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i ' Abstract 7
Attr1but1ons>for students described in case studies as exh1b1t1ng
’ / L k ~-<y\ ‘
1mmature -unmanageable, weor pe*ceptua11y de]aygﬁ behaviers in the

c]éssroom WEre prov1ded by &74 regular education ‘teachers. The
L

teachers' attribqt1ons for the students'.difficu1tie& wete primarily

~

"other d1rected" student or home_factorﬁﬁwere most often ascribed for

the students behav1or .Verqétim fesponsés tef]ecting the teachers'
.Qgttributionsf are included, The potential effect- of, .the tea’chers"S

“attributional pattern on teachipd effectiveness and future research

}

. ; . < . )
- needs’are d1scussed.\\ , ) »

-
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_'C1assrooh Teachers' Attributions for Students

" Exhibiting Different Behaviors

What do teachers think s causing students' difficulties in

mainstream classrooms? A.survey of e1ementary classroom’ teachers'

‘

‘beliefs about why . ch11dren do poor1y in schoo1 (Nat%onaT Education
Assoc1at1on 1979) indicated that 81% of the teachers attributed
academ1c and behavioral d1ff1cu%t1es to factors related to. the ch11d S
home env1ronment 14% to "intra-child" characteristics, 4% to the
+ ¢ school system and’on1y 1% to.inaopropriate instruction 'or teacher

causes Respondents to th1s survey thought elementary teachers were
(prov1d1ng 4 good education and that student difficulties resu1ted from

e1ther home and family problems or from traits, character1st1cs, and

" . . [y

dwsab111t1e< within indiwidual students ' s

- In an. 1nvest1gat1on of - teachers' attr1but1o ;Dfor students

referred for special edud\t1on services, Medway (1979) asked teachers

g

to—1nd1cate the primary cause for the referral "The ability of the

7! ;
. studen®, an intra-child characteristic, was c1ted as the major cause

for students referred for 1earn1ng prob1ems whereas home prob1ems
N
were; be11eved to be the ma]or cause of. prob]ems experjenced by

: students referred for behav1ora1 difficulties. The teachers a1so were

aSked to indicate the importance of 11 causes using a 1-3 (very - -

. e £ N
]1mportant to not.important) scale. Mean ratings indicated that intra-

chi1d‘causes were perceived as most responsible for the referral; home
environment factors were moderately responsible, and teaching-related

'

factors were perceived as least respons1b1e ’ o

3 In a survey of c1assroom teachérs attr1but1ons for problems that :

-

result in the student beingv referred for a psychoeducational”
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evaluation (Lh%istenson, Ysseldyke, Wang, & Algozzine, 1983), student

o .
.and home causes comprised 97.3% of teachers' attributions for the

refarred studént's difficulties. Intra-child causes (61.7%) were most -

frequent, fo]]o@ed:by home or family causes (35.6%). Less/fhan 3% of
the teéchers' atfributions were considered to be teachgrlor school
related.  Therefore, the role of the educational envifonment as a
contributor'to tHe‘student's-1earning or behavioral difficu1ties was
viewed a$ minimal by these 105 classroom teachers.

;éoth teachers; and | parenté" attributions  for .students’
penformance'(Beckmap; 1976; Chépmén & Boersma, 1979;\Guttmann, 1982)
aste11 as students' self attribufions for their éuccess or -failure in
school settings (Curtis & Schildhaus, 1980; Frieze & Snyder, 1980;

Guttmann, 1982; NichbT]s, 1979) have been studied. The %eachers'

attributional nattern identifed by these studies was similar.

Generally, teachers tend to be "other d1'r'ected,‘"I blaming the child or
the home. Most .often they. seem”to blame the misbehaving or academic-
£ S

delayed child, fof]owed by blaming parental influence (e.g.,‘parenta1

expectations, home stability). Teachers tend to minimize the

importance of causes aséuciated with the «classroom, either the

setting, ‘interaction with classmates, or themselves.
. /-‘ ) ﬁ/
While attributions have been studied for students demonstrating

academic de]ajs and béhavﬁor problemé, and students referred' for

psychoeducational eva‘;q;ions; teachers! attriputions for studénts

"t

- , g .
exhibiting different characteristics ™ yet functioning within the

"average" range have &keceived Tittle attention in the 1literature.

This ,investigation wagiﬁonducted for the purpose of describing (a)
! - ‘ s

A

-
(

-~
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causes that teachers ascribe for _students e&hibitﬁng' different’
X o ‘ -

-

Behaviors in classrooms, and (b} whether teachers' attributions.
differed for'diffefent student behaviors."Aadetai1ed descriQtﬁon:éf )
' teachefs?'attribu%iona1 comments a155-was of interest.
Subjects ) . i
Participants were 174 g]ementary school £edéﬁers who%vq]untééred
éfter lbeing selected randomly from a‘>gpmputérized representative.
nat?onal.1fs?ing (burchased from,Mat§§t Data Refrievé]% of régu]ar

c]aSsroom\teachersl ‘Approximate]y‘QO% of the original sample (n=189)
_ P . , ‘ .
completed the entire project. Eighty-six percent of ‘the sampie was

female and 65% were'betwsén the ages of 26 and 447 Most (92%) of thex

‘ teachers taught in“pub]ic.schools; the dist?i?ufﬁbn of participants
' : h : / 7~ .
’ * t. o .
from various types of communities (e.g., suburban, urban, rural) and
N R . 4 \\A//’ -~
grade levels (1-7) was relatively évén. Teachers frgl’each state,

B

with the exception of Alaska, were represented. Two—th%rd§? of the

. . /
subjects had comp]eted bachelor's or master's -degrees and 40% had
completed coursework jn speci§§~ education{ A summary of the
‘demographic ‘data obtained from the participating teachers iS5 presented

in Table 1.

