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Verificatiof Of Reliabili'ty and Validity of a Behavior
\ nt D . » .
.. . A ' Hating Scale
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A procedyre was devised to'assess the degreg'df reliability and validity

~of a behavior rating scale cngckliét used to evaluate parents' training

*
A

’ L . [ . .
skills. Rellability was tested by indeperident observers viewing video-
tapes of traininé séssidns'and,filling out checklfst ratings of the

. v . . ) e . .
parents' behvaiors. .Validity was-assessed by observers viewing video-

. ' .
tapes of training sessions,’recording each training behavior exh;blpéa :

N ] - - - f ’ "then ’ )
by the parent as correct or incorregt, and/®Wmm comparing these results
: \

. \
EH

to ‘results,

fl . S B

.. of reliability was consistently high .for one pf two observer pairs, and

& v
. N -

the degrée of validity was high for, both pairs,’in that the results
. { . , * . i

. .

‘obtained,by th?xchecklist corredponded with the results obtained by the
. » . - h T

) _ detailed freqyency counts. The results indicated that the checklist

1 “

il > ' *

r

. \J
“-gseemed to be eaBy .to usé;?s well as being an accurate assessment. device.
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of thecklist ratings for the same training sessionu-The degree * »
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Verifitation of Reliability and Validity of a Behavior Rating Scale -
* . +

- . t

~, Many‘'different systems for recoyding, human behavior @ave‘been de~ '
vised. These observational iﬁstrumentslﬁange from simple rating scales,

*

' _ ' ¥
which typically c¢rsist oﬁ«generally defined bategorﬁgs of Behaviors,

to détailed obsergvational systems, which require exact counting of all |

AT responses at different intervals. The advantages of the rating scale
format are that’ this type of instrument usually is not difficult for
. t .
"staff to learn to use, ang it does not require a qreét deal of time to

. e implemémt.«On the other hand, a potentially seripus diéadvantage with
. [ ' )

e rating scales is that due to the vagueness of thé scale, results ob-

¢ L L - k ’
tained may not be réliable and valid, necessary characteristics of

*

-any recording system& If a checklist scale of behaviors could meet relia- .

® . , . R s

bility and validity standards, then it would be an observational instru-
ment of.simple,désign, easiiy.hsed,~and which one dbuld have confidence

' ) (4 . . - ‘

N in the results. : ./

A cheoklré!rratlng sc;}e was created to assess the quality of qéalq;nq

exhibited by'pafents of handicappea infants (copie§ 8f the chegklist,;}a

€ v
- $

Y, . instructions for use may be obtained by gontacting the authors). This

éheékliét‘allowed éésessment of parents' training abiliqies in six areas: -
instruction; é;;mpé, non-word cue; reinforcement, model, and ignoring: Each'
—_— of these training skill cateéoriés were séecific%lly‘defineq. Stéff used th?
.«checklist in the follow;gg_manner. As a paren% worked orr’'a_task with the 4

- . T, . ) .
child,fthg staff person’observed the training. After training ended, the .
// T dbsgr%ér immediately filled out the checklist by rating the prbportion of
. N . i . v
training hehaviors, per category, exhibitedfcorrectly according to the pre-

determined definitions. For example,,the staff person determined that out of

only half of these instances were

(& 1,0«
‘ERIC| - I 4 |
o i e . - L _,—//f' ’ _

3 N ' . N . ¢ 4

- . all thés times thé'parent gave instructions,
- [y
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" (involving parent and child) and independently fitlling dﬁ& the checklist - .
12 .

\.

-
- .
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o : N .
the &taff person marked "half" on the rating scalé. |

) corrégﬁly exhibited as determined by the defihit}on for the ui:/ff‘inStrqu

tions. Thus,
“Once this checklist scale was createdﬂdf{-was necessary to deter-

mine if it met reliability_and valiqity standards. ‘First, it was necessary

N - I3 . . ’ . y \ . . K} l .
to determine if ihdependent observers could agree in their scoring of 'the

¢

. * . . . v . .
training behaviors of the same parent during the same sessaﬂh (reliability).

