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' and sex as well as for high, medium, 3r low teacher rankings on the 13 o

LAl

Doe

z

" general ly accurate.

Abstract r o oo

A
. of 1

This paper reports findings from one set of data from the Student
Af%ribufé Study,” a qufyear investigation designed: to iidentify student
characferisfics and beﬁaviors related to teacher eXpecfafions and at-

flfudes Ch||dren in grades two through five were |denflf|ed who received’

cqnsistent feacher rankings- over a two-year period on one or ‘more of 13

- *
1

bi-polar sca|es describing ﬁfudenf characteristics. At the end of the

second vyear, c|ass;oom observers completed a behavier checklist on the

#argefosfudenfs they obsérved. Checkl.ist items were analyzed by grade
: ! ‘ .

°

scales. Findings revealed more overt classroom misbehaQior attributed
. ° ] : -
to boys than girls. Although few inferprg?ab|e grade»effecfs apearéd,

they generalﬂy supporfed the idea fhaf saSS|ng and ofher negafive behaviors »

decrease W|+h age. In general, fhe check||s+ dafa supporf ofher data

J
from the study:showing that students ranked high on teacher coneern but

Iow onf fhe other 12 sca|es were descrlbed more negaflvely by coders than

students ranked favorab|y by the teachers. A|+hough there were obV|ous
; 2

halo effécts in the teacher ranklngs, the ranklngs neverfhe|ess were

"




The presenf paper wnll*reporf information from a subset of da+a
from—fhe Sfudenf ATTrtbuTe Study. This study was desngned to: £a)

Idenfify students seen by. their teachers -as-consistent on cer+a|n pereénal~
affrlbufes bel teved to be related to the formation of feacher expectations

U

and a++|+udes, b) observe these consnsfenf students sysfemaflcally o

Ayt

determine how: teachers' perceptions of them affect teacher-student inter-
. \ N .

action in the classroom; and ¢) identify differences in patterns of igter-

actions with students seen és consistently high versus consistently low

on different scales.
S|nce1he publicaftion of Rosenthal's and Jacobson's (1968). Eygmallon

\ln The Classroom, several |nves+|ga+ors have esTabllshed Thaf Teacher

afTTTudes can funéflon as self—fulfllllng propheC|es affecflngrfhe ways

-~

teachers interact with students and the acuievement levels of students.

Considerable information also has been accumulated about +he mechanisms
- £

T . ,' that mediate such effecfs, i.e., the ways teachers sysfemaflcally treat

n§s+uden+s dtfferenflally based .on..the teachers' a++|+udes and expecfaflons

for “them (Brophy & Good, 1974). However, relatively little |nforma+|on

“

~exis+s abouf how these attitudes and expectations are formed |ni+|ally

Some information in impression formaflon ex1s+s from social psychology,

but much of it deals with “aduits rather than students and feachers in fhe.

classroom. The Student Attribute S?udy was désigned to investigate the

characteristics of students which lead teachers to fotm‘penfain expec~

. ttations and attitudes toward them.
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1n the firs+ year, ieashers in first fhrough fourth grade in four

i

. elemenfary schools ranked otheir students at the beglnnlng, middle, and .

»

end of fhe year on |3 bi- polar scales: (calm vs: resfless,,careful VS.
v T - .

oo _careless,. persistent vs. needs proddlng, mature vs. immafure, cooperative -

LS : - X }
i ve. uncooperative, creative vs. uncreaflve, high probable achiever vs.

%

low probable achiever, would !ike to keep vs. would l'iké to have removed,
.needs special attention vs. needs no special a++e1+|on, sfands out Vs.

\ ,
“hardly noTTCeabIe, Iooks you in the eye vs. averts eyes, attractive vs.

. . unattractive, and happy vs. unhappy)

-
[N

<

, . The second year, feachers in second through fifth grades ranked fhese

1Y ’ [

- same students on the same scales. Using these rankings, students were v~j

s | : . . * - .
idenflfled who were perceived consistently on one or more scales across

time and by .both feochers Infhe latter part of the second year, these

*consistent sfudenfs, whose feacher ranklngs were unknown to cIassroom

o

coders, were observed in fhelr classrooms by observers (coders) who used
a mdtTi-facefed, low inference codiné sysfem designed specifically for

e the study (érophy, King, Evertsdn, Baum, Crawford, Mahaffey, & Sherman,
. N : T
Note 1). .. e ) ' ‘

. " The system provided for recording dyadic contacts between individual -
. students and the teacher in several contexts (smell‘group vs. general

class; public vs. private; teacher initiated vs. student initiated).

L  The system fook into account some aspects—of -quality as well as: guantity - :~
R of interactions. \ ’
& . a’

. 7 .
Other data from the study include teacher ‘and coder adjective descrip-

+|ons of the +arge+ sfudenfs At the end of the seccnd year, teachers were
14 . t‘) .
\jnterviewed about the students in fheir classes who were identified for

0




| -4 -, .

- \ quenVéfibn; gpd vere askéd to give three phrases orﬂadjeé*iVes describing
7.;ﬁe;mo;¢,salfen+ characteristics of these gfudenfs; Coders also gave
«;imilar':q}escf—ipﬂ_ons of the s+uden+s they observed. In add ition, they

£1'led out .2 behavior checklist on the s}uden+s. Data from the inf@qvieﬁ%
- © ’ . "

~

-and fpém the -descriptions of salicat attributes are'cgpérfed in B;um,

4 /Bf6bhy, Evertson, Andéﬁbon, and C?awford (Note 2), and Anderson, Brophy,

‘Evertson, Baum, and Crawford (Note 3). -

.
L3

This report will present data from the behavior checklis+.; It will ®

examine d!fferénces across each of*the 13 bipolar scales and grade and
séx Qiffereﬁces in coder }a+ings on these checkli$+s. The checklisfs
required coqers to rate the degrge to which a giben attribute was charac-
ferisiic of a p$f+lculaﬁ student on a‘3-poin+ sca]e (f$= "éo+ at all":" ~
2 =°"somewha+"' and- 3 = "typical¥). |f coders could Tof rate a. student,
they circled "5," .and '"no da+at‘was recorded. 'The checklié+ inc]uded
i+ems.such as "shor+-a++en+i?n span," "dislikes school," "academic peer
Ieader," "disrupts," "plays aggreégively with pee:s," "has fun with peers,™

[

-

and "éloof and socially reserved." In all, 44 attributes were rated.

¢ ¥ \ .-
Two coders alternated visits to each classroom until zach had com-

. .9 ¢

" pleted five 24-hour observatidns on cfasses containing several target
students. Each target student then was‘ra+ed by‘bofh coders, and the

_two- scores were added together:for eachggf the 44 attribute scores. In .
cé?és.wﬁere“one~coder éoquﬁnQT rate +he student on a inen behavior, the

;ra+ing by the ¢ther coder was doubled. Thus, scores always ranged from

two through six. This procedure seemed appropriate becausé Intercoder

-

reliabilities were high on,all but four of the 44 scales. The four -~

g

* P 4
9 ' ‘




. items. One-way'fjfesfs h§ing posif?on in the teacher rankings (high,~

.. o,

‘e

- - . 3 ¢

excepfions (fearfulness and chronic anxiefy; willingness to hélp peers;

¢ <

depeﬂdency onéfeacher, and physlcally ‘robust vs.- frail‘ were»delefed

> from fuﬁfher analyses,

4
v

Obtaining,reliability estimates p:p ed- to be somewhat of 4 problem.

Since eéch scale cogfaingd only Threg/bo}nfs; percenflagréemen+ figures
’ ® o « ’ L 3 ’
woul d- be arflficlally highs On the other hand,* Pearson correlations.are

ur

affenfuafed by such: range resfrlcflons, thereby reducung the chances
*for sngnlfican# relaflonshlps. We decided To use the Pearson r's To
assess |n+ercoder agreemenf since Thxs provlded a moregconserva+lve

~es+3ma+e. Reliabilities 6g The remaining. 40. scales exceeded the .05 level.

P

Data Analyses
s \ '
§$|w0=way sex (boys vs..girls) by grade (second, third, fourth, and
. CoL g kY
. -~
fifth) aqalyses of variance were conducted on the 40 behavior checklist

-

medium, low) as classifying variables also were computed for each of“the
)

checklist items. These findings will be dl:CUSSed following thezsex X

. . " . <

grade data. Becausé N's geperally were hi for all comparisons, .only

e

. findings which exceeded the .0! level of significgnce will be discussed.

Cell N's differed from item to ifem, since some pairs o%‘cbders
N ']

were not able to rate target students on §II items. However, the data
’ <o . :
analyses programs made appropriate adjustments.for unequal cell N's -

__within separate analyses: .

P . — — - — - ’

f. Insert Table 'I” about .here

-
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Sex'Differences

P

;Fifféen of The 40 lfems showed sngnlflcanf sex dufferences at
0l Ieve].lﬁTee most sfrlklng flnﬁings ;2>7+he sex data were the coders:
e;rcepflons of glrls as more sef} conscuous easvl;\embarrassed; |
and.hypersens i . Buf making qpnsf:ucf]ve use of their classroom
Timé. Alfernafely,gboys were seen as dlsrupflve, bossferous dlsllﬁ]ng ’

'

school, havihg short attention. spans, |rrespons=ble, lazy |n\perform=ng
Jasks;.negative, deé*rug%ive to property, restless,spicked on by feachers,
‘and pLaying aggressively with peers.:

>

Thus, eveﬁ’fhough glrls were described as passnve and somewhaf*

-

introverted, they ailso were seen as using their time consfrucfively

»° ‘

Girls were seen in many ways as "playing the godd student rolexf whereas
- . H - N )
boys were described.more frequently as rowdy, .boisterous, and gegerally
o . * . N R
mischievous, showing behaviors clearly -not associafed with the g ood

.

student role."

4

having a goed time with peers.

n

Grade Differences

There were~significant grade dlfferences for I of the 40- ifem?

although only a few of these are interpretfable (those showing ||near'
. ¢ . B

~ upward or downward trends and-those showing a—sparp increase or decrease '

_'followed by a leveling off).Q These will be discussed first. , The remaining

[y
.




‘ Ly ' . - e ' ‘
N - i 7 ¥ 2"
‘ Xﬁ_ ] ‘ ; . ' .. B
gra e differences have esbenf ally U-shaped pafferns lndlcaflng high . )
" . ‘meaps for second and flf?h grldes bu+ sharp deareases for one or both |

of the gvades xnwbefween. Although* fhese pa++erns were s+a+|s+|cally
. . \ . 0 . v . .
significant, wé'dffer:no interpretations for{them.

