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. x Abetaest .

The preseat ruutcb uvuuguu denecal uu-eoncq‘.
.ocndoltc loll-co:copt. acadesaic lecus of contzel, and
@chievenent expectdtions ia leacafhg disibled (LD) add
aormally achieviag (Contqu) olo.oi}jqi school chxxhcon. In
addicien, mothers'.and teachers' uuo'nnnt expectatioas
for tluo chilizes, aloag with uuou' 'otupuon of their
chudtol'p ccq?uc uu-conccn. aad "W (TR YVIV
child:on'n uchfivonolt-tolatod botnvloto vere also studied.

The lqpplo coaprised 8! LD aad 8! Control childrgea in
Grades 3 to ] dt tvo Bdmeaton’ public elementéry schools. The
LD children vere Ldootttiqn O3 the ‘Dasis of thcir ‘ltt’til.
:onodial ylnoqd‘at tot a | 1y2 to 2 year portotlalco deficit
in one or sore acadesic s¥bjects. Nost of the LD students in
the present saaple vere experiencing probleas in toiding.
The Control children were randonly selected froa the sanme
classrooas as their LD feers, after having boon stratified
on the basis ot Ssex. Noae of the Control' .ubjoct- had
records of 1:‘:;439 Probless regquiring special class
resedial placemeat. The mothers and teachers of the LD and
CJ‘ttol subjects also participated in the study.

Instruments used iacluded the Piers-Harris Children's
Self-Concept Scale, the Studeat's Porcoption Oof "Abilicy -
Scale, the Intellectual Aéhiovclont ltsponaihility |
Quostionnairo, the Projected Acadeaic Perforsance Scale
(Chi;dtcn'l. Bothers', aad Teachers' versipms), aad thq

‘Intellectual subscale of the Parent Reaction Questionnaire.



the resulePrevealed that LD childcen have
sigaificantly lower :cudonxc self-coacepts and achievesent
expgctatices Cegarding feture acadesic perforsasCe. lurther,
these studeats also imdicated external orientations in thc’;
locus of cont}ol for successful school eutcoses, but vere
lllxla: tc the norlnlly achieviag Control students ib their
orientations for failure eveats. Bo sigaificast differences
vere observed for general self-concept, add 0o aajor sex
diffecrences vecre soted. The oaly sajor 6cade level effect
vas for academic locus of coatrol ia teras of failure
eveats, vhere both groups teaded to 1-&:-.-. their degree of
intcrnaitty. The results for the adult variables revealed a
élgnitscant tendency asong LD mothers to report having aore
negative and less positive reactions to their children's
ac!lcvclont-tolatod bc:Lvio:-. Further, mothers, along with
teachers, indicated’lower achievesent expectations for LD
childr;n across all academic subject areas. It vas lso
found that mothers of toth groups vere pot- very accurate in
estisating their childrean's acadeaic self-concepts.

The findings vere discussed in teras of the possibility
that through a process. of reciprocal iateraction, the
developaent of r,latxvoly segative school-reI¥ved affective
characteristics ia LD childres interfers with attespts at
renedying their learning probless. Possible adverse
1n£1|o$col of negative adult potcopgion., exfectations, and
interactioas on.tho affective and cogaitive development of

LD children were also considered. Finally, suggestions

vi



regacding smeedial strategies for LD childrer vhich take

into accouat affective factors vere discussed.
L
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CHAFIER 1 ’
INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEN

Bloom asserts that affective entry characteristics are
4 crucial elesent influencing learning and achievement
because they belp detersine “the extent to which a learner
vill fput forth the hecessary effort to learn a Sspecific
1e§rnin? task" (1976, p. 104) . Numerous writers bhave "
attelpted to identify anqd operationalize scme of the
important factors influencing school-related affective
developlent Four of tbhe more fruitful variables are
self-concept--academic And general (thachek, 1978; Purkey,
1970), acadesic locus of control (Gilmor, 1978; Lefcourt,
1976; Phares, 1976), expectations of self and others (Braun,
1976; Brophy, 1977; Entwisle 4 Hayduk, 1978), and parental
perceptions and interactions (Christobner, 1$71; Love, 1579;
Walters & Stinnett, 1971). Despite a growing avareness of
the igportance of these affective variables in school
learning, bowever, kBloon, 1976; Covington &. Beery, 1976;
Walters & Stinnett, 1971), few Studies have been reported
dealing with the affective characteristics of a grou
children uhzch has received consxderable attention dutlng
the last 1[5 yeats, basely, learning disabled children.
Accordingly, the intent in the present study is to examine
these'fouc affective dimensions in an ecologically formed
grour of elementary learning disabled (LD) children.

While considerable ccntroversy and uncertainty exists

regarding what actually causes and constitutes a learning



disability (Chapsan, Boersma & Jangzen, 1978), there is
general ig:cqnont that LD children are prisarily
characterdzed by their ngignificant" belov grade-level
perforaance in one or more academsic subjects, despite their
'uorla 1ntolloctua1.'physical, esotional, social, and
cultural backgrounds (Chalfant & King, 1976; Ross, 1976).
The manifest symptoas of learning disabilities are
typically varied, but most prcfessionals in the area affirs
that the le;rning probless expcriengod by LD children can be
renedied, Rese;rch uithntailuzc-prone ‘nd underachieving
childres, however, suggests that remnedial efforts may be
hipdered Ly the development of negative affective
characterastics in students vho have a history of persistent
schocl failure (Covington & Beery, 1976; Hamachek, 1978).
Thus, on a general level, an examination of affective
characteristics in LD children should indicate to what
extent their school failure 1is associated with the
development of negative school-related attitudes,
perceptions, and expectations. such a description should
provide a basis upond vhich affective factors may be
inccrgorated into present cognitive remedial strgtegies in
order to enbance learning in these children. Further,
including a cross-grade-level dimensicn in the study should
help in identifying crucial periods during vhich affective
development takes place, and im turn, vhere affective
remedial ijntervention may be sost beneficial. because

descriptive data of this nature are lacking on these
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chilkron, the preseat study promises to psovide a‘uniiuo
indicat{gn ot a:toctivc develcpaent in students who have
leacning disabilities. "

© At a more specific level, little research on acadeaic
self-concept in LD children has been ttpo;qtf. !ct..nu-otou-
studies indicate that lover self-perceptieas of ability tead
to arise froa histories of school taildrnixln addition, some
studies (e.g., Kifer, 1975) have found that acadeaic
selt-concgpt teads tcCc be more nognt}v; in older low
-achieving stud;nts, presumably because theit accululagcq
failure is greater. Other studies (e.g., Brookover, laPere,
Hamachek, Thomas & Erickson, 1965; Brookover, Erickson &
Jciner, 1967) suggest that nog;tive acadeaic
self-perceptions set limits on levéls of achiov‘g&nt by

reducing sotivation and task persistence. "N( )
Academic locus of cootrol is also seen is a factor
which can restrict achievel?nt levels, but once again,
little research has been reported with LD children. This
variable reflects the manner in wshich individuals perceive
the relationship between their academic behaviors and
performance cutcomes (Phares, 1976). Internal locus of
control is associated with the perception of events, vhether
negative or positive, as being a conseguence of one's own
"attions and thereby potentially under personal control.
. Extetnal>$ocus of control, on the other hand, refers to the

perception of negative or positive events as being unrelated

to self behavior, and accordingly beyond personal coantrol
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(Lefcourg, 1976). Phares (1976) coacludes that the
dovoloplilt of an oxiotnll docus of contzol inhibits the
growth of appropriate expectatioans, and ia tucn 1uhtb{;a the
grovth of realistic achieviag bohnvtogaQ‘xn teras of
learning disabilties, the quoltio! thea is whether or oot

. L
the relatively consistent failure experiences that

characto:i;c the learning hlito:y of LD childﬁcﬁ-uto
associated with the d;voloplcat.ot ab external orientation
in their locus of coatrol. 7

In that solf; parental, and teacher expectations with
LD childre?~havo.yot to be exteamsively atudied, these
variables a‘ould also te investigated, especially since
numerous stodies have indicated that ﬁbqative expoctatiodz
are predictive of low levels of achievement gBrophy & Good,
19.74; Dusek, 1975; Bntwisle & Hayduk, 1978) . In teras of
self-expettations, a nusber of studies indicate that ptlor
success generally leads to increased expectations of ‘
subsequent success, while prior failure leads to lowered
expectaticns of future success (Jones, 1977). Jones sugyests
that over time, exfpectaticns regarding petto&ance ontcold‘
become dispositional traits which influence motivation.
Thus, for LD children it seess isportant to observe uhct‘:;
or not their expectations of sudcess in school 1ear§§ng viii
be lower than for normally achieving children.

As far as adult expectations are concerned, research

vith teachers suggests that expectations tend to influence

childrens' achievement levels through differjffial
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iateractica plttotn-.ail line ltth thll. tedchers, aad

presusably plt.ltl. toll to 1|totcct with chil‘:oa 1. vags
vhich are ccasiateat with their nat;cip.god tto:-ulco
outcones. ror high expectatioa studeats, gtolo interactions
are usually sore poitttvd nld,-uppotttii; vhile tor 150
expectation studeats, they are oftea Begative and rejecting
(Drophy & Good, 1974). Given these effects of oxkoétutions
held by ligniticnut others oa the .cbiovonont levels of
childrea, it wili be of 1-tcr'lt to £iad vhether parents
(specifically lotictl))lld tcocbctl hold lover expectations
of future acadeaic achievement for LD children.

' Finally,- pacrental perceptions aad intotql.lons\atc seel
a8 crucial glesents in both school-related affective and
cognitive development (Brookover et al., 1965, 1567;

. }
Coopersaith, 1967; Hamachek, 1978; Khan & Neiss, 1973).

,indeed, most attespts at understanding thl'iOtll‘dilotdetB

and learning problems acknovlddge the develorsental

significance of eIperiesdes in the hose (Hilliazd & Both, -

1969) . Therefore, it ncdl. Teasonable that the relationship
betveen learaing discbxlities and parent-child interactions
should be investigated. Nore specifically, there is a peed
for research directed to sother-child tolationahi;s, since
the most intensive parent-chila interaction dntin§ the
crucial early developmental stages takes place vith aothers.
Stndiesoha;o suggested that children who underachieve in .
sigool or have probleas in learning, tend to have parents .

vho provide a more negative and less supporting hoae
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envizonsent (e.g., Milliard & doth, 1969; Love, 1970; Ovea,
Adclq. foccest, Stotz & Pisher, 1970). Althougd the learning
disabilities field is noted for thé@ exteat of active parent
iavolvesent, especially in teras of polxtlccl end
ptolou.}onal fressure, very little: researtCh has foccused od
pacental aspects of 10-:1109 disabilities. An iavestigation
of saterznal reaction pattecras should indicate vhether
sisilar loqnttvo 1ntotocttonl are fousd vwith LD subjects as
vith othes ;tobhln-loc:ntnq groups, apd by iaference,
vhether this pattera comtzibutes to the saintesance ot
no,.tivd affect, and is turn joor schqpl perforaance in LD
childcen. In addition, mothers®' perceptions of their child's
school-related feelings and attitudes will be considered.
These perceptions should ipdicate to what extent mothers of
LD cildren are sensitive to apd aware of their children's
acadenic fercegtions (sel f-concepts) . Inaccurate aaternal
pecceptions say lead to 1ngpptopriate mother-child
reactions, vhereas accurate perceptions, in the prosen;c of
negative reaction patterns aajy suggest an inability on the
pacrt of mothers to cope adeguately with the learning
protleas of their children.

Yo sumsarize, the relaticnship detveen affective
variables and school achieveneat has b;on vell established,
yet research on the affective characteristics of LD chjldren
is lacking. In view of this situation, the purpose of the
present research vas to study eleamentary LD and normally

achieving children im teras of four salient affective



veriables: |) self-coacept--general and acadesic; 2)
acadesic locus of coatrol; 3) ezpectatioas of self, sothers
and teachers, and l)'lothctu' EOtC.P)SOII and reactions. Ihe
investigation should provide & unigue and ecologically valid
contribution to preseat kmovledge togcfdtnq affective
developsent in learning disabled children. Such kaovledge,
in tuzn, should offer a basis upoa which affective reaedial
strategies say be developed for cospleseating cuxrc&t
cognitive resedial procedures. rurther, Dby 1nc1ud£nq e
dcvolop?outcl (grade-level) dimensios 12 the ltn‘y;

(\\\\:ftctoncol say be drava regarding crucial periods for
[
ftective intervention.
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‘ RBVIEN OF Ll!‘l}!lll ABD BBSRANCYH
o In line with tho concerns of the preseat study as
previously outliined, the rcvxlv of literatace Ytll deal with

the following topics. Picrst of all, the nature land

characteristics of leagainqg disabilaties will btiefly
dlscul-oc;'lttontioa vill also be drawn to t
-"11 asount of research on atfective dxngoai
Children, and to the need }ot descrip

tiye gata these
ﬁh resedial

Strategies. Then the general role and 1sportance o

veriatles in order to facilitate the

affective variables ia school ldarning vill be considered.
The major affective disensions of interest in the present
study, namely, self-conceft, locus of control, expectatioans,
and parental interactions aad Fercefptions, will tLe
introduced and discussed 1n turn. In each case, thepyetical
noticns regarding the variable, along with previous research
relevant to the probles of this stu&y vill be comsidered. By
vay of concluding, an integratiom of the felationship
tetveen these affective variatles and learning disabilities

vill Lte proposed.

Leocning Disakilities

The learping disarilities area 1s marked by
consideraktle confusion and disagreement over definition,

SyBptosology, etiology, and diagnosis (Chapman, Boersaa &

Janzen, 1578). Such controversy is reflected in the fact



that learning disadled childcres dave Deed VvVaciously
do-étttod a8 educationally creterded, avtiatic, dyslenis,
po:copuguy bandicepped, bdypecactive, 8ininally train “
dasaged, aeurologically disocqenined, edd eaotionslly |
disterbed. Witk this diverse teage of classificatioas it §s
hardly sucprising that the LD lale)l bhas becode ap wdlktella
tecr® for a large onusber of learniang and bebhavior frotlens.
Indeed, Cleseats (1966), folloving his ceviev of the
litecatuce ob childcea vitd 8ininel bDiaia djystuaction (the
sedical synonys for lesraing disabilities), listed 99
learning aad behavior jprobless coasidetred to be ipdicataive
of sinimal trein dysfunction. Sisilarly, the ancidence of
learning disabilities in difterent school fopulations varies
considerably, depending on the theoretiCal fecrspectives of
diagnosticiaps vorking 10 schcol aystess. ror exasgle,
Lerner (1970) noted that ipn the United States the nusber of
LC childred iz reported to te anywhere from I3 to 3038 of tae
schcol population, while in Canada, approxisately 10% of
school children are believed to have a learning disakility
(Cossission ch Emotional and learning Disorders in Children,
1970y .

