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Abstract

/
ii

Educators and psychologists who bad previously participated in

at least,two placement team,meetings individually completed a computer-
, 4

siMulated decision-making program on.a referred child. The224-par-

ticipants yere randomly aSsigned to 16 aifferent conditions varying

-

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

ical attraCt/iveness, and the nature of the.referral difficulty. Parti-
1 ft

cipants accessed test ,scores and qualitative information; all sdores

and information indicated performance 'within the average range for the

referred student's age and grade. Analyqes revealed that the nature of

referral inforhation signi:ficantly affected decision makere pro6oses

for aca emic scucess. Vhen decision makers were told the student was

refer ed for academic problems, they predicted difficulties in ath,

but not in reading or speech. Decision makers predicted that girls

relferred because of academic problems would have significantly. more

difficulty acquiring reading skills tilan would girls with behavior

probleMs.



Decision Makers' Prediction of Students' Academic

Diffieulties as a Function of Referral Information

Th

Teachers' expectations for student performances have been the

topic of considerable research (Brophy & Good, 1974;Dus'ek, 1975; Jones,

1977; Sutherind & Algozzine, 1979); most of that interest was fostered

by the "Oak. School".experiment in which Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968)

reportedly influenced teachers and thereby student performances by

suggesting that certain children were "bloomers." .In spite of consider-
,

able early criticism (Elashoff & Snow, 1970; Jensen, 1969; SnoW, 1969;

Thorndike, 1:968),4gteacher expectancy effects seem to be real, measurable,

and oPeratfpnai in ,a.vartety of settings (Brophy & Good, 1974).

One's expectations may be defined ,44s a predicted probability of
1 .

4
the occurrence of some future event; ft has been demonstrated that

expectations for personal and interpersonal performance exist (Algozzine

& Mercer, in press; Brophy & Good, 1974; Jones, 1977). Interpersonal

performance predictions have been shoWn to be infldenced by current

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

41C. facial attractiveness (Berscheid & Walster, 1974; bion, Berscheid, &

Walster, 1972; Walster, Aronso1a, Alitaham, & Rottman, 1966; Widgery,

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

Giesbrecht & ROuth, 1979), sex of subject (Carter, 1952; Jackson &

b Lahaderne, 1967; Meyer & Thompson, 1956), race (Coates, 1972; Rubovits

& Maehr, 1973), intellectual level (Rubovits & Maehr, 1971; Schein,

1972), and SES (Miller, McLpughlin, Haddon, & Chansky, 1968).4

A variety of naturally-occurring characteristicsmay be influential

- 1 -
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in the decisions Ceachers.make ab t their student's. A computer-
, .

simulated decision-makiftg program was developedlo study the extenC

r.
to wiliCh certain of these characteristics produce differential academic -

T

competency pedictions. .For:p. ruses of Staistical null hypotheSes,.

it was assumed that sex, typ of referral.problem, attractiveness, and

A

socioeconomic status of parents, either alone br ih combination;. would

. eve no effect on predictions of academic dtfficulty in reading, math,

a

-and/or speech.

Method

Subjects

°Participants were.224 schoal professionals.frot pub118-'and private

schools in the greater Minneapolis/ . Paul metropolitanarea. All

participants were volunteers who had served on at least two placement

.10

( teams. Subjects represented a broadispectrum of disciplines and

expertence in providing direct and indirect services in educational

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

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

(N=31) and support personnel (e.g., social worker, nurse, etc.) (N=36). -

Design

A computer-simulated decision-making program, consisting of the '

steps.illustrated in Figure l was used. The first phase of the simu1a-

tion involved the collection of pertinent demOgraphic data on the path-
'?

cipants, including a 25-item test assessing their knowledge of psycho-

educational assessment% .

4

Insert Figure 1 about here

r-

1.4
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Immedigtely following compleeion of the pretest, the participant

was provide,0 with a
,

referral folder containing a referral statement.

Sixteen different'referral statements were used; theseostrfed as cpm-

binations of the referred child!_, sex, socioekivomic status, physical.

attractiveness, and reason for referral. The referred child was either

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

child's father was a bank vice president and the mother was a realtor

(high SES condition); the other eight foLlers stated that the child's

, father was a bank janitor and
(

the mother Was a check-out clerk in a

supermarket'(low SES condition). In half the referral folders academic

,
pioblems were listed under "reason for referral,' while in the other4

half lothavior problems were listed. Each tolder contained a picture of

the rtferred chil1.. The'pictures_ had previously been eva1uated4(inter-

rater agreeinent = 100%) as either atCractive or unattractive. Thus, in

I/
Condition one the referred ohild was an attractive male from a high

socioeconomic status environment who exhibitad academic problems; in

conditionjtwo the referred student was an unattractive mali from a high

.P

socioeconomic status environment with academic problems, etc.

