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o CHAPTER 1°

Introduction"'

As a~result of Public Law. 94 142 which requires placing

()

‘ handicapé;d;children into the least restrictive environment, j\
mainstreaming, or the integration of handicapped children ’
"into regular classrooms, has become common prac&jce.

<~/!/I\ltho.ugh mainstreaming is suﬁported by many social ethical,

legal legislative, and psychological—educz}ional arguments\

\
\
|
{
|
!
\
1
i

handicdapped children with opportunities for constructive?\

(Bricker, 1978), ‘a major goal of mainstreaming is to provide

e

interaction with nonhandicapped children./‘Such interadﬂlon N

[

is thought to facilitate both cognitive and social devel—

opment. It ,isn particularly important that handicapped ‘}'
children have an opportunity to learn to.relate to their .ﬁ

-'vnonhandicapped peers,‘since they must be prepared to

particfpate in a world of nonhandicapped people.

o
¢ Y . . ) - . . ~ .

The Importance of Peer Relations - :" R e

4

Positive peer relations are. necessary for'Fhe optim@gh

. N

development. of all children. Research on nonhandicapped.

'
/ \-

- e
children suggests that peer relations may be ‘even more
‘important to children s future adjustment than academicjf
/

achievement. Cowen, Pederson, Babegian,/and Garson (1973)“

gathered -extensive data on third—gra e children dncluding

.
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absenteeism, grade-point average, 1I0Q, achievement scores,

]
N

test performance, teacher ratings, and peer ratings. Eleven

years later, they observed which. of these children were

'being treated by a mental health profesSional The third-

grade measure which best predicted.emotional difficulties

was peer ratings.. As well as being more prone to develop-

»

mental problems 1ldter 1in life, childrﬁﬁ\'who are socially

isolated are more likely to be later identif d as juvenile
delinquents in .all but the lowest social ¢ ass (Roff, Sells,.
& Golden, 1972), to drop out of school, (Ullman, 1957), and
to be overly represented in manic deyressive and schizo—

phrenic groupanKohn &~Clausen, 1955). " In contrast, good

" peer re1ations have. been shown to be important to the

,development of a positive self concept (Bradley &~Newhouse,

!

~

1975- Sheare, 1965) and to be associated with academic |

-

achievement (Gronlund, 1950; Lilly, 197@). . .-
N ,
p . ' . S : _a

Peer Relations of Handicapped Children . o .

Main treamed Setting - T L

-andksapped students in integrated classroomsyseem to be

hand/capping cond{{i::s children are often less highly

regarded than their no handicapped peers.~ Learning disabled

children.are less. popular than children without that
‘ ‘ \ " L BN

diagnoSis (Bruininks, 1978- Bryan, 1974, 1976).. Problems“'_

: Wwith peer interactions have been found as well with the

-

mentally ‘retarded (Zigler,. 1973), the visually impaired

at a particular social disadvantage.‘ Across a wide range,of o

"



i Comparing ‘educable mentally-retarded .children in self-~

N . ‘
. (Lowenfeld, 1971), and the hearing impaired (Meadows, 1975).

, 7 . .,
. _ > . L ; .3

| . ' [

'hallahan and Kauffman (l978) Viewed socialladjustmEnt

problems as a major characteristic shared by the emotionallyi

disturbed the learning disabled and the mildly retarded

Q

contained "and integrated classes(STGoodman,‘ Gottlieb, and

*

Harrison (1972) found less peer acceptance“in the integrated L

G
regular classes. Further, Gottlieb-(1928) found the amount

/

- of time children had been mainstreamed was”unrelated’to;peer_

.y

acceptance. < T . 7

Gresham (l9§2) 'reviewed research o the social
QO

interaction, social acceptance and modeling of mainstreamed'

K \

' handicapped hildren 'and found'evidence that none’ of-these

L3N

3

S .

. ! .. : ] ) ; ¢ - _
'areas ‘were improved by mere placement of children in reqular:

[y

classrooms. Ratherﬁ hegfound.that‘nonhandicapped childnen;

interacted less.or moré negatively with;handicapped childrenz

in a"‘mainstreamed enbironment, _that. vhandicapped' children

were likely to be poorly accepted by their nonhandicapped'

,‘!
@

peers, “and that handicapped children did not automatically).p

model the behavior of\their nonhandicapped peers.'

Although an". integrated situafion has the potential f6r

facilitating positive interactions between handicapped.:

2 - D

children and their nonhandicapped peers, research findings

\

stigmatized" stereotyped .and re]ected by their peers;5~

-
M \

better relations or interactions, active efforts to ensure

~oi . ,J
oy o - -

o Because merely putting children together does noE guarantee/

o

suggest that mainstreamed handicapped child{;n may well be‘a



. decrease & nhandicapped students‘ pre)udice and rejectipn._\A

[

‘ ".'J’ ‘ : - 4

social integration ‘at sthe maximum level possibl& ~for

handicapped children appear necessary. Tﬂe careful ‘planning

;.of’programs and the training of teachers to implement these’

. . Lo ' \ . .
programs could produce. real  psychological integratjon and,

| | ) ' .
..its concomitant benefits to'handicapped children.

by v ' | . il
l "= v ~ .q-"" ) »
The Importance of the Teacher and - . .

the Need for Teacher Training

Johﬁson & Johnson (198%) have suggested that classroom.

factors,| which. teachers may be trained 'to-,control, can

. A\ ﬁ n .
‘ influence social accepgahce of the handicapped -They cited'

several s udies which indicated that placing handicapped and

nonhandica ped students‘ boge her cé either increasg or

1

\

? The difference, these authors suggested,’~i in how the

situation 'structured. Classroomsl'whichnvstructure‘

adequate cooperation and do Inot. focus on competitive or

> a

i

individualistic- learning situations promote the most
positive interactions among ‘andicapped and nonhandicapped

children. Recent work by Bruni (1980), who observed

'children wiéh a variety of handicappi“grconditions in

‘several differen settings, confirmed that an. environment',ﬂ

3

which encoura ed i teraction was important to the’ acceptancefv
g 9 ‘

of the handica/ F
g Lo ' -
ocial sk lls ‘have been called the 'hidden’curriculum"‘

d_child

-

(Cartiledge " 'ﬁilbu n, 1978). - Social behavior, attitudes”V

and values .are taught by the school s structure, the social
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climate, and the images students and teachers have of . one
another. Teachers are frequently encountered, powerful and
influential persons irn the child 's environment. They are

.

models for 'a wide range bf social behavibrs that the child

L

-"»-may..learn' to imitate as .well "as sources of important

¢ Voo 4 ’
‘e

|l

reinforcement- Social behaviors which contribute to pos-.

.4

itive personal interaction can ‘be taught; It is important

to reveal 'hidden curriculum and directly help teachers to

‘use these models.'
")

\\ ‘In investigating attitudes of educators toward the“

integration of handicapped students, Guerin and Szatlocky

‘,; (1974) found tha@ positive attitudes toward the integration N

of handicapped studepts were related to- the *distance of a_,

staff member from actual contact with the child. Central

administrators wefe the most positive, while classroom
i L] b '
teachers were the leasg c1assroom teachers' insecurity in
l /l "
a their own ability \to manage the integration, and their

K

responsibility for the actual execution of the integration

- ~

‘may tend to lead to a less positive attitude. Yet, there is

I

\ ' clear evidence \lBeez,*\g97ﬂ- Good & Brophy, 1972)' that

- teacher attitudes can affect children s performance.‘ In the

q

{
have pointed out that 'if regular teachers believe they

E Cannot teach handicapped children without an. array of

special methods and materials, then it iSnindeed unrealistic

-~

to expect them to adopt with confidence maJor responsib—

L4

ilities fgr teaching ‘the gchildren .(p.e¢679). ‘Thus, the

- | _ ‘ o o \.‘7'“. : v B ’;;"v ;

\,’ c " ‘ . \): . ""

A\

&area of mainstreaming, Shoel, Iano, and McGettigan (1972Y

ot

<!
»
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'training of teachers to work with handicapped chiidren in

-benefit handicapped children _but “should indirebtly benefit

fathe children through promoting positive teacher attitudes..
. If meaningful intervention is to occur in natural’ settings,

teachers. must be trained to carry it out An optimum time

for such training would appear to be during the student

teaching experience when the teacher has superviSion and

5 -

'

, promoting their social acceptance should not only directly

support in implementing such programs.. Also, at this time,

negative attitudes have hao little opportunity to develop.‘m_'

-
™ o

' Objectives of thefResearch \

The general ob]ective of this research was to _train

« B

h student teachers to“ intervene on behalf of mainstreamed

-

handicapped childrenu and to evaluate the ,effects ‘of the

e, .

intervention on-the social behavior and social’acceptance'of

’fﬂthe children and on the attitudes of the student teachers.

ESpecifically, there were three objectives. _-The first.

' objective was to evaluate the efficacy of (a cognitive

intervention technique, carried out by student teachers, for,:

enhancing\the social skills and social acceptancewof_»

mainstreamed\handicapped'children.; The second objective was

to assess the effegt of the training of student teachers to

implement this technique on their~ attitudes toward~

mainstreaming handicapped children.\\‘lf proven effective,
A
orated»

such training and experience could i;;\inc into

" teacher preservice and inservice’ training.

v




/

/

53

d .l - o 7 ‘:',s'

A third objective was to better understand the nature of"

'the relationship between social behaviors and sociometric‘-'

. status_ in-hand,icapped children. If a change in social -

behaviors *.'/;»“vfound to aiter sociometric status, -a causal.\
relation/ship between social behaviors and sociometric/'/ status~

‘can be esta blished Thus, intervention to change behaviors

/

hich correlate with sociometric status will be used as a

I

/ method to examine the causal relationship between the two

- . .
variables. - ' L : L '
| . . . T



.~ .. 'CHAPTER IT

Review of-Relevant Literature

- Behavioral Correlates of Peer

Acceptance and Rejection

hartup;.GIazer, and Charlesworth (l967)3found.that;~—’—f“
children with- high‘ social acceptance - gave more' positive
reinforcement to their peers and thaté children who were/f’//f{/
_rejected were’ more likely te give negative//feedback to . AN

v. e // %

'peers. Gottman, GonsoL/and/ﬁassmussen (1975) studied peer.

- T S

——— . — P

and social interaction° Popular chiIdren performed betterv |

on a task in which they demonstrated with the experimenter ' \
how to "make friends ~and on al referential communication ;

task. These popular children both distributed and received

more positive‘ reinforcement than unpopular children.,
Popular children also spent less time “daydreaming. |

‘ Hartup (1978) indicated that children's behavior

influences‘.the responses' directed toward. them by their
,peer ; he concluded ' from a review of research on social
1re1a ionships that a positive . relationship occurs between
social participation -and peer acceptance at all levels, from

preschool to adolescence. Kohn (1966) found a correlation-

between the number of positive acts ‘a cmild initiates to




<children who made . friendly 1n1t1at1ons ‘were more. likely to

V_receive 'agree respons%s from. their peers than children who
'_soc1al status among hand1capped children. Gott11eb (1978)

misbehavior to'§ocial rejection. .Bryan (1978), looking for

~

others and the number - of positiue acts others initiate
toward the ch11d 'In a functional analy51s of the soc1al

interactions of preschool children, Leiter (1977) found thatiﬁe

did not.

