Journal of the Korea Academia-Industrial https://doi.org/10.5762/KAIS.2019.20.6.38
cooperation Society ISSN 1975-4701 / eISSN 2288-4688
Vol. 20, No. 6 pp. 38-47, 2019

25349 A%
AN B4

Exploring the Latent Classes in Students’ Executive Function
Difficulty by Mother and Teacher: Multivariate Analysis across
School Adaption and Academic Performance

Eun Mo Yeon', Hyo-Sik Choi*

!College of Basic Studies, Yeungnam University
"Department of Education, Chuncheon National University of Education

o & A79 B2 258w 18} 51 A719] H7)esdo] digh wArel Fre) g Aol mh2 2z o] Ayt
27, gelE AP upet 258t 23hd A1719] S-S, Sl Aol7t )leAl Elshe Aol ot
oY 8 E(20159), 9 E(20169E) AF2e] 1,012 Hlo|ele Agateom, B wos gamamlel
B4 RATEAREAS S8oilr. AR AR A3, 2550 13099 A7)l tet oyt Fdn
Aol g7 At mE A % e Iﬂ?ﬂ Y7o eEo] 7P W2 Hd, ojrjyrn SAuAE FP7le
T FES o = AL A, HIRARED ojryrt YTl sE FES o BA AL A Al f3os 72
=9 E} Aol SHelE A 4 542 2583 13hd9 \Jﬁé‘ﬂ‘—a%%oﬂ it oyt gt 3t B LA
i 137d A)71of EelE Al f389) Aol

o}n tfo kO

57} &2 Q93 B4 IAE7h e Agko] gEFITH Aol 257
wet 250k 250 A1719] stwAlg, sheldae] Xjolvh Lrehtiul, stmalg el 470 sh91ael B 37, srd4y st
29 LEO|A ‘AX A WBYI5Ee $20] A e Ago] FAmAR oMU A5 Eet £22 o ¥

~I=JJ

A2k A olrU B SRt BV E 458 o A A4 Q9R GdnAnc ofmuzt 4]
SR 25 6 A AT ARo] O ud g} JR e 258 o sl e daug e g
2 BAHOR RO 220 © % A0 UEhtt B At 25549 SuAs § Sdrde] g
G AL AW 5Td S22 AR Basp] AL Zusl geuael S0 B4 due] /2% neud
A 2ol Wasks, old] 7|27 BRH AAE S Aol FATE AATT

pal

l‘

:1014 -1‘1

Abstract The purpose of this study was to identify latent classes in executive function difficulty of first
graders depends on evaluations from their mother and teacher and to investigate how its related with
their school adaption and academic performance in second grade. Based on the model of the latent
profile analysis, the 8th and 9th wave data from Korean Children and Youth Panel Survey were analyzed.
The results of this study were as following. First, results showed that there were three types of latent
classes in the executive function difficulty depend on evaluations from their mother and teacher: Tow
executive function,” ‘students who were highly evaluated by mother,” and ‘students who were highly
evaluated by teacher.” Second, students’ executive function difficulty had a direct effect on the students’
school adaption and academic performance in their second year of school. Especially students who were
evaluated as having the lowest executive function difficulty showed significant higher means than
students who were evaluated higher by mother and teacher. This study emphasized the importance of
multiple evaluation in students’ executive function difficulty to provide an educational intervention.
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Table 1. General characteristics of participants

(M=1,012)
Variables Category n %
students’ Male 515 50.9
gender Female 497 49.1
20-29 11 1.1
30-39 688 68.0
Mothers’ age (yr) 40-49 308 30.4
50-54 4 4
Etc 1 1
Elementary school 1 1
Middle school 2 2
, High school 308 30.4
Mothe-rs Community College 306 30.2
education
University 349 34.5
Graduate School 45 4.4
Etc 1 1
teachers’ Male 50 4.9
gender Female 962 95.1
20-29 109 10.8
teachers’ age (yr) 30-39 305 30.1
40-49 320 31.6
49¢ 278 27.5
1-9 229 22.6
teachers’ 10-19 385 38.0
experience (yr) 20-29 251 24.8
29¢ 147 14.5
- Teacher 729 72.0
teachers. n Head teacher 277 27.4
authority
etc 6 .6
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Table 2. Results of latent profile analyses

