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) B ‘ (1967) All behavior rating scales were compared with ‘the’ Wide Range

¢
i . 3 \. N .

s _ _'.scores of the. Wide Range Achievement Test. These findmgs suggest that

s

e T T . KBSTRACT
o ' o ._.go' N

This study was initiated to investigate the u'sefulnéss of '
' _teacher completed behavior rating seales as a means of detecting high :

: and low risk. students. The study also sought to find out which if

jany, acale best demonstrated potential risk of school difficulties in .
E :primary school .age children. 'l'he th}./ee behavior rating scales chosen o ,"

for’ this exploration were. the AML Behavior Rating Seale by Van Vleet i ,'

'

.'\(1970), the Children s Behavior Questionnaire by Rutter (1967), and the

s

.Devereaux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale by Spivack and Swift

/

Achievement Test by Jastak and Jas;ak (1978) Two“group,s of supjects e l !

" . /

A, )

v

. 'were -studied ‘firsltly as- a. totaI ‘group and then ‘as subgroups 'of the
[ ) : 1 \‘l."‘./,‘ . .

total group s

i
!

Sub]ects were categorized into high and 1ow risk first‘_ly by

teacher ranking of the likelihood of school difficulties and secondly B

by level of reading achievement as measured by the Wide i'{ange Achieve—
- T _\) . .
‘_",‘mentTest/‘ R ) T ~ e

. a'I‘hé‘ scores of the three behavior rar_:l.ng scales and the Wide

" '.

Range Achievement Test were statistically analyzed using Pearson and

.Kendal 's’ ’l‘.au correlation coeft'icients and. & ‘one vay and two way analysis
'.‘of \iariance. ) L o L IR T, o

The ‘results indicated that all three bheavior rating scales ’ . _ L .

'correlate 'highly with one another, with teacher rank, as well as with

-~ o
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T "'these t:hree behavior rating scales can differentiate between groups uf

high and low risk students, split by teacher rank as well as b’y reading

achievement. S

n "-

Results o"? this research generally suggest that firstly, these

B three behavior rating scales are useful devices, for detecting children

: ,'who are 1ike1y to have school difficulties, secondly, no one scale is:

".'better than another and thirdly, the t:hree beha.viur rating scales .can

(

[} -'/ o

be ‘used by the teacher to detect high and low risk children.
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to, have school difficulties
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CHAPTER'1.
7 PURPOSE AND RATTONALE® . . 7

0 .Puiu’oée OF THE §IUDY « - -

ST This research seeks to explore the usefulness of behavior

e ) | ""-:9 Lo

(

: rating scales as a means of detecting children who have or are likely

¢

More specifically, the research asseaies

RS ‘the relati_ve effectiveness of three of the better behavior tating

\- ' I

" scales in identifying potential school difficulties in primary school
Wy s

' .
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'vulnerable to school failure. .

on ‘a’ child .

o age Newfoundland child-ren. : _:_ o "’*' .- .'

II. ,RATIONA’_I_.E' FOR THE STUDY. - -

Elementary school counselors are faced with the Very real

J 'problem of helping teachers id%ntify and cope with children who are .

There is a need lto provide a means. ]

wherehy the counselor can readily and indirectly gain valid 1nformation

.

. .the adequate evaluation of potentially high risk children by a trained

[ SN

.day—to—day instruction of his Qr her class. ‘

-‘_it. 1s'not always readily access:.ble to the counselor.

- c0unselor.' The teacher can potentially be thati inditect informatlonal

-

' 'laource by taking the time to observe and compare chlldren during the R

PR

: ,( : "
While teachers may haye considerable information on; a child

A possible way

A

s '_'of obtaining such information from the teacher might be through the -

of ) Lo e

) ) Y ' ¥
. - ) . -
X s .
Y . ‘
"
-
] v ! !
B ! S = B
e s e L AT i sl s e o .
ot A

A: 1ack of sufficient funding also often renders impossmle, L
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” | \ Lo 2.0
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c ) This approach is attractive in that a
. . 1arge number of potentially high riak children might be screened at an ;
s . ',.f‘,'early .age and hence be’ directed toward early help by the classroom "
"';_teacher or where necessary, by the counselor: ‘Ehereby initi;ting a' ‘
" . -"'.'!more prevent:ative than carrectrve type progran.l (llutter 1927) f .-
. g i z Unfcrtunately, at present there are few\ adequately developed )
. \; _ - | instruments which ,allow the couneelor “to’ readily and accurately coilect ¢
- l __- - descriptixe_information on high risk children (Pritchard 1963) Ifa L ) .
‘ ,‘ . means’ existed whereby such information could be eollected and . conveued ’~‘ - ‘.
.. % 'h : K to.. the school counselor, the counselor coulc.il ‘then oo‘tentially have more - ) _
o " ) \time to devote to a more prcductive advisory role and also potentially .-
. be a\ble to’spend more time working with the more serious child dif— SO .
| [ | ' " ficu1ties-' - ‘. N .. . . ?..; . ,
: L Sl | Most inst;ruments which have been developed are, princ;ipally | . .
| »'-designed to be used by counselors or researchers and not classtoom .. ,'
teachers. ‘For. example, Buros (1961) in his Tests 1’11. Print refers to ".,' .
. - only a’ small number of scales and inventoriee that purport t:o assess Tl
£ / | ‘classtoom adjustment, The best known of these according to Buros ‘ : - ";’.
: : (1961) are.,the ‘S. R‘A.I.“Rating Scale for Pupil Adjustment (SRA 1950—53), o
"\ the N. Y. Rating Scale for School Habits (Cornell Goxe, and. Orleans, . )
19%7), Personal and Social Development Program (SRA 1956), and the "/“:, - ‘
/ ' _‘Pupil Adjustment Inventory (Education Services Bureau, 1957). » These \'l /
. “-, " instruments were deaigned to assess a pupil's academic succees ana. : N
’ \ ‘.'.f'_temperament or school adJ ustment On these insttuments,' school adjust—l : "o".
' H o ‘iment is mainly being def:.ned by such traits as courtesy, 1n1ciatiVe, ‘ S
N socialab:[lity, physical health,\ and 1nd::try.‘, H_pst ecales clo not;,- " N
' z . " o C . AR |
- - o A - . :
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. - . address thelilslelves to the problems experienced by counselors: S e , . A
Ta . 0. N : -
1( ;',‘-’ __ In using behavior ratiﬁg scales %ne must consider the fact that :
many who create and use scales‘or recommend them for use in the school
- ,~’ systems unfortunately do ‘not put the required emphasis onl 1) the :
_ ';, o Ol purpose of the measuring device, 2) t:he choice of items 3) the reli— S _
' - | ability and validity, and‘l;) the nature and quality of the norms- h i}
S : . . .
.:.'_;' e '\ (Spivack and Swift, l973).- Because teachers are not trained to evaluate
-~ ‘ f . u': : such measurement devices they '{zay use these dev:Lcés without‘ awareness ;‘. .- ‘
'\"‘ 7\, 1 of\thelir intended purpose and w:.thout realizing their limited usefulness : | ¥
N T wl T _-.._ , . e Lo T
,_ ,,.";?,. l . ' in the classroom. 'I'hus, ‘the gu;dance counselor has the responsibility

N ". . . . . . - ‘ a
Yo O S —of assessing the strengths add veaknesses of such measurement devices S

T ','_.'.p' before recommending particular 1nstruments to teachers. '

RURIY . A . .
/ 2 e o S The researchers who have developed behav:Lor rating scales SRR S

. { . '."' 'typically h‘ave. not, been "educators 'but mental ,health .-orientedv profesi--'-' - I . -
T\\ ‘ . ¢ ’sionals and hence have been more concerned with emotional adJustment‘
,L “: Lo ,‘ than classroom behav1or and achieve‘ment.‘ B‘ecause of this, additional L@ 13

, ;;_' B :. ".;: work a;med at validating mea.surers of classroom behav1or !should be L - i i«
;w . -',:\ _ carrled outy What is particularly needed’ is work related to a standard e ; .
,._zf'f; \‘\ \; ) of aqademic accomplishmenc such as teacher‘ eg‘rades and/or academic t’esr_ ' ‘.0‘ :r

' P [ . - 3
\ &{ U i '~" :"Iscg\es, if these 1nstruments are to provide useful knowledge about §
P - N : SRR e

T chi@.dhood adaptation to the classroom setting. This view.is supported ‘_'. }

A ) \; by Davidson and Greenberg (1967) Kim Anderson and Bashaw (1968) and

!

j‘- 4

g.—gmmwmr’*ﬁﬂvw,-._fv-r?w: T TP TASEPUUPENIN
LY
.
N\

\ Miller (1968) who also believe w.that cert.ain overt behaviors 1n the RS

\ -

- claSsroom are related to academlc capacity and achievement and that Lo S
i

=t.hese behaviors better reflect academic ‘success ihan do general

LI

So A > .
¥ . UL m’é o e -, ‘¢

. S .di nsions of adjustment or personality functioning. Vs '
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“Tschool age Newfoundland ch11dren.

‘r:.;as,ihose unlikely to’ have school dlfficultles.A Risk was assessed by

.’ . N \. . .
. . : ¢ .
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The study was initiated in an attempt to deal with these

, difficulties by identifying a, u3efu1 means whereby information can be.'5.
'\ . ,',._ NS '

?{gathe/ed on a child who is liHEly to fail . Hbre speclfically, then-tn

v

'”research homes to assess the effectlveness of three behavior ratlng ‘5",“ o

v ._/.\

: *'fscales in "identlfying actual or potential difEiculties 1n_primary

S xEsmc.n‘aw‘ms

v'_

The research is aimed at exploring the usefhlness of behav1or‘f

l

'zﬂ rating scales completeﬂ by teachers as a means of detectlng potential,i
“:;i,high risk students. The study also seeks to find out which if*any':-
":"scale best demonstrates potential risk.w More spec1fieally,ythe stndy'*‘J'
“-Eseeks to discover if three behaviOr rating scales, namely, the AML

gBehav1or Rating Scale (AML) by Van Vleet (1970), the Devereaux Elemen_ e

f-’{tary School Behavior Rating Scale (DES) by Spivack and Sw1ft (1967),

“‘}and the Children szehavior Questionnaire (CBQ) by Rutter (1967) are’
-_};each 1ndxv1duallyrcapab1e ‘of dniferentiating between hioher and lower “335*1
risk school age'children High risk children are defined 1n thls study

“eeas those being 1ike1y to. have school difficulties and lou risk children PRI

<o

"f;both teacher rank aud scores on the Wide Range Ach1evenent Test (WRAT)

h

"h;'\.-w - In operational terms, the following resear;h questions were

P

":explored..'f “; .f;“»fl,:-'{..”‘ln'x' L -jc.;' Z{;: 1fi.“

l“ﬁ\\? behavior rating scales correlate significantly

. '11,1.
a) with each other,.l :

‘\’ ;‘ . . Ur-"f-h'
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_cD with Wide Range Achievement Test scores’

R Lo .
'ﬂAre high and low risk students as determined by tanking

.
A

':made by teachers rated significantly different on. teacher

::j:;,Are high and low risk students as determined by scores

' liﬂ; ;f':obtained o the Wide Range Achievement ieading sub—test

B rating scales AML CBQ and the DES’ { [ :' - -.‘Y'
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R farated significantly different.on teacher completed behavior T

"completed behavior'ratlng scales AML CBQ and the?PESY 'ﬁ -.”‘T‘“'
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'The following literature review explores the relationship between b

Bl N
’ » M . i . L : ';’::
.. CHAPTER II :
.77 URELATED” LITERATURE- REVIEW " *

.l. .

