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Abstract |

| Research:has determined that soecificfmanégémént techniques can”

. have an effecf 'on'-the ~classroom beha?ior o?-'student§. . An

bbservationaﬁ'rating sca1é was deve]oped, based onifhese'findings, to
assess -the; iype of ﬁﬁanagement techniques used to qontroﬁ behavier.

Subjegts.were'éix’teachers in a pfogram for behaviora11y'di§ordéred

chijdren. Correlational analyses jwefe used tbs determine ‘the :
re1ationships among teachér'behaviJrs,'and befween teachef'behaviorv

: anq--measﬁrés of . student misbehayior. Imp1%cations’ffor édutationa1

research and practice are discussed.




| | The Relationship Between Classroom Manaoement
L\, Strategies”and Student MisbehaviorshT‘

The 1mportance ‘of c1assroom m1sbehav1or and teacher management
of that behav1or cannot be underest1mated in either' régb1ar “or:
~ special education. Dur1ng “the . 1978 79 school year, one: of every 20

pub11c schoo1 teachers 1n_Erban areas reported having been phys1ca11y
attacked on-schoo1 property (Nat1ona1 Institute of Educat1on, 1978), a
factor some have suggested m1ght contr1bute to a higher turnover rate .
among teachersﬂJMcGu1re~-1979) Student m1sbehav1or also has been’
shown to be related negat1ve1y to_aoademic achtevement., Researcn bas
'snown that a strong re1ationshib obtains. between measures of student
attentfon and aoademic achievement (Hoge‘& ane,.1§79),1and that the
re1ationship is strongest forM10wvachieving*students'(So1i & Devime
;976)‘ Inappropr1ate classroom behavior also may play a key role in
referra. to spec1a1 educat1on placement (cf A]gozz1ne stse]dyke &
/ﬁghr1stenson 1983; Mirkin, Marston, & Deno, in press) .

| .In recent years, research has begun to focus on the observat1on.
of spec1f1c teacher behaviors and- the relation of these to student
: outpomes. . Various research, programs have identified a number' of
teaehing variables important in the control and direotdon of student
behavforﬂin the cIassroom. These variables can be grouped?into two
types* immediate and~1ong-term' Immediate variables are those that
have been observed to have cons1stent effects on the observed behav1or
of students, in terms of ¥ ewer d1srupt1ve behav1ors greater attent1on
~ to task, and so on. . Long-term var1ab1es are those that have been

corre]ated'w%th student outcomes -that are less directly observable,

such as grades and scores on achievement tests. An extensive review
. LA oy
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of these var1ab1es is prov1ded by Sk1ba (1983) A briefsummary of

the var1ab1es is: prov1ded here.

Immed1ate Var1ab1es

The *positive 'effects\\of teacher actent1pn ]in 'increasing v
appropr1ate behav1or and decreas1ng 1nappropr1ate behav1or have been -
demonstrated in a number of stud1es (e.g., Cooper Thomson, & Baer,'

1970 Ha]] Lund, & Jackson 1968; Madsen Becker, & Thomas, 1968).

O'Leary and O'Leary (1977) out11nedvthree characterjst1cs necessary

for teacher attention to function as . a 'reinforcer° | it' must be
cont1ngent upon behav1or, it must spec1fy the des1red behav1or, and 1t
must be de11vered by the teacher_1n a sincere and credible manner.
Inconsistent results regard1nq the use of praise as a reinforcer (Good

& Grouws, 1977), however, have led some to suggest that praise is not

. always intended as a reinforcer, since it is often not delivered in

accordance with these specifications (Brophy, 1981). |
The use,of token economies aiso has been found to be effective'ini

decreasing” disruptive' behavior ?and shapjng' aopropriate behavior

(Kazdin, 1977;.O'Learyf&'brabman,“19§1). ,Reinforcers'that have been

foiind to be effective in such systems .include’ free-time (Conch &

\
N

Clement, 1981), sborts' activities ‘(Hansen, McLaugh?ﬁn, Hansaker, .&

‘Young, 1981), and video-games (Robinson, Newby, & Ganzell, 1981).

Many writers have suggested that when behavior problems are:

. 9T ) _
severe, -or are. being reinforced .by peer attention or other -
environmenta]'contingencies, some form of direct intervention may be

. — . ~ N
necessary, 1in conjunction with .a positive program, /g control the

" behavior (Jones & Miller, 1974; Mattos,'Mattson, Ha]ker, & Buckley,

N /



‘,. 1969) A number of 1ntervent1ons have: been shown " to successfu11y
7.reduce c1assroom m1sbehav1or. .Of, these, time out_ from p051t1ve
';re1nforcement has’ heen found, to be suc¢essfuTlmost oftenr(cf{f;Bowe11
. & Powell, 1982); ¢ _pther suocessfu1ﬂ interventions have inctuded
v'contingent/fafterfsthoo1'_time _(Swanson,' 1979), uI]oss of tokens or

“response-costP (Pacei & -Foreman, »19825; and the use of repr1mands
de11vered in a soft tone of vo1ce (0 Leary, Kaufman, Kass, & Drabman

'1970) S 1/ |
| The effect1veness of c1assroom management also may ‘be med1ated by'
'the degree or type of cogn1t1ve structure present ’1 e., the use of
'c1assroom ru1es. Herman and Tramontana (1971) reported ‘that teken
| rewnforcement fa11ed to decrease hwgh rates of m1sbehav1or un1ess used
in con1unction w1th spec1f1c 1nstruct1ons about appropr1ate and
.1nappropr1ate behav1or. Evertson and Emmer (1982) reported that ru1es‘
were most effect1ve when presented c1ear1y and enforced cons1stént1y

| The work of Kounin (1970) suggests that more effect1ve,c4assroom o
managers evidence a higher degree of awareness (i.e., "withitness“)
Teachers who more often ask students about the1r progress on as51§ned

. work and a1ert off-task students that they are liable to ‘have their
work checked have been shown - to have sﬁgnificant]y fewgr behavior
problems in‘ their c1assrooms- (Borg & Ascione; 1@825;.7 Eyertson. and
Emmer (1952) reportedA that the most' highly significant diﬁﬁerencek
between_ effective . and 1neffect1ve c1assroom managers was on the \

- l

-variaEJe "effect1ve1y mon1tors student progress and complet1on of 1

ass1gnments "
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LodgeTerm Variabies

‘responding -(Anderson, Evertson, & Brophy, 1979 Brophy

- (Kounin, 1970), few studies have directly compared the effects of the
. . . i » N . . "_f/

T e

" One” of the more s1gn1f1cant findings of observationai teacher’

effectiveness research has been that amount of student. 1earn1ng

direct1y proportionai to amount of time‘activeiy engagedvin_aCademic

g

learning. ~ In the Beginning'-Teacher Eva1uation‘“Study "(Fisher,

Berliner, Fi]by,fMar1iave, Cahen, & Dishaw, 1980) both the’ amount of

time 'aiiocafed“‘to student' 1nstruction by the teacher, “and the\

proportion of time the student was active]y wengaged. in 1earning

o

The characteristics of the 1nstruction that students receive a1so'

have been\ explored 1in re1ation to academic outcomes. - ‘Teacher

correlated pos1tive1y with student performance on: achievement tests. ‘

' variabies that have been shown to be important in predicting academic.. /

outcome have 1nc1uded teacher feedback and corrections//pf. student e
&

Evertson,
1976), highly structured' teacher-directed academic 'activities
(Sta11ings, 1975; Stevens & Rosenshine, 1981), smooth transitions

between subjects during lessons (Anderson et al., 1979; Kounin, 1970).

and a rapid lesson pace (Good, Grouws, & Beckerman, 1978;‘Sta11ings,

" 1975).

backgrounds of the-researchers investigating these concepts, however,

rare1y are more than a few of these variab1es ‘studied 51mu1taneous1y.