’

Several 1nvest1gators have. looked for correlates of

-
found_ieducable mentally etarded childreJ/ academic
ST ; _ S
incompetence ' related to social acceptance, -and ' their

N\

social behav1ors that accounted for the h1gh re]ection/lQ\\\\

|
r
.acceptance of learn1ng disabled childr:+~ by ‘their non- f\\

o > -
disabled peers, found that strangets (untrained under-

graduate students), w hen rating transcripts, audiotapes, or

l .

.videotapes of a game se551on, gave v51gnif1cantly lower

rat1ngs to learning disabled childreJ than comparison.

-ch11dren in areas of speech, language, academic achievement,

-» .

'and attractiveness to peers.. Bryan then looked for aspects

a

of language and nonverbal Communication, the common elements

\ .

_of the different modes that distinguisﬁed learn1ng disabled <

_from compar1son children. She foun that the learn1ng }

\
disabled children weré less percept1Ve of nonverbal cues, | -

ahd that the males used less: comp1e language and did not
adjust the1r language when speaking to a younger child;/
Both sexes: 1nit1ated more compet1t1ve and less considerate’ °

;-

Statements than the comparison children.
'3 i

lb
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Because -the. relationship between peer: acceptance.'and
rejection and behaviors of children'have been studied by

) corr lational means, the findings cannot be interpreted as

~

; identifying the causes of peer acceptance. Moore (1967)

S : -

n stated the problem- o t_' o

To- know that popular ,children - perform .a
preponderance of friendly behaviors is. not to say
that..their friendliness 1is the “cause” of their
popularity.' It is just as reasonable to hypothesize-v
that ‘being well-liked:- inspires a child to perform
friendly behaviors as it s to hypothesize that

~ performing these behaviors causes’ the child to be
‘well- liked (p. 232). o

.y

Nevertheless, known behavior correlates of peer accept—
ance provide ah starting place to discover the direction of .

the causality. More importantly for the present research,]

these correlates provide a starting point for developing the

content of programs to facilitate the social acceptance ofj
’LQandicapped children. | S
If teachers are to‘ structure classroom situations to
improve the peer relations of the handicapped hey must be-
ade ‘aware of the behaviors which correlate “with peer
acceptance,vso that they can’ encourage the handicapped tov
develop these behaviors._ In view of research findings,'
ﬂteachers may well be advised to train or encourage handi-
capped. children to develop expertise in positive reinforcef
:ment of peers, friend y initiations,— communicative_'com-
petency,- and - perception “of nonverbal cues. Theyy.should‘

a
discourage behaviors which have been found to correlate with

? . . Lo /
R : . fenie : _‘ ? * ’ 4
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_ f{\_ - : L R N
peer rejection such as negative feedback to peers, v"day-

dreamtng,”.and competitive statements.

-

,Peer Acceptance -

Intervention to mprove . : i

Lo~
- ..

- A number cf interventions to 1mprove peer acceptance of,'-

children,who were handicapped, isolated, or in some way atf

risk socrally have been studied One intervention strategy
j _

' o 3 i
was to involye children_ in a ,structured, high status_
experience'.with' peers.. Chennault (1967)-_worked with 64 -
unpopular children in 16 special classes.\ She found sig-

IRY

nificant improyement'in both‘peer acceptancé'and,in self-

perceived peer acceptance following an intervention-which-

"involved the children's preparation and presentation:of a. .

dramatic gkit. ucker (1970) repliCated Chennault s study_

- to determine the permanence of the change° Rucker fqund a.,-,f
significant effect -at the posttest in the same direction.'

'However, the effect was _not present at the time of the"

post posttest vone' month later, indicating that thisf'
Py
intervention did not-have -a durable’influence.1

—

A'similar-technique-was used by.Ballard, Gottleib, and.

Kaufman (1977) with a group'of educable‘mentally retarded

children; «The children worked in sma11 cooperative,

highly-structured groups for two three-week periods. . The

]

nonretarded children s social acceptance ‘of theif retarded'

peers increased significantly when tested two .to four weeks.

* following the intervention. o o o



'from behavioral methodology. Nordquisﬂ (1978) reviewed the

o

“,
-

N 12

Another set of strategies currently in use was derived_

e

behavioral approach and emphasized- the central role of

N

N\
teacher and/or peer attention in changing and maintaining.

so ial behaviorw Nordquist found the variableé teacher

;attention, peer agtention, peer modeling,fand physical or

':spatial events, all of which are able® to- be manipulated by .

+

teachens, to be. powerful " and reliable' in developing and
. N .
maintaining peer interactions. , The issuéskhof durability,

whether the change will be maintained over time, and setting

-~

..~genenality,- whether- the behaviorﬂ will ‘be-. maintained in

: / - ' . S ' .
different settings, have not been resolved, however,

acc rding to Nordquist. I . .

Strain, Cooke,'and Appoloni (1976) rev1ewed the role’ of

tie‘peer in modifying social behav1or.; Théy cited a numberi'

_,df -areas in which the use of peers has ‘been shown to be

‘effective, including modeling,_ reinforcement, cooperative;

/.

.program management,_and desensitization. . However, they do

' wh1ch was. phased out very graduallyd{seemed to ‘lead to,

«

not address either t e durability or the settdng generalityf‘

issue. Asher, Oden, 'nd Gottman (1977), review1ng some of

the behavioral strateg es which Nordquist consideredjifound:

some promise of durability.v A schedule of reinforcementl

longer-lasting change. o '.‘. f

Gresham (1982) advocated social’ skills training@ for

’_handicapped children prior to or lh\ conjunction with

mainstreaming. ' Methods which he reviewed included:'

Py !
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'manipulation. of ' antecedents, such as prompting nonhahd-
icappéd 'peers".to'.initiate ,social-.interaction ~with

'_handicapped children Ebrﬁ' sociodramatic activities-

"manipulation of consequences, such as reinforcement or token fif*ﬁ
;programs with group or individual contingencies- 'and.hf
..modeling, including film modeling,,live modeling, ehd
N ‘combinations of live modeling, instructions, and praise.

Durability of results was not reported by Gresham.,
d -

sKneedler-4198ﬂ) revLmuuL_a_numhfL_ni_Juferﬂuni*ﬁnv
_procedurés which she termed cognitive tetnﬂlquﬂs, ' 'She~p
* observed . that although most studies ‘u sxng cognitive

—

;techn1ques to change social behaviors attempteﬁ to decrease

N

qisruptive behaviors, ‘a. few 'aimed at resistance to .\

temptation and = even fewer focused on appropriate"

assertiveness behaviors.' The cognitive interventionsQ
h usualT?*involved either self- evaluation/self-instruction or

problem—solving instruction, althouth the two areas- are not

nece sarily mutually exclusive.-» Demonstrations of

e

technigues ,appear to be neffective (Robin, Schne1der, & N
Dolnick 1976° Snyder' & White, 1979),' but  the issues of .

durability and generality of effects in this ‘area have not ’

A

bken- resolved.~

Coaching is a cognitive strat@gy added by Asher et al.
(1977) to other methods. It involves- (a) instructing the
child in correct rules of behavior, (b) rehearsing the //
application of the rules, and (c) giving the child feedback

on performance in a .real“-situation, including suggestions

. . . ) . Do
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for improvement. The study by Oden and Asher (1977) shows
partioular_promise foridurability-ofﬂ effects for the
coaching techniéue. i Nine- and 'ten—yearfold socially\

“isolated childr/en, who were ‘coached in- social “skills

R

relevant to~ friendship-making and were giVen practice and

i postplay review, improved significantly h1 peer ratings

. /

///and had continued progress in a one- year follow—up

assessment / The finding that after _one. year the effect was

uggests some setting

generali y for this technique.

Asher et al (1977) have stud1ed the coaching technique

-~

"as a means for increasing interactions of. isolated children.-f
Others (e.g. Douglas, 1976; O'Leary, 1968; Shure & Spivak
\ C . .
1978) haVe used similar cognitive or problem—solving

strategies in decreasing negative behavior of children who

»

e

,{are difficult or disruptiye in classrooms.

Social_skills, those social behaviors that produce

positive.consequences with teachers: and peers in,a‘school

A3

seéting, haY? been shown to be important-to later success of
:'children; _as' well ‘as related to achievement and general
school success. ‘The ‘mainstreamed handicapped child is‘

', potentially at considerably more. social risk’ than the~
nonhandicapped child “ A number of,techniques for improving “

_social skills have been described ' However,- thbse

techniques are, in the. beginning stages of development and in
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need - of further ‘refinement to demonstrate durability #nd_

0

'generality. ’ S 7 e J\ . /

u B 1 . . P
Teacher Attitudes Toward Mainstreaming o _'p ' / f’*

Johnson (1981) reported that mang ;eachers are opposed _

“~

to mainstreaming, and that th:)reasons “for dpposition

"ncﬁlude their lack of skill This opposition is

detrimental to successful mainstreaming of handicappedv

: children into regular classrooms. o =;;<’ 7 ..f_

Researxﬂx'on teacher and student teacher attitudes Ain
other areas supports ‘that negative attitudes
o teachers are likely to influence the attitudes of. student

teachers as well Copeland (1978) concludes as a /esult of

»

research on training stud ent teachers to employ the "target

behavior" of " asking. prob questions, that there is 'a.

~

“class-ecology that: shapes student teachers reégrdless of g

training. As . new teachers .enterf the- profession, their
/ Ly

: behavior may first be shaped by. the existin

‘ )
then, once shaped, may continue to conform to/

that system as other newer teachers enter and/

/

it. . . . .._nv.,- » lq

~

Teacher Attitude

.. a

Yee (1969) measured student teache; atj7
i

after student teaching using th%'Minnesota
i

Survey. He found that the attitudes of s?udent teachers
. /

sh1fted %oward those of cooperating teachers. Johnson '

I

(1968) found student teachers to change on a measure‘J of

i =

-

system and
and'reinforce_'

are shaped by

udes'before'and‘-'

':\\
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dogmatism/open mindednessras a function of the dogmatism/
opeh mindedness of the supervising teachers.’

- "By . .
It 1is important then, in order to promote the success of

%
B
&

[ ~ -

mainstreaming, to improve the conditions under which student ‘Q~'

teachers are in‘luenced by their cooperating teachers by
giving them skills with which to promote successful social
- 4}" ) N
integration of mainstreamed hand capped children.., _ e

Purposes of the Réseagch . Tt

-

The purpdbe of this research was to evaluate qge effectsa

-

. of a procedure designed.to facirﬁtate the social acceptance
ﬁf: handicapped children’ in_regular classrooms through
tratn1ng practice teachers to carry out a cognitive coaching
intervention. The specific goals were- v

R I (- investigate the effectiveness and durability

. e r .

'of -t "cognitive coaching technique for Coa

1mproving he socYal skills and facilitating the -
,

'social acceptance of mainstreamed handicapped

S ‘+ tchildren. ' . C .

