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Abstract ,
| Approximately.120 reqular classroom teachers were asked to read

a case study and respond to f3}quest1ons about the student portrayed

in it. In addition, at a laté® time the teachers completed a checklist

that indicated the extent to which certain student behaviors bothered

them. Results-indicated that the -teachers' ratings of the student

. were affected differentially by their tolerande tor the primary be-

hav1ors exh1b1ted by the pup11 Ratings of an immature child were in-
fluenced by teacher tolerances while ratings of an nmanageable student-
were not; the unmanageable student was‘rated mere negatively overall. e

The concept of the "ideal" student is presented in the disctission of

the results and their implications. IR Y
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. /Iheylnfluence of Teachers' Tolerances\;;:\ﬁpecific Kinds of
Behaviors on their;Ratings of a Third Grade Student ' ' ~
) ) g

School-related behavior problems always have been prevalent in

’

America’s schools (Sarason & Doris, 1979), and«a var1ety of exp]anat1cns

have been set forth fqr the origins of’these prob]ems«(Quay, 1973

viewed as the d1rect‘rksu1t of exper1ent1a1 defects, process dysfunct10ns,
7T

jﬂise]dyke & A]gozz1ne 1982). Academic azd behavior prob]ems may be 'é

experiential deficits, or as a result of interaction among these factors

(Qhay, 1973). From an ecological perspective, behavior, in and of itself,

is not problematic, deviant, or abnormal. A behavior is considered a

‘

problem as a'functjon of the time it occurs, the place it occurs, Lh&i
perqph‘who exhibits the behavior, and the persoﬁ who sees it (a socially
sanctioned labeler) (Ullman & Krasner, 1969). In school settings,

the same behavior.may be regarded as norma} or abnormal as a function of ’

N

the time and place in which it occurs; most importantly, problems are
a function of the teachers (or other school personnel) who observe the

behavior and their tolerance for it.

' Rubin and Ba1ow (1978) reported the results of a longitudinal in-

r

vestigation of 1 586 students, and indicated the following: LA

[The] most striking finding.of this study was-the high per-
centage of children who were identified as exhibiting behavior
problems by at least one teacher during the course of their
elementary school careers. More than half (58.6 percent) of
“all subjects who received three or more teacher ratings were
classified as a behavior problem at 1eq;t once. Among students
who received six teacher ratings; 60 percent (68 percent of
the boys and 51 percent of the girls) were considered a be-

’ havior prob]em by at least one teacher. (p. 109)

Current rates of referral for psychoeducat1ona1 eva]uat1on are extreme]y
! i
high. Algozzine, Ysseldyke, and Christenson (1982) report $hat

. T I T TN VRS VPUYRIURPUIN SR U D) U0 R S

Q . L”"’
. A\




2’ . RN

nationally, four to Six percent of the public-school population is

f .~

being referred for psychoeducat1ona1 eva1uat1on each year _ Christénson, .

-

A]gozz1ne, and Ysseldyke (1981) report that 92% of .referred students

-

are tested while 73% ‘of reﬁerred st&HEnts are dec]ared{e11g1b1e for~ /

- »

special education services. C]ear]y, problems “in schoo] are common
r A\ R ‘ !

. S M N “ L - ¢ .
for many of America's children. . AR U -

Teachers‘~ views of the causes for students' "problems" are\ihterest-_
ing. ~ In 1979, the research staff of the Nationdl Education Association
(NEA) surveyed teachers to ascerta1n the1r perceptions. of why students
do pobrly in schoo] They found that 81% of teachers placed the: b]ame

for school d\ff1cu1t1es on-the student's home and family life, 14%

Edt

blamed the students ‘themselves; on]y 1% blamed inadequate 1nstruct1on,
‘while 4% attr1buted prob]ems'to the ways in which schools were organized,

Clearly, the behav1ors that students exh1b1t cause teachers to_take a

¢

variety of actions w1th them, and the dec1s1ons made by teachers 1nf1uence

the 11ves and life opportun1t1es of students.

\

Two recent investigations have reported an interaction between the

kinds of behaviors that students exhibit and teachers tolerance for
those behaviors in fnf]uenoing the decisions made and actions taken with
‘students. Curran and Algozzine (1980) found that decisions related to
mainstreaming were inftuenced oy teaohers' opinions about demonstrated
classroom behaviors. Ysse]dyke and A190221ne (1981) found that the most
influential piece of 1nformat1on in a s’mulat1on oﬁ»psychoeducatfdna]

decision making was student behavior at the time of-referral.

