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f-_. Lo A PRELIMINARY STUDY
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N T .

Teacher 1dent1t1cat1on of emot1onaT1y d1sturbed ch11dren has genera11y
-been viewed as a comparat1ve process In each mode] of ch11d eva]uat1on,
Ht is assume that the child 1s%the Qne té/be Judged A ch1]d may be
t ”compared w1th a "steréﬁ%?bica1" emot1ona11y d1sturbed ch11d w1th behav1orsa*
deemed typ1ca1 of “norma]" ch1]drenl)or wﬁth behav1ors representat1ve of
’ "1dea1" oh11d If d1stﬁrbance is- to be detEcted the d1sturbance 1s, i
‘thought tQ be centered in thefch11d | D1sturbance 1s thus reduced to a .
'\'; srng]e 1nd1v1dua1 "A]though th1spconcept1on of d1sturbance does not ignore
components outs1de the 1nd1v1dua] . - the paradlgm does 1éad to a m1n1m1za-
tion of the 1mportance of the sett1ng in, 1nterpret1ng“the*d1sturbance
(Rhodes & Tracy, 1972 p 574) " The unspoken assumpt1on is -that’ the d1s-
‘turbance does not res1de in the teachers, schoo]s, commun1ty, -Or, cu1ture
An a]ternat1ve approarh for 1dent1fy1ng ch11dren who may d1sp1ay
'emot1ona1 or behav1ora1 d1sorders is brov1ded by the eco]og1ca1 mode]
Eco]og1ca1 assesSments have been pr1mar11y COncerned W1th exam1n1ng . the
pos1t1ve or negat1ve 1nteract1ons studenti encounter 1n var1ous eco]og1ca1
n1ches Th1s method as we11 as mod1f1cat1ons thereof (Pr1eto & Rutherford‘
&::1977) has been shown to be very eftect1ve 1n focus1ng on mu1t1p1e environ-

‘ . .
ments and 1hteract1ons The child a]one 1s not cons1dered the source of
the "d1sturbance . 3 .

le —— e

- ThegardlesS'of the'tyﬁ? of assessment used, teacher variables such as

Jbersonal bias and expectations probably have a:powerful influence. Following
\ .~ . . . i . -
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9 .
nthis assumption, the -information received from any assessment procedure
(i.e. behaviorai,_ecoiogicai, psychodynamic)/éouid be distorted as to what
the'chiid’is actually doing or capabTe of accompiishing Teacher judge-
ments of student ability and performance have been shown to be inf1uenced
by a variety of variables unre]ated to academic performance p Teacher bias
| concerning student race dia]ect and phys1ca1 attractiveness significantly
affect Judgements made concerning student performance (DeMeis & Turner,
]978) Additiona1 teacher variabies which negatively affect teacher- student
& interactions are-an inabiiity to program appropriate educationa1 goa]s for _'
students (Raven, 1977) and hopelessness and despair (Christensen, Goula,
Prosser & Syivester{ 1976)7 There are indications that a substantial per-
centage.of'ciassroom_teachers.experience mentai/enotionai disorders during
© their teaching careers (Shipley, i96i),. A teacher who is experiencino v
'nemotional prob]ems may be oueriy rigid,-sarcaStic,.or threatening to pupils
(Brodbelt, 1973). The child identjfied as emotionally disturbed in such an
enVironment may simp1y be reacting to inappropriate teacher behavior. |
" Graubard (1973) has defined emotionai_disturbance as a variety of
deviant‘behaviors_which violate the perceiver‘s expectations of appropriate-
‘ness and which the perceiver wishes to see stopped.',Teachers act and react
differentiaiiy-to\students because of their own ex ectations and biases.
Thus, the child who is labeled emotionally disturbEd deviates from the
teacher's expectations of appropriateness ‘ ' f'; |
Rubin and Balow (1978) found that during the first Six years of elemen-
tary schoo], -approximately 60% of a sample of 1 586 chi]dren were considered,‘°
behaVior prob]ems by at least one teacher In a diScuSSion of these findinQS,
- the authors hypotheSized that each teacher has “J,‘ his or her own set of

expectations and definitions of normal behav1dr M (p. ]10). - The interaction
| ' . . .