The inakility to establish coamonality with resfpect to
the crucial disensions of definition, etiology,
synptcnolo;;, and diagnosis has left the LD field with only
one indisputable truth: there are children 1in reqular

classrooss vwho, despite their physical, iutellectual,

cultural, apd social "norsalcy”, bhave difficulty in sosme



.
aspects of schoel leacaing (Chalfant & King, 1976; Chapony,

Boecssa & Jaasea, 1978). To this siagelar petat 6L aqrectent
say ke added the assunjtica sade by victeally all veiters,
ceseacchecrs and practitiesers coacessed vitd leaczaing
disebilitiea--saas She 256iss Gad hs cassdiad (Shepherd,
1976) . 1a tegss Of the preseat stady, these tuo statededts
of cosseasss ace fully accepted. The ';llt of departece,
however, acises vwith respect to vaziables vhich say
iaterfece vith the cemediations process. Of pasticulas
istezest ia the celatieaship Betvees persesslity factecs add
learniag disabilities. It is scqQued hece that irgespective
of etiology and sysptosology, it LD chifieen upouuc: soce
negative school-related atffect 1» association with their
lesraiag protless, thed resediel procedures desigped to
isfrove the intellectusl achieveseat of these children will
likely be hisdered. -

Bhile sumerous physiological amd cogaitive dimensions
of learning disabilities bhave recetved consideralkle
;ttcntxon (daring & Datetal, 1977: lLecrper, 197¢) , celatively
fev iavestigatioas dealing with affective variables aad
learning disatilities have been teported. Yet theare appears
to be some ipsdicatios ias the literatuze that in addition ;o
being characterized by their ditticulty in school learning,
LL childres are freguestly aoted for their developeent of
negative affect (Charley, 1974) . betersoa (1963), for
exasfle, ccncluded that childrea vith learning disorders

tend to shov extreme deficits 1n “ego strength® apd



selt-concept. Sinilacly, 640240 (1068) stated that to the
02800t that LD ehiidoed have pess p‘coo.uu os othet
etganic jrotlems, by definsties uo.n batldcen pave ®ego
deficita®. 6iffin pessisisticelly satatatins cn.t_uuo
tzainiag, ezpecionce, ud“oouuuu say pactially
cosjpensate for the Co!oct..tho basic e@o delicirency vwill
likely mever te ovecrcese. - '

BE80L08s wCiters 00¢ 86CORdAL)Y 0BO0LLI0BA) [0ACtLIOAS
acising £com the failuze ezpuciences wvhich ate part of the
LD eaperiesse. Thus, Clonests {1968) states shat LD
childcen's repested ezpecigaces of frustratios, failere, sad
"ponechievenent,” 12 ccajunction with desands (o8 school
and hose, jrcduce the secoadacy emoticasl overlay which
fucther cosplicates total adjustsent. Clements also claiss
that some of the sore irciteting learsing disabiliey
cy.;touz: such as hypetactivity, tead Sf alleviate as the .
cht}a satures iato adulithood. Dasage to the child's '
self-ccacept, however, 8ay resain indefinmitely.

Bosevell and Natchez (1964) also argee that persosality
saladjustsest in childrea with reading disabilities 1is
prevalent. lhey maidtaia that yeacs of despair,
discourageseat, frestretion, rejectios, and failure have
negative psychological effects. The poor reader is
freguently held ia lov esteea Ly teachers aad peers, as vell
as by fanily sesbers. 1hey coaclude that alM1adividuals
vith readiasg disorders vill isevitably shov sose sigas of

esotional disturbance. Alderson (1963, im Charley, 1574)

-7



-
*e

pectcays & steilag viev whes be u“uu. thet pegeepteally
bandicapped €0iidoen bove conlessd sslli-i1009es, 40d that
laek ol cealidense sl [00l10¢8 of 10080Q008) 00) DecCODR
pegvasive. Alderses nx'uno that childsen senoe the

disappesatoent of adelto 1 thelis pees potletsance, ead that
vhen vhalle te seet the aspications of othets, duch
yossgsters cesclede that they &re diftecent 1o
soa-acceptalle vays, thecedy layiag thde basis foc seeosdesy
esotional distecdances. 30 iise vata thie, Deth Jrestiq
(1963) and Szed (1972) segeest that pest asd iaadegeete
ochool pecfccoence, especiall) 1a reediag, vill leed to
teelings of isfeciocity thet vwill isatecfese with the total
po:ooualtty fenctionieg.

Cther wcitecrs vho address thesselves to ot!octtvo
considerations 18 LD childces iaclede Bict (1970) and deve
(1970) . Bice scates that the 1D caiid is prieatily
charsctecrized by three sajoc deficiescien: |) isadeguate
sajulse ccatgol; 2) pooc imtegqratios (pesocepteal aad
coaceptual); and, J) a deteetive self-coacept. Be seaistaias
that the ezpecience of failece gives cise to the defectave
self-coacept. Similarly, Gever (! OD vievs the aegative
effect upos the LD child‘'e oolt-Qspizéap tessltiag fros the
total failecre ezperieace as the ouxi'coo.on eleaent vhich
Ceas throegh the vacioss coatribetiaqg physiocsal,
psycholoqtcnl; social, asd esotional factors 15 Jearsing
disabilities. ﬁ

Fisally, Sciffaiths (lg)ﬁf. 12 revieviag the

S



chag@cteristiés of 32 children treated in a
psyghoeducaticnal clinic, noted a considerable varjiakility
in their protless and characteristics. One major similarity,
bowever, was considered t6 te their “marginal" or low
ét—concepte. They apreared to Have a "pervading sense of
discouragement" about the chances of succesg*in a vorld
where such skills as reading and -aél€iere SO much
emphasized. )

It is clear then, at both a logical and empirical
level, that a Punber of affective dimensions (suclk as
self-concept) appear tc be of considerable importance when
considering LD children. Yet, few Oof these impressions are
based on espirical evidence. Instead, mOSt writings to date
on the affective state of LD childreh are based on clinical
imfressions and theoretical conjecture. Cobnsegquently, the
present study represents an attempt to describe some of the
more salient affective variables as they relate to children
of normal ability who have been classified as learning
disakled by their school system. Such a descriptiocn shoulgd:
provide a bésis'ffOI vhich inferemces regarding the role of
af fective factors in S)lgdiation can be dfawn.

€.
¥ - -
Affective Characteristics and Edycation -

In presenting his model for school learning, Bloom
(]976) identifies three major input components which -
influence rerformance o; a specific learning task. These

"inputs®™ include "cognitive entry behaviors," "affective
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entry ch;racteristics," and "gquality of instructipn." Floon
asferts that the manipulation of taese three conponénts,
either together or individually, can serve to reduce a large

arount of the 1ndivid@.& differences which usually lead to

[2d
i e

variation in achieveleht, *
In dealing with the affective entry characteristics,
Bloom argues that these variatl&s form a crucial component
in learning and achievement: they help to determine "the
€xtent to which the learmer §i11 but forth the necessary
effort to learn a' specific learning task" (19¢, p. 104) . .
Obviously, the degree of effort invested in learnlng
Situations varies froa individual to 1nd1v;gual as . ..
€xpressed in different interests, attitudss, ngd self-viéus.
The development of these affective cnatacggristics
takes place early in childhood as a result of foraal
learning, €veryday experiences, and interactions with others
(Khan & Weiss, 1973) . Parents, Siklings, peers, and other
Persons and situations with whom the cfild Comes intc
frequent contact form the majcr source of the origin and
development of affective bebavior (Khan & Weiss, 1$73) . In
terms of school-related affective behavior, White; (1959,
1960) maintains that the student'slpersonality dimensions
are in part the result of histories of sSuccessful and
unsuccessful acadenmic achievement, Kifer (1975) expands this
notion by Suggesting that during the early school years,
students begin to distinguish themselves from their peer

gLours as they learn what capatilities they fpossess and how
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these are different from their peecs. As Fatterns of
successful and unsuccessful accomplishments emnerge, and as
feedback is provided in accordance with these patterns,
§tudents begin to acceft views about themselves and their
abilities. Concomitantly, as these patterns of success and
failure become histories of success and failure, there is a
profound impact on the individual's develoring personality
characteristics (Kifer,.QS?S). Students who are generally
successful develof positive affective characteristics, while
those who usually experience failure do not (Bloom, 1976;
Covington &8 Eeery, 1976; Kifer, 1975). In turn, these
affective cutcomes of learning become the affective entry
characteristics in new learning tasks, and eventually, the
student's prophecy (and that of significant others) for the
next task, based on previcus successes or failures, Lteconmes
fulfilled (Blcom, 1976; Brophy & Good, 1974; Jones, 1$77).
While the influence of affective behavior can be seebp
ir a number of facets of human behavior which include
attitudes, interests, noti;ation, anxiety, appreciation, and
adjustment (Khan & Weiss, 1973), numerous writers haveJ
attemrted to operationalize crucial and specific
school-related affective variakles. Four of the more
fruitful factors are self-concept and self-perception of
atility (Bloonm, 1976; Hamachek, 1978), locus of control
(Gilsor, 1978; Lefcourt, 1976; Phares, 1976) , expectations
of self and others (Brophy & Good, 1974; Entwisle & Bayduk,

1978) , and adult-child interactions and perceptions with
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respect to school-related bebaviors (Christopher, 1967;
Walters & Stipnett, 1971). As indicated previously, the
intent in this study.vas to e€xamine the relationship Letveen
these affective variables and school achievement in learning

disabled children. Attention is now directed toward a

discussion of each of these major variables.

Self-Ccpcept

Eecause comprehensive treatmeants of self-concept theory
are availablg eiseuhe:e (e. 9., Coller, 1971; Diggory, 1966;
Gergen, 1S71; Hamachek, 1978, La Beane & Greene, I989;
Purkey, 1970; Wells & Barwell, 1976; Wylie, 1974), only 2
trief overview of the theeretical literature is presented
here.

Current conceptions of the self have emanated largely
from the works of the early psychologists {(e.g., Nilliam
James), the interactiomists (e.g., Cooley and Mead), and the
psychoanalysts (e.g., BRogers, S5nygg, and Comks). All these
schools of thought have been isportant in ascriking some
degree of significance to the self as a crucial factor in
understanding human bebavior.

Tespite attempts Ly these and other vriters; however,
to make the self the central “?f in a theoretical systes
vhich endeavours to account for personality and behavior,
Wylie (|96l) potes that phenosenological theories have yet
to establish fruitful lkebavior categories which hold

ccnceptual meaning in terms of the self. In fact, Wylie
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states that porcoplﬁity theories which eaphasize GODC.P{I
ccencerniag the fol;'”hlvc teen ltr.t;iﬁd to cover sO aany
inferred cognitive and motivational g:ocossol’that the
utility for amalytac Qnd predictive purposes has been
greatly_dilinishgd" (1961, p. 317). leilazly, Bandura
(1578) asserts that a glotal viev of self-concept "cannot
possibiy" explain the yide variations typically shovn in
self-reactions under different situational circusstances, on
different activities, at differeat tises. Under these
circumstances the opticns, jccordiné to Wylie, are to eitnot"
atkandon selt‘ZOntructs apd hypotheses as vscientifically
sterile," cr to ilprbié Abes by dealing with more
"polecular® constructs (1961, p. 318).

In response to Wyliefs criticisa and suggestions,
Shavelson, Hukner and Stanton (1976) propose a aultifaceted
model of self-concept which contains two major areas: ,
acadeamic self-concept and non-acadeaic self-conééﬁ(.
Acadenic self;concept is in turn divided into suhject-;atter
areas and then into specific areas within a subject.
Conconitantly; nonacademic self-concept is divided into
social and physical self-concepts, and then divided again
into more specific facets. As Shavelson et al. point out,
this model of the self-concept implies that the closer to
the hase of the hierarchy, the more situation-specific
becomes each facet of the self-concept. In line with this,

they argue that the more closely self-concept is lipked vith

specific situations, the closer is the relationship Letween



lolt-coaccpt and behavior in the specific situatidh. Thus,
self-concept of mental ability should be more cIJ'Lly
related to academic achievement than to ability in social
and physical situations. Similarly, self-concefpt of ability
in lathonntiés, should be more closely related to
ichievolent in sathenmatics than to achieveaent iL inglish or
overall grade-point average.

To s%se extent, Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton's
aultifaceted sodel of self-concept was pre-eapted by
Brookover et al. (3965. 1567) in their extensive
longitudinal studies of acadeamic self-concept. Brookover
arqued that self-concefpt of acadeamic ability is the Fpart of
self-ccncept most closely linked to achievement in school,
"and therefore is more influential in teras of achievement
outcomes. It is academic self-concept, or selif-perception of

ability, that is of interest in this study.

Self-Perception of Academic ALilicy

Brookover and his associates believe that “self-concépt
of ability" refers to the "evaluative definitions an
individual hclds of his &tility to achieve in acadeamic tasks
as compared with cthers in bis school class®™ (Brookover et
al., 1967, p. 139). These evaluative definitions are formed
as a result of individuals' perceptions of the judgement of
significant others regarding their ability, along with their
own self-perceptions of ability. Feedback on performance in

school tasks from teachers, peers and parents provides the



main avos“ for the exgression of euch judgenents and
cccoldingly plays a crucial role in dotintnq for each
1ndividullinh¢1r self-perception of akbility. Ap additionmal
couponcﬂt in this self-definition of ability involves the
individual's personal evaluation ot ability, developed over
tise as a function of negative and positive schooﬂ
ox;o:iinccl (vells & Narvell, 1976) .

Sisilarly, Blooa sees acadesic self-concept developing

; function of feedback provided by teachers, other.
students, and parents, regarding the 1ndiv1§na1's level o;
athievelcnt. As students progress froa task to task, some
public judgesment is usually mede bY the teacher and Ly the
students thesselves. At various stages in a series of
learning tasks, marks and grades are assigned and made
public--at least to patents. Blooa contends that the
intermittently reported parks are likely to have a éreater
effect on the student than the sore private day-to-day
judgements, ihile grades a)“gned at the end of the tegrs O
year are likely to have an even greatex effect thap sarks
given at various times throughout the teram. As
perforlance-telatod perceftions accu-ulatﬁ, a consistent
pattern of achievement and self-perception is established.
If performances have been satisfactory, fature tasks are
approached vith copfidence. If perforsances have Leen
inadequate, then students develop a belief ip their
inadeguacy vith respect tc the particular type of learning.

ruture tasks are likely tc be approached vwith reluctance,

(2]
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dislike, or even avoidance.

