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Two elementary teachers *were given §ys;emgﬁic desensitization and .
-, - . ’ ‘ .
Qinind'to help them manage their feelings of°

‘

behavior modification §f

,anxiety and .establish classropm'coﬁtrok. Changes in teacher and student -

classroom-behavior were recorded through da#ly observations by trained
observers. The observers recorded teacher praise and criticism as well as °

student talk-outs and out-of-seats.’ A single .subject design using back to-
~ . . :

- .
» Kl P @

‘paseline reversals was used to test the effectiveness of each interventiofi. .

’ »

¢ ’

-

n was effegtive in changing all observed

The data indicate desensitizatio

© . 4 ]
behaviors .in one -teacher's clasSs, but none in the other's. Behavior

v

-

. .. . .- N
tion training, on the other hand, was generally effective in changing the

)
.

[ <

. 7 ‘ D .
behaviors in both ¢lasses.” Student behavior; changed much more than teachef™ - .

o
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Nean

behavio;; suggesting the effects of’

AT

unobserved variables. The results of

-
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three self assessmen; measures\py,the teachexrs were mixed.
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4 * ' A COMPARISON -OF DESENSITIZATION AND BEHAVIOR a

. . _ . .
TRAINING WITH TWO TEACHERS = < .
s L .

i >

An Important way to help .children change ;s to work, d1rectly with
v .

thelr teachers.

Helping a teacher change hls/her teachlng style may prevent

eny learniné and Behavioral problems-from-developing among students.’

s - . . s ~
s Y . voa
- v. \

Eicessi*e,anxiety d frequent negative-comments toward students may
be associatgd'Qith less successful teachinc‘(Coates & Thoresen, 1976) .
?etrusichc(l§%6) re;orted that hlqh anxiety.teachers enqaqed‘in‘more |
"hostile speech and behavior" than low anriet; teachers and their students
. tended to be more dlsruptive. Teacher anx1et; and criticism of students:’
A . \ -t 7 .

often interacts w1th student dlsruptlons to create a neqatlve cycle in the

-

classroom where both teac;gr and student behav1or maintain the pattetn.

Madsen, Becker, Thomas, Kosercanarplager (l968) demonstrated, for example,

s

. that teacheﬂ cr1t1c1sm of 1nappropr1ate student behav1ors actually helped

.

ma1nta1n ‘their occurrence.

L
“l.

behavror, or both could be expected to break thxs cycle.

N
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-

-
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Intervenlng to change teacher: behav1br, studént

’

T bl -’ Eiindhs - Y

4

Systematlc desen51tlzatlon provides one means of controlllng a?xiety

(wolpe, l969) Three stud1es (Susskind et al, 19@? Dollaf, 1902, Glblln{

.a

- o l K

1972} have reported some success in u51andesen31tlzation to redpce teacher

'

anxiety, but _hone assessed the effects of . th1s procedure on observahle
- . ’ 'Q .‘,b)‘ N

teacher and student behavior. Since internal responses (e.g.b_fee}inqs‘of

S ‘ R - LY e S e . N
.

. anxiety) may operate under different contingencies'thaw’ektafnal‘behaq;or,

.

. I3

it is important to demopstrate that self-reported internai changés”cor:«r

relate with changes in observable behavior. ' - . " A LT ,
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NIV

establishing classroom gontrol. Consistently e{ﬁectivé-changes'in studeht_

) ' N » [

behavior'have Reen attained through the introduction of learniang based
<« >
%rocedures in the classroom (0 Leary & 0" Leary, 1972; Krasner & Krasner, 1973).
vt - -

Precision teach1ng ( per & Whlte, 1969) is a comparable approach that

[l

teaches teachers the usé&of observ1ng, chartlng, and behav1or analy51s to

assist them in ‘evaluating and improving their instruction. Evaluation of

. ‘ . v -~
"this approach has focused pn single target behaviors with no-attempt to as-
sess its impact on non-Earqeted student behaviors or on teéacher behavior

1'.
N »

P ~

(efther covert Qr”overt) é .
.‘."l H', . '/ .

