., DOCUMENT RESUME e
_. . ED 249 215 _ . . SP 025 343 e
N o T : - ' ' . u )
/" . AUTHOR Wood, Frank H. -
TITLE ) Formal Observation of Students' Sécial Behavior. ..
INSTITUTION . Minnesota Univ., Minneapoliis. National Support . o SR
. : Systems Project. - A
SPONS AGENCY  Office of Special Educatldrhénd Rehabilitative R o
Services (ED), Washington, .DC. Div. of Personnel ' »
. Preparation. _ ' . ’ - ’
PUB DATE . . Dec 80 B . S e
GRANT " OEG007902045 = o .
NOTE -~ . .. 96p.; For other modules in thls serie#, see ED 238
R4 ‘844 and SP .025 332-354. For the genesis of these | g
‘ modules, see ED 186 399. Raviewed by K. Charlie . . -
I "Lakin, .
PUB TYPE /{ Guldes - Classroom Use = Guides (For Teachers) (052) e
EDRS PRICE MFQQ/PC 'y Pluséfostage._ - " 1 SN
DESCRIPTORS *Cl#dsroom Obsérvation Techniques; ngher Educatlon-_ ca LT
o terpersonal Competence- Learming quules‘ - ~
- *Mainstreamlng, Preserv1ce Teacher' Education; *Social o
. Behavior; Student Behavior; *Teacher Education . ;
¢ ‘ Curriculum; *Teacher Educators ’ -
IDENTIFIERS Educatlon for All Handicapped Chlldren Acx é
SN , . . e 4
ABSTRACT 4

‘ELFQ mod§lé\£paf%‘8£,a series of 24 modules) is on o
teachers' use of systematlc observation records of social behav1or to . :
aid in assessing students’ spe ial needs and in evaluating the '
effects of specific programs’. The genesis of these materials is ih
the 10 "clustérs of capabilities,” outlined in the paper, "A Common
Body of Practice for Teachers:. ThecChallenge of Public ‘Law-94-142 to
Teacher Education."”" 'These clusters\form the proposed core .of .
-profe551ona1 knowle&be needed by teachers inm the future. The module
is to be used by.teacher educators to reexamind and enhance their
~current practicé in preparing classroom teachers to :work. competently
and comfortably with children who have a wide range of individual
‘needs. The moduleé includes  objectives, scales for assessxng the
degree to which the identified knowledge and practices are preyalent
in an existing- teacher edycation program, and self-assessment test
items. Journal articles are appended expanding on the topic of formal

-observatlon of students' sodlal behav1or.>(JD) B . L e
e . -
. . o ’ ° : LR
e R e Tt . .
r ' ,
Ma . . . ' 0

»

€

R . ¢ . - B - ' ’ . . Ct [ .
*******************5\'*******************************"k*******************_’

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best'that can be made  *
* | from=the original document. S
***************************************‘******************************* 2
. L4 . . “
v ;




1U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF BDUCATION
£DUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMAT
CENTER {ERIC)
% This doasment has been reproduced  as
" mgewed from the person o organzation

Qngnisiing "
Mmor changes have been made 1o voprave

reprodution quality
e e e g g e R e e e b

® Points ol view or apinions s1ated i this docu
ment do not necessanly reprasnnt officiat NIE
postion or policy ' '




[ . B .
. s -
. [ - . B a « w
s - . ‘ :

v

This paper preZents one module in a séries of resource materials * . \\) o

‘e

which are designed, for use by teacher educators. The genesis for ‘these
materials s in the ten 'clusters of capabilities," ohtlined‘in;the' x

" paper, "A Common Body of Practice'for.Teacher;: The Challeﬁge of .-

. . 9

r

Public Law 94—142‘¢o Teacher Education", which form the \proposed core

e«
PR ,..'4 3

of ‘professional knowledge needed by professional teachers who will Sy

practice in the world of tomorrow. The resource materials are to be
used by Eegchef'educators to reexamine ahd-enhancé their current practice "/ .
< . W - . ' P ' ’ )
in preparing dlassroom teachers to.work competently and comfortably .
_ \ ) ) 8 .

with children th have a wide range of individual needs. Eaéh module

pronides further\elaboratioﬁ,of-é'specified "cluster of capabilitieé":

« -~ 1in thiS"caée,*Referfalr Formal. observation of students' social, be-
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- Ei;gndiﬁg the Challenge: e . =

Wofking Toﬁard_a Common Body of Practice for Teachers ' ¢

b -

. v . . . 3
-

' Concerned educators have always wrestled with issues'of excellence :

- »

and professional development. It s argued, in the paper "A Common Body HAN

of Practide for Teachers: The Challenge of ?ublic Law 94-142 to Teacher - s

. .- : B v o o
- Education," that the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 ‘

+ -

provides the necessary impetus for a concerted reexamination of teacher

-

.- educg%ion. Further, it is argued that fhis'reexamination_should enhance

d R4

the process of establishing a body\of kﬁowledge_Common‘fafthé members of
the teaching profession. The,pépqr.oontinués, then, by\ouglining clusters .
“of cabgbiiities that may be included in the c ommon body of knowledge.

. These clusters of capabilities provide the pasis for the féllowing materials. . -
o L ‘ T e - v . )

'3 LY

N The materials are oriented Qoward_assesSmént-and_dqyelopment. First, -

. L -
the various components, rating scalegz(§e1f—assessments,'sets of objectives,

d

<
A ! .

.and respective rationale and knowledge bases are designed:to %nablei

n -

. teacher educators to assess curreﬁt‘practice felative to the knowledge,

2
-

skills, and commitments butlined in the afqﬁ%mentiohgd pgpér. The ésses§~ :

§

“ment is conducted not necgssarily to dete qine'the*wbr;hiﬁess of a program o
' . [ - - . : '\_ i . - = : : )

<

or practice, but rather to reekamine cuﬁient practice in order to articu-

i - < Febd . . - }
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laxe_essential.common elements of, tea er education.,  In effect then; the
| i I .7
érials incite further discussion- B
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Séand and closely aligned qikassessment,is the deyelopmental per- . - . °
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KOr,teachers. 9
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spective offered by these materi"ls. - The assessmeﬂtgggécFSS allowd the
a develépmental continuum.. Therefore, (\

desi}ed or more appropriate_pﬁ
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perhaps more impoftant dimension, the ''challenge' paper and these materiaje,.

'mc L

~r o ' R §
fQcus discu%gion.on presetvice teacher education. ' In making decisions °

fegarding a @ommoh body of practice it is essential that specific

.
3

knowledge, skill and commitment be acduired at the preservice level. It
. ' 1

N .

is alsp Essential that other additidnal specific knowledge, skill, and

- g
-

commitment be aoquiréd as a Ceaéher is inducted into the profession and

\
N

matures with years of experience. . Differpntiating among these levels of

professional development is paramount. These materials can be used in .

. ' ' ' \

forums in which focused discussion will explicate better the necessary
L '. . i n ’\ . M :

elementg of preservice teacher education.- Thgs'explication yill.then
. ® s : . .

”

allow more prbductive discourse on théineéeséary capabilifies‘of beginning .,

’ o

teachers and the necessary capabilities of experfienced teachers . .

" In brief, this work is an effort to capitalize on the Creative

ferment of the teaching profession in striving toward éxcellence and

-

professionalhdevelqpﬁent. The work is to Be.viewea as evolutiomary and

. formative,, Contributions from our colléagues are heartily welcomed. .
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FORMAL OBSERVATION OF ‘STUDENTS' SOCIAL BEHAVIOR _— -

»

[ - -
This module'reﬁlects the author's experience that, while many classroom.
- : e o ! : N :
teachers respond enthusiastically to new, and often helpful, educational
. . . . )
. ) - R . _ . - N D
perspectives and procedures, systematic observation ¥Yecords of social behavior
: _ &0

N ¢

-

/

A =~ ’ “ . .

add both to their ability to assess students' special needs and-to evaluate

' the effects of specific programs. Often, how5Ver:.teachers are pieventediby
hd ) . ™ *

v
- » e -

’ . ’ v . ~ .
time and setting constraints from using on'a regular basis the observation = \

- ’

"+ procedures they are taught in,some_training prognams.<t§g many cases, instead
' N . . - ‘ ' =
¢f learning principles for the flexible applicatio& of obgervation procedures, ,

they have been given practice'with'specific observation grocedures that are too .

-

complicated and time consumihg for regular classroom usg. This quule”is fntended

to guide teacher trainers in exposing teachers to a sampling of simple ohservation

-

and recording procedures so that they.@?y learn, to view systematic observation .

~ .

) %
. as a tool to be used when needed rather than a burden to be avoided unless required

) - .
as a course assignment. The procedures suggested in this module can be remembered .

. 7 _ \ . — X
and used. to good effect in(the classroom with little preparation or practice.

- The discuSsion focuses on issues in the choice of the right procedure to meet

r H

;.a'specdfic classrdom need. Althogéﬁ?some of the~procedures"described could not
be recommended for use in resedarch, there will be substantial gains in .professional

- practice if teachers 1earn.to apply them. To, this end, content has been arranged' *
Jf“:mf”“'"to “provide’ the“teacher educator with- materials for- introducing—this important rrrrrr %z:i:ﬂw;

‘e,
’

topic to_pre— and in-service jeachers through a lecture/dichSsion<%BProach.

-

- The resulting_t'eatment oﬁ‘observati procedures will not satisfy the
e ::--—-;\_-\\ 1, R ™ )

heeds of the researcher who' wishes to uge observation for a scientific¢ study

. of human behavibr.- Nor wi11=it meet the needs of the psychologiit or teacher .

-educator who wishes to. develop a solid understanding of’ the principles ' -

Ay

‘underlying.the application of onefvétion methOdology‘to education. For these
oot : . _ ’ K ) o, . ‘ ! E o . . ) ] g ';\
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users, additional readings are suggested, and two representative papers have '_
. . Ve *
been influded as an appendix. - . ' ' -
. - . 1.
: ‘other modul@s in the total set which are relaMthis topic include: | B
: . ”’ ' . * v
Class Management . . oo Module 3A -
. ' - . ~ ] .
Developing Goals and Objectives for IEPs J Module 9A -
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Contents .o . _ o
Within this module are the following components:

« -

‘'Set of Objectives — ‘I'Me objectives focus QC the teacher educator‘ _Page 1

rather than as a student (préserdice teacher).' They identify
- »
. . . Qx . . _
what can be expected as a result of working through the : ' .t

’

materials.e=uThe objectiveﬂ—whiéﬁ apply to teachers aré_also‘
‘ _ ' identified. They are statements_abbut skills, knowledgéL

and attitudes which should be part of the "common body of
practice" of all teachers. | : . ‘ . ,*k\ —

.
-

’Réting Scales - Scales are included by which a teacher’educatorf Page 2

[ : could,iin a cursory way, assess the degree to which the"
» o S B o

khowledge and, practices identifiéd in thiélmodule are ' . .

P
° Y

ﬁrevalent.in the existing téﬁ%her—tra{nihgfprogram. The

o,/ - :
’ rating scales also provide a catalyst for further thinking

~

in each area. ' . o o
Self-Assessment - Specific test items were developed to determine Page 3 . iy
a user's working knowledge of the major concepts and prin-

- giples in each subtopic. The self—assessment‘hay be used as-

a pre-assessment to determine whether onme would find it . _ "

& .

worthwhile to go through the module or as a self “heck, ]

- LS AR EEY the materialsThave been worked “through.' The self— ===
assesém@nt items al§? can serve .as examples of mastery test

0- . %‘, - . .
questions for students. _ N & o _ .

. - : . . ] . - o
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Rationale and Knowledge Base - This section summarizes a number - : Page 8 .
. N '/l ’ ’ . .. . " v . . . ’ .
of:&é%isagz%or systematically observing and recording the
s ‘o s - .

- v
-

. o
"social behavior of studenté_on class management. .The more

.-

salient concepts and strategies aYe neviewed. A few brief

observation activ%}ies for students are outlined and attached .~

at therend of this section.

Bibliography - A paffial bibliography of'useful books and materials Page 35

. " x - . -
N _ is included after the list of references, '
Articles - Two articles (reproduced with authpr's-pefmission) Page 56 -
N accbmpanyvthe aforementioned components. The articles
_ . | 3 _
support and e§Band on the knowledge base.
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Objéctives for Teacher Educators . i o
D - and for Incorporation into - - »J&u .
, o " Teacher Education Curriculum ) SR

' - . ) : ‘ : ‘. ?
-'\\ ﬁl; To distinguish between student behavibr' that can be,observed dﬁkectly and
student problems which can only be inferred from directly observed behavior.
A
2. To understand the role played_by observations of behavior and.inferences
‘based on them in making decisions about>students'.special-needs.

-~
v » [

3. To understand the practical implications of the fact that po beliavior
. record is a complete record of all that;has occurred in a given setting.

.
13 . - ]

4. To know the differences between the following observation procedures; and
their appropriate uses to record_the behavior of individual ftudents or
groups: X : : _ : .

- j -' )

a anecdotal records of critical inqidents.

b narrative records.

c behavior logs.

, d ehavior rating scales or checkllsts

. e. ehavior objectives sequences. ' .

f

g

h

+

,{ ”
4 ,observation schedules. . o &
_ event frequency counts. .
,_// summary charts and graphs. ~

/.
5. To- understand how to keep simple records of interactions;pmong individuals -
in a group *

. i . o ‘ . ’ . . | /

6. To understand how to record the collective behavior of an.entire group of ,
S individuals. \\\\}&ﬁf \ o
| 7. {o undef%tand the practical *implication of the concepts of reliab ty and b_.mgégg

- _ validity as applied to observation records. ' o

« . R . . . ) o ? . ) . . -
"8. To apply several observation recording procedures in actual or videotapéd

situations. : - ‘ ' :
- o o T T T - e e v — - LTTTI THee e e T T mee -_;1-'_;_‘—:_-;:.-:_7_?‘._. DT gl “l‘:""“’
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. to unsystematic approaghes. Stress is on observation of students who .

Rating Scale for Teacher Pheparation Programs '

’

B - . -~ - . - ¥ . .
Students being prepared for teaching do not use observation as a source
of information about pupils' behavior, placing major reliance on stan-

. dardized testing procedhres Observation recording is sporadic and of

the anecdotal or é¢ritical incidence variety. Stress .is. on servation
of students who attrdct attention by their "acting-out'" behavior.

Students practice writing narrative records or summary reports as part
of the assessment and evaluation of pupil behavior. Observation 1imited

attract attention by their ' 'acting out" behavior.

L 4

. - Students use behavior checklists in.addition to narrative records as a

means of recording observations of student behavior. Stress still on
observation of students -who attract attention by the "acting-out" behavior,

d ) PO

Students know how to do event frequency recording as a means of measuring

changes over time and use this in addition to narrative records and check-
lists. The focus still tends to be on the observation of students who
attract?attention by "acting-out" behaviq; _ o .
Students learn a‘variety of observation/recording procedures together with
their uses. Procedures are used routinely for assessment, monitoring and.
evaluation of pupil behavior and cha'ges in behavior over time. Observations
are made of all students and individual records are interpreted in the context
of the behavior of others in the’ group, including that of the teacher.

TR IRPR
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. Self-Assessment - : R
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1. People act jn-all of the ways listed below. Put an '"Q" in the space in )
- front of those that can be observed directly and a "I" in front of those
that must be!inferred from other actions that can be directly observed:

.Students hits another student ' : +
Student sits down’ in a’ chair. = < . ’
Student feels angry. ' '
_Student expresses affection for her teacher.
" Student writes on a piece of paper.
Student throws a.paper airplane. ' CL .

* ____Student puts his hand on the teacher's shoulder.

7 Student hateg the principala -

2. Inferences about the feelings that accompany behavior should be recorded:
a. never. ¢
b. only when they are clearly expressed

c. only when the behavior on which they are based is also recorded

d. _both b. and c. :
' . R‘f-\ .

3. List at least three 'ways to make observation recording easier for the
observer. y

a.

b..
C.

4. Incomplete observation records are necessarily less : .
A than more complete observation records. ' :

‘a. ‘reliable.
b.  wvalid. _ . ' e
c. iboth a. and c. _ SR .

[ R - . - alvp W LTI Tt - z e e T MR e T e i e T T MR TEE R D - WD 2T e i e T e i LTS T e e e e B

B PR Tem e T T Teae e

5. How does an "anecdotal record" of a student's behavior during one 15 minute
session differ from a '"narrative record" of that same behavior. :

it is less objective.

a.

b. it 1s less complete. ' « K
c. it is written down after the behavior occurs. .
d. it is more easily recorded by an observer v

e
v

6. You wish to obtain a parent's view of his soﬂ ] behavior during the coming N
week. What method of observation recording would you use? Why?




-

/
7. Below are examples of interval and frequency recording of a student's'

i talking olit witbout permisgion during a five-minute- ebservatioa—period e e e
—— Label each . . S . : . : . o . o . . .. B
Y o 1 ,. 2 3 4 5 i
- n v I o m gl
It '/L. g ’ g
v ‘ \;
s
I 1, \2 ) 3 4 = 5
‘Which is the more complete record of talking out without permission? | %

Which would be easier for a. teacher to keep while he/she is teaching?

° ° T
H

8. The following are items chosen from a problem behavior checklist. Mark ‘the
‘'space in front of those which require the rater to make inferences about a
“student's behavior in résponding.

cd

-

_a. doesn't speak . d. takes things belonging to
. ‘others without asking them
b. speech unintelligible . - e, 1rresponsible .
c. destructive of property\ ST . f.. plays with younger children

L

9. Two-observers observed the same students'at work for five minutes. At the-

@f ett nding to his/her_work Here are their records: ; : ' -
. 1 2 3

-1 _
1 2 .3 b

5
v

What can you say about the reliability of their observation records?

18
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9. (Continued) T _ ’ _ ' | | .; L

What can iou say about the validity of their observation records?
* . ~ . .

e 3 . . E . '! . . \.* «

.

_ _ . O
10. Here are two descriptive statements about a student.
. : . : -

a.  Student hits his classmates frequently. -

b. Student expresses deep-seated feelings bf'anger frequently.

R ; S o4 L : : a
For which of these two statements will it be easier to obtain a reliable
observation record? ' L _ f
Tl. How are a behavior rating scale and a behavioral_objectives sequence alike?'
How are they different? : . P P U _ )
12.  Behavior ratings are often compared to average ratings.furnished by the -
developer of the rating scale. What other comparisons would it be important
to make in evaluating the "normality" of observed behavior? How would you
obtain the need€d information? ) -

A . .
@ . &~ . '
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- - 13, A teacher has¢kepE data on the total number of questi%ns asked by ‘her students :
—— after she introduces the daily math lessons. Becayse her original count showed . . __
: ' too many questions were being asked, she ihtroducegign intervention to bring the -
number of questions down. \\gellng that many student were. simply finding'it ' o
ha

. -easier to .ask questions t read the directions, she informed ‘the' class that .
' all questions were to be written on a piece of paper d0 as not to disturb those B
‘who were already beginning to work. Here is her observation record for a three : - |
week period. - Was this' a good choice of the behavior to observe? To seek to _
decrease? What does the record show? What questions would you have asked the N
g teacher? What other information might you want to collect? : C o
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14. Here is a sample narrative record. Encircle the .parts of She record that _ ‘
required inference by the observer. S S y .
Chuck is seated”at his desk, smiling. ' The teacher, in starting a ,
discussion about the character of Hester Prynne in Hawthorne's 'Scarlet Letter," S
asks members of the class to volunteer their ideas. Chuck responds with a .
*« loud laugh and the remark, '"She's a whore."” This draws laughter from some  less
mature members of the class. As usual, he is seeking ways to disrupt the dis-
cussion. The teacher continues with the question, "Can we analyze her motivation?"
Jeff offers to answer. The teacher says, 'Yes, Jeff." At this point, most 'students
reé looking at Jeff as he begins his answer, "I read it several times, and M
<f%huck tries again to attract attention by blurting out,- "I only read it once." Most
of the class would-definitely like to hear what Jeff has to say without having : s
thése interruptions, but theré ig some laughter again eff continues, "I think. o
she is basically. introverted." Chuck 'says loudly, "Introverted, she's not 1ntrovert- T
‘ed. She's perverted.' Many students laugh, in embarrassment at his crude. remark.
’ The teacher tries to make Chuck- be serious by saying to him, "Let's go beyond that....
Chuck shakes his head; pretending to be embarrassed. 'You said she was perverted,"
says the teacher, "Now, back it up from the book." Chuck replies, "you know what .
they were doing out there in the woods, her and her imp kid. I could just reed
between the lines. My mother wouldn't want me to know about those things." Of :
course, this really just illustrates what a dirty mind Chuck has. ' -

-

"

+

)
A i ’

Note: Adapted from material from the CONSERT Project, by P. Pattavina and E. A. Gotts,
School of Human Development, University of Texas at Dallas. 1979. o ‘
N 7.) . » . ! ’ e

15. 'Most teachers® who observe and record systematically accept the behaviorist
view of instruction and- learning. Records of that kind are not very impor-

B _ tant to those of us who place importance on theLQewelépment of good feelings
I about self and others in our classrooms." Commenteon this statement.
1
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Formal Obgeivation of Students' Social Behavior

- Q .
) . ’ - - !