Also: it was nécessary‘td deiprmine if results from any checklist actually
. ' . - . ,
portrayed what really occurred during that session (validity). Relia-

bility was tested by two obseryefs vieéwing a videotape of a training session

[y

ratings of the parent's behavior, Reliakility was defined in terms of the ..

N - e -

proportion of cheéklisk categories which the two observers scored exactly

-~ -

L3

R N , o .
the same. Validity was assessed by first having two observers view a <
! . ] S ~ .

videotape of a tréining,session and record each traiging pehavior exhibited <

. v

by the parent as either correct or incdrrect. This yielded an exact
. - * ¢ M -

frequency count of tﬁe\parent's training behavigr. The results of this-

frequency count were compéred to the-results of checklist ratings for the same

-~

traiyﬁng session. The extent to which each categqry was scored exactly the
v . . . 4

L

same way orf both the chetklist and frequency counts determined the degree
] «
~of validity. ‘ : ] ' s .

L)
»

[

’ ‘ . . Method

For reliability and validity assessment two pairs of observers were used,

v ’

-

hereafter identified as Pairs 1 éhd 2. Each pair\yprked at different time of
s . : ' e ‘
the day. X . S ) . ‘
. . - : _

Videotapes of 50 different traininqiéctivities involving-a parent working

with the child were used for assessment purposes. Confidéntiality‘of clients
Q

» 7
»

was protected by (a) obtaining parent's permission to make videotapes, (b) nev
oy - v . ‘ .

identifying parent or child by name to- the observ?is, and (c) notifying the
. - R ‘ ) / .
. 4 . \ ')
‘observers that their work-- . e 5 ‘
_ A

L3

a~
er

L3
Lo
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was to' remain gpﬁfidenxial. Each activity was approximately 3-5 minutes in

¥

length. The activities oére viewed by the observers in a random order,

Reliability assessment
N

o ’ . )

categories that the two observers rated the same:by the total number of

-

categories‘rated, multiplied by lOO. Reliability was always computed‘using
¢ . ~

the ratings. .

L)

practice, in the following order:

1.

2'

3..

A,

N

thé-initial .ratings for a training activity, before oBServers discussed

-
-

>

?

< ) P _. - , - . B
'The observers were taught to use the checklist by instructionsiend)

-~
-

J——’“ - . | . " ! ' ‘
The history, rationale, and purpose were exslained;'

a v

The definitions of each category were reviewed and explained;

e [y

Each observer coﬁglezed‘the~"example lesson #2" sheet;

A "training tape" (videotape consisting of parents working with their:

children, illustrating different types of training behaviors) was
viewed and the obervers reaurded which behaviors )ere exhibited;
The procedure for completing the actual ratings on the checklist
was discussed; -
] ) )} “e B
The first taped actibity was then rated by each pair of observers.
First, the definitions of one of the categories of that activity

were discussed Then, the activity was.pldyed one time, and when it

ended the observers independently rated only that categorv. Then the

definitions of a second category,were discussed and the activity

played again. When it finished the observers independently rat this
gsecond category. This procedure of evaluating one category at a time

continued for all categories. After all were rated, the reliability

of &greement was computed. A discussion followed concerning the ratings

and any disagreements. The same actiyity-was viewed in the manner
described above until 80-100% reliability was obtained between the
jwo observers on each category, .

For the next two activities, obseryers rated twq categories at one
time. THus, the definitions of two/categories were discussed and
then the tape of that activity was played one time. Observers in-

"dependently rated the two categories. Then the definittons of- the

. next two categories -were discussed, the tape played “once dgain, and

independent ratings made. This procedure continued until all of
the categories were rated. Reliability of egreement was.computed.

