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The relationship between student behavior change and teacher reactions to the change
was investigated. One fifth-grade teacher served as the subject and two students in her
class were employed as teacher change agents. In a multiple baseline design, the students’
disruptive behavior (the independent variable) was modified without the teacher’s
knowledge. The teacher’s reactions toward the students (the dependent variable) was
monitored on several dimensions including: teacher behavior, teacher attitude toward
students, and the quality of teacher verbal statements. Results indicated that student be-
havior change influenced the teacher’s behavior. Implications are that students possess
potent reinforcing properties for teachers and that students should be trained to be

effective students.

Functional analysts have demonstrated that
when appropriate student behavior is followed
by teacher attention, the rate of appropriate
behavior emitted by the students increases
(Becker, Madsen, Arnold, and Thomas, 1967;
Cormier, #npublished; Hall, Lund, and Jackson,
1968; Madsen, Becker, and Thomas, 1968).
These investigators manipulated the teacher’s
behavior as their independent variable and
studied 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 or
her students have largely been ignored.

Although no studies were found investigating
the effects of student behavior change on teacher
behavior in a regular elementary school class-
room, 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 be-
havior is subject to reinforcement. If one as-
sumes that all behavior is under the control of

1Reprints may be obtained from Thomas M.
Sherman, College of Education, Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University, Blacksburg, Virginia
24061.
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some form of reinforcement, it is plausible that
within the student-teacher social relationship,
the student possesses some reinforcers for the
teacher. Indirect evidence of student influence
on teacher behavior was provided by Berberich
(1971), who assessed the effects of a simulated
child’s correctness on the teaching behavior of
adults. The reinforcement effect of the “child’s”
contingent correctness was demonstrated to in-
fluence systematically the adult’s use of tangible
reinforcers, verbal rewards and punishments,
and motor behavior. More direct evidence of
student influence on teacher behavior was pro-
vided by Klein (1971), who manipulated nor-
mal, positive, and negative classroom behaviors
of undergraduate and graduate college students.
The study demonstrated that changes in student
classroom behavior had an effect on the class-
room verbal and nonverbal behavior of the
instructors. Graubard, Rosenburg, and Miller
(1971) found that retarded students trained to
deliver reinforcers contingent upon teacher posi-
tive or negative contacts resulted in dramatic
increases in teacher positive contacts (praise)
and a decrease in negative contacts. Graubard
et al. employed events such as eye contact, ask-
ing for extra help, and complimentary com-
ments as reinforcers.
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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 classroom behavior.

METHOD

Subjects and Setting

The study was conducted in a primary school
that serves an upperclass residential suburb pri-
marily 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-yr-old female holding a BS degree in ele-
mentary education with nine months’ teaching
experience and was recommended because of
the problem behavior of several students in her
class. One of the problem students, Robin, was
an 11-yr-old male student who was reported to
be one of the worst behavior problems in the
school; he was sent to the principal’s office
about every other day. Another problem student
was Karen, an 11-yr-old female in the same
fifth-grade class. She, too, had a reputation for
ignoring classroom rules. Both students were
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 addition to these stu-
dents, three other students were randomly
chosen from the class to serve as experimental
blinds to conceal the identity of the target stu-
dents from the classroom teacher. The teacher’s
cooperation was secured by explaining that the
studly needed to be conducted without her
knowledge of the experimental procedures. She
was told that the principal was fully aware of
the purposes of the research and approved of
the project; the principal encouraged her partici-
pation. It was explained that collection of data

required the presence of observers to monitor
classroom behavior, but the teacher was not
told who or what behaviors were being observed
until after the study was completed. At the con-
clusion of the study, the procedures and results
were explained fully to the teacher.

Dependent Variables

Teacher behavior. Teacher attention (re-
sponses) to appropriate and inappropriate stim-
ulus classes of the children’s behavior was con-
sidered as one response category. That is,
observers recorded the frequency of teacher at-
tention respectively to inappropriate and appro-
priate categories of behavior of both Robin and
Karen. Teacher attention was operationally de-
fined as any verbal comment made to the target
students.

