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. This ieport was prepared for the Dothan City Board of Educdtion by the
Human Respurces Research Organization (1humRRO) to describe work done as a .

b
T

FOREWORD

¢

4

part of the Dothan Cjty Schools' project "Comprehensive Services for Socio-.
Emotional Conflict,'" a three-year project which has as its fundamental objective
the reduction of unde51rahle effects of socio-eimotional conflict suffered by
students, The overall project is being conducted under the direction of

“Mr. Wayne E. Bradshaw, Assistant Superintendent,
Principally, this report describes the
program for elementary school teachers
" students., In addition, it describes a method of training lay observers. to

Dothan City 8chools.
effects of a special in-service training
on selected classroom behaviors of

c¢llect classr00m.behavioral data. An interim report based on data collected

in September. 1971 and January 1972 -was

He was .also briefed on the essential features of the present,

v“éhortly after’ the final“data collection.

presented in a briefing for Mr: Bradshaw,

complete report

N\

”Lomprehen51ve Services for Socio-Emotional” Confllct” is a pleeCt which

/ prov1des services to students through’ employment by the school system of a

89 Pupll Personnel ‘Services team (2) special in-service training for teachers,
and (3) use of services of a variety of spec1al consultants
training is distributed over a three-year. perlod and 4involves different teachers
each year in a manner intended to ‘maximizé its benefits to the students through-
In-service tralnlng,_lncludlng classroom management

out the school system."*
workshops conducted by HumRRO,
.Title III, and Title VI funds.

o

The in-service

w

o

was funded thirough a combination of local, Title I,

~The work described in this report was performed by [umRRO Division Number 0,

Dothan Alabama,

DrOJect Director.

Dr,

Wallace W, Prophet, Director.

The project staff included. Mr.

Dufilho, Mr. L. Paul Dufilho, Mrs. Kay Paulk, Mrs
Mrs. Juanita Spezia,

f

The assistance and copperation of Mr.

Dothan City Schools;

research and- has been greatly apﬁrec1ated

and Mr., William Mashburn. .

11,
.. Ernestine P

Dr, Paul W,
Alton Boy

' Sam Price- jones Su

Caro was the
d, Dr. Joanne
ridgen,

perintendent,

was essential to the planning and conduct of this

In addition,

the follow1no

people were- ifnstrumengal in the day-by-day performance of this study:
the Media Center staff, the Pupil- Personnel staff,
and the staff of the Superlntendent's office.

and principals,
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' tralnlng should” be reflected’ in changes ih the students,

. the classroom.
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* THE OCCURRENCE OF INAP?ROPRIATE CLASSROOM BEHAV IOR
' AMONG ELEMENTARY SCHOOL STUDENTS '

x - BACKGROUND . - ’

. In-the Dothan- Clty Schools! study, ”Comprehen51ve Serv1ces for
‘Socio-Emotional Confiict,'" the effects of a special in-service teacher
training prografm on the pe1f01mdnce and behavior of students are being
examined. The in-service program is 1ntended to help teachers better ;
deal with their students who suffer 51gn1f1cant socio-emotional v e TET L
Lonfllct problems. In evaluatlng this program a numbef of indices are | .
Belng ‘used.> The present’ .report deals with one of the principal measures: ‘

.of prOgrﬁm effectlveneas,

The teacher can be viewed af an intervening means °to ‘the achlevement
of the\ultlmate goal of the project; a beneficial effect on the students .
concerned.” Thus, it can .be said that the value of the spec1al teacher

In keeping WItW

_a growing trend in" educational ‘research, the project has placed empha51s
“qn achieving observable shanges in student behavior, particularly in | .
To thik® end, two series of teacher workshops, aimed”. " |
principally at classxoom behav1or change, were conducted during the
1971-72 school year as part of the special in-service training program. |,

The study reported here dealsgwith.gpecific classroom behavioral
observation data gathered during the year. As stated, it wag hoped .
that the special in-service training afforded sele ed elementary school
teachers in the Dothan City Schools durlng the 1971-72 school year would
manifest itself through beneficial change$ in the behdvior of their -~ - ~ .
students, partlcularly those judged to be suffering froﬁ some 51gn1f1cant
form or degree of soc1o emotlonal conflict., o .

.
PRy

3.., “ »




METHOD “
DESIGN
.  The study followed a 2 x-2 x 2 design with two treatment groups ’ _ '\\\\\
' (teachers), two subJect glOUpS (students), and observations made at
twoqdlfferent p01nts in time (observatlonb) . .

Treatment groups -coiisisted of two glOUpS of elementary teachers;
those who received the special in-service training related to : .
semotional confllct\(N = 26), and a group of elementary teachers who did : |
not receive such training (N = 59). Subject groups were two groups of . P
elementdry school students; students whose behavior or self-report dur;ng -
the pxecedLng school year- could be Lhdlactellzed as indicative of
significant socio-emotional conflict. (N = 160), and those whose behavior
and self-report during the pretedlng school year gave no evidence of
socio-emotional-conflict (N = 99), 'Two. sets of observationsg pre- and
post-study, weré gathered, at. the beginning and end of the 1971-72 school
year, 1espctt1vely¢ These observations of the occurrence of inappropriate .
behavior weré made in- the classroom by 22 observers specially trained .
for this purpose. Ehe observations prov1ded the data for analysis to D
+assess the effects of the spec1al in~service teacher t1a1n1ng on student ‘
classroom’ behavior.

S

e -

TRLATMENFS (Teachers)

comprised the basic treatments "being. compaled The overall project is
focused on the provision of special- services to students with significant
socio-emotional conflict through a special pupil personnel staff and -
through special in-service training for classroom teachers. In .each of’ the
13 Dothan elementary schools two teachers, or "Building Representatives,"
° .were'selected by school administrative personnel to receive the special
" in-service training during the %971-72 school year. These 26 Building
Representatlves comprise one treatment group = From-the remaining 165
elementary classroom teachers in the system, 59 were chosen on the basis
.. of several factors. These 59 teachers constitute the second .treatment
variable and will be referred to as the "Other Teachers' group. They
were selected on .the basis of number of observers available for the study,
coverage across schools and grade levels, and presence of approprlate
subJect students w1th1n their classrooms. .

|

|

|

\
Two groupé of‘elementary school teachers in.the Dothan City Schools C
SUBJECTS (Students)

Two pools of students were identified. From taese,'the specific ‘

‘students on whom behavioral observations were to be made were selected. =
[he prerlmental Pooll consisted of those students whose ‘previous behavior

‘The term ”hxperlmental” is used here 51mply to denote that group of

students of .principal concern in the study, i.e;, those students judged to be
~°$uffer1ng socio-emotional conflict problems of a severity sufficient to cause

1nappropr1ate or undesirable classroom behavior.of an unusual degree or kind.

Such behavior would likely interfere with the, learning or general adjustment of

_that student or of his peers. There were no “experlmental” manlpulatlons of

thes&gstudents in the more general usage of the term.

L




"gave some indication of signlf'cant socio-emotional confllct . The

' Controls were those with appareny absence of such conflict. l
Dperatlonally, Experimental studeRts were selected on the ba51s of
data from (1) an Exceptional Student Ratlng Form and/or C2) the
Popham Self Appraisal Inventory (a megadsure of self- concept) * Both
of these instruments were completed ar the close of the precedlng
school year, the first by the p§§cedi g year's teacher, and the j
"second by-thé student himself. A specimen of the Exceptlonal Student
Rating Form,‘prepared by HumRRO for thiy project, is shown in Appendlx
B. The.selectlon procedure. was: de51gne to 1dent1fy those students

the weakest self- concepts (as- 1nd1catedeb
\\\Popham) _ ) S . |
N o 4

N Spec1flc crlterla for selection of Bx er1mentals were as follows:
¢+ } a
Cl) (Grades 1 - 6) Recelved an Excep 1onal Student Rating of
Mt in one or more behavior categories.