AN

. L ‘Special educators vho'areuresponsible for direct service to students ST
with educational, disabilities have'fOund systematic methods of observing

- and recording relevant student behavior te be a valuaple tool for aiding
,

3+ - their students' learning Applicatioﬁ of these thods requires additional :

teacher time, which suggests at those teachers W use them must be

-

repaid byian_increased.sense}o' professional co etence and-personal'
satisfactionP Ihe teacher willing'to commit_this additional time, which - 3. —
is greater during the initial learning_period, wlll find that o servation
methods are easily mastered and the rewards are real. Observatio ata alone

" are not an adequate basis for analysis of a %behavior problem," which often
has its originhin complex intefactions amgng people and environments (see
Cantrell & Cantrell, l97$; Smith & Grimes;.1979; Prieto & Rutherford, 1977),
but it is a critical component of the total assessmeht. |

The purpose of this paper is to" introduce several methods.of system;'

atic observation and to comment on their relative-advantages and disad-
vantages.in order to.assist the beginning observer to make a'thoughtful - R h?
choice of the procedure that best meets his/her needs.. Examples are provided.
Fuller discuSsions of the various.theoretical perspectives'on.obserVation _ .
are avaiﬂble in Weinberg and Wood (1976) Boehm and Weinber& '(l977) have _ X v
written a brief, nontechnical manual that expands/On several of the topics : __Qﬁ

mentioned here; hey also discuss such issues as reliability and validity which

relate to observation as measurement For a discussion of applications of

observation to research, see Hersen_and Barlow's (l976)lexcellent_book. . ' R

17
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Some Key Ideas

{
?

\ - T . L — ’
Before proc&eding to the discussion of methods 6f observation, several key . | _

rd
3

terms which will be used. throughout this paper need explanation. A good grasp of

their memning will'help the reader better,understand the disgf%sion. Tnese terms

are observation, observation records, description and inference, valuing, and

-~

labeling. The reader will note that they have to do not only with the act of

~ f

observing, but with what one does with those observations ' . \
0 - - ) ’ .
Observation is of course the key term What is good observation? How

does observation differ from looking?‘.All humans spend much of their waking hours

N R Y ! Lo 1‘"

. looking at things in the‘world around them, all people are, in some sense, observers.

The difference between ''lookers" and observers" is system. Good observers have

<

trained themselves to watch carefully for -easily overlooked patterns of activity.

Good observers are careful, systematic 'lookers.'

. Y

s

One can never ren@mber everything'that he/she has observed. People quickly'
¥ Ty - . '
forget the details of what they.have seen and find that memories'alone are ofte

"unreligble. Therefore, people who need to use obserVation for teaching purpos 8

find it helpful to make observation records. Later in this module, several different

" kinds of observation records will be described It is important'to note early on,
however, that the method chosen for récording obgervations algso influences what

. is observed. By choosing a method @f recording that will be sure to provide the

Lo~

information needed to help in.decision;making, one. can be more certain that the

observations are directed toward what is_important in the situation observed S ﬁ
rather than being haphazard.

. 4

* A good observation'reCOrd-is a careful, accurate degcription of some of-the'

actions of persons in the situation observed. It is a description of what the do,
’ B - . . ) . ) ) - i p .  ' . ) _ _-";5
. their directly observable or, "overt! actions. Their thought and feelings are of . &




interest te the observer as well, but thoughts and feelings.canrot be observed

-

directly. Because thoughts and feelinéé are "covert," what is said about them _
) s ) Vo . s < e—
b4 ) . I

results from inferences,~which are bhsed on observationé of actual behavior,

4t

but which must not be confused with the observable behavior itself. ) In-everyv

S

day activities, -one is continually observing;_inferring, acting, obsérving effects,
(A . o . . - ”

1

-’ » - . . .
predicting outcomes. It is often difffcult to separate actual observatigés°from
.. - \ [ . = -
the. cognitive operations that are performed using\them When one uses information

obtained through observation for educational decision-making, however, it is im—

portant that sincere effort be made to separate observations f?om what is done

~a

with them, especially in regard ‘to the drawing of inferences If one'cannot'

-

'separate them, he shou1d at least learn to recognize when he is describing, when . .

~
N L]

he is inferring) and when he is combining both processes.

b

People never observe without placing a ‘value judgment on what 1is observed,

.
~ .
’ . €

or valuing it in a negative or pPsitive sense. Students are observed'iﬁ'school
: ]

) - . » . . -

. . . ~ .
settings because someone comsiders their behavior of concern. Valuing enters

into observations of students with school-related problems very ¥requently. But
here again, one needs to try to keep.the valuing of the observations separate
from the descriptive notes in the observation records themselves(’/One needs to

learn to describe‘behavior first. Stating that-it.is good" or "bad", should

3

. . ’ Jon S .
comé later. Unfortunately, this is not the typical case.” Usually, one begins

with-a negative.evaluation of a_student's behavior based on haphazard observation.
Thus, someone. reports that John fights with other students; Since fighting wkth

other students is generally considered "bad," the observer'sets out to observe |
carefully how often Johnkgzghgs and to keep a record of the number of/timts .

Thus, the value judgment has shaped the choice of what kind of record to keep, \ e

‘and that in turn will direct the~observations.




-
~ -
-

* Valuing of observed be\avior 1ead§ to the application of '"labels." o o

J . . - ’ - E o

Labels can be uséful syhbolic sherthand. Labelsfare dangerOUS, However, when-‘ s

- .
» ( -

they are used carelessly,‘forgetting how much observabile behavioral detail is sub—

e a

sumed under a,single word like ' emotionally disturbed" o ;"behaviorally disordered "

- Lab?ls such as these have a powekfdl)impact on the educational EXperience of the \{7

“~

students to Qhom they are applied, and are often usedlcételessly.- One must be on
guard about this, becahse when someone is éiven a label soch.as "emotionaliy
;/ distdrbede" it is too easy to think one knows what he/she\is like. "Oh yes;
emotionally'distu ed What a problem. ¢+ The more detailed and specifie-observa—
- tionolirecordg of_students are; the ﬁore wi?&be koow aboue*their'actual.Peﬁayior'

.

and the less will be the need to rely on these broad labels..

~ . ' ’
ANECDOTAL RECORD OR CRITICAL INCIDENT .TECHNIQUE : e

N © Most eduaators have recorded obserdations of "critical incidents" in. their
. .

. _ . _
classroom in a narrative, anecdotal record format. A discussion of this pro-

cedure will introduce several important principlesﬁof good observation tech--

r
.

nique. Using the anectodal record procedure teachers describe in narrative form
incidents of a student's behavior whieﬁ/gre considered especially noteworthy.
v Most such records are of disapproved behavior; the narrative'lllustrateé the

student's particular problem.” In the following narrative, the behavior of a : .
: A : _ . 4 . N _'

student referred by his teacher as diS)ractible‘and hyperactive is described:-
1. v

During today's math seat "work time at 10:30*a.m., Bill was’

restless and distractible as usual. He kept turning around

in his seat and bothering his neighbors. , I had to speak to

him several times, but he always started up again inmya few

minutes. Eventually, he began talking to some other" children.

When Mary refused to pay attention to him, he poked her with -

his pencil. By now his behavior had become so out of control

I had to ask him to leave the room and sit on the bench outside

Mr. Brown's office. This same sort of thing goes on every day.

‘He just won't sit still or pay attention.




— .' '\ . ) . . . - R .. . - .- Q

As the teac er's indictment of a student whose‘behavimr is a problem for her
) . ¥ -

and some 6f his clasgsmates, this statement is useful;~ As a systematic

description of his behavior, it is pobr. As an éssessment providing a basis

‘for planning ways tojameliorate tpe situation, it is of little use.
i ’ ’ ’

N I,
The account begins well_with\Ehe record of the time of day and the

. activity. However, because like most critical incidents this one was written -

at some later time, the time of day is only approximate. The’events described

are.not related to spécific timés of the period. - e - C i . S

;PRINCIPEE l: Observation data should be recogded at the
I timﬁ they axg observed. ) )

~

PRINCIPLE 2: Observation data should be cantinuously.related o
‘/jfp thg time thefobserved events pccur. : _ o

If one is to obtainfan unbiased deséription of a student's\thavior,
then it must be planned in advance when the student will be observed, and -

observations must be recorded continﬁously during that period,  linking them to

the passage of time. If one notes down only the times when the student's

problem behavior is at its peak, the record will tend to be biased toward

- »
merely documenting of the observer's pre-existing nkgative e;éluation of the
_ : R o :

4

student's behavior.

The preceding sawple record fails to separate inference from observed

behavior —~ a very common problem. Inferences are often value laden. For

example, Bill is described- as "restless and distractible as usual" and "out

“of control." Dégpite the strong tendency to agree imméaiately with sucth
descriptions, one must‘takq.a closer look at. them. On what behavior are these

' stétements'bagéd? Instéad of a Qéécription of how Bill behaves one has the -

-

teacher's evaluations of that behavior. Furthermore, there is no basis for com-
paring Bill's behavior with that of his peers. Are they als%'"restless_aqg

' . distractible'? Hoﬁ_chh more "restless and distractible" is Bill than they are?

The issue of normative behavioral observation is also discugsed in the attached

_ o * : ) ¢

readings.
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PRINCIPLE 3: An observatioh record should be based on
s . observable behavior. Inferences about

thdughts and feelings, which are-not-
directly obsegrvable, and evaluative
comments should be linked to a des- .
cription of the behavior on which .
they are based.

\
. .
PRINCIPLE 4: Quantitative statements about whether ]
3 an individual stu4ent behaves in a .

particular pattern more or less than
peets should be referenced to observ-
ations of peer behavior-made at the .
same time and place. rs : s -
. . o : ’ o S
Would everyone have agreed with Bill's teacher that he is restléss and

distractible? The question, is hard to answer. What ‘does the teacher mean
by "restless and distractible"? Would not it help if there were some

agreement in advance on what those terms meant?

" hd ~.

~PRINCIPLE 5: Descriptions of behavior should be phrased in ’
terms that are well defined. These definitions
should be communicated along with the description ¢
of the behavior.

,PRINCIPLE 6: Whenever possible, more than one observer should
| _ .describe the same behavior. If this is not feasible,
v observers should practice together or test themselves
against an expert standard to avoid the inadvertent
intrusion of idiosyncratic bias into their observation
records. T -

‘logy were avoided.

/,

NARRATIVE RECORDS AND TOGS
Priﬁciples 4, 5, and 6 are not easily accomplished when the anecdotal

S R . L .
record technique is used. But, this procedure for recording observations

A%

can be a more useful source oflinformation.than the first example if Principles

P

Q’ﬁl, 2, and 3 aretappiied. Such a record will be.called a narrative record -to
:ﬁffdifferentiate it from the post hoc anecdotal record. Below, the reader can see

J' Tiow thé sample incident might read if the recording were madé as the ih&ident_

unfolded, the time intervals were noted more frequently, and evaluative termino-

-~

S
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to that behavior.

10:30

10:33:

10: 38:

l0:435

This time, the teacher has given an account of direct observatiopns

of Bill's behavior rather than a statement primarily describing reactions

10: 35:

17

Class doing math seatwork.

Noted Bill looking up £rom work drumming with
pencil on desk.

B41l turns 90% from front and leans toward Mary's
desk. He turins back and looks down at work when

I look at him and frown. - c 7 .

(Had been busy helping George at front of room
for several minutes.) Bill has turned toward
Mary again and is saying something-I cannot
hear to her while he looks at her paper.

Mary tries to turn her back on him and moves
‘her paper over to.thé other side oI her desk.

Bill pokes her back with his pencil. Mary i .
slaps back at Bill who yells out that she is ' .
a b  ".and he doesn't want to see her.

paper anyhow He is standing up now, and as
I move toward him, he backs down the aisle,
kicking at desks and chairs as he goes. I
point toward the door and he opens it and
backs-away down the hall toward Mr. Brown's
office.- I tell him to sit on the bench. and
go in to. explain to Mr. Browrn why he is there.
When I comé out again Bill is sitting on the .
bench but will not look at me or speak to me.
"I tell him he is to stay there until I come >
* to get ‘him. Bill turns away and says some-
thing I cannot hear. )

Back in class. There is gome noise, and talking
- going on as I come into the room but the students_

turn back to their work when I come in.
. . , ) ,.,_‘:,':n

Lo

SN

- -
<«

It is possible\for teachers to write such a reCord it they

are trained (or train themselves) to observe¢, make.brief notes at the time,

and write out a cOmplete description'of the incident as soon as possible:

Used by well~trained, cxperienced observers, who often employ special techniques

!

" to facilitate the recording of as much detail as possible, the narrative

record rivals the videotape in its approach to the unattainable goal of a complete

record of behavior and has the advantage of flexibility of use in field situations

Ll

[
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however, as this segment from a narrative record,written by a skilled observer

Note: From "An Ecological Study of Children with Physical Disabilities in School

18 ' - .

where accurate bound recording is often impossible. It is difficult to write

narrative record® without resorting occasionally to the use of inference,’

illustrates:

(The sybject 1;3%atrick Taylor, a fourth- grader, who walked on
-crutchies with his right foot carried in a sling, due to ‘Perthes
disease.) . ‘ o,

Tiﬁe: 10:22 a.m.

Noticing this, Patrick jumps up, since he's ‘the next one to bat,
and swings on his crutches over toward the backstop '

TAs he approaches, Glen walks- toward him and says in a friendlz
cheerful way, "IJ11 run for you. , .
At the same time, Harry_calls'over~from the bank, '"Hey, Patrick, can

I run for you?" o : : ' ' o -
Patrick turns around and, without responding directly to either of
these two boys, picks up a bat from the ground '

He looks at Ken, who's standing pearby, and speaks to him in a
quiet voice. I can't hear what he says.’ - o . -9

He obviously asked Ken if he'd ‘run for him, however, for Ken runs
immediately over and takes his running stance just a few feet away
from/home base on the first base line. IR

/s

Patrick hops with the bat directly up to the plate, leaving his
crutches by the_backstop . .

He stands there, balancing deftly on his left foot, with the bat
perched eagerlz up on his shoulder, rgady to bat. '
Just before he reaches the plate,. the pitcher calls in to him with
slight impatience at the delay, ‘All right, let s go Patrick'"

The first pitch comes across,.and Patrick swings. Ihe bat connfcts, -
but it's a high foul baIl which the catcher cannot get his hands on.

 Patwick watches the ball s trajectory, then. h0ps around swinging the
bat, for practice as he waits for the pitch. -
~ : .
Theé ball goes back out comes in again, and again Patrick connects. . ¥
This hit goes down toward the, first base but outside the line for - ' el
another fQul.. e ' .

The runner, not being Sure, goes aprt way down toward first base to ' | -'.fﬁ
play safe ' . :

and Home" by P. Schoggen. 1In R. Weinberg & F. Wood (Eds.), Observation of pupils . i'g*ﬁ

for Exceptional Children, 1975

and teachers in mainstream and,;pecial education settings Reston, VA: Council

_-24';
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For more ideas abqﬁt narrative recéfding see Schoggén (1964) and the material in

L

the "Antivity 1" intended to-provide-students with experience in doing narrative

k)

~ descriptions of the behavior of an observed student.

Narrative reco_rding, particularly of t-he':ﬁ‘c_dotal type, is the method

of observation recording used most frequently by teééﬁérs, probably because it
Segms a "natural" waj to record; one.fhat.requires iittlé speciél training
éf pracfice. TeaChefs often keep runhing anecd9t31 records on students about .
whoge behavior they are concerned or narrative 1ogs; Actually, as tpe_éxamplé

. 4

illﬁstrates, the best narrative regording requires training-énd.skili and is

~a full-time task for the observer. There are other metﬁoas of recording that

4

are more.easily used by teachers, and while none of them meet all of the

principles of good observation practice listed above, the.records obtained ﬁill

be of better quality'than the typical informal anecdotal record.
: / £ . .

BEHAVIOR, TIME INTERVAL, AND FREQUENCY
. EYUR .

To make observation recording easier, one must sacrifice -some complete-

%

ness in the record-and accept the'nECQSSity of maﬁing inferential judgments

as one observes. Consideration of éertaip key variéhles:ﬁili assist the

?
\

observer in making good decisions about Fﬂe-choice of an obse&Vafidn method. The
key variébles neediné conéideration.i; planning an-bbserYatibn'systemvare the -
behavior-patferns'to.be oBserved, the time interval in which thgy are to bé

observed, and the fréquénéf-of their occurrence. When obéérving so;e behavior
patterns,_it may also be important to observe their QUratiob, that.iS'to say, "

how long a given occurrence lasts, but the specification of which, when, and

how often will cg%er most cases with which teachers are concerned.

¥
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., Before turning to a mogk detailed study. of some examples of procedures

developed for observing;and recordingbehavior-; thejreader is referred to - e

-

Figure 1 which summarizes the options, showing how one can vary the difficulty

_ _ S
etail of description.

, -

‘of the observer's ;fsk_and*the ease of recording‘along the dimensions of
inclusiveness and’

e ! - . : . ] A
. .

scomplete description. : Partial description
More Short time intervals - ' 'Long time intervals Less Difficult B
difficult (continuous) o <> (time sampling) to observe/
to observe/ . . _ R " wrecord
record Many behavior categories - ,Few behavior cate-
(exhaustive) ; '~ gories (focused) .
Frequent occurrences ; Rare‘occurrences ' "o

Figure 1. Dimens1ons of inclusiveness and detail of description in the
observation and recording. of behaviors.

""(. .

In the following discussion, the author reviews some pr0cedures that Variﬁflong

these dimensions, beginning with those less difficult for the teacher/observer t_i ‘
LT . ! 4_‘ . . i

to use-and proceeding to some of greater‘%ifficulty which haveffeatures that may, £ ‘-é

recommend them for special uses. Each will have its advantages_and disadvantages .

over anecdotal and-narrative records.

: . . 7 3 ! - / 4

A Very Simple Reécord C - . ‘

One may.begin with.a very-simple system, Since writing out a narratiVe,
‘description of behaVior takes:all the observer's time, i.e., the observer attempts.
to record as much as he/she can withOut limiting in any way the kinds or frequency®
of behavior to be recorded one ‘may decide in advance that all social behavior
observed will be classified simply as either acting—out" or "withdrawing. Most
problem behaviors seem to. cluster under the. one or the-other of these two categoéges‘

They are rather general terms, aﬁd.to apply_them one must use some inference, but
. ' . ' ' ' .

"

they can be pinned down by stated,'specific‘examples._ For example, "acting-out"
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- includes such behavior as hitting people or objects, yelling, making loud nOises;
~and the like, whereas "withdrawing" includes turning away from others, not speak-

ing when spoken to, and the like. If the observer.decides that he/she will check

A

a child.only'once a day forieither kind of behavior, the time'interval_is one day.

4

Thus, the ohservation'record might consist of a sheet dividedlinto two columns,

"one _headed "acting—out behavior‘ and the other, "withdrawing behavior,' in which

" is . entered a tally mark each day on which the student s behavior is observed

The‘total of ‘the tallies,wouldmbe the frequenCy of occurrence of the behavior.

Going back to the narratiVe description example again, it looks as. if -one. would .i_mniiié

r‘e placed a tally mark in each column to record observations of Billj behavior
k8

_ontéhat particular day. He acted out at sometimes, but he_withdrew at others.“
nE - : :
! This sjstem is limited, of course, by-.its wery simplicity, but it has some_'
' addantages over the use of anechtal records’and is less time consuming than a
narrative recording.procedure. For ekanple, the behavior'of_selected peers can
be easily observed and tecorded_on the same hasis~so as. to provide a context for : ;
considering the relative uniqueness'of.Bill's behavior. Also, ome can checkihis/

her observations against those of other observers, thereby obtaining an'estimate

of interrater reliahility5§§: ) o o : .' - /’ | ._Eﬁ

. . . . -

S ‘The same advantages are retained when one begins to refine the system by
-/ B - PR : - :
” ) P , .
breaking down general behaviors into more specific behaviors and/or longer
. ) . . . . , . .' I‘
time intervalsiinto shorter_ones. ‘Since the number of béhaviors x the number of

intervals = total possible frequency of recording each day, the bossibie'frequency_

1
1

totals rapidly increase? In the 'e_xample abo've,‘l_th_e:a total. possibl'e'was only two.
But, suppose a teacher decides to. record the occurrence or nonoccurrence of three'

behaviors each.morning and again‘each afternoon, or.twice a-day.. The total number
of tallies poesible now increases to- six, a small increase to be sure, but the
7 trend is clear.= Even simple yes/no decisions about the occurrence/nonoccurrence

of an event take thinking and record%gg time.- How mQPY,SPCh yes/no_decisiops on?-
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w“

'the occurrence of a particular behavior can a teacher manage ‘each day? 12?7 = ~ _l

. . ) - B S ‘ . - J(

-, 4 :

100? 500? At what point is the increasing number ‘of tallies no longer a :
useful addition to the record and just moré work?- - -

There 1is no définitive answer to this question. Each problem one seeks

3 L] " .\g’
to solve requires the reconsideration of.the trade-off betveen number of kinds

of behavior to be recorded and length of the observatiOn interval . The specifics } _ .
cof . -, v'.{

” i

of’ the syStem should reflect the purpose for assessing each individual student
As a practical matter,musefullobsetvation.recordsutangewfrom.l-ZOO possible

tallies.per day for.a given individudil. 'Reviewed below_are several'specific ... .