After reviewing the referral information, the subject entered the

diagnostic-assessment component of the simulation program. During this *

.-.1phase, the subject was allowed,a maximum of 25 minutes to select assess,

'

ment devices an& review information provided for them. For each dev4ce,

the subject could access a description of thektevice, quantitative/

data for the child on'the device, and/or qualitative data for the child

on the device.
4.

4

4
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In the last component of the simulation, the subject was asked to

make a placement decision And to respond to a series of questions

o
designe,d to asse the extent to wh h various factors within the

simulation influenced or affected he placement decision.

-PrQcedures

Data were collected using Teleray 1061 computer terminal with

accompanying interface keylloards and telephone couplers. The'portable

units were transported Ito schools and connected to the main computer

via telephone. Subjects were given an opportunity to bebome familiar

with the unique aspects of the equipment and to receive instructions

on basic commands, needed to complete the activity. An assistant wa

present at 'all times to provide help 'when the participant experienged

difficulty with the system.

Each subject was randomly assigned to onekf the'16 different re-

ferral conditions. The entire simulation process required approxiwately

45 minutes to complete.

Dependent.Measure

In the present investigation, responses to three outcome questions

were,used as dependent measuxes. jects were asked to indicate 'the
.r

IQ

extent to which the child was likely to have difficuli'y in math, reading,:.

st;

or speech. Respons\es-were recorded on a Lik&rt-type scale with 1 = very

likelY and 5 = very unlikely.

Data Analysis '

Data obtained from the three outcome questions were analyzed

through a fousr:-fWctor multiyariate analysis procedure. Sex, SES, type

of problem, and appearance were the independent variables (25(2X2X2).
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.

predictions lor speech,kreading:' and thematics difficulties were the

(depen d nt variable's. Significant mu tiva ate effects were subjected

4
to univariate analyses for each.dependent varipble as appropriate; any

further eaects were analyzed by.t tests. The level of signiTiCanc'e

was set at 0.05; a further criterion for ,judgin4 the importance,of

4riffect was-that differences between teens of leg's than 0.5 unitvalue

(approximately 1/2-average standatd deviation unit) ere*considefed,

trivial.

Results

Subjects selected tests from seven domains. A .total of 1422 devices:,

was used in the proc6ss of decision making., The following percentages

of specific kind,s of device§ were intellectual measures (21%),
/ 4

achievement testS (219%), percepival-motor tests (13%), behavior.ratings

(13%), personality tests (11%), language tets (8%), and mea4ures of

adaptive behavior (5%).

Overail effects were observed for.subjects' expectation§ regaraing

4 the extent to which the referred stuctent would have academic difficulties.
-

Participant§ indicated that Speech problems 1.4.r.e unlikely (R. - 4.1),

bnt that reading difficulties were likeiy7 = 2.1). Expectations for

math difficultids were neutral (R = T tests_were used to compute

A

the significince-of-differences between means. Because of the large

sample size (N = 224), alpha was set at .001and the additional criterion

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

differed significantly. 4

Means and standatd,deviations for the predicted academi,

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

content of the .referrl The m multipriate analyses of

6

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

Lambda for the sex byttype Of problem interaction via 0.96 (F = 2.62,

df 3,205, < .05) and,that .for the eype of problem was 0.94, .(F = 4.67,

df = 3,205, .2. 1 .05). pniNTiateeiollow-up analyses iteIde main effeCts
- .

for the type of problem forliredicted math difficulty and inoffaction

effects for .the sex by problem interaction lo;ipr4licted reading dif-

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

ditted math difficulty was more likely (R =,2.6):than if the problem was

. .

behavioral (Rs= 3.1). The ileans andltandard deviation's foi subjects'

predictions of mathematics difficulty grouped according to main effects

are presented,in Table 2.

Insert Tables and 2 about here

N41.

Analysis of the interaction effects with regard-to prediction Of

reading difficulty yielded sel,ective results.

likely to hive readingadifficulties'when the r referral problem was

acadel4c in nature than'when their problem was bebavihral in nature.

Girls Are rated a,mos,e

Th9, resillts of follbwrup t tests for the seic by problem inter'action a5e

given in Tables3; non-significant differences are underlined.

Insert Table 3 about here.

S.

Discussion

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

were within the average range for children of similar age an& grade.
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Aatings of the child'-s' future performance in mathematics and reading

were influenced by selected information in the referral statement;
O

which was read prior to having any objective test scores or rating

'scales to evaluate.
1

The behaviors thought to be charpeteristic of emotionally' disturbed

children haYe been shown to be differentially botbersome td teachers and'
dt.

othei school personnel (Algozzine, I 77); similar findings have been
,

reported for behaviors thought to be Characteristic of learning disabled
o

(children (AlgozZine, 1979; Mooney & Algozzine, 1978). nGiesbrecht 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,investigati!on- appear to extend the differegtial

influence of a child's behavior as a biasing factor to include the

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

4!-some extent,determined by the sex o 'child.

