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ABSTRACT 

The study was designed to determine interobserver 

agreement in .. analyzing behavioral conflict interactions of 

young children. Selected portions of recorded interactions 

were subjected to four observers. An observational instru

ment containing 26 well defined observational categories 

was used by observers to analyze interactions. Prior to 

the use of this observational instrument, it was pilot 'test

ed and necessary imp.rovements were instituted. Observers 

were provided systematic training for a total period of 14 

hours. At the termi.nation of the training period each ob

server viewed the selected videotape episodes with the help 

of a prepared wo~d-by-word transcript. Observers were to 

mark the occurrance of behavioral interactions on a specif

ically devised record form. Recorded interactions from 

each observer were analyzed by use of Cohen's Kappa for 

determination of int,erobserver agreement. The findings 

indicated that obtained K's ranged from a low of .60 to a 

high of .69 suggesting a moderate reliability of observa

tional instrument. A related finding suggested that observ

ers perception of difficulty involved in using the behavior

al categories was directly related to interobserver 

viii 



agreement for categories with certain levels of difficulty. 

Implications of these findings for replication were 

discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Recent years have witnessed increased interest in 

naturalistic studies (Brandt, 1972). The interest is 

reflected by studies in areas from anthropology to indus

trial psychology. Studies focusing on conflict between 

children and parents have retrospectively utilized question

naires and interviews (Steinmetz, 1977~ Strauss, 1979~ 

Strauss, Gelles & Steinmetz, 1980). Most recently a team 

of researchers (Forbes & Lubin, notes 1, 2, & 3~ Lubin & 

Forbes, notes 4 & 5~ Katz, note 6) has been using observa

tions in naturalistic settings to focus on elements of 

conflict between children 

In spite of many methodological advancements in 

recent years, characteristics of unpredictability and 

rapidity in children's conflict put severe restrictions on 

the inferences derived from observational data. Lambert 

(1960) expresses a generally held concern about the cost 

effectiveness of observation. Nevertheless, the need for 

more observational information about conflict resolution 

between children is called for by Wood, Weinstein and 

Parker (1967) who state, "Without confirmatory observa

tional data, no assumptions can be made of the identity 

1 



between what children tell us and what they actually do in 

interpersonal control situationsi" (p.132). 

2 

A review of relevant literature suggests that tradi

tionally a tension has existed between qualitative and 

quantitative research methods (Bogdan & Biklen, 1982). 

Bogdan and Biklen pointed out the areas of controversy 

which include setting (natural vs. laboratory), description 

(anecdotal vs. category), dynamics (process vs. static), 

source of theory (inductive vs. deductive), and meaning of 

reality (within individual vs. outside individual). Many of 

these concerns possibly are the product of inadequate 

technology for studying human behavior. However, Bogdan 

and Biklen (1982) have observed that the use of video 

recording, wireless microphones and computer-assisted 

recording and analysis of observed data has enhanced the 

posslbility for·controlled studies of complex interactions 

of children in varying contexts. 

The new technological tools have provided means 

whereby researchers can record and analyze subtle inter

actional information obtained from naturalistic settings. 

The obtained authentic raw field data with the help of new 

tools can now be studied leisurely and repeatedly examined 

at later times without loss of any information. This pro

vides a potential for analysis of naturalistic observations 



with regard to quantity and quality with high levels of 

accuracy. 

The issue of quality and quantity, as it relates to 

the study of children's interpersonal conflict resolution, 

has two aspects. The first aspect is the maximum number of 

categories a trained observer can utilize reliably. The 

second aspect of this issue is concerned with the amount of 

inductive judgement required for choosing a particular 

category. Inductive judgement, although essential for 

categorizing data, is often a major contributor to the 

difficulty observers experience when using an an~lytic 

category. 

3 

In the classroom and at home, teachers and parents 

need more information about children's conflict behavior. 

Adults often intentionally ignore children's conflict, 

which precludes gaining further understanding of the skills 

children mayor may not demonstrate in resolving their 

conflict. 

Piaget and Inhe1der (1969) state that children's 

behavior partly explains adult behavior. Therefore, the 

study of children's conflict resolution may cast light on 

adult conflict resolution as well. Similarly, White (1959) 

holds that conflict associated behaviors reflect acquired 

skills. Consequently, descriptive studies of children's 

interaction at different ages should give evidence 



supporting Piaget's stages of cognitive development (Piaget 

& Inhelder, 1969 ~ Forbes & Lubin, notes 1, 2, & 3.~ Lubin & 

Forbes, notes 4 & 5). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether 

an acceptable level of interobserver agreement could be 

obtained by observers using a large but predetermined num

ber of observational categories to describe children's 

interpersonal conflict. Additionally, the study sought to 

examine if the observers' perception of the difficulty 

involved in judging each observational category correlated 

with the interobserver agreement actually obtained for 

categories with the same level of difficulty. 

Terminology 

Various constructs have been developed for use in 

the present study. 

Definitions 

Social Conflict ( also Interpersonal Conflict or 

Conflict). Interaction in which at least one person 

judges that one or more persons may have intentions and/or 

exhibited behaviors contrary to his or her own best inter

est. Such interactions are characterized by responses 

using an element of conflict resolving behavior. 

4 



Element. The smallest units of directly observable 

behavior which the study describes. Elements cor-respond to 

the observational categories heuristically developed on the 

basis of empirical evidence (Barrabee, note 7). 

Strategy. ,A use of consciously, or subconsciously 

derived plan or set of steps for resolving interpersonal 

conflicts. A strategy may be inferred from observation of 

the pattern of behavioral elements and may be implicit in 

all children's choices of behaviors. 

Event. An event is a predetermined single act which 

lends itself to analysis of constituent elements within a 

transcript. Each event occurs on a separate line in order 

to facilitate analysis of the event. 

Observational Data. Refers to all quantifiable 

observational information related to pre-established obser

vation categories obtained by a group of observers used in 

this study. 

Judgement Difficulty Level. A decision by observers on 

5 

how much difficulty they experience in assigning an 

observed behavior to a particular observational category. 

Such perceived difficulty was indicated by observers by 

using a five-point scale ranging from none to extreme level 

of difficulty in usi.ng the observational category. 



Limitations of the study 

The following cautions should be exercised in 

interpreting and generalizing findings of the present 

study: 

6 

1. The field data were obtained primarily to provide a 

broad range of interactional information for the study of 

interobserver agreement. Consequently, the intention was 

not to acquire data representing a distribution of con

flict associated behaviors of a normative nature. As a 

result, the obtained distribution of interactional catego

ries can only be suggestive. 

2. While recognizing that elements of behavior proba

bly imply underlying strategies, this study did not attempt 

to describe strategies. As a result, the findings of the 

present study primarily provide no information about 

strategies ,involved in the identification and use of 

behavioral elements in the conflict resolution process. 

3. This study was concerned both with interobserver 

agreement when using a large number of observational 

categories, and with the effect of perceived -judgement 

difficulty level" on obtained indices of interobserver 

agreement. However, the perception of difficulty in coding 

interactions might have confounded the findings to a 

certain extent. Therefore, caution needs to be exercised 

in the interpretation of findings. 
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4. Initially, 54 categories of behavior were developed 

in order to approximate as closely as possible an.indica

tion of discrete learned behaviors. However, such a large 

number of categories was found to be unmanagable, and thus 

this number was reduced to 26 categories by combining sever

al categories into one. Consequently, the categories may 

no longer correspond closely to discretely learned behav

iors as originally intended, and therefore, the implicit 

usefulness of the data for cognitive development research 

is much restricted. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Research reviews devoted to the examination of 

interpersonal interactions by use of observational instru

ments (Barker, 1963; Bartup, 1979; Lambert, 1960; Menzel, 

1979; Smith, 1981; Vasta, 1979; Willems, 1969) agree on 

three requirements: (1) a way to categorize the behaviors 

of interest, (2) a way to observe and record occurrences of 

the behavior categories, and (3) a way to analyze the rec

ords so that they serve useful purposes. Although these 

requirements are stated separately they are in fact closely 

interrelated. 

"Behavioral Categories 

Weick (1968), Lambert (1960) and Rosenblum (1978) 

mentioned a truism with regard to choice of categories. 

Behavioral categories must be related to the purposes of an 

investigation. Researchers such as Bales (1979), and 

Furman and Masters (1978) were interested in developing 

instruments which could be used for studying most inter

personal behaviors in varying settings. In contrast, 

Flanders' (1956) interest was specifically limited to 

classroom behaviors with focus on the teacher, while 
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Moustakas (1956) focused on adult-child interactions. 

After the purpose of an observational instrument is 

determined, categories are created from two major sources 

which are theory and empirical data. Sometimes, heuristic 

consideration also enters into the inclusion of many obser

vational categories in an instrument for exploring 

questions of a practical nature. 

Bales (1970) stated that the general purpose of an 

observational instrument is to "reveal basic attitudes of 

people, their personality, (and) their position in a group" 

(p. 95). Further, Bales (1950) stated that, "an inter

action system is a generic step toward which we shall be 

forced as we attempt no integrate our theory concerning 

personality, social system and culture" (p. 62). The 

content of his observational instrument changed over time. 

Bales' (1970) latest revision is slightly different from an 

earlier one which was used for 20 years. When Bales (1950) 

produced his first instrument 23 years ago, he cross

referenced the categories from 26 different analytic 

schemes. From this cross-reference and from both theoret

ical and empirical data he produced 12 parallel forms over 

a period of three years. During that time the number of 

categories contained by these instruments ranged from 5 to 

87. Of its final form he stated that, "There is perhaps 

some reason to feel that the system is approaching a 

9 



practical optimum form for the generalized purposes it was 

meant to serve. It is expected that the system of catego

ries can be used for a great many special problems as it 

now stands· (Bales, 1950, p. VIII). In the latest revision 

Bales' (1970) included 12 categories in the scale which 

are: seems friendly, dramatizes, agrees, gives suggestion, 

gives opinion, gives information, asks for information, 

asks for opinion, asks for suggestion, disagrees, shows 

tension, seems unfriendly. 

