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The Disturbing Child: A Validation Report | N

- Traditional noscnln.nﬁ practices for mildly hnndicappod youngsters
rely honv11y on checklists and rating scales of nbnorlnl behavioral |
characteristics. The mildly hnndicappod vnhmngster is often roforrod
or identified as a result of a trained professional completing oueh an
instrument; it is reasoned that too auch or too little of certain char-
acteristics is suggestive of one or another handicapping condition.

' Bvidence exists to ouggeot that teachers are differentially .

reictive to stimulus qualities (i.e., characteristics) of youngsters.

In fact, such factors io npponrdnéo (Algdisino; 19765} Berscheid &

"Walster, 19743 Ross & Snlvin. 1975; Salvia. Algozzine, & Sheare, 1977'

Salvia, Shoare. & Algozzine, 1975) race (Coates, 1972, Dnttl. Schaofor,

& Dnvio. 1968 Rgbovitz & Maehr, 1973), child's sex (Cartor. 1952; Jack-

- gon & Lahndorné. 1967; Lippett & Gold, 1959; Meyer & Thompson, 1936; |
Palardy, 1969), and achievement level of older siblings (Seaver, 1973)h
| have been shown to differentially effect the attitudes and 1ntornctions—

. of teachers and their studenﬁo.

Within this context, it has been suggested that a contributing
factor to "emotional disturbance" may be the reactions of others to |
the behavior exhibited by the child. Rhodes (1967, 1929). in his pre-
sentation of ecological thiofy. indicated that boh;viors exhibited by
children may be difforontinlly'bothoroome to individuals working with
those children. The fhodfy ousgonto.thnt "d4sturbance" may be "in the
eye of the beholder" and may be 3onof¢tod vithin an ecosystem when an
1nd1§1dun1'o behavior is vidwod as disturbing orvboth;roomo by othoro_'

in the system. Deviance, then, may be as much a functipn of reactions

s PEB 1 3 iy
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jL.hghgvio as it 1. the bohnvior 1n and of 1tlolf.
| To begin to ascertain tho oxtont to uhich thoro is ¢ gn!t
validity within the ocologicnl porlpoctivo of dovilnco. 1t 1. nccollnry

to have an 1nd1cntor of the relative "dioturbiugnoll" of behaviors
_chnrnctoriltic of nildly handicapped youngsters. If,prodictnblo dif-

ferential reactions to those behaviors can be dsmanatrated, thiﬁ some
. support for the ecological theory will have been evidenced. The intent

of this foponrch-roport is to present the results of several studies

relevant to this line of investigation.

. < ) //' / .
The Disturbing Behavior Checklist : - : . ';A/ )

To facilitate the ﬁroconn'o: determining the relative "dinturbinjnioi"
of bohavigrl'chnrnctériltic of nildly ﬁnndicnppod &oungntorl._it.hoq-ad 'Q/
pppropfinto'to develop ﬁoro than one scale. 8uch a procedure would cngbio
bofh boéﬁoon and vithin‘group differences to So analysed; that 1..'d§f;
ferences among behaviors thought to be characteristic of lonruin; dis- '
abled or emotionally disturbed children could be analysed, as could dif-
ferences between those bohavi#rl ch@rnctorintie of both groyps. |

Tﬁo Disturbing Behavior Checklist I (DBC I was dcvdiopod to be an
indicator of the rolntivo.dilturbinsnonn of certain behaviors chn;nc-
teristic 6! emotional dilturbnnco'(lp). The firlt.ltcp in deriving
the scale vas td choose appropriate bihnvior items. This was done
using the Behavior Problem Checklist (BPC), which is a scale that is -

often used as a lcfooning device for emotionally disturbed childron.1

It contains 35 behaviors thought to be representative of disturbed

children. In the normative study for the DBC I, the same 33 items were




included, but individuals wofg‘uokod to respond to tho-rointivo "dig-
turbinsnool" of behaviors portrayed in tho.oiitlml. It vas niluncd‘
that this soﬁornl procedure would'provido 1nforna£ion vegarding the
"disturbingness" of each 1t§n il well 6; substantive data from which
. to derive dimensions of disturbingness. Appendix A presents the DBC I
. ‘uo@d'in the normative itudy. | ) ' .'
The Disturbing Behavior Checklist II (DBC II) was developed to be
.an indicator of the relative dilturﬁiﬁgnoco of éeftdin behaviors char-