P2 _Toh promote posiéive teacher attitudes toward~

" ainstreaming through providing teach;rs with;t””

useful procedures for assisting 1ntegration.n'°
L]

1 5o
v

-

Research ﬁypotheses S .'f, L

Two hypotheses were tested"

) Hypothesis I.‘; Mainstreamed’ handicappvd children who
. have received cognitive coaghing to improve social skills.
. ) o . —E( R ;
. \ N ) ; - '- ‘ﬁ’. i ] . ‘ . i

N
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will  show sfgplficantly -imprpvéd:.sécial ,skiilsF énd'

. ' < ' ' ‘. ¢
acceptance when compared with groups wiééfalternatégtraining
.or no training. . ’ ar | .
t . CE : - Lo a .
- . . .Y . .
Hypothesis 1II. Teachers who receive training in & 0
'coqniﬁiVe cqbching method té-imgrove thg“sociaIQSkiils.Pﬁ
mainstreémed handicapped children in their*dlassfooms,w111 7'
‘have " a slanficantly\ more pésitive attitude "~ toward ..
. mainstreaming than thachers in groups. receiving .alternate
== training or no training. - S : e b\\\
¥ . K o ' . -
. ']'.\' ;
¢ ) [‘ .
. \ '
' . - § | e
. !
—e 1
/‘ ~
4
. .
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SubjectS"were/26~first— through fourqh grade .children in :

' *Q public schools serving a predominantly middle—class popu—
-lation.'f These children were selected from classroomsGHn

. .

which student teachers from the G orgia State University

N,

Department of Early Childhood Education were placed for . <

-

their student teaching experience. From each of 26 classes'

in whioh student teachers were placed, one‘child was chosen

.. < as a target child.. o N .

The target child was jointly chosen by the classroom
teacher and the investigator based on the following
e Ty : . i S . ' . : .
. criterias : ot ; - - L
\.‘ . \\ N e * se v ) 3 ) ,'J"' ’ '. 0 o ' ) -. »
1, The'child was referred to special.education for N

\ [V SN,

'evaluation, the ''''' evaIUation process was com-
pleted, and .the child recommended for special 4~fﬁ
. L 4 o
edycation services by the committee undex one . of

'"the following categories: behavior disorder or

’ . : specific learning disability.' Children who met
this cr&;erion wére sélected on the basis of‘ M
, the following four criteria. When no child metl. RS
.("-' : ) ) . v N ‘ . 18 ‘ - ‘ ‘ ’ ' . \
~ - . | Lo ey
) , ' ' A3
g - - :
{ . ~ . 2 (f’ - ‘
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| this | _cr'ite'rion, a chi_ld‘wh‘was édrrently re—. )
ﬁferred }or"evaloationfforﬂspecific learning
’disability or behavior disorder was given
priority; When no appropriate child‘was in the

‘ referral process, a, child was selected based on

v,"‘.' 3
'.',w-v"'- v

thé other four criteria.

-

2. The child was in a regular claSsroom at least L
. . com - ) . . . P ) .

‘ ‘25% of the day. ) o, ’ T
3. Thé. child scored in the bottom thirdﬂ'of the , Y

class'on the peer play rating scale}and/or-the

5 ; peer nomination scale. R | ,} ?‘?{
;'~. q.“_The child was described by the' classroom.

teacher as. socially at risk. Eriteria for this.

L L]

nomination included: the" childuwas not liked R

A

L "hy peers{'the.child'exhibited‘inappropriate or.:
. P . N .
. 8 diSruptive-_classroom behaviors,,°ors'the child.
was withdrawn or unassertive. o A

',.°5., When more than one child met -the criteria, thL e

3

targes child was chosen by the classroom

\I

Jfﬂ'~'l - teacher and the investigator as\the child with
¢ . l‘p .
; ghe' greatest need to: improve social skills.‘

As‘presented in Table 1,lthere'were twenty .males and,six
. o ‘ i . \ N .
Females in the subject group. One‘child was in a readiness’
. N Fay ‘ ;
/class, nine. were {first7graders, nine were' second-graders, -

N ot \ ' N




Table 1-

Child Subject Demégraphlé Frequencies

Sex,.i

Male . Female - ‘ J

20 ' . 6

Grade

Readiness FEirst Second o Third = \Foﬁrthi{;_

1 9 9 3 Lo

Age in Months -/ .

o~

76-74  75-79  86-84  85-89  98-94  95-99 = 108-184

1 a 1 - s 2 o2

165-109 119-114 115-119 128-124 125-129 13¢-134 °
T e 2 N | o |

f“Missing: 4 Rgnge;ﬁp?3:}3ﬂwmqnths _ ‘Mean: 93;55
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, Handiéapﬁing.Conditionx

Designated as soclially at risk by teacher:
Diagnosed behaGior disorder and socially at risk:

6 ¢

Behavior disorder referred for diagnosis

and socially. at risk:
Diaéﬁosed learning disabled and socially'at riék;
Léarning disabledireferred for Giagnosis

‘ -

and socially at risk: - B

13

School
1 2 3 4 2 6 1 8 9 18
2

w
f-9
-
o

"u
w
-
N
L)

' . | Experimental'Condition

Social Skills  :Individual Instruction No Training

_ Training 7 Training
° s :
; ]
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three were third-graders, and four were fourth—graders.
Twenty-three were white, and three were'hlack. .Ages ranged
from 73 to 159 months, with a mean age of 93.27 months.

" The children all ‘were designated as socially.at risk by.
the teacher. Six chiIdren.were designated as sociafly at
. risk uith no other handicapping condition. of thevrest of
the children, thirteen were diagnosed, and three referred
for diagnosis as behavior disordered;'and three® were

diaghosed aand one referred, for diagnosiékas learning -
disabled. The children came from ten different schools,
with from one to four_children:in-different classrooms.in a

single school |

After selection, children were randomly placed in one of
the three conditions: codnitive coaching, ind1vidual
instructton (control),_'or no training (Controli. ) .Nine
children and their student. teachers were placed in the first
two conditions, and eight children and | thelir stndent
teachers were placed in the third group. | |
The data were collected in two waves during two academic
*quarters in order to obtain an uadeguate “sample for data

analysis.’ Thus, assessment, _identification, random

Aassignment to groups, and intervention took -place for 208

target children and 28 student teachers during the fall /

_quarter, 1981, and 9ftarget.chi1dren and 9 student teachers:

during the winter quarter, 1982,

a
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" Inftial Assessment of Classrooms . : |

|

\Opportunities for interaction. - fn’ order to obtain

appropriate- times for observations 'of"interaction in the .

¢

;clsssrooms, an inventory of - opportunities for interaction

was adminiStered before the first observation. For| this

@ R

assessment the C1assroom Interaction Inventory, whi7 was

filled out by the c1assroom teacher and the student teacher,

-

was used The inventory is patterned.after the Openness
" Program Structu e Index (OPSI) developed: by Dopyera and Lay .

(1975). -The Classroom Interaction Inventory was used to

o ’

~

select obServation times during which ipteraction was

permitted or expected.

1

Preassessment Measures . : , / '

!

Sociometric measures. Two sociometric measures were

used to select childreh‘who were at social ris ,-and‘to

\ |

assess the effect of the three intervention con?itions on’

sociometric status. Sociometric measures were figst used by’

it

Moreno (1934) The early measures were a form f positive
or negative nomination of peers in response to a uestion'or~
*situation (e.g,, "Who would you choose for best riend,'work_
partner, pIaYmate?')‘l This nomination form ha been.shown
‘ tc be quite reliable with upper elementary children (Busk,
Ford, & Schulman, 1973; Roff, Sels, & Golden,_ 172) Asher,

singleton, Tinsley, and Hymel (1979) hav deviséd"a\

' /

picture rating scale which has ‘had greater test-retest
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reliability (.63 to .78) than the nomination technigie for

. preschoolers, |
"§\\ There is evidence (Asher & Hymél, 1981) that'although'.
nomination and ;Etiﬁg scale sociometric techntquegqare
_ correlatéq, they measure different dimensions of. children's
sogi&l statgs. Positi;é nominations may indicate how many
peer% regard a qhildlas'q.high.prlority playmaté, whereas
the raﬁing écale may provide an index of a child's overall

level of acceptability or 1ikeébility among peers. There-

- fore, both measures were‘used'in this-study.

.Thé.two initial sociometric measures were administered_,

at the same time_bf the student teacher assigned‘to each
class. béor°chi}dren in second, third, and fourth grades,
0 whp coﬁlq read. each other's names, the ratﬁpg' scale was
; uad&iniétened'in ‘the fdém.of'a éiass'rdster, with a -happy, a
'ﬁeutral["and a sad face coiumn next to the héme§.' Children
" checked the 'box under the face thét'best deséfibed howvthey
felt . about the clagsmate named. Then they were askgd to
write thé names of the three classmates théy liked to play -
~with most. The younger children, in readiness gna first-
grade classes, rated photographs .of all children in their
.classes.by a sarting method. Photograph§ were made of all
fﬁe children in.the class.. The stﬁdent teacher ﬁodk‘each
childtdut of the class:oom'separatély toyadministef fifst
the ratiﬁg scale and thén‘theinoﬁinatfon»ihgtrUmeht, which
involved the 'seléction of the three most preferred

playmates.

\)‘ ‘ : “,, . L4 ) . . 31 . . _'
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The first administration of the sociometric instruments
preceded the final selection of target‘children as subjects;
as one of the selection criteria was a ranking in the louest
third ofsthe‘class on the sociometric rating scale, and/or
the'sociometric nomination scale.

The observational measure; Naturalistic observations

were made of the target child after selection but before
,intervention, The observation system was  -adapted from those
'of Singleton and Asher (197l); Gottman, 'Gonso,i and
-Rassmussen (1975), and Quay and Jarrett (1981)° Observation
'times were selected’ from the Classroom Interaction Inventory
filled out by the classroom teacher at the time of the first
. sociometric assessment _.Children were observedsonly during.
times when there was an opportunity for interaction between
children, e.g., choice vtimes in the- classroom; lunch, re-
cess,, etc. Children were observed on three different occa-
sions'during_the.assessment week.
A sequential time—sampling ‘method was used for the
Aobservations. The childfwas observed‘for ten«seconds, then
- the behavior was recorded during'the'next.five seconds.. ** A
‘pretaped signal with different tones at thev beginning of

'five-5 and ten—second intervals ‘was. used to indicate the

'observation and recording time segments to the observer, who"

4 1

!used a cassette player with earphone. Each child was - >

observed for a total of . thirty minutes during the three

-, ) . . L)
et



 to compare children 's different activity levels, ‘the total

26

assessments, “resulting in 120 ‘observations for each

assessment. ‘ .

The observational assessments‘Were intended primarily to

asses$s how much the‘child was interacting with peers and how

- f
much . of the interaction was  positive. A positive

"interaction was one in which a .child. was being Jovertly_'

positiVe (e.g., sharing,'smiling) orﬁengaging in what might
be called a maintenance °activity (e.g., guietly talking,

working on ‘a task with another child). A negative

interaction was one in which the child was being overtly'

negative toward another child, or another child was betng

dvertly negative toward the child (e.g., arguing, unpleasant

'teasing, taking away something from a child against the

child's will,_ hitting, speakirg with, a negative tone vof--

voice); Lo
The observers recorded whether the child waszalone'or

with others, interacting or not interaCting. If the child

'was not interacting, the observer recorded whether th& child

was involved with materrals; watching others,jor-uninvolVed.

