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Tt Introductory Statement

The Center for Social Organization of Schools has two'primaty objectives:
to develop a scientific knowledge of how schools affect their students, and to

use this knowledge to ﬂeve10p betten school practices and organizatiop.
'

* The Center works through three programs to achieve its objectives, The

¥

Schools and Maturity program is studying the effects of schooi, family, and "

-peer group experiences on the development of attitudes cbnsisreht with psycho

social maturity, The bbjectives are to formulate, assess, and resear

1

important educational goals other than traditional academic evement, The
" - “ /
‘School Organization program is currently concerned with authority=control

s:ructures, task structures, 165;;; systems, and. peer group processes. in schools.

The Careers program (formerly Careers and Curricula) bases its work upon a theory

of career development. It has developed a self-administered vocational guidance /

: g . . .
device and a self-directed career program to promote vocational development and

to foster satisfying curricular decisions for high school, college, and adult /
populatims. "

This report, prepared by the School Organization Program, presents*a

framework for constructing an observation instrument. focusing on student _ '/

o |

behavior.

e,
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A Flexible Observation Instrument for Student Behavior (FOISB)

—

Tt
° . | "

Dfract,obﬁervation of student behavior has become incréasing1§ used

*

with the rise of behavior modifiéatioﬂland concern about observable behav-

ioral objectives and outcomes in:schools, However, observation instruments

for- student behavior in school and residential treatment settings are still

rare, and aré often so specifically tailored to certain dependent variables, ™
\ . T < |

settings, or populations as to be useless to other ihvestigators. The
|

Flexible Observation Inptruzigy for'Student Behavior (FOISB) is designed fgr
f

¢
adaptation to a wide variet) settings, populations, and dependent variables

where measurement of a range of behaviors‘tf more than oneltr two students

‘(as Opposed'to staff or single-student behavior) is the outcome‘of'interest.
The FOISB should be of particular use in naturalistic. field settings, \
such as classrooma, residential treatment groups, activity groups, etc. where\
a variety of student behaviors are likely to ‘occur, and especially in such i

/ ‘

-]
|

settings where an observation instrument that can easily be adapted t

different resiarcﬁ or evaluative needs £§ desired. It is not appropriate
,where student behaviors such as cognitive style,'tjpes of questions a
etc., are of interest, or where teacher behavior is an important variable;

but is of most value in settings that deviate from the kind of classroom in
which, students are usually’inwtheirﬁsaat;maadriiaten or raapond to teacher

presentations. . \

*

i
{

N
*

Classroom observation instruments have moptly concentrated on teacher

i

behavior, either teacher behavior exclusively (e.g., Joyce, 1967; Miller
¢

and Hughes, 1967, etc.), or primarily teacher behavior, with only peripheral

/

{




- A
eEEenEEgE_Eg_studeng_ygggyior.(;Ihe_Elanders and Flanders derived obser-
vation systems are of the latter type (Flanders, 1966 Amidon, 1966;

Honigman, 1967; Hough, 1967). These scales typically deal Only with student
verbai behavior as a response to teacher initiation or classroom climate
s Clearly, the classroom for which theaga»» -
instruments were designed is a craditional teacher-centered and—eontrﬁited“““”"
The great majority

that encourages student initiation.
one where students exhibit a limited range of behavior.

of existing observation instruments assume such a classroom, and as a
result”have limited utility in settings where a wide range of student
/
/
Ptocess Analysis, which is
This group

.

!
behaviors is likely to be exhibited.
0f the observatioﬁ systems which are focused on student behavior,
nzsion groups.

many are based on the Bales (1970) Interaction

designed\fo record group dynamics in small disc
of observation instruments (Argyris,1965 ; Borgatta,1965 , etc.) was not
se in the classroom, but could be used to obgerve group
However, these instruments still focus exclusively

l{\npols.
N\

designed for

on student verbal behavior,

v
“

\
instruments employ a "point-time sample" procedure in which students are

A 3
2
e

processes in sc
0f the observation instrupents which do focus on student behavior,
i
most are designed to provide al task analysis of student behavior. These
Some of these systems are

. 4

obsetved for a few seconds each in some order.

designed for settings which themselves focus on student behavior, such as
programmed instruction (Lindvall, et al., 1967; Honigman and Stephens, 1969).
These systems are designed to provide a task analysis of specific programs,

) |
IPI(Individual Programmed Instruction) and LAP (Learning Activity Packages)
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rESpectively, and are therefore difficult to transfer even .to other
individualized programs. Other sﬁudent~centered observation instruments \\

provide -a task analysis of student behaviof} but do not provide information

-

=5 " on non-task behavior or intetpersonal behavior. Since scales are the /
Kowatrakul system (Kowatrakul, 1959), the Perkins system (Perkins, 1964), '
- ‘ﬁnd the.Science Curiinulum Assessnent Scale (Matthews and Philips, 1968).

Many, such as the T;ba scheme (in Simon and Boyer, eds. 1967) and the

. Wright-Proctor instrument (Wright and Proctor, 1969) focus exclusivelg,.“
- B

on very fine distincpions in types of student verbal behavior. T

——

T

H
The above obs r&ation systems have considerable utility in specific
i |

i

séttings and for p rticular hypotheses. However, their hypotﬁfsis-specificity

‘ may create demand héracteristics for the observer (the observer may see
- i » &

what he or she fee s‘axpected to see), and of course limits the utility

of the instruments for other hypotheses and observation objecti

4

A few observatign instruments have been developed which are both setting-
and hyﬁothesis-genernl. These instruments focus on overt student behavior

covering a wide range, including such areas as peer-directed and ipapprop-

riate behavior. Among these are "A Coping Analysis Schedule for Educational

Sattings, or CASES (Spaulding, 1967) and the Peer Intepdction Recording

"“System, or PIRS (Hops, 1973):‘ :

CASES involves thirteen categories of overt behavior, six of which

(such as "sharing and helping" and "paying rapt attention") c?n be- further
‘

scored appropriate or inappropriate, depending on the setting. The CASES
system has »béen used successfully (according to the author) with children

from two years of age to sixteen, in a multitude of classroom types, and — RS
CoL R

< ' v '

to test a wide variety of hypotheses, ‘Because it is centered on overt ;

\ |

N F




student behavior it has been used effectively to measure outcomes of

)f/;hﬁf//strategies, particularly classroom managemept programs.

While the PIRS is more hypothesis specific than CASES it is inter-

esting as a representative of recent behavioral approaches to interpersonal

behavior., The PIRS has only eight categotjcs, on-task or not, and 1,-

?
= v .

non-verbal, and physical behavior which ‘can be positive or negative $and |
M - ° .

\ records the c1assroon structufe (teache Med, individual- task, etc.) and

-~ " H

activity in somé detail. Like CASES, the emphasis is on behaviora? out- ,° .
& .
comes of interv ntion programs in terms of overt student behavior. The

% -

PIRS is hypothesis -gspecific only in that its attention is«limiEed to peer-
H

‘related activity\(or.lagk_ofksuch activity), but w1thin that restriction ‘a

-

variety of hypotheses are\testable us%ng‘it. ;

‘ . | /\ The FOISB is most clearly in the ttad%tion of these 1atter(instru- s
/hents. it is focused on overt student behayior and behavioral outcom;s \
/of éeaching and menagement stragegies. It|is designed for adaptability to )

\
* ~many settings, and is hypothesis-and settipg non-specific; hypothesis-and

\

setting specificity is not a great probled for the &fperienced and well-
. . N ‘V

fynded researcher, who 'is able to create or adapt his own system and
: !

