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ABSTRACT 

This investigation examined verbal disagreements arising between 'Wdly 

inteUecniaUy disabled" adoiescents and their ''nomial-progress" peers during a problem- 

solving task, the Fort Walsh (CLASS, 1987) computer exercise. Recordings of ZS "mildly 

inteîlectually disabled" - "nord-progress" pairs (12 male and 13 female dyads) were 

made. Disagreements arising in this social studies lesson were identifiecl and coded using 

an adaptation of Eisenberg's (1992) analysis scherne for verôal codicts. 

Compared to the normal-progress leamhg partners, the mildly inteliectually 

disabled adolescents demonstrated difEerenas in the conversational stnitegies that they 

ernployed for negotiating disagreements. The nomial-progress students initiated 

disagreements almost twice as ofkm as the hteilectually disabled students. The hypothesis 

that intellectualiy disabled students would initiate conflicts less fiequently than normals 

was c o n h e d  @-value = .0005). Single-tum "cornpliance" exchanges occurred 48% of 

the the.  Of these "comptiance exchanges", 61 3% resuhed when the normai-progress 

peer initiated opposition and the intellechially disaMeci saident fded to pursue the 

con£lict. Some diierences in the speech acts opposed were apparent. Higher level 

conflict iaitiating moves were ernployed l e s  fiequentiy by the inteiiectuaiiy disabled 

students. Normal-progress peers useci the "question~challenge" confiict initiating move 

significantly more fiequently than their intellectually disabled counterparts @-value = 

-000 1). When the conaict initiating move was a "simple no", there was no evidence that 

connicts continueci beyond a singie tum @value = .70). Confiicts initiated with a 

~ustification" were rnarginally shorter than dissension episoâes starting 4 t h  "other" 

iii 



conflict initiation moves @-value = -03 16). Confü*s initiated with an "alternative" were 

not short- than conflicts Uùtiated with "other" conflict initiating moves @-value = S2 18). 

Where negative affect was present, negative affect typically was demonstrated by both 

participants @-value = -0479). "Standoff" was not a prevalent confiict outcome, 

occUmng only 20.% of the tirne. The hypothesis that the intellecnially disabled student 

would submit more fiequently was nonsignifiant @-value = -0893). Normal-progress 

students did not take the last conversational tum sigdicantly more ofien, @-value = 

-0784). 

Participants were administaed: (a) the Test of Praamatic Lanmiasce (Phelps- 

T e r d  & Phelps-GUM, 1992); and @) a test of general language ab'üity, the Test of 

Adolescent and Adult Lanune  (HammüZ Brown, Larsen, & Wiederholt, 1994). Müdiy 

inteilectually disabled adolescents dembnstrated pragmatic and general language 

impainnents. 
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Conversational Interactions between InGUectuaUy Disabled and 

Normal Adolescents During a ProbIem-Soiving Task 

INTRODUCTION 

Background to the Study 

The role of conûict as a powerful impetus to the development of a child's social 

behavior has been argued persuasively by theoreticians and demonstrateci empirically by 

researchers studybg nomialy developing children (Bearison, 1982; Besrison, Magzamen, 

& Fdardo, 1986; Miller & Browneli, 1975; Weinstein & Bearison, 1985). Codict is an 

important tool for promoting and enhancing development and cognitive change (Piaget, 

1932, 1958). Furthemore, theoreticians have proposai that codc t  events are critical to 

both the chiid's ego development (Erücson, 1963) and moral development (Kohlberg & 

Wigan, 1972). Conflict is thus necessary for growth. The social environment can 

enbance or inhibit this development (Martin, 1994). 

Despite the long-standing assertion of the importance of conflict in development, 

there is a paucity of research into the conflict resolution of students with inteliectual 

irnpairments. This is perplexing because the current emphasis on cwperative leamhg 

strategies @. W. Johnson & R T. Johnson, 1991) is M y  to expose inte~ectually 

disabled students to conflict situations with their normal-prognss peers. However, we 

currently know linle regarding the abiity of inteiiechially disabled individuals to "manage 



the give and take of everyday conversation, to gain and hoid the floor, to explain and 

resolve problem, to handle a variety of instrumental and social interactions" (Sabsay & 

Platt, 1985% p. 3). Conflict is important for leaming (Bearison et al., 1986; Forman & 

Kraker, 1985), therefore, it is important to gain a betta understanding of the conflict 

negotiation skilis of intellectualy disabled students in interactions with their normal- 

progres peers. The need for a b a s  understanding is imperative because research into 

the conflict resolution of individuais with mental retardation has been scant (Meck, 

1975a; Bradley & Meredith, 1991; Hewitt, Duchan, & Segal, 1993; Hughes & Lyles, 

1994; Sherman, J. B. Sheldon, Harchik, Edwards & Quinn, 1992). Since conflict events 

and social exchanges are so cntical to dmlopment, it is essemial to advana our 

understanding about how mildly intektually disabled adolescents negotiate verbal 

di sagreement S. 

Cumntly, there is no comprehensive description of the pragmatic and generd 

language abilities of mildly intellectualiy disabled adolescents or of their behavior in 

confiict dialogues. Since confiict is negotiated through talk (Garvey & C. U. Shantz, 

1992), an evaluation of intellectually disabled students' language skills is foundational to a 

study on verbal conflict. A h ,  understanding how inteilechially disabled students perforrn 

during the initiation, maintenance, and resolution of conflict dialogues is of paramount 

importance. 

Statement of the Pmblem 

The first major wncern is that the general and pragmatic lmguage sH1s of 

in te i i edy  disabled adolescents have not been studieû in depth. However, t is d e n t  to 



know what language abilities these students bring to the task of conflict negotiation. This 

is especiaiîy so if we are to design better leamhg environments for such students. 

Thenfore, in the education of the inteiiectually disabled, understanding language abilities 

is important. 

Cwperative leaming has asswned prominence as a classroom organhtional 

strategy for effectively integrating students with d d  intellechial disaôiities @. W. 

Johnson Bt R T. Johnson, 1986; Slavk, Madden, & Leavy, 1984). Therefore, research 

efforts to investigate adequately the efficacy of cooperative leaming are essential. 

Because cooperative 1-g promotes close coiiaboration between participants, 

cooperative learning as an organizational fiamework is betieved to facilitate not only 

leamhg but also positive attitudes and relationships ammg the students. Although this 

instructional strategy involves group cooperation, individual conflicts and verbal 

disagreements are a feanire of cooperative learning group dynamics @. W. Johnson, R. T. 

Johnson, & Smith, 1995). However, a comprehensive review of the fiterature failed to 

identify any studies exploring verbal disagreements arising between inteîiectualiy disabled 

-dents and their n o r d  peers. Hence, the second major concern is that iittle empirical 

evidence exists regarding how intellectdly disabled students h i o n  in conaict 

dialogues. This lack of research into conaicts between inteliectuaüy disabled students and 

their peers is puzzling in light of the extensive promotion of cooperative leaming as a 

highly effdve strategy in mainstrearned settings, especiaüy when it is understood that the 

strategy involves leamers in verbal conflict. If mainstreaming effa~s and cooperative 

leaming strategis continue to expose intellectuaüy disabled Bhdents to confiict episodes 

in leamhg contexts, it is important for researchers to provide greata idonnation 



regarding how students with inteliechial disabtlities behave in conflict situations. This 

information is essentid because mEIlllStre8mjIIg and coopaative leamhg contexts are liable 

to bring mildly inteilectually disaôled adolescemts h o  mn more conûicts wah their pers 

in the classroom. The la& of scientific inquiry into conflict and verbal disagreements in 

cooperative learning groups b i t s  our understanding of the way such learning groups 

operate. This, in twn, constrains the abiity of educational practitionen to structure 

cooperative leaming groups to the advantage of aü participants. 

One important goal of the study is to describe the language performance of 

adolescents with mild intellectual disab'ities. Scudder and Tremain (1992) stated: 

Chiidren with mental retardation often lack the conversational skills needed 
to be viewed as effective communicators by peers, teachers, and others 
(Spradlin, 1968). The lack of interpersonal communication skiils is a 
defining characteristic of persons with mental retardation (Grossman, 
1983) (p. 277). 

Although much research into the language abilities of individuals with intellectual 

disabilities has been conducted (with other age gmups or severity levels), there is no 

comprehensive description in the literature of the pragmatic and generai language of 

adolescents with rnild intellectual disabilities. Since müdly intel ledy disabled 

adolescents are king asked to ninetion in cooperative learning engaganans, it is 

important for educational practitioners to know if these students have the language skiiis 

to function effdvely in these situations. If rnildly intellectuaüy disabled adolescents are 

expected to use their language skiils to participate in leaming activities, teachers need to 



be aware of these students' limitations and weaknesses in the language domain. 

Therefore, one purpose of the study is to identify whaî language skills the mildly 

imellectuaily students brbg to the task of conflict negotiation. 

Another purpose of the study, the primary pupose, is to investigate the verbal 

disagreements arising between d d l y  intellectually disab1ed adolescents and their normal 

peers. By aiming to describe the various facets of the verbal disagreements that take place 

between inteilectuaüy disabled and nonnsl-progress learners, our understanding of the 

confiicts that occur withïn cooperative learning engagements will be enhanced. This has 

implications for educators dealing with the needs of such snidents in mainstreamed 

settings. 

Signifrance of the Sfudy 

The theoretical and ernpirical literature suggests that the ability to negotiate 

solutions during problem-solving tasks may fumish learners with opportunities for 

enhancing their intekctuai deveiopment. Conversational interactions to negotiate 

strategies for solving problems during leanüog engagements is one of the central features 

of cooperative leaniing, a widely used instructional procedure in North Arnerica. 

Establishing cooperative leamhg groups remains a highly recommended classroom 

organizatiod strategy for teaching intellectually disabled students in integrated settings. 

However, individuals with inteilectual disabilities demonstrate linguistic and pragmatic 

language impainnents which may ümit their abiity to engage wccessfùliy in the type of 

peer interactions important for negotiating solutions during problem-solving tasks. 

Therefore, the cment investigation sou@ to determine the verbai competency of 



adolescents with in te l l ed  disabïties, and to study how inteliectually disabled learners 

interact wnversationally with nomial peers in problem-solving episodes. The significance 

of the study lies in the fa* that (a) the pragmatic and general language sküls of 

intellectudy disabled adolescents have not been examineci previously; and @) the verbal 

conflict negotiation of intellectually disabled - nonnai pairs of leamen has not been 

studied in depth. Even more importantiy, the study provides important Uiformation 

regarding how rnildly inteliechially disabled adolescents operate during conflict situations. 

This information has implications for mainstreaming and cooperative leaming. If we can 

i dene  issues regarding not only the language abilities of mildly UitellectualIy disabled 

leamers but also their ability to fùnction in conflict dialogues, our understanding of how 

such students participate in cooperative leamhg engagements in mainstreamed settings 

will be enhanced. 

Objectives and H'otheses 

Obietives 

The current study has two broad objectives: 

1. To evaluate and describe the pragmatic language ability and the general 

language of the two groups of adolescents participating in the study, as suggestd in 

hypothesis 1. The rasons for this evaluation are: 

(a) to provide a comprehensive description of the language of mainstreamed 

adolescents with mild inteileaual disab'ities. A comprehensive description 

of the language abilities of mildîy intellectuaiiy disabled adolescents is 

unavailable in the empirical literature; and 



(b) to facilitate the interpretation of the conversational strategies that these 

students employ to negotiate solutions in the problem-solving task. This 

relates to the genemhbiüity of the hdings. 

2. To demonstrate and evaluate the conversationai strategies that mildly 

intellectdy disabled adolescent leamers employ to negotiate disagreements that occur 

when interacting with a normal peer in a problan-solving task (an educational cornputer 

activity). This second objective patains to hyptheses 2 through 12, stated below in the 

section entitled "'Hypotheses". 

Hvmthescs 

A nurnber of hypotheses were generated based on a review of the literature and 

fiom exploratory data obtained during a preliminary study of the verbal disagreements 

between mildly intellectually disabled adolescents and their peers. In the foUowing section, 

the hypotheses and a brief rationale for each are presented. 

1. Ine Longuage Skiils of Satdars with Mild Intellectuat Disability. 

The research conceniing the language abilities of individuals with mild intellecnial 

disaôilities led to the formulation of the hypothesis: 

Mi&@ imellectually &bled cddescents wiiI exhibit evidence of 

pragmatic h p a g e  impparnnents d i m p t e ù  linguistic cornpetence 

as i&nti$ied by the Test qf Pramatic h m ~ e  fTOPL1 ~ k @ s -  



T e r d  & Pheips-Gunn 1992) and the Test o f  Adolescent mtù AduIt 

Langage (3rd ed)  COAL-3) (HanmiII et ai.. 1994). re~pectively. 

Intelled~rilly Disabled und N@ Arcdacc~lis' SlMtges for Negotiaîing 

Disogrecnten~s 

The research conceniiag the conûict resolution of students with intelleaual 

disabiities together with a proposed relationship between conflict negotiation and 

t a k  led to the following general hypothesis: 

Mil& intellectzualiy &sabled &lescents wiil &rnons&z#e qualitative 

d quantitative drserences in rhe conversaftomi strategies that they 

empioy for negotimig disagreements thai mise in O djadic problem- 

solving task imIving a compter-based educatioml engagement with 

a normal peer. 

More specific hypotheses, as follows7 also were examineci. 

3. I n t e l l ~ a l i y  DisaMd Studeri~s a d  the Iniiircftotm of Confrict 

C. S. Cooper (1986) reported that young intelleaually disabled children were more 

reactive conversationally, assuming a respondent role in thei. interactions with 

normal peers. One also codd argue that inteiiechialjy disabled students will 

initiate conflicts l e s  fiequentiy normal students based on the premise that 

language deficitq by their nature, mate a power differential and ümit 

collaboration. Sabsay and Plan (1985b) mggesteci that nondisabled intedoaitors 



rnay control interactions with intektuaUy disabled speakers. Therefore, the 

foilowing hypothesis was examine& 

Intelectuaily disabled sfuctents will initiate verbal disagreements 

substcmtiaf3, fess fiequently thmr znteliectuailj nomai sfuaknts. 

4. Stmîegroes U .  by Sl~rtenîs when Ui the Rde 4 Q p s e t  vemvasvs @posece 

Eisenberg and Garvey (1 98 1 )  stated: "in general, the Opposee is trying to influence 

his parnier whüe the Opposer is resisthg m&ienceY' (p. 152). The evaluation of 

inteliectuaily disabled and normal studemts' verbal strategies when they occupy 

these two fùnctional roles, Opposer and Opposee, was expected to reveal 

ciifferences. Therefore, the foliowing hypothesis was examined: 

Stuaknts, when oc~pyi~ng the roles of Opposer und ûpposee. wiïl 

akmonstruîe dflerent strutegies for injluencing t k i r  pmmer. 

5. Rt&pnnn0îy of N e g h  Affed 

In th& study of children's dispute settlernent, Brenneis and Lein (1977) notexi that 

negative affect was reciprocated betweea the parties in the dispute. Gottrnan 

(1979) also noted this for marrieci couples. Therefore, the foilowing hypothesis 

was examineci: 

In disagreements wkre negrrtrSve Mect is present, it wiff be 

alemomttated by bath the @poser d O p p e e .  



6 USimple No" as an I n i W n g  Caiflia M a  

Eisenberg and Garvey (1981) stated that most children will not accept a ccsirnple 

no7' as a sufncient form of opposition and that the Opposer is required to give a 

reason for the opposition, r d t i n g  in confiict continuation. Hence, the following 

hypothesis was examineci: 

m e n  the initiai opposition com*sts of a "simpie no*: conflicts will be 

contimed beyond the tum contarning the "no" respoltse. 

7. EiplonobDns as am Initial Opposr*tion 

This hypothesis is stated in its nuil fonn. 

Conflict length for '~sti~catiôns ", "a ftenMives ", anù "other " 

conjzct initiating move r)7>es will be etpal. niril is, there will be no 

sign~jkmt àkfference in conflict iengrh for ' ~ t l s t i $ ~ Q ~ t s ' ' ,  

"dte171QfiVes': und "other " contict initiating move types. 

(''Othe?' refeis to the other initial oppositions, nameIy "simple no", "indirect no", 

c'delay/distraction", and "question/chaiiaige".) A detailed description of the 

"explanations as an initial opposition" hypothesis now foiiows under the 

subheadugs "Conflict length and Justifications" and b'C~nfli~t length and 

Aitematives7'. 

Con~Iicr lengrh d 'Yusî i~~ons' ' .  A justification '3s significantly more 

I*ely to lead to a termination of the (wnflict) episode" (Ei~enberg & Garvey, 

198 1, p. 166). Goodwin and Goodwin (1987) stated that participants rnay 



attempt to achieve closure in a dispute by providing an explanation. 

(However, they qualified this statement by relating one example in which the 

provision of justifications engendered extended disagreement, suggesting that 

there msy be individual differences.) nierefore, the foiiowing hypothesis was 

examine& 

Conpicf Zen@ wifl be shorler when the initiai opposition 

coniariarns a 'fitlsfrijication". 

Conflict fer@ md 'Aftematives ". Eisenberg and Ganrey (1 98 1) suggested 

that when an c'dternative" proposal is provided as an initial opposition move in 

the CO& episode, the conflict length WU be shorter. Hence, the following 

hypothesis was examineci: 

Conflict /en@ will k shorter when the initial o p ~ t i o o n  

contains an "alternative ". 

& Submissim liy I,tellecftral& Disabled SturCenis and by Pe- 

Sabsay and PIatt (1985a, pp. 5 6 )  argueci that "it is in interadon with nometarded 

interlocutors that disguising or wnceaiing incompetence becomes an overriding 

concern". Hence, intellectuaily disabled students may reaâiiy subrnit as a means of 

disguising their incornpetence. Furthemore, Sackin and Thelen's (1984) work on 

dominance hierarehies suggests that SM in conflict resolution relates to position in 

the dominance hierarchy. It could be argueci that students with intellechial 

disabiities demonstrate language ddcits that lYmt their SM at conflict remlution 



and therefore they readüy subrnit. rhe&iore, the following hypothesis was 

examjned: 

In disagreements abring feuming engcgements, the intellectuaf& 

disabled studenr will submit mare fiequently than the nomai-progres 

per .  

9. siundoff as a ~onfrid Oirtcoy~le 

Diffidties with topic maintenance (Abbeduto & Rosenberg, 1980) and 

conversational repair (Abbeduto, 1991; Abbeduto, Davies, Solesby, & Furman, 

1991; Longhurst & B q  1975; Rueda & Chan, 1980; Scudder & Trernain, 1992) 

may contribute to a high rate of bbstandoff' conflict outcome. Hewitt et al. (1993) 

noted that arguments arising in a group home for the mentally retarded seldom had 

a definitive resolution (only 18%). Also, Eisenberg (1 992) noted that 64.W of 

verbal conflicts between mothers and thar young ctrildren ended in a "standoff'. 

Vuchinich (1987) found that 61 .û% of f d y  dinnertime disputes with older 

children mded in "standoff'. Hence, the following hypothesis was examine& 

" S W f '  will be a common contict outcome. 

10. nie L a t  VabrJ Oppasib'~~~d Tum. 

Again, the intellectuaUy disabled student's dficuity with topic maintenance and 

conversationai repair may prevent continuation of the conflict negotiation process. 

Also, the inteilecniauy disabled student may abart anempts to negotiate perhaps 



due to perceiveci incornpetence and attempts to maintain desteem. Therefore. 

the foilowing hypothesis was examine& 

The n o d p r o g r e s s  stucbent will14ikP the & verbal oppositional tnrrn 

sign~jiccmti'y more ojen t h  the intellechufly &bled leamer. 

I I .  Coynpiiance &changes rvrsvs Mnînd Qpdht. 

When challenged, intellectually disabled students may respond by not pursuing the 

cordlct, perhaps as Sabsay and Platt (1985a) wggested, to save face with their 

pem. Furthemore, evidence that individuals with inteUectual disabiiities 

eXpenence difficulty with topic maintenance (Abbeduto & Rosenberg, 1980) and 

with using conversational repair devices (Abbeduto, 1991; Abbeduto a al., 1991; 

Longhurst & Berry, 1975; Ruda & Chan, 1980; Scudder & Tremain, 1992) has 

been presented in the Literatwe. It couid be argued that one manifestation of these 

deficits may be a preponderance of short two-tum disagreements. Hence, the 

foliowing hypothesis was examine& 

Ekre will k evidence of cornpliance episades (opposiilion moves 

marte by the intellectually normal student that me not pursued &y the 

intellectuah!y dlsabfed sr~clent). 

12. Min'gaa'ia 

Mitigation avoids creating offense, tmpers conûicts, and makes disagreements 

more like usefid negotiations (A. Sheldon, 1992). Hence, the ability to fiame 

challenges indiractly is an important skiil to examine. As intellectudly disabled 



students exhibit language deficits, they rnay be compromised in their ability to 

fiame challenges indirectly. Furthemore, mitigation has been linked to skill in 

social perspective-taking. Since students with inteUectual disabiities exhibit 

deficits in social perspective-taking (Bradley & Meredith, 1991), it couid be 

argued that inteliecaially disabled studems d not iikely fhme their challenges 

indirectly. Hewitt et al. (1993) reporteci that residents of a group home for the 

memtaliy retardeci did not ûarne challenges Uidirectiy. Therefore, the foliowing 

hypothesis was examineci: 

Nonnaî-progress pers  will be more inclined t h  the înteIiechralIy 

disabled students to use mitigation, framing k i r  challenges 

indirectly. ï h t  îs. the normal-progres d n t s  will use the Iess 

direct "pestrbn/chaIlenge" conjlict initiaihg move signifantiy more 

pequentiy t h  their inteIlecfuaIly disabled counterpatrs. 

For the purposes of this study, the following definitions apply. 

Conflict 

In order to shidy how the student pairs negotiate in a problem-solving task, an 

operational definition of disagreement/conflict was chosen. Ahhough a variety of 

definitions of conflict exist (Aboud, 1992; Boggs, 1978; Maynard, 1985a; C. Shantz, 

1987; Genishi & DiPaolo (1 982); Nicholson, 199 1; Vuchinich, l984), the one-opposition 

critenon of contüct proposed by Hay (1984) and by Eisenberg and Garvey (1981) was 



adopted for the present study. According to Hay (1984)- conflict is manifesteci 'khen one 

person does sometbg to which a second person objects" (p. 2). nius, opposition is 

sutncient for defining conflict. 

Some scholars resewe the term "c0nflict7' for exchanges involving muaial 

opposition (C. U. Shantz, 1987; D. W. Shantz, 1986). Conflict expressecl through mutual 

opposition by the heractants (A Sheldon, 1992) defines "mutuai conflict". Laursen and 

Hartup (1989) Merentiated simpk two-unit exchanges fiom longer ones, and termed the 

two-unit exchange a "cornpiance exchange" (p. 283). In the current study, two-unit 

conflict exchanges are disthguished apart from instances of mutuai opposition. In so 

doing, the extent to which the student pairs engaged in "cornpliance exchanges" versus 

longer disagreements could be determined. Short two-term disagreements Mer  £iom 

longer ones, are not very intense, and are resolved mauily by insistence rather than 

negotiation (Laursen & Hartup, 1989). Since disagreements imrolving negotiation are 

adaptive for leamhg and since individuals with intellectual disabiiities may acquiesce, it is 

relevant to distinguish "cornpliance achanges" fiom instances of "mutual opposition". 

Hence, the Hay (1984) dennition was chosen as the criterion for "confiid' because it does 

not ignore two-mit exchanges which may offa insight into the strategies that intellectuaüy 

disabled students employ in leaming engagements. 

Since this was a study of conversation, al1 con£iicts had to be strictly 

"conversationai" in order to undergo analysis. Misreading of words that were comected 



by a karting partner were not identifid as conversational verbal disagreernents. lastead, 

these wen deemed to be ''miscue" corrections (as for example, when one student rads 

Yong laiight" and the parnier supplies the correction, saying "long knives"). 

ser [Initiator of Conflict) and Op-sa 

The student who malres the initial vabal opposition is the Opposer (OR), and 

herhs interactive partner becornes the Opposa (OE) (Eisenberg & Garvey, 198 1). 

Speaker Tum 

The definition of "speaker tum" that was used in the current study is "all of one 

speaker's utterances bounded by the utterances of another speaker" OUM, Brown, 

Slornkowski, Tesla, & Youngblade, 199 1, p. 1355). 

Mental Retardation - 

Several definitions of ''mental retardation" exîst. Drew, Hardman, and Logan 

(19%) describe "mental retarâation" as a "definition in transition" . Ekrlier definitions by 

the American Association on Mental Retardation (AAMR) (Grossman, 1983) and by the 

Amencan Psychiatric Association (1987) have been re!vised. Recent definitions have been 

pubîished both by the AAMR (1992) and by the Amaican Psychiatric Association @SM- 

IV, 1994). Furthmore, another definition is included in Public Law 101-476, the 

Education of the Handicapped Act (Gaodman, 1976) amendments of 1990. The aimnt 

AAMR definition of "mental retardation" States that: 

Menui retcadation r&m to substantial limitations in present hctioning. 
It is chamteriaxi by signincantiy subaverage inte11ectual hctioning, 
existing concurrently with related ümitations in two or more of the 
foUowing applicable adaptive skiil areas: communication, seif care, home 



living, social skilis, community use, ~e~direction, health and safety, 
fùnctional academics, leisure, and work. Mental retardation rndests 
before age 18 (u 1992, p. 1). 

Although earlier AAMR definitions of "mental retardation" (Grossman, 1983) 

employed a classification system indicating degree of retardation ( d d ,  moderate, 

severdprofound), the 1992 AAMR definition specised intensity of the supports needed by 

an individuai with 'hiemal retar&tion7', rather than severity levels (Gremspan, 1994). 

The four levels of support are: (a) intermittent; (b) limiteci; (c) extensive; and (d) 

pervasive @rew et al., 1996). The American Psychiatric Association @SM-IV, 1994) 

categories for "maita1 retardation7' include: (a) mild mental retardation, with IQ levels of 

50-55 to approximately 70; (b) moderate mental retardation, with IQ levels of 35-40 to 

50-55; (c) severe mentai retardation with IQ îevels of 20-25 to 35-40; (d) profound mental 

retardation with IQ levels less than 20 or 25; and (e) mental retardation, severity 

unspecified. 

For the pirpose of this study, the population of interest was adolescents 

demonstrating " d d  mental retardation" or who are "educable mentally retarded". (An 

alternative tenn that appears in the Literature for "mildy mentally retarded" is "educable 

mentdy retarded" @3dR] [MacMillian, Meyers, & Morrison, 19801). The severity level 

"miid" has been retained for the purposes of this study as much of the existing research in 

the field of mental retardation has employed severity levels to idente the subjects. 

Furthemore, the American Psychiatric Association @SM-IV, 1994) is still using severity 

classifications. Educational practitioners are f d a r  with the terminology pertaining to 

severity levels, therefore the term ''mil#' was retained. 



The terni "inteiiectuai disability" is rqlacing the term "mental retardation" in the 

literature. Therefore, in this study, the tenn îmdlectual disabiiity" is preferred over the 

term "mental retardation7'. The Intemational Association for the Scientific Study on 

Intellectual Disabilities (IASSID, 1996) organimtion favors this nomenclature. 

Furthemore, the Jounial of Intektual Disability Research has adopted the term 

bcintelle*ual disability" rather than related terms such as "mental retardation" or 'mental 

deficiency". 

The Amerkan Association on M d  Retardation (M) described "social 

Social intelligence refers to the abiity to undentand social expectations 
and the behavior of other persons and to judge appropriately how to 
conduct owself in social situations. The p~cipai  components of social 
intelligence are social awareness and wcial SM. More specifically, they 
include social comprehension, insight, judgrnent, and communication 
(M 1992, p. 15). 

In the 1970s and '809, an important change in the education of students with rnild 

academic handicaps, such as miid mental retardation, took place. These students, once 

taught in seKcontained classrmms, were integrated into regular classes for part or al1 of 

their school day, with supports (Slavin a ai., 1984). This trend towards the integration of 

students with mild Iearning handicaps was accelerated by the passage of Public Law 94- 

142 (Goodman, 1976). 

Maimtreaming can be definecl as the provision of an appropriate 
educational opportunity for d handicapped students in the least restrictive 
alternative, b d  on individiirilized education programs, with procedural 



deguards and parent involvement, and a d  <II providing hurzâicqped 
audents with access to and c o ~ c f n l e  interaction with nonhmtdicopped 
pers  0. W .  Johnson & R T. Johnson, 1980, p.90). 

''Mainstreamhg is based on the assumption that piacing heterogeneous students ... in the 

same school and classroom wül facilitate positive relatioaships and attitudes arnong the 

students" @. W. Johnson & R T. Johnson, 1986, p. 553). 

"Cooperative learning7' is a classroom organizationd strategy that has been 

promoted by D. W. Johnson and R T. Johnson (1991). It is "a group learning process 

built on the belief that students leam ôetter when they learn tog*her" (Nastasi & 

Clements, 1991, p. 1 10). Tooperation is the ody instructional strategy congruent with 

the goals of mainstreaming" @. W. Johnson & R T. Johnson, 1986, p. 553). 

Cooperative leaning expenences involve small group leaniing which includes four basic 

elements: "'positive interdependence, individual accountability, collaborative skilis, and 

group processing" @. W. Johnson & R. T. Johnson, 1986, p. 555). These are dehed as 

1. "Positive Interdependence'' - "The perception that one is Iinked with others in a way 

that one cannot succeed unless the others do (and vice versa)" @. W. Johnson & R 

T. Johnson, 1986, p. 555); 

Whai the performance of each individual student is assesseci so that the 
group hows who needs more assistance in completkg the assignent 
and so that each member perceives that he or she must fiilfiil 
responsibilities in order for him or her and the group to be successfùl, 
individuai accountability is king stressed (D. W. Johnson & R T. 
Johnson, 1986, p. 555); 



3. "Coilaborative SkillsY7 - Coiiaborative skiils are essential if groups are to nuiaion 

effdveiy. 'Weeded coilaborative M s  include leadership, decision-making, trust- 

building, communication, and conflict-management skilis" @. W. Johnson & R T. 

Johnson, 1986, p. 555); and, 

4. 'Yiroup Processing" - Cooperative learning groups require t h e  to discuss how well 

they are achieving their objectives and rnaintaining positive working relationships @. 

Some of the key ingndients to successfbi processing are allowing 
sufljcient time for it to take place, making feedback specific, 
rnaintaining student involvernent in processing, reminding students to 
use their coilaborative sLüls while they process, and ensuring that clear 
expectations as to the purpose of processing have ban  cornmunicated 
@. W. Johnson & R Johnson, 1984b, cited in D. W. Johnson & R. T. 
Johnson, 1986, p. 555). 

Limitationsn>elimitrtions of the Studv 

interactions between people are cornplex, involving multiple processing demands, 

therefore there are a numôer of methodolo~cai iixnitations and delimitations to the 

outcome ofthis shidy. 

1. The experimental context was a "closed" situation in which the intellectually 

disabled student was paired with a singîe leaming partner (rather than an "open" 

situation in which there are severai alternative leamhg partners). As suggested by 

neo-Vygotskian literature7 the skilis indMduais dernonstrate depend on the activity 

in which they exhibit them (Anderson-Levitt, 1985). Therefore7 the verbal confiict 

resolution sMs demonstraed by the students may be particdar to the context that 



was chosen for the elicitation of verbal disagreements between inteilectually 

disabled students and their peers. One must be cautious in generaiizing the 

findings to other two-party interactions and to triadicfmulti-party codict 

scenarios. The results of the current study also do not apply to students with other 

ability Ievels. 

2. This examination of confîict exchanges during a problem-solving task is essentially 

the study of b'serious" (as opposed to "playfui") conflict. The distinction ôetween 

''Senous" and "nonserious" coafü* was advanced by Ganiey and Shantz (1992) 

who indicated there is evidence that serious disagreements cm dser from playfiil 

3. The mdy was designed acclusively to examine verbal disagreernents. Enactive 

disagreements and the relationship between enactive and verbal disagreements 

were not the focus of this investigation. Further research is required to explore the 

nature of enactive disagreernents and to compare and contrast disagreements that 

arise from verbal stimuli vernis those arïsing fiom nonverbal behaviors. 

4. The sequencùig of behaviors between the partners of a verbal disagreement may be 

salient to advancing our understanding of verbal disagreernents. Seqwntial 

analysis was not employed in the m e n t  investigation. Sequential analysis 

procedures (Balceman & Gottman, 1986) explore series or chains of behavior 



whereas the analysis of the data in this study looked at isolated components of 

verbal disagreernents. 

5.  This was an investigation conceming overt manifestations of verbal disputes. The 

data used in analysis was exclusively verbal. Participants' goals and motives within 

the interaction were not a focus of the study. Covert processes such as the 

attributional style of the participants and other psychological attributes of the 

subjects (for example, the need to be accurate versus the need to obtain peer 

approvd) were not considered (Abouà, 198 1). 

6. The study examined discourse-specific roles during disagreements (opposer - 
opposee) (Eisenberg & Garvey, 1981; Eisenberg, 1992). The research did not 

examine them within theh social roles (personaVactivity-based). Conversational 

resources may be deployed differently depending on settings/socid roledcultural 

factors (Garvey & C. U. Shantz, 1992). 

7. This study was not designed to investigate other aspects of the -dents7 

interactions during their participation in the leaming task. It would be possible, 

and perhaps desirable, to evaluate other components of the overall interactions 

between mildly intellectually disabled leamers and their nonnal-progress peen. 

This could be done as a follow-up to the cwent study, by revisiting the data using 

coding schemes to score overd interaction between the leamas. 



8. This study aimed to describe the verbal disagreements of inteffectuaily disabled 

students interacting with their pars who exhibit no@ acadexnic props.  The 

study was not designed to describe or define other aspects of the leamhg 

engagement. Cognitive processes which are thought to be triggered by 

disagreement cannot be observecl directly (Lindow, WiUaason, & Peterson, 1985). 

9. The lariguage tests selected for the study examine pragmatic language perfonnsnce 

and general language performance. Phonology, proxemics, motor speech, tluency, 

and resonance characteristics of the students' communicative behavior were not 

assessed. 



Chapter II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The foliowing disaission lays the foundation for the investigation by reviewing 

relevant literature fiom both theoretical and ernpirical vamage points. The review begins 

by: (a) outlining the importance of social interaction for leaming; (b) considering 

cooperative leamhg as a current educational practice; and (c) exploring the application of 

cooperative leaming practices in the education of students with intelechial disabilities. 

Subsequently, the rationale for studying conûict in relationship to talk as integral to the 

study of verbal contlict is presented. This, in tum, lads to a comprehensive review of the 

ernpirical literature regarding: (a) the communicative cornpetence of individuals with mild 

inteiiectual disabiity; and @) the conflict resolution ability of individuals with mild mental 

retardation which highlights the lack of stwly in this area. 

Socid Interaction and the Dcvdo~ment of Lonic 

Peer relationships figure prominently in theoretical fonndations conceming the 

social origins of thought. The view that social interaction is an important context for 

inteiiectual development has bem prevalent in the iiterature for some tirne (C. R Cooper, 

Ayers-Lopez, & Marquis, 1982; Doise & Mackie, 1981; Light, 1983; Mugny & Doise, 

1978; Neiison & Dockeii, 1982). Evidence supporthg the importance of contlict for 

leaming is a d a t i n g  (Bearison et al., 1986; F o m  & Kraker, 1985). 

The work of Piaget and Vygotsky is notable in advancing the notion that confiict is 

an impetus for i n t e 1 1 4  development (Forman & M e r ,  1985). According to Piaget 



( 1 93 2), peer interaction fosten cognitive contlict/disequilibriurn. Piaget stresseci the 

importance of peer interaction for this process to occur, as peers are likely to challenge 

one another. Interactions rdting in cognitive confüct can influence development by 

creating the disequiiibrium necessary for internai restnicturing of thought. Vygotsky 

(1978) theorized that social interaction with adults dows the child to solve novel 

problems uith assistance before solving them independently. More capable peers also may 

provide this assistance that consists of scatfolding and modehg strategic problem-solving 

processes leading to metacognitive awareness. In the process of attempting to solve tasks 

through peer collaboration, strategies are selected and combined in new ways. This may 

involve negotiating confiicting ideas regarding which stnitegies to adopt for solving a 

learning problem. Hence, peer assistance cansists of providing not only information, but 

also strategic knowledge about the leamhg task. This first emerges interpersonally (on 

the interpsychic plane), and involves the use of language as a shared social system 

important for the devdopment of thought (Bearison et al., 1986). Then as the leamer 

advances, stnitegic information is internalized (incorporated on the intrapsychic plane), 

later resulting in independent solutions to similar tasks. 

This discussion supports the notion that the negotiation of confiicting points of 

view is salient to the educational process. This may be panicularly so for students with 

intellechial disabilities. But there is ovenvhehing evidence that these students have 

difnculty in social interactions (Zeth & Murtaugh, 1988) which may influence their 

participation in cooperative leamhg activities. hning coilaborative problem-solving, 

participants in the leamhg task mate their own social or cognitive organizing p~ciples. 

