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ABSTRACT
The purpose of th:.s thesis was to determine wheyhet T
Sex role blas is a sxgmficant faqtor in teachezs“ referral
- of ch’ildren for learning and behavioural disorders. .
’ Thirty-four male and 'thi‘x.—ty-ftmr" female teachers -
represenunq seven grade -levels from. kxndezqarben to qtade
+  six were utihzed as subjects. Half of the subjects of A
‘..A % each gender received a t;uestxmmaxre lxstmg eight hypo-

thetical behavioural topographxes, four male and four female,

~ § * Sub]ects were ipstructed to suggest dxagnostxc labels and

ki placement settans for

ach topograph(quom options provxded.

This procedure was replicated w\ith the remaining half
of the subjects utilizi:né‘ a simifar_questidnnaire, differing
ALY 1n e Gender of each behavioural topography.
° ’ The hypcthe{;s ‘werdBtested by split-plot design. Com-
' .. putations were performed using SPSS-X (Procedure MANOVA) .
‘ VAchieven.xent prqved to s‘ignificantly affect placement,
higher achievers teceivin‘g‘ less restrictive placement
settings. ) Disruptiveness proved to be an equalizer or
"leveler" ;dhich altered-teqéQers' placement decisions
depenéing .on the achieveheht level of the topography.
'I\lthough no difference was n'ote}l in the pla‘cement'of
topoqraphies by male teachets, female teachers suggested

- = 11 .




' significantly more restrictive placement settings for
f‘em'al'e topog‘ral.ah.ies' than ﬁale topcg‘raphies. These resylts
‘seem to 1nd1mat¢;. a definite sex role bias in the opposite
direction anticié{at_ea f:md only on tl‘m‘part of -the female
teachers. The s‘iqnificar_\c@ of thesé results was discussed

@ 1n'term's' of in vivo ‘applicability. ' ’ .

» . 5 i
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/Hyde, 1975) . The Diagnostic and Remedial Unit of the

CHAPTER I LA

INTRODUCTION £

' ~
1.1 Purpose og the scx@y_ ¢ & . o v
L . ¥ J
o "R ' 5

In regent years, various studies have alluded to the
possxbilxty ‘of-sex—role biases 1n/:he referral and assess=
ment of children suspected of na/vxng learning and
behakural dxsorders (Eengze 1966; Fagot and Littman,
1976; Lamhw, /1980\)\. The predominance of
ma}ej,d(agnc‘sed as learni‘rrq/digsoxq;x‘id var‘ies. from three
;;6 one te as high as ele\/rén to one (see,’ for example, o
Faculty of Education, Memonal University of Newfoundland,
notes a four to one//x-ati'o of male to female referrals, a
stamstu:ally sigyﬁxca‘nt difference (Bognar and Martin,
1980) . . - = N

Althouéh/ﬁeuroloqical and developmental explanations'
have been pfésented to account for the fact that signifir’
cantly mo: é males than Eema),es are referred for assessment
of these’ disorders, the current studyrp:oposes an additional
explanation of this male-female differential.

The present study is‘ designed to determine whether or_']
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not teachers refer boys to more restrictive dettings than
girls, whether they label boys and qxxls differently, and*
whether male and, female teachezs differ. in the degree to

which they manifest sex role biases when referring children
far aé’sesament for‘].aarning and beh'aviour‘al disorders.
Alhhouqh there is .no sizeable body of litehture xndxcatmg
thut male and female teachers differ aiqnificantly on any
dimenuon, the few studiea which have noticed differences
hllve concluded thut ‘these d}fferences tend to be complementary,
zssulung in a positive contribution to classroom life 1qud,
' Sikes-and Brophy, 1974; Lee and Wolinsky, 1973) ‘
The grimaty-vaxiables considered when a child is a

camhdate for referral are achievement and disruptlveness

(Hyde, 1975; Len:?nd Gregory, 1973). Thus, these variables

were controlled in {his gtudy. &

Sex role bias is becoming an increasingly problen\atlc
concern in our society (Berk and Lewis, 1977; Dxamond 19}73
Eternglanz and Serbin, 1974). Public attention has been '
' ' typically drawn to the plight of females as victims of this
biaa. Males, howevex, are subject to the injustices of sex

role bias in certain areas as well. p g
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. One such context tn which males may be at a disadvantage
as :a result of their sex role socialization is in the .
classrobm (seé, for example, Paiardy, 1969)." Speciﬁ‘cally, &
there ‘seems to be a 'significang_diffefenc_e‘ bstv‘:een boys and .
girls in the rate.of diagnostic'refsrralsr' % ¢ )
-, In a review of the literature i‘t was discovered that" 174 .
tradltxonal explanauons such as neurppsychologxcul deficits
‘and developmental .l}g,,(sentzen, 1366) do not appear'to
adequately explain why more boys ‘than qle}s are teferted for
assessment of learning and behavxour;&l disorders in an i
elementaxy school context.

Prim’a’rilyA, this study is designed to determine whether

or not el y herg r that males be placed

in more restrictive settings than Eemales_ xegardless of tk;le
level ‘of achfievement or di'sruptiveness exhibited. by. the
child. - That is, although boys may be referred more f:équently :
‘because they do, in reality, tend to ‘exhibit behakuts -
incompatible with the expectations of. the schools, the LI
%ifﬁerential _in thg_;'estrl-ctiveness of placement may~ refiecf: :
a sex role'l;ias if this study ;an demc“nstrate that boys a;ld
girls receive dlfferennal treatment even when they exhibit
the same levels of diszuptiveness and achievement.

Recent Stl:dies (L_aly\be:t and Sando'\fl, 19803 Ryckman,

1981) have questionéd txaditional explanations for this . ,'
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phenomenon, finding that girls are almost as likely as Boys

to have learning problems. Other studies (Caplan and

5 Kingourné, 1974; Minﬂingall and Weish}, 1980)° sugges't thaE

girls, as a r%sult of steceotyped sexX role socializauon,

" have leurced how to gtilize the option of pleasmg their

teacher‘af a_response to failure and thus are more Iikely

In consideration of these findings, the present study

is proposed. Given_recent empirical evidence, it may be

suggested ‘that current referral processes may be subcon-
; ¢ s

p éciously weighed such that more boys than girls will be

referred“for "This hypd¥hesis is based upon
- *two factors. Empirical evidence seems to indicate that:

; 3 <

1. girls may be more successful than boys at
U avoiding identification as having learning
or hehavxoural problems, and
27"

teachers séem to expect that more boys than
girls will have these sorts of. problems
regardless of the accuracy of these expec-
tations (Lambert and sandoval, 1980; Martin,
1972). .

W study will use ah interview format to ascertain whef

13

to avoid identification as having a learning problem:\ v
¥ “

this is, in fact, the case with regard to a selected sample

of.elementa:y teachers from, the Avalon Consolidated School
Board. * If so, it seems logical that sex role bias may be a
conioundinq factor in the referral protess. ’ -



CHAPTER II 1

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
.

Sex role identity in children 'is formulated-by many
contributing factors. Parents, school, peer group and

other influences all play an important part in the sex role

socialization ofy a child. Parental ipfldencas on sex role

ha‘ve been documented as egrly'as. the first day of a child's
life (Rubin, Prcven_z:no and Luria, 1974).

