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' Abstract <o

E1ementary classroom teachers reviewed a case study on a thirg-"

A

grade male student éxhibiting e1ther unmanageab1e behavior, soc1a11y

1mmature behav1or or perceptua1 difficulties w1th1n the classroom
and then 1nd1cated their agreement with 40 statements of poss1b1e
iggervent1ons for the student. A factor analysis indicated that:
teachers preferred interventions in which they wpu]ﬁ be involved,
DWffere@t jntervenfﬁoﬁs' were fecommended for g%udents exhibitinq N
different bhehaviors approximately one-half the time. More severe':;\\\] .
- interventions (e.qg., dru;)therapy) were favored more pften for ae. 7”
unmanageable student, and 1e§s éevere ones (e29., peer tutbring) for.a
student witﬁ pereeptual difficulties. The-results are.discussed with . .
regard) to imp1icat%oes far: serving’ §tudents exhibﬁting differenti

6 * . * s
) .

behaviors in” school.




v . ' _Teachers' Intervention Choices for Children Exhibiting

/

Different Behaviors in School
A significant number of America's children are fai]ipg te profit

T frbm the time they spend in school (Ysse]dyke & Algozzine, 1982). The
‘ maQnituQe of educatdonal failure is evidenced in the summary report of
a project sponsored by. the Children's Defense Fund: “m\~l ;v

According to .our analysis of the 1970 U.S; Census data on

nonenrollment, nearly two million children 7 to 17 years of

age are not enrolled in school....The only children included.

in the census data and in our school survey were those who

were physically out. #Not counted are the far greater number

of children who are technically in scheol but who benefit

1ittle or not.at all. They are the functionally or par-

tially excluded children. They may remain in schools and
e earn little or nothing. (Washington Research Project, .

1978, pp: 1-2) ' .

[y

f‘ Unfortunately, as Rubin-.and Balow (1978) indicated, "behavior
‘ that at least one teacher is willing to classify as a problem is the
norm rather thaﬁ theiexceptiom for eiementary school children" (p.
109). Rubin and Ba]oQ (1971) surveyed classroom teachers apd founde
that 41% of . the ‘children in the study had “educationally_defined"
behavior‘prob1ems. In their analysis of ratings co11etted’9ver seven
years, Rubin and Ba]oe (1978) found that’ 60% of the students were
perceived as problems by at 1east one ciassroom teaeher.' tuﬁran a;d
Algozzine (1980) found thet teechers\were mare accepiing of a case
study child when the behaviér exhibited by the child matched that for

which they were most tolerant. 9
\ ' o
Research consistently has shown thet a student's behavior is a

-

«

major. gactor influencing decisions tha7 are made about the student. ‘ A
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" Giesbrecht and Routh (1979) found that negative comments aoout

behavior in cumu]at1ve fo]ders resu]ted 1n greater likelihood' of

-

'referra] for spéc1a1 educational serv1ces, more prOJected t1me in a

[N

. resource room and gréater need of other spec1a1 serv1tes. Ysse]dyke

and Algozzine (1982) reported that psychoeducat1ona1 dec1s1on mak1ng

was 1nf1uenced by know]edge of behav1or prob]ems more than by . the ‘

RO - e - O VISPV — - N .
' -

fesults of actua] assessment , ) o
Intervent1on strateg1es for students eXhibiting problems in
school .have taken /severa1 forms: Uhti] the results: of recent
litigation prohibited the practice, exclusion of students exhibiting
behavior prgP]ems was quite‘)common (Ysse1dyke & Algozzine, 1982).
Abi]itj grouping of studentS'a1so had widespread appeal in the early
days of Amer1can educat1on recent]y, this intervention approach also
“‘\has been limited by judicial ru11ngs (Ysse]dyke & Algozzine, 1982)
As a Qesult a -variety of counse11ng techn1ques and d1rect
intervention strateg1es have evo]ved as methods for dea11ng w1th
. behavior prob]ems KA]goz;ﬁne Schm1d‘ & Merce$ 1981). HoweveP one of
the most e]aborate and expansive educab1dha1 alternatives for failing
students has been special educat1on " In the 1980’Report to Congress
'1t was {nd1cated that "special education and re]ated serv1ces are now

be1ng previded to more, than 9 5 percent of the ch11dren enrolied in

$chools" (U.S. Department of Education, 1980, p.t'17); current]y,

services are pro(jded to ' over foun(rni]]ion students in 11 different’

categories: And, while.litigation and legislation served to curb the

”

expansion of some educational alternatives for failing students, the

> 4
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K ‘ : © 3
enactﬁént pf_the'Education for Al11.Handicapped Children Act of 1975
:5 . T fPubPic Law 94-142) made a free, appropr1ate educat1on, a hand1capped

individual's right (Abeson & Zettel, 1977; Ysse]dyke & A]gozzme, .

- 14

1982). ,
Baker and'GottJieb (1980) bedteveAthat the conckrn at the "heart" (
of Public Law 9&¥142‘is the notion~of mainstreamed eddcation; theyh_ " |
. oaddi L h L :
: _ o ,

$ 3

7, ’ . .
Perhaps more than any other aspect of [the law], the mandate
to place 'handicapped children in the Jleast restrictive
environment has caused teachers and. administrators to be
wary of forthcoming trends in special education and to close
t?e1r eyes to the problem in the hope it will disappear. (p.
4 .. ‘ .

[
»

- .

- While previous trends resulted in the removal of students exhibiting

, problems in schoo] from regular classes: ~ the practiCe now has been
a reversed;. it is now in vogue to place problem students in sett1ngs as’- ;w
“much like. normal as possible.. Instructton of all, school students‘1s ”.‘°:' L
the responsibifity dt c]assroom teachersf - a : e ';'f:j + i--«
| C]ear]y, tﬁﬁre are any number of a]ternat1ves ava11d;1e wh;n ) Yy,

b
-

'teachers make 1nstruct1ona1 dec151ons about studentsi The extent to

e

%h1ch various 1ntervent1on actfbns were preferred by . regu]ar c]assroom

X C teachers for students exh1b1t1nq d1fferent classroom behav10rs was

. - addressed in+this’ research, . - o ‘g ' Y
” . ‘. N . . . . o ) “
B - o ‘o, et
: '._' ] ‘_' 1‘ A N . . \ v,
b A ©N v Method ., .
. Lt ‘ ooxerned .
.. Subjects-

APartﬁédpants were 174 e1ementpry school teachers who volunteered

after being selected randomly from a computerized representative

13

N +
Tt
.




4 . ,.;,. . ] ) -' .
natibnal Tisﬁﬁngz (purchased from Market Data Retrieval) of regular
clasgrggm teachers.. Approximately 90% of the original sample (h=]8§).

‘e

PR

cump{et3d~the.entire project. Eighﬁy-six percent of the sample?has
‘fena1e and @5% wer-e between the ages of 26 and 44. Most (92%) of the
' teachers tatht ' pub11c schop]s the d1str1but1on of part1c1pants

' from var1ous types of commun1t1es (e g R suburban urban, rura1) and

. grade 1evels (1-7) ‘was relatively eyen. Teachers from each state,
. N :
L with' the exception of Alaska, were represented. Two-thirds of‘the

0
N L. ¢
. .

AT - subjectsmhad‘completed bachelor's or master's degrees and 40% had . \
. ‘ completed coursework in‘ §becia1' education. ' A summary of 'the ’
v ' . demograph1c data obta1ned frdm the part1c1pat1ng teachers is presented .

in ‘Table 1.