-

observation systems that will, serve as examples of the further application of

~
@

the ideas just discussed.

A T oot

A : s - 0

Behavior checklists B . : ¥

L.

Behavior checklists or rating ‘scales typically list 50-60 commonly
observed behavior patterns. Usually completed on a time interval vary- -

ing from a yeek to a year, the observer checks those behavior patterns

+

that characterize the person ‘observed... Most-scales provide for a general

estimate of frequency of occurrence by prov1ding space to indicate whether

the checked behavior occurs never," "seldom," or "often." One might say
that in such alscale the two.broad.categories of behavior, "acting out'

and "withdrawal " have been broken down'into many separate behavior paﬂ— - 47-$ x
terns, thus making more nork for the observer but providing a more com- ¢ )
plete record Examples of Well-knOWn, commercially available rating scales - : 5
are the Quay-Peterson Behavior Problem Checklist (1979), the Walker Prob—!
.lem Behav1or Identification Checklist (1976), and the Dever eaux Elementary

e ‘School Behavior Scale (Spivack, & Swift, 1967)

In completing a rating scale, an observer typically makes numerous

retrospective inferential judgments about the relative severity and duration of

T . _ 3
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the behavior observed. Below are some sample‘it?ms;from the School Behaviorx

Prqfiie, a representative checklist developed by Balow and Rubin (1974) as

e . e dren

part of a longitudinal study of the social and academic behavior of students.

Nervousness, jltteriness, .jumpiness. , (inference required.)

o

.~

Hyperactivity, hardly ever still. - (inference required.)

rDoesn’'t’ speak; uses only grunts or ngises to communicate. -(descriptive,
inference required only in estimate of frequency.)

Anxiety, general fearfulness. (inference required.)
_ ) ,

==-=- - - Steals. “(desctriptive, inférénce required only for estimate.of_frequéncy.) T

Disruptiveness; tendency to annoy and bother others. (inference

»

required.) ' : ‘ '

., )

The lack of a full definition of the descriptors used and the absence )
of provision for recording a description of the specific observed behavior

on which the rating is based tends to decrease the usefulness of such check- *

v
A2

lists as abservational records. Checklists are also lacking in focus on specific

4

behaviors of concern in the individual casé. Observation checklists and scales
are probably most useful for collecting general impressidns of behavior from
parents or teachers who have not been trained to provide more detailed desctip:ions

of behavior. Such ratingé should not serve as the basis for decision—making_about..

students. However, they can be made more useful if the list of items to be checked
. p _ : _ ,

is more carefully_tailofed_to fit the needs of a Partichlar group of students or

J
yd

a particular program: Such a'list may also be shortened or simplified by dropping :‘
descrippdré not relevant to the problem behavior of any particular student or

group of students with whom one is codcernéd, Responses to_ftems_that require ‘ . ,Qm

.considerablé inference should be viewed cautiously. WDepressiqn,"'"angerb" and

"anxiety" are examples of.internal statbs that can be revealed ‘through many . . "1f:{

v
4

different ovért_behaviors and masked by many others.

\

¥ 4 L2

. )
3
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: Simplified‘Event Recording

. . PR . - - P N

by setting a limit on the number of behaVior patterns tO'be'described, making

it easier to record frequency of occurrence/nonoccurrence,'and using a long

Behavior checklists and rating'scales make observation recordingﬁeasier

....... e ey . . - e o . . LR [P

time interval. As,suggested, as the number of behaviors to be checked is reduced

the task of recording becomes easier.
S

£ ' ol
T There are other ways to simplify the observer s task and save time for- '

recording other information about the behavior observed~ f‘ has"been notea that

~a tally mark adds appreciably to the time required to make a yes/no decision,

‘awareness ofuhis more typical "good" behavior, but as one soon learms about
g . At .

the'actualwfrEduency of occurrence of FTeacher-digapproved behavior'1smusuaily—“~~w*~«4ﬁﬁ:

1

much lower than the incidence of approved behavior. Since the necessity for making

' 7
some observers record only the frequency of occurrence of disapproved behavior,
For\example, since students,spend more time working ("on task") than not working
("off task"), tallies are made for instances of "off task" behavior; since more

time is spent 'not hitting" than "higting', a record is made of the instances of e

hitting. One problem with such g\sy'tem is that it focuses the observer's R
attention on the student as a producer of disapproved behavior and may eclipse S

v

classroom observation, "to get one gives". "No system is without. faults which

must be taken into account by the thoughtful observer.

-

By eliminating behavior descfﬂﬂrors according to one or more of these rationales,

‘experienced obgfrvers hav developed useful general systems that require the re-

’

cording of the frequency of only a small number of kinds of behavior. Forced by .

circumstances to choose only one behavior to be observed and defining it nega—

e

tiVely to minimize the number of tallies to be recorded a good choice would be:

the critical school social behavior of being "of f task " that is, not attending to

one's work "Off task" is defin?d as. not looking at the assigneﬂ task but
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'obviously subsumes many social behaviors that are inappropriate_when
work-is to_be donef Denorand.Mirkin (1977) suggest four critical social
behaviors to observef "off task," "noise," "out of ‘place," and "physical
contact." This simplified event recording system 9111 be described in'more

detail later in this module. ' - . o . 8

Simplifying by Varying the Time Interval for Recording

T

Besides varying the number of behaviors observed to change the

-

difficulty of the observer s task the'length of time intervals for

y :
‘recording can be adjusted'fo fif“the.observer s available time. { As A
already noted, behavior checklists are commonly_used to summarize .observations

‘made over long intervalsg but they can also be used to cover intervals of any
length. “In practice, however, one finds.that as the intervals'become as short -
as only.a few seconds, a point is.reached'at which only one behavior pattern.can
occur within an interval. By using intervals of 2-3 seconds, then, one gets.an
almost complete continuous record of the frequencytor rate of occurfence of an
observed'behavior.:'Only highly skilled observers can maintain such a record on
more than a few behavior patterns£ Usually, however, the possibility oﬁ-such a

~completeg record is given. up in order to make the task easier, and the observer
simply accepts the-resulting_loss of some information.’ How critical this loss

‘may be can only be answered in)regard to a specific problen.

Intervals of any length can bé used. . If data collection will continue for |
weeks or-months! entering‘one tally for.an.interval of as long as an entire -
daily class'period is adequate. for a record . of some behavior patternsvsuch as
attendance=atlschool or coming-tolclass prepared. As a general'rule, intervals
of from ?0 seconds to 1 minute permit observers.to record accurately>the

occurrence of several. key behaviors and meet most.needs adequately.

As mentioned previously, a behavior checklist may be regarded as an

extensive list of behavior patterns which is completed by an observer as a.

N
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Other than paring the list down to a handful of behavior patterns to fit each

'proceﬂure was used by M. M. Wood,and'her col‘eagues at the Rutland Center; Athens,

for seriouély handicapped students (1975;_1979)¢

26,
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summary record ‘at the end of a relatiyely long period of observation. ‘Hoyever,

such checklists could be compieted more frequently, aily or Bourly,-bht since .
_ . T ) S AR S : S e

L3

they are extensive and include many pgfterné'chat are not relevant in ah .
individual case, such freﬁuent_cbmpletion wouid be awkward and time consumings.
individual, is there some way to méké it more manageable? The follqwing strategy
has been used succeésfully}' I

(a) DeVeiop a'list of social‘and academic behévior.patterns that are‘cdnT
sidered importantfﬁithin_é échool setting and/or ;owthe’deveIOpment.of'a particular
student or group of stﬁdents; (b) Arrénge the'it;ms in an order bésed on a zypical
Zequence pf'hu;an development-or a logical task hierarchy (in eithgr case the list
will move from.basic or gimple béhéviér pétterns to'more complex pattefﬁs that

incorporate additional elements); (c) Start at.the beginning of the list ané

check off the behavior patterns observed performed by the students being rated,

~eventually reaching a point on the list where.the listed behaviors are not being

N ¥

demdnstrated'by a’particular'studgnt; (d) Choose the first_five or six missing
behavior.patternstas objectivés for instruction and maintain a daily, individualized
suﬁmary record of stgdeﬁt performance, only pe;iodically réévaluéting students
against the entire list.

This procedure has the Wofk;reAUCing édvantages.of a felativély loﬁg time
interval (school day or cla;s—period)'and relatively feﬁ behéviér categories to f;

be attended to at any one time while it retains the potential of an exhaustive

desctiption of desirable behavior'shown by'thé student obserVed.( Just such a

Georgia, to devélep the Developmental Therapy Objective Rating Form (DTORF)
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._'{v In using such a procedure, teachers and their, assistants move down a list "
of.beﬂavioral objectives during thé_initfﬁl assessment, checking those behavior

patterns .they have_obséfved performed appropriately by the student 90% of the

' “, . : .
time. Instruction is then-directed toward student mastery of a target group of
six behavior patterns in éach'category. Each afternoon, after the students have

gone home, the teacher/dssistant team discusses the students' behavior and makes

a daily record of whether a specific behavioral objective was performed "always,"

"sometimes," or "never" by a given student. When mastery is shown for 'a sufficient
period of time, the mastered behavior is checked off the student's list and attention o

turns to the next missing behavior pattern. Thus;nteachers observe and record the

' . s
occurrence/nonoccurrence of approximately 30 behavior patterns for each student

during each ong-day intervgl. Summary observation inforﬁation recorded qéing_

<

this procedurd provides an important data base for the program, both guiding

instruction and permitting evaluation oﬁ program effectiveness.

. : - B . Ca o
Similar procedures using lists of behavioral descriptions/objectives o

have been described By Heweﬁt and Taylor (1980) and.Stephens (1975). Sucﬁﬁlists

are often used with intervals longer than a single day; however, the procedure
: ' & o : _
described seems best suited to providing an obgervation record immediately useful

to teachers of students with special needs. 1In developing such a list of behavioral

objeqfives-for.mainstreamed sfudehts,'regular class teacher's should feel free

to cbnsﬁlt speg}al edﬁcatibﬁ'personnél. In most_insfances the best_time and place
for developing such é 113; is at the Ié? éOnferencé»wheré fegular and special
eduction teachers, schooi psycﬁological staff; adm{nistration, and;a student's

parents meet to formulate goals and objectives for the student and a plam to

realize these goals and objectives.

W




Mirkin, 1977, pp. 101- 102)
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OBSERVATION SCHFDUﬁ%@ DENO AND MIRKLN S FOUR BEHAVIORS R | N
As already mentioned Deno and Mirkin (1977)&&11ustrated another approach
to deyeloping aopr0cedure that provides,useful 1nformation to the teacher with—
out'requiring excessiﬁe time.. ﬁased on their e§periences asiconsultants to
class tedégeE> working-with special eoucation izudents, they.sélected

a group of -only four_social_behavipr pstterns that "fairlyrrepresent the
'categories of concern' for most classroom teachers" (p. lOl)._ As already
mentioned, Deno and Mirkin defined the four patterns negstively to make the
VT
re&ﬁgding of frequency of occurrence less difficult: 'noise,

" "out of place,"”

N

"physical contact," and "off task." They suggested that the target student be

observed initially 10-30 minutes each day for 5-7 days and; thereafter, as fre- -

1

quently as possible. Ige four categories are defined below (From Deno &

* »

1. Noise: Any sounds created by the child which distract eitner
another student'or.the teacher from the business at hand.
The noise may-be generated-vocally (including "talk oots" or
unintelligible sounds) or nonvocally ("tsppiég a-penoilv or

"snapping fingers'").

&

2. Out of place: Any movement beyond the either expliciti§ or
implicitly defined boundaries in which the child is‘éllowed
movement. If the child ‘is seated at his desk, then'novement

of any sort out of the seat is "out of place."

a . ’ \

3. Physical.contact or.destruction. Any, contact with-énoth%;
' person or another person S. property which is unacceptable
to_thatgperson; Kicking, hitting, pushing, tearing, break—
ing, taking, ére categOriged as physical ‘contact or destruction.

T - | o
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4. Off task:

El

movement{off the task at-hand is included.

Some teechers may find they can make" such a record while teaching or

¥

carrying out'other academic tasks;
!ssistance of an aide, the principal or a school psychologist.
Mirkin suggested that this procedure be used to help spot crﬂtical areas of

-problem-social behavior.

*

change would then follow.

that is, noting each'occurrence of one form of the behaviors.1

freguency or event recording

29

e

°

ing around,"_"staring into.spacgjh."doodling,

o1

{

c ' | fellzintohone_of’the_three previously defined categories.

‘Any movement off a prescribed activity which does not

or any observable

w

Most will find they'will need the

Deno and

* Deno and Mirkin also suggested recording behavior continuously,

vaook-

More specific pinpointing of behaviOr.patterns for

1

This 1s called

For accurate recording, evénts must have a class

beginning and ending point. Not all behavior of interest can be easily divided
2

intoJ?uch units. Anyone wishing to make the use of this system less difficult

could specify observation intervals of'one minute or 30 seconds.

3

The record would

then consist of the number of intervals in which the behavior pattern was observed

.to occur (Fig 2), a number that usually will be less thaﬂuthe actual frequency

of occurrences.

|

3rd min.

{

sth min.

Frequency record

Interval. record

—

Figure'2.

lst min. 2nd min. 4th min Total
" 1 Mk, | === / 7.
| : / X == |/ 4

Oq’hrrences of "off task" behavior.
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I

. The observer's task is easlier when -exact frequencies are not tallied, but

gome information is lost. Neither of these procedures provides an accurate

-

measure of the duration of behaviors, which. may sometimes be of interest

-

For each application; observers must ask‘themselves how much detail is

‘useful. There is no reason to colleet more observational data than can be or,
L | S | o
~will be used. L _ ' \

y : | |
A LONGER PUPIL OBSERVATION SCHFDULE

Previously in this module, the writer stressed the desirability of
: &

limiting the actual observation record to observable behavior while

¢

»

d

. leaving inferential and valuing statements to a discussion section of the
ot ' ' ' : v

-record or adding them as commentary. The critical reader'may have noted that-
. & .

] [ . ) N .
evaluative terms tend to creep into checklists and behavior pattern descriptions

such as those mentioned. '"Noise," in the Deno/Mirkin category aystem,.is
"sounds which distracg'..}." (p. 101). 'Physical contact or destruction" is’
"contact which is unacceptable (p. 102)." Interpretation of the terms underlined

requines a value judgment by the observer

N\

‘Records of the ?ﬁcidenc} of behavior patgerns to which such inferential

judgments have been ‘applied always should beﬁsomewhat suspect because any ‘

inference'reduces interobserver reliability; that_is, people usually will agree
' about the times they,hear a studeqt speak to a classmate but sometimes will

- disagree about whether the verbali“?ation fas 'positive"'or "negative" in intent. :

. , €)‘he Pupil Observation Schedule (POS), a procedAgb developed by the
“k »
aut

or (Wood 1973, 1979), has seVeral categories that require observers to
infer whether a student s or teacher 8 intent is positive or negative. The POS

permits recording the occurrenhe of 13 categories of- student behavior by one—half— r

minute intervals. The observer makes a check mark ': the cell @or each half—minuteh




- whenever a behavior paﬂt':'tiéfﬁ""o"c'éiit'é.'fahé'B'r “Jmoxie.t-imea 'du_r"in’g' .tl'iéi"'ihté'r"vai.' This

_ . . :
- occur/total numbﬁr of intervals in the observation session) The percentages

"is included so that the observer alwa S will have to mark a student as '"'on"' or

—,

Ay

I- ]

method results in some loss of data, as illustrated previously, but after several
f 0 : ¥

observation sessiops a satisfactorily complete picture of student behavior can

I

be obtained. Witﬂ thiS'type of system, it is customary to summarize the obserwa~
tions as percentages'(number of intervals in which a behavior was observed to_
I = : |

<
have been calculated on the illustrative POS form (see Figure 3) ‘which shows the
. P [ 4 .
record for a lOfminth.observation session ( 20 30-second intervaﬂs).
) ) [ 4 J -

Ihe first four Qategories of behavior recorded on the POS can be objectively

L 9
vocal noise. ("Off task"

defined: "on task,“ Vat place," object noise, and

11 "

/

"off task," thhs marking off an.interval-even if no other activity is observed.)

"Non—responseﬁ tora behavior initiated by another is also a category that requires

<

‘little inference from an observer. But "selffinitiated verbalization.h "responding

verbalization\\ gesture,_ and physical contact" must. be judged either "positive"

or "negative' in intent. Some objectivity of recording hasq?een sacrified in the

interest of reducing the number of categories.

Observers can learn to use the POS with only a little practice. Becausetofg
the long time intervals, observers usually find it possible to elaBorate on the.

record_with.brief narrative comments as shown in the example. The procedure

1

[ .
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/I

v/

/I

'1?7/

T e dese VY VIVIVIY JIWIVIIVVIVIVIV]
_ Awﬁy from desk ‘l | l_ I ‘_'Axl. _ ' “‘ ' )
Object genEfaﬁedlnoise ‘_ ‘ ' 1, _ l ._l . l
#*  Vocally generated noise J“ ‘ " ‘ lV/' " .:‘ | l_
' ' ~ eager, cries
- asks for.help

* ' . : :
Positive self-initiated verbalization

W

|

I

- takes part in discyssion -

Positive responding verbaiization

|

\/

JI

l

l

)
~

v/

ises hénd

‘...

VI

Positive gesture or ®xpression

N

T |

Positiﬁe'physical contact

Refuses interaction |

Negative self-initiated verbalization

Negative responding ﬁerbalization

| | o
)
| | sz
I J -Qz'

——— — -

. il ~sc—

Negative gesture or expression

Negative physical contact

Time: 10:15-10:25 a.m.

'}Aétivity:: Arithmetié period; o
Teacher is demonstrating

problem solutions at chalk

" board. ; Students are volun-

teering answers and responding

to teacher questions.

|

Date:

S:" C.N. - Male —lAge'll—é L

12/3/78

%_

Iy

Figure 3: _Pﬁpil-Observation"Séhedule (WOod;t1973).
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reguires the observer to be free of other'responsibilities, however. It has «

been used sutcessfully by resource or consultingjteachers as part of their
assessments of prbblérﬁ behavior_in regul_ar classroous (Rardin, 1976). Rardin

supplemented the pupil categories by adding five categories of teacher behavior'

"control,™ "org nize," "discuss," "demonstrate,'

and "describe.' She also o

provided space for recording if the teacher attends positively,'negatively, or

: . , ) . . :
not at all to the target student during each interval. Her modifications illustrate
the desirability of fitting ahz procedure to the needs of the'observer. \ B

Teachers seem to find the information recorded on the POS and similar ﬁ

»

schedulés useful in helping them to think about strategies for managing probiamg o

T

behavior. It provides a more complete and continuous record of observed behavior 5':7
than lists of behavior descriptions/objectives, but the record lacks the,obvious l -j" "
implications for instruction that behavioral'objeCtive checklists;provide.‘ The ~
purpose of_an observatdon.schedule such as the_POS-is to give a general picture

B of.the'stud%ptfs functioning"preliminary'to focusing in on specific behavior
patterns of interest or when monitoring progress over time. The POS record

covers a wider'range of behavior than the beno/Mirkin "four category" procedure

and includes a record of positive as well-as negative bebavior. ‘Walker (1979)
describes appiication of similar observation‘systems ‘to pupils acting out

behavior. However, it requires somewhat more skill from the observer -and- canmot *

be used by a teacher who is simultaneously carrying on instruction. By now, it
should be clear that "observation" can be, in fact must be,.shaped to fit one's.
needs, skill level and time Schedule | Activity 2 attached at_ the end.of this
.section of the module provides students with experience in USing the Pupil

-

Observation Scale. Aftér_that.experience it may be useful to discuss with

students these issues.
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- ADDITIONAL DATA.THAT.MAKES THE OBSERVATION.RECORD MORE USEFUL

) . o

When used by a practiCed observer, the narrative record procedure produCGs,
a very. complete. record of behavior in. context whi c:h Ls relatively unbiased by

preconceived categories. Description can be kept well-separated from inference

'_most of the time, although as illustrated, it would be false to claim that subtle

.observer biases,do not influence What\goes into the record. However, the full

narrative procedure is difficult‘and.tim51hpnsuming to use, and a narrative

. : . .. T . - .
record is not always the most useful kind of’ observation record for the teacher

“

since the data recorded is:difficult to summarize and apply to the solution.of-

instructional problems. One problem facing observers, theﬁ,[is how they can
. 1

‘restore to observation records as much as possible of the context captured in

R ~

a complete narrative recordt ’ ,

R : : 1 . A

One constructive step is to prepare a brief narrative description of
. . r . .

the classroom environment, the activity being carried on, and the ch ractggistics
of the st dents;and teachers (i.e., age, 3ex, socioeconomic status, d4nd skill
levels). Tn addition, obsetvation records should be made of the behaviors of a
random selection of the target student's samefsex oeers. A common procedure is
to alternate observations of the ‘target: student and individual\peers, that is,
observe the target student for 5 minutes, peer one for 5 minutes, the target

Ky

student again for 5 minutes,-peer two for 5 minutes; and so forth. Studying'

_ o | _
_such a record helps one judge the 'normality" of the target student's behavior.