. .l—‘

This chapter reviews the literature discussing th° usefulness

T

-:of behavior rating scales as a means: of detecting children who have or B

are likely to have school difficulties. ’t is divided into three major

segments, namely

'.(I) The Relationship of Classroom Behavior and Achievement

(II)e.Review of Literature on Behav1or Rating ScaleS' and e

'(Ill). The. Hypotheses for this Research

' :\
B . . : 3

IT. THE. RELATIONSHIP OF- CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR R
, - AND ACHIEVEMENT o

significant factor in the prediction of his/her school achievement..

.

e
e

observed classroom behavior and achievement o i: o e

e

Classroom Béhavior and Achievement .:_'. e {'f-' e

The relationship of classroom behavior to achievement was "
. i . E -

'established 1n the last twenty years._ Researchiwas carried:eut'on._z'

”frelated areas such as task set work attitude and enotional.impairment

}'reviewed.' A ig I

w
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iwi OBservations.of'a child!s'classrdon'behavior are regarded as a T

i #
ibefore this link was made. uResearéh in each of these ‘areas will be ’ {

g
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©a. WOrk-attitude andftask'set -

NI

One of the first to assoc1ate work attitude (that is, the extent
[ 3

:to which the child displays 1nterest, curiosity, and assertiveness) and :
' task set (the child's ability to organize himself) wag Buehler (1935)

'who believed that work’ attitude and task set.were developed at a very

E

'_“early age and in’ several stages from the second to\the sixth year.

- Buehler considered intentional vork play and striving towards a product

§

? a crucial dqyelopment step and a prerequ131te of school success._

>

Danziger (1933) found similar results between work attitude and ]

‘task involvement. .She.. reported that 80/ of first grade ch1ldren failed

v

Tbecause they had not developed a work attitude in their games before

g enteringkschool.. She reported that only 6/ of. the " failures were in one

subject, 50%- in two - subjects, and- 44% in three subjects. Her conc1u51on

.;was that failure in first grade was -due to a general disability ‘that
.o
'Ishowed 1tse1f whenever the child attempted to- undertake anything.

N

“This eventually led to a more contemporary approach expressed by

'(Kohn (1973) who stated that during elementary school years: the classroom

,behav1ors affecting achievement include the child s ability tb functlon

" within’ rules, 1im1ts and norms ln the cl ssroom as well as;the child s,(

h ability to organize-himself around_specific tasks.

b. . Emotional impairment»-."‘

Studies on emotional impairment made an - attempt to- be Jmore

s

spec1f1c in relatlng school dlfficulties to the sex of the child. This
'research led to an eventual link between various school related diffi—

culties_and classroom ob rvation of selected_behaviors.

2

e e Al

e e e e

Py

P Pt s emars



N L

lw example, Cullen andWBoundy (1966) apd Rutter et al. (1970) reported

\

widespread prqblems‘were.experienced among boys\than'girls in the

v
. ﬁickman-(1928)'pionEered-this'rESearch when he.suggested more -
- e e T PIBREEEeS .

. 0
- .

elementary é°h601 years He rePOrted that 104 of- b0y$ as compared to N

3/ of girls were considered to have severe behawior problems. Rogers'

o
(1942) found percentages tp be 18/ for boys, 7Z for girls; Ullman (1952)

. found a difference of 13%. and- 3% respectively. ‘More'recently,bsimilar/,

) results have been found by Bower (1969)

)
A

Researchers in the 60'5 have 1ooked at specific symptoms of

- emotional impairment. It has been typdcally observed that acting out

behavior was more prevalent among boys thanxgirls and that character—'

istics such as passivity, shyness and anxiety were found to occur either

b_as often in boys as glrls or somewhat mbre frequently in girls._ For

[ “al

antisocial behaviors as more: prevalent among boys whereas characteristics
such as thumbsucking and lethargy were more prevalent among girls.
The above stated studies led. researchers such as Harris (1961),

Je,
Stennett (1966), and Bower (1969) to relate emotional 1mpa1rment w1th

; underachievement-: Stennett (1966), for example, reported that emotionally

‘handicapped children became progre351vely farther behind peers in

academic’ achievement over the-elementary grades, L ;\-

5

c. ' Classroom behavior and achieVement
. . ) )
Following in the 70 s Rutter Tizard and Whitmora (1970) made-

-0

more associations between specific classroom behaviors and achievement.

' Rutter et al. (1970) found that underachievement was generally asso—

c1ated with antisocial behavior, Contrary results are presented by o

o

 Emmerick (1977), Richards and” McCandless (1972), and Kohn (1968) who

O
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: vation of selected behaviors does exist. Such a relationship has T

~"Such scales ‘are discussed below.

;,reported that apathy-and\withdrawal are more'COmmonly:related to under-

| ' .
'-achievement in primary school age children and not antisocial behavior.;
"More recent research by Kohn (1973) also dempnstrated that in primary

[

'_grade school age. children,-shy withdrawal behavior was a better indi—

cator of learning failure than angry defiant behavior.

- As the previous discussions have suggested a relationship

-

between various school related difficulties such as poor work attitude,

femotional impairment, as well as poor achieyement .and classroom obserr .

a

provided the bases bh which behavior rating scales have been formu&i;ed.

,IIT. BEHAVIOR RATING SCALES

Potentially useful deVices to aid in the screening of those

children to have school related difficulties ‘are. behav1or rating scales-

’

’.

These scales when completed by the teacher, particularly when he or she
has the opportunity to v1éb large numbers of students, can be useful
scneening devices. Unfortunately, as w1th other measures of child

'behavior, there are few adequately developed 1nstruments (Pritchard

&

1963). The following sections briefly review the early behaviof rating . ";

_scales and their inadequacies. The limitations of currently ﬂéed scales,'

[ ' 1

along with a review of the. currently available better beﬁiv;or rating

scalesarealsogincluded.",~. . '_._l*-“ : 3

(1) Early Behavior Rating Scales

Wickman (1928) was first'to attempt to measure a child s. behavior.‘

in the classroom. Haggerty (1929) and Olson (1930), after hav1ng rev1sed:

. L .
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" were mainly designed to focus on such categories as pupils academic

-

10

- . ' 3 . .
Wickman s scale, felt it had adequate reliability and validity. Buro’F

(1961) refers to only a small number of Scales and inventor S that ‘@

purport to assess classroom adJustment qhe bebter known of these being
the N Y. Rating Scale ﬁor ‘School Habits (Cornell Coxe, and Orleans,

1927), the S.R, A. Rating Scale for Pupil Adjustment {SRA,. 1950 53),
E
Personal and Social Development Program (S R A,,. 1956), and the Pupil

F

Adjustment Inventory (Educational Sefvice Bureau, 1957) These instruments

levels and temperaments or school,adjustment. School adjustment .or -
temperament was typically described as courtesy, initiatiVe, sociability,
physﬂcal-health\anduindustry.' These instruments did. not ‘address them—t

. il .

selves to problems previously outlined in Chaptér I, as validity and

I

' reliability data were not presented nor was . inf0rmation on the. construction o

of these scales evident Reviews of these scales ‘in Buros Mental

Measurement Yearbook Volumes 1 and VI suggest caution in their use

> R
. - ~ U . o
because of the above shortcomings in their development._ .o o :<;\\; .

™ Among the behavior rating scales for which there are some

published details on reliability and va11dity are The Children s Guild '

Symptom Check List (Eisenberg, LandOWne Wilner, and Inber, 1962),

" The Mulligan School Performance Checklist (Mulligan, 1963), The. ReVised:'

School Performance Checklist (Mulligan, Douglas Hammond and Tizard

“1963); and The Bristol Social Adgustment Scale (Stott, 1963) These

\

-scaleS'have-a number of disadvantages such as YTack of diagnostic
. / L

. behavior rating scales are-also lacking in basicvrequirements~ofjgood

distinction and a 1ack of recent and adequate validation. ’They are’ .

also excessively time consuming
o

Speciﬁie reviews by individual;authors suggest that more-recent

/
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'{ were ambiguous and biased -‘Odd—even reliability waS‘rep

';regarding children are to be made
:(Vane, 1968) recommended reJection of this sca'

‘scale range from 65 ‘to .37 Powers (196

.:information on behav1or rating scales in sources such as: !
. . . k..-" N

1) . Tests.and Meashrements in Child Development;_Volnme;I'(Johnson, :

‘A

v

r N

'-weak'at..59 to'.87. Empirical validity was not established for the

judgment of psychologists who arranged the items of the CBRS into

o o

/

. ',suggests that the CBRS cannot be recommended for use where decisions :

) U
PR

Powers (1974) in a review of the V

e/ "
on the bapis of its

finstability over - time.'tTest retestnreliabi ty'coefficients for this -[

found' other weaknesses in ~

its ability to. predict problem behavior.

Spiva¢k and Sw1ft (1973) reviewed the Teacher s Behavior Rating'-'

a 0

Scale (TBRS) by Cowen, Izzo Miles Telschow, Trost and Zax (1963) and

M

o

'published”norms.'.Because of the above shortcomings?the TBRS wasfalso'

. found inadequate. d

g

The above information represents an overview of data available

' and is by no means complete. The interested reader can seek further

)

1971)and Volime IT (Johnson, 1971);

o -

Kindergarten Scale (VKS)'r

-

’:scale construction (Dunn 1967 Powers, 1977 Spivack and Swift, 1973),..=

‘ categories. The apparent lack of attention to basic scale construction .

i

fonnd limitations also. - Rellability data were_found”inadequate;p There'

* were also no data.reflecting»the homogeneity of: the scale itself and no -
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. (2) General Limitations of Available Scales ...-

" an indiv dual'_

2

2) Testsand Measurements in Child Development Volume II (Johnson
. : \ . )

and Bommarito,\l976),

)

: 3)" Socio-emotionallMeasg;es (Walker, 1973),.

a
%) Tests in Print . (Buros, 1961),

" 5)° Mental Measurement Yearbooks, Volumes I—VII (Buros 1938—1978)
: : /-

.l‘ .
Vo

S,

The previous review pointed ouit: that most behavior rating scales :

|

~.cannot be reebmmended for classroom use - due to poor reliability, validity

. and because of typically\incomplete data The following section sum—‘

; / |

marizes limitations typiqally found in behavior rating scales as : _
reported by leading authorities such as Walker (1973), Buros (1961), :_-

Johnson (1971), Johnson and BommaritO\(1976), and-Spivack (1966).

