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Correlational analyses showed moderate correlations

among the independent and dependent variables. Although

With fey correlations reaching a level of significance, a
9eneral trend indicating a negative correlation between

Verbal expression and classroom behaviors of students with

learning disabilities was found.



of significance between these two variables was maintained
in the full regression, however, the regression equation
did not reach a level of significance. Subjects with
higher abilities to create sentences with one or two word
Prompts were less likely to exhibit acting out behaviors
in Cclassroom settings. Regression analyses also revealed
that Shy/Anxious behaviors were predictive of pragmatic
measures.

Additionally, it was determined that racial
differences were found only under measures of pragmatics
with no significant differences observed by age, I.Q.,

vVerbal expression and classroom behaviors.
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CHAPTER I
Introduction

Students with learning disabilities (LD), are
described, in part, by federal definition as having "... a
disorder in one or more of the basic psychological
processes involved in understanding or in using language,
spoken or written, which may manifest itself in an
imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write,
spell, or to do mathematical calculations" (Education of
All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, now known as the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act). There are
two major tenets within this definition that require
further consideration.

The first is that, historically, the definition of
learning disabilities is founded on the premise that
Psychological process disturbances (i.e., perceptual
difficulties including visual, motor, and auditory
pPerception) impact adversely on learning. However, as
Kavale and Forness (1985) point out, "...psychological
Processes represent abilities which are not observable"
(p. 69). Furthermore, "...abilities are never measured
directly and, therefore, represent hypothetical
constructs" (p. 69). As these authors conclude from a
review of empirical research, there is simply insufficient
support for the justification of learning disabilities as
a process disorder. As such, attention should be placed

on performance rather than ability (process) deficits.
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The second area of attention focuses on the
nomenclature within the definition clearly delineating
learning disabilities in terms of a language based
disability. That is, learning disabilities is formulated
on language processes of decoding and encoding
information. Specifically the encoding of language is
both observable and measurable in terms of verbal

expression.

While a case is made for appraisal of language

deficits of potentially qualifying LD students, when
criteria employed for determining eligibility for
classification are assessed, it is neither the
psychological processes nor language deficits that are
utilized in determining eligibility. States typically
revert to an educational discrepancy and the initial
issues of psychological processes and language deficits
give way to a basic contrasting of intellectual and

achievement orientation (Delaware Administrative Manual:

Programs for Exceptional Children, 1990).

In the final analysis of determination of eligibility
for special education services, the psychological
processes are only assumed to be causal, but are not
tested. Concurrently language assessment is not routinely
administered. The result is that both definitional
components of psychological processes and language fail to
play a major role in the determination of eligibility.

As practitioners employ a broad based achievement

2




affiliated definition, it might be assumed that the
population in question exhibits behaviors that are
homogeneous in nature. However, this is simply not the
case (Samuels, 1987). More specifically, documentation of
LD students' behaviors denotes a disproportionate degree
of inappropriate school and social related behaviors
compared to students with no disabilities, as most
recently observed in a study conducted by Bear and Proctor
(1991). As a result, decisions for treatment may often
necessitate multiple assessments and intervention
techniques necessary for academic and behavioral
achievement (Schumaker, Hazel, Sherman, & Sheldon, 1983;
Silver, 1987; Smith, 1986). This conclusion is in
contradiction to the practice of determining eligibility
based on an ability-achievement discrepancy. It does,
however, redirect support for investigation of areas other
than achievement and its relation to classroom behaviors.
For example, in a study conducted by La Greca and
Stone (1990), it was concluded that achievement was not
found to be a primary factor of LD students' social
performance. Perhaps it is an artifact of the
psychological processes that is the variable influencing
these students' behaviors. Since inappropriate behavioral
differences are not atypical of children with learning
disabilities, it appears appropriate to pursue in this
investigation the relation of verbal expression to

inappropriate classroom behaviors.
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Statement of Purpose

The problem under investigation is to determine the
relation between verbal expression skills, pragmatic usage
of those skills and classroom behaviors of students
identified as learning disabled.

Rationale

By definition, identification of learning disabled
students is established through deficits in those
psychological processes involved in the decoding and
encoding of language. Determination of a learning
disability is then founded as a language based
classification, distinguishing this handicapping condition
from others (e.g., severely emotionally disturbed,
autistic, mentally handicapped, etc.) and from the
"normal" (nondisabled) population. Additionally, LD
students differ from the nondisabled population in that
they display a disproportionate number of inappropriate
behaviors.

Two independent, but related, issues emerge. The
first is that assessment has become a function of formulas
whereby discrepancy between achievement and potential has
become the standard for identification. Assessment of
verbal expression is conducted only when the severity of
the problem is recognized by pronounced observation.
Subsequently, although identification is language based,
interventions are characterized by instruction of

academics and curricula.
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Second, behavioral problems of LD students are
unrelated to the criteria used for identification and
often are viewed as a secondary problem which is seen as a
function of student frustration associated with
unsuccessful progress in academic achievement. However,
research does not provide evidence that LD behaviors are a
function of intellectual or subperformance in achievement
(McConaughy and Ritter, 1986; and Bryan, 1989).
Consequently, teachers of LD students maintain the
provision of academic instruction, but, nevertheless,
continue to request and require assistance in intervention
techniques addressing classroom behaviors. This is
clearly indicative of 1) other variables influencing LD
student behavior and 2) teacher behaviors that are
contraindicated given these findings.

Although a relation between verbal expression and
classroom behaviors of the nondisabled population would
most likely surface, a skewed and stronger relation would
be expected to surface from among the LD population. This
contention is supported since identification of learning
disabled is premised on a language based disability and,
as a group, displays a significantly higher number of
inappropriate behaviors when compared to the nondisabled
peer group.

Consequently, since the potential for observing a
greater correlation would be anticipated, the expected
findings lend credence to the investigation of the

5



relation between verbal expression and inappropriate
classroom behaviors of students identified as learning
disabled.

In support of the critical skill under investigation,
several studies (Biller, 1986; Stevens, 1982; Weiss, 1981)
have noted the influence of verbal expression on social
competence. Weiss (1981), for example, references the
influence of receptive and expressive language on the
ability to perceive others accurately and to perform
related social skills. In a study conducted by Stevens
(1982), it was found that verbal expression was predictive
of children's ability to accurately depict affective role-
taking of others.

These findings, however, delineate verbal expression
only in terms of quantitative measures through formal
assessment. They do not account for spontaneous langauge
skills of decoding and encoding. Therefore, another
variable that must be taken into consideration is that of
pragmatics, which is the use of language skills across
different social settings.

In a study addressing this variable, Biller (1986)
concluded that, although pragmatic use of language of high
school LD students was poorer than non-LD students, a
correlation between comprehension and use of pragmatic
skills did not surface. Evidence from this study
indicated that LD students may have been able to correctly
identify the intent of others (e.g., decoding), but failed

6



to produce (e.g., encoding) appropriate language usage.

In an effort to reduce the confounding influence of
low verbal skills, many studies (Bruno, 1981, Coie &
Dodge, 1988; Dodge, 1981) have either excluded children
with verbal expressive deficits from the study sample or
simply excluded verbal expression as a variable under
study. None have focused specifically on the relation of
verbal expression to inappropriate classroom behaviors.

Candler and Keefe (1988) note that LD students often
exhibit language deficits that are not readily obvious,
Creating a number of problems impacting on social
interactions. As such, expressive language is not
addressed through assessment or classroom instruction.
Because these deficits may be subtle, and less immediately
observable, it would seem that the variable of verbal
expression may be an influential factor in contributing to
classroom behviors. Therefore, the purpose of this study
is to investigate the relation of verbal expression and
pragmatics to classroom behaviors of students with
learning disabilities.

Theory

The relation between verbal expression and classroom
behaviors will be addressed through two theoretical
Perspectives of different disciplines, both of which focus
on observable behaviors exhibited through dyadic and
social settings.

Dodge's social information processing model of

7
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competence, describes a sequential cognitive process
through which children must progress in order to respond
efficiently in social events (Dodge, 1981). Although he
focuses on an individual's processing skills within the
model, he ascribes first to a basic interactive model of
social exchange (Dodge, Pettit, McClaskey and

Brown, 1986).

According to Dodge, the fundamental interaction
occurs following a social stimulus accompanied by the
initiation of cognitive social information processing.

The enacted behavioral response to the stimulus (following
completion of the cognitive processing) provides for peer
assessment and judgment of the behavior followed by a
reciprocal behavior continuing the cyclical process until
its conclusion.

The cognitive component of the overall model is
depicted through five major cognitive and successive
operations involved in social information processing
(described more fully in Chapter II). It is the final
step of this model that warrants careful attention. Dodge
(1981) notes that the carrying out of social behaviors is
dependent upon the proficiency of the individual's
"motoric skills" and is extremely critical if
accomplishment of the optimal response is to be
successful. The encoding process of language (e.g.,
syntactic and semantic structures), observable and

measurable through verbal expression, may be represented

8
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as an example of a "motoric skill" referenced in the final
stage of Dodge's social information processing model of
Competence. Verbal expression, as a measure of syntax and
semantics, is one of the two independent variables of this
study.

The second theoretical framework stems from that of
language theory, specifically that of pragmatics. Until
approximately two decades ago, language acquisition theory
had primarily focused on assessment of language skills
independent of usage outside the clinical setting
(Prutting, 1982). The study of linguistics, language
acquisition and therapeutic interventions concentrated on
structures of syntax and semantics. Prutting and Kirchner
(1983) state that in this "formalistic linguistic
paradigm, the rules for governing word order were of most
import and what the rules did or did not accomplish was
not addressed" (p. 29).

As a result, a perplexing and theoretical dilemma was
presented and, from the traditional role of linguists, an
attempt was made to determine "whether one views syntax as
central and regulative to the language system or whether
one views pragmatics as a framework from which to
understand syntax and semantics" (Prutting and Kirchner,
1983, p.30). The evolution and theoretical shift from the
traditional approach of language acquisition to the study
of pragmatics was the result.

Pragmatic literature changed the theoretical focus

°
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from the clinical perspective of language skills to that
©f production of language in social settings. By
definition, pragmatics is the ability to use verbal skills
of syntax and semantics in dialogue with a conversational
Partner (McConnell and Blagden, 1986). It is the second
independent variable to be investigated in this study.

The communicative system is then structured as an
iﬁteractive model comprised of linguistic rules, pragmatic
rules and social and cognitive knowledge. In effect, this
theoretical shift is explained by Prutting (1982) when she
stated that "semantics and syntax led to the study of
cognitive behavior, and pragmatics has led us to consider
social development in relation to linguistic behavior"

(p. 131).

The elements of these two frameworks are strikingly

Similar. Each is based on an interactive exchange of

behaviors with at least one other individual and each

stipulates the impact on social behaviors. Whereas Dodge

focuses on cognitive processing, execution of the selected

behavior (through motoric skills) and its relation to

Social context, linguistic literature focuses on cognitive
’

Processing specific to language acquisition, its

application (motoric skills) and the relation to social

Context.

In summary, it is anticipated that if learning

disabled students are inept in verbal skills (i.e., use of

Structures of syntax and semantics and social application

10
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of pragmatics) that this will adversely impact on social
behaviors and competencies measured in the classroom.
This investigation, therefore, focused on the relation
between verbal expression skills, pragmatic usage of those
Skills and their influence on classroom behaviors.
Recognizing the manner in which preceding studies have
dealt with verbal expression, this study included
Measurement of a greater range of expressive language
skills than has been assessed in previously documented
studies.

Research Questions

The research questions of this study were:

1. Is there a relation between verbal expression
and classroom behaviors of students with

learning disabilities?

Is there a relation between pragmatic skills and

2.
classroom behaviors of students with learning
disabilities?

3 Is there a relation between verbal expression
and pragmatic skills of students with learning
disabilities?

4, Is there a relation between verbal expression,

pragmatic use of verbal skills and classroom

behaviors of students with learning

disabilities?

Hypotheses

From questions one and two, the hypotheses under

b O €
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lnvestigation were stated as follows:

1. There is a positive relation between verbal
expression and classroom behaviors of students
with learning disabilities.

2. There is a positive relation between pragmatic
skills and classroom behaviors of students with
learning disabilities.

Study Questions

From research questions three and four, the following

Questions remain:

1. Is there a relation between verbal expression
and pragmatic skills of students with learning
disabilities?

2. Is there a relation between verbal expression,
pragmatic use of verbal skills and classroom
behaviors of students with learning
disabilities?

Definition of Terms
In order to understand the variables of this study,

the following terms have been defined and operationalized:

Lgézﬁlﬂg_giggglgg: Students who, by Delaware state
e€ligibility criteria, have a disorder in one or more of
the basic psychological processes involved in
Understanding or in using language, spoken or written,
Which may manifest itself in an imperfect ability to

1iSten, think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do

Mathematical calculations. In addition, Delaware

12
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delineates criteria for eligibility as the existence of a

...severe discrepancy between intellectual
ability and achievement in one or more of the
following areas...:
a. basic reading skills;
reading comprehension;
mathematic calculation;
written expression;
listening comprehension;
expressive language; or
5 perceptual disorder (visual, auditory,
motor)

QHhDAQT

Classroom Behaviors: Those actions carried out and

observable in school settings. Operationally, they are
defined in the Teacher-child Rating Scale (T-CRS) and are
as follows:

Part I comprises three subscales measuring: 1) acting
out--defined as aggressiveness, disruptiveness and
impulsivity, 2) shy anxious--measures shy, withdrawn
and dependent behavior and 3) learning skills--
assessing items such as poor work habits, difficulty
following directions and poor motivation.
Part II, consisting of four subscales, measures: 1)
frustration tolerance--assessing coping skills and
tolerance of imposed limits, 2) assertive social
skills--social status with peers, 3) task
orientation--effectiveness within the educational
setting (e.g., completes work; well organized), and
4) peer social skills--measures popularity among

peers.

Discourse Errors: Errors in conversation such as

13



omissions, improper sequencing of events that interfere in

effective expression of thoughts to listeners. These are

not errors in articulation or sound production.

Pragmatics:

The application of language skills adjusted
for differing social settings and audiences. It
is the ability to use verbal skills of syntax and
semantics in dialogue with a conversational partner.
Operationally, they are defined in the Interpersonal
Language Skills Assessment (ILSA): A Test of Pragmatic
Behaviors and are defined by category of comments as
follows:
1) Advising/ Predicting, 2) Commanding,
3) Commenting, 4) Criticizing, 5) Informing,
6) Justifying, 7) Requesting and 8) Supporting.
Additionally, categories of comments tallied are
also evaluated against the percent of the total
nunber of comments that represent 1) Negations (e.g.,
isn't, would not), 2) Production Efficiency Errors
(i.e., pauses, fillers, word(s) repetition in a
single comment), 3) Gramrar Error (e.g., "He goed."),
4) Semantic Errors (i.e., word substitution or vagque
reference) and 5) Unfinished Comment Errors (i.e.,

an

incomplete statement made by the speaker not due to

interruptions from another).

