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Abstract

The focus of this study was to investigate in the regular

classroom learning disabled (LD), low average (LA), and average (AV)

children's behavior and the behavior and perceptions of their

classroom teacher. Initial data were collected at the time a teacher

referred a student for a potential learning disability. At that time,

LA and AV comparison students of the same sex were selected. After

the LD students had been placed in a resource classroom for a month,

data were again collected.

Subjects consisted of 50 elementary Caucasian students in 15

regular classrooms in 11 schools. Observers were undergraduate students

trained to observe and record student behavior only in the individual

seatwork classroom setting on the State Event Classroom Observation

System (SECOS).

Group data were analyzed by multivariate and univariate analysis

of variance. No significant behavioral differences were found between

groups at the referral interval. After placement, LD students were

found to spend significantly less time doing schoolwork and more time

looking around than AV students, and had significantly more approaches

to the teacher than both LA and AV students. Additionally, separate

planned comparisons between the LD-LA and LD-AV groups revealed

significant differences (p < .025) only for the LD-AV comparison.

Gain score analysis did not find overall group differences. However,

the comparison between LD-AV students found that over time LD students

i i i



increased their amount of time looking around and their frequency of

approaches to the teacher.

At both intervals, ratings of student behavior on the Classroom

Behavior Inventory (CBI) indicated that teachers consistently perceived

LD students less favorably than LA students and LA students less favorably

than AV students on the academic competence dimension. Ratings were

stable over time. Correspondence between SECOS and CBI measures within

groups suggested that teachers may differentially respond in accordance

to group membership.

Results suggest that teacher's perceived differences between

students which led to their referring LD students were not supported

by behavioral observations. Additionally, maladaptive behaviors of

LD students found in the literature may be a result of placement in
r-.

resource classrooms and not a manifestation of inherent neurologically-

based symptoms.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this research was to investigate the consequences

for learning disabled students of the identification process and

subsequent placement in a special education resoarce classroom.

Of primary importance was to observe the behaviors of teachers and

students in the regular classroom to find out if changes occur as

a result of the child being labeled and placed in a resource setting

for part of the school day. Additionally, teachers' perception of

differences between learning disabled (LD) children, low achieving

(LA), and average achieving (AV) children's behavior was evaluated

over this same time period to determine the degree of correspondence

for each of these groups with observed behavior. This gave another

measure of the impact of the LD labeling/placement process.

Currently, there is considerable debate in the field of special

education. Several authors are questioning the continuation of

practices that label children for purposes of funding and treatment

when labels do not appear to differentiate children accurately

(Algozzine & Ysseldyke, 1986). Additionally, labels may have a bias-

generating potential that causes teachers to be less accurate in their

apprafsals for certain students (Taylor, Smiley, & Ziegler, 1983).

The concern over the negative impact of the labeling process is

heightened by the lack of research that can demonstrate that there

are effective treatments for the learning disabled child beyond those

that can be provided to all students in the regular classroom (Galagan

1985; Gallagher, 1986; Tindall, 1985).
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Since the passage of Public Law 94-142 in 1977, there have been

numerous studies concerning the mainstreaming of handicapped students.

While most studies support the conclusion that regular classroom

teachers behave differently to handicapped in comparison to

nonhandicapped children, there are contradictory findings.

Initial naturalistic observation studies suggested that LD

students were more likely to be ignored by both teachers and students

(Bryan, 1974; Bryan & Wheeler, 1972), while more recent research has

indicated that LD students interacted more often with teachers (e.g.,

Feagans & McKinney, 1981; McKinney et al., 1982; McKinney & Speece,

1983; Thompson et al., 1982) or interact at the same rate as other

children (Slate & Saudargas, 1986). Additionally, some studies support

the conclusion that LD children are less on task than AV children

(e.g., Bryan, 1974; Feagan & McKinney, 1981; Sheery, 1982), while

others contend that there are no differences in attending between these

two groups (Slate & Saudargas, 1986).

One area of inquiry that has been largely ignored is the

relationship between LD and LA students. Ysseldyke et al. (1982)

suggested a differentiation between LD students and other students

who are also experiencing academic problems must be made in order

to validate eligibility criteria. Of the three observational

studies found comparing LD and LA students, the research is

equivocal. Chapman, Larsen, and Parker (1979) found that LD children

had significantly more teacher approaches and more approaches to the

teacher than either low, medium, or high achieving peers. However,
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studies conducted by Thompson, White, and Morgan (1982) and Thompson,

Vitale, and Jewett (1984) established that LD students have more teacher

and child-initiated approaches; but these were not found to be

significantly different from LA peers.

Besides behavioral observations, teachers' ratings of LD children

and their normally achieving peers have been used to provide additional

credence to the assumption that LD children "display maladaptive

behaviors which impair their academic performance and lead to their

identification as requiring special education services" (McKinney &

Feagans, 1984, p. 360). Teachers' ratings have been more consistent

than classroom behavioral observations in differentiating LD children

from their nonhandicapped peers. The research literature suggests

consistent findings using different rating scales that LD students

can be differentiated from their regular classroom peers in behaviors

associated with task orientation and academic competence (e.g., Bryan &

McGrady, 1972; Epstein, Cullinan, & Lloyd, 1986; Feagans & McKinney,

1981; Gresham & Reschly, 1986; McKinney & Feagans, 1984; McKinney,

McClure & Feagans, 1982; Pullis, 1985).

Several authors have indicated that teachers' judgments are more

influential in making decisions concerning LD children's eligibility

for services than other kinds of data (Hoge, 1983; Ysseldyke, Algozzine,

Richey, & Graden, 1982). Myklebust, Bashes, Olson, and Cole (1969)

suggest that teacher's judgments (i.e., ratings) of child behaviors

were one of the best predictors of a child being identified as learning
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disabled. Additionally, in their investigation of differences between

LD and other low achievers, Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Shinn, and McGue

(1982) found considerable overlap when viewing group distributions

on numerous psychometric measures. However, teachers' ratings of

behavior problems were found to be significantly higher for LD students

on group mean scores.

There are only a few studies that have employed both teacher

ratings and behavioral observations in the regular classroom. These

studies have generally supported the conclusion that teachers'

perceptions of LD children are less favorable than that of their

normally achieving peers and that teachers' perceptions of student

behavior is fairly accurate (Feagans & McKinney, 1981; McKinney,

et al., 1982). Also, one longitudinal study (McKinney &

Feagans, 1984) found LD students' behavior improving over time but

being matched by improvement in normally achieving students' behavior.

Thus, relative to their peers, LD students' "maladaptive behavior pattern"

remained stable over time. Teachers' ratings were reported to be in

agreement with observed behavior and remained stable across time and teachers.

Another area of the learning disability research literature that

has not been thoroughly investigated is the impact of the labeling

process and placement in the resource classroom. It is widely believed

that LD children have innate neurological differences in comparison to

nonhandicapped peers, and that these differences manifest themselves

in behavioral deficits, especially attentional deficits (Adelman &

Taylor, 1986). This is supported by McKinney and Feagans' (1984)



statement "Although it has often been speculated that maladaptive

behavior patterns develop over time after the child has failed in

school, this study indicates that such patterns already existed at

the time of identification, and persisted over time" (p. 263).

However, another longitudinal study (Saudargas & Fellers, 1987)

supported the conclusion that changes may accrue in LD students'

behavior as a result of the identification and placement process.

McKinney and Feagans' (1984) study assumed that their initial

measure, whiqh occurred after identification and "as they entered

services" (i.e., after placement), is commensurate with data that

could have been collected before this time. Thus, the effects of

evaluation and removing the LD children from their classmates is

assumed to have little impact on their behavior, the classroom teacher,

or their interaction. While the Saudargas and Fellers' (1987) study

does provide data before placement, this study was only a preliminary

investigation and findings should be viewed with some caution due to

the small sample size.

Previous research in the area of learning disabilities has suffered

from numerous methodological shortcomings that makes comparisions

between studies difficult and the results suspect. Many of the

naturalistic observation studies have used time sampling procedures

that can bias conclusions (Powell, 1984; Tyler, 1979). Additionally,

some studies have sampled behaviors for only a limited time, not

specified the type of setting or have compared groups in different

settings, not controlled for possible age/grade or sex differences,

had small samples or had not properly selected samples, or lack

comparison groups.
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Two of the most critical methodological issues involve the use

of heterogeneous samples of LD children whose characteristics are not

specified in detail and the lack of control for potential effects

due to specific setting characteristics. So much criticism has been

made of this former point by numerous authors that some have suggested

that school-identified samples of LD children should not be used in

research because samples differ from school to school, district to

district, and state to state (Torgesen, 1986; Gallagher, 1986).

Criticisms of the lack of appropriate subject selection of LD students

appear to have produced more detailed descriptions and more appropriate

defining characteristics (e.g., use of discrepancy statements) in some

of the recent research as was suggested by Harber (1981).

Only a few studies involving LD students have attempted to control

for possible setting differences. This may have been due to the

conception that LD children's innate attentional deficits or other

behaviors would be manifested in any setting. However, several studies

have suggested that the contextual setting does influence children's

behavior. For example, Friendman, Cancelli, and Yoshida (1988) found

LD students were significantly more academically engaged and exhibited

less attentional drift in the regular classroom during teacher-directed

instruction than during seatwork.

The present research attempted to replicate previous research,

specifically the Saudargas and Fellers' (1987) study. Observations

of LD children before placement in resource was considered to have

significant implications for the field and warranted further research.
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For if LD students observed behavioral differences are a result of

changes in setting characteristics, then previous research that

assumes that these differences are part of the handicap itself are

misleading and possibly detrimental to the identification of learning

disabled children.

Several changes were included to make this study more

methodologically sound from the Saudargas and Fellers' study (1987).

These entailed an additional comparision group (i.e., children with

low average achievement), a procedure to make it more difficult for

teachers to identify which children were to be observed, and another

method to measure children's behavior (i.e., teacher's ratings of

behavior). Relevant literature involving these topics is presented.

Review of the Literature

There has been an abundance of studies involving learning disabled

children, especially over the last decade, since the enactment of

PL 94-142. Those studies that employed naturalistic observational

methods will be more thoroughly emphasized than research that has

solely used indirect data collection methods (e.g., videotapes,

questionnaires). Additionally, those studies that have used both

direct and indirect methods of data collection are considered important

in that they may provide a more accurate portrayal of children's

behavior as suggested by McKinney and Feagans (1984).

Initial observation studies by Bryan (1974; 1975) suggested that

LD students were the recipients of less desirable responses from peers

and teachers. Bryan and Bryan (1978) further examined these social
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interactions using both observational and an indirect (i.e.,

sociometric scale) method. Verbal comments of 25 LD children

and 25 randomly selected classmates from fourth and fifth grades

were observed in physical education and art classes. LD children,

in contrast to nonhandicapped peers, were found to emit significantly

more frequent "very nasty" statements to their peers, be the recipient

of significantly more rejection statements from their peers, were

more likely to ignore or not respond to other child-initiated contacts

than their peers, and received significantly fewer votes on the

sociometric scale. The major limitation of this study was the authors'

use of univariate and not multivariate analysis of variance procedures,

which controls for potentially unwarranted significant effects due to

chance.

In another study utilizing both classroom observations and

sociometric questionnaires, Siperstein and Goding (1983, 1985)

investigated the interaction patterns and sequences of behavior that

occurred between teachers and two groups of students. LD students

were defined by school system and were selected in pairs, one male

and one female, and were additionally designated by their peers as

low in social status, and by their teachers as low in achievement and

social behavior. A comparison group, selected out of same classrooms,

were identified by peers as high in social status and by their teachers

as high in academic and social behavior. The authors used the Teacher-

Child Dyadic Interaction system (Brophy & GoodI, 1974) to record behavior.

Results indicated that in seven of the eight classrooms observed and in
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the aggregated data, there were no differences in child behavior between

groups. However, teachers interacted significantly more, initiated

interactions more frequently, and exhibited more corrective behavior

and nonsupportive/negative affective behavior toward the low target

child (e.g., LD child) than the high target child. Further, in some

instances, teachers also interacted more with the male target than

the female target child.

Siperstein and Goding (1985) stated that teachers exhibited

differential behavior toward the LD and non-LD children in a manner

that was not due by differences in the children's behavior.

The LD children's behaviors that led to their evaluation

and which differentiates them from non-LD children (such

as failure at certain academic tasks) did not warrant

the teacher behaviors observed in the study such as

more criticism, more negative affect, etc. (p. 255)

Two 1 imitations of the Siperstein and Goding research involves

the LD sample and the classroom setting in which observations were

conducted. These researchers' utilized school-based LD students but

did not produce any detailed descriptions or defining characteristics

of these students as suggested by Harber (1981). Additionally, these

researchers stated that they purposely avoided observing while students

were in the individual seatwork setting but did not specify what

particular setting(s) they did observe or if these were identical for

both groups.

The concern for the potential of setting characteristics

influencing student and possibly teacher behavior in the classroom
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is a fairly recent phenomenon. McKinney et al. (1982) attempted to

explain differences between similar studies as a result of this

phenomenon. McKinney's et al. (1982) study involved 22 pairs of

LD and non-LD children in second and fourth grades. There were 11

pairs of boys and 11 pairs of girls. The non-LD comparison group

were normally achieving peers in the same classrooms. Two measures

were employed in an effort to compare groups on their task-oriented,

social and affective behavior patterns in regular class settings:

The Classroom Behavior Inventory (CBI), a rating scale developed by

Shaefer, Edgerton, and Aronson (1977); and the Schedule for Classroom

Activity Norms (SCAN), an observational system developed by McKinney,

Mason, Perkerson, and Clifford (1975). Multivariate analysis of

variance did not fine any significant sex effects. Both the SCAN and

the CBI reliably discriminated between groups and provided comparable

findings. Both measures suggested that deficiencies in task-oriented

behavior represented the major dimension distinguishing LD children

from comparison children.

The finding that LD children had a higher frequency of teacher

interactions on the SCAN was considered by the authors to be similar

to research that found a negative correlation between the frequency

of teacher interaction in the SCAN system and academic achievement

(McKinney et al., 1975). However, Richey and McKinney (1978) and

Bryan (1974) found no differences in the overall frequency of

teacher interactions between LD and nonhandicapped children. McKinney

et al. (1982) suggest that the finding that LD students interacted more
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frequently with their teacher than comparison peers may merely reflect

differences between studies in the contextual setting. McKinney

et al. (1982) observed LD children more often in small group instruction

than the comparison children who were observed more often in individual

seatwork.

That different settings or different classrooms can differentially

influence student behavior is well documented. Bryan (1974) reported

that LD children had significantly higher attending behaviors in the

resource classroom in comparison to the regular classroom. Bryan

attributed this difference to differences in class size. Some support

for Bryan's findings comes from a study conducted by Sherry (1982).

