DOCUNENT RESUNE | R

ED 127 762 e o f, S : EC 090 993 -

~“AOTHOR Greenwood, Charles R., Hops, Hyman

TITLE Generallzatlon ‘'of Teacher Praising sSkills over Tlme
s and Settlng' What Yon. Teach.Is What You Get!

PUB DATE Apr 76

NOTE ) . 20p.; Paper presented at the Annual Internatlonal -

" Convention, The Couacil for Erceptlonal Children" .
(54th, Chlcago, Illinois, April. u-9 1976) -

EDRS PRICE MF-50. 83 HC-$1 67 Plus Postage.
- DESCRIPTORS *Effective Teachlng, *General Education;- ,
co *Generalization; Inservice Teacher Educatlon- Prlmary
» ‘Education; *Social Reinforcement ,
IDENTIPIERS *Program for Academic Survival,skills

ABSTRACT

Investzgated with six flrst— to thlrd—grade teachers
vas the generalization of the use of teacher praising and approval
skills in one. daily instructional period into a second daily :
instructional period. As part-of & gezeral investigation of teacher
‘management skills by the Program for Academic Survival Skills, the
teachers wvere taught to use contingent approval statements as
consequences for approprlate student behavior during either the
reading or math period, -and generallzatlon of the level of approvals
to another class period was evaluated using bekavioral observatidns.
Results indicated that the trained teachers did significantly improve
the level of approvals occurrlng in the generalization setting;
however, the effect was ‘only one~third the magnitude preduced by the
Same teachers during the tralnlng setting. (Author/IH) o

. .

il - ) ° . o

?

***********************************************************************

* Documents acquired by ERIC include many *nformal unpublished *
* materials not available from other sources. BRIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal =*
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects tke quality *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available  *
* via the BRIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not *
* responsible for the quallty of the orlglnal document. Reproductions *
* *
* *

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from.the original.
***************#*****************************************************



- - US DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH.
~EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
Eoucarion

o THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN RETRO-
OUCED EXACT?:. Y AS RECEIVED FROM

.

B . . THE PERSON QR DRGANIZATION ORIGIN ’ -~ ‘ . .

N~ . ) _ ATING (T _POINTSOF VIEW OR OBINIONS B "‘3 gt vl _

- : STATED DO NOT MECESSARILY REPRE: Y i ﬂ ﬂ . 5
‘\ . : SENT OFFICIAL NAYIDNAL INSTITUTE OF g - B 3
od : EDUCATION POSITiON OR POLICY : [} u‘- J j
O

&,

Generajizatﬁon 6f Teaclier Praising Skills Gver Time and Settihg:‘

Wv oo . , i
' i : . MWhat You Teach is What You Get! ~
, : ~ Charles R. Greenwood and Hyman Hops . )
S CORBEH |
| . University of Oregon
Presented at the 54th Annual Convention
. of the Council for Exceptional Children
- Chicago, I1linois
) . W April 4-9, 1976
" . B . .
Draft Prepared for Publication in the ERIC System
" August 1975 > ;
‘:»\..‘
J .
i~ ' |
A4 L
-/ o a. - "
\) . - . - . . . -~

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



- Abstract .

~

This study investigated the across setting geherali--.cion of teacher praising .

-,

and approval skills. S?x teachers Qere taught to usé contingent approvél
statements ‘as consequences for appropr;ate student behavior iﬁ.oné.dai]y_in-
stfyuctional period, e.g., reading or math. The4dedree to'wh%ch nraising skills’
generaliéed into a second dai]y'insfructioﬁq] period ‘was eyaiua;ed.using behav-
ioral observations. Results indicated that trained teachers dia significantly
improve the level of appfovalé ocCuhringrin the generalization setting; however,
the effect was‘only onelthird'the.magnitude produced by the;same teachers.
dufing the training setting. Two>contr01 teachers, }eceiving no training,

showed no improvement in either setting.

%



Generalization of Teacher Pra1s1ng Sk1lls Over Twme and Sett1nq )

what You Teach is What You Get!

