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ABSTRACT

A CROSS—CULTURAL STUDY OF AN INSTRUMENT

FOR MEASURING THE PROBLEM BEHAVIOR OF

CHILDREN IN REGULAR CLASSES IN THE

PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF JORDAN

BY

Khawla Ahmad Yahya

This study was undertaken as a first step in the prepara-

tion of a screening device to be used in the emerging field of

Special education in the country of Jordan. The Devereux Ele-

mentary School Behavior Rating Scale (DESB) was selected because

it can be administered and scored by teachers, and provides

information about behaviors that are immediately relevant to

the conduct of the classroom. The scale provides a profile of

11 dimensions of overt problem behavior.

The purpose of the study was to prepare an Arabic trans—

lation of the DESB scale and to compare the data derived from

its application in Jordan with data from the use of the origi-

nal DESB in the U.S.

For this study a sample of students in Jordan was

selected to match the U.S. standardization sample. A total

-of 603 subjects were finally included in the study, approxi-

mately 100 from each grade level, first through sixth

grade. Subjects were also divided by sex and nationality:
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that is, Palestinian and Jordanian. In addition, 12 subjects

identified by teachers as displaying disruptive behaviors in

the classroom were included.

The findings are reported in terms of the following six

research questions:

1. How do the mean scores on the 11 DESB factors for

the Jordan sample compare to those for the U.S.

standardization sample?

Is the pattern of intercorrelations of factor scores

comparable for the Jordan and U.S. sample?

How do sex differences in factor means compare for

the U.S. and Jordan samples?

How do the relationships between reading and arith-

metic achievement scores and the factor scores com-

pare for the U.S. and Jordan samples?

How do the scores of Jordanian children, selected by

teachers as disturbing compare to the U.S. and

Jordan norms?

What are the differences in factor scores between

Palestinian and Jordanian children?

Rater agreement was also investigated as an important

aspect of scale development.

Following is a summary of the major findings of the

study:

1. The level of rater agreement for the Arabic DESB in

Jordan appears to be satisfactory and encouraging
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for the future development of the scale. Rater

agreement, using a stringent definition of agreement,

varied from 66.7% to 79.5% for various subgroups.

There is a general trend for the mean scores on

those DESB factors relating to disruptive behavior

to be higher in the Jordan than in the U.S. sample.

When the mean raw factor scores for the Jordan and

the U.S. samples are ranked the rankings correspond

closely, offering some tangential support for the

belief that the scale is being interpreted similarly

by the raters in the two cultures, and that child

behavior is reasonably similar.

The pattern of intercorrelations of the subscales

for the Jordan sample was judged to be sufficiently

similar to the U.S. pattern to suggest a similar

factor structure. Eighty-five percent of the cor-

responding pairs of correlation coefficients were

in the same direction.

The consistent sex differences in DESB factor scores

reported for the U.S. sample were not found in the

Jordan sample.

The pattern of correlation of DESB factor scores

with reading and arithmetic achievement in the Jor-

dan sample approximated the pattern in the U.S.

sample. However, the correlations were consistently

higher in the Jordan sample.
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7. Jordanian children identified by teachers as dis—

turbed tend to have DESB factor scores which fall

outside of the range of normal on a profile

developed from the DESB Jordan sample data.

8. Mean DESB factor scores did not differ significantly

for the Palestinian and Jordanian subgroups.

The pattern of results for this Arabic translation of the

DESB appear to replicate in many ways the results that have

been obtained with the U.S. version of the scale. These find-

ings are seen as supporting further development of standardi-

zation data for the Jordan population using this Arabic

translation.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This study describes the preparation and use of a measure

of child classroom behavior, the Devereux Elementary School

Behavior Rating Scale (DESB), in the country of Jordan. The

long range purpose of this translation, and beginning develop-

ment, of an Arabic version of the DESB scale is to contribute

an assessment device to the emerging field of special education

in that country. The DESB scale measures classroom behavior

that interferes with academic learning. Therefore, it is to

the area of emotionally impaired that this study will make its

primary contribution.

Services for Handicapped Children in Jordan
 

At present only a very small percentage of the handicapped

population in Jordan is being served in educational programs.

In the Queen Alia Fund Study (1979) it was reported that only

7.5% of the handicapped population is receiving services. The

existing programs are mainly for the mentally retarded, blind,

deaf, and physically handicapped children from the ages of

5 through 16. These services are rendered through many dif-

ferent agencies working in the field of special education,



voluntary private associations as well as governmental

agencies.

Education is offered cooperatively to the people of

Jordan by the Ministry of Education, Ministry of Agriculture,

Ministry of Social Welfare, and private education. The

United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA), provides

education for 21% of the student population, but this is just

responsible for the education of the Palestinian refugee

children. Also the Ministry of Defense has offered educa-

tion for the children of soldiers. All of these educational

efforts are supervised by the Ministry of Education which

has the Opportunity to control the education process in the

country as a whole.

Although interest in special education has been growing

in recent years, there is no specific legislation supporting

special education or vocational rehabilitation. There is a

constitutional basis for such legislation, however. Under

the constitution of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan everyone

is guaranteed equal opportunities for education. Article Six

of the Jordanian constitution reads as.follows:

The state, within its potentialities, shall guarantee

work, education, security, and equal opportunities for

all citizens. (Shami, p. 4)

Article 20 states:

Primary education is compulsory and free in all govern-

ment schools. (Shami, p. 4)

Past legislation, while not specifically referring to

special education, also would offer a legal basis for support



of special education. Education Law No. 16 (Shami, p. 5),

the most important law affecting the educational system,

guarantees equal educational opportunities for all citizens,

male and female.

It is reasonable to assume that special education ser—

vices will develop in the near future. In the past there was

less pressure for services because in an agricultural society

children were taken care of in the social structure of the

extended family. Jordan has shifted from an agricultural to

an industrial society with a resulting change in family

structure. In the past, Jordanian parents looked to their

extended family of grandparents, aunts, uncles, and friends'

for advice on how to handle particular child problems and

how to organize family life. The extended family advice

depended upon standards of acceptability for children‘s

social behavior. The modern family finds itself separated

from relatives and life long friends. It moves frequently

to gain economic and social advantages. It is highly

likely, therefore, that parents will be increasingly dependent

on the schools and other agencies for help when problems

arise.

As implied in what has been said above there are no

special classes or special provisions in the schools for

children who are emotionally disturbed. There are in Jordan

institutional programs for juvenile delinquents and for

psychotic children, but since the DESB scale is considered



here as primarily useful in the normal school setting, these

programs are not of relevance to this study. In the regular

school system, disturbing students are excluded from school

if the school counselor, to whom a teacher would refer a

disturbing student, is unable to solve the problem either on

his own or in cooperation with the child's parents.

Selection of a Measuring Instrument
 

In the U.S. and in other Western countries many instru—

ments for assessing the characteristics of emotionally dis-

turbed children have been developed and are in wide use.

The first task of the present writer was to select from among

the many possibilities an instrument that would be useful in

a country only in the beginning of its attempts to meet the

needs of disturbed children. It was decided at the outset

to look for a measure of child behavior that would not

require for its administration and interpretation the skills

of psychologists or other supportive personnel who would be

in short supply in a developing country. This consideration

immediately ruled out projective tests such as the Rorschach,

thematic apperception tests, sentence completion tests or

other devices that rely on the interpretations of profession-

als skilled in their use.

These projective devices were also eliminated on the

basis of a second consideration: namely, that the measures

be rather immediately relevant to the needs of teachers. In

addition to excluding the kinds of instruments discussed



above this consideration also ruled out measures of person-

ality traits or other abstract variables that have often

been developed and used for research studies with a theoreti-

cal orientation.

A teacher administered behavior rating scale measuring

observable behavior seemed to be the measuring instrument of

choice. It seemed logical that in program development in

Jordan the first efforts should be directed toward early

school age children. Therefore, a behavior rating scale

appropriate for elementary school age children was sought.

Early in the search of the literature the Devereux

Elementary School Behavior scale (DESB) was discovered. It

appeared to be in favor with both practitioners and research-

ers as a measure of disturbing classroom behavior. As evi—

dence of its wide use Von Isser, Quay, and Love (1980) in

selecting several tests to use in a factor analytic study

seeking to define the basic dimensions of deviant classroom

behavior chose, as one measure, the DESB which they state is

". . . one of the most widely used instruments" (p. 272).

One of the strongest recommendations for its selection

is the fact that it has been used as the criterion variable

in recent research studies. These studies, in which the DESB

factors are assumed to be valid measures of the designated

behavioral traits, are reviewed below.

In concluding his review in the Buros Mental Measure-

ment Yearbook (Buros, 1972), Littell concludes, "The DESB



is a sophisticated and carefully developed rating scale.

The behaviors to be rated are clearly described and instruc-

tions for rating are carefully given" (p. 69).

Spivack, the developer of the DESB, and his collabora-

tors summarize their conclusions as to the usefulness of the

DESB in their report of its use in a cross-cultural study,

The DESB is now considered to be useful to educators

and psychologists in the two countries (the USA and

France), (a) as a means of early screening for children

with behavior patterns inimical to achievement, (b) for

communication from the teacher to other professions

about the specific nature of the behavior of a child

displaying learning difficulties, (c) for a baseline

and stimulus for the development of teaching strategies

to overcome difficulties, and (d) as a means to assess

change following program implementation. (Spivack,

Swift, DeLisser, Danset, Denset-Leger, and WinnyKamen,

1972, p. 493)

In conclusion, the DESB seems sufficiently well-

established and well-regarded to justify its selection for

use in Jordan.