°

e

’ . . ' -

~

3 . ‘ S
(Z)f‘(Grades 1 - 3) Popham'total score} equal to or less than 12..
) - P ' - ¢ ’ *
. (3) (Grades 4. - 6? Popham total scdres equal to or. less than .35.
Students selected for the Control Pool w're ‘also selected on the . o
basis of Exceptional Student Rating Form and P pham~scores. In addition,

a HUMRRO prepared semantic differential Pupil Rating Form (see Appendix B),

~also completed by the previous year's teacher; \was used in selecting Controlg.

‘Control Pool students/were requlred to meet all of the follow1ng criteria:
. (l) (Grades 1 ,/3), Popham total scores equal“tp or greater
~than 25. ' R o C /
: ' N . s ) A
- (2) (Gradés 4 - 6) Popham total scores equal to or greater/"
‘“than %0, | \ - L
. o - . . e . ‘ -
(3) The sum of NN and N7 pos;tlon ratlngs on the Pupil Rating
Form must ‘be "0". (i.e., the student must have received no 6" or "7%"

ratings). - . . ‘ | P

.

(4) Must have recelved no nom1natlons on the Exceptlonal Student
Ratlng Form . , . ‘ » ;

It was requlred that any student selected for e1ther the Experlment/l
or Control Pool, have complete records on the Popham, the) Student Rating
Form and the Exceptlonal Student :Rating Form. Students who. otherW1se met
the'selectlon cr1ter1a but were (l) repeaters, (2) belng taught by tﬂe same

o . i . ’,; i /
. £ .
)

v . ' 7

i

lThese instruments (Self Appratsal Iﬁventory) are avalkable from -
the Instructlonal Objectives Exchange, Box 24095, Los Angeles California,
90024 . . © e - A
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teabher who had taucht them the plecedlng year, or who (3) were then
or would be students in a special education class--were cxcluded from =
© selection in either pool. First- grade students had no Pophanm, Exceptlonal
Student Rating Porm, or Pupll Ratlng Form scores since they were not in
school the previqus year. llowever,.since it was desired to éather some
-behavioral data on first graders “a numbe1 were selected randomly

The following.inforiation was submitted by teachers for every class-
room in all 13 elementary schools and was used for schedullng data “
. collection:* : -

t
{1) Student seating charts,

(2)  The teauher s plan for organization of her day's work i.e., when
~she usually scheduled reading and other subject matter, espeC1a11y any
scheduling of part-class activities such as reading groupsg

(3) . Schedules for recess, lunch, and phy§ical education, as well as
~ for any other special activities’ such as music or art--in general, any
changes in classroom  routine when students would not be expected to be in
R -thelr a551gned sedts.

Other inférmation used in'scheduling data collection at each school
included (1) enrollment by grade, (2) room assignment of teacher aides,
(3) .names of Building Representati.cs in the Pupil Personnel Program for| the
preceding and current years, and (4) names of those -teachers in their
first year. of teaching, ' ' )

The 1dent1f1cat10n of students for the Experimental and Control Pools
and the ultimate selection of specific students to be observed were
performed by IumRRO personnel., Identities of the specific students
observed were not known to the Dothan City Schools administrative personngl
nor to the classroom teachers in whose rooms the observations were made. |
While the observers had to know which children were to be observed, they !
did not know which were Experimentals or Controls. '

2

. OBSERVATIONS
Observer Tréining Twenty-eight women were initially selected by o
Dothan City Schools personnel for observer training in a HumRRO -conducted
workshop, but only 24 underwent tralnlng - Of these, 22 were selected for':
the actual data collectlonp v , : i
. \ . ) ‘
On September 20, 1971 the initial. training session of a- five- day f
~workshop on the observatlon and recordlng of classroom behavior was held !
at Girard Avenue Elementary School. HumRRO personnel responsible for the‘
workshop explained the purposes of the overall project and training program.
Attendees were told that their training was intended to prepare them to |
observe and record, accurately and 1e11ably, certain behaviors of selecteﬂ
pupllsﬁ These behav1ors are described in Appendix A, ‘ ,

i

v
. v

After thc initial meeting, the’ trainee group was diyided into workshop

i sections of 12 tralnees each, Materials used in tra1n1ng included

<

4.,

i e S - -
‘ . -

e

————
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" practice sessions of observing and recording "student behavior" (with. .

durlng data: Lollectlon.

~ of these practice sessions was tp give observers the Opportunlty to 1dent1fy
“those- students whom they were to observe. subsequently and to-allow the .

" Schools personnel prlmarllygon the basis of theiy know1ng and being known

| 4 : SR B . o . S v o
(1) handouts describing éﬁtegories of student behavior to be observed, C. i
(2) data record forms, (3) stopwatches, (4) clipboards,-(5) pencils, and
6) practice data collectlon schedules. A total, of 30 hours of training
was administered over the five days. Twenty of the. 30 hours' training
‘were conducted at Girard Avenue Elementary School and trainees spent the

other ten hours in practice observation and data collectlon in the schools - -
to which they had been assigned to collect ‘the actual da}a .

S

'Durlng the,remalnder of the first workshopvday the various' categories
of student behavior were explained, demonstrated, and discussed. The
necessity foy objective observation and recordlng was striessed, Imitial

HumRRO personnel acting as "students”) revealed considerable variation in
trainees' practice data. Discussion of this variance increased tralnees'
appreciation of their own attending behavior, physical points-of- NleW‘ '
(e.g., sitting where the S students could be most efficiently observed)
familiarity- with categories of student behaviors, etc. Subsequent practlce
sessions - reduced data variance.

v

“The- ngce551ty for observer confldentlallty regarding the data . ' o
collection process was explained in terms.of avoiding bias related to
probable changes in student and teacher behav1or as.a function.of knowing
which students.had been selected for observathon The importance:of ‘e
avoiding observer bias through the objective, ud unemotional* collection of
data was also discussed. The latter point was pertlnent due to the ‘
personal aqqualntance of some of the observer tra nees with students and .o
teachers in the classrooms to which they were asqiﬁqed for data collection.

Trainees were instructed on how to assume minimally\poticeable roles in thQ“
-classroom and how to minimize social interaction w1th students and teaphers .

The second and third’ tralnlng days each consisted of\six hours'
practice observation and data recordlng in regular classroamsvat Girard A
Avenue Elementary School followed by two hours' instructors’ qritique of the
ddy s practlce activities. :

Practice observation and data collection on the'fourth and
training days took place in the schpols to which the observers we .
assigned for collection of actual data during the following week. The purpose

students to &djust to:the observer s presence in the classroom, A final, o
two-hour critique of the practice data ended the training program. "

. ) ' . , - )

Two of the 24 trainees gonsistently failed to demonstrate that they
could collect practlce data properly and were dropped from the observer e
pool :
: i

The remaining 22 observersswere a551gned to schools by Dothan City .

by thn fewest . studentd and teachers at those schools
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Data Colleétion Procedure. It was intended that two observers would ; n////
-4 ‘collkect data in eight classrooms at each of the 13 elementary schools, :0f * :
~ these eight classrooms, two would be classrooms’of the‘current. Building
‘Representatives (scheduled for the special in-service tra1n1n%) and one

the classroom of-the "previous year's Bulldlng Representative.,* The other

. five were to be chesen rargely on%the basis.of the imtention that at least
-[ one class at each grade level in each school would be scheduled for , , ,
| - observation. However, in each of four of the schools only one observer 1
/ was assigned. Since 1t was felt that each-observer could gather data on

only four classes, it was not possible.to obserxe in each of the s1x grades

1 " at those schools. At one schoql no first-grade classes were 1ncluded
¥ . because the class rosters anq schedules’ were not received .in time.