0 ¢ 4
» - .
- o e - " e v e = e -

Materials .
Four data lco]]ectiun 1n;tnuments were used in the “study. A -

survey entit]ed' Actions -To.‘Be,;Tahen (see Appendix AjemmRotter's

Internal-External ' Loeus df. Control Scale, (hotter, 1966), the

Disturbings Behavior Checklist 1I.(Algozzine, 1979), and a form for

*

collecting demographic ingbrmation were {ncludéd, in  the materials )

) received by each subject. The particihants also received a two-page;

p /f!s1ng1e spaced EUm&ary describing a student s behavior. ' o .
) | The student summaries ‘were written .to .reflect the dimensions
included in  the Disturbiné Behavior Checklist ~I§ 1(DBC-II);\

. | | A

\ ( B
, “ : y
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/‘ 1 - . " ,
descriptions of a _thfhd;grade boy demonstrating socially "immature
G .
behaviors, perceptuq] difficylties, or unmanageable behaviors were

prepared. Each student sqmmar} was consistent in format and included
’ LN 7 . .

six sections: ﬁediéa],\deve]qpmenta], family, school history, test

' ?nforﬁation, and third grade c]assroom' observatiohs The actual

oo - .._information included in ea&h sect1on of the summarjes_u@s the same_for

ea¢é child except for ‘the: descr1pt1on of the student's behav1or ATl

. test rscores wgre within normig 11m1ts, family anq school 1nformation

»

"-was considered typical, and medi&hi/deve]opmentaﬂ’daté were reflective

of an average child. Three different descriptions of the studefit's

behavior were integrated into the student summaries to form fhree
cases (sée Appendix'B). In one case, an immature chi™ Qas described;
behavioral descriptions such as delayed age-appropriate social skills,
“insecurity, and limited ~expréssive abilities were ihc]udéd. Poor
J%sugl discrimination, confusién with ﬂirecfiona]ity, excessive
'reversals, and sloppy school work were bgeq to'desceré a child with
peréeptua] Idiffjcu]ties; -(ude, defianf, lack of motivation, and

hyperactive were used to describe the unmanageable studeﬂtc

In addition to asking teachers. what actions they would ‘take with

the case study child, the Actions to be Taken survey included items in

L

the following areas: extent of learping or behavior_'problems,

N

e11g1b111ty for spec1a1 education sexvices, predictiohé of school

performance, attr1but1ons for behav1or and recommended placements.

The interventions (actions) teachers 1nd1catgd they would take were of

.interest 1n'this'study. Teachers' responses to other, parts of the
4

; $
.

, . ¢ .
. .

’
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¥ S
sufvey,and fhe\re]afion;hip of résponses to othen instruments uséd in
the study~Qill be descr}bed in othef'reports.

Teachers’ responses to each of 40 sta£emehts ahnut~intorvvntinn
were %olicitéd. fach treatment alterpative was presentnd‘ moa
sentenée to which the' subject was to indicate degrees 6f agreement
,~,.AA,mﬂ~“w“(jﬁer,#5),,on_disagreement,(i,e,;_J) usind a Likert format. The 40

\ - intervention choices ranged from those in-which the classrolm teacher

' /

would have primary responsibility,  to those syggesting  shared
. P ‘

fésponsibi]ity, to thdose where the teacher would ‘have no

( respohsﬁbi]ity in implementatiort, The items were based on a review of

. special education texts and dischssion with colleagues. After a pilot
L ' . < ¢

study, . items were modified and analyzed according to- the degreé of

- = ) "‘ * N, P
. involvement required of the classroom teacher; 16 interventions -could
' be impleméntéd witheut the teacher, 13 requirfd shared responsih;%ft?
b} the teacher and other individuals, and 11 required implementation
solely by the classroom teacher. The following are examples of the k
Nar \ R
Jitems:
. . : . : ' N
1. 1 would want to break David's assignments into component '
’ parts and systematically téagh‘the components -(i.e., <t
task analysis). . .
2. 1 would-want.part-time placement in a résource room for .
. . . 2 L a .
David. s KR . :
] B LS - - - - "4
" 3. I would want David seen by a school psycholdgist. '
[ ¢ » N [ 5 T
Two forms were developed to control for order” effects. The two forms "

F 2N

4 ¢

1weée distributed equﬁ]]y to the pérticipating subjects.

”

£




i

. the subJeCts to return comp]eted mater1a1s

N ' . o : ., . o 7
« Procedure - 7 ' /kk
sent

A 1etter exp]a1n1ng the study was 300‘teaohers random]y

selected from the list purchased from MadLet Data Retrieval; ‘potent1a1

‘subJects were offered payment for the1r research part1c1pat1on From

. 3 1

th1s initial mailing, 121 teachers agreed to part1c1pate A ‘second

maxllng;of 150 letters to randomly selected names from the M#let Data

. . Y T
Retrieval 1ist resulted in an additional 68 subjects willing to
participate. ‘The‘ total number of teachers initially willing to

1 ) " R . -
participate was *189, .

Each teacher agreeing to participate was assigned one of t@é

three' student summaries. The 'teachers were assigned ‘a specific

2 -student summary (i. e*, immature,. unmanageab]e, perceptual) according

18

to the order of receipt of their s1gnatures agree1ng to part1cipate in

the study. The mater1a]s were sent in two separate maitings, ﬂhe

aop— ~ . !v
’

first set of materials included the student summary and the Actionszo
Be Taken survey.

the secpnd set, .wh?ch

1

from the teacher, included the Disturbing

Behav1or Cheeklist 1I,

N 4
information form,iend a contract for -payment, was mailed.

When all
comp]eted materials were returned, the participant was paid.

’ A ‘two-week time limit was suggested for comp]etiné each set of

- ‘materials; both a‘fo]]ow—up 1etter and postcard wgre- used to encourage

The final sample included

approx1matejy equivalent. numbers of teacheVE who regeived and’

“evaluated the immature (N=57); unmanageaB]e (N=58)=* and perceptual

- \

Upon receiving the first set of cdmpleted materials. .

Rotter's Internal-External” Scale, demographic

I’

¢

o

»

”
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[ ‘ % ~ -

(N=59) students. - . .

Data Analyses’

. 4" » ’
Three types of analyses were conducted. First, one-way ANOVAs

were conducted to exam1ne the extent to whach the 40 1ntervent1ons'

uf

A ¥

\mere g1ven different rat1?gs for d1fferent types of students. The

1eve1 of significance for these tESLS was set at 0 01, and an

additional criterion of at 1east a 0.5 unit d1fference between means.

was 1mposed 1n an attempt to separate mean1ngfu1 d1fferences from
trivial, ones (due to large number of subjects per group and large
number of tests conducted). Second, a factor analysis of the ratings

‘was used to obtain information regarding intervention “areas of similar

items; relative importance of each area al was evaluated. " The

extent to wh1ch similar rat1ngs of 1ntervent on flactors were made for

different case summar1es also was ana]yzed the fevel of significance

w

for. the four one-way ANOVAs was set at 0.01, and an- additional
, s
criterion of at least a 0.5 unit difference p?tween means was imposed,

again to separate meaningful differences.from trivigl ones.

b

* Results o
C . &

Intervention -Preferences

ratings of each

-

Means and standard deviations of teafhers’
intervention eption, grouped according te th
materials reviewed, are presented'?h Table 2. More than half of the
items were,given ratings greater than 3.5, indigatingfthe teaghers'
agreement with them as interventione for dealing Qith students

3

‘exhibiting different classroom behaviors. An analysis of the highest

\

type of case study?




about the studeﬁt or about - teaching through consuTtatipn, assessment,

" or direct reading. External placements, non-responsive 4nstruction

o

N ) . 4 ‘
(e.g., move student at Same rate of ‘progress as peers), and the use of °

psychoactive medication were the least favored treatment alternatives.
- . o

-

. ! . ~ . ‘v, 'r‘ ~> ..
) . S 3 S N ‘

. ' ° ‘ Lo '
o » . R .

s - .;,-\. .
> . - A \’:”l";>' L) \ 9
- . ’ 4
, ranked interventions indicated that teachers would collect information
/

Results. from the ANOVAs indicated that significant differences ih

items with mean ratings of }

_modifying mate#ia]s,, adaptive physicgl education instruction, and
perceptual training more for the case study child with perceptual
difficuities than for the other twopscases; family therapy was favored

more for- ‘the unmanageable child. Individda] ‘or greup counseling,

—

persbhality tests, a congﬁngéncy management “program, and feedback on

el
- -

classroom expectations were séeQ‘as more important forgthe child with-

either unmanageable or. immature behqvior than for the student with

perceptual problems.. Kriowledge of‘§pegch and Tlanguagg.test results
was consjdered more important for the immature than fof the perceptual®

problem child. o N

For the 'items with -mean ratﬁngg less than 3.5, follow-up tests

indicated that, social skills training was seen as less iTportant and

,bcc&Qational tﬁenapy and private tutoring were seén as more~impo}tanﬁ

—r ) .
’ ratings as a function of the type of student existed for 17 of the 40
. interventions. Jhese wérq subjected to Fukey fpl]oW-up tests. For the
.5 or greater, the teachers favored

