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~community conditions) that account for only indirect and limited influence on

time shown a dramatic increase, The current knowledge base regarding

_ effective schooling and teaching is more cohesive, replicable, and -
. ; : ,

- 1979; Joyce, Hersh and McKibbin 1983; Brophy and Evertson 198l; Good 1981;

L
"Introduction '

‘In the past two, decades, there has been a rising tide of public : -

concérn about the declining duality of the educational outcomes of public

schools, ' Evidence for such a decline is readily apparent in decreaéing

performanée scores on nationai;y referenced s;andardiéed tests,tin an

alarming increase in school dropout rates, in the breakdown of school
discipline structures and cedes, and in greatly reduced competénce levels of
high school graduates. The recently published report. of the National
Comuﬁ.ssion on Excellence in Education (A Nation at Risk 1983) provides ‘.
elaborate.documentation of our.deteriorated collective educational efforté |
and proposes a number of changes to upgrade our systeﬁ of schooling, Many of
these changes (such as merit pay) ‘may pr&ve unpalatable to educators while

‘«

others appear to affect dimensions of the schooling process (district and

learnet outcomes,
Wnile public criticism has risen, our knowledge of effective

] - - . —

schooling and the conditions associated with its achievement have at the same

3

empirically supported than at any point in our educational history (Brophy

Purkey and Smith 1983), Variables that 1nfluehce achievement can be found at
all levels of the schooling process, including the clgssroom, the school, and
tﬁé 1istficti(Purkey and Smith 1983§ Fiéher, Berliner, Filby, Marliave,
Cahen, and Dishaw 1980; Hargrove, Graham, Ward, Abernmethy, Cunningham, and
Vaughn 198l1). On this point, however, Centra and Potter (1980) argue that

student behavior and learner outcomes are most directly affected by student

characteristics, teaching performénce, and conditions within schools, In




their review of schooling and teacher effects,'these authors suggest that a
research focus on individual school conditions (rather than a comparison

between schoois) will be more productive in identifying those factors

contributing most to stqgent outcomes in learning and social adjustment, .

Two related but independent lines of research have coalesced in the
development of the current knewledge base .on school improvement, These are
. (a) research on the characteristics of effective schools and identification
of those factors that distinguish more effective from less effective schools,
and (b) process-product studies that empirically relate teacher attributes to
learner outcomes as measured by standardized tests, Research activities in
these two areas have been especially intense and productive since the eariy
seventies and have demonstrated conclusively that effective schooling and
teaching—learning are not random processes but are consistently associated
with predictable patterns of school and classroom conditions (Hersh and
Walker 1983; Joyce, Hersh, and McKibbin 1983; Brookover, Beady, Flood,
Schwitzer, and Wisenbaker 197Y; Edmonds i979; and Tomlinson 1980).

In the past-decade; a relativel; large number of studies of the
.characteristics of effective schools have demonstrated moderate degrees of
convergent validity or overlap in findings (See Weber 1971; Edmonds 1979;
Brookover et al, 1979; Rutter, Maughany; Mortimore, Quston and Smith 1979;
Coleman 1981;'Mayeske,-Wisler, Beaton, Weinfield, Cohen, Okada, Proshek, and
Tabler 1972; Clark, Lotto, and McCarthy 1980; and Tomlinson 1980). The range
of distinguishing characteristics in these studies includes (a) effective and
consistent administrative leadershilp, (b) high ‘eacher expectations for
children”s achievament, (¢) orderly atmosphere, (d) frequent evaluations and
monitoring of student progress, (e) school-wide task orientation,A(f) high

teacher efficacy, (g) high levels of academically engaged time, (h) clear

-goals and purposes, (1) strong instructional leadership and support from the




principal, (j) 'use of direct instfuction'procedures, (k) high levels of
discipline, (1) tightly coupled curricula, (m) an emphasis on the acquisitfon~
‘of basic skills, and (n) a sense by students that they have some control over
the school environment, ‘Two Eharacte:istics are consistently idenﬁif;ed
.across almost all studies of schooling effectiveness: (l) high teacher
expectations for leafning and achievement, and (2) ‘a high level of discipline
(Purkey and Smith 1983). While these.two diménsions may be results, not
~“causes, of effective schooling, they are both highly controllable by schools
and are directly related to the two major ingredients ﬁecessary for student
‘success in school: (1) to ﬁerform well academically and (2) to adapt
behavio;ally to the demands of the séhoﬁling process and to others (teachers,
staff, and peers) who mAke up the school environment.

The primary methodology for studying effective schoolingﬁhas been to
use certain criteria (achievement scores, dropout rates, etc,) to select
highly.effective schools (positive outliers) and unusually ineffective
schools (negative outliers). The selected schools are tﬁen studied
intensiveiy, using interviews, surveys, observations, case sgﬁdies, and -

archival records analyses to identify differences that may account for the

observed d;screbgncy on the originai selection variable(s). This methodology
has been criticized at some length By Purkey and Smith (1983) in a recent:
review of the schooiing effectiveneéa literature, These criticisms relate.to
‘ \ (a) the selection of ialse "negative" and "positive" outlier schools, (b) the
! narrow and relatively small samples»used for intensive study of contrast

| effacts, which ihcrease the probability that some mefely coincidental factors
| may b; identified as discingﬁishing characteristics, and (¢) the use of weak

} | measures and procedurgl errors involved in the identification of outlier

schools. 1In spite of these constraints, the author of this paper is

i impressed with the degree of overlap and convergent validity
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represented in the findihgs of several investigators across studies,

populations, and soctio-economic status (SES) levels relating to factofs
associated with effective schools, This is an extremgly important body:of
knowledge.and provides a basis for-schoolbimprovement efforts focused on far
more felevant variableévthan those of the past, |

'lPurkey and Smith (1983) make some observations about the knowledge.
base on effective schooling that provide some important structure for future
reéearch and activities in this area., For éxample, thef caution against
assuming that what produces positivevschooling effects in one setting will
necessar;ly produce ;be‘same effects in another, In the absence of
longitudinal studies, 1£ is‘notlat all clear that a school designated as
effective oﬁe year wlll r;main so 1n the future, Thére is almost no
information available on the process by which schqols increaée, decrease, or

'

maintain their effectiveness., To date, no one has taken findings Irom the

"effective schools literature and reliably demonstrated that their

application significantly changes the efgectiveness of target schools,
Quest;ons raised by the authors oﬁ this issue include (a) How do different
improvement strategies affect subpopulations in a school?, and (b) Are
différen; strategies required to raise the scores of low-achieving schools
than for high-achieving schools that are beginning to decline? These process
variables must be étudied carefully {f efforts to implement the findings on
schooling effectiveness are going to affec; actual school practices and |
learner outcotees in a valid manner,
: ) _ _
The 6ther major line of reséarch relating to schooling'effectiveness
has focused on the teacher and claﬁproom as the appropriate unit of study.
Investigations of this type, referred to as process-product studies, relate
teacher attributes and classroom éonditions to learner outcomes, as measured
by standardized achievement tests (Brophy 1979), Over the last decade, this

4
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research has identified a broad array of process variables correlated with

learner outcomes. These include academic learning time (Rosenshine 1977,

1979; Rosenshine and Berliner 1978); the formation and expression of teacher

expectations for academic performance (Good 198l1; Brophy 1979; Brophy and

Evertson 198l); the number, variety, and types of opportunities giovided by

teachers for active academic responding during the course of instruction

(Greenwood, Delquadri, and Hall f984; Delquadri, Greenwood, and Hall 1979;

Heron, Heward, Cooke, and Hill in press); instructional processes used to

teach academic content (Stallings 1977), teacher madagehent styles and

procedures (Emmer, Evertson, and Ande;soh 1980); direct instruction
procedures (Becker 1977, 1978, 1984; Gefsten, Carnine, and White 1984;

Engelmann, Granzin,and Severson 1979); school climate (Anderson 1982), degree

of continuity ig_académic signal systems used by teachers during instruction

(Kounin and Gump 1974); and classroom organization (Brophy 1979). This

listing is by no means exhgustive. However, as with the schooling
effectiveness literature,Athis body of knowledge is largely descriptive in
nature and has been derived primarily thrsugh the use of correlational and _
regression analysis procedures. The literature is cutreﬁtly devoid of
convincing, experimental demonstrations in which this information has begn.
used to increase the efchtivedess of classrooom teachers in producing gains
in student lgarning as measured by standardized achievement tests.

Research in the process-ptoduct.domain seems to focus on either

.dyadic teacher-student interactions (Brophy and Good 1974; Good 1941;

Silberman 1969; Cooper, Hinkel, and Good 1980) or on the impact of teacher
beh;vior, classroom conditions, aand instructional procédures on the
collective behavior—-performance of groups of studenta, such as classroom
units (Greenwood, Delquadri, and Hall 1984; Stallings 1977; Gersten, Carnine,

and White 1984; Anderson-Inman, Walker, and Purcell 1984). Much research
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remains to be conducted on thé dafinitiqn, specification, and measurement of
classroom process variables such as teacher attitudes, expectations, and
perceptions; classroom atmosphere and social climate; and teaching stylé.
Although these variﬁbles are positively correlated at vgrying levels of
st;ength with acadeﬁic achievement and measures of behavioral adjustment, the
manner in which such high infefence variables operéte to actualiy influence
learner outcomes is not welliunderstood. Luce and Hoge (1978) argued tha£ we
cannot expect to make precise predictions from teacher expeétations to
studenf achievement until we have a more complege‘under;tanding of the

' !

meéﬁanisﬁb'underlying this phenomenon. Brophy (1979) suggested that much.

ﬁore work should be completed on undérstanding classroom processes before

attémpts are made to experimentally manipulate teacher effectiveness

-variables, ‘Finally, Centrs and Potter (19130) note that research on the

relationship between teacher chgracteristics,and actual_teacher-behavior and .

the influence on that relationship on teachet-stddent interactions is a

promising and needed area of inquiry.

'The focus of this concept paper is ¢gn three variablég in thisvgeoera;

érbcess—product domain., These are (a) tegiiers‘ specific standards and
expectations for child social behavior in the classroom as measuged by a
self-réport ipventory, (b) teacﬁers‘ repertoires of instructional and
ﬁanagement behavior as determined by direct observations, and (¢) child,-
outcomes in the areas of social behavior, academic engagemenc,legd*iegdem;p
achievement. ”

It is the author;h contention that the standards and eﬁpectations
teachers hold for children”s social behavior are powerful determinants of
classroom ecology and, ultimately, of the way in which teachers interact with
and respond to children in their classes. As used in this context, teacher
social behavior standards and exﬁectations refar éo (a) the relative
importance or demand level that teachers place upon different classes of

e o e
11 ko



appropriate child_behaviof (e.g. complying with teacher requests, cooperating
Qith beers; makiﬁg ;ssistance nee@ﬁ knowng following established classroonm
rules) and (b) the degree of teacher acceptance of maladaptive forms of child
‘behavior in the classréom (such as disturbing others, refusing to share,“
stea;ing, or detying the téacher). There have been very few gffopta reported
that directly measure this variable and to relate it to teacher behavior and
scﬁooling outcomes, When a teacher”s behavioral atanda?ﬁs.and expectations !
ére ecologically incongruent (Copeland 1978) with the behavioral capabilities

i

or 1nclinaciops of groups of students (or 1;dividuaL students), te;cﬁer-child \

conflict.éndfimpair;d schooling effectiveness in both social adjustment and .
academic domains are possible. Kornblau and Keogh (198u) suggest  that
taachers.develop standards or criteria of pupil teacﬁabiliﬁy and measure 4 §
individual children.againét a behgvioral-attfibute profile of the ideal
studeht. 1f ﬁhis procesé does occur (and the author believes tﬁat it doeé),
its deveiopmental.;mplications are potentially very significant and could
.have a powerful impact on'such factors as teachér—child interactions, ’
academic response opportunities, classroom dlimate, teacher ﬁanagement
strategies, instrugtional procedures, and, ultimately, aﬁfdemig achiev?ment
‘levels, ' | . k.

Tﬁe author has devéloped an aasessment{methodology based upon social .
validation principles and procedures (Kazdin 1977' Wolf 1978) for measuring
the behavioral standards and expectations that teachers hold for child
bghavior 1n,the classroom. Teachers are asked to identify the behavioral
standards they hold for children in general that ma§ parallel the ideal
student profile described by Kornblau and Keogh (1980)., Child bqhavior
attributes that respectively (a) facilitate teacher and peer-related

adjustments, or (b) impair or actively compete with the same, are assessed

through social validation procedures, such as teacher ratings of child




. impact on both teachers and children.  In section 2, the behavioral ecology

:behavior attributes, using Likert scales, It is suggested that this measure -

may be an important predictor of teacher behavior and, ultimately, of child
outcomes in behavioral and academic areas within the classroouw setting. In -
addition, the dimensions measured in this process may partially account for

classroom atmosphere, school climate, and the quality of teacher—student

~ interactions.

The remainder of this paper is divided into four sections. Section 1
is a review of available eﬁpirical evidence relating to the behavioral

expression of teacher expectations, attitudes, and perceptions, and their

/7

literature is reviewed and evaluated as a conceptual framework for an

assessment o. the classroom setting and the demands it places on students,
In section 3, the AIMS (Assessments for Integration into Mainstream Settings)

assessment system i1is described add reviewed in terms of rationale,

_instruments, and outcomes. Finally, section 4 discusses implications of the

. system for school practicgé and research.

