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", ,/ABSTRACT - fa o ! ol I

¢+ -This investigatiun examined thx:ee aspects Of the

‘verbal ] of in 'a” classro setf_inq. (a) \

Lo e nla:ummip between teachers' ‘natural rates of praise
0 and disapproval, (b) “the efficm:y of. audio-cueing as a ce el
P nethod of training teachers to increase éheit praiue rates;.:. - .°

iy ... :and@ (c) the effect of sxperimencally manipnlaud rates of

praise on teachers natural Tates of ﬂisapprdval.
‘Twenty—two elenentarymchool teachers were . x:anﬂomly

i o " “assigned to ong of two expexinental, groups.| Both. groups

2 participated smux,«é;eomy duping both an initial base- L N

Aine peri.od ‘anda treathent period in which teachers vere

asked to praise soheone ‘ipon-hearing a tandamly-scheduled

auditory cue. | Between the' initial baseline and the ‘treabl\e,nt

‘périod, one group participated in a second baseline peridd:
= ‘during which the tréati ia dnled

o e g

P tone, Wwas pre wxchout: any e J! tioh to the

For convenieénce this grdup was called "dauble-haselme tol
<l - distinguish it from the "single-baseline* group which

participated Quring only the initial baseline period.

The . second baseline period was included to measure the: - 0
" . effect Of the trestment apparatus used ¥aisolation. k .
# the study, of the i praise and - °

'y B ai oval vere d by observers. The




e teachers did ‘not know that their’ disapproval responses
were beinq recarded, and only: during the treatment aia 7

they know their praise re were being

. : ‘The results of the.investigation were as fullwa.
- First, both groups emitted equivalent rumbers af praise
and disapproval responses during both the’ initial baseline

By 7 “aind treament periods. This result supports the efficicy

of the randomization proceduze Second, durinq the initial

. bakelirie, teachsrs emitted Bigxuficantly higher: nuibers
of disapproval responses than praxse teqponses. This .~

T, result wis in accord with the results of previous research
onythis topic, ~Third, for double"bascline teachers, there
w:%zsiq'ni'ﬁcant difference in the number of p:.m;e ’

 responses emitted during the £irst and second baiseline,

T periods. This result suggests that the unexplained ch_"x-‘

rences of the tone did not alter the ! teachers’ praise -

rates. ‘Fourth, during the second baseline, double-baseline
teachers emitted significantly fewer disapproval responses

than they did during the initial baseline. This unexpected *

& " result sllqgests that either fhe nexplained occurrences

‘ of ‘the téne had a significant: effect upon teachers' :
expressions of disapproval, or other sighificant but .
i unidentified sources of variance are operating during the

second baseline pericd. “Fifth, during treatment,. the
nunber of teachers' praise responses was significantly
higher than-thit £pr either the initial or second baseline

¢




i . [

y » . periods. This result supports prevxou! research on the *

(W

. “efficacy of-audio-cueing'as'a ;technigie e training
w
Unedls 8y teacherq to increase their praise rates. Sikth, during

enitted si c lover numbers

of disapproval fesponses than during both the initial and
second baseline periods. This result indicates thit as
/

teachers' praise. ratés increase in response to auditory

| 5
In genexal., the results suggest that an :.nvetse g o

cues, ‘their natural .rates of’ dxaapprovu]. decrease.

relationship exiéts. between manipulated rates of teacher

praise ‘and rates of ai 1; hovever,- this

\' suggestmn is quhfmd by ah unexplained solrce of o

~variance which precipitated‘a sSignificant decline in , o5 J

y feachers' disapproval from the initial tothe second w )
baseline.' 'Additional research is necessary to identify~

the nature of: the relationship between praise and dis- t

approval. If, as thepresent. investigation suggests, the

relationship is an inverse one, it implies that an wicon-

trélled confounding viriable may have been operating in
previous studies and prograns” concernied with the mangpulatiori ©
g ] of teacher praise and its effect upon Btudent behavior. -

v A
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" praise and disapproval affect the benavior and “acadenic’ °.

_below.) " In contrast, disapproval does not ‘Sppaax t:o have

A ué\ln11¥ been stated as any negative comment indicating. blame,

i g . SN
o ; : CHAPTER X .

INTRODUCTION ¢, g o e »

It has been well documented that teachers' rates of

performance of school chlldren. The effect Of teache'pzahe

ound repeatsdly to’

has been stud:.ed frequently and - has beE

facilitate good vior and good in children.

(ALl empirical and theoretical statements are xefe:enced

beén-studied as extenswely as’ praise. Furthemore, the ~

studies that have investigated the effects of teache: dis-

appraval on Shilren have ‘frequently régorted confliéting * |

£indings. Disapproval has been found in some inStances to-

inhibit problem behavi6rs in childrén; 'in others, to increase = !

problem’ behaviors:

ing what’ 2 are comminigatings .

when referring ‘to praise ‘or disapproval necessitates a
definition of ghese terms. Generally ; researchers have

defined praise as any positive comment indicating. approval; : 1

and/or on of achxev&nenc made by a
teather to an individual-child, a group of childrén, or to

the class as, a wholé. Praise has been uséd interchangeably -

with the'term approval: ~ The-d@efinition of disapproval has .

Ly




3 "‘

s cxitxcxm, u:oldimg, thxeats, dusatll!uctlca with pex-
fnmanua, or ridicule made by a teacher to an i.muvidul
child, a gzoup of chudx, or to the el.u as - a whole. ¢

Disapproval has besn udsed interchangesbly with bisme and Sl
:ri.ticlm. In a few instances, the definitions of both >

—praise and_ 1 -have y gome ‘n t g R

pe behavsozu -uch as nuz.nq and p!tting or !xvvning andn
y hittinq; relpectivclyJﬁ!er,Mlula ‘of the difficult J

in’ c .non: ior, h.—w
o tucial geatuxen, most: xeuarcl\an hnve Limited : thaix-
* definitions of praise . and di val to vnrbal dorg? -,

In att to find

v-y- of delling
with problem behavinrs in school children, tllsnzchexl have
enployed various ‘methods to train teschexs to, change their ¥

natural rates of praise. Generally, it hu been noted ﬂmt

when praise rates are increased, appropriaté student

such as to apd

assigned tasks, are alsc a. - Mternatively, a
in praise rates has been found to result in an increase in '
inappropriate student behavion, .e.g., not attending to the-.
f:achaz, not =omp1eting assigned hlkl- . e % ‘

