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is\possible. ' “.ﬂf';ﬁ & EO Y. N “@;t.;f.f):'
gg' The-trend»toward mainLtreaming“re!lects the feeling.
) (

.among special kducators that the appropriateness qf an
,*educational grouging into whic a child is plac will
,have a marked effect on both the academic and social . ‘;}&3. .

vnprogress of the child To criticize such on the basis

' ;of the factthax a feeling about the goodness oi a ]f

NS Co
.practice is not sufticient rationale for instituting afa.

f;practice is to overlook the history of special educationQ};‘5't

'f We remain aware that much educational innovation does not’..yiﬁ“

R
v

always grow from a research base (Lilly, 1973 p 211)

*”*Yffui;; Coupling our knowledge of the fact that the establishment

f of segregated classes tor eXceptional children was not .V;Tfﬁ?;~f
=¢,based on a bddy of research‘which demonstrated the merits o
ff of small—class homogeneous groupings with our awareneSS

of the current dissatisfaction with segregated claSses we o
Qcan modestly propose that more cemparative research and ‘

,.'?*program evaluation should be carried out before more wide—z.\FfJV

'ffspread modifications are undertaken It would seem that
-:the theoretical base for and the mechanics necessary for
vthis kind of research are present at this point in time

AWe contend that they should be utilized.,. f}f“ft“ Fﬁ

"__\;, h ;,.'ﬂ:._» oo { N




. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

It ts the purpose of this chapter to detail the type

"i;of research and the results of the research conducted to f,'

' date’ which appear to have some bearing on the problem at

.....

" 35@”hand It is hoped that several points will become clear

a) that the majority of the literature on the

‘ 'Q,ﬁefficacy ot the special class deals with the special versus

o f_fin several areas is reviewed

‘cregular class for EMR children

b) that the results even for the EHR population,‘f

’-;are not conclusive, | " ‘ e “’ “ '
£ c) that for the EMR population, the results warrant ‘;I

.a search for more efficient alternatives to either full R

time regular or segregated special class placement l

7 d) ‘that there is little research to substantiate the

l*‘ﬁuse ot regular or special class placement for any group of

f:e) that moxe_research seems necessary. and

1) that self—concept data serves as an important o

”supplement to achievement data in educational research

For the puprose of'tlah"yingytheselpoints, research'd

Although_the review is not?

ofdiscuss the most o




o also reviewed

‘waever since achievement literature is subsumed through-
9

‘.out the entire review, the use of achievement data seemed

‘Elot this study was that literature which examined the

' :vfficacy‘ot“the special &fass versus the regular class

-which dealt with the special/regular class issue in,;l”

populations of exceptional children other than EMR's iS"

ol

The review then extends to cover several studies

which examined the efficacy of alternative class arrange—

ﬁ'ments such as partially integrated programs and goes on to, f

cite research relevant to the integration/segregation issue

A review of the most salient works in the literature on

the self—concept and its measurement is also incorporated

ﬂidata and testing bq*ng undertaken

~Studies Relating to the Feelings and Social AdJustment of

EMR Children in gular and §pecia1 Classes

an only be fostered in. -

f’

!

_fcr EHR.children. A aampling or the relatively few'studies f

‘ \
vwell—substantiated without a separate review of achievement :




:]to be more acceptable to their peers,;to participate more

a special claSs where chilnren are among intellectual

i

T”peers. ‘A sampling of the many studies reveals evidence |

“’n

:gfgupportinz each of these-views._ The weight ot the findings Ly
,g:as to which classroom arrangement serVes self—concept or Ll
'eocial adjnstment more adequately, however points 4in . "}f

“favour of segregated special class placement. A;:h"' R .?FVV

Finding_ Favouring Special Classes As part ot'a

study carried out by Thurstone (1959), Jordan attempted

“‘to compare the personal and social relations of special

'VIand regular class EMRs Using~sociograms ?e found

EIRs attending the same class as children of average;‘
1”1ntellect to be socially segregated whereashﬁhgs withinA
segregated sqecial classes were accepting of each other

: On the basis of a teacher rating scale created for the purpose'

. o
,of the study, he discovered the sp@bial class retardates '

- intlearning and social activities, to think more highly

'fof their abilities and to be bette& adjusted emotionally Al“f;t

e There were no:v;*f’fr

fflfdifferences in the degree of happiness or obedience of 7:”

’”-*rules observed betweenAthe two groups.nlaff\




égProductivity Sc lewof the Michigan Picture Test Over two

f‘years th“ mean Hostility scale score for the special class
w”sroup oi EMRs decreaSed drastically while remainin unchanged j*-

';eaM°?B EMRs in regular classes.T On the basis o£:9001 d

fndata from sociometriq interviews and?these projective R

‘npersonality tests the authors concluded that the emotional,if
"‘climate in special claSSrooms had a "salutary effect":"v T

f'upon addustment in'EMR children

Cassidy and Stanton (1959) Ainsworth (1959) and
. g\/ . ‘,F

~l31°nb°8en (1957) each found"their special clgss EMRs toz_lkff
ifbe better Socially’ad%fsted than those in their samples wﬂ v

7?Who attended regular el SSesif'In what 1s generally consid-'.i‘

;iered to be the most methodologically sound of these efficacy




mltzreiereuceuaad-that

°, .,\‘

:f,the results are therefore incommensurable. Mullen and

Itkin admitted that this might bias their results but also '

l' posited the equally plausible explanation that speciali

‘H'class placement msy actually foster adjustment by freeing -

'-Gthe child from the pressures or competitioﬁiwith average

‘*tintellect classmates and hy nllowing him better rapport

: fin their own instrument (the}s{pial Adjustment section of 7“

w

"!

Although Kern and Ptaeffie also recognized deficiences




ffilf? B Using the columbia CIaserPom Social Distance)Scale

' “and the Davidson-Lang Checklist of,Thirty-FiVe Trait

s qnmes Bacher (1965) eeparately measured selr—concept and
eocial addustment for his regn%ar and special class EMRs

He discovbred no significant differences 1n self-concept f- :
but found the special class pupils tO\be better adjusted

socially and to,be more accepting of and accentable to"”

‘hc’ their peers.. | O y L _ ,

. .}f The Michigan State\Self—Concept—of-Ability Scale'*b
(Brookover et al 196?) was administered by Towne and ?_
Joiner (1966) on two occasions to Eun children prior to -
epecial clasa placemen% and four times/during the first
:year of placement They reported tﬁit the scores on- the

i‘rScale dropped immediately after the children were placed

:»

'inn the special class but that 89% Of%their subjects

"-“demonstrated a positive'orientation by the end of the first

"lﬁquoiner“(1972) reporteddlhet selt—concept-of-ability scores 1T”f"




h:le clase 1t would seem that ateacher-f’epdrt scale is less

:”fimportant qneetion of whether we are“morelinterested in

'}fncademic achievement fOUnd to occnr 1n special clnsses'

7";113 related to negative views of their ability. They K
tffconcluded that 1t wgs not ' R
o 1'.

"-report and teacher-report 1netruments is significant‘ ;Ii.

"'Ljone is truly interested in a student s feelings about

‘1f”va11d than a student-report instrument It raises the \

-

_;?H{assumptions held by educatorf b how the Child perceives
fi:-;ﬂboth his learninéxenvironment‘and his own place 13 it

It is to this queetion that Schurr Towne and.Joiner s o

'ound Wanting when more sephisticated\

"testing reveals more detailed information regarding children s ifff}

question the validity of the“nzzumentSthat.the-poor fyff;*er¥:“

The‘distinption hetween ¥ sults qbtained en self- fj Lo




"5€specia1 classesTIater in their school years.v It was

‘77conclude _that regular class placement did not have ihe f

’75edamaging effe ts which‘researchers have considered it to

Smart and Wilton (1974) proposed that more direct

.=[‘measures of social behaviour were hecessary 1n order to 'f

[feasce‘“ain real differences in the social behaviour of

‘f regu1qr_and Speeial class retardates., Using the Partner




available in this type 0. study and“the‘usutl small sample:'w

size, most researchers "state litvtle.beyondi “he fact that

Tw,

the results oi theirexesearch indicate that one Or the B

B f‘ coa

other placement ofrers "few if any':advantages~*‘1t is

e only..in fact the consistency of,research results

which allow conclnsions to be wn

3

'51 ﬁjjf; The findings favouring integration are rather insub-, . .ifé

stan§1a1 when compared w;;h those,on the other side of the'

controversy.ﬁfiigﬁj

o

‘fl» With the evidence favouring segregation in special

classes the question arises as to why the trend has been"

toward integration intP regular stream 3 ;One must assume ‘;i'”

hat has'been discovered

that the evidence lies‘withi

§ regarding academic achievement in the‘tWo settings.:

;Studies Relating to Academic’ Aehieve‘ment of. mm' Children
ﬁegular and Apecial"lasses T . CEE -:VLZJZ?““




'ﬁ Thurstone (1959) and Cassidy“and Stanton (1959)freported@u‘
< similer tindings. g ' : '

-H\\_or their special and regnlar claSB EMRs Over a one year

l

about his findings‘that a sa@ple of EuR children in reguler f

lullen and Itkin . more expanded study (1961)

used several measuresfin evaluating'the academio progress

period the onlyvsigniticant difference between the achieve-
ment of the two gronps occurred in the area of arithmetic,

the regular class gnbup having made a larger gain."

’ ﬁfz.It shoul*Vbe noted that Thurstone (1959) was hesitant f;5'~

classes achieved more than did a special class sample,
Be-suggested that his special class and regular class \'h_ a
samples were not similar, in that available special education jﬂij

facilities were limitfdwund allowed:thatfcnly the lowest
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Studies on’ the Efficacy of Special Classes for Other

thoﬁxceptional ﬁﬁildren = ,ﬁ““ ST ‘ ‘?w

LY

The great majority of research into the question of Lﬁf'
R : o

the efficacy of special class placement has used~EMR Ss

fﬂand the results of thoSe studies have been revf;wed A

” sampling of the relatively few studies Which have researched

t.this question for other exceptional studsPts will now be--'

o

[

‘('3 -
reviewed o

Q.
Goldberg and Passow (1962) studied the effects on

_achievement of ability groupings for gifted children They
_concluded that "the variations in achievement were influenced

more strongly by teacher and group}differences in individual S

‘classrooms than they wére hy ability range position .or -

0

.?even the intellectual ability range of the pupils" (pa 487)

» Balow and Curtin (1966) compared the achievement of
§tudents in three aﬁirity groups (IQ°100 122 123 141 and
132*181) against a heterogeneous group containing pupils of
the complete 1Q range.~ Pointing to the extreme variability
within groups°;ver ten‘achievement areas they inferred

that grouping gifted students 1s not practical in terms of o

creating greater homegeneity of achievement They do not:

fstate that special classes for bright students should not heal*:i

used but merely that“the results of their study suggest j-‘wr
that they cannot be justified‘%n the basis that they prov1delil
for greater homogeneity of achievemeht This is the ration—,[c;_
aleﬁhsually stated in support of grouping by ability R

Q

In one of the very few longitudinal studies carried out{'



in the: field of specitic learning disabilities Koppitz.'
(1971) followed the progress of 177 pupils who were betweend

the ages of 6 and 12 when initially placed in special ‘

classes ' Her finding that many pupils exhibited an initia1‘< —
spurt in academic achievement tollowing their placement in’ﬁ
special classes was attributed to the relaxing effect '
of the special class environment which allowed the child to v
.t work to his potential., The gradual leveling off in achieve—_sifﬁ
ment was eXplained as merely reflecting the factthat the . child
had reached his optimal working level Koppitz felt it . |

B essential that negative attitudes ‘be changed before a child

‘“-{ could benefit from the special class and found the program

»"5 she evaluated as successful in so modifying attitudes

o = Ingram (1965) compared the adult status pf cerebral

palsied individuals who as children had lived in metro-»V[

“h;-» politan<§reas where theylattended special schools against

that of those who é%tended‘;egular schools due to the
unavailability of specia# classes in the areas where they
grew up He found many more of the 1atter group to'%e in

open and niche employment iﬂferpreting that it is those
v-"dé )
| who are segregated during tﬁeir school years who are x
o segregated in later life Ingéhm argued that the CP ch11d 'S |

- attendance in segregated Special classes diminished his

o chances for later adjustment and stated that special school

or class placemeniishould only be used "if all else failsJ"fTQ;fﬁ;




,l. P B T T .
M . [ L

fi."‘ conclusions can he drawn. Koppitz is the single ‘.if?j
“?autho:§:ho 15 an’ adamant proponent ot the necessitj'of e
.'isegregation. Others do not take strong pOsitions However,

ithe results or thie research can be contidered in relation

‘ .Eto other studies relevant to the issue whieh are reviewed

Wli b°1°"‘ o flfsrifff 1;?-;'“;W1¢f<;;;;;¢3i;;_gi 3Qu.§4q[;,fa

 Other Studies with EiR child;éa'agiataae.£¢+£gefig£gg;;£id;/‘

‘§§E§§gation Tssue L S h ‘,f*f - "

' Rather than comparihg Special and regular class students,f o

"r“ﬂJohnsbn (1950) studied the ststus oi EMRs in the regular

litgrades in an area where no special claeses existed Based

fon the degree to which a. child Was accepted or rejected

. 'by hi§ peer,vi_f

1

i7°"18°1‘fe" or a’ "reJectee " Upoi‘dividing the EMR students ruel‘

Johnson labeiled a child as a "star " an

;f:according to lower anf*higher Iquand“thednormal pupils 'Q'cyw”k

l br "typicai i ,

'f"according to whether they were\"bOrder'”n

Vﬁuhe discovered that the aCceptance‘scores;or a group increased

”f}and.the rejection scores decreased,as the mean IQ for the

"’5,xgroup,increased. simiidrly,,thf:percentage of “stars" ﬁ”l‘

&increased and the p%r"entage of‘"“solates" decreased with a

;meen IQ increase.f%Only the'percentage;of "rejectees" did

ﬁ;hot follow this trendlwith the ‘ighest pereentage of "rejec-j;;“f7‘




;*i‘of their limited &b lity.

