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° . . Abstract

-

This paper reports one set of data from:the Student Attribute Study,
.

" a two-year investigation designed to identify student characteristics which
: . > . . o
are associated with certain teacher attitudes and expecta*ions. Children °

E) s
Pl 4 ?

in gradeé two through five were f&enfified as receiving consistent teacher

I3

rankings over a two-year peridd on one or more of |3 scales describing

‘ s+gden+‘bharaefgrisfics.n qufhg end of the second year, in a free~response
i siiuéfion, teachers and'classroom obgervers provided short adjective des-
cFipfionérof the most §a|fén+ characfegﬁsfﬁcs of each child. An analysis
of the adjecfiveﬂdgscnipfions given for children who were rarked at +hé
high, middfe,'and low posffioﬁg for each scélé %howed that the scales had
high face validity and that teachers had probably been consideriné appro-
priate characferisfics’yhen ranking their students on—each scale. However,
certain aneéfives (especﬁqily those describing intel ligence) were signi-
g -

ficantly related to several scales, suggesting +hat they migﬁ+ comprise a
N ot

cluster; of attributes which produces a "halo effect,".so that students may -

% have been ranked at a certain position on some scales because of an overélj
impression based on other characteristics than those defined by the scale. J
s
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This paper is one in a series of reports from the Student Atiribute

ve
-

Study, a two-year Invesfigafioy designed to Idenfify student chaggggerisfics.
» J £

which are associated with certaip teacher attitudes and expectetions. Al-
+hough much previous research (Brophy and Good 1974) has demo?gfrafed

the existence of differenfial teacher expectations and their effects on

- °
»

teacher-student inferad%ion,vllffle is known about what student attributes

lead to rhe formation of teacher attitudes and expectations. In this study,

s+uden+s‘wh3’were identified és'objecfs of consistent teacher attitudes or

expectations were observed in their classrooms to learn what common chorac-

tefistics were‘gkaéed‘by students who were perceived by their teachers in :
) ' f ¢ ’ . O /\

similar ways.

Teachers' at‘itudes and expectations were measured by |3 scales identi-
£

fying the following continua of behaviors or attributes:

l. ‘Calm, good self control versus resflggg, highly active.
2. Careful, deliberate worker versus care!ess,‘hasfy worker.
S.Q Happy versus unhappy. . )
4, Probable highesf achiever versus probable lowest achiever.
¢ 5. Mature versus immature. . ) \ -
6. Cooperative, compliant versus uncooperative, defiant.
7. Creaf?ve, imaginafive versus not c;e?five or imaginative.

8. Attractive versus uﬁaffractive. N

9. Tries hard, persistent worker versus gives up easily, needs to be

prodded.
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10. Would like to keep for another year for the sheer joy of it

(attachment) versus would |like to have removed from my class

-~

(rejection). .
1. C9ncerns me a great deal;al would like to be able to devote
much more attention to (concern) versus doesn't require special
attention (low concern). ' ~ ‘
+ 12, Stands out, very noticeable (salient) versus not noticeable

{non-saliant).

13. Looks yqu in the eye versus averts eyes.

5 .

Teacﬂg?s were asked to rank the childrén in their class on each scale. The
wording of the scales was &s shown above, e;cepf that the terms in parentheses
were not included. TheseL;rief terms are used when discussing the scales in
the text, for economy of communicqfion.‘ ' 2

During the first year of the study, teachers in grades one through four
in four elementary schools completed the scales at the beginning, middle, and
énd of the school year. The follo;Ing year, teachers in g ades two through -
five also completed the scales at the middie and end of the year, ranking the

_same children. In this way, children who were ranked in the first year of
the s+udy‘i¥d who stayed in the same school were ranked again by a different
teacher in the sécond ;ear.

During <the second half of the second year, the children who had been
ranked by their teachers were observed in their ciassrooms by irained ob-
servers who coded their interactions with the teachers, using a low-inference
coding system (Brephy, King, Evertson, Baum, Crawford, Mahaffey, and Sherman
Note 1) developed specifically for this study. Each child was seen by two

O

F
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observers (five times each) over a six-weck period, with observers working

2

independently once retiability on the coding system was established. Thus,

a total of |10 half-day observations (about 20 hours) were mace in each
classroom. The observers knew that the children had been ranked on the

13 scales, but aid not know how anv particular child had been ranked on any

'

scale, i
In addition to the low-inference coding, high-inference dqfa were

col lected at the end of the study. The coders used the same |3 scales

~

as the teachers to rate the children they observed, and they scored each

child on a 44-item behavioral checklist. Aiso, both codé?% and teachers

gave free-response déscriptions of each child by naming three adjectives
which characterized *the child most centrally (in their opinion), and

4 .

they noted any unusual situations such as illness or home problems.
When the fifth teacher ranking was completed at the end of the second
year, it was used with the o%her four teacher rankings to identify 362 ,5

children who were ranked consistently on oné or more scales across ‘Bgﬁ

two year period. Children were considered "consistent" if they were ranked

within the high, middle, or low thirds of the teacher rankings on each of

the five rankings. These "high," "middle," and "low" designations for

children who were ranked consistently constituted the criteria for the

A

study. Al other data were compared to them in determining what attributes

" were associated with particular scales.

This report focuses on the teachers' and toders' adjective descripiions
and their relationships to the criterion rankings. Other data are discussed’

in other reports in this series (Anderson, Brophy, Evertson, Crawford, and
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Baum, Note 2; Baum, Brophy, Evertson, Crawford, and Anderson, Note 3;
Coulter, Brophy, Evertson, Crawford, Baum, and Anderson, Note 4; Baﬁm,

Brophy, Evertson, Anderson, and Crawford, Note 5; and Evertson, Brophy,

-

-Anderson, Crawford, and Baum, Note 6).b
Since the adjective descriptions gere’gollecfed in a |limited free-
response situation, dnly the charac%erisfics of each child which were most
salien% to the respoﬁdenf weée mentioned and scored. The rankings, on the
other hand: forced the teachers to place every child somewhere on every§~_
confinuﬁm. Becausg of this difference, two types of information are pro-
vided b9 an analysis of the categories of adjectives which are associated
wifh-eacp scale: 1) The‘most salient charaé;;risfics of children ranked
consiﬁfenfly on each séale are iderffified. - This information is important,
not only becéuse'if further validates the scaies, but also because it defines
clusters of characférisffcs wéﬂch ?oliec?ivelx determine the.teachers'
impressions of children ranked cﬁnsisfenfly on a particular d[mension.
2) Further information is gained by identifying groups of adjectives w@ich“
are assocliated wifﬁ”seve;él scéles. -These adjectives can be assumed to
define characteristics which are generally more salient than others and
which may contribute to "halo e?feé}s" observed in the data (most scales
were strongly intercorrelated).
Of,course,.objecfive coﬁsiderafions may lead to correlated scales, such

-

as for ‘he scales "probable highest achiever vs. probable lowest achiever"
4

. . )

and "carefu!, deliberate worker vs. careless, hasty worker." However, high

correlations’ for scales such as the achievement scale and "attractive vs.

unattractive" scale, whereno underlying rationale exists, strongly suggest
4]

halo effects in the teacher rankings.

-

My
(

—
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Method
. N . = :
The adjective dascriptions were ccllected by asking each +e§éher and

w
coddr to name the three most salient characteristics of each child Tn adjec-

-

tive form. Any pertinent additional information also was solicited, such as

‘home or medical conditions which could have af fected %he child's behavior in

the classroom. Each child was described by one teacher, excep' at one school .
where two teachers responded. Two coders descriged each child. When any ”
dfsctepancy occurred between adult’opinions about a child, the discrepant
adjectives wére omitted from the data. (This was rare, occurring in less

than oné per cent of the responses.) Otherwise, all of.+he adjectives

given for a child by the two coders and by the teacher were considered in’

scoring, although the two data subsets (teachers and coders) were considered

-separately.

A coding system was developed to score the adjectives so that synonymous
descriptions would be equ}valenf. A list of variables was constructed +9
Iné]ude-each category of adjectives.occurring with sufficient frequency to
allow statistical analyses. There were 27 variiables representing categories
used by both coders and teachers. }n addition to these, there were three
categories of adjectives used with sufficient frequency by the coders to bé&
séored £or them, but, not for the teachers. Likewise, there were nine éafe-
gories of aéjecfives used bé the teachers but nét the coders. There was
also a proportion computed for each child reflécfing the number of positive
ad jectives given out Qf the total of ppsitive and negative adjecfi;es given

.

by the coders or teacher, respectively. A description of the scoring

categories used appears in the-appendix.




+ M"ikKable," "mature," "responsible," efc; Adjectives which did ‘not fit into

7

.

.

" The teachers' and coders' adjectives for each child were scored by .

»
-

two independent raters, with differences then resolved by discussion.

Scoring involved, placing each adjective into one of the bafeggriest such as

. +

any categories but which clearly implied a negative or positive evaluation a

were considered as "residual negative" or "residual positive." Those

adjectives which could not be categorized and which were not clearly positive

or negative were not scored at all. (For example, "animal lover"

"low key person'" were not scored.)

There were two types of variables, each with different sc;$d

-

and

v

ng procedares.

Some variables were bipolar and were scored as elther low, 'high, or no data

e

(or as low, middle, high, or no data, #dr two variables). Other variables

were unipolar (presence/absence) for a particular characteristic.

This

o~ x
.distinction is important, because of the pumber of children scored for each |

4

o .

variable Is affected, and the interpretation cf results is different.for the

»
—

two types of variables.

.
A ]

»

&

For evample, consider a bipolar variable such as "social interaction."

Possible scores on the variable were | for the cafegorY:'shy" 2nd g_fozifhe

category "outgoing." Children scored for this_variable were those who were

.described either as "shy" or "outgoing" (or with synpnymous adjectives).

Children who were not déscribed as either of these were Hgf scored for that = .

variable. Therefore, bipolar variables were not scored for all children,

but only for those who were described as rep?esenfing one of the extremes.

On the other hand, present/absent variablés were scored for evér? child.

If the characteristic in question was mentioned, the child was given a score
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) / \of 1 for present. If the characteristic was not mentioned, a 0 for absent

/ »
was scored. Examples of such variables weﬁsxﬂaggrpssIVe," "inattentive,"
e ¢ ) . . g
- and "absent a great deal." These categories were not scored as bipolar

‘ becau;e +he'o+ﬁ5?=3nd of the continuum of the characteristic was not

v .

mentioned as sallient enough times to be scored., (That is, adjectives such

as "non-aggressive,'" *attentive," and "always attend$ school" were rarely
9 ' N LI N

5__ G . . .
1 or never used.) However P some dimensions of behavior were noticeable

¢ for both extremes (such as social interaction and at+tractiveness), so tha%

both were seen as salient characteristics and thus w?ré mentioned often,

P

enough fto be scored. :
rop
.« v
i ) . o ‘ -
Analysis ) .

One-way analyses of.Varian e were performed, using the high, ﬁiééle,
and low positions for each of +§e 13 scales as classifying variables in s
analyzing the variance of each'adjective variable for teachers and for
coders. )

These analyses }ndicafé, for each scale, the characteristics which were
most salient forchildren who were ranked Fodsisfeqfly on that scale. \In

interpreting the resul¥§& the distinction between bipolar and unipolar

A significant result for a bipolar adjective

variables must be kept ié,mind.
1

: variable indicaf?s thi chil&ren at an exfrehe on a certain teacher ranking

Ei\\ .scale were more iikely to be described in a particulap way, rather than the
opposite (e.g., shy rather tian outgoing). However, a significant result

for a unipolar adjective variable means that a child at an extreme on that

teacher ranking séale was mé?e likely to be described by that adjective

10 .o

8 ' ,

. 3"
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cafegpry f;an not. In }he first case, Qn]y chiigren at the extremes of the . -
continuum describéd by the adjective were Inc!udéh, bécause only the .
extremes were scored. In the second case, all children were scored and
can be considered in interpretation. Of course, the greater frequency
of children scored for adjective cafegp;ieg which were unipelar means %

. that the chaﬁbes gf obtaining significant F values were increased for
* i . n .

* these variables. Refer fo Table | for scoring conventions and N's -

¢

for each variable:

Results

24 )
Significant results (p €.05) for each scale are presented velow.

’ & -

Agreements and,diéagreéhenfs‘befween teachers and cuders a)}so are noted

as each scale is alscussed

The underlined d;scripfions refer to the exfremes of the feacher
ranking scales. In all cases, the first adjecfivé in the scale title ’ . .
Fepresents +he high end of +he’con+1nuum. For example{ children described
as calm were those ranked high on the "calm vs. restless" scaie, while
chi ldren described a; restless were r;nked low on the same scale.

In presenting the results this way, we will be using the teacher rankings
as.if they were objective, factual data, which they are not. This Is done
to facilitate ccmmunication of fhe r;sulfs. Readers should bear in mind
. fhaf underliqu adjectives refer 1§ychlldren consisfenfly ranked high or low
A Y

on one of the 13 scales UYP*two teachers. Thus, fhese adjecfives reflecf . s

teacher perceptions, not objective assessments. Thg nafure of the data’

-

from the study as a whole suggests %haf most of these percepticns are accurate,

11"
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- .groups were more |ikely to use the adjective variable "quiét" to describe

Relationships between Teacher
N - IO i A}

v

~ “ -
but the possibility of consis+en+~buﬁf%EVer+heless false impressions can- . _
not be ruled out. Thus, calm technically means "cogsistently perceived
as calm,'compared to classmates," and Eo on. Therefore, statements such as

"+eachers and coders saw calm children as being quiet . . ." mean that both

ehildren consistently perceived as calm than they were to use this adjective
in descrlbing children ranked af the low or middle posiflons of the scale.

The numbers in parenTheses followung each adJecflve refer +o The variable " : £

e e e . ? o Mok

e R
RN .

¢

N

!

4Célm,'Good Self Control vs. Restless, High%y Active T

P TV — ——————— =~ sl s

- R o e A e

numbers in Table i.
5 N Ao .
[ %

% ’ " &

\fp%s scele as having good peer-relations (12), and both .gave higher percen-

P
>

Both teachers and coders saw calm children as being quiet 4, cooberé?Tve ~ ,m.
‘v \\ .

(5), well behaved (6).,&Thﬁligen+ k9) high achievers (IO), and having good

work habits (II). Both groups also saw the middie and htgh*chlldren on

Tage; of positive adjecii s‘(40)”+o children’ranked higher on this scale. *

. .
e

Both groups elso agreed that res+!ese children were aggg&ssive (13), active
(}5), and low in frustration TOTerance agy. . ] 5 '

'Teachers, but not ooders, iew Eglﬁ_childrer as being responsible (14), I . E
self-motivated (8), and %sweet" (32). Teachers also saw restless children 1;%%

o oo . ’ ~ -
as being teacher dependent (27), as underachievers (33), and as exhibiting o

immoral behavior (35). Teachers saw chlldren ranked low and mlddle on +his ) ' ¥

scale as having higher positive affect (3). S ok

s
o —

Coders, but not teachers, saﬁ*éelm children as being more mature (2), ‘ :

e -

PP -

’ .
and. having be+feﬁ’tjij§er relations (37), and they gave more unclaes(f%aéle
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-

positive descriptions (23) for these children. The coders saw restless

A
. | children as being more socially interactive (I).

. - .

Careful, DeliberafecWorker VS. Cé}eléss,,Hasfy Worker
Both teachers and coders saw careful children as having high intel- ‘

: ligence (9), high achievement (10), and good work habits (I1). Both groups
; also agreed +Haf careless children were more ac}ivg (15). 'Bofh also gave
? higﬁer percentages of positive sfafemenfé (40) +o’children ranked higher ; é

e —_on._this_scale,

P l The teachers also described careful children as being responsibie (14),

A

_ mature (2), quiet (4), cooperative (5), self-motivated (8) considerate (16),
v ~ > .
and as having good homes (28). The teachers described careless children as

. being tnattentive (17), underachiéving (33). and exhibiting immoral beéaQior
(35).