-
| S B
-

Affenfion'span-aﬁd*phyeical maturity inéreased wifh\gradé fevel.

NegafivlSm or +endehcy to do, the opposnfe of. wha+ |s requesTed decreased .
. . 3 . ;
"‘ ‘as sfudenfs got oider, as did imperflnence apd sassing. the teacher. )

" . . 1

o
. This suggests +ha+_§+ugen+s become somewha+ more cooperative and beiter

a |

- socialized fo the sfud/en“l' role as they get olcer, at ,léas‘l' within this

L Y

age range:

lnferacflons ! T, 4. N

s . No sex X grade |nferaci}0nswere sngnnfucanfaT'fhe .0l level. “However,.

&<

M
. Two were sugnifucanf at +he .05 level which mlght-bear menfloning since
- ¢ G ala,

%

these paf'erns appear in ofher data from +h|= sfudy. Boys recelved higher

. ratings for affcnflon seeklng show-of f behaveor unfli “the flffh grade,.
- L > e Ty " “
when +h|s behavnor became more-typical of glrls. This same pattern held
[

for ratings of boisterous, rowdy behavnor.‘ Such behavior became less

> ‘ +ypical of ‘boys and more typical of g|r45 at +he lafer grades. “One
\ explana+|on for these effects is, earlier mafurify in girls. Several

ey
s |nves+|ga+ors have found that, at the early grades, the, student role and-
!

—~

4

+he socnalizing factors |nfluencnng girls are more compafible for gtrls |
Y ! . -
) than boys, but with |ncrea51ng age, the. maLe role becgnes mqre compatitle X '
\ 5 ﬁand the femalegrole less compaflble wifh\fhe efudenf role. S \

I . -
- .
L4 ‘ ' \
,/ . B
.

- . x "
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Relationshiprof Teacher Rankings to Items on the Behavior Checkiist
A N - T . 8 - .

©

-«

"In, addition to the analyses grade and- sex qifferences in the coders!

;;'” "~ behavioral cheqkljs}s of 15rge+ stucents, analyses of their relationships

3 N -

with Teagher-rankings on +he°l3 bipolar scales also were completed.
e N “One-way Efiests.qemparing coder ratings on the }heck[isf ifeme, using
?;\ ' 'cezsisjenf teachef raqkings (high, me&iqujor low) as”classifying variables,
‘ showee,fhefﬁhtghband low rapking sfusenfs were perceived cons}sfenfly

by coders as well. : £ AN

> »

. . R . . - & R
The scales were grouped into general..common sense categories: general

. abiij& and work habits (cafefulgbs. careless, persistent vs. needs*prodding}

.t

-cooperative vs, uncooperafnve, creaflve vs. not creative; high achieier

- - . - T,

.low achiever; and calm vs. res+|ess) +eaeher attitudes of affillafnon

Y

EY

P

tention vs. needs no specnal a++en+;on)° and personal%ﬁ*rnbufes (stands

S Qu# VSa.hardPy noticeable; looks teacher in the eye vs. averts eyes;

<
. NP -~

) a++rac+|ve vs. unanradfivef,and happy vs. unhappy).” The relationships-

-
xll" »

e among. +hese wi-ll be discussed In +h|s order\
. . : . ¢ .. '9.
Jv R < A . ~«

. ,‘, _
Insert-.Table 2 abou} here -~ .

+

- # " Calm; Good Self Control vs. Restless, Highly Active

Y
v

‘ e . - . ) :
Students whom teachers ranked as restless were 'seen by coders as

,

1 " .
seekingvaffenTTOQ more, disruptive, boisterous, disliking school, having

7 v - - p : . -

, shorf,affenflon spans, ipattentive to what peers said, easily confused,
lazy in performance qf school fasks%“lrresponsible, uncooperaflve in peer

‘
£ . v '\ M ‘. »

¢_ :/ -13 ’ ) . - o Y




: © situations, suggesfiblé, destructive to property, negativisitic, impertinént,

b , irritable, picked on by teachers, restless, and aggressive in playing with :
ég, . peers. Most -of these relafionships'are not®surprising, although restless o ‘P;
S " students also were seen as having more fun with peers.

. . Calm students were rated by coders as using their time constructively,

as academic peer leaders,:and as teacher favorites. Again, none of these

.perceptions is surprising. However, calm sTuden?s\aIso were rated as self-
conscious and easily embarrassed; as having fixed emotional expressions, ’ ;
as lacking emoflonal reactivity, as shy with peers, and as preferrlng

¢

sollfary activities. So, calm sTudenTs were viewed ds more paSS|ve and

-

1ess outgoing than their restless 60unferparfs.
’ ¢

TR

AR K

- - 4o

—-Careful——DeItberaTe Norker vs. Careless,ﬂHasjm”ﬂpcger . . - o
STudenTs that teachers ranked as careful were seen by coders as aloof .
& \
R ~

and socially reserved, Though popular with peeps//as usung their time

P
> - consiructively; as social and academic_ﬁéer leaders; and as Teacher favoritfes.
) pd .. '
. ‘ 5 - -~ A « .
- The students ranked as careless, were seen very similarly to those ranked w
=rE e )
as restless, except that the restless students also were seen as inattentive, -

-

destructive, and aggressive with peers. Students ranked at the middle and

+

vy )"
. .. high end of the "careful" scale also were rated as having less self confi-
dence than those ranked low (careless). .. .
e Tries Hard, Persistent Worker vs. Gives Up Easily, Needs to bé Prodded v
- : rd

The'gersi§¥enf-sfudenfs wete viewed the same- as the careful students
on the previous scale: popular with peers; using. time constructively;

-academjc and social peer leaders; and teacher favorites. Students who

¢ 1

3
t v Al

Q ) . .
“ N d
ERIC : 14
T .2 . .- -

e nte




>

. néeded prodding (according to TH; +eachers) had similar ratings to fhose?;

of the "restless" and "careless" students, except that %he students who
needed prodding also were seen as preoccupied and in_a world of their

own and as lacking self confidence.

i
3

12 “ ”
.

= -~

Mature. vs. Immature

.-

oS Mature students were rated similarly to the high grouﬁé on the scales”
discussed previously, excepf.fhaf, in addition, mature students were seen
as preferring sollfary activities. The Iess,mafﬁre students were seen
snminarlyxfo the low ranked students on the other scales, excep+ fhey also

were rated as being hypersensitive and as having their feelings easily

hurt.. Also, while The low persistent students were rated as lacking -

self—ccnrldence, the |ow mafure sfudenfs weres not.” .
“ - /7’
- a . jf"’
'

.
¢ LN

Cooperative, Compliant vs. Uncodperative, Defiant

v Cooperative nominees also were rated similarly to other students ',

ranked high on the previous scales: popuiar with peérs; aloof and socially

L3

reserved; using time constructively; academic peer Ieaders; and teacher

-

favorites. :In addlflon, t+he highly cooperative, compliant sfudenfs were.
rated as shy and bashful with peers. Sfudenfs ranked in fhe mlddle of

+his scale were seen as self-conscious and easily embarrassed. Finally,

v ) .
+he students ranked as uncooperative were rated as attention seeking, dis-

L3

] v . - .
ruptive, boisterous, etc., the same as low students on all of the previously
k) ’

discussed scales (except that fﬁe uncooperative, defjanf students also were

rated as using profane language significantly more). .

-
. -
>

o

~%

<
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f”Creafive, Imaginative vs. Not Creative or Imaginative

Highly creaTIVe,sfudenfs were rated similar]y to the other high

: : o 0 .
groups: popular with peers; academic peer |eaders; teacher favorites;

»

‘and usfng +ime constructively. However, these creative students were

&

not. seen as aloof shy, or preferring solitary activities as many other

high1y ranked students were. Low- creaflve students, on The ofher hand,

" - e« e - - - "~l -
were seen as disliking school; having short attention spans; iazy; ir- '

resonsible; “and suggestibie. "This peffern is similar to the-ones for

students ranked low on gﬁe previous scales., However, these students

~

also were described as seif=consecious, jacking in emofioﬁal reactivity,

N

preoccupled shy and basthLWIfhpeers, Iacklng in self—confldence, de-

y i3

<L

% o

pressed, clumsy, and slugglsh and iefharglc, =ugges+|ng that coders saw

ERIC ’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

low creative students as passive, infroverted, and ‘Tacking—in setf-— -

-~

v )
esteem, rather than as troublesome or restless..

Probable Hiéhesf Achiever vs. Probabre Lowest Achiever

[N

H:gh achleverc re described similary to the high creative sfudenfs,

excepf that high achievers also were seen as social peer leaders (For hlgh

-~

creative students, socual peer. Ieadershlp was sngnlflcanf at the .05 level,

. Ly

~however). Low achievers were seen similarly fo low creaflve students,

.

in Thaf both types were rated as self-conscious, preoccupied, disliking
school, etc. However, low achievere were seen differen%ly from low creative
students in that they were rated as disruptive, boisterous, easily confused,

hypersenditive, negativistic, picked on by teachers, restless, and ag-"

gressive with peers. Low achievers not only were rated high on’ some of




» ¥ . I v

+he checkl ist lfems descrlblng passive and non-coping behavnors, but

1

also on those descrlblng aggressive behaviors. This suggesfs +ha+ the

low achievers are composed of at least two different types of students.
/- .

-

. ;, . . , .
Would. Like to- Keep for Another Year for the Sheer Joy of lf (Attachment)
¥s. Would Like To Have Removed from My Class (Rejection) and Concerns

Me a Great Deal, | Would Like 1o be Able to Devote More Affenflon to
(Concern) vs. Doesn'f Bequure Spe0|al Affenfion (Low Concern)

{Conc’

>

Attachment students were rated similarly Té the low concern students,
-~with one excepfion:' lowconcern students also were givéh"ﬁigh ratings for

“peer social leadership. Otherwise, the popularity, feachér'favo?ifiém,

<&

and constructive time use items were applied to these students. Rejection

.and high concern. students also were snmllar on 13 of the descrlpfors

v

dlsrupnlve, bousferous, dlS|Ike for school, eas.ily confused; lack of

attention, lack of self-confldence, sugge§+|ble, irresponsible, negativisitic,
—~ picked on, restless, and aggressivé:“_Ihe high concern students’al’so were

«

viewed as attention-seeking, inattentive to p~ers, uncooperative in peer

 situations, destructive to property, impertinent, using profane language,
) - [ . 2

irritable, and having physical complaints such as headaches.
' e

-

i -

Stands OQut, Very Noticeable (Salient) vs. Hardly Noficeable,(an-Saljenf)
The studénts ranked as sq!ienf were seen disparately by the coders.
Apparently, salience meant different things to different coders. High

salient students were seen as feacher favorites, gs popular, andasusing time

constructively. However, in addition, certain negative affribufes:also 4

®:-were used to describe Them: They were seen as attention seeking, dis-

ruptive, boisterous, impertinent, irritable, and aggressive in playing

s
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. with peers. These are behaviors ﬂikely to be noticed by observers.

