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ABSTRACT
This study explored the relationship between changes

in student classroom behavior and teacher behavior. More
specifically, teacher responses to students were evaluated as a
function of systematic changes in the students' classroom behavior.
The investigation was conducted in a fifth-grade classroom of a
primary school located in a residential, suburban neighborhood. Two
disruptive pupils from the class were chosen as target students for
*AA, study. The dependent, observable variables were teacher behavior,
teacher verbal responses, teacher ranking cards, and subjective unit
of irritation. The independent, observable variables was student
behavior. The variables were measured by six undergraduates and one
teacher. The reliability of the observers was assessed before and
atter completion of the study. The results showed that changes in the
students' classroom behavior had consistent effects on the behavior
of the teacher. (Discussion of the results follows, stressing the
importance of reward. Two tables of data are included.) (BRB)
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Functional analysts have demonstrated that when appropriate student behavior

is followed by teacher attention, the rite of apptcpriate behavior emitted by ',(1

students increases (Becker, Madsen, Arnold, and Thomas, 1967; Cermier, 1970; Hall.

Lend, and Jackson, 1968; Madsen, Becker, and Thomas, 1968). These investigators

followed a pattern of manipulating the teacher's behavior as their independent

variable and studie' the resulting change that occurred in student behavior as

their dependent variable. The effects that student behavior may have on the

teacher's manner of responding to his students has largely been ignored.

Although no studios were found investigating the effects of student behavior

change on teacher behavior in a normal classrcom, it is reasonable to believe that

students do possess some form of reinforcement for teachers. Tharp and Wetzel

(1969) pointed out that in any social system every individual's behavior is subject

to reinforcement. If one assumes that all behavior is under the control of some

form of reinforcement, it is plausible that within the student-teacher social

relationship Ow student possesses some reinforcer. for the teacher.

Indirect evidence of student influence on teacher behavior was provided by

lerberich (1970) who assessed the effects of a simulated child's correctness on

the teaching behavior of adults. Seven undergraduate females (adults) were

observed under conditions where they taught a simulated child a marble sorting

task. The experimenter, by leading the adults to believe they were teaching a

real child, was able to systemAtically manipulate the "child's" correctness on a

trial-by-trial basis. When correctness was made contingent upon a particular

teaching behavior the adult increased the frequency at which she emitted that

behavior which increased correct responses. The reinforcement effect of the

"child's" correctness was demonstrated to influence the adult's use of tangible

reinforcer., verbal rewards and punishments, and motor behavior. More direct

evidence of student influence on teacher behavior was provided by Klein (1971)



who examined the influences of student behavior on teacher classroom behavior.

Twenty-four guest teachers, who !?ere unaware of the nature of the study, were

,invited into 24 graduate and undergraduate education clnsses. Klein manipulated

the classroom behavior of the students to include normal, positive and negatively

defined behaviors during the one class hour the guest instructor was teaching tho

class. She found that changes in student classroom behavior had a profound effect

on the classroom verbal and non-verbal behavior of the guest teachers. In a

study conducted by Graubard, Rosenberg and Miller (1971) retarded children were

trained to modify the behavior of teachers. The children were instructed in

"behavior modification theory and techniques," specifically they were taught to

use reinforcer' such as eye contact, askino for e..tra help and complimentary

comments contingent upon teacher positive or negative contacts. These procedures

resulted in dramatic increases in teacher positive contacts (praise) and a

decrease in negative contacts.

At present, the effect student behavior may have on teacher behavior in an

elementary school classroom is largely unexplored. The present study was a

limited attempt to explore the relationship between changes in student classroom

behavior and teacher behavior. More specifically, teacher responses to students

were evaluated as a function of systematic changes in the student's classrooms

behavior.

METHOD

Subjects and Set_tins

The study was conducted in a primary school which serves an upperelass

residential suburb primarily composed of professional families. A fifth grade

teacher was selected on the basis of the school principal's recommendations to

serve as the subject for the study. The teacher was a 25 year old female holding

a SS degree in elementary education with nine months teaching experience and was

recommended because of the problem behavior of several students in her class.



one of the problem children, Kobin, vas an 11 year old mole student who was

reported to be one of the worst hehnvi(r pr:Jlems in the school, he was sent to

the principal's office about every other day. Another pro,lem child was Karen,

an 11 year old female it the same fifth grade class. She, too, had a solid

reputation for ignoring behavioral rules. Both students 'care chosen on the basis

of the high scores assigned to them by the teacher on measures of disruptive

behavior, as well as through anecdotal reports given by the principal. In addi-

tion to these students, three other students were chosen at random from the class

to serve as experimental blinds to conceal the identity of the target students

from the classroom teacher.