Verbal Expression: The ability to effectively state

verbally a thought or idea to a listener. Operationally,

this skill is measured by the Clinical Evaluation of

14




Language Fundamentals-Revised (CELF-R). This instrument

Provides a Composite score of verbal expression measuring
abilities to convey complexity of meaning through
different levels, obtained from the following subtests
Within the Expressive Language section of this instrument:

1) Formulated Sentences assesses the ability to

Create complex sentences. One or two word

Combinations are provided with a pictorial stimulus
whereby the child orally uses the word(s) in context.
Measurement is made against syntax and semantics with
conjunctions provided to encourage expression of
Complex sentences.; 2) Recalling Sentences measures
the ability to recall and reproduce sentences varying
in length and syntactic complexity.; and 3) Sentence
Assembly measures the ability to assemble words or
word phrases into grammatically and semantically
acceptable sentences.

Significance of the Study

As noted earlier, students identified as LD are

€vValuateq through discrepancy criteria found between
ability (e.g., intelligence quotients) and achievement

(e.q., academic, developmental) with interventions

9enerally addressing academics. However, unless the

Student shows gross deficits in verbal expression, no

effort is made to address assessment of this motoric

skill,
Compounding this problem are research findings which

15



indicate that deficits in verbal expression often exist
with subtle and often qualitative differences not easily
discernable as a weakness outside of formal evaluations.
Consequently, verbal expression is not routinely assessed,
and, therefore, not addressed through classroom
instruction. Additionally, LD students display a
diSproportionate number of inappropriate behaviors
Compared to the nondisabled population. Interventions to
address student behaviors, however, are typically limited
to treatment through applied behavior analysis,
irrespective of other confounding variables.

Shoulq findings from this study attain significance,
two important outcomes would be established. First,
SUpport for a relation between verbal expression (i.e.,
skills of syntax and semantics), pragmatic skills and
inappropriate classroom behaviors would indicate the need

for aSsessments of verbal expression as part of a routine

€Valuation of all potential LD students. Indications of

deficits in verbal expression would alert the teaching
Staff to potential behavior problems in the classroom for
the 1p students.

Second, it would suggest that, as an intervention
addreSSing classroom behaviors, instructional strategies
to €nhance skills of verbal expression should be
SOnsidered in an effort to minimize inappropriate behavior

Problems in the classroom and to increase appropriate

claSSrOOm behaviors. This approach would be in addition

16
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to techniques of applied behavior analysis which are

Currently employed.
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CHAPTER IT
Review of Relevant Literature
In 1975, the Education of All Handicapped Children
ACt (now referred to as Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act) was passed by Congress directing that

Children with educational disabilities be educated in

Public school systems. To say the least, this is the

dreatest educational and federally legislated law to be

Passed in the history of special education. In addition

to Providing procedural safequards ensuring the carrying
Out of the mandates found within this legislation, this
law identified, and with varying degrees of clarity,
defined those handicapping conditions to be served.

As one of the eleven handicapping conditions
identifjeq, learning disabilities is by far the largest
Single category representing 3.53 percent of the total
7-41 percent of all handicapping conditions ages six-

through 21 year-olds as reported in the Education of the

Handicapped (1990). These percentages are based on the

1988 general resident population of states.

The population represented under the term specific
1earning disabilities (SLD), although delineated as a
Single handicapping condition, does not exhibit behaviors
that are homogeneous in nature (Samuels, 1987). For
€Xample, it is not atypical for students with specific
learning disabilities to demonstrate performance deficits
beyong those relating to academic achievement

18
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(e.qg., language development and behavioral problems) and
associated with other disabilities (e.q., speech/language
and serjous emotional disturbance) (Ysseldyke, Algozinne,
& Shinn; McGue, 1982). Decisions for treatment may often
Necessitate multiple assessments and intervention
teChniques to improve academic and behavioral achievement
(Schumaker et a1, 1983; Silver, 1987; Smith, 1986).
Concerns for further discussion within this chapter
will include problems associated with defining the term
1earning disabled (LD) and this population's related
issues of programming interventions. Learning
disabilities are reviewed in terms of federal definition,
Presenting difficulties with defining LD and eligibility
Criteria as applied by states in general and as they

felate to the state of Delaware. In addition, other

®ducationa) impairments are to be reviewed as they relate
to analogous strands of the learning disabled.

Although the intent is not to critique the laws and
Tegulations governing eligibility for special education
SerViCes, it is important to recognize the problems
aSsociateq with defining specific learning disabilities,

aS well as other handicapping conditions (Algozzine &
YSSeldyke, 1987), and to provide a perspective on the
Criterja used in determining whether a child qualifies as
learning disabled. Attempts by states to further define
learning disabilities and to establish eligibility
criteria, however, have led to variability and

19
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inconsistency in application (Hammill, 1990).

Students with a specific learning disability (SLD),
defined, in part, by federal definition are described as
having "a disorder in one or more of the basic
psychological processes involved in understanding or in
using language, spoken or written, which may manifest
itself in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak,
read, write, spell, or to do mathematical calculations"
(Education of All Handicapped Children Act).

The federal regulations fail to elaborate on the basic

pPsychological processes. However, they do include an

exclusionary statement prohibiting from eligibility those
children who "have learning problems which are primarily
the result of visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, of
mental retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of
environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage"
(Education of All Handicapped Children Act).

Hammill (1990) addressed three major concerns

regarding the federal definition, including reference to

the psychological processes. The first is that the

"psychological process...clause was not operationalized in

the identification criteria accompanying the 1977 USOE

definition" (1990, p. 83)-. Hammill summarizes the overall

Weaknesses of the definition by stating that because of
this and other internal inconsistencies, "the definition
has diminished value as a precise, comprehensive and
descriptive statement about learning disabilities

20
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(Hammiij, 1990, p. 83)."

The federal regulations have, in effect, allowed

States, by default, to interpret the definition of

s Ty ; ' L
Pecific learning disability. The result has shown

Variability in interpretation, definition, and the
establishment of eligibility criteria employed by each

st ;
ate (Algozzine & Ysseldyke, 1987; Rivers & Smith, 1988)

The state of Delaware maintains the basic federal
4a RN Y — : " s a0
efinition of specific learning disability. In addition,

D . ; ; b
elaware delineates criteria for eligibility as the

existence of a

severe discrepancy between intellectual ability
and achievement in one or more of the following
areas:
a. basic reading skills;
b reading comprehension;
mathematic calculation;

s
d. written expression;
e. listening comprehension;

of" expressive language; or
perceptual disorder (visual, auditory,

g.
motor) (Administrative Manual:
Programs for Exceptional Children,
(state of Delaware, 1990, p.23).

In order to implement the above, Delaware provides

SPecific identification procedures for determination of a

learning disability (Appendix A). The procedures,

however, depart from the original reference to the

Psychological processes in that the final determination

Feiterates an endorsement of attributional discrepancies

between measures of intelligence and achievement.

Thus with the final criteria reverting to an

€ducational discrepancy, the initial issue of

21
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Psychological processes give way. Ignoring the basic
Psychological processes during assessment poses a major
boint of opposition by many organizations including the
Board of Trustees of the Council for Learning Disabilities
(1987),

As pointed out earlier, the population of learning
disabled is not comprised of singular conditions but may

also exhibit behavioral similarities in common with other

bandicapping conditions. For example, the effects of

dysfunctional processes and the relationship to
achievement are also found within the federally defined
disability of speech (articulation and general language
impairment).

In addition to articulation, dysfluency, and voice
dYSfunctions, the federal definition of speech includes
language impairment "... which adversely affects a child's

®ducatjon performance” ( Education of All Handicapped

Children Act). There is, then, an important implication

for the area of language manifested in deficiencies of
Teceptive and expressive dimensions (language impairment)

found within the definitions of both speech and learning
disabilities. The communicative dysfunction of verbal
®XPression addressed under both handicapping conditions is
9e€rmane to the topic under study representing the

independent variable. There are, however, additional

attribUtes of LD students that must be considered when

ASsessing this population.

22



For example, although the definitions of LD and
SPeech are achievement affiliated and characteristic of
learning disabled students, documentation of LD students
©ften demonstrates a disproportionate degree of
inappropriate school and social related behaviors compared
to students without disabilities (Bear & Proctor, 199i1;

Schumaker, Hazel, Sherman, & Sheldon, 1982; Schumaker,

Deshler, Alley, & Warner, 1983). Silver advises, however,

that it jis important to differentiate between primary
Problems ang secondary problems" (Silver, 1987, p. 499)

When considering interventions focusing on social or

®Mmotional problems. It is necessary to know whether the

Problem is a function of the disabilities themselves, or
°f outcome behaviors resulting from the general academic
frustrations experienced by LD students.

Germane to this issue are the findings of research
“onducted by La Greca and Stone (1990) in which the
Fesults indicated, when matched by achievement with low
achieving students, LD students' lower social status,
lower self-esteem, and deficit behavioral functioning were

not "primarily a function of the low achievement that

accompanjes Lp status" (p. 487). The conclusion that may

Pe drawn is that these variables, although related to that
°f the 1p students, must be a function related to some
ASpect of the learning disability itself and not as an

Outcome of the frustration thought to be associated with

low achievement. This conclusion is corroborated by Osman
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(1987) .

Not unlike those associated with students who are
€Motionally disturbed, students with learning disabilities
display disruptive behaviors, anxiety, and attention

deficitg (Eliason & Richman, 1988; McConaughy, 1986;

McConaughy & Ritter, 1986). Supporting this contention

are the Number of teacher requests for strategies
APplicable to classroom management.

Annually, the Delaware Department of Public
Instruction conducts a needs assessment as a subpart of
the federal mandate under the Education of All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975 entitled Comprehensive
System of Personnel Development (CSPD). This assessment
formally solicits from special and regular teachers and
administrators areas of concern requiring inservice to
advance Proficiency of instruction.

For several years the survey has yielded "classroom
management/behaviorn as a priority (Matthews, 1988, 1989,
% 1990). his is not a finding uniquely limited to
Pelaware, as this need is also found within Region III
SUPPorting six additional mid-Atlantic states and

washington, D.C. (C. Riffle, personal communication,
Pecember 3, 1990).

Close review of the data from the Delaware CSPD
sUrveyS, revealed that the concern about classroom
management/behavior applies to those who instruct

rs
students with behavioral disorders as well as teache
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and administrators responsible for students with learning
disabilities. In short, LD students exhibit behavioral
problems requiring corrective interventions. This
request for behavioral interventions is in addition to the
requested assistance under the area of academic
instruction.

A review of inservice activities provided by the
Department of Public Instruction (1988, 1989 & 1990) over
the past three years shows that typically the techniques
of intervention provided have been through application of
applied behavior analysis (G.A. Smith, personal
communication. December 5, 1990). Ironically, there has
been a continued recurrence of classroom
management/behavior as a state priority need.

Applied behavior analysis (ABA) techniques have been
prominent within the educational system, since proponents
of these techniques stress the basic premise of limited

knowledge of the individual as a necessary prerequisite
for implementation. Other than cursory acknowledgement of
human development (physical/cognitive development) 1little
attention is expended on related cognitive processes. It
is conceivable that, by intervening through ABA, educators
are actually sidestepping, and perhaps more simply,
ignoring the relationship of cognitive processes to social
behaviors.

As concluded earlier from La Greca and Stone's study,

achievement was not found to be a primary factor of LD
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Students' social performance. Perhaps it is an artifact

°f the Psychological processes that are the variables
influencing these students' behaviors. It is, then,
Feasonable to consider the psychological processes and the
relationship of these with social and classroom behaviors.
Dodge's social information processing model of
Competence describes a sequential cognitive process
through which children must progress in order to respond
efficiently in social events (Dodge, 1981). The model
depicts five major cognitive and successive operations
involvegq in social information processing. The major
underpinning of this model is that appropriate social

behaviors occur only after successful completion of each

Of the five steps. Singular success, therefore, does not

Merit social competence. Discussion of these steps
fOllows N

The first level is a decoding process requiring

aCcurate Perception of social cues. Following the

presentation of a stimulus (verbal or physical action),
the Child must conduct an examination of cues relevant to
the intent of the stimulus.

The second step within this process is one of
interpretation, The child must "integrate [the clues]
With...memory of past events and...goals for the task"
(Dodge, 1981, p. 5), again searching for plausible
interpretations. Dodge suggests that a correspondence to

the Childr'g memory and a "programmed rule structure"
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(Dodge, 1981, p. 5) is made. Specifically the rule
Structure relates to past experiences necessary in
determining meaning from the observed act of another.
What Dodge references appears to address both association

and reinforcement history.

The third step is the response search process which

1nvolves a Search for possible behavioral responses

aPplicable to similar social encounters. It is important,

howevEr, that the appropriate rule structure, defined by
the 9eneral population, be selected. Conceivably the
Procesg Mmay break down by inappropriate application of the
Fule Structure; that is to say, minority or cultural rules
M3y not pe generalized outside specific settings.
The next process is one of decision making. This
SMtails the evaluation of consequences for each possible

Tesponse considered before selecting the "optimal
FeSponse., n Again this parallels the reintroduction of
4Ssociation and the individual's reinforcement history. A
QUestion regarding this step is whether reflection

aCtually Precedes reaction.

Finally, the encoding process is the act of carrying
Wt the Optimal response. Dodge points out that the
pr°ficiency of "potoric skills" is extremely critical if
accomplishment of the optimal response is to be

Succeszul.

Reactiong to the individual following the response
ang 4 Feinitiating of the cycle provides social cues

27

e

e e

e

=———



- - i g -
R A B I A LT A
e A AT

allowi .
owing for self monitoring. Dodge holds that each of

dependently, although
1“

thes
e processes may be assessed in

the
a .
Y are automated and occur at a "nonconsclous leve

both : :
during the acquisition of new pehaviors as well as

dur i i
uring maintenance.

Although the encoding process is the major interest

of ¢t
he proposed research, literature referencing the major

ten
ets of the complete model will be reviewed.

In a review of research findings testing the

Processing component of the proposed model, Dodge (1981)
Provides data supporting each of the process steps
Ccontained within this paradigm. primarily, Dodge's
Tesearch sample is representative of aggressive bOYS.
There is no evidence that the learning disabled population
is included in this examination of cognition and its

The model does,

relat; :
ationship to social behaviors-:
ferent samples

how
ever, provide a vehicle applicable to dif
ed (Grant & clatterbuck,

inc -
lusive of the learning disabl

SEEETNCEENE, (e oo o

1990y,

There is little question that successful interaction
wit . :
h the environment requires accuracy in perceptlon of

envi .
ironmental stimuli, in this case Dodge's decodlng of

nd condition of this first stage,

Soci
Clal cues. The seco
jdual first have an int

howe
ver, requires that the indiv act

Sens : ;
Ory receptive process. weaknesses associated with
inef & os . . .
ficiencies in decoding skills and thelr impact on
n studies

aCad . R
emic and social behaviors are supported i
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addressj
sing the aggressive and the learning disabled child

(Reiff
& Gerber, 1990; Samuels, 1987; Dodge, Murphy &

Buchsp
aum, 1984; Weiss, 1981). In each of these studies,
decodi

n ' e

g (i.e. perceptual abilities) of social information

ermined to be correlated with social pbehaviors of

these groups.