,

¢ ¥,

Non- sal'"nf students were described with adJecflves denoflng withdrawal,

l

paSS|V|+y, or |n+roverS|on' Iack of emotional reacflvify, preoccupled

and-in a dream world, shy, preferrlng soI|+ary activities, self—con~ .-

scious,. lacking self oonfidence,reasin confused, hypersensifive, de=
o~ T > .

aloof, suggesfible, and sluggish. To some extent, the non- .
-y

s o)
saI|en+ students were viewed snmllarly to the non-creative ones, alfhough

they were characterized more byrferms.denofing inactivity rather Than~\x

overt acting out. N * N . -

A
s - N
2 " * i

Looks You in the Eye vs. Averts Eyes, A++rac+|ve vs. Unaffracflve, and
" Happy vs. Unhappy o T :

-~ o

D’.._» N ./‘

ngh ranklng sfuden+s on the remasnlng Three scaIes were rafed

[ .

essentially the same. All were viewed as popular, as social and academic

osing'fime constructively. Students \
& .

leaders, as teacher favorites, and as
= . 3

ranked at the bottom of these scales also were seen simi]arly: as pre-

occdbied, having short attention spans, lacking in self-confidence, easily

Desoripfors uskd for

*

‘confused, lazy <in school, and irresponsible.

students who avert eyes and for those who are unattractive are primarily '
: - — ’
those indicating inactivity (inattentive to peers, clumsy, disliking

However, the unhappy student+s were rated as showing more

5, L3

In contrast to +he other low ranked students,

school, etc.).

3

overt problematic behavior.

they were seen as disrupfive,'bois+erQus,~uncoopera+ive, destructive,

P

re%fﬁess,,and aggressive with peersf Thus, unhappy, students

impertinent,

were described as showing more troublesome disruptive behaviors than those

in the -unattractive and averts eyes groupsi -




¢ Discussion ¥ .0

In viewing‘fhe findings from this. data set, it should be nbfed that

The behavuor problems checklist was added To the package of |ns+rumen+s

M

used- in the Sfudenf Affrlbufe Study chnefly to focuson the more nega+ive '

. aspects of student behavior. Whi e ..some items’did descrlbe posnflve be~
havnor, 75% focused on behavior problems It was felf»fhaf this instru- . ‘~i

Amenf ‘would be useful for defermunung the types of negaflve behaviors a++r|-

bufable.fo students rankedAqu on many of these scales. No doubt the focus :

6f‘¥he:checklhst prov.ided a "negafiVe set" for coders, which could have

prodnced a degree of‘négafive "halo. " ) 5 . n .

) e Behavnor problems which coders attributed To boys were mostly of an Lt S

?**~_;T‘;_«OVer+~na¢ure~ They- descrlbed boys as_dLsrupflve, boisterous, restless, ’ o
‘,’ A - - - ) -

aggressive in playlng with peers, but also as having more fun with peers

r

Oerr eYidence—also supports ‘the finding- that boys are generally more sallenf

L LR [} . N .
in the classroom and more overtly troublesome than girls. (Brophy & Good, I9749.

L

Glrls were described as self- conscious, eas;ly embarrassed and as hyper-

sensitive (alfhough they were also rafed as maklng more constructive use

of fheir time). So, while they did ‘not "act out," any behavior problems they
may have had were viewed as more covert and passive in nature.
“As_yifh the other data sets, we see general halo effects, especially . o

g

9 in the teacher rankings and the coder ratings. Girls are perceived as

‘better behayedsfhan.beysf Findings from the behavioreludafa show that girls

o

initiated more interactions with teachers, but boys were contacted more by the
teacher (we suspect this was a device teachers used to control boys' mis-

¢ - ’ . X
< L ) ,
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4

. .are no- doubt more pronounced and overgeneral ized compared to the real dif-

3

attributabié To,cognlflve and phy5|cal mafuraflon, although sfudenfs also " ;

'»...,4\

3T

' .
. T v

so the difference in observer perceptions between boys and girls

#

behavior),

is probably real. It is also frue that these sex.differences are probably

-

. < - - .
not as neat and simple as the ranking and rating data show. _The differences

ferences in the behaVIoraI dafa {Baum, Brophy, Everfson, Crawford and
‘Anderson, Note 4). Nevertheless, there are real dlfferences.

The few interpretable grade differences revealed nofhing;surprisinqé

™

Increa:e in affenflon span and increase In physucal maturity wufh age -are

) K
ey o -
become less impertinent wufh age. ThIS suggesfs that socuallzatlon may '4“

3 l

affect Tpeir behavior such that in some areas students learn to ?ehave

v

i

*moré*éppropriafely, at Ieaer within this age'range. X

3 Y

“ * Cerfa!n checklist items. were used to describe’ students. ranked af -
}\. . 4

- .
ekt er extreme of all I3 Teacher rankings: Students ranked--high on. The -

concern scale and low on the other scales were described uniformly as having
" " v

short attention spans, disliking school, easily confgged, iazy Hn the per-

£l . - , . . ~ - .
fq;mahce of school tasks, irresponsible, and restless and unable to sit - .
N .
still. Students ranked at the high ends of most scales were described

aniformly as using time -constructively, as academic and social peer leaders,

Y

and as teacher favorites.

There were some exceptions' to these typical patterns.
3 o B
were seen by coders as easily embarrassed and self consc!ous, a description

Calm\sfudenfs

reserved for students ranked low onthecreative scale, as low achievers, as

non-nofiéeable, as .unhappy, and as averting Thelr eyes. Calm and cooperaflve

students also were described as shy, socially reserved, and preferring

-




R . e . 4 ‘\
- solitary activities. Calm, careful, and .cooperative students were rated

as aloof by coders, even though immature, Igw creative, and less salient
$tudents also were-described this way. ( .
Onhe item, "picked on by teacher,' may a=tually be invalid, since, wner

P -

looks.aT jhexofhér, more provocatkive, behaviors,,i+ is probable that the

students are- picking on the Teachef\ﬁafher than vice versa. Also, frequently

.

coders could not judge whether the teacher's behavior toward a student was

the result of past provocation, since coders fréquenf[y did not see

< -

preceding events from days or even reeks‘beforeégwﬂ,
[} ., N

In many studies combining creafivify and(éghievemenf,”jindiﬁgs reveal
._Théf‘fhese TWO aspects of ability are glosél%.reiafeg. Only two of the 362

sfudqpfs were ranked consistently as low in achievement but highly creative
- ' g e ‘

by the Téacheﬁs: The coder ratings bear out the close relationship between

“creativity and achievement. Low creative students were seen as having fixed

v
~

» ~
emotional expressions, as .shy, as aloof and socially reserved, and as clumsy
with poor coordination. Low achievers were seen as disruptive, boisterous,
- -c » 3 - . 03 ,,. \ ’ 3
inattentive to what peers say, negative, impertinent, irritable, aggressive

I

with peers, and picked on by teachers. The low creative and low ‘achievement

groups were identical on all other ratings, however; they both were rated
'éé‘selfeconSCious, preoccupied, having short attention spans, etc.

- The high creative and high achieving students were seen as popular with

a

peers, as péer leaders academfcally, as teacher favorites. and as social
leaders. The similgfify in ratings between these two groups might be
explajned by the likeT?thd fhaf'l) éreafivify ts difficult to measure and

+o discriminate from academfc\ébilifyi 2) coders may have inférred creativity

L+ ' R
+  from: achievement; aqd 3) ‘they freqqspfly did not have enough evidence to
- .

| "
o 21

. 3
- N
-
® + N .
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~

)
. .
e P4

juﬁge these two a%frjbufesf

" 2

Coders did not see work samples, as a general

rule, although +hey did get some idea of work habits and ability from "

samples of;sfudenfs' work displayed in the classrooms. *

- - k)

>

In gene?él,'fhe coder data support the accuracy of the Teacber data,
despi%e halo gffecfs. There is.little doubt that these perceptions are based
on real phenomena confirming the student's unique confribution to clas;room v

climate  and to teacher-student infé?acjlon.
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NN . . Table | T .
e - / Relationships between Grade and Sex N
‘ ‘and Observers' Ra1’=ings of Student BehaviorI v
- 4 .
1. Mttention-seeking, "sl‘io';é-off" behavior. - ’
': e . < ’ :
. ., oﬂ .
. 2nd 3rd 4th 13 Source df -MS F p
X & 3.38 | 3.30 | -3.531{ 3.00 . Total™ 36l 1.49
‘Uales ~ sq | 1-23] 1.09 | .40} 1.00 Setween 7 3,60 e
. - - . L
I 46 76| . 25 Sex | "~10.58 7.30 , **
- T } ‘ Grade 3 370 .25 % R
. X [ 3.03 | 2.79 . . ’2.66| 3.28 . . X
. ' ) o 6 XS 3 4.51 3.1 . %
Females sd |.24 .09 1.06.f 1.29 AN : !
. T Ty % .y cwWithin 354 .45
ao N3P 42 L T3P 2900 - ' ' -
< -y : - . i |
.v v kd . - . R
2.. Has,fun with @egv
. 2nd 3rd H 51n Source af MS F .o
. e X | 494 | 498 | 4.93] 4.80 Totat 36§  L.i5 -
- “‘M‘tv'\ - - ” = . 1 . - N
. Mates sd | 115 .95 d4.95] 1.15, Between 7 2.38
o] e I Ly
> " 34- 46 17 161 25 sex C1 10,95 9.72 ¥ ]
* . . ,‘
) 1. , Grade 3 34 230
-t %l 4,41 | 438 4.55] 4.83 A ., 8
M ] .B6XS 3. 1.56 1.38 . .
Females Sd 2904+ .99 .14 .14 . -
Yo . . Within © 354° 1.13
- M 37 42 \ 73} 29 - )
N - S : -
- M I @ - b . ;I -
‘ ‘A . + . 26 » , , “‘:}
:‘ L “7 . ”\ ‘7*' ) . .-7“ . -7 ) N ] B : *




