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ABSTRACT

Students from regular classes ahd Junior Adaptation
classes were rated by their teachers on .the Walker Problem
Behavior Identification Chacklist (WPBIC). A total of 188
subjects, divided evenly betweeo the two groups, were used
and the results were compared.

On the full scale and on 4 of the 5 subscales
(Acting-out, Distractability,.Disturbed Peer Relations and
Immaturity5 the mean scores of the two qroups showed
differences 31qn1f1cant beyond the gl level of conffdence.
The remalhlng scale (wlthdrawal) showed dxfferences between
the‘qroups, 91gn1f1cant beyond the‘.Ol level of confldence
but the results here were. felt to be serlously compromlsed
by a nested teacher-related effect on scores. A s%milar

nested teacher related effect was found in relation to the

full scale but was overwhelmed by real differences between

”

the groups.
| | Frequency polygons for the full scale and all

| ,subscales were . geherated and the amount of overlap around
Walker 8 cut—off points for problem behav1or was rated,. On

all but Scale 11 (Withdrawal) Substantlally more.subjects
‘1n the Junlor Adaptatlon‘classes were rated as posse551ng
"problem behavior than subjects in the regular class group
'.%t was‘noted that‘tbeshypotheseq ;p regard to these polygons '

N



vi
may have been too resgrictive invtheir sctting of limits,

Groups matched for aéi and sex were selected from
the two source groups and compared for differences of scores.
On all but Scale II (Withdrawal) and Scale V (Immaturity)
differences beyondﬁthe .001 level of confidence were noted.
On Scale V (Immaturity)ydifferences beyond the .05 level of
confiderice were noted:while on Scale 1T (w;thdrawal) no
significant differences were found. It was determined that
these‘groups were similar to the source groups.

The Junio; Adaptatien sub-group used above was
compared to a sub-qroup from Walker's original sample, this
sub-group being identified es possessing disturbed,behaviér.
The sub-group from the present study and Walker's subgroup
appeared to be very similar.in tha; there Qas no stetistically

significant difference in their mean s$cores or variance.

Small, neqative'cdrrelations were found between
¢/ ! : .

ages and checklist scores and between length in

1'lpthtion,c1asses and checklist scores, These.

-

'a of the flndlngs were discussed and // S
certain conclusions were drawn regardlnq the usefulness of

®
the instrument as a dev1ce for screenlnq students for

evidence of problem behavior.
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_attention, but not recognized as such by thé parents’

I INTRODUCTION

Background and Problem
wﬁen does a child's negative behavior cease to be
merely annoying and begin to be problematic? Within this
seemingly innocuous question are lodged certain definitional
problems that affect the attempt to find an answer.
Of:immediate concern is the word,“negativg." In

Allee (1958) the forﬁ "negative" is defined as ".
expressing denial, prohibition, or refusal; lacking positive

'qu;lities; not positive" (p. 250). However, behaviors that
may: annoy a teacher in one classroom ég. attention seeking,

* extreme perfectionism, even aggressivéness, ﬁay not beé:
perceived as annoying by another teacher or the child's
pérents. It may be that, at the time, the aﬁnoyedfteacher
is hyper-critical, impatient, or simply busy and perceives

thhe behavior as annoying. It may also be that”the behavior |

in question is, in.fact, serious enough to warrant outside

-untralned eyes or the teacher 8 differing stdndards.

LI

Contained within the quest:in is also the matter of

defihing the word problematic.~\) at constitutes problem

behavior? Is it merely the manifestatidn of overt "negative”

.'behaviors? Certainly, the child whose behavior is overtly

) L)
aggresere, or immature, or reflective of distractabllity,



may be considered to have a behavior problem. However,
should we not, also, consiéer as problematic, the behavior
of the child who has sat in the classroom frgm September to
May without uttering a sound. Perhaps, because this child
has never defied the teacher, or struck another student, the
teacher assumes that there is no problem because the child
makes no demands on the teacher's time.

% The point to be made here is that the evaluation
and identification of problem behavior e a very sub-
jective and difficult matter. The concerned {nd dedicated
teacher may be reluctant to "label" a chi n the is
a subjective evaluation, for fear that the "label" may
follow the child even if it no lo;ger applies. It is not
hard to visualize the potentially devastating long term
effects that mis-identification or fauity "labelling" of a
child could have. On the other hand, a child whose problem
behavior goes unchecked because of a teacher's fear of mis-
iaentification, will not oaly suffer personally.but cause
- others to suffer as well.

The need, then, ekists for a relatively simple,
(gomprehensive, valid and reasonably reliable instrumegt which
can hglg,£o determine if a.particularrchild's pattern of
behavior warrants actjon by outside personnel, or whether
this behavior can be dealt with successfuliyAby the reqular
élass teacher. Also, if facgors related to thg*particﬂla:

behavior type can be isolated, then decisions can be made
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as to a strategy for remediation. Such an instrument would,
of course, form only a part of the process for selecting
children with serious behavioral problems who would require
specialized instruction and remediation.

The Walker Problem Behavior Identification Checklist,
developed in 1970, has been claimed to be useful in identify-
ing children with behavioral problems. Based On a norming
sample of 534 Grade 4, 5 and 6 students, the instrument is
said to identify behavior problems along 5 dimensions
(acting-out, withdrawal, distractability, disturbed peer
relations, immaturity). Whether or not the instrument is
generalizable to the North America&’population as a whole
remains to be adequately proven.

/A”wif, in the present study, Walker's checklist were to
distinguish between children in regula;welasses and those
in classes for children with behavior disorders, its
usefulness as a device for detecting behavioral problems
,could be considered. As such, the instrument could then be
used by teachers to assist in making dec131ons regarding
their students' behavior. |

If, on the other hand, the ihstrument were to fail
to disﬁihguish betWeen children in the'tmo,groups, serioes»
questlons could be raised concerning the 1nstrument 8
usefulness. In fact, the insttument should perhaps then be

subject to a thorough re-examination in terms of its

'standardization, validity, and design.‘
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Alternative to weakness in the instrument, in the
event of failure to discriminate, would be a consideration
of weakness in the selection process used to place the
behaviorally disturbed children. On the surface, a weakness
in this process would seem to be a relatively remote
possibility, since these children nave been subjected to
extens}ve screening before placement, and each case has been
carefully considered. This would‘net, however, rule out
the possibility of a problem in this area.

The process of successfully identifying children
with behavior problems, and determining the type and severity
of the problem, has been one of some concern. An instrument
which may be of some use in this process, has been available
for some time, but could benefit from investigation as to
its exact usefulness and limitations.

The main focus of this study will be‘to investigate
the instrument?s ability to distinguish between children
- who have been,identified as possessing some behavioral

disorders and those not so identified.

Purgpse of the Study

The present study will attempt to determine the
extent to which the Walker Problem Behavior Identlflcatlon
Checklist can differentiate between children in aAGrade 4, |
| 5 or 6 setting who hnve not been identified, formally, as

_ posaessing behavior problems and children in Junior
. _{_‘ .
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Adaptation classrooms, who are approximately the same age,
but have been identified as possessing problem behavior.
Since the checklist claims the ability to dlscrlminate
between problem and non-problem behavior, it should show
differences of a significant nature between these two groups
of children.

In addition to detefmining whether or not this
instrument can detect overall differences between the groups,
it is of intefest to detérmine the percentage of children
in each group that, according to the Checklist, are misg-
classified. That is, what petcentage of children in the
regular classes are identified bi~nthe criteria of the
checklist as'possessing problem behdvior and, of possibly
greater 1mportance, hat percentage of children in Adeptation
classes are identified as not posse881ng problem behav1or.
Obv1ously, an 1nordinate percentage of mlscla881f1ed children
would raise questions about the discriminatory properties of

-the checklist, or perhaps more sericusly, the‘procedures
used tO‘seiect studeuts for inclusion in Adaptation‘classes
in the local system... -

The ability or inability to differentiate between
the two - groups should yield an estimate of construct

| validity, in‘the_fo:m of'contrsated groups‘validity_ B

-



IT REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A Model for the Development of Behavior

Before an examination of prdblem behavior can be
initiated, a'ﬁodel for behavior should first be established.
For the purpose of this study, behavior will ‘be considered
to develop in terms of the Social Learnipg mbdel outlined
by Bandura and‘Walters (1963) and modified somewhatfby
Bandura (1973).
The esgence of Social Learning theory centres
around the notion that behavidr is a 1éarned, rather‘than
¢ innate phenomenon. Whlle not excludlng the p0851b111ty of
i spontaneocus behavior, based on avallable cues in the
immediate environment,.Bandura and Walters suggest that much,
if not mdét, learning occurs frém obsefving a ﬁodel perﬁqu
i or hearing a'mbdel_Verbaliie the perfdrmancé’of a behavior.
Especially if the mode1 is,:ewarded‘fbr'the particulat
behavicr,‘thé léarnér tends to 1earn m@ch more rapidly.and"
easily than " if no model was preaent. 'ACCording to this
‘view,‘the model's behavior is copied by a series of
' successiva approximations until the behavior is megtered »
| Bandura (1973) qualifies this gﬁbition somewhat tOj. )

"account for'behavior nnt being»learnod ewen under all 1 

wiEl .podaible favorable conditions.v nefstatenz 'f.;:f ﬁ L
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S . Exposure to models, even prestigious ones,
does not automatically produce'matching performances.
In any given instance absence of imitative behayior
may result from faulty observation, retention losses
due to inadequate symbolic representation and
rehearsal, motor deficiencies, or simply unwillingness
to perform the exemplifiedlbehavior pecause of its
unfavorable consequences (p. 72).

This somewhét'enlarbed view accounﬁs more adequately
for the absence of learning of modelledvbehavior than did
the earlief position. vit grahts mbre scope for individual
differences in the learning process and aftempts to specify

some possible reasons behind the absence of learning in

some cases.
Bandura (1973) goes on to péint out certai¢ effects

that modelied behavior can have on behavior in the observer:

First . ... observers can acquire new patterns of

behavior through observation. A second major function
of modelling influences is to strengthen or weaken -
inhibitions of behavior that observers'haVevpreviously
learned. ‘Inhibitory and disinhibitory effects are
largely determined by observation of rewarding and .
punishing'consequencé8'accompanying model's responses.
o The,actions:of others also serve as social prompts '
. that facilitate similar pehavior in observers. Response.

- facilitation effects can be distinguished from observa-

tional learning and disinhibition by the fact that no

'“nﬁw»r‘!Pdnﬁas.are:acqnired; and the appearance of
analogous actions is not attributable tovﬁeakening of
‘1nh1bi;ion|;hecause the behAVior-ia-qocially acceptable
\ and.'hgpce;,qnencnmpgred"by:restrainti»(pp.:sa-ﬁp), |

The model can, thus, show new behavior, strengthen of

o f;ﬁh;ﬁihiinhihiﬁiéﬁigﬁbii:df5ohaviorlbyzﬁié"qbbérvéri'qf‘/
e T ions vhere a particular behs -
h “P”“‘?”ﬁ“?@?*‘lﬁcﬁ“’Qf*!1;9‘F$°@P,*§§r¢~“L_.ftic“lﬁr behavior

the model in Socisl Leatning .

o



of behavior.