Hence, the question of how snidents with inteliectual disabüities negotiate and collaborate 



with other leamers in order to establish strategies for approaching leamhg tasks requires 

attention. Understanding these hidents' strengths and limitations in the domain of 

confiict resolution is essential, especially during leaming engagements. This is an 

important and relevant consideration in the Iight of evidence that one particular problem 

which individuals with intellectual disabiities exhibit is difnculty in resolving conflicts 

(Hughes & Lyles, 1 994; Sherman et al., 1 SM). 

Coo~trative h m i n n  and Students witb Disabilities 

InteiiectuaUy disabled -dents' dincdties in conflict resolution in the classroom 

sethg rnay have widespread implications for th& educational attainment and social 

adjument, in partiailar their participation in cooperative learning settings. Educators 

have been advocating the use of cooperative leamhg as an dective technique for 

ïntegrating audents with intellectual disabilities @. W. Johnson & R T. Johnson, 1086; 

R T. Johnson d D. W. Johnson, 1983; Putnaq Rynders, R T. Johnson, & D. W. 

Johnson, 1989). Although very few investigations have examineci the dinerential e W s  

of cooperative leaniing on the academic attainrnent of students with miid mental 

retardation, a positive effe* on the achievement of handicapped students in general has 

been report4 @. W. Johnson & R T. Johnson, 1985). However, the favorable 

influences of cooperative leanillig upon the social and interpersonai development of 

disabled students is well-documented in the literature @. W. Johnson & R. T. Johnson, 

1984; R T. Johnson & D. W. Johnson, 198 1, 1982, 1983; D. W. Johnson, R T. Johnson 

& Mamyama, 1983; D. W. Johnson, R. T. Johnson, Warring, & Maruyarna, 1986). 

"Cooperative 1e-g strategies improve social relationships between students with rnild 



disabilities and their nondisabled aganates" (Maimer, Mainzer, Slavin, & Lowry, 1993, p. 

46). 

Confiict and Cumnt Educational Practice 

Social interaction is a? the heart of the cooperative learning approach, a prominent 

educational practice today. D. W. Johnson and R T. Johnson (1991), who are leading 

proponents of cooperative learning, assert emphatically that we know more about the 

&cacy of cooperative l e d g  than almost any other facet of ducation. The prirnacy of 

cooperative learning as an uistnictional methoàology is not surprishg given that, in 

cornparison to other approaches, cooperative leamhg 'Aas the most widespread and 

powerfùl effects on instructionai outcornes" @. W. J o h n  & R T. Johnson, 1991, 

p.22). Cooperative leamhg's positive influence on educational outcornes should result in 

educators embracing and adopting the approach as an instructional technique - '%thin 

instructional situations cooperative learning must dominate" (p. 22). 

Despite the importance of cooperation, the vital role that interpersonal confIict 

assumes in weU-hctioning cooperative engagements must not be disregarded @. W. 

Johnson, 1981b). Leaders in the coopentive leaming movement acknowledge that 

"involveci participation in woperative groups wiîl inevitably produce confiicts" (D. W. 

Johnson & R. T. Johnson, 1991, p. 162). Incompatible ideas, opinions, and information 

among leamers produce controversy which the participants seek to resolve (Sharan, 1980; 

D. W. Johnson, 198 1 a; D. W. Johnson & R T. Johnson, 1979). Tooperation.. .stimulates 

students to externaihe their thoughts, expectations, and arguments" mjhof & Kommers, 

198S, p.128). in fact, researchers @. W. Johnson, R T. Johnson, Roy, & Zaidman, 



1985) have demonstrated that disagreeing with each other's conclusions is one basic 

dimension of oral interation within cooperative leamhg groups. Furthemore, controversy 

can influence achievement. Smith, D. W. Johnson, and R T. Johnson (1981) reported 

that controversy promoted higher achievernent t h  either concurrence saking or 

individualistic study. 'Fontroversy enhances individual achievement, higher-Ievel 

reasoning, and long-terni retention, as well as the quaüty of relationships arnong group 

mernbers" @. W. Johnson & R T. Johnson, 199 1, p. 162). 

Therefore, the ability to negotiate conflict is central to the efficient and effective 

use of cooperative leaming as an educational methodology with students. This is 

particularly so for learners with müd intellectual âisabilitier who have been integrated into 

the mainstream environment. A repertoire of strategies and skills for conflict resolution 

must be available to thern in order to advance and enhance their cognitive growth, not to 

mention their need for participation in classroom activities. Poor conflict resolution skills 

may preclude the type of participation important for making developmental gains in 

learning engagements. The key may k in how to negotiate conflicts and this, of necessity, 

raises the question of the role that language plays in the negotiation process. 

The Rationde for Studvinn Confiid in k h t i o n s h i ~  to Tdk 

in M y  every major theory of human development, wnflict figures prominentiy 

(C. U. Shantz, 1987). Its centrality prompts consideration of the relationship between 

conflict resolution and other domains of development, especially to language. Scholars 

have asserted that lan-e is one cognitive proass integral to hi* psychological 

activity (Garton, 1983; 1984; cited in Garton & Renshaw, 1988). Language is the t d  by 



which conûicts are negotiated - ''contlict is a social activity, created and conducted 

primarily by means of talking" ( b e y  & C. U. Shantz, 1992, p. 93). Garton and 

Renshaw (1988) articdated their view by stating: 

The proasses required for the resolution of disagreements such as the need 
to cornmunicate accurateiy and efficientîy and to take account of the other 
person during the interaction are extremely important for cognitive 
development. Such higher order processing clearly enabks more flexible 
thinking and pmblem-solving (p. 283). 

Exploration of the iinkage between communication and conflict resolution has 

k e n  advocated by researchers more than a decade ago. For example, Fahs (1981) echoed 

the need for integrated research on the combineci processes of confiict and 

communication. He stated ccscholars have suggested that ... the key to establishing 

methods of controlling and rnanaging wdict  is the communication process" (pp. 38-39). 

In the foiiowing discussion, logid and empirical reasons for studying confiict in 

relationship to communicative behavior are examined. 

Fust, confücts are conversational phenomena employing the linguistic and 

pragmatic resources of interactive talk (O'Keefe & Benoit, 1982). 'Tonfiict is a social 

activity, created and conducted primarüy by means of taiking" (Garvey & C. U. Shantz, 

1992, p. 93). Bruner (1986) stated that "getting things done with words is the essence of 

negotiation" (p. 19), placing emphasis on mastery of the pragmatics of language. Many 

naturalistic studies of confiict have foaised on coflict t a I .  These studies explored the 

talk used in conflict episodes as sMed and difFerentiated communicative behavior 

(Eisenberg, 1992; Eisenberg & Garvey, 1981; Garton & Renshaw, 1988; Garvey & C. U. 

Shantz, 1992; Lindow et al., 1985; Renshaw & Garton, 1986). 



Stocking, Arezzo, and Leavitt (1980, cited in Stainback & Stainback, 1987) 

generateû a List of behaviors required for handling wnûicts. Most of the behavion they 

itemized involve language facility. These behaviors inciuded: expressing personal needs; 

iistening to others' expressed rights; oflering nonaggressive solutions; providing rationales 

for proposed alternatives; standing up against aggressive or unreasonable demands; 

accepting reasonable disagreement; and, compromishg on solutions. Clearly, the 

behaviors for resolving conflicts require some degree of communicative sophistication. 

A second rationaie for studying coaûict in relationsbip to talk is that ment 

insightfiil investigations of "confiict talk" have been completed with normal children. Our 

understanding of adversative episodes and social cornpetence has been enhanced by 

empirical investigations of the patterns of verbal conflict behavior demonstrated by 

no@y developing cbildren. b e y  and C. U. Shantz (1992), for example, reviewed the 

evidence on the variations in vabal confiict behavior in chiidrai's everyday disputes. In 

addition, Eisenberg (1992) i d d e d  instances of interpersonal opposition and coded 13 

elements specific to the communicative aspect of conflict (including both verbal and 

paralinguistic elements). For example, the type of speech acts opposed included ''requests 

for action", "requests for permission", "statements of intent", and "statements of fact". 

Furthemore, the topic of the conflict was also identifid. Coding for the type of initial 

opposition used categories such as: "simple no", "indirect no", "justification", 

'cakemative", c'delay/distraction", and "questionf challenge". 

The Unportance of verbal language to connict extends downward to very young 

ages. Even in 19 to 25 month old n o d  chiidren, the relevamx of communication to 

conûict resoiution is highly salient (Hay & Ross, 1982). For example, at this early age (an 



age when language is just ernerging), verbal rernarks were made in 53 per cent of the 

conflicts. Hay and Ross noted that %ore than haif the moves included communication, 

and, indeed, the chüdren began most stniepies by treating their peers as people who might 

respond to words" (p. 1 1 1). In addition, M. Beason (19%) reported that the narrative 

ski11 of four- and five-year olds preâicted the inclusion of conflict in a story. This offers 

funher ewidence of a linkage between language and conûict. 

Thirdly, recent work with disabled populations has underscoreci the salience of a 

relationship between language and conflict. For example, Levine, Van Hom, and Curtis 

(1993) administered the Neurobehavioral R a b  S d e  (Lewi, High, Goethe, Sisson, et 

al., 1987) to 40 addts with closed head injury. Multiple regrasion analyses demonstrated 

that a language-memory factor was a reliable predictor of scores on Selman's (1986) 

"interpersonai negotiation strategies" (INS) evaluation (a score on eight bnef stories 

depichg conflict situations). A direct relationship between the language scores and the 

interpersonal negotiation strategres scores was noted. This finding raises the question of 

whether a sMar relationship between language and confiict exists for other conditions, 

such as intelleaual disaôility. 

To sum up, the study of language and conBict is advocated because of three 

different reasons. Fust, conflict is defined as a conversational enterprise. Hence, this 

suggests that there may be linkages between linguistic and pragmatic skiiis and confiict 

resolution. Seconâiy, in recent years, language skiils have figwed prominently in the 

investigation of the conflict episodes of nonnal individuais. Extending investigations in 

this area to people with disabilities would advance o u  understanding of the relationship 

between talk and confiict. ThirdIy, recent anpirical research with a head injureâ 



population has related performance in the language domain to conflict resolution. Since 

language was relate- to conflict resolution for this disability, perhaps this is true for other 

disabled populations as weU. 

Hence, consideration of the communicative skills evidenced by individuals with 

intellectual disabilities is important in any attempt to study the verbal disagreements of 

adolescents with mild intellectual disabilities. Therefore, research into the communicative 

behavior of individuals 4th Uitellectual disabities is disaisseci in the following section. 

Language dencits may irnpede the efEciency and effectiveness of inteUectuaiIy disabled 

students' social interactions, including the ability to manage verôal disagreements. 

Communicative Comwtence of Individu& with Mild Iattllectud DisabiliQ 

As language is the tool by which conflicts are negotiated, individuals with irnpaired 

linguistic and socio-communicative cornpetence may exhibit âifiiculty in conflict 

negotiation. The anpirical iiterature documents an extensive array of communicative 

deficits in individu& with miid to moderate intellectual disabilities. 

Liiguistic impairments are numerous. These include: phonologid disorders and 

reduced speech inteuigibiiity (Chapman & Nation, 1981; Swift & Rosin, 1990); dower 

lexical development (Bamtt & Diniz, 1989); receptive language deficits (Abbeduto, 

Furmaa, & Davies, 1989; Abbeduto & Nuccio, 1991; and expressive language diBiaihies 

includiig impair4 syntax (Sabsay & Kman, 1993; Snow & Pan, 1993). Ahhough 

studies of the language of pasons with intelectual disabilities have tiiniished extensive 

evidence of d&ts in syntax, vocabulary, morphology, and articulation, few researchers 

bave investigated pragmatics (Sabsay & Platt, 1985a). However, confiicts occur within 



interactive contexts. Therefore socio-communicative cornpetence (pragmatics) may be 

preswned to be critical in the successnil negotiation of codicts. Social communicative 

language is deemed important for clarifyiag intent, developing shared meaning, and 

negotiating resolutions to conflicts. A search of the W C  (1982-3/95), International 

ERIC (1976-3/95), and PsycLIT (11746195) databases was conducted to daennine the 

availability of articles exploring these dimensions, pragmuiics and rnild mental 

retmdaion. This process identifieci no studies s p d d y  addressing the socio- 

communicative language of adolescents with d d  intellecaial disabilities. 

As mentioned, the literature search did not reveai studies conducted with 

adolescents. However, some relevant research with other age groups provides insight into 

the pragmatic language abilities of individuals with mild to moderate intellectual 

disabiiities. Fust, the research into the pragmatic abiities of adults with intellectual 

disabilities is sunmiarioed, followed by investigations exploring the pragmatic language of 

children with inteliectual disabilities. 

Oetting and Rice (199 1) examined the influence of social context on the pragmatic 

s H s  of 16 adults with mild-moderate intellectual disabilities. These researchers suggested 

that there may be contextuai factors that influence the ability to follow conversational 

topics. The adult subjects in their study were sucassfd in judging topic maintenance in a 

simplified, but not in a cornplex context. Intuitive logic suggests that topic maintenance 

ability is important for interpersonal problem-sdving, especially the negotiation of 

conflicts. Although ûetting and Rice's (1991) study was conducted with an adult 

population, theu research has relevance to adolescents with mild inteiiectual disabilities. 



When pragmatic language deficits are apparent in adulthood, deficits cm be presurned to 

exist at e a r k  stages of development (for example, adolescence). 

Maintaining the topic of conversation is another pragmatic language behavior that 

has been studied. The establishment and maintenance of a conversational topic vay  

present particular dficulties to individuals with intellechial disabiities. Bedrosian (1 993) 

stated that topic maintenance skills are important for fostering dmlopment and the 

growth of interpersonal relations, for exchanging ideas and expressing feelings, and for 

expressing an interest in one's conversational partners. Abbeduto and Rosenberg (1980) 

noted that aduhs with inteUectual disabilities did little to develop the topic to help the 

conversation progress. Difliculties in this area may impede the conflict negotiation 

process, perhaps by resulting in aborted attempts at completing the negotiation or by 

subrnission to the views or wishes of the conversational partner. 

Evidence lendiig support to the notion that pragmatic irnpairments may be 

characteristic of students with miîd intellectual disabilities also has arisen fiom studies 

conducted early in development. One such study contrasted the pragmatic skill 

development of two mildiy intellectuaüy disabled and two nonhandicapped kindergztrten 

children, interacting during classroom activities (C. S. Cooper, 1986). A checklist 

recording six categona of speech acts - "commenting", "answe~g", " m g 7 ' ,  

"denying", "directive", and "othei" was used to code the conversational behavior of these 

students. W e  nonhandicapped chiidren ernployed a -ter proportion of speech acts 

with a controhg/directing hction, the miîdly inteilectually disabled children typically 

were more reactive, exhibiting high rates of "afiimingY', "denying", and "anmering". This 

finding suggests the possibiiity that students with Uaellectual disab'üities may initiate 



coaflicts less frequently than their normal p. Furthennore, students with intellectual 

disabilities may be more reactive and l e s  proactive in conflict engagements. C. S. Cooper 

noted not only that ciiffiennt types of directives were used by normal and handicapped 

children, but that handicapped chiidren relied on short, repetitive imperatives while the 

nonhandicapped generated questions. The ability to generate questions may be critical to 

fiaming challenges indiredy in instances of conflict negotiation. Handicapped children 

were more cornfortable speakiag in situations that gave structure to their conversation, 

whiie the nonhandicapped children were at ease taIlring in loosely structured activities. 

These hdings may be indicative of the fimdamental problems facing intellectudy 

challengeci children. The results do suggest that ~Uaborative discovery-based leaming 

interactions may be more communicatively challenging to children with d d  intellectual 

disabilities than more structured leeniuig interactions. Furthennore, if dGculty using a 

variety of pragmetic language fùnctions persists into the later school years, lack of 

pragnatic language facility may restrict interactions essential to the negotiation of 

conflicts. 

Abbeduto (1991) reviewed the research into the hm-taking behavior of chüdren 

with inteUe*ual disaôiities. These saidies have generalîy been conducted using parent- 

chiid interactions. Therefore, the applicabity of the findings to other interactions is 

spdative. Fiidings indicated that nun-taking mors (interruptions, siiultaneous starts) 

occur hfiequently (Abbeduto, 1991; Davis & Oliver, 1980; Davis, Saoud, â Green, 

1991; Tannock, 1988). Abbeduto (1991) cautioned that turn-taking behavior in parent- 

chiid interactions (where the parent works hard to maintain interaction) rnay not reflect 



tum-taking skills in peer interactions. There are no available studies of tum-taking 

behavior between children with inteliectual disab'ities and th& peers (Abbeduto, 199 1). 

Repairs of conversational breakdowas are importmt to the maintenance of social 

interaction. There is documented evidence that children with inteilectual disabities 

exhibit less success using conversational repair devices (Abbeduto, 1991; Abbeduto a al., 

199 1; Longhurst & Beny, 1975; Rueda & Chan, 1980; Scudder & Tremain, 1992). The 

a b i  to repair conversational breakdown is salient and essential for participating in 

learning engagements. Difficulties repairing conversations may shorten disagreements 

because the inteliectually disabled student may lack the sküls to continue engaging in the 

conflict episode. 

Taken coilectively, t seems logical that the general language dekits and pragmatic 

language differences evident in individuals with d d  imeilecnial disabüities could preclude 

successful conflict resolution. Conûicts involve differences of opinion. The ability to 

clearly articulate one's position in adversative episodes requires linguistic cornpetence. 

Furthemore, to understand an opponent's position requins comprehension of vabal and 

nonverbal communication events. Topic maintenance requires shared knowledge, which 

suggests that lexical development is implicated in conflictive engagements. The abiility to 

provide explanations may be an Unportant skiil for avoidiag unnecessary conflicts and for 

resolving differences. Conflict exchanges that offer a reason or justification are generaily 

shorter than ones in which an explanation is not offered (Eisenberg & Gaxvey, 1981). To 

sum up, general language ability (hguistic cornpetence) and pragmatic cornpetence 

(SOBo-communicative language) may be important for advancing our understmding of 

coriflict resolution in adolescent students with mild intellectual disaôiities. 



Clearly, irnpairments of language and communication may limit the social 

participation of adolescents with mild intekctual dissb'ities. This has implications for 

their participation in coopcraive learning activities within the classroom. The opportunity 

to benefit nom the sorts of interactions that optimke their leaming may be limited. 

Because the communicative sWs important for meaningfùl social engagements are 

impaired, it foilows that leaming engagements are resaicted both in scope and in quality. 

Research hto the language behaviar of children with intellecaial disabilities lagged 

behind investigations aimed at chronicling the language dewlopment of nonnal chitdren. 

Studies on normal childm's language development (for example, Brown, 1973), were 

followed only later by investigations specincaily airned at understanding the language 

dwelopment of individuals with inteiiechial disabilities. These studies have just been 

describeci, and further work stii l is required. 

A simiiar situation has occurred with research efforts in the ara of conflict 

resolution. The conflict resolution of normally developing pers has been studied in some 

depth (Berkowitz & Gibbs, 1985; B. K. Bryant, 1992; Eder, 1990; Eisenberg & Garvey, 

1981; W o n  & Renshaw, 1988; Goodwin & Goodwin, 1987; Hay, 1984; Hay & Ross, 

1982; Selrnan, 1980; C. U. Shantz, 1987; C. U. Shantz & Hartup, 1992; C. U. Shantz & 

D. W. Shantz, 1985). In contrast, efforts directeci towards understanding the codict 

resolution of individuals with intellechial impairmems are limited (Bradley & Meredith, 

1991; Hewitt et al., 1993; Hughes & Lyles, 1994; Sherman et al., 1992). In the next 

section, the research into intellectually disabled individuals' confiict is reviewed. 



Müd Intellcetuai Disabüitics and Conflig 

Van Acker (1993) asserted that teachers, especially those in special education, 

must develop th& skilis in order to provide snidents with occasions to dwelop and 

practise prosocial confiict resolution strategis. Despite this dl, littie is known 

concerning inteliechially disabled students7 conflict nsolution. Conflict is, however, a 

problem for individuals with intellechial disabiities. 

Graziano and Bercow (1985, cited in Hewitt, Duchan, & Segai, 1993) reporteci 

that staff members of community residences for the mentally retard4 perceive arguments 

as a significant problem. Another report employed content anaiysis to establish categones 

of stress experienced by adolescents with rdd learning handicaps (Wayment & Zetlin, 

1989). Of the four categories of stress that arose fiom the data, one was "direct conflict". 

In addition, difficulties with conflict resolution have been docurnented in sheltered 

workshops. Anderson-Levitt (1985), ushg an ethnographie research methodology, 

docurnented the issues arising during 13 weeks of group meetings at a sheltered workshop 

for mentally retarded duits. ûver 70 percent of the problems imrolved various kinds of 

peer conflicts. Contlicts with authority figures also aror  with fiequency. Anderson- 

Levitt noted that clients: "may fail on many occasions to fill in important background 

idonnation for their iistener~~~; and, "Vary in the degree to which they succeed at winning 

others to their point of view through argumentation7' (p.72). 

Other studies and reports which wiii be reviewed in the foiiowing discussion 

support the view that inteiiectually disabled individuals experience confiicts and 

demonstrate developmental lags in their concepbi~tions about contlict. A number of 



researchers in the field of intellanial disabibies have explored conflia resolution fiom the 

orientation of social cognition and interpersonal understanding. 

Aflieck (1975a) examined the relationship between role-taking abiiity and 

interpersonal conflict resolution in 16 young adult males with mild and moderate mental 

retardation. A Rule-Pl'ing Assessrnent Technique (Seeley, 197 1) was used. Role plays 

were videotaped between an intellectualiy disabled amilt and a normal adult enacting a 

script. The subjects' responses in the sacial contlict role play episodes were rated for 

confiict conceptuaiization, recognition of the parniers' fselings and intents, and 

consequences of the solution. Performance related to roletaking a b i  was measured by 

the subjezts' responses to reteiiing a story. Story rdeliing was canied out fiom the 

standpoint of each of the cfiaracters in the cast. For young inteiîectually disabled adults, 

the findings supported an association between roletaking abiity and interpersonal conflict 

resolution, independent of the inûuence of geaeral intelligence. 

Bradley and Meredith ( 199 1) evduated qualitative dimensions of social 

perspective taking ability arnong 8-16 year old students classifieci as educable mentally 

retarded (EMR). Social perspective taking in both individual and fiendslip domains was 

explored using a retlective interview entitled Assessing Interperssonal Unrterstandding 

(Selman, Jacquette, & Bniss-Saunders, 1979). Although the EMR students exhibited a 

developmental progression in their social perspectivetaking abilities, developmental delay 

was apparent. Interpersonal understandimg within the i ~ c t u u i s  &main advianad 

steadily with age. However, the same amount of progressi was not evidenad in the global 

scores for the fiendship &main (the global score was derived h m  l d s  of 

understanding for formation, maintenance, and conûict remlution within hiendships). 



Specific scores for conBict redution were not specified in the research summary. 

However, since "'conflict resolution" contriiutes to the global score for the jhedhip  

hmain, a suspected lag in the connia resolution aspect of frimdship understanding can 

be entertained. 

Hughes and Lyles' (1994) i5ndings lend Juppon for this possibility. These 

investigators exarnined the conceptions of conûict resolution for selected mainstreamd 

students with intellectual disabities. They used thei. Sadent Interview A h t  Frienàshipy 

an adaptation of Selman et al.% (1979) Assemitg Intetpersoli~I Umkrstarading interview 

procedure, and reporteci the following outcome. The students 4th inteliectuai disabilities 

demonstrated conflict rewlution levels which fell two 1eveIs below that expected for their 

chronological age. Hence, studies emanating from social cognitive theory have indicated 

that diculty with contlict is a liability for intellectudy disabled individuals. 

Studies explorhg the bdiovior thst individuals with intellectual disabilities exhibit 

during codict negotiation are rare. One investigation evaluated the abiity of 

intelledually disabled adults (ranging fkom mild to sevae memal retardation) to paform 

during role plays. Two of these role plays involved negotiation of a confiict situation - 
asking a coworka to finish a job and requesting a roommate to wash the dishes (Shennan 

et al., 1992). Pdormances were scoreci using behavioral checklists. Participants with 

intellectml disabilities fand significantly more poorly on negotiation than th& 

intellectually a o d  counterparts. These investigators acknowledged that the role play 

procedure may not preàict performance unda mon natural circumst8nces. However, the 

role play procedure does offer information about whether the intellectually disabled 

individual has confiict negotiation skills in herhis repertoire. Skills deemed to be 



important for confîict resolution were identified for the behavioral checwist. The 

important verbal skilis were: gMng a reason for the request; proposing a compromise 

solution; maintaining a nonnal (positive, nonaccusing) voice tone; a d ,  not intempting 

when the other person was taking. 

One stwly documents the nature of milti-party verbal coriflicts ans'mg in a group 

home for the intellectuaUy disaôled. Hewitt et al. (1993) studied the structure and 

-ion of verbal conoicts of adult inteilectdy disabled residents of a group home. 

Veibd confiict episodes extending for at least four conversational tums were identified 

and analyzeû for topic, number of participants, number of turns, pattenis of participation, 

and whether or not confiicts were resolved. Residents fded to provide reasons to support 

their positions and did not h e  their chailenges indirectly (use mitigating devices). 

Subjects typicdy stated a position and reasserted it when it was opposed. No conflict 

was resolved by a resident o f f i g  a convincing reason. Whether performance would 

have been Mer with a no& peer is not known - the study ptllnarily explored 

interactions between intellecnially disaôled residents. The subjects participating in the 

investigation had leveis of fiinctioning ranging fiom mild to severe mental retardation. 

The majority of the subjects demonstrateci a speech or language disorder. DiBiculties with 

verbal conflict resolution among adults with intellectuai disabilities suggests that these 

same difficuities were present during adolescence. 

There are research reports indicating that imeliectually disabled students and adults 

dernonstrate difncuities with conflict resolution. Despite this, there are no ernpincai 

studies of the verbai conflicts of inteilecnialiy disabled children in interactions with normal 

peers. C. U. Shantz (1987) stressed the importance of identifyuig the components of a 



conflia for developing a better understanding of conflict. A. Sheldon (1992) asserieci that 

examinhg utterances in discoursal contas is essential for advanhg out understanding of 

confiict talk. Language analyses are essential to capture the complacity of linguistic and 

interaction skills deployed in the resolution of verbal disagreements. Therefore, the 

prVnary goal of the current investigation is to examine verbal disc~greeemets arïsing 

between inteiiectuaüy disebled adolescents and their normal-progress p e m .  



METHOD 

Methodological topics discussed in this chapter include: research design, selection 

of the sample, subjects, rnaterials, equipment, data coliection procedures, scoring 

procedures, and statistical d y s i s  ofthe data. 

Researcb Desinn 

This was a descriptive, exploratory study sraminin$ the fatufes of spontaneously 

produced vabal conflicts arising between mildly intellecaiaily disabled and nomal- 

progress adolescents during an educational problem-solving task (a quasi-mtralistic 

setting). Understanding how intellectually disabled students participate in "real world" 

leamhg engagements with regular Stream students extends our knowledge regarding how 

the intellectu8uy challenged adolescents function in mainstrearned eàucational settings. 

The study also explored language compeience and its relation to confiict negotiation. 

Knowledge regarding language and conflict negotiation ultimately Worms instructional 

practice with these leamers. 

Ushg an adaptation of Eisenberg's (1992) discourse anaiysis scheme for verbal 

conflicts (see Appendix A), the study examined adolescents' use of language in 

disagreements within a learning task. It explored disagreements over larger stretches of 

discourse rather than studying "adjacency pairs'' (Sacks, 1972). The examination of 

longer sequences of events (i.e., discourse) was preferable to identifjing adjacency pairs in 

conversational interaction. The reason for the examination of longer sequences is that 



social acts aich as disagreements usuaiiy extend beyond adjacency pairs, such as 'kequest- 

response" or "question-answef' (Eisenberg & k e y ,  1 98 1). niat is, disagreernents, Wte 

requests for clarification, are "side sequmces" in conversation that require immediate 

attention if the conversation is to move forward. These adversative episodes "have a fixed 

beginwig and require immediate resolution if the interaction is to proceed" (Eisenberg & 

Garvey, 198 1, p. 150). The opposition causes the ongoing interaction to case until the 

resolution allows it to recommence. This usually oavrs over a series of utterances. 

"ûnce the opposition is stated, the adversative episode begins, any pnor goal or tapk is 

abandoned and attention is directeci to resolving the incompatibility" (p. 1s 1). 

The main objective, thediore, of this investigation was to evaluate the nature of 

verbal disputes that occur when dyads composed of mildly intellectuaüy disabled and 

normal adolescents engage in a problern-solhg task. In accordance with Hay (1984), the 

current investigation adopted the view of confiict as a dyadic phenornenon It cm be 

argued that any beginning attempt to understand confüct must take as its starting point the 

d y s i s  of two-party disagreernents. Initial efforts to understand two-party disagreements 

are foundational for later research aimed at studying disagreements within mdti-party 

cooperative leamhg groups. D. W. Johnson and R T. Johnson (1 986), proponents of the 

cooperative learning instructionai strategy, however, note that "cooperative leamhg 

groups tend to range in size fiom two to six ... when students become more experienced 

and skUU, they wiil be able to manage larger groups" (p. 557). By fint advancing our 

understanding of how students with intellectual disabiities disagree in dyadic exchmges, 

lata work can extend the study of conflict to triadic and polyadic contexts. 



Sdection of the Sam~le 

Permission was obtained to recniit potentid participants through the River East 

School Division md the Wimiipeg School DMsion No. 1 (see AppendBc B for permission 

letters). In the f d  of 1995, Special Education Resoum Teachers were approached 

individuaily by the tesearcher at each s c h d  site. They were offered a bnef overview of 

the purpose and significance of the investigation, the time cotnmitrnent, and the cnteria 

estabfished for nominating subjms for inclusion in the study. The cnteria for intellectually 

disabled and for normal-progress participants were as follows: 

Subjects with Md mtefIec~uf disabilities: A cornenience sample of available 

adolescents was targeted. Because there bas been variability in teminology (Mainzer et 

al., 1993) and a move away fiom the use of categoncal labels as dehed by the American 

Association on Mental Retardabon (Grossman, 1983), subject selection was based on the 

foliowing inclusion and exclusion criteria. 

Inclusion criteria: Subjects deémed to be appropriate for the study were 

mainstreamed intelleCtu8Uy disabled students who were hctioning at least two yea .  

below grade level due to academic deficiencies across core subject areas such as language 

arts, reading, and mathematics. Students who formerly would have been identifid with 

mild-moderate levels of mental retardation were eligible for the study. Mildly 

imelîectually disabled adolescents whose primary language was English and whose mode 

of communication was verbal were targeted. 

ExcJusion niteria: Mjidly intellectuaüy disabled adolescents who comrnunicated 

through aitemative means (such as s i w g  or an altemative/augmentative communication 



[AAC] system) were ineligible. Furthemore, those who exhibited either a severe speech 

disorder (e-g., severe stuttering or speech judged to be less than 80.h intelligible when the 

topic of conversation was known) were excluded. Students who had a diagnosed hearing 

loss or educationally significant visual impairment were excluded. Students who had 

active psycho-social problerns requiring intervention fiom a psychologist, psychiatrist, or 

behavior specialist wae not eîigible to participate. 

Midly inteiiechiaily disabled adolescents who ma the afiorementioned criteria, but 

who had other disab'ilities (for example, wheelchair dependent) were eligible to participate. 

Subjects were nominateci for the study by their Special Education Resource Teacher. 

Twenty-five adolescents with rdd intellectmi disabilities who were enroileci in integrated 

educational settings wen recniited to take part in the investigation. 

Nomal-progresspeers: These 25 participants were to be adolescents with n o d  

learning (that is, deemed inteilectualiy "normal") and who, in the opinion of their teachers, 

dernonstrated no discernible language or le-ng disability. That iq these students were 

inetigible for special &cation resource senices or special needs h d i n g  support by 

Manitoba Education and Training. Each "normal-progress" student was selected 

randomly fiom the class roster. (Since one aspect of peer interactions is the extent to 

which the participants like one another [C. U. Sharitz, 19871, random selection of the 

nomial peers was requested). The normabprogress student was paired with a same-sex 

intellectually disabled clessrnate to complete the eciucatiod przblem-solving task (see 

Item 2 of 4'Procedure77 below). Intellectually normal students who had active psycho- 

social problerns requiring intervention Born a psychologist, psychiatrist, or behavior 

speciaüst were ineligible to participate in the study. 



Once potential participants were identifieci, their parents received a letter 

requesting permission for th& children to participate. Parental or legal guardian's 

consent for participation in the study was required of alî subjects. The "Projeci 

Description for Purenis'', the "Leîîer of Agreement': and the "Di~iposition of Audio d 

y ic teo t~s"  that the parents received are appended (see Appendii C.) Parental consent 

was received for 25 inteflectuaüy disabled and 25 normal-progress students. 

Subiecîs 

A total of 25 dyads airolled for the study. There were 25 intellectdy disabled 

students and 25 normal-progress students. Each inteîlectualiy disabled student was paired 

with a nod-progress peer fiom the same classroom. The mean age of the inteilectually 

disabled students at the tirne of the leaming activity was 169.64 months (14 years 1 

month; staodard deviation = 11.39 months). The mean age of the normal-progress 

students was 159.32 months (13 years 3 months; standard deviation = 8.41 months). 

Thirteen of the 25 dyads were comprised of female students. The mean age of the 

intellectuaüy disabled female participants was 1 7 1.85 months (1 4 years 4 months; standard 

deviation = 13.01 months); the mean age of their nomial-progress counterparts was 

160.08 months (13 years 4 months; standard deviation = 9.13 months). Twelve of the 25 

dyads were comprised of male students. The mean age of the inteilectually disabled male 

participants was 167.25 months (13 years 1 1 months; standard deviation = 9.48 months); 

the mean age of their normal-progress counterpats was 158.50 months (13 years 3 

months; standard deviation = 7.88 months). 



Students aime fiom Grades 7, 8, and 9. The intellectually disabled students and 

the nonnal-progress students were each considerrd as a homogeneous group of students 

at the junior high level. Eleven (44%) of the 25 inteiie!ctwiiy disebled studmts came fiom 

Grade 7 classrooms, 12 (48%) fiorn Grade 8 classrooms, and two (8%) fiom Grade 9 

classroorns. For the normal-progres students, 12 (48%) came from Grade 7 classrooms, 

1 1 (44%) f?om Grade 8 ciassrooms, and two (8%) fiom Grade 9 classrooms. 

One of the normai-progress students who was nominateci for the study moved out 

of the city before completing the language tests. This participant was replaced with 

another normal-progress student who completed ail language tests and the leamhg 

Ahhough the snidents' primuy language was English and aii students were fluent 

speakers, subjects came h m  areas of the city where thae is an ethmc mix. Children were 

judgeâ, in general, to be from middle and lower-rniddle class f d e s .  

The UitellectuaUy disabled group were enrolled in classrooms with normal-progress 

students, but pursuing programs with special education supports to augment their 

leaming. Speafic information about their I.Q. or educational attainment was not avaiîable 

to the researcher. 

Test materials for the language assesment indudeci: (a) the Test of praOmatic 

Lan_misle TTOPLL (Phelps-Terasaki & Phelps-Gunn, 1992; and (b) the Test of 

Adokscmt and Adult L a n w e  (3rd ed.) (TOAL-3) (Hemmill a ai., 1994). The Fort 



Walsh (CLASS, 1987) software program provided the con t a  for the educational 

problem-solving task. 

nie Pragnt&c Language Measwe. The Test of Prapatic Langua~e (TOPL) 

(Phelps-Terasaki & Phelps-Gunn, 1992) is a research tool for the study of pragmatic 

(social-communicative) language- It is based on a comprehensive three dimensional model 

of pragmatics. It assesses many feames of social~mmunicative cornpetence in receptive 

and expressive modes. This measure is intendeci not oniy to ident* students who fd 

below their pers in pragmatic language sWs, but also to deteRnine the kinds of 

pragmatic language strengths and weaknesses that individual students possess. 

Normative data are available. The Test of -tic Langtmze (TOPL) (Phelps- 

Terasaki & Phelps-Gunn, 1992) was Standarcüzed on 1016 children representing 24 States 

and one Canadian province. A normative sample representing the national population was 

used, stratifiecl dong key demographic variables as defineci in the examiner's manual. 

Psychometric data on the T0PL7s interna1 consistency, intersmer reliability, and standard 

error of measurernent are reported. Because of the psychometric strengths of the Test of 

Pragmatic Lan-e, it was selected as the primary measure of pragmatic language. 

The Meanrre of Generai Language Ability. The Test of Adolescent and Adult 

Lanmiaae (3rd ed.1 (TOAL-3) (HammiU et al., 1994) was selected as the measure of 

general language ability. 'This test, now in its third edition, was designed to identiQ 

adolescents whose scores are sigrûficantîy below those of their peers and as a research 

tool. This tool reflects a three-dimensional model, evaluating semantic and syntactic 



aspects of language in spoken and written form, both receptively and expressive&. Hence. 

it is a test of adolescents' general language ability. 