- . . 3 T A
i / -7 Five students and an alterpate were selected for observatlon in each of

the glds:rooms in which observat1 s were to besmade, As many Experimentals
as possible were utilized so as t%nmax1mlze the number of conflict students
observed. To the .extent that there .were fewer than five Experimentals in 4
given classroom Controls were utlllzed and in the event there- were not
enpugh students’ from~either pool in a- classroom names were chosen randomly’
from among the other students in that classroom. ‘These students- will be
referred to as;,"Unclassified." On each Data Record Form, the name of a

1xtQ student, or alternate, was added, in the event one of the five
: ' ;'1nten8§& fEr observation. was unavallable on the first observation day.

° If the alternate was substituted for this reason, he wds also observed on
subsequent/ occasions in lieu of the or1g1nally spec1f1ed student. A sample
Data Record ‘Form is shown in Appendlx Ciee - R S -

- bl .. M‘” "h\ v B
, The study deslgn called for each of 26 observers to be assigned five
» 'students in each of- four®classrooms for a. total of 520 students on whom data
would be codlected ™ The aVai'Lability of only 22 trained observers and . the '
distribution of students Selected .for the two pools reduced the number of o
- students to be observed to 440. Due- to tie relatively few students = '* 2
identified by the seléction procedure for the Experimental and Control Pools
at Montana Street, Lake Street, Highlands, and East Highland Schodls, only
“one observer was asslgned to each of -these locations., Two of*these observers
(#15 and’ #24%) were ‘each assigned 15 sfudents in three classrooms. A complete
“listing of number of students observed by observer, school, and grade is
shown-in Table 3 of Appendix D. N S P
Two sets of observatlonal data are analyzed in this report " The first
was collected in September. 1971, ‘three weeks after the beglnnlng of the
school year, and the second in May 1972, thrée weeks prior to the end of the
. same schodl year,® An Intermediate set of data was collected in January 1972
~ for an ipteri~ nssessment, but is not reported here. Its purpose was to
help maintain observer skllls and to provrde guidance to the in-service
‘Lftralnlng program. .

.

/’,

_ ‘Durlng the 197l 72 school year gach of the 13 elementary schools had - -
r,two "building representatlves " i,e., teachers participating-in the special , =~ .-
e ip-service program. During tie1970-71 school year there was only one
~ s+ Puilding Representative -from each school. Also, the 1970-71 in-service

“program differed somewhat trom that of the 1971 72 school year.

PArunext provided oy enic [
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IdLh observer LOllCLted data on the same students on all three
occasions. As described. in the Results section, however, some data

- were lost due to various kinds of schedule interference or absence of

students or observers.. Final podt-study data (May 1972) were not .
collected on a number of students due to rulings made by the principals
at two sehools and failure of observers to show up to collect data,

Data were collected on five consecutlve days- dUrlng each of the three

_data collection periods (September Jqpuary, May). Six’ samples of student
behavior per class period were recorded, resulting.in a total of 30 possible

obserLdtlons per student for each,of the flve ~day data collectlon periods,

Data were\eollected in the fpllowing .manner. ' Observers entered their
assigned classrooms at the begin ing of the regular periods. The first 20
minutes were spent in an accommodation phase during which it was intended

- that the students, teacher, and observer would get accustomed to each other,

The observer also used this time to locate the students to be observed.

About 30 minutes were then spent in observing the five S students, one after
the other, in a series of six obkervational sequences. Approx1mate1y one
minute wab spent on each observation, as*follows.- The observer visually
identified the- approprlate student, started the stopwatch,.and closely

fwatched the student's behavior for a. t1med 45 seconds, - The observer then

immediately recorded the occurrence or nori-occurrence of each of the

"nine* behavior categories listed by that student's name on the Nata Record

Form, a process which usually took about 15 seconds. After recording the data,
the,observer looked up, identified the next student to be observed, and began

the cycle over again, After all five assigned students had been- dbserved
once, the observer repeated the sequence of observations five more times.
In thlS manner each student was observed for 45 seconds on each of six -

"occa51ons at five- mlnute intervals during one class perlod per day for five

o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

consecutive days.
4

(e

”

l£1ght ot the categories were types of 1nappropr1ate behavior;
the ninth tategory was “approprlate "

PR .
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_ RESULTS , _ -
. . » . . s
« DATA FORMS SCORING g .
| ¢ Separate scores were derivéd for each student for the observational - .

data xollected during the first (September) and third. (May) data collectlon'
sessions,. These scores were a function of the total'number-of 1nappropr1ate.
behavior categories a1 student was observed to exijbit and the number of times
he was observed. The max1mum number of observay'oh periods possible on a

blxen student was six per’ day, or a total of 30 Avithin the five-day observation '
session.  However, due tc'abbenteelsm and clas$rodm interruptions, not all
qtudent: were observed the maximum number of ﬁlmes o S "L

e e t
-

- A slngl dcore was obtained by summing tMe inappropriate behav1or-tally
marks on the Ubserver Data Form for a.given ¢ession and dividing by the total °
“number of observation peridds for which there Were data. A tally mark » - o
represented the ‘occurrence of a category or type of inappropriate, behavior |
and not the rrcquency with which it occurred.! ‘Therefore, the quotient from
~the above division is the mean number of 1naPpropr1ate behav10r categories a
given student exhibited during an obseryvation session. These derived scores
were used in the statistical calculatlons reported in this pection.-
. e , N .

. . e A
M .

STUDENT SAMPLE o
As prev1ously stated, the observation sessions were scheduled to/ )Q' .
obtain behavioral data-on.a target population of 440 elementafry school
students. For this target population, data for 433 students {were obtained
~during the first (September) observation sessien. This represented 99 per-cent
S of the planned data matrix (N = 440). Table 1 outlines the distribution of
.« these students by .both student classification (Experlmental Cgntrol, First
“Graders, and Unclassified) and teacher category (Bulldlng Re eﬁentatives and

@ Oﬁher Teachers). ' - N

wr

‘Data for 314 students were gathered in the thlrd- flnal observatien
session in May 1972. The remaining 119 students, representlng 27 per.cemnt of the
433 initially observed, wexg not observed for- one of the following reasons;
absence of observer; studen move,ﬁtransfer or absence; or administrative
ruling by the principal -of fthe schdbl. Of the 314 with both pre- and post-
observations, principal int reét of coursE centered on the 160 Experimental
students and the 99 Lontrol students in-this number. - Therefore the major
. analyses reported here and ‘conclusions therefr ' are based on these 259

students. Ihus the analysés are based on sh ut. 59 per cent.of the or1g1nal

RS

lReference to the.Observer Data Form in Appendix C shows that there
1 were eight different categories of inappropriate behavior that could be
reported. Thus, the maximum number of tallies that could be recorded for
N a single 45-second observation perlod was eight, regardless of the number,
of times any one ®f the behaviors occurred. durlng the 45 seconds. ‘ ’