Where the student is coavinced of bis inadequacy, be
tinds po great edergy to accoaplish the next task,
has little patience Or perseveraace vhen. pe
encounters difficulties, and cakes little care and
thoroughness in accomplisbing the task. (Bloos,
1977, pp. 19U4~195) .

In line vith Blcos's apptoach to the educational
isplications of academic self-concept, Brookover views
self-perceptions of acadesic akility as a functionally
1isiting factor in school success. lhes, if children
perceive that they are unatle to learn a subject, 1hof:
self-fperceptiors of ability ip that sulject becose the

[

functionally limiting factor of achievement. Brookover notes

[ 4
that "functional lisit® is the tera used

to eaphasize that ve are speaking bot of genetic
orgapic limits on learning, but rather of those
percefpticns of what is appropriate, desirable, and
possible for the individual to learn. ¥e postulate
the latter as the limits that actually operate
vithin broader organic lisits, in deteraining the
pature or extent of the particular behavior learned.
(Brookover & Gotleib, 1964, p. 469)
_Thus, the amount of effort invested in future tasks will
depend on the degree to which individuals perceive they are
capakle of meeting task requiresents, and the degree to
vhich they can satisfy the expectations of significant
others. 10 this extent, individuals' own expectations of
their self-perceptions of future perfcrmances are directl’
related to achievement, and so functionally limit scbool
achievement. ¢

10 summarize, Brookover et al. view self-perception ~
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4cadesic ability ep a CLuUCial vacialie which serves to lisite
the eztent to which acedesic aclievenment can vary on the
Plltl 6! self-definition of atilicy. 1his self-definition
develops over a series of leatning exzperiences as the
student receives 8ady judgeserts of performance aud
Capability fros significant others. In response to the
feedltack provided by others, individuals &€v0lve a seuse of
acadenic sélft-vorth which ia future acadesic tasis helrs
detéraine the degree of enthusiass and Botivation that is
iovested i1n those tasks. Consequently, school achievement 15
i0fluenced by tae cognitive altilities that the student
Possesses, and by the student's POLCEPLIOLS Ot tiose
atilities. BRsficical sStudies qenerally suopport this Viev, as

the fclloving review indicates

2elL-Perception of Ability akd School Achievepept

Most research reforted on the relationshif retween the
self and schocl achievesent has eafloyed instrusents which
assess various aspects of 9¢psral self-concept, rather than
acadepic self-concept. Such studies tend tc saov that
Cchildren's global feelings and attitudes atout theaselves
8ke related to numerous B€afures ot learning and school
performance (e.g., Aspey & Bubler, 1975; Prendergast &
Binder, 1975; Campbell, 1967; Caplan, 1969; Cotb, Chissonm &
Davis, 1975; Coopersaita, 1967; Ligon, Heston, Baenen &
Hatuszek, 1977; Rabin, Dorle & Sandidge, 1977; Piers &

Barris, 19¢€4; Purkey, 1970). 1be range of these



relationshigs 1s vide, hovever, BOst clustel atound .J0. du
addition, several autbhors have [eported that utderachievers
and students who fregueatly fail in school, teand to have
lcwer yenetal mself-concepts (e.q., bloos, 197¢; la Beune &
Greene, |909; Primavera, 5imon & Fridavelas, 197%; Purkey,
1970; williass & Cole, 1568). Finaings such as those cited
atove, have led Purkey (1970) to conclude that “over ali,
the research evidence shcws a fersistent and signiticant
relationshif Letveen the self~concept and acadesic
achievement™ (p. 19).

Several researchers, hovever, bave failed to fird a
relationshi}p letween measures of gqeneral self-coucept and
schcol achievement (e.q.; Badwal, 1969; Buzakora, 1973;
Chang, 1976; (obb, Chissom & Davis, 1975; Igliusky & Wiant,
1971; williaws, 1973). Indeed, Bettschen, Winve and Wideen
(1977) conclude that these ambiguous and contradactory
results render the overall tindings imconclusive. hylie
(19174) beixeves that this inccnclusive state of emparical
research, so typical of self-ccncept studies, 1s hardly
surprising in view of the troad areas of self-concept tapped
by sost 1nstruments. Brookover et al. (1967) go so far as to
argque that 1f the academic dimension in self-concept
instruments was controlled, then the usual small Lut
significant correlation witb achievement would prcbatly drop
to zero.

The main impetus for studies on acadesic self-concept

vas derived from the eitensive research conducted by
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Broqrover aad his associates. 1heir Asitial Auvestigetion
(Rzookover et al., 1964) iavolved over 1,000 seventh Qgrade
students, alcng vith a suksasgle of 110 over- aad
underachievers. Usiny the Self-Concept of Ability Scale,
developed especially tor the studies, Brookover et al.
(196%) found that acadeaic self-concCejt correlated
pcsitively and stqnitiqpntly with grade point averaqe

(t = .57), and that this relationship resainea substantial
even vhen I( scores were coatrolled. in addition, Brockover
et al. found that studcnt\ vhc reported lov self-concepts of
atility rarely perforaed at atove average levels.

In a second study, Breokosefr et al. (1965) focussed on
ways of enbancing acadeaic self-concCeft as a seans to
1mgroving school achievement. Nhen parents' expectations for
and evaluaticns of their children's acadesic perforsance
were raised, signiticaq};?ncteases in academic self-concept
occurred. doreover, these ipcCreases vere accompanied Lty
isjroved levels of achie*elent in school. Attempts at
iwprcving academic self-perceptions and, comcomitantly,
school achievement, through alternative sigaificant others
(i.e., schocl counsellors and “experts" on study techniques)
proved less fruitful. 1bus, Brookover concluded that
acadelig self-concept can ke influenced by the percegtions
and evaluations of others, fparticularly parents, apd that
positive changes in academic self-perceptions can lead to
improved schcol performaace.

Brookover's third study (Brookover et al., 1967) dealt
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vith & loagitudiaal Abdvestigqation of scadesic self-ccacept
48d perforsasce ia achcol. Mete, it waa tound that
concept of ability a4 ¢ 8ighiticant factos in
achieveasent for boch boy#7ead qicls ip Gradeas } to 4.
Purther, tae Changes 1p acadesic self-coacept brought abdout
rhby i8froved parental PelcCeptions wve:re significantly related -
to changes ir grade Point average over a tvo-yea:r pecriod.
Considering the £4adings fros the Busecous studies,
Brookover et al. (1965, 1967) coacluded that o Positive
—lCld.ltc self-coacept is AecCessary for at least average
864001 perforsance, bout that jt is not a sutficient factor
1D itself 1gn deterasining scholastic Success. Pecause of thx‘
necessary conditioan, they suggest that tor 8Ost students,
"self-concept ot ability is o functionally lamiting factor
10 their achieveament™ (Brcokover et al., 1965, P. 202). In
addition, Brookover et al. asterted that their results
SUufrfported the viev that self-comcept intervenes Letveen the
Ferceived evaluations cf others, aaa peEtOtnanpe 1L school.
Several studies on acadesic Self-concept folloved those
1nigiated by the Brookover qropp, vith sost nlin? ‘,\\
Brookover's Self-Ccncept of Atility Scale. Haarer (1956°%),
for exasple, examined the relationshify betveen self-concept
of ability and classroca achievclcnt asong aninth-grade
delinguent and non-delinquent boys. He found that acadenic
self-concept wvas significantly related to achievement for

both groups when the effect of IQ was controlled. In

addition, Haarer also cbserved that the expectaticas of



sigaitice perceived by Dot gtoujs, vele
positively related to ecedesic self-cencept asd to
achievenent levels.

Pucther sepport £or the sotion that agadesic
self-concejt aad achieveseat ib schcol are related vas
provided Lty Kifer (1973%). Ne fouad that scores obd
Brookover's Self-Percefticn of Ability Scale strepgthened
their gelaticoship vith teagher sacrks, as a fuactios of
iacreasing grade level. Thus, Kifer fouad coetficients at
the fitth-grade level of .23 (qicls) and .20 (toys), while
at the seventb-grade thay bad risen to .42 (qicls) and .7)
(toys). 1o apother aspect of bis research, Kiter exzasiped
dttt;roncol ib .:cdouxc self-ccacept Letveen biqQh and lov
achieving ltudon{n. He selected subjects fros Grades 2, &,
6, and 8 vho had bee¢n in €ither the top or bottos 208 ot
their class (oo the basis of teacaer grades) during sach
year of £chbcol attendance. Kiter tound taat only s£light
ditferences cccurcred 1n acadesic self-coLCépt Létveen the
successful and unsuccessful students at the Grade 2 level.
Greater differences vere cbserved in Grade &, increasing
significantly through to Grade 8. 1bus, in Kifer's study,
ansuccessful students generally indicated lover
self-percepticns of ability than successful students, and
these fperceptions becase 1nc:e:sinqu lover over grade
levels.

Cther studies on academic selt-concept bave produced

more asbigucus findings, fossitly because of the different

49
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Loatsudents vaed. Noat of Lhedse atudies dave caployed the
®gcedenic® gedacales ot scte qenecrel s0ll-concept

108t cNoenta, obd have jJielded celatiodarips Detpeed school
achievesest o’p "acadesic® sell-Coacept 1eaging ftoe
non-sigasficent (e.9., Nacts & wiane, 1979 Recs & visae,
1678), to bighiy sigaificent (e.49., taplin, 1909). Cleorly,
the type Of i108trededt used 18 acadenic self-coacept
reseatch bhos a cossidecabdle beariuy 08 the tesuits obtained.
Indeed, Nas: 4 Viame (1970) cejocted that OCOIQ0.0I the .
Aceldessis ‘u“cu&oo of !uﬁcmh esed seasures of
qenecal self-coacept fetled to dincrininate .I;:lttcaltly
f10o8 scores op Oother subscales, such as phjysical
self-concept and sociel sell-coacept, whed coBjated with
school acbievesent. .

Overall, hovever, the abcve atudies Aadicate that
acadenic self-concept bdas a siqgaiticant and jposityive
relatiocasbif to school achievesent, vith highes cch:zvotu
generally i1pdicating acrfe fositive self-peicejptions of
atility thap low achievers. 1hese feselts have bDeed
esfecially strong where l!'!tovot's's.lx-?ofcoptxon ot
Ability Scale bhas been used.

for LD children the sase fiadiags shosld bold tree. An
extensive reviev of th¢Jliteratere sadicates a relative
atsepce of stodies vhiéh have iavestigated pgcadenic
self-coacept-1n LD cht}dtcn. while cnly a fev have bee@d
regorted which deal uxtbooinotal self-concept.

One reason for the altseace of studies ob acadesic
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self-ccncept appears to arise from inadequate or
ﬁon—existent instrumentation. The scales which bave lteen
used vere developed for use with secondary school children,
and/or have received the salgainadeguate psycholetric
development that #ylie (I97M)'tegards as characteristic of
lostyselt-coqgept instruments. The recent development of the
Student's Perception of Ability/Scale (SPAS) Ly Eoersma and
Chapman (1977), however, offers a promising instrument for
assessing academic self-percertions in elementary school
children. Moreover, iq one of the few stud;es reported on
academic self-concept in LD children, the S}AS'S ability to
disticguish hetueen-;ﬁ and noxlally.achieving;students has
teen well descnstrated. Recently, Boersma and Chapman
(1978a) reported highly significant differences 1in academic
self-concept Letweenm 7C LD anmnd 7% ngrnally achieving Grade 3
children stratified on WISC~-R IC scores. Apart from that
study, however, there appear to have been few 1f any studies
deh;ing specifically with academic 'self-concept in LD
children.

In terms of general self-concepi;the findings are less

: Al

clear. Black (1974) found that third-grade reading disabled
children had significaptly lower general self-concepts than
ncn-reading disabled children maatched on age, I(Q, and sex.
Similarly, Smith & Rogers (1978) also reported diffeﬁences
in general self-concept between LD children and -noL< LD
chdildren. On the other hand, Chapman, Boersma and #aquire

(1977) failed to find differepnces in general self-concept



3.

\ 28
for G;ade J LT and norsally achieving children.

' 'Cn the Lasis of these findings, and extrapolating from
the results of the studies cited above, it was predicafd in
the present study that LD students will have more negative
sclf percepticns of ability than normally achieving
students. Further, in view of Kifer's (197%) findings on
develormental trends in acadenmic self-concept, it was
predicted that the differences in self-perceftions of
atility Letween LD and normsally achieving students wild
becon.Alqreatel as a function cf increasing grade level.n
the other hand, it 'Was anticipated that LD children would
not be significantly different in their general
self-concepts than Bormally achieving children. It seens
Feasonakle to expect that }ailure in school learning will
not necessariiy affect one's overail self-esteen, €sfecially
where children are able to gain rewards for achievement in

other activities (e.g., sfort, Rusic, hobbies).

Academic Locus of Coptrol

The seccnd main variaple to be considered in this study
is acadesmic’ 1ocus of control. The locus of conmtrol construct
(Kotter, 1954, 1966) refers to individually perceived
Sources or control witL .espect to certain behaviors or
events. Internal locus of comntrol 1s associated with the
perception cf events, whether begative or fpositive, ag§ being
2 consequence of one's own actions and therebytotentially‘

under persomnal control (Lefcourt, 1976). External locus of
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control, on the other hand, refers to the perception of
negative cr fositive events as being unrelated to self
behavior, and accordingly teyond personal ccntrol (Lefcourt,
1576) . ‘ ‘

A link tetween locus of control and learning would seen
lcgical, given that sch&hl achievement regquires a degree of
effort and persistence in academic tasks, and that sgch
tehaviors are unlikely to occur if students see little
relationshifp ltetween efforts ir learning and task outcomes.
Support for this idea is found in numerous studies.

Kifer (1975), for example, reported that Intellectual
Achievement Responsibility Questionnair¢ (IAR: ;randall,
Katkovsky, & Crandall, 19€5) scores strongly differentiated
Letween successful and unsuccessful students in Grades 2, 4,
6, and 8. In addition, and in keeping with other findings
(Phares, 1976: Moursund, 1976), Kifer found a trend towards
greater interrality in successful students as a function of
increasing age, vhile the ubnsuccessful students shoved a
consistent and relatively external orientation across grade
levels. Thus, whereas successful studemts followed the
frequently observed develcpmental pattern toward increasing
internality, this trend appeared to be arrested in those
children experiencing failure.

Other studies have ’ed similar relaticnships Letween
locus of control and achievement. Crandall and his
colleagues (Crandall et al., 1965), for example, found that

IAR scores among children in Grades 3 to 5 vere
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significantly related to reading, math, language, and total
Iowa Test of Easic Skills achievement test scores. Report
card grades for this 8ample also correlated Positively with
IAR scores.