Dependent Variables

Teacher Behavior: The responses the teacher gave to the appropriate and

inappropriate stimulus classes of the children's behavior were considered as one

response category, teacher attention. Than is, observers recorded the frequency

of teacher attention respectively to inappropriate and appropriate categories of

behavior of both Robin and Karen.

Teacher Verbal Responses: The observers' records of the teacher's verbal

responses to student behavior were rated by two independent judges to assess

the quality of these statements. Statements were rated as positive (those

containing praise statements), negative (those containing reprimands) or neutral

(those containing neither praise nor reprimands). Interjudge agreement was 87.4%.

leacher Tanking Scores: The teacher was given a stack of 3" x 5" plain white

cards each containing the name of one student in her class written on a separate

card. The teacher was asked to arrange the cards in three separate but equal

piles representing those students which were high, medium, and by on each of

the behaviors she had identified as important for her class. After th4. three

piles were completed, the teacher was asked to rank the low pile in order from

best to worst. this procedure vas carried out for each behavior included in the



appropriate and inappropriate categories. A teacher ranking score was obtained

by adding the student's ranks on all b.havIorn. A high score indicated a student

who was disruptive while a low score w.:s ineicative of a model student.

Sublective Vait of Irritation (SCI): This instrument was adapted from a

technique developed by Joseph Wolpe (1958) and used to assess the amount of

irritation the teacher subjectively assigned to each student. The teacher was

presented with a stack of 3" x 5" plain white cards each containing the name of

one student in her class. She was asked to imagine a scale from zero to one

hundred where zero represented a student who caused her no irritation and one

hundred represented the worst or most irritating student she could imagine. The

teacher was then asked to assign each student a place on the scale by writing a

number representing the student's place on the scale on a card. A high score

indicated an irritating student and a low score a model student.

Independent Variables

Student Behavior: Initially, observers entered the classroom in order to

acclimate the teacher and her students to the presence of outsiders in the room.

During these sessions, a record was kept of the student behaviors most frequently

responded to by the teacher. Then, prior to the beginning of the experiment, the

teacher, with the authors' help, identified and behaviorally defined those behav-

iors which she felt fell into two broad categories of behavior; appropriate class-

room behavior and inappropriate classroom behavior. These two categories of

behavior were considered the stimulus classes for the teacher though the teacher

was unaware of this. Both classes of behavior described the inappropriate and

appropriate behaviors for both karen and Ibbin. The inappropriate stimulus cate-

gory included behaviors such as asking questions atout teacher provided instruc-

tions. !or example, in response to teacher's instructions to "sit down" or "open

your boek," the child asked, "why should I do that?" Also, included in this



category were talking to other chil(!ren without permission, leaving seat ithout

permission and not paying attention. c:aerally, any behavior unrelated or

disruptive to the class activity vas i...21uUed by the teacher in the inappropriate

behavior category. The appropriate behavior category included behaviors such as

following instructions; for example, the student must sir down or open his hook

when instructed to do so. Also, paying attention to ongoing class activities

and having the necessary materials at his desk needed for the ongoing activities

were defined as appropriate behaviors.

Recording Techniques and Observers: Two observers were assigned to each clans

for each day of the study. One observer monitored the target student's behavior

while the other observer recorded the teacher's responses to that student.

Student observers recorded the cumulative frequency of all behaviors occurring

in each category during the observational periods. The teacher observer recorded

the frequency of teacher responses in two ways. First, the frequency of the

teacher's social attention to the students' inappropriate and appropriate behavior

was recorded. Second, the teacher observer recorded the verbal reactions of the

teacher in response to the target student's behavior. The daily observational

period consisted of approximately one hour and was divided into four equal time

periods. The two target students were observed for two Pima periods each day;

the order of observation was randomized. The behavior cf the students and the

teacher's reactions to the students were monitored throughout the study.