The present study was designed to assess the differential impact of
A .. -7 .

. »
desensitization and behaviorally oriented classroom management technigques
L. NS ! T ..

on chanéing overt and covert teacher behavior and overt student behavior. |

Stated more simply, the major experimental questioﬁs were: will reducing
‘. x

- v

. ) - . N -
teacher anxiety result in positive changes in teacher and student overt
1] \, :

-
.

behavi r, and will'a behavior modification.approacﬁ that focuses on changing'
7. : !

s}udent behavior result in changes in teacher overt behavior and a reduction

’
. ’ -
«

in teach?r anx1ety7 T

-

Method

N

P
- ’ N - - .
-~ 4 s
N .

The study was conducted in an economically disadvantaged eieﬁeﬁtary

v W’ « e ’

school district in the vicinity of Stanford University. .Six teacﬁers par-
J . - 1=z :
tidipace‘ in the program; data from two of these will be presented here.

-

{ .\\__ - . ¢

-

sign -

" .

_An ABACAA single subject design was emploied: tWo training/treatment

>

.

%ondltlons (desen51tlzation and behavior training) were separated by three

o

~ . ~ -
baseline (non-treatment) phases with & final follow-up evaluation. The
=~ -, < -

x

* sequence was as follows: : Baseline %, Desensitization, Baseline Ii, Behavior

LE ]

o
.
-




‘Traininq: Baselifle I11, and Follow-up.
NE . ‘

. a3
Dependent Measures
. : e y . -

o

Classyoom Observatiofis. Two common inappropriate student behaviors.

(talk-;nts and eutzpf-seat) and two’categbries of teacher behavior {praise
and cgrtic}sm) xsre oﬁserQéd for 30-50" minutes dail§’during‘arithmeticﬂor.
‘reading perieds, 'TQO oﬁservers were trained to ‘a minimum 70%.level of inter-
;observer agreenent (agreements d;yid;d by‘adreements ﬁlds disagreeménts)’

.and recorded the occurrence dr’nonoccuzrence f each target beHaviqr during

ten seéond intervals throughout‘the observation period. The intervals were

. . -

timed\thrbugh use of a ten second beeper audible through an earplug.. For ’

the.student behaviors the whole class was observed as if.it were a single -

.
b -

student. ‘'Thus), if oné or more children perforEEE one of~the rget behaviors -

- - -
= - - -

a single mark was récorded for that interval. The data for each variablée

. ~

was transformed into” frequencies for each observation period.
et : .

M .

The teachers ‘and students weré unaware of the content of the observa-

2 . . .
- . . [y

tiohs. Also, the‘%bservers were not told any details redarding the.study

-and were not 1nformed of any of the experlmental phases as they occurred.

.

Durlng the study, 1nterobserver agreement ranqed betwéen 71% and 93% Wath\

., !

a mean of 77%.

-~Self~Report Méasures."Three self Yeport measures were administered to

- \ -

the teachers on three occa51ons during. the study. befoxe Baseline I, after

-

;ﬁesensitization,,and after Behavior Training. These measures were chosen

L P s Lo .
" to examiae changes in ea:h“ﬁeacher's anxieties and self-perceptions. They

»
. . o ., ,

!t consisted Qf. the Fear §urvey Sghedule (FSS) (Bandura, Blanchard & Ritter,

AY

1969), qbe g-Rr Inventory of AnxlouSness (SR) (Endler, McHunt- & Rosensteln,
. ° . b ]

1962) dbdifzed to measure response to three common teachlng s1tuat10ns, and

s 3,2 the,favgrable and,unfaworable t§scores from the/GQQQh Adjective Check List
. : - ¢ IR B N .
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- (Gough) J(Gough & Heilbrun; 1965),” A ratio %as made of fhe two Gough scales.
. . K ? - . ) . o~ N -
. - 1 ’ . .~ .
by dividing the unfavorable t 'score by the favorable. The“ratio was used
as an indication 6f self critic%sm; with scores abgye i.OO'representing a