~e
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10 ‘ p

for thé student with perceptual prob1;25 than for the immatUré or
unmanggéab]g child. Lan@uage therapy and vetention were rated more
highly to} the immature child, drug therapy was rated more highly for
'the ﬁnmanageab]e ch11d and peer tutoring was favored mpre for the
immature or perceptua] d1ff1cu1t1es case child than the unmanageab]e

: student Hav1ng the ch11d seen by a psych1atr1st was{favored most for

L3 .
the unmanageab]e student and least for the student w1th percepgua1

. 3
problems N - ‘ d

he ratings suggest, that)teachers view unmanageable behavior as

more mrob]emat1c ‘than 1mmature behavior or perceptual d1ff1cu1t1es

For example, while a relatively severe intervention - gi.e., drug
therapy) was not °rated highly (i¥1.6), it was more favored for the

unmanageabie child (X=2.4) than for the immature (X=1.2) student or

the stJdent with perceptual difficulties (x=1.3). Similarly, family
X .

O .
therapy was preferred more and peer tutoring was preferred less for

© B
the student demonstrating unmanageable behavior. ot

Intervention Factors.

A principa]l axis factor analysis of teachers' ratings of the

various interventions was performed.” Factors a%counting for at least

54 of the variande were rotated; this solution addressed 35% of the

2

total variance, and 4tgm§) with Tloadings of 0.30 or greater were

analyzed. As is indicated'in Table 3, the items that comprised Féctor.

_ I address 1ntervent1ons related to teach1ng style or direct teacher
invo]Vement; it wgs Tabe]ed Teacher- D1rected Actions. Consultative

<
Actions are 1nc1uded in the second factor; obtaining know]edge of test

v -




« ;R‘{' -
» g .- B v ,
. o ‘a - '- ‘ . - 11.
s .\l ' scores; Family therapy, speeth/language therapy, psychiatric or schoo]
\ psycho]og1st consu]tat1ons, and 1nd1v1dua1 or-group counseling for the

v P

ch1]d are 1nt1uded in Factor I1. .The items in _Factor. IIl reflect

. Externa1—P1acement Actions; they included referral to spec1a1

&

educatiion, special or other class placement, and other. "outside"

Yoo . !

. are?erra]s:' Factor IV contains a set of .Teacher Non-Directed Actions;
C e for examp]e, privaie tutoring and/or having parents spend more time

;w1th the, child at home, do not requzre teachers to ﬂmplement or direct

y© * . s

addftiona] 1ntervent1ons

‘ c" (’.

14

_____ 1---_--_-_..----—-_.:-----

o Insert Table.3 about here

1. eeeemeccace e e c - - m—--—-—- o
L ~

Means and standard deviations of teachers' ratings of the

,intervention factors, groupeh according to the ‘type of case study
materials reviewed, are pfesented°1n Table 4. The ra@lative-importance

of each intervention -factor (e.g., teacher-directed) was evaluated -by

t ca]@ulating the average of the teachers' mean ratings for each factor,.

;Teacher-d%rected actions received the highest overall ratirg (%=4.0);

rated. Consultative actions and external-placement actions were rated
similarly (X=3.5 -and 3.§,orespectfve1y); differences were indicated in
tbnsu]tative' actions but not’ for items compris}ng the externa1-
p]acemeat factors The teaéhers gave lower ratings to interventions
involving consu136t1ve act1v1t1es " for the _ case study child

demonstrating perceptua] difficulties, F (2,171) = 22.5, p = .00, 'The

.

; no Qifferéhcés were indicated as a fupction‘ of the type of child.

v
)
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leasy favored interventions were thase considered to be teacher non-

-

directed actions (X=2.8); no differences were indicated for, childrén .

" exhibiting different types of‘clas§room~behgyioﬁs:

- - . an e b an an W am s m e

& i - Discussion .
Tﬁe action; that - teachers take whep they encounter students

‘exhibiting difficulties in school.have a significant impact on the
educationa] futures of those students. For example, it has been

- ’demonstrated that once a teacher decxdes to refer a.student for
consideration for special educat1on services, it is highly 1ikely that

the student will end up in some kind of special education placement

(Q]gquine, Christenson,, & Ysseldyke, 1981; Christensoq,,Ysse1dyke, &
Algozzine, 1981). Similarly, Algozzine and Ysse]dyket(1981) found

that a high percentage of decision makers (51%) declared a student
demonstrating average psychoeducational perfdrmance eliéible for
special education services. [t appears there may be a one-way street

from referral to placement within much of contemporary classification
practice. Christenson et al. (1981) argue-,that teachers should

1 ‘ ' l N
implement « interventions . prior to referral to counteract the

T

confirmatory nature of special education decision making.

-

The responses of teachers who cbmp]eted the Actioné To Be ‘Taken

-

survey supported .the intervention- before:jg}rra1 parad1gm, ‘the most

favored® interventions were those requiring teacher actions of some

s ¥

9. % L 4
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type;-obtaining additional ‘infbrmatioﬁ about the student or the :
ﬁ + problem, changing classroom procedureg or mgéeria]s for the student,
consulting with another individual For‘jdeas, and so on. In general,
the less favored interventiong.Lere‘non-teacher directed actioﬁs, such
as having someone else te.g., psychiatri;t,,spéech thefapistf assume
' responsibi]iiy for the _student. The east fayored treatment >

alternatives were the ‘more - extreme external placements, - including

transfer to another classroom »or full —time special education

0
]

?acement( . ‘ 4
However, the teachers' overall resbonses must be considered in \
light of several other findings. For example, in spite of receiving

~

average test data on the student, teacherg Qgave "referral to specia]i s
eduéation“ and "part-time regourcg; room placement" relatively high
ratings (X=3.4 and 3.7, respectfve]&). In related research, teachers‘w
indicated that placement was a desired out;ome‘ of the decision to \
refer a student (Ys§e1dyke, Christenion, Algozzine, Pianta, & Wang, ‘ .
19§2). Lambert (1976) found that teachers';suggested solutions for
elementary students never referred ts special edﬂcation but
dem‘ngtrqting chronic learning and behavior problems were evenly sglit ;
bet' en those fhat could be instituted within the classroom program

(e.g., change in curriculum) and those requiring external assistance

(e.g., professional attention). She concluded that "teachers are just

. 4
as likeTy to view intervention that someone else undertakes as a .

suitable solution as they are té consider change in the classroom as

jmportant" (p. 516). It'appéars that although teachers may want to be
: &

)




teacher-directed interventions, the extent to  which thgge

> interventions provide valuable teaching information. is annown. For
'example, ‘ assessmeni-re1ated 1nterventi§n§,\ specificdlly "obgain
gnowledge of moda]i?y strengfh," "kﬁowiedge of achievement and IQ tést
scores," and’"have specialist pinpoint source of prob]eM,“ received
top )rankings; however, the method teachers use to transfer suchy
assessﬁent information to a teaching strategy is s£111 a subject of ‘
query. In-addition, there is no empirical evidence that educaiionai -

diagnosticians can re]iab]& and val?d{y:identify a étudent's stronger
modality of functioning g@r specific causes of thé classroom .

d{?ficulty. The. current study seems: to reinforce the "dead-end"

gffect of assessments 1p that teachers wanted assessment data for the

o case study cﬁildren, yet student characteristics (e.g., immature vs.

unmanageable) hag no impact on téachers' preferred interventions, with

’

the exception that consultative-related interventipns were rated Tower

éi\ - for sfudenté demonstrating perceptual difficuities. '

| In short, feachers in this study may have been responding in a

"pie-in-the:sky" manner to the hypothetical situatibn. Observational

research has demonstrated fhat there is oftem consﬁder&iﬁe discrepancy
t

between teacher reports of time allocated to instruction and the

amount of time observed to be spent in actual instruction (cf.