AN they rejected EHRs they invnriably reported that ltgwss;m_ugmg:d
EOR N S S T R A .
: ?dbecause of unacceptable behavioural traits rather 1hnnvbecause“p

These results led Johnson and Kirk (1950) to ques;ioﬁg;'

PR

f;whether the school's emphasis on social adjustment‘wesf

f;sufficient enbugh”td'produce feelings of acceptance 1n.¢he

r"OFEMR child Accondinglyh they conducted n.similar Qtudy in ‘?k

. f“a school noted for its—stress on social adJustment .The-7'""‘

\Jwesults were not radically different‘ whereas 6% o the j}

';ﬁjnormal cbildren were "stars "-there were no‘"stars".among

" EMR - children, 40% of normals were'"isolates"'compdﬂﬁd to 66%‘{w"

4”]}0: EBRs and 4% of normals were "rejectees" while~4é% of ﬁ[f}'”
: ‘E!Rs fell 1n this category Also in agreement with{the }

5'“previously conducted study, the normal children who«were

““"fﬂinterviewed stated that they reJected the EMRs because of

'“vuf"behavioural traits they attributed to them




-;ilto the Ohio Sbcial Ac i
imf6l 3% of the EnRs were plaped-in th” fourth quartile
.position ot social acceptance as oppo}ed to 22 7%\.} the-"

: non-EuRs ; Follow-up interviews revealed“that,it was theﬁl

qanti~socia1 behaviour of the EMRs that was resented by both-f

',teachers and pupils., Baldwin,‘in agreement with Johnson

ff;irk Ielt that such behaviour represented a compensa-

;7tory derence on the part of the EMRe to deal with their lach
ﬂfof mental ability in a situatihn where they felt inadequate.
iBranching out from this demonetration of mentally

'aretarded children facing sgcial rejewzion in regular L

;classes, Diggs (1964) attemptedat' inducemtheir greater
‘iacceptance ReJected and non-reJected'EIRsbwere identiried
;_athrough sociometric questionnaires upon'which evidence ‘h.
'gf;teachers were informed of their classes eocial structures”

'~and given instruction on‘how they might change those

.:structures. Diggs wa§ unsucceszul in his attempt to j,1U
‘ induce acceptance but a trend in the expected direction was

’ demonstrated.d This seems to indicate that more research

T-*into the altering of the regular classroom structure to more ;

S suitably accommodate EMRs may be fruitful _t;fffﬁ"

“”"edfqmmediately above

vide little or no ba‘sis".ror the tegration of Elms |

nt regular,classes

-




| ., (}'3?5\ ‘~‘::

o il

§ In 1942 Pintner reported that 1t was omly the more 8

:a able of his sample ot visually handicapped children :
who successtuly graduated from special to normal classes M.‘"aéef
On the basis of his extensive study of hearing 1mpaired o
'children, Heyerson (1963) suggested that the same‘wasalso
true of acoustically handicapped studnets The evidenhe ;h
for these groups is in keeping with Johnson s (1950)
findi’ngs with Euns that ‘the. more able (higher IQ) retard- )
’fi'ates were the more acceptable to regular class peers‘ L
'L;jff ueyerson also reported a Ltudy by Upshall (1929)
in which a group of children attending day schooisfor the
deaf were found to make greatei academic gains than |
-‘\children in residential schoels,Suggesting that greater ;P;
segregation might negatively affect achievement.ﬁ To what .
e extent these results were attributable to the efiects of
institutionalization could not be determined ,jj( af‘ N ‘ff{h J

Only 17% of the 177 pupils studied by Koppitz (1971)

~‘l‘/‘v. T

~*;-.;.7‘l'1'ei:ur.ned“'f'.'successi'ully to" regular classes.h Their successfulfaiff,uxc

zjj‘ return was‘found to depend‘ﬁbre on’behaviour and attitudes




'; &

¢

"classes.“ She found no significant difrerences between
the special and regular class groups in reading achievement

as evaluated through the use of the Metropolitan Readiness‘ P"

Test O e e
Heilizer (1962) found differences in the self—concept
}ff of normal hard ot hearing and orthopedically handicapped
children, suggesting that it cannot be aSsumed that the{~yf:

{*ﬂ" )development of self*concept proceeds 1” the same manner f°r

' all types of children. 3;'"‘A T _ o
_,._q,' Using the data collected from his 1950 study, Johnson f"'
"i analysed the social position of the shperior children .

. incladed in the sample The trend that he ‘had noted with

ihcrease i%'IQ continued upward so that those Ss who would L
_ be considered "gifted" were also the most accepted and |
.j"éf 1east rejected group of Ss Johnson Had stated that his
research with EMRs suggested that regular elass placement y ,
was difficult for the EHR child ;Lwever,on the basis of.
this additional analysis of gifted Ss he warned that -
"special classes for gifted children cannot be justified

"5ﬁ on the samefhasis as those for the.mentaily retarded"'.VM

(p 87) Such evidence leads one to question whether the

same is not true for other exceptionalities

It is interestinfito note~that studies with normal

“hf_ children also have“some'bearing on the 1ntegration/segre—'

gation ssu'win':pecialned cation. Bateman (1962), for f{

’7inorma-¢¢hildren who had attended school o

r:Tf_example stuhi'




'-Vn{tﬁ@ ST e i*}{f;~y”‘~~"' ;Hy““? ST _'* T

with blind children and 117 similar Ss who had had no

‘.j.contact with the blind Bateman interpreted the fact -
'iithat the group of children who had anWn blind students
Were more positive An their appraisal of bbind children s
’:abilities to demonstrate that personal experience with :
'the blind influences one 8: attitudes toward them In vieW';'
‘ioi ‘the fact that the literature on’ the blind suggests that
Ufsome of the adjustment problems experienced by the blind
lare due to a devaluation of their abilities by ‘the sightedf
i?d(Bateman),‘the results of this study seem to indicate thatrtwb."
”integration ‘of blind children in regular schools and classes i
R could contribute to their better adJustment | A;dl
| Billings' (1963) finding that non crippled children N
}fiheld unfavourable attitudes toward crippled children and
: f;that it was the normal children considered to be highly A
"Qieisocially adjusted Whose attitudes toward the handicapped T

’~‘were least favourable suggests that integration of physically' o

Vjthandicapped children might also be beneficial Studies of

‘i3attitudes toward interaction with children of differing
R ,“.{,\’_ _‘ -

"f:’handicaps may be worthy of investigation

7',1though only a few studies have been reviewed it

: for }xce

ptional children o,_er”th'nﬁEHRs;is Sparce.; There'g;]b e

- is the caslithat literature on;the efficacy oi special classesf‘k7“v




‘“’of"special classes for a11~exoeptiona1 children are making fffff;*

hftheir case on the basis or sound research

:;Studies on Alternatives to the §pecia1 Class  ,¥mf‘l

ﬁau;}Arguments, pro or\con about this or that L
C+ . speciml -education| structure are probably less
... .. meaningful than the exploration of the:. %.‘“"
.. . possible a1ternat ggs ‘with which learning
: ‘v“"handicapped childr might be served v

f‘i- Sabatino (1971 p 92)

» vhiThe wide range of research into the efficacy of the
_'special versus the regular class for mildly mentally(retarded
childxen should be evident With results of these rerealing ‘
the superiority of neither, a search for alternatives is 11
the natural direction in which research coulg be expected to
AIthough the "special class as the primary or only

/

instructi'b

‘iplacement for exceptional children has become I
quite untenable" (Bammill and Wied rholt 1972 p 58), ,--. .

4

'35-‘."

'stuaies‘o" alternative educationapiarrangements are only




J;and occurred in the special class grOup~ Since reading

rcomprehension is so basic to a11 acadsmic work Sabatino

interpreted this finding as providing support for the _' /L

'-,maintenance and establishment of self-contained special /

'classes for Ieerning disabled children., Although his

i;results could be interpreted as}demolstrating that some

=

“’.learning disabled children neerythe'total teaching structure 5

”?f,of tbe self-contained class Sabat;no_,vated that thev

’-;the part-time resource room s

‘ *‘viewpoint he notes tbat{'w'

a'"rangement for learning'disable‘ children. In an att-empt:
i ' ' » than the teaching

e

89 .

N



40

Htechnique,,he assigne learning disabled children to

- four resource room tea hers 'each of whom used different

5"approaches and methods.- All groups made significant achieve-
. fment imprqvements in the areas or reading. writing énd |
‘spelling. Because no control group was included it is f
i not possible to determine“how the résource room program
"compared to. other arnpngements but it at 1east demonstrat-
‘hes that this is ‘a. type of program which aids rather than is
'detrimental to the achievement of learning disabled children
Conner and Muldoon s (1967) report on a high school -

%_5resource room which was established to help in the transition

f:of emotionally disturbed adolescents from an institution

‘”to a regular school also noted positive results Again,

however, no comparison with other types of arrangements h

i,“was a‘fempted

"f5the segregated special class students over a three month

B period and a very significant decrease in self derogations

"w In a slight variation of the segregated versus integrated
,tvclass studies, Carroll (1967) studied the self-concept and |
;academic achievement of EuRs in segregated special classes
'.and in partially segregated special classes ' Caroll |
';randomly distributed her Ss into the two types of classrooms
Using the Illinois Index of Self—Derogation (a scale which o
- fhas beea validated for use with retarded Ss), she fouud a-

:i;very significant increase in self-derogations on the part of

% .

e

T

"»Nwithin the partially segregated group— The latter group .




-:reeource room-type programs for exceptional children 1s.

e

The rationale used in support of partially segregated

i

....

& and eocial gainsﬂ. The results warrant rurther attention :7

- to be focused on this type or educational arrangement

't_,help was received from anﬂiti"

' «(

-f Ainsworth (1959) studied EHR children in special—class

]programs 1n regular classes and 1n situations where special

i

1 ecial teacher

”Z;Although no significdn@ difterenc 8 hére Iound between'f

w;groups in educational achievement fewer in the segregated

1

:fiepecial class groups Iailed to imnrove or had negative

‘4improvement over the one-year period than in edther of the fdfd”;"

other two groups.i Ainswort‘usuggested that this indicated .«f

;Qsome advantage‘fo 7the ) mial':lass arrangement.v Ainsworth}jfw}yﬂb

qr :

ogram and that..