—— o ——— — ———— ——————— " —— - ——

Materials
Two data co11éction instruments were used in the study. A survey

entitled Actions To Be Taken (see- Appendix A), and a form for

&y
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co]]ectihgndemogfaphicxinfdrmation wgre'ihc1udéd in the mdtenﬁa1s-sgnt *

L. '
<o

to each‘subject. The participants.a1so were sent a two-page,-single- ..

gpaced summary describing a student's behayiof.> R g ™

)y

- s el by g
.The "student summar1§s were written to reflect the dimensions~

included in the .Disturbing Behavior Checklist 11 (Algozzine, 1979);

N

descriptions of a third;grade- bo& demoﬁstrating 'socia11y iimmature
’ ' . . ‘ ) . oy . Y o
' behaviors, perceptual difficuities, or unmanageable behaviors were

prepared. . Each student summary was cohsistent fn foﬁhét énd'includeq‘

six sections: medical, deve]opmenta1,‘Fam11y,.schodl hisﬁory;'test
informat?jy; and third .drade classroom observations. The qcfﬁa1

informatioh included in each section of the summaries was the same for

' i3

each’ child 'except for the description of the student'élpehavidr; Al

test scores were within normal 1imits; family and school informat¥ion

&~ {
was considered-typical, and medical/developmental data wére reflective

. N
"of an "average child."™ Three diff?rent descriptions of the student's "
behavior were integrated into the studeﬁt summaries to form .tHrée

cases (see Appendix B). “In one case, an immature child wgs'deschbed;

§

behavioral - descriptions such as ‘poorer social inﬁeractioé} skills,

insecurity, [and 1imited expressive -abilities -were “included. Poor
- k! ', . . . ’
visual “discrimination, some confusion with directionality » and

' reeersdis; and sloppy school work Were used to describe a child with

14 te

4
peyceptua1 'd{¥f1CU1ties; rude, defiant, lack gﬁ, motivation, and

. / . . . . Ra

hyperactive were used to describe_the,unmanégeab1é student.

7

r
In addition to asking teachers what actions they would take With
the case study child, the Actiohs tozbe Taken =survey included items in
the *folTowing ,a?eas: . extent of Jlearning “or behavior ~problems,

™\,
-

5

)
{ * s
: ) ° .
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e]igibi]ity_ for $pecjial education serv{ces; pre%jctions' of school

’ A
performance ttr1butwons for behav1or ands recommended p]acements

- N \

~ The -attributions teachers ascr1bed for the .students' behav1or ‘was of

‘

1nterest _in 'this study. Teachers responded in a‘free response format

L]

to the question, ~"What do you th1nk is caus1ng h1s difficulties?"
Teachers responses to other parts of the survey are described in
other reports (cf. A1oozzine, Ysseldyke, & Christenson, in press;
+ Algozzine, Ysseldyke, éhristenson, & Thur1ow; in press). |
" Procedures . : ) c

f

A A 1etter exp1a1nﬁng the study was sent to 300 teachers random1y

|
L -

. selected from the 11st purchased from Market Data Retr1eva1, poten@1a1

s

sub]ects were offered paymentlfor their, research participation. |From

khers agreed to participate. A second
%
) mailing of 150 letters to random1y se1ected names from the Market Nata'

th1s 1n1t1a1 mailing, - 121 tea

¢ Retr1eva1 "list resulted in ./an. additional 68 subjects willing to.

participate. The total number of teachers 1nitta11y wi}]ing to
participate was 189. g

ol . : i ~ .
| '4Each 'teacher agreetng, to sparticipate was ass{bned one of the:
three studentl summaries.”  The teachers were assigned‘ a specific
student summary (i.e., immature, unmanageable, perceptualz according
to the orderrbf receipt of\their sidnatures agreeinqbto participate in
\ the study. The materia1s were sent tn two’ séparate mailings. The
first set of materiaﬁs included the student summary and the Actions To

Be Taken survey. Upon rece%ving the first-set of completed materia1s
from the- teacher,. the second set,h which included the demographic
J information form and a contract for payment was mailed. When al?

comp]eted‘materia1s were returned, the participant was paid.

Q ‘ Sl

t s : . . o -

U

»
" ,
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A two-week time 1imit was éﬁggested for comp]et?ng each set of
materials; both a fo]]owiup letter and postcard were used to encourage
" ) (

the subjects to return EompTeted materials. The final sample included

approximately equivalent nubers  of teachers who received and

Sy "L ; . —~i
evaluated the immature (N=57), unmanageable (N=59), and perceptual
,A(N=§§) students. a

;ﬁata Analysis L e

ﬂ_Because'of the free-response format, a teacher could list more
thqn’”oné ~cause.” Each a;tributioh provided by teachers was -coded
independent]y "by two psychometric assistants into one of”fiyé

X e
predetermined tategories: 'student, home, teacher, school system, and

label. The inter-rater re1iab?1ity on a subsamp]g of.3Q surveys (10‘
for each type of. case suémary) was .96 for the attribution question.

Data analysis involved descriptive statistics (j;é.g frequeﬁcy of
occurrence ahd'percentaées?. fn adgitiqn, te}cﬁers"written comments
about attfibu£16ns 5Erg treated inIa descriptiye‘fashion. Verbatim
examples representative of." school, home, ahd teacher factors are
inc Tuded. ' ' < |

| . . Results

Total Attfﬁbutions i

Teaclers usially reported one or two causes for the students*
thévior; > The hean number of causes for each type of student behavior

was very similar: the mean number of causes for students described as

. \ ’
immature was 1.8 causes; for students describgd as unmanageable or

perceptually delayed, 1.5 causes were reported for -each. Indepéndence

/
.

of obs:rvations_is a necessary assumption for using-the chi-square

&
v




N = ; - 7L
e ' R ‘ -~ : ) ' .
statistic. ; Because multiple causes occurred for each case ‘summary,

the use of this statistic Eo assess the significance ofﬂdiffereﬁceé in

causal attributions for the three kinds of student behavior wgé not -

possible. = S CoR '

< - -

" The percentages of -teachers' attribu
Y, R ) . "

-ions, for students exhibiting’ i
) » ]

jmmature behavior, unmanag%ab]e behavior, ;or behavior ref1ectiﬁgw.
oerceptual difficulties.in the classroom ate presented in’TaSTé_g.

For each type of student,iintra-ch%1d-charactérjstics (i.e., student +

Yy N . - o .
.label " categorjes) - occurred most , frequently. Home-related causes
[ 'y S . .

occurred 'second most frequentjy for students exhibiting immature or

unmanageable behavior.  For students displaying some perceptual

diffi£u1ties or detays, -the percenfage of teachers not ingicating a
.| . e

cause (or. indicating the cause was unknown) was similar to the

< » e »

pércentage indicatjng‘homé causes? Rega;diess of the‘type of studenp
. behavijor descriéédx téa;hérs indicated that educational chto}s (ﬁ.ef,.'
teacher and school system causes) were minimal. The percehfageé for
either of these-fatéars was 3% or.be1ow for‘fhé th}ee types of student
behavior. | | B | .

e 7 '

—-— - e - -y . = - -

—— - —————— o . e - - e . -

4

Total Students ‘ N ’ : N ~

The percentages of students for whom various attributions were - -
ascribed is summarize& in Table~3. Teachers did not indicate a cause
k ' |
(or indicated the' cause was unknown) for 9% of the total student

sampTe'(N=17f); therefre, most teachers believed they knew the cause

of the students' classroom difficuities.