The Devereux Elementary School

Behavior Rating Scale

 

 

The DESB scale, according to the manual,

Provides a profile of 11 dimensions of overt problem

behavior that experienced teachers have judged as being

related to classroom achievement, and for which there

is research evidence to this effect. (Spivack & Swift,

1967' p. 3) o

The scale includes 47 different items, 44 of which are grouped

into the 11 factors. Three additional items that do not con-

tribute to a factor score complete the scale. Each factor

consists of between three and five items. No item occurs in

more than one factor. These factors are labelled: classroom



disturbance, impatience, disrespect-defiance, external

blame, achievement anxiety, external reliance, comprehension,

inattentive-withdrawn, irrelevant-responsiveness, creative

initiative, and need for closeness to the teacher. The

items are rated on either a 5-point scale which measures the

frequency of a behavior, or on a 7-point scale measuring the

degree of the behavior.

In reviewing the DESB for the Seventh Mental Measurement

Yearbook (Buros, 1972), Littell states:

A major strength of the DESB is the care with which the

items were selected and grouped into the rating

scale . . . Teachers of both normal and exceptional

children were brought together to discuss and describe

behaviors of the children in their classrooms that they

saw as either disruptive of learning or as positively

related to achievement . . . This item pool was used to

rate both normal and exceptional children, the data were

factor analyzed, and the items best describing the fac-

tors which were common to both normal and exceptional

children were retained in the final form. (pp. 68-69)

Behavior Factors
 

The following are descriptions of the 11 factors and

the 3 non-factor additional items. The quotations in these

descriptions.indicate direct quotations from the DESB manual.

The complete DESB rating scale and the DESB profile form

(see Appendix) provide the completely stated items, and

the values for the factor scores in the form of a raw score—

to-standard score conversion table.

.Eactor 1. Classroom disturbance
 

Four items, no. 11, 12, 13, and 30:



. . . tapping classroom disturbance behaviors measure

the extent to which the child's behavior is active,

social (although inappropriate), and disruptive or

obstreperous. These behaviors usually disrupt the

classroom functioning of others and interrupt the flow

of work. . . . The normal range of scores is between 6

and 14.

Factor 2. Impatience
 

Three items, no. 1, 36, and 47:

. . . are concerned with an inappropriate drive to

enter into and to complete the work assigned. A score

of 15 or more suggests difficulties which are not con-

ducive to successful learning. . . . The range of scores

for most normal public school children is between 5 and

14.

Factor 3. Disrepect-defiance
 

Four items, no. 5, 7, 9, and 16:

tap the extent to which the child manifests open dis—

respect for or resistance to the school, the subject

matter being taught and the teacher. . . . A score of 9 or

more is strong evidence of a serious disruption of the

relationship between the child and the total academic

setting.

Factor 4. External blame
 

Four items, no. 2, 25, 34, and 38:

This factor measures the extent to which the child

expresses the feeling that it is the external circum-

stances which are the sources of his difficulties. . . .

A score of 11 or more exceeds 84% of normal class public

school children studied to date.

Factor 5. Achievement anxiety
 

Four items, no. 22, 23, 31, and 33:

The essential element in this factor is the outward

display of disturbance (worry and upset) concerning the

inability to meet the achievement demands of the teacher

and/or school situation. . . . A score of 13 or more



exceeds 84% of normal class public school children

studied to date.

Factor 6. External reliance
 

Five items, no. 24, 29, 32, 42, and 46:

this factor taps the degree of the child's inability to

make independent decisions, to hold Opinions, and to

make independent action without the support and direc-

tion of others. . . . The normal range of scores is

between 8 and 19.

Factor 7. Comprehension
 

Three items, no. 10, 35, and 37:

The three items in this factor are scored in the direc-

tion opposite to the previous factors. In this instance,

a low factor score is related to poor achievement. A

youngster receiving a score of 9 or less (lower than

84% of the normal scores) is having a problem in compre-

hending the day-to-day work demanded by the curriculum

and teacher. . . . The normal score range is between 10

and 16, 97% of good achievers having been shown to

obtain scores above 9.

Factor 8. Inattentive-withdrawn

Four items, no. 18, 20, 28, and 43:

The major issue tapped by this factor is the tendency to

lose contact with what is going on in class. . . . A

score of 15 or more exceeds 84% of scores obtained to

date on normal public school children.

Factor 9. Irrelevant-responsiveness

Four items, no. 14, 15, 17, and 26:

This factor taps the extent to which the child's verbal

responses in class are irrelevant, intrusive, and/or

exaggerated or untruthful. . . . Scores of 11 or more

on this factor exceeds 84% of scores obtained on public

school children studied to date.
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Factor 10. Creative initiative

Four items, no. 3, 4, 6, and 21:

Measuring the degree to which the child exhibits active

personal involvement in, and positive motivation to

contribute to, the classroom learning situation. . . .

Factor scores of 7 or less generally indicate a limita-

tion in the child's involvement in and thinking about

the activities of the class.

Factor 11. Need for closeness to the teacher

Four items, no. 8, 19, 39, and 45:

This factor taps the extent to which children like to

be close to, seek out, and offer to do things for the

teacher. . . . Most public school children obtain

scores between 10 and 19 of this factor.

Non—factor additional items

The non—factor items are items 27, 40, and 41:

Each of the items is related negatively to successful

achievement, indicating that children receiving high

scores are displaying behavior deterimental to academic

success.

It is not specified in the manual why the scale developers did

not consider these three items as a factor, since they all

seem to measure aspects of accomplishment in school tasks.

Test-retest correlations of the factor scores provide

reliability coefficients ranging from .85 to .91. Reliabili-

ties for the three additional items range from .71 to .80.

Their low reliability, relative to those for the factor

scores, may explain why the scale developers did not use

them to constitute a factor.
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Reliability
 

Spivack and Swift (1968) report that test-retest

ratings over a 1 week period yielded correlation coef-

ficients for the 11 factors ranging from .85 to .91. The

median reliability was .87. In a later review, Spivack and

Swift (1973) report rater reliabilities ranging from .62 to

.77 with a median reliability coefficient of .70. The rater

reliability data were based on a sample of 40 children in

one classroom rated by a teacher and a teacher aide. They

conclude that the reliabilities for the factors are "quite

satisfactory."

Studies other than those by Spivack and Swift have

explored various aspects of the reliability of the DESB.

Schaeffer, Baker, and Zawel (1975) determined the inter-

rater and test—retest reliabilities of the DESB and judged

them to be satisfactory.

Wallbrown, Wallbrown, Engin, and Blaha (1976) studied

the stability of DESB factor scores over a 1 year period.

While this is too long a period for a reasonable determina-

tion of test-retest reliability, high correlations over this

span of time could only occur if the factor scores are

reliable. They found the median correlations for the factor

scores to be .73 with a range from .82 to .49. Most of these

correlations are substantial, offering some support for the

reliability of the DESB scores.
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Validity

Spivack and Swift (1973) in their review of teacher-

administered rating scales present evidence for the predictive,

or concurrent, validity of the DESB factor scores. They state:

. . . each of the 11 factors has been shown to cor-

relate significantly with teacher grades, after the

influence of measured IQ has been partialled out statis-

tically, in both normal American and French children

and among groups of emotionally handicapped children. . . .

In the above noted studies all factors were found to

differentiate between normal and special-class children,

and five of the factors differentiated significantly

between subtypes of emotionally handicapped children

when grouped by standard APA diagnostic nomenclature.

. . . Swift and Spivack (1968), in reporting their

normative data on a new sample of 809 public school

children, report that factor scores correlated not

only with age at entering first grade and sex of child,

but also with parental age and educational level, family

size, birth order, and race. (p. 78)

Factor analysis of the DESB may also be considereed as a

method of evaluating the construct validity of the DESB factor

scores. Spivack and Swift (1973) review factor analysis of

the DESB which they carried out:

Two initial factor analyses of behavior ratings . . . one

on data from normal and the other on data from special

classes for emotionally handicapped, were completed on

579 children. The same factors emerged in the normal and

special elementary class settings. A subsequent factor

analysis of data on 1325 normal French school children

essentially replicated these factor findings. (p. 77)

Other investigators using factor analytic methods have

thrown some doubt on the independence of the DESB factor

scales. Schaefer, Baker, and Zawel (1975) conducted a factor

analysis of the 11 DESB factors and found 3 of what they

labeled "broad-band factors." They identified these as
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"classroom management problems, self-reliant learner, and

seeks teacher's approval" (sic). They also speak of clus-

ters within these broad-band factors, so that the discre-

pancy of their findings with those of Spivack et al. are not,

perhaps, as contradictory as first appears.

Von Isser, Quay, and Love (1980) also factor analyzed

the DESB factor scores. They also discovered three major

factors which they concluded, "calls into question the

independence of many of the Devereux scales" (p. 275). It

is not possible to compare these factors with factors

derived from the original Spivack and Swift analyses since

their data are contained in an unpublished report (Spivack

& Swift, 1967b).

In contrast to these findings, Wallbrown, Wallbrown,

Engin, and Blaha (1976), in their factor analysis of the

DESB, found some support for the original Spivack and Swift

results. In an investigation of what they called the con-

struct validity of the DESB they used 408 kindergarten

children. They regarded their results as generally support-

ive since they identified 9 of the 11 factors which Spivack

and Swift had originally reported.