(In this investigation we examined the extent to which teacher
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dec1s1ons about a student were influenced by the student's ‘characteristics
e
in interaction with the teacher s stated tolerance for those characteris-

jics. Ratings of case studies for an immature or unmanageable student
: o

were compared for teachers with'diéfering‘levels of tolerance for those

same behaviors. .
‘ N ) - ., ' 1 I
" Method ’

§ubjects i
E]ementary school teachers (n=116) participated ‘in the study; 92%

/
3 .

of the,teaché;s worked in public school classrooms. The sample was com-
prdsed mostly of fema]es (84%) from urban or suburban schools (70%) with
schdol papu]at1ons below 15 OQO students {68%). Between 2 and 11 teach-
ers were included from each e]ementary grade (grades 1-7). The baékici-

pants all” had bache]or s degrees and many had master's degrées as we]le

Appraximate]y half of the teachers (n=57) were random]y ass1gned to read -

- . . N ¢°

a case study describtng a chi]d with imma%ure behavior;’othersf(n559),
- ‘o o N

rece1ved a descr1pt1on of\an unmanagelee‘student: The demographic data ~ ~

. - e
LA

for both samples are presented 1n Table 1. a - N -
""" FTTTTeI T oT TR TR
¥, . - Insert Takle 1 about here
ooy e e e
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The teachers were’ se]ectedxrandomly from a nat1ona1 11st of regular

. . A e

educatqon teachers, the . l1st was purchased from Market Data Retrieval.

»

Each'teachen,was'sent ant ‘initial letter explaining the study and offer1ng

payment %or participation. Upon receipt of a signature indicating willing- "~

.ness to bé tncJuded in the sample, each teacher was sent a case study

' «

.and short quest1onna1re A demograph1c survey form and D1sturb1ng
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; Behav1or Check];st II (Algozzine, 1979) were sent subsequent to receipt

- -

of the f1r%t quest1onna1re contracts arrahg1ng for pa/mEnt also were

&

1oc1uded in the second set of materials. A two-week7t1me Timit was .l
. M - -
suggested for tomplet1on of each part of the study, follow- -up. 1etters

‘

“and postcards were used to encourage the return of congeted materials,

\Ca_se studies.. Two different summaries descr1b1ng a th1rd grade boy .
- ," _; s
tere prepared; a student demonstrating socia11y 1mmature behaviors was

t

described in one and a student exh1b1t1ng unmanageable behav1ors was

described in the other. . The case studies were consistent in format

1

Each'contained sections of sﬂm11ar.1nformat1on in“the following areas:
. N ‘ ~
medical, d&vélopmental, famity, school history, test information, and
. " . \
Ca el .. s o
third grade classroom obser‘at1ons. Assessment information was within

,jthe-avenage range for a studént of similar age and grade. Different’

.3 "~ . ! . ! .
-behaviors were included to portray the immature or unmanageable student.

For example;, limited expressive ability, very shy, insecure, and delayed

.

- age-appropriate sociai skflls were %hecked°as concerns in the case study

+

&

-~ of the 1mmature ch11d other 1Lems of+ @ s1m11ar nature were 1nterspersed

N\ within the case study narrat1ve B1fferent behavior$ (e.g., rude, defi-

~

ant, lacks motivation) were "concerns" included in the narrative for

Vaud

the unmanageable student.

Dependent questionnnafre.” After reviewing the case summary, teachers'

-

ratings of the child were obtained by"means of.a short questionnaire.
Specifically, teachers were asked to answer the following questfonsf
1.. 7o Whit.eXtept do you think Davtid has s behavior problem?
2: To-what extent do Jou’think David has a learning oroblem?
3,: To what extent do ;ou think David is eligible for Special

Eddcation services?
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;. Rééponses were collected on a Likert scale. (1 = very unlikely, 5 = very
O : ¢ ~
. Sk , .
likely). - Teachers also were asked to make predictions about David's school
performance (1 = deficient/booﬁ$ 5 = superiof/excel]ent) in 10 areas:

Ll «
academic achievement, visual and/or auditory perception, memory skills,

, “ fine aqd/or-gross motor perﬁormaﬁ;e, attending behuviors, completion
of assignments, social acceptandb, aBi]itx to fo]]owgdirectioﬁs, accep-

R ] A e
tance of responsibility, and self-concept. Scores on these-items were

compared. . ) ) ~
. '_ Independent variable. Approxipately twoiveeks after comp]eting’ the
questionnaire, teachers were asked to supply demographic information and o
9 N ‘ 3

rate the exterit to which certain behaviors bothered them. .The Disturbing
Id . .