Oncee beha(zior has been learned or modelled its
survival depends dpon‘the effect of reinforcement or reward.
A reinforceq—rewarded—behavior can be expected to recur if
a situation like the one in which the behavior was learned
recurs. A behavior that is reinforcéd on each occurence or
emission can be learned very qﬁickly,,but can aléo be
extinguishéd (unlearned, for wanf of a better word) if
the reinforcer is no lon%ef bresénted. Behavior whose
reinforcement occurs irréguiarly in'terms of time between
presentation‘of the reinforcer,:or'in terms of the number of
‘emissions of~the‘behavior, or a'cbmbinationpof the two above,
will be learned more slowly that behaVior reinforced each
;ime~it,QCCﬁrs. ;Howevér, béhavior learhed in this way also
‘ resists'ext;thion to a high degrée:and can be expeéted'to _'
persévere bvér a COnsiderablé length of time, e#en in‘the .'
absence of any reinforcement. | |

This basic position has one major quallfication
B expresaed by Bandura (1973):‘ o
* S Reaponse consequences (i e. reinforcement '
'contingeneies) « o hiave weak effects on.behavior
-when ‘the relationship between one's actions and
- outcomes is not recognized. On the other hand, -
-awareness of conditions of. reinforcement typically

" results in rapid changes in behavior, which is
‘indicative of insightful functioning. People who are =
~aware of what is wanted and value the contingent rewards,.
change their behavior in the reinforced direction; those
“who are egually aware of the reinforcnnnnt contingencies - .
hut vho devalue .the required. behavior or reinforcers -

: ittle change; those who remain unaware achieve, at

_increment in performances even though the =
SDO; i&t are :einfurced whunover they occur )
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Two salient points are raised here that distinguish
Social Learning theory from the strict behaviorist view one
might expect from Skinner (see Baldwin, 1967) .. First, as
compared to the - behaVioral view, cognition is recognized as
a key aspect of the learning process. That is, the 1earner
must be aware of the reward contingenCies affecting a learning
81tuation lf he is to make 81gnificant progrees. Second,
valuation becomes a factor. Even lf the learner is aware
of the reward contingenc1es, he must value the rewards before

o

he will make gains. This valuing of the reward may be termed
motivation, for. want of a better word, and differs from the
behav1oral concept of motivation which sees it as a state of

need or deprivation The Social Learning view adds a level s

of sophistication to ‘the concept, again through 1ts cognitive '

dimension, that seems ‘to be lacking in the other view.

Soc1al Learning theory views ‘the acquiSition and

| ;emission of 1earned behavior in terms of generalization and

discrimination to relate how one behavior may or may not

o'be used in a variety of differing though aimilar 51tuations.

To generalize a behavior One emits a particular behav1or

fn a situation whose cues are very similar to that in which

L_’the behavior waa £iret learned.» Aa these cues or signals

- for behevior are.more dissimilar, the particular behaviqm

_ fia leas kikely te hb emitted. If this proceas breaks down, f
'*fan individual may overgeneralize anﬁ emit a behavior totally :

‘hriinappreprinte ho the nituation.~ By the sune token, and
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concurrent to a generalization process, a very strict

process of discrimination must occur so that individual can
determine whether or not a particular behavior is appropriate
to rnappropriAte to a given situation. If this process does
not functron properly or if the cues or modelled behavior

are inappropriate or misunderstood, inappropriate behavior
will likely_resnlt. In a very real sense, generalization )
and disc¢rimination are two sides of the same coin. ~ A

breakdown in either process w111 affect the other. In fact,'

'Bandura (1973) tends to refer to the two as parts of the

AN

same whole ; _ \f
various other effects operate to influencg the
learning ‘of the individual. An individual who is highly
dependent, that is; one who constantly 161ks’to outside
sources for relnforcement will be much more susceptible to
soc1al influence than a person who is hlghly 1ndependent in
lhls actlons. | t should be noted here. that both dependency
and 1ndependence are, in themselves, 1earned behav1ors and
_'as such can be altered through behav1or modlfication as can

\

« most behavior accordlng to Bandura and Wa]ters.
' .,,1

Sex differences form an integral part of theﬁaoclal

'~A1earning process.. SOcial demands have tradltionally been

"Q‘;dlfferent for girls than for boys and the extent to which )

these demaﬂds are learned will affect the rndividual s
fl_response to a given set of siﬁuational cues._' ‘
. The sex of the individual who is the fsgei//or"




o
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behavior can also be of considerable importance. The
modelling effect, i.e. extent of imitation, will be greater
if the model is the same sex as the learner.

The performanée ogllearned behavior‘is’also more

likely if the model is a "high prestige" individual. If

the model is held in high regard by the 1earner,.then hls
behavior is more likely to be imitated. Again the concepts
of cognitidn and valuation are considered here as being
quite important. .

If théreﬁis a étate of emotional arousal, i.e. somé
form\pf_excitation,\anxiety, or interest, learning seems to’
be faéilitated over a state of non-arousal or neutral affect

to the situation. However, this aroused state is only a

 ‘fa¢i1itator_of learning within certain limits. If an

optimal level of arousal is paséed, then the‘aroused state
can,,conceivably, block learning because of the individual's
concentration on the source of arousal and its ellmlnatlon,

_rather than the 1earning situation. _
~ All of thehahdve mentioned factbrs are, according to
Bandura and Walters, based on some prior experience~ot

‘previoun_w,arninq in g similar setting.' This may al‘o b&

o SR
said o{ﬁdbhflict, i.e. approach avoidance situations where
two mutually axcluaive cptions ara present and of disprhce-

/
ment, i e.Athe tranafer of a desired response from one object

to another. , N S L
80cia1 Dearniﬁg thaory ha: nndorgone ‘some evolutionary
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change in regard to views on punishment and non-reward.
Wh€Teas Bandura and Walters (1963) saw punishment as
inhibiting behavior without removing it from the behavioral

repertoire and non-reward as extinguishing behavior, Bandura
\

(1973) presents a somewhat more thoroughly considereqﬁbiew:

" There are two principal ways in which negative
sanctions inhibit forbidden actions. Repeated
punishpent for aggressing toward certain persons
places'\ar things endows them with fear arousing
value. As a result, inclinations to aggress toward
these threats evokes fear, which motivates inhibitory
controls. - ‘

The effectiveness of punishment in controlling
behavior is determined by a number of factors. Of
special importance is the level of reward achieved
through (aggressive) conduct and the availability

+ of alternative means of securing the desired goals.

. The likelihood that aggression will be punished the
nature, severity and duration of the aversive
consequences, and ‘the time elapsing between aggressive -

" ‘actions and negative outcomes also determine the
suppressive power of punishment. Additionally, the
level of instigation to aggression and the character-
istics of the prohibitive aggnts influence how
aggressors will respond to. being punished (pp. 221-222).

While the above statements specify aggressive behav1or,

f“_ various forms of undesirable behavior could be substituted

where the words "aggression or aggressive appear and Stlll
apply. | ey

_ The appeal of SOcial Learning theory lies in the
:fact that its;emphasis on imitative learning of a model 8
_behawior and the importance of schedules of reinforcement -

f(the manner and timing of reinforceru) applies equally well

-~ to hoth normal and problem behavior. N "

It in within the SOcial Learning framework that
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Walker's Problem Behavior Identification Checklist appears
to have its foundation. The modelifor behavior acquisition
and elimination ehould give some indication of the develop-
mental nature of behavior acquisitioa and change. As noted
above the model is derived brimarily‘from|Bandura and
Walters((l963, pp. 1-32), except where otherwise indicated,
and has been 1ncorporated primarily to indicate the author's
general position on behavior theory.

This study is not overl; concerned with the aoquisi-
"tion of behavior: but rather with determining whether or
not certain operational descriptions of behavior are useful

in describing problem behavior.

Review of Relevant Literature

Aﬁnumber of’sources in the current literature on
teacher.ratinngf student,behavior‘end.attributesbwiil_be
examined briefly. An attempt'hae been made to utilize
irecent articles as much as’ possibleﬂ Since the matter-of
teacher rating of pupil behavior is central to this study,
this will form the major focus of this reﬂiew._ |

In an apparent"attempt to etreamline the process of
identifying emotionally disturbed children at the elementary
llevel, Maes (1966) undertook a study which showed that
emotionally diaturbed children could be identified as v¢;
effectiVely through the uae of & teacher rating scale and a

group I. Q. test as by a battery of measures including

"\a‘ :




14
mathematics achievement, reading achievement, a modified
scciometric technique (namely class play) and a self concept
inventory. The evidence, heré&, suggests that'if a teacher
has access to an opjective rating instrument, and is trained
in the use of it, his classroo observafions can be effec-
tively used as a major means ‘f identifying behavioral
attributes. ‘The results of this study, though encouraging g;
ahd support}Ve of Maes' hypothesis, do not appear to have

SEEg/validated by further research either by Maes' or any

"othe researcher. Without the support of success
' . J
f

replication, Méesf research, t®ough interesting,’ is
limited usefulness. |

Ebbeson (1968) studled kindergarten teachers'

4

.ranklngs of their students' later academic achievement. It

- was found that the\teachers predicted quite accurately the

academic achievement of these students in the early grades

of school. The same result was claimed in the prediction of

4

- future achievement with two successive kindergarten classes.

The successi?é’répetitioh of Ebbeson!s initial results

lendS.somé subport to his conclusion about the effectiveness
o

of teacher p;éag?tign in this case. =HoweVer, kindergarten

teachecﬂ do -not live in a vacuum and though it was not

discusseqiby Ebbeson, it is entirely posslble that these

'teacher'fcould have paased their views on students to '
;succeasive teaehersﬁieither orallywbr by written comment,

,thus biasing the expectations for academic achievement on
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géz/;;rt of thgse later teachers. This view is entirely )
sbeculative, but, given the nature of teacher tv;‘teacher
communication and the nature of cumulative student records,
is one that should be considered. .

In an obse;vational study of 10 normal children and
a'larqe; group of children with behavior disorders, Werry
and Quay (1969) presented evidence to éuggest‘that a method
of direct behavioral observation in the classroom is reliable,
that it discriminates between normal and disturbed behav1or
and gives infqrhatio£\0n the nature of the maladjustment.
This work, based on largely indi§;dua1 items of observed
behavior‘suggests that real differences are observable
between normal and behav1ora11y dlsturbed children... An
obvious problem here is the relatively small size of the!‘i
group identified as normal. A group of 10 subjects can do
little more than to suggest general trends and can hardly
be used effectively as a standard for normalcy. |

Bryan and Wheeler (1972) found that systematlc
observatLon of learnxng disabled chlldrkn revealed that

th chlldren spent sanlftFantly less txme in task L
' ~

iented behav10r than did ﬁon learn1ng d1sabled chlldren.

They stressed, however,gthe ;mportance of knowing what to

2

:-1ook ﬁor. Even though a *girild was look1ng at a book,

something most teachers wouId»consider on-task behavior, he

©

"might well not have been readinq it. The looking without

| .,readinq would‘be o£f~taak pghavior and d%yan And Wheeler were
' o o
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-

careful to point out that careful and directed observation
techniques were needed to successfully perceive behaviors

accurately. ‘This seems to be a crucial point and may provide

"i‘.§;'key to the sometimes inconsistent research results obtained

in studying observations by one individual on others. Not
i?uonly must the observer be sensitive to the group or indi— .
: vidual under observation, but, to be effective, he must also
i'ignow what he is looking at and fbr. In this area, a
structured observational guide would have itseprimary - value.
In a separate study with McGrady, Bryan* (1972)
analyzed teacher ratings of 183 boys labelled as hav1ng
learning problems and 176 normal learners. The analysis
indicated;that'teachers consistently xated problem learners
lower on each area of the scale used than. they did normal
learners. Validity was established by comparing the groups
identified by the Pupil Behavior Rating Scale with reading
and WIéC vocabulary'sccres. On each measure, the learning
disabled group scored significantly lower than the ncrnal
children. The conclusxon formed from this study was that a
teacher checklist, 1n this case the Pbﬁsfﬂiould prov1de any
. efficient and economical measure for use|lﬁ'zcreening for
learning disability. The authors did, as a cautionary note,
’suggest further study of the validity of the PBRS and of
the basis upon which teachers make their discriminations.
,fThis suggestion for further research does not necesSaril;
f’detract from the value of what appears as a well planned and

o R~ &
Bad | N
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. i'.
executed study which concludes in favor of the utffity of a

teacher rating scale. ) ;

Bullock and Brown (1972) cémpared reacher reported
behavior disorders of 1189 special educ3tion students to
results on the Behavior Dimensions Ratiog Scale. A high
correlation was found between factors on the BDRS and
problems stated as seérious by the 112 teachers involved in
the research. The findings were used to conclude that'
teachers appear to have the abil@ty to obderve and judge
'student behavior patterns effS’!ively. QThe_sample size
used here seems to lend -an air of authority'to the study,
although the matter of exacting validation‘of the BDRS, or
. the lack of 1t, remains a problem This problem pervades‘
much of the research involving the use of checkllsts

Cowgill, Friedland and Shapiro (1973), «dn a study
u51ng 37 kindergarten boys who had been identified as being
learning disabled by the Massachusetts State Department of
.Education.and 37 normal‘%kindergarten boys, found that
'their teachers' evaluations differed signiflcantlyﬁon all
.but one of 7 trait catégories and on all: general behav1or
categories used in the study. The results were taken as
evidence for the: valuerof teacher reborts in identifying |
learning disabled children.‘ No mention was made as to

whether or not the teachers were aware of how each child

was ”labelled. | I! they were unaware of a child' .