Observers were not told the purpose of the experiment nor were they informed of

experimental changes during the study. The observers were requested to avoid

all interaction with both the teacher and students in the class at all times.

Observer Triaging and Reliability: Six undergraduate students in an Eduva-!

tional Psychology class served as observers. All students received class credit

for participating as observers. Observers were trained through role playiat

and a video tape simulation of the classroom behaviors identified by the teacher.



Observer reliability was calculated by the total number of agreements divided by

the total number of agreements plus total r1:-.-Iher of disagreements. An agreement

between observers constituted the same TnrAber of frequency tallies for each

category of behavior. Average reliability for teacher observers was 93.97. with

a range of 90.37. to 100%. Average reliability for student observers was 83.67.

with a range of 827, to 85.4%. Observer reliabilities were also assessed following

the completion of respective baselines for each student. Teacher observers

averaged 88.97. with a range of 83.37. to 100%; student observer reliability

averaged 82.27. with a range of 77.47. to 89.77..

Design of the Study: A multiple baseline across behaviors design was used

(after Hall, Cristler, Cranston, and Tucher, 1970). This design allows for an

inference of casual relationship if behavior changes coincide across the multi-

ples at the point when the experimental procedure is introduced. After the

baselines of the teacher's reactions to each student were obtained, the experi-

mental phases vore applied successively to her reactions to Robin and later to

Karen. The teacher's reactions to both students were measured concurrently.

In an attempt to avoid possible differential treatment toward the target

students by the teacher and to obscure the identity of the target students,

three experimental blind subjects were employed although the behavior of these

students was not monitored by the observers nor was the teacher's reaction to

these students recorded. Each time the authors interviewed a target student at

least one experimental blind student was also interviewed before or after the

target student. Both target students and experimental blind students were always

seen individually. The classroom teacher was kept unaware of the identity of the

target students throughout the study. The study was carried out in four phases:

Baseline: Before beginning baseline observations, the authors met with all

the target students and the experimental blind students to solicit their coopera-

tion. All students were told that they each would be doing something different



and that it was very important that they tell no one, not even each other, about

their individual project. The importance of secrecy was repeatedly stressed

throughout all phases of each experiment. During this phase all students were

given an individual guidance activity taker. from A Teaching Program in Hunan

Behavior and Mental Health Handbook V for Fifth Graders by Ojemann, Dykstra and

Pritchett (1969). Students were not informed that they were being observed.

Instruction. Instruction was initiated with the target students during this

condition. To assess whether the student's behavior could be controlled without

the use of tangible reward, the target students were asked to think of some ways

they could improve their relationship with their teacher. The target students

individually agreed upon the behaviors previously identified as appropriate as a

way they could behave to improve their relations with their teacher. In addition,

the students agreed upon the identified inappropriate behaviors as behaviors to

be avoided. The students were not told how the behaviors were identified. Daily

confurences were held with the target students to discuss the students' efforts

anU success in changing their behavior during this phase. Although the students

were rot told the observers were monitoring their behavior, the observations

were used to informally communicate their daily progress to the students. The

experimental blind students continued to receive individual guidance activities

as in the Baseline phase.

Tangible Reward: Because the procedure used in Phase II did not result in

adequate manipulation of student behavior, the target students were offered a

tangible reward (model car kits for Robin and popular phonograph recordings for

Karen) for each two day period they emitted one or less inappropriate behaviors

per day. The students were told they were being observed and that the observers

would give daily reports on their behavior ta the authors. At this tine, the

students were also encouraged to attempt to incre4.3e their appropriate behavior

as they eliminated inappropriate behavior; ho-lever, no contingency was placed

on this. Both students were given a daily report on their performance. The



8

guidance related activities were continuA with the experimental blind students.

Reversal: Only Robin was used in this phase of E%perinent 1. He was told

that the study was completed for him, that the observers would no longer be

attending to his behavior and that he had done an excellent job. The authors

encouraged Robin to maintain his modified behavior (a high percentage of apeLo-

priate behavior). The authors continqed to interact with other children in the

class but no longer with Robin. The observers continued to monitor Robin's

behavior and the teacher's reaction to the student as in the previous phases of

the study.