- Much lel- lx‘equantly, dilapptwal ntes have bun
manipulated’ thxougn teacher tuininq. ‘When theae manipu— LS
lations havs been mpo:tea. thg’ef!ectl of changes in ;
disnpproval rates on. childxen bahuviur hnve varied

considzrably. In lome leudiel, g ntes of di




hav_'e been shown t6 result in an ‘increase in inappropriate
, - student’ behaviors; while in others, increased disapproval

a 2 in d ate behavi

while thue appears to be g‘eneral agreement on the
g effects 'of children's behavior of altering. tedchers'  praise
rates, there is lu:tle aq:eemem: on the effects of altexing
teacher disapproval rates.
’ Hampulated rates of teacher praise Tasd disapproval
o have heen dzntmstza&eﬂ to be mpurtant ‘variables' 1n chanqxng
puprlls' béha ior. The most frequantly encountered manipu-

lation seems’ tb. be the training of teachers, to increage

o

po thel.r pralse rute "

‘of r.h;s i ‘on.

. behavxors have bee.n documented freq\;ently in a large number

ot s igations,. An ion.of i is that, in

genbral, thesé investigations have not included any con=

of the di ral _variablé. Given that teacher

ﬂxsapproval rates h.we been shown to effect behavior change.s,

it that téacher ai 1 rates may

“have confounded, K same degree, the results of studies 7 .

cmcemea cmly vith the effects on children's. behavior of
mcxeased rates of . teacher praise. In order to be able to .
att:ibu!:e changes in children ‘s beliavior exclusively to

czeased praise. it seems necessary to debemine what

happens to teaihers' natural rates oi axsapproval when

teachers ‘are famed to increasa their px'axse rates. -

Mumuonal e is 1 to help ine the *




relationship between rates of praise and disappxoval

following increases in teacher praise rates. If dontinuing

research tends to support the position that disapproval :>
& v e B
rates are unaffected by ingteases in teacher praise rates,
.. then disapproval could be dismissed as a confounding

variable in'existing studxes of dncreased teacher. praise.

.’ However, if it could be sy tiated that “in

. teacher praise rates are panicd by

o‘r in dis 1 rates, then dlsap?f{val-

would have to be recognized as ‘a possible confoundan

I variable in all studies of elevated praise rates, as well

as "in all behavior modification prog involving

rates of praise. : -

. The of ‘this. i igat are: (a) to
" study teachers' natual rates of _praise and disapproval;

(b) to txam teachers to increase’their rates of praise,

“and o) k0 ine what happens to teachers' natural
rates of aisapproval whin they redeive training to increase’ |
their hrajse rates:  The paucity of information about the .

, relationship between praise and disapproval suggests that .

- such an investigation will assist the task of better under-
standing the effects of teacher praise and disapproval on

student. behavior. - a E s




CHAPTER 2
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RELATED, LITERATURE AND HYPOTHESES

An extensive summary of fifty years of research

" on the effects of teacher praise and blame on the performance

of school children concluded that praisé has been found
generally to have a facilitating effect on'children's
performance, whereas ‘blame has been found qenerally to
frave -3 detrimental effect on children's perfornance (Kennedy
& Willcutt, 1964). -
Support for the efficacy of praise has since been
reported by several investigators: B;\:ket, Madsen, Arnold,
and Thomas (1967) ; axode}{; Bruce, Mitchell, Carter and Hall’
(1970); Madsen, Becker and Thomas '(1968); McAllister,

iak, Baer and an (1969); 0'Leary and Becker

(1968) ;- ‘Schutte and Hopkins (1970); Spencer (1971); Thomas,
Becker and Armstrong ‘(1968); Werd and Baker (1566 :
Resulcs consistent with the findings of Kennedy
and Willeutt (1964) on teacher disapproval have been sub-
sequently reported in several investigatxons' Hall, Panyan,
Rabon aiid Broden (1968) Madsen,. Becker, Thomas, Koser and -
Plager (1968); Thomas et al. (1968); 0'Leary and Becker

(1968). 'These investigators suggest that increasing the

rate ‘of teacher di ior may i problem




behaviors in children.

Results discrepant with most studies of the effects

of teacher di 1 have been by’ Jones and
Millar (1974). They have noted that verbal disapproval

is in the di of a group

only if it is combined with specific non-verbal disapproval

behaviors.

In additi several > have

to praise in conjunction with criticizing of, ignoring

inappropriate behavior. Madsen, Becker and Thomas (1968)

found that i ing i iat or and simultaneously
a 5 i ate i classroom behavior. .
McAllister et al. (1969) dem that the

% - of disapproval for disruptive behaviors and praise for
] - appropriate behaviors substantially reduced the inciéencp
of disruptive behaviors. : )

Despite the repeated reports of the consistency
of ‘Praise as a modifier of students’ behaviors, and the
inconclusive reports of the efficacy of disapproval, at

least two studies concluded that the majority of teachers

st

they ied had i idual rates of di that were

e s VDN :

¥ R s B
{ higher than their individual rates of praise (Thomas, Presland,
‘ . Grant, Dily & Glynn, 1978; White, 1975).

! Noting the well documented beneficial effect of

teacher praise on student behavior, and the naturally 1
4 9

praise rates of many + have




~. teachexs -

engaged in training teachers to modify their praise rates
(Clark, Macrae, Ida & Smith, 1975; Cossairt ) Eall &

Hopkins, 1973; Hall, Lnnéd & Jackson, 1968; Madsen, Becker

& Thomas, 1968; Parsonson, Baer & Baer, 19747 Rule, 19727
Saudargas, 1972; Spencex’, 1977; Thomas et al. 1968; Vﬂn
Houten & Sullivan, 1975). At least five training technigues
have been-utilized by these investigators.® These techniques
have been reviewed extensively by Spencer (1977) and each

is summarized below.