AN

. 3..'Self-consciousness, easily embarrassed. . ° .
- ‘. i j P : ¢ .
7 ‘ rade '
' 2nd 3rd ath 5th Source df’ Ms_ ,_F p
5 | 2.94| 2.43 | 2.80| 2.68] " yotal - 358 1.18 .
» Males sd | !-04 .93 .96| .80 “Between 7 2.67 ‘ '
“N-1 34 46 75| 25 Sex ' | 10.90 9.45 *¥
SR - = Grade "3 1.96 1.70
i % | 3.28 ] 3.07 | 3.07] 2,937 _ R
: R H - -] | " _G—_xri/s___‘«.-sfl—f:ss*‘”"
.. Females sd .21 ) J.08 4 118 =3 =
S = oy : J : Within 351  I.15
" N P 36 4 730 - 29 —
) ’ 7 - 3 .
" 4. Fixed expression, lack of emotional reactivity. ' s < ORI
. s . 2nd 3rd  4th Sth . Source df MS F b
X | 2,941 2.6l 2.68" 2.84|  Total. 361 - 1.09 '
* Males* sd | 1.28| .83 | 1.00{ 1.07] Between 7 1.07, T y
, I T ] S T -
:g’ N 34 .46 76 25 Sex , | .09 .08 . ’
i . .~ oo i .
& - . | Grade, 13 1.68 1.54~< - . 5
¥ }.,3.00| 2.74 | 2.68] 2.52 o |
v — 1 1 1 G XS 3 79 .72 _
Femélés  sd .20 .89 1. 1.05) 1,12 L -
S ; : e Within 354 1.0
. e N 37 | ¢ 42 730 . 29 T
¢ - - . ks
Lt ‘/"..‘ f \ . °, s °' ..
. q 4 . % . (4
5. Disruptiveness, tendency to annoy dnd bother othefs.: .
o e ) .
~ . 2nd p 3rd-- . 4tk «5th - Source df MS £ p. .
. v - x| 3.68] 3.43 - 3.24) 2.84) - Total . 561 1,30 o
Males- sd | 1.43 136 F] 12| .oa| - Between 7 7.06 H
: N[ sa| a8 l.- 761 25 Sex “I 32.42 27,33 W% T
_ 3 s Grade 3 2.82 2.37 < :
. X 2.78 | 2.57 2.51] 2.76 B oL o
‘ : : , BXS: 3 .2.85 2.40
Femal es sd .03 .80 .93 .99 S, L e . ,. '
' : ‘ Within 354 . 1.19 ,
: . N |37 420 .73 29 . :
Q ';
:EMC \ b r
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”, _-’ N [} ‘ ;‘,6
6, Boisterousness, rowdiness. |
2 Grade ’
, 2nd  3fd - 4th  Sth Source  df MS  F- _p-
% | 3.47| 3.30 | 3.29] 2.80 Totsl - 361 1.19 .
Malés © &d | 42| 1.7 | 1.22] 1.04 Between 7  8.20
: N, 34 46 76 25 Sex | 43,41 41.20 C¥*x
e T T . Grade 2 71 .68
% .0 2.49] 2.20.| 2.40] 2.72 . o
: ’ ' ' G XS 3 3,94 3574 ¥
Females sd |._. .84 .46 . 85 .88 . T
- T 1 Within 354  1.05
, N 37 42 73 29 L
7. Preo‘éédpéﬂon; "in a world of his own," 'daydream.ing.
. 2nd _3rd 4th °  5ih . Source df MS F p
N R '
X | 3.32| 2.65 | 2.97| 3.04 Total- 361 = .98
b Males sd | 1.5} .77 | 1.02| .98 Between - 7 3.1
Wl sl a4 76| 25 Sex | 2.74 2.92
.. - ' &5 ’
‘ L Grade 3 6.10 6.50 ¥¥¥
: X 3,04 (. 2.45 | 2.93| 2.72 5. 8
: G XS .3 .25 .26
Females sd .98 .59 .00 .19 :
oo e . Within =~ 354 .94
N, 37 42 73 |7 29 : ‘
- & hd ' ;
5 8. Shyness, bashfulness with peers. .
’ 2nd 3rd 4th-  5th Source df: . MS + F p
e v | 2.88| 2.53 | 2.79 | 2.64| = -yt 360 .- 1:12
A et , e
. Voles sd 1.12 94 | 1.04 81 Botween 7 173
- N 34 43 76 25 Sex | 5.62 5.06 ¥
a . \ Grade 3 2,13 1.9]
S x| 3.190 .2.81 | 3.05! 2.86
) : ’ G XS 3 .02, .02 -
Fomales  sd 1.02 86 | 1.20] 1.25 N
. ' ’ . Within+ 353 1.0l
o N 37 42 73 29 . s
~ . 28 L
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9. Eggferencevfoc sol itary activities.
) . \\\
N ') S~
Grade T
2nd 3rd Aih Sth Source df MS
X | 3.09] 2.78 | 5.08 | 35.08|  Total 361 °1.22 '
sd |, 1.16 .89 | 1.3 | 1.04 Between 7 - 1.00
N 34 46 76 25 Sex | .49 .40
_ - Grade 3 2.0 1.64
< | 3.30| 2.86 | 3.1z |  3.07 . .
— — 1 - G XS 3 A7 .14
sd 1.02{ 1.05.1 1.20| 1.28 © :
] : Within 354 7 1.23 ’
N 3T 42 731 _ 29
10.. Dislike :for school. .- X
) _2nd 3rd. 4th Sth zﬂ Source " df MS F P
< | 3.24] 2.53 | 2.91 | 3.13 Total 343 1.3 .
sd | 0.350 1.14 | 1.2 ] 1.46 Between 71  6.99
N 33 43 74 23 " Sex i 23.49 23.40  ¥¥*
. Grade 3 7.27 7.24 *%%
v | 2.39) 2.03 | 2.26 | 2.88 \
N ' G XS. 3 1.20 1.19
sd 77 .16 721 1.07
. : * _ Within 336  1.00
N 36 40 69 26
- §
Popular with péers. ) .
« 2nd 3rd * 4th 5th Source df MS F - p
_ ‘ : Y
X 4.26 | 4.38 | 4.26 | .4.24 Total 360 1.34
Sd !.08 096 Iola |-05 Befween j 2.09
N1 =4~ 45 76 25 Sex | 2.56 1.93
NG : " Grade ——- 3. _1.80 .35
X 4.9 | 3.98 | 3.75 | 4.21 - - -
‘ . ’ G XS 3 2.23 1.68
sd 1,301 1.00 | 1.3l (.21 .
Within 353 .33
N 37 42 73 29
. : P




IToxt Provided by ERI

12. Short attentioh span.
e e Grade
‘ 2nd 3rd ath  Sth
z | 3.64| 3.09 | 3.07 | 2.57
Q- — -

s Males s .43 1.21 | 1.09 79
! T . = - -
. Tl 33| .46 75 23
R v ‘ " - - - —1
‘ - ' = T~
;- 5 | 2,971 2.65.2.59 | 2.73

" emales. s 1.321 1.00 .90 | 10124,
N 37 0 | 73 26 |
i3. .Lack of self-confidence.
j 2nd 3rd 4th . 5th
7 X | 2.94| 2.47 |"2.78 | 2.64
‘ Males sd | 1.25] 1.04 { 1.05 | 1.08
Nl 3 4 76 | % 25
‘x| 3.05| 2.58 | 2.93 | 2.83
Females °sd 1.25 .95 .07 | 1:23
N 37 38 ‘73 29
1
14. Inatten+iveness to what ,peers say.
2nd °  3rd 4th 5th
= ~ x| 3.33| 2.48 | 2.53 | 2.75
?‘ Males ﬂ‘!", Sd _ I .-34 .86 .79 ! .07
Nl 33 42 75 24
) |
* ]
X | 3.43| 2.49 | 2.38 | 2.72
Females sd | _!-14 .75 12 | .92
N 37 41 73 29
Q ’ '
ERIC -

30

£

Source df MS F P
Total 352 1.31 ‘
‘Between 1  4.95

Sex l: 9.70 7.88 ¥¥
Grade 3 5.86 4.76 ¥*
G XS 3 - 2.46 2.00
Within 345 1.23

Source df MS F P
Total 355  1.22 i
Between 7 : 1:.57

Sex: * | 1.57 1.29
Grade 3 30011 2.56 :

G XS 3 .03 .02
Within 348 .21~

Source df MS F D
Total 353 .95 )
Between 7 6.!5 ‘

Sex | .02 .02
Grade 3 14.22 16.89 RR¥
G XS 3 .20 .24
Within 346 .84




Males

Females.

Males

Females

e

2

Males

Females

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

Grade

-

31

2nd 3rd =. 4th 5th Source df MS F p
’ . 1
z. | 2.1 2.52 |- 2.50 | 2.32 Total 351 +.86
g | ' 0.9 -9 Between 7 1.47-
g ~ : -
N | 33 44 76 | - 25 Sex I [
- ' Grade 3 2,92 3.43 ¥
x| 2.75] 2.36 | 2.51 | 2.48 . .
, : , G XS 3 .47 .55
sd . 1:20 .96 .86 .69 )
S ; Within 344 ~ .85
N 36 39 70 29 :
Hypersensitivity, feelings easily hurt. .
2nd 3rd 4th 5th Source df Ms , F p
v | 2.45| 2.27 | 2.45 | 2.44 Total 356" .72 ‘
sd |° 83 .62 831 .65 Between 7 1.0 -
N 330" 44 | 75 25| Sex |  4.83 6.81 **
’ ) - Grade 3 .47 ° .67 -
v | 2.81| 2.66 | 2.49 | 2.66 . .
- . K . G XS 3 .49 .69
sd” .88 .99 .90 .90 ) .
S Within - 349 1
N 37 41 73 29 - » :
Laziness in schéol and in performance of, other tasks. _—
- 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Source df MS F p
v | 2.88| 2.63 | 2.88 | 2.84 Total 360 .87
od .22 .93 | 1.03 .99 ' Between 7 1.97
N 33 46 76 25 Sex I 9.31 10.98 *¥
_ ) — Grade 3 1.44 1.69
X 2049 | 2.24 | 2.58 | 2.55 ' ;
: G XS 3 .06 .07
sd .84 .48 .93 .69 o : '
: . Within 353 .85
N 37 42 73 29




»

- : . M
Irresponsibility, undependabi lity.