Reliability was computed by dividing the number of



e

The same activity was viewed in the manner fdescribed .above until ~ <
80- 1007% reliability was obtained between the two observers for ‘each
_\ ) aLegory.
3 . < x «

8. Begimning with the fourth activity, the observers were required to
" ‘ratenall categories from 'just one viewing®of the activity. The
definitions.for each category*were first discussed. Then the tape
was played one time, after which the.observers independently rated
. d each category. The reliability was computed and a discussien of gny .
) . “discrepancies followed. If the initial reliability was less than
' d "~ 80-100% for any category, the activitv was played again until it
met ' that criterion. LT w . . .

L. ] .
! ) Reliabjility assessment .continued in. this manner until the rate of

. percent Qhreement consisted of a stable level or downward (negative) trend,
A R ‘

. . . d . L]
over five consecutive activities viewed during one 60 minute work 'session. .-

*

At this point validity assessment began. . ‘ A

Validigy agssessment Validity was-détermined. by the agreementsbetween
’ ratings of a checklist and the frequency of"behaviors actually eihibited
by'parentskahring a session. To assess yélidity the observers fiTst learned

to compute an exact f{requency countiof each correct and incorrect training
. 7 behavior exhibited by the parent.

4
N

When compefing'the frequency count, the cape of an activity was re-

N

, _ .
.played as often' as either observer requested. .Observers used stop watches
. L . \ a. ) P

. to time durations of- and intervals between behaviors. The observers marked
. o .

" eaeh instance of a training behavior as either correct: or incorrect,

according to-the definitions of the categories; In this phase as well,
»

reliability of agreement between scores obtaingd by these fréquency cqunts /////{

~ -

of the two observers was computed Reliability scores we‘F computed usink
-7 4 LR ] (;—-\

the initial counts of ‘each observer. Any category withoa percent re%iabiliby

of -80-100% from the initial viewing was considered reliably measured How-
} ever, the observers were required to. wagch the ectivity again al do another
M L 4 & - . . . 4 2
. . ° ) ‘ N L . '
frequency count of behaviors withip any category that did 'not yield this percent

4




reliebility agfeement.

Once feliability in each catégory'wes 80-100%,‘each observer scored
. . ’ ‘X _

the results of the frequency count_in terms of the dhEcklisttratings.
For example, if by the frequency count it was shown that $7% of all N

Instructions were us®d correctly, an observer rated the Instruction cate-

. N 4 p
* gory "as "half" (34-677). . K

<
7

LY

* ’
., . The observers were taught to perform the %requendy count evaluation

' by instruction and practice in the following order: , )

! - ~

) _ " 1. The rationale and purpose was explained; -
. A The frequeﬁcy count data form was explained;

3. The frequency count of tids first activity congisted of the two
et L observers viewing the tape and discussing andy recording what was _
observed. In other words, the observers did fot record independently.’

. £ .
' - 4, Once the observers agreed on the rec¢ording of .the firstdactivity, )
. the same. tape was played again. This time the observers independently -
’ counted the behaviors. After the activity was completed, the .relia-
bility of agreement between the observers was computed. A, discussion
. followed concerning anv differences in the frequency counts. The
/ ' same activ vity was used.until there was 80 100% reliabiiity for

each category.

- o< s

¢ 4 . .

5. Beginning with the next' activity the observers independently computed ,

. ‘~ a frequency count -of parent behaviorg. Only discussion of the defini~.

' . tions of the categories was allowed.beforey the cémputin¥ began. Re-

" liability was computed for the initial chLing If any category

yielded less than 80-100% reliability, thé tape was played again

'and frequency counts made until the pkjcent’ggpéement reached this .
criterion. ‘ '

A

. Use of the, frequency counts continued in this manner. .The activites P

3 - used'for viewing were those actfvities on which the other pair of ob-
\ ~ » . N -
serverS‘had obtained a 100/ reliability with their checklist ratings

\ .