Sherry observed behavioral differences between three handicapped groups

in the regular classroom but not in the special education classroom.

That children react to the situation specificity within the same

classroom has only been sparingly studied. Milich and Landau (1988)

found that the correspondence between teacher ratings and observed

behavior varied according to the classroom setting. Wadlington,

Saudargas, and Zanolli (in preparation) found that elementary children

were significantly more oriented to schoolwork when in the small group

direct instruction setting than when they were in the individual

seatwork condition. Additionally, Rieth (1983) found that LD children

were more engaged in schoolwork during direct instruction and more

disruptive during seatwork regardless of the classroom, resource

classroom or regular classroom. Further support for this position

is found in research conducted by Friedman et al. (1988),
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which found that LD students were significantly more academically

engaged and exhibited less attentional drift in the regular classroom

during teacher-directed instruction than seatwork. Academic engagement

was found to be significantly higher in both the regular classroom and

resource room during teacher-directed instruction than seatwork.

Thus, it can be seen that there appears to be a relationship

between situational factors and some child behaviors. Those studies

that do not control for this phenomena, or those studies that do not

report which setting(s) behavior was observed, may have confounded or

biased results. McKinney's et al. (1982) findings are a case in point.

These authors must feel that settings are important since they report

the amount of time that observations occurred between LD and comparison

peers across settings. Since the amount of time across settings between

groups is not identical, then differences reported may have been

influenced by the contextual settings in which observations took place.

The authors do not report behavior by setting but sum behavior across

settings. Differences in behavior that may be due to particular

setting variation may be obscured when data is combined across settings.

Feagans' and McKinney's (1981) study utilized a similar design

as McKinney's et al. (1982) research in comparing newly classified LD

children (within six weeks placement in a special education classroom

for part of the school day) with comparison children in first, second,

and third grade. Comparison peers were randomly selected from a pool

of students in the same classroom who were considered to be normally

achieving and of the same sex and race as the LD child. Observing
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groups on the SCAN across comparable settings indicated that LD children

were more off-task and interacted more with the teacher. The CBI

indicated that teachers rated LD children less favorably than comparison

peers on eight of the ten scales. Holding IQ constant did not affect

differences between groups on the CBI data or on the teacher interactions,

but the effect of off-task behavior no longer differentiated groups.

It should be noted that these authors found differences on a measure

socioeconomic status (SES) between groups with black LD children

contributing to most of the variance. Thus, the two groups were not

comparable on SES although the authors suggest that differences in

SES could not account for the major differences between groups. Another

limitation of this study was that there were only 20 minutes of

observational data for each child and that observation data were summed

across settings rather than analyzed separately.

Another, more recent, study suggests that it is teacher behavior,

not student behavior, that differentiates handicapped from non-

handicapped students. Slate and Saudargas (1986) observed the classroom

behaviors of third, fourth, and fifth grade LD and AV male students in

various classroom activities (individual seatwork, small groups, and

teacher-led class discussions). A modified version of the State-Event

Classroom Observation System (SECOS) (Saudargas & Creed, 1980) indicated

that although teachers did not spend significantly more total time

interacting with LD children, teachers approached LD children more frequently

while they were engaged in other activities (i.e., not oriented towards

schoolwork). The amount of time both groups of students engaged in
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these "other" activities were equivalent. Differences in child behaviors

were not found to be significant. Thus, there appears to be no rationale

in regard to student behavior that would indicate why teachers respond

differentially between these two groups. This is similar to the Siperstein

and Coding (1985) study. One limitation was that the different classroom

settings were not analyzed to see if there were any changes within or

between group behavior, or in teacher interactions. It might have been

found that teacher interactions occurred more often in a particular

classroom activity (i.e., setting).

Using the same observational coding system and methodology as the

Slate and Saudargas (1986) study. Fellers and Saudargas (1987) observed

the classroom behavior of LD and AV girls in grades two, four, and five.

In contrast to Slate and Saudargas (1986), LD girls were found to spend

less time engaged in school work than AV classmates. Additionally,

teachers ignored the call out of LD girls more often than AV girls.

Teachers were not found to spend more time interacting with LD girls,

as was the case with LD boys in the Slate and Saudargas (1986) study.

It was speculated by the authors that teachers perceive LD boys

differently than LD girls and thus do not interact with them in a

similar fashion. Teachers commented that they viewed LD boys' behavior

to be different from nonhandicapped boys but did not expect any

differences between LD girls and nonhandicapped girls.

There are few longitudinal designs in the LD literature. Only

two could be found that used classroom observations. McKinney and

Feagans (1984) studied 36 pairs of six and seven year olds who were

tested in three successive years. The authors felt that these young
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and newly identified LD students (one month after placement in a part-

time special educational classroom) were unlikely to display the

emotional and social sequelae associated with a long history of school

failure. The comparison children were selected in the same fashion

as the Feagans and McKinney (1981) study. Entry-level findings were

similar to the 1981 study. The LD children were found to have

significantly lower WISC-R and achievement scores, were rated less

favorably on all subscales of the CBI except the hostility subscale,

and were observed, via the SCAN, to be off-task more and interact

more with the teacher. Longitudinal data were consistent over time

and consistent with the initial findings. The off-task behavior of

both groups decreased over time, but the differences between groups

were maintained from one grade level to the next. The authors concluded

that the maladaptive behavior patterns of LD children existed at the

time of identification and persistent over time and was not a result

of a long history of failure. This statement assumes that LD children

have not experienced much failure even though they are significantly

delayed academically at initial entry to this study and have been

removed from their classmates for a part of the day for over a month.

That the process of certification and placement in resource class

for part of the school day does impact on children's behavior is

supported by recent research. Saudargas and Fellers (1987) observed

the behavior of LD and AV elementary children over time (at the time of

referral) and one month after LD children were placed in a part-day

resource program). AV children were nominated by the classroom teachers
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and considered to be average in achievement. Nonparametric statistics

indicated that there were no differences between groups at the time of

the referral in an individual seatwork setting. However, two LD child

behaviors were found to be significantly different across observations.

Although both groups decreased the amount of time that they were out

of their seats, only in the LD children was this change found to be

significant. LD children were also found to have significantly increased

their frequency of approaches to teachers. After placement, results

indicated that not only did LD children approach their teachers more

frequently, but they were approached by their teachers more frequently

than their AV peers. AV children's interactions with their teachers

did not change over time. Thus, there is some suggestion that teachers

and LD students may have been influenced by the identification/placement

process. Limitations of this study involve the small sample size (13

LD and 9 AV children) and the possibility that teachers may have been

influenced by their knowledge that observers were watching the teacher-

referred child and a teacher-nominated child.

One feature or characteristic of LD students is their difficulty

in grade appropriate academic materials (i.e., low achievement).

Observational research that has compared teacher-student interactions

between high and low achievers has tended to find that teachers interact

more with high achievers. Brophy and Good (1974) found that in 20

studies they reviewed, high achievers had a higher frequency of teacher-

student interaction in 13 studies, while in 7 studies no differences

were found. Additionally, Good (1980) and Brophy (1982) found in their
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review of the literature that not only was there differences in the

frequency of interactions but that teachers behaved differently to

students perceived as either high or low achievers. For example,

teachers tended to pay less attention and called on low achievers

less often in academic situations. Also, teachers praised low achievers

less frequently for correct responses and criticized low achievers

more frequently for incorrect responses.

There are three studies in the research literature that have

observed both low average and learning disabled students in the

regular classroom. One such study by Chapman et al. (1979)

compared student and first grade teachers' interactions between LD,

low, medium, and high achievement peers. All children (n = 110) were

observed in the first 13 weeks of first grade and later categorized

by group. LD children were broadly defined and selected solely on the

basis of teacher nomination. Other groups were selected on the basis

of second grade teachers' ratings and school records (grades and

achievement scores). Using the Brophy-Good observation system, the

authors found that LD children initiated significantly more teacher

interactions in the general classroom setting that resulted in more

teacher praise and criticism for work contacts, and more criticism

for procedural contacts. Also, teachers initiated more interactions

with LD students in the general classroom setting that resulted in

more praise and more criticism. No other differences between LD and

non-LD students were reported. Major limitations include the difficulty

in generalizing the results of this study to others involving more
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appropriate LD samples and the authors not reporting how the data was

analyzed. It appears that separate univariate analysis of variance

were utilized. Additionally, it was not known when the LD sample was

referred by teachers. It is assumed that the LD sample, which accounted

for 15 percent of the total population was referred before, during, and

after the observational data.

In another study, Thompson et al. (1982) investigated the

teacher-student interaction patterns with four groups of third grade

students (high and low achieving nonhandicapped, LD, and behavior disordered).

High and low achievers were randomly selected from the top and bottom

25 percent, respectively, according to a standardized achievement test.

There were a total of 43 students selected as high achievers, 43 as low

achievers, 28 LD and 15 behavioral disordered. A modified form of the

Brophy and Good observation system yielded data that supported Chapman's

(1975) results. LD students received more teacher-initiated interactions

than the high or low achieving handicapped students, although this

difference was only significant for the high achieving students. There

were no differences in student-initiated interactions except for the

behavior disordered group. In fact, although not emphasized by the

authors, no significant differences were found between LD and LA groups

on any dependent measures. The authors did not delineate the type of

classroom setting, or whether the setting was standardized across groups.

In a follow-up study, Thompson, et al. (1984) attempted

to replicate the Thompson, et al. (1982) findings. High and

low achievers were selected on a similar basis as the previous study.
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A total of 58 high, 58 low, and 61 handicapped (i.e., LD, educable

mentally retarded, and mildly emotionally handicapped) students were

selected and observed. Results indicated that handicapped students

were found to have a higher rate of teacher-initiated interactions,

but this was only significant only between the high achievers and the

other groups. No significant differences were found between the

handicapped and low average groups. It would have been more relevant

to the LD literature if the results were separated out for the different

kinds of handicapping condition since other research has shown that LD

and emotionally disturbed students have different rates of teacher-

initiated interactions (Slate & Saudargas, 1987).

Other studies that have compared learning disabled with low

achieving peers with different methods have found few significant

differences. Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Shinn, and McGue (1982) compared

50 LD and 49 LA fourth grade students on several measures and found

that the only measure that differentiated groups was a global behavior

rating scale. LD students were rated by their teachers as having a

significant greater incidence of behavior problems. LD children were

assessed within 60 days after certification. No differences between

groups were found on demographic variables. The authors' analysis

demonstrated that there is considerable overlap between groups using

various discrepancy formulas (i.e., differences between ability and

achievement). They suggested that there needs to be further research

to determine why certain students are identified as LD while not

identifying others "who are very much their twins" (p. 84).
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Other studies that have used different teacher questionnaires have

consistently demonstrated that teachers rate LD children lower than

peers on several behaviors. For example, Formanand McKinney (1975)

compared teacher ratings between LD boys in grade one through four

with comparison peers within the same classroom. Results indicated

that teachers perceived the LD students to be less considerate, more

introverted, and less task oriented (i.e., more distractable and less

persistent). Other studies using this behavioral rating scale, the

Classroom Behavior Inventory (CBI), have consistently differentiated

LD children from nonrial peers on an academic competence dimension

(Feagans & McKinney, 1981; McKinney & Forman, 1982; McKinney et al.,

1982).

Results from other teacher rating scales, like the Social Behavior

Assessment (Stephens, 1978) and the Behavior Problem Checklist (Quay &

Peterson, 1975) have also tended to find deficits of LD children in

comparison to peers on task-related behaviors (Gresham & Reschly, 1986)

and attentional deficits (Epstein et al., 1985; Epstein et al., 1983).

Also, Pull is (1985) investigated the regular classroom teacher and

special education teacher ratings on the Teacher Temperament Questionnaire

(Thomas & Chess, 1977) on the within-group variance of 412 LD

students in grades one through six. Pullis found that regular teachers

rated LD students as being less motivated and less task oriented than

special education teachers. Both teachers were found to be concerned

with monitoring task orientation behaviors during independent seatwork.

Additionally, regression analysis indicated that temperament characteristics
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were the most salient variables, more important than the traditional

variables of intelligence and achievement in terms of predicting the

in-class decisions of both teacher groups.

Results from studies involving teacher ratings indicate that

teachers perceive LD as different from their normally achieving peers.

However, it is difficult to determine what teacher ratings or perceptions

are measuring. Are teachers biased to some children due to the LD label,

as suggested by artificially designed research (e.g., Foster, Ysseldyke, &

Reese, 1975; Jacobs, 1978), or are teachers' perceptions based upon

behavior or other characteristics of these LD children? Sackett (1978) has

indicated that observations measure specific behaviors within a given

environmental context while teacher ratings are measuring more stable

and global behavioral traits.

Research by Fogel and Nelson (1983) attempted to determine how

labels may differentially effect the various methods employed by

teachers when evaluating students. Elementary teachers were assigned

to one of five expectancy conditions: ED, LD, EMR, normal, and no

expectancy. Subjects were given written summaries describing a second

grade boy where only the key phrases corresponding to the expectancy

conditions were manipulated. Subjects were also trained via a videotape,

to code three behaviors using a modification of the O'Leary classroom

behavior coding system (O'Learly, Kaufman, Kass, & Drabman, 1970).

While viewing another videotape, subjects concurrently coded three

behaviors. They then completed a child characteristic checklist and

scored a written paragraph supposedly produced by the target child.
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Results indicated that only the checklist measure was biased by the

label. Grades and the concurrent observations did not show any

differences between groups.

Observational studies of the accuracy of teacher ratings with

regard to labeling in the natural setting are limited. Bolstand and

Johnson (1977) had teachers pick a boy/girl pair from their classes

who fit the labels: (1) least well behaved, (2) average behaved, and

(3) best behaved. Classroom observations of the selected students

were completed to determine if their behavior was consistent with the

teacher-assigned labels, and teachers were queried to retrospectively

estimate the frequency of the student's classroom behavior. Observation

results indicated that the rank ordering of the teachers' labels were

accurate. However, teachers underestimated their duration estimate

between groups on the amount of appropriate behavior. While the best

behaved group was underestimated by less than 10 percent, the least

well-behaved group was underestimated by as much as 43 percent. Even

though these discrepancies were not addressed by the authors, these

discrepancies do suggest that the author's conclusion that results

were evidence of teacher's ability to accurately judge student behavior

was only true insofar as rankings and not duration estimates.

Bolstad and Johnson's (1977) findings do not necessarily

generalize to labels such as learning disabled. Another study

conducted by McKinney and Feagans (1980) indicated that correlations

between observations and teacher ratings were low to moderate. However,

in their study of 125 school-identified LD students, significant
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relationships were obtained between conceptually similar variables.