‘classification this research could be considered as useful .f'ﬁ'

e
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support for teacher awareness of pupil attributes.. If
however they were aware of the children's classification,
this knowledge could very easily have biased the observate
tions made. The bias, if present, could tend to iead the
teacher to perceive behaviors in such a way as to support
the classification. This doubt somewhat compromises the
significance of this study. "*

Garner and’Bing (1973), o study examining
differences in pupil-teacher contactsjﬂettempted to correlate
verbal ﬁeacher-pnpil exchanges and teacher ratinge of
pupiis.‘ Students between 7 and 8 years oid; from 7 classes,
were used. | The findino of interest to this study was the_
hign degree of egreenent in teacher' ratings of. specific
pupil attributee, regardless of the amount of conta_ct.3 It
is left to;specnlation as to wnether this agreement reflects
similarities in'overallﬁattribotes;of studenre, or simply
similarities in the perceptions of a group of>teaohers. |

Hammet and Batchelor (1973) described the advantages
of a behavioral ratlng questionnalre whxch parents and V
teachers could complete to provide more precise and compre-'
hensive data than that obtainable by routine clinical
obaervation. Again the point was made- (as by Bryan and
' Wheeler (1972)" and Bryan ‘and McGrady (1972)) that the
vlnqueltionnaire providad direction and structure On which to
ba:c oh'crvatiogh»\ In thia way, they*claimed. the precision p,

"f'available through xntenaive intaraetion with the subject ‘
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could be maximized and‘subjective judgments minimized. This
interaction effect_is certainly valuable in the same way
that the»structure ofxthe questionnaire is valuable, if that
queStionnaire‘hgs been adequately valideted. - In thie case,
the validation of the questionnaire does not seem to heve |
been adequately handled and this fact tends to minimize the
value of the findings. |

Hartlage and Lucesr(1973)\used 1132 children as
- subjects in the validatioh of an approach to group screening
| for readihg disabilities ih'the first grade. h correlation
coefficient of .83 was achieved between teacher_rankings of-
the chlldren and the readlng 1evels achieved by the students
on the W1de Range Achlevemegt Test. For comparison with
the WRAT, 2 teachers ranklngs were used. The resultvhere,
reflectlng good levels of accuracy, was used to suggest that |
' the trained observer, famlllar with his subjects hnd the
concepts under observatlon, can be con81dered likely to be
qu1te accurate“ln his observatlons. The apparent thorough—'
ness of this study glves its concluslone~a good deal of
merit. | _ '} ‘ |
| '” Using a pcale developed to measure 11 behavioral
-h;attributes, Lambert and Hartsongh (1973) correlated multiple-
t_«teacher judgments of pupil characteristics.. It waq found
; that‘ these multiple judgments correlated between 70 (often
a‘t‘sick or npset itmder stren) to 1 D (fighting and quarreling)
On _tﬁa basia of t u high eomhtim bcmam teacher
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judqments, Lambert and Hartsnth suggested that teachers
are quite able to perceive and'fselete‘the behavioral .
attributes of their students. The multiple rater technique,
if and when practical, appears to be a useful method to o
) determine a measure of relxab111ty of an 1nstrument although
the matter of establishing validity may st111 be e;usive.
This study appears to have plcked useful attributes for
study w1thout belnq overly restrictlve on unduly open- ended
In an attempt to predict potential learninq problems
in low Socio- Economlc Status rural chlldren, Lessler and
Bridqes {(1973) found a‘correlatlon.of L5 (p. < 001) between
results on the California Achievement Test and teacher
: ratlnqs of pupil performance.. Thia fairly hiqh level of
predictabi11ty was not found on other measures uaed It
appeared that the Metropolltan Readiness Test was the best
predlctor of potent:el learnan disabllities.4 Thxs research,
thouqh 1end1nq no. qreat strenqth to the arqument for teacher

rating of pupils performance, at 1east suqqests that, in

'some areas, teachera can predict future performance baaed on

their observationn.e‘{,jt”gytff_faj}f:F 

Haquire s (1973) vnrk lhaumd;no.b qnificant R
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that an observant individual, using a reasonably objective
~instrument could be expected to accurately detect and
evaluate the behav1or patterns of other individuals.

In a study of slum pre-schoclers, Richards (1973)
found a moderate but significant prqduct—momeht correlation
ebetween teacher ratings and the Peabody Bicture.Vocabulary
Test l.Q's. It is tossible that.a higher coefficient of
correlation may have been achieved had the teachers had
mcre‘experiehce with the.children tested in the study.
,Nonetheless, it is of 1nterest that some correlation eXists,
even at this early level, between a teacher's view of a
child and an obJecthe 1nstrument 8 evaluation of hlS
:intelligence. o

Richmond and Dalton (1973), in a study of 9-15 year

old retarded students using the Coopersmith Self Esteem

; ~_Inventory, found that the dhild's self image, as reported

on the Inventory was positively related to’ teacher evalua-

; tions of academic ability while teachers ratingﬁ Df social |
y.and emotional behavior could not be shown totcorrelate signif—-
-icantly. mne m nahility of the teachersi raung of |
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ThlS study also forces recognition of the fact that teachers,
as observers, are far from infallible and are very 11kely
most sensitive to achievement related behaviors.
'Investigatihg'the-accuracy‘of teacher precictions on
learning.performance,«Wang.(l973) had 2 teachers estimate the
Primary Educatlon Project results of their classes which were
. made up of 12, 4 year olds and 13 klndergarthers. The first
teacher had a mean accuracy of 67.7% (50.0% to 88.8%);\while
- the second had a mean accuracy of 76. 2% (65 7% to 88.9%).
,.These results, though perhaps not as accurate as anticipated
by Wang, were signiflcantly dlfferent from chance, values.‘
The 1mp11cation here is that teachers predictlons, though
not - 100% accurate or totally consistent, do reflect a certain
IeVel of awarenesstf their students. characteristics and
- capabilities. 1;_. .‘,-',1 N f: o | R o,
| The available evidence points toward a structured
| '_rating of behavior as being a potentialiy reliable and valid
.'_techniqus of 'bohaVioral ohsmatinn.1 Structured rating
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results is in question. Also, many of the rating scales
devised by authors ha§e not been thoroughiy validated, thus
Casting doubts\upoh exéctly what they measure. Despite these
limitations and those discussed above, there does seem to be
a place for teacher observation of student chéracteristics
and attributes. It is 1in the realm of revalidation énd

replication that further research is indicated in much of ghe

work discussed above.

Ratings and the C}iteria'bf Rating§

'Swift and Spivak (1969) acquiréd 258 ratihgs of Eifth
grade achievers and underachlevers. 'The aChiéQement criteria
used ‘were. subtest scores on a group test and teacher a891gned,
report card marks. An analysis of, the relationshlp between
‘.’classroom behavior and théfg;hié;;ment criteria indxcated

',that when a child waa unde fchieving the fact was evident in

 both grade or teat scorfs'and genaral functioning in the

 c1assrbun Underacx evora, it wnt nhaun.‘uure clearly

>‘ ;&iltpmn;fm af"‘”f}i‘w ; ""a h\ uami " ti.mf' of avext. mladap- B
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conjecture whether the rating based on subjectively graded

i

achievement reflects behavior or whether the behavior

resulted from expectatlon. | v : K\\\
The key point to be made here is that results seem

to vary based on criteria and that subjective criteria e.g.

grades, may be biased or bia81ng. The more objective the

criteria, the more useful the results.

iy

Factors Relating to Raters

In addition to concerns about the efficacy of
behavior rating, rating scales and criteria,-questions arise
about factors affecting the rater. Such questions as the
rater 8 attitudes towards the subject being rated and sex
.differences among raters deserve ‘some consideration and w111
h_be dealt with hriefly o ~fe R ?e
Both.Grgin (1969) and walker (1970), in his initial
}'fwork on tha HPBIC, lnggest that no . significant sex differences

';appaar, n the pevt of teacher:, in the rating of pupil

vknanlcdqe or bthtvior. Both author- inaicate that in using
'axerciling'rigor in their ratinqs, male
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scores on the Minnesota Teacher Attitude inventory to their
rating of pupiis on the Behavior’Matu:ity Scale. From this
work; it appears that a teacher's attitudes have little or
no bearing on ﬁis ability to rate students objectively.

To summarize briefly, there is a pattern of evidence,
though perhaps not conclusive, suggesting that tggchers are
capable of qbservingkand recording the behavior éf their
‘students, regardless'éf their own sex or attitudes toward
the students, These-obsgrvations may be more useful‘if a.

‘structured, objective instrument is used.

.




IIT RATIONALE

Based on the discussion presented in the review of
literature relatlng to ratings and rating scales, there
appears to be considerable scope for follow up research on
these types of instruments, since many scales used, 1nc1ud1ng
the Walker Problem Bebavior”Identification Checklist (WPBIC)
have not been.SUbjected to any form of subsequent etudyi

Given Walker's initiél research, which appears
thorough, it was decided to study ihe checkliSt’in terms of
one-form of validity. . The re-estimation of contraeted groups
o velidity was thus chosen as the focde'of study;. The methdd

- used wes,based onZWiner (1962, pp. 89-92). The reason for
this forﬁ,df study wae the*eXistence ef twb‘grouﬁs of
potential subjects with relatively well known characterlstics.

VA qroup of subjects identified as behaviorally disturbed was -

:.available and in the same ‘schools other children were

available who +ere not/ 80 identified'/)lt was felt that if
the inatrunont could distinguiah batwnen thase two groups,
the doaired entimate of vulidity wnuld have been achieved”

With the ahovm in mind. the tubjectﬂ WC!O selected
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weaknesses in the discriminatory powers of the instrument.

To rule out sex differences in the scores, two t
subgroups were formed whlch were matched for age and sex

andycompared. These two groups were "drawn from the or1g1na1

v
¢

groups used 1n the. study

To summarlze, add1t10na1 reSearch on the WPBIC

appeared warranted and the estlmatlon of gontrasted groups

valldlty appeared to be the most fru1tful area of study 1ny
terms of the 1nstrument's probable future use as an aid in

identifying behaviprally disturbed'children. }Varidﬁs

approaches to thls estlmatlon were dec1ded upon to obtaln a

relatlvely clear plcture of the 1nstrument 8 d19cr1m1na€ ry

propérties.

~

wior. Problem behavior,will»be-opera—
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pd;ported to cover the 50 behaviors 1ncluded in the

Checklist.

2. ‘anior Adaptation Class. A Junior Adaptation class

1s one includinq children who are of normql intelliqence, at
least two years behind tHeir peers in aoedemic progress, and
dlsplaylnq behav1or problems. These Ehildren are selected
on the basis of extenslve psycholog1ca1 evaluation,
intelligence assessmentkand reports based on teacher observa-
. tion over an extended period of time.
3. Acting-Out. Acting out will be considered to be any
bbehavior‘which indicates defiance to, or outright_refusal
to, comply with’teacher,instructione. 1f a child overtly
feﬁyses; by;statement or action, or both:to carry out the
¥ ’ a
teacher's. 1netruct10ns within a certaln specified period of
r> | tlme, ‘he would be consldefed to be defying the teacher. , :
This type of behav;or could also include arqumentativeness,

L]

extreme affect 1n the face of ftustratlon, overly aggressxve

4

- acts, temper tan rums, distortion of the truth and undue

"; approval seeklng for tasks completed

4. withdrawal. Wlthdrawal will be defined as the

A o absencevof enqaqxng in, initlating or‘fespondlng to 1nter—
actxons with othet children. whether of the same or opposite

sex.} The vithdraun student will also be . considered the one

who seeks not'to«draw~any'attention, either by the teacher or
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5. Distractability; Dlstractabllity will be %g{lned as

the inability to attend to task, The child who is considered.
kdistractable, w1ll be the child who can be distracted from
task by small movements and n01ses, who seems to be staring
into space for long intervals, whg underachieves and does not
. complete taska cOnsiétently, or is overly meticulous, who

. tends to regularly disturb other children engaged in on
task performance, or who seems unable to stay on task or

within limits unless external control is applied.