‘ S R S R . o
a. .-General-limitations of available scales. '~ . , : .
i . \ ; N

D ‘Most behavior rating scales lack operationally adequate

.definitions of the behaviors being measured (Walker, L973)
2) The 1tems found on behavior rating scales are typically
ambiguous, biased and do not deal with behaviors occurring 1n the 57 S

classroom (Spivack 1966) ' 3 fi . - .7‘

= 3) The items found on behavior rating scales have inadequate4
levels of discriminative power (Rutter, 1967)

s . :
4) ‘The items found ‘on behavior rating scales have had eriteria

,.'. Lo

used for item develo ment which are- generally inadequate in identifying
. . . ) 7/.

us relative to an established standard of per—,_
. 7 .

'formance (Johnson,'l97l) ‘-q

5) The reliability of the behav1or rating scales is—typically

e . (. ﬁx/ ’ . ‘.'.,'12_.

L
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: Lower than what is accepted on behavior rating instruments (Buros,

1961)

6) The number of items found on behavior rating scales is typically

" found- to be inappropriate, that is, “too, much of the teacher s time is

fneeded to complete a form for each child (Cowen, Dorr, and Orgel 1971)

This brief review points out some of the general limitations

B

'of many behavior rating scales. In concluding it must be stressed that

\

. Isuch weaknesses must be eliminated if behavior rating scales ars‘tp

6}

be useful. o - ;. v: ".A "'.‘ B ,-fr/ o
. o 1 . .
Selected Behavior Rating Scales Best Meeting Above Criteria

’

‘<

In ad attempt to choose behavior rating scales for this

o v

. - - /
Aresearch it ‘was necessary to review those behavior rating scales

o

: ‘regarded as better by experts (Buros, 1961 Walker 1973 Spivack

1966) in the field The authors of these better scales have made an

attempt to meet b331c scaling requirements and have succeeded ‘to a

degree ‘in reducing weaknesses found in behavior rating scales. _A _f:':

N K

A brief rev1ew of such behav1or rating scales follous.' A

'description of each scale will not be provided at this p01nt, however, ‘;'

A

- ad eff rt has;been made to state if*reliability, validity data and

E norms re available. The reader is cautioned that if the behavior

s
/7

E meet standards in the above named areas, they

)

rating scales canno

"should not be used :"'. o o 1 '-" y ‘ ‘

: a.'.The better-behavior'rating-scales (BRS)

) . -

The behavior rating scales reviewed are-

1) Emmerick Classroom Observation Rating Scale (ECO) by Emmerick

(1971).

e ki o AT e b e
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2)':Peterson Problem Checklist (PPC) by Peterson (1961).‘
'..35- Classroom Behavior Inventory (CBI) hy Schaefbr Aaronsqn ahd
Small (1966) "j. R N L T 1' |
e d)\;Devereaux Elementary School Behavior hating Scale (DES) by

. Spivack and Swift (1967) ] "f_ : .-(_j i .

’ . \1\“}

US?""AML Behavior Rating Scale (AML) by Van Vleet (1970)

6) Children s. Behavior Questionnaire (CBQ) by Rutter (1967)

.the following summary table was developed by the author. Data presented
Vin this table were collected from 1nformation provided by the authors e

_of these hcales.v' i

Table II L. indicates whether or not reliabiiity and validity

'.data are available for each scale.and whether norms are provided

N .

uReliability data is presented as a: score- or summary of scores completed =-}
von a particular scale. By -the- use of this table, scales can be pin—-

pointed ‘for further examinations with regard to their weaknesses and

T S

strengths S SR "'.'ﬂ" S ,: S

Of the six scales reviewed all have reliability data available,'
( .

'howaver, the higher coefficients were on the DES, the AML, and the CBQ
;»Five scales provide validity studies, one, the PPC does not. Only one:
.Tscale is correlated ‘with teacher grades, the DES, two are correlated
,.with academic test scores, the DES and the CBQ, four are correlated

'with a mental health criteria, the DES, the AML, the CBQ and the ECO"

two ‘are. correlated with other measures, the DES and the Amﬂ;° and two

have developed norms, the DES and the CBI.

T ' T

14

To aid in presenting the information on the above inatruments .
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. - TABLE I 1 -__'-_'::.: Cas :
- summmr TABLE or THOSE BRS's FOR wnrcu NORMS AND RELIABILI'I,'Y AND VALIDITY DATA ARE AVAILABLE .

<. . RELIABILITY. - - L . VALIDI'I’Y 7 7 nomws

- ' S o _ , ) Academic : . o
S ' Co .-Test.” - Inter- Teacher: . 'Mental - . Test . - Other . .
. Behavior Rating Scale .  Retest - Rater Gi'ade . Health . .Scores . BRS's _ P Ty

Emmerick (EGO)_. Soat e D ;50":1"' -— @e D G

: Schaefer (CBI) . RE ' _'.7(')'_3 70's x .L - .
= s 'Spiva'c'k & 'Swifr-«(DES) 41_.‘.’39_'5. ._89\' T x X 5 X i
- Van Vleet (AML) S a .80's R ) } X "'\ . ) X X 5 :
Ruttet (CBQ) o - .80"'s  ,70's X ' .
.Q . .-. . . '-_' : - B ‘ e I C ’ . . B " - " N
l - Number represents reliability scores obtained on- these scales. o . ;
) \-, - E 2 While spec:lfic score data were not available, these scores were reported as adequate by test K
- developers. ' R - o N - . . .
k- o o - N R e
. L . 'rw .
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b. Su x T
The review of better behavidr rating scales demonstrates, that

i these scales more attention is focused on the principles of good

1jf d' "‘scale construction (i e., validity, reliability and norms) In'spiten- - 'J R Y

. of this,.further studies are needed in the above areas."rhis,re?eargh_iv :f
\ // will attempt to meet that need ;‘l 'i»: ' ;{].'“ U e - | ;d . :
[ . . . R . I . l ;
, ,‘:fi ' Three of the better behavior rating scales were selected for .”.’u "i:: ;lgﬁ
"D . ) . R . . . . . X . A . ,‘ . ’ L } , . 7_\ - . r-" L
. . L ‘ c

. V R . E I

}':;' S (4) Instruments Used for this Research jt‘ ~ i._l:,.lf:d' - s .';, : :h“.(“hld'
;?d; {vjf ;;b . o i“" There are virtually no behavior ratingvscale; withont some of \'?.'vfchf
i'“::"i .;' o the limitations presented in Settiéh IIX; however, the three behavior 2} : ﬁ}i“{?&“h
B ) | rating scales.with the fewest“li;i.ations were chosen.tor this research.;,.‘"-..""‘_,}t.l'1

The scales chosen were.&n.). u ;ii“ 3;_j'/ df S "' :\"hfz' 'Vi‘j "\"'

e D) The Children s Behavior Ques;ionnaire (CBQ) by Rutter (1967)

- . . N . ~
", o 2). The Devereaux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale (DES) . .
S L PR
e by Spivack and Swift (1967) _---’_”,: ,_".2 ..':{.'z- L
) " 3). The AML Behavior Rating Scale (AML) by Van Vleet (1970) U
. . . : . AR . ol T
a. Description of behavior rating instruments k oo ::~t§ ﬂ<lJ'; e

1, The Children g Behav1or Questionnaire (CBQ) was’ developed e o .{;-‘i

to discriminate between children who show "disorders and those who do BN

b Sy e A B St et o | .

. . . "
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" not: The scale consists of 26 items .each describing a different child .

';behavior. The described behaviors range from motor and affective wl - :-_" ]

‘*'fre3ponses, through Speciiic conduct problems, and immaturities to - -
: behaviors indicative of unhappiness, fearfulness and speech difficulties. S :
. R NPT B
A three-point’scale is: used to rate each item. The teacher must use I AT

i ()
.a A

:oa normal standard in his (her) Judgment of each item. No definition of . R ?

W

¥



' from a group of children attending a psychiatric clinic (Rutter, 1967)

Eleven subscale scores can be derived. ThESe include scores on g

,' defiance, external blame, achievement anxiety, external reliance, com—'

.-\\._,'

: Q . . .
ffrom the instrument can/range from 0 to 52 w:I.th the lower score indi—i

v

cating more cceptable behavior. 'I‘wo subs/cale scores labelled "neurotic"

LB A\

. ' . \-

'and antisoc al", can alSo be derived »These purportedly allow the

scale to d ferentiate not only between abnormal and normal children .
. : Y\

but also between ‘two subclasses of emotionally disturbed children‘ .

Test—-fetest reliability ha“s been established by Rutter (1967) at .89

on the total score’ and by Richman (1964), us:.ng a slightly modified

- version, at 85. Critefion related validity studies report the scales ;

= as reasonably efficient ‘in differentiating a sample of- normal childi:len

9~'

« ° .
No norms are presented and- the aul:hor does not describe the source of

his items or his rationale for selecting them. This scale is easy

Y to use and can be completed in ‘a matter ‘of minutes on each E‘hild. e '

. . 4 . ©

2 The Devereaux Elementary School BehaVior Rating Scale (DES)

PR

was developed ro assess achievement relat,ive to classroom behav:.or. .
/‘ L - . . .

Each item is rated 0n either a five pomt or a seven—-point scale.‘

cate;g,ories labelled: classroom'disturbance,- impatience disrespect

- I - 0
prehens:.on, 1hattentive withdrawal irrelevant responSiveness, creatlve--.

‘initiative, and a need for closeness to the teacher. Test——retest -

AN A

'f“_reliability of the factors range from 85 to .91 (Spivack and SWift, _;'

- ». o
" 1967) Concurrent validity studies report a.ll factors differentiate

N

"'1"<,_between normal and special class children (Spivack and Swift, 966)

v“_'-Normative data report factor scores which correlate with age, sex and

o e T

-"normal i-s gi‘ven to the -teacher by Ruttér. ‘The total' _score: derived"-"

o

F
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' acceptable behavior. Three subscale scores can also be derived AU S N

- Categories for these are A (aggressive, outgoing behav1or) M

on the Kuder Richardson formula report the scale as effective 1n

: differentiating children of multiproblem families from children of

S Tdd ——: o

;(’.

. : . . ) -.;}.: - N
educational level (Spivack and Swift, 1968) Of the three scales this e - :

form requires the most time (approximately ten minutes) to complete.nlv o

Rating Scale (AML) It was developed for identifying children with ,'.f:f '_-}5 '}”

learning ‘or- behavior problems and contazns eleven items.: Scores

~

1(
Criterion related validity has been established at .84 with other"’

normal familles (Van Vleet et al.,]l970) No norms are available (Van-’fjvlﬁ

:}i}.

