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Rec1proc1ty in the Teacher Pupll asd Peer Verbal

L3

Interaetlons of Behav1or Dlsordered Learnlng Dlsabled and’ ?"
L fi' Regular Educatron Students - )

_ , , ¢
The purpose of thlS study. was to compare ‘the 1nteractlons of

behav1or d1sordered (BD), learnrng dlsabled (LD) and regular

>

educathon students, and to determlne how thelr verballzatlons-

-

_1nfluenced the ve?ballzatlons of others (i.e., the rec1proca1

N

. -

—nature of 1nteractlons) Fifteen studeht‘%from each‘ﬁiaghostlc

v

'-grouo (LD BD, regular education) and thelr peers, teachers and

aides were observed with a behaV1or observatlon 1nstrument

,des1gned to monrto}\ial\the frequency of 14 target behaviors, (b)' Y

the‘direction-of the 1nteractlon (1.e.,_g1ven to or Eecelved from) ,
.énd (C).the status‘of the party involVed in'the interaction (i.e.,
o ‘peer, teacher,'aide5 The results¥1nd1cated that BD and LD
students emltted s1gn1f1cantly more negatlve statements to teachers
than d1d regular educatlon students. Teachers of BD students
T emitted s1gn1f1cantly more neutral statements to thelr students
“than did LD apd regular teachers but the three groups of teachers
! dld not dlffer in p051t1ve and negatlve_statements drrected to
students. The three groups of-péers and BD'andvﬁD aides d&id not
- differ in positive,ﬁnegative,rand neutral-statements emitted with
. the exceptlon that LD aides: emltted more posltlve statements to
) L .

\
the1r students than-BD-aldes, A correlatlonal ana;ysis 1nd1cated
F

that peer ~student negatlve 1nteractlons were rec1procal. Neither
. pos1t1ve or negatlve teacher—student Lnteractlons nor pos1t1vc
peerrstudent 1nteractlons were_rec1procal:- Flrst order condltlonal

. . o , . e . .
T e - . . .

. ‘ e . - .




. . - . . . . - .
\ e C . . . . .
iy ) ) B - - . - . "o
. . . . oo .
P R T
14 ,

P babllltles (1 e., the probablllty of a statement being followed

- by a selgsgif\response) indicated that BD, LD,'and regular students

respondea to;others,ﬁn a slmllar manner. leeW1se, the th e groups

: of. teachefs were slmllar in’ thelr responses to students.' In}all

i groups, pos:.tlve, negatlve',’and neutral statement”ere most llkely

R to beifollowed by the absence’ of a response or a neutral response.”

e

The results are dlscussed 1n—terms of thelr 1mp11catlons for

~— educators and for'future research.: ' y N e
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: ’ “ CHAPTER I T, -t
o R INTRODUCTION  ~
S ~ -, ., .
Most @ducators would agree that inadequate or K = . -

1nappropr§ate classroom verbal interactions can result in

serious.student probleﬁs. Studenésor teacher interaction
éeficitswcan hinder both interpersonal relationships‘and

academic achienement. gowever,-inosoitexof the importance
"of this area~bf functioning, v;r§.littlé researCh has peen

.conducted on possible deficits in verbal interactrons of

sbécial education styudents. Wp}le research in a variety.of
; 2 .
areas- reveals a good deal about def1c1ts in the functlonlng

1 4
ly d1sordered (BD) and learning d1sabled (LD)

children (Graub rd, 1971 Kauffman, 1977- Nelsoﬂ, 1971
Pattefson, Reid, Jones, & Conger, 1975- Quay, 1979 éuay,

19 s-Quay, 1975; Stone & Rowley, 1964- Tamkln,-1960) ‘the

=
¥ »

toplc of verbal 1nteractlons has been relatxvely heglected.

Research which has\beeﬂ‘conducted has' either been preliminary

. ¥

in nature, -as in the case of LD chlldren "(Bryan, Wheeler,

;Felcan, gLHeneck 1976) or has focused prlmarlly on familyt

1nteractlon patterns (Hetherlngton & Marxln, 1979y~/ s -

. \ oy

.Investlgatlons are‘also-notlceably absent in the area of -~
.. . . . \

¢

"’speciai education teachers'~verbal interactions With'their
- > * [ -

studentsf Research on famlly 1nteractlons suggests that .

- -

1nteraEtlons tend to be rec1procal 1n.nature in that pos1t1ve

*
or negatlwe responses of a. person e11c1t s1m11ar p051t1ve or

negatlve,responses_from others\iPatterson &.Reid, 197?)-

»
~

¢

[
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S Howevér, research has not been undertaken to determine if ‘a
t . ’

e Sim1lar phenomenon odﬁurs in the classroom.' T )

e .
- > .

ﬁ‘ For the most part preliminary studies of verbal .

~ '\‘ _\.
"-interactions of‘LD students - have exgmrned ‘peer interactions.‘

, . Lo U

One such study, conducted by.Bryan and Bryan (1978)) compared

_the verbal peer 1nteractions of 2§ LD stdﬁents to 25 regular .

L4

i S
B / education students. Two observers recorded verbal . -

' D communications, w1th one observer. recording statements made 'z

)
. .
~ §, L ..

tHa‘subject while the other observer recorded statements made
. to to the subject The categories of verbal statements were: (1)

N ne]eotion, (2) requests for materials and information, (3)
. N y . =~
~ ' .self-image, (4)@helping/cooperation, (5) positive reinforCement7'

.o

'sbciai/consideration, (6) egocentrfz/self—comments, and (7) .

‘reactivity Statistical analysis revealed that LD students .
o both emitted and received s1gnificantly more rejectiona ; .'-”‘_

’ . statements.than the nondisabled comparison group, The two

.o i r”oroups'd?E!not‘differ;siQnificantly on other categories of

lverbél statenents. - ) o . i \,i

»

-'_,~ — 7 In a similarbstud} (Bryan, Wheeler; Felcan & Heneck,
‘ﬂ a 3976) the same observation procedures were used;'however;the
T " categories df'verbal statements'differed siiéhtly. Ehe eight
. cétegories ofﬂverbal statements were;-(li rejection, (2) '
informa;ion source(i(3) self—image,i(4) cooPEration,'(S)
o .'competition; {EL helpifig,; (7) consideration, and (8):7
intrhsiveness. :The results indicated that.the LD children

“emitted s1gnificantly more competitive statements. A
4 .

- Y . . .

. ) .
' s
. . o Ny, DR - A
R P . , K ®
' . L ¢ ) o ‘
- 19 - .

- ]
> . . . >

_‘,—sor§e3ational analySis indicated that children who ask for
/

b ' 3 - B T
\)4 . /% - w? ~ 1 A 1




B . . A "

A - R . 8

help get 1t that chlldren who are cooperatrve also renderaw///

v ald that rejectlon and competltlon ellc1t compeblt ‘
w

~

that maklng statements about: oneself is related to

$ - . ’

helpful toward pthers. - . ' i' L

-t -

. T The 11m1ted research on BD chi-ldren fe\ea s 51mllar
. . N f} ’ .

results._ Raush Farbman, and Lleweflyn (l960) compared the

verbal and nonverbal behav1ors of hyperaggre551ve boys ’
. A '
receiving res1dent1al treatment to two groups of "normal“_

1

controls. ° Sixteen categorles of behavior were class1f1ed

into one of four categorles. frlendly—domlnant (e g., teach

[ \

‘/offer help), hostlle domlnant (e g.7 boast, refuse), frlendly-

5 ’ -

pass1ve {e. g ", cooperate,\trust), and hosti{e—pass1ve (e.qg.,
* - .
’complain,-demand). Behav1or was,also rated as 1nvol;ed and

. appropriate, involved and inappropriate, or uninvolv

- ' _Stgtfsticalﬁanaiysis indicated the normal contr'_s to be less
Ahostile;dominant, less hostlle-passive,'and mo e friendly-

. domlnant to p ers and adults. . o h ‘ |

_Efv ThlS llmzted'research suggests that verbal‘interactions -
»:w1th peers is a problem for'both LD and BD chlldren. Yet,

\ o . C e

A
the extent of the problem is d1ff1cult to determlne from

-t

.

A these prellmlnary studles. Nor 1s-there any 1nd1catlon of -

. how LD and BD students compare 1n thelr verbal 1nteractlons,

A

¢
_alth h such research mlght prov1de valuable 1nformatlon on.

3

" :  the” need for intervention and the need to train teachers to

°) . deal wrth verbal 1nteractlon problems. - ." ' f .

o 7

Several researchers have 1nvest1gated the rec1procal v '7;
. \g‘ R ’

vy Do

nature of 1nteractlons, although none of these studles have

. )
- . . : - - - i
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L ) focused on teacher- pupll 1nteréctlon (Rosenfleld 1967;
\ Pruxtt, 1968; Charlesworth & Hartup, 1967; Strain & Timm,

- '1974- Strainz Shores,.&fKerr) 1976)' Reciprocity has heen

deflned by Patterson and Reid (1970) as "aghyadic ihteraction

.

in whlch person A and B re1nforce each other at an equltable

- -~

rate"(p. 134). The phenomenon’has been observed in family .

i)

-71nteractlons;w1th both pos1t1ve hna negatlve behavlors

(Alexander, 1973) Alexander found that defens1ve behavior

H

on the part of'one person tended?to ellc1t defensive behavior
“from others. This phenomenon 1s very similar to the "splrallng

'3
of aggress1on" observed by;Batterson (19769 . According to

-

Ve : .
th1s pos1tlon, deviant chlldrem both rZE@de in, and contribute

to, an aggressive system, in that they“b6th give and receive

increasing amounts of aversive stimuli. Aversive interactions

t
R

tend to elicit a continuing increase in future aversive

interactions.
- _ _ !
.In studying facial and gestural expressions, Rosenfield

(1967) found thaf the expressions of.one-person greatly

! .-

influence the interactive behavior of another. Specifically,
the results revealed that rates o% nonverbal approval for two
unacqualnted peers were s1gn1f1cantly correlated.. Likewise,
both Prultt (1968) and Charleszor_h and Hartup (1967) observed
that those who emit pos1t1ve responses towards others w1ll

rﬁgelve a, s1mllar number of pos1t1ve responses from ot&ers.

-

'Flnally, Straln and Tlmm (1976) and Straln, Shores, andﬁierr

’

(1976) demonstrated that 1ncreas1ng the pos1t1ve s001al

behav1or of a’ target subject ‘'would result in 4 concomltant

- .
3
s

increase 1n pos1t1ve soc1al behavior by peers..

. . .
Y : . L
. .
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'

Based on preVious research, it seems reasbnable to

-

hypotheSize that teachers and pupils ‘will respond to .

verbalizations in a, reC1procal manner. Since exceptional

»

students often interact in’ disfhptlve and inappropriate ways,

. . .
recig’ccal teacher interactiOns could interfere with the:

goals of intergentlon.f‘It is very likely that aversive
students might tend to elic1t avers1ve interactions from

. teachers, resulting in a spiraling of negative "interactions.:
Such an event might render the'teacﬂ&r less effective and™
would also make the classroom an aversive enVironment,

thereby affecting the entire- population o% phe classroom. .

’J»
For these reasonsh the nature of teacher student interactions
needs o be investigated to determine the extent of reciptocal
< - . . ] : . . ’
sginteractions, the need for intervention and teacher educaiion,
* - . -

~and pcssible strategies for producing suitable change.

// Purpose
. The purpose of this study was to compare teacher—pupii

& 3

and peer .verbal interactions of BD, LD, and regular education

students. This. study speC1f1cally investigated the frequency,
type (e.g., positive or negative), and the reciprocal nature
of verbal interactions to determine the verbal interaction

. characteristics of teachers and pupils, the<poss1ble etiology
of poor interactiye'hehavior, and‘pOSSible areas'for inter—

vention.

i lo-

L 1Y



Il
: - . .

CHAPTER II : .

5

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE/'

° ] 4

A

L 2N
’ -
. °

\[ " .o -" ;‘,

L ThlS sectlon wrll survey ﬁpe llterature related §o the-

verbal 1nteractlons of behav1or d1sordered (BD&} learnlng

.dlsabled (LD) , and regular'%ducatlon students wifh . teachers
and peers. Spec1f1cally, the toplcs to be covered are (a)

the history of measurlng classroom behavior by systematlc_ :
,,.J ,‘/ -

I

obserNatlon, (b) famlly 1nterapt1dhs, (c)Iteacher pupll

) 1nteractlons, (d). peer 1nt§¥actlons, and (e) the rec1procal e

‘0

" nature of soc1al 1nteract;ons‘

N

Hlstory of Measurlng Classroom Behav1or

by Systematic Observatlon . x : \
According to Medley and Mitzel,(l963ﬁ) the earliest L
studies to employ systematic observation for measuring

claSsroom behavior were attempts at meEsuring pupil
* 4 0 [
part1c1patlon as part of superv1sor ratlngs of teacher

tperformance. ‘In 1914” Horn (cited in Medley & Mltzel 1963)

proposed a s1mple procedure for thls purpose whereby a.circle
. | o
nwas recorded in the, approprlate space on a seating chart for

'-each teacher s request to recite, while a square ‘was ‘recorded

‘each tlme a pupll responded This early study, although ‘

«

>Slmple by today's standards, was 1mportant in stlmulatlng : ,‘

Jﬁurther research of "this type and leading to the development
4 o

- &
of more

complex observation‘procedures.

, o
Teachen Effectlveness . ¥ ;{f




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

S ST ‘material : - ¥

‘{'possible to combine the items.into scales which correlated

r . . ’ . g

o T | St .
observation, attention‘was.turned toward measuring effective‘
teacher behav1or by attemptlng to 1dent1fy patternslof
behav1or which dlstlngulshedreffectlve from 1ne%fect1ve a L ;
“teachers. In one such study, Jayne (1945) selected 11 1tems ;

ﬁrom an orlginal samgle of r<% items and combined them 1nto

~scales whlch were used to correlate classroom behav1or wbth - SR 1

teacher effectlveness. An examplé of one of these scales, S ry
o .

the Ingex of Meanlngful D1scuss1on, contalned the follow1ng

<

—

se¥ven ;tems.

"Percent—of fact guestions on unprepared . .

material R - o - .
R o -\

Percent of thought ‘questions on unprepared,

& «~
7

L3

3. Percent of thought questlons deallng w1th : .o

loCal situations

- . s
’ . R . : N

vy

4. Number of part1c1patlons grow1ng out of
sPontaneous~6upll dlscuss1on
Number of tcacher explanations . : o .

Number of times teacher -presented factual

information - |, o ?
Number of times teachér raised a question ' .
as to correctness of a pupil response -

Jayne (1945) concluded.that although none of the specific'

items correlated with effectiveness of teaching, it was

with effective outcqomes. o) .

a

‘In. terms of classroom behavior, "classroom climate"

<



.

‘ ’ , v'v\, v‘,.‘v’h_ , l_v _‘
5 - - s :
(Medley & Mitzel l963) has historicaliy received the most

’

.,f?f{ | attention from userS/of direct observation, while alio being

the area in whlch observation has been applied most :
i .
supcessfully. “Thus, soc1al psychologists took an early '

interest in classroom behaVior and pupil interactions W1th
-
l

both peers and teachers. This line of research can beg

categorized into three types: (a)'observations of a siﬁgle
child and plotting movements ‘on-a floor plan of the nursery— '

school classroom, (b) recording .every 1nc1dent or phys1cal

,

.

contact made By a child; and (c) stenographic reCords of-@.

>

) . A ) v -~
- " child's vocalizations as'well“as everything said to thé }
..J ‘

chilZ in an effort to \btain indices of the degree to which

. the:

hild ‘add essed his/her attention to others,‘ self, and \ ‘

{ . N

‘ -

material objects. ' . T . D e e

-}
R

The next general area of research foeused on- teacher
contagts with childrens Pu il bshaV1or was ..cc to detect ”
»the’effects of teacher behav1or on pupils; -Classroom
climate wag defined in dimens1ons of direct versus 1nd1rect
influence, teacher centered vérsus learner centered ‘or ;

dominative versus integrative., Flanders (l970) da'eloped
' 2
one of the most sophisticated procedures for. obserVing

- «

_fclimate;Q:This research w1ll be discussed in a later section;? .
~ . N - . B ' ' ’ . i .\-\

, ) During the l950's‘., researchers became involved irf P

o5
measuring multiple dimenSions of classroom behaV1or by

focus1ng on both effective teacher behaViors and social
) " ‘interactions. One of the most’ w1dely used measures at this"
. N

time was the Observation Schedule and Record (OScAR) developed

.




number of other variables. The_OScAR~techhlque_req

‘periods in seqhences of 5-minute intérvélsi’.Verbal bé&haviors f

). oo P
& Ames (1968) OScAR was designed to . ©

¥

prov1d quantltatrve data regardlqg behav1ors of. be

2y

-

coder to obskrve the_classroom environment for 30-miRute

are coded as "statemepts" and "interchanges." "Statgments*

~are verbal behaviors that do™not elécit a response, while

\

. . B )
"interchanges" are- those interactions between te,cher,and,
pupil which are initiated with a question. Thus?&an . \

interchange contains three parts: (a) an entry qhestﬂon,

which is coded as divergent, convergent, or elaborating;

(b)-a pupil response; and (¢)-a teacher evaIUation,which is ~

coded as supportive, appro“~' T d, neutﬁally rejected,
accepted, or notfevalﬁated. The OScAR procedure also 1ncludes

£

severay procedures for evaluatlng teachers procedural and

managenlal behav1ors. d "_ S C/F;
Applied Behavior Analysis .
&
Wlth the advent of. soc1al learnlng theory and applled ! éll

1 \ N
behavior analys1s, systematlc observatlon .in the claggrﬁom

-

became increasingly common*and consequentlx, the number of

‘studies employlng jygtematlc observatlon grew rapldly

Hallahan and Kauffman (1976) summed up. the value of applled

| behav1or_analy51s~_ o ¥

‘One* of the most important‘features of  applied
behavior analysis, and possibly its greatest
contribution to education, is direct, continuous,
and precise measurement of behavior. Excellent
teachers have for many years known and used

MRt



. A numbex of methods exist for.recording behaVior.-

. o . %
F LT ) . L v 7
. effective 1nstructional technigues with
: exceptional children. It is only recently, &

R _ however, that children's behavior and the -
e : effects of teachlnqw methods have been = = :
: . measured in such a way that tryly adequate

evaluation of educat;onal methodology is.
poss1ble (p. 58). . v '

’ '

w

Sulzer- Azaroff and Mayer (1977) reported the follow1ng two

general types of techkniques: (a) measures "of behaviors whlch._

(v

produte a permanent product, and (b) measures of behav1ors

which are transitory in nature. Measures of ermanent
PR ) i > " ~‘,. .
product require that the behavior leave physical evidence. in

the form of an enduring prodnct, 'mch as wriicen assignments,

¢

It - -

dressing, al.. completed chores.

.

. o< . . £
: Tkansitory events, on .the other hand,_ are®more difficult
to measyure because they do not leave permanent products.
P ~ e} . i T
Three procedures may be used to measure‘transitory-events.~

L — . . . ..

The first of these is event,recordipg, which consists .of

counting, the number of times a'behavior-occurs within a

,
v

spec1flc t1m§ perlod (e g.., countlng the number of tlmes a

-student reqéests ‘help from a teacﬁer in a 20- minute readlng

perlod) Duratlon'redordlngJ a second trans1toryxmeasurement“

-

_procedure, requhfes ‘that. the observer monitor the length of

time a behavior occurs w1th1n a specific perlod of time.

'

'ThuS)_duratlonvrecordlng might be an approprlate procedure

“

for monitoring the amount of time a student is on-task during,ﬁ

<

a math period. The final proceere, interval recording,

specifies tRat the observation period be divided into a

. numbey of short time intervals.. Behavior is “then recorded in

S e Z/-

]
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1

_one of three ways. With<a momentary. time-sampling system,

. behavior'is recorded as;pcqurring or not occurring the momenf

systems ;equire observation of only a single occurrence of the

(1979). provided an example of this practice in a study

‘designed to'Tidify the patholoéical tongue thrust 'of & ten-year-

r

-

\/" ' * »

the 1nterval ends. Us1ng whole-lnterval tlme -sampling, . the-:

response must be emltted thnoughout éhe 1nterval for its ?'

présence to be scorgd. Finally, partial—interval_time-samgking‘

’ . - - p -
P . [ .

. _ » .
response within the inferval for a beha inv to'be!sooredm
. y -

Qne of the moct quer  *looa o //ppllcatlons of the ' ~

above pz ,ctoures is’ teacher obgervatlon and recording of an
individual‘student's behavior.’ Thompson, iwatg;“and Poynter'
l‘ ’ . V o & ’ N
- - . ", N Y — . . AN
) - ' "' ) . . M . -:"
old severxely retarded boy. A partial-interval ,observation - .
system’was 'used throughout'the study to assess Ehanges in four

target behaviors: tongue out, food expulsion, chewiné, and
~L
»

pusﬂback., Continuous 10- second 1ntervals were divided 1nto

[ B
¢ \

7.5= second observation periods followed by 2.5-second recordl?g

perlods. In addltlon to the 1nterval data, an obse;ve£J
measured the grams of.food expelled during aoh meal.
"In addition to assessing student behavior, observation‘
procedures can be employed to measufegteacher behavior as:
demondtrated in-a study. by Hall? Lund, and Jackson (l968;.
These authors investigated’the-effects of oontingent.teacher
attention on the s;udy-beha%ior_of six elementary;age students®

who had high rates'of,alsrnptiVe behavior. Three behaviors:
. -] .

were defined and observed: study'behavfor, teacher verbalization,

‘and teacher pPresence*within a 3-foot proximity of the student.

v

Coa .o . .
3 ’ . . T ’ . .o
v : . .

\, 2i
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'...-. : “ . '_ - . ) t’ . . lm/
t A partial—interval observation system w1th lO—second 1nterva1s-
e was useéd to slmultaneously record the behav1ors of the teacher%

: : = ‘- f
, N R .

£

' ; : and the students.