This concept’paper has'three major goals, These are (a) to teview .
and integrate the empirical evidence relating to the behavioral expression of
teacher expactations, attitudes, and peréeptions, (b) to establish behaQioral
ecology as a conceptualAframe of rafereﬁce for carrying out research on
teacher expectations, and (c) to deséribe an ecological assessment system
for the reliable measurement of teacher standards-exbectations for adaptive
and maladaptiye fo}ms of child behavior in school. Teachers” behavioral
expectations, in the author’s view, are an important cqmponent of the social
acology of classrooms,

However, to date, school-based environmentél assessment techniques
and efforfs have.not systematically focused on teacher. behavioral

axpectations in spite of the ovetwhelming evidence that (a) setting variables

13 - REST (PY
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have. a major impact on,onefs behavior and performance, (b) the formation and
'Sehévioral expression of téacher expectations d;rectly affect teacher-pupil
interactions, and (c¢) hizh teacher expectations are consistently associlated
with effective schooling outcomes. Assessment efforts in this area have.
consistently suffered from inadequate conceptualizations, lack of specificity
and problems associated with the use of high inference measufes, Hopefully,
this paper will wighlight the importance of teacher gkpectatibns in the.

soclal ecology of classrooms and suggest methods for its precise assessment, }

!
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SECTION ONE
BEHAVIURAL CORRELATES OF TEACHER EXPECTATIONS, ATTITUDES, AND PERCEPTIONS

Expectations are defined by Good and Brophy (1978) as predictions

aboue\how individuals will behave or perform based on a set of beliefs that

may or may not be supported by actual facts. Attitudes, in contraec, are

affective or emotional responses to social stimuli and involve such

dimensions as like/dislike, poaicive/negacive and accept/reject (Brophy and

Evertson 1981). Perceptions, as used herein, refe: to awareness processes

.involved in acquiring information, making evaluative judgments, and
- devaloping attributional inferences (Harvey and Smith 1977; Kornblau and

Keogh 1980). There is evidence that all three of these constructs have

validity in accounting for teacher behavior in the classroom. Their‘specific

effects on children and learner outcomes are far leeelwell documented and

A—

~

-upderscood. Evidence associated with each is reviewed below. p \\\

Teacher Expectations

Since the early seventies, perhaps.mote research has been condueted
on correlates of teacher expectations than on any other vari;e;j/;elatiné tg_

school,and teacher effectiveness. The publicacion in 1968 of Rosenthal and
—

~,

~ Jacobson”s Pygmalion in the Classroom stimulated 4 greac daal of research

interest in the role of teacher expectations in shaping both teacher behavior
and child outcomes. However, numerous attempts by other inveecigacors to
replicate the effects of the artificially induced, self-fulfilling prophecy
described by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) were unsuccessful (Brophy and
Evertson 1981). In addition, Elashoff and Snow (1971) "attacked teeir etu&y :
on methodologicai grounds and cast considerable doubt on the ctedibiliti of
the original fihdings.-

- Currently, there is considerable doubt that artificially induced

10
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teacher expectations lead inexorably to a self-fulfilling prophecy of failure

as described by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968), However, the concept of

self-ggperated or naturélly occurring teacher expectations fér s;udent
'achigvement grew out of the contrbveréy sufroﬁndiné publication of Pygmalion

| in the Classrobm and sﬁimulatea a powerful program of descrip;iveAand

correlational research..“Braphy and Good (1970, 1974) were the principal

developers of the conceptual model and the methodology used to investigate

2
- v

this phenomenon,
The knowledge Sase fegarding»empirical support for the role of'

teacher expectations in both school and teacher effectiveness research is

briefly reviewed below. Topics addressed are (a) teacher expegt&tions as a

éorrelate of effective ;chools, (b) the formation and behavioral

comminication of differential teacher expectations, (c) replications of the -

findings on differeﬁtial teacher expectations, (d) the process model used to -

explain the effects of differential expectations, and (e) the current status

of research on teacher expec;atiohs. |

- - + ———

Teacher Expectations-as a Correlate of Effective Schools. High

cgacher expectations for academic achievement have been consistently
identified as a correlate of effective schools in studies_;eported since th}
early seventies, Stud es by Weber (1971); Brookover et ai. (1979); Edmonds
(1979); Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Ouston, and Smith (197Y); Coleman (1981);
Wynne (1980); and Howey \(1980) all reported high teacher expectations to be a
distinguishing characteristic of effeotive schools, Perhaps because of the
ethnographic nature of stydies of this type, the presence of high teacher
expectations was 1n£erred raﬁher than directly assessed (Purkey and Smith
1983). For example, Good (1lY81) used'the Rutter at al, study to argue that
appropriataly high expectations stimulate teaching effort and student

performance. Howaever, he notes from Rutter et al, (1979) that teachers in

: BES 1 CUPY -
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secondary schools in which students were achieving at higher levels and
lbehaving more appropriately in the classroom "exhibited more behavior which

communicated positive expectations for student performance than was the case

-for teachers in low achieving schaols with comparable student populations"

“(ps 419). This arbitrary inference about the results of observer impressions

would likelyihave low levels of interobserver agreement., It may be that high
exnectstions in these studies are simply inferred by:investigators and merely
represent natural teacher responses to'teaching'high achieving students in.
such schools'(Doyle 1977; Copeland 1978; Fiedler 1975). In any case, it
would seem important'to quantify direct and reliable.measures of expectations
at the school and'teacher lerel. The definition and scaling of such measures
present an interesting challenge to researchers working in this area, . If
available, however, they would make it possible co distinguish teachers with
high.snd low performance expectations and to compare schools on this
dimension, |

The Formation and Communication of Differential Teacher Exgectations.

In 1970, Brophy and Good published a now classic study in which regular
classroom teachers were asked to rank pupils.in their classes along a high
inference dimension of academic expectation, Boy and girl pairs from the
high and low ranked segnants of these continus were systematically observed
over time using a complex, dyadic code that focused on teacher verbal
behavior and teacher-student interaction.

The results indicated that the behavioral characteriscics and
academic perfo:mance of the students subjected to high and low expectations
were msrkedly different, Essentially), the'children for whom :eachers held
high expectstions were well socialized to the ideal student role, The
children tfor whom teachers held low expectations vere not, Further,

‘disadvantaged and low SES students were disproportionately represented in the

. 1% | ﬁ%j a L
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. but 1is instead a:natural, adaptive response to the ecolog§ of claséroom

low and high groups.

Uf greater in}ereét, however, were the different teacher responses to
the students fo; whom-they held low and high'expéctations.: Teachers
sjétgmatically behaved in ways that maximized the gchievemen; of studeﬁts for
whom they held high expgctationa apd minimiied,the achievement of the

students for whom they held low expectations, Research COnducted over the

/paat decade has identified numerous behavioral correlates (via direct

obsefvations, that distinguish teachers’ treatment of these two groups of
students (See.Good 1981; Brophy and Goq§ 1574; Brophy and Eve?tson 1981).
Some of «the more representative behavioral correlates are teaéher’praise
rates, use of criticism, academic response opportuni;ies,‘amount of feedback,
gnd gecond chances provided for‘cérrecting errors. When the effect df
differenti;l teacher expectatlons for students is present, students
exﬁeriencing high expegtationg are clearly favored,:as é rule, on_all these
variaﬁles.. “

- Thése results Qould gppear to reflect the operation §f systematid and ? '\
selective bias on the part of teachers participating in s;ud#es of
expectation effects. Brophy and Good argue that these Aiffefential
e#pectatidns are self-genefated and naturally formed through such sources as
(a) observation and evaluation of students” performance over time, (b) test

data, and (¢c) anecdotal records, Doylé (1977, 1979) suggests~that the

comminication of differential teacher expectations does not represent bias

conditions that inclu&e groups of students who have mérk@dly“different
abilities and whoAvary tremendously in thelr teachability (Kornblau and Keogh
1980). The precise explanation of the form teacher expectations can takelis
perhaps of much less ilmportance than the fact that they do exist and do
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Replications of The Findings Un Differential Teacher Expectations.
Although there have been numerous replications of the effects of differential
teacher expectations by Brophy_and'Good as well as other investigators, there
have also been, with some teachers, a number of .failures to replicate these |

findings. In the early'etages of this research, it was assumed that all or

most teachers formed these differential epectations and expressed them.

However, by 1974, -Brophy and Good noted that there were stfoné individual
ditferences among teachers in whether or not expectation effects appeared and
in the nature of such effects when' they were detected. Accordingly, they

have classified teachers into three broad'typee on this variablet (1)

reactive, (2) proactive, and (3) overreactive. The expectations'of reactive
teachers are shaped by students, not vice versa. Proactive teacpers temainv

awvare of their expectations and keep_then flexible so that they change as

K

“students change. Overreactive teachers are like those characterized in the

early expectation studies: they have strong and relatively rigid
expectations that are less likely to change as students change. The ‘
differential expectations of overreactive teachers are most likely to heve an
impact on student work. Although interesting, this classification into three
types does not facilitate discrimination between those teachers with high
versus those with low expectations of students in academic and behavioral

domains.

The Process Model Used to Explain the Effects of Differential

Expectations. The'model developed by Brophy and Good to explain the effects

of teacher expectations and to guide their research has five basic steps. The
model is as follows:

(1) The teacher expects specific behavior and performance from
particular students in his or her class.

(4) Because of these expectations, the teacher behaves differentially
toward students.
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(3) Through this process, students learn what is expected of them and
are affected in terms of their salf-concepcS, motivation, and -
levels of aspiration,’

o

: (4) If this treatment is consistent over time and students do not
resist or change it in any way, it will shape their achievement
and behavior., Students who experience high expectations will be
led to achieve at high levels and those experiencing low - |
expectations will decline in performance,
(5) Over time, students” achievement and behavior will conform more

and more closely to the patterns or profiles originally expected
of thenm,

.3 This is a congepcually elegant model in terms of its face validity
and logical apppal. Howevar,'as a process model for explain}ng rhe.operation
of difterential cegrhér éxpectacions,-ic remains theoretical and, as yéc,
empirically untescedf In a review of the research on teacher expectations,
Good (1981) maké; cpe following observacions_about the status of research in
this area: .(a) the great majority of research has foqﬁped on step 2 of the
model (i.e., do teachers treat students for whom they have high and low .
expectations differenclp?); (b) very.little research has focused on step 5,
(the effects of teacher expectations and behavior on students” achiévemant); ,
(c)_mosc of che‘résearch on feacher'expectations‘has examingd direct effects -
of differential teacher behavior rather than such indirect effects as student
perceptions or 1hferences of teacher behavior; and (d) little research h;s
addressed the quescion of how students can alcer or concrol ceacher
aexpectations. EstabL;shing the validity of this process model would require
caréful process studies involving sophisticated observation procedures
con&ucced over time, rhe use &k interview procedurep? and regularly scheduled
performance measures of groups of teachers and students showing powerful.,'
versus no differential expectancy effaects. Most studies have addressed only

4 tew elements of the Brophy and Good (1970) model at a time and thus have
. /
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not documented the process as a whole,

Garner and Bing (1973) proposed a process model, consisting of four
elements, that is very similar to Brophy and Good”s model. This model
postulates that, under some circumstances, teacher‘expectations (A) lead to
ditterential teacher behaviors (B). These differential teacher behaviors

will occasionally produce distinctive.or differential pupil behaviors (C),

Iy

which may -in turn lead to differential levels of achievement (D). Luce and

b
{

Hoge (1978) reported one of the few studies that has addressed all the

elemen;s of a orocese model (specifically the Garner and Bing formulation)

explaining the effects of differential expectations, Specifically, they were

interested in wheﬁher the expectation-achievemeot effect is mediated by
teacher and pupil behavior, They examined qﬁis relationship ueiog a sample
of lQA.pupils from five classrooms and‘collected the following data: (1)
direct observations of teacher-pupil interactions, (2) direct observations of
pupil attentiveness or engaged academic time, (3) teacher rankings, (4) an
I.Qe test, and (5) a math achievement test., In tois'author's*view, the o
authors maoe~a serious omission by not interviewing participating teachers
and pupils after the study was concluded. . | o ‘ a2
The results of the Luce and Hogevstudy did not support the conclusion
that teacher expectations were a major determinant of pupil achievement,
However, significant relationships were found betwien teacher rankings and
some behavior categories, between teacher rankings end achievement, and
between some -behavior oategories and achievement, Tﬁe authors concluded that
the results of their study neither supported nor rejected Garoer end Bing’s

process model,

In examining the available research evidence, it is apparent that

" investigators have established significant relationships and linkages among

¢

each of the elements of both the Brophy and Good and the Garner and Bing
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process models but via isolated studies that are essentially cross—sgectional
in nature. Longitudinal studies spanning at least one academic year would
probably be required to document these process effects. In thié author”s
view, the absence of 1pformation énd empirical”data on this question'creates.
a major gap.in the knowledge base regarding teacher expectations, Such.
information and data would make it possible to detect and even prevent the
development of negative expectation’éffectsrin both preservice and jinservice
ﬁeachers. o o ' .

‘Current Status of Research on Teacher Expectations. It is apparent

that substantial research‘remains,to be conducted on the specific effects of
high and low teacher expectations.on children’s school performance and.
adjustment, Probable comg;ex interactions bétween ;hé intensity and duration
. of exposure ter#pectations and their correlates in both teacher and child
behavior are not well understood. lThis would appear to be a pfopér domain

for study by classroom ecologists (Doyle 1979; Copeland 1978; Gump 1977;

-—Kounin and Doyle'l975; Schoggen 1978). However, these investigators have

I

rejected the molecular approach to classroom methodology (i.e., reliance upon
direct observations of categories of teacher and child behavior) used by
researchers in the teacher expgptatiohs domain, Their favoring of global

constructs assessed through narrative gpecimen records (Barker and Wright

1955; wright 1967) or behavior setting surveys (Barker and Schoggen 1973) may
not permit th2? detection and replication of relationships of this nature,
Thié is a ‘topic urgently in need of study and analysis with the most
sophisticéted and sensitive methodological tools available. |

In reviews of the.teacher expectations raesearch, both Brophy (1979)
and Good (198l) have called for additional process~to-process studies (for
"e@xeample, teacher expectations to.teacher behavior to pupil behavior) before

embarking on massive experimental studies of expectation effects. This
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author concurs with this recommendation and suggests that research isvalso

’l"
'

needed in this domain on the relationship between teacher expectatfsns and ‘ !