: K ‘ |

- ‘train observers to use it, but is a problem in field settings, where

. , ;

teachers, administrators, school pSychologists, and resource persons as
well as researchers may wish to have observation done but are limited by
= . costs of observer training and inexperience wfth observation. The FOISB

' . s\
simplifies the task of designing and carrying out observation of student

behavioral outcomes. Its pquose is to make £ield observation, and with

it more frequent and systematic evaluation of field experimental programs,

| more practicable for more people and settings. ,

& -
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The Flexible OPservatiqn Instrument for Student Behaviors « .
: @'QIS_I}) --User Guide -
' - Y ° -
N ;’. P . ' . B
* 'I‘he principle fea ureYof the FO;SB are as follows: 3 ’
- “ . PV . .. i
. 1. Focus on stu ent behavior, ) . =T N
> . .
7 2. Adaptability to different needs; Cot '
BAY .
!
L 3% Non-specif city of categQries to partinular hypotheses. —};‘
A ¢ \\ * H
,fi -The FOISB is’ designed to reeord.behaviors that _are likely to'occur in’

4‘ L 4 h
\ small groups, 1nc1uding classrooms, residential treatment units,!activity\ﬁ

- ) -

1y groups, ete., groupsfin Wthh d variety of Behaviors are 4ikely q occur%;

o It is essentially a fremework for Zonstruction of a wide variet of obser-

T ‘ vation form&ts, but is most apyropxiate*where any or all ofefhe foilowing 7
are of interest. \ ‘ ) ' . = ,\_

1. Percent of tiPe spen: by students on tagks, as opposed to inter= A

N acting with staff and being off task; - -
2. Pereent of time soent by students id interaction with other g - .

students, as Opposed\to time “spent alone;

\\ 3. Percent of time spent by students‘in appropriate as-opposed -
\ ¢ \ \ @ \ ¥
K to inappropriate activity, .\\ -
4, Data indicating quality o;\student student and/or student- s\hff o ¥, . °
\ . 2 . . ot
interaction; . o JUNEE

5. Frequency of certain categories-~of behaviors as a percentage of -

other categg;ies\(such as peer tutoring as a ‘percentage of zll . o

K T

| ‘ . LI

/ task-relsted behavior, or friendly peer interac¢tion as a percent- . o
age of all peer interactionu), i : <

6. Differences between classes or between children'on any of the .

above or other dimensions.
- —éf' X s




‘Who %hould use the FOISB

The FOISB is designed for researchers, teachers, school psychologists,
iid careeworkers, etc., who are interes;eddin obtaining the kind of '
in rmation outlined above in naturalistic field se;tings. It is most

,usefyl when costs of cbservation are a source of concer b training

and/observatign -are designed to be relatively inexpensive. In addition,
—../
because o>\the fleﬁ?&le nature of the FOISB, an observer trained to use
A~

any FOISB~derivedoscele canﬁkery ea’ily be trained to use any other. That

%

is, any reseacsh,or program evaluation question that involves observation

by

of student ‘behavior ¢an be dealt with with minimal observer training costs

after an observer'or pool of observers is trained to use the FéISB. ,
K . A v . ‘\
3

“ 4 -~ ., -
. § )
General Procedures \\\_‘, ,\/ L N

-Observation for the FOISB is done by a single observer who records

. the behavior of. between thrde and ten or more students in a given setting.
A\ \ - ¢

The opserver moves\from child to-child in a predetermined order,.observing

«

each child for five seconds and recording‘his behavior in a three-part code.

~

.
! ~ The first space indicates with whom the child is interaeting (1) isolate,-,
L *
(s) staff member, (P) peer. ~ The seeond space is for an indication of the
A\ ”»

'approprieieness of the student's beﬁavior in ‘the setting (Appropriate’ (A),

Inappropriate (1), or in some applicdations neetingﬁexpectations but exhibit-

ing unfriendly or undesirable peer-directed behavior (E)). When the first

two spaces dre ¢ a@&eted, J category describing the‘\ehavior b

T o
is chosen from a liﬁt éorr% n‘ing to each possible combinatiow

putlin‘the third space. r examp~ if a behavior is rated 1 (isolate),

* o . .
For exact definitions of these and all othgr cate;;;iest\see\the Definitions !

“of Behavior Categories, P. 20), ‘\\\\\:\\\




(igzbgfopriate) in the first two spéces; the choice for the third space
/ might be am?ng TQ (talking out), AQ (acting out) and .ID (ignoring %}rections)

*

T 2 list from which’the third-space categories are chosen is called a block;

Block-I .¢ of categories following LA, Block II of categorles following
B

S A end\so on, (see appendix A for an example of Blocks). The fock system.

n &

makes it/possible for a large number of categories to be . 3 the observer-

need only ->fer to or remember a short list of categories once/the first two

-

e .
_spaces are filled.

4

Each pbse;vation should represent fifteen seconds--five seconds of

observation and tenlseconds of writing and moving to the next child. In

Y

- ra - A
the uses of the FOISB thus far this time hds been approximate, because comparisons
across classes over time have been the outcomes of interest. If accurate estimates

y of percentages of time spent in a given class on a certain activity are needed,

= e
a pacing device such as a tape cassette marking twenty second intervals ‘should
[ . ? /o

Be used. ) /
As of the present, three adaptations of the FOISB have been used; Wesq I

{
(seriously disturbed childr\en, ages 6 1D, West II (behavxor-problem childr n,

ages 12-15), and East: 1 (behavior-problem children, ages 12 15) A .typicdl:
obseqvation sequence using West II categories appears below: /_\

A ~

o SAMPLE OBSERVATION FORM

' Start ” :03 End ”/-20 Setting A/g—m? %S- 2*‘2 PE‘RIO*D "
Date /6"/& /,St:aff Present MR. JOMES, /WS, S (TH
Behaviors Expected in Setting S/MG4Z GROVE D/ISCoSS/oN/) —

- _QUIET TAtK, SEAT WORA

Bill ' Jim Sue Al Dawn
A [ofo] A [esim] Al 3| Al cls]A X
21 A lgfeil £ [RIT] T I j 1

La)

<

%* These school names are fictitious.

@ -*




+

In the above example, Bill, Sue, Jim, Al, and Dawn are engaged in a
smali:group discussion in their history class. Bill.i; the first child ,
obser&%&. During the five seconds in wﬁich he is observed he is writing--
a, behaiior that is appropriate in the setting. He is therefore scored "I"
(1ndividua1)J "A' (appropriate), "OI" (on task), (for definitions of these .

categories, see the following pages.) -
The observer then moves to Sue. Su¢ is telling Dawn what a nice job
she thinks Dawn has done in writing an outline for the report the group is

writing. She is scored “Da" (Dawn--peers are specified by name in the -

West II adaptation), A (appropriate), ES (encourages-supports) . Jim is
. ' R /
talking to Alan and their conversation <does not fit into any of{the m959~"’/////

e

* specific categories such as "ES: (encourage§-supports),_EAI”’Taakin to inter-
g ’_/ A - g

- act), or "pP-X" (praising peers.to peers) Therefore, Jim's behavior is

scored Al (Alan) A (appropriate) C (conversation). Alan is scored Ji (Jim)
i
és _Qf ‘ Lo