More recently, Reiff and Gerber (1990) examined the
Felationship of the Picture Arrangement and Ccomprehension
ZUbtests of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-

evised (WISC-R) with the Profile of Nonverbal Sensitivity
(PONS) which measures the ability to decode nonverbal

Communication (i.e., facial and pody gestures). Their
conclusions from this study support the contention that LD
Students do not accurately perceive social situations as a
Fesult of process deficits measurable in comprehension and

e subtests require

f the

Picty
re arrangement subtests. Thes

attentj
ion to detail followed by the convergence O

indlvidual component parts of information into a singular
heme/framework of understanding. pifficulty in decoding
°f individual components would lead to faulty or partial
Perception of the whole culminating in misinterpretation

of
Based on these studies it might be concluded that
f decoding.

Socia :
1 behaviors are related solely to skills ©
n to the effects of

Howe

v .
er, Stevens (1982) calls attentio
r when

Verba
1l expression as a variable to be controlled fo

Condyct 4
cting studies of social cognition. This conclusion
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was as a result of post hoc findings that revealed that

vVerbal expressive skills (as measured by the vocabulary

subscale score of the WISC-R) of normal middle childhood

Children were predictors of perception of others and

effective role-taking ability. On the other hand, Weiss

(1981), studying aggressive, LD and normal males,

concluded that decoding and interpretation of social

behaviors may be influenced by poth receptive and
eXpressive deficits.

Other researchers also suggest that the subsequent

Step of Dodge's model, that of interpretation, may be

flawed via the weakened encoding process (Bruno, 1981;

Reiff & Gerber, 1990;
the

D
odge, Murphy, & Buchsbaum, 1984;

Weiss, 1981). Even when receptive skills are intact,

Selected optimal responses chosen may be inappropriate.

or both, the response

Agaj .
9ain, this may be due to either,

Tepertoire or the skills of delivery of the response

Selected and not the specific selection made. AS Dodge
Pointeq out, motoric skills are essential in successful
c "
ompletion of the model.

D students'

Larson and Gerber (1987) suggest that L

Proficiency in social settings is impacted bY difficulties
in discriminating, or by not having response requirements.
What thisg implies is that LD students exhibiting
discrimination problems will also demonstrate limited

alternatives to problem solving. As a result, they choose
from an already limited array of solutions failing to have
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avai .
lable a match of an appropriate response to the social

conditions presented.

Petit, Dodge and Brown (1988) conducted a study to

det ; .
ermine, in part, the relationship between social
pro :

blem solving patterns and children's social competence.

The
supported contention was that the ability to produce

Numer g '
ous and varied responses to social problem-solving

was a ]
predictor of social competence.

In a measurement of social information processing

(problem—solving patterns), the number of solutions to
Presented social problems generated py four- and

five-year-olds failed to indicate a correlation between
ns and

Solutij ; :
tions, with preference of aggressive solutio

Class . ,
room social skills or aggressive pehaviors. In

addit; ) :
ition, it was determined that fluency of varied
res

Ponses was strongly related to classroom competence.

However, through regression analysis, when early family
€Xperience was placed into the path of influence (social

Problen solving to family experience to social competence)
g remained

the . :
Predictive ability of social problem solvin
Via . .

ble only in conjunction with early family experience:

ressive solutions failed

Give
N the earlier results, ag9

to p
e predictive of classroom competence.

er than measures of

It appears that variables oth
e considered

gene
rated solutions to social problems must b
Whe .

N evaluating social competencies of children. ID

1s study is suggestive

Part;
icular, petit, Dodge and Brown
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of the m i 3
ediating role of social problem solving. However

Predicti
ion was based on the ability of the subjects to

9enerate
responses determined through verbal expressive

Competenci .
cies. Subjects able to generate (verbally) a

higher :
quantity of responses were also more likely to

generate .
prosocial solutions and, hence, the observed

higher
c .
orrelation of fluency of responses with social

ski X
1lls in the classroom.

This -
and similar studies (Stevens, 1982; La Greca &

Stone
19 i : :
' 90) indicate possible interactions of several

Cogniti
ve ski
skills necessary for competent social behaviors.

Thig ;
ls an :
or important aspect when considering the encoding
Ocess a
s a separate and independent process. It is

Appare
nt
that other processes may pe interacting.

impedin
g, or prohibiting the successful enacting of the

s

elected optimal response behavior.

haVe'S::jeCts who might have limited verbal skills may

reSponSesa fesult, formulated a limited number of iﬁ

S with a greater proportion of negative solutions ff
ompared to the guantity of prosocial responses. In

lon : -y .
, their exhibited classroonm pehaviors were not

ari
ily representative of the verbalized problem

they were limited in the

n ;
g solutions. In this casé,
ons presented. The issue may

n'me e
r of positive soluti
s opposed to qualitat

actual

l 1]

Y be one of quantitative a jive
e verbal eXpression.

Meag

u

rement of the variabl
e overlooked requi

Su : g
btle differences may again b ring
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More precise measurements of differences observed. If
deficits in expressive abilities are correlates or causal,
this variable must be considered in the sample and
evaluated more closely with those subjects observed
outside of clinical analysis to have such deficits. This
variable was not under consideration in these studies,
however.

Studies of, and related to, attribution, perception,
and behavioral histories have assessed the impact on the
response search and response decision processes (Dodge,
1980; Dodge, Murphy, & Buchsbaum, 1984; Dodge, & Fame,
1983; Whalen, Henker, Dotemoto, & Hinshaw, 1983; Hymel,
1986). Whether, in these studies, the sample was normal,
aggressive or aggressive LD, conclusions were similar.
All groups were likely to respond in accordance with
perceptions influenced by attribution, general social
perceptions and previous experiential, or behavioral
histories. As such, these are important variables in the
response search and response decision stages of Dodge's
model.

Again, according to Dodge, facilitation of the
encoding process requires prerequisite competencies
necessary in order to carry out the optimal behavioral
response. Studies reviewed have consistently controlled
for or excluded the variable of verbal expression from the
sample or through statistical application. Few have

included verbal expression in either path analysis or in
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correlational analysis.

Two additional issues need to be addressed in this
review. These issues focus on 1) the exclusion from
studies of children exhibiting verbal expressive deficits
(e.g., Bruno, 1981; Dodge, 1981, Dodge et al., 1984), and
2) the exclusion of verbal expression from research
studies (e.g., Dodge et al, 1984; Coie & Dodge, 1988).

In these studies, subjects with marked verbal skill
deficiencies were eliminated from the study sample in an
effort to reduce the confounding influence on test
results. Influences of verbal skills may not be
sufficiently distinct, however, so as to be eliminated
due to the more subtle differences not assessed.

For example, Bruno (1981), recognized the effects of
less pronounced variations during analysis of data where

differences were not readily reflected in quantitative
measures, but which were observed through qualitative
evaluation. His study investigated the interpretation of
pictorially presented social situations comparing verbal
responses of LD and normal children. During data
collection (interview process) a distinction between
groups was not apparent. It was not until a statistical
assessment of qualitative responses between groups was
made that a difference was noted. 1In the final analysis
it was determined that the difference rested not with the
number of responses, but with the type and quality of

responses. The conclusion drawn from this study was that
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Subtle .
qualitative differences may not be observable

Outside .
of clinical and statistical application.

Alth
ough the purpose of statistical applications is

to de
termi : §
ine significance of variable relationships, what

remain
S a .
concern is that subtle effects of variables,

ac %
counted for during analysis, may simply be

OVerloo
ke
d. Therefore, studies that do not take into

account
th
e effects of verbal expression, OF that exclude

thi
S vari
lab i " g ; 3
le in a gross fashion (1.€., sample criterion),

May co
nti . 3
nue to omit its possible effects.

It a
ppears necessary at this point to reconsider the

defin;
nNitio .
n of Lp. First, LD is a language pased

n of eligibility notes that LD is

defins
niti
tion. Dpeterminatio

"a d'
1sord i
er in one or more of the basic psychological

Proc
€sses j
S i ’ » . :
nvolved in understanding OT in using 1anguage"

(P.1,
‘L. o94-
142, 1987, p. 102). second, the federal

defin;
Nitio :
n fails to include reference tO social or

Clagg
room ;
behaviors. And finally determination of LD is

ba
Sed
on a i
ssessment of achievement and not pehavioral

ob
SerVatiOn

The
Con refore, on the basis of the LD definition and
Siderj
that ing the research presented, it may be hypothesized
it 3
1s the expressive language deficit in LD students

i.e., social

that
contri
ributes to behavioral disorders (

in
et
ence, classroom misbehaviors) and that the
n driven nor as a

Prin
ary i
Y influence is neither nemotionally

Tesult
evement.

o :
f frustration due to 1low achil
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To this point, emphasis has been placed on research
relevant to the social processing model delineated by
Dodge. Although most findings support the impact of
verbal deficiencies at each level on social behaviors,
many findings also suggest that differences between groups
of LD and non LD are qualitative in nature. It becomes
necessary to first, briefly, examine the theoretical
framework from which the importance of language
acquisition and application in social settings originates.

Early theoretical frameworks of language acquisition
focused on basic speech correction and language
functioning measured in terms of syntax and semantics
assessed within a clinical structure independent of the
child's interpersonal setting. Prutting (1982) referred
to this period of time as the study and measurement of
"_..innate factors related to the acquisition of language"
(p.- 127). More precisely, Prutting and Kirchner (1983)
state that in this "...formalistic linguistic paradignm,
the rules for governing word order were of most import and
what the rules did or did not accomplish was not
addressed" (p. 29).

In a historical review of pragmatic literature,
Prutting (1982) illustrated the shift from the speech-
language pathologist's assessment of semantic and
syntactic rules (i.e., measurements of singular components
of language or competence in grammatical structures) to

that of a speech act theory, and the assessment of the
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relationship of linguistic rules with the application and

Use of language skills in a functional role (i.e., within

- ;
he context of a social setting).

It was during the early seventies that the study of

language acquisition was marked by an attempt to interface

L] .
++.social and cognitive factors influencing the

acquisition process..." (Prutting, 1982, p.127) and, with

this restructuring, the movement toward the study of

Pragmatics began. The resultant theoretical framework of

Pragmatics represents an interactive model of language

acquiss+ o e i :
CQuisition involving a cross of disciplines comprised of

linguistic theory with that of cognition and social

development.

Clearly, it is not that the value of assessing

1
aNguage acquisition through measures of syntax or

linguistic structures had lessened, but rather the

*Mergence of the study of pragmatics focused practitioners
°n the interaction of language skills with the environment

Droviding "...a more complete and accurate understanding

o .
f the entire communicative system" (prutting, 1982,
P.125), ag such, it presents 2 similar structure of

prOCesSing posited by Dodge, as poth reference cognition,

Soci

Clal knowledge and development.
The influence of verbal expression on social
linguistic or

Co : .
mpetencles, whether measured 1n terms of

pragmatic structures remains to pe addressed. However, it
ig 3 ) &
s important to recognize that pragmatlc rules of languag

37

;
(o



ey - -

R R I R R S e ST

and aSsessment conducted in a social context represent an
intermediate vehicle for the study of social competence.
DiscuSSion of this qualitative nature of language with
1iterature explicitly addressing language

and the felationship to social competencies and behaviors,
is Presented in the following section.

Of an interesting note was the finding in a study
“onducted by petit, et al (1988) which indicated that
types of verbal responses were not predictive of actual
lassroon behaviors. Specific to this study, aggressive
FeSponses did not predict classroom competence. This
SUggests that deficiencies in verbal skills, perhaps
9lobally labeled as intent of the speaker, may limit not
°Nly the Number but also the type and diversity of
FeSponseg Observed. In addition, it may be that skills of
Verbal ©Xpression (i.e., conveying intent) of LD students
hay Actually influence and impact on social behaviors and
competel’lCies. This is viewed as further depicting the
ToTe subt)e differences not assessed in those studies
Dresented thus far (i.e., quality of verbal responses)
and tpe need to study more closely this variable which
"2Y not have been explicitly addressed, but which may be
MPlicit and subsumed within studies.

Analysis of those studies reviewed either controlled
i Verbal skills, or excluded from the sample students
“Mibiting deficits of verbal expression. Attempts were

m s
e to reduce the influence of marked language deficits
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M, ag o whole, studies did not address the more

discerning deficits of verbal expression.

As noteqg earlier, Stevens (1982) and Weiss (1981)
described the influence of receptive and expressive
ANguage On social skills, the ability to perceive others
accurat31Y. and the predictability of verbal expression on
the ability ¢q perceive motives of others (e.g., affective
r°le‘taking).

SPecific to the population under study, Pearl and
Cosden (1982) Suggested that LD students make greater
Sfrors On skills of social comprehension (e.g., receptive
e Perceptya) skills) than their non-LD peers. Biller
25855, om the other hand, concluded that although
pragmatic use of language of high school LD students was
Poorer than non-r1p students, a correlation between
comprehension and use of pragmatic skills did not surface.

VidenCQ from this 1ast study indicated that LD students
"2y be able to correctly identify the intent of others,

but dCtually fajjeq to produce appropriate language usage.

Additionally, in a review of discourse literature
(examinatiOH of narrative abilities) of LD students, Roth
(1986) also suggested that, while students possess the
ability to comprehend information, they experience
dEficitS in strategies for expressing this knowledge.

°f a more singular nature, Bryan (1979) found that

. Studentg are less likely to ask for clarification when

l ; : i tion.
9ivep Uninformative or partially informative 1informa
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Thi :
his led these authors to conclude that: 1) LD children do

no s y g
t recognize uninformative information and 2) LD children

are : " . -
less proficient in asking questlons. A similar

f 3 .
inding of the second point was found by Donahue (1980)

wh ’ :
© evaluated the pragmatic competence (1.€., measuring

l i 2 ) . :
inguistic and social knowledge) of 33 LD children 1n

drades 2, 4 and 6. Although children presented measured

an . o il
d appropriate linguistic apilities, a deficit 1n

n
re : .
questing strategies" was observed.

There is an apparent disagreement as to the degree of

Socji
cial comprehension deficits exhibited by LD students and

the j :
e influence on language proficiency. However, there 15

cle . .
ar evidence of agreement in that those conclusions

re .

ached have been founded on, and measured in, terms of

de i 3 . . :
ficiencies in the qualitative aspect of pragmatic skill

Pr i
Oduction and strategies.

Candler and Keefe (1988), supporting these notions,
e ‘
Mphasized that LD students often exhibit language

defi~4 ;
ficits that are not readily obvious, creatlng a number

of , .
Problems impacting social interactions that include

r g
Problems in expressing ideas orally- They also asserted

tha 4 13
5 Fecognition of verbal expression is, in many cases,
not . )

a8 conspicuous problem. These points, supportive of

e "
arlier referenced findings, add to the need for further

in " '
Vestigation of verbal expression and the possible

rela 5
tlonshlp to classroom behaviors-

and Keefe (1988) suggested that

Moreover, candler
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when LD students express themselves, the adult listener
actually interprets the intent of the student. The
intricacy of the problem is, thereby, exacerbated by
failure of the teacher to recognize the dilemma. As such,
expressive language is not addressed through classroom
instruction. Since it is less pronounced as a problem, it
remains unaddressed and unassessed.