-

.
Lo

-y
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Insert Table 3 about here
v Regard1ess of the  type of ‘student behavior over 85% of the
students‘ ‘difficulties wére attr1buted to intra- chf1d characteristics
(iJe., .sfudent +' 1abe1 categor1es) ‘Home-related causes were

‘attributed to‘approximate1y one—fifth of the students demonstrating

(

'unmanageab1e Qr 1mmature\\beh_'iors Very few of the students!'

d1ff1cu1t1es were ascr1bed to educat1ona1 factors - Teacher or school

system factors were ascribed ” for only ~‘f]-ve of the students
. g’
demonstrating unmanageable \behavior" (5%), and two of the students

‘ s

descr1bed as haV1ng perceptua] d1ff1cu1t1es (3%)

demonstrating immature behavior - (9%), three ~. of the - students

- -

Analysis of the number and percentage of students receiving
‘student 1abei and home attributions for: the three types of student
. behaviors revea]ed an 1nterest1ng trend Teachers seemed to attribute
students' d1ff1cu1t1es more to a 1abe1 and less to home influences
when the student demonstrates some perceptual disturbances (e.q.,
p]dmsy beha{1or, reversa1s) in the c1ass“oom In contrast, teachers
‘regbrted label 'attr1butjons Tess and home attributions more for

'3

students demenstrating immature or unmanaqééb1e behaviors.

Y
Combinations of Attributions. {
e
The " numbers and percentages of students for whom single or
\

'mu1t1p1e causes were ascr1bed for their d1ff1cu1t1es appears in Table
4, Teachers 1nd1cated a s1ng1e cause for the majority, of students,

regardless oﬁvthe type of student behaV1qu Students usually had only

i5 |

Y
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two "causes 1jsted; oniy twc students (one’immature,_one perceptual)

e N

had  three  causes  indicated. ° The  three  causes. were
student/home/teacher.,"Studsnt/home and student/label were .the most
frequently occurriﬁg cpmbihaffon-of two causes. Other combinations
1ﬁc1uded home/schoot, home/1abel, student/teacher, and student/school

system,

Descriptions of Attributions

The purpose of this section isﬁto'pnovide examples of the types
of comments' teachers made after responding to the, item on the cause of
the students' difficulties. 1In addition, .teachers' beliefs about the

———

studeﬁf@' needs are included. ~ These comments were given to an item

8

asking for additional recommendations and comments, as well as to the

t
i

item aéking "What do you think 1is .causing his difficulties?" Only
comments reflective of a teacher's.attribution or perceived needvfor
the student were analyzed. -~

While most of the total. teacher sample (91%) indicated a belief
about the cause of the ;tudent‘s aifficu1ties, it is important to note
that the statements included in this section m;y have occurred
infrequently ‘due to the var1ab111ty of teachers' responses that were
c1ass1f1ab1e within any of the f1¢é causes. An attempt was made to -
select teacher comments that 'occhrred several times. It is also

impbrtant to note that the teacher comments regarding causes and

- student needs were generally similar for students described as having

3

¢
et
o

<7



‘ 10 ' ) ‘ ‘
immature, unmanageahle, or“perceptuaITy-de1ayed behaviors.  The

comments are presented in.terms of child, home, and educatidna]

L]
’

characteristics.
. .

Child characteristics. Many comments referred to a specific

» label such as:

"thi's child-hds a learning disability"

"could be dyslexic"

"in later years, it could even be muscular dystrophy"
"not having specific test scores I would assume he has
some type/of 1earn1ng d1sab111ty"

Many comments re?erred to characteristics of the child that are not

,n

directly observable. These comments require 1nference on the part of
the observer and are depgndent on ~ the individual observer's

perceptlon . ! .

A

"someth1ng .in his physical. make-up which makes 1t
- difficult (to 1mposs1ble) for him to control his body"

"prob1em stems from within Dav1d - maybe he has*a
. chemical imbalance"

"extremely low se1f—coﬁcept"

"lacks confidence"

"T'm positivé‘he has a 1éarning problem"
"severe case of a late bloomer"
"developmental lag'or brain damage"
"typical behavior of boys this age"

'\ "serious psycho]dgica1 problems....A problem so long
that he's learned to react and thrive on negative -
attention received - it is a way of Tlife for him" ’

. 3
Many of the comments'suggested a medical basis:
"metabolic disorder"
"neurological impairment"
"allergy" .

"hearing and visual prdb]ems"

] . 1 5

—re
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‘ - , ’ B ' Y ’ . ql.

, . .
"some kind of medica]% problem (allergic - tension
fdtigue syndrome)" S ‘
v \"neegs medication to control behavior", -
g T
[ .
Many comments refeﬁﬁed to JO as thew cause. The comments wereé at
v 4 - {
either extreme o - ~
' fa ) Al

"His [Q+is very h1gh"
“The comments indicate a Tow IQ"
"mental age has not matured-with his chronological age"

"Although native inte]]igeqce?may be average, the oo
declining ability. to perform is causing failure...."

[

" Home characteristic§. SeQenp] tybes of_cOmments,re]ated'to home

.characteristics were found. Some of the comments referred to diet:

\

, "might be highly susceptible to artificial flavoripgs" ©
"diet is the cause of his hyperactivity"

"something to do with d1et e1ther before\or atter
birth"

o , .
Many -of the comments referred to parenta1 d1sc1p11ne'
”(m11dren need and want discipline and his parents
\ “ haven't given him a set of . behaV1ora1 rules"
"rot enough structure in the home " '

""parents not consistent in what is expected of him"
N "lack of strict discipline”

Many comments referred to relationships within the home:

"sibling put-downs"

"left out of older child-parent relationship"

"first born, second born- s1b11ng r1va1ry"

"'oldest' child symdrome"

"suffering from emotional problems at home" Sy

,\-»;— !