Teacher verbal responses. The observers’ rec-
ords of the teacher’s verbal responses to student
behavior were rated by two independent judges
to assess the quality of these statements. State-
ments were rated as positive (those containing
praise statements), negative (those containing
reprimands), or neutral (those containing
neither praise nor reprimands). Interjudge
agreement was 87.49,.

Teacher ranking scores. The teacher was
given a stack of 3 by 5 in. plain white cards; on
each card was written the name of one student
in her class. The teacher was asked to arrange
the cards in three separate but equal piles rep-
resenting those students that were high, me-
dium, and low on each of the behaviors she had
identified as important for her class. After the
three piles were completed, the teacher was
asked to rank the low pile in order from best to
worst. This procedure was carried out for each
behavior included in the appropriate and inap-
propriate categories. A teacher ranking score
was obtained by adding the student’s ranks on
all behaviors. A high score indicated a student
who was disruptive, while a low score was in-
dicative of a model student. This procedure as-
sisted the authors in identifying the most dis-
ruptive children in the class.
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Subjective unit of irritation (SUI). This in-
strument was adapted from a technique devel-
oped by Joseph Wolpe (Sherman and Cormier,
1972) and used to assess the amount of irrita-
tion the teacher subjectively assigned to each
student. The teacher was presented with a stack
of 3 by 5 in. plain white cards, each containing
the name of one student in her class. She was
asked to imagine a scale from zero to 100 where
zero represented a student who caused her no
irritation and 100 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 from zero to
100 on each card. A high score indicated an
irritating student and a low score a model
student.

Independent Variables

Student behavior. Initially, observers entered
the classroom to accustom 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, before the experiment
began, the teacher, with the authors’ help, iden-
tified and behaviorally defined those behaviors
that she felt fell into two broad categories, ap-
propriate and inappropriate classroom behavior.
These two categories of behavior were consid-
ered the stimulus classes for the teacher. The
teacher was not told that the behaviors she de-
fined were to be considered stimulus categories
for her reactions to the students. Both categories
of behavior described the inappropriate and ap-
propriate behaviors for both Karen and Robin.
The inappropriate stimulus category included
behaviors such as asking questions about
teacher-provided instructions. For example, in
response to teacher’s instructions to “sit down”
or “open your book”, the student asked, “why
should I do that?”. Also included in this cate-
gory were talking to other students without per-
mission, leaving seat without permission, and
not paying attention. Generally, any behavior
unrelated or disruptive to class activity was

included by the teacher in the inappropriate be-
havior category. The appropriate behavior cate-
gory included behaviors such as following in-
structions; for example, the student must sit
down or open his book when instructed to do
so. Also, paying attention to ongoing class activ-
ities and having the necessary materials at his
desk needed for the ongoing activities were de-
fined as appropriate behaviors (For a complete
list of behaviors identified by the teacher and
the definition of each see Appendix A).

Recording Techniques and Observers

Two observers were assigned to the class for
each day of the study. One observer monitored
the target student’s behavior while the other
recorded independently the teacher’s responses
to that student. Student observers recorded the
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 fre-
quency of the teacher’s social attention to the
students’ inappropriate and appropriate behav-
ior was recorded. Second, the teacher observer
recorded the verbal reactions of the teacher in
response to the target student’s behavior. All
observations were made between 10:00 a.m.
and 2:30 p.m. during randomly assigned periods
of 50 to 60 min; all observational periods were
divided into four equal parts. To ensure that the
data were representative of the students’ behav-
ior throughout every observational period, each
target student was observed for two of the time
periods each day, with the order of observation
randomized. Subject matter varied according to
the school’s schedule and included subjects such
as science, geography, and art. The behavior of
the students and the teacher’s reactions to the
students were monitored throughout the study.
The teacher observers also recorded, verbatim,
all verbal comments made by the teacher to the
target students. Observers were not told the pur-
pose of the experiment, nor were they informed
of experimental changes during the study. The
observers were requested to avoid all interaction
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with both the teacher and students in the class
at all times.