" Behavior Checklist II (DBC-II) contains 51 items derived }rom case folders

o~

of students classified as Jearning-disabled (LD) or from LD textbooks

(Algozzine, 1979); each item is rated onal (not very disturbing) to

I

Sqvery disturbing) sca]i\ Sutherldnd, Algozzine, l:'oster, and Wall (1979)
jdentified targe factors within the DBC-LL;_behayiors:phag§were'Bbthersome
to teachers were containéd in each. The first factor of disturbing items .
(general perceptual problems) 1n¢1uded'prob1ems such as written reversals,

‘poor word attack ski]]s: and being undble to blend sounds. Unmanageable

befaviors (Factor 2), such-as rudpness: impulsivity, irritability, and

hyperactivity, and immature behaviors (Factor 3f such as‘insgcurity,

anxiety, and inadequate, self-concept also were found to be.disturbing

.
A

to teachers. In this research, average scores on the immature and un- -

manageable behavion factors of the DBC-I1I were used to grohp iéachers
\

’

into those with more or 1@}5 tolerance for the specific behaviors in the
; .

factors. / S 94




ratings greater than the sample mean on Factor 3 (i.e., immaturity) on
the DBC-IT who received the case study describing an immature student
were compared to teachers whose-ratings were below the mean on that

factor. §imilér1y, the teachers who received the unmanageable student's

. " . .
case study summary were divided based on their responses to the items

comprising Factor 2 (i.e., unmanageable behaviors) of the DBC-II. In

this way, the effects of teacher tolerances for behaviors on their ratings

\

of a student exhibiting those same behaviors were evaluated.

’ s

Data Analysis °
' 3

Two sets of t tests were tompleted. High and low tolerance groups

L

Y . \
6 L]
“Teachers receiving‘the case summary for an immature or unmanageable
) student were subdivided into two additional groups each. Those with :
S

mature or unmanageable behaviors. Because of the large Bumber of tests,
- ' e )
two stringent criteria were set for significance testing; the 0.01 alpha

level was used for statistical tests and a 0.5'unit difference between

P ) )

ones. - -

means was applied in an‘attembt to separate tiJVia] findings from important
i

~

e e

v ] ' Results
Teachers were required to rate the extent to which the case study
\ . .
student had a behavior problem, a learning problem, -and was eligible for

- .
’ -
special education services; similarly, predictions in 10 areas of school-

were combared on 13 different responses related to a student exhibiting im- l

related functioninguweneisdliﬁitedw__tnmbanisnnswafwnaiingﬁumﬁgﬁwa_LMM%M

. .
teachers more tolerant of immature behavior and those less tolerant of

the same behavior wer?/:;;pleted. Means and standard deviations of

teachers' ratings for a student exhibiting immature behavior are presented .
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. - .
in Table 2. No differences were indicated in the teachers' ratings o N

of the 1mmature student S current problems (i e., ,academic or behaviox)

<

or eligibility for special education; however, it should be notedpthat o

the ratings of the less tqle:ght teachers were less- favorable in each

. had
case than those of tolerant.teachers. N

______________________________

; : — Insert-Table 2 about_here

S S U R

Significant differences were-indicated in teachers' predictions of SR
) the future classroom and interpersonal behaviors of the immature student

(see Table 2). Tolerant teachers (n=27) rated nine of the ten prediction

areas\higher tnan the ﬁA{olerant teachers (n=29). _Predictiqns for aca-

2 demic achievement, memgry skills, and motor performance were higher for .
to]erant teachers; similarly, attend1ng behav1ors completion of ass1gni

ments, and ab111ty to f011e; directions were rated more h1§h1y by teachers

e —
S

who were more tolerant of immature behav1or. Interpersona] sk1115 such

.

as social acceptance, self-concept, and acceptance of responsibility also

PUs— .o -

were rated d1fferent1a11y by to]erant and 1nt01erant teachers.

No differences were indicated for ratings of the unmanageable student «
(see Table 3). Teachers with different levels of tolerance“ratea a stu-~
dent exhibitiag unmanageable behavior similarly.. It should be noted,

however, that the judgments about this student weére more negative than

those made about the immature child. For example, special education eli-

e L gibibity-was—rated-as-more likely (X.z.3.85). for_the upmanageahle.student ]

~ than for the student exhibiting immature behawiors (% = 3.25); a similar

: " pattern was evident n other ratdmgs as well. This suggests that‘éne
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unmanageable student is more ‘1ikely to be viewed as a problem regardless
of one's tolerance for behavior that is exhibited, and that different

reactions may occur in teachers faced with an “{mmature" student.
cemepemm——m—— s
_ \
Insert ?ﬁbﬂe 3 about here
s TmEEEmEms pooT oo TTT oIS

¥ N ' .
Discussion
’ . @,
Mixed results were obtained in this investigation of the extent to
which teachers' tolerances for different kinds of behaviors inf1uenced

the1r perceptions of students who exhibited those behaviors. Consistent1y,

 teachers' tolerances for specific kinds of behav1ors¢%2d nott significantly

£

. ,influence the extent to which they saw students who exhibited those be-
haviors as hajf

ing learning problems, behavior problems, or as eligib]e
for special education. However, teachers d1d have different prognoses

v

for students who exh1b1ted immature behav1ors, and their prognoses were a '\ g
d1rect funct1on of the1r to]erance for those behaviors. Teachers who
were not bothered by 1mmature behaviors held higher expectat1ons for a
student who evwdenced 1mmature behaviar than d1d teachers who were
bothered by immatyre behav1ors./‘Ih ‘contrast, np d1fferences were in- oo :
dicated in ratiq@s ot the unmanageable student by teachers with ‘different
- to]erghge for exhibited behaviors. Overall, a student with unmanageab]a’
. behaviors was viewed less favorah]y than ‘one with immature behaviors.