Thehstudy of the genera]ization"of.]earned behautor has‘had a historica]
p]ace 1n educat1on and -psychology but on]y recent]y has the topic attracted a
more systemat1c 1nterest from researchers - In the last decade, there has been .
an 1ncreas1ng concern w1th the:general1zat1on of skills taught SUbJECtS of be-
havioral interventions in classroom settings (Baer,lwo]f, & Risley, 1968; .
; Patterson, McNeal, Hawkins, & Phelps, 1967).' Even more recent.has.been an_
“interest. in studyind‘the.genera]ized skills of the behavior change agent, e.qg.,
classroom teachers (Corte; wo]f,’& Locke, 1971; Garcia, 1974; Stokes, Baer, -&
Jackson; 1574). Gladstone and Sherman (1975) demonstrated that h1gh school
’students taught to train retarded ]earners a specific ski1l could teach a =
different set of skills to other s1m1]ar subjects without further tra1n1ng. A
: simi]ar,genera]jzatidn effect could be demonstrated if a given teaching skiil,
'_e.g., the use of contingent praise for student behavior acquired in one ‘instruc-
tignal setting:'cou}d be demonstrated to Carryhover into other instructional
periods. A recent study by Horton (19755”investi§ated just such a problem.
While Horton concluded that no genera]izatiOn occurred, the data presented in-
dicated that for Teacher 1 generalization occurred in the fdur generalization
per1ods However, there was no systematic effect noted over time.

The present study sought to exam1ne the effects of training the requ]ar
.classroom teacher to use cont1ngent pra1se as a consequence for dppropriate
avoup and 1nd1v1dua] student behavior. -As in the Horton (1975)-study, the :
degree to which these pra1s1ng_skj11s, taught in one dai‘ly academic instruc-
tional period and generalized to a second-academic period in which the teacher

was,not direct]y taught or instructed‘by the trainer, was investigated. Ihe



stdd} was condocted'as parthoT'seVeraT generaiization ‘nvestigationS'of teacher
management skills us1ng a group behav1or management program -- the Program for
'Academ1c Surv1va] Sk1]]s (PASS). PASQ {Greenwood, Hops, De]quadr1 & Walker,

" Note 1) is a group behavior manaqement program “for academ1c re]ated behavior
(Greenwood, Hops, De]quadr1, & (u1]d 1974). The program is being developed
by the Center at Oregon for Research,1n_thevBehavioraT Education of the Handi-.
capped (CORBEH). | | | |

Subject Se]ection

Eight classroom teachers, a]] fema]e, from three eTementary schoo]s, par-

- tic1pated in this investigation. The three f1rst three second and two third g’_a
grade classes ranged.in size'from 20-25 pup115'each The schoo]s were located |
in two different school d1str1cts in the adjoining Eugene-Spr1ngf1er Oregon,
area (pop. 130 000). Teachers were recru1ted for narticipation in. the study by

~ two PASS program ronsultants following a s]1de presentation: of the Program for
.Academ1c Surv1va] Sk1]Ts (PASS) to. the pr1mary_grade-teacher. Teachers were re-
quired to have re]at1ve]y se]f:contained classroom units (did not switch chderen
or teachers), be responsible for class groups of 20-30 stddents, and be wi]]ing

to imp]ement theqPASS program during either daily reading or mathEmattcs instruc- :
tiona]’periods Further, consultant observations of cTassroom group appropriate
"'behav1or ‘must hdve been at Teast below the 75% ]eve] in both read1ng and math
periods - and teachers rates of appropriate social consequences had to be below
.80~per minute. | |
'InstructtonaT‘Settinqs.

| .
.~ “The present investigation took place during the daily reading and mathe-

g matics'periods-scheduled.hy the teachers in their regu]ar cTassrooms CUrricuTum
mater1a]s over the three schools varved amonq common]y used cu?r1cu1um orograms

Teachers a]so used ‘their own prepared mater1als to supp]ement these. pr1mary
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as observeré-in a'5-day workshop us1ng the PASS Observer Tra1n1ng Manua]

'-,._
-

materials. ~Academic periods rahged in lTength from 30 to 80 minutes and were

‘genehally longer in . reading thayrjn-math, 60 and 30 minutes resoéétive]y.