During the five-second observation of Dawn, she is talking to Mr. Jones. ~ \‘”‘

+

She is scored §_(staff), A (appropriate), I (interacting). Almost all inter-

# actions between students and adulgs in the West PI adaptation are scored S Al.

sl 1

After completing one full sweep of the class, the observer begins again with
Bill. Bill is askiog Dawn and Sue if they would like to{work with him on pre-
paring a report on their discussion. ﬁe is scored Da/Su, A, AL (asking ro
interact). Sue refuses to work with Bill, even thoughfsae is not busy and could
aave worked with him; her behavior, while meeting the behavioral expectations.
of the setti;g (she is talking quietly, is in hervseat is working on rhe task at -
hand, etc.) is c1ear1y not desirable interpersonal behavior, so it is scored

Bi, E (meeting 'expectations but undesirable as interpersonal behavior), R rejecting

appropriate approach). When the observer gets to Jim, he is out of his seat with-

<
- r
’ e
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out permissio;.looking out of thejﬁfngow, so-he is scored E.(individual),

I (inappropriate), 1D (ignoring directiopsj. After recgrding Jim's -behavior,

the observer moves on to Alan, and confinues in this pattern until the page

. / .

has been exhausted On the new pagé the observer fills in the new starting

time and f}lls in ‘whatever chaqges have been made in the setting, expectations,
&

or staff present since the eprlier page. On the new page the same children

are observed but in a di@ierent order.
-/ .

1

The Behavior Categorieé ?

P K .
The FOISB categories appear in the chart below. The categories proceed

from left to right, from most general o most specific.

. % o~
of categories see P. 20).

BLOCK ORGANIZATION B

; l“\, Meetin g S
Appropriate Inappropriate. ~ Expect
¥ /S

]

Individual Block 1 Block IV
(TaA ) . xTI_)-

Block II vBlock V : Block VII
. (8A_) (s 1 (SE_)

Block III1 Block VI,/’///( Block VIII

@A) @I_) / @E_)

\

(For sample blqcksf see Appendix A)
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610—
FOISB Catégori}es

i

TNDIVIDUAL

Block I: Individual Appropriate (I A \)

On Task (OT) _ Pn Task (OT)
' ollowing D;Lrectlons (FD)

Isolhte Play (IP) ctive Play \(AP)
Daydresming (DD)
7

Waiting/Attending (WA) Waiting (W)
ttending (A)

!
t

. Time Out (T) . ;
Block IV:. ndividual Inappropriate (1)
Ignoring Dlrectwons (IDp) gnoring Directions (ID)-

ot on Task (NT) _ :
. Swearing (SW)

- Talking Out (TO) alking Out (TO)
Ce Bizarre Speech (BS) .-
~ - Yelling/Screaming (YS) elling/Sgreaminéﬁ(YS)

ross Motor (GM) __ﬁru:oss Motor (GM)."
ning (RU)

isturbing Property (DP) Disturbing Property (DP)

Talking Ot (TO)

Acting Out (AO)

ot Attending (NA) Not Attending (NA)
elf Stimulation (SS) - Self Stimulation (SS)
, -
STAFF \
Block II: Staff Appropriate (S A _) ' =~

Interaction (I) ‘ '»'Jgg_k With (WW) Work With (WW)
. ’ , |play With (PW)
ol Talk With (TW) alk-Task (TT)

Talk-Social (TS)

2.

e i e ' Praises Peers to Staff (PP-X)*#*
// ¢ ’




"~ Block V: Staff Inappropriate (S I _)

a8

clle

FOIS§=§ffegories (continued)

2

Igribring Directions (ID) Ignoring Directions (ID) Ignoring Directions (ID)
4

Talking Out (TO) - alking Out (TO) fTalking Out (TO)
- Complainihg/Whining (CW)
Swearing {SW)
; Yelling/Screaming (YS) elling/Screaming (YS)

‘Hitting (H)

“Block VII: Staff "E" (S E _)

............ Tattling on Peers to Staff (TP-X)##

PEER o

Block III: Peer Appropriate (P A _)*

Sharing/Helping (SH) eer Task (PT) /
’ Playing (P)

Conversation (C) e Conversation (C) onversation (C) .
Praises Peers to Peers (PP-~X)™
Demands Appropriate - =
L Behavior (DA)
e, . Responds Appropriately to
i i Inappropriate Behavior (RA)
¥ sks to Interact (AI)

E}ncourages/ Supports (ES) Encourages/Supports (ES)

—

Block VI: Peer Inappropriate (P I _)¥*

"Ignoring Directions (ID) Ignoring Directions (ID) Ignoring Directions (ID)
Cooperating in InapﬁroPrie.te"Cooperating in Inappropriate
Behavior (CI) Behavior {(CI)
Not on Task (NT)

Talking Out (TO) Talking Out (TO) Talking Out (TO)
wearing (SW)
Yelling/Screaming (YS) Yelling/Screaming (YS) —
Fighting (F) MTighting (F) '

LHitting/Shoving (HS)

Block VIII: Peer "E" (P E _)*

Peer Unfriendly (PU) —mm—q Put Down (PD) {Put Down (PD) |
: » Rejects (R) |
Tattling on Peers to Peers

(TP-X)**
Teasing/Bugging (TB) Teasing/Bugging (TB)
L Arguing (A) - Arguing (Ai .

{weds
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FOISB Catenories (continued)

# The "P" in the first space may be replaced by any of the following,

[

|

|

|

gepending on the uses of the instrument: i
Ve

|

0 lettev

Peer (P) Male (M)
| | Female (F) Male White (MW) indicating
. ~or- o{Female Black (FB name (i.e] Bi=
\ Black (B) (Female White (FW). {Su=Sue, eﬁc.)
White (W) . ‘ i ,

##The "X"\in TP-X and PP-X may be replaced by one of the above codes (P M ﬁB ,Bi, etc.)

to indicate the peer referred to. In addition, the code replacing "x!
may circled if the peer being talked about is present.

code,

\

_\_____
3

, 5

1 2y)

!
l
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How to Uss the FOISB

gﬁile the FOISBLis designég to provide information about tihe entire range

of student behavior in a setting, it is flexible so that it may provide fine
distinctions in areas of interest to the researcher while summarizing areas of

" less interest. « For example, in West I, the imporéant dependent variables were
percentage appropriate (especially task) behavior over all behavior, percentage

of peerfairected behavior over all\behavior, and sevarity of inappropriate -

: behaGipr. As a result, the most specific categories we;e used to recoxrd in-

. appropriate behavior in Blocks IV and V (individual and staff inappropriate),
and the intermediate level of specificity was used in Block VI (pees inapbropriate).,

A spec1fic breakdown of task behavior was used (on task (OT) was broken into on

task (OT) and following directions (FD)), ‘but only the’ most general breakdown of’

peer-oriented behavior was used ‘(sharing/helping (SH) and conversation (C)).