\
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terget population st 440. students,! 'The distribution of these students and

of ‘the 55 First Grade and Unclassified Students.is outlined in Table 2. - -
: J o e : B . ¢ '

e Lt

Table 1

>

A . "

NUMBER OF STUDENTS -OBSERVED
'DURING FIRST (SEPTEMBER) OBSERVATION: SESSION,

&
L]

"

~ . Teachers h
- Building fdfher 2R
§{ Students Representatlves ~ - Teachers Totals
- Experiﬁental . 73 - 148 221
“|-contro1 -39 Yoo | -129 e
FirstTGraders - 0’ - 65 . 65‘5
Unclassified = | ° 8 10 18
Totals 120 313 7535 |
: Table 2 |
NLMBER=OF%STUDENTS QBSERVED T
DURING BOTH’OBSERVATION SESSIONS - .
- """ Teachers
. Buildiné Other )
Studentg 1 Representatives Teachgrs, - Totals
. Ekbegiﬁéﬁtal s T . 109, | 160 ; .
“{ control 30 . 69, .99 ,;
§'F£rst Gradérsv i 0 _G“ 41 gu 41 f ﬂ
Unclassified < §. . g ’i4f
Totals 87 327 | 314

<

- i

Thus,

representatlve samples of the two popula

1(,omparlson of first observation data of the 314 -students on whom both

"+ first,and third observation’ data were gathered w1th those of the 119 students ..
on whom only first observations were made reveals no significant dlfferences

the Experimental and Control gro Ps ‘analyzed heré-can be viewWed as
Ya thHS from which they were drawn.

©

i B

..
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Ihx group of 514 btudents w1th both pre- and post -study observatlons ‘ .-
was conpllsed of 51 per cent prerlmental students, 32 per cent Control
studs nt: 4 per vent First Grade and 13 per cent Unc1a551f1ed About 28 pel
cent of the 314 students were in gthe classrooms of Building Representatlves
whils the other 72 per cent were in the classrooms of Other Teachers ' .
{1,e” non-Building Representatives),
Included in Appendix~D are Tables. that present a more detailed
breahdown of the obsefved population by observer, school, grade and teacher.

o

vU%I\ WALYs1s

- : prellmentdl gnd Control students with’ complete data were ‘of p11ma1y
' “importance to this study. First Graders and Unc1a551f1eds were of only’
-+ seconddry interest and are not dlscussed here. = P : ,
. : The nature of the overall prOJect design resulted in there being
e dppxoxmetel) twice as many Other- Teachgrs as Building ‘Representatives in
the study: Because of the ‘wide variety of uncontrollable factors that . » °
‘1niluenged thg number of students on whom both first and-third observations
.could be gathered, a Chi- -Square analysis was performed to.-see Whether: the .
distribution of Experimentdl and Control students over the two teacher .
categories differed significantly. The frequenc1eb involved are shown in
o [fable 3. As can be seefi, the Chi-Square value shows that the distribution
- of students does not dlffer significantly as_a function of teacher category.
Stated dlfterEntly, the ratio of the number of Experlmentals to the number
of Controls was about’ the same for Building Representatives and.Other Teachers.

~ . i .

- NUMBER OF STUDLNTS BY STUDENT
- LLASSIFICATION AND TEACHER CATLGORY

K4

.

. - Teachere
- ] . ~ Building ' Other : - o '
éﬁudqui , KepreSentatlves \  Teachers Totals

: Mos C . :

e | Experimentals | =~ - 51 . * 300 - 81 -

ot gt . : ’ : N

.| Controls ° 109 69 . 178
Totals. . - 160 ST 99 . 259
X = 0.07 : E . -
p -.80 - . , L S T
3 ' ‘b i
- R ’ ‘ \
\ ' 10. ’ f ‘
: Q g . 1 £ -
« . v ).
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. The next p01nt of concern was whether or not the cr1ter1a used to
., assign students to the Experimental or Control: groups were meaningful.
It would be expected that Experimentals would exhibit a higher frequency
of inappropriate behavior, than would Controls.~ Table 4 shews means for.
Experimentals and Controls by teacher category for the first observation
period. As can be ‘seen, the frequency of inappropriate behav1or was greater
for _the prer1mentals~‘ The -difference b@tween means for all Exper1menta1 ahd
all Controls is statistically significant (& = 2,69; p <.01). Experlmental—
Control differences are very near the 5 per cent level for the separate téacher
groups (¢ = 1.99. for Building Representatives and ¢ =-1.92 for Other Teachers).
Thus, the selection- criteria would appear to.be valid and some falth can be
»placed in the observational data as being reflective‘of the presence or , - -
absence of conflict problems. (See Appendix D for further descriptive

-

~ Statistics on these groups.) . o L
‘»' . o ' TabZe 4 . . . .
r . MEAN. NUMBéR#b INAPPROPRIATE BLHAVIOR
. ' CATE ORIES OBSERVED
a . ' -t (Flrst Observation Period) !
¢L~ ' , — ‘ Teachers
o Building " Other E .
Students . Representatives  Teachers Totals| , i
Experimentals | = 1j20 . 1.11 1.14 ,
Controis., B . 0J93 0.96 .0.95
Totals | - 2013 2,07 |, 2.09" )

¥ Comparisons were made (t tests) to determine if the behavior of
Building Representative Experimental students, differed 1n1t1a11y from .
Other Teacher Experimental. students and, 11kew1se .if Bullding Representative
Controls differed initially from Other Teacher Controls. Neither difference
was significant. Thus, the method of selecting students,to be observed for -
the two teacher groups produced equated student-groups for the "tWo teacher-

categorles ’ . : R

Analyses were performed to compare the data, obtained during the first
observational session with ‘the data, obtgined dur1ng the, third observational
session to determine if any change in frequency of " 1nappropr1ate behavior
had occurred for a given group of students. The principal such ana1y51s was
a three-way ana1y51s of varlance 1nvolv1ng‘the follow1ng clas51f1cat10ns

A.‘~Teacher Category
I Bu11d113 Representatlves : ' . ' . s

2. Other Teachers. .
” B N ) A . ’

e

=

.

),




Hptireine o o
ES

.

- B. Student Category
1. - Experimentals : ‘ -

2, “Controls

|

1
Observation Period ) ~
i ot - - .
1. First Observation (September 19?1) .

2,0 Phird Observation (May 1972)

Y

Table Slseté forth the, Analysis of Variance

i . , e

Al

I S

SOURCE

a Y88 ms:
\ _
A (Keacher Category) 1 .29 .29
B (SFudent Category) LA 6.77 6.77
C (O\servataon)j R . 1.77 1,77
AB 1 5.08 5.08
Y i 1.13 ' 1.13 -
o -BC ‘ 1 .26
e
/. ABC 1 169 ;
“wCells - ' 517 © L35 ;
) TOTAL 524 1

TabZe'S

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE
(Teacher X Student X Observatlon)

. The F ratio. of greatest concern here is that test1ng the AB interacti
Thls F (F = 14.51; df ='1,517) is significant at the .001 level, * THus, thz
. are 51gn1f1cant Jnteractlons between Teacher Cdtegory (A) and Student Category
" (B) in the effetts obsewved in student inappropriate behavior. There is a’
significant reduction in- inappropriate behavior among the -Control students for
both ‘Building Representatives and Other Teacher groups. . However, for theif' ,

~ Experimcantal students there was a 51gn1f1cant reductijoftonly for.the’ Bulldlng N ~
Repfesentative group. - There was no change in inappropriate behavior between - '

" first and third observations ‘for the Experimental students of the Other. Teacher |

group. The Teacher Category factor does, produce 51gn1f1cant behavior dlfferences

' . : . [N . ’ P
b ’ . . . ’ ) i @
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‘among Experimental studénts, but it makes no difference with reference
‘to the behavior of Control students,! = i i : ' e
Another way of v1ew1ng the. effects bf the Teacher and Student Category
variables was to classify students 1ntol(l) those who exhibited a reduction
in the numbel of inappropriate behav1or‘categor1es noted from the first to
" the third observation periods and (2). thOSe who exhibited an increase,
v«- . Tables 6 and 7 pfesent ‘these data for Exper1mental and Control students
- respectively. o , \ .