Fagot (1974) observed, in a study of two year olds,
that boys received_ less guid;nce (both in the form of
positive and neqative.interactiqns) tha;x girlé. This seems
to suggest that boys are under fewer constraints to conform
in the early childhood home envl.roﬁmz;.nt, while girls are
under more pressure to con;?tm {.n the same develop!nental
1stage. A different aspect Bf this same phenomenon 145‘

reported by Sedrs (1“965),'who foundithat girls' aggression

is prigarily verbal and prosocial (émphas;zlng_'discipllne“
and order) and boys' aggression is physical and Anlcia‘ny‘ .

antisocial. N

This dévelopmental background would appear to less

adequately' prepare bdys for thé'mo’ra rigid, institutional
. . 3
5 . .
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environment of the school than Jirls. That is, when children
reach the elementary level, girls are rewarded for passivity,
vneatness, docility, obedientl:e and following instructions,
both at home and in the schgol environment. Consequently,
girls tend to avoid gonf;ict wig:h their teachers. . Boys, ’

However, are reinforced for the opposite kinds of behaviour

7by parents and. peE!r_s\, thus creating Scnsiderable dissonance

between hﬂys‘ and their school environment. - Even female
R . .
academic superiority, which continues through high school,

seems to reflect the ability of girls "to give teachers what

they want (Lester, pudeand Muir, 1972).

‘ Guttentag and Bray (1976) found that teachers want male
students to be ihdependenc, assertive and unemotional, and
approve of girls who are submissive, dependent, unassertive,

emotional and concerned about their appearance. Similarly,

Sears and Feldman (1966) suggest that while boys may get

" more di’sapp‘roval, girls,are either igno'rer{ or rewarded for

conformity and obedience. :
Bentzen (1966) was one of the first resear%her; to

" question the €raditiong1 neuropsychologically defined

devel 1di ial males and females. In

addition to the explan’ation that ‘the male organism is

neuropsychologically more vulnerable than ”the female, and.
.

thus more prone to lea!fning and behavioural disorders,




Bentzen suggests that the sex differential in the ratio of '
males to females diagnosed as learning disabled may also
be attributed to the fact .that: males Qenefauy l;\aturs mbre
siowly than fenales of the same chronological age.

Two uf the basxc detemmants of referral for assess-
ment of learning, and behaviou:al dxsorders are high @ -
d;sruptiveness and low ach;evement (Czuiokshank et al.,

196 M

Fernald, 1943; McCarthy a‘nd Paraskevopoulos, 1969)

and slnce males exhibit both charactenstlcs to a greater
extent than females, they tand to be referred more often.
Disruptiveness seems to be the mosi; significant factor,
contributing to the male-female differential in referral’v
rates, as girls are almost as likely as boys fo have serious
discrepancies bétween ability. and achievement (Lambert and
Sandoval, 1980).

Ross (1976) note; that children who 'are hyperactive,
the primary symptom of which is an abnormally high activity
level, are much more likely to be identified as learniné
disabled. Thus, since boys s.eel_n to be more assertive, '
impulsive,. independent, and have a generavlly higher actnivity
level thar; girls, probably der.wed from.cultural, as well
as genetic, determinants (Mindingall and wWelsh, 1980; Mischel,
1966), they may tend to be referred more gréquently than

their female counterparts. Davis and Slobodian.(1967) point

iouc that boys seem to possess the same capacity for learning




as giris, although classroom restrictions on mobility
probably encantaqas distractxbuxty and restlessness among =
boys more often than qiru. due to their higher general .
activity level. Another factor, seeningly an axtifact nf
their sex-role socialization, is the fact that males tend
to be mtivated by achievement neP\ds whila xemales seem to
‘be motivated more by affiliative need! (Blcck, 19.73; %
MeClelland et al., 1953). 3 '
‘ These observations seem to in‘di}:aie that not oply are
‘males more pe-tsintent'in the face of éhallengé anﬂ negative
feedhac: as evidenced by Minuchin (1966), but al’sp that
females are more susceptkbie ‘to the _wishgs)of others; in
this case, their teachers. . b;
All of these studies seem to support the hypotheéis
' that females are less li'kely to exhibit deviant or distracting
behavmur. in the classrom Thus, females may often remain
relatively ‘1nvin£bla" in the teachers' aearch for children

with Tpeeial problems .since their behaviour tendu to be less

.

diszuptive. ¥
Possibly as a result of the fact that girls dause fewer
"problems" in the glassroom, teachers seem to have developed
a bias against boys in qenarnl,vmanlfested in various ways.
'A‘euéhaz expectatiqn with regard to pupil-role has been

uall'docu!na"nted. Studies by Feshbach (1969) and Levitim

and Chananie (1972) indi that 1ize
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,Sex-typed behaviours, -such as control, caution and conformity ,

their "ideal student" as orderly, conforming and dependent. £
Definite sex-role expectatim‘\s were noted as well. » '
o
in females and independence, challenge and flexibiii.ty in
males; were found to be more acceptable to the teacher v;hen
aisplayed by the appropriate sex. o

Teachers_also tend to express concern for low -achieving '
girls, while rejecting low-achieving boys (Good and Brophy,
1972) . Additionally, studxes by Mccandlass and Evans (1973)
and Etaugh et al. (1975)" note that teachers cvezwhelnungly
r‘einforce‘ femigine behaviours over masculine ones. + !

Further evidence whi’ch documents sex role bias in favour
of female studerits can be found in studies by Meyer and N ' i
Thompson (1956) , Davidson and Lang (1960), McNeil (1964)
and Davis and Slobodian (1967), whlch indicate a defxnxt’a
teacher preference for girls over boys on numerous factdrs,
primarily. tea‘cher a‘ttitude/toward children during reading
instruction.

‘Other_relevant studies provide evidence that this|bias

is translated into action. Jackson anq Laﬁaderne (1967) N -

note that while 80% of prohibitory responses of sixt

teachers are directed tcwa:d males, there is little

instructional responses they receive. Sihilary, F got
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reinforced female-typed behaviour almost exclusively in
both boys and girls. -
Both Lippett-and Gold (1959) and Martin (1972) found

that. the speciﬁc‘ type of boy who elicits negative responses

" is characterized by a low level of classroom status, or is

identified as a behaviour problem: - Martin's study. also

indicates that although prohlem boys ate‘sing}ed out for

.negative feedback, problem girls do not reckive more P B

attentiox; than-the regular'population of girls, suggesting

i that the typical profile of the problem girl is not

characterized by behaviours which attract teacher attention.
This observation seems to lend” further credence to the
hypothes!s that problem girls are generally less vdihruptive
in the classkoom than their maléd counterparts. )

At this point, it seems appropriate tO note that since
the greay;.majarity‘ 'of‘Nort:h American. elementary teachers ' -
are female (NEA Research Division, 1971, 1972), the

comparative lack of a situational role-model for boys may

' contribute to their lower level of.desirable classroom

behaviour. This differential is especially significant- in
liéht of studies by Bandura, Ross and Ross (1963), Madsen
. Ve A " .
(1968) , Friedman and Bowers (1971) and Portuges and Feshbach . .

(1972) which suggest that children from kindergarten to

« grade four tend not 'to imitate Opposite-sex‘ teachers.