Mo : 1
. . i

social group is his schdol class ana it is this fact

"f‘ which esablishes the rationale for the study of self—.:";

choncept of students in varying types or classes Jersild
| (19525 and Sears and Sherman (1964) are among the many

scholars who have emphasized the importance of self—
’2concept to eduéation "

v, ou

-

Measurement of Self Concept Controversy still

' ~exists as to whether self-concept can be measured
LR A o - . . N

Like all psychologists who deal with inferred
© . variables, phenomenological personality
<. ‘theorists face many difficult.problems defin-.
" 1ing terms -and. achieving appropriate observable
indicies for their, construct ...In addition,
. we must note that in- ‘sSome’ ‘ways we face uniquely
- difficult. problems in achieving -valid measure- -.
‘ment of the constructs of the phenomenologist

| SRR : S Wylie ;(1961 p. 6).
'7The issue rests on whether or not self-report can be{"

'ivconsidered a’ t;ne reflection of the phenomenal self .
‘ b

| :Vylie emphasized the studies pertaining to conscious ffl ﬂ_; .
. AR e o T
"self—concept which is often rererred to as the "phenomenal

' ':fself "e Although the writer is aware that there is disagree—tV

L ment each position will not be discussed | Regardless of tjtfaﬁf-

'ﬂthe fact that few valid measuring techniques have as yet

'"ﬁbeen constructed the sheer breadth of the 1iteraxure ywj_jjff:fw,ﬂ

‘-?reporting attempts to measure self—concept is indicative of

o "support for the beliet that it can be tested

o _a-
S e

SN O
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|
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Several of th@ studies in the area of social and

looked at self concept (Towne and Joiner, 1966 Schurr
Towne and Joiner 1972 Meyerowitz 1962 Mayer 1966

_Bacher 1965 Carroll 1967) The 1nstruments used to

measure self concept varied and this fact alone prevents-'\

'conclusive cpmparison among results ' Crowne and Stephens

'(1958) pointed out that it was this assumption of

->equiva1ence of assessment procedures which accounts fore"

much of the failure in self—acceptance research. They,-

‘nip.as'well as Labenne and Greene (1969),ﬂsuggested that

re earch in the area has been prematurely interested in'

de elopment of adeﬁuate tests

‘- ' ) ' : '
As Wylie s (1961) extensive research indicated i

many instruments were developedxfor use in one or two o

A

stu ies but were often described incompletely or not at

o o
all, The reader was given nd'rationalization for the choice

:;no reliability estimates and no sOurce with which to

i

: *follow np his research of the instrument

I
pensonal adJustmentfreviewed above have specirically . e
|- o

\  _pr liminary testing of hypotheses to the*neglect of the' _:,:u

The techniques geﬁerallyxemployed in assessing self— S

"u“~concept include th:ée involving self—report and those Whlch |

Tfrel& .on another

7‘dividua1 s'assessment of the Ss self~-

L

_.;_'.?".,-c'bncept mrdroya 1971). Within the se“"rep“t °§eteg°ry

7f}}and~rating scales semantic differentials inventories,‘4‘r

T=/g;ﬁ&ﬂ¢$755ff.“k.7*“f*‘*':V'
I R SR ‘

'317v:there are: /Q/sOrte*and modifications thereofi check lists~v«vt



'adequate reéearch tools is apparent After critical

'fChildren 8 Self Concept Scale

'incomplete seﬁ?t es and various proJective techniques

-

'{”Rating scales and anecdotal records cdmplsted by teachers,'

_parents or other significant persons in a child's life

are often used in other—person assessments As was pointed

out abbve some researchers (e g. Kern and Pfaeffle, 1962)

'*are very critical of teacher or ether—person report
?‘techniques There are‘-of'course many criticisms Which 4
'tmight be directed toward the many selfereport techniques‘ k
fas well - (Crowne and Stephens, 1958 and Wylie, 1961)

.48

: Based on this information, the difficulty in selecting

i';&stidy, hqwever Mayer (1966) ide:;ified five scales which* .
Tihe felt were "gcod" surveys for use with children ‘ d
vftCoopersmith's (1959) Self-Esteem InVentory and Self-Esteem
”lBehaviour Rating Scaldi gerkin\s (1958) Q-sert teehnique
fan instrument developed by Sear (1941), Lipsitt s (1958)
jnd Piers~Harris (1964) Self—}
d $¥Concept Scale For reasons of economy and accessability,.
iiiﬂthe Piere-narris instrument was chosen for this study |
_'7“wn11e it is described 18 detail in Chapter 1v; it should be
.vélpointed out that it hae been xested for reliability with

‘large numbers o’children s A

Wylie (1961) eeeﬁbd beth pejiimistic and cautious in

:~her evaluation of the state qg self-concept measurement

vf{Atter criticizing theﬁavailj&le instruments she stated

ﬂthat the worth of'th_ results " depends; eavily upon the‘ o



had .
e

'ﬂiﬂﬁcharacteristics of the meaauring instruments used“ (p. 114) B

Bzw, L

S
S

and' concluded that ";..the total aceumulation ofwsubstan-

*itive Iindings is disappointing, especially in proportion

1,to the great amount of effort which obviously has been

?T from ameng the best._ ifa*”‘

“were more encouraging

‘-expended" (p 317) Although Labenne and Greene (1969)
’acknowledged that the i;brecise nature of the instruments

"{demahded that results be used in a‘"guarded" manner, they,

O

j It is true that-the techniques have not . yet
 been.perfected to a. point where we ‘can

- have perfect measurement. -On ghe other .
~ hand this does not’ mean.that ‘ndthing should
“[;be done until that point is reached.A ‘

A S - (p. 117) _ . _
~:It is trom this point that we must depart, aware that

our'results must be critically analysed and that conclusions'

may not be generalizable but contident that we have chosen l;'ryi'

i , Lo T . - ﬂn,_.lzt



~m;;g;_,;fﬁ;ganpTERmrvi;“.fg;
 METHODOLOGY o
o .d‘ff o 0 S :
The study sample consisted of 92 learning disabled
Ss representing four sample groups ‘ a segregated special
' class for 1earning disabled children, a part-time “' .
program fOr learning disabled children identified learning

kdisabled children who were ot receiving ‘any spec%eiihelp,

“gand a control group of non—le"i

disabled regula,ﬂ

‘_’class children SRS ST B "'_ |
5 '.,_/Mveas* oi’ self—-concept-;""‘achievement intelligence

']:and socioeeconomic status were taken and ‘the accumulated

\ . _1‘data used in evaluating whether differences in self—concept

S 0
'~w:or achievement occurred for the different groups ‘and in

fexploring contributing factors to any changes nhich did

.‘,""'.octmr._.;_--4.[_‘-;.',.,‘~

':Explanation of Terms ”.,a“ifh,u,n»,-ﬁ » fg':,,alﬁ j_ﬁg__j,gw\_4

Several terms used throughout the Study have specific _;.JNf

n;akfmeanings whigh%;ay be dissimilar to everyday usage v“lnf

‘Morder to make the discussion of methodological variablesiﬂ

:fmore readfﬁy interpretable vthese definitions will first ;f‘
:~j~j_be clarified s o




’ervices for 1°"“1°8 disﬁbled pupils” Provided by the

Edmonton Catholic School District ‘He had received an average'
score ‘on either the Verbal or Pertormance Scales of the
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (Wechsler ‘ —
1949, 1974) jor the Primary Mental Abilities Test, . = f
and was underachieving ,’byV approximately S -

'_one,;i third, -  based upon calculated achievement S
potential as determined by a sliding scale, (Erikson, 1975)

The Calculating procedure is outlined in Appendix A,

[

\
o No findings of this author which might have raised

question as to their eligibility into the category resulted

in the addition or deletiongof any Ss

LD is heretoforaused ':“"signate the term learning -

disabled

thievement Used as a criterion for placement in

programs for LD bhlldren by the Edmonton Catholic School k.

f'District achievement is defined according to calculated

achievement potential as determined by the - results of the

......

\Vide Bange Achievement Test and the Gates—MacGinitie Reading

[wTest in conjunction with intelligence data (see Appendix A)
Whmin reference to results oi’ this study, 'achievement is

defined according to the results of the Comprehension sectionl_
/

,ro*the Gates#lacGinitie Reading Test only | As such it can .

4

betconsidered as schplastic achievement in one subject ‘area. '

(reading) '_f17f3-ﬁf=“¥?“ e

jnéafnigg*céntfb;}fgﬁnéarpinggcentrag1sTde§dgibQAfby.~:,[g;f; .
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;dqscribed

't]placement in the Resource Room

)

j;%the Edmonton Catholic School District~as "an intensive fuIl-

time remedial program" which orfers "a highly structured
individualized program utilizing a variety oi instructional
techniques" (1975 P. i) The criteria for placement in.

A Learning Centre will be outlined when the sample is gf

- Further reference to the Learning Centre will be as' P
Le. - . o

V'Resource ROOm;, The Resource Room referred to in

‘.this study is that program created by the Edmonton Catholic

_§§h001 District to provide part time remedial help to LD

v

‘students who otherwise attend rcgular classes _ Students

egenerally attend the Resource Room daily for periods of -

from one-half hour to one and one-halt hours either

'*findividually or in small groups of up to seven f‘The'

jsample description includes a discussion of the criteria for

\

fffThe Sample

ilijed one of four groups which'are d

An initial\sampie'of 94 pupils (69 males 25 females,.

'.';ranging in age trom 7 years 3 months to 12 years 3 months)
'”“was drawn up with the help of Special Ser&?ces personnel of

i,ithe Edmontonffatholic School District Each pupil represent- L

fscribed below




RSSO - il e S A

‘i The final sample sizes for the various measures m“'“-”

dittered The Gates-MacGinitie Reading Achievement scores‘

were’ available for only 71 (50 males, 21 i'emales) of the
e_total sample.; Self-concept and IQ scores were available
xhifor 92 (67 males 25 females) Ss The original sample

;of 94 was reduced to 92 due to the impossibility of scoring

fidata in two cases.fff{g7“?;;"”“ E
Groug 1 Segreg ted Special Class Pupils (LCLD) The '

R -“‘:-_Ss consituting this group were 26 pupile‘ (22 males and

'"“334 females) attending three LCs Self—concept and

: intelligence data was available for the entire sample of

. 26 whereas achievement data was available fOr 14 pupils

B

.(13 male 1"fema1e) They were drawn from the population:fg'.

of students within the Edmonton Catholic School District

"_Yattendhng LCs (Nt90) | The criteria for placement in a LC

~rat? approximately one-third that expected on: the basis of

f?intellectual potential ﬁt? :“:,:i*"t,Tff"f,i'-:ffrt

The students rangeiin age from 7 years 5 months to o

'{12 years 3 months (see Table 1) -«The length of time that
’fstudents had been enrolled in the special class rangedfrom :

© 4 months to 2 years while none have redéived special help_

-

'*beyond the regular claSsroom prior to their admittance int0<ull

- is average or above average intelligence and an achievement(ﬁ.fﬁfi

‘;the LC A few of the Ss participated in physical education ~.'7

1hwith other classes but otherwise a11 remained in the”LC :‘h

ror a11 instruction .f'Tivngﬁer1f°;:,[7i?f



This group cdnsieted ot 23 pupils (17 male and 6 remale) attend-
mhing three ﬁhﬂs Achievement datawere available for 21 |

x‘éffmembers (15 male nnd 6 female) with selt-concept and

:f~intelligence scores available ror the total group They

T*ﬁj}were drawn from the population or all students attending a

""-.:::RRs in the school district (N-\. 900) The criteria of .

I

'“fﬁplacement in a RRwere average or above average intelligence o
j gand an achievement rate approximately one-third that ’

'iexpected on the basis of intellectual potential (see
L Appendix A) B ' ‘
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T AGE ANB GRADE RANGE or SAHPLE FOR
o 4;;~-. nacn OF THE FOUR GROUPS :

; Ang

S ‘”;7yrﬂyr 8yr-8yr 9yr-9yr 10yr‘10yr:{iyr-11yr 12yr Totals
f.Groups 11 mon 11 mon 11 mon 11 mon" 11 ‘mon. . -and up Lo

LN
4

S
A ”,

'511« i

.

26

C2

Vga
‘20

| f'?‘z;; RID 4
4 ‘

o w »
©
lo o o n
o H .

'y
3

e ermses T
' Group Grade 2- Grade 3. Grade 4 ﬁradé 5 Grade 6 ydﬁglgfigﬁ
R e L I,

1. LCLp ‘.; Grgdingfgdtgrélevqnf?i§ this7g§¢ﬁp'-'t:J;; ";7 o
B R AR BRI R

2. RRLD
'3. WLLD

:"bf”ﬁifa

::;sigo;“;s:;

4

J*Tétaiéf? ?12“u"§ 'fﬂizé"*;laj15*“

"ﬁilﬁgiplauation of Short Forms ;- ?[1'~3>'

*LCLD"‘Learning Centre Learning Disabled Groupf
+RRLD:. = Resource ‘RoQm Learning. Disabled. Group. |
;'LLD<; WaitinggList“:warning Disabled Group

'Control) Group L o

months but for‘iess thau one’ yedr. Attendance 1n




| the RR‘ranged”from one-half hour four times-per'week,to ,

- one hour daily.,'
LS

- While it should be noted that the stated criteria
for placement in both the RR: and the LC are identical /{
(Edmonton Catholic School District -1975 - 1976), and
'vtberefore'facgiitate some degree of comparability between

4

2 the two groups, there appears to be a greater propensity

to place théamore severely handicapped students in’ the
LC environment. However because differing types of
Lclasses are not available in all districts placement in one

or the other program often is made on this criteria

i‘GrOup' __gular Class Learning Disabled Children

. (WLLD).

