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Abstract

Approximately 120 regular classroom teachers were asked to read

a case study and respond to lAueitions about the student portr.ayed

in it. In addition, at a latdO'time the teacher's completed a checklfst

that indicated the extent to Which certain sudent behaviOrs bothered

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

, were affected differentially by thEir tOlerange for the primary be-
-

ha'viors exhibited by the pupil. Ratings of an imfflatur child were in-

fluence.d by teacher tolerances while ratings of an unmanageable student,

were not; the unmanageable student was rated more negatiVely overall.

The concept of the "ideal" studenf is presented inlh-e-discbssion of

Vie results and their iMplications. .

1,?



(The.,Influence of Teachers' Tolerances for. pecific Kinds of

Behaviors on their'Ratings of a Third Grade Student4

School-related behavior problems always have been'prevalent in

Amgrica's schools (Sarason & Doris, 1979), andla variety.of explanations

'have been set forth fqr the origins ofthese,problemst(Quay, 1973;_

.//Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1982). Academic agli behavior problems may be

viewed as the direct rsult of experiential defects, process dysfunctions,

experiential deficits, or as a resulf of interactibn among these factors

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

is not problehiatic, deviant, or abnormal. A behavior is'considered a

problem as a function of the time it occurs, the place it occurs,

perlph who exhibits the behavior, and the person who sees it (a social.ly

sanctioned labeler) (Ullman & Krasner, 1969). In school settings,
_

the same behavior may be regdrded as normaj or abnormal as a function of

the time and plate in which it occurs; most importanpy, problems are

a function of the teachers (or other school personnel) who observe the

behavior and their tolerance for it.

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

vesfigation of 1,586 students, and indicated the following:

(The) most striking finding.of this study was.the hi9h 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 mone teacher ratings were

classified as a behavior problem at 1east 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 problem by at least one teacher. (p. 109)

#

Current rates of referral psychoeducational evaluation are extremely

high. Algonine, Ysseldyke, and Christenson,(1982) report 4hat

I.
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nationally, four to six percent of the publicschool population is
,

.

being referreO for psychoed-uCational evaluation each year. Chrjsténson, .

Algozzine, and Ysseldyke (1981) ieport that 92% of.referred students

are tested, while 73%c:of referred st*nts are declaredieligitle fo
. . .

sPecia) education services. Clearly, problemOn school are cammon

for many af Amerjea.'s children. .

.

:
. .

. x

Teachers'- views of th'e causes for students' "problems" are ihteret-

ing. In 1979, the research staff of the Nationd1 Education Association

(NEA) surveyed tekchers to ascertain their perception of why students

do poorly in sch9ol. They found that 81% of teachers placed thetlame

for school 0,:ficulties on. the student's home and family life, 14%

blamed the students themselves; onlY 1% blamed inadequate instruction,

. .

wbile 4 attributed problems-to the wais in which schoolS were organized;

Clearly, the behaviors ,that students exhibit cause teachers to take a

4

variety of actions with them, and the decisions made by teachers influence'

the lives and life opportunities of students.

Two recent investigations have reported an interaction between the

kinds of behaviors that students'exhibit and teachers' tolerance for

those behaviors in influencing the decisions made and actions taken with

'students. Curran and Algozzine (1980) found that decisions related to

mainstreaming were influenced by teachers' opinions about demonstrated

classroom behaviors. Ysseldyke -and Algozzine (1981) found that the most

influential piece of information in a simulation of4psychoeducat6.na)

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

(In this investigation we examined the extent to which teacher

4

I
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decisions-about a'student were influenced by the student's 'characteristic's

A

in interaction with the teacher's stated tolerance for those characteris-

$ics. Patings of case.Studies for an immature or unmanageable student

were compared for teachers with dWering,levels of tolerance for those

same behaviors.