In line with these findings, McGhee & Crandall (1968)
found that students with high internal scores on the IAR
achieved bigher school grades than students vith low IAR
Scores (eaternal orientation). Results consistent with those
found by McGhee and Crandall wvere reported by Messer (1972),
working with Grade 4 children. He tound that internally.
oriented shtjects achieved high;r school grades than those
vith an external orientation. In addition, MNesser noted that
the IAK was a tetter predictor of school grades than vere
standardized measures cf sChocl achievement.

Chance (1965) also Leported relationshirs between IAR

uch as reading

skills, arithmetic performance, and s ing. Similarly,

Scores and several achievement indices‘
humercus other studies b:;c‘gelonsttated and replicated the
relationship between academic locus of control and
achievement cutcomes, such as grades and standardized test
scores (e.g., Buck & Austrin, 1970; Solomon, Houlikan,
Busse, & Parelius, 1971).

Cverall, the research on acadeaic locus of control, as
Beasured ty vbat is probably the most frequently used |
instrument in this area--the IAR, points to a consistent

relationshir between an internal orientation and higher

achievement cn the one hand, and ap external orientation and
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30!.: achicvement on the other. Indeed, the iasportance of
teliefs in fersonal ccotrol over acadeaic revards and
achievement was given considerable prosinence in the Coleman
Bepost on the education of "disadvantaged children® 4in the
United States (Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, NcPartland, Nood,
Weinfield & York, 1966). Colesan et al. found that the
extent to which an individual Lelieves he has some control
over his own "destiny" is a better pfedictor 6: achievement
than all other "school" factors considered together.

such findings hold important isplicatioms for LI
children. If, as the research suggests, failure-prone
students do not see a predomipant relationship betveen their
efforts ir learning and task cutcomes, then it is likely
that sotivaticn on subseguent tasks will diwminiesh, ihereby
lessening chances/tor future success. Accordingly, it seeas
important that pé;ceptions of ccntrol im LD children be
investig{ted s0 that intervention strategies aimed at
developing }nterhally perceived control orientations may be -
devised.

1o date, few studies have been reported on perceived
céntrol in LL children. One such study (Hisama, 1576) found
no significant difference im locus of control scores betwveen
LD and normally achieving students in Grades 3 and 4. Cn the
other hand, Finchman and Barling (1978) found that a group
of 12 LD boys aged nine and ten years indicated external
ccentrol orientations when compared with similar pumbers of

ncrmal and gifted achievers. These contradictory findings,



however, were based on twvo differeat 980 eLAl measures of
locus of control 1ian vhich pctcclvcd ccatrol over a broad
range of bebaviors and events was tapped. Because locus of
control aprears to be a multifaceted conatt&ct vhich does
bot operate uniforsly cver a wide raange 6: aotivational

situations (Crandall et al., 1965), the present study -

investigated perceived control gpecifically ia Achieyepent
sisastions.

On the Lasis of studies revieved above, then, it seeas
reasonable tc expect tbat LD students vill indicate sore
external control orientations than normally achieving |
students. Ihis prediction seeans espetially likely in the
case of perceived control ovef successful experiences. If,
as a functicn of persistent failure experiences, LD students
believe that they have pocr acadeaic atilities, then it is
likely that they will view successful outcomes as being
unexrected amd beyond their control. Iherefore, what
successes do cccur for these children will be viewed by thes
as resﬁiting largely from an uncharacteristically easy task,
or froam the momentary kindness of the teacher, or from just
"good luck." Cn the otber hand, to perceive that failure
o&tco.es are a function of one's lack of ability would be
consistent with lowver levels of acadenmic se lf-concept.

Fev, if any studies have considered the differences in
sources of perceived control in teras of being different as
a function of explaining success or failure outcosmes. Thus,,

ip the fresent stady, it was predicted that LD students
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vould indicate more extecrnal ccotrol orientations than
norsally achieving children vbhen explaining aucceas
outcones, but that their control orientations for failures
vould aot necessarily be differest. Further, given the
dovoloplontal'trondl noted im the research which indicate a
tendency towvard Qreater interpality as a functionm of
increasing age, along with Kifer's (1975) 2inding that this
internal tre¢nd vas arrested in underachieving children, it
is anticigated that locus of coatrol diffecrences for
successful events between LD and norsally achieving children

vill increase¢ over grade level.

EIpsciazions
Closely related tc the perceptions that individuals

hcld of their ability are the expectations of self aand
significant others regarding future déhool perforsance.
These expectafions refer to the evaluative anticipations
that individuals fora of thesmselves or of others with
respect to bebhavior which is most lf!ely to occur, given the
individual and the circumstances (Finm, 1972). In the school
context, expectations reflect the degree to vhich
individuals predict the¢ir own or others' abilities and
performance levels. These eizpectations have been
demonstrated by numerous researchers to relate closely to
school ’nnunt, and are therefore believed to be an
important affective dimension involved in the failure

patterns cf children who experience probleas in learning
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(e.9., Praun, 1976; Brophy & Good, l9;;; Intwisle & Maydul,
1578) .

Of pacrticular interest in this study are the
eipectations of self apd significant others as they relate
to léhool achievement in LD children. “Significant others",
in tbhis case, refer to teachers and parents--the peofle
vhose expectations appear to Q,vo the greatest influence on

ycung childrer (Entvisle & Hayduk, 1978).

39lL-Bxpecsations

Rotter (1954) asserts that “the occurrence of a
tebavior of a person is detersined not only by the nature or
isportance of goals or reinforcesents but also by the
Person's anticipation or €xpectancy that these goals will
occur™ (p. 102). 1hus, according to kotter, behavior is a
function of the @Xfectation that a goal will be attained and
that reinforcement wvil] follow. The nature of a Farticular
expectation vill depend on Previous experiences. Successful
Past experiences vwith a given rehavior usually lead an
individual to expect that it will vork in the tuture, vhile
past failure normally decrease¢s an individual's expectation
that the bebavior will achieve a specified goal.
Self-expectations for the outcome of Lehavior therefore are
learned, and depend largely obn Feople's perceptions of their
relevant abilities, as these are syathesized from feedkack
Obtained vith respect to Past successes and failares.

While a considerable aB0unt of research has been



reported on the role of teacheis® expectations in school
learning, relatively fev studies have focussed oun
l.}!-oxpoctatlonl, especially in elepentary school children
(Eptvisle & Hayduk, 1978). Virtually no studies bhave
exanined self-expectations in special education populations,
such as grougs of learping disabled chbildren. A notewdrthy
attesjt to seet the need for sore research in this atea,
bovever, bhas been recently regported by Entvisle and Hayduk
(1978) .

These researchers investigated changing expectations of
report card grades ims children, teachers, and parents fros
tvo schools during the students' first two years in school.
It vas found that children's predictions of the aid-year
Grade | report card grades for reading, arithaetac and
conduct wvere significantly higher tham actual grades 1in all
cases. Aoticipation of end-of-year-grade marks imgroved,
however, to the extent that 55% ot the children accurately
predicted reading grades, while 4es correctly predicted
arithmetic marks. Pollowing uf these¢ children, Entwisle and
Hayduk found that at the end of Gréde 2, close to 60% of the
students correctly predicted sarks in reading and
arithmetic.

In dealing wvith the forsation and development of
schcol-related expectations, Entwisle and Bayduﬂ intergret
the findings of high ipitial expectations in all children as
indicating that apon entry into school, children bave little

pction of what to expect in terms of their performance
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levels. With school satrance, howeve:, the child is sutject
to a systesatic proceas of 80Clal coaparison in which
individual jerformance is evaluated largely in terms of peer
performance. Conseguently, vhile ali childcen in their study
indicated too high initial eX[ectations, most children
brought achievenment predictions more into line vith actual
performance Lty the end of Grade 2. Lkntwisle and Hayduk
ascrite this gradual isprovement 1 agreement tetveen
exfectaticos and report grades to a “feedback process,"
vherety students modify their expectations on the basis of
information given by teachers, peers, and Parents reqarding
their levele of abilities.

further evidence on the formation of self-expectations
1b young chbildren is presented by Parsons and huble (1577).
They found that the relationship Letween Past experience and
erfpectations varied as a function Of age. Preschool children
failed to use the feedrack on task outcome in fcrming their
expectations of future performance. Parsons and Ruble
suggest that this may ke 1nd1c$tive of an inatility to see
the relevance of Past outcomes for future performance. Of
furtter intetest is Parsons and Ruble's finding that
expectations declined with age. Older children (aged 9 1/2
t¢ l: years) appeared to ke more sensistive to failure and
to ke less responsive in raising their expectations
following success than Younger children (aged 3 1/2 to S
Years) . Furtbermore, they lowered their estimates of their

ability more, and Leported feeling worse following failure



exjerjerces than di unger children.

Peng (1974) alnotod sofe Leyative nelt-expectations
1b older sctudeuts. In abh investiqgation of self-szpectations
of performance in 840 children at the Grades 4, I, and 6
levels, he found that expectations vele siqghiticantly
related tc standardized achieveseat scores at all levels.
Desfpite consistency of achievesent hovever, older children
tefcrted pore negative self-expectations. Pehy sjeculates
that the negyative i1elationshif of grade level to
exfpectations say be a function of unfavoraile school
€xperiences accumulated over the years.

In line with this suggestion, Covinqton aund Eeery'
(1976) suggest that students are fotrced to reassess their
expectations in accordance with. the limited frovision for
success that accompanie€s the competitive grading fpractices
adopted 1n mcst school systems. For Covington and Beery, thae
usual trend tcward more negative self-expectations results
noct sc much from decreases in actual ability, but frcm the
increasing tendency to define expectations in terms of their
perforsance relative to others.

As far as learning disabled students and
self-expectations are concerned, little research has teen
conducted. Ope study of relevance, bowvever, is that recently
reported ty Boersma and Chafpsan (1978a). Using their
Projected Acadenmic Performasce Scale (Chapman & Eoersaa,
1678), it was found that Grade 3 LD children 1ndicated

significantly lover overall expectations of future school
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achievesent than norsally achieving chtl“:} of sieilar 1.
.The failure expeciences vhich typity learning disabilities
AFfear to have beeh reflected in the LD atudents' .
predictions ¢t bhov vell they ezpected to achieve in the
future. Thus, Entvisle and u.,du‘zn (1978) contention that
acadenic expectations are based on feedback froa previous
learning recesived sose sufpport in the Boerssa and Chapean
study. .

Adelsan's (1969) findings are also of interest. He
satched a grcup of 32 sale underachievers vwith a siailar
puskter of noramal aq}iovorn ob the basis of age, grade, 1Q,
and socio-cccnonlc“status. The 64 subjects vere drawn fros
Grades 3 to 7, and had 1(C's in the ramge of 100 to 116,
Adelman found that on a nuasber of novel, amtiguous matching
tasks, underachievers reported significastly lover estimates
regarding their ability to complete the task correctly than
the normal achievers.

Overall, there seeams little doubt that
self-expectations are an isfportant disension 1n school
learning. -Mumerous studies have demonstrated that students
develop their acadenmic exfpectations on the basis of feedback
given them with respect to their performance. In addition,
it i1s apfparent that self-expectations becomse more
conservative and negative with increasing age, and as the
availability of success ibn sChool becomes mcre restricted.

Although naturalistic studies are lacking on the

effects of self-expectaticns on school learning, it seeas
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ressonable tc anypothesise thet a cycle of recijrocal .
causation is developed during the eacly elesentazy years
tetveen selt-expectations and acadenmic achievesent. 1hus, it
sfpeats thet iaitial pecrfocsance levels lead to the
develapmeat of a set of expectations regarding future
pectorsance (latvisle & Hayduk, 1978), ,vhich sp turn
influence tb:}doqtoo ot coafidence and sotivatiob that the
individual brinygs to each subsequent task (Covington &
Beery, 1976) .

The imglication Ot such & CycCle seeas clear tor
learning disabled children. As these children exgperience
fairly consjatent failure, it seeas likely that their
expectations vill be adjusted downvard. Further failure will
lend confirsmation to the lowered exzpectations, to the¢ fpoint
vhere achievesent, pelsistence, nnd.on-talk behavior will
decline Lecause of the individual's prediction that
attainsent of the reguired goal is .ﬂ salikey event.
Accordingly, it vas hypothesized in the present study that
LL children will report significantly more pegative
self-expectations of future school achieveaent than pon-lD
children, and that this difference in expectations between

the tvc groups vwill increase over grade level.

L
Isachei BIRESEETAQRS

A8 the sOsSt iaportant 'siqnﬂxca*mhor“ in the school
lite of the child (Braun, 1976), the teacher exerts a

consideraltle amount of influence on studsnt achieveament



outcoses. 1hia 1aflueace ia act oaly tetlected 1a style of
teachiang, bet 6180 A0 the tedcher's sander Of interacting
vith atudeats. One aspect ol teachecr-atudent Lpteiactioas
vhiCh bas (eceived considezable atteation duriag the' last
decade ia the offect 0f teachet ezpectations oa atsdeat
achieveseat.

Tde sain 1mpetus for iaterest ia teacher eZfpectations
vap decived tros tae vwoOCk Of Boseathal aad Jacobsen (1968),
ob the effects Of ezpecrimentally i1nflated teaches
erjectations An raisisy *1Q" acores through o ptocess ot
self-tulfillieg prophecies. Boseathal and Jacotsoa's

cesearch has teen aud

t to considecatle criticaian in tecrss
of sethodology and {a etatios of results (e.g., Qllashof!f
& Snow, 1971; Neade adecs, 1973; Snow, 1969;
Thorndike, 1568). Yet, pite the contgfoversial octuto‘pt
Rosenthal and Jacolson's resesrch, and the pegative results
in subsequent sisiler studies, consideiable interest ip
teacher exfectations coatinues. Indeed, Braum (1976) aoted
that 60 studies on the tojic were reported betveen 1473 ana
1975. '

1he reason for this continued interest in teachel
expectations frobably results froa the fact that sany
researchers, using several gxttoront agproaches, bhave
“demcnstrated uaeguivocally that teachers' expectations cap
and do function as self-fultilling prophecies” (RPcophy & !
Good, 1974, p. 32). The crucial differeaces betveen those

studies wbich found exfectancy effects and those which did
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not, lies in thé source of teachers' expectations. The
naturalistic studies, in which tﬁe teachers' own
self-genera;ed expectations are considered, have gemerally
shown expectancy effects, while experimental studies
involving(the manipulation cr inducement of teacher
expectations have generally provided negative results
(Brophy & Gocd, 1974).

Falardy (l969f, for examrle, ibp studying expectancy

effects generated as a functicn of the studert's sex, asked

. first-grade teachers whether cr not they thougat boys could

learn to read as well as girls. Because this guestion ua;
one of many in a longer questionnaire, teachers were not
aware that it provided the Lasis tor a more detailed study.
From thé responseé, Palardy identified five teachers who

believed that boys could not read as well as girls and

__—~\paired thenm with five cthers wvwho anticipated no sex

o

differences. Reading achievement scores for the students of

the ten tgachers were then oktained at the end of Grade 1.