They found teacher ratings of task orientation to be positively

related to the frequency of observed on-task behavior and negatively

related to off-task behavior. McKinney and Feagans (1983) suggest

that these results are "consistent with the hypothesis that teachers

perceive students accurately" (p. 363). What is not known is how

accurate teachers would have been with other comparable groups. To

date, there are no studies that have measured the relationship between

observed behavior and teacher ratings of LD students and comparable

peers.

Summary

The discrepancy in findings in observational research of LD

children reviewed suggests that more research is needed in this area.

Methodological problems that make generalization and comparison between

studies difficult are due to: (a) inadequate description or inappropriate

selection of the LD samples; (b) differences in what target behavior

is observed, how similar target behaviors are operationalized, and how

behavior is sampled between observation systems; (c) lack of clarity in

descriptions of the classroom settings observed; (d) using comparison

groups in dissimilar settings or using aggregate data across settings

that may mask differences; and (e) using global summary data of

observations of discrete behaviors that could obscure differences

between groups.

The reviewed research demonstrates that research in the area of

learning disabilities is inconsistent in many regards. Methodological
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deficiencies limit generalizations and make comparisons between studies

difficult. Studies have generally relied on cross-sectional comparisons

of LD and AV children. To date, there is no research, observations, or

teacher ratings that compare LD, AV, and LA students over time in the

classroom setting.

Currently, we do not know what the effects of labeling a child

LD and providing a special education program does to regular teachers'

perceptions and to teacher-student behaviors in the natural environment.

One study (Saudargas & Fellers, 1987) suggested changes in LD student

behavior and teacher behavior from the time of referral to one month

after placement in a resource class. This study did not measure any

teacher perceptions. Additionally, the small sample size and the

teacher's knowledge of which children were being observed suggests that

further research is needed to see if these results can be replicated.

The purpose of this study was to attempt to replicate the Saudargas

and Fellers! (1987) study. Several subject variables were included to

determine if groups were comparable. Besides analyzing pretest and

posttest data to investigate if the Saudargas and Fellers (1987) findings

could be replicated, a repeated measure pretest-posttest comparable group

design was utilized in order that the important variable of time, and

more specifically time in special education services, might be better

understood.

Additional differences with the Saudargas and Fellers (1987) study

include the use of teacher ratings and an additional control group.

Teacher ratings were included to assess the degree of agreement between
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the perceptions of teachers and the observers' behavioral observations

in order to determine if any biases existed between groups. The additional

control group, low average students, was included because it was felt

that LA students were more comparable to ID students than AV students.

By utilizing both control groups, it could be determined if previous

research involving identified LD students could be replicated not only

with AV students but with the more equivalent LA students.

Another procedural difference with previous research that was

incorporated in the Saudargas and Fellers' (1987) study involved

conducting observations in a homogeneous classroom setting, the

independent seatwork setting. Providing a single setting across groups

would tend to eliminate the possible confounding between the interaction

of behavior and setting. Given the emphasis on independent work in the

elementary school setting (Brophy & Good, 1986), it is important to

better understand this setting's influence on different groups of

children. There appears to be some agreement across studies that the

independent seatwork setting does provide students with less teacher

supervision and this apparently leads to greater variability in

behaviors associated with academic orientation (e.g., Friendman,

et al., 1988). Additionally, by restricting teacher's knowledge

of this research, and by observing when teachers are limited

in their interactions with students, it was felt that a more accurate

portrayal of student behavior may be accomplished.



II. METHOD

Subjects

Observations were conducted on 50 elementary Caucasian students

in 15 regular classrooms in 11 schools of the Knox County Schools

system. Appendix A provides a frequency distribution by grade, sex,

and group status of these 50 students.

The 50 student subjects were divided into the following groups:

Learning disabled (LD), low achieving (LA), and average achieving (AV).

Specific criteria for inclusion in each group were:

Learning Disabled: Average intellectual ability, a significant

discrepancy (one standard deviation) between

ability and achievement in reading, no secondary

handicapping conditions, mainstreamed in regular

classes with no more than two hours of special

education assistance per day, and no known

medical problems.

Low Achieving: Low achievement in reading, no known handicapping

conditions or medical problems.

Average Achieving: Average academic ability, on grade level in

reading, not currently experiencing academic

difficulties, adequate interpersonal

relationships with peers and adults, no

known handicapping conditions or medical

problems.

26
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Students for each category were selected from lists provided

by teachers who volunteered to participate in this study. Each of

19 female regular classroom teachers (12 second grade and 7 first

grade) who were utilized in this research were asked to provide two

lists of six children each, with three of each sex in each list

(Appendix B). The LD and LA children were selected from a list of

children whom the regular classroom teacher considered to be in the

lowest in reading skills in their classroom and have no known

handicapping conditions or medical problems. Similarly, this same

teacher was asked to provide a list of AV students who fit the AV

criteria. Parent permission forms were obtained on all selected

children in each classroom (Appendix C).

Results of statistical analyses confirmed the accuracy of

teacher appraisals used in the selection process. A one-way analysis

of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the California Achievement Test

to determine if any group differences were statistically significant.

Results indicated significant differences on the total reading subtest

(p .005), and the total language subtest (p .0007). Subsequent

analysis using Tukey HSD comparisons (Alpha = .05) indicated that the

LD and LA group means were significantly lower than the AV group

means in both reading and language achievement. Although the LD group

had lower total reading mean scores than the LA group (Table 1), the

results indicated that differences were not significant. This was

also true for the total language scores.
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Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of WISC-R, Woodcock-Johnson
Achievement Test, and California Achievement Test Expressed
as Standard Scores, and Retention and Free Lunch Data Expressed
as Average Frequencies.

Variable

LD

(n=17)

S.D.

LA

S.D.

AV

S.D.

WISC-R

Verbal I.Q.

Performance I.Q.

Full Scale I.Q.

98.65 12.54

104.41 11.08

100.53 10.88

Woodcock-Johnson

Achievement Test

Total Reading

Total Math

Total Written

Language

76.71 8.18

87.82 8.29

82.94 8.64

California
Achievement Test

Total Reading

Total Math

Total Language

(n=ll)

91.63 8.74

106.45 15.14

100.00 9.86

(n=12)

107.16 11.05

104.66 12.04

103.83 13.02

(n=13)

119.69 11.31

116.61 12.06

118.15 13.56

Retention

Free Meals

(n=17)

.412 .507

.294 .469

(n=16)

.313 .479

.188 .403

(n=17)

.117 .332

.059 .243
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Additional nonparametric analyses were conducted on the nominal

data involving retentions and free meal eligibility to determine if

groups were comparable on these variables. No systematic relationships

were found using likelihood ratio chi-squares. Finally, as can be

seen on Table 1, LD students, on average, met the criteria of a

significant discrepancy between ability (WISC-R) and reading achievement

scores on the Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery. It should be

noted that eligibility criteria are individually determined and one

student was included in the LD group who was waived by the eligibility

committee of the discrepancy criteria.

Setting

Elementary schools utilized in this research were those who had

previously been shown to have high referral rate for learning disabled

children and did not have Chapter 1 services. Chapter 1 services are

provided to those.schools that have high numbers of low income children

(Federal Register, 1986).

The individual seatwork setting within the classroom was the only

setting in which observations were conducted. For this research,

observations were conducted early in the school day while children

were typically doing boardwork or working with handouts that involved

language arts activities. At the time that observations were

conducted, teachers worked at their desks or conducted small reading

groups.
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Procedure

Two forms of data (observations and teacher ratings) v/ere collected

on two occasions. Initial data were collected at the time that one of

the teachers referred to the school support team a student who had reading

problems from the list of the lowest in reading skills for possible

learning disabilities. At this time, one LA student was randomly

selected from the remainder of the lowest reading group and one student

was randomly selected from the AV group. These selected students were

of the same sex as the referred student. On one occasion, more than

one student of the same sex was referred as a potential LD student.

Since there were only three of each sex in the list from the lowest

reading group, there was only one LA student left to use as a comparison

student. This explains the 17 second grade females used in this research,

since 5 of these (2 LD, 1 LA, and 2 AV) were from one classroom.

Subsequent data were collected after the referred students were

certified as having a learning disability and enrolled in a special

education resource classroom for a month.

Before data were collected, teachers provided a classroom schedule

and seating chart, and observation times were arranged. On each

occasion, at referral and after placement, all data were collected

in the same manner. Observational data were collected while the students

were engaged only in individual seatwork. Each child was observed for

a total of two hours, one hour at referral and one hour after placement.

While observational data were being obtained, teacher ratings were

collected. Teachers were asked to limit their ratings to the individual
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seatwork setting (Appendix D). Teacher ratings were collected on all

six children from both the teacher selected lowest in reading and the

AV group. Teachers also estimated the total percentage of engaged time

that the student spend in the individual seatwork setting (Appendix E).

Only those teacher ratings of observed students were analyzed.

When collecting observational data, observers entered the classroom

quietly, walked to a pre-arranged point that was placed on the seating

chart, conducted the observations, and quietly left the classroom.

Observers did not interact with the children. Teachers informed

their students before observations were conducted that some people

would be entering the classroom to conduct observations and that the

children should not interact with them. Teachers were also informed

not to interact with observers. These instructions minimized the

interactions betv;een observers, children, and teachers.

School psychologists provided the names of students who were about

to be assessed for potential learning disabilities in reading.

Additionally, school psychologists provided assessment data,

handicapped status, and date of placement into special education resource

classes. Finally, school psychologists reviewed school records to

provide information concerning students' eligibility for free meals,

previous retentions, and standardized group achievement test scores.

Eligibility for free meals is determined by the school system and is

based on socioeconomic status (SES) criteria (Appendix F).

Observations

Observational data were collected by trained observers using Hewlett-

Packard handheld computers. These computers were equipped with the State
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Event Classroom Observation System (SECOS) (Saudargas & Fellers, 1986).

SECOS is an observation system that focuses on both child and teacher

behaviors that occur in academic settings (Appendix G). SECOS has

been shown to discriminate between LD behaviorally disordered, gifted,

and AV students (Fellers & Saudargas, 1987; Saudargas & Fellers, 1987;

Slate & Saudargas, 1986, 1987). After collecting the classroom observational

data, the data were transferred to an IBM-PC for initial analysis.

Teacher Ratings

The Classroom Behavior Inventory (CBI) (Schaefer, 1981; Schaefer,

Edgerton, & Aronson, 1977) was used to measure teachers' perceptions

of students' behavior. The CBI (Appendix H) has 42 items that utilize

behaviorally-oriented child descriptions. Classroom teachers rate each

item on a five-point continuum from "very much like" to "not at all

like". Each item contributes to only one of the ten scales (Appendix I).

Eight of the scales have consistently yielded four bipolar dimensions

of classroom behavior (Schaefer, 1981): (1) Task orientation

(perseverance/attentiveness) versus distractability (hyperactivity/

impulsivity); (2) extraversion (expressiveness/spontaneity) versus

introversion (insecurity/sadness); (3) considerateness (patience/

tolerance) versus hostility (retaliation/verbal abuse); and (4)

independence (initiative/self-direction) versus dependence (support/

assistance-seeking). The other two scales assess two unipolar attributes.

These are teacher perceived verbal intelligence (verbal facility/

comprehension) and creativity/curiosity.
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Psychometric data have supported the structure, reliability,

and validity of the CBI. The CBI has been shown to consistently

differentiate normal from LD children on an academic competence

dimension which covers independence/dependence, task orientation/

distractability and intelligent behavior, while two other dimensions,

social competence and affective adjustment, involving ratings of

extraversion/introversion and hostility/considerateness have reported

to be less consistent (Feagans & McKinney, 1981; McKinney, 1984;

McKinney & Forman, 1982; McKinney et al., 1982). Additionally,

Schaefer and Edgerton (1983) have supported these three dimensions (i.e.,

academic competence, social competence, and affective adjustment) by

factor analytic studies involving a large sample of kindergarten

children. Internal consistency has been reported to be above .80 for

the five item scales and was found to be in the moderate range for the

three item scales (Schaefer & Edgerton, 1983). For the ten scales, four

month stability coefficients (Schaefer & Edgerton, 1983) and interrater

reliabilities (McKinney & Forman, 1982) were reported to be in the

moderate to high range. Cross-sectional and longitudinal studies have

demonstrated adequate predictive validity for child achievement, ability,

and adjustment (McKinney & Feagans, 1984; Schaefer, 1981). Test-retest

reliabilities are reported to range from .85 to .96 (McKinney & Feagans,

1984).

Included with the CBI ratings was a global teacher judgment

concerning their perceptions of the amount of time students spent

engaged in schoolwork. Several authors have suggested that teacher
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judgments are as accurate or more accurate than other psychometric

instruments (Gerber & Semmel, 1984; Gresham, Reschly, & Carey, 1987).

Observer Training

Observers were undergraduate and graduate students at the University

of Tennessee, Knoxville, who received academic credit for their

participation. Observer training time took between 10 and 15 hours for

observers to reach reliability agreement of 80 percent. The observers

read the SECOS manual, discussed and were tested on their accuracy of

behavioral definitions, and then trained on videotapes of simulated

classroom settings. After training, observers had to reach a minimum

80 percent agreement with criterion scored videotapes before they were

assigned to collect data in the schools. Periodic feedback was provided

to observers to discuss definitional problems, coding errors, and

agreement accuracy. Interobserver agreement checks were rotated among

the observers to help prevent observer drift (Kent & O'Leary, 1974).

Observers were unaware of the purposes of this study and were given no

information in regards to the status of any of the children being

observed.

Interobserver Agreement

Interobserver agreement was calculated by two methods. Both methods

utilized a total of 20 hours of observations to calculate interobserver

agreement. This was approximately 20 percent of the total observations.

In each method, state behaviors were converted to percentage of time

observed by dividing the total amount of time for each state behavior
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by the total session time. Event behaviors were converted to rate

per minute by dividing the total frequency count of each event behavior

by the total session time in minutes. For both methods, agreement was

calculated by dividing the number of agreements (percentage or rate) by

the number of agreements and disagreements (percentage or rate). If

neither observer observed a particular behavior during a session, then

this behavior was not utilized in calculating agreement for that session.

When analyzing interobserver agreement for specific behaviors, it

was found that there was a low percentage of agreement between observers

in ascertaining the content of social interactions, between peers or

between student and teacher. However, there was adequate agreement

of the frequency and duration of these interactions. It was decided

to omit the content of these interactions from further analysis.

The whole session method was the first way in which interobserver

agreement was calculated. During each session, state and event behaviors

were separately analyzed for agreement. The percentage of agreement for

state behaviors ranged from 66 to 98, with the mean across all sessions

being 85. The range of agreement for event behaviors was 67 to 98

percent, with the mean across all sessions of 85 percent. The

mean interobserver agreement for all sessions for both state and event

behaviors was 85 percent.