'Method

-
Subjects

3

Elementary school teachers (n=116) participkted in the study; 92:',

of the ,teach6rs worked in public school classrooms. The sample was com-

prised mostly: of females (84%) from urban 'or suburban schools (70%) with

,

school populations below 15,090 students -(68%). Between 2 and 11.teach-

ers were included from each elementary grade (grades 1-7). The Padiici-

, .
.

pants all'had bachelor's degrees and many 4ad master's degrees as well._

..

Approximately half of the teachers (n=57) were randomly assigned tO read -

. b

I (...

a case study describi,ng a child with immalure behavior;'others:(n=59),

receivad de-scription of,an-U6managele''Stunnt. The demi i-gra*IcAata:

or both samples are p resented in Table 1.

Fnsert fAfe 1 about hd.e
A

°
, -

.Rrocedlires r-

The teachers were.selected;randomly from a national list .Of regular
.

-^
education.teachers;.the.list.was purchased from Market Data Retrieval.

Each teacter., was'Sent ari'initial letter explaining the Study and offering

payment for partiCipation. Upon receipt of' a signature indicating willing- /

ness to be in.c.1U'ded in the sample, each teacher was sent a case study

, and short-questionnaire. A demographic survey form and Disturbing

,.

1.
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ChecAlfst II (Algozzine, 1979) were sent subsequent to receipt

of fine t questionnaire; contracts arrahging for pay.r4it also weme

-...

included in the!,second set Of materials. A twoweek time limit was

7,stiggested for tompletion of each part of the study; follow-up letters

°'
1.

and postcards'were,used to- encourage the-return of cor mpleted materials.

Case studies., Two different summdries describing a third grade boy,,
.0

Ivere pr'epared; a student demo-nstrating socially immature behaviors was

described in one and a student exhibiting unmanageable behaviors was

'
desc'ribed in the other...,The case studies were consistent in format.

Each'contained seqions of smilar information in'the following areas:
.

A,

. medical, altelopmental, family, school histou, test information, and

third grade classroom obserations. Assessment inform'ation was within

the..avenage range far a $tudnt of similar age and grade. Different

'behaviors were incliided to portray the immature or unaanageable student.

For example-, limited expressive abil.hy, very shy, insecure, anddelayed

e

age-appropriate social skills were itIpcked as concerns in the case study
.

.

of the immature child; other items similar nature were interspersed

e
within the case study narrative. ;Different behavior (e.g., rude, defi-

ant, larks motivation) were "concerns" included ih the narrative for

the unManageable student. e
Dependent questionnnaire: 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 questions:"

1_ To wha.t extent do you think Davld has 'a behavior problem?

2. To.what extent do you' think David has a leauing pr'oblem?

3,. To what extent dog you think David i$ eligible foe Special

Education services?
_
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Responses were collected on as Likert scale.J1 = very un likely, 5 very

likelA. Teachers aiso wette asked to make predictions about David's school
,

performange (1 = deficient/poor!, 5 superior/excellent) in 10 areas:

academic'achievement, visual and/or auditory perception,.memory skills,

fine and/or-gross motor performance, attending behdvior, completion

of assinments, social acceptanCe, ability, to follow,directions, accep-
\ /

telce f responsibility, and self-concept. Score'S' on-these.items were

compared.

Independent variable. Approx ately two4weeks after completing the

questionnaire, teachers were asked tO supply demographic information,and
e

rate the extent to which certain behaviors bothered them. ,The Disturbing

Behavior Checklist II (DBC-II) contains 51 items derived efrom case folders

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

(Algozzine, 1979); each item is rated on a 1 (not very aisturbing) to

54very disturbing) scale. Sutherlhd, Algozzine, Foster, and*Wall (1979)

identified three factors within the DBC-IJA; 'behaviors thawere bothersome

to teachers were contained in each. The first factor of disturbing items

(general perceptual problems) included problems such as written reversals,

'poor word attack skills, and 'being unable to blend sounds. Unmanageable
,

beFlors (Factor 2), such-as rudeness, impulsivity, irritabili.ty, and

hyperactivity, and immature behaviors (Factor 3)'such as insecurity,

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

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

.