, . oo S Y

N ) 4 N
K Self Mongtoring
: )

T . 3

: L4 o . . ' . ! . .
" Self—monltorlng 1s‘another procedure whlch has enjoyed

_ increac~d classroom popularlty as indicated 4n a rev1ew of the
1 s ]
: literature by Rosenbaum and Drabman-(l979) % main concern of‘~

-

these studits has been the development of procedures for

i
- N » o

: assuring high levels of accuracy in self-recorded target

: . St . o9
' behav1ors. Such procedures%haﬁé consisted of awarding students

\ v

) 'S -

bonus p01nts for matchlng ot belng within a .specified range of

\ an efternal agent's récords and penallzlng'them for belng <

' begbnd that’ range. Although these procedures have resulted in.
A

. high: reliability levels for self- obsegked behav1ors,.Rosenbaum 4
PR and Drabman conc&uded that further assessmentlof acCurate v
G ‘ versus}lnaccurate.se}f—recordlng is needed to.determlne uh;ch,

R if any,\situations require‘trainin; for reliable selfLrecording.
. ”f.,Alsoﬁof note was the flndlng that self—recordlng appears to

haVe elther desirable effects or no. effect on target behav1ors.

\/
e . Furthermore,,selffrecordlng does not need“to be. accurate to,

produce desirable changes in the target hehaviors (Rosenbaum" &
Drabman, .1979) .

. Group Observation - : . T .

. = — — - : :
. . - A
.- , Several systematic observation procedures enable monitoring

/ of multiple behaviors or gfoups of students.. Werry and Quay
(1969) developed one such procedure whlch uses a partlal—

N

e interval observation technlque to monitor 12 operatlonally

o BERT 22 ) ' '.v _ -. QD




defined classroom behaviors (e.g., on'taﬁk, out of seat,

” g ’ :
. R . ; ) . N s
. [ ; . ) 2
- . L} .
M -
-~ B R . . - .
5 . s : . . Y
. - . -
- ' ’ -

vocalization, positive child-initiated contaot} and ,
.- e onre . |

~ daydreaming). The recorder observes one child at a time fof

. ' . . - [} v \
. "a total of ‘2§ minutes. 'Behaviors are observed for 20-second
. . /10 _ g

T

. % - L S .
periods and then recorded during {he subsequent 1l0-second . -
e e . o ) ) T v A
/-. . ¢ interval. ) R - ' T

: Groups oOf students might d1so be evaluated by the use Of’(7?#%\

L4

L

\
spotcheck methods The Planndy’ Act;V1#y Check (PLA—Check) is -
I : \/ e .

such a method designed to gauge«the partlcrpatlon of groups

-

,> . or 1nd1V1duals in’ tra1n1ng activities (Doke &.R;sley, 1972). o

‘ _ , ,
Th1s measure 1nvq%?¢s counting the number of students who -are -~

1nvolved 1ngplanned*act1v1t1es at certaln 1ntervals of t1me

N
- "Foy example,\PLA—Check might 1nvolve countlng, at onébmlnute

Y

intervals’, - the number of students appropr1ately u31ng a’
- 4

" selected materlal. Doke (1976) reported that the data i ' ,

-~

R , generated by this procedure may be used to identify tlmesi
., dur1ng act1V1t1es when pa?tlclpatlon levels drop S0 that .
those unlﬁterestlng segmipts of the activity might be

. _ ‘,j“ mod1f1ed The data might also be used to obtain rgggvrdual

part1c1pation levels or attention to task. ~ .
‘

Situational Determinants of Behavior

N The procedures discussed_ﬁﬂus far have been designed.to

allow for the systematic observation of spe¢ific target
\
behaviors. Another observatlonal technlque, which -also has
D S _1ts roots in applled behav1or analyS1s, 1nvolves analysis of

R streams of behaV1or to assist 1n 1dent1fy1ng situational 3

determrnants of a child's behavior. The procedure ;s

- .




s

e . . ]

annverbaﬁ‘behaviors directed to and editted by the.target

o . , ] ,

L. i - o -
- £ . .

T%Elgned to prOV1de 1nformatlon necessary to - functldnally
4 . .
: Q N I
analyze a student s behav1or by focus;ng on the antecedent Q
v ) ~ ¥ . ‘ ST

‘stlmulub events,lthe student S\resyonses, and'the consequent

. T ~ . ",‘ . _ 3 ¢
sOc}ai events. TR s
. . R _ .
This, "three texrm contlngency" procedure, whlch has been , >

A

descrrbed in éeZall by -Gelfand and-Hartmann (1975) requires

S ; .
J n

! e . S : N °
5ZHat~the observer divide an observational sheet into three -

— . - < . .
. . -

. SRR 1 - . ¢ ; ;-
columns: antecedent, responsg, and consequéence.. The observer e
: ® . v . . . > | 4
then records, under the appropriate cokumn, the verbal .-and

~L <

. . ~. ) ,’
‘student. # An example of the procedure might be:
: - ) : R o 4 Yo .
"Antecedent Response - Conseguence
~ John says, Marj runs John hugs .
“Mary?come ¢« to John. Mary. - R
here.[' . : 7 ' »
! . IR ' . e g
Abbreviations and shQrthand are used to simplify recording
L © , L -
behavior. SR #
Summary _ ' ) o . )

Over a 65- year period, systematic claésroom observation

- 1
»

" has become 1ncreaS1ngly elaborate ‘and sc1ent1f1c prlmarlly as "-ﬁ

. -

- . . . . ’
arresult of the 1mpact of applled behav1or analyS1s. Both 3 /
the earﬂg studies and the 1ater stud1es cited here wereys

concerned with the effectlveness of teacher behav1ors-

however, whereas early studles fodused on_ observ1ng teacher

7

béhav1or, 1ater 1nvest1gatlons focused on changes in student .

behav1or as a‘functlon of teacher 1ntervent10n. In addltlon,

~

the rellabillty or accuracy of observatlonal-data was of

- 2 ll N -
greater concern in later studies.® However, the  problems \
e , &S - _ R
{ ° .

a

5



LT ;1'k \ R T oL "
o . . , , N N =
related to observa€1onal ﬁgﬁa are far from resolved as -

. - B

( -~ev1denced in an artlcie by Johnson and Bolstad (1973) whlch

]

;jE' '.addressed methodgloglcal issues andvproHlems 1nvolved in
"naturallstlc observatlon. But as a grow1ng number of '4'.N >

researchers turn thelr attentlon to,the problems of observer :
v N

blas, observer reactlvlty, and Valldlty of observatlonal o

data,.systematlc observatlon-methodology w1ll~cont1nue-to be ,

. A f s - . . ~

1mproved and refined. o LR o ' . !

Voo Iy . . . .« - ™

B . i L. . V N i L S . g

\4 , S ‘ Famlly Interactlons __F I ' : kk
o ‘ chhe literature on soc1a1 1nteractlons is 1nundated w1tb v

'observatlonalrstudles of family 1nteractlons. A sampllng of
kd the-more;recent.of.these investigatiohs wild be revlewed 1n fﬁt

o

the follow1ng sectlon. Many of these stud;es focus on

b et

families with emotloqaﬂly dlsturbed chlldrep, but studles : f;&;x-'

o

~also. examine interactions of famllles w1th learnlng dlsabledqe”
- % :
mentally retarded and norm;l children. . :
0.
l.Behav1or RecordlngrProcedures ! B 6. ’:

Obtalnlng observational data in studles of parent Chlld ;{,

1nteractlons can be carrled out in a number of Ways dependlng
on one's preferences (Lytton,hl97l). One procedure 1nvolves;
rating behavier after the obser&ation period. Generally, . -

this typerof rating is conducted on global‘characteristics

such as anger. Another procedure is a narrative style .

- . s S . L N

summary, .whixch en%ails writing.a summary- of the interaction
"y S | o - ' ;

g5 that was observed. A third procedure consists of precoded

_behav1or categorles froim whlch spec1f1c behaV1ors are’

i L4

selected for observatlon prior' to the observatlon perlod

2




- . N . . - r [ - -
T .. y . . <. : : .
’ - . oo . i . n -
L . . ) . . . ¢
. - A ° . -
v . .

oAy

% fourth technique, Sélecté%g narrative records,:involves -

vy

o
-
3

P s ’

recording'only“selected aspects of an dnteraction, suqh as"

attempts to 1nfluence others,,and then wrltlng a narratlve s

‘

. des#pt.lon about that partlcular aspect,(follow1ng the

=] hadi

\ :
~obrervastion perlod A f1fth pfocedure cdh51sts 3ﬁ-us}ng a- .,

specimen ré@brd This technlque,—whlch has been used

_ge%ten51vely by Barker and Wright (l955), requlres wrltlﬁg‘g {5#—

- durx?%»the observatlon perlod_a detalled descrlptlon of | .
;};“ev;;vth g/observed ‘ ! o

Ty - 4 Effect | . ST

Q )- ‘ ARy ) /-’
,‘h of the - above proc?dures has its own advantages and

<

'*itages, and none of them are free from problems One

commpn:probiem in most observatlonal procedures is the effect.
Ca e -
of thq:observer Zelglob Arnold, and Forehand (l975) noted

. k4 . -

,qbserver does have an- effect on parent Chlld

Twelve ‘mother-child palrs.were observed in-a -
4
flaboratory settlng under informed and unlnformed condltlons

'

gx; In the unlnformed cond1t1Qn, the mother—chlld palrs were

told to wait in the waltlng room whlle the experimenter .
Ychecked on the avallablllty of a room. Whlle<the pair wa;ted

%Qr 10 mlnutes, thelr 1nteractlons were observed After the
7~
l%—mlnutes, the pa1r was taken to a labora}ory playroom for,

.
° R

informedﬁobservatlon. Here the experimenter explaln d that

. the purpose of the, study was»to examfne how childreh play in
the presence 'off an adult and that the mother could do as she .

w1shed w1th her child. A counterbailance group was exposed to

~§he same conditions in reverse order. Six categorieS-of



,;*playrng, pos1t1ve verbal 1nteractlon, negatlve—verbal
LT ERE
‘{?1nteractlon, structurlng,»and helplng.” Results indicated

>

’v*that during 1nformed as-opposed to unlnformed observationsi

£

J¥n thblr verbal behav1or, andvstructured thelr chlldren s
- -_, . act&v1t1es more.- Ze1g10b4et-a1; (1975) noted that these
',__' ‘ . - . N g,
’ oL results were 1n agreement Wlth prev1ous research 1nd1cat1ng

) that 1nformed Qbservatlons 1ncrease pos1t1ve behav1ors. g

L.
o\ "/

Slnce most of the»curreht llterature was carrled out under

2 o

. » 1nformed consent condltlons, conS1derat10n should be glven

BN to the poss1ble effect of the oBserver.

' Interactlons in Normal Faﬁllxes* . : - o SN

: Johnson, Wahl Martln, and Johansson (1973) studled the

oo famlly 1hteractlons of 33 normal famliles in order to Tt

A R . \ \ R 4 B h
g .
- The study employed ‘an observatlonal coding system whlch

u N T i - ¥

utlllzed 35 d1st1nct behav1or categorles td record all the

i

_g'q - behav1ors of the target chlld and all the behav;ors of. othen '

famlly members who 1nteracted w1th the child. The results

1nd1cated that over 96% of the av rage chlld's behavlors

sample dlsplayed approprlate behaV1or 88% of the tlme.

?1nd1ngs also showed that dev1ant _hlldren recelved more
actlve reg%zndlng %han dld less dev1ant chlldren., These

- : «
S results support notlons abpui rec1proc1ty 1n soc1al

1 v *

L 1nteractlons "as well as coercive interaq@tion. That is, the’
4,' N . " - . 'J~ '. , R v s b ._.,:. e m e Bt e e e e e

' - %

- - o

-
.

. . o
- ( ) . . . &

L ) s ’ . s e a o e : ] ] 17 L
. . : . ) : ' B ‘, . B . B : ’
. N M .

mothers played w1th thelr chlldren more,"were more pos1t1ve

determlne the-extent of ‘deviancy in nonexceptlonal chlldren.'



.
A .
.

dev1ant Chlld is seen to more frequently engage in dev1ant

behavior, and 1n turn, recelves more negatlve consequences.'

3
v

-~ - In a study us1ng almost 1dent1cal procedures, Wahl,

\

Johnson, Jo:éaison, an? Martln (1974) . found similar’ results.
Although fa i

es_were found to respond mS?e p051t1vely to
npndev1ant behav1or than they dld to ‘deviant behaV1or, and
.-more negatlvely to dev1ant‘than to nondev1ant behavior, -

rJ‘ - famllles were more p031t1ve than negatlve, regardless of a
lChlld s precedlng behavior. -‘Parents were significantly -s
¢ g Cos o o
more likely to.respond to deviant behavior in a positive

mannér than were, s1bllngs. "As in the'prevLous study (Johnsonv
. o et al., l973), results were cons1stent w1th theories of
rec1proc1ty in that pos1t1ve behav1ors yielded positive

consequences, while negatlve behav1ors yielded negatlve

) - ; . -
y ! : consequences. %?

lJ ‘
.In an effort to 1nvest1gate 1nfant preferences for

‘ interactlon;w1th mother versus father; and to 1nvest1gatev
’_ . . .‘__c . . -

similarities and differences in mgternal and paternal
! . :behavior,'Belsky (1979) obsefﬁed_40 middle—class_families

. . ‘with infants 15 months of age}' Obser¥ations were conducted
) ' . ' Ce o .
'in the parent's homes on "two separate’ weekends for two -hoprs

- to N . , . e [ . o

o each day. The results revealed more similarities than
St ;udifferences in. maternal versus paternal behavior. Parents
D showed a sllght preference for 1nteract1ng w1th same- sex

chlldren, and both parents showed more actlve parent&ng when
. alone w1th thelr chlld than when in the presence of the

spouse.




- Interactions in Families with‘Diélurbed Children

Interactions of families with emotionaIly disturbed
children have also been 1nvest1gated. Beakel. and Mehrabian Y

(l969) tested’ thé hypothes1s that incongruity between Verbal!*gﬁ

L 4

. ‘and nonxerbal‘components.of parental messages'contributes to

L4

pathology. To this’end, the interactions of:two ~groups of '

famllies with adolescents exhibiting two degrees of
Py ‘ . ’ .
psgchopathology were observed and video taped. The results ' -

did'not support-the-abOVe hypothesis.' However, results'didi

suggest that parents of more .disturbed adolescents verbally
viy,
communicated more negative attitudes toward the adolescents(

«

-
. 5
RN

than did parents of less disturbed adolescents. .;~*_;ﬁ
.,,,4, :
A major concern within the area of family interacg&ons,u;;
b R

has been the power structure wmth1n~families. Alkire (19653

des1gned a study to assess social power and communicatlo"

within families of d1sturbed and nondisturbed preadolesceﬁts.MWL}Mhh
As part of the study,.disturbed and nondisturbed families<5)ﬁ:’

were required to describe novel graphic'designs“over a

-

network of telephones.' Through a process of asking questionsi
and receiVing further information, two listening members of

. - the family made- 1nd1v1dual guesses as to the design being
transmitted- Overall, there’was evidencevof role reversals
in disturbed families in that mothers in the disturbed |

" families behaved like.the fatherS'in the normal families, and
'fathers in the"disturbed families werepmore like the mothefs-

in normal families.

Another study on power relations in emotionallx)disturbed




: . ‘ _ ‘ .

z; “ ' families was conducted by Schuham (1%70) vFoﬁrteen normal-‘
and fourteen dis*urbed families; matched on ten variables,
ﬂugre.asked'to reach a decision on‘four problem situationsi
about Which they had 'nitially disagreedf Resdlts sugdested

, . that disturbed famii{géigi_}yere impaired in their abilg'.ty'. to «
reach group decisions; Family members were found to be .
relatively equal in teims of frequency of'decisionsi"won"_

g ~ "and amount of_support received, and®to be impaired in

- coalition formation. Also,‘these families Qere characterized

by weakvparental relationships. Nonhandicapped families, on

the other hand, were able to form coalitions and reach

%7

' f ' mutually acceptable solutions. Furthermore, a clear power(\>
structure emerged in which the father was ascendary, the

. ’ mother ranked second, while the child was last.‘
) . g ' .
Murrell and Stachow1ak (1967) studied power, consistency,

f and. rigidity in the interactions of clinic (i. e., receiving
psychiatric treatment) and nonclinic families. The pattern

of "who talks to whom" was studied in 22 families as they
. ¢ . . ) [

interacted on four tasks. The tasks included (1)#planning a
family activity, (2) answerinq a'series of 11 questions, (3)
. '

making up stories to TAT cards, and (4) writing as many
14

ad]ectiVies or descriptive phrases as they could which would
describe their family. Results revealed that the patterns

- ¥f "who talkswtowyhom"

£

'ghly stable for families in,

" different situations over time. The leadership’ patterns ofsg
the twé groups of families differed in that.parents of
b . . \r. - e ! . e .
nonclinic families exerted more influence than did parents
.D . . . . . . ‘ ¢ . +
- B " .
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‘o

of ciioic'faﬁiliss; in clinio rami%ies older chrLdreﬁihsd
more influence thao'their counterparts‘in noncliﬁio z;ﬁiléssi
' To determine ank pattérns ofvday—to;day ioteraotions: f
that disting;ished abusivé'agd oeglectful’ramiiieSffrom —
families with no.known history of abuse or{neglect,? Eurgéss

-

and. Conger (1978) collected dbservational data in the‘Qomes_

of 17 abusive, 17 neglectful, and 19 oontrol families: The’

.results indicated that overall, abusive and neglectful

.parents demonstréted lower rates of interaCtion and were

more likely to emphas1ze the negatlve in their relatlonshlps

. with their chleren. No s1gn1f1cant differences were found

in the behavior of the children in the three groups.

Although parents in the two experimental groups’ differed

from controls in their 1nteractlons with chlldren, rates of
a o

.1nteractlon between spouses dld not differ betwéén groups.

~

The‘dlfflcultles of draw1ng any clearcut conclusions
from‘the ﬁyrlsd of results/ from famlly 1nteractlon studles
is emphas1zed in Jacob' S (1975) comprehens1ve review of
family 1nteract1ons in dlsturbed ‘and normal families. A
total of_75-direct—observation studiss comparing family
inter}ctions io schizophrenic, disturbsd.nonschiZOphrenic,

and normal families were systematically evaluated in this

review. In one area, dominance,t 17 .comparisons were made

,between_schiéophrenic and normal families. Of thosé 17

-

comparisons,. 7 revealed an absence of difference between the

two groups of families, 5 comparisons ‘were inconclusive, 1
e , y , ) -

comparison suggested that fathers-in schizophrenic.families
7 ¥

A

R ) . -

-



" withdrawal dlsorders)

were more dominant than normal fathers, while 4 comparisons

'1nd1Eated that normal fathers“ére more domlnanE than fathers .

.

in schlzophrenlp and nonschlzophrenxg dlsturbed famllles, and
mothTrs in schlzophrenlc famllles and agildren in normal

t

famllles/were more domlnant than thelr counterparts.. In- the 7

area oﬁ conflict, affect, and communlcatlon-clarlty ‘similar

,c6nfliCtipg‘results occurred in comparlsons of schizophrenic

andinormaiffamilies_and nonschizophrenic'disturbed and normal

families. These conflicting results led Jacob «{1975) to
conclude: : :
. . : . - g ®
It would appear family interaction studies,
although based on' a potentially sound
methodological strategy, have not yet .
isolated family patterns that reliably.
- * differentiate disturbed from normal groups
. ...Specifically, many of the observed
. inconsistencies across family interaction
\ studies may be a function of differepces in LA
(1) diagnostic status of experimental )
groups, (2) measurement techniques, (3) . —
data analysis procedures, and (4) demo-
graphic characterlstlcs of famlly groups

(p. 56).

Another extensive ‘review of the literature on family
: 4 -~
interactions. in families with emotionally disturbed children

can be found in Hetherington and Martin f1979). The review

diatusses methods for “assessing interactions and family
e . .
interaction patterns among families with children displaying

. various classifications ‘of psychopathology (i.e., conduct-

-

‘dlsorder, dellnquency, psychosomatic disorders, angd anxiety- ’f

V4

d ~ Nae

Interaction’ in Famllles w1th Chlldrenfof Other Exceptlonalltles
A
Studies have also 1nvest1gatgd motherrchlld interactions

- . - . . . <.
g - —
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’

in families‘with mgntally retarded and high risk preschoolers.
B . > N N . .

A comparison of youngef (12-to’27,months) and older (30 to 46
. . . Y Pl - . ) R .
months) high~-risk preschoolers to same-age normal controls

.« -

demonstrated that several aspects of mother-child interaction

differentiated older, but not younger,'high—riek and contrast

—ettildren (Wilton & Barbour, 1978). Older contrast children
. » y ’
were found to interact more often yith their mothers, to

sbend more time in learning activitieS‘with\tpeir mothers,
and to, be mote engaged in highly intellectual activities than
did their high—fisk countetparts. A similan study by Kogan,
Wimberger, and Bobbit (1969) shdwed;that mothers of young

retar@ed children exerted more control over their children

. ) —~
~
.

+ than did contrast mothers.
* ‘
Si@ilar:investigat@ons have been undertaken on the

interactions of mothers with theif\LD or hyperactide children. «

In a series of "studies, Campbeil (1973, 1975) reported'that
mothérs of nyperactive poys previafd more 4‘;ect help,
encouragement, and structure than mothers df reflective and
impulsive children. In a comparison of hyperactive, LD, and
‘normal bo;s, hxgeractive boysawere found to interaet ﬁore
often than LD or normal controls, while mothers of hyperactive

children intervened more frequently than did the mothers of

LD and normal bofs. Humphries, Kinsbourne; and Swanson (1978)

investigated the ‘effects of drug stimulants on cooperation and

, ) . * (
social interaction between hyperactive children-and their

mothers in a double blind study.' Results revealed that

hyperactive children and their mothers praised eaEhAOther more

< ’ )

s



A o T 24

A
[ 4

\

when the Childrén were in a med&iﬁ@ed as opposed to a placebo‘

. - . 1
state.“fIanddition, mothers gave fewer directions to children

aBout how to complete-tasks while their children were on

medication. v : o -

- N . ’ : .. ‘ﬂ v

©oC Summary-. . - ' -
Aslindicated abdve, numerous studiegﬁhave investigated

¢

the interactibns of excéptional children with their famfiy

‘members.  Among these, several studies focused on the power
relationships within families with emotionally disturbed

'<\ children. Results suggested that the power structure in

fipilies witl disturbed children differ@d from the power
" . * * < »

?sfructure in normal families. However, Jacbb'sv(1975) review

3

results in all areas of study, and, as of 'yet, no clear
r - -

patterns of family intetaction have been isoiated.