If the child -Was 1nteratting, the'observers recorded whether’

the interaction was with one peer, more than one peer, or an

adult., ° o ' ' e

For analysis, interaction behaviors were summed under

posit1Ve interaction” and "negative interaction”. In’ order

'number of intervals "in which children were ‘not interacting

il

‘was ‘also calculated. . e, .



27

, The seven observers were five graduate students and two

professional women (a teacher and a social worker) currently
working as. homemakers. " The observers were trained ,in
classrooms which were not used intthe study to a reliability
criterion of 85%, calculated as the total number of
intervals in each category in which there were no
disagreements on scoring an interaction ‘as non—interacting,

1

positive, or negative_divided'by the total number of
intervals of observation. On two occasions during the
actual data collection, a second observer was assigned to
check reliability. Reliabilities during_preetraﬁning

averaged 93, 24§ for the interaction category (uhether the

\

child was interacting or not interacting,,and if there was

~— - 3

interaction, whether the interaction was positive or

negative). 'Re%iabilities'during the intervention averaged'

93.21% . o RN

L
¢ B . Al
”

. Attitude toward mainstreaming. In order to assess the

effect’ of thg' intervention on student 'teachers'’ and

?

téachers" attitudes toward mainstreaming," the Educational

Attitude Survey, developed by Reyno@ds and Greco (1979) to

measure teachers attitudes toward mainstreaming, was

. _‘,

administered to all the student _teachers and the classroom

: teachers involved in v‘the' study before and after the

"intervention.

'534' | , . ._' ,,:' -
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Assessmenr Dur ing the Intervention

Training criteria. Student teachers met certain
] . . '
criteria .in {implementing the coaching or individual

instruction strategy with the target children. - These

included, (1) attendance at he six—hour student teacher

training session, which includ explanation and rehearsal

of the coaching procedure, (2 a score of 85% of an

objective examination coveringathe aterial presented'in the’

session, and (3) completion of eight 15-minute coaching and

feedback sessions with the target child.

T s

Monitoring of the intervention. In order to assure that

'these criteria were met, he investigator made an on—site'

.
- LY

lvisit to observe at least one coaching session, to consult
with the student teacher regarding problems in e coaching
.procedure, and to vicw records of _the coa ing> sessions
which were kept.by student teachers. These'written records

were collected by the experimenter at the . end .of' the

intervention. If the criteria were not met by a student"\

'-teacher, the”chiId‘and‘student teacher in that class were to
be dropped fromzthe analysis. None were dropped for failure
to meet these criteria, althoughlseveral.student teachers
and children were .droppped from the analysis because the’

I

student teacher did not complete the student teaching

L1

.quarter for various reasons or because the child left tth

' school or had an/gxtended illness.\

35
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Outcome Measures for Children /5

- : R | ,
Sociometric measures, The sociometric measures . were

~

i - «

readministered'by the student’/ teachers at the end of the

four*week intervention.. Approximately five weeks after the

post~asseessment, the sociometric measures were administered

- /
a Mthird time to determine/ durability_ of eﬁfects. The

experimenters who cond%cte% the observations administered . .

/ Co °
the sociometric post-postassessment %ecausevthe;student
. ) .. ’/J . . o . |
teachers had completed Fhéir ten-week experience, and were

/ -

. ho longer in~the classrooms. _ ‘ )

\

The observational ﬁgasure.' Ohservations were also

’

repeated at the end of"* the four-week intervention, and again

approximately f1ve weekg later.'

‘

Child evaluations%;y-teachers and student teachers. 1In.

order to examine ‘the /effectiveness of the intervention from

/) . : o \
the point of view of the teachers and student teachers in

the classrooms of the target_'éhildren,i an evaluation

questionnaire was administered at the completion of the

3intervention period, feachers' and student teachers were

1

vasked to respond separately, in &riting, to the”questionf

"What, changes, if any, have you observed in your target’

,child‘ in the last five, week’s (the, time/,between

k]

;pre4assessment and the first]-poSt assessment)?' The_

’

evaluations were then coded to permit statistical analysis.

' r.‘s

. A graduate student unfamiliar with the research hypotheses,

;or even the nature of the study, served.as principal coder..

/
- S

‘ReSpqnses vwere categorized under the following headings:

.
. . . ’

;.;nd”fil*“ ‘f£;6 dﬁd\

A

A

B
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1

(1) no. improvement or worse (2) social 'improvement, (3)

acadFmic’ improvement, and (4) both social and ad@demic

[l

imprkvement. The investigator also coded the evaluations

separately in order to check the reliability of the coding,

and agreement was reached on 88% of the categorizations, as

calculated by dividing the total number of categorizations

[

)

in which both coders agreed”by the number of categorizations'

LY

made. . ' B

Outcome Measure for Teachers

The attitude ‘survey was readministered to both student

teachers and teachers at the end of the interventijon.;

The Experimental Treatments- _ o

Three conditions were employed: the cognitiveé coaching
condition; the individual,instruction (control) condition;

which was ' fntended to control. for the experimental or

"Hawthorne" effect (Cook & Campbell, 1979),? which might

k] - . L -
-result from. increasedT_attention- to ‘the target _child, the

-

student teacher, or both; ‘and the no-training (control)

condition.

The Coaching- Condition. The coaching treatment is

» closely patterned after that used by Oden and Asher (1979).,'

After 1nitia1 assessment, final selection of subjects,'

conditions, a six hour tra1ning session was held for the

studént,teachers in the coaching condition. At this

- - s - . ~

and random assignment of subjects to the three experimental_'
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training .session, student teachers were first given

guidelinesa,for increasing cooperative activities 1in the

M

classroom. Then they were given a rationale for using
cognitive techniques to improve children s social skills.-
The procedures for conducting the particular cognitive
coaching: technique were presented and discussed.! Students
had’ opportunities td rehearse the coaching sessions, and

were given a’ written examination of the material covered

@

during the training session. All of"® the students were
successful'at scoring 85% or higher'on the exam.

Basic scripts  developed during the training: were
-projided for, thei student teachers to conduqt eight

coaching/play sessions in the four " weeks of the'

. intervention; These sessions were to teach the childrenw

-basic concepts “of "getting alohg' with peers, including:f» s

.

(1) participation-—qetting started paying attention,. (2)

cooperataon-—taking turns, - sharing material (3))

.communication--talking with and listening to the other

L]

person, and (4) validation support-—being friendly,)fun, "and

nice ;(e.-g., -loo,king at the other person, giving 'a smile,

c -

offering help or encouragement,. Avsummary of the training»

,session and a'sample scnipt are-included in Appendix E.

t

Each coaching session was followed by a prac*ice session
-2

.-in which the target child engaged in’ an activity (e.g. a
V'gamé or art activity) with _a peer seleceed £rom the'middle

*or upper third of the class on the sociometric rating scale..
. * B
'The child was paired with a different peer each time for the‘\g
“ . . . . ,_’” , ) /\‘___

1}
-

—
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follow-up activity. The student teacher observed the ten-
' Y :

to fifteen-minute follow-up session, then disccussed the
' ! ' ' . ‘

session in private with the'target child afterwards, giving
feedback ‘and reinforcement for application of‘the.nrules'
which were presented to the child The student teacher also
was instructed to reinforce the child for appropriate .
‘getting along" behaviors at other times during the day and
to keep a récord of the occasions of, reinforcement. "
In each session, .the same key steps were followed in
sequencé for eachfconcept:' (1) the coach proposed that the
! )

cancept (e.q., participation)“was important,in helping to

make activities. with classmates fun or enjoyable:.lﬁy'the
5 . \ ) ) L

-coach evaluated ‘the. child's . understanding by reqUesting

"specific behavioral examples of the concept in weference to -

classroom act1vities- (3) the coach repeated or\gephrased‘

the child's examples, suggesting shorter phrases, or

providing an- example if the child did not respond- (4) the

’coach asked . the' child to' provide specific behavioral

examples (including the opposite types) which would be~ B

likely to result in making the activity fun or enjoyable for“
the. chi1dren' (5) the coach asked the child to. try out some
of the ideas in the activity which immediately followed- and

(6) the coach told the child that she would check back to.

o ask - the child how helpful the ideas were. in making the

-
act1vity fun °F enjoyable fof ‘both children. !

After the first’ four coaching sessions, which c3“?¥edj~

j?he four basic "concepts,s .the coaching was geared to .the

\oe

\

. . ) .
. . ' o - . . .
: SN . i
- : . . .- i .
. — " . A
. . . X g -

e
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individual chiid'in that only_those concopts which the child

did. not appear to understand * and/or rémember were .coached

’

and revicmed. . : ' : Y A

‘The individual instruction (conttol) condition. ' The

student ‘teachers assicned to the control' training group

" received one six-hour training session in . individualizing
) : 4

A

instruction. The session included specific training to meet
. N . )
the requirements for individualizing instruction of the

State of Georgla Teacher Performance Assessment Instruments.

fThe session also included preparation by the student teacher

.of an individualized plan-for meeting academic needs of ‘the

NN

target child.

. ' v\ .
Following the training,. the teacher spent eight"
'twenty—minute individual learning sessions with the target

child during the four-week intervention period. Thisl

condition was intended;tokcontrol for the experimental or

"Hawthorne" effect (Cook & Campbell, 1979), which might

0

o resu1t from increased attention to the target child, the

student teacher, or both. The author cOndycted both the =~

experimental and control train1ng sess1ons.
'™~
o

& e

' 8 IN

&he no intervention condition. In this condition, ‘no

L3 Jp——

intervention was made with either the student - teacher or the

target chi1d but the‘assessments were’ conducted on the’same

schedule as in. the other two conditions.‘ o

. ® o ) f e

el 40 = -
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VSUmmarZ of Expeg}mental 6éSign” (

H
I

The study identified mainstreamed handicapped'children

who were socially -at risk, then"randqmly asssigned the

»

children te three. treatment"conditions. . The 'donditions

were: . _ : , o, - -

1. The éoaching condition. In -this cognitive
‘training condition the studeh; ;eaqher““in the
class of each'target child was given six hours.
of classroom training in- ,t:'hel~ coaching tech-
nique}‘followjng.which thewétudent teacher im- -
‘Plemented the strategy with fﬁe* targéf, child.
The Traiﬁer made a féllow-up visit to the
classréom to facilitate' the interbention, gnd
to insure. that the iﬁtefventioh met pfe—es(>
Eablished'criteria;v | |

2. The ;ipgiyiduall instruction condition.. This

L e : ~ -

4///;///f//_éohtrolltraining condition was included to

*

-ascertainawggghgf;fhe'treatmentiis a result of. |

©

the 'particuLar_ intervention outlinéd ~in
-conditioﬁ"#i, or a result ofl.ihcréaseﬁ
attention given .to the studént'téacher and/or
L " the target child.- The condition involved six
hours . ffaining in 'individualizing instrucpidﬁ,4
ﬁolldwéd bf eight twenty—mi;ute fﬁtoring
segsiénslwﬁth.the farge; chiid, cbnducted.by tﬁe?-

student: teacher. The trainer made a followrup..