18. .. /
. . Grade
> ' - . :
i . 2nd 3rd . 4th_ 5th Source- df MS- F. p
— - d ;
: X | 3.18 3.02 2.87 2.68 Total 359 97 =
 ales. sa [L0o3t] en20 .08 | .99 Botween 7 3.83
L N 33 8 76 |* 25 Sex -1 20.54 22.40 **¥
: T — ' - Grade .3 1.33 1.45 °
X |.2.54| 2.36 ‘| 2.367| 2.45} ‘ : \
oo T T - 6GXS - 3 77 .84
Females sd .96 .62 .69 .63 . .
I i ' within 352 .92
N .37 42 73 29 ' '
N .
19. Depression, chronic sadness. N ’
' . 2nd___3rd  4th . 5th source  d&f  MS ' p
> % | 2304 2.1} 2,24 2.28- Total 360 .32 ;
Males sd | 77} 30| ..o -54 Between 7 .55
o . < .
N 33 46 | 76 |25 Sex o .04 .14
1 Grade -3 .94 2.94 ¥
- X | 29| 2.2 | 2.23| 2.48 .
L - ’ GoX S 3 .34 1.06
Females sd .46 .33 .59 .95 ;
., 2 Within 353 32
» N 37 42 731 29
*20. Uncooperativeness in peer situations.
2nd 3rd 4th 5th Source df MS F p
. v | 2.82| 2.42 | 2.37 | 2.44 Total 359 .59
«\ . - , ) - N
;\; 'Males sd + .95 .78 . .71 LT . Between 7 |.12
N 33 45 76 25 Sex | 77 1.32
o , Grade 3 2.21:3.80 ¥
T | 2.59{ 2.40°| 2.27 | 2.38 -
i I ) ~ G XS 3 15 .27
Fomales  Sd .86 .83 .67 .62 )
’ ‘ - Within 352 .58
N 37 42 7329
Q ! ’ h 8 s C’
| 1 3
'ERIC . . -




ﬁ ‘(‘ -z " T ‘
i . 21. Aloofness, social reserve.’ .
‘lj' - :—— # . ‘: . .. . r \. -
e .. Grade .
" 2nd - 3rd _ 4th  5th Source. _df Ms  F
< | -2.821 2.65 | 2.76 | 3.16. Total 361 1.03
Mates sd | 1.03 74 | 1.4 | .80 Between 7 3.49
N34 46 | 76| 25 Sex | 4.83 4.93
3 — ~ T . 5, T ; T
1. s e . : Grade 3 . 4.8l 4.91
.| 3.431 2.98" | 2.67 | 3.3 . ‘ _ !
. . , G XS 3 .71 1.75
. : Within 354 98
N | - 37 42 73 29 ; ‘
g 22. Suggestible, -easily led by others. . .
ond  3¢d Ath . 5th Soufce  df  :MS F
54 s.2| 2.85 | 2.95| 2.56 Total 355  1.05
‘Males- - sd 96l 1.05 | 1.02| 77|  -Between 7 2.04
N 33| 46 | 74| 25}  -Sex | 2.53 2.46
’ Grade 3 2.34 2.27
< | 3.301 2.8 | 2.94 | 3.15 . -
P - ‘ - XS 3 .59 1.54.
Eéma|es . sd 1.29 .86 .95 I, |7. ’ - - ' . <
.o - Within 348 .03
N 37 | 42 72 27 : i
) D— L \ >
‘ 23. Clumsiness, awkwardness, poor muscular coordination.
t ’ . : » »
*  2nd 3rd 4th . 5th Source df MS F
v 1 2.18] 2.24 | 2.38 ] 2.20 Total 360 .457
Vales  Sd .46 .87 .80 | .50 Between 7 45
‘ N |33 46 | 76| w25 Sex lw <08 .19
Grade 3,94 2.09
7 2.14 2.12 | 2.41 1 2.2
s : . G XS 3 09, .19
Fomales SO .35 .33 .8l .49 ‘ )
' ‘ i Within 353 . .45
: . N 37 42 73| . 29 .
. \‘l ‘ . R -
ERIC - . 33 .
" e i ; e «)"i ’ ~ 4




£ ‘Q - )? o
s ' .
! 24. Destructiveness in regard to his own/or other properﬁ;.
N ot Grade ¢ "
: . ‘ (
"2nd 3rd 4th 5th Source _df MS F p
;% | 2.59] 229 | 2.30 | 2.12° Total 360 .37
' Males sd .96 .59 .83 | .33 Between 7 .40
3 - . B ] . N -
oo - . ¢ ‘ .7
£ s oy | r3ab - 45 | 76 1% 25 | Sex’ I 5.10 14,52 *xx
X .- ’ i ‘ ) Gré}de - 3. 76 2.16
: % | 2.08{ 2.000| 2.10 | 2.10 ‘
- ' 7 G XS 3 .81 2.3l
* ‘Females sd .28 '7.00 .50 1 .31 )
~ — Within T3N3
. Nl 37 42 73|29
25. 7Nega41"ivism, tendency to do the 9pposi+é of requested. )
: 2nd 31d 4th 5tn Source df Ms F b
x| 288 2.8 | 2.46 | 2.40 Total 360 .59
N 33 46 | 76} 25 | . sex | 7.7 12,72 ¥
. —— — Grade 3 2,23 396 **
v | 243} 2.19 | 2.18 | 2.2 ‘
S G XS 3 22 .39
v+ Females sd -93 40 .96 -4l .
: : ' Within 353 .56
N 37 42 73 29 ; .
. 'l
. ° %
. 26. “lmpertinence, sassing.. .
ond . 3rd  4th  5th .  Source df MS F  p
v | 2.88 | 2.70 | 2.37 | 2.32 Total 361 .67
Males SO 1,17 .96 73 | .56 Between 7 2.49
: : N 34 46 76 25 " sex " ,3.46 5.46 ¥
Grade 3 3,46 5.45 ~*¥
5 | 2.65 | 2.17 | 2.23 | 2.38 )
Lo 0 ) : G %S 3 [.18 1.87
. 1.06 .4 .66 | .62
Females  sd -
Within 354 .63
. N |37 42 73 29 :
: Q T .
.EMC —

34




~N -
: ’ N ’ .
I .. ] . \ N
fo L 2T S{uggishness, lethargy: - N ‘,
P - . N .
%f‘\\ g_r_?ﬁ.q f ',\ .o
’ 2nd 3rd . 4th 5th Source df  _MS F _p \
V‘V. - - 4 -
% | 2.24|° 222 | 2.39 | 2.52 Total 361 .43 p
‘Males  sd .50 .59 65 [ .7} Between 7 .76 .
- © N | 34 |, M6 | "T6| 26 Sex | 32 .15
- o ‘ Grade 3 1.38 3.23 % .
e X 1. 2,22 2012 | 2.47 | 2.31 *
| ‘ R ’ 6 XS 3 .28 .65
Females . sd |. .33 .40 .87 .66 - -
‘ 3 G Within 354 .43
N 370 42 73 29 |-
L] : . ¢
. 28. Profane language, swear}ng, cursing. '
j 2nd 3rd _ 4th 5th Source df MS_ -F p
x| 2.32 2.00 | 2.07 | 2.20 Total 361 .14
Males sd |° .64 35 | .25 | .50 Between 7 .48
N 34 46 76 25 . Sex | .85 6.47 ¥
, , - Grade 3 77 5.84  ¥k%
.. X | 2.19| 2.02 | 2.0l | 2.03 _
y - _ G XS 3 .06 .45
‘. Females® sd .62 | .15 A2 .19
s : - . Within . 354 A3
- : N 37 42 730 .29 ¥
¢
- 29. lrritability, hot tempered, easily aroused to anger. ‘
; ' 2nd _ 3rd___ 4th _ 5th Source  df  Ms  _F  p
v | 2.71| 2.65 | 2.53 | 2.36 > Total 361 .76
Males @ 1.03 | 1.14 .89 | .57 Between 7 1.04
N 34 46 76 25 Sex | 2.38 3.14
B Grade 3 .60 .79
X | 2,49 2.29 | 2.26 | 2.52 ‘ .
G XS 3 1.03 1.37
o Females sd .96 .74 - .71 .74 .
) T . ‘ Within 354 .76
; N | 37 42 73 29
35 ; ‘




4 ]

e
i » .
B . 3 é \\

N * 30. Often has physical complaints, e.g., headaches, stomach ache.
:, ’ Grade ;;-13:‘%,'»4*‘) .
: 2ad | 3rd | 4th ___ 5th Source  df_ MS_ F. p_
% | 2,2 2.02 | 2.07 | 2.00° Total 354 .15
.. Males sd. 48] .15 | .a7 |, .00 Between 77 .14
N 33| .46 1 75| 25 Sex T 21 1.37
* . \ * Grade. 3 .18 1.15, 5
. e | 2.17) 2.05 | 2.06 | 2.14 , N
: — .. 6XS 3 .08 .54
. Females. sd. | 57 .22 .29 | .59
: y T Within 347 15
: N 35 42 71 28 | . . . :
3]. Constructive-use?of time.
: ) 2nd 3rd 4th - 5th Source df MS F 0
;lr N B _ < N )
v w1 a.031 4.1 | 421 | 484 Total 360 1.45
. “'Males sd | 1420 1.37 |-1.18 ] 1.3 Between 7  5.55 ’
Nl 33 a6 | 76| 25 " Sex | 18.72 13,63  ¥¥% -
T Grade. 3 3,33 2.42 &
% | 4.57| 5.02 4.79 | 4.76 )
' 4 6 XS 3 3,38 2.46
Females sd 1.42 1.02 288 .79 -
Within 353  1.37
- N 37 42 73 29
) . ,
N 32. Peer leadership- academically. T :
ond  3rd  4th _ 5th 'Source  df Ms F  p
X 3.24 3.43 3.00 | 3.52 Total, 358 | .84 '
" Majes sd | '-26| !-44 1,19 | 1.53 Between 7 4.12 ” _
N 34 a6 |- 74 25 sex ¢+ .1 7.28 407 ¥ »
, : Grade 3. 5.85° 3.21 ¥
o x| 3.80| 3.78 | 3.08 | 3.66 .
G XS 3 ‘\I\‘.33 .74
fomalos  sd | 1541 1.35 | 1.2 | 1.45 ‘ .
males Within 351 r.79 )
N 37 41 73 29 ,
. 36 \\ S




* 'Females

Females

1

, ‘ .
Teacher favoritism.