3 -, :
- I
. | ,
+ 14 - ] | \_ ) \ )
, involved. in interventions for students about whom they are concerned,
. " they also desire special education direct service. ST >
. L L. .
Although the reSults of -this study indicated that teachers chose - _

Felsenthal & K_irsch,1978’;)rederick, Walberg, & Rasher, 1979;

| o l
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Jacobsen, 1980; Karwe'it & SiaVin, 198ﬂ). The que§tion of whether what
teachers an they would want to dofwhen a student exhibits certain
behaviors in the classroom is the s§me-as'what they actually do still

| 2
remains, - ; | .o )
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N TeacherfSex Grade Level Taught

Male BEEERTY’ ™ First - 7% SR

Female « 86% ‘ Secon 16%
Third 19y

Fourth 13%
Under 26 C3 Fifth 1%

26-34 33% Sixth - ey : n

35-44 32% Seventh 163

F. ~ . . . * A - . ‘ - A i
. - < . % , N
. 18 . i . ‘o . '
’ ) - ' Y . ,t
r M b ~— Iy -
-~ \ Table 1 - .
. ) Summary of Demographic Data Collected from Subjects ’ 7
' Information Summary Information Summary
Collected ' Statistics Collected Statistics .
- 45-54 . 20% ) o
\
4

. Teacher Age

Iy

. 5564 Mg School Location

" Over 64 4 1% ) Urban 32¢%
Suburb)an 36%

) Rural 32%
Less than J year 2% v

1 - 2 years 2% . School Type ‘
3.- 5 years 10% » Public - 92%

*6 -9 years 20% Private’ 3%
10 - 15 years 32% ~
Over 16Jyears 34%

Teacher Experiefce

School System Population .

Below 3000 J 377

Teacher Degree '3000 - 6999 20%

88 ‘ 49% - 7000 - 9999 8%

g MS 19% _ -10000 - 14999 6%
MS+ 32% 15000 - 23999 6%

. ' 25000 - 49999 8%

. 50000 - 74999 6%

Qver 75000 9%
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- "“Table 2 .
Means agpd Standard Deviations for Teachers' Ratings of Each
Intervention Choice for Each Type of Case Summary?

. . Case Summary '
JIntervention Option ' Immature Unmanageable Perceptual
Obtain kngy]edge of modality strength Lo 4.7(0.7) 4.5(0.8) . 4.8(0.4)
Meet with specialists for teaching ideas 4.6(0.8) 4.5(1°.0) 4.8(0.5)
Knowledge of achievement test scores , 4.6(0.8) 4.5(0.8) 4.4(0.9) "
Read textbooks and articles about teaching 4.4(0.9) - 4.2(0.9), .4.6(0.6)
Knowledge of individual IQ test score 4.3(1.1) 4.4(0.9) 4.3(1.0)
Have specialist pinpoint source of problem 4.1(1.2) 4.4(0.9) 4.6(1.0)
Measuré progress to plan interventions '4.4(0.8) 4.4(0.8) 4.3(1.0)
Se]ec€ gpecia1 instructional materials 4.0(1.1) 4.001.1) 4.561.0)
Child seen by school psychologist . 4.1(1.,1) 4.5(0.9) " 4.0(1.2)
Modify instructional materia]sb 3.9?1.07 4.0([.2) ’4.5(0:8)
Consult with principal . 4000 4.2(1.0) 3.901.2)
Break up assignments and teach components- 4.0(1.0) 4.1(1.b) 4.3(0.9)
Design home instructiona1 program ) 4.2(1.2) 4.9(1.01 4.1(1.0)
Obtain individual -or smal group Eounseh’ngb 4.1(1.1) 4.4(0.8) *3.5(1.2)
Provide feedback regarding classroom . B

expectations ‘ ) - 4.2(1.0) 4.3(0.8) 3.5(1.4).
Knowledge of personality test 'r‘esu1tsb,' 4.2(1.1) 4.1(1.0) 3.4(1.2)
Discuss individual differences with others 3.9(1.1)  3.6(1.3)  4.1(1.Q)
Mogify teaching style 3.8(1.3) Y 3.6(1.8)  4.2(1.0)
Part-time resource room placement 3.7(1.1) 3.5(1.3) 4.0(1.1)
Plan c;ntingenCy management programb 4.0(1.0) 4.4(0.8)' 2.8(1.3)
Knowledge of speech and language test scoresb 4.0(1.0) 3.6(1.1) 3.4(1.3)
Instruction in adaptive physical education? 3.2(1.4) 3.1(1.3) 4.5(0.9)
Child seen by medical doctor 5ﬁ2(1.2) 3.7(1.3) 3.7(1.3)
Family therapy® \ 3.401.3) , 4.101.0)  3.001.4)
Perceptual training for the cht]db 3.1(1.2) 2.7(1;J) 4.6(0.7) .
Refer to special educ&tioﬁ ) 3.1(1.3) 3.5(1.5) 3.7(1.4)
Social skills training for the child® 3.6(1.1)  3.701.0)  2.5(1.1)
Assigp teacher aide to child \?.2(1.3) 3.3(1.2) 3.4(1.2)



Table 2 (continged)

_ . | Case Summary Q’

. Intervention Option \ - Immature’ Unmanageable Perceptual
Have parents spend mor:? time with child C3.5(1)  3.200.1)  3.0(1.1)
Home visit by social worker . 2.9(1.4) 2.9(1.3) 2.6(1.5)

" child seen by psychiatrist? 2.91.3)  3.40.2)  2.1(1.2)
Speech/language therapyb - 3,5(1.1) 2.5(1.1) 2.2(1.2)
Have child retained for the next school year® 3.1(1.2)  2.2(1.2)  2.6(1.4)

__peer tutor assigned to child® T - . 2.8(1.4)  2.101.3)  2.6(01.)
Occupational therapy® ° o ' 2.20.1)  2.20.1)  2.8(1.3)
Private tutoring after school® ’ 2.201.0)  2.200.1)  2.8(1.3)
Se]f—containeq,'speciai education placement 1.9({.2) 2.4(1.3) 2.2(1.4)
Move at same rate of.progress as péers 2.1(1.2) 2.4(1.3) 1.9(1.3)
Place child in another class < 1.5(1.0) 1.8(1.0) 1.7(1.1)
Control behavior with drug medication’, T o1.200.5)  2.401.2)  1.3(0.7)

e

A5tatements were rated on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1=strong disagreement and
5=strong agreement. Entries in table are'means and standard deviations (1n
parentheses) of the ratings. Wording of items has been condensed from the orig-
inal survey.

)
bD]fferences between means were significant according to estab11shed criteria.

.

»




Have specialist pinpoint sourcerof prob]em‘

-

' 21
o
Q 3
Results of Factor Analysis of Teachers' Intervention Choices®
Factor .
Intervention Option 1 11 111 iV
L
Modify current instructional materials .68 )
Seiect special instructional materials .63
dify teaching ,style 59"
Knowlédge of modality strength M .58 :
Read textbooks and art1c1és about teaching .57
Meet with specialist for teaching ‘ideas - .55 %
Break up assignments and teach component gArts 252
Measure progress to plan interventions .46
) Move at same.rate of progress as peers -.4 .
Instruction in adaptive phys1ca] education A
Discuss individual d1fferences with others .37
Place child in another room -.37
Perceptual training for the child W31
Control behavior with drug medication ::31
Plan contingency management program N
Knowledge of personality test results .67
Social skills tra1n1ng for the child < .66 -
Child 'seen by psychiatrist - ' .56
Provide’ feedback.regard1ng classroom expectations .49
Perceptual.training for child ‘\\\\\\;\\ .47
Individual or small group counseling for the child .47
Family therapy # .43 ,
Speech/language therapy .42
Knowledge of speech and language test scor{g;/ .38
Child seen by §chool psychologist .38 .
Knowledge of individual achi!vemeq} test scores .35
Se1f—c§ntained,‘Special'education placement 57
Refer to special education ' ‘ .43
~ .43
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. ' Table 3 (coc;}ﬂﬁggyh
. Factor
A} V L]

Intervention Option W, S | I1 111 Iv
Place child in another c]asg .35
Child seen by school psychologist .35
Home visit by socidl worker .33

o Private tltoring after school ' .61
Have par§nts spend more time with child . .44,
Speech/language therapy , .}9
Have child retained for next school yea:\\\**‘h__k_v/ .37
Perceptual, training for the child ’ .33

v

Mean rating of importance .o »

(4.0) (3.5) (3.3) (2.8)

2

awording of items has been condensed from the original survey.