6. Disturbed Peer Relations. The child whose peer

4\\

relations are disturbed w111 be deflnedlas‘a'child whose
relations are entirely w1th same sex children, Qﬁo stammers
or stutters and appears unable to communlcate effectively
with peers, ho comments that no one likes hlm, yet w111 not
allow well done work. to be displayed, or who often mutters
Vunintelligibly to himself, rather than communlcate w1th
’others.;- | | N

7. Immaturity The 1mmature Chlld will display certain

-age inappropriate behav1ors such as enuresis, nervous tics,
‘excessive nail biting, psychosomatic reactions to stress,
listlessness, or tiredness., The, immature chiia may also be
’ahunned or avoided by others because of his age 1napprdpr1at;
behavior and may chose younger children as his. playmates

z,since their interesta and activities more closely approximate

”'f;'hillann'than do thoso of his peeru.

é
e
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8. "Oon-Task" and "Off-Task" Performance. These terms

will be operationally defined as pefformance, either
appropriate to the inmediate learning situation as Structured
by the teacher (on—task) or inappropriate to that situation
(off-task). In a broader.sense, these terms can also be
applied to situation appropriate or situation inappropriate
behavior in a social context.

9. Misclassification. For the purpose of this study,

misclassification will be taken to mean assignment of a
score above the critical or cut off score on a factor or

. r! .
full scale to a regular class student, or below the critical

a

or cut-off score for an Adaptation class student. This term

does not imply that an error has necessarily been made in

% the identification of any particular subject.

3

Hypotheses

1. The ‘mean overall checklist gcores and variances wlll

Id
show significant. differences between the . regular class

,_students and those in the Junior Adaptation classes.
"Differences will be sougb/ beyond the .01 level of confidence.

(iﬁbg/ ts ;flr\bg shown to be heterogeneous

in terms of both mean scores and variances.

The two groups of

*

2. The mean checklist score on: each factor will show
lignificant difference between the regular ‘class and those
&n.the Juniorfhdaptation classes, ifferences will be- sought

g
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beyond the .01 level of confidence,

3. The two groups will not oVerlap in scores achieved
on the entire checklist beyond 15% of each group. Since
Walker (l970) 1nd1cated that 10 to 20% of sch&ol children &
have behavior disorders, a,percentage between these values
was chosen as~the acceptable level of overlap around the
cut-off point between problem and non-probleﬁ'behavior. If
greater than 15% of the regular class subjects are over the
cut -off pOint, and greater than 15% of the Adaptation class
group are below the cut-off point, certain questions
regarding the instrument’ 8 usefulness could be raised.

4. The two groups will not overlap in scores achieved
on each factor behond '15% of each group.

5. Groups, matcheéd for age and sex, will show signif-

. .icantly different overall checklist mean scores. Differences

beyond the .01 level of confldence w1ll be sought

6. Groups matched for age and sex Wlll show significantly‘

| different indiv1dua1 factor hean scores.,
'“Q . )

| }‘_ The design of the study became fairly complex due
to the nature of the selection of pubjects for the study.
f'rne subjects were. drpwn from s schools in the 1oca1 area. |
In each nchool two classes had mubers dravm from them for
.inclusion in Group I and two clanu or major parts of
| 1uni mo un& to fom Group II. An ulustration of the |

. P
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design of the groups for one school is presented in Figure
1.

Because of the design, a ndhber of possible sources
of variance emerged which required separate anaiysis. This
anglysis was performed "post hoc” aﬁd will be discussed
later under Analysis Techniqﬁea.

1t should be understood that, although this analysis
‘wés not'pe:formed as pat£ of the original'hypotheses, its
use was necéséary toﬁdétermine the extent to which factors

other than group diffefenbes afffected the checklist scores.
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lllustration of Group '.Structure for | School

School N

Group |

“Group Il

Teacher |

Subject |,

Teacher 2

/

* Subjec le

.-

Teacher | Teacher 2

:-5““”‘¢"3"._s"h“?”fl4 |




' IV METHODS

Subjects

.The subjects; who’rahgediin age from 8 to 13 years, K
w1th a mean age of 10 years, 1 month, comprlsed a total of
1188 students (126 male,_62 female) in two groups.‘ roup I
Qas made up of 94 students (47 male; 47 female) in 10 classes
1n 5 schools. Group II was made up of 94 students (79 male,
15 female) in 10 Junlor Adaptatlon classes in the,same 5 |
“schools. . . The matching of the number of subjects from each
school was done in an attempt to minimize the differences,
_between the groups, that miqht he attributable to differing
’:school environments. It was hoped that this equality of .
finunhers from each sehool. across the groups, would helﬂ the -

.uchool euvtromment fnctof fairly“qonatnf”";yu
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represents a special educational provision”telated‘to theii'

>
a

problem behavior.
No socio-economxc data, as such, were gathered on
tbese subjects and only a cursory'examination was‘madezof
their records. This examination Sugéested that the];ubjeqts;
qenerally. were ‘well distnbuted through the society in
terms of socio~econom1c status., Further examiﬂation may, Or:
_may not, have shown a - socio-economic status factor to be

present as an ext:aneous variable. although this appeared

_unlikely SOme mention’has been made of the remediation of

: disadvantaged. Low 8. E s. children (0 q. Sibley, Abbott and
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classés in the'hbrthwéstern United States.

The checkllst was made up of 50 operational state-
'ments, which were . selected as the most frequently made of -
 300 statements submitted by teachers about problem behaviors.
The statements were then weiqhted f<Jﬂf'tseverit:y by a group of
‘judges with weightings ranglng from 1 for the least severe
to 4 for thoae 1tema considered tc reflect the most aerious

problem bchav10ts.o

N

v

fsplit-half mathod which yielded lplit»half correlation of
1.9&. Thi: carrelatidn. according to Lﬂ;,§ 1st (1950). makes

Reliability was estimated usinq the Ruder-nichardson
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correiatidn t'e' meaSute “the reletionshié between c,hécklist '
'scores and the construct of problem behav1or as measured by
‘the three criteria 1isted above. From - this biserial
‘correlation of .68 (standard error .039 and index of
predictive efficiency of .33) walker claimed that the
1nstrument waa useful tn predicting behnviorel disturbance
at the elementqry level. }:_gu*._the fr ' .“‘ "tj[' -

A complicnted procedure 1nvo1v1ng factor analysis

.‘Jwas claimed to yield five,\ elativelyvindependent. factors.

'-fnanely Acting-out. Withdrawal, Diﬂttact&hility. Disturbéd’”l
Peex Relations and Immaturity.‘ Only Acting-out and =
;nistractability overlapped aignificantly. thus intimatinq

R | some camunn varianc’:here.:_e"tt flff }Q
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« o e boyb, who are generally encouraged to
emulate feats of physical powers, 8 pontaneously
performed all they had learned when they saw
aggression well received . . . . BY contrast,
‘girls, for whom physical aggression is tradition-
ally regarded as sex. inappropriate and, ‘hence,
“negatively ‘sanctioned, kept much of ‘what they
had learned to themselves one- should be
more cohcerned with predispos(ng cbnditions than
with predisposed individuals (p. 67)

The broed pattern of traditional socialization of
children places physically aggressive and active roles within
“the: expected roles of boys, not. girls (see Lefkowitz, Walder..
?Eron and Huasmann (1973) It‘seems~safe to assume, then.
that boys will show more types of overt behaviors anﬁ |
problemn, aapecially related to aqgressiveness, than will

girla.- The differing social expectations could partly . [—'
Ny account for the greater nunber o£ general, pveﬂt, behavior
fpxohlqm: amenq hoyu.l_lt vaa alno tound, by'wblker, hat no
» *'mmwlt ofsex' |
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uUnfortunately, data reqarding validity and

reliability of factor scores are not available,
~and, in at least two instances misleading labels

are assigned to factors , . . it is impossible

to determine how the weighting process built

into the scoring system may affect the levels of

validity when scores are tested against a variety

of criteria (p. 64.

) | The criticisms expressed by Spivak;and Swift (1973),
';above, are well founded., This stndy will not, necessarily,
correct the problems, or answer the guestions raised by
these authors. It will. attempt to. determrne 1f the 1nstru—
ment can discriminate effectively and meaningfully, ‘between
two supposedly different groups of children Questrons

“beyond that framework will be left for future research.

"Procedures

Accordinq to the guidellnes established by Walker
| ”(1970),, miniunm.two month,ebacrvetion period was set as a
..-;._tequirmnt rer the mfher ho - .atad the_ students on the |
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*

had been observed, duriné the observation'period, it was to
be recordeo'regardless of frequency.

(a) Raters. ;The,subjects,were‘rated_by their regular
teachers after the two month observation period. Instruc;
tionskto each rater, as noted.above, were the same in form
and‘content. All raters were volunteers who agreed to assist
in the study. Because of the voluntary nature of rater
partlcipatlon, these people may not have been totally
representatlve of all teachers in the local school system
The assumption is made, however, thﬁ& they are similar ‘to

local teachers generally.

(b) Data: Collection. The data used for'analysls were

@

-collected from teacher ratings of pupil,behavior. These
ratings were used due to the feirly comprehensive knowledge
- &

- that theee teachers possessed regarding their students'

havior and because teachers, generally, heve been shown to

be reanonably aceurate, according to the 1iterature,yin
"fiens ot ntudent behevior.,, tside observers
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Checklists were in the schools for an avarageiperiod

of just over il ~and,” when completed, were collected .

for analysis:

fhalysis. 1In additibn‘to analyses
'pefformf_ 4  he hypotheses, a hlerachal ana1y51s was

fline the 1nfluence of nested variables.

-

, Each'grdu'; fach school ‘was examined with a total of 140

'subje¢té-£é V%e orxginal groups examlned, (10 groups‘of

7 f:om.eacht khe 1arger groups), 1n order to determlne the

extent of a 1 .msqhoql.varlable and'the extent of a

nestedzteécti ﬁiaBie. The procedure used was slmilar ;; _E
to[th@t hesqr, by Winer (1962) involving analysis of '

vaniﬁﬁce‘&f éi qfividual class qrouping, each<sehool

grouping (2 ¢
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~were sought beyond the .01 level of confidence.

3. Hypothesis #2. bThe_mean on each factor was computed

for.each group and compared using a t-test between means

i

of independent»sdmples. Differences, -again, were sought

beyond the' .01 leﬁzl of coﬁf*dence.

4. Hypothes1s #3 A frequency polygon was plotted

_showxng the number of swaects in each group at the various

-score values (0 recorded, l and follow1ng scores recorded 1n
intervals‘of 4). - The critiCal area of OVerlap was deemed to

be at score value 21 (T scOre 60)'which ﬁalker (1970) indica- 7
ted was: the point allegedly separatlng normal from problem

behavior. ;'..A o

’5.. Hypothesls #4. Frequency polygons were plotted on

'-each of the sets of sCOres on each of the flve factors.
The critzcal score in the Separatqu\?ﬁ problem frdm

‘non-problem bahvior. cn each factor,_is as follows:

“:d (1) Actlng out fﬂ‘ (Scale I) ":, Between 7 and 8
,}12) Hithdxrwal (Scale II) 5§E ; 5?
(SCale IV) 3@

(Scale V) ﬁetweenn2 and 3




. v | 43
range& in age from 8 to 12 years of age. The means for each
group..were computed and differences noted. . As preyiously,‘
Q{fferences sighificant beyond the .01 ievel of confidence
were sought. The analysis was to,have been performed using
female sub]ects, but with only 15 females in Group II, it

. was felt that ingufficient numbers, here, would not yield
meapingful resplts. |

7. Hypothesis $6. .A-proqédﬁre&identical to that for

hypothesisitz and #5 was perfofmed on the individuél factors.
D;fferences were'soﬁght beyond the .01 leveleof confidence.

8. Post Hoc Ahalyses'

(a) Internal thsxstency 'The internal coneistency

o~

 of epch of the two groups, and the two‘groupe'combihed,
'was estlmated u81ng the kuder &ichardson 20 correlatlon
method (see FergusOn (1971) p::367) Thxs method ylelded
an overall estlmate of the deqtee of internal con81stency

ththin the’ groups and wlth groups consldered as one.

(b) gggphed Group Comgarisons with Walker g (1970) Group.

Group II subjects”%ere compared with a group of subjects‘

':“uxed by Walker (1970) to estimate contrasted 8roups v.'hdity

5§ i

.;Th‘ g*“»‘qroup II subjéots and 38 &nbiects identifiﬁd bY
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the comparison of variance. This was done to determine if
any similarity in mean scores for these two groups existed

and if they could be considered as homogéneous in terms

- ) ¢
of variance.