In addition to these data from the creators of the

DESB, and the factor analytic studies, some of the studies

described in the section below may be considered as relating

to the validity of the scale.
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Other Studies Utilizing the DESB
 

DESB as a Criterion for Validating

Other Measures

 

 

The fact that researchers have had faith in the validity

of the DESB is apparent in its use as the criterion variable

to validate other instruments or procedures. Growe and

Levinson (1980) and Willis and Seymour (1978) used the fac-

tor scores to validate the Children's Personality Question-

naire (CPQ). Saklofske (1977) used two scales of the DESB--

disrespect-defiance and classroom disturbance--as criterion

measures to evaluate the Junior Eysenck Personality Inventory.

Powers (1977) used the DESB as a criterion measure to validate

the Vane Kindergarten Test (VKT).

DESB as a Dependent Measure in

Studies of Group Differences

 

 

Several studies were found in which the DESB factors

were used as dependent measures in studies of group differ-

ences. These studies are not of direct concern to the

goals of the present study since they are not useful in

shedding light on the comparability of the U.S. and Jor-

danian applications of the DESB. However, they are cited

briefly here for the evidence they present as to the recog-

nition the DESB has received and as illustrative of the ways

in which it can be used.

Elardo and Caldwell (1979) used the DESB to evaluate

behavioral change in an experimental group of 9 and 10 year
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olds following their participation in a social develop-

ment program. Culbertson and Craig (1978) varied the amount

of relaxation training to which 5th gradersvvere exposed and

used the DESB, among other measures, to evaluate the effects

on classroom behavior. The DESB was used by Mosby (1979)

to measure the behavioral effects of what Mosby termed

"developmental bypass (DBP) teaching techniques" in a main-

stream instructional program for "learning disabled" junior

high students.

Morrow (1979) predicted that there would be differences

in the classroom behavior of black children of low socio-

economic status according to the age of the mother at the

time of the child's birth. The DESB was used as a dependent

measure .

Studies Immediately Relevant to

the Present Study
 

To evaluate the comparability of DESB results in the

U.S. and Jordan requires replicating, or approximating, in

Jordan studies previously done in the U.S. The following

U.S. studies are reviewed because they provide data that

most closely approximate the data gathered for this study

in Jordan.

The DESB normative study
 

Swift and Spivack (1968) report norms developed on a

population of 809 elementary school children. They state

that the children were drawn from "all of the elementary
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schools in a small Eastern city system" (p. 139). They

explain this choice as motivated by their desire to "obtain

as wide as possible a range in family background and IQ"

(p. 139).

They sampled each grade level from kindergarten through

6th grade with N's for each grade level ranging from 101 to

122. They provide the following description of the sample:

Their mothers and fathers had an average of 12.7 and

13.1 years of education respectively, with standard

deviations of 2.0 and 2.9. Thus, the children came

from homes in which approximately one-half of the

parents had not gone beyond high school but approximately

16% of the fathers had completed college. Of the 809

children rated, 721 were white and 88 Negro. (p. 139)

The children were rated by 32 teachers in 13 elementary

schools. Each teacher rated all children in his/her class.

Four of the teachers were males "who taught the fifth or

sixth grade." They report that the sex of the rater made no

difference on 9 of the 11 factors although they reached this

conclusion without having male and female raters rating the

same group of children. On the two factors on which they

differed, male raters tended to see children as more

inattentive-withdrawn (Factor 8) and as less needing close-

ness to the teacher (Factor 11) than female raters.

The norms for the U.S. sample are not presented here

since they are presented in full in chapter 3 along with the

data from Jordan. Several findings regarding the relation-

ship of independent variables to factor scores are presented

here because they will have relevance to the interpretation

of the findings of this study.
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First, Swift and Spivack report that boys were consist-

ently "rated as presenting more problems than girls . . .

all differences were highly significant" (p. 144).

Second, they conclude from their data on variation in

factor scores according to the number of siblings in the

family ". . . that children from very large families demon-

strate greater school problems than their peers from smaller

families" (p. 147). They report that the data are particu-

larly convincing when children from families with four or

more children are compared with those from smaller families.

Finally, they report that ". . . the higher the parents'

level of education, the lower the likelihood of behavioral

difficulties in the child" (p. 145). This finding was

particularly apparent at the fifth and sixth grade levels.

However, the correlations which they report, while signifi-

cant, are not large. The significant correlations of parental

education and factor scores for the sixth grade level range

from .51 to .20 with a median r of .32.

Relationship of fagtor scores to

academic achievement

The DESB was designed to measure behaviors that would

be correlated with academic achievement. It has already been

noted that Spivack and Swift (1973) in reviewing their early

studies report that factor scores are significantly related

to academic achievement. They report a complete table of

correlations of factor scores with reading and arithmetic
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scores in their 1968 report. These results will be presented

along with comparison data for Jordan in chapter 3.

In a later study Swift and Spivack (1969) compared

achievers and underachievers on DESB factor scores. They

used the Iowa Test of Basic Skills and report card grades

to measure academic achievement. The data are not in a form

to be useful for comparison with data from the present study.

They conclude from their study that "The underachieving

child is manifesting underachievement in a variety of ways

which suggest a general lack of adaptation to the demands

of the classroom environment as presently designed" (p. 104).

In confirmation of their earlier studies, underachievers

and achievers differed in their DESB factor scores, in the

predicted directions.

Engin (1975) used the DESB as a predictor of the class-

room achievement of third and fourth graders in an inner-

city parochial school. The factor scores were used in a

multiple regression procedure in which their contributions

to the prediction of Stanford Achievement test scores were

determined. All factors contributed significantly to one or

more of the Stanford Achievement Test subtests. Engin con-

cludes, ". . . behavioral variables as measured by Devereux

factors and non—factor items played a significant role in

explaining criterion variance in all equations" (p. 74).

She discovered several factor score results that are

divergent from the previous findings of Spivack and Swift.
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Two of the factors, disrespect-defiance (Factor 3) and

irrelevant responsiveness (Factor 9) related positively,

rather than negatively, to two of the achievement criteria.

She offers as a possible explanation the fact that this is a

sample of inner-city children.

The finding that two "acting out" behaviors serve as

predictors for two achievement areas as measured by

the Stanford leads one to wonder whether these behav-

iors may not have an enhancing rather than a deletrious

effect upon some aspects of classroom achievement for

inner-city children. (p. 75)

Purpose of the Study

This research was undertaken to determine whether an

Arabic translation of the DESB when used in Jordan will

have characteristics, as a measuring instrument, comparable

to those characteristics of the U.S. version of the scale.

It is assumed, on the basis of the literature reviewed

above, that, in the U.S., the DESB has proven to be a useful

scale for measuring elementary school behavior. To be con-

sidered similarly useful in Jordan it must be demonstrated

that the DESB is, after translation and after administra-

tion in a different culture, measuring roughly the same

variables.

To determine the comparability of the U.S. and Jordanian

versions of the DESB it was decided to compare as many results

of the application of the DESB in the U.S. and Jordan as were

feasible given the resources of the writer. It was felt that

if it was determined that a variety of U.S. findings using
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the DESB could be replicated in Jordan, it could be assumed

that the Arabic translation was measuring the same variables

as the U.S. version.

It was recognized at the outset that if the DESB did not

seem to produce comparable findings in the two cultures,

interpretation would be more difficult. In the event of such

negative results two major explanations would be plausible:

(l) the translated scale and the related administration pro-

cedures in Jordan have somehow altered what the scale mea-

sures; or (2) children's traits, teacher perceptions, the

relationship of behavior to academic achievement, etc.,

actually differ in the U.S. and Jordanian cultures.



CHAPTER 2

METHODOLOGY

Research Questions
 

The following research questions were developed to

aachieve the stated purposes of this study:

1. How do the mean scores on the 11 DESB factors for

the Jordan sample compare to those for the U.S.

standardization sample?

In answering this question the data will be looked

at factor by factor and grade level by grade level.

Is the pattern of intercorrelations of factor scores

comparable for the Jordan and U.S. samples?

One way of evaluating the comparability of the

results of the use of the DESB in two cultures would

be to compare the hypothetical factors derivable

from the intercorrelations of the subscales through

the use of factor analysis. This was not possible,

however, since a factor analysis for the U.S.

standardization data, although mentioned, is not

reported. Thus, the intercorrelation matrices for

the Jordan and U.S. samples are compared directly

and their comparability evaluated only by informal

methods.

21
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How do sex differences in factor means compare for

the U.S. and Jordan samples?

How do the relationships between reading and arith-

metic achievement scores and the factor scores com-

pare for the Jordan and U.S. samples?

Since the creators of the DESB consider this scale

to be a measure of those behavioral traits that

interfere with academic learning, the ability of

the DESB to relate significantly to school achieve-

ment is a major way to demonstrate its validity.

Thus, determining its ability to predict

school achievement in Jordan is a crucial test of

this Arabic version of the scale.

How do the scores of Jordanian children, selected

by teachers as disturbed, compare to the U.S. and

Jordan norms?

If the DESB scale is performing in Jordan as a valid

measure of behavior disturbing in a classroom it

would be expected that the scores of children

singled out as disturbing by teachers should be out-

side the range of normal established on the DESB

profile. The significant comparison made in this

study is between these scores of disturbing children

and a profile developed from the Jordan DESB factor

means and standard deviations.
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6. What are the differences in factor scores between

Palestinian and Jordanian children?

It is the writer's belief that the Palestinian

children tend to show more disturbing behavior in

the classroom than Jordanian children, although she

is not aware of studies relevant to this comparison.

If this belief is correct, and if the DESB scale

differentiates the two groups, this difference

would be one kind of validation of the instrument.