After covarying for 1Q, Palardy found that scores for to¥s

~and girls.in classrooms where teachers expected mo

differences wvwere almost identical. Io the other classroons;

hovever, vhere teachers expected girls to do Lbetter, tke
s ! ' .
scores for the girls were comparable to those obtained in
' C 4
the "no difference®™ classrooms, while for the boys, they

were significantly louéx. Thus, boys taught begimnping
reading ty teachers who expected them to do as well as girls

. %
actually did as well, while bcys taught q"teachers vho did
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not expect equal achievement with girls, actually tailed to
dc as well.

In a sigilar type of study, Doyle, Hancock and Kifer‘
(1972) had a group of Grade | teachers estisate their
pupil's IQ's prior to the administration ot a routine IQ
test. It was found that teachers systepatically
overestimated the IQ's of girls and underestimated those of
bcys. In addition; the authors noted that those students wha
had been overestimated Ly the teachers showed higher reading
achievement than their IQ would predict, while students
whose IQ's had keemn under-estisated shoyed less achie;enent
than their IC scores would predict. Thus, vhen teachers bhad
higher expectations for studerts thef appeared to produce
higher achievement vhereas lower achievement seesmed toO
resulﬁjfrCl lcwer expectations.

Meichentaum, Bowers and koss (1969) investigated
teacher expectancy effects in I4 female adolescent
offenders. Six of the girls were 1dentified as potential
wiptellectual bloomers," and their names given to the four
te§ciets who taught all lu\g££l§. The results showed that
;he potential bloomers scored higher on objective but not
subjective tests of academic performance. The experimental
group also showed greater imfprovements in appropriate
classroca behavior than the control group. Im addition,

- Meichenbaus et al. (1969) apalysed individual variatior in
teachers' classroom interacticms vith students in the

experimental and control groups. In terms of the late

¢
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bloomers, it was found that scme teachers actually increased
the pusber of positive 1nte{§ctions, vhile others decreased
the nuaber of negative interactions. Dusek (1975) maintains
that Meichenlkaua's study is a clear desonstration of
teacher-tias effects, Loth in teras of students' performance
and tehavior, and inp terms of teachers' ditferential
bebhavior toward children in the €xperimental and control
groups. . \

In terms of in-class resfonses to teachers' guestions
fros fupils, some Studies indicate that téachers tend to
‘persist longer with hiah expectation than low expectation
studemts after they have talled to answer a questlon (Jeter
4 Lavis, 1973; Rowe, 1669) . Brophy & Good (1570) found that
this rersistence often takes the form of more Clue giving
and repetition. Similarly, children descrited as gifted
elicited closer attention bty teachers than cther §tudents
(Rubov1ts 4 Naehr, 1971).

Cther studies show that students considered to te slow
learners receive fewer OpfFortunities to'l.earn hew Rmaterial
than students labelled as bright }Beez, 1568; carter, 1971,
and that slow students have less difficult Baterial taught
:o then an? less cognitive dexands made on thea (Corntleth,
Davis, & Eutton,'l972§ Jeter & Davis, 1973). Expectations,
thereforq, also contrilepe to the quantity and quality of
teacﬁ llstrudilon. 7

No?'only do teachers appear to bave different patterns

or interactiors with their stuydents, depending on the

c ;.\‘.
L
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expectations they hold for their achievement, but the ®ature

of feedback on porforlance also appears to vary. Of interest .
here are the findings that teachers tend to praise high
expectation students :;;e frequently for correct responses
than lows (e.gf, Meichenbaus €t al., 1969; Cooper S Baron,
1977) . On tbe{othe: hand, teachers seenm to criticize low
€xpectatjion s{udents more frequently for incorrect Lesponses
than high expectation students (e.g., Brophy & Good, 1070;

Nt

Cooper & Good',"% ) Ovits & Maehr, 1971). Brophy 4 Good

(]

-~ . A, |
(1974) suggest t ‘®hs fact that low expectation students
LeCeive more criticisa and less Praise compared to high
students is arn indication that their classroos exreriences

Bay te quite different.

N
¢

Studies of other aspects of student-teacher interacgi i
Patterns are consistent with these findings. Teachers who *J
thought they were interacting with bright students sailed
and nodded their heads more freguently than teachers
interacting with supposedly slower students (Cooper & Good,
1977).

On tbe Lasis of the varicus studies reported in the.
literature, it seeas clear that teacher expectancy effects
do occur, and that these effects are not merely indicative
of accurate teacher predictions of students?' performance
levels, but that they are alsc reflected in differences in
teacher-student interacticn Patterns. Teachers tend to

interact more frequertly and/or more pPositively with high

expectation students, Fay closer attention to their



45

responses, apdY reinforce thouc responses more Positively and
frequently. as a resultg chOlO students are likely to learn

8ocre than low expectation students who do Dot get this type

of treatment, often because .they are taught more in a uaslet
and BOore supfportive intergersonal environsent.

In terms of LD c¢hildren, research on teacher
exrectations is virtually non-existent. One study, however,
is of interest. Boersma and Chapman (1978a) had Grade 3
teachers rate LD and borsally achieving Children in tecams of
Frojected acadesic performance in six areas. Despife the
fact that LD subjects bad sisilar average HISC -R ru1} Scale '
IQ's as the hcrmally achieving subjects, teachers exrected
these children to Ferfcra: at louerqlevels in all subjéct
areas--even though the LD Children were Classified Primarily
on the basis op rocdlng Problems. While the €Xxpectations
exrressed ty toaahecs Bay oe partly realistic ip terss of
the children's pt;vious school performance, the €xpectations
hevertheless see;'unduly pessinis&?c. After all, these LD
students were of "average™ intellectual ability, uife
receiving remediation for their main learning proktlem, and
were only in Grade 3. Yet, teachers appeared to te already
"writing thes off" insofar as their chances of future
acadenmic success were concerned.

On the Lasis of the studies revieved akove, there is
convincing evidence indicating that teacher expectations

differ according tc performance levels and prescribed

labels. Thus, it is pPredicted that teachers will have lower .

v
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expectaticns of acddeaic achievesent for LD children than

for normally achieving children.

Rarental lipsciations

Parents also play an isportant role in influencing the
school performance of their children (Christopher, 1961,
Hilliard &8 Roth, 1969; Walters & Stinpett, 1971). Yet,
despite the considerable amcunt of research that has been
conducted on nuserous facets of parental influexnce on
children (Brcnfenbrenner, 1974; Christopher, 1567, rrankiel,
1959;- Walters & Stinnett, 1971), and despite the abundant
research on teacher extectaticns, few studies have
investigated the relationshifp between parental expectations
and children'é learning. If teéachers!' expectations influence
achievement through interacticn patterns, as previously
suggested, and if parental attitudes are related to
children's self-attitudes and achieve;ent; as the literature
suggesfs (e.g., Cocpersmaith, 1967; Christofher, 1967; Owen
et al., 1971), then it seems likely that parental v
expectations will also affect school performance (Brophy,
1577) « Two parental exrectation studies note findings of
interest to the present research.

Entwisle and Hayduk (197§8), predicted that parental
expectations wculd Lke related to report-card grades of
children during the first tvo years of elementary schooling,
and found a tendency for this to be the case. More

specifically, they found that while parental expectations
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vere related to subseguent achievemeat levels in school,
esfecially end-of-year Grade | sarks, these expectations
tended to undergo sodification as a function of the child's
initial performamce. While inferences regarding causation
are difficult to make on the basis of lntuillj)and Hayduk's
datd, it Eeems clear that a reciprocal process involving
expectaticps and perforsance is operating, in which both
achievement and expectations are to some extent 1ntluonceé
by caéh other. Purthersore, it appears logical that parents
ccasunicate academic expectations to their children either
by direct socialization, or through the process of sharing
the same home environment. It is also possible that patents‘
vith high reading expectatiorns for their children nay ke the
parents wvhc fprovide books' for them, who reinforce reading |
Ltebaviors, apd vho othervise indicate that success in
reading is a valued goal. 1bese same parents Bsay comsunicate
their expectations tbrough direct coaching to a greater
extent than those with lov reading expectatiocns.

In ancther study, Rosen and D'Andrade (1959) found that
parents of bigh achievenment boys tended to have higher
expectations for thea, and to set definite standards which
they expected their sopns to reach. On the otber hand,
parents of lov achieveasent-giented boys 4id not bhave bhigh
expectations, nor vere they consistent in teras of standards
for academic excellence. Im line with these findings, Brophy
(1977) concluded that bigh @het realistic) expectations are

generally associated with h‘..nt levels of achievement than
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lov expectations. Brophy further states that eXp&cCtations
vbich give rise to behavioral acts that are ccnsistent with
tbe expectations, are sore likely to become tulfilled (p.
294) .

In the light of the above findings and suggestions on
cxpoétations, it seens likely that parents of LD children
wvill bring the expectations tbey hold for their children
acre or less into line with the realities of their actual
school perfcrmance. While for a aumber of Farents such
fealities may be a dilappofntlcnt, it wvould be anticipated
that feedkack from schccls by wap of teacher interviews and
report cards will result in expectations beirqg forsed which
4re coamensurate wath fpast and current levels of
performance. Support for this is ;ound in the study reported
by Boerssa and Chapman (1978a) . Here, mothers of Grade 3 LD
Ehildren indicated considerably lover expectations for the
future acadenmic ach}evelent 0f their children than mothers
of normally achip)inq.children vith similar IQ's.

in the fresent study, it'is predicted that mothers of
LL children will indicate lower expectations of future
academic achievement for their children than acthers of
ncresally actieving Children, and that the ditferences in
expectations letveen mothers of LD and hormally achieving

chiMiren will beconme greater as a function of increasing

grade level.

&
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Bothess® iBseLastions aAd PRACSLLI4QRS

The firal variables to be investigated in this study
are sothers' school-related reactions to their childrens
school-related behaviors, and also Bothers' avarteness of
their childrens® self-tercefpticns ot atility. Few, if any,
studies have examined these factors with Sarents of LD
children. Yet, data fros such an investiqation should
indicate vhether mcthers of L[ children react in a wvare,
SUfFportive manner, or whether fossitle disappoistments with
thear children's school performance are reflected in
Degative reaction patterns. In the light of these
olservations, it will re of further interest to know whether
mother reactions are related to an accurate avareness cof how
their own children feel aktout school and perceive their
atilities. An lnvestigaticn of these two variatles, then,
stould provide a basis on which inferences reqgarding the
hature of maternal influences cn affective development in LD
children may be made.

In terms of reaction patterns, research with teachers
1s relatively vell documented, however, little researck
exists on the relationshif between achievement-related
parent-child interactions and performance in schcol. 1f, as
vith teacher expectatacns, bigher maternal expectations are
accomrpanied by a greater incidence of Fositive and
SUEfFortive interactions, while lower €xpectations are
associated with more negative interactions, then parallel

inferences may be drawvn reqarding the comsunication and



selt-tulfilling nature of sateinal e¢xpectations 1u children,
and their e«ffect on achievesent levels.

Of the fev studies rejating to parental 1interactions
reported in the literature, the following are of interest,
Owen et al. (1971) found that parents of weducationally
bandicapped® (LD) children tended to expres:t less attection
tovard their children and put BOre pressure on thea
reéarding acbievement in school. Hilliard and both (19€9)
oktserved that mothers of underachieving bhigh school studeants
were more }ejectinq and less accepting of thear childten‘
than sothers of achieving students. Love (1970) also noted
that parents of low achieving and hamndicapped children
tended to ccamunicate their disappointsent and frustration
vith them ip their interactions. hipterbottos (1$58) , and
Kosen and C'Acdrade (1959) further report interestang
results. Eoth of these studies found that parents of koys
wvho vere bigh 1n achievement sotivation used all types of
revards (vertal, gifts, and especially physical affection)
more frequently than parents cf low need achievement Ltoys.
Finally, Smith (1969) found a positive but lcw correlation
Letween achievement-related motives and reaction of Farents
to their son's success and failure exgperienceés 1in schocl.

Again, the study cf Boerssa and Chapman (1978a) appears
to bDe the cnly investigation which deals with mother-child
reaction patterns focr LD children. lhbese authors found that

mcthers of LL children tended to report a fewer number of

positive reactions to their Grade 3 children's achievement
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bebaviors than sothers of norsally achieving children.

Cverall, the studies of parental behaviors Suygest that
parents of low achieving children tend to have sore hegative
interactions with their children, possibly as a result of
disappointment and/or frustration with their children's
failure to live up to their aspirations. In the light of
these findings, it is fredicted in the Present study that
acthers of LL children will also report more pnegative
Sschool-related reactiopns than sothers of norsally achieviang
children, and that the difference will increase as L[
children exferience increasing years ot failure.

In terms of parents' perceptions of their Children, the
follcwing shculd be considered. If mothers of LD childrer do
in taét Lefort more negative reacticn patterns to their
children's achievement-related tehaviors, ther an i1ndication
cf hov these sothers perceive their children's feelipgs and
attitudes about school may helfp to Fartly account for such
reaction patterns. If sothbers of LD ckildren are sensitive
to these self-percepticns, yet i1ndicate more negative
reacticn fatterns, then there is some support for the notion
that predicted lower acadenmic €Ipectations may be
confounding affropriate interactions with their children.
Stated differeatly, such a finding might also suggest that
a'hcugh these mothers are aware of their children's own
negative self-percepticns, they are unable to translate thas
avareness into positive and sufportive behaviors with their

children.
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In line vith the above, it 1» assused that »f children
erfless daily their OWD school-reiated attitudes, mothers
vill becose aware of these self-perceptions. support fotf
this notion 18 found 1p the study reported by poerspas and
Chapesan (1978a) . Mothers cf Grade 3 LD and noceally
achieving childcen vers reguested to cosplete & chxldron'-'
seasure of acadesic self-ccpcept 1D the sane vay their chi;'“
waquld cosplete it. The fipdings revealed that sothers of Lgb
childresn ;c:ccxvod their childcen's acadeaic self-concept as
sosevbat lover thas taeir children indicated, while sothers
of the norsally achieving childred tated their children's
acadenicC self-concept bigher tbhap tbhe children rated
thengelves. 1bus, LD acthers tended to be pessxlxstic and
the Contrcl sctherE optilistic ip teras of the way they
pe(ceived thelrr childrens' acadesiC self-copncept. 1D
addition, these sothers vwere well avare ot t}e direction of
sedt and schoql—telated teelings and attitudes bheld Ly thear
children.

Accordingly, 1t vwas predicted ip the present study,
tbat sothers of LD apnd noraally achieving children will be
sensitive to their children's acadeaic self-perceptionsg, and
that this censitivity vill te reflected in their rating of
how they thibnk their child perceives bis/her cwh acadenic
self-conceft. Thus, the LL and normally achieving mothers
are expected to ipdicate sisilar ratings of the acadenmic

self-concept ccale as their children.