Dudley-Marlings (1985) reviewed nineteen studies in
which researchers attempted to determine the existence of
differences between LD and non-LD students in pragmatic
competence, the use of language skills in social settings,
and the corresponding need for language intervention
focusing on pragmatics. Although he focused on
methodological flaws in the review (e.g., sample criteria
and contrived versus natural investigative settings), it
was apparent that language differences did surface.
Consistent with previous findings, group differences were
not in numbers of discourse errors, but were found within
the qualitative errors of response.

McCord and Haynes (1988) noted that "...the presence
of effective conversational skills is necessary for the
development of learning strategies, adequate classroom
performance, and good social relations" (p. 238). Their
research findings, heeding Dudley-Marling's concerns of
previous methodological flaws, supported the contention
that LD students do exhibit discourse errors different

from the nondisabled population. The types of errors
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o _—
und to be similar to those studies reviewed by

Dudley- "
| Y-Marling, that is, qualitative versus quantitative
dlfferenCes )

The : - :
constant discriminating factor found between LD

and ne
n " : .
LD samples, in these and previously discussed

o be one of qualitative over

ar . :
ch findings, remains t

quantit .
a
tive responses. There does, then, appear to be

reSEar
ch . >
supporting the variable of conversatlonal

lan
Juage :
ge differences between LD and non LD populations.

In ad s
diti L
ion, the difference between groups remained of

Specifj
ic :
error types and not the number of discourse

y—Marling (1985) observed,
£ v»...what they

errOrs
o
bserved. As Dudle the

ere
nce noted of LD students is one ©O

Say a
nd how they say it" (p.196) -
Earili :
lier work by La Greca and Misibov (1979) pointed

tQt
he »
what" portion of this ijssue. Their research

Fings
1n "
9S of LD students who presented poor social

inte

ractj . :
tions had, among other areas of social behavliors,

ces included

defi~;
lcit 2
S in conversational skills. pifferen

def
lcienc; ]
ncies in 1) frequency ©of conversational statements,

2)
nump .
ers of questions asked, 3) generation of topics of

Cony
er .
Sation and 4) exhibiting a higher number of

qUQSt .
1Qn . ‘
S requiring yes or no responses.

B
ased on earlier work by girkelbach and Blakesley
ren in the

(193
5 :
- ) Which addressed language deficient child
asSr
Oom, candler and Keefe (1988) expanded on the above

dif

fer
e g
NCes noting nine areas characterlstlc of LD
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Stude
nts wit
h language deficits. pifficulties included

Proble
ms with
1) word meaning, 2) of f-target responding,

3) w
ord sel -
ection, 4) word finding, 5) neologisms

(inv
entive
wordi .
rding or phrasing), 6) referent errors,

7) +
°pic cl
o
sure, 8) the use of immature grammatical

Sty
Uctur
es, an :
, and 9) disorganization and sequencing. These

Q Gre(:a 1
e and Misibov (1979) findings are supported

by
SEVeral
wo
rks by other authors (Donahue, 1980 a, 1983,

& 19
84 - ;
4: Blller' 1986)

The £4
lnal . .
area of discussion will examine language

kil
S and
c .
orresponding behaviors of classroom

a .
d]ustment
re than sociometric

Few studies focus on mO

ass
ess
ment
S of s
social competencles (e.g.. peer acceptance,

fri
! 1ps a .
Is frag nd social status). As 2 result, literature
mented
Shay and loosely related to specific classroom
ors th
a A
t may, in effect, have caused social

Feje
ctiOn
. T .
existent he following studies reviewed do conve
relatij .
ationship between language skills and

ben
avig
a more specific nature which contribute to

S th
an a
Ccceptable social interactions.
r example, that LD

Brya
n a
Shijq, nd Pearl (1982) found, fo
en ten
d to act in somewhat of 2 submissive manner

ang s
in
a def
(<] s
nseless communicative role. Interpretatlon

di : .
rective or assertive nature.

de
Not
e
aggr
es . i3 :
sive or sarcastic forms of communication:
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To f
urther i
illustrate, Bryan, Donahue, Pearl and

Herz
°g (19
84) f
ound that LD children tended to exhibit a

1ess
er lik
eli :
hood of disagreement and a greater

inCl s
lnatj
on to
agree more with their mothers than do

nQn
ubjects
. In school settings, Bryan, Donahue and

rl (
1981
) observed these pehaviors to also be

Tepr
e€sentat i
. ativ
interact ; e of LD students with regard to peer
lons. .
In addition, results indicated that LD

stug
entg
wWere 1 .
ess likely to justify and argue for their

Chos
ICeS

t 2

han did non LD subjects

Donah
ue 1, 3
(1984) points to LD students' pehaviors in

the
classg
rOOm
when she states that the w, .. difficulty in

leg
rnin
g to id .
entify social contexts where different

Cony
lonal
rules apply may help to account for many

[of
thes
€] chil
dren's problems in classroom adjustment"

(p
. 33)
+ This : :
point differs slightly from general social

Com
preh
€nsion j
in that skills of appropriate rule

Pp14
lc :
ation are o
essed
Thes .
e fact
than i ors of behaviors would clearly have @ less
ive i
impact on the LD student's degree of

Cce
Ssf
ul
soci .
Q cial - )
* L adol interactions. In 2 review of research
esce
nts' communicative apilities and

ponahue and



Additiona) research by Donahue (1980 b) found that LD
S&cong and fourth graders were simply less skilled in

i
nltlatlnq and maintaining a conversation with peers and,

parallellng Others' findings, actually participated in

Mo
T8 of a Submissive versus dominant communicative role.

Of those findings reviewed, it is evident that

mmun1Cat1ve deficits of LD children impact on social
be ‘
havlors Social interactions, social roles and

ac
Ceptance by non LD peers. Of, perhaps, a greater

i ’,
mportanCe is the need to focus on the relationship

b 0 3
etween Skills of communication and specific adjustment

an _
. Pragmatjc behaviors in addition to sociometric

e .
ASureg Or global assessments derived outside of actual

Peey Acknowledging this observation, Boucher

interactjon,

(1984)' Voiced concern with study conclusions that are

b d
dseq SOley on the results of sociometric appraisals base
= ved

PREE percePtlons noninteractional data and contri

s
ltuatlons "...in which the LD child is merely a

Dectator, ot a participant" (p.272). This position

= : i ata
ey Postures the importance for inclusion of d

uj
Acq lreg from nhatural settings.
eral
Alth°u9h addressing divergent populations, sev
ot te
e AUthors, however, were able to study and rela

1 ; iors
anguage abllltles and skills of pragmatics to behav

th ; ; eer
0 in turn, impact on social experiences and p

qQ
cceptanCe

in
Carr ang Durand (1985) found that, by providing
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fuh
ctio
nal c
omm } % _—
unication training, a significant decrease

applie
d to t
he
more severely disabled, its premise is also

indic
ated b ——
st y findings of Chess and Roseberg (1974) who
ed th
Cieisis at, as a result of poor communication skills,
l0n re 5
sulted in emotional and behavioral problems.

findi
dings are also advocated by Baron-Cohen

rature focusing on social

(198
8) w ;
ho, in a review of lite

and
Pragmat i
ic - ;
deficits in autism, drew conclusions that

defin;
01ts i
nil
anguage and pragmatic ckills were direc

relat
ed to
b .
ehavior problems and social skills.

Altho
ugh o

these findings were pased on severely
found similar

dis
abled

populations, Funk and Jurs (1986)
cs and

resultg

deviant :::" %Valuating the relationship of pragmati

The findin aviors of children with chronic otitis media.

in pragmatji cafsed the authors to conclude that deficits

disorders skills were linked to specific pehavior
(e.g., hyperactivity, aggression, irritability

ang
neuro .
tlc
and psychotic pehaviors) -

drawn from these

A

latte, ::nefal conclusion that may be
Severe de:j:%s is that, in populations where moderate to
Telatjongn; its in language skills exist, @ corresponding
ip with both adjustment pehaviors and social

gnificant
s study is

nd

skil
ls
als .
o exists. Perhaps the most si

Clus;j
lon g

nd recurrent theme pertinent to thi
gteward, @

th
at
propo
s .
ed by Silva, Kirkland, Simpson.

hat those pehavior

Wiyy;
lllams (1982
). They suggested t
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Probl
ems identi
t i ;
ified in students with chronic otitis media,

as co
Mpared t
o
the normal population, were the direct

reSUlt
of sub
transitj tle language deficits. The essential and
lonal ; A
point is that language deficits need not be

One
of
a seve
re :
nature to impact on pehavior problems and

reSul
tant j
interpersonal relationships-

In Sum
mar i ous roupln
y, LD 1s not a homogene g i g-.

Lan
guage
usa :
ge differs from the general population via

e diff
erences. To assume that LD can be

Cate
9orical
1
Y grouped under the headind of language

diso
w
ould be to categorically exclude those

stug
€nts .
wlth
the more subtle languade errors. BAS

refe
renced
ea 1
rlier, Candler and Keefe (1988) amond

Otherg
’
ns may be more

note
d that because these conditio

t adults interpret their

mild ;
in n
ature, the very fact tha

SXpr
€ssion j
indi
ndicates the subtleness of the problem.

Gen
Pro y
SPeech a2 remained intent on addressing
and s
evere language problems, overlooking, pecause
ctually

of ¢
hei
Cauge tleness, language problems that may @
)
room behavior problems in addition to impeding

Ocia]
Inter .
action. While adults may overlook this

Oc
cur
re
cOn g
clusj
o fiv ions that may be drawn from this review focus
€ mas
ajor i '
jor issues requiring more careful attention.

Fj
rst
; r learnij i
lhvoy,, ning disabilities are pased on deficits
eqd in
the understanding and use of language:-

S
econd
7
academic

in addit
dition to deficiencies in
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R TR
X 2 .
T T TR TS -
hgins i
=

achiev
ement
LD st
[} students often exhibit diSOIdeIS impaCti“g

Socj
ial ¢
Dmpetence

Third 3
r in Dod 3 .
ge's social information processing model,

:ial cOm
pete ”i
n es a e e
r dependent On the prOfiCienCY Of th

indiv;
ldual’
S abili
bility to carry out the optimal response.

Defj
lcitg
iln e .
Xxpressive language would impede the

achi
leve
men
t of social proficiency

IOurth
¢ pra mati 3
g icC llterature addresses two components

of 1
angu
age acquisiti
competep, quisition and the impact on social
ce
. Fro
m an assessment of syntax and semantic
1 use of

pra i
gmatics focuses on the contextua

in
relati
ionshi
hip to communication pehaviors.
ks proposed by

The
commo

n elements of those framewor
nce and

ge'g
Socia

1 processing model of social compete
lar. Both

the
Stud
Y of
pragmatics are strikingly simi
haviors

Mode
ls
are ba
With at 1 sed on an interactive exchange of be
east ,
one other jndividual and both stipulate the

s Dodge focuse

cted pehavior

act
on soci
ocilal .
pehaviors. Wherea s on

Co
gnit i
lve
proc :
essing, execution of the sele

(th
rOu
gh mo
tori ;
ric skills) and its relation to social

cont
ext
r lin .
u ; .
guistic literature focuses on Cognitive

Pro
Cessn
ing s '
ecifi
pecific to language acquisition: its
n to social

appl s
lCat-
l0on %
(motoric skills) and the relatio

c
OntQXt

cluded from the study

Fin
all

Y, many studies have ex
essive language-

sam
Ple
those exhibiti A :
iting deficits 1D expr
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T ETTES LR aae e v ST e e

By doing SO/, two additional concerns surface. First, by
excluding More severe expressive language disabilities
tFom the Sample, expressive language continued to be a
predictor Oof the dependent variables under study. In
addition

+ becayuse jess severe deficits of expressive

a
inge May not pe prominent, analysis of these must be

ad ‘
dressed, Since they appear to continue to influence

study reSUlts,

These five areas, therefore, warrant further

in ] .
Vestlgation into the relationship of verbal expression

ang ]
behavlors of studen
Thyg

’

ts with learning disabilities.
i 't is the purpose of this study to explore the
lndepe

Ndent Variables of verbal expression and pragmatics
ang th

eir Telationship to the dependent variable of
Cla

s » .
Sroom behaviors of students with learning
dlsabilities.
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CHAPTER ITII

Methodology
Subjects

Subjects consisted of 36 male LD students,

identified by established criteria as found within the
Delaware Administrative Manual: Programs for Exceptional
Children (1990, Revised). The sample was comprised of
male LD students in grades three through six who had been
served in special programs for at least two months and who
Were receiving at least 2 1/2 hours of special education
instruction outside of the reqular classroom, excluding

related services (e.g., speech, occupational therapy,

Physical therapy).

Males in grades three through six were selected for

two reasons. First, the general special education

population is predominantly male. Since so few females

account for the population, non-inclusion would avoid the
addition of a confounding variable. Second, the

instruments used in this study were based on a sample

inclusive of these grade levels.

Materials

The Teacher-child Rating Scale (T-CRS) (Hightower,

Spinell & Lotyczewski, 1987) is a behavior rating scale

measuring student classroom behaviors and was used most

recently by Bear and Proctor (1991) to analyze classroom

behaviors of LD students.
Although the "norm group is limited [in size],
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rellability and validity are good" (sattler, 1988,

i' 928) . Sample sizes ranged as follows: 1) in grade 3,

y was 137, 3% 4n grade 4, N was 120 and 3) in grades 4-6,
Was 23g. Raw scores of each subscale are converted into

perCent'
lle scores. Alpha scores, across each of the grade

Sample
S, are noted below following each subscale
description,

P .
art 1 Comprises three subscales measuring: 1) acting

Out-—4 :
e ; i i
fined as aggressiveness, disruptiveness and

impul . .
Slvity (Alpha scores = .88, .92 and .94,

reSpec s
tlvelY), 2) shy anxious--measures shy, withdrawn
= ,84, .86 and .89,

ang
dependent behavior (Alpha scores

reg e ;
Pectively) ang 3) learning skills--assessing items such

aS po "
OF work habits, difficulty following directions and

.93 and .94,

Poor : '
Motivation (Alpha scores = .92,
Part £I, consisting of four subscales, measures: 1)

frus :
tration tolerance--assessing coping skills and
= .86, .93 and

tole
Tance of imposed limits (Alpha scores

Fespectively), 2) assertive social skills--social
= .90, .90 and .90,

.93

’

Sta ;
tus with peers (Alpha scores

res :
pecthQlY}, 3) task orientation~-effectiveness within

the .
©ducational setting (e.g., completes work; well

or ;
9anizeq) (Alpha scores = .95, .94 and .94,

re .
specthely), and 4) peer social skills--measures

Po :
pUIarlty among peers (Alpha scores = .86, .97 and .95,

respectively).
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The Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals-
Revised (CELF-R) (Semel, Wiig & Secord, 1987) provides
composite scores of both receptive and expressive
language. The subsection of expressive language (verbal
expression) measures the ability to convey complexity of
meaning through different levels, obtained from the
following subtests within the Expressive Language section
of this instrument: 1) Formulated Sentences, 2) Recalling
Sentences and 3) Sentence Assembly. This instrument was
constructed by the two major leaders in the field of
language assessment and is commonly used by
speech/language therapists throughout Delaware.