‘t . LS >

predomlnance of negatlve feellngs and those less than 1.00 a preaomlnance

- N . a
5 f—

A

of p051t1ve fEellngs . . ) < ﬁ -
P A - 3 ‘\
’ Structured interviews were also conducted following each tredtment to -
- ) - . .o .o , /. e
asSess each teacher's reactions to the training and any chanaes she may'
‘s ’ . . - ot
have noticed persdnally or in her ‘classroom.. . A )
. : . S e
. . X ‘ _ ‘ 1 ‘-
' -, S Treatments 5
\. R . e 1)
§XstemaficyDesensitization v - \'(

Elght grOup’!ESSlons were held led QY a doctoral student tralned in

«-a

, sthis technlque. §e551ons 13 were de&o&ed to 1nstructlon in phy51cal
’ relaxation and to the construction-of a common s{tuation hierarch; dealin
ﬂ'niph tlassroongproblems. %ess&sns.4-8'involved progressing tnrough“the ‘

h1erarchy paced to the slowest member.. Both teachers-successﬁﬁlly com-

pleted the h1erarchy by thé elghth sess10n. R Lt

«”

Behavior ,Training ;/-_

Y

-

*

W<
.
~

.

v
.

-

‘%%hisointereention'involved training in the Precision Teachsxo system .

of pbservation and evaluation of teachingLeffectiveneﬁs combined with var-

« lous behaviorally oriented classroom managemenk techniques.

A series of

~ ‘

ten sessions were held twice weekly for five yeeks.' Selected exc&rpts'
. ~

Lo

The.readings,

*

from written materials Were’as%nged prior to each session,

discussion and demonstrations pertained:té observing student behavior im
RN
the classroom, reoording and chartlng using the Precision Teachlng system

‘. -

“ .
- " . v

(see Alper & White, 1969), using soc1al and other responses as conclngent

~
- 7 N

reinforcers, shaping responses and using gocial modellnq A major focus {
\N

-
., [

involved observing the antecedents and consequences of studenis"behavior.

< S
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J, v

< 9
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N

.l +Criterion tésts were given covering the assigned reading materials at- each
v b ° -

o«

. -
- - .

,. session. Bothi teachefs'rpassed each test at the 90% coxrépt level. e

N .
. S . ’ ' = N

During.each session specific behavior change projects carried outyby . |

N O L4
' — 0~

t. cy - . Ve
A the teachers weré discussed, data exampined and changes in .various interven-
. v . — -

»
.

: * "tions guqqested. . Individual ‘projects were chosen by the teachers and were

kS

.

-unrelatéé to the variables being observed }n the classroom. T .

» - - . ‘ e
b
- - ~ .
A ’ N - M hd ! *

.-

o . : : Results L
" . . Results '
. - .

Teacher A' .

' P ———— S— ‘

Fiqure 1 presents the éaily frequencies. for the four classroom observa-

. ' .

8

\ tion variables for Teacler A.” The desensitization produced changes in the

‘., e . N .

. * predicted directions for all four behaviors. ' Following the termination‘of.

. . -

this treatment, however,_all variables rearessed toward pre-intervention’

¢ - .
.

-levels. ' The Behavior Training reversed these trends for all variables al-

. .
. . . . v

- .though the %pitial change® was éubsequently lost for the two teacher variqﬁles.

s

“ .
t Daily frequencies during Baseline III and Follow-up indicated that the large

-
~ s .

reduction in Student Out;of-seat and Talk-outs were maintajhed whereas,little
. L ]

2
Toe or no change was maintained for Teacher Praise_and Criticism.

. %, n D D G S G YO WP mah WP G P A Gw S W s S »
SR - ( 1 ‘ ' ‘
g . S : _ Figure 1 about here

\ . . . B .

Co Figuge 2 presents the self report#sscores for Teacher A. All three .