).
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d0AMALX

It vas steted at the outset thas the maia
characteristic vhich typifies LD caildren is their below
grede-level jerformsance id one or sore achool sul jecta.

Further, attention vas dravwn to the fact that sost

protessionals interested in leacasng dxanb‘ixtxon agree that

the learning probless experieaced vy LD children S48 bs
Esnedisd. 10 viev of the literature revieved abcCve oOn the
influence that several key ‘%toctxv; variaktles have oOn
achool leazning, it seens possible that predoainantly
cognitive resedial strategies say a0t be sufficient inp
enabling LD children tc pertors at bigher acadesic levels.
Particular attention vas dravn to studies with .
failure-prcne and underachieving students which indicate
that the development of negative school-related affective
cbaracteristics is typically associated with histories of
school failure. Of the puserous personality vegiables
contributing to people's affective states, sclt?camccpt

(Jeneral and academic), acadesic locus ot‘controg;: u‘#’i

sel f-expectations for future school achxchnnﬁ mi . ,3; z

identified as three key factors ot pc:ticulai theg;lt qs;

the fresent study. In addition, attc(‘XOS vas cl‘e d&auu_!o
the influeance th;}‘{pqniticant others bave in s;pool-

\

learning. Studies dcclinq vith teacher an¢ pArentcal

'S

expectations and their relaticoship to a ‘d c achiev.nentf

vere revieved. The nature of parental ia C%ions and

. ) . v
perceptions ip teras of their relationsh l;to'stndont
Y

{
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pPertocsance vere elso coasideced.

heseacch on these vacisbles isndicates that the Begstive
senifestations of affect are associated with failuce. Thus,
lover self-pecceptions o!.attlxty tedd to te celated 0 o
Petsistent lack of school seccess. Ia addition, sose stefllea
(e.g., Kifer, 0975) found that ecedesic self-concept is
Cosjacatively sore Aegetive 10 older students vhose history
of fatlere 1s yreater. Otber studies (®.9., Brookover et
al., 1965, 1967) suggest that megative acadesic
self-jerceptions set linits 08 what stedeats are capable ot
acbtovxﬁq because otvtbott effect i1n reducing sotivatioa and
‘task persistence. By settiag lisits on acudesic jerforsance,
self-concept of atility secves to define for students vhat
they expecCt 4O achieve in futucre tashs. lhese
selt-expectations have in turn been shown to felate to
subsequent achievément. Pucther, although emfpicical studies
ar€ lacking op acadesic self-ezpectations, 1t seeans
reasonable tc assuse that older taxlutc-ptoncvqr
underachievicqg students l&\l‘.old xnc:Janinqu lo-ot'“
acadenmic erxpectations as t‘sxnro eXferiences accusulate.

Ie line with self-exfectatioms for futare achieveneat
are thé generalized exfectancies fegarding coatrol over
achievement cutcones. Here, the review of studies suggests
that failure experieaces tend to inhabit tae pocmal
develcrment of aa internal locus of coatgol. Thos, poor
achievers tend to viev S0CQess cutcomes as teing teyond

their cwn ccptrol, and caused iastead by tbe generosity of
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the te¢acher, the easy nature of the task, or cﬁhnce factors.

When these three variables are considered together, a
pattern emerges vwith respect to affective developient in
students with histories of failure. They generally have
ﬁé;lal intellecfual abilities, but for a variety of reasons,
experience ccosiderable failure in school. This failure, in
turn, is associated wvith the development of lover
self-rercegptions of ability and expectations for future
syccess, gnd thevbeliet that success in school is more a
function of external sources which are beyond their control.
‘Thus, it seems logical to as#une that through a"process of
reciprccal interaction (Bandura, 1978), failure and affect
mutually contribute to the sufppression of imfproved school
achievenment.

Of additional interest to this study are the
expectations and perceptions of teachers and mothers
gelating to the school achievement of their children, and
mothers' attitudes as reflected in iqteractions with their
childten. 1he studies on expectations indicated that low
expectatio&s are gene;ally assaciated with low levels of
achieveient. Further, research with teachers shows that
patterns of different;al interactions, in which
failure-:rone children tend to receive less positive and
more negative reinforcements, contribute to the |
'self-fulfilling nature of adult expectations. Similarly,

studies of parent-child interactions indicate that poor

schccl performance is associated with less suptoztive and
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more rejecting parents. The possibility that the negative
jhteracticn patterns result from a 1ack?of sensitivity by
parents vwith respect tc their childrens' school-related

feelingé and attitudes was raised. .

Ihe\ccnsequences of the fi highlighted in this

reviev seer isfportant gQr LT chi n. If these children
develor negative school-reiated'affective characteristics,
the fpotential benefits of remediation will likely be
lessened. Further, if mcthers and teachers of LD children
hold negative expectations for them, and interact with then
in a more pnegative and less positive manner, then the
chances fcr these LD children having their disabilities
corrected will be further diminished. Finally, should 1D
children continue to experience failure and concoamitant
negative affective development into secoﬁdazy school, then
mcre pervasive mental health froblems may arise (Covington &
Beery, 1976) . Indeed, the strcng relationshifp Letween
learning disakilities and juvenilé delinquency (Bachara &
Zaba, 1578) could ke indicative of negative affective
development and frustraticns with pressures arising from
school fai;ure.

With these points in mind, then, there aprears to Lbe a
definite need.for research with learning disabled children.
Such a study should prcvide a unique treatment of the role
of affective variables in learpning with an ecologically
fcried group of special education students. In line with

this, the preéent study vas undertdyen to:
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|. Describe three salient affective characteristics
of LD children, nalolyqaqalt-concept (academic and
deneral), acaaolic locéﬁ c£ coatrol, and
self-expectations for future 8chool achievement.
2. Investigate the expectations beld by significant
others (acthers and'teachets) vith respect to future
school achievement infLp chiidren.
3. Study mothers' school-related reactions tc
achievesent behavicrs in ID children, and sothers
dwareneéss of their children's own acadenic

self-rerceptions.
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AETHOD AMD DESIGH

sublscts

One bundred and sixty-two children (108 boys and 54
girls) in Grades 3 to € (44 Grade 3, 46 Grade 4, 34 Grade 5,
38 Grade 6) in tvo Edmonton middle-class, suburban, *
€lementary schools tgok paft in the study. The teachers
(n = |8) and mothers (s = 162) of these children also
participated. The subjects were selected frcs some 6170
children in a larger study involving all students in Grades
3 to 6 at the two participating schools who were present on
the two testing occasicons.,

The LLC salple.consisied of 8l children (54 Loys and 27
girls) who yere receiving part-time '(1/2 to 1 hcur per day)
learning disability remedial assistance for a | /2 to z 1/2
year deficiency in one or sore academic subjects. In most
cases the frcblen ‘area vas reading. The deficit had Leen
defined by the classroca teacher in teras of classroom and
standardized achievement test results, and in consultation
vith the learning disalkility specialist and the fprimcifgal.
In keeping with the criteria for learming disabilities
referred to earlier, students with major intellectuql,
physical, socialf emotional, dr E;glish-as-a~second-1anquage
prcbless were not include t;n;Qhe saaple. Of the 99 students

receiving LD remedial aébdstance in the two participating

schools, ten were not considered for inclusion in.the study

>

O
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f':ecause they either failed to meet the LD critea, or were
absent op one or Bore tostiag occasions, vhile eight vere
excluded be¢cause their sothers 4id not participate in the
parent study. Thus, the LD sukjects in this investigation
represented 82% of the total number of LD children ip Grades
3 to 6 at the two participating schools.

The Ccntrol group also comsprised 54 bbys and 27 girls.

4 Thesé subjects vere rapdosly selected froa the same grade
1eve}s and cl;ssrodla as the LD subjects, after having been
stratified on sex. Of the 573 children available vho met the
average tc abcve average percfcrmance criterion, 5} were noi

considergd in the selection process because they had had

e

previoptlln :60l placesent or vere absent on the testing
occagions, while 15% could not ke ipcluded due tc incomplete
parent data. Thus, the 81 Control subjects 1in the study vere
drawn from the 80% of Grades 3 to 6 students at the two
schools vhcse academic achievement histories were “gormal."
' Table 1 presents.SAI;le cizes at each grade level, plus
~age characteristics for the LI and Control groups. Thefi\vas
no statistiéally signiticant differemce betwveen the two
;roups, as a funciion of grade level, nor was there an
owerall grade effeét. fhe mean overall age for LD subjects
uas ;22.I7 sonths and for the Coptrol subjects 121.62
sonths, or both a?proxilately 10 years 2 months.

| similarly, no statistically sigmnificant difference was

observed for socio-economic status, tased on fathers'

occupation and classified acccrding to the Blishen Scale
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Tatle

dge Characteristjics (in months) 6} the
LD and Control Saaples

4 N Control
[
Ggadc n Hean SD n Nean SD
3 22 102.64 5,20 22 103.59 4.S4
4 23 118.69 6.54 23 115,65 5,14
5 17 131.94 5,99 17 130.55 5,98
€ 19 14C.2¢ 4.62 19’ 41.68 3.99

Total 81 122.17 15.36 81 121.62 15.29




©

| 61

i
-

(Blisben, 1967). Here, LD subjects bad a mean rank of 46.51
(SD = 14.2%), while Ccntrol subjects had a 8eanh rank of
46.70 (SD = 13.82). These rapkings suggest that the two
groups vere drawvn froas sisilar pPredosinantly siddle class
so¢ concaic backgrounds.

Ability estimates for Grades 3 and 4 vere obtaiped froa
Schcol records of Otis-Lennomn--Form K Ig S5cores (Otis &
Lennon, 1969), whereas Canadian lorge-Ihorndike 1G's (lorge,
Thorndike 4 -Hagen, 1967) were used for Grades £ and ¢
estimates. There were no statistically significapt
differences Letween the twoc groups for coamkined Grade 3 and
4 mean IQ scores (LD B = 103.24, SD = 10.76; Control
= 107.22, sD = 9.42; ¢t = |.86; df = 88; p > -05), -although
there was a tendency for Controls to bave higher IQ's. on
the cther bhand, coabined Grades S and 6 amean I¢ scores uere.
significantly_higher for Contrcls (LD ¥ = 97.87, sb = 10.31; °
Ccotrol ¥ = 109.80, sSD = 8.84; t = 5.26; df = 70; p <.01).
The overail Fcint that should ke noted here is that toth
gLOUFs were withinp the average range of I1Q. The tendency for
LLC children to have slightly lcuer‘sqores Bight te due to
reading difficulties experienced by thea on the "group
administered® 1gQ tests, rather than by intellectual
differences Letveen the gLOULE fer se.

geans and standard deviations for standardized test
§Cores ame presented ip Table 2. Here, statistically

significanpt diffe;&as betveen the groups were obsery

all snhj;ct areas tapped Ly the tests. Grade 3 achieve
' A
\‘

‘..' »

o
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Takle !

veaedt Test Data in Teras oOf

Gra Equivalent Scores
LT Control
Nean SD Nean SD t P

Grade 3 (Metro) )

Reading 3.4€6 1,25 S.16 1.17 4.6V .000

Bath 2.8S . 89 S.01 .10 7.04 .000
‘Grade 4 (CIBS) .

Yocatkulary 4. 2¢ . 94 5.52 «63 5.37 .000

ReadingsComp &8.94¢ .94 S.36 .78 5.57 .000

language 4.40 .85 .62 .82 4.% .000

Study Skills 3.96¢ . 84 5.32 .78 £.55 .000

Math 4.33 . 63 S.21 .86 3.92 .003

Composite 4.17 . €0 5.39 .63 6.73 .000
Grade £ (C1P3)

Vocaktulary S5.42 .93 6.42 .74 3,48 .001

Reading/Comp 5.29 . 86 6.34 +76 3.76¢ .000

Language 5.22 . 84 6.49 <79 4.55 .000

Study Skills 5.3¢€ .62 6.11 «71 3.27 .003

Bath - 5.265 .68 6.22 .78 3.76¢ .000

Comfposite 5.32 .61 6.32 <62 4.55 .000
Grade 6 (C1BS)

Vocakulary 6.61 .98 7.88 1.08 3.79 .00

Readings/Comp 6.27 1.03 T.41 .63 4.13 .000

language 6.42 .96 7.70 «97 4.10 .000

Study Skills 6.43 . €8 .63 1.08 4.10 .000

Math 6.24 .13 1.517 .98 4.74 .000

Composite 6.26 .85 7.68 .80 £.21 .000

62
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Beasures were obtained froa.the Metropolitan Achievement
Test (Durost, Bixler, utiqhtltono, Prescott 4 balow, 1570),
vhich had teen adsinistered Jutinq Bay of the Current school
Year. lor Feading, the Lp JILOUE vasg ap lVerQqe ot 1,€8 years
telow the Coantrol groug, wvhereas for Math LD Bul jects were
2.’2 years behapnd. Standardized aChlevemernt test data at
Grades 4, 5 apgd 6 vere obtained froga the the Canadiap Test
of Basic Skills (King & Hieronymus, 1975). Results here, in
terss of tota] Sutject area ang composijite sCores, indicatg
bighly significant differences tetveen the iuo grLoups, at
all Grade levels, ang cver all sutject areas. lhus, although
the LL suytjects veére receavihg Lemedial assistanpce Primarily
for reﬂding, lable 2 i1pndicates that thkey are behind their
pPeers in al} Subjects, usually by at least |2 Bopths. 1p
line with this, it should be further noted that althouqgh the
LD children are bebind the Control children ig teras of
achievement, tpe deficit fs felative rather than absolute.
These L) subjects are still Performang at aPFloximately the
normal Jevel within each grade.