;v K The coders, but not the ¥eachers, described careful children as well«

‘behaved (6), as having good teacher relations (37), and yifﬁxunclassifiable

positive adjecfixss (23), fhey saw careless children as being aggressive

i (13), and having low frqs}rafion tolerance (18).

- ‘

-~ N

- Happy vs. Unhappy .

Both groups agreed that happy children had high intelligence (9) and -

P ‘**—good~woFk~habiis—iJJ),mand*boih_gaye;DLQDQE_QEESQEIéges of positive descrip-

o~y -

.
fions (40) to children ranked higher on this scale.
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Teachers described happy children as beiﬁé social leaders (24) ,- rasponsible
(14), cooperative (5), self-motivated (8), and coming from good homes (28).
Teachers described unhappy children as being absent a great deal of the time
(31) and hav{ng low frustration tolerance (18). i

Coders described children ranked highand in the middle on this scale as

having good peer relations (12) and also said that happy children had good

-,

[
. L - . $

Probable Highest Achiever vs. Probable Lowest Achiever

Teachers and coders agreed that high achieving children were sel f-moti-

vated (8, had high fnte1¥jgence (9, qﬁd wé}e high achievers (10). They
also gave higher percentages of positive statements (40) to children ranked
high on this scq}e. |
Teachers also described high achieving children as responsible (14), -
mature (2), creative (293, athletic (20), and has having good homzs (28).
Teachers describea low achieving children as inattentive (I7?, as absent .

a great deal (3!), and as exhipiting immoral behavior (35)., =~ .

Coders descrited high achieving children with more residual negative

adjectives (22) but also with more residual positive adjectives (23), and

they 5++ribu+ed good teacher relations (37) ‘and good work habits (il) to

<

them. Thus, high achievers were very salient to” coders, but they were not
perceived in a uniformly positive way (in contrast with the teachers' per-

ceptions).

teacher relations (37). K§ JRRREE N

o - - R
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»
I

L

Mature vs. Immature
- Teachers and coders both described ma+ure childreh as mature (2), as

Infelllgeﬂ+ (9), and as having high achlevemen+ (10), and good work habi+s
They also gave a higher frequency of positive adjectives (49) to

(.
children ranked higher on this scale, and described immature child#en as

active (15).
Teachers also described mature children as responsuble.(l4)

sel f-motivated (8), creative (29), and as having good homes

cmmmﬂw(ﬂ
(28). Teachers described immature ch ldren as having Iow frusfra+|on to-
high frequencies of medical problems (30) ;Teachers;

lerance (18) and
described children in the low and middie positions on this sg%le as being

-

teacher dependent (27). ) . ]
Coders describéd mature children as being wel I-behaved; (6), and gave

o ; .

hi . They gave

\

more unclassifiable .positive adjectives (23) for mature children

1
more unclassifiable negative adjectives (22) for those children in the middle

position on this scale (but not the children seen as immature)

Cooperative, Compliant vs. Uncooperative, Defiant
 Both groups agreed that cooperative children were quiet (4), cooperative
. They also gave more

v
(5), intelligent (9), and had good work habits (I1)
positive adjectives (40) to children ranked higher on this Fcale and saw

N ¢

uncooperative children as active (i5)

Teachers desérlbed cooperative children as being responsible (14)

‘Teachers described

self-motivated (8, highachieving-{10); coming from good. homes (28), having

good peer relations (12), and being "sweet" (32)

/




g

';hmbﬁaffracfivé-children were inaffenfive (7).

S0
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uncooperative children as being aggreSS|ve (13, ina++en+ive (l7) having

medical problems (30), being underachievers (33), and having low frustration

tolerance (18), and they used more unclassifiable negative adjectives (22)
- to describe children in the middle of this continuum.

Coders, but notteachers, described cooperative children as being well-

behaved (6), and they gave more unclassifiable positive adjectives (23)

for cooperative chiidren. .

v
~

Creative, Imaginative vs. Not Creative or Imaginative

Both groups agreed that creative children -had high intelligence (9).
They also agreed in giving a higher percentage of positive adjectives (40)

to children ranked hibher on this scale.
¢
!

Teachers also described creative children as being social leaders (24),

. high achievers (10}, creaf}ve (29), and athletic (20). Teachers more often
gave unclassifiable negéfive adjectives (22) for uncreative children, while
coders more often gave unclassifiable negative adjectives (22) for creative

- children. |

e

"Attractive vs. Unattractive

Both grouﬁs agreed in describing attractive children as a++rag+ive (26)
and intelligent (9). They both gave higher percentages of positive adjectives

(40) for children ranked higher on this scale. They also agreed that

Teachsrs also descrlbed affracfive chlldren as having more positive

affect (3), being higher achievers (lO), and bé1ng‘a+h|e++c—(207. ATeaeher -

[

e

e
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d scr{bed unattractive chiidren as aggreaslve (13), haviné more unclas%lfiable
egaf%ve adjectives 122), having more medical problems (30), and being'absenf
a great deal (31),

Codars, but not teachers, described attractive children as havfng good

.

work habits (I1).

AN
Tries Hard, Persistent Worker vs. Gives Up caSI_IyJ Needs to be Prodded

Coders and +eachers de:crlbed Eersisfenf chlldren as self-motivated (8},
Y intelligent (9), high achieving (IO), and having good work bablfs (II)
They bo+h gave higher percenfages of .positive adJecflves (40) to chlldren
ranked.hlgher on this scales

Teachers also described persistent children as being responsible (14), A

owr

mature (2), cooperative (5), and having good homes (28). Thn +eachers'saw

children who gave up easily as being active (15), absent a g;eaf deal “(:31),
and Inattentive (173. _ - : :
The coders saw persistent children as being wel|-behaved (6), wl+h good
teacher relations (37), and they gave more unclass!f1abfe negative adjecflyes
(22) fo ;heae children. The coders déscribed children in the mld;]e and high
. positions on this scale as being less salient (I97—BY+ as naving good peer

relations {12). The coders described children who gave up easily as havlqg

low frus+ra+lon-+o|erance (18).
fd

4

Would Llke to Keep for Anofher Year for the Sheer Joy of It (Affachmenf)

¥
vs. Would Llke to Have Removed from My Class (Rejection)

Teachers and coders bo+h descrlbed attachment children as being cooperative - ¢

—(5};—WeH=behaved (6),_Lntalllgent (9), and having good work habits (I1).

.,

- kY B -
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They each also gave higher pe}éenfagés of positive statements to children

® Oy

Eanked higher on this scale. The twe .groups-.also agrqu in aescribing

rejection children ‘as bggng actijve (15). ¢

Teachers, but not coders, described attachment children as being

responsible (14), while coders saw the middle group in this scale as being
':"" %
responsible (14). Teachers also saw attachment children as being quiet .(4),

(8]

as sel f-mativated (8); as high achievers (10), and as having a good home (28).
Teachers described rejection, children as being inattentive (17), as under-

achievers (33), and as\exhibi}fng immoral behavior (35).

<
v

Concerns Me é Grear Deal; | Would Like to be Able to Devéfe Much More

Attention to (Concern) vs. Doesn't Require Special Attention (Low Concern)

Both teachers and coders described concern chi!dren‘as acffve (IB);”
They both described low concern children as beingﬁself—mofivafed (8), in-

{ - ) #

tel ligent (9), high achievers (10), and.havinglgood_work habits (11), Both
é}oups gave higher percentages of positive adjectives (40) to children ranked
low on this scale; that'is, they pé?ceived children who were objects of low

concern more positively.

< 2

Tééchers‘saw concern children as béing“inaffenfive (17), having low
Y

frustration féjprance (18), &nd having medicat problems (30), and they

r e

&escrlbed(low concern children as comlng from good homes (28).

s
. 3

Coders; but not teachers, described low concern children as attractive

\ X
k)

" (26) but also as bossy (39).

BT




. . Rélafionships between Teachers
i 17

Stapds Out, Very Noticeable (Salient) vs. Not Noticeable {Non-Salient)

Teachers and coders both saw salient children as being socially infeg-
-active (1), active (i5), intelligent (9), and having positive affect (3).

They also agreed that non-salient children were quiet (4). They both gave

»

higher percentages of positive adjectives (40) to salient children.
Teachers also described salient children as social leaders (24),

aggressive (13), high achievers (10), creative. (29), and having a sense of

-~

humor Z2£); and they gave more unclassifiable positive adjectives (23) for

this group. Teachers, but not coders, gave higher percentages of positive

a&jec%ives (40) to children ranked higher on this scale. Teachers described
N non-salient children as being absent (31) more often. p .
Coders described sallient children as being confident (7) and bossy (39),

and they also gavé more unclassifiable negative adjectives (22) for, this

4

group. Coders describeg non-sal ient children as being well—behaved (6),

P

considerate (16), and non-salient (|§).

Looks You }n the Eye vs. Averts Eyes

Teachers and coders agreed that children who look you in the eye:were

intelligent (9).

o1
adjectives (40) to children ranked higher on this scalg.

’ /.

Both groups also géve higher percentages of positive

Teachers described children who look you in the eye as being soclal” .

leaders (24), as creative (29), and as having good homes (28). Teachers

-

described children who avert eyes as being active (IS), inatte rive (17),:

e

absent (31, and exhibiting immoral behavior (35).

N . ~
Coders described children who look you in the eye as being socially

—___Interactive(1);andthey gave more unciassifiable negative adjectives (22)
S D) o

[\}
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for these children.
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The coders saw children ranked in the middle and high

posifionsﬁon this scale as having good werk habits (I1).
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Discussion

-

\

\

The édjécfives whiqurelafed to particular scales generally were ones

which might have been expected from a common sense perspective. Therefcre,

7

© since the salignt characteristics of children who were ‘ranked consistently

on a given scale are reasonable,. the use of the scales to identify children

with certain aftribufes is ‘generally supported and has face validity.

For seven scales, an adjective category existed which was synonymous

-

- )

_with the scale, and the adjective was mentioned significantly often bé both

,

teachers and coders for chilidren ranked on the scale.€ These scalys and

ad jectives were "calm, good self-control vs. restless, -highly active" (acﬂve),°

Meareful, deliberate worker vs. careless, hasty worker" {good work habits),

"probable highesf.achiever'vs. probable lowest achiever" (high and low

<

(-4

achievement), "mature vs. immature" (mature), '"cooperative, compliant vs.

uncooperative, defiant" (cooperative), “attractive vs. uhattractive" (at-
<

tractive), anc "tries hard, persistent worker vs. gives up easily, needs to

be prodded" (se[f—mofivafed). However, +hree'§cales did not show this

~ - ,
association for one or both groups when syrnonymous adjectives werfe scorable:

»

"happy vs. pnhappy,"\"§+ands out, very noticeabl > vs. not noticeable," and

"creative vs. not creative."

~

<

20
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When' teachers described children ranked consistently on the "happy

vs. unhappy" scale, they used adjectives refated to school performance:

responsible, cooperative, good work habits, etc. They usual ly did got

describe children ranked consisfeﬁfly on this scaie wifp adjectives falling

[y

In other words,

-

children consistently ranked as high, medium, or low cn the #'happy vs.

into the category of "positive vs. negative offect."

unheppy" scale were about equally likely to be described as heppy or

unhappy in the free-response situation. Like.:se, coders did not use

ad jectives describing affect for children ranked -at corresponging points

.

on the scale, but were likely to use intelligence, good work habits, and
good ‘peer relations as descriptors of happy chi!dren.

-Since the "happy vs: unhappy" scaie does not show the face validity
exhibited by other scales, and since adjec{ives describing af$ec+'were"
significant for only three of the scales, it can be concluded that happpiness
is no+ as important as the other attribute. "n the formation of teacher
It remains to be seen, fhgp, what impressiops

guided the +eachers in ranking the children on +he “happy vs. unhappy"

attitudes and impressions.

’

scale. As will be discussed +here probably is a halo effect in operation

K<
for certain scales, causing rankings to be based on characterigtics other =

than "the one named in_the scale.

-

For the "stands out, very noiiceable vs. not noficeable" scale, one Q@E%

might expect childrén. at the,low end to be described with adjecfives falling

into the category "non-salient, average," This was true of coders, but

no¥ of teachers. Perh%ps this can be attributed to the fac+ that teachers

w
had much more con+ac+ with the children +han the coders did, and +herefore

21
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L
could describe any. child-with three meaningful adjectives, even if that

. >

child did not particularly stand out in the élassropm. However, they
0N . - i ) . N
: realized which children did not make themselves noticeable, and they

ranked them accordingly.

>

The coders, who had to rely on memories of the children over a shorter
period of time, perhaps could think of no meaningful adjectives T&idgscribe
these children and thus resorted to the "non=salient, average" description.

Teachers did not nominate non-sal ience as a-"salient" characTerisTié,
vbecause they knew these students well enough to say something about +hem.
In this case, therefore, the lack of concordance between Thé rankings and

) “the synonyﬁéus adjective for the teachers does not necessarily imply lack

[

- ‘ of valid[+§ of the scale, especially since the coders apparently were

©

~

reacting to the attribute of salience. .’

A3

. s - .
For .the "creative vs. uncreative" scaie, the adjective category "creative"
9 _ 4 : .

was used significantly often by.+eachers to describe the students ranked at ..
\ )
.
the high end of the scale, but this adjective was not used often enough by .

coders %6 even constitute a scorable category for them. This does noT ‘ .
e - . . . !
inval idate the scale, since the teachers' descriptions were consistent with

—

their own rankings, but it does Indicé?% that "érea+ivi+y" was not a salient

variable fér the clasroom obserQeq. This might be due tfo diff?rences in

the coder's and teacher's roles in the classroom. Perhaps teachers recognized
\ | the attribute more readily because they had more oppor+Jni+y to observe it.
Iﬁ particular, teachers had access to students' written work, probably the

best source of information about student creativity. - ) -

2
Fd

e

N
DO
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“adjective variables were "lcoks you in the eye vs. averts eyes," "would

-

Relationships between Teacher
: ’ 21 k!

3 -
- ’

L

The three scales which could nct be directly compared to any specific

»

like to keep for another year for the sheer joy of it (attachment) vs.

would like to have removed from my class (rejection)}," and "concerns me -

r . -

a great deal; | would like to be able to devote much more attention to

] (concern) vs. doesn't require special attention (low concern).

v’

+he attitude measured by the scale Is\more complex thansa simple assess-

(S

It is not surprising that there were not synOnymous adjecfives for
"l ooks you in the eye," since this usually is no+ considered @ salient
characteristic. Adjectives such as “wjfhdrawn" or "direct" would be
more likely. However, no such édjecfivés which might logically be re-
~|a+§F to the scale were offered, gf !easf not with enough freqUencj to
create a variable cafegory ' . ' R )

One might consider the adJecflve category of "Ilkablé}vs. obnoxious"

' zs almost synonymous with the "attachment vs. rejection" scale. However,
* o

no scales, including "attachment vs. rejection" were associated with the
] ))‘
"I'Tkable" variable, by either coders or teachers. This indixates that

ment of |ikabllity.

Another adjective variable which also might have been expected to be

associated with attachment is "good vs. poor tebcher relations" (scored

A

orfly for coders). However, this variable also was not related to the scale.
This indicates that fhe teacher attachment to pér+lpuLar s+udeﬁ+s was not

obvious to the classroom observers, even though teacher relations in general
. L

~

werg.. This confirmg earlier findings suggesting-that teachers d not usually

~

"show overt favoritism towards_children they like best (Brophy & Good, 1974).
t 4 :‘\l

&
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There were djective cafegories directly comparable to%the teacher

. -
. "concern vs. low conceyn" scale.