" acteristic of l;nrning aioab}lities (LD). The first step in deriving
the scale was to choose appropriate behavioral items. Logtpins dis-

‘abilitios tixtbookn.gincrnlly contain sections wvhich present "charac-

" teristics" of the gqnditibn; the primary source of the 51 items in the
DBC II vas information ffon such sections in several recent tcxtnj ;
'(Bryan & Bryan, 1975; Hallahan & Cruigknhnnk. 1973; Lermar, 1976;
Awhllnnce & McLoughlin, 1975). Porty-five cases studies of LD childfen
_were examined and found to include 90 percent of the items which -were
1néluded in the DBC II. Three indicator Qari‘bloo.(gcnornl perceptual
problems, unmanageable behavior, social immaturity) were included to |
facilitate interpretation of ngpucqgont factors, .In the nornntive‘
study, individunls were asked to respond fo the relative "disturbing-
noin” of the Si items. ‘It was assumed that this general procedure
would provide 1nformntion regarding the "disturbingness" of each item
‘n. vell as substantive data from which to derive dimensions of dis-

turbing behaviors. Appendix B presents the DBC II used in the normative

study.




Normative Study

DRC T
Subjoct; and Prééoduro. Approximately 230 1nd1v1d§a1| uuro-nlkod.
" to complete the DBC I. The subjects 1ngiudod approxinately 100 uhi-
vttlity otudont;; 90 public lchooi_gdaner. and 60 ahppgvilorl and
school psychologists. Each roopondont'unl nlkoéyto 1n&1cnt§. on a scale
from 1 to 5, "how diltﬁ¥b1ng" each item w;l "in working with children":
1 = not very disturbing, 5 = very dilturﬁing.' Tﬁo data obti;uod by
this procedure &ofo'qubjocﬁod to a principal coubonont; factor analysis.
. A1l factors with at 1,;05 one loading of ;60 or graafir"\sfp-rogatod -
t; a 51r§§t obiinin ldlﬁtion and the ronﬁitiug dimensions were analyszed
and interpreted.

Rnlﬁltl. The results of tho'fnctor analytic pr&codurc used to
dorivnjdilturbingnool dimensions are prolintod 1& Table 1; only iondiugl
greater than .40 are included. Each dimension contains behaviors that
" are "disturbing" rolntifo to cortniﬁ-conltructl vhich are bothorqud in
wdrking‘dith children: Factor I contnini socially 1;nnturoiboh.yioro..
Factor II contains iocinlly dofinnt bohnviorl.'rnctbr'Ili‘contninl
phipicnlly disturbing bghnviorl.'nnd Factor IV contains locinlizoa |
delinquent bohnviory. Three of the four factors were moderately cor~

related with each other (I, II, IV) and one was relatively independent

of ihc other three (III).

Means and standard deviations for the items are presented in

Table 2. Factor indicators are included as well as mean 'disturb-

ingness" values fo;fzﬂ; items within each factor. An analysis of

8




the "average dioturbingnoig" of each factor suggested that the cbcinlly
" defiant behaviors (Factor II) were more bothersome than those of. the

other factors.

- e & o ¢ e o & O > o o ® o o o

Item analysis statistics are contained in Table 3. These results
indicate that the scale gnd factorially derived subscales are rolnqivdly-
reliable. This condition, of course, is necessary but not sufficient .

for the instrument to be measuring the disturbingness of behavior.

DaC 11 |

Subjects and Procedure. Approx;matoly 150 advanced undergr hun;c h
students were asked to complete the DBC II. Each had taken courses in
sbeci@l education, none had student taught, and most ﬁoro female (90%).
~ Respondents were asked to indicate, on a scale from 1 to S, "how dis-
turbing”" each item was "'in working with qhildrcn"z again, 1 = not very
digturbing. 5 = very dioturbing.~ The obta.: ! aatg~wnrd analyzed and
1nterpre£od in a manner.oimilar to those from the nﬁc I.

Bnoulti; The results of the factor analytic procedure used to de-
rive ‘disturbingness dimensions are preaénted in Table 4; again, only
loﬁdingo greater than .40 nr; included. Each dimenoipn cbntjins bchnviorq'
that are "disturbing".rolntivc to certain cpn-trﬁcts which are bother-
some in work;ng with children: Factor 1 contains behaviors represen-
'tntivo'bf general perceptual problems, Factor II contains bothersome

unmanageable behaviors, and Factor III contains immature behaviors.