Observer training and reliability. Six under-
graduate students in an Educational Psychology
class served as observers; all received class
credit for participating. Observers were trained
through role playing and a video-tape simula-
tion 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 number
of disagreements. An agreement between ob-
servers constituted the same number of fre-
quency tallies for each category of behavior.
Average reliability for teacher observers was
93.9%, with a range of 90.3%, to 100%,. Aver-
age reliability for student observers was 83.6%,
with a range of 82%, to 85.4%. Observer reli-
abilities were also assessed after respective base-
lines were completed for each student. Teacher
observers averaged 88.9%, with a range of
83.3% to 100%; student observer reliability
averaged 82.29,, with a range of 77.4% to
89.7%.

Design of the Study

A multiple baseline across behaviors design
was used. This design allows for an inference
of causal relationship if behavior changes coin-
cide at the point when the experimental pro-
cedure is introduced. After the baselines of the
teacher’s reactions to each student were ob-
tained, the experimental phases were applied
successively to her reactions to Robin and later
to Karen. The teacher’s reactions to both stu-
dents 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; the behavior of these students
was not monitored by the observers, nor were
the teacher’s reactions to these students re-
corded. Each time the authors interviewed a
target student, at least one experimental “blind”
student was also interviewed before or after the

target student. Target students and experimental
“blind” students were always seen individually;
these conferences lasted from 5 to 10 min. The
classroom teacher was not told the identity of
the target students. The study was carried out
in four phases.

Baseline. Before beginning baseline observa-
tions, the authors met with all the target stu-
dents and the experimental “blind” students to
solicit their cooperation. All students were told
that they each would be doing something dif-
ferent 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. All students involved re-
peatedly professed that they “kept” their secret
and no indications to the contrary were noted.
During baseline, all students were given an in-
dividual guidance activity taken from A Teach-
ing Program in Human Bebavior and Mental
Health Handbook V for Fifth Graders by Oje-
mann, Dykstra, and Pritchett (1969). Students
were not informed that they were being ob-
served. Because of the multiple baseline design,
the baseline period lasted eight days for Robin
and 16 for Karen.

Instruction and informal feedback. Instruc-
tion was initiated with the target students during
this condition. To assess whether the student’s
behavior could be controlled without the use of
tangible reinforcement, the target students were
asked to think of some ways they could improve
their relationship with their teacher. The target
students agreed individually upon the behaviors
previously identified as appropriate (See Ap-
pendix A) as a way they could improve their
relations with their teacher. In addition, the
students agreed upon the identified inappropri-
ate behaviors as behaviors to be avoided. The
students were not told how the behaviors were
identified. Daily conferences were held with the
target students to discuss the students’ efforts
and success in changing their behavior during
this phase. Although the students were not told
that the observers were monitoring their behav-
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ior, the observations were used to communicate
informally their daily progress to the students.
For example, typically the student would ini-
tially be asked how he or she was doing in
eliminating inappropriate behavior. They would
be asked to estimate about how often they en-
gaged in each defined behavior. If this estimate
was highly inaccurate, they would be reminded
of their agreement to cease inappropriate be-
haviors and encouraged to do better that day.
Frequently, the benefits of behaving appropri-
ately were briefly discussed (e.g., if you do what
the teacher wants, she will be nicer to you) and
the students were asked to notice changes in the
way the teacher “acted” toward them. The ex-
perimental “blind” students continued to receive
individual guidance activities as in the baseline
phase. This phase started on Day 9 for Robin
and Day 17 for Karen.

Tangible reward, monitoring, and formal
feedback. Because the procedure used in the
instruction and informal feedback condition did
not result in sufficient change in student behav-
ior, 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 inap-
propriate behaviors per day. The students were
told they were being observed and that the ob-
servers would give daily reports on their behav-
ior to the authors. At this time, the students
were also encouraged to attempt to increase
their appropriate behavior as they eliminated
inappropriate behavior; however, no contin-
gency was placed on this. Both students were
given a daily report on their performance. Dur-
ing this conference, Karen and Robin were
given a factual report of their inappropriate
behavioral frequencies. That day’s behavior was
compared with the previous day’s and the stu-
dents were encouraged to maintain a low rate
of inappropriate behavior. The students were
always reminded of the exact criteria they must
meet to receive their reward. The guidance-
related activities were continued with the ex-
perimental “blind” students.