. J To detefmine the actual validity assessment the ratings obt ned

by the frequency count done by one pair of observers Wete‘compared to/

- . ) o AN . , .

the ratings‘obtained by the «checklists done by the ‘other pair of ob-
: 1

servers,'al? on the same activity. The percent agreement between:the:
. C °




+ - .

two instrument ratings.was computed By Qﬁyiding_the number of détegoriés

~

e ‘ that had the same ratings on both instruments, divided'by éhe.qétal number ‘ ,
of categories rated, multiplied by 100.7  ° ‘ ' - P
{ | ‘ ) ’ o . ’ -t . '
* . .\k "’ -Results i
- . \ y y
Bgliability Assegsment ¢ — . C _ ..” ]

4 N . - 4 .
Pair 1 required apprgximately 5 hours of instruction and practice

-~

\ before they began evaluating activities using the checklist, rating.all /™ o §\
’ : ' ‘- ) ' : ' _0_-’-/. e
categories dt once, Theé data concerning the percent of reliability of: :']

Pair 1 are found in Figure 1. The'percenf agreement using the checklist

- ]

ranged from 0-100%; with a mean of 2?.%3 and a median of 30.0%. The rate
~ ~ 7 ' . v
of agreement‘stgbilized in a downwérd (negative) trend after 17 activities.
-Pair¢2'beghn eValuating activities using the,ehééklist and rating .

all;Categories at once after appréximately 4 hours of }nstruction and | :

bt
[}

" practice. The data céncerniné the percent'reliabifity agreemént.of this"
pair &f observers’are found in Figure 2. The percent agreement using the

checklist raégea from 0-100% with a mean of 71.8% and a median of 60.07. '

The rate of agreement étabilized'in a downward (negative) trend after 32

°
<+

activities. o . ' : o
+ . N _........,...._-— —————————————————————— e e B e G wBe Grn e B o S = —— — - e -

ey A o o D B e W s G B B S e T R g T e D W T S A e D B B A T B e e A e T Ve S G Y W A S e R -

| Validity Assessment

Pair 1 required approximately 2 hours. to learn how to Eompute the »
frequency count and to begin. counting behaviors 1ﬁ_actigﬂties.j?air 1 used

.

- - the frequency count on a_total of five acfivities.-The'reliability betweeﬁ :

] . . 3

Q ' ' ' 9. - . ! . »
. . .



100%, with a mean of 91.3% (Figure 3). ‘ -

" thése two observer ranged from 62-88%, with a mean of 61.0% (see Figure 1).

\ $ . t
[y .

'?air 2 was instru t&*cxlthe use of the frequency count for approximhtelf“

3 hours. Theif’reliabilﬁty using the frequency count on thret activities

ranged from 79.47%-100% with a mean of 89.7% (see Figure 2).

The reliability between the coded activitjes done by one pair and the

checklist ratings of the same activities by the other pair ranged from 80-

e S ——— . - —_——— — A A _— A s ——— - — 0 WP M D SN TV STV MR Y e @4 e

-~ ' . Discussion - ' - \

) - -

These data’ seem to inzicate that‘the chetklist was ajfeliable and

valid measuring instrument\ The percent agreement between the two observers

‘of Pair I failed to consistently fall within the 86=1007 range. However,

b3 L]

the _scores were close to that leval, and it.is quite probable with further

tfaining'these observers dould produce high feliability. The other team,d‘ =
4

observe;s Lonqistently yielded reliable scores. ‘

. Lomparing the checklist ratings with the frequency count data yielded

validity within the aeceptable 80~ 100? range The results of the éhecklists

appeared to accurately reflee{ the qua]ity of the parent training behaviors,

being exhibited dureng the sessions (as-defined by the definitions of the

b |
categories). '

hd J
>

4

When usinghthe checklist, of all t:k times that two observers agreed
. _ '

- : ]
oh a rating, that ratings was usually either an "all" or 'none". In

e

other words, most of the time two observers agreed in the checklist ratinrs,

they were rating either "all" or "none". Even thought this may suggest \\\-

- A

-

that observers were just guessing in their ratings and merely checking
either thé low or high extreme of the rating, this does not seem to be

0



LS

- ~

the case. These same categories were rated "all" or "none" when com uting
. ) 3 : - : (7] p .