Many comments ‘referred to st1mu1at1on or expectat1ons w1th1n the home

environment: ’ ’ /

!

i6

pa)
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"needs exhaustive physical exercise" o
“ "should deyelop an dutsi&e~4nterest-hobbyﬁ’
"more child\parent involvement"
"give him responsibilities ih the home" - - -
"proviqe him‘w%th out of school activities"
" ™lack of parental demand for high academic achievement®,

1

Educational characteristics Severa1 commeqts refJected the need

a

for home schoo1 coord1nat1on in efforts to assyft David:

/ ' {
”work1ngrtogether.(parents; pr1nc1pa1, teacher) should
work' to the benefit of thesstudent"

ncoordinate home and school responsibilities"

<

"PRAISE from teagheh, parents, and friends"

R . . . {
"involve. parents-in a rewdrd system"
A “parental cooberation with school and teacher“

i

\ : 1,

Several comments Teferred to the role of the teacher v

1ncrease interest in instructional assignments"
"speak with classmates about ways to support David"

"need to wean David from dependence upon teacher"

"love him and work the best I could on a one-to-one
basis"

-3 v
"I think David is different - he doesn't fit the
pattern.... We need to accept him.... get off his
back"

it

“Many comments referred to teachers' beliefs about serv”hg David within
\U

the regular education curriculum: N .
"by retaining Navid he would ‘be placed with children he
feels more comfortable with - he will learn andf
participate more™:

"third grade is too Tate for retaining David"

“"retaining David in third grade may not help his
self- concept bat it may improve his ‘social acceptance
and emotional sgcurity"

"1 strongly feel that pass1ng him on to the 4th grade
would be a grave injustice to him" -

¢

‘

Ll
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special education services:

r oy ‘ '
. \

"T would place him with. ch11dren of his developmental
© age"

~ "I think he is in a class}that requires wotk beyond his
abilities. Péerhaps repeating a year would help...."

Many comments requ:Fd to teachers' beliefs about providing David
' // ’ BN
"David def1n1te1y should™not be placed iman all day -
special education class"

a\

"May be emotionally immaturity which will get worse if
; = he is not placed at ieast for half of the day in a
“learning disability class"

~ "I feel he hasn't received enough special services,
AN above and beyond both the_teacher's classroom efforts;:
time....needs one-to-one 1nten51ve 1nstruct1on that-is

impossible in a regular classroom" ™

"In the 1pwer grades it is very hard to separate
1mmatur1ty + and possible | learning d1sab111ty.

\\ However, by .the end of the second (third grade, if ‘

improvement s not shown), I feel a child should be |,

~ tested\ for a possible learning disability before °
labeling, the child as /dmmature' and passing him along
from gra?e to. grade."

™~
"Special education classes are dumping grounds and have
developed more problems than they have so]ved The
¢hildren have become misfits. .

"A long term commitment by regu]ar and spec1a1 ed. is
! needed." 5

d

Inter-relationship of causes. The majority of teacher beliefs-

identif%ed a single cause, such as "quid's pehavior is causing his
1eann%ng brob]emf" or "lack of motivation," etc. "When severals factors
were described,'the factors most oftén were all student causgs,@such
as "a combination of facfors including learning disabilities and Tack

of needed social skills:" In two cases, multiple causes ‘directed at
2

~home, student, and teacher were present. Lﬁ one case, the_student';

needs Qere describeJ by considering the impdrtance of .both home and

school factors™ in  contributing to and modffying ‘the student

is

13-
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characteriﬁfics. One teacheg. wrote, "Frustration (and lack of

« . - , . I .
achidvement) comes fréim the lack of a 'plan’ fork>action. Working .

together (principal, student, parents and teachers) should work to the
3 »o .

benefit of the student." - : o >

c Discussion | 2/

C]assrobm teachers in this national samp]e believe students'

difficulties, fwh1ch were characterized as thF\E d1fFerent k1nds of

i

behavior, are due pr1mar1 y to student character1st1cs -ang second to

home and parental influences. Thus, the teachers' attributﬂens for
- / ' -

students' behaviors were. "other-directed"; educational factors were

mentioned/infrequgntly. The majority of teathers indig;ted-one cau§é

A . . v

o ‘ §
indic#ted the cause was unknown. d4n those cases where multiple causes
. i ¢ ;

were éfesent the causes were most often two student attributions or a

7

student/label attribution comb1nat1on Thus, the teachers appear to

believe a cause can be 1q§nt1f1ed and the problem resides within the

A S

individual student. .

At this point, a precautionary note is warranted. The data in,

) ; ; . v
this investigation were collected through case studies. "While the,
! : A N
case studies described three different types of studenf behavior, the

information presented fell within a "normal" range ofA?FUnctiqning.
S - AN
Since the teachers indicated .an attr1ght1on for the students'

d1?f1cu1t1es it appears that the teachers 1\ this study perce1ved tha

students' behavior as a problem. Either the artificiality of the case

studies, the content of the case studies, or the teachers' Tlack of

-

understanding for the "wide range" of behaviors that reflect normal
» \~\

i$

N
AN

for the students' ”behavior; only 9% did, not indicate a cause or

-~

4

\_/

.?4
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functioning contributed to the teachers' perception. The mere fact

=

that an atgribution question w?s asked may have influenced . the

prd

teachers' need to indicate a cause. It remains to be seen whether
teachers would ascribe similar, attr1but1ons for actual students with
whom they observedj taught, and interacted. However, given'.that the
bprimary causes were "other:dﬁrected," a finding consisteht with'
prev1ous research (Beckman, 1976? Christenson et—al., 1983; Guttmann,
1982) one can only surmise that the pattern woh]d not'chenée.

The increasing evidence that teachers' attributions are primarily

othner-directed 1is disturbing. If {student\ and home causes are
ascribed, it may absplve .teachers from the responsibility,
willingness, or belief that they can be effective with students who

exhibit different;behaviors in their classrooms. One teacher wrote

’ . e

"It seems the fami1y is not the main cause of David's problem. The

-problem stems from within David. Maybe he has a chemical imbaTance."
: +{ N
Yet, another teadher indicated "David's behavior problem stems from
' \
.the home environment. Lack of strict discipline and lack of parental

" demand  for high academic achievement. y Interest in  academic

achievement is ﬂnstij1ed at home and without this, there is 3}ittle a

teacher can do to remedy the situation." While the second teacher

/

reflects more "teaching he1p1eésness” in. her comment, both Comments

3\syggest that the teacher may be at a loss because of fa?tors operating
| .

-

9uts1de of the classroom. ‘ Nt

\\ There is research to suggest that the teachers' belief syStem is
\\ ,/ .
an,_important factor in teaching effectiveness. 1In an investigation of
\ ! :

) . .
the: components of ~exemplary ,reading programs, Samuels (1981) found

b
g [’J“;\ \.‘ B .

~

A
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that the teachers in successful programs believed student success or .