Studies on otHer types of¥exéeptiona1 chiildfen indicated®

/
that hyperactive children interacted more frequently with

N

their mothers than did LD or normal children. Also, mothers
of hyperactive children-intervened more freéuently than did
héthers of LD and normal controls. Finally, mothers of
hyﬁefactive children responded differently to theirAchild
when he was. on medication.

" Teacher-Pupil Interactions

f . . Pe
Withall and Lewis (1963) conducted a comprehensive
L . } .
) review of the literature on social interactions in the

L

classroom. According to these authors, a variety of
. - L% L [
prScedures have been employed over thé<years to investigate

v

L
¢ '@

o ¥ N - - - . B

Q ] . - , : v 3‘1

of tHe'Literature on family interactions revealed inconsistent’

)

N
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~teacher-pupil intweractions

studies in this area dealt

-experiences and the impact

successful outcomes.

the influence of group life and the &nfluence:qf different

types of groups on learning,

making.'

an4&y51s in teacher educatlon (Amidon & Hough 1967).

Over

Initial
with- the arrangemént-;f
o &

of these arrangemehts' on - .

and their effects.
learning

time, studies hegan to focus on

problem—solving, and decision )

>

Much of this research made use of 1nteractlon.

Thus
“/

another trend within the study of social 1nteractlon in the

classroom analyzed teacher—pupll interactions by means of

-

gquestionnaires and rating scales based on traits and

: N g : :
F.. - qualities which educationii supervisors

~and desirable. &

*considered necessary

e

L4

By ?ar the largest area of research on teacher-pupll

v

u-lnteractlons has focused on groﬁp and social-emotional

v climate in the classroom.

- feelings.

.

The present sectlon will review

. . 1 . . : PR
recent research in this area with particularx attention to

studies involving exceptional students.

Effects of Teacher Behaviors . _ -

-

One . freqguently used teacher-pupil interacthR_analysis

—

instrument was developed by Flanders.(l970) to focus on

s

ditect and indirect teaching behavior.

behaviors were classified as lécturing, giving directions,

’

Direct teaching N

‘and criticizing or justifying authority, whereas indirect °

y

. eaching behaviors included asking questi-ons, accepting or

using pupil 1dcas, praising and encouraging, and acceptlng

.

The 1nstrument also measured pupll 1n1t1ated o ,

S J— [



\.

. while the absence of such behéVipr is related to nééative

-~ opportunities to be more direct. v i i

/,

L

a

. RETIEE SERE

LT

. , L. Y

interactions, pupil response,vand silence. "Results of

-
Y

studies employing this instrument suggested that élthoﬁgh
: -~ .
the amount of indirect steaching is small, the presence of -

indirect teaching is related to positive student attitudes,

-~

student attitudes (Flanders, 1970). Indirect teaching is S
, , e TrSe R
often also associated with increased learning; however, to -

date research in this area is incohsif}ent. ,As Flanders *

Sointed our,*most research i3 correlational rather than
causal and, therefore, does not determine whether indirect
teaching behavior ldads to more learﬁing and ‘positive |
attitudes, or whether bfighter students who learn more—&nd o
heve more positive_attrtudes provide teachers with
A laboratory srudy coﬁducted by Amidop and Flandérs

(1967) may provide some infdrmation relevant tc this - i
question. The purpese of their study was to determine the
effects.of difect versus'indirect teacher behaG&or. Specially
trarned teachers role-played boﬁh'diﬁect and indirect teacﬁ&ng
styles in a laborstorf experiqent:: Tﬁe'eubjects were 146
eighth graders who had bden determined to be dependencé.prone.
Studenténwere compared on the basis of pre-= end post- ‘
chievement_tests-in‘geometry; The results indicated that
pupils taught by indirect teachers’leerned ﬁore than did
children taught by direct teachErs, Indirect teachers .

5. N . ]
provided fewer directions, less criticism, less lecturing,

‘

more praise, and asked more questions.
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o o
& : * - Flarfders' instrument has also been used to study
' ! . .
o naturally occurring events in regular elementary classrooms

] One such study was deS1gned to determine the kinds of

teacher—pupll 1nteractlon patterns that are preSent_ln

elementary‘elassroems.(Furst & Amidon,.1967). A total of 25

} . ‘ .
classrooms at each of six grade levels were observed. The

-
A > - -

ratio of direct to indiPect teacher statements revealed that

in grades one and two teachers used more indirect than dlrect
+*
statements. A sllght increase Wgs noted in the number of

direct. teacher statements in third and fourth grade, andby

~

fifth and sixth grade teachers used more direct than indirect

_statements. The percentage of student talk ‘was lowest in

[

fifth and sixth grade, while the percentage of silence

increased from 15% in first grade to 25% in sixth grade. The

, percentage of teacher talk showed few changes over the

¥

elementary grades; however, one specific;tyfe of teacher talk,
o lecturing, ?emonstrated considerable change

with an';ncrease
from a low of 9% in.first grade to a high of 21% in fifth and

sixth grade. These results:led Furst and Amjdon to -the

follawing conclusion:

Teachers at different grade levels hold varying
assumptions about the teaching-léarning process.
Apparently, primary grade teachers feel that
. children at that level can learn best via the
"question-answer technique and that lecturing
or giving information is far .less appropriate.
On the other hand, intermediate-grade teachers
apparently conceive o6f lectures as most conducive
to learning (p. 173, 1967).

Teachér Interaction with Exceptional Students

[ ‘ " Flanders' interaction instrument has also been used to

el

37




" and self-reference

<incorrect student

' R - .

analyze pupil-teacher interactions in_classrooms for /
exceptional students. Semmel, ®itko, and Kreider (1973) used
the same system-to:study the impact ofﬁggacheroénteractions ' o

with trainable mentally retarded (TMR) pupils
y ;
in communicatiord skilIs. Classroom interactions of six

teachers whose TMR pupils revealed high gains in communication

a . LN
pupil gaing

~

were compared to interactions of six teachers whose students

=4

showed little or ‘no gain. bThe Cain-Levine Social Competencgv

Scale was used to measure communication skills. Results -+ )

demonstrated t&at high~gain teachers were'significantly'less.'

~ <&
restrictive, more indirect, less critical, more accepting,

and used more pupil ideas than did low-gain teachers.

.Furthermore, high-gain teachers tended to have'less.teaching

experience and were generally younger than low-gain teachers.

A Similar study (Dembo, Yoshida, Reilly, & Reilly, l978%\i

’ \
examined-teacher%Studeﬁt interactions in self-contained
N B . .

: classroomslfor educable mentally retarded and for.educationally

'handicapped‘stud ts. Interactions were analee@4using the

Brophy Good In&er ction Observatton°System which measures

type of teacher q estions Ci e., prdduct, process, chOice,

, and teacher feedback to correct and .
'v . ' -

esponses (i e., praise, criticism, supply

vJ . e

answer, repeat ques 1on, rephrase question, and give clué

The authors conclude{l that thg, basic téacher-student

communication patter: was'characterized‘by the teachers'

v

attempts at’ max1mizin success and minimizing failure. This T

- was’ accomplished by di recting product questions to selected

~s
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students Only 7% Ji‘the questlons were process type, ttat

is requrrlng the student to explaln something. This patterﬁ

closely resembles the behaV1or of most regular-educatl ol ;gi

teachers. ' . .:ﬁ- e L I -
’)Flpk (1972) utlllzed another comprehens1ve observaﬂlonal

system in an intensive study‘of verbal and nonverbal behaviors

~dy

of teachers and students_in-classeslfor BD'students. The -

system,,which used .a 10-sdcond partial-interval observation ot

;" s

system, measured 18 teacher behaviors and 17 student behaviors

in 15 elementary BD classrooms. Teacher behaviors included

"giving, feedback, planned ignoring, asking, punishing;
. rewardiney, and changlng tasks. Student behaviors included on-

task, verbal interaction with teacher and peers, refusal,"

v ' : LI .

daydreaming, verbal .aggression, and physical aggression.» The
» \

Vteacher beh§¥lors most frequently observed were feedback~(26%),

-giving (17%),.. planned: 1gnor1ng (14%), and asklng (ll%) 'The

-\

,most frequent student behaviors. were on- -task (60%) , verbal
“interaction with teacher (9%),'resist1ve/refusal (7%), and

verbal interac®™on with peers (4%). Less that’'1ls of the

'

'students' behaviors consisted of verbal and physical aggres-

!
£

sion. : } . : ) . e

Lambie -(1978) "used Fink's ohservationfsystem in a similar

el

study which compared teacher management techniques foj

conduct-disordered pupils in regular and special classi
. , X :

‘ . -~ . . .‘a& ’ . . . .
Fifteen pairs of specxal education teachers and gonduct-
A 3

: d1sordered students in BD classrooms were compared to flftee

pairs. of. regular educatlon teachers and conduct d1sordered

). B . ‘ . )

’

5

Qo
e

o
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agggw studenhs in tegular education classrooms. Twelve teacher’

behavior categdr1e5dand nine pupil behav1or categorles were

qmeasured u51ng a five second partlal 1nterval observatlon

» - * 3

system. - ResuIts_demonstrated that both BD and regular R
A teachers relied -heavily upon demand as ‘a behavior management
}technique. However, demand was not found to be one of" the .-

. mog? effectlve technlques for 1ncrea51ng on-task. behav1or.-

The most effective technlque for 1ncrea51ng the length of

. time a- pupll remainéed on—task was redﬁrectlon, as would be

.

-‘expected, both groups of teachers relied heav1ly upon this.

- of conduct- dlsorder ;ﬁﬁils in both regular and BD classes ,
_i . u . WY
' did not differ significantly frdm the 77% typical of normal

g - . students: However,‘pupils in BD classes were found to have

e -~ - -

:&'** 51gn1f1cantly higher on-task behaV1or than conduct—dlsordered
'puplls in regular classes.

Teacher-pupil 1nteractlonsehave been analyzed for a
'varlety of . reasons. - The greatest research interest has been
coneerned w1th group and social-emotional clrmate in the - p
. N ' classroom. Flanders (1970) observatlonal system for o

- \ .
measurlng classroom climate ‘'has been used in studies of both

Ll .

- ; regular and_exceptlonal students. For the mosE. part,'results

R have/shOWn that indirect teaghing is related to more‘p051t1ve
‘ '
'att1tudes and better learnlng for’ both regular and mentally

retarded students.l Studles w1th BD students suggested that

- spec1al educatlon and regular teachers engaged in 51mllar

L'_-teacher-pupll 1nteractlons and employed similar classroom

N —,__-management technlques. : . ' » /

.9\

technique.— Data further indicated that the on-task behavipr — "~
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- S . . Ppeer and Adult Interactlons o
B TR LA - ' )
e :1 The follow1n§_/xervmew of the llterature on chlldren S

. ’

: ’1nteractlons Wlth peers and adults 1ncludes studies whlch

L)

9;have not alreadyq&een covered under famlly 1nteractlons or

-teacher pupllxrnteractlons.: The studles evaluated both =

A"normal" and exceptlonal chlldren v

@ P ' <'

Studles of the peer s001al 1nteractlons

of exceptional

)
A

and nonhandrcappedxchlldren are,generally ofv wo types:

P .

(a) -evaluations of typical patterns of:socia¥ interactions

.in\these two groups of,children andAKb)‘comparisons of the
. s 01al 1nteractlons of exceptlonal and nonhaﬁdlcapped

sftudents. - The former is the morxe common of the two types

-

"of~studies. e SR T

I3

Nonhandlcapped Studenté

-‘ ! L]
In a study of- typlcal 1nteract19ns of nonhandlcapped

’

5 preschool students, Reuter and- Yunlk (1973) monltored

frequency pf peer and adult social 1nteractlons, ‘mean

)
duratlon of soc1al 1nteractlons, and amo%pt of negat1ve~
? o~

-/behav1ors for three- and four-year-old students." Students

o ? : ‘ 1 . ' . T o R

4 : ;o s . ' .
were'enrm%isd*ln one of three school settings: a Montessouri
y » _".. e 4 . ;..... o . _— .
.., nursery school, a univérsitylaboratory preschool, and’a
\parent cogQperative hursery,school'“
. , iy A

’

3

30° to 40% durlng free time p rjods Peer interaction. e

. £
: 1ncreased w1th age as . four—year—olds were found to Spénd a

.

(ﬁ s1gnlf1cantly greater percentage of thelr tlme in peer

. 1nteraqtlons than d1d the‘three year olds. Interactlons

-

M R o .

- on the average,ﬂstudents



with adults showed a nonsignificant increase’with age.

3
1

In-a s1mllar study of preschool play behav1or, preschoolv.

play norms in the late l960‘s were compared w1th norms i

collected more than 40 years ago (Barnes, 1971).,hSl§h/// #71
categorles of play behav1or were observed: unoccupled'play,t.
solltary play, onlooker,” paralled play, assoc1at1ve play,v
and cooperat1ve pﬁay. The results suggested that chlldren in

\19€§ were . much less soclally orlented 1n thelr play act1v1t1es,

s than chlldren 40 years{@go. Thevmass medla and the solltary

, ’ :h types of toys were advanced as poss1ble explanatlons for the
change in play behav1or over tlme.

$he peer 1nteractlons, general behaviors, and child-

teacher 1nteractlons of 42 nonhandlcapped second graders were

I

observed in a study of chlldren S soc1al\b:2jv10r~ln a .
'classroom s@ttlng (TraV1s, l977) " In comp ison to boys,.
glrls were found to engage in more verballzatlons with same-

AT

-

sex peers and more cooperatlon_w1th same-sex peers. Boys
and girls appearedyto/be at_the-same level of social
"sophlstlcation with respect to oppos1te sex peers.

Other social 1nteractlon studles haVe been undertaken to
determine thevrelatlonshlp between soc1al 1nteractlons and
other variables. For example, the rélationship between

B popularlty and soc1al SklllS and soc1al 1nteractlons was
analyzed in a study of thlrd—~and fourth grade nonhandlcapped
students-(Gottman, Gonso, & Rasmussen, 1975). .A soc1ometr1c\"
:instrument was. used to determlne popularlty, whlle soc1al é_

: skllls were assessed by a - test measurlng ablllty gb 1abel

4 . . . . . .. . - .

. . 3 . | < © .
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emdtions, knowledge of Qow to make friends, giving help, and

role -taking ablllty Flnally, a 15- category naturallstlc .
observatlon system was used to assess soc1al 1nteractlons.

Popular and unpopular chlldren dlffered 1n thelruknowledgE'

ooy

“of how to make friends;.and popular students both d1str1buted

and recelved mdre positive relhforcement and spent less time

-
4 .

daydreamlng. : if ' H]
. - . - N

3 4

A similar s;ﬁdy'of popularity was designed to examine

the rila%ionship betWeen peer‘relnforcement and'social status
(Hartup, Glazer, &‘Charlesworth; l967). Two classes of : ¢
4-year—old preschool‘children served 'as subjects in this
study;which.utilized a sociometric instrumentwto measure"
social’statusp Eight target'behaviors; CliSéified as either |
reinforcers or negative,benaviors, were measured by . -
observatlonal procedures. While Grossman et -al. (l975) found
that popular chlldren received more relnforcement from peers,
the results of this study suggested that popular children
give more pos1t1ve relnforcement. Thus,usoc1al'acceptance
was signlficantlyicorrelated uith tne frequency of giying
positive;reinforcement, while rejection was‘significantly

correlated with tpe‘frequency'ofdnegative béhaviors.

.Interactions Among Handicapped.and’NOnhandicapped

 Behavior disordered children's'typical social‘int"erL
action patterns have also received attertion. A study by
Sanson Flsher and Jenklns (1978) analyzed 1nteractlon
patternsibetween anates and staff 1n'a max1mumesecurlty‘

'

institution for delinquent girls. Participants included
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three paraprofess10nal stdaff members and five delnnquent

o 0

girls. A total of 28 categories of behav1or were observed

'

nandrrecorded for each partiCipant. The results indicated

that both appropriate‘and‘inappropriate?hehaviors received

a high proportion of positive attention from staff and.

% ,peers. On the other hand, therapeutic opportunities offered

by staff were met ‘with negative attention from the delinquent
i .

ugroup in 75% of the cases. '

—

f
Integration ‘of handicapped children into the "mainstream

~

‘has .been the subjeﬁk of numerous studies. OnélaSpect of this

"L topic involves. the iriteractions amgng handicapped and

>

nonhandicapped students. wa studies of handicapped-.

nonhandicapped ’interactions focused upon preschool-age

| . , / L
children and mentally retarded students. 1In a stugy of the -

verbal and nonve- . socia . behaviors of'mentuily'ittarded
, and normally developlng'children in a freeéplay situatioﬁ,
Porter, Ramsey, and Trembly (1978) found normally developing

children to maintain the closest mean prOlelty to other,

normally deve&oping children. Moreover,-normal children

T
v, o . . ]

;engaged in several categories of social behavior with other
‘ "normal children sianificantly more often, than with retarded

Lo : children. Retarded.children,lon the other hand, diSplayed

w : ¢ -

LT t

no consistent pre.erences for retarded versus nonretarded

peers. Guralnick and Paul Brown (1977) obtained similar

f | ‘results in that their nonhandicapped subjects also spoke ;1K'
.u'more frequently to more advanced children.' Nonhaﬁd:;apped t

preschool children also adjusted their speech;in.accordance

.Y

s
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with peers deVelopmental levels. 4Thus,'the mean length of

their: utterances was shorter for lower functlonlng kldS and

‘

‘their verballzatlons were repeated more often for more

.
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hand1capped peers. ‘ : . N

.

- \

Another slgnlflcant aspbct related to malnstreamang of

handicapped students is their interactions compared with

“

those OP nonhand1capped chrldren Both BD and LD students
have been compared along these ‘lines. Raush (1965) compared
the 1nteractlons of hyperaggﬂEss1ve boys in early treatment,

normal controls, and normal Norweglan boys An observatlon

A )

elnstrument developed hy Raush Dlttman, and Taylor (1959a)
'was used to assess 1nteract1ons As previously p01nted out,

the 1nstfument consisted of 16 categories of behaV1or

. ' . ¥ . R . : -, .
L ;:ive, and friendly-passive. Behavior was obserged in six

sectings: breakfast, other meal,times, unstructured group
activities, structured_groupVactivities,“snack time, and

- . . n .~
group instruction. As was true in an wearlier study, (Raush,

Dittman, & Taylor, 1959b), situation was found to have an.’

affect on behavior. dUnfriendly behavior was much mdre -

.
-

frequent in some settings'(e.g.;’game-situations) than in
others (e.g., mealtimes'. Psychological status also had an

affect. Compared to normals, hype;gggressive boys produced

&

- fewer . frlendly acts as stlmull fgr their peers, frlendly'

acts'were followed by unfriendly behavior much'more
1 I < -

, . frequently in early-treatment hyperaggressive‘boys (45%)

than.in later:treatment”hyperaggressive'(19%) and normall

boys (8%) .

’“‘cla581fled as hostile-dominant, frlendly—domlnant, hostile—_

~
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, % . In a Similarwstudy, Raush, Farbman, and Llewellyn‘(l960)
f '\d normal controls to berless h0stile—dominant and less ‘
-‘ .

hostLle pa551ve toward bdth adults and peers than were

L}

hyperaggressive boys. Normal controls were also more frlendly—

<3

.passive toward adults and peers than were hyperaggressive boys.

v

The friendlysdominant types of behaviors of controls and

hyperaggressive boys'drd‘not differ. ' -'. -

Interaction of LD Students o : ' .

The interactions of LD students as COmparedvto normal‘

controls have 'been investigated‘in a series of studies by

Bryan and associates (Bryan, 1974; Bryan & Bryan, 1978; Bryan, -

Donahue, & Pearl, 1981; Bryan, Donahue, pearl, & Sturm, 1981;

)
i.