In discussing the relation between "teachers' perceptions and
educational decisions," Kornblau and Keogh (1980) indicated that:

The complex1t1es of, teacher pupil interaction have long .

. interested educational researchers, yet it seems fair to
‘b say that the nature of the functional "match“ between

\




N
teacher remaing uncertain. Fortunately, in’
ms both child and teacher can. tolerate con-
screpancy from an ideat match. In the case of <,
exceptioné] hildren, however, the match may be‘espec1a11y
jmportant; Since they may be less able to tolera'te: incom-
patibilit{es with teachers’ “expectations and styles. It
jt interesting to note that the historical and still corimgn’
.response to pupils who "don't .fit" in the reqular educational’ *
program is to exclude thém, CurrJ;t legislation, however,
. has mandated the inclusion of. exceptional children into
. regular programs wherever feasible. Consideration of
*  teacher- pup11 interaction thus becomes pract1ca1 and urgent.

(p. 87).

It is interesting to note their concern, for the child's limited tolerance

~ 1}

in appropriate educational "matches.”

. pupil a
most cla
siderable

In 19]0,'Rist suggested that teachers' views of "ideal" students in-

’
]

fluence perceptions and evaluations of actual students . Recently, Kornblau
- -\ ’ .
(1979) idénti?ied three dimensions of behaviors that characterized "ideal,

Y

t/pchable" students; she labeled- them: cogn1t1ve mot1vat1ona1 behaviors,
Ed

'school appropriate behaviors and personal socigl behav1ors Behaviors

that characterize "ideal" students are not. included on the disturbing =

§ehavior checd\ists.
Student behaviors are a function of a combbe; set of interactions;
to'a “large degree, problems are' thought’ to or1g1nate in the life exper-
iences-of the child (cf. National Educat1on Association,«1979; Quay,
1973) . Kornblau aﬁa keogh (1980) indicate that "understanding pupils'
proggéss'in school also involves consideration of the ted¢hers' per-

F
ceptions and expectat1ons (pp. 98-99)., They also suggest that teachers'

expectat1ons for individual studen£§ are "in part influenced by their K\

.

»v"

vh]ues of the characterigtits«of a._model ideal pupil, and that d1screpan-

cies from this model- affect the formation of self-generated expectatigns"

(p. L9\9). | ' ‘ _" ,

-




. 10 | . | .. - -
In this research, less than "ideal" characteristics were manjpulated
in case stud}es and evaluated by regu]a} education tégchErs; in part,.
evaluations weré influenced by tolerance for the characteri§tics.
The results héve {mplicétions for d{agnostic and prescfiptive practice.
Simply evaluating the psychoeducational characterist%cs of the gﬁjlg_gb-
' pears to be a fimﬁted diagnostic practice; clearly, thé child's teacher
is an imporéaht factor in any referréi fo; evaluation. Similarly, plan-

ning'idstructional intervention without concern for teacher tolerances

. and/br expectations for differing types of students will Tikely result

v

in limited educatignal outcomes. As Kornblau and Keogh (J98OT'indipate,

} "jt is not realistic to expect teachers to work equally gffectively with

L]

~all pupils; but it is'realistic to expect teachers to be sensitive to .
their own perceptions of their pupils" (p. 99). We believe that toler-
ances for less than ideal behaviors are an important factop~in developing

v

M sensitive programs for school-aged students.

-/
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Demographic Data f(yfs Participating Teachers

: . . a b
. Va'rxable - L Sample 0n$ . Sample Tv!o )
Teacher Sex . . T s
“Male 16% ¢ 15% ‘
Female ¢ - 84% . 85% o ¢
. e Feacher Af!e i ( J‘ ’
. " " ‘Under 25 - 9% 0z -
. 25.34 : 285\ 393 ‘
; 35-44 ‘ ® 34% . 32%
: oL L4550 12% : 24%
' §5.64 16% 5% -
d - Years of Teaching Experience
' Less than 1 year 5% 0% - - . '
: : 1-2 years 5% 0% -
’ 3-9 years k 16% 5%
- e 6-9 years 20% 17% .- ’
) 10-15 years 18% 46% .
More than 16 years \ 36% 32 }
¢ 4
Type of School .
Public - 904 93
~ . Private 10% 7% -
’ ) School Locagion
g Urban ., 274 44% -
Suburban - ' 44% 24% ’ . .
. Rural T 29% - 32%
School Population ‘ ] .
' N Below 3000 36% . 30%
: 3000-6999 ' 14% 20%
_ 7000-9999 13% 7%
. \ ~10000-14999 % 5%
) - . 15000-24999 4% N4
‘ . 25000-49999 9% 5
' . 50000-74999 % 9% ,
. Over 75,000 10% 13%
o
‘ Grade Level Taught ' .
First 18% 7% .
Second 12% : 19%- . *
Third * 18% 17%
| - Fourth 20% 14%
Fifth 9% 17%
Sixth 9% 4%
Seventh 14% R L
, TR
’ 3h=57
by-59