In fiye of the eight e]aésrooms, the dai]y reading period preceded the math

‘period.
| The first eix teachehs meeting the selection requirements were paimed bj
grade level: two first, two secend,fand'two third grade. One set of first,

-

second, and -third grade teachers (N=3) were assigned by toss of coin to be

" trained to implement PASS during their reading'period, with their math period

a

serving as a generalization baseline period. In cgunterba]aneed fashion, the
second group was asSighed te be traihed during their math beriod wtth reading
‘per1oa constgtut1ng tne genera11zat1on baseline. . The two'fémainihg teachers»
volunteered as controt subJects and rece1ved no forma] tra1n1ng throughout the .-

investigation.

Data Co]]ection'

Approx1mate]y 18 observers were tra1ned 'to co]]ect observation data dur1ng

-

the read1ng and math sessions for a]] e1ght part1c1pat1ng teachers. Observers

were trained to use an 18 categqry, interval- by-1nterva| record1ng system a]]ow-j;

: 1ng record1ngvof.1nd1v1dua] student behavior, teacher behavior, and class group -

behavior.

University students and 1ndivdea]s hired from the community were traihed

3

-

(ereanod -Nicho]es, & Hops, Note 2) and v1deotaped s1mu]at10ns of classroom .
3

behavior. Observers were trained to an 85% agreement:leve] on V1deotape scores

‘prior to’ observ1ng in the field.

Observers coded behav1or dur1ng 5-second interval ‘blocks s1gna]ed by an

e1ectron1c t1mer c11pboard designed for th1s purpose. Two observers were



~assigned to each.c]assroom‘session3 and each observed a different set (N=6) of
§tudents once per 60 seconds. Teacher behaVior and c]ass qroup behaVior vas
coded once every 10 seconds Teachers behav1or definitions are presented in

Tab]e 1 and constituted the major dependent variab]es in th&*sfudy

- ——————— = ——————

- i — ——————— o ——

Interobserver Agreement

Agreement checks were made among the 18 observersf To control for agreement
differences among‘observer pairs; observers were randomly assigned to partners
. on a dai]y basis for agreement cherks (Johnson & Bolstad, 1973). | Individuai
checks, representing a 5- minute Simu]taneous observation by ‘two observers, were '
analyzed on an interva]-by-interva] agreement baS]S‘ -The percent agreement mean .
for_the four teacher.behavior codes (# agreements/ragreemer T+ disagreements X

100) "(N=318 checks) was 93% and ranged from 69 to 100% among checks. .

o

Teacher Training

Meetings. - Experimenta] ‘teachers were trained to 1mp]ement.the PASS program
in six 2- hour afterschoo] meetings as de=cribed by Greenwood Hops, De]quadri,_
and Guild (1974) and as presented in the PASS Manua] for Teachers (Greenwood
.Dn]quadri, Hops, % Wa]ker Note3) In °ach meeting, teachers read a prepared
~unit and comp]eted’aﬂseif corrected quiz over the material. Next, the teachers
discussed with. their respective ronsu]tant the main points in each unit to dem-
onstrate verbal competency_With the poncepts. The fina] part of euch meeting——_
was devoted to ro]ep]aying_of procedures to-be imp]emented'in the classroom and
preparation of materials required. The basic skills covered'in each unit were
( ) Academic SurViva] Skills Concept, Program and Previous Resu]ts, (b) Speci-
fying Academic SurViva] Skills for Your C]assroom, (c) Recording Academic

Survival Skills; (d) Improv.ing Surv1va] Ski[]s with Group Rewards; (e) Using

e

T



f'\" T . _\,'
_ Social Re1nforcement to- Improve Academ1c Surv1va1 Sk1]]s, and (f) Maintainihg

the Effects of, PASS and Expandlng the Proqram to Other Instruct1ona] Per1ods

Concu]tant visits. ~ The program consultants assisted the c]assroom teachers

~.in 1mp]ement1ng the PASS pnogram by v1s1t1ng on a-regular bas1s while ‘the pro- "