(c) Comparison of'Matched Groups to Source Groups. Using

a t-test, the two sub-groups, matched for age and sex, were
compared to their source groups. Means were compared to
determine if the sub-groups were similar to the groups from
which'they>were drawn. Obvioosly ﬁhese’groups'should have
been represeptativo to some extent and this analysis was
performed to de;érmine[if that representativéness'did,-in

~

fact{ exist.

¢ (d) Correlation of GrougﬁII Scores to Age and v
‘ ‘X Length of”Time In Adaptation Elasses. ~ ,

Age and lenqth of ﬁime in Adaptation Classes were

@

correlated for Group II. This correlation was, computed to

~_determine the relationship, if any, of these two factors
“to overall checkliat scores. Additionally, this analysis

;!could, it vn: falt, qive some indication as to the

.

et!qcti#onons ot the Adaptation pnoqram.i_




V RESULTS

Preliminary Analysis

Hierarchal Analyses. As a result of the rather

i

complex structure and nature of the yroups iﬁvolved in this'
study, a number of potential sources of variance emerged.
These sodﬁgﬁs of variance}included variance due to'réal
differehces between the groups, variance dué-to school
differences, variance due to differences in'tfeatment or
approach within thé“schoolsr varianée‘dug to teachers in‘
‘schools being inVolved with different‘groﬁps and vafianéé
within groups (the measure used as a ba51s for comparison).

» A Hlerarchal ana1y81s was;conducted on the full
checkllst and on each of the flve sub—scales, fbllowing a
‘method sunilar to Winer (1962) . |
| The results af the Hierarchal analysis of the full
;scale are presented in Table l. :

In. thic analysi:. 2 sign;fzcnnt (beyond the 01 level

" of confidance) aourcda of variancn emerged,’ A moderately

H';}Bigrxificmt Vmchar »&tm trentmt. by schoola cf.ﬁuct waa
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‘Hierarchal Analysis - Full Schle

Source Qf,
Variance'

Sum of
Squares

Degrée of Hean;

Freedom Squares

“_Critical
Ratio (,01)

. F

Treatment

school

Teacher by '

School

5136.45

1101.58°

. 689.67"

- Té&chergwithin ;

. Treatment

School

within

\

e,

by
- 2400.69

LY

N

39951;75l“
N s

L

1 5136.45

4 275,39

1o

240,07

& 172,42

“61.94*  6.84

.
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wiﬁhin tceatment by schcol cffect ic‘tooalargc tcftotally»
ignore and must be noted as a potentially confounding effect.
| In the analysis of variance on the full gcale, the
main source of variance is that resulting from what haa been
labelled the treatment effect.4 This effect is a reflection
of differences betveen the two‘groups, ‘since the two group
variances are compated.‘ The ratio of variance attributable
to real differences compared to. within grOupa variance, at
61. 94 (c r. 6.84) is significant vell beyond the .01 1evel
| of confidence. Thia effect would, as a reault, pear to
overwhelm thc significant thouqh moderate teachar within |
;‘treapment by achool effect notnd above.
‘Jf Tha-renulta of tha hiararchal analyais of Scale I
(Actinq—Out) ara precantad halcw in Tahle 2. Tha anly

-ignificant (baybnd tha .01 laval oi_canfidazca) anurcc qg




S - .Table 2

'Bie£3rcha1'hnalysig - scale I

Source of  Sum of Degrees of . Mean ¥ vﬁériﬁigal__
Variance -Squares  Freedom Squares Ratio;(.al)

. - .

Treatment 1131.46 *. 1 113146 39.64* . 6.84

IS . . -

e .. B B B .

.90 87 3.9

Y

Schogl =~ 99.76
S N | | |
Teacher by TN L e
Bchool, - 70.19 . 4 - 17.54 .61 . 3.47

Teacher within . . =

Treatment by =




:m;e 3 EEPS

G

o Hietarchai:AnaIydia - Scale IT =

Source of Sum of  Degrees of Mean F  Critical
':V91i§ﬂ¢94 . Squares Freedom ' Squares ‘Ratio (.01) -

y . i . : : " -

frestment 311 1 . 3111 6.99%  6.84

v

School - 53,50 4 ' 13,88 3.00  3.47
Cmeacher by . o




hovever, the teacher within treatment effect must be qiven
/

gconsiderable attention as ‘the traatnent eftect ‘was.
'proportionately nuch less extensive here than in the full
scale., It appearn, “that aléhouqh the treatuont cffect

appeared qreater. it was serioully'ponfoundod by the

tencher ditferences. The effect of the diffgrences between

R clasues (treatment) could ba:t be describod, here, as

1o saleh,

tentative because of. thc confounding téachcr variance. __.‘ o 1

Table 4 ahowt the results of tho yierarchal analysis
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. ) N ' ‘
, | : . B {
| . mable4 .
| S ""Hietarchal Analysis - Scale III

o

Source of  Sum of - Degrees of Mean F  Critical
Variance  Squares ;/ - ‘Freedom - 'Squares =~ Ratio -

v

Treatment  244.47 - 1 ' 24447 34,82 6.84
8chodl - . 78.50. 4 - 19.62 2.78.  3.47 -
L 420023 288 . 347
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Table 5 - | R -

Hierarchal Anplysis - Scale v

Source of Sum of Degrees of Héan, P Critical
Variance = Squares .  Freedom ~ Squares Ratio (.01)

I

»

Treatment -~ 92'.83' .Y . 92.83 1‘555'2' v .-6.84:

school . 22,52 4 5,62 .94 ' 3.47
‘Teacher by '
~School

27,10 400 6371130 347
‘reachsr within o R
School. ~  142.99 © 10 - 14.30 2.39 ¢/ 2,47

" RN A

)-‘

[}

% Bignifiosnt beyond
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Table 6 presents the final hxerarchal analysis
performed on the checkllst and was performed on the fifth
factor (Immaturity). As~in the-preVious tebles,'the
treatment effect appeared as the main eource of variance,
being significant beyond. the +01 1eve1 of confidence."uone
“-of the othet potential sources of varience differed signif-
1cant1y from the within groups variance measure. zThe
vdifference between Groups I and II on the fifth factor
(Immaturity) appeared to be conliderable and real. .
| A treatment effect wae noted on all five facters of
the checklist as’ well as . ‘on the Full Scale.’ In none of the
, ecales was there a signifieant (beyond .nl level of confidence)
' school or treatment within. aehool sffect. That is,. when
v vnrianeea by schoo; t.‘ were compatad, and when var:hncu by -
qroup"” ithin the' teheols'nm "red, thete vu not a




CE o  Table 6
Hierarchal Analysis -‘Scéie‘vl / :

" ' Source of  Sum of . Degrees of ‘Mean F  Critical
Variance Squares’ = Freedom Squares =~ Ratio (.01)

Treatment ~© 51.60 1. . 51.60 13.54% ;6.84

school ~ -~ 30.33 - 4 7,58 1.99 . 3.47
: .Teacher’bj S o ’. , _ o ~ '-.-,'Q_ S
‘ school . 36.21 . & 9.05 2.37 3.4

. . . ¢ « ‘ ;

,Téighér_wigﬁih-.‘“ ‘ LU
~ Treatmeht by : L
school

143.36 . 10
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‘1. Hypothesis #1. It was hypothesized that the means

ot

of the two groups currently under study would shou differences
béyond the .Oi level of confidenoe. Accordipg-to Ferguson
(1971, p 218), the performance of thls analysis and the
hierarchal analysis may have appeared redundant. This
analysis encompassed»all subjects under-study. not merely a

»

gelected group, in order to yield an. accurate picture of the

§~, extent of dlfferences between the groups.

'Tha mean]for each qroup.on,the full sCale»wos

TN

j;“' computed and compared using a t-test for means from indepen-

dent saMples. Table 7 (p 56) presents the results of ‘the

’:g-r -' Thn full scale mean of Group 1T (Adaptation) was

it . N ““‘

I.iqniticantly ditfarent frqm that of Group I (raqular), with

difforencoa siqniticant bqyond the .001 1evel ot contidence.




56

Table 7
£k
Ccomparison of Means™ J

/

I
i
!

Scale Group % Mean - ‘T-value Critical’
' \ 3 (df = 186) - Value

Full o xr 4.95 -8, 261%%% v3,2§l

1 | 21%1 1‘ o 1.28 f-7.o§7*** - 3.291

I 6,13 R .
o .;t;'_*.:} ! T R 7 _-2.583w§” ‘ 5;556‘1
- SRR ZII;». , il1?49 SRR S

.

o T L7z _6.970%% 3,291

‘}{ . -‘.34§§9t:f 3,291




Table 8

Comparison of Variance Full Scale

Only

57

Group ~ Stapdard Variance F . Critical Ratio
. ‘ Deviation (S) (82): F(,gg)‘(93'93)
-~
1 ©11.93 142.40 o
" a 2,95%% 1.59

I 6.95 48.27

t

#* gignificant beyond .01 level of confidence

?



58

The variances were also compared, on the full scale,
in order to determine §he homogeneity or heterogenei&y of
‘the two groups. The data used and results obtained are
presented on Table 8 (p. 57)._ This comparison was made
using all the subjects, rather than the 140 subjects used in
the hierarchal analysis to determine if differences in
numbers substantially altered thewyariance.

The variances of the two gfoups showed a difference
significant beyond the .01 level of confidence. These
results. showing that the variance of Groups I and‘II wer e
heterogeneoué, and the apparent similarity of Walker's
experimental group to Group II, prompted further investiga-
tion. The results of that investigation will be presented

later.

2. Hypothesis #2, Table 7 (p. 56) presents the compar-

ison of group means on the sub-scales of the WPBIC. All
subjécts were used in these comparisons.

On:Scale I (Acting Out) differences between Groups I
and II’appéared which were significant'beyond the .00l level
of gonfidenée. It was on this scale, measufiné the extent of
acting out behavior, that the greatest difference ﬁetween
the groups Qas noted; | |

The analysis of Scale I;‘(withdrawnl) means'showed

that differences beyond the .01 1e¢e1 of confidence existed }
b&twepn the two étoups. Caﬁtion‘in_attempt;ng to interpret

.{’



59

]

these resnlts appears neccssary because of the findings of
the hierarchal analysis which will be presented later.
Teacher effects confounded the results on this scale, so
that, although differences beyond the,sticulated level of
confidence were found, these differences may Have been
caused by other fhan real,diffcrences between the‘groupc.
Mean differences between groups on Scale III
(Distractability) were found to be beyOnd the .001 level
of confidence. Based on this finding it would aa!Lar that
Group 1 was significantly less distraotable than Group II.
Means on Scale v (Disturbed Peer .Relations), when
compared, showed that Group II's mean score On this factor
was significantly higher (beyond the .00l level of confidence)

than that of Group I.

Differences beyond the ,001 level of confidence

were also found between the group means in Scale V

jlmmaturity) |

The comparison of means showed that on all five
sub-scales, as well as on the full scale, Group II, had higher‘_‘
mean scores than did Gtoup I, and that the difference was,
in all cases, significant beyond the 01 level of confidence.
All but the Scale 11 differencél wcte significant beyond the
.001 lpvel of confidence.

~/ Scale II (Withdrawal).as the pooreot indication of the
scaleu prcnntod here, still appeared%p be a good ‘indicator
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of problem behavior along the dimension of withdrawal.
However, as will be noted later, its ability to discriminate
may have been weakened by outside factors and may not have

been as adequate a scale as these initially presented data

would suggest.