LIS &» o | . :
[~ \Table 2 . .

Means and Standard Deviations for.Teachers'
. Ratings of:the Immature Student
. , .
. - - .
Group
Tolerant Not Tolerant
C @ Iten® : ” X  sh. XJ[//'SD
8, : i .
b ' s
Judgment e
"Behavior Problem ‘ 2.9 /;J<¢\ 2.2 0.8
. .Learning Problem { 3.4 1.1 3.8 , 1.0 N *
Special Educafion Services 3.0 1.3 3.5 1.2
Predictionc
' A
Academic Achievement* 2.8 0.7 2.2 0.8
Visual and/or Auditory 3.0 0.6 2.6 0.9 “
, Perception* '
Memory Skills* 2.9 0.8 2.3 0.7
. ]
Fine .and/or Gross Motor 2.9 0.8 2.4 0.8
Peformance*
"Attending Behaviors* .30 0.8 2.3 1.0
Completion of Assignments* 3.1 . 1.0 2.3 1.1,
Social Acceptance* 2.9 0.9 2.2 0.9
Ability to Follow Directions* 3.1 0.9 2.5 1.0
! ‘ Acceptance of Responsibility* 3.1 0.9 2.5 1.0
Self-Concept* 32 1.2 2.5% 13

" 35 significant difference (p < .01) between the ratings of the two groups .
. is indicated by *. ‘ ~

by tems were rated on a scale from 1 (Very Unlikely) to 5 (Very Likely).

Cltems were rated on a scale from 1 (Deficient/Poor) to 5 (Superior/
. Excellent).
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Table 3
N Means and Standar. Deviations for Teachers'\Raiﬁngs
of the Unmanageable Student~ < '
: . 5
¥ Grou
. Tolerant  “Not Tolerant
en® . : , X SD X sb
- ‘Y
Judgment b i‘ -
q//;-\\-BehaJior Problem / 4.7 0.5 4.6 0.9
' Learhing Problem o34 1 38 103
-, "\.' w
Special Education Services 3.8 1.2 3.9 1.1
Prediction® . v
. . N
Academic Achievement - 2.0 0.8 2.2 0.9 i
Visual and/or Auditory 3.1 0.8 3.0 0.8 ‘ |
Perception o ‘
Memory Skills 2.7 0.9 2.7 1.0
Fine and/or Gross Motor 3.0 0.7 3.0 04 i
Performance , > \ s
Attending Behaviors 2.1 1.0 1.9 0.9
Completign of Assignments. 2.3 g0 2.2 1.2
Social Acceptance 2.3 N1 2.0 1.1

° Ability to Follow Directions 2.4 0.9 2.1 0.9

Acceptance of Responsibi]itg/\ ©2.4 0.9 ~ 2.0 1.1 .
Self-Concept . . 2.6 1.2 2.2 1.3
P ] .
4Differences between groups mere not significant for anyw of the itenlif
byt em rated on a-scale from 1 {Very Unlikely) Lo 5 &Vef"y Likely).
“Items were rated on a sc@e from 1 {Deficient/Poor) to 5 [Superior/
Excellent). ‘ P . N
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Institute foy Research on Learning Disabilities
University of Minnesota

N . - ,
' [ . \... v .

The Institute is not funded for the distribution, of its publications.
Publications may be obtained for $3.00 per document, a fee designed to
cover printing and postage costs. Only checks and money orders payable
to the University‘of Minnesota can bé accepted, All orders must be pre- //
paid. -

‘Requests should be directed to: Editor, IRLD, ‘350 Elljott Hall;

75 East River Road, University of Minnesota, Mlnneapolls, MN 55455.
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kS W p . '




Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R., & Potter, M. Technical
adequacy of tests used by professionals in simulated decision
makipg (Research Report No. 9). July, 1979.

-

Jenkins,uJ. R., DenJ, S..L., & Mirkin, P. K. ‘MeasuringApupilAnfogrees
~ toward the least'festrictive environment (Monograph No. 10). '
August, 1979. 3

.
R “

! ﬁirkin, P. K.,.& Deno, S.'L. Formative evaluation in the classroom: An
ol approach to ‘improving instruction (Resecarch Report No. 10). August,
1979. ' :

.