Further, a1though some have asserted that teaching behav1ors that
ﬁstructure the overa11 learning env1ronment are more important than

“direct behavior management in maintaining classroom - discipline

/

Because of ‘the di?ierent 'theoreticai, and - methodohogicai-'



' two types of teacher hehavior, 'hIn'addition,,with the‘exception'of
reinforcement’ and'3punishment,~,few of the variao1es fdentified_ as
| important' in ’c1assroom_ manapement 'haue been studﬁed in- settings
Rdevoted to special'ppopu]ations.r 3It seems 11ke1v that suchi
'enuironments,' smaller :cjassrooms composed of ch11dren w1th more
'-}htense\PehaVior:or learningiprob1ems,.wou1d:requ1re d]fferent teacher:
béhaviors\for\success than would larger, regular c1assroom/settfngs.
| The purpose of the current study was to observe and compare the
-effect1veness ofv var1ous\vteacher- behav\ors in _thel'management. of
‘behavior disordered chi]dren.; Using.the.findings of'observationa] v
. c1assroom literature, a .rating, scale  was 'deve1oped' to a11ow
| observation of a number of .teacher behav1ors s1mu1taneous1y - In
addftion- to' comparisons 0 'specific behaviors, - aggregation of the;
hsca]es fac111tated compar1 on of the effect1veness of 1mmed1ate and
1ong term variables. The effects of teacher attent1on and general
'c1assroom structure on student behav1or a1so ‘were compared
;SubjeCts
| Subjects were 'six teachers in. a’ pub11c schoo1‘ program for -
behaV1or d1sordered ch11dren in a 1arge upper m1dwestern c1ty. The‘
maJor1ty of the students 1n the proqram had been referred for
1napproprnate berav1or 1n the c1assroom c

“The program (for these students was more structured than the

regular educatJon»program,\ A schoo1-t1me-out room‘(w1th t1me out room

e

aides) .was available when. classroom-behavisr—became too se severe, and
s : - . -
access to privileges was contingent upon behavior by means of a code

S
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‘system.' In addition, most of’the-teachers used.token economies in

1the1r c1assrooms on a regu]ar bas1s.

7

Teachers in the,program, however differed in the extent to wh1ch

they used these procedures. A1though the t1me to be spent in t1me out

‘was spec1f1e by schoo1 regu]at1ons,éno regu]at1ons governed when a
_SPECIL]
fstudent had  to be~sent to t1me out. 0n1y '53% of the teachers reported
' using time out regu]ar1y‘in the contro1 of m1sbehav1or S1m11ar1y,_
‘use of the po1nt system var1ed 0f . a11 the teachers in the. program,
ff67% reported -the use of some form of p01nt system, 607‘used some Form .
of ed%b]e re;nforcers - and on]y 20% used actua] tokens as a part of
their: management system. Thus, there was cons1derab1e var1ab111ty in

" the 1mp1ementat101 of t e behav1ora1 procedures within the program.
i Th1s var1ab111ty was constered cr ”CTE] for the purposes of the study,
s1nce it a11owed observation of a/var1ety of management styles.

A1l subgects were  asked to part1c|pate in the study by the
program coordinator. Eight teachers origjna11y_agrfed.to participate,
but ‘two 1ater asked not\\tn beﬁ-inciuded . Three. of 'thé six '
part1c1pat1ng teachers worked\w1th stLdents in grades 1.2 (med1an age

= 7 5), ‘and three worked w1th students in: grades 4-6 (med1an age =

10 2). The mean number of years teach1ng in ‘the program was 3.5; the .

.mean number of years teach1ng spec1a1 educat1on Qas 7 8 The med1an

number of students in part1c1pat1ng c1assrooms was|

Measures and Observer Training

The Classroom nggggmgﬂg_gégggiation Scale (CMOS)_was_desianed-to—
T = | . .

assess the style of teacher,managemeht in the classroom. It consists

“of 11 scales: 10 individual five-point scales and one variable rated

-
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jon a two po1nt scale. of present or absent A11 were'uniform1y sca1ed
;”1n a pos1t1ve d1rect1on that 1s a h1gher rat1ng represented a 7
"fgreater frequency or degree of the behav1or be1ng observed behaV1ora1.H

.def1n1t1ons were prov1ded for both ends of each sca1e ' The sca1es

: represented var1ab1es that pr1or rese rch*had shown to be corre1ated -

i

w1th 1mproved student behav1or or, h1gher academ1c ach1evement
[ i

Def1n1ng character1st1cs of the var1ab1es, as well. as respresentat1ve‘

‘stud1es that have 1nvest1gated these. characteristics, are presented in

.‘Tab1e’1 0perat1ona1 def1n1t1ons actually used by the raters and a

samp]e protoco1 are 1nc1uded in Appendwx A

Four observers were trained in the ise of the CMOS and given'the

opportunity to practice rating two videotapes of classroom situations

(onty three‘ of these. observers  1later participated in c1assroom

';observation;.the investigator served as the fourth observer):- The

first tape showed a teacher descr1bed as . h1gh1y effecc1ve by both

' peers and super1ors 1n a regu1ar c1assroom s1tuat1on with three

""siu&eﬁfé. After v1ew1ng and rat1ng the f1rst tape, observers compared'
ind- d1scussed -ratings ‘and came to \a consensbs\ regarding the
"appropriate" rating on each variab1e Théy then viewed and rated a

second tape, in wh1ch the .same teacher had been instructed to "act as

a poor teacher would."™ These two tapes gave raters the experience of

\rat1ng at both ends of the scales.

/C_ Inter-rater agreements, defined. asA'ratfngs -within one ,scale

point, were calculated for all observers on both tapes.‘“Agreenent

o

iz

e



coefficients between observers on'the:first'tape ranged from .82 toh
1.00, with a mean of 89 observations of the second tape'yie1ded
. coefficients rang1ng from .73 to .81 w1th a mean of .85. Only two
.coeffictents'out of 20 failed to exceed .80, the level of agreement
‘usua11y recommended tn'the 1nterature (Ke]]er: 1980). " f

| The . dependent variab]e student misbehavior, was measured by

means of a frequency count. system devised by Deno (1979). This method
combines t1me samp11ng and frequency counts, the observer. rec0rds a11-
~1nstances of;a’gjyen behav1or in a 20-second 1nterva1 then counts a11
instances of the next behavior category for the. next 20 seconds, and )
'so on. The or1g1na1 system proV1des four categor1es of behav1or
noise; out-of-p]ace, phystcal contact or destruct1on, and off-task,'
During the first classroom observation,,however, the fraquency with
~which physica1 contacts occurred was ektreme]y 1ow, Thus, this
category' was dropped to allow add1t1ona1 observat1on time for the
, other three categor1es. Defjnntions of thelbehaV1ors observed?‘and a
'samp1e protocol, . may be”found in Apoendik B\ : Observer traiﬁ?hg”?or
the behav1or cod1ng system a1so was prov1ded\by means of v1deotape.
”_Inter observer agreement coeff1c1ents between two pa1rs of observers
were .67 and .90. | . " -

Re11ab111ty cheCRs a1§o’ were' conducted ﬁfordfboth7'measurement
1nstruments dur1ng c1assroom observat1on, as a check on what 0’ Leary
and Kent (1973) refer to ,as "observer dr1ft " Inter observer
'agreement across a11 CMOS sca1es ranged from .80 to -82 Ana]yses of
the 1nter-rater agreement for each CMéS sca1e 1nd1cated that most

“scales shoued@good agreement,dw1th therexcept1on‘of c1assroom ru]esc

s

7~
/s
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(. 62)& pos1t1ve attention (.57), and trans1t1ons (.,57). AN otherﬁ
.scales shoﬁ\ﬁ\wqth1n-one point agreements rang1ng fr0m .89 to 1 00.