).

manageable behavio

)

factors of the DBC-II were used to group ieachers

into those With more or lemp tolerance for the specific behaviors in the

factors. /



'Teachers receiving ttle case summary for an immature or unmanageable

student were subdivided into two additional groups each. Those with

ratings greater than the sample mean on Factor 3 (i.e., immaturity) on

the otc-Ir who received the case study describing an immature student

were comedared to teachers whose-ratings were, below the mean on that ,

Jactor. Similarly, the teachers who receivedthe unmanageable student's

case stu y summary were ivided sased on tneir reTpunses Lottre 1 ems

comprising Factor 2 (i.e., unmanageable behaviors) of the DBC7II. In

this way, the effects of teacher tolerances for behavioi-s on their ratings

of a student exhibiting those same behaviors were evaluatgd.

Data Analysis

, Two sets of t tests were completed. High and loW tolerance gpoups

were compared on 13 different response,s related to a student exhibiting im-

Inature or unmanageable behaviors. Because of the large number of tests,

4
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

means was applied in anattempt to separate tr vial findings from important

ones.

Results

Teachers were required to rate the extent to which the case study

student had a behavior problem, a learning problemt .and was eligible for

special educatido services; similarly, predictions in tO areas of schOol-

related fpnctioning-were_salicited_Omnpa_nisafts_af_raiings_MAk

4

teachers more tolerant of immature behavior and thdse less tolerant of

the same behavior wer completed. 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

of the immature student's current problems (i I.,acatlemic,or behaviow)

or eligibility foe special education; however, it should be noted that

the ratings of the less l t teachers Were lessofavorable in each
94

case than those of tolerant.teachers.

ns e r-t Table-2 a-bouther

4

Significani differences were-indicated in teachers' predictions of

the future classroom and interpersonal behaviors of the immature student

(see Table 2). Tolerant teachers (nr27) rated nine of the ten prediction

areas higher than the litlerant teachers (n.29). Predictions for aca-

demic achievement, mem9ry skills, and motor performance were higher for

tolerant teachers; similarly, attending behaviors, completion of assign-

ments, and ability to follow directions were rated more highly by teachers

who were more tolerant of immature behavior. Interpersonal skills such

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

were rated differentially by tolerant and Atolerant teachers.

No differences were indicated fOr ratings of the unmanageable student

(see Table 3). Teachers with different levels of tolerance rated a stu-
..44$

dent exhibitiog unmanageable behavior similarly.. It should be noted,

however, that the judgments about this student were morP negative than,

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

gib41-itymasratedas-more1ike1afar_the_u1mana..aeab1e..5IPAPpt

than for the student exhibiting immature behavAors (R = 3:25); a similar

pattern was evident'fn otAer ratlms as Well. This suggests that Aqe

'

1.
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oe

unmanageable student is more likely to be viewed as a problem regardless
-

of one's toler.ane for behavior that is exhibited, and that different

reactions may occur in teacpers faced with an "immature" student.

Insert Tible 3 about here

Discussion

Mixed results were obtained in' this investigation of the extent to

which teachers' tolerances for different kinds of behaviors influenced

their perceptions of students who exhibited those behaviors. Consistently,

teachers' tolerances for specific kinds of behaviorslid nOt significantly

influence the extent to which they saw students who exhibited those be-

haviors as h ifig learning problems, behavior problems, or as eligible

for special education. lipwever, teachers did'have different prognoses

for students who exhib.ited immatire behaviors, and their prognoses w14.e a

I

direct function of their to1erance for those behaviors. Teachers who

were not Wthered by immature behaviors held htgher expectatidns for a

student who evidenced immature behavior than did teachers who were

bothered by immature behaviors. ;In contrast, no differenceswere in-

/

dicated in rafings of the unmanageable stud'ent by teachers with different

tolera ce for exhibited behaviors. Overall, a student with unmanageable

behaviors was viewed less favorably than 'one with immature behaviors.