. teéacher behavior.dirécted to the class as a whole, Management of group
process 18 a very important teacher skill (Emmer, Evertson, and Anderson
1980; Emmer and Evertson 1381) and would likeLyAbe powerfully influenced by
ﬁhe level and t}be of.teachér expectations, In his review, Good (198l) noted
that to his knowledge no studies have related teachers” expectations toward |
the class as a whole to.student classroom behavior and affective or acagemic
oﬁ;comes. Reseérch of this'type would ﬁake it possible to address more
effectively the question of "person-environment" fit (Berkson 1978;
Landesman-Dwyer, Stein and Sackett 1978; Berkson and Romer 1980; Romer and

- Heller 1983; and Apter and Conoley 1984), to lay an empirically based
toundation for matching students to teachers and vice versa (Thelan 1967),
and to select less restrictive placement settingé for.handicapped pupils that .
are more appropriate for their special needs and demands (Korhblau'and Keogh
1980; Hersh and Walker 1983; Walker and Rankin 1983; Waiker in press), .

Assessing the effects of teacher gxpectations is an important effort

and haslimplications-for teacher selection, training,'and research, As long

as equétation.effects are measured indirectly through teacher rankings of

children”s status on high inference dimensions such as achievement and

behavioral adjustment (Brophy and Good 1974; Braiphy and Everéson 1981) or are

inferred from the types of teacher behavior displayed during the process of */.

teaching (Rutter et al. l979),lit wili be very difficult to (a) compare

teachers meaningfully on this variable, (b) systematically relate the level

of teacher expectations (high, medium, or low) to learner outcomes, or (c)

determine expectation effects at the school level. Fdrther, Good (198l1)
suggests that {t is important to examine the expectations new teachers have
about their ability to influence students” learning. This author would also
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extend the notion that we need to know more about how expectations may‘change
rrom entry into teaching to maturity in teaching and how these expectations
may be related to teacher burnout, career change, turnover, and other
personnel factors that-have been plaguing the profession for years. In the
absence of direct measures of such expectation effects, it is difficult to

see how these goals can be achieved.

Teacher Attitudes

The strongest evidence for the formation and behavioral expression of

teacher attitudes toward pupils in school was established in the early work -~

of Jackson, Silberman and Wolfson (1969) ard Silberman (1969) as well as in
subsequent_replications and extensions of their findings (Jenkins 1972; Good
and Brophy 1972; Brophy and Good 1974; McDonald 1972; Nash 1973; Brooks and |
Wiison 1978; Brophy and Evertson 198l), Like the research on teacher |
expectations, these findings haveibeen established primarily through a
research model that demonstrates effects of differential teacher attitudes
and behavior toward various students,

Jackson, Silberman and Wolfson (1969) empirically demonstrated that

teachers hold differential attitudes about the children in their classrooms,

. These attitudes were associated with contrasting patterns of pupil behavior."

Silberman (1969) showed that differential teacher attitudesAand'patterns of
behavior were strongly associated with students” behavioral profiles. For
example, Silberman asked a sampie of third grade teachers to nominate one
student from their classes'who represented each of four teacher attitdde
groups, These groups ware defined as follows:

Attachment: If you could keep one student for another year for
the sheer joy of it, whom would you pick?

Concern: If you could devote all your attention to a child who
concerns you a great deal, whom would you pick?
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Indifference: If a parent were to drop in unannounced for a

conference, whose child would you be least prepared to talk
about? .

Rejection: If your class were to be reduced by one_child,"whom
would you be relieved to have removed?

2
i

Silberman us;d observation hethodology to examine teacher behavior directed :
toward_children nominated in each ofrthevfbur'nominated groups and to assess
the nature and quality of teachers” interactions with thems« The contrasting
behavioral characteristics of students in thq four groups and  teacher
behaviqf directed toward them are described below.

Children in thel"attachment“ group were'highiy socialized to the .
ideal student ;ole and were seen as conformiﬁg, as fulfilling the personal
 needs. of the teacher (volunteering, answerihg questions correctly, and so
forth) and as being relatiéély undemanding. These students were ptaiéed more
frequently than other students'and were frequently held up to the class as
behavioral models,

Students in the '"concern" group tended to be low achigvers who tried—
to complete assignments and foilow classroom rples but wh§ were generally
unskilled academically and made extensive demands on the teacher for
assistance, They.required a great deal of supervision, and teachers often
went out of their way to provide them with assistance.‘T

Students in the "indifference" group had very low rates of initiating
to and interacting with the teacher regarding academic matters. These
students had few other distinguishing behavioral charaqtéristics.

Studéﬁts in the "rejection' group tended to be demanding, active,
aggressiQe, and very ditficult to manage effectively in the classroom. These

students were low achievers, exhibited high levels of misbehavior, and had

high rates of contact with the teacher=-mostly over the issues of control and

.
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redirection of their behavior,
These four student‘grOupS représented a behevioral ecology in each
'claesroom that produced very different patterns of teacher behavior directed.
'thard them. In a subsequent replication and extension of Silberman®s (1969) f
findings, Willis-and Brophy (1974) argue that teacher attitudes toward _ L
children in their qlasses are shaped almost exclusinely by children’s “
behavior and by the manner in whichﬂchildren respond to the teacher, The
‘three major variables involved in this procegs seem to be (a) the student’s
general level of school success, (b)fthe degree to whicl the student rewarde
and responds positively to teachers, and (c) the extent to which the student .
conforms to classroom rules, As a rule, students in the "attachmentb group“
are model students, well socielized, and pleasant for teachers to interact
with, Students categorized under "concern" are compliant, dependent, and .
Bersonally rewarding to teachers, "Indifferent" students are more passive
"and are not rewarding to teachers, while "rejected" students present very

2

difficult control problems and apply powerful pressures to the management and

3y -
instructional skills of teachers.

1

Teacher attitudes and behavior toward these four types of students is

clearly reflective of the students” contrasting behavioral profiles. There

has been extensive replication of this differentiated teacher response

pattern over the past decade (See Brophy and Evertson, 198i). These findings
Suggest the following: (1) teachers are unusually open to the initiatives of
"attachment" students, approve of their behavior, trust them, but do not |
usually snow overt favoritism toward\them; (2) teachers initiate high rates
of contact with "concern" students, Jre very supportive and nurturing of
their efforts,.lower their expectation@ and demand levels for them, and
assist them especially in developing inproved skills; (3) "indifference"
students appear to be seldom noticed bf\teachers and are responded to:with
v I ‘BEST COPY
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apathy, aund teadheré_often seem unaware of their presence; and (4) the
"rejection” étudenﬁélgenerate strong emotional reactions in teachers, are
constantly under surveillance, are criticized frgquehfly, and are subjected
to powerful direct control measures such as-warﬁings, threats, negative |
sanctions, or dismissal from class.>’

Although a minority of teachers exhibit'differential initial

. expeétations for students, a majority form and express differential attitudes

towards students according to the students” ﬁehavioral profilgs. Teachers
seem to have clear preferences forldifferent'typea of students and student

behavior (Feshbach 1969), and they do not appear to suffer from guilt or

remorse in acting upon such preferénces (Brophy and Evertson 1981). Further, '

ghese differential attitudes and this correlated behavior are in evidence
from the early beginnings of the schooling experience (Wil).s and Brophy
1974) ..

This body of knowledge has important 1mpli¢ations for the behavioral

v

mix of students in classrooms and represents a complex, ecologica
phenomenon, The evidence for two-way influence in the classroom and the

impact that students exert on teachers is well,established (Fiedler 1975;

Doyle 1977, 1979; Doyle and Ponder 1975; Fe _  n and Prohaska 1979; Klein

1971). The evidence also suggests that teachpys use very different teaching

'aﬁd management techniques (direct versus 1ndir§ct) with different groups of
students (Copeland 1978). Brophy (1979) has suggested that context seems to
be an important emerging variable to consider in research on teacher
effectiveness. Extremely important'topics to consider in the design of
effective schools would seem to be teacher attitudes, the student types and
behavior that shape such attitudes and their collective impact on classtroom
atmosphere, school climate, classroom ecology and teacher-learner outcomes,

This author maintains that teachers also form standards and




v )

expectations for children”s social behavior in the classroom that are

relatively independent of the behavior of specific children within given

classes. The available evidence suggests that teachers vary considerably in

P

their respective demand levels associated with these standards/expectations

(Hersh and4Walker 1983; walker and Rankin 1983; ﬁalker, Reavis, Rhode, and

Jenson, in press) but show broad consensus and high levels of agreement in

d'the types of pupil behavior they view as ecceptable and unacceptable,

Evidence also suggests that thcse standards and expectations are related to-
teacher behavior directed Cowarc the class as a whole. This source of

information could be extremely valuable in the mainstreaming process and in

the design of optimal educetidhal environments generally,

Teacher .Perception

It is apparent that students” behavioral adjustment and academic
achievement in sctool are influenced By a host of variables including.(a)
:amily history, (b) socioeconomic status (SES level), (c) chil?
characteristics, skills and abilities, (d) situational or contextual eftects,
and (e) teacher expectations, attitudes, and perceptions. A large number of
recent research studies on the accuracy of teachere’ evaluative judgments of -
child behavior and performance suggest that teachers perceive pupil
characteristics accurately (Boldstac 1974; Nelson 19Y71; Greenwood, Walker,
Todd, and Hops 1979; Brophy and Evertson 1981;'Jenkins 1972; Gresham 1981;
and Green and Forehand 1980)., Teachers appear to be most accurate in their
perceptions of the child characteristics they have the most information about

(academic performance and achievement). However, research has shown that

teachers are also capable of making relatively accurate judgments about

students” behavioral adjustment, sociometric akillﬁfﬁacd.social competence

(See Boldstad 1974; Gresham in press; Grean and Forehand 1980; and Gresham
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| that teachers preferred students who were orderly, were high achieving,

198l), : , T
Teacher perceptions are influenced not only by observable child
characteristics but also by generalized child attributes that are either

valued as appropriate to the school setting and the student role or .ace -

-

rejected as,incompatible with either, Several researchers have investigated o
‘the criteria that teachers have used to make evaluative judgments in
_ attribution studies. Willis (1972), for example, found that correlates of

: teachers expectations for high-ranked students included attentiveness,

self=-confidence, the ability to work'independently,-complisnce, school
readiness, high general ability, and healthy social-emotional development,
Feshbach (1969) found that teachers prefer students whose behavior patterns .

were characterized by confo:mity, passivity, acquiescence; and dependence as

opposed to such attributes as flexibility, independence, assertiveness, and

,nonconformity. Similarly, a study by Morrison and Mclntyre (1969) suggested

l

presented no diecipline problems, and were personally rewarding of and

. deperident upon teachers, o i : ‘ - - e

 Rist (1970) was the first to suggest that teachers construct . :
attributional imsges-of what constitutes an idéal student, He argues further;Lf“-”“%
that these'a priori 1mages influence both teachers” perceptions of 1ndtvipﬁat '5
students and teachers"behavior and decisions related to the student. Toh' -
date, there is very little data available to either confirm or deny Rist’s o g
assertions, but ‘hey sppear to have considerable face validity.

- Analysis of traditional referral prectices in relation to
tehaviorally disordered children in school (Walker, Reavis, Rhode, and Jenson
in press) and of negative teacher teactions to the mainstreami end

integration of handicapped children into less restrictive settings (Gresham

1982, Hersh and Walker 198J3; Keogh and Levitt 1976; Larrives and Cook 1979;. ;, -

- ﬂ. \\ N 24 '2259 . ]E;]F‘ (Wykmpi?YSZ'

U Y Ty AT T T B W N S B T




and Ringlaben and Price 1981) strongly suggests that teachers often have well
developed behavioral standards and correspondingly narrow tolerance 1evels
for behavior outside the limits of such standards, 1In a recent chapter on
teacher perceptions and educationa;ﬂgecision making, Kornblau and Keogh
(1980) argue that teachers” conceotiona;of child "teachability" serve as a
standard against which the attrtbutes of individua; children are comparec and
that these conceptions influence teacher-pupil interactione and~decisioq‘
making. They suggest that each child is measured egainst an ideal standard
of teachability and thgt teachers are likely to value, fael comfortable with
and have positive interactions with children who meet these standards of
teachability. Conyeraely, teachers are likely to feel uncertain,
.uncomfbrtable, and even hostile toward pupils who differ from their.vieﬁ of ) .
‘the ideally teachable child, 1In support of this conceptualization, Kornblau b
.and Keogh (1989) cite a study by.Maonx-McGinty (1972) in which pupils rated °
low in teaChabiifty by their respective teachers had less social interaction‘ {
with both teachers and peers than did higher'ranked'pupils. Additional
'research is obviously needed to establish the validity of Kornblau and
Keogh‘s notion that individual pupils are each measured against an ideal
standard of teachability and, 1f so, to 1dentify the behavioral correlates of
thie_process. |
} | hornblau (19795 developed a scale for assessing teachers” views of
’i ideal popils using the Likert scale to obtain teacher ratinge of attributes
B that make up the ideal or model pupil, The scale consists of 33 deecriptors

that measure three primary dimensions: (a) cognitive-motivational behaviors,

(b) school-appropriate behaviors, ‘and (¢) personal-social behaviotrs,

Although data are not available on the psychomatric properties, raliability,

. and validity of the scale, the authors (Kornblau and Keogh 1980) reported the

data of a deecriptive study using Kornblau”s scale with a-sample of preschool
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through sixth grade teachers. The two major findings from this §tudy ate
that (1) soﬁe"actribuces were highly valued by' teachers acf?sa the full
age~grade range sampled, while others were anéhpred to specific age-grade _
groups, and (2) as a rule, teacherg in learning-handicapped programs assigned
the same values to pupil attribuce§ as teachers in regul;t'classes.. The

'follow;ng descriptors showed no significant differences across the seven

grade levels sampled in the study: happy, cheerful, confident, emotionally

v A

stablg, liked by peers, well accepted, imaginatibé, understhndipg of oth.rs”
. feelings, able to‘use maﬁerials in-an original manner, inquisitive, and

questioning.* This instrument has potential value in assessing atmosphere and

'climate in th; classroom and provides a veh;cle for taking into accOunt.how |

closely individual childfan.approxihage or diverée fEOm normative

gxpectationq of regular classroom teachers (Kornb;ah éhd Keogh 1980),

’ An important dimens;on of teacher petdeption that is closely reiaced *\‘

, to the criteria of-standards that teachers use in making judgéments about

'pupils are the attributional processes (Weiner 1977; Cooper and Lowe 1977,

o

and Medway 197Y) that teachers use to account for why children behave as they

do (causal attributions). In this domain, Brophy and Rohrkemper (1980) found

differences related both to the type of learning problems and beh#vior

problems children éxhibit aﬁd to the teachers' attributions concerning the
f 'causes of the problems. Problem owneréhip was divided between teéchars and
’ . pupilse. fhac is, challenges to the teacher’s authority and control were
considered teacher~owned problems, while peer social‘acceptance préblems were | | .
.viawed as student-owned, Further, teachers felt that g;pdenfs misbehaved

deliberately and were capable of controlling their inappropriate behavior in

relation to ;aachereown;d problems, In contfast, student-owned problems were

viewed a8 not being under the child”s control,

| Teacher responses to teacher-owned problems that challenged their '
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control and authority were primarily negative and involved criticism, .

punishment, and negative sanctions. Teacher responses to student-owned

problems involved concern, sympathy, encouragement, and counselling. Studies

by Clarizio and McCoy (1976) and Kedar-Voivodas and Tannenbaum (1979)

indicate that teachers react more strongly to teacher-owned problems, such as

defiance or aggression, than to student-owned problems involving'social
withdrawal and low achievement (Brophy and Evertson 1981). Research. by this
author indicates that both regular and special education teachers assign much
higher social validation ratings (Kazdin 1977, Wolf 1978) to child behavior
that defines teacher-child adjustment status asﬂopposed to peer-to-peer
adjustment status (Hersh and Walker 1983; Walker and Rankin 1983).