Tha three factors were moderately correlated with each other.

J
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“of each factor suggested that the unmanageable behaviors (Factor II)

- - %

_ Means and ltnﬂdnrd'dtvintioniufbr each item Qrchprclcﬁéod'igﬂ ’
Table S. Factor indicators are also 1n91ud3&'uith the mean "disturbing- ~

ness" values for each item. An analysis of the "average dil:urbinghbln"

vere more boﬁhcrnoﬁn than iholc 6! the other factors. . R '

Itqn‘CRCIYlil statistics are contained in Table 6. The results indi- T
cate that the scale and factorially derived subscales are rolntivcly re-.

liable. Again, this condition is nocclliry but not sufficient for the

_4instrument to be measuring the disturbingness of the behaviors.

Subsequent Research
In an attempt to determine the sensitivity and utility of the

Dilturbing Rehavior Checklist, a series of investigations was conducted.
Each was designed to address a particular question relative to xqrioun '
types of lqucctl. Selected information about each study is presented
in Table 7. 9n annlyiil of the results from this research suggests

that a child's behavior may indeed be an important stimulus quality
1n,dotcrmiﬁins others' atgiiudcl and performances. Sinilnrly{ it

seems that bchnviofl characteristic of ED and 1D childrcn.ﬂly gen-
erate both within and bctvocn‘zroup_diffcrcntinl rcnétionl. These

outcomes are predictable based upon ecological theory, and to some

1)
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extent nupport the vnlidity of the notion of "disturbingness" of
, behavior. ' ) ' .

.
- e e e e o e e e @ O O O © o & o o

‘Discussion
In discussing thi establishment of construct validation, Crombach
(1971) suggested that,ﬁhrce types of investigations be 1nc1§d¢d within
a validaﬁion'study. Logical analyses nro‘uaed_to examine the conliit;ncy
between the construct and the measurement format; cotrqlntio?\al-and ' o
'oxpérimnn£§1 inilylei extend the explanation'iﬁd understanding of_the .
construct. Types of'ﬁbrtelatioﬁnl annlylel‘includc (l) dctcrnining
whether clusters of 1tems can be identified within the totnlity of items _.5‘
' roprencntative of the construct in general (i.e., factor annlylcs). i
~ (b) determining whether two groups of individuals likely to diffe: on"
the construct in duedtion'in fact do differ on the construct measure-

——

ment iﬁotrument.Jana/br (q) determining whether items representative ¢
of the const?uct ire-re}ated. yet can he sten as different aspects of

' the total construct. Experimental analyses serve to 1dcht1f§ influ- .
ences to which the construct may be sensitive; that is, whether ratings
representative 6f the construct can be chahged_syatcnntically. and/or
whether they are difféfcntiallf influential in decision‘making.

. The disturbing child (or disturbing behavior) has received \\\

construct validation support within the framework suggested by

_Cronbach (1971). The measurement formats of the Disturbing Behavior

Checklists provide a means for determining the extent to which various

behaviors are rated as differentially disturbing: investigations have

11




_Qhown}both consistent betvneh and within scale variability. Correlational

a

o.- . ' : 16

. ' . )
analyses have suggested that meaningful clusters can be represented within

total "disturbingness" scales and that items within the scales ata related

_but representativas of different iiéoctc of the gonotrucf (i.e., factors

~ within DBC I and DBC II cqrrolnéod moderately). Similarly, groups
. ] ) T :

likoly to d:ff;r in rnfihg. of the dioturbingnoo‘ of behavior (e.g.,

spocill and rogulnr teachers) hnvo been shown to do 80. !1nd11y. experi-

. nentnl annlyooo have ohown thnt ratings of dioturbingnooo of behaviors*

may be altered by intensive prncticun experiences and that thooq,rntin'o

play an important psrt in decision making (1.e., acceptance of a child

‘as a function of tolerance for behavior).