In discussing the relation between "teachers' perceptions and

educational decisions," Kornblau and Keogh (1980) indicated,that:

The complexities of,teacher-püpil'interaction have long

interested educational researchers, yet it seems fair to

4 say that the natul-e of the functional "mátch" between
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,

pupil a4J teacher remain* uncertain. Fortunately, in" 4

most claçpms both child and teacher can,tolerate con-

siderable screliancy from an Meal. match. In the case of

exceptional hildren, howevqr, the match may be'especially

important, ince they may be less able to tolera'te,incom-

patibilit s with teachers''expectations and styles. It

it interes ing to note that the historical and still coaimon'

.response to pupils wbo "don't.fi*in the regular educational'4

''program is to exclude them. Currgnt legislation, howevero

has mandated the inclusion ofexceptional children into

regular programs wherever feasible. Consideration of

teacher-Opil interaction thus becomes practical ahd argent.

(p. 87). '

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

in appropriate educational "matches."

9

In 1970, Rist suggested that teac-hers' views of "ideal" students in:

Tluence berceptions and evaluations of ac.tual students. Recently, Kornblau

(,1979) id4ntified three dimensions of behaviors that characterized "ideal,

tychable" students; she labeled.them: cognitive-motivational behav'iors,

'school Opropriate behaviors, and personal social behaviors. Behaviors

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

behavior checksts.

Student behaviors are a function of a complex set aT interactions;

to"alarge degree, problems are thought'to originate in the life exper-

iences, of the child (cf. Natjonal Education Association,,1979; Quay,

r9.,73). Kornblau and Ke9gh (1980) indicate that "understanding pupils'

progiess'in school also inVolves conside/lation of the te(ehers' per-

ceptions and expectations" (pp.. 98-99). They also suggest that'teachers'

expectations for individual studeni,s are "in part.influenced. by their

values of tht characteristics of 1,model ideal pupil, and that discre'pan-
. .

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

(p. 9

Li

S.
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In this research, less than "ideal" characteristics were manipulated

in case studies and evaluated by regular education teach'ers; in part,,

evaluatioms were influenced by tolerance for the characteristics.

Jhe results have implications for diagnostic and prescriptive practice.

Simply evaluatipg the psychoeducational characteristics of the child

'.pears to be a limited diagnostic practice; clearly, the child's teacher

is an important factor in any referral for evaluation. Similarly, plan--

ning instructional intervention without concern for teacher tolerances

and/or expectations for differing type of students will likely_result

in limited educatiOal outcomes. As Kornblau and Keogh c98Or-indicate,
r-'

"it is not realistic to expect teachers to work equally effectively with
0

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 factorin developing

sensitive programs.for school-aged students.

6

zo

1
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Demographic Data fol\ Participating Teachers

Variable t Sample Onea
1

Sample Twob

Teacher Sex

16%

84%

11-
9%

28% \

34%

12%

16%

15%

85%

0%

39%

32%
24% '

5%

Male
Fema 1 e'

Teacher Age

eUnder 25

25-34
35-44

46-54

Years of Teaching Experience

Less than 1 year 5% 0%

172 years 5% 0%

3-5 years 16% 5%

6-9 years 20% 17%

10-15 years 18% 46%

More than 16 years

type of School

36% 32%

Public 90p 93%

Private

School Location

Urban 27% 44%

Suburban 44% 24%

Rueal 29% - 32%

School Population

Below 3000 36% 30%

. 3000-6999 ' 14% 20%

7000-9999 13% 7%

10000-14999 7% 5%

15000-24999 4% 11%

25000-49999 9% 5%

50000-74999 7% 9%

Over 75,000 10% 13%

Grade Level TauAt

First 18% 17%

Second 12% 19%-

Third 18% 17%

F6urth 20% 14%

Fifth 9% 17%

Sixth 9% 4%

Seventh 14% 12%

a
n=57

b
n=59

13
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Table 2

Means and lndard Deviations for.Teachers'

Ratings of:the Immature Student

Group,

'Tolerant Not Tolerant

-R. SD RSD

, *

Judgment
b

Behavior Problem 2.9 2.2 0.8

.Learning Problem 3.4 1.1 3.8 1.0
lk

Special Educalion Services 3.0 1.3 3.5 1.2

Predictionc

Academic Achievement* \. 2.8 0.7 2.2, t 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* 3.0 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* 3.2 1.2 2.54P 1.3%

aA significant difference (p < .01) between the ratings of the two groups

is indicated by *.