N
-
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visit to the clas;foom to facilitate the
'indi#idualized 1nstruc£ion"progrém; énd tdg
insure‘that this'ihtefvention mét{pre-pstabﬁ
lished criteria. - | v. | :. ’
'3.'HIn the 'thirdﬁ‘cohdjtibp, §é"ipt;ryentiqﬁ wés | ['
made with either the stqdeﬁt teqch;r _6r the |

y

target child.

[

In order to select subjects and determine  short— and

long-term effects of the iﬁterventioh, the 'following
. - . N, @ : . .

"

assessments were made before and after the iﬁtervention;

TITCTCHITE T a S's‘"‘e"'s"s'_ir'l"e'h £ .Twa"“'i*'“ﬁyp'é's“ “of “séciom etric
assessments and a behavio:al ‘assessment were
made three times during the gxperjméht: begore
the interventi&n,- immediately after the
‘interventjdn, and fouf to'sj¥ weeks éfter the
‘completion of the intervention. éehavioral

_observétions were“haﬁé one to two weeks after
thé‘;fii;t' sociQmetrip assessmegts (after the
target chiidren ;ere §e1é€£ed);‘and during the
week ‘of the’other}twb sociamétric asséssments.'
Teachers and\studenf teacheré\wére;éle asked to
‘évaiuate the targéébchild's chapge (if.aﬁy) ét.
the completion of the 1ntervention:, 3 .

.2.‘ Teacher asséssﬁent.'-The Class?bom'rhterac;ion

Inventory was used to select_obsefvati@n'tihes:

Téachgrs vere aﬁked to fill out ‘the. inventory

S \ ,

before the . first child assessments. . The

\
\

@

P e
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teachers also completed a' survey of their .

attitudes toward mainétreaming-before and after -
‘the 1intervention. The trainer made on-site

visits to assure that the intervention criteria

/
/

were being met.

-



'thrse areas:

ratihg ‘score are presented in Table 2.

Results o /

Dq&avanalysiélyrocedures and results will be rehbrted‘in
/ : (a) sociometric and,c servational data
coflected on target ch11dren, (b) evaluat on‘data Qn target

children recéived from teachers- and stu?ent teachers, and_

'(c) data d/llected on teacher and student teacher attitudes.

'
- y
/
/

v, / | - .
Sociometric and Observational Analysis

 / The sociometric and observational data collected on the.

children consisted of five meashres.‘ These five dependent

variables were computed by the following procedures:

Sociometric,~rating, score. In \the 'sociometric rating

scale, children rated peerL with‘a happy face, given a score

.

of three; .a neutral face, given a score|l of two; and a sad

, face, given a'Score of one. The total score for each”childf

»

for each administratlon was divided by the number of
children rat1ng at -that adm1nistrat1on o make the scores

comparable_regardless of‘cIaSS size., Thus, .the sociometric

. rating score repreSented'an acceptance rating from the total

class. Means and standard deviations for the sqciometric'

.
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.- Table 2 -
Means and Standard peviations by'Tiﬁg for
Sociometrib Rating Scale
n Time 1 Time 2 . . Time 3
‘ _ - . - —
ﬁlcdﬁdition ' "Mean . SD' Mean SD  Mean sD
1. Coaching 9 1.96 1.12 2.82 .27 1.98 8.16
' . ' : o ) ' N ]
2. Indiwvidual o o )

_instruction 9 1.68 .39 1.78 @.32 1.62 0.360

I
3
i

3. No training 8 1.78 6.3 1.85 ~8.35 1.69 0.28

i

‘E . . ﬁ'
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Spociometric nomination-score.= For»aifirst choice:

ot nomination by a peer, a child received a score of threer for
a second choice nomination a score of two, and for a third
choice nomination a score of one. -The total score for each
"child for each administration ‘was . divided by the number of
children in the class to whom,vthe\ instrument was
administered in. order to make the scores comparahle\_
regardless of class size. For two children, ‘on ‘tvo~'
administrations, data were missing on this variable, and the\
means of~all the subjects for this variable for the same
administration were used as the score -for each of these’
‘childrenr Means and standard deviations for the sociometr1c

nomination score are presented in Table 3.

_No interaction intervals. This variable was the total

period during which -the target child was not - interacting

with a eer or peers.- The total poSsible'fnumber " of

el

o+ 1le- second intervals for each”assessment period (three

Rt N “

lﬂ—minute observations during one week) was lZﬂ. Means and .
}standard deviations for the no—interaction intervals are

presented in Table 4.

9051t1ve interaction intervals. This variable was the

total number, of observed 10- second interVals in_ the
© assessment period during which the target ~child: was
interacting wiﬂ1 ‘a 'peer or peers in a manner defined as
positive or neutral (e.g:, talking, playing a game,

laughing, smiling, using_ materials together) . The.'total

46 o ", \\.~'
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Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations bf Time for "
Sociometric Nomination -Scale : -
" Time 1 ﬁf © Time 2 - . Time 3
'/ .. .l .~ . r"- .'. . . -4 - v. . .
Condition = n . Mean SD ° Mean SD  Mean SD .
1. Coaching 9 @65 .054  .898  .e82  .147, .102
2. Indiéidual : c i | B 'v
i_ns'truc'tiow” .646  .218 .39  .184  .193
3. No training 8 .19 .115: .185: .185 .876  .B90
. "//
!
i ’./ ©
) / ,
/o
EY ;’. // \4
_ . E
Y
- -/ 7 ¢
Ny
’/
/o '
/
/
/"; ’ -
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’ ‘ ~ Table 4
-Means and Standard Deviations by Time N \\\\_
| -for No - Interaction Intervals
. ’ Time 1 .Time 2~ Time.3

‘Condition n Mean  SD°  Mean- SD  Mean . 8D

1. Coaching . 9 34.78 21.19 49.78 34.39 37.67 20.24

2. Indibidual . : ‘ g _
~"" instruction 9 48.44 24.38 31.11 25.07 27.22 '16.90
3. No training ‘s 47.12 28.43 48.56 30.95 57.25 26.41

3
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‘possible number of.lﬂ—second'intervals for each assessment .

period was 120. Means and st@ndard deviations for positive“

: interaction intervals are presented in Table 5.

Negative interaction: intervals. This variable was the-

-total 'number f' observed 19-second intervals in  the
assessment period during which a child was interacting with
a peer or peers &in a manner .defined as negative (e.qg.
arguing, unpleasant teasing, taking away something, hitting,
'speaking with a negative tone of voice). The total possible i
_ number of 18- -second intervals in "the assessment period wasﬂ
.iza.' Means and standard deviations fon negative interaction

intervals are presented in Table 6. ' ' \,

nalysis procedures. The effect of ‘the experimental

treatments was determined by two one- way multivariate'
analyses: of 'variance with repeated measures, using thelf
Revised MANOVA Program developed by Elliot M. Cramer,
lUniversity of North Carolina, and converted for use on the .
\\ UNIVAC 70/7 by Philip- M.‘ Winter. ' his .program tests
significanci using .the Wilkes Lamua Criterion. The five
dependent 'variables_ were ociometric rating sdbre,,‘
-.sociometric ‘'nomination score, -non—interacting intervals,
positiveA interacting intervals, and negative _interacting
intervals. ~ The ‘between subjects factor was. experimental
.conditionr cognitive coaching, individual instructionf{ahd.
_no ltraining. . The within subjects' factor was time‘ of

X

observation- preassessment, first postassessment, and second /

- Q .
postassessment .

~

fRIC - 49
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" Table 5. S :
’ dard Deviations by Time
b nteraction Intervals: vt
Time. 2 Time 3

° Condition™: -n  Mean _E‘_:_I_)_ Mean sD Meah_ 8D

'_1.'Coaching o 80.44 19.88 64.44 33.49° 71,56 -21.18 °

2. individual S o T,
Instruction 9 . 76.22- 25.02 85.33 24.11' 89.78 18.75"

L4 .
ha

3. No training 8 68.12 20.57 77.38 31.41 68.87 28.91

4




™

&
- ’"
Table 6
~ Means é'nd- Standard Deviations by Time for
Negative Interaction Intervals . ’
Time 1 . . Time 2 Tie 3 o
Condition ¥ n “Mean SD . -Mean .SD " Mean’ sb
- - ST | .
1, .xCoaChing' , 9 5.22 6.19 5.78 11.63 :+ 0.78 1.99
o2, Inglitvi'dual_ g .
Instruction 3.13  3.06 '4.18 .
3. No Training . 4.12 . 1.88 2,36
' £’q. B
T
: \ \
.
{
% )

‘o
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Because the sum of the three observational Variables was

the constant,lZQ, these threervariables could not be used in

the same analysfs ThuéJ two separate multiple analyses off

_variance were performed Because there were’ variables with'

. a score of zero, the constant one ‘was added to all of the

R

/ . -~
T"_wariables, so fh;t the- assumptions of the analysis would not

be violated. 'The‘éonstant'was not'included”inrthe report-of
— -‘means and standard deviations.v e o | |

Results of sociometric and- observational analysis. The

a

first multiple analysis of variance was performed with the”
three dependent variables- sociometric rating scale,lﬂ

sociometric nomlnation 5ca1e, and,no'interaction.intervals.

,,'No significant .effects 'were . found for- experimental‘

treatment, time,' or experimental treatment by time

4

‘ 1nteractions on the MANOVA Table 7 presents a’summar? of
the ~multivariate analysis' of variance ~'for the two
sociometric measures and the non—interacting&intervals.

VAN
1

The second multiple analysis of variance was performed

~

v

intervals ,and negative interaction 1ntervals. No. -

significant effects were found for experimentaifﬁreatment,
i

time, or experimental treatment by time interactions on the*'

MANO_VA. 'I‘able 8 presents ‘a summary of the mu1t1variate E

analysis of ‘'variance for positive .interaction intervals, and

- negative interaction intervals.

? v

L

~that cognitive coaching would significantly imprOVe SOcial\

- - . v . .
- . . - ’

with the two dependent variables positive interaction

These results do not. support the research hypothesis.

PREP
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- Table. 7

\ ) e
Summary of Multlvarlate Analysis of Variance w1th Repeated
Measures witﬁ Three Dependen§¥Variables' Soc1ometr1c,

- Rating Scale, Soclometrl Nominatjon Scale, . e

and Non-Interactin&\Intervals o i
"\ ' T "" \'\-.’
T ‘ o - K Hzfjt; _
Variable = * * - .df - By
\Expgrimentag , ' . ' S o d -“ﬁbﬂg.
Condition S 2,24 2.028 -
'T\1me ‘_ 2,45 - 1.62T
: Emperlmental S L o ¥
Condition X Time. . 4,45 o - 1.448 E
\ N R : : fe 0 .
T
“ ] \a—s * \ h
& ' '
- ‘ 4

o
Qo
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o_'I‘ablé 8

-

sbmmary of MultiGariéte Analysis of Variance with Repeated

. “Measures with Two Dependent Variébles; Positive

3

- @ . in;eraction Intetvals,'and Negative
. : . Interaction Intervals’ v )
" . Variable | P
- Experimental L o - . : _
‘Condition - . 2,24 7. .763° o
. Time - - 2,45 s 1.0667
'+ Experimental " . @ ) .
) Condition x Time 4,45 > 1,698
I\ ) v l-w ~
' ' ; R ‘ i o , ] ' )
] . e " i \ ’
® ¢ i S
v < e
. ' I
\ o '
o //); “ *
' . ,/"/" ) 54
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;7skills‘Aand'¥acceptance- as compared ‘vith_.individual

instruction tor no training, - as measured by sociometric

scores and\pbservations of interaction quantity or quality.
N . . PR .