Forness (1979, attached in ‘this module) describes ways of collecting and using

such normative data. As already mentioned, Rardin found it helpful to include

-~

- 2
a partial record of the téacher's behavior on the POS form, thus adding another

-~

piece to the description of the context in which the student 'S behavior occurs. .

Although the Pupil Observation Scale provides a way to start‘recording

observations of social interactibn in the classroom, the‘other'observation '

recording procedures described in this module have tended to focus on the,indivi—

“

'dual-student. Recording interaction is more difficu]t but, as Strain, Gooke and

.40
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Appolonni (l97§):bave pointed out, interaction data.adds much to an observation

reeord} As an observer gains in skill he/she finds ways to add important notes

e e e et e e s B L T T TR N . P - e ey e n i mas e A

on soc1a1 interaction to’ the record by annotation or modification of the form

4
'

being used.

~

3 -

H

help,

to place'individnal behavior in context.

‘as shown in.Figure 4. -

Below is another simple proqedure to record interactions~between~small

¥

An observer can drav a circle'containing the names of
. ) . .' .' '.()' . )

_groups: of individuals.
each student being observed and drjm arrows to show the direction of an interaction;:

Keep a runninéﬁgally of positive (+) or (=) interactions

o

(- .
during the period of’ observation. . N . . e

¥

A method of observing social interactions in classroom settings.:

’

Figure 4.

.
g
1 he

The same procedures that have been used to record the behavior'of_individuals}ﬂﬁ
. . 2 . .

can be-used to record‘gronp behavior. A group record is simply the sum of all

the individual ‘behaviors o% a particglar kind for example, verbal offers to

or physical assistance _ Such.group summary“records can be used. to

>

plan interventions,to change group behavior and monitor their ‘effectiveness or

Usually the totalrnumber of behavior

“patterns to be observed and recorded is kept small or the record is made only at -

a specified time interval, for example, alrecord is_kgpt-of-the“number of studentsT

Y

"off task" at each quarter hour. -

1 ’ . . R . .
. .. it
, .




Reliability and Validity of Observation Data _ o - - *

ot Mg A Ae ¢ e e = e e e oo s - . [P - [N e P et e vn et ot v -

Ihe easiest way to’ shake ‘the confidence of the novice observer to whose

[y

needs this paper has been addressed is to ask him or her' to'demonstrate the

'w5~f f~*reliability and validity of their observation record Records should»be as

- reliable and valid as possible but like 80 much else, ‘the necessary degree

of reliability and validity varies with the particular application.

9

The reliability Oﬁ a record'concernS‘the accuracy with which it has been
made. - Only subjective estimates can be made of the reliability of narrative

records.. Reliability of count data (event or 1nterva1) is usually reported as

-..,'. : ] . -

“the percentage of observer'agreement. The easiest way to calculate this percentage-

from event data is to divide the smaller number of occurrences recorded by the

1arger number of events recorded by two obserVers during the same observation period

<

s then multiplying by 100 to convert the ratio obtained to a percentage. Example;

2

Observer ‘A records a student as “off task" eight times during a ten minute
{

observation'period,.while.ObserverfB records'the student "of f task" only six

“times. Their interobserver agreement is: only 75/, which is not particularly good

_reliability An agreement of at least BOA is generally considered desirable.

9

L

:;f.several behaviors are being observed simultaneously, the percentage

o . of agreement can be determined for each behavior;: These-percentages can be

P averaged to give an estimate of reliability overall Such'a percentage'
gives equal weight to all of the individual scores, and since reliability of

observation and frequency of occurrence will vary for each behavior, a. weighted

average may be deairable.J Boehm and Weinberg (1977) deacribe a simple procedure .

v,:\... . N v,

e
for calculating such a weighted average. Their procedure is also useful for

.<determining the percentage of agﬁéement when more than ‘two observers are being

-’compared.'




-

A~better way to calculate interqbéérver agreemeht for interval data 1is . sy

e 3 M.

!

“to divide the total number of intervals 1eSs those where there is disagreement
by the total number of intervals, then converting this ratio to a percentage. S

. s, ~ v
Example: Observer A and Observer Bébgree that the studentthey observed -was— : .

%]

Yoff t':ask"ic-l'ﬁ'r-i'ngiéirgﬁi of ten int.ervals,o. but Observer A marked one interval B »

_gid not and'B marked one interval A did not mark. The.percentageuof agreement

I

in this case is 8/10 of. 80%. - L e o ; ;'ij
- oy & N L, ' | |
_ - If the percentage of agrggment is less than 80%, one may suspect ‘that the

o

events to be recorded were poorlyldefined?;so that different observers

‘intérpreted their occurrence differently,dthat toofmuch inferenée was required-

1

in deciding whether or not a particular event occurred, or that the mechanics

- of the recording procedure were so cbmplex as to causeobserver tecording
errors. - If the system does not have major flaws of these kinds, reliability

" can_be improved by pragtice. o . S

2 : ' .

Reliability piaces'é limit on the validity of observation records. Validity -

is the truthfulness of the record. Does the record describe what ‘actually happened?
If the description is inaccurate, it is clearly not valid. But validity is-also a -

affektéd by other fattors._ For example, a valid record would have to be a complete

‘record, In this module, it hés,been suggested that'observérs should only collect

® . .-

‘data that is useful. This pradticél advice clearly’placés,a 1imitatibn on the’

validity of the records obtainéﬁ. Inference also affects validity. For example, R

¢ . 'Y

even though two observers may.agree that & student’s behavior reveals "depression". 5

. o - L]
‘

- or "anxiety,' a third observer may feel -that the same behavior should be ‘interpreted
as "angér."' While this may show up as a teliability problem, ‘the fundamental problem

is one of validiﬁy.w Thus, an objecﬁive-description.fén4§ to be more valid.' Yet,

-«

to make use of the data, someone must interpret and value it.
_ L S _ :

»

S
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—__——-—————ere_great_that“recordswmade_usingnthese_methods_are_more_reliahle_and_ualid than

-

<

e b8
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"eritical incidents" can be of'help in pinpointing the problem,-but'early use of
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Obviously observers must be concerned about the reliability and validity of . ﬂ- "
their records, but not to the point“of giving up the simple methods of observation Q’ﬁlﬁ

recording that have been described Despite-their.technical flaws, the chances

the haphazard orgl or written anecdotal records that too often provide the founda—‘

tion for decision making and evaluation of individual'?nd group educational programs.

i 5
USING OBSERVATION RECORDS - '

A Variety of procedures to guide observation and make a record of what is

observed have been described in this paper. " How does one decide which procedure e

ree

is mostﬂappropriate for a specific purpose? Some teachers may prefer to adapt

x

the same basic procedure'to.meet every need, but in general,'it‘is.better to

v

master several different_approaches so as .to have a range of choices when seeking-

for the '"best fit." 'Perhaps, members of a school'faculty can pool their expertise,

some becoming experienced with one recording procedure and others with another. :

» .

A

Here are some poSsibilities.

1. Using,observation for screening and initial assessment:---Observa

a .

an important tool for use in answering the first question teachers should consider
when they first notice that they are "disturbed" or concerned about”a student’s
behavior: How specifically can they describe the behavior that is disturbing them?

Careful description must precede decisions about when and how to ihtervene, or
when and to" whom to refer. Briefqnarrative notes taken after. the occurrence of

b

systematic observations such as the Deno/Mirkin "four category procedure, or a . -

\

form of the Pupil Obpervation Schedule will provide data on the "typical" as well

igrlhe problem" behavior._uBoth should-be considered. Use of ‘these procedures

»
‘can and probably should be relatively informal at this stage.
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S i .
-~ After the teacher begins to feel more certain about what specifically is
R

the behavidr that distutbs him/her, the next important question can be addressed,

e

Is the ‘behavior sufficiently disturbing to the student, the group, or to the , ST

-

—rw—————teacher_tkoaLLant_planful_attﬁmnts to chanee that behavior? Most'problems'will e
respond to good ‘classroom management procedures, many are transient and seem to
be "outgrown" without special attention. Is one reasonaply certain this is one

7

of the small number that requires a special plan? If so, procedures described

in the modules in this series dealing with topics such as referral, assessment,

development of individual and group behavior managew@nt, procedures,’ and the =~ L

development of behavioral objectives and Individualized Educational Programs s

o

' (IEPs) should be undertaken.

2. Formal agsessment and the development of the Individualized'Education.-
Plgp: The svstematic observation procedures that have been described under

| Step 1 are appropriate for use in formal assessment and program planning as nell.

But, for these purposes, procedures like Wood's Develdpmental Therapy ObjeCtives
v v

‘Rating Form (DTORF 1975) and Hewett and Taylor s ABCs of the TIEP (1980) become ,

¢

particularly useful. Too often educators wait to use these procedures only after
_fhe“stﬁdent“has*been*piaced~in~a"specia1 sa&ging. Since the relationship between .

s well known, it would seem appfopriate;

: changes in settings and changes in behavior

to rate a student's behavior on such scales in the situation where the problem

was, first observed as well as later, after attempts have been made to _change

-

his/her ‘behavior or after the student lias been placed in new or different

o

sltuations. Such a "double'baseline," 1f we may so te;m 'it, provides both a

helpful summary of the Studentfs'original’status and appropriate objectives for

i?the?early stages-of a-behavior_change program when.a'detailed plan has not. been.

e
worked out.

.

3. Usingiobservation procedures to monitor progress. Several methods for

o obNaining frequent independent observations of pupil behavior have been described

ERIC e
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earlier. 'Data from such observations can be readily summarized on charts or

graphs (Deno & Mirkin, 1977) Thus summarized , the data permit ongoing evaluation .

Lo
et v,

'f’( 3 of the 1nterventions introduced to guide the social development of a target student = 7

or students and to provide the basis for thouahtful program d901q{nns,_"Sugh_uge____,____
/

is described by Deno and Mirkin (1977) -as '"'data-based program modification v ;

4. Using observation procedures_to determine'what to change wheh progress oo

does not occur: ®Behavior change programs. are usually focused on a small range

of student behavior, for exaﬁble; being on task.qr responding appropriately to
-Sodigl greetings By othere. By thus narrowing the focus, there is a tendeney
to lose sight of.the "total pefson." While'oqe response to a seudehtfs lack-of
progress may be to change fhe interyehtion plan wﬁile contineing'to focus.on the
target behavibrs, aﬁother might.be to take a steplbaek,,ahd look at the seudent's | 'fgﬁ
behavior more generally, as was done in'the earliest Stages of.assessment. Ebcﬁéing K
on targets or behavioral ijectives, such as thoee on the DTdRF, may be“en impedi- . [@
ment to noticing that‘ae‘individual étudent might respond betterlif approached- _ |
in a cp&%letely diffeient manner. Going beck to the use of a enefal ebservetion o

/ ' X o~ . . RS
procedure like the POS may help to reassess the situation and develop new plans

that work better ihan the old. S ' ~ - N w. }:5ﬁ

5. Using observation_data_for.thegpprpose of evaludtion: The advantages

~.0of using charts and graphs to summarize observation data have already been -

mentioned in the diseussi9ﬁ:of methods for monitoring progress. Such data

e ~summar_ies can also be uéeﬁdl for purposes of brogram or 1pdividhal progress
evaluatien.- Datd frpm.behaviof seqpeﬁcee like ghose of M. Wood (1975) or Hewett
and Taylor'(1980).cen be eumeerized in- terms of speeific'objecﬁiﬁesamastered. !
by individual-spudents er number of objectives.méstered.by a groupfauring\a
specified time period. .Sucp data can be very uﬁeful in evaluegihg in@ividual

and group program effectiveness. L - _ B

e .~ ' : . o ST "4(3‘
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A CONCLUDING COMMENT o |

Slavin (1978) argued in a’.recent issue “f the.EducatiQnal

the opinion 1ournal of the American Educational Research Association, that

|

I

| ep
/ fostering the development of students in part because of their attention to

specia% education'programs have,demonstrated much greater potency as interventions. ..

-

establishing a foundation of data gathered through systematic observation on

|

which to base program blanning and decision making
Several~years of experience have COnvinced “the writer that systematic

9

S

observation is the best procedure available to the. teacher who wishes to gather
The procedures may seem

EY

uqeful information on the social behavior ‘of students.
but with practice, they become easier to

awkward and time—consuming at first
However, the most convincing argument is made by the observation ‘records-.

~

fr

use.
Most teachers will find them useful enough to be’ WOrth the extra

themselves.
effort it may require to gather and maintain the data they contain.

: 4‘- B
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Activity #1 - Narrative Descriptions

“

t
Narrative descriptions of the behavior of a student in a classroom

'

- situation is a useful method oflassessing that student '3 behavior For

.'tﬁftéaCh?“ﬁ?ﬁétitiﬁg”ﬁbservation"skills by

weiting narrative'descriptious can also help deveiOp general (as opposed -
-;to formal) observstipn sgglls, Activity 1 provides a handout for teacher
education students to help themddevelop the "objective firame of'miud"

needed fOr_writing-goed'narratives. Also ‘included is a sample form to

help structure these observations. While-videbtaped or filmed'séquenCEs'

are useful for providing social situations to describe in’ narrative

fmivs or o

T -

records, especially when used as brief training sessions, students can
learn much from conducting the observation in a "live" classroom situa-

tion. ' L o : ' ' ' .
« Y | - o

For the purposes of this practice ohgervation, students ought to be

encouraged to observe one student for a period of at least 20 minutes.
~ ) ) ) - . N ..

The following activity outlined for use in a teacher educatiop'proifam

has been used with both regulsr education and specialveducstion students

[}

N

at the_University BfLMinnesotsf e T 0 o

. a :
. . . v
2 . . .
: - : (3
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There are two-ﬁajor concerns in studying an individual's_behavior. ‘One

- is a factual problem: How does the person actually behave in a particular Lo
— - . situation? - The othdP is-a theoretical problem: ' Why-does he behave as he = - "o ooie
' does? Answers to both questions are essential in arriving at an ‘understand- T
ing. Misunderstandings arise, however, when the two ‘processes are confused. S

In general, a good narrative account of a person's behavior should be a
complete and accurate account of actual behavior. A person reading the : _ R
record should be able to get the same basic picture of the classroom situation . RN

"as the-person who actually observed it. A good narrative record should almost S
do what a’ sound film does. Writing down the behavior of one student in . a
classroom often seems deceptively simple. In fact it is a demanding task, o
espgcially when one later attempts to make sense out of the obgervations. In- oo
cluded below afe a list of ideas that will make a narrative. description better. N
able to communicate the observeddﬁehavior of the student : :

-

A. Things to do . . ' o . - : 'f?
r_e_*li_ — . _ . _ P . _ _ e

1. 1Include time and place of observation and duration of actions.

¥ a. Between what times was observation conducted? - c
' b. Where was observation made, e.g., type of class, age of : ‘ A
students, subject of class? ' _ o ;
c. Duration-of observed activities. (How long did-student :
cry, lay head on desk, do math problems? Where did ' !
student 'go when he/she left, seat?) _ _ S i
. ’ Voo
2. Describe the setting in which behavior takes place. _ T
a. What were students expected to accomplish during observed period? . N
b. How many students are in the class? How is dass seating - A
‘ arranged? o ' : ‘
o c. Who is leading the class7 How is this. being done?

3. 1Include relevant facts about student being observed e.g., age, _ :
: ' sex, noticeable physical characteristics, dress, where seated. ' . R
¢ . , S )
4. Include actubl dialogue. ' ' :
_ (Not: Teacher sent student out of room and he refused but:
; ' Teacher said, '"Leave,the room immediately and don't come back
until you learn to behave." ' Student threw a book on the floor —
and said, "I didn't do it, and'xgg_can't make me goL") X ' ?-1f

5. ‘Describe. social relations involved, e. g., teacher-student, teacher
aide- student, student- student\
. ' 6. TInclude full details of actual actions.: (Not: "He drew all over
his answer sheet", but: "He worked four math problems, looked around
the class for 15 seconds, then folded his answer sheet over and drew
the outline of a naked woman. ') .
AN

™~

-
3

A

*Adapted from a trélni}g module prepared by R. W, McCauley, Longfellow Treatment




b‘ ] . . . - ._ . .. ) . _-. ,

B.. Things Eg_avoid_ : o g _ . ' /

-~ I
. )

1. Confusing interpretatibns with behavioral facts. /'. .
a. Some of . these interpretations are inferences about moj&vations,
such as: "He-wanted to," "seeking attention",.."he wds trying
to"..."he was interested in"..,"he feels at home in"...'he
thought it was funny, s80"...'"he disliked " (Motives are not
i descriptions of . behavior ) '

b. Some of these interpretations are inférences about the observer' s'

N covert behavior, such as" - "he was daydreaming,'""he was thinking
. about"..n"he was unfamiliar with.". (The focus in a good narra-
A tive description is on overt behavisr V) i o

c. Some of these interpretations are imteffect theories about _
behayior, such as: ‘' "he has .a habit of","it is in his nature to,""
"he has learned to," ‘or "he has been reinforced for."

2, Labeling rather: than describing.

a. Some of these labels are "trait" hames (ascribing behavior to
hypoethetical "traits," is but one kind of theory about behavior)
‘
b. Some of these'labels are short—hand-pseudo—descriptive attempts to
Summarize behavior rather than actual descriptions of behavior, Y
such as "shy," "aggressive," "rigid," "stubborn," "inattentive," - _ e
or "hyperactive." They, may seem descriptive to the observer but s
_ often mean something totally(ﬂifferent to the person who reads an
L ‘account of the observation.

. d-q . . N ‘ ’ Y

3. Evaluating rather than describing'(related'to labeling and'name-calltng)

a. Some evaluations of behavior are pseudo-interpretative statements,
-generally loaded with the . observer's feelings, such as, "spoiled,"

* "trouble-maker," '"well-behaved," "good student," "poor sport,"
g
"tyrant," "hot- headed " "mischievous," "dumb ," "bright," or "dis-
turbed." . _ _

b. Some of these evaluations are reflections of how the observee -
impresses the observer rather ‘than descriptions of what the observee
does. Examples of this can be seen in observations where students -

. . are describéd as "likeable," "agreeable," "cooperative," "friendly,
fg;m o * . or "humorous. ) ’ L

g, Using words which communicate poorly

Some terms do not describe, but only seem to describe. Examples of

- these are "frequently," "soon," "a short time afterwards," "large,"
"small," "later," and "close" or "far." (Some'are actually incor-
rect, such as "He is alwazs late " "He never works," etc. )

o w‘
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e can agree that theorizing and interpreting is necessary. We can also
agree that labeling is often convenient Evaluating others' behavior and
having| our feelings qffected by others' actions toward us is inevitable, and
at times, quite deésirable,  We also must understand, however, that confusions

and misunderstnndings resuLts when these processes are mistaken for\descriptions
of behavior.

J.‘l’

t is also well to remember that the ééal of a narrative descriptdion is
to write a factual account of a person's behavior, not a literary masterpiece.

If the observee's behavior is monotonous, undramatic, or unspectacular, it is

not thle fault of the observer.

s

g
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Activity #1 o ~ Narrative Observation

-
. oo

necessarily have to be one whom you suspect of having a school- related problem.

1. Time,: Twenty—minute observation period.

I'd
]

2.. Child: The student should be a stranger of either sex.
3. Setting: Any school situation. Acceptable places are: playground.
~situations, - classrooms, special classes such as music, gym or art,

or other school activities ”

+

4. Record: - YQur written-teport of the obseIVations should’contein'. e
PR ;
©a. Description and factual statement of the social setting including time,
place, and persons involved. = _ N _ B w
b. Description of what is being done in the setting, including the task ‘\\
that the 3ubject ‘in the description is expected to be atcomplishing.

c. Description of the subject. | | ' - \

d. A separation of observational records into four five-minute units.

5. After completing the record, write an interpretation of the meaning of the

interaction between the child and his environment. What goals, desires;
needs were expressed by the child or may be inferred from his/her behavior?
What did he/she learn? What was he/she prevented from learning? ~ Why did
he/she behave as was observed? At this stage one can @ttempt to make mean-
ing from the observatiohal data. (As is shown on the Lample ‘observation -

~ form a columm for observer's comments is included. This is a space where
interpretative notes can be. made as .one is writing or efeading’the text
of the observation. ) S - : :

6. Procedure: Avoid giving the. child and others he is interacting with the

- idea that they are being watched. Make no personal contact with the child’
or the adults or peers. ‘ ' . '

A * B . .

-Instructions: - Observe -a-child- or -adolescent; in-some kind of school- setting,--jvw-w-“'
for a period of twenty (20) minutes. The subject of this observation does not

© /

AN




" Narrative Obseryation

SocihlfSetting: - o S

’ Tasgk: .
. - . . |
Subject:- : ' ; ’ , : “
C ) ; ~ Observation Record \3 o . ' Observer Comments "
‘ B . l PR, a. . '. '
: Time: L ~ - ¢ | ol
' -9 . B
N |-
o P . _ 1
R o ,
. « ‘ .
L ' : R
, I
,_ ' | -
: _ o B ‘
- S ) |
. ~ . ' e - '
- Time:" ' , # : - o
‘ : ‘ ) ) . .
; . y N
. _ ' ) | .
3 - : o N
oo ) . R Sb ) b
- L s o b S

 ; - (Subseddent pag bnly:éhéervatiqn-neéord and Observer ‘Comments columns.) .
LS . ATy . R B . e B T e
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Activity #2 - Interval Recordihg

. formal observation procedures also serves as good training for the in-.

o

»

Interval récofd#ng Qf students' behavior has been found by many

teachers to be a useful means of measuring the frequency of behaviors
of congern, of meésurihg'changes in students'-behavior'over time, and-

comparing the frequency of . one student's behavior with that of his/her

 peers. Many'teachers find that interval counting of students' behavior

- 1is' a very useful task for teachersi aides to perform and that ;he re-
cording of these observations serves as a hélpful on—going,.individualized

assessment étrategy. As with other types of observation, experience with'

[

-

formal observations that teachers are making every hour. they are in the -
: .

classroom. : S ‘

For the pufposes of.direct.observatibn, interval recording of behavior,

a form of the Pupil”Observation Sched@le has been provided. Basié in-
‘% . N . -.. - ‘ .