Table 4

y

Ré]atiye Importance of Intervention Facters for Teachers

e - Revie'wing Differeht Types of Case Summaries?
h . . ‘

. N Case Summary Rating
Intervention Factor Immature Unmanageable Perceptual = of Importance
Teacher Dirkcted Actions 3.9 (0.6) ~ 3:9 (0.6) 4.2 (0.4) 4.0 -
Consu' tative Actjons® 3.6 (0.7) 3.7 (0.5) . 3.1°(0.6) - 3.5

' [y

External Placemgnt Actions ., 3.1 (0.9) 3.4 (0.9) 3.5 (0.9) . 3.3
Teacher Non-Directed Actions’ 2.8 (0.8) 2.7 (0.9) 2.9 (0.9) 2.8

dstatements were rated on a scale from 1 to 5, ‘where 1=§trong disagreement and 5=strong agree-
ment. Entries in table are means and standard deviations (in parentheses) of the ratings. -

-
-

bDifferences betweém means were significant according to established criteria. y
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A-1

. ‘

ACTIORS 10 BE jAMN

>

-

s

R Very Very
I. Circle the number which gua.wers: tnltkely Likely
1. To what extent o you (hi;‘k Ravid has a bebavior problem? 1 2 3 b5 ’
. 2. To what extent do sou think David has a l(’.lrllil\{. vroblen? 1 2 3 4 - 5
3. To what extent do vou lhi‘nk David fs oliml.,h- fc;r Special bducation
services” - 12 3 4 5
-
1T. 148t the three actfons vou would take for David.
1.
2.
3.
1 ’ )
I11. Please circle the appropriate number to fndicate the*degree to which you agree/disagree vith the follouing
gtaterents. Remember to sclect one and onlyv_one number for cach statewment.
eroégly strongly
) ) digagree agrec
1. I would want David seen by a medical doctoﬁ 1 2 3 4 5
2. I vould want to know David's performance on an individuval IQ test. -1 2 3 4 5
3. I would \.lan-tr David to be in an idaptive physical education class. 1 ‘2 3 4 5
4. 1 would want to modify current instructional materials for David. 1 2 3 4 5
* 5. I would want to consult with the principal. 1 2 3 4 5
6. I would vant David to have individual or small group counseling. 1 2 3 4 5
7. I would want to refer David to Special Education, 1 2 3 4 5
8. I would uan‘t to know David's individual achievement test scores.. 1 2. 3 4 5
9. 1 would want to select special .instructional materials for David. 1 2 3 4 5
10. I would want to know David's specific rodadity strenfith (i.e , visual or
|aud1tory). : 1 2 3 4 5
11. I would want, to plan a contingency management progran dcsigr‘\cd to alter
David's beha)‘ior. (; 1 2 73 4 S
‘12. I vouid vant David scen by a psychfatrist. 1 -2 3 4 5
f
| 13. I would want to place David in another c“lasx-.room. 1 2 3 4 5
' 4. 1 uoulld want social skills training provided for David. 1 2 3 4 5
15. I would want to provide [;avid with 1nd1vidu?1. §yr:tcmat1c fécdback ‘
regarding classroozd expcctatlonls.y . N . 1 2 3 4 5
| 16. I would want David involved in Ocdupational Therapy. 1 2 3 4 5
_ 17. 1 would want to assign a teacher aide to assist Pavid. 1 2 3 4 5
18.. I would want to have speech/language test results on David. 1 2 3 4 5
19. T would v:m‘t to wodify my teaching style for David. ) b 2 3 4 5
20. I would want’ David's family to be involved in family therapy. [} 2 ' 3 4, 5
) B
. OVER

e



' atrongly stronply
R dinagree aprec
~ 21, 1 would want Divid to be retatned for the neat schow) vear. \ 1 2 3 4 5
22. 1 would want to pect with spectalistn for fdeas on how Lo ‘better teach
David. . 1 2 3 L4 S
23, 1 would waut to break Davdl » axaipanents fnto component parts and
uystemiticatlv teanh components (f.¢., task analysis). 1 2 3 4 5
§
24, 1 would want D, ve speech/language therapy, 1 2 3 4 st
. 25, LI would want David to have a peer tutor. 1 2 3 4 5
1
?6. I would want a specialfet to pinpoint the source of David's problem. 1 2" 3 4 s

27. 1 would want to neet with David®s parents to dcsirn an instructional

profiram to be femplemented at home. 1 2 3 4 S
» ) .
28. 1 would want David seen by a school psychologpist. . 1 2 3 4 S
. 29. I would want a social uorko‘r to male a home visit, . 1 2 3 4 5
30. 1 would want David invelved in prizate tutoring after school. , 1 2 3 4 S
31. T would want David to have perceptual trafning. 1 2 3 4 S
' 32. 1 would want to wove David at the same rate of progress as his peers. 1 2 3 4 S
33. 1 would want part time placement in a resource room for David. 1 2 3 4 S
‘ 34. 1 would want David's parents to spend morc time with him. 1 2 3 4 5
35, I would want drug medication prescribed to control David's behayior. 1 2 3 4 S
36. I would want specfal education, self-containcd placement for David, 1 2 3 4 S
v f 37. 1 would want tQ hold classroom discussions on understanding individual
differences so/that others would treat David more appropriately. 1 2 3 4 5
38. I would want to read educational textbooks and rescarch articles about .
how to teach students like David. 1 2 3 4 5
39. 1 would want Dawid’s resplts on personality tests. . 1 2 3 4 S
-, 40. 1 would want to regularly peasurc David's progress on short term objecctives
’ to plan interventions (i.e., data-based program modification). 1 2 3 4 5
Fas ]
1v. From the {tems in Section III, select the three attions you feel’are most needed for Navid. Insert the
nunbers of the items: .
' ' V. From the {tems in Sectlon ITI, select the three actions you feel arc least needed for Navid. Insert the
numbers of the ftems: . .
» VI. Briafly describe or diagram the sequence of actions you would take for David by completing the follouing.
»
My “i‘st action for David 1s_ .

Depending on the results of this action, 1 would want to

and then : .

- <

Anything else? ¢

O
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.
vil, Cticle the numle: ll\l((lunl desovibos vour predfctfons for Darid"s s Noul performance in cach of the

followlup arcas at thy cod ot the Gnnvoat year, .
. \ -4 - d ,
deficient . superior ’ N .
N " {poor) (excellent)
, 1. _pradenic achicvement : 1 2 3 4 5
¢ M . - -
2. Visual and/or auditorv perception ' 1 2 r 3 4 5 s
. .
3. Memory skills * vl 2 3 4 5 L
\
4. Fine and/or gross motor perfermance ) 2 3 4 5 .
5. Attending hehaviors (attenation span) 1 2 3 4 5
6 Completion of assignments 1 2 3 4 5
. 7. Soefal acceptance 1 .2 3 4 5
8. Ability to follow dircctions © 1 j ~ 3 4 5
9. Accci(anco of responsibility 1 2 3 4 5
10. Self-toncept ~ 1 2 3 4 5)
\ bother
R . - “ . - bother not ne very 4
me a lot sure ldicele
" ! v -
11. David's classroon behaviors would: 1 2 3 4 5
.” .
* almost not .
- . none some sure average excellent _
12, How mwch propress might you expect David to
make during the year” 1 2 , 3 4 5
7 -
VIII. At the end of the school year which placement would you anticipate for David? Select only one.
) full time specfal education placement : 4
half time regular education: half time special education
- 1 hour per dagr resource room help . o L
regular class placewent with ancillary service, e.g., family therapy -
regular class placement; no special help -\'
IX. What do you think is causing his diff{culties?
£
. ,
A
X. Additional recommendatfons or comments:
- . 4
' .
) . *
[
. .