Since the attachment and concern attitudes are not easily predicted il

by student attributes but none+heless are pervasive and potentially power-

ful influences on teacher-student inferacflons (Silberman, 1969; Good &
Brophy, 1972), they were included In this study as érlferion scales In

order to examine what student a++ribu+es‘plgn+ determine them. An exdfi- S

nation of the adJecfive descriptions reveals that a++achmentrch’ldren do
app"opriafe +hing§ in the classroom with regard to behavior and work ac-
‘ cording to the teachers (rejection children were therefore described in

opposlfe ways). The ccders general ly agreed but they did not mention as

*

many adjectives that were significanfly assoc1a+ed with the scale, and they

did not include such characteristics as quiet, ‘sel f-motivated, and high

-

achievement. This difference probably can be attributed to the differen+

roles of coders and teachers. The coders viewed the a++achmen+ children with the

»

same:posifive attitudes as the teachers, and they recognized many of the same

characteristics, but *hey apparently were not as concerned with task-appro-

priate behavior as the teachers were. ' e
Often, the same adjectives were associated with both of these scales,

+hcu§B‘In opposite directions due to the wordipg of the scales. This leads

- 7
r

to questlons about the relationships between the two scales.’ Since these
two. attitudes are not necessarily exclusive, one matter of special interest
in the study was to idenfify'chéracferisfics which differentlated rejection

children fromconcern children when the +wo attitudes did not overlap., The
adjectlve variables which were associated with only one of these scales
indicate such distinctions. , T
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There were some teacher-ccder differences in the data. One was the
larger number of. teacher adjecfiyes,éesociafed with each scale. This was
not surprising, since fha\feachers had established the criteria by their
impressions, and one would expect their adjecfiJe descripfionsnfo corresgond
to their rankings I'f the scales were valid indices of their attitudes.:
The inclusion of the coders' descriptions supplements the overall pictures
of children ranked on each scale, and furiher validates the scales by
show}ng +ha+.salien+ characteristics considered by the +eaehers 'n completing
the scales generally were apparent to an objective observer.

The differences that did exist appeared to be due to the +eachers having

a more complete picture of each child as well as havnng dlfferen+ roles.

tFor an extended discussion of teacher and coder differences in adjecfive

o

descriptions, see Baum, et al., Note 5).

The only direct contradiction between teacher and coder descriptions
N /

was that coders described creative children with unclassifiable negakive

adjectives, while teachers described uncreative children in this way. Since

this adjective category is not clearly defined, the difference is difficui+t
to interpret. Since the teachers gave the adjective description "creative"

to children ranked high on the "creaflve vs. uncreative" scale and coders

¥

did not, it might be that +he two groups have dnfferen+ perceptions of thz

\
characteristics subsumed by the label creative. ¢ Getzels and Jackson (1962)

reported that teachers preferred conforming students fto creative ones.

The, present data supporf fhns assertion: children nominated as "creative"

. generally were’also seen as conforming by the Teacners, while this relation-

/ » .
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" a great deal. As discussed earlier, since the ranking of happy seemed to
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ship\ﬁés not as strong for the coders. "Thus, +he creafivi1y rafings of the

xfeachers are suspect, both because of halo effecfs and because of disagree~

ment wlfh the coders.
There were some surprising findings for adjectives associated with scales

that would not be predicted by common sense but which are reasorable in

retrospect. For example, careless children were seen by the coders as

aggressive and as -having low frustration tolerance. These adjectives imply

a lack of calm, careful reflection, which makes sense for children ranked

¥

as careless. Unhappy children were desct*ibed by the +egché?s as being absent

e
- . R R

+

[4

be more related to wérk\thaviqrs and achievement than affect,. this is ot

- o t

sufprising.

High achieving, creative, and attractive children were described by

teachers as being athletic. None of +hese_;esu|+s,were expected. Perhaps

the only children for whom athletic skills were salient +6 the teachers

<

were those doing well in other areas. Children ranked high on the "attractive

<

vVS. Unaffrécfive" scale were described as having high intelligence by

- 1.

teachers and coders, high achievement (teachers only) and good work habits %%
. e R
(coders only). Children ranked low in this scale were described as being

inattentive (teachers and»coderss, aggressive (teachers), and absent a g?eaf
. 9 ’ ’

_deal (teachers). Since there is no obvious connection’between atiractiveness

»

‘and school performance, there Seems to be a halo effect operating here.

However, remember that the adjective cafegory of "affracfive".also was

used to describe students ranked high on’ +he scale,.fo that “there Is some

. face valldify to the scale' This is but one example of the general rule

. .
N B -~
— N
e - 5 .
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ship was not as strong for the coders. ¢ Thus, the creativity ratings of the
]

teachers are suspect, bofh)because of halo effects and because of disagree-

ment with the coders. - y

. There were somé surprising findings for adjectives associ;fed with scales
that would not be predictéd by common sense but which are reasonable in

- retrospect. For example, careless children were seen by the coders as

aggres;ive ahd as having low frustration +olé:ance. These adjectives fmply

a lack of calm, careful reflection, which makes sense for children ranked

as careless, Unhappy children were described by the teachers as being absent

a great deal. As discussed earlier, since the ranking of happy seemed to

be more related to work behaviors and achievement than affect, +this is not

3

surprising. > $

- High achieving, creative, and “attractive children were described by

teachers as being athletic. None of these results were expected. Perhaps

the only children for whom athletic skills were salieﬁf to the teachers

N were +hosé do!ng.;ell in other areas. Children ranked high on the "attractive
vs. unattractive" scale were descri;éd as haviné high !nfelllgénce by
teachers and coders, high achievement (teachers only) and good work habits
(coders only). Children ranked low in this scale were ;escribeq as being

;x inattentive (teachers and coders), aggressive (teazhers), and absent a great
deaJ (teachers). Since there is no obvious connection between attiactiveness
and school performance, there seems to be a halo effect operating here. <
However, remember that the adjective category of "attractive" also was

used to describe students ranked high oq)fhe scale, so that there is some

N fég@ valldity to the scale. Thjs is but ore example of the general rule

o J




Reiationship. between Teacher
26

that feQ If «ny of these at+ributes are factorially pure anq unrelated

~to the others.

Low concern children were descrlbed’by the coders as bossy, a term
. w N

implying unrequested peer control. This Is surprising, since this usually
; .

-

}qféonsldered a negative tralt Indicative of poor social functioning, and

.Therefore possibly a calse for concern. However; i+ might be that children

described as bossy were those that were achieving well enough to risk telling

other children how to do things, and, as high achievers, would not cause

. teather concern. "

The last surprising finding was that children ranked high on looks you

in the eyes were described by the coders with unclassifiable negative adjectives.

‘Again, because this category of adjectives is so vague, the finding is dif-

-

ficult to interpret.
. Some of these unexpected findings probably are caused by "halo effects."

By lookln; at those adjecflves which were given for children at.high or Iod
extremes on several scales, one can copclude which attributes were considered

in compfefing the rankings besld?s’fhe attributes def[ned by the scale.

" There were 10 adjective variables scored for +eachers which were signi;
ficantly related to seven or more of the |3 scales. These were: responsibltify,
cooperation, activity, self—moflvaflon,‘}nfelllgence, achievement, work hablts,
inattentive, s%éfeménfs about the home, and percent positive statements. Four
of these pa?egorles also were significantly relafé% to seveﬁ or more scales for
the coders: active, Intelligence, work habits, and percent positive statements.

In addition, the coders' descriptions of behavior were related to rankings on

seven scales.
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There probably were more such adjectives for the teachers than the
coders because the teachers also created the rankings. Also, the teachers

were probably more subject to halo effects because they spent more time

o

with the children and had better-formed overall impressions. The coders

generally did not get to know each child well enough to form strong feelings.

I .

The four adjectives which were related to several scales In the coder data
b

represent student characteristics which probably were most apparent to ob-

Jective observers within a short time.

The significant association of overall positive fmpressions_(as measured

by the percent of positive adjectives out of all adjectives given) with each

A3

scale, for both teachers and coders Is further indication of a generalized

éff!fudejaffecfing the measurement of child attributes. This may expiain why

. thore are associations of achievement and/or intelligence with attractiveness,

happiness, salience{ and looks you in the eye.
The adjectives which were significantly associated with several scales
were those related to academic performance and classroom behavior. The most

pervasive characteristic was intelligence, being related significantiy to

-

[ o x "'.,:(v ~ N
every scale for both feachers’ and coders. That is, children at the positive

end of each of the 13 scales were more |ikely to be described by both

-

coders and teachers as‘Infelligenf *han as not intelligent.

Therefor, it can be concluded that fhe most salient characteristics

of students, and the best predictors of teacher rankings, are those related

to intelligence, achieveﬁenf, and general demeanor in the classroom. Children

-
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“Hiewed by their teachers as intelligent, achieving, and conforming are
likely to be viewed favorably on almost any dimension, including ‘those

having no-logical reiaf[onship to these attributes.
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Table | $ ) ;
Relationships betwoen Teacher Rankings .
- M o l
and Adjectiva ()e'scripfionsl
e ‘ Highest Achlever vs.
Calm vs. Restless Careful vs, Caraloss Happy vs. Unhappy Lowast Achiever Mature vs. lmmature
Adjective Description Variable Low Medium High pZ  Low Medium lHigh p ., Low Medium High p Low Medium High p Low Medium High p
The following bipolar variables ] - ~
 were scored for both teachers g
and coders. WNumbers in )
parentheses indfcate scores . . o : . )
. for extremes, v ! . »
I. Social Interactions: -
Interactive (2) vs.
shy (1)
f.. Teachers 1.80 1.39 1.31 1.33 1,43 1.31 1.70 1.41 1.50 1.29 1.59 1.41 1.7 1.46 1.40
5 23 16 6 21 13 7 17 [ 14 22 17 6 24 15
8. Coders 1.80 -1.48 1,35 ** .67 1.47 1.50 1.36 1.50 1.57 1.45  1.35 1.55 1.65 1.51 1.43
a 15 5?2 37 e 53 34 - H 50 21 29 51 40 23 49 35
\ ¥ . '
2. Maturity: Moature (2)
vs. lamature (1)
2 Teachers Insufficient Data .14 1,44 |,94 ¥ Insufficient Cata 1.25 1.30 1,94 *% 1,00 .40 2.00 **
~ . 7 9 - 16 8 10 18 9 5 17
8. Coders 1.00 1,36 2.00 ** 1.20  1.20 1.63 Insuf ficient Data 1.17 1.50 1.75 1.47 1.27 © 2.00 **
5 14 ) b 10 8 6 I0 8 6 N} 9
1 0
) ' o Rl 4
L
&
i
e
(‘l
~ 30
30 : v ‘
Q . . .
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. . . . -
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< Adjective Description Varlable

¢

Calugvs. Restiess
Low Medlum High p

Careful vs. Careloss °
Low Medlum High »

Happy vs. Unhappy .
Low Medium High p

Highest Achlever vs.
Lowest Achlever
Low Medium High p

Mature vs.
low Modium High p

Immature

~

3. Affect: Posltive (2) vs.

.~ Nequtlve (1)

A. Teachers

B. Coders

4, Qulet (2) v§. Talkative (I)

A. Teachers
B. Coders

5. Cooporaflve (2) vs.
Uncooperative (1)

A. Teachers
B. Coders

Yell-Lehaved (3) vs. Mllid-
Behavior Problem (2) vs.

Savere Behavlor Problem (1)

- A. Toachers

B. Coders

CERIC 37
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1.78  1.R0  1:17 **
9 I5 » 6
1.80 t.48 1.60

10 23 15

1.22 1,74  1.95 **
9+ 3 22
1.57 1.84 2.00 ¥

t4 44 38

1.36  1.89 2.00 **
] 19 .19
133 1.70 1.86 *
9 23 7
1,74 233 3.00g"
F] 9 sﬂ"
1.6 1.69 3.00 **
23 32 s

1.50
8

1.78
9

.

1.40
10

1.72
18

1.54
13

1.42
12

1.70
10

1.50
18

1.43
7

1.65
17

l.;s* i.8l‘ ¥

. 32

1.84
51

1.67
24

1.68
22

21

1.82
38

2.00 **
16

1.86

Insufficlent Data

1.64
22

1.67
24

2.33 ¢
12

tr
Insufficlent Data

1.40, 1.52 .80
5 23 15

tnsuffliclont Dats

t.e8 1.89 1.68
16 46 19

1.22  1.87 2.00 **
9 23 12
1.38  1.63 1.80
8 19 5

Insufficlent Data

Insuffictent Data

1.50
12

~1a70

10

28

1.69
16

1.58
12

1.8l
16

7
28

1.75
6
1.56
27

1.83 .,
30,

1.63
49

2.08
12

1274
27

1.58
12

1.70
20

23

1.77
35

1.94

1.70
10

2.00

1.5 1.80 1.43
8 20 7
.75 1.58 1.65

12 24 17

i.55 1.73  1.95 %
i5 30 20
2175 1.80 1.94
24 50 35
1.5 1.88 2.00 **
3 25 )8
1.50. 1.61 1.82
2 18 11

s

Insufflicient Data

1.69 1.81 2.50 **
26 31 10




* Highest Achiever vs.

"::',f e - . L R ) Calm VS Rgsf)l)ess Careful vs. Careless Happy vs. Unhappy Lowest Achiever Mature vs. Immature
: Adjective Description Variable Low Medium ljllgh p Low Medium High p Low Medium High p Low Medium High p Low Medium High »p i
5 ¢ 7. Confident (2) vs. Lacks
LT Confidence {1) | -
z A. '[eachers? ’ 1.33  1.07  1.57 .17 1,18 1.44, Insufficient Data 1.20 1.27 1.60 Insufficient Data
L - - 6 15.. 7 6 17 9 10 - I5 10 ’ —
2 S -
-: _ B. Coders 1.60 1.50 1.33 1.57  1.33 K75 Insufficient Data 1.42 1.53  1.60 1.43 1.44  1.56
- . 5 22 9 7 12 8 7 I? 10 7 16 9 . .
8. Self-motivated (2) vs.
~ Requires External -
Motivation (1) - &
’ A. Teachers 1.24  1.62 .84 ** 1.33 1.64 2,00 ** 1.40 1.64 2,00 ** 1.39 1.63 .87 ** 1.19 1.65 2.00 **
‘:‘ 17 26 19 18 22 22 10, 22 12 23 30 23 16 * 26 22
_k B. Coders Insufficient Dota insufficient Data eInsufficient Data 1.40 1.50 1.91 * 1.40 1.71  1.71 ’
. : . - . 10 16 n ;. 5 14 7
9. Intelllgence: High (2) . A
i vs. Low (1) . ’
: —_— ) , ’ »
M A. Teachers t.44 1.54 1.96 ** 1.21 1.60 2,00 ** 1.40  1.67 2.00 ** 1.00 1.73 2,00 ** .15 1.83 2,00 **
. " 18 24 23 19 20 32 10 21 16 24 - 15 44 - 20 18 24 .
B. Coders - 1.46 1.47 1.86 % . .33 1.59 1.95 ** 1.56 1.52 2,00 ** 1.7 1.78 1.93 ** 1.27 1.74 1.85 *¥
13 36 22 i5 29 20 9 27 i5 23 32 27 22 31 20 .
. 5‘
10. Achievement: High (3) ’ K
vs. Average (2) vs. Low (1)
A. Teachers 1.64 1.82 2.67 ** 1.1l 1.83 2.86 ** Insufflclont Data 1.00 2.24 2.93** (.39 2.19 2.81 ¥
e - I 33 24 9 30 21 ¢ 17 33 .27 18 27 27
A
B. Coders 1.44 2.44 2,55 ** 1.57  2.35 2.72 ** Insufficient Data 0‘ 1.80 2.33 2.65 ** 1.67 2.50 2.70 ** .
9 16 22 . 7 17 25 10 21 26 9 8 23
- o -
¢ ~ o [
] ' * ’ ]
>
b 2 - .
k]
Ps .
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Calm vs. Restless
Adjective Description Variable Low Medium High

p

{
Happy vs. Unhappy
Low Medium High p

Careful vs. Ca.eless
Low Medium High p

Highest Achiever vs.
- Lowest Achiever

Low Medium High »p

Mature vs. Immatifre
Low Medium High p

1. Work Habits: Good (2) vs.

Poor (1)

b A. Teachers 1.29  1.69

. 21 49
B. Coders 1.6l 1.71
23 49
12. Peer Reiations: Good (2)
vs. Poor (1)
A. Teachers 1.25 1.80
8 10

B. Coders 1.42  1.82

12 28

The following unipolar adjective
variables were scored for both
coders and teachers. “When the
adjective was given, a score of
"I" was assiqned. When it was
not given, a "0" was assigned 5s
the student's score.