When children enter the school setting, they are required to make two

major soeial-behavioral adjustments. That is, they must meet the teacher’s

oi nimal behavioral and academic expectations and must also develop

satigfactory interpersonal relationships with peers (Walker, McConnell, and

Llarke in press). Children®s ability to make these adjustments is heavily
dependent upon their skills and social perceptiveness and is poyerfully
mediated‘hy.the teacher:s‘perceptions of their'behaviora} attributes:end the
causes for:them. There are numerous instances, especially in the context of
mainstreaming,.of children being placed in classrooms in which they cannot.
possibly meet the'teacher's minimal behavioral standards, When this'occurs,
the consequences for the child are likely to be very severe and may lead to
serious impaidment of. school adjustment and achievement,

In this author”s view, teachers” standards andlexpectations for
8ocial behavior powerfully influence their perceptions of child attributes
and thaeir abiiity to tolerate and/or work effectively with specific children,

It is possible that such standards and expectations also influence school

climate, classroom atmosphere, and behavioral ecology. They may partially
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predict teacher behavior toward the‘class as a whole and, ultimately, child
outcomes, | |
?eachers‘ ekpectations are an extremely important part of the
educational process, one that 1s not well accommodated in the desigﬁ”&ﬁdﬁmﬂn}h&
operation of classroonm environments. This is particularly true of the
practices surrounding the mainstreaming of handicapped children into less
restrictive settings. wnen integrating such children into less restrictive
.usettings, it is essential that the receiving environment be assessed and a
determination made as to the degreé to which tha hsndicapped child can meet
the existing minimal behavioral. requirements. On a larger scale, a similar
© procedure could be used in the optimal design of effective gchools and
_classrooms and could make important contributions to identifying the proper
mix of teacher and child‘characteristics that would facilitate a positive
classroom ecology.
'The.evidence reviewed above on teacher enpectations, attitudes, and
perceptions~provides convincing evidence regarding their influence,on teacher
_behavior and, to a lesser extent, on child behavior and performance.
Research in this general area appears fruitful and cost effeftive- and has —
helped develop a better understanding of how schools function as social
systems} It is surprising“that-ecological researchers have‘not played a more
prominent role in the deveiopment of this‘knowledge<base, since the context
| for these efforts appears to be defineﬁ_by the basic principles and findings
} | - of behavioral ecology (Doyle 1977; Barker and Gump 1964; Barker and Schoggen
| : 1973). In section 2 below; classroom ecology is'reviewed as a conceptual
’ framenork for an assessment methodology that provides for the study and
analysis of the social behavior standards and expectations of classroom '

. teachers and their behavioral correlates.
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, SECTION TWO
BEHAVIORAL ECOLOUGY AS A FRAME OF REFERENCE
FOR ASSESSMENT OF
THE BEHAVIORAL DEMANDS OF CLASSROOM SETTINGS

’ _ The generic term ecology (Sells 1966) is defined as the scientific
‘ study of organism—environment interaction(s), and, in this sense,‘is a branch

L _ . of;the'biological sciences, The term human ecologx_emergedras a sociological

concept apd was ad;?ted by Barker énd his associates (Barker and Séhoggen
1973} Gump 1977; Baéker 1968) for use in the study of behavior settings and
'~ their impact on pers&ns within them (Rogers-Warren and Wedel.l980).;Human
ecology consists‘of physiéal and behavioral components, fhysical ecology
refers to the thsica} coﬁponents of environments. that mediace, constrain,
and afféct human beha%ior.. In classrooms, these components would include
.such'things as the room temperature, the room size, physical eléments in ﬁhe‘
setting (such as tabl[s and chairs), and the number of pérébns'present.
Behavioral ecology includes fheustﬁdy of the influence of interpersonal
‘variables (social‘supporf nétwofks, teacher-gstudent 'interactions, friendship
pattarns) and environmental arrangeﬁen:s (seating charts;‘c;assroom
organization) upon ﬁehavior. This_diabuésion focuses on behavioral ecology<~
Th§ugh most egological variables (when investigated in the context of sch;ol
effects studies) have shown low or inconéistedt relationships with student
outcomes (Andérpon 1982), they continue to form an important frame of
reference fo. fesearch~on the qchooling process, |
It should be noted that while there is broad agreement that the.
science of human ecology refers to the study of the impact of environment
upon human gehaviqr and the process of adaptaﬁion (Price 1965; Sells 1963),
investigators vary greacly‘in their description, classification, and analyai§<'
of environmental variables as well as in the manner they represent ecological
effscts within iné%ges of human-functioning‘(sée Moos and Insel 1974; Endlef

an?/Magnussen 1976). For example, Koffka (1935)‘originally distinguished
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 between the "geographical' and "behavioral" environment., Pervin (1968)
refers to the non-interpersonal versus interpefsonal environment, Finally, .
Chein (1954) describes geo versus egquehavioral envifonments; 'Each of these

;vbi-polar categorizations share common elements with the others and fafer,
essentially, to the impact of'non-ﬁoqial'verSQS social variébles'on human

'bphavior and functioning.
/ . .

/ Eco;ogiéts also distinguish between the objective, measurable

/
/

/anvironment in terms of its physicql reality and its pergeived reality (Stern

/1964; Pervin 1968). Physical.reality.refers to the objectively'denermined,
observable_infiqence of environmental variables on behavior that can be

' empirically doéumented.' Perceived reality refers to the individﬁﬁlfs
réaﬁtions (attitudeé, perceptions, expectancies)Ato environmental events,

- which are more difficult to empirically document with reliability. The focus
of the present discussi:; will be on.the dom;in §f behaviorai ecology as 1t
is expressed in terms of both physical and perceived reality.

Characteristiéally, ecologists have focussed almost exclusivély.on
the description and explanation of behavior and on the environmentél forces
that explain and account for it,/bgﬁ have expressed corrgspo;dingly.littie.-—
iﬁterest in the use of such informati§n to alter or structure environmenﬁs to
facilitate more ad;ptive functioning (Rogers—Warren and'Warren 1977). -
Behavioral ecoLogy dffers a theoretigal and methodological framework for

.analyzing sqcial and physical environments and for generating knowledge ;hat
can have a prpfound impact on the design and alteration of educational
environments as well as the selection of appropriate placement settings. The

. prescriptive or programmatic use of ecologically de;iVed findihgs will also
be a focus of this discussion.

Behavioral ecology refers to the environmental impact on behavior and

the interaction of individual and environmental characteristics. More
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specifically, it is concerned with (1) the degree of congruence between the
individual’s needs, capabilities, andiespirations and the environment”s
demands, resources, and response oppottunities;'(Z)‘the mannet'in which
diffetent environmental conditions and arrangemente force accommodations in
the behavior of individuals within them; and (3) the reciprocal nature of
individual-environmental interactions and influence ptocesses. Behavioral
ecology provides a ftemewotk for (a) the analysis of the individual’s
adaptation to the environment and (b) an assessment of‘the impact of
envitonmental forces npon the‘individnal;‘

-Swap, Ptieto, and Harth (1982) nave suégested three reasons for why
the ecological nodel is,relevant'to the study‘of schools and classrooms and
for.how it has improvéd-ogr underStanding 7f the behaviotal procesees'
opetating in educationallenvitonments.‘ Eirst, the ecological model |
highlights the importance of studying natural ‘settings and developing formats

‘fot conducting scientific observations within them. Second, it has provideo
; structure end a technology for measuring the effects.of environmental
variables on behavior. Finally, it has facilitated attempts .at using such _
information to analyze educational environments and design them more
‘effectl ely. To date, the contributions of behavioral ecology in these areas
have b‘e more conceptual than methodological. Nevertheless, this kind of
paradigm and the structure it provides are important fot deyeloping

approaches \to the assessment of settings and envitonments and their effects

~ upon individuals exposed to them,

k o | | Moose(1974) has provided an important organizing framework fot the
ecolog'cal classification of envitonments in terms ol_Specific attributes and

' theit effects on the behavior and performance of indlviduals within them.
According to this schema, environments may be conceptualized and classified |
in terms of aix levels or types: (1) ecological. attributes, which include
geogtaphical<and_meteorological variables as well as architectural and
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physical design variables;‘(Zl behavior settings whioh;have both ecological

and behdvioral properties and are concerned with naturally occurring o {
phenomena; (3) organizational structure as defined by size, levels, staffing

tatioa, line and staff hierarchies and so fotth;f(4) variablea encompassing

the collective, personal, and behaviotal characteristics of the setting”s
inhabitants; (5) psyehoaocial‘chatacteristics and organizational climate; and

(6) functional analyeie of reinforcement contingencies within specific .

environments and settings. Moos;rdmits that these categotiea’intetrelate and

_ overlap; however, eacp has been ?hown to have impottant effects ou individual

and/or gronp behavior. Of'partifulat relevance to the study of school
envitonments is the body of knoqledge related to a) the behavidr setting, b)

, /
the-psychosocial chatactetistiqﬁ and organizational climate of'oame, and c)
envitonment-specific.reinforcenent contingencies.' From an ecological
perspective, the eonoeptual and theotetical wotk in these three domains could ,
enrich existing knowledge of’the schooling ptocess by. providing additional
explanatory constructs for the intetptetation of available findings. 1In
addition, adoption of an/ecological focus could generate important new
directions for future neaeatch on the schooling ptocess.

The ecological!model concentrates on molat.vatiables as explanatory
constructs and uses molecular analysis to flesh'out details of
behavior-environment interactions (Barker and Schoggen 1973). As noted
earlier, this may partially account for why ecological variables
chatactetistically show weak and inconsistent relationships with student
outcome variables in the input-output gtudies of achool effects conducted so
far (Anderson 1982). Wolf (1965) has criticized the glooal variables
relatiné to social status and economic well being (such as parents”
occupation, family structure, educational level, family size, and ratio of

crowding in the home) that are commonly used in many outcome studies of

schooling effects, They suggeat these variables are too general and
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non-specific to account for much variance in the intellectual performance of
childreﬂ. In émpirically based studies, these authors have demonstrated that
much stronger relaﬁionships can be obtained between environmental and
individual pérformance variables ﬁhrough }hé use of specific and relevant
measures of environmental variaﬁleg that directly influence
intéllectual/academic performance, Their convincing demonstrations of the

value of more specific measurement procedures appear to have broad

applicability to the field of ecology in general and to behavioral ecology in’

particular,

The field of behavioral ecology offg;s a n&mber of constructs and |
princ;ples that are germane to the study of school-based,‘contextual
variables and their influence on te#cher and child behavior‘. These include
(1) the concept of the behavior settiné and its influence on the behgvior of
individuals within that setting; (2) the interdependence of behavior,
persons, and.environments; (3) the concept o%/behaviorﬁl demands across

different settings and environs; (4) the pegﬁon-environment,fic or match; (5)

the dimension of discordance, or lack of cqngruence, as an explanation for
S

adjustment failure, deviance, or inadequg}e pe:formance within sgpecific
settings; (6) the assessment of environments; and (7) the process of

adaptation, Each is discussed briefiy below.

\.

Behavior Settings\f

2 behavior setting consists of three elements: (a) a physical milieu,

(b) a program of activities and inhabitants, and (c) a location in time and

space (Barker 1968; Gump 1971, 1977). The behavior setting serves as a major
unit of analysis in ecological studies of environmental influences on |
performance. Ecologists examine the effects that settings exert in mediating
and constraining behavior. Ecologists argue that human behavior is

controlled by the nature of the setting and the program of activities that
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_oceur witiin it.

Behavior settings are classified by ecologists in terms of their size

- and other salient characteristics. A major focus of setting-based research

is on the role of extraindividual factors in acéounting for behavioral

‘ differences; For example, ecological studies have been con?ucﬁed on large

|
and small towns (Barker and Schoggen 1973), large and small churches (Wicker .

1969), anq large and small schoolé (Barker and Gump.1964). Suchwgtud;eﬁ seek f' -
to establishlthe interdependence of the indiéidnal—environment relationship
by démonstra%ing that the béhavior oflindividuals'varies predictably from
settihg to setting and that different individuals within the same sgtting~
display similar behavior (Holman‘l977).