~

failure depended %PG ~what happened in the classroom. These teachers g\

also believed that studept failure was not acceptable. Similarly,

Brophy and Good (1974) found that the teacher's belief about his/her

. .
ability to be effective “with a student was related to student.

achievement. Thus, if appears that greater student gains occur when
teachers believe "they can make a difference." Students' attributions
(Dweck, 1975) have been found. to.re1§te to student achievement. It
may be that teachers' attributions- impact th% effectiveness ,of
teach1ng {Htervent1ons for students who are not hand1capped but whb

<
display various types of behaV1or within the c]assroom. Research |
/ o : ot

needs to addness this possibility. 1 ) ) o >
\ 7 . L
Thk higher pFoportion of Single causes suggests that the teachers 5
7
in this sample used linear rather than systemic th1nk1ng 1njanswer1nq :S

sthe attribution question.’ If “in real- 11fe, 1nteract1ons,, teachers

— . ' e to >
ascribe one "other-directed", cause, _this may reinforce a teacher's ' .

' bé11ef that she/he can be only "minimally" effective because of the -

\éénstra1nts of the stuéent Systemic th1nkﬁng,/wh1ch wou1d Jook_at R
” the inter-relationship of three key instructional variables (tea@ﬂgﬁ,‘r ’
/sfudent, agé interventiop onqtask) may yield greater academic- gains

- for students. Research in this area is nee?ed..‘

-~

Finally, the teachefs' ' attributional cbmmgnts indic: e

[

var{ébi1ity among teachers. In some cases, fthe teachers' beliefs were
§o1ar opposites, The: role of the teacher's be1ﬁefs.'or attitudes,

should not be minimized either 1in .resear or assessment and
o ,/

intervention p1qpn1ng for students. ; //// 7
21
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Table 1

. /7 )
Summary of Demographic Data Collected from Subjects

Information , Summary ) Information - " Summary
Collected " Statistics . Collected Statistics
Teacher Sex . T ‘ Gréde Level'qught
Male 14% First 17%
Female 86% Second 16%
\Teacher-Age‘ i Third, ) ~]9?
. Fourth 13%
Under 26 a0 3 FIFLHS 1%
26-34 33 " Sigtn .
35-44 : 32% Seventh 16%
45-54 : 20% , - ,
55-64 Ny ‘School Location
" Over 64 P Urban . 32%
Teacher Expelience Suburban 36
. Rural o 32%
Less:than 1 year N 2%
1 - 2 years ! -3 School Type . .
© 35 years - Tog - ‘f © Public 92%
6 - 9 years d - 20% Private 8%
e 10515 years BN et System Population
Over 16 years 343 et :
“ 6 N -~ Below 3000 37%
Teather Degree | ‘ 3000 - 6999 20%
8S 49% ;7000 - 9999 8%
MS v 19% © 10000 - 14999 %
M+ 2 © 15000 - 24999 6%
‘ 25000 - 49999 : 8%\
» ; " 50000 ~ 74999 %
- /. Over 75000 9%

/
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: .+ " Table 2

o

Teachers' Attributions for Students Exhibiting

£ Different Characteristics

D ad

) | T Case Summary®
_ Immature Uymanageab1e Perceptual
Attribution n % g V 3 n- %
Student 75 A 61 .68 54 .61
Label v .. 7 g .07 % .07 24 .27
Home 14 37 13 .15 4 .04
, Teacher 2 .02 - 1 .01 2 0C
" School System 3 03 2 202 0 e
None/Unknown 48 .04 _ 6 .07 _5» .06
7 105 100.0 89 100.0 89 100.0
aMu1_t1’p1e causes were possibje for each case summary. -
]
e
/ i

a0
QN




o Table 3 g .
Percentage of students for Whom Various

! Attributions Were Ascribed?® ~

y . Case Summary

8

Imma ture Unmanadeable Perceﬁtua] Total

" Attribution noY noy no9 o
" Student 45 .79 45 .76 33 .57 123 7
Labe] 7 Az 6. .10 24 .41 37 .21
Home - ° 13 .23 12 .20 4 .07 29 .17
Teacher 2 s I 2 .03 5 .03
School System 3 .05 2 .03 0 - 5 .03
None/Unknown 4 .07 6 .10 ‘5 .09 15 .09

L, . \
aPerjcentages would not total 100.0 because mqﬂtip1e responses occurred,
Theére werr 57 immature, 59 unmanageable, and 58 perceptual case summaries.

X1

3y

N
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Table 4
Combinations of Attributions for Students

‘Exhibiting Different Behavior

Ed

5

Case Summary

ImmatUre. ’ Unmanageable Perceptual Total
Sn % S on % n 3 nooo%
Single 46 .81 52 .88 53 .91 Jds51 .87
Multiple 11 .19 712 5 .09 / 23 .13
’ 57 59 .58 174

U

ety
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A-1

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN A
. Very Very
I. Circle the number which onswers: Unlikely Likely
. 1. To what extent do you think David has a behavior problem? 1 2 3 4 5
2. To what extent do you think David has a learning problem? 1 2 3 4 5
3. To what extent do you think bavid is cligible for Special Fducation
services? 1 2 3 4 5
."’
II. List the three actions vou wvould rake for David. B
1. . -
2,
3.

I1I. Please _ci;-clc the appropriate number to {ndicate the degree to which you agree/disagree with the following
statements. Remember to select one and onlv one number for each statement.

atrongly strongly
disagree -sgree
V
1. I would want David seen by a medical doctor. . . ol 1 2, 3 [4 5
2. 1 would want to know David's performance on an 1nfiilvidu£ IQ test. 1 2 3 4 - s
3. I would want David to be {n an adaptive physical educx? ion class. 1 2 3 4 5
4. 1 would want to modify current. instructional material/S for David. L1 2 3 4 s
5. I would want to consult with the principal. ° 1 2 3 4 5
6. T would vant David to have individual or small group counseling. 1 2 3 /lf 5\'
7. I would want to refer David ro Special Education. U] 2 3 W s
8. 1 would want to know David's {ndividual achievement. test scores. 1 2, 3 4 5
‘
9. I would want to select special {nstructional materials for David. '//\w 1 2 3 4 5
10. 1 would want to know David's specific modality strength (i.e,, visual or * .
auditory). ’ 1 2 3 4 5
11. 1 would want to plan a contingcr;cy management program designed to alter
David's behavior, ) ' 1 2 3 4 5'
12. I would want David gseen tI:y a psychiatrist. 1 2 3 4 5
132" I would want to place bBavid)in another classroon. 1 2 3 4 5
14. 1 would want social’skills Erainiug provided for David. 1 2 3 4 5
15. 1 would want to provide David with 1ndivid.ual, sys'tematic feedback
regarding clagsroom expectstions. . 1 2 3 4 5
16. I would want David involved -in Occupational Therapy. 1 2 3 4 5
17. 1 would want to assign a teacher aide to assislt David. 1 2 3 4 5
18. I would want to have speech/language test resultg on David. . 1 2 ‘3 .4 5
19. I would ywant to wodify my teaching style for David. R § 2 -3 4 5
“a0. 1 would want David's family to bhe fnvolved in family therapy. 1 23 4 5