N's for #13 through #23 N's =56, 112
I3. Aggressive )
A. Teachers ARy 04

8. Coders A3 .08

G,

ERIC 4

.

.00 *x

.01 ¥

<

Insuf ficient Data

1.60 1.59 1.8l
25 51 3

1.64 1.78  1.93 **
33 59 55

L7 172 1.67

1.59 1.74  1.81
17 34 27

72 124 88

.0l .06 .05

1.33 1.70 .86 **
21 54 28

1.65 1.78 1.91 *
26 59 45
1.50 .75 1.83

1.60 1.76 1.80
15 41 20

62 123 72

06 .06 .03

10 .07 .07




. . Highest Achiever vs.
2 Calm vs. Restless Careful vs. Careless Happy vs. Unhappy Lowest Achiever Mature vs. lmmature Y
Adjective Description Variabla Low Medium High p Low Medium High p Low Medium Wigh p Low Medium High p Low Medium High »p
N's = 56 |12 69 58 110 77 37 101 51 72 124 88 62 123 72
¢ 14. Responsible .
A. , Teachers .00 .04 L2 ¥ .00 .04 R .00 .03 2% .00 .06 L3 .00 .06 Ll N
B. Coders .02 .00 .03 - .02 .02 .03 .05 .02 .06 .01 .06 .05 .00 .05 .04 ¢
15. Active
A, Tegchers .30 .06 .00 *¥* .19 .07 .03 ** .14 .08 .10 A3 .10 .06 .16 .10 .ol
B. Coders .39 .22 .06 *X .40 .21 .16 ** .32 .26 .22 .24 .27 .22 .34 .27 A5 *
16. " Considerate ;‘--,ﬂ . '
A. Teachers .02 .12 .12 .00 .09 .09 ¥ .08 .09 .12 .06 .10 .10 .03 .10 a0 °
B. Coders ? .02 .02 .04 .02 .03 .04 .03 .02 .02 - .0l .04 .0l .00 .05 .03
17. Inattentive Y
A. Teachers ° .09 .06 L0l .10 .08 .00 ¥ .08 .06 .00 .10 .05 .01 ¥ .10 .06 .03
B. Coders .14 A2 .10 A7 L1 .06 .19 .09 42 .18 .08 .09 .15 .06 .10 .

i8. Low Frustration Tolerance

A. Teachers .18 .09 .03 *¥ .14 .08 .06 A6 .05 .04 ¥ .1 .10 .02 .03 .05 .03 *

B. Coders .H .05 .00 * .09 .05 .00 ¥ .08 .02 .06 .06 .05 .02 .08 .03 .0l

wa

43 . |
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Highect Achliever vs.

.
.y

- Calm vs. Restless Careful vs. Careless # Happy vs. Unhappy Lowest Achiever Mature vs. Immature
Adjective Description Variable low Medium High »p Low Medium High p Low Medium High p Low Medium High p Low Medium High p .
5 19. Non-salient, Avorage ' N's = 56 112 69 , 58 110 77 37 101 51 72 124 88 62 123 72
A. Teachers .04 .04 .06 .00 .06 .04 .00 .05 .06 .0l .07 .02 .02 .05 .07 . .;5%
8. Coders .09 A3 .19 .09 .19 .19 A6 .22 .10 A3 A7 .15 A5 .16 .14 .'i‘
20. Athletic
A. Teachers . .02 .06 .03 .0} .04 .08 .03 .05 .06 .00 .05 .09 * .00 .06 .07
8. Coders .07 .04 .0l ' .09 .03 .04 .05 .05 .02 .04 .06 .02 .03 .04 .06
21. Sense of Humor . b |
A. Teachers .04 .04 .0} .03 .02 .04 .05 .01 .02 .03 .02 .05 .03 .02 .03 -
8. Coders .04 .05 .0l .03 .04 Ot .05 .04 .02 .01 .03 .03 .03 .03 .00 v - |
Y
22. Residual Negative .
A. Tecachers .04 .09 .03 .07 .10 .0l .05 .08 .02 .07 .06 .05 .06 .08 .03
B. Coders .14 13 .06 .09 .10 .18 .05 .15 12 .03 .15 7 .05 .18 .07 ¥
23. Resldyal Positive 4
A. Teachers B .18 .18 .23 .21 .20 .22 .22 .20 .20 .15 .20 .23 A3 .19 .24
8. Coders .04 .07 .16 * .02 .09 JA3 ¥ .05 .07 .08 .01 .07 A6 ¥ .06 .06 .18 ¥

ERIC .
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Calm vs. Restless

>

K

Carcful vs. Careless

v

Highest Achiever vs. .

Happy vs. Unhappy lowest Achiaver’ Mature vs. lmmature i

Adjective Descriptica Variable Low Medium High p Low Medium Figh »p low Medium High p Low Medium High p low Medium High p
The following adjecf!vé variables .
waere scored :as bipolar for
. coders but as unipolar for -
teachers. Scoring is noted.
24. Social Leadership
"A.  Teachers ("I" if
social leadership .07 .04 .14 .07 .05 .18 .05 .00 27 .03 A1 .16 .03 .08 A7
mentioned; 0" 56 112 69 58 110 77 37 10} 5t 72 124 88 62 123 - 12
otherwise). ¢
B. Codors ("?" for
social leader, "I" , 1.40 1.72 1.67 1.60 1.43 1.57° 1.20 .75 1.44 1.40 1.52 1.80 Insufficient Data
for social follower). 5 18 9 5 14 14 5 12 9 5 21 10
25. Likability =+ . ( ’
A. Teachers ("I" if likable .25 .25 .26 .3l .20 .36 Ny .36 .35 .30 .35 .27 .26 .29 .30
mentioned; "0" otherwise) 56 112 69 58 110 7 37 101 51 72 124 88 .62 123 72
B. Coders ("2" for-|ikable. 1.82 1.69 2.00 1.78  1L.70 1,93 1.67 1.72  2.00 1.82 (.75 2.00 1.90 1.67 2.00
"1" for ohnoxious). 11 16 12 9 20 14 6 18 12 ] 16 17 10 18 14
?6. Attractiveness
‘ A. Teachers ("i" if attrac- :
tive mentioned; "0V .36 .14 A7 .21 .27 .29 .16 .22 .20 .14 .29 .25 .26 .24 .28
otherwise). 56 112 69 58 110 77 37 101 51 72 124 88 62 123 72
B. Coders ("2" for aff;ac-
tive, "I" for vnaitrac- 1.67 1.72 1.5% 1.60 1.50 1.77 1.40 1.60 1.88 1.53 1.69 1.85 1.50 1.75 1.80
tive. 9 18 ] 10 12 13 5 15 8 15 16 13 12 16 10

_ERIC
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Highest Achlever vs.
Calm vs. Restless Csreful vs. Careless Happy vs. Unhappy Lowest Achlever - Moture vs. Immature
Adjective Description Variable low Medium High »p low Medlum High »p Low Medium Righ »p Low Medium High p lew Medium High »p

N

27. Self-rellance ‘ ' N
A. Teachers (™I" If teacher "
degendence montloned; .13 .07 .00 ** .14 .06 .04 .03 .06 .04 .08 .05 .03 .10 .10 .00
0" otherwise). 6 112 69 58 110 7 37 10l 51 72 124 88 62 123 72
B. Coders ("2" for self-
cellant, "I" for 1.30 1.48 .25 1.40  1.33 .32 1.40 1.43 1.23 1.43  1.38 1.39 117 1.35  1.46
" dependent). ' o 23 16 10 21 22 .5 14 13 14 24 23 6 31 13

The following varlables were
E{:ored only for teachers. P

B_I}:ol'ar Adjectives, Teachers Only

N
N

s 28. Statements about the Home: 1,10 1.29 1.44 1.08 1.21 1.43 * 1.10 1.20 1.64 ** 1.12 1.20 1,52 ** 1.04 1.25 1.59 *x
;g?%11!9_121_!§;_ﬂggg1113 20 28 16 24 33 21 21 15 14 34 35 23 25 36 17
Unly far :\\\djocﬂves, Teache}-s Only
——(“'l" it merlflorm, 0" otherwise).
N's for lZ§\fhrough 136 N's = 56 112 69 52 110 1 37 101 51 72 124 88 62 123 ?2
29. " Creative ' .07 .07 .12 .03 .10 1 .03 .08 .16 .03 .06 L6 %X .02 .09 .30
30. Medical Frop!ems .09 .1 .03 .10 .15 .04 .05 10 T .00 .13 .08 .03 A3 7 .07 .01 *
31. Excesslvb‘ABsence .04 .06 .03 .07 .05 .0l .14 .03 .00 *¥ .10 .04 .00 ** .06 .06 .0l
32. Sweet .t :00 .04 L2 ¥ .02 .05 .06 .05 .09 .06 .07 .04 .07 .03 .07 .04 s

N
(-

ERIC
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AdjJective Description Varlable

Calm vs. Rostless
Low Medium Hlgh »

Careful vs. Caroless

Happy~vs. Unhappy
Low Medium High p

Highest Achlaver vs.
Lowost Achiever
Low Medium High »p

N's =
33. Underachlever

34. Passive Reactlon to
rrustration

35. Proactlive lmmoral
Behavlor

36. Broken Home
The following varlables were
scored only for coders.

Blpolar Adjectives, Coders Only

37. Teacher Relatlons: Good

(2) vs. Poor (I)

Unlpolar Ad[éﬁtlgg§, Coders Only
' t mentloned,

o’herwlse, }

38.. Female Stereotype

39. Bossy
Si
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

56 112 69
.07 .03  .00*
.02 .05 .03
.07 .03 .00
A3 .09 .06
1.09  1.17 1.70 **
1 6 10

.00 .05 Ol~

s6 112 %
05 ¢ .07 .06
s6 112 69

Low Medlum High »p
58 110 7
.13 .04 03 *

.93 .05 .0l

.09 .04 .00 *
.09 1 .05
1.00 1.30 1.80 **
1 10 5
.02 .05 .06

58 110 77
.03 .08 .08

58 1o 77

o

37 101 51

.08 .05 000 -
]

.03 .02 .02

.08 .04 .04

.00 .02 .02
37 1ol 51
.03 .05 .14
37 101 51

72 124 88
.07 .05 .02

.06 .04 .00

.08 .02 .01 *

.13 .07 .07

1.00 1.36 1.50 =
9 t 10
.06 .02 .02
72 124 88
.03 .07 .08
72 124 88

Mature vs. lmmaturo
Low Medium High p
62 123 72
.06 .03 .00

.0* .03 .00

.06 .02 .03

N .06 .06

1.07 1.40 1.57

.03 05 ° .03
62 123 72

.05 .08 .04
62 123 72
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Adjective Description Variable

Low Medium

Calm vs. Restlass

Careful vs. Careless

High »p ‘ow Medium High »p

Unhappy
High p

Happy vs.
Low Medium

Highest Achiever vs.
Lowest Achiever

Maiure vs. Immature
Low Medium High p

b This variable was computed
* for~both teachers and coders.

. 40. Percent Positlve Adjectives o
* (Positive Adjectives/Positive *
+ Negative-Adjectivds) i
e h ]
.- " A. Teachers 34.41 59,01
2 56 f12
3. Coders g 42.73 51,13
- 56 112
e
ot
(
g
\ .
A
i ’ . .
<
o 5 \3

ERIC - ‘
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.

82.41 *+
69

31.97 58.66 8.3 ¥*
58 o 77

68.77 ¥
69

41.93 51.45
58 110

66.57 **
n

36.24 66.63 8i.69 **
» 101 51

39.24 53.66 63.90 **
37 Jol 51

Low Medium High p

« -
v c' -
o O 1]
40.50 62.90 80.38 "*  33.08 63.07 82.94 **
fo72 124 88 62 123 72

43.31 53.08,°66.47 ** 43,73 53.84 70.85 **
¢ 72 124 88 € 123 1
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Cooperative vs.
Uncooperative
Adjective Description Variable Low Medium High

Croative vs.
No* Creative

Low Medium High p

Attractive 'vs. Tries Hard vs. Attachment vs.
Unattractive Gives Up Easily Pejection
Low Medium High p Low Medium High p Low Medium High p

were scored for both teachers !
and coders. Numbers in
parenthesos indlcate scores l

for extremes.

The following bipolar variables /

I. Social Interaction:
interactive (2) vs.

shy (1)
A. Teachers 1.20 1.50 1.20
5 26 10
B. Coders 1.56 1.57 1.44
. 16 51 34
2. Maturity: Mature (2) vs.
Jmmature (1)
A. Teachers Insufficient Data
B. Coders Insufficiont Data
3. Affect: Positive (2) vs.
Negative (1)
A. Teachers 1.33 1.83 1.63
6 18- 8
8. Coders . .70 1,46 1.69
) 10 24 16

an
O

AP A 17 providea by emic

] .44
9 18
.32 1.45
19 44

Insufficient Data

Insufficlent Dota

.80 1.83
5 12
50 175
6 20

1.43
7

1.60
20

1.64
14

4
B
1,13 1.35  1.25 .14 1.57 1.36 Insufficlent Data
8 17 8 7 23 14
1.30 1.5 1.55 1.50 .55 1.44 1.54 1.45  1.41
23 47 20 18 51 36 -~ 13 38 3?
Insuf ficient Data 1.17  1.44 1,95 ** Insufflcient Data
9 19 Y
Insufficient Data Insufficient Data Insufficlient Data
1.33 1.80 2.00 % 1.56 1.74 1.57 1.50 1.77  1.60
9 10 5 9 19 7 6 13 5
1.43 1.69 1.60 1.75  1.48 1.65 1.56 1.42  1.6?
7 16 10 8 27 17 9 19 13
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Cooperative vs. Creative vs. Attractive vs. Tries Hard vs. Attachment vs.
. Uncooperative Not Creative Unattractive Gives Up Easily Rejectlion
Adjective Descriptlion Variable Low Medium High »p low Medium High p Low Medlum High »p Low Medium High »p Low Medium High »p
) 4, Qulet (2) vs. Talkatlve {1}
) A. Teechers 1.20 1.66 1.94 ** 1,85 [|.81 |.69 1.80 1.70 .75 1.44 1.69 1.79 1.50 1.82 .89 *
5 35 18 9 32 13 10 30 8 9 32 19 6 22 19
' B. Coders ‘1.64  1.81  1.94 % 1.94 1.86 1.80 1.91 1.82 1.82 1.79  1.78  1.80 1.82 1.83 .90
14 54 _ 32 18 43 20 22 44 17 19 49 35 ] 35 31
5. Cooperative (2} vs. .
Uncooperative (1)
A. Teachers ! 1.44 1,80 2.00* 2,00 1.95 1.75 1.67 1.74 1.89 1.36  1.88 2.00 ** 1,40 .88 2.00 **
9 20 17 6 22 8 9 27 9 I 25 15 5 16 12
B. Coders 1.25 1.9 1.83 % 1.75 |.68 |.57 .71 1.67 1.50 1.36 1.68 1.8C 1.00 1.69 1.71 **
12 19 6 8 16 7 7 18 8 ] 19 1G 6 16 7
6. Well-behaved (3) vs.
Mi Id-behavior Problem
(2) vs. Severe Behavior
Problem (1)
A. Teachers Insuf f lcient Data 2.33 2.00 2.40 Insufflcient Data Insufflcient Data 1.50 2.13 2.60*
6 10 5 10 8 5
B. Coders 1.52 - 1.70  2.50 ** 1.53 1.79 1.88 1.67 1.68 1.43 1.50 1.76 2.45 %% | .47 |.86 2.40 **
23 27 10 15 19 8 12 28 7 20 21 il 19 24 10
-~ ¢ o
' oY
O
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Adjective Description Variable

Cooperative vs.
Uncooperative
Low Medium High p

s

Creative vs.
Not Creatlve
Low #edium High p

Attractive vs.
Unattractive
Low Medium High p

Tries Hard vs.
Gives Up Easily

" Low Medium High »p

Attachment vs.
Rejection
Low Medium High p

7.