0'

. Grgde
2nd 3rd 4th 5th
g | 2.55| 265 | 251 {3.12
s& 1 .81 .90 .éL 1.27
N A3§~ 6°| 76| 25
% I 2.92{ 2.62 | 2.62 | 3.07 |
Jsd' 1.09. .88 .83 | 1.19
N 37 42 73 29
Picked on by teacher.
'énq_ 3rd 4th 5th
7| 26| 2.20 | 255 | 2.32
od | a6 B0 | 85| .63
Nl 34 gé‘ 76 | <25
< | 2.227] 2.02 285 | 2.17
sd 58| .5 | .43 i\.38
N 37 | 42 73'| ',29'

35. Social leadership among peers.
- v [

Sth

2nd 3rd 4th
T 3.47 | 3.54 3.21 | 3.36
sd « | 1.26 | * 1.41 1,12 ] 1.19
N 34 46 76 25
X 3,35 | 2.98 | 3.00 | 3.10
;d .82 102 1.12 | k.26
37 42 73 29

. s

Within

Source df MS ‘ F p
Total 360 91 - ‘
,'Befweeq 7 2.29 '
’éex- 1 .76 .85 h .
Gra&e 3 “4.34 4.91 ;** .
G XS 3 7 -.75 .85
Within 353 .88 e
“ A
Source df” MS F' p
Tofél 361 ,§6 .
Between 7. 2.32
Sex | 7.93 18.68  *¥¥
Grade 3 2.05 4.82 ** -
G XS 3 #73 .|.7| -8
i +hin 354" ¢ .43 .
.
" Source df - MS. F p
 Total . 361 1.3
Between y 1.79 :
Sex 1 6.55 4.91 x .
Grade 3 ’I.24 .93
G X.S 3 74 .56
©o354 - 1.33




J

v = “ V'a \i’-';’
36. Restlessness, inability.fo sit still. \ °
s . ~ - s . .‘
Grade’ R “ .
> 3 $
\ 2nd 3rd Ath 5th ° Source df MS - F p
: g |/ 3.50| 3.30 |73.26 | 2.84 total 361 1.3
* Males sd | 1¥48| 1.24 | 1227|1818 Between 1. 4.76
, . N 34 46 76 | 25 Sox .1 1874 15,00 xx
: . Grade 3 1.83 1.48
) <. | 2.92| 2.57 | 2.53 | 2.93 | . - :
g I R 6XS ¢ 3 3.03 2.44
;v Females sd, 1.19 ¢ 7 .85 .96 ) ~ » .
: - R . Within 354 .24 '
N 37 42 73.] 29 X
®. "‘ )
*37. Aggressive-play with peers. ) =
ond  3rd  4th _ 5th Source  ‘df  MS_ F_ _p
v | 3.62| 3.35 | 3.22 | 3.48 Total 361 1.34° :
Males sd | 1.390 1.20 | 1.27 | 1.23 Between 7 12.09 ‘
N 34| 46 76 | 25 Sex . -1 72.87 68.68 ¥**
S - Grade 3 2.61 2.32
X | 2.46 ) 2.14 | 2,42 1 2.79 |, i ’
. . -l G i( S 1.31 1.16
) Females sd .84 ;" .35 .85 |005 ! .
' B Within 113
N 374 42 73 29 Vo . ,
A % N M \ . }
-38. Physical characteristic (short). s ) !
t B
o ) 2nd . 3rd___ 4th  5th sourde - 4 MS T F o
T L 1 ’ : ‘ - Fook,
X 62 .70 - .79 | .60 Total 361 094
b4 \
¥ H 1 ,
vales  Sd 741 .96 .90 | 1.04 Befween T \1a2
Lo on | 34 46 76 | 25 Sex S Vs .95
.( Grade 3 * 2.08 2. 24
% 73 .55 79 | .21 ‘
. g GX S 3 .95 1.02
Fomales  5d 1.02{ .80 | 1.25 | .49 :
. , ’ , Within 354 .93
. N[ 37 42 |+ 73 29 . . -
. ~> . ' ’ J/
3 . ‘38 ° ' 4




e - 1 - T
! .
. - i -
B . ' v "' . . » ; *
& T 39. Physical characteristic (skinny). ' ’ 1 .
;fkw ‘ - . Gl"ade i > ; N
: - i Ia :
. '2nd  3rd 4th 5th Source df /MS F. p.
: ) ‘ . ' " " '
: x| .38 ..24 | .54 .36 Total 361" { 91 .
; Ma'Iés';sgi' | .8l .74 | 1.03 .76 Between 7 .263 ) )
Nl 34 46 76 | 25 Sex | 22 . .28 .
: Grade - 3 1.38 1.50
- X .35 ;31 .63 | .41 :
. ' i G XS 3 .03 .03 i
Femaleg o4 82| .68 | 1.24 ] 1.05" " ‘ ]
e . Within 354 .92 .
' I N 37 . 42 73 29 ~
_ 40. Fhysically immature. N - ”. ‘
: 2nd 3rd”  4th 5ih Source  df  MS. _F. _p
X /I.I8 .85 .63 .60 Total 361 .13 ' Q
+ Males sd / 1.22 .17 .94 .87 |° Between 7 3.20
N 34 6 | 6| 25 Sex | 2,70 2.49
1 ? N i .
¥ ' 1 ' Grade 3 6.23 5.73 **
.o Xl 1.05 .55 .60 | .31 )
©ot ‘ G XS 3 34 .32
-~ 'Females sd{| 1.35 .83 | 1.0l .89 ’ - 7
_ - AR Within 354  1.09 ™
: <N 37 42 |° 13° 29 T
. i} ) ] .
R . . .
\ f 5
» 4 ]
Ty - 1 o :\
- * p<.05 \
*# p<.0l. ) “, .
=, ¥#¥ p <. 001 ) ; i -
. pd . ‘




e " Table-2-

[

~‘nReIaH_onships beiween Hiéh, Medium, and Low Rankings

~ | )
on the 13 Scales and Coder Ratings of Student -Behavior >
- { I . Persistent vs. - Mature vl Cooperative vs.
. SRR - Calm.vs. ~Restless Careful vs. Careless > "Needs Prodding lmnature . Uncooperative
Behavior Checklist- Items High Medium low p High Medium Low p High Medium low p High Medium Llow® p High Medium  Low
— N > R . ¢ . 2
- i . : " : -
1, Attention-seeking, .39 3.06 3.98 ** 1 3.20 3580 "0 2,63 3.21 3.4 Y
show-off behavior . L
Fun with peers- 42 4.69 5.04 **  4.78 4.5 4. 8l 4.69 4.78 ) .74 4.84
Self-conscious, .
easily embarrassed . 2,98 2.55 . . . 1 2.79- 2,88 2. . . 2.90
-4, Fixed expression, < . . " . .
D ~ "lack of emotional . . . - . . . R
E ~ ] reactivit 312 2.84 230 ** 2.77  2.90 2.45 62,78 2.76 2.74 2.99  2.65 2.65 2.97 2.88 Z.48
T y s s
i < 5. Disruptiveness, ten- 1. ‘ ¢
> * s 7 dency.to annoy, and x . o i . x .
- bother s 2.16 3.03 3.84 ** 2,45 2.99 .3.5% 2.45 3,05 3.50 . 242 3,02 3.42 2.32. 2.9t 4.00
. 6. Boisterousness, . . . " . o . “x
2 rowdingss 2.16  2.77 .3.68 " 2.52 2.80 3.47 2.46 2.87 3.33 2.40 2,92 324 .2.32‘ Z2.78 3.79 |
L] . |
- . . - .
e J. Preoccupation, in a . . ‘ ! * |
. " world of his own, day . : . - |
) . dreams , 3.07 2.97 2.1 2.64 3.04 2.84 2.71 2.85 3.26 2.86 2.94 2.85 2.85 3.09 2.98 s . &
8. Shyness, bashfulness ) v . _ . . .
with peers 3,35 2.93 2.39 * 2.9% 3.01 2.62 2.91 2779 2.87 3.05 2.88 2.76 5.08 3.01 ) 2..50
- 9. Prefcrence for - » ‘x . . R ' x * . 3
: ° solitary activities 3.57 3.0% 2.64 3.09 3.08 2.64 3.09 3.03 2.96 3.36 ' 3.07 2.63 3.25 3.19 2.81 LS
- - . . “a - , t oA } ’u -
. , ) . ] =
. ’ 1 .
% - w . j < 4 l %
. > 40 ! TR
L d - ﬁ - !l
[ - / *




3

.0 i
. s . ) ) -
/ . » . - Perslstent. vs. Mature vs. Cooperative vs.
A - .. ot .Calm vs. Restless Careful vs. Careless _Needs Prodding . Irmature . Uncdoperative
: Berdvior Chachlist ltems High Medium Llow p High Medium Llow p High Hedium low p High Medium Llow “p High Medium Low D
= ~ -, = 7
_~10. Distike for school | 2.21 2.6 2.89 " 2.22 2,74 2.79 ** 231 2.53 3.19 "  2.34 2.61 2:87 ** 2.26 2.67 3.0
_Ll.—Ropular with peers 4.36 4.10 4.05 ) 4.57 3.94 3.95 nx 4.47 4.1y 3.81 4.54 4.10 3.95 =x 4.5 3.95 3.96 "
N 12. “Short attention Span 2,25 3.05 3.59 *% 2,37 2.90 3.75 % _  2.40 2.83 3.77 *x 2,39 2.76 3.56 »* 2.24 3.02" 3.7l "
13. lack of —self-confidence 2.75 3.02 2.64 2.42 :3.03 2.96 ** 2.47 2.73 3.17 %« 2.53 2.86 3.18 wx 2.47 2.97 2.81"
. LI » . 7 . .
14> Inattentlveness- to . ; ‘ .
what peers Say 2.57 2.60 3.07 ** 2.6 2.58 2.82 2.68 2.52 3.06 *®» 2.61 2.66 2.78 2.59 2.53 3.20 .
15. Easily confused L 2,31 2,72 2.79 ¢ 2.26 2.55 2,93 x» 2.28 2.40 3,15 ** 2.23  2.39 3.10 o 2.2 2.54 2.9 *
16. Hypersensjtivity . T . -
-feelings easiiy hurt 7 2.47 2.65 2.45 2.41  2.63 2.59 2.36 2.50 2.56 2.38 2.58 2.69 #x= 2.53 2.98 2.50
s . .
, 7. Laziness In school, - N MY
-« and .performance of tasks 2.15 2.73 2.96 ** 2.25 2.66 3.03 ** 2.24  2.63 3.1t %, 2,28 2.59 2.82 ** ‘2.17  2.66 3.10
18.- Irresgonsibillty, N ’ -
'undependability 2.09 2.75 3.16 ** 2.23 2.65 3.33 2.22 2.60 3.35 ** 2.24  2.61 3.19 w» 2.15 2.63 3.48
:9. Depression, chronic : ' :
sadness 2.25 2.33 2.09 2.08 2.3 2.16* 2.13  2.29 2.20 2.17 2.24 2.24 . 2.15 2.98 2.17
20. Uncooperatlveness L
tn peer situations 2.15 2.46 2.710 *" 2.21  2.43  2.69 ** 2.24 2.47 2.62 * 2.18 2.50 2.43 * 245 2.38 2.79
21. Aloofness, soclal i ™
reserve 3.46 2.87 2.43 ** 3.09 2.89 2.53 " 3.03 2.86 2.70 3.24 2.83 2.74 3.40 2.89 2.50
22. Suggestible, easlly . -
- led by others 2.61  3.16 3.1 ** 2.76  3.08 3.30** 2.74 2.81 3.33 % 2.64 2.89 3.47 * 2.65 3.00 3.19

