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X A .. " . Abstract -

o . - - -8
“ ’

‘ Poor reading performance is the . primary‘"reason “for assignment of

~

'learning disabled ‘students 'to_-special education classrooms’ Sgch

classrooma are characterized as containing a, majority of "EVites and

: males. Previous regearch indicates that in regular classroom settings

teachers teach girls more reading and boys more mathematics. Research

<

"on racial differences in instructional treatment has been scant. This

paper &resents an investigation of whether or not differences by sex

. .o v
or race»occurred in placement; teacher contdcts, assignment practices,

and~suudent learning behaviors in learning disabi\hties classiqoms.

- Results revealed differences in placement,' similarity of teacher

‘treatme and studenq behavior "and similarity of the effects of such

oo ! r. . -
.

behaviors on test performance.

~
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Special  education in general and* education ,‘for  the
learning-disabled (LD) in particular have put considerable emphasis on
. recogniging the individual problems .of students and on ‘finding

appLopriate, individual“solutioné. Therefore, one would expect to

find substantial variation in those classrooms  with respect to

h . I

characteristics such . as entering A&bility, discrepancy between
A . .

-

chronological age and achievenent' level, time spent receiving

instruction, time spent engaged 1in/ instructional activities, and
rd M .

growth 4n performance. However, one would not‘expect that variation

tovbe‘explainable by group membership, for-egample.the sex ahd/or race
v . N oo ', '

of the'child. The purpose of this paper is to investigate the effects
'

of khe sex and.race of LD students to determine if these fagfors were

salient to initial placfment in elementqry learnin disabilities
classrooms, ' to.the amount or type of instruction {}éeived in redding,

i
to the learning behaviors students exhibit in reading, or to students'

o

academic progress.- : . . -
.,"» f Y / ‘9‘?

=~ Theoretica}l Ffamework / "

, S
I N

_The general population of interest is children classified _gs

\ d

/ b learning disabled. One of the requirements for classifying a child as

. learnin disable is-that his/her_intellectual ability (as measureg by |

<, -
-an  IQ teqt) 'should fall within or above the average range. Evidence
v ’ ’

. -suggests that most LD students fall in the lower end of that [xrange

)

2 (i.e., 'between 90 'and‘?S) (Gajar, 1977; Hansche & Gottfried, 1980;

\

. .
) . . . o - . .
,. 9 :
1A% . . . [N
. . ) : .

"~
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Kirk & Elkins, 1975; Larson, 1978; Norman & Zigmond, . 1980; /’
' . L ' -
Reynolds, Cober,. & i;yer, 1978). The second requirement of interest

is that a discrepancy eﬁ}st between the child' ability and his/her

. ' p
performance. In general, an LD child is performing below what his/?er “‘j
S

IQ would indicaté and below grade level. The most common‘iarea of .-

underachievement 1is Ireading (Hallahan\ & Kauffman,'1978; Zigmond,

Vallecorsa, & Leinhardt, 1980).

The special education literature suggests a preponderance of
males in learning disabilities classrooms (Norman §& Zigmond 1980).
The predominance of males has bee supported on biological grounds,
but this has not gone unchallengkd. Blom (1971).notes that while most__
studies find 5 higher incidence of reading'disability among boys than

girls and that this is even more true among migority.and d%sadvantaged .

. » \
students, data from other countries suggest this fact does not hold,-

thus discrediting innate physiological explanat!lns. Eurther, there

hﬁve been suggestions that identified girls are more‘/disabled than
Y

boys (Owen, 1978). Curreet concerns for the ' isproportionate

(over)representation of blacks in EMR settings is not freflected in the

1

LD situation as minorities are not over- an are sometimes

~under-represented (Bickel, in press).

N\\\\v_ There haye been no studie% found on the rela ionship of group ’~

-

membership (sex or race) to the characteristic orA£reatment of LD

s@udents. Thereforg? the salient iiterature for
- N\ , .