Over 3,000 students were included in the study sample
and were comprised of the following: 1) sex - 52.1% female
and 47.9% male, 2) race ~ 78.5% white, 16.4% black and
5.1% other, and 3) ages - 5 through 16 years 11 months.

Specific to the subsection of verbal expression, the
CELF-R correlates with previously designed and validated
instruments including the Test of Language Development-
Intermediate (TOLD-I) and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test-Revised (PPVT-R) with better predictive measures than
the PPVT-R.

Alpha scores across the age range of 5 through 16 are
as follows: 1) Formulated Sentences ranged from .60 to .91
with the lowest score at age 16 and the highest at ages 5
and 6, 2) Recalling Sentences ranged from .79 to .92 with

the three highest scores at ages 6, 5, and 7,
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Fespectj
1vely, and 3) sentence Assembly ranged closely from

+86 to .
»92, Finally, the Expressive Language subsection

.

Provig
®d a range of Alpha scores from .86 to .93
The
full battery of the CELF-R (Revised edition) was
&Valuat \
ed for predictive abilities on 157 students equally

distrip
uted across ages 7, 9, 12 and 15. Application of a

dlscriminant analysis revealed that the CELF-R categorized
At the 90,43 level of agreement with participating school
:yStEmS which had identified children with, or without,
fanguage deficits. The sample consisted of 85 males, 70
®Males ang » where sex had not been identified. Of these
6?'5% were white (33.8% identified as language-learning
isabled (LLD) ana 33.s% nonLLD) , 28% were black (12.7%
LLD and 15,3g nonLLD) and the remaining 4.4% were other,
°F not identifieq.
The Interpersonal Language Skills Assessment (ILSA):

é Test of Pragmatic Behaviors (Blagden & McConnell, 1988)
'S used to determine pragmatic language skill usage
Observeq in a natural setting requiring the observer to
Tecorq a1j conversation during a 15 minute group activity
(l.e., Playing the game "Sorry") and to then tally, by
category, Specific language performances of the
subject(s). It is not a test as in the strict
INterpretation of ability or achievement instruments where
a set Number of questions is administered to all subjects.
It does not provide data that is measured in terms of
Tight or wrong with the evaluator seeking a "correct
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sc
ore". However, totals by category may then be compared

with normative data.

Categories of comments neasured include: 1) Advising/

Predi ; : s g s
edicting, 2) Commandlng, 3) Commentlnd, 4) Criticizing,

5 . :
) Informing, 6) Justifying, 7) Requesting and 8)
s of totals

(! i i
upporting. Each category is measured in term

a _ :
nd percent of total comments. In addition, categories of

evaluated against the percent of

comments tallied are also

t o
he total number of comments that represent 1) Negations

(e.g., isn't, would not), 2) pProduction Efficiency Errors

repetition in a single

(i.e., pauses, fillers, word (s)

c ’
omment), 3) Grammar Error (e.g., "He goed.") 4) Semantic
ion or vague reference) and

E "
rrors (i.e., word substitut

7

5) Unfinished Comment Errors (i.e., an incomplete

Statement made by the speaker not due to interruptions

from another).

The sample used to obtain normative data was

n which included 528 normal

"
...collected on a populatio

children aged 8 to 14 years: A comparison group of 64

1anguage—learning—disordered youngsters ages 8 to 14 years

was also tested" (Blagden and McConnell, 1985, p.8). The
Sample was from a large metropolitan area that included

Suburban subjects consisting of 264 males, 264 females
which equated to 79% caucasian 13% black and 8% Hispanic

and other.

All data collected are frequency pased and then

recalculated in terms of percent of the total number of
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Comparative data are

Comments each category is observed.
Provided in both terms of percentile norms and standard
SCores,

Reliability of such an instrument is somewhat
effecteq by the nature of the test since what is evaluated
is Measured against spontaneous speech. The instrument
Clearly denotes that experienced practioners or teachers
May reasonably expect to match those reliability scores of
‘80 to .87 of Language Categories and of .69 to .74 for
Négations, .67 to .68 for Circle Checks (i.e., comments
denoting sarcasm) and .75 to .83 of Errofed Comments.

Validity of percent of occurrence (of profile
Similarity) across ages by ages ranges from .46 to .83
Between normal and language-learning-disabled a
Correlation of .49 was achieved. It was suggested by the

AUthors that, although adequate validity is met,

"...future studies will help to further establish validity

°f this procedure" (Blagden and McConnell, 1985, p. 49).

Procedures

A school district located in the central county of
Delaware (Kent) was requested to take part in this study.
Distrjcts in Kent County depict rural/suburban communities
Characterizeq by a population representing a broad range
°f social and economic status.

Six elementary schools serving LD students in grades
three through six represented the total population of 62
from Wwhich a sample size of 36 was obtained. Thirty-six
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ately 75 hours of

st
udents accounted for approxim

admini :
nistration and assessment time of the CELF-R with an

additi
ditional 75 hours for the ILSA.

Initially, all records of the total LD male

Populati ’
tion were reviewed for possible sample inclusion in

acco g
rdance with the following criteria: 1) male LD

stud
ents who had 2) been classified in accordance with

Dela rPrTY
ware LD eligibility criteria, who 3) had been in

receij
ipt of at least two month's service in special

educati Bl
ation programs, consisting of 4) at least 2 1/2 hours

of g ;
e » . . .
pecial education services, excluding related services

occupational therapy and

(e.g., speech, counseling,
physi
ysical therapy) which were 5) provided outside of the

re
gular classroom by certified special education teachers.

Parents of all students meeting the above five

cri s i
teria (62), were forwarded a letter requesting

o take part in the study (see

pose of the study

Permission for their child t

A ;
Ppendix D). An explanation of the pur

an .
d potential outcomes Was provided. A total of 30

re e
Quests were returned granting permission. TWO

a 4 1]
Parents did not wish to take part 1n the study.

x E) was forwarded to those

A second mailing (Appendi
Parents who had not responded (30). An additional 10
barental permissions forms were received. NO responses
A final total of 40

wer . : p—
e received denying permissiof-

d the study sample.

S
tudents represente
all teachers and

At the conclusion of the study,
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o the request for

admini
istrators, and parents responding t

pPermissi .
sion to be included in the study were forwarded:

1) a 1l
etter of appreciation, 2) an explanation of why

their '
child was, or was not, included in the study and

3) a {
brief summary of the results.

F
or purposes of the sample population description,

the fu
11 scale I.Q. scores; available from previously

admini
stered evaluations, were collected. In addition,

logical age, race, and names of the teacher (s)

i“stru :
ctin t
g he Students were documented, as were

notati
ons of language services. These data were obtained

student folders located within each school of

attendance.
C »

oding of students, schools and teachers took place
id data

fOr
purposes of confidentiality in order to avo

whi
ch are personally jdentifiable.

The special education classroom teacher (s) serving
each child of the sample Was asked to complete the T-CRS
Which provides ratings on a five point scale of classroom
behaviors. Scores on the subscales of Acting out,

g ranged from zero to thirty.

Sh s
Y/Anxious and Learnin

ce, Assertive social

es on the Frustration Toleran

nd Peer gocial Skills ranges

Ski
l1s, Task Orientation 2

LY
om zero to twenty-five.
proximately five minutes to

Each child rating took ap
4 to the examiner by the

Com 1
plete and was returné

con .
clusion of testing of the school sample. All teachers
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request
ed to complete the T-CRS received an orientation

and i : .
nstructions for filling out the behavior rating

Scale
Where two or more teachers served an individual

stude
nt ¢
, an average of ratings was made and this score

repre .
sented the final score for analysis for that child.

Additi
ionally, all teachers (15) who completed the T-CRS

were '
required to have worked with the student for at least

two months.

As noted, the T-CRS is divided into two parts with

ratin
gs under both sections ranging from one to five.

ues of part I and Part 1I are in

Ho
wever, the score val
Opposi . .

it dircotions. In poder T establish consistency in

scores under part II were

meani
n .
g between each subsectlon,

rsed so that 1) higher scores across the T-CRS

ings on each measurement

re
Presented greater problem rat

resented fewer problem ratings.

and
2) lower scores rep

g first administered the

Each member of the sample wa

on of the CELF-R by this

Ex ;
Pressive Language subsecti

provided an overall

exami ;
miner. This portion of the CELF-R

le scores of expressive

Composite seore and three subsctd
langUage skills. Administration of the CELF-R, Expressive
Language section required apout 30 minutes to complete
With approximately an additional 30-40 minutes for

analysis. Scores of each subtest ranged as follows: 1)
Formulated sentences ranged from gero to sixty: sentence
Assembly ranged from zero to twenty-two and 3) Recalling
Sentences ranged from zero to seventy—eight-

58



On the same day of administration of the CELF-R, and
in groups of three and four, all members of the sample
took part in playing the game "Sorry" for between 15 and
20 minutes which was recorded on tape. "Sorry" is a board
game requiring the rolling of a die and reading of cards
for determining movement around the board.

A requisite for determining group membership for
playing this game required that students know each other
on a social basis. No groups were comprised of students
unfamiliar with each other, and were constructed by the
examiner so as to avoid membership where exclusion of
another member (s) might occur. For example, two best
friends were not included in any play group so that group
membership would not circumvent the inclusion of another
member (s) during game activities.

Both the game and time variance were used as they
were the basis for establishment of the normative data
found in the ILSA. An additional 45 to 55 minutes was
necessary for coding and recording each of the taped
sessions. Since all subscales of the ILSA were frequency
based, the range of subscale scores was infinite.

All testing was conducted during the month of April,
1992. Testing schedules were determined after first
contacting each school in order to avoid conflicts with
other scheduled events. Further adjustments were made on
site, based on specific classroom schedules and student

activities. Accommodations were made to insure that
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tESting of students did not take place during activities

in which they wished to participate.

Test settings were dependent on availability of rooms
and varied from storage rooms to full size classrooms.
Variations in settings did not impede on testing

Procedures.

Intercorrelations of each of the three instruments

Used in the study are found in Appendices A, B and C.
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CHAPTER IV
Results

Results of the study are presented in this chapter,
beginning with sample descriptive statistics followed by
correlational data. Descriptive statistics include: 1)
description of the sample including analysis by race and
and 2) results of tests administered. Findings related to
the research hypotheses are then presented with results
from multiple regression analyses.
Sample

Although forty permission forms were received, three
members of the sample were lost to transfers to other
districts and one was removed from special education
programming. Table 1 provides descriptive statistics of
the sample (n=36). Thirteen children were black and 23
were Caucasian. The mean age and I.Q. were 10.70 and
91.97, respectively, with no significant differences found

between races.

61



Table 1

Means, standard Deviations and Ranges

for Age and I.Q. by Race

AGE X9
_— ——

Black Caucasian Total Black Caucasian Total
(n=13) (n=23) (N=36) (n=13) (n=23) (N=36)

)\
Mean 10.85 10.62 10.70 89.31 93.40 91.97

-\
B 1.41 1.26 1.30 13.00 10.99 12.32

\
Range | 9-13.25 | 9-13.16 | 9-13.25 | 79-118 74-112 | 74-118

Grade distribution was as follows: 1) 19 were in

9rade three, 2) three were in grade four, 3) seven were in

drade five and 4) ten were in grade six. Of the sample,
three students were receiving speech therapy (e.g.,
Problems with articulation); none were recommended for,
Mor founq to be, receiving language therapy (i.e.,

development of language, use of language, skills of

SOommunicatijon).

Resuits of Tests Administered

The means, standard deviations and ranges of scores

°N the CELF-R, ILSA and T-CRS are found in Table 2, Table

3 and Tapie 4, respectively.

62



- el gt e s

Table 2

Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges of the CELF-R
14

CELF-R Standard

Subscales Mean | Deviation Range

Sentence

Formulation 36.25 8.54 19 - 51
Recalling

Sentences 49.89 12.81 15 = 72
Sentence

Assembly 6.89 3499 0 - 14

Verbal

Expression Score 93.03 22.75 36 - 133
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Table 3

Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges of the ILSA

ILSA Standard

Subscales Mean Deviation Range
Advising 7.14 6.37 0 - 25
Commanding 9.03 742 0 - 27
Commenting o W 15.97 13 - 80
Criticizing 9.92 6.71 0 - 27
Informing 19.06 10.22 0 - 47
Justifying 2.89 4.07 0 - 19
Requesting 16.14 10.49 2 - 46
Supporting 4.78 4.34 0 - 15
Total # of

Comments 47.25 22.55 4 - 92
Negation 7«22 5.24 0 - 24
Sarcasm 7+56 8.86 g = 31
Errored 9.67 10.92 Q0 = 38
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Table 4

Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges of the T-CRS

T-CRS Standard

Subscales Mean Deviation Range
Acting Out 12.48 5.17 B == 2l
Shy 9.22 3.69 6 - 20
Learning 15.55 4,63 b — 25.5
Frustration 17.13 3.88 7 ~ 23
Assertive 13.95 3.80 8 == 23
Task 16.29 3.74 8.5 = 23.5
Peer 1250 4.50 5 = 24.5

Findings Related to the Study Hypotheses and Questions
This section will address the two hypotheses of the
study, followed by a discussion of questions numbers three
and four. Each hypothesis was tested using correlational
analyses, followed by multiple regression analyses of the
subscales of the independent variables, verbal expression
and pragmatics (CELF-R and ILSA) and each subscale of the
dependent variable, classrooms behaviors (T-CRS).

Hypothesis One

Hypothesis one predicted a positive relation between
verbal expression (CELF-R) and classroom behaviors (T-CRS)

of students with learning disabilities. Table 5 shows the
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co .
Frelations between the subscale of these two variables.
Table 5
Correlations Between Subscales

of the CELF-R and the T-CRS

CELF-R (
Subscales
Full Verbal
Formulating Recalling Sentence Expression
Sentences Sentences Assembly Score
T-CRS Subscales
Acting out .33 -.09 -.05 -.19
Shy/Anxious -.08 T -7 .01
Learning skiy(s -.10 .06 -.06 -.01
Frustration
Tolerance -.18 -.26 .05 -.21
Assertive
Skills -1 -.03 -.20 -.10
Task
Orientatjon - .36% -.19 -.31 -.30
Peer Social (
Skitls .32 -.09 - 34 -.23
\\\.

*P < .os
As noted in chapter III, the T-CRS is divided into

two Parts, with ratings under both sections ranging from

One to five. However, the score values of Part I and Part

IT are in opposite directions. 1In order to establish

Consistency i ing between each subsection, scores
y in meaning
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under Part II were reversed so that 1) higher scores
across the T-CRS represented greater problem ratings on
each measurement and 2) lower scores represented fewer
problem ratings.