There continues to be a liveli.debate in psychology ‘about which

accounts forithq greater variance in human behavior -- person-specific traits

or settings '4nd situations (Mischel 1968, 1969, 1976; Allport 1976). This
debaté is by;no means resolved,'bﬁﬁ it is widely acknowledged that
setting-specific variables do exért a very powerful.influence on human
behavior (Moos 1974; Moos and Insel 1974; Endler and Magnussen 1976).
&evercheless, the conceptualization and development of taxonomies of
individual attributes has far outstripped similar efforts to clagéify
situations and setﬁings. These efforts have been further hampefed by the
traditional absence of reliable, specific measures of settings and
environmental variables,

Behavior settings can range in sizé from small groups o; units t¢
extremely large and complex organizational or community structures. The

notion of the behavior setting is particularly valuable in the study of




individual variability over time, The stimulus conditions, social agents,

contingencies, physical arrangements, and adult behavioral expectations that
exist in Speéific settings can play a powerful role in accounting for such

variability (Mischel 1968, 1969; Alker 1972; Bem 1972).

The Interdepgndence 2£ Behavior, Persons, and_EnQironments

Gump (1977) suggests that there are three.types of interdependence_in
the molar units of behaviors, petaons; and environments, .These are (1)
behaviot to behavior, (2) person to environment, and (3) environment to
environment. Changes in one of these elements will inevitably affect other
system elemente and alter them in some.fashion. For example, if a behavior
change program were developed to reduce or accelerate certain clasaee of
student behavior, cortelated changes of an unplanned and unanticipated nature
would also be produced. Ecologiets argue that such changes may be
deleterious and should be monitored carefully.

Willems (1974) has argued forcefully that behavior analysts and other
nsers of behavioral technology have implemented behavior change procedures in

~an unplanned and indiscrimipate fashion with little regard't;r the poseitle——

‘'undesirable side effects thet these efforts may produce,. He Euggests that |
such procedures are quite intrusive and not always beneficial when the
individual®s total ecolpgy is taken into aecount. He argues persuasively for
the adoption of an ecological perspective in the behavior change process in
order to assess the presaence of unplanned correlates of powerful intervention
proceduras. Willems (1974) further suggests that such developments are
inevitable given the internependence of behavior, person, and environment and
are not .'. .lly measured by the narrowly defined observation code cetegories
commonly‘used by behavior analysts.

In a program ef research designed to investigate the relative

35

4 O Bh“ W, ..&. / 'i.ﬁ ﬁJ Y

o B e namacaae o P e



Vgonttibutions of settings and individuals to the interdependence of person,
behavior, and setting in social interaction processes, Raush and his
associates (Raush, Dittman, and Tayiot 1959) concluded that (a) persons
differ from one another across a variety of gituations, and (p) situations
evoke characteristic patterns of social action across a variety of persons,
However, the interactive effects between the individual and the behavior
setting or situation contributed far more information about behavior than did
the éum of the individual components,. This geﬁetalization enjoys a broad
ronsensus amoung ecological.psych§logist§ and has strong empirical support,

The focus on teacher-student interactions (and the reciprocal
influence ptocesses\embodied therein) by such investigators as Brophy;'Good,
andvaertssn has illustrated the value of incorporating such inter&ependence
into paradigms for reééatch on teachiné. Théit more recent work involving.
attribution and .the role of classtoom activity settings and contexts (Brophy

and Evertson lﬂ Brophy 1979) in the teaching-learning ptocess has greatly

increased the power.of their methodology and the value of their findings,

Behavioral Demands

The ecological concept ofvb§havioral demands éresented or represented
by the social environment is ve?y useful in the study of school settings.
Doyie (1977) aud Copeland (1978) argue persuasively that patterns of social
influence in the classroom are twé-way in nature and'that teacgers.arg
influenced as much by students as students aré influenced by.teachers. It is
suggested that teacher behavior may be as much affected by student behavior
as it is the cause of student behavior, Cobeland (1978) presents evidence
that teachability levels and'behaviOtal characteristics of groups of pupils
have a profound effect upon the teaching repbrtoites (atyle, managemqnf
practices, control_techniqu@s) of beginning teachers,
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In this reLetionship, teachers are presented with a powerful set of
demands simply’by having to manage and instruct x number of stndents
possessing charecteristice‘within an inflexible time frame, The nature and
complexity 6; these demands is largely determined by the'behaviorel
characteristics and teachability ievele of studeuts who comptise the
classroom unit. Kounin and his eseociates have studied the group process
variables that are consistently assoclated with high levels of work
involvement and effective classroom management (See Kounin 1970;. Kounin and

Doyleil975 and Kounin and Gump 1974)., Effective group management is

. coneistently associated with the following variables: (a) with—it-ness, (b)

overlapping, (c) smoothness and momentum, (d) group alerting, (e)
accountability, (f) valence and challenge arousal, and (g) seatwork variety
and.dhallenge. Teachers who are skilled in the techniques of group procese,
management, end'instrnction are able to negotiate more successfully the
complex demandS'represented by heterogenedue groups of students who vary in
general teachability. The,findinge of Kouninlandﬁhie asedcietes'have
consistently-withstood the test of replication by independent investigators_
(Brophy and Putnam 1979;.Everteon and Andersen 1979). - T
| The teacher may be the single most important ecological variable in

the classroom since she or he is largely'reeponsible for controlling and

mediating all aspects of the classroom environment. In this context,

‘taachers place a variety of very intense behavioral and perfornance demands

on both individual students and the class as a whole, StudentsAhave varying
degrees of behanioral inclinations to accept and conform to these demands.
The processes governing the negotiation of these often conflicting sets of
demands and inclinations define, to a latge extent, the nature of c;eeeroqgm‘:

acology.
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Ihe Person-Environment Fit or Match

Une of tne more powerful contributions of behavioral ecology to the -

study of classroom settings is the notion of person—environment f£it or matcn.
That is, the 1ndividual‘s level of adaptation to a given setting is a
function of che'match between the characteristics of the person and the
environment. The ecological term for this phenomenon is synomorphy.

.0 - '
The concept of person-environment fit assumes there are environments ' /

(interpersonal and noninterpersonal) that more or less match the ' -
. / ' : //
characteristics of each individual‘s behavioral profile, attitudes, needs, /

and personality (Pervin 1968). A "match" or "bast £it" (Jahoda 1961) of the _?f{/
individual to the environment is indicated by high performance, satisfaction,',y'f
and mininal stress levels. A "mismatch" or "lack of £ie" results. in

. J
decreased performance, dissatisfaction, and high stress levels, Intagliata/f\

\ .

.}
v

(1983) notes that while the notion of best £it or match is conceptually

appealing and logically. consistent, there are few empirical studies that have'

documented the correlates of either satisfactory or unsatisfactory

it e e et )
-— . . — .

person-environment fits,

Two parallel movements in the pasc decade have provided excellent but
largely unrealized opportunities to stndy person-environment fit and to
develop methodologies for facilitating them. These are (a) the mainstreaming
and social integration of handicapped“pnpils into less restrictive clessrooms
in public schools and (b) the deinstitutional movement with its corresponding
placement of developmentally disabled (DD) individuals into community

__4’~4—_,ﬂ,_da

settings (including group homes, sheltered and/or competi

settings, and so forth). _A decade of research on the affects of these social.

P

movements dramatically illustrates the behavioral consequences of inadequate
person=-environment ‘matches (Gresham 1981, 1982; Landesman-Dwyer 198l; Willer
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and Intagliata 1981; Berkson and Romer 1980). Results of these studies
.‘indicate.that mainstreaming and community placement of handicapped and
developmentally disabled persons are often associated with such negative
outcomes as peer rejection, lack of social contact and involvement,
depression, emotional trauma, and increased mor;ality«

A major cause 6f these négativa outcomes is the handicapped or
disaﬁled individual’s inabilit} to cope effectively with the demands and
preésures that exist in such unfamiliar and complei settings. Followup
~studies of communityfplhced DD persons consistently indicate that knowledge
of the cdnditibns of postinstitutional community settings is a far'more.
powerful predictor of successfyl adjustment than is knowledge of the
iqdividual’s personal characteri tica or behavibral response to the
institutional enviroﬁmént prior to\placement (Landésman-Dwyer 198l). Studies

.of conditions in the less restricti classroom settings into which

handicapped children are placed would \in all likelihood yleld éimilar
findings:— The li;e:ature in thesg two areas is replete with examples of
fallures to preperly match handicapped and\disabled indivi&uals with
supportive environmenté, to.provide the training and support.ihey need té -
aécéés the normalizing benefits of such environmeﬁts, and to manage the
transition process effaectively.

A failure to éffect”a.match can bgvattributable to both
person=specific and environment-speqific f;btors. Persontspecific factors

-

’ '
would include skill defiwmmi\fidual, a violation
) \

__———0f 8oclal norms, and expectations or behavioral demﬁyﬁs that are excessive.

Environment=specific factors would be representedgﬁ§ inconsistency of adult

expectations across all settings, by settings tha

by settings that have unreasonably high or inappropriate behavioral demands,

have limited choices, and

In order to facilitate maximal person-environment matches via placement
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processes, it would be necessary to attend carefully to three sats of
variables: (1) the demands, expectations, Qupport structures, and resources
that éxiét in the receiving settings; (2) the skill level and coping ability |
of the person to be placed in the setting; and (3) the procegs uséd to |
transition the person from one setting to another, In this»author‘siview,.
the failure to attend carefully to these variables contributes substantially
to the adjustmﬁnt problems experienced by handicapped and dis;bled persons
Qis-a-via the mginsﬁréaming and deinstitutionalization movements,

L

Discordance

Tﬁa notion of discordance or lack of congruence, a cenﬁrai concept~in.
'behaviofal acology, is defined as the disparity between an individual”s
abilities and the demands or expecﬁat;ons of the environment in which she or
he 15 placed (Apter and Conoley 1984). More specifically, ecology'fdcqses
upon the degree of congruenée between an individqal‘s needs, capacities, and
aspiraﬁiona and the environment”s resources, demahds, and response
opportunities (Coulton 1929; Intagliata 1983). Points of discordance are the
discrepancies or sources of conflict between these two sets ;f vqriables; o

" Lack of‘congruence, or. discdrdance, is a major'explana;ion for the
failure of many individuals to adjust satisfactorily to new environments or
settings. Wicker (1972) has commented at length on processes that mediate
behavior-environment congruence. He suggests that the environmént can be
most usefully viewed as a network of social roles and norms with attendant
éxpaectations and rules for app;opriate behavior. Behavior sattings within
the environment are characterized by the existence of regularly occurring and
expected behavior patterns. Attempts are made by both adults (teachers,
sdpervisors) and peers'(classmates, coworkers) to make individuals cogform‘to
the social norms upon entering such settings. When such socialization
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efforts fail or an individual is.so disruptive or inecompetent as to exceed
existing tolerance limits, a‘characteriscic.responseﬁis to remove the person
from the setting. Studies have shown that "reinstitutionalization" and
reverse mainstve ming occuf most oft;n in the presence of persistent
mala@éptivé behdvior of ;n antisocial, aggressive nature (Landesman-Dwyér
1981; Sutter, Mayeda, Call, Yanagi, and Yee 1980). Thus, the social norns,
" behavioral expectations, and tolerance limits that are associated with
specific'behav;or'settings can play a powerful role in determining the degree
. of congruence and, ultimately; the adjustment sucéess of 1ﬁdividuals who
;'entét_them. | | | \
| Wicker (1972) proposes a social exchange théory.to account for the
gelection pf'éettinés ;n individual will enter baséd on that person”s ability
'énd/or desire to perform the existing patterns of behavior regularly expected
in the setting(s). He sﬁggests that a person is likely to enter settings
that permit petsbnally enjoygble'or'valuable behavioré and to avoid those
settings that do not, Similarly, on the bggis of its goals, standar&s, or
functions, a setting may sélecf from among 1£é pccq;ants certain personajwﬁai
are to leave and others who are to stay. Wicker (l§?2}x§fgues that if one

wished to predict whether a person would remain in a given éétting, it would .

be necessary to obtain approval ratings of the target individual’s

behavior(s)'by the.setting's occupants and to assess the degree of congruence )
- with the expeéted'behavior patterns, )
Of ten individuals have very limited control over the settings whére ' \T h

they are placed-—especially within school and 1ns:1tutional environuwents,

Very often, individuals are placed in relatively nonsupportive environments

where they either cannot or will not conform to the expected paﬁterns of

behﬁQior.' When this occurs, the mismatch is obvious and may be a prec;rsor

to serious adjustment problems. This may, in turn, iead to expulsion frém

41

" BESY Gui i

]




the setting=-a characteristic response of school sTatems to many / ; |

behavior-cisordered school children,

congruence and the match between setting expectet

. ’ AN !
The notion of environmental press (Stern 1904) can also be related to // /
ons and individ%all

behavioral characteristics. The concept of presa:includes both c+ ﬁhtions

[ :
‘facilitate its expression, Stern suggests that these conditions pﬁtablish '
. \ T ..

i
i

‘that represent impediments to fulfilling a need anisthose that ar#:}ikely to

the climate or atmosphere of a given setting.