NS
However, exact. agreement among observers was cons1derab1y 1ower,

/ . o

~ ranging from .20 to .50 ‘across. scales, and from'.40 to }82_for the 11

scales.. Inter-observer agreement on the Classroom Behavfor Frequency
Counts ranged from .70 to 1.00 (average for total score = .82) when

the criterion was the,same number of behaviors per interval. When the

: - // ) ' . '_ . “
'agreement criterion—Was that the same behavior was coded during an

1nterva1, agreement ranged’ from .30 to 1.00, w1th the average for the
I

/
tota1 scor be1nq 67 "

rProcedurés _ ' -

C{assrooms were observed three times dur1ng the fall of the
schoo1 year° The f1rst observation took_p1ace;1n‘0ctober, six weeks
after the beg1nn1ng of the schoo] year. ' The;fsecondg-observation
occurred three weeks 1ater,' and the 1ast four Zweeks after that,

shortly before the December break. C1assroom'observers were stationed

room. The four observers werew_

!
rotated in all classrooms, and no observer was in a given c1assroom

\

in observation rooms”adjoining"the'class

more than once.. _
Each sess1on began with 20 minutes of observation t1me on the

~ ~

CMOS. During th1s time, observers were - encouraged to refer. to the
scale’ def1nnt1ons frequent1y to gu1de the1r observat1ons but were
;1nstructed not to-rate until the full 20 minutes had passed. A five
‘“/minute;b1ock'of' time was allowed for scoring.the teacher on the. 11
?.sca1es. The observer then recorded student misbehavior. on-;the

Classroom Behavior Freguency Count for 20 “minutes. Clipboards




10
equipped with ahtiming devfce and earphone signaled the'beginning\of

each new interval to the observer. o . -

Data Analysis . -: o "v‘ B \

Descr1pt1ve data are reported for each of the three observat1ons.

]

Corre1at1ons among the dependent var1ab1es (student m1sbehav1or) and

the 1ndependent var1ab1es (teacher classroom manaqement rat1ngs) are

based on' the aggregat1on of data across all three observat1ons for
both dependent and independent variables. S1nce classroom size ranged
from 5 to 10 students*durﬁng observation periods, all student behavior

data are controlled for class size. A1though the correlational data

v . ] : : )
are useful in describing re1ationsh1ps among the variables, caution is

adv1sed in. 1nterpret1ng or- attemot1ng to generalize the results, due- /

- to the sma11 sample size. Statistical ana1yses also were perforged/to////

e O

/
determ1ne the re11ab111ty of measurement/nnstruments. The results
of these ana1yses are reborted 1n Append1x C.
| - Results

Description of Teacher and Student Behaviors ;

i

Teacher behavior. The means and standard deviations for the 11

‘ CMOS"“5ca1e itens indicated that, on the average, use ot thefvariables

was high in the e1assrooms observed (see Table 2). .These results ‘may

be somewhat skewed, however, by the high use of the var1ab1es by the
teachers in grades 4- 6. Breakdown of the variables by primary (grades
1;3)fand intermediate (grades 4-6) classrodms showed large differences

. _ oetween the two groups of  teachers on all the 'variahlfs'.ercept

;ﬁbosﬁtive attention and back-up reinforcers (see Table 3). '/ -

/‘ VV 15
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consistent trends. Use of feedback and correct1ons, and'cdassroom
ru1es, tended-to increase over’t1me, smooth transitions, structuregof
the 1esson,»and”pacing/and enthusiasm tended to decrease over time,
éiven the ‘standard ’deviations of the 'items, and the 1ow- exact -
- reliability of ithe sca1e; these resu1ts must be interpreted with
caution. | ///,-: \
Student behaVior.1 Actual numbers of student misbehaviors varied

widely across classrooms. During the third observation, for instance,
_the totaT number of .inappropriate behaviors counted in‘ any given
_ r1assroom (unad1u°ted for c1ass s1ze) ranged from O to 122 over. the

7
course of the 20-m1nute observat1on per1od

.Analysis of the number of behaviors. emitted per ch11d (see Table

_4) and percentage of 1nterva1s in which a behavior occurred (see Table
- 5) y1e1ded somewhat contrad1ctory resu1ts: mean number of o%f-task
- and- total behaviors per child appeared-to increase dramatica14y over '
time, while lthe same data. measured as a proportion of total tdme

appeared to decrease. - In fact the truth may lie somewhere 1n

between. f Wh11e frequenC1es of the observed behaV1ors did/ tend to

i‘ \
_ increase over time 1n-a11 classrooms, the resu1ts at T1 e 3¢ were

\

‘somewhat skewed by a dramat1c two-fo]d 1ncrease 1n one of the
classrooms. The proport1ona1 1nterva1 data tend: to underzétwmate the

behavior, since the use of proport1ons imposes a‘ce111ng 7}fect on the.

J— /,‘

t

. Analysis of the '&Eéa--aerés observat1ons- dddww}ie1d some



. data (Haynesi:1978) Neverthe1ess, both approaches 1nd1cate that, in

the c]assrooms studied, off- task behaviors occurred most frequent]y,

;?f/ﬁ1owed by noises and out-of-seat” behav1ors._uunﬁm““gw

- / | T Insert.Tab1es'4:and S;about‘here . o

D o - - - . - e e Y e e . -

Re1at1onsh1ps among teacher behaviors, Pearson " product

corre1at1ons among the aggregate rat1ngs of teacher behav1ors are
| presented in Tab1e 6 The resu1ts indicated that with"the exception
'-of pos1t1ve attention and back-up re1nforcers, the variables werek_
moderate]y to h1gh1y corre1ated with each other. A number of
1nterest1ng re1at1onsh1ps emerge ~in . viewing tthe strongest
'-corre1ations. Teachers who 1ntervened most br1ef1y, cons1stent1y, and
R spec1f1ca11y when dea11ng w1th 1nappropr1ate behaviors also responded
more immediately and were 1h genera1 more aware of the students in .
their c1assrooms.n Teachers w1th,morewstructured 1essons also tended

) to de11ver more - feedback to the1r students regard1ng that esson.
C1assrooms in wh1ch the teacher exh1b1ted greater awareness of student
act1v1ty tended to be c1assrooms‘ that also exh1b1ted smoother

o trans1t1ons, and a higher'.rate of act1ve academ1c respond1ng

. Fina11y,,‘strdng: corre1ations'~were obta1ned between pac1ng and
1ntervent1ons for 1nappropr1ate behav1or, 1mmed1acy of consequences,;
teacher awareness, and trans1t1ons. .

------ - o e e e e

‘Insert Table 6 about here
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Relationships among _student behaviors. .borre]atidns among

student behaviors were strong and stab]e over time. Table 7 presents
the correlations among observed behaviors, aggregated across sessions,

Re]ationshibs ameng teacher‘and student behaviors. Corre]at1ons‘ '

" between rat1ngs on the CMOS and student misbehav1or were, in genera1

quite strong (see Tab1e 8) A1though h1gh-corre1at1ons were obtained
regard]ess of treatment of' student behaV1or ?ata, on\y corre]at1ons
\based on the proport1on of 1nterva1s 1n which m1sbehav1or occurred are
presented since ‘this method y1e1ded greater agreement coeff1c1ents

am ng observers. S1nce h1gher rat1ngs Qn the 1nd1vidua1 scales

. /
- 1nd1cate greater c1assroom structure, one would predict negative

correlations with student‘misbenavior: ‘the higher the ratings,, the

:10Wer.the'frequency;ofgmisbéhévjOrJ; The results FeflEEPHSUCh a trend. = -
;On1y’ back~up reinforCErs ~andv pesitfve Tattentinn fnr appgopr1ate
- behavior “were m11d1y pos1t1ve1y re1ated to 1nappropr1ate behav1or.
Intervent1ons that corre]ated most highly w1th a c1assroom free of .
student m1sbehav1or were brief, spec1f1c and unemot1ona1 1mmed1ate‘

consequences, cons1stent c1assroom ru]es, and a brisk 1esson pace a1so '

corre]ated re1at1ve1y h1gh1y with 1ow-rates.of studentgm1sbehav1or.