6 fema

This group consisted of 23 pupils (17 males

) attending four regular classes in three schools
fwithin'the Edmonton Catholic School District The sample -
for whiéh achievement data was‘lvailable“Was 20 nupils '




',of Grade four pupils

Those in this group ranged inrege from 7 years to

‘”12 yeers 1 month and in grades rrem two to six (see

<,VTab1e 1) None had received special education previously

‘n".‘:

o Gi-‘ogé.f{;i ;7..'.";“Ntifx"’—f‘nisebileds“ﬁ D ,.grouiconsisted

rour class in the Edmonton Catholic School District

d. Achievement data was available for 16 members (8 males
and 8 females) This sample was drawn from the population
"o grade Iour pupils since the mean age of the other '

usample groups most closely corresponded with the mean age

@

In order that this group constituted a real control

group, it was necessary to ensure that no members of the<







: readingﬂf@

students.




accordance with the authorswwrecommendation that the

Comprehension scores are more expertly used for the

‘ iﬁrpose of averaging and comparing, all computations were .

made'on the Comprehension scores The Edmonton Catholic
| School District riles only grade scores.‘ The utilization

, 'k;of these grade scores in pointing to trends was suitable'
to the purpose ot this descriptive exploratory study J

: The authors report split half reliability coefficients
'<‘of 88 to 96 for different 1evels of ‘the test ‘Thegtests_

are Widely used thrpughout echool pOpulations.f;lf." '4§:‘v""

¥

ﬁ5’3; _l The-Goodenongg Draw-A~Man Test. This test provides
zla means of scoring the content of children s drawings to

| :
determine IQ, As a non~verba1 intelligence test it is

géherally«conside"ed;to be less anxiety producing and more

A correl*'

ffrepor‘i between t;fe Stani’ord Binet IQ

A




t"diﬁfefences on°thq Geedeneugh-ﬂarfis‘revisiog*between
{\\

pertormance by 1mpulsive and rerlectiwe children,ﬁ“

*’ﬁsﬁ gested that ‘the test is not biased against learning'fxf“"‘gkyfil
di abled children many of whom exhibit concomitant e
'fpérceﬁtual handicaps - 7’.‘ _ f. ‘l 18.7".‘-‘ SR

ol The pencil drawings used in this study were obtained :
"ﬁdnring the months of May and June f%?E‘.;th the mental

'eeges andvcorresponding IQs being detﬂhmined according :E-TQ fﬂ5;
,otaJ‘of 51 points '

to Goodenough'd (1926) criteria

=3 - A
p’#n be assigned a. score of either one or zero being accorded ) ‘

*ee,_bn the basis ot whether spec fic elements are ar are not

‘”‘ei:qludeg in the drawings.,u,j“”

e
PR VA

-R"t persons occupying tho'e posifﬁdns., The actual scale R

_ff fsed 1n’this study was o tlined by Blishen in 1967, a- S
. ;revised editieﬁ’of his ﬁaﬁe sysfem W T
T G o oy

.thd/scale was used solely to determine _ﬁi{ |

Theaﬁfelzv/e



R N T R SR ; . . .
thﬁt qdcnpation assigned a scale score (with a possible T
rad&d’of 25 36 for trnppers and hﬁnters to 76 69 ror ) '
nﬁi;ieel engineers) - The deEree ot homogeneity between
‘id then be establie d It ehﬁﬁhg be noted
IO ,q %G&t had been m ﬂ~ ingQSe?that they
,‘L aaﬁf. schqqls in npiggbo j&

of comparable

m¥¢ stn:;,‘;w*m T :
(¢¢, rﬁ?; '571» = ‘;ggi

Teeting Conditions

Thi% examiner %;ministeted the Piers-Harris Chirhren S}':f
30&1«00hé:pt Scale and the Draw—A-Man Test _il fii‘ 5 “

In prder to make testing inobtrusive to the normal
classroom routine the size of the groups combihed for

test adminietration was deterqiped by the size of the

groups normally asSembled for claseroom instruction

v

,(I "

;jL”35 ‘ Where whole class instruction was' the norm (e g in
| two LCs) testing was con&ucted within the entire class

Where small group instruction was the ngrm (e giﬁip two f7f51-"

a RBS& testing took place with snﬂll 'groups of"”'__frdm two to
’*w,feur In the ca e- ef the Rns

*T;ere teste&‘with the other

fﬁ_jerable to»administer

t‘

Tkt

“18; ciaserom to- heth ss - {fﬁuf]t

C "W.” I - .
LN T e
N .. B



~and other pupils, practical consideratione required
that WL Ss be. seiiegated from their respeetive classes T

and tested in g s of approximately 11

Teachers were given the choihe as. to‘hhether they '_' C
remained in the classroom during testing, their decision '
to be based on whether they‘felt their preeenee would
influence the responses of the students Five teachers ‘
(two of the three LC two of the three RR, and that o( the -

l contror group) were present during testing ‘ \ ‘
e It should be noted that al@iSs were assured that o
their individual results and reSponses would remainf ‘
'__ fstrictly confidential They were told that the overall"
“7‘resd1ts concerning "children in Edmonton schools" would

be the pnly information relayed back to their schools,-

| The. Piers-—Harris Children's Self Concept Scale Wl
: i;'administéred initially, foflowed by The Draw-A-Mah Test .\;vtf‘ri-
:?\'- A shOrt bxeak was allowed between the two administrations'hh{w:: o
| The Self-Conoept Scale was read orally, students circling .
o their responses atfﬁr each etatement was read ; Completion

H _\of“fhe test took hetween 15 and 20 minutes Students f”iﬁ
ev, were al‘lopred "13 much time aé‘ the:j desired to compl" __te -




HR

;,,Comprehension Sections of the 1974 and 1975 administrations

~¢o£ the Gates ‘acGinitie Reading Tests were obtained from-.

A
o information on file each individual schOol was able to

N
Ty
e

'assistance in the present setting,‘ :

: B B
~_the files of the Edhonton Catholic School District

_ Backg_pund Intormation lhen the schools had such

e

',..,.‘ | - "‘, . 5
P supply the following cL e Jw*" s ';h’.

#s

f“‘” L a) occupation ot family head" - A'ﬂ

T ' b) length of ‘time 8 had been receiving special
t‘. . .

assistance : } ‘
” Other information solicited where applicable was

i) length df time‘S had been receiving special
- "

b) length oi time S spent in’ special setting

. .
Ly

'-ﬁ?;" T T I SO
' sis of Data o .u; SRR 5'-v»f?h'."'f

J”bata obtained from the self-conceptﬁmeasure were

ff?moment coruglation coefficients The grade scOres obtained

vg;fon the achievement tests were ranked and nonparametric

v
a e

‘C}fintezdependence o% fhe various“measurements

Jii"analysed through analyses of variance and Pearson product

in the data.. COr!El&tions were coﬁbuted to determine f:i*;“

a 62

fstatisitical techniques were employed in exposing trends K

o

A

v
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scores, as described in the test description This s%bring

-"-"\"' St

_involved adding the Yes and No answers according to a key

constructeq by the authors . According to this key, items

‘are scored in the direction of a positive seli—coq;ept so

" that a high score indicates an adequate self—gﬁﬁyegg or
-»instance a high score on the intellectual and school

»‘r,status cluster indicates a positive self—concept in'this

:‘*ﬁﬁimension and 2 high score on the anxiety cluster indicates |

l t ‘the S does not view himself as being highly anxious
*jfordingly, a higher overall score is indicative of a

relatively positive self—concept ,

One-way analyses of vﬁriance were computed to test
the significance of differences ,on the mean scores obtained
Gby the members of the four groups on the general scale and

its clusters Further analyses were computed to determine

g se?:.' . SRR ’5- e SR » 4”"_ o . )
S Tee T 0Ty _ v .
. . y":? R o

determined bet n{%hevIQ as established‘thppigh this

measure and the scores ohﬂa;ned qawthefﬂ,
pE P

S »~&ﬂ‘ g ,;;x U A I o
Achievement Measure.. Rank ordering was employed to)

-
v

whether differences existed according to school class,or,‘n

%1;¥:boncept measure

test the siggi;rcance of the ditferences between group scoresﬁ;lj;w

LI




“

on the Gates-MacGinit}e Tests | Spaarman rank order
correlations were“co;p;ted to reflect the degree of
correspondence between the June 197! and June 1975 scores
©The significance of the dirrerence between coefficients -
| could be made once ‘r' scores were converted to 'z" |
(standard) scores (EQwards, I967 p. 245) | |
The use of rank order data and of correlationi,'

allowed general conclusions to be drawn as to the stead—

iness or. predictability of achievement

. \,‘j‘o

Methodoloiical Difﬁ.culties e

.f‘; - Blishen’”Socio-Economic Index 4 Since studie pin the
area of mental retardation have often attented to- t ract"--

n

that a. disproportionate number of children attending special

3 classes are of low socio-economic sgatus (Dunn 1968 Franks

. 1971), it was important that ‘an index of: socio—economic e
‘ status was included in this study td establish homogeneity
between groups T _' ' : e |
- o However, a great difficulty was incurred in obtaining
” the occupation of the family head required for ratings on W'

v

the Blishen Index Whereas schools af -one time routinelyv
kept this information available on étuﬁénts this is no |
lonkdr always the case.f SeVeral schbplaéat which Ss of this .
d study were tn attendance did not approve of soliciting such
intormation. To solicit the inrormation on behalf of this

r;study was. in essence to contravene‘the school philosophy

I S



" of not requiring this ‘ Accordingly, the information-ﬂhi'

was*bnly obtained where it was readily available either

_from school records or when verbally provided by the principal

1

_7Because this piece of information was only available for -
a partial segment of the group, it was required that an
f':estimate of socio-economic status be made on thé basis
Atiof those cases where ‘the information was available “The",v

',gsmtllest number oévratings available for. any one group was’

r N

N e " a7
-‘o 4 i
K

efght Therefore - an: estémate of socio-economic status was
Ty of eight

F*,

‘made. Using random numbers tables a sa

'ratings was drawn from the remaining groups. The analysis
'.;of variance,‘etc was, computed on’ the hasis of the compiled
3ﬁlratings '-"'j’_i £ | »b.

o The determined homogeneity of variance demonstrated llﬁafd'\
.that the groups were similar Two other facts point in o :
Zfavour of the comparability of the groups _ that the schools
:from which Ss were obtained were chosen with similar' | |
:socio-eCOnomic st tusfin mind in that the housing, etc in P
;*.the neighbourhoods wb'e co parable, and that the range of . A
"i:scores obtained for the eight cases used in each sample |
‘f covered the entire range of ratings obtained These

- factors allow one t%r“ 'egl comfortt}ble fn assuming that

'QSES was not a,factor afrecting results obtained in the study
'wahether this occurred because of careful selection of Ss
*'ror becauSe disproportionate numbers of low SES Ss do . . ',%"

h”nnot fall in the learning disabled special classes as they



" . 66 .

3 ’ b ]
.‘ .

/.

' mare thought to do in the segregated special class: for S ,-'

nuas cannot be determined Franks (1971) ahd Grotberg (1970)

~.Vtrends in the

-

did not’ ﬂnd lopside, groupings. J,” o 1.__' : ..#"“
W M ‘ F e
. ' ‘ P g . . st

dQ,

Analy sis b? Achievement Measures - The. Edmonton"

Catholic School,District records only the grade scores ’
,'aobtained on the Gates-ﬂthinitie Reading Tests.Because they '{iD
are not based on equal interval scales, these grade scores L
are not easily or acourately amenable to statistical analysis
JThe desirability oi using,shandard scores based on an '
;:iequal interval scale is‘recognized wever the data werel

"'9 ’ . L bE P

_utilized in the~ ost efiicient mehns p ssible in order that'”‘

‘ ta could be exposed ”\

}.éw The te tativeness of any conclusions ‘which can be RS ;_;F5%
- :.- e fo e TR
*:drawn.on t

e basis oi non-parametric statistics is acknow- IR
“ledged as.is the desirability of having been able to use' 1
estandard scores. However, the purpose remains clear to '

1"i'provide a balance of academic datﬁ to supplement the socials

7-,;(self—concept) results.;; ;Aqf““‘ S

" It was the steadiness or predictability of achievement

..i. 3) .
"twhich was oi' most interest to this study., In comparing groups -

if}‘for the purpose of educational decision making it was felt {d




’l{most appropriate instruments

7 -'The ranked data.aneairected however, when ditter-,

nences in rdhge occur "Much more interchange of ranked

l‘poeitions tends to occurnwhen the range of sc res is,small
Pl L D .

“This results in many changes in rank and wi

fcorrelation coefficient smaller. A large ra ‘-of scores
'iwould allow more chance for slight loss or‘ ‘ . |
to occur withont concomitant changes in rank This dis-

u,advantage notwithstanding, the use of ranked data appeared '\

Vto be the only suitable method available -

Piers-Harris Children s Self-Concept Scale. The

. 'limitations of self—report instruments are acknowledged i /

, However adequa.' reliability and validity statistics for B

”.the Piers-Harris Scale suggests that it is one of the

gt

:;its kind available for

vduse with children of the age usedsin this sample. Although
w“fggnot yet been established for "speeial" groups |

- .no, ‘

25 'Jb K

‘ffPiers and Harris report results of two studies which found

t

“ pec%al group means Within the normal range and encourage

tfzturther use with Special groups (Iayer,>1965 Gorlow Butlen }
:ﬁand Guthrie 1963) T e e L




m!w
KO
2. )

time also sug‘QSts ‘that pre and post testing would have Q;,;f‘-*“"'

‘been beneticial Subsequent researchers would be well

g advised to design their studies to incorporate such long~

term testing."