8 work deals with

knowni and speculated population differences 1 on-dD student$ with .

respect to basic abilities, academic performanc”, and instru ional

1] . )
treatments. There is considerable variande in the amount Wf
’ .

« ¥ : | /
* /

o »' / - ,A | / C L
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" information available in each of these areas. The followiné
discussion highlights what is known about the relaéionship of sex and
race to performance and tre;tment differences in. elemgntary school
classrooms.

Performance Differences

v
’

In general, no consistent sex- differences have: been found in-

AN

intellectual- ability (Maccoby & Jackliq, 1974) br related basic
abilities such ;s diver;;nt tﬁinking or“problem-solving (Daehler,
1972; Greenberger, O0'Connor, & Sorensen, 1971; McKinngy,,fﬂi?)a
There have been some studies of face:;elated ~differences in bgsic
abilities, but no ﬁethodologically convincing evidence exists to date:
to support such ability differences. . )

Studies of general. intellectual ability that include botg the sex.
and the racé of .the child also find no consistent differeﬁces based on
group membérshib. For/gxample, using young black children, neither
Klaus and Gray (1968) nor Quay (1972) found sex differences in general
intelligence. Achievement differences, however; appear repeatedly for
both group; under consideration (e.g., Jantz, 1974). It is comﬁon to
find studies where girls score higher in readiﬁg while boys'outperfdrm
girls in mathematics (é.g., Aiken, .1973; Blom,' Ffey, Prawat, g
Jarvis,-l980; Flanag@n, Davis,‘Dailey, Sbaycoft; Orr, Goldberg, &
Neyman, 1964; Gates, 1961; Parsley, Powell, & O'Connor, 1964).
Race-related différenceé in achievemen: have a;so -been well
\&ocumented, and oneugenerallyxfinds that wgites-outperforp blacks when

SES‘has not been controlled (Hunt, 1972; Mosteller & Moynihan, 1972).

When SES, race, and sex are included in studies-of s%hool achievement,
) ¢ ' '
-~ .‘.‘ N
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‘results vary. Tulkin (1968) found differences between males by “race

. . 1
but no differences between females. Backman (1972) reanalyzed Project

Talent data and found sex to-account for significantly more of the

variation in test performance than either SES or ethnicity. Johnson
(1973-74) found a sgex by culthre' interaction in performance.,
L]
.o . M . .
Confusion seems to be the rule rather than the exception.
(o S ) . .

Treatment Différences :

~

If one can assume no differences among groups in basic abilities

Al

with- consisteﬂt differences

~

" look for educationally relevant differences in classroom experiencds

as a potential source beﬁhg Qariatjon between groups. -Here one finds

b

fhatla vagégty of explanations have begn generated, none conclus;vely
2 . ‘a h

proven. A large number * of studies. look at the differential

expectdtions of teachers ‘for. different groups of students (e.g.;

3 : _ c

Cboper & Raron, 1977; Corpbleth & Korth, 1977; ©Datta, Schéefér, &

Davié,-196q; ‘Finn, 1972; Good & Broﬁhy, 192;;/: Wait & McCarthy,

. ' ’ -~

1986). - These studies, however, usually d.fot determiine how those

expectatioas are translated into the differential treatment 5'of
students. Even when a specific teacher behavior is predicted by

exXpectation, no link is made as to how th;atsbehay_ior may affect

oy

-

student performange. ;?7

The sex differences literature, while extensive, contains

-

relatively few studies that examine specific coghitive instruction to.

students. Even when gener | measurés ‘bf 1nstructiop) are used,
evidence ' as- to differences in this domain - is either weak or

confradic;ory (Bank, Biddle, & Good, 1980). The most common finding

~
»

’ .

in achievement, then the next step is.to
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is .that "boys receive more manageme t and more negative contacts_
(Brophy & Good, 1970; Davis & Slobodjn, 1967; Jackson & Lahaderne,
1967; Koester & Farley, 1980; Meyer & Thompson, 1963) Blom, Frey,