Earlier versions of the Test of Adolescent and Aduit Lanspatze have been reviewed 

widely (Edwards, 1989; Shapiro, 1989), receiving favorable ratings for their noms and 

intemal consistency reiiab'ity. The third edition, TOAG3 bas been standard'zed on a 

sample of 3,056 individuals tiom 26 States. Its strong psychometric characteristics 

(reliability and valiâity) are reported in the examiner's manual. Stability reliability has 

been strengthened over previous editions of this test. Criterion-related validity studies 

have augmented earlier stuclies. nie TOAL-3 dso has been improved over the TOAL-2 in 

that a confinnatory factor analysis strenghened the wnstruct vaiidity of TOM-3. 

Therefore, the Test of Adolescent and Adult L a n ~ e  (3rd ed.) (TOAL-3) 

(Hamrnill et al., 1994) was selected as the gmeral language ability muciure, based on its 

psychometric properties and because of its thne dimensional mode1 of language. It is a 

comprehensive measure of adolescents' general language abiiity. As the TOAL-3 does 

not provide a measwe of pragmatic language a b ' i ,  the Test of Praamatic Lanmuiae 

(Phelps-Terasaki & Phelps-Gunn, 1992) was chosen to furnish information regarding 

subjects' pragmatic language performance. 

The Educatioml So/nvare. Fort Walsh (CLASS, 1987)' a cornputer activity 

described by the developers as suitable for students in grade 5 to 11, was selected to serve 

as the context for the leamhg task. This educational software program, a social studies 

exercise, requires students to make decisions as they progress through the program. It 

was chosen because of its broad appiicabiiity to a range of student ability levels coupled 



with the potential for prompting discussion h e e n  leamers. The Fort Walsh leanllng 

activity also was chosen to provide the participants in each dyad with a conunon context 

for discussion. No reviews of the Fort Walsh software were available in the ERIC (1987 - 
March 1995) dittabase or in the Canadian Education Index (1987 - December 1995). 

The Fort Walsh (CLASS, 1987) program has printed idonnation that the students 

are required to read aioud fkom the computer screen. Therefore, the SMOG readability 

formula by McLaughlin (1969) was used to caldate the reading lwel of this printed 

information. Using this formula, the readability level of the Fort Walsh (CLASS, 1987) 

leamkg activity was determined to be Grade 8. 

Eaui~rnent 

A camcorder (Sharp Viewcam VLE37C) and a tape recorder (Marantz PMD 221) were 

used to record the testing and aaMty sessions. An Apple IIc computer was used to run 

the educarional software. 

Piocdure 

AU students participateci first in language testing and then in a social studies activity as 

described below. 

1. Languuge Assesment. Participants completed a fornial language 

assessrnent consisting of two language tests: (a) the Test of Pragmatic Lanmwe (TOPL) 

(Phelps-Terasaki & Phelps-Gunn, 1992); and (b) the Test of Adolescent and Adult 

Lanmia~e (3rd ed.) (TOAL-3) (Hammill et al., 1994). AU students were a d m V U s t d  the 

TOPL first, followed by administration of the TOAL-3. This was accomplished over a - 
p e n d  of severai sessions. Individuai (as opposed to group) test adniinistration was 



completed. The subjects entered the examining raom, were introduced to the testing 

procedures, and remindeci that theu participation in the study was voluntary. They were 

also told that the test results did not contribute to th& report card/grades, and would not 

be reported to their teachers or to th& parents. Participants were encouraged to do theu 

best on these tasks. 

These language assessment procedures were carrieci out explicitly to identify the 

language level of the participants in the study, especially the mildly inteUectually disabled 

students. The administration of these tests was deemed essential for adequate 

interpretation of conversational data fiom the educational problem-solving task (see item 2 

below). 

The Test of Rasyutic Languae (TOPL) (Phelps-Taasaki & Phelps-Gunn, 1992) 

and the Test of Adolescent and Adult L a n ~ e  (3rd ed.) (TOAL-31 (Hammill et al., 

1 994) were adrninistered by the researcher, a licensed speech-language pathologist . The 

examiner audiotaped and videotaped the sessions and took notes during testing. Testing 

was conducted according to instructions contained in the examiner's manuals. Severai 

sessions were required to complete each snident's language assessment. 

Upon completion of the test administrations, student pairs consisting of an 

"intellectuaiiy disabled" student and a "normal-progress" peer were scheduled to 

participate in the Fort Walsh (CLASS, 1987) social studies lesson. This procedure is 

describeci next. 

2. & ~ ' o r n l  Activity. Conversational interactions occuning ôetween 

adolescents with rnild intellectual disaôiities and theV pers during a problem-sdWIg task 



were taped, transcribed, and coded using an adaptation of Eisenberg's (1992) coding 

system (see Appendix A). An educational cornputa activity from the social studies 

cumculum, Fort Walsh (CLASS, 1987), providecl the context for this. 

For the Fort Walsh (CLASS, 1987) problem-soiving task, students working in 

pairs were introduced to the computer program and instmcted to participate in the task 

(see Appendk D for detailed instructions). This software program (selected from the 

social studies cdculwn) requires students to rnake numerous decisions from among 

severai possible responses presented on the computer screen. At the outset, the 

experimenter suggested that the dyad mernbers disniss the options available for each of 

their answers and gemrate reSISOns for their choices. During the activity, the student 

dyads were re-prompted to discuss the reasons for th& answers whenever the 

intellectually disabled student exhibitecl threz consezutive instances of acquiescence for 

decisions. The first such prompt consisted of the experimenter rerninding the student pair 

to discuss their reasons More choosing one of the alternatives on the screen. If, after this 

prompt, the intellechially disabled student continueci to defer to the normal-progress peer 

for three consecutive decisions, a second prompt was delivered. For this second prompt, 

the experimenter presented a printed page identical to the problem on the computer screen 

and rerninded the student dyad to discuss th& reasons for the answers they were 

considering. (Refer to Appendix D for the first and second prompts delivered.) 

In this educational activity, studemt pairs worked together in a quiet area of their 

home school, apart from the otha studmts in the regular classroom. The researcher took 

notes and recorded the conversational interactions between adolescents with mild 

htellectual disabilities and their normal-progress pers  during the Fort Walsh (CLASS, 



1987) cornputer activity. The activities of the research were videotaped and 

simuitaneousiy audiotaped. 

The educational activity required one session of approximateiy 25 to 35 minutes 

duration. Although the researcher rernained present throughout the leamhg ta&, efforts 

were made to be unobtrusive so tbat the students could intexact with one another in an 

unrestricted mannet. At the conclusion of the leaming task students were thanked for 

their participation in the study . 

Scorinn Proceâum 

1. Lanrmae Tests 

Upon completion of the language testing, the tests were transcribed and scored by the 

principal investigator, according to the instructions contained in the examiner's mamals. 

2. Educationd Activity 

Upon completion of the educational activity, the dyads' conversational interactions were 

transcribed as follows. 

Transcription of the ta~ed conversations 

The conversational interactions that arose as the midents negotiated solutions 

during the problem-solving task subsequently were transcribed fkom the audiotapes. The 

first pas through the audiotapes was completed by a medicai transcripnonist who 

transcribed each audiotape using a Phillips 560 Transcriber. A second pass through a 

randornly selected sample (2o./. of the tapes) was conduded by the researcher. Word-by- 

word mean agreement between the transcriptionist's and the researchex's version of the 



transcription for this sample was calculated at 98.87% (standard deviation = 0.28, range = 

98.37 to 9%). A high rate of concurrence between the transcriptionkt and the principal 

hvestigator was wtained. Hence, only those segments of the remaining tapes that the 

transcriptionist had noted as mumbled or of questionable inteüigibility were reviewed by 

the researcher (who had bem pnsent when the tapes w m  initialy recorded). The 

researcher's second pass thmugh these unclear ta@ segments was accomplished by 

reviewing the audiotape (and when necessary, the videotape) to detemine what words 

were spoken during these segments of unclear speech. This fiaal transcxipt prepared by 

the researcher subsequently was scored using an adaptation of Eisenberg's (1992) coding 

scheme. This scheme is detailed in Appendix A and will be discussed fùrther under the 

heaâing Toding". 

After the taped conversations of the dyads during the leaming task were 

transcribed, the researcher scanneci the transcripts for oppositional moves. Consistent 

with Eisenbag's (1992) procedure, "al1 verbal denials, refiisals, objections, disagreements, 

confiicting claims or intentions, and contradictions in response to a partnefs utterances" 

(p. 26-27) were identified. Disagreement episodes included the initial opposing move and 

ail interaction that ensued umil one party submitted, a consensus was achieved, the topic 

changed, or süence occumed for at least 30 seconds (Eisenberg, 1992). 

in identifying ep ides  of conflict on the transcripts, the initial opposed tum and 

the £inal nonoppositional conversational turn were numbered O. The opposition was 



represented by 1. Subsequent verbal responses and responses to responses were 

numbered in scquence, each aumber indicating a speaker change in the dyadic interaction. 

Once conflicî episbdes were i d d e d  on the transcripts, the verbal dissension 

episodes arising as the inteilectudy disabled and normal-progress peers pdcipated in the 

problem-mlving task were coded. An adaptation of Eisenberg's (1992) "categories of 

analysis7' was used (see Appendiv A). Coders anaiyzing Eisenberg's %ategories for 

analy~is'~ have demonstrated kappa d c i e n t s  of -79 ta 1 .O for al1 categories except topic 

of conflict (.74) (Eisenberg, 1992). As Eisenberg7s coding ochane was employed to 

adyze disagreements h e e n  mothers and their chilcirea. in the cumnt study these 

codes were altered to refiect that the participants wen "intetiechially disabled" 

adolescents and their ïrormal-progressyy pems. Changes were also made for the c d i g  of 

b'conflict topic", in order that the eoding couid be relevant to leaming engagements. The 

adaptation of Eisaiberg7s coding scherne is detaiied in Appendix A. IUustrative examples 

of the coding of the verbal tratlsctipts are provided in Appendix E. 

Because of reports in the fiteranire that intellectually disabled adults ' b ry  in the 

degree to which they s u d  at wllming others to their point of view through 

argumentation7' (Anderson-Levin, 1985, p. 72), a record of the performance of each dyad 

was retained to facilitate interpretation of the results (see Table F-1 in Appendix F). A 

d d e d  record of the pafomance of each dyad is relevant to an exploratory study of the 

verbal disagreements arising baween inteUectuaîly disabled s tudas and a normal- 

progress peer during a l e d g  engagement. 



The Statisticai Anaiysis Software (SAS, 1990) was used to conduct al1 statistical 

analyses. Descriptive statistics were generated for al1 variables that were coded. 

Leoguage scores and contlict components were taliied. Percentages and fiequency 

distributions, ranges, means, and standard deviations were used to characterize: (a) the 

subjects' language scores; and (b) the sample of verbai disagreements that arose during the 

learning task. 

Wilcoxon Test 

The Wilcoxon (1945) Signexi RaaLs test for matched pairs is the "only valid way to 

deal with data that are in the fonn of rnatched pain" (Neave & Worthington, 1988, p. 

16 1). This statistical test was used to evaluate hypotheses 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 1 O, 1 1, and 12. 

For this statistical test, the data coasist of observations (X,, Yi) taken on subjects that have 

been paired (Daniei, 1990). In this educational research, there was a "definite pairing 

bmveen observations in the two samples'' (Neave & Worthington, 1988, p. 16û), as 

intelleaually disabled and normal-progress subjeçts were paired for the levning task. 

When using the Wdcoxon test, the absolute differences are camputed for each pair and 

ranks are assigned to these absolute differeaces. 

This nonparametric statistical test was prefmed for a number of reasons. Fust, 

the Wdcoxon Signecl Ranks test was chosen as it has dyads contribute to the data in 

quivalent amounts. Secondly, the Wdcoxon test is more powerful than chi-square 

procedures. When the deta are reduced to nominai-type data for analysis, there is a 

cornesponding los  of power (Conover, 1980). Thirdly, this statistical analysis procedure 



does not depend on the distribution. Conover (1980) stated that ''the probabiiity theory of 

statisiics based on ranks is relatively simple and d a s  not depend on the distribution in 

many cases" (p. 215). Last, the Asymptotic Relative Efficiency (ARE.) of the Wdcoxon 

test is high, 0.955, compared to its parametric aaalog (1Uarasaiilo & McSweeney, 1977). 

Friedman Test 

The Friedman test (Friedman, 1937, 1940) was chosen to evaluate hypothesis 8. 

This statisiical test is employed when t is undegrsble to pafonn the parametric two-way 

anaiysis of variance (Daniel, 1990). This nonpanmeaic test uses ranks to avoid the 

assumption of normality implicit in the d y s i s  of variance. Furthemore, if the Friedman 

test Ieads us to rqect the nul1 hypothesis, a multiple-cornparison procedure is available to 

use after the Friedman test W e i ,  1990). 



RESULTS 

Topics diseussed in this chapter include the interrater agreement and the outcome 

of hypothesis testing. 

Reliabilith - Data Coding and htcentage of Intemater Agmment 

Transcripts of the leamllig activity first were examineci to identify instances of 

verbal conflict as defineci in the "dennition of tenns" section. For every confiict that was 

identifid, each of the elements noted in the adaptation of Eisenberg's (1992) coding 

scheme was detemineci. The principal investigator coded al1 of the 25 transcripts. A 

second coder coded 20% of the traflscnpts (that is, 5 randomly selected transcripts) and 

the interrater agreement was calculated. The interobserver agreement was established 

according to the foiiowing fornuila: 

ameernents x 100 = ./O of agreement 
agreements + disagreements 

(J. O. Cooper, 1987). Independence of obsenations while coliecting agreement measures 

was maintainecl between the observers. 

Agreement between coders was: .86 for identification of episodes as conflicts; .82 

for identification of initiator/opposu, -81 for number of conversational tums; -95 for 

presence of justification by the inteiiectuaily disabled student; .87 for presence of 

justification by the normal-progress student; 1 .O0 for idemincation of the last tum Ui the 

verbal dispute; .87 for the speech act opposeci; 1.00 for dispute topic; -69 for dispute 



outcome; .82 for type of initial opposition; -91 for preseace of an explicit "no"; -83 for 

presence of negative affect. 

The outcome for each of the proposeci hypotheses is disaisseci in this section, 

which is divided imo two main parts. In the first part, the hypothesis regerding the 

language skills of adolescents with d d  inteilectual disabilities is discussed. The second 

part of the "outcome of hypotheses'' section is concemeci with those hypotheses pertaining 

to the conversationai interactions that arose during the ducational activity. In particdar, 

the verbal disagreements between the "inteliectually disabled" students and their "normai- 

progress" pars are wnsidered. 

1. me Lamguage Ski& of Addacents w8tk Mïïd Intelledual DisabiIity. 

The following hypothesis was examined: 

M i l e  inteffectuaIîy disabled adolescents wifl exhibit evirlence of pragmatic 

language impparnnents S i m p i e d  Iinguîstic compeience as idenrifid by the 

Test @ Praamatic Lanmra~e /Tw ( P h e @ s - T e r d  & Phe@s-Gunn, 1992) 

und by the Test qfAci01escent d A M  Lanpuage (3rd ed (TOAL-3, (nriammill, 

et al.. 1994), reqectively. 

Descriptive, qualitative information of the language performance of the 

htellechially disabled participants is premted. 

In this Summaruation, the language skills of the d d l y  intellectually disabled 

participants are contrasted with the language sküls evidenceâ by the normal- 



progress students who participated in this study. The dimensions of the 

performance of the Pntellectually disabled students on the Test of Ra~llfliitic 

Languaqe (Phelps-Terasaki & Phelps-Guw, 1992) and Test of Adolescent and 

Adult Lanmuiae (3rd ed.) (HmmiU et al., 1994) are explored. For each languase 

test, data for the overail sample and for the grade and gender of subjects is 

presented. A cornparison with the nonnal-progress students is made. 

Test of Pramnatic Linmage {TOPL) 

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the intellectually disabled students 

and the normal-progress students on the Test of Pramnatic Lanmiane (TOPL) 

(Phelps-Terasalci & Phelps-Gunn, 1992). The mean mw score for the 25 

intellechialiy disabled students was 33.48 (standard deviation = 3.39); the mean 

raw score for the 25 normal-progress students was 39.40 (standard deviation = 

2.02). On this test, the average age epivafemy was 108.60 months (standard 

deviation = 23.53) for the intelleaually disabled students and 164.4 months 

(standard deviation = 20.49) for the normal-progress peers. 

Since Table 1 depicts both the test age and age equivalency on the Test of 

Praamatic Lanmiane (TOPL) (Phelps-Terasaki & Phelps-Gunn, 1992) for each of 

the groupq these figures can be used to calculate the mean de@ for each group of 

participants. The mean &Iay was defined as the Werence between mean 

chronological age (test age) and wan age equiwfency. For the intellaxually 

disabled group, the average diffkrence between chronological age (mean = 168.92 

months) and age equivalency (rnean = 108.60 months) was computed. The 



Table 1: D t s ~ r i ~ t k  Statistics for the Tut  of Pranmatic Laaeua~e (TOPL). bv 
gr ou^ 

Inteiiectuaüy - Disabled Normal - Progress 

TOPL - n - M Range - n - M Sq Range 

Raw score 25 33.48 3.39 23-39 25 39.40 2.02 36-44 

Quotient' 11 87.18 6.06 77-96 22 102.82 5.84 93-120 

A E . ~  25 108.60 23.53 66-162 25 164.40 20.49 126-186 
(months) 

TestAge 25 168.92 11.39 150-189 25 158.12 8.07 145-171 
(months) 

The number of observations a is less than 25, as some participants' chronological 

age exceeded 13-1 1, the upper iimit of the normative tables. "Age equivalency" 

achieved on the TOPL (months). 



inteîiectualiy disabled students on average scoreci 60.32 months (standard 

deviation = 24.43) be iw  th& cbronologid age at the tirne of TOPL test 

administration. In comparison, the nonnal-progress participants achieveâ an 

average age equivalency of 164.40 months, 6.28 months (standard deviation = 

24.24) above their chronological age (mean = 158.12 months), at the time of 

TOPL test administration. Hence, there was clear evidence of impaired pragmatic 

language performance for the intellectually disabled students, according to the 

TOPL. 

Test of Adolescent and Aduit Lanimase IT0A.L-31 

Descriptive statistics for the inteUectuaily disabled snidents' performance (a 

= 25) and for the normal-progress students' performance (q = 25) on the Test of 

Adolescent and Adult Langage (3rd ed.) TTOAL-31 (HarnxniU et al., 1994) are 

depicted in Table 2. The mean total quotient on the TOAL3 as well as the mean 

quotients for fzsîening. p a k n g ,  reoding, m-ting, p k e n  Ianguage. watten 

iànguage, v o c a b u ~ ,  grammur, recepmte imguage, and expressMe larnguage are 

presented in Table 2. 

TOAL-3 Total Ouotient 

First, the mean totai quotients attained by the intellechiiilly disabled students (n 

= 25) and by the normal-pro- siudemts @ = 25) are wnsidered. According to 

the developers of the Test of Adolescent and Adult Lan-muine (3rd ed.) (TOAL-3) 

(Hammill et al., 1994), the toial quotient represents overall general language 

ability. This is because all eight TOAL-3 subtests contribute to this score. That is, 



~abk 2 Ouotients rttained bv the Intcllectuallv Disabled and Normrl-Pronress 
lago t3d ed .) (TOAL3 

Inteliectually - Disabled Normal - Progress 

TOTAL 

Listening 

sp-g 

Reading 

writhg 

S PO ken 
Language 

Wntten 
L~~guage 

Vocabdary 

Grammar 

Receptive 

Expressive 

Test Age 
(months) 



the mean total quotient for each group of subjects (9iteliectually disabled" and 

'hormal-progress") is representative of those groups' dobal cornpetence in the 

areas of listening, speaking, reading and writing, as well as al1 other aspects of the 

TOAL-3 test model. W1th respect to the TOAL-3 total quotient, the overall 

pedormance of the normal-progress students was clearly superior. The normal- 

progress students attained a mean TOAL-3 total qotient of 95.92 (standard 

deviation = 14.34). In contrast, the mean TOAL-3 total quotient for the 

inteliectualiy disabled students was 57.60 (standard deviation = 10.17). According 

to the TOAL-3 examiner's manual, the mean total quotient for the normal- 

progress -dents merits the description of "average" @ormance. The mean 

totol quotient for the inteIiectually disabled studentq however, corresponds to the 

descriptor 'tery poor" given in the TOAL-3 examiner's manuai. 

Compareci to the American Psychiatric Association's @SM-N, 1994), 

c6mental retardation" severity levels, the mean toral qwotient attained by the 

intellectually disabled students corresponded in general with the description for 

"miid mental retardation". Therefore, the htektually disabled student group 

nominated for participation in the study appeared to be representative of the 

population of interest, n d y  mildly intelkctualy disabled adolescmts. Siniilarly, 

the nord-ptogress students represented individuals with "average" language 

performance. 



TOAL-3 Modes: Lisîeninp, S d n p .  Reading. and W n t i n ~  Ouotients 

These four quotients rd-  the performance of the inteilectually disabled 

participants and the normal-progress participants in the foUowing areas: lisrening 

(the abity to comprehend spoken language); speaking (the abTty to express 

thoughts ordy); readng (the aôility to understand graphïc messages); and, h t i n g  

(the ability to express ideas in graphic fom). In each of these areas of language 

performance, the inteilectually disabled subjects scored more poorly than the 

normal-progress subjects. For example, in Table 2, the mean quotient attained by 

the inteiiectually disabled student gmup for the ïistenfng mode was 70.84 

(standard deviation = 14.32). In contrast, the nord-progress student group 

attained a mean listening score of 96.60 (standard deviation = 14.84). That is, in 

the listerhg domain, the mean performance of the inteliectuaiiy disabled students 

was "poor" whereas the mean performance of the normal-progress snidents was 

"averageyy, according to the examiner's manual (HammïN et al., 1994). W1t.h 

reference to Table 2, it can be seen that the nod-progress group also exhibited 

mean quotients for pxzhng, reading, and nd*ting which fell in the "average" 

range (defined in the examiner's manual as quotients between 90 and 110). In 

cornparison, the intekctdy disabled students performed in the "vexy poor" 

range: speaRing (mean = 66.52, standard deviation = 1 1 -64); readrng (mean = 

59.84, siandard deviation = 6.87); and, wn'h'ng (mean = 5 7.16, standard deviation 

= 9.55). Overail, the inteUectually disabled students demonstrated their best 



perfomiance in the lisrening mode, followed by, in descendhg order, sppakrng, 

reading, and wnting. 

TOAL-3 Fonns: Sm&n and Wirtien Lanmur~e Ouotients 

Accoràing to the dmlopers of the Test of Adolescent and Adult Lanma~e 

mAL-3)  (Hanaiill et al., 1994), fonn refen to the '%ode medium" that 

individuais use to commUNcate with one anottier. The TOAL-3 examines two 

language f o m :  ipoken langtrage and *tten lmguage. Spoken Imguage 

measures the abiity to speak and listai; written longuage measures 'Siteracy" (the 

ability to write and d). Table 2 Uldicates that the nomal-progress students 

exhibited "average" peflormance both for p k e n  Iangirage (mean quotient = 

95.24, standard deviation = 14.69) and for written Ibnpage (mean quotient = 

96.96, standard deviation = 15.78). The inteiiectudy disabled participants, 

however, exhibited 'Very poor" performance in these domains. The mean p k n  

Imguage quotient for the intellectuatiy disabled participants was 65.28 (standard 

deviation = 13.34); the mean Wnen icmguage quotient for the inteliectually 

disabled s t u d a  group was 53.80 (standard deviation = 8.03). Hence, deficits in 

spoken language and in literacy were evident for the inteliestually disabled group. 

TOAL-3 Features: Vixubularv and Grammm Ouotients 

The vocabulq quotient of the Test of Adolescent and Adult Lanqaae (3rd 

edJ [TOAL-3) (Hammill et al., 1994) measwes the abiity to comprehend and use 

words appropriately in spoken and written communication. The TOAL-3's 

grammur quotient measmes the ab'ility to comprehend and generate syntactic 



structures in spoken and written communications. The mean vocabuiq and 

grammur quotients for the intellectuaUy disabled participants and for the nomial- 

progress students are depicted in Table 2. Again, the normal-progress student 

group evidenced "average" pediormance in vocaôulary (mean vucubuiq quotient 

= 99.04, standard deviation = 15.03) and "averagey' performance in grammar 

(mean grammur quotient = 93.24, standard deviation = 16.34). The intellectuaily 

disabled students demonstrated '%ery paor" pnformance in both of these domains. 

The mean voic4bulary quotient for the intdlectuaiiy disabled group was 61.00 

(standard deviation = 1 1.67); the mean granmur quotient for this group was 58.28 

(standard deviation = 8.62). Therefore, the intellectuiiy disabled students 

paformed considerably poorer than the no&-progress students in the areas of 

vocabulary and grammar, as measured by the TOAL -3. 

TOAL3 Svstems: Rece~fiw and bress ive  Lanmuipe Ouotients 

On the Test of Adolescent and Aduh Langwne (3rd ed.) (TOAL-3) (Hamniill 

et al., 1994), the tenn "systemY' refas to outgoing (expressive) or incorning 

(receptiw) infionnation. The TOAL-3 recepriw Imguage quotient measures the 

ability to understand both spoken and written communications; the TOAL-3 

expressive lmguage quotient measures the ability to promice spoken and written 

communications. The nomal-progress students exhibited "averagey' abilities for 

these two systems. That is, the mean receptiw kmguoge quotient for the normai- 

progres students was 97.44 (standard deviation = 13.42); the mean eapressive 

hguuge quotient for the normal-progress students was 94.88 (standard deviation 



= 17.04). In contrast, the intellectually disabled student group demonstrateci ''veq 

poof' pefionnance in receprie and expre-e l'guuge. The intellectually 

disabled students attained a mean r e c e p a  Imguuge quotient of 61 -44 (standard 

deviation = 10.94) and a mean expressive lmguuge quotient of 57.60 (standard 

deviation = 10.05). 

In summary, for the normal-progress group, the mean Test of Adolescent and 

Aduh Lannuarre (3rd ed.) (TOAL-3) (Hammill et al., 1994) torcil quotient fell in 

the average range. Also, the mean TOAL-3 quotients for listenîng. speaking, 

reading, writing, spoken language, m e n  language, vocabu1.y. grummac 

receptive languuge, and expressive lmguage were in the "average" range for the 

normal-progress group. 

In contrast, the mean @ormance for the intellechially disabled group was 

'Iery pi' for ai l  Test of Adolescent and Adult Languze (3rd ed.1 TTOAL-3) 

(Hammül et al., 1994) quotients. Listening was the exception, behg an area Iess 

weak than the other meas (meriting a rating of ‘‘par" rather than '%ery poor"). 

As mentioned, the mean language quotients attained by the inteiiechially disabled 

participants on the TOAL-3 appeareù consistent with what one might apect for 

students with rnild intellectual disability. As refiected in Table 2, these mean 

quotients mged fkom 53.80 (for m e n  lmguage) to 70.84 (for lisrenzng). 

Individuals with miid mental retardation have LQ. lewls of 50-55 to approximately 

70 @SM-IV7 1994). The meM language quotients attained by the inteiieaually 

disabled students generaiiy feii within this approximate range. 



Laonusne Differcnces between Dvad Members 

D~flerences beniveen the dyad members on the language measures were of 

interest, therefiore these dierences (Q = 25) were considered. Table 3 pmvides 

each subject's = 50): (a) raw score on the pragmatic language maisure, the 

Test of -tic Lanmiane ITOPL) (Phelps- T e d  & Phelps-Gunn, 1992); 

and @) totd quotient on the general lauguage measure, the Test of Adolescent and 

Adult Lanyne (3rd ed.) (TOAL-3b (Hammül a al., 1994). In addition, for the 

two language measures (TOPL and TOa-3).  the difierence between the 

aforementioned scores for each dyad is given. Each dflerence score was 

caiculated by subtracting the inteilectualiy disabled student's score fkom the score 

attained by herlhis nonnal-progress partner. For example, consider dyad 17. The 

no&-progress student achieved a TOPL raw score of 39, whereas the 

inteiiecftidy disabkd studem attained a TOPL raw score of 35, a dlflerence of 4 

points. The nonaal-progress student for dyad 17 attained a TOAL-3 total quotient 

of 109, whiie the htellectually disabled student achieved a TOAL-3 total quotient 

of 53, a à@erence of 56 points. 

Tabie 3 indicates that the nonnal-progress peer typically exceeded the 

inteilectdly disabled student on the Test of Prapmatic Language (TOPL) (Phelps- 

Terasaki & Phelps-Gumi, 1992) (except for one dyad in which the intellectually 

disabled student exceeded the normal progress student by one point). The normal- 

progress peer superseded the inteUectually cüsabled student on the Test of 



Table 3: TOPL and TOAL3 Scores bv Dvad Iacludinn the Differtnce 

TOPL Raw Score TOAL-3 T d  Quai- 

Normal - Intelledually N o d -  InteUechially 
Dyad Sex Progress - Disabled DifkrenceC Progress - Disabled Dif&renoeC 

Test of fragmatic Lm-. -est of Adolescent and Aduit Lanmia~e (3rd ed.). 'Esch 
clifference score was calailateci by subtractnig the inteilectdy disabled student's score 
fiom the score of the nomial-progres partner. 



Adolescent and Aduh Lannuape (3rd ed.) (TOAL-31 (Hammill et al., 1994) for all 

dyads, accordhg to Table 3. 

GCOUD Differtncm on the hnnurne Masures 

Table 4 ammarizes the overail ciifferences between the imeliectualiy disabled 

participants and the normal-progress participants: (a) for the Test of Pragmatic 

Lanmiaae (TOPL) (Phelps-Terasaki & PMps-Gunn, 1992) raw score; and (b) the 

Test of Adolescent and Adult Lanme (3rd ed.1 (TOAL-3) (Hammill et al., 

1994) total qaotient. In tams of the r m  score on the TOPL, the average 

Merence between the nomial-prognss studem and the inteUectually dissbled 

student was 5.92 points (standard deviation = 3.85). That is, on average, the 

inteliectually disabled student scored 5.92 points below herhis normal-progress 

parmer. The mean Merence b e e n  the noraial-progress student and the 

inteliectuaily disabled student for the T o m 3  total quotient was 38.32 points 

(standard deviation = 16.08). Again, the intellechiaily disabled students' scores 

feli below the nonnal-progress students' scores. The aforementioned difFerences 

indicated that there were obvious discrepancies between the dyad members in 

ternis of their o v d  performance on the language measum. Dinerences were 

Mdent both in pragmatic language pafomiance (measured by the TOPL) and in 

linguistic performance (measured by the TOAL-3). 



Table 4: Summarv Statistics for tbe Differcnce8 between the IntdlectuaUv Disabled 
and Normal-Pronrcss Studtnts on the Lanmiant Tcs& 

Differerices betwem~ the N o d  - Progress 

& Inteliectuaiiy - Disabled Dyad Mernbers 

TOPL~ (Raw Score) - 25 5 -92 3.85 -1 to 18 

TOAL - 3 25 38.32 16.08 4 to 68 
(Total Quotient) 

'Each diftierence score was calcuîated by subtracting the intellectuaiiy disabled student's 

score fiom the score attauied by the nonnal-progress partner. 0 Test of Pragmatic 

Lanawe. YOAL-3: Test of Adolescent and Ad& Lanmiage (3rd ed.1 



hamant Scores bv Grade 

The subject samples included intellectuaUy disabled students and their normal- 

progress peers enrolled in grades 7 through 9. Tables 5 and 6, respeztiveiy, 

provide the summary statistics by grade for the two language measures. In Table 

5, the summary statistics by grade for the Test of Pramtic Lanmage (TOPL) 

(Phelps-Terasaki & Phelps-Gunn, 1992) r m  score and age equivufency are aven. 

in Table 6, the summary statistics by grade for the Test of Adolescent and Adult 

Lanmage (3rd ed.1 (TOAL-3) (Heniraill et al., 1994) total quotient are given. 

Visual inspection of these tables suggests that tbe grade 7 to 9 grouping of 

subjects represents reasonably homogeneous language performance ôoth for the 

students with intellect4 disability and for the normal-progress peers. 

The inteilectuaily disabled students paformed similarly on the Test of 

Praematic Lance [TOPL) (Phelps-Terasakj & Phelps-Gunn, 1 W2), irrespective 

of grade. Table 5 indicates that there was less tbaa a tbree point spread in the 

mean TOPL ruw scores of the intellectually disabled students in grades 7 - 9 

(3 1.50 lower bound to 34.45 upper bound). Table 5 also depicts approxhately a 

IO-month s p r d  in the mean TOPL age equïmfency attained by the inteliectually 

disabled students. The intellectually disabled students also pe~ormed similady on 

the Test of Adolescent and Adult L a n w e  (3rd ed.) (TOAL-3) (Hamrdl a al., 

1994), irrespective of grade. Table 6 indicates that the intellectudly disabled 



Tabk 5: Intdectudv Disabled and Normal-P mimess Students' Test of hnmatic 

Raw Score 11 34.45 2.25 30-38 12 39.83 1.90 3 7-44 

A.E.' !! 113.18 18.83 87456 12 169.00 17.32 138-186 

Raw Score 12 32.92 4.25 23-39 11 39.18 2.09 36-42 

A.E.' 12 107.00 28.44 66-162 11 162.00 22.13 126-186 

Raw Score 2 31.5 2.12 30-33 2 38.00 2.82 36-40 

A.E." 2 93.00 8.44 87-99 2 150.00 33.94 126-174 

Note. Higher scores represent superior performance. 

'Age equivalency achieved on the TOPL (expressed in months). 



 tud dents' mean TOAL-3 totai quotients for each grade were essentially within 10 

points of each other, (47.0 lower bound 57.18 upper bound). 

The normai-progress students ais0 performed similady on the two language 

measuces9 irrespective of grade. Table 5 indicates that there was less than a two 

point spread in the mean Test of Praomatic Lanmqe TTOPL) (Pheips-Terasaki & 

Phelps-Gum, 1992) ruw scores of the normal-progress -dents in grades 7 to 9 

(38.00 lower bound, 39.83 upper bound). Table 5 also shows a 19-month spread 

in the mean TOPL age equiimfency of the normal-prognss students in grades 7 to 

9. Table 6 indicates that the normal-pcogress students' mean Test of Adolescent 

and Adult Langpage (3rd ed.) TTOAL-3) (Hamniill et al., 1994) total potients feii 

within eight points of each o k ,  for students in grades 7 to 9 (92.00 lower bound, 

99.45 upper bowwl). 

Lansmane Pcrtormance bv Gtnder 

The subjects for the study includd d e  and f d e  adolescents. A breakdown 

of the -dents9 language scores by gender and group is presaited in Table 7. The 

Test of Pragmatic Langwie (TOPL) (Phelps-Terasaki & Phelps-Gunn, 1992) raw 

m e ,  the age equniuilency, and the Test of Adolescent and Adult Lanma~e  

(3 rd ed.1 (TOAL-3) (Hanudl et ai., 1994) total quofienf are depicted in Table 7. 



Table 6: Totd Ouotient on the Test of Adolescent and Aduit bnnuane (3rd ed.1 
/TOAL3L Summarizeâ bv Grade and G m u ~  

TOAL-3 Total Quotient TOAL-3 Total Quotient 



Tabk 7: Performance on the Test of Pmnmafic hnnurnt (TOPL). bv Gendtr and 
Groun 

InteUectuaUy - Disabled Normal - Progress 

TOPL 
Sex Score M - SD Range - M - SD Range 

Femaie Raw 33.38 4.44 23-39 13 39.69 1.55 36-42 13 
Score 

Test 171.08 13.01 155-189 13 158.77 8.53 148-170 13 
43eb 

Male Raw 33.58 1.88 31-37 12 39.08 2.45 36-44 12 
Score 

A.E.' 105.25 14.72 90-138 12 159.00 22.95 126-186 12 

Test 166.58 9.34 150-183 12 157.42 7.86 145-167 12 
4 e b  

Note. Higher scores indicate superior pragmatic language performance. - 
'Age equivaiency achieved on the TOPL (expresseci in months). b ~ g e  (in months) at the 

tirne of test administration. 



Test of Praamatic Lanmiaae (TOPL): 

Males vs. Fernaies 

Inspection of Table 7 indicates that the male i n t e I i W y  disabled students and 

the femaie intellectually disabled students paformed similarly on the Test of 

Pranmatic Lanrpiape (TOPL) (Phelps-Terasaki & Phelps-Guin, 1992), the 

pragmatic langua~e measure. The mean TOPL ruw scwe was 33.39 (standard 

deviation = 4.44) for the f d e  inteilectually disabled students; the mean TOPL 

ruw score was 33.58 (standard deviation = 1.88) for the male intellectually 

disabled students. Furthmore, the normaCprogress males and the nad- 

progress females @ormeci similariy on the TOPL. The mean TOPL raw score 

was 39.69 (standard deviatian = 1.55) for the fernale normal-progress students; the 

mean TOPL raw score was 39.08 (standard deviation = 2.45) for the male normal- 

progress students. 