\ : ) ’ b

In the classroom setting, environmental press in the beliavioral

-domain would be represented by thoe types of child behavior that the teacher

values and perceives as facilitating school success and by maladaptive

<

expectations would likely vigw the classroom setting as an aversive

behaviors the teacher judges as un cceptable and disruptive of classroom - - /

atmosphere, Recent research by the author (Walker and Rankin 1983; Walker,

\ Reavis, Rhode, and Jenson, in préss) indicates high levels of agreement

across the range of teachers and classrooms regarding the content of expected

~patterns of behavior. Children who could not meet such minimal behavioral

environment and would be clearly "mismatched" 1P relation to it,

‘The Assessment of Environments
!
| T —

In recent years, there has been a strong movement toward assessment |
of‘settings as a corollari to the assessment and understanding of

individuals” behavior (Intagliata 1983), It is broadly agreed that much
greater understanding of behavior can be achieved through assessment of both
the individual‘ana the setting(s) that she or he functions ih or has been

exposed to, Recent investigations indicate that environmental variables are

better predictors of how individuals will behave than are individual ;

. characteristics or traits (Landesman=-Dwyer 1981; Hull and Thompson 1980; and
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Landesman-Dwyer, Berksou and Romer 1979), Some inVestigstors have argued
that, instead of being assessed out of context, persons should be evaluated
in terms of the settings or environments in which they are expected to
function as well ss in;terms of their personal attributes (Landesman-Dwyer
1981);' V umber of inbestigators have argued for'an interactive approach to
sssessmentTof this type that lays the groundwork for an: empirically based
.match between individual snd environmental ehsracteristics (Sundberg, Snowden

|
and Reynolds 1978),

Y

'
A number of ixstruments have been developed to measure social climate
and-different gspects|of the enviroament (See Anderson 1982 for a review of

" instruments for assessing social climate), Other instruments used for

ecolodical assessment purposes are (a) the SOMPA scales of adsntive behavior
(Mercer and Lewis 1978), (b) Wahlet, House, and Stambsugh s (1976)
"Ecolpgicsl Assessment| of Child Problem Behavior," (c) PASS (Program Analysis
of Service Systems) by Wolfensberger and Glen (1975), (d) the Residential
Manegement Survey by Eyman, Silverstein, Mclain and Miller (1977), and (e) -
the;Family Environment Scale (FES) and the Community Oriented'Programs -
Enrironment Scale (COPES) by Moos (1972), 'A major limitation of these
insttuments is that they o not provide for the assessment of‘individusllsnd
<'environmentsl variables on similar dimensions. Thus, it 1s impossible'to
assess an individual’s status in terms of the environmental variables being
' measured,
Swap, Prieto, and Hérth (1982) suggest that tbe purpose of ecological . i
assessment is to identify the nature and causes of the faulty adaptation
between the child and the en ironmentt This requires assessing the child,
the settings the child inhabits, and the interaction between them, It is a
very complex but essential form of assessment in the schooling process
generally and especially in telation to pupils who are experiencing learning

and adjustment problems, Intagliata (1983) has reviewed environmental

48 Blool b@x-ﬁ-. o

Y ,.A,.,AMLM.“mtwﬂu_mmu,,.l__nm.“_.,._u_._._.,N‘m,_..,_w‘_n_.um_,.ru_“.....u.‘.”.m, o A,A\..,\A,A_‘_._._'..J

43



agssessment efforts over the past decade and found them deficient om a pumber'
\of'dimensioné. He hotes,lfor example, that most available environmental
asgessment instfuments are not multi-dimensional in nature and thus are too
narrow in the dimensions they assess. Further, most such instruments were
not designed for ;he task of enhancing person;envirohmant fitmand'thus do not
provide for ;alacihg environmental characteristics to individual needs. He
~§alls for the design and validatiqn of instruments and assessment '. ;
methodologies that can accomplish these goals. |

The author has designed an assessment sygtem of this ;ype which will
be described in section 3 below. It includes all of the elements Aescribed |

by‘}ntagliAta (f983) as necessary for enhancing person-environment fit,

The Process'gg Adantation "

Ecologists view adaptation as ;hé basic process used by individu#ls
to acodmmodace,tﬁe requirements of.gnvironmehtal settings (Sells 1963). |
" Adaptation is a joint function of indiVidual.trﬁits/chqracteriscics,and the

: |

environment, so ecdlogists asqume,that the adaptativerdrocess can be measured .
in the same way across a range of eavironments and traiés (Berkson 1981).,
Mortality, fertili;j, académic success, and income level?hkve ail been used
as measures of'adaptktion. For handicapped individuals, dégree of
~§ar;icipat;on'in society and engagement in'productive worklhave.beeq
identified as appropriate measures of adaptation (Berkson 198l1). 1In the
developmentél disabilities area, lack of reinstitutiondliza:ion has T,
;historically been a major criterion for measuring adapsation (Landesﬁan—l)_wy/ari
1981)., Walker (1983) has identified éoqial developmgnc and academic
achievement as appropriate indices of successful adapcﬁtion,tp the schpol
.setting.

Procedures for facilitating adaptation have differed somewhat in the
areas of developmental disabilities and specialyeducation, In the former,
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two major approaches have been used: (1) skills development and training and
(2) ecological support, including che,czgation of new supportive environments
within commsnity settings and the elteracion of.e;iscing environments (Romer
and Heller 1983). Berkson (1981) suggests that environmental alteration is a -
far more promising approach than skillsltraining-—a poeition that is clearly
open to debate. -Io the latter area, specialveducation, the mainstreaming

movement has focussed on éiecing handicapped children within existing

educational settings and ﬁn pressuring the receiving environment (i,.e.

" teachers) to accommodate the unique needs and requirements of the target

handicapped child. The available evidence suggests that this strategy has
very serious shortcomings and has not been generally effective (Hersh and .
Walker~l&§3 Glass 1983) ' . .

*-«...

. The AIMS aeséﬁsmeﬂt system, to be described below, provides for the

assessment of school.environments using many of the ecological concepts and

principles described above. It assesses the receiving environment and child

'behavioral status on the same dimensions and- generstes information that makes

it possible (a) to select less restrictive placement settings and (b) to

syetematically prepare the target child to meet the minimsl behavioral-
demands.-that are expected in these settings, AiMS has the potential to
significantly maximize person~environment f£it and, in the orocess, to
facilitate the adaptation of handicapped children to less restrictive

educational settings.,
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SECTION THREE
: THE AIMS ASSESSMENT SYSTEM
RATIONALE, INSTRUMENTS, AND OUTCOMES

Rationaie

Assessmen:s for In:egration into Mains:ream Se:tings (AIMS) was

| otiginally developed for integrating handicapped children into less

tes:rictive se:tipgs, however, this aseessment system appears to have broader
applications in matching students and placement gettings (Walker, in press).'
AIMS assumes that teachers” standards and expec:ations of child behavior in

general (a) comstitute important determinants of general classroom atmosphere

“aud behavioral ecology, (b) are used as criteria for judging ﬁhe general

teachability levels and behapioral attributes or profilee of.individual
s:u&en:s, (c) serve as referrents in teacher decisions regarding whether :hé,
child is appropriately placed in the elaseroom, end (d) are correlated with
forms of :eacher behavior directed toward the clasg as a whole, AIMS gives a
direct measure of the teacher”s standards and expec:a:iona for child behavior
in general, provides for an assessment of child behavior in relation to those

standards orlexpec:atiOns,.and, following social integration, assesses the

target child”s teacher-pupil and peer-to-peer social/behavioral adjustments.

Thus AIMS makes it possible (a) to identify the behavioral demands that exist

in less restrictive classroom eettinge, (b) to assess child behavior in

relation to those demands, and.(c) to determine the quality and adequacy of

the, child”s behavioral adjustment to teachers and peers following social
integration., Information produced by the AIMS system makes it possible to
match children directly to classroom settings in the behavioral domain. The

AIMS system identifies both adaptive and maladaptive behavioral competencies

‘that are viewed by raceiving teachers as aessential and in which the c¢hild can

be trained so as to enhance both "match" and adaptation. AIMS also
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descriptors rated as critically important to a successful adjustment and the

identifies both critically important behavioral skills and competences that
facilitate adjustmeat and unacceptable maladaptive behaviors that disrupt it,
Precise identification of these behavioral responsee via the AIMS assessment

system makes it possible to greatly improve both "match" and adaptation. o

Instruments

The AIMS system consists of.fonr ;nstruments: (1) the SBS (Social
Behavior Survival) Inventory of Teache; Social Behavior Standards and | fj”
Expeetations, (2) the SBS'Child Behavior Rating Scale, (3) the Classroom |
Ad justment Code (CAC), and.(é) the Sociel,Interection'Code (8IC) (see Waléer
in‘presé). The rirst two instruments rely on teacher ratings that involve,
respectively, (a) social validation (Kazdin 1977) ratings of adaptive and
meiedeptive descriptions of child. behavior and (b) criterion—feferenced

ratings of child behavior status on the SBS Inventory items receiving high

social validetien ratings by receiving teechers. The SBS Inveritory uses

teacher ratings of "adeﬁtive" and "maladaptive" descriptorslof chiln'behavior

as a primary rating referent to generate information on the expected forms of . . .

regularly occurring behavior in the target classroom setting (Wicker 1972).

Teachers rate adaptive deecriptors (such as achieving a satisfactory.

classroom adjustnent) along a dimension of importance and maladaptive

descriptors (such as refusing to obey classroom rules) along a dimension of

acceptability., A ‘copy of this instrument is included as appendix A, T
The SBS Inventory ylelds a total score and five factor scores-—three

inlsection 1 of the scale and two In section 2 of the scale, For assassment

and placement purpoeea, the major sources of information in the scale for .

assessment and placement purposes are the number and types of adaptive item

number and type of maladaptive descriptors rated as unacceptable., The
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.+ Inventaory also assesses the receiving teacher”s tecbniqal assistance needs in

. managing and instructing the targat child, This instrument provides a great

—_— .

e —_ ., .
s T ——
. —— ————

~

\deal of information about the nature of the classroom en&ironmant as defined

\by the teacher’s behavioral expectations, standards, and social norms
governing the behavior of children.in the class. As sqch, it provides a
useful index of classroom atmosphere and produces prescriptive infotmation:\

\
that makes it possible to maximize person-environment fit in the behavioral \

domain, \
The second instrument ‘of the AIMS process, the S8S Child Behavior

Rating Sca;e, assesses the target child”s behavioral gtatus in relation to

—_——eee———

each item rated critical and unacceptable on the SBS inventory by using a -
criterionrreferenced'scaling format to &etermine (a)lhow déficient the'p&pilf
is in relation to each critical item and (b) how far EPQ pupil is outside j
normal limits or acceptable social norms on each item rated unacceptable;/f
Somedng w;th a thorough knowledge of the target child’s behaviop pgtter@f!
completes this scale after the receiving teacher has responded to the §§s

.

Inventory. This scale makes it possible to assess child behavioral status on
a one-to—one correspondence with teacher responseﬁ to the SBS Inventory, '
Thus child behavioral status is assessed on the same dimenéions as are the ' -
teacheré’ expectations,
| The third and fourth instruments, the CAC and SIC codes, provide

estiﬁA;és of respectively (a) the amount of the target pupil”s academic

o | engaged time and teéchar behavior directed toward the target pupil and (b)
the amount, quality, and fopography of peer-to-peer social contact and peer
responses directed to the target child”s behavior., Research studies indicate
that handicapped children and many nonhandidapped children experience
gignificant adjustment problems gnd failure in these two domains (Gresham

1982; Hersh and Walker 1983), These codes provide direct measures of teacher
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and peer adjustment status independent of teacher judgment,

Exrehsive normative data are available on all these instruments
(walker, in press; and Walker, Reavis, Rhode and Jenson, in press). The
development and initial validation of the SBS Inventory are described in !

Hersh and Walker (1983) and Walker and Rankin (1983). Research and normative n

S boigm

data for handicapped and nonhandicapped populations on the observation coees R
are reported in Walker, McComnell, and Clarke (in press), ‘The use of the -

AIMS assessment system in the maihstreeming process is described ie Walker

(1984). Major findingsiro date on the SBS Inventory are reviewed below.

These rihdings are derived from a program of research carried out over the

past five years,

Qutcomes
Findings and outcomes;on the SBS Inventory are described below under
three headings: descr;ptive outcemes, psychometric outcomes, and validation
outcomes. The appropriate references are indiceted to direct the reaeer to
reporis that provide detailed descriptions of the studies referred to and

their findings.

Data on the instrument are currently available on over 3,000 teachers
in the U.S., Cahada,kand Australia, A large number of studies have been
conducted on the Inventory since it was first developed in 1980, It is not

poseible to provide detailed reviews of each of these studies herein.

Descriptive Qutcomes. Research on a variety of teachers at different
levels of training, with different grade levels of students, and in different

settings (e.g. special versus regular) have consistently produced the

following results.,
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--<Table One presgnts means and standard deviations on the $BS
Inventory across two 1n1tial vaiidation samples of 50 regular teachets in the
elementary.grades and of 22 special education teachers teaching at the same
age/grade level. Response category frequencies on the Inventory for the two
groﬁps indicated that (a) both groups of teachers checked over half the
Section II items as uaaccepCable,\(b) ;eghlar teacheré checked approximately
23Apercent of the Section I items as critical while special éducators checked
16 percent as critical, and (¢) both grqups showed a similar pattern of
scoring on the technical assistance portion (Section IIIL) of the Inventory.
These normative levels have substantial general applicability for boty
regular and special{education teachers because they clésely approximate
teacher responses obtained in a subsequent, representatibe national sample,

~=Scores on the inventory correlate moderately w;th'categories of
teachers” management and instructional behavior as assessed and recofded by
direct observation pfocedures in the classroom (Walker and Rankin 1983).
Higher scores on the Inventory (i.e., more items cﬁecked "critical" and
"unacceptable") are associated with a behavioral ﬁrofile‘of the effective
teacher as represented in the teacher effectiveneSS'litetéture. Teachers
scoring.high on the Inventory, for example, have higher réfes of (a)
monitoring pupil performance, (b) praising student behavior and performance,
(c) producing instruétional responéés, (d) providing academic faedback, and
(e) using indirect teaching/management techniques, Correspondingly, they
have lower criticism rates and spend léss time in mapaging transitions. High

scoring teachers appeared to be more effective as both teachers and managers

of the classroom environment. However, it should be noted that a teacher

“with high expectations for academic and behavioral performance would not

necessarily be the best for mainstream placement of a handicapped pupil with'
moderate to severe deticiencies in social and academic¢ competence., A
30
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classfoom in which there are high expectacidns for non-handicapped pupils may
represent a non-supportive environment for a handicapped pupil, \..

--Teachers show tremendous variability in the level of their
standards/gxpectacions for»child‘behﬁvinr. Some teachers rate all the items
in seétion 1 (adaptive) as critical and all the items in section 2
(maladaptive) as uﬁacceptable, while others rate only small numbers of items ]

|

@8 critical and unacceptable (Hersh and Walker 1983; Walker and Rankin 1983),
_Table.Two presents a characteristic profile of high, low, and average scoring
teachers for the items in.sections 1l and 2 of the Iﬁventory. The extrema
p;tterns of scoring represented by the high and low scoring teachers in Table
Two apbear to replicate in any sample of thirty or more teachefs.

