18 to be recovdad rathesr than

jJust accuracy of assanlt., -.(e.a., agjres—
gion is recorded if cb*sd throuwe ventii or
swirgs ai another. regardi...s ¢: whether

e
or ot the penci) or motion ni=y the
chit+dj.

Flocking ciiters with arme or body from at—

taining goal (e.3., wnile walliing up aigle).

Tripeing. Kicking., ‘hrowing.
Brushing aga‘nst another {inciude if ac-

tion is contiruvally repe-azed so as to
tease Or annoy).

~--— symbol X

Time~off-task is intended to moritor non-
attending benavior, that, if excessive,
is detrimenral to child's performance.

Child does not do assigned work for entire
20 second interval.

Chiid makes no atrending regponse for the

entire 20 se~ond interval. cChilé must

only attend, i.e., "loocking at,* his work.
Inferences that, "he isn't really think-
ing about it," are not acceptable.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Includes:

Excludes:

Child does not write when so assigned.
Child dses n-t read wher. s0 assigned.

Chila *
LG, b
goalnit r - et flectl in nes working.
Child es poor oask teacher o0 additional
vork 2 heln when firistad wih assigned
task, ¢ ¢ meriwy sits at cosg nr begins to
pl4y for entire interval. When in corner,
child’'e head must be wi<rin a 45 degree
angle from the r: ner Formed by 2 wialls
(i.e., 1f hir Ycad is facing cither of the
2 walls cdirectiy, for a 20 seu~nd weriod,
he wouls ke rated X).

w rkii¢ on irappropr.ate material
watl curine rpellisr, ete. Day-

Howm

Cnild has his *and raised t¢ sk questions,
Child is told ne may cease working if he
50 desires.

10) No inappropriate kehavior as defined by the above
categories --- symbol -~