-

Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke, J. E.  Current assessment and decision-making
practices in model programs,for the learning disabled (Research Report

' No. 11). August, 1979. . . ,
Deno, S. L., Chiang, B., Tindal, G., & Bléckburh; M.. Experimental analvsis
. . of ppéggém'compoq9nts:. An approach to research in CSDC's (Resecarch
A " Report Np. 12). August, 1979.% 4

¥sseldyke; J. E., Algozzine, B., Shinn, M., & McGue, M. Similarities and
_"differences between underachievers and. students labeled learning®
disabled: . Identical twins with different mothers (Research Report

~*No. 13).° September, 1979.

T D ‘
N Ysseldyke, J., & Algozzine: R. Perspectives on assessment of learning
disabled students (Monograph No. 11). October, 1979. ‘
o AN
Poland, S. F., Ysseldyke, J"EVt Thurldh{&ﬁ. L., & Mirkin, P. K. dhrrqgg
assessment and decision-making practices in school settings as reported

by directors pf special educ3tion (Researcht Report No. 14). November,
1979. " : v )

McGue; M., Shinn, M., & Ysseldyke, J. Validit§ of the Woodc&%kaohnson
psycho-educational battery with learning disabled students (Research
Report No. 15). November, 1979. . . ,

- *

Peno,” S., Mirkin, P., & Shinn, M. Ephavigral perspectiQes on the assess- "’
ment of Jearning diésabled chjldren (Monograph No. 12). November, 1979.
; 77 )

Sutherland, J. H., Algozzine, B., Ysseldyke, J. E.,\& Young, S. What
can I say after I say LD? (Rescarch Report No. 16). December, 1979.

Deno, S. L., & Mirkin, P. K. Data-based IEP development: An approach
to substantive compliance (Monograph No. 13). December, 1979.°
: . .
Ysseldyke, J., Algozzine, B., Regan, R., & McGue, M.: Thqﬁinflﬁ%%ce of
> test: scores and, naturally-occurring pupil characteristics on psycho-
educational decision making with children (Réscarch Report No. 17).
December, 1979. : .

~

‘ Algozzine, B., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Deccision makers' prediction of
ystudents' academic difficulties as a funcgion of referral informa-
tion (Research Report No. 18). December, 1979.

<< N

e - e ————




Ysseldyke, J. E. ;& Algozzine, B. Diagnostic classification decisions

as a funcxxon of _referral information (Rcsearch h(port No. 19).

Janunry, 1930.

- . '
.

Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P. K., Chiang, B., & Lowry, L. Relationships
amon&7e1mL]e measurces of reading and performance on_standardized
*achievement tests (Research Report No. 20). Januxry, 1980.

Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P. K., Lowry, L., & kuehnlc K. Relat:onsh;gs
among simple measures of spc]llng and performancc on_standardized
achicvement tests (Research Report No. 21). January, 1980.

Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P. K., & Marston, D. Relationships among simple
measures of written expressjon and perfornance on standardized
achicvement tests (Research Keport Mo. 22). January, 1980.

Mirkin, P. K., Deno, S. L., Tindal, C.; & Kuehnle, K. Fornmativé evalua-
tion: Contlnued developnent of data utilization systens (?esoa1ch
Report No. 23). Japuary, 1980,

.
Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P. K., Robinson, S., & Evansj;*P. ﬁblationshig_ . ' »
’ , amon;Lplasgroom observations of social adjustment and sociometric p
' rating scales (Rescarch Report No. 24). January, 1980.

Thurlbw, M. L., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Factors influential oq_pheApsvgho—
educational decisions reached by teams of educators (Research Report
No. 25). February, 1980, * ¥

Ysseldyke, J. E., & Algozzine, 1%;_ Dfaénostic decision making.in indivi-
duals susceptible to biasing information presented in-the referral
case folder (Resecarch Reponpt No. 26). March, 1980

Thurlow, M. L., & Greener, J. W. Preliminary evidence on information
coneidercd useful in insttuctional plaunning,b (Research Report, No 27)._
March, 1980. . )

Py

Ysseldyke, J. E., Regan, R. R., & Schwartz; S. Z. The use of'teJ;;ically
2 . adequate tests in psvchoeducational decision making (Reseaggh Report
No. 28). April, 1980.

. Richey, L., Potter, M., & Ysscldyke, J. Teachers' rexpectatimns for the \L
siblingg of learning -disabled and non-ledrning disabled students:
+ A pilot study (Rersearch Report No. 29). May, 1980. e w
. . %
Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke,”J. E. Instructional planning: Information ] 9

collected by school psychologists vs. information considered use-
ful by teachers (Research Report Nou. 30). June, 1980.