1ntellectuaIly Disabled vs. Normal-Pmgress 

Cornparison of the intellectiialîy disabled and the normal-progress students 

withui gender revealed lower Test of Praamatic Lannuqe (TOPL) (Phelps- 

Terasaki & Phelps-Gunu, 1992) scores for the inteliecniaüy disabIed students. 

Consider fht the females. The mean TOPL ruw scores (and age equiwilency) for 

the inteilectualiy disabled femeks and for the normal-progres females were 33 -38 

(1 1 1.69 months) and 39.69 (1 69.38 months), respectively. Next, consider the 

d e s .  The wan TOPL row scores (age equiwferacy) for the intelfectually 



disabled males and for the normal-progress males were 33.58 (105.25 months) and 

39.08 (1 59.00 months), respectively . in conclusion, the inteilectuaüy disabled 

females perfonned more poorly than the normal-progress fernales on the TOPL. 

Similarly, there was a gap in performance lwels between the intellecnially disabled 

and the no&-progress maks on the TOPL. 

Test of Adolescent and Adult L a n w e  (3rd ed.) (TOAL-31: 

Males vs. F emales 

Visual inspection of the data revealed that for the general language measure, 

the Test of Adolescent and Adult L,anwe (3rd ed.) (TOAL-3) (Hanuni11 et al., 

1994), the intellectuiiy disabled males exhibited superior language performance 

compared to the intellectually-disabled females. Table 8 indicates that the mean 

TOAL-3 torol quotient attained by the male inteliechuilly disabled participants was 

61.83 (standard deviation = 10.03). The mean TOAL-3 total quotient for the 

female in te l l edy  disabled participants was 53.69 (standard deviation = 8.96). 

Hence, the male inteliectually disabled students demonstrated higher general 

language performance than the fermle intelledually disebled students talgng part in 

this study. This is despite the fact that the inteilectually disabled females on 

average were older (mean test age = 171.85 months; standard deviation = 12.88) 

than the intellecnially disabled males (mean test age = 167.25 months; standard 

deviation = 9-48)> at the time of the TOAL-3 administration. In contrast, a 

dimepancy in TOAL-3 paformance beiween the male normal-progress students 



Tabk 8: Performance on the Test of Adolescent and Adult Lannu.nt (3rd cd.) 
/ T o m  bv Gender and G m u ~  

uitellechially - Disabled Normal - Progress 

Sex TOAL-3 n - M @ Range n - M SD Range 

Fernale Total 13 53.69 8.96 41-68 13 95.77 15.57 67-117 
Quotient 

Test Agea 13 171.85 12.88 155-189 13 160.08 9.13 148-172 
(months) 

Male Total 12 61.83 10.03 49-81 12 96.08 13.57 74-117 
Quotient 

Test Agea 12 167.25 9.48 150-183 12 158.50 7.88 145-169 
months) 

Note. ifgher TOAL-3 total quotients represa superior general language performance. - 
'Age in months at the tirne of test administration. 



and the female nonnal-progres students was not evident. Visual inspection of 

Table 8 reveals that the nord-progress males and the nord-progress females 

performed sirnilarly on the TOAL-3. That is, the mean total quotient on the 

TOAL-3 was 96.08 (standard deviation = 13.57) for the nod-progress males 

and 95.77 (standard deviation = 15 -57) for the nod-progress fernales. Normal- 

progreu males and females also were similar in age (see Table 8). 

Cornparison of the inteilechially disabled and normal-progress students withir~ 

gender was conducteci. This reveated poorer overall Test of Adolescent and Adult 

Lanauage (3rd ed.) (TOAL-3) (HammiU a ai., 1994) performance by the 

intellecaially disabled participants. Table 8 indicates that the intellectually disabled 

males and females perfomed more poorly than the normai-progress males and 

fendes, respectively. Consider first the females. The mean TOAL-3 total 

quotients for the inteliectuaüy disabled f d e s  and for the normal-progress 

females were 53.69 (standard deviation = 8.96) and 95.77 (standard deviation = 

15-57), respectively. Next, consider the males. The mean TOAL-3 toral 

quotients for the intellectually disabled males a d  for the normal-progress males 

were 6 1 -83 (standard deviation = 10.03) and 96.08 (standard deviation = l3.S?), 

respectively . 

In conclusion, ewaluation of hypothesis 1 revealed that the mildly inteliectualiy 

disabled adolescents demonstrateci clear evidence of pragmatic language 



impaiments and impaireci linguistic cornpetence as identifieci by the Test of 

Prapmatic Lan-e ITOPL) (Phelps-Terasaki & Phelps-Gunn, 1992) and the Test 

of Adolescent and Aduh Lanpuape (3rd ed.) (TOAL3) (Harnd  et al., 1994), 

respedvely . 

2. Intei'dataltj DisrrMed and Nonnd Addescents' S.egi9es for Negdr*atr0ng 

Disa,,ents 

The foiiowing general hypothesis was examineci: 

M M y  iniellecl~ully ciisabied adolescents will akmoltstrute qualitative and 

ip îu t t i~*ve  dflerences in the conversatlomf lategies t h  they employ for 

negotiating disagreements ZM ans4 in a dydic  problem-soivhzg task with a 

nonnal-progress peer. 

A qualitative, descriptive analysis of conflict components is presented. 

Number of conflicts 

Across the 25 dyads 2 1 1 verbal disagreements were identified and analyzed. 

The number of disagreements per dyad ranged fiom 1 to 15. On average, there 

were 8.44 (standard deviation = 5.06) verbal disagreements per dyadic interaction 

session. The 13 f e d e  dyads accounted for 92 (43.6%) of the verbal 

disagreements the 12 d e  dyads accounted for 119 (56.4%) of the 

disagreements. That is7 on average, there were 7.08 (standard deviation = 4.37) 



conûicts per female dyad, whereas on average there were 9.92 (standard deviation 

= 5.52) conflicts per male dyad. nierdore, visuai inspection of the &ta indicated 

that the female dyads dernonstratecl a lower overaü rate of conflict than the male 

dyads. 

Conflict lenath 

Disagreements lasted on average for 2.19 conversational tums (standard 

deviation = 1.88) and ranged frorn 1 to 15 tums in length. Table 9 provides data 

concerning how freguently confiicts of various lengths arose during the educational 

activity. Most confiicts were short. In fact, 85.8% of the verbal disputes were less 

than four conversational turns in length. The vast majority of contlicts during the 

learning engagement were single tum confiicts (48.3%)). Conflicts lasting two 

conversational tums occurred 26.1% of the tirne. Those l a h g  three tums 

accounted for 1 1.4% of the total number of verbal disagreernents. Only 14.2% of 

al1 verbal disagreements exceeded three conversational tums. 

Visual inspection of Table 10 shows that conflict length, rneasured by nwnber 

of conversational turns, was sirnilar for the male and female dyads. Of the 92 

conflicts arising between f d e s ,  84.79?? consisted of 1 to 3 conversational tums. 

Similady, of the 119 conflicts arising between males, 86.58% consisted of 1 to 3 

conversational tums. Table 10 indicates that singie tum conflicts occuned about 

48% of the tirne for males and f d e s .  Confiicts lashg two tums accounted for 

approximately 26% of the conûicts in which males and fernales took part. Those 

disputes lasting three tums accounted for approhtely 11% of the confiicts, for 



Table 9: Number of Conversritiond Tums in Verbal Disrnntments ansine between 
NormrPdP- and Inteüecturllv Disabled Studtnts 

Cumulative Cumulative 
Number of Tunis Frequency YO Frequency YO 



Tabk 10: Lenntb80f the Verbal Coaflicts rrisinn betwcn inttlkctualiv Disrbled and 

. 

Number of Tunis ~ o . ~  

1 44 47.83% 58 

2 24 26.09% 3 1 

3 10 10.87% 14 

More Tban Three 14 15.21% 16 

Total 92 1 OW 119 

Zength of Disagreements was measured in number of conversational tums. N . :  Refers 

to the m b e r  of verbal confücts. 



both male and female dyads. In sunmiary, the male and female dyads 

demonstrated similar pronles for confiict length. In this study, longer c'mutual 

confiicts7' were distinguished from single tum cccompliance exchanges" (refer to 

Table 10). Table 10 provides a breakdown of the total number verbal 

disagreements which were single turn c'campliance exchanges7' versus those which 

were longer disagreements. Of the 21 1 verbal disagreements arising during the 

leaming task, 109 (51.64%) were considered ta be longer Chi~tual confXcts". 

'Cornpliance exchanges" occurreâ fiequently during the leamhg tasic. In fact, 102 

of the 21 1 (48.34%) verbal disputes were of this type. Male and fernale dyads 

engaged in 'Ccompliance exchangesY7 at sixniiar rates (48.74% for males, 47.83% for 

fnnales), according to Table 10. 

Referring to Table 1 1,63 of these 102 '%ompliance exchanges" (6 1.76%) were 

initiated by the normal-progress peer and not pursued by the inteliechially disabled 

student. In cornparison, 39 of these 102 "cornpliance exchanges" (38.24%) were 

inîtiated by the intektuaiiy disabled student and not pursued by the normal- 

progress peer. 

The c'compliance exchange" findings reporteci in Table 11 need to be 

considered in conjunction with the data in Table 13. The rates of initiation of 

compliance exchanges by normal-progress (6 1.76%) and ndtellectually disabled 

(38.24%) students in Table 1 1 are similar to the overall rates of initiation of 

conflicts evidenced in Table 13 (63.98% for normaî-progress students; 36.02% for 

inteliectually disabled leamers). 



T a i e  11: Corndiance Eschanges bv Conflict Iiiitiitor (NormIrEPro~s and 
InteUectuah Disabledl 

Normal - Progress 63 61 -76% 

Intellectuaiiy - 39 38.24% 

Disabled 

Total 102 1Wh 

'Cornphance exchanges: Verbal disagreements which are a single-tum in length. 



Conflict Lenah bv Conflïct Mator  

In 13 5 of the 2 1 1 verbal disagreements, the intellectually disabled student 

was opposed by the normal-progress peer. Of these 135 confücts, 63 (34.57%) 

were siagie-tuni "cornpliance exchanges" and 72 (65.43%) were longer "mutual" 

conflicts. in 76 of the 21 1 verbal disagreements, the normal-progress peer was 

opposed by the inteiieaually disabled student. ûfthese 76 conflicts, 39 (51.32%) 

were single hini "cornpliance exchanges" and 37 (48.68%) were longer ccmutuai" 

conflicts. The afocernentioned r d t s  indicate how: (a) the intellectually disabled 

students behaved when opposed; and (b) the normal-prognss peen behaved when 

opposed. These hdings suggest that intellecnially disabled and nomial-progress 

students respond Werently when opposed, as single turn '%ompliance exchanges" 

were less Wrely when the nomial-progress student initiated the conflict. 

Explkit Negative 

ûveraü, the expliat negative was used in only 15.17% (32) of the 21 1 disputes 

that occurred. niat is, the explicit negative ("no") at the beginning of a verbal 

conûict was absent during 84.83% (179 of 211) of the verbal disagreements. 

Hence, the onset of a verbal dispute was seldom si@ed by an explicit negative. 

Consider the use of the expücit negative by the normal-progress and by the 

intellectually disabled -dents. For the 13 5 disagreements that were initiated by 

the nomial-progress student, the explicit negative was empfoyed 20 times 

(14.81%). For the 76 disagreements that were initiated by the intelîectually 



disabled student, the expiicit negative was used 12 tirnes (1 5.79%), a rnarginally 

higher rate. Therefore, whether there are diaiences between intellectuaüy 

disabled and nonnal-progress snidents for use of the explicit negative is equivocd. 

Next, consider m a l t f d e  differences for use of the explicit negative. The 

female students used an explicit negative in 16.300/. (15 of 21 1) of the verbal 

conflicts in which the female dyads engageci; the male students used the explkit 

negative in 14.29% (1 7 of 2 1 1) of the verbal conflias. These figures represent 

margiaal gender differences for the use of expiicit "no" duriag verôd 

disagreement S. 

S~eech Act 

Disagreements arose in response to a partnefs speech acts. In this study four 

types of speech acts were d e d :  "requests for permission", "requests for action", 

"statements of intent') and "statements of fact". 

There were no conflicts Mtiated in response to a parnier's 'kequest for 

permission". There were, however7 conflicts initiated in response to "requests for 

action", "statements of intent7', and c4statememts of fact7'. The "request for action" 

precipitated most conflicts. Of the 21 1 conflicts recorded, 69.19% (146) ocairred 

because the communication partner had made a 'Yequest for action". A fiirther 

15 64% (33 of the 2 1 1 conflicts) arose in response to the partner's 4cstatement of 

intent7', while 15.1 Ph (32 of the 2 1 1 confiicts) arose foliowing a "statement of 

fa*". The types of "speech acts" which were opposed by the intellecnially 



disabled students versus those opposed by the normal-progress peers will be 

consïdered in depth under hypothesis 4 below. 

Table 12 depicts, for male and female dyads, the type of speech act that 

precipitated the onset of a verbal disagreement. The percentages show for each 

type of speech act indicate oc@ subtle Merences between the male and the fernale 

dyads for the "request for action" (68.0Ph for males dyads, 70.65% for femaie 

dyads), and for "statement of intent" (14.29% for males, 17.39% for fernales). 

Male dyads initiated verbal disagreements in response to a "statement of fact" 

more fiequently than did f d e s  (1 7.65% for male dyads venus 1 1.96% for 

f d e  dyads). Therefore, males rnay be more incüned to initiate verbal 

disagreements when a factuai statement is at issue. 

Conflict Initiator 

Consider first the rate of confiict initiation by the normal-progress students and 

by the intellechiany disabled students. Overall, the normal-progress students 

initiated verbal disagreements 63.98% of the t h e  durhg the learning engagement. 

That is, 13 5 of the 2 1 1 conflicts were initiated by the normal-progress peer. The 

remaiaing 36.02% of the verbal conflicts were initiated by the intellectually 

disabled students (76 of the 21 1 codicts). Therefore, considering al1 21 1 verbal 

contlias together, conflicts were initiated almost twice as fiequently by the 

nonnal-progress students as by the ktellectuaily disabled students. 

Refening to Table 13, it is apparent that the f e d e  intellectuaily disabled 

midents and the male intellectually disabled students initiated conflicts at sirnilar 



Table 12: S~eech  Act of  the Utterance that Precinitated a Verbal Disa~rttment. bv 
Gender 

Fernale Maie Total 

Speech Act - No.' % - No.' % - No.' % 

Request for Action 65 70.65% 81 68.07% 146 69.19% 

Statement of Intent 16 17.39% 17 14.29% 33 1 5 -64% 

Stat ement of Fact 1 1  11.96% 21 17.65% 32 15.17% 

Request for Permission O 0% O 0% O OO/o 

Total 92 lOP? 119 1W/o 21 1 100% 

W. : Refers to the nwnber of verbal conflicts. 



Tabk 13: Initiator of Conflict. bv Gendtr 

Normai - Progress Inteliectuaiiy - Disabled Total 

F e d e  58 63.04% 34 36.96% 92 1 W h  

Male 77 64.7 1% 42 35 -29% 119 1 OOO! 

Total 135 63.98% 76 36.02% 211 1 OPh 

B.: Refers to the number of verbal conflicts. 



rates (36.96% and 35.29'%, respectiveIy). Howwer. the f e d e  normal-progress 

students initiateû verbal confücts almost twice as eequently as did their f d e  

intellectuaîly disabled counterparts. Of the 92 verbal conaicts arising between the 

femaie pairs, 63.04% (58 of the disputes) were initiated by the normal-progress 

student, whereas 36.96% (34) were initiated by the intelie*ually disabled mident. 

A similar picture was noted for the male participants. For the male dyads, 64.7 1% 

(77 of the 1 19 disputes) were initiated by the normai-progress student wNie 

35.29% (42 of the 119 disputes) were initiated by the inteilechially disabled 

student. 'Rmefore, visual inspection of Table 13 suggests no obvious ciifferences 

between male and f d e  dyads for initiation of verbal disagreements. 

Conflict-Initiatina Moves 

The initial opposition strategies used during the verbal disagreements which 

arose between the inteUectually disabled and the nonnal-progress participants is 
*. 

discussed below under hypothesis 4. "S~ategies used by Shrdents when in the 

Negative affect seldom occurted in verbal conflicts and consistai prirnarily of 

süghtly increased: vocal harshnessiutensity, speech rate, or prosodic emphasis. 

There were no instances of y e w  screaming, cryhg or dramatic inmeases in 

vocal intensity. 



Overail, negative ané* occurted in about 15% of the entire sample of 

conflicts, which represents a smail proportion of the conflicts (see Table 14). The 

inteilarually disabled studems and the nomial-progress students dernonsmited 

negative affkct at W a r  rates. Tbat is, the normai-progress students displayed 

negative &ect in 15.17% (32) of the 21 1 conflicts; the intellectuaily disabled 

adolescents displayed negative affect in 14.69% (3 1) of the 21 1 codicts. 

Therefon, the nomial-progress studmts and the inteliectualiy disabled students 

exhibited negative affect at simiiar rates. 

The occurrence of negative affect in 'hiutuaî conûicts" was of interest. 

Therefore, the presence of negative affect in the 109 "mutual conflias" (codicts 

which were two or more conversation81 tums in length) was considered. Table 15 

depicts the absencdpresence of negative affect for those conflicts which were two 

or more conversationai tums. The normal-prognss students displayed negative 

affect in 22.02% (24) of the 109 "mutual conflicts7'. The inteliectually disabled 

students exhibited negative affect in 23.85% (26) of the 109 longer "mutual 

conflicts7'. Although this difference appeared to be marginai, the normal-progress 

students used negative affect slightly less often than did the intellectually disabled 

students. It should be noted that negative affect in longer "mutual conflicts" was 

more conmion than in ai l  the conflicts taken together. 

Male-fede differences for the use of negative affect during conflicts were 

explored. The nord-progress fanale students exhibiteci negative afEect d u ~ g  

14.13% (13) of the 92 verbal disagreements that the fernales had. The normal- 

progress male sîudents exhibited negative a f f i  d u ~ g  15.9796 (19) of the 1 19 



Normal-Progres Inteilectually Disabled 

Negative Affèct Frequency YO Frequency YO 

Absent 

Present 

Total 



Tabk 15: Ncnrtive Affèct for Disanrtcmtnts witb Two or More Conversational 
Turns, bv Group 

Negative Affect Frequency ?40 Frequency YO 

Absent 85 77.98% 83 76.15% 

Present 24 22.02V0 26 23.85% 

Total 109 10% 109 1 0 W  



verbal disagreements that the des bad. The inte1lectuaiiy disabled females 

exhibited negative affect during 13.04% (12) of the 92 verbal disagreements in 

which the female pairs engaged. For the intelledually disabled males, negative 

affect was present during 15.97.h (1 9)  of the 1 19 verbal disagreements that the 

males had. Therefore, for the intellectually disabled students, as for the normal- 

progress students, negative affect was stightly more prevdent in males. This 

difference was less than 3%, however. 

Justification within Verbal Disaereements 

Next, the presendabsence of justification during verbal disputes between 

intellectuaiiy didisabled and normai-ptogress leamers was examineci. The 

imdlectuaiiy disabled students used justification at any point within the confiicts 

for 26.07% (55 of 21 1) of the disputes. By cornparison, the normal-progms 

students used justification at any point within confiicts for 42.65% (90 of 21 1 )  of 

the disputes. Clearly, the normal-progress students employed justifications during 

verbal disagreements more often that did the intellectually disabled students. 

Male-fede differetices for the use of justi6cation within conflicts were 

evaluated. Fust, wnsider the inteliectually disabled students. The fernale 

intelleaually disabied students used justification for 22.83% (21 of 92) of the 

vabal disagreements in which the f d e  dyads engaged; the male intelleaually 

disabled students used justification for 28.57?h (34 of 119) of the vabal 

disagreements in which the male dyads engaged. Hence, in the l e d g  task, the 

male intellectually disabled students justified at a higher rate than did the f d e  



inteiiecniaily disabled -dents. Next, consider the normal-progress students. The 

normal-progress f d e  students used justification during 42.3% (39 of 92) of the 

disagreements between the female participants; the normal-progress d e  students 

used justification during 42.86% (51 of 119) of the disagreements between the 

male participants. Hence, in the present study, the normal-progress femaie 

students and the normal-progress male students justifieci at sWar levels within 

conaicts. 

in conclusion, o v e d  the nonnai-progress students used justification at a 

higher rate than the intellectually disabled students. Also, the male intellectualiy 

disabled participants justified more fiequently than did the f d e  intellectually 

disabled participants during verbal disagteernents. 

Dispute To~ic 

Table 16 provides a breakdown of the fiequency of the dispute topics captured 

by the coding system. Of the 2 1 1 disputes recorded, 80.100!% (1 69) were classified 

as disputes about 'lesson content". A further 16.59% (3 5 of 21 1) of the verbal 

disputes arose becau= of disagreement about how to run the lesson ('lesson 

process"). Disagreements about unwamed "assi~tance'~ were rare, occurring in 

2.84% (6 of 21 1) of the conflicts. Disputes for which the topic could not be 

classified rothef') were also infiequent, occurring 0.47% of the t h e  (1 of 21 1 

disagreement s). 

Table 17 depicts. for males and femaies, the dispute topic of the verbal 

conflicts. The r d  ordering of the dispute topics was identical for the male and 



T8bk 16: To~ic of Verbal Disrni.ccmenb rrisinn bttween Normal-Propnss and 
InteUcctuailv D ï b k d  Students 

Cumulative Cwnulative 
Dispute Topic Frequency YO Ftequency YO 

Lesson Content 169 80.10% 169 80. lû?! 

Lesson Process 35 16.59% 204 96.69% 

Assistance 6 2.84% 210 99.53% 

Other 1 0.47% 21 1 100V0 

Total 21 1 lOO?? 



Table 17: Dis~ute Tobit. bv Gender 

Fernale Male Total 

Dispute Topic - No.' 'Y0 - No.' YO - No.' YO 

Lesson Content 76 82.61% 93 78.15% 169 80.10% 

Lesson Process IS 16.30% 20 16.81% 35 1 6.59% 

Assistance 1 1.09% 5 4.20% 6 2.84% 

mer O OO/a 1 0.84% 1 0.47% 

Total 92 1000/o 119 1000/o 21 1 1 00% 

"No. : Refers to the number of verbal conflicts. 



the female dyads: 'lesson content" (78.15% for male dyads, 82.61% for female 

dyads); "lesson process" (1 6.8 1 % for males, 1 6.3o./o for f d e s ) ;  "assistance" 

(4.20% for maies, 1-09?! for females); and, "othe?' (0.84% for males, Oa/o for 

fernales). Males were slightly les  inclineci to dispute about 'lesson content" than 

f d e s ,  and ndmewhat more inclineci to dispute unwmted assistance. 

Tables 18 and 19 present the f d e  and male patterns for dispute topic by 

conflict initiator (the normal-progress student versus the intellectudy disabled 

student). Consider fkst the f d e s  (Table 18). The nonnal-progress females 

were more Wrely to debate "lesson content" than were the inteiiectually disabled 

fernales (86.2 1% vs. 76.47?/0)). The UneIiectuaUy disabled f d e s ,  however, were 

more apt to engage in disputes over 'Sesson process" (20.59% vs. 13.79%). The 

inteliecnially disabled females dispute. "'assistance" (2.94%) whereas the normal- 

. - -  - . . -.-?.s Fernales did not. Next, consider the males (Table 19). Inspection of Table 
I u 

19 reveals a similar pattern for males as that just describeâ for the females. 

Last Tum 

In what foiiows, the audent taking the last conversational tum in verbal 

disagreements is considered. The normal-progress participant took the 1st 

conversational tum for 53.08% (112 of 211) of the verbal disputes. The 

icitellectuaily disabled participant held the last hun for 46.92% (99 of 21 1) of the 

disputes. Hence, the inteliectuaüy disableû students took the last tum in a confiict 

* . .  . 
T - . . . - ~    fi en than did the normal-progress students. 



Tabk 18 Dimute Tonic bv Confikt Inithtor (Femdes) 

Initiator: Initiator: 

Dispute Topic Frequency YO Frqumcy YO 

Lesson Content 50 86.2 1 % 26 76.47% 

Lesson Process 8 13 -79% 7 20.59% 

Assistance O 0% 1 2.94% 

Mer O OO/o O O?% 

Total 58 lW/o 34 1 OO?% 



Initiatoc Initiator: 

N o d - P m g n s s  Inteiiectuaiiy Disabled 

Dispute Topic Frequency % Frequency % 

Lesson Content 63 8 1 -82% 30 71.43% 

Lesson Process 12 15.58% 8 19.05% 

Assistance 1 1.30% 4 9.52% 

Ot her 1 1.30% O O O ?  

Total 77 tW? 42 1 0 0  
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Maltfernale Merences for this aspect of the verbal conflicts were examuied- 

For fernale dyads, the intellectuaily disabled participant M d  the last conversational 

tum for 43.48% (40 of 92) of the verbal disagreements in which females engaged. 

The norxnal-progress f e d e s  held the last tum for 56.52% (52 of 92) of  these 

verbal disputes. In cornparison, for male dyads, the intellectuaüy disabled 

participant twk  the lest tun~ for 49.58% (59 of 1 19) of the verbal disagreements in 

which males engaged. The normal-prognss male took the last tuni for 50.42% 

(60 of 119) of these verbal disputes. In su-, wbile the inteilectually disabled 

males and the normal-progress males held the last conversational tum With 

approxhately equal fkquency, this was not so 

inteUectuaüy disabled females more Eiequently 

partner. 

Another question which could be asked is: 

for the f d e  dyads. Instead, the 

deferred to their nomial-progress 

"Does the student who initiated a 

verbal conflict also take the last tum in the conflict?" In 83 of the 1 3 5 (6 1 -48%) 

contlicts Uiitiated by the normal-progress -dent, it was also the normal-progress 

student who held the Iast conversational hun. Sdarly,  in 47 of the 76 (61.84%) 

of the disputes initiated by the hteliectually disabled student, it was also the 

intellectuaüy disabled student who had the last word. Hence, there was some 

evidence to support the notion that the dyad member wbo starts a confîict has a 

-ter probabiity of being the dyad member taking the last hun in the confiict. 

There were no apparent differences between the normaI-progress students and the 

intellecaially disabled siudents in this regard. 



Dispute Outcome 

Table 20 depicts the outcomes of the 21 1 verbal disagreements which took 

place during the educational activity. In 41.71% (88 of 21 1) of the verbal 

disagreements, the htelleaually disabled dyad member submitied. In 3 1.28% (66 

of 211) of the disputes, it was the normal-progress student who submitted. 

"Standon' as a codict outcome occu~red for 20.85% (44 of 2 1 1) of  the disputes. 

A "compromise" was reached in 6.16% (13 of 21 1) of the confücts. Therefore, 

the rank ordering of confiict outcomes for this leamhg task was: 1 - inteliectualy 

disabled student submits; 2 - nonnal-prognss student submits; 3 - standoff; and, 4 

- cornprosnise. 

In Table 21, the bredcdown for males and fernales with respect to each of the 

four coneict outcomes is also given. For male and f d e  pairs aiike, the r a d  

orderings of the dispute outcomes were identicai: submission by the inteUectuaüy 

disabled studmt was the most prevalent outwme (40.34% for male dyads, 43 -48% 

for fernole dyads); foiiowed by "nomiel submits" (29.4 1 % for males, 33 -70% for 

femaies); "standoff (2 1.85% for rnales, 19.57% for f d e s ) ,  and "compromise" 

(8.40./0 for males and 3.26% for femaies). The rank orderings of the confIict 

outcomes for the males and for the fernales (considered alone) paralleleci the rank 

ordering of the confiict outcomes for the males and f e d e s  wnsidered together. 

However, it should be noted that the d e  dyads compromised or reached a 

standoff more fiequently than did the female dyads. Furthemore, submission 

outcows were observecl las fiequently for the male dyads than for the fanale 

dyads. 



Tabk 20: Outcome of  Verbal Disrnrctmtnts arisinn betwun Normal-Promess and 
intellecturllv Disabled Students 

Cumulative Cumulative 
Dispute Outcorne Frequency YO Frequency YO 

inteilectually 
Disabled Submits 88 41.71% 88 41 . i l %  

Nod-Progress 66 3 2 -28% 154 72.99% 
Subrnits 

Compromise 13 6.16% 167 79.15% 

Standoff 44 20.85% 21 1 1 000h 

Total Disagreements 21 1 1Wh 



Table 21: Dis~utt Outcorne. bv Gender 

Gender 

Female Male Total 

Dispute Outcorne &a % m.' % m." YO 

InteUectually 40 43.48% 48 40.34% 88 41.71% 
Disabled Submits 

Nod-Progress 3 1 33.70% 35 29.41% 66 3 1.28% 
Submits 

Compromise 3 3 -26% 10 8.40% 13 6.16% 

S tandoff 18 19.57% 26 21.85% 44 2035% 

Total 92 1 W !  119 10W 21 1 1 W ?  

"No.: Reks to the number of verbal confiicts. 



Table 22 presents the conflict outcomes for each of the 25 dyads. Individual 

differences in dyad performance were evident. In dyads 1 and 8, for example, the 

nonnal-progress student typically submitted. Dyaàs 3 and 10 illustrateci the 

reverse, with the inteUectuaUy disabled dyad member usuaily submitting. Some 

dyads (for example, dyad 11) evidenced aU four confiict outcomes, whereas other 

dyads exhibited only two (dyad 13) or three (dyad 6) of the four possible confiict 

outcomes. Only 7 of the 25 dyads ever reached a compromise whereas 22 of the 

25 dyads had conflicts endmg in a standoff. 

In conclusion, evaluation of hypothesis 2 revealed that mildly inteilectuaiiy 

disabled adolescents dernonstrated qualitative and quantitative dinerences in the 

conversational strategies that they employed for negotiating disagreements. 

Qualitative dinerences were noted for: conflict initiator, d i c t  length by conflict 

initiator, justification within verbal disagreements and dispute topic. Normai- 

progress students initiated conflicts almost twice as fiequently as did the 

intellechiauy disabled students. Longer mutual disagreements ("genuine" 

conflicts) were less prevalent when the intellectuaiiy disabled student initiated 

conflicts t h  when the nod-progress peer did. The students with miid 

i n t e l l m  disabüities were kss apt to provide a justification during disagreements 

than were the normal-progress students. The inteiiectually disabled students were 

more likely than their nomiel-progress peers to engage in disputes over "lesson 

process" and "assistance"; and kss likely than nonnals to dispute "lesson content". 



Tabk 2 2  Disnute Outcoma bv Dvad ard Gtnder 





3. Intelledrrdly Disabled Siudents and îhe I'iriaa'm of Cos,flict 

The following hypothesis was examined: 

Intellectualiy disabled sfuaknts wili initiate verbai disagreements substantially 

l e s  fiequently than heir nonnui-progres pers. 

This hypothesis was assessed at the 0.05 level of significance. 

This hypothesis was tested statistically in the foilowing rnanner. For every 

dyad, the number of disagreements initiated by each member of the dyad was 

counted, as weîi as the total number of confiict exchanges per dyad. The 

percentage of conflicts initiated by the inteUectuaUy disabled studait b = 25) was 

computed for every dyad. A Wdcoxon Signed Rnnks test (Wiicoxon, 1945) was 

perCormed on the aforernentioned scores. The nul1 hypothesis that the proportion 

of codicts initiated by the inteliectuaüy disabled student would equal or exceed 

0.5 was rejected (Sign Rank = 6, pvahe = .0005). Hence, in this leanring 

engagement, one cm conclude that the intekctdiy disabled students niitiated 

verbal disagreements substantiaüy less fiequently than th& normal-progress 

counterparts. 

4. Stmtqgk used by Stirdents when in the Rolc of Oppaser versus Oppoee 

The following hypothesis was examine& 

Sl~&nts, when omcpying the d e s  of opposer d a p p e e .  wwill &monstrate 

dîyerent strategres for inflencing tkir parmer. 



Qualitative, descriptive information is provided to evaluate this hypothesis. 

This evaluation consistecl of examining (a) which speech acts each of the dyad 

members opposed; and (b) the confiict initiating moves used by the intellectually 

disabled students and those used by the normal-progress students. 

Table 23 indicates which speech acts each of the student types opposed. The 

results were as foiiows. F i  wnsider those 135 contlicts for which the normal- 

progress student assumed the role of opposer (the inteilectually disabled student 

thus was the opposee). Oppositions were UUtiated by the normal-progress studeiit 

in the following manner: 9 1 of the 135 conflicts (67.41%) were in response to the 

partnefs "requests for action"; 24 (17.78%) were in response to "siatements of 

intent"; while 20 (14.81%) were in response to "staternents of fact". Next, 

consider the remaining 76 contlicts. In these disputes, the intelectually disabled 

-dent was the opposer (the normal-progress student thus was the opposee). 

Oppositions were initiated as foliows: 55 of the 76 codicts (72.36%) were in 

response to 'Yequests for action'', 9 (1 1.84%) were in response to "statements of 

intent", and 12 (1 5.79%) were in response to "statments of fact". Neither student 

type opposed a "equest for pamission". While the relative muencies for the 

normal-progress and inteUectuaUy disabled students may appear to be somewhat 

simüar for each of the speech acts, the intellecnuily disabled students were more 

inclined to oppose "requests for action" than the nomial-progres -dents. Also, 

the inteiiechi8uy disaMeci students were a linle less like1y to oppose "statements of 



Tabk 23: Soeech Act of the Uttennce O~wscd. bv Initirtor of the Disamment 

Mator: 
Initiator Inteiiectually Total 

Nommi - Progress Disabled 

Speech Act Frequency % Frequency % Frquency YO 

Request 91 67.4 1 % 55 72.36% 146 69.19% 
for Action 

Statement 24 17.78% 9 1 1.84% 33 15.44% 
of Intent 

Staternent 20 14.81% 12 15.79% 32 15.16% 
of Fact 

Request for O 0% O O?% O 0% 
Permission 

Total 135 10W 76 1W/o 21 1 100% 



intent7'. The rank ordering of the speech acts opposed by the normal-progress 

students was: 1 - "requests for action", 2 - "statements of intent", and 3 - 

"statements of facty7. The rank ordering of the speech acts opposed by the 

UiteUectualIy disabled students was Merent: 1 - "requests for action"; 2 - 

"staternents of fact"; and, 3 - "statements of intent". This discrepancy in the rank 

ordering suggests that there may be some differences between intellectually 

disabled and normai-progress students when each of the student types occupy the 

role of opposer during a verbal contüct. 

Tables 24 and 25 indicete the types of speech acts opposed, by initiator of the 

disagreement, controlling for gender (Table 24 for females, Table 25 for males). 

Table 24 shows that the inteiiectuaüy disabled f d e s  opposed "requests for 

actiony7 9.23% more ofien than did the normal-progress females. Furthemore, the 

inteliectualy disabled fernates were less apt to oppose "statements of intenty' and 

ccstatemmts of fact" than were the nod-progress f d e s .  For example, the 

inteîiectually disabled fernales opposed "statements of intent" 14.7 1% of the t h e  

whereas the nord-progress females opposed "statements of intent" 18.9Ph of 

the the .  Table 25 indicates that the inteiiectually disabled males opposed 

ckequests for action " only at a rnarginaîly greater rate than did the nonnal- 

progress males (69.05% versus 67.53%). This means that the intellectually 

disabled males and the inteiiectuaily disabled f e d e s  dflered in the extent to 

which they opposed "requests for action". The intellectually disabled males, 

according to TaMe 25, more fiequently opposed "statements of fact" than did the 

intellectually disabled femafes (21.43% for the inteîiectually disabled males versus 



Tabk 24: Soeech Act of  the Utterance O~~)sed,  bv Initiatoi of the Disanreemtnt 
lfimale Dvads) 

Speech Act 

Initiatoc Initiator 
N o d  - Progress Inteiiectuaiiy Disabled 

Frequency YO Frequency YO 

Request for Action 39 67.24% 26 76.47% 

Statement of Intent 1 1  18.97% 5 14.71% 

Statement of Fact 8 13.79% 3 8.82% 

Request for Permission O 0% O 0% 

Total 58 1W/a 34 1 000h 



Tabie 25: Speech Act of the Utteranet O ~ ~ o s e d .  bv Initiator of the Disapreement 
fMole Dvads) 

Initiator: Initiator 
Normal - Progress ImeUectually Disabled 

Speech Act Frequency YO Frequency % 

Request for Action 52 67.53% 29 69.05% 

Statement of htent 13 16.88% 4 9.52% 

Statement of Fact 12 15.58% 9 2 1.43% 

Request for Permission O OYO O OO/o 

Total 77 100% 42 1 OOYO 



8.82% for the females). In addition, the inteliectually disabled males iess 

fkequently opposeâ ccstatements of intent7' than did the intellectually disaôled 

females (9.52% versus 14.7 1% respectively)). The normal-progress maks and the 

nodprogress females exhibiteà sirnilar performance overall when compared to 

one another on the speech acts opposed. Inspection of Tables 25 and 26 reveals 

that the four types of speech acts were opposed at similar rates by the normal- 

progress males and females. "kt is, there was no ewidence that the n o d -  

progress males and the no&-progress females diered sigdicantly on any 

dimension. 