‘Testing‘Conditions. The varying testing conditions

have been outlined above. @% is sincerely felt that despite

the variation the conqﬁtions were comparable and not

attective to the obtained results '37. RS -/

4 \ ' ! » ) /'/ :

RB Attendance. Some diiiiculty is experienced in

discussing findings which,occurred in the RR because of thg

| fact that students attend the RR ror such a small proportign

of each school day Testing of self—concept was completed

in the RRs under the premise that how a child felt about

himself was partially related to the ti'b 'nd place in"

which ho was aeked how he telt., However much of their

if seli-feelings as well as their achievement was greatly

intluenced by the time spent outside the BR in the regular

: classroom.,;;]‘

o ’Conclusions about groups are drawp,based#%n the premise

that the teelings about selt may change as aresul‘t‘oi’ the i’act that




BRI

"’;‘ arx of Results

to whether the results relate to self—concept or to

':These tables appear in Appendix B ﬂ .

f\'cnm TER V

Z RESULTS

]

o~

The presentation of findings is divided according

achievement Data . - the self—concept*weneof primary

interest ‘as reflected in the fact that the greater o

p;number of analyses were computed fOr the selr-concept

Q‘;.-‘measure !The data on. achievedlnt however represent

| an important supplement to the self-concept data

It should. be noted again that the data related to Zb',;f;é

:5achievementare representat%ve oi 71 Ss whi@p all other

5
'3 (24
# B

data is reﬁresentative of 93" Ss BT 4'-1‘ SR f“@j?
' & R

Reference is made to tabies throughout the xext
. : _1'"

E The proBability vaiue required for. significance is
05 for all statistical tests nnless otherwise indicated

;y

ﬂ‘- 7. © . "._U.‘\.

PR

f%ﬁi Al;hough statistically signiiicant differences were

r?[not tound data revealed mOre positive self-concepts f°r LD

-aAESS who received remsdialfassistance than these who did not..

'tf;The term, trend will be used forﬁsuch date"




Ss;wéachfwithin'a different 1earnlng environment

f;were not foundAto he“dixfere . from each other ‘or trom

x B




.oneept were not ‘evi ent
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LA kN
£ L - ) |
#f“, SR | ’
Soy |

Q.difrerences wdnq not sitnggicant

-.7?‘. W

12 Predictahility 01 achievement was better for ;'

i b

“Iemale LD Ss within the regular class and partially

M

¥,

) concept varied according to the

L..

0 i :

13 Raw ddta revealed that the steadiest overall

progress occurred ror the partidlly segregated LD sample

oI R R
! WL . - C t ‘ .

Selt Conc@pt Measure d_ﬁf SR e

A od%-way analysis of varisnce was. computed to test

for any signiticgut differences/betweep the mean scores

”ﬁ% obtained by members oigthe four sample groups on the ;

Piers-Harris CHildren s Selt-Coucept Scale Table 2

illustrates the results of” that-analysie indicating no.

o diﬂ'ereuces (F 0. 82 (3 88) - p_> 05) S e

ﬁgere was no evidence to srggest that overall self-ﬂl

o

,jument.’ ;;fhﬁl':'ﬂ; ' t ‘j Q i,:u -5,_f ;~ L

- ! .
. oy

each o& the four groups on the Piers~Harris Children s

Selr-Concept Scale.‘im

72

H

122

’

'type or learning environ— -

h.“‘f'

Table’B shows tbé meani apd standard deviations for‘ '
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i F@Eg © . 28 . 52.826° . .. C11.%24 . ¥
By oL 200 sge000 . Y 14,754

W#»;Bﬁss*bée range'ot'ScoreewaBO;ﬁﬁg C 1‘,d‘“}l~' e

' sbores preaented in Table 3 however in

AR

Table 3. R

ARITHMI&TIC KEA‘NS ND STANDARD DEVIATIONS POR EACH* OF ’!ﬁ ?'OUR
. GROUPS . QN’ THE P RS-(HARRIS CHILPREN’S S\ELF-CONCEPT SC'AI‘E :

1“‘.

,—- —y
% \

“VTkgéoﬁnfﬁ’d_,i';N”ﬂ' Menn Scorh1 Standard Deviation

o ':_‘ b " 0
e Y 28 ,-_:55;269 ~?  L 11.55;“‘_'~-‘§§}

S

's6.304 | 13.861

%
]
w

. . : . . [ |
. R
o : : : : A
Y . SR O

R
The.ltw@&stioally insignifioant*results oublined in Tablo 2

‘
‘a‘

precluded %he conclusion thnt the differemes in mean. o

.v scoreﬁ among groupsocOuId not have occurred'%y chanpe,' Thé' ‘

i ed thav tnere‘

&J

was a trend among—LDs toward more positive se.f—concepts for

vv ;J )5

;_f}those LD 8s whquere receiving SPGCial 3551Stan°° (LCLD and 1& -

’

e o ' T : R

.

A one-way analysxs of vgriance ‘was computed between ‘

vx]zthe mean scores of the cbmplete LD sample (sroups 1 2 B }3 ;-f:

e and 3) and the non—disabled sample (group 4), on the self—.s\i

-**-concept scgle.; The resu}ts are presented in Table 4

f;?ﬁindicating thqﬁ the aample of LD children did not feel ;f?l\"“

. ﬁabout taemselves than did‘the 'flff;\”
‘ :;gO) = p} 05)
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MEAN SCORES OF THE Fﬂggf ' UPS ON THE SIX_CLUSTER SCOEES .
_-WITHIN THE PIERS-HARRIS 8 ‘_‘,REN S. SEL¥- CONCEPT. -SCALE:
K R S - _ . ' L o w” A ; ..,%.' N tL ".': . ’. N
e X . B- " 1 e B ‘ ‘%21',?;" ‘
S e Behav-" Intel- : Physqﬂ&J Aaxid Ropu’ VINpD
Group dour - lewt’ Appe ety@. i laritm,

: - . - . 4 - R "' ‘.J‘ ’J - el
LCLD | 13 ooo 13 4%3 -“.8.615— e 855 ; 7 231

nnm 14 %80 12 478:,“."”5'2"6.09}’ w.4‘§s | 7&6.. e

12 8 ew “11. 391. 7 348 7 boo 7 261 e 931 "“
Yo ) Q -

\14 150 ‘_”12 550 7 soo.__;:'s,s,.,a's_,og,;;. wgqq_ gﬂ 700 *‘a

.,_l ﬂ W N .y

Pobsible’rangnfior each varthbie /é
pl D=1%3" % 0=12; p2¢ *0‘112 H' ‘O‘-Q L .
_, B -.‘ s “ ":»“: ) ’;:_.. - <

. 'm"" -

- B / "- Y

the six areas tapped by the clusters of tPe Piers~Harris 4 ‘5}

Scale were demonstrated by tﬁe results of the one“way analysfs,ﬁ
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eimﬂarity mong means of the tour xroups On ”ch or '

ﬂ:ese dimensioﬁ, it wis assmned !;hat the g.reups did not

feel s:lgniﬁoantly diﬁereht roxarding these selr-‘--'. .

Q¥ o s
«2‘*‘ o.ttf-:lbutes." The eri'ect o:l' the type o‘ classrooin arrange- D

} intbllect phys:ldal appeara’nce
. wasmot sighificantly d:l.:ri'erent _N-.-_,‘Hbivever, e

the data attested to‘%he fact thaﬁ the *dirre‘
~hvgpp:l@éss and sztisi’action \dimensiopalwere .clpse vto signif- :
cinge’ 017 éaﬂas),’"‘_’ “0. .118) while tué*‘ie&t vari-. s -
mups &!“éﬁ-red@,uong’ the pépu%rity dime%on *

ation among
w ; »’_4_ % ._ ) . . G"“i
. (F 0. 12 (3 88) p =" o 950); g 4@,, SRR IR * P

‘ I"or the dimensfd&“oi' anxiet& (‘?be obt‘ained probab:l,&ity
(3 2 82 (3 88) o’ p_ ( 05) indicated that the groups

Reeults oi’ an a posteriori Seheﬂ'e 't'est o SRR S

between ~me$s on' "the enxiety dimension Lndxcated that the ‘f




5

s

&

;{ and their inte}lectual an school status.-"

'“i? qlageroompsuggeSte'tdaxﬁgroupings:themselves as opposeu

i i"*.' S e, N [} ot
. e ' ) Lo ‘f e . " . .
.'01?'- r" :w‘ : a\ o .‘ ‘ . . o .ﬁa o , -"r"’
A S La
schdbli. The )esulte qxﬁilie analysis ot me . “"]l_;‘ ' 3:‘
_the anxiety~dimensiqn‘y.‘ p' _ )
" are. presented in Table ih indicating that there wne ane
; statisticaliy significan{ dif!erence between how the Ss
_'f'of various schqplé perceiVed tﬁeir level of anxiety (F 2. 32 ff
;};" ' On the dimensions ot "Phyeical Appearance &nd Attributes"
RS and "Intellectual and School Status 3] signi(icant dif&erenoce
L L . 04."', : e : . D .
;\QﬂybtWeen meanS,scores for‘&embers of varying claes %ﬁ "’ere s
) ““.' ¥ . ‘\ -“' - . ‘ “ :'
B foqu Physical Appearange and Attributes..(F 2 §g, (7 ~53Q
*"'stij - 2_ \; Intei}ectuahgand School Statuslﬁ(F 2 83’ ‘"’ﬂ$¥

(7 Eﬁ),lﬁl ( 05) The rcaultibwere.very clbse to signiricance )
tor the "Anxiefb" ﬁaenai'n (F 2.10,. (8, 84) - 2 q‘.os) fﬁ

Theee results are Ji i d in~Tables 14 15 gnd 16 _3?§ﬁ:»%-‘

classes perceived theirlp yeﬁcq; appearance and.attributes,j
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m.bout oneselr : S

? | 0“ W&Y analyses of variance computed on the mean

v scores tor Seu-concept a.nd its diﬂensions when Ss were |
divided by sex showed pé sign-ificant differences excépt

on theu "Physicel Appef_ﬁ “_ce and Attributes" d,imension of-

- the sca.le.., Tg,ble 1‘7 presents the results of @is analysis v |
indicating ‘at male Ss perceiVed their physical appearance

and attributes significantly more positively than did ) '

-y "

remale Ss ’51"' é,,
significant e

P "-3" o

"'~ seli’-cqncept acoros of m,g.lesg’and :fema es w:lﬁn the sa.mple
'-‘ suggested t‘h‘at mq,les and iemalps did not reacﬁ di%ferégtly

. - o

Q_gmrison of Sel {._.Concept Data with Other Da.ta




fo. T8

. "? :.'. ..
. ;, _‘ L} .
: s > “., -
».group A O N P L ,-;;, .
Corh:elation coefficients comput adpe n 'each F“*

dimension. of the self-concept scale and IQ i’or each of the

ﬁl F .
s tour groups revealed that the "Intellectual and School S )ﬂ:

E .atatus" Dimension was pos,itively correlated with. IQ for v

the non-—disabled group (r = 0. 08,1, not sign%ficanvt) ,e,,"

j was negatively correlated for the three learnin‘ qrsabled
’ o L TR

| .groups (LCLD r ' ( . " . ..Q %1 wﬁ WI.LD r & ﬁj;f.;:
=0 st, nqne which vere significanu) Tt})ere was little RSP
B ‘e‘ :' * : .

*?lrelati°n8hip between IQ and the nerce tions of intellecﬁpal‘
Co L‘ & '
axﬁi school staﬁ’tus held by the lenj{‘f"

“T.‘l

saniple, In« the case of ¢he LC group

. j‘suggesting that [y goo:l self-peré’eption of one s intellectual _ ? ‘L'
ostatus was negatively related to mentalvability.. ;"7 -
. f{Q;: Dividing Ss according to high<IQ (100 and above) |
and low IQ '(below 100) f-evealed correlations between IQ and

group (N 44), and of r ==-0 1779 (not significant) for the .