3

derived range from 11‘to 55 with the lower .score’ indicating more

’ (moodiness, w1thdrawal behavior), and L (degree of learning difficulty)

i similar measures by Cowen et al (1971) Reliability studies based

A

ay..
’ Score

T

There i nofsignificantHcorrelatﬂon betveen scoresyobtained:on'
) 2 :;i

. b')_,

N

> - \
DR

The'third scale chosen for this study was the AML/Behavior :ff

~

s i Sadh

N

o

v

Vleet, 1970) This is a very simple device that can be completed in e
R Coe AR ) .-‘n-_ e '. B T \./ n oL .
:-aboqt-two-ninutesf-~;z - “fy'ﬂﬁ S _f{f__wit hf‘ 'jfﬁ's SRS -i ?.-.;f|;3 L '14:’
o ISR !-L;-IV,S-HXPOTHESES‘«g"fj. D R
- In attempéing to explore the research questions posed in this .
g z'i.stndy-(see pageiﬁ; Chapter I), the following specific hypotheses have "

: S A & . ..

been tested Carea Saa, S o T

: . . . ST 2

the'

) and the DES G il

:the AML and the CBQ

e

3the CBQ and the DES

the AML and the Wide Range Achievement Test Reading Raw
e N

."_ F K Lo L
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fO S

o

.".between scores obtamed by those students rated by teachers as’ high P

ey

o the six dependent variables (Am. CBQ, DES RRS SRS, and ARS). R

e) the Am and 't'he Wide Rangé Achievement Test, .S'.pe'liin'g

-Raw Score .- - LT R D o e

. S o - e

e B -the AL and-the,Wide Range -,Achievement'iest,-:Arithn_ietic

Raw chre e e G T e
S R RIS A "
‘ 'g):.'-;the CBQ and, the ‘Wide Range Achievement Test, Reading
- . Raw Score - e - . .
7 h) the CBQ-'_and the.Vide' Range Achiévemeng Test; Spelling |-
S Raw Score - .. .0 0 ot T

,_1)‘-.-'the CBQ and the ,'W“I.de.zkange 'fiAchiJevement_'Te_s't., 'Ai‘ithnietie
L RawScore v oo LT

© )" ‘the DES-and the Wide Range Achievemest Test, Reading ~ * . .
s Raw.Score . . . . e o e S

. - - . . . L o A

,.-:k) " the DES ahd tﬂhez Wide Rénge Ac_hievenieﬁt .Test,"Speil'ing . e

’ Rew Score

1)- the DES and'the Wide i{énge ‘Aehie'\lrellnent"_l'vest,. _m't'}i@.;g;; -
.RawScore:_ . o ',‘; K
m) the-AM‘['.:_ dn‘dllthe teeeherlvtzi'nk"’_('l'fl_l) - SR . e
N n). the 'CBQ,:an.d the j-'t"e.aehell." rjg;nk‘.' , k.. N ; l

.o‘) the DES '-and‘ the't’eaehet rank / '.'.. .l :

2 (a) 'It'i‘s _hypnthesiz'ed thattheré are no'significent- dif.feﬂren‘ce"s‘ .

. ,risk (group I ) and those students rated by teachers as -low rlsk

(group II ) on the six- dependent varlables (AML CBQ, DES RRS SRS o

oS . , o

N

. and aRS), .t e we ey R

e

(b)) -It"is 'hypothesized' thet ‘there ~are no 'significant d’iff'e'r.'enees" R o

e ’ ' 4

‘. 'between scores obtained by boys. and g1rls on the six dependent variables - r-\ N

'(AML CBQ, DES RRS SRS “and ARS) ’

' (_'c»)‘ It is hypothesized that there is no signiflcant interaction \

- between factor I teacher rating, and factor II, sex' of students on

gt

[P
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and low reading achievement students (group II ) on the three dependeut

K N




s e et

P S

. ’ .

- .rural schools under the Roman Catholic Sﬁhool Board for Conception ‘Bay

a_ge of eix,years ten .months.‘ The; total age range wa,'s from sixty—,s1x",

E month.;. to ninet.y' months with a standard de\}ietion of 4.63 'mqnths'; '

“-spelling and arithmetic ability for the following reasons.

&
X

CHAPTER III."
- METHODOLOGY ., .,
I. . POPULATION AND SAMPLE °

P

A sample of children was. chosen from a pOpulation conaisting o

,‘of all first grade students, who had not failed grade °“§’ from six

W
. ' . - f -

"Centre. This district is approximately forty miles outside St John s,

"Ne_wfoundland. Slxty—four SUbJ ects.out of a ‘total population of ’one

e N

o

, hundred fifty—five students made up the sample. L

A ‘table of random numbers (Runyon—Haber 1971) was used in

' -selecting subjects Because sex was 1nc1uded as.a, variable s an equal'

L : :
num'be'r'of boys-and gir'ls were used for the study Thus sixty-four

subJects were chosen, thirty—two girls and thirty—two boys with a mean

: ) :
] N !

II.  SELECTION OF THE WIDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST- (WRAT).
‘The level I Wide Range. Achievemént-Tést was Selected as"the"
measu'reme'nt'of achievement ) 'l‘he WRAT was chosen to measure reading, I

.l° It ds @ i'ecent test. Although it was orlginally prepared II .
in. 1936. by J.F. 'Jastalc, it ha_e undetgone' four revisions: 194'6, 1965,

1976 qnd 1978, It has been 'teéeatched on many thousands of persons -

.

. IR S . s -
! . . -
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..classified as group IITR Subjects ranked fourth and fifth (i e., group

' IIITIi) were excluded from the study. This resulted 1n two groups of :

- 22 ‘.
/ -

s

from pre—school to advanced rold age

' 42. The rel:.ability of the test has been established through

many testing samples ‘ Typically, rel-iability scores range frdn_; .85 to .-

. .98 (Jastak & Jastak 1978).

3. The test provides raw scores as 'a measure of reading, K

‘u

spelling and arithmetic abilities “The reading subtest (RRS) consists
: of recognizing and - naming letters snd pronouncing words- out of context.

'The spelling ‘subtest (SRS) consists of copying marks resembling letters,

:

‘writ:l.ng his/her name and writing single words to dictation. The arith—

metic subtest (ARS) contains counting, reading, number symbols, solv1ng '

oral problenis and’ performing written computations. _ ‘

4. Admlnistrative time was such that testing could be .reason- '

.

ably ,compl'eted.by the,guidance c0unselor. 'The time requn‘ed for testing

i

. was between twenty and- thirty minutes per’ child.

1I. $PECIFIC PROCEDURE'

. The specfficlpro‘c'e‘dure f'o"ll'owedl in thls study- is outlinedy

below:

1. E:Lght teachers from whose classes the children were chosen .

.ranked from one to eight the subJects selected accordlng to the .

/

level ,of risk. they’ felt best described the child based on, the definition

of risk as stated 1n Chapter I. This ranking was used to group sub-'

o’

jects. Subjects ranked high risk (i e., numbers l 2, 3) wFre class:.—

" fied as group I Subjects ranked low risk (i e., numbers 6 7, 8) vere

(R

]

i
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.

twenty-four subj ec ts .

.-

© 2. Two days after ranking the children the teachers'were giv_en

t

] a packet that consisted of copies, ofy thr_ee-di_ff,erent behav'i'or rating

s , X . * . ' . . ., . \ . Kl .
instruments, namely, the AML Behaviodr Rating\Scale; the Children's -

- Behavior Questionnadre, and the»Devereaux'Eleme.ntary School Behavior

: Rating Scale. Teachers‘were asked to complete j'one' of each' ‘scale on N

" were give’n to the teachers

, their level of risk was agaﬁl carried out.- This time, however level - . -

.

each child. The subject's 'name hdd beén previously written on the
behavior rating scales " These scales.were’ then ran'don,ilyhordered
(RunyOn—Haber 1971) and placed in a packet S .. e

3. I@i:e asked to complete the behav1or rating scales o
: . SN S

in the order presented and according to the names, or‘l> each form. The

y

teachers were asked ‘to read the instructions provided by each behavn.or

2

. rating sca‘le and to follow the directions as closély as p0551ble. They

'yere given four days to complete these forms. No further instructions
.

L
L
3

4. The writer completed the WRA'I‘ on all subJects under study

-

Reading, spelling and arithmetic scores were obtained on eight children '

. i
from each class. The spelling subtest was completed in groups of four

subj ects. Arithmetic and reading subtests were completed on an indi—
vidual basis in the vis:Ltor s’ office, .on the tenth day of May of the :
school year 1979 Because the WRAT was used ‘to validate the teacher

rank as’ well as the behavior rating scales, grouping of students as ‘to,
/ - . \

Q 1

-of risk was based on the reading raw score of the WRAT and designated

1

RA.- The. size of groups was set at . twenty—four to match the size of the

previous\ g_roup_s established o_n .the _b831-s of :t_euacher rank.- Thus subj ects

it e e e AR
. X




© was. excluded from further study.

) provided the - computer 'hardwa\re. The data were analyzed by using

% cor@elation coefficients, and a one and ‘two way analysis of variance.

. 24

forming group IRA (i e., high risk) obtained reading raw scores of 28

to 42 and subJects forming group II (1. e., low r(lsk) obtained reading

- raw scores of 48 to 62 To have an even number of subjects in groups

RA and ,,;I , one subject whd\received a score of 42 was deleted randomly...,. o

., 6, ¢
- Arom .group IR.A and one subject who received a score of 48 vas added

~

. rand@nly to group II}A ‘A1l other subjects formed group III which

RA .

S S V.  STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
S T

. . All statistical analyses were based on. the SPSS 300 computer

programs (1976) The computer 'services-d:wision at Hemorial University'

Speclfically, ‘to'assess validity for the total sample of sixty-—fou‘r
subJ ects correlations using the Eearson r coefficient of correlation

and Kendall s Tau. () coefficient were calculated Correlations were
)

computed between all variables (namely, =’I‘R AML CBQ, DES RRS SRS and ARS)_.- :

In testing hypothes1s I, comparisons between variables (TR AML., CBQ,
¢

'DES-, RRS SRS and_ ARS) using correlations .coefficien_ts-were‘ used. .

To test hypotheses 2a, 2b - 2. comp‘ar'ison‘s'between high risk

J

- students (group I ) and l,ow risk studem:s (group II ) were made using

. a two way analysis of_ variance.

B To test. .hypo'thesi's 3 specific comparisons between high reading -

ach:.evement students (group IRA) and low reading achievement students

(group HRA) were: carried out us1ng a one. way analysis of variance.

o

Data analysis is explaired 1n the follow:_ng summary table.

i
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“TABLE III.1. ,

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS USED (INCLUDING SAMPLE SIZES) /.

. -~
o Sex .

_ g . Male . Female - . '

_‘EactOr Group {n'umber) (number) Total ‘Typé of Analysis

Totdl Group 32 ¥ . 32

- Grouwp L. -1l 13
o TR B

Gr:oup.?[RA 11."-' i3

E Group..]l'j.‘,rR B 11 .