Reversal. Only Robin was included in this
experimental condition. 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 modi-
fied behavior (a high percentage of appropriate
behavior). The authors continued to interact
with other students 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’s responses to appropriate and inappro-
priate behavior were monitored for both Robin
and Karen. Appropriate behavior was consid-
ered desirable for the classroom and inappro-
priate behavior was considered undesirable. To
simplify data presentation, the percentage of ap-
propriate behavior engaged in by each student
is presented. The teacher’s reactions to the stu-
dents’ behavior are presented in terms of the
percentage of her reactions to the appropriate
behavior of Robin and Karen. Figure 1 shows
that Robin engaged in a low percentage of ap-
propriate behavior throughout the baseline and
instruction and informal feedback phases. Dur-
ing these two phases, a low percentage of the
teacher’s responses were to Robin’s appropriate
behavior; her verbal responses to Robin were
mostly negative (See Table 1).

When the tangible reward, monitoring, and
formal feedback condition was introduced, the
percentage of appropriate behavior emitted by
Robin increased. Concurrently, during this
phase, the percentage of the teacher’s responses
to Robin’s appropriate behavior increased; also,
the percentage of her negative verbal responses
decreased and the percentage of positive verbal
response rose. The change in the percentage of
responses made by the teacher to appropriate
behavior was accompanied by a change in the
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Fig. 1. Frequency of the two students’ appropriate behavior (the independent variable) is shown as a per-
centage of appropriate plus inappropriate classroom behavior (see Appendix A). One of the dependent vari-
ables, verbal responses of the teacher to the students’ behavior, is shown as a percentage representing the fre-
quency of responses to appropriate behavior divided by the total frequency of responses to appropriate plus
inappropriate behaviors. High percentages indicate that the students’ behaviors were predominantly appropri-
ate and that the teacher’s interactions with the students were predominantly in response to appropriate be-
haviors.
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Table 1

The percentage of positive, negative, and neutral
verbal responses made to Robin and Katen by the
teacher for each phase of the study.

Phase Robin Karen
1. Baseline
Positive 5.8 6.9
Negative 618 51.1
Neutral 324 32.0
IL. Instructions and Informal
Feedback
Positive 11.8 —
Negative 61.8 50.0
Neutral 264 50.0
III. Tangible Reward, Monitoring,
and Formal Feedback
Positive 26.3 13.8
Negative 10.5 20.7
Neutral 63.2 65.6
IV. Reversal
Positive 26.7 —
Negative 26.7 —
Neutral 46.6 —

NOTE: The above numbers express percentages.

quality of these responses (See Table 1). Robin
received a tangible reward once, on Day 27, dur-
ing the tangible reward, monitoring, and formal
feedback phase. The percentage of Robin’s ap-
propriate behavior decreased during the reversal
phase, as did the percentage of the teacher’s
responses to Robin’s appropriate behavior. The
percentage of the teacher’s negative verbal re-
sponses increased slightly. Table 2 indicates a

decline in Teacher Ranking Scale scores over
all phases except the reversal phase. The SUI
score remained essentially unchanged through
three phases of the study but decreased during
the reversal phase.

Figure 1 indicates a pattern of behavior for
Karen similar to that of Robin. Karen engaged
in a low percentage of appropriate behavior
throughout the first two phases. Also, the
teacher had a low percentage of responses to
Karen’s appropriate behavior. A relatively high
percentage of the teacher’s verbal comments was
negative in nature and a low percentage was
positive during the first two phases. During the
tangible reward, monitoring, and formal feed-
back phase, the percentage of appropriate be-
havior emitted by Karen increased markedly,
and concurrently, the percentage of the teacher’s
attention to Karen’s appropriate behavior in-
creased. In addition, the percentage of negative
verbal responses decreased and the percentage
of positive verbal responses rose. The change
in percentage of appropriate behavior by Karen
not only was accompanied by a greater propor-
tion of attention to the behavior, but also by a
change in the quality of teacher verbal re-
sponses. Karen’s SUI scores in Table 2 progres-
sively decreased during all phases of the study.
The Teacher Rankings decreased through all
phases of the study but increased at the last

Table 2

Teacher ranking scores (TRS) and subjective unit of irritation scores (SUI) assigned by
the teacher to Robin and Karen for each phase of the study.