A e ' -

low IQ group (N = 48) The relationship between leveLIf '-“'".- Q‘_f

'“Iij-.;mental abj,lity alfd self—concept in each ~case was posit’

1- B ; ) - . .;.“A‘

but lovr and there wa?,f o“ipdi"'tion ¥ differ:eyicee in self-—

.......
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) wcomprehension) made By‘members oi%tfre four eample groups 7

£y

‘over “he one year per:lo‘tl :trom June 1974 te Juqe 1975 Tab_,l,,e

;‘ R . wv

.(.18 illustrates these findings B !‘ f‘, e e e |
{ Tbe relative etaﬁing of members oritheg‘eeéregatgd LD ’@.
) group did noticorrespohd hdghly to tlrei.l; \stend%ng on: the - _ ; .
_ 'lelowing yea 8 test aﬁthgugu the ‘corrélation was ‘pgsi‘ﬁ;ve ?
,""-nowever th’e relative e'&uﬁd_ ‘ | i K
S Sk g e RO

K

control sampl% ,porrespondedhighlym 4

o 1*‘*#"‘“-:“' T AR
for«tﬁe- ¢wo g e ,9‘. AR ST CE S e
Lo - ~:4~" Y *. * ML SRR " SR N

. .fhat 1t c?uld‘pdt be preddcted

.j_;’ how ‘& child i,p an LCwould achieybe from %d’ne,ayea,r to the
r-fnext while it was posstble te predict achiewiemeut fcr ss - S :
Aor the other‘ three clttssroom arrangementp\w g , L B

.- ‘l‘h'e' “raw scores rey med that i'or ~42, M%\of t‘he LC g : "::g.?_*ﬁ;;.m

group, the achievelient scores echieved in June 1975 were

R

'the same_ or lese than thcee attaaned in 1974 Tgis decline SIRE
r 25% of the . P |

occurred for Only 4 76% of the RR group,

WL gronp and 50% of the control group These res\aglts are "‘

l

npresented graphically in Figure .1
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Table 20 shows the Pearson Product Correlation_jwiwnhgé,;r;

;.
. -

'tCOetficients obtained for males and females with

each of
f_the'greupe~and thp signiiicanbe or the dii!erence' between
fsexes in three of the groups.‘ The significance of difference B

: e
'.between scores ror males and femaies in the LCLD group

:icould nct be dﬂtermined since achievement datawere‘available

o %for only one qi the four original temale members of thd :t

By ,lsample. Thg resul’ts indicated that there re dii’terences

:g;:'tq;iachievemSnt rates of meles and remales within the

5 RRtgnd w gr&ups there being better predictability .;" tfljiﬁ |

vwi;'within eﬁﬁgugtoup for the female Ss.""' '3 ff ”rg;“‘*‘gv gg?:"
i Table 21 iilustrates the range of”raw scores achieved

“j;on the 1974 and 1975 administrations of the Gates-MacGinitie

'preadi g Achievement Tests. These wfll beeuseful for 3,1’71.9

z_;refer nce to the interpretations drawn in Chaptgt\%} :\1!vﬂ

ny,g‘"

nANGB or mw,spom:s ACHIEVED ON SEPARATE Anmmxs'rm'rmns
| 01,? Tlm GATE -MecGINITIE READING*ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

‘ &Grow :":k
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ijBasic Comparabi;*gg or Groups '
Although not- under consideration in thts work

. the following results are. presented for’ the purpose of

'j_ establishing the ‘pmparability of sample groups

)\ .
.'-\V

. Test ranged from 64 to 147

'Lfand msan IQ scores tor each group

CE

A

. F ! *

o MEAN 16 RATINGS’ GBTAINED FoR ‘
- THE,GOODENQUGH "DRAV-A-MAN TES]

ALL GR

The scores.obtained on the Goodenough Draw-A—Man

Table 22 outlines the range

F O

; T
< g o
7N .

. Growp

‘f'ueap.m S

-t

'fRange of Scores o

LS
e -

.....

-»103
e A-:L.';“_101

o 1, 161 231
B 97. 957»*7'”

129 'if;]
600 o '

71 - 146
64 - 147

" 66 -‘139-»
e f,'fl-fffr R
g8 - 125

. .4,».
TN .




ifhomogenoity or variapce reveaIed‘a chi~square value of o
'-? 0. 6665 with an associated probability value oi 0 8810

G
;:The¢results of the one-way analysis of variahce computqd

e F Mv

' tor fﬁehblishen ratings is p esented in Table 24 (F GbeT
(3, 28). 2>, .05y 1€ can be
S wero aimilar 1n termstoi SES j%jf-_ﬁ g »'{"ff‘_g“ -i

. \
. ~










by the type of.learning environment in‘which they are

* placed (Cirroll, 1967). In- this study, the debilatory
Aeffects ‘580 often attributed to either regular or special
class placement were not in evidence It presents agreement

. with Heilizer s (1962) snggestien that the development

o ;of self-concept may not -be the same for different categories .

of exceptional children : ‘_-’ oL ' ?' . ' \
The trend for self concept scores to be more positive for

the LD. students in the two "special"'arrangements (LC |

and RR)than for the regular class LD 'S (WL) suggests }hat

the type of learning environment did have certain:effects

It can be conJectured that this trend might have been’ more

pronounced had the Ss of each group been studied in their

‘groups for a longer period of time It suggests that LD

_children feel better about themselves when they are receiving

special help Whereas further experimentation over time -

»periods is necessary before definitive conclusions can bel

drawn the results can be interpreted as supporting the s

D'neces51ty of spec1al education for the learning disabled
Research findings with EMR Ss favoured segregated

_special class placement over regular class placement for

the’ fostering of more adequate social adjustment and

self—concepts. This ‘has been interpreted as stemming from

the fact that feelings of adequacy and acceptance can

only be developed in a specialized setting where children

compete among intellectual peers. This study's results-



\

R of-LD.children ‘the special class setting did not offer )

87

demonstrated an advantage for LD children receiving

specialized assistance be it in a segregated setting or

-t

.on a part-time’ withdrawal system - Although the-reasons-
cannot be determined it can. be interpreted that having '
.one's disabilities recognized and catered to aids the

self—concept more than does being left to- fend alone among

[ ..

»more able peers

~

v Anxiety was the sole dimension of the qelf Co cept
Scale for which significant differences between gr ups
were found Segregated special class. LD Ss were ‘much more

‘aware of feelings such as nervousness, fearfulness .and -
» e

_shyness than were non disabled Ss That this occurred"

Vonly for one of the three LD groups indicates that the

LD Ss as a group did not perceive themselves as significantly

-

a:'more anxious than did. the control ‘group.

" The demonstrated trend was for there to be a\higher
' anxiety level in the segregated setting than in either the

'partially segregated or regular settings For this sample-

\.
\the .security that allowed feelings of anx1ety or nervousness

to be dispelled. “
'\ . Advocates of the segregated special class (e g

‘ Koppitz) argue that the security of the special class |
prdvides the warm, friendly, non-threatening atmosphere that o
disabled children require in order to learn The competi-
tion with more able peers required in fhe regular cIassroom f\z

is t ought to bealleviated(Johnson 1959) _Proponedts-of




.

the resource room feel that they have’ met the ideal thei.
pressure to be part of the regular school class group is d
lessened because children are not totally segregated

jwhile the competition is lessened in the individual s
'particular area of difficulty through remedial help.

* The results of this study showed the LD children in-:

full attendance in a regular class and those receiving part—i
fjtime RR help to be 1ess anxious There is no indication of

* ' 3

-ﬂanxiety being heightened to LDs whose classmates are not \‘

5-.

ffédisabled - The’ tréhd was in- iavour oi the part-time remedial \
i7help program‘ j“ - -
n,.. Despite the atypical behaviour and learning patterns

80 often attributed to- LD children (Clements, 1969 Gaddgiﬁs :{'
"'1969),v significlnt differences,were not demonstrated ”
'between self percLived behaviour or intellectual ‘and school

status of the Ss participating in this study I LD children

are aware of the poor gross and fine motor control emotionalx'

.lability, hyperactivity and learning difficulties‘ghich'they
\\are said to possess, it could be expected to show up on
these\two dimensions . of the Self Concept Scale Yet,'ﬁ‘
‘whether differences in either'be?aviour or intellectual
and school status existed the és perception of them did
not diifer significantly "The ack of ditferences between
:ldisabled and non-disabled Ss on these, and other dimen31ons,
;suggested that the LD child ‘'was not acutely aware of |

these problems o 'asj*f- -“‘~7» ;‘ ~‘i: .



"flf.g HOWever th evidehced trend was ior the segregated

LDs tp have the most positive ana the regular clas LDs‘

- -

the least positive (eelings about their intellectual and
school status and is in keeping with findings ior E?R |
;' children. A similar interpretation to that expresseﬂ in
the EMR literature\may*be employed removed fro the -
competition with children more capable of learning, children.
in special classes tend to vieﬁ themselves as more capable }
'A climate of acceptance ot weaknesses necessarily exists
‘ Mehbers of the WL group,being ane of a few children with

learning difficulties in a regular olass may have been

‘

led to feeling a sense of being Iess intellectually endowed

', or less\successiul in school ThOugh present the etfect
‘,‘ . r\ - .
appeared less severe fox those who were removed from the'

T

' + ST
regular class On azpart-time basis “ H‘{,??
The trends then,‘seem to support the postulation that

"".-—

» .
the gind or er ironment in which one is asked to perform "'an

-

F aifects the feelings about school status.v There were indic-
ations that performing among similarly disabled pupils e
R

resulted-in more positive teelings about one s capabilities
B ' '\% & "
It»should be noted however that dif!erences in perception
w‘\- Lo

*L‘between LDs and the normal group did not occur so that the
case'was not ome of LDs ieeling more or 1ess capable than"a"

e » 1‘
.

~' "normal"«children.vl}&;;;;;f7ﬁjﬁg;.fﬁi-ﬂ‘ﬁ'~]'.‘ - ':, »
;;; That a similar trend did not occur and.that‘the group

scgres were very sim lar qn the‘behaviour dimension suggests .

t, . N

P

- .



‘ that the type of learning environment did not affect

f feelings about behaviour to the same extent as it affected
1. . B

feelings about the more school-related area, intelle 1‘”
and school status.; That each LD group saw themselves '
as having more negative behaviour than the gontrol Ss .
| provides some credence to the eontention that LD Ss may
f have had some awareness of the atypical behaviour attributed
‘:tothem. o
| The differences q‘iph occurred between school and
. qiass groups along the dimension of anxiety,_as was also :
the case for types of learning environments suggests ‘that
ithis dimension of self-eoncept was more affeoted by the '”.
":grOuping in mhich one€Was placed than any of the other '
: diménsions.: It may be that feelings of anxiety are as ,. - Jf | &
;}readily affected by peer group, teacher attitude or style o |
or sch;:I philosophy as by the type of learnihg environment
' bin which one receives instrdction That differences
i were demonstrated in the perception of physical appearance
.and attributes and intellectual and school status for
,.members of different classes suggest that other areas f'
.d,of‘seif-concept may be affected by these same factors. )
: The question must also be raised as. to the validit‘
‘; of the anxiety dimension of the Self*poncept Scale Because ffr‘ﬁ}
‘}'it is the single clusQer score alone which differences almost o
‘f;invariably occurre%’ 6ne must ask whether the demonstrated

«

-;fegfects oceurred due to thefhnstrument variable or. real .
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difierences in‘anxietyt7 This is a- very real possibility,
'ﬁ owing to the tentative inibrmation available for the

o cluster scores of the Scale (Piers and Harris 1969)

It is not within the scope oi this paper to exploref‘

-where or how such diﬂerences occurred ‘Ihile it was .

r'Mpossi e to it least partially control for general mental L .

) ,ability and socio~economic status, it was not possible

”to control for variables such ‘as school philosophy and
f‘teacher technique without being/able to randomly assign
"“Ss to various environments. With notahle exoeptions '

e

(Goldstein, M0ss and Jordan 1965 and Carroll 1967)

few researchers have been able to do 80. One must question

whether research results which support .one’ kind of learning

arrangement over another might have differed had Ss

been divided along alternate lines 'einer (1969)

was the only author reviewed who accounted for this type -

_of tactor A key word to our discussion must be that of
"climate." f0It seems apparent that the climate of
acceptance existing for the grouping in which a child

receives hisviﬁ;::uction may be as influenthil a8, the

type or program

¥

5{ Begardless of the question posed by the above findings'

it must Be noted that difierences in overall self-concept

4 . .

were not evident.' That this.is the case snggests that

- marked difterences in feelings abouf‘seli were not

occurring as a result of factors such as teacher technique B

el

EY

s 1.
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‘or school philosophy anymore than because of differences L
'in learning environments.f Although specific areas were .
.% affected the effect wﬁs not SO - great as to influepce
' more general ovegall self-feelings . . I_ftt
The question of sex differences in self—concept -
'was raised in Order to determine whether different learning
5, environments might produce differing effects for males
.and females.. This was not found to be the case. That
'j,males perceived their physical appearance more positively
;than females probably had more to do’ with higher societal '
;expectatiOn for females to be physically attractive than -\
with the type of learning environment in which they '
-received instruction °_5 o ' |
'\‘ The fact that only verylow correlations were estab—
‘ dflished between IQ and.self-concept suzgests thht how f":
'ffeither LDs or non-LDs Ielt about/themselves was not } : ~r”
7f,dependent on the level of mental ability bThis was further
’fjsubstantiated by the low correlations established Co ’
‘wben Ss were divided into high and low IQ groups It may‘

':be that the same factors which operate for EMR Ss may

7;}not operate ior the learning disabled. Johnson (1950),

:-"‘_’John,son and Kirk (1950) and Baldwin (1958) all reported
f::results indicating that the least intellectually endowded
#Tfof their EHR samples were the most socially isolated »‘If
”fiit can be assumed that self-eoncept is adversely affected
afby social isolatioa, for this study s sample\of LD children,,