- »

“the frequency copnt'data, which confirmed- the accuaracy of the checkFist

)

ratings.:Also, on the few catego%ies

3
)

which were reliably rated "few™,

-

' .

"half", and."most" by two obsefvers tu

tsing checklists, the éXapt same

ratings were received, using the frequency count. ‘Thus; it appears that

L N

’

. the checklist ratings were indeed accurate representationg of the parents} - .
_ St 1 0 nt: Sy

7.

training behaviors. _ S "
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/

« .0 All Categories at Ope Time

I 4

”

One category
»

(:> " T at one time

Tyo ‘categories
at one time

»
o))
o

Agreement

-3
<.
£

Percent

330ﬁ .

264

104

‘ « 12 3 4 5 6 7.8 9 10711 12 13 14 15 16, 17 18 19 20 #™ 22

| Fiéﬂggaif”, : T ‘Activities - - o T




IR PR I o el

' . Ve . . ) . - bl lme u... T Ve mate- et i
~ - L]
4 . d
“~ v g
. «
. & . - >
4 . - T - " -
-5 ’ i ° . ~ J
) N P 1 - -
P e y -
¢ -
.l\\l . = \,._\.. LT, » - M . . ™ * ‘
. Y . .
- o> - - - e T R s Rt e LR T PYO DO SR , o .
q \ . > ™
' ~Y
. t ) ’\n\ J
' LY - 7
Lad - ~ - N ’ -
M » L < -
L g - e y N -
e L ] v
-~ * -
o T
« - N ~ . . A
: . \\ . < a
. ] f v . ~
A - - e
. R S k4 *
Ve e - - -
. o
i -
» [0
- A 3
- - 0
« . X .
/fl/ h V ’
~ .'I
. O LI *
- ~N

\ . 5¢ .
o - L f -
/O. b > -
. - I B
« t ) ’ - * | 2 \\\V%./\
. .
- , 2. » o
" ~N
& ~ .
o -
& —
\e ~N
b .
.Q o
o N *
<
® o
o -t .
[
™
o X
& g
Q ¢
“ _./. i
O .
~ ke -
< S 0
-, M
nv
wn
-
-
~
@ 3
-4
(o]
4
eed
-y
Q
. -
Z
9 4
L) .8
o~
SO - -

. - .
- ‘

3 3auo e ) O T i B
ﬂugm“mo, . ) . ) | M . 4 . .

O
——e— ' > " : > ~ ’

: » / : B . : .

. : O . - /... - < - + - - =
WTy 8UOC B : v : . . ’
Kz0bages sug SR : T : -
T = =3
B8] noT
P~ e - y !
T et o . . IUNIPDIOY JUIDIA] LT

701
601
3q.
201
101

~ir 2



L Y

-
.

Percent Agreemen!

104

10073

96

307

207

Iy

. .
PE . . \
. LY

"

Reliability Between Frequency Counts ‘
and Checklist Ratings = S ST, |

. f -
. - & -
. .
‘ ' .
"
N - . .
- N - -
- . .
«
’ - i
~
. -
) \
- .
L4 4 -
. .
v, o . - .
~ . . .
+ - ~ - -
.
o ® . >
v ’” -
. . CLd
\ LI
- .
\ f' . \ > ~
. . .
L) ~ " £
- A ] & . * »
~ - L ] -
O . . l N
: . * “
% N Lo - .
e ' . o’ 4
A ' . - v,
E -, » ‘ < .7
2 . -
. N .
) ! b} "
- ’ o
' \ . .
d
- .