Correlations between the subscales of the CELF-R and
the subscales of the T-CRS revealed that only three
correlations reached a level of significance at the .05
level. Formulating Sentences correlated with both Acting
Out and Task Orientation, in a negative direction,
indicating that students with higher scores on Formulating
Sentences were rated by teachers as exhibiting fewer
Acting Out and more Task Orientation behaviors. Sentence
Assembly correlated negatively with Peer Social Skills
demonstrating that students with higher abilities of
assembling sentences were rated with fewer deficits of
peer social skills.

In addition to these findings three other issues
should be noted. First, a correlation between Formulating
Sentences and Peer Social Skills approached significance,
indicating that students whose skills in formulating
sentences were high, tended to be rated by teachers as
having fewer deficits on peer social skills.

Second, Formulating Sentences surfaced as the
subscale of the CELF-R with the greatest number of
correlations reaching significance with subscales of the
T-CRS. Two correlations, that of Acting Out and Task

Orientation, achieved significance, while a third
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Subscale, peer Social Skills, approached significance.
Third, only four correlations were found to be in a

Positive direction including Recalling Sentences with

ShY/Anxious and Learning Skills, Sentence Assembly with

Frustration Tolerance and Shy/Anxious with the Full Verbal

Expression Score. The remaining 25 correlations were

Observed to be in a negative direction. Although the
Majority of the correlations were net significant,
indications are that, generally, students with higher
Skills of verbal expression tended to be rated by teachers
aS having fewer deficits in measures of classroom
behavjors,

Multiple regression analyses on the subscales of the
CELF-R and each of the T-CRS subscales resulted in no full
rYegressions reaching a level of significance at the .05
leve), Table 6 shows the R-Squared, F values, and

Probability jevels of each of the separate regressions.
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Table 6
Multiple Regression Analyses of the CELF-R and
Subscales of the T-CRS:

R-Squared, F-Ratio and Probability Level

T-CRS Probability
Subscales R-Sguared F-Ratio Level
Acting Out + 2326 1.82 =14
Shy/Anxious .1040 .70 .63
Learning

Skills .0477 « 30 .91
Frustration

Tolerance .1659 1.19 .34
Assertive

Social Skills . 0606 .39 .86
Task

Orientation .1608 1.15 w34
Peer Social

Skills .1854 il: 5 87 w7

Only when Acting Out was placed in the regression
equation did a subscale of the CELF-R, that of Formulating
Sentences, obtain a standardized beta (-.89), reaching a
level of significance at the < .01 level. This finding,

supported in the correlational analysis, indicates some
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predictive value of Acting Out behaviors. The direction
is negative, indicating that when all skills of verbal
expression are placed in the equation, students with
higher skills in Formulating Sentences have been rated as
showing fewer acting out behaviors.

Formulating Sentences did not achieve a Beta at a
level of significance in the regression equation with Task
Orientation or Peer Social Skills. Additionally, Sentence
Assembly failed to reach a Beta at a level of significance
in the regression equation with Peer Social Skills as the
dependent variable.

Hypothesis Two

To address hypothesis two, which predicted a positive
relation between pragmatic skills (ILSA) and classroom
behaviors (T-CRS), a correlational analysis was first
conducted. In contrast with the explanation of
correlations with verbal expression (CELF-R), a positive
correlation between the ILSA and T-CRS indicates that the
greater number of statements found under each subscale of
the ILSA corresponds to teachers rating students with
greater deficits on the subscales of the T-CRS. Table 7

shows the results of this analysis.
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Table 7

ales of the ILSA and the T-CRS

C .
orrelations Between Subsc
T-CRS
Subscales
Assertive Peer
Acting [ shy/ Learning | Frustration social Task social
F\ Out Anxious skills Tolerance skills orientation skills
ILSA
Subscales
I'__—-_-—_—-—-b-——"_"—-_-
Advising .16 -.37* -.06 .06 -.25 -.06 -.04
S SR s
Command .05 - 4Or* 5,07 <-.01 s BB -.06 -.12
A________,____,._—-L__.__—’——_._—-—-
B -.36% 35+ <-.01 -2 37 =14 -
[ /L__—____——
Criticize -.06 A7 -.15 -.09 -.29 -.14 -.05
_____.__{_—_-_-—1——————————L——————
Inform NALL .15 A5 .32 -.22 Bl .12
__‘_______/_______’____
Justify 14 24 .08 <11 AT A2 ~38%
_______’_/__’____

Request <.01 03 09 .02 33* .28 .08
(. /___________’_____________
Support 02 .02 T <.01 -.33% -.15 -.23
[~———— . -;__——""“.—-‘/_r—‘"’—‘

Total #
Comments .35% - 36* -.08 29 -.42* <01 -10
TR S,
A
Negati . 5T** -.16 w22
gation 2k -.32 -.19 .10 )
U T
Sa * -.25 -1 .06
e .19 1% .10 .35 '
: /_—-————-"‘,-—-—’—"'—1"“'
[P
Errored .28 - 34 -.05 AT w31 .01 .03
*
p S . 05
*
P x .M
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Table 7 shows that 14 correlations reached a level of
significance. The range of significant correlations on
ILSA subscales with T-CRS subscales extended from one ILSA
subscale with Frustration Tolerance (Scarcasm) and Peer
Social Skills (Justifiying) to six ILSA subscales with
Assertive Social Skills (Commanding, Commenting,
Requesting, Supporting, Total Number of Comments and
Negation).

The ILSA subscales of Commenting and Total Number of
Comments both correlated significantly with three
subscales of the T-CRS including Acting Out, Shy/Anxious
and Assertive Social Skills.

Separate multiple regression analyses were conducted
with all measures of the ILSA against each subscale of the
T-CRS. Only in the full regression equation, with
Shy/Anxious behaviors as the dependent variable, was a
level of significance reached (F, 2.33, P = .04). Results

of the regressions are shown in Table 8.
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Table 8
Multiple Regression Analysis of the ILSA
and Subscales of the T-CRS:

R-Squared, F-Ratio and Probability Level

Probability
T-CRS Subscales R-Squared F-Ratio Level
Acting Out .4291 1.44 «22
Shy/Anxious .5481 2.33 .04
Learning Skills + 2117 51 .88
Frustration
Tolerance .4007 1.28 .29
Assertive
Social Skills «5271 1.89 .09
Task
Orientation v 220 .66 T
Peer Social
Skills +3510 1.04 .45

Table 9 presents a more detailed description of the
subscales on the ILSA and the T-CRS subscale on

Shy/Anxious Behaviors found in the regression analysis.
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Table 9
RegreSSion Analysis of the ILSA and Shy/Anxious Behaviors

r;;éA Standardized Probability
Subscales Beta t-vValue Level

Advising I 1.87 l 1.72 .10

Commanding [ 1.94 ] 1.69 I 5

Commenting 1 4.73 I 1.86 .08

Criticizing { .21 I 2.10 .05

Informing l 3.09 [ 1.93 .07

Justifying I 1.35 l 2.16 [ .04
S

Requesting [ 3.05 l 1.83 I .08

Supporting 1.18 I I l +10

Total # of

Comments -.17 -.59 .60

Negation -.23 ] -1.23 I <23

Sarcasm [ <21 ] 1.06 +30

Errored I -.23 l ~-.80 w43

¥ =335, 0= .04, R? = .58

Probability levels of the Betas ranged from .04 for

Justifying to .60 for the subscale, Total Number of

Comments. Two of the ILSA subscales reached a level of

significance including Criticizing at the .05 level and

JuStifying at the .04 level, in a positive direction.
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The subscale of Informing approached significance at the

.07 level, also in a positive direction.

Question One
To address question one which asked if there is a

relation between verbal expression and pragmatic skills

of students with learning disabilities, a correlational

analysis was conducted. 1In analyzing the resulting

correlations between the CELF-R and the ILSA, Table 10

reveals that only three correlations reached a level of

significance (p < .05).
Of these, Advising correlated positively with both

Formulating Sentences (.37) and with the Verbal Expression

A negative correlation (-.37) between

Score (.35).
The

Recalling Sentences and Requesting was found.
-.32, failed

remaining correlations, ranging from .01 to

to achieve a level of significance at the .05 level.
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Table 10

Correlations Between

CELF-R and ILSA

CELF-R

Formulating | Recalling Sentence Verbal

Sentences Sentences Assembly Expression
ILSA
Advising «3T* .30 523 .35%*
Commanding -.05 ~.24 -.08 =17
Commenting =07 <12 -.05 .03
Criticizing <.01 <01 -.10 ~. 01
Informing w7 <21 .26 .23
Justifying PR (6 03 -.04 +05
Requesting - 18 -.37% -.22 -.32
Supporting =, 19 -.14 -.07 -.16
Total # of
Comments <03 «12 .01 .08
Negation .09 -.01 w2 .07
Sarcasm -.04 =.02 =18 =1 06
Errored -.22 -.08 e dd =.15
* p £ .05

Question Two

The last question asked if there is a relation between
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verbal expression, pragmatics and classroom behaviors.
Multiple regression analyses of the independent variables
against each subscale of the T-CRS revealed no regression
equations reaching a level of significance.

T-tests were performed on each of the independent and
dependent variables to determine sample differences by
race. Three subscales of the ILSA were found to be
significantly different (p < .05) between the two races,
Commenting (p = .04), Justifying (p < .01) and Errored
(p < .01) statements surfaced as statistically different

by race. Table 11 presents those differences.
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Table 11

T-Test Results Reaching Significance on the ILSA by

Race: Commenting, Justifying and Errored Statements
m Standard Level of
% Race Mean / Deviation F-Ratio | Significance
Comment i ng J l I 2.39 [ .04

Black ] 36 46! 19.88 I [
\J Caucasian I 28.26/ 12.84 [ j
Justifying , l [ 9.12 ] <.01
l Black il OBI 1.50 ] 1
I Caucasian 3 911 .98 I ]
Erroreq ] I [ 5.36 I <.01
l Black 18.46] 12.71 l ]
/ Caucasian l 4 70/ 5.49 / [

78



Chapter V
Conclusions, Discussion and Implications

Four questions were postured and were the basis of

thi
S Study. From these, two hypotheses were proposed. The

h
YPotheses and two questions are discussed in this

Cha g
Pter. conclusions are presented followed by discussion

of
each, Finally, implications relating to theory,
r . .
b actitioners and further research are examined.
Before proceeding, it is necessary to restate that

ne :
gative correlations with subscales on the T-CRS signify

a T
Positive relation. Lower scores on the T-CRS indicate

t
hat teachers rated students with greater proficiencies on

eaCh SUbSCale p

Hypothesis one

The first hypothesis predicted a positive relation

Conclusions and Discussion

be 1
tween verbal expression and classroom behaviors of

Students yith learning disabilities.
From the results of this study it can be concluded

that there is minimal support for a relation between

Verbal expression and classroom behaviors of students with

learning disabilities.
First, results from correlational analysis found that

FormUIating Sentences correlated significantly with
behaViors of Acting Out and Task Orientation. This

Telation was also maintained in the regression analysis

With Acting out.
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It is apparent that students who show greater

abilit; . : s
lities in Formulating Sentences, given one or two word

c :
Ues, are less likely to act out and more likely to attend

t 1 L3
© Instructional tasks. It is also possible that students

w =
ho have the ability to use language more proficiently are

be ;
tter able to concentrate on classroom assignments and

h . ke
ave less need to disrupt classroom activities. In

due to language proficiency, instructional

€Ssence,
students have fewer

Settings are less demanding. As such,

Feasons for acting out and are able to attend to

3 ; e B 0
NStructional activities.
Second, a significant correlation was found between

Sentence Assembly and Peer Social Skills. Sentence

Assembly is a verbal expression task involving the

re°rdering of words and phrases into the correct sequence.

Whereas Formulating Sentences is based on formulating

Séntences from verbal prompts only, Sentence Assembly is
The correlation

baseq on both verbal and visual prompts.
betWEen Sentence Assembly and Peer Social Skills suggests
that students who are able to use multiple cues are rated

= having higher Peer Social Skills. Given that social

Situations require a focus on multiple cues for social

comPrEhension, one might expect a relation between this

Skill and successful social interaction.

Third, of the 28 correlations between subscales of

the CELF-R and T-CRS, all but four were found to be in a

Negative direction. Although only three correlations
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reg . £ s
Ched significance, the direction of these correlations
woul . .
d suggest that higher skills of verbal expression tend

to y
Correlate with teacher ratings of positive classroom

behavi
aviors. 1In other words, skills in verbal expression

te b
Nd to relate positively with a student's ability to

exhihi St \
1bit POoslitive classroom behaviors.

Hypothesis Two

Hypothesis two predicted a positive relation between

pr 1 . .
Agmatic skills and classroom behaviors of students with

learning disabilities.
From the results of this study, it can be concluded

th ;

at there is no support for a relation between pragmatics
a .
Nd classroom behaviors of students with learning

di {7 94
1sabilities except for Shy/Anxious behaviors.

From the T-CRS, the subscale, Shy/Anxious, was found
t s
© be predictive of subscales on the ILSA. Furthermore,

Measures of Justifying and Criticizing are the strongest
These subscales

Predictors of the subscale Shy/Anxious.
are indicative of defensive posturing behaviors. In

Contrast to socially assertive behaviors, the former might

be assumeq to be problematic of students who feel
Pragmatic statements

discomfort in social environments.
Of this nature, made by students with learning
diSabilities, are predictive of Shy/Anxious behaviors.

It should not be assumed that such conclusions infer

4 causal relation. Because both classroom behaviors and
it is

pragmatiCS are observable during social interaction,
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difficult to determine the direction of influence. It may

be that a cyclical relation betweeen social antecedents,

as well as social consequences of both classroom behaviors
And measures of pragmatics exist in an interactive state.
As such, these variables mutually influence and are
ianUenced by each other. Results of this study are not
Sufficient to address the direction of this influence;

hOWeVer, they do suggest that an interactive relation may

exist,

Question one

Question one asked whether there is a relation

between verbal expression and pragmatic skills of students

With learning disabilities.
From results of this study, it can be concluded that

there is not a relation between verbal expression and

Pragmatic skills of students with learning disabilities.
This conclusion is based on the small number of

Correlatjons reaching significance, the varying direction

Of these correlations, and the lack of explanation found

t ;
hrough regression analyses.
since measures of

This finding is not surprising,
Verbal expression and pragmatics may address different
Skills. this very issue was the basis for distinction
between language acquisition theory, which had primarily

focused on assessment of language skills independent of
and that of pragmatics

Usage outside the clinical setting,

(Prutting, 1982).
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This was further illustrated when Prutting (1982)

discussed the shift from the speech-language pathologist's

assessment of semantic and syntactic rules (i.e.,
Measurements of singular components of language or
COmpetence in grammatical structures) to that of a speech
act theory referencing the focus of study of the
relationship of linguistic rules with the application and
Use of language skills in a functional role (i.e., within

the context of a social setting).