Tangible Reward,

Instruction and Monitoring, and

Baseline Informal Feedback Formal Feedback Reversal
. TRS 275 239 194 219
Robin oy = 50 and 401 50 20
TRS 272 245 168 and 2152
Karen SUI 70 50 40 and 151

1SUI scores were obtained twice for Robin (Instruction and Informal Feedback) and Karen (Tangible Re-
ward, Monitoring, and Formal Feedback). The first scores for both students were obtained midway through
the respective condition and the second scores were assigned at the end of the condition.

2The teacher ranked Karen twice during the Tangible Reward, Monitoring, and Formal Feedback phase.
The ﬁr;t ranking was obtained on the twenty-eighth day of the study and the second ranking on the thirty-
fourth day.
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administration. Karen met the criterion for
receipt of tangible reward on Days 26 and 34.

DISCUSSION

The data presented provide evidence that
changes in the classroom behavior of the stu-
dents had consistent effects on the teacher’s be-
havior. This evidence is made more compelling
through the use of the multiple baseline design.
With such a design, if the effect occurs suc-
cessively only when the treatment is applied,
then it is possible to make causal inferences. In
this study, the treatment was applied succes-
sively across the teacher’s behavior toward stu-
dents. The modifications in both students’ ap-
propriate behavior (the independent variable)
coincided with increases in the teacher’s behav-
ior toward each respective student. The type of
teacher social attention, whether predominantly
to appropriate or inappropriate student behav-
ior, 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 pro-
found effect on teachers, and by Graubard e? al.
(1971), who found that retarded students were
able to learn to reinforce specific teacher behav-
iors. In addition, the quality of the teacher’s
verbal responses (whether positive or nega-
tive), the amount of subjective irritation 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 the present study merit fur-
ther discussion. First, the study was modelled
on other studies that have attempted to modify
a teacher’s classroom behavior directly and stu-
dent behavior indirectly (Cormier, unpublished;
McAllister, Stackowiak, Baer, and Conderman,
1969). In this type of study, the students’ behav-
ior was changed through the intervention of the
experimenters, who got the teacher to change his
or her behavior through the use of instructions.
These investigators held frequent conferences

with the teachers after experimental sessions to
provide feedback in the form of praise or criti-
cism to the participating teachers. In some cases,
tangible rewards (e.g., college credit) have been
provided to secure the teacher’s cooperation (e.g.,
Hall, Fox, Willard, Goldsmith, Emerson, Owen,
Davis, and Porcia, 1971). In the present study,
an attempt was made to change the children’s
behavior through instruction in much the same
manner that has been generally employed with
teachers. That is, the children were told they
could improve the classroom behavior of their
teacher toward themselves by changing their be-
havior. Also, the results of this study, as have
analogously been reported with teachers (e.g.,
Hall et al., 1968; Cossairt, Hall, and Hopkins,
1973), indicated that instruction and feedback
alone did not sufficiently alter the independent
variable (the child’s behavior) to produce an
effect. It may be hypothesized that these students
found the teacher aversive enough (both stu-
dents stated that they did not like the teacher)
that they felt there was no possibility of being
rewarded for appropriate behavior. In any case,
through the use of tangible reward, both stu-
dents radically changed their behaviors, with the
resulting change in the teacher’s behavior toward
them.

Secondly, a unidirectional approach was
taken. That is, the controlling source of behav-
ior was studied from one source (the student).
This is the traditional approach taken by re-
searchers investigating influences on classroom
behavior. However, permanent change is more
likely to occur when both parties find the inter-
action reinforcing. Generally, only the teacher’s
influence on student behavior is observed. This
approach has several limitations, as noted by
Bell (1968). Perhaps the most serious limita-
tion is that this approach ignores the two-way
nature of any social interaction. This oversight
may be one factor in the difficulty that behavior
analysts have experienced in achieving generali-
zation (Hanley, 1970; Kazdin and Bootzin,
1972; and O’Leary and Drabman, 1971). With
a traditional approach, reinforcement from the
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intervention specialists is withdrawn from the
teacher once the intervention program is com-
plete, and under these conditions teachers may
return to pre-intervention teaching techniques.
The same pattern appears to have held with
Robin. Once the tangible reward was with-
drawn, Robin’s behavior began to return to a
pre-intervention pattern. Graubard e 4. (1971)
noted that the new teacher behaviors established
through reinforcement delivered by retarded
students . . . held to some extent even when
reinforcement was withdrawn”. However, their
overall results were similar to Robin’s behavior
during reversal. That is, the individual’s behav-
ior began to revert to baseline approximations.
The question raised here, but unanswered, is
what contingencies are present that cause the
behavior change? This seems to indicate the
need to take a broader approach to classroom
behavior modification. This approach should
include all parties involved in a particular social
setting and view all behavior as interactive. The
present study has shown that a student can affect
a teacher’s behavior; other research has shown
teachers can affect student behavior. It is also
apparent that the parameters of the two par-
ticipants’ behavior in this social interaction ap-
pears to be very similar.