Fipally, end-of-year Report Cardg 9rades are showp ip
Takle 3. Grades are presented ip terms of a E-fpoant siﬁfzn‘ )
(a=5, B=y, =3, D=2, E=1l). 1The differences Otserved retween
the L) and Contro} Suk jects arg Consistent with the
standardized achlievenment £Cores, and again 1qd1cate that LD
sukjects tended to LeCeive lowver grades in !&?t School
subject areas. A

b ]
In sum, the Lp sutjects in this study arpear to te a
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End-of Year Befort Card Grades

-

LD Control
Mean SD Mean SD t p
Gradeg :
Reading J. «56 4.09 43 6.36 .000
Language 2.82 .79 4.09 43 6.12 .00C
Spelling 2.173 .70 3.95 <37 7.23 .000
Math 2.112 <73 4.00 .00 11.08 .000
Frintingy
Writing 3.4l .19 3.77 <69 .62 112
Soc Studies 3,27 €3 3.66 47 3.53 .00\
Total ' 18.14 2.62 23.27 .38 8.%¢ .000
Grade 4
Reading <.52 +S1 3.48 67 S5.47 .000
Language 2.78 .8¢ 3.57 -84 3,13 .,003
Spelling 2.178 .79 3.22 1.00 1.63 .10
dath 2.91 .59 3.22 60 1.73 .091
eriptaingy
Writing 3.57 .95 3.¢9 Jd2 .33 .598
SOC Studies '3.22 .74 3.48 <79 1.16 .253
Total 17.78 2.9% 20.¢5 2.44 .59 .001
srade 5
keading 2.59 .71 3.65 <61 4,67 .000
Language 2.53 .81 4.18 <64 6.28 .000
Spellang 2.00 -87 3.35 1.00 4.23 .000
Math 2.41 - 79 3.71 .69 5,08 .000
£rinting/
Writing 3.18 .88 3.88 <70 2.59 .01y
Soc Studies 2.88 .60 3.59 .62 3.38 .002
Iotal 15.59 3.24 22.35 2.32 7.00 .000
srade 6
Beading 2.95 .78 3.68 1.06 2.45 .019
lLanguage 3.42 <77 4.21 .86 2.59 .004
Sgpelling 2.53 .96 3.95 91 W4.67 .000
Math 3.1 <94 3.79 .86 2.35 ,024
Frintirg/
Writing 3.7 <45 4.32 <58 3.42  .001
Soc Studies 2.95 <97 3.89 -88 3.16 .003
Total 18.68 3.5€ 23.84 3.80 .32 .000

b4
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representative sasfle of those children in two schools, who
because of learning difficulties, tend to be selected for
learning disabilicty remedial essistance. lhey are similar in
age apd socic-econoaic status tackground to the (ontrol
subjects. In termas of 1Q, they are well withiu the norsal
range, but nevertheless slightly lower thap Control
subjects. Acadesic achievement levels, on the other bhand,
reflect bighly significant differences befueen the two
grcups. Here, LD sulkjects performed on the average at
statistically sigpificantly lcwer levels, in coagarison to
Contrcl children, in all sutjects. In this regard, LD
children agpear to fit the "classic" description of LD
children--they have pnormal intelligence with acadeaic

deficienclies 1n opne or more subject areas.

.d0itsunents

Geperal Sslf-Coacept

General self-concept was assessed with the Piers-Harris
Children's Self-Concept Scale (Piers & Harris, 1969). The
Piers-Harris instrument consists of 80 declarative "Yes-No"
items, balanced to sinimize response acquiescence. The iteas
contribute tc six subscales, derived through factor analysis
(statements of bebhavior, intellectual and school status,
physical appearance, anxiety, social popularity, and
bapripess). Scores may range frosm 0 (low self-concept) to 80
(high self-ccncept). The test lanuél feports a normative

sean of 51.84 (SD = 13.87). Cronbach's alpha for the Full

S e o e —————— il
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SCale reported over siz studies vas 1in the range of .78 to
.93, vhile test-rutest stability over a tvo-totout sonth
period vas .117.

The Piecs-Harris scale is cne of the most frequently
used seasures of genetsl self-conCeft at the eleaentary
lJevel. Folloving their reviev of the instrusent, Robinson
and Shaver (1973) concluded that 1t is a useful seasure for

research fpurgposes.

dsalenic Sslf-Congcept

Acadesic self-concept vas assessed with the Student's
Perception cf ability Scale (S?PaS), develofed by Boerssa and
Chapwan (1977). Descrigtively, the SPAS contains 70
forced-cholce "Yes-No" items relating to feelings and
attitudes about school perforsance in tive Lasic acadesic
areas (readipg, spellipg, language arts, arithsetic, and
penmanship), and also to schocl in general. The itess
ccotribute to six subscales, derived through factor
analysis, which ipclude Percegtion of General Ability,
Percefption of Arithsetic Ability, General School
Satisfaction, Perception of Reading and Spellimg Ability,
Perception of Penmanshif and leatness (each of which
contains 12 items), and Confidence in Acadesic Ariliey (10
items) . Apfroximately half of the i1teas are worded
positively and half negatively in order to control for
response agquiescencae.

The SPAS was constructed for ume with children in
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Acadenic self~concept acores decived fiaa the 8""'.'.3 ca ° }
froan 0 (lov acadeaic selt-conoept) to 70 (Riqgh ecadesic -
self-concept). Technical data o0 the SPAS (boetasasa, Cbcnloi )“
& Maguire, 1979) reveals o standardizetion lnuplq sead é’oz
four grade levels of 46.24 (SC = 11,21). Cronbach's clpb)“\

for the Pull Scale vas .915, vhereas Arithaetic,
Reading/Sgelling, and Fensansbifp/Neatpess values vere

betveen: .822 and .855. General Abiljity was .785, School
Satistaction .74i, and Contidence .68¢. Test-cetest

feliability over a tng- to six-veel jeriod for the Full
Scalq‘vas «843, whereaz subscale stability coetficientas

ranged fros .J714 to .844. The above data suggest that the

SPAS is a relatively reliable and a stable instrusent over
time.

Studies with the SPAS indicate that 1t discrimibnates
strongly fros general self-cobncept, as measured Ly tbhe
Piers-Harris (Boerssa & Chapaan, 1978Lk), thereby suggesting
that the instrument is tafpping a unique disension of
self-concept. Purther, the SPAS moderately correlates
(r = .49) with concurreént end-of-year grade average (Boerfsma
4 Chapman, 1978b), and also soderately predicts grade
average 12 months later (r = .46). In terms Of experimentail
validity, twc recent studies are also of interest. Ip ope
stedy, the SPAS clearly distinquished between Grade ) 1D apnd
potmally achieving students with sisilar mean Full Scale

WISC-B IC scores (Boerasa & Chapman, 1976a). In a second
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study, strong differences were noted bo'.poa tvo Qtoups of
full-tipe sjecial cless elesentacry atudeats, and & group of
norseally ocuunk students (l.t.aa,"Chaplcu 4 dattle, i
press). 1a bcth of these studies, the lov achievisg LD ead
special cli‘- students refocted ‘aoaxtxccatly_Jbuo: oc{dooxc
selfyconcepts than the 20i8al achieVera. 1b short, the 3PAS
aFFeacrs to be & usefyl sessure of scCadesic !olt-colcopt.
conteining gcod iptecrmal validity and prosisiag eslecaal
validiey.

LI

Locus 9L Ssassigl

The sbcrt tors of the Intellectusl Achievesasnt
n.‘yoﬁkib;xx;, Questiocppaire (l1iB) vas used to aasess
cc:dooié iqkul of coatrol. This torm vas recomsended by
c:anball (;Sba) for use with cl&.ontcty sachool children. the
I&glittonxta to assess children's peliefs in reinforcesent
t.;ponsitxlity spocxtxcallx it acadeasic achievenment
_uit%ation:. s such, it toénscn oL perceived con;tol in

. )
eventy vﬁbch involve significest others, such as parents,
] . .

teachers, and peers.

' Of the 34 ttess i1n the IAD, 20 are iscluded in the

{ slementary short fors. Obe half ot these deal vith internal

.:oaponsibllity for success exjeriepcCes (I¢), while the oth,r
half assess Bn-ponsibility for feailures (l-). Scores 4b each
sulbscale range fros 0 (sost esrtermal) to 10 (most ipternal).
Spearsan-Brovn split-half realiabilities are regorted as .5%

for the 1+ apd .57 for the I- subscales (Crandall, Katkovsky
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& Crandall, 1965). Corre ions between the regular and

. »short-fors suhfcales afé}:::orted to beé ;90 for the I+ and

A'.gl for the 1-;°ﬁuo-lonth test-retest reliabilities‘are

reparted to te'in the range of .47 to .66 for the 1+ scale,
and .69 to .5“ for the I- scalq (iobznson '3 Shaver,.|973).
In térms cf convergént validiegy kobinsop and Shaver ci‘te1
the moderately high IAF ccrrelations with report-card qrades
‘(ranging from the .30's to the .50's). In support of the
discrisinant validity, Rokinson and Shaver further cite the
low correlations betveen IAR and 1Q scores (r's B .14
to .26).

Many studies have used the IABR. Evaluating some of ,
these studies, Robinson and Shaver (1973) conclud that the
measure is a "carefully develcped scale" which skows
acceptable reliability and evidence of discriminant and .
convergent validity. Irp line with this, Phares (1976) has
notgly that the IAR is Frobably the most suitable measure of

pefctivéd control for children, especially in teras of

school achievement.

Expectations N

§jlj:gj;gg;1;iglg for future acadesic achievement were
esthpateqd Iith_ﬁhé Projected icadenic Performance Scale
(PARPS) developed by Ehap-an and Boersma (1978) . This
% iastrument contains 42 fon:-zésponse aulti-choice iteas,
uhich'contritnte to six subscales, each coataining seven

.

itess (Spelling, Keading, Lamguage Arts, Hath, Social

'
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Studies, and Science). The items geal with predicted
performance in the&izz}\4n4-t6§;fierl future. hesponses are
veighted on a four-point metric, with higher values
reflecting higher expectations. Pull Scale scores range froa
42 (low expeé;ations) to 168 (bigh expectations) .

Technical data comspiled to date on fhe Projected
Acadenic Performance Scale (Chapman & EBoersaa, 1979)
indicate a Full Scale mean over Grades 3 tb 6 of 121.41
(SC = 17.37). In terms of internal consisteuncy, Cronbach's
alpha was .901, vhile the test-tetes{ stal!lity’lbe}f;cient
over a four-tc-six veek period was .801. '¢ :&.q’ . )

Studtes with the Projected Performace scale show that
tﬂé instrument has a moderate correlation with end-of-year
grade pcint average (r = .40), and also moderately predicts
report grades 12 months later (r = .38). With regard to
external validity, Boeirsma and Chapman (1978a) recently
reported that the measure clearly differentiated Letween
Gr;defz.LbIan norni‘ﬁ‘,achieving cgildren, v;th "e LDy
;tude S teportf%&fi}gnificantly lg:et achievensent
expectatigns. The a‘;vé data suggest that although the
Projecfed Performance sca®® is a relatively new instrn.eet,
it has goad internal characteristics and ptclising,extetnal

) »

validity.

*

‘lﬂihlj_iﬂd 135&h££ £1§££$lI19nl for Yuture student

achievement were assessed vith a loditied‘vursion of thé

[

Projected Acgdeiic Perforsance Scale, reworded and shortened

for use vwith adults. Here, mothers and teachers viﬁe;' 5
R [}

KY 4 .
< ¥ P
- - 3, t‘ il * o
- » . ko SRV
bl

) . LS A PN
» - - SRS e -

-

. v h .
. . ]



»

. Vg

11
o

required to rate 12 items on a four-point scale, which dealt
specifically with predicted studedt achievement in the
acadenic areas included in the children's Projected
Perforsance instrusent. Tvo expectations for each sdkject
area vere assesgsed: one referring to btedicted perforasance
"next year," and the other in teras of perforsance "when X
is olger." Full Scale scotes range froa 12 to 48. Two
sepacrate adult formats of the "instrument vere frepaced, one
for use with mothers and the cther for teachers. The
aothers' version (PAPS-H) .,presented items im a sulti-choice
fcraat, grougped according to subjeci areas (Spelliang,
Readdng, Lapgu?qe Arts,Lpaih. Social Studies, and Science).
For teachgrs, the scale (FAPS-1) was presented on tvc single
pages, each of which bhad the namg® of all students in the
class listed down the left-band side. At the tcfp of each
page vas one of the twc expectation gquestions, glong with
the four answver choices. 1he six gubject areas vere
presented in coluans Across the page. Teachers vere

L)

requested tc mark in each colusn for each student the number
of the multi-chcice ansver deemed most apptobtiate. With a
sample cf some 563 mothers of eleameamtary children in Grades
3 to 6, Chapsan and Boersma (1979) reported a mean PAPS-M
score of 35.30 (SD = 5.94), and for 25 teachers of 671 -
elementary cfffﬁron, a mean FAPS-1 score of 33.05 (SDp =
7.73) . They further noted high correlations Letween

teaghers' exjectations and grade-point-average (r = .77),

‘and s moderate tclatio.liip betveesn iotheti;.expectations

\
4
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and grade-pcipt-average (r = «59).

Bothers' Asttitudes .

Notbsi's Pekceptions 9f their childken's acadenic
u};;.ggngg,;_g were assessed by h.aung thea comfplete ’he
Studént's Perception of Akility Scale in the same way as
they thought their chiid UOg{d coaplete it. Such an apgroach
Jap;ears to be novel as a way of obtaining ferceptions of
schopl-related feelings in children, and vas designed to
detersine the sensitivity of mothers to those feelings.

Finally, Nothers' ;g;gxigng tq thear children's

achieveient-relatcd_school exferiences vere assessed vith

tQ{ntlellectualiubscale of the Parent Reaction

Questidmpaire (| ysky, Preshton & Crandall, 1964). This

subscale co:tijns 12 items each describing a typical
51tuatfb§ in which a child shcws successful or unsuccessful
achrevenent heﬁavior that is likely to drau an evaluative

response on the part of the parent. Each itea is fJ\loued by

. five or sizx statelepts froa whioh the parent is asked to

select their most typical reaction. The alternatives to each
statement include positive (p;aise, affection, recognition,
encouragesent, and reassurance) and negative (criticisa,
annqjance, and correction) reactions, plﬁs one'neuttal

reaction. 1he items relate to Lotk successfu} and

' apsuccessful achievemeat behaviors. SCOIes, vhich may range

jipl 0 to 12, coabine to yield separate Reasures of positive

and negative reactivity. Is the present study parents vere
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fequested to rate One reaction per ites. The nualter of
positive and negative rea¥tions vere then suased vith the
resulting scores being an;lyzod separately.

Although the Parent Reaction Questionnaire has teen
used for a numkter of years, nc data regarding its
reliability and vglidity have been reported. Numerous
studies, Lowever, haye reforted a strong relationshig
betveen pcsitive parental reactions and the developaent of
1nterna1 locus of control in their children (e.gq., *

Katkoygky, Preston & Crandall, "ra- Katxovsky, Crandall &

Good, 1967; loeb, 1915).