1

. ” . i . s Iy - gt ‘v
. ‘ measures show a reductidn! aftier desensitization followed by ‘increases after
. ) Behavior ‘Frainings Desensitization wasréléarly more effective in produci
) ‘s / . S
. 4 B - 3 ‘
o charide in thege self report variables. -- )
ey L o SRR SR S
f' s ' - . * . Figure 2 about’ here 7 -
: b - ‘ - . ._ hd - .
¢ . . - 4 . .. > = o0 S 2 s P 0 S e O O S e oo 7 7 N
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‘Both interventions were effective in 'producing reduqtiéns ih the two

student viriabfes. Desensitization pro@uced less permanent results thaé

e— . ‘
- + , @ ~
Behavigr Trainjng; frequencies began increasina immediately after t%i cessa-
N - B > ‘ , ‘
‘tion of treatment during ‘Baseline II. The reductions during Behavior Training
. ; , , . N

were maintained with only slight increases during Baseline III and Follow-up.’

Desensitization prodiced major effectssin Teacher A's behavior toward
- — . ,

. [
R : . ,
the end of the intervention while Behavior Training croduced a strong

LY
.

initiat effect which latdr dimihished. This .suggests one yeason why the

.

self report measures indicated desensitization more effective: the testing

M ‘ 3 3 . ’ - i3 3 ’ i3 : : \
for-desensitization corresponded to the point where it~ had its major effect,

. Y
'

while the testing for behavior training occurred after its major effect had

been lost. Judging from the classroom obse:v&ﬁ?bns, both interventions

- . . N * . .

were effettive, but at different poiﬁts in their respective phases.

The large reduction in. the stuaeﬁt behaviors tended to overshadow
M * - \) . Lt ’ s
changes in teacher behavior and suggest the presence,of powerful unobserved .

variables. Teacher A\indicat®d following ‘desensitization.that she had stop- ,

1 4

. = N \ ' 2 * o . .
ped drinking a cocktail \before suppe}(to relaxxibLater, her District Super-

positive changes in her behavior at district meetings.® In her interviews,
_‘ - . \\\ .
she reported wide ranqing effects on her personal as well,as profe551ona13
~ B - r . - *

“behavior as a result qf the two interventions, !
Dur%nq Behgyior Training, Teacher A thoroughly reorganized her class-

, room procedures, chanqes which may have helped ma1nta1n the low level of

' 1
student out-of-seat and talk-out behav1or by nrov1d1nq comnetlna appronriate

responses, Tﬁis could also account for the-observed changes in student be-’

. . - = -

havior without appreciable changes in teacher behavior.




Teacher B
= =

, Figure 3 presents the daily frejuencies for the claSsreom observation
' y & .

~variables for ?eaéher,a. In contrast -to Teacher A desen51tlzatJon nrbv1ded

.
. -

13
no éffect on any of the observed behav;ors in Teacher B's crassroom. Be- |
' 1 @ .
« havior training, however, did nrpddce chanqes'in the_desired directiohs for
. .o \ . . ) - ‘,, - ‘, - . -
all observed variables. Following behavior ‘training, student talk-outs and

‘\

i . ‘ . . - . * e yZ
teacher praise returned to theirsoriginal levels while student’ out-of-seat
and teacher critigism sﬁabilized'at levels bflow these of Baseline I.

' P ' °

// Figure 3’&"1bout here®

Teacher B's three self report scores are reperted in Fiqure 2./ Most
. - . . ‘ \ . - -'
obvious\is the incgnsistency bétween the measures. The larde revorted de-
. 4 R ﬁ “ .
q;ease in feared situations (on the FSS) after behavigr traininq'toaether

wlth the lack of cha?ge after desensitization supports the classroom ob- ,

servatlgai Howeiep, Teacher B's self reported anxiety in classroom
A < T—_—

situations (the S-R Inventory) showed,a/major reduction after desensitization,

1""

és did her selflcriticism ratio. Thusi whiie desensftdzation produced

o dy -~ .

changes in anxiety and self- esteem these internal chinges did not translate

into externally observabie changes. Behav1or tralninq, on the other nand, i
£ d1d effectlvelx\chanqe obsekvable teacher and student(;ehav1or but\demonstrated

»

" mixed results in altering this teacher's 1nternal states. These data point

‘ . N . / .’
out the error that could result from assuming that changes on self reportedgl‘
. . ) / . . - ‘
jndices necessarily reflect changes in overt behavior (and vice versa).