* The specific.instruction technique, that is, using

only written or verbal instructions to alter the praise

rates of: teachers, seems to have been successful in increas-:

ing thchiers' ‘praise.rates in some studies (Madsen, -Becker
& Thomas, 1968) but not in others" (Cossairt et al., 1973;
Rule, 1972)." Consequently, specific instruction, in
isol?tinn,‘ appears to be an upxeluble method of incrusﬁq
teachers' praise rat

A second train i 1

to’ teachers, also appears to have been effective in raising

, teachers' praise rates for some researchers (Parsonson et

al., 1974; Saudargas, 1972; Thomas, 1971). but not for others
(Cossairt et al., 1973; Rule, 1972). 1In addition to the

le effi of .t.he hni in ra!.sing

teache,rs' praise rates, this technique requires trequznt

teacher interruption which may be disruptive for many




K tmrd traxnmg prccedu:e fokr elevating cenchers'

praise xates is described by Rule (1972) as direct mter—

a trained obsdrver praises appmpnate teacher behavior,
and, when a ‘teachet exhibits lnappropriate behavios, the
observer takes chax’ge of the class and models' appropx‘iate
“| behavior. ‘This dxrect Lntewention ‘procedure appears
etfective in changing teacher behavior; however, it also
may be aversive to’ many teachets although there appears to
be no evidence ‘to suppon: this. . ’ I
A fourth techmque whu:h haa been used succeasfuuy
"¢o ‘raise teaghers' praise rateg is actually ‘a.combination .
i includix}q sevdral procedures described pxeviouny.' Clark
et al. (19751/ devised a combination. 0f each of/four training
techniques; namely, wn:cen 1nstruct10ns, modélling, verbal
feedback, and’ graphic feedback. ' Although the Clark et.al..
(1975) technique ed to be 1in ing

- teachérs’ praise’rates, the modelling and feedback. aspects

of ‘the procedure could be unac able tp some

A fifth technique for ‘altering teacher béhavior
u:volves cue:.ng teachers to respcnd in’ a manner pteviously
8 ' aztanged. Hall et al. (1968) succesafuny employed a visual

+ Havi

Gue to prompt h to praise

Wl.th a yisual cue, however, there is _the dlsaﬂvantaqe of
the t,eachers having to maintain constant visual contact

with the person dispensing-the: visual cue.

vention'and moﬂell:mg. When direct intetventxon is e.mployed,

Vo pecpiidin
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L

© (1977) studies, and because th:.s training method is econom—

warrants a more detailed description. % L

* only.

A 'variatich of . the Ball et al. (1968) procedure
was utilized by Van Houten and.Sullivan (1975) and Spencer
(1977) . This variation, empldygd'an aiditory cue as a
technique to prompt teuche’a to elevate their praige rates.

Because audio-cueing following previous instructions
to teachers. was effective'in increasjng the praise rates of

all the teachers in both the Van Houtsn (1975) and Spencer ’

ical, edpily implemented and mnimany disruptive of nomal
classroom roufine, the audio-cueing procedure appears to
be an_ exceptionally effective method of training that

In both the Van Houten and Sullivan (1975) and the

Spencer (1977) studies, teachers were asked to praise sofie

previously defined appropriate behaviors whep they heard  °
i

a randomly scheduled tone delivered ‘from a cassette recorder.
During the training phase of ‘both studies; teachers' praise
ratés stabilized at rates many times higher than their
baseline praise v-rates. one difference between the two
sthaies is that the teachers in the Van Houten and Sullivan

(1975) study were aware “that the observers present were

there to assist in elevating teachers' praise rates, whereas

the téacher in the Spencer (1977) study was informed that.

the observer was recordiny changes in children's behaviors

B S
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Researchers have oftén manipulated teacher praise . 7

rates and, in some instances, manipulated teacher éxs.p@gzc{vn‘_'
rates (Madsen, Becker & Thomas, 1968; Thomas et al. 1968).7 ]
Few researchers, -though; have recorded what Happens to * . -1
im—.ura} rates of teacher disapproval when teachers® rates = 1%
of praise’are increased through training. Cossairt et al.,
. 1973). reported that,when the praise rates of three teachers
were increased, thére appeared to be no significant changes . ] .
in'their disapproval r-'ates; however,’ these |teachers had
/ " . very 10w baseline rates of disapproval in comparison with

baseline rates of di:

a;E:oval recorded in some other studies
" : (Thomas et al., 1975; White, 1975). These very low rates

" of disapproval emitted by the Cossairt et al: -(1973)

teachers may have created a’ "floor eéf‘ect", that wouldghave
. prealuied, thé secarding ub Suttee significant declines ;
in the rates of disapproval. N
‘Considered in gotal, the literature on this topic
suggests that praise and qisappmvai 'are.both effective -
modifiers of behavior; however, the literature also suggests

that ‘the n of the’ i on of these two

variables is ‘a subje¢t that requires additionil fesearch.

Fufther clarification of a possible relationship between

p/raisé and dis:-ppmvh may. iiave important implications for
o both theorists and practitioners. I§ futuré investigators

were to demonstrate either a direct or inverse relationship

. between increased praise rates and subsequent natural dis-




1967; Brodin et al., 1970; Hall, Lund & Jackson, 1968;

11

approval rates, then disapproval may become recognized as

\
a'possible confounding variable-in. research-and/or behavior.
prograns that do not coitrol for isapproval rates when
dealing specifically with praise responses. .For example,

most of the previously cited i igati that have

attributed significant changes in children's behaviors _

solely to increased teather praise rates appear not to have
considered the possibility that disapproval rates may also

have chanqad as praise rates Were changed . (Becker et al.,

McAllister et al., 1969; Spencer, 1977; Ward & Baker, 1968,
etc.). If such simultaneous changes occurred; then the
restltant behavior changes may have been attributable to

more than just praise.. 'Either eliminating the possibility

of a relationship between praise and disapproval or estab-
lishing a definite link between teacher praise and disapproval
would help the task of understanding the effects of both

approval and dllapproval on behavior.

Because little attention has béen focused on exploriig
a possible connection. betwéen rates of praise ani disapproval
’ther»e is little evidence available to suggest the probable
nature of the relationship. At least three relationships

may be postulated: (a) no change in disapproval rates as

ptaisa:rates are increased (Cossairt et al., 1973)€ (p) an

increase’ in disapproval rates as praise rates aré increased--

. perhaps because of the possibility of teachers': becoming

e
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. - : : ‘
no®e attentive to all'behaviors, including inappropriate

ones while they are being trained to detect and praise

" appropriate i?ehaviors: and (c) a decrease in -disapproval
e

as praise rates are increased. Although'the literature
concéming'é possible relationship between praise and dis-
onge. ] x

approval is sparse, what evidence does exist tends to support

‘the third alternative; that'is, that disapproval rates

decrease .as praise rates increase: While this'alternative

.is'ngt'in accord with the Cossaﬁ:;t/ et al. (1973) finding

of'no change in disapproval rates as praise rates increased, .