'3. Hypothesis #3. The distribution of the 188 subjects

on the full scale and sub—écales of the WPBIC were plotted
and the amohntAof oberlap of eech group was shown. ' The
- percentage of mlsc;esslficatlon was also calculated for each
group. "Misclessiflcatlon , in this case, was taken to mean
the rating of Group I subjects above the respective ‘critical
"scores as defined by walker (1970) on the full scale and.
sub-eoales; and the rating of Group II subjects below these
'critioal points. This,doee_not; neceenerify imoly that,
theee sobjeots were errooeoeslj rated. '

The distribution of subjects on the Fuli Soale}is

ehown on Figure 2. In order to keep thia graph from becominq

o unduly ewkwerd or crowded, ell scores ebove 0 were grouped

into intervele of 4.' Therefore eli eubjecte reted between |
end 4, 5. end 8, etc. were grouped together.‘ In Group I,
4 eubjecte uere ecored ebove e eoore of 21. the pdint
-eAeeteblilhed by uelken (1970) el the dividinq point between
,problen end non-pxoblen behevior. Thie repreeented 4.26\
of‘G:one I.. 34 iabjeotl, tepxeeentinq 36 17! of Group II

Vwere rated ot or apove 21 This left 6. en of the group
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below this point. N

4. Hypothesis #4. Figure 3 presents the‘diatribution of

subjects on Scale I. On this scale 4 subjects or 4.26% of
Group I were rated above a score of 7, which is the cr1t1ca1
score, according to Walker (1970), oOf Group II, 39.36§
(37'subjeots) were above th?s"point leaviuq 60.64% of the
groupkbelow this ecore. On the graph.used for Figure 3,

each score is represented and the number of subjects at

each recorded This procedure was aleo‘followed on the

Aremaining graphs

Figure 4, presents the dxstribution of the subjects i

on Scale II (Withdrawal) , on this scale 5. 32% (5 subjocts)

in Group I were rated at or above the critical ‘score of 5.

N

of the subjects in Group II, 14 89! (14 subjects) were scorod ’

tat or above the critical ‘8core with 85 11% below this score..

No clear discriminatory ability can be claimed here beeauae :

i Of ﬁh& confounding teacher e!foct which hll affected the

oonfidence planed in this scalo on all of the analyses i

Xpetfoma U _ ‘,-. A g R ~' e

on rigure 5, 8 51\ (8 :ubjecta) of Group 1 werc

"rated at or ahove tho critical nboro of 6 wh!le 37 23\
”(35 subjectt).of Group II Qubjtets wure lcortd above thel;..'
‘critical aonfafon.scala III (bigtxnctihilityi This 1oft

= '62 el of" |

II hu!ov thi- exitiet& teono.,vj..
a;mmz&om an sm. n/
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(Disturbed Peer Relatlons) shows 8.51% (8 subjects) of Group
I at or above the'crxtlcal score of 3. On thls scale 34.04%
(32 subjects) in Group 11 were at or above'the-critical score
of 3 wh11e 65.96% of the SubJeCtS were below thls gcore.
Flnally, as shown on Flgure 7, 10 64% (10 subjects)

of Group 1 scored above the cr1t1ca1 score of 2 on Scale v

. (Immaturity) of Group 11, 31. 91% (30 subjects) of Group II

1 were rated above ' the critxcal score, while 68.09% of this

group were rated below the critical score.
| In looking at these graphical results, it can be
noted that on each scale, the number of Group 11 subjects

above the critical score substantlally exceeded the number

- of Group 1 subjects. On Scale I (Acting Out) 9.25 times as .

'many subjects in Group 11 were rated above the critical score

as were Group I subjects. The ratios on the other sqere

_:ranged between this ratlo and a 2.79 Group II to Group I
- ratio on 8ca1e 11 (Withdrawal), the weakest scale in terms of
7; ability to dilcriminate between groupb The ‘rema-ining Group
- .{¥‘;‘II to Group I ratios, including that for the full scale were
""“'fa 5: 1 :ur tha £u11 scsle 4.375: 1 for Scale III (Distrac-.

'3:Qéeeb£1$ty), 3 99 fﬁx Gcele IV (Disturbed Peer Relations). and ir

.ﬁ‘_jfv2.99: 1 tor acalo'v (Iunnturity).. The ratios prelontod

*ﬁths rltiot ot Group II subjects
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5. Hypothesis $5. From each group, 47 subjeCts were

‘matched for age and sex. Male subjects»ranging in age from
8 to 12 years were compared, with equal numbers from each
group at each_age 1eve1. ' The mean scores on the full scale®
were compared for-statisticsl significance using a two-
tailed ;?test&with differences sought beyond the .01 level
of.confidence. The results of this compariSOn are presented
in Table.9. | |
pDifference , significant beyond the .001 level of

confidence, was found between the full scale means of the
groups used 1n this analysis. These results showed a
pattern similar to those achxeved using the full groups
although the matched group means were somewhat higher thanw
-those of the full groups. | ‘

6. Hypothesis #6 stng the scores of the subjects

' mentioned. above, the mean scores on esch scale were
compared for statistical significance beyond the .01 ‘level
Jof confidenqe. A two-tailed t—test was used as above. The
results are: presented in Table 9 ﬂ ' |

y Differencos, siqniflcant/beyond the 001 level of-

Wconfidence, were notsd on :he means of Scales I (Acting Out),

”,yIIIA(Distrac'sbility) snd IV (Disturbed Peer Relations) on

”turity). a diffetence between the mstched group'

VTScals V « f,

';'means>wss found which wss siqnificant beyohd the 05 level of

'<e_was below tha confidence 1eve1

-signiticance Tpis dif!ere
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Table 9

Comparison of Means. 94 Subjects Matched for Age and Sex

Scale Group # Mean " T-value Critical
) (df~-92) ~ Value
| +
Foll s I 6.26 | -5.883%%* 3.417
I 18.94 -
. o .
I SR 1.81 ~4.935%%% 3.417
II 7.60 ' : T
s T 87 | o
- \ o -.1418 * _1.99
: | I1 1.60 -
e I 2.21 ~4,789%%* 3.417
‘ . ’,,II . 5026 . , N A
‘ .'\' | ) 3 +
W o1 | -62 -3.753%%% 3,417
S, 1T 2.40 T L
S ‘ o . +.1.99(.05)
v.o. 4z 72 s 2.639°(.01)
. II . 1-64 ‘ ‘ ’ - « O (-
*'""‘signifilcant :beyond .‘00_1 fle\’}el ‘of c,orifidencev
* Significant beyond .05 level‘f)f confidence
1 4 '. '51.'{
. .
/ N e ; .
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sought. Scale II failed to discriminate between the grougs'

even at the .05 level of confidence.

S~

Post Hoc Analyses

(a) Internal -Consistency. Separete estimates of

reliabiliry were obtained for each group. The results of a
Kuder Rlchardson Split- Half rellablllty meaSure, 51m11ar to
_that performed by Walker, but where the relatlon between all
possible pairs was'obtalned, ylelded a rellablllty coefficient
of .8117 forléroup I (regular class) and .8143 for Group II.
Aiso, a similar measure was obtained for thelpofled groups

_ to determine the level of consistency of the raters as a
group; This calculafion yielded an ouerall reliability of.

.8598. Thls was not an entlrely satisfactory estimate of

rellabillty as the 20 raters were considered as 2 raters
when the estimates were made for the groups separately and

as one rater when the general measur% was taken across the

groups. ' | o
u . . ' -

The overall estxmate of lnternal conslstenCy across
W 3
R

the groups suggested that approxlmately 86% of the varxance

obtained in the checkli§é scores Was true variance whlle

E38

approximately 14t of the variance wae due to error (see

:‘"Fgrguson (1971, p. 365). Walker (1970) cit.ed vLindquist)

TN



(1950) in stating that:

k
With a reliability coefficient of .98, the
checklist is capable of making individual
separations among subjects with a considerable
deqree of reliability as an r of .90 is the
minimum coefficient acceptable for the purpose
(p. 3).

However, Lindauist (1950) in discussing the levels of
reliability based on the guidelines set by Kelley (1927)
said: H

. making the assumption that for a test to
be useful, it must permit discriminations of a
difference as small as 0.26 times the standard
deviation of a grade group with chances 5 to 1 of

_being correct. Kelley arrives at the following as -
the minimum correlation for several purposes.

. (b) To evaluate differences in level of
group accomplishment in two or more performances
e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e90.
It must be recognized, however that these values
are arbitrary, being derived from the above

- assumptions as to what would be reasonable to
expect a test to do in the way of discriminations

- between individuals and groups (p. 609).

Walker (1970)<achieved a reliability coefficient of
.98 using 534 seté of observations. In examining each of
the groups separately, a mean reliability}of about ,813 was
estimated, while thé'combined group;reliabilﬁty coefficient
vwas,.8598,,using all 188 observations. As the sample size
inc:easad; so‘did_the'eatimat of reliability, As Ferguson
(197;} points out: ‘ 'r " | | | |
o Lo; foliaﬁility dd@ﬁ not necessarily. invalidate
a technique as a device for drawing valid inferences,
Low reliability may be compensated for by increasing

le sige - . . . - When significant results are
‘ reported with an unreliable technique ‘On & small
sample, the treatment applied is usually exerting a
gross effest (p. 373). R

[ 4 2
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An overall reliability of .,8598 cannot be oonsidered
,\especially low. Neither did it approach Walker's coefficient
oi .98. Observation of the trend of increase of the
‘yeliability coefficients from that of the two groups
separately to that of the gqroups pooled, soggested that with
an increase sample size, the coefficient of reliability would
increase to a point‘approximatinq Walkef's figure, The value
of ihcreasing the sample sizes for that purpoée would have
provided little real benefit in terms of incfeased'relia-
bility sincé the coéfficient‘obtained was already of a

fairlv high order.

(b) Matched Group Comparisons with Walker's (1970)
~ Experimental Group ’

The apparent similarity between Group II mean and
that of Walker's (1970) experimentail group of 38 behaviorally
disturbed subjects prompted a statistical compariaon of
those two groups. The results of that comparison are ©
presented below. - A two-tailed t-test for differences of
independent meaos was ucedofollowing Ferguson'1f971{'p. 152).

~As can be obaerved from Table 10, no aighificant
difference appeared on thia comparison. It appeared that
. Walkor'l (1970) group of .xperimontal lubjecta vas -imilar
~ to the group of 94 lubjoctl in tho Adaptation olaan group ,l
~ucod in tho currcnt ctudy No conparison of this sort was .

'p«mm. on the !tvo !ub-flcnlu ai those dnta were not |
| pronntod ia Walker (1970) . R |

i
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Bad

Table 10

Comparison of Meansvof 38 Suhﬁths from Walker (1970)
-and 94 Junior Adaptatioh Students

‘Scale Group Mean T.value Critical
: : (df = 130) Value

Full wWalker (1970) . : ,
Exp. 16.63 +
_ | o .03 . 1.960
Adaptation 16.71 _ -
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For comparative purposes, the_variance of the
Adaptation group in this study and that of Walker's (1970)
experimental group were_also examined for statisticallY
significant differences. The results of that comparison
| are presented in Table 11. The difference in variance
between the two groups were not statistically significant.
As in the case of the means, Walker's (1970, p. 3) experi—
mental group appeared qnite similar to the Adaptation group

used in the present study.

(c) Comparison of Matched Groups to Source
Gr roups T and 11 -

In order to determine if the two groups matched for
age and sex were similar to or dissimilar to the groups
from which they were drawn, the means-on the full scale of
‘the matched groups were compared to the various means of
the respective groups from which they vere drawn. As
hpreviously, a two-tailed t- test was used for comparison
and the results are presented in Table 12, o

The results presented on Table 12, indicated that
‘the. two groups which were matched showed no significant
: ditterences from the respactive source groups. As8 noted
prsviously in rsgard to thé aatchsd groups, ‘the WPBIC could
- 2Pt distinguilh bptwssn the qroups in 8ca1e ped and could do

#0 only at. a low levsl of confidencs (.05) on Scsls/v. ,'

sinpls corrolatioa uus per!ormsd bstussn chsuhlisti’-
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Table 11

Comparison of Variances of 38 Subjects from Walker”(1970)
and 94 Junior Adaptation Students o

Group . Standard - variance F Critical

" Deviation (S) * (82) - Ratio  Ratio (,05)
' ’ ~F (.95)
, - (37, 93)
Walker's o | -
- Experimental - 12,68 160,88 ‘
- o L 1.13 1,51
Adaptation 11,93 . ' 142.40
|
)
‘ % :
.
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Table 12 . ;
Comparison of Means - Matched Group Means
to Source Group Means
Scale © Group # Mean ~  T-value '  Critical
' * (df = 139) - Value
" Full I - Full (N=94) = 4.95 o
- . 2.576 "(.01)
I - Matched N - .956 576 (.01)
(N=47) . 6.26
CRRARE | | . . :
Full  II - Full‘(N=94) 16.71 © S
‘ » 842 - 2.576.(.01
IT = Matched _ .‘8f2 - 37$ (k ‘)
(N-47) ' ~18.49 :
,\\
%% gignificant beyond .01 level.of confidence
i,ﬁ "




' behavior as rated on the WPBIC and length of time in

) | 78 N
total scores, age and the length of time each student in
Group II had been in a Junior Adaptation class. Thebmean
~ total. checklist score was 16, 702, the mean age was 128,574
‘months (standardvdeviation 13.356) and the mean length of \
time in Adaptation‘classeswas 15.308 months (standa,rd L)

deviation 8.453). !