X-A
2/81

; . |
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Spudent Summar ies

Perceptual Difficulties

(B-1-to B-3)
T : Immaiure )
B-4 to B-6)
C‘ ~ - ) t
anageable
Fan (837 to B-9)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

B-1

Name: David ) : ‘ Y M
Age: 6-6 .
Grade: 3rd *

Student éumma;y

David is a studént ig your third grade class. Since he. has been in your class, you o
have observed him closely and tathered the following information.

i -

Medical: ' : *

David's birth was full term and uncomplicated. Both his physical appearance and be-
havior at birth were normal. His adjustment to an eating and sleeping routine was
relatively smooth. A complete physical exam, including vision, hearing, and a neuro~ *
logical exam in late st ond grade was normal. With the exception of the usual child-
hood diseases, David hag 'had no major illnecses. He has not taken any medication reg-

_ularly. There are no medical problems.

Developmental:

David's parents indicated that although David walked and talked at the same rate as his °
same-aged peers, his motor sk111§_gere avkward and clumsy. He was able to button

shirts and*tie shoelaces by'@ge five; however, they were completed sloppily. His in-
terest in age-related toys, sqch as bike riding was similar to his same-aged peers;
however, his skill was delayed. In fact, due to balance difficulties, he still does

not ride a bike without training wheels. - I//

4
-

David's weight and height are #n the top quarti¥e for hoys his age according to pediatric
records, The pediatrician felt}?is physical size was larger than the average but of
no concern for normal developmentt General health has been good.

Family: i

David is the oldest gﬁild in an intact, middle class, suburban family with two children.
The parents report no major financialﬁdifficultxes David's home is very organized,
reflecting a balance of work and recreatlonal activities*- The parents enjoy physical
activities and have noted David's clumq?ness in physical activit1es When involved in
motor activities, David is described as "having two left feet. \

David consistently requests help from his parents on any fine motor tasks, such as p
simple model building, opening bike logks, and building with_his tool set. On Saturday
aftgrnoons, David manages to create a mess in his room or the yard. His approach to.
play and assigned tasks in the home is very disorganized. He scems to have trouble
understandifg how to assemble the various parts. His parents are conéerned about his
difficulty coordinating visual movements with body movements. Whereas his sister is
able to clean up her room or set the table in an organized way, David creates a bigger
 mess. Discipline within the home is handled through reasoning and consistency as much
‘as possible. David's parents have described his usual behavior within the home as
sloppy, clumsy, disorganized, but cheerful and cooperative. They reflect a positive
attitude toward David.

David's parents have observed his lack of participation in group physical activities
such as soccer, floor!hockey, or t-ball. His pdrents indicated he is comfortable with
children and adults when gross-motor activities are not involved. e

LA .
School History: o
Nursery school. David's first éxparience\with a structured school environment o e

was at nursery school when he was.four years old. As described by his teacher, ‘David's
usual behavior was less coordinated than the majority of the other. four-year olds.




l3

Within the language area, David appeared to have an adequate vocabulary. His verhal
participation far excelled his performance on eyve-hand coordination taslks, either on
a gross or fine-motor level. David became confused on games involving directionality l
* and changing roles such as "duck, duck, grey duck,” and "hide and seek." David's
pictures involving simple cutting, coloring, and pasting were unintelligible, although
_he described them in detail as trains, moon martians, or animals. He usually had more
paint on his shirt than on the paper.

His overall social-emotiorral development was described as average. He was polite and
cooperative, adapted to new situations adequately; however, he was very disorganized
in his work. He participated in all activities but was very clumsy, often falling or- ,
bump ng into other students or desks. Although peers like him, he was occasionally .
teased about his clumsy behavior. He was often hurt in normal physical play with
peers. .
Kindergarten. David's eye-hand coordination difficulties were more apparent during
the middle of kindergarten with the introduction of phonics and more written seat work.
His teacher indicated that he was not able to stay within the lines on coloring sheets,
had trouble tracing objects, and made peculiar drawings. The formation and spacing of
his letters were very irregular. In dot-to-dot letter exercises, he extended the line
beyond the dots so far that they were unintelligible. At the end of the year he vas
able to print his name; however, the letters did not rest on the line. David's diffi-
culties were evident on the gross motor level alss.

First and second grade. During these years, he continued to have difficulty with
paper-pencil tasks. He had an awkward pencil grip and unusually poor printing. He
confused left and right, made constant copying errors, had trouble discriminating two
similar légters like "m" and "n"; and confused reading of similar words (e.g., hen-her, "
went-want). He always completed assignments; however, visual discrimination errors
were numerous; and his writing was difficult to read. He was disorganized in his work;
inexact and careless. His perceptual difficulties and weak memory for sound~symbol

' relationships resulted in poorky developed word attack skills. He was in the low .
reading and math groups. Interest in schoolroom activities was average and he dis-
played an adequate acceptance of .responsibility for his age. Finally, his social inZ
teractions were described as declining with peers. His difficulty understanding gestures
and facial expressions paired with his uncoordinated motor development and direction~ |

| ality problems ekcluded him from group games, especially during recess. David's be- |
havior stymied his teachers because although they all felt he had average ability,
he made constant perceptual errors and was uncoordinated. David increasingly displayed
less interest in gym and written work. .

*

»

|
|
|
l
Test Information: ] . i

Group test information was available. On a group intelligence test, David's function-
.ing was-average. On the group achievement tests from second grade David scored in

the average range: 48th percentile for reading, 49th percentile for language, and
46th percentile for math.

Third Grade Observations: ‘

- You became concerned about David after two weeks into the school year. You have ob-
served specific behaviors and their frequency over the past two weeks.

During the two week period, 95% of the time he made visual processing errors including
written reversals, confdsion of math signs, and substitution of incorrect words or

. sounds in his workbooks. He completed all assignments 20-30 minutes after his class-
mates due to his increased time in studyin; visual information. He became more confused
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on crowded woirkhook paéea, not recopnizing the important information from a distracting
backpround. David is in the lowest reading and math groups. In reading David has 30

. minutes of independent work. ‘Wis assignments included exercises on phonics and. a factual
- recall page. David consistently made perceptual errors (''chop" and "chap"), confused . ’
the order of printing blends (f1 as 1f), and forgot answers to questions involving ' ‘
who, when, and where. 1In math he was confused as to which column to begin adding in
two digit addition; made errors due to directionality in subtraction (33-27=14); and
forgot his addition and subtraction facts.

{

Interest in school activities seems to be very low. When given a choice of assignments,
David avoids written work; however, he never complains about tasks or questions hi, r
ability to answer questions. MHis printing is ille%ible, primarily due to crowding and
ovei lapping of letters. 1In 95% of the assignments/he wrote down answers, reduesting
little help from you. You have observed that he does not notice his errors‘ﬁncil,ﬁhey
are explained verbally. He never self-corrects. His artwork is equally disorganiz%ﬂ

B

~ .
and messy. -
David's peers seldom involve him in physical activzties and you have heard his peerg: C
refer to his as a "klutz." He is never picked for teams because of his inability todRw

catch a ball and slow, clumsy running. David avoids his peers during physical acti&ities.

Private conversation with David regarding his schoolwork yields little direction. .

. David's general attitude toward school is apathetic. He appears:to be unaware of his
visual mistakes; however, he is bothered by his poor motor skills and teasing from R
peers. You are concerned since your observations about David's academic underachieve- . ¢
ment cannot be explained by sensory, intellectual, or health problems.

x A

During the first school conference, your observations were summérized on a checklist |
for David's parents. The areas checked indicate areas of concern. %

Vv’ poor visual discrimination . )
_confusion with directionality; excessive reversals ¢ ‘
rude and defiant - R |
limited expressive ability; very shy . ' ’
too dependent on teacher assistance b
3{ clumsy, uncoordinated motor skills . n '
distractible; impulsive
;Z disorsanized, sloppy school work *
lacks motivation Lt .
delayed age-appropriate social skills
in constant motion; hyperactive

—— v

insecure; needs reassurance

Y

Ve

4 .

