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Abstract

N
’ ; "

; Educators and psyéhologists who had preVious;y participated in

\ . .
at least,two placemen't team meetingg individually complete& a computer-
N ‘ .

v

simulated decision-makiﬁg program on a referred child. Thé\224-par-

. .

ticiﬁants were randomly assigned to 16 different conditions varying

on the basis of the referred child's sex, socioeconomic status, phys- ”

ical attracfﬁveness, and the nature of the.referral difficulty. Parti~

-

cipants accessed test .scores and qualitative information; all scores

. ' » '
and information indicated performance within the average range for the

4 ¢
‘(

*

- referred student's age aﬂd grade. Analyges revealed that the nature of

. \
refeyrél information significantly affected decision makers' pro&noses

~ .

-~ “J . . N
for a;;ﬁemic scucess. When decision makers were told the student was

referred for academic problems, they predicted difficulties in math,
but not in reading or spéech. Decision makers predicted that girls
rﬁferred because of academic problems would have significantly.mo}e

difficulty acquiring reading skills than would girls with behavior

problems.
’
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Decision Makers' Prediction of Students' Academic s

A

- Diffieulties as a Function of Referral Information

Y . ‘\’

Teachers' expectations for student performances have been tﬁe ' ’
topic of considerable research ‘(Brophy & Gpod, 1974;;Dusék, 1975; Jonés,.

’

19}7; Sutherland & Aigozzine, 1979); most of that interest waé fostered
by the‘"OaK School" experiment in which Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968)
reportedly influenced teachefs.and thereby student performanges by
.suggestiqg that certain children were."bloomérs." -In spite of consider-
able early criticism (Elashoff & Snow, 19703 Jensen, 1969; Snoé, 1969; ;
Thorﬁdike, 1968), »rteacher expectancy effects seem to be real, meaéurablé,
and oberatfpnai in .a variety of settings (Brophy & Good, 1974).
| One's éxpectations may be definea Q8 a predicted_probabi\ify of
the occurrence of some future event; tt has géen demqnstrated that
expectations for personal and interpergoﬁal performanc; e%ist (Algozzine
& Mercér, in press; Brophy & Good; 1974; Jones, 1977). Iéterﬁersonal

performance predictions have been shown to be influenced by current

achievement level (Brophy & Good; 1974; Dalton? 1969; Good, 1970),

" s “

facial attractiveness (Berscheld & Walster, 1974; Dion, Berscheid, &
Walster, 1972; Walster, Aronsoh, Abraham, & Rottman, 1966; Widgery,

1974), behavior (Algozzine, Mercer, & Countermine, 1977; Boucher, 1979;

- Giesbrecht & Routh, 1979), sex of subject (Carter, 1952: Jackson & v

Lahaderne, 1967; Meyer & Thompson, 1956), race (Coates, 1972:; Rubovits
& Maehr, 1973), intellectual level (Rubovits & Maehr, 1971 Schain,

1972), and SES (Miller, McLaughlin, Haddon, & Chansky, 1968)."

A variety of naturally-occurring characteristics may be influential

!
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’ .-

‘s in the decisions teachers. make abéht their students. A computer-

s‘imulated decision-making program wag developed QO study the extent’

£

to which certain of these characteristics produce differential academic -
¥y g

* competency pnedictions. .For ‘p rposes of stafistical null hypotheses, |

. 1t was assumed that sex, typafof referral.problem, attractiveness, and
1 4 . v N .

‘socioeconomic status of parents, ejther alone or ih'combination; would ’
P & e ‘

. /ﬁz;e no effect on predictions of academic difficulty in reading, math,

, .
r .
‘ ’
-and/or speech.

4 . -

. o ' . Met hod
" :— ' .\ ‘x",-‘
Subjects ’ ~

" Participants were_ 224 school professionals from pubfic‘and private
\ —~ - o
' schools in the greater Minneapolis/St. Paul metropolitaniarea. All

' - participants were volunteers who had served on at least two placement

('teams: Subjects represented a broad, spectrum of disciplings and

¢ F .

experience in providing direct and indirect services in educational

- : hd

, settings; included were regular education teachers (N=58), sperial edu-

cation teachers (N=79), school psychologists (N=30), administrators-

* - (N=31) and support personnel (e.g., social worher, nurse, etc.) (N=36).
. " ' L ‘ .
" Design ’

A computer—simulated decision-making program, consisting of the ’
steps illustrated in Figure ly was used. The first phase of the simula-

.tion inVOlved the collection of pertinent demographic data on the parti—

4& cipants, including a 25-item test assessing their knowledge of psycho-
educational assessmentn
— e wm e gt e e e o e em e ‘ _____ ~
Insert Figure 71 about here \
______ - - - = m - - = =
- ) ¢
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' Immediately following COmplefion of the pretest, the participant

. _ k)

-~ et )
was provided with a referral folder containing a referral statement.