The other way of calculating interobserver agreement was to measure

the percentage of agreement for each behavior during each session.

Thus, the mean percentage of agreement for state and event behaviors

was measured by totaling the agreement for each behavior across all
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sessions (Appendix J). For state behaviors, interobserver agreement

ranged from 70 to 98 percent, with a mean for all state behaviors of

85 percent. Event behavior ranged in agreement from 63 to 100 percent

with a mean of 85 percent. For all behaviors, the mean interobserver

agreement was 85 percent.

Data Analysis

The SECOS and CBI were analyzed to answer the following questions:

1. Were there any significant group differences at the time of referral,

after the identification, placement process, and over time on

observations and teacher ratings?

2. Can previous studies be replicated with both LA and AV students?

3. How well did observations correspond to teacher ratings at referral,

after identification, placement process and over time? Could any

bias be detected due to group membership?

To determine the degree of normality, all SECOS and CBI data were

analyzed through the use of univariate procedures (SAS Institute, Inc.,

1979), which provide descriptive statistics on the distribution of

variables. Those variables that had skewed distributions were analyzed

by nonparametric likelihood ratio chi-squares. The remaining data were

analyzed by parametric procedures. Multivariate Analysis of Variance

(MANOVA) procedure via SAS (SAS Institute Inc., 1979) was employed.

Pillais' multivariate statistical test was utilized in this research

to determine significant effects as recommended by O'Brien and Kaiser

(1985). If any significant differences were found between the three
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groups, then Duncan's Multiple Range comparisons were utilized to

delineate which groups were different.

Pretest and posttest data were analyzed by separate 3 (group) x

2 (sex) X 2 (grade) MANOVA procedures. By including sex and grade

effects in the MANOVA procedure, the variance associated with these

variables would be explained, thus reducing the unexplained variance

which all variables are compared. Additionally, SECOS and CBI data

that had been shown by previous research to differentiate between LD

and peers were separately analyzed by a 3 x 2 x 2 MANOVA procedure

in an a priori manner from the rest of the data.

One of the main questions of this research was whether or not

previous research could be replicated with LD students before these

students received special education services. By providing separate

multivariate analyses at both the pretest and posttest intervals,

greater sensitivity would be obtained to the analyses of these important

variables. Variables included in these a priori MANOVAs were the

duration measures of Total Schoolwork, Looking-inseat, and Social

Interaction-Teacher, the event behaviors of Teacher Approaches, and

Child Approaches-Teacher, and all rating scales. Total Schoolwork

and Looking-inseat were chosen since they more closely resemble the

variables of on-task and distractability reported in previous research.

Previous research had shown that LD children could be differentiated

from their peers on several variables. Observations in the regular

classroom have indicated that LD children do less schoolwork or are

less on task (McKinney, 1984; McKinney & Feagans, 1984; Fellers &
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Saudargas, 1987), are more distractable than peers (Feagans & McKinney,

1981; Rich, 1977; Richey & McKinney, 1978, Sherry, 1982), approach

teachers more often (Chapman, Larsen, & Parker, 1979; Saudargas &

Fellers, 1987; Siperstein & Coding, 1985), are approached by teachers

more frequently, and had more frequent interactions with teachers

(Chapman et al., 1979; McKinney et al., 1982; McKinney & Spence, 1983,

Saudargas & Fellers, 1987; Siperstein & Coding, 1985; Slate &

Saudargas, 1986; and Thompson et al., 1982), or had longer interaction

with teachers than peers (McKinney & Feagans, 1984; McKinney et al.,

1982; McKinney & Spence, 1983; and Siperstein & Coding, 1985).

Additionally, teachers have consistently rated LD children differently

from peers on the CBI subscales (Feagans & McKinney, 1981; McKinney

et al., 1982; McKinney & Spence, 1983; and Siperstein & Coding, 1985).

These subscales involve the academic competence dimension (i.e.,

Distractability. Task Orientation, Independence, Dependence, Verbal

Intelligence and Creativity), the social competence dimension (i.e.,

Extraversion and Introversion), and the affective adjustment dimension

(i.e., Considerateness and Hostility). The teacher rating of Engaged

Time was also included in the a priori MANOVA since it closely

resembles the variables associated with on-task behavior that have

been previously reported to differentiate LD children from peers

in both classroom observations and teacher ratings.

To measure the important dimension of time, a repeated measures

3 (group) x 2 (sex) x 2 (grade) MANOVA of gain scores was utilized.

Again, separate MANOVAs were utilized, but this time rating scales
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were no longer included in the a priori MANOVA. Teacher ratings have

been shown to remain fairly stable over time (Schaefer & Edgerton, 1983),

demonstrate moderate to high interrater agreement (McKinney & Forman,

1982) and even provide consistent findings across time and raters

(McKinney & Feagans, 1984).

All pretest, posttest, and gain score analyses included two addition

planned comparisons as independent variables. These comparisons

were between the LD and AV children, and between the LD and AV children.

Most of the previous research in this area had tended to use AV children

when comparing group differences with LD children. Providing the LD

and AV group comparison as an independent variable would replicate as

closely as possible previous studies. The additional comparison between

the LD and LA students would yield additional information about how

these groups may differ.

To help answer questions concerning how teacher perceptions are

related to student classroom behaviors and how teachers may be biased

toward the LD group, Pearson Product Moment Correlations were done

between the teacher ratings on the CBI and the SECOS data by group.

This was done with the pretest, posttest, and gain scores.



III. RESULTS

This chapter is organized so that some descriptive statistics

are presented at the beginning. Then there are four sections. The

first section examined results from the initial or pretest data, while

the second section examined posttest data. The third section reviewed

results from the gain score analyses. The final section reviewed the

relationship between SECOS and CBI data at each interval and over time.

Means and standard deviations for the ID, LA, and AV groups are

presented for the initial and posttest SECOS data in Tables 2 and 3,

while the CBI data is summarized in Table 4. Means and standard

deviations of group gain scores for SECOS data are presented in

Tables 5 and 5, while teacher ratings are included in Table 7.

Pretest Analysis

Pretest data was analyzed by separate 3 (groups) x 2 (sex) x

2 (grade) full factorial multivariate analysis of variance procedures.

The a priori MANOVA included 16 variables while 11 variables were

analyzed in a second, separate MANOVA. Both MANOVAs included two

planned group comparisons as additional independent variables, LD versus

AV, and LD versus LA. Multivariate and univariate analysis of these

additional comparisons would be considered significant if p < .025.

The a priori MANOVA did not indicate any 3 way or 2 way interactions

on multivariate tests of significant effects. Multivariate tests of

significance indicated two main effects and one planned comparison to

be significant. These were group membership F(32, 48) = 2.01, p < .0138,

40
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Table 2. Group Means and Standard Deviations of State Behaviors Expressed
as Percentages.

LD LA AV

(n^l6)

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

X X X Y X X

Behavior (S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.)

School work 63.4 61.0 65.6 65.4 64.3 70.5
(12.9) (21.1) (11.7) (8.1) (12.5) (13.4)

School work - 61.7 59.7 63.1 65.0 63.0 69.1
in seat (12.7) (21.6) (12.6) (8.2) (12.1) (13.3)

School work - Total 65.26 63.21 66.78 66.29 66.87 73.96
(12.11) (21.15) (11.07) (7.28) (10.17) (11.41)

Looking - in seat 16.2 22.2 15.5 16.5 15.3 12.3
(7.7) (17.6) (6.6) (6.8) (6.2) (7.1)

Other Activity - 9.3 6.4 7.6 5.3 6.0 5.0
Total (5.0) (6.1) (4.0) (3.6) (3.7) (4.2)

Other Activity - 5.9 4.1 4.7 4.1 3.0 3.2
in seat (5.0) (4.1) (2.6) (3.3) (2.1) (3.8)

Social Interaction - 4.7 6.1 5.0 8.8 7.8 8.7
Child (4.6) (9.1) (3.9) (10.4) (8.3) (11.5)

Social Interaction - 1.2 1.4 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.6
Teacher (1.2) (2.0) (0.8) (0.8) (0.8) (0.7)

Out of Seat 12.7 7.7 n.i 5.4 11.6 7.9

(7.1) (7.1) (10.5) (2.8) (9.6) (6.7)
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Table 3. Group Means and Standard Deviations of Event Behavior Expressed as
Rate per Minute.

ID LA AV

(n=17) (n=16) (n=17)

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

X X X X X X

Behavior (S.D.) S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.)
Raise Hand .008 .013 .011 .002 .007 .002

(.019) .028) (.020) (.008) (.010) (.008)

Direction .014 .007 .017 .004 .018 .007
(.020) .013) (.027) (.006) (.032) (.017)

Approval .011 .001 .008 .003 .007 .008
(.016) .004) (.009) (.005) (.012) (.017)

Disapproval .004 .004 .005 .004 .006 .007
(.008) .010) (.009) (.009) (.015) (.013)

Object Aggression .032 .034 .016 .027 .021 .007
(.034) .040) (.018) (.026) (.021) (.013)

Looking - in seat 1.034 .975 1.016 1.021 1.124 .952
(.354) .417) (.340) (.259) (.333) (.257)

Other Activity .258 .184 .247 .179 .181 .136
(.141) .108) (.085) (.114) (.084) (.061)

Approach Child .169 .136 .181 .205 .214 .205
(.185) .175) (.147) (.206) (.206) (.202)

Other Child Approach .099 .132 .126 .173 .175 .152
(.073) .086) (.084) (.184) (.160) (.132)

Total Approaches - .268 .268 .307 .380 .389 .354
Child (.240) .226) (.219) (.365) (.361) (.321)

Teacher Approaches .026 .017 .026 .011 .014 .015
(.045) .024) (.029) (.014) (.018) (.022)

Call Outs .024 .043 .003 .010 .018 .018
(.039) .062) (.006) (.012) (.024) (.025)

School work 1.068 .982 1.189 1.009 1.177 1.044
(.333) .369) (.343) (.306) (.400) (.273)

Out of Seat .125 .132 .143 .115 .149 .109
(.065) .112) (.103) (.056) (.081) (.075)

Total Approaches - .033 .056 .014 .012 .025 .020
Child to Teacher (.046) .075) (.025) (.016) (.023) (.026)



43

Table 4. Group Means and Standard Deviations of the Classroom Behavior
Inventory Expressed as Total Raw Score and Total Enqaqed Time
Expressed as Percentage.

LD

(n=17)

LA

(n=16)

AV

(n=17)

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

J J X J X X

Category (S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.)

Extraversion 15.94
(4.03)

16.00
(4.25)

17.44
(4.17)

18.06
(3.66)

19.94

(3.61)
19.82
(3.33)

Creativity 10.88

(4.09)
11.82

(3.28)
14.63

(4.77)
15.88
(4.54)

20.12

(3.49)
21.12

(3.27)

Distractability 11.59
(2.55)

11.76
(1.88)

9.94
(2.49)

9.25
(2.69)

6.35

(2.31)
5.71

(2.02)

Independence 11.06
(4.35

11.65
(3.16)

16.06
(3.17)

16.69
(4.02)

19.76
(3.73)

20.29
(3.27)

Hostility 5.59

(2.96)
6.41

(2.81)
6.25

(2.76)
7.06

(3.15)
4.59

(2.12)
5.41

(2.39)

Verbal Intelligence 9.29

(3.54)
9.53

(2.78)
12.81
(3.61)

14.06
(4.38)

19.41
(3.67)

20.41
(3.44)

Task Orientation 10.24
(4.64)

11.24

(3.90)
14.12
(4.44)

15.19
(5.07)

21.00
(3.22)

21.65
(3.40)

Introversion 8.88

(2.73)
8.64

(2.89)
7.00

(3.05)
6.44

(2.47)
5.41

(2.29)
4.65

(2.31)

Consideration 18.06
(4.13)

18.18
(4.02)

18.06
(4.52)

17.88
(4.48)

21.35
(2.97)

21.41
(3.58)

Dependence 9.47
(2.83)

9.82
(3.24)

6.75
(1.34)

6.31
(1.85)

5.12
(1.65)

5.18

(2.12)

Total Engaged Time 41.94
(21.49)

47.59
(16.61)

49.88
(19.18)

54.56
(20.07)

63.71
(27.50)

63.47
(26.07)



Table 5. Gain Scores of State Behaviors Expressed as Percentage.

Subcode

LD LA M

(n=17) (n=l 6) (n=17)

I X X

(S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.)

School work - 2.4 - 0.2 6.2

(18.2) (  3.2) (10.5)

School work - - 2.0 1.9 6.2

in seat (15.2) (15.5) (10.5)

School work - - 8.3 - 0.5 7.1

Total (37.5) (10.5) ( 9.3)

Looking 5.0 0.6 - 2.7
(17.3) (  7.2) ( 7.9)

Looking - 6.0 1.0 - 3.0

in seat (17.9) (  7.4) (  7.5)

Other Activity - - 2.9 - 2.3 - 0.9

Total (  .087) ( 4.5) (  5.9)

Social Interaction - 1.4 3.6 0.8

Child ( 7.3) (10.0) ( 8.0)

Social Interaction - 0.2 - 0.1 -  .04

Teacher (  1.7) (  1.3) (1.1)

Out of Seat - 3.0 - 5.7 -3.7

( 9.5) (10.2) (9.4)
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Table 6. Gain Scores of Event Behaviors Expressed as Rate per Minute.

Subcode

LD j=A M

(n=17) (n=16) (n=17)

X X X

Behavior (S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.)

Raise Hand .004 -.998 -.005

(.024) (.023) (.011)

Direction -.006 -.013 -.011

(.026) (.028) (.039)

Approval -.010 -.005 .001

(.016) (.010) (.020)

Object Aggression .001 .010 -.014

(.050) (.030) (.027)

Looking - in seat -.060 .005 -.173

(.429) (.354) (.329)

Other Activity -.074 -.068 -.045

.204 (.130) (.105)

Approach Child -.033 .024 -.009

(.104) (.239) (.156)

Other Child Approach .032 .047 -.023

(.077) (.190) (.114)

Total Approaches - -.001 .073 -.036

Child (.161) (.394) (.252)

Teacher Approaches -.008 -.015 .001

(.055) (.036) (.029)

Call outs .019 .007 -.001

(.061) (.013) (.022)

School work -.086 -.180 -.133

(.390) (.366) (.300)

Out of Seat .006 -.027 -.039

(.101) (.093) (.067)

Total Approaches - .023 -.002 -.005

Child to Teacher (.063) (.030) (.024)
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Subcode

LD LL

(n=l7) (n=16) (n=17)

X X X

Category (S.D.) (S.D.) (S.D.)