-
- L3

Zuble 6

e : ' DIRECTIOV OF INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR .
' CHANGE BY TEACHER CATEGORY - .
" (Control Students)

-, .

Lhange in Inapproprlate Behaylor 1 . . .
Teacher . v - ’ N
Category Increase Decrease . Totals
Building -1 o - | N e
|Representative | 11 19 W Sl 30 '
“bther '-~: - . v .o 1 .- o ’ o t&\,...‘ .
Teachers . 26 i 43 Tl 69 : -
° . TOTALS | . 37 62. -], .99 ,
. : . . . ‘ e !
". . v v . - .~' . i 1 o il
X< = 0 01 : -
Not Slgnlflcant ‘ ’
? - \ ’

Vo . . B . , —

1t 5hou1d be noted that there was a 51gn1f1cant decrease in
inappropriate behavior of Control students for both Teacher Category
groups., Also,. differences in Experime entals and Controls were sqgnlflcant
across teacher groups -and observatlon periods. .

[y




students showed a
"observation perio
Controls showed a/reduction, .

.-

- 3

-

-~ Change iﬁabzéppréprigte Behavior| .
Teacher v . s
Category Decreale . Totals
Buiiding . . K " N
“ | Representative" 36 51
Other .
, Teachers . 54 109
TOTALS 90 i 160
2 = 6.25 . o
p <.02 °

As can be seen ffom“"Chi Square valuesv for Table 6, there was.no
ative probability of a decrease {or increase) in
inappropriate behavipr for Control students for the two teacher categories,

. difference in the re

For the Building Representatives, 19 (63 per cent) ofﬂtheir 30 Control
Jecrease in inappropriate behavior from first to third

‘

<

For the Other Teachers,, 43 of 69 (62 per cent) of the

#In marked contrast, though, there was a‘siéniﬁicant difference in the

proﬁébility of decrease (or increase) in'inappropriate behavior for
Experimental students of the two teacher groups.. Some 71 per cent.of the
Experimenf%l students of the Building Representative. group showed a reduction
in inapproprigte behaviors, while only 50 per cent of the Experimemtal students’ -

of the Other
shows this

edacher group showed a reduction. The Chi Square for Table 7.
Lfference over teacher groups to be significant.’ '

4

These /two Chi -Square analyses reflect the same pattern as shown in the

significant AB interaction in the analysis of variance,
variable (and presumably .the in-service ‘training on which it is based) is
"related ﬂg.reguction in inappropriate behavior for Experimental students, but

¢
1,

children.

not %o tﬁat for Control -students,

The Teacher Category

Y

The preceding aralyses deal with the -factor of main concern in the study,
the effects of special teacher training on behavior of emotional
However, the following .analyses are also of interest,
of correlation between first and third observation period scores

conflict

is consistent

The pattern”

for the three student-teacher grdupings in which there were significant reductions

in inappropriate behavior.

Correlations were low for Control students of both

teacher groups and for Experimental students of the Building Representatives.

-

\

-
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In contrast, the prer1menta1 students of the Other-Teacher group exhlblted
fairly hlgh ‘correlation between first and third observatlons. These
correlations are shown in Table 8. '

Table 8’ o o ; o L
CORRELATION OF FIRST AND THIRD OBSERVATIOV PERIOD -
‘ SCORES BY STUDENT- TEACHER CATEGBORIES . P . -
: . :
N «\0:\
Teachers )
-~ | Building. -  Other v
‘Students Representatives ~Teachers
Experimentals ' ﬁ&=v,383/ | r= .68b/ | e . .
Controls ‘;.', or =‘;38§! T =‘.34E/a e

' a/ Significant at .05 level .

b/ significant at .01 level -

operates selectively in changlng the behav1or of. the students for the three
groupings concerned. That is, where there are reductions in 1nappropr1ate
behaV1or within a group, the reductions are not the same for all group RS
‘members. As a consequence, the relative position of a given student within

‘va group (in terms of amount of inappropriate behavior) changes with the

resultant low correlation. On the other hand, for the group that showed no
change over time in amount of inappropriate behav1or, the group members
tended to maintain thei# 'same relatlve p051t10n within the group. Moo

.. ,\ ;
In an attempt to understand better the effects of varlous aspects of the
teacher. trainingy an analysis of the relatlonshlp between teacher. performance

in the Contingency Management- Workshop conducted by HumRRO personnel and the

- ‘student behavior data was hade.% One: of the HumRRO research staff, who had beed

‘involved in the Contingency Management Workshep instruction, was asked to rank
the teachers who . participated in the- workshop 4n terms of the probability that
.they could and would apply effectively in their claSsrooms the contingency - o
management principles taught in the workshop. -The Building Representative group
was then dichotomized into a High half (those most likely to apply the
principles effectively) and a Low half (those least likely to apply the
principles effectively). The 51 Experimental students were then sorted for

- direction of inappropriate behavior change (ige., decrease or-increase from
flrst to third observation perlod) on this basis, Table 9 shows these data.

N

ot

‘.‘ . . '"‘rf .
lonly the Building Representatives participated in this workshop.

¢

|
The three felatively low correlations suggest that’teacher behavior S :

|

|

|

\

|

BN ‘ B .15.

20 7




Table 9
\'DIRECTION OF INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR'
CHANGE BY WORKSHOP PERFORMANCE CLASSIFICATION

-

1

Changeé in Inappropriate Behavior

»1‘\\ , : o 9
| Teacher Workshop ot :
Performance . - Increase . Decrease’ " Totals
High. ' 3 o2l | 24
il Low . S1n T 16, : 27 o
/ . . Totals -4 37 B Y '

A x2=5.00 .
./ - p < .05 .

~ As’can be seen, there was a substantial and significant relationship
between teacher performance in the Contirigency Management Workshop (as
rated by the HumRRO researcher) and the likelihood of decrease.or increase
~ ’in inappropriate behavior by Experimental students. ' For the teachers
. rated High, 21 of their 24 Experimental students (88 per:cent) showed a
"reduction in inappropriate behavior, while for those rated Low, only 16 of
27 (59 per cent) showed a reéduction. Thus, it 'is reasonable to’consider the
contingency management in-service training program to be a significant
fgthr~in effecting beneficial change in student behavior.. '

! B

¥
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DISCUSSION o *

The major concern of theuoverall project of wh1ch ‘this study was a-
part is the amelioration of adjustmental and behavior problems of
elementary school children judged to be suffering significant socio-
emotional conflict. The means of achieving such benefit was to be thirough
the efforts of cldssroom teachers who were' given special in-service training
relevant to the handling of students with conflict problems, ¢ :

.. It is obvious thgt the manlfestatlons of emotlonal confllct in students

are complex and.-multi-faceted. The present study deals with certain spec1f1c
o classroom_behav10rs of such students, behaviors judged inappropriate for the

classroom circumstances prevailing. The"behavioral data®gathered in this
study. are ndt represented to be a complete picture of ‘the classroom behavior
‘of these students nor are they necessarily representatlve of the children's
behavior in other situations. While it is quite reasonable to hypothesize a
strong relatlonshlp between the exhibition of 1nappropr1ate behavior in the-- -
, classroom and the likelihood oﬁ’lts occurrenée in other situations, 4

- concluslons here must be confined to classroom. behav1or.