a -
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between the teacher' expettations and'thﬁbStudent's behavioﬁ creates a
cycle. The student beh ves and the‘teacher responds to. that behav1or as a

N
resu]t of the expectat1ons held for the‘student Teacher responses can be

¥ These responses_then act as
st1mu11 for student responses wh1ch*' ;.f gpletes the cycle. .For\chi1dren
is generalTy negative in

nature; that is, student behavior does~n [‘L, ch teaéher‘expectancy. This

. - : ' : N ' . . .. ’
- framework does not necessarily assume that stﬁdent behavior is normal or -,

!
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SubJects . ' " ‘ : o ' )

behav1or was granted by both the building principals and c

‘nine,- Seven students had been identified as emotionall

_receiving special services.

deviant,'or that teacher expectat1ons are correct or 1ncorrect but that .

& .’

the two do not ex1st in harmony with each ﬁﬁher

4

The. purpose of the present study was to examine factors wh1ch might be

; assocaated W1th teacher'1dent1f1catvon of behav1or,prob1ems among junior -

. high school students. Specifically, teacher-student interaction profi]es// |

were compared to examine the differences between students identified 'as /

emotiona11y disturbed and non-identified students. A o i /- /”"

o~

' . o Methodo]ogy » N -/ :ff //

' Three Jun1or h1gh schoo] mathemat1cs c]asses were used to/assess teacher-

student 1nteract1on Perm1ss1on to record tea;her behavior and student

/

éssroom eachers.

-~

The sample included four teachers and 53 students in gra

disturbgd and were

Instrumentation .

/

Coates, 1971) was used
Y

‘The Teacher-Pupil Interaction Sca]e-iGoOdWﬁn

to retord‘teaCher—student interactions. Four ca egories of teacher behav1or

QR



Procedure : ’

R : 4

= s .- '. " ) . )
. and four categories of student behavior were recorded, resulting in 16
. .t . - Y . .

' J J . .
possible interaction patterns. Teaéﬁérlbehavior‘inc1uded instructing,

rewarding, non-attending, and disapproving. Student behavior.inc1uded

.,,attending, scanning, socialjizing, and disrupt%ng. Interactions were -
-~ . . 3 . L

recorded-using-a time sampling technique.
s ) ‘

";' The teacher and each student were observed for six consecut1ve

N

_ ten-second intervals.. At ‘the end of each interval, the observe*’S1mu1-

-taneous]y recorded both teacher behav1or and student behav1or The

observer cont1nued to observe each student for one m1nute until the

ent1re ‘class had been recdrded To prevent exper1menter b1as, the identi-
fied students were unknown to the observers. Inter-rater\re}iabi]ity was
approx1mate1y 859. Goodw1n and Coats (1971)vnote/that 80%rreliability‘is

N

considered acceptable for th1s instrument.

Analysis of Data - o )

<.
A 16- square matrix was constructed, and the comb1ned teacher- student
interactions were recorded in each_ce11. For.example, the total number of
times the students'were attending whi%e the teachers were instructing was
recorded in the first ce1] The frequenJ1es were then converted to per-
centages for ease of compar1son between the identified and nonL1dent1f1ed

student(samp]es. The proport1ons tests for independent samp]es was used

to test significance (Ferguson, 1971).



LI A

.Resu1ts .
There were’signifiCant djfferences between the teacher-student inter-
action profiles of those students'identtfied as emotionally disturbed and
non-identified students. “The two stgntficant interactions were teacher

instruétin945tudent attending and teacher instructing/student scanning.’