~.gram was estab]1shed The consu]tant was respons1b]e for observing the teacher's.-
impTementation, ansWer:ng quest1ons'about procedures, and prov1d1nq feedback to

Afthe teacher Spec1f1c respons1b1]1t1es 1ncTuded ass1st1nq the teacher in 1ntro-
duc1ng new program -omponents, e.g., base]1ne prov1d1ng observat1ona] agreement
.chechs w1th the teacher for classrcom aporopr1ate behav1or as measured by the
'teacher, and.pro!1d1ng feedback concern1ng,the teacher s-use of soc1aT-conse-
quences as refnforcers for'appTODrtate‘behavior. After each cTass had reached

the 80% appropr1ate oehaViot Teve] and the teacher demonstrated a..8-1. 0/m1nute

*or better praise rate the consu]tant gradua]]y began removing h1m/herse1f from o

'the c]ass by attend1ng every-other day, every th1rd day,:etc ; unt11 the teacher

() Ed

was in complete contro] of the program s operation.

a t

| fProcedures | |
-This study was comprised of three maJor program phases des1gned to ana]yze
. . the effEcts of eacher tra1n:ng duping the full program's operat1on, and con- .
" comitant effects in ‘generalization ‘periods. These phases were (a) BaseT1ne,
(b) Teacher Base]ine, and (c) Fu]] Program These procedures were'implemented.
at a time Tag in mu]t1p]e base11ne fasnion in each training per1od for each
group of threg exper1menta1 teacners A |
Baseline. Data dur1ng th1s phase were coTTected to assess the operant Teve]
of teacherfsoc1a1 consequences. No procedures were impTemented nor were consul- :

tant visits made tofthe’classrooms during this period. Teacher Tra1n1ng Meef1ngs E

1111 occurred after schooT 10days prior to the teacher baseline phase

4

—tt ) : -8

e -
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~ Teacher base11ne ,Dur1ng thi's phase the consu]tant and teacher set up the

PASS cTock11ght record1ng 1nstrument 1n each teacher' S exper1menta1 1nstruct1ona1

r -

‘per1od The clock11ght recorded the percent of 1nstruct1ona1 time that the ent1re

,c]ass was following the surv1vaT sk111 rules (deve]oped in Meet1nq Iy for appro-

T prmate cTass behavior.. Students were 1nstructed onTy that A new program was,

. Qe
S under way and that they woqu be further :nformed w1th1n ‘three or four days.
ATT other 1nqu1r1es.were 1gnored : Teachers began us1ng the cTock11ght to estab— S
B 11sh an operant Tevel for th1s var1abTe A”j ' SR S ‘

_FuTTgprogram The fuTT program was 1n1t1at°d fol]owlng the fourth and

'fifth teachers neet1ngs dea11ng w1th the use. of- group act1v1ty consequences

o

and teacher. soc1a1 consequences to improve student behav1or _]sv,_rnmw.»;»w AAAAA

b

- The students were presented w1th a Tist of survival sk1115 rules which were -

e

e "d1scussed and roTepTayed Next, they were ton that the cTockaght operated when

- .
¢

all were engaged in the surv1va1 sk1TTs and stopped when only one studenthas not *

X

-

It was further exp1a1ned that the class as a group cou]d -earn an ac}1v1ty if they
exceeded the1r baseline average score. Students were aTTowed,to select the
'act1v1ty for the day by raise of hand and the f1rst session began ~In subsequent
. sessions, the ooaT requ1red to earn an act1v1ty was estab11shed using a scheduTe
;1n the program manua] ' The schedu]e 1ncreased the goaT each day the students
denonstratedbimproVement (see-Greenwood, De]quadr1, Hops, & WaTker, Note 3{ for
1'detaiTs) Once-the cTass had.reached the 80% appropriate beha!ior'Teve1,7rewards'
were ,cheduTed to follow several fompTeted 80%" per1ods The number'of periods |
requ1red 1ncreased as goa] requ1rehents were ach1eved and the 80 level was
'ma1nta1ned ‘ Teachers adjusted goa]s backwards 1f fa11ure occurred at any par-
N ticular evel. - e &@’ o i :." ' ?.l |
| “To. 1mpTement the procedures, a surv1va1 skills buTTet1n board was’ estab-

~T1s“ed in each c’assroom where the ruTes, group act1v1t1es, record1ng sheets




and a class graph were poSted ‘Followtng:each'Session “the teacher computed'

the day s score and posted it on tne graph for the class to see.