Findings from this study were insufficient to clarify
the issue posed by Prutting and Kirchner of "whether one
[Should] view syntax as central and regulative to the
language system or whether one [should] view pragmatics as
a framework from which to understand syntax and semantics"
(1983, p.30).

Whereas verbal expression is measured in a clinical
and structured environment, pragmatics is assessed in a
Social and, therefore, interactive setting, suggesting
that variables not measured in clinical (e.g.,individual)
evaluation enter into and influence the later situation.
Question Two

Question two asked if there is relation among verbal
€Xpression and pragmatic skills to classroom behaviors.

From the results of this study, it can be concluded
that there is no predictive relation among verbal
€Xpression among pragmatics to classroom behaviors of

Students with learning disabilities.
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Although results demonstrate that some significant

Correlations were found among these variables, regression
analyses revealed that no classroom behavior could be

©Xplained by skills of verbal expression and pragmatics

When placed in the full equation. This would be expected,

9diven that hypotheses one was partially supported, that
hypothesis two was found only in support of the variable

©f Shy/Anxious behaviors and that no support was found for

duestion one. Evidence was not found explaining a

Telation among these three variables.

It is possible that the results obtained in the
regression analyses are not due to a lack of relation or
Prediction, but, rather, due to the very number of

Variables included in the regression equation with the
Small sample size. This issue is discussed further under

the heading Further Research.

Raciai Differences

Although race was not a factor to be investigated in

this research, racial differences were found on subscales

of the ILSA. Specifically, types of responses measured by

the ILSA revealed that Commenting, Justifying and Errored

Statements qiffered between the races.
It was observed that errors in grammar were more

Pronounced by blacks than Caucasian students on the

Errored subscale. Additionally, these students were found
to make a higher number of statements of Commenting and

Justifying.
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Statements classified as Commenting represent remarks

that are non-interactive, depicting neither active nor
In fact, these statements may, or may

Teactive postures.

Not, be related to the activity at hand. In essence, such

Statements rarely result in response behaviors by other

Participants. That is, they are not types of statements

TYelevant to the social activity and, therefore, are not a

Stimulus for social interaction.

Black students were also observed to explain their

behaviors (as measured on the subscale, Justifying), at a

higher rate than Caucasian students. That is, black

Students more often took a defensive stance during these

Play activities, explaining and defending their behaviors

during the game. The issues not addressed in this study

are the prompts provided by other students that might have

Warranted this posturing by black students.
Implications

Theory

Two theoretical perspectives of different disciplines

formed the basis from which a relation between verbal

€Xpression, pragmatics and classroom behaviors were

Studied. The first, the social information processing

mode] of competence posed by Dodge, described a process
model of competence wherein successful social behaviors

are dependent upon the proficiency of the individual's

"motoric skills". In this study, skills of verbal

€Xpression represented the motoric skills while classroom
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behaviors represented measures of behaviors in classroom

settings.
Results of this study only partially supported the
relation between the motoric skills of verbal expression

and classroom behaviors. Although general trends of

negative correlations were found among these variables,

strong correlations were not found. Additionally, no

explanation or prediction of classroom behaviors from
measures of verbal expression were observed.

Findings in this study provide partial support for a
relation between verbal expression and classroom behaviors
(as observed by the negative trend of the correlations);
however, they could not provide support for an explanation
of classroom behaviors from measures of the motoric skills

of verbal expression, as posed by Dodge.

This seems to suggest that models remain paradigms

which suggest explanations, but which are inherently

limited in application. Dodge's model of social

competence embraced the relation between motoric skill

level and the resulting degree of success of social

Results of this study provided only partial
Perhaps a

behaviors.

support for the relation as suggested by Dodge.
universal issue rests with the generic structure of models
being broad based and with the corresponding difficulty of

testing of specific application of the model in research

design. It should be noted that, at present, there are no

other models appplicable to this area of research.
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Pragmatics, the second theoretical framework, was

derived from language theory and based on assessment of

language in social settings. Results of this study

provided little support for a relation between verbal
expression and pragmatics.

Such findings continue to promote the question, posed
in the sixties and initiating the study of pragmatics,
which sought to determine whether language should be
interpreted from measures of syntax and semantics, or

whether pragmatics is the framework from which to

understand syntax and semantics. Instead of clarifying,

study results suggest that the dilemma remains an issue.
This study did, however, find support for a relation
between measures of pragmatics and classroom behaviors and

for explanation of classroom behaviors from pragmatic

measures. As a result, evidence was found supporting the

theoretical framework suggesting that social development

is related to linguistic behavior as measured by

pragmatics.
Investigation into the relation between pragmatics

and social competence should continue. As to the issue

from which perspective (syntax and semantics or
pragmatics) language should be addressed in the

understanding of communication, the answer remains

unclear.

Implications for Practitioners

An important question to be answered is whether
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these findings may be used in the field of special

education. Although direction and degree of the relations

Under study varied, findings of this study should not be

dismissed as inconclusive. Implications from this study

directly involve two types of professionals.

First, results from this study indicate that those

individuails involved in the assessment of students who may

Qualify as learning disabled may continue to use
traditional assessment for purposes of evaluation.

HOWeVer, evaluators should not discount the relevancy of

the findings suggestive of a negative correlation between
Verbal expression and classroom behaviors.

Nor should pragmatics be dismissed as a variable
Unrelated to and predictive of classroom behaviors.
Instead, evaluators are apprised that results of this
Stugy imply that the variables of verbal expression and

Pragmatics may relate to classroom behaviors of students

With learning disabilities. 1Indeed, future research may

fing stronger relations among these variables.
Teachers, although not always involved in formal
ASsessment, may also find from the results of this study,
insight into other variables influencing classroom
behaviors of students with learning disabilities.
Rec°9ni2ing that there is insufficient evidence found in
this study to warrant major changes in interventions or
teaching strategies, teachers are provided with some
SUpport for consideration of language as a factor to be
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further examined as it relates to classroom behaviors.

The potential usefulness in focusing on skills of
verbal expression and pragmatics, in terms of assessment
and in modifying classroom behaviors, remains a question
for further study.

Further Research

There are four issues to be considered in the
design of future studies. The greatest limitation to be
overcome is the need for a larger sample size. It is
quite possible that results of this study were impacted by
the sample size. Furthermore, regression analyses are
greatly subject to outliers. Compounding this with a
small sample size, results are likely to be distorted and
may explain the limited strength of the regression
equations found. In this study, outliers were not
consistent across variables or specific to individual
students. Variations of ouliers were dependent on the
regression under study. This strongly supports earlier
discussion that iterated that as a group, students with
learning disabilites are not homogenous in nature. 1In
this study, the diversity of outliers existed in as many
perspectives as were measured.

The second concern rests with the number of subscales
of the variables under investigation. This, too, points
to the need for a larger sample size. By reducing the
number of variables to those with significant correlations

and increasing the sample size, findings of future studies
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might be more substantial and strengthen conclusions drawn
from the results obtained.

The third issue to be addressed is that of the
methodology employed when recording and coding student
statements. Although normative data on the ILSA were
based on tape recordings, distinctions between student
voices was difficult and, therefore, did not allow for
adequate assessment of student responses. Additionally,
measures of interrater reliabilty were not conducted in
the coding of pragmatics, as the tape recordings were
inadequately clear which greatly impeded the testing of
reliability.

A different format for recording verbal interactions
is highly recommended. Video recording would have
facilitated testing for interrater reliability and could
take place without two observers present during the
interactive activity, reducing observer influence on
student behavior.

Finally, research findings indicated the existence of
a racial difference between the pragmatic measures of
commenting, Justifying and Errored statements. This
deserves further investigation examining why black
students present more Commenting and Justifying statements
and greater errors in rules of grammar.

Given the above recommendations, replication of this

study is suggested before attempts to change testing

instruments takes place. It is important to address the
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noted concerns in order to determine first, if findings

from this study may be repeated. Additionally, it is

important to ascertain whether replication of the study

results in a strengthening of correlations and regression

equations or whether no differences are found. Following

analysis of the results, further determination may be made

as to whether instrumentation changes are necessary in

order to address valid measures of assessing those

variables under study.

Further investigation into the relation among verbal
expression, pragmatics and classroom behaviors of students

with learning disabilities appears to remain worthwhile.

In light of the number of correlations among the variables
and the observed regression analysis reaching significance
within the small sample, further exploration researching
the original study questions, heeding those concerns

raised in this study, remains warranted.
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Appendix A
Intercorrelation of the Subtests of the
Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals-Revised
(CELF-R)

Verbal Expression Subtest

Verbal
Recalling Sentence Expression
Sentences Assembly Score
Formulated
Sentences c70%** .75%% L90%*
Recalling
Sentences i .59%% c93%%
Sentence
Assembly e .79%%

** p < ,01

Chronbach's Alpha .87
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Appendix B

Intercorrelation of the Interpersonal Language Skills Assessment (ILSA) Subscales

Command Comment Criticize Inform- Justifi- Request Support Total Negation Scarcasm Errored
ative cation

Advise .04 = 36% .30 .21 13 = 3P <18 31 .32 -.04 -.04
Command e S .01 .06 <. A5 =12 418 o 31 .06 L%
Comment = ¢ 28 = s DZNK -.13 .02 - 43** SExx = S -.24 “.23
Criticize = -.03 13 = S8 D% .18 LTEE AGH* .19
Informative E= ~:12 =, 37¥ .15 R .26 -.06 .04
Justification e =10 =13 =22 -.04 ekl =21
Request == -.24 D Z e -.24 =519 =14
Support -- 74 Yot Wy .04

l Total . J35% J35% 4Te

\ Negation -- .09 .29

\ Scarcasm == .20

* p 205, ** b=/01

Cronbach's Alpha .53



Appendix C

Intercorrelation of the Subscales of the
Teacher Child Rating-Scale (TCR-S)

Assertive Peer
Shy/ Learning Frustration Social Task Social
Anxious skills Tolerance Skills Orientation | Skills
Acting
Out <.01 JATHE LB6** .04 S8%¥ 55w
shy/
Anxious -- A b .07 X fbd 23 -
Learning
Skills -- -.01 WAL A L54%* A
Frustration
Tolerance -- -.12 .23 .23
Assertive
Social
Skills = b1k L 57R*
Task
Orientation -- .82%*
*p < .05 **p < .01

Chronbach's Alpha .62
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Appendix D

Sample Parent Permission Letter

Dear Parents:
I am writing to parents of children who are receiving special services in grades three

:2r°U9h_Six in the Caesar Rodney School District. 1 am asking your permission to allow your son
Participate in a study to determine how language skills compare to classroom behaviors.

r— This study is jointly supported by the Caesar Rodney School District, the University of
Yland, where I am a doctoral candidate, and the Delaware State Department of Public

Instruction, where I am a State supervisor,
I will only

—— Your child's participation can make a valuable contribution to this study. |

this approximately 40 minutes of class time with your child. During that time we will complete
ee brief and interesting measures of language skills.

Sfetn From research such as this, we are learning better ways to help children. In the late

it 9, when the results have been found, I would be pleased to send you this information and how
May aid us to help other children,

May, 1 This s;udy will begin during the first week of February, 1992 and end by the l?st week of

ex:' 992. It is important for to know that your child's name will not be a part of this study,

stuzpt to @avg the permission slip signed by you. Please allow your child to take part in this

Y by signing and returning this permission slip to your child's teacher by

( If you have any questions, please call me during the day at 739-4667. 1f I am not in,
Please leave a message and I will return you call. Thank you very much for your assistance.

Sincere[y'

Vaughn K. Lauer
st
My child, , may take part in the

stud : (name) — 5 ’
Udy outlined to me by Mr.Lauer. I may withdraw my permission at any time by calling Mr. Lauer.

—_—
(signature)
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Appendix E

Sample Follow-up Permission Letter

Dear ,

About a week ago I sent information to you in which I asked for your
for about 40

Permission to let me work with your son,
Mintyes. During that time together, your son and I would do three fun

activities. But I am jsut not sure that the first letter reached you.

MY hopes are that by having this information from your son and about
flfty other children, schools could help more children who have
1?ar1ng problems. So you see, having help me for this short time
Might really be of help to other children, too.

Plea?e remember that the childrens' names and any test scores will NOT
be given to anyone.

So that I know that you have gotten this letter, would you please sign
YOUr.name and place an X on the line that says that you DO given your
Permission, OR on the line that says that you have gotten this letter

but that you DO NOT give permission.

I give permission for my son to take part in the study as
explained in this letter.

Parent Signature

S I have read this letter, but do not give permission for my son
to take part in the study as explained to me.

Parent Signature
Keep in mind that if you do give your permission, but later change
Your mind, simply call me at 739-4667 and let me know. If I am not at
My office you can leave a message for me.

I have also sent you a copy of the first letter that I sent and an
eénvelope for you to send this letter back to me. Won't you please help

o Signing and mail this letter to me as soon as you can.

Thank you very much for your time. I really appreciate your help.

Sincerely,

Vaughn K. Lauer

96



Appendix F

Human Subjects Letter of Permission

Vaughn K. Lauer
P.O. Box 600 RD #3
Dec. 13, 1991

Fetton, DE

Dear vVaughn,
Because your study is "exempt from human subjects committee

review"” (exemption #2), only I had to look at it. I would like to

approve it pending two szall changes:
(1) You need to include a copy of the behavior checklist (the
grad school committee will be looking for this)

(2) You need to add a line in your consent form "You can withdraw

your consent at any time."
Please make these changes and send them to me. When I get
them, I will send you one signed copy of the top sheet as your

proof of human subjects approval. Thanks.
Sincerely,

|-r.¢_.