Prawat, and Jarvis (1980) investigated whether the discrepancy between

-

boYs’ “and girls' reading difficulties is due td a difference iﬂ/how.

language.is used by ‘the two groups. They found that while girls

P

consistently outperform boys in reading achievement, boys outperform.

girls in receptive language ability. This ;\nding would suggest that
AN
» ] |

»
to boys and girls, but once again - no evidence is rpresented to 4&how
lt

- -
different instructional methods may be neqessaﬁi\in teaching reading

that this»is the case. ‘ -~ \ \‘& '
‘'Two studies have been found that look at specifit instructional

» . ' - -

process variables that appejr to have an affect on student achievement x

and that also vary dependﬁng upon the, sex of the child. Samuel%/ and

Turnure (1974) found that attentfveness was significantly related to
. .

- word recognition scores 'in firgt graders when reading: readinesg was

//-

controlled. ' (Theré was, alsé no significant di>*erence between joys °

. .
& s : " L.
andlgir on'reading readiness.) After, observing studedt—Pbehavior

4

: 4 * o~
duringr/reading, they found that first grade girls were significantly

more attentive’ than boys and 'achieve higher wordg}recognition scores.

Leinhardt Seewald nd\igngel (1979) found confirmiqg evidence that

boys receive more management contacts and\ also found th teachers

'

make m%f cognitive contdcts to girls in readiég and more cognitive

1

contacts to boys vin mpathemagics. This findingf is especially

paral&el achievement differences found ‘80

interesting in light of

often in the'giteraturé.“

M\
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Literature'that looks at race differences in relationship to

instructional differences 1is scaIt¢ The largﬁst tody .of suach

literature comes out of research on esegregatlonv(éee, for example,

reviews by Crain & Mang:j:b:977,'sc.John,,1975, and Weinberg, 1975,
7). In general it has en found that white performance 1is

unaffected | by desegregation swhile //black perform better in

pred minantly white schools, especially in the arly grades’. These

studies look at the affect of a social interventior on black and white

achievement but do not docyment in-clasgs. treatment. To put the issue

- can be stated in five words: Desegregation is not a trsatment” @1977_

. v.
. . \

ﬁ 3L):

’

’ A few studies have included vaxiables other  than desegregaq;on
© .

fhut they are usually school level variables such as expenditures ?

*

. <

average teacher training (e Y- Armor,‘ 1972)- While thhse school

£, . Ie

, ?
factors do nqt appear o explain differencﬁs\uin black and white

' L the 'clagsroom instryctional lexel.‘ Rist™ (1978) observed élassr m

v,

) level differences in the treatme‘; of black and white children 2

d}y integrated school. He notes such factors as isolation mor,

managerial contacts, inappropria;gr(effusive) positive contacts, “ahd

lessl instrudtion u&gﬂ the black _students in predominantly white‘

classrooms. While enlight?ning, this work does not provide " for
“ ‘
adL%uate comparison with white students ik the’ school, nor does’}t

’ . ’
'+

. report apjy student performance differences. . s
‘ Y

MJ~msuccinctly,/Crain and Mahhrd state, "The\common error, of this research -

, -
achiev ent, one - Still does not know if there are ‘in fact differences
. P _

t 4
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Ther; are no studies that wé\ found of differential treatment
within special education environments. The 'previqus discussion,

| - - ’
however, points out the isgsues of interest for fhe current study as_wé
examine sex and ‘Trace differences 1in the placement, treatment, %nd

- -~

prediction of outcomes .for learning disabled students. : -
- J . . L \% ’
Methods - o -