Therefore, it seems likely that since female teachers far S g
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outnumber male teachers, that boys tend to lack a viable
model for appropriate behaviour, or the "preferred pupil-
role." . ' i

Finally, Lee and Gropper (1974) argue that both schools
and society generally present girls w"ith little or no )
incentive to resist their tendency té accommodate, since
they teénd to be rewarded -for the beh/aviours inherent in A
their socially reinforced sex»role./ Thus, they tend to
maiftain the prefefred pupil-role of the well-mannered
student. BOys, conversely, séem to lack-effective role-
models to te‘acb them appropriate patterns of accommodative
responses: The end result of this mutually unsatisfactory
situation seems to be that while boys tend to develop their
personal resources to a greater extent than girls, this
J;esp'c.:ps(i,bility seems to be a significantly debiIitating N

_ source of social stress. Females, on the other hand, are
encouraged éo rely upon readily avadlable same-sex models
and have to deal with much less stress, pgxhap; at the cost
of insufficient personal challenge. '

Attributing the differential in male to female referral
rates to neuropsychological or ‘maturational défici'ts in
males may be an erroneous attempt to deal with ‘problems
“which are.largely related to a didcrepincy between sex-role
expectatio“ns and school-related axpec‘tuuonu. It may also
be sﬁgge’sted_‘ that a lack of discrepancy between sex-role




expe::tations and school-related expectations for females
leads to neglect. of the problems-which they.may be
experiencing, as well as reinforcing and perpetl‘.\ating an
unobtrusive and compliant role.

In summary, the case for se# role bias in the referral
of c'hildre‘n forvassesament of a learning disabilit9 seems

to be a valid one. The t study to ine

the extent to 'which this bias, as an .independent source of
variation, contributes to the placement of males in more
restrictive ‘settinqs‘ than femﬂ;les in local elementary

schools, ranging from kindergarten to grade six.
A \
L

2.1 Research Hypotheses

‘ , _This study is designed to test the following
hypotheses: g )

When presented with a set of case profiles denoted
as either male or femalé, holding the ;lariables of
achievement and disruptiveness constant and presenting
them individually to teachers for' assessment:

1. the teachers will tend to assign males to

more restrictive settings’ than females,

2. - male teachers 11 'tend to retommend less

restrictive educational placement for male’
students than will female- teachers,




3. male and female teachers will label the
- case profiles differently.

A secondary rese€arch question-regarding differéntial
diagnostic labeling of the case profiles presented is
considered later in this thesis but is inappropriate for

valid statistical analysis. i #

.4 2.2 significance of the Study E = \
It was anticipated that this study would determine if .
sex role bias is a significant factor in the referral and
oo assessment of children suspected of sufferin‘g f;om a
learning disorder. While many studies have alluded to the
pos‘sibility of sex role bias in the referral and assessment
- of the&‘!e children, there is a paucity of specif!:f: studies - '
‘which deal with this concern. If it had been possible to " *
empj.Fically demopstrate the reality of sex role bias'in
the zefe:r’al process, perhaps diagnu;ticians and teachers
would subsequently be sensitized' to the extent to which
- this bias is a factor in the present assessment process.
hdditionally; it is important that both diagnosticians i !
and teachers are impressed with the impact which their '
sex r’olve‘ bkases can have v;ith regard-to the children with

whom they work.




2.3 Limitations of the Study
-~ .
i .
. Due primarily to procedural limitations in the /
sampling process, the validity of this study was restricted
to the kindergarten :t:o grade six,éopulatipn. . » /

The results and conclusions reached, however, should

.

§ 4
—— provide a“basis for extrapolation to other small urban
A E
' Canadian populations, and -especially to more rural popu-
lations, where sex role stereotyping may be expected to

be more pronounced.
For ethical reasons, the subjects responded to simulated
behavioural topographies. "~ Consequently, a certain degree of

_extrapolation may‘be necessary when relating the results of

this study to in vivo populations.




CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Subjects o

The subjectscomprising the sample’ utilized in this
study cénsisted of sixty-eight teachers from the Avalon
Consolidated.School Board, Newfoundland, Canada. F‘ive
male and five female teachers were randomly selected .
from each grade (kindergarten through grade six). The
subjects vere’ predominantly narried, middle-class
Caucasians; mean reported age was' 32.4 years, mean number
of years teac_hing was 10.3. All teacrgers were requeste?
to participate in the study by. mail and were to:contact
their principal if they were willing r_ve a part of the
sanple. . o = .

Teachers were told only that the sgudy was part of a
Master's thesis in Educationil Psychology, that adminis-
trationsof the instrument would be can‘dugted in a group
setting when possible and that participation would involve
a commitment of approximately one half'hour.

All h posli:ively.




3.2 Research Instrument

16

’ ’
" The research, instrument utilized in thé present study

consisted of a list of éiqht behaviou»@}_’topogtaphies.

Each was a description of a hypothetical child, although

the subjects were informed that each. topography had been

drawn from the éase files of actual students enrolled in

elementary schools in the Avaion Consolidated School :

Board.

‘The topographies were constructed so as to vary by

. gender, achievement level and disruptiveness, thus ensuring

that each subject was exposed to descriptions of:

a.

b.

c..

da.
e.
£.
g.
h.

a male 'hi.gh achievei', high disrupter,

a

a

female high achiever, high disrupter,

male high achiever, low disrupter,

female high achiever, low disrupter,

male low achiever, high disrupter,

female low achiever, high disrupter,

male low achiever, low disrupter,

female low achiever, low disrupter,

3.3 Procedure

—— -7
A list of eight ies was |
‘. .-subject, ©n males and

to each

females, receiving




Form A. Accompanying each list vars explicit directions
and instructions to emsure that each sﬁﬁjgc‘t responded *
- 3 correctly (Appendist A)\. This procedure was repeated
», ‘utilizing a Forn B, with the gender of each ofjthe’topo-
* . graphies rever_s'ed in \;rder to provide a replication of
" the experiment |Appendix B). Thus, a tetal of 68 subjects
) were involved in the study; half were presented with oné
form, the other hé:!.f were presented with a similar form i °
vith only the gender of the'individual bopogra;}'\ies reversed.
For each topoqraphy,: the subject‘: . * & "
. - assigned a diagnostic <label to the child described,
s . chosen from a list of ten labels (Appendix 4),
- x‘ecommer‘\ded placement in an.educatienal setth"\g -
which seemed appropriate for- that partlculax
student (Appendix A). . " "
Deno| (1973) has suggested a "cont‘ihuum of speti.
. educatiorllfervmes" or the "cascade of serv:ces." a list of .

ten educational settings in,which exceptional children my

be placed, depending on their educational needs: The "
present study ucii;zed seven of these options, selected to
reflect t‘he availa!;ility of local ser'v}ces. The options
were listed wich‘the least resirictive setting as n\n/nber 1,
and the most restrwtxve as number 7. :

The tem "restrictive” refers to a provlsion of u. S.
Public Law PL 94-142 (U.S. Public Law, 1975), which s

stipulates that handlcapped children be educated in "the




least restrictive environment." This means tl;at children
who have a physical or mental disability are to be educated
with nondisabled children whenever possible, in as nearly
“normal an environment as possibl

All data chllection was ?nducted by the author at the
sub)ect‘s’place of employn\em: dur1ng regurar working hours,
1n as dxstxactxon-free ‘a. room as possible. Standardized
xnut:uctionu were verbally reviewed with the 's\xbjects. who
then respondé; utilizing the paper and pencil instriment
(Appendix ‘A) . Subjects were assured that che‘ ratings they

assigned to the topographies.would be strictly confidential.

.Specifically, they wére informed that neithé: their ptincipal G

nor any member of the Avalon Consnlxdated School Board would

have access to their answers. .
This pzocedure was repeated utilizing a Form B, w!th
the-gender of each of ‘the topographies reversed, in ozder

to provide a replication of the expzrimnt (Appendix &) .