GIVEN THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THIS STUDENT SUMMARY, PLENSE RESPOMND TO THE
FORM, ACTIONS TO BE TAKENN\"

. < e
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D & Nanme: David . . .
\ Age:  8-6 L
Grade: 3rd '
. —
» Student Summary
.

David is a student in your third grade class. Since he has been in your class, you
have observed him closely and ‘gatbered the following information.

v «

Medical:

David's birth was full term and uncomplicated. Both his physical appearance and be-

havior at birth were normal. MNis adjustment to an eating and sleeping routine was

relatively smooth. A complete physical exam, including vision, hearing and a neurolpg-
ical exam in late second grade was normal. With the exception of the usual childhood
diseases, David has had no major illnesses. He has not taken any medication regularly.
There are no medical problems.

'

Developmental: ) -
T David's parents indicated that he walked and talked slower than his same-aged peers.
Byttoning and tying shoelaces were still difficult for him at age five. ' Mlis interest
w - . . and ability in age- related toys, such as bike ridlng, was slower than his same-aged
peers.

David's weight and height are in the bottom quartile for boys his age according to
pediatric records. The pediatrician felt his phygical size was slightly smaller than
the average but of no concern for normal development. General hgalth has been good.

Pamg_z

David is the younger child in an 1ntact, middle class, qug\}han family with two children.
he parents report no major financial Jifficulties. David's home is very organized,
reflecting a balance of work and recreational activities. The parents enjoy physical
activities and have noted David's reticence in new physical activities. When initially
attempting an-activity, David is described as "overly cautious.” .

David lacks init1a§1ve in amusing himself in the home. On Saturday afternoons; David
always asks, "What is there to do?" When suggestions are made, he lacks perseverance
and often fails to finish a project. He seems to become ecasily bored. Hi% parents are
concerned about David's "helpless" pattern of behavior. Whereas his sister assumes
some responsibility in the *home, David avoids it by waiting. for his parents to help
him. Discipline,w1th1n the home is handled through reasoniug and consistency as much .
as possible. David's parents have described his usual behavior within the home as
passive, dependent, quiet, bu} cooperative. They reflect a positive attitude toward
David. . . '

David's parents have observed his lack of participation in large social gatherings.
His parents indicated he is most comfortable with younger children or.familiar, soft-,
spoken adults, but seldom peers.

< School History:

. *  Nursery school. David's first experience with a structured school environment
[Ursery school

was at a nhrsery school when he was four years,old. As described by his teacher, .
David's usual behavior was slower than the majority of the other four- ~year olds.
‘ Within the langua rea, David appeared to have a smaller vocabulary than ethers of
his age, _jxan‘ﬂ?ﬁgggzgzronounce words clearly, and had*difficulty talking in a
group. He was never observed initiating conversation in the small group discussions.
On a one-to-one bagis and on a familiar topic, his expregsion improved.
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His overall social-emotional development was described as immature and dependent :

he seldom inftiated anv task without teacher assisfance. David did not know the ~
class routine after five months of school, was atways the last one in 1{ng.<and
needed to be reminded of the next task. Although the teacher needed to coax him
into small group participation, he was occasionally observed injtiating social ain- Co.
teractign with the thred-year old class. With his pcers, h¢ was very quiet and shy.

Kindergarten. David rarely initiated contact with groups of students, prefer- -
ring to be by himself, near the aquarium, or with one quiet boy who liked to hear _ ’
about David's pets. Fve contact was minimal in any social .interaction. David ex- h ]
pressed some anxiety regarding school attendance during the middle of kindergarten
with the introducticn of phonics and more written seat work. Hi's teacher indicated
that he was immature, never initiating work on the routine.phonic coloring sheets
unti) the teacher reviewed each sound and letter name with him.

First and second grade. During these years, he usually followdd siwple instruc-
tions but consistently required individual hedp to finish tasks. He retained simple
ideas and procedutes if repeated. He had a limited vocabulary which rewsulted in his
groping for words to express himself. Although he had a fair concept of time, he ;
tended to dawdle and was often late. His placement was in the low reading and math
groups. When given individual attention and fFequent reminders to stay on task, he
was able to complete the assignments; however, he was described as disorganized and
immature in his work habits. Withdut guidance he seldom completed assignments, Intey-
est in schoolroom activities was minimal. His social interactions were minimal with
his classmates; however, there were signs of pood sacial acceptance with students in
one or two grades lower than his where interests were similar. David's hehavior stymied
his teachers because although they all felt he had average ability, his b2havior was €
inadequate and immature. David increasingly displayed lack of interest or any enthu-
siasm for school at home. ' '

i

“

Test Information: 3.

Group test information was available. On a group intelligence test, David's func-

tioning was average. On the group achievement tests from second grade David scored

in the average range: 48th percentile for reading, 49th percentile for 1a§guage, and

46th percentile for math. % t . e

Third Grade Observations \ -

You became concerned about David after two weeks into the school year. You have obh-
served specific behaviors and their frequency over the past two weeks. )

During the two week period, 95% of the time he did not initiate the task until given .
individual help and review. After review, constant reminders and encouragemdnt to
help keep David "on task” enabled him to totally complete assignments 90% of the time.
During this periqd, David completed assignments 15 minutes (on' the average) after the,
other students. He demonstrated lack of concentration by increased looking around the
room, fidgeting with the pencil or his shoelaces, or looking in his desk. He anpeared
initially confused by academic assignments; however, after review and frequent rein-
forcemegc by the teacher he was able to complete the worksheet with 80% accuracy.

David is in the lowest reading and math groups. In reading David has 30 minutes of
independent work. His assignments included exercises on phonics and a factual rgcall
pare. At the beginning of each page several examples were discussed with the teacher
before David attempted any questions. In math, he also required review before at-
tempting familiar problems.

Intertst in school activities seems to be very‘low\ When given a choice of assigh—
ments, David's completion of tasks does not improve. David generally engages in .

. » N




Private conversation with David regarding his schoolwork yields little direction.
~David's goneral attitude toward school is apathetic. He appears to be "in a world

about David!s academic underachievomenL cannot be explained by sensory, intellectual,
or health problems.

i S
During the first school conference, your servations were summarized on a checklist
for David's parents. The areas checked

dtcate areas of concern.

poor visual discrimination - .. ’ : : ' ¢
confusion with directionality; excessive reversals
___rude and defiant
\f;limited expressive ability: very shy
. _\/ _too dependent on teacher assistance
clumsy, uncoordinated -motor skills
_distractible; impulsive

_lacks motivation _

delayed age-appropriate social skills ¢
in constant motion; hyperactive ’
insecure; needs reassurance

- . B »

.

GIVEN THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IN “THIS SIUDL“T SUMMA&X¢ PLIASE RESPOND TO THE
FORM, ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN.

«+ of his own" during much.of the s¢hool day. You are concerncd since your observations—

i - .
- . ' ~ -
C ‘ d | ' .
4 - .
2 - . B-6
‘ . \ . .
) . . . L . ) .
. ’ i / .
o academic assignmeuts with'an apathetic.attitude. Wis need to have approval of tasks
! attempted or completed also is true for the areas of* art, social studies, and science.
. . Examples of questions recorded during observation ihcluded: 'Vould this be right if
I draw here?; "Do you think I draw very good?"; or "How do you do #his?"
.. Y David's peers seldom play with him and you have heard his peers refer to him as a
"baby." David handles his classmates by avoiding them. )
___ disorganized, sloppy school work ' .
1]
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Names., David
, ‘Age: 8-6 ‘ .
. Grade: 3rd“ hd ' . v

Student Summary

~ . . . 4
David is a student in yolr third grade class. Since he has been in your class, you
‘have observed him closely and gathered the following information. .