a careful analysis of-the Madsen, Becker and Thomas (1968)

study suggests the relationship between prompted' praise

~and g s reductions ‘in. di val may be i 1

These investigators attempted to reduce problem behaviors

in.children by several means including: manipulating..
v

teachers' praise :ateé, implementing specifit classroom

rules, ‘and instructing ! to .ignore i iate - .
behaviors. Their results indicate a con}:inuous decline ir;
the 'rate .of disapproval -over the \tiu;ation of ‘the investi- =
gation. B E - )
Given the inclusion in the investigation of
instructions to teachers .t.o ignore inappropria‘te behavior
rather than express disapproval, the steadily declining

disapproval: rates reported by Madsen, Becker and Thomas

(1968) cannot be i e as a I i in
expressed disapproval. However; Madséﬁ, Becker and Thomas

&

i
3
4
7
i




(1968) also included in their experiment a' second baseline

period during which no instructions were given to teachers

and in which a decline in dis;ﬁproval rates was algo re-

corded. This result tends-to support the position that a
s ;

possible in, di

1 occurs ‘as,
praise rates are increased. .This support is qualified by
the fact that it is impossible to separate the influence

of the instruc the previously con-

cérning ignoring 1nappropriate behaviors f£rom wholly

idns in @i

1 during the second

_baseline period sdescribed-by Madsen, Becker and Thomas

(1968)..

. Additicnal support, albeit tentative and indizect,
for the position that disapproval rates may deczease as
praxse rates increasé may be qieaned £rom the general

ln:exature on pralse and di 1. i 7 | iy

cited xepeatedi’y reports that increased praise rates appear

to increase appropnace behayiors and. decrease inappro-

pridte behaviors. Thus teachers may, 4 they dre increasing
their 'praise rates, be decreasing simultaneotisly the
nimbers of inappropriate behaviors to which they would
ordinarily respond with disapproval, th/ereby reducing

their disapproval rates as well. Although varying effects
of disapproval-on behavior. have been noted, the most
frequent ‘finding of the studies reviewed ‘for-the present

investigation hias béen ‘that’ decreases in disapproval rates
: p ; :




tend to ~inc) in 4 iate behavior

(Hall, Panyan, Rabon & Broden, 1968 MadSen, Becke:, Thomas,
Koser & Plager, 1968; Thomas et al., 1968; O'Leary & Becker,

1968). I the converse of this finding caf be accépted as

le, i.e., tha in ai val rates tend.

ate behas s, then

if decreuginq disapproval rates were actually a confounding’

variable in ‘studies of *‘elevated praise rates, the decreasing

dxsapp:oval rates may be strengthenan the effects of '

_increasing praise rates by also reducing inappropriate

behaviors. If decreasing rates of disapproval are con-
/tributing to behavior changes which are identijl to. those
associated with ‘elevated praise rates; then it’can be

/ readily understood why so many studies not controlling .

for changing disapproval rates, have reported significant

in i iate i following the- elevatién
of praxse rates. o i :
The :acionale offered above to support the puntmn

that increased praise rates ai 1

rates can'also be used %o refute the alternative that dxs-

appmval rates’ are duectly related to praise rates. Increased

aisa 1 rates often i ses ininappro- = .

priate behaviors (Hall, Panyan,.Rabon & Broden, 1968;
Madsen, Becker, Thomas; Koser' & Plagér, 1968; Thomas et
al., 1968; 0'Leary & Becker, 1968). ~Conseguently, the

increases in i*zappro‘priate behaviors associated with




;" v
increased disapproval rates should counterbalance .the

s in -iate béh rs associated with -

increased praise rates; thezeby producing no significant
‘change in’ behavior. In contrast, the studies of the effects
of praise generally report signifxcmt decreases in inap-
propnate behaviors, (e.g., Beckex: et al., 1967; Broden

et al., 1970; Hall, Lund & chkaon, 1968; McAllister et,
al.; 1969; Spenegi, :1977; Ward & Baker,. 1968).° Thus, the'

“coptention that @isapproval rates increase as.praise rates

increase appears to have no support in the.relevant lit-

erature. ° : .

In general, the literature reviewed 'éppéars to
support: the postulation of three’ hypotheses. 5

First, the results of Thomas et al. (1978) and
White(1975) suggest ‘that teachers' natural rates of dis-
approval will be higher than their natural rateés. of praise:

Second, -tle work of Van'Houten'and Sullivan (1975)

and Spencer. (1977)-on audi ing _that o
praise :’ates willincrease significn‘ntly as a result of
1nstxuct10n to emit pzaise responses followmg each i
auditory cue. % \

Third, the Madsen. Becker and Thomas (1968) results

~in pazticular und the praise and ‘disapproval hteratuze

in general suggest that teacher dlsapproval rates will
decxease cuncomt:antly as teacher praise rates are increased
thropgh training.
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A for a summazy of information about: the particlputlng

'teachers .

_experiment was accomplished by visiting various )ﬁheou and
N V. 1 B

. METHOD - y >

Subjects e Coe 5o : . "
“From four elemem;“y schosls under the ju:isdiction #

of the Avalon Cpnsolidnted Schnol Board in St. Jo){n &

land, .24 e y. school (1‘8 fuma].e!

and 6 males) v L to participate in ‘the 5§
investigation. The teachers varied in age, level of

.grade 1éve1 |(Grades K to six). 'see Appendix
|

experience, ang

The recruiting of ‘participﬁting taache;‘s for the
\

the as one ied ‘with the :

recording of various. claustoom hehavibts. No mennen Of

the dependent variables, praise and disapproval, was made
to.the teachers. .The teachers were told that some undis-

clnaed vetbal responses would. be: xequired of them, and that -

they Hould be receivi_ng some. type of cue’ from one observer o
who would be piesent for .every gession' of the experiment.

In order to preserve the spontaneity of the ’pan—.icipam—.s'

praise and dxsappx:oval responses it was not made ‘clear. to

the teuchers whethex‘ they and/or thelz pupila wcu].d be st\ﬂled.




Of the 24 teachers reéruited, 12 were randomly

" assigned to bﬁe group which was exposed to two ‘baseline

~.conditions (double-basaline group). The remaining 12 wsra
tandomly asuiqned to a second group which was exposed to
“-only one' baseline condition (single-baseline qrou'p). One
teacher from the sanle—basel).ne group was excluded from

the experiment afcer the first baseline phase because

. her natural rate of praise was not at all consislent with

w that of the remaining 23 teachers. To equate the two

f‘;-_ S S

groups, one teacher was randomly eliminated from the.

double-baseline group. \

Setting ’ =y
This atudy was conducted /in’ the natural classroom

settl.ng of each af the teachers mvolved.