<

Pr1or to the f1rst session using consequences, the ccnsu]tant d1scus<ed.

]

the teacher's base rate 1eve1 of appropriate and 1nappropr1ate soc1a] conse-~

-quences prev1ous1y recorded by the program cbnsu]tants dur1ng prev1ﬂus phases

L4

\For appropriate consequences, a goal of at ]east 1. 00/m1n was established -

e

Vovera]] w1th 1n3ermed1ate goa]s suggested bv the consu]tant on a da11v basis.

In some cases, the consu]tant used pra1se cards to 51gna] the teacher when to

pra1se ‘a student or thehgroup dur1nq the tra1n1ng session. These cards were.

i‘typ:caﬂ]y faded out within the f1rst 5 days of the program Fo]fowing each-

session, the con%u]tant rev1ewed the number ot\pra1ses g1ven by the teacher

'and_graphed,them In this manner, the téacher could contrast 1mproved pra1s1ng

“days to_previous baseline days, etc. Consu?tants pra1sed teachers for match1ng

or exceeding the praising goals agreed upon prior to each sess1on and po1nted»
Ly

3out instances where the teacher's qnapnropr1até‘consequence days were. Tow.

Ed

Pra1se»feedback wes des1gned to teach new pra1s1ng tactics and 1mprove the .
pos1t1ve atmosphere W1th1n the c]assroom On days when teachers 1ncréased in-

appropr1ate pra1ses or fa1]ed to reach a goal, consuitants simply showed the

Ny

teacher the graphs, commentéd on what the prob]em m1ght have beeng and rev1sed
the goa] for the next»day. No f1xed pr@grass schedu]e was e=tab]1shed for

teachers; rather, it was worked out by éﬁ}h‘COﬂSU]tant and<teacher team as the

. program progressed: As the teachers reached and mairtained the 1.00 Téve] of.

Gy

,appropriate-consequences,sthe.consultant began'decreasing visits and feedback. -

Je o | : . .
e L Results
The pr1mary dependent variab]es in this study were the proport1on of in-.

tervals in which teacher approva]s or d1sapprova]s were recorded rable 2

-0 .
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presents the phase means for each’ teacher across sett1ngs and phase cond1t1ons

The daily ratesof approva]s for each teacher areg graph1ca]1y presented in F1gure 1

~ P

-—......_—_n.-—..——______________________—_—_—

3

‘The phase mean 1eve]s in Tab]e 2 show that- a]] e1ght teachers had re]at1ve]y
*". 1ow ]eve]s of both approva]s and d1sapprova]s dur1ng base]1ne rang1ng from 002;

to 028 In severa] cases, teaehers d1spensed d1sapprova]s at h1gher 1evels f.

than approva]s L1tt1e change was noted at’ the teacher base]1ne cond1t1on when

L4

> . D)

Teachers 1 6 began record1ng student behav1or using the PASS procedures 1n the -’

: tra1n1ng 1nstruct1ona] sett1ng Dramat1c changes were noted‘ however when the

'3

_ full program, 1nc]ud1nd consu]tant s1gna]1ng and feedback to teachers, was 1ntro-'.3\

- -

.« -

duced for. 1mprov1ng praise and apprpva] rates Increases were a]so noted for .
- \ .

-

exper1menta] te chers in the1r°genera]1zat1on sett1ngs However, the 1ncreases

’
c

-

were not of the same ‘magni tude as those produced in tra1n1ng Contro] teachers
\h

.o | 3 .
showed no systemat1c effecv ip either 1nstruct1ona1 per1od .