Prior to the collection of the research data it was

intended that two other variables would be measured and

comparisons made between the Jordan and the U.S. findings.

These variables were: (1) the number of siblings, and

(2) sibling birth order. It was discovered, however, that

because of the large number of siblings, most cases fell in

a "more than four siblings" coding category, and that, con-

sequently, very few were "youngest" or "oldest." Because of

this very uneven distribution of cases in the coding cate-

gories no attempt was made to evaluate these data.

Arabic Adaptation of the DESB
 

The DESB was translated into Arabic by the investigator.

This Arabic version was submitted for evaluation to an Arabic

speaking person, fluent in the English language and currently

living in the U.S. It was also submitted to a professor in the

psychology department of the University of Jordan. The

intent was to discover elements of the instructions or item
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statements which might have been confusing to the Jordanian

teachers who would be the respondents.

Finally, the investigator asked some teachers in Jordan

to examine the Arabic adaptation, before the final version

was prepared, in order to be sure that every item was under-

standable and clear.

After these checks and the subsequent revisions had been

made the writer was convinced that the language of the Arabic

version represented an accurate translation, and that there

would be no differences between the U.S. and Jordan groups

that could be reasonably attributed to faulty translation.

Selection of the Sample
 

The subjects for the study were selected from a sample

of elementary regular public schools representative of

Amman, the capital of Jordan. In addition, two regular

elementary schools, one for females and one for males sup-

ported by the United Nations in the biggest Palestinian

camp (Al-Wehdat) in Amman were involved. The ages of the

children in the sample corresponded to the ages of the chil-

dren in the U.S. standardization sample.

The Jordan Public School Sample

Seventeen schools were involved in the study, nine

schools for males and eight schools for females. One class

from each grade level, first through sixth, from each school

was randomly selected, so that the sample included six
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classes from each school. An exception to this procedure

was the omission of one fourth grade from one male school

because of the teacher's absence. Thus, 53 classes of male

students and 48 classes of female students were involved.

From each class six children were selected as subjects:

three Palestinians and three Jordanians. The investigator

categorized the children as being Palestinian or Jordanian

based on the child's family name. She was convinced that

the differences in family names are generally so clear-cut

and consistent that there would be no misclassification

using this procedure, particularly since only those children

were selected whose family names seemed unambiguous as indi-

cators of nationality.

It should be noted that this classification guarantees

only that the father belonged to the group indicated. That

is, a child designated Palestinian may well have had a

Jordanian mother. While such mixed homes are probably a

small percentage of the sample, the child's categorization

as Palestinian or Jordanian was regarded as valid in these

mixed cases on the assumption that in the patriarchal mid-

eastern family the father sets the pattern of home life and

would be the dominant force in determining the character-

istics of the child's environment.

The first three Palestinians and the first three Jor-

danians in the roll book were selected. The teachers were

not aware of this ethnic identification of the children and,
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therefore, this identification could not bias their ratings,

although their ratings might still have been influenced by

their previously existing awareness of Palestinian-Jordanian

differences. The classroom teachers were asked to prepare

a DESB scale for each of the six children.

The United Nations (Palestinian)

School Sample

 

 

From the Palestinian schools in the biggest Palestinian

camp in Amman six classes of males and six classes cf females,

one class from each grade level, were randomly selected.

From each of these classes six children were chosen at

random.

The resulting number of cases selected using these pro-

cedures is presented in Table l, distributed by grade level,

school location, nationality, and sex. The total number of

cases should have been 608. However, three cases were lost

through procedural errors, three were not rated by teachers,

and one extra was contributed by a third grade teacher, mak-

ing a final sample of 603, with approximately 100 cases at

each grade level.

The Sample of Disturbed Children
 

In addition to the 603 cases, 12 cases of disturbed

children were evaluated. These cases were selected because

their teachers identified them, at the writer's request,

as engaging in disturbing behavior in their classrooms. In
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this group were eight Palestinian children and four Jordanian

children; four females and eight males.

In discussing the testing with the teachers, 12 teachers,

at their own suggestion, volunteered that they had a child

who had problems and whom they would wish to rate. They must

have formed their definition of a disturbed child by listen—

ing to the writer's description of the DESB.

The distribution of this group of disturbing children,

according to grade level, nationality, and sex is presented

in Table 2.

Table 2.--Number of cases of disturbed children by grade

level, sex, and nationality.

 

  

 

Grade Palestinian Jordanian

Level N Females Males Females Males

lst "‘ "' "' ---

2nd 2 ‘“‘ l --_ 1

3rd 1 1 "’ --- ---

4th 4 2 1 1 "'

5th 3 —-- 2 "' 1

6th 2 1 "’ -" 1

Total 12 4 4 l 3
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Procedures
 

Instruction of the Raters
 

Prior to making ratings, the teachers met with the

investigator in groups, school by school, the purpose of

these meetings being to discuss the scale, review the items,

and answer any questions raised by the teachers.

Each teacher was asked to complete the ratings within a

lO-day period. In their ratings they were asked to consider

the recent and the current behaviors of the child, to use

the behavior of the "average" child as the norm, to consider

each item in the scale independently, and to avoid inter-

pretations of the child's motives or feelings. These

instructions represented an attempt to follow as closely as

possible the instructions described in the DESB manual. The

instructions for use of the DESB rating scale are spelled

out in detail in the rating guide on the first page of the

DESB Rating Scale form (see Appendix).

Determination of Rater Agreement
 

It was decided that within the limits of this study

a measure of rater agreement would be the most useful mea-

sure relevant to the "reliability" of this scale. An ideal

measure of rater agreement would have required that the

children be rated independently by two nonparticipant

observers rating the same instances of behavior. While

this ideal could not be attained, a rater agreement design
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was developed that provides some basis for evaluating the

stability of the measure.

A group of 66 children was selected to be reasonably

representative of the total group. The distribution of sub-

jects selected is presented in Table 3 according to national-

ality, grade level, and sex.

Table 3.--Distribution of cases in the rater agreement

 

  

 

sample.

Fourth Grade Sixth Grade

Males Females Males Females

Palestinian 9 9 9 9

Jordanian 9 6 9 6

Total 18 15 18 15

 

These 66 children were each rated by three different

teachers: their "home room" teachers and two other teachers

in whose classes they studied, and who volunteered to do the

ratings.

The obvious weakness of this design is that a child's

behavior may change from one teacher, and one subject matter,

to another, so that teacher disagreement in their ratings

would not necessarily indicate instability of the scale.

Thus, a negative result would be difficult to interpret.

On the other hand if high agreement is found it could be
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concluded that behavior is stable from setting to setting

and the DESB scale reliably measures this stability. Since

it was felt by the writer that the behaviors measured by the

scale are fairly consistent from setting to setting it was

decided to attempt to measure rater agreement in this manner.

The rater agreement results were gathered as part of

the study and are therefore discussed along with other find-

ings in chapter 3. For the convenience of the reader the

method of determining agreement in the ratings of the three-

teacher rating groups will be presented along with the

results.

Measures of Achievement
 

The measures of reading and arithmetic achievement were

grades assigned by the teacher for the first semester of

the school year, the semester immediately prior to the data

collection. The teachers were sometimes the same teachers

who did the DESB ratings, and sometimes not.

The achievement scores were in percentage form, 100%

equaling perfect performance. The percentage values were

used in data computations.

Treatment of the Data
 

Means and standard deviations were obtained for each

factor and additional item across all six grades and within

each grade for both males and females, Jordanian and

Palestinian.
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Strategies for answering each research question varied

according to the characteristics of the data involved. The

methodologies used are discussed in chapter 3 as the findings

for each research question are presented.



CHAPTER 3

FINDINGS

The findings relating to each of the research questions

will be presented in turn. However, before this is done the

findings on rater agreement will be considered.

Rater Agreement
 

The determination of rater agreement was based on

ratings of each child by three teachers, as described in

chapter 2. Since the teachers doing the ratings were not

the same for all children, the usual method of determining

rater agreement by comparing pairs of raters each of whom

had rated all subjects was not applicable. Therefore, it

was necessary to develop methods suitable for this situation

in which the set of three raters varied from child to child.

The first 26 items of the DESB scale are rated on a

5-point scale; items 27 through 47 on a 7-point scale. As a

first approach it was decided that a maximum discrepancy for

the raters of one step on the scale or less would represent

"agreement" for items 1 through 26, and a maximum discre-

pancy of two steps or less would represent "agreement" on

items 27 through 47. Thus, the discrepancy value (D value)

for one child for an item equals the highest assigned rating

33
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value minus the lowest assigned rating value. For example,

if ratings on item number 1 for a child were 5, 4, and 3,

the D value would be 2: that is, 5 minus 3.

First items are compared according to the level of

agreement among the raters. These data are presented in

Tables 4 and 5, for the fourth and sixth grades, respectively.

Here the question under consideration is: Is there greater

rater agreement on some items than on others? These tables

are to be interpreted as follows: In Table 4, for the 18

males who were rated for item number 1 there was agreement

among the three raters on 61.1% of the cases (11 out of 18).

For the fourth grade males on the first 26 items agreement

varied from a high of 88.9% of the cases to a low of 55.6%.

Tables 6 and 7 have been prepared to condense these

findings into a more readily interpretable form. These

tables show the distribution of the items according to the

percentage of subjects for whom there was rater agreement

(D = 0 or 1, for items 1 through 26; D = 0, l, or 2,

for items 27 through 47). For example, in Table 6 the num-

ber 11 in the fourth grade, male column indicates that on

11 items there was rater agreement, as defined, for between

70-79% of the 18 male fourth graders.