' Three sets of aggregate .scales were formed: the first was based

" on a d1st1nct1on between 1mmediate and 1ong term var1ab1es, the second5
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' cons1sted of a teacher attent1on sca1e conta1n1ng those variables
re1at1ng to taacher attention to individual students; the th1rd was a

genera]_ structure sca]e, composed of those var1ab1es re1at1ng to

AN

teacher' behaViors that funct1oned to structure ‘the classroom

._ S l
‘ env1ronment A1though 11tt1e d1fference was found in the correlat1ons'

'between teacher attent1on and student behav1or and,between genera1 f'

structure_'and_ student behaV1or, 1mmed1ate.'variab1es"invo1ving
-~ -'managefient of sftudent behavior corre1ated more highly, in a negative
‘direction, with misbehavior than did long-term variables. \-

Correlated vs. effect1ve//variab1es o Although . a dumber of f

| 1gh corre1at1ons amonq the teach1ng var1ab1es may indicate that ‘some
/

_e1ate to decreased d1srupt1ve behav1or only

v r1ab1es corre1ated negat1 e1y w1th frequency of nnsbehav1o<\sthe

of the teach1ng behav1ors

/
because of the1r corre]a ion W1th ‘a more powerfu1 teach1ng behav1or
f

Put another way7/some 0 the var1ab1es may just be descr1pt1ons-oft_

.'behaviors‘thatnrffectjyv c1assroom managers a1sowhappen to engage 1n

e e e S —

a1though suchr=behavio's.<do not, in and of themselves, control
- “ ) \ » . . l ) i
/ .

‘ Vc1assroom behav1or
analysis of causation’ and . correlation would = -

A]though a fu11

Anecess1tate;;exper1me tal manipu?ation of -teacher behavior;"some

statistica1 control fis poSS1b1e through part1a1 corre1at1ons, where

the s1mp1e corre1at1 n between two var abTes -is controlled for a th1rd
variable. that may also corre1ate highly w1th one or the other
/’ _ variable. A1thoug‘_samp1e size is, ‘in th1s case, too sma11 to ‘allow
| .Judgments about- stét1st1ca1 sign1f1cance, some trends can be noted by -
'compar1ngas1mp1e/Lorre1at1ons between a teacher var1ab1e(and student;;:
.\\i : ;
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behavior, and correlations between those variables Contro11ed,'for _
other teacher behaviors.

In- a series of partial corre1ations interventions for

yLlninappropriate behaV1or and immediacy of consequences were the oniya
A variabies unaffected by contro111ng for. other teaching var1ab1es. The
) b simple corre1ations for 1nterventions for 1nappropr1ate behavior were

;around»-- 95 contro111ng for other variab1es_ y1e1ded part1a1

5i corre1ations that ranged from - 60 to - 96 - with the majority of
corre1ation5‘ around ”-.90,- Immediacy of/ conseguences was' more’
,affected but first order partia1s st111 ranged From - 51 to -.97
with the majority of: corre1at1on5-around -.90. 0ther corre1ations{
'“changed. dramatica11y by partialling out the }Variance due to other_
--variah1es£ teacher awareness, tran51tions paC1ng and enthu51asm and .
classroom ru]es (variables that had corre1ated strong1y with 1ow rates
of misbehaV1or) ev1denced weak negative or even p051t1ve corre1ations

' w1th student misbehaV1or when contro}1ed_;for“ interventions _for .

1nappropr1ate.behav1or_ or 1mmediacyWpfﬁdconse0uences. 'Feedback and
.corrections; and lesson structure mayfbe'mutua11y'dependent;/aithough'
corre1ations w1th student behavior remained’ hea1thv when controlled
for other variablesQ when c0ntro11ed for.each other, origina11y‘strong
. negative corre]ations,With.misbehawiorfwere reduced to -.39 and -}37;
respect1ve1y. | o B

Further 1nformation also was prov1ded about aggregated var1ab1es«

through part1a1 corre1ations. Wh11e the corre1ation between the

1mmed1ate var1ab1es and tota1 misbehav1ors dropped onZ@ moderate]y, to
-.50, when contro11ed by 1ong term var1ab1es - the partial corre1at1on
4 U
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between long-term variables and misbehavior was .09 when partialling

out‘the-effect of'immediate variab]es. Teacher attention'showed a -

’S1m11ar stability 1n compar1son to/genera1 structure, suggest1ng that '

.

whatever power 1ong-term structur1ng var1ab1es have 1n contro111ng '
/

c1assroom behav1or arises on1y in conJunct1on¢ with 1mmed1atev

'management var1ab1es 1nvo1V1ng/teacher attention. | | |
/ VD1scus51on

One ‘of the d1ff1cu1t1es with observat1ona1 ‘classroom research

more common to the broad stud1es of process-product research than to

~ the- narrower focus of behav1ora1 research m1ght be called the prob]em

of corre1ated vs. effe?t1ve var1ab1es.. wh11e many variab1es have been

- shown to re1ate to student outcomes 1n purely corre1at1ona1 stud1es

/
it- seems 11ke1y that at 1east some of these var1ab1es acqu1re their

: pred1ct1ve power so1e1y through the1r assoC1at1on with var1ab1es that-

may play.a more direct’ causa1 ro1e. . Partial corre]at1ons among the

;ACMOS »var1ab1es revea1ed that on1y 1nterventions for_ 'inappropriate, _

behaV1or and/ inmediacy of consequences were re1at1ve1y unaffected by

-

_contro111ng for —other behav1ors. The same ana1ys1s revea1ed that

_ feedback ; and 1esson structure seemed mutua11y dependent a1though

re1atfye1y unaffected by other var1ab1es. A s1m11ar process is h
doubt1ess at work 1n the regress1on ana1yses of many process -product

studies, and: may in part acceunt for the small percentage of var1ance'

exp1a1ned by many process-product var1ab1es. ' . s «.' e

~

. /’
/

“different-behaV1or codes. N01se, out of “seat, off task, and their .-

Another point of 1nterest was the strong re1at1onsh1p among the -

summat1on a11 corre1ated h1gh1y w1th each other, and acted s1m11ar1y'
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in relationship with other variables. This may have something to do

with the definitions of student behavior. These behavior codes, 1ike

'f"meny”?usedhginwugducationaluﬁresegrch,cmtend, to Hbewwtopographicw”andm,_

structuraT‘ tthe “imoortant differences between the onerationaT
F" def1n1t1ons of no1se'}and 'out- of-seat' concern the parts of the body
| >,W1th wh1ch they are em1tted~ Thompson and Lub1nsk1 (1982) argue that
behav1or is def1ned more - aptTy through a funct1ona1 anaTys1s, that. is,
in tenns of the st1mu11 and consequences that shape and maintain - 1;
The present resuTts support such an 1nterpretat1on- since behaviors
that:’differ topographicaTTy seem.'to have the same’ contro]11ng

. var1ab1es, prov1d1ng some evidence of funct1ona1 equ1va1ence.‘

The results clearly showed for this sampTe of cTassrooms,.the

importance _of - d1rect management var1ab1es over 1nd1rect structur1ng_

'(\1

var1ab1es, and in part1cu1ar .the 1mportance of manag1ngl1nappropr1ate

behav1or.' While the small sampTe size does make genera11zat1on to  any

”,TargerfpopuTationfriskY, some”observations can be made. 'The current .
- results tend not to support - the hypothesis of Kounin (1970) that

indirect. structuring variabTesi-such as smoothness and momentumj/-

'(trans1t1ons and pacing in the current study) are. more 1mportant 1n

'ma1nta1n1ng cTassroom d1sc1p11ne than teacher behav1ors spechf1ca11y

intended to manage behav1or _ They do support . the exper1menta1

o,

f1nd1ngs of Jones “and M111er (1974) and others" that some form of .