Extraversion .059 .625 -  .118

(3.60) (3.88) (2.66)

Creativity .941 1.25 1.00

(2.51) (3.37) (2.44)

Distractability .176 -  .688 -  .647

(1.97) (2.12) (1.83)

Independence .588 .625 .529

(2.62) (3.26) (2.91)

Hostility .824 .813 .824

(1.77) (2.56) (1.28)

Verbal Intelligence .235 1.25 1.00

(1.92) (2.43) (1.90)

Task Orientation 1.00 1.06 .647

(4.21) (3.64) (2.57)

Introversion -  .235 -  .563 -  .765

(3.19) (3.34) (1.60)

Consideration .118 -  .188 .058

(3.29) (3.03) (1.88)

Dependence .353 - .438 .059

(2.71) (1.78) (1.85)

Engaged Time 5.65 4.69 -  .235

(15.09) (19.18) (26.23)
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the planned comparison of LD versus AV students F(16, 23) = 6.79,

p  < .0001, and gender status F(16, 23) = 3.87, p < .0016. The

comparison between LD and LA students was not significant F(16, 23) =

1.67, p < .1279.

Univariate analysis revealed the following variables to be

significantly different for group affiliation and the planned comparison

between LD and AV peers, respectively: Task Orientation (p < .0001)

and p < .0001); Distractability (p < .0001 and p < .0001); Creativity

(p < .0001 and p < .0001); Verbal Intelligence (p < .0001 and

p < .0001); Independence (p <" .0001 and p < .0001); Dependence

(p < .0001 and p < .0001); Introversion (p < .0059 and p < .0015);

and Engaged Time (p < .0252 and p <.0084). The variable Extraversion

was found to be significant only for the comparison between LD and AV

peers (p < .0194). It should be noted that no significant differences

were found on the SECOS variables.

Although multivariate analysis did not reveal any significant

difference on the comparison between LD and LA peers, follow-up Duncan's

Multiple Range Tests of the main effect concerning groups found

significant differences between all groups on the variables Task

Orientation, Verbal Intel 1igence. Creativity, Independence and

Dependence. The other CBI scale involved with the academic competence

dimension, Distractability, was found to have similar ratings between

the LD and LA groups, while both were rated more Distractable than

AV students. Duncan's comparisons between groups on the ratings

concerning Introversion and Engaged Time indicated that the LD students

were rated more Introverted and spent less time engaged than only the

AV group.
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Univariate analysis of gender differences indicated that only

the Child Approaches to the Teacher variable was significantly

different (p < .0108). Females were found to make significantly

more approaches to the teacher.

The second MANOVA was conducted on the rest of the SECOS data

that had not been found to differentiate between LD and other groups

in previous research. These variables included the SECOS duration

behaviors of Schoolwork, Schoolwork - In seat, Looking Around, Other

Activity - Total, Other Activity - In seat. Out of Seat, and the

frequency behaviors of Schoolwork, Looking Around, Other Activity,

Out of Seat, Approach Child Total. Multivariate tests of significance

confirmed this supposition since no significant interactions or main

effects were found.

Those SECOS behaviors that were not normally distributed were

subjected to nonparametric analyses for group differences. All behaviors

(i.e.. Raise Hand, Approval, Disapproval, Direction, Object Aggression,

Call-Out, Approach Child, and Other Child Approach) were low rate

behaviors. For these behaviors, it was decided to convert raw scores

above the median to one, and to use the chi-square statistic to explore

differences even though some differences between students would be

obscured. There were no significant systematic relationships found

between groups on the pretest behaviors according to likelihood ratio

chi-square analyses.

In summary, there were no significant behavioral differences

between groups on initial testing. However, several teacher ratings

were significant between groups. Teachers tended to rate LD students
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more negatively than LA and AV peers, and LA students more negatively

than AV peers on the scales of Task Orientation, Verbal Intelligence,

Creativity, Independence and Dependence. LD and LA students were rated

similarly but more negatively than AV peers on the Distractability

scale. Only the LD students were rated more negatively than their AV

peers on the subscales of Extraversion, Introversion, and Engaged Time.

Finally, females made significantly more approaches to their teachers

than males.

After Placement Analysis

Posttest variables were analyzed like pretest variables. Two

separate 3 (group) x 2 (sex) x 2 (grade) MANOVA procedures were

conducted. The a priori MANOVA investigated the same variables as

the pretest a priori MANOVA.

The a priori MANOVA indicated no significant interactions.

Multivariate tests indicated significant results for group affiliation

F(32, 48) = 1.79, p < .0331, and the comparison between LD and AV

students F(16, 23) = 4.59, p C .0005. The comparison between LD

and LA students was not significant F(16, 23) = 1.49, p < .1881.

Univariate analyses indicated significant results for group

affiTiation and the LD versus AV comparison, respectively, on the

following variables; Total School work (p < .0408 and p < .0175),

Looking - In seat (p < .0149 and p < .0040), Child Approach Teacher

(p < .0081 and p < .0099), Task Orientation (p < .0001 and p < .0001),

Distractability (p < .0001 and p < .0001), Verbal Intelligence

(p < .0001 and p <. .0001), Creativity (p < .0001 and p < .0001),
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Independence (p <. .0001 and p < .0001), Dependency (p < .0001 and

p < .0001), Extraversion (p < .0289 and p <. .0083), Introversion

(p < .0001 and p < .0001), and Considerateness (p < .0328 and

p < .0237).

Follow-up Duncan's Range comparisons indicated that the groups

were significantly different from each other on the ratings of Task

Orientation, Distractability. Verbal Intelligence, Creativity and

Independence. The LD group was found to be significantly different

than the AV group on the variables Schoolwork - Total, Looking - In

seat, and ratings concerning Extraversion. Additionally, LD children

were found to be significantly different from both other groups on

their frequency of approaches to their teacher and ratings of Dependency

and Introversion. Finally, the AV group was rated differently than

both the LD and LA groups on the variable Considerateness.

The second MANOVA was conducted on those posttest variables

that had not been found to differentiate between LD and peers. No

overall 3 way, 2 way, or main effects were found to be significant

on multivariate tests. Nonparametric results on posttest variables,

as analyzed by likelihood ratio of chi-squares, indicated a group

difference on the variable Object Aggression (p < .012). Cell

differences indicated that the LD and LA groups had more frequent

object aggressions than the AV group.

In summary, results of the posttest data, in contrast to the

pretest data, did find significant behavioral differences between

groups. The contrast between LD and AV students found that LD students
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spent less total time in school work, more time looking while seated,

and had more approaches toward the teacher than AV students. Group

differences were revealed on these same variables. Duncan's Range

test confirmed the significant differences associated with the contrast

between LD and AV students. Additionally, Duncan's Range test indicated

that AV and LA students had similar frequencies, and both were found to

have significantly less approaches to the teachers than the LD group.

Nonparametric findings indicated that LD and LA children had more

frequent object aggressions than AV peers (Figure 1).

Results of the teacher ratings are similar to pretest results

but not identical. LD students were rated more negatively than LA

and AV peers, and LA students were rated more negatively than the AV

students on Task Orientation, Distractability. Verbal Intelligence,

Creativity, and Independence. LD students were rated more negatively

than AV students only, on the scale of Extraversion; while LD students

were rated more negatively than both LA and AV peers on the Dependency

and Introversion scales. Finally, AV students were rated more positively

on the scale of Considerateness than either the LA or LD groups.

For convenience of comparison of significant results. Figures 2

through 5 are presented. Figure 2 reveals the pretest and posttest

differences between groups on the conceptually similar variables of

Total Schoolwork, Engaged Time, and Task Orientation. Figure 3

demonstrates group comparisons for the conceptually similar variables

of Looking - In seat and Distractability. Group differences on the

variables Child Approach - Teacher, Dependence, and Independence are
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Figure !• Group Differences on Object Aggression.
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presented in Figure 4, while Figure 5 presents the remaining CBI

variables of Creativity, Verbal Intelligence, Introversion, and

Extraversion.

Analysis of Gain Scores

Gain scores were analyzed by separate 3 (group) x 2 (sex) x

2 (grade) repeated measures MANOVA. The a priori MANOVA included

five behaviors that had been found to differentiate between group

variables (i.e., Schoolwork - Total, Looking - In seat. Social

Interaction - Teacher, Teacher Approaches, and Child Approach - Teacher),

As in the pretest and posttest intervals, planned comparisons between

the ID and AV group, and between the LD and LA group, were conducted.

The multivariate test of the a priori MANOVA indicated one 2 way

interaction, sex x grade, to be significant F(5, 34) - 4.42, p < .0033.

No other interactions were found to be significant. Additionally, the

main effect grade F(5,34) - 2.61, p < .0419, and the contrast LD

versus AV students F(5, 34) = 3.45, p < .0125 were found to be

significant. The comparison between LD and LA students was not

significant (p < .2063).

Univariate results revealed that the sex x grade interaction

was significant for Looking - In seat (p < .0130) and Social

Interaction - Teacher (p <. .0330) and Teacher Approaches (p < .0306).

Univariate analysis indicates that grade differences were significant

only for Teacher Approaches (p < .0071). The contrast LD versus AV

was found to be significant for both Looking - In seat (p < .0180)

and Total Approaches - Child to Teacher (p < .0155).
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The second MANOVA involving the rest of the data indicated no

significant 3 way, 2 way or main effects. Nonparametric results

indicated no group changes.

In summary, parametric results of gain score differences

indicated there were no overall multivariate group differences.

However, had this study utilized only the LD and AV students, there

would have been a significant multivariate group difference, as indicated

by the multivariate effect associated with the planned comparison

between LD and AV students. Over time, LD students significantly

increased their approaches to the teacher and their looking around

while seated—in comparison to AV peers.

The grade x sex interaction on the variable Looking - In seat

indicated that first grade males and second grade females decreased

their looking over time, while the opposite was true for first grade

females and second grade males. The interaction concerning the variable

Social Interaction - Teacher indicated that although both first and

second grade males decreased the amount of these interactions over

time, first grade females decreased these interactions even more than

males while second grade females increased the amount of these

interactions. The grade x sex interaction involving Teacher Approaches

parallel findings concerning the interaction concerning Social

Interaction - Teacher.

The only grade effect was found on the frequency of Teacher

Approaches over time. Results indicated that while second grade

students had a small increase of Teacher Approaches over time, first

grade students had a large decrease on approaches over time.
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Correspondence Between Teacher Ratings and SECOS Data

Pearson Product Moment Correlations for selected variables of

interest are provided for pretest, posttest, and gains scores,

respectively in Tables 8, 9, and 10. With the CATTR, the Verbal

Intelligence and Creativity subscales v;ere found to be significantly

positively correlated for the AV group on pretest (p <. .001 and p < .01)

and posttest (p < .0001 and p <. .0001), respectively. However, the LA

group was found to have a nonsignificant positive relationship, while

the LD had a nonsignificant negative relationship with these variables.

Another interesting finding was noted between the CATTR and the ratings

of Task Orientation and Engaged Time. Both these correlations showed

a negative relationship for the LD group significant at the .05 level

for both at the pretest interval, while only Engaged Time continued to

show a significant negative relationship at the posttest interval.

Both peer groups had a nonsignificant positive relationship on these

variables.

Relationships between teacher ratings and observed behaviors also

shewed some other interesting discrepancies in within group correlations

at the pretest and posttest intervals. The Dependency scale was found

to be significantly (p < .01) positively related to Schoolwork - Total

(SWT) and negatively related to Looking - In seat (LK in) at the pretest

interval only for the LA group. At the posttest interval. Dependency

was found to be positively related (p < .001) with Social Interaction -

Teacher (SIT) and (p < .05) with Teacher Approaches (TA) and Child

Approach - Teacher (CAT) for the LA group, and with CAT (p <. .05)

for the LD group.



Table 8. Group Differences in Pearson Product Moment Correlations between Selected
Variables at Pretest Interval.
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Variables CATTR SWT

Pretest

LK in SIT SWF LKF TA CAT

CATTR LD 1.00 -.186 -.144 -.212 -.423 -.324 .298 -.218
LA 1.00 .199 .084 -.058 -.202 -.219 -.076 -.432
AV 1.00 -.039 -.023 -.270 -.158 -.006 .399 .373

Extraversion LD -.715' .348 -.154 .030 .374 .312 .217 -.141
LA -.219 -.448 .223 -.029 -.457 -.041 .015 -.209
AV .090 -.144 -.086 .101 .239 .349 .190 .112

Creativity LD -.160 .496' -.494' -.256 .140 -.147 -.177 -.228
LA .254. .235 -.139 -.403 -.332 -.482 -.483 -.487
AV .733° .178 -.176 -.186 -.168 -.004 .071 -.353

Distractability LD .175 -.450 .217 .339 -.047 .154 .051 .207
LA -.439 -.264 .107 .024 .227 .316 .151 .379
AV -.076 -.246 .341 .073 .050 .223 .425 .356

Independence LD -.394 .292 -.270 -.147 .173 -.045 -.020 -.189
LA .449 -.002 .014 -.255 -.230 -.237 -.373 -.460
AV .407 -.291 .082 .350 .353 .408 .119 .052

Hostility LD .129 -.132 .021 .625*' -.278 -.121 .233 .438
LA .003 .359 -.203 -.058 .093 -.043 .107 .385
AV -.290 .264 .135 -.003 -.120 -.149 .249 .043

LD .309 .255 -.315 -.286 .020 -.155 -.107 -.426
Verbal LA .301 .474 -.387 -.269 -.264 -.450 -.321 -.268
Intel1igence AV .821° .108 .201 -.090 -.189 -.107 .041 -.234

LD -.697' .337 -.160 -.061 .429 .229 .001 -.017
Task LA .203 .099 .053 -.099 .232 -.322 -.340 -.255
Orientation AV .356 .034 -.207 .058 .013 -.030 -.249 -.234

a  « p .05 c -  P .001

b  ■ p .01
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Table P. (continued)

Variables CATTR SWT LK in SIT SWF- LKF TA CAT

Introversion LD .125 -.276 .125 -.031 -.542® -.277 -.160 .174
LA .192 .271 .024 .089 .500® .155 -.005 .052
AV -.152 .120 .340 .077 -.112 -.182 -.081 -.018

Considerate LD -.211 -.008 .035 -.581® .208 .233 -.099 -.475
LA .146 -.336 .244 .103 -.062 .038 -.054 -.556®
AV .211 -.276 .024 .147 .245 .164 -.169 .012

Dependency LD .310 .036. -.051. .248 .030 -.105 -.144 .420
LA -.203 .699° -.672° -.276 .148 -.277 -.128 .256
AV -.434 -.289 .207 .235 .138 .151 .098 .381

LD -.609® -.011 .274 .142 .688!' .546® -.118 .255
Engaged LA .093 .067 .311 -.052 .542® .283 -.299 -.235
Time AV .373 .278 -.239 -.113 .034 -.058 -.087 -.224

a  = p

b  = p
c  = p

.05

.01

.001
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Table 9. Group Differences in Pearson Product Moment Correlations between Selected
Variables at Posttest Interval.