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. Achlevement:
¥s. Average (2) vs. Low (I)

Confident (2) vs.
Lacks Confldence (1)

A. Teachers

B. Coders

Self-motlvated (2) vs.
Requires External

Motivation (1)

A. Teachers

B. Coders

Intelligence: High (2)

vs. Low (1)

A. Teachers
B. Coders

High (3)

A. Teachers

B. Coders

R

insuf ficlent Data

Insufflcent Data
!

1.08  1.65 1.95 **
13 26 20
1.60 1.60 1.75
5 15 &
1.50 1.42 1,96 **
14 19 24
1.44 1,55 1.95 **
16 33 i9
1.80 2.00 2.68 **

10 e 22

Insufficient Data

Insufficient Data

tnsufficlent Data

1.44  1.69 1.73
9 26 15

Insufficient Data

1.00 1.85 1,95 **
16 13 20

1.00 1.75 1.80 **
14 28 15
1.33  2.24 2.80 **
15 25 15

Insuf ficlent Data

1.09 1.17 1.43
h 6 7

Insufflcient Data

1.44 1.52 1.78
16 23 I8

Insufficient Data

1.29 1.68 2.00 **
17 28 8

.15 1.75  2.00 **
13 28 19

1.30 2.10 2.30 **
10 29 20

Insufficient Data

1.25 1.27 1.43
8 N 7

Insufficlent Data

1.16 1.56 2.00
19 25 24
.14 1.69 1.86
7 16 7
1.18 1.75 2.00
17 20 ]|
1.27 1.64 1.90

1.09 1.88 2.84
I 26 31
1.20 2.25 2.80
5 12 25

*%

Insutflcient Data

Insufficient Data

1.23  1.76 1.87 **
13 25 15
1.20 1.43 1.71

5 14 7
1.33  1.63 2.00 **
18 16 25
115 1.57 1,95 *X
i3 28 19
.14 2,16 2.61 **

7 25 28

Insufficient Cata




Cooperative vs.
Uncooperative
Low Medium High p

Creative vs.
Not Creative
Low Medium High p

Attractive vs.
Unattractive
Low Medium High p

Tries Hard vs.
Givas Up Easily
Low Medium High »p

Attachment vs.
Rejection
Low  Medium High »

Adjective Desckiption Variable

Il. Work Habits: Good (2)
vs. Poor (1)
A. Teachers 1.24 .65 1.89 **
. 21 49 28
B. Coders 1.40  1.72 1.9} **

20 58 35

12. Peer Relations: Good (?)
vs. Poor (1) T
A. Teachers l.i4 1.65 1,92 **
7 17 12
/ B. Coders 1.64 1,72 1.95
1 32 20
The following unipolar adjectives
variables were scored for both coders
and tcachers. When the adjective was
given, a score of "I" was assigned. .
When it was not given, a "0" was .
assigned as the student's score.
N\s for #13 through #23 H's = ag g 65
I13. Aggressive
A. Teachers A7 0% .00 ¥¥
B. Coders .08 .07 .02

.ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Ao e e e - -

1.59 1.63 1.80
17 43 20

1.73  1.80 1.85
15 54 33

Incufficiant Oota

.60 1.75 2.00
5 30 16

38 101 54

.03 .07 .04

1.50 1.64 1.72
t4 45 18

1.52 1.78 (.89 **
21 54 21

Insufficient Data

1.54 1,78 .70

13 32 20

47 104 52

B ¥ .06 ¥
.02 .1 .06

1.26 1.65
19 40 36

1.46  1.79
26 56 44

1.57 1.60 1.76

7 20 17
1.58 1.88 1.90*
12 25 21
54 12 78

.06 .06 .0l

1.18  1.57 1.88 **
[} 35 33
1,38 1.78  1.95 **

16 46 37

Insufficienti Data

.71 1.69 1.86
7 29 22

39 " 95 67

.08 .01 .03
.08 .08 .07




Cooperative vs.

Creative vs.

Attractive vs.

Tries Hard vé.

Attachment vs.

ERIC

P A provided oy i

Uncooperative Not Creative Unattractive Givaes Up Easity Rejection
Adjective Description Variable Low Medium High p low Medium High p low Medium High Low Medium High p Low Medium Hiqn p
48 119 65 38 101 54 47 104 52 54 112 78 39 95 67

14. Responsible

A. Teachers .00 .0l L5 .00 .10 .07 .00 .09 .04 .00 .03 L7 ¥ .00 .04 L3 e

8. Coders .04 .06 .05 .00 .05 .0? .02 .04 .06 .02 .06 .0l .00 .08 .00"
15. Active

A. Teachers .21 .09 .00 *¥ .08 .10 .02 A3 13 .08 490 013 .03 ¥¥ .28 .07 .03 ¥

B. Coders .46 .24 L ouE .18 .27 .20 .26 .25 25 .35 .31 .19 .44 .23 .19 ¥¥
16. Considorate

A. Teachers .02 .08 .12 .03 .12 W13 06 13 12 .04 . .09 .05 .09 L3

B. Coders .00 .04 .03 .00 .05 .02 .00 .03 .08 .02 .02 .04 .00 .07 .03
17. Inatientive

A. Teachers 10 .07 00 * t .04 .04 A3 .06 .02 S .04 .00 ** A5 .06 .00 *¥

0. Coders ¥ W43 1] .18 1 .06 .21 .07 .08 A7 0 .09 .08 23 .12 .10
18. Low Frusiration Tolerance

A. Teachers ) .09 .02 ¥ .08 .06 .09 W .08 .06 A3 .09 .04 .10 .06 .04

B. Coders 08 .03 00 .03 .0l .06 .06 .02 .06 .09 .04 .00 ¥ .08 .02 .03

64




Cooperative vs. Creative vs. Attractive vs. Tries Hard vs. Attachment vs.

Uncooperative Not Creative Unattractive Gives Up Easily Rejection
Adjective Description Variable low Medium High p Low Medium High p low Medium High p low Medium High »p low Medium High p
. N's = 48 19 65 38 101 54 47 104 52 54 12 78 39 95 67
19. Non-salient, Average
A\‘. Teachers .00 .07 .05 .00 OI .02 .04 .08 .00 .00 .06 .03 .00 .04 .03
B. Coders .IO/ A7 .2 .24 .14 .09 .23 .14 .10 .06 .19 .18 ¥ .08 .14 .16
20. Athletic . \
A. Teachers . .02 .03 .05 .00* .05 A4 .00 .03 .10 " .00 .06 .08 .00 .06 .07
8. Coders .06 .02 .02 .03 .07 .06 .02 .04 .06 .04 .05 .04 .05 .06 .03
A .
21. Sgnse of Humor . ////
A, *eachcrs .04 .03 .03 .00 .02 /.04/ .02 .04° .04 .04 .04 .05 .00 .02 .04
B. Coders .00 .06 .02 .03 .04 .04 .02 .02 .06 .02 .04 .03 .00 .05 .03
7
) 2?. Residual Neqytive
* A. Teachers .08 .10 .QD/‘( A3 .02 .09 ¥ .15 .02 .06 xx .06 .1 .0l .05 .08 .0l
B. Coders . .15 .16 .06 .00 .13 s ¥ A .12 .23 .04 .16 21 % 10 .09 A2
- - v
23. Residual Positive
A. Teachers .15 .18 .23 A6 .21 .24 A8 .16 A7 .20 .13 .23 .08 .14 .22
- /. Coders . 06 .07 .18 ¥ .08 .08 ] .04 A2 .08 .04 Lt A4 .05 07 1S

Q .
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Cooperative vs. Creative vs. Attractive vs. o Tries Hard vs. Attachrent vs,
. . ] Uncooperative Not Creative Unattractive Gives Up Easily fejection
Adjective Description Variable Low Medium High »p Low Medium High p Low Medi:m High p Low Medium High »p Low Medium High p

96 following ‘adjective variables
were scored as bipolar fer coders = ' . o
but as unipolar for teachers.

. Scoring is noted. °

24, Sccial Leadership

A. Trachers ("I"-if social ‘

leadership mentioned; .00 .12 A5 . .05 .04 .22 % .00 .06 .15 > .04 .07 .18 .05 .06 .21
e - "0" otherwise.)— - 48 b L ey - R S |+ | DY S v AR £ 17 Sy S 7 SR I 1S £ R 1+ B« | O ;¥ ‘*‘"“'“————"‘j
8. Coders (#'2" for social N
leader, "I" for social insufficient Data Insufficient Data insufficient Data Insufficient Data Insuf ficient Data
g fol lower) .

25. Likability

A. Teachers ("I" if likable. . !
mentioned; "0O" other-, A7 .39 .40 .52 .30 .26 ' A3 .25 .38 1 49 .27 .38 .21 .25 .39
wise.) 48 19 65 38 101 54 47 * 104 52 54 12 78 39 95 67
B. Coders ("2" for likable 1.75 1.74 2.00 .86 1.77 1.81 1.56 1.81 2.00 1.67 1.64 1.92 L71 1.73 2.00
e ﬂ:r obnoxious) 8 23 10 7 13 16 9 16 6 9 14 12 7 L 10

26. Attractiveness

A. Teachers (“I" if

attractive mentioned; A7 .25 22 .16 .30 .19 .00 .33 .35 % .19 .27 .21 .10 .15 27
"0" otherwise.) 48 119 65 38 o] 54 47 104 52 54 112 78 39 95 67
8. Coders ("2" for attirac- .
s tive, "I" for unattrac- 1.43 1.60 1456 1.40 1.81 1.83 1.20 1.69 1.91 ** 1.45 1.80 1.85 1.60 .60 1.86
tive.) 7 i5 9 5 16 6 10 I3 It I 15 13 5 15 7
e
v
/
+ /
) =
. -‘ 68
/ .
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Cooperative vs. Creative vs. Attractive vs. Tries Hard vs. Attachment vs.
Uncooperative Not Creative Unattractive Gives Up Easlity Rejection
Adjective Description Variable low Medium High »p Low Medium High p tow Medium High »p Low Medium High o Low Medium High o

27. Self-reliaice

A. Teachers ("I" if

dependence men- .06 .10 .02 .03 .06 .07 .02 .08 .08 .07 .08 .05 .08 .06 .00
tioned; "O" 48 (31 65 38 101 54 47 104 52 54 112 78 39 95 67
otherwise.)}

B. Coders ("2" for self-

reliant, "I" for 1.33 .48 .23 1.43  1.38  }.22 .13 144 .36 1.29 1.4l 1.37 1.38 1.53 1.38 _
dependent..) - S 1= S 7 24 ] B 25T T 29° '9" 8 17 13

The following variables were
scored only for teachers
Bipolar Adjectives:
28. Statements about the home: 1.05 1.26 1.73* 1,23 1,20 1.38 1.08 1.30 (.29 1.08 1.19 1.56 ** 1,12 1.10 1.63 **

Posltive (2) vs. negative 21 31 15 13 25 16 24 27 14 25 31 25 17 29 19

(N :
Unipolar Adjectives

"Y1t mentioned, "O"
otherwise.):
N's for #29 through #36 N's = 48 119 65 38 101 54 47 104 52 54 112 78 39 95 67
25. Creative .C4 .08 .09 .03 .03 .22 *¥ .06 .07 A3 .06 .08 .10 .03 .07 .09
30. Medical Problems .13 .08 .02 * .16 .08 .06 A7 .09 .02 ¥ At .08 203 A3 .l .03
31. Excessive Absence .06 .06 .02 .05 .05 .00 .1 .03 .02 ¥, 0 .05 .01 ¥ .08 .09 .0l .
32. Sweet .00 .02 L .03 .06 .04 .04 .02 .02 .04 .04 .08 .00 .08 .06
oy -
(U
63

O
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Cooperative vs.

Uncooperative

Low Medium High

Creative vs.

Not Creative
Medium High p

Attractive vs.

Unattractive

Low Medium High

Tries Hard vs.

Gives Up Easily

Adjective Description Varlable

33. Underachiever

34. Passive Reaction to
Frustration

35. Proactive Immoral Behavior

36. Broken Home

The folliowing veriables were
scored only for coders.

Bipolar Adjectives:

37. Teacher Relations:
Good (2) vs. Poor (I)

Unipolar Adjectives:
("™ if mentioned;
"0" otherwise.):

38. Female Sterectype

39. Bossy

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

48 19 65
.10 .03 .00

.02 .06 .00

.08 .04 .00

.06 .07 .03

. 1.33  1.50
9

.03 .04 .05

48 1i9 65

.03 07 .08

48 il9 65

.07 .09

101 54
.0l .06
.03 .04

.02 .04

Insufficient Data

v

.0l .00
101 54
.06 .06
10!} 54

o4 52
.05 .02
.00 .04
O 0
.09 .06

insufficient Data

.04 .00
104 52
.05 .08
104 52

54

.04

54

Medium High
i12 78
.09 .04 .03
.05 .0l

_:06_ .04 _ .00 . .
.09 .05

1.00 1.50 171 %%

6 7

.02 .05 .05

112 78
.09 .08
1i2 78

Attachment vs.

low Medium High p

e a0 .03




Cooperative vs. Creative vs.
Uncooperative Not Creative
Low Medium High p Low Medium High o

Attractive vs.
Unattractive
Low Medium High p

Tries Hard vs.
Gives Up Easlly
Low Medium High »p

Attachment vs.
Rejection
Low Medium High p

Adiective Description Variable

This variable was computed
forggpth teachers and coders.

40: Percent Positive Adjectlves

(Poslitive Adlectives/

Poslitiye + Negative

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Adjectives)

A. Teachers

B. Coders

73

29.48 56.92 85.94 ** 42,95 69.13 73.07 **
48 119 65 38 101 54

40.48 51.69 70.45 ** 41,08 56.16 64.61 **
48 19 65 38 104 54

37.68 62.92 71.60 **
47 104 52

36.66 55.19 59.67 **
a7 104 52

32.91 59.63
54 112

37.56 52.87
54 112

83.49 ** 28.18 59.89
78 39 95

5.50 ** 33.00 52.04
78 39 95

84.85 **
67

65.67 **
67

"4




Adjective Dascription Variable

The following bipolar variables
were scored for both teachers
and coders. Numbers in paren-

—theses -indicate scores for - -
extremes.

1. Social Interaction:
Interactive (2) vs. shy (1)

A. Teachers

8. Coders

2. Matyrity: Mature (2) vs.
1 ture (1)

S
A7 Teachers

B. Coders
3*JNWH Positive (2) vs.
‘QN’egafive (1)
. Teachers

&

B. Coders
e
o (v

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/

Low Medium

Concern vs.
Low Concern

High p

1.50 1.47 1. 14

1.52 1.55 1.29
29 42 17

Insufficient Data

tnsufficient Data

Insuf ficient Data

>

1.59 1.63 1,57
17 19 7

—~

Stanas Qut, Very
Noticeable vs.
Not Noticeable

Low Medium Hlah p

1.18 1.44 1.75 ¥
1 18 8

1.15 1.62 1.83 *¥
26 45 18

insufficient Data

Insufficient Data

1.40 1.61 2.00 F

5 18 7
1.20 1.62 1.77 *
5 2 13

g

Looks You in the Eye
vs. Averts Eyes
Low Medium High »p

—

Insufficient Data *

1.27 1.48 1.69 *
15 44 13

Insufficient Data

Ine fficient Data

insufficient Data

1.50 .56 1.89
6 16 9




Adjective Description Variable

4. Qulat (21 vs. Talkative (1)

3
A. Te%?ﬁer
B. Coders

»

5. Cooperative (2) vs.
Uncooperative (1) 4

A. Teachers

B. Coders

6. Well-behaved (3) vs. Mild-
bahavior problem (2) vs.
Severe Behavior Problem (1)

Concerr. vs.
Low Concern

Low Medium High p

Stands Out, Very

Noticeable vs.

Not Noticeable
Low ~Madlum High »p

-

Looks You in the Eye
vs. Averts Eyes

A. Teachers

B. Coders

ERIC .

PAruntext provided by eric [}

1.65 1.74 1.64
17 277 N

1.79 1.79 1.88
28 43 16 -

2.00 1.74 < 1.60

12 23 5
1.71_1.69 1.29
7 -6 7

Insuf<icient Data

2.17 1.6l  1.69
6 23 16

5 A
2.00 1.67 1,33 *¥
TTTIST T8 T2
.2.00 1.89  1.46 *¥
v 3% 13
. &

2.00 1.86 1.73
10 21 I

.