Conflict Initiatina Moves 

Inspection of Table 26 reveals clear Merences in the conflict initiation 

strategies used by the inteilectually disabled participants and by the normai- 

progress participants when assuming the role of opposer. "'Simple no" and 

'6direct noy7 were used by the intellechially disabled students at relatively higher 

rates than by the normal-progress students (1 1.84% vs. 8.1 5% for ccsirnple no7'; 

14-47?!! vs. 5.19?/. for "'indirect no"). In addition, when initiating conflicts, the 

intellectually disabled adolescents proposed an alternative more often than did the 

normal-progress students (35.53% vs. 3 1.85%). 

AU other conflict initiation moves ("justification", "delay/distraction", and 

"question~challenge7') were employed with a relatively bigha frequency by normal- 

progress peers. The nonna)-progress students used a ~ustincation" as a conflict 

initiating move 28.Wh of the tirne. The inteflecniauy disabled students gave a 



Table 26: Initial O ~ ~ o s i t i o n  Strritceits u s d  bv Normal-Pronress and bv Inteiicctuaîlv 
Disabled Adolescents 

Initiator: 
Initiator: hteiiectually Total 

Normal - Ptogress Disabled 

Opposition 
Strategy Frequency % Frequency YO Frequency % 

Simple No 11 8.15% 9 1 1.84% 20 9.48% 

Indirect No 7 5.19% I l  14.47% 18 8.53% 

Justification 27 20.0% 12 15.79% 39 18.48% 

Alternative 43 3 1.85% 27 35.53% 70 33.18% 

Question/ 31 22.96% 9 1 1.84% 40 18.96% 
Challenge 

Total 135 1 W ?  76 10W 211 100% 



'~ustification" as a conflict initiation move ody 15.7% of the tirne. Simüarly, the 

normal-progress students used a "qwstion~challengeY7 22.96% of the time when 

initiating a conflict, whereas the intellectually disabled students used it only 

1 1.84% of the tirne. A 'cdelay/distraction7' was used for 1 1 -85% of conflicts that 

the normai-progress students initiateci. The intelle*ually disabled students used 

the ccdelay/distraction" conflict initiating move for 10.53% of their conflicts. 

Therefore, there were obvious Merences between the nonnalqrogress 

students and the intellectually disabled students for codict initiating moves. That 

is, the ''simple noy', "indirect no", and "altesnative" were used by the intellectually 

disabled students at relatively higher rates then by their normal-progress peen. Al1 

other conûict initiating moves ("j~stification~~, b"delay/distraction", and 

ccquestion~challenge") were ernployed with a relatively higher frequency by the 

normal-progress students. 

Tables 27 and 28 present the conflict initiating moves used by the faa le  and 

by the d e  participants. Consider first the f d e s  (Table 27). The higher level 

conflict initiating moves ("justification", "delay/distraction", and 

"questiod~hallenge'~) were used relatively more fiequentiy by the nod-progress 

femaks than by the intellechially disabled f d e s .  The "alternative" codict 

initiating move was useâ more often by the intellectually disabled females, 

however. Next, wnsider the males (Table 28). For the males, the higher level 

conflict initiation moves ("justification", '4altemative", "delay/distraction", and 



Table 27 Initial O ~ ~ o s i t i o n  Stratees used bv Normal-Pcopress and bv Intellectuallv 
Disabled Fernales 

Opposition Strategy Frequency % Frequency % 

Simple No 4 6.90% 2 5.88% 

Indirect No 4 6.90% 6 17.65% 

Justification 9 15.52% 4 1 1.76% 

Alternative 18 3 1.03% 15 44.12% 

DelayDistract 8 13.79% 5 14.71% 

QuestiodC hallenge 15 25.86% 2 5.88% 

Total 58 1 W !  34 100% 



Table 28 Initial O~~osi t ion Stratdes usd  bv Normal-Pronrcss and bv Intellectuallv 
Disabled Makg 

Opposition Strategy Frquarcy % Frequency % 

Simple No 7 9.09% 7 16.67% 

Indirect No 3 3.90% 5 1 1.90% 

Justification 18 23 -38% 8 19.05% 

Alternative 25 32.47% 12 28.57% 

Delay/Distract 8 10.39% 3 7.14% 

QuestiodC hallenge 16 20.78% 7 16.67% 

Total 77 1W/o 42 1 OO?! 



"queaion/chalienge") were used relativeIy more fiequently by the nomial-progres 

students. This was par&icularIy so for the "question/challenge" move. 

Examination of (a) the "speech acts of the utterance opposed"; and (b) the 

"conflict initiating moves" above lads  to the following conclusion regardhg 

hypothesis 4. Students, when occupying the roles of Opposer and ûpposee, do 

demonstrate different strategies for iduencing t heir partner. 

S. Mproyl*ty qfNegot;ive A f l i  

The following hypothesis was examine& 

r ,  disagreements where negative Mect is present, it will be &mo#ated by both 

the oppser ond opposee. That i s  where n e g i e  @et is present, more hm 50 

per cent of the time i f  will be ciemonstrated by borh members of the d)rd 

This hypothesis was tested at the 0.05 lwel of sigdcance. 

Dyads with conflicts where negative affect was present were identified (a = 11). 

(That is, negative @ect was not dernonstrated for all of the dyads.) For each of 

these 1 1 dyads, every verbal conflict where negative Sect occurred was identified. 

The percentage of conflicts where the opposer oniy or the opposee only exhibiteci 

negative affect, and those where both students exhibited negative affect were 

computed. A Wdcoxon Signed Ranks test was pdormed ( S i p  Rank = -22, p- 

valw = -0479). This codhed that in verbal disagreements where negative aiiièct 

was present, t was demonstrated by both participants in the disagrement. 



4 "Simple No" as an Iniriaîing Cunflict M a  

The foilowing hypothesis was examinecl: 

When the initiai opposition conmnmsts of a "simpie no", con~icts wrll be contimed 

beyorad the hvn contuining the "no" repnse. 

This hypothesis was examined at the 0.05 level of significance. 

Fiieen of the 25 dyads employed the c'simple no" conflict initiating move. The 

total number of "simple no" conflicts for each of these 15 dyads was computed. 

Then, those conflicts which began with the "simple no7' oppositional move and 

extended beyond a single conversationai tum were identined. For each of these 15 

dyads, the confiicts starhg with the 4csimple no7' and continuing beyond a single 

turn were expressed as a percentage of the total nurnber of al1 "simple no" conflicts 

(that is, single tum ''simple no7' confiicts plus longer "'simple no" codicts). A 

Wdcoxon Sigaed Ranks test (Sip Rank = -9, pvalue = .70) showed 

nonsigdcant redts. Hence, the study failed to confhn that conRicts with a 

"simple no" initial oppositional move would be continuecl beyond the tum 

containhg the "ho" response. The pvalue of .70 suggests that there was no 

strong evidence in either direction. That is, thae was no evidence to suggest that 

conflicts beginning with the "simple no" were briefconfïicts either. 

Z Eqlan~aions os orr Initial 0ppom9tîon. 

This hypothesis proposeci that: 



Conflet length would be shurîer when the initial oppodtion contained an 

"aiternative': or contmned a '@st@ç4tlunm as a conlifct initiation strategy. 

Thot is. '~ustr~cations" ami ''alteniariws" as an initial opposition me more 

likely to le& to a temination of the conjict epi&- 

The "explanations as an initial oppositiony' hypotbesis was examined at the 

0.05 ievel of sisnificance. 

The six coded "initial opposition moves" wae categorized as three basic types: 

type 1 - "justifications"; type 2 - "aitematives"; and type 3 - al1 "other" strategies 

of initial opposition. Table 25 depicts the mean conflict length for each of these 

three types of initial opposition moves. (Sa Table G-1 and Table G-2 in 

Appendix G for raw data regarding the conflict length for each of the six ''initiai 

opposition moves"). For each dyad, the contlict lengths of those episodes where a 

"justificationy' (type 1) was used as the initial move was compared with the confiict 

length of those episodes where an "alternative" (type 2) was used and compared 

with the conflict length where none of the previous two types of conflict initiating 

strategies were employed (that is, the "'othef' category, type 3). Dyads in which 

al1 three categories of the con£iict initiating moves were present were then 

identified and selected (a = 14). That is, 14 dyads used types 1, 2, and 3 of the 

initial opposition strategies described above. The n d  hypothesis specified that the 

mean conflict length for the three types of the initiai opposition strategies would be 

equal. The research hypothesis stated that the mean conflict length for 

"justifications7' would be les  than the "othef' types; and the mean con£iict length 



for c'altematives'' would be less than "othe?' types. Friedman's wnpararnetric test 

for paired data was used to test this hypothesis. 

There were 35 instances of "justifications" (type 1) as a conflict initiating 

move. The average conflict length in conversational turns for the "justifications" 

type of move was 2.00 (standard deviation = 1.99). in di, 58 conflicts had an 

''alternative" (type 2) as the confiict initiating move. The mean confiict length in 

'humber of tum" for the "aiternative" type was 2.4 1 (stanàard deviation = 1.97). 

The remaining 72 verbal disagreements empioyed ''other" (type 3) conflict 

initiathg moves. The mean confîia length for the initiating move type "other" was 

2.16 (standard deviation = 1.92). FrieQnaa's nonparametric test for paired data 

showed sipficance, (F 2,26 = 4.71, pvalue = .018). Hence, the nuiî hypothesis 

that the three c a t m e s  of conflict initiating moves have similar confiict lengths 

was rejected. 

Multiple Com~arisons 

FoUow-up multiple comparisons were performed to explore where the 

daerences in conflict length were located. Multiple cornparisons were tested 

statistically using the Bonferroni adjustment to control the experiment-Wise error 

rate (Maxwell & Delaney, 1990). That is, for each of the two planned wntrasts 

C'justifications" versus "otheî'; and Cbaltemtives" versus CC~thei'), the obteined p- 

value was compared to .O512 = .02S, in orda to assess the statistical significance 

of the contrast. A margindiy statistically nonsignificant difference between the 

conflict length for "justification" and "'other" was identifiecl @-vaiue = -03 16). A 



nonsisnificant result was also obtained for the diiemce in conflict length between 

the "alternative" and the 'b~ther" confiict hitiating strategies @-value = -52 18). 

Table 29 indicates that ')ustification" as a conflict initiating move resulted in 

bordedine shorter conflict length than the ccother" conflict initiating strategy 

categories. "Justifications" were margioally more Wtdy to lead to the tennination 

of a confiict episode. This, however, was not so for the "alternative7' confiict 

initiation move type. For example, note the mean difference in conDict length for 

the "justification" and "othe?' conflict initiation strategies (2.00 conversational 

tum versus 2.17 tunis respdvely). Table 29 suggests that the confiict length is 

longer for cbalternatives'7 than for the "other" codict initiation strategies (2.41 

t u m  versus 2.1 7 NmS7 respectively). 

d S ~ b r n i ~ t m  6y Intellecîuulty Disabled Stuclents ond by Peers 

The foliowing hypothesis was exarnined: 

In disagreements M n g  Ieaming engagements, the intelectuallly disabled student 

will submit more freîpentk'y thm the n o d p r o g r e s s  peer. 

This hypothesis was tested at the 0.05 level of significance. 

Those dyads in which both confiict outcornes (that is, the intellectuaily disabled 

student submitted or the nomial-progress student submitted) existed were isolated. 

For each dyad in which this was the case (IJ = 24), the percentage of conflicts when 

the intellectuaily disabled student subrnitted was computed. The nul1 hypothesis 

that this proportion would be less than or qua1 to 0.5 was tested against the 

research hypothesis that the proportion of instances in which the intellechially 



Tabk 29: Numkr of Conversational Turns for Tbritt Catcnories o f  Conflict 
Initiation Move (JustiTtcatian. Alternative. Otber) 

-- - 

Conversational Tunis 

Initiation Move Category p M - SD Minimum Maximum 

Justification 

Alternative 

Othd  

- - 

Includes Simple No; Iadirect No, Delay/Distraction, and Questiodchallenge. 



disabled student submitted wouid exceed 0.5. The nonparametric Wilcoxon 

Si@ Ranh test (Wicoxon, 1945) was admuiistered (Sig Rank = 39, pvalue = 

.0893), hence, failing to reject the ndl hypothesis. It cannot be conciuded that the 

intellectually disabled student submitted more fiequently than the normal-progress 

peer. Note that the result of this statistical test was marguially nonsignificant. 

9. Stambff as a Conflid Outeomc 

The following hypothesis was exarnined. 

" S Z ~ J '  will be a prevalent c o n w  outcome. 

Descriptive, qualitative data was used to explore and evaluate this hypothesis. 

Four wnfiict outcornes were coded by the adaptation of Eisenberg's (1992) 

analysis scheme: 'bintellectualiy disabled shident submits", "normai-progress 

student submits", "standoff, and "compronrise". "Standoff' was the contlict 

outcome for 44 of the 21 1 confiicts that arox during the leanig task. This 

represented 20.85% of the verbal codicts. Ref-g back to Table 18, note that 

submissions were more prevalent than 'Cstandoffy as confüct outcomes. The 

normal student submitted in 3 1.28% of the disagreements while the intellectudly 

disabled student submitted in 41.71% of the verbal dissension episodes. In dl, 

'csubmission" was evidenced 72.99% of the tirne in disputes which arose during the 

Fort Walsh leatNng engagement. The least fiequent ououtume of the verbal 

disagreements was 'ccomproniise77 (occurring in only 6.16% of the disputes). in 

conclusion, "standoff' was not a prevdent conflict outcome in this learning task. 



That is, we fail to conclude that ccstandoff' would be a prevalent conflict outcome. 

This was tme for male and fernale participants aiike. Refemng back to Table 2 1, 

for fernale dyads, c'standoff was the outcome for 19.57% (1 8 of 92) of the verbai 

conflicts. For male dyadq ccstandoff' was the outcome for 2 1.85% (26 of 1 19) of 

the verbaf conflicts. 

la me Lad Vabpl Oppom~n'onal Tum. 

The following hypothesis was examine& 

The normal-progres siuaient will t& the lad verbal oppositiomf turn 

signycantfy more ofrn than the inteflectuafly drsabled leamer. 

This hypothesis was tested at the 0.05 levd of sipificance. 

For each dyad (a = 25), the percentage of conflicts in which the inteilectually 

disabled student took the last conversational tum was computed. The nul1 

hypothesis that this proportion would equd or exceed 0.5 was tested against the 

alternative hypothesis that this proportion would be less than O.S. The Wdcoxon 

Signed Ranks test (Widcoxon, 1945) was perfonned (Sign Rank = -50, pvalue = 

-0784, for the one-tailed test). This result was marginally nonsignificant. 

Therefore, we fail to conclude that the normal-progress student would take the 1st 

verbal oppositional turn significantly more often than the intellectually disabled 

student during verbsl disagreements. 



I I .  Cornpliance Erchanga m u s  Mutual Opetion. 

The foliowing hypothesis was examined: 

There wili be evidence of compfiunce episodes (opposiomi moves d e  by the 

normaf-progres &nt t h  are not putsued by the intellectuailly disabled 

studknt). 

A qualitative, descriptive analysis was conducted to evaluate this hypothesis. 

AU of the single-tum confiicts were identifieci. These are depicted in Table 1 1. 

In ail, 102 of the 21 1 total conûict episodes were single-tum confiicts 

(''compiiance exchanges"). That is, neady holf (48.34%) of the verbal 

disagreements during the leaming task were cccompliance exchanges". Table 11 

indicates that 63 (6 1.76%) of these 102 single-twn conflicts were initiated by the 

normal-progress pers  and were not pursued by the intellectually disabled partners. 

By cornparison, 39 of the 102 single-twn confiicts (38.24%) were initiated by the 

inteliectually disabled adolescent and were not pursued by the normal-progress 

student. Overail, there was evidence of cornpliance episodes (oppositional moves 

made by the normal-progress student that were not pursued by the intellectually 

disabled student). 

in order to interpret this resuit, it is important to consider Table 13 and Table 

1 1 together. Table 13 indicates that the nomial-progress student initiated 63.98% 

of al1 disputes while the intellectually disabled initiated only 36.02% of al1 disputes. 

These figures almost parallel the rates for "cornpliance exchanges" shown in Table 

11. That is, these values parallel the figures for overall confüct rate. In 



conclusion, there was insufncient evidence that the relative fiequency of single tum 

cccompliance exchanges" was greater for the intellectually disabled participants. 

12. Mtigation. 

The following hypothesis was examined: 

Normal-progress pers wiiï w the l e s  direct question/chïienge conflict 

initiuting move significantly more fiequentily thrm their inrelectudiy diwbied 

cmnteqwts. 

This hypothesis was tested at the 0.05 level of significance. 

Dyads in which the questionlchallenge conflict initiation move existed were 

identifieci (Q = 21). For each of these 21 dyads, the number of conflicts in which 

the inteiiectually disabled student empîoyed the cbq~estionlchallenge" confiict 

initiating move was expressed as a percentage of the total number of confiicts in 

which the "questionkhaiienge" strategy was used. The nul1 hypothesis that the 

proportion of confiicts in which the UiteUectually disabled student used this 

strategy would equal or exceed 0.5 was tested against the alternative hypothesis 

that the proportion with which the inteiiectually disabled used the strategy would 

be less than O.S. A nonparametnc Wdcoxon Signed Ranks test (Wiicoxon, 1945) 

was conductecl (Sign Rank = -105, pvalue = .0001), yielding a highly significant 

result. Hence, the nul1 hypothesis was rejected. One therefore can conclude that 

the proportion of conflicts in which the intekctually disabled student used the 

codict mitigating ccquestionlchallenge" strategy was significantly less than 0.5. 



That is, the 44question/challenge" conflict initiating strategy was used significantly 

more &en by the normai-progress than by the intellectuaily disabled counterparts. 



DISCUSSION 

The two broad objectives of the p r w  study were: 

1. To desCnbe the pragmatic and general language profiles of the participants, (with a 

spatial interest in poitraying the lmguage abiies of mainstreamed adolescents with 

mild inteilectuai disabilities); and 

2. To idente the conversational strategies that adolescents with d d  inteliectual 

âisabilities demonstnite when negotiating solutions during a problem-solving task. 

The language evaluation findings are discussed first as they aid in the interpretation 

of the conversational strategies used during c o d c t  negotiation. 

Two f o d  language tests were administered to all partisipants. niese were: (a) 

a pragmatic language measure, the Test of Prapatic Langtqge (TOPL) (Phelps-Terasaki 

& Phelps-Gunn, 1992); and (b) a general language meaSuTe, the Test of Adolescent and 

Adult Lan-e (3rd ed.) ( T O L 3 )  (Hanmiill et al., 1994). 

Test of hamitic Lamm 

Administration of the Test of Praamatic Lanpage ITOPL) (Phelps-Terasaki & 

PhelpsGunn, 1992) appeared to confirxn the ~ectjveness of the t e d e r  nomination 

procedure for selection of the subject sarnple. (The tacher  nomination procedure wiil be 

discussed nuther in the next section). The two groups of participants, m e l y  the normal- 



progress peers and the studeats with mild intellectual disab'ities, performed quite 

differently on the TOPL. This difference in Worrnance was best evidenced by the mean 

&.v exhibited by each subject group. 

The administration of the Test of Pranmatic L a n w e  (TOPL) (Welps-Terasaki & 

Pheips-G~M, 1992) generally confirmed the existeace of: (a) normal pragmatic language 

ability for the nonnal-progress group; and @) delayed or impaired pragmatic language 

development for the mildly intellectu8uy disabled group. This latter result means that 

adolescents with rnild intellachial disaôilities demonstrate pragmatic language deficiencies. 

These pragmatic language deficits may impede inteileCtu8LIy disabied students' ability to 

participate in social exchanges such as codicts. 

In verbal conDias the participants respond to the speech acts and the conflict 

initiating moves of their partner. They also neeâ to jus* their position through the 

provision of explanations. The verbal exchanges which take place dwing conf'iicts are 

accomplished in a bnef arnount of time and require the ongoing processing of social- 

communicative language. As language is the tool by which conflicts are negotiated, this 

finding mus be considered in relationship to conflict negotiation. 

To conclude, it is apparent that mildly UneUectually disabied adolescents 

dernonstrate pragmatic language impairments which could impede their social interactions 

and influence their abiiity to participate in verbal conflict exchmges. 



Test of Adolescent and Adult Lanimane (3rd cd.) (TOAL31 

Teacher Nomination Procedure 

The teacher nomination procedure used for seledon of the subject sample resulted 

in students with general language quotients which appeared to be representative of the 

populations of interest. That is, the mean Test of Adolescent and Adult Lanmage (3rd 

4 .1  (TOAL-3) (Hammill et al., 1994) total quotients aîtained by the two groups the 

mildly intellecaialy disabled group and the nonnai-progms group, appeared consistent 

with the general language @orniance that one might expect for these two populations. 

The nod-progress students attained a mean TOAL-3 forcil quotient consistent with 

"average7' generd language abiity. The mildly in te l ledy disabled students atteined a 

mean TOAL-3 total quotient which appeared consistent with a designation of "mild" 

mentai retardaîion. Therefore, in this study, the teacher nomination procedure appeared 

to be a viable method for accessing the populations of interest. Evidence to support this 

staternent follows. 

Normal-Progmss Peem 

On the Test of Adolescent and Aduh Lanmiaae (3rd ed.) (TOAL-3) (Hammill a 

al., 1994), the mean TOAL-3 total quotient for the nod-progress students was rated as 

"average". Furthemore, "average" performance by students in the normal-progress group 

ovedi was evidenced for: language m d s  (listening, paking, redng, and witing); 

language fonns ( pkm and wrinen); language feanires ( v t x u b u ~  and gramma); and, 

language systems (receptiue and exprewSSIve). 



In the present study, on the Test of Adolescent and Adult Lanmia~e (3rd ed.) 

(TOAL-3) (Hammül et al., 1994), some of the normal-progress students did not perform 

well. These students demonstraîed "poor" or '%q poor" general language sîciiis, as 

defined by the TOAL-3 examiner's manual. Three nod-progress students exhibited 

'@of' g e n d  language pafomiance (TOAL-3 totol quotients falling within the 70 - 79 

band). One normai-progress student exhibited ' t e ry  poor" genaal language performance 

(TOAL-3 total quotient Mihg within the 'îmy poor" category). There are a number of 

possible expianations for these lower language scores attained by some of the normal- 

progress peers. F i  the students were informed that th& test resuits did not count for 

their report card and would not be reported in any way to the school authonties or to theu 

parents. Therefore, there rnay have been a motivational aspect that affe*ed these 

students' participation during the language testing procedures. Secondly, this result couid 

be related to the phenornenon of under identification of chiidren with leaming problems. 

Mercer (1971, cited in MacMillian, Meyers, & Momson, 1980) found that of 1,298 

chiidren in regular classes who had never been refened for the purpose of d c e  delivery, 

126 wouid qualif4, for placement in EMR (educable mentally retardeci) prograrns (that is, 

demonstrating mild mental retardation). 

InteIlectually Disabled Students 

The inteilectually disabled group attained a mean total quotient on the Test of 

Adolescent and Aduh Lanmiane (3rd ed.1 (TOAL-3) (Hmmiil a ai., 1994) which was 

indicative of 'Very poor" pafont1811ce. This group exhibited language abilities in the 

paking, redng,  and writing modes which overall were rated as "very poor". 



Performance in the iistening mode was better than the performance in the speaking. 

reading and wtiring modes. The inteilecniaily disabled group in faa was rated one level 

higher in the listening mode (rating = "poo?'). Müdly i n t e U W y  disabled adolescents' 

Listening slolls therefore rnay be an area of relative strength compareci to speaking, 

reoding, and witing areas. Another nrplanation is that this may be indicative of their true 

lmguage potdal .  That is, with intervention, these students' sküls in the qeoiking, 

reading, and wnring modes pdiaps d d  be brou* up to their lislening level. The 

other implication is that the listening mode rnay be an optimal mode for instructing rnildly 

intelleaually disabled students as it is an area of comparative stmigth. 

Deficits in language fotms (spoken and written), feaîwes ( v o c 4 b u / .  and 

gammar), and sysfems (receptive and expressive) were evidenced by the inte11ectually 

disabled students' paformance on the Test of Adolescent and Adult Lanmia~e (3rd ed.) 

(T0A.L-3) (HammiU et al., 1994). In all, the miidly inteUectually disabled group 

perfonned more poorfy than th& normal-progress amterparts on the TOAL-3. These 

language deflcits rnay account for the observecl @ormance dinerences of the 

intellectuaüy disabled students when negotiating verbal disagreements during the problem- 

solving task. That is, impairments in general language paformance may impede the 

inteUe*ually disabled adolescents' performance during the negotiation of verbal contlicts. 

In summary, the hypothesis that mildiy intellectually disabled students would 

dernomte a generd laquage deficit was confirmed. The scom that these students 

achieved on the Test of Adolescent and Adult Lanmiape (3rd ed.1 (TOAL-3) were clearly 

indicative of a general linguistic impairment. Tliis general language deficit could impede 



the social interactions of students with rnild intellectual disabiities and influence their 

ability to participate in verbal dissaision episodes. 

Overall, the fernale intellechially disabled students p e r f o d  more poorly than the 

male intellectwdly disabled students on the general language meaSuTe. This was refiected 

in the total quotients that they attained ou the Test of Adolescent and Aduit Lanpape 

(3rd ed.) {TOkU-3) (Hawiiill et al., 1994). This différence in perfonnance raises the 

question of whether females are under-identifieci for special education Jenices. In 

addition, th performance discrepancy codd account for the maltfernale Merences 

evident in the resuhs obtained for the leaming task (the second objective of the 

investigation). One couid also propose that the learehg tasic used for the study may have 

been more appealing to male than to f d e  students, as rnany of the characters and 

activities in the leamhg task were male orienteci. Finaîiy, there amaliy could be 

dserences in the ways that male and fernale students negotiate verbal disagreements 

which could account for the differences noted. Further investigation of the relationship 

between general language performance and paformance during verbal confiicts clearly is 

warranted. 

Stmtegi- Ibr Negotiating Verb.1 Oisagreements - Findings 

Deficits in pragmatic language perfomce and in general language performance 

clearly may influence the ability of the intellectually disabled students to negotiate 

successfbiiy during conûict episodes. The aforementioned language evaluation findings 

indicate deficits in bath pragmatic and general language performance. These deficits may 



underle the ciifferences in confiict negotiation demonstrateci by mildly intellectually 

disabled students. 

The present study examjlled a number of hypotheses about the initiation, 

maintenance, and resohition of verbai disagreements between dd ly  inteliectuaily disabled 

and normal-progress adolescents. The primaiy purpose of this study was to examine and 

describe the nature of the verbai disagreements that inteilectdly disabled students engage 

in with normal-prognss peers. In this study, the dyad was chosen as the basic unit of 

anaiysis as understanding confiict at the dyadic level was deemeâ to be an essentiel step 

prior to the examination of multi-party conflicts. The findings obtained for this dyadic 

level analysis: (a) iltuminilte our understanding of the verbal disagreements of 

htellectually disableû students; and (b) provide direction for fiitwe research endesvon. 

These hdings now are reviewed. 

Numbei of Conflicb 

In this study, the f e d e  dyads demonstrated an overail codict rate which was 

lower than that exhibited by the male dyads. The lower general ianguage scores attained 

by the f e d e  intekctuaiiy disabled students may explain this finding. Also, the learning 

activity may have ban more appealing to males. Fetnaies may be wcialized to be more 

cooperative and agreeable (Bretherton, Nard, & Collins, 1994). This could explain the 

m a l e - f d e  difference in conflict rate. Also, other researchers have noted that boys were 

involved in confiict more ofben than girls (Miller, Danaher, & Forbes, 1986). 

Overali, it is Mcult to comment on the number of verbal conflicts that arose 

duriag the learning engagement. There are inhmnt probkms when comparing the wnflict 



rate for tbis study with the rates found by other investigaton. Although several studies 

(Eisenberg, 1992; Garton & Renshaw, 1988; Inder & Todd, 1993) provide data on 

connict rate, these studies employed: (a) a dyad or group composition which differed 

from that used in the presem study accordmg to age and identity; @) different tasks; 

and/or, (c) a different dennition of c~nflict than that used in the present investigation. 

Hence, the empirical literature on conflict rate is of tirniteci applicabüity to the present 

investigation. 

Conflict Lenntb 

There were no apparent geader dinerences with respect to conflict length. 

ûverali, the vast majority of conflicts which amse d u ~ g  the leaming activity were less 

than four conversational tums in length. This finding highüghted the importance of using 

a 'kerbal codict" definition which identifies these brief conflict episodes as well as longer 

conflicts. A definition that encompasses the full range of verbal conflict lengths is 

essential for advancing knowledge about the verbal dissension epides  in which mildly 

inteilectudy disabled students engage. Hewitt et al. (1993), in their study of the verbai 

conflicts among adults with mental retardation, employed a conflict definition whkh 

placed constraints on the length of contücts. Specifically, these authors studied only those 

verbal conflicts which extended for at least four tums. In 13 taping sessions (llh to 4- 

hour visits), Hewitt a ai. (1 993) identifieci ody 22 instances of verbal confiict for enalysis. 

in the present study, no verbal wnfiict extendeci beyond 15 conversational h a i s  in 

length. In fact, only one verbal conflict was more than 10 tums. By contrast, Hewitt a al. 

(1993), reporteci that 20 of the 22 verbai conflicts that they anaiyzed lasted for more than 



10 conversational tums. He* a ai.'s (1993) investigation was conducted at a group 

home. Since ali but three conflicts at the group home were multi-party, the longer conflict 

length noted by Hewitt et al. (1993) could be a fature of polyadic verbal conflict. That is, 

one reason why conflicts in the present study were shorter than those noted by Hewitt et 

al. (1993) is that this was a study of dyadic contüct. Other possible rasons are: (a) the 

nature of the task; @) the constant presane of a nomial-progress peeq (c) the younger 

age of the participants; and, (d) the higher g e n d  UneUectual bctioning in the current 

study. In Hewitt et al. 's (1993) study, only 4 of the 10 group home residents were at the 

"miid - moderate" level of mental retardation. Further exploration of the conflict length 

of adolescents who are mildly inteileaually disabled is warranteci. 

Conflict Lennth bv Conflict Initiator 

In this study, longer 'hutuai" verbal disagreements were more prevaient when the 

normal-progress peer initiated the disagreement than when the inteiiectually disabled 

student initiated the disagreement. This finding suggested that: (a) the conflict initiation 

moves employed by nomiel-prognss peers actually extended disagreements by prompting 

M e r  discussion; (b) the nonnal-progress students initiated disagreements about 

topicshssues that required extendeci discussion; or (c) the intellecnially disabled students 

responded to the conflict initiation moves ofnod-progress peers in such a way that the 

normal-progress peers felt a need to continue disnissing the issue at hand. 



Exdicit Ncnative 

While one might expect that verbal contlicts might be signaled overtly with an 

explicit "noy', the present study disconfinned this. ûdy about 15% of the verbal conflicts 

arising during the leamhg task were sigaaled in this way. The mildiy imdlectually 

disabled adolescents and the nonnal-progress pars used the explicit ''no" at very simiiar 

rates. Hence, there appeared to be little evidence of a diffence between the inteilectually 

disabled students and the normal-progress students on this verbal response. 

The explicit "no" was used in verbal conflicts between mothers and their 

preschoolers at higher rates than in the present investigation, according to Eisenberg 

(1992). Mothers used explict 'ho" 56% of the time whiie the preschoolen used it 60% of 

the time. Therefore, a number of exphnations for the difference cm be entertaid: (a) 

the use of explicit 'ho" could be a feature of authority-child relationships; (b) explicit 

"no7' rnay be particularly prevalent eerly in development and dissipate at later stages; and, 

(c) a lower rate ofexpücit 'ho" may be a fature of le!aming engagements (as compareci to 

the use of explicit ''no" in other types of activities). 

Stmcb Act 

Conflicts were initiateci by the normal-progress students and by the intellecnially 

disabled students in response to: 'tequests for actiony', "statements of intent", and 

"statements of fact". For ineiiectuaiiy diPabled and nod-progress students aiilce, the 

vast majonty of conflicts (approhtely 7%) were in response to the ''request for 

actiony'. 'Tn any directive act a speaker risks idihghg on another's preserve" ( b e y ,  

1984, p. 1 13). In fact, ûarvey a s ~ e ~ e d  that "it is the request for action (RA) or behavioral 



request, that is perhaps the most r i W y  sensitive type" (p. 114) of directive speech acts. 

Therefore, it is not surprising to note in the curent investigation that the vast majonty of 

verbal disagreements arose in response to a "requer for action". 

The intellectuaüy disabled f d e s  exhibited a higher rate of conOict in response to 

th& partners' ''requests for action" than did the inteiiectually disabled males. While this 

may be a de-female ciifference, it a h  could be accounted for by the Iowa general 

language performance of the f d e s .  Perhaps students with lower language scores more 

readiiy perceive a ''request for action" as an arguable event than, for example, a "statement 

of intent". Future studies may illuminate this. 

The "request for actiony' (requesting another penon to take a particular course of 

action) precipitates verbal dissension episodes. Quiet children and withdrawn c'fàilure- 

accepting" students (Covington, 1993) may emit fewer "requests for actiony' because they 

have simpiy chosen not to participate in what they perceive to be a useless contest" (p. 

65). If so, this lack of participation may reduce 'Yailureaccepting" students' opportunities 

for verbai disagreements. Yet, these codicts are essentid for students' intellectml 

(Piaget, 1932), moral (Kohlberg, Colby, Gibbs, Speicher-Dubin, & Power, 1978), and 

social (Selman, 1980) growth. Since the "request for action" seerns to precipitate 

disagreements, it may be important to distinguish and isolate the various types of "requests 

for action". It may be interesting to fiirther subdMde and categorize the ''requests for 

action" using Garvey's (1984) hierarchy of "direct" to "indirect" fonns. Perhaps it could 

be estabfished if C'direct" versus ''indirect" forms of the 'kequest for action" result in 

different responses Born the convemtional partner. This rnay be a goal for ftture 



research. Secondary re-analysis of the existing data set rnay demonstrate differences of 

this type. 

The intellectuaily disabled students were less inclined to oppose normal-progress 

students' "statements of intent'' than the reverse. The intellectually disabled students 

disputeci "statements of fii*" at a rnarginaily higher rate than their normal-progress pem. 

No "requests for permission" were opposed by the intellectuaüy disabled students or by 

the normal-progress students. 

A dinerence in the r ad  ordering of speech acts opposed by the normal-progress 

and intelieaually disabled students was detected. The rank ordering of the speech acts 

opposed by the nomial-prognss students was: 1 - 'Yequests for action", 2 - "statements 

of intent", and 3 - "statements of fact". The rank ordering of the speech acts opposed by 

the intellectually disabled students was different: 1 - 'tequests for action"; 2 - "statements 

of fact"; and, 3 - "statements of intent''. Future studies should be attuned to this 

ciifference and continue to explore the ways in which intellectuaiiy disabied students and 

normal-progress students respond to their parniers' "statements of fact" and "statements 

of intent". The ciifference aiso raises some questions: 1s there a diierence because 

nonnal-progress and intellectually disabled students respond to their partner's speech acts 

diffèrently; or, is there a difference in the rates the various types of speech acts are ernitted 

by the two groups? 

Confiict Initirtor 

In this study, verbal confücts were initiated by the nonnal-progress students nearly 

twice as often as by the intelîectually disabled students. The lower rate of confîict 



initiation by the students with inteiiectual disabilities rnay rdect the adaptive limitations of 

individuals with inteilectual disabilities. That is, their lower rate of conflia initiation rnay 

be a rndestation of their limitations in social intelligence. According to Greenspan 

(1979, 198 l), ind~duals with intellectuai disabiüities may have limitations in the ability to 

demonstrate appropriate "judgment in theh interpersonal bebaviors and in the ability to 

cornrnunicate th& own thoughts and feelings in solving problems when conflicting needs 

&a in social situationsY'(AAMR, 1992, p. 15). 

Being hesitant to initiate conflia possibly could indicate that the intellectually 

disabled student views the normal-progress peer as having greater authority. However, 

Garton and Renshaw (1988) in their examination of disputes between younger normal 

students during a dyadic l e d g  task, also observed that "one child dissents about twice 

as oflen as the other" (p. 280). Hence, this phenornenon may be typical of leaniing tasks 

in g e n d .  Despite this finding, it is noteworthy that the nonnal-progress students 

initiated verbal dissension episodes about twice as ofkm as did the inteliectuaüy disabled 

students. This means that the intellectually disabled students experience the role of 

respondent (or "opposee") mon frequently than the role of initiator (or ccopposer") during 

verbal disagreements. One can also speculate that if inteUectuaUy disabled students are 

paired with 0th- inte11ectuaUy disabled students during learning tasks, the overall rate of 

con0icts rnay be substantiaiiy less than when paired with a normal-progress peer. This 

speculation, if found to be tme, wouid lead to the argument that one &êct of 

mainstreaming may be that intellechially disabled students expenerice verbal disagreements 

more often, albeit primarily in the respondent role. 