A somewhat more general purpose observational 

instrument was developed by Furman and Masters (1978). 

Their categories are based on the theoretical ideas of 

Skinner (1953), and Bomans (1974). Consistent with the 

principle of reinforcement, observational categories such 

10 

as apparent reinforcers, apparent neutral and apparent 

punishers were used by Furman and Masters (1978) for obtain

ing observational data. Behaviors are subsequently 

're-categorized on the basis of how the behaviors were 

apparently perceived by the participant. Furman and 

Masters (1978) instrument has been used in a series of 

behaviorally-oriented studies focussing on such interper

sonal competencies as popularity and social ,status 

(Gottman, Gonso and Rasmussen, 1975~ Bartup, Glazer & 

Charlesworth, 1967~ Marshall & McCandless, 1957~ Vaughn & 

Ridley, note 8). Furman and Masters added significant 



modification to previously existing observational instru

ments in the behavioristic tradition (Gottman et al., 1975~ 

Hartup et al., 1967) by requiring observation of both the 

apparent a priori category of a subject's emitted behavior, 

and the posteriori re-appraisal of the category on the 

basis of the actual response of the subject. From a behav

ioral viewpoint, the need for clarifying the dynamic 

element of interacti,on is critical. 

11 

In contrast to Bales and the researchers in the 

behavioristic tradition mentioned above, Flanders (1965) 

was interested in examining the social climate of the 

classroom. His primary concern was the influence the 

teacher exerts on the classroom climate. His earlier 

laboratory experiments (Flanders, 1951) led him to believe 

that "dominative" an.d "integrative" teacher behavior had 

significantly different physiological effects on children. 

Based on empirical, theoretical, and categorical data re

ported by several other researchers, Flanders developed a 

first set of descriptive categories. Further modification 

in these categories was made after preliminary studies from 

1955-1957. Consistent with the major concern of the study, 

Flanders used seven categories to describe teachers' behav

iors, as opposed to two categories for students. The 

categories for observing teacher behaviors were modestly 

specific and included behaviors such as accepts feeling; 



praises or encourages, accepts or uses idea of student, 

asks questions, lectures, gives directions, and criticizes 

or justifies. In contrast, the two student behaviors 

studied were very general and consisted of student talk 

response, and student talk initiation (Amidon and Flanders, 

1967, p. 125). 

12 

Moustakas (1956) intended to develop an instrument 

for describing child-adult interactions. The criteria for 

Moustakas categories were comprehensiveness, relevance and 

meaningfulness relative to their own conception of child

adult interaction, and ease of identification. On an 

empirical basis Moustakas developed 89 adult and 82 child 

categories. This specificity of developed categories is 

well exemplified in his category of "restricting" which was 

further divided into eight sub-categories which are: by 

warning, by e~planation, by threat of bodily punishment, by 

threat of loss of affection, by direct statement, by recog

nition and clarification, by limiting the use of objects, 

and by physical restraint (Moustakas, 1956, p. 122). 

The recent work of Forbes and Lubin (note 1) is 

closely related to the interest in child behaviors ex

pressed in this investigation. Their objective was to 

study the relationship between children's level of social 

reasoning and the persuasion strategy used by the young

sters. Categories of persuasion strategies were entreaty, 



de-escalation of request, appeal to norms, appeal to 

history, testimonial clarification of affect, and clarifi

cation of intent (Lubin & Forbes, note 1, p. 29-30). In 

another recent study by Lubin and Forbes (note 4) an 

attempt was made to study str,ategies children use in a 

"third party entry" situation. For this purpose behaviors 

categorized as "direct" were use of social incentives, 

suggesting a role for self in group activity, asking to 

join group, suggesting a new role for self and group 

approached, and directly entering into the group activity 

and those categorized as "indirect" were requesting or 

giving affi1iative/instrumenta1 information, simple ap

proach, and self-presentation (Lubin & Forbes, note 4, 

p.12). In another presentation of this study (Lubin & 

Forbes, note 5, appendix 9), the researchers presented a 

list of 16 categories, as contrasted to the eight listed 

above. 

13 

Forbes and Lubin (note 3) were interested in study

ing children's "constructive play agendae" and the way 

children determine the possession of play materials. For 

analyzing "the distribution of play materials" they tenta

tively developed 18 categories, although no categories for 

analyzing "contructive play agendae n have yet been conceptu

alized (Lubin & Forbes, note 5, appendix 10). 



Observational Research Concerns 

In reviewing the history of qualitative res~arch, 

Bogdan and Bik1en (1982) refer to various procedures by 

which researchers have attempted both to accurately record 

and ensure validity of the obtained observational informa

tion. Researchers' expression of concern for setting, 

description, dynamics, source of theory, and meaning of 

reality (Bogdan & Bik1en, 1982) reflects both their re

search purposes and their own meaning of reality. 

Setting 

14 

Barker (1963) for example, has shown especial 

sensitivity to the relative naturalness of the setting 

since every aspect of the environment may bias the observed 

outcomes. Patton (1980, p. 9) comments ·one of the 

cardinal principles of qualitative methods is the impor

tance of background and context to the process of 

understanding and interpreting data. The importance of 

setting is also documented by the studies of Lamb (1979) 

and Acredo10 (1979). Observing young children engaged in 

identical tasks, Acredo10 (1979) saw different behaviors in 

an office setting than in a home setting. 

The presence of an observer in the setting is 

another source which eliminate the observer's presence at 

the time when the behaviors of interest occurred. For 

example, the non-participant observer memorizes notes and 



writes them down at a later time, and in-depth interviews 

reconstruct earlier behaviors through aided recal~. 

Researchers (Flander.s, 1951: and Furman & Masters, 1978), 

less concerned about observer impact but who desire an 

otherwise natural setting use non-participant observers. 

The non-participant observer at~empts to blend into the 

background both by non-interaction and by allowing time for 

the subjects to become accustomed to his or her presence. 

15 

Another approach is to bring the subjects to a 

contrived setting which is as natural as possible, and 

which permits observations without presence of an observer. 

Bales (1950) brought adults to a room which had one-way 

glass allowing observers to look in without being seen. 

Forbes and Lubin (notes 1,2 & 3) and Lubin and Forbes 

(notes 4 & 5) brought children into a university room set 

up as a play room. The children wore wireless microphones 

concealed in vests that had an identification number print

ed on both the front and back. Three fixed television 

cameras in the room monitored behaviors in all parts of the 

room. 

The information given to the person(s) being ob

served is also a part of the observational setting. Brandt 

(1972) and Aronson (1968) reviewed some of the ethical 

considerations relative to disclosure and honesty issues. 

The solution of Bales (1951) and Moustakas (1956) was to 



tell the subjects that -behavior was going to be observed. n 

This general statement was honest, yet not so detailed 

that it clearly facilitated or inhibited the emittance of 

particular behaviors. 

Description and Dynamics 

Barker (1963) states a general caution with regard 

to categorizing observed behaviors and calls the results of 

segmenting behavior -tesserae,· likening the categorized 

behaviors to the pieces of broken glass placed creatively, 

but not naturally, into a mosaic such as a stained glass 

window. Barker contends that these pieces of broken glass 

tell little about their original form or function out of 

their original context. 

Bales (1950) and Flanders (1951) were equally con

cerned with context as behaviors may not be necessarily 

independent and the occurence of one behavior may affect 

the occurrance of subsequent behaviors. Bales (1950), 

therefore, said that -an interaction system is a generic 

step toward which we shall be forced as we attempt to 

integrate our theory concerning personality·, social system 

and culture n (p.62). 

In order to examine interrelatedness of behaviors, 

Bales (1950) paired sequential behaviors. For example, 

consider behavior categories occurring in the following 

order: 2, 6, 2, 7, 1. Bales would pair the categories: 
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2-6, 6-2, 2-7, 7-1. Setting up the categories horizontally 

and vertically on a matrix, each pair serves as ~ coordi

nate. Frequency patterns appearing on the matrix suggest 

particular styles of interaction. Flanders (1965) borrowed 

this technique fro~ Bales (1950) to demonstrate that class

room teaching styles were varied and suggested an expected 

frequency distribution of sty1eso 
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In order to obtain the necessary data for his 

interaction studies, Bales (1951) asked his observer 

recorders to record every instance of identified behavior 

as it occurred. To facilitate recording, Bales (1950) 

provided automatic touch-type recording terminals for 

observers. These terminals kept track of the time element 

and allowed several observers to record simultaneously. 

The results were fed automatically into a computer. 

Other researchers utilized recording sheets which 

facilitate making rapid notations. For example, Furman and 

Masters (1978) alternate six seconds of observing with six 

seconds of recording. Thus, their sensitivity to interper

sonal dynamics essential to the validity of category 

assignment is in apparent conflict with the arbitrary 

piecing of the "behavior stream n described by Barker 

(1963). Flanders (1965) had observers record alternate 20 

second intervals during a 30 minute observation period. 

Moustakas (1956) required observers to record as many 



behaviors as ne.cessary in every five second interval during 

16 minutes of observation. vasta (1979) defends ·the time 

sampling technique and contends that "time sampling tech

nique ••• objectifies human observational procedures more 

than any other method: more importantly, it permits an 

accurate assessment of the reliability of the observations" 

(p.173). 