An interesting issue associated with this study
concerns the relative expense of training educa-
tion personnel. Teacher training often com-
mands the expenditure of fairly large resources,
with sometimes questionable results (Popham,
1971). It has been reported (Walker and Buck-
ley, 1972) that time to train students was rela-
tively low compared to the time necessary to
train teachers. This implies that teacher train-
ing may not be the most efficient method of
establishing appropriate classroom behaviors. If
students can be trained with less cost and equal
or more efficiency, perhaps we should switch our
teacher training institutions to student training
institutions. Students certainly appear to have
the necessary reinforcing potential to manage
teacher behavior. This reinforcing potential of
students could be applied in situations where

students are trained to be responsive to specific
behaviors emitted by teacher trainees under
micro-teaching conditions. Another possibility
for the use of students as reinforcers could be
in in-service training. Students who are trained
to use certain curriculum materials could,
by differential responding, shape appropriate
teacher behavior in a novice or inexperienced
teacher. The major implication, however, is that
we begin to consider programs that work simul-
taneously with students and teachers. There is
no more reason to leave student behavior to
chance than there is teacher behavior. Perhaps,
if each member of the classroom structure, stu-
dent and teacher, can learn effectively to rein-
force appropriate behaviors in the other, en-
during ideal learning conditions can be achieved
and maintained.
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APPENDIX A
STIMULUS CLASSES AND BEHAVIORAL DEFINITIONS

Appropriate Classroom Behavior
Follows Instructions:

Pay Attention to Class
Discussion:

Having Necessary Materials
at Desk:

Raising Hand:

The student must do as he is told by the teacher in re-
gard to behavior to be performed. This includes any
instruction to perform an observable behavior. Example:
“Sit down.” “Open your book.”

Attending to the ongoing class activity without engaging
in other unrelated activities. A student may engage in
a conversation with another student if it is appropriate
to the class discussion. Any such conversation that cannot
be heard should be considered inappropriate.

All books, pencils, pens, paper, etc. needed for the pro-
posed activity should be ready when the activity begins.

The student should raise his hand any time he wishes to
speak during a discussion. This does not include accept-
able comments made during a discussion that is relevant
and acceptable under Pay Attention above.
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No Talking During Class
Direction Time:

Lights Out:

Inappropriate Classroom Bebavior

Talks Back:

Teacher’s Desk:

Out of Seat:

Talking Out During Discussion:

Not Paying Attention:

Anytime the teacher is addressing the whole class, the
student should be silent.

The student should go to his seat and sit quietly anytime
the lights are turned off; he should sit quietly until given
other instructions.

Asking questions regarding any behavioral direction;
e.g., in response to “Sit down,” the student replies
“Why?”; anytime a student asks “Why?” in response to
a direction or about the purpose of an activity.

Opening drawers or touching articles in or on the teach-
er’s desk without permission from the teacher.

Leaving seat during discussion, wandering around the
room without permission. A student must have permis-
sion to leave his seat unless otherwise directed.

Addressing the whole class without permission to speak
(without raising hand) or talking to another student on
an unrelated topic. This also includes listening to an

unrelated conversation. Any conversation that cannot
be heard will be considered unrelated.

Playing with materials not appropriate to the class activ-
ity, prolonged staring out of the window, head down on
the desk, ezc. Generally any behavior unrelated to the
class activity of the time that is not covered by the above
inappropriate behaviors.