>

Sixteen different’referral statements were used; these yarted as com-
’ L

\]

. <4 1 - . .
N binations of the referred childlg sex, sdﬁloehgpomic'status, physicad

attractiveness, and reason for referral. The referréd child was either
i .

male or female. In half the cases the referral folder stated that'the.

-

cﬁ{ld's father was a bank vice éresident and the mother was a_realtor
(high SES condition); the other eight folders stated that the child's

father was a bank janifor aﬁd(the mother ﬁas a check-out clerk in a

supermarket ‘- (Low SES condition). In half the referral folders academic
e . ¢ / ) .

ﬁgdb}ems were iistqd under '"reason for referral;" while in the other
half béhaQior probléms were listed. Each foldep coﬁtéined a picturé of
the_rgferred child. . The ‘pictures. had éreviégsly been evaluated-.(inter-
e rager agreement = 100%) as either attractive or unattractive. Thus,-iﬁ
condition one the refefred child was an attractive male from.a high
socioeconomic sghtus’environmeng who exhibited academic problems; in °.
condipionfpwo the referred gtudent was-an unattractive male'from a high
socioeconoéic stétus environment with academic problems, etc.
After reviewing the referral iﬁformagion, the subject entered the

IS

diagnostic-assessment component of the simulation program. During this
. : . .
.-’phase, the subject was allowed -a maximum of 25 minutes to select assess~

ment devices and' review information provided for them. For each device,
the subject could access a description of the/evice, quantitative
data for the child on-the device, and/or qualitative data for the child

-

., on the device.
» ¢

v

*
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-Prqocedures '
[]

!
G .
4 £ .
. 1
In the last component of the simulation, the subject was asked to
make a placement decision and to respond to a series of questions ‘

s

' .
2 .

designed to asseée the extent to wfish various factors within the
simulation influenced or affected the placement decision.

.

Data were collected using Teleray 1061 computer terminals with
‘ .

accompanying interface keyhoards and telephone couplers. The* portable’’

- -
ar

units were transported ﬁo schools and connected to the main computer

via telephone. Subjects were given an opportunity to betome familiar
» / ‘o [ ' ‘.

with the unique aspects of the equipment and to receive instructions

on basic commands needed to complete the activity. An assistant was

present at all times to provide help‘when the participant experienged
\ ’ ' '
difficulty with the system.

*

Each subject was_randdmly assigned to one lof the '16 different re-

ferral cqonditions. The entire simulation process required approximately

45 minutes to complete.

Dependent Measure , - 3 Ve s Ct

In the present investigation, responses to three outcome questions
wér«/used as dependent measures. jects wete asked to indicate the '
-

/
extent to which the child was iikely to have difficultx in math, readingg

or speech. Responées-vere recorded on a Likert-type sc¢ale with 1 =lvery

iikelf and 5 = very unlikely. @@~

.-

Data Analysis *

4

Data obtained from the three outcome questions wére analyzed

through a fou?rfdttor,multigariate'analysis procedure. Sex, SES, type

-of problem; and appearance were the independent variables (2X2X2X2);

"

(

. . . * v

‘e

.6
N
e




¢

(

predictions for §peech,\reading;‘and(ﬁiii::?tics difficulties were the

depend{?t variables. Significant multivarfate effects were subjected

to univafiate'analyses for eaéh'dependent variable 'as appropriate; any

"further effects were analyzed by t tests. The level of signi¥icance

was set at 0.05; a further criterion for ,judging the importance .of éq

: . : »
veffect was that differencés between means of less\than 0.5 un{;}value

L4

(approximately 1/2-average standard dev}gtion unit) ere'consideféd.
trivial. - ' *

. ' Results /

-

was used in the procéss of decision making. The following percentages

Yof %chific kihds'of deviceg were used: . intellectual measures (21%),

s )

achievement tests (2p%) perceptual-motor tésts_(l3%), beﬁavior_ratings

.