3.4 Vvalidation

validation of the behavioural top;igraphies, the diagnos-

tic labels and the seven educational settings (Appendices C,

D) was conducted utilizing a gruduate class of students




. Ten qradu students were pres>ented with the mitlal .
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draft of the beh@vxoutal topographies and were asked to

designate each one male or female and to asslgn it to one

of -the followznq four categories: hlqh dxsrupt;.ve/low

achievement, high dxsruptlve/hlgh achxevement, low, disruptive/

‘ low achlevement, low dxs:uptive/high ichievement:. There was &
agreement on the assignment of all but two topugx‘aphxes and
followxng minor modifications in these two there was complete
aqreement. There was a].son aqreement on the appropriateness

and comprehensiveness of the dxagnostxc 1abels and educational .

settings being proposed for use in this study

3.5 Data Analysis (

The hypotheses were tested utilizing a split-plot design
wtth one betw‘een-subjectéé factor (namely, teacher sex) and
}:hreé yi_i:thin-subjects factox:s {(namely, aciﬂevemeht, disgqp-
tiveness, and topography sex). Gomputations were performed
using SPSS-X (procedure MANOVA). The mai\n ANOVA table‘, *

. ‘
Table 4-2, was confirmed using SAS PROC ANOVA.




CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

* 4.1 Presentation ‘of Results
' R
This chapter presenﬂt’s the results of statistical

. analyses of the data obtained from this stydy.  The =
» | statistical ‘technique utilized on the hypotheses was a
splié-plat design. ’l:he secondary research question
" regarding the ‘labeling of the behavioral topographies did
not prove to be open ‘to current methods of statistical

analysis and was therefore disregarded.

4.2 sStatement of Results

Table 4-1 111ustrates the descriptive statlstics

& generated by the raw data obtainéd from the researdh,
J.nstruments. Speclfically, it\presents the number and
percentages of placement setting decisions by male and

female teachers.




s
Table 4-1 \
. Number per Placement Setting by *
— - .Topography, Form, Teacher Sex
- '
Topograp};y o Tegziet . 'Placement Setting
. B B ; 12 3 4.5 6 1
A Male - ¥ 6 2 2 0 0 0
" ' Female: 4 8 % 0 0 0 0
k. : B Male © 6 4 §°0 ‘1 o0 0
Female 03 3 L 0 0o o
’ A " Male 0o 4 10 3 0 o0 0
- . Female .2 3 7 3 1 0 1
b B Male 1 s 31 1 o
. Female _ 0 2 10 3 1 1 0
i g A Male 4 3 6 4 0 0 0
5 5 Female 1.7 6 3 0 0 0
.’ Male 4 7 4 2 0 0 0
. Female 2 6 6 2 1 0 0
A Male 0,1 39 4 o0 0
4 Female 1 1 3 10,2 0 0
* B Male Y1 4 8 3 0 o
- Female o 0 4 9 4 0 O
& A Male pavals NN O - L
Female 0 5 6 5 1 0- 0
5 N ' - '
B Male 1 3 2 7 4 0 0
w Female 0 4 5 6 2 0 0
A Male .1 1714 1 0 0 0
6 Female k’ 3 3 11 0 ¢ o 0
B Male 3 2 11 0 1 0 0
. Female 1 9 5 2 0 O\ 0,
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Table 4-1: Continued
'
Topography  Form* Te;::er Placement Setting
1 2 3 4 5 ‘6 1
A Male 0 2 5 3 5 1 1
7 Female 1 0 2 2 7 5 0
B Male 0 2 .2 5 0 7 1_
Female 0 2 5 4 4 2 T
i Y Male 3 272 71 3 0 0
& -Female 1 5 2 771 1 o0
B Male 4 2°2 5 1 3 0
Female 4 1 4 7 1 0 0

*Form A alternates female/male commencing with Topog:aphy 1

and Form B alternates male/female commencing with

Topography 1.

r



4.3 Analysis of Results

Neither of the primary hypotheses were supported by
the data.

The secondary research question, that the subjects will
also tend to label boys and girls ‘differently wk}en achieve-
ment and. disruptiveness were controlled, did not appear to
be‘ able to be validly analysed based on the data generated
from the test .instrument.

A’chievement and disruptiveness, the two variables which
havé been cited in the literature as primary determinants
of placement, were analysed as to their importance xn the
referral process ® Consistent with research findings, .
achievement was a statxstz{:ally significant determinant
of placement, F = 234,35, p4.000. Similarly, disruptiveness

. was another ‘significapt determinant, F = 7.97, p<.006. The
interaction between thes_e ‘two variablés was also statistﬁally
significant, F = 71.70, p< .000. Achievement and disruptive-
ness are also presented in Ta.ble 4-2 and Figure 4-1.

Teacher sex and student sex also produced a statistiéally
significant interaction, F = 5.70, p<.02. &

Although there was no significant difference bet‘:ween
the way ;:hat male and female, teachexsl placed students in

general, a further breakdown of students by gender clgarly
. - .




indicated that female teachers suggested significantly
more testnctive placement secnngs for female students .

than male students, F.= .12, p<.006.

"s.:0 . :
% X High Disruption - g \
4,5 | °
. . «
Mean
" ‘Placement Lo
. Setting x Low Disruption
v 3.5
. 4 3.0
¢ x High Disruption
" 2.5 . :
. N x Low Disruption
i Low ¢ High
= Achievement- Achievement [
0 Figure 4-1: Placement of Low and High
I Disrupters by Low and High Achievers 4




Table 4-2

Analysis of Variance for Each

of Teacher Sex [C), Level o
Achievement (B), Student Sex (D),
and Level of Disruptiveness (F)

25.

* Source ss DF- ‘MS F sig.
et 180.4026 67 = 2 - '
" .09007 1 .09007 03207 .856
-5(6) 180.3125 66  .273201 - -
::::?:_:ts 1067.875 476 - = -
B 377.2224 1 377.2224 2343460 .000%*%
cB .66360 1 .66360 .41226 23 7N
B xS(G) 106.2390 66  1.60968 - -
o 1.76654 1 1.76654 2.70289 .105
co 3.72243 1 3.72243 5.69547 . .020* .
D-x S(G)  43.13603 66  .65338 - L 8
F 7.76654 1 7.76654 7.97033 .0064#+ .
<F 1.54596 1 1.5459 1.58652 212
FxS(G)  64.31250 66  .97443 = &
BD 2.00184 1 2 00184 1.05843 .307
cBp 2.79596 1, §.79596 1.47831 .228 .
B0 x S(G) 124.0272 66  1.69132 = .
BF 88.16360 1 88.16360 _71.70357 %  .000%#* 5
cBF .31066 1 .31066 .25266 .617
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Table 4-2: Continued
Source ss DF MS F sig.
BF x S{G) 81.15074 66  1.22956 - o=
“ bR .31066 1 .31066 35720 .552
coF 21360 1 .41360 47557 .493
DF x S(G) 57.40074 66.  .86971 - -
BDF .. 41360 1 .41360 26777 .607
CBDF 1.76654 1 1.76654 1.14368  ..289
BDF x'S(G) 101.9449 66  1.54462 - -
TOTAL 1248.278 543 - - -
h &
* = .05 . e
** = ,L01 ' .
*xd = 001
A
g
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Note Erom Table 4-2 that the BF and CD interactions are .
. sigqificant. Table 4-3 shows the breakdown Gf these

interactions into simple main effects. '\

Table 4-3

ANOVA Table: Simple Main Effects . .