‘structions for using -that form are attached. Although relatively-"

w

straightforward it should be impressed ﬁpon;students-thét considerable

[

familiarity with the categOry-definitions, stheir placement on the form

and the recording sysgtem itself will make the use of this instrument

much fore eésiiy adcompiished. It is .also possible'that somerstudedts'

_ : TN _ A
might wish to develop their own observation instruments. This, of

course, should be engouraged-and_the category definitions on the ‘Pupil

: Obsgrvétio;‘Schedulé sﬁoﬁld hélp;them formulate definitions for theif

own categories., ) Y

‘.“\- T - . L . W

4
“

-
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:

'PUPIL OBSERVATION SCHEDULE (Form B)*

——- - - pBefore beginning to observe, the -observer should fill .in nanse and date.. . ..
’ Running notes about student characteristics, the setting and the activity o

S can be taken during tire observation, but the final statement should-be written _
B ~at the close of the observation. | | S
—y - . L .. R e e e .

A11 boxes (behavior descriptions) needed to describe the performance b
one or more times of a target behavior pattern by the student being ob- R~
served during each 30. second’ observation period should be marked once with - A
~ the appropriate symbol in the vertical column for that period. (The present
- form has 20 columns, enough for 10 winutes of observaticn of one student.)
Use spaces between the 1ines on the form to write in descriptions of. spe-

cial behaviors noted if not otherwise coded.

Record all verbal and physical interactions as positive unless clearly - !

- regaivé_in intent andfor effect on others. \1

Symbols:- A check (v) indicates the occurrences of a.nondirected student B
behavior or, in the interactive categories, the occurrence of behavior in- -
volving either the teacher or the group as a whole including the teacher. T
For some categories, special symbols are used to record frequently occurring PR
specific behavior patterns. These symbols are usuaily lower case- letters. = .~
Use of these "special codes" is optional. : > - S

CATEGCRY DEFINITIONS
. .

0N _TASK: Student is “"attending to task" or "working." Eyes are
directed toward task arca. Task area can be away from desk and/
or involve movement. ~Work™ could be a game or other activity.
A student who is not attending to task may be "day dreaming," ° _
“playing,”,or engaging in some other activity. Try to make a narra-
tive note on the specific non-task activity if time permits.

AT PLACE: Student is at teacher-approved place, usually at desk or S
tablTe. Buttocks touching chair. Special codes: "T" when student ' i
turns head, shoulders or pelvis 90 degrees.or more from "correct"
task orientation for more than 4 seconds. "R" when student is
rocking,in chair so that one or more chair legs leave floor. A
narrative note may be useful if "place” is away from usual work area.

A A student is away from a feacher-approved place when his or hey

: ' buttocks are off.the chair for more than 4 seconds. The behavior need
not be "off task." Make a note if the student leaves the room and
resume recording when a student returns. - ' B

POSITIVE VERBAL TNTERACTION: .Positive verbal ‘interaction may be self- BT
initiated or responding. . Examples would be when students express .o
verbal-support for a peer or the teacHer, ask constructive questions, . .

" give suggestions, offer ideas on topics being discussed, respond '
to teacher or peer questions, recite, and acknowledge help given by L
- S another. Special Codes; ~Mark "X" 4f a yerbalization initiated {s positive .’
' ' .. in intent but Vcomes at the wrong time." If time permits, note SR

E

\
\

- *0riging] version'(1973)rby Frahk_H;:wood,‘Spécial Eduéation Programs, I .
o T(yniveristy of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN 55455. Revised 1979. ' - R




__,._,spe_ciﬂc_: words and any posit i.y.g__.gestupgs.:gr..pr.ne.asligns.., tha_t ompanv_,_:'

students Other behavior

TEACHER INTERACTION Teacher 1nteract1on with the target student is

recorded as either positive or ncgative. This interaction may be’

~ verbal or nonverbal. ATthough’the focus is on an individual
student, records of the teachers behavior directed toward the group
of which the student is a part should also pe recorded here. Task,
description and instruction, as well as vérbal praise and encourage-
ment, ‘are to be recorded as positive (+). Criticism and threat are
ye(orded as negative (-). Absence of marks in either of these cate-
gories during a single interval is an indication that there Was no
teacher 1nteract1on \1th’the student during that time

NOISE: Noise is recorded whether qenoxaned by the use of objects or

the voice. Examples of obvect-generated noise are making a noise

with the hands (drumming, pounding, clapping, etc.) or a hand-held.
object (pencil tapp1ﬂg, noisy scribbling on paper, crump, ing paper,
etc.) Vocal noise is when a student makes a noise with the mouth
not directed specifically at others(humming, singing to self, shouting
out, mumbling, wh1stT1ng, etc.). Record the occurrence of noise if

_in the observers  judgement, the n0159 is audible to others in the qroup(”

NEGATIVE VERBAL INTERACTION: Negative verbaT interaction may be self-

_1n1b1oted or a response to statements byscthers. Examples of the f1rsf_jb

area would be student-initiated compTalnEs about or criticism of the -

behavior of others. Also student verbal threats. Responaing negdt1ve.T"
verbalizations arc thase made in response to statemenis or gestures by

others-or as part of a continuing d1aTogue or discussion.’

NEGATIVE PHYSICAL CONTACTS Student hurts or interferes with the activity

of another by touchmng him/her or his/her work or property. Student
attacks another us1ng hands, feet, or ob3Cct either thrown or her in
hand. S

INDIVIDUAL BEHAVIOR: Space -is ptov1ded where a record may be kept nf an

1nda\1dua1 student behaV1or wh1ch is of speciaT 1nterest

\
\
i

REMEMB[R TO SUPPLEMENT SYMBOLS BY JOTTING IN A NRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF SPFCIFIC
BEHRVIOR OR THE HORDING OF & V[RBALI7ATION NHENEVFR TIME PERMITS.

N

}
b

A




. PUPTL OBSERVATION

,__ <o OBSERVER: - - _____ e
DESCRIPTION OF STUDENT. OBSERVED:

» r

*DESCRIPTION OF OTHER PERSONS IN SETTING:

*DESCRIPTION .OF SETTING  AND ACTIVITY:

.'_-_‘r.. . N X | ‘ | | -
*(During this 10 minute period.) - _
1 2 3 4. 5 6 7

ON TASK

X
o0
b s rmmen.
‘e
oq
LX)
,e
LX)

i
.o-._‘ .

AT PLACE

POSTTIVE VERBAL | T
INTERACTION L b

.
oe
oo
e
e

“ TEACKER (b | T T
INTERACTION ()| T

NOISE -~ Lo s T T T

NEGATIVE VERBAL  { . | .
INTERACTION =~ "t

L4
.o
L]
Ly
e

NEGATIVE
PHYSICAL
CONACT

A}
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ABSTRACT

Although marked discrepancy betveen a child's behavior and that of his or
her classmates is often a reason for-initiating treatment, little empirical data o o
is available upon which to base such a decisioh. Observations ol 220 children - Y
in 19 class ‘s for the educationally hancicaprec were mads over sevetal days -
to provide a tentative aormative standard for such classrooras. Means and ' ' ..
standard deviations were examuned in four categories, alurig with t2acher ' .
.and peer 16Sponses to each type of behavior. Rclativaly low .‘requeucie's‘ of

disruption werg found zlong with relatively higr leveis of teacher attention:

to on-task behaviors.

Discrepancy between a child's behavior and that of his or her clagsmates o
has frequently been cited as a reason why teachers either refer the chitd’ sk
for treatment or initiate intasventions designed 0 change the child’s :
_behavior in the classroom setting (Bolstad and Johaison, 1977; Forness

and Esveldt, 1974 Nelson, 1971, Patterson, Cobb, and Ray, 1972). Although

direct observzgtio'n is then used to establish a Baseiine frequency ot prob- . .

lem behavior, and to evaluate etfects of treatment (Forness, 197G; Strain,

Cooke, and Apolloni, 1976), systematic consideration is rarely given 1o @

child’'s behaviot relativa to other children in the classroom. Only recently , o P

have investigators begun to smploy a system of sampling the behavior o S -

eers as a method of evaluating classrcom intcrveqndn procedures (Patter-
son, 1974; Walker, Hops, and Johnson, 1975: Walker and Hops, 1976).

it has been suggested that norfhative data on peers is critical both in
monitoring change in a articular chiid's behavior, as well 2s in deciding
the normal’ limits of behavior for a given classroom setting (Forness.
1975); Greenwood, Walker. and Hops, in press; Walker and Hops; 1976).
‘While a few investigators have observed behayior of children in reguiaf
classrooms in this regard (Bryan, 1874; Forness and Esveldt, 1975 aand bl -
" Gottman, 1977; Nelson, 1971: Richey and McKinney, 1978; Werry and Quay,
196Y9), relatively litlle data is available on observable bahavior of children
in special class settings. daspite the facil that children in these sottings
\ L
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continuo to (equire treatmenttor bohavlor probloms (Barr and McDowell, .
1972; Fink, 1972; Haubrich and Shores, 1976). As has been suggested in
other arcas of assessment (Gunzburg, 1973; Mercer and Lewis, 1977), it
_is often helpful to have a'frame of reference which also includes normatnve d

- data for sgecral“ populatlons

The present study describes expected levels of observable classroom be-
havior for children in a.relatively representative sample of classes tor the
educationally handicapped. These classes contain both.learning disabled
and emotionally disturbed children and represent the special class place-
ment mpst commonly used in California for children with behavioral prob-~
lems (Hansen, 1970; Keogh, Tchir, and Windeguth-Behn; 1974). The ob-

servation technique used was developed from previous work on classroom

intervention (cf Forness, 1975), and includes behavioral calegories rele-
vant to intervention procedures, such as off-task behavior and classfoom
disruption. The technique ‘has also been used to describe behavior of

educationally handicapped children in regular elementary classroom set- -

“tings (Forness and Esveldt, 1974, 1975a), and to identify young children
at risk for subsequent educalional handicaps (Forness and Esveldt, 1975b;
Forness, Guthrie, and Nihira,. 1975; Forness, Guthrie, and Hall, 1976
Forness, Hall, and Guthrle 197/)

METHOD

‘Participants and Settings

There were 220 chitdren observed in 19 classrooms for the educationally
handicapped selected from among three different counties in Southern
California. These children rroresented 1.2 percentof all children the same
age enrolled in such classes in California. School districts represented
as closely as possible the demographic mix in large and small districts,
urban and suburban communities. Specmc breakdown, however, was un-
available on ethnic minority variables. ' '

Class size ranged from nine to 14 with a mean of 11 .5 children per class-

room (S.D. = 1.9). Age of the children ranged from eight to 13 with a mean

ticipants were observed while enrolled in educationally handicapped
classes during the spring of 1977. As indicated above, all .had been re-
ferred to these classrooms because of Iearnlng’dlsabrlmeo and/or ‘behavior
problems in the regular class.

0 10.7 (5.D. = 1.4). Seventy percent of the samples wege, males. All par-

Observation Syslem '

Beh'xvrors were recorded in four categoneq Verbal mteracrronwdeﬂned

“as task-oriented verbal or gestural attempts to communijcate, such as ask-

ing questions, reciting, or raising hand; on-task bchawor—-—defmed as eye
contact.{o teacher, lask materials, or peer who is reciting; of/-task behdwor
—-—dotineﬂ as eye contact to other than above: and drsrupnveness -de-

fined as behavior mcompanble with on task actwuties such as talking to -

peers when not permitted, speaking out of turn, throwmg objects, verbal
or physical aggression, etc. Categories were treated as mutually exclusive
i.e., only ono could apply durmg an intorval

“
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" to percentages. . .- %"

__Behaviors werd also recorded under one of three conditions. If the teacher

or a poer happened to be attending or responding direclly to the child
during the interval, the behavior was recorded undet teacher response
or poer response; otherwist, behavior was recorded under no response.

Atime-sampling prdéedufe whs used involving six-second intcr\:ajls marked
oft with red tapc on asttop watch attached to the observer's clipboard.

- All.children in each classroom were observed in round-robin fashion ac-

cording to their order of appearance on the data sheaet. During each six-
second interval, the observer located the next child on the sheet, observed
tong enough to form a mental image of the behavior, placed a tally by the
appropriate behavior under the corresponding response condition, and
went on to the next child on the sheat. Observations continued until 10
rounds had been made on the classroom for the daily observation period.

- ix different dbservers wero trained in two group sessions lasting a total
of six hours. Both paper and pencil reliability exercises and simulation

conditions were used. Particular emphasis was placed dn problems of
reliability and observer bias (Mash and McElwee, 1974; Taplin and Reid,
1973; Wahler and Leske, 1973). Observer reliahilily was checked by two
observation supervisors previously trained to criterion over several ses-
sions by the aythor. Reliability chocks were made dé%;ing the first wo
weeks, of data collection. Supervisors recorded data glmultancously with
each observer he same group of children. Reliability confficients were
computed by dividing agrcements by the total of agreements plus dis-
agreements. These averaged .69 with a range of .83 1o .28 for all observers.

[N
i

Procedures ' /

{
H

All classrooms’were obsg)"r_ved. as much as possible, during the morning '

hours at a time when all children were either functioning as a group or

were at Jeast-engaged in a simitar type of activity, such as seatwork. Before -

observations were beguh, each observer spent at least one day in the”
classroom learning children’s names from a seating chart, becoming ac-
customed to classroom routines, and doing a brief “practice round’” of .
observations which was not counted in the data. This allowed time for the

. children and teacher to get used to the observer.s presence, as suggested

by Masling and Stern (1964). . -

An observer-continued observing an assigned classroom until that par-
ticular classroom had been-observed a minimum of four days, a period
suggested as necessary for a stable measure of children’s classroom be-
havior (Forness and Guthrie, 1977). Although all children were observed
for the same amount of time- each day, they were observed for varying
number of days so their individual totals in each category were converted

RESULTS

Mean percentages of behavior in each category and response condition

are prescented in Table 1, é.l.long‘wil? standard dev}fmions. Subjects en-’
gaged in appropriate classroom behdvior, the total of verbal interactions
plus on-task behavior, 82.8 percent of the Yime (S.D. = 14.3 percent), rang-

S
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| | | } TABLE 1
e - .. Mean Rercent of Behavior Observed Under Three Response Conditions

C Teacher Peer. : L
No Response Response Respo\hse - Total : : {
Mecan (S.D.) - Mean(S.D.) Mean(S$.D,) Mean (s.D) < : ‘

o

Verbal~ ' : : ' :
. interaction 16(34)  99(106) 1942  134(120)
J : On-task o B ' .
- . bohavior = 634(183) @ 36(45)  24(50)  69.4(16.2)

! Off-task o N
behavior 15(108)  04(15)  1.5@31)  134(11.9)
Disfuptiveness 1.8 (3.8) 0.8(2.1)  1.1(28) 3.7 (6.4)

-

Total 783 (13.8) 147(11.5)  69(7.3) 1000 S

Lo

] . v

~ . -

ing from 21 to 100 percent. The level of disruptiveness ranged fromOto 47 - ) Lol
' percent. The mean time which teachers were observed in response to . )
/ children's total appropriate behavior was 13.4 percent (S.D. = 11.4), ranging o
' from 0 to 60 percent. For peers, this same figure was 4.3 percent (S.D.
/ _ = 6.8), ranging from 0 to 50 percent. For total inappropriate behaviors,
! the response ranged frc.n 0 to 23 {)ercent for teachers and from 0 to 24
" percent for peers. o . P

The only significant sex difference was that boys were more -isruptive-
than girls under the "n -response’’ condition (unpaired t test with unequal
variance, t = —2.83, p%f;m); but the actual percent difference was negh-
gible. There ‘were not apparent relationships between total appropriate .
behavior and class.size nor betwcen this behavior and. age (rho = .04 _ o
and —.14, respectively).. L I S .

v

] DISCUSSION - : o

The findings seem to suggest that any child whose percentage of appro-
priate behavior (verbal, interaction plus on-task) falls much below 70 per-
cent begins to be at risk for behavior prcblems. Itis when that level beging AR
"to reach 50 percent that intervention would seem warranteb. Depending . R
_on the, case, figures on disruptive behavior may be more to the point. s
A child whose disruptiveness is over 10 percent becomes at risk, and S
any child much over 15 percent becomes a candidate for intervention. _ ey
Some caution should be used here, however, since the disruptive category ’

. provides no distinction. between hehaviors of high intensity but low fre-
L .quency, e.g., aggressive or assaultive behavior, and . disruptions which
.are scen as'less immediately troublésome (Geston, Cowen, DeStefano,
‘and Gallagher, 1978). These figures are, of course, limited to educationally

\

‘h\andica_p'ped classes as defined herein, _ [

Y
»

How these figures are used from classroont to classroom twith individual ‘
educationally handicapped children is another matter. Thete were some T
‘ o classrooms in the sample where literally no children were éven inthe “at
risk” range -and one classroom where two of the 10 childrén appear to 97 - 4 =1

: i e e e
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need immadiate intervention. The guestion of treatment is always a relative
_one; but normative data in this case might assist @ teacher, for eXample,
in pressing his or her case
for treatment. Effectivencss of subsequent treatment of intervention could
then be given additional credence, beyond the child’s improvement over
his ‘'or her own bascline, whenever levels of appropriate behavior begin to
rise substantially above 70 percent. ' '

Another monitoring point could be lévéls of teacher of peer response:
For example, whenever a child appears to receive attention more than 10

~ percent of the time from poers for inappropriate behavior, contingent use

of peer attention and ignoring (c.f., Patterson, 1974) might be seen’ as
“the treatment of choice. Unfortunately, these data do not'seem to be par-
ticularly useful for identifying socially isoldled children (Gottman, 1977:

Greenwood, Walker, and Hops, in press) since no peer response at all -

still appears to be In the normal range, It is interesting to note the ap-
‘parenﬁly effective distribution of teacher attention in which teachers ap-
pearto respond 10 times more often to appropriate behavior thanthey do to
inappropriate behavior. :

Another interesting finding is that previous research with the same ob-
servation technique (Forness and Esvoldt, 19744) indicates that young

educationally handicapped chi|dro_n undergoing referral for special classes, .

while still in the regular_classroom, were more than 10 percent below

children in the present samp|é inlevels of appropriate behavior, Anunexs
pected finding is that levels of children’s appropriate behavior in educa-

ftionauy handicapped classrooms tend-to equal that found for normal chil-

98 -

dren in regular classrooms (Forness and Esveldt, 1974; Forness, Guthrie,
and Nihira, 1975). Whether these two findings can be considered a testi-
monial to special class placement is purely conjecture. The use of norma-
‘ive observation data does appear, however, ‘to bring an additional
perspective to behavioral treatment of. children in special classroom
settings. ’ - L '
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In R.A. Welnberg & F.H. Wood (Eds.), Observation of pupils %

and teachers in mainstream and special education settings. S

An Historical Overview of Systematic
 Approaches to Observation in

e .- -

S ~. " School Seltings S

 ‘Richard . Brand? B E
- . o : Universily of Virginia . ' '

I In striking contrast to a 1960 report m which only.-8%% of the
empirical studies in child development literature ':lchal'kt(J 0 be
based on observational data (Wright, 1960). recent educational and
behaviorad science writings contzin many obsérvational yesearches, .
Ethologists are now applving their animal-oriented techniques to the-
sluﬂy of human behavier. Periodicals HR¢ the Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis have been introduced 1o provide publicatigh out- .
Iets for behavior maodification studies and single subject ré@érch. o AR
After years of luborious work making speciimen records of child '
Afunctioning in natural eavironments, ecologists arg., attracting an

. increasingly broad, audience of educators interested in -both . their _

¢ findings and procedures. Would-be investigators now can select imter- -~ 5

~action scales from « vast array of possibilities, The 73 classroom scalas R
o reproctuced only recently in_the Mirrors for B.havior collection . ' L
: _ Lo (Simon & Boyer, 1967, 1970) ho longek represent even a majority of
' ) the instruments available for stadying teacher behavior, nou to mention _
numerous scales for child behavior and other observation targets. i
_ ._ The current and tutere trends stressed in this-“"ci_.pn'fer'encc stem from’ IR
- o . decp, historical roots. The writings of Darwin, G. Stanlcy Hall, Gesell, R
' Lorenz, Tinbergen, Dorothy Thomas, Harold Anderson, Robert Bales. Ry
. ' Herbert Thelen, and Hartshorne cgnd May spring ‘immediately to
mind, as do the carly :mﬂwopolo};iéﬁl studics ol primitive culuires by -
the likes of Boaz. Benedict, and Mead, and of commmlily'@l‘c by
gl Waypner, Hollingshead, William Foote Whyte, and many others. In
: % ‘edycation, the work of Daniel Prescott and his staff at-the Universities
' of; Chicago and Maryland perhaps highlight the child study move-
- ment in America. The contributions haye been continuous and additive o e
_ _ over two and three decades I'or\pcap!c like Roger Barker, Donaldy, - e
. % ~ Medley, Jacob Kounin, Ned Flanders, and Phit Schoggen: and over - '
k five decades for Jean Plaget, who published His first works based on
child .observation in the early 1920's and whose child development

9
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- Nor, in an historical ‘overview, shoul@we neglect o mention ‘
_ ~ parallc] traditions in the use of observational procedures by industrial
.o C 0t and co|_11|1_i¢rcial institutions 10 stud); time and mation of manufacturing
»' . ~ operations and ;.pnrlici;)z\_j()ky-nmha_gcmclg practices. Here the names S
¢ - of Rocthlisberger, Gilbreth,. Bales, and William Fdote- Whyte come ’ '
. to mind as among the early pioncers™ © D .
’ - ~ =" Although the early work of cath of these individuals, as well as |
that of many others, is worthy ol carcful $tudy Yor its methodology Y
~_and Jasting contributions, in he interest’of proper keynoting let me -
concentrate my remarks on the general nature of the various .ob- S
" servational approgchies which will be presented at this:conference and ' o
 the similaritics and differences ;pmong them. I hope to provide. an
o ,  overall framework for secing the refations and potential contributions -
of cach of these approgehes to the study of educational activity, but
my_main’ purpose. is 10 ‘open up issucs and make beginning and ten-
_tative generalizations aboutsparticular substantive and methodological
_ questions as a bagis for furthes cxploration in the following sessions.
s Givén the scope of the conference and the galiber of talent represented
. ‘in the other presentations, 1 cannot cxpect to do more than deal
e B © supefficially with the many matters that deserve consideratn: - The
‘ coiifercnce schedule allows for increasing depth in the presentation
~of each perspective, and 1 am counting on other prcscmcrs‘to sct'me
) _ ' straight if ] misconstrue l_hci_rlp(‘)’siti(jns or gloss ever what they con-
sider important matters. : e S
~ - Let'me then, without worrying about giving adequate and full
- coverage to each of the positions-or dll of the potential issues, address
+ myself first to soe of the reasons why cducators are turning - in-
creasingly to obsetvational methodology and the kinds of questions
> . - , that they woald hope to ansiver via its employment.