Model  Log likelihood AIC BIC aBIC Entropy LMR(p) BLRT(p)
1 -11483.725 22999.450 23078.164 23027.347 N/A N/A N/A
2 -10097.922 20245.843 20368.835 20289.433 973 .0000 .0000
3 -9694.138 19456.275 19623.544 19515.558 .890 .0001 .0000
4 -9366.858 18819.716 19031.263 18894.691 905 .0255 .0000
5 -9152.760 18409.519 18665.343 18500.187 917 L0482 .0000
6 -8973.577 18069.154 18369.255 18175.514 924 .6999 .0000
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Table 3. Classification posterior probabilities for the
six profile solution(%)

Classification posterior probabilities(%)

model 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 100

2 159 84.1

3 132 223 645

4 4.6 12.5 22.1 60.8

5 44 56 83 239 578

5 36 43 62 68 217 574
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_ NGO NE133 =219 = _ 2
Variables (65.2%) (13.1%) (21.6%) _Gé‘ﬂo'](}(_’(20,351837.00)—~81, P 05) o=F AR
1 WS M 0 M0 % Wilkse] WURES AMBSITE 4 Fa A 2
Planning-organizi =] =] =
ng difficulies > 70 44 108 110 .69 ool whet A3 470 Skl 8cle] thHwF A AT
Beh;gfguﬁ;’;“"l -51 49 82 123 1.03 85 o5t Ao FIEUTHWilks's A=.74, p<.001). &
Mother Emotional control _ 33 77 38 111 77 105 o 2429 staA-go] 471 shel’el 5 371 shelacl
difficulties . ’ : . . : = _ = -
Attention-concent QA St LAY, P, AE, EHF oA FAHGE
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dificuie Aol PRt B F47h Ao fel
Attention-concent_z, - 4a 9y 128 -14 62

ration difficulties

% Class 1. agreement in evaluation of executive function
difficulty’, Class 2: ‘highly evaluated by teachers in executive
function difficulty’, Class 3: ‘highly evaluated by mothers in
executive function difficulty’

Table 5. Mean comparisons across three latent classes

Independ
ent
variable

Pillai’s
Trace

Dependent
variable

df  Scheffé

Mother:
Planning-organ
izing
difficulties
Mother:
Behavior
control
difficulties
Mother:
Emotional
control
difficulties
Mother:
Attention-conc
entration
difficulties
Teacher:
Planning-organ
izing
difficulties
Teacher:
Behavior
control
difficulties
Teacher:
Emotional
control
difficulties
Teacher:
Attention-conc
entration
difficulties

* pd05, ** pd.01, ** pd.001

371.63

sefoke

O(X®

479.38

slofole

[OKEKE)

143.16

s O@X®

27091

et

DXX®
1.28

Latent
classes

429.25

o OBX®

1136.29

sofole

OBX®

481.13

st

O=0(®

630.90

st

DBX®@
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Table 6. Descriptive Statistics of three latent profiles
representing school adaption and academic

performance

Variables Latent N M SD

Classes
Class 1 484 434 72
School life  Class 2 103 3.05 .83
Class 3 154 3.95 81
a Class 1 484 4.05 74
i _Class2 105 326 81
School Y T Class3 154376 81
Adaption Relationshi Class 1 484  4.06 71
eatonshib ™ r 6 103 324 76

with friends
Class 3 154 3.86 72
Relationshi Class 1 484  4.07 .68
D Class2 103 374 72
Class 3 154 3.95 .66
Academi Class 1 484 434 .80
cademic - gorean  Class 2 103 339 116
Performance

Class 3 154  4.01 .90
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Class 1 484  4.42 .80
Math Class 2 103 3.76 1.17
Class 3 154 4.14 .84
Class 1 484 412 74
Art Class 2 103 3.30 .95
Class 3 154  3.81 .86

% Class 1: agreement in evaluation of executive function
difficulty’, Class 2: ‘highly evaluated by teachers in executive
function difficulty’, Class 3: ‘highly evaluated by mothers in
executive function difficulty’

Table 7. Multiple comparisons of the three latent
profiles representing school adaption and
academic performance

v DV Multivariate F df  Scheffé
School life 126.29™* 2 @BXD
Classroom 780" 2 @@

activity Wilks's
Reladonship  2=74+  s677 2 @xex@
Latent _With friends
al Relationship . A
asses with teacher 1017 2 e
Korean Pilla’s 51.72%% 2 @BXD
Math Trace=.15  27.02** 2 @{BXO
Art T s 2 @@

* p05, * pl0l, ** pd.001
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