\ !
This paper addresses three questions. First, do children that

l/
are !sejzed in LD classrooms g placed there~uaing differential

‘ ¢

Lstan ar for disability depending on the personal characteristics of

race nd sex? Initiz]l inspection of the psychological evaluations

T 1

use for placemEnt_ showed no differences in reasons éiven for

. placement. In order to answer is question'more precisely, a -series
of contingency table analyses were, done. Each student’ was %cored as
to his/her degree of underachievement based on chronological age and

- d

WRAT test performance (given concerns of bias and inappropriateness

for black and LD populations, IQ scores were not \sed). A modified
g

version oi;kthe Bdleman (1963) approach was ed to distinguish

‘\ B

] <,
achievers” from underachievers . o,

v * v

The second\question is, do,stud nts rece lifferent instruction
' and/o behavye differentyy “ith respect ing depending on their
race E\ _In order to answer this question, *8. two-wa ANOVA
(sex X racé) was‘:don;’ using% ,the- following variables: | pretest,

overlap, pacing,, 'rewmrds cognitive press,. »teacher
. . !
» Waiting and
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And third, do students respond differently to the same. types of .
f -
treatment depending on their race or sex? To examine this que Qion
an a alysis of regressi<h slopes-was done by sex and ‘by race and was.

14
compared to the pooled regression. (See Humphreys, 1972, McCandless;

Roberts, and Starpes, 1972, aﬁ% Reynolds, 1979 for other examples
h
using this approach.) These regresstons pogited a cyo-stage model:

the first stage examined how student learning behaviors were affected'

"by student pretest performance in reading, and by teacher behaviors as

»

measured by amounf of Mnstruction, cognitive press, rewards ' and
- ' - .

)

pacing; the second stage examined how student test performante was
influenced by student pretest . behavior, student learning behavicrs

including  silent reading, |, ofal reading,J and iﬂyirect reading 7

’l
N -
activities, and - thé relevance of instﬁhction for ﬁ'q/’posttest (i e.,
overlap) (Leinhardt, Zigmond, & Cooley, in pres 5
)
‘2 -
Data Source . :
.‘ - / '
The evaluation unit of - the rning Research and Development
Center (LRDC) °~ studied readin instruction in an urban school
district's elementary classi&oms for the learning-disabled for two ™~
: )
}  years.l The details of observation methods and the overall results -are
4 - .
-~

reported “elsewhere (Cooley, Leinhardt, & Zigmond 1979; Leinhardt &
Seewald, in press; Leinhardt Zigmond & Codiey, in press) In;order

to assess the relat#ve efficacy of Specifi& practices, 105 scudents
were pretestéa’ in the fall of 1978 using bhe Level I Readi Subtest .
/;f the Wide Range Achievement ‘gst (WRAT' Jas;ak Bijduy’ & Jastak, -

1976), and Spache‘biagnoscic Readiﬂg Scales (Spa;?er 1972). They were .

I N
R )
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~

posttested in the sprin&;ofll979 usin; the WRAT, the Spache, and the °
€omprehensive Tests of Basic Sk’lls (CTRS ACTB/McGraw-Hi1l, 1974).
Students and teachers were observed for an average of 30 hours over a,/)
100-day period. the 105\students represented the total pepulation of
all 11 LD elementary classrooms in the district. Of the original 1301

students, 25 were lost due to transfers or because parental permission

‘was denied.d TheTre were 73 males andi}Z females, 71 whites and 14 N

: - _ Ty
blacks. Students ranged tn age from 6 to 12.
. [l ! ~ . ) / .
’ . ”v !
) Results and Discussion . ” - .
. . . . . . (/ .
Placement S ~ )

The results of: the anaéys?s 'regarding differential placement .

strongly suggest that there- is" a .race and sex relationship to

v .

placement. Tables 1, 2,'and 3 report"the results. The three-way, ,

0

f

< .
conttngency table analysis (Table 1) indicates that ¢t rﬂ_aﬂg a

\ disproportionate number of whites, ‘and that a far smaller proportion
1

\females. " That is~:iit“)appears _that black students tend to be more‘

oiiblag"iemales in LD classes are achievers than are white males. As
“ 2
discrepkncy between age and performance is" one of the main reasons for

r

placement : it appears that black girls. while they are less likely to ;T

2

be placed erall, are more likely to be plaifd t¢orrectly. A more
. \ :