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

c Items were rated on a scale from 1 (Deficient/Poor) to 5 (Superior/

Excellent).



A

Table 3

Means and Standal Deviations for Teachersi\katIngs4

of the Unmanageable Studep$,_,

1 5

a'

Tolerant
Group

Not Tolerant

SD R SD

Judgment
b "

Behviior Problem 4.7 0.5 4.6 0.9,

Learning Problem 3.4 1.1 3.8 1.1 1.)

Special Education Services 3.8 1.2 3.9 1.1

Predictionc

Acaderiiic Achievement 2.0 0.8 2.2 0.9

Visual and/or Auditory 3.1 0.8 3.0 0.8

Perception

Memory Skills 2.7 0.9 2.7 1.0

Fine and/or Gross Motor
Performance

Attencting Behaviors

3.0

2.1

0:7

1.0

3.0

1.9

0,19

0.9

f

CompletigOn of Assignments 2.3 ,2.2 1.2

, Social Acceptance 2.3- 1 1
(

2.0 1.1

A6ility to Folloy Directions 2:4 0.9 2.1 0.9

Acceptance of Responsibility, 2.4 0.9 2.0 1.1

Self-Concept 2.6 1.2 2.2 _1.3

a-D
ifferences between

bItems-vrikr*rated on

c
Items were rated on
Excellent).

groups,pere not significant for anjtof the iterks..

a.scale.from 1 (Very Unlikely) e 5 Vefy Likely).

a sc4§e from 1 (Defic.ient/Poor) tO 5 SUperior/

r

(J



A,

A 1614,

',
C 1

... 1, ;

I

% 60'
. .

PUBLICATIONS .

I

1

,
,

Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities
University of Minnesota

The Institute is not funded for the 4istribution,of is publfcations.

Publications mdy be obtained for $3.00 per document, a fee designed to

cover printing and postage co,qts. Only checks and money orders, payable

to the University'of Minnesota can b6 accepted4 All opders must be pre-

paid.

'Requests should be directed to: Editor, IRLD,'350 Ellott Ball;

75 East River Road, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN 55455.

Ysseldyke, J. E. Assessinz_ the learning disabled younuter: The state

of the art (Research Report No. 1). November, 1977.

Ysseldyke, J. E., & Regan, R. R. Nondiscriminatory assessment and
deeision making (Monograph No. 7), ,February, 1979.

F ter, G. Algozzine B., & Ysseldyke, J.' Susce tibilitv to stereo-

s (Rese (irch Report No. 3). March, 979

AlgcAzine, B. lAn analysisibf the disturbingness and acceptability of

. )1ehaviors as a function of diagnostic label (Research Report No, 4)..

March, 1979. E.

Algozzirre, B., & McGraw, K. Diagnostic testing in mathematics: An

extension of the PIAT? (Research Report No. 5). March, 19792

'
,

Deno, S. 1,;\ A direct observation approach to measuring classroom

behavibt: Procedures and application (Research Reporu No. 6).
,

April,'1979.

Ysseldyke, & Mirkin, P. K. Proceedings of the Minnesota round-

table conference on assessment of learning disabled children

(Monograph.No. 8). Apri1,-1979,
r,

Somwaru, J. P. 'A new approach to the assessment of learning disabilities
A

(Monograph NO: 9). April, 1979.

Algozzine, Bt,4 Forgnone, C., Mercer, C. D., & Trifiletti, J. J. Toward

defining discrepancies for specific learning diebilities: An

analysis and alternatives (Research'Report No. 7). June,.1979.