Conclusions and Igglicqtioni

Ecolvogical theorists have suggested tbh . "aiotugbanco" may result

from an interaction between a child's behavior and reactions to that

behavior within an ecosystem (ﬁhodoq. 1967; Swap, 1974). Within such a

model, behavior is vieved as "dioturbing" rather than "digturbed";
‘thus equal cnphnois is givnn to the child and to individuals with whon
tho child 1ntornctc. The 1nplicntiono for intervention from an eco- -
logicnl peropectivq‘puggest the necessity of nlt%fing the child's be-
havior as well as nltor*ng 1nd1v1du¢1o ronctiono to that behavior
(Algozzine, 1977). Within this,contht._mqtching ‘of teachers and chil-
dren becomes of 1ntores£: if children who cxhibit cortnin bothersome
bohnvioro are matched with teachers who are tolerant of those bohnvioro.
"disturbance”" in an ocologicnl sense may be nvoidod.

The finding that behaviors of childron are differentially diiturhing

to teachers also has important assessment implications. If teachers are
‘ X

-ty
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reactive tq.childron as & result of their coldrnnco for their behaviors,
1'.'_§_ i aéﬁréo of bias in referral lna asisessment may be evident. Séuo
| 'children may have chi“ahllclsncut cards ltnckod,lgniﬁnt then" as a
1{ 7 result of the iffoct éhoir Bohnviar hﬁnnon 1uportnnt others in the
_ocolyitcm. SOma ovidoncc oxintl to suggest that such bina may occur
relative to plnccmcnt of hpyo and girls in special clnolol, a common
ﬁén 3 . finding in provnlenc. .tudiop is thnt boys outnumbor girll in lpocinl
1 "classrooms. Schlosser and Aigozzino (1979) have qhown that boyo char-
Vactoriitic behaviors are more disturbing Chan those of 31:1.;I1§ may
. be that inicial reforttll nnd oub.oquqnt placements are as much a
wfnnctinn of thin ecologicnl difference as Any other etiological fnctbr.
The Dioturbing Bohnvior Chlcklioto apponr to have positive ply- .
chometric qunlitiol (i.c.. relinbility and vnlidity) The con.trnct of
a dioturbing child (and/ot dilturbing bohnvior) has rccoivod somé vali-
dntion as a result of the ogndion which have been conducted. The
;}”*"wmww ', nature and.direc¥1on of future roooaréh is left to the creative and
| .A‘”T”ino:gotié‘mindl of researchers who will not accept (ind find it diotutbing) ,
;hat children hny ?e seen as diiabled. disturhéd; or otherwise different
;tmply because others see them thnt’wny. ' ' - !
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Footnotes.

[

. Iob Algossine is affiliated with the University of Minnesota Inotituto
for Research on Learning Disabilities.

‘ lrho Bohlvior Problem Checklist (BPC) was dov.lopod by B. Quay

and D, Peterson. It is available in mimeographed form from Dr.
Quay. The factor structure of the BPC is very oin&lar to that of
the Diocarbing Behavior Chockliot ) 8

&
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Tadle )
Rotated Yactor Loading Pattsrn for Disturbing Behavior Checklist I .

' ' . Tactor
Jsem and Doscription 1 11 II1 1V
Yeeling of inferiority ' . 76% #%
Anxistyi chrounic general fearfulness ' : 76
Lack of self-confidonce ' 70
_ Preoccupation; "in a vorld of his own" : 70
Depression, chronic sadnass " 70
Sell-consciousnsss easily cmbarrassed L {3
Pixod exprossion; lack of emotional reactivity - (1]
Bocial withdrawal; profsrcnce for solitary activiml R ' T . _
Shyness, bashfulness . 6 . o
Tension; inability to relax - 61 T
Clumsiness, avkwardness; poor muscular eoordinntiou 8¢ - v
‘uyporoonlicivity, feslings eanily hutt ‘ 6 '
Doesn't know how to have fun ' 5. o
Basily flustersd and confused ' sS4 ‘
Aloofness, social reservs 30 _ . :
Iarvou.ncoo. jitteriness, jumpiness; easily ltlttlld A8 . £
Repatitive speech 47
Often has physical complaints, c.g.. headaches, otomnch- '
. aches : . . &6
Drowsiness - . . AS p }
Incohergnt speach (1] -
Passivity, suggestibility; casily led by others ) 43 . Lt o
S8luggiahneas, lothargy 42 - C
Disoboedience; ditficulty in. diociplinary control . n ‘ '
Importinence; sauciness 63 .
, ~ Nogativien; tcndoncy to do the opposite of what is : ’ a
. . Tequasted L 82 ' N
, Destructiveness in regard to his ows and/or others' T : r
. property . .62
Lllinlll in lchool & in performancs of othcr tesks ,60 .
Fighting 39
Uncooperstivancss in group lituations W _ 59
‘Tempar tantrums . ' - -
 lrresponeibility, undepindability ‘ [13 _
Disruptivenuss; tendency to annoy and bothar .others (1)
Attention-sseking, “show-off" ‘ "84
Boisturoasness, rowdiness ' T 49
Inattantivoners to what others say 48
Irricability, liot tempered; casily avouscd to onaer 'Y
Diatractibility 40
Rostlessness, .inability to sit still . . 48
Hypersensitivity; always on thc 20 .. . Y} _
Has bad companions . , ' 55 g
Bnuresia, bedewotting ) ' -84
Masturbatlon o . 80 \ !
Profane languaffe, swearing, cursing « - 49 '
Loyal to delinquent friends . AS
Tivancy ftom achodl ' ‘ " 41