/

- direct intervention is necessary to,controT m1sbehav1or, espec1a11y

.ffor chderen with ‘more severe behavioral probTems; and thatf such

_1ntervent1ons are most effect1ve when de11vered 1mmed1ate1y, br1ef1y‘

_and. unemot1ona11y, and with a deoree of cogn1t1ve structure an

Qe

. N !
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The: failure of 'either ‘social or- tanq1b1e reinforcement to

'correlate with decreased disruption 1in this samp]e was surpr1s1ng(

'VOne exp]anat1on may 11e 1n the fact that-pos1t1ve teacher. attent1on'h .

and back -up re1nforcers were used w1th a certa1n un1form1ty in all

c1assrooms observed h11e 1ntervent1ons for 1nappropr1ate behav1or

B var1ed w1de1y. This suggests that pra1se and token systems in such - - .

c]assrooms only acqu1re their power 1n conJunct1on W1th actions. .
designed'to‘contro1 behaviors dﬁrect1y. If children are rece1v1ng
peer_attention (or even teacher attent1on) for m1sbehav1or,\pos1t1ve'
reinforcement alone '<may' be 1nsuff1c1ent _to . e;t1ngu1sh the

1nappropr ate behaV1or..

Previous research has h1nted at. deve]omeHfaﬁ’—Tnh—tatwons For
‘some - of the teach1ng var1ab1es studied here. Both pos1t1ve attent1onj
'and teacher feedback have been demonstrated to be re1ated to student |
outcomes at some grade 1eve1s, but not at others (Sta111ngs, 1975)
-1It 1s easy to” 1mag1ne how other var1ab1es, such as c]assroom ru]es,
would also: be affected by student deve]opmenta] 1eve1. Thus, the
d1fferences in 1mp1ementat1on of the behav1ors between the pr1mary ande
‘.1ntermed1ate teachers cannot be taken as an 1ndex of teacher quality,
or the assumptxon made that 1f tra1ned 1n these var1ab1es, the
pr1mary classrooms wou]d eV1dence 1ower rates of d1srupt1on. An

\\ /" X
/-

a1ternat1ve~hypothes1s night suggest that such teaching behav1ors are
\\
rout with younger- ch11drenf_\ﬁh“‘f\‘*““f¥4~a

more d1ff1cu1t to carry

A1though they must be regarded as- pre11m1nary given the size of

'the samp1e on wh1ch they are based the current f1nd1ngs suggest that -~

caut1on may be 1n, rder in attempt1ng to genera11ze the f1nd1nge of

.



c_mhmcorrelationsgrevea1ed -that “many " of ~ the

( ) - memmm nirs e s e e e e R P T T
.- process= product research to spec1a1 populationsi While most of the

F s
outcomes, partial

/
/

| var1ab1es did . correlate - with student behav1o 3

J

their pred1ct1ve _power on1y in conjunctjbn w1th other, more d1rect1v

|
1

'corre1ated var1ab1es.1 Thus, teach1ng behav1ors found effect1ve in
'regu1ar c1assroom man%gement may be dependent on the1r re1at1onshtp
~w1th more d1rect management strategfes dn sPec1a1 c1assroom sett1ngs.
Act1ve 1ntervent1ons des1gned to ext1n?u1sh c1assroom m1sbehav1or
proved t6 be the most 1mportant d1mens1pn of classroom behavior

management for this sample. fSuchmresu1ts-sérve'to'underscore the need
i , i :

for further research into the parameters of punishment re1ated

management strateg1es, such as time out,- rep 1mands, .or response cost.

s‘ 2

" Ethical objections to ‘such techn1qUes may‘be well 1ntent1oned “but
_ 1w111 ‘not subst1tute for actua1 data espec1a11y when such techn1ques

-are a1ready in use in spec1a1‘ education programs. whi1e ethical

v_mcons1derat1Ons may prec1ude rad1ca1 man1pu1at1on of pun1shment re1ated

1ntervent1ons exper1menta11y, he use of such techn1ques var1es w1de1y

;‘enough (even in the present sma11er samp]e) “to perm1t observational
| compar1sons of naturally occ rr1ng 1ntervent1ons."'

/

The new observational re earch methodo]og1es in classroom

'research do offer a hopefu] s1gn Stat1c var1ab1es 'such as the~1abe1

' "emot1ona1 disturbance," encou aged c1ass1f1cat1on and renova1 from'

“1east deep- rooted env1ron enta]]y-based d1sorder. The new emphas1s on

/s

teach1ng_behav1ors 1mp11 s thatvstudent behavior can'be‘effective1y‘

mandged or directed i
. - j ':',_;.

24

19

the current -environment, thus encouraging

teach1ng strateg1es acqu1redf
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| |
remediation. Such a shift in perspective' can only be of benefit to

children in both regular and special education.
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Footnote ~

Tpis paper is based on the author's research foward-comp1etfon of

s

a master's thesis, whiéh was supervised by Dr. James_Terwi11igéﬁ.
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Effective Teaching Behaviors: Paranetere and Research Support '\ :

[

Cffective Characteristics

Variable (Most Effective When:)

” éited In: |

/

positive Attention for

- Contingent upon approprlate classroom Hal1 Lund, g?oackson (1968); Madsen,

 Appropriate Behavior behavior ‘Becker Thomas (1968) Sharpley b
| S  Sharpley (f981)
- Tncludes sone non- verbal denent ;Kazdin & Klock (1973) | -/
-wwmmnmnmmm~, OmW&OmeWM '/
. 5 - /
 Back-up-Rednforcers——-- J~wMMmopmmn4mmWaMeﬂr- Kuhnﬂwn ,,,,, Awgmnge

tangible reinforcer:
- Contingent upon desired classroon
behavior -

Interventnons for
Inappropriate Behavior e ,
n « Delivered consistently ecroSS |
~ behavfors and students ©

Specifies target behavior and/or
desired alternative

- Delivered mediately after onset of
nisoehavior

Delivered before nisbeavor spreads

liimediacy of Consequences

- Provide cues for Students on uhere
L they should be. and nhat they should
SN ~bedoing |

"'_Claserom Rules

Clear and specifnc ;\
App]ied consistently

A -
Y

 0"Lefry & Drabman (1971) N

- Delivered'brfefly and unexotioially -

Jones ] Mll]er (1974) 0! Leary et al }

(1970)
/G1uek b Gluek (1952) Deur & Parke
9n) | /

Parke & Walters (1967); Anderson, .

. Evertson k Brophy (1979),/

Aronfreed (1968); Nalte , Parke, &
(ane (1965); Evertson & Enmer (1982)

| Jones b Mnller (1974) Konnin (1970)

Han1ng { Phil]i s (1072), Beeker, “
i - Engelmann & Thonas (1975) Parke 8
e

 Evertson b Emer (1962)

‘ '
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- | + (Most Effective When:)
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(ited In:

Teacher Mareness - Teacher demonstra{es awareness of
o .

. ﬂwmtwfmworﬂwwﬁw
-~ behaviors |

f\JmWWmmummew
and conpletion of assigmments

”ﬁmmawmmmi"-MmWMmummunm
R : - correctness of /responses on an-
individual basis

hours to academic subjects ™

FMMWMHMwMWMM
- Pesponses ./ . |

- Teacher Dinected_Learning' szheﬁteachpr, not the student s
. (“ﬁhMymcMWMOfmehﬁw

3MW$MBMMMMMMU
4MWHMW

| Hmmm‘- "-mmmmmuwmmnm
RE e durin transitions that specify -

mmﬁmmMHMM‘

jJNWMW"' r}umwmhmm

|
\ Jmmmwwwmm%m
Lsmwmmm:

_ A tiie. Academzc_Responding__.__.More_thue_allKnated_during.schoa--~~

-

mmumhwwmmumm -

‘/

erts & Emmer(l982) Stallings,
= (1975) ‘ >

BmMHmmMW&MM

- Grouss (1977); Anderson, Evertsan,

&mmUM)mwau(mm

‘ She”t—ﬁ 1—(]980)1-Br0ph B

mmMmm
stallings (1975

’ﬁmﬁﬂmmmﬂmh‘““
-Hmmulmm

;mmmU%)Mmmﬂmﬂ.'