Posttest

Variables CAHR SWT LK in SIT SWF LKF TA CAT

CATTR LD
LA

AV

1.00

1.00
1.00

.043

-.183

.383

.003

.046
-.064

-.324

-.181

-.432

-.082

-.466
-.284

.040

-.095

-.028

.053

.103
-.350

-.301

-.005

-.131

Extraversion LD

LA

AV

-.195
.431

.385

.157

-.437

.103

.029
-.070

-.168

.053

.308

.045

.269
-.271

.208

.206

-.019
.224

-.075
.009

.331

.261

.129
-.357

Creativity LD

LA

AV

-.245

.379.

.881''

.134

-.014
.429

-.251

-.469
-.224

-.134

.052
-.319

.208
-.258
-.253

.040

.193
-.229

-.153
.218
-.331

-.222
-.159
.091

Distractability LD

LA

AV

.030

-.240,
-.651®

.036

.057

-.203

.374

-.018

-.156

.073

.490®

.215

.051

.237

.125
-.342

.086

.165

.134,

.494®

.279

.467

.091

Independence LD
LA
AV

-.504

.449

.347

-.168

-.252

-.180

-.219
.040

.383

-.225

-.153

-.233

.171
-.200

.062

.245

.485

-.005

-.148

.103
-.306

-.279

-.095
-.076

Hostility LD

LA

AV

.250
-.326

-.151

-.195

-.004

.132

.388

-.102
.159

.175.

.642''
-.089

.017
-.267
-.043

-.540®
.193

.475

.320

.195

.043
-.015
-.254

Verbal
Intel1igence

LD

LA

AV

.292

.550^

.836'^

.076
-.127

.295

-.233
-.322
-.154

-.376
.126
-.405

.024
-.192
-.357

-.040

.279
-.237

-.043

.211

-.400

-.411

-.154
-.040

Task

Orientation
LD
LA

AV

-.587
.364

.540

.240
-.407

.157

-.152
.024

-.002

.084
-.136
-.369

.052

.000
-.367

-.108
.430
-.299

-.277
-.014
-.338

.208
-.122
.075

a  » p .05
b  ■ p .01

c  » p  .001
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Variables CATTR SWT

Posttest

LK in SIT SWF LKF TA CAT

Introversion LD .202 -.282 .203 -.197 -.389 .199 .080 -.164
LA -.321 .047 .190 -.151 .090 -.126 -.308 -.336
AV -.165 .074 .195 -.243 -.118 -.092 -.206 .138

Considerate LD -.591 .049 -.305 -.137, .123 .098^ -.611'' .011
LA .271 -.088 .099 -.504® .212 .740^ -.184 .023
AV .310 -.172 .077 .078 -.030 -.241 -.158 .345

Dependency LD .390 .114 .138 .264^ .032 -.024 .098. .530®
LA -.284 .058 -.175 .794^ .121 -.397 .536® .505®
AV -.441 -.031 -.300 .340 -.130 -.201 .026 .259

Engaged LD -.605^ .299 -.379 -.111 .095, -.098 -.244 -.032
Time LA -.021 -.168 .174 -.491 .526® .294 -.433 -.126

AV .250 .227 .010 -.353 .198 .221 -.100 .093

a  = P .05
b  = P .01
c  = P .001
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Table 10. Pearson Product Moment Correlations Between Groups on Gain Scores of
Selected Variables.

Variables SWT LK in SIT SWF LKF TA CAT

Extraversion LD .175 .041 .182 .103 -.033 -.106 .382

LA -.243 .232 -.142 -.426 .314 -.185 -.105
AV -.177 .128 .256 .245 .405 .061 -.093

Creativity LD .380, .012 .422 .083 -'.094 .170 .609''
LA -.529® .390 .154 -.387 -.096 .023 -.215
AV .201 .054 -.060 -.135 .076 -.111 .039

Distractabil ity LD .003 .171 -.385

o
o

ro

-.207 .176 -.386
LA -.055 .080 -.113 .111 .140 -.068, .306
AV -.462 .197 .185 .166 .135 .573® -.243

Independence LD -.050, -.144 .299 .062 .187 -.060 .453
LA -.509® .256 -.037 .194 .020 .004 -.054

AV -.s24 .278 -.026 .046 .416 -.064 -.034

Hostility LD .082 -.186 -.240 .234 .259 -.456 .229
LA -.245 .036 .075 .090 .130 -.029 -.419

AV .190 .435 .108 .077 .000 -.185 -.130

Verbal LD .169 -.052 .151 .160 .251 .350 .445

Intelligence LA -.197 -.218 .117 .112 .348 .232 .114
AV -.049 .102 -.326 -.132 .044 -.421 -.339

Task LD .087 -.056 .334 -.264 -.229 -.075 .639''
Orientation LA -.430 .282 -.034 -.088 .039 -.001 .144

AV .117 -.429 -.228 -.167 .109 -.305 -.130

Introversion LD -.099 -.277 -.427 -.529° -.265 -.115 -.239

LA .133 -.011 -.141 .159 .144 -.127 -.110

AV -.091 .313 -.152 -.002 -.105 .231 -.314

a  = p .05
b  = p .01
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Table 10 (continued)

Variables SWT LK in SIT SWF LKF TA CAT

Considerate LD

LA

AV

-.388

-.196

.257

-.164

.293

-.339

.132

.299

.102

-.459

-.095

.039

.275

.097

-.003

.104

.361
-.050

-.145

.332

.374

Dependency LD

LA

AV

.288

.161
-.122

.058

-.208
-.157

.372

.185

.407

.212

.395

.415

.020
-.187

.109

.023

.075

.128
-.068

.204

Enoaqed

Time

LD

LA

AV

-.332

.083

.032

-.099

.027

-.278

-.414

-.320
-.090

.013

.360
-.045

.261
-.040
-.246

-.370

-.199
.008

-.217

-.052

.208

a  = p .05
b  = p .01
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Other relationships were found on the Hostility and Considerate

subscales and observed behaviors. At the pretest interval Hostility

was positively related (p < .01) with SIT, while Considerate negatively

related (p < .05) to SIT for the LD group only. ̂ These same

relationships were found for the LA group only at the posttest interval.

At the pretest interval, a negative relationship (p < .05) was found

only for the LA group for the variables Considerate and CAT. At the

posttest interval, the frequency of Looking (LKF) was found to be,

for the LA group only, significantly negatively related (p < .05) to

Hostility, and significantly positively related (p < .001) to Considerate.

Finally, the LD group was found to have a significant negative

relationship (p < .01) between TA and Considerate at the posttest interval.

It is interesting to note that in those observed behaviors

concerning teacher (TA) or child-initiated approaches (CAT) and the

social interactions between student and teacher (SIT) that ensue show

differences with teacher ratings between groups. The last paragraph

demonstrated that for the LD and LA groups, TA, CAT and SIT were related

to the ratings concerning Hostility, Considerateness, and Dependency.

However, for the AV group only, at the posttest interval only, the

Distractability scale was positively related (p < .05) to both SIT

and TA.

Teacher ratings of Engaged Time showed relationships with the

behaviors frequency of School work (SWF) and the frequency of Looking

(LKF) for the LD and LA groups only. At the pretest interval. Engaged

Time was found to be positively correlated with SWF for the LD (p < .01)
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and LA (p < .05) groups. Only the LD group was found to have a

positive relationship between Engaged Time and LKF (p < .05) at the

pretest interval. The only relationship with Engaged Time, at the

posttest interval (p <• .05) was found for the LA group on the behavior

of SWF.

Gain score correlations showed less significant relationships.

The only significant relationship for the AV group (p <, .05) suggested

that a positive correlation existed between Distractability and Teacher

Approaches. For the LD group, Child Approaches towards the teacher

(CAT) were positively related (p < .01) to Creativity, Task Orientation,

and Dependency. For the LA group, the duration of schoolwork (SWT) was

negatively related (p < .05) to both Creativity and Independence,

while Introversion was negatively related (p < .05) to the frequency

of Schoolwork.



IV. DISCUSSION

This study involved the examination in the regular classroom

of learning disabled, low average, and average elementary school

children's behavior and the behavior and perceptions of their

classroom teacher. Behavioral data of students and teachers, and

the teacher's ratings of the students' classroom behavior were

investigated at two intervals. Initial data were collected before

any of the students were identified as LD. After the LD student

had been placed in special education classes for a month, data were

again collected.

The purpose of this study was to determine if results from

previous studies involving LD students could be replicated with

students before they were identified as having a learning disability.

Additionally, this study was conducted to discover whether or not

previous studies of learning disabled students which used average

peers for comparisons could be replicated with a comparison group

composed of low average peers. Finally, by utilizing a repeated

measures design, this research was conducted to determine if changes

accrued over time, and after the learning disabled students were

identified and received special education services.

A secondary concern of this study was to investigate the degree

of correspondence between teacher ratings and observed behavior to

determine if any bias could be detected due to group membership.

68



69

This investigation of group differences involved comparing ratings and

behavioral data at the pretest and posttest intervals, and over time.

The results of this study, in contrast to what several authors

have suggested (e.g., Adelman & Taylor, 1986; McKinney, 1984) do not

support the assumption that LD children have inherent neuropsychological

differences that manifest themselves in behavioral patterns that are

distinguishable from their peers. McKinney (1984) argues that "since

the classroom behavior of LD children appears to be an essential

characteristic of the handicap itself, it is reasonable that behavior

patterns would contribute information to the definition of LD subtypes"

(p. 47).

That LD children's observable behaviors cannot be differentiated

from their LA or AV peers, before being provided special education

services, replicates the findings of Saudargas and Fellers (1987).

This result, by itself, raises questions concerning previous research

in the field of learning disabilities. Certainly, the statement of

McKinney and Feagans (1984) that LD students' maladaptive behavior

patterns "already existed at the time of identification and persisted

over time" (p. 263) is not supported. That this result should occur

in the individual seatwork setting, where LD children's behavior is

considered to be more maladjusted than in more teacher-directed

classroom settings (e.g., Friedman et al., 1988), presents a stronger

case that there are no differences between LD and LA and AV peers

before the identification and placement process.

Results, after the LD child had been receiving special education

support services, are similar in some respects to previous research
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using identified LD students. In contrast with pretest findings, four

classroom behaviors were found to be significantly different across

group membership at the posttest interval. LD children were found to

have spent significantly more time looking around than AV students

(e.g., Feagans & McKinney, 1981), spent less time engaged in schoolwork

(e.g.. Fellers & Saudargas, 1987), and made more approaches to teachers

than both LA and AV children (Chapman et al., 1979), while both LD

and LA students had more frequent object aggressions than AV students.

The result that LD had more object aggressions than AV peers was

unexpected and in contrast to previous research (i.e.. Slate &

Saudargas, 1986; Fellers & Saudargas, 1987).

Two findings from previous research were not supported by the

results of this study. Teacher-initiated approaches and the duration

of social interaction between teacher and child did not show group

differences. The context in which observations were conducted, the

individual seatwork condition, in which students work independently

of the teacher, may have inhibited teacher-initiated child contacts

and thus the time involved in student-teacher interactions. For example,

Siperstein and Coding (1983) found that teachers initiated more interactions

with LD students, but these authors purposely observed in all classroom

settings but the individual seatwork condition. It should be noted

that even if there was not a statistical difference between groups

on the duration of student-teacher interactions, results indicated

that LD students spent over twice as much time in these interactions

than LA students at the pretest interval, and over twice as much as
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both peer groups at the posttest interval. This is similar to the

Slate and Saudargas (1986) study which identified LD students and

AV students.

Results on this investigation did not find any multivariate

differences in the contrast between LD and LA groups. Thus, even

if group effects were revealed by multivariate analysis, these effects

were primarily due to differences between the LD and AV groups. In

other words, had this research confined itself only to LD and LA

students, there would have been no significant multivariate results.

This suggests that previous research involving comparisons between

LD and normal or average peers may be due to wide disparity between

selected groups of students. This is in agreement with several authors

(Reynolds, Wang, & Walberg, 1987) who suggest that there is little

basis for assuming that LD children can be subgrouped into discretely

different disabilities (i.e., McKinney, 1984); but rather these subgroups

of learning problems represent a continuum of cognitive and adaptive

inefficiency and ineffectiveness in classroom learning situations much

like their low achieving peers.

One of the noticeable differences between pretest and posttest

observational data, that affected analysis at the posttest and gain

score data, was the increase in within group variance for the LD students

at the posttest interval. Variance within the LD group increased on

many of the SECOS variables but not on the CBI variables. This was

not true of the SECOS data for the LA and AV students. In fact, the

variance within the LA group decreased over time for most SECOS variables.

This increase in variance of LD students and not their peers and the
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differences in behavior between groups at the posttest interval and

not the pretest interval suggests that LD students were differentially

affected by the intervention of providing them resource services.

This increase in variance suggests that either the LD group is not

that homogeneous or that the intervention provided by the 11 different

resource classrooms are not that similar.

Another measure that suggests that the resource intervention

produced changes between groups was found on the analysis provided

by the interaction between groups and time. Although no multivariate

differences were found between all groups, the comparison between the

LD and AV groups indicated the LD group significantly increased their

approaches to the teachers and the time they spent off task (i.e.,

looking around) in comparison to AV peers. This replicates the

Saudargas and Fellers' (1987) finding. Figure 4 shows that although

LA students had the least amount of approaches towards the teacher,

AV students decreased these approaches over time while LA students

remained approximately the same. This explains why significant

differences were found between LD and AV students on these approaches

at the gain score analysis.

There are several potential reasons for changes in LD students'

behavior over time. However, this study's findings can only substantiate

effects and not the causes for changes in these students' behavior.

Nevertheless, the most obvious explanation involves the resource

intervention setting employed for the benefit of the LD students.

Results of this study suggest that situational variables have more

influence on LD students' behavior than previously acknowledged under
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the rubric of inherent processing deficits assumed by many authors

(e.g., Adelman & Taylor, 1986).