. . : . q.’ ’ . ' : < ; ' » ’ l., . ,. ;
A . ' ,® » e s " . -. )
T S .~ Reasons for ClassroM ;%3
- . - . Education is_ often thought to W ore art than science. Many
e . educators arc skepticil of attempts to analyze instruction objectively.
D ~ “They consider ‘the scarch for an cmpirical base for our profession:
' R ~merely another -educational pipe dream. 1 stand in firm opposition to
this skepticism; and, without minimizing the difficulties to be faced
in pursuing such an objective, feel that not only is the task sur-.
e " mountable but clearcut progress is alrcady apparent. ' :

bservation studiesg
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— ; B S Dlmenslons of Educarronal Processes

o

. _ Pcrlmp< the most pcrvasw ‘and global qucsuon that cducnmrs
o - : pcrsmcmly ask_is ‘what arg the critical dimensions of school life in
~ shaping child Iearning and dev LIOP"]CI“. Which of the many variables ‘ N

* we might measure arc most likely to account for whatever behavior
changes we seck? The autcomes we choose to concentrate on re-
present value decisions, but we need to know-which progess variables

4 best correlate with such outcomes once we make these (lcc\isimm .

. ' i Ob\iouxly, some analysts belicve that“the school-makes only a
- limited ‘total contribution 1o .overall developmental patterny. The
‘writing of Jencks, Coleman, and Bloom, among others,'do indecd
suggest that other socializers than the school-——aocmLconomlc status,
home rcl'\tmnslup entering characteristics, and peer- factors parti-

- cularly—are highly important by compsrison. Stearns’ (1971) review
~of Hegd Start ;evaluative” studics indicates: that the ability -and per- .
formance gaps betwegp advantiged and (hmdvdnlm,cd children are _
scldom diminished by attendanée in such programs. Medley (1973).
recently concluded, "after reviewing numerous studies of teacher
-effectiveness in rclatlon to pupil achievement gains, that almost no _
single teacher chr acteristic has been discovered that consistently
makes a significant ditfercnce in what a child learns. : ¢

Despite these disappointing beginnings, the se'uch to identify -
thosc diménsions that do make a difterence goes on. and there are, it _

_ sceips to mc, some proniising leads. In several expertly staffed experi- .

g mental programs designed around clearly specified educatiopal ob- ) .

-

© jectives for guiding daily activitics and utilizing sufficient instructional
4 resources and ‘parent mvolvcmuu significant short-term lcarnings
- have been found in various cognitive and perceptual skills (Stearns,
1971, p. 161). Using observational data for assessing program dif-
fercirces between various Follow Through models, ‘Stallings (1974b)
' recently reported that although entering ability accounted for slightly -
_over half of the total variance in child outcome’'measures, instructional
" processes alonc accounted for 265% of the variance for one set of data
from 30 first-grade clagsyooms and 9% of the variance in another
sample of 112 first-grade classrooms. In 58 third-gradé classrooms,
furthermore, instructionalyprocess variables alone accounted for more
of the variance than entering ability in mathematics achievement
scores and for about the samc amount of variance on the Ravens:
Progrmmc Matrices Test . The overall amount of child outcome
T ' ] variance accounted for by the cntmnb ability, instructional process,
‘ ' - and interaction variables was 71% and 62%, rgspectively, for the two
. ' o amplc< The works of both Smr (1972b) and H.mdurS (l970) like-
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wise have shown consistent significant relutions between teacher be-
“ havior and instructional style, on the one hand, and student learning
and change, on the other. ' '

Student Outcomes . o .

Before saying more about what specific dimensions scem 1o be
important,. let me mention a sccond major usage for obsé¢rvational
methodology besides the identification and momsurcment. of key in-
structional and classroom processes. 1'am referring to the assessment
of student outcomes on many cogniggye and affective variables that

. traditional tests do-not measure very cffectively. 1 am sure that one
of the main reasons that educators” arc turning to obseryational
methodology more and morc is their increasing disenchantment with
standardized tests as the primary .vehicles for dependent variable
assessment. Even if some of “these test procedures deserve good

. “marks on the basis of high reliability and validity coefticients for

a - asscssing particutar abilitics, they fall far short of providing us with

' the tools neceded to measure. moét of our educational goals or to

permit comprchensive assessment.Of program cffectiveness. 1 do not

“mean to suggest that we stop using standardized tests but that we

- should supplement their usage with soltd measures of those aspects of

pupil learning and behavior for which adequate tests are not available.
Test-taking is.but a smalt fraction of the responses children make in -«
or out of school; and ye nced to be recording accurately, with the
help of systematic observation, what some of, thcir other responses *
arc to ordinary life stimuli. ' _ '
/. If achievement tests leave something to be desired in ability o
~ assessment, the self-report scales and projective tests typically used - ' . R
N C _ in agsessing sclf-concept, locus of control, anxicty, and other alfective S "
dimensions arc even less exacting. RETaQi)Jns between test responses

i and actual feelings or status arc often obscure. The subtle, defensive

: -workings of human personality usually preclude fully valid asscssmeat
by means of such tools. S : -

Systcmz\lic‘:Ql)scrvz\'lio'n’ of behavior under natral conditions, how-

ever, provides an acceptable alternative, or at least supplement, for

, -, such assessment. if data are sutficiently complete and objcctive to
S © permit various rgsponse patterns to be identified precisely in refation _

' to contextual changes. The list of child behavior patterns it is possible SR

to identify via obscrvationil means is almost limitless. Hlustrative of _ L
child variubles already apparent in child development literature are -
such items as “child expressing positive affection and approval to

v« others,” “child.approaching or waiting for others,” *“attending to

12 . . .
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lack " “cluld mmaud interaction,™ “'nkmg open-cnded questions,™

“making higher level cognitive responses,” “sorting -materinls on a
relational - category basis,” bcmg distracted,” “biting fmgcm'uls or
having somcthing in moulh“‘ “adhering or not “adhering 0 specific

H "

school rules,” “being absent or not absent,™ and many other categorical
type bcha\ tors of interest. Two of my students have been working

- most of this semester to develop an nncmctronal event-sampling
checklist that permits an observer to keep a running record of pre-

school children’s follower-leader behavior during frec play.. Such a
checklist would permit us to record who follows whom and how the
leadership is.manifested in particular verbal and nonverbal categories.

.Using this checklist, we should be able to determine the stability of

leadership-followcership behavier over time ‘and across settings,
¥ .

Process-Qutcome Relations

The potential utility of observational process and outcomé meas-
urcs lics primarily in the linkage between them. The ultimate criteria

for identifying cducational- dimensions of the greatest importance
should be those that not onl)‘dxslmgumh‘onc classroom or program
from. another but also account for SlQl\lfchll\l variance in child out-
come measures. As indicated carlier, we are beginning to find con-

ent relations of this sort showing up in some of the Follow Through
rc<carch reports. Both Soar (19724) and Stallings (1974a) have re-
ported significant and sometimes rather high relations between pro-
cess and outcome variables, though not alxays in clearly predictable
fashion from one program model to anoth¥r, nor Xire the relations
always lincar, Soar found that pupil gain on achicvement tests was
typically greater in classrgoms wilh.a-vmderalc -amount, rather than
too little or too much,6f pupil “freedom and teacher control; and
the relations varied, I'urlhumou with the type of learning under
mvestigation.

Turning to behavioral measures of child outcome, I was impressed
at a recent AERA convention by the findings of several Follgw

- Through studics. A series of papers was “presented <howmg that

children who attend open education plogmms when compared with

those in cither other Follow. Through programs or traditional class-
r,oomsx exhibit greater independency, higher-level cognition, more

cooperation, - and lower absence rates ((Joldupp, 1974; Ross &
Zimiles, 1974; Stillings, 1974b). Onc of the presenters uporlcd that
by the mnddlc of the academic year, Chlldrcn cxhnbﬂcd lcss inap-
propriate behavior when the teacher was out of the room than had
been displayed in the fall; third graders, in the fall, displayed less

-
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“inappropriate bglnvmr lh.m flrsl g,rudux dld in lhc spring. Chlldlu\ in
“structured programs,’ furk%crmorc displaycd more task persistence.
“In bricf, solid:evidence .was forthcoming- from obscrvational data
alone that some of thase hard-to-mcasure, iffective objectives of nnny .

cducationa! programs were bcm;, mct, Obscrvation ofters the promise,
thercfore; of not only assessing both procesy and outcome separately
but also discerning relations between the two and ultimately -helping
to determine what are and Mmt are -not significant cduc(lllondl di-
mensions,

Overview of Four Perspeclives
Ecologlcal Psychology

Let me turn now to the several observational pu.spu,nvc (for
want.of a better word) -and some discussion-of the kinds of cdu-
cational problcms for wlmh thcy mu:,ht be best suited. First the
cco]oglsls .

We have been reading the books and articles of the Barker group,
: mcludmg Phil Schoggen and Jacob Kounin, for a quarter of a century.
We admnc their dogged pufsun of the parameters of real-hife phe-
nomena and their chmmgly) hokaSS attempts to describe accurately
and completely the tomh%t behavior and the surrounding complex
of interacting forces thaphelp shape dt. Rooted in carly G talt
psycholology, the “ecologists are not satisficd to accept the narrow
dictates of laboratory r cmch with its tight controls and precise
nieasuring sticks -but’ sct. about, instead, to capture with as much
scientific rigor as possnblu the essence of ordinary” behavior under
natural conditions. One /has to be impresscd with their painstaking
attempts to describe lully and accurately the sequence of events in
one boy’s day and the ictivitics gadl happenings in small towns in the

. Midwest, Yorkshire,” England:” “and other arcas. The movement as a
whole has provided the. most L‘(lCIlbl\'C sét of narrative records of
“ordinary life behayior jn existence. ‘
" For many ycars thjs group seemed to be like voices in the wilder-
“ness. Psychologists wdre aware of their work, but thcir notion was
- not generally accepted th.n on¢ could truly reach an understanding of -

the operations of psy¢
and control of psych
" conditions. Eeologists
one time, too impregik

thological forces without carcful manipulation
olmvlcal variables’ under relatively controlled
pruum.lbly dealt with too many variables at
ke a méans for .lb\L\ban them, and too limited

samples of people and events for dquu.llt‘ generalizations to be made.

Athcorctical in their overall approach,. ccologists were seldonm able

to confirm or deny th¢ir theoretical propositions and constructs. They
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- _ o 7 T eertainly could ot be subjected to rigorous ‘testing within the confines:
: ‘ ' " of their rescarch methodology. . . :
‘ : . Currently, however, the painstaking labors over the yeurs are
y ' _ being rewarded and the voices listened to by an increasingly wider
audicnce. The Willems and Raush book, Naturalistic Viewpoints in
o Psychological ‘Research (1969), and Barker’s JFeological Psychology
; (1968) have both attracted considerable attention. Herbert Wright's
glaborated description of the narrative recording methodology uscd
i Midwest and its Children (Barker & Wright, 1955) has been pub-
lished in paperback (1967), an indicatien of popularity, In cducation,
the findings reported in Big School, Small Schoel (Barker & Gump,
'1964) often have been cited by school administrators who arc cngaged
in the process of deciding the kind of new school a town nceds. The
mere inclusion of representatives from this perspeetive in a confer-
cnce such as this one is indicative of its recognized contributions to
observational methodology. o - _
The fundamental assumption underlying ccological psychology
probably is the notion ol an intrinsic order in human gvents and
behavior that will occur with consistency and regulirity within and o
in response to the surrounding environmental . forces, whether or fot . IR
our theorics hippen to take notice of this order (Gutmann, 1969). S
. The task of the obscrver is 1o gather sufficient data to uncover some
' _ of this order and behavioral consistency, and o discern particulaily
how bchavioral patterns shange as they interact with setting and
contexiual forces. o '
- : ~ Sechrest (1969), among others, has noted the inconsistencics
o " : betwegn human behavior under testing and laBoratory conditions, on :
' the onc hand, and human actions in ordinary lifc situations, on the S
other. In partial response to this inconsistency, social psychologists ' '
in their recent laboratory rescarches have been attempting to simulate S
more closely than in carlier rescarch relatively complex and realistic g
life-like conditions. - _ _ . A
The ccologists, furthern:ofe, have continued to study natural be- ,
havior in ordinary scttings, but with increasing rigor and more solid
‘ : ~ comparative data across stadics from one scuing to another. They 7 S,
i . ' . have even used timg-lapse photographic methods to oljectify some of . - .
their data. The slow acceptance of the contributions from the eco-
logical movement is dug, in part, to the fact that sufficient data have -7 £
‘been available only recently for uscful comparisons of bo,;h;‘w,idmll. ' -
data from onc place and group to another.” For example, Schoggen,
‘ . Barker, and Barker (1963). were able to réport that the behavioral
~units of Midwest children were of shorter duration on the average
than those of comparable English children, thus lending ‘support to
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the often-cited noticn llmt En&hsh children arc less hypcmctiw lh.m
Amcncun children. ~ v

- “In addition-to providing detsiled specimen mmrds of the behavior - -
of individuals, ccological psychologists have analyzed the cnviron- ' ' -
mcnml forees existing \vnhm and among communities and institutions,
Thus, the écologists continue o pioneer the development of strategies : L
for understanding individual bch.wnor in ifs environmental context, o "

Another special contribution of ecological psychology to our
undcrstdndmg of human behavior.is in generating hypotheses worthy
of more carcfully controlled experimental rescarch. Currently, psy=

- ——

chology has bapely begun to explain daily happenings and the ordinary - Lo
behavior of people within the complex network of ongoing circum- .
stances. We bmcly know how to focus on the vast array of interacting S
variables as we tryto nccount for what people do and shy. ' o
o -1 referred carlier to the need for identifying in schoo! life the key

dimensions from the many that exist. It scems to me that specimen
- records and anthropologigal reports of daily school life, such as those :
kept by Louis Smith all day long over a whole semester (Smith & .
Geoffrey, 1968), are badly needed to help identify promising. dimen- ' ' e
sions that have not been considered previously. The profound impact
that Phillip Jackson's book, Life in Classrooms (1968), has had on
many ecducators is due in part to the identification of certain di-
mensions of school settings that had not previously been recognized,
at least not with such convmcmx, ochrvmonal dat'\ on the prevalency
*  of their occurence,
A basic featnre of ccological studics is that thcy are primarily
atheoretical. The observer -enters the study situation with tcldtwcly .
. few preconceptions of what he will find and, as a conscquepee, he is
more alerfto discover previously unrecognized happenings. r'c records ) )
v " as much and as. fully as he can all that is happening. His aim is tor
’ frecze complex behavioral events so he can examine the Zstream of ' ' ' ke
behavior”™ more reflectively and systematically later. Hi$ analysis is " -
S inductive and heuristic; first he breaks up events into codable units— .
\P. what Barker n.tuud to as divg ding the behavior stream——and then he g _
looks f0r~. n,ucrm of bgbﬂnor i specitic settings and under p.\rllcul r S
circumstinces. As he. generates hypotheses for particular patterns. B C
o o - he is able to code his records deductively for furthtr supporting or
; ' negating cvidence. His records ape’ basically descriptive, but the _
o . inferences he derives- become ‘the basis not only for sharpening edu- o
R _ cational awarcness but also for solid lhcony bunldn&g and eventual ‘ .
_ L experimental testing, . '
M o The method is particularly appropriate for the tithes wé want to
- i explore certain aspects of school life to sce what they fook like under

- . 16

75

J.

T l{lC -

g . .

[YCSIPI— oo




g
»

v t . . .

- . L . - I Y . . - . ST = +

i : . 2 . oL N : o . ' - . c, . NCE
. . - . - . RN “‘\l

.- . L . - . " - . e emme——
M, . K . e . S

o _ close scrutiny and we arc relathyely open minded about what we
mightind. Perhaps the most insightful and uscrul bitof data 1 obtained
- during a threc-week study of a British infant school came from an
audio tape recording of a one-hour clussroom show-and-tell dis-
cussion. After theee weeks of data gathering with one of Donald -
- Medley's interaction instruments, I had become quite fascinated by
. ~ the manner in which teachers questioned children and caused them to
‘ : S " reflect on their activities in an open classroom; but my casual ob- .
- scrvations of how this questioning was done add the precise form it
« . took had truly escaped me. It was not ‘until I had the chance to
"‘.\' listen several times o’ this tapé of A typical show-and-tell discussion )
| that 1 was able to define and then count the specific types of questions _ :
~ ‘tand comments the teacher made. in order to describe her discussion B
- ‘leadership style cxplicitly. Although it is not a specimen record, this ' s
tape represented the type of “frozen” behavior the ecologists vork
\with, -and the analysis procedures were quite similar. The results,
'turlﬂcrmorc, werc highly rewarding because the particular types of
¢ ' . l‘{:nchcr questions and comments that were being used did not fit
- ajy category sets or theoretical descriptions that I had previously seen
(Brandt, 1973). . o
LI 1 paint the work of the ecological- psychologists in very
flaflering colors, 1 do so because 1 firmly believe that they have much : J
10 offer the cducator. Howevér, 1-should not leave the impression o c i
that they have all the apswers and the other' ptrspectives can be oo
dismissed. Since their proccdm“al problerns are numcrous, at least-a _ A\
few \should be ‘mentioned. Their work “is tedious and slow. The . AR
dross rate of unused inforimation that is recorded and lcads nowhere - I
- o y of substantial findings is high. Relatively few clearcut impli- -
| = cations of high cducational value can be drawn from their findings
at this\time, considering the years ot work the ecologists have put in. v
The amount of work that must be done hefore generalizations can , .
be achi’gvéd with any certainty is great: most findings must be put to
. , further empirical testing through replication or experimental rescarch. -
) : bcfére_gignernlizn_t'ions.\ﬁ'ould scem warranted. : : Co

One particular problem centers on the question of how to divide
_ the bcha\{ior' sl_rcmii; another, on what molarity lcv‘cl to code. It is
. often very ditticult to’.tell when one behavior: stops and another
o §t:\ri$ or c\'cn what is u distinct behavior unit to code and what is
onl'j' a suhu\lit. The distinction between molar and molecular behavior
is ot always clear, not are specimen record data always as objective’
as they might B¢, Tncludiing inferential language as part of the recorded .-
data to be analyzed preserits special probléms for reliability assess- '
' ' ment and interpretation. Having spent over a dozen years traiping
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f - .~ teachers to write ;und gnalyze  good naturalistic case vegords of
" ~ children for inscyvice legrning purposes, I huve, great Taith in the
soundness of the general methodology but rccogni:'.c'wcll its limitations. '
+1 hope that the representatives of this approach will be able to. .\_- ~
address some ol ihc"conée’;‘na { have raiscd and show us more . '
clearly than 1 have what its contributions 1o cducational thinking are ,

or mightbe in the futurt, o . _

Ethological Research

Closely related to the ecological approach is thatof the ethological S N
_ “approach. 1 shall make fewer remarks about what we can took forward =
T : to from this perspective pecause | know less about its followers, As
1 understand their: work, those who arc “concentrating on “human
rescarch are-attempting 10, use essentially the samc. ricthodology that
has been vsed. in studying animal behavior in ins . patural habitat. S R
Direct, precise, ind complete observation is its cssential methodology. |
As Carthy stated (1966), “Thedirst aim of the study of the behavior A
of a particular animal is to/record it in all s details, correlating itwith T
\ the stimuli which cvo'.¢ the different scctions of it. Such a complete A,

cataloguc of behavior is caljed an ethogram™ (p-1)- ' -
Hutt and Hutt (197;0\""pp. 22-23) identificd four characteristics ;!

that distinguish the ethological i'rom_thc=ccb_|ogiénl approach, "
. 1. Whereasthe ecologist concentrates attention primarily on molar '
actions involving the total person, such as going o school or playing
bascball, cthologists, focus on smaller actiop units such as facial
cxpressions, gestures, or visual fixations. The actones Of molecular
bchaviors‘of the ecologists, performed by-muscle groups, represent
the data desiderata for the ctholagists, who seck a mare microscopic
‘ analysis of behayioral change and stability amid sliiimng environ-
- ‘mental contexts. = _
_ 2. In dividing behavior protocols inte cpisodes, the ccologist .