Bryan, Wheeler, & Felcan, 1976; Spekman, 1981). Bryan}

Wheeler, and Felcan (1976) compared the communications of 17

\

LD and 17 normal control* subjects from third, ifourth 'and ~
fifth grade. Eight categorles of statements were observed
using an even- recording observation. procedure in which 6@%
observer recorde&&all statements made by the target subject
and a second observer recorded ‘all’statements made by peers

H

to the subject. The eight categories of statements wexe:

rejection, information source, self-image, cooperatlon,

compgtition, helping,'con51deratlon, and 1ntru51veness,
Eksults revealed that LD students emltted s1gn1f1cantly more

competitive statements than did controls, whlle control

2
subjects received s1gn1f1cantly more cons1derat19n statements
L4 N o

than LD students. Although nonslgnificant, LD children.
tended to emit more rejection-and fewer helpful statements

than was the case for- the normal controls.

o
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| These findings are, cons1stent with other results whlch
indicate that LD students differ from normal controls in ' \
their interactions With peers. Bryan (;?74) found that LD
and normal comparison children did not differ Significantly
in the total proportion of time‘spent interacting ‘with
teaohers and peers,_however LD student’'s verbal initiations )
“”>~were ;&gnificantly more likely to be ignored by both teachers
and peers. Likewise, Bryaq and Bryan (1978) found that in
comparison to nondisabled classmates, LD students, emitted
s1gnificantly more nasty statements to peers and subsequently
. received s1gnificantly more rejection statements from peers. -
Interactional defic1ts of LD students have also been
Lduxl in terms of small group problem—solv1ng skills (Bryan,
Donahue, & Pearl, 1981), conversational skills (Bryan, Donahue,:
Pearl .& Strum,JlQSl),:and in dyadic communications Z%quiring
o an exchangeﬂpf_1nformation54§pekman, 1981) _ In small—grohp
- “prohfen—so£v1ng situations, LD students were less-likely to
disagree with classmates, less likely to argue with classmatesi,
and less 1ikel§ to engage in "convers;tiaumi housekeepi‘g" than N
‘yere/their éondisabled.peers (Br;gn, Do;ghue, &‘Pear}; 1981),i,
. suggesting that LD children: were less persuasive than

.

q;10nch.sabled children apparently as a result of their assuming
‘ - a submissive .role. An examination of conversationalacompetency
indicated that LD students were not as adept as nondisabled
R chi&dren in their‘abilit§ to initiate and substain interaction
(Bryan, Donahue; Pearl, & Strum, 1981). SpeoifiCrbehaviors

which might have accounted for this difference inciuded-the LD
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students' tendency to ‘ask fewer questions and. their ineptness
?' to produce OpenQended questions. .In dyadic‘communicatiohsJ

ﬂrequiring an exchange of information, LD students were less

L]

successful than nondisabled peers in both speaker and listener

< o Al ’ .

roles (Spekman, 1981). As speakers, LD students eXChanged ll

significantly lower levels of 1nformation than nondisabled
& .
P .peers. As listeners, LD students werdg less apt to ask
ptg S
' productive questions,uthat is, questions des1gned'to gain new -

information. =~ ) - :
Summar » '
* Studies of peer interactions have followed three lines of
investigation: (a) evaluations of typical interactions of
'/\\{ nonhandiﬁapped students;‘(b) interactions among handicapped
and nonhandicapped students, and (c) comparisons of interactf%ns

of handicapped and _ohhandlcapped children. Studies'on t%pical

5\\ interactions of nonhandicapped students revealed that giris, in

@

v@
comparison to boys, engaged in more verba1121tions and

cooperation with samg;sex_peers, but that social sophistication

=
i

-

- with opposite-sex peers was the same for both boys and dirls.
¥ " In addition, these studies indicated that interactions with
' peers increased with age, and that.popular children.demonstrated

more knowledge of how to make friends.

\'r-\ N R

In investiggtions-of interactions among handicapped and
nonhandicapped children, nonhandicapped preschoolers tehded to
interact with other nonhandicapped children rather thhn w1th
handicapped peers, whileTnonhandicapped children,showed no
pregerence'for handicapped or'nonhandicapped'peers.

%




Nonhandicapped children were also found"to~adjuSt their speech

*in accafdance wgth peer developmental levels

-
’

Comparisons of 1nteractions of handicapped and nonhandi—

" capped children demonstratedd!Eat the interaction patterns of

. : _ - , ¢
these two groups clearly dlffer, although no consistent .
patterns have emerged. 1In a'series of studies,‘nonhandicapped
children were found to be more fr1endly and less hostile than

|
| 1

their handicapped counterparts.. Another series of studies,’

which compared LD to normal coﬁtrols, indicated that LD

}

children were more likely to make competitive statements,

. rejection sta}é%ents, and;more nasty comments. In turn, LD
1 h ‘ - - i LY
students received more rejection statements ... 55\
X . \
' H

. consideration statements tha; did normal cont:u.s; finally,
) ) . K . . ) ’ ) /‘ b ,-\ o

they were ignored more often by per s a~ = 7. 2rS.

ReCiprocal fnteractions N

Historically, 1nvestigators of soCial interactions have
- /
assumed a monadic perspective, that is; they have focused on

'

observation of discrete responses of individuais without .
"reference to the 1mpact of these acts on the rec1p1ent peer{S’
~ ot )

behavior (Strain & Shores,. 197]a). The Widespread acceptance
ofetheqmonadic perspective especially in the fields of

psychology,and special education is evidenced in the'typicai
’approach to intervention whereby an indiv1dual s bPehavior was

-

observed, evaluated, ﬁnd treated w1thout evaluation of the
behaviors of significant'others. ' o o
However, the effectiveness .of this approd¢h is questionable

N . I -

i !

Vo
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since social interactions are not monadic but 'reciprocal,

that, is, effecting all parties in a social interaction. The

-

" lack ‘of attentlon to th1s fundamenta&‘characteristic'of

.

human interactions requlres that time and energy be devoted

°

*to I mutual i:te.....age Of sccial behavior. As Strain and'

e

v.shore (1977a) . pointed out:"

Only by employlng observational techniques

based upon a rec1procal conceptualization-

of soc1al behavior can the effects of one

child's, behavlor on his peers be stud;ed -
systematlcally (p. 528). :

To date, a lfh?ted numbe: of stud1es (Johpson et al.,

1973; Ndhl et af., 1974) have obta;ned data on the rec1procal

Y,
.
-

n o ore Of % :Cclaw v lexr ’ N

¥ e -

In a stu~y on the pos1t1ve soc1al re1nforcement of?peers,

(Charlesworth & Hartup, 1967), 70 nonhandlcapped preschool

wt . © I

chI&dren were observed on four target behav1ors (i.e., g1v1ng

positive attention and approval, giving affectlon and
¢ . [ ; v !

acceptance, submission, and token g1v1ng) The results clearly

demonstrated the rec1procal nature of interactions. A

"\ . )

)

glven and number of relnforcers recelved with, those chlldren
g1v1ng the most relnforcement also rece1v1ng the most. L
Slmllar rec1procal 1nteractlons 1nvolv1ng negative behav1ors
have also been reported by Patterson and Cobb (1971) gn their
Nstudy of aggress1ve chlldren: Aggress1ve behav1ors such as
hitting were found to be facilitated by .a number of negative
behaviots (e.qg., h1tt1ng, 1gnor1ng, yelllng, teas1ng, and

o
dlsapproval).. In comparlson, some pos1t1ve behav1or, such as

.

Rag)

s1gn1f1cant correlatlon was found between number of reinforcers '

'
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-

approval and touching, were found to inhibit hitting. -
A laboratory study by Pruitt 6197?) also’ investigated

the reciprocal nature of interactions. The procedures of

/ the experiment required that'77~college,undergraduates

participate in a game designed to measure how much money

the subjects kept and gave away under various conditions.

A confederate manipulated the, variables in the study. The

-

~—~ important result for our purposes was that the subjects
. gave money to .the confederate in accordance with how much

money they had receivedrfrom‘the confederate in the past.

14

The more money the subject received, the more he/she gave

- .

awayq ‘thus clearly demonstrating rec1proc1ty,

s

An investigation of the reciprocal interactions of
vexceptional‘children,‘suggested that the principle of
g \ e . Y

- reciprocity also holds true for handicapped individuals. 1In
. R e

3 . TR

. t study (Kopstein, l972),‘18‘target behaviors were' ‘

o 4

oBserved in the free-play interac¢tions of 14 TMR subjects. ' -

It was predicted that negative responses followed by pOSitive‘

o
®l I& -

consequences would be. repeated, and that negative responses

followed(by negative consequences would be changed H wever,

Id

5 resultF'did not swpport this hypothesis.“\Inste%dh'aversive

"conSequences tended to facilitate aggression.' Aggressive

behavior wéstmore likely to'be'repeated-when.followed by a

¥

negative consequence; and was more likely to change when ;b
followed by :a positive consequence.. This study supported the.:
contention of_Strain and'Shores[(l977b) that "with respect to
'both the quality and duagtityrof interaction,'the child

‘creates his own social environment" (p. 493).

a




In summary/ the reciprocal nature of social interactions,

especially among e#ceptional-children. suffers from a scarcity

\ o -
of data-based research evemn though the limited research
available suggests that such interactions are interrelated and

) - ) ‘ . ! * . .
reciprocal. Instead,.a monadic prespective has traditionally

been employed although its effectiveness is questionable sinte

-such an approach ignores one of the basic elements of

Ainteraction. -y y o
A review of the reseafrch indicated that both family

<

N Ji elicit 11ke pos1t1ve and negatlve responses from both peers. and

adults - However, notlceably absent from the literature are

> 1nvest1gatlons of the rec1procal nature of teacher!%upil . _J///

.

1nteract1ons. . Since many 1nteractlons havebbeen found to be:

'reciprocal, teacher—pupll 1nteractlons can also be expected to
£

be reciprocal,'and consequently, worthy of further investigation.
. ) % . . - . e . ’

*

‘ _ Su mmaxr i :
’E“'ﬁ 13 . - -
System%tlc observatlon of soc1al behav1or.1s w1despreadﬁ

s

¥
' i probablyfas a. result ‘of the ;mpact of applled behav1or analys1s.

R over thé&’ years, elaborate and scientific ways of observing -
& : ‘ ‘ o _ .
béhavior hbve been devised. One area in which.systematlc

° , v

observatlon has played a major role is the famlly 1nteractlons.

.

Numerous studles have focused on the famlly 1nteractlons of

exgtlona'l- chlldre.n but ‘as’ yet, no clear patgerns of famlly

in actloh have been isolated. Ftudles Qn %he teacher—pupll

L .. ‘ L F T e

<
." . P

- .
N N ~

pe el o T e L
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and peer 1nteract10ns of exceptlonal students are alsp common
. e

in the literature. (Most‘bf the studles on teacher pupll
. Ny
'1nteract1qn have been concerned with dlrect yersUs'lndlrect ) .
~ teaching behaviors,‘while'studiesron‘peer interactions'havei S
(a) evaluated the interactions of handicapped and'nonhandi4\ ‘

capped students, and (b) have compared the 1nteractlons of ' .

I3 PN

a /'handlcapped and nonhandlcapped chlldren' "The results of

these studlesshave suggested that nonhandlcapped chlldren are

LS f A . ) 3

- les Nikely to interact with handlcapped chlldren, and !

harfdigapped students are 1less adept at interacting than‘are
: R - . 3

\?%o andicapped students. Flnally,‘a £ew studles have ?’ b

1nvest1gated "the rec1procal ‘nature of interactlons. The

a

limited research avallable'suggestS‘that both famrly T
| . interactions\and peer dnteractions are reciprocal in-nature{
' l\“. The“review ofqthe avaifable'literature points but a ‘

€ \

number of areas 1n need of "’ thorough 1nvest1gatlon.‘>F1rst, _ T

¢

. studles comparlng Verbal 1nteractlons of handlcapped and

- »
5

nonhandlcapped are limited and have not y&elded cons;stent
¢ results. Eyen‘more scarce are-studies comparing the verbal
P ' - M )

interactions of students with different handicapping o

Jf : bonditions,(e.g.;'BD and LD). Second, studies analyzing
: teacher—pupil'social interaCtions are scar¢e. While some .,
xstudles have 1nves%§gated peer soc1al 1nteractlons and | ;' ")
teacher pupll academlc 1n€eractlons, few studles have focused \,/
:

~. . on teacher-pupil social 1nteractlons,-whlle‘st111=fewer have

. 'cbmpared.teacher—pupil socialfinteractiong for handicapped - w

-

LA

and_nonhandicagped’pupils_an& regular-.and special education *

. .
¢ : K N
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teaéherSiL Flnally, although the recrbrocal nature of

1nteractlons is. beglnnlng to recelve some profe851onal

D -
. -

~ atteéntion,’ the reclprocal nature of'teacher-pupll social"

1nteractlons has been neglected To date research has not '

examlnedgihe correspondlng andvpomplementary qualities of
3

teacher-pupil social interactions. . ’ Cer
S . : o | R
. g .
G,n . 2 -
.
[4
A. B ‘ N
Lt a - ~
g [ R . -
b -,
. i R
baa
.
- ’ -
——
° R N
N - >
/- ’ -
i,
v - " A
' ° =
. . .
. [N - . /
- 3 . / ®,
. . . HE
. R ; .
'W"Q * a .
cE
s - -
¢ M s
v ) \ L
i . ’ -
. ;» N .. . . -~ A i .- . .\J; . //: ".»" .
. T . ‘ : ' ‘ (SLI L



“,serv1cesp only‘llmlted attempts were made to valldate the - ‘ff;’f_

'Adlstrlct in’ the mldwest .....

’(l) regular cla

'-the‘district,

dlfferences qitween chlldren rece1v1ng Cerﬁhln types of S
_approprlateness of»placement..

‘Sglf-contained LD and BD programs were considered, LD and BD,

. . - . . \- % . - .-_
| . - . [CHAPTER IIL . .. "¢ .- .
P T T o T :
-  METHODS AND .PROCEPURES .  ~° T Y
i . e . - ’ tx Yo ' - Lo T LY el @ hd L. .
-5 . S P A ' < '
Sub]ects and Settlng '-"-“' . 55 o " I .

'Subjects in thls study were randomly selected fourth Cee

f1fth, and- s1xth grade students from a large urban school

"

‘A total of?45 regular and spec1al

class students part1c1pated in the study, 1nclud1ng 15

s

subjectsAselectzd from each of three'tyges of.classrooms{'

ooms, (2) self#contained"learning*'
i

:dlsabllltres ( D) clasSrooms, and (3) self—contalned - s

. - U
’ .

‘ behav1or dlsordered (BD) classrooms. N ) ’J. .

,_ . P . T, &
o -t e

. 'In addltlon to the ﬁs target subjects, the classroom

\ Y . ‘

d teachers of each subject also part1c1pated

eachers part1c1pated in the study of wh1ch six

peers,;aldes,p

A total of 14

.«

r ,;_‘ - - >

v_were 1n regular educatlon, flve wefe in LD, and three were 1nn O

BD classes, Slnce only three Bb"!ﬁsses were 1n operatlon 1n:§"

all avallable BD teachers,

- ~ b

~and almost all. - "" o

Va

.avallable "BD students were 1ncluded-1n the study f I R .

L) ‘.' - .

f.‘; The study focused on the 1nteractlon characterlstlcs of tht{

~ - . - .

"chlldren dlagnosed and placed 1h spec1f1c regular and spec1alv.§

I A
educatlon programs.. Slnce the study was concerned Wlth
FERN -.j) ._‘ -

N .,

S ’ .
Accordlngly, students in

/ //

N . Ay :
reg&lar*edﬂcatlon Qere.consldered "normalf, and students 1n

. [IER

] , 3 - oy . 4
- . - . . & .
.- . . f . 3 i .
» . X . Lt . . L . >
.
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. ) respectlvsly All. subjects had an IQ above 88 and exhlblted

}.' 'y ;»..
. . "no major=phy51cal, speech, v1sual or hearlng hand1¢aps._.f A
»”Lf'_ Reaﬁlar ehucatlon students were not rece1v1ng spec1al serv1ces
- . @ o R s .

//Aand weré functlonlng not more than two years below grade level:

'L 1n read1ng, wrltlng, or ar1thmet1§ aceordlng-to achlevement,-
,fd; test scores..—Thls.crlterla was?used so that - students:r,fh

. ‘:‘ ,rece1v1ng Tltle I servlces would not be 1ncluded {n‘thé_samp;e

of regular educatlon students.' It awvas assumed that by

excludlng remedlal students, ‘the- sample of regular edudatlon i

students would more closely approx1mate a normal dlstrlbutlon

w1th the majorlty of the students functlonlng at orhclose_to
grade devel. -‘f'i S - S .

¢

ehav1or ﬁisordered students had been placed in self—
‘\ - . »

. e s ‘ ‘. . ' b . e
- T’dlstnact personnel The records of each BD student .were

o2

rev1ewed to insure that BD part1c1pants met the~cr1ter1a for

-~
’

‘BD.as’ speclf;ed by the local school dlstrlct definltlon._ The

,,g' local deflnltlon, which was’ cons1stent w1th PL 94 l4f (U S. 0 E., o

, L,
| ﬁollows: . | . '
. Children and yoﬁth with personal and social R
> . “adjustment problems demonstrate one or more .
) " marked behav1or excesses andjfor defects Co-
. * which are chronic¢ in nature, occur in.several
AR . &env1ronments, which 1nterfere ‘with learning
) and/or ‘social intkractions in the educational .-
S setting and have not xesponded to remeédiation
' available ‘'in the regular educational setting. -
Behavior extesses and def1c1enc1es may 1nclude
. ¢he follow1ng- L . o , '
4 . o -
o l Aggressive and/or anti- SOClal behavior - _1l
T2, Uncontrolled and/or blzarre behaylor '

. . L : . . ° - . . .
P ) . . . . . . - v . N
- . . e : - . . : . -
t S N
.

') 11976) ‘and the State of Khnsas Spdclal E catlon Plan was asi“;‘w°“*'

<
Y
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- these students were not,included in this study.

) 3. 551on or uﬁhappiness
fo e 4. onal contacts and/ol}
v . ‘ N . . < V/
- 5. S C snce of own;behaVior
A e ' 6. Unreasonable S~ c1-ted w1th personal or
- ° : -
\\{ . school experiences >

‘. 7. Development of physi
‘ .-~ ¢+ physical cause -

. -8. Compulsive behavier
+ 9. Loss of contact w1th reali?

czl‘symvtoms without a
y .. & -
'In addition to-heeting the criteria 1nclu-ed in the‘defiE%tion;
P - o

BD subhjects also met three additional crigeria-
1 .

s Documented ev1dence that efforts to remediate

‘the problem have been attempted in a less
restrictive env1ronment.

2., A,medical examination by a licensed physician
with documented results indicating that
physiological problems ‘are not the cause of
the behavior. °°

w3, 'Evaluation by an outSide licensed clinical
professional that documents a’'generalized
vl ) personal and soc1al disturbance. .
‘Because severely emotionally disturbed children (e.g.,
e :
autistic; autistic like, etc ) display unique characteristics :
] A ,_*7‘v M

which distinguish them from mlldly and moderately BD pupils,

s b'r‘

8 : ' G‘%

‘“j"'“Learning disabled students 13 the study had. peen placed

~ih a self—contained program &s a result of an eVa tion by

3
(

' school dlStrlCt persopnel Each student Was ‘more ‘than twoj
years below grade level in reading, writing, Or arithmetic '
%ccording_tolind1v1dual achievement test resultsﬂ The
records of each_child~were reyiemedgto insure thaédeachf
participant met‘the”localddefinition‘of-LD:- The.local

) definition, which was . conSistent w1th definition spec1fied

<

in PL 95 l42 (U. S. O EJ, l976), was as follows

. ) v : 5? RS Y

. v i‘.x

.
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Those' child¥en who have a d1§3§522;)n o6ne or more .77
‘0of the basic psychological processe€s involved in '

" . understénding or using lan&uage, spoken or written,

* which disorder may manifest itself in imperfect

* > ability to”listen, think, speak, read, write,’ Spell,

or.do. mathematica; calculations. Such disorders
include such conditions as perceptual handicaps,
brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, _dy€lexia,
and developmental aphasia. 'Such terms does not _
- include children who have learning problems which

. are primarily the result of visual, hearing, .Qr

' motor handicaps, or mental retardation or em&tional
‘disturbance, or environmental, cultural, or economic
‘disadvantage (p 52404). ’ '

Students plackd in an‘iD class alsg met four. criteria for

/
placement as spec1fi~§ by the local school distrlct'

1. Classroom observation indicating that the student
exhibited several traits common to:jearning disabled
students, and-that these defiCienCies were gatxvely

SR affecting academic progress. *)F
J - ® )
2.  There was eVideuce that cultural ‘economic or past
' school. history ha®.not been respbnSible for the
' lack of Academic progress .
'ﬁ§ There was eVidence that appropriate academic remedia-
s . ‘ tion was not poss1ble without spec1al education -

\
L J

. 4. There was evidence of a sev re discrepancy between
AN intelligence and achievement Y o N
) . : -t oL

Parents of target students were fully informed of the
intent of tHé study, and written consent to partiCipate was_
obtained_(see Appendix A); Consent‘for participation was'alsd

obtained from teacherS'(Appendix A), although the'fulllintent

of the study was not disclosed because knowledge&of the intent

>of the study. might have biased the resuI%s

The,setting for the study varied accordingeto the target

subjects' educatlonal placement 'Regular'éducation students'
P ' )

-

were observed in the regular classroom \while.LD and ‘BD

'students were res ectively observed in their,self—contained‘

classrooms. ' A R bV

X
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L ' Instrumentatf%n - g ° ’
Behavier ‘pservation System e & ’ . '

A direct. behaVior observation pro dure was designed to-

_ monitor intenactions. The procedure used a 15~ second paftial—

) 3 -
.

interval’obseryation techn}que in:which interactions“were
recorded on a datafsheetvdivided into 28'intergals ofilS—
. second duratibnv(see;Appendix B). Fourteen target behaviors
’ “ were monitored: neutral, praise, ass;st, instfuct, answer, |
question, sympathy, disapprove,_disrupt, command complainp
defens1ve, refuse, threaten, and no reSponse._ Target behav1or

definit&ons are listed in Appendix C.

During each 15- second inhterval a number of types of ‘

were recorded. These data included (1) the,status of the

"lnlelduaI emitting the behaVior (i.e., subject teacher,

teachers ' aide, peer); (2) the spec1f1c target behav r; and

(3) the sequence of the interaction.‘ The status of the )
Y -

'individual was indicated by an initial (i.e., student-S,

v

teacher-T, "aide-A, peer-P),. and the target bekaviors were o ‘
// denoted by an assigned numeral.  All interactions were . ]
recorded sequentially so as to allow for a determination of % ‘

whether the‘béhav1or was an- initial verballzatr//’or a

-

response to another person. " For example, one typical

- interaction might have been recorded as follows. ;
, . . _ ) » e . : -
S | R T S — T4’ :
J

. . In this interaction, the target subject asked the teacher a .
e o . ' AR §

question and the teacher, in response, answered the question.

Observer ?Eliability was determined by percent agreement

.
%
b
—




‘Q(

. P - '
4(Sulzer-Azaroff & Mayer,

"ment was the type of teacher response.

obsérvers ha

\
the objective definitions of behaVior ang behaVior observation

bobserVations were done betweén 8 30 'and 3: 30 P.M.

50
‘o 7 : 3 ..' ’ ‘» ‘/

1977)". .The formula for perqénﬁb-

. - : ' P

‘greement was f follows: . . o N L A\

o

. N " - number of agreements
. number of agreements + disagreements

Y

X loov -

e . P

’ e - s - -

’hAgreements and disagreements were scored for each component gy -

. s . -

of the interaction. For example,

’

if one observer recorded an

inteﬁaction as S5 -=- T4 while the other observer recordedu . "\

the ‘interdction as.SS — T2; then there would be three
. ;L, . . 0 .