Blocks VII and VIII (peer and staff (E)) were not used at all. In West II and \ )

East I, quality‘bf peer behavior was the variable of greatest interest, so the

highest levels of specificity were used for all of the peer blocks (111, VI,

and VIII), and block VII (staff E) was used. On the other hand, the more general

v category was used for task behavior (on task (OT) as opposed to on task and follow-
,ing directions (FD)). In this way, maximuﬁ specificity is gained in areas‘of
interest with the minimum costs i; ‘observer training, observer time and effort,

—

and analysis. In addition, if certain categories are underused or unreliable,

P

they can be collapsed into the more general category to the left on the chart

/

/ (e.g., if peer task (PT) cannot be distinguished from playing (P), these cate-,

gories may be summarized as sharing/helping (SH)). This may'be done in the
course of a series of observation or Eﬁ ¥ h c in the analysis of the data. Because

\ this collapsing can be done at any time, it is most sensible to begln with a 1§9t
7
of categories that might be too specific rather than one that is too general, \\

\
-
H
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In construcfing an observation instrument from the FOISB it is most . "
logical to go block-by-blocg; weighting the blocks themselves in importance ‘
and then\deCiding within the blocks which items should be specific and which’
fgeneral. Blotks VII and VIII are optggnal;-they are used only when the

'

éuality of peer behavior is of interest.

Adding Categories

The FOISB may be/seen as a framework for observation 1nstruments in . .
which either FOISB éategories may be.used or a combination of FOISB categories
' ano»others méj be-used. 1f FOISB categories are still too general, incomplete,
or otherwiSe’inqé;ropriate for certain uses, the general framework may be filled
out with the 3;;r s own categories. Behavior categorres that are more specific
than those a#ailable in the FOISB should be’ "nested" in FOISB cetegories 80
that they méy be '""collapsed" into an FOISB category if they turn out to be
impossible distinctions to make, or, if they are not used very often in practice.
| Wiéh the above considerations and procedures in mind, a researcher

/ -

interésted in observing student behavior should be able to use the FQISB to

measure a wide range of outcomes of instruction and classroom organization.

P

ﬁéw Data May be ﬁsed. §’ ‘

_ In genzral, behavior categories should begreported as percentages of &
total observations. That is, if 5 ob_servationf on a child are'§_ A 1, and there ¥ ;
are a total of 25 observarions of the child in a given setting, the child would
be scored 20% _§ A I in that setting. For "cycles," categorieg are expressed \’

as percentages of other categories (see the 1scussion of "cycles" below )
For c¢lass- levél outcomes (for which the FOISB is specifically designed) o 7
category fra quencies may be summed across fndividuals for a given setting, <::::>\
and then d;vided by the total number of oﬁgervations in the serting (individual
percentages canoot be averaged). If a pj%ing device is not used to insure equal ° ~

time intervals for each observation, the /FOISB data can be meaningfully used to




compare classes with each other and to register changes in category frequencies
. !

over time. If a éacing device is used, estimates of proportions of time épent

in certain activities may be made, but will still be slightly biased because

of observation procedures such as marking behaviors appropriate rather than

'

inappropriate if in dodbt, or scoring S or P if staff-or peer-girected behavior

occurs at any time during the five-second interval.

\\hJ ff‘ Cycles

In addition to simple proportions-of behavior categories over all
A

N\

oﬁservations, certain analyses within behavior typrs may be desiggdg For

W
= T “
example, it may be interesting to compute a proportion of on task (oD

i

’ /
' behavior over all opportunities for task behavior. ,To produce th%b outcome,

f

"opportunities for task behévior“ need to be defined. They would/be defined’

as times'éf settings when task behevior is the major acceptable #;haviof.

Any behavior that is not on task du%féé such times is scored noﬁ/on task (NT)

in addition to vhatever else it is scored. In other words, if a child is

having a tantrum during class, the behavior would be score& 1 i QM[YS[ET--
that is, gross motor (GM) for kicking the wall, yelling/screaﬁing (¥s) for

‘§creaming, and nét.on task "(NT) because all of this is being/hone during ;

. time when task behavior is clearly expected. Also, Aither d; task (OT) or 3
peer task (PT) would be scored for any appropriate behavio#’during a task
session where these activities are going on. For instancél if one student is
working on alprojecﬁ with another and says ''good work" t? the coworker, the

»

/ !
‘ B pehayior %f scored P A ES/PT, encourages/supports and peer task. A gask -
) score for a student is obtaimed by adding observations '

i
/

scored on task and
peer task, and dividing by on task + ‘peer task + aot on task, or:

OT + PT
o ‘ OT + PT + NT.

#
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Similar procedures may be used to obtain estimates of peer play over all

| play ”1;7%;‘—- using the same principle that all play behaviors include

P or IP in addition-to’ whatever else they are scored. Note that staff-task

-

and gtaff-play have been excluded from both formulas, This does not have>\_j>

to be done; but because the majority of student-staff interaction is typically staff

# initiated and allows little choice of response i; has not been included in .

"cycles" -in the applications of the FOISB to date. Of course, in the‘ppn-

«

struction of observation instruments from the FOISB using "cycles" it is

*.., *

essential that categories be used that include only the behaviors involved

o

the cycle-—for example, if a task cycle™ 1s used, ignoring directions (ID)
cou*? not be used in place of ID and OT, as the first ID would include pehaviors

that\hre contrary to expectations &ther than task expectations (e.g., violating

playground rules). ) ‘ |

!

-

Notes on Observation using the FOISB

. Many FOISB categories depend entirely on an understandiné of the expecta-
tions of the setting. This is esseﬁ;§§L in detefmining whether behaﬁipr is
appropriate or inappropriate. For example, looking at the ceiling would be
scored 1 I NT during a task sefting, I I NA during a teacher lecture where
there were stroné expectations to watch the teacher, I I ID if the student had

7,7 “earlier been asked to clean up his or her desk and has not done so, and I A WA
!
if the class is ip a transition period where just waiting is appropriate.
Therefore the first task of the qpserver\is to find out the major expectations
in the set;ing.\ How?ver, only the major, very clear expectationg are important.
Violations Qf’tules or expectations that are expressed but not enforced are

not scored inappropriate. Once the expectations are understood, the categories

that ﬁay be used are usually considerably narrowed. If a task setting is being




' or play after they have finished their work.

“on the observation categories being used. If very specific categories for

choices of categories are compared with the trainer's on a continuous basis,

_ ‘]7\,'
T
observed, appropriate behavior can only bé I AOT, § A T or P A PT (if

students are allowed to work with each other). l.é'ﬂé )

o~

observed during a task setting unless students are perfmitted to wait around °

}J’ .
w_ —

How close the observef must be'to the students being observed depends

/i . e

f

peer-directed behavior are uéed, the observer will obviously have to get

A .
rathey close to groups of students (but not gg_close as to inhibit their

behavior), If only more general categories are used, proximity is less-of
a problem."Siﬁilar isgues may be dealt with by the observer or researcher

on a common-sense basis, taking into account the specific situation and

intended uses of the observation. See P. 32 for specific observation pro-

cedures used with the East I FOISB adaptation.

~

4] ¥
r

Observer Training and Reliability Estimation .

H

’

Al

Because the FOISB has been used in low-budget research, training aids
such as. video tapiné\and one-way screens havednot been araiiable. Observer
training and reliability checks have been done in, the actual settings in
which the observation wi}i@be done, In this way the children to be observed
may become accustomed to fpbservation at the same time as the obeerver is
trained. In both trainipg and reliability astimation the trainer or checker

paces the observation that each observer observes the same child during

After ‘reading the category definitions, the trainer

'

and observer go int7 the classroom and observe together The observer's

the same five seconds

.

and both leave’}ge classroom to discuss discrepencies as they occur. Training

for the FOISB, u51ng this procedure has taken six hours or less. In obtaining .

/

reliability; responses cannot be compared until the oBServation is completed.