™




Calm vs. Restless

N 3

“Careful vs. Careless

Persistent vs.
Needs Prooding

=

<

Mature vs.
lnmature

Cooperative vs.
Uncacperative

- ERIC

-

. Schavior Checklist items gh Medium low o  High Medium low p - High Medium low p  High Mecium loy p  High Medium low
23. Clumsliness, awkward- ’ . o ’
. ness, poor coordlnation  2.16 2.34 2.32 2.12 239 2.9 * 2.14  2.33 2.3 2.14  2.29 2.2 2.11  2.45 2,31 *
“ 24, Destructive to own ’ .
- _ 3nd others' property . s 2.00 2,21 2.41 ** 2,06 2.20 2.35°"* 2.0 2.15 2.43 "%, 2,11 2.23 2.26 2.06 2.14 2.52 **
*” . K] . . .
L 25, - . . ) ,
. 2.0l “2.44 2,70 ** 2,12 2.33 2.66 "*° 2.12 2.38 2.67 ** 2.14 2.4l 2.52 **° 2,08 2.33 2.79°**
. Impee_rflnéncé, sassing 2.10 2238 2.89 ** 2,23 2.40 2.67 ** 2.21 2.41 2.69 "™ 2,21 2.45 2.61 2.17 2.34 3.00 **
te - . .
21. Slugglshness, lethargy 2.28 2,49 2.14 ** 2,16 2.45 2,24 * 2,22 2.36 2.3 2.28  2.3a 2.19 2,22 2.51 2.23°
28., Prcfane language "2.00 2.13 2.16 * 2.01 2.1 2.14 2.01 2.10 2.17 * 2.04 2.08 2.i& 2.03 2.06 2.2t "
: 29. Ircitabllity, hot tem- ' : ’ - ) .
. . pered, casily angered 2.06 2.42 2,93 ** 2,18 2.48 2,74 ** 2.|s‘\ 2.54 2,70 ** 2.5 2.50, 2.65 " 2.17 2.40 3.00 **
- 4 . . . »
» 30. Often has physical com- B
.. plainsts, headaches 2.02  2.09 2.07 2.10 © 2.02  2.02 2.08 2.05 2.06 2.04 2.04 2.03 2.06 2.05 2.04,
3t. Constructive use of i ’ R .
time .. 5.29 4,46 3.73 ** 5,08 4.40 3.79 ** 5.09 4.55 3.76 "' 5.18 4,55 3.82 5.3 4.50 3.65""
. . /J
‘ 32. Peer leader academically - 4.25 3,08 2.57 ** 4.08 3.11 2.52 “* a.14 3,27 2.4 ™ 421 3.3 2.2 " 431 3.0 2.69%"
+ 33, Teascher favorltism 3.10  2.57 2.43 ** 3,13 2,49 2.43 ** 3.5 2.64 2.28° ". 2.97 2.69.2.40 " 3.14 2.64. 2.40 **
“4. Picked on by teacher 2.03 2:23 2,79 ** 2.08 2.25 2.74.™" 2,06 2.21 2.70 **  2.10, 2.25 2.66 " 2,08 2.24 2.83**
35, Social leadership . .. . . a .
among peors 3.30  .3.13 73.20 3.45 3.07 3.02 * 3.51  3.13 2.89 3.38 3.22 2.97 3.49 3.06 3.06
' o .
. . e
O




3 * m Persistent vs. Mature vs. Cooperative vs. “ '
R . Calm vs. Restless Careful vs. Careless Needs Prodding Immature Uncooperative
Eehc\i-or Chgchllsf ttens High Medium tow p High Medium Llow »p High Medium Low p High Medium tow p High Medium Ltow p
36. Resiless; lInablllty ) ] .
: © . fo-sit st 2.26 3.00 3,77 ** 2.45 " 2.88 3.8| % 2.42  3.02 3.69 ** 2.38, 2.94 3.61 ** 2.28 2,30 4.06 xx
[ 37. Aggressive play with - ' - or
K ) peers - 2.28 2.83 3.61 ** 2.52 2.80 3.52 ** 2.53 2.85 3.48 ** 2.50 2,89 3.48 . ¥ 2,32 2.714 3.94
4 -t - - - ,
'38. Short-tall .51 0.1 .86 .65 .67 .18 100 .59 .92 .56 .53 * .65 .66 .35
’ 39. Skinny-fat .36 .59 .23 45 .54 .29 .45 .46 .44 29 .53 .18 * 20 .52 .25
. < AN -
40. Physically lmmature- ) g - :
S, physically mhture ®.55 19 .75 .70 .14 .55 .64 .80 .63 .86 .70 56 - .12 .62 .50

3
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- n ,
s .- Creative vs. High Achlever vs. Would Like -toc Keep Requires special- Stands out
— Not Creative Low Achiever vs. Remove Fi-om Class Attention vs. Does Not vs. Not Noticeabie
: fendvior-Chechlist Items High Medium low p High Medium Low p High Madium low p High Medium lov »p High Medium low ¢
B I Affenﬂon-—s_eeklng, . - ) )
show=-off behavior 3.07 3.01 2.92 2.96 3.06 3.22 2.69 2.98 3.69 ** 3.07 3.09 2.83 3.75 3.09 2.30 **
2. Fun Wifh peers X ) 4,78 . 4.80 4.3,? x 4.83 4.69 4.57 4263 4.5 '4.82 4.62 4.66 4.73 5.18 " 4.69 3.95 **
3. Self-consclous, ’ . f
* easily embarrassed ©2.68 2.91 3.62 *¥ 2.64  2.95 3.15- xx 2.86 2.947 3.03 3.00 2.92 2.8) 2.35 2.84 3,90 *»
4. leed:éxpreislon, lack p . é\ . . .
of emotional reactivity .59 2.67 3.34 ** 2.69 2.7t 2.8 3.03 2.76 2.82 3.02 2.72 2.79 2.26 2.67 3,45 xx
5: Disruptiveness, tendenCy _— : ) >
to. annoyand bother © 2,83 2.84 2,97 2,63 2.91 3.32 " 2,42 2.93 3.79 ** 3.27 3.05 2.41 ** 333 3.02 2.40 **
6. ‘Bolsterousness, ‘
rowd iness 2.67 2.82 2,74 2.59  2.81 3.13 ** 2.3¢ 2.7t 3,72 ** 3.01 2.87 2.43 *x 3,09 2.85 2.30 **
- -7. Preoccupation, In a. . -
world &f his own; day
dreams 2.44 2.94 3,50 ** 2.61 3.02 3,17 ** 2.90 - 2.95 3.41 * 3.33  2.85 2,59 *¥ 2.39 > 2.76  3.78 **
8.. Shyness, bashfulness ) v .
with peers 2.72  2.87 NZ’ fald 2.69 2.90 3.08 3.06 2.97 2.77 3.13  2.86 2.78 ‘;;,g 2.32 2.80 3.85 "
9. Preforence for sol itary ’ )
.activities 2.91  3.03 3.37 2.94 3.:}6 3.01 3.27 3.20 3.05 3.20 2.97 3.05 2.70 2.94 3.93 X*
b 3
-19. Dislike for school 2.21  2.61 3,24 ** 2.29 2.74 2.87 " 2.29 Z.54 3,53 ** 2.93 2.58 2;22 ** 2.45 2.58 2.73-°
11. Popular with peors 4.54 4,14 3.62 ** 4,57 4.05 3.87 ** 449 3,92 3.71 ** 3,84 4.063 .4.63 ** 4,63  4.14 3.46 %
12. Short attentlon span 2.55 2.71  3.61 ™ 2,49 2.69 3.68 ** 2,39 2.74 3.97 "™ 3.5 2,90 2.4 * 2,75 3.07 2.79
‘13.. \lack of-self-confldence 2.50 2.77 3.76 ** . 2.33 2:77 3,37 2.54 2.85 3.36 *¥ 3.21 2.86 2.35 % 2.23 2.84 3.63 **
. , ,
AY
N W




“

FEarTrysa—

opposlte of requested

o

o ;. . \‘ * 7.
. . . ."
Creative vs. High Achiever vs' Would Like to Keep Requires Special Stands, Out.
. Not Creative Low Achiever vs. Remove From Class , Attention vs. Doos Not’ vs. Not.Noticeable
Bohavior Chgcmi_si I tems High Medium Llow p High Medlum Llow p Hiqh_' Mad jum Low p- High Medium low p High Medium Low o
‘14. inattentlveness to o, . . . .
what .peers’ say’” 2.69 2.53 2.97 2.57 2.61 2.90 2.61 2:45 3.50 2.90 2.61 2.59 2.89 .267 2.66 -
s . .
‘|15, -Easlly confused 2.28 2.39 3.4l 221 2,30 3.4 ™ 2.28 2.45 3.38 " 3.09 249 220 " 2,33 2.58 3.03 ¢
16. Hypersensitivity, ) ) . ) . . *
feeliogs easlly hurt 2.43 2.46 2.81 " 2.25 2.51 2.70 2.40 2.53 2.72 ©2.59  2.55 2,57 2.39 2.44 3.05 ¥
~1 - =
17; laziness |n school, and x - - *x ' -
\ .performance of tasks 2.37 2.54 3.08 2.35 2.58 3.0l 2.25 2.64 3.4l 2.86 _2.7I 2.21 2.46  2.63 2.67 !
18. l¢responsibllity, " - o & -
anepéndabi]lTy 2.31  2.59 3.30 2.28 2.60 3.20 2.21  2.62 3.59 3.16 2,70 .2.16 2.46 2.69 2.56
19. bep>es§|on, chronic . - ) o . . a
sadness 2:07‘ 2.22 2.49 " 2.07 2.27 2.35 2,15  2.31  2.44 . 2.30 2.29 2.08 2.0° 2.26 2.51
20. Uncoépera\ﬂveness in : . . . . i .
peer slfua\ﬂons 2.30 2.38 2.57 2.26  2.43 2.52 2.22 2.32 2.87 2.54 2.53 2.22 2,51 2.49 2.21
21. Aloofhessp;\oclal . . " ne
reserve N 2.89 2.83 3~ 26 2,92 2.94 2.85 3.25 2.86 2.92 2.91 2.82 3.05 2.54 2.73 3.50
22. Sug’gesflble,; easily . ‘ . . x w7 - - .
-+ led by others 2.66 2.87 3.81 2.67 2.83 3.49 2.70 2.82 3.42 3.44 2.89 2.65 2.77 2.9 3.39 o
23, * Clumsiness, 1gwsz;rd‘-‘ b x . : . ’ ) !
ness, ppor coordination 2.04 2.20 2.38 2.18 2,31 2.28 ¢2.07 2.34 2.36 2.32  2.30 2.08 2.18  2.32 2.41
24. Destructive to own and : l : - .
’ others! property 2.1l 2,20 2.22 2.08 ,2.23 2.25 2.04 2,19 2.47 236 2,23 2.03 - * 2.18  2.i18 2.15
. ; Y
25. Negatlivism, tends to do - . ’
2.26 2.41 2.49 2.17  2.35 2.59 2.10 2.3t 2.82 2.59 2.43 2.16 x 2.37 2.46 2.18
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Q

Creatlive vs.
Not Creative

: High Achlevlr vs\

i
low Achiever

&

[ e

]
[

/

would Llke to Keep
vs. Remove from Class

%

Requines Special
Attention vs. Does Not »

|3 .