. o Inse‘t Table 3’ About Here ’ v 'j . ) \/'

- ——— . ——————— - —— - ———

<

Tab]e 3 summar1zes the phase means for the six exper:menta] teachers by
.
fra1n1ng versus genera]1zat1on per1ods D1fferences among means us1ng simple

t-tests for corielated data 1nd1cated that for the tra1n1ng setting a s1g-

LY

nificant d1fference "(p: < .01) was noted between both‘base]1ne means of .014 and -

‘.Oi§,_respective]y; and-the training mean of .075. Next, a sma11er-effectgwas

noted in the genera]ization‘setting (p <.0 5); base]ine means*were'.Oll and .016,
respect1ve1y, in contrast to a genera]1zat1on mean of .027. C]ear]y, the gen-

v . —

’ e

' era].zat1on effect, while s1gh1f1cantTy 1mproved from base]1ne was on]y a .
th1rd~the magnitude of the-effect 1n'the tra1n1ng sett[ng R < Of

-




E The teacher use ofldisapprovals aTso;remained at Tow TeveTs during both
baseline phases. The 1ntroduct1on of the PASS program in the tra1ﬂ1ng sett1ngs '
: produced sT1ght nons1gn1f1cant reduct1ons sin both sett1ngs The greatesttreduc-‘
t1on (.003)_occurned in the.traﬂnlng setting I%Jcontrast to. the generaTTzation

“setting (.009, p < .02).

Disgussion

This study ciearly demonstrated that the trainihg of teacher management

procedures in one academ1c sett1ng genera11zed to a second sett1ng in wh1ch'no :

-~

procedures were in effect The qenera11zat1on effect was.demonstrated ‘to occur

° -

31ndependent1y of - the type of. 1nstruct1ona] sett1ng, e.g., reudanq or math and -

,»/ s

to” ent1re]y depend upon the PASS procedures 1ntroduced into- she tra1n1ng sett1ng

.V e .
. . -

."'"The resuTt)ng genera11zat}on wh11e cons1stent over teachers, 'was onTy approx1- '

-

'mateTj one thind the Teve] produced dur1nq the tra1n1nq sett1nq In one case,

.r

"e. g Teacher 6y on]y 1ncreased var:ab1]1ty was noted and nbt a systemat1c,,

stab]e 1mprovement These fqndlngs for across sett1ng genera]12at1on effects

K]

appear cons1stent w1th the data reported by. Horton (1875) and, 1n_fact,-show,

somewhat greater effects. - : SN o .

The question st1TT rema1ns however, as to the funct1onaT ut1T1ty of these

V.

.'.generaT1zed teacher sk1 ls Are they sufficient to ‘produce pract1ca] changes
. 1n student behaV1or 1n the genera11zat1on per1od7 If they are not then a more
powerful tra1n1ng effect may be requ1red to controT student behav1or in the

genera11zat1on sett1ng we theh m1ght concTude\as d1d Horton (1975) that effects_.

are s1tuat1on spec1f1c and what you teach is reaTTy all you get..
f

A second quest1on 1nvoTves de11neat1ng those var1ab1es in the program re-

) qu1red to produce the genera]1zat1on effect wh11e ge eraT1zat1on of teacher '

S behav1or was produced in the present study, it wds not possible g1ven the present
e

* design’ to ascerta1n the component var1abT°s respons1b1e,for the’ effects other

R

. " . <: - ’ . . . . . . .
f ::,_u; . [ . . N ) : . . %

e N o . ’ .
. . . , ) .
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than the full PASS program introduced in the training setting.

o . . .
. -

Th1rd]y,.one may ask what are the m1n1ma1 or1g1na] tra1n1ng components re-,

t{_u.-quu1red 1n the generalization per1od to increase the maqnltude of teacher appwova]

7 to the 1eve] produced in the tra1n1ng period? It may be more cost effective to .
U =
1nt?oduce spéc1f1c var1ab]es Iess costly than the ent1re program to.increase

) ‘6

5‘_‘~ .teacher pra1se rates. Additiona]*research“wi]] be reguired to determine precisely