Algozzine, B., _We“l;bcr,/]..,\Campbcll, M., Moore, S., & Gllllam J.
Classroom decision making as a function of diagnostic labels and
perceived competence (Research Report No. 31). June, 1980.

A o ,
- ¢ ! ' ‘
™ ' ’ ,

ERIC, _ 23




3
!
!

i

-

o

-

IR e o Y
T e
St T -
o
-

IR

’

Ysseldyke, J. E., AlgSzzine, B., Regan, K. R., Potter, M., Richey, L.,
& Thurlow, M. L. [}g}jggggggggppd}_gﬁggssmont and decisgon making: |
A _computer-sinulated investigation- (Rescarch Report No. 32).
July, 1980.

¢ ¢ .

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R. R., Potter, M., & Richey, I.

Psychocducational assossmeng_ggﬂ_ﬂg@fsion making: Individual case
studics (Research Report No. 33). July, 1980. J

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R., Potter, M.Y & Richey, L.
Technical supplement for computcr-simulated investigations of “the

et SEHE

psychoeducational assessment and decision-making process (Research
Report No. 34). July, 1980.

Algozzine, B., Stevens, L., Costello, C., Beattie, J., & Jchmid, R.
Classroom perspectives of LD and other special education teachers
(Résearch Report No. 35). July, 1980. ~

Algozzine, B., Siders, J., Siders, J., & Beattie, J. Using assessment
information to plan reading instructional programs: Error anglysis
. an$ word ?tLack skills (lfonograph No. 14). July, 1980. )
Ysseldyke, J., Shinn, M., & Epps, S. A comparison of the WISC-R and
the Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Cognitive'Ability (Research Report
No. 36). July, 1980. )

Algozzine, B., & Ysseldyke, J.*E. An analysis of difference score relia-
_bilities on thrce measures with a sample of low’ achieving youngsters

(Research Report No. 37). August, 1980. £

Shihn, M., Algozzine, B., Marston, D., & Ysseldyke, J. A theoretical
analysis of the performance of learning disabled students on the
Woodcock-Johnson .Psvcho-Educational Battery (Research Report No. 38).
August, 1980.

7

Richey, L. S., Ysseldyke, J., Potter, M., Regan, R. R., & Greener, J.
Teachers' attitudes and expectations for siblings of learning dis-
abled childrer (Rescarch Report Mo. 39). August, 1980.

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., & Thurlow, M. L. (Eds.). A naturalistic
investigatiQn of special education team meetings (Research Report No.
40). August, 1980.

Meyers, B., Meyers, J., & Deno, S. Formative evaluation and teacher deci-
sion making: A follow-up investigation (Research Report No. 41) .
September, 1980.

Fuchs, D., Carwick, D."®., Featlierstone, N., & Fuchs, L. S. On the deter-.
minants and prediction of handicapped children's differential test
performance with familiar and unfamiliar examiners (Research Report
No. 42). September, 1980.

2y




- -

L /

/
/
Algozzine, B., & Stoller, L. Effccts of labels and competence on

teachers' attributions for a “student (ROsOIHch Roporl No. 43).
September, 1980.

Ysseldyke, J. E., & Thurlow, M. L. (Eds.). The special education
assessment _and decision-making process: Seven case studies
(Research Report No. 44). September, IQ§O

"Ysseldyke, J. E. Algozzine, B., Pottem, M., & Regan, R. A descriptive

study of etudents enrolled in a pxog:dm for the severely learning
disabled (Research Report No.. 45). September, 1980,
, ' ' \ B

Marston, D. Analysis of subtest scatter on the tests of cognitivi///

ability from the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery -
(Research Report No. 46). October, 1980.

Algozzine, B., Ysseldyke, J. E., & Shinn, M. Identifying children with
‘learning disabilities: When is a discrepancy severe? (Research
¢ Report No. 47). November, 1980.

Fuchs, L., Tindal, J., & Deno, S. Effects of varying item domain and
sample duration on technical characteristics of daily measures
in_reading (Research Report No. 48). January, 1981.

Marston, D., Lowry, L., Deno, S., & Mirkin, P. An_analysis of learning
trends in simple measures of reading, spelling, and written expression:
" A longitudinal study (Research Report No. 49). Januarv, 1981.

Marston, D., & Deno,”S. The reliability of simple, direct measures of
written expression (Research Report No. 50). January, 1981.
S .
Epps, S., Mchue, M., & Ysseldyke, J. . Inter<judge agreément in cla551—
fying students as learning disabled (Research Report No. 51). ° Feb-

ruary, 1981. .

Epps, S., Ysseldyke, J. E., & McGue, M. Differentiating LD and non-LD
students: "I know one when I see one' (Research Report No. 52). !
March, 1981. .