The fact that intellectuaüy disabled studmts initiate contlicts considerably less 

frepuently than nomial-progress students is troubüng. If the conflict initiation rate of the 

intelectually disabled students remains substantidy lower than that of their normal- 

progress peers, their behavior prwents them fiom engaghg in the exchange of ideas that 

promotes intellectual development. This is men more of a conceni, when one considers 

the area of moral development, as theoreticians have linked the development of moral 

reasoning to social conflict. Kohlberg (1981), for example, believed that ''moral 

development arises fkom social interactions in situations of social confiict" (p. 54). In 

other words, the posing of real or hypothetical dilemmas to students in such a way as to 

arouse disagreement and uncertainty as to what is right, stimulates moral stage growth. 

Inteilechially disabled students may miss out on important opportunities to promote and 

enhance th& mord growth, by f&g to participate in social conaJcts which can act as a 

catalyst for growth. Maynard (1985b) stated that "disputes and arguments amng peers 

represent a way that chiidna acquire a sense of social structure" (p. 207). Therefore, a 

lower overall rate of confiict initiation by inteliectually disabled adolescents rnay have 

implications for the acquisition of this sense of social structure. It dso rnay impede the 

deve10pment of their aôility to understand and resolve confiicts within firiendships. Lyles 

(1996) noted that intelectually disabled students demonstrated deficits in this area. 

The present analysis showed that verbal disagreements in the classroom follow a 

pattern. One student appeard to predominate over the other in tams of the initiation of 

conflict. This was noted in a previous study by Garton and Renshaw (1988). In the 

present study, there appeared to be a status-organking process during vabal 



disagreements whereby most of the disagreements were initiatecl by the normal-progress 

partner. Sabsay and Platt (1985b) suggested that nondisabIed interIoaitors rnay control 

interactions with inteliectually disabid speakers. This imbaance in the confîict initiation 

rate also may retlect the position of normal-progress students in the "dominance 

hierarchy" (Strayer & Strayer, 1976). Guralnick (1986) offered this view, stating: 

Although coequal interactions seem to be the nile for most children, rnany 
dyadic exchanges are characterued by dorninance by one member of the 
pair. A chiid's developmental status and or chronological age (Guralnick 
& Paul-Brown; Louga a al., 1977) are two of the fimors which govem 
the extent of this asymmetry (p. 107). 

In the present study there were, however, some dyads in which the Uitellectually disabled 

stuâent predominated over the normal-progress peer in tenns of confiict initiation. 

Thenfore, one couid ask the question if verbally active students initiate coafücts more 

fiequently than the less verbally adive member of the dyad. A secondary re-analysis of 

the data may offa some hsight into this question. 

If normal-progress students predominate over the inteliectudy disabled students in 

most social wnflict exchanges, this rnay be problematic. Piaget (1959) suggested that 

equaiity of status promotes inteliectual cooperation and cornparison of divergent 

viewpoints. According to Eisenberg (1987), childm are as Uely to oppose or be 

opposed in confücts with their peers. Hamip (1978) underscored the importance of 

egahtarian aCpenences for enhancement of conceptual advances, for communication 

developmmt, and socialization. Egalitarian eXpenences may be essential. 



Initial On~osition Movcs 

A numba of initial opposition moves were wded in the present study: simple 

"no'', indirect no, justification, alternative, delay/distraction, and questiodchallenge. The 

simple "no" did not result in conflict continuation, as was proposed. Scholars have 

suggested that certain initial opposition strategies may be strategic for resolving conflicts. 

For example, Sherrnan a al. (1992) and Hewitt et al. (1993) proposed that giving a reason 

was an important verbal skiil for conflict resolution. Hence, "justifications" are important. 

In this study, confiict exchanges that Uicluded a "justification" as an initiation move were 

shorter. However, this fiadhg was marginaliy nonsignificant. Garton and Renshaw 

(1988) stated that 'kitation enables fomulation of a reasoned argument and is a marker 

of social monitoring. The chiid is telling the partner that mutual agreement is requireâ" (p. 

282). Hence, "deIay/distraction" is a salient SM for the resolution of verbal confiicts. 

The ability to fhme challenges hdiectly is also an advanced sldl (Hewitt et al., 1993). 

Therefore, the c'question/chaiienge" conflict initiation move is potentially a rnarker of 

supaior conflict resolution abilities. The results of this shidy indicated that when al1 of the 

verbal dissension episodes were considereû, the normal-progress students used 

c'j~stifications'', "delay/distractions", and "question/challenges" at a higher rate than did 

the intellectually disabled students. The rates for the normal-progress students were 

particularly greater for the "questionfchallenge" move, a move believed to "soften" 

disagreements. This was a sigaincant hding. The present study thereby confinned that 

the mildly inteilectualiy disabled students used these "higher level" conflict initiating 

moves at a lower rate than their nonaal-progress peers. Both males and females 



demmstrated this trend. This means that when inteiîectualiy disabled students launch en 

opposition, they do not use higher level strategies at a rate comparable to their nomial- 

progress peers. 

The "alternativey7 contlict initiating move also may be a higher level strategy for 

codict initiation. The UiteUectually disabled f e d e  students used the ccaiternative" 

conflict initiation strategy at a higher rate than their normal-progress peers. Proposing an 

'caltemative" may be a higha level conûict initiation move that is readiiy used by the 

mildiy intellectually disabled -dents. S h e m  et ai. (1992); and D. W. Johnson and R. 

T. Johnson (1995) suggested that proposing a ccwmprornise" solution may be an 

Unportant verbal SM for confüct resolution. The c'altemative'7 category captures these 

compromise solutions as weU as other alternative solutions. That is, the "alternative" 

category encompasses not ody ccalternzitive" solutions whch are compromises, but also 

alternatives that simply oEer a solution other than either of the solutions initially proposed 

by each dyad memba (not a compromise). Perhaps in Nture investigations "dtematives" 

which are compromises should be distinguished fiom ones which are not. 

Eisenberg ( 1992) noted t hat ''indirect no7', "delay/distraction" and 

"questiodchallenge" contlict initiation moves were infiequent in confiicîs between 

mothers and their preschool children. This was not the case in the present study, an 

observation which may be related to the deveiopmental phase of the participants, or simply 

due to variabüity in conflict behavior across situations, settings, and the.  



Nescative Affkct 

When displayed, negative dFect consisted of increased vocal intensity and prosodic 

features typically judged by native English speakers as 'hegative7'. There were no 

instances of screarning or crying as expressions of negative affect, however. The 

inteliectualiy disabled students and the normal-progress audents alike maintaineci positive 

affect throughout most of the verbal disagreements t h t  amse during the leaniing task. 

The inteiiectuaüy disabled students were no more likely than their normal-progress peers 

to express negative &kt in conflict, therefore inteiiectually disabled students are doing 

well here. That is, on this dimaison, the inteliectualiy disabled and their nomal-progress 

peers behaved quite sdarly.  

Aiso, negative affect was more prevalent in "mutuai" contlicts than in "cornpliance 

exchanges". Therefore7 the participants tended to display negative affect in longer 

conflicts. Hypothesis testing contheci that when negative affect was dernonstrateci by 

one leaming partner in the disagreement, it also was reciprocated by the other. 

While negative afEect may be a fonn of paraiinguistic communication that signais 

certain dissatisfaction to one's parnier, its potmtiai to precipitate f t R h s  negative 

responses such as screaming or aggression cannot be ignorecl. Indeed, the present study 

confirmed that negative affect was displayed more fiequentiy in 'huaial'' conflicts than in 

"cornpliance exchanges". Students may benefit &om confiict resolution programming that 

prornotes strategies that lead to peacefùl outcornes. Sherman a al. (1992) suggested that 

maintainhg a normal positive and nonaccushg voice tom is an importam conflict 

resolution SM. Therefore, being taught to maintain positive affect may be one such 



strategy. InteUectuaUy disabled and normal-progres students aWte may benefit nom 

instruction regarding the importance of rnaintiimng positive affect. 

Justifications within Disanitcrneats 

The abitity to provide a reason or justification may be an important sW for 

avoiding unnecessary codlicts and for resolving ciifferences (D. W. Johnson & R T. 

Johnson, 1995). Eisenberg and Garvey (1981) reportecl that conflict exchanges that offer 

a reason are generaUy shorter than ones in which an explanation is not o f f d .  This was 

marginaüy reconfjrxned in the present investigation. The use of justincations may be an 

important verbal SM for averting conûicts that degenerate imo aggressive or violent acts 

@. W. Johnson & F. P. Johnson, 1997). This may have implications for conflict 

resolution and social siciils training programs for students with inteîiectuai disabilities. The 

empirical literature hdicates that inteiiectudy disabled individuais fiequently display 

aggression or behavior disorden (Fuchs & B.A. Benson, 1995; Hile & Desrochers? 1993; 

Leffert & Siperstein, 19%). 

Com~liance Exchrnnes vtmus Mutucil Conflict 

In the leaming task used for this investigation, shpk  disagreements ("'cornpliance 

exchanges") prevailed. Piaget (1932) distinguished betwan "primitive" and "genuine" 

arguments. CFrimitive" ones are simpIy statements of conflicting views whereas "genuine" 

disagreements inciude justifications for th& respective positions (Lindow et al., 1985). 

Hence, aithough "genuine" disagreements were present when the intelîe*ually disabled 

students and the normal-prognss students interacted, then was a preponderance of 



''pri~nitive'~ arguments as weU. In fa* a rnajority of conflicts that these intellecnially 

disabled students participated in were ccprimitive77 rather than "genuine". That is, a 

majority of codicts were aborted in the sense that they did not prognss beyond the Uiiùal 

disagreement. Simüarly, as suggested by the rate of single mm cccompliance exchanges", 

the normai-progress students were also participahg in more "primitive'' than "genuine7' 

conflicts during the learning task- One could argue that the normal-progress and the 

intellechially disabled students are equally at risk because they both participated in 

ccprïmitive" conûicts. However, the fact that the normal-progress student s initiated almost 

twice as many contlicts as did the intellectually disabled students is a con- because this 

means that the intelieaually disabled students practice aborting conflias hNia as oflen as 

do normai-progress shidents. Over tirne, tbis praaice akct may strengthen cornpliance 

behavior by the intellectually disabled students. Hence, in future research, it may be 

important to examine why both inteliectually disabled and normal-progress students 

engage in "primitive" conflicts. Explanations for these c'prirnitive7' conflicts rnay be 

relevant, for example, to any interventions aimed at prornoting more frequent use of 

"genuine7'> confiicts during learning engagements. 

It is possible that the inte l ledy disabled and nod-progress students engage in 

"primitive" wnoicts for different reasons. Perhaps inteUaXually disabled students abort 

conflicts because of a cYfailure-accepting'' (Covhgton, 1993) approach ta academic 

ahvities. Alternatively, perhaps the inteiiectually disabled -dents exhibit difficulties 

with conversational repair. Difnailties repairing conversations may shorten disagreements 

because the inteliectuaily disabled student may lack the sküls necessary for continuing to 



engage in the conflict episode. Renshaw and Asher (1982, cited in Dodge & Feldman, 

1990) found that during the resolution of a conflict, chüdren with low sociometric status 

were more likely to select "avoidant" goals. The nature of the leaming task used in the 

present study also may account for the preponderance of 'primitive'" conflicts by the 

intellecnially disabled and normal-progress leamers. Mjhof and Kommers (1 985) reportai 

on a pilot study in which they used a simuiation garne as a problem-solving task to 

examine verbal interaction patterns in group discussions. The siirdatior: exercise 

described by Nijhof and Kommers was similar in some respects to the simulation used in 

the present investigation. For example, in the Nijhof and Kornmers study, participants 

were required to rank the importance of 15 objests necessary to d v e  in the desert after 

a plane crash. In the presmt study, student dyads co~sidered a list of supplies important 

for sunival on the prairies, and johtly chose ten items fiom the list. The students also 

comidered other lists of strategies important for s u ~ v a l .  Nijhof and Kommers 

commented on the simulation procedure employed in their pilot siudy, stating: 

We came to the conclusion that the closed problem-solving task had 
provoked a rather rigid meam of argumentation, presumably based on a 
significant lack of adequate prior howledge and a low degree of 
participation in the group communication process (Kommers, 198 1, 
p. 133). 

In conclusion, wwhever the cause of these aborted attempts at participation in conflicts, 

this issue requires further investigative work. 

The normal-progres students debated "lesson content" relatively more of€= than 

do the inteliectually disabled students. nK UiteIIectually disabled students debated 'lesson 



process" and "assistance" more o f h  than do the nonal-progress students. This 

suggested that issues arising within educational activities may be dinerent for the 

inteliectually disabled students. 

Since the vast majority of confiicts pertained to '1esson content", this underscores 

the relevance of content to siudents' growth and development in various areas. For 

example, if one of the goal's of education is to promote students' development of moral 

reawning, then one could speculate that for disagreements to arise in the classroom 

related to moral issues, then the content of lessons should encompass moral dilemmas. 

For tliis study, the activity chosen for the educational task in gmeral involved 

"declarative" knowledge rather then "procedural" knowledge (Gagne, 1985). Perhaps 

classroom lessons that deal with procedures would shiR the balance of contlict topics such 

that more disagreements regarding "lesson process" and "assistance" wouid &se. A 

cornparison couid be made in hture investigations. 

Last Tum 

The nomial-progress student did taLe the last turn more often than did the 

inteliaxually disabled student. Hypothesis testing, however, revealed a marginally 

nonsignificant resuh. Exploratory analysis of the data revealed that the student who 

initiated the verbal dissension episode also seemed to be the student taking the last tum. 

There may be some value in m e r  examination of this Ming in funire studies. 



Conflict Outcornes 

The hypothesis that the d d l y  inteiiectually disabled student would submit more 

often then the nonnal-progres peer was m g i d y  nonsigdicant. '?nteUectualiy disabled 

submits" was the most prevaierit outcorne (41.71%). "Standoff' and 'ccompromise" were 

relatively infiequent conûict outcornes. In this snidy, "compromise" seldom occumed. 

The '6standofP' finding for the present study diffas fkom that found by other researchers. 

Eisenberg (1992) noted that 64.0.h of v d a î  coanicts between mothers and their young 

children eaded in a "standoff'. Vuchinich (1987) found that 61.W of family dinnertime 

disputes with older children emded in "standoff. In the presait investigation, the 

"standoff outcome o c c d  oniy 20.9% of the time. Perhaps in peer disputes there is a 

lower rate of ccstandoff' outcome than in authority reiationships. Altematively, the 

computer activity may have biased the outcome of conflict in favor of subrnissions. 

Although the use of an educational computer software activity assured a common focus 

for the dyadic interactions of the student pairs, the need to select a single answer fiom an 

array of possible responses may have reduced the keiihood that the conflict exchanges 

would result in "~ompromise'~ or 66standoff' conQict outcomes. Whiie the educational 

software required decisions to be made and thmfore elicited the behavior chosen for 

study (that is, controversy and confiict exchanges), it may have imposed rest&ions on the 

wnflict outcomes available to the participants engaged in a disagreement. 



Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was twofold: (a) to advana our understanding of the 

pragrnatic language skills and gaieral language skiils of mildly inteiiectually disabled 

adolescents; and (b) to investigate how mildly inteiîeaually disabled leamers negotiate 

verbal disagreements with thei. normal-progress pars. This led to some findhgs which 

may be of value in assisting the social htegration of inteiiectuaiiy disabled children. 

Mildly intelledually disablexi adolescents are leamers who on formal assessrnent 

demonstrate language skills that fall weii behiad those of their normal-progress peers. The 

extant empiricai litemture points to suspected pragrnatic language deficits and general 

language impainnents arnong adolescents with miid intellecaial disabities. The current 

investigation provides comprehensive evidence connmillig the existence of theV pragmatic 

and linguistic defïcits. Thdore, mildly intellechially disabled adolescents bring to the 

task of conûict negotiation a repertoùe of language behaviors that, relative to their 

normal-progress peers, are liniited in scope and in quality. It is apparent that rnildly 

intellanualy disabled adolescmts when ninctioning in cooperative leaming groups wilî be 

at a serious disadvantage compared to their peers when confücts m u r  or when 

explanations, reports, or presentations are required. 

In their verbal conûict engagements with normal-progress peers, rnildy 

inte1lectuaiiy disabled adolescents assume a respondent role. Their nomiel-progress p e r s  

dominate during verbal disputes, initiating confiicts at almost twice the rate of adolescents 

with d d  intellectual disab'ies. Like th& nod-progress pen, these leamers are 



sensitive to "requests for action". About 7û% of the codicts that the mildly UneUectually 

disabled learner initiates are in response to th& partner's "request for action9* (or 

bebvioral request). Adolescents with müd imellectuai disabilities fiiil to use "higher level" 

confiict initiatiag moves at the rate used by their normal-progress peers. nKir les  

fiequent use of higher level conflict initiating moves (such as justifications, 

delay/distraction, and questionlchaiienge) rnay be indicative of poorer sacial monitoring, 

impaired ianguege fàciiity, or both Throughout the entire Iength of verbal codlicts, they 

employ justifications noticedy less often tban th& nomiel-progress peers. Their 

confiicts 4 t h  peen are brief ("primitive" rather than 'Cgerwitle" conûicts), averaging about 

two conversational tums. in fa*, close to haîf of th& conflicts with normal-progress 

peen are single turn cornpliance exchanges. When intellechially disabled students initiate 

conflicts, th& conflicts are less likely to deveiop into 'hiutua;l" disagreements ("genuine" 

conflicts) than when wnfiicts are initiated by their normal-progress peers. During leamhg 

engagements, students with miM htellectual disab'üities typicaily debate 'lesson content" 

but also may dispute "lesson process" or unwanted "assistance" fiom their learning 

partner. In most confias, negative affect is absent but when negative is displayed 

in their conflicts with peers, typ idy  it is reciprocated. Male and fernale adolescents with 

niild intelieaual disabiities may have âBerent styles of conflict negotiation. This ewld 

not be confirmed, however, as the inte11ectuaUy disabled f d e  participants in this study 

demonstraîed poorer general language perfiomrence on formai Ianguage tests. 

In the m e n t  study, the performance of mildly inteiiectually disabled leamers 

during conflict dialogues suggested that these snidmts may be r m g h d i d  in a number of 



areas. Since connict is believed to be a powemil irnpetus for moral (Kohlberg, 1981), 

social (Selman, 1980), and cognitive (Piaget, 1932) development, the deficits and 

ciifferences displayed by d d l y  intellectuaily disabled adolescents camot be ignoreci. 

Steps need to be talcen to promote those verbal wnfiict behaviors believed to be adaptive 

for leaming and development. In the present study, there was evidence of deficits and 

dflerences in the contlict behavior of rniîdly intellectually disabled students at the junior 

high level. nierdore, it is irnperzntive that these weaknesses be addressed by 

interventionists and educational practitioners, More these studmts transition to the work 

force. It is also imperative that fiiture research efforts be conducted to illuminate m e r  

the nature of mildly intellectuany disabled students' strengths and limitations in this area. 

These 6nduigs are important if we are to design better lesrnuig environrnents and 

interventions to address th& deficits. Future investigations may S o m  the structure, 

process, and content of social skiils aaming prograrns and confikt resolution training 

programs for miidiy intellectually disabled individuals. This may facilitate th& social 

Unegration and promote Mi inclusion. 

Im~lications of the Studv 

Adolescents with müd inteiiectual disabilities demonstrate siBmficant pragmatic 

and generai language irnpairments which rnay impede or limit theV abiity to fundon in 

cooperative leamhg engagements. The existence of these deficits does not n e c e s d y  

mean that they m o t  fùnction in cooperative leamhg atlgngements. H o w m ,  teachers 

need to be seasitive and aware of these situdents' lenguage cornpetence when evaluating 

students' pafonnance and when designhg instructional activities. Language deficits exkt 



and compensations have to be made for these deficits, to eohance these students' 

inclusion. When organizing cooperative learning groups, tachas need to be aware of 

these language difficulties and structure the activities in ways that do not disadvantage the 

miidiy inteiiectually disabled students. 

The tistening mode was an area of comparative stmigth for these leamers. 

Therefore' test adaptations in which c'questions" are presented auditorüy to the student 

may be helpful. Furthemore, '%stening7' as an avenue for initial acquisition of new 

material may be O@. This means that instruction should be designed in such a way 

that opportunities to "hear" relevant information are availabie to the imeiiectually disabled 

leamer. Presentation of materiai in ways tbat either M t  or bypms the auditory channel 

may reduce i n t e l l e d y  disabled students' abifity to benefit from, or participate in, the 

instructional activity. The avaüab'ility of auditory input to supplernent other instructional 

efforts, may enhance these leanien' involvement. Passive academic involvement is one of 

the âifl3culties evidenced by studeuts with d d  inteliechial disabilities (Mkheady, Sacca, & 

Harper, 1988). 

niere are a number of ways to accomplish this. For example, in group contexts, 

the studait who assumes the role of group leader could ensure that ail snidents know what 

the assignecl task (or proposed solution) is. Taking the time to read aloud the instructions 

(or the proposed answer) may enhance these students' inclusion. 

Cooperotive leamhg groups d d  be structurecl to compensate for the deficits 

that these students d a w m t e d  d u ~ g  the negotiation of verbai disagreements. For 

example, since mildiy inteflecnially disabled leamers initiated confîicts only about hd f  as 



often as nord-progress lemers, one mernber of the group could be a group "rnonitof' 

who ensures that ail members of the group have ample opportwiity to hold the floor and 

initiate discussions. In cooperative le!aming engagements, the teacher rnay structure 

"positive reward interdependena" by rnaJcing rewards contingent upon equal participation 

in discussions by all group members. Structuring positive reward interdependence to 

foster increased participation by mildly inteliectuaiiy disabled students should be 

considered (Pressley & McCormick, 1995). 

This could work as follows. A cooperative group's score for participation could 

be linked to the number of h e s  each group manber held a tum during the discussion. 

Groups in which there is equal participation by each mernber would receive a greater 

reward. Lower group scores wodd be awarded to those teams where there are large 

dflerences between the group members for the tums at t a .  This type of group reward 

structure may foster i n c r d  participation by students with inteilectual disabilities. 

' ~ J u s t i f i c a t i ~ ~ ~ ~  were employed less fkquently by the intellectuaily disabled 

leamers. Therefore, in inoperative leaming groups, students could be encouraged to 

monitor the use of "justifications" during group discussions. (The reader may refer to 

Appendix E and to Eisenberg [1992] for examples of verbal disagreements in which 

"justifications" are used). Take, for example, the situation where a disagreement is statexi, 

but a "justification" has not been given. The group leader could assume responsibility for 

encowaging group members to aipply ~ustifications". In coopaative leaming 

engagements, the group leader muld point out to the group members that a disagreement 

bas baa voiced. The leader then codd encourage the group rnembers to offer a 



justification(s) to support that position. The group leader rnay require trainhg to do this 

in a non-threatening manner. The group leader may, for example, prompt a panicular 

student to offer a justification. If the student c a ~ o t  or does not respond when she is 

asked to jus- a solution, the group leader thm d d  propose to the other group 

rnembers that they dectively identify possible reasons why the student proposad the 

given s01ution. The strategy just described may be a simple, straightfoward way to 

promote the use of "jstifications7' during group discussions. This may enhance snidents' 

awareness of ~ustincations". Oace again, the teacher could structure group rewards so 

that students' awareness of these "justificatiofls" is enhanced. 

Simiiady, since "question~~hallenges~~ were ernployed Iess fiequently by 

intellectually disabled leamers, coojmative leaming groups participants couid monitor the 

use of "'questions" by the group members. (Sa Appendix E for examples of this wnflict 

initiating move). The teacher may structure "positive reward interdependence" by 

ensuring that rewards are contingent upon weii-distniutexi use of 4cquesti~ns'' by al1 

participants witbin the group. This rnay Witate the use of this conversational device by 

ail students. 

Sorne scholars have recommended using fiterature to promote students' awareness 

of strategies for conflict resolution (J. O. Cooper, 1994; Hall, 1994; Hinitz, 1994; Luke & 

Myers, 1995; Shatles, 1992). Reading and writing r*Mties could be used to help 

-dents notice various ftatures of verbal codicts.  Students may have ôifliculty 

identifjing and explo~g the features of verbal disagreements in ongoing conversation, 

due to the transitory nature of the speech signal. Usbg the printed word, 



justifications/explanations, questions/chaiienges and other aspects of conflicts could be 

pointed out to students. The permanence of texts may be vay important for promoting 

students' awareness not only of the structure of verbal contlicts, but also of strategies for 

negotiating disagreements effectively. 

The creative educational practiboner wül structure leaming activities in these and 

other ways, to promote tùller inclusion of mil* intellectuaily disabled leamers. Further 

research may iiiuminate strategies which wül enhance the participation of these leamers in 

oooperative leaming engagements. 

Future Dirtctioiis 

1. The present research did not examine any associations between performance on 

the lmguage measures and behavioral Werences between males and females 

during conflict. The redts of th is  study seemed ta suggest that female dyads 

engaged in wnflict less ofien because of their general language skills. Statistical 

analyses to explore these relationships wuid be wnducted as a follow-up to this 

study. For example, correlational analyses codd address questions such as: 1s 

there a relaîionship baween the Ianguage scores and the tiequency of male/female 

confiict initiation? Regardles of gemder dSerences, is there a relationship 

between pafocmance on the language measures and the use of more advanced 

codlict initiation moves (for example, justification, delay/distraction, 

question~chaiienge)? 



2. Eisenberg (1992) stated that the ruLes for regulating so*al conflicts depend on the 

conta  in which the dispute occurs. This study offm insight into the contlias 

that arise between intellectually disabled and nod-progress adolescents engageci 

in a single leaniuig context. It would be important to examine this phenornenon in 

otiier leamhg contexts and social contexts (that is, within different situations, 

settings, and developmental phases). It also would be hteresting to examuie the 

maflict negotiation of ~tudeats who faU outside the age range, grade level, and 

ability level chosen for the present study. Furthemore, there is a need to 

investigate more fully the conaicts arising between intelie~tllaily disabled 

adolescents and sut hority figures (parents, teachers, employers). 

3. The distinction behveen ccserious~' and ''nonserious" coaflict was advanced by 

Garvey and C. U. Shantz (1992) who indicated there is evidence that serious 

disagreements can d8er from playfiil ones. It therefore rnay be instructive to 

distinguish between these two types of conflicts in any future examination of the 

disputes of mildly intelectually-disabled adolescents. Further study to explore the 

nature of enactive disagreements and to compare and contrast disagreements that 

arise &om verbal stimuli vefsus those arising fkom nonverbal behavion is 

warranteci. 

4. Research into the "agreementsy' evidenced in leaming tasks may illuminate the 

nature of htelleciually disabled students' leaming. P. E. Bryant (1982, cited in 



Garton, 1992) proposd that "ctiildren leam when strategies (producing a solution 

to a probiern) agree rather than when they conflict" (p. 69). P. E. Bryant's (1982) 

evidence is limited to a srnall number of six year old children performhg a 

mepsuring task. However, he found that agreement between strategies improved 

measuring whereas conflict did not. P. E. Bryant's (1982) argument was that 

"conflict tells the child that something is wrong but not what it is, and certainiy not 

what is the right strategy" (p. 243). His evidence suggests that perhaps 

agreements as weiI as disagreements couid be explored in fùture studies. Hamip 

(1992) also stated h t  two kinds of social events (agreements and dissigreements) 

suppiy most of the information that people need about social exchange outcornes. 

Piaget's (1959) mode1 of the development of peer a>nversations during childhood 

rnay inform fuhre research in this area. Bennett and Dume (199 1) stated 'the 

categories comprising the mode1 d o w  both an analysis of the demand for 

talk ... and of ways in which taIk is managed, on an agreement - disagreement 

dimension" (p. 108). Therefore, it rnay be important to examine agreements as 

weîi as disagreements in future studies. 

5. This study did not examine achievement on the leaming task. It would be 

interesthg to detamine whether dyads with a higher fiequency of conflict or with 

a Iiifier proportion of "genuinen versus "primitive" confiicts demonstrate higher 

achievement on a post test. Do students who have confîicts whkh use more 

advanad or "higher l d  initiai oppositional moves exhibit superior performance 



on a achievernent masure tban those who do not employ the higher level 

strategies? These considerations need to be addressed. 

6. Do students perfom dinerently when working in dyads or in triadidmuiti-party 

contexts, when it cornes to the a m  of verbal disagreements? Can children who 

obsave or overhear disagreements ben& fkom hearhg the 

interactioI1S/disagreements h t  arise between other partners of the group 

(Brainerd, 1978; Forrester, 1992). in mdti-party disagreements, are there 

Werences between f d e ,  male, and niaed ability groupings, in the area of vabal 

disagreements? These questions need to be addressecl. 

7. Whether or not more advmced conflict resoIution strategies can be made explicit 

and truight to the inteliectually disaMeci midents needs consideration. Can a 

prompting strategy heip these students to explore and use higher lwel confiici 

resolution strategies or an i n d  variety of strategies? Student partnen in this 

study initiated, maintaine& and resolved disagreements when they spontaaeously 

ocaurrd. They did so without hawig received explicit instn~ctions about how to 

resoive disagreemeats. Should teechers, for e~amplê, encourage the occurrence of 

verbal disagreements, by having students ch& theV 811swers regulariy, as Lhdow 

et ai. (1985) suggested? These questions need to be explorsd. Answers to these 

and to relateâ questions muid result in nmediation pro- and social U s  

training efforts directecl more specifically to these students. Research to discover 



ways to augment the mildly intellectdy disabled students' existing skiils needs to 

be conducted. Detemiring which sacial skills training efforts are most successfiil 

and expedient in promothg inteliectdiy disableci -dents' development will be 

important. 

The topics for fiiture research suggested here are wide ranging and would be 

interesting to pursue. The goal of educational programming is to genenite desirable 

educational outwmes. This is best accomplished if research efforts that iden* the 

optimal type of progranunhg for these students are accomptished. Appofloni and Cook 

(1978) recommended that 'tesearchers should begin to detennine what constitutes the 

optimal developmental ski11 blend for integrated intervention prograrns" (p. 1 57). How to 

structure events in classrooms in order to integrate miidly intelîectually disabled 

adolescents most e f f ~ v e l y  and to promote positive social interactions and educational 

opportunities is desirable and important. This knowledge only cm be gained through 

progressive research efforts. Understanding the aforementioned questions may f d t a t e  

the social integration of mildly inteilecnially disabled students. 

Peer wnflict re& an important phenornemon to examine. The research fiterature 

suggests that there are developmental changes in cwdren's physidy aggressive behavior 

with age. Children report strategies for handling peer codict which include a trend away 

nom physical aggression in older children. Fewer aggressive tactics are employed and 

more assertive and verbal strategies are p m e d  (Wiley, 1983; Hamip, 1983). nimfore, 



understanding the nature of adolescents' verbal disagreements remains a fertile are. for 

fbture research. Furthemore, since aggressive behaviors are believed to play a causative 

role in children's rejected pea status (Coie & Kupersmidt, 1983; Dodge, 1983; Dodge, 

Schlundt, Schocken, & Delugach 1983), it is important that students or adolescents have a 

verbal means to resoive disagreements successfuly. 

FoUow-UD 

A surnmary of the findings wiîi be available to all stakeholders in the research. 

1. A formai, detailed written summary containhg aggregate data only will be 

made available to the administration of participating rhool divisions. The identity of 

inchidual participants will be protected in this final surnmaq of the research. 

2. A similar repon of the outcorne of the research also wili be available to 

schools that participated. This information can be aunmarind in writing, especiaiiy noting 

the educational implications of the research for practitioners. 

3. Parentdguardians will be sent a letter describing the outcome of the study. 

This Imer wiii be scnitinized by representatives of the administration of participating 

school divisions More it is disseminated to parents. 
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APPENDICES 



&pend& A 

Codiing of Disagmments Anlsing in Leaming Engagements 



Coding of Disagreements Ansing in Leamllig Engagements 

Càtegwies of Amiysis (adapted fkom Eisenbag, 1992) 

The mihg used in the analysis of the aranscribed tapes is adapted nom Eisenberg 

(1 992). For each instance of disagreement, the following cumponents of the conflict were 

Who initiates the confiict (the inteliechially disabled adolescent or the normal- 

Pfogr=s FI; 

Number of oppositional tums; 

Pnsence or absence of negative affect (in the form of hshness of vocal tone, 

crying, wtiinuig, or screarning) - inte1lectuaily disabled student; 

Presence or absence of negative affect (in the fom of harshness of vocal tone, 

crying, whining, or scr&g) - nonnal-progress peer, 

Reseace or absence of justification by the inteiiectually disabled adolescent; 

Presence or absence of peer justification; 

The individual taking the last verbal oppositional tuni; 

The speech act category of the opposeci utterance; 

The topic of the conflict; 

10. The outcome of the dispute; 

1 1. The type of initial opposition; including 

12. Whether the opposition hcluded an n<pîicit negative. 



TYP of m ' ad  qP=d 

1. Rquests for action, including direct and indirect requests and prohi'bitions (e-g., 

"Red now" and peer responds 'ho"); 

2. Rquests for pamission, beghming with "Can 1 ... ?" or T a n  we ... ?" (e-g., "Cm 1 

do it?" and the partner replies "ifs my turn*'); 

3. Statements of inteot, where the opposed utterance stated a plan to perfonn some 

action (e.g., 'Tm gohg to take the tents" and the partner responds ' k e  already have 

10 things on our list"); and 

4. Statemtnts of frct, which asserted a proposition that was opposed (e-g., 'Tt said they 

nemi an hterpretei' and the partner replies "no, it didn't"). 

Gmtflicttqics 

Eisenberg's (1992) "conûict topics" were of iimited applicabity for the proposed 

study, as her coding of contiicî topic was used to andyze conversational interactions 

arising between young children and th& mothers. For the purpose of coding "contlict 

topic" in the problem-solving ta& chosen for the m e n t  study, the following categories 

were exnployed: 

1.  Coniüct regatding lesson content, disputes pertlwiing to uifonnation containeci 

within the lesson itsee 

2. Conflict m i n g  lesson procar (lesson housekeeping), disagreements involving 

how to run the lesson (e.g., disagreement regardmg who reaàs the cornputer screen, 

who inputs the answa on the keybard); 



3. Assistance, conflicts regardkg demands/requests for aid or independence; and 

4. Otber, conflicts that do not fd in any of the aforemmtioned categories. 

Coirrfrid outamts 

Disagreement temination formats indude: 

1. The inteliectually disabled adolescent submitted; 

2. The normal-progress peer submitted; 

3. The two participants compromised ( t h  is, agreed on a position/solutiodstrategy 

somewhat Mirent than either of their original positions); or 

4. Standoff 

Subrnission: An instance of submission wiil be coded if one participant gave in or 

if a speaker acknowledged the opponent's subniission. 

Standoff A standoff wili be coded if a change of conversational topic occurred 

without eitha participant cleady submitting. If the confüct episode terminated in a 

standoe coders wiii aote who held the last oppositional tum. 

T y p  tfhiaol qplrsrotîon. 

Using Eisenkrg's (1992) scheme to code initial oppositions, the coder wül note 

whether an expiicit "no" was said by the opposer and categorize the entire opposing tum 

in the foliowing way: 



1. Simple No, The opposer says 'ho", 'ûh-uh", or "don't" (or '3es'' in response to a 

negative sentence), and nothing more. 

2. Indirect No: The opposer does not expücitly say 'ho", but the response indicates 

opposition and does not contain a justification or alternative. (e.g., one -dent says 

''they'il need a British flag", and the other replies 7 doubt it"). 

3. Justification: The opposer suppiies a reason or explanation for the opposition or 

disagreement (e.g., one student ssys, '%et me read" and the other replies '7 can read 

faste?); 

4. Alternative: The opposer suggests an alternative to the parnier's suggestion, request, 

or version of the truth, including attempts to make a deal (Eisenberg, 1992, p. 30); 

(e.g., one student says: ' l e t  me read" while the other says 'Were, you use the 

keyboard"). 

5. Dday/distraetion: The opposer tries to delay cornpliance or redirect the partner's 

attention ( e.g., one student says ''Let me r& and the opposer replies 'Wait a 

minute"); 

6. Questioo/eb.llenge: The opposer initially irnplies opposition by asking a question 

such as "Are you sure?", 'Ts t really?", or "'Why?" More starting the opposition 

more directly later in the episode (e-g., one student says '7 tliink we need a Coleman 

stove" and the other replies 'Really?" and the first student then says ')reah", to which 

the second student replies, Y don? think they made Coleman stoves back in 1875"). 



Appndiix B 

Consent of Participting School Divisions 



589 ROCH ST'Rrn, WINNIPEG, MANITOBA, CANADA RZK 207 UW) 667-71 30 
FAX (204) 661-561 8 

October 17, 1995 

M E M O R A N D U M  

To : J. Alexa Okrainec 
256 Scotia Street 
Wimipeg, Manitoba R2V IV9 

From: E.G. Waii 
SuperintendentKEO 
River East School Division 

Subject : Research Application Fonn - PhD. Dissertation 

In response to yow letter reaived on September '18.. 1995, requesting permission to 
conduct research in River East S c h d  Division associated with your Ph. D. Dissertation, 
please be advised that approval is granted. 