Insufficlent Data

©

—— Insufficient Data
2.29 1.57 1.25 *
7 14 8
L'

+

Low Medium High p

e

__Insufficient Data

T

1.85 1.83 1.78
13 40 9

£ -
Insufflclan Data =

. Insufficient Data

i
insufficient Data :
1.60 '1.93 2.00
0 15 5




B °

Adjective, Description’Va

P

Concern vs.
Low Concern
Low #edium WHigh

.

p

Stands Out, Very

Noticeahle vs.

Not Noticeabies
Low Medium High p

looks You in the Eye
vs. Avarts Eyes
oLon Medium High p

7.o Confident (2) vs. Lacks™

A. Teachers

N . B. Codors

. “anidenceif N

8. Self=motivated (2) vs.

~ Requires ;External

A. Teachers
]

8. Coders

Motivation (1)

9. Intelligence:

vs. Low (1)

B. Coders

< \’/_C\ Teachers

10. Achiovement: High (3) vs.

Average (?2) vs. Low (1)

A. Teachers

8. Coders

O N .

. FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Insufficient Data

1.80 1.60 1,50
T 6

1.86 1.65 1.36 "¢

14 26 14

2.00 1.62 1.38
7 13 8

1.92 1.55 .00
240 11 9
2.00 1.57 1.29
15 28 17
2.88 1.91 1.08

24 23 12
2.74 2.25 1.60

X%

xX¥

x>

1.29 1.45 1.67

AT 6
1.00 1.56 1.75 **
6 9 8, .

X

¥

1.4 1.56  1.79
17 16 19

Insufficient Data

1.27 160  1.95 **
1 I5 2?

1.43% 1.57 1.96 *¥
14 73 24

b

1.35 1.80 2,80 *

13 25 15

insufficient Data

Insufficient Data

.
[

Insufficlent Data

1.50 1.71 2.00
8 14 8

Insufflclent Data

.

LiE 1.4 2,00 **
9 17 8

1.00 .52 2.00 **
7 23 10

Insufficient Data

Insufflcient Data




A
. ‘
Stands Out, Veory |
Concern vs. Noticeable vs. Looks You in the Eye
‘Low Concern Not Noticeable - vs. Averts Eyes
Adjoctive Dascription Variabie Low Medium High p Low Medium High p° Low Medium High p
1
At I
‘1. Work Habits: Good (2) vs. \JL* |
Poor (1} \ |
|
A 'ETeachers -1.96 1.61 1.39 **- « 1.62 1.5l 1.80 1.55 1743 1.81 T
24 44 18 I3 3% ., 20 P ] 30 16
B. Coders I.9|~ 1.77 1.60 * 1.74 1.78 1.81 1.54 1.84 1.92 *
o 34 7 48 20 19 49 21 ] 13 45 13
12. Peer Relations: Good (2) .
vs. Poor (I)
A. Teachers Insufficlent Data Insuff;clenf Data Insufflcient Data
B. Coders .91 1.74 1.58 1.50 1.88 1.63 Insufficient Data
22 27 12 10 25, 16
The following unipolar adjectlva variables .
were scored for both coders and teachers.
when the adjective was glven, a score of
"I" was assigned. When It was not given,
3 "0" was assigned as the student's score.
N's for £13 through #23 N's = 63 99 45 40 93 57 29 90 35
13., Aggresstve
A. Teachors .03 .06 .04 .C0 .06 14 .03 .03 .06
B. Coders .02 .09 .07 .05 .09 .07 .07 .07 .03
I
3
\
N
\
o~ N
o ( ?_‘.

ERI
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Stands Out, Yery

. Concarn vs. Noticeable vs. Looks.You in the Eye
Low Concern Not Noticaable vs. Averts Eyes
Adjective Description Variable . Low Mgdium High. p Low Medium High p low Medium High p
’ . ! CNse 6 9 45 w- 93 57 22 90 35
, ' Responsibie :
- A. Teachers LW .05 .00 .05 .04 .09 .03 .04 .11 B
B. Coders . .03 .06 .07 05 .06 . .04 .00 .04 .00
15, Active -
I\ Teachors .t L0311 T 22 K 0% 05 .21 ¢ .21 .07 .06 * “
!/ B. Coders TS VR YR 03 2% 32w 38 .30 .29
. * ‘ .
. N 16. Considerate . 9 ) ‘
Ny Toacl.ne_rs‘ ! 14 .09 .04 A0 .06 .07 .10 .08 .06
. B. Codere T L07 .01 .00 20 .05 .00 ¥ .00 .7 .00
7. ]nai!enf!ve . N
' A, Teachers ‘ .02 .07 A3 .05 .08 .02 14 06 .00 ¥
. 8. Coders , Jda 07 N A3 L0 .07 4 17 .06
_ . « .
1%, Low Frusiration Tolerance .
A. Teachers ' 05 .05 .16 .03' Jd0 0 L .03 .07 .1
\ 8. quer'f. .00 .03. .07 .10 .03 .07 .03 .00 .06
. .
|
. ' 73
Q '
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"
Stands Qut, Very
Concern vs. Noticeable vs. Looks You In the Eye
- . Low Concern Not Notlceable vs. Averts Eyes
AdJective Descriptlon Variatlo Low Mgdium High p Lov *Medium High o Low Medium High p
N's = 63 99 a5 40 93 57 29 9
19. Non-sall.nt, Averago - - 0 33
A. Teachers .05 .09 .00 .03 .04 .02 00 .02 .06
B. Coders A7 .16 .16 .23 .16 .04 ¥ Jd4 .17 .09
- 20. Athletic
A. Teachers .05 .05 .00 .00 .06 .07 .00 .0} .09
B. Codare .06 .04 .04 .00 .04 .05 .0 .03 .03
21. Sense of Humor
A. Teachers .02 .03 .02 .00 .01 .07 * .03 .0l .03
» B. Coders ' .02 .04 .00 .03 .04 .05 .03° .01 .00
22. Residusi Negative
v A. Teachers .02 .06 .02 030 .12 .05 .07 .06 .03
. 8. Coders Jd4a 1S .0y .08 .14 .26 * 03 12 40 52
253. Resldual Posirive
A. Teachers .22 A7 .24 .08 .22 .26 * A7 .21 A7
B. Coders .10 .08 .00 .05 N .04 .03 . .06 Al
Sy
' 3
O

"ERIC-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Adjective Description Variable

+ ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

24.

25.

26.

The following adjective variables were
scored as bipolar for coders but as
unipolar for teachers. Scoring is
noted.

Social Lleadership

A

Teachers ("1" if social
leadership mentioned; "0"
otherwise.)

Coders ("2" for social
leader, "I" for social
follower.)

Likability

Al

Teachers (1" if likable
mentioned; "0" otherwise.)

Coders ("2 for likable,
"1™ for obnoxious.)

A’ tractiveness

A.

Teachers ("I" jf attractive
mentioned; "0" otherwise.)

Coders (2" for aliractive
1" for gﬂghfracfive.)

Concern vs.
Llow Concern

low Medium High p

Stands Out, Very
Noticeable vs.
Not Noticeable

low Medium High o

Looks You in the Eye
vs. Averts Eyes
low Medium High p

.19
63

.67

.25
63

.19
63

1.89

.04 .04
99 45
1.50 1.60
12 -
- 30 .27
99 45
1.71 1.83
14 6
.22 .22
99 45
1.69 1.33 *
16 6

.08 .00 21k
40 93 57

Insufficient Nata

.20 .37 .39
40 93 57

1.86 1.69 1.77
7 6 _ 13

.20 .19 .32
40 93 57

Insufficient Data

81

.07
29

.04
90

.40 *x
35

Insufficient Data

.

.29
35

insufficient Data

200 .29

29 90

I

.07 .16

29 90

.86 1.62
7 13

.34
35

1.78




5tands Out, Very

Concern vs. ) Noticeable vs. Looks You in the Eye
R Low Concern , Not Noticeable vs. Averts Eyes
Adjective Descr.ption Variable Low Medium High p tow Medium High »p Ltow Medium High »p
27. Self-rellance |
A. Teachers ("1" if dependence .05 .04 A3 .00 .10 .05 A7 .10 .06
mentioned; "0" otherwise.) 63 99 45 40 93 57 29 90 35
8. Coders ("2" for self-rellant 1.43 1.38  1.60 1.43 1.21 1.29 Insufficient Data
"I" for dependent.) 14 2} 5 "7 14 14
The following variablqs were scored
only for teachers.
]
Bipolar Adjectives:
28. Statements/about the Home: Posltive 1.58 1.26 1.1 ** .31 1.18  1.29 1.00 1.07 1.50 **
(2) vs. Negative (1} 12 27 IR 13 28 17 16 28 6
Unipoiar Adjééflves:
(M mghfioned, 0" otherwise.)

, N's for 129'fhrough 726 N's = 63 99 45 40 93 57 e 29 90 35
29. Creative .07 .04 .03 .05 .16 * 03 .05 A7 %
30. Medical Problems 00 .07 L3 XX .15 .08 .05 .00 .09 .03
31. Excessive Absence .02 .04 .09 .10 .02 .00 ** 47 .04 .00 ¥
32. Sweet ’ .08 .06 .04 .10 .03 .02 03 .07 .03
33. Underachiever .02 .05 1 .03 .06 .04 40 .04 .00
34, Passlvé Reaction to Frustration .00 .03 .04 .03 .08 .00 .03 .06 .00

!

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Adjective Description Variable

35. Proactive Immoral Bshavior

Concern vs.
Low Concern

Low Medium High p

Stands Out, Very
Not.:eable vs.
Not Noticeable

Low ~ Medium High p

Looks You in the Eye
vs. Averts Eyes
Low Medium High »p

36. Broken Home

The following variables were scored

only for coders.

Bipolar Adjectives:

37. Teacher Relatlons:

vs. Poor (1}

Unipolar Adjectives:

63 99 45

.00 .05 .04

.06 .04 .07

insufficient Data

40 93 57
.05 .03 .05
.08 .10 07

Insuf ficient Data

29 90 35
J0 Lol .03 *
A7 a3 .06

Insufficient Data

("1™ it mentioned, "0" otherwise.):

[E

O

38. Female Stereotype .02 .06 .02 .05 .05 02 .00 .04 .06
63 99 a5 40 93 57 29 90 35

39. Bossz ) .08 .00 * .00 .09 A4 0% .03 .08 oA
63 99 a5 40 93° 57 20 90 35

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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“ Stands Out, Very

. Concern vs. Noticeable vs. Looks You in the fye
. ° Low Concarn Not Noticeable vs. Averts Eyes
Adjective Description Variable Low Medium High »p Low Medium High »p lowv Medium High »p
. .
This variable was computed for both ’
teachers and coders.
40. Percent Positive Adjectives
(Positive Adjectives/ Posltive
+ Negolive Adjectives)
A. Teachers 83.10 59.86 39.40 ** 61.}0 54.95 71.42 * 38.17 62.96 76.49 **
63 99 45- 40 a3 57 29" 90 35
B. Coders 66.75 52.27 39.07 ** 46.18 55.723 58.35 * 36.52 53.93 57,70 **
. 63 99 a5 40 93 57 29 90 35

v

A

-

1
Groups N's aic tisted below rach group mean for bipolar adjectives, and at the top ot each column for unipoiar
adjactives, since the N 1s the same for each variable in inis category for a given scale.
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Appendix | !
Frequency Distributions of DescribTiVe Adjectives
Used .by Classroom Observers and by Teachers in
Free-Response Sketches of the Target Children
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s EXPLANAT ION OF TABLE NUMBERS

I. The first number opposite the variable name is the aumber of children

actually scored Ior that variable. o
—_— 4 .
2. The seco . number is the percent of the total number of adjectives given
" which were scored on that variable (to the nearest whole %).
3. The number opposite each adjective under each variable }ame is the frequency
. with which that specific adjective or description was given (or at least an

almost identical one in form and meaning). .

NOTE: The sum of the frequencies for each adjective subsumed under the variable

name does not invariably equal the number of children actually scored for

that variable. This occurred because a specific adjective was counted each
time it was used, but if 2 or more adjectives/descriptions were given for

a given chfld which fell under the same variable name, the child was scored
only once for that variable. Example: if a child was described as “likeabie"
and "has a good personality," he Qbuld only receive one score for the variable
LIKEABLE, yet each adjective would also be listed under variable composition.

Hence frequently the ‘two values will nct be equal.




o/
CLASSROOM OBSEkVERS' ABJECT IVE DESCRIPT IONS

’ VARIABLE COMPOSITION

RAW
VARIABLE NAME ADJECTIVE USED FREQUENCY 3

Socially Interactiye o 75 9

. Vs,
Friendly
Outgoing XXL
Social/sociab

Gregarious’ .
Playful
Outspoken

‘ Enjoys working with others

:5 Socially interactive

! Inferactive (aggressively) ws peers

.) - ’ Moderately interactive w/ peers
Extroverted é{

2
I
I

: Disrdpts through jsocial chal & play
- Engages in much Social play
Too many social inferests to be
academic

Socially interactive & piayful

9 . Socially mature and active
Assertive
Social ly oriented
Attends to peers °

—_————NNMNNsUVD— — ]

@
O

Shy

Shy '
Reserved
Non-interactive
Iniroverted
-4 Passive with peers
Keeps to self )
Timid
Private
Has .ew peer interactions
| " Passive
Withdrawn
Works alone
. Aloof
. Bashful
Socially non-interactive
Not social, but has friend
Remains in background socially
/) Intfrospective
Won't socialize
r Unassertive
Doesn't mix much w/ peers
Stuzk-up
Prefers solitude
Outsider from cliques -
Restrained
Reticent
Reads instead of intcracting

Keeps to self *
Retiring

»~

N
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VARIABLE NAME

Social Leader

Social Fol lower

Likeable

Obnoxious

Aggressive

VSs.

Vvs.

AT

" Much physical play & aggression

N

.
‘&
r

Unsel{~consciouz leader
Student council representative

3

RAW
ADJECTIVE USED FREQUENCY
28
Leader 12
Social-~peer leader "8
Class leader ‘3
Peer leader (nonacademic) 2,
Looked up to 2
|
I

- N

—_————NWwW s ==

Passive

Social follower

Fol lower

Submissive

Unassertive

Easily led

Not initiator but responds
Easily manipulated

W b
~

———Nubs -

Likeable

Nice

Loveabie

Very appealing
Pleasant
Delightful

Good disposition
Congenial

W

)
Annoying
Obnoxious
Phony
Bothersome

Irritating

Grating

Unplecasant
Nuisance to others
Ugly Disposition

e

——— e — N D

N
~J

Aggressive - ]
Bully

Occasionaily mean to peers
Aggressive if provoked

Mean )

= NNNNO

88 -




VARIABLE NAME

Aggressive, con't.

Responsitle

L

Negative Affect

Matura
. VsS.
Immature
g
Positive Affect
Vs.

ADJECT IVE USED

g

Aggressive w/ peers
Aggressively interactive w/ peers
Mean & cruel

Responsible

Reliable

Dependable

Academical ly responsible
Takes responsibil ity

Mature
Matuire in actions

Inmature -
Big baby hig
Naive

Happy P
Cheerful -

fun loving
+Jovial

Good humor

Easy to laugh
Engagingly happy
Vivacious
Glowing

Smi fey

Serious

Unhappy
Jorried-lcoking
f -owner

Doesu't smile
Non-emotive

No affect
Easily upset
Somber
Sad
Grumpy
Sotemn ‘
i Guilt-ridder. .
Prone to gruapiness
89

o
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VARIABLE NAME

Negative Affect, con't.