It may be concluded by inspecting the columns in Tables

6 and 7 that there is a tendency for raters to agree more

readily on male subjects as compared to females, and on

fourth graders as compared to sixth graders.



Table 4.--Rater agreement by item for the fourth grade.
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Males (N = 18) Females (N = 15)

Item

Number Agree* Disagree Agree Agree Disagree Agree

N N % N N %

1 11 7 61.1 11 4 73.3

2 12 6 66.7 10 5 66.7

3 13 5 72.2 12 3 80.0

4 12 6 66.7 8 7 53.3

5 16 2 88.9 14 1 93.1

6 16 2 88.9 13 2 86.7

7 l4 4 77.8 7 53.3

8 12 6 66.7 7 53.3

9 ll 7 61.1 13 2 86.7

10 16 2 88.9 12 3 80.0

11 15 3 83.3 10 5 66.7

12 15 3 83.3 10 5 66.7

13 15 3 83.3 9 6 60.0

14 ll 7 61.1 11 4 73.3

15 16 2 88.9 9 6 60.0

16 14 4 77.8 10 5 66.7

17 11 7 61.1 13 2 86.7

18 13 5 72.2 6 60.0

19 13 5 72.2 6 60.0

20 14 4 77.8 7 53.3

21 10 8 55.6 6 60.0

22 14 4 77.8 10 5 66.7

23 13 5 72.2 6 9 40.0

24 14 4 77.8 9 6 60.0

25 13 5 72.2 11 4 73.3

26 14 4 77.8 8 7 53.3

27 16 88.9 13 2 86.7

28 16 88.9 11 73.3



Table 4.--Continued.
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Males (N = 18) Females (N = 15)

Item

Number Agree Disagree Agree Agree Disagree Agree

N N % N N %

29 15 3 83.3 7 8 46.7

30 17 1 94.4 7 8 46.7

31 14 4 77.8 9 6 60.0

32 15 3 83.3 10 5 66.7

33 14 4 77.8 8 7 53.3

34 ll 7 61.1 15 -- 100.0

35 17 1 94.4 11 4 73.3

36 15 3 83.3 11 4 73.3

37 17 1 94.4 13 2 86.7

38 17 1 94.4 13 2 86.7

39 17 1 94.4 14 1 93.3

40 13 5 72.2 10 5 66.7

41 15 3 83.3 11 4 73.3

42 14 4 77.8 13 2 86.7

43 15 3 83.3 10 5 66.7

44 14 4 77.8 13 2 86.7

45 ll 7 61.1 7 53.3

46 14 4 77.8 7 53.3

47 15 3 83.3 7 53.3

 

*Agreement for items 1-26 represents a D value of 0 or 1;

for items 27-47 a D value of 0, l, or 2. Disagreement repre-

sents greater rater discrepancies than these.



Table 5.--Rater agreement by item for the sixth grade.

37

 

  

 

Males (N = 18) Females (N = 15)

Item

Number Agree Disagree Agree Agree Disagree Agree

N N % N N %

l 13 5 72.2 10 5 66.7

2 12 6 66.7 8 46.7

3 15 3 83.3 7 53.3

4 15 3 83.3 6 60.0

5 14 4 77.8 14 1 93.3

6 l4 4 77.8 11 4 73.3

7 10 8 55.6 11 4 73.3

8 15 3 83.3 10 5 66.7

9 10 8 55.6 10 5 66.7

10 12 6 66.7 13 2 86.7

11 13 5 72.2 8 7 53.3

12 13 5 72.2 7 8 46.7

13 12 6 66.7 7 8 46.7

14 12 6 66.7 8 7 53.3

15 8 10 44.4 10 5 66.7

16 12 6 66.7 7 53.3

17 ll 7 61.1 6 60.0

18 12 6 66.7 6 60.0

19 12 6 66.7 12 3 80.0

20 ll 7 61.1 7 8 46.7

21 13 5 72.2 9 6 60.0

22 8 10 44.4 10 5 66.7

23 10 8 55.6 10 5 66.7

24 ll 7 61.1 10 5 66.7

25 13 5 72.2 6 60.0

26 ll 7 61.1 7 53.3

27 11 61.1 10 5 66.7

28 13 72.2 9 6 60.0
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Table 5.--Continued.

 

  

 

Males (N = 18) Females (N = 15)

Item

Number Agree Disagree Agree Agree Disagree Agree

N N % N N %

29 12 6 66.7 10 5 60.7

30 ll 7 61.1 11 4 73.3

31 12 6 66.7 12 3 80.0

32 13 5 72.2 11 4 73.3

33 10 8 55.6 13 2 86.7

34 ll 7 61.1 10 5 66.7

35 13 5 72.2 11 4 73.3

36 ll 7 61.1 11 4 73.3

37 13 5 72.2 9 6 60.0

38 10 8 55.6 12 3 80.0

39 15 3 83.3 12 3 80.0

40 ll 7 61.1 10 5 66.7

41 15 3 83.3 10 5 66.7

42 10 8 55.6 10 5 66.7

43 14 4 77.8 10 5 66.7

44 ll 7 61.1 7 8 46.7

45 12 6 66.7 12 3 80.0

46 ll 7 61.1 11 4 73.3

47 12 6 66.7 10 5 66.7

 

#Agreement for items 1-26 represents a D value of 0 or 1;

for items 27-47 a D value of 0, 1, or 2. Disagreement repre-

sents greater rater discrepancies than these.
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Table 6.--Distribution of items l-26 according to percent of

rater agreement for the grade and sex subgroups.

 

  

 

Percent of Subjects 4th Grade 6th Grade

On Whom There Is

Rater Agreement M F M F

90 - 99 -- l -- l

80 - 89 7 5 3 2

70 - 79 11 3 7 2

60 - 69 7 11 ll 12

50 - 59 l 5 3 5

40 - 49 -- l 2 4

Total Items 26 26 26 26

 

Table 7.--Distribution of items 27-47 according to percent of

rater agreement for the grade and sex subgroups.

 

 
 

 

Percent of Subjects 4th Grade 6th Grade

On Whom There Is

Rater Agreement M F M F

90 - 99 5 2 -- ~-

80 - 89 7 5 2 5

70 - 79 6 4 5 5

60 - 69 2 3 ll 10

50 - 59 -- 4 3 --

40 - 49 -- 2 -- 1

Total Items 20 20 21 21
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Given the fact that the raters observed the children in

different settings the level of rater agreement is con-

sidered to be encouraging. In addition, inspection of the

raw data revealed that there were very few occasions in

which the raters were in disagreement to the extent that one

rating indicated the definite presence of the behavior

whereas another rating indicated definite absence of the

behavior.

A second approach was to compare the subjects according

to the level of agreement among the raters. Here the question

under consideration is: Is it easier for raters to agree on

some subjects than on others? In Table 8 are presented the

data to answer this question. For each subject is shown the

percentage of items on which the three raters reached agree-

ment (D = 0 or 1 for the first 26 items; D = 0, l, or 2 for

the remainder).

It is apparent from this table that it was much harder

for the raters to agree on some subjects than on others: the

range is from 44.7% to 100% of the items agreed upon. On the

basis of the mean values, it can be concluded that there is

a tendency for the fourth grade males to be easiest to agree

upon, and a slight tendency for the fourth graders to be more

highly agreed upon than sixth graders.

The mean percentage of agreement for the four sex grade

subgroups varies from a mean of 66.7% for sixth grade males

to 79.5% for fourth grade males.
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A second method of evaluating rater agreement involving

the intercorrelations among raters was used. As described in

chapter 2, groups of six children were rated by three raters.

There were 11 such groups of raters in 11 schools, for a

total of 66 children and 33 raters.

Pearson product—moment correlations of the DESB factor

scores generated from the item ratings of the 6 children by

the three raters in each group were determined. These corre-

lation coefficients are presented in Table 9. Median cor-

relations for the DESB factors range from .50 to .88.

Under the conditions of this study this level of rater

agreement is considered as encouraging for the future develop-

ment of the scale in Jordan. There is a good probability

that there is poor rater agreement in some cases not because

of the unreliability of the rating scale, but because a

child may have shown different behavior in the three dif-

ferent settings in which he was evaluated.

Question 1. How do the mean scores for the Jordan sample

compare to those for the U.S. standardization

sample?

Means and standard deviations for the DESB factor

scores and the three additional items at each grade level

for the Jordan sample are presented in Table 10. Comparable

data for the U.S. standardization sample are presented in

Table 11. It should be noted that the three additional
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47

items are included in the tables although this study is con-

cerned only with the 11 factor scores. The data for the

additional items are included here to be available for pos-

sible use in later development of the Arabic version of the

scale.

Inspection of the tables reveals that the Jordan children

at all grade levels and for most of the factors achieve

higher mean scores than children in the U.S. sample. g values

were calculated to determine the statistical significance of

these differences. These values are presented in Table 12.

The differences in means between the U.S. and Jordan samples,

and the statistical significance of these differences are

presented in Table 13.

Except for factors 7, 10, and 11, high scores indicate

disturbed behavior. For these three factors high scores

indicate behaviors presumably supportive of classroom

achievement. In Table 13 positive values for the differences

for factors 1 through 6, 8, and 9, would indicate that the

Jordan sample is rated as more disturbed. For factors 7, 10,

and 11, positive values would indicate that the Jordan sample

is rated as showing more comprehension, more initiative, and

greater closeness to the teacher.

The trend for the Jordan sample to appear more dis—

turbed than the U.S. sample occurs at all grade levels.