Several authors have suggested that LD students' behavior is

effected by situational factors. For example, Friedman et al. (1988)

and Rieth (1983) have found that in teacher-directed settings, LD

students show less maladaptive behaviors, such as off-task behaviors,

than in independent activities. Additionally, Bryan (1974) attributed

the higher on-task behavior of LD students in the resource classroom

than in the regular classroom to the smaller teacher-student ratio in

the resource setting. However, Bryan's (1974) study also indicated

that LD students had more frequent interactions and received more praise

from special education teachers than regular classroom teachers. Pull is

(1985) has suggested on the basis of his research that special education

teachers spend more time moving to help individual children while

regular education teachers are more group oriented. Finally, Rieth

and Frick (1982) suggested that LD students were more off task during

the low success tasks in the regular classroom than the resource

classroom.

Results of the present study may be explained by situational

variables. Thurlow, Ysseldyke, Graden, and Algozzine (1983) indicated

that 10 to 15 times as much time was devoted to individual and small

group instruction in the resource room than in the regular classroom.

If, over time, the LD child becomes accustomed to increased amounts

of teacher approaches via the resource teacher, then LD children may

increase their approaches to the teacher in the regular classroom

when teachers do not initiate approaches. This may lead to more

looking around for appropriate times to interact with the teacher.
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Another possible reason for increases in student-initiated

interaction and looking behaviors is that these behaviors are

functionally related in that both may be non-academic behaviors.

LD students may have developed the same strategies that Walker (1979)

indicated when seeking out the teacher was noted as an alternative to

appropriate on-task and independent working behaviors. This may also

explain the differences noted in schoolwork and object aggression at

the posttest interval.

Another factor that may influence LD students' behavior are the

academic materials utilized in the resource and regular education

setting. If the special education materials are less frustrating and

less demanding, even if more appropriate, this may lead to unintended

outcomes in the regular classroom setting. LD students may become

less able to deal with materials in the regular classroom that cause

frustration because they have become less prepared to deal with

frustration than they once were.

Gickling and Armstrong (1978) have shown that LD students'

inability to perform a task does influence off-task behaviors. Krupski

(1985) has indicated that learning handicapped children's on-task

behavior was a function of task demand. However, LD children's

increased amount of looking around and approaches to the teacher

cannot be assumed to be related to differences in academic task demands

in the regular classroom. Observations in this study were conducted

during the same part of the school day and when all observed children

were doing language arts types of activities. These activities remained

the same although their degree of difficulty can be assumed to have
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increased over time. This would have affected all students equally.

Why LD students were differentially affected, especially in comparison

to LA peers who are very much their equal in academic skills will need

to be researched more thoroughly in the future.

Results of the teacher ratings did not show correspondence to

observed behavior. Initial data did not find significant group differences

on the SECOS data while the teacher ratings found that LD students were

rated significantly less favorably than peers, particularly their AV

peers. That classroom teachers rated LD students less favorably than

AV students on all of the CBI scales on the academic competence dimension,

one of the scales concerning social competence, and the engaged time

question is supportive of previous research (McKinney & Feagans, 1984).

However, teacher ratings in the McKinney and Feagans' study occurred

at the time LD students were entering resource (i.e., after identification

and placement) and thus teacher had already been informed on their status.

The results on the current study suggest that teacher ratings are not

solely based on behavioral differences or labeling bias but potentially

many factors.

Results indicated that teachers were able to properly judge the

academic skills of students. Students were selected from teacher-

generated lists according to their reading skills. Group achievement

test results given to students later in time confirmed the teacher's

selections. Reading scores for the LD, LA group were similar but both

were significantly lower than the AV group. Teachers in this study,

as in other studies (e.g., Gresham, Reschly, & Carey, 1987; Shinn,
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Tindal, & Spira, 1987) demonstrate that they are accurate in their

judgments concerning student achievement.

That teachers can be accurate on academic judgments and can be

influenced by other factors, as this study supports, was found in

research conducted by Shinn et a1. (1987). These authors found that

teachers were biased in regard to males and blacks, while overall

accuracy was high in evaluating reading skills. The results of the

current investigation found that the LD group was rated less favorably

than LA peers on five of the six CBI scales included in the academic

competence dimension (i.e.. Creativity, Independence, Verbal Intelligence,

Task Orientation, and Dependency) even though teachers selected both

groups to be low in reading skills and they were found to have similar

group achievement test scores. Additionally, there were no significant

differences between the LD and LA groups on any pretest observations

or subject variables.

While teachers' judgments were able to differentiate between

student groups on academic skills, their behavior ratings, at the

pretest interval, were not supported by observational data. Part

of the reason for this difference between behavioral observations

and retrospective ratings of behavior can be attributed to method

differences or that these two methods are measuring different behaviors.

Foster and Cone (1980) indicated that ratings provide information based

on two factors, the objective behaviors and the rater's subjective

experience of those behaviors. These authors suggest that ratings

are measuring global characteristics or enduring properties of the

subject being observed where uncharacteristic behaviors are discarded.
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Thus, teachers' ratings during this study may reflect in part their

perception of student behavior that is based upon their memory of

past behavior in similar settings or other settings. Teachers'

judgments may have been less accurate due to the setting in which

observations were conducted. Teachers were occupied for the most

part with other activities and thus may be basing their judgments

more on "global characteristics" than would not have been the case

had teachers been less occupied with other activities.

Even if method variance was minimal, teacher ratings and direct

observations may not be measuring the same behaviors. It appears

rather obvious that the CBI scale of Verbal Intelligence does not

relate to any of the behavioral definitions on the SECOS. However,

the ratings concerning Task Orientation and Engaged Time appear to be

similar to the SECOS definition of Schoolwork, and the rating of

Distractability appears to be related to the behavior of Looking.

However similar ratings and behavioral definition appear to be, it

is difficult to be confident that they are measuring the same behavior.

Even if retrospective ratings and behavioral observations do not

show high agreement (e.g., Shapiro, Lentz, & Sofman, 1985), the results

of this study indicate that teachers' ratings of the amount of engaged

time and observations of the amount of time students spend doing

schoolwork showed discrepancies in accuracy between groups. At the

pretest interval, teachers underestimated the engaged time of the AV

groups by 5 percent but underestimated the engaged time of the LD and

LA groups by 36 and 25 percent, respectively. Ratings of the posttest

level revealed the same trend but less bias with LD, LA, and AV students'
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engaged time being underestimated by 25, 18, and 14 percent, respectively.

Results replicated research by Bolstad and Johnson (1977) in which

teachers were able to properly judge the rank order of observed

school work while showing discrepancies in their accuracy between groups.

The ratings of teachers concerning engaged time appears to be

closely related to the definition of schoolwork on SECOS. The Task

Orientation scale also appears to be conceptually similar to both

Schoolwork and Engaged Time. However, all of the items involved in

the Task Orientation scale do not seem related to amount of time students

are engaged in schoolwork. For example, one of the items asks the

teacher to rate the student's degree of "working earnestly, not taking

it lightly." This may be measuring teachers' perceptions of student

attitude toward learning in addition to time doing schoolwork or other

unknown variables.

Posttest ratings reveal only limited changes. Like pretest ratings,

posttest ratings indicated that teachers viewed LD students significantly

less favorably than LA students and both LD and LA significantly less

favorably than AV students on the academic competence scales of Creativity,

Independence, Verbal Intelligence, and Task Orientation. One difference

between intervals on the academic competence dimension was found on the

Dependency scale where at the referral interval significant differences

were revealed between all groups. The LD group was rated as the most

dependent and the AV group as the least dependent. After placement,

the LD group was rated more dependent than both the LA and AV groups,

which were rated similarly. Another difference between intervals occurred

on the Distractability scale, where on pretesting LD and LA students were
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rated similarly and both less favorably than AV students. At the

posttest interval, significant differences between all groups were

found, with the LD group rated the least favorably and the AV group

the most favorably. Although not part of the academic competence

dimension of the CBI, the ratings concerning Engaged Time appear

similar to this dimension. These also changed between intervals from

the AV group being rated more engaged than the LD group at the initial

interval to no differences between groups after placement.

Other differences between intervals were revealed on the ratings

concerning the social competence dimension and the affective adjustment

dimensions of the CBI. While LD students were rated to be significantly

more introverted than AV students at the referral interval, LD students

were rated more introverted than both the AV and LA groups later in

time. Additionally, while there were no significant differences between

groups on ratings of Extraversion at the pretest interval, ratings later

in time indicated that LD students were less extraverted than AV students.

Similarly, while no group differences were found on ratings of

Considerateness at the pretest interval, the LD group was rated less

considerate than both other groups at the posttest interval.

Although there is some support for posttest teacher ratings between

LD and AV students, there is little support for rating differences

between the LD and LA students. In other words, teachers appear to

have some justification on the bases of SECOS findings for differences

in their perceptions between LD and AV children on CBI scales of Task

Orientation, Distractability. Independence, and Dependency. However,
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only the ratings concerning Dependency may reflect a conceptually

meaningful difference between LD and LA children.

As predicted, teachers' ratings of students were highly stable

over time in a similar fashion to previous research (McKinney & Feagans,

1984; Schaefer & Edgerton, 1983). No significant changes were indicated

over time. Referring a child for reading deficits may be tantamount to

believing a child is learning disabled. That belief apparently influences

their judgments concerning LD children's behavior within the individual

seatwork setting. Bogdan and Kugelmass (1984) suggested that once a

child is viewed as disabled, their assumptions about the unique set of

characteristics implied by the label become more salient to the extent

that the "disability can change the meaning of behavior" (p. 186). Thus,

bias, or expectations, concerning behavior are based on assumptions

about learning disabled children, rather than knowledge about the

individual.

Even though teachers were not assured that students referred for

evaluation were actually going to be learning disabled, it is interesting

to note that teachers were fairly accurate in their appraisals. Teachers

accurately identified 75 percent, or 18 of the 24 students, referred

for evaluation. This result is in line with previous research that

estimated that teacher referrals were accurate, with probability

estimates! ranging from 75 percent to 90 percent that referrals would

be certified as handicapped (Algozzine, Christenson, & Ysseldyke, 1982).

What leads teachers to refer one child over another, especially

when this study did not find any significant differences between the

LD and LA group on pretest behaviors or subject variables, may have
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more to do with teacher perceptions than student variables. Walker

(1984) has reported teacher-student interactions are influenced by

the degree that teachers can tolerate the disturbingness and desirability

of specific student academic and social behaviors. Gerber and Semmel

(1984) have suggested that it is teachers' intolerance of certain

students that leads teachers to refer students.

Teachers in this study may view differences between LD and LA

students in the area of reading and language arts achievement and the

behaviors of child approaches to teacher and social interactions with

teacher as social meaningful differences even though these differences

were not statistically significant at the referral interval. Conversely,

a lack of statistical differences at the initial observation interval

may be due to similarities between the LD group and the potentially

handicapped LA group who may be referred later in time by these teachers.

However, it is not likely that all of the potential LA students utilized

in the selection procedure could be found eligible for special education

services since this group would comprise close to 25 percent of each

classroom.

Teachers' judgments may be influenced by numerous factors other

than academic or behavioral differences between students. Pull is

(1985) suggested that teachers' decisions are influenced by multiple

aspects of student characteristics, while Shavelson and Stern (1982)

indicated that teachers process several types of information when

making decisions. Although this study did not support significant

academic differences between the LD and LA group, LD children had lower

mean scores in reading. By referring the lowest readers in their
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classrooms, teachers automatically gain by creating more homogeneous

classes. By referring their most dependent and time-consuming pupils,

teachers gain more control over their own time. Walker (1984) maintains

that regular teachers refer the most difficult to manage and/or socially

unskilled children and that this prevents these teachers from developing

the necessary skills and knowledge required to appropriately manage these

children.

Differences in teacher ratings between groups could be indicative

of bias, difficulty in making appropriate judgments or a reflection of

legitimate differences between groups. For example, teacher ratings

of dependency were found to have a significant positive relationship

to child-initiated approaches to the teacher at the posttest interval

for both the LD and LA groups. LD and LA students have academic

deficiencies and may be more dependent on the teacher than AV peers.

However, LA and AV had little observable differences on their frequency

of child-initiated approaches. Did the teachers feel that AV peers'

approaches were more legitimate?

Probably more indicative of bias are the relationships of teacher-

initiated approaches and teacher-student social interactions with

teacher ratings. Teacher ratings of hostility and considerateness

were found to be positively related to these social interactions at

pretesting with the LD group and at the posttest interval with the

LA group. Teacher approaches were negatively correlated with

considerateness for the LD group and positively related to dependency

for the LA group at the posttest interval. For the AV group, teacher's
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social interactions and approaches were related to distractability at

the posttest interval.

Teachers may be more sensitive to certain behaviors according to

group status. For example, teachers may be concerned when average

children finish their work and thus interact with them when they appear

distractable. For the LD and LA groups, teachers may need to approach

them when they appear hostile or inconsiderate with peers or when they

appear to need help. Slate and Saudargas (1987) found that teachers

tended to initiate interactions with LD students when they were off-

task. These authors suggested that teachers differentially track LD

students in comparison to AV peers. Alternatively, teachers may assign

different meanings to similar behavior (Bogdan & Kugelmass, 1984).

Teachers may perceive LD students as dependent and AV students as

distractable when both students are looking around.

There was one interesting finding that replicates previous research.

McKinney and Feagans (1983) reported a positive relationship between LD

students' ratings of Task Orientation and the frequency of on-task

behavior. This study found that LA students at both intervals and LD

students at the pretest interval had a significant positive relationship

between ratings of engaged time and the frequency of school work. Since

all groups had similar rates per minute of school work, it appears that

teachers may attend to the movements of LD and LA students more than

they do AV students. This result may reflect teachers' concern with

managing low achieving students' behavior.

Other differences between groups occurred between ratings and

scores on the total reading section of the California Achievement
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Test. Only LD students had significant negative correlations on

ratings of Task Orientation (pretest) and Engaged Time (both intervals),

and only the AV group had significant positive relationships between

ratings of Verbal Intelligence and Creativity at both intervals with

this academic measure.

Correlations between teacher ratings and observed behavior showed

few meaningful relationships over time. This may be due to the high

stability of the teacher ratings over time. Ratings of Dependency were

found to have a significant positive relationship with child-initiated

approaches to the teacher only for the LD group, while ratings of

Distractability were positively related to teacher-initiated interactions

for only the AV group.

Since the focus of this study was concerned with the differences

between groups, significant differences found between genders and the

interaction between grade and gender will be briefly discussed. It

should be noted that most of the differences found had to do with teacher

or child-initiated interactions and the duration of these interactions.

For example, females were found to have more frequent student-initiated

approaches to the teacher at the pretest interval (i.e.. Raise hands

and Call outs). At the posttest interval, univariate analysis indicated

that the same pattern continued.