A gozzine, B. The disturbing child: 'A valfdation rport (Research.

Report No. 8). June, 1979.

Note: Monographs No. 1 - 6 and Research Report No. 2 are not available

for distribution. These dOcuMents were part of the Institute'R
1979-1980 continuation proposa14 and/or are outof print.



ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R., & Potter, M. Technical,

adociudcy_ of tests_used by professional in simulated decision

makfaa (Research Rep6rt No. 9). July, 1979.

Jenkins,.J. R:, Deno% S..L., & Mirkin, P. K. Meas,uring pupil progress
..
toward fhe least'restrictive environment (Monograph No. 10).

August, 1979. ,

, .

7 Mirkin, P. K.,.& Deno, S.'L. Formative evdluation in the classroom: An

approach to Improving instruction (Research Report No. 10). August,

1979. 1

Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Current assessment and decision-making

practices in model programs.for the learning disabled (Research Report

N. 11), August, 1979.

Deno, S. L., Chiang, B., Tindal, G., & Blackburn; M.. Experimental analysis

of prOrAmCtomponents: An approach to research th CSDC'SResearch

Report Np. 12). Aligusf, 1979.

Vsseldyke; J. E., Algozzine, B., Shinn, M., & McGue, M. Similarities and

.'difTerences between underachievers ahd.students labeled learning'
disabled: 'Identical twins with different mothers (Research Report

13). September, 1979.

Ysseldyke, J., & Algozzine, R. Perspectives on assessment of learning

disabled students (Monograph No. 11). October, 1979.

Poland, S. F., Ysseldyke, J. E, ThurlOW,\M. L., & Mirkin, P..K. eurrent

assessment and decision-ma n ractices fn school settinIeported
by directors O. special educ`tiion (ResearchiReport No. 14). November,

19,79.

McGue, M., Shinn, M.,& Ysseldyke, J. Validity of the WoodcelCk,Johnson

Rsycho-educational battery with learning dfsabled students (Research

Report No. 15). November, 1979.

Mirkin, P., & Shinn, M. Behavioral perspectives on the assess-

Tent of learning dlitsabled cppren (Monograph No. 12). November, 1979.

Sutherland, J. H., Algozzine, B., Ysseldyke, J. E., & Young, S. What

can I say after I say LD? (Research Report No. 16). December, 1979.

Deno, S. L., & Mirkin, P. K. Data-based IEP development: An approach

.

to stibstantive compliance (Monograph.No. 13). December, 1979.

i

t

Ysseldyke, J., Algozzine, B., Regan, R., & McCue, M. The, influence of

, tes t'. scores and naturally-occurring tupil characteristics on_psycho-

educational decision making with children (Research Report No. 17).
-

December, 1979.

AlgOzzine, B., & Ysseldyke, J. E. De'clsion makers' prediction of

students' academic difficulties as a fundlion of referral informa-
tion (Research Report No. 18). December, 1979.



To,

Ysseldyko, J. E., & Algozzine, B. Diagnostic classification decisions
as a function of referral information (Research Report No. 19).
January, 1980.'

Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P. K., Chiang, B., & Lowry, L. Relationships
among simale measures of' reading and performance on standardized

'achievement tests (Research Report No. 20). January, 1980.

Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P. K., Lowry, L., & Kuehnle, K. Relationships
among simple measures of spe11ing_2n0 'performance on standardized
achievement tests (Research Report No. 21). January, 1980.

Deno, S. L., Mirkin,,P. K., & Marston, D. Relationships amow; simnle
meagures of written expression and performance on standardized
achievement tests (ResearckReport No. 22). January, 1980.

Mirkin, P. K., Deno, S. L., Tindal, G.: & Kuehnle, K. Formative' evalua-
.

tion: Continued development of data utilization systems (Research
Report No. 23). January, 1980

Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P. K., Robinson, S., & EvansoP. liblationships_

, among classroom observations of social adjustment and sociometric
rating scales (Research Report No. 24). January, 1980.

Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldye, J. E. Factors influential on the psycho-
educational decisions reached by teams of educators (Research Report
No. 25). February, 1980.

ro

Ysseldyke, J. E:, & Algozzine, Dragnostic decision making.in indivi-
duals susceptible to biasin, information presented in.the referral
case folder (Research Repor,t No. 26). March, 1980/.-114-7

ThurloW, M. L., & Greener, J. W. Preliminary evidence on information
comidered useful in instTuctional plannina,(Research Report No. 27).
March, 1980.

Ysseldyke, J. E., Regan, R. R., & Schwartz, S. Z. The use of-tecinicalll_

adequate tests in psychoeducational decision making (Resear9.h Report
No. 28). April, 1980.

Richey, L., Potter, M., & Ysseldyke, J. Teachers' expeceatmiromns for the

siblingS of learning-disabled and non-learning disabled students:
A pilot study (Reisearch Report No. 29). May, 1980.

Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke,'J. E. Instructional planning: Information
collected by school psychologists vs. information considered use-.

ful by teachers (Research Report No. 30). June, 1980.

Algozzine, B., Webber,2-..,.-Campbell, M., Moore, S., &

Classroom decision making as a function of diagnostic labels and
perceived competence (Research Report No. 31). June, 1980.

r

2,s



El

Ysseldyke,* J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan,, R. R., Potter, M., Richey, L.

& Thut:low, M. I Psychoeducational assessment and decision makillg:',

A caaputer-simulated investization-(Research Reporit No. 32).

July, 1980.
4

,

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R. R., Potter, M., & Richey, L.
1 Psycheeducational assessment and dlolsion making: Individual case
e

studies (Research Report No. 33) . July, 1980. J

Ysseldyke, J. E Algozzine, B., Regan, R., POtter, 11.;& Richey, L.

Technical sunlement for couuter-simulated investisations of'the

psychoeducational assessment and decision-making_process (Research

Report No. 34). July, 1980.

Algozzine, B., Stevens, L., Costello, C., Beattie, J., & Schmid, R.

Classroom persEectives of LD and other special education teachers

(Research Report No. 35). July, 1980.

Algozzine, B., Siders, J., Siders, J., & Beattie, J. Using assessment

information to plan readinE instructional programs: Error an4,1ysis

ani word attack skills (Monograph No. 14). July, 1980.
r-

I
Ysseldyke, J:, Shinn, M., & Epps, S. A comparison of the WISC-R and

the qoodcock-Johnson Tests of CognitivelAbility (Research Report

No. 36). July, 1980.

Algozzine, B., & Ysseldyke, J.E. An analysis of difference score relia-

bilities on three measures with a sample of loveachieving youngsters

,
(Research Report No. 37). August, 1980. j:

Shinn, M., Algozzine, B., Marston, Ysseldyke, J. A theoreical

analysis of the peformance of learning disabled students on the

Woodcock-Johnson.Psycho-Educational Battery (Research Report No. 38).

August, 1980.

Richey, L. S., Ysseldyke, J., Potter, M., Regan, R. R., & Greener, J.

Teachers' attitudes and expectations for siblings of learning dis-

abled children' (Resear611 Report No. 39). August, 1980.

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

40). Auguse, 1980.

Meyers, B., Meyers, J., & Dena, S. Formative evaluation and teacher deci-

sion making: A follow-up investigation (Research Report No. 41).

September, 1980.

Fuchs, D., Garwick, D.'S., Featherstone, 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.



4

Algoz-4ine, B., & Stoller, L. Effects of labels_and colvetence on
teachers' attributions for a student (ReseAech Repolt 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, 1980.
f

Pisseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Potter., M., & Regan, R. A descriptive

study of students enrolled in a pruram for the severely learning

disabled (Research Report No- 45). September, 1980.
ko

Marston, D. Analysis of subtest scatter on the tests of cognitive

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., Cowry, 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). January, 1981. .

Marston, D., & Deno, S. The reliability of simple, direct measures of

written expression (Research Report No. SO). January, 1981.