]

)‘ 0

The data presented in this report' are supportive of the thesis that

° those teachers .who part1c1pated in the special in-service training, including
. the workshops on c¢lassroom management, managed their 'students in-ways that 7
resulted in a significant decrease in thé occurrence of inappropriate cla'
room behaV1or by students who had previously been judged as exhlbltlng«-‘
behavior indicative of sighificant socio-dmotional conflict problems In
contrast, the conflict students of those teachers who did not receive the.
‘special training showed no change over the year in thieir tendency to exhibit
.behavior inappropriate-to the classroom.* Thus, it is reasonable to conclude
‘that the’two groups of teachers did produce d1fferent1al effects on their
students' behavior and that those effects are consonant with the hypothes1s
that the special in-service tra1n1ng would be benef1c1al o .

N

‘These data suggest; too, that the ch11d with a s1gn1f1cant emotlonal
conflict problem requires different techn1ques for handllng and teach1ng-—
in short, a different method of classroom management--than does the child .
not.. sufferlng emotional conflict problems. The data show that the non-
conflict children of both groups of teachers exhibited a significant
reduction in the occurrence of inappropriate classroom behavior over the
course of the school year, It would appear that the classroom management
techniques of the typical teacher in the system-are adequate for managing

. the occurrence of ihappropriate:behaviors on the part of these non-conflict®
-children (who constitute a majority of .students). Stated differently,
.those teachers who did not receive the- special training were apparently
able to Handle the behavior “of ‘this group of children as well as those
who rece1ved the special. tra1n1ng Of course, the training was targeted
toward the problems of managing the children w1th emotional conflict
difficulties, and, as hoted, theré wassa dlfferentlal effect with such
children. - The technlques of those teacheiks not rece1v1ng the special
trafning apparently produced no change in the occurrénce of 1nappropr1ate
behaV1or on the part of conflict children. Thus, it would appear that
special training is required to handle such children effectively, and that’

© 17,
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1

regular teacher technlques tend to produce no change in the behavior
of such children. N ' o

It is worth noting, in addition, that the- technlques used in thlb
Study—-the method of identifying. children with conflict problems, the
method of observing and recording specific classroom behaviors (using lay
personnel), and the classroom management techniques taught the teachers--
seem to offer an excellent means of studying complex behayioral and
personality problems through the use of relatively objectlve procedures
They facilitate the examination of the effects of teacher training and
teacher behavior on student behavior and performance without the necessity
of reliance on highly subjective assessments of the benefits gained from
alternative educational practices, Such techniques are a necessary part
of any study of educatlonal accountablllty .

¢

.

, In summary, it -may be concluded that- the results are supportlve of:

(1) the n'eﬁif §petra1uteacher training in- classroom management techniques
to meet the needs'of»chlldren suffering socio-emotional conflict, and .
(2) the thesi ;the "special in-service training program prov1ded
teachers rdﬁthLS‘Study ‘resulted<sih their bette belng able o, manage their

&

studentsdgbb“sgffér”sogio~emotignal conflict,
e Bt e e

: : o , ' o _ SN
: -, 'lThé term "behavior' is used here with reference to the specifig
classroom behaviors or types of behavior studied. It is, of course,
- quite likely- that there were other behavior changes,,e g., spec1f1ca11y

& the 1earn1ng of school subject matter. : sy o ‘

|
. . .
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 APPENDIX A

CATEGORIES OF STUDENT BEHAVIOR FOR USE .OF
DOTHAN CITY SCHOOLS OBSERVERS

£
+
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: / 5
LA?%&ORIES QF STUDENT BEHAVIOR FOR USE OF ///// o d
DOTHAN CITY_ SCHOOLS OBSERVERS1 ~ :

. R lrr/// ' _
" Gross Motorv/ Getting' out%z@1seat standing up, running, hopplnw, B

skippdng, jumping, walking around, moving chairs, disriptive movement
- without noise, gtriking at (bu' not touchlng) othegs, etc.

/ : - Object Ngise. Tapping pencil or. other ObJBCtS clapping, tapplng
feet, rattlijfg or tearing p per, 1throw1ng book on desk slamming desk.,
. (Be conservdtive, rate only if " you can hear. ‘the noise w1threyes closed.,
-Do not include acc1denta1 &ropplng of ObJeCtS ) ~ L
/ ’ F e ] e . >
DLS urbancg/of Oth r’ s Property Grabblng ObJeCtS or. work knocklng

/ ,
Contact, H1tt1no klcklng, shov1ng, plnchlng, slapplng, striking = - .
gith object, thy w1ng oblgét which hits another person; poking with
obJect b1t1ng ‘pulllng halr touching, pattlng, etc,. (any. phy51cal

° e 0

VEPbaZ'éation,' Carrying on conversations with other children-
when 1naprOprlaté Answering teacher without raising hand or without
being calded on; making comments or - calllng out remarks when no questlons
- have been asked calling teacher'js name to get her attention; crying,
- screamifg, sanglng, whlstllng, 1a ghlng, coughlng,'or blow1ng loudly.
(Thes
undi ected )

-
-

v Zﬂfﬂtﬂg Around Inapproprjjately turning head or head and body to
" léok at another person, show1ng objects to another child, attending-to
/énother child, (Must berof 4-gecs duration, or more than 90 degrees-—
using desk as a reference. No rated, unless seated/)
,Mbuthﬂng Obgeqts. Bring ng thumb, fingers, pencils, or any object
. into contact with the mouth.’ : :

w~ . Pther IhapprbpriatéfBe?avior. Ignoring teacher's question or 5

-command. Doing something- different from that directed to do, including .~

‘minor motor behavior such #s playing with pencil or eraser when supposed

to be writing, coloring while a‘record is on, doing spelling during the

arithmetic” lesson, play é ‘with ObJeCtS. ‘The ‘child involves himself in

a task that is not appyo riate.

Appropr@ate Belavigr. Time“on task, e.g., answering questiéns,

listening, ralslng/han ; working on assignments. - (Must include whole ,

* observation intefval ekcept for Turning Around responses of legs' than ,

,4-sec. duration.) o
o , S

. Coding Lategorles/for LHlldren” in the article "Rules, Praise, and Ignorlno
Elements of Elementary Classroolh Control, by Charles H. Madsen Jy., Wesley C.
- Becker, and Don {. Thomas, (Florida State Unlver51ty and UnlverSLty 8f Illln01s),
» ﬁournal of Appljjed Behavior Analysis, 1968, I, 139-150. -
) , . A<1
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" APPENDIX B

'DOTHAN CITY SCHOOLS
e : Pupil Rating Form

, ’ DOTHAN CITY SCHOGLS
w Room Rating Form
- . " Exceptional Student Rating
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DOTHAN CITY SCHOOLS S
Pupil Rating Form

i

INSTRUCTIONS TO RATING TEACHER .~ L .