Stays out late at night . : 4}

®dccimal points omitted -
**only loadings of 40 or Lreatcr are 1nc1udod
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Table 2
Means, Standard Devistions, and Factor Indicators:
for Disturbing Behavior Checklist I Items - .
Item and Description X s °F
Oddness, bizarre behavior o 3.0 1.0 ~-.
Restlessness, inability to sit still 2.6 1.0 111
Attention-geeking, "‘show-off" 2.8 1.1 11
Stays out late at night 1.9 1.1 1v .
‘ Doesn't’ know how to have fun 2.6 1.2 1
Self-consciousness; easily embarrassed 2.2 1.0 1 '
Fixes expression; lack of emotional reactivity 3.1 1.2 ) S '
Disruptiveness; tondency to annoy and bothcr others 3.6 1.0 11
Feelings of inferiority . 2.9 1.2 1
Steals in company with others . 3.7 1.1 - _
Boisterousness, rowdiness _ 3.0 1.2 11
Crying over minor annoysnces and hurts 2.8 4..0 -
. Preoccupation; "in a world of his own '" 3.0°1.2 I
Shyness; bashfulness 2.0 .1.0 1
Social withdraval; preference for oolitlry activitieo 2.5 1.1 1
" Dislike for school 2.3 1.2 -
v . Jealousy over attention paid other children - 2,6 0.9 -
: : Belongs to a gang 1.8 0.9 - .
A Repetitive spaech 2.2 1.0 .1 *
\ Short ‘attention span R < 2.6 1,0 -
, , Lack of’ oclf—contidcncc 2.7 1.1 "1
\ . " Inattentiveness to what thers ssy . 2.9 0.9 11
- Casily flustered and tonfused 2.3 1.0 I
\ Incoherent speech 2.8 1.2- 1 *
Fighting - 33 1.2 17
. Loyal to delinquent friends 2.5 1.1 v
! © Temper tantrums ’ 34 11 11 :
: Reticence, socrotivonc-o = 2.4 1.0 -
\ " Truancy from school 2.9 1.3 1V 1
' Hypcrocnoitivityr foclihhs easily hurt 2.6 1.0 1
| Laziness in school & in performance of othcr tloka 3.1 1.0 1II
p , Anxiety; chronic general fearfulness 2.9 1.1 1 .
' : -Irresponsibility, undependabilicy 31 1.0 11
\ . Excessive daydreaming . 2:8 1.1 -
" . Masturbation - : 2,9 1.3 1V .
"w - .. Has bad companians 2.6 1.0 1V~ .
T Tension; inability to relax ) 2.8 1.1 1
: \ " Disobedience; difficulty, in diociplinlry comcrol 3.4 1.0 11
_Depressiof, chronic sadness _ 3.5 1.2 1 N
"Uncooperativeness in group oituqtiono o 3.2 0.9 11
Aloofness, social reserve . 2.4 1,0 I “
Passivity, suggestibility; easily led by others 2.7 1.1 1
Clumginess, awkwardness; poor muscular coordination 2.0 1.0 1. . .
Hypersensitivity; llvoyo on the go 2.5 1.1 I11 '
' Distractibility 2.8 n9 11
Destructivencss in resord to his own and/or others' prdperty 3.9 0.9 LI , .
Negativism; tendency to do tne opposite ‘of vhat is rcqucotcd 36 1.0 11 ‘ :
Impertinence; sauciness 3.2 1.1 11
$luggighness, lathargy 2.7 1.0 1 .
owsiness s .6 1.1 1
rofane lingusge, -vcarins. cursing 2,8 1,3 1V
Netvousness, jitteriness, jumpincas; easily otnr:lcd 2,6 1.0 1
freitability, hot tempered; easily aroused to anger 3.2 1.0 11
. Enuresis, bed-wetting 2.4 1,2 IV .
" Often has physical complain:;, e.g§., headachcs, stomachaches 2.8 1.1 1
Q . ’ ' [ I s *
‘ . . a
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Table 3
5 : Iten analyses for Disturbing Behavior Checklist I
Subscale & 11 I IV _ Total
Wusber of {tems 22 18 2 7 s
Internal consistency (KR20) 93 .90 .62 .17 .93