Source of Theory 

Behavioristically oriented researchers (Furman & 

Masters, 1978; Gottman et al., 1975; Bartup et al., 1967; 

Marshall & McCandless, 1957; and Vaughn & Ridley, note 8) 

use observational categories derived from theories of 

Skinner (1953) and Bomans (1974). Glaser and Strauss 

(1967) caution that many researchers who do not originally 

base their categories on theory artificially add on theory 

in order to justify themselves. Glaser and Strauss (1967) 

suggest that data contain within itself implicit new theory 

which, if looked for, will emerge. 

Meaning of Reality Within Observational Context. 

Bogdan and Biklen (1982) point out that some 

researchers work as though reality is created internally, 

whereas other researchers work as though outside reality 

were the only reality. Many behavioral researchers 
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(Gottman et al., 1975: Bartup, et al., 1967: and Marshall & 

McCandless, 1957) have described behaviors as intrinsically 

punishers, neutral or reinforcers. They do this even 

though such a characterization is contrary to Skinner's 

(1953) theory. 

19 

Skinner (1953) defined his terms operationally. A 

"punisher" was only a punisher if it reduced the frequency 

of behaviors with which it was associated. Implicitly, 

reality is generated internally. If a person likes to be 

spanked, then spanking the person will increase the behav

ior with which the spanking is associated. In relation to 

this person's reality the spanking is a .reinforcer. In 

response to Skinner's theory Furman and Masters (1978) 

speak only of "apparent" punishers and reinforcers. On the 

basis of subjects response, they also infer how the receiv

ing person perceived the behavior. 

A further concern with defining reality comes from 

the researchers concerned with cognitive development. 

Mehan and Wood (1975) caution adults to be careful about 

interpreting children's behavior from an adult point of 

view. Their concern is supported by the extensive work of 

Piaget (1969) who has documented many areas (e.g. reality, 

number, space, logic, time, etc.) where perception of reali

ty appears to be related to maturationally associated 

stages of cognitive development. 



Reliability of Observed Information 

Hollenbeck (1978) pointed out that the word 

"reliability" means different things to different 

researchers and stated that reliability comes down to 

"accuracy and stability of measures,"(p. 80). "Observer 

agreement does not by itself assess observer accuracy 

unless it is compared with some previously established 

standard. Similarly, observer agreement does not assess 

stability unless it is measured over repeated trials" 

(Hollenbeck, 1978, p.8l). Supporting Hollenbeck, Baer 

(1977) suggests that statistical measures of reliability 

are far more sophisticated than the data fed into them. 

The result is a veneer of statistical respectability that 

belies possible underlying invalidity. Mehan and Wood 

(1975) clarify part of the source of underlying invalidity. 

~hey state, " ••• all symbolic forms (rules, linguistic 

utterances, gestures, actions) carry a fringe of 

incompleteness that must be filled in ••• " (p.90). 
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Another index of reliability, percent of interob

server agreement, has been used in studies by other 

investigators to explore particular problems related to 

observer objectivity and consistency. These studies were 

based on research where time-interval recording was done in 

natural settings (Hartman, 1977; Butt & Butt, 1970; Johnson 

& Bolstad, 1973; Kazdin, 1977; Kent & Foster, 1977; 



Kratochwill & Wetzel, 1977). Researchers have demonstrated 

observer bias (Rosenthal, 1969), and observer response to 

apparently positive or punishing feedback from the investi

gators (O'Leary, Kent, & Kanowitz, 1975). Other research 

has shown paired observers' interaction resulting in a 

mutual drift in their pattern of observation (Kent, 

O'Leary, Diament,& Dietz, 1974). 
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Another problem in obtaining reliability of observa

tions can be the number of categories the observers use. 

Usually, interobserver agreement decreases as the number of 

categories goes up (Jersild, 1939). Baer (1977) suggests 

an opposing way to view the issue of interobserver agree

ment. If agreement is not forthcoming, then the problem is 

in the definition of the categories. Incompetent observ

ers, Baer (1977) says are far rarer than poorly defined 

categories and, therefore, poorly defined categories can 

contribute to the unreliability of observed information. 

From a purely statistical point of view Cohen 

(1960) perceived that percent of interobserver agreement 

was not being sufficiently scrutinized for chance agree

ment. Cohen (1960) introduced a statistic, Kappa (see 

Appendix E) that compensates for chance agreement, an 

occurance likely to occur when few categories are used. 

Cohen (1960) assumed that the categories were independent 

of each other, mutually exclusive and exhaustive and that 



the judges were independent. Resistance to Cohen's Kappa 

statistic, however, is reflected in Swingle's co~ent 

w ••• judgemental aides such as Kappa ••• have as yet to be 

accepted in applied behavioral research,w (Swingle, note 9, 

p.24). However, Forbes and Lubin (notes 1, 2, & 3) and 

Lubin and Forbes (notes 4 & 5) do make use of Kappa in 

several major studies. They use Cohen's (1968) weighted 

Kappa, a modification of the earlier Kappa, which responds 

to partial agreement when categories are closely related in 

£Jome way. However, Forbes and Lubin's use of the weighted 

Kappa appears to be limited to a very few hand calculated 

analyses of 16 x 16 category matrices (Katz, note 10), and 

no other studies to this date have utilized the Weighted 

Kappa for determining reliability of observed data. 

Research on Conflict Resolution 

Most studies and theories of interpersonal conflict 

resolution have primarily been focussed on adults. Adult 

and adult-child family conflict has been studied by McCall 

(1977), Olson (1976), Steinmetz (1977), and Strauss, 

Gelles, & Steinmetz (1980). Strauss (1979) developed a 

conflict tactics scale for family studies which is used 

retrospectively with regard to remembered behaviors. 

Another area of research related to adult conflict 

focusses on negotiations (Cohen, 1981) and strategies that 

satisfy subconscious needs (Berne, 1964). Although these 
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adult oriented studies may not be irrelevant to identifying 

and understanding the significance of behaviors children 

use to resolve interpersonal conflict, little research has 

been done to confirm generalizability of findings to 

situations characterizing child behaviors and interactions. 

Apart from the recent work of Forbes and Lubin (notes 1, 

2, & 3) and Lubin and Forbes (notes 4 & 5), the earlier 

study of Wood et al. (1967) was the only study which focus

ed on children's conflict resolution behaviors. Wood et 

al. (1967) asked children five to eight years old to listen 

to a story, which sets up a conflict. Then the children 

were asked what they would do to resolve the conflict. The 

categories used were: norm invocation, positive sanctions, 

asking, and don't know. 
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As Wood et al. (1967) point out, "Without confirm

atory observational data, no assumption can be made of the 

identity between what children tell us and what they actual

ly do in interpersonal control situations,"(p. 132). 

Implicit in this comment is the call for naturalistic obser

vation data specifically oriented toward the behaviors 

children use to resolve interpersonal conflict. 

Research on Interobserver Agreement Methodology 

Several authors (Barker, 19631 Brandt, 19721 

Kohlberg, 1969 J Vasta, -1979) recognize the need for uninter

rupted natural setting research to complement the time 



interval, general inferential category, retrospective and 

questionnaire types of naturalistic studies which have 

prevailed. New technology (videotape recorders and small 

wireless microphones) provides an opportunity for increased 

sophistication in naturalistic research, as exemplified by 

the work of Forbes and Lubin (notes 1, 2, & 3) and Lubin 

and Forbes (notes 4 & 5). 

24 

Videotape provides an opportunity to obtain great 

detail with regard to the content, tone, and timing of 

speech and action, as well as the context in which they 

occur. But is this detail enough for observers to discern 

the intent of human subjects? Intent is part of n ••• the 

fringe of incompleteness that must be filled in,n (Mehan & 

Woods, 1975, p.90). Assuming observers to be both apt and 

sufficiently trained, what interobserver agreement is 

attainable when choice of categories becomes large and many 

category choices are based on inferencial judgements regard

ing the subject's motives? Existing literature does not 

provide an answer to these questions. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

The present study consisted of four different steps 

to accomplish its objectives. The first step related to 

obtaining field data by videotaping of conflict episodes. 

The second part concerned the development of an observation

al instrument for analyzing taped and transcribed 

interpersonal conflicts. Thirdly, the developed observa

tional scheme was used in a pilot test, and then a final 

study was undertaken to determine the reliability of 

observed categories. 

Obtaining Field Data 

Settings for Recording Conflict-oriented Interactions 

The study focused on children from three and one

half to six years old. This age choice satisfied several 

needs: (1) These are years of great cognitive change; (2) 

this is the youngest group that usually will provide an 

observer with sufficiently comprehensible speech for analy

sis; and (3) young children are especially apt to focus on 

one concern at a time which lessens the observational 

errors introduced by simultaneously occurring behavioral 

interactions. 
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An attempt was made to maintain a balance between 

male and female subjects. Due to the restraints·of time 

and availability of observational sites, no attempt was 

made to insure representativeness of context to any other 

general population parameter. 

The episodes of child interactions depicting 

conflicts were obtained from three settings which consisted 

of activities within a classroom, on a school playground, 

and in a home. The need for a multiplicity of settings in 

order to assure a full range of behaviors has been recom

mended by Lamb (1979) and Acredolo (1979). The attempt was 

made not to modify the existing environment in any way 

other than those necessary for obtaining intended observa

tional data. 

Providing observational centers for the study were 

two pre-schools, a public school before and after school 

child care program, and a home. Of the facilities 

requested for use in the present study, those chosen were 

the most suitable to the technical needs of videotaping. 

Finally, the willingness of parents to give permission for 

their child to participate was sought within each setting. 