\
. . . § /
Apparathus : /
A Sony Cassette Recorder dispensed the auditory cues

: / e
required for the experiment. The cué itself consisted of

a-piano note, G above middle C, sr_r/x’xck once: This ¢ue o
toie waspresénted according to a variable-tiné, -const
probability .schedule at a, mean rate of one “tone every two
minytes for each of the 20-minute observation sessions
dnung the unexplained-tone phase and the treatment phase
(camia & Reynolds, 1968; Zexler, 1968) :

17




_sistently similar data and the training period términated g J

94.6%).

Observation and Recording Procedure e .
" The observers. The data wexe recorded by tws
obsetvers trained specifically for this experiment. The .
training proceeded as follows. Initially, both observers
jointly recorded on protecé;s the praise and disapproval

behaviors of two differ ' over four 20-minute

observation sessions. WNext, both observers attended eight
adaitional 20-minutg sesBions and recorded independently
the praise and disapproval rates of the two previously
observed teachers, neither of "Hham was involved i‘n the
exper‘imel;t proper. .

. An interobserver reliability check computed at.

this time revealed that both observers were yielding con-

(Reliability for praise, 90.5%; reliability for disapproval, .

_Following. the period, all ‘experime 1

were e by one rver except during four -

pre-scheduled, reliabil o ions made

all phases. of the study when each observer independently >

rated the same 20-minute session. The results of theseé

checks are presented in Chapter 4.
' Method of recording.’ In accord with the Van Houten
and Sullivan (1975) procedure, observation sessions were- *

each of 20 mintes duration. Ych session was divided into

ten intérvals to facilitate data recording.

B PGS,




In etder to mmuuzé the possibility of\teachers
memorizing the cueing schedule, three cuemg tapet were

prepared -each with schedules that differed randomly“\from

each other™while’| ing a’'mean ntation rate of
one ‘Cue évery two minutes. The three tapes were randomly -

rotated at each session with each teacher. s w1

Definition of Terms

Teacher praise was defined ‘as any positive verbal

N f ' .
¢~ comment (not contingent’ on any specific behavior) expressing

p) 1, ion, ‘achievement or that was

! made by the teacher to an individual child, a group of .
1 . childi,en in the ‘class or ‘the class as a whole. Praise words, i
plirases or sentences included "That's good," (approval), ‘J
"I'like you, you make me happy" (approval), "You-are doing

it well" (comenﬂation) , 'and "That's the way to do it"

| . " (endorsemient). A

| Teéacher. disapproval was defined as‘any regative

expressing blame, criticism, scolding; threat, dissatisfaction,

|

} ! verbai comment (not contingent on any specific behavior)
f :

i ridicule,. censure, disdginful correction, and privilege
{

deprivation that was made by the teacher to an individual * e

ehila, a group of chilaren in the class, or the.class as a.
whole! Disapproving words, phrases or sentences included
§ e i " "That's wrong, don't do that," "Stop-talking," "You are

'wasting time," "If you dop't stop, you'll be punished.®

i
|
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For each'teacher praise response, a plus (+) mark
was placed within the 1nterval in whu:h the praise response

o words, or t of praise

were recorded as individyal praise responses; e.g., if a
teacher said "You are doing -great, and you're a good boy"
in sequence to one child, then two praise responses were

recorded. .

For each teacher disapproval response a minus (-)-

mark was placed within the interval in which the disapproval

response occurred.. Separate words, phrases or statements

of disapproval were x:ecorded as 1n151vxdua1 dlsupproval

responses; e if ‘a' teacher said "You are bad today amrd

_you are getting on my nerves” in sequence to one child,

then two ai al were

The frequencies for each of the pglse and. dis=
approval behaviors were then totalléd.for each 20-minute;
observation session (see Appendix B for a sample’ record

form).

xperimental Procedure
' The basic paradigm for this study was a
quasi—experxmental design, in'which repeated measures

‘were taken thruughout the haseh.ne and treéatment. penods.

' An mportan: characteristic of thx.sbdesan is that all

subjects move through each experimental period simultaneé-

By




ously. This p(rm:edu:e differs. from the frequently
employed multiple-baseline’ technique in which subjects

may rove. through each upézi‘q.entﬂ period.at different
times. The maltiple-baseline technique was considered for
the present study; however, if this techniqué were utilized

in the inves: ion the' variables; '

rates of praise and di 6val, could be

"by the frequent, naturally occurring interactions among”

the participatihg teachers. In order to minimize such @\

ation it was: ve that all subjects be -

involved: in'each experinehtal ‘phase simultaneously.. This
constraint necessitated the use of the pres_en’t design,
even lthough it is acknowledged that the usé Of ‘this design
can.involve some loss of experimental control ‘due to
finesretated sbuties of yariancey: Tn ithe present inves-
tigation, these were consiflered minimal relative to the
possible, loss of contr6l inhérent in' the choice of.a
nultiple-baselife design. .- ’

¢ An-experiment ‘incorporating ‘the present design
was replicated simultaneously with two groups, the double-
‘baseline ‘group and the single-baseline group.: A tabular

on of the i 1 design employed with

these two, groups is given in Table 1.
Precedents -for the -time’ frames utihzed in al1 o
phaaes of this study occur in Van Houten and Sullxvan (1975)

and Spencer (1977). Scheduling was arranged. so that-each:

b et S e St

|
!
|
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e TABLE 1
. ‘Tabular | ion of th 1 Design Bnployed
: In the Bresent Investigation
Number of
20-minute :
sessions 0 -10 11 - 20 21 - 40
~'\bouble- A Baséline 1+ A, Baseline 2+ Ay Treatment
baseline (observation (observation (teachers ‘are
group’ only) with unex- asked topraise
N = : -plained tone)  when they hear
Y . " ; a ‘tone) il
.
L% ~
single~  Bj Baseline 1+ -+ =+ By Treatment
baseline  (observation - (teachers are
group only) asked to praise -
=1 : ) when they hear
a- tone)
v
Note: . A - denotes double-baseline group

B - denotes single-baseline group.