\ . .
precise analysis of race within ‘gex (Tables 2 and 3) suggests that
) - e |

‘there is a disproportionate number of achieving white_ maIes and
s

~

4

appropriately placed than white sfudenf?ﬂ

-

1 4
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. . , Qv.y -~Insert Tables 1, 2, and 3 Here . ; ’ "
¥ e L = el . I3 .
O N oLt . “a : ~
LTS "", L : s !
t J‘«},_ .-{.\ EX ) . . ,L . - ) . .
...‘ﬁ' e '. . ” S R . o

.~' There are ~several interpretétions'\'for this - finding of
,»differential placement. First it is possible that smaller levels of
.*deviance are required~to place or retain a white male in az’classroom

k for the Isérning disabled than for_ l black or female chiId. Second —_
tﬁe nature of the”deviance may be different with boys being placed for .

) ‘behavior- deviance tham is not reflected by their academic behaéion or -
‘.1th€1r psychological records. ﬁhirﬁ black children may be placed in \:
'other categories df handicap when they display the mild form of
academic deviance shown by. the whit males in LD rooms, (Bickel in
l.ipress) ‘ What this analysis suggests is that there*is currently a lack 5
'of uniformity in standards fof P. acement. '~While variation By

™~ _—
individual' is' expected and valued, variation that is assocfated with

) -

-,

wgroup membership is not. What is not clear from this analysis is

. *,- -

/whether white males .are being inappropriately placed " or black.
students 'are not getting access to LD: services, or-a little of both.‘
Given differential placement differential treatment becomes an issue
£ complexitf and concern. It is important to assess whether children .
- are getting less of what they need or more of what they don't need by
..‘ virtue of group membership. 4
hTreatments - | B IR ‘ ’
A twb-way univariate analysis of variance (ANOYA) was done ‘to

determine if there were any main or interaction effects for sex and
LY Co : .
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_ race on major instructional variables. 2 The results ‘of the two-way

\\\\ANOVA suggest that ‘even though there are sex dand race differences

e

Y

instruction). ‘Table 4 reports the means and standard deviations.

-~

associated wigh placqgfnt, the level of achievement (pre and post),
: . - - ht

_teacher inscructional‘béhaviors,'and séudent'behavione are rémarkably
0 .

v

similar. Speéifically,‘ there were no significant (p < .05) main
. ) - . - x

-~

effects._}r' inferactiqns for sex or race on any of the following

‘ vériableé: pretest, posttest, level of curriﬁhlar _overlap with

' - ¢ .
posttest, instructional pacing, cognitive press, féacher instruction,

ot

silent readiné, or indirect reading. What 1is importang - about this

1ist’ is that it contains the key variables found to be influential in
prédicting reading performance' (student silent _reédim;f student

pretest “behavior, and curriculum ovérlap)' (Leinhardt, et al., in

press). It"also_contains the ke} variables ‘that influence .student

learning obehgviorS':'(pretest, cognitive press, and teacher

Par .
R .

N - ‘. o

: N - Insert Table 4‘about here

V', -
. i . .
. . “o.

Significance was attained, however, for’the foliowing variables

(p £ -05). There was a significant sex by race interaction for oral

- \ v
reading (Fl 101 = 7.01) - whice girls read aloud more; ' a
’ e ) _
significant race effect for off*task (Fl 101 = 7.72)-+ whites were

off-task more; a significant sex effect for rewardg (F1 101 ® 5.95)

and waiting/managing\ materials (F = 4.69) -— girls got more

. . 1., 101

[N
LS8
Q
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rewards and wait:j/managed ﬂor . It is important that girls bg&b get"' ‘
¢
more rewards and wait and mal@\orer It suggests that perhaps girls ‘\ ‘