In one selected pre-school, two classrooms were 

used. One had predominantly four year olds~ the other had 

predominantly five year olds. Approximately 20 children 

were in each room. The rooms contained play equipment as 
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well as tables and chairs. Behavior sampling was continu

ous and included episodes occurring during both ~work" and 

"free play" time. In another pre-school, only the outside 

area was used for observation. Approximately 30 children, 

ages three to five, provided context for recording conflict 

resolution episodes. 

In the public school before and after school child 

care program, approximately six children were observed. 

They were four to six years old. The room was furnished 

like a typical pre-school. In this setting the children 

mostly had "free play", with the instructor occasionally 

leading activities informally. 

The home setting was a bedroom floor where the 

children played marbles, and in a family room where the 

children used a climbing and sliding apparatus. The two 

siblings, ages three and one-half and five, played while a 

parent was present or nearby. 

The position of the operator of the videotape 

equipment varied from setting to setting. It was feared 

that the presence of an outsider and a recording device 

might influence interpersonal interactions, but consistent 

with Weick's (1968) belief that conflict-oriented interac

tions were found to constitute an "absorbing situation 

strategy,· the children were observed to be so engrossed by 
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its demands that the observer and equipment seemed to be 

forgotten. 

Recording Equipment 
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In all the three settings the observer used a portable 

Panasonic videotape recorder, an Edcor wireless microphone sewn 

into a cowboy-style vest, and an PM radio to receive and relay 

the audio signals. In the pre-school classrooms the video re

cording was done from within a large refrigerator carton that 

had small peep holes. At the other pre-school where outside 

play was recorded, the video technician was inside the building 

and recording was made through a window. At the child care cen

ter with few children, the technician stood on top of a table 

without a blind. At the home setting, the camera was placed on 

a tripod on the floor without a blind. 

In each setting, it was attempted to assign the 

wireless microphone to a child who appeared to interact 

most frequently with other children. However, if any child 

requested to wear the microphone, the request was granted 

fQr a short time so that the possession of the microphone 

was never identified exclusively with a particular child, 

nor did wearing the microphone become an issue of conten

tion between the children. If at any time a child 

requested that the microphone be removed, it was taken off 

immediately. Occasionally, when sound conditions permit-



ted, a concealed wireless microphone was left near the area 

where children were interacting. 

Procedure 
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Before the recordings of episodes took place, per

mission was obtained from the parents or guardians of 

children of selected agencies. Then the participants were 

introduced to the videotape recording equipment and the 

wireless microphone. The children were told that the 

researcher was "interested in observing and recording your 

normal everyday activities." Further they were told that 

on subsequent visits the observer would not interact with 

them. The orientation session lasted about one-half hour 

and recording sessions on the average were of about two 

hours duration. Recorded episodes were later reviewed for 

clarity and appropriateness, and the suitable ones were 

copied onto another tape. This procedure continued until 

approximately 53 episodes were available for observational 

analysis. 

A transcript was prepared for each episode. These 

transcripts contained descriptions of setting, context, 

participants, and the exact interactions including descrip

tions of actual actions, mannerisms, and moods displayed 

while engaged in conflict-oriented interactions with others 

(Appendix C). Content of transcripts was sequentially 

arranged, line by line, reflecting events for observational 
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analysis. Normal communications were used as much as possi

ble so as to reduce transcription bias. 

Development of the Observational Categories Instrument 

The observational categories developed were intend

ed to have high face validity, to reflect as closely as 

possible discretely learned behaviors, and to be objective

ly analyzed by trained observers. The initial instrument 

was based on empirical evidence as well as the works of 

Strauss (1979), Moustakas (1956) and Barrabee (note 7). 

The first draft of the instrument had 54 observational 

categories which were further grouped under broader catego

ries to a total number of 26. These 26 categories included 

on the final version of the observational instrument were 

pilot tested and observers provided valuable feedback which 

resulted in the re-labeling of one category and the modifi

cation of the operational definition of several others 

(Appendix A). 

Other modifications included changes in the proto

cols (Appendix B). The protocols determined the rules for 

observers for assigning interaction to predetermined obser

vational categories. These rules helped observers to 

categorize observed interactions. The protocols aimed at 

providing a rationale of priority based on movement away 

from general and neutral behaviors and toward specific 

assertive and/or submissive behaviors. The rules were 



developed to prevent redundancy and confusion in selecting 

observational categories perceived to be overlapping by 

observers. For example, a response of a subject ·You are 

supposed to leave me alone" contains within it the key 
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words ·supposed to" which indicate~ the ·set standards" 

category. A person who sets standards for another's behav

ior also may be sharing information in order to coerce 

another to change his or her behavior. This behavior, conse

quently, may be assigned to the "persuade" category. 

However, since this category is implicit in "set stan

dards", the rules pr,ovide guidelines to observers for 

selecting "set standards" and not the "persuade" category. 

Apart from the requirement to start analysis as far 

from neutral as the evidence justifies, the protocols also 

state rules allowing for various combinations of categories 

which do not create redundancy. Further, the protoca1s 

state that the content of some categories (barred catego

ries) will not be further analyzed. The intent of this 

rule was to maintain focus on the primary purpose of the 

observation instrument related to interpersonal conflict. 

Pilot Testing of Observational Instrument 

Four teachers volunteered to participate in the 

pilot testing of the observational instrument. These 

observers were first given an orientation to the purposes 

of the study and then they were scheduled to meet for five 
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three hour sessions. Input from observers during the pilot 

testing helped modify observational category definitions to, 

lessen ambiguity, and to change protocols so as to reduce 

confusion due to regulatory error or misunderstanding. 

Final study 

Sample of Observers for the Final Study 

Summer school students in two educational psychol

ogy courses at the University of Arizona were requested to 

volunteer for the study. They were first told about the 

general purposes of the study and the requirements 'for par

ticipation. It was also mentioned that a small monetary 

compensation for their time will be made available to them. 

One class also received a demonstration of the episodes, 

transcript-tally sheets and protocols because the instruc

tor,perceived the subject .matter of the study to be within 

the definition of the course content. From these classes, 

three students volunteered themselves to participate. All 
of the meetings for training and testing were held in a 

University office. 

Observer Training 

Training sessions were devoted to providing system-

atic training needed to objectively analyze interactional 

data recorded for this purpose. The purpose of observer 

training was to familiarize observers with the 



observational categories and rules to be followed in making 

observational category choices. 

The observers were given an explanation of the 

purpose and content of their training. Then they were 

presented both the list of categories (Appendix A) and the 

protocols (Appendix B). 

The group then viewed the episodes on the training 

tapes. The initial selection of episodes was based on the 

desire-to expose the trainees to the entire range of behav

iors described by the observational categories. The deter

mination that episodes did contain the entire range of 

behaviors was determined by the author's analysis of the 

episodes prior to pilot testing. 
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While observing the transcript, the group simulta

neously read the transcript-tally sheet (Appendix C). The 

transcript-tally sheet segmented the flow of behaviors into 

usually contiguous, but occasionally simultaneously occur

ring events. 

On the first run through of the set of training 

episodes it was explained how the transcripts related to 

the observed episodes and, by using examples from the epi

sodes, practice in making observational category choices 

for each event was done. During the training, dialogue 

between observers and between observers and trainer was 



both allowed and encouraged to facilitate clarification of 

definitions and protocols. 

The group repeated the training set of episodes 

four more times. During the first repetition, the obser

vers were encouraged to mark observational category choice 

prior to ascertaining the judgements of other members of 

the group. Immediate comparing of observational category 

choices gave the group an opportunity to instruct each 

other with regard to interpretation of definitions and use 

of protocols. 

Following the completion of each repetition of the 

set of training episodes, interobserver agreement was ana

lyzed statistically. Using the results of this analysis, 

the value of continuing training could be ascertained. The 

statistical analysis indicated that interobserver agreement 

did increase following the completion of each set of train

ing episodes. 

Although it was intended that training continue 

until increments of improvement in observer agreement 

became small relative to initial increments, training was 

stopped after the completion of the fourth repetition of 

the set of training episodes. This decision ~as made 

because sufficient time was not available for additional 

training. 
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As with the pilot test group, the final test group 

then filled out the questionnaire (Appendix D) cQncerning 

the judgement difficulty level of developed categories. 

This questionnaire required the observer to decide how 

difficult each observational category was to use. The 

observers indicated their choice using a five-point scale 

ranging from no difficulty to extreme difficulty. 

Testing of Observers 
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A new set of 11 episodes was presented to the group 

for analysis. Recognizing that lack of intellectual mas

tery of the observational category definitions and protocol 

rules might obscure the primary objective of studying cate

gory choices, observers were allowed at all times to ask 

questions with regard to category definitions or protocol 

rules. The observers also were allowed to request the 

replay of an episode as many times as necessary for clarifi

cation of content, context, and tone. 

Analysis of Observational Data 

Hypotheses. Consistent with purposes of this study the 

following hypotheses were tested: 

1. There is no agreement between observers in their 

choice of observational categories for behaviors observed 

in each event. 



2. There is no difference between observers in their 

perceptions of difficulty involved in assigning observed 

behaviors to each predetermined observational category. 

3. There is no difference between the perceived diffi

culty level of observational categories and the degree of 

interobserver agreement in the use of the categories. 
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4. There is no difference between observers in the rela

tive frequency of observational category use for all events 

considered sumultaneously. 