T

}ok . o '. . i S 'v.“ . . \x - = 93

whose exceptionality has 1ess to do with mental ability

than with)other problems ‘no. similar trend was established

L

It may be that the same factors which Operate for EMRs

may not" operate ‘or LD children ' This questions ‘thé

applicability ‘or results from EIR research to other

exceptionalities i .' - o |

| That there was & negative correlation between ;b.
LDs perception of their intellectual and school status i.l
and IQ and a positive relation for control Ss merely \\'iggx”'

suggests that the LDs as a group, were different. NQ

further conc ions can be drawn on the basis of these

~,

-data Only further research ‘can establish along what

lines ‘there are differences in how LD children view them—

selves as opposed to normaleand other exceptii'al children f

v

Achievement Differences in achievement w re evident e

between the segregated special class LD Ss and the_'>

non—disabled Ss. This leads to the conclusion that steady,"

predictable progress did not Qccur for a11 Ss within the -

LC group to the extent that it did witbin the control group

What occurred academically within the LC sample varied

‘.according to the individual it was not ‘as predictable

as that which occurred in the control sample The relatively |

- larger range of scores for the control group (see Table* 22)

than for the LC group may partiallv explain this difference

Differences did not occur in achievement among the

4

three LD groups This.leads_te'the‘conclusipn_that‘no;pne



ot the three learning environments had proven more,bv-

B conducive to academic achievement over the one year period

'1occurred for each group Almost 43% of the segregated

o less ‘than 5% of the partially-segregated (RR) group

That achievement of LD Ss within the RR and WL groups j’

‘ was more predictable than that within’the LC group suggests

i that one must assume that the LDs sampled in this study ”,”(}1,

did better academically when in partially segregated spec1a1 |

classes or in regular grades than when segregated full me,
ObseFVance of the raw scores of the LD samples //; |

'_allows for more insight into the academic progress which

‘special class (EC) and 25% of the. regular class.(WL) LD

groups failed to show progress Twhile this occurred for

It suggests that progress was occurring for a greater

3 proportion of the RR’ group than for either of the '

| other LD set-ups or even for the control group (where
50% failed to progress) It is the opinibn of the writer
that gains for a large majority of a sample speak more
highly for the program than do- large gains for a few
individuals ~and no gains for others In this view the
RR program allowed much superior results for its members .
than did any other program Despite the lack of | :
.lrsignificant differences between the three LD samples
according to cqﬂputed analyses the results seemed to -
5 suggest much better achievement for the partially-

L segregated group



. The above findings differ from those of Sabatino

- (1971) which revealed greater gains in reading comprehension

'»for segregated special class LDs. It suggests that the

,results of various studies on LDs are not apt to be any

‘less contradictory than those studies of EuRs The results

of this study on LDs specifically supported Carroll' 0
”(1967) findings that the partially segregated setting is

most beneficial to the academic prOgress of EHRs and

“,Qgenerally supported the assumption within the entire field

95

"of special educatgpn that this middle-of—the-road (partially-xh"
- ¥

;segregated) placement 1s best (Christoplos and Renz 1969,

- Dunn, 1968) S

‘ Analyzed results indicated that the academic progress
'fof LD males and females differed whereas this was not the 2

‘ifcase for non disabled Ss.f No artifact of data seem to

. explain this l That the differences occurred for the LD
groups and not for the control group is as. likely as
_not to do with the nature of 1earning disabilities. ;The
z.reason for the greater proportion of males diaguosed
idas learning disabled is not yet undegptood It suggests

’however that varying learning evnironments may affect

"fboys and girls differently, a fact which few researchers o

“,ihaVe taken into account

The results demonstrating a higher anxiety 1eve1 ,fl

‘5famong the segregated special class (LC) LDs raises some

‘f]question as to the similarity of the sample groups...iz
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| It/hay, in fact be this shy, fearful nervousness which ‘tﬁvﬂ
gtcontributes to the child s’ placement in the se;reg§§edk* i &
.setting these feelings of anxiety may be what prompt%§<
| ban administrator s assumption that the child cannot\ §;¢
ia"cope" with.even ‘part- time regular placement Lf‘ "~f?t.
L ; Pew statistically significant findings were made\.
_’ein this study.f It seems notable that two of thQse which
”'were significant seem to tie together.A The resudgf'
‘the cluster of self—concept Scores indicated/high anxiety Gy
4;1eve1s among LD children attending segregated speeial d_' B
‘ classes The achievement within that group was demonstrated ?
'-to %F the least predictable and steady ‘-The reiationship
..bexween academic achievement and self-concept is Well
'vestablished (Purkey, 1970 Labenne and Greene, 1969) fThe;;*‘
_;child's feelings about(himself and his abilities have a. -
?r;strong infﬂuence upon his achievemgnt level It follows,
titthen that if the child is experiencing feelings of nervous-f‘
' vness shyness and fearfulness that he is not in a state“ﬂ .
-j“most conducive to his best achievement Mdbh better achieve-
.jkmept would be expected of the child who is"less anxious '
?;.and therefore'better able to devote his energies toward
",fthe tasks\set before him.; A great deal of research remains
~hfto be done to determine the role played by climate of -

3}the_c1assroom in determining hoth self—feelings and achieve-



L Summary of Interpretations Bearing on Kajor Research R
-Y_Questiong uj ‘ L T L L R ' SN
. ; ‘ : . ' \

X _The” debilatory social eifects 80" oiten attributed'

e o /

tofone or another type of learning arrangement were notnr

_in evidence in this study of sef?—concept.y_'" ]

',However therata suggested that more positive self-concepts
T D

ivexisted Ior those LD children who received special assistanc-

4]f1y segregated) than for those who

“'f(either fully\or part
?did not This is interpreted as supporting the necessityﬂ ;A._ ;

";for LD children to receivﬁ specialized assistance if they :; -
Yoo : . o

?,bare to maintain positive self—concepts. \ |

§ A trend revealed that LDs in segregated special "
.;classes held more positive feelings about their capabili-'
?.Lties than did LDs who did not receive special education

The feelings of those LDs receiving spec;al education on
arfa part-time basis ‘were not as positive as those of the
' fsegregated group but were more so than of those who :

‘?received no speciaI assistance. Again,_these results
;f are interpreted as supporting the necessity for specialized//
‘-assist!hce beyond the regular classroom and as substan-g\:'
: tiating that disabilities are more clearlyﬁemphasized in f
lnthe regular classroom when‘no alternative support system ‘
.-,'isvrovmed O R RS
ii*‘?iﬁ LD students attending segregated Speeial classes o
ybperceived themselves as havingthigher levels of anxiety
than any other group Doubt is raised as to the security‘
'[foften thougbt to exist in the segregated class Questionf"



i is brought to bear as to the possible effect of segregated
special clags placement upon apxiety level and as to ‘the ,
‘ possibility that it is the more anxious LDs who argpplacéd

CI

in segregated classes

4

Although no statistically significant differences werefound

-

o

between LD goups more substantial achievement occurred for LD o

Ss attending a part{ ime specfal class (RR) than within any'other '

P

group In alditlon, achievement was more predrctable for LDs’
\who did not attend the segregated special class This is” :
L interpreted as demonstrating a definite advantage for. .=7k »
the integrated appﬁoach, supporting présent administratiue |
practice but in coﬂtradistinction to much research

‘ Differences in self—perceptions on various aspects

of self—concept occurred across school and class Hines
f as well as across the groupings being compared for the i 7v'3’
purpose of this study This, again, raises question as" N
‘to whether it is the,type of grouping or the climate of
-. acceptance w1thin the grouping which is the key to both
‘self feelings and the achievement which is so often < .
dependent on those feelings : ' | o
?ﬂ“; No statistically significant differences OCcurred .
between the overall self-concept scores Differences occurred
between the reading achievement of control Ss and

segregated special class Ss but none,between varying LD
é/s‘s "fl‘lowever, on ‘the . basis of trends and specific results :
lfdt more specific analyses, some general conclusions can .‘ o ih

SR

be drawn.’;y7j- Ef‘lﬁ'f;f\.*-

N g
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It mustwbe cOncluded that fewer negative feelings

ahout self occurred for the RR group and that overall

<

performance in reading comprehension was higher for this

v

same group LAlthough specific results must be analysed

separately, the general’trend throughout the results

\,4.suggests superiority Tor this part—time special class

AT

program for LD. children
The general Iindings of the study, then, are

supportive of the current practice in North America

special education that of providing remedial programing
Qn a part time withdrawal basis It is a,positive
finding, allaying some of the doubt experienced by the
author in obse)ting the practice becoming so wide-spread

without substantial research .to Support its implementation

A& Further research oi course, ‘is indicated and ‘necess-

”itated Howev&g» the results of the present study must
be viewed pOSitivePy, indicathng approval for present
policy in theafield of %pe01a1 educaﬁion That research,
hogever must carefully study the climate of the groupings
which are under study in an erort tg discern whether *

type of prggram can be g0mpared as much as can climate of

acceéptance in a program. _°
=
% . ‘_
Research Problemg L3 _ ’

Several of Q&e research problems encountered might

l")

i
more readily be - ;accounted forpin a replication of the

¢ &
-

99
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study; The relatively smalllpopulationmsibe from Which
Ehe sample was drawn resulted in the difficulty in control—
ling for comparable lengths of time spent in}special
programs andvmeant thzf'a broad‘age range was sampled.
To have been able to-sample larger numbers in smaller
.age ranges waould have discounted the differences wgich
age factors may have contributed to the results of this
study. To have been able to control for the varying
durations of time for which Ss received specialized help
would have increased the validity of the reSults

The Edmonton Catholic School District S use of a
reading achievement test as one of its main standardized
.achievement measures seems to rest in the carry-over
The large proportion of reading disorders constituting
1earning disabilities was also a determinang in choosing
a type ofﬁachievement meaSUre moSt suitable for the pop-
ulation from wh1ch this sample was drawn. o

However, the fact that a measure of readlng achieve—
ment was used meant that the_"achievement" resuitSJOf the
study referredvonlp to a single area of;achieVement.
Although,'mostresearchrs(Bacher,‘1965;:Cassidy and’Stanton,
1959) have used only a single,measure, any who havevtapped_'
» varyiné achievement areas (Sabatino- 1971-;Balow'.and
”Curtin 1966) haVe found differing results Again whereas

it was not within the scope of thisstudy to test beyond the
‘f," e : : .
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¢

'single'area'of“reading achievement (since reading

, achievement seems to be the most suitable area) it would

o€

have been_preferable to hNVe compared achievement in‘various
areas. | | .‘ : v ”

Pre and‘posthtesting of‘self-concept or. at 1east a
. second measure over timeowould have been extremely valuable
in determining the part played by treatment and by initial

differences between groups N R QL

Despite the inherent problems the study was undertaken

-

with a belief 1n the signifi:agsa§ff studying what exists |

rather than what can be contrived to fit the laboratory mould.

As Giorgi (1970) points out, "too oiten phenomena are studied'

more on the basis of the availability'of methods than on:v

how the phenomena appear and what they would require" (p. 83)
To have been required to hold to the precision of

the natural scientif1é approach would have meant a failure

‘\to study the relevant aspects of the question ' ln following

g’strict scientific procedures,vthe study of Ss as they func—‘

) tion in their normal learning environments would have had . to ’
be abandoned To derive broad generalizations concern1ng '
phenomena as'they might exist and to do the same regarding |

henomena as they are experienced are two different acts
The former has.the advantage of being "pure" in the sense | | dL/'
that the results achieved and the conclusions drawn‘ B

N

irom them are "correct " The corresponding disadvantage

1

is that its data may not always reflect ‘nor its
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conclusions always fit what exists in fhe real world
- The latter has the. disadvantage that its results based as
'they often are in imprecisely controlled or collected o "

'data are really unsubstantiated and therefore tentative : 1‘.(7‘
Its advantage however tentative ‘islthat the results* ‘5¢~.
*directly relate to the conditions or facts as they are ’

' .en;erienced by individuals in today s, schools . Q}

~ With the rapidity at which decisions in the area o
iof special education are being made it seemed that the. .;

f"relevancy of t&e latter gave the distinct adVantage toiyf

.\‘. {

-

‘that approach
| Several of ‘the problems encountered are simply ‘
those encountered in .a reality sample and not easily
changed without concomitantly becoming obtrusive and
changing to a more - laboratory-oriented experiment

Estahlishing comparablehsize testing\groups seemed

less advisable than testing in groups and environments in’

ﬂlwhich the children were normally grouped. However 1t would
;have been preferable to test the WLgroup:u1asnorma1‘asetti“g

- Controlling sample siZes for equai numbers of males / L

R and females may have been more experimentally pure but _i'j-'

’

"‘would have denied the situation as it exists in reality,ﬂ

that being that a greater proportion of LD children are

";fmale.’ In. fact,the single element which sould have

';iiimproved this study along that line would have been cal

7.to have comparable ratios within the four groups This;wasV -

T B A
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a particular weakness in regard to the control group
» Selection or Ss through individual inteﬂligence and
‘yachievement testing would have provided more satisfaction."

as to whether the Ss- were truly learning d&sahled Again

v

however‘ to do s0 would have been to negate the school S

jclassification and the purpose of the study to dear

A

[

with the same children with whom the school deals

f Conclusions”

A current trend now in practice in North‘American
school systems is that of creating alternatives to the

‘f segregated special class for exceptional children. The

.ﬂfmost usual procedure for doing so is to place
"the. child on the register of the regular CIass\\having - V',:

'ihim receive parts of his instruction in that class while\
'withdrawing him to a special class (e g ,resource room)

- to receive remedial instruction in ceﬂtain subject areas.
'This practice is based on the assumption that the student
ﬂ~gains more from this experience than from being segregated
f~for his entire instructional day in A special class with :

A “~4similar1y handicapped students.f Based on a’?eview of f, 'f':; .
"f:wthe-literature it is the author s opinion that this ‘ |
“Jifpractice is more deeply root\d in a democratic notion of .'
'flequality and in budgetary'considerations than in any '

A;

‘ffftactual data 6n the*superiority of\the type’of

-',};;;pr’cgramming. : And that suoh is the case 1sr acceptable
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"'rof*two*reasbﬁs¥“ that where considerable 1iterature
"-exists (on EMRs) it does reveal a need for ‘an altern—

~ati§e to the regular or the special class and that societal

-values must surely affect educational policyd The unaccept-

“.ability Iies in\the claim that the practice is "better" for. -

nat children. It seems questionable that such stateme ts
\ should be made withous there ‘being existing facts ‘3h ‘
(ryestablishing that this is the case.i ) ,13'7",(.‘ f"A: e
o It iserealized that monetary constraints nécessitateﬁ{*”
;that d}sabled children are afforded only part time remedialiri"
*Lhelp It is evident that with both teacher and parent '
t;groups demanding that those exceptional children be .
. fprovided with the specigliiedrassistance they require L
‘?_that schoo}zadministrators take positions But it is |
'firone thing to-"sell" a program on its established merits
fland another to state fhat it is required because of n
| monetary constraints.‘{'14V-,“g,i"_ '0.:» G ..‘”,e e
.‘i o As this prhctice of withdrawal special education or 'r<-
;hb"mainstreaming" applies to the learniqf disabled it changes;
:the entire culture of the school The difficulty experlen-‘
fced hy this researcher in finding a control sample (i €. R

3j»a class irom which noﬁstudents were withdrawn for‘spe01a1- R

Thiized,proqrammins)ie‘emplifies the situation. Within a .’

school there are fewj'lasses,;if any,-which are not
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on g withdrawal basis.‘:‘.;
, The facts have not been studied as thpy apply to |

a.fthe learning disaUled in the same way that th y«have been
studied for the EMR population It was on th s basis that Sv
this study questioned the acceptability of the mainstream- !
'ing practice. While’ acknowledging that. there is no
}precedent for educational change to respond only to
‘vresea"h resul&s (Lilly, 1973) and that. educational change-
will necessarily be in accord with societal values

f’there still seemed to be a gap In an age of research
sophistaication it did not seem’ right that such widespread
'change would occur without simultaneous research into

fits desirability That there was . a‘"feeling" as- to the
=worth of the program did not seem adequate Since the

f*‘same rat onale was employvd to explain its institutioa it

fiseemed as though it was being assumed that what was found "

~i~for the educably mentally retarded also applied for ;'

'learning disabled and other exceptional childrdn .

' o This study was designed to compare the states |

-pf self-concept and levels of achievement of @ "‘

.- learning disabled pupils in three differing learning »

pjenvironpents., While it has not begun to. fill the gap,

.'it has exposed certain facts as. they exist ror a single

*’Edmonton sample.‘ That the tacts which were established

| ening._ That so many

support the current trend is hewr

:“ so many more exposed



.

' demands that more attention ‘bg_;lix*éctjed to the topic.

»
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~ APPENDIX A

THE Z SCORE DISCREPANCY MEfHOD USED

. BY THE EDMONTON CATHOLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT

‘TO IDENTIFY LEARNING DISABLED CHILDBEN
. o

s
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The Z score discrepancy method (Brikson 1975)
‘ is purported to accurately identify children who are R _.i.il
achieving below their potential It is the formula used
by the Pupil Pers0nne1 Services of the . Edmonton Catholic
School District: in identifying LD children T
Two achievement measures are used .scores onu'
Wide Range Achievement Test (Jastak and Jastak 1965) and
the Gates~MacGinitie Reading Test and ‘the level of )
l achievement as determined by these scores is compared to
‘ ‘the expected level of achievement as. determined by scores
on the Wechsler Intelligence Test for Childrén or. the
Primary Mental Abilities Test The child achieving tof -
| potential ié expected to obtain a-z score on the achieve-
T[ ment tests which is. similar to his,z score for 1Q. |
| The Edmonton Catholic School District sets its own

4

criteria for determining which children are designated

‘ learning disabled according to noims established for the'i

S

system . . I



. a
. e
Lo .
. . (N a
- .
. !
,
B ! “ .
. A p—
a

ot
. ) ) , .
v I,
2 . g , .
¢
: : . ¢ E
- ‘ N -
. ‘ ! .ot
N . Lot
“
> : .

! ¢ N a
) . . 2 ’ - ' P T
. ' ; i
o . of

. ' . B - ;
, , : :
: . BT . i
: R : . i . {
B t
. . rel ' '
- ) . . . |
. . o i i
+ N o "
. . , Ll L
. o L
. . ! - - .
. Ly, . . '»,f i
. ’, L. » : K
: . s
. . o




~“Tab1es Pertainin to res Obtained on the Piers#ﬂarris
ren,s §eT?-goncep cale R : _ o

';#5.5  Table 2

ONE-'AY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON’ SELF—RgngPT
IEAN SCOBES OF HEHBERS OF TBE FOUR

\ to o B oo e ."""‘ T T oy

Sour¢ef el SSZ'ﬁf-7‘;il$j f -”_Drgf . E ?“ﬂ_:‘?'

Groups ' 408 00 136 0. ‘[ '3 0.82 0,488 .
Error n> ‘146, oo 166 42 DEY R

. ey e Table 4 O e o s
e sgi!“ anALYSIs oF vasidvce or SELF-CONCEPT MEAN =~ - °

S'OF COMBINED LEARNING: DISABLED GROUPS VERSUS
S NON—DISABLED GROUP.

Source -

s

B e
D - % N
,

o e Al L L

Toups: ‘ | 7f 160 69 37"¢‘i 7?7i759f7f ",6f2il‘ff5w'1iwfry
' Error 14800 oo 164 36 015}_;55,;;jf?“f;};]= IR




. . ¢
' * . g . «
Wt -
. AR
= —_— T e . . - "
N - e . '

abl 6

. . S e
o oux-way ANALYSIS or VARIANCE OF GROUP unan SCORES "j==-,
~ éN rnn anavxoun CLUSTER OF .THE snnr-coucnpr SCALE o

Source 88 . Ms DR R

\

' o - Bty ' - ';\, N ) )‘ e B ) ) C . . R . . A
_Groups. . - 38. s 12, QL\ 3 -'1.086 . 0,360
7Err9i?',i’ 1o7o _fr° 12\16 Qg.;gs‘*]ffag_,. o

.-

bR

~ e
o

Gl S 5 1e 7

omx~way ANALYSIS or VARIANCE OF. GBOUP uEAN sconxs Co T
on THE INTELLECTUAL AND SCHOOL STATUS CLUSTER SR

.OF THE SELF—CONCEPT sb o RO |

/

i

e

‘DNE-WAY" ANALYSIS oFﬁvAklancz,or"GnouP MEAN SCO
QN THE PBYSICAL}APPEARANCE.AND ATTRIBUTES CLUSTS n




B AT LRI R A 120

__gy___g_ 9

ONE-'AY ANALYSIS OF V!RIANCE OF GROUP HEAN SCORES
ON TBE POPULARITY CLUSTER OF THE SELF—CONCEPT SCALE

soures  m Tw o B

(Groups - 2,48 " 0.82 3 o012, - 0850
I'_‘B.‘ii‘.ljl)l"' 618 7:02 E 88 - -- [

Table 10

ONE~WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF GROUP HEAN SCORES
. ON THE HAPPINESS 'AND ‘SATISFACTION CLUSTER OF THE -
e SELF—CONCEPT SCALE

L)

Groups T ase s. 98 «fL37”QU2;01-” 0.119

Brror 3;?fj_; 262.;5,;5U7; 2. 98 .88 o

Table 11

- ONE-W! _ALYSIS;QF'VARIANCE OF GROUP MEAN' SCORES I
;qn ‘THE ‘ANX JLUSTER: OF THE. sznﬁ~concnpw SCALE. S |

0044




121

-
- . -

. T Tableiz / -
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. ONE-WAY ANALYSIS. OF VARIANCE OF MEAN SCORES ON THE
- ANXIETY DIMENSION OF THE SELF-CONCEPT SCALE FOR

MEMBERS OF DIFFERENT SCEOOLS

*e

.'Sourée";_ - ss M8 DpF ° F o P

 Groups . . 83.0 13.83 . 6 2.30 0.042%
Erro'r . 512. 6.02 85 i I o

L X




129

Table 14 \

' ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN SCORES ON THE
~ ANXIETY DIMENSION OF THE SELF-CONCEPT SCALE FOR
'MEMBERS OF. DIFFERENT CLASSROOMS

Soqfce°'___ . 8 . w  DOF . F  p

V. . . ~

’GrOuBEK 5 '88.754  .12.68 7. 2.10 . 0.052
Error . 506.203 "'.6_.03 S 84 - |

va

 Table 15

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN SCORES ON THE |
PHYSICAL APPEARANCE: AND ATTRIBUTES DIMENSION OF THE - |
SELF-CONCEPT SCALE FOR MEMBERS OF DIFFERENT CLASSROOMS

Suree 88w .o P p

f}cfoups."; '~‘15oQ414']' 21.49. 7 - 2.44 0025%
Error 738.328 . 8.79 84 - _.

I




2

| Table 16' :ff¥i T _7" =

S 'ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN SCORES ON. THE
B ggELLECTUAL AND SCHQOL STATUS DIMENSION OF THE .
' SELF— NCEPT SCALE FOR HQFBERS OF DIFFERENT CLASSROOMS

3

>

" Source.';" o ;‘SS~ L HBAj,JH"ﬁF~'-'=‘F ~”"V'I P

Groups - ,311.250 44.46 T :2;83"_’y.a0;011*”‘-
Error . 1319.742  15.71 . 84 o -= - em

L Table 17

NE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN SCORES ON THE
 PHYSICAL APPEARANCE DIMENSTON OF THE. SELF-CONCEPT -
* . SCALE: FOR MALES AND FEMALES -AND ATTRIBUTES o

L]

- . Source ‘,.-S'N.SS L us.,’ .ﬂvDET“'°;fFS' '[”IAIP“S

Groups  46.2617 46 26 1 4.4  o0.029%
‘Error ,8,42_'".4‘86'5:-_& 9 36 _;:.9'_0’»_ s e ..,.'.:jf-.‘

1237



124

S S S |
. ‘Tables Pertaining to . Scores Obtained on the Comprehension
wSéctIBn'ggithe, tes-ﬁacﬁIni Ie ﬁeaaing ests -

‘ L } ‘ Table 18 - ‘_‘» j,,j, o .
CORRELATION COEFEICIENTS COMPUTED BETWEEN JUNE 1974 AND

: JUNE 1975 SCORES “ON. THE GATES-MacGINITIE READING TESTS

R
o

~§Group~.f’:‘:"‘-u“" R ,‘fv T

o ew R L f}291'
B L ".,k S ;x\;896f:
B N, S

"ﬁ"5 TESTS or SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEﬁ_‘ -
o GROUPS IN ACHIEVEMENT GAINS SRR

7fﬁiiierén¢98?betwéenf?:’.~‘*7’“;’2*v¢1ue*‘. AN )

‘1. (LCLD) and 2. (RRLD) - .905, . .34z
L) wad 8. ominy . - fs | Loge




125

';ﬁ_”-;" L Table zo

- TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN f s
. . SEXES IN ACHIEVEMENT GAINS S Lo

o
.

IfGroup ///;ale N Female N *'r' male Cipr f?m&ie: f’dif:

'-65747I - 0.957 - 14.438%

o
, e
| .0.476 - 0.983 - 1.965%

Y
4]
:.Q' O« FN N H

o738 . o.e61 . .T17

*

AL

~ <T§bies fbrglg,ahd §Esfnatiqg§,j .
N Table 23

 ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF -VARIANCE OFIQ SCORES ESTABLISHED ‘
' BY THE DRAW-A-MAN TEST OBTAINED BY MEMBERS '
SR OF THE FOUR GROUPS R ‘i. o

" Source .. . 1PSSE o Lus,;iaff.pr R ST

~
" .

|  ¢ré§pg:;. - 50 9
~‘Brror --5_5 1719 5

B N —




Co T Table 24 37ﬁ't'
\ : o - g— )

ONE-’IAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE COMPUTED FOR BLISCHEN

e

socxo~ncbuouxc RATINGS FOR MEMBERS OF THE FOUR GROUPS: - '

.l] "

;S,Oui'qef-,;:."fi e '-(788, .. .  ’ " us - DF ¥ 5 , | -

Groups °  '0.314 . 10.45 - 3. .08 . 0.968

.o B [ . .
e I o [T ' X . . Vo