The negative mean differences for factor 7 indicate

that subjects in the Jordan sample tend to be rated as less
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able to comprehend the classroom activity than the U.S.

sample. Thus, the results for this factor again show the

Jordan sample as less "well adjusted." The only two factors

for which there are not consistent significant differences

between the Jordan and U.S. samples are factors 10 and 11.

Comparing the absolute values of the raw scores for two

DESB factors is not meaningful. However, it does make sense

to ask the following question: If the mean factor scores

are rank ordered, will the rank orders be similar for the

Jordan and U.S. samples? If, for some reason, teachers in

Jordan interpret items, and thus rate behavior, very

differently from U.S. teachers, or if Jordan children differ

in their behaviors from U.S. children in some factors and

not in others, the rank order of the factors could reasonably

be expected to differ appreciably for the two samples. On

the other hand, close correspondence of the two sets of rank-

ings would be one type of evidence for the comparability of

teacher perceptions, and child behavior, in the two cultures.

The ranks for the mean factor scores at each grade

level and for the sample totals, and the Spearman rho coef-

ficients for each pair of ranks are presented in Table 14.

A rank of l is for the highest mean score.

It is apparent from inspection of the pairs of rankings,

and from the magnitude of the rho coefficients that there is

a high degree of similarity between the Jordan and U.S. sam-

ples in the rank order of the mean factor scores. The
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correlations would be even higher but for the discrepancy in

Factor 5, the only factor that shows appreciable discrepancy

in rank between the two samples.

This difference in the ranking of Factor 5 can be

interpreted to mean that achievement anxiety is viewed by

the teachers as a relatively more frequent problem in the
 

Jordan sample than in the U.S. sample.

The close similarity between the sets of rankings occurs

at all grade levels, as indicated by the rank order correla-

tions which vary from .76 to .88.

Question 2. Is the pattern of intercorrelations of factor

scores comparable for the Jordan and U.S.

samples?

The ideal way to compare the pattern of intercorrela-

tions of the factor scores would be to compare factor ana-

lyses of data from the two samples. But since the factor

analytic study of the U.S. sample is not available this

approach cannot be used.

The intercorrelation matrix of the factor scores for

the Jordan sample are presented in Table 15; for the U.S.

sample in Table 16.

In order to informally evaluate the similarity of these

matrices it was decided to assess agreement in the following

manner. The corresponding correlation coefficients in the

U.S. and Jordan matrices were considered in agreement if they
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were both: (1) positive in value and statistically signifi-

cant, (2) negative in value and statistically significant,

or (3) not significant. Using this procedure 31, or 56%,

were found to be in agreement. Another 16, or 29%, are in

the same direction although both are not statistically sig-

nificant. However, when the comparisons were made in a

search for complete disagreement it was found that in only

one instance was one of the corresponding coefficients posi-

tive and significant while the other was negative and sig-

nificant (r between Factors 3 and 5).

These findings suggest, in the absence of factor analy—

ses, that the factor structures of the two sets of data would

probably be found to be quite similar. However, there are

some consistent differences which suggest that several of

the DESB subscales may have a different meaning in Jordan

than in the U.S. The two scales showing the least agreement

are Factors 7 and 8.

Factor 7 is labelled comprehension. In the U.S. it is

not significantly correlated with Factors 1 through 4,

factors concerned with overt classroom disturbance, while in

Jordan the Comprehension factor is significantly negatively

correlated with these four factors. Similarly, Factor 8,

inattention-withdrawn, is not significantly correlated with

these first four factors in the U.S. sample whereas it is

positively correlated with them in the Jordan sample.
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Since the correlation matrix for the intercorrelations

of the subscales in the U.S. sample is available, a second

method of comparing the Jordan and U.S. matrices (Tables 15

and 16) is possible through the use of factor analysis. In

Tables 17 and 18 are presented these factor matrices for the

Jordan and U.S. samples respectively. These are varimax

rotated factor matrices after rotation with Kaiser

normalization.

It is immediately apparent that Factors II and III are

quite dissimilar for the two samples. In the Jordan sample

Factor II is best defined by the subscales 7, 10, and 11,

scales which reflect positive classroom behaviors. And the

Anxiety subscale (Factor 5) is also highly loaded on this

factor. In the U.S. sample, on the other hand, DESB Factors

6, 7, and 8 have high loadings on Factor II.

Similarly the pattern of loadings for Factor III is

markedly different in the two samples. In the U.S. sample

the factor with the highest loading is Factor 10, Initiative;

while in the Jordan sample Factor 6, Externality, has the

highest loading. The pattern of other loadings also sug-

gests that the Factor III's in the two studies require dif—

ferent interpretations.

Factor I appears to be a factor suggesting overt behav-

ioral disturbance in both samples.
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Table l7.--Rotated factor loadings for the DESB factor

scores in the Jordan sample.

 

Subscale

 

(DESB Factor) I II III

1 .80 -.15 .23

2 .57 -.24 .55

3 .80 -.30 .18

4 .43 -.00 .49

5 -.14 .72 .17

6 .38 -.29 .72

7 —.29 .76 -.30

8 .50 -.52 .48

9 .76 .01 .24

10 —.07 .83 -.39

ll —.02 .70 -.15

 

Table 18.--Rotated factor loadings for the DESB

in the Jordan sample.

factor scores

 

 

(62335332.) I II III

1 .88 .06 -.01

2 .73 .22 .02

3 .93 -.02 -.22

4 .81 _.06 .39

5 .28 -.17 .13

6 .43 .56 .05

7 .08 —.85 .11

8 .10 .81 -.14

9 -.51 .29 .13

10 .25 -.37 ..90

11 -.04 .02 .45
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It can be concluded that the factor structures are suf-

ficiently dissimilar to suggest that there are some differ-

ences in the variables being measured by the DESB subscales

in the two cultures.

Question 3. How do sex differences in factor means compare

for the U.S. and Jordan samples?

In their study of U.S. children Swift and Spivack

(1968) state that "On 9 of the 11 factors, boys were rated

as producing more problems than girls . . . all differences

between boys and girls were highly significant." (p. 144)

No such consistent differences were found for the Jor-

dan sample. Means on the 11 factors for the males and

females in the Jordan sample are compared in Table 19. Sig-

nificant differences occurred only for Factors 1 and 4; boys

being rated as significantly more disturbed in the classroom,

and as tending less to the external placement of blame.

In evaluating this finding it should be recalled that

in the Jordan sample, females were rated by female teachers

and males by male teachers, whereas in the U.S. sample all

but 4 of the 32 teachers doing the rating were females. In

any case, in the U.S. sample teachers rated children of both

sexes whereas in Jordan teachers rated children of only one

sex. Therefore, the failure to find the consistent sex dif—

ferences in the Jordan sample, may be due to this different

relationship between the sex of the rater and that of the

child being rated in the two studies.
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Question 4. How do the relationships between reading and

arithmetic achievement scores and the factor

scores compare for the Jordan and U.S. samples?

The correlations of factor scores with reading and arith-

metic scores at each grade level are presented in Table 20

for the Jordan sample and in Table 21 for the U.S. sample.

5 values and the significance of the differences between cor-

responding correlations are presented in Table 22. In

Tables 20 and 21 statistically significant correlations are

underlined.

It is immediately apparent from inspection of Tables 20

and 21 that, in the Jordan sample, the correlations between

the factors and the two achievement measures tend to be

higher than for the U.S. sample. In 52, or 93%, of the

statistically significant differences reported in Table 22,

the correlation is greater for the Jordan member of the pair.

Thus, it may be concluded that the relationship between the

DESB factors and school achievement has been successfully

replicated in this Jordan sample.

For nine of the factors the pattern is for the Jordan

correlations to be in the same direction, and often greater

than in the U.S. sample. However, for two factors the pat-

tern is different.

Factor 5 tends to be negatively correlated with achieve—

ment in the U.S. sample, but positively correlated with
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achievement in the Jordan sample. This means that in the

U.S. sample there is little or no relationship between

"achievement anxiety" and achievement, whereas in the Jordan

sample subjects who are seen as anxious about achievement

tend to be high achievers. In the U.S. sample, on the other

hand, at grades 5 and 6 there are significant negative cor-

relations between anxiety and achievement.

Factor 11 shows a similar pattern: generally low cor-

relations for the U.S. sample; significant positive correla-

tions for the Jordan sample. Thus, in the Jordan sample a

need for closeness to the teacher tends to be positively

correlated with achievement, while this tendency is not gen-

erally apparent for the U.S. sample.

Question 5. How do the scores of Jordanian children,

selected by teachers as disturbing, compare to

the U.S. and Jordan norms?

In their profile to be used in the interpretation of

the DESB, Spivack and Swift (1967) use the range of plus or

minus 1 standard deviation from the mean to define non-

deviant, or normal, scores. They state that:

For all but Factors 7, 10, and 11, a score above plus 1

SD suggests an area of behavioral difficulty which is

not conducive to successful academic functioning. For

Factors 7, 10, and 11 . . . a score below (1 SD) . . .

is indicative of learning difficulties. (p. 8)

To evaluate the effectiveness of the DESB in identify-

ing behaviorally disturbed children in Jordan, the scores of

a group so identified by teachers were evaluated by this use



64

of the profile suggested in the DESB manual. In Table 23

the mean scores for the group of disturbed children are pre-

sented along with the normal range as defined by the Spivack

and Swift criterion: that is, plus and minus 1 standard

deviation from the mean. Also included in the table is a

column indicating for each factor the number of these dis-

turbed children whose factor score is outside of the normal

range, either below or above.