Evans, P. R., & Peham, M. A. S. Testing and measurementtin occupational
therapy ‘A review of current practice with special emphasis on the
Southern California Sensory Integration Tests (Monograph No. 15)~

April, 1981.

{

Fuchs, L., Wesson, C., Tindal, G., & Mirkin, P. Teacher efficiency in
continuous evaluation of IEP goals (Resedrch Report, No. 53). ~June,
1981. .

N

Fuchs. D., Featherstone, N., Garwick, D. R., & Fuchs, L. S. "The impor-
tance of situational factors and task demands Lo handicapped chil- !
dren"s test performance (Research Report No. 54). June, 1981 »

'

.




N

.Tindal, G,, & Deno, S. L. Daily measurement of reading: FEffects of

.varving the size of the item pool (Research Report No. 35). July,
1981. .
Fuchs, L. S., & Deno, S. L. A comparison of teacher judgment, standard-
ized tests, and curriculum-based approaches to.reading placemgat
(Research Report No. 56). ¢August, 1981. .

Fuchs, L., & Deno, S. The relationship between curriculum-based mastery
measures and standardized achievement tests in reading (Research
Report No. 57). August, 1981.

Christenson, S., Graden, J., Potter, M., & Ysseldyke, J. Current rescarch
on psychoeducational® assessment andsdecision making: Implicaticns

for training and practice (ﬁbnograph No. 16). “Septbmber, 1981.

Christenson, S., Ysseldyke, J., & Algozzine, B. Institutional constraints
and external pressures influencing referral decisions (Rescarch

Report No. 58). October, 1981. .

Fuchs, L., Fuchs, D., & Deno, S. Reliability and‘validirvnpﬁ_gngigigigg:
based informal reading igpventories (Research Report No. 59). Octo= ¢
ber, 1981. . K -

v i
-

Algozzine, B., Christenson, S., & Ysseldyke, J. Probabilities associated
with the referral~to-placement process’ (Research Report No. 60).
November, .1981.

.

Tindal, G., Fuchs, L. Christenson, S., Mirkin, P., & Deno, S.. The rela-
tionshiﬂrpetwcen student achievement and teacher assessment of short-
or long-term goals (Research Report No, 61). November, 1981.

P

. Mi%kin, P., Fuchs, L., Tindal, G., Christenson, S., & Peno, S. The effect

of 1EP monitoring strategies on teachér be i (Research Report No.
62). December,- 1981, v \3 ’

1

Wesson, C., Mirkin, P., & Deno, S. Teachers' use of self instructional
. materials for learning procedures for developing and monitoring
progress on IEP poals (Resecarch Report No. 63). January, 1982,

N .
Fuchs, L., w§sson;*F.,'Tindal, G., Mirkin, P., & Deno, S. Instructional
changes, student performance, and teacher preferences: The effects
f‘ of specific medsurcment and, evaluation procedures (Research Report
No. 64). January, 1982. ,

(3 [ - » * .
Potter, M.3 & Mirkin,BP. Instructiopal planning and implementation
practices of elcmentary and secoudary resource room teachers:
Is therec a difference? (Research Keport No. 65). January, 1982.

N

.




N

- - .

Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Teachers' beliefs about LD students

) (Research Report No. 66). January, 1982.

) *’ - - . b

Graden, J., Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Academic engaged time
and its relationship to learning: A review of the literature

(Monograph No. 17). January, 1982. ] v

King, R., Wesson, C;, & Deno, S. Direct and frequent measurement of
student performance: Does it take too much time? (Research
Report No. 67). February, 1982. ’ ) .

‘ -t B . .

Greener, J. W., & Thurlow, M. L. Teacher opinions about professional
education training programs (Resedarch Report No. 68). March,
1982,

o * ’ :

Algozzine, B., & Ysseldyke, J. Learning disabilities as a subset of
school failure: The oversophistication of a concept (Research
Report No. 69). March, 1982.

Fuchs, D., Zern, D. S., & Fuchs, L. S. A microanalysis of participant
_behavior in familiar and unfamiliar test conditions (Research
. Report No. 70). March, 1982{

Shinn,lM. R., Ysseldyke, J., Deno, S., & Tindal, G, A comparison of
psychometric and functional differences between students labeled
‘,mi learning disabled and low achieving (Research Report No. 71).

e March, 3982, —— —————

- Thurlow, M. L. Graden, J., Greener, J. W., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Academic

respond ing time for LD and non-LD students (Research Report No.
72). April, 1982,

Graaen, J., Thurlow, M., & Ysseldykg, J. Instructional ecology and
academic responding time for students at three levels of teacher-
perceived behavioral competence (Research Report No. 73). April,
1982. .

.

Algozzine, B,, Ysseldyke, J., & Christenson, S. The influence of
. teachers' tolerances for speciffe kinds Of‘bghaviors on their
ratings of a third grade student (Research Report No. 74).
! April, 1982.

(A