64 - _Cor’relat;io;is
24 ~ Two vay . ANOVA .

.24

24 One vay ANOVA

" Group 'iIRA"'--= B IS TR Y
. SR ‘\’
—The level of significance ‘used for reJection of the null

hypothesis ‘was a < .05,

o

W

.:'.,Th'e 'following tabie -(III.Q)I further s_ummarizeé ‘the_ étét'is'i'tical’ '

. i:es'ts'ﬁse'd' to answer epecific regear.ch_hypothesés.' :

Cy

TABLE IIT.2

-

»  HYPOTHESES, STATISTICAL MEASURES USED

S ' A ’ 0 .. . o~
" ./ HypothesTs - "

Statis t:.ic.a-'l'
'Measure Used

.“1. - There are no' significant correlarions

. between scores obtained by a) the,three

‘behavior rating scales, b) teacher rank,

‘and ¢) the Wide’ Range Achievement Test
bcores. |, - , : :

Correlations -
Pearson r correlation
and- Kendall s . Tau

, correlacion.. )

o (‘C..‘.(lxr}t'&.')




Table IT1.2 (cont'd.)

.o Hypothe'sis

' Statistical
.Measure Used

2. -

students (group Img) and low risk-
students (group IITR) on the six
dependent variables: (aML, CBQ, DES
_RRS SRS and ARS), - - . *

There .are no significant diffe'rencesv'
" between scores obtained by boys and

girls on the’ six- dependent variables

s '(AML CBQ, DES RRS, SRS and ARS)

-2t.

_.3;-.

 There 1s no significant interaction
between factor I, teacher ranking,
and fattor II, sex of students, on
-the six dependent variables (AML
CBQ, DES, - RRS SRS and ARS)

There are no 51gnificant dlfferences
between scores obtained by high
reading ‘achievement students (group
Tpa) and low reéading ‘achievement.
students (group IIRp) on the three
dependent variables (AM]},, CBQ and
DES)

.. There are no significant dif ferences
' between scores obtained.by high risk

A—-—ma in eff éf:. ts/ (TR)

- B--ma in effec t:.s-' (SEX)l

' two way ANOVA

AxB--interactlon effect -
- two way ANOVA

3\

A--main effects (RA)

‘one way ANOVA

1

Kendal.l Tau s coefflclent was ‘used in all correlat:lons 1nvolv1ng

" teacher ran‘k (Glass and Stanley, 1970)

N

»
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--Tables IV 1 to IV 6

1 ) |
; - N
P v . ‘
""" CHAPTER. 1V .
< -

© STATISTICAL FINDINGS

I. 'STATiSTICAL FINDINGS . . - °

The data gathered for ana1y51s of this study consisted of the

Y

scores on the "three behavior rating scales and on the Wide Range Achieve-

n;_lent Test The means. (M), ranges (R), and standard deviations (SD) of

v

.~ the subjects scores for the total group, groups I and IT (teacher

\

-‘rank) and groups 1 and II (reading achlevement) are presented 1n

.
a1

' - TABLE 1v1
.
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE AML BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE:
Total Number ‘Mean . - Range - Standard 5eyiat16n
TOTAL GROVP: ‘647 . . 1873  1l-47. - 7.85 .
X v . - . v - Lot o ' ‘ Lo .
GROUP ITR S 240 T 46 . 11447 less
Male . . - 11 - 2218  11-41° . . 9,82
Female = ... . 13" ' 20.85 * 13-4l S 19,29
" GROWP IITR S 24y - 15,79 '11-30 . - . 5,99
Male .11t 7. 1669 . 11-26 - '5.05
Female =~ 13 - ‘1572 11-30 .- 5.50
GROUP Tg, - 24 w3 -4 L 1062 -
. Male o1 T U720 T 11=47 0 0 T 10406
" Female - - 13- C 21,62 T 11-42 - 11,85
GROW ITg, . 24 . 1575 11-30 /T 454
Male o1 1466 11-24 - 3.80
Female: . 13 . .- 1669 ' 12-30 __ < 5,04
- ‘ .
g Y
\. . . QW‘ ’

. e

R e BN R Da  r  SL)

R .
e T or e r ek o b g

SRS SR PN

FETPIPRAN

L L SR
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'DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS POR THE CHILDREN'S BEHAVIOR QUESTIONWAIRE |

o TABLE Iv.2

' qual Number

‘Range

B

. 'Standard Deviation -

TOTAL GROUP.

. GROW I,
Male - Tl:{
Female

" GROW IL,

Female

TR

" GROWP Ip, .-

~ Male.
Female

. GROUP .IT
Male .
Fémale‘ .

RA.

o

L

!

/

e

13
24
-2 13

24
11

13 .

2%
<« 1L
13

1

- 0-28
1-28
0-17

0-16"

- 0=7

0-16

Q‘-’.zg .

0-28 .
L1280
0-17.

[, .

28 -

D

e A a i b e s e o e

R U R



B D e e L PP e S N LT

~renew,

b g A vt

D

[T

' .. o TABLE.IV.3

BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE

' ‘DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE DBVEREAUX ELEMENTARY SCHOOL o )

/

_Total Number,

" Mean .

. Range |

Sitandar'd Deviatiioﬁ.

* . 'IOTAL GROUP

GROUP -1,
Male - TR ‘
Female

.. GROUP 1L -
gle’
" Female

" GROUP 1.
Male rA
' Female' .

GROUP II
Male RA s
Female =

64

2%
-
13

. ‘ . 24' !
11
1y

1
nm

2%
oL
)

. 109:42

124,00 -
12591
122,38

. 10193,
. 100.00
- 102.9 -

. 120.58
" 127,09
L 116.54
L

-.99.75.

- 95.55.
103.30

7716

88-716 -

94-216

88-203

77-143.
$77-132
.. 83-143

84216 |
85-216 -
- 84-203

- 80-154

86-119

80-15¢

28.42-

© 36,66
"36.28
38.37

16.97°
16.27 . .

18:.43 -~ 7 -

38.54
3193
- 3961

o 17.99 1 .
a7, 0
293 -

I CEURIE

DI ST S X

;2,9_"

(R
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' TABLE IV 4

B

<

o

o

. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE READTNG RAW scoaz OF. THE
© WIDE RANGE. Acmzvmmu'r TEST !

thél Number -

]

" Standard ‘Deviation .

GROWP I
‘Male
- Female

' Male,
. Female -

' Male
* . . Fenmdle

"GROWP IT,
-Male -
" Female. .. .

TOTAL .GROUP -

7,
M

TR
GROWP II
/ .

GROUP IRA

i

TR

}.,1'1

13

24 .

11

24

AL .
©13 -

64

240 )
11 -
13

S

13,

45,47

40054
" 38:64
42:15:
©49.08
. 4B.76 :
. 49,45
. 38.20
31.72
) 38.6_2.

' 52.54.

"5236

52,69 -

28-51

2'8‘-,51 o

28-46 " .
.. '31-=50

37-62

37-62
39761 -

| 2842
' 28-42
- 33=42

48-62°
4862 |
4961

o el61
- 5.a64 R
. 7.86

"

3297 .
LS50k
3.35 0

7.2
6.67 .

7:17
6.03 ..

415

4.08
4129 .

. s
.
. .
-~ 4o
o
)
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: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE SPELLING RAW SCORE OF THE
: o) WIDE RANGE ACHIEV’EMENT TEST

. .," \ "" ' o - R Lo '.."‘ - '
ool et o ~Total Numbexr . Mean

o A . T Lo T B 2
T T L ' o . . . A

.':'Ra'nge'v. .St

'E,GROUP 11
o fMale ‘
'Female ;'.". §

_:cRoup f: RA"
+ Male.-". RA.
) Fem'ale:' :
- g PR

fﬂ,cROUP I10
Male . f'. .
- Female ot Sk

| | 1é—-37 - e
is-3s -
"20-35

o

s g aies

e

- 4

-

-

- 1
o
f

e

PRS-V LI TS24 1)




‘ o ,
- e T DESGRIPTIVE'STATISTICS FbR PHE- ARITHMETIC RAW. SCORE or THE'
. e e | IWIDE. RANGE” ACHIEVEMENT TEST _

23025 '17—25
& 23,52 10525
{22190, [37-26"

".GROUPR Ti
*vate TR
, .,F,eniale” S

31950 16-26."
21736 . 16-26"
2162 _13—24

. GROUP I
“Male ..
Fgmale

T

o 1t
- Male''
_ 'Fé‘x'na_l'el : '

2375, '21-‘261’;'_.
"24.27%) 22:26 0
.23..30..:.;' 21-26"
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" Ns64 U AML. . CBQ. 7 DES . . RRSY SRS . ARS

« .

CLILY ANALYsIQ,or‘ﬁxPQTHESESI/.TA;LE'BY TABLE .

f' Hypoth/Eis 1.’ There are no. significant correlations beteeen o
: . ”:scores obtained on: a) the three behavior hf,~u
o ' rating scales (AML CBQ, DES), b)'the Wide.f
1;V' amRange Achievement Test score (Reading, C
) | ';Spelling, Arithmetic), and c) teacher rank”-.
i Tables IV 7 and IV B present correlatlons used in testing this :

-

'l hypothesis. The three behavior rating scales (AML CBQ, DES) and the )

Wide Range Achievement Test scores (Readlng, Spelling, Arithmetlc) are
ompared using the Pearson coefficient (r) in Table IV T. -

'I_., . - e . N . . A
P P . : ‘4,,,- C . . [T

'f‘;( TABLE iv 7

:CORRELATION 'MATRIX FOR AML, CBQ, DES, READING RAW- SCORE T

SPELLING RAW SCORE ARITHMETIC RAW SCORE

! A . . . . . P . e P

SR - S S

o DES ...

1,000 L 0; Bx-.

$1.Q0 v

0 81*

o 79*'

—0.45% 7
150,434
C-0i4g*.

Y

.00

0! 52* o
0. 54*

L 0.57%

S

0.80%

fipigi.oo1_" SRS - g
*ap < o. 01I;{E°"f-;,f.fif{7-“ e ;4' .




[ 4
)
)
\ !
4.1. : L]
-t
Y .
N
\

B

L

.o

B .

a '
"

i

4

B N

K !
.
|
f{ N

L

. . - -7 Lo .
T . - R -

’ * - ‘- : i X : R . *
Y T e e e e e 1

[
s

i

1

g% _correlatipn (x

.'correlation (t

_“ug:predetermined 1eve1 of significance (p < 05) The highest correlatipns. L

'.exist between the DES and the RRS (r = 43); the DES and the SRS

"K-g‘ - 54), and the CBQ and the’ ARS (r

.I.. 34‘ .-I -

P

The AML, the CBQ, and the DES, correlate significantly as pre—~"'

KX

h.sented in Table Iv. 7 The null hypothesis was reJected at the pre— ;'»if

determined level of significance p < .05 for the three behavior rating

scales, and the: Wide Range Achievement Test scores. The highest
- s

84) exists between the AML - and the CBQ The lowest

‘”'_

79) exists between the CBQ and the DES e

he AML the CBQ and the DES correlate significantly with the o

cuh'RRS the SRS and the ARS. The null hypothesis was reJected at the

) L e

'%d(r = =570 and the DES and theARS (r = “.47). - The lowest’ correlations.:

T exist between the CBQ and the RRS (r = .43);_the CBQ and the SRS

P

it

- 3,7) The AML the CBQ, and
" the DES correlate most. highly with the SRS at -o 52 --0 54 and —0 57
respectively : ‘ .