' 'It has also been shown that expectations for and interactions with

f boys and girl are different (Datta: Sichaefer, & Davis, 1968; Lippett

& qbld, 1459;.Pa1ardy, 1969).. Schlosser and Algozzine .0979i haye 'tshtn"

that'behaviors more characteristic of: boys t han girIs are mare bother-

some to.teachers. Kaplan (1952) found that sex of the child, age; be-
, ... 0

.
.

hAvior,,and schebk.subject 'were Influential in establfshing.pribrities
' f .

'dP for schobl help (boys were referral priorities in 'tine tese, and Schlosser

( os :
t

.

,

._

and Algozzine (in press) have demonstrated.that sexlicappropriate be- .

. f
._..,...

.._.

'haviors were viewed less favorably than sex-appropriate ones. Sutherland

and Algozzine'(1979) reported that giris labeled ?d treated as "learning'

disabled" performed less adequaCely on a complx visual-motor task

I

A

$ .

JOS
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tw

than their. nOrmal"
. .

/
. .. I.

classmates, ,The results obtained in.this'investi-
.*.

,'.ga t ion.are clearly within the range of those which might be.e cted
s

. . .

,
'based oh previous research.

. .

. ..
L-,'..* The rinding that otker charaCteristics of the child presente&in (..

1 . .

1

, . ... ., ,

tfie re rhl:statement didsnot:influente.the eduyttionaI -predictions' ..."1:

I 4
,4-' 1. moN 4'i. ...,

,

-was 'AnetiSe40. ' In.dight of the.aVerage level of perfdrmance specified

U

"5

,

.in thd child',s te4. st .araliye'informa,tiony it, sgems.thaethe..5ES and ap-
. .

.

.

.

. .

. .,. .
.

.. . .

i . N ,;.. .% ' .

pearance-difference's may,not haVe been sotrohg enoUgh.to/c4use,differen, ..

N . ..
4...;. I .

,
tialpredictioms Aacatemtc succbets;crn.some prdvitatsTe.search.Pft Which

,
..

I)

. .0 ," 0 eNt.,_

thosec 4haracterist resu dtfferential 6ulcomes, the.child's
A

ability And/or achievement AVels

Routh, 1971; Rbss &
. .

'

V.

MI

P

.

0

ere soplawhht --IokTt (Gie'slIreCh.t,&
0

v.
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Table 1

Means and-Standard DeviErtions for Predicted Academic

Difficulty Ap.cording to Type of Information ?resented

in the Case Folder Referral Staeement

),0

'Referral Information Predicted Academic Difficulty

Sex SES

Male

High

Type
Probleni

Appearance

Academic
AtirIcUve

Speech

4.2
0.8

Readlpg Mathematics

2.4 2.9

0.9, 1.1

Unattractive
3.8

1.,0

2:3
1. 2

2.9

1.3

Behavior
Attractille

1.0

2.1
1.1

3..4

1.2

*Unattractive

Academic

r Attractive

4:3
0.

4:1
1.4

2. 3

' 1.0

3.1
0.,9

Unattractive
4.1
0.7

2.1

Behavior
Attractive

4.4
0.9

0.9

2.6

1.4

0.9

2.5 3.1

1.2 1.1

Unattractive

,Female

High

Academic
Attractive

4.4

0.8
4.2

O. 9 tt

1.4 2.6

0.5 - 1.2

1.7 2.1

0.5 0.7

.

Unattractive
2.1
0.7

Behavior
AttraCtive

4.6
O. 9

2.5

3.0
1.1

3.1 .

1.0

Unattractive
4.2
1.3

Low

Academic

-Attractive
4. 1

1. 3

2.2
1.0

1.9 2.3`

0.5 0.9

1

2.8

. 3

Unattractive
3, 6

1. 3

1.8
O. 6

2.'3

0.9

Behavior

Attractive
3.5

1.3

2.7
1,2

3.1
0.8

Unattractive
4.1
1.0 J,

2;2
0.8

3.2
1.0

Note. The upper value in each cell is the mean; the lowet v4lue is the

standard deviation.

0,

it

"`%
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Table 2
2, A,

Means and Standard'Deviations for Predicted althematieg Achievement

,A.

with Subjects Grouped an the Four In pendent Variables

Independe
Variable

nt Predicte Math

Sex

Boys

Girls

0 2.9

.Achievement

SD

1.1

O. 9

SES

High

Low

2:9 1.0

1.0

Problem Type
Academic

Behavioral

2.6

3.1

APpearance
Attractive

UnSttractive

2:8 1.0

1.0

-1!

/

-

1\

9.
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Table 3

Results of Foilow-up AAlysis of Simple

Effects for Predicted Reading Dialculty

,
/

Girl/ .

Behavior

Problem

Boy/
Academic
,

.

Pfoblem

Boy/
.1Behavior

Problem

Girl/
. Academic
%Problem

.

2.4 2.2 2,1 1.9

Note. 1 = very likely, 5 = very
S.

unlikely

1

qr
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