Average item-total éorrclatton .64 .65 85 .65 .52

Average intor-iccn,corrilitton

. 3’ ' . 3’ ] “ . 32 \ 01.

e’
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Factor
I IL
being unable to blend sounds 90* *h
written reversals 83
inappropriate recall of words and sentences 83
difficulty remembering letter names 82
wveak auditory memory 81
confusion of letter sounds 79
general percceptual problemshi 78
. weak visual mcmory 8
figure-groupd problems 217
_ poor word attack skills 73
not differcntiating left from right 72
confusion with directionality 72
poor visual-motor integration 71
letter and word reversals : . 69
having difficulty copying shapes 67
fine niotor problcms 65
poor motor development 48
clumsiness, awkwardness 8 48
poor® discrimination skills~ 45
45°

Table 4

Rotated Factor Loadinj Pnttcrh‘for Diétufblhg'héhEVIo;‘Checkliie-ltmu»ﬂu.H.N“”N

ltem

gross motor’ problewms
disorganizacion in task approaches
poor posture
unmanagcable behavior
hyperactivity

short attention 'span -
being in a statc of pcrpetual motion
lack of motivation -

distractibility

rudencss, tactlessness

irritability -

an inability to follow directions
carelessness v
Ampulsivity

being casily fruntrntcd

r

" insccurity

being shy or withdrawn
anxicty with regard to school

being unnblo to assumc sqeial responslbllity

" inadequate self concept

not partjicipating independently
being insccurc or éraving attention
poor interpersonal rclationships
poor cxpressive abilities

lack of spontancity in comnunicntion

sgcial immaturity

11X

“#*docimal points omitted

*%only loadings of ,40 or greater arc fncluded

wt''ind fcatok” variables arc underlined

Q@




" Table $

Means, Standard Deviations, and Factor Indicators
for Disturbing Behavior Checklist Il Items

_Item ‘and Ducriptfon N

8D r
short attention span 2.3 1.0 It
ipoor discrimination skills 1.9 1.0 1
being easily frustrated 2.4 1.1 11
ummanageable behavior 3.4 1.2 11
weak visual memory 1.8 . 0.9 1
poor word attack skills 1.7 0.8 1
insensitivity 3.0 1.2 -
saying inappropriate things 2.2 1.0 -
having difficulty copying shapes 1. 0.8 1
figure-ground prodblems 1.7 0.9 - 1
impulsivity 2.3 1.0 11
poor motor development : . 1.8 1.0 ¢
 inadequate self-concept o ' 2.3 1.3 199 ¢
letter and word reversals ' 1.8 1.0 - 1
lack of sensitivity regarding others 3.8 1.1 -
poor visual-motor integration 1.9 0.9 ) ¢
social immaturity 2.4 1.0 111
poor expressive abilicy ’ - 2.0° 1.0 111

. weak auditory memory 1.9 0.9 I
- distractibility 2.7 1.0 It
poor interpersonal telationship 2.8 L.l 111
confusion of letter sounds 1.9 0.9 1
being in a state of porpocul nouon 2.9 1.1 It
lasiness in.school 3.0 1.1 -
poor posture 1.7 0.8 I
general perceptual problems -.2.0 0.9 ¢
carelessness - ' 2.7 1.1 11
being unable to nuum social ruponubiucy 2.6 1.0 111
‘tudunuss, tactlessness 3.4 1.1 I1
insecurity . 2.3 1.2 111
frritability 2.9 1.0 11
being shy or withdrawn 2.0 1.2 111
‘lack of ‘spontaneity in communication 2.2 1.1 111
difficulty remembering letter names 1.8 0.9 1
. being insecure or craving utonuon * 2.4 1.1 111
‘written reversals 1.8 0.8 1
hyperactivity 2.7 1.1 11
an inability to follow directions 2.6 1.1 11
not participating independently - 2.4 1.0 111
confusion with directionalicy 1.9 0.9 I
inappropriate recall of words and sentences 1.9 0.9 1
being unable to bIend sounds .19 0.9 I
. not differentiating left fram right 1.8 0.9 1
. anxiety with regard to school 2.4 1.2 - 111
perseveration 2.4 1.0 -
limited spontaneous vorhuuuon 2.2 1.0 -
. .lack of motivation 2.9 1.2 It
fine-motor problems 1.8 0.9 ) ¢
disorganisation in task approaches 2.2. 0.9 1
clumsiness, avkwvardness 1.8 0.9 I
gross-motor problems 2.0 . 1.1 L