It is apparent that the mean factor scores for the dis-

turbed children are generally "deviant" when compared to

both the U.S. and Jordan samples, and in the expected

direction.

As an exception to this trend the Factor 5 mean for

the disturbed group is within normal range for both compari—

son groups. This means that these disturbed children, on

the average, are not seen as having achievement anxiety--

as being overly concerned about school success. It will be

noted that the mean also falls in the normal range on Factor

11, closeness to the teacher.

Perhaps of more relevance are the data relating to the

number of children whose factor scores would be interpreted

as deviant as shown in the last column of Table 23. In these

comparisons the Jordan norms were used since they tend to

be consistently higher than the U.S. norms.

For the large majority of the factors the majority of

these deviant cases have scores that fall in the deviant
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area; that is, above or below the normal range. Thus, this

scale would have identified those children who were singled

out by teachers as classroom behavior problems.

Question 6. What are the differences in factor scores

between Palestinian and Jordanian children?

The mean factor scores of the Palestinian and Jordanian

subgroups and the differences between them are presented in

TableIU). None of the differences are statistically signifi-

cant. It is obvious that the writer's expectation that the

Palestinian children would more frequently be rated as show-

ing disturbing classroom behavior was not borne out.



CHAPTER 4

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Summary

This study was undertaken as a first step in the develop-

ment of an assessment device to be used in the emerging field

of special education in the country of Jordan. The DESB was

selected because it can be administered and evaluated by

teachers, and provides information about behaviors that are

immediately relevant to the conduct of the classroom.

The purpose of the study was to prepare an Arabic trans-

lation of the DESB scale and to compare the data derived from

its application in Jordan with data from the use of the ori-

ginal DESB in the U.S. A by-product of this study is the

beginning of the accumulation of standardization data to sup-

port future clinical use of the scale in Jordan.

For this study a sample of students in Jordan was

selected to match the U.S. standardization sample. A total

of 603 subjects were finally included in the study, approxi-

mately 100 from each grade level, first through sixth grade.

Subjects were also divided by sex and nationality--

Palestinian and Jordanian. In addition, 12 subjects identi-

fied by teachers as displaying disruptive behaviors in the

classroom were included.
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The findings are reported in terms of the following six

research questions:

1. How do the mean scores on the 11 DESB factors for

the Jordan sample compare to those for the U.S.

standardization sample?

Is the pattern of intercorrelations of factor scores

comparable for the Jordan and U.S. samples?

How do sex differences in factor means compare for

the U.S. and Jordan samples?

How do the relationships between reading and arith-

metic achievement scores and the factor scores com-

pare for the U.S. and Jordan samples?

How do the scores of Jordanian children, selected by

teachers as disturbing compare to the U.S. and Jor-

dan norms?

What are the differences in factor scores between

Palestinian and Jordanian children?

Rater agreement was also investigated as an important

aspect of scale development.

Following is a summary of the major findings of the

study:

1. The level of rater agreement for the Arabic DESB in

Jordan appears to be satisfactory and encouraging

for the future development of the scale. Based on

the stringent definition of rater agreement used

in this study, grade and sex subgroup means for
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the percentage of items for each subject in which

the agreement criterion was reached varied from

66.7% for sixth grade males to 79.5% for fourth

grade males.

There is a general trend for the mean scores on

those DESB factors relating to disruptive behavior

(Factors l-6, 8, and 9) to be higher in the Jordan

than in the U.S. sample. Thus, Jordanian children

tend to be rated as being more disruptive than U.S.

children.

On Factor 7, comprehension, the means for the Jordan

groups are lower than for the U.S. groups, suggest-

ing that the Jordanian children are seen as less

able to comprehend the classroom activities.

When the mean raw factor scores for the Jordan and

the U.S. samples are ranked the rankings correspond

closely, offering some tangential support for the

belief that the scale is being interpreted similarly

by the raters in the two cultures, and that child

behavior is reasonably similar. These rankings

were highly correlated at all grade levels, with

Spearman rho's varying from .76 to .88.

The only factor that showed consistent discrepancy

in rank between the two samples was Factor 5. This

is interpreted to mean that achievement anxiety is

viewed by the teachers as a relatively more frequent
 

problem in the Jordan than in the U.S. sample.
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The pattern of intercorrelations of the subscales

for the Jordan sample was judged to be sufficiently

similar to the U.S. pattern to suggest a similar

factor structure. Eighty—five percent of the cor-

responding pairs of correlation coefficients were in

the same direction. The two factors showing the

least similarity in their pattern of intercorrela-

tions were Factor 7, comprehension; and Factor 8,

inattentive—withdrawn.

The consistent sex differences in DESB factor scores

reported for the U.S. sample were not found in the

Jordan sample. On only two factors were significant

differences found: Factors 1 and 4. Boys were

found to be more disruptive in the classroom and

girls were found to be more likely to place blame

externally.

The pattern of correlation of DESB factor scores

with reading and arithmetic achievement in the Jor-

dan sample approximated the pattern in the U.S.

sample. The correlations are consistently higher

in the Jordan sample. In 93% of the statistically

significant differences between corresponding pairs

of correlation coefficients, the Jordan member of

the pair was the larger. Thus, the DESB appears to

be a better predictor of academic achievement in

Jordan than in the U.S.
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Two factors did not fit this pattern: Factors 5

and 11. In Jordan, subjects who are seen as

anxious about achievement tend to secure high

achievement grades, whereas this relationship does

not appear in the U.S. sample. Similarly, in Jor-

dan a need for closeness to the teacher tends to

be positively correlated with achievement, a ten-

dency not generally apparent in the U.S. sample.

8. Jordanian children identified by teachers as dis-

turbed tend to have DESB factor scores which fall

outside of the range of normal on a profile developed

from the DESB Jordan sample data. This finding

offers evidence in support of the predictive valid-

ity of this Arabic translation of the scale.

9. Mean DESB factor scores did not differ significantly

for the Palestinian and Jordanian subgroups.

Discussion
 

The writer reached the conclusion that, in general, the

Arabic DESB rating scale produced data sufficiently similar

to the U.S. data to suggest that the instrument in its present

translation merits further development and application. This

conclusion is based on the similarities of the U.S. and Jor-

dan data in: (l) the pattern of mean DESB factor scores,

(2) the pattern of subtest (factor) intercorrelations, and

(3) in the relationship of factor scores to reading and

arithmetic achievement.
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The differences in the findings in the two cultures are

of interest, particularly as they suggest areas for future

investigation. It was recognized that the interpretation of

the findings is inherently complicated by the fact that com-

parisons of the U.S. and Jordan data always involve two

major variables: rater perceptions and child character-

istics. If Jordanian children are found to secure different

ratings from U.S. children it may be attributed to the fact

that, although child behavior is the same, Jordanian teachers

View behavior differently, or on the other hand, that Jor-

danian children do in fact behave differently. However,

these differences can be tentatively interpreted, assuming

one or the other of these causal explanations.

The first difference of note is to be found in the

generally higher factor scores for the Jordan sample. The

Jordanian children appear to show more of the behaviors that

interfere with classroom achievement. To the writer this is

a paradoxical finding since it is her observation that because

of the more strict discipline and expectations of children

in the classrooms of Jordan, overt disruptive behavior

occurs less frequently than in U.S. classrooms. Therefore,

the writer is inclined to attribute the generally higher

scores to teacher perceptions. This would suggest that Jor—

danian teachers view infractions or deviance more seriously

and thus set higher standards for their ratings.
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Is there evidence to support the opposite assumption:

namely, that the children in Jordan are in fact more inclined

to engage in behavior detrimental to school learning than

are U.S. children? The writer can find nothing in the data

from the Jordan sample to support this assumption. However,

Swift and Spivack (1968) report a finding that may have a

bearing on this issue. They state that, ". . . the higher

the parents' level of education, the lower the likelihood

of behavior difficulties in the child, and the greater his

understanding of and productive involvement in classroom

activity." It is reasonable to assume that the level of

education of the parents in the Jordan sample is lower than

that for the U.S. sample. If the Jordanian children are less

well adjusted to the academic classroom, the educational

level of their parents may be a relevant factor, assuming

that the relationship reported for the U.S. would be the

same in Jordan.

A second difference between the U.S. and Jordan data

was in the tendency for the correlation of DESB factors and

achievement grades to be higher in Jordan. There is a pos-

sibility that in the Jordan study these correlations may

have been inflated by the fact that in an undetermined num-

ber of instances the teacher who provided the DESB ratings

also assigned the reading and arithmetic grades. It is

reasonable to assume that a teacher's perception of the

child's behavior may influence his/her grading, or that,
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conversely, the child's level of academic success may

influence his/her evaluation of the child's behavior. Such

interaction of the two judgments would tend to produce

spuriously high correlations between the DESB factor scores

and reading and arithmetic grades. Since teachers who

served both functions were not identified there is no way

to test this assumption with the present data.

Data from the small sample of children volunteered by

teachers as displaying disturbing behavior in the classroom

offer strong support for the potential ability of this

adaptation of the DESB to serve a useful purpose in Jordan.

The children received many highly deviant scores and thus

would have been identifiable as disturbed on the basis of

this assessment device. It is noteworthy that apparently

the DESB scale gave teachers the opportunity to express in

their ratings the strong feelings about the child that had

originally motivated them to volunteer to undertake the

ratings.

The data relating to rater agreement was interpreted

as showing a satisfactory level of agreement. At the same

time, it was apparent that the teachers had difficulty in

agreeing on the ratings for some children. The possible

sources of error have been discussed, particularly the pos-

sible rating of a child in three different settings. The

fact that there is a moderately high level of agreement in

spite of these sources of error argues for the possibility
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of highly satisfactory rater agreement under better

circumstances.