==The contents of the most highl& rated adaptive items define the
ideal student role and are difectqd leost,exclusively toward meetiﬁg teach;r
convenience and compliance. needs in Ehe process of teaching. The highest
rated maladaptive items describe higﬁ intensity but low frequency social
behaviors such as stealing, teacher defiance, or physical aggresgion that
conflict with teacher value systems and/or challenge the teacher”s authority.
lcems incthis resp'3e class are often referred to as teacggr-owned probiems
while the ldwest rated items in both séctions'l (adaptive) gn& 2
(mélad;ptive) described peer-related social skills and deficits which ara
regarded as étudent-owned problems (See Brophy and Evertson 198l), -
Teacher-owned problems generate emotional controlling and punishing teache?
responses while student-owned problems generate only occasional mild
expressions of concern from teachers.

==The ratings and behavioral profiles of regular and special
education teachers on the SBS Invaentory were highly similar in both level and
content, Their social behavior standards and expectations appeared to be .

nearly identical (Walker and Rankin 1983; Walker, Reavis, Rhode and Janson,
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 sections 1l and 2 of the instrument as measuring respectively adaptive versus

in press),
These findings suggest tﬁat,teacher responses to the SBS Inventory
identify those who differ radically in the level and intensity of their

behavioral demands on stﬁdents and that these differences are correlated with

teacher behavior, It would appear that in the schooling process genera!&y,

and especially in the mainstreaming process, teacher differences in this

domainaought to be taken into account in placement and-social integration,

Psychometric Qutcomes, The SBS Inventory appears to have Qery

aéceptable psychometric pr?perties. Three separate estimates of coefficient
alpha for sections 1 apd 2 of the Inventor& all exceeded the «90 level,
Test{retest correlatio@s o§er a:six-Qeek interval for total score (section 1
plus séction 2) were .82 for regular teachers (n=50) gnd .86 for special
educgtion teachers (n=22), Stability coefficients for sections ! and 2 were
.78 and..74 for regul?r teachers and .81 and .80 for special educators,

An analysis of the sg#bility.of individual item ratings indicated
that over 75 percent of the scale items were rated identically by teachers
over a six-week period, This held true for both sections | and 2 and

replicated for regular and special education teachers.,

A study was conducted to detarmine whether labelling of Inventory

maladaptive classes of pupil behavior influenced teacher ratings. Two
samples of regular teachers in rural areas of California and Wisconsin ware
recruited as participants in the study. Thirty-nine teachers participated
and were divided equally into two groups using a random selection procedure,
Teachers in group one responded to an SBS InYentory form in which the content

of sections 1 and 2 was not labelled; teachers in group two responded to a

form in which the content of the two sections was labellad, Results
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‘indicated no signitficant differences in average teacher responses to sections

l and 2 of the Inventory or in total score,

'Validation Qutcomes., Five types of validity hﬁve been estimated to

date on the SBS anentory: (a) item, (b) concurrent, (c¢) criterion, (d)

» contrasted groups, (e) factorial validiéy. Validation of the instrument is
ongoiﬁg and a number of vaiidiCy studies are in process. The reéults of
completed validation studies will be summarized briéfly below.
| Item validity for three combined samples of teachers (n=196) was
estimated using an internal criterion variable such as total scofe.

~Item~total correlations ranged froh +32 to .70 for Section ! and ffom o253 to
64 for Section-z. All of the items met the minimum cut off score for
acceptable item validity of AL |

The SBS Inventory has demonstrated low to moderately'high
correlations with three concurrent measures of teacher attributes, These are

the Minnesota Teach;r Attitude Survey by Cook, Leeds, and Callis (1Y51); the

Classroom Integration Inventory by Proctor (1967); and the Problems in

Schools Questionnaire by Deci, Schwartz, Sheinman, and Ryan (198l), The

strongest relationships;weré'demonstrated with the Problems ‘in Schools

| guesciqnnaire (i.e. correlations in chg.magnitude of 6 to ,70); moderéte
correlations wefe obtained with the CII, and low or non-significant
correlations were obtgined with the MTAS.

Criterion validity is suggested by éeveral studies that have
demonstrated powerful relationships between Inventory scores and direct
observations of teacher behavior and academic achievement. These studies
converge in docqmenting the relationship of higher scores on the Inventory
with the use of structured, direct instruction procedures and ;ith higher

achievement gain scores over time. However, these results are somewhat
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tenuous given the relatively small numbers of cases involved in the studies
and await replication using larger sagples.df teachers and classrooms.,
Evidencé for theﬁcontrasted groups validity ofkthe Inventory is
suggested by a study of teachers of hearing i;paired children in three
different settings Eepresentins increasing levels of restrictivenegs and a
study'of ceaéhers of emotionally disturbed children in’ residential versus day
- treatment centefa. Results of these studig;_indicate that the less
restrictive the setting, the higher and more demanding che‘ceacher's
behavioral standards and expectatioﬁs,.and vice versa., This is not an
'unexpected finding:‘buc it demonstrates the instrument”s sensitivity to
'differences in teacher expectations -and behavioral staudards that,’logicélly,
yould exist,
| The factorial validity of the SBS Inventory wés estimated on ;
combined pool of teachers representing both elementary aﬁd secondary grade
lavels, Results of this analysis produced three factors for section i and
two for section 2 (Qee Walker and‘Rankin 1983 for a description of this
study). These factors‘correspond to the commonly observed dichotomy of |
teacher-owned versus stqdenc-éwned problems, That is, behavioral |
c&mpetencies relating to compliance.wiﬁh teacher directives load on one
factdr and those relating to peer directed social behavior load on the second
facto:. )
The validation studies conducted so far suggest ﬁhat the.SBS

Inventory does have validity for the assessment of teacher

expectations/behavioral standards and for the relationship of scale scores to

concurrent measures and external criteria. The extent to which the
instrument can be used as a reliable vehicle for the precise selection of
placement settings that optimally match child charactaristics remains to be
demonstrated., The AIMS assessment system provides a vehiclelfor the
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potential achievement of this goal and makes it possible (1) to identify the
adaptive and maladap;i?e ¢hild behaviors of central con;erﬁ to the classroom
teacher, (2) to use this information prescriptively4in the placement, and
integration processas, and (3) to assess the adequacy of pupil aqjustment
following integration. . : .

AIMb is yet another exanple of an ecological assessment system thac

attempts to measure a teli@ant component of the environmental milieu in which

children are expected to function effectively. Ic-provides a direct meésure
of the behavioral demand levels that teachers apply to the class as a whole
and that may mediate 1ndi§idual teacher-pupil interactions. Substantial
research remains to be conducted on the system in order to firml§j establish
its validity for these purposes. . Ultimately, instruments of this type may be
incorporated into standard school«pfactices and may strongly affect the
social ecology of the schooling procéss. If so, it is hoped they will

contribute to improved schooling effectiveness and more positive interactions

" between teachers and the full range of pupils whq'represent the heterogeneous

behavioral mix found in most classroom settings.
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SECTIUN FOUR
IMPLICATIONS FOR SCHOOL PRACTICES
' AND RESEARCH
- Implications of assessment systems such as AIMS can be drawn for
current school practices as well as for research strategies that would

investigate more effective and precise mathods of assigning children to .

teachers, and vice versa. Brigf discussions of these issues follow.

Implications for School Practices
It'seems obviouepthat'setting-specific asseésmenc systeyé such as
AIMS have great~poqen£1al value in the enhancement: of éerson—environmen:
’f1t4-especially in the context of mainstreaming or of community placement of
developmentally disa;lgd individuals. Such sysfems provide a great deal of
information regarding contextual variablgs, claséroom atmosphere, and social
norms. Their‘value is further enhanced if target children'are assessed on
th§ same/dimension(S) as the environmaptal v;rigblee in question, This type
of incefactive assessment process makes it possible to truly match
individuals to settings and to construct prescriptive training programs for
preparing them more effectively to meeé the minimal behavioral raquirements
that exist within settings.

¢

There is currently a strong movement in the field of deve}bpmental

disabilities toward a recommi tment to enhancing-person-environm?nt in order

’ to improve the adjustment and quality of life of handicapped individuals. A

thorough knowledge of placemant settings is pefhaps the most powerful source

of intormation affecting the future adjustment of deinstiéutionalized

1nd1v1dua1q (Berkson 1981, Intagiiata 1983) as attested to by gystematic

studies of successfully and unsuccessfully placed DD persons. Attempts are '

also being made in the Developmental Disabilities field to develop-a taxonomy
- 56
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of'community placement settings and to describe carefuliy their salient
features in relation to the characteristics of handicapped individuals
entering them, |

The special aeducation fic;d cpﬁcars,to be developing none of these . - é
‘initiatives, perhaps because the legal mandate of P.L. 94-142 suggests that
educatorc are obligated to expose handicapped pqpils to the least restrictive
ecucacional placement avaiiable. Unfortudately, the quality of reguiar and
special classroom placement options variaes treﬁandously in terms of proyicing
supportive environments for mainstreamed handicapped pupils, Verylfeﬁ
attempts are in evidence to develop eicher the assessment procedures or the
taxonomies necessary for improving placemcnts of handicappea individuals;
Instead, teacherc in less restrictive educational settings are expected to
. accommodate the unique.needs of handicapped pupils as a matter of standard
| 'bractice. The available evidence suggests this.approach has not been
prodcctive_(uersh and Walker 1983; Glass 1983). In this author”s view,
"significant progress will be unlikely in this area until thece is (1) a clear

recognition that the needs of handicapped individuals are not being well met

© —
e

//' within mainstream settings, (2) an attempt to select and structure classroom

environments in the direction, of greater supportiveness, and (3) a systematic
effort to enhance person-~environment fit, | |

, ' In the area of regular education, it would appear that the

’ yéchodology exists to more effectively match students to teachers on a broad
‘ | scale, For example, children could be routinely rated on such dimencions as

general teachability, the extent to which they manifest teacher-owned versus

student-owned problems, or the extent to which they are perceived as high

expectation students. In addition, some teachers are more effective with
certain types of pupils than others. It is now possible to identify less
effective and more effective teachers reliably and inexpensively, given the
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correlates and attributes associated with effective teaching, With the

advent of improved setting measures and the data management capabi;ities of

*

microcomputers, it appears possible to assign pupils to classrooms in a way

ot

that can maximize the learning and adjustment of children and simultaneously

take advantage of the.particulaf strengths of individual teachers,

»

Implications for Research

A recurring theme.in the teacher effectiveness.l;terature is that
effec;ivé teachers, classrooms, and schools are associa:ed with high
axpactationg for learqing and behavior, Until recently, only very limited
.methods have been available to qdanﬁify teacher expectations, to proéide a
basis for comparing teachers on this variable,'and to relate'atgtus on it CO.
other perfofmance méasures, The AIMS assessment system and others like it
make these activit;gs.possible.

" - ' This assessment system could be vsed to investigate ;he following
variables ahd relaﬁiohships: (1) the impact of teacher ekpectations on
individual teacher-student intgractions and:on managgment of either small
groups of studeﬁts 6r entire classrooms, (2) the formation and expression of
teachers” behavioral standards and expectations over time, (3) tﬁelrole of
teacher expectatiodé in the selection and training of teachers, (4) the
relationship between teacher expectations and the number and variety of
oppoftunties provided students to respond academically, and (5) the extent to

- which placement processes can be made more efficient and prgcise for both |
handicapped and nonhandicapped pupils. These variables and relationships by -
no means exhaust the possibilities, However, they appear to be especlally
germane to the task of improving current school practices,

Historically, school=based assésament'procedures have suffered from a
lack of relevance and have often failed to provide prescriptive information
58
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of value inveducaﬁional decision-making. There now Appears to be a strong
movement toward the development of interactive environmgntal assessment
systems that will address these deficits directly. The next decade should
provide.anéwer84CO the question of whether such interactive systems will

result in greater efficacy in educational decision-making and programming,
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(:DIecember; 1983. Do not duplicate,
distribute, or reproduce without
rermission of the authors.

The SBS INVENTORY
of
Teacher Social Behavior
Standards and Expectations

vy
~ Hill M. Walker, Ph.D. and Richard Rankin, Ph.D.

University of Oregon

Demographic Information

l. Teacher Name:.

2. Sex: | () Male ( ) Female

3. Teeching Experience:

Number of years total:

Number of years in current position:

k. Current Teaching Level: | .
( ) Preschool () Primary (_) Iotermediate

( ) Junior High ( ) High School () Other .
5. 1ype of Handitapped Children Worked With: .
()Nne ()L ~()ED ° ()R () { ) Dear
( ) Blind ( ) Orthopedically Handicapped ( )/Multiply Eandicapped
( ) Other (please specify) /F /

/

6.  Classroom Settin ou Currently Teach In: K
) Regular Resource ( ) Special /
() Other (please specify) ; /

/

Rater Instructions: This Inventbry consists of two sets of items descriptive
of child social behavior in the/classroom setting. The first set of items
(Section I) describes child sofial behavior competencies end skills that are
considered appropriate to the/classroom setting. The second set (Section II)
descrives child behavior thay is considered maladaptive, inappropriate and/or
disruptive to the classroom/setting. As a classroom teacher, you are asked to
make cne of three rating Judgments about each item in Sections I and II/ﬁ%/the
Inventory. / /

1/’ . v
* pEET COPY




Instructions for Section I: For the items in this sectien, please
indicate whether the behavior described is (a) Critical, (b) Desiravie,
or (c) Unimportant to a successful adjustment in your classroom by
Placing & check (Y) in the appropriate parentheses. The line to the left
of each item will be used later. '

géitical means that possession of the behavior is absolutely essential to -
' a successful or satisfactory adjustment in your classroom.

‘Desirable means that possession of the behavior is not essential or
critical to a satisfactory classroom adjustment, but is encouraged.

Unimportant means that you;perceivé the behav;or as not being necessary or
- required for & satisfactory adjustment in your ~iassroom.