R

[N

,Teacher .and Student Teacher Evaluation .Data

In rder -to' determine whether teachers and student

e

_ teachers-in _the’ three experimintal conditions differed in
their evaluations of the - target children at the end of the

intervention,period; a chi—square test of proportions was
performed,.:.lhe independent,variable was'the experimental
condition: cognitive coaching, individual instruction, and
no -training: The dependent variablel was the prjncipal
coder's categorizations of the teacher and student teacher

evaluations. 'The categories employed were both soc1a1 and

_academic’ improvement, ,social. improvement, acadenmic

. 7

improvement and*no change or worse. The frequencies and

percentages of the combined categorizations of the teachers

'

‘ nd student teachers evaluations are presented in Table 9.

A significant overall difference was found- xz (6)"=

32, 44, p. < ;ﬂﬁGS, indicating ‘a significantly different
distribution of frequencies among the 'experimental

conditions. I

-

In order to determlne the specific area of differences,:

r < 4

six post hoc ', analyses were performed ‘ employing a

' partitioning of contingency tables into single degrees of

;freedom (Kimball 1954). a Because the degrees of freedom
equalled one,-the Yates correction for continuity Was‘

N
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_Table 9
Summary of Teacher énd Student Teacher Evaluations. .

at Completion of Intervention Period

Question asked: ‘What changes (if any) have you noticed in

- your target child in the last five weeks?
Condition Both Social Social Academic " No Charnge
’ and Academic Improvement Improvementgs or worse
Improvement - : : :
Coénitive § ' '
Coaching 2 (11%) 213 (72%) g (9%) 3 (17%)

. o . l ‘ By .
Individual : ) _ ‘ -
Instruction 5 (28%) 1 (6%) 9 (50%) 3 (17%)*
No | J . | o

* Training 1 (6%) 3 (19%) 3 (19%) 9 (56%)

* ‘Percentages méy not add to 16@ due to rounding error.
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-applied. These _subsequent chi-square analyses indicated

that all of the conditions differed significantly from one

another. The cognitive coaching condition differed from thev'

individual instruction condition in the first two._post hoc
comparisons: . analysis 1, in which the two conditions were

compared on two variables, one a’ categorization of both

social and academic ,improvement (both), the other a

2

categorization of socialzimgrovement only (social), x° (1) =

-9.26,2 < .p@5, and analysis 2, in which the two conditions

were compared on two variables, orie a combination of both

~

and social, the other academic improvement only {academic),
2

“x2 (1) = 13.016, p < .081. They did not differ in the ‘third

analysis, when both social and academic improvement (both),

social improvement only (sociali and academic improvement

)

\only (academic) were combined into’ one category

“(improvement) and compared with the no change or worse (no

o

improvement) category.zn '

These findings indicate that a greaten frequency of- the
teachers and student teachers..in the cognitive coaching
group evaluated their target children as 1mproved ithhe
soc1al area, while a greater frequency of the teachers inA
the individual -instruction group evaluated tzeir target

' »

children as improved in’ the academ.c area.

w

In the fourth through ‘sixth follow -up chi-square -

analyses, the distributions of frequencies of the ‘two
treatment conditions were combined and compared with that of

the no intervention condition (condition’ 3). "No significant'

a
»



no improvement in their target children.
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L

" differences were found in analyses 4 and 5, which. compared

.

“the area of improvement, but a ‘signifjcant difference was

found in the sixth analysisy in which the three improvement

categories were icombined and compared with the no
improvement category x2 (1) = 8.25, p <% 005,
This finding indicates that more teachers and student

teachers in the two Lintervention groups evaluated their

“target children«as improved than -did the  teachers and.

student teachers fn the no training group,‘,who more

frequently said that their target children showed no

improvement.” The follow-up chi-square analyses are

summarized in Table 10. o QIQ i o
The results“ of' the evalhation"data indicate }that
teachers and student teachers _in the . cognitive coaching
group tended -to cite social improvemené in their target
children, that teachers and student“‘teachers fn the
' t ' '

individual Instruction group tended to cite, acadenmic -

!

improvement in their target children, and that teathers and

=

‘student teachers in the no training group tended to indicate

< . . : < ) ",//

Teacher and student teacher att1tude data

. -

In order to compare attitudes of teachers and student

'reachers 1in the exper1menta1 conditions before and after the

.1ntervention, a 2 (teacher status) x 3 (exper1mental‘

condlt‘on) analysis of variance with =a repeated measure

_(score for two- administrations) was performed for each of

~ , .t N - »

S8

-
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Table 10

Summary of Post Hoc Analyses of Teacher and Student

Teachgr Evaluations, Part tioning the Chi—sQuare

&

£y

into single Degrees of Freedom

o7

]

 Analysis 1:

Comparison of the Cognitive Coaching Condition

(Condition I) with the Individual Instruction

.Condition {Condition II) on the Categories

Social and Academic Improvement (Both) wversus
Social Improvement Only (Social)

Both - ''social
1 : 2 13

I1 5 ‘ 1.

<2 (1) = 9.26, p < .205

Analysis 2:

o

Compafison of Condition I with Condition II on
the Combined Categories of Both and Social
versus Academic Improvement Only (Academic)

v

Both and Social Academic
I 15 o 2
1T 6 o ‘9
o 2 : 1

x> (1) = 13.816, p < .@01

59
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Table 18

Continued

[y

Anaiysis“3:;

_ No Change or Worse (No Improvement)

>

Comparison of Condition I with Condition I on
Combined Categories of Both, Social, and .
Academic (Improvement) versus the Category of

/

Improvement No Improvement
I .15 3
11 15 3

W2 (1) = .2 . -

Analysis" 4:

Comparison of Combined Conditions I and II

‘with No Intervention Condition (Condition

I1T) on Both versus Social . e

‘Both ' Social
I and II. 1 ' ‘14
0 S " 3

.60
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Table 10 .

Cont}nued‘

Analysis 5:

Comparison of Combined Conditions I and II

with Condition III on Both and Social versus

Academic
Both and Social Academic
T and. II 21 : 9
:III S 4 3
x? (1) = .50 B o

Analyéfs'Gﬁ

Comparison of Combined Conditions I and II
with Condition III on Improvement versus no
Improvement

Imprbvementl No Improvemént
I.and IT- 30 : .6
i .7 9
2 =
. Xx“ (1) = 8.25, p < .005
—— e /)
» :



- 55
the three scores obtained on the test: The total score,
which measured general attitudes toward mainstreaming, the
factor 1 score, which waf interpreted by Reynolds ..ad Greco
(1979) as measuring, attitudes toward . administrat1Ve aspects
_'df mainstreaming, and the factor é score, which was
interpreted’ by Revnolds and Greco (1979) as measuring
attitudes.toward_educational aspects of mainstreqming.

Because three separatel analyses uere"performed, ‘the
alpha 1level yas'set at p < .ﬂl?f producing a total aipha
.1eve1 for the three tests'of p < .085. Thus .the Bonferroni
ruie for establishing experiment-wise error rate was‘applied
(Kirk, 1968)
For these analyses, the BMD2V proqram developed by the
Health Sciences Computing Facility of the University ofi
California in Los Angeles (revised, 1978) was used

. Total score results. The means and standard dev1ation5n

of the tota1 score on the attitude survey are presented in
Table 11. Tge‘summary of the analysis of variance with .
lrepeated/ measuress for the total score on .the attitude
_ survny.ls presented in Table 12, As*indicated in Table lﬂ,lh
a significant effect was found for teacher status, F (1, 46,)
= 16.63, p < .01, and for time, F (1,}6) = 8, 83, p < .ﬂl.
No significant‘ effects. were found "for the 'experimental ,
='conditioh-or‘for 1nteractions between the experimentali

condition, time, and teacher status. - An inspection of the

means _in Table 11, ‘and ithe lack of a teacher by time
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‘Table 11

Means and St&ndard Deviatidns of Total Score

on Attitude survey

Total Time 1 Total Time 2

Condition Teacher Mean SD ‘ " Mean . ~‘_S.__D_t‘“
o . Status : ‘ _
: I » _ N
Cognitive "Teacher 49.06 10.57 47.11 .9.21
) Coaching ' ' L :
' . Student 58.44 7.38 55.89 5.13 ]ﬁ
Teacher ¢ :
Individual Teacher 53.44 13.34: _ 53.%&//15{16 : -
Instruction S : / '
y Student  62.56 ~ 8.73 58.11 11.73
Teacher ' : . :
No Teacher 47,87 . 9.08 47.00 9.18
Training . . .
: Student 66.08 5.07 54,25° 8.73
Teacher ’ ‘ I
. -
b !




Table 12

Sqmmgz; of Anaiysis of Variance for Total

‘Score on Attitude Sutvey

t

Source . ‘ , daf . 'F
. . Q . . m——
Teacher Status ; 1,46 , 10.63%
Experimentai : :
Condition 2,46 1.32
Teacher Staths X ‘ . -
'Experﬁmental~Condit@on _ 2,46 o W11
Time " 1,46 © 8.83%
Time x | o : a
Teacher Status 1,46 : 3.79
CTime x- T - ’ .
Experimental Cbﬁdition 2,46 ' .. .18
- Time x Teacher Statﬁs'& : o
Experimental Condition . 2,46 . : .62
* p < .01 )
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interaction indicate that the student |teacher scores were
significantly higher .than the teacher. scores or both:
administrations( but that both the teac ers' and the student

teachers' scores showed a significant decrease over time.

: |
Factor 1 results. The means and st ndard deviations fog

the factor 1 scores on the- attitude su vey are presented in
Table 13. The summary of thf analysis of variance with

repeated measures for factor 1 is pregented in Table 14. 'bn

o

factor 1, as indicated in Table 14, a significant'differenee~

was foundAonly for teacher status, F/(1,46) = 7.08, p < .01.°
Again, on inspection of the means/, student teachers were
shown. to; score higher _than teach rs (i.e. show a more

positive attitude toward majinstreaming), on both

administrations, -and neither tedchers or- student teabhers.

showed a significant difference pver e or by experimental

condition. No significant interactions) were found.

Factor 2 results. The means and standard deviations for

.-factor 2 scores, on the attitube 'survey are presented in,

Table 15. A summary of the analysis of variance- with-
) f

repeated measures for factor 2 scores is .presented in Table

7

Significant effects were found for teacher_status, F
(1,46)\5 12.41, p < .861, time, F (1, 46) = 9.44, P < .01,

and for teacher status by time interaction, F (1,46) = 7.19,

p < .01. Again, as with the two previous variables; the

'student teachers showed a significantiy more positive
_attitude toward ma1nstream1ng ‘than the classroom teachers.