‘rather than agreement on what is observed. Tae pacing ‘also has_an inc1denta1

'7-18‘

«Note that the pacing procedure is not, the same as that used in many observation

oy

instruments which are similar to the FOISB, such as the Flanders-and Bales-based

|
instruments (both of which compute reliability by total use of different cate-

gories instead of observation by observation agreement) . The pacing procedure .-,
) . wu'ﬁs . ¢
has the advantage, that agreement cn how behaviors are scored is computed

— —— h ______ EE—

i
ibut important advantage in that it allows later dis%?ssion of discrepancies,
. . N 4 g ' '
thus continuing training and minimizing "instrument decay." 1In addition, :

the "pacing" is more 1ike1§ than the Flanders~-Bales techniques to (ﬂéw agree-
i 7 ¢
ment on infrequent categories. .
Rellability for the entire instrument is computed by simply diV1ding

\

A & \ B
#Agreements A minimum reliability for the wholé, instrument has been .80;
#0Observations. “ »

inter-observer rellabillty estimates have ranged in the_three applications of

N

the FOISB from .82 to .91. - e .

y -

However, reliability for the entire instrument may be inflated by high
reliabilitykbf high frequencpﬁcategories (such as $ AI, IAIP, etc\?.
Johnson and Bolstad (1973) Euggest that reliabilities for individual cate- //
gories be computed before using these categories as dependent variables. .

An agreement score for individualpcategories could be computed by

# Agreements on categorx

‘# Agreemn ts + Disagreemnts’ where # disa,g_rgem.n’ts = '# 7tims—*Whefe7 T

one _observer scores a behavior using the category and one does not. A

minimum relie?ility for categories depends on a number of factors, and is
ultimately an arbitrary decision; however, as Johnson and Bolstad point out, ;
"Any positive findiné which emerges in spite of_a good deal of noise or

error variance is probably a relatively strong effect" (P. 17). That is,

low category reliability is not a problem if it is due to unbiased error
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finitions of Observation Categgries (West 1I)

L\ y -
‘ Definitions of the codes used in the ‘observation instrument appear

. woooe . ’ : < N % .
below. Exact observation procedur s and conventions are 1isted atr the-end

of the defiﬁitions.: In addition, Appendix A, section II provides a simplified

@llstxng of ‘observation ca;egorles for :gbeig\fctual observation.

=y

1. With whom does behavior occur? (first space on observatiop form)’

-
.
e - e

Ind1vidua1 Isolate R |

"thild is not Lnteracting with anyone else, .'If a child interacts Wlth a ‘

peer or staff member at anytime duting the five second observation he %s

~

" scored with a peer or staff code. ; may be used when a child is in the

immediate v cinity of other chrldren or staff, but is either ndét involved
-~ .
at all or only watching the other people. This includes such settings as y

grbup meetings;'where aychild is stored GRP if making a-general announcement,

§.if talking to stafrs or with the appropriate peer code if talking to’a

peeri bt if the child is neither Ealgdng nor directly being talked to as
- e

an fnd1v1dua1 _an 1 is recorded in the first space.’ -

Staff. . . . . . .. o . . . ..8 v

Ntk o (S ‘ -
Child is 1nteréctiag wich an adult.® Interactions with all adults even if -

-«

- not staff, are scored 8. When a staff member is directly talking to a’ chxkd

the child is scored S' regatdless of what the child is doing If a child is
Juteracting with both a staff member and a peer, both codes may be used

s >

Peer; e e e e e e e e (0.9)

T
\

Child is interacting wikh a peer. The (X) .s always replaced by a one or

: . * . .
two letter code indiceting the name of the peer with whom the child 'is inter-

<

acting, e.g., Bi-for niil, Su for Sue.
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2. 1s the child's behavior appropriate? (Second space)

Appropriates . . . . e . 0 e o e A,
Child is ﬁeeting both explicit expectations and very clear implicit expec-

tations of the setting. iz used whenever I and E do not clearly apply.

\

-
Very clear implicit expectations are expectations ihat any child would know
3

exist (children do not need to be told specif?cally not to pounﬂ rulers on
o . * b - -
their desks).’ . 7/ .
/ Tel
pd el- ’

Inappreopriate. . . . . . ¢« v « ¢« o+ o o 1

Child is clearly not‘geeting'the expecd!tions of the setting. Behavior

that would be scored I is in general behavior that would be responded to

:

négatively by the te¥cher. Which hehaviors are scored I -is detérmined by

the specific setting in which observation 1s done. For exampye NA (not

!httending) ls‘Qiearly inappropriate during settings such as group meeting,
L

where there’js a clear and consistent expectation that children shpuld listen.

a

If this expectation is not in effeqé, the same behavior would be Scored I,
o .

A, WA (waiting, attendi‘g). When difficulties in making judgements arise,

the staff shoul%-&eifsked to decide whether the child's behavior is appro-

priate or Fnappropriate. Some behaviors, such as fighting, are clearly
-

inasgégpriate in all settings. Behadﬁofs vhich may Qavg been' deemed in-

" appropriate only for certain idhividuals are not scored 1nappropria?g/un1ess

they would be scored inappropriate for any child doing the 'same thing. Once

\ :
an I is entered in the second space the observer is limited to behaviior cate-
. r

-gories specifically‘ideﬁtified as inappropriate. In other woggs, playing

%z 1P, because IP is only used for

inappropriately could never be scored I,
o this is 2: tiqg outs may eicher
- 'YZ

g,

L3 .
approptiate behavior. The only exception

be taken appropriately (I, A, T) or inappropriately (I, I, T).

L4
.
i

r /

e —

Ex}

e,
W""“Mﬂm

_—




Meeting Expectations. . . ... . . .
E is used to signify behaviors whi;h are not inappropriate according to
expectations established for a setting, but are hostile or undesirbble peer
or stafé-directed behaviors. If, for example, Bill is fightiﬁﬁ with Jim,
Bill would be scored Ji, I, ge(fighting), because figh€§hg is clearly
contrary to.expectations in any setting. if, on the other han;j Bill and
Jim are play;ng a game during a peridd where game playing is apprépriate
and Bill<says, "Jim, you don't know how to play, you're st¥fid,” Bill would '
be scorad Ji, E, PD (Put Down), because Bill's behavior,‘while not contrary
to %fpectatiOns, is intended to put down Jim. As a rule of ;;umb, behaviors
which are or might be followed by uﬁpleasant consequgpceg from staff are
scored I; behaviors which probably would not be followed by unpleasant com=
sequences from stafg are scored E. E is not to béguséd to mean "neutral’--
truly neutral behavior is scored A, ‘ L

3. Behavior Categories
Definfkions of Individual O efvafion Categories

1. Appropriéte Individual ﬁehaviors'(Third Space)

On Task. . . « « « « v o « « « .OT
;Perform main task expected in setting. OT is used only for‘behaviors thch 'Y

‘are agreed upon in advance. A score of OT in a setting should mean sdmething

pecific--in lunch it would be eating, and no other behavior in that setting

would be scored OT. Behavior that is "on task" but is not the main task of
the setting is scored FD. OT is not used at all in settings without routine
main tasks, such as freetimes and activity periods. 1Its primary use is in

&

school to indicate working appropriately on school tasks.

Following Directions. . + . . + « o« . + . FD




/
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/

|
clearly

Child is performing a task either immediately directed by staff or;
i

understocd in the setting. Examples of the latter are cleaning uﬁ at lunch
]

{
and coming into class and sitting down appropriately--children unﬁepstand

I3

that these things must be done, so they are following directions [from the
! .