. 4 -
.

Discussion -

-

Thes variation of* effects fou in this study demonstrates the importance

of ‘assessing ‘the effectiveness of |an intervention frém multiple perspectives,

. ’ . 3

10.
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A..é‘l.,-"i o

Had only the self report dat!ﬁbeen aathered&desen51tlzat10n would
N . ;A 5

P
peared mote effectlve whereas the classroom obser}atlons demonstrate mlxed

-~

chanqes for this treatment The behavior tralnlnq 1nterventmon, on the
R u‘ [ 3/.

other'hand _Showed more con51stent observable behav1or chanaes but less on
L R LS .
. \
the self report measures. Thq mdst qpnsi%tent impact of each‘i tervgntion
- '{ -
was the behavior it focused upon (internal states for aes nsitiziflon and

d s = - .

observable pehav1or forNBehaVAOr tra1n1nq) This araues for tailoring the

* -
treatment speclflcally for'the changes de51red'w1thout assumlnq th t

’ . i l . . ~
B

generallzatlon from internal states to external behav1or (or the opposite)
\ ~ ¥’

_Will occur. Generalization did. occur, however, and vroduced some stronq°

but incon51stent changes. More researeh is needed to determlne how, generali-

. N . - REIEN

» zation of treatment effects can be .enhanced. . ’ 7Y *

- . N o * L
fhe potency of the'interventions could Q?ssibly have been increased

° )
. 5

had several;i}teratione been made. Teachers could be provided with dally

. LR

feedback on their own behavior since a knowledge of results has been demon-

P r ’ T .

strated as-an effective change aqent (see Hall, Lund & Jackson, 1968; Hall,
. . ¢ . -~ . . .

Panyon, Rabon'& Broden; 1968). Also, no systematic atteﬁpt was made to

- ' - * \ R

.
3

-alter observed teacher behaviors in behab%or.trainind. Specifically focusing
[ » . 2 '

. ’ .Y .o * .
on decreasing teacher”criticism and increasing praise could well have pro-

. . . .

duced more powerful: effects, This seems$ ‘partjcularly true given, the limited

v
.

effects of the interventions on teacher pragfe” Identifying and praising

-

appropniate student’béhavior'has:been found to be a more po&erful chanQe.
o’ . [N D.

technyque than simply reducing criticism in that 1t “also prov1des direction

‘, N e »

_as to what behaviors will be reinforced (see’pandura, 1969) Finally, no

)

relnforcement was provaded fox teacher behavior chanqes tha d1d occur. It
. s - B

was originally assumed that teacher behavigf changés would be rewarded and

) . ‘ =

’ ‘. ’

. N *
of-seats and talk;puts). However, such chanaes ‘are not neceesarily strongqg,

Th

maintained by desirable student behavior changes (such as a reduition in out-




- 1 - 4 . ] . N - - .
- ‘ .
» . . . . v ) . , 5 . .
> . . . . . , ' . v -

enough to‘ maintain teacher changes. _Perhaps more.importantlv, such student
~ . »’ oF Q)
, . chanqes are not always seen as the result of teacher behavion chanqes and -

w

' N
thus do not function as relnforcers. Previous”’ research has" shown that be- - ~

. .
< o ’ b

v U iy L™ ’ ir
. ‘ hav1or chanqe is much qreater when ajyperson, is' aware of fhe contingencies

' o < LN ' 9 S ol
~ AN . ‘ ] .
>of his/her behavior (AyJ(;on s Azrin, 1964) .- Providing teachers with féed- . ‘
- \‘o, R 3 * ¢ P . - . .
back from the classroom observatisqn might have aided, them\in connecting _, |,
. - . N ’ R . ~ BN ’
. \' charnges in their students! behavior to,changes in their own behavior.

), N @
) - L » . - ’
. ~ -~ —
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