The small humbers (1, 2, 3) after the group
call”letters, denote changes in phases through

which each group passes during the experiment.




teacher participated in four daily sessions per week. 2
The time of the day for the ses:sions varied in accox;d with
the teachers' schedules. i

Baseline 1. Both groups participated simultaneously
in the fitst baseline period which imvolves 10 observation
sessions for each Jf the 22 teachers. Experimental conditions
were the same for l(;‘ath groups during this period. The -only
thangé from normal' classroom routine during this baseline
was that an’observer was present. 'The teachers were not
aware that ‘the observer was recording theif rates of praise
and’aisapproval. oo : 7 \

Baseline 2. Only the double-baseline teacherd
participated in this second baseline period.” This period
included.10 observation sessions for-each of the 11

teachers.  Diring Baseline 2 thé treatment apparatus, i.e.,

the tone sc d by a rder, was d in
_the- same manneras in the treatment period, except the
purpose of the tone was riot! expla].pad to the teachers.

The teachers were informed only that the observer would be
measuring the effect of the tone on classroom behavior.

The purpose of Baseline 2 was to measure any effect
of the experimental apparatus, used in isolation, on teacher
rates of praise and disapproval. . - =

Treatment, Following Baseline 2 all teachers were
informed that their préise rates had been recorded during

the two baseline periods and that throughout' treatment




e

their praise rates wo;xld continue being recorded: "No-':

., .. ', mention of the continuous recording of disapproval rates
| throughout all phases of the study was made.to ‘the teachers
at any time during the study. -In addition, ‘the definitions.

of praisé utilized for the px‘—esenc investig,atiun‘w‘gre

presénted to the teachers, and the teachers were insérycud

to praise a child, a group of children} or the class .as a 2
. " whole: upon heanng edch, ccne delivered hy the cassette

‘ recorder. As the tones sounded at a mean rate of one per |

two n\mutes, each tepcher was’ axpected to make at least 10

praise :esponses du:inq each session of the treat‘.\nent period.

‘ : The treatment ifvolved 20 observation sessions for each of
% . the 22 teachers. ’
& , , :
| ' Reliability - . e 4
b T A, 4 For the teacher behaviors, i.e., rates of praise

and dlsapp!'oval, occurrence. telxab:.l:.ty was calculated by
an 1nterobsemr procedure. F;ve rehamlu:y checks were
executed; the first one was calculated at the end of the
observer training period, the second on the first day of
Baseline 1, the third on the first day of Baselme 2, the

- . fourth on .the first day of treatmenc, and the last on the

eleventh day of treatment. - ' Each of these reliablhty checks

was calculated on data collected simultaneously and in‘de- i

pendently by both ‘observers over 80 minutes of observation
o i time, In the first religbility check, the B0 minutes




—

comprised two 20-minute sessions with each of two teachers.

For each of the remaining four zellability checks, the 80
n:lnuta- of duemtion co-p:u-d m zo-snuce session

th.h each of four teachers.

SR

Nk i



‘This analysis Tevealed that, during B

CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Reliab:.‘ ity 4 q, = ¥ -

Interobserver reliability was' computed for the
five reliability checks included in the present study.

Reliabilities were calculated bi dividing ‘the number of

on the ce of a jor (praise’or-
disapproval) by ‘the number of. agreements plus the. number
of disdgreements and multiplying by 100.

‘The reliabilities ébtained during eac;{ specific .,
reliability check arge given in Table 2. ‘The mean inter-
observer reliability calculated for praise responses was -
94%, with a range of 90.5% to 96.4%. . The mean interobserver
‘reliability calculated for disapproval responses is 92.9%

&uth a range of 90.3% to 95.5%: o B

Teachers' Behaviors
To test the efficacy of the randomization procedure

utilized with the 22 teachers,.a compgrison &f the verbal

behavior .of the. two experimental groups was conducted.
eline 1, there were
no_significnt differences betwsen eithpF the umber of ,

praise responses or the number of disapproval(responses

P ; s
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) Exgnxflcantly from Basellne 1 to Baseline 2 (X

‘28

" of the two ‘groups; similarly, during treatment, there were

no significant differences between either the number of

praise responses’ of the numbers of disapproval Tesponses

- of both groups (see Appendix C). 'These findings indicate

that- the randomization proceduxe successfully’ divided the

22 teachers ‘into- twoigroups that were equivalent on measures
of praise and disapproval. oy
The means, standard deviations, and ranges of the

%sezved praise and di & of all

during the three experimental phases are ‘summarized in Table 3.
Table.3 indicates that, during Baseline 1, dis-
approval responses occurred more frequently with both-groups
of teachers than did praise responses (X = 59.40 - X = 38.50,
respectively; t [21] =.4.34, p < .001). The result supports
Hypothesis 1: That teachers' naéural rates of z{isapp:ovn
are higher than their natural ratés of praise.
The analysis oé praise and disapproval responses

during Baseline 2 dinvolved a one-way repeated measures

analysis of vari and a 1s comparisons
conducted on the double-baseline group's praise and dis+

approval responses émitted during Baselirie 1, Baseline 2,

and treatment. These analyses confirmed that the ‘praise

responses Of the dcuble—baseline group ﬂl.d not ‘change

36.36 - X =.

30.50, respectxvely). ’l‘hese analyses also indicated that

the disdpproval responses of &he dcuble baseline group

AR Lo
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.168.82 - X '= 30.55, r tively) .. A way

decreased s)gniflqantly from Baselxne 1 to Basel&ne 2

(X =63.63 -X = 54 .27, respectivelyy [2 42] = 5. 40,.;-

;Q[an‘—330,2<.05). o

For the t:eatment period sxgnzfxcance tests mnfxrm
that praise respunses ‘were emitted by bctl:\ groups of .. S

teachers significantly more frequently. during -treatment

than during Baseline 1 ® = 170.63 - X =:38.50, respec

tively; t [21] L2313, B < [001). Table 3 also illustrates

that dunng‘ treamem: ‘the numbers of préise responses of 5 '
the" double-baseline group. were higher than the numbers of

praise responsés of ‘this group during Baseline 2 (X =

7

measure analysis of variance of ail three praise values.
of the double—baseli.ne group suggested that this. companscn
was s:.gnxfl.cant, F (2,42) = 226,34, p < .Dtll.‘ Su.bsequenl:

s mu.lt;ple i confirmed that the mean .

number of pxuse responses during tzeament was sxgmficantly

-higher than the mean number of px&;se responses during

Baseline 2 (Q [20] = 35.82, p < .01)." Taken together, the
| &
analyses of the praise- résponses of the two groups over

1 Baselme 1, Baseline 2 and t support 8/2:

That taachers' praise rates will increase s:.gnincantly

* as. a result of instruction.fo emit praise responses following

each auditory due.
7 \

An examination'of the disapproval responses sum-

marized in Table 3 reveals a pattern of results entirely




'as t-.ea-:her prazse rates arg mcreased qaxouqh’ training.'