OVER
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) A-2
¢
Ee)
Al
Atrongly atronply
disagreo agree -
. .
21. I would want David to be retained for the next achool year. . 1 2 3 4 S.
22. 1 would want to meet with specfalists for ideas on how to better teach ’
David. ¢ K : 1 2 3 4 5
- L}
©23. I would want to break David's assignments into component parts and
syatcmatically teach the components (f.e., task analyais). 1 2 3 4 5
26. I would want David te have speech/language therapy. 1 2 3 4 5
25. I wuld want David to have a pcur'tu:or. ‘ 1 2 . 3 4 S
26. I would want a specialist to pinpoint the source of David's problem. 1 2 3 4 5
1 ‘.
27. 1 would want to meet with David's parents to design an instructional R
program to be implemen:fd at home. _ ; 1 2 3 4 S
28. 1 would want David seen by a gchool psychologist. . 1 2 3 4 5
N
; 29. T would want a social vorker to make a home visit. 1 2 3 4 5
R\ 30. I would want David involved in privu:e':u:ofing after school. 1 2 3 4 5
3l1. 1I-would want David to have perceptual tratning. - 1 2 3 & S
32. I would vant to move David at the same rate of progress as hia peers. 1 2 3 4 5
33. I would want part time Placement in a resource room for David. 1 2 3 4 5
734. 1 would want David's parents to spend more time 'with him. . 1 2 3 4 . S
35. I would want drug medication prescribed to control David's behavior, 1 2 3 4 S.
36. I would vant special cducation, self-concained placement for David. 1 2 3 4 5
37. I would want to hold classroom discussions on understanding individual ] )
" differences so that others would treat David more appropriately. - 1 2 3 Y4 5
38. I would want to read educational textbooks and research articles about .
how to teach students like David. ) 1 2 3 4 5
39. I would waat David's results.on personality tests. : 1 2 3 4 S
/ 40. I would want to regularly measure David's progress on short term objectives R
to plan interventions’({.e., data~based program modification). . 1 2 3 4 5

' . | .
IV. From the {tems in Section III, select the three actions You feel are most needed for NDavid. Insert the
oumbera of the items: L
.

V. Pron the {tems in Section III, select the three actions you feel are least nceded for David. Insert the

numbers of the items: . .

-
b

VI. Briefly describe or diagram the sequence of actiona you would take for David, by completing the following:

My first action for David is L .

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

aud then

Anything elsge? » ~

ERIC
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VII. Circle the numher that beat describes your predictions for David's scliool performance in each of the
following arenm at the cnd of the current year, ‘

deficient superior
(poort) - (excellent)
1. Academic achicvement 1 2 k) 4 5
2, Visual and/or auditory perception 1 2 3 4 5
3. Mcmory gkills ’ ’ 1 2 . 3 4 5
4. Fine and/or gross motor performance S | , 2 3 & 5
5. 'A:tending behaviors (attention span) : 1- 2 3 4 5
6. ‘Completion of assignments 1 2 3 4 5
7. Social acceptance 1 2 3 4 5
8. Ability to follow directions 1 2 3 4 5
9. Acceptance of responsibilicy 1 2 3 4 5
10.  Self-concept > _ 1 2 3 4 s
, .
i - bother
bother not e very
me a lot sure litetle
11. David's classroom behaviors would: 1 2 3 4 5
almost not
none some sure average excellent
12. How much progress might you expect David to .
make during .the year? 1 2 3 4 5

VIII. At the end of the school year which placement would you anticipate for David? Select only one.
full time special education placement -
half time regular education; half time special education

1 hour per day resource room help '

regular class placement with ancillary gervice, e.:g., family cherapy

o regular class placement; no special help

IX. What do you think is causing his difficulties?

X. Additional recommendations or comments: . ) - K
-
)
X-A !
2/81 ¢
. Y]
W ~N
J i
< 10
o } L ‘
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Student Summaries

¢

Perceptual Difficulties
(B-1 to B-3)

Immature
' (8-4 to 8,76)

Unmanageable

(B-7 to B-9)
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Name: David .
Age: 8-6 ) :
Grade: 3rd

N ' " Student Summary

: - _ &3 .
David is a student in your third grade class. Since he has been in your class, you
have observed him/closely and patheréd the following informarion. ’

Medical:

. ”«,.__l
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, hearirg, and a neuro-
logical exam in late second grade was normal. With t&e exception of the usual child-
hood diseﬁses, David has had no major illnesses. He Kas not taken any.medication reg-
ularly.  There are no medical problems. 3

Developmental:

David's parents indicated that although David walked and talked at the same rate as his
same-aged peers, his motor skills were awkward and clumsy. He was able to button
shirts and tie ghoclaces by age five; however, they were completed sloppily. His in-
terest in age-related toys, such as bike riding was similar to his same-aged peers;
-however, his skill was'.delaved. In fact, due to balance difficulties, he still does
not ride a bike without training wheels.

David's weight and height are in the top quartile for boys his age according to pediatric
records. The pediatrician felt his physical size was larger than the averége‘buc of
no concern for normal development. General health has been good.

Family:

David is the oldest child in an intact, middle class, suburban family 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 clumsiness in physical activities. When involved in

motor activities, David is described as "having two left feet." ot

/ : - ’

fDavid/consistently requests help from his parents on any fine motor tasks, such as
simple model building, opening bike locks, and building with his tool set. On Saturday
afternoons, 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 seems to have trouble
understanding how to a%semble the various parts. His parents are concerned about his
difficulty coordinaEing 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 gs soccer, floor hockey, or t-ball. His parents indicated he is comfortable with
children and adults when gross—motor activities are. not involved.

o
o

School History: ’ .. .

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

’

(U
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Within the language area, David appeared to have an adequate vocabulary. His verhal
participation far excelled his performance on eve-hand coordination tasks, either on

a gross or fine-motor level. David became confused on games involving directionality
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

- pgint’ on his shirt than’on the paper.

His overall socigl-emotional development was described as average. He was polite and
cooperative, adapted to new situations adequately; however, he was very disorganized
in his work. UHe participated in all activities bat was very clumsy, often falling or
bumping 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 Eoordinatioﬁ 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 Wmot 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 was
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 also.