Statistical Analysis. Interobserver agreement was 

determined in three ways: (1) percent of interobserver 

agreement, (2) Kappa (Cohen, 1960), (3) Weighted Kappa 

(Cohen, 1968) (Appendix E). Kappa was used because it 

compensates for chance agreement between observers and is, 

therefore, a more conservative statistic than is percent of 

interobserver agreeme~t. Weighted Kappa was used on the 

assumption that the observational categories, while nomi

nal, were not independent and mutually exclusive. Thus, 

some observational categories were approximations in vary

ing degrees of other categories. Weighting, if properly 

assigned, would provide a reflection of near misses in 

observational category choice. The wei'ghts (Appendix F) 

were determined on the basis of the author's estimate of 

how closely some observational category choices approxi

mated other observational category choices. The obtained 



agreement indices, percent agreement, Kappa and Weighted 

Kappa, were each averaged to estimate overall reliability. 
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Other data was sought to aid in understanding the 

resulting interobserver agreement statistics. Each obser

ver was asked to rate each observational category according 

to his or her perception of its judgement difficulty level, 

(ie. the degree of difficulty, in general, the observer 

experienced in determining whether a particular observation

al category should be used). Using the results of this 

ranking, interobserver agreement was determined for catego

ries within each level of judgement difficulty. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

In order to ascertain the reliability of the obser

vational instrument and to better understand the problems 

asssociated with the reliability of observations, four hypo

theses· were considered. Each of the hypotheses will be 

re-stated and tested in the light of obtained findings. 

Hypothesis 1 

First hypothesis states that there is no agreement 

between observers in their choice of observational catego

ries for behaviors observed in each event. This hypothesis 

is intended to help answer the question, "To what extent do 

observers agree when using the observational instrument?" 

Data suggesting agreement among all possible pairs 

of observers is presented in Table 1. All of the obtained 

Weighted Kappa values were found to be significant at .05 

level of confidence suggesting substantial agreement among 

observers in assigning observations to preestablished obser

vational categories. Consequently, the null hypothesis was 

rejected. 
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Table 1. Agreement statistics of test group by all possible pairs. 

Weighted Weighted 
Kappa Kappa 

Observer Interobserver Weighted standard 95% confidence 
pair agreement Kappa Kappa deviation interval 

1,2 63% .60 .67 .036 .60 < Kw < .74 
1,3 61% .58 .65 .037 .58 < Kw < .72 
1,4 66% .63 .69 .034 .62 < Kw < .75 
2,3 57% .54 .60 .038 .53 < Kw < .68 
2,4 66% .63 .68 .035 .61 < Kw < .74 
3,4 62% .59 .61 .037 .54 < Kw < .68 

W 
\0 



It should be noted that the statistic is simply an 

index of reliability and it is generally considered desir

able that obtained Weighted Kappas are large values rather 

than that they are statistically significant and exceed 

zero (Cohen, 1968). Considering such an argument the ob

tained Weighted Kappas, although significant, were only 

moderately high. 

It is equally interesting to note that there was 

variance in the Kappa values among different pairs of 

observers. Observer 3, when paired with a~y other observ

er, seemed to produce lowest Weighted Kappas, Kappas, 

percent agreements, and also provided highest evidence of 

interobserver variability as evidenced by standard 

deviations. These findings would suggest that if interde

pendence of interobserver agreement and observer trait is 

substantiated in other similar settings, then the general

izability of observer agreement across groups of different 

observers might be questionable. 

The traditional indices of interobserver agreement, 

such as percent of interobserver agreement, suggested that 

the agreement among all possible pairs fall below the 

conventionally set standard of 80%. In fact, the highest 

percentage of agreement of 65.5% was observed between 

observers I and 4. 
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It is not surprising that the Kappa values for each 

pair of observers are lower than their corresponding per

cent agreement. This is to be expected because Kappa 

reduces percent agreement in relation to the agreement that 

might occur by chance (C~hen, 1968). Chance agreement is 

calculated from the interaction of the pattern of observa

tional category use over all events by each observer. 

Study of the other hypotheses will help to elucidate the 

factors which may influence this pattern. 

Hypothesis 2 

Second hypothesis stated that there is no differ

ence between observers in their perceptions of difficulty 

involved in assigning observed behaviors to each predeter

mined observational category. An observer's perception of 

the level of difficulty in using a particular category may 

be one factor in influencing the observer's choice of 

categories. 

Due to the small number of observers, the 

judgements of difficulty of observers (Appendix D) partici

pating in the pilot test as well as the judgemental ratings 

of observers involved in the final study were pooled. The 

results of judgemental ratings are summarized in Table 2. 

An examination standard deviations of ratings for 

each category revealed that 1,3 categories exhibited greater 

than 1, suggesting lack of agreement. Another approach to 

'~ __ ~ __ L _____ ~ - -~ -----~-~-
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Table 2. Judgement ratings of observational category 
difficulty level by observers. 

Ratings of observers Ave. 
Pilot Final diffi- Sample 
test stud~ cu1ty stand. 

Category 1 2 3 4 1 2 4 ratings dev. 

Accept 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 1.43 .53 
Alternate focus 2 1 2 3 1 2 2 1.86 .69 
Anticipate 2 5 1 2 2 2 1 2.14 1.35 * 
Cite authority 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 1.43 .53 
Demonstrate 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 1.57 .53 
Disparage 2 4 1 2 1 3 2 2.14 1.07 * 
Emphasis 2 2 1 1 1 1 5 1.86 1.46 * 
Explain 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 1.57 .53 
Ignore 2 1 2 2 3 2 4 2.29 .64 
Imply authority 1 3 2 3 2 2 3 2.29 .75 
Imposition 4 3 5 4 3 1 4 3.43 1.27 * 
Inclusion 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1.28 .48 
Non-compliance 4 4 3 4 2 2 5 3.42 1.13 * 
Other neutral 3 1 2 2 2 1 3 2.00 .82 
Persuade 3 3 5 4 3 2 5 3.57 1.39 * 
Physical assertion 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.43 1.13 * 
Play fight 3 2 2 2 1 2 2 2.00 .57 
Seek help 2 1 1 1 1 3 1 1.43 .79 
Seek information 1 2 2 1 2 1 5 2.00 1.41 
Seek recognition 3 3 1 1 2 1 3 2.00 1.00 * 
Set standards 3 3 1 1 2 1 3 2.57 1.21 * 
Share information 4 3 4 3 3 1 5 3.29 1.25 * 
State feelings 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1.14 .37 
Tease 3 4 1, 2 2 1 2 2.14 1.07 * 
Threat 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1.29 .48 
Withdraw 4 4 4 2 1 1 3 2.71 1.38 * 

* = population standard deviation > 1. 
** = perceptions of the observer 3 participating in the 
final study are not included in this summary. 
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examine interrelatedness of observer judgement of diffi

culty level was to obtain an Intraclass Correlation 

Coefficient (Viner, 1971 p.286). This produced a Correla

tion Coefficient of .77, indicating that considering all of 

the responses at one time, the perceptions were moderately 

correlated. 

Hypothesis 3 

Third hypothesis stated that there is no difference 

between the perceived difficulty level of observational 

categories and the degree of interobserver agreement in the 

use of the categories. This hypothesis was dev~loped to 

assess whether catagories which require more inferential 

judgement contribute disproportionately to interobserver 

disagreement. 

To determine objectively the degree to which 

observational categories required more or less inferential 

judgement the observers were asked after training to 

respond to the Judgement Difficulty Level Questionnaire 

(Appendix D). The ,observational categories were rated by 

observers using a five-point scale varying from no diffi

culty to extreme difficulty. The average rating for each 

category was determined. Classification of observational 

categories according to such ratings is presented in Table 

3. Using observational categories from each level of 

classification, new Kappas were calculated to determine 
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Table 3. Classifications of observational categories based 
judgement of difficulty. 

Average Difficulty Level 

None 
0.00-1.49 

a little 
1.50-2.49 

moderate 
2.50-3.49 

Accept Alternate focus Persuade * 
Cite authority Anticipate Imposition 
Inclusion Demonstrate 
Physical asser- Disparage 
tion 
Seek help Emphasis 
State feelings Explain 
Threat Ignore 

Imply authority 
Other neutral 
Play fight 
Seek information 
Seek recognition 
Tease 

Non-compliance 
set standards 

Share information 
withdraw 

much/ 
extreme 

3.50+ 

* The average of "persuade" was 3.57. However, it 
was moved to the "moderate" category because one category 
alone was not possible to use in the calculations required 
for Table 4. 



interobserver agreement. The Kappas ,thus obtained are 

presented in Table 4. 

An examination of Kappas revealed that observer 

agreement was very high for observational categories 

described as having no judgement difficulty, and is consid

erably lower, as would be expected, for those categories 

described as having a little difficulty. However, observer 

agreement for those categories described as having moderate 

difficulty level was considerably higher than would normal

ly have been expected. These findings suggest 'that the 

interobserver agreement was differentially affected by 

perceived inferential difficulty of the observed 

categories. 

Hypothesis 4 

Fourth hypothesis stated that there is no differ

ence between observers in the relative frequency of 

observational category use for all events considered 

simultaneously. This hypothesis relates to the question of 

whether some observers have a disposition to use certain 

observational categories more frequently than other observ

ers when responses to all events are considered 

simultaneously. 

The frequency of observational category use by 

observers in the final study is shown in Table 5. From the 

column Total Frequency, one can see that the combined use 
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Table 4. Distribution of Kappas obtained by including only 
categories ranked by observers within three 
levels of judgement difficulty. 

Kappa Value 

Difficulty Level . 65 • 70 . 75 • 80 . 85 . 90 . 95 1. 0 

None xx x 

A Little xxx 

Moderate x X X 

_."-:-'_~_2oU"'~_""'''··. ___ ~ ....... _-~1'''''.~_''''''''_::''-~ ___ ~_·_''''_ ~ __ ..... ~ ___ .. __ -_____ ~ __ .. _ ,_ . ____ . ____ ,. .~ ..... "-.. _ .. _~ _____ _ 
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Table 5. Frequency that each observer used each 
category. 