. Quiet
Vs,
Tal kative
Cooperative
VS,

Uncooperative

: RAW
ADJECTIVE USED

Sober 1
Discouraged I
Never smiles < ]
Not overtly happy ~ ) I
Lack of emotional expression !
Emotionally controlied I

\ .
Quiet : 149
Soft-spoken : 2
Silent I

¥ « 28

Talkative |
Loud .
Boisterous <

Talker

Chatty

Talks a moderate amcunt

Shrill

— — NN OOW

38

Cooperative

Helpful

Comp | fant

Eager to please

kants to help teacher g

Enjoys helping

Responsive, to peer and
wishes

-~ NSV — O

teacher

.
N
N

Defiant
Defies
Uncocperative
Sullen

Sassy

Sullen if provoked

Hostile

Argumentative

Ignores teacher directives
Smart-ass aftitude
Antagonistic

Likes his own way

Smart aleck

[€S
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" VARIABLE NAME

We!l Behaved
VS.

<

Mild Behavior Problem
VS,

. Severe Bzhavior Problem:

Vl

- RAW
ADJECTIVE USED FREQUENCY
21
Well behaved 9
Good behavior 7
No discipline problems 3
Doesn't get into trouble I
Acceptable behavior I
Adequate behavior I
Model behavior I
23
Mischievous 8
Show-of f ¢ 4
Occasionally disruptive 3
Sometimes troublemaker 2
A little disruptive at times 2
Minor discipiine probiem i
Needs to be controlled |
Behavior tc¢ + & - exiremes I
Behavior problen due 1o social
chat l.
Gets into trouble < |
Undisciplined at times I
On the fritge of trouble ., but
doesn't start it 1
42
Troublemaker i3
Disruptive . 9
Requires much management 5
Frequently disruptive 3
Unwitting troublemaker - 2
Undisciplined 2
Bothers others . 2
Cets a lot of behavioral contacts_ |
Always gets into trouble ‘ I
Attracts trouble , 1
Hell on wheels |
‘Behavior problem I
Usually in trouble !
Discipline problem N
Causes trouble . . ™

Freguently disciplined . I
Capable of causing +rou9|e i
Troublcsome - . |

" Active ' 44
Restless 22

1
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VARIABLE NAME

Active, con't,

¢

Attractive
VvsS.

Unattractive

Confident

ADJECTIVE USED

Hyperactive
Energetic
Bouncy
owdy

Out of seat
Wandering
Drifts
Kinetic

.Constantly in motion
Underfoot a lot
Fidgety
Frisky
ExCe 35 energy
Won't seftlc down
Lively
Excitable
Bubbl.ing

Cute
Attractive
Pretty '
Handsome
Good-1looking
Well-dressed
Elegant

Golden-haired honey
)

Urattractive

Siovenly

‘Inkempt

Poorly groomed

Anemic lLooking

Bad personal appearance

. Plain _
- 7 Ragamuffin o
Frowzy logking
Dumpy Qx?‘ )
Ugly X

Corfident "
Sel f-conf ident
Relgxed

Conien

Calm

RAW
< FREQUENCY! ¢
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RAW
, VARIABLE NAME ’ ADJECTIVE USED FREQUENCY Z

Confident, con't,

Feels superior
Over-confident
Sure of self

Self assured .
Social ly confident
Un-sel f-ceonscious
Poised

Composed

N
S

Lacks Confidence ,

) Lacks confidence
' Insecure
Anxious

Unsure

Hesitant

Feels interior
Unsure w/ peers
Unsure of work
Nervous

————=suvuw

Sel f-Motivated i
Vs,

N
BN
N

Interesied - . I
Inquisitive ‘
Enthusiastic
Independent worker
Curious

Go-getter

Enjoys school
Resourceful

| tager

Involved

Works without prodding

————— = NNNWO

O

Requires External- Moiivation
Apathsatic
Bored
Needs prodding to do work
Works when prodded
' Works oniy when prodded
. Can't do work wiThout management
- , Teacher has to stay on her to
‘ ‘get work
Not intecrested in work
Unmotivatable
- "Not stimulated by school work

93
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VARIABLE NAME

Considerate

\ High Intelligence

Low Intelligence

Aigh Achievement |

.

VS.

VS.

. Academically successful -

RAW
ADJECTIVE USED

Requires External Motivation, con't.

Not motivated_ [
Dislikes school |
Disinterested in school i
Lazy , 1
Uninterested in schooi |

a

Polite 4
Considerate - 3
Kind I
Likes to help oo
Motherly 1
Do-gooder |
Generous |
Wel l-mannered I

67
Bright - 35.
Smart . " 20
Intelligent 13
Sharp ' 3

Brilliant : oo

Quick v 2
1
Fast thinking |

34
Slow ) fi
Not too bright/sharp/smart Y
Slow learner 6,
Dumb 6
Dull-witted . 2
Limited ability ¢ 2
Appears slow witted |
Has hard time w/ work |

38
Good siudent 2
Academic leader
A grade ahead in reading

Obsessive achiever

Achicver )
Good schoolviork

Model studend

Meaningful contributor to class

94
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VARIABLE NAME

_ Righ Achievement, con't.

; Average Achievement

Low Achievement

*

9
Good Work Habits

ADJECTIVE USED

»

Versatile achiever
Strong academically
Model schoolwork

Does well e
Best student 'V

Good to average sthdent

Average student .
Capable sfqgenf

Competent

Average worker

Not a high achiever
Average in academic
Average (achievement wise)
Average achiever

Adequate performance

Not highly succcssful

Low to mediocre student
roor+student

Requires special insfrucflon
Low achiever

Academic non- performer

Slow in academic areas

Low achievement -

o

Studious
Conscientious
Good worker
Steady worker
Does work
Hard working
Tries hard
Tries to work
Neat
Industrious

- Works good

Diligent

Busy

Average viorker

Seems o try

Efficient .
Diligent worker

‘Persistent worker

5

RAW
FREQUENGY

\te}

—_—————NRNuwWAaO

o

NNNNNNWWWS o®

z& .




@

VARIABLE NAME

Good Work Habits, con't.

Poor Work Habits

/

ADJECTIVE USED

Good studier

Good work habits
Pretty gooG worker
Works a lot

Worker

Hard worker

Seeks help when needed
Eager to respond
Enthusiastic worker
Tries

Conscientiously does dutfies

Works at school work
Perfectionist
Compulsive

Tries too hard
Applies self

Work is well done
Works constantly ”

Fi8

Non-task oriented
Non-studious

Never wotks

Dodges work

Poor worker

Doesn't participate
Little participation
Slow worker

More ‘interested in peer interaction

than work
Doesn't finish work
Can't stick with work
Won't do much work
Lazy work habits
Doesn't work a whole lot
Won't work
Works only part of the time
Doesn't work much
Social talk to detriment of
schoo lwork
Nonproductive

Uninvolved in class activities

Passive resistance in doing
schoo lwork

Lackadaisical in work

Messy

Not industrious

Wastes time

)

’

36
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oo RAW
t; ~ VARIABLE NAME ADJECTIVE USED FREQUENCY £

W
~J
N

Inattentive

Easily distracted
Distractable
: . Inattentive
> . Flighty *
: Daydreamer
Day dreamy
Dreamer
Dawdler
. Doydreams
In a fog
Confused
Foggy head
Vacant
Had difficultvy cancentrating
Problem distracts from schoolwork
Often distracted by peers
Spends lots of time daydreaming
Spends lots of time in fantasy-play
Short attention span

—e e et e e o = == NN NWW A ON®

)}

Low Frustration Tolerznce !
Sulks . S
Frustrated
Cranky
j © Easily angered
: Bad temper
Easily frustrated
o Feelings hurt by Teacher correction
Whiney
Pouty
: Defensive
On the verge of tears
Finds excuses for behavior ur not -
doing the wotk
Cry baby
. Temperamental
« Has a chip on his shoulder

——— e —— NN N W

un
o
W

Non-salient, Average

Unobtrusive 2
Not noticeable

Average

Relatively unnoticeable
Not salient

Over | ooked |
Inconspicuous *
Unassuming

NNWWWSE O®
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VARIABLE NAME

Non-salient, Average, con't,

Self-reliant
VS.

Teacher Dependent

Female Stereotype

RAW
ADJECTIVE USED ' FREQUENCY

;.
s
- :", ,.W\\

~—

Nothing out of the ordlnary' |
Very nondescript 1
Obscure o
Typical i
Low-profile 1
Dull I
Doesn't stand out |
Easily overlooked |

28
Independent 8
Self-reliant - 9
Makes few demands on teacher |
Doesn't require much teacher help |
Avoids teacher contact |
Indeperident thinker |
50
Approval-seeker 15
Attention seeker i 9
Teacher dependent . = 8
Brown noser 1
Dependent - 4
Needs (physical) affection -3
Demanding 2
Eager to imoress adults 2
Foilows teacher 1
Frequently asks for help N
Pestery |
Teacher.”dependent tattletale 1
Wants to be teacher's pet |
Constantly seeks teacher inter-
action 1
Works, for attention |
Frequently gets reassurance from
teacher 1
13
Prissy 4
Delicate . 2
Prim 2
Fussy (prim & proper) |
Demure . . |
Ladyl ike 1
. Feminine - |
Boy crazy ' |
Flirt - |

.98
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| VARIABLE NAME

_ \ Athletic ‘
\\ \

\Sense of Humor

i
\

Residual Negative

Residual Positive

i ,\.‘\ - [ S A .

ADJECTIVE USED

Athletic
Tomboy

Tomboyish \

Funny
illy
Good~-humor !
Clownisn
Good sense of humor

*

Spoiled

Busybody

Tattle-tale

Clumsy

Catty

Sel f-centered
.Obtrusive
“Ruthlessly selfish
Awkward

Bitchy

Guilty-looking
Particular
Sicky-sweet .
Sissy looking at times
Erratic ° ’
Condescending
Glassy-eyed .
Looks like a "loose woman"
All-American boy fnegative)
Snotty little twirp
Finicky

Full of herself (negative)
Opportunist

Sluggish

Effeminate (male)
Frivolous

Sly

Inconsiderate of others
Unresponsive

Shifty-cyed

Capable
Alert in class
Well adjusted-

33 .
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VARIABLE NAME

Residua! Positive, con't.

~ b

' +
'Good Peer Relations
vs.

Poor Peer Relations

ADJECTIVE USED

Easy going
Gentle

Average intelligence
S-veet

Peer tutor
Adventurous

Wel | ~rounded
Extremely verbal
Iconoclast
Dignified
Genuine

Good kid
Al!-American boy
Cherub-11ike
Alert
Bright-eyed
Upright

-~

Poputiar

Well-1iked
Respected

Gets along w/ peers

Successful, skilled in peer X

interactions
Good peer-interactions
Enjoys friends )
Gets along well
Has good many friends
2-3 close friends
Plays with peers a lot
Very social
Has select group:of friends
Good social skills
Mixes well
Well-liked in his gang
Accepted in peer group
Close friendships w/ peers
Close ties w/ few friends
Interacts well w/ peers
Average in peer interactions
Socially mature

Has few (close) friends
Poor .ocial skills
Unpopular

Not wel l=|iked

1GO
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VARIABLE NAME

Poor Peer Relations, con't.

T

Bossy

Good Teacher Relations

"Poor Teacher Relations

v

vs.

*

o RAW
ADJECTIVE USED FREQUENCY

Low status w/ peers |
Poor peer relaticns I
Sasses peers 1
Didn't speak or play w/ peers Iw\
Stuck-up ‘ |
Immature in social interactions I
Manipulates frisnds I
Awkward socially I
Has difficulty maintaining
« « friendships ’ I
ReSponds inappropriately in peer
- interactions I
Not well  thought of I
Aggravates peers I
Not accepted I
I
I
I

e

Social ly 1mma+ure
Snobby
Inappropriate social behavior

22
Bossy (Bossing) -~ 15
Pushy - 3
Takes role of teacher (to tell
others what to do) 2
Runs everything Y I
Demanding I
Likes to be in charge I
Dominant, strong I
Overbearsng ) I
10

&

Well liked by teacher 4
Téacher's pet 3
Chosen for many class jobs I
I
I
I

" Called on to help teacher

Bragged on by teacher

Teacher favoritism

Uncanny ability to interact posi-
tively w/ teacher !

°

24
Picked on - 5
Doesn't get much teacher a++en+|on 4
Avoids teacher contact 3
Not many tfeacher contacts 3
*Harassed by teacher 2

101 :




RAW
VARIABLE NAME ADJECTIVE USED FREQUENCY

*  Poor Teacher Relations, con't.

©

Gets criticized a lot
Not liked by teacher
Teacher didn't communicate w/ |her
.much_ |
Doesn't interact w/ teacher |
|
|

i
Sometimes falsely accused \ [

Pain of“teacher

Not well received (by teacher)

Has to have last work in exchanges
w/ teacher / |




/’//// | . i - 18
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THUMBHAI L SkFTCHES—-FODERS--UdFOﬁAB ﬁ\ADJFCTIVES‘ o .

'Apparenfly the prlnC|pal formed a contract with him fo eliminate his poor - .

behavior i
Had a broken jaw w/ moufhow}réd skuf for a veek _
Beams when praised

From poor family ) K

High absesiteée rate--bad bike wreck

‘Toughy .

Absent a lot - , : .-
» §EEZEE7§?f¥eran+

Alvays caused trouble when there was a substitute s

Non-gggressive (f=2) _ .

Teasing (§=2)

>

Appears dumb, but isn't really ° .
Tiny (f=3) . .
Mature "in appesrance - ) .

Chuncky (f=2)

Hippie

Squinty-eyed

Poor financially
Very-counfry red-neck
Likes to read aloud
Lowv-key person

Future class queen
Country-bumpkin

Very noticeable because of big size and volume
Di fferent

— Gawky

Q ‘Impish 103




2
- 4 o
- Trigs 7o please, but doesn't . -
Reads a lot ) o
Prim (male) '
Knows how to play the game - .

Likes to giggle .
Animal.lover -
Sensitive (f=4) .
. Enigmatic ;} :
Fufu}e Cheerlé;der type
" Red-neck queen g -

Mature body -

Sensitivity hidden behind outward show of strength

Contemplative . *

Tries to get favors, arrange things her way . ’
All boy . « o

Sickly, misses schooi .

Unaggressive (f=2)
e'Thoughfful (meaning"Ponders" not "cons.iderate") (f=2)

Hefs a 50-50:1/2 time good and works, 1/2 time he's hell (f=2)

Q . J.()4:'
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VARIABLE ' NAME

Social ly iinteractive

Shy

Social Leader

Likeable

TEACHER'S ADJECT)VE DESCRIPTIONS |

vSs.