play school" better’and,_rather than clearly going off task, they

3
Y.

wait or sharpe pencils ‘or - "look busy”. It may ‘also be that it takes |
them longer to get materialsténd they are unable ‘to get the‘ teacher's .
- Zlnab_e 8

attention, 80 they wait l%nger. Given the preponderence of boys, the

latter explanation 6. more likely. The. significant’loff-task

Y/ . v
finding 1is ofrconcern/fhen we remember that more white";re initially

‘achieving rather _than underachieving What may be happening is that +-

some children are learning to be underachievers or are bored by the
’ > : . I’ . e .o . o T - .‘

instruction. ia. oo - ~ o

» /

~

.Process—Outcomé Relationships |
The'th;fd analysis was designed to agsess§ whether, in the context
y - :

\

of msinilaf treatments; students’ were responding in similar ways to

. . 7 ' .
those tpéatments% In order tovdo this, a series of regressions were

“ X

compared. This conparison of , regressions -revealed similarity of

«
°

slopes for both models indicating that .the same- things make a

‘

) difference for boys .and girls, blacks and whites. Tables 5 thr h 8

;display the regression results. The F statistics reported are for the,

comparison of the paired regressions. _The.two .regressions are:

» !r

Postest = pretest + silent reading + oral reading +
indirect reading + overlap, : -

and,

’ _Total Reading = pretest + teacher instruction +

cognitive press + rewarJ; + pacing )

L L - .' - X 1

ig® -
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) - .. ’ S -,
‘ ———— I 7 .
' ' Insert Tables 5-8 about here DA
e A s

. ‘o
till very encouraging.

&

acpgynted for, bu;’are

mentioned,apove,;we are quite confident that ve
. { . ’ - ’

. of

: (I : .
: ‘_.,\ (Leinhardt, et al., in press- * igmond

1980).

were equally important for different subgrojps._

- of course, individual children may~well respond

differently, but thpse unique responses are not

‘ -

/male or female, bqack or white. There is some

’

- ' . o . ot . .
) The results shoﬂ\:;me differences, especially in

hh}zf' types of actigitiea-zhelp LD 'students learn to read

. ¢
Vallecorsa,

' From previous work, as
< . . !

have a general'picture

& Leinhardt,

An important next step’ was to see whether these same. variables

It appears they ‘are.

to specific approachea-

~associated with Deing

posgibility that given

¢
/ the differences in - the .explanatory power (in terms’ of R 2 ) of

. ot Y
different models that i ve
L8 g -
" “for b1acka:in the cases of fols 'engaged reading
. < ,

"girls in the case of posttest (Table 8) ?

I s

N,

- . - Conclusions5

We assume that special education 1s . a beneficial thing for

who need it,

-

" not need it. The

vigilance in LD placement procedures, especially for white males. It

appears that

.

{.
e variables miasing from the analysis

time (Table 7) and for

those

Hut that the sacrifices (labeling, or reduced social
_atudies and science, for example) are.inappropriate if the child does

results of this study suggest a need to increase

.

1 - r . : ) ) "
special education teachers are ignoring race and sex in

v

‘total variance

Y/



. the iq‘tructionsl aspects of their teaching and- are using ind»ividualr

criteria for varying practices. It also appears that students benefit )

e ° . . - >

P from the same tyj (broadly speaking) of instructi%n and learning

)
+

activi ies rega dless of the:lr sex or ra(::e. These results are what

7 r
one wou d hope for primarily be¢ause of the support t gives for

contin.uing to - serve children as}individuals rlt}er than as members of

-a group th‘at is determinetl by birth. ) R ..—'-‘\:\ . T
, . Lo , i N ”_, - .‘
. . x 3 ~ J
. 1 . N -
‘4/ ,‘ ’ ' ";“'
L. i O
o ’ . 4 J * &
‘) - . 0 . ) F
\ 4/\; [E
< o .
) 'l : » , .
e - L oo ) ' a
’ ’ ) ) '1;
® -
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, Footnotes. R , N

l»The oyerlag~variab1e'is-g@fej;ure:of the“deéreé to which what
W - . .
is. being  tested on the .criterion measure has been taught in the

classrooa, and was obtained through a teacipr intervfew.