-
Observer ** Total 

Category A B C frequency 

Accept 12 15 15 42 
Alternate focus 7 11 6 24 
Anticipate 0 0 0 0 
Cite authority 0 0 1 1 
Demonstrate 0 1 0 1 
Disparage 6 7 9 22 
Emphasis * * 2 3 7 12 
Explain * 1 4 3 8 
Ignore 9 12 10 31 
Imply authority 4 4 6 11 
Imposition 31 24 33 88 
Inclusion 1 1 0 2 
Non-compliance 0 0 0 0 
Other neutral 17 10 11 38 
Persuade * i 4 12 18 34 
Physical assertion 19 20 19 58 
Play fight 16 15 13 44 
Seek help * 2 1 3 6 
Seek informa-
tion * i 6 3 3 12 
Seek recogni-
tion * * 12 10 5 27 
Set standards 6 9 6 21 
Share information 13 15 12 40 
State feelings 2 2 1 5 
Tease 8 8 10 26 
Threat 2 2 3 7 
Withdraw * i 6 3 7 16 

* indicates a category occurring six or more times in which 
one observer used the category at least twice as often as 
another observer. 
i indicates a category that also had a standard deviation 
greater than 1 on the results of the Judgement Difficulty 
Level Ouestionnaire reported in Table 2. 
** = the responses of observer 3 participating in this 
study are not included in this summary. 



of observational categories by all observers varied 

considerably from zero to 88. Those observational catego

ries used fewer than six times by all observers present 

analytic difficulties insofar as very small differences in 

actual observational category use is reflected in a very 

large proportional change between observers. However, if 

one considers only those observational categories whose 

total frequency use was six or more, seven observational 

categories (ie. those marked by an asterisk) contained a 

sufficiently large discrepency in frequency such that one 

observer used the observational category at least twice as 

many times as another observer. 
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On the one hand, had a pair of observers used each 

observational category an equal number of times for all 

events considered simultaneously, they still might not have 

agreed on observation~l category choice for any particular 

observed event. On the other hand, they might have had 

total agreement. However, differing frequency of observa

tional category use for all events considered simultaneous

ly both reflects actual disagreement and limits the degree 

to which actual agreement can possibly occur. Statistical

ly, this limit on possible agreement due to differences in 

observers' frequency of category use when all events are 

considered simultaneously is expressed by Maximum Kappa 

(Cohen, 1960). For the three possible pairings of the 
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observers in the final study, the Maximum Kappas were .85, 

.85, and .86. Cohen (1960) offers a useful interpretation 

of 1 - Maximum Kappa, the difference between perfect inter

observer agreement and the maximum Kappa which can be 

obtained given the differing proportionate use of each cate-

gory by the observers. Cohen (1960,) says that 1 - Maximum 

Kappa " ••• can serve as an indicator to the investigator of 

the fuzziness of his category boundaries, and may be 

reduced, and his boundaries sharpened by further training 

of his judges," (p. 4.2) • 

For each training sequence, 1 - the -average" of 

all Maximum Kappas did indeed get smaller a.s is shown in 

Table 6. 

Table 6. One minus the a average " of all Maximum Kappas for 
all pairs of observers during each training 
sequence. 

Training sequence 

1 

2 

3 

4 

"Average" of 1 - Maximum Kappa 
for all possible pairs. 

.26 

.23 

.20 

.17 



The "average" of Maximum Kappas used is not a true 

average because of the interdependence of the Maximum 

Kappas used in its calculation. The significance of the 

"average" appears to be further compromised by the practice 

effect which occurred because the training re-utilized the 

same videotaped sets of episodes and observers were aware 

of the each others category choices from earlier repeti

tions of th~ episodes. 
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How then can the practice effect be differentiated 

from the effect of more discriminate category use by observ

ers as a result of increased competence? One must assume 

that Cohen (1960) is correct that 1 - Maximum Kappa 

reflects training effects (p.42). If so, then comparing 

the lowest training level of 1 - Maximum Kappa on the 

repeated sets of training episodes to the 1 - Maximum Kappa 

obtained on the test set o£ episodes should show similarity 

if training rather than the practice effect is responsible 

for 1 - Maximum Kappa. The 1 - "average" of Maximum Kappas 

on the last repetition of the set of training episodes was 

.17. On the test set of episodes the 1 - "average" of 

Maximum Kappas was .18. The relatively low level of 1 -

"average" of Maximum Kappas was retained. This indicates 

that with additional training, the practice effect was not 

the major source of the lessening of 1 - "average" of 



Maximum Kappas. Most likely, the cause was increased 

competence in category use. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Can qualitative and quantitative research be used 

together? Bogdan and Biklen (1982) state, "The two ap

proaches are based on different assumptions. • •• such 

studies turn out to be studies in method rather than the 

topic you originally started out to study" (p.39). Such is 

the case in this study. An interest in children's conflict 

resolving behaviors became the substance of a study in in

terobserver agreement testing methodology. 

Conclusions 

The findings concerning interobserver agreement in 

analyzing conflict resolution situations involving young 

children, as determined by Kappa, clearly suggest that the 

system utilized in the present study is moderately reli

able. Although obtained reliability indices for an observa

tional system used i~ the present study are acceptable, 

several issues concerning the generalizability of these 

findings must be considered. 

Protocols 

First it should be noted that system utilized in 

the current study somewhat deviated from conventional 
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procedures (Forbes & Lubin, notes 1, 2, & 3: Lubin & 

Forbes, notes 3 & 4) where observers are generally forced 

to assign observations of an event to one category only. 

Given the complexity of human behavior, such a procedure 

was considered to be untenable, and observers in the 

present study were, therefore, instructed to assign an 

observed behavior to multiple categories if deemed 

necessary. 

In spite of strong argument for non-existence of 

independent and mutually exclusive observational catego

ries, simultaneous assignment of observations to several 

categories does pose some practical as well as technical 

problems. When one observer of a pair uses more observa

tional category choices than the partner, nchoice omittedn 

category is automatically assigned to compensate for the 

missing choices. An indication of the impact of missing 

responses on interobserver agreement can be seen when the 

nchoice omitted" category is removed. The naverage n 

Weighted Kappa goes up from .69 to .74. 

Observational Categories 
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Another problem relates to the relationship of ambi

guity associated with observational categories tointerob

server reliability. An example is the .observational 

category "emphasisn, the 'accentuation of voice or gesture 

which is undeniably used by children to resolve conflict. 



However, it is questionable whether any pair of observers 

could ever agree on the exact point when voices or gestures 

become accentuated enough to require the use of this obser

vational category. Furthermore, RemphasisR would usually 

be chosen in addition to another category. Therefore, the 

problem of using the "emphasis" observational category is 

compounded by the option of choosing more than one catego

ry, as discussed in the previous paragraph. This argument 

is best exemplified by the fact that when the observational 

category "emphasis" was removed from the list of catego

ries, the "average R Weighted Kappa showed an increase from 

.69 to .71. 

Training 
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An issue which is noteworthy in the context of 

training relates to the perceived difficulty of the use of 

the observational categ'ories. Data in Table 2 clearly 

suggest that in spite of providing systematic training in 

the definitions and use of observational categories, observ

ers tended to exhibit a significant variance in their rat

ings of difficulty in using each category. Thirteen 

observational categories marked with an asterisk (Table 2) 

had standard deviation greater than 1. Five of these same 

observational catego.ries appearing on Table 5 also display 

wide discrepencies in the frequencies that they were used 

by observers when all events are considered simultaneously 



and are indicated by a hash mark. This indicates that 

observers might have been less competent in using those 

same observational categories whose judgement difficulty 

level they agreed upon least. 

Such variability in perceptions may lead to two 

separate underlying practical problems inherent in field 

stUdies. First, it is possible that variability could have 

been reduced given the possibility of prolonged observer 

training. Considering the restraints of the present study, 

that was not possible. Secondly, as several psychologists 

have suggested, it is quite likely that agreement with 

regard to complex ca.tegories might be difficult to obtain. 

Recommendations for Future Work 
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Consistent with a plethora of problems involved in 

observational studies in natural settings, it is recommend

ed that stUdies aimed at replicating the present study take 

the following recommendations into consideration for enhanc

ing the validity of obtained results. 

Protocols 

Refinement of the protocols most likely would have 

made training easier and more effective. Examination of 

the protocols (Appendix B) shows that they require the 

mastery of several rules which detract from energy avail

able for concentration on category definition and 
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videotape-transcript content. Furthermore, the rules, 

which were designed to facilitate category selection, also 

created the impossibility of adequately responding to combi

nations of behaviors that did appear to occur. For exam

ple, one child created an alternate focus in the process of 

withdrawing from the arena of conflict. Marking the obser

vational categories "alternate focus" and ·withdraw" was 

not allowed by the rules. This may have caused some dis

tracting dissonance for the observers. Improvements to the 

protocols could reduce this source of confusion. Addition

ally, since use of multiple observational category system 

has not been adequately tested, future studies are needed 

to examine various issues concerning the impact of such a 

procedure on the reliability of observed inferences. 

Observational Categories 

Improved clarity of observational category defini

tion would, obviously, have helped the observers. However, 

the large number of observational categories may have been 

a more significant factor influencing the interobserver 

agreement indices. The observational categories (Appendix 

A) included both high and low inference items. Were the 

observational categories to have been either all low 

inference, or all high inference, the observers might have 

found category choice less difficult, thus facilitating the 

use of the large number of categories. This might have 



helped the observer's in their use of the large number of 

categories. Research is needed on the effect of ·using 

combined high and low inference observational category 

choices versus category choices that are either all high or 

all low inference. 