Source ss DF MS SR SIG.
Between 18015 1 18015 .27563 . 601
D at Cl . 4 i 8 -
Between
Dat C2 5.30882 1 5.30882 8.12273 066>
Within ceIl  43.13603 66 +.65358 - .- -
o s
Between :
oy 74.13235 1 74.13235  67.27 .000%**
‘.
’ 1
Between PPN
i e 2179779 1 21.79779 19.78 .000
¥ Within cell  145.4632 132  1.10199 - -0
Between
B ot Bl 415.05;& 1 415.0588  292.37
Between .
W Bt nas 50.32721 1 - 50.32721 35.45
Within cell  187.3887 --132 -l - -
* = .05 )
o= oL 4
’ **+ = 001 :
[}
. =
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5.0 N

4.5 ’
5 Mean 4.0 ’ .

Placement - " .

Setting Male Students x Female Students
3.5 X : f £

* Female Students
N o . x Male Students
3.0 - ~ . ;
2.5
s Male ’ Female
. Teachers Teachers

Figure 4-2: Placement of Male and Female
Students by Male and female Teachers
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CHAPTER V ’ .

DISCUSSION \

" The two original hypotheses posed in this s:ud; were
not supported‘i:y the. datav::males were not gene;ally assigned
to more restrictive settings than Eemales, and male te‘ac?;ers
did not tend to recommend less restrictive setr_ings for
male,students than d1d female, teachers. =

/ The secondary research questxon, regarding differential
labeling of male and female students, was inappropriate for”
statistical analysis'due to the fact thit there were two Yo

statistically significant interactions found in the analysis.

Congruent with prior research (Hyde, 1975; Leitz and

~ Gregory, 1978), achievement and disruptiveness do seem to .

be primary- variables in the diagnosis of children referred
for assessment. Specifically, these factors were significant
{ determinants of placement. That is, topographiés’ which
reﬂected low achievement generally received more réstrxctlve
placement settings than did topogzaphies which indicated

that the child was a high achlever. However, the effect of
the level of disruption on the suggested placement setting
seems to indicate a tendency for disruption to act as a

29




'
a leveler or "equalizer,” making teachers less certain as
to which placement setting would be most appropriate for a
particular child. Thus, élthough children who were
classified as low achievers were always plﬁced inea more .
r‘estrictive placement setting than those regarded as hxéh
vnchxevers, low achievers were placed less rest}ictxsely if
they were high disrupters and high achievérs were placed
more restrictively if they were high disrupters. It seems,
therefo;‘e, that teachérs may give highly disruptive low ° b
achievers the "benefit of the doubt," perhaps feeling ;.hat
‘these childrens' low levels of achievement are related (at
1eas§._ in‘part)‘to their.disruptive nature. High acﬁievers,

on the other rhan;i, may be seen as having no justification

for disruptive behavior and thus are placed more restrictively
than high achievers who are not causing disrupt.toln in' the
classroom. ﬁlthxn the context of sex role bias, a‘slgniﬂcant

interaction was noted between students 3hd female teachers:

female tended to r settings for female'
2

b students which were'much more restrictive than £or.male

dents. This tendency appears to be unsupported in the

literature although one might sPeculate that, given male ‘,

and female students with equivalent levels of achievement

and disruptiveness, the.females might tend to be

'dlsc;iminated against because females have traditionally

. s
°




e S

31

demonstrated accommodative, non-digruptive behaviéur.in
the classroom. Thus, a disruptive female may be more’
visible than an equally disruptive male. This supposition
is supported by the fact that disruptiveness appears to be | .
the most significant f_actm: af_fectivng student rgferral
(Lambert and Sandoval, 1980)-. j .
Why this differential is in evidence’only with the
J recommendaticns by female teachers may 'be due, in part; to
the low ratio of male teachers employed at kxndergarten to
grade six levels. Thls,,however, is only speculation anﬁ /
cannot be supported by e}q:ur;cal evidence. I\lso,. the aqes
7 and grades of the hyﬁghetxcal children described in the
behavioural “topographies were ‘not’_contxolled. Since the
only criteria’ for appropn’.?te -topoqrap}{ies we‘re perceived v
achie‘vement and disruptiveness, these factors snhould;-
perhaps, have been controlled whdn the topographies were

generated.’ . N & -

Thus, while a sex role bias has been shcw} to exxst in o

teachers' suggested placement declsmns, it is tn the opposite
direction anticipated‘and can only cleq:ly be shcvin to be

evident with-regard to female teachers. =
Referring to the rational for this' study and the'review

of the litérature presented, it might be suggested that the
y

®sults of this study may indimate that even though
N\ ' . 0
\ : . 0
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-

achievemerit and disrupti: sAiere held there may

be other contributing faétors affecting teachers' referral

of .theiw + such as- se\(, sex, age,
etc. Cumulatively, such €factors my"Lesuls in a higher ,
nulbe‘er' of uierbeinq referred for assessment than females,

deapité the apparent tendency of female teachers to .

. & .
recommend female students for more restrictives environments

. 2 Stod
than" they” recommend for male stu ent}\_\

3
Additionally, the reader shoul’:i bear in mind that' this ,

C o "
_stddy utilized‘equalhmale/female%atios in the presentation

of the topographies to the subjects, a behavioural equality
that is not, as noted earlier in this p;aper, representative’
of actual Tevels of male/female achievement and disruptive-
ness found in the typica.l elementary classroom.

Perhaps, due to the more socially and institutionally
acceptable behaviour of female stug?nta, teachers tend to
lot.;k upon females less favourably than males given
sufficiently low levels.of achievement and high levels of,
disruptiveness:. IIn such a situatit;n, females would be
more conspicuous due to their.normally higher levels of
achievement and lower levels of diBruptiveness com‘pared to
male students. This possibility shoi}ld be explored !n

future research.
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~n ’ Appendix A
FORM ‘A

- Directions

) Teachers must deal with a wide variety of problems arising

from the many different kinds of children with which they

work. The following are brief descriptions of children who

have been referred for assessment of a gossible "learning,

behavioral or emotional disorder in the Avalon Consolidated

;

\ School Board. For each student, you are to:

1. indigcate, from the first 1ist below, the
diagnostic label which you feel best suits the
child. You may suggest a diagnostic label of

your own {f you do not feel that a _particular
child 1s typified by any of the labels given.

2. indicate, ‘from the second list below, what you
: © feeluould be the best educationsl. settipg at
this time. .

—_ You would actually need more imformation before labeling or

-

placing any of these studenm but please make your best

judgements based on the information provided. Please assume




5 that all of the placement l!t!ll’l‘; are available locally and

are adequately staffed; also assuze that a child day sove to
another placesent setting if the one which you choose
l:ecole- _inappropriate after re-evaluation. b

Thus, 1f you feel that the description of a child seems-to

suggest a learning disability, and, that. part-time special
class would be the best placement for the child at this
time/ you vould indicate this in the spaces provided after '

each description.
-

Please work quickly, giving your °

t guess™ for each
child. No action will be taken which affects these children
based upon your responses.

Instructions (

- Choose a diagnostic label for each student from #
(he list below (or suggest a label of-your own):

1. learning disabled
2. emotionally disturbed
3. hy‘p-uuivo - .
4. behavior disorder
5. emotionally disturbed
6. severely emotionally dfsturbed

7. culturally disadvancaged
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.
8. mental retardation

9. hearing-handicapped

10. multihandicapped %

Placé’ each chtld 1in one of the seven placement
settings listed below, indicating your choice by
nuaber: i

-

1. Regular Cl-nroou-‘ with some te\eh:r-
initiated intervention. N

2. Consultation~- regular clasadroom with
specialists available’ in the school to
consult with tescher (or parent) whenever
needed.

3. Consultation and Direct Services- regular
classroom with specialists avhilable in the
schodl to consult with teacher and provide
short-term direct services to the student.

4. Resource Room- regular classroom with
resource room services (special educationm
teacher providing suppl ntal services and
instruction) provided on a continuing basis
in which the student can participate for as
much as two hoursmeach day.