Section I: Descriptions of ADAPTIVE, appropriate child behavior(s).

Critical Desirablé Unimportant

1. Pupil is flexible and can adjust
to different instructional situa-
tions, e.g., changes in rcutine,
teachers, setting, etc. () () ()

2. Child listens while other children
are speaking, e.g., as in circle _
or sharing time . () () ()

./ Child communicates adequately,
e.8., speaks normally and can - - =
be understood. ' () () ' ()

Child takes his/her tﬁrn. () () ()

Child uses academic tools correctly,
e.g., paper, pencils, scissors, etc. ( ) () ()

Child seeks teacher attention et _
appropriate times. () () ()

Child models or imitates the
appropriate behavior of other
children. () () ()

Child uses free time appropriately. ( ) () ()

. 'Child makes his/her agsistance needs

known in an appropriate manner, e.g.,
/ asks to go to the bathroom, raises

/ _ hand when finished with work, agks

for help with work, lets teacher

know when sgick or hurt. () () ()

" 25  BESY Gury.
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10.

11,

l2.

1L,

‘15,

16.

—

17.

18

19.
20.

210

22.

Critical

Child listens carefully to teacher
instructions and directions for
assignments.

Child volunteers for classroom
activities, e.g., assisting the
teacher, reading aloud, classroon
games, etc.

Child complies with teacher commands.

Child improves academic or social
behavior in response to teacher
feedback.,

Child is considerate of the
feelings of others, e.g., says or
does things indicating an awareness
of another's feelings.

Child produces work of acceptable
quality given her/his skill level.

Child cooperates with peers in group
activities or situations. :

Child follows established classroom
rules.

Child can have normal conversations
with peers without becoming hostile

or angry.

Child can work on projects .in class
with another student.

Child compliments peers regarding
some attribute or behavior.

Child has indevendent study skills,
e.g., can work -adequately with minimal
teacher support; attempts to solve
problem with schoolwork before asking
for help.

Child speaks to others in a tone of
voice appropriate to the situation.
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no
W)

2]‘0

25'

26.

aT.

28.

29.

30.

31'.

32.

33.

3k,

Child answers or attempts to

‘answer a question when called

on by the teacher.

Child copes with failure in an
appropriate manner, e.g., doesn't
give up on assignment or proJect
involved in.

Child behaves appropriately in
non-classroom settings (bathroom,

" hallways, lunchroom, playground),

e.g., walks quietly, follows
Piayground rules, etc.

Child resolves peer conflicts

or problems adequately on her/his
own without requesting teacher
assistance.

Critical

()

Chilad cén accept not getting his/her

own way. .

Child attends consistenﬁly to
assigned tasks.

Child ignores the distractions
or interruptions of other students
during academic activities.

Child knows when to ask permission
of the teacher or other children.

Child tolerates usual school
frustrations esdequately, e.g.,
delays, schedule changes, etc.

Child can participate in and
contribute to group instructional
situations/activities.

Child can follow teacher written
instructions and directions.

Child avoids breaking classroom
rule(s) even when encouraged by a
peer.

Child has good work habits, e.g.,

nakes efficient use of class time,
is organized, stays on task, etc.
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Desirable Unimportant
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. Critical Desirable Unimportant

36. Child is honest with others, e.g.,

tells the truth; isn't deceptive. () () ()
37. Child responds to requests and ] s

directions promptly. () ) () ()
38. Child questions rules, directions, ,

or instructions that are not !

clear to her/him. . () () () ‘

39. Child shares materials with -
others in a work situation. () () ()

40. Chiid makes productive use of time
while waiting for teacher assist-
ance, e.g., continues to work on
problems that do not prove
difficult. ' ' () () ()

L1. Child raises hand before asking
& question (where appropriate). () () - ()

L2. Child completes tasks within : -
prescribed time limits. () () ()

43, Child uses social conventions
appropriately, e.g., says "thank : .
you," "please," apologizes, etc. () () ()

LL., Child observes rules governing
movement around the room, e.g., _ , .
when and how to move. () () ()

5. Child responds to teasing or neme
calling by ignoring, changing <he
subject, or some other constructive
means. () (). ()

L6. Child expresses anger appropriately,
e.g., reacts to situation without. :
becoming violent or destructive. () () ()

L7. Child initiates conversation with

peers in informal situations. () () ()
- L8. " Child uses classroom equipmen: and
materials properly. () () ()
76
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[
Critical Desirable Unimoortant
49. Child uses playground equipment A f
appropriately. () () ()
50. Child does seatwork aésignments
es directed, () () ()
51. Child sits up straight in seat
- during classroom instruction. () () ()
' 52. Child waits quietl&,fcr recognition
vefore speaking out in class. () () ()
53. Child follows simple directions .
after hearing them once. () () () ,
5. Child carries out decision(s)
or plans formulated by the group. () () ; ()
£5. Child can recognize and describe \ .
noods/feelings of others and self. () () Lo (") .
56. Child responds to conventional
behavior management techniques. () () ()

Instructions for Section II: For the items in this section, please indicate
whether the behavior described is (a) Unacceptable, (b) Tolerated, or
(c) Acceptabdle in your classroom. :

Unacceptable means that you would not tolerate the behavior occurring in
your classroom. Should an instance of the béhavior oecur, you
would initiate active methods to (a) suppress or eliminate it
and (b) prevent ,its future occurrence. . .

Tolerated means that while you will "put up" with the behavior in question
(at least temporarily), you would prefer to see it reduced in
frequency and/or replace” by an appropriate, incompatidle
behavior. : o,

Acceptable means that the behavior presents no problems for you and you
would not initiate procedures to decrease or eliminate it.
[ .
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Section II:

1.

2,

I~

o

&

e o

- io0.

1l.

‘12,

13,
* imposed classroom rules.

‘.lb‘

15.

\ T
Descriptions of JALADAPTIVE, inr. propriate child beh}vior(s)

\\.

Child whines.

Child tests or challenges teacher
imposed limits, e.g., classroom
rules.

Child is easily distracted from

-the task or activitvy at hand.

Child has tantrums.
Child babbles to her/himself.

Child disturbs or disrupts the
activities of others.

Child engages in stereotyped,
repetitive behavior, e.g.,mrepeats

 the same response over and sver in

the same way, such as penéil tapping,
drumming fingers, or playing with
Reects. '

Ch;ld refuses to share.

Chila engagessin silly, attention-

-getting behavior, e.g., makes
‘unusual noises/gestures, imitates

cartoon characters, ete.

Child lies.

‘Child is verbally aggressive with

others, e.g., teases, taunts, engages
in name-calling. :

Child manipulates other children
and/or situations in order to get
his/her own way.

Cnild #efhses to obey teacher=

f

Child.uses obscene language.

Child'pouts or sulks.

Unacceptable Tolerated \Accentayig
() () \\\( )
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () - ()
() () ()
\ Py
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
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Unacceptable Tolerated Acceptable

16. Child ignores teacher warnings o :
or reprimands. () ( ) ()

17. Child'is physically aggressive .
with others, e.g. hits, bites, ' IR
chokes, holds. ‘ () ) ) o () "

18. Child cheats, e.g., copies work . _

. from others. ' () () ()

'19. Child becomes visibly upset or
angry when things do not go her/his

wey. . (). () ()
20. Child talks out of turn. () () ()
2l. Child ignores the social initiatiors

(overtures, advances, etc.) of other -
children. () - () ()

LS

22. Child demages others' property, e.g.,
academic materials, personal ' : ,
possess.ons,. etc. - () () ()

23. Child asks irrelevant questions,
' e.g., questions serve no functionel \
purpose 'and are not task related. () () ()

24. Child reacts with defiance to - -
instructions or commands. () () ()

25. Child steals. . () ' () ( ),.

26. Child does not follow specified
rules of gemes and/or nlass ‘
activities. () () ()

27. Child obeys 6niy when threatened
with punishment. () () ()

28. Child refuses to play in games
with other children. () () ()

Child behaves inappropriately in
class when corrected, e.g., ghouts
back, defies the teacher, etc. () () ()
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Unacceptable Tolerated Adceutablg

30. Child forces the submission of
peers by being dominant, bossy, .
and/or overbearing. () () ()

31. Child starts activities, but does ,
not finish them. () () (")

32. Child argues and must have the
last word in verbal exchanges
vith peers and/or teacher. () () ()

23. Child appears to be unmotivated,
e.8., not interested in school

work.' _ () () ()

3L, Child makes lewd or gbscene
gestures. () () ()

35. Child displays high levels of
dependence, e.g., neels excessive
amounts of assistance, feedback,
and/or supervision to complete .
simple tasks. () ) ()

36. Child does not respond when
called upon. () () ()

3T. Child creates a distutbance during ,
class activities, e.g., is exces- . - R
sively noisy, bothers other students, ’
is out-of-seat, etec. () () ()

38. Child is overly affactionate with
other children and/or adults,
e.8., touching, hugging, kissing. () () ()

. 39. Child is excessively demanding,
[ e.g., demands too much individual

. attention. () () ()
. L0. Child is inexcusably late for the
beginning of class activities. () () ()

B , L1, Child is seriously withdrawn, e.g.,
whenever possible, avoids social

contact with other children and/or _
adults. () () ()




L3,

Ly,

L6.

7.
8.

L9,
50"

21.

Unacceptable

Child interrupts the teacher
when the teacher is engaged
in a presentation or activity.

Child engages in inappropriate
sexual behavior, e.g., masturbates,
exposes self, etc.

Child is self-abusive, e.g., biting,
cutting, or bruising self; head-
banging, etc.

Child wants to participate in
Playground activity in progress,’
but is afraid to ask t¢ Jjoin.

Child does not share toys and
equipment in a play situstion.

Child does not follow and/or
give into necessary rules of
games and class activities.

Child does not correct mistakes
when teacher indlcates there are
errors.

Child does not ask permiséion to
use others' property.

Child's remarks or questions are
irrelevant to classroom éiscussions.

Child reacts negatively to assigned

school work, e.g., complains, sulks,
refuses to start task.
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Sectvion III: TICHENICAL ASSIZTANCE NEEDS

Instructions: The purpose of this section of the SBS Inventory is to
identify your technical assistarce needs in teaching and managing
handicapped children who, at some future point, could be integrated
into your classroom. These children are likely to be deficient in
som2 of the normal skills/competencies described in Section I, and
outside the normal range on some of the maladaptive social behaviors
described in Section II.

You are asked to make one of three rating judgments for each ‘item in
Section I that you rated as Critical and for each item in Section II

- that yru rated as Unacceptable. In the line space to the left of the
Section I (Critical) items, indicate whether:

(a) You would insist that the child have mastered the skill or
competency prior tc entry into your class, or ‘

(o) Following entry, you would accept responsibility for developinrg
the skill/competency, but you would expect technical assistance
in the process of doing so, or :

(¢) Following entry, you would accept responsibility for develop-
ing the skill/competency and would not require technical
assistance. ‘ 4

Similarly, for Section II (Unacceptable) items, indicate whether:

" (a) The child must be within normal limits on the social behavior
in question prior o entry into your class, or

(). Following entry, you will take responsibility for moving the
child to within normal limits on the social behavior, but
only with technical assistance provided, or

(¢) Pollowing entry, you will take responsibility for moving the
child to within normel limits on the social behavior, and
would not require technical assistance,

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR ANSWER BY PLACING a, b, or ¢ IN THE SPACE TO THE
LEZFT OF THE ITEM. ‘ ‘




Table One

! RATING CATEGORY FREQUENCIES OF REGULAR AND SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS'

/ : RESPONSES TO INVENTORY AND CHECKLIST ITEMS ON TWQ OCCASIONS

SBS INVENTORY

Section I (Adaptive Items) 56 im number:

Regular Teachers'

1lst : 2nd
Administration 'Admiqistration
X S.D. X $.D.
‘Critical 12.78  13.12  14.10 13.56
Desirable 39.70  12.30 39.78  13.04

Unimportant 3.50  5.80 2,06  4.20

Section II (Maladaptive Items) 51 in number:

- Unacceptable 27.96 9.14 28.66 10.64
Tolerated 22.22  8.79 21.80 10.22°

Acceptable 0.82 1.73 - 0.48 1.11

Section III. Technical Assistance Needs

Settion I--Critical Rated Items

Regular Teachers

1st 2nd

Adninistration Administration

P '.X- SoDo ? s.DO

.- (a) Remediate
prior to
placement 2.36 6.57 2.66 6.99

(b) Technical
~assistance
required
after : ‘
placement 3.00 3.41 3.16 4.33

(¢) No technical
assistance :
required 7.36 9.92 7.70  10.74

‘Special Education Teachers

lst ' 2nd
Administration Administration
X s.D. X $.D.
9.13 1l2.62 8.54 11.97

40.63 12.14 42.63 11.54

6.22 8.60 4.81 6.38

25.22  12.76 27,72 12.43
25.00 12.35 22,77  11.94

0.77 1.79 0.40 1.18

Special Education Teachers

lst ' 2nd
Administration Administration
F3 s.D. X S.D.
1.45 3.20 1.00 2.77
2.54 5.20 1.68 3.54

4.95 9.83 5.50 9.83
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Section Il-~Unacceptable Rated Items

Regular Teachers

lst ' 2nd
Administration - Administration

X S.D. X S.D.

(2) Remediate
- prior to
placement 6.10 6.91 3.93 10.81

(b) Technical
assistance
required
~after
placement 11,20 6.48 10.79 6.62 °

(c) No technical
assistance v
required 9.64 8.53 - 9.06 9.02

Special Education Teachers

1st 2nd
Administragion Administration
v s.D, X S.D.
2.86  4.94 4,52 6.86
8.95  6.91 7.90  8.20
13.36  11.63 15.38  11.62




Table Two

Profiles of Teachers' Scores
on the SRS Inventory

Section I
Desi;&ble | Unimpoxtant
Teacher 1 / 36 20
Teacher 2 9 ' ' 0
Teacher 3 40 . 1
Section II
Unacceptable Tolerated Acceptable

Teacher.4/ 51 0 0
Teacher 5 8 462 1
Teacher 6 28 Lo22 1