" There was' a significant decrease rn scores over time across

©°



et ‘ . Table 13

'Means and Standard;Devdations of Factor 1 )

-

Scores on Attitude Survey
”~ | B

P=

: -Time Time 2-

' Condition Teacher -~ Mean : SD . Mean " " SD
T Status ' . Lo
Cognitive'#‘ Teacher 22.56 10.57 | 21.22 - 5..47
Coaching ~ © B

Student 24.22° 4.29 25944 -2.60
Tgacher . | - L
T
‘Individual  Teacher 23.22 5.74 23.11 - 6,11
Instruction . o
X Student 28.00 4.15 26,22 76
Teacher : .
No - . Teacher - 21.87 5.49 21.38 5.60 -
Training “ , - :
: Student 25.87 2.29 24,12 .  A.64
" Teacher . ‘ “ o .
. N
p‘
\ ® ‘ ’ '
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Scére on Attitude Survey

'

[

Table 14,

o~

Summary of Analysis of Va(f%nce for Factor 1

60

x Experimental ‘Condition

)

o

Source daf F
Teacher Status 1,46 7.08% "'
[N . 4

Experimental ) " .
Condition ' 12,46 QEPQ
Teacher Status x
Experimental Cdbdition 2,46 .05

X . ,

’ - rl
Time " . 1,46 . 2.21 .
Time x Teacher Y
Status ' -1,46 .02
Timedx Experimental DA ’ _
Condition - 2,46 ,\69///\\

" Time x moscher Status R .
2,46 2.04

, L8
* p <.0l :

~4



_ Table 15

. Means and Standard Deviations of Factor 2 C .

. Scores on Attitude Survey

&Y
‘ Time' 1, . Time 2
-~ Copdition Teacher Mean - ‘:ng_ K Méén‘;ﬂ’« sD
' Status T . \ K e
Cognitive Teacher 26.44  5.53 25.89 ° 4,59,
Coaching - ' o . }
. Student’ 34.22 4.68 30.44 3.26
Teacher : o . B
Z . -
 Individual  Teacher 30.22  7.85 30.44  9.26
Instruction . - : ; |
Student 34.56 6.10 31.89 6.56 |
Teacher - \
¢
No o Teacher 26.00 3.96 25.62 4.20
Training : : : » "
o Student 34.13 "3.64 39.13 - 4,42
‘. Teacher : 7
; \
\; . ¢ .
« &
\ R 1
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- m
) "~ Table 16
>Suﬁmary of AnaLysfs“of Variance for Factor 2
- A;- '-' - ‘ . Y . . .
. *Score on Attitude Survey .
"_Source R - oaE N
bTeaqﬁér“gtatus S 71,46 o 12.41%%*
. Experimental . = - - . o :
Condition _ y . 2,46 . 1.53
Teacher Status x | . .
_Experimental Condition ' 2,46 ) .60
Time © ' 1,46 . 9.44*
.Time x o , : .
Teacher Status . 1,46 - 7.19%
hd Timéx ) : ; i .
Experimental Condition 2,46 .28
N\ .
Time.x Teacher Status x :
Experimental Condition 2,46 - .83
**'2 <‘ .ggi N
* p < .81 .
'w»y LY

89
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both groups, but’the.studentgteachers',scores decreased more

: . _ _ . ;
sharplyv than ‘classroom teacher; scores.bl “The graph; in
Figure 1 illustrates the interaction effect, showing. that'
the teachers attitudes changed 1ittle over time,;whereas.the
student teachers scores decreased ’considerably,. brinding
their attitudes. closer to the more conservative attitudes of.
‘the teachers after the five week intervention period ,The
4meanslof the attitude survey scores py teacher.status'and
time are preseéted in Table’l7.

Thus the hvpothesis that, the student teachers in the
cognitive coaching group would ga1n more positive attitudes
toward mainstreaming as compared with the other groups was
not upheld.f Rather, the 'chahge in attitudes toward
mainstreahing over time was in the opposite direction than
that hypothes1zed being less -positive after the.
intervention; on tk: ;“ctor most closely related to actual
'tegﬁhihé .practice55 the change in studeht teachersf

attitudes was .greater than the change in classroom teachers'

attitudes.

70
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Table 17

Means of Attitude Survey Scores

by Teacher Status and. Time

W

-

Total ~ Factor 1 Factor 2
Teacher - ' o y :

Timeé 2 49.31 21.92 27.38
Sstudent. Teacher . |
Time 1 60.35 26.04 34,30

Time 2 56.15 25,308 . . 3p6.84

Teacher and
Student Teacher

Combined ,
Time 1 85.21 . - 24.31  30.96

Time 2 52.73 23,61 S20.11




CHAPTER V - '

_Discussion L -

| o .
i
Loa

'This‘study—evaluated whetheria‘codnitiye coaching
techniqne;'implemented‘by:trained'student teachers, would be
effective at dmnreving the social'status of.children whof
werevidentified £§ socially at ‘risk. - The’design-was td””
assign these identified ch11dren to ‘one of three groups anﬂ
to compare the group rece1ving,cognit1ve coaching with .one

control group which‘received individual‘ instruction training

and ‘a second control group which received no'intervention;

The effect that receiv1ng the training and parti ipat1ng in

the 1ntervent10n had on the attitudes toward ma1nstream1ng

of these student teachers and their cooperat1ng classroom

PR—— B - l ——

teachers was also studied

The results will be discussed in three sections: (a) the
o " ’ ' . ’ i ’

_effects °§ the experimental conditions as indicated by

sociometric andwobservaticnal data, (b)‘the effects of the.

experimental-ccnditions_as indicated by the teachers' and

7
©

student teachers‘ eValuations of the children, and (c) ‘the
effects of the exper1menta1 conditions on teacher and
student teacher attitudes as-measured by the attitude

surveys.
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LY

S b :
The Effects of the Experimental Conditions as Indicated

by Sociometric and Observational Data Analysis :

1

\

The analysis of the sociometric and observational data

indicated no change 1n the experimental cognitive coaching‘

group or the control .individual instruction group as a

“result of thg,intervention. ‘This findingvdoes not concur

with that of previous 1nvestigations in which a cognitive

coaching 1ntervention procedure was used (Ladd, 1981; Oden-

¢

and Asher, 1977) A number of alternate explanations for

the finding of no 1mme11ate or long term differences among

'groups on -these measures are p0551ble.

“The ntensigy and duration of student teacher training -

‘and the quality of 1mplementation Qz_the student teachers.

The first explanation is that the 1nten51ty and duration of
student teacher. training and the quality of 1mplementation
by the student teachers may have been insufficient to affect
change. This research- differed from the prev1ous studies 1nv
the way in which the cognitive coaching technique‘ was
implemented. In the present study, student teachers, not
the investigator, jimplemented‘ the intervention., The

advantage of this approach was that’ it was more

- 3 Toa ’J‘ !
_naturalistic, and if its effectiveness were supported, more

1mmed1ately and practically applicable to wide use in

schools. The dlsadvantage was that, with the lack of clear

results, there is difficulty in datermining at what level
the intervention was not effective.‘,Theﬂtraining of the

student teachers may been inadequate .to produce change due

» - .
. . ‘e
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to limited. intensity or.duration; the "student teachers may
not have implemented the technique well- or the training and

implementation may have been adequate, with the intervention

itself -actually beinq ineffective.

It is possible that the. six-hour training session withm

one follow-up visit by the investigator was not adequate to
give the student teachers the skills needed to conductvthe
cognitive coaching intervention successfully. gﬁvidence
which indicates that the student teachers understood and
followed the basic procedures was presented. HoweVer,.their
on1y exper1ence with the procedures before beginning the
intervention was a roleLplaying 51tuation. Furthermore,
most of the student teachers were novices at working-with

children, involved in their first full-time experience 1in

the eleméntary school.- They may not have .known how to talk

'v to the children on~ the appropriate level or how to motivate

[}

.them effectively,‘ both necessary to the success of the

cognitive coaching 1ntervention. More careful documentation
-T the implementation proce&;, including analysis of

_the level of language used by student teachers, the language

/ /

:in ch1ld resnonses, and evidence of child motivation would

s

H

have/been valuable in determining. the- effectiveness and the .

q/u’alip.t'_y of the implementation.‘ Such documentation would

o

“also have permitted comparison of different student

teachers' interpretations of the cognitive coaching,\'

'information which wou1d facil1tate train1ng in the future.
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The method of selection of target children.v children

:diagnosed or referred for diagnosis as 1earning disabled or’

behavior disordered ‘were’ given priority as se1ection for ,

~

target children. - Further criteria for diagnosis included -

’

low scores on .either the sociometric rating scales, which

¥

imeasured general acceptability of the children, low scores’

€ Q'"

on the sociometric nomination scale, wh1ch was ‘a measure of
_popularity ‘of the child fand.¢eacher evaluation. Ks.
observed by the \investigator, ,the children- selected

generally fell into two groups- children who were extremely

®
h ©

shy out51ders, and children who interacted frequently with .\

peers. but tended to do so in ways that annoyed the other»

L3

children. The childran in this second group also were known

by the class and the teacher " for not conforming to classf
rules. Other children had charadteristics of both groups,
.and‘-fellv somewhere in between. Ooden and Asher's (1977)
‘sociaL isolaces,f selected by soc1ometric cr1ter1a, but not

special education “status, were not likely to have been .

identical to this group.’ Their selection of three children

o

© from each class ‘may have reSulted in target children with

@

less severe problems. _ Also,-school and community factors

may have resulted 1n population differences.

'v.. ©

©*  The appropriateness of the method- the problem of the

match. 'Evidence is shown in teacher and "student teacher

E)

'evaluation comments that the teachers and student teachers

varied on views of the appropriateness df the cogn1tive

coaching technique for the particular target child chosen in
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each classroom. For some children, teachers and student

E}

teachers were very pleased with how ‘the method matched the
needs of the child (names are fictitious)
"Patsy is talking more to her teachers. 'She is
also volunteering to - answer questions_ at group.

time....fhe' individual"attention from the 'studentv

- teacher has given her more confidence, and she feels

more relaxed "‘

"Shirley seems more outgoing and widling o,rplay
_with certain children. The training sessioﬁ),made

her feel more comfortable..k. ' -7
"Ken speaks k1ndly to the students when sharing,
rather than yelling or speaking accu51ngly.
For ochers, only part of the intervention, such as .the
‘peer pairing follow—up activity, was appropriate-‘ .
‘I- ttribute these - changes to Mary's play
. ' i se551ons with the other children in the classroom.
| Following a play ‘session the child involved with her
:cont1nued to interact with her.
For . still others, the cognitive coaching method did not, in
,the views of the teachers.and stddent teachers, serve the.
needs oﬁ the chdld. . | ;
T really haven t noticed‘any change ‘in Paul 'B?'
'Sam has.become more violent. He almost seems‘to

- . look for~ ways to get into trouble. I do not.

attribute these changes to (the 1ntervent on) . T

£

~

. The teachers and student teachers whose target children
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were withdrawn 'rather than~ acting' out seemed to. report
greater change in the Cnildren.- The differential effect of'
the intervention on children with different social patterns
of interaction might account for the absence of- significant'
differences between the cognitive coaching ‘group " and the
other groups on the sociometric and observational measures.'
From the evaluation comments, and the investigator s
observation of the target children, one might speculate that
the method was more effective with the shy,: withdrawn child
than ‘with acting out children._ One might also, speculate

£y

hat it is ‘an easier process to - draw + a shy child into

interaction than it 1s to change the quality of interaction“

4

of a :Chlld who  does not interact appropriately. _ The-

peer pagring follow up activities might have played an

1mportant part in helping shy children to- make friends.