Pacing is an estimate of the rate a student moves throagp
reading ‘material. Ihis wae'obfaiﬁed by examiaing consecutive days'
reading assignaenta and counting the number ofvaords. .

The remaining variables ugsed in the analyses‘ (excluding

pre- and posttest measures) were obtained through observation (see

Leinhardt’& Seewald, 1980). Teacher instruction was obraineq . from

time s‘.bles of teacher behavior and includes model presentation(\

explanations, feedback, cueing, and moniﬁoring. Rewards were measured
: <

by event sampling 'and reflect the' average number of reinforcers

received per day per ehilg. 'coggitIZe press was a rating done by the
observer for each child for each obqgrvational session.- The measure -
is the average rating received.

The last four variables were.obtained by observing students on

a time sampling  basis. ,dﬁilent reading means that the student was

engaged'ﬁith print, there was evidence .that s/he'wagmreading,. but no

sound was au&iblef to the observera~‘0n rhe other hand, oral reading
' means that the studeent ‘wag reading aloudmand could be heard by  the
observer1 Waiting was recorded if the student was waiting for
aomething (materials, equipment, etcf) or .someene (teaeher; aide,

group formation, etc. ) The off-task category refers here to a



A LANTIA & )

student who vas suppoaed to be engaged in a reading activity but was

EY

not &t the time of observation. o o .
. B 'S 4
,'.z' /An overall multivariate ANOVA was also done. and results suggest
’

nTu significant ,;nain effect for sex or ‘sex by race interaction. A

significant effect was found fpr race‘ (flz 90-"2.78, p € .05).
, S , P2

. Ne



Three-Way Contingency Table
( | - Achigvement x Sex x Race {n = 105) M

_ Achigvers ! - Underachievers

M ek, Wie Bk

Femal : o 10 < fomele | 12 10 <22

' . | ! | . ‘ : :
Male / 30 6 ¥ Male 20 17 S
 S— vonttme— ' i——h-__L__
: 1| 4 R0 | W

oW - ump

’ 3 j o L] N



O by " Table2
BRI 7? ‘Two-Way Contingency Table
gl 8o .. .« lAchievementx Race ,
/ ‘e« for-Femalgs (& 32) "
,.v? RN .o ' :
E ? ‘ ; X .

FA % Achievers / ;‘ nderachievers

iwhie oo f e 12
1

) Blagkfg'.)’:%" 1 / 10

S e 1
P ~

T oy, 2

. x3 =384 (p‘_<_.05)

LW
ks




White

Black

A .

Table3 . .

Two-Way Contingency Table

" Achievement x Race
© forMales (n=73) -

f

" Achievers ~ Underachievers

3 | 20 50
6 17 23
3 - a1 | 73
-/

X =7.24 (p<.01)

'S

ey

32
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a ) | Table 4

\';M ~ Meang and Standard Deviations of Variables Used In ANOVA °
! ‘
. Black Femeles (n= 1) White Fitmales (n=21)  Black Meles (n=23)  White Meles {n = 50)
: "f‘Varéble . | ‘ — -
| o X N X
Pretest 50 M6 3 1226 604
Posttes B OMB 6N MR GR
Overlap 6O B8 BB BB BN
Pacing B W & 288 M
 Rewerds 15 16 111 16 1%
- Cognitive Press 99 a4 8 394 19
Teecher Instuction I T/ Y R TR
DiectSent Reading w08 B0 oM
Dirct Oral Reading B M T N4 68
Indirect Reading Total M0 Ml 1 g
OfTak 2l MR BN M 4
Watng nd Management U I T
| ) )
O. ’ ) '
.\ | '




r. ~ |
N | it \ |
\ ‘ Y
) / BN Correlaﬁ@psof Regression Variables for Males and Females (n = 73 ang 32 Respectively)
| | . /
- o Females ‘
.\