FD is distinguished from IP in;thet the
|

staff that were stated long ago.

FD-~the

¢hild would probably not choose an activity that would be scored
/‘
activity is performed because the child is told to do it or has /been told

/

©

to do it in the past.

!
ot
!
i
b

'Ehild is doing something individually that would not be §¢ored/§2 or OT.

Isolate Play. o « « « « o o o o o . LIP

it

o

In general, a child should be doing something that the child has chosen -

to do in order to be scored IP. A child who has selected a géme and is

playing it would be scored IP; if i5 has been assigned, the 3L1Id would be

Sl
scored FD or OT. - Almost anything a ch}id does

7

/ ' .
dividually is scored IP, so
: |

\ s
the observer need not be within earshot of a solitar child’;o score the child

unless the child should be ‘on task or following directions.

\
Waiting or Attending.' . . . . . WA

Child is doing nothing, waiting for something to happen, or watching an
- I

aétivity without zetting involved in it in any way. This #ategory acts

\

as
a(dumping,grOund for behaviors that really aren't anythin;. If a child is
d&ing anything individually'during a ?ree period, the observation is uSuaIEy
marked as IP. WA exists to record those observation peripds where the cgiid
/

/
/

P .
is ."in neutral." Standing in line .is usually scored Eé./

|

i

\

\ N

{

Time Out. . . e e N

I

i
Time out refers to a "time out from reinforcement," such as where a child
|

[
Pl

!
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is asked to sit in a chair in a corner or leave the room as a consequence.of
some inappropriate behaviof. Taking a_time out apﬁropriately according to
expectations and directions of staff is scored I, A, T; inappropriately

taking a time out would be scored I, I, T. T is th; only category that
indicates a "state of being" ¥ather than a behavior, so whenever possible

a behavior is also scored with the T when the time out is taken inapproB¥iaté1y.

(e.g., I, 1, 1/T0)"

11. Inappropriate Individual Behaviors ( \

Ignoring Directions: . . « . » « + . .1ID
Child is not o; task or not following directions when expectations are
clea}; child is engaged in inappropriate behavior that cannot be scored other-
wise. 1ID is used when I is in the second space and the chiid is not talking

out, stealing, or tantruming. It is more serious than NA, (Not Attending),

_but less serious, in general, than other inappropriate beg;vior categories.

-
Az

Talking Out. . « « « ¢« « « + « o « .10

Child makes inappropriate noise with voice or objects. Swearing, crying,

talking loudly to self, and using objects to make noise are scored T0,

assuming that these noises are inappropriate in the setting. The level of
noise that gets scored TQ depends on the setting. .As noise becomes louder

v,

and more inappropriate it becomes YS instead of TO.
A

Yelling, Screaming. . . . . . . .X§S
Makes very loud inappropriate noises, yells and screams. YS behaviors are
the same as TO behaviors (e.g., swearing, crying, makiﬁg noises with objects),

except they are much louder and more inappropriate.
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Gross MOtOT. « v « v v o o o « .CM
Running, throwing objects, pounding, tantruming in genuine anger .or frus-

tration. . N .

A

Not Attending. . . . . . . . . .NA
Failing to attend to a staff member or peer when expecthtions to attend
are very clear (when not listening might be followed by unpleasant conse-

quences by- staff).

Disturbing Property. . . . . . ,DP

Stealing; deliberately and inappropriately destroying.property. :

-

I. Appropriaée»?eer Behaviors
Sharing, Helping, Playing. . . .SH oy

Playing together, cooperating with another child, engaéeh in the same

activity as another child if the activity requires any sharing, helping,

or coordinated effort. Two children lining up at a diving board’together

are scored SH, but two children in diféerenc parts of the saﬁe tree playing

individually would be scored I, A, IP. For a behavior to be'scored SH, it

must involve physical activity; verbal activity only is not scored SH.

I1f conversation during play is directly related to the play@("your move ;" .

explaining rules, etc.) the convers;tion is not scored. 1If there is

conversation not directly related to the game it is scored SH/C, SH/ES, etc.

Peer tutoring is scored SH/OT (Sharing, Helping, On Task).

! t
Conversation. . . « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« + ¢« o « . oC

\ -—
|

Participates in coanversation with another child. Conversation can include

simply nodding or clearly attending to another child's conversation, but is




v
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not used when a third child is just listening to and not participating in
" {
a ‘conversation between two other children. When AI, DA, R and ES are used,

C need not be scored; all peer categories except SH imply conversation, so C

13 * \ ) )
would be superfluous. C is only used when no other category is appropriate.

J.

Asks to Inteiact. Y1 .
Approaches another childbto involve that child in an activity. AI is
distinguished from DA by the outcome of the behavior desired by the child,

1f guccessful, AL leads to play, while DA leads to work,estudy, or compliance,

Demands Appropriate Behavior. . . DA ’ -

"k =

Lo

Aské'another child to emit appropriate behavior. A good rule for detekmining

behaviors to mark DA would be to so score statements designed to lead another

”

" child to emit behaviors that would earn praise or other reinforcemefit from

staff. Responsés to inappropriate or unpleasant behavior from other children

directed at the child being observed would be scored RA if appiOpriate,
not DA; in general, RA follows a behavior that would be scored pec: inappropriate

(such as HS, TB, YS , while DA is used when a child wants to encourage another
N i

to perform for that child's own good or for the good of the group. .

Responds to Inappropriate
Behavior Appropriately. . . . . .RA .

Ignores, warns, or otherwise deals appropriately with inappropriate beh;vior
emitted by other children. 1I1f another child does somethiné to the child
being observed that would be scored peer ‘inappropriate (such as HS, F, IB, ?

T0), and the observed child's response appears to be appropriate, the response

is scored RA. It may be necessary to have staff éxplain to the‘observer

-

expectations for appropriate ways of dealing with inappropriate behavibr;
T




'enéouraged by the observed child does not have to be behéviorhthat would be

,
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il

these expectations may vary from child to child. In general, R will

be used wﬁgnlgz and TP do not apply as scores for appropriate responses
- - 5

~ - .
to inapprOﬁ?igFe behavﬂef. .

\\ ’ . ,;‘d -
- Encouragés, Supports. . . . . . .ES
Reinforces énother child for appropriate behavior or encourages another
child for attempts to do well. ES covers all nice things children say to i

each other about their work or their general behavior. The behavior being

reinforced by staff, but can be any behavior that is not inappropriate..

Statements as simple as "thank you" would be scored ES. =~ ° =

-

Praises Peers to Peers. . . . .PP-X

-~
V

Says nice things about one peer to another. The X -in PP-X is replqgégiby
. <7 . = o

the code for the child being mentioned positiyely. If Martin is saying '
nice things about Paul to Tom, Martin is scored Im, A, PP-Pa. If the child R
being discussed is present during the positive discussion, that child's code

o

should be circled.

I1. Peer-Directed Behaviors Scored E
Behaviors scored E are appropriate in the setting but undesirable as peer

. ,
behavior. If Jim bugs Paul during a session where conversation is appropriate,

Jim's behavior would be scored Pa, E, TB. The third-space categories used

with E may be used with 1 as well. For instance, if the ‘same behavior occurred

&

during a quiet study per d, Jim would be scored Pa, I, ID/TB. In general,

T

“

if I is used in the second space with the below behaviors, a behavior category
usually scored I should accompany the category usually scored E (e.g8., ID/TB;

TO/PD; TO/AR). -
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Teasing, Bugging. . . . . . . . .IB

Bothering, bugging, teasing with intent to make another child unhappy.