Of course, an alternative approach would have been 

to reduce the number of observational categories. This 

approach would have been most effective if the scope of 

behaviors to be studied was also reduced. 

Training 

The most unsettling results of. the study were those 

that suggested that the observers did not receive suffi

cient training. Clearly, the goal of training should be 

that it continue until decreases in 1 - Maximum Kappa 

become very small in comparison to the earliest increments 

of decrease. An adjunct to this concern would be a study 

using observer training time as a controlled variable, and 

interobserver agreement indices as the dependent variable. 

That same study could explore, both during training and 

testing, the effect of extended training on I - Maximum 

Kappa. 

57 



Methodological Concerns 

Reconsideration of traditional expectations for the 

level of interobserver agreement is appropriate to consider 

for two reasons. First, a reliability index such as Kappa 

is more conservative than the traditional index because it 

compensates for agreement due to chance. Secondly, the 

data available from naturally occurring videotaped events 

is a two-edged sword. In one direction the opportunity 

for approaching certainty seems to be increased. In the 

other direction, repeated forced exposure to the same de

tailed behaviors provides more subtle information than many 

observers can integrate. 
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To facilitate analysis of videotaped data, whenever 

possible, descriptive decisions about human behavior should 

be arrived at cooperatively by several people who help each 

other to compensate for individual dispositions and inade

quacies. Videotape and wireless microphones are available 

to provide large quantities of data which can be studied 

away from the emotional distractions of the scene where the 

behaviors occurred. Further, this technology can provide 

the data under more naturalistic conditions, thus enhancing 

the validity of the study. 



APPENDIX A 

DEFINITIONS 

For the convenience of the reader attempting to 
relate these definitions to the protocols in Appendix B, 
the definitions are divided into five categories: General 
Terms, Neutral Behaviors, Assertive Behaviors, Submissive 
Behaviors, and Mixed Behaviors. Each definition of an 
analytical category is followed by examples and comments. 

General Terms 

ASSERTIVE BEHAVIOR 
A behavior intended to change others in order to 
satisfy one's own needs. 

MIXED BEHAVIOR 
A behavior' which intentionally diverts attention 
from the conflict in the interest of lessening 
conflict. 

NEUTRAL BEHAVIOR 
A behavior which does not intend to change others. 

SOCIAL CONFLICT ( also INTERPERSONAL CONFLICT or CONFLICT) 
Interaction in which at least one person perceives 
of one or more others as having expectations 
contrary to his or her own best interests and 
responds by using conflict resolving behavior. 

SUBMISSIVE BEHAVIOR 
A behavior that yields in the interest of lessening 
conflict. 
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Neutral Behaviors 

NON-COMPLIANCE 
Not doing what another expects either because of 
apparent inability, lack of understanding ,. or lack 
of knowledge of the other person's expectations. 

Observer judgement is based on the context of the 
participant's behavior, and helps to distinguish 
between non-compliance and ignore. 
Lack of knowledge of another's expectations may be 
indicated by a child's concentration on some other 
matter. 

OTHER NEUTRAL 
A behavior other than NON-COMPLIANCE, PLAY-FIGHT, 
SEEK INFORMATION or SHARE INFORMATION which does 
not intend to change others. 

PLAY-FIGHT 
When persons appear to be enjoying a pattern of 
assertive behaviors. 

SEEK INFORMATION 
To ask for information in order to better 
understand a situation without the suggestion of 
seeking committment or of changing the other's 
position. 

The context, tone and phrasing all help the 
observer to distinguish between seek information 
and persuade. Factual information sought is more 
apt ot be seek information (e.g. wDo you have a 
friend?") 
If the content suggests manipulative intent to the 
question, persuade is used. The question, "Will 
you be my friend?" seeks a commitment and is 
catagorized persuade • 

. SHARE INFORl.'1ATION 
To share factual information which is neither 
arbitrary nor coercive. Also, all "content of 
instruction including demonstration to a learner 
who is perceived of as willing to learn. 

The context, tone and phrasing all help to 
distinguish between share information and 
imposition or persuade. 
"Do you like coffee ice cream?" seek information 
"No." share information 
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"Can I taste your vanilla ice cream?" persuade 
"No." imposition 
"I don't ever get to even taste vanilla ice cream." 
persuade 

The content of instruction to a person perceived of 
as being a willing learner may contain commands, 
demonstrations, etc. Instruction is catogorized 
share information and the content,of the 
instruction is not analyzed. 
"Bow do I hit the ball?" seek information 
"Keep your eye on the ball when you swing." share 
information (ie. imposition is not used.) 
(instructor demonstrates swing) share information 
(ie. demonstrate is not used. 

Assertive Behaviors 

ANTICIPATE 
To utilize a technique for resolving conflict 
before the conflict occurs or manifests itself. 

Expecting others to make a similar claim, a child 
callout, "I'm first." anticipate. 
Since anticipate involves the timing of a 
behavior, another category usually accompanies it 
to describe the behavior used. 
Just before the bell rang Bill ran to the door. 
anticipate, physical assertion. 

CITE AUTHORITY 
To state explicitly a generally accepted authority 
or standard in order to support one's views. 

Reference may be to a person, book, rule, or 
convention (e.g. "The teacher said we're supposed 
to stay seated." cite authority, inclusion, 
set standards. 

DEMONSTRATE 
To strengthen one's position or assertion by show
ing, describing or giving an example of something 
at issue. 

Usually a display or example of something referred 
to. Display or example may precede or follow 
reference (e.g. Boy hits ball, demonstrate Then 
he says, "Now you hit it that way," imposition). 
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Note however that demonstrate is replaced by 
share information when the demonstration is part 
of instruction to a person perceived to be a 
willing learner. 
Boy says, "This is how you hit the ball." share 
information Boy hits the ball. share 
information 
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DISPARAGE 

EMPHASIS 

EXPLAIN 

To help create the impression that the other 
person's status or behavior is inferior, weaker, or 
less important that one's own, ie. a put down. 

Belittling epithets (i.e., stupid, dummy). 
Laughing at a person's inept or humiliating 
behavior. 

To accentuate one's views. 

A loud voice is a common indicator. So also is 
unusual articulation or intonation which indicates 
great need. 
Although emphasis is commonly indicated by 
repetition of a statement or by perserverance with 
regard to one's position, these easily recognized 
behaviors WILL NOT be analyzed in this study so 
that the analysts might focus more fully on other 
categories. 

To share the reasons for something. 
" ••• because ••• " is implied, if not stated. 

"I took it because it is mine." explain 
"Because." Here the rest of the explanation is 
left to the imagination of the listener. 
Use explain if the context implies a clear 
"because" which has been omitted. ie. "Give me a 
drink.". imposition. "I'm thirsty," explain 
Do not use explain if the statements are less 
closely related. ie. "Play with me, imposition. 
We will have fun," persuade. 
If the distinction between persuade and explain 
is difficult to make, use persuade,ie. "Play 
with me, imposition. I like to play ball." 
persuade 



IMPLY AUTHORITY 
To help create the impression that one's-status is 
superior, stronger, or more important than that of 
the other person. 

a. Labeling another person implies that one has 
the other under control (e.g. "John," imply 
authority" stop that." imposition 
b. Making oneself appear bigger (e.g. standing 
up) • 

IMPOSITION 
A judgemental personal response or opinion 
expressed with certainty and based on implied 
authority rather than reason. Also statements of 
accusation, command or verbal intrusion or 
domination. 

The tone of authority and certainty are keys to 
this category. 
a. Almost all negative responses' to requests are 
imposition (e.g. "Will you help me?" persuade 
"No." imposition). 
b. Command (e.g. "Put this awayl" imposition, 
emphasis). 
c~ Accusation (e.g. "You hit me first." 
imposition). 
d. Certainty (e.g. "I will gol" imposition, 
emphasis). 
e. Intrusion (ie. use of the voice to break in 
while another is speaking.) 
f. Domination (ie. raising one's voice and/or 
continuing to speak or sing in order to overcome 
another's attempt to intrude. 
g. A non-verbal communication that accomplishes 
some of the purposes listed above (e.g. a negative 
shaking of the head). 

INCLUSION 
To attempt to create the impression or to convince 
another that his or her expectations are the same 
as your own. Also to imply that others besides 
oneself share the same expectations. Key words are 
"we, let's", or "you" implying "everyone". 

"We should play ball," inclusion, set 
standards. 
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PERSUADE 
To attempt to change through an apparent or 
explicit appeal to reason what one perceiyes to be 
the other's position by means of bribe, compromise 
or coercive questions or informational 
statements. 

"Can I play with you?" persuade 
"Why can't I play with you? persuade 
"Why?" persuade ( When seeking other than or more 
than objective factual information). 
"I'll give you some candy if you let me play." 
persuade 
If you let me play I won't playa long time. 
bargain 
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PHYSICAL ASSERTION 
To use bodily action or force in support of 
communicating or attaining one's expectations. 

Includes grabbing an object or person, moving 
toward an object or person, pushing, blocking, and 
any form of physical attack. 
Also includes an intrinsically defiant physical 
behavior (e.g. When told to stay seated, a person 
stands up, Physical Assertion). 
However, to shake one's head "No, in response to 
the command "Sit down!", is imposition. 
Also, to shake one's head "No," in response to the 
question, "0'0 you own a bicycle?" is share 
information 

SEEK HELP 
To ask for or to go get the help of someone. 

Loud statements that will be heard by the teacher 
e.g. "Billy is touching my desk!" seek help. 
Getting the attention of the teacher by calling out 
"Teacher! Ii when in a difficult situation. 
However, saying "Teacher" so that only the other. 
person can hear is threat (ie. if the offensive 
behavior continues, the next time the teacher will 
hear) • 



SEEK RECOGNITION 
To act in an attempt to get someone's attention. 