Three grade X sex interactions were indicated by the gain score

analysis. Two of these interactions involved the frequency of teacher

approaches and the duration of teacher-child social interactions. This

apparently occurred because of differences between grades in teacher

approaches to female students. Teachers at both grades decreased their
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rates of approaches and the amount of time devoted to their interactions

with males. This was also true of first grade females who had initially

the highest rates of teacher approaches and amounts of teacher interactions

and who ended up at the posttest interval having the lowest rates of

teacher approaches and the least amount of these interactions. However,

in contrast to other peers, second grade females had higher rates of

teacher approaches and increased their amounts of student-teacher

interactions over time.

Even more unexplicable was the interaction involving changes in

the amount of looking around behavior over time. Both first grade

males and second grade females, who had higher initial amounts of looking

around, decreased the amount of this behavior over time. The opposite

was true of their peers. Both first grade females and second grade

males increased their amount of looking around over time.

There are several limitations concerning the generalization of

findings across student populations, academic materials, settings and

time. This study's findings utilized Caucasian students from mainly

suburban schools. Additionally, LD students were selected on the basis

of difficulty with reading skills. Whether or not the results of this

study will generalize to other LD populations or other races cannot be

determined. Future research will also need to explore other classroom

settings such as large or small group teacher-directed activities.

Whether results of this study can be replicated in other settings cannot

be determined. Research in teacher-directed settings suggests that LD

students show less maladaptive behaviors, such as off-task behaviors,

than in independent activities (Friedman et al., 1988). Additionally,
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teacher-directed settings will have a higher frequency of teacher-

initiated social interactions which may influence the frequency of

child approaches to the teacher. Finally, the results of this study

may dissipate over time. LD students may become more setting specific

over time and show less generalization across settings when they are

repeatedly ignored by regular teachers for their approaches.

Further research should observe students more frequently across

time in order to provide information concerning possible functional

relationships involved with the observed student changes in this study.

Group data that are summed, as produced by this research, can only

provide fruitful avenues to explore. Individual differences are masked

that influence behavior, and antecedent and consequent events can only

be assumed. It would be of interest to examine the sequential behavior

interrelationships to better understand possible behavior patterns

among or between groups that may more clearly demonstrate functional

relationships. Additionally, if placement in resource classes is

responsible for changes in LD students' behavior as this study suggests,

then concurrent observations across the resource and regular classrooms

will be needed to see if teacher-student interactions in the resource

setting directly influence students' regular classroom behavior. It

may also be important to evaluate and/or manipulate the potential

effect of academic difficulty on LD students' behavior.

There are several implications from the results of this study.

Results suggest that the practice of identification and placement of

LD students in resource classes may have unintended outcomes, such as

increasing within group variance, making them more dependent, and
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decreasing their time devoted to school work. This latter finding may

be due to contrast-like phenomena (Shinn, Allyon, & Milan, 1982) since

LD students have been shown to devote a greater proportion to academic

instruction in the special education resource classroom than the regular

classroom (Ysseldyke, Thurlow, Christenson, & Weiss, 1987). These

unintended outcomes may explain why the effectiveness of resource

placement in promoting academic remediation beyond that which could have

been provided through the regular classroom has not been documented

(Keogh, 1986). Additionally, the practice of identification of LD

students by increasingly elaborate means does not appear to be justified

(Algozzine & Ysseldyke, 1986). Environmental factors appear to be more

influential in LD student behavior than has been previously acknowledged.

School personnel may not be productively using their time by conducting

classroom observations on referred potentially LD students and looking

for assumed behavioral characteristics of learning disabled students

found in the literature. Situational factors are a more important

influence on LD children's behavior than have previously been assumed.

School systems may be making decisions about supposedly LD children,

not because these children manifest inherent differences with comparable

peers (i.e., low achievers), but for social and political reasons

(Algozzine & Ysseldyke, 1987; Gelzheiser, 1987; Senf, 1986). As

Algozzine and Ysseldyke (1987) stated, "The definitional issue in LD

has been addressed in the wrong way. It has been confronted as though

it were a technical problem. It is not! Rather, it is a social-

policy problem" (p. 310).
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Interventions that can facilitate LD students' on task-behaviors

during individual seatwork need to be investigated. One such program,

Adaptive Learning Environments Model (ALEM), has been shown to increase

handicapped students' independent on-task behavior over time in the

regular program (Wang & Birch, 1984). If all students can be taught

how to work more independently, then teachers may not feel a need to

refer some students. Additionally, currently identified LD students

could be helped to increase their amount of engaged time with academic

materials and lessen their dependency on others. This would not only

enhance the achievement of learning disabled students as shown by the

high correlation between engaged time and academic achievement (e.g..

Fisher et al., 1980) but may also provide regular classroom teachers

some relief and thus engender more positive attitudes for mainstreaming.
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Grade

First

Sex

Males

Group

LD

LA

AV

Number

4

4

4

Females LD

LA

AV

2

2

2

Second Males LD

LA

AV

5

5

5

Females LD

LA

AV

6

5

6

TotaT 50
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Student Selection Procedure

Teachers:

Please list six students, or as many possible up to six students,
from your lowest reading group(s) and six students whom you consider to
be average for your class in reading. If possible, an equal amount of
males and females should be selected.

Selected students should not have any known medical/physical disabilities,
and should not be currently "handicapped" (i.e., eligible for special
education services) but may be potentially handicapped. For purposes of
this study, low average readers are those behind the grade appropriate
reader. Example, for second grader students, low-average would include
those in the 1-2 reader or below. Pick your lowest readers first, up to
six. Average students would be in the 2-1 for second grade, etc.

Coding for students: Use three initials and F for female or M for
male. Example: David F. White would be coded DFWM.

After each space below, put in the child's name and in parentheses
put the four letter code.

Low Average Readers (4 letter code) Average Readers (4 letter code)

1. 1.

2. 2.

3. 3.

4. 4.

5. 5.

6. 6.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE

KNOXVILLE

Dear Parents:

In cooperation with Knox County Schools, Dr. Richard Saudargas of the
University of Tennessee's Department of Psychology and David White of the
Knox County Schools are conducting research on the classroom behavior of
elementary school children. The goal of this research is to develop a
classroom observation system. More specifically, observations will be
conducted on childrer's classroom behavior and their interactions with
others while the children are working independently. Observations will be
conducted with handheld computers that give an accurate measure of student
behavior. While observational data is being collected, the classroom
teacher will complete a behavioral rating scale to determine the degree
of correspondence between observations and ratings.

Observations will be conducted by University of Tennessee students
trained by Dr. Saudargas. Two sets of observations will occur, one in late
Fall and again in early Spring. For each set of observations, the observers
will come into the classroom for a total of approximately six days, an hour
a day. Although observers may be in the classroom for two weeks, each child
will only be observed for an hour. The information obtained from this
research will not be used by the school system and no individual data will
be disclosed.

We would like your permission for your child to be observed. There
are no risks in being observed. No names will be used in the written reports
of the project. Giving your permission is voluntary and not giving your
permission will not affect your child's program in any way. Also, you may
withdraw your permission at any time.

I will be happy to answer any questions about the project. My phone
number is 974-6846. To give your permission, please sign below. Return
one copy to your child's teacher and keep one copy for yourself. Thank
you very much.

Sincerely,

Richard A. Saudargas, Ph.D.
Associate Professor

David White, M.S.
School Psychologist

I understand the purpose of the project described in this letter and
give my permission for my child to be observed.

Name of Child: Date:

Parent Signature:
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Directions

Please respond to every item as accurately as possible. Circle

only one of the five responses to each question. Base your rating

only on the time when this student is working in the individual seatwork

setting.
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student Engaged Time

Please estimate the percent of time that this student is engaged in

school work, only while this student is in the individual seatwork setting.

percent

A
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Income Eligibility Guidelines for Free Meals

Effective from July 1, 1987 to June 30, 1988

Household Size Year Month Week

1  10,675 890 206

2  14,301 1 ,192 276

3  17,927 1,494 345

4  21 ,553 1 ,797 415

5  25,179 2,099 485

6  28,805 2,401 554

7  32,431 2,703 624

8  36,057 3,005 694

For each additional

Family member add +3,626 +303 +70
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STATE EVENT CLASSROOM OBSERVATION SYSTEM

Behavioral Definitions

I. Child State Behaviors: Duration measures expressed as percentage
of total time.

Schoolwork (SW). This is coded when the student is engaged in
a teacher-directed activity defined as doing assigned academic
work while having head and eyes oriented towards the work materials
or oriented tovyard the teacher when teacher is giving directions
or imparting information to group.

Schoolwork - Total (SWT). Sum of time that student is engaged
with schoolwork and those social interactions with the teacher
or with peers that involved schoolwork.

Looking (LK). The student's eyes and head are oriented away from
the classroom activity.

Out of Seat (OS). This is coded when the student is out of the
seat for any reason. To be considered in seat, the subject must
have his knee or buttock on the seat.

Social Interaction - Child (SIC). Any verbal or nonverbal
interactions between the target subject and any other student(s).
This should be coded only when the students are oriented towards
each other.

Social Interaction - Teacher (SIT). The student is interacting
either verbally or nonverbally. This is coded only when the
teacher is interacting specifically with the target subject.

Other Activity (OACT). The student is not physically interacting
with materials or is engaged in an activity not defined as schoolwork.
The student's head and eyes must be oriented towards the materials.

II. Child Event Behaviors: Frequency counts expressed as rate per minute.

Raise Hand (RH). The student's hand is raised, generally above
the head.

Call out to Teacher (CAL). The student verbally calls out to
obtain teacher attention, or student gets out of seat and approaches
or stands next to teacher in an obvious attempt to gain teacher
attention.
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Behavioral Definitions
(continued)

Total Approaches - Child to Teacher (CAT). Sum of raise hand (RH)
and call out (CAL) frequency counts.

Out of Seat (OS). This code is recorded each time the student
gets out of the seat for any reason.

Object Aggression (OAG). Aggression against an object which
includes destroying, mutilating, or defacing property. For
example, dropping objects, breaking pencils, throwing objects.

Approach Child (AC). The student attempts to obtain attention
from another student verbally or physically. The student being
approached does not have to attend to the student doing the
approaching.

Other Child Approach (OCA). Another student either physically
or verbally attempts to make contact with the target subject.

Total Approaches - Child (CA). Sum of AC and OCA frequency
counts.

Schoolwork (SWF). Frequency count of previous definition for
schoolwork.

Looking (LKF). Frequency count of previous definition for looking.

Other Activity (OACTF). Frequency count of previous definition
for other activity.

III. Teacher Event Behaviors: Frequency counts expressed as rate per minute.

Teacher Approach (TA). The teacher verbally or physically
initiates an interaction with the student.

Direction (DIR). The teacher verbally directs the student to
move from one appropriate activity to another appropriate activity.

Approval (APR). Any type or positive verbal comment regarding
the appropriate social or academic behavior of the subject.

Disapproval (DIS). A disapproval following an academic or social
student behavior is coded when the teacher criticizes, expresses
negative remarks to the student, or threatens the student; directs
an off-task student to engage in inappropriate behavior; or when
the teacher asks a question to an off-task student which refers
to the student's social behavior.
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1. Laughs and smiles easily and spontaneously
in class.

2. Says interesting and original things.

3. Tries to do things for himself.

4. Ridicules and mocks others without
regard for their feelings.

5. Understands difficult words.

6. Works earnestly; doesn't take it lightly.

7. Has a low, unsteady or uncertain voice
when speaking to a group of students.

8. Awaits his turn willingly.

9. Does not wait for other children to
approach him but seeks them out.

10. Thinks up interesting things to do.

11. Often can't answer a question because
his mind has wandered.

12. Works without asking teacher for help.

13. Tries to get even with a child with whom
he is angry.

14. Has a good fund of information for a
child his age.

15. Stays with a job until it is finished,
even if it is difficult for him.

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5
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16. Tries not to do or say anything that would
hurt another.

17. Asks for help from teacher when it's not
really needed.

18. Likes to talk or socialize with classmates
before or after class.

19. Asks questions showing interest in ideas.

20. Is quickly distracted by events in or
outside the classroom.

21. Keeps busy for long periods of time
without the teacher's attention.

22. Uses a large and varied vocabulary.

23. Works carefully and does his best.

24. Tends to withdraw and isolate himself,
even when he is supposed to be working
in a group.

25. Is agreeable and easy to get along with.

26. Asks the teacher to do even simple
things for him.

27. Is almost always light hearted and
cheerful.

28. Uses materials in imaginative ways.

29. Tries to figure things out for himself
before he asks questions.

30. Gets angry quickly when others do not
agree with his opinion.

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

2  3

2  3

2  3

2  3

2  3

2  3

4  5

4  5

4  5

4  5

4  5

4  5

4  5

4  5

4  5

4  5

2  3 4 5

4  5

4  5

4  5

4  5
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31. Grasps important ideas without having
every detail spelled out.

32. Pays attention to what he is doing and
is not easily distracted.

33. Is usually sad, solemn and serious
looking.

34. Respects the rights of other children.

35. Tries to be with another child or group
of children.

36. Wants to know more about things that are
presented in class.

37. Sometimes pays attention; other times
must be spoken to constantly.

38. Can look out for himself; doesn't usually
ask for help.

39. Can draw reasonable conclusions from
information given him.

40. Attends to the task to be done.

41. Gives other children an opportunity to
express their views.

42. Wants the teacher's help for problems
he could solve alone.

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4  5

4  5

4  5

4  5

4  5
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CBI

January 1978

Scoring Form

Extraversion 1 9 18 27 35

Creativity and Curiosity 2 10 19 28 36

Distractabil ity 11 20 37

Independence 3 12 21 29 38

Hostility 4 13 30

Verbal Intelligence 5 14_ 22 31 39

Task Orientation 6 15 23 32 40

Introversion 7 24 33

Consideration 8 16 25 34 41

Dependence 17 26 42

122

Total
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Interobserver Agreement

State Behaviors J S.E.

School 97.67 1.58

School work - in seat 97.28 " 1.96

School work - Total 97.95 1.38

Looking around - in seat 86.18 11.61

Other Activity 70.37 30.27

Other Activity - in seat 70.53 27.96

Social Interactions - Child 77.88 24.90

Social Interactions - Teacher 78.21 17.56

Out of seat 88.75 12.91

Mean Total States 84.98

Event Behaviors

Raise Hand 100.00 0.00

Direction 100.00 0.00

Approval 75.00 50.00

Disapproval 75.00 35.35

Object Aggression 91.92 15.09

Looking - in seat 85.08 9.90

Other Activity 79.29 21.06

Approach Child 76.85 23.65

Other Child Approach 74.21 24.48

Total Approaches - Child 90.51 14.54

Teacher Approach 62.50 41.45

Call outs 89.39 23.88

School work - in seat 91.26 7.47

Out of seat 93.68 9.04

Total Approaches - Child to Teacher 89.39 22.85

Mean Total Events 84.93

Mean Total SECOS 84.95
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