Table . 8 presents data on the three beha01or rating sc%les?

.and teacher rank using Kendall s Tau (r) coefflcient of correlation.,rv

‘f;_ﬂ' o f‘_. © . TABLE IV .8
' CORRELATIONS OF TEACHER RANK (TR) WITH EWAVIOR RATING SCALES

. (AML, CEQ, DES) AN WITH WIDE RANGE 'ACHIEVEMENT “TEST SCORES '
(RRS SRS AND ARS) USING KEN'DALL S CORRELAIION COEFFICIENT ,'

.’./_. R

. AML .. [€BQ: - DES - . RRS - SRS '\ ARS

Vo Y

L)

:’001 AN _ .A..i'_‘l.‘.\-.'.
R

*
%
o,
1A IA

LR, -u23% L Logawk o opawk L apr 0 29% . 30% L

L

i arec ke PSS S RN s L
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. teacher rank’.

".:-35l.j".

- " : N .' 'f} . ’ 0 ) -_\ ..‘ : : ’ "
aThe‘AML the CBQ and the DES correlate 31gnifican:1y with

R

The null hypothesis was rejected at the predetermined level of

. significance (p < 05)'in comparisons-between teacher.rank andﬂthe-three .t.-'

[P . ’ . 4

behavior rating scales. S

“The. RRS, sns ang the ARS/correlate significantly with the -

: teacher rank ' ,‘ . L ". o ’ ~f S NI

‘3:?t The null hypothesis was rejected at the predetermined 1evel of

significance (p < 05) in comparisqns betwean the Wide Range Achievement
Test scores and teacher rank.

Table IV 9 shows analy51s of variance data on: the AML for groups .

: & and II Hypothe31s 2a -[There are no’ 51gnif1cant differences

' accepted.__ _:' -

.
@ o\, : »

between scores obtained by high risk students (group I ) and low risk-

students (group II ) on theA&ﬂ,] was reJected (F < 5 647, p < .022)

VR

U Hypothesis 2b [There are no significant differences between scores ..

i

: obtained by boys and girls of groups I and IT,  on the A}ﬂJ was accepted

TR

.m(F'K 266, p < 609) Hypothesis 2¢’ ~[There are no 31gn1ﬁ1cant inter~ .

"

v actions between teacher ranking and sex of students on the AML. ] was

. .
Table IV 10 shows analysis of variance data on’ the CBQ for S

groups ITR and IITR; Hypothesis 2a [There are no 51gn1ficant differences . 3

'l‘between scores-of groups I and II on‘the CBQ ]was reJected (F <

8¢ ' TR TR
6. 731?\p < .13) Hypothesis 2b [There was no 81gnif1cant differences

between scores. obtained by girls and boys of groups I and.II on-the f

CBQJ vas’ accepted (F <1, 186, p < .299) . Hypothesié 2c [There is do

o significant interaction between teacher ranking and sex of students on.

N . L T . . _—
v, . LT : : R

s e ot i i e o



ey

o

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS OF THE AML FOR GROUPS I, AND II

TABLE IV 9

&

o

A

‘_Soufce;'_ - S,

.S,

' D.F. .

S T

' 'Main:Effepf§r'ﬂ f?&l

Teééﬁér I '
 Rank~ 7. W'??S
", Sex of "

Subject

" Interactions 0

Explained = ./ 341,

‘Residual = .. 2612.

“Total . - - 2953

15,

.290

.269

769 .

409

699 . -

276.

.975

.44§

47

ji17§;§45

| 335.269 -

P

C 15,769,
0,409
' 113.900

62.851

) sgéé%er‘:"a
:‘0;2561 -
0007 -

0 1.918

'3.;11.'Uhdefiin§d scores

T

,:;_(

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS "OF THE CBQ FOR GROUPS ITR

are.

' TABLE .10

pignificaht Et'thglﬁfedeéerﬁined.lévél Q{f.DS).‘

L~

S

Source s.

M.S. -

- Main Effects’ -~ 225
) .Teaéﬁér -
"~ . Rank
Sex of |
-Subject

Ihteractidns" ,; 21.

Explained :. ‘ .{ 246

‘ﬁq Residual S 1135¢
L Total S 1581.

| 204,

" 33,

.566

.826

087
913

233 ¢

259

566

| :

44

47

112.783

'204.233

/

i

21259,
- 82.275/

30.343

33,658

33.566

’ f3g7i7‘;
ifx6.53i‘;.*
fliflﬁﬁvl.‘
) o.?ﬁiA__i
'-2.712,'

© 0.0321 S

. 0.299

0.407° . 1 ¢

3 1 et Sy s Sy bl -

0.013 -

l Underlined scores are 51gn1ficant at the predetermined level.(p <-05) -

R CIOVCY . R Y
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I & ’and 11

<37

B the CBQ] vas, accepted (F $.701, p < .4b7):

_ Table Iv. 11 shows analysis of variance data on the DES for groups'
I :
JTR -

"Zgroups I - and IITR on the DES.] was reJected (F < 7 217, p < .01) ." a.'”

Hypotheais 2b [There -are no significant differences between scores

l

n.obtained by girls and boys of groups I and II on the DES. ] was accepted

TR

(F < rOOl p < .971). Hypoth351s 2¢c [There .is no significant interaction k;

BRI ;between teacher ranking and sex of subjects on the DES ]was accepted

(F < 145, 3 < .705)

L __'-~ g '~ j< TAELE . 11 I
ANALYSIS oF VARTANCE, RESULTS OF THE DES FOR CROUPS Tj, AND EI. ' .
. . - . . - 7
 Sourcé .. 8. S 'DF. - M.S.. - F ' ... p
ru"‘ . \ - . L S T, " ) L
T o - e .
Main Effects  6166.461 .- 2. ° 3083.230 . 3.626-  0.035%
- Teacher 436,375 7 17 6136.375 . 7.217 - 0.010
Rank . . R Lo . ' -
 Sex of ©1.128 1 - - 1.128 . 0.001-  ©.971
.Subject - . C o e S . AR
Interactfons . © 123.309 10 123.309 0.145 .° 0.705
. Explained’ - 6289.770 3 ' 2096.590 °  2.466
Residual . 37412.824 . 44 . 850.291

Total - - 43702.594 47 . 929.842

1. Underlined-scores'are siénificant at the predéterﬁinee 1eve1.615i0§);-

\
.

Table IV 12 shows analysis of variance data on the reading raw o

IR TR

\n_'score for‘groups I and II Hypothesis 2a [There are no, 51gnificant

'

TR; Hypothe31s 2a- [There are no s1gnificant differences between

st N p AT

IR IS SR P



v -

"

B

pr-.‘.——m;.t.,—,“‘_—iﬂw‘.mwr*_‘kr-rrn.‘;—-;w—.-m._—r-;—,.,.. P

.
i
)
!

.differences between 'scores obtained by groups I

FR

TR and II on the

‘ reading raw ‘score of the Wide Range Achievement TestJ vas rejected

N (F < 17. 569, P <5.000) Hypothesis 2b [There are no 51gnificant differ—

'ences between scores obtained by boys and girls on the reading raw score:

BN

- Total - -2709.246.. 47 . ' 57.644 . . -

Explained - ' 782.523 . 3 - 260.841

i

.-_of the Wide Range Achievement Test] was accepted (F <_.548, p < 463)

/-

'nypothesis 2c [There is no significant interaction between teacher

ranking and sex of students on the RRS ]was accepted (F < .147 p< < .704)

il C s o o
| o ,1
TABLE Iv. 12 - ‘ S
: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS OF THE RRS . FOR GROUPS 1 B AND irTé f-

.

' Main Effects 776,098 -2 -  388.049 _ . 8.862  0.001'

'TeaCher S ‘ L .f' o . l:
Rank ~  769:348 1 © .769.348  17.569  0.000 .

Sex.of PO ' o T

Subiect BECHOL IR 24,005 0.548 . .0.463
o . ) " A" A . .. \ . . . S
Interactions | 16425 . 100 6425 0.147 | 0.704

CsesTT - N

L]

Residual =~ 1926.724 . .44 43,789 - o S S

P A

‘1 - Underlined scores are significant at-the predetérmined 1eve1.(p < .05)%

"“differences between scores obtained by groups I

u o

,n. . Table IVclS shows analysis of variance data on the~spelling Taw-

-score for groups ITR and II R’ Hypothesis 2a [There was no significant

I

TR and II Ion the Spelling'.h

EATRETLA SRR S .TA\_—Lﬁ.A-’-- 2§

o
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1T s N Ned A Lt STV e

PR

ERIaeE



ot s o —v-.'mu:-—v‘.ﬁ:—,r-r‘nf‘*\r-.;-'-lx-.“ [ U

e :Range Achievement Test] was acofptéd (F < 001, p < .972) Bypothesis

a

",

.’\ raw score of the Wide Range Achievement Test] was rejected (r < 7 63

P <_.008) Hypothesis 2b [There are no significant differences between

scores obtained by boys -and girls on' the spelling raw score of" the kide
s

§2c [There is no significant interaction between teacher rating and sex .

of students on the SRS] was accepted (F < 000, P < .982)

§

TABLE 1v.13

', ANALYSTS OF. VARIANCE RESULTS OF THE SRS FOR GROUPS I AND-II{R”'
' o “ . ] : R ' . . A . My .

Sonrcé o . S.5. 'htﬂ: D.F.~ . ,JM.S;' ='r, :Ff S P ; : K

Main Effects  © 111.038 . -2 . 55.519 ° .3.850 . 0.029%

Teacher "1 . 110.018  7.630  0.008 .
Rank o ' . T
Sex of

'1Subjécc’ 1 "0.018 o.oqi ;- 0.972.

Interactions © 0007+ 1 0.007, 0.000"  0.982

Explained ”,f 111,046 3 37.015  .2.567

A

 Residual S 636429 T 44 14,419

I

Total S s w15

" 1. -Underlined scores'are significant at the predetermined'level (pli.OS)t

-
\ | L |
Table IV 14 shows analysis of variance data on the arithmetic
. xaw score of groups IT and II Hypothesis Za [There are/no significant

pe . /

,differences between scores obtained by groups I and II 'on the_arith- o

IR

AN

‘metic raw score of.the Wide Range Achlevement_TestJ wae rejected.