' what those var1ab1es are and whether or not it is poss1b1e._
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* Definitions of Observational Codes
1. Approval {AP) - included any combination of:
- . - « |
A. Verbal aporoval including teacher statements of nraise, appreciation,
or satisfacti®n with the work, conduct, attitude, or performance of a
student, nroup, or class. ' [
8. Gestural approval iﬁcludinq st-n behaviors as smiles, noddina, winking,
clapping, making 0.K. sign . °F < =ners, dispensina stars or tokens,
etc. i : " -
. C. Physical aporoval including uch positive phvsical conduct as hugs. )
pats, etc. .
e AP was not coded shore teacher sirdly provided feedback- about the correct~
. ness of an academic response unless aestural or phvsical aporoval was included
“  with feedbach. T '
M 11. Disapproval {D1) - included any corhination of: . . A .
A. Verbal disapproval including staﬁemnnts of dislike, dismav, dissa- ~
tisfaction, or disqust with work, appearance, 6r conduct. .
- B. Gestural disapproval inrcluding such behavior as frowning, shaking
the head, shaking a finger, nrimaces, etc.
. C. Physical disapproval including such neqative physical conduct as
hitting, spanking, puilina hair of body., pinching, etc.
<@ Aqain, Dl was not coded for feedback like “No, that's not correct” uniess ) 4
- i _ accompanied by gestural or physical- disapproval. .
111. ‘Nerbal Interactions {¥l) - audible statements directed at the subject or
c . whis group were not £P or DI. This included discussions, tngtructions,
N : ~-oriconversations between teacher and subject. or subject’'s qroup,
“1y. Mo Response.(NR) - the teacher was not responding verbally, physically,
' ) or nesturally to the class or subject! NR was codéd when. the teacher
was talking to another adult, worked at his or her desk, locked in a
closet, left room, etc. . - .
. a
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" Table 2

Phase Means for Teacher (N=8) Social Consequences

in Experimental, Generalization and Control Conditions

: - Approval’ . Disapproval
Teachér Settings. | Baseiine} ;:§g¥?:; Psgg:am Base]ine g:?g??ﬁ; P:gg:am
1 Ge";$EEEE§%i°" 005 | .010 j:ozsf 020 | .oz | .om
. Expermental .004 .020 .081 .011 .017 .003
: Gen;ﬁgigifgion o2 | om | o6 | cou | o3 | oo
Experimental | -024 015" | .064 .020 .001 .003
. Gen;ﬁgiggg{ibn .017 028 | .033 - iozs - .034“ | o
| Experimental 011 | .018 138 | 032 .037 .005
Reading- . ' .
g M“E§p§&;?ﬁ;%a]v .015. .017 ..060 .. }-.-..006 MMfoos' .604
Generasization| 013 .005 | .025 .006 .001 .03
. ;@Pé’;f;“fﬁ"n?ta; o | o | oss | o | oo [ oo
Generalization | -015 025 .026 .015 .012 .012
Readin , ,
. E&pe;;?ﬁgia] ..013 | f0¥9 .045 | .005 .006 ,foo3.
Generalization| +015 .018 | .022 .006 .002 .007
Reading j . :
) c%2;;$1 .013'. .025 .008 | fOIO ..015 _.oo?
Conrol .012 021 | .012 -005. .003 .007
- Reading ' . T ;
. - c?ﬂﬁﬂf] : .009‘ .008 | ..010 .010 .003 .004
Control .009 .010 .009 .009 .010 .007
T | ’... '
-
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Table 3

Experiménta] and Generalization Teachers' (N=6) Béhavidrs

¢ .

Full-Program

(Consultant
Feedback +
. Teacher Group
.Baseline - Baseline Consequences)
Y prob. : X prob. . ¥
Experimental  .014  (p=ns) = .018  (p<.01) 075
: Approva1s . prob. . (o=ns) h '(p=ns) - (p<.01)
\ " Generalization .011 (p=ns) .016 (p<.05) .027
" Experimental -.014 (p=ns) .012 (p=ns) . .003
Disapprovals - ~ prob. (p=ns) ___{p=ns) o (p<.02)
- Gemeralization .014 (p=ns) -.014  (p=ns) .09
)‘0 ) - ( "-jf;*f;
%
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