[

Although these speculations cannot be examined here due to a

I -
- v

lack of detalled data on the spec1fic behav1ors of the
individual subjeéts. they: may provide fruitful avenues for“

future research.

©
~ . - - +

[N

The adequacy of " the ‘measures. The failure' to find

© &0

differences among the experimental groups on the soc1ometr1c

“and behavioral measures couldr also be expla1ned by the‘

inadequacy or. insensitiv1ty of the measures. In order for a
change to be registered on the sociometric, measure, it would.
have to .be a large one. small changes could not influence

the scores sufficiently to cause them- to change. BecaLse

“. the scores -represented. a. class average, a change in a

75 " Y
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child's score would be noted only by means of change. in the

'ratings of several children in the samevdirection. On~ “the

rating scale, a child may have been slightly more acceptable

to peers, but not enough for the peer to place the child in

.~, »

'a different category, e g.,,from neutral to accept.v On the

'nomination scale, a'child may like a peer more, but not

enough to select that child as: one of the three preferred

playmates. . _ - "

In the observation procedure, several difficulties were.

-

 also noticed  First of all, the’ timeﬁ‘that children. in '

public schools were permitted to interact varied widely from

school to school and tended-to-be infrequent. Some schools
‘ ?

_ provided free—play time eVery day for all classes; some,
" only in the lower grades- some, only when the weather’ “was
_1warm; and some allowed the children to interact only at

lunch after %hey had finished eating. The observers made

[y

great efforts to observe target children during times when

~ v

they- would be most free to {interact, working,closely with;

.« N

the - teachers to scheduleﬂ-obServation times and skipping

rainy days. Nevertheless, sometimes the best observation

~

_times were ,lunchtimes) when eating, strict lunchroom

monitors,'and Iack'of'freedom.of‘movement interfered with '
the quantity or quality of child dnteraction. E Future

research might use more comparable times (only in-clqss free

time, for. example), ‘or might set up specific situations.'

(Ladd, 1981) 1in ‘which- to observe interactions. Hovever,

this more controlled type of procedure would, involve//a'

]
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greater degree of intrusion:on the teacher and the class,

which this investigator attempted‘tg.avoid. ‘The structuring

.

of {ntéraction situations would not be identical to the
unstructured plassroom, situation and. may ‘not be genera-
lizeable to it. Many trade-offs appear to be necessary. in

carrying out careful research in as naturalistic an

environmerit as possible.

.

Insuff1c1ent number of - subJects ’Another explanation ’

for the finding of no difference .between groups on the,

3

soclometric and observatlonal var1ab1es 1s the small number

of subjects ,;nvolved : This study used . all ‘the. student
teachers placed in pub11c school elementary classrooms from
"the Early Ch1ldhood Department at Georgla State Un1ver51ty'
‘durl.ng a’ s1x—month,‘ two-quarter perlod A largwbstudy‘

could involve student teaciners at a number of schools, or

rcouLd 1nvolve add1t1ona1 waves of student teachers and thus

[

prov1de larger groups “for comparison. However, an

inspectlon of the~ means shows no t;end in the data to
suggest that change may actually have been demonstrated for
. e larger nuumber df subjects. - |
b[

v -

(R ghild Evaluations by feachers.and Student Teachers
| In view of the absence of s1gn1f1cant dlfferences in the
soc1ometr1c and observat1ona1 data, it is 1nterest1ng that_
significant differences did occurlln the" chilu evaluations
by:teachers and student teachers. ‘In these'evaluations;

teachers and student teachers of the children in the

.

-
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cognitive\\coaching gtoup indicated that more ~social

improvement occurred in their target children than' in the

i

»children of the other groups, . whereas teachers "and student

4

‘teachers in the individual instruction group indicated more-

academic improvement in their target children.t Teachers and

’

student teachers ih the no interyention group ind1cated .
: v . . . o

little change in 'their target children. .iTWOJialternate

explanations for these findings are: (a) the'training-was
6 L}

not effective,aand thus the teachers and student teachers

were inacqurate in. their reporting of change in the target,
ch11dren, and (b) the intervention methods were effective in- -
their respective areas, and the teachers reported»the\change{.‘

in children accurately.

,..' Soclab desirabilitx rand dissonance. One explanation for

the evaluation find1ngs 1s the social des1rability of the

’ . ~

positive evaluatlons. The teachers and student teachers were

*not completely ignorantaof the nature of the 1ntervent1on
{

"which was carried out, because- the student teacherSawere the;

implementors and "the teachers were the_ mentors :of' the -

implementors of that interVention,”‘They were aware of the
kind of treatment group inté which their”target_children.had
been placed. = Because the student teachers,implemented the
1ntervent1on,?they and the1r classroom teachers Lnew what
kind of - change they  were looking fop thus increa51ng the
likelihood of their find1ng change.f Likewise, those in the:

~

no 1ntervent10n condition were not look1ng for change, thusb-

decrea51ng the likelihood that they would find c@ange.

. v
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~Cognitibe_dissonance theory (Festinder, 1957) provides

-~ - ‘Q . ¢
another possible interpretation for the evaluation results,

According to.Festinger, the more an individual has invested
in a commitment, the mdre that individual is likely to

v

/ ‘she‘has made an investMent,; In this situation, teachers and

change‘an at/j/ude in favor of that concept in which he or

.student ‘teachers had invested"time: and ‘effort in am.

-intervention ‘and, thus may have'seen a change . in the child

consonant with the investment which they have made.

.Evidence for accuracy of teacher reports. ‘Although -

- ¥

.changes in‘chi1dren‘were'not“found‘in thexsociometric and *

‘observational data ana1§ses,_ the\ teacheé ‘evaluations- may

actually be more sens1t1ve, and therefore more accurate than

‘the object1ve measures. Prior research‘(Hawkes, 1971) has

suggested that teachers are successful ﬂn rat1ng students

¢
[

7socia1wadjustment as well as 1n rat1ng 1nte11igence and

»

mot1vation to work Other stud1es (Brophy & Good, 1978,
“Evertson, Brophy, & Good 1972) have shown teachers to be

@uite' accurate at predicting student "achievement. Thus,

"~

Qe

o . evidence;/ex1sts tg support the 'competence of teachers -in

s

making \student evaluat1ons, "which in.turn supportS'a
&

conclusion that the teachers and student -‘teachers reported

the change in the1r target children accurately. Because ff

™

the"in%rovement seen by teachers: in both the cogn1tive-

~

' coaching'-group and the ,1ndividua1‘ ‘instruction group, it
/ .

‘would pe d1fficu1t to draw conc1usions about the value of

e

{ “the specific-intervention on the pbasis of. the interaction

o *

“ b

v
s
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S
and soclometric findings alone. Rathér, the teacher

evaluation data may actually reflect sensitive and accruate

assessment of change. .

t

Attitude Change in Teachers and Student Teachers

As shown in the graphs in Figqre 1, the attitudes of
classroom teuschers toward mainstreawing changed very 1little
over the approximately five week intervention period.

However, student teachers, regardless of experimental

Eonditibn, changed attitudes in the direction of the

classrooh teachers® attitudes. Thué, "they Became “less
positiQe toward mainstreaming, eséecially on the. factor
‘associated with aciual teaching practices. }he findings
were the opposite of the predicted affeqb of the
experimental intervention, that atﬁﬁtudes  toward

mainstreaming would change in a positive direction.  This

attitude change may have been caused by one or a combiration

of several factors, including sccialization from the school,

.mcdélingaof the classroom teachers, ahdqthe experience of
actually working w1th handicapped chlgdren. Previous

£y

. d
researrh findings (Copland 1978- Johnson, 1968 Yee, 1969)
have; indicated that the student teaching ‘experience is a

power ful one for changing att1tudes._ Thigs may;be due to the

W N

strdng'modéling effect that the classroom teache: has on the

7

-

.5tudent teacher, It alsg ma§\be due to a conffénéation with

“the real problems in dealing wﬁth.a handicappedschild in the’

classroom. Prior to the student teaching experience, the

a3,

,
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attitudes of the student teachers had been shaped by

didactic instruction in college classrooms. ‘erhaps the
_exprevsion of the, very positive att on the first
adiai istration ‘of the attitude survey wa. .wre reflective of

~neir idealium whereas the expression of their later

sititudes was-bared on the practical knowledge obtained by

working with mainstreamed handichpéd children during the

course of this study. Thus it |is possible that their

attitudes changed toward more rea11stic ones w1th the field

expetience.

Besearch Recommendations
An important contribution of this, research is that it

might serve as a model for applied research using student

. teachers and teachers in training to -implement a social

skills training intervention in a school setting. Although

1
\

‘a study of ,this nature ‘ presents many bhaiiehéés to the
researcher, it also provides the opportunity to investigate
the process of effecting change in a way most“useful to the

1nvestlgatnr who wants to know:what will work-in'the fleid

0

and te the practltloner, who will evencually apply the
findings in the field. o

_Future research in this area might benefit from “more

I3
~

child subjecté whose social problems were ‘more carefully

o

observed\and described 1ndiv1dually. Such a proceduregwould
provide more qua11c1t1vef data onb ingividual children

-~

involved so that the match between the subject and the

5
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" particular intervention techniquelcould be examined.

A more thorough student teacher training program which
began before the field placement and involved expe;ience
with chiidren, not just role play situations, would also oe
beneficial. Student teacher coaches could be compared with
experienced teacher coaches or universitj coaches to assess
differences| in the quality of the impleméntation of the
infer;ention. | Caréfully observed ai.. . documented
intervention sessic. s and more sophisticated and .refined

 observational measures used'in'more controiled observational
conditions-_would provide a better 'opportunity to measure
changes observed by teachers..

In order to study change in teachers' and student

. - teachers’ attitudes ‘toward mainstreaming, and to affect

change in those' attitudes, a stronger intervention seems

/ -
/ " . 3 ’

necessary. Perhaps more training than is presently provided

:/‘

in helping teachers and student teachers to deal with. soc1al
and academic problems 1nvolved in mainstream1ng handicapped

childr~n into regular classrooms, along w1th appropr1ate
support - sexvices would prove effective. Intervention must.

—.

._include classroom teachers as well’as student teachers, as
. ) S

classroom teachers are strohg ' models for- student teacher

attitudes. T ' ’ ~

Educat10na1 Img}1cat1ons E : o . ' ..
From the process and results of this research a number

of recommendations to tralners of teachers can be extended

1
4]

o
13
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T'eachers and studeint teac\hers involved in this study
tlearly expressed their 1nterest 1_n having social skills
training be a part of their preservice_training. On a
feedback questionnaire\\, 87% of teachers and Student teachers
reported thlat the)"~ felt,that k"social skills training. was
important for teachers. Such training ""c‘loul-d .involve
providing teachers with observatlonal and diagnostic tools ;
for assessing socoial needs, and a variety of methodologieS'
from which to choose appropriate 1ntervention{\ Further-
more, because classroom teachers are most powerful models,
carefull attention should be paid by teacher educati‘gn

institutions to the” attitudes and skills of the teachers

with whom student teachers are placed.
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