4

Medical: -

David's birth was full term and uncomplicat%d. Both %is physical appearance and behav-

—- - —tor at birth-were normals- His adjustment-to an-eating and sleepiug routine was ervatde. - - - . . _
At age three he was still waking during the nieht, ready to play. His mother indicated
that hes"fought" sleep. A complete physical exam, including vision, hearing, and a .
neurological exam in late second grade was normal. WTVth the exception of the usual
childhood discases, David has had no major illnesscs. He has not taken any medfcation | / .
regularly. 'There are no medical problems. . ’ )

. \.

Developmental:

David's parents igdicated that his talking, walling, and ability to button shirts and ,
tie shoelaces appfared at an average age. His interest and ablility in age-related tovs,
such as bike riding, was similar to his same-aged peers. . s ) . ,

t * David's weight Rad height are at the mean for boys his age according to pediatric records;s
. .The pediatrician felt his physical size was reflecting normal developmodt: General ;
health has been good. . Vs B

L Family: « . .
~ “David is }he\oldeét child in an intact, -middle class, suburban familf with two .children.. . .
The parents report no major financial difficulties. David's home 1is very organized, :
reflecting a balance of work and recreational activities. The parents enjoy physical .
', activities and have noted David's distractibility, constant motion, and low frustration
tolerance in new phvsical activities. When initially attempting -an activity, David
isi described as "impulsive"; whben he encounters diffgiculty, he is described as “explosive.

’ * David is in perpetual‘motion, playing with all hid toys at once. On Saturdav afteér- ,
" noons, David hauls out his train_equipment, switches to fort building, and soon has . ‘
. his dad's tools out. Similarly, he goes from {riend to friend, usually resuE@ing in
" +«. hure feelings. His parents are goncerned about David's "hyperactive' pattern of be-
havior. Whereas his sister assumes some responsibility In the home, David seems unable
to follow directions ‘and follow through. Discipline within the home is handled through
o0 reasoning and congistency as much ag possible, However, his impulsive nature creates
> . a constant need for discipline. . David's parents have described his usual behavior
: within the home as impulsive, hyperactive, unmotivated, irritable, but inquisitive.
Although they describe him as a difficult child to handle be?ﬁBQS of his endless dis-
.‘rupting activity, they reflect a positive attjtude»toward him,

"

- y
»,'David's parents//;ve observed incredged hyperacti ity and rudeness in large social ,
’ . + gatherings, According to his parents, he haq[ gZopensity for turning a quiet time
.- 1nto chaos. His parents fndicated he&vis most comfortable in structured activities with
: “one familiar friend qc adults, ., e

"School History: T - ’
Norsery school. David's firqt experience with a structured school environ t
wWRS at a nursery scmodl when he was four years ©old. As described by his teacl z“,

L]
~
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David s usual behavipor was more active and less attentive than the' majority of the
other four -year-olds. Within the language area, David appeared t6 have an adequate
vocabulary; however‘rhe often did hot pronounce words clearly because of his rapid
speech. He consistently interrupted conversations in the small group discussions.
David engaged in each activity with great vigor; however, only for a minute or two.

If forced to sit and attend to a task, he constantly wiggled in-his seat. ¥His teacher
described David as "constant, frenetic motion.’

His overall social-emotional development was described as lacking in self-control for
. : h{s age; he usually dis regavded the feelings of others. With his peers he was apt to
. colllde with others, interfere unintentionally with activities and comfort of others,
and present constant problems of restlessness. The teachers felt David was not a mean
child, but "very impulsive." HKis endless activity was freauently annoying and irri-
«tating. Peers often avoided him, unless the teacher was present.

v

Kindergarten. David's distractibility and inattentiveness increased during the .
é middle of kindergarten with the introduction of phonics and more written seat work. , -
He constantly interrupted other students' work by talking, pulling at their colors
or papers, or throwing rubber bands. His teacher indicated that he was like a "top,"
becoming very wound up and distracted by all classroom aCtiVitleSC

First and second grade. During these years, he failed to follow task directions
and always appeared imattentive. Although his vocabulary was adequate, he often was
udable to answer questions because he had not attended to the question. His attention
L o and energy were most often directed to an inappropriate task, His behavior was de-

scribed as "99% off task.” His extremely short attention span and restlessness re-
sulted in poor skill acquisition and placement in the low reading and math groups.
By the end of second grade, his teachers described him as irritable, distractible,

- -and unmotivated. His social interactions were weak, perhaps due to his complete
lack of concern for classmates' feelings. He would trip and shove other students,
take ¢heir pencils, hide their gym shoes, and ridicule. them. His teacher felt he
was so hyperactive and restless that he was often unaware of his behavior. Pavid's
behavior stymied his teachers because although they .all felt he hadﬁ%yerage ability,
e his behavior required constant teacher attention and was often unmawageable. David

_increasingly displayed lack of “interest or any enthusiasm for.school at home.

- ¢

Test Information:

Group test information was available. On a group intelligence test, David's func-
tion;ng was average. On the group achievement tests from second grade David scored i
" in“tlie average range: 48th pergéﬁ?%igéfor reading, 49th percentil® for language, and .7 e
® 46th percentile for math.

Third Grade Observations: . C

You became ¢oncerned about David after two weeks into the school year. You have ob-
servaed specific behaviors and their frequency over the past two weeks. N

During the twg';eek period, 95% of the time he did not persist on acaéemic assignments
without interruption. In teacher absence he engaged in ‘excessive looking around,
silly attention-getting behavior (e.g., makes unusual noises/gestures), verbal and
physical aggression with students (e. g+, taunts, teases, hits), and asking of irrele-
vant questions. Timing of David's attention span indicated a length of two or thtee
minutes prior to disruptive, restless beb&liur. .David finds it difficult to return
to an activity once it.has been interrupted. In hddition, David usually began an

| assignment or project before he had obtained directions and appropriate materials.

L . His dmpulsivity resulted in_a 60% error rate in completion. When asked to correct

|

|

|

|
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"David is in the lowest qgading and math groups. In reading he has PO minutes-of

B-9 | ‘

his errors, he whined and fussed about'not being pernitted to do the task his own
way. His disregard for teacher instructions, nonconformity with classroom activities,
and frequent movement around the classroom are especially disrupting. He obeys best
when threatened with punishment, .

. »

independent work...His assignments included exercises on phonics anfl a factual recall
page. David began the phonics worksheets, switched to the comprehe sion page, and
ended up copyifig answers from a peer. David rarely completes: ‘assighments; in, each
observation he was distracted te a new interest before he completed{his original
activity. Pavid was able to tomplete the math problems after he wap removed to a
carrel. . . S

~

Interest in school activities seegs to be very low. W¥hen givén a choice of assignments,
David's completion of tashs did not improve. His distractibility and difficulty,in

returning to an assifinment once interrupted interferes with task completion. ou rate
him as the only student in the last three years of teachxny who lacked motivation 'in
the classroom on every task. - ’.

David s peers seldom play with him and you have heard his peers refer to him as a
"motor." David hanflles his Deers by picking on them. David creates a distusbance

during class and recess activities (e.g., eXCess;vely noisy, bothers other students, o
is out of seat).

Private conyersatjon with David regarding his schoolwork and behavior &ields little
direction. Davidls general attitude toward school 1s apathetic. He appears to he
wilfully disobedjent and inéttentxve much of ,the school day. VYou are concerned since
your observatio about David's academic ,underachievement cannot be explained by sensory,
intellectual, oy health problems . . .

During t¢he firgt school conference, your:bhservations were summarized on a checklist
for David's pa ents. The areas checked indicate areas of comcern. ' . ¥

~

clumsy, uncoordinated maetor skills - / . < -
V4 distractible ; impulsive »
disorganfized; sloppy s€liool work Yol — - .
Jacks mofivation ' \, .o .
delayed fge- appropriate’social skills o : . .T\\\\
in constant motion: hyperactive . * N
insecure; needs reassurance . ;
' - ) < ' ) -

\

GIVEN THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IN ThIS STUDENT SUMMARY, PLEASE RESPOND.TO THE FORM,
ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN. :

- r . . 2
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