(Y
1, ] ¢ ’

L N » m

4 - L ._-

"J \ . 2@'5\:\“

" . e .
LTS [ X%
w—s" 4 = ~
. A - s




A

. CHECKLIST
Fill in .each boﬁ for each technique. There are 3 measures: (1) Freguencx
of technique being used (2) Quality Jf the use of each technique based ,
on attached definitions, and *(3) additional Problems observed in the use -
of the technique, Note: Whenever ' non«given 1s checked go to next ~

‘technique.. ~ . : : s

- . 4
A. INSTRUCTIONS: None given, none, needed None giVe, bpt should
ave
~ Frefuendy: Was this technique used enough”

-, . % . S

’ l.

. too few - \ - .. . just erough - v too .many |

_ L - ’ S T e

. - s, - ) ) & ‘ 4 . . ’

Quality: When this technique~was observed, was it used appropriate

- according to definitions? ‘ _ .

a7 . . : | , b
None (0%) Few (1-337%7) - Half (34*677)

Most (68-99%)° a All (100/) ~

-

»

Additiopal Problenms:

talks too slow * talks too fast. ‘talks too soft

talks too loWr other _ - ) o
B. PROMPTS : None given, none needed . NOne -given but should
: Have _

Erequency Was ’ sris technique uged enought?. ) ’ 4
too few . v just enough . too many? - _
R ,'\'-' ' . o J , '

Quality: When this technique was obserVed was it used appropriate

) PR according to definitions? : C e

-

".None (0%) Few (1-33%) Half (34-677)% !
Most (68-99%) Af& (100%) ) ,

".

¢  Additional Problems: . ® . .
: ™~
Stopsr prompt when.child resists

Too slow to give pfompt
‘Too fast to give prompt “Other’ '

.
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Child s . DATE"

Parent Trainer 3 « Home Trainer

Activity

\ The following definitions of appropriate tedching techniques shoMd be read and
compléted before observing a ‘training: session. Definitions may be modified or
climinatedTaccording to individual parent-child needs (to modify fill in space .
prédvided; to eliminate, draw a line through undesired part of definition). ‘

o Instructign: (1) verbalizations that specify or cue target response (example.

.+ Y - "pick up the ball", syeetie, over hene")e be
PRI | (2) a.mote than ¢ _ consecutive instructions' S
B IR (3) modifications ' . '

Prompt™ - (1) full or partial (circle 1 or’2 ) physical guidince to perform
g C target rasponse (example. grasping child's hand and putting it on
S the ball
" (2) must occur within 3 seconds:of an -instruction if child doesn t do,
(3) modifications | _

Non-Word (1) motioning, gesturing, non-word sounds.that cue target r\yponse

* . Cue: : (example: making a "come here" gesture with Hands to cue the child
] " to crawl toward parent);
(2) each must be no more than geconds durations;
' (3) must occur: within 3 seconds of an instruction if- child doesn t do
~ (4) modificatioms - ¢ X
Reinforcement : (1) positive comments, gestures, tone of voice, phystcal
o for. target response (example° parent hugging child and says
. "you did it!"; " )
" (2) must occur within 2 seconds of target response,
. (3) must occur for seconds; & :
" . (4) modifications S . .
Models: (1)° performing’the target response 80 child can imitate (example:
T _ parent clapping ‘hands when the target response is clapping hands)
(2) no more than consecutive models;

(3) must occur within 3 seconds of an instruction if child doesn't do
(4) modifications -

€ ~
“&

Ignoring: (1) removing all physical and social contact (example:“parent
" turning head away from ‘child while child is behaving '
inappropriately),
(2) must never ‘occur after target or appropriate response;
(3) must occur within 37seconds of the "inappropriate" behavior;
(4) modifications

.