" gnfers the goals of the actor, which requires continual analysis at N
different stages in the teanseript. The cthologist favoids this rather .

arduous, inferential, and samewhat uncertain process by ignoring
“the actor’s goals and delineating the units of bcl‘u\'ior by his motor

I
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patterns alone. . .
3. Ecologists typically include inferences »f attitudes, motives,
and intentions i their specimen records: tholugi.xts specifically e
o . exclude human thoughts. and desires Trom 1h‘éir.rcponing.-thr’cus L e
_the ccologist attempts 10 dc§cn'il)c_1hc_"-‘psycht]hlngicul habitat™ or lite o
space, to usc the carlier Gestalt phrase for thg environment as viewed
by the actor, the ethologist considers such repbrting unscientific.
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4. In stressing how o subject does something, the ccologist uses

numerous adjectival and adverbial terms and phrases to characterize
the quality of thé actions. Specimen records contain such expressions
as “Lookiny wisc and kind, Ben..” and “*Roy stared after Bill with
a hurt and hostile look,™ Ethologists would not accept such ambiguous,
nonbehavioral descriptions in their records, - -
In contributing to a scicnce of human behavior, therefore, the
ethologist accepls as his first task the accurate, objective description
of man’s behavior under natural conditions. His emphasis on ob-
jectivity leads him to focus on motor patterns that can be observed

- clearly and discretely so that one cannot doubt the occurrence of the”

cvents he reports nor the precise manner of their occurrence. -As
Hutt and Hutt (1970) stated,

It s only by repeated simpling of a child’s behavior in many dif-
ferent  situations that the consistencies in behavior emerge.
Whereas on jitial contact the child's behavior appears to be in-

« finitely variable. with repeated observation it becomes clear that -
certain patterns tend fo reecur in similar circumstances. that pat-
terns bear @ temporal relationship: to cach other, and that some
patterns occur frequently. others infrequently. Most important o
all, we begin to realize that far from being inlinitely variable, thy

- child's. repertoire of behaviors is finite. (p. 29) g

Although ' ¢ history of cthology gocs back at lcast to Charles

Darwi and there have been regular contributions by cthologists .

throughout the first haif of this century, especially for nonhuman
specices, the specific study of man’s behavior by ethological methods
has only recently gathered momentum. The popularized works of
Lorénz and Tinbergen thave been a stimulating force behind some
of the current interest, ll‘i(\) doubt. Howeyer, the writings and reports
of some of the current researchers are more important. Cross-species
and cross-cultural compm‘:&\sons are showing up in the behavioral

science literature with increasing frequency, and the relevance of .

" ethological idéas and mcthods to our understanding of child behavior

in particular is becoming ever more apparent,

An important recent contribution is MeGrew's (1970) glossary of
133 motor patterns exhibited by young children in an English nursery
school. Anong the 20 most prevalent patterns are furn (i.c., tO rotate
the trygnk face first about the body's longitudinal- axis), run (i.c.; to

move thd body rapidly forwird, alternating legs during cach stride, so

that both féet are simultancously off the ground during cach stride),
and reach (i, to n‘&p the arm toward un object by arm extension

“and pronation, (inishihg palm down® with hand open.and fingers

spread). The glossary gives the number of observations” and mean

¥
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 activitics, lmtmud interaction with' adults more often, spefit more

- the beginning seven diys of nun,my schqol . (McGrew, 1972, pp. |

~out the observation period (Cox & (‘unpbdl\ 1968) !

' poemon to report, e .
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durallon of c.tph p.mcrn “Also cited arc gcncml movcmcntx of motor - ey

patteens: hand, arm, leg, gross body other or locomotary. _ X
_ Elholoblml studies report the following Kinds of findings: . . '

1. Incexperienced nursery-school children, compared to experi- - cE
.enced children, |umpul and shipped’ less, walked slowly more often,
voculmd loudly tess Trequently, \Clb thized less, switched from one toy
to another more lucquuuly xpcnl more  time ‘mohitoring  adults’

time in close proxmmy to them, and! slllo‘.vul lhumcl\ ¢s to be directed
by experienced children more than vice versa. In contrist to non-
human primate -group formation patterns, dLLILSSl\ . behavior of
young children was ‘initially infrequent and ;,_\mdunlly mcnmud over

*134-148). i | : L

2. When compared with thul ‘behavior w}un their mothers were - R
present, the speech. movement, and play of infunts aged 13-15 months . LT TE
decreased after their mothers left the room. l“\c luquLnLy of mch of ' : o g
these b(‘lmvmrs showed a shght but plo;_,urssx\ _mucasc on the B
other hand, for a control group \\Imsc mothets were p’CbCl_ﬂ through-

3. Autistic c¢hildren were found to u(hltjn mare muot\'pcd be-. ' o
havior as the structure of \th roons - they fwere in’ became more -
complex. From a series of 'studies of the (1‘u1um(:)”nt stereutypic
behavior in relation to environmental complexity: Hutt and Hut
(1968) devcloped the hypothesis “that these autstic children were \
in a state of chronically high cercbral arousal and that stercotypes .
subserved some ‘mechanism “for reducing arousal.” “The EEGs of S
the children were thu\ examined and, surprisingly. were found to ' .
consist pudomnmntl) of low voltage. and irregular activity with no
established rhythms™ (Hun & Huw, 1970, p. 198). This hypothesis
generates the further premise, which is supported also by the investi-
gators' data confirming the well-established clinical obsery ation that o
autistic children more often fail to make eye-to-cye contact than : .
~normals, that failure of cye contact is onc mcans of reducing coluc.ll o
activity. "
~ Ethologists are smd\mg children’s behavior changes u‘ndcr medi- ' oL
cation and in relation o variations in group density and otker social -
conditions. 1 shall leave further discussion b what they are doing | S
and finding out to the experts thLm‘:LIVu who are in a- much better '

:

Suffice it to say. the precision, brought hy the uhulouxtx to the
obscrvational measurement of human behavior is most weleome. Some o
persons would claim’ that "a science does not achicve maturity unul s
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its [ln(lm;,x come mainly from_ I.|bor.ltmy cxpcnmcnhmon. 1 would_ B
makc the opposite claim for the science of human behavior, -namely,

that the gecuracy of measurement of the phenomena under investi-
gation -and the quality of our obscrvations are more fundamental

indicators of scientific maturity. Until we have abunchmt soung! infor- -

mation about' the full range of behavior under all kinds of natural
conditions, we shall not know what is more worthy of cxperimental
“hanipulation and more controlled research. The rclatively athcoretical!
methods of both the ceologists and cthologists are needed to gather.

the information necessary for better hypothesis and. theory building, -

The special contribution of ethotogy to the science of human behavior

would scem to be the precision with which observations. are made..

Such precision is important. if naturalistic data arc to bL consmucd
~ scientifically trustworthy.

My greatest: concern is for the current |c|c:\umCL of cthological
work to |mermnt cducational questions. By focusing so closcly on
motor p‘\uu ns and discrete actions, the ethologist might neglect many
important areas of human functioning and development in which we
arc most mtcrcsml I hope that cthologists not only will address the
-mcthodological qucstmns -and, issues, but will also indicate the kinds
of cdumlmn.ll answers we ulum iely might expect ‘from them. Ethology
may be on¢ of lh best hopes /for overcoming some of the short-
contings of present; 'day psycho'ogy as a scientific, discipline, but lts
direct relevance to LducahmmI concerns may be more difficult to sec.
The prictical cdm.nm wimnts to know what he will be able to gain

from an cthologlcal approach. I the data-are limited to just those
items that can be hssessed accuratcly, what do we do about the
rest? I suspect that if the rescarch coming from this ‘approach focuses
primarily on institutional and preschool children, - the transfer of
findings '\nd implications to other areas will be minimal. Will the
push for precision plwmt advances in those variables we consider
most unpormm" IFrom uu.h of the other perspectives, there are
rescarchers extdnding these approaches to the solution of educational
~problems. Humim cthology has yet to prove itself’ to the practically
minded cducitor. The danger, from the cducator's point of view, is
that the ctlmlogm will conduct magnificent, tightly designed field
studies of children- that approach the measurement precision ‘and
scientific respeetability ‘of experimental rescdreh, but the chomc ot

B lholo;,l\l\ gl.um substantiad allegiance to cvolutionary lhcory in what lhcy
¢hoose o study. and how'they interpret their data, Much of their sxploratory

work, ngvcnhcles\ seems inductive and less theory bound than tlm of most -

bch.\vwml 5cunusts

)
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his studics will be irrclevant to the concerns and interests of the
educator,
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Interaction Analysis

Variations in obscrvational data can be reduced to three general
" types: narrative, cheeklist, and ratings. Narrative data, which include .
specimen records, audio and video tape recordings, and time-lapse
phologmplm and cmundlo;?mplm, records, represent attempts (o
reproduce . faithtully and ‘as comgletely as possible the totality of _ L
events in the fashion and sequence of their original occurrences. The » S
data have the advantage of permitting reflective analysis at a later SR
date using” whatever procedures one might wish for examining be- 'k
haviar patterns and relationships, They permit several different ‘
dimensions of the same behavior sequences to be studied and possible, / ———
interrclations anong these dimensions to be explored. They make it ' f_/ '
possible for differcos investigators to apply their pet theories and - /
nicthods of analysis to the same material, enhancing the likelihood - - /
‘" that overlap among theorists might well be identilied and parsimony
injected into ultimate explanations. They allow scales and checklists
to be perfeeted to the point where 'inleru’clgc agreement is high zmd . )
behavior stabilitics readily ascertained. . S E
The problem with narrative records is that they must bc broken '
down in some manner threugh the use of checklists or riting seales! :
the other two general types b observational data-gathefing 1o00ls, ' , B
before they can become fruly uscful. Narrative umuls do not really . : f
: produce data until they have been coded or rated syslcm'mcally in - '
some fashion. Thus there are truly only two kinds of dbservational
data to consider: ritings and checklists.
Traditionally, ratings have been the mast widely used means ol ,
quantifying the observations made by both researchers and pr'lul-'
tioncers. Unfortunately, the weaknesses of fl'mng scalés are many.
Naturalistic research has lacked acceptance within ehavioral science
in no small part because of an overdependence on and misuse of ‘
- rating prowduus for the quantification of obsery ations. Given global .
5 “and ambiguous trait definitions, halo cttects, and other rater sets, to
o - "~ mention o_nl) a few of the common deficiencies, ' ratings too often tell
more about the rater than the phenomena which supposedly are under
investigation. My biases should not be interpreted as all-condemning,
however, as some form of rating is often the best assessment method
available for many important_human attributes. Quite, often, further-
mbre, higher relations are tound between criterion varipbles and

_ratings of various treatment or stimulus conditions than categori- 7
V22 0
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"characteristic is manifest along
‘ranging from complete absence

cally defined v.m.\blu However since, along with many others, 1
have (llQCU\M(I rating procedures miyre fully elsewher (Brandt, |972)
=let-me dlstmymh quickly between- m' mgs and chcckhm and move on’
to the othér perspectives. -

Ratings represent cstimates of lhc dcgrw to which a pmncular
presumed continuuny, generally
o full presence. Checklists are sets
of predefined categories for-tlassilying and tallying live behavior or
narrative records alpng with relevant contextual features. Observer
cvaluation is minimal. uprcqcnlmg primarily a qmllu.nmc Judgment
“that an action or feature is'of one category type or another. A tegcher
verbalization, for example, might be classificd as a sg'\lcmcm question,
or command. among other possibilities.

All observational methodologists have o bé concerncd  with
categorical judgments, but the interactionists in our group probably

have the most-to say about categorics. As a group they have l)ccn'__

" particulurly concerned with the development of category scts to
describe crucial varistions in human functioning. Their scalcsmnkc
PO%Ib]C the coding and counting of behaviors, events, and lmcractlon_
sequences with respeet to a target person and the persons and objects
with which he ingeracts. The interactionist is interested in® pure
description of the é\.mnu of angoing events, as arggboth the ecologist
and cthologist. He s also interested in dmcovumg relationships that
often exist among the several forces making up ongoing cvents and in
the interactional patterns fhat arc most highly correlated with certain
outcomes.

~ In contrast to the previously discussed perspectives, interactionist
observations are’theoretically based. Whatever category sets he decides
to use arc sclected from many possibilities, He selects categories
that not only are distinguishable one from another but also reflect the

» dimensions of human activity he considers most relevant to the prob-

lem he is exploring. His adswers to whatever questions he explores
will be limited, of course, to the particular category sets that he uses
to record data.” His ‘answers will be himited to the frequencies or
durations of whatever types of bchavior he classifies, to their se-

- quential pitterns. and to the interrelation of behavior types.

The interactionist understands the: complexity of behavior in
“naturalistic settings and realizes that he can record fully and accurately

-3

only a fraction of all that action. The utility of what he doks choose

to recard depends not only on his systematic sampling of time and
cvents, but also on how thoroughly the categories cover the variables
he has pncxumcd to study. Theory |s essential, theretore, in Isolating
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- ' I unpqnanl variables to be m\'csnbnud dL‘l‘l\'lng mcnmm_lul c:uc;onc ) .
for those v(u‘mblc s, and providing a rationale for later iMerpretation. Loy
| Role theory 1s usclul. for example, in dcvglopm;, or s¢lecting o o °
CRN 3 . - o category set for analyzing the nature .of :group xlrucun ahd -the h N
contributions of individual members o the group, 1t m; 1y be useful S
v also o break down and assess the (.pLClllL niture of opce's job. Re- - ¥
_ , } inforcement " theory s mos( hclpmk as our behayior smodification ' '
8 : \ b “experts. will certainly show; in uwcsug itions of both skill lu.umng and
. o planncd change ip n(llurulixm Scltm"\ Psychoanalyti¢ theoiy and
: ’ rationale from:depth’ pxtholobvan provide category sets that cover
defense mechanisms dnd otheg behavioral m.nnlumtmn of mner
processes. * Self-theory cun stlmuldw the types of behpvior 1o be
codcd in observing looscly slruuuud ulx\n‘#«u\x in,which individuals
have oppoullmms to chdose fl\l.!) 'lmong l(unatngs and generate . .
their own directions.” What promise such category-sets hold for im- . .
proved methods of attitude and. interest mmsumnun cven for
anxnc&y‘ anttdrive! : ‘ b :
'+ Checklists c8me in many varictics. Elewhere (Brandt, 1972). 1
. .. " _ have listed almost a dazen somewhat discrete tvpes, such as acrivity r~ :
' B : _ t lpgs discrete cevent records; and standardized simation responses. - .
' " o . Most recording requires static tlescriprors 10 be noted, indicating o oy
certain relatively stable,” descriptive LhclrﬂClLHStlLS 0i sthe research S .
subjects (age, sex, code number, etc.) and setting (time, place, activity LA (IS
. : _ period;-¢tc.). The largest generic type I refer to is action checklists.
e S _ © Medley and Mitzcl (19& pp. 298- 303) would divide action
' ' * checklists, furthermou into two kinds: (a) category systems and (b) . .
s ) “sign systems. The w cll known Flanders mtcmcuon system illustrates - e
" ' o the former, wnh cach obst.rvcd bclmvloml unit classifiod mlo onc and - ' L
‘ ,only one cmceor) Each category in the set must be mmuull) exclusive _
. - and indeptndent of each other category and the set as a wholé must o
\ ' - be exhaustive, that is, a specific behavioral init must always bu - T
' ' classifiable xomuwhug in the set. which might nced to include a om .
. ' C - “miscellancous™ category. With a. -sign system, a number of dischete '
. behaviors are precise ly udcnumd and noted should thw occur. At the
Ce end of a specificd time interval (10 scconds, 2 minutes, ctc.), which-- :
' ever of the behaviors has OCCUH'&(] (llom npm to all) is noted on the : o ' oy
e . ﬁrecordmg form. : & . o '
o . . Compared with a category b)SlL‘m. a sign quum is usﬁ.ﬂly made R -
up of a much larger number of types of behavior to be obscrved, but
- : i _. the behavior types are more narrowly defined and oceur much less
o o frequo.ntly Whereas an- observer using a catcgory system must record -
. - _ every behavioral or time unit, one cmplo;mg a sign system: may watch
. o " for relatively long pumds \\uhou( sLung und rccordmg .my lnh.wmrs

-
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do not occur (Brandt 1972, p. 102).

because they occur so infrequently that they are not likely to showup
¥ it all on a time-sampling category schedule are “threatens a child.”
- “send? a child to the office.” “cries,” “swears,” “calls a parent,”™ and
3 the like. Using o sign system that would include such a list of specitic

Examples of -teacher behavior that might go into a sign system .

: , . for and cheek any of these behaviors if they occur while he is using
l\ .

";“-.
a regular category system,

] One other basic distinction is when the luordmg is m.ldu FFor

- ' some observation systems, Behavior is coded on some pre-specificd,

sysrematic fime Imm (every 3 seconds. cete)). For ev enit sampling, on h

|
the other hand. behavior events are recorded in o speciticd manner . \ .
whenever they occur, Both the time the act happened and its duration . v
. : may be part of the recorded data even though the basic schedule i ’ S

, * not based on the sampling of-time. It.is -'(_»I't'cn possible, lhcrcfo[c.' to
o interpret event-sampling as well as time- s-mmlihb datia on a frequency : _
. per unit of time basis. In the Follower-Leader seale that my students . o
- arc constructing, for example, the numbers of specific acts of cither
. . type per unitof time can be-reported if the observer merelyrecords the
initiation and termination” times for his obscrvation rteriods. One
| - advantage of event sampling is that the séveral components making
up thesevent may be coded as well as the, mere existence of the

L . ~ of the “interaction, the persons invélved, and the specific type of '
\ . leader-fallower behavier are coded sequentially. T am sure that the ,
various presenters will be citing numerous llluslr mom of both umc ' : \;

a and event sampling.

-

o Action checklists differ also with respect to the mdlarlty of the
: action units being covered. A log mlght be designed for recording
( _ - selected characteristics of the major shifts in m‘\(ruumndl activity over

. . .the school day. Entries would be madg only when the byerall oriani- ‘ '

zation and instruction patterns shifted from_ one type of activity to
another, perhaps. only two or three times gfl

hour. More_ generally,
4 “ -+ howgver,

xlmply bc -ause the pll‘llClll ir behaviors nmkmg up e RIEI\ sy stem : -

event. -With our Leader-Follower scale, for example, lhg sequence /

] interaction- schedules arc foumd on ‘individual butstil
.'-x T . .

3 - . - molar behaviors, such as “asks a question” @r’ gnvcs a direction,”

or on such molecular behavior as would mtcrcst the cthologist, like -
;o o - tsmilés™ or tfrowns,” . -

‘ ' " In addition to the, var mlmm noted in the prcccdmg. discussion, one ' '
- ' , S can distinguish betkeen generitl vbservation systems, such as Medley's Ty
to ) OScAR- and PROSE instruments, ‘and specific observational scales,” © -
Mike Flanders interaction scale, in which only one dimension is being .

A ruiToxt Provided by ERIC

but uﬂnqucnll) occurring behaviors, an observer might even watch . .
LY
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observed. Mndc up of a number of separyfe cat orical sets and
perhaps including sign “sets as well, gener Ql'(:g ation  systems

permit an obscrver to code a number of lmpon'\nt dimensions of
classroom life at the same tiune, thus approaching the lomlny of
m‘%cnagc that the ceologist sees but in a more precise manner.