First and second grade. During these years, he continued "t& 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 letters like "m" and "n"; and confused reading of similar words (e.g., hen-her,
went+-want). He always comﬁleted.assignments; hovever, visual discrimination errors. ‘
were numercus; 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 poorly 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 in-
teractions were described as declining with peers. His difficulty understanding gestures
and facial expressions paired with his uncoordinated motor development and direction-
ality problems excluded 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 ip gym and written work. :

-

Test'InformatiodG

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. . )

-,
N

Third Grade ObservatinEL

v .
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, confusion 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 studying visual information. He became more confused

- y
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on crowded workbook pages, not recognizing the important information from a distracting
background. 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
recall page. David consistently made perceptual errors ("chop" and '"chap"), confused

the order of printing blends (fl 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; howevcr, he never complains about tasks or questions hic
ability to answer questions < His printing is illegible, primarily due to crowding and
overlapping of letters. In 95Z of the assignments he wrote down answers, requesting
little help from you. You have observed that he does not ‘notice his errors until they.
are explained verbally. s He never self-corrécts. His artwork is equally disorganized
and messy. . y . \
4 . o3
David's peers seldom involve him in physical activities and you have heard his peers
refer to his-as a "klutz." He is never picked for teams because of his inability to
catch a ball and slow, clumsy running. David avoids his peers during physical activities.

-

Private conversation with David regarding his schoolwork yields little direction.
David's general attftude 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

¢ * peers. You are concerned sinée your observations about David's academic underachieve-
ment caanot be explained by scnsor},‘inttllcctual, or health problens. ]

“ 4 ‘

During the fir school conference, your observations, were summarized on a checklist
for David's paréuts. The areas checked indicate areas of concern.
 poor visual discrimination \\\#. ’ . )
/ confusion with directionality, excessive reversals bt
rude and defiant ’
limited expressive .ability; very shy
too dependent on teacher assistance o .
v/ _clumsy, uncoordinated motor skills \ -
distractible; impulsive }
disorganized, sloppy school work
lacks motivation
___ _delayed age- appropriate social skills
in constant motion; hyperactive
insecure; ne?ds reassurance

§

.

~ .-

GIVEN THE- INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THIS STUDENT SUMMARY, PLEASE RESPOMD TO THE
FORM, ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN, s
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Name: David i
= Age: 8-6
Grade: 3r

] Student Summary

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

Medical: /

David's birth was full term and uncomplicated. Both his physical appearance and be-
havior at birth wére normal. His adjustment to an eating and sleeping routine was
relatively smooth. .A complete physical exam, including vision, hearing and a nejirolog-
ical exam in late second grade was normal. With the exception of the usual chiYdhood
diseases, David has had no major illnesses. He has not taken any medication regularly,
There are no medical problems. '

*

[

Developmental: s .

David's‘parehts indicated that he walkgd and talked slower than his same-aged peers.
Buttoning and tying shoelaces were“still difficult for him at age five. | His interest
and ability in age-related toys, such as bike riding, was slower than his same-aged
peers. _ .

David's weight and height are in the bottom quattile for boys his age according to
pediatric records. The pediatrician felt his physical size was slightly smaller than
the average but of no concern for normal development. General health has' been good.
Family: : - . ! ) )
David is the younger child in an intact, middle class, suburban family with two. children.
*The parenfs report no major financial difficulties./ 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 initiative in amusing himself in the home.’ On Saturday afternoens, 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 easily bored. His parents are
concerned about David's "helpless' pattern of behavior. Whereas his sister .asstmes
some respopisibility in the home, David avoids it by waiting for his parents o help
him. Disd¥pline within the home is handled through reasoning and consistenc% as much
-as possible. David's parents have described his usual behavior within the hdme as
passive, dependent, quiet, but cooperative. , They reflect a positive attitudeq¥;ward
David. '

2 : *

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

i

’

/ School History: s

Nursery school. David's first éxperience with a structured school environment
was at a nursery school wh he was four years old. As described by his teacher,
David's usual behavior wds slower than the majority of the other four-year olds.
Within the language areaj David appeared to have a smaller vocabulary than others of
hig age, often did,not ‘Pronounce 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 basis and on a fam{liar topfc, his expression improved. ’

El{lc . . ..
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His overall social-emotional development was described ag immat;re and dépendent:

he seldom initiaged any task without teacher assistance. David did not know the
class routine after five months of school, was always the last one in line, and
needed to be reminded of the next task. Although grhe teacher needed to coax him
into small group participation, he was occasionally observed initiating social in-
teraction with the thret-year old class. With his peers, he was very quiet and shy.

Kindergarten. Dévi‘ 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. Eye contact was minimaf}in any social interaction. David ex-
pressed some anxiety regarding school attendance during the middle of kindergarten
with the introducticn of phonics and more written seat work. His teacher indicated
that - he was immature, never initiating work on the routine phonic coloring sheets
until the teacher reviewed each sound and letter name with him.

First and second grade. During these years, he usually followed simple instruc-
tions but consistently required jhdiyidual help to-finish tasks. He retained simple
ideas and procedures if repeated. He had a limited vocabulary which resulted 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 frequent reminders to stay on task, he
was able to complete the assignments; however, he was described as disorganized and
immature in his work habits. Without guidance he seldom completed assignments. Inter-
est in schoolroom activities was minimal. His social interactions were minimal with
his classmates; however, there were signs of good social acceptafnce with students in
one or two grades lower than his where interests were similar. David's behavior stymied
his teachers because although they all felt he had average ability, his behavior was
inadequate and immature. David increasingly displayed lack of interest or any enthu-
slasm for school at home. .

Test Information:

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 percenfile for language, and
46th percentile=for math. ) : ,

Third Gradelobservations

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

During the two week period, 95% of the time he did not initiate the task uncil given

‘individual help and review. After review, constant reminders and encouragement to

help keep David ''on task" enabled him to totally complete assignments 90% of the time.
During this.period, 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 1ooking in his desk. He appeared
initially confused by(@cademic assignments; however, after review and frequent rein-
forcement by the teachér-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 recall
page. At the beginning of each page several examples were discussed with the teacher
before David attempted any questions. 1In math, heralso required review before at-

tempting familiar problems. ‘ )

Interest in school activities seems to be very low. When given a choice of assign- e

. ments, David's compleﬁion of tasks does not improve. David generally engages in

7 ' ‘ .
/

3
\\3
—



B-6

academic assignments with an apathetic attitude. His 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 included: 'Would this be right if

I draw here?"; "Do you think I draw very good?"; or "llow do you do this?" ’

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.

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

of his own" during much of the school day. You are concerned since your observations
about David's academic underachievement cannot be explained by sensory, intellectual,
or health problems.