L e ' : SN
agreements and one disagreement. In'this-case,«the_disagree- ’

-

‘Throughout the'study, .

: s
to maintain a minimal,interobserver reliability
4 ;)

_criteria of 80% Mreement. ' ) _ )

- X b s “: ’
. . - Procedure Vfﬁ; ' . : .

. . - ‘ ‘ / ! o LT

Two® trained observers observed,and-recorded data.-

’

Training consisted of one session of_general instructions on

i

y

‘procedures, and numerogs superVised practice sessions in using

the behavioral observation system. Training was completed
- ? R . S : o
when observers obtained 80% interobserver agreem t in five

L] -

consecutive practice sessions of independent observation.
Each target child was observed for six 7-minute periodst s

Observers used stopwatches to monitor recording intervals.'

-
4

Observational procedures‘were the same for all subjects.
. " .

All
. on Monday . -

thru Friday Observations occurred during structured time

. periods while students were engaged in either indiVidual or

'S

+

group academic activities and in Situations when th%re were Co

X,
Ry
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' dqultable opportunltles for 1nteractlon. Target'students

were not observed durlng ‘free dlscussgon, free tlme, play

51

'perlods, or perlods when puplls were not allowed to interact .

- L : . .

' a'w1th others. All observatlons occurred 1n the classroom. . |

Behavior was not'monltored in hallways, gymna51ums,v
-’?.4 ) . B » } -
cafeterias, - or on playgrounds.

’

Spe01a1 educatlon students were observed in thelr self-

r e

.contalned claSSrooms, while regular education students were

‘observed in their fegular'classrooms«- Special education

students were not observed in mainstream classrooms.:
. - \,
. N , ‘> . _ .
In many \respects the_envirOnments of the classrooms
e , . _

were simildr for the three groups. However, because,the

v

maximum. number of. students alIowed in spe01al classes is

Al

mandated by law,. the number of students per class var1ed for

b e

special and regu&ar classes. . o

- -

2

. S - |
{Zﬁ~ o Hypotheses * R

Data were collected t0'enable,s;atistical analysis of

10 hypotheses-

-
4

gzgothe51s l ~.There w111 be no s1gn1f1cant dlfferences

between BD, LD, and regular students (i.e.,

placement) in:the.frequencyaof positive -
statements directed toward_beers, teachers,

i and aides (i.e., source)

Hypothesis 2: There w1ll be’ no. s1gniflcant dlfferences

—~ -

B ~ between BD, LD, and regular students (i.e.,

.-

placement) in the frequency of neugral

- - . . >

1 4

=
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4

“‘Hypothesis 3:

Hzpoghesis :

EFK;
J
1

'Hiypothesis 5:

¥

’Hypothesis 6:

. Hypothesis 7:

*

4

Bypothesis 8:

‘..

- There mill belnd;signi gant differences\ '

“ppsitive statements given by BD, LD and

- - ‘_l.r

statements directed toward peers, teachers,
and aides (1.e., source) .

There will’be no significant“differences . L
"between BD; LD and regular students (i.ex, : .
placement) 1n the frequency of negatlve | NS
interactions dlrected"owardﬂpeers, teache;:, R

-
-

and aides (i.e., sourceg).

;;between BD, LD,. and regular students (i.e., o

placement) in the frequency of positive

statements recelved from peers, teachers and . - %
aides (i.e., source) ‘

: - . v . [y . .
There will be”no significant differences | &

\ . f . .
between BD, LD, and régular students (i.e.,
(4

PN

>

placement) in the frequency of neutral éju-
nd ¢

statements received from peers, teachers,

'aldes (1 e., source) - '

-

There w1ll be no s1gn1f1cant dlfferences

between BD, LD and regular students (i.e.,

‘v,placement) in the frequenc¢y of negative

' stgtements received from peers, teachers, :*and

aides (i.e., source).

»

xregular students ta peers will“not correlate

with positive,statements given by peers to

students.

®

Positive statements given by BD,; LD, and

- .
- I4



- 53

, ' - - ° _
", - . ] . ) ¥ . . . ) .; B /\.
. regular_students to teachers will not )

’ AN 3 . ‘ ) : )
. correigte'with posi}ive statements given by
teachers to students. |

L]

Negative statements given by BD, LD, and

Hypothesis 9:
- regular students to peers w1ll not correlate
g N _d :

. w1th negatlve statements given by peers to B

students.-,

. b .
. '

Hypothesis 10: Negatlve state ents glven by BD, LD, and

-regular students to teachers w1ll not.

. : .
. 'correlate w1th negative statements glven by
A&’ R teachers ‘to students. . ’

4 B S ’ > i
Data Analysis R
¢ Y - . 4 7 . '\

For'purpqses of data -analysis, l4ﬂtarget behaviors were

combined into four general‘classes-of béhavior: (L}xpOSitiVé,

(2) negative, (3) neutral, and (4f,no responise. The general
N > . ) A ) X ‘l . . -
class of positive behaviorrﬁonsisted %fﬁthe specific targe@

¢ behayiors praise, assist, and sympathy; negative behaviors of

=

dlsapproval disruption,'co» nding, complaining, defensiye*

‘ness, refusal, and threatening; and neutral behaviors of
. ; - ¢
answerlng, questlonlng, and neutral (1 e.,dstatements wh1ch

. provided information but were not answers to questlons, such

.

as, "d'm flnlshed"(‘"Goqd morning", "I thought_splders were

®*

insects"). . ‘ '

Ry

: /// Hypotheses 1 through 6 Were assessed h§ means of analyses

:

of variance. Classical 3 X 3 analyses of variance (ANOVA)

with a missing cell were used to analyze the frequency of

Y

-
v

N



positibe,xnegatlve" and neutral statements (Barr, Goodnlght
R °

& Sall, l979) The ANOVA was an 1ncomplete 3 X 3 because the

. .

regular classes did not have aldes SO comparlsons of a1des

x> N T v

could’ bedone on only twovlevels (i.e., LD and BD‘aldes).‘-THe

. _ T ﬁ

\ . * - .
"two factors were-placement of the student (i.e., BD, LD, and
regular class), and source of interactian (i.e., peer, teacher,

aide). The analysis examined the frequency of statements from
BD, LD, and'regular edﬁcatioh‘students to‘théir-teacherS}.'

aides, and peers; and statements from teachers, aides, and

T '.peers to the students. . .

F _— .

Flve separate analyses of variance were performed all a§ -

the .05 level of s1gn1f1cance. Separate ANOVA were done for
) pos1t1ve statements to'students; negative statements to and “‘
N z;ﬁ,afrom,students, neutral statements to and from st&dents. A
cf_‘ fcfmal ANOVA on posltlve statements from students to others;
was not perfcrmed because éf the very Icw'frequency of tnls
. e N R . S

" behavior7T  For example; only one of .15 regular education

'

students.emittedfany positive statements, and for all students,
pthe total number_of pcsitive statements to others was less than
1% of.all statements directéd _at others. 'POst-hcc analyses<of
_s1gn1f1cant effects were done us1ng Duncan's Multlple Range
~Test (Barr,.et al., 1979) - "-‘: ‘,.t -
Hypotheses 7 to 10 were tested with a Pearson Product}_

%ﬁment Correlatlon at the .05 level of 51gn1f1cance (Ferguss

1976). Data were  5ummed across groups (BD Lﬁ‘ and regulal)

resulting in a total of :;ypzﬁrs Jf observations.. Correla-
“tions were performed on four sets of data;'(l)’positive
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5 verbalizations £0 an iifrom teachers~ (2) p051t1ve verballza- ;1_

tlons to and from peeYs; (3) negative verballzatlons to and |
s ‘ i -

from teachers; and (4) negative- verballzatmons«to and from _
« - .
peers. A high correlatlon between statements given and

L

recelved would suggest that 1nteractlons were rec1procaI

. . ‘: -

The reciprocal nature of 1nteract10ns‘%as also examlned

. . ;-

[ 4
by computlng flrst—order condltlonal probabllltles. Condl— e-
(N 3
tlonal probablllty 1nd1cates tﬁe probablllty of a behav1or
given the prev1ous occurrence of some behavior. Tﬂe formufa

used for determlning-conditional probability.was as follows:

, : . no. "X" reéesponse .
‘ ' no. "X" initiations . &~
Only first—ordet/conditional probabilities were computed.

because - the nature of the data d1d not allow for computlng

=

second— and thlrd—ordkr probabllltles. Zigﬂﬁof'the_gerbal
f

interactions were very brief and took. th orm of a comment

L“fol%owed by no!;esponse, or a‘comment.followed by a dingle

IS

response. . Cnaine of three and four verbalizations w:;e oA
relati¥ely rare. In addition, some literature suggests that

the need for higher order probabilities may be limited-as

,-the antecedent stimulus closest to the response exerts the

" - ! .. e -
most influence (Karpowitz, 1972; pPatterson, 1974). Patterson

(l974) and Karpow1tz (1972) 1nve§t1gated the amount of

r

1nformatlon cOnveyed about significant determlnants of
N

behavior in precedlng 1nterva;s of 6-seconds as compared to*

- 18-seconds. A substantial amount of information about
antecedent events which were_signifigant’determinantS-of a

: .y S A
.. .. . ) . ¥

L ]
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-.

i the frequency and percentage of each target béhavior for six - -.

/
;

oy

¢« to student, (5) frem aﬁde to student; and (6) from peer to

behav;or Mas found in the 6- second 1nterval 1mmed1ately < 2 '
Y &

precedlng the behav1or. L1tt1e.1nformatlon regardlng

As1gn1f1cant determlnants was added - ‘by analy21ng antecedent ' .

events oécurrlng ;n an_18 second 1ntérval 1mﬁedrat:iy o= -
precedlnarthe behav1or< :‘ f . o o ‘ L -

;’ . Condltlonal probabliltles determlned the probablllty ofA

. . pe

a selected response (1. e., pos1t1ve, negative,. neutral, or
absence;of a response) follow1ng an initial verballzatlon~
\(1.e.; pos1t1ve,'negat1ve,_and neutral). These probabilltles
were'c$nputee for‘si£ sets of data: (1% student Verballzatlon +-’

teacher response; (2) teacher verballﬁatlon L-_student respongg,

e

(3) sé&dent vg;ballzatlon Z- peer response, (4) peer verballza—
tlon F- student response, (5) student ve;baliiation -- aigde

/response* and (6) a1de verballzatlon -~- student- response.
.'j Analys1s of the- frequency of ‘the 14 Spé&Nflc targett

Lo

' Verballzatlons was also performed. The analysas“focused on .

. ;,; o . R

s

/pOSSlble 1nteractlons- {l)‘from student to'peerj (2) from. o

student to teacher- (3) from student to alde- (4) from Eeacher

a

student.

>

x
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: The present chapter w111 rev1ew the rESuIts of the",

.
B

- ¥ A
[T

fnff;

©

assessed by means qj a class1cal 3 x 3 ana1y51s df

/jf'%{'iénce (ANOVA) with a missing cell (Barr, et. al.,,1978)

*

Hypotheses 7 to 10 were evaluated by means of a Pearson

i .
- .
-

Product Moment Corxelatlon procedure CFerguson, 1976) The .

-51gn1f1cance of both the F ratlos and the c0rrelatlon .

_‘H.

coeff1c1ents were tested.at the .05 level Frrst—order" a

o

ous observatlonal data analyses. Hypotheses l through «;»

v L
‘.,' -t v

) v
-5 . R 4 £ -

cond;tlonav—probabllltles were. computed to examlne the

. e

R
- reciprocal nature of‘lnteractlons, and an analy51s-of the'

. T
frequegcy and percentage of ;ach o§ the %4 5peclf1g target'
verballzatlons was also @erformed.;. . "fﬁ' ’
e T e ‘ _ | SR ’ L
L ' T Rellablll ’ ' e L.
x . \ . [ ' . N

Inter- o%;efféﬁ\rellablllty, as determlned By percent
ffectlve ag

reement .qu computed over a total of 24 seven—

“
-« ¢

minute observatlon se551ons. One rellablllty check,
consisting of six seven—minute'observation_Sessfbns,-Was
'donewonce,a week for four weeks;3'0verall reliability"'

ranged from 85% to-100% W1th a gean percent effectlve
Fid

agreement of 95 5%.

The range and.mean of the rellablllty

©

for each of the classes of students was con51stent achSS.'

[4
°

_ groups. Rellablllty for behav1or dlsordered (BD) stvdcnts

S
ranged from 85% to 100% with a mean percent effOctlver :
\
agreemenht of 94.8%. _For learnlng disabled (LD) students,_
’ -.' . i __%:,
S ' 57 . ! ‘
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B rellablf/ty ranged from‘92% to lOb% wuth a ‘mean of 95. 3%.,

<
1]
'
LY’
P
A

<

,:Rellabgllty for regular educatlon students ranged'Yrom 90%

) ..
. : N : o
o - Y e,

&

?‘

to IOO% wlth a mean of 97 2%.

S - .
« ~ . - . R . 3 e .
. : Ll §
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. - \ ‘ Analy51s of Varlancé ‘ ' e
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HYpothe51s 1 stated that there would be no 51gn1f;can

&

dlfferencesibetween BD D, and regular students (1.e.l . - .
plaCement)_ln the frequenc““of SES1t1ve statements dlrected ;
;\ t;;ara%peers; teachérs, and aldes.(l.e.; source) . An ANOVA . A
:_. ‘. for p051t1ve statements from BD, LD, and regular students éé" B
.} gcbi: others was not computed~because ‘of the low frequency fo}3 thlS )
T - 7 .. N s T ¢

s behaV1or. .As’ stated ea;ller, only one of 15 regular educatlon

7

’ students ‘emitted any posltive statements. .MoreOVer}'of thé'
o .1t total umoer of statements.to others; less than 1% were
°;? pdsitlve. The . extremel; 1ntrequent nature of this behav1or
dld not prov1de enough data to enable a s;atlstlcal analys1s. ¢
- g‘ Hypotheéus 2 stated\fhat there would be no slgnlflcant- ,,vi
' ";differenceS‘between BD, LD, and regular students (ile., C
Lftgi placementg‘in}the frequency'of neutral statements'directedu'

_ toward peers, teachers, and aldes él e., source) . aAn ANOVA

' of neutral statements from,students.gg others ylelded a : /l

.

/) f,“" significant main effect for sourcé (Table.l). Duncan s post-“_
hoc analyS1s procedure revealed that neutral statements 'to . - .
P teachers (X = 21.71) were hlgher than to fides (x = 13. 03)

' . whic¢h were, in- turn, hlgher_ th‘o peers (}-(‘= 5.71) . Behav1or

PR s

I

2.7 disordered (X =.14.98) ,"learni-ng disabled (X = 14.40), and e

.Y regular students (X = 10.1C) did not differ -significantly.
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v

ANOVA of ége Frequency of Neutral Statements From BD LD,

<

and Regular Students to Peers, Teachers, and Aides
. ) . . . ’

q\“\Sé/urce P Ll. ;'DF ‘ "Sum of - F Valuel-PR7E" .

Squares T, e

E

’
* L4

.
1

Placement (BD, LD, Regular), 2  637.22222222 2.38 -0.0971

~

Source (Peer, Teacher, Aide). .2 5368:68888889 20.06  0.0001%

9

Placement X Source l " - 3 l1072.33888889 ?2:67 ‘ 0.0501

@ *p< 05

-

Hypothes1s‘“'stated that there would %e,no s1gn1f1cant

" Peers, teachers, and-aides (1.e.,'source). An analysis

of negative statements from students to others reveajed signi-

ficant effects for placement, 'source, and interaction (Table 2).

A visualadfsPlay,Qf the interaction’effect (Figure 1) ‘reveals -

Table 2,

-,

ANOVA of the Freautncy of Negatlve Statenents from BD, LD,

-

and Regular Students to Peers, Teachers, and ‘Aides

~Source . DF ° Sumof . F Value PR>F
. ] T Squares '

Placement (BD, LD, Regular) ‘ 2 _646508888889 7.94 0.0006%*

o ' ﬁ . . - - ) p h . .

Source (Peer, Teacher, Aide) 2 “1554.48888889 19.28 ~0.0001*
~ : . e e " ‘ :

' Placement X Source .3 410.06666667 - ‘3.39  0.0204%

- . ] . Vs .

p ) *pg.05




“that BD (¥ = ll 73) and LD (X #'lI@8?)'teachérs receiyedéé‘
l . 0"‘,
s1gn1f1cantly ngher number of negatlve statements than peers, '

Q L

a1deq, or regular educatlon ‘teachers. The mean frequency of

; “
o

;ff_-.-f \negat1Ve comments dlrected tg ‘BD aides (x = 4.07), LD aides '

(XL= 4,01), BD‘peels,(x = 1. 67), LD peers (X = 2.73), regular 5
peers (X = 1.07), and regular teachers (X 301.67) did not .

differ significantly.

121
104

6—- , pld ‘b
4 g
2.-*-

MEAN FREGUENCY

B'D l:D 'Regilar
squENTs
Figure 1. Mean frequency of negative statements by BD, LD
and reguiar students directeg toward_peers,
'%iul _ teachers and aides. -

Hypothes1s 4 stated that there would be. no S1gn1f1cant

dlfierences between BD, LD. and regular students (i. e., place-
“ment) in the frequency of positive statements received from
P : :

- peers, teachers, and aides (i.e., source) As Table 3 indi-

cates, an ANOVA on the frequency of poS1t1ve statements from

\-. .

,..

peers., teachers,'and aides (1.e., source) to students reveals
. %‘ v

a significant main effect for source, Duncan 5 test ;nalcated
. " g

Y

0 : e o oo

Sy e




r., . . s ) . LI o g N ..’.I:: \. r-.avl‘ . ' 'l
that BD teachers (i_; 4:27), LD teachers'(g' 4, 93), requfpr
. . 'o ; .

teachers (X = 4 20), and LD, a1des (i 47) emltted s1gnrf1*

T4

cantly more Pos1t1ve statements to stu nts ‘n dld»BD aldes.f e

(§-¥ 1. 53) and peers The three groupsfof‘teachers'dldinot
dlffer slgnlflcantly, nor d1d BD peers (X = 0.00), LD peers

(X = 0.00), and regular peers/(X = 0.133). ' '

W

.
“uye

Table 3 .

ANOVA of the Frequency of Positive Statements to BD, LD,

and Regular Students from Peers, Teachers, and Aides

Source | | DF | Sum of ¥ Valuc - PR>F
* .+ . Sguares
Placemeht (BD, LD, Regular) 2., =~ 3.48888889 0.13- 0.8761

Source (Peer, Teacher, Aide) 2 317.15555556 12.04 . 0.0001*

‘Placement X gource )3 *33.71111111 0.85 0.472

*p<.05

Hypothesis 5 stated that there would be no significant-
differences between BD LD,*and regular students (i.e., .

'p1acement) in the frequency of neutral statements’ recelved

from peers, teachers, and aldes (i.e., source).' Ana1ys1s of
neutral statements from peers, teachers, ‘and aides to students
1nd1cated s1gn1f1cant effects for placement source, and "h,&,

1nteract10n (Table 4) ~ A graphlc dlsplay of the mean frequency

©

of neutral statements from others is dlsplayed in Flgure 2

The mearr . frequency of neutral statements emitted by BD teachers
(X = 42.53) wasjs1gn1f1cantly h;gher than for all others. The ‘

- mean frequency of neutral statements emitted by LD teachers .

A



L o Table 4 S
.,. - [l /’- o P . ,4 - ) -
ANOVA of the Frequency of Neutlal Statements to BD LD i

{ -
B -

and Regular Students From Peerb, Teachers,;and Aldes

P

" source °  '. DF  .Sum of ) F Valie  PR>F
. . Squares :

4

- Placement (BD, LD, Regular) 2 2054.86666667 4.91  0.0090%

Sources (Peer, Teacher, Aide) 2 11851%02222222 28.32  0.0001*

?

Placement X Source | 3 3184.28888889 5.07  0.0026%,

o
-

03

” * p<:05

L

(X = 24.67) wés.significantly h}gher than for peers. The mean

for BD aides (X = 18.47), regular teachers (X = 17.40), and LD

aides (E = 16.47) wes significantly different than the mean er.

regulaf'peers (X = ?.QQ) and BD peers (X = 4.00) but not for LD

peers (X = 7.20):. o ' ~

421”

28

MEAN FREQUENCY

- L 1 i N
PEER  TEACHER _ AIBE
SOURCE ‘

- Figure 2. Meaﬁ frequency of~deutral statements ‘to BD, LD,

and regular students from peérs, teachers, and .

aides.

. | o : . M o 722

PR
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o HypotheSis ‘6 stated that there would be ﬁp significanﬁ;z°' .
W Lo

§ differences between BD LD,~and regular students (i e.,d

AN

placement) in the frequency of negative stateﬂgnfs recelved

2

from peers,-teachers,_and aides’ (i.e., source)= The ANOVA §‘

on negatlve statements from peers, teachers, .and aides .to o -

. students yielded a s1gn1f1cant interaction effect (Table 5) . o
F

) Table 5"

ANOVA on the Frequency of Qfgative Statements tc BD, LD

and Regular Students from Peers, Teachers, and Aides

’

Source ~ "DF Sum of-." 'F value PR>E-
, : ' Squares B
placement (BD, LD, Regular) 2 0.06666667 ?'6l92 6.9847'
Source (Peer, Teacher, Aides 2 '_11496666667$ ~2.66j ‘0.0743
" placement X Source 3 20.1777777% 3.12 0.0285%
L ' L .'v. B hﬂ L *p< .05

{ = <
However, post-hoc analysis.did .not reveal significant indiyidual
differences. A graph of the mean frequency of comparison state-
ments received from peers, teachers, andlaides is displayed in
“Figure 3. Although the graph suggesﬁs a tendency for BD
lteachers%(i = 1.2), LD teachers. (X 3.2),'Bb aides (x = 1.2),
and'regular peers (X = 1.2) to.reSpond‘at a higher:rate than

otherns, this difference was not significant.