& 3\
different than that for praise responses.’ Significance

tests confirm that both groups of teachers emitted fewer

ai 1 during than during Baseline

1(X = 37.36 - X = 55.18, respectively; t [10] = 4.68,

p < -605), Table 3 also indicates that the double-baseline

‘group emitted lower nunbers-of disapproval respondes during

treatment than during Baseline 2 (X = 45.81 - X'= 5427,
respestively). A one-vay repeated measures analysis of
variance of all disapproval valugs of the double-baseline
group indicated that this effect was significant, F (2,42) =
5.40, p < .0L. Sub;eéuent Newmari-Keuls multiple comparisons

zavaaled that ' the fumbers of d:.sappxoval responses during

'tx‘eatﬂlent were significantly lower than the numbets of

disapproval responses .dufing Baseline 2 (q i20] = 2.98,
p< .os). : p
¢ . . Considered together; ana1yaea of dlsapproval

-
responses of both baseliné groups support Hypothesis 3:

That teacher approval’ rates will ‘decrease concomitantly

‘However, support for this third hypp_thesls is gualified

" by the" icipated significant d ase-in the di 1

responses Of the double-baseline’group £rom Baseline 1 to

: Baseline 2.

(M graphic representatio of the praise and aib-

ral of all & for each of the

forty experimental sessions is contained in Appendix D.)




@ “CHAPTER.S -

. ' ..l", DISCUSSION i

From a broader perspective, the invéstigation

suggests that several generalizations may.be made about

‘ teachers' praise.and dlsjprqval behaviér.

The analyses of praise. and dl.sapprovél re$pnnses

du:i.nq(}zaseh.ne 1 suggests that teachets' natural rates

of diSapproval are higher ‘than their natural rates.of N
praise, ’J.'hxs result corroborates the findings .of Thomas
et'al. (1968): and White (1975). The result is antediatiy”,
interesting in rélation to the saics that higher.

numbers of praise responses and. lower nunbers of dis- ¢

ap%roval responses are effective in shaping desirable

classroom behaviors (e.g., Cosshirt et al., 1973; padsen,

Becker & Thomas, 1969' ‘Thomas et al., ‘1963). .

THe reasons.uhy mady Eeaches tend to emit higher

of ai al r s than praise responses

were not addressed !.n the present stuﬂy, ‘but the avaxlable

evidence that the ef : of behavioz
mod:.fx.cation programs designed to facilitate’desirable
classrobm. behaviors: may be as much a Pproduct of decreasing

the naturally occurring’ fregi of ai val

as ins ing the fre¢ of praise Additional




leseatch xnvolv:.nq the separation of these two agpects
of béhavior may provide a more precise explanation of the
efficacy of behavior modification approaches to this
problem.

The/analysis of praise and disap‘pz‘o;ral responses " T
during Baseline 2 indicated that there was no significant
difference in mmbers of praisé responses emitted by the
double-baseline teachers during the first and second

baseline periods. In contrast, the numbers of disapproval '

of the double-baseline tea sig-
mficanu.y from the first to_the second baseline ‘period.

a TE ‘inig particular’ in ‘ai Xl .y

i ‘not. anticipated. It was anticipated that the sin\ple g ¥ f i
. : int.roductl.on of a randomly occurring led).tory tone may : U
i ’ disrupt thé behavior of ‘the children in the class,)and /
i that this change might occasion a concomitant. change in

the behavior-of the teacher. A ‘seaich of the cuemg

- 1i x‘evealed no i ion about ‘the behavi 1

consequences of introducing an unéxplained tone stimulus
in’a classroom setting. Conmsequently, Baseline 2 was

- added to the design to manitor the effects of introducing

an unexplained tone stimulus in a classroom setting. The

_unanticipated aspect of the results for the second base- *

line ‘is that the significant changeé was restricted to one

variable," disapproval..:

v

By




It may be hypothesxzed that the decline in dls— o

approval responses during Baseline ‘2 was related to.the

of an A may have

‘ becone mote relaxed and leds critical of student ibenaviors

as they aaapted to the pxesence of an observer. ‘A second
explanation for this particular decline in disapproval
responses is that the period of tilIne allotted for the
first baseline was not sufficient to permit- disapproval
responses to stabil‘iz’e. Further research is necessary to
reveal the specificity of the source '(s) of variance that
influenced the decline in' disapproval.rates during the
second baseline period. 'Because the significant change
n disappfoval responses during Baseline 2 was not antici-
pated, only one group of teachers participated in Baseline
2. Subsequent attempts to identify the vafzia'bles associated
with the observed dveclinevln aisapproval responses: during

Baseline'2 should include in the experimental design contzol

| conditions. that will pérmit differentiation between the

unexplained audio-cueing apparatus and the extended
presence ‘of an.observer ‘asvpossixue sources of variance.
The analysis of the treatnent i jroup indicated that'.

both groups of  praised s more 1y

'.du.rmg treat:ment than during either Baseline 1 or Baseline

2. »This result corroborates those-reported by Spencer

o ! 4 ! g .
(1977) . and Van Houten and Sullivan (1975), and it supports

the hypothesis that teachers' praise rates will increase




significantly as a resilt of instruction to emit praise
responses following each auditory cue. .

Becase. audio-cueing for praise .is presented in
every session of the treatment phase, it’seems likely
that the ‘audio-cueing training technigue itself, and not
any coincidental source of variance effected the marked
increases_in praise from Baseline 1 to treatment with
both groups of teachérs. The following factors, provide

“additional support for the validity 6f attributing
increases in teachers' praise rates during treatment to

the training technique employed in the present ‘studys:

(a) i in praise : for both groups of
teachers from Baseliné 1 to treatment were highly sig-
nificant,(p ¢ .001); (b) Both' groups_emitted sindlar “lov
nunbers of praise respondes during Baseline 1 and similes
high numbers of praise ‘redponses during treatment. (see

Appendix C) ; © ‘the double-baseline group registered no

significant in in praise frbm Baseline 1

~to Baseliné 2. . L

Theé marked i in ' praise

during treatment suggest that audio-cueing is an effective

method-of training teachers to increase their praise rates.