.KmeMMmmmmmm
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_ ndetal, (19); Stallings (197);
 fnderson, Evertson, & Brophy (1979).-
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Table?
CHOS Scale Item Méanél.f /M | |
‘._.‘TIMEil | B T2 ﬁ TS ! OVERALL '__f
| X - (s0) Y ) T X ()
SCALE R o B //J% - ".(‘ B
3,78 (.75)

1. Feedback & Correct1ons BREAH (1.63) 13.83 (1560)A/ 417 11.33) ,
2. Positive Attention 3.5 (1.05)'- 3.50 (1.51zf B 0.37) 1M (.935),\
Bonus Back~up Reinforcers '1.33:(1;Q3) 1,00 (1.075) L (1.10) 1.1 (.54)

S InappropriatelBehavior 3-67 (1.75) * 4.2 (.B%b) R 3.83 (1.33)  3.94 (.98)
! Immediacy'of“cahsequences 183 (1.60)_ 28 (206)  3.67 (1.31) 3.83 (1.23).
~ 5, Teacher Awareness 333 (1.51) 3.5 (1%38) -3, 5 (,837) 3.4 (.96)°

CALE X

StALe l'x 8 0.3 3.9 (L3%) 590 (LK) 385 (76)
SOMLE 2 _“ T
M 6..c1assroom Ru1es 3.25 (2.06) L67) 467 (.677)  3.57(1.39)
~- 1. Trahsitions 4,00 (1.41) . a2 Al (1)
. 8. Lesson Structure 4,50 (.837). 4.3 40 (100) 423 (.65)
9. Ketive head Responding 4.0 (.834) -3 36 L) 3 (02
|10, Pacing & Enthusiasn 3,67 (1.60) ,_ 7 (1.33) 3.39 (1)
SSE2T 3% (81) B72(03) 350 (1.06) 3.69 (93)
. i 7 |
TOTAL § IR 309 L) AT () 871 . 84)

g



Tabie 3

Differences Between Primary (Gr 1= 3) and Intermediate

(Gr_476) C1assrooms_on CMOS_Ratings - S o
[ L T : {"'
T -

I .

h

Teacher Variabies

Primary  Intermediate

Feedback and Corrections o ' 3.33 o 4.22
Positive Attention . 3,22 o 3.67
~=—gaekup RefmforCErS ——— N - T
"~ Interventions for Inappropriate 3,22 4,67 ‘
Behaviors _ ﬁ . :
' Immediacy of Consequences L 2.67 - 4.39
.'Teacher.Awareness 3 ‘- 2.67 4,22
ScaleX - 3.24 4.46 .
Classroom Rules . i v "2.61 5,00 (n=2)
| Transitions A o 2,52 4.44 ! ’
. Lesson Structure T 3,78 4.78
,Active Academic Responding o 2.89 = 4,56
Pacing - , o o | 2.89: - 3.89
- - Scale T . . T 2.88 . 4.51°
‘Total ¥ S | . 3.06 4.48
5 L : L S E Range of # of
. Student Variables L . = (Behaviors[kjassroom)
~ Noise/Child = .- 2061 v, .28, 0-32.
out of Seat/Child . o le . .40 T 08
Off Task/Child | s 5.3¢ - 1.51 .. 0-82
TotallBehaviors per Child B o - 9.67 ! 2.13- 0-122
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Taled |
o | | -~ Mean BehaViOrS/Child- .

3 K
X

T Tme Te & Tmed el
J B ) ) N S ) I N 1

Teise LT (L) 20 (BM) 4E0L)
whof St . J0(S) (4 Le(272) L[
0fF Task. 1O (LM) 3.7 (2380 470 (5.55).  3.42(208)..

kbt e T

Total Behavior 383 (%) A8 (A16) 836 (L) 590 (5.78)

N5 for Tine 1 and Tine 3, <6,

o

Q 8 ‘ o o s 1 : ‘ .‘ | / |
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- Table 7

P | Correlations.Among Student Behavior .Codesa

v.',

- nmgrp = i

~ Noise  Out of Seat  Off-Task Total

Nofse 100 |

Out of Seat o .892 ~ 1.00

Off-Task  ~  .875 918 . 1.0
Total = - 947 956 . .972 . 1.0

3A11 correlations significant at p < .01.

£

e
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Correlatipns

L Table 8. <
| AN /

Between Teagber and Student ehaviore

p/sé//// Out of Seat ///VOff Task

/ | TotaifBehayiors_

Feedback and Correlations / 4 .m% ) / s
Positive Attention s UL I
Back: “p Reinfbrcers | ._f/.134 S0 246 / 188
Interventions for Inappropriate Ay ///4.913* -, 948 -.970¢
Behavior o /// - D | |
'imnediacy of Consequences [ " .83 //// -804 818 | | ~ 319
Teacher Aareness R [T I .. T56 =767
'C]assroom Ruiesb S (/f -.560*// =4 | -.838 B -,.887
Transitions | | A -.755/ U1 e -.813
Lesson Structure -/860, -J68° L -.839
Active Academic Responding 588 .46 -.566 - =644
Pacing and Enthusiasn /// 628 DAL LI Y. 4
Scale Hean - LB 88 } .81

—

"b

N 5, ail other variables N 6/f

Aii correlatidns greater than + 73 are significant at the 05 ievei | /'

p <0




. I; TEACHER ATTENTION

1.

Appendix A -

o Classroom Management 0bservation Scale

Operational Definitions

e ————

»
AT e e e R T OB s e S e A e -
- e o .

Feedback and Corrections

§--Students receive feedback on the correctness “of responses 80% or
more of the time. For example, mispronunciations or skips are
corrected by the teacher during oral reading, student work is -
monitored during independent seatwork, etc.

1--Feedback from the teacher is provided to Tess than 10% of student
responses. g , . -

Positive Attention for Appropriate Behavior

~5-=Teacher praises Student -for appropriate classroom behavior or

. frequently follows desired behavior with some form of positive

social attention, such as smiles; pats, physical proximity, etc.

Such praise or attention occurs soon after the behavior it is in. .
. response tc, and usuaily includes ‘some specification of-_the.

desired behavior. e &

1--Students receive little or no attention or reward for appropriate
classroom behavior. When praise is given, it is general in nature,
or refers to a. large block of time ("You're. having a good day
, today, Susie"), and may even be sarcastic in nature.

Bonus--Add 2 rating points if- present.

Back-up Reinforcets--Students receive points, free-time, food ,
.privileges, or other tangible rewards contingent on. desired _
behavior. Non-tangible reinforcers (points, stars, etc.)
must be exchan: eable for*tangibie‘reiﬁTBFEers in order to

““earn the bonus. . _ _ R
o e ‘

Interventions for I;Appropriate Behavior

' 5--Intervéntions (commands reprimands or sharp glances, redirection

of student behavior, detention, time-out, etc.) for student
misbehavior are delivered by the teacher briefly, unemotiona]]y,
and consistently across behaviors and students. The targeted
behavior is specified at the time of the intervention.

‘l1--Teacher interventions for riegative- behavior are drawn-out (nagging,

lecturing, etc.), critical, or delivered in a harsh or emotional
manner. Reprimands are glcbal ("your behavior is terrible") and/or
refer to past as we11 as present behaVior.. o

Tmmediacv;of Consequences o ' ' o . - L

5--Consequences for inappropriate cTassroom behavior--from reprimands
‘to time out--are delivered immediately following the occurrence
of the student behaVior (within 5-10 seconds) .