PR

[PPSR

N

~
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- (F < 5.606, p < .022). Hypothesis.Zb [There are no éignificant differ-

" ences between scores obtained by boys and girls an’ the arithmetic raw

-,

S A R -

o —

VI I I e e - e e v

CResidual . 2270454 44 - 5.169

' variable for”groups Igy and I

~

scOre of the Wide Range Achievement Test] was’ aqcepted (F < .190, p <

.665). Hypothesis 2c [There is no significant interaction between

P 5 605)

' teacher ranklng and sex of students on the ARS] was accepted (F < .271

- A

Total .~ -  259.916 -  47.. ° 5.530

TABLE IV.14 !

~ ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS OF THE,ARS FOR GROUES ITR_AND‘iITR .

“Source . .S.S.. , . D.E. [ MS. F P

© Main Effects . .. 31.063 ° 2 .. . 15.980°. " 3.004 0.060
‘Teacher: L ' S N I o . ) -

e 7 28.980 .1 - 28.980 .  5.606 0.022"

Rank 0T oL, She ) 7 2.z

- Sex of S - o " } R 3. '

 Subjeit 0.980 .1 0.980 0.190..  0.665.

Interactitons 1.399 1 - 10399 . 0.271 " 0.605

" Explained 32,462 0 U3 T 1008210 2.093 .

1. Underlined scores are significant at the predetermined level,ﬁxg.OS)."'".

o

£t

: RA'

(group IRA) and’low reading achieving students (group II ) on che AML ]

' was rejected (F'<7 314, p < 01). "

L A‘; Table IV 15 gresents analysis of variance results on the AML
: Hypothesis 3 [There are no significant

.differences betweenfscores obtained by high reading achieving students

eatan o .

RN IR Y

[ I,

| Y
, .



";:n f. TABLE V.15 -;'~

"jil,, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS OF - THE AMi FOR GROUPS 1 ™ AND 11

. Soupce - o s.s. " D.F. . M.S. S F Ty "f.“ L

‘

‘Main Effects . 487.687 - 1 - 487.687  7.314° - 0.010%
. .+ ' ‘Reading . K L g wag SR .
. Achievemeny  487-687. 1 487.687° " 7.314 0.000- . - .
Explained. . 4871687 . 1. - 487.687° ° 7.314
: ' Residual , - 3067.121° . 46 . - 66.677
: . “Total . 3s54.808 47 (. 75.634

! /

=

RA - and IIRA' Hypothesis 3 [There are no significant differences between

scores obtained by high reading achieVing students (group 1 ) and 1ow
reading achieving students (group 11 ) on the CBQ] was reJected (F <

5. 241, B < .027).
: TABLE IV 1&

G- i . - o~

T ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS OF THE CBQ FOR GROUPS IRA AND'IiRA

2 'sburée'_ 8.8, ‘D.F. .- - M.S¢ . . - F - ~;?\

ST ‘Main Effects . 168.750 -1 168.750  5.241 0.027
~ Reading’
Achievement -

168.750 . 1. . 168.750 . 5.241 - 0.027

b Explained - 168750 - 1 168, 750 5.261

IS YT 1 Y T M S e T e i et et e

i ...

ii.-underlined'séorés are significant-dt the.predeterﬁine& levei_(p,s 05).f'

Table Iv. 16 shows analysis of variance data on the CBQ for groups .

x . ‘Residval = - 1481.246 - 46 " 32 201 o
Total | 1649.996 . 47 35:106
1; Underlined scores are significant at the predetermined'levei (ptfz;os).
y ' ] ; ,
A ) l \ ) ’3

e
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: between scores obtained by high reading achievmg students (group I

vAchievement

\_'

T?ble IV 17 shows analysis of variance data on I he DES for

groups I

RA)

‘ and low reading achieving students (group Ilmf)/on the DES I was. rejected :

»

(F<6234 p<.016) 5.".. o I L

TABLE V. 17 .
A
ANALYSIS oFf VARIANCE RESULTS OF THE DES. FOR GROUPS I AND IIRA

'-:Sonrce *A- "' -8.8. ',b " D.F. '_ ' MtSi'- S P

. . . . - o
v - 3 T 0 n

- 'Main Effects -~ 5500.082 - 1. ,5590 082. | 6.23% . - 0.016"

Reading. "~ s590.082° 1,.'-"5590 082 ', 6.234: ' 0.016

Explained: fi " '5590.082 . 1. ~559p.082',{' 61234

Residual - 41245:758° 46 .. 898.647 ’
Total ' .- .46835.840 . 47 . 996.507 ' S

/".

1. Underlined scores. are significant 'a_t'the" predetermined level. _(p < .05).

SUMMARY .

This chapter has presented the statistical analy51s of the data .

' for the study. The correlations proved statistically 31gnificant in

the - comparisons of all \variables and combinations of variables.

'l'he analyses of variance produced several signiflcant F scores. o

RV

| _Thnqa vere: 1) in the main effects between scores: obtained by high risk

C 'students (group ITR) and low risk students (group II )on the three

RA and II ' Hypothesis 3 [There are mo sigm.ficant dlfferences

T Rt atel
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’ behavior rating scales and .on t:he arithmetic Spelling and read:[ng Taw .

.'scores of the Wide Range Achievement Test' 5) in the main effects bet:ween

‘ ’ '

-scorea obtained by high reading achievement students (group I ) and

-

,low reading stud,énts (group II )

S
-

. \
’
A N .
N »
’
. f
. . N .
. &
AR .
. .
.
. '
. !
)
i u
""{P, . =z N
FN . '
» o
- @ L
o ) .
i ¢
1y -
AN N 1
. .
.
R .
? il \’ .
i 0 A\
.
- Lot ~ N
F R N A U < R U . .
v .
Ve A /-
«

;
.
.
N
.
i
L
.
ey
.
.
o
.
b
,
vl
1
] .
:

i e,

Ly
FROLE SN Al R 4

(v

)

Ry i

e

Jod

T i e N, Sk




P

EETEN!

e

b TN TN R I T T T IS 4 T L et e adm D e

' Behavior Rating Scales as a means of detectingfhi

;;by teacher rank and also by reading achievement subtests of the Wide'

B B | ;
. :
: ' CHAPTER V'
"y - DISCUSSION OF RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS .- o
\ . . ; . ‘, . .. o .
I, lNTRODUCTION.
' 9. .

This study investigated the usefulness of teacher completed

_'and-low risk :

"students.: The study also sought to find out whi h if any, scale best -

\

assessed potential risk. Three behavior rating scales were chosen for'

-

exploration, these were the AML Behavior Ration Scale, the Children 8 -

. IBehaVLor Questlonnaire and the Devereaux Elementary School Behavior '

'Rating-Scale. The Wide Range Achievement Test Battery was also chosen]yr'

0 ‘ v

as’ an already established standard of performance against which to T

) compare the behavior rating scales.' Subjects of this research were :-

studied as a total grOup and then were categorized as hlgh and.low risk:

.,.-,

. . v
e,

Range Achievement Test. L

In this chapter the statistical findings .are- discussed,relative

Ty

to- the three research questions asked in Chapter I.

_x R N . Lo S : . e - \
e . - . . . L. \ .

4. . - TI. RESEARCH QUESTiONiONE:'
\" o

1. - Do behavﬁor rating scales correlate significantl

. y. ,
y - .o o 1 ’CZ,': s
IR o B A

'a): with each other 2oy N

., b) wgfh teacher rank - \ ' .
o e) gh'th Wide Ranée'AchievementiTestﬁscoresf..%; o \-} 2

. . ) ’ . . - 4
- . IR . o
. 7 oL RN _, - v
i . 44 DR . '
g . NEEN o
7, e ) . - Al
w © - ' ’
. "é . i
P " >
9. .
N > '
o 1 . B - -
e P —— s e —~ag - - e Ll
. ! o e >
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i scales c?rrelated significantly with each other. The highest corre—
) la-tion -‘(r
g mental health criterion, whereas 1tems on the CBQ and the DES appear :

Y

L o teacher rank (Table IV:8).

- subJects who receive low ranks of 1 2 ot 3 were considered high nsk

s rating scales Were considered high rlsk

. Findmgs (Table IV 7) mdicate that all three behavior rating
; - , o _. ,/- . !

lation (r =\ 84) was between the AP[L and the CBQ, and the lowest corre— )

This is not surprising

-.79) was between the CBQ and the DES.
. ' ' o -

since items on. the AML and the CBQ are similar, they are, based on'a :
)

’ . v

to differ somewhat, items on the DES .are based on. school behavior as!

pointed out. in Chapter II Section ll a."._

All three behav1or rating scales correlate signiflcantly uith

'.24)

Z.

(r —~-‘-.23) with teacher rank and the DES has a. correlatlon ;of. (r =

with teacher rank . These. correlations were ne.gative because those

A

o 4 . : .n

by teachers while those subjects who receive high scores on the behavior
The fact that the three

behavior rating scales correlate with teacher rank might be expected

as both scores ‘on a given child ‘were obtained from the same perSOn.
Teacher rank correlated significantly with all three subtests . RN

of the Wide Range Achievement Test (Table Iv. 8) hav;mg the reading raw '3

score with a- much higher correlation coeffic;rent (r .40) than the .'

spelling/ﬁw score (r = .29) or the arithmetic Taw score (r —. .30). :
'i'he relationship between teacher rank and the readmg rau score might

be expected because of the emphasis placed on réading at the grade one
1evel).. L o ,H_ '

The fact that teac\rer rank correlates significantly with' the
\, .‘ _- . X \\-

. behavior rating scales and with the subscales of the Wide Range Achieve—-:“" o

LI

The CBQ and the AML have the same correlation

. .
v
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2l

’ ment Test leads one to suggest that teacher ratings and ranklngs are

'-
g %

accurate means of judging children who are likely tor have school dlf—i
ficulties at 1east as defined by the Wide Range Achievement Test. Based-
. on these Judgments the three behavior rating scales might be a. plausibie

'-,h way of receiving information on’ children who are at risk of failure.“
[T s -

These instruments may not be more.’ acceptable than teacher rating in

' categorizing children, however, they can prov1de useful clinical
P : v
“information-to~the counselor. The results suggest ‘that the three . ‘
. ..,. [ . St

behavior rating scales when used on whole claSses by teachers can be the

first step 4n. identifying at risk children and thus could be the first :P”; o

step in a preventative program rather than a corrective type program.

The three behav1or rating scales correlate significantly with

all three subsqores on the W1de Range Achievement Test (Table IV 7) ";l"

oL \
t

Negative correlations result because thbse who score h1gh on the reading

raw score and the spelling raw score, and fhe arithmetic rav score,

score low on the AML the DES and/the CBQ Specifically the lowest
, o0

o correlation (r = —.37) is between the CBQ and the arithmetic raw score,' R

N , - -

however, this is a 31gn1f1cant correlation at the 01 aegplcof confi—'
: dence.” The highest conselations exist between the - SRS and the three
behavior ratin scales. These correlations are' =.52, -.54 and - 57' .