P

) e

The $econd Pause Rule: Those techniques which are ﬁterrupted by a one-second
pause and then repeated again are considered as on‘ technique per pause,
Exampple: for Instructions: "Come over here', one second pause, "Come here'=

- instructions) .

* v . ,
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. . C. NON-YORD CUES: "None given, none needed Nope given, but .
. ‘ should have . . -
Frequency:' Was this technique used enough? N
. o ;
' o too few . just enough ‘toq many -,

Quality: When this ﬁechniciue was obServed, was it used ‘apf)ropriately?

e ' . ) b Y
- . ' . ' *
7/; g None (0%) Few (1-33%) . Half (34-677) . =
Y ) . N , .
- ‘. s Most‘T ((68-99%)‘ All (100%) " _ \ o
- " Additional.Prebdems: o ) o e ) y -
o . ., — s T,
y too 'distra'tting -~ tmclear “ wrong kind .,
other . T .
D. MODELS: None gfven; *rone needed None given, but should have

Frequency: 'Was this technique used enough? ‘
too few . just eﬁough " too many - 7

7

Quality: When this technique was observed, was it used appropriately?

4

, | Nome (0%)___ Few (1-33%)____ Half €34-67%) __
) o Most (68-99%)__ All (100%)_'.____’_' |
Additional Probléms: . i . ; L~ ‘ ]
~ too slowﬂ_\____ ; ‘to:o. fast =~ child not watﬁhing___L____
, | " too long Other® o -, | , .

E. REII&FORCE&ENT:‘ Nope'g_iveh, no correct child behavior occured

]
None given, but should have

&

~ - ‘Frequ.ency\.: Was t.:his' t_e_chnique tised enéugh? l _” -
too few > just é‘noug'h_______. too .m'é_ny
. ’ Quality:. V.Jhen this tec\xnique' ~‘was_ observed, ‘w'aé it used ap}:oPriately?
‘ Ea H¢}1é- (B%)________ Few '(1-3:3%).___;__'_:' Half (34—67%)_'__.___- '.
. Most"(Q8-99Z)‘ | T A1l (iOOZ)

(Y]

EA)
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IT, Summary of teaching: - .
- A, We\ge SMALL STEPS rewarded' appropriately?
. None given, no correct child behavior occurred
‘Xesx ' No . ' )
. N ~ ‘ - %' . . . .
B.” Use of teaching techniques: ' :
. : _ oK = Needs Work~
\ T Frequency - Quality ]
1. Instructions ‘ e ‘_ o
" 2. Prg pts®, i _ R !
N 3. on-Word Cues . = ’ ' )
< ) — —— —
b, - Modmef'!.s . D B
5. Reinforcement ' o s
4 . ” ' ’. - .
L 6. _ Ignoring . \ e
< . . . - *
ﬁ. * *
’ . , ‘!
C e a,ll .« \
) . ,.'" . . ‘ -_ ﬁ .
’ 4 ~ . !
o a0
¥ L



| 5,_". F. IGNORIN'G: None given, no inappxzdpriate child behavior ocfurred

¢ 4

N - " . . .
.- Additional Problems: : - . '
N

S

L g e

7. . .
Sh?rt Duration L.Ong Duration Unexcited Qelivery

.
e

<

aad

—mtcarm——

None or little social praise Given after .inappr'c}p‘;iate b

behavior* . . Other L'

’ e -
' 1

N

" ) . None given, bub) should have .

 Freayency: Was this ‘f_”_‘midue used enough?

N

.To 'few "'J st ehough - Too~many -~ =~ o
* oo ust enoug e o} 1 y »
- | Quality: When this technique was observed, was it used appropr’iately? '
None (0%)" Few (1-33%) & ° Half (34-67%)
yﬁc (68-99%) All. (100%) | '
~.
A’dditional Problems ~ | o | 4 . ()
¢ "~ Too long Too short Continued Attention to Child
Other ..
- ’ ' | ! :
) '
1
o —