5. Part-time Special Class- student enrolled in

a special cla for the majority of each
day, but enters regular classroom ‘for
certain subjects.

6. ruu time Special Class- studen signed to
self-contained special on a

ful1 % 1me basis. .
. 7. Not- student placed at a special school or

hospital program, treatment center, etc.
‘because he or she cannot reasonably be
handled within the context of regular or
special public school education.



Your age:

Your s

Number of years teaching:

Grade you presently_ tesch: 74

~

1.

Jill is a seven year old 4in grade two.
Academically, she ranks in the top ten- per cent
of her cla Dan interacts,well with her peers,
and 1is reported to be both a polite child and &
generally diligent worker by * her  teacher.
Hovever, 1 often  misunderstands  verbal
instruction, and frequently s to be in a
world of her own while doing her work., Jill al
dislikes participating {n group activities of a
verb-tl nature.

Diagnostic Label: ~

Placement Setting:

ro- continually disrupts his fifth grade class.
to be angry much of the tise and often
hulllel smaller children. Although he fs of
average potential, he has little interest in his
studies, and vill almost ceftalnly hlve to repeat
£ifth grade.

Diagnostic Label:

o Placement Setting:




Barbara sis a ten year old in grade five. Her
potential is wvell above average and her grades
-are generally excellent with the exception of an
average mark in Social Studies, a subject which
he considers "a wasté of time". She rarely

associates with her own classmates, preferring to
mingle with the junior high, school children
instead. Barbara rarely pays attention in class,
preferring  to sleep or read science fiction
novels. Classroom participation usually congists
of {nterrupting both.teachers ,and students with
sarcastic comments. Barbara has accumulated more
detént 108 for beinif late- than any other child in
"the school, even though she lives less than one

hundred yards from the bu1lding. .
\
Diagnostic Label:

Placement Setting: : R

g ~

Ray 18 a soft spoken nine year old in grade 'ctwo.
He has  tréuble understanding even simple
direct i®hs and works very slowly. He wusually
cannot do assigned work. ay interacts well with
his friends, however, and all teacher reports on
behavior seem to be~ very posftive.

Diagnostic Label:

Placement Setcting:

42’




5.

—
o » 43
L
‘_ /
Mary, aged elevenm),: if a two 'un rep ater vith
above average potential. She s great-
difficulty renembering wmeterial pru nted i{n a
visual manner and, in spite of a great dealy of
renpdial reading instruction, remains a non-
reader. Mary does, however, behave in class and
‘'has a cheerful and complisnt pérsonality. Her
sgeacher reports that ~1if ft wasn't for her
lTearning problems, I would never have to speak to
her.” - P
Diagnostic Label:
Placement Setting: X
Dan is an eleven year old in grade six. His

marks have been consistently high, and he 1s well
liked by his classmates. ~ Until recently e
particfpated actively. in ¢l room discussions,
but lately he has become more and more vithdravn.
His classmates report that he. has been giving
away many of his puueulonu, and that he is
participating less "in playground act ivity than he
used to. Most recently, his tescher found him
crying. uicontrollably in the vashroom slthough he
denied that anything vas wrong-

Diagnoscic Label:
-

Placement Setting: - . ¥




Placement Setting: .

Elizabeth, age eight, doesn't seem to acquire new
skills a8 quickly as most, often needing to have™
fnstructions repeated several times. She gives
up easily and requires a lot of personal
attent ion. Elizabeth frequently has temper
tantrums and has to be removed from the classroom
for short perfods of time. Her classmates seem
to constantly make her a scapegoat. :

Diagnostic Label:

. —~
Frank 1is a five year old ip kindergarten. His
attention span 1is very /limited, and he must be
watched constantly to ensure that he does not
leave his seat ~and wander ound. Frank's
reading level {s, hovever, two years ahead of his
classmates’. When he does receive sufficlent
individual attention, he exhibits similarly
superior lévels in his other work as well. He
seems to resent this attention, however, and is
constantly distracting other children from their
work by talking, fidgeting, throving small
objects, etc. ' He interacts well- with other
children outside of cla but his distracting
behavior in the classroom setting is beginning to
cause his popularity to wane.

o o ’

Diagnostic Label:
R

Placement Setting:

44
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Appendix l'
. FormB : Cg
~ =

Directions Lo
.. M 7 §
. i, )

Teachers must deal with a vide\varfety of problems arising
from the many differenc kinds of chlldren with vhich they
work. The’ ‘following are brlef delct!ptlonl of ch!ldren who
have baed referred for assessaent of & possible learning,

Y

’ +
behavioral or emotional disorder in the Avalon Consolidated
Y

School Board. For each student, you are to:

T4

. ;
1. fndicate, from the ‘.first list below, the
diagnostic labg) Hhich you feel best suits the
child. ~ ,Youyq may suggest a diagnéstic label of
your own 1£ you do not feel th a particulan
child 1s typified by any of the lbbels given.

2. indicate, from the secoond list below, what you
- feel would be the best educational settyng at
this time. p

o ..
You would actually-need more information before labeling or
¢

N
students, but please nmake your best

ph:u any of the

juidgenments based on th- information plovlded- Please assume




that all of the p{l/lce-enl settings are availablegocally swd

are adcqu-tely‘; ffed; also assume that a child may move to
Y

another plac t setting 1f the one which you choose
becomes lnippropr}l:l after re-evaluation. Thus, gif *you

feel that the description of a child seems to suggest a

47

“learning dfSability’, and that part-time special class would

be F_?l_e’kﬁll placement for the child at this time, you vm_:ld
tndicate this in the Wpaces provided after. each description.
Please work,quickly, giVing your ~best guess® for each

chifiren

chll/y No act¥omNuill_be taken which affects the
- .
based upon your responses.

Instructions
v -

- Choose a )diagnostic label for each student from
the list below (or suggest a label of your own):

léarring disabled

emotionally disturbed

s
3. hyp®ractive
4. behavior disorder

A
5. emotionally disturbed //

6. severely emotionally disturbed
A ’
7. culturally disadvantaged

8. mental retardation




9. hearing-handicapped

10. multihandicapped

Place each child 1in one of the seven placement
sectings listed below, indicating your choice by
number: s

o
1. Regular Classroom- with some teacher-
initiated intervention..

2. Consultation+ regular classroom with

lists  available in the lcanoli to

. consfilt with teacher (or parent) henevet
‘negded.

w

o -Conuulut‘(on and Direct s.rvl:e--'u‘;ular

classroom with specialists available in the
school to consult with cher and provide
short~term dfrect. services to the student.

4. Resource Room- refular classroom with
resource room services (special education
t her providing supplemental services and
instruction) provided on a cdnctinuing basis
in vhich the student can participate for as
much as two hours each day

w

. Part-time Special Class- student enrolled in
a special class for the majority of each
day, but enters regular classroom for
certain subjects. L

6. Full-time Special Cla
a self-contained spec
full-time basis.

udent assigned to
1 class on a

7. Not- student placed at a special school or
1 program, Teatment center, etc.
or cannot re bly be

handled within the context of-Fegular or
o

special public school education.