W I
:respectively.. The DES correlates highest with the achievement scores

l‘-at.;g'}' 47 and -.37. IThis might be expected since the DES was .

‘:xf . -“~ developed to. identify achievement related to classroom behavior, whereas

- . o
' the CBQ and the AML were developed to assess disorders*or learning

. o

problems and were based on a mental health criterion (see Chapter II
S - s : oo S
section IV) X .ic ;.7": :\ T A

=
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' B "y
. = 7 . o ]
¢ . R . - R
1 - ' :4 L0 , -’ . 47 o . é
" g ol :
TS ﬁf,_‘ Because all three behavior ratlng scales correlate significantly O

'ffgwith one anoth@r w1th the Wide Range Achievement TesTvscores and: f‘::a;'

'E;teacher rank the next questlon to con51der is which scale is best”'

;1TThe follow1ng table, Table V l, presents a summary of correlations

'ubetween the behavior ratlng scales, the Wide Range Achievement Test,

’ ‘and'teacher rank in an attempt to answer this question.u ,'

RS o Results show that nd one behavior rating scale stands out over L

theuother two..

T T IV

The DES correlates highly with the Hide Range Achieve— ’

.-ment Reading subtest

o e e

TABLE V 1 I “ ' N " , o‘ " .
BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE’S CORRELATIONS WITH THE WIDE' RANGE A
- ACHIEVEMENT TESTL, ‘TEACHER BANK2 AND' OTHEklsCALEsl | SR

o

s e an

e e

3{;\63Q-:“

-“:"Scalef,

~ RRS

SRS

Y ARS

TR

“cBq .

.DES/'

=, 45

'nlr.zb'il

"-}:.57f,‘

=5k -

L4

-.37

;~:47'

.’."}?4.”JTZ

' -,23

‘:?;?é;-

797

.84

e

T

Pearson correlation was used to compare BRS s. uith WRAI and other
scales. -

The AML correlates higher with the- CBQ and the DES and the DES corre-l'-,

:
fy
'

-

' f‘ lates highly w1th teacher rank.

-

oot

e

oA,

™

-e

"_'2‘ Kendall's Tau. was used to compare TR with the behavior rating scales.l:

L e AR A A

Yo,
o
P .
e e
q;‘~
NS . ]
s
I" 2
7 ) S
’ ~
. E
e
o

It aPPears that because all three scales S

4

‘ correlate 51gnificantly and hlghly with each other, ‘with the WRAT and .;

\\hhe teacher rank no one scale can be- recommended over adother. Thus,-3
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in choosing one of these behavior rating scales for uae it is recom-'_v; '

‘mended that one make his/her choice based on 1) the suitability of the

€ L ) 0.

ebehavior ratlng acale to.the. speciflc purpose intended in its use, and TR

2) the amount of time available to those complet:ing the be‘naviot ra,ting

' . . ./ :

- scale

S o =007 IIL. RESEARCH QUESTION-TWO .« . . T

by/teacbers rated signiflcantly different on: teacher completed behavior ‘
rating scales (AML DES and CBQ)'I In order to "anewer _thls quest-:ton a
. null hypothes:.s de‘sign format was used.' Hypo:theses 2a, "2b and 3"were
aimed at exploring this question - , | .-‘. ST
l ".(1) Hypothes.is 2a [There -are no s:tgnificant differences between
scores obtained by high risk students (group I ) and low risk students
(group 1T, ) on' the six dependent variables (AML CBQ, I;;-ZSﬂ RRS, SR. ; |
ARS)] : Tables IV.9. through IV 14 presented these results statistically.
The null hypothesis -was reJected for all’ three behav1or rating scales
at or below the predetermined level of signlficance (p < .05) Such a.
finding reflects the view proposed by Yellott et al (1969) who stated a

, s .
that behavior ratlng by teachers do not merely reflect teacher biases.-

The null hypothesis was reJected for all three subscores of the WRA’I‘ at - :

the predetermlned level of significance (p < .05) (Tables 1v.1g, .13

‘ and IV.l4). High rlsk students (group I ) and low risk students ,

(gpoup II ) s'how significant differences in scores on reading, spelliri'g'.’

and arlthmetic with the reading scores showing the greatest signlficant '_: .

difference The most probable explanation of these results is that

. S
.
’ 5

v

Are high and low risk students as determined by rankiugs made P N



[T

B R R L Ul el

.o

PR
'_'subjectslclassified hig‘h risk (grOup ITR) by t:achers do more .poo‘rly
© in reading, ‘spelllng and arithmetlc than do subjects classifled as. low'}" ,
" C o J
' risk (group II ) showing clearly that teacher judgment as to.‘ 1evel of
‘. risk on these behavior rating scales is cohsistent with findings on
,'other behax;ior rating scales :ls reported in Table I1. 1. | |

(2) Hypothesis 2b [There sre no significant differences between.
' scores obtained by boys and girls on the six dependent variables (AML, .
'CBQ, DES RRS SRS and ARS] Tables Iv.9 through-,’l’able IVl.llu reported -i:'
) these findlngs. ' 'I‘he null hypothesis was 1accept'ed.' .'l‘he failure of 'thi's @ h

study to find différences related to the. sex of the subject does seem

at variance with the findings in the literature reported by authors

" such as Wickman (1928, - Rogers (1942), Ullnan (1952) , and Bower (1959)

‘ who fohnd male subjects 'having more problems than female subJects in
w
the elementary grades A closer look at scores reveal a-tendency "

', \

C . o

throughout for male sub;jects to score hn.gher than female BUbJeCtS on .
the three behavior rating scales No clear cut explanation of thlS '3‘: ;
“outcone is readily available. One. might be tempted to conclude that

sex differences were controlled. out' of ‘these ins’truments; however, no

evidence of this was found.~ ,' - o - o

(3 Hypot‘hesis 2¢ [There is no signif:u:ant interaction between

e e it LS e d
) )

.teacher ranking and sex of students . on the six dependent var:rables (AML o

' CBQ, DES, RRS, SRS, ARS]. (Tables IvV. 9 through V. 110) was accepted An-

'interaction effect was not found nor was there any 1ndication of such . . T

NSRS

. an interaction effect reported in the literature searched.
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[

Are high and low risk students as determined by scores obtained

SRT

'-'on the Wide Range Achievement reading sub—test significantly different

\

“on teacher completed behavior rating scales (AML CBQ and" DES)?
In order to answer. this question a null hypothesis design format

- .was used. Hypothesis five w';s'aaimed at exploring this- queStion. ' ) ’,; 7
Do L
(l) Hypothesis 3 [There is no signiflcant difference between "

: .;scores obtained by high reading achievement students (group I ) 8nd

o low reading achlevement students (group II ) on the three dependeut ' ‘, g
0 e ’ ’
variables (DES CBQ and AHL)] was rejected at‘or below tﬁa predetermined

‘level of significance (p < 05) for.the DES CBQ and AML. Thus, the

'DES CBQ and AML can determine differences between high»and 1ow reading .

achievement subJects I . 3 o
: S : o

This finding that tIie AML CBQ ‘and DES reflect differences in

.

’high and lou reading achievement students adds support to s:Lmilar ‘-I~
: findings when subje'ctts were split by teacher ‘rank. Thus it appears
: behavior ratins scales can differentiate between high and low risk
students.
'9 : R -V. coNCLUSIONS @ - .. . -
. ﬁ . ‘v ) ) " N . . ,. ) - . ) B R R " .
' L ' s ) . AL .
. A number of conclusions were drawn from t:he preceding discus— Do
. sion of the results. They are the following. & , L =
1. This Study appears to add support to the view that selected
behavior rating scales are useful ‘tools for detecting children w}{o have

oy are 1ikely to have school difficulties. 4

' , 2'. There are available to the counselor selected behavior
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- scales relate to academic achi‘evement..

vpopulations need be carried out.._
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.-.ratlng scales which when completed by the teacher can be a useful

.means of identifylng potent1ally high risk children.

3 These 1nstruments correlated significantly with the Wide

"'Range Achievement 'I‘est:, thus it appears these three behavior rating

a

'choosing one of these scales for use, your chcice should be based on
e 1) suitability of _the behavior rating scale to the specific purpose -
‘y"intended in its use 2) the amount of time avallable to those completing
' _'the behavior rating scale and 3) the qualities of the behavior rating '

‘ scale as outlined in Chapter II

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE ‘RESEARCH
" 8 ! : :

As a result of” this study, other p0331b111ties for research

B

" present themsel‘ves Prlncipally, the follow1ng areas could be (explored

1. This is but a single study demonstrating the usefulness

__of three behavior rating scales. A’dditional ,replications on other '

Q

2. Similar studies assessingf"othe'r behavior rating"scalesnee'dl .

'"I,'be carried out.

Lo 3 Add‘itional studies need be -carried out using different

_eriteria than used in this study to assess the- pover. of comparison with .-
- o . /. . ) o \_'

_ teacher grades, peer ratings, parent ratin'gs, etc.

4, Studles need be carried out on variables such as sex- and

intelligence -ag”’ " influencing factors in determ:.ning an.; fndividual’s
s : .y

. score on beha\(io’r rating scales din relation to his achie\(ement. '

NS

B .4-. No one.scale appears better' than another; however, in” o e

it 4 A AT s e

L AT e %ty s S .

bt e 4o

e i AT

U P s I

R S O P o gt e

Pl aL e Dl d

. L - o e

ICHPRIP

i



S Ol T LIt

A e g

FTTRL Y

"_\scales using special edncation ,,students “as a.criterion group against k

. rating ,scales are more usefu‘l than teacher ranking alone. e

-~ than the other the three behavior rating scales appear of equal worth.

'high risk children might be screened at an early age. If so, such

P
o’

-5, Studies need be carried out: on the three behavior rating

normal"_ children. : g SR

‘udies of a long term nature need be carried out to further

”'assess the validity of these behaviof rating scales. " - _.\, . -

g 7 Studled need be carried out to assess. if t:he three behavior

¢
-

VII. SUMMARY.

Several things have stood out as a- result of this study.

1Firstly, this study lends support to the fact that behavior rating

2

i scales are useful devices for detecting children who are likely to have

school difficultles. Secondly, the results of this study indicate no

-one of the behavio‘r rating scales used in. thls study stands out more

' -Thirdly, it appears that the three behavior rating scales can detect
) high and low risk children when used by classroom teachers Fourthly,

' these three behavior rating scales do not just reflect teacher biases.

v

In conclusion the-behavior rating scal&s used--‘by the guidance’

. counselor to collect descriptive information on high risk chlldren from

the teacher leads one to believe that a large number of potentially o o

children could be directed toward early help by the classroom teacher

or where necessary, by the guidance counselor, thus” initiating a more

. preventative than- corrective~,type program.
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