4

Intent is very imﬁortant in this categori, as teasing can easily be

<

approbriateﬂ Appropriate teasing would be scored SH if physical, C if

only yérbal. Inappropriate teas;pgiincludés taunting, setting up, practical’
jokes meant to hurt or make unhappy, etc. IB can:be used to score behaviors
that are eith;r physical, such as poking, or verbal, such as verbal set st
and 1nappropriate teasing. TB behaviors will generally be those which are

designed to evoke a response from the *eceiver by means of negative or

o~
%

annoying mothods .

. . J‘:&
Pqt MO * * * . - . * . . - - . -PD g“

verbal statements whose intent is to hurt or make -unhappy. Actions such
;é refusal to include angther child in an activity, belittling, ridiculing,

are scored PD. As with TB, intent is crucial for this catdgory. "Put

powns" clearly made in fun are scored C. R may be scored with PD if both

$

apply, as they would if child ¥ approached child X to see if X wanted to
' play chess and x said "forget 'it, you don t know how to play anyway That

1nterchange would be ‘scored Y, E, R/PD. PD may also be scored along with

ES

AR, SY, HS, etc. . -

£

Rejects Appfopriate Approach. . . R

Turns down legitimate request'to interact; ignores appropriate communication

&

when option to respond positivei} is clearly present. This category should

be used to score unfriendly reSponses to friendly initiations. If Tom asks

Paul ' if he would like to play chess, and Paul says that he already has
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£

promised to play Martin, Paul would be scored Tm, 4, C, not R. . He would

. be scored R, however, if he clearly cou11 have played with Tom but chose

not to. This category should not be used unless the child being observed

heard the initiation and could have .responded to it, bot chose not to
{

primarily as an expression of unfriendliness.

-

Tattling on gfers to Peers. .'. . .TP-X

Telling children about nega e beha ior ofhother children, saying negative

. .

things about children to other chil?ren As with PP, the name of the child

-

’ being talked about is substituted 7or the X in TP-X. IP does not have to

imply tattling or telling on--it Ls the counterpart to PP, where children

|
tell each other nice things about /other children.

Arguing. . . . . .+ 4 4 . ¢ . . . AR [

—

Arguing in an unfriendly or aqkasive manner. 'AS should not be used to

score appropriate problem solving between children or to score arguments

/

'about issues. It should be used when children arc +nvolved in essentially

/

unfriendly argument that igfclearly not productive.

II11. Inappropriate Peer Behaviors -

Ignoring Directions. . . . . . . . . .ID

Violating expectations in a 'setting involving a peer. This category is
used only when the péer involved does not respond inappropriately. If

Tom is whispering to or throwing paperclips at Jim, and Jim is not whispering

back or throwing paperclips back, Tom's behavior is scored Ji, Iy ID/TB:

- Jim's behavior would be scored TO, A, RA. Howe%er, if Jim responds bf"geﬁting

involved in Tom's indppropriate behavior, Jim is scored T0, I, CI, and Tom

is scored Ji, I, CI.
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Talks_out to Peers. . . . . + .T0--more severe=--YS

Swearing Oﬁ yelling at other children in genuine anger or frustration. '
The intent or origin of TO behavior must be in venting spléen. '“Shut dp"
or "Brop dead" are TO if they meet this criterion, but they may also be

scored as RA or PD. In general, TO is used when behavior is loud and angry,

and YS is used when behavior is louder and angrier.

. Coopera;ing in Inappropriate Behavior..Cl ®
Participating either as an initiator or as an accomplic; in behavior that
voul% be scored inappropriate. This category should be used when twoler
more children are engaged together in behavior that violates the expectations

of a setting. It may not be‘used to score inappropriate behavior of an

individual that is directed at a peer if the peer does not respond.

Hitting, Shoving. . . . . . . . . .HS
P?ysical aggression done with the intent to cause discomfort (as opposed
to pain)."gg includes punching, shoving, slapping, etc. used to indicate
displeasure, pick on someone, Or as an expression of frustration. HS must
be differentiated from legitimate horseplayfagg is scored only when hnfgiend}y
or hostile intent is apﬁ%§ent. The difference between HS and F is one of

H .
degree; F is used when the intention to hurt is clear.

s

Fighting. « « « « o o o+ o o« .F ‘

‘ Physical contact between two' or more children where there is clear intent to

hurt. F should be scored when fighting occurs that is serious enough Ehat

/ A3

the fighters would have to be separated.
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" Definitions of Staff ObserSation Categories
I. Appropriate Staff Behaviors
Interaction. . . . . . S |
Interaction with staff member. Nearly ail appropriaee interaction with
staff is coded I, including working with staff, playing, conversing,

listening tb, and otherwise dealing. with staff. 1In most cases the observer '

need not be within earshot to score a child-staff interaction SAIL.

N\

a

Praising Peers to Staft. ,PP-X
IV
See Praising Peers to Peers. Definition and procedures are the same for

staff as for peers.

- II. Staff-Directed Behaviors Scored E

Taftling on Peers to Staff, . .TP-X

Same as TP-X for peers. As with TP-X for peers, the b/havior need not be
tattling on peers to staff, buc may be negatlve statements or complaints
about peers. This is the only staff-directed behavior scored E in the

second space; saying negative things about peers to staff is appropriate,

but could not be called desirable behavior with regard to peers.

Q
Interperson Inappropriate. . .II

——

Child behaves in a manner that would be scored E, but no other éhteéory
fits. Whining, subtle set ups, generai "wet blanket" kinds of behavior
directed at peers are included here. 11 may also be used when behavior

)
is clearly interpersonally inappropriate, but it is impossible to tell

Aff

¢

who did what to whom.




I1I. Inappropriate Staff Behaviors

Ignores Directions. . . . . . . . . .ID
i . 4

Ignores direct demands from staff or fails to respond to staff‘bonversat;dh.
J/

i

See 1D under individual behaviors.

. Talks out to Staff. . . . . . . . . .T0 (if severe, use Y5)

Same as T0 for peers.

. Observation Procedures

1. When groups of two or more children are physically removed from the
rest of the group, the observer should alternate between the groups,

L

making four observations on each child before moving to the other
group. "Physically removed" can mean as close as in cor%ers of the
pame room.~ This procedure is designed to allow observation both of
initiations and ofhresponses in the small groups, and should eliminate
"bouncing" between small groupéq -
2. When both individual and staff or peer-directed behaviors are observed
in the same five-second opservation, the staff- or peer-directed
behavior is coded, regardless of how brief it is. When both peer nd
staff interaction occur, both are recorded. 7

3. Certain peer behaviors occur relatively infrequently, but are very

important. These are AL, DA, RA, ES, and PP-X of the appropriate

peer-directed behaviors, and R and TP-X of the inappropriate, 1f

behaviors which fit- into these categorieé occur in the same observation

as other behavxors, these bepaviors should be scored, either along with

the other behavior or instead of the other as appropriate (for instance,

7
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. B [4 need never be scored when thére is a more precise category available /

- '
> o i

for verbal behavior; £1 is never scored when a more precise code is © -
available for inappropriate or undesirable peer-directed behavior.