Recommendations for Further Research

If the DESB is to be used in cross-cultural studies of

child behavior it will be important to be able to establish

the fact that obtained differences or similarities between

children's behavior in two cultures are due to child behavior

and not to rater perceptions. In the present study these two

sources of variance are not separable.

One method of approach to this problem would be to hold

the child behavior variable constant. For example, child

behaviors recorded on film or TV tape, could be rated by

teachers in the U.S. and Jordan in an effort to determine if

there are differences in the teachers' perceptions of the

same behavior.

A second approach might be to attempt to control rater

evaluations of behavior by more intensive training of raters,

including the provision of behavior samples to more clearly

define the rating variables.

While it was concluded from the present study that this

translation of the U.S. form of the DESB appears to be a

useable test for the Jordan population, a more useful form

of the test for everyday use in Jordan might be created by

developing an Arabic version of the DESB by carrying out, in

Jordan, the test development procedures that were followed

during its development in the U.S. That is, examples of
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disruptive behavior would be gathered from teachers in Jordan

and these would be assembled and processed to create the final

set of items for inclusion in the rating scale.

When differences occurred in comparisons of results for

the U.S. and Jordan samples, Factor 5 relating to achievement

anxiety was often involved. When the total group means for

the Factor scores were rank ordered in the U.S. and Jordan

samples it was the only factor with a sizeable discrepancy

in its rankings. When the subtest intercorrelation matrices

for the U.S. and Jordan samples were compared, Factor 5 was

involved in the only pair of correlations in which one member

was significant and positive while the other was significant

and negative in value. Factor 5 tended to positively cor-

relate with achievement in the Jordan sample, while being

uncorrelated or negatively correlated with achievement in the

U.S. sample. Finally, unlike the great majority of the other

factors, scores on Factor 5 for the disturbed group tended to

be nondeviant. It is obvious that achievement anxiety dif-

fers somehow among U.S. and Jordanian children, or it is per-

ceived differently by teachers in the two cultures. This

difference merits further exploration.
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DEVEREUX ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE '

George Spivack, PILD. and Marshall Swift, Ph.D.

Devereux Foundation lnetitute for Research and Training

  

  

 
 

Etudent'e Name Teacher'e Name

hudent'e Sex __ Age Academic Subject

Grade School Date of Rating

RATING GUIDE

. Baee rating on etudent'e recent and

current behavior.

. Compare the etudent with normal

children hie age.

Baae rating on your own experience

with the etudent.

. Conaider each queetion Md;

ently.

. Avoid interpretation oi "uncon-

ecioua" motivee and feelina.

. Uae extreme ratinge whenever

warranted.

Rate each item quickly.

Rate evegy queetion.

CO’YIOONT. ‘NI DIVIQIUI 'WIOATDOII. DIV“, 'L. 1”?

Conaider only the behavior of the etudent over the

peat month.

The etamlard {or comparieon ehculd be the average

youueter in the normal claaeroom aituation.

Coneider only your own impreeeion. Aa mmh ae

poeeible. ignore what othere have eaid about the

etudent and their impreeeione.

Ilalte no effort to deecribe a coneietent behavioral

picture or pereonality. It ie known that children

may ahow eeemiqu contradictory behavior.

Ae much ea poaeible. hee ratinge on outward be-

havior you actually obeerve. Do not try to interpret

wlmt might be going on in the etudent'e mind.

Avoid tending to rate near the middle oi all ecalee.

Hake uae oi the full range offered by the ecalee.

liyouareunabletoreachadecieion. goontothe

next item and come back later to thoee you ekipped.

Attempt to rate each item. If you are unable to rate

Lparticular item becauee it ie not appropriate to the

child in queetion. or becauee of lack of information.

circle the item number.
 

he mien e0 N. ”lie-tion wet ted in a." Ieeeo'eh

Gent '31-‘10” 9023 hen the 0“.“ e (location. 0.3 .‘eeemeem

d Die-Mo, Mien A Venue.
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YOU ARE GOING TO RATE THE OVERT BEHAVIOR OF A STUDENT. FOR ITEMS 1-26 USE THE RATING

scam: BELOW. WRITE YOUR RATING (NUMBER) FOR EACH ITEM IN THE BOX TO THE LEFT OF THE

ITEM NUMBER.

Very frequently Often Oecasiomlly Rarely Never

5 4 a 2 1

 

COMPARED WITH THE AVERAGE CHILD IN THE NORMAL CLASSROOM SITUATION. HOW OFTEN

DOES THE CHILD...

Item Rail! Item

1. Start working on something before D 14. Tell stories which are exaggerated and

getting the directions straight? untruthful?

2- 5'! that a" teacher 4093"" 5019 him 15. Give an answer that has nothitg to do

enough (i. e. . won't show him how to with a question helm asked?

do things. or answer his questions)?

D 16. Break classroom rules (e. g. . throw

3- Brine thins: to clu- th-t nine to cum. mark up desk or books. etc.)?

current topic (e.g. . exhibits. collec-

tions. articles. etc)? D 1?. Interrupt when the teacher is talking?

4. Tell stories or describe things in an 13, Quickly lose attention when teacher

interesting and colorful fashion (e. g. . D explain. something to him (e. g. , be-

has an active imagination. 91¢)? comes fidgety. looks away. etc.)?

5. Speak disrespectfully to teacher (e.g. . 19. Offer to do things for the teacher

call teacher names. treat teacher (e. g. . erase the board. empty the pen-

as an equal. etc)? cil sharpener. open the door. get the

mail. etc)?

6. Initiate classroom discussion?

20. Makes you doubt whether he is paying

attention to what you are doing or say-

iw (e.g. . looks elsewhere. has blank

stare or faraway look. etc.)?

. Act defiant (i. e. . will not do what he

is asked to do. says: "I won't do it")?

8. Seek out the teacher before or after

class to talk about school or personal

matters?

21 Introduce into class discussion per-

sonal experiences or thins he has

heard which relate to what is going on

in class?

22. Get openly disturbed about scores on a

test (e. g. . may cry. get emotionally

upset. etc.)?

23. Show worry or get anxious about know-

it‘ the "right" answers?

24. Look to see how others are doing

somethim before he does it (e.g. .

when teacher gives a direction. etc)?

9. Belittle or make derogatory remarks

abut the subject being taught (e. g. .

"spelling is stupid")?

10. Get the point ofth he reads or bears

in class?

ll . Have to be reprimanded or controlled

by the teacher because of his behavior

in class?

25. Complain teacher never calls on him

(e. g. . that teacher calls on others

first. etc.)?

. hfske irrelevant remarks during a

classroom discussion?

)2. Poke. torment. or tease classmates?

13. Annoy or interfere with the work of his

peers in class?D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

D
U
D
E

D
E
C
I
D
E
D

[
I

D
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FOR ITEMS 27-47 USE THE RATING ”ALE HEW:

Extremely Distinctly Quite a hit Moderately A little Very slightly Not at all

7 6 5 4 3 2 l

 

COMPARED WITH THE AVERAGE CHILD IN THE NORMAL CLASSROOM STUATION, TO WHAT

DEGREE IS THE CHILD. . .

Rails Item Rail! Item

2?. Unabletochaqe fromonetasktoan- as. Abletoapplywhathehaslearnedtoa

D other when asked to do so (e. g. . has new situation?

difficulty beginning a new task. may

ss. “my in his work (e.g. . his products

are dirty or marked up. wrinkled. etc. )?

8?. Likely to know the material when

called won to recite in class?

38. Quick to any work assigned is too hard

(e.g. . "you expect too much." "I can't

get it. " etc.)?

89. Responsive or friendly in his relation-

ship with the teacher in class (vs.

being cool. detached or distant)?

so. Likely to quit or give up when some-

thiu is difficult or demands more than

usual effort?

it. Blow to complete his work (i. e. . has to

be prodded. takes excessive time)?

get gset or disorganized. etc.)?

28. Oblivious to what is golf; on in class

(i.e. . not "with it. " seems to be in own

"private" closed world)?

29. Reliant upon the teacher for directions

andtohetoldhow todothiqs orpro-

ceed in class?

30. Quckly drawn into the talking or noise-

makiu of others (i.e. . stops work to

listen or join in)?

31. Outwardly nervous when a test is

given?

32. Unable to follow directions given in

class (i. e. . need precise directions

before he can proceed successfully)?

83. Sensitive to criticism or correction

about his school work (e. g. . gets

angry. sulks. seems "defeated". etc.)?

as. Prone to blame the teacher. the test.

or external circumstances when thins

don't go well?

42. dwsyed by the opinion of his peers?

48. Difficult to reach (e. g. . seems pre-

occupied with his own thoughts. may

have to call him by name to brig him

out of himself)?

es. Unwilling to go back over his work?D
D
D
D
D
D
U

D
D
D
D
U
D
D
D
D
D

 

COMPARE) WITH THE AVERAGE CHILD IN THE NORMAL CLASSRCDM SITUATION. TO WHAT

DEGREE DOES THE CHILD...

es. Like to be close to the teacher (e.g. . D 4?. Rush through his work and therefore

D M or touch the teacher. sit or stand make unnecessary mistakes?

next to teacher. etc.)?

‘6. Have difficulty deciding what to do

B when given a choice between two or

more things?
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DEVEREUX ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE ‘

George Spivack. PI‘LD. and Marshall Swift, PILD.

Devereux Foundation Institute for Research and Training

DESB PROFILE
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