44



A-2 o .
- "Operational Defiqjtioﬁs (Cont'd)

1--Behavior is allowed to continue for some time, or even accelerate,
before, intervention takes place. . Other students may be Jdistracted
from their work to observe the disruptive behavior, or join in '
disruptive behavior before teacher intervenes. Teacher may wait

'“””"“T””“”*fup“to”a“mfnnte~orvmoreutowintervene;—or—may—not~ihtenuénehat7a11f:

5. Teacher Awareness

5--When working with one student (one-dn-one), the -teacher 1s aware
. . of other students in the classroom, giving attention to them
/ - (even at a distance), or specifying when they may receive such -
t/- ‘ ~ attention. . =~ - = - N '

When working with a group, the teacher is aware of, and strives to
maintain the attention of, the-entire group even when directing
"attention toward one student. All students receive an approximately
equal proportion of teacher attention over the course of the :
observation period. ’ R

1--Students are ignored for long pericds of time while the teacher
.worksmwjjh,ong»s;udgnt_gn_smg11 group of students. One student may
receive a- disproportionate share of teacher attentionover—times-or——
the teacher may be engaged in an activity separate from students '

. (such as _paper work), allowing the students tc work unmonitored.

I1. CLASSROOM STRUCTURE

6. Classroom Rules

5--Students are provided wi
- what ‘they should be doin
directions are clear an
reminders or consequ
Rules and-directions are
‘ and behaviors. . _ _ :
- 1--Rules are not specified or appear not to be in effect. Student.
" {s free to pursue actiivities other than thoge prescribed by the
 ‘teacher. When applied, rules or directions are inconsistent
*_ or “made up on the spur of the moment.* - ’

h cues as to where they should. be and

, i.e., rules-of the classroom are posted,

specific, students are provided with clear
hen—not—engaged—in-assigned activities.

applied consistently across students.

7. Transitions .

5--Transitions are smooth and orderly. The teacher provides cues
and directions befgre and. during transition that specify the
action students arg to be taking ("Take out your math books
and turn to page 58"). Transitions usually take less than two
minutes. 7 : I v o :
1--Transitions between activities are spontaneous and disorganized,

and may take up to five minutes or more. ‘The teacher provides
only very genera cues and directions ("Now it's math time").




- Operational Definitions (Cont'd)

8. Lesson Structure . . = o S

5--The instriuction received by the students is organized and
businesslike, teacher is firm in direction and control of .
activities. - Student -is providéd with questions, has material

ﬂ~to~cover~wetow«m61assroom—discu531on~*s~1imitedato—the—sub3ect e

_ being covered in the lesson,‘and rarely includes non- academic
/f conversation. 3 - :

" 1--The teacher's lesson  is. casua11y organized and very spontaneous.
: Teacher 1s not committed’ to having the student work on a partic-.
ular set of materials, and the lesson may change depending on the}

mood of student or teacher Instructional lessons may be .
interrupted to ‘include "process" and other .non-academic activities,'

-such' as discussing student_or teacher interests or feelings at
1ength ;

9. Active Academic Re;ponding

5--The curriculum or lesson evokes active,; observable responses.
‘The student .is engaged in oral or written responding to teacher
questions or written material, i.e., reading aloud, writing
__answers, responding to tape or teacher questions . /

1--The curriculum involves primarily. passive responding The major=-/*
ity of student time is spent watching others, looking at instruc
tional materials without making observable responses- (includes
- silent reading), or listening.to others read or recite

10. Pacing and Enthusiasm

.5--The- pace of ‘the Tesson is rapid with many opportunities for
student response.  The enthusiasm of the teacher is evident in
frequent gestures, animated facial expressions, frequent attempts - -
to involve students in- discussion, etc. - -

1=-The pace of the lesson is slow, ‘the enthusiasm of, students .
4 and/or teacher may be 1ow Few attempts are Wadé to’ encourage
student response.. :




" Classroom Management Observation Scale

~ Teacher ID # : ' ) ©  Date
Tine Observation Begins. . . Endé.

- Number of Students in Class - Subject(Reading or Math)‘

I. TEAGHER ATTENTION - - S .
1. Feedback and'Correotions R 1 2 -3 4
2. Positive Attention for , o 1 2 3 4
Appropriate Behavior ‘ .
Bonus: Backup Reinforcers?(+2)
3. Interventions for Inappropriate o 1 2 3 4
‘_;r‘mi_-ttw_aeﬁm«Behavior-pnm.,ﬂw,ﬂ' s .
4. Immediacy of Consequences ) R 2 3 4 i
- . ' y
- 5. Teacher Awareness o 1 2 3 4
IT. CLASSROOM STRUCIURE - ‘
— Gr;eiaserOmfRniesj' —— 1 2 3 4p
7. Transitions ' - 2 3 4
8. Lesson Structure B ' 12 3 4
© 9. Active Aoademic-Responding , 1 2 3 R
10. Pacing and Enthusiasm 1 2.3 4
A




f\ o o | - Appendix B - CA

' _‘  L 'Classroom'Beh591of Frequency Count
\\\\ ) ‘Operational Definition

NOISE: Anf verbalization or sound created by the child designed to disrupt
or avoid the lesson as defined by the teacher. The noise may be’
generated vocally (includes ntalkouts” or unintelligible noises)
or rnion-vocally (as tapping a pencil or snapping fingers).

~ OUT OF PLACE: Any movement -beyond either the explicitly or implicitly ,
- definad boundaries in which the child is allowed movement, —_
_If the child is seated at his desk, then movement of any sort
out of the seat is "out of place." If the child is working
with @ group, then leaving the group js "out of place.”

PHYSICAL CONTACT OR DESTRUCTION:  Any contact with another person.or another
< -~ person's property which is unacceptable to that other person.
: , Includes kicking, hitting, pushing, tearing, taking, breaking,
: _etc., but may also_include such neutral or positive contacts . _
~as hugging, if such contact is meant-to dismay and is unacceptable
to that person.. ' . Co- - .o .

OFF TASK: Any movement off a prescribed activity which does not fall into one
. of the three previously defined categories, such as 1ooking dround,
staring into space, observing inappropriate behavior on the part .
‘of other students, or doodling. A new -behavior is counted any
time the student engages in a different off task activity, even
~ if he was previously off task. MNeutral activities, such as .=
Tooking up briefly, or scratching cre's arm, are not counted if

:5 : the_student returns to the assigned task-within 5 seconds.




‘Classroom Behavxior Frequeﬁcy'Count

fgacher.in#. -

- - Number of Students in Classrdom

Time observation Begins:

.

" - 'NOISE

.
oo e e

W
co o




Appendix C

Techn1ca1 Characteristics of Measurement‘Tnstruments

A}though observsng and coding‘a"1arger samp1e of teacher behavior
may produce more accurate descr1pt1ons of actual classroom cond1t1ons

,1ncreased comp1eX1ty of observat1ona1 1nstruments may 1ead to
.v1ncreases in measurement error (L1p1nsk1 & Ne]sOn, 1974). Thus, this
study also addressed the techn1ca1 characteristics of the measurement
1nstruments 1n an’. attempt to determ1ne whether 1t is vposs1b1e to
re11ab1y measure a number of teacher behav1ors simu]taneous]y. Va1id,
v;statements concern1ng teacher and student behavior cannot be made'

" unless re11ab111ty of the measurement system can’ be shown.

. 1Techn1ca1 Adequacy,of the - CMOS . S IR T
In order to show. eV1dence of va11d3ty, a measurement instrument‘

must first ev1dence re11ab111ty--that is, freedom from measurement..