Mince it has already been demonstrated that increases in

teachers' praise rates tend to produce increases in

X
ate student t (e.gy, Becker et al!, 1967;

Broden et-al., 1970; McAllister et al., 1969; Madsen,

EEam—




Becker & Thomas, 1968; Ward & Baker, 1968), audio-cueing

can'be a.valuable aid to teachers, practitichers and/or

' researchers attempting to effect positive behavior changes

in' teaichers and/or students. - . { . ;
The finding of the present study that the number
of disapproval responses of ‘both groups of teachers durinq
treatmenit was significantly lower than the nimber of dis-
apé:oval.' responses of both igroups of teach;ers during
either Baseline 1 or Baseline 2 supports Hypothesis 3:
That teacher disapproval rates will decrease ‘concomitantly
a5 tenchez praive Tales are;increased through‘training:
Howevex;, the general support for this third hypothe;sis
must be qualified by the observation that the numbers of
disapproval responses of ‘the double-baseline group declined
orthogonally' from Baseline 1 to treatmeit. This result

l.ndxcates that the unanticipated source of vanam:e

associated ‘with a significant decline in teachers' dls—
app:pval responses from Baseline 1 to Basellne//z/may also
‘have influenced the disapproval behaviors Sbaerved during lk
the treatment period. There is some indication that. this
unidentified source of variance ma& not have been a sig-
nificant influence in the lowered disapproval rates during

treatment;  that is, the single-baseline grdup was.not

|associated with the presentation of unexplaired’ topes,

yet, like teachers 'in the double-baseline, they too

decreased. significantly the of di 1
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employed with the ntal This

Wl o ATl
emitted during treatment. ~In addition, the lower numbers.
of disapproval responses emitted by both groups during

the ti‘.eatment period did not differ significantly.

Although the present design did not incorporate

a treaé\gnc control group, it may assist iubsequer;t invest
Sigatink ESrnate. BAaE during the treatiment period of -the
present study, all staff members of all the expfrimental .

schools were completely aware of the training techniques’ . ——\

confims the previvusly stated opinidn that, in this
particular study, it would have been extremely difficult
to-establish a control group of teachers who would have
rémained unaware of the experimental variables and retained i
their natural rates of praise and disapproval, uncontami- §

nated by their i i with

to the experimental condition.
The inverse relationship between praise and dis-
approval observed in the present investigation is'not
consistent with fhe observation of Cossairt et al. (1973)
that praise rate changes did not significantly alter
disapproval rates. In the literature review section of
the present investigation it was noted that the natural
disdpproval rates of the teachers in the Cossairt et al.
(1973) study were much lower than. the natural disapproval

rates’ of teachers involved in the studies of Thomas et al.

(1978) and White (1975). . The teachers.in the Cossairt

W
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‘et al. (1973) study also had much lower natural rates of

. - ' disapproval than did the teachers .in’the present investi-

gation. These obsérved differences support the suggestion
that the very low rates of aisagpmv;l emitted by the
Cossairt et'al. (1973).teachers may have created a "floor
effect" that precludéd the recording. of 'a significant
dedline 1n disapproval responses. ' .,

! The indicafion in the present study, 'that a rela-
“stonsniy ises Setinss ficrehsed’ raven 6f tdichel praine
and 'subsequent dec¥eéased rates of teacher disapproval,
generates important theoretical and educational impli-
cations. E g™ :

1ly, teacher di 1 behavior may

' operate as’a confounding variable in some studies concgrned

with the effects of increased teacher praise on'student
behavior. . Specifically, investigations that have not
. controildd the possible effects of teacher disapproval

may have 1y variance due to.

this source with variance that is particular to increased

praise. Verification.of such a confounding variable would

ially alter, the 1y explanations

of the behavioral consequences of ‘praise.

Educationally, teacher di 1 would have to

be consider&d in any .designed to

to increase their praise rates in order to effect behavior

chariges in students. During a program involving manipulation
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of praise behavior, a teacher's disapproval behavior may .

remain constant (as in the Cossairt et al., 1973, study), .

decrease (as in the present anestiga}ian), or increase.’
. e~ 2

" The pattern Gf any teacher's dibapproval behavior ‘could

. - e
be instrumental in either facil or, i

inhibiting the effects of %{lc:eased praise behavior. on

subsequent student behavior. .y i
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Supplementary Description of Participating Teachers

DOUBLE-BASELINE GROUP °

Blﬁgx/ School : grade * sex

Goulds Kindergarten - Female
Goulds * One Female®
. Goulds . Two Female -
Virginia Park Two ] Female
Vanier N Two Female
Goulds : Three Female
Virginia Park Four . Female
Vvirginia Park b ' Four " Female
Vanier Four . Male
;. Vanier p Five " Male
' Goulds Five : Female
SINGLE-BASELINE GROUP ~ .

Elementary School Grade Sex \
Vanier ) ? Three * ! Female
virginia Park - Three Female
Virginia Park Three 4 Pemale

St. Mary's e, - Three FPemale’
Goulds ; Three . Female
Vanier Four I Female

St. Mary's Four B ° Female .
Vanier - g Five- Male .
Goulds Six Male
Goulds L7Bi% 7y Male

Vanier sik : Female




"/ apPENDIX B
{




SCHOOL,

GRADE

SESSION NO.
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Comparisons of Pra $ for Two 1 Groups
) Téacher Observation e

1 Group N Béhavior Period " 8D t value
Group A -~ 11 = Praise Baseline I 36.36 - 14.36 by o6
Group B’, 11 Praise Baseline 1 40.63 15.81 = s
G}oup K. 11 Dlnppz:n}u. Baseline 'l . 63.63 28.34 % g
Group B - 11  Disapproval  Baseline'l . 55.18 . 26.09° ~ & (20) =73, p.> .05
Group A’ 11 . Praise " Treatment  168.82  30.11 £

, Growp B 11 . Praise Treatment  172.46. 37.39. & (200 =.25,.p> .05
Group A 11~ Disapproval Treatment 45.81 24.37 i Ry
Group B 11  Disapproval  Treatment 37.36  27.48 £ (20) = .76, p > .05

% M A ) 3 \

‘Noteé:, Group A is the double-baseline group .

Group B is. the single-baseline group - .

o
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