4, Occasionally, children exhibit behavior with each other that is clearlyQ o

of very high quality. Offer of help, exhibiting genuine concern for

other children's feelings, in general doing very nice things with/égers - &
+ L . [ \l X r
. are behaviors that are hard to specify well enough 'in advance that a

havioral category.could be constructed to record them, Instead, this
will be noted by the obsérver when-it occurs based dn subjgc;ive'judgmgnt;
‘ fﬁe observer should Eiﬁﬁl& the A in the second spacu to signify peer- , 3
i > . : . i
kdi?ecteg behavior that is clearly of high quality, That shows real inter- ‘

pqébonal concern or willingness to go out of' the wqihto do nice things'

p— for'ﬁeers. A brief note describing the circled-A behavior should be R

o

‘éncluded in the margin. Whatever criteria are used for deciding what | - ;

«

Lt

A ) » is very high quality interpersonal behavior, the same ' criteria ;hould be
used over time and in different settings, although the criteria may vary
f;r individual children (very high qualii& peer beha;ior in one child

- ) could be normal behavior in an&ther’. E

* " S, During class periods when a child is expected to be on task, ID is o
scored dlongdwith all other categories of inapprop;igte behavior.

That i;, if a cﬁild is yelling during class, the score is recorded as T
!§ilg‘bec;use the child is also not on task. During such periods, all

1

. behaviors except S, A, I must be scored either OT or ID, along with what-

ever else is appropriate. )
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Appendix A

Behavior categories used at West I, West II, and East I.

2

I. . Categories for West I
Used with'six seriously disturbed children (model age = 6) in a
’
residential "treatment unit, Major dependent variables:

% Peer Appropriate Béhavior ;
All Behavior

% Apbropriate Behavior 3
) All Behavior

% Pegr Play ~ ; (activity setting only)
Allt\ Play -

% On Task (school setting only)

On Task + Ignoring Directions

LY
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\ "
) f . West I "
| |
‘i " d
Appropriate Inappropriate
| ' -
- BLT)CKI:_]_Z_&_ / BLOCK IV: I I _
i !
On Task .}". e o o o s s o ,}3{ ' Ignores c’lirect:ions. e o » oID
Atte“ds f ] [ [ ] [ ] [ ) L[] o/./oA Not attehding [ ] [ ] ] . [ ] . .NA
Isolate’'play. « « « o o o oJIP " Talking but « . o . ... .TO
Follows directions. , . . .FD . . Yelling/screaming . . . . .Y§
- WALES cio v v 0 e g e 0 o W Grossmﬁtor.;......m
T out (approp«)/. P . Time oul (inapprop.). . . T
4 ' Sﬁlf-stfl.ﬂ.llation. e o o @ .SS
BLOCK II: S A _ !m.ocxv:g;+
Interaction. « « « « « o o I Refuse% directions. . . . .RD
Taltmﬁs out « c.c o o .g. .10
Yelling/screaming . , . . .YS
{
Fightﬁlg..........F
' Teasiqg/bugging e s s o« JTB
No response . « « « « « « JNR
* . *
BLOCK I1I: (P) A _ BLOCK VI:(P) I _
Sharing/helping. « . . . . SH Rejecting. « « « ¢« « o « + R ¥
Encouraging/warning. .. . EW Talking oute « «.o ¢ o o « TO
fffff - Coe e ] riait;atingﬁconvezsationfw IC. .. _._{.__Yelling/screaming, . . . . ¥§ '
Replying to conversation . RC ) Hitting/shoving. . . . . " HS
Fighting o o o o o,.’o e F
. Teasing/buggi,ng. e v o o o IB"
No response. . . + « « » « NR
L]
. & ‘ivi 4 ¢
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A-111
. IX. Categories for West 1I '
. ) ; .
Usad with sevan behavior-problem children (wodal age = 10) in a
' » .
residential tfeatlcnt unit. Major dependant variables same as for
Vest I with the following addition: '
‘ - 9 wE" i
All peer-directed behavior
' , *
Appropriate Inappropriate i
BLOCK I: LA _ ) BOK IV: II_ ‘
Ontask . « « ¢ o o oOT Ignoring directions. . .1ID
Pollowing directions.FD Talking out, o « see + oTO /
Individual Isolate pldy. . « « oIP Yelling/scresming. . . Y8 ‘
Uliting/ltt!'ndlng - .WA GI'OII MOLOR. o o o o ¢ .ﬂl
Time Out. « o« o o o oT Not attendfhg. . « « o NA. d
o BLOCK II: S A _ BLOCK V: 51 _ BLOCK VII: S E _
A\ erac:iéif?j_ig; . I i Ignores directions . . .ID Tattling on peers. .*TP(A)
Staff i{ses peers « | Talking out. « ¢ o ... .T0 to staff '
o staff) . . o oFP ® Yelling/screaming. . . Y8
'\\ * Pishtins e o o o o = o JF
\ \it - * *
BLOCK IXI: (B) A _ BLOCK VI: (R) I _ nmvxu (® E _
Sharing/helping, . . SH Talking out. o « « « o +TO Teasing/
Conversation . . « « C Yelling/ucraa-ing. e s Y8 bugging. . » - TB
Ask to interact. . o Al Cooperating in inapprop- Put down. « - « « FD
Demands appropriate riate behavior . . CI Rejects « « « « + R
behavior . . . » DA lgnoring directions. . ID Tattling on
Peer | Responds appropriately Hitting/shoving. . . . HS peers to peets.PP-(P)
te inappropriate —-—1-pghting~——v——e-v—F- e o A ]
behavior.. . . « RA Interpersonal

Encourages/supports. ES
Praises peers to
peers. ié:; o e = PP-X

Inappropriate. II
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III. Categories for East I. . . -
Used to observe four social studies classes in a school for disturbed - . \\
children - ten students randomly selected for observation in each class.
Dependent variables same as West II with the following additions: .
PT PT ‘
(in place of _ OT Y.
P'l‘:+ Or , PT+ OT + NT ~ 57 + 1D
: £
!
BLOCK I: I A _ BLOCK IV: I I _
On Task « ¢« o o o o o o OIO Not on task. . . . « NT . ..
Isolate play. . . « . . IP Ignoring directions. ID
Waiting/attending.. . . WA Talking out. . . . « TO
TiﬂB OUL:s ¢ ¢ o o o o s t GrOSS mtor- « o o o GM
Not attending. . . . NA
BLOCK II: S A _ BLOCK V: § I _ BLOCK VII: S E _

Interacéion. e e o o e oI _|Ignoring directions. .ID | Tattling on t

v . - * - Y
Praises peers to staff, BP-(P)Talking out. . . . . .TO peers to staff. .TP-(P)

Complaining/whining. .CW

BLOCK III: (P) A _ BLOCK vI: (B) I _ BLOCK VIII: S E _
P .

Peer task. . « . .
Playing. « « « « &

.PT Not on task e« o o WNT Teasing/bugging. .TB
P ialking out « + o o .TO |Put down. . . . oPD

Conversation . . . .C \
Asks to interact . Al Yelling/screaming . .YS |Rejects. . . . . <R
e e ,hw_?fﬁ?“ds app'°€fffffﬁ_w . ' Cooperating in in- Tattling on peers
Béhavt'or“ . s s & e fN B Tt B e e T Bl i e instelrra s - \*__q
appropriate to peers. . .« JTP-(P)
Responds appropriately behavior. . « . .CI Arguing. . « « . <A

to inappropriate
behavior . ~ . . « RA Ignoring directions.ID

Encourages/supports. . .ES
Praises peers to Hitting/shoving. . .HS

*
PEEES « o o o o o .PP- (P)Fighting . . . ... .F