Stands Out

vs. Not Notlcoable

Bzhavior -Checkiist Items High Medium Low p High Medium Low High Mcdium Llow p High Medium Llow p High Medium Low p
) i \ . .., X - = P T Q
. 26. Impertinence, sassing . 2.31 2.41 2.34 2.28  2.31 ;{2.56 x 2.18 “2.26 32.95 ** 2.56 2.43 2.9 * 2.51 2.43 2.10 x* T . .
) : ’ 1y .
27, - Slugglshness, lethargy 2.06 2.30 2.50 %% 2,19 2.38 ' 2.46 * - 2.22 2.42 2.46 2.40 2.36 2.1 % 2,09 2.33 2.50 x»
28. Profano language '2.02 2,17 2.08 2.05 z.oa" \\15 2,01 2.09 2.28 ** 2,20 2.14 2,00 * 2.07 2.10 2.00
29, lrritability, hot ten;- 3:» , , ' \: - ’ L - , -
~pered, casily angered 2.43  2:43  2.39 2.23  2.44 2.54.\' 2.12 2.3 2,92 " 2.51  2.51 2.21 2.65 2.53 2.18 #+#
- M . - \ - ’ * ’ 1A
- 30.. .Often has-physical . - - '\ . ) <,
complaints, headachos 2.09 ,2.03 2.05. 2.05 ,2.08 2.1 2.02 2.02 2.21 bl 2.09 2.05 2.¢6 2.16 2.09  2.06 .
31, Constructive use of ) \ .
timo . 4.89 4.67 3:95 *™ 5.02 4.61 3.97 "™\ 512 4.52 3.38 ** 3.86 4.49 5.08 ¥ 4.63 4.44 4.82
» Ay 0
32. Poer leader acodemically 4.06 3.38 2.49 "% 4.23 3.7 2.54 " \ 4.9 3.8 2,31 "' 2.60 3.07 47 4 3.93 3.22 2.89 **
. academically . ! w . L -
33.. Teacher-+favoritism 2.94 2.67 2.30 " 3:05 2.65 2.35 ** \;.06 2.55 2,23 "" 2.1 2.5 2.94 %+, 3,00 2.81 2.4 %
. . \ N B r X [
. V341 Ricked on by teacher 2.19  2.27  2.45 210 2,34 2.56 ** 2,10 2,23 "2.79 " 2.5 2.29 2.03 ** 230 2.27 2.20
35. Social leadership, ¢ . < .
@ -among peers 3.35 ,3.21 2.76 * 3.56 3.14 2.90 *“ 3,49 3.01 2.87 " 2.82 3.11 3.70 ** 3.96 3.14 2.43
’ L) 3 - :
36. Rostlessness, InabMlty . . . v 8 St .
to sit.still 2.69 2.18 3.26 " 2.59 2.90 3.42 " 2.39 2.85 4.00, " 3.24  3.05 2.44 * 3,12 3.04 2.58 *
. - H hd "
37. Aggressive play with . . A %
peers _@59 2.86 3.00 2.58 2.87 $3.28 ** 2,46~ 2.76 3.35 " 3,81 2.89 2.48 ** 3,02 2.86 2.33 }
- . - 4
38. Short-tall B ¥ 6 .68 .92 .75 .64 .54 .90 .64 .46 .60 .57 .67 .56 .59 .18 S
. -~
39. Skinny-fat .28 .38 .76 . .40 .45 .40~ .34 .48 L3 40, 35 .25 .35 .32 .60
: = » ¥ ' N . . * - -
40. Phsically Immaturo- .83 .66 .89 .81 .58  .68° - THRY T I & 21 .63 .67 .88 .52 .60
v physically mature s * s . = K
) ‘ : ¢ - t ' > ’.>
i FY . , . '
- > - . ~ i .
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! Behavior Checklist ltems

»

éffﬁ Attention~secking, show-off
béhavior «

e
Fun with peérs

Setf-conscious, casily
embarrassed

‘4 Fixed expresslon, Jack of
emotioral reactivity™ -

4

3'5. +Disruptiveness, tendency to
- , annoy and bother

+%6..- Boisterousness, rowdiness

7. Preoccupation, in.a world of
Wis own, Juy dreams

9. Preference for solitary
< activities

10. Dlisiike forischool =
11, Popular’ with peers

-42. Short oritention span

33, Lack of self-con{idence

3

Jaa. Inattentiveness to what
peers Say

’ é.?QShyneps, bashfulness .1l , :0s

Looks You in the Eye

vs. Averts Eye
High Medium Low p

363 2.86 314

5.06 4.62
2.60 3.03
2.34  2.78
3.00 2.8t
2.7 2.65
2.49  2.99
2.46 3.0l
2.66 3.18
2,18 2.4)
I3

4.60 3.99
2.57 2.66
2.46 2.84
2.86 2.93

T —

4.3 wx
3.41 »s”
2.79
3.14
3,17 =
X34 xx
3.41  *x
3.21 #
3.0 xs
3.62 x
3.69 ‘xx
3.61 wx
3.03

Attractive vs.

Unattractive

High Medium low p
3.15  3.07 3.17
5.06 4.77 4.23 ax
2.75  2.84 3.7
2.65 2.67 3.04

.85 12.94 3.19
2.67 2.93 2.98

.63 2.84 3.49 s«
267 7 Y6 3.26 ¥
3.00 3.06 3.28
2.43 2,72 3.00
4.7 4,10 3.39  xx
2.58  2.81 3.6 ¥
2,42 2.74 3.53 m
2.74  2.51 3.36 »s

o A e o
g .

Happy vs.

Unhappy

!
' 3.06

5.04
2.61
2.49

2.6l

2.55

2.98

4.57

>

3.16

-

.2.84°

2.83
2.73

3.04

3.02

3.18
2.62
4.08
2.92
2.98

2.57

Y High Medium Low

3.

4

.54

.89

.43

.27

.38

35

.97




Looks You in the Eye Attractive vs. " Hoppy vs.
s . vs. Averts Eye Unattractiveg Unhappy
Béhavior Checklist ltems High Medium  Low _ p High Medium Llow p High Médium Low

s

LIRS -
157 'Easlly confused - . 2.29 2.44 2,97 ** 2.3t 2.45 3,23 ¥ 2.20 2.7 .2.86

. “Hypersensifivity, feelings [ ’ <
easily hurt . -+ 2,49 2.50 2.86 - 2.41 2.5 2.2 .31 .60 2.81
Laziness in school , and -
performance of tasks 2.26 , 2.55 3. . .64 Lt . .63 3.16

Irresponsibility,
undependabi | Ity 2.34 . . . . .59 .20 . .69

Depression, Chronic sadness 2.0 ) . .21 .37 . .22
R y v )
Uncooperativeness in peeg\ e .
situations ' o, .38, 2.72 . .38
a-
Aloofness, social reserve . . . . .90 .72 . .92

Suggestible, easily led
by others - 7 46 . .10
Clumsiness, awkwardness,
poor coordination ~~._

De§fructive to own and
othess' property

¥
Negativism, tends to do
oppos fte of requested

Impertinent e, sassing

Sluggishness, lethargy

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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Looks You in the Eye
vs. Averts Eye

Attractive vs.
Unattractive

Happy vs.
Unnappy ,

*
]
bl

<.05,
<.o!l

iBehavior Checklist Items High Medium Low p High Medium Low p - High Medium Low p.
T T C
28. .Profanc language ‘ 72,00 2.0 2.28 * 2,06 2.12 2.1 2.00 “2.15 2.16
N ) . , -
29.. Arritability, hot tempered, ; ’

easily angered 2.54 :f_m .48 2.46 2.40 2.47 2.33 2.43 2.718 *
— - 1. »
30: Often has physical complaints, : K
: .headaches ’ 2,11 2.05 2.19 2.10 2.03 2.09 2.0 2.03 2.06
31, Constructive usa of timeg 4.717 4.79 3.97 ** 4.94 4.60 3.89 ** 5.08 -4.45 3.68 **
32. Peer’leader academically 4.00 3.21 2.52 ** 3.94 3.24 2.53 ** 4.22 3.1 2.62 "
33. Teacher favoritism 3.23  2.57 2.3t ** 3.13 "2.63 2.26 ** 3.35 2.63 2.32 "
34. Picked on by teacher 2,237 2.19 2.66° ** 2.25 2.33 2.47 2.12 2.22 2.65 "
- » ‘i
35, Social leadership, among
: peers 3.69 3.06 2.62 *" 3.65 3.24 2.62 ** 3.78  3.04 "2.81 **

S

i, to.

36. FRestlessness, Inability ’ .

. o sit still 2.77 2.9 3.31 . 2.81 2.91 3.a0 ** 2.51 2.88 3.62 "
77. " Aggressive play with peers 2.69 2.69 3.14 2.62 3.06 2.98 2.55 2.92 3.19 **
38. Short-tall .69 .64 .66 .65 .65 .66 .63 .82 .51,
'39. “Skinny-fat 37 .48 .4l .23 .45 .60 39 .41 .30
‘40, Physically lmmature- N

physically mature 17 .76 .83 .83 .65 .62 kS o B &

-