The coefficients of correlation obtained showed

tendencies toward negative correlations although they were
not of sufficient magnitude to warrant a great deal of .
emphasis. A correlation coefficient of -.143 was obtained
between the checklist total score and age, while a- coefficient,
of - 054 was obtained between the checklist total score and
length of time in ‘the Adaptation program.' These results
would indicate that in the, case of the present group under. .

study, there is a minimal relationship between age and .

Adaptation classes and behavior as measured on the WPBIC.
To summarise briefly, it was found that Group I and

I}»diffsrsd significantly on’ ths tull scsle of the WPBIC and

on all of its sub-scales. A vsriance sstimate using all of

both Groups rsvsaled that thsir\vatiances were not

honogcneoui- JV?f’ “fffuf’fj* | l f¢ﬂu,,i_;‘n
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clearly dissimilar. Only 14.89% of Group'II scored above
the critical score of 5, on Scale Ii‘(Withdrawali while

5 32% of Group I were rated above this point. .According to
Walker (1970), between 10% and 20% of a reqular group could ,
be expected to have behavior disorders, and, if true, even |
Group II would have been similar to a regular group on

this scale. ‘

When 47 ‘boys from each group were matched for age
and compared on the full scale and all sub-scales, it was
found that differences beyond the .001 level. of confidence
exrsted on all scales but Scale II and Scale v revealed
.differences significant beyond the .05 level of confidence.
‘Scale II (withdrawal) ghowed no significant differences
between the matched groups. The groups, later determined to
be generally similar tol'heir source groups, generally
'followed the pattern of other analyses in thatiicale II

appeared to be the weakest scale in terms of ability to

ﬁ‘,discriminate between groups.; Scala V, with differences»r'

,v‘j_beyond the_.OS level of\ponfidence was also less able to

’t7h‘fana1yn.a

‘ ‘;disc:iminate betwaen groups in this analysis than in other

.»wut , v

i ;:n: wu astmined that differences hetwaen GrunB I
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level of confidence was‘also observed. Because‘of the
.overwhelming effect of Group‘differences on‘the full scale, .
the'teacher effect,‘which was significant butniow by
' -comparison, was. de—emphasized However; because of the only
moderate significance of the group differences on Scale II,
the teacher effect was considered to be of sufficient
magnitude to compromise the value of that scale ip determining
the presence or absence of Withdrawal type behavior.

A measure of 1nternal consistency was also estimated
indicating that approximately 86% of the variance obtained N
in checklist scores was due to real variance while the
remaining.l4% could be attributed to error. el

‘ When the members of Group II were compared to
Walker:s 38 experimental subjects it was found that Group II
'and\sa}ker 8 group had similar means and variances. Also
'when the matched groups of the present study were compared
to their source groups, thﬁy were found to ‘be similar to
the qroups from which they were drawn.j‘ L I

A correlation between age, length of time in }.
rAdaptatios classes and overall cheexlist scores in the case
iof Group !1 showed minor negative coefticients between . ';
'scores and age and scores and 1ength of time but these did

;fnet prove;fofbe'eignifioant.
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VI DISCUSMON AND CONCLUSIONS

. . +
Discussion

This examination of the Walker Problem Behavior
Identification Cnecklist has revealed certain strengthe and
weaknesses in the checklist which will be discussed in some
detail. .

The comparisons of mean scores of the two groups

suggest that real differences extsted between the two groups

of subjects in the present study With mean score differences

significant beyond the 001 level of confidence in the full
scale as well ag on Scales I (Acting-Out), IIX (Distracta—

bility), Iv (Disturbed Peer ‘Relations), and V (Immaturity)

'-with the hlgher mean score always associated with Group II,

it appears that the instrument has detected differences,
between the Groupa.. .n the nature of manifest behaviors» and
was useful in detecting instances of Acting-Outm Distracta-
bility, Disturbed Peer Relations and Immaturity, as weli as
differancea betwean the Groupa in terms o: overall behavior.
similar claim cannot be made fcr Scale II (Withdrawal) 8
e ”'";reﬁ? itscred bayond the .01
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groups.
| The anelysis of variance using both full groups
indicated that the t@c‘groups we:e'not hcmogeneous and
suggested the possibility that the groups could fepresent

different pcpulatiOns.

From the comparisons of means and variances, the

evidence tends to support hypotheses #1 and #2.
when the hypotheses for the results of graphing the

sdores wefe developed, it was stated that a "misclassifica-~
tion of greater than 15% for either group would raise
questions about ‘the value of the instrument. Within that
‘frame of reference the value of the inetrument is. in serious |
doubt because the percentage of misclaesified subjecte in.
Group II ranged from 60 64 per cent for Scale I and 85 11%
for Scale II with an average of 67 73\ of subjects being
"mieclaesified. ‘This problem did not arise with Group I
where percentages of ”misclassification" ranged from 4,26%
for the rull 8ch1e and Scale I ta 10. 64\ for Scale V.with an
avergge of 6, 92% ot the lubjectl being "misclaslified L

, ; According to Nalker (1970) up to 10 to 201 of
ntucente can be expected, 1n the regular claeu. to dilplay
nz"" "\ll‘bﬂ' ".tor dimrdeﬂ. uw.le rxeehnl (1973) -tateu |

dnta. ‘White aﬁd ﬂerrie (1961) .
for a mild disturbance was
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%he-Group 1 subjects fell within these limits and could be
considered to be fairly representative of a normal popula-
'tionk This leaves the problem of the "misclassified” Group

e

I subjects to he dealt with.
N Rather than calling the instrument a- ‘failure because
of its leniency to GrOup I1 subjects, a discu851on of
' pOSSlble reason for this’ apparent leniency would seem to be
more appropriate | ‘
First, it was decxded that a normal sample should

*ave 15% or less of its: number classified as behaviorally

disturbed if it were to be considered representative of a

normal population. ' This condition was met in terms of Group
" I. It may have been more profitable to talk of Group II in
‘t‘term!.pf deviating from normalcy, rather than in terms of a.
a prescribéd percentage of misclassification.
' Greater than 15% of Group II were below Walker s
(1970) critical score on all Scales of the Checklist.
.However, with the exception of Scale II (at 14. 89% above the
- N “'critical score). all the Sceles showed at least 30% of the
. Group above the critical score. This represented between
v12 and 3 tdmel the percentsge one would expect to be above
vthe eritical lcore 1£ the Group represented a normal
O L R o o ii

| pcpulation- S e e o
' /gkv' aew, then. cen the lgrge perc%gtage of misclassified'
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bchavior. If this werc not the case, why would public money
be spent in the maintenance of these classes,'when otner,
less expensive means could be used to simply isolate these
children? The classes ate small, (if classes sampled here
are representative, no'more than 11 or 12 stddente arewfound
in each class, with some classes as small as 6 or 7). This
allows for considerable amounts of individualized attention
and a resulting 1level of rapport between pupil and
teacher thatRWOuldqhot be possible in larger, regular

classes. - Being small, classroom .routines and expectations

v, .

"can be more individualiied and, thus, more‘apggopriate to

" the individual needs of the chiid; .Benavior'management
techniques are possible at a ‘useful level. Ffusﬁtation can
be lowered by adjusting educational ldeman?s to the pupil's
gabilities,

: It must be remembered, too; that mOst of these
students‘haVe been with theiriAdabtation tea@her} of in an
rAdaptation class for a period of at least 7 months, (one
exception being a child in Adaptation only 2 months) at ‘the

.time of data collection up to a period of .2 years, 7 months;

_This being the cale, if a good percentage of Adaptation students

»

were not-moving to.within normal limits of behavior, as a
“result of the remedial aspecga of the program, questions

1about the>ulefu1neas of. the Adaptation program would ensue.
N »fEIt in, atter all, an implicit aim of Special Education i k
e B LS | | .. SIS t
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‘significant differences being noted. :Scaleré
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.program to re-integrate the exceptional child to the regular

streaﬁfat"the earliest_possible\opportunity.
within the limits of the original hypotheses, the
instrument has failed to accurately discriminate between

Groups I and II‘because greater than 15% of Group ITI subjects

.

were rated below the various crit{cal scores on the Checklist.

Upon closer investigation it wogid appear that the limits o
the hypotheses were too restrictive. 'On all but Scale 11,

more than twice the number expected to be rated as disturbed,
in a normal populat;;ny were rated as behaviorally disturbedl

That thlS number was not greater may be more 1n the way of a

p051t1ve reflection of the Adaptation program, than a negative

.

reflection on the usefulness of the Checklist,

When the mean scores of 47 regular class boys were -
compared w1th the mean scores of 47 Adaptatlon class boys,
it was found that these scores generally showed that the'

e

groups were significantly different. It was’ also determined
that these two sub-groups were similar to the groups from »
which they were drawn. TWo exceptions to the general
differences were noted | |

As before, Scaap II was, the_weakest 1ndicator of

differences between these grOups with no stati].*eg;ly

”'showed differences significant beyond.xhe .05 level of
‘confidence but not beyond the .01 level. Very little can be

isaid about Scale II differenced except that here either the

. 1.
u,
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scale.

-supportlve of . hypotheses ﬁS and #6

»than dlfferences due to teacher effect must be con51derdﬂ
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two qroups were similar or the teachor varlable accounted

for the low apparent dtfférehces Scale V dlfferences, or'

only moderate presence of dlfferences, may be explalnable

in terms of a w1de1y held notlon that girls tend to mature
earlier than bbys. The large number of girls in Group I,
compared to Group II, may have added to the apparent
dlfference between the groups when full groups were comparod
and the absence of glrls in this partlcular analysis could
have accounted for the lower order-ﬁlfferences here on,thls

The matched group'comparison results tend to be

A N
As revealed in the hlerarchal analy81s follow1ng
Wlner S (1962) approach the Checkllst was not immune from

1nd1v1dua1 teacher dlfferences as was ev1denced by the

moderate but 51gn1f1cant teacher effect on both the Full

Scale and ‘on Scale II. In the case of the Full Scale

" teacher effect, the problem was not acute because of the 51ze

of ;;g\maln effect dlfferences, 1 e. the dlfference betWeen

‘regi¥ar class students and Junlor Adaptatlon students, and

the dlfferences could be dlscussed as belng real’ deSplte the’

-

teacher effect Such cannot be sa1d about Scale 1T

’(Wlthdrawal) The maln effect dlfferences, though greater '

4
A

as belng serlously compromised by ‘the dlfferences attrlbutabl

>

to,dlfferences.among the;teachers. As a result, it 1s



Ty . . , ’ : g ‘

o . 5

b 87
\‘ . R . ‘ : ' .
dhffrcult,flf not impossgble, to attach interpretation to

\

thevscale.

: The questlon must be raised concerning the apparent

:weakness of Scale II (Wlthdrawal) As noted in the results,
not only ‘was its value questlonabie as the result of the
hlerarchal ana1y51s, but 1t appeared as the most 1nconclu51ve
scale on all of the analyses applled to 1t and the other r
'scales Louttlt (1957) shed some llght on a- probable cause
for the weakness of thlS scale:

_ Perhaps one of- ﬁhe least dlsturblng patterns of
. behavior . . .-is that of" shyness, seclusiveness or
withdrawal.. Such behavioriis generally not regarded
as a serious behavior problem, as indicated by
parent or teacher judgments of severity of. behavior
problems . . . . It is of interest to note that in-
the cases 'studied by Martens and Russ (1932), 42 per-
cent of the problem children and 52 percent of the:
" non-problem children were found to be shy ‘and
bashful. - This particular contrast further suggests
“that children who meet situations by withdrawal are
not llkely to be thought of as problems (p, 272),

The percentage of subjects in the present study rated as
'serlously w1thdrawn (5 32% of Group I and 14, 89% of Group )

II) came no wheré near that fOund by Martens and Russ (1932),

Even the number and percentage of subjects rated as |
d_exhlbltlng any form of w1thdrawal was relatlvely low (20
‘“subjects or 21 27% of Group I and 34 subjects or 36 17%

Of Group). ;.’” , A . o , .
'u/p - _ { Based on Louttlt's (1957) comments,_the‘findings

*

of Martens and Russ (1932) and the results of thlS study,
o 1t appeared that the weakness of the scale ratlng w1thdrawal L
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.source of weakness in the WPBIC.; fj o p1

. ‘ I 88\ .