Pearson Product Moment Correlation

Hypothes1s 7 stated that the fiequency of statements given
by BD, LD, and regular students to peers would not correlate

with’ the ‘frequency of pos1tive statements given by peers to
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PEER ~ TEACHER. AIDE \4
© ~ SOURCE Y

Figure- 3. Mean frequency df negatlye statements to BD, LD
s : A

: and regular students from peers,. teachers, and

{

<

. f aides. - R o L ST

students. QThQ correlation between positive verbalizations -

}from students to peers and .. from peers'to students was'not

~

significant (r = .057). ' The frequency of this behav1or was. o
: , , , '
© “ very 1w (¥ student = .17778,:5D = .67623; X peer = 08889,
8D = .4l216), . RO o )

,,

vaothes1s ﬁ/stated that pos1t1ve statements g?ven 3%

BD LD and regular students to teachers would correlate yith
p

po 'tlve statenelts given by teacher . to stucents. -P081tive

.,

- verbalizations from students to%ieachers and from teachers to

4st1dents were not s1gn1f1cantly corra lated (r = -24l)ﬂ " The

rate of thls behav1or was much lower fOL students than teachers
}j (X studentsé l°33 SD = ;4; X teacher = 4 7%33, SD = 3.8203).

( ' Hypothes1s 9 stated that negatlve sLatements glven by BD
. LD, and regular students to peers would correlate with- negatlve

-r

statements glven by peers to studentsn Comparlsons of negatlve

Z (;l. statements from students to peers‘and from peers to students
;-‘/- : o . 3 _— R ‘
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resulted in a moderate  and significant positive correlation

4

A{r = .398, p<;05); The frequency-of this behavior was low™

for bothvgroups, hut slightly higher :for students than peets

(X student = 1.8222, SD = 2.7752; X péer = .7556, SD = 1.7532).
’ . ' ) E . o @ N .
HYpothesisvlp'Stated that negative statements given:.by BD,*

: LD)land reéular students to teachers would not correlate with

negative statements given by teachers to studemfs. Negative
& .

statements from students to teachers and from teachers- to

students ‘yielded a correlation coefficient of .022. The rate’

-~
-

“of this behav1of was much hlgher for students than teachers

.(Xzstudent = 8.42%2, SD = lO . 0321; TX teacher = ,8889, SD =

ﬁ.303§x,

Conditional Probabilitieg

Ki )

- The condltlonal probabllltles of various' teacher responses

V

as a functlon of student verballzatlons are dlsplayed in Table

6. As indicated in thlS Table, negatlve verballzatlons by-

" students were most llkely to be ﬁollowed by no response from: -

-

. ¢eachers for all three groups. The probabllIty of negatlve

student'verbalizations being followed by-negatlve eacher

responses was very low; subgestlng that teachers 1 nore

negatlve student statements rather than respond rec1procally

atral student verballzatlons were also followed most often

o"".u '

by no response, but the probablllty of neutral response was-

also fairly hlgh : Behav1or d1sordered teachers differed some -

what frOm regular teache§% 1n that BD. teachers wene most - 5

NS} .
llkely to respbnd to neutral verballzatlons w1th neutrallty

T E . .

-

3

0)



< ' _Table 6 .
First-Order Conditional Prcobabilities of Teacdher
\\\ : Responses Given a Student Verbalization

,)w_ A .. : ‘ : ‘ )

Teacher Response

; e
Group ‘Positive Negative Neutral No Response
Positiye Verbalization : v . | |
LT BD o T 50 .50
@ . , . ,
LD - ~1.00
~ Regular- A . - .
Total’ 3 . .40 .60
Negative Verbalization | ; | N ,
i\k,/‘ - " BD 02 - .01 .16 - - .8l
S - Lol .02 T .06 .91
. Regular éﬂJ | : : .Oé ) o .§2
g " rotal © .01- ‘.ol - .11 .§7
i4 . : T S
T Neuﬁ?al Verbalization | =
) - BD ~.09 o1 .51 ' | -#39
’ #2100 Lol 390 . .39
- , 3 Regular a5 st
< | B lTotéi L ;15€%{ Lo .01 .38 a7
) ‘, a S T e . )

- ) . .' . . oD, - - . o T 5
rather thah no response. Regular teachers were much more *
. . ‘ . e . . . . A .. ,\. Y
X likelytto‘émit no response to neutral Verbglizatiops; Positive

v%fﬁalizations frOm«students-%eré so_infrequent that this data

. } -
N . k) M ) ’.5
N dlé not allow staE:stlcal analy51§
. - - , - . ,'
) The condlﬁaonal probabllltleSf£Q$ studont responsg; ’
"~_,follow1ng a teacher velballzatlon are llsted in ﬁable 7. These
. , | . v >
: L — ) ? ) 76 . R “




- - rTable 7 | e

First-Order Conditional Probabilities of Student

Responses Given a Teacher Verbalization

' ' i S .
N ~ -
L Student Response & ‘
Group - Positive Nedative Neutral No Response
Posifive Verbalization . i §£ ) ¢
8 . .
‘ BD ‘ ¢ . .08 ~ .92
'# ’ . g ‘ . \
_ LD : & .02 .98 P
" ) ¢ . . ‘,_.:‘ 3 4 , ' » -
o - . Regular ‘ T 1.00
)
‘ Total " .03 .97
Negative Verbalization
‘BD . L .17 .22 "o.6l
- - v N & ' o . -0 s
. LD. L .17 .17 .66
Regular ' . .25 ' .75
- d N : o v
’ Total ' : .15 20 .65 -
> Neutral Verbaiizéﬁion .
: .~ BD - . .01 .. .03 .41 . .55,
., LD .01 T lor 72 .26
. . “Regular’ < s . - .81 . .19
. i ~ . i . . -
. A . 3 : . L :
L ‘Total - .01 .02 . .ngt\ .39
- B - - S _ _//
data shggest that positive teacher‘verbalizations were not ’
reSponded to 1n a rec1procal manner as all three grOups of

students usually reacted tOrpOSItlve verballzatlons with no

~reSponse.- leew1se, fgatlve verballzatlons were not responded .{~

to in a re01procal manner by students as studeqts were most

.-
’ . . N . » .
B . o
< - . ' . R -
TR v B .
- - '
o y , .
N - .
“




likely to display no response to e@?tive verbalizations. |,
s ’ o S ' -v ' . ' s

Neutral -verbalizations by teachers were responded to
7 . :
differently for BD students as compared to LD and regular

o students. Behavior disorder students ,were more liké&y to
3

emit no. verbal - response to neutrairteacher verballzatlons, A
o_“" :

\\i/f%hlle LD ' and regular students»responded with neutral « -
statements. ‘ "

Table 8 dlsplays the condltlonal probabllltles for peer!
responSes foklow1ng student ;erballzatlons._ The most
frequent peer response follow1ng student verballzatlons ‘wa§
no response% ThlS was true regardless of the type of

x\ student verballzatlon, altnpugh neutral verballzatlons were

o

~

4 more likely to be followed by a Q::eutral response than were
positive and negative verbalizatibns.‘ The conditional’

.oy probabiiities were very similar for.all three groups of ' .
g peers in all instances. . . : k
.

Table 9 dlsplaysxthe condltlonal probabllltles or’

4

resﬁonses follow1ng peer verballzatlons. Data in

Table 9 are very s;mlgar to data in Table 8, as one wouid'
. eipect: Tﬁé post likeiffrespense_following;a peer’verbalizaé

tion was no statement; however, neutral-verbalizations were

;also figeiy t?lbe followed by neutral responses. "Behdvior

disbrdered, learning“disabled, and regular students responded ‘

r

- in a very similar manner with the exceptien that’LD-students o
‘*i;; tended to respbnd}tovnegative verbalieationsvwith more :?
g '\\}negatlve and ned!ral statements. : o A ; -,’ A
The condltlonal probabllltles of BDKan LD aldéf | v -

" o ‘ . | S DN : R e . | , .
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. ‘ Table 8 _
- 2 4 ‘ , g
' First-Order Condltlonal Q;obabllltles of Peer .
A Responses.leen a Student Verballzatfbn S
v . i . . ‘ \ « 1 ’ . {; . T' . ! . a /' .
3 = > L - R R T
) v '/- EEEEE Peer ﬁesponse
‘Group Positive Négative Neutral No Responée
?ositive Verbalization _ )
; BD . 0 ° - : 1.00
&> N } . " : .
C o Tt . . . 1.00
% _Regular - ‘ & 1..090
b . Total . | ~1.00
. Negative Verba#ization . . | '
. . . BD' ' k\ﬁ§ .04 . .08 .88
4 | . N 13 . .85
Lo “Regular .06 L13 ., . .81
s &l . - ' ' : : .
' \ . Total 04 .11 .85
Nelutral Verbalization ®@ . .
. _BD . .01 .44 52 )
° 8 ' . e . : - ' N » .
L LD o : S350 .64 P
. o Regular - : i' .05 St -.3?' B © .58, "
B y, ' ST e o L
o ‘Total 02 v. 38 .. .59

% . L ’ d ‘ .
v~ N . .

%asponses to student verballizations are llsted in Table‘)
.o P - - ’
r Both |

As Table«lo,lndlcates, BD and LD_aydes were- very simila
a wsre most lgkely to re§pond'to negative verbalizations with no -
. A < .

response, .4nd were most likely to respond to ‘neutral verbaliza- = .
- s ! . .- . M N
"tiohs with néutralﬂrésﬁqnses. The only différence-between’’

- . EN - 9

o, . foe e P
E N e




@

V respond pos1t1vely to both negatlve:and neutral verballzatlons.

-

. 'P051t1ve verballzatlons were nothngluded 1n the analy51s'

i because of the 1nfrequent occurrence of thlS behaV1or.'

Table ll dlspléys the condltlohal probabllltles of student

o~ v . } oL . -

| . 70,
5 c s ¢ Table 9 . . L— c ,
First—Ofger Conditional Probabilities of Student
- /'t~ Responses GiVenva Peer Verhalizetion; -
:"‘_ .,.' ." ‘ : ‘ _ . . |
3 - —
e N o Y Student Response
| iGroup Positive ‘Negative Neutral No Response~
Pos1ttve Verballzatlon . - .
—
'BD ) .
D ' ’
Regular o i
| Total . 5 o o
- NegetiééﬁVErha;ization "4 | ‘ .l‘ i ‘
N . _ ®D i, | ,7/ . .’i;oo |
‘ . - LD - A 17 .66
- Regular | | P Y- I .94
L | ' rotal o3 los -,',91 :
, . Neutral Verballzatlon | .
i T B 03 .41 .56
> - .01 .03 46 .50 -
o  Regular .04 .04 .44, .48
‘ ‘ CTotal - .015 Jdn«A‘".n Ja4 . .51
- these groups as that LD-aides were slig tly mOre llkely “to B



. Table 10 AT S

L ' . : ~ . IR UL ’
‘ . First-Order Conditional - -Probabilities of «Aide - . -
- o ‘ - o ! - - : = Lyt
¥ . ¢ : L . , .. s e
Responses Given 'a Student Vérbalization - -~ N
. " : L ' X . N . * . o i s
cr . . v . A . 7 3 o =~
4, o i, N . . . . ” ’ . . R - ‘.'
ooy, ool .. »
. ; K PO : f ; Aide Response S LT e

- . . /w\ . - ] b ._/ o N . ’ . K A " N
4" o Group ., - . Positive Negatlve " Neutral No Response

) ; - S — : A - T
¢ Positive Verbalization - " .
. N - . N . ‘e © »
P v . - - ‘a -
BD *~ . - ' .
« . L ' j : . c
: N 5 T co S S
. ) . ca : - N 4 :
Total : A 2T R
Negative Verbalization e - . -

vb._ ‘ L BD . ‘ ..0
LD . . .1
. - potal . .06 - .04 . .22 .. .68"¢

- . - . . L o *

Neutral Verbalization ~ L o -~

BD - 09 -+ .03 .. .56 . .32

. _ NS
LD .28 o S o4l - 310 er
- S Total 19 7 .02 .48, .31 0t e
. " responses to BD and LD a1des verballzatlons.} Although'BD'an¢r"
R LD students were s1m11ar in thelr 11ke11hoq§ of emlttlng no .
.response “to pos1t1ve and negatlve verballzatlons, there were"’ ;%,n
. vsome notlceable differences between these two groups of ’ i j-Q.

" . r - - .t . A . ,./c’_
T g?-students._ Behavéor dlsordered students were more llkely than '

s ’Lbjstudents to respond &n .a neutral manner to p051t1ve state— L
n.~. . P _V M . -
. f;[Lt_AQmentsy'and more llkely to respond 1n a negad/re manner to -
S S ' o0, - . - " © .
’ ‘- 3 » negative 'statements. -Eearnlng dlsabled stu ts,:on the ', -
N . b4 - . . - o " L ,. : q': ‘v__ ?A o K . A :. ,- “_'_" E
' . . ’ . LA [ - ’ R o ' [N S n
.o . * : T, - R
- . - - . ‘ , " * ," - *t oy . [ .
L 4 g st - R

. B . B C . . - C - . B ] . " --. R .-
o . e ) : ‘ R . - .~ ‘. DR N L s .
] NEY . - l . PN . L . N . . .
B MC ’ ’ ’ o : . : . ’ . A e a0y e ’\/

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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.‘ ' : - ° ' . - f»l"‘ //
o - . otller hand emltted more neutral responses “to. neutral ’ o

erballzatlons than dld BD students

“ - l "o . . : P . \\) ] , T v
e B oo CL ‘Pable 11 < e ' R
oo ‘\..."; . let,‘,“ . ol g . . ' \} . )

RN "+ . First-0Order Conditional Probabilities of Student .
“, ) - v 1 -- .‘ L ' g ) . ) ] \ ) . . N
- , Responses Given an Aide Verbalization . . ) o
R : - , . . TR . ! o,
3 L 5 : . i e‘ N » < ' N
~ '1 ¢ a L e .

s P -
Y.

S ‘ T L ; . Student ResPonse

. ’ ' Group [ POS1t1véaﬂlegat1ve -Neutral "No Res'ponse'~

B ¢ “PosﬂtiveTVerbalization z

EX S . .
3 » ]
” . G . .

N 2o S BD

e T ' LD . - .02 - .14 .84

b ot

o

s .. - | motal 01 .20 .79
T "fNegatiVe'Verbaiization L
SUEREEEE N - S .40 .60
] ro L. .A: ... LN - V‘ - . ’9. , ' . )
d e v LD. © .25 wee. L75
L Total | . .29 N .07 ¢ 4.
Neutral Vérballzation R '
‘ Y ',, u‘;{ P - B . ] N - - —
T g T 'vBD; , ' - .06 ©L42 .52
S RS 75 sl Lol .03 . .65 31
el . "Total - . ... .05 .53 .42
. - .l O . | £ . B ‘ hd L. . . - . ) ,
) Freq@ency and Percentage of Spe01flc Target Be%av1ors
“ >
o ? able 12 dlsplays the. frequency and perﬁentage of the
* ‘ ~ .
PO o target bé'av1ors summed across placement groups (i. e., BD LD,
-3{.’-'q. angare“;lar). The data Lndlcates that "no response was a
L . I ' : > o é ‘ )
S . % hig frequenCyAbehaVLOr regardless of the- sburce of the .,
. SN . i Ll: . :,r.y._,., .‘\5 y_j " ¢
' . -inkeraction (i.e. students, teachers, aides, and peers). It
E‘Ii N 'l;. ' ) .! ~ './‘\‘ . ! -
g A ¥y C N v .
. R “a. . = -




[ e
.é hd v : -
‘fﬂ-k " Table 12
Frequency and Proportlon of Spec1f1c Target
_ i g Behav1ors ‘Summed Across Groups
RN ' \ a . P N
o a‘x ~ IS ’ ’ . - . ..
3ehavior To Beer  To: Teacher .To Aide  From Teacher -From Aide From Peer
autral (70) .14} (20)- .01} (13) -.01] (15)-*.01] - (4) *.01y (60) ~ .11
ralse .(5) *.014  (6) *.01] (2) *.01l] (204) -.10 (71 ..09] - (2) *.01
3sist - (7) .01~ (2) *.01 (0) .00 (4) *.01 (19) .02 (2) ¥*.01
astruct (60) .12} 1), .01 (8) .81 (695) -.33] (287) .34] (55) .10
1swer (54) - - 11{ (69 -.35| (258) .31]-(176) .08 £53) .06 (72) .13
jestion (70) .14](263Nv: .13} (119) .147 (3%2) .19 (15%8) .19 (70) .13,
ympathy (1) .00 ~(b) .00 (0) .00 (1) *;01 ~(0) .00] “(0). .04y
isapprove | (10) .02 t3) -*.0if. (5) *.01 (13) *.01 (16) .02 (5) *.01-
isrupt 4| (63) .12} (290) .14] (84) - .10 (0). .00 {0). ..008] (21) .04
ommand (5) *.01 (3) *.01 (1) 1 (21)  ..01 (x0) .01 (L * 01 .
omplain 2 (5) - .01] (38) . .02] (26) "3 (5) *.01 (0)}.. .00 gg) s
2fensive’ (6) .01} (37) .02} (31) .04 (0) - .00 (0) .00 ¥, Ol
sfusée: .(0) .00 (5) "*.01 (3) *.01 (0) .00 (1) *.01 (Q)<“.
areatéen. <L (1) +.00 (0)y - .00 —Tt0) .00 (0). .00 . (0) .00y (OY.L,OO,
3 response(155) .301 (626) .31 (294)° .35] (577) .27] (212). .25[ (241)% .45
JTAL (507) © £2008) (844), (2103) {832) . (536)ﬂ'¥
, *%essJ£han" , ¢ L j{;
. | . ‘ . . f AI“ . , N .' - "r:v .
.. / «@ I'E. L : Lie T
. e “ l e L - "0
B PR _ " R
* R Q ’ - . S ‘- s DR R
. . - ot 3 v ) ' 8d ’ ° Y e
- N ‘0‘ . ) ‘.1 ‘ . l ‘ . :
) M ;) ° N\__‘ . ";,
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» "sho:ld\be notea, however/ that no ]udgement ShOUld be placed ;*‘.'

.on’ the appropr1ateness~or 1nappropr1ateness of "no response

AN -

“No response" reflects on1y the end of the conversatlon and '

-

‘does not suggest that statements requ1r1ng a. response were
4

1gnored bxcludlng'thef"no response Bcatego the hlghest

< .
> . %

percentage of teacher and a1de verballzatlons were “1nstruct"

“a

,-':' followed by "question" : The highest percentage of student ,@'
‘E. verballzatlons werev"answer“ and'"question“ although'a highf'
| percentage of "neutral" statements wefe directed to peers.f

The hlghest percentage of negatlve behav1ors émltted by ::; lﬁ%ﬁ;

'students was, “d1srupt" _ P031t1ve verballzat;ons anigmost

<
o

'%ﬁ e negatlve verballzatlons,_other than "drsrupt" were’ relatlvely;

. )
v o ) 4 . ~

‘nlrequent T T g

Tables 13 'fh and 15 1nd1cate the frequency and percentage

.. o *
e of spec1f1c target behaviors according to student placement. _
L " . T
. * Generally, all thx&ee groups of students were comparable in- _ )
(A . - v .
e ¢
T hav1ng a low frequency of spec1f1c pos1t1ve behav1ors and of

o

] W fu A
speclflc négat1ve~behav1ors,~w1th ths ceptlon of "dlsrupt"

o gﬁéRegular students wereg relatively low 1n "questlon and

i

rclatlvely h*gh 1n "1nstruct“ in. coma@rlson to BD and- LD

students in statements d1rected to peers.‘ They were also

. ™

"relatlyely low on "dlsrupt" types-o{fgtﬁﬁements dlrected tox-' .
v - . . 1.,-. . ,‘ R ol ‘.4'0_-.
éeers and- teachbls, espec1aily in’: con31der1ng the frequency

.. e it _'1
~

: . of %hls behav1or.‘ Bchav1or dlsorderéd students,,ln 1nter—"ﬁf"

o -

AR S ~actlons Wlth teachers,'were relat&vely low 1§'"aQSWer"vand et
" F.x_\ LA hlgh ‘in- “ho»responseﬂ.g‘BehaV1or dlsprdered sﬁﬁoents asked R
Tt "conslderably more "questl ns"-from teaphers'uhan‘ﬁD and f~”‘f.; T
, , _","a .’ @ . - .-.. I .- Jﬂﬁ . ) ‘_..; ,'_'-,.; ) '_.~ AR '.‘ J-‘
[N .' - o . B N . '- e S ) ;; } o . ' . I e - "
'\;_ . i,. . v ! - 7 e I - .. . ' D
. ) : . ) . L - L .
. ’. ' T Y Lo 8 . - ! T .
N A . § . . . o ‘}‘v‘.- . - v . ) %,
. . . il P o ’ . "Q
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Table 1% /

roquenc “and Proportlon of S ec1f1c
,Y P

Target Behav%ggs/fG;—ﬁD Stpdents

0

Behavior To Peer TO Ieacher‘gﬂo.A;de From Teachen&wFrom Alde ‘From, Peer
ieutral - - (53Y .0 (14). .01] {6) -Ql'_ (7 *. 077 (3) JOLIT-(ITI) .09
raise. 2y .01 2y *.0 (0) _.00] "(64) .07] (J6) .04} T2} .02
.ssist ~(0) .00y - (2)-*.014 (0) .00}  (4) *.01} (8) .02 (0) .00.
nstruct ¢€13) .10] (13) .o0oL (7) .02] (229) .27}1"(142) .35] (7). .05
nswer "(14) .11](21i8) .22](I01).. .25{  (128)Y v .15 (29) .07] (21) .17
@estion (24) -~ .18} (194) .19] 174) .18} (169) - .20] "(83) .20 (28) .17 ;

ympathy (0) ,.00] T(0).” .00 (0) -.00] . (1) *.01 (0) .00]. "(0) .00
Llsapprove (6) .05 (3) *.01 .(4) .01} - (&) .01 (14) .03 (1) *.Q01

srupt (15). .111(127) .13} (1e) .04 (0) *.00 (0), .00 (4) - .03
:ommand (0) .00 (3) *.01]- (I) *.01 (8) .. .01 (4). .01} (1) *.01
:omplain (3) .02] (30) .03] (2I) .05 (3) *.G1 (0) .00 (2) + .02
lefensive (1) . *.01] (23), .02] (13) .03} (0).. .00 (0) .00 (1) *.01
-efuse (0) .00 (5) *.01] (3) *.01 (0) .00} (1) *.01 ; (0) .00
‘hreaten (0) .00 (0) - .00f ~(0) .00 (0). .gof (0)  .00j° (0) #.00
10 reiponse‘. (48) .371%(369) ,.37] {163) .40 (24l) .28 (105)-'.26 1 (56) . .44
'OTAQ (131) (1003) - (409) (860) (405) (127)-- .