The most extensive usage of such a system is prob ibly the Stanford.
-Rcsmrch Institutc’s ongoing evaluation study of Follow 1hmugh
programs. Stallings and her colleagues (Stanford Research Institute,
l972)‘i1\.)ve developed a multidimensional schedule covering dozens
of variables which wege -sclected by Follow Through sponsors as
nm)on_a&)duulplm’s of their programs._Qne section requires an

rvet¥o code, at the end of:a school visit, certain relatively stable
mu'cs of the physical environment, such as the amount of pliy-
ground spage and air-conditidning and heating provisions.-In another”
section, thhobsu»m records inssnapshot fashion every 15 minutes
where eve-ygigXlytin the roow is, what cach adult and child is doifg.
the .size~o ups, and the tvpcxﬂf activities in pragress. In the
third scction, tht

Wtcather or a child is followed for five-minute periods:
four times an hou:,mtu.uuon quuLnéw are recorded on four types
of categarics pro wdata on “Who doces the action?” *To whom
is it done?” “MWhat is done?”” dnd » How is’it done?” '
. This instrument is prov mgwq »he quite: welul § m determiving how
well a proomm 1s implemente®, gt particular sites. As indicated
earlier, it is glsp proﬂﬂ"ng conside 'lbLL informgtion on instructional
process-child outcome relationshipsIn addition, it alows program
comparisons to be made Hoth within and between various nmodels’in
order to discover thé specific points of difference and lelldll!y
despite whatevertheoretical claims might be made, ©
Stallings (|97'3) has reported, for example, that the progrims of
e Umvcr\mu‘, Ouwn and Kansas pically yicld high®r \mtur—
actienal fr Lqmuuc. -on such items us (a) an adult informing a child.
(b) an adul} asking a child jt dircct question, (¢) -an gadult dirgct
question being Tollowedk by a child ‘response, (d) a child usponsL\
being toHo“uI by adult feedbachs und (¢) academic activities in
progress. The” "Efucational Dcwclupmun Center's R“ogr.nn mndnL
iv characterized l.‘w relatively high™
&n- ended quunons - ‘

other open educytionr moy
frcqllumLs of' tead 5K

One common w Lc\kllLS\ of mmpulmn\n Sservatin systcms 15(

their tendency 10 be somewhat content drees’ "y focus directly on
“process description. A second wc.tkma,s is the rather limited specificity
of the categorices that rel.uu Lowie given dimension. 1 b single obiserver
must code a number gfs dimensions, the number” of ca&oms per
dimension is often (\ALW as; two and seldom greater lh.m SIXN OF
. seven, ' ’
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i N ) X '1 SmglL dimension scales need 10 be used, thercfore, to gcnu'\!c R
: ~ ' nmu precise data about more narrowly focused types of bchavior - S
(c.g., ¥C ading slylu or . different types of social cooperation). In
. designing and using single  dinmension scales, onc Must “consider "
. - the Kinds of situations in which they are most dppllLdeL. ‘that s,
' Ssittiitions in which hdmwon.ﬂ data relevant to the particular di-
T , \“ i mensions being assessed can be obtained most readily. Furthermore,
, ' wsing. such scales in a variety of specified situations helps not only
. ' ' to discery the: impact of contextual variables but also o assgss ‘the i

CTTTTTTT % bility of p.nmu!.u behavior patterns. Natchez (1959), for example,,

» : . found that thc”type ol defensive behavior displayed by poor readers -7
] : during (I.|iltjﬁw-:d\_\rcmlmg> activitivs was highly censistent with that Ry
: M evidenced on the playground and also notetl by tmchus in their ' '
: © report card comments. C _ ' s
. ' Obxan,.mon Llud\lm\ thudmc take a vk\ri(ty of forms <md o
- - sqrve a pumber of punp(mx They vary sharply, in coverage and the
~ \ . I .hu ‘object for investigation. They can be designed for adult or
. “child observations; for content ¢xposurc or task analysis; for activities,
e ' o and events,*for interaction dyads, and-<the like. Although arguments L
-~ ~ can be made for Londuuuu, rescarch on cach of these observation
' targets, educational research in the * "past_has been concentrated
primarily on tcachers.
Top priority should be given to clnldun s school Lchavior and to
their content exposure and mxk demands, c{xpccmllv Little is known R
_ _ _ .lhmn \\'llhlll—CLle varmblluy of -children's experience and perfor- ¥ -
o mi in relation to specific “content and task —m’(']ummmts Most
' ' chi L\umh cfforts have attempted to determine grade-level, sex, . %
g clhnic, sociocconomic. or ability differences rather than - the lrho- - S
% graphic patterijg. of child response or, more precisely, their behavioral ‘ CR
, responses to differing tnstructional conditions and demands. | wnuld s
P hope thpt-we can giye some attention at this ¢onference to the plob- B
_ , lems mhuunﬁn within-child obsert ational studics and research which
> ' Socuses pr\mgunly on the child rather than her/his teacher, the ‘class- C
| _ o1 Toonkas a whole, or a model ‘method or program as fhe target of . - RN
. C 0 Tanalysis! . : -
. _ ' - 7« One reason llu structured F ollow 'I"hmm‘h mockh may be showing.
L _ , ) S Lup as mere successful in teaching academic skills is the likelihood
‘that they L,lv children :ﬂyuhcdnlly greater practice and content
e : o eXposure than mote optn programs do. In the Jatter, ‘th& program is
. S ' _ ) “highly individualized angl, unless Tecords are LLpl ona th'(l by-child « :
' T o bisi§g we'canpot know how important this factor may be. : Sy
P ' CEETE Almost* no research Jhas been devoted to assessing qncni‘L task
- dun.mds and thlduns responses 1o’ various mxtrmuon.\l amateripls
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despite the great pmhfcr.mon of curricula programs. Some assign-

“ments call for divefgent responscs and others convergent, to mention
only onc dimensiop of dilference among them. The dyadic #elation-

ships with pLOplLf—-—.ldul(\ and other thl(l{tll——wlll\C\\l'\C arc scldom

“recorded. Thus, sequential xlnnuluxnruponsc l)pu& of analysis cannot

be made. Rather,/ most child observation studies to date have merely

. recorded frequencics of child behavior by categories.

Behavior Mod/hcatfon : . :,

Let me prooccd 10 a discussion af the final perspective, behavior
modification. Morc than any of the other perspectives, observation
studics by behavior modification experts have focused on individual

children. However, the scope of their study is typically very narrow;

only a picce of the whole child is targeted for‘observation (e.g., his
stuttering, inattention to task, talking out, cte)). Concentration on

individual l.ug,ct behaviors for modification, furthermore, has eyen
brought forth a new type of rescarch design. L\pc:nmnl il control

no longer rests in- matched comparison or experimenti il vs. control
groups but in within-subject ¢hanges ffom bascline rates of target
behavior during treatment and reversal-ot-tréatment conditions.

A single theoretical perspective underlies the entire behavior
modification ri->vement bascd essentially on operant conditioning. The
historical roots of the.movement appear in the works of Thorndike,
Hull, Miller «and Doltard, and especially Skinner. The fundamental
learning principle underlying behavior modification techniques s

that reinforced behavior tends to persist.” Behavioral change. there-

fore, is accomplished by igggring undesiable bch.wxoxs when they
occur and reinforcing desirable ones.

Obscervation is the primary vehicle for determining what behavior

patterns exist' at various stages in a program and what type or amount
of reinfércement the natyral environment provldmm Obscrvationil
data arc also collected to monitor the implementation of a behavior
modification program and to ddentify personal preferences among
natural reinforcers for use in the programs. Undet the “Premack

principle,” high-prob: nbuIn) behavior can be used as a natural re-

inforéer for low-prob. \hllll\’ behavior” If a child watches television a
good deal and scldom studies his school work, parents mlnht permit
tclcvmon \\athmg unl) as a reward for an jncreased mnount of
studymg .-

Much can be learned '1[7011( ongdms, school life from ¢lose inspec-
tion of reinforcement pauterns as well as the kinds of behavior that
are and are not being reinforeed. Dupm the clarity of L(.lllCdllOllﬂl
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planning and the best of teacher intentions, schools lC'lCh well many -

undesirable learnings and poarly many dlemblL learnings, through

uninteptional. reinforcement. Because of the complexity of .school
life, it is only through systematic observation that such mnpproprmlc
teaching patterns can be recognized and corrected.

Many xllumm.mnb stuclies, not overly . demanding in_terms of

Cresources, are possible on the part of one observer—i ﬁLhool super-

visor, psychologist, or the teacher hunsclt——for assessing current
reinforeemcht patterns, l have cited u\.\mplc\ clsewhere” (Dl.‘mdt,
19729 of studies of (a) umer evaluation criteriy that are reflected in )
the remarks and symbols placed on student compositions as they are
graded; (1) instructional emphases in terms of intellectual and non-
intetlectual atributes and products, operations, and content, using
Guilford’s model, that are evident in records kept of class | assign-
ments, and any supplementary oral directions and specifications
teachers might give for completing the assignment; (c) differcntial
teacher enforcement of classroom rules ame.g pupils; and (d) teacher
reinforcement patterns in relation to specific types of expectancies
and to individual children. These studies do not exemplify the be-
havior modifitation madel a$ direetly as some of the-child-change
studies that have been reported by others at this conference; but they
do show how obscrvation can be used to assess the types of reinforce-
ments the school is providing, They could casily serve as models for

examining current pmumc . as a basis for planned change, and for

indicating the Kinds of measures lh.u might be used in assessing’ the
success of change attempts. '

Behavior modification records show the lrcqumcncs or time rates
of particular kinds of behavior. These records can show quite precisely
how a child is performing in selected -instructional areas. They often
sérve diagnostically to help teachers match the materials"and ex-
pectancies of instruction to a child’s performance or ability level. In
general, these records are probably the best available of the child's
specific learning accomplishments and deficiencies. ThL) ‘offer a
means for continually dmnnosmg metrumonal needs and quumcmg
mstructmn.nl‘dcmﬂnd\

One should be aware, however, that behavior modil‘icmfon records
do not usually, show how learning might transter to other situations,
what changes in cognitive functioning and structure might be oceurring,
or what possible detrimental side effects also might be taking place..
The specificity of the records -highly n‘\lrlt.ls th locm ) lhosL
target behaviors under investigation,

»,

Nevertheless, numerous sticeesses have been ICpOllLd in regard”

to bolh SPLLIIIL chrmm, bklll\ and, m some instances, more general
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mcusurcs ‘of achncvuncm Thu Mruuurcd Pollow T hrough progr.nm

have tended to show greater gains in arithmetic gnd language arcas _

o - than most other programs, pcrh ps, in considerable part, because of . . -
" the extra time spent on skill (lcvclnpmmﬁ in these arcas. The specific ' ‘

adult question, child answer. and adult fecdback. pattern used so _

frequently in these programs demonstrate considerable power as an - ' S

~instructional procedure, That the children learn to be more task - '

pefsistent is apparent too, but' they. may also fearn to be less self- ' .

sufficicnt and creative. This observation is not a firf criticism on niy ' ' R

7 _ part, only the basis of an open question that might be raised. '
1 have strayed considerably from the straight behavior modifi-

“cation model to consider curr icular programs based on behavioristic

psychology and studics of school reinforcenient practices specifically;

but 1-do so because I sec them .as interrclated, The behaviorists®

successes are often disarming to the non-behaviorist. They have not

a , . solved nor are they likely to solve all of our educational problems.
' Their push for specificity and precision is also their undoing, in the
larger sense, because there is little hope that the hundreds of specific
response skills and-knowledge which they might be able to build into
an educational program will cver approach the much larger array of
learning and knowled“ needed by the developing child. Transfer is
" ' » the critical question ind, it the behavior madification techniques do
not produce transfer on a fairly ®oad scale nor promote wholesome _

_ incidental learnings—as yet to be determined-—the approach will -

’ . ® .remain limited in its utility and only one tool among many.

= : ) - Some Promises and Issues

During the first half of the twentieth century, the research suppoft
for learning theory and curriculum development was™ fragmentary _
and oversimplistic, Despite the monumental contributions of Thorn- \
dike and the magnificent attempt at a comprehensive evaluation of
modern curriculum development represented by the Eight Year Study, ' .
.~ education lacked the empirichl base that has characterized medicine;” :
) ~enginccring, and ¢ven the lepal profession.. '
“In attempting to establish such a base, human development and .
Iearning theorists ovugmcmhad thie findings of small-scale research ' _
_ ° > studies, whwh were often mnducml in Inbomlnry settings, to draw L \
“ © major nnpllwuons tor school practice. One example of such over- - ‘ Yoo
. . application ut»‘fb i rescarch. to educational policy was justifying the _
N . o h supceriority of pupll -teacher planning, discussion-oriented instruction, : , b
R - @ - and democratic classroom clm\_ltc primarily from the results of tllc’ B

I
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Lewin, Lippitt, W White (1939) studies of the behavior and pro- . -
ductivity of boys in small social clubs,. The prevailing implications e
drawn from this research were that teachers should not be authoritarian, - o k2
establish firm expectancics, structure assignments tightly, nor cvaluate S

‘ ydungStcrs too rigorously. if they want children to remain productive, "

intrinsically motivated, and psychologically undamaged. It was not
until Flanders (1961) and his associates employed naturalistic ob- o
servation mcthods to assess teaching style directly that substantial B
empirical evidence was obtained to indicate that it was not democracy
but teacher flexibility that led to superior learning and improved
s gttitude. The “goad teacher”™ was at times highly directive, but at
other -times (s)he shifted roles and pcrmmcd children conmdcrublc
sclf-dircction and high activity responses, g

There is now a growing recognition of the importance 'md pmcll- o S
~ cality of empirical research which is conducted directly on ongoing :

~ school operations. Solid data systematically gathered on various

‘aspects of onc’s owii program can provide a sound basis for educational -

-decisions without taking the gigantic and often erroncous cognitiv'

Jeap from irrclevant, single variable, hbm.ntony studics to rccom- .
mendations for school pr actice. :

- Despite m~1y common threads, the uniqueness ofuu.h school, the

" ' ~ population it serves. and the personnel resources it commands sug-- \

_ gest that such studies need to be done routinely within the particular

- _ 7~ school's own walls rather then depend on largesscale research answers
that are supposedly applicable to all institutions, Because of the
‘interactive complexity of the "many - variables affecting particular
educational outcomes, it has always been too easy to dismiss rescarch -
findings reported clsewhere as not applicable to a given institction.
When the data age derived locally, however, greater credibility of ..

. findings cannot help but have more profound impact on practice, ,

- Successful accomplishment of .such studies will depend primarily o
on local school staffs (school psychologists, counselors, -curriculum ' '
specialists, ‘supervisors, project direciors, and teachers in some «in-
stances) understanding the developing technology and having sufficient
administrative encouragement to cmploy it, In many -instances, the
rescarch literature tT;' ofters  school research practitioners the

_ specific observational methods and sciles that are Decded for many

of the studies they might wish to conduct, W hére ‘technology is B
lacking, furthermore, considerable help for developing - particular R
¢+ instruments and rescarch plans can be obtained from several recent PN
books (Beegle & Brandt, 1973: Bochm & Weinberg, in press; Brandt, Co
©1972; Good & Brophy, 1973; Gritfith, 1973; Hall, 1973; Hunkins, '
1972; Kounin, l970,:md 'lharp&Wctzd 1969). - B
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Although individual prioritics will need to be set for deciding the
order and manner in which:studies are to be done, and the conduct
of studics will depend on clarifying purposcs rather’ spgcnhcally before
tools and procedures can be sélected with finality, several kinds ot-
stydies would scem particularly needed.

1. Behavioral surveys of what teachers, admmmrmors‘ and pllplls
do in the course of the school day represent onekind of study necded —
how much various mdmduals talk, listen, read, watch, and so forth;
what Kinds of roles they hssume; and what kind of experiences they

truly have. Fleming (1973) reported one syah shadow stugly in which

he found that sccondary teachers engaged in almost constant t; king,

regardless of -their “subject, and that students had .almost no op-

portunity to raisc questions, contribute to discussion, or'do anything
except sit and listen. Jackson (1968) kept records that showed that
shocking amounts of student time were taken up in waiting to make
active responses and that “student- activitics were frequently inter-
schociwide announcements on
the PA system—factors that would hardly promotc leagning.

2: Prpgram monitoring, described carler, is a sccond general
type of in-school study. Records are useful to show the extent to which
key aspeets of planned programs are, in fact, being implemented,
Monitoring should include not only instructional processes but content
coverage and analysis as well. ' .

3. Another type of in-school rescarch needed might be labeled
situational response studies. Many opportunitics exist in the ordinary.
structuring of classroom activity and” administration of the schodl
progr'\m to measure student learning mucly by recording their re-
sponses to cither contrived or naturally occurring situations without
increasing the amount of testing done. Silent reading rates can be
. -assessed by rccordmg how ‘many pages are cov crcd i particular
books during a given period of umntcrmpud time. The extént of
black-white -integration can be partially determined, at least as one
of our graduate students did,”’by merely recording who was sitting
beside whom on the bug and in the cafeteria, The effectivencss of
cafeteria clean-up. campaigns can be assessed by the dmount of
trash left after lunch is over, The relative efféetivencss of two' signs
in keeping students on the sidewalk. aifd off the” shortett across the
lawn was very appargnt on our campus recently. When a traditional
“Stay’ off' the Grag " sign was replaced by one reading “Ecology
PlCdSC' the worn path sdbn disappeared. - Altholgh one  must be

systcmzmc and scientifically soué\d in his usc of unobtrusive monitor-"
ing, as well as c.mt:ous m how much he can ganmth ﬁom one -

\
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i l)pc of “assessment by itself, the opportunlly to m'1kL such studies
is only limited by our imaginations. .
4. Caw studies of individual pupily especially arc nceded now, BT
‘as théy always have been needed; to-assess developmental change, "'
' undcg&l\tmd more (,l\,dlly the torcC\ that shape behavior, and recognize _ :
. -lully the* differential nature of school lite for the many youngsters - L
T - : served by the school, The scales and obscrvational lcchmquc\ now ' B
) available make it possible to conduct much better case studics than
in the past. Almost no one scems to be studying indjvidual children
. . ’ ~ with a comprehensive assortment of behavioral scales, but the pos-
g | sibilitics exists for solid, trustworthy school records to be kept of-

individual children from which we should learp much. ' '
By itsclf, study of an individual is too narrow a base fQr total
system change.” Pertinps - the most important function served by -de- e

tailed analysis of student and teacher behuyior is the demonstration L
to cducators of the complex naturc of all aspects of school life. Full R
aceptance of that complexity cannot help but stimulate” recon- ; o
sideration ol program objectives and nmprovc curriculum dcvclop~
ment. .

Without ob|ecln' data; I am dncliped to think that we fool our-

o _ sclves often n thirtking that change and improved practice’ have _
P . ~oceurred beeause teachers or administrators talk the latest educational  + - .
' jargon well. As 1 have indicated elsewhere (Brandt, 1972), Goedlad,

Klcin, and their associates (1970), in their exccllent observational .
study of 158 classes in 67 sghools, showed that,-

-

v

cE

_ () Many widely recommended educational improvements
" were not really taking placé. (2) Even though many teachers
. thought they weré providing individualized instruction, encourag- o
v ©ing inductive learning, and using group dynamics principles, ob- o
servable evidence that these innovations were being practiced ' .
was scldom found. (3) Spgcnl supplgmcm.\r) nnd _ehrichment .
. acll\'IIIL‘S_dI“LR‘d very hittle from ordinary L!i\S acuvues (4
e : _ - Classroom goals were usually oot identifiahle T obsu»cxs, and
o . instruction was seldom directed toward the diagnosed needs, pro- .

v S . S “gress, and problems of* indivigual chitdren. In brief, classroom’ R
e L ~msm|_(np_n was being conducted along very traditional patterns. e
‘ - : Until "a considerable ampunt ol purely descriptive investi-

_ . gation occurs, one can only: gucss at how widespread particular ,
- : . practices are ‘or how likely (Ko findings of sclected mldlu are to B
Lo ’ ' -, '.'\pplyclscwhcrc (Brandt, |972. p 1*5) ’ :

-

o o ' ‘ One of the purposes in- bnnunv togcther C\pCr!S representipg ' L
o rather diverse observational methodologies is to raise issues and
R o attempt to r_csolve some of the seeming discrepancics among them

.« : - '
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with respect to ‘what is important to stody zind how one might best
go about in-school rescarch. Sharp differences would scem to exist

_;\_vi(h respect to the target of invcstigntion,$vcslig:uion_ml focus,

vartables selected for study, the type of data®ollccted. the siz¢ of

“behavioral units, sampling procedures, . and the overall scopel of

investigations: Djfterences exist also in the way data ape.-proccssed
and treated statistically, as a basis for iht’crﬁrcting findings. How
best to cdetermine the-reliability and validity of observational measurey
is certainly worthy of debite and resolution, |, "

While vast differences” most certainly do exist in the general

-purposes and the specific methodologics of our cxperts, some points

of agrecment would scem apparent at the outsgt. One is the concern
for objective data that accurately describe whatever is being reported.

There is agreement also in the importance- of studying ongoing

activity under real-life conditions. _
A major problem” presented by objective reporting, whatever its

'form_, is what Thorndike and Hagen (1961) label “outsideness.”

Behavior is but the outwird manifestation of “attitudes and other
subjective components of human functioning. Objective recording

cannot directly assess these companents. Internal cognitive and af;

fective dimensions, therefore, present special measurement problems

for the behavioral scientist generally, so the combined use of both

~

direct obscrvation and other ypes of data-pathering “tools (c.g.,
questionnaire tests, interviews) must also be considered. '

The power of observational tools and techniques has barely begun -

to be realized. By sharing our thinking at this conference, I hope that
we will not only clarify the similarities and the differences among the
approaghes and sharpen cducators’ awareness of the applicability of
cach of them, but that we will resolve as well some of the issues that

- prevent more widespread usage of observational techniques.

I
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