It is understood that al1 participation is voluntary and that parents of involved students are 
notified and have provided perm*goa for their soddaughter to take part. It is also 
understwd tbat you wiU have guaranteed total canfidentiaiity and proféssionalism in your 
researc h. 

We wish you well in this interesting shidy. 



THE WINNIPEG SCHWL DIVISION NO. 1 
Romwat, PLANN~NG AND TECHNOLOGY 

~ B O ~ D * ~ ~ A I R N ~ W ~ ~ R ~ € O P ~  
T-@O4)775-02a 

DOUGLAS R. EDMOND Fuc(204)775-abe 

DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH. PLANNCNG AND TECHNOLOGY 

November 2,1995 

J. Alexa Okrainec 
256 Scotia Street 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
R2V 1V9 

Dear Ms. Okrainec: 

Re: Research Request: Conversational Interactions between Intellectually Disabled and 
Normal Adolescents during a Problem-Solving Task 

This letter is to inform you that the appropriate officiais of the Winnipeg School Division and the 
Research Advisory Cornmittee have reviewed and approved the above-mentioned research project 
in principle. 

Please contact Mr. John VanWalleghem, Service Director - Special Education at 774-4525 do 
d i scw your data collection procedures. 

Your research request will receive final approval once Jphn VanWalleghem confimis that your data 
collection requirements can be met by the Division. 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Regards, 

Douglas R. Edmond, 
Chair, 
Research Advisory Cornrnittee 

P.C. J. VanWalleghem 
Research Advisory Cornrnittee 



WINNIPEG SCHOOL DIVISION NO. 1 
Special Education Deparîment 

Memorandum 

10: Junior High Special Education Resource Teachers 

FROM: John VanWalleghem 
Service Oirector 

DATE: Nov. 9,1995 

SUBJECT: Research Study 
Conversational Interactions Between lntellectually Disabled and 
Normal Adolescents During a Problem-Solving Task 

The Division has pennitted Alexa Okrainec to conduct her doctoral research study in 
our division. Ms. Okrainec is a doctoral candidate in Educational Psychology at the 
University of Manitoba. Her research will examine verbal disagreements that arise 
during leaming tasks and how these disagreements are negotiated. The expectation is 
that there will be a difference in both the quantity and quality of strategies used when 
comparing students with intelledual disabilities to their nondisabled peers. The 
division always tries to cooperate with research like this, especially when the results 
have implications for educators. Ms. Okrainec will make her results available to 
anyone in the division who is interested. 

Ms. Okrainec needs to identify 22 students wtio have intellectual disabilities who would 
be willing to participate in the study. Subsequently, she will need the same number of 
non-disabled, samegender peers to participate in the study. We request your 
assistance in identifying those students and then arranging the research activities.. 

4 

Please think about those students in your program who meet the following criteria: 
- 12-14 years of age 
- having mild general intellectual disability 

(This might be students who are identified as having mild mental retardation 
or who are participating in a developmental education program due to a 
general leaming problem. It would not include students participating in a 
developmental education program due prirnarily to social factors such as 
migrancy, socio-econornic fadon, cultural differences, etc.) 

- do not have chronic hearing loss or major visual impairment; 
- do not have psycho-social disorders including behavior disorders; 
- are intelligible verbal communicators; 
- have English as a first language; and 
- are integrated academically for at least one subject area. 

Ms. Okrainec requires 1 1 males and 1 1 fernales. 

Student participation in the study would involve: 



- administration of two language tests (about 1.5 hours over two visits); 204 
- participation in a computer leaming activity (about a half hour). 

These activities would take place at school at a time that is convenient for the school 
and the participants. It will make things easier if Ms. Okrainec can have private access 
to a computer in the school for the computer leaming adivity. However. this should not 
be a Iimiting factor in whether or not students are chosen. Ms. Okrainec will arrange to 
bring a laptop if necessary. 

For those of your students who meet the aiteria, please consider whether they and 
their parentlguardian would consent to participate in the study. If you think they would, 
please ask the student and parentlguardian whether it is alright for Ms. Okrainec to 
give them a phone cal1 to disaiss participation further. 

Ms. Okrainec would phone the parenffguardian to explain the study completely and 
then mail a permission fom to those who agreed to participate. No student will be 
cornmitted to participating until the parentlguardian retums the signed penission fom. 

Once the required number of students with intellechial disabilities are identified, Ms. 
Okrainec will be in contact with you to identify nondisabled, same-gender peers who 
would be willing to participate in the study. These must be students who are randomly 
selected from among the peers in the integrated class(es). Again, their parents will be 
wntacted and given the opportunity to choose whether to participate or not. These 
students will participate in the same activities. 

Please phone the Special Education Department at 774-4525 with the list of students 
and parentslguardians who are willing to be wntaded by Ms. Okrainec. Provide the 
student's name, sex and birthdate and the parentlguardian's name and phone number. 
Ms. Okrainec will contact parentslguardians relatively quickly. Once she identifies 22 
participants. she will contact any rernaining pyentslguardians on the list to inform them 
that their child's participation is not needed but their willingness is appreciated. 

We would like to complete this initial step as soon as possible. Ms. Okrainec will not 
be given final authority to proceed with the study until suitable participants are 
identified. Please provide your list of willing students to our ofiice by Monday 
November 20th. If we do not hear from you, we may cal1 to follow up. 

If you have any questions, please cal1 Ms. Okrainec at 338-9724 or 474-8983. If any of 
your students are slected for participation, Ms. Okrainec will be in touch with you. 

Thank you for helping with this research. 

pc: Principals 



Appendbr C 

Pmject Descn'ption und Consent Fonns 



Faculty of Education; Tùe Univmity of Manitoba, 
Winnipeg, Canada R3T 2N2 Pb: 47-83 or 33û-9724 
Aku Olririnec, M. CL. SC. (Rindpd uivutigator) 

Projeet Description: Convenritioad Interaction of Students 
duriog a Pmblem-Sohriag Tuk 

A research team fiom the University of Manitoba is conducting a study to leam more 
about students' conversational interactions during problem-solving ütsks and leaming 
activities. Although the study will build on acisting research which supports the 
importance of conversational interactions for leanilng, it has been designed to contribute 
new information to this area. The r d s  of the study wül be of interest to other 
resewchers and, in particular, to educational prectitioners. As your child is eligible to take 
part in the project, this description is king provided to seek your written consent for 
hi* participation. 

Dwing the study, 1 will be visiting your child's school and wiii be working with those 
students whose participation has been approved by their paredguardian. It is anticipated 
that students taking part in the study wül have three to five brief (approximatety 30 to 45 
minute) educationrl sessions with me. During these visits, your chiid wiil: 

(1) complete a language evaluation. Two language tests which have been approved 
for educational se?tings wiil be administered. These tests are: 

(i.) the Test of Adolescent and Adult Lanauane (3rd ed.k and 
ci.) the -c hq. 

(2) work with a fellow student at problem-solving activities chosen fiom the social 
studies curriculum. An educ8tionally-approved cornputer exercise caiied 'Fort Walsh' d l  
be used. 

There is no known nsk of discodort or ham for any of the students taking part in the 
study. We anticipate thet the students WU enjoy the activities chosen for the project. 
These tests and activities WU be audio and videotaped, and notes will be taken. 

The data that 1 will be collecting throughout the study wiil be d y z e d  in considerable 
detail for my Ph. D. dissertation. You and your child's identity will not be revealed in the 
reporthg of resuhs and the highest standards of wnfidentiaiity wiU be rnaintained at al1 
tirnes, both during the project and upon its corn~letion. Once the study has endeci, 1 
would k e  to retah the audio and videotapes for fûhire use. The analysis of students' 
conversational interactions will remain an area of research interest for me, hence 1 am 
hopefiû that you will consider granting me permission to keep the tapes. ûtherwise your 
child's tapes will be destroyed when the project is finished. 



Your child's participation in this research is entifely vduntary and does not affêct the 
seMces that hdshe is receiving or may receive at school. Your child can withdraw fiom 
the shidy at any t h e  without peaaity to you or your chiid. At the conc1usion of the study, 
a summary of the outcome of the project will be aveilable for those parentdguardians 
whose chiid participateci. 

If you have any questions about the research project, please feel fiee to contact me: 

Alcu Okniaec, M. CL. SC., SLP(C); CCC-SLP; 
Speech-linguage Pithologist 
Rincipd Invutigitor; 
University of Manitoba, Ficulty of Educatiooa; Room l3lJ 
Winnipeg; R3T ZN2 Pb: 470-8983 or 338-9724. 

Dr. M. J&y Hughes, Ph. D. 
University of hilruiitoba, Fadty  of Education (Room 244) 
Wunipeg; R3T ZN2 PH. 474-9023 or 474-9018 

Alexa Ohainec, M. CL. SC., SLP(C), CCC-SLP 

Principal Investigator 



Facuhy of Educrtion; Tbt University of Manitoba, 
Winnipeg, Canada R3T 2 ~ 2  

Aku Oluiinec, M. C L  SC. (Principal investigator) 
Ph: 4744M3 or 338-9324 

Letter of Agreement 

1, (pamnt/guardiin) give my 
consent for (chiid's name), to take part in a 
research study to learn more about the language skills and conversational interactions of 
students during problem soiving tasks. 1 also give my permission for the results of this 
study to be used in research presentations or publications as long as the identity of my 
child or fsmily is not revealed. 1 understand thia PU infoxmation win be rernain 
coddential. 

1 have r a d  the description of the study and undastaad the procedures involved. The 
detaüs of this study have beai explained to me and I understand that participation will 
involve having researchers taking notes and taping activity sessions of my child at the 
school. 1 also undastand that my child a n  withdraw fiom this study at any time without 
pendty- 

Date 

Parent/Guardiian's Signature 

1, do not wish to have 

(cbild's same) participate in the research study, 

and 1 understand that fdure to participate does not affect hidher educational program. 

Date 

Parent/Guardian's Signature 



Ficulty of Education; nie  University of Manitoba, 
Winnipeg, Canada R3T SN2 

Akxa Obiinec, M. CL. SC. (Principal Investigator) 
Ph: 4744903 or 338-9724 

Disposition of Audio and Vidcotapes 

consent 

for Alexa Okrainec to retain the audio and videotapes of my chiid, 

(child's name), that w n  wllected for the research study 

'~oaversational Interactions of Students during a Problan-Solving Task". 1 understand 

that these tapes will be used to learn more about the language slrills and conversational 

interactions of students. 1 consent to the use of these tapes for fbture re-andysis of the 

data and for educational purposes. 

Date 

- 
Parent/GuardianYs Signature Wirness 

1, do not givt my constat for Alexa Okrainec 

to keep the audiotapes and videotapes of (chiid's name) 

that were collected for the research study '~onversationd Interactions of Students during 

a Problan-Solving Task". 1 pr& to have the tapes destroyed a f k  the study is 

completed. 

Date 

Parent/Guarâian's Signature 





Instructions to the Student Pairs Enga@nzt in the Leaniinp: Task 

"Today we're going be workhg together at the computer. You're going to be doing a 

social studies lesson called Fort Walsh. It's a computer garne based on the origin of Fort 

Walsh. Fort Walsh is a North-West Mounted Police fort built in 1875. To play the game, 

you read alwd what is on the cornputa screen. You use the space bar m e ) ,  enter key, 

and arrows to go through the game. Together' as you play the game, you must make 

decisions and choices. Whenever the two of you must amver a question or rnake a 

choice, discuss between you the possible answer before deciding together what your 

choice is. Remember to talk about the reasons for your answers. I want you to keep 

playing the game until 1 tell you it's t h e  to stop. Do you have any questions? [pause] 

Go ahead". 

First Prom~t 

Remember 1 want both of you to talk about your reasons as you go through the activity. 

Okay, remember to discuss your answers. 

Second Prompt 

Okay. remember7 - Here's what you're working on. You're making some choices here 

fiom the list. 1 want you to t a k  about your reasons. I want you to talk about your 

reasons7 (name), and (name) 1 want you to talk about your reasons as weil. Are you 

ready? You can cany on. 





Esample 1 

O Peer 'Kay, your twn to read. 

1 m: No, your tum. Go on. 

O Peer: [Begins to r d ]  'Tn this. ..". 

************************************************************************ 

Initiator - The inteliectuaüy disabled (I.D.) 

Nwnber of Tunis - 1  

Negative Mect  - Absent for both students 

Justification - No justification (both) 

Last Turn - Takm by the inteliaxually disabled snident 

Speech Act - Request for action 

Dispute Topic - Lesson process 

Dispute Outcorne - Normal-prognss peer submits 

Initial Opposition - Altemative 

Expiicit Negative - Present 



Eumplt 2 

O Peer I think we7iI just skip Ihunting] this time eh? 

1 I.D.: No? 

O Pem: Want to go hunt again? Weil, 1 think, 1 don't know if it no - okay. 
************************************************************************ 

Initiator - ïnteliectuaiiy disabled student 

Number of Turns - 1  

Negative Affect - Absent for both students 

Justification - Absent for both students 

Last Tum - Inte1lechialy disabied student 

Speech Act - Statement of intent 

Dispute Topic - Lesson content 

Dispute Outcorne - Normai-progress peer submits 

initial Opposition - Simple no 

Explicit Negative - Present 



Eumpk 3 

O 1 D.: 

1 Peer: 

2 I.D.: 

3 Peer 

O I.D.: 

Let's take] tools and rope. 

So? 

So we can rnake st& Wre weapons. 

Weil, why not just bring weapons? 

Oh. 

Initiator 

Number of Tuns 

Negative Affect 

Justification 

Last Turn 

Speech Act 

Dispute Topic 

Dispute Outcorne 

Initiai Opposition 

Expiicit Negative 

Nord-progress peer 

3 

l?resent for the normal-progress peer, absent for the 

inteiiecnially disabled student 

Present for both students 

Normal-progress peer 

Request for action 

Lesson content 

S tandoff 

Question~challenge 

Absent 



Eumple 4 

O -QI: And you get the tongue. [referring to the buffdo tongue] 

1 P m  We didn't get the tongue. 1 have one. (iaughs) O bgins to read cornputer 

meen.. . ] 

********************************iI:*************************************** 

Initiator 

Number of Tums 

Negative Affect 

Justification 

Last Turn 

Speech Act 

Dispute Topic 

Dispute Outcome 

Initial Opposition 

Explicit Negative 

Nomial-progress peer 

1 

Present for the normal-progress student, 

Absent for the Unekctuaiiy disabled student 

Present (Normal-progms student), 

Absent (Inteflectuaiiy disabled student) 

Taken by the normal-progress peer 

Staternent of fact 

Lesson content 

S tandoff 

Justification 

Absent 



Eumplc 5 

O Peer 

1 I.D.: 

2 Peer: 

3 I.D.: 

4 Peer. 

5 I.D.: 

6 Peer: 

O I.D.: 

[Let's) reasan with them [the Indians]. 

Hope for a miracle. (laughs) 

Reason, that one? [moves cursor to "reason with the Indians"] 

(mwnbîes - no) 

You want to reason with them or hop for a miracle? 

1 don? know. What are the // choices. 

If we if you reason with them you can give them sornething. 

Okay. 

Initiator 

Nurnber of Tunis 

Negative Affect 

Justification 

Last T m  

Speech Act 

Dispute Topic 

Dispute Outcorne 

Initial Opposition 

Expliàt NegatRe 

The intciîle*ually disabled student 

6 

Absent for both students 

The normal-progres peer provides a reason during the 

dispute, but the inteilectdy disabled student does not 

Taken by the nonnel-progress peer 

Request for action 

Lesson content 

Inteiîectuaüy disabled studemt subrnits 

Alternative 

Absent 



Example 6 

O I.D. : "It 's t m  dangerous". Number 2. 

1 Peer: (whispen) "Cm we think about it?" 1 üke number 1. 

O m: Okay. 

***********S******S***************************************************** 

Initiator 

Number of Tunis 

Negative Atféct 

Justification 

Last Tum 

Speech Act 

Dispute Topic 

Dispute Outcome 

Initiai Opposition 

Expiicit Negative 

The nomiai-progress par 

1 

Absent for both students 

Absent for both students 

Taken by the normal-progms peer 

Statement of intent 

Lesson content 

InteUectuaUy disabled student submits 

Alternative 

Absent 



Example 7 

O I.D': Um, how about "continue ahead"? 

1 P m :  Continue ahead though and you go through there and you probably use 

more the. 

O LD.: Yeah, okay. 

****%**+**************************************************************** 

Initiator - The normai-progress p a r  

Number of Tunis - 1 

Negative Affect - Absent for both students 

Justification - Resent for the normai-progress peer 

Last T m  - Taken by the nomial-progress peer 

Speech Act - Request for action 

Dispute Topic - Lesson content 

Dispute Outcome - InteIIectually disabled student submits 

Inmal Opposition - Justification 

Explicit Negative - Abserit 



Esampie 8 

Peer - 

O I.D.: 

1 Peer: 

2 I.D.: 

O Peer: 

(reading "you decide that he [Jeny] is right and you go to hunt; wrong and 

you won't go") 

They got - we got food though. 

Yeah, but ifwe go to hunt then we got more food but we lose more time 

again- 

Ya, so let's take the food. 

Ya, let's not go. 

Initiator 

Number of T m s  

Negative A n i  

Justification 

Last Turn 

Speech Act 

Dispute Topic 

Dispute Outcorne 

Initial Opposition 

Expücit Negative 

The nonnal-progress peer 

2 

Absent for both students 

Present for the nod-progress peer, but 

Absent for the inteiiectually disabled student 

Taken by the inteiiecnially disabled student 

Statement of fact 

Lesson content 

Nomial-progms peer submits 

Alternative 

Absent 



Example 9 

O Pem You read now. Corne on, just read. 

1 1.D.: Why? I don? wanna r d .  

O Peer: Cbegias to r d ]  

************************************************************************ 

Initiator 

Number of Twns 

Negative Affect 

Justification 

L m  T m  

Speech Act 

Dispute Topic 

Dispute Outcome 

Initial Opposition 

Explicit Negative 

The inteliectuaiIy disabled studem 

1 

Absent for both students 

Present for the htellechially disabîed student 

Taken by the intelleaually disabled -dent 

Request for action 

Lesson process 

Nad-pro- peer submits 

Questiodchaiienge 

Absent 



Esample 10 

O I.D.: 

1 Peer 

2 I.D.: 

3 Peer: 

4 LD.: 

5 Peer 

6 m: 
O Peer 

How about canoe? 

Did we ever use the canoe? 

No. 

Oh. 

Like - there was no water. 

Let's just take the, for sure, // tents. 

Let's take the canoe and we'll go kther. It says they couldn't go farther. 

okay. 

Initiator 

Nurnber of Tums 

Negative Affect 

Justification 

Last Turn 

Speech Act 

Dispute Topic 

Dispute Outcorne 

Initial Opposition 

Explicit Negarive 

The normal-progres peer 

6 

Present for both students 

Present for the inteliectuaily disabled student, but 

Absent for the nonaal-progress peer 

Taken by the intellectuaüy disabled student 

Request for action 

Lesson content 

Nomial-progress peer subrnits 

Questionlchallenge 

Absent 



Esample I l  

O Peer Let's buüd our fort here. 

1 LD.: Bu-but do you rernernber when we were, the fights? 

2 Peer But we have a flag this time so. 

O n :  Oh,yeah. 

************************************************************************ 

Initiator 

Number of Tunis 

Negative M e c t  

Justification 

Last T m  

Speech Act 

Dispute Topic 

Dispute Outcorne 

Initial Opposition 

Explicit Negative 

The inteiiectwiiy disabled student 

2 

Present for both students 

Present for both students 

Taken by the nomial-progress peer 

Request for action 

Lesson content 

InteUectually disabled student submits 

Question/challenge 

Absent 



Esample 12 

O Peer: Go to the side, next one. 

1 m: Wait - wait, we can't actualiy do that. 

O Peer Ob, we're finished now? Okay. [starts to read] 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * t * * * * * * * * * * * ~ C * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  

Initiator 

Number of Tunis 

Negative Mkct 

Justification 

Last T u n  

Speech Act 

Dispute Topic 

Dispute Outcome 

Initial Opposition 

Expiicit Negative 

The inteiiechially disabid student 

1 

Pnsent for the i m e l l e d y  disaMed student ody 

Present for the intellechially disabied student 

Taken by the inteiiectdy disabled student 

Request for action 

Lesson content 

Normal-progress peer submits 

Justification 

Absent 



Example 13 

O tD.: I think 'St's too dangerous''. 

1 Peer: (whispers) 1 thiaL it's we go we "get more men" 'cause then it won't be 

dangerous. 

O 0: (whispas) okay. 

************************************************************************ 

Initiator 

Number of Tuns 

Negative Affect 

Justification 

Last Tuni 

Speech Act 

Dispute Topic 

Dispute Outcorne 

Initiai Opposition 

Explicit Negative 

The normal-progress student 

1 

Absent for both students 

Present for the nod-progress studeat 

Taken by the normal-progress peer 

Statement of intent 

Lesson content 

Inteiiecnially disabled saident submits 

Alternative 

Absent 



Esample 14 

O P m  Coleman stove - do you thin. they wed a stove? 

1 I.D.: No. 

2 Peer: How about like to make th& food. How are they going to bake it? 

3 I.D.: Oh yeah. 

4 P w :  So you want the stove? 

O I.D.: Uh huh. 

********t*************************************************************** 

Inibator - 
Number of Tunis - 
Negative Anect - 
Justification - 

Last Turn - 
Speech Act - 
Dispute Topic - 
Dispute ûutcome - 
Initiai Opposition - 
Explicit Negative - 

The inteilectually disabled student 

4 

Absent for both students 

Present for the nod-progress peer, but 

Absent for the inteiiecnially disabled student 

Taken by the no&-progress student 

Request for action 

Lesson content 

InteUectuaUy disabled student submits 

Simple no 

Present 



Esample 15 

Peer - 
O I.D.: 

1 Peer: 

2 LD.: 

3 Peer 

4 I.D.: 

S Peer: 

6 I,D.: 

7 Peer: 

O I.D.: 

We can have one more. rie., one more item on the list of things to rake] 

We need to have wagons. 

Yeah, but we ais0 had the cana Iast time and the interpreter. 

Uniess we want to take the came? 

Wait a minute. Remmiber, dong the way we got one of these, the 

interpreter? 

Yeah. 

Sa we can probabiy take sanethhg else. 

We don't need a barber. We can take lumber and nails. 

Okay, then we are allowed one other thing. It is either the came or the 

wagons? 

Canoe 

Initiator - 
Number of Turns - 
Negative Ane* - 
Justification - 

Last Tuni 

Speech Act 

Dispute Topic 

Normai-progress peer 

7 

Ab- for both participants 

The no&-progress peer provida reasons during the 

dispute, but the inteUectuaUy disabled student does not 

Taken by the nomai-progress peer 

request for action 

Lesson content 



Dispute Outcorne - InteilechiPlly disabled student submits 

Initiai Opposition - Altemative 

Explicit Negative - Absent 



Appendir F 

Record of the Pedbmance of Each Dyad 



Table F-1: Raw Data 
WBS DYAD EXCHANGE INITUTOR NUMBER AF'FECT AFFECT JUSTIFE JUSTIPI- LAST SPEECHACT DISPUTE TOPIC 

OFTURNS NORMAL 'ID CATION CATION TURN 
&ID NORMAL 

1 1 1 Nonnal 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled Request/Action Lesson Process 
2 1 2 Disabled 3 Present Absent Present Present Disebled RequesUAction Lesson Fmçess 
3 1 3 Disabled 1 Absent Absent h x m t  Absent Disabled Request/Action Lesson Process 
4 1 4 Normal I Absent Absent Absent Absent Normal RequestlAction Lesson Content 
5 1 5 Normal 4 Absent Absent Absent Present Nomal Reqwt/Action Lesson Process 
6 I 6 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Present Absent Disabled Request/Action l~sson Content 
7 I 7 Disabled 7 Present Present Present Present Disabled RequestlAction Lesson Content 
8 1 8 N o m l  2 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled RequestlAction Lesson Content 
9 1 9 Nonna1 2 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled RequestlAction Lesson Rocess 
10 1 10 Disabled 3 Absent Absent Present Absent Disabled Request/Action Lesson Process 
11 2 1 Disabled 2 Absent Absent Absent Absent N o m l  RegdAction Lesson Content 
12 2 2 Disribled 3 Absent Absent Present Absent Disabled RequestlAction Lesson Content 
13 2 3 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled Statement Intent Lesson Process 
14 2 4 Nonnal 5 Absefit Absent Absent Present Nonnal Request/Action Lesson Content 
15 2 5 Disabled 3 Present Prescrit Absent Abserit Disabled RequesüAction Lesson Pmcesrs 
16 2 6 Nonnai 2 Absent Absent Absent Present Disabled ~tatëmcnt Intent Lesson Pmcess 
17 3 1 Nonniil 1 Present Absent Absent Present Notmai RequedAction LessonRocess 

Disabled 
Normal 
Normal 
N d  
N d  
Disabled 
Nomal 
Normal 
N o d  
Disabled 
Nonnal 

Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 

Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Present 
Absent 
Present 
Abilent 

Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Present 
Present 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 

Resent 
Present 
Absent 
Present 
Present 
Absent 
Absent 
Present 
Absent 
Present 
Absent 

Normal 
Normal 
Nonnal 
Disabled 
Normal 

Disablai 
Disabled 
Normal 
Normal 
Nomuil 
Normal 

s caken t  Intent 
RequeWAction 
ReqWAc tion 
Statement Fact 

Shtement Intent 
Statement Fact 
Statement Fact 

Statement Intent 
Statemenl lntent 
Statement Fact 
RequestlAction 

Lesson Content 
LRsson Content 
Lesson Content 
Lesson Content 
Lesson Content 
Lesson Content 
Lesson Pmcess 
Lesson Content 
h n  Content 
Lesson Content 
Lesson Content 

29 3 13 Nonnal 1 Absent Absent Absent Present Normal ~&st /~c t ion  Lesson Content 
30 4 1 Nomuil 3 Absent Absent Present Present iXsabled RequestlAction k s o n  Process 
3 1 4 2 Normal 3 Present Absent Absent Absent Normal RequestlAclion l n s m  Content 
32 4 3 Nom1  8 Absent Absent A b t  P r m t  Normal Request/Action l~ s son  Content 
33 4 4 Disabled 2 Present Absent Absent Absent Normal RequestlAction lnsson Content 
34 4 5 Normal 2 Present Absent Present Present Disabled RequestlAction lxsson Content 
35 4 6 Normal 3 Preseiit Absent Resent Present Normal RequestlAction Lesson Content 



OUTCOME NEGATN12 TOPL VOPL QUOTIENT *AE (mm.) TOTAL LISTENMG SPEAKING READING - . - 
RAW "/.ILE QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 

1 NonnaISubmits indirect No Absent 30 87 52 58 64 58 
2 N m l  Submits indirect No Absent 30 87 52 58 64 58 
3 NonnalSubmits Justification Absent 30 87 52 58 64 58 
4 Standoff Simple No Present 30 87 52 58 64 58 
5 Disabled Submits Delay/Distrac t Absent 30 87 52 58 64 58 
6 Nomilsubmits Altenrative Absent 30 87 52 58 64 58 
7 Nwmalsubmits Alternative Absent 30 87 52 58 64 58 
8 Stanâoff QutsVChallenge Absent 30 87 52 58 61 58 
9 Nocmal Submits Delay/Distract Absent 30 87 52 58 64 58 
10 Standoff JustiTic8tion Absent 30 87 52 58 64 58 - 
1 1 Disabled Submits Iklay/Distnict Absent 39 162 65 94 73 64 
12 Standoff Allernative Absent 39 1 62 65 94 73 64 
13 Slandoff DelayIDistnic t Present 39 162 65 94 73 64 
14 Disabled Submits Altemetive Absent 39 162 65 94 73 64 
15 Nomial Submits indirect No Absent 39 1 62 65 94 73 64 
16 N d  Submits Justificrition Pre!ient 39 162 65 94 73 64 
1 7 Disabled Submits Delay/Distract Absent 30 87 49 58 61 49 

Disabled Submits 
Disabled Submib 

slandoff 
Standoff 

Disabled Submie 
Disabled Submiia 
Normal Subrnits 
Disabled Submits 
Disabled Submits 
Disabled Submits 
Disabled Submita 

Delay~Distraçt 
Quest/Challenge 
Delay/Distrac t 
Justifiçation 
Alternative 
Simple No 

QuesUC hallenge 
Alternative 

Delay/Distnict 
indllect No 
Altemative 

Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Present 
Present 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 

29 Disabled Submits Altautive Absent 30 87 49 58 61 49 
30 Nonna1 Submita Justification Absent 34 105 64 79 70 70 
3 1 Disabled Submits Simple No Present 34 105 64 79 70 70 
32 Disabled Submits Alternative Absent 34 1 05 64 79 70 70 
33 Diaabled Submits Alternative Absent 34 1 05 64 79 70 70 
34 Standoff Justification Absent 34 105 64 79 70 70 
35 Standoff QuedChallenge Absent 34 1 OS 64 79 70 70 



'0B.S b~ *OAW 'ID VOAM 'ID %A w 'ID VOAL-3 NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL 
O SPoKEN WRlTTEN ~ O A W  ~ A W  W C .  'EXP. TOPL TOPL 'YOPL TOPL'AE 

WTING 'LANG. G VOCAR CRAMMAR 'LANG. 'LANG. RAW Jehl~~ QUOTIENT (mm.) 
QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTiENT QUOTiENT QUOTWNT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 

1 55 57 52 52 57 53 55 40 1 74 





'OBS 'ID NORMAL NORMAL 'ID NORMAL SEX DlFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DlPFERENCE DlFFERENCE DIFFERENCE 
%OU TOPL  AL^ GRADE GRADE SCORE 9 0 ~ ~ 3  'u) VOPL NORMAL AGE TOPL 9 0 ~ ~ 3  

ACE AGE AGE TOPL RAW QUOTlENT 'AE & TEST TOPLOAE & TEST TIME TEST TIME 
(mas.) (mm.) (mor.) AGE TEST ACE 

1 1 72 168 168 8 8 F 10 33 85 -6 4 4 



IWIUO~ -a? u o i ~ ~ v l  s a m I  p e l q w ~  1uasqv i w v  imw W=IV I pa\qwa E 01 OL 
lualuo3 uossq uoysvpsanbq p . u o ~  iU=Wf 1-QV 1mqV 1maJd Z PlQ'?S!U 2 O1 69 
)ua1uo3 uossq u0!13v/ismba~   su rio^ 1mqV 1-qV 1mQV 1UaSqV 1 1-ON 1 01 89 
i l ~ u 0 3  U O S S ~  u o ! a ~ f l s ~ ~ ~  1mqV 1-qv 1MqV 1uaSQV 1 Pal9Wl fi 6 L9 

a3ms!ssy uo!pvfisanba~ ISUUON lU=QV iUa6QV 1rnqV 1WQV Z Pel9VU 2 6 99 
s s m q  umsq 13wJ 1Wuialrns 1"UoN 1wqV 1UqV 3mQV 1uaSqV I 1-N 1 6 59 
s s m q  uossal ppd 1WmlttiS PelqtJSl<l 1wqV i W V  1uasQV 1UWV Z V O N  91 8 b9 
 quo;, umsq UO~I~VIIS~~~N Palqya 3uaSqV lUaSa4I l w a i d  1-aJd 9 5 I 8 E9 IWON 
1ua1uo3 uossa.1 u0!13vflsatWi p e i q q ~  1 ~ q v  1-Jd 1-V 1uaSqV 2 P 1 8 Z9 1-N 
ssmq uossrl 1ualul wwws IWN 1mQJd luasQV 1 W V  v'=lV I 1-N E l  8 19 
iuaiuo3 U m a l  u0!13~flsmb3li PaIqmKl 1u=lV 1 W V  luaSqV t'=‘IV 2 l-ON Z I 8 09 

a31nqs!sov u 0 9 w n s m h  ~ a l q q ~  I=IV 1- 1- ImaJd C PalQ~KI 1 I 8 65 
lWuO3 umsal 1mlUl W W 9 S  PalqwU 1mard 1-V 1 W v  1-V b. IiniuoN 01 8 8s 
IWIUO~ umfq 1 ~ u l  wwir ls 1-N r=qV 1uas~v 1 w q v  1Uasqv 1 P O N  6 8 LS 

a3utqs!ssy u o ! ~ W / P a f i ~ ~  P a l ~ ~ K I  1 W V  1-Jd 1uasQV 1 W V  1 PlS=W 8 8 95 
iWuO3U@sal 1 ~ J W u i a l W  P a l q ~ ~  1- 1uasQV 1UaSqv 1uaSqV Z 1-N L 8 SS 
1uajuo=> uossq uo !~~vpanbe~  ~ e u u o ~  luasaid auasqv 1uaSqV 1uasQV I P U O N  9 8 bS 
IU~IUO~ uos~al wtl wwws P-N 1uasaid lua~aa i ~ = q v  ~uasqv z P a w w  s 8 CS 
l W W 3  umsa? u o ! l W ~ b a I I  IeuuoN 1uasaid a q v  1-qV 1uaSqV E 1-N P 8 ZS 
1ua)W.I UmSa? ~0!lWflm~lI Pal9Va 1-V 1-V i m q V  1-V E PQ1~~K.I € 8 15 
1ualuo3 uossa? V l ~ v / i ~ n ~ I i  PlqWU 1rnqV 1WqV 1U=lV 1 W V  I PeI9TCI Z 8 OS 



'OB$ DISPUTE iNITIAL EXPLICIT 'ID 'ID 'ID TOPL 'ID TOPL 'ID 'TOAM 'ID 'ToAW 'ID ~ O A W  'ID 9 0 ~ ~ 3  
OUTCOME OPPOSE NEGATIVE "FOPL 'TûPL QUOTIENT 'AE (mor.) TOTAL LISTENING SPEAKING READING 

RAW './.ILE QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 
36 Disabled Submits Justification Absent 34 105 64 79 70 70 
37 Standoff Simple No Present 34 IO5 64 79 70 70 
38 Disebled Submits Altemative Absent 34 105 64 79 70 70 
39 Standoff Alternative Absent 34 105 64 79 70 70 
40 Disabled Submiis QuestiCiuùlenge Absent 23 66 4 1 52 49 52 
4 1 Disabled Submits Altemative Absent 32 93 53 6 1 58 6 1 
42 Siandoff Indirect No Absent 32 93 53 61 58 61 
43 Disabled Submits Questfchallenge Absent 32 93 53 6 1 58 6 1 
44 Standoff Simple No Present 32 93 53 61 58 6 1 
45 Disabled Submits Quesî/Challenge Absent 32 93 53 6 1 58 6 1 
46 N d  Submits QuesüChallenge Absent 32 93 53 61 58 6 1 
47 S W f f  Simple No Present 35 2 5 90 114 67 94 70 64 
48 Standoff ~ustihation Absent 35 25 90 114 67 94 70 64 
49 Disabled Submits Altemative Absent 34 2 1 88 105 62 88 76 58 

Normal Submits 
N m l  Submiîs 
Disabled Submits 
Nomal Submits 
Disabled Subrnib 
Normal Submits 
Normal Submits 

Standolr 
N d  Submits 

Standoff 
Noimai Submits 
Disabled Submib 
N m l  Submita 
Normal Submits 

Ai ternative 
Quçst/C ha1 lenge 
DelayiDistract 
Justification 
Altemative 
Alternative 

Quest/Challqe 
Allemative 
Altemative 
Altemative 

Delay/Distract 
Justification 
Altemative 

QuedChaiienge 

Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Abvent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Abserit 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 

64 N d  Submits ~uest/~halk&e Absent 34 2 1 88 105 62 88 76 58 
65 Disabled Submits Justification Abmt 31 90 67 73 79 64 
66 Slandoff DelaylDistract Absent 3 1 90 67 73 79 64 
67 Disabled Submits lndirect No Absent 3 1 90 67 73 79 64 
68 Disabled Submits Alternative Absent 38 150 62 73 70 64 
69 DiaabledSubmits Delay/Distract Absent 38 150 62 73 70 64 
70 Normal Submiîa Alternative Absent 38 150 62 73 70 64 



. . 
QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 

36 58 72 60 67 65 72 60 37 40 % 138 





.OB$ 'ID NORMAL NORMAL 'ID NORMAL SEX DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DlPFERENCE 
-0- VOPL -OU GRADE GRADE SCORE 9 0 ~ ~ 3  'ID "TOPL NORMAL AGE TOPL ~ O A U  

AGE AGE ACE 'TOPL RAW QUOTIENT 'AE & TEST TOPL 'AE & TEST TIME TEST TlME 
(ma)  (mn.) (mon.) AGE TEST AGE 

36 171 167 169 8 8 M 3 4 1 65 29 3 2 



.OBS DYAD EXCHANGE WITUTOR NUMBER AFFECT AFFECT JUSTIFI- JUSTIFI- WST SPEECH ACT DISPUTE TOPIC 

N o m l  
Normal 
Normal 
Nonnal 
Nonnal 
Nomu11 
Nom1 
Normal 
Disabled 
Normal 

NORMAL 

Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Present 
Absent 
Absent 

Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
AbseIll 
Present 
Present 
Absent 

CATION 
'ID 

Absent 
Absent 
Present 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Present 
Present 
Present 
Absent 

CATION 
NORMAL 

Pfesent 
Present 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Resent 
A h t  
Present 
Present 
Absent 

TURN 

ûisabled 
Normal 
Nonnal 
Disabled 
Nom1 
Nonnal 
Disabled 
Nonnal 
Disabled 
Normal 

Statement Fact 
RequestlAction 
Statement Fact 
Statement Fact 

Staiement Inlent 
ReqwsîlAction 
Statement lntent 
Statement Intent 
Statement lntent 
Statement Fact 

Lesson Content 
Lesson Content 
Leswn Content 
Lesson Content 
Lesson Content 
Lesson Content 
Lesson Content 
Lesson Conlent 
Lesson Content 
Lesson Content 

81 10 14 Normal 2 Absent Absent Present Present Disabled Reqm1/Action Lesson Content 
82 11 1 Nonnal 2 A h t  Absent Absent Present Norme1 Statement Intent Lesson Content - - 

83 11 2 Disabled I Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled RequesUAction Assistance 
84 11 3 N o m l  2 Absent Absent Absent Present Disabled RequestlAct ion Lesson Content 
85 11 4 Nomial 2 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled RequesüAction Lesson Content 
86 11 5 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled Statment Fact Lesson Content 
87 I l  6 Nonna1 I Absent Absent Absent Present Nomial Statement Fact Lesson Content 
88 11 7 Normal 1 Absent Absent Absent Present Nonnal Statement Fact Lesson Content 
89 11 8 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Presenl Absent Disabled Statement Fact Leason Content 
90 11 9 Normal 1 Absent Absent Absent Present Normal Statement Intent Lesson Content 
91 11 l O N-I 6 Absent Absent Absent Present Disabled RequestlAction Lesson Content 
92 11 II Nom1 3 Absent Absent Present Present Normal Stalement lntent Lesson Content 
93 11 12 Normal 1 Absent Absent Absent Present Normal RequesVAction Lesson Content 
94 11 13 Nomal 2 A b t  Absent Absent Presen1 Disabled RequestlAction Lesson Content 
95 12 1 Nom1 1 Absent Absent Absent Present Normal RequestlAction Lesson Content 
% 12 2 Disabled 1 Absent Abmt Absent Absent Disabled Reques1/Action LessonProçess 
97 12 3 Normal 2 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled RequestlAction LRsm Content 
98 12 4 Normal 1 Absent Absent Absent Present Normal Request/Action Lesson Content 
99 12 5 Disabled 1 Absent Present Present Absent Disabled ReqwsVAction Lesson Proçess 
100 12 6 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled Sîatement Faci I.esson Content 
101 12 7 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled Statement I n h t  Ixsson P r m s  
102 12 8 Normal 2 Absent Absent Present Present Disabled Statement Intent Lesson Content 
103 12 9 Normal 1 Absent Absent Absent Present Nonnal Shtement Fact Other 
104 12 10 Normal 6 Absent Absent Present Absent Disabled RçquesVAction Lesson Colitent 



'OBS DISPUTE INITIAL EXPLICIT 'ID 'ID 'ID TOPL 'JD TOPL 'ID %AL3 'ID 'TOU 'ID - 0 ~ ~ 3  'ID 'TOAL~ 
OUTCOME 

Disabled Suinnits 
Disebled Submits 
ûiaabled Submits 

Siandoff 
Stanctoff 

ûisahled Submits 
Normal Submiis 
Disabled Submits 
Normal Submits 
Disebled Submib 

OPPOSE 

Justification 
Inâirect No 

~ t / C h a i i e @ e  
Quest/C hallenge 

Altemative 
Altemative 
indirect No 

QuestfChallenge 
Justification 
urdireçt No 

NEGATIVE OFOPL 
RAW 

Absent 38 
Absent 38 
Absent 38 
Absent 38 
Absent 38 
Absent 38 
Absent 38 
Absent 38 
Absent 38 
Absent 38 

TOPL QUOTIENT 
Jg/iïu 

'AE (mon.) 