James P. Byrnes, Ph.D.
Chair, Human Subjects Comaittee

cc: Bonnie Tyler
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Clinical Evaluation
of Language
Fundamentals—Revised

wayne Secord

Elisobeth H Wag

R

Appendix

Name

Address
Grade

Age

School

Teacher

Exanuncer

Orher Redevant Daia

—

{Year [ Month T Day |

= LTc\l Date | J J jj
| Binth Date 1 | )
P IHE PSYCHOLOGK AL CORIVRATEON [[Chronological Age | [ T
HARCOY RT 6K AT OVANCRTCTE [N\
Raals] | Standerd Scarss "] Percantile Renics |
Coafidence Ages K und Abhon, Raw Jmmdurd [Mu Cout Conﬂdrm‘]
Asorval Fl[ Iatrvval ] IL sy tasbmicd !Scm" eure L--"L 'm, PR | iotervat ’
— — {
:ugumw Conceprs f ] I © ] T 0 j m.:l Directiog I T 1’ J f© Lo |
nlence Strvctune b i [ w 1 o | e Claes | o w ] e
Oral Directions 10 © [ Senwnty Relstionsiips f _: | 1 | ta ;
SUM OF 3 STANDARD SCORES | SUMOF 3 STANDARD SCORES |
RECEPTIVE LANGUAGE SCORF, | 0 © | RECEPTIVE LANGUAGENCORY
Word Structure ] w | | bomwlied Sentenes ||
] 10 w0 j ¢ Recalling Scnignees rj
] 0 | Senwne Avsembiy L J
| SUM OF 3 STANDARD SCORES |

P EAPRESMVE LANGY AGEMORE

EXPRESSIVE LANGUAGE SCORE. |
SUM OF 6 STANDARD SCORES T Sce Examuner 5 Manual Tabie 3 & for | SUM OF 6 STANDARD SCORES | | Subml;v'u.w'hr&)lkn |
MEAN OF SUBTESTS (UM + 6) | b | MEANOF SUBTESTS 1 SUM 4 61 | B T [
TOTAL LANGLAGE MCOKE ] S 0 FIOTALE AMGEAGE MORE Pt e o
] : Ceme— T I I
3
L - Poobeinacs [ccaptiraiicprescive Differences I Pibense |
HimerSi:ac(Ranew""' Expressive) m .2"'"".....; f Higher Score (Receptive or Expressiner I J 7&:-:';:' , Gm |
Lower Score (Recepuve or Expressive) | - J 5 » i Lower Score (Reveptive of Expressive) L— ] s 1 |
'y 2
[ | StusdardSceres ., | Purvemilie Rusks|
Coafideace
S Raw |} Polots | P2 0 Coafidence
[7 S“. ’ Ih—lw&”:rd[—ut[‘_.w) FIJ Lnserval
0 ] [ Listening to Paragraph f l 0 I 0 JI
i w | | WordAsocatoms [ [ | ) N
J ") } I:mguuur Concepts L —J l o i ] "] j
I 7 o ] t Sentence Siructure l 7 l o J ] o J
I N O A O Y O A B
PTTIVH

c
YN L 1987, 1umom The Prychoiogrcal Corporaton All nghis reserva
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Formulated Sentences

1
Simuius Manual 2 i One repeiition aliowed | 4 consecutive zerm scores (o mo Teponses

Ares §+ Required 10 compute Expressive Langusge score
{ and CELF-R Towl Language score

L

White the studen; s responses verbatim in the space provided.

Refer 10 Tables 2 | and 2 2 in Section 2 of the Etuminer s Manual for woring guidelines
Demonstration: books

Trial: shoes

3

-
-

E]

H
31210

2. gave
32 1o

BEN

3. before
4 when (3 201 {0 |NR|
— f)
S afier I 3 ! 211 {0]|NR
{ -7t f:l:!tlon]
! ;
7 and -’"ZIV'J"E"]
-
Pl i 3
8. because HE IIO NR|
— f
9 but |3 I‘ 210 [N’Ri
P
10 or rz ] PRI luni
although 3 ] 2 l ljo ]NRJ
4
3 IZ { 110 IIN‘R’
}J ’ 204 ’ 0 {NR}
|14 nener .' I:Jz 1o N‘RJ
e : 4
! Before presenting the rv&ummg emy. sav =Now ['ll give you iwo words 10 use in the \ame sentence.
You can use the words in an)y order you chouse, but You mMust use hoth words 1n the \ame sentence. Here s the nex picture.”
i I
{ 15 and because 'JJZ 1|0 [NR!
: I 4
16. whatever untii £ ¥ : ] o &d b LNR)
17. and but 3 l 2/11}0 NR]!

19 whenever unut

?
|
!
|

20 after unless
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Sentence Assembly

4 CONSECULIVE ZETD COPES (CITOM OF RO TESpOnSes )

Sumulus Mamaal 2 One repetition allowel

Ages 87 Suppiementary subtesi
Ages 8+ Reguired 1o compute Expressive Language worc
and CELF R Tital Language v

st geve 2 of the sentence respe

Check the blank next o the student s responses The student mic wases listed for an item to be scored as correct Circle | fora evrrect
Jor no response. I the dent g1 e & Pesponse el Isted. record 1 i the ypue provided.

response. () for an ingorrect FeSpOnse. ure! NR
Demonstration: (ial] the boy Tria 1 Trial 2
a) The bay v tall, a) The katten is i the chair
h s the boy wll? by I the kitten in the char”

a) The prll\wkcdlhv.‘ sy

by The oy kicked the pri
Score

1.[saw] [the dog] [the woman] 1[0 |NR 9. bame] (fom] (] [the dos’] 1[0 |mm

b B ﬂlcdog'shnm:.\)ou.

———a) The woman saw the dog.
s —_—b Is the dog's bone loxt?

— .. b) The dog saw the woman.
o () () (v (o) () ns

2. [the man] [the dog] [chased by 1|0 |NR ;
. 2) The man was chased by the dog. —_ mboyun‘uan‘wwmth:mt".
——b) The dog was chased by the man. __b Jsn't the boy going to win the race”

——€) Was the man chased by the dog”

e ) o) o) () e,
___a) Thepringmnglo full 0l the fence. .
0 {NR __ty Inthe gurl going to fall off the fence”

-[om the table] (5] (ree] 1]0(NR
—__» Youwllputthe bail on the table’
1|0 |NR T h) Will you put the bal! on the table?
<) Putthe tall on the wble. will ww?

-

[im the box] (vhe bail) [is] J
—— &) The ball 15 in the box.
b} Isthe ball in the box? |

4. [uan] [t man] (and] [i]
&) The man is wil and strong.

—__b) The man 15 strong and tall.
__¢) Is the man tall and strong’

"

() ) (i) ) (] |0 [

and the boy 1 falling.

____d) I8 the man strong and all? i
o girl s
T b) Thebuy 1 runming and the gird is falling.
4 v 110 [NR T ¢) The how 1s falling and the girl 1s unmng.
___ 8) They watched TV before they alc dinner. ___d) Thegilnfaling and the hay 1y ruRMINg.
1 {0 [NR

e

—— b) They ate dinner before they watched TV.
y winchd TV, i4. i painting ) [ cutting [and] [the mun

) Beforc they ate dinncr. the:

—_ d) Before they watched TV. they di¢ dinner.
(e giri]

3 oy Y Thrmnupum'msmehwu.mdmegirlns
. @ @ O Al cutiing the grass.
—___ &) The man gave the girl the present. ____b) The el s curing the grass, and the man 1§ o
____b) The girl gave the man the present painting the house.
: e ©) mprlupalumgl)\ehmsc.lndeunn i
y 5 : cutting the grass. 4
EEE’E Lo ) The man 1 cutung the grass. and the pir 6 |
___a) The boys were walking with the girls painting the house J 2
. b) The girls were watking with the boys. ’ '
. €) Were the boys walking with the girls? : '
. Weruheprlswalkmgwhhmebnys'.’ I"" m @ ﬁ_‘_"__;] ) 1O |NR
¢} The girls were with the boys walking. ) like the car that Dad bought.
" 1) The boys were with the girls walking. b} Dad bought the car that 1 like
—¢) Thecar that 1 like Dad bought
d) The car that Dad bought | hke.

N.‘ e B) [ like that Dad bought the car.

[the team] [ore] 159
&) The girls are going to make the team. j 5 ==
—__ b) Are the girls going to make the team” N "j.'- IG. EE‘E_E ] ]

(o] (ce] ]

) Th:womlndbdn‘(wtm:lmlponu!w.
. ) Didn'uhewonmnpnlhcwmm:ubh?
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Sentence Assembly Continved |

101

Score Score
=
17.[the] [played] [siser ] [and) [and] 0 [NR| | 21.[sheen] [she caught] [the house] [the bus] [afer] | 1 | 0 |NR
BeoAher [the P"""] the gulur:] a) After shchlcf:::'hmw she caught the hus
. a) The brother and sister plaved the piano and hiShoeagels i e
the guitar
by The sister and brother played the prano and 22 i
the guitar £ [E" h:]‘h' ':'h____Jh:wa R
¢} The sister and hrother plaved the guitar 3 — BRI WO S Bl TR
m:p“m er played the puitar and b) The girl who bumped her head was tall
d) The brother and sisier played the gustar
and the prano
18. [the giri] [the boy ] [aletter] 0 |NR|  yem Analysis for Sentence Assembly
a) The girl dwd send the boy a letter
by Did the girl send the boy a leter” Category e
¢) The boy did send the gird a letter Declarative, Active ! y
> ’ Ve, B
—_ d) Did the boy send the garl a lener? et 4 03 8o
with preposiional phease l; II:
19. ‘E] @ 1 want | {expensive] [even though E] 0 |NR :f;::;,..um phrase B0
_a) Even though it is cxpensive. | want it with direct snd sndirect object : i 1
—— by Lwantat even though 1t 1s expensive, with suhordinake clause S e
. with relative clause 15 0 =
Declarative, Passive If 20
20 [the man] [the boy] [was fost] [whine] [ ] O |WR| e I
—— &) The man wax met by the hoy whose dog :::: l;::::»:::l phrase 712 16
wan lost. with infinval phrase WL
b) The boy was met by the man whose dog negative 0 B
way fost. with direct and indirext object 1%
€) The man whose dog was lost was met by
the bay.
—— d) The boy whose dog was lost was met by
the man.



Recalling Sentences

Ages 5+ Required 10 computie Eapressive Language score 4 comaecutive ZErD WCOCES (M0 FESPOnsey o
and CELF-R Towl Language score semences with 4 + errons)

—

Circle 3 1f the response is repeated exactly, 2 if there 15 one error. | if there are two (0 three errors, O if there are four or more errors,
and NR if there 15 na response. Mark errors on the sentence or wnite an incorrect response verbatim in the space provided.
Demonstration: Turn left at the maithox g B E &
Trial: The boat satled across the lake g v~ + =
- e w Z
1 The dog chased the cat. 312 ]1{0|Nr
2. D the boy kick the ball? 3121 |0 |NR
3. The train was followed by the car. 312f1]0 s
4. Was the car followed by the police? 2210w
5. Dudn't the rabbit eat the carrot? SAB KB L
6. The boy was not chased by the girt. 3{241[0|nR
7. The boy and the girl picked the flowers. 2l2ft]o]m
8. Wasn't the ice cream bought by the girl? Jl2]1]0 N
9. Has the mouse been chased by the cat? 30201 |0]|NR
10. 1T the hat is too big. the man won't buy i. 3/2)1]0 N
11. The bali was not thrown by the bay or the girl 3{2]1]0nR
12, The man who painted the railing was very kind. 31211 [0|NR
13. The dog chased the ball, and the cat didn't follow. 3{211|0|NR
14, The girl did not ke the boy who lived down the street. 312]1 |0 NR
1S. The bag. brown dog chased the red ball. 3[211]0|NR
16. The man stopped to pick up some mulk cven though he 3721 ]|0|NR
was late for work. 4
17. The irumpets and violins were played by the musicians. . 3121 |0|NR
18 If she would have baked some cookies. they would have 3{2]1|0|NR
been caten.
19. The bay sent a letter (0 the lady who moved awayjlast year, 3j2]1[0]|NR
20. The chuldren cut and pasted the pictures and hungimcm 3121 ]|0|NR
on the wall, |
21, The woman has read the twelve big, heavy. browa books. i i 321 ]o|NR
22. The man who sits on the bench next to the oak tree 3j2|1(0([NR
15 Our mayor, . 3 g
23. After the famuly had finished dinner, fhey decided to go for . 312{1({0|NR
a nide 1n the country, i
24, The boy who didn't show up for practice wasn't allowed to 3121 [0 NR
play on the tcam until a week later.
25. The mailman soned, labeled. bundled, and delivered 312110 NR
the magazines.
26. The man in the housc next door promised to water our 3[2]1]0|NR
flowers during our vacation. -
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Appendix I

Teacher-Child Rattng Scale (T-CRS)

Child's Name Date Infttal Final
(Last) (First) (circle one)

Student's

Sehool [D# Teacher Schoo!

L

Please rate this child on the following

Very
items hy circling the numher which Not a
corresponds to :au scale:

Servous
Problem Mild Moderate Serious Problem
oolem L€ oderate yerious Prodlem
1. Disruptive in class- = = = = = = = =~ =«

1 2 3 4 5
2. Nithdrawne = = =« © = a = = = = = = = = = 1 4 3 4 5
3. Underachieving (not working to ability)= - - 1 . 3 4 5
4, Fidgety, Aifficulty sitting stills « - - - 1 2 3 . 5
§, Shy, timid = = « e = = = e e e o 00w 1 2 3 4 5
6. Poor work Nahits = = = = = = = o o o o o . 1 2 3 4 5
7. Disturds others while they are working - = 1 2 3 4 5
8, Anxfous, worri{ed = = = = = « =« = - o . . 1 2 3 4 S
9, Poor concentration, limited attention span 1 2 3 4 5
10, Constantly seeks attention - « = « « = o - 1 2 3 4 5
11, Nervous, frightened, tense = = = = = = « = d 2 3 4 H

12, Nifficulty following directionse = « = - = 1 2 3 4
13, Overly aggressive to peers (fightg)e - - - 1 2 3 4 5
14, DNoes not express feelings- - - - « . . .. 1 2 3 4 5
15, Poorly motivated to achieve- « « « « = - . i 2 3 4 $
16, Defiant, ohstinate, stubdorn - « - - . . . 1 2 3 4 ]
17. Unhappy, $8G = = = « & © ¢ 0 0 0 0 o o .. y 2 3 4 5
1R, Learning academic suhjects « « -~ « « .« . . 1 2 3 4 )

Prodlem Scale Act-0ut Shy-Anx Learn,

Raw Score
11. Please rate the following items according Not at A Moderately Very
to how well they describe the child: Al Little  Well Well well
i

1. Accepts things not going his/her way - - - 1 2 k] 4 5
2, Dafends own views under group pressure - - 1 2 3 ) 5
3. Completes wOrk = = = = @ @ « = = o o = = = 1 2 3 " 5
4, Has many friendg < = « = « =« = 2 2 0 oo« 0% 2 3 4 5
S. Ignores teasings « « = « o = c v o 2o u . 1 2 2 4 5
6. Comfortable as a leader- = = = = = = = = - 1 2 3 4 5
7. Well organized = = = = =« = = =« o = s a o~ 1 2 3 4 S
R, ls friendly toward peers = = « = = « = « « 1 2 k] 4 [}
9, Accepts imposed Vimitg = = == o o v o i o 1 2 k] 4 H
10. Partictpates in class discussions- - = - - 1 2 3 4 )
11, Functions well even with distractions- - - 1 2 3 4 5
12, Makes friends easily = = =« = = =« o . = o - 1 2 3 4 5
13, Copes wail with failures « =~ ¢« =« v c - == | 2 3 4 5
14, Expresses idess willinglys « = o o« o o« 1 2 3 4 5
15, wWorks well without adult support = = = - - 1 2 il 4 s
16, Classmates wigsh to sit near this child - - 1 2 k| 4 ]
17, Tolerates frustrations = = = « « = =« = = = 1 R 3 4 5
18, OQuestions ryles that seem unfair/unclear - 1 2 k] 4 5
19, A gelfestarter = « = o = < = = ¢ o = o =« 1 3 3 4 5
20, Well liked by classmates = - = = = = = - - 1 2 3 4 5

Competence smd Frust, llsurt. ‘ Task 0. | Peer Soc.
Raw Score Y I L

Copyriqht©l9as hy Primary Mental Health Project, Inc. All rights reserved.
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