Insert Table 1" about here
\ ~

N

4As.sh0nn in Tah]e 1 while the teaoher-was‘instructing, nnn-identifiedl
students attended signifieantly mpre (90%) than identified students (70V).
Twenty percent more of the identified students time w§s sEeng in non-
attending act1v1t1es while the teacher was 1nstruct1ng é

The bther interaction that was s1gn1f1cant was teacher instructing/

student scanning. Wh11e the teacher was 1nstruct1ng, identified stude:ts
were engaged in scanning behavior 28% of the time compared to 10% for non-
identified students. Identified students were engaged in scanning behavior
while the teacher was instructing.almost three times as often as non-identi-

fied students.

AN )

; Discussion - - . .,

When the teacher was instructing, fdentified and non-identified students
disp]ayed significantly different'amounts of attending and non-attending

behavfors in. the regu{ar c]assroom Identified studspts attended only 70%

of the time, wh1]e non- 1dent1f1ed students attended 90% of the t1me How-

ever when the teacher ‘was engaged in non- 1nstruct1ona1 tasks, e.g., dur1ng

vstudy per10ds, work1ng w1th othér students, both groups of students attended

\

/\
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6 .
' te tesk a]host 75%‘0f the-time,..Likewise?'during nen-instructional*periods
.both identified and non-idedtif{ed'studeets scanned and socialized apBrOXH-T
mate1y 25% ofltHe time. It ié’suggested therefore, that it may not be the'
v* type of behav1or wh1ch the Junior high school student d1sp1ays bjt yneg he
d1sp1ays 1t’that d1st1ngu1shes the 1dent1f1ed child. | |
This view is suppdrted by a prev1ous investigation (Boomer & K1ng, 1979)
in which 200 regu]ar ctassnoom teachers were first asked to, "List the maaor ,
B behavior problems(s) iQ your é]as§k0$h (if any), and tHen asked to, "describe
how these behaviors intertere with you as a classroom teacher." The most
' frequent]y nent1oned problems concerned'student behav10r wHﬁ]e the teacher

[N ) M
/ was 1nstruct1ng, e.g., 1nterrupt1ng, blurting out quest1ons, not ]1sten1ng,

and not following d1rectjons. It is suggested, therefore,\that when the
teacher is presenting a 1eseon or giving directions, studentlgeb34::r which
- does not match teacher.expectancy (teacher instructing/student attendi;g)
may be a significant factor in the identiffcation of some students.
-These'§¥ndings.asvwe11 as others (Bower & Laﬁbert, 1962; Rubin & Ba]ow,.
1978; Wood & ZabeJ, 1978) demonstrate‘the neeq to examine and'Conceptua}ize |
= “emotional -disturbance in a more complete and eomprehensive inanner. .Focﬁsing
on teacher-student interaction results in a more comp]ete and'accdrate

description’of behavior problems in the classroom,
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, TABLE 1
Percent of'Teaéher-Student Interactions:
S | . )
}dent}fied vs Non-Identified Students . p\\_«/

VAT

—_—

¥
7

lPeréent Ofquxa1

Teacher-Student Interaction Interactions
Teacher Instructing-Student Attending o
Identified (ED) - , 70 .
S ‘ *
~ Non-Identified f* R - 90
Teaéher Instructing-Student Scanning' | |
Identified (ED) - . - o .28
. v . ' *% -
Non-Identified , : . 0 e
i e o
Teacher Noh-Attending-StUdent Attending |
Identified (ED). - L 73
Non-Identified ' S . 74
Teacher Non-Attending- Student Scann1ng , .
Tdentified _ L 24 A
Non-Identified - , , - 18 f\ _
. 7 | . | \.
Teacher Non- Attend1ng ~-Student Soc1a11z1ng ) R Ve
© Identified (ED) - o .03, o
Nori-Identified- * -~ 08 '
* p .01 |
,** p .05

1

. .
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4 ’ ' i
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