'error. The re1iab1]1ty of observationa] assessment devices most'often‘

" has been asseéééd”“’fhrough”' inter- observer - agreefient, internal

_ conS1stency, and stab111ty over t1me (Haynes, 1978) In addit{on, the |
spécial characterist1cs of\ rat1ng scales necess1tate that the
researcher document the degree to which the sca1e is free from rat1ng

errors such as halo effect (Saa1 Downey, & Lahey, 1980) A.number of

’Statist1ca1 methods have been suggested for th1s purpose and where»

appropriate, have been app11ed to the CTassroom Management 0bservat1on

'Sca1e (FMOS) o .:\

Stability over t1me and raters., Correlations betweeg.ratings

that. occurred during successive observations revealed that individual

scales tended not to.-be stabTe‘over time. Of the 11 items, only
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t .
1

- active: academic 'responding evidenced ‘even moderate corre1ations

I O 44- 65) between observat1ons at Times 1, 2 .and. 3. The ather e e

b o R P A

g : -

var1ab1es f1uctuated wide]y in theﬁr conS1stency over: t1me- p051t1V8'
attent1on for appropriate behavior for examp]e, showed ‘a corre1at‘on

of - .06 between the first and second observat1ons, .68 between the )
‘second and third observat1ons, and 00 between the first and th1rd -
-observat1ons. Resu]ts‘for the total scale score 1nd1cated that the
entire sca1e was somewhat more stabﬁe over time, but still -had"a
relatively" Tow index of bconsistency ‘across observations. For"the

tota1 sca1e, corre1ations between Time 1 and Time 2, T1me 2 and Time -

'3, and Time 1 and T1me 3 were 29, .21, and- .34, respect1ve1v., It is
iamportant ‘to note that given a different rater on~each,occasion,
-~ rater and.observation occasion,were confounded , Thus,%thisvTack of
‘stability cou1d be’ attributed either to 1ack of observer agreement
throuqh observer drift or to/wide var1at1ons 1n teacher behavior over;,”mwmn

_____obseruat4onse———4¥rther—-eond%tmon—nwouio be exacerbated by the small

rumber of subjects. ,

~ ~Internal’ consistency. Mean "1nter-jtem*-cbrrelations"for each

Jartab1e}tended to be moderate for Times 1'and 3 and somewhat high for-
Time 2‘(see TabTe C'1) . 0f the 11 .items, on1y back -up reinforcers
con51stent1y failed to correlate with other var1ab1es, a1though this -
may be due 1n part to 1ts measurement by means of a two-point sca1e,
rather than f1ve-point scale used for.other 1tems. o

Y o ' 0 o o -
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HaTo and restriction of range effects. Inter-item correlations
R
also provide a test for the presence of//'haio effect, the tendency

L ot LT
! OO i et SR L ey —

for a rater to assign simiiar ratings ora numbér‘df dimehsion§’based

on a giobai impression of the ratee (SaaT ‘et al., 1980). Higher
. inter—item/correiations‘wou1d,tend to,indicate'the presence.of haTo
etfect;‘ In:addition, if'a halo effectais oresent one wouid expect

'averaging' ratings over observers to resuTt ‘in Tower 1nter item \\\\
correTations since this woqu tend to wash out 1ndividua1 rater error.
For the CMOS; mean inter item correTations tended to be moderate, and
,w1th the exception of Time 2 inter item correTations were hiqher when .

ratings were averaged across raters. Data coTTected during the-second ————————
séssion reveaTed higher inter item correTations, thus haTo effect may

- be ev1denced at Time:2. ' ) |

Restriction of range refers to the tendency of a rater to :

restrict ratTngs for a11-observations»to a»given range, it aTso has

T B YN

'ioeen referred to as centraT tendency, Teniency, or severity, depending
‘on. the Tocation of range restriction. The most common approach.to
'-asseSS1ng 'range restriction‘ invoives : a1cu1at1ng the standard
v deviation of the ratings assigned to all ratees on a particuTar
dimenS1on- ’ sma11er standard deviations ,ref]ect greater ‘range
'restrictiOn (SaaT et aT.,‘1980) The standard dev1ations for the four
observers in this study ranged frmn 0 to 2.65 (see TabTe C- 2) Three
of the four observers showed moderate to high variabiTity hn their

' ratings across teachers.’ Observer 5 showed fairiy severe restriction

of. range on a number of scaTe items. Inspection of the means for

these items reveaTed a uniform tendency for this observer to rate

| “T,;gingai;,fit S
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teachers more h1gh1y than other observers, a possible sign of observer

1en1ency

Insert Table C-2 about here

Technical Characteristics of Behavior Counts

- Stab111ty' over time and raters. The observations of student,.

behavior produced data ‘that were extremely stab1e over t1me and o

“observer. High corre1at1ons between observat1ons - of tota1

-m1sbehav1ors emitted dur1ng each observation session prov1de ev1dence

_of a high degree of stab111ty between Times 1 and 2 (. 97), and Times_2

and 3 (.93),~and a;moderate degree ofnconsistency between Times 1 and

'f 3 (.47). The fnter-session corre1ations for specific behaviors -

- i

i (noise, out-of—seat of f- task). showed s1m11ar resu1ts._ Thus, a1though~

rates of behavior emitted within c1assrooms tended to’ change over time

(see be1ow), ,re1at1ve ratesvtofvlnisbehavwor between classrooms. were

e Al 81 B Lo L3t 4 OIS I AP SR KOV SRR A e e S Gt e G N ol W A O s <" i ‘vl g o g T T ST 4 TN ARt T M 8 b et "

!
»
1

remarkably stable.

. : 3
~ Consistency across behavior codes and measures. A high(degree of

fcorre1atwon a1so _was ev1denced among the specific behaviors)observed )

Corre1ations between oroportwon-of 1nterva1 and abso1ute frequency

data were h1gh ranging from 86 for no1ses to 96 for off- task
'behaviors. . Corre1ations among dwfferent behav1ors rema1ned h1gh (.80

to .90), even under d1fferent stat1st1ca1 treatments.

Dwscussion ‘1 , o : ,

In the observat1on and measurement of {;1assrooms, one rnust be

\ o . ' Lo : IR . . : o . 3 !
[ . . . o 53 v ' . .o

: carefu1 to v1ew a broad enough samp1e of the f1ux of events to ensure ‘
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‘ecological validity" (Kratochwill & Levin, 1978). On the other hand,

incrE&sing the breadth and comp1eXity of one's measuringhinstrument
increases the'risk of observer unre]iabi1ity (Heynes, 1978).

The present study sought a m1dd1e route observing a variety of
behav1ors s1mu1taneous1y while - def1n1ng : those' ‘bBhaviars -es
operat1ona11y as poss1b1e, to redﬁ%e observer error° )Vet Tfmitations

- of the rat1ng scale format, as we11 as t1me and resource constraints,
may prevent'firm concjusions'about whether these goalS were achieved.
When. ratings on a -number of different scales prove h?gh]y
intercorre1eted; as they were for the second observation sessjon, it

" is difficult, if not impossible, to detect whether these results

. fo11ow from rater.halo.effectxor the simultaneous'presence.of these
oehaviors in'the teachers observed. Similarly, the failure of raters -
to achieve exact egreemeht,.and the possible leniency errors of one of
the raters providé oue1ificétions to eny‘conciusiohs based'upoh.the
‘resu1ts. "But it is still impossible to determioerthe extent to whteh

_the extreme instabf1ity-of:ratings‘of_teaCher behavior over time was‘

~."due to observer error;'tnsufficient number of observations, or the
situation specificity of behavior. While inCreased time end resources
for observer tra1n1ng -and more extensive observat1ons m1ght allow=for

'u"better exper1menta1 control, the: unso1ved methodo]og1ca1 t1ssues

| :surround1ng rat1ng 'scales m1ght set an upper 11m1t on the returns that -
a better design might bring (cf. Saal et al., 1980). _

In contrast to teacher behaviors, student behav1or coding proved

~ extremely stable over time. A1though th1s m1ght argue for’ the

superjority of Tlow inference :cod1ng systems, Jt “also poses the
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intriguiné possibility ' that ‘teacggrs cause stab1e effects ﬁwhﬁ1e
‘varying in spécific behaviors. Some'supporf for this hypothesis‘mibht
be found in the fact that,'.a1though .changing in frequency withih
c]assrooms,‘ the relative degfee of student misbehavior émong

classrooms was very:stab1e. In fact, results indicated that while

student misbehavior remained stable or decreased in classrooms with

high teacher management ratings, classrooms with Tow ratings tended to

show increases in misbehavior over time. Thus, although specific .

‘teacher behaviors may be variable from point to point in time, "mean"

Tevels of those behaviors may serve to establish a "classroom climate"’

that will determine the ovefa]],effectivehess of classroom management.
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Représents the mean inter-item’ corre]ation when ratings are aggregated (by teacher) across
rater and time . o
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