0
During the first school conference, your observidtions were summarized on a checklist
for David's parents. The areas checked indicate areas of concern.

poor visual discrimination
confusion with directionality; excessive reversals
rude and defiant’ :

+ limited expressive ability; very shy

s/ _too dependent on teacher assistance
clumsy, uncoordinated motdr skills
distractible; impulsive
disorganized, sloppy school work
lacks. motivation :

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

"

GIVEN THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THIS STUDENT SUMMARY, PLEASE RESPOND TO THE
FORM, ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN.
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Name: David
Age: 8-6
Grade: 3rd

(/f ; Student Summary

DR “ i . .
David is a student in ypur third grade class. Since he has been in your class, you
have observed him closely and:gathered the following information.

1}
Medical

. David's birth was full term and uncomplicated, Both his physical appearance and behav-
ior at bifth were normal. His adjustment to an eating and sleeping routine was erratic.
At age three he was still waking during the night, ready to play. His mother indicated

*” that he "foughgz sleep. A complete physical exam, including vision, hearing, and a
neurological exXam in late second grade was normal. With the exception of the usual
childhood discases, David hdas had no major illnesses. He has not taken any medication
regularly. There are no medical problems. (

Develogmental

David's parents indicated that his talking, walking, and ability to button shirts and
tie shoelaces appeared at an average age. His interest and ability in age-related toys,
such as‘bike riding, was s;milar to his same-aged peers.

David's weight and height are at the mean for boys his age according to pediatric records.
The pediatrician felt his physical size was reflecting normal development. General
health has been good. . :

Famiiy: . v
David is the oldest child in an intact, middle class, suburban family with two children.
The parents report no major financial difficulties. David's home is very organized,
reflecting a balance of work and recreational activities. The parents enjoy physical
activities and”have noted.David's distractibility, copstant motion, and low frustration
tolerance in new physical activities. When initially’ attempting an activity, David

~-ig described “as "impulsive '} when he encounters difficulty, he is described as "explosive.'

David is in perpetual motion, playing with all his toys at once. On Saturday after-
noons, David hauls out his train equipment, switches to fort building, and soon has

his dad's tools out. -Similarly, he goes from friend to friendl usually resulting in
hurt feelings. His parents are concerned 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 1Srhaﬁdled ‘through
reasoning and consistency as much as 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 because of his endless dis-
rupting activity, they reflect a positive attirude toward him.

David's parents have observed increased hyperactivity and rudeness in large social
gatherings. According to his parents, he has a propensity for turning a quiet time
into chaos. His parenps indicated he is most comfortable in structured activities with

one familiar friend or adults.

School History:

Nursery school. Davtd's first experience with a structured- school environment
was at a nursery school when he was four years old. As described by his teacher,

. ¥
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David's usual behavior was more active and less attentive than the majority of the
other four-year-olds. Within the language area, David appeared to have an adequate
vocabulary; however, he often did not pronounce words clearly because of his rapid
aspeech. He'consistently interrupted conversations in the snall group discussions.
David engaged in each activity with freat vigor; however, only for a minute or two.

If forced to sit and attend to a task, he constantly wiggled Iin his seat. His teacher
described David ag "constant, frenetic motion."

His overall social-emotional development was described as lacking in self-control for
his age; he usually disregarded the feelings of others.’” With his peers he was apt :to
collide with others, interfere unintentionally with activities and comfort of others,
and present constant problems of restlessness. The teachers felt David yas ot a mean
child, but "very impulsive." lis endless activity was freauently annoying and irri-
tating. Peers often avoided him, unless the teacher was present.

N \

Kindergarten. David's distractibility and inattentiveness increased during the
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 agtivities.

First and second grade. During these years, he failed to follow task directions
and ‘always appeared inattentive. Although his vocabulary was adequate, hé often was
unable to answer questions because he had not attended to the question. His attention
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 their 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. pDavid's
behavior stymied his teachers because although they all felt he had average ability,
his behavior required constant teacher attention and was often unmdnageable. David
increasingly displayed lack of interest or any ethusiasm for school at home.

Test Information:

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 language, and
46th percentile for math. ’ :

Third Grade Observations: ‘ R

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

During the two week period, 95% of the time he did not persist on academic assignments
without ‘interruption. In teacher absence he engaged in excessive looking around,
silly attention-getting behavior (e.g., makes unusual nbises/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 three
minutes prior to disruptive, restless behavior. David finds it difficult to return

to an activity once it has been interrupted. In addition, David usually began an
assignment or project before he had obtained directions and appropriate materials.

His impulsivity resulted in a 60%Z error rate in completion. When asked to correct

-
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his errors, he whined and fussed about not being permitted to do the task his own

" way. His disregard for teacher instructions, nonconformity with classroom activities,
-and frequent movement around the classroom a

re ‘especially disrupting. He obeys best
re. /

when threatened with punishment.

David is in the lowest reading and math groups. In f%ading he has 30 minutes of
independent work. His assignments included exercises on phonics and a factual recall

" page. David began the phonics worksheets, switched to the comprehension page, and

ended up‘copving answers from & peer. David rarely completes assignments; in each
observation he was distvacted to a new ‘interest before he completed his original
activity. David was able to complete the math problems after he was removed to a.
carrel. g

L

Interest in school activities seems to be very lew. Wnen given a choice of assignments,
David's completion of tasks did not improve. His distractibility and difficulty in
returning to an assignment once interrupted interferes with task completion. You rate
him as the only student in the last three years of teaching who lacked motivation in
the classroom on every task. :

David's peers seldom ‘play with him and ypu have heard his peers refer to him as a
"motor." bavid handles his peers by picking on them. David creates a disturbance
durtng-class and-recess activities (e.g., exces:sively noisy, bothers other students,
is out' of seat).

-
Private conversation with ﬁgvid regarding his schoolwork and behavior vields little
direction. David's general attitude toward school is apathetic. He appears to be
wilfully disobedient and inattentive much of the school day. You are cdoncerned since
your observations about David's academic underachievement cannot be explained by sensory,
intellectual, or health prob{ems, .

During the first school conference, your observations were summarized on a checklist
for Pavid's’'parents. The areas checked indicate areas of concern.

poor visual discrimination )
confusion with directionality; excessive reversals

+/ rude and defiant .

‘>~=limited expressive abilityj very shy

too dependent on teacher assistance
clumsy *uncoordinated motor skills

+/ distractible ; impulsive
disorganized; sloppy school work
Jacks motivation L
delayed age-appropriaté social skills
in constant moticn; hyperactive
insecure; needs reassurance

GIVEN THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THIS STUDENT SUMMARY, PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FORM,

1

' _ ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN.
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