" ADJECTIVE { SED

VARIABLE COMPOSITION

.
2

~
-

Friendiy
Sociable

Outgoing

Warm .
Outspoken-- -

Easy to talk to
Extrovert X
Gregarious

Likes to interact

Shy

Withdrawn

Reserved

Loner

Timid

No mingling w/ others
Needs time alone

Pucsive, watches, doesn't play

Freezes in public response ™
opportunities
Unfriendly

Leader
Outspoken--a leader

Likeable

Good personality
Pleasant

Nice

Good natured
Good hearted
Loveable

| Jove him

A Bear

“Nice person

I like him

Mr. personaliiy
Good kid

Enjoyable

Want to cuddle him
Adorable

Very precious child
Fun-

people

Chardd) 5 J

P

'FREQUENCY £
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Brings out positive response in
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VARIABLE NAME

Aggressive

Responsible

Mature

vs,

Immature

Positive Affecf‘

Vs,

Negative Affect

ADJECTIVE USED

Y

A

Aggressive
Bully

Starts fighis
kough play
Mean

Sadistic
Pusher, shover
Picks on others

’

Responsible
Dependable
Trustworthy
Reliable

Mature
Very mature

lmmature
Babyish

4

Happy
Cheeirful

Affectionate
Sunny
Vivaclous
Happy~go-lucky
Jovial )
Lighthearted
Big smile

Likes a good time

Unhappy
Moody ..
Too serious -
Stolid
Apathetic
Downcast
Disgruntied

Not at rest inside
* Doesn't smile much

106"
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. RAW
VARIABLE NAME ADJECTIVE USED FREQUENCY
Quiet . ‘ . 69
° Vs,
Quiet 66
Speaks softly 3
- TaIkafIve L5 25
s Talker 6 .
o ) Loud 5
A Boisterous 5
‘. - Loudmouth . |
-
; Cooperative 59
y T i vs. S
Codperative 25
Hetpful to Teacher 25
Too- L Eager to please ‘ ° 10~
UncooéérafIvg . . 16'

} .
¢« Behaviorally uncooperative

L - 3
5 Defiant “3
;‘ . Doesn't follow 'directions '3
i ) ) Insolent I
?iﬁ"‘_ Y Bl . _ Obstinant - | -
Sullen I
> Talks back |
v . : Stubborn - ! I
Lo ' . Negative approach to so many
pEe L . things. |
P, Not anxious to please anyone but
- SN : himsel f |
: : - Aggression if asked to do some-
T T e e e +h|ng he doesn't want to v
T Well Behaved . . . 14
sasl vs. - ) -
. - ' Wel |l "behaved 4
i - ' Sits & does what he is supposed fo 2
i ’ * Obedient. |
o Good behavior, I
L ! T .., MNo- -discipline problems: |
e . *LiEven tempered - |
G , : Mild tempered . 0 I
: T Self disciplined e
= C Stays out of trouble , I
T T = Respects .adul# authority I
. . Pliable N !
L. - : - X
© % 4 Mild Behavior Problem 20
: ' vs. ~
o * Mischievous 4
‘L‘W 1—‘- P“"‘#‘ ~&o‘f‘ [ A v
= 107 -
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RAW
VARIABLE NAME ADJECTIVE USED N FREQUENCY Z

Mild Behavior Problem, con't,

Rowdy 2
Apologizes, then does it again I
Teases girls |
Show-of f 1
Requires management 1
¢ Can't keep hands to self 1
. Gets Into trouble - 1
"' Naeds to séttle down [
- Misbehaves & wanders around I
Poor behavior |
Gets into devilment 1
Some trouble with impulse contro! |

Behavior probtems which are im-
L o ‘ proving |
' Needs a firm hand 1 : -
Improved ring-taijed tooter K :

Cuts up - . - |

.Severe Behavior Problem . 15
Trouble-maker , ‘e .
Disruptive behavior )

- N . Disturbs class

L : , Belligerent R ,

y 2 Real discipl.ine problem -

- - . Behavior Problem - -

T ( - o > £

s

Active "
Usually out of place
) : ) Feisty

’ Fidgety ‘

!"“**“““*-*~*-w : o Energetic

’;; ’ Hyperactive . ) > 12

- T Rambunctiotis - —
Restless o
Frisky '

Mind in an exclted state

“Live wire

- x Full of adrenalin -

L . Can't sit still .

”~

b
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‘ Attractive ’

}-. _ Cute . ¢
¥ Pretty )

¢ Strange looking, but attractive 3

L t ' ¢ v
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VARIABLE NAME

Attractive, con't.

Confident

VS. M

o

Lacks Confidence -

I3

« N

1

Self Motivated

Vs,

-~

ADJECTIVE USED

Beautiful
Good looking
Well groomed -
Picture of health
Handsome

Confident

Feels good about himself
Poised

Smiles confidently

Too confident

Likes to get up in front of a -

~ group
Not" anxious about anything

PEEN

Lacks confidence

Incecure «

Mervous in new situations
Anxious ¥

Unsure of self

Nervous

Sel f-conscious

i3

Nervous when Teacher is angry

Insecure re work
Poor sélf-concept
Low sell f-esteem
Uncerfaln

‘Urisure of abilities

Only speaks when certain correcf
Will be absent to avoid making

’

class presentation
Gets tension stomach aches
" Inferiority complex
Mousey
Apologlzee for ‘her presence

=
§

-~

Interested in school
Curious ;
Anxious to achieve
Wants 1o do wel |
Enthusiasm
Easily motivated

. Wants to achieve

109

R
Displays enthusiasm re schoolwork
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VARIABLE NAME

.
n

9

Considcrate

Y]

g\ ‘ Self Motivated, con't.

PN

ADJECTIVE USED

]

Competitive

Doas more than required
Works for the fun of it
Ambitious

Eager R
Enjoys school

Inquisitive

Exuberant re work

Thinks he ought to be tops
Resourceful

.~ Takes pride in work

Drives self

Loves school

Wants to be chal lenged
Learns for the joy of it-
Self motivating

. Takes jinitiative

Requires External Motivation

Needs (constant) prodding

Lazy °

Bored, no motivation

Needs encouragement

Needs motivation

Responds: to praise to do better .
Not easily motivated

- ~Won't work unless inferesfed

Complaeent

Works only when placed by teacher .

Parent & ‘teacher cooperate to get
work in

Not—interested -in- school .

Apafheflc re work

Works -under r threat

Hard to channel

Lackadaisical-

Gives up easily . '

Doesn't want to do school work.

é

-
. -~ .

Kind
Polite
Courteous
Sensitive of o+hers' feellngs
Thought ful !

Motherly (takes care of things)
Good manners  ~ -
Considerate ‘

110 .
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VARIABLE NAME

Considerafe,‘con'f.

<

High Intelligence

Low lﬁfelligence

> High: Achievement

o <

VS,

Vs,

. Learning dlsaRl|i+Y
-Not real smart®

‘Great scholastic improvements

.Angcssuvely academlc

RAW

ADJECTIVE USED FREQUENCY
Helps peers 2
Loving 1
Generous l
Patient 1
Comp | iments teacher and oqhers |
. 68
Intelligent 41
Smart ’ . 10
Bright ) {0.
Brightest 2

High 1Q

Sharp thinker

Good reasoning powar :
Doesn't have to put out +o Iearn
Quick learner

Cleve.

— — — a— s a——

-_—
N

——————=—=NNNNO

Slow learner
Has peaked
Slow

Dumb

Has dlfflCU|+y learning
Slow in work

MBI .

Not very capable \
Low 1Q

Not as intelligent as others

Fl

wn

Good student

High achiever

Reads at above grade level
Academic’ |eader .

Very good student N
Does good work
Very good in math
Best student

N

—_—_—— e —— WL

Excellent stugent
Excel lent in Science
Especial ly good reader
Ideal student
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VARIABLE NAME

High Achievement, con't..

Average Achievement
: - VS.

Low Achievement .

<

Good Work Habits

f

i, Not a good student.. - -

;
!
%
vs. |

|
\

t, . ¢ ]
rhox
< A

’\

ADJECTIVE USED

Perfect student

Good in class
Jouble promoted
Excells academically

Average student
Average work
Average achiever
Average worker
Average grades
Fairly good student
Achieves )
Capable e -

Below grade !evel
Retained this year
Behind in reading
‘Behind academically
Low achiever

Low in reading

Slow in Math

Low student
Siow_achiever LN
Slow reader

Low academically

Not & high achliever
Psor in school

Hard worker - fs
Tries hard

Good worker

Does work

Studious
Conscientious,
Active participant
Persistent
Perfectionist
‘Neat/careful worker
Well organized
Tries

Will ask for help if

Won't give up easily

Co 7\ 112
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VARIABLE NAME

Good Work Habits, con't.

Poor Work Habits

inattentive

~

Low Frustration Tolerance

Detached.

ADJECTIVE USED

One of my best workers

Gets work done despite . . .
Industrious

Works with great care

Quick worker

Messy/sloppy work

Socializes instead of working

Slow in work

Disorganized .

Doesn't finish work

Wastes time '

Poor work habits ,

Poor worker

Careless re work

Stow to furn in work

Procrasf%ﬁgfof A

Wants you to think he's busier
than he really is

Loses things

Lacks sel f- dlSCllene

Haphazard in work

Doesn't participate actively

Does work as homework instead of

school work

Focuses on only part of- assugnmen.

Just gets by on work
Doesn't always perform
Careless

No effort

;
i

Short attention span

In own world, resenfs |n+ru5|on

Daydreams

Easily d|s+.ac+ed
Lack of concentration
Disoriented

Out to lunch

Doesn't listen well -
Easily confused

Not attentive

-

Whiney \\\\_,

Explosive (temper wise)
Can't accept own misiakes
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- VARIABLE NAME

ADJECTIVE USED

Low Frustration Tolerance, con't.

7o Creative

"

-t

3

Teacher Dependent

-

Cries easily from frustration
Poor frustration tolerance
Pouts o
Resents correction
Overreacts

Hurt feelings
Temper tantrums
Easily hurt feelings
Sensitive to criticism

Easily discouraged )
Gets red & puffed up when angry

Creative

Artistic

Imaginative

Talented .

Mechanical ly inclinci

Loves to work w/ hands & makes
things

Non-sal ient

General |y average

Nothing to set him apart, not
noticeable

Unobstrusive

. Blah~-not outstanding

Dubious
Ordinary
Typical

No+ unusual

Attention seeker - ‘
Wants attention h
Overly eager to please teacher
Seeks teacher approval

Very dependent

FREQUENCY %

v

RAW
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N &

Wants teacher help when could help

sel f
Pesty to*teacher
Too much with teacher
Thrives on attention
Likes physical affection
Needs constant attention
Needs attention, praise
Pecr dependent
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VARIABLE NAME ADJECTIVE USED FREQUENCY b

; w
|
Athletic . 15 ° |
Sports~nut

~ T Rough play, boyish, mascul ine
I . Typical male-big husky athletic
|

| Athletic 8
| Tomboy ’ 4 o
[ 2
| |
|

Sense of Hunor . 13 |

Good sense of humor 10
Funny 2
. Clever and humourous at times I
i "We tease each other constantly
and play fun-type tricks" I -

Residual Negative \ . 26 2

Nosy
Dinga!ing
Scatterbrain
Spoiled
Unswayed by teacher anger
Mostly messed up, headed for a
painful adolescence
Tactless
Conceited
Sarcastic
t Feminine male
Medd |l esome .
Threatened principal
~ * Doesn't show respect
Has deteriorated
Complainer
Lacks sense of humor

N
[0}
~

{

Positive Statements about the Home
VS.
~ Good home
Nice family

- - ~ _ Cooperative parents

) Parents active in PTA
Good home environment
Mother’ is a teacner
Intelligent parents -
Very bright molher
Parents provide much stimulation
Lovely parents
Family oriented home
Stable family

’ . Father is a principal
) Strict but loving parents

—_——_———_—— =N NuWAsEV W,
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VARIABLE NAME - ADJECTIVE USED ' FREQUENCY

9 o]
(o4

Negative S+a+emen+§ about the Home

Divorce
"Home probrems"
Step-father
Separated parents
Over critical parents
Sibling rivalry
Poor (financially)
Strict parents
No English spoken in the home
Father died
11l parent
No father
Absent father
. Uncooperative parents
Overindulged
. Mother doesn't like him
- Ranily full of slow kids
« ~ ..\E&ther ran off - s
Brother big-mouthed, bossy, -effemi-
. nate
. Apathetic family
) Ignorent parents
Chauvinistic father
Alcohol ic father
Working parents
Farents take in foster children
Mother is an Ex-con
Father is a murderer

— e NNNNNNNWW S G VOO — o

—— - — — — — — —

W
o

Medical Problems

Speech Problem
Psychiatric case
On medication
Hearing problems
Damaged teeth-gums
- Rashes . '
Crosseyed !
. Wears strong glasses
Has a glass eye
Surgery last year
Diabetic
- Has fingers missing
Asthma

z

——— - —— — NN NUWWs®

©

txcessive Absence

* Teacher-Teacher Dlscrepancy
(One school only) 5

116




VARIABLE NAME

Residual Positive

‘5

-
-

ADJECTIVE USED

Improved recently
Well rounded, good kid
The kind you pray for
Knows the difference between
right and wrong

Capable
Average ability
Normal intelligence
Attentive
Very honest
Perceptive
Neat
Aggressiveness has changed to

.o verbal solutions
All boy

.:.  Honest to a fault

| expect her to do great things
Has common sense
Has a good heart

. Wise’
Fluent in Spanish and English
Verbally skilled
Has become more salient
Good handwriting
Modest.
Has woh school honors
Well informed -
Takes things in stride
Likes to read
Helps peers
Sense of fairness
Integrity
Has ability
Knows how
Alert .
Pleased about "girlness," but

not extreme

3

Vs,
. Gets along well with peers
— —“WellIiked =~
Popular
Good peer relations
Lots of friends
Intense friendships

Vlorks wel | wijh other children ]
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VARIABLE NAME : ADJECTIVE USED

Father ran off

. 118

FREQUENCY 2 >
Poor Peer Relations 18
Has poor peer relations 5
Isolated from peers |
Has only one friend |
Doesn't play with peers |
Disliked by peers & teacher |
A loner, but not by preference - |
Has prcblems getting along !
Has difficulty wi h peers !
) Doesn't fit in |
Kids pick on her a lot |
Sweet 21
: Underachiever . 16
Underachiever - 8
Tends to be more capable tha
work indicates 3
. . Has ability but is behind 2
ks Academic could be better with .
more effort |
- High 1Q, but low performance 1
In high group but lazy--poor work |
Passive Reaction to Frustration 13
‘ ¢ Whiney 5
N Cries egsily from frustration 5
N Pouts 2
- B Hurt feeflings 2
Proactive Immoral Behavior 13
Liar 3
Cheater 2
Steals 2
} Dishonest 2
Curses 2
, * Tells *all tales I
: Has habits & words beyond his age |
A Devious R |
‘ Not original in his work I
Fails to accept blame when known
guilty 1
Broken Home 31
Divorce * 16
% . Has Step-father 8
. Separated 6
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— THUMANA| L_SKETCHES-~TEACHERS--UNCODABLE ADJECTIVES
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Y
Puzzling, often sensitive to others ngads, somatimes not . "

Youngest member of Audubon Society--knows all about birds

Wants to be a Teacher

Black, but not bused--family in neighborhood. Dances well=--rhy+hm!
Marshmellow--big & fat--but beautiful skin & eyes

Mother ill, but no effects noted

|
|
. Squeaky voice
- &
We're not reaching her ‘
" Cousin to __ --close ' ’
Tall

Two sisters, no brother, bright mother

Wrong reading group by mistake, cried and was chanqged

IR

Works c!osely'wi+h step~father ¥
Big family
Only child (f=3) .

Good in math, slow in reading
" Foreign parents

Little old man

Youngest of four

Black, buse&~(f=2f

Liberal parents e q . 0

lebanese, younge;T child

Bigdest pack-rat around

Athletié, but accident prone

Second higgest pack-rat

Cowboy (f=2)

Uses restroom every 30 minutes

. .

° 119,

Wants to grow up fast
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'—“““"“Teacher~ananofhen“concerneQ”“, - ‘ 4

Teacher concerned _—

e / \

Spanish nature--(quiet) ) . 7
German backg}ound

Going through the chanae

Interested in Mother -

.

Siblings were behavior probiems

Redneck ‘ )

Redneck fanily living next to hippie family, but get aiong
Snubs old friends . ' ‘- _ T e
Untidy desk " e -

Older ;han peers
~ree spirit
Lives with grandparents
Only girl & baby of family

2 ) -
lusic fan and kids make fun of this
Enjoys new step-dad
Sleeps in ciothes occasiona}ly, family getting help .
Evil Knievel or Bat man

< ~

Has gone through many changes

"a case"; liother considers her child "perfect"

Sister of

Like i good reader, but low on other things--in a drcamworld about schgg]

viork

"1 Year older than others, parent's didn't get birth certificate so she could go
~ : - )

Brother dependent

~\\ngsgrned with keeping up w/ poss éssions

\\
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. " S ' 3
.. '® Retain in Ist grade . o ’ i
o e . : . . “
Referred for testing o
<

Swect like a deer (named Bambi)
Enthusiastic when something new she understands
- Wide-eyed

Fools you—--learns when you don't expect it

. Ponégjous of her appearance
Is two different children depending whether on or off medication

P Has older sister who does things with him .

i;u Family from Sweden

— A 16t goi;g on inside 4 .
Parents are Penfac?sfal ministers Jand family tours and sings

’ Chess champion o . S .
Igfénse '

a4 s

« ‘Harder fo read than younger brother
Intense, enjoys music
S}ole money, but taken kare of
's brother (f=3)

‘On the patro; Mother remarried but kids have same last name -

Anglicized Mexican American
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