(13%), pe}sonality tests (11%), lahguage tests (8%), and meagures Of
adaptive behavior (5%). \

Overall effects were observed for .subjects’ ekpectations regarding

-

L4

Subjects selected tests from seven.domains. A total of 422 de&iceshl

. . » -
£ the extent to which the referred student would have academic difficulties.
- *s -~ R

" Pa}ticipanés indicated that spaech problems wbr% unlikely (X = 4.1),

A}

»

. . h . - — v
but that reading difficulties were likely (X = 2.1). Expectations for

math difficultiés were neutral (X = 2.8)., T tests .were used to compute

'
. ~

the significéncé"of'différencés between means. Because of the large

A

sample size (N = 224), alpha was set at .00l)and the additional criterion

\
[ ]

of at least a 0.5 difference on the Likert scale was imposed. All means

differed significantlyy/- . _ o -8
. Lt , * / .
Means and standafd‘deviatiOns for the predicted academig difficule-

]
v
»

ties of the case study child are presented in Table 1, grouped by the

r ¢

content of the referrél‘ﬁtatementsr The multivariate anglyses of

» . ‘

. " \< ) ‘11) . ’ ST )

-~

*

L N



n : . \
reading difficulty yielded selective results. Girls ﬁEre rated as.-mexre

PO

variance for these data yielded two significant effects; the Wilks' - )

Lambda for the sex bygtype of prp@lem'interaction wasg 0.96 (E_= 2.62,

df 3,205, p < .05) and, that for the type of probiem was.O.bb,'(F = 4,67,
gg'- 3, 205 p s .05). Univariaterfollow—up‘adalyses yfeIded main effects
for the type ofN;;oblem for/bredicted math difficulty and idﬂjractiou
effects for -the sex by Prdhlem_interaction’fo;,pré/icted reading dif-

ficulty. 1If the child's referral problem was academic in nature, pre-

_dicted math difficulty was more likely (X = 2 6) than if the problem was

behavioral (X'= 3.1). The means and‘xtandard deviations for subjects

predictions of mathematics difficulty grouped according to main effects

4 -~ . L.
. - ", ‘,
are presented in Table 2. ~ - -

— — Em Ay e Em s mw em o wm s e o ey e wm e e

Analysis of the interaction effects with regard~to prediction of .

e —

The, results of follourup_t tests for the sex by problemdinteractidn a;e

"given in Table '3; non-significant differences are underiined.

i
- / . -
N ! -— e wmf e e A e - e e e e e = e - -
. ' »
' .

= e e ew e en e e e e e e Gm e e

- Discussion ) < ’

Actual test scores for the child in this case study simulation<

-

'

were within the average range for children of similar age and. grade.
R e !

- 4 ! .
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¢ +

Ratings of the child"s' future performance in mathematics and reading -
were influenced by selected information in the referral statement,

which was read prior to having any objective test scores or rating )
. ' ‘ _ ; .
- * -

'scales to evaluate{

5 4
The‘behaviors'thought'to be characteristic of emotionally disturbed

children have been ,shown to be differentially bothersome to teachers and'
[ ] .,

othe; school personnel (Algozzine, 1577), similar findings have been

‘ reported for behaviors thought to be c¢haracteristic of 1earning disabled

.

Schildren (Algozzine, 1979 Mooney & Algozzine, 1978). Giesbrecht and* ’
Routh (1979) reported that- "adverse behavioral COmments in the students
folders had a pervasive effect on teacher judgments" (p.-186). The _,)

results obtained in this investigation-appear to extend the differential
. » ' ‘b
iﬁTluence of a child 8 behavior as a biasing factor to include the

[ R ~

. . nature of any problem suggested by that behavior; that influence was.tou

-
*

. .some extent. determined by ‘the sex OQ' child. u

It has also been shown that expectations for and interactions with

) ~ f boys and girls-are different (Datta, gchaefer, & Davis 1968; Lippett

\ . & Gold, 1959 Palardy, 1969). Schlosse; and Algozzine (1979) have sh<?n "
that behaviors more characteristic of boys ‘than girls are more bother- - ; /;.

. sone toﬁteachers kaplan (1952) found that sex of the child, age, be— >

- o -

havior, and schd&l subject were influential in establtshing priorities

1 - w.‘ A\ .
: for school help (boys were referral priorities in one testy) and Schlosser =
/ « ' [ ] ' 4 .
and Algozzine (in press) have dempnstrated_that sextinappropriate be- .

- - - “reau

‘haviors wera'viewéd 1ess’favorab1y than sex;appropriate'ones. Sutherland
X ) \ : - e o :
and Algozzine- (1979) réported that girls labeled and treated as 'learning’ '7j

’ 'S .
.

disabled" performed less adequately on a compléx visual-motor task




an N ) i {
,‘hgation-are clearly within the rangé of those which might be e

A
R

~ The finding ‘that other characteristics of the child presente& in

L V4 - ) ) ’
_than their ndrmal" classmates, .The results obtained infthis-investi- /

al

*cted .
3 ‘ :' LI Y . /
‘hased ot preVious research. LD St - . .