Epps, S., Meme, M., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Inter=judge agreement in classi-

fying students as learning disabled (Research Report No. 51) . Feb-

ruary, 1981.

Epps, S., Ysseldyke, J. E., & McCue, 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 measurement, in occupational

therapy. .A review of current practice wiEh_special emphasis on the

Southern California Sensory Integration Tests (Monograph No. 15)G

April, 1981.

Fuchs, L., Wesson, C., Tindal, G., & Mirkin, P. Teacher efficiency in

continuous evaluation of IEP goals (Research Report_ No. 53). 'June,

1981.

Fuchs, D., Featherstone, N., darwick, D. R., & Fuchs, L. S. *The imAr-

tance of situational fac,ors and task demands ,to handicapped chil-

dren's test performance (Research Report Na. 54). June, 1981.

4



.TindaY, & Deno, S. L. Daily measurement of reading: Effec.ts of

varyinp. the size of the item _pool (Research Report No. Y5). July,

1981.

Fuchs, L. S., & Deno, S. L. A comparison of teacher judgm4nt standard-

ized tests and curriculum-based approaches toreading,plac nt

(Reseorch Report. No. 56). 'August, 1981.

Fuchs, L., & Deno, S. The relationship between curricuium-based mdstery

measures and standardized achievement tests in reading (Research

Report No. 57). August, 1981.

Christenson, S., Graden, J., Potter, M., & Ysseldyke, J. Current research

on_psychoeducational.assessment ani.ilec-ision making: Inalicatiens

for training and practie6! (Monograph No. 16). '4September, 1981.

Christenson, S., Ysseldyke, J., & Algozzine, B. Institutional constraints

and external pressures influencing_ referral decisrons-(Resear-Ji-------

Report No. 58) . October, 1981.

Fuchs, L., Fuchs, D., & Deno, S. Reliability and validity o_currict'ilum-:

based informal reading iluventories (Research Report No. 59). 0

ber, 1981.
, .

Argozzine, 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., & Derio, S.. The rela-

tionshipbetween_student achievement and ,teacher assessment of short-

or lonw-term goals (Research Report No, 61). November, 1981.

. , .

Mi)kin, P., Fuchs, L., Tindal, G., Christenson, S., eno, S. The effect

of uy monitoring strategies on teacher be (Research Report No.

62). December,.1981. ,

Wesson, C., Mirkin, P., & Deno, S. Teachers' use of self instructional

materiald for learning procedures for developing and monitoring
progress on IEP goals (Research Report No. 63). January, 1982.

Fuchs, L., Wessone.,,Tindal, G., Mirkin, P., & Deno, S. Instructional
changes, student performance, and teacher preferences: The effects
of speCific medsurazient and,evaluation procedures (Research Report
No. 64). January, 1982.

Potter, M., & Mirkin,OP. InstTuctio.nal planning and implementation

practices of elementary and secondary resource room teachers:
Is there a difference? (ReSearch Kgport No. 65). January, 1982.



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

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

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.

King, R., Wesson
student per
Report No.

Greener
'

J. W.,

, C., & Deno, S
formance: Does

67). February,

. Direct and frequent measurement of
it take too much time? (kesearch

1982.

Thurlow, M. L. Teacher opinions about professional

education t s (Research Report No. 68). March,

1982.

rAining program

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 Tarticipant

behayior in familiar and unfamiliar test conditions (Research
.Report No. 70). March, 1982.

Shinn, M. R., Ysseldyke, J., Deno, S., & Tindal, G. A comparison of
pgychometric and functional differences-between students labeled
learning disabled and low achieving (Research Report No. 71).
March" 1982.-----

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

responding tiMe for LD and non-LD students (Research Report No.,
72). April, 1982.

Graden, J., Thurlow, M., & Ysseldyke, 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' tolerahces for specifit. kinds Of ehaviors on their

ratings of a third grade student (Reseafch Report No. 74).
April, 1982.

.re

2 r