cr



Table 6 , B

Item Analyscs for Disturbing Bechavior Checkligt IL

Subscale - 1 nm I Total
Nysber of itens ’- 22 12 11 51
" ' Internal Consist¢ncy (KR20)’ 96 .87 .91 .95
" Average item-total corrclation .73 .64 .74 .59, ' .
" Average inter-item correlation .50 36 .49 .26 - o
L] . q) \

”
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Table 7

Infqrantion Regarding Selected DBC Studies

Study

Question of Interest

sgl?j_octo

Results

Herr, Algozsine,
- & Baves. (1976)

..

Algossine (1976a)

Aiﬁﬁn:ino. Mercer,
- & Countermine
£1977)

‘Hooncy & Algossine
(1978)

‘5

‘Schlosser &
Algozzine (1979)

’

Algossine & Curran
(1q prese)

. children?

Algoszine (in press)

Extent to which ratiags on
DBC I vary as & function
of intennive practicum ex-
pericnce with disturbed

. Extent to which rntinsa )
on DBC I vary as a function

of subject type?.

Extent to which labels and
behaviors interact in
‘gencrating tolerance and
acceptability?

Extent. to which behaviors.
within and between DBC I and

" DBC II were differentially

disturbing?

)

Extent to.which behaviors
characteristic of boys were
more disturbing than those:

- characteristic of girls?

Extent to which behaviors -
in DBC-I are differentially
bothersome to regular anhd
special teachors? '

Extent to which interaction '

potential varics as a func-
tion of teachcr tolerance

+ for' exhibited dbehavior from
nBC 1?

-

60 Undergraduates
30 Tireatment
30 Control

73 teachers and students
2% regular teachers
25 sneciul teachers
23 special ed. majors

128 undergraduates .

32 randomly assigned to k

each of four condi-
tions

30 vocational education
teachers

90 teachers
30/zeplication

38 teachers _
19 regular teachers
19 special teachers.

44 regular teachers
11 assigned to each of
four groups

_behavior matched their tolerance

'Rattngs in treatment group lnsjqcti

‘improved after practicum; behaviors
in Factor II rated as more disturb~
ing by all subjects. -

o

Behaviors ratyd more distutbing by
regular class teachers; behaviors in’
Factor II rated as more disturbing
by all subjects, . *

Selected behaviors of DBC I were
differentiatlly bothersome as a -
function of the label assigned to -
the child thought to exhibit them.

Behaviors in DAC 1 vere generally
moce disturbing than those in DBC
I1; Pactor Il was more disturbing
vithin DBC I and Factor II was more
disturbing within DWC 11; Pactor It
of DBC 1 was more disturhing than
Factor 11 of DBC 1I.

Behaviors more charqgtérinttc of
boys were more bothersome to teacher
than those characteristic of girle.

Ratings of vegular teachers were
significantly higher than these
of special. teachers; Pactor It
behaviors rated as more disturbing
by all subjects. ‘

Teachers vérc more accapting of
a case study child vhen the child's

and less ancepting when the Lehavies
conflicted with their tolerance.
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Appendix A
Disturbing Behavior Checklist (DBC) I

. Please respond to cach item indicatins how disturbing it would be in
working with children. ND means "not very disturbing” and VD means "very
disturbing". Ask yourself, "in working with children, is" ...item,.."dis-
turbing to me", then answer the item,

S
S

I1tem and Cescription o

r

Oddncss, bizarre behavior
Restlessness, inability to sit still
Attention-scekingy ''show-off" .