' v
w oo . . - . v

v * " -

»

the refe
-was &nekpected ? In light of‘:he average level of perfdrmance specified

in the child s tfst archiye information% it seems that the SES and ap-

pearance differences may not have been smrong enough tO/CQUSeadifferen~
-~ .

tial. predictions oﬁ;acaﬂemic sucgeSS. wﬂh some préylbus reseurch i which

Pr— .
- . °

4

those‘characterist;e resu

‘ LN © °
ability and/or achievement IEVels ere somewhat iﬂ\\f (Giesgrecha &
r »° » “ T .
Routhh 197g Ross & Salviay \1 ). o & \ C ..

.~1, . . } ,"., L ] - N R

-

o
.

ral etatement did “not: influence the edu tibnal predictions ‘.

di!ferential 0utcomes, the child g

3

..
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Table 1

\
Means ‘and -Standard Devigtions for Predicted Academic

y - L
Difficulty Agcording to Type of Information Presented

) in the Case Folder Referral Statement
‘Referral Information ' . Predicted Academic Difficulty .
Type
. §ex SES Problem Appearance . Sp?ecﬁ. Read}ng Mathematics
Y
’ Atﬁrﬁctive 4.2 2.4 2.9
\ N | Academic |—— gfg g:gL ;.; \
.| Unattractive ’ . . ,
N 1-\0 102 1.3
High ~—t r ;
) S . 3.7 2.1 3.4
< Attractive : :
' 1.0 1.1 1.2
Behavior
# ¥ 4.3 . 2.3 3.1
) > JUnattractive , _
- 0.8 1.0 0.9
Male
| ' / 4.1 fo2.1 2.6
. y' Attractive .
' 1.4 1.2 1.4
Academic .
' Utattractive 4.1 2.1 2.4
Low _ 0.7 0.9 0.9 o
‘ " Attractive 4.4 2.5 ‘ 3f1
; 0.9 1.2 C 1.1
Behavior
Unattractive 4.4 1.4 2,6
0.8 0.5 1.2
AttractiQe 4.2 g 1.7 2.1
0.9 0.5 0.7 o
Academic
' ' 3,9 2.1 3.0
. Unattractive %
High 1. 0.7 1.1
: 4.6 . 2.5 3.1
Attractive A
0.9 0.8 1.0 v
; Behavior .
' Unattractive 4.2 2.2 2.8
' Female - 1.3 1.3 1.0
4.1 1.9 2.3
“Attractive
1.3 0.5 \ 0.9
Academic : ,
? ' Unattractive 3.6 1.8 2.3
Low ~ 1.3 0.6 0.9
9
Attractive _ 3.5 2.7 3.1
1.3 1,2 0.8
Behavior ' '
‘ Unattractive 4.1 2,2 3.2 ‘
T 1.0 .4 0.8 1.0 °
' .
. Note. 4&he upper value in each cell is the mean; the lower valué is the ’

staqdard deviation. _ .,
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' . . . Table 2 : '

" .
. R \ . !
. Means and Standard Deyiations for Predicted aﬁhematiéé Achievement
v PO / ‘ N
with Subjects Grouped an the Four Independent Variablés
- ‘ g - . . . ) .
7~ ‘ '
Independent . '_ Predicte 'Math_Achievemen't ‘ ) P
Variable e, B v 2 < - : —
. ' d / X - . SD_
. Boys -~ ! - 1.1 7
Sex I D T
ct Girls 0.9 "
- : High ' 2.9 1.0 B
SES ' - ¥ ' ‘ -

Low . ' 27 . 1.0

- ’ ——— - . "
‘F’ ' Academic ) 2.6 y 1.&/ S

_Pr‘o‘blem Type

Behavioral . 3.1 . 1.0
~/ B Attractive 2.8 1.0 Y
Appearance . L :
Unattractive - .8 1.0
£
»
- 7/ '




Table 3
' Results of Follow-up Kx:aly‘sis of Simple .
Effects for Pr_edicﬁed Readiné Dig;iculfy " i
S — - . /
Girl/ . Boy/ . Boy/ Girl/ .
Behavior Academic . . Behavior . Academic
Problem . ‘Pfoblem ~ Problem ‘ Problem .
\ R ‘ ' ~ e
2.4 2.2 .2 1.9 . :
. ‘?3'1.9‘{‘ . ' . H [ XY
s B "Jtmnv“': ' [\
t (‘8 ﬁ\-‘ ' . ) ” ‘ "
Note. 1 = very likely, 5 = very \unlikely : e

- * P >
- . . 1 Y .
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