150 
I 50 
1 50 
150 
150 
150 
1 50 
150 
150 
150 

TOTAL 
QUOTIENT 

62 
62 
62 
62 
62 
62 
62 
62 
62 
62 

QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 
73 70 

QUOTIENT 
64 

81 N d  Submits Justificatiosi Absent 38 150 62 73 70 64 
82 N d  Submita Justification Absent 34 2 1 88 105 49 55 64 55 

N d  Submiîs 
N d  Submits 

Cmprmniw 
standoff 

Disabled Submits 
Disabled Submits 
Normal Submiîs 

Disabled Submits 
compmmise 

Disabled Submits 
Disabled Submits 

Aitemative 
Justification 
Alternative 
Simple No 

Justificatim 
Queat/ChaiIenge 

Justification 
Justification 

QuestIChall~e 
QuestW~~l lenge 

Justification 

Present 
Absent 
Absent 
A h f i  
Absent 
Ab!ient 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Prescrit 

% Normal Submits SimpleNo Absent 32 93 75 94 100 67 
97 Campmmi* Simple No Present 32 93 75 94 100 67 
98 Standoff Altemative Absent 32 93 75 94 100 67 
99 NonnalSubmil~ Justification Absent 32 93 75 94 100 67 
100 NonnalSubmits Indirect No Absent 32 93 75 94 100 67 
IO l Nonnsl Submits Simple No Present 32 93 75 94 lu0 67 
102 Normal Submits Justification Absent 32 93 75 94 1 0  67 
103 Disebled Submits Justification Absent 32 93 75 94 100 67 
104 NomdSubmits Aiternetive Absent 32 93 75 94 100 67 



'OBS 'i~'roAL-3 VD-oAL-3 9D'rOAL-3 .ID ?D 'ID q 0 ~ L - 3  'ID -0AL-3 NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL 
WRlTlNG SPOKEN WRITTEN ~ o A L - 3  - 0 ~ ~ 3  8~EC. 'LANG. 'EXP. ~ N C .  VOPL 'TOPL 'TOPL 'TOPL 'AE 

QUOTIENT 'LANG. 
QUOTIENT 

68 
68 
68 
68 
68 
68 
68 
68 
68 
68 

' IMc.  %AB. CRAMMAR QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 
QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 

58 63 63 65 62 

RAW %ILE QU 





'OW 'ID NORMAL NORMAL 'ID NORMAL SEX DIFFERENCE DIFFBRENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DlFFERENCE DIFFERENCE 
9 0 ~  VOQL 9 0 ~ ~ 3  GRADE GRADE SCORE 3 0 ~ ~ 3  'ID TOPL NORMAL AGE "rOPL 'TON,-3 

AGE AGE ACE VOPL RAW QUOTUNT 'AE & TEST "rOPL 'AE & TEST TIME TEST TlME 
(mm.) (nnn.1 (more) ACE TEST ACE 

71 183 165 1 66 8 8 F 4 32 3 1 -2 1 16 17 
72 183 165 166 8 8 F 4 32 3 1 -2 I 16 17 
73 183 165 166 8 8 F 4 32 3 1 -2 1 16 17 
74 183 165 1 66 8 8 F 4 32 3 1 -2 1 16 17 
75 183 165 166 8 8 F 4 32 3 1 -2 1 16 17 
76 183 165 1 66 8 8 F 4 32 3 1 -2 1 16 17 
77 183 165 166 8 8 F 4 32 31 -2 1 16 17 
78 183 165 1 66 8 8 F 4 32 31 -2 1 16 17 
79 183 165 1 66 8 8 F 4 32 3 1 -2 1 16 17 
80 183 165 166 8 8 F 4 32 3 1 -2 1 16 17 



VBS DYAD EXCHANGE WITIATOR NUMBER AFFECT AFFECT JUSTIFI- JUSTIFI- LAST SPEECH ACT DISPUTE TOPE 
OF NORMAL, 'ID CATION CATION TURN 

'I'URNS 'CD NORMAL 
IO5 12 I I  Disabled 1 Absent Absent Present Absent Disabled Statement Fact Lesson Content 
106 12 12 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled Slatement Fact Lesson Content 
107 12 13 Nonnal 1 Absent Absent Absent Pre!ient Normal RequestlAction Lesson Content 
IOB 12 14 Disabled 4 Absent Absent Absent Pre!3ent Noml  RequesVAction tesson Content 
109 12 1 S Disabled 2 Pfesent Premt Present Resent Nonml ~ ~ u e s t l ~ c t i o n  Lesson Coiitent 
110 13 1 Nonne1 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Nom1 RquesVAction Lesson Content 
I l l  13 2 Disabled 
II2 13 3 Nonnal 
113 13 4 Normal 
114 14 1 Nonnal 
I l5  14 2 Disabled 
116 14 3 Disabled 
117 14 4 Disabled 
118 14 5 Disabled 
119 14 6 Normal 
120 14 7 Disabled 
121 14 8 Nonnal 
122 14 9 Normal 
123 14 10 Nomial 
124 14 II Normal 
125 14 12 Nonna1 

1 Absait Absent Absent Absent Disabled  talem ment intent Lesson Content 
I Absent A b t  Absent Absent Nom1 ReqwstlAction Lesson Conlent 
1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Normal ReqwstlAction Leson Conlent 
3 Absent Absent Absent Present Nomial RequestIAction Lesson Content 
1 Absent Absent Resent Absent Disabled RquestIAction Lesson Procesi 
2 Absent Absent Absent A h t  Normal ReqwsUAction Lesson Content 
1 Absent Absent Resent Absent Disabled Request/Action Lesson Content 
2 Absent Absent Absent Preseiit Normal RequestfAction Lesson Process 
I Abscnt Absent Absent Absent Normal RequestlAction Lesson Content 
1 Absent Absent Present Absent Disabled Request/Action Lason Content 
3 Absent Pre- Absent P r m t  N d  Statemait Fat  Lesson Process 
2 Absent Absent Absent Abserit Disabled ReqWAction Lesson Content 
4 Pment Present Rescnt Present Disabled Request/Action Lewn Content 
2 Absent h s e n t  Prcsent Present Disebled RequestlAction Lesson Content 
2 Absent Present Absent Present Disabled RequesUAction Lesson Procesrs 

126 14 13 N d  10 Phsent Plment Pfcsent Present Disabled ~ e & ~ t / ~ ~ t i o n  Leilson Content 
127 15 I Disabled 2 AbScnt Absent Absent Absent Narmal RequestlAction Lesson Content 
128 15 2 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled Request/Action Lesson Procas 
129 15 3 Nonnal 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Ncnmel Sîaîement Intent Lem Content 
130 15 4 Disabled I Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled RequesllAction Lesison Content 
131 15 5 Normal I Absent Absent Absent Absent Nonne1 RequesllAction l ~ m n  Content 
132 15 6 Disabled 1 Absent Present Present Absent Disabled RequesllAction Lesson Content 
133 15 7 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Normal Sîatement intent l~sson Content 
134 15 8 Nonna! 1 Absent Absent Absent Present Normal RequesllAction Lesson Content 
135 15 9 Normal 1 Absent Absent Absent Present Normal Statement Fact I~sson b s s  
136 15 10 Normal 1 Absent A b t  Absent Present Nonna1 RequestlAction Lesson Content 
137 15 I l  Norme1 6 fiesent Present Present Present Disabled Sîatement Intent Lesson Content 
138 15 12 Disabled 2 Absent Absent Absent Absent Nonnal Statement lntent l~sson Content 
139 15 13 Nomial 1 Presait Absent Present Presient Normal RequestlAction Lesson Content 



'OB$ DISPUTE INlTiALOPPQSE EXPUCIT 'ID 'ID 'LD TOPL 'a) "TOPL '0 'TOAW 'ID 'TOAL~ 'ID 9 0 ~ ~ 3  'u) 9 0 ~ ~ 3  
OUTCOME NBGATlVE TOPL 'TOPL QUOTiENT 'AE (mm.) TOTAL LISTENWC SPEAKING READiNG - - 

RAW './.ILE QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 
105 Standoff Justification Absent 32 93 75 94 100 67 
106 Disabled Submits Delay/Distract Absent 32 93 75 94 100 67 
107 Disabled Submib Alternative Absent 32 93 75 94 100 67 
IO8 Disabled Submits Qwst/Challenge Absent 32 93 75 94 100 67 
109 Disabled Submits Justification Absent 32 93 75 94 1 O0 67 
1 l O Disabled Submits Alternative Absent 30 6 77 87 48 58 49 58 
111 StanQff Indirect No. Absent 30 6 77 87 48 58 49 58 
1 12 Disabled Submits Alternative Absent 30 6 77 87 48 58 49 58 
1 13 Disabled Submits Altemetive Absent 30 6 77 87 48 5% 49 58 
1 14 Disabled Submits Qwst/Challenge Absent 37 138 8 1 94 82 76 

Normal Submits 
Disabled Submits 
Nonnal Submits 
Disabled Submits 

Standoff 
Nonnal Submiîs 

StanQff 
Disabled Submits 
Normal Submits 
Nonna1 Submits 
Disabled Submiis 

Justification 
indirect No 
Altemative 
Simple No 
indirect No 

Quest/Challenge 
Justification 
Altemative 

QuedlChallenge 
QueYtlChallenge 

Justification 

Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Present 
Absent 
Absent 
Presenl 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Resent 

126 Campmnise Justification Resent 37 138 8 1 94 82 76 
127 Disabled Submiîs Alternative Absent 33 14 84 99 63 76 70 6 1 
128 N d  Submits indirect No A b t  33 
129 Nonnal Subrnits Simple No Resent 33 
1 30 Disabled Submits Simple No Present 33 
1 3 1 Disabled Submits DelayIDistract Absent 33 
132 Normal Subrnits Justification Absent 3 3 
1 33 Normal Submits Quest/Challenge Absent 33 
134 DisabledSubmits Alternative Absent 33 
135 Compromise Altemative Absent 3 3 
136 Disabled Submits Justification Absent 33 
137 Standoff Alternative Absent 33 
138 Disabled Submits Quest/Challenge Absent 33 
1 39 Disabled Submits Indirect No Absent 33 



'OB 'ID ~ O A W  'ID ~ O A W  'ID ~ O A W  'ID 'ID 'T'OAW 'ID 9 0 ~ ~ 3  NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL 
WRITING SPOKEN WRIITEN 9 0 ~ ~ 3  'TOAW %Et!. 'EXP. VOPL TOPL VOPL TOPL'AE 

QUOTIENT 'LANG. WG. %OCAB GRAMMAR 'LANG. 'WC, M W  '%ILE QUOTIENT (mon.) 
QUOTUNT QUOTUNT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 

105 52 97 55 83 68 78 73 42 69 107 1 86 



'OB!3 NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAI. NORhlAL NORMAL 'IDCT0~I,  
9 0 ~ L - 3  90- 9 0 ~ ~ 3  90AL-3 - 0 ~ ~ 3  -0AL-3 'rOAL-3 'TOAL-3 ~ O A L - 3  ~oAL-3  9 0 ~ ~ 3  AGE(nm,) 
TOTAL LIS'ïENING SPEAJUNG READING WRITING SPOKEN WRITTEN % C A R  CRAMMAR @ R E  "P. 

QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTlENT 'LANG. 'LANG. QUOTlENT QUOTIENT 'LANG. 'LANG. 
QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTlENT QUOTlENT 

105 113 112 1 03 121 1 09 108 117 117 1 08 118 1 07 169 
106 113 112 103 121 1 09 1 08 117 117 1 08 118 107 169 
107 113 112 103 121 1 09 1 08 117 117 1 08 118 1 07 169 
1 08 113 112 1 03 121 109 IO8 117 117 I O0 118 1 07 169 



Y)BS 'ID NORMAL NORMAL " NORMAL SEX DIFFERENCE DIPFERENCE DIPFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DlFFERENCE 
~ O M  VOPL 9 0 ~ ~ 3  GRADE GRADE SCORE 9 0 ~ ~ 3  'ID VOPL NORMAL ACE OFOPL 9 0 ~ ~ 3  

AGE AGE AGE TOPL RAW QUOTIENT 'AG & TEST TOPL'AE & TEST TlME TEST TlME - 
(ma) (nnn.) (mtm) AGE TEST ACE 

105 169 160 161 8 8 M 10 38 76 -26 9 8 



. - 

'OBS DYAD EXCHANCE UVITIATOR WMBER AFFECT AFFECT JUSTIPI- JUSTXFI- WST SMECH ACT DISPUTE TOPIC 
OF NORMAL 'ID CATION CATION TURN 

140 15 14 Disabled 1 Absent Present Absent ~ b s e n t  Disableâ Request/Action Lesson Content 
141 15 15 Disabled 5 Absent Prescnt Presenl Present Disabled Request/Aclion Lesson Content 
142 15 16 Disabled 2 Absent Absent Absent Absent Nonnal RequesilAction tesson Process 
143 15 17 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Present Present Disabled Statement Fact Lesson Content 
144 15 18 Normal I Absent Absent Absent Absent Nomiel RequestlAction Lesson Content 
145 15 19 Disabled 1 Absent Absent A h t  Absent Ihabled ~ & e s ~ ~ c t i o n  Lesson Coiiknt 
146 16 1 N m t  1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Normal Statement Fact l~sson Process 
147 16 2 N m l  2 Absent Absent Present Absent Ilisabled ReqwstlAction Lesson Content 
148 16 3 Normal 6 Resent Absent Present Present l Hsabled Slritement Intent Lesson Content 
149 16 4 Disabled 3 Absent Absent Present Absent Disabled Sîakmmtlntent LessonProcess 
150 17 1 Nonnal 1 Absent Absent A h t  I ' r m t  Noml  RequesVAction Lesson Content 
151 17 2 Noimel 4 Absent Absent Absent Present Disabled RequestlAction Lesson Content 
152 17 3 Normal 1 Absent Absent Absent Resent Nonnal RcquesVAction Lesson Content 
153 17 4 N o m l  3 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled RequestIAction Lesson Content 
154 17 5 Normal 2 Absent Absent Absent Absent Normal Statement intent Lesson !'rocess 
155 17 6 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled RequesUAction Lesson Content 
156 17 7 Disabled 6 Present hesent Present Present Normal RequesUAction Lesson Content 
157 17 8 Nonnal I Absent Absent Absent Resent Nomuil Request/Action Lesson Procew 
158 17 9 Nonnal 3 Absent Absent Absent Preseiit Normal ReqwtIAction Lesson Content 
159 17 1 O Disabled I Absent Absent Present Absent Disabled RequestlAction Lesson Content 
160 17 I I  Nonnal 1 Absent Absent Absent A h t  Nonnal RequesVAction Lesson Content 
161 17 12 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled Statenmt Fact Lesson Process 
162 18 1 Disabled 3 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled Statement Intent tesson Content 
163 18 2 Normal 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Nonnal RequesVAction Lesson Content 
164 18 3 Nomial 1 Present Absent Absent P r m t  N o m l  Statment Fact Lesson Content 
165 18 4 Nonml 1 Present Absent Absent Present Nonnal RequesVAction Lesson Content 
166 18 5 Nonnal 2 Absent Present Absent Abseiit Disabled Reqwl/Action Lesson Content 
167 18 6 Disabled 1 Absent Present Absent Absent Disabled RequesUAction tesson Content 
168 18 7 Disabled 2 Present Absent Absent Present N o m l  ReqwVAction Lesson Content 
169 18 8 Nonnal 1 Present Absent Absent Preseni Nom1 Reque%i/Action b s o n  Content 
170 18 9 Disabled 6 Present Present Absent Premt Normal RequesüAction Lesson Content 
171 19 I Disabled 4 Absent Absent Present Present Normal Requesihction Lesson Content 
172 19 2 Nomuil 4 Absent Absent Present Absent Disabled ~ e & d ~ c t i o n  lnsson Content 
173 19 3 Normal 2 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled RequesUAclion Lesson Content 
174 19 4 Disabled 2 Absent Absent Present A b t  Normal RequesUAction Assistance 



WBS DISPUTE INITIAL OPPOSE EXPLICIT 'ID 'ID CTOPL blD TOPL %D 9 0 ~ ~ 3  blD 9 0 ~ ~ 3  'ID 9 0 ~ ~ 3  'u) - 0 ~ ~ 3  
OUTCOME NECATlVE TOPL TOPL QUOTIGNT 'AE (mm.) TOTAL LlSTBNiNG SPEAKING READING - - 

RAW "!!.ILE QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 
140 Standoff Altemetive Absent 33 14 84 99 63 76 70 6 1 
14 1 Disabled Submits Al temetive Absent 3 3 14 84 99 63 76 70 61 
142 Compromise Alternative Absent 33 14 84 99 63 76 70 6 1 
143 Normal Submiîs Altemative Absent 33 14 84 99 63 76 70 6 1 
144 Disabled Submits Simple No Absen( 33 14 84 99 63 76 70 6 1 
145 Disabled Submits Altenüitive Absent 33 14 84 99 63 76 70 6 1 
146 Normal Submits QuWC hallenge Absent 36 33 93 126 49 5 5 58 64 
147 Nmnal Submits Dday/Dist& Absent 36 33 93 126 49 55 58 64 
148 Stmldoff Justification Absent 36 33 93 126 49 55 58 64 
149 Standoff Simple No Presmi 36 33 93 126 49 55 58 64 
1 50 Disabled Submits QwsVChallenge Absent 35 2 5 90 114 53 64 67 58 

Normal Submits 
SlanQff 

Compromise 
Disabled Submiîs 

Standoff 
compomise 

StanQff 
StanQff 

N d  Submiîs 
Normal Submiis 

QuesüChallenge 
Justification 
Simple No 
Simple No 
Altemative 
Altemative 
Justification 
Altemative 
Justification 
Altemative 

Absen( 
Present 
P r m t  
Present 
Absent 
Present 
Absent 
Resent 
Present 
Absent 

161 N d  Submiis Alternative Absent 35 2 5 114 5 3 64 67 58 
162 N d  Submits Alternative Absent 38 I 50 47 58 6 1 49 
163 Standoff ûelay/Distract Absent 38 150 47 58 6 1 49 
164 Normal Submits Justification Absent 38 150 47 58 61 49 
165 Disabled Submits Delay/Distract Absent 38 I 50 47 58 6 1 49 
166 N m l  Submiîs QlrrestlChallenge Absent 38 1 50 47 58 6 1 49 
167 Normal Submits Delay/Distract Absent 38 150 47 58 61 49 
168 Disebled S u h i e  Altemative Absent 38 150 47 58 6 1 49 
169 Disabled Submits QuestIChallenge Absent 38 150 47 58 6 1 49 
170 N d  Submits Aliemative Absent 38 150 47 58 6 1 49 
1 7 1 Disabled Submits Indirect No Absent 34 7 78 105 45 64 55 52 
172 Normal Submits Quest/Challenge Absent 34 7 78 105 45 64 55 52 
173 Nonna1 Submiîs Altemative Absent 34 7 78 1 05 4 5 64 5 5 52 
174 ComprOmie Aitemative Absent 34 7 78 I O5 45 64 5 5 52 



'OBS 'ID 9 0 ~ ~ 3  'ID -0A.W 'ID 9 0 ~ ~ 3  'CD 'ID 'ID 'TOAL~ 'ID 9 0 ~ ~ 3  NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL - -- 

WRlTiNC SPOKEN WRITTEN 9 0 ~ ~ 3  'TOAW 'REC. 'EXP. TOPL TOPL TOPL * T O P ~  
QUOTIENT 'LANG, 'LANG, VOCAR GRAMMAR 'LANG. 'LANG. RAW ' m / m l ~ ~  QUOTIENT 'AE (mm.) - - - 

QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 
140 67 70 60 72 58 65 65 38 46 98 150 



WBS NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORNIAI, NORMAL 'ID'TOPL 
*0~L-3 '~OAL-3 ~oAL-3 ~ O A L - 3  ~ O A W  -0Al.A ~oAL-3  ~ O A L - 3  90AL-3 ~ O A L - 3  ~ o A L - 3  AGE(nioa) 
TOTAL LISTENING SPeAKlNC READING WRlTlNC SPOKEN WRITTEN %CAB. CRAMMAR 8RGC. 'EXP. 

QUUl'lENT QUOTIENT QUWIBNT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 'LANG. 'LAnG QUOTIENT QUOTIENT W C .  'WC, 
QUOTIENT QUOTlENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 

140 74 85 79 70 76 80 70 83 67 75 75 1 64 
141 74 85 79 70 76 80 70 83 67 75 75 1 64 
142 74 85 79 70 76 80 70 83 67 75 75 1 64 
143 74 85 79 70 76 80 70 83 67 75 75 1 64 
1 44 74 85 79 70 76 80 70 83 67 75 75 1 64 



'OBS 'ID NORMAL NORMAL b~~ NORMAL SEX DIFFERENCE DIPFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIPFERENCE DCFPERENCE DIFFERENCE 
-0AW VOPL 9 0 ~ ~ 3  GRADE GRADE SCORE 9 0 ~ ~ 3  'ID TOPL NORMAL ACE VOPL 9 0 ~ ~ 3  
ACE AGE AG& TOPL RAW QUOTENT 'AE & TEST TOPL 'AG & TEST TIME TEST TIME 
(ma) (mos.) (mor.) AGE TEST AGE 

140 164 157 158 7 7 M 5 1 1 65 7 7 6 



'OBS DYAD EXCHANCE LNiTLATOR NUMBER AFFECT AFFECT JUSTIFI- JUSTIFI- LAST SPEECH ACT DISPUTE TOPJC 
OF NORMAL 'ID CATION CATION TURN 

TURNS NORMAL 
175 20 1 Normal 2 Absent Present Present Absent Disabled RequesVAction Lcsson Content 
176 20 2 Nonnal 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Normal RequesVAction tesson Content 
l n  20 3 N o m l  2 Absent P r e d  Absent Absent Disabled Request/Aclion Lesson Content 
178 20 4 Nonnal 1 Resent Absent Absent Present Normal RequesVAction lxsson Process 
179 20 5 Normal 7 Resent Absent Present Present N o m l  RequesVAction Lesson Content 
180 20 6 Disabled 3 Absent Present Absent Absent Disabled Suitement lntent Lesson Content 
181 20 7 Nonnal 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Nonnal RequesVAction Lesson Process 
182 21 1 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled RequestlAction Lcsson kocess 
183 21 2 Disabled 4 Absent Absent Absent Present Nonnal ~ i u e s ~ ~ c t i o n  Lesson Content 
184 21 3 Normal 1 Absent Absent Absent Present Nomal Statement Intent Lesson Content 
185 21 4 Disabled 2 Absent Absent Absent Present Normal Re~uestlAction Lcsson Content 
186 21 5 Disabled 2 Absent Absent Absent Absent Normal RequestIAction I ~ s s o n  Content 
187 21 6 Disabled 2 Absent Absent Absent Present Nonnal Hequest/Action Lesson Content 
188 21 7 Nonnal 6 Absent Absent Absent Present Disabled RequestlAction Lesson Content 
189 21 8 Risabled 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled ~ ~ u e s t l ~ c t i o n  tesson Content 
190 22 1 Normal 2 Absent A h t  Absent Present Disabled Re~uesIIAction tesson Content 
191 22 2 Nonna1 2 Absent Absent Present Abrient Disabled RequesüAction Lesson Content 
192 23 1 Nonnal Absent Absent Absent Absent Normal RequestlAction Lesson Content 

Normal 
Nonna1 
N o m 1  
Nonnal 
Nomla1 
Normal 
Nonnal 
Disabled 
N o m 1  

Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Present 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 

Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Presient 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 

Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Prisent 
A k t  
Absent 
&esen( 
Absent 
Absent 

Present 
Absent 
Present 
Present 
Present 
Absent 
Resent 
Absent 
Absent 

~ ~ u e d ~ c t i o n  
Request/Action 
Request/Action 
RequestIAction 
ReqwsVAct ion 
RequesVAction 
Statment intent 
RequestlAc tion 
RequesVAc t ion 

Lesson Content 
Lesson Lesson Content kocess 

Lesson Process 
Lesson Content 
Lesson Content 
h n  Content 
Lesson Conlenl 
Lesson Content 

202 23 I I  Disabled 2 Resent Present Absent Absent Normal Request/Action tesson Content 
203 24 I Nonnal 1 Absent Absent Absent Present Nonna1 Statement Intent Lesson Content 
204 24 2 Normal 2 Absent Absent Present Absent Disabled RequesllAction liesson Contenl 
205 24 3 Normal 2 Absent Absent Present Absent Disabled RequesVAction Lesson Content 
206 24 4 N o m l  1 Absent Absent Absent Absent N o m l  Reques(/Action Lesson Content 
207 24 5 Normal I Absent Absent Abseat Absent Normal Statement Fact Lesson Content 
208 24 6 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Disabled RequesVAclion Lesson Content 
209 24 7 Normal 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Nonnal RequcstlAction Lesson Content 



'OB DISPUTE INITIAL OPPOSE EXPLICIT 'ID 'ID 'ID VOPL 'ID %PL 'ID %AL 'ID 'TOAL~ ' I D ~ o A w  'ID ~ 0 ~ ~ 3  
OUTCOME NEGATIVE TOPL TOPL QUOTIENT 'AB Imm.) 3 TOTAL LISTENINC SPEAKïNG RGADWG - - 

RAW './.II& QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 
175 Stanaoff Quest/Challenge Absent 3 1 7 78 90 52 64 55 6 1 

Compomise 
Normal Submits 

Disebled Submiis 
Disabled Submits 

StanQff 
Standoff 

Nonnal Submits 
Disebled Submiis 
Disabled Submits 
Disabled Submits 
Disabled Submits 
Disabled Submits 
N d  Submits 

Altemative 
Questfchallenge 

Justification 
Altemative 
Alletnative 
Allanative 
Altemative 
Simple No 

Justification 
Quest/Chailenge 

Alternative 
Indirect No 
Alternative 

Absent 
Absent 
Present 
Absent 
Absent 
A b t  
Present 
Present 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 

189 NormrilS~bmits Altemative Absent 37 40 % 138 58 73 67 6 1 
190 NonnalSubmits Justification A b t  33 99 45 64 52 49 
191 Nonnal Submits Quest/Challenge Absent 33 99 45 6l 52 49 
192 Standoff Simple No Present 34 105 60 73 67 52 

Disabled Submits 
Standoff 

Disabled Submits 
Cmpnnnise 

Stendoff 
compromise 
Comprmiise 

Disabled Submits 
Disabled Submits 

~ l k t i v e  
DelaylDistract 

Altanative 
Qwst/Challenge 
Quest/Challenge 
Delay/Distrect 
Delay/Distract 

Indirect No 
Delay/Disiract 

Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
A b t  
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 
Absent 

202 Disabled Submits ~ela~l~istrcsct Absent 34 IO5 60 73 67 52 
203 Disabled Submits Al temative Absent 32 12 83 93 65 64 82 6 1 
204 Normal Submits Quest/Challenge Absent 32 12 83 93 65 64 82 6 1 
205 Standoff Quest/Challenge Absent 32 12 83 93 65 64 82 6 1 
206 Standoff Simple No Present 32 12 83 93 65 64 82 6 1 
207 Jhabled Submits Alternetive Absent 32 12 83 93 65 64 82 6 1 
208 N d  Submits Alternative Absent 32 12 83 93 65 64 82 6 1 
209 Disabled Submits Altemative Absent 32 12 83 93 65 64 82 6 1 



Y>BS b ~ ~ * ~ ~  'ID~OAW 'ID~OAG~ 'ID 'ID 'ID~oAIA 'ID %At3 NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL 
WRITING 

QUOTIENT 
QUOTIENT 

5 5 

WRITTEN ~ O A L - 3  9 0 ~ ~ 3  
'LANG. VOCAR GRAMMAR 

'EXP. 
'JANG. 

QUOTIENT 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 

T'OPL 
RAW 

VOPL TOPL'AE 
QUOTIENT (mm.) 



.OBS NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL 'ID~TOPL 
~ O A W  ~ O A W  ~ O A L - ~  9 0 ~ ~ 3  9 0 ~ ~ 3  9 0 ~ ~ 3  9 0 ~ ~ 3  ~ O A L - 3  ~ O A W  9 0 ~ ~ 3  ~ O A L - 3  ACEtmosJ 
TOTAL 

QUiYïIENT 
LISTENlNG 
QUOTIENT 

. . 
SP~AKING READING WRITING SPOKEN WRITTEN %AB. CRAMMAR r ~ ~ .  %XP. 
QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 'LANG. 'LANG. QUOTIENT QUOTIENT ~ N C .  'LANG. 

QUOTIENT QUOTlENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 
II2 82 106 97 93 105 85 80 110 160 
112 82 106 97 93 105 85 80 110 160 
112 82 IO6 97 93 105 85 80 110 160 
112 82 106 97 93 105 85 80 110 160 
112 82 106 97 93 105 85 80 1 IO 160 
112 82 106 97 93 105 85 80 110 160 



'ûBS 'ID NORMAL NORMAL 'ID NORMAL SEX DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE 
9 0 ~  TOPL %AM GRADE GRADE SCORE ?OAW 'ID VOPL NORMAL AGE TOPL 3 0 ~ ~ 3  

AGE ACE ACE 'TOPL RAW QUOTIENT 'AE & TEST T O P L  'AE & TEST TIME TEST TIME 
(mm.) (ma) (mor.) A G I  TEST AGE 

175 160 1 62 163 8 8 M 6 43 70 24 -2 -3 



.OB$ DYAD EXCHANGE INITIATOR NUMBER AFFECT AFFECT JUSTIFI- JUSTIFI- WST SPEECH ACT DISPUTE TOPIC 
OF NORMAL 'SI) CATION CATION TURN 

TURNS 'ID NORMAL 
210 25 1 Disabled 1 Absent Absent Absent Absent Normal Request/Aclion Lesson Conteiit 
211 25 2 Normal 5 Present Present Absent Absent Normal ~e&cst/~ction Lcsson Content 

'OBS DISPUTE MITULOPPOSE EXPUCIT 'ID 'ID 'CD TOPL 'ID %PL 'ID 9 0 ~ ~ 3  'ID ~ O A W  blD - 0 ~ ~ 3  'ID 'TOAG~ 
OUTCOME NECATIVE VOPL VOPL QUOTIENT 'AE (mor.) TOTAL LISTENING SPEAKING READING 

- RAW J % I L ~  QUOTIRNT QUOTENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 
2 10 Disabled Submits Quesr(Chal1enge Absent 35 3 1 92 114 68 91 64 67 
21 1 Standoff Delay/Distrec t Present 35 3 1 92 114 68 9 1 64 67 

'OBS 'ID ~ O A W  'ID ~ O A W  'ID VOAM 'ID 'ID 'ID 9 0 ~ ~ 3  'ID VOAM NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL 
WRITING SPOKEN WRITTEN ~ O A M  9 0 ~ ~ 3  'REC. 'EXP. q 0 P L  TOPL 9 0 P L  TOPL'AE 

QUOTIENT 'LANG. 'LANG. 'VOCAB. GMMMAR 'MG. 'LANG. RAW '@".ILE QUOTIENT (mm.) 
QUOTlENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 

2 IO 67 75 63 72 67 n 62 39 57 1 03 I 62 

.OB6 NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL NORMAL 'lDTOPL 
90AL-3 90- ~ o A L - 3  f0AL-3 9 0 ~ ~ 3  ~ O A L - 3  ~ O A L - 3  ~ O A M  90~L-3 -0AL-3 ~ O A W  ACE(moa) 
TOTAL LISTENING SPeAKlNC READING WRITINC S P O W  WRïïTEN %OCAB. GRAMMAR 'RLSC. %XP. 

QUOTlENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUQTlENT 'LANG. 'LANG. QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 'LANG, 'LANG. 
QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT QUOTIENT 

2 10 n 70 70 94 70 67 BO 77 70 80 67 155 

'OBS NORMAL NORMAL ' NORMAL SEX DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DEFERENCE DIPFERENCE DIPFERENCE DIFPEHENCE 
~ O A W  ?OPL 9 0 ~ ~ 3  GRADE GRADE SCORE ~ O A M  'ID "I'OPL NORMAL ACE TOPL 9 0 ~ ~ 3  

AGE AGE ACE TOPL RAW QUOTIENT 'AE dk TEST TOPL'AE & TEST TlME TEST 'dïME 
(utos.) (mor.) (mor.) ACE TEST AGE - 

210 156 151 150 7 7 F 4 4 4 1 -1 l 4 6 





Appendix G 

Contkf Length by lnifiol Opposition Move 



Table Gl: Conflict Ltnntb bv Initiai O~oosition Move tlNonaPI Student Initiates 
Disantecmtnt) 

. 4 -  

NO. pf. Simple Indirect Justification Altemative Delay/ Quesiion/ Total 
:Tm@* No No Distract Challenge 

-- 7, .: - - -  * 
& 

'No. of Turns: Number of conversationai turns. 



Table G2: Connid Lcaftb bv Initial Onmition MOVC tIntdectudtv Disabled 
Student Initiates DWmrcment) 

NO:& Simple Indirect Justification Alternative Delay/ Question/ Total 
~ i " :  - -  - No No Distract Challenge 

. .  - 
1.. .... 

'No. of Tunis: Number of conversational tums. 