. Stays out late at night “
Docsn't know how to have fun '
Self-consciousncvss; easily embarrassed
Fixed expression; lack of emotional reactivity
Disruptiveness; - tendency to annoy and bother others
Feelings of inferiority
Stcals in company with others
Boisterousness, rowdiness
Crying over minor annoyances and hurts
Preoccupation; "in a world of his own"
Shyness, bashfulness

) Social withdrawal; preterence for'solitary lctivitiel
L Dislike for achool
- Jealousy over. attention paid other thildren
, - ‘Belongs to a gang
Repetitive spcech
Short attention span
Lack of sclf-confidence
Inattentiveness to what others aay
Easily flustered and confused
Incoherent‘gpeech
- . Fighting
- loyal to delinquent friendo
Temper tantruas s
Retitence, sccretivencss
. Truancy- from school .
~ ’ . Hyperscnsitivity. feelings ensily hurt
" Laziness in school & in performance of other taok.
Anxiety; chronic general fearfulness
Irresponsibility; undependability
Excessive daydreaming’
‘Masturbation
Has bsd companions
.Tension; igability to relax
Disobedicnte; difficulty in disciplinory control
- . Depressio Vs chronic sadness -
Uncooperativenesl in group situations
. Passivity, suggestibility; easily led by others
’ ~ Aloofness, social reserve
Clumsipess, awkwardness; poor muscular coordination
Rypersensitivity; nlvays on the go
Distractibility 4
y . Destructiveness in rcpard to hiq own and/or others proporty
Negativism; tendency to do the opposite of what is requested
Impertinence; saucinces
-8luggishness, letharpy o
Drowsiness
Profane language, swearing, curnin
Norvousncess, jitterincess, jumpiness; casily startled
Irritnbility. hot tcemperedy casily arousced to anger
Enuresis,-bed-wetting
Often has physical complaints, c.g., hcndnchos. otomnchachea

.

-

-
‘wwwuwwwwwFwwwwéwwwwuwwwwwvawgwavaéﬂﬂpﬂﬂpwﬂwﬁwhwwwwwww&'
nnnnnnnnnwnnnnnnnnnnnN»NNN%NNNNNNNNN&NNNNNNNNNNNN»NNQNN
»»bbapaaaa»»»b»»»»a»»a»»a»»&»»5as»»»u»»»»»b»»»»&»»»»»»&
muuuuuﬁuuuuuuuummuéumqumuuquwuuuuuvuuuuuuuuuuuuuhuuuuuu
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Appondix B

Disturbing Behavior Checklist (DBC) II

Ploase respond to each of the following items 1ndicat1ng how diotu\bing
it is in working with children. Ask yourself, “In working with children, is
(are) '...item...' disturbing to mo?", ‘then answer the item. NVD=Not very

distyrbing (1) VD=Very dioturhing_(S) . , .

[y

Item and Description . \\\ |

|

|

\
3

|

Short attention span \\\ : b
Poor discrimination skills : :
Being casily frustrated

" Unmanageable behavior

- Weak visual memory
Poor word attack skills
Insensitivity .

Saying inappropriate things
Having difficulty copying.shapes N
Figurc-ground problcno - _ \

. Impulsivity ~ : ' : ‘

: Poor motor development

v - Inadequateé self-concept

Letter and word rcversals
Lack of gensitivity regarding other:

T . Poor visual-motor . integration

v Socisl immaturity :

; Poor expressive abilities _ S

' Weak auditory memory : - . e o

Diotraqﬁibility
Poor 1ntnrpernona] relationahipo
confuoion of letter sounds :
Being "in a state of perpetual motion : <
, Laziness in school )
- Poor posture’ , »
‘General perceptual problems
Catclessness
. Being unable to assumc oocial reoponoihility
Rudencss, .tactlessness
Inueourity : : .
Irritability : T
Being shy or withdrawn ’ '
Lack of spontancity in communication
Difficulty remembering letter names "
Being inmccurc or craving attention
Written reversals
-Nyperactivity
An inability to follow dircctions _ :
. Not participating independently - -
' _ , Confusion with directionality
. . " - Inappropriate recall of words and oentenceo
Being unable to blend soundn
Not differcntiating left from right
Anxiety with regard to school
- Persaeveration .
Limitcd spontancous verbalization
Lack of motivation
" Fine motor problems
Disorganization in ‘task approvaches
Llumsincas, awkwardness
Gross motor problums

L)Y

L 20
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