L3

. +

This rating‘form~copsists of pairs of generallyfgavorable and generally

-

ey

] . a - .
, unfavorable words--one of each per pair. Each pair defines the limits of a
' Voo ‘ AT A ST
.. . R =
continuum or scale describing some aspect of behavior, personality, or.-

) - . ¥ . . -
adjustment. Every pupil ¢an be ‘described in terms of his placemerit at some point

A B

on dach continuum-orscale. -Your task is to circle & number from '"1" to "Z”——
T : 1 ! :
oot .

«

" to describe éach of your pupils on each- of the scalés listed. Circling the

number "1 indicates that, in your epinion, the pupil is best described By‘
tﬁe(more favorable of the two words, i.e., the word on the left. Ciféiiﬁg the

.

. Wl . . - ' : L
number "7' ‘indicates he is best described by the less. favorable word. - You may ,
circle.any number '2'" through "6" to indicate that he is somewhere between the

- . ) ST e

two extremes. The numbers "2'' afid "3" are favorable, while nS1 and M6M are

%

_unfavorable, and '4" is about midway between the two extremes.. Pléase be sur?,

however,. to look at both words definingﬁa scale before making your-judgment.
Most pupils will probably fall toward the more favorable end of the scales.

Examples of the scales are shown below. Please complete one answer sheet

(all scalés)_for each»pupil currently enrolled in your class., Mark only ong .
number on each scale.

"y ' R

» . . -

EXAMPLE
agreeable r2 3 4 . 5 6 “ 7 ‘disagreeable
happy o 1 2 3 4 5 ‘”S.f- 7 sad
c:" "‘
B-1




Pupil School
Teacher _ i Grédg *
agreéablé \ 1 2 : 3 4 5 6 7 disagreeable
b_happy 1 2 : "3 4 5 6 7 sad;_ )
friendly 12 3 4 s 6 7 7 hostile

.?sociéble, 1 2 3 4 hjé/ 6 7 withdrawing\
cooperative : 1 2 3 . 4 S 6 7 anta;onisti;

* secure 1 2, ;. 4 5 :6 7 _ ) ?ﬁxious .
industrious 1 ] 3 4 5 16 7 lazy
self-confident 1 2 3 4 us 6 7 timid '
trustworthy 1 2 .3 4 5 6 7‘£ “}eceiﬁful
easy;géing 1 2 3k 4 5 6 '7 ‘ quarrelsome
attentive” 1 2 3 4. 5 6 7 ’inattentiQe
adaptable L 203 4 s 6 7 . non-conforming
enérgétic 1 2 3 4 3 6. 7  gliéﬁigss
eveg%tempered 1 2 3 4 5 6 .7 béd-tempered‘
gheerful- ' 1 2 3.4 5 6 7' depféésed

" obedient 1 2" 3 4 5 6 1 defiant .
gburtéoué 1 2 3 4 5 6 u» 7:‘ diéréspectful e
caZ&ious. 1 2 ’13 4 5-.6 7 é impulsive
fléxible 1 2 3 4 _ s 6. w7. ¢ompulsive
mature 1 2 3.; 4 5 - 7‘v iﬁfan;ile

. calm 1 2 3- 4 5 6 7. reétless

' compassionéte 1 2 ‘3 4 5 6 7 mélicioqs

_ fractaﬁie 1 2 | 3 4 5 “6 L7 ,stqhboyn- |
} mq@e;t_ 1 2 3 - 4 5 6 ) ) arrogan§  0

DOTHAN CITY SCHOOLS

Pupil Rating Form




=

"No pupil will act as illustrated+in-all respects, ‘but there may bé one or more

‘acts with relative frequency: hitting, punching, kicking, slapping, striking
with hands or objects; throwing objects at others; pulling hair; disturbing

- pupils in your room this year whom you consider: partlcularly AGGRESSIVE Iist
them below in order. . ' .

" name to get attention; laughs, coughs, etc., to get attention;-makes frequent
Jwise cracks" in class. If there were'pupils in your room this year whom you .
. consider particularly VERBALLY DISRUPTIVE, list them below in order. -

A

DOTHAN-CITY SCHOOLS : .
Room Rating Form ‘ .
Exceptional Student Rating Form

v

School Y Grade

" S . i E
Rating, Teacher ' ' : . Date -~ . ‘
- <

K . N

INSTRUCTIONS: Read each paragraph below and indicate by name any pupil
or pupilis in your room this school year who ténd to act in.the manner described.

in your room who ‘generally act in the manner descrlbed If so, list them in

order in the spaces provigded. If there are more than four puplls who fit a : L
partlcular paragraph, list only "the four who best fit it. .You may have less '
than four to list for one or more of the paragraphs and you may list any d

pup11 under more than one paragraph. : o

A child who is AGGRESSIVE commits one or more of the following kinds of

others' books, desk, etc.; destroying another's property. If there were

-

- ”
L

Most-aggréssive
o s P "

Second most aggressive

Third most aggressive

Foufth most aggressive .

s

A child who is VERBALLY DISRUPTIVE commits one or more of the folloW1ng "
kinds of acts with relative frequency: talks to~others when not permitted; | -
interrupts teacher; interrupts other pupils'! recitations; calls teacher's

=  Most verbally dlsruptlve )
. "

Second most verbally dlsruptiVef

o

Third most verbally disruptive _ .

#\

Fourth most verbally disruptive




¢-
}' e

' Room Ratlng Form - 2 ) - ' ,
N ..
A child who is SOCIALLY INSECURE commits“-one or more of the following kinds
*of acts with relative frequency speaks in a véry soft voice; avoids playing
with other pupils; speaks in halting voice; Kkeeps to self contributes to-class -
only when called upon; remains in seat more ‘than most puplls, avoids being first
at anything; shirks from notice. If there were pupils in your room this year
whom you considerLparticularly,SOCIALLY INSECURE, 1list them below in order.

+

Most socially insecure . ' : o _ ' .

LS ! . < -

Second most socially insecure .

Third most socially insecure
o . ' 7 -
Fourth most socially insecure

" A child who is -BEHAVIORALLY DISRUPTIVE .commits one.or more of the following
kinds of dcts with relative frequency: 'gets out of seat without permission; runs.
“and/or. jumps around the classroom and halls; rocks seat; taps pencil; drops books ;
plays with objects during study periods; picks up books, etc., of other pupils;
touches other pupils' desks. If there were pupils in your room.this year whom ‘
you cons1”er partlcularly BEHAVIORALLY DISRUPTIVE list them below in order.

Most behaviorally disruptive . R

Second most behaviorally disruptive

Third most behaﬁiorally disruptiVe .

5 Fourth most behav1ora11y disruptive

————\-——————————--—(————————'—-————_-‘————————M————————‘—-ﬂ————_———————————

-+ A child who has LOW SELF-ESTEEM commits one or more of the following kinds
of acts with relative frequency: professes inability to do’ assignments; fails
to undertake assigned work; expresses‘self-criticism; avoids competltlve
~situations; avoids rcspondlng to the teacher s questiong; turns in assignments
) late; takes more time to ‘answer questlons than most other pupils; expresses’
R satlsfactlon with "poor performance. If there were pupils in your room this
' year whom you cpnsider to have partlcularry LOwW SELF ESTEEM list ‘them below

in orderx.
‘ . Lowest in self-esteem . . .
-Second lowest in self-esteem ” -
7 ‘Third lowest in self-eSteem ' ~ : A

Fourth lowest in‘self;esteem

o e s o mn e o ae it a v W= m An s Em mn o e o - o o - e T e e s ] em e e MM em A ST T AL s e e G P T e e e L O em em T ST ST m em e e S e e e o e




... - . . u.\ B ) .
Room Ratlng Form~— 30 .