~
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Your age: yd

Your sex:

Nuamber of ,years teaching:

Grade you presentlY. teach:

'

1. Dan  is a seven year old {in grade two.
Academically, he ranks in the top ten per cent of
his class. Dan interacts well with his pe
and s reported to be both a polite child an
generally diligent worker . by his teachdr
However, Dan often misunderstands ver
instruction, and frequently seems to be in a
world of his own while doing his work. Dan also.
dislikes participating in group activities of =a
verbal nature. 14 .
Diagnostic Label:

.-
\
\Placement Setting:

2. Mary continually disrupts her fifth grade class. =
She seems to be angry amuch of the time and often
bullies smaller children. Although she {s of

Vi potential, she h lictle {nterest in her
and will almost certainly have to repeat
fifch grade.
nugno-}! Cabel: i
A .
Placement Setting:
Y



Frank 1s a ten year old in grade five. Hig
poteutial is well above average and his grades
ar rally excellgnt with the exception of am
average mark in Sogial Studies, a subject which
he considers "a ‘waste of time". He rarely
assocliates with his own classmatés, preferring to
mingle with the Jjunipr high school children
instead. Frank rarely pays attention in class,
preferring to sleep or read science fiction
novels. Classroom participation usually consists
of interupting both teachers and stuBlents with ~
sarcastic comments. Frank has “hcggmulated more
detentions for being late than lnyz

the school, even though he lives leés than one
hundred yards from the building.

Diagnostic Label:
Placement Setting: ) ‘
. S ~

'
J111 1s a soft spoken nine year old in grade two.

She ha trouble understanding even simple
directions * and works very slowly. +She usually
cannot do assigned work. J111 inperacts wvell "
with her friends, however, and "all teacher
reports on behavior seem to be very positive,

Diagnostic Label:

Placement Setting™ .

ther child in 4

~,



5. Ray, aged eleven, 1s a two-time repeater with
t difficuley

above average potential.
* ing material- pr
and, in spite of a great deal of rei
instruction, remains a non-reader. Ray does,
‘however, behave in class and has a cheerful and

compliant personality.. H{ -:unchnz\rlpnrt- that -

“1f 1t wasn't for his 4
never have to speak to him

nigg problems, I would

—~Diagnostic Label:
- &
Placement Setting: '
’

6. Elizabeth 1s an eleven year old in grade six.
Her matks have been consistently high, and she is
well liked by her classmates., Until recently she
participated .uuva'ly in classropm discussions,
. but lately she has beconme more and more
withdrawn. - Her

. been giving awa

that sehe: is participating in playground

activity than she used to. Most recently, her
teacher found - her crying uncontrollably in the
washroom although she denied that anything wa

“‘wrong.

lacement Setting: .
) . /

Diagnostic Label:
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7. Tom, age eight, doesn't seem to acquire new
skills as quickly as most, often needing to have
instructions repeated several times. He gives up

i 1ly and requires a lot of personal attention.

. Tom frequently has temper tantrums

removed from the classroom for short periods of

a scapegoat.
Diagnostic Label:

“ Placement Setting:

% 8. Barbara is a five year old in kindergarten. Her
attention span 1is very limited, and she must be
vatched constantly to.‘ensure that she does not

leave her seat and wander around. Barbara's -

reading level is, however, two years shead of her
classmates'. When she does receive sufficient
individual attention, she exh&bits similarly
superior levels in her other work as well. She
seems to resent this attention, however, dnd is
constantly distracting other children from their
work by talking, fidgeting, throwing shall
objects, etc. She {interacts well with other
children outside of class, but 'her distracting
‘behavior in the classroom tting is beginning to

. cau her popularity to wane. %
. ¥ b
Diagnostic Label:
—-
Placement Setting:
v
: ~
. .
< s

time. His classmates seem to constantly make him
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- ) B 5 (S
VA .
) .
- Plea classify each of these children into one of -
the following tagories, indicating your choice *
by pdaber. < e .
[ gories . = - -
. 1. Low.disruptiveness, low achievement .
5 2. Low disruptiveness, high achievement.
3. High disruptiveness, low achievement. -
4. High disruptiveness, high acHievement. A
. - Can you suggest an example of-a label which amlght -
> apply to ch child? 3 indicate your
suggestion after each child in the space provided.
o H 3
. : =~
- '




Ky of .

¢ o ST

! * .

5 “ 1. Dan  fse & seven year oid-in grade two.
s Academically, he ranks in the top ten per cent of
his cla Dan fnteracts vell with his?®
and reported to be both a polfge child
generally diligent worker by his: teacher.
Howvever, Dan Joften misunderstands verbal
» instruction, and frequently _seems i be
world of his own while dopn his work. Dan also
dislikes participating in group activities

verbal nature.

Category: ,
Ve ' Suggested diagnostic label:

2. Elizabeth 1s an eleven year old in grade six.
Her marks .-have been consistently high, and she is
well liked by her classhates, Until recently she
participated actively in classroom discussions,
but lately she has become more and wmore

" withdrawn. Her classmat report that she ha
been giving avay ny sions, an
that she 1s participating 1less in playground .
activity than she' used to. Most recently, her .
teacher found her crying uncontrollably im the
washroom although she denied that anything wva
wrong. _

Category: -

Suggested diagnostic label:

F R gT . . "




3. Ray, aged eleven, 1s a two-time rlplller with
above average potentisl. He has great/difficulty
remembering erial presented in a visual mannmer
and, in spite of a great deal of remedial reading
{nstruction, re ns a non-reader. Ray does,
however, behave in class and hes & cheerful and
compliant pergonality. His teacher reports that
“1f it wa for his learning proble I would
never have to speak to him.” . %

Category

Suggested diagnostic label:

She  has trouble understanding * even simple
directions’ d works very slowly. She usually
cannot do igned work. J111 interacts well
with her friends, however, and all teacher
reports on behavior seem to be very positive.

,
Category:

.
Suggested diagnostic label: =
- i .

'

J111 1s a soft spoken nine year old in grade two. .
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She. se to be angry much of the time and often
bullies smaller children. Although she ia of
average potential, she has little interest in her
studies, and will almost certainly have to repeat
f1fth grade.

Category: ..

Suggested diagnostic label: .

Tom, age eight, doesn't seem to acquire new
skills as quickly as most, often needing to have
instructions repeated several times. He gives up
1ly and requires a lot of personal attention.
Tom frequently has temper tantrums and h to be
removed from the cl room for sghort periods of
time. His classmates seem to constantly make him
a scapegoat.

Category:

-
Suggested diagnostic label:

N




‘aingle with the Jg

Prank s a ten year gld in grade five. His
potential is well above average and his grades
8 11y excellent with th {c.pzlon of an
average mark in Social Studies, a subject which
he GConsiders ~"a waste of tim He rarely
ociates with his 0?—!‘.1. ates, preferring to
Judior "high schobl children

instead. Frank rarely pays attention im cl »
preferring to sleep or read science fiction
novels. Classroom participation usually consists
of 1interuptimg both teachers and students with
sarqastic comments.. Frank has accumulated more
detentions for being late than any other child in
the school, even though he lives less than one
hundred yards Y. the buildin

»
Category: S

Suggestdd diagnostic label:

Barbara is five year old in kindergarten. Her
attention span is very limited, and she must be
watched constantly to ensure t she does not
her seat and--wander ound. Barbara's
1 s, ever, two years ahead of her
ates'. When she does receive sufficient
individuval attention, she ‘exhibits sidglarly

_ superior fevels fn her other work as well. She

8
. constantly dist

nt this attention, hovever, and is
cting other children from Crheir”
work by talking, fidgeting, throwing small
objects, etc. She 1interacts well with other
children outside of cl but her distracting
wehavior in the c tting i{s beginning to
cause her po “‘f”” to wane.

-

Category: v

Suggested diagnostic label:

-~
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Y e Appendix D 4 %,

\~- valtdation 2 ¢
'

Directions

Teachers .uu'd: 1 vith a vide variety of probleds -u%;

from  the many - different kinds of children with'vhich they ™

vork. The following -ere‘brief-desdriptions of children yho.