Context clues are needed to distinquish from imply 
authority. If Billy is not near by , or if Billy 
appears to be focused on other than the speaker, 
"Billy," is probably seek recognition. 
If Billy is clearly giving his attention to the 
speaker before the speaker speaks, than "Billy" is 
imply authority, unless spoken in a disparaging 
way. 

SET STANDARDS 
To define or clarify the issue as though there were 
general standards of rightness, correctness, or of 
what is either allowed or possible. Key words are 
"can, should, must, supposed to, have to, and you 
(ie. people in general). 

~o the question "Can I go?", a subtle, distinction 
exists between the response "You can't ever go." 
set standards, and "No, you can't". imposition 
The latter response does not have a general enough 
quality to justify set standards. 

STATE FEELINGS 

TEASE 

An explicit statement of want, need, desire, etc. 
Key words are "want", "need", "desire", "wish", 
"hate", "like", etc. 

"I want you to stop.n state feelings, 
persuation. 

Usually a mild form of physical or verbal assertion 
used to goad another person into interaction. 

Tom tickles Bill. tease 
If Bill tickles back, play-fight has begun. 
If Bill looks away, ( ignore), or hits Tom, 
(physical assertion), or calls for help, (seek 
help), conflict exists from Billcs point of view. 
Tom may continue to tickle Bill, tease, even 
though Bill is eager to stop the interaction. 
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THREAT 

ACCEPT 

To suggest an undesirable consequence to the other 
person which will occur if the other person does 
not accept certain demands. Key words are 
nlf ••• (demand) •• then ••• (consequences) •• ", either 
stated or implied. 

Verbal: nlf you do that, then I'll tell. n threat 
However, nlf you wear that hat you can't play,n is 
both threat and set standards. 
Physical: A child raises his hand as though ready 
to hit. threat 

Submissive Behavior 

To provide satisfaction for one's perception of the 
other person's expectations. For example, to give 
in, or to do what you're told, or what you think 
the other person wants you to do. 

Bill lightly pokes Tom. tease 
Tom looks away. ignore 
Bill stops poking. accept 

Occasionally withdraw and accept appear 
synonymous. In these cases, use accept. For 
example, Bill says, nGet away from here. n 
imposition 
Tom leaves. accept 

Mixed Behaviors 

ALTERNATE FOCUS 
To interject a new stimulus which mayor does 
divert attention from a previous issue. 

Two children are arguing over a pencil. One says, 
nIts time for recess. n alternate focus 
An alternate focus may be unintentional (rubbing 
a bumped knee), or for purposes of distracting 
oneself from the conflict ( ie. biting one's 
nails) •• 
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IGNORE 

After an alternate focus is established, a person 
may persistently refuse to give attention to the 
other person. This latter behavior is categorized 
ignore. 

To not give attention to another, or to turn away 
one's attention from another. 

Bill tickles Tom. tease 
Tom looks away, ignore. 
Bill stops, accept. 
Tom is writing, non-conflict. 
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Bill yells, "Tom, come here. n seek attention, 
emphasis. 
Tom does not look up, ignore. 
The observer has inferred from the context that Tom 
heard Bill. If the observer infers from the 
context that Tom probably remained unaware of 
Bill's yell,' then Tom's behavior is coded . 
non-compliance. 

Jane turns her attention away from Sally. ignore 
Jane turns her attention away from Sally and onto a 
new subject or focus. alternate focus 

WITHDRAW 
To remove oneself or an object from the arena of 
conflict. 

Attempting to grab or grabbing an object is 
physical assertion even if the action is followed 
by removing the object from the arena of 
conflict.withdraw 
Bill grabs the book from John, physical assertion 
puts it in the desk drawer, withdraw, and 
walks away. withdraw 



APPENDIX B 

PROTOCOLS 
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Neutral 

~Uc A.oe.~!!!! ~(:---------------. General A.8aertlve ( r ) Sutaissiv£ --t §.!.lJm}.!!!!~~ .!!~I!! 

Ua. any n..-ber .. 
You ..ay .1110 u •• any 
uUllber fro. COLUMN 8. 

rcm.U"" A I 
OEHON5TRATE (give an •• allple' 

EXrlJlIN Iglve. ruoon) 

IILTEIIHATEFrtcUS Ito change to a 
different .object) 

IIISPIIRllr.t: Iput /lawn) 

I'IIYSICAI. ASSERTION lUBe of boIIy) 

51':!::': 1lI::I~r (seek outaide help' 

"ET S~IINIIIIRIIS Itell ""at another 
-can-, -.hould-, 
-_st-, -ha. to-, 
-.upposed to do-, 
'etc., 

!&l\S& Iqoa/l another to Interact) 

"I'IIR£A.T .- if .... th@n._.- ia ellher 
• tated or "'plled) 

-uae-i"ny-nWlber. ---, 
You .ay 81so v •• In 
conjunctJon .,ith any 
catogorie. froa COLUMN A, 
or with one category 
f rOIl COI.uKN C. 

[COLlJMN:!l 

ANTICIPATE Ito act Urat In 
antielpatlon of confUcll 

CITE AUTIIORITY Irefer to an 
authority) 

EMPIIASIS .accentuate one'. vieu8. 

INCLUSION (-we-, -Jet'.-, 
-everyone-' 

SEn RECOGNITION Itry to get 
8OIIIeOne '. attentlon. 

STATE FERLINGS lapeclUc atate-
8M!nt of -.,ant - , 
-need-, -Ilke-, 
-hate-, -.,lata-. 
etc_ 

Ceneral Rule. 
Alway. OO91n •• lar fro. neutra 1 
.. tho evidence juaUrtea. 

BARnED CATEGORY I Do not analyze 
the content of behavior. categor izc,d 
In a b ... rrcd calplJory • 

Never clll"'clt IDQre than thrco 
categorl~s 

I
~n't U •• IICre than one. 
If you u •• one, you aay 
aleo uee any f'~ 
COLUMN B. 

[CIlWHII C I 

PERSUADI! 
lcoerclve Infa. or 
que.tion with an 
apparent or ex
plicit appeal to 
reason' 

IMPLY AUTIIORITY 

j I.olf-
8ggrandh_nt) 

IMPOSITIOll 

(I_pooed ,udgeooent. 
opinion er 
coaund baled on 
ilOpliecl authorit.y 
rather than 
reaaon' 

If you u.e une, 

alop. 

J, 
iiTjjEIi NWTiiAL 

h;ool'" ii£I'ile 
vork. play, 
accident, 

1 
PLAY-PIGIIT 

!fun conflict) 

SEEK ftlroRHmIlli 
(non-coercive 
question.' 

IlAltE llltOiWlTIOH 

(non-coercive 
inforaultlon 
Hither llpoken 
or d!ulIIonstrated) 

NON-COMPLIANCE 
---cunI ntent i on a I 

non-campI lance. 

!!~!'~~!.!£ 

I
--C------1 f YOli usc one...J I f you usn (In"1 

atop atn..,. 

~CE,,! 
Itu give 

In' 

!~2~ 
Ito 
hlIlUr,!) 

IIITlIDIUlIl 
( .. ,v(! 

st!J f ur 
ob)cf't 
f."u. 
In"pa) 

0'1 
\0 
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Judgement Dif~iculty Level -
Category 1. none 2. a little 3. lIIoderate 4. much s. ext::e:ne. 

ACCEPT 

ALIER.'lATE FOCUS 

A.\"TICIPATE 

pnSUADE -
CITE AUTHORITY 

DEMONSTRATE 

DISPARAGE 

EMPHASIS . 
EXPLAL't 

IGNORE 

L"IPLY AUTHORITY 

L"IPOSITION 

INCLUSION 

NON-COMPLIANCE 

OTHER NEUTRAL 

PHYSICAL ASSERTION 

PLAY FIGHT . 
SEEK HELP 

, 
SEEK INFORMATION' 

SEEK RECOGNITION 

SET STANDARDS -. 

SHARE INFOR.~TION 

STATE FEELINGS 

TEASE . 
tHREAT 

WI!HDRAW 

observer ice:ltlty letter(_) da:e ( ______ _ 



APPENDIX E 

STATISTICAL FORMULAE 

Percent of Interobserver Agreement 

Percent agreement = A/A+B X 100. 

A = Total number of correct identifications of a category. 

B = Total number of incorrect or overlooked identifications 
of a category. 

Kappa 

K = Po - Pc/l - Pc. 

Po = The proportion of units on which the observers agreed. 

Pc = The proportion of units for which agreement is 
expected by chance. (Cohen, 1960) 
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Weighted Kappa 

Kw = plO - Plc/l - piC 

plO = The weighted proportion of all observed agreement. 

piC = The weighted proportion of all chance agreement. 

plo = 

piC = 

Wij Poij/Wmax. 

Wij Pcij/Wmax. 

Wij = The weight of each cell. 

Poij = The p~oportional occurrance of agreement in each 
cell. 

Pcij = The proportional chance agreement in each cell. 

Wmax = Any convenient number larger than O. 

(Cohen, 1968) 

Weights for Kappa 

A 26 X 26 category matrix represents 676 cells. Of 

these, 26 are agreement cells; 650 are disagreement cells. 

The disagreement cells have zero agreement weighting with 

the following 16 exceptions. Each of the eight pairs of 

categories represents two disagreement cells. 

Category Pair 
accept, withdraw 
disparage, imply authority 
imposition, imply authority 
non-compliance, other neutral 
alternate focus, ignore 
cite authority, imply authority 
demonstrate, share information 
explain, persuade 

Agreement weight 
.8 
.8 
.8 
.8 
.5 
.5 
.5 
.5 
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