A Chlld who is EMOTIOVALLY OVER REACTIVE commits one-or more of the
follOW1ng kinds of dcts with relative frequency: cries; soils clothes;
loses temper; throws thlngs (not mecessarily at people); destroys thlngs, .
over reacts to criticism; shouts at others; accuses others when anything
'goes wrong. If there were pupils in your room this year whom you, consider
partlcularly EMOTIONALLY OVER-REACTIVE, list " them below.ln ordér.

Most emotlonally over- reactlve

@

-Second most emotionally'over-reactive

hd “

Third most emofionally over-reactive

Fourth most emotlonally ovVer=- reactlve T

Fa
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* s . .Table 1

Descrlptlve Statistics for Student Sample

»

with First and Thlrd Observat10na1 Data

. able 2

Population of Exper1menta1 and Control Students
Obcerved during the First and Third Sessions

by School and Grade

Table 3 5

¢ : . .

Frequency 6f Students Observed by School,

Observer,

>

GradeHLevel

Experlmental Condltloh

and Observatlon Perlod ;
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Table

3

FREQUENCY OF STUDENTS OBSERVED BY SCHOOL, OBSERVER,
GRADE LEVEL, EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION AND OBSERVATION PERIOD

'OBSERVER

Heard I.
Heard . 2
Wilson St. 3
Wilson_St. - 4
Cloverdale 5
Cloverdale . 6
Selma - o T
Selma f'i 8

" (Not é§§igned) 9
Montana ) 10 -

"~ Girard 11
Girard ° 12
Lake St. 13

‘ 1
(Not assigned) 14

Highlaﬁds .15

(Not assigned) 16_

Grandview ~17
Grandview 18
. : 2

Southside . 19,

Southside 20 .

E. Highlands = 21..

(Not assigned) .22

Rose Hill 23
Ro§e'Hil¥ 24
Stringer . 25
Stringer - 26

Totals.

|

"FIRST GRADE '~ | SECOND GRADE

Complete lst Obs.} Complete Data First Ops. Only
Data - Only {Exp. Cont. Alt. | Exp. Cont. Alt.

0 o | o 0 0 0 0 0

.. 3 2 13 1. 0 1 0 o0

3 2 1 . 4 0 00 ‘0 0

4 1 o 0 0 0 0 0

5 o {s _ 0 0 0. 0 0

0 o }o.7 0o o 0 0o 0

0 5710 0 0 0o 0 0

0o 0 2 2 0 0 1 0

N .;;;

4 1 0 0 0 2.2 0
4 1 .{o 0o o 0 o ‘o0

0 0 5 0o 0 o o0 o

4 1 5 -0 0 0 0 0

0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0

.0 o |4 1 .0 o ‘0 o0

.Q 0. 1] o0 0" o0 0 0o 0

PR o 1. 70 0 0" 0

0 0 |23 5 0 o 0 0

5 0 1 4 0 0 0 0

A ' -

0 5 0 0o 0 55 0 0

o , O 0 0 0 0 5 0

5 0 o 0 0 0 ’ 0. .0

0 5 0 0 0 0o 0 -0

41 24 |29. 18 0 8 8 0

.




VI

- Stringer

OBSERVER .

Heard
Heard

Wilson St.
Wilson St.

' Cloverdale
.Cloverdale

Selma — -
Selma *

(Not-assigned)
Montana

Girard
Girard

Lake ét.. )
(Not-aééighed)
Highlands_’

(Not assignéd)

Grandview
Grandview

Soutﬁside
Southsid¢

‘E. Highlands
(Not assigned)
Rose Hill
Rase Hill *
Stringer

Totals

O

10

11

12

13

15

17

18

19

20

ia]

-

Table 3 (Contivued)

THIRD .GRADE

-

N

N

29

(%3]

(%3]

=

(e

(e

21

0
0

©

O .

Exp.Cont.Alt:, Exp.Cont.Alt. .

0o 0 0
o
0 0 O
0 0 O
0 0 0
0. - 0 0
4 10
0 0 0
0O 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 .0
o 1 0
0 0 0
0 0" 0
0 10"
0- 0 0
0o 0 o0
3 2 0
3 2 .0
0 0 0
5 0 0

D-3(a):

i/‘
A
/ L ot
FOURTH GRADE
Exp.Cont.Alt. Exp.Cont.Alt,
2 -3 0 0 0 0
3. 2 0 | 0 0 0
0 0 .0 0. 0 O
3 1 3 0o 0 0
0 0 0 0 0+ 0
8 1 -0 |1 0 0
0 0 0 4 1 0
0 0 0 o 0 o0
1. 2 2 0 0 0
o. o 0.4 o 0 o0
5. 0.0 ‘0 0 0
2 30 0 0 0
\ ' ;
6 "2 -0 0 2 0
4 1 0 0 0 ‘0
2 3 0 0 0 0
1 2 1 | o 0 0
1 4 o0 |- o0 1 0 -
3 0 0 1 0 0
0 0o o-| o 0 .0
0 o 0 | 2. 1 2
1 4 0 00 0 O
0 0 0, 5 0 0
[ / - '
42 28 6 137 5 2

T




OBSERVER

. Heard .
Heard =~

Wilson St.
. Wilson St.

Cloverdale
Cloverdale

- Selma
Selma

(Not assigned)
-Montana
Girard
., Girard
:
Lake St.’
(Not assigned)
~ Highlands
(th assigned)

Grandview
Grandview

‘Southside
v Southside

‘E., Highlands
(Not éssigned)
Rose Hill
Rose Hill
ﬂStringer

~Stringer

o Totals

N

ES

Ui~

10 -

11
12

13

17 .

18

19
20

23

24

25

26

~

»

FIFTH GRADE

“

b/ﬁ'TabZe 3 (Continued)

Exp. Cont.Alt. | Exp.Cont.Alt,
1 4.0 | O 0 -0
2 3 0 | 0o 0 o0
0o 0o 0 | 0o o0 o0
.2 1 0 2 0 0
4 4 0 0 0 O
0 .0 0 0 0 O0
0 0 0 0 0 0
5 0 0 0 0 0
1 11 1 0 1
4 0. 0 1* 0 0
3 0 0 2 0 0
0. -0 0 | 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0- 0
0 0- 0 0o ,0 O
0- 0 0 "1,. 3 0
0 0 0 0o 0 o0
1. 4 0 | 0- 00
2 2 1 1 0¢Q0
0 .0 0  4°o0 1
0 o o [ o o0 o0
4 o 0o -1 "0 0
0 0.0 | 0O 0 O

SIXTH GRADE _
Exp.Cont,Alt., Exp.Cont.Alt,
4 -0 0 | 0 1 -0
0 0 0 0O 0 0
1 3 1 0 0 Q0 .
0 0 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 0 0 0
4 1 0 0 0 -0
0 0 0 3 7270
302 0 0 0 0
’ Id
3 1011 0 0 y
32 0 0 0 0 ,
5 0 0 0 0 0
O 0 0 0 0 -0
e A .
0 o0 0 0 .0 -0 '
4 0 -0 6 0 o0 |
o 0o 0 f.0 0 0 |-
2 2 o0 0o 1 0 :
00 00 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 ©0 .
0 0 0 0 0 o0
o o0 0 | 0 0 O
1 -1 3 o 0 0
0 -0 0 27 3 0
|
|