0 N
/

1 Pretes D N B B VI T SR
2 Posttest BONB B 2 2 g % a5 p
3 Overlp SN BN W B B B - - an
. 4 Pacing BB BN B M 3 15 -5 1
5 Rewards P R N AN R I
B Cognitive Pres LI S/ B Y BT B0 18 43
T Teherimncion 00 45 3% 40 x4 82
B DirstSilnt Reading + * 60 62 3 45 4 g8
C 0 OntOnlRedig: g5 N B N N N

10 Totl Indirct g~ 08 06 90 00 - 41 g
11 Total Engaged Readi B4 N BN 4

‘ "
;' q ) ) . \ v
f . . . ]




- ~ ' |
A Table 6 ‘
Correlations of Variables Used in Regression for Whites and Blacks (n=71and 34 Respectively)

."r " — ’ ' ¢
' Wh‘itel u
\ ,
! 23“4\‘567891011~\‘
1 Prates .1?/.37
2 Posttest M3
3 Overlap
4 Pacing
5 Rewards

6 Cognitive Press

7 Teacher Imtruction

8 Direct Silent Reading .

9 Direct Oral Reading

10 Total Indirect Reading‘  '
11 Total Engaged Reading




Table 7 | . /
Comparison of Regressiqps on Total Readly; by Sex and by Race
vJ T I, = _w
 TotalReding! = 205 + JPT + 6T + 26CP + .0BR + 5P R = 78‘
’ Female ‘ 3)” (2) (2 1) ‘ ( 0” ‘29) ‘ :
* Total Reading ~=, 75 + JPT + 1.2T) + 6.6CP + .03R + 1.0P R? = 61
Male (.3) (.2) (22 . (.01) (2.7}_ |
p - ' 7
F s, on 15 (ns) | A
R
; 7 ) y ,
TotalReading = 127 + GPT + 12T + 44CP + OR + 322  Ri= g8
' White = (.3) (.2) (2.0) (.01) (,2.5)_ |
‘ ‘ \
Total Readlng / = 210 + 7PT + 9TI + 48CP + .04R + 13P_ R?=.50 .
Black (.4) {.3) (3.3) (.02) (37
F 509 =029 (ns) A
= — e = — = %==n*
' Where: PT = pretest | | |
Tl = teacher instruction | / i
CP = cognitive press
R = rewards |
. P = pacing

L 3

® Standard errors .are enclosed in parentheses

!




/ Tableq |

Comparison of Regressions on Posttest by Sex and by Race |

Posttest! = 1827 + 6.2PT + 15DS + 1300 - .NT + .30V R =g
o oA (2.0)” " (1.6) (.9) (N (3 o
Posttest » = 1805 +  B.APT + 100§ - .05D0 -.NT + 5OV - - R? = .8
| Maig ) (.5) (.5) (.3) (.1) -
Fisgs =0.66(ng) ’ |
‘ ) | ”
= —
Posttest = 1910 4 BSPT + 16DS + .IDO - 31T + 5OV RZ = .73
White. S (8) { .6) (.5) (3) J(.1)
- [
Posttest = 1528 + 7.4PT + .8DS +° 1.40()! 21T + .02V R? = 80
t o (1.3) (9) (.8 (8) (3) ’
- ‘ ' ’ .\
Fis.0n =128(ns) v ‘ /
. ' ' !
© ' Where; PT & ‘pretest
| DS = direct silent reading
DO = direct or;i reading
IT = indirect reading total .
- ‘ ' )
OV = overlap | '
® Standard errors afe enclosed in parentheses’ . 4‘ﬂ D"