RESULTS

As described in the procedure section, the teacher responses to appropriate

and inappropriate behavior were monitored for both Robin and Karen. Appropriate

behavior was considered desirable for the classroom, and inappropriate behavior

was considered undesirable. To simplify the data presentation, the childrens'

behavior is presented in terms of the percent of appropriate and the percent of

inappropriate behavior the children engaged in. The teacher's reactions to the

childrens' behavior is presented in terms of the percentage of her reaction to

appropriate and inappropriate behavior of the children.

Figure 1 -A shows that Robin engaged in a high percentage of inappropriate

behavior throughout the Baseline and Instruction phases of the study. During

these two phases, a high percentage of the teacher's responses were to Robin's

inappropriate behavior; her verbal responses to Robin were mostly negative.

(See Table I)

Insert Figure 1 here

Upon introduction of the Tangible Reward Phase, the percentage of inappro-

priate behavior emitted by Robin decreased. Concurrently, during this phase, the
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percentage of the teacher's responses to Robin's inappropriate behavior decreased;

also the percentage of her negative verbal responses decreased and the percentage

of positive verbal response rose. The percentage of Robin's inappropriate

behavior increased during the Reversal phase as did the percentage of the teacher's

responses to Robin's inappropriate behavior. The percentage of the teacher's

negative verbal responses increased slightly.

Insert Table 1 here

Table 1 indicates a decline in Teacher Ranking Scale scores over all phases

but the Reversal Phase. The SUI score remained essentially unchanged through

three phases of the study but decreased durins the Reversal phase.

Figure 1-B indicates a pattern of behavior for Karen similar to that of

Robin. Karen engaged in a high percentage of inappropriate behavior throughout

the first two phases. Likewise, a high percentage of the teacher's responses

were to inappropriate behavior emitted by Karen. A relatively high percentage

of the teacher's verbal comments were negative in nature and a low percentage

were positive during these phases. During the Tangible Reward Phase, the

percentage of inappropriate behavior emitted by Karen decreased markedly, and

concurrently, the percentage of the teacher's attention to Karen's inappropriate

behavior decreased. In additict., the percentage of negative verbal responses

decreased and the percentage of positive verbal responses rose.

Karen's SUI scores in Table 1 progressively decreased during all phases of

the study. The Teacher Rankings decreased through all phases of the study but

increased at the Last administration.

DISCUSSION

The data rresented provided evidence that changes in the classroom behavior

of the students had consistent effects on the teacher's behavior. This *widows
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is made more compelling through the use of the multiple baseline design. With

such a design, if the effect occurs su_ossively as the treatment is multirly

applied, then it is possible to make ca-ual L..fereneen. In this study, the

treatment was applied successively across the teacher'.- behavior toward students.

The modifications in both students' inappropriate behavior (the independent

variable) coincided with decreases in the teacher's behavior toward each respective

student. The type of teacher social attention, whether predominately to appro-

priate or inappropriate student behavior, delivered by the teacher varied for

both students as a result of their change of behavior. This is consistent with

findings by Klein (1971) that the behavior of college students has a profound

effect on teachers and Graubard (1971) where retarded stuaents were able to learn

to reinforce specific teacher behaviors. In addition, the quality of the teacher's

verbal responses (whether positive or negative), the amount of subjective irrita-

tion caused by each student and the teacher's ranking score for each student

appeared to vary as a result of the experimental changes made in the student's

behavior.

Two features of this study merit further discussion. First, the study was

modeled on other studies which have attempted to modify a teacher's classroom

behavior directly and the student behavior indirectly (Cormier, 1970, McAllister,

et al, 1969). In this type of study, the students' behavior was changed through

the intervention of the experimenters who got the teacher to change his behavior

through the use of instructions. These investigators held frequent conferences

with the teachers involved following experimental sessions to provide feedback in

the form of praise or criticism to the participating teachers. In some cases

it was necessary to provide more tangible rewards (such as college credit) in

order to secure the teacher's cooperation (Hall, 1971). In this study, an attempt

was made to change the childrens' behavior through instruction in much the same

manner that has been generally employed with teachers. That is, the children were
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A. The ncrcentage of
response to Robin

S. The percentage of
response ti Karen

FIGURE 1

inappropriate behavior mitted by Robin and the teacher's percent",:, rf
's inappropriate behavior.
inappropriate behavior emitted by Karen and the teacher's percenta:e of
's inappropriate behavior.
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