, have h,“" referred for Allel‘uen; ‘of a possible learning,

< @ i
+behavioral or emotional disorder in the Avalon Consolidated

School Board.. For each studenthwyou are to: .

1. indicafe, * from the first 1ist below, the
* dfagnostic label’vhich you feel best suits the
child. You may suggest a diagnostic label of
your own if you do not feel cthat a particular

A child 1s typified by any of the labels given.

= 5o R

' 7. indicats, %rom the secondgMst below, whgt you

feel would be the best edu ional settfang at
this time. % -

© 3. indicate,sewel the third 1ist’ below, the category
which you feel best suits the child. ' .

w . x.‘~\‘.

. [ ] N
You would actually need .morg information Is'lfore‘hb-ﬂng/a,r *
' L] s

»




\‘ ) x-. . v

S
- placing any of these students, but please make your best
judgeaents based on the information pnvuu.in-u. sssume

are available locally and

that all of the placement settin

& are adequately staffed; B9 Enar i NI 1y move to
. andTher placemenc seccting 1f the one which you chge
: becomes inappropriste after rt-ev-lui:lo\l:. This,_ it you
T foad ithar the descripedanof a ohild sesss to Wugaest. &
learning dfsabiliey, that part-time special class would be
the best placement for the child at this tlme, and thet he
{s, a high disrupter, lov achievet, you would fndicate this
in the spaces provided after each description. r}.'.u vork
- qulekly.-(lvlnl your "best guess” for each child. No action
Vi1l be taken which affects these children based upon your
. “responses. T =
- .
Instructions 3 . .
' "' Choose a disgnostic label for each student fram cthe llet
o \(or suggest & “label of your own), ‘indicating your
- chotce b nusber:
g .
. x.nnnva I o
= 2. learning dissbled .
) 3. behavior disofder . . ;
" : : ‘ F

A A N v)




.
4. llnllunt’lly discturbed
‘5. severely e-ar.h?muy- disturbed
6. :uuuully disadvantaged

7. mental retardation

8. nunn:-h.nam.,p-d

9. speech- handicapped

10. multjhandicapped

62

' - ' A\
Place each ‘student in one of t'e seven programy listed

% . v

.below, indicating your choice hy\ nu ber:

[y
1. Regular C1 room- with some teacher-initiated

intervention.

- v

2. Consultation- regular classroom with specialists
available in the school to consult with teacher
(or parent) whenever needed.

3. Consultation and ~Direct Services- regular
classroom with specislists available 'in  the
school -to comsult with teacher and provide
short-term direct services to the student.
she ¥

4. Resource Room- regular clagsroom with resource
room service (special educationm teachdr
providing supplemental services and instruction)

N rcvldtd on a continuing basis in which the

udent can participate for as much as two hours
elch day.
ARid

b .
5. Part-time Special Class- student enrolled in a
special class for the majority of each -day, ~but
tehs regular.classroon ln'u tain subjects. .

6. Pullstime Special Class- student igned to a
s contained special class \oh a full=-time
sis. )
¥ B D
" !
L ! \
ik & * ’ b
B
= #




Place each child fnto ome of the ' following . categories,

7. Not- student laced at a pecial school or
hospital progr trestment center, etc. becsuse
he or she cannot reasonably be hapdled vnhuyxh-
context of regular or lp-c}-l public iei)nol

education.

indicating your choice by nuaber:

1. Lov disruptivene lov achievement.

2. Low disruptivene high achievenent.

“3. High disruptivene low achievement.

4. High disruptiveness, high achiev
Your age: \ o

Your sex: =

Grade vhich you presently teach:




1. Dan is a

en year old 1im grade two.
Academically, he “ranks 1n the top ten per cent of
~his cla Dan interacts-well y, his peers
and 1 reported to be both -a polite child and a

- erally diligent worker by his teacher.
< Hovever, Dan occasionally misunderstands verbal
instruction, and sosetimes seems to be in a world ¥
. of his ovn while doing his work. Dan also [
dislik: participating {n group activit of a
4 verbal nature, although he excels in and = enjoys
* individual projects. 53
R . . -
Disgnostic Label:
L
Placement Setting: 3
i —
an’ . Category:
"
o 2. ‘mitaabiach: 46 an  Gleven yeas 14 da jeade itx. .
AL - Her marks are consistently high, and she is wvell
4 like by her cl ates. Until
participated actively in classroom .
- but  lately she has become more and more
Py withdrawn. Her classmates report that she has
been giving ’\l of her pos ions, and
that she is 3 less in playground
activity than she used to. Most recently, her o
¥ teacher found her crying uncontrollably 1in the
vashroos although she denied that anything was
wrong .
-
. . Disgnostic Label: 2
P -
= ® Placement Sectting: ¢
- . ]
o Y 4
. . Citegory: e w % % i
4 1 -
% % .
s - 2 .




. terial p
and, in Spite of a great deal of re
o instruction, remains a -non-reader

however, behave in cl d ha
‘compliant nality. acher reports thag ,
' "1f it wasn't for his learning problems, I would L 4

R never have to speak to his.”

‘ . ’ i

" Diagnostic Label: & : = s
Placement Setting: ~= s
R A -
) Category: ™
4. J111 is a soft spoken nine year old in grade two. : .
~-/ ~she has .trouble understanding -even , simple _
" directions and works y slowly. She usually
. cannot do signed work. Jill interacts well
- with her friends, however, and all teacher
. reports on behavior seem to be very positive. ~
> . ! .
. Diagnostic Label:
. o .
Placement Setting: -
. ® S \
B g 3 - ”
Vo Category: T | o
g 5 .
.
L] ~
A b3
P I . 5
. = = - .
.
i &
7 -
« . . .
\ [N
¥ L .



. ’
5. Mary continually disrupfs her fifth grade class.
She seems to be angry aGch of the time and often
bulll Uu children.  Although she 1s of

P
and uul almost certainly have to reput
£1fch grade.

Din\nolt ic Label:

Placement Setting:

~ } k “ =

" Category: :

6. Tom, age eight, doesn't' seem u/ acquire new
« skills as quickly as most, often needing to have
instguctions repeated eral tiam He gives up
easily and requires a lot of personal attention.
Tom frpquently has temper tantrums and has to be
removed from the clgssroom.for short periods of
el His cl seem to constantly make him

Diagnostic Label:

Placement Setting: !

Category:

she has little interest in hef’




)
7. Frank 1is a ten year old {n grade five. His

potential is well above rage and his grad
generally excellent with the exception of a
in Social Studies, a subject which he

considers "a vaste of time". Classroon

" participation usually consists of interrupting

Zk both teacher and  students with rcastic
comments, except on rare occasions when

& ) discussions focus on areas which to be of
..o particular interest to hi Despi the fact

that he 1is a high achiever, Prank has accumulated
more detentions for being late than any other
child in the school, even though he 1lives less
than one hundred yards from the building.

\ Diagnost ic Label: .

Placement Setting: '
Category: .

8. Barbara is a five year) old in kindergarten. -

Barbara's reading level 1s/three y,
her ¢ stes', and she achieves

Z than any other .:nud in her clasgp.
constantly distracts other children from their
wotk by ulktn., f1d|uln| “ throwing

"} objects, etc. interac vell with o
children outsid af u - bun/ her distracting
behavior in th :h)uo- -ntlng is beginning to
cause her popu 1ty to vane.

Diagnost ic Label:

'4 . Placesent Setting:

Category: ~ 1
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