‘stemmed from the fact that withdrawal'is subject to-varying

degrees of perceived severity by teachers and is generally

not con51dered to be a particularly serious problem by dﬂ

'raters. This notion was further supported by the fact that
of the SO‘items‘on the WPBIC only 5«measured -this particular
5 'scale whereas between lo and'l4 itens per scale’were repre—}
. sented -on the remalning scales. Th1s small number of items
- could also be con51dered as a source of weakness of this
‘scale. ThPrndlke (1971) and Ferguson (l97l) suggest that to,'
"1ncrease the reliabllity of a test, one can: lengthen 1t

. Since this appeared to be a problem 1n regard to Scale 11,
tit is conceivable that by 1ncrea51ng the numbef\of 1tems on“

_this scale, some increase in 1ts reliabllity, seen in a

&
reduction of teacher related varlance, could be expected

This, however, would be likely to have little appreciable o
- effect. on the number of subjects 1dent1f1ed as severely
gw1thdrawn, if the findings of Louttit (1957) and Martens and

.Russ (1932) are true. v' o ;

It appears, then, that Scale 11, because of 1ts

%beptability to teacher differences and the fact that |

;withdrawal is often not seen as ‘a problem, was a primary

Aside from the effect of teacher variance On Scale

,II, variance other than that due to real differences between
' groups didxnot appear to be a major factor.‘ No signlflcant\

.,'pdifferences in variance Were shown to be attributable to, -

B
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inter—schooi differences or differences;reiating to-
Variations of_treatment»across_the‘schoois; ~In ail scaies
except Scale Ii,‘thevtreatment uariance,(differences:between\
~Group I and Croup II)'were'overwhelmingly the‘major source

of variance} As a result, it is felt that the comments made

- about the value of the WPBIC based on the other analyse&
- LR
performed on the 1nstrumeﬂ§ are reasonab%y valid

P

: Walker s (1970) estimate of the rellablllty of the
_llnstrument, at’ 98, appeared very 1mpre591ve, espec1ally |
when compared to the estimate of .8598 for the present
fstudy | However the difference 1n reliabilitv may have been

'_a functlon of group 81ze (534 v.s. 188% rather than a C
' N ;

. Y
o function of differences between raters and subjects across

‘ the two studies. As Ferguson (1971 p. 373) suggested by
"-;1ncrea81ng themgroup 81ze, one tan expect aniqncrease in the ,

festimate of.the\;eliability of am instrument. Because of
this fact an estimate of rellability of 8598 for 188

subjects may be considered as adequate., The purpose of the

;study has to. determine if differences between groups existed,'_* a

-fso it was,_in fact, a group survey.l According to Thorndike-

f a tolt is dtsiqnnd for individual diaznosis,
. tho test planner may wish to assure a reiisb lity
" of .90, \9reas for group survey" ﬁkrpouo: he mny
tolorato( roliubility of .75 to, 80" (p. 7).

VlfW1th the pralgbt li:i o! tho lnmplo. tho ostimttu of
" ~rnliab111ty a! thil ltudy !011 bctwoen that acooptable
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,

' for a group survey‘and-that acceptable for individual.‘

, diagnosis.. Based on thls, the data from the present appeared'

N

acceptable for discussion on the. Pa51s of a group survey \’Tao

Ttiis to be: rememb ed that the wﬁbIC would not be the only
criterion‘uéed is;fr

_ In thls regard the estlmate of rellablllty Suggested that -
_the 1nstrument had some value as a tool in the 1n1t1a1 |
V dlagnos;s of;behav1or dlsorders. :

The c0mparlson of Group 1I- to Walker s*(1970)
experlmental group of 38 subjects ylelded rather 1nterest1ng
| resylts.’ _It-appeared, in: those results, that Group II and
'Walker's:eXperimental‘group could have come from-the ‘same
populatlon because of the cTose slmllarlty of the mean'

'Ascores and varlances Apparently, the two groups reflected

.othe same overall behav1or tyndenc1es, a faét that could be .

‘-used to’ support the generallzablllty of the Instrument across

~ - -

populatlons The probablllty of these 51m11ar1t1es occurrlng
* idue to chance would be very remote 'so 1t must be assumed jﬁ
’that the sub]ects 1n the two . groups were dlsplaylng generally
'the same types of behav1ors. - : |
The two groups matched for age and sex were compared

~.v‘to their source groups to determlne 1f 1n fact, they could
lbfbe sald to represent the source groupsﬁ The reaults

'1ndicated simllarlty between matched and source groups so .
‘h~statements regarding these groups could be con81dered to

’flapply ﬁb the SOurce groups., As noted above, the matching

dentlfylng students w1th behav1or problems.“'



1nd1cated a lessenlng of dlfferences between Groups I and II
. ‘
' 1n terms of 1mmatur1ty, and, as also noted above, thls could

‘ have been due to the absence of female subjects who may have

[ S

'shown more relatlve maturlty than thelr counterparts in

- Group I!)ppec1ally

The.results of the correlatlon between age, time in
I3 .

_Adaptatlon class and checkllst scores were somewhat disturbingp
~.in view of what was ‘said earller regaxding the role°and "h' ,
»‘purpose of Adaptatlon classes.v The sllght negatlve correla—
:tlon between age and checkllst scores was dlsapp01nt1ng due
. to the expectatlon that as, the subje%}s grew older they would
tend to show less dlsordered behav1or.w The coeff1c1ent of
ecorrelatlon found between these factors was too small at - l43
to allow for deflnltlve statements. .The fact that 1t was a d.
Anegative correlatlon was promlslng because that trend atl]
| least supported the expectatlon of the direction of the
Aucorrelatlon. However, 1t must be assumed ‘that. problem v"ﬁ
| hbehav1or 1s not age restrlcted to any 81gn1f1cant degree
[ “lAf‘ a The really disturblng result in thls ana1y51s, was
| "}the lack.of clear directxon or tendency based on the length
'tvof time spent in Adaptation classes.f If the Adaptatlon class¢
| “'were fully meeting the needs of behavlorally disturbed ff' |
“Lf;children, there should have been a falrly hlgh negatlve 5
correlation‘between the Iength of time spent in\@daptatlon (”
vr classes and theechecklist scores. However, with a correla*

tion coefficient of-- 054, although the direction of the
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b'nment appeared to show fairly high relaability._~

92

N A

- coeffic1ent was acceﬁtable, 1ts strength was not The lack

‘ of a high negative correlatlon, here, could create some

concern as to the effect of the Adaptation‘classes on the

students involved in them.

Conclu51ons and Implicatlons

R Based on the results and d1scu9510n presented here,

certain conclu51ons can be drawn.

- First, based on: the data, the checkllst appeared to -

ibe able to detect real dlfferences between groups represent- :

v'1ng regular angd Adaptatlon classes. The data supported the

1nstrument s efficacy as a qroup survey 1nstrument -W1th

fan 1ncreased sample 51ze, one could though, p%851b1y not

.legitimately, claim ltS usefulness as an 1nd1v1dual

diagnostlc tool ‘The clalm made by Walker (1970) of theii
| oinstrument’s usefulness on an 1nd1v1dual basms may have been y,

' based on a rellability estimate that was enhanced by group

v

512e This is. not to say that Walker s claims regarding

'byreliability were false, because even with a. conSiderably

.‘smaller group than his, a coeff1c1ent of reliability of

1

I

hfnearly 86 was obtained Even with the 1esser of the two

"estimates, that 1s, the one found 1n this study, the Jnstru-? .

o

Because of the ability of the 1nstrument to detect

‘fdifferences between groups, and because of the conslstentiy

’hlgher mean scores of the Adaptation subjects, 1t seems

PR
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reasonable to conclude that dlfferences ex1sted in the .

relatlve nature bﬁ these groups. This stdtement is made

N

®
wrth the full awareness that varlances'among teachers had

51gn1f1cant effects on overall variance in the Full Scale ~ &sl
and'on'Scale II. In the case of the Full Scale this effect
was‘deemphaslzed due to'the slze of the Treatment (real ;
differences) effect on variance,

Scale II posed serlous problems to the Checkllst

;Based on present data, Scale II (wlthdrawal) would seem to '

have llmlted 1f any, value for the purpose it was as51gned

Observed dlfferences were too small and rater (teacher)
\

:,varlatlons too great to allow this scale to be glven any

de ree of real value.‘ Teachers’ and other raters should be

+

cautloned that because of these factors, and the low number

__'of 1tems measurlng thlS scale, extreme cautlon would be

.adv1sable in 1nterpret1nq the reSults of thls scale. ThlS is

{

not to say that the value of the scale is non- ex1stent, but

rather, that the results were too 1nconclu51ve to mer1t 1ts

v

fcon51deratlon as an effectlve way of determlnlng the presence .

| ,that the 1nstrument was va11d for the purpose for whlch 1t

"of w1thdrawn behav1or.,v

On the remalnlng scales, the avallable data suggests

‘was designed. On each of Scales I III IV and v 51gn1f1can+:”wnf

";dlfferences of a- hlgh order were found between the Groups S

'dxfferences along the factors as descrlbed ~ﬁac 77.;(

-isampled 1ndlcating that the checkllst was sen91t1ve to 'ff‘
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The Adaptatlon group ‘s similarity to Walker's: experl-

¢

mental group,could be construed to .lend’ support to the
generallzablllty of the checkllst from. Walher s group to the
present group. The‘remarkable syﬁllarlty of means and varl—
ances here are unllkely to have been due to pure opance ,The
;'} sxmllarlty would seém to enhanCe the 1mage of the. checklrst
_as a dev1ce for. detectlng behav1or problems at. the spec1f1ed

“age. and grade levels h PR '_v'f
The results of the analyses comparlng age and tlme in

Adaptatlon classes to checkllst scores were 1nconclu31ve. ‘No
_flrm or deflnltlve concluslons regardlng these analyses are _
PR S o o s . ) ' o Y
possible;~,Further research using“all adaptatiOneclasses\
L. . .

locally mlght prov1de more meanlngful results.-

S : .
As a wﬁole, then, the WPBIC appeared valld as a group
. s / 1 6‘ .
Isurvey 1nstrument to- determlne the presence or absence of

t

"dlsturbed behaV1or in Lnd1V1dua1s‘w1th1 the classroom As .

) uch, ft could be USeful as part of a scre ing_process to

'.V. elp 1dent1fy behav1orally dlsturbed puplls. Because:of -

. ':7r teacher related varlance effects and weaknesses present due

to Scale II, its 1nterpretaﬁlon should be done lh general
terms, with further study belng conducted of each chxld -
1dent1f1ed as behav1orally dlsturbed bn the checklmst.»

| Teacher b1a31ng effects must be kept in mlnd ~;tad
| ‘1s conceivaple that a regu;;r ciass teaqher would g;ek L
.mdj normalcy 1n her students and an Adaptatlon teacher w&uldaseek

behav1or problems to be 1dent1f1ed. This pOSSlblllty must be

S

Y
‘
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recognized as a.limitation‘of the study, . because'it COuldﬁ_

concelvably have caused at least some of the dlfferences ‘

’

between groups 1n the study

It must also be recognlzed that a full scale score
' of less than 21 does not mean the absence of problem behav1or.
on any glven sdale, a. score above the cut off po;nt 1ndlcates‘

)

'a p0551ble problem in that area._ As such the 1nstrument can,
be useful on a 'scale. by scale ba51s. ‘ |

The relatlonshlp between academlc achlevement ‘and
‘ full' scale’scores (rev1s d by Splvak and SW1ft (l;;3)) weref

\

| not dealt w1th due to the drrer51ty of teacher recorded achleve-

’ment data.» ’ oo

P : . _ , '
Desplte the dlrectlons for research Stlll Open regard-
».lng the WPBIC and 1ts llmltatlons,-lt“appears that e check- .
‘llst does have a degree of usefulness, as an inltlal screenlng

_.deV1ce, that could be of beneflt in 1dent1fy1ng or helplng to

-1dent1fy behav1orally dlsturbed chlldren at the Grades 4,45 SR

"and 6 level in the local school.grea. - -'. R § “

1 N o . . N ‘.
. . (\ . . DA N . RN . .
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Manual of the Walker Problem Behavior
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