f L
*less than el ' .
. . 5, ; » :
¥ . - e X gh
B = R 'a; nf:
1‘@‘ ; L B u‘ ) ~ . ‘(? %‘ 4 .? : .‘_ l‘g
Jg vy
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-~ h.:p . . .. -
ﬁ s . 'Table 14
j“fﬁ ququenujaand PrOportlon of Spec1f1c - 'ﬁ ,
?; : Target Behav1ams for LD Students r%:.ﬂ :E%q':
e, ) . .« ) 4" % (] ) K' 9' '~. e ’ ., "x\
Behavior  To Peer” 'fTo Téacher Tozgide-,.ﬁgpm Teacher ~ From Adde. From Peer
neutral ; (39) - .16] “(4) *.0I}F 7). .02} (6)° .01 (Bre. -00]_ (249 - .10
praise - (1) *.01} () “.01 Sy (2) *.01 (72). .11 1 (55 .13] {0)%200
assist () . .00{ . (0) .00] .-(0) .00 (0) -00] (1) .03} (-2)«»:' 01
instruct (18) .08] - (4) *.014 (1) *.01j (252) .39 | (145) 34| (29)_ 12 o
answer ~ (35).  .1517(278) ¢ +43] (155) .38] .(25) .04l (2®%). .06] (35) .15}
Juestion - (29) ..16| (3I) .05[ (4a7) .1&‘,(102). .16 | (76) ..18] (19) " .D38
sympathy 1y *.01| (0) .00] . {0) .00[® (0} . ~0) .00 (0) .00
disapprove [~ (2) .01 (0) . .00] (1) *.01 (6).» Y01 (2) *,01}]  (2) *.01
disrupk - (41)  .17] (141) .22} (38} .09 (0) .00 (0) . .00]  (4) .02
tommand - (0) .00 (0) .00 (0) .00 (10) .02 (6) .01 (0) .o00
complain (2) .01 (7) .01} - (5) .01] €2) *.01 (0) .00f. (0) .00}
defensive (4) ~021°(12) .02} (18) - .044 - (0)+'.00 . (0) .00}, (0) .00
refuse “(0) .00 -(0) - .00 (6) .00 {0) .00 - (0) " .a0f - (00 .00
threaten (0) .00 (0) .00 (0) .00 (0) .00 (0) - .00 (G) .00}
no_response (55) .23} (160& ..25}(131) .32]-(169) ~.261 (107) .725] (123) .52
TOTAL - L (237) (639) ¢ (405) - (644) ~, . | (427) . (238) -+
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Frequency and Proportlon of Spec1f1c¢, , o

5 3 Target Behav1ors for Regular Students ,
_Behaéidrf_s Sive ) Peéi 'To Teacher 'To Alde;; From Teacher rrom Alde ,From Peet
veutralr [ (26) 18 (10) .03]. : ., (2) *.01 4 (25) .15 o
raise . . - (2)-,},_ 0Ll .Y2) *.0L1]. - —(68) .14 - o)
issist v, |- (7) ..05] (0) .00} .~ ' - (0) .00 . S (0) _;00
nstruchl ¢l (29). ,c))zq —(4) ~-,01] (. (114) -.23| = =~ (19). .11 |
(I9B) .53l gy I (2] 05| ] (16), 09
AT e -:,‘,.(38) A o o PR (121) - .241 . — | (30) *.18
sympathy . [ -~ 2 (0) . -.00] % (0) .00 N , (0) ..001-
lisapprove | . .(2)" .0 £ {0) " 2. - (1) ,:00 ' b (2) .03} <
jisrupt 35&7)51:05 3y >o¢] . . . ]. (0) “0Q} _ B " (13) .68 |. -
Sommmand . - |- - (5) <03f. (0P O0§" . - L (3) *L01f . .. 1 ,(0) .00
omplain | . (0) ":00] . €1) #01]. 1 ~(0) .00] - | (09 .00
Jefensive T (2) .0t (2) *.01} - - (0). .00 y “(4) .02
refuse. © .| ->~.(0) -.004 «(0) - .00] < ; (0) . -00. 8 (0 .00 |, w
threaten T (1y *.01 (0) .00 - (0) .00 e {0) .00
10 response f@452)?~,36 (97) .26]}- . .(l6 ) -33 (62) .36
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%=regular students; - In gther behav1or categorles LD BD,pand .
) regular students werge very s1m11ar.‘ ) . 'Jk.j;‘f‘:f:
‘ " In comparlng teacherwwerhallzatlons, -;chers tended: i
- _ to emi‘ relatlvely more "1nstruc1" statements, while BD - - B
. ) _ ~ —_— -
gteachers gave a_hlgher percentage of "answers Regul§ .
: . B B et .
. ) teachers were not_espe _;hlghﬁor 10W’ln any category Ln _'“_ »r
'-comparlson td’Bﬁwand.Lﬁ teachers. In the area of gper - le
3 ;_ 7',:verballzations, LD peers had@h hlgher percentage of
) .:firesponse? t0'students thah\dig,regular peers, andsthey had a

1ow*percentage of "questlons to students in comparlson to .

Se—— . ) . '.‘. .
a . BD and regular peers.\ F:Lnally, g st’atements from studénts . Qf#

. . to aides and from a1dbs to studentsq BD and LD groups wene R
. P . . Y "
. . ; . 4 h .
ve;ty sxlmllar. ChL .- ’h : . .. . T
f " : :k! ’ - . h ‘d‘, . T, o ‘ . :l . N . _ é‘ ;‘
oot Coe s . . ‘ L I . ST e .
e e T e Em_M |
' o o ~ T ' ‘ ’ SR ~
‘Although,;here were ‘no s1gn1f1cant differences between.;qa..‘
ks . - 4 i ,“ 7 .5;. . _\'ﬁ
O *% BD LD, and regular students in posrtlve statements dlrecfed T"*Q
”~ N -7
\ s - & ~ O
A;f gy .aﬂh others, BD and LD students dld em1t slgnlflcantly PN
. - e negatlye A3 ements to teachers than d1d regular" e T '
~ = '_ Y . - R A K . -
. .:‘f students. Behav1o d&sordered and LD students als0vem1tted R
g L slgnlﬁlcantlyupone negatlve statements to teachers thanlto A £
SN I L S ;e |
Lo e!’“ drdeé Orpp §° w e regular students jesponded equally to . o
' teachers émd Peisp - In. termSvof ne&%ral stat%pents, thef:u;:’
o . : 5 : Ll e
, C three groups reéﬁéﬁded equaily as all EBree grbups tended to-*,f:
0”'g .J‘_.& -a : A—,, ‘ . )
v __{,é - emlt more ﬁeutral statementg to teachersﬁﬁhan“po‘gﬁaeg-and ».i;:'ﬁg;
. ‘.1 RE ’} { __ 2 T . AR :._ -.‘{/"' . ;,. &,h \f\?‘\' .., . . 3 R
F v orel tor ategst ehly to'peers. ! '-; Y COOR S8
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positive or n'e,g‘a'tive _statements received from others-w'ith; the

. excepthon t‘hat LD students recelved more pos:.tlve statements .

from aﬁJ_des,_than\ did BD '.students. Th§ “three groups of T

¢

LY

g ’ .- students did differ',.h’owe\'ler, in- terms of neutral comments

4 - . -

Behavmor dlsordered studehs rece:.v‘ed s:Lgn:LfJ.cantly more - %

s .

neutral comments from the:Lr teachers than dld LD and regu]:ar -

: oo Y
- . L.
- . . . -t
. .- - .
. ) . :

studem? N SR . S . &

] TSR ’ : ' e L
LT &OSlthe statements between students and teachers ‘and R S,

3 o ) between stud%nts and peers -did. not correlate s:.gnlflcantly, _
oy . , N -, . . ~ » ‘

nor-dld negatlve statements-between stud" S and teachers;

il —— . '.

L However, negatlve statements betweexﬂ%s‘t_.

ts and °peers" did -

. . a

- negative 1nteractlons between s

[4

. NS -, . oy MR
.t_,-é " Data on the condlti.onal p,roba‘bllltyhof one stateme;nt . At‘_ ‘ﬁ
: glven a. prev1ous staten;ent 1nd1cated that student re\sppon.ses» '
'v~v‘ . wereVS1m11ar for BD I;D,‘ 'and .regular stu'dent's‘.‘ Also,, student ‘
".‘ : responses;dl,d not vary“greatl,y across the soquCe of the : *‘ B
.. . N 2 e S
. f A _!' 1.ntera:tlogn (1 e., teachers, aides,’ ‘and pee&s) k : ‘ ‘ -
;- ,,‘ SRR l; . .Sttgder{t "no 'response" was a h1gh ppr-\obabillty i:e*sponse . .'*', ‘s‘

* f<>r all Ehxee groups(regardless of type 4(1%‘\ posi$e,. ;'_

an

i nega‘tlve, or’ neutral) or‘ sour;ce of: 1}&era€ﬁlons Thes@ /

LT - .

resquts .suggest ‘a Very 'short or rlef pattern of 1nteractloni \’,’3"',:‘5
w : L, ) .

PR . "’ : ;‘,Qh-.
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- by students to others was relatlvely rare,-however the?
':condltlonal probability of a négative student, resgonse Gas

2 : {hlghest following ‘a negatlve vérballzatlon from others. e

- - For example, BD students were eSpeclally*llkely to emit a . ~p.“.

negatlve verballzatlon in response to a negatlve statement T

- T, L . - R
. - from.anwalde._ oL : B Co T

. . . e . R
-7 - Teacher, arde,,and peerwresponses to.student verbali- .
N ° . N . Tt e YT - Lce- e P r™ -

-, - Ve ! - . . . . o . N R
zatfi .ons were very slmllar to each other and,were£51m11ar_§o, v R

. . R Y

. . student responses. to others.« Teachers, ‘aides, and peers L

T

™. - - .- 343@.'-. =S S ;
were most llk%ly to emit “no reSpOnse to student verballzathns,‘ -

..,._ . . @

t." .. °' ) '_.;.‘_-

- g L whlle the tondltlonal probabllltles of p051tlﬂf.and negatlve-

. R ' o - . i ' R A T
A - reSponSes were very low ) < _'.;' v, | - R L

e ::‘-,~ , ‘The frequency and percentage of- spec1flc target.( ff

Eas

IR - verballeétlons 1nd1cated ?ﬁat the hlghest pefcentage OF 4% e
G . . — .

: teacher an& aide verbalizatiénS'were' 1nst§uc;" and‘"questlon"
SO * Py . < s - . B . I3
. .
" Speclflc pos1t1ve and negat;ve verballzat ons were 1nfrequent L
I ’ b . ooy
.8 . . »

”n

A ‘1
_ ‘of the student target verbaflzatlons, "answer".and "questlon"
. i <L . H : t . : P . g .,r
e had a hlgh percentaqe of occurrence as dld "1nstruct" and N

.
e
5 »

co "neutral“ i}atéﬁents to peers Also, "disrupt“ statements had
v E ot . :_' .
a hlgh percentage'of occurrence(although the percentage was . .

.‘ ! ‘3

o

. . " . N ‘ ] *
R lower for regular students than for BDQghd LD students.... . -
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coe T o Summary - 7 . A
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T e The purpose of thlS study was to compare “the peer and® . T
T o# | teacher Verbal 1nter&ctlons of behaylor =dlsordered (BD) I '-, . _ .
learnlng dlsabled CLD), "and regular educatlon students. -The
. - study was most concerned with.how the three types of students -
'dlffered 1n “their 1nteractlons, and how thelr verballzatlons B S
K ) PR
1nfluence~d the verballzatlons of thelr peers, .teachers,«, and - .
- . teacher s aides (1 e.,' the rec:Lprocal‘ nature of rnteractlorrs) i
) h < N
Lo « A total of 45 students, lS from each of ‘three dlagnosﬂlc T ‘2
, grgfups (LD BD, regular educatlon) and their peers, \teacl:}ers,.
é} - . an% teacher = aldes were observed to assess their verbal™ '
. 1nteract10ns. _ A behav1or observatlon 1nstrument was deslgned .
P L2 ’ N
¢« to monltor (l) the frequency, of l4 target behav:.ors, Cp):.the ;
A '»'dlrectlon of the 1nteract’10n (1 e. ’ glven to or recelved e'. “
t [N P . .
L from) ' a,nd (c) the status of ‘the party 1nvolved 1n the 1nter— '
B -actlon (1 €. peer, teacher, a1de) The results lndlcated
3 . - &
A that .BD and’ LD stddents em1tted 51gn1f1cantly more n gatlve
o0 R R 3 Wy
% étatements to teachers than dJ_d regular éduca‘tloh students.. .
- n 'r' N . V- . J . -
ghe three grou?ps of, st%’dents did not ‘differ in terms of o .
., ~Posxt1ve and ‘ne*u%:ral 3 'nts towards others ‘or 1n, terms e
: - e - . o
.,"v ‘3,. < ,’ LN ', ‘ ) "§ - = . n i ‘_ - ‘:‘ ‘_.‘ R .
" CL v’ of negatlve statementg to i rs and &aldes /-.: Teac 3a f BD e
. .v":_. ) . ‘ P et ) P AR ,‘.'v . . .- :
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t ' A ,,l ¢ M ) 114_ "'-“' ) . L °
' 1. » -
\ _*&‘“,,‘ studeg,ts than dld LD and regular tearmers k}}lt, the three groups S
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,Mpos1t1ve or negatlve student verballzatlons, nor dld‘peers

()

reclproc'

directed to . students.. The three grofps of*peers and BD and

,e; negatlye, and neutral
- ;

statements em1tted w1thithe exceptlon that LD aldes ﬁmltted

LD aides- dld not dlffer 1n p051t

nmre pos1t1ve statemeﬂ!b to their- student than BD

hat pee responded in a’

N *

to student negatlve verb llzatlons -
¢ ‘\

Teachers d1d not respond 1n a rec1procal manner to either

*

-

,respond to: pqsltlve student verballzatlons in a rec1procal

T e N

- manner Flrst order condltlonal probabllltles (i.e ,‘:the

+
probabllLty of a statement belng‘ipllpwed by’iﬁselected

)

. .‘f *
response) 1nd1cated that BD, LD, and regular students

responded to others in a slmllar manner. leeW1se,.the

Vel
three groups oﬁ teachers were s1mllar in ‘helr responses to

tn all groups, pos1t1ve, negatlve, and neutral

L

students

tatements were most llkely to be followed by the absence
- %

‘of a response ok a neutr‘&kresponse

target verballzatlons, the hrghest perden@age of teacher, and'

iR r .-
alde'verballzatlons were "1nstruct" and "questlon

.
P, e N hd

and negat1Ve teache; verballzatlons were 1nfrequent ’ Ofithe

1 .

Posxtxve_

L

In terﬁ% of spec1f1c i

-

e -

student target verbgalzatlons, "answer" and "questlon had aé_

ha_gh percentagé ‘of ‘irrence as. dld "a,nstruct" and "neutral"

stateﬁ&hts to peers *Also, "dlsfupt" statements had a hlgh
X

. penﬂ%ntagé oﬁ occurrence, although the percentage was lowen

for regular thanmfor %D and LD students d Speclflc pos1t1ve
o Sl 8

.

"‘.,z»wa.f-' LT TR o
Tederents E T e -r L 1.
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‘i’and negatLve stédent statemen;s other than "dlsrupt" were_'e-
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v e e Ty "Dlscu551on : I 7
. . .- RN . -‘,V e e - . . ‘- 7
N " In terms of general claSSes of. behav1or, BD. and Lp * _
N - t N " . U S T a -
; . . s : . .
N students wereavery 51m11ary They d1d not dlffer 51gn1f1—f e

e 0w

e cantly In terms of 9051t1ve,ﬂpegat1ve,~or neutral statements

\ emlttede However, BD and LD ‘students dld-dlsplay some

o
-

differences 1n comparlson to regular students. The'present A

study revealed results con51stent w1th prev1ous llterature

(Bryan Wheeler, & Felcan, 1976 Bryan & Bryan, 1978- Raush .-
. o+
'.et al-, 1960) suggestlng that BD and LD students engage 1n. “i;f'jh

P ‘more verballzatlons of “a n:jftlve nature in comparlson to .

v
3

,'regu;ar~students,~ It: appe s as though the rate of negatlve “

u

i} 'verbalizations dist1ngu1Shes SpeCLal' om nonhandlcapped

. * .f- . . )
students, but  it" does’ not dlstfﬂgulsh between BD and LD ﬁ' =

3 -

, Lo students.' For both BD and LD students, the rate of negatlvé vtf

- - \) o

Jo verbalizatlons was low for spec;flc negatlve'statements +

4

- except "dlsrupt" Specific negative statements such as

a"commandlng "complaining", ?threateniﬁg", disapproving"”
-fa\' "refu51?g : and'"defen51ve" were very infrequent*for both
gr, ups of spec1al students. "Dlsruptlng on the other;

,nd,,was‘a falrly frequent verbalizatlon-for.both groups,

-

. . h o+
reover, for both groups, teachers ‘were the most frequent

. . reclplents of "dlsruptlng" verballzatlons Regular students o
H . ’ ! - ) v - . i °
P »
D dlsplayed ‘a 51mllar pattern of reSpondlng 1n that "dlsruptlng P
coe . Lt
T erballzatlons were the most frequently emltted negatlvé Yoo LT

t

B i.verbailzatlon,,however 'what dlstlngulshed spec1al and regular

Lo o . a = e,

studehts was the low fredufﬁcv of‘:dlsruptlng" statement3°_: .

: 5
emltted by regufar students in comparlsoﬂ to spec1al students
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a
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g’-< . Ther were also 51mllar1t1es between 5pe01al and regular oo
EREE "studentstln terms of generéﬂ behav1or as the three groups dld “;f,
e A V e
‘not dlffe? 1n terms of pos1t1ve or neutral statements emltted . 7,
" g&«— o b . m»a‘ »-._’\ :

S .Interpretatlon of the r!sults reggg?1ng p051t1be stateﬁfnthls
nature of thls behavior.

dgfflcult-bepause of the.lnfrequen

’

However, if the results On posltlve verballzatlons are valld, . .

. — , A

these flndlngs would suggest that thls:ls not a* factor which -
dlstlngulshes spec;al and‘nonhandlcapped students.t Although '.“':l-

A . spec1al students are more,negatlve 1n thelr 1n€era;tlons w1th _"Jlrf

; B . ‘. -

, teachers, they are not less pos1t1ve. LT A )
- . ) ) 9\ . - .,

T " Previowus resEarch on poS1tlve 1nteractlons is not readlly

R

o -,
. v,
» -

_ L. ;. . avallable, althou h-limited research h;?-compared handlcapped

.

/Nand nonhandlcappe stu&bnts pos1tive peer 1nteractlons.' The‘

il

majorlty of thlS resea has failed to flnd s1gn1f1cant

.\‘ ‘.g' . € .
dlfferences between spe01al and regular students in- thelr oo

- 7 N b

pos1t1ve 1nteractlons w1th peers (Bryan & Bryan, 1978 Bryan,

Qv

E Donahue, & Pearl 1981 Bryan & Pflaum, 1978 Bryan Wﬁéeler,.
j»% . Felcan 8: Tomacene, l97§)“'_ However, the results are' not.m;
‘ entlrely conclu51ve as two studles (Raush et al.,\l960 .Raush’ ;;
'{;:?g;,i 1965) founo h;neraggress1ye&hpys?to be 51gn1flcantly less#i;‘ '?h;"
| | frlendly than nonaggress1ve‘contfbls. B £ - N$“ R

3 v‘"n

-Statements from teachers were sinllar for- BD LD and

' regular ’teachers.A The thrée groupso(ﬁ%teacherg dJ_d jot d,fofér

& 4 % ¢ . .

1n ﬁos£t1Ve or negatlve statements to stugents.‘ In neutraly i .

L .‘ o S S ‘ ' " ) ‘ .
statements xo stu&éﬁts there were some dlfferendes Behav1or‘g o

o ¥ LA
(-J,’_\' . - "1\»_ }" .

-*,:' dlsordqred teachers Were more llkeLy than ﬁb and regular :fyﬂ]§=‘;>;

R gl . e . R Lo
IR & beache.rs to emlt neutral,tverballzatlons. The» flndlngs of no e




,»- s . <

- 2 N
teachers in t :

of pOSlt,l‘g ver‘ballf‘zatlons 1s somewhat T
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e sd.brlslng 'Ehe mlght expect that as a: result of ;rainlng in. ,é&;
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would engage,ln mdre e

. % . VA _ oS __;;;,:wa

.0 i pos:.t:Lve.‘Sballzatlons§5 -a means of soc1al re:,nforcement S
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Also, the smaller class s1ze mlght enable spec1al educatlon %_L;;W'
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PRI teachers to Uise more pdsltlve verbal relnforcement.',Howeger ‘ ;yfyi
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behav1or management BD and LD’ teachefs

th‘is' was not@the ca'se. Pos1t1ve verballzatrons were 1nfre,quent: »
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for, all three groups of teachers, and theSe results are IR
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. C cons1stent§vltﬁ da’ta frosn Lamb:.e (1978) and Flnk~ (1972) whlch

N

'revealed a low frequeqcy of po»s:.t:.ve teacher verballzatlons for

# BD. and regular teachers. One poss1ble explanatlon for the low
‘rate of pos1t=1ve verbal:r%tlons,. eSpecJ.ally arﬂong‘&«.spem.al
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- educatlon teachers may be that soeca.al educatlon teacher's reiy
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_ ’heavn.ly on formally desxghed reln’forcement p‘rogramsj and
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tanglble relnforcers A com’u practice may be to use .stlckers
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po:.nts, and free tlme as relnfOrcers 1n dally brelnforcement R
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programs,- whlle neglectlng to J.nformally us‘e SO€lal pra:.s;e '.
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L Interactlons from peers were Very 51mJ.lar “tQ the patterns L
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of lnteractlo’hs from teachers,‘ Behav:.or dlsor&erea LD, and
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regular pee?fs': dld x&ot drf‘fer 1n pos:Ltlve, -antnhé,, dr néutrab
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e 53,{ éuhdcb suggests that péer 1nteractlons of LD and BD chlldren L
; _-f”';vare more negatlve than 1nteractlons of regular students.i,The - )
. '-,:#i 1ncons1stent,re§ults might“be due, in part to the settlng of
%}:;'-k:- the 1nvest1gatlon.g P*evlous'studles wer_ onerin nonclassroom, -
%ﬁﬂul'_'h' onstructured settlngs»v In the present shudy- e utilization
,E;;:‘:-Q‘ of:; hrghly structured claSerGm settlng with an\iiiifpanying
:}Lé;;f_rlhlgh degree of sthulus control.mlgn; have acted Po Rinimize
(;'j{b't differences'betwéen groups.. Studentg ih Bb and LD classes may .
L%i ' ‘. haVe been under endugﬁ sg;mulus control to greatly reduce -
S ;2 negatlve peer 1nteractloh5oﬁ . .’ o :_ o . e
" ;_ ”; Pos1t1ve‘stat;nents.between students?and peers, and o )
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‘g;‘ d between stpdents and teachers dld ndt forrelzge, nor did
7' negatrve statements between'students and teachers. However, Ca
S - ) : ..
there was ams1gnrfmcap¢ correlatl n 1n negatlve statements * -

v bebween students and peers. This %orrelatren suggests a . _— 5
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. rec1procal nature ofAnegat§Ve ;n’eractLOns betw%en students - .
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,flndlng that te&chers’dud not: respond 1n a rec1procal manner
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of negatlve verbal;zatlons,oteachers dld npt recrprocate w1th TS
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Aand peers. In general, a hlgh probablllty behavior wds .the’

‘absence ‘of” a student Tesponse to verballzatlons from others,\

negative stateménts. This suggesés that professional

tralnlng enables teachers to av01d-the 1nteractlonal pltfalls .l

PR Y

typical of parents and peers.
-

Data on the condltlonal probablllty of one statement - -
glven a previous statement 1nd1cated that :student responses
were Slmllar for BD, LD ﬁqnd regular students. Also, student

verballzatlons were 51m11ar in response to teachers, aldes,
/

.o ox
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v e

Pos1t1ve, negatlve, and»neutral teacher and aide verballz_—

tions, and negatlve "and neutral peer verballzatlons.had a

high probablllty of being folloued by no response. Thlsﬁwas
true for all three groups of students. These results §§;

suggest a very short. or brlef pattern of 1nteractlons in the
classroom. Chains of three or ﬁgre verballzatlons were very ,A

rare. This finding would be expected given the situations Cle

-

and activitiés surrounding data ‘cellection.
Neutralvresponses by ‘students were also highly probable,

especially in respon?e to neutral verbalizations. Neutral

'verbalizations by'all sources, teachers, aldes, and peers, r

3

were likely to be followed by neutral responses by all three

groups of students. The validity of this flndlng 1sf

" difficult to discern since previous research has not examined .

the conditional probability of selected responses to neutral ¢

* K i (¢ / ‘ ‘
verbalizations.” However, the principal of reciprocity S
suggests that neutral statements would most likely be

followed by neutral responses.

P
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followed by no respon
conditional probabil

highest follow1ng neé
that negative_respo__
,generally'rare,'nere'
'verbalizations as Op.‘}_EFJ

tions; For 1nstan'“}fﬂ

e-d%ive st
% ; y v, Q

%%from an aide. 'Fhi--:ajg,,.; Xjeils.no
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s1nce to respond othe

© T negative verballzati;i“g

t -su

v ~.'.z“‘

contrdl typically agreed tﬁ*gé;ﬁncha {{;~{_”‘

. ‘ students'. ResPonding non-rec1procally

A

exception rather than the norm, espeCialkf

3

1n>respon e tob
negatlve verbalizations which ' tend to putﬁ1ndi§idhals on the
s defensive. ’ » T | |
One'ihteresting_finding was-that there was Very little =

difference between the three groups-of students in the

LY

conditional probabilities of responses. Likewise, students

- were consistent in reSponding across the various sources of,

o

‘\1nteraction (i.e., teachers, aides, ‘and peers) ThlS*
‘ ',;.“I
consistency might. be attributed to the hlghly structured

naturé of the classroom environment;~ Interactions in the
A ’ A ,
1ssroom were typically ve:, brief, and it is likely that
' " \

=

ity interactions we: ﬁfaiipnoéuraged, This brief . :i.re

. o s : LA




-//;Z The summary of frequency and percentage of SpelelC
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-of interactﬁons\may have served to minimize differences in

conditional probabilities._ ‘ 7 "'.),"
”Teacher, aide, and peer responses to student verbaliza-"*

tions were very s1milar to each other and to student responses

. to others. TQﬁbhers, aides, and peers were most likely to not,

respond to student verbalizations. This

.0of whether theﬁstudent emitted a negati

N

as true regardless

or neutral statement;

however, neutral student verbalizations 'e-also'highly likely

to be followed by neutral responSes. The itional probaf

bility of positive and negatiVe responses were very low in mos

instances. gAgain, the highly structured nature of the qiass—

room may have served to minimize differences. .

By

One interesting finding regarding the conditional

probabilities of .a response was that nega?ive verbalizations

typically received no immediate verbaifresponse from teachers,

aides, and peers. T’ﬁs might sugges _hhat negative verbaliza-

o v
8

tions from students were generallyﬁignored. However,-special

education students were less likely'to behave in this manner.

BehaVior disordered and LD students were more likely than any
other groups to respond-: to negative verbalizations with a

negative response, suggesting that BD and LD students are more
likely to respond reCiprocally to, negative statements.

@ L

rbalizations yielded some interesting findings.E The highest

o
N

percentage of teacher and aide verbalizations were'"instruct"

K ’.:

and quest nte POSitive and.negative verbalizations Were

,Juent, alt: ough L 2k uﬂf‘ ive statementsfa"praise"

ighest percentage & Qf}‘,:e, - e

i
U
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Of the student verballzatlons, "answer" and "questlon
%

had a high percentage of occurrence as dld "1nstruct" andv
“neutral" statements to peers. "Dlsrupt" statements-had a f;fﬁf

hlgh percentage of occurrence also, although the percentage

was lower for regular students than for BD and LD students..

Positive statementS’and negatlve statements other than,

'"dlsrupt" were very 1nfrequent.

T- <

These results suggest that verballzatlons 1n the class- ,

4 . .
room are llmlted to a very,narrow band Verballzatlons

[t S

tended to be either of a hlgh frequency or.low frequency,
‘Certaln patterns of unteractlon tend to be repeated

frequently with little deviation. For example, one frequent

—~ |

‘ - pattern of interaction was’ an "instruct" or "questlon [Erom.

. i

the teacher to Wthh the student responded with an "ansWer"
h\} ) Again, to a large extent thlS flndlng may be the result of B
the 51tuatlon and condltlons under which the data were ?
vcollected. Data durlng less academlc perlods mlght 1ndréate

more varled 1nteractlon patterns and a W1der range of

verballzatlons.

. Implications fo¥ Educators o : SR

The results have a number of 1mpllcatlons for current

-

educatlonal practlces. In one area, verbal 1nteractlons,.
) : there appears to be many 51mllar1t1es between BD and LD
students in terms of-general classes of verballzatlons.

Both BD and LD students differ from regular education students
) ' in the emission of negative verbalizations. Likewise, both BD

-
1




o _ and LD students have more. of a tendency than“regular studénts Y
L o _ KA ) ‘ ,
e ' to rec1prdcally respond to negatlve verballzatlons.~ The

¢ K}

flndlngs would suggest that because of the 51mllar1t1es .
-between BD'and LDlstudEnts,mteachers in these two areas of
4 . S R . . ‘. . [ s

Q-

-

"exceptidnalityqneedwsimilar trainingiin the types of

requlred to deal w1th these behav1ors. rThese_findings would
suppprt a noncategorical approacﬁ,to»%eacherﬁtraining in

-

* courses such as behavior management : - T B

R

)
- 4

e The flndlngs wo&ld further suggest that negatlve

. verballzatlons should be the focus of 1nterventlon in BD and

4 -

! LD classrooms.( If BD and LD students are to apprex1mate the- ' ‘i
| - PO
behav1or of students in regular classrooms, negat1ve Y

. © ) ) ’ . '. ) (
verballzatlons w1ll need to be decreased.f ’ Pt _ ‘

It appears as - though all three types of classrooms .L" R
could beneflt from 1ncreased reliance on p051t1ve verballza—

X - tlons. The'1nfrequent nature of p051t1ve verballzatlons in . !

- '

the classrooms 1nvest1gated in thlS study suggest that steps

= v

could be taken to make the classroom cllmate and atmosphere

more p031tDVe. Morecver, a w1dely acceptable and effect1v

- behav1or management tool is be1ng under utlllzed, as stud

behavior ‘was rarely pralsed.

. N x

It is encouraging to find through both the correlational

‘and condltlonal probablllty data that teachers dld not

respond t%hnegatlve student responses in a reci
b B w{’q,_"‘, ’

AppartﬂtyY'f

avoid 3n 1nteractlonal p1tfall char!cterlstlc o ‘mdﬂ& p&rents L'
a1 peers.;"Moreover, teachers' abllltyﬂto ignore negative

v
-\-‘._,_ P
~
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- verbalizations demonstrates ‘the utilization of an accepted P

behaVior management technique (i e., extinction)

Limitations and Weaknesses

Some findi »f the present study should be cautiqusly;f
interpreted._rTh .resui%s regardingzpositive Verbai;zations
are difficult to;internret because of limited data. .Althougn
the data probably accurately reflects the rate ef positiVe"
verbalizations in the classroom; analysis of’reciprocity‘of-
positiveestaﬁements is hindered by the smali sample of events.:
‘ 7Cenelusions regarding interaetidns'in thegclassroom are
y o Q-;aisqllimited by tne nature of the data.. Nonverbal Dehaviors,
which contribute a great deal to social interactions, were -
not investigated. Likewise, the present data celiection .
' 1 : procedures were limited in the analysis of the appropriateness,
T inappropriateness, and intensity of the.intenactions; For |
E example, at times, some of theyneutral.uerbalisatiens may haée
L m‘  beenvinappropriate because of the situation in which these
occurred. 'The data collectionm prqeedures did not make
Miullowaﬂses for these s1tuations.
) ' = Because the present research was undertaken as a field
study,‘complete control over certain variables was impossrble
’ to achieve. Although steps wcre’taken to make the ~xperimental
b . settangs as s1milar as possible, variables such as size of the
F‘ classroom and number of students could not be controlled.' The
exact nature of the-academic activitiestmight have also varied
) . somemhat, The extent of‘data collection in math'lessbns.asf ;

\

-




; opposed to readlng lessons is unknown, and the effects of

this uncontrolled varlable is: qlfflcult to dlscern.

’ : Elnally, 1nterpretatlon of the ‘results should
considereddin light of the pbserver effect. Observation was

hot conducted under blind conditions and, consequently, both . .

. .~ teachers .and students knew they were being observed. -

Previous research (Zeigiob et al., 1975) has indicated that

’snbjects cogniiant of being observed-tend to_present
‘thegselVes’in the mostapositi;e;manner: ,Applied to the

. r ~present study, this research would suggest that the rate of
L negati;eiverballéations and'reciprocity inpresponse to ™

. negative statements may have been under estimated.

/ . : : g . .

—\S R Recommendatlons for;Future Research

:

- ' /’In a number of, 1nstances,.1t appeared as though the

) Vsettlng of the experlment might have 1nfluenced the results.

I

- ; : . . ‘ R Is . . . )
In particular, the setting might have served t6 minimize.

B . . . s

3

differences between groups in interactions with peers,'in
w - conditional probabilitiés, and in patterns of interactions.

Tuture research might be des1qned to inwestic .:-e thi’hf‘i’t
A ,
of the setting. 'A systemat i replication might be conducted’

during less structured classroom activities, such.as free

time or act1v1t1es outs1de the classroom.

4

. Given the hlgh degree of: slmllarlty between the verbal

interactions of BD‘and LD studénts, further research might

. Lol

. S » o #
investigate -similarities and differences ‘1n other arc <.

For example, recent research has shown that LD stuuents ' ‘,

.

,{y




U
dlsplay def1c1ts in certaln communlcat{on skllls (Bryan,

. ° /
Donahue, & ?earl 1981,‘Bryan, DOnahue, Pearl, & Stui? j)!' . co
{) Spekman~ 1981) Behav1or dlsordered students may”also

‘exhibit” 51m11ar communlcatlon def1c1ts.« Likew1se, students\
might be compared on’ the quallty of thelr 1nteractlons, thelr
) - . 7
. . ' length of utterences, or.the severlty of their negatlve '

verballzatlons. It is’ possible that*what dlstlngulshes BD

L3 . . . L]

e and 1D stpdents is not“their-rate'of-negatibeﬁinteractions

Ve

) 1 4
' /«\\"—but thqy1ntens1ty and severlty of the negatlﬁe verballzatlons.

. ‘ Although negatlve verballzatlons were generally 1gnored

they contlnued att a hlgh rate. ThlS f1nd1ng would suggest
) ‘ ~"
that negative verballzatlons are on\an 1nterm1ttent schedule f

- a
’

of re;nforcement by the~teache£, or they are mag?talned by

. . ot . Ao

reinforcers other than t uattention.. Future research .

) - =~

mlght focus on varlables ntalnlng high rates of negatlve

3

“

verballzatlons and effecclve 1nterven\&Qn technlques for :
- reducing the rate of negative verbalizations.
4
’ B The effects of 1ncrea51ng pos1t1ve verballzatlons by
teachers mlght also warrant further research ~ It could be
hypothesized that an increase in positive verbalizations by
teachers might result in an increase in p051t1ve student

\

verballzatlons because of the model prov1ded by the teacher,
;) or possibly as a result of the principles of reciprocity;,
An increase in positiye verbalizations, especialiy praise;f
might also influence/the rate of negathemverbaiizations.
' By strategically praising appropriate'academic behaviors
' . such as on_task, the ratelof'disruptive ahd complaining-

¢ . : T .

statements might be reduced. , .




&

Finally," future~research m&ght foeus on’ both verbal a
. o ¢ J.
'nonverbal behavior. Nonverbal behavior pla?s an 1mportant

role in social 1nteractlons, and has been’ found to 1nfluence.

-

the behav1or of,others (Rosenfleld, 1967).- It-ls likely that

-

many 1nappr0prLate behaviors of BD-and LD students are
A = .

nonverbal. Investlgato:s could examiné the 51mlla£;t1es

‘between BD and LD students' nonverbal behaViors;' The

fe

inclusion of nonverbal behav1ors might aISO glve ‘a more

—— T . o

'accurate reflection qf.thevrec1proca;/nature of interactions.

.
1

Data on -the éondithnal probability of.5p6%ific posftiﬁe and
” negative'nonverbal behaviors could Qronide ihteresting and

.

informative results. »
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/ THE UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS _

N Departmen\t of Special Educatnon

College of Health Sciences and Hospital ‘ .
- . 39th and Rainbow Blvd., Kansas City, Kansas 66103 ’
'/ ‘ : . (13) 588-5955 )
e . C . (913)588-4524
" : Consent Statement

1 am present1y 1nvo1ved in conduct1ng an investigation in the Kansas
City, Kansas Public Schools. The study and procedures have been approved
. by both %ﬁe ‘University of Kansas and Kansas City Kansas Public Schools

which support the protect1on of rights of indiwiduals participating in
research projects. The following information is provided to help you
understand the purpose of the present study. You should be aware that
“even’ if you agree to participate, you are free to withdraw at any time. B

The study will iniest%gate similarities in children's

verbal interactions. The procedures will consist of -

+ observing your child in the classroom and recording ,
. - ‘the verbal interactions made to and by your child. &
x Because ¢hildren behave differently when they know <
they are being observed we do not plan to inform
. 'your child fhat s/he is ‘being observed. . The procedure

w111 not interfer with the child's performance, and

it' will in no way be harmful -to the child. It is

hoped that the study will aid in correcting harmful

interaction  patterns and will provide information >

which might help teachers to deal>with different

types of student interactions. However, no Spec1ﬁ1c

results have been claimed or promised.

Your participation is solicited, but strictly voluntary. Do not
hesitate to ask any quest1ons about the study. Be assured that your-
name will not be associated in any way with the research findings. )
We appre&%ate your cooperat1od very much.

Sincerely, o o . . Iy

F Q L&y . .
Steven R, Moore . ) Richard L. Simpson
Co-principal Investigator ~ Co-principal Investigator
Department of Special Education : Department of Special. Education
I hereby give permission for .t ' : to take

part in this study. ,
\ ' » h . Parent/Guardian ,ak‘-’

g . "
K

> . A copy of this consent form is available upon request "

120
Q - ' . Main Campus, Lawrence< _ :
EMC MV ANnrn Al T Annlethh Chrinmane and TTAnanital ‘(nv\-n\-“ﬁibip --\1‘ Winhisa
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Co THE 'UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS / ‘

Department ot‘ Special Educatxon
College of Health Sciences and Hospital
39th and Rainbow Blvd., Kansas City, Kansas 66 103
. (913) 588-5955 .
- (913) 588-4524

Cohsent Stateﬁent

I am presently 1nvo1ved in conducting an 1nvest1gat1on ins the Kansas
City, Kansas Public Schools. The study and procedures have been approved
by both the University of Kansas and Kansas City Kansa$ Public Schools
which supports the protection of rights of individuals participating in-

- research'projects. The f0110w1ng information is. provided to help you
understand ‘the purpose of the present study. You should be aware that
even if you agree to g;rt1c1pate you are free to w1thdraw at any t1m:'
The study w1]1,1nvo1ve.tak1ng data on behav1or in the
classroom.- Because your knowledge of the intent of
his study might bias the results, you will not be
owever, the experiment will not’be psycho]oq1ca11y
oy physically harmful or risky to yourself or your .
students. Although the results of this study will
be\ made public, your identity and e, jidentity of
your students will be kept completkly confidential.

2%

Your paFt1c1pat1on is so11c1ted “but strictly vo]untary Al though yol
can not be fully informed -about the study, do not hesitate to ask any
questions about the study. Be assured that your name will not be
associated in any way with the research findings. We appreciate your
‘cooperation very much. :

éincere]y,

Steven R. Mdore | Richard L. Simpson
Co-principal Investigator Co-principal )nvest1gator
Department of Special Education

University of Kansas University. of Kansas

a
.
AN
~

Signature of subject aéreeing to participate .

A copy of this consent form is.available upon request

Main Campus, Lawrence .
College ot Health Sciences and Hospital, Kansas City and chhxta

1UdB

o .

-

ully informed of the nature and intent of the study' . . :

Department of Special Educat1on
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Target Behavior Definitions
7 o

Positive Behaviors

I

Praise - verbal statemehtsvwhich applaud commend, .or.
_ , )

. : .4
reinforce another persons'

verballzatlons or behav1or.

Examples of th1s behavior ihclude, "thank you", "that's

5

nice", "I llke your p1cture"z "that's-right“, "cerrect";

"good". S L . ////f ‘ : -

-iég' ‘Assist - verbal statemehts which help’another persohvwithoht _
the persen's request for help. Examples 1nclude, "Let ‘l\
me help you", "You dan use mine" - | e "‘ZQ'

. ' Sympathy - verbal statements~which showvc0ncern? compassien,‘ ”E';

-pity, or empathy for another person: Examples 1ncluée,»iiﬁat
? "l'm so}ryl, "that's too baa#; "yoh look t1red" 4 E/ T; zig
Neu?ral Behaviots . "'m : 5; ' : ‘
L%s%fuct - verbal’statements which inform or teach another -
'5 person, e.g., giving direetlons,-explalniné academic
. ) "é mater;al. ' o

o

Ansyer - verbal statements made in response to another -
“ |

person's question.

Question -~ verbal statements”which inquire,or request help"

L ’ ' . ]
from another person.  Examples are the who, what,,when,

: . Y ¢
ﬁ where, and how statements. . . N ' VB
1 _ . S
Neutral ~ verbal statements which provide information but
P _ : S . '
are not answers to a question. Examples 1nclude,-}

.'_‘

"I'm f1n1shed" "g
mornlng" "I thought splders Wé/e insects".

X

have my penc1l" "that s mlne"




S 'Negative‘Behéviors

-

’”ﬁ' ' : Dlsapprove - verbal staqements which find fault or cr1t1c1ze
another person, e.g., "fhat's bad", "I dqn t llke-you_,
"you.panft-do that;,

Disrupt - verbal'statements suj'kas yelling, talklng out,.and

‘ ! tea51ng whlch 1nterfere w1th,another person S performance. .
Command/Demand - verbal statements which give an order, dictate
; : ‘or attempt to control others (e.g., "Do this", "Go away";
" - wgive me “that"). ;' * ’ ', '
Cbmplain - verbal statements.which express pain‘or displeasure
 such as whining and grumbliné-(e.gz, "I can't do thig“
"This is“hard“;'"I don't:feeljgood", "Johnny'won?t.leave.

me alone").

! - Defensive -" verbal statements made to defend oneself. Examples{
ST include, "I can do that", "mine gis better", "I'm real
) smart". o )

Refuse - verbal statements thch?negate,‘reject,for show non-

~compliance' (e.g., "No", "I won't do it", "Forget you",
s "Go to hell").
. Threatening - verbal'statements‘whigh,express intent to hurt,"

\

destroy, punish, or injure. . Examples include, "I'll hit

you", "you better stoph, "if you don't do‘this then ...").
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