A bipotheses
' ,‘ 'S " *

Childzen's Es;ssz.n'lu and uns.%nau
One of the main putposbs of this study vas to

investigate three salient aft‘ctivo charach;stxc‘ of > .

elementary learning disabled chbildren, viz., selt-concept
(general and academic), academic locus of cont}ol, gnd
self-expectations for future acadglic sdccess. It seeas
cl;ar fros research cited in Chgpto: Two that sc‘pol failure
is often associated with tae development of ne§at1ve
affective claracteristics. Further, as failure exreriences
accusulate with increasing aéc, school-related affect
becomes more negat%ib. In that LD children are characterized
by their histories of acadesic failure, it seems likely that

¢

they will develog increasingly ncgativi school~related

affect. Houdvé;é this noqltivc attitude will ot hecessacily
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extend beyond acadesic matters. Accocdingly, the following
hypotheses (ere ptéposcg. |
L

~ 1: Gepsial S!lt:ﬁﬁhﬂ!ﬂjo Studies on gebneral
self-concept with failure-prone children have asually
produc&h asbiguous findings. Fecause general self-concept
tafps a broader ran?e of feelings and attitudes than ju:t .
school-related tad!ota, it seems possible that general

self-concept vill not necessarily be affected by acadelic

failure, at least at the elementar refore, it vas

predicteq‘that. .
1.1 There vfll be po significa ce in
‘anerﬂ self- ores on ers-Harris

Self-Ccncept veen LD and Control sulkjects.

2: dcadepic S .pSeEt- In teras of academic
Self'CCﬁfept, it 880.8.11‘!!; that persistent failure
experiences will lead to the developament in children of
keliefs that they bave love.r*lities than other children.
Further, &€cme of the studies ihvioued in Chapter Two (e.9.,
Kifer, 1975) suggest tfgat such' Leliefs b.ec0le more negative

as failure emgeriences accuaulate over time. Thus, it was

-pr@bicred that:

3

2.1 LD suhjoct#‘uill obtain significantly lower
scores on the Student's Perception of Ability Scale
than Control subjects.

2.2 The 4 erence in Porcobtioa of Ability acores

c between 1Ll °and Control sdokjectd will increase as a
tn’lon of .increasiag grade level. .

)
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3a ASsdenic Locaa Qtjz;n;;g;;ﬁ,zn teras of acadeaic

lccus of control, it seens likely that lowver

self-perceptions of ability will be accoapanied Lty bcl{ot.

"that vhep puccess outcomes do occur, thc,ﬁ,rc Dot cavused bi

OoRe's own abilities, but sather by .;;g;nlégc,u-cs. such as
the nature of the task, or the kindness of the teacher. On
ths otber band, it vould seem likely that failure events
q

will be associated witbh an jpterpal orientation vhereby lncb
outcoses are elpoctq' and are seen as being a functionm of ‘J
one's inadeguate abtllticl. Therefore, it seeas likely that *
LY childrep ‘will hc Bore extermal in their ozplalatioaa for
succcss dvents than pnormally lqhieving childr-n, tut amot
necessarily scfe external ubé“t comes to explanations for
failure events. With these p‘.nts’in aind, the followving
predictions were asade:

3.1 LD subjects will oMftain lover sceres on the I+

(successful events) subscale of the, ellectual

Aclbevenent Responsibjlity Questio than

Conttol sukjects.

3.2 Ibe difference in €¢ scores between LI and

Comtrol subjects will increase as a function of

increasing grade level.

3.3 There will be no difference in I- (gQilure

events) scores Letween the LD and Contred sukjects.
“

A'
4, Self-EFxpectations of Iuture Schbool Achisvemepnt.

SinCe LD children receive a great deal of failere feedkack,

it seems likely that they vill anticipate fuPtbher failg:: on
future tas}s, and therefore, thatlth.ir expectations for .

success vill be lower. It also sools\logical that.the more

N
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tailurc feedback such childrer receive, the lower will be

their expectations of .lu:c acadeaic Gyccess. Accordingly,

" it was hypothesized that:

4.1 LC eudjocts vill obtain.significantly lover
scores ¢B» the Projected Acadeaic PortOtlanco Scale
than Control subjects.

Nt -
4e2 The difference in Projected Pqrformance scores
betveen LL and Control sutjects vill increase as a
functican of increasing grade level.

“ €

v Y

umn- Rnunm: ARd Ixpegiatiens

X q.?:mfdylpo of interest sce thc ochool-tclatod percerptions aad

jxtnactions ct |oth9:s, alonq vith lothot.-nnd teachers
eXpectations for tntuto acadesic p:tto:lancc. s iedigased
in ?hapten Tuc, nothers are of particglar interest because
of their crucial rn%e'!n the developaent of achieveament
behaviora:‘l. addition, mcthers are usually more often
involved in liason betveen hoze and school, and th;retore
more frequently in touch with their children's school
performance and school-related attitudes.

In general, studies iamdicate that lowv expectations are
associated ;ith low levels of achievement. Lov expectations
also a;poit to contribute to interactioms vwith children
vhich are icss positive and encouraging. Similarly, studies
of parent-chilM 1nto;actions suggest that gpor school
perforsance is associated witd less supportive and more

rejecting pareats. In lgpg vith these fimndings, the

following bhypotheses wvere' tested.
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ds Betheks®' Besctiona 39 thedr Childcen's
Scbeel-Bslassd Bebsyioss. Previous studies of parental

interacticn pattecrns indicate that parents ot lowv achieving
Children tend to have sore neqative ipteractious with their
children. This occurs, possibly, as a result of
disappointaent or frustration with the failure of such
Children tc pecfcrms at bigher levels. Sherefore, it seeas
14k@ly that sothers of LD children will also experience such

lt}taticus a3d accordingly bave 108;‘support1ve
lnfae;;tions with their children. Ip lime with thil, it wvas
w. - .

d‘:rat:
o,| HOtheérs of LD subjects will okttain lower
sitive reactivity and bigher negative reactivity
fes cn the Parent Eeaction Questionnaire than
thers cf Control sutjects.

’
LY
.r'\\

¥y-2 1be difference in scores between LD and Ccntrol
potherts vwill increase as a function of increasing
* grade lgvel.

A}
"

6. Botbess' Percertions cf Mcadesic Self-Copgcept. It

ig also important to kpov whether mothers of LD children are
t;ndffive to the school-related feelings and
801t~yitccpficns of their children. In line vith @his, one
would expect that as amcthers receive feedback from their
Chg}dren fegarding feelings and attitudes towvards -
8chool-rulated events and outcomes, they will develop an
avgrenesslof their children's acadenmic self-perceptions. If
Acthers of LLC children grg sensitive to their children's

feelings, then there should ke a falr degree of congruence

5o

[
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betveeu LI children's ratings of selt-percejtions of

ability, and sothers® gredictions of those tatings.

Sisilarly, 1f msothers of borsally achieving children are

sensitive to their children's school-related teelings, theun

they toc ’Sould Lefort perceptions which are conqgruent with

thy acadegeic self-concepts of the Control children. cn tﬁat
‘ Basis, the folloving hypotheses were froposed:

-

6. There vwill be no significant ONf ference in SPAS
scores between LD subjects and LD sothers.

6.2 There vill be no significant ditference in SEAS
"COICI between Control sutjects and Contrcl sothers.

1. Bothsks' Bapeciatiops of Futuis School Achisvement.
As feedbaqk is frovided Ly toth the child and

tbe school on the success amd failure experiences of
children, it seems likely that mothers will tring their
achievement expectations into line with performance

outco-eé. Fcr pothers of 1D children, these exfectations

wvill likely te lover and becose increasingly amore negative
as a function of increasing grade level. Accordingly, it vas

predicted that: >
7.1 Mothers of LD subigcts will report lower scores
on the Projected Acadehic Performance Scale-M than
sothers of Control subjects. o

7.2 1be difference in Projected Performance scores
Letveen LT apnd Ccntrol wothers will increase as a
function of imcreasing grade level.
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€. 1sachsis' Eapegciatighs 9f 1atuis 3cbgeld Achisysasas.

Pinally, bcc;u-c LD children bave histories of
past failure, and have been qtcdod.and labelled accordingly,
it seems likely that teachers u‘ii\hold lower .:L.otltlonl
for such students then for notsally achieving students, even
though such children ate assused to have "ncrsal® abilities.
Predictions aa'to gfade level effects are not relevant here
since teachers porsally-deal with students only for a

one-year jeriod, rather than over ap extended

[
“developaental” period. 1he only relevant hypothesis here
tten is: i
~e

8.1 Teachers '_411 tepcrt lcver scores on the
Projected Acadeaic Perforsance Scale-T for LD
subjects than for Control subjects.

Y 1

[
The Student's perceptief of Ability Scale, Projected .

Acadenic Performsance Scale, Piers-harris Children'’s ., ~«~...

-

Self-Concept Scale, and the Intellectual Achieveaent -
Responsibility Questiobnaire vere adsinistered oL two
sefarate testing occasions (tvo days apart) during thew
sonths of April and Nay, 1977. The children vere tested in
their regular classroos groups as part of a larger study.
Thus, LL and Control subjects were pot avare that their
respoases would foram the Lasis of a more specific, detailed
investigaticn.

Sukjects vere inforaed that the “questionnaires® vere

being used .ip a large survey tc find out something about
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“kid's teelings and attitudes tovards school aud their
schcclvork.® Teachers vete not present during testing, aad
stIong esfhasls vas pleced on the need for honest roaponi-,
vith childrep being told that peither parents 0oL teschers
would be cllov~d to see¢ the ansver pooklets. It was turthes
espbasized clat the gquestionpaires were not "tests,” and 4
that there vere no right cr ¥Ecng ansvers to the guestions.

Testing time OD @aCh OCcasion vas approzisately 3% to
40 sinutes. 31l itess vere read aloud by the tester to the
students ip crder to epsure that possilktle coafounding
effects due to reading probless vould de sinisized.
~Claritication of questions vas given if sought Lty any
student. Tbis vas necessary in less than % of the cases.

The same expcth!atot (tclalo) adainistered all
instrusents. %he Pegé.;tion of Ability amd Projected
Acadensic Ferfcrsance scales were given on the first
occasion, whereas the Plers-Harris and Intellectual
Achievesent Responsibility Cuontionnair; uorevqiven on the
second. Por fragmatic reasons counterbalancing of these
instrusents vas not attesfpted. It shonld'%e noted however,
that results of a pilot study with 67 Grade 3 and 4 children
vith the SPAS and PAPS instrusemts imdicated th;t nQ
siganificant carryover effects occurred as a function of
order of presentatioa. In teras of carryover between

sessions, the two-day interval sbhould have siniaized such

effects. Finally, kecause of their different cont.nt,qlﬂ .

forsat, carryover froa the Piltl‘ﬂlttil to the IAR’ u.-l‘cbf .

Fl
.
-
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seeBs BOat udlikely.

Teacher expectaticn data wecte oLtsined at the sane 'tinse

as subjectas vwete E’Thq tested. Since teachers vege

cosfleting Projected Perfocrsance gueatioslijices o5 all -
studeats in each class, they vere aOot avare that the L
Ccntrol sutjects voold fors tne saajle foOrf & upu““
iovestigation. Accordingly, possible confoundiang clt-
arising fgrom kpowledge Of the study's purpose vere [

Bother expectations, reactions, and percgption

acadesic self-comcepts of their children vere collected by

‘sail, again as part ot.c lacger study. Here, a letter vas

sent fros tbe Principals of the two participatiag schools to
vheé bb-c- of all childten ip Grades 3 to 6. Hothers vere
l‘lﬂ"d that their childredp vere taking part in a sajor
rcaca:ch Froject ipvestigating the influence that attitudes
tovaeds schocl amd school sebjec™s play an leacaing.
Coopetatich vas sought £ros sotimcs is cospleting thcc)
questionbaires relating to the 't“d!6

Obe veek later, tde guestiocnnaire materials vere
Fosted, along with a covering letter. This letter inforsed
thes that the stuody vas focessing on the role cf children's
school-related feelings tc acadeasic perforsance, and th{'
information vas being sought im order to “obtain a more

cosprebensive and accurate picture of hov children feel

about schcol."” Coatil.atialtty of the data vas on;hasi:od.

.Also enclosed vas a'.‘ll~lﬂdrcssod sttspcd cnvclopc is uhich

v

e’
to reters the lctorfal.,lctbexs vbo had not returned their

” ' :
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pooklets after tvo veels vele telopboned and peoapted to

cosflete and totutn thebl uct:asoln. A sscoad telephoas ccll
vas sage cootn t¥o veels {otc{ L0 those fev Bothels vhose
data veie ntill ouuuoduq.r above procbguu yielded o
fetuch gate ot l!l fcos o ;osliox. 6v) asothers. 1s teres ot
subjecta 1a the ptooout study, it Ae 1Btefesting to aote
that 908 cf the LD motbhets uu:u‘ Qdeit questioabaire

booklets.

Lsalian

The bMypothreses ptesented in tais sted) vele tested by
seans of 8 2121 & asalysis of vaciance dasiqd. The
zo-poctxvo levels vege dcoup (LD asd Coattol), Se3 (loy- and
Gicls), and Grade Level ;thdcl 3, &, 5, & 6). Group and
grade level diffecences atre clearly ceatfal to the presedt
iavestigatioa, while the Seix level was iacluded in order to
detecsine vhethel specific ses eftects eitberf coatrikuted to
or copfounded grcuf or grade diftereaces. prodect-sosest
correlations vere also con;ltca Ln‘otdd( to eiasine the

t.latlonabk;a amongst the vctxnblos.
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In pr¢senting the results, product-poaent correlations
betveen th&,atfective va:iahlessinvestigatei\in this study
vill ke repcrted firste. Here..correlational data for a
sasgple of 42§ elelentary schocl children will be presented.
1be use of such data from a larger sample as a hasis for .
considering tglationships betveen the affective variables
should avcid any probless of calculating correlations using
the extreme groups of LI and Ccntrol children. Secondly,
correlations for each of the LD and Control’sanples will be
presented separately 12 order to zdentlfy sigpnificant
differences 1inD correlat;;ns hetueen_these two groups. 1The
larcger sample will give soBse ferspective for interpretikng
the LD and- Ccntrol co:;elations. Following the fresentation
of correla}icnal data, anal yses of variance results relatifg
tc children's self-conceft, locus of control, andl
expectaticns uiil te reported. Finally, the analyses of

pcthers' percegtions, reactions, and expectatiols, and of

teachers’ expectations will be considered.

correlational Data
in order to investigate the relationship between the
affective va;iables in this study, product-moment
correlations were calculatgd/on data for 429 of the original
643 elementary school children from vhcm the fpreseat LC and

Control sukjects were selected. This subsample was used

€3



/
because of the comfleteness of computer files on which.

relevant data vere stored. Of those 429 children, 122 vere
in Grade 3, 106 in Grade 4, 111 in Grade 5, and S0 were in
Grade 6. ) '
.Cotrelations vere calculated for general and acadeaic
self-concept; locus of control; students’', lothgrs', and
teachers' exgectations; and lctbeE;' reactions, and
perceptions of their children's acadeaic self-concept.
End-of-year Report Card grades were also included as an
index of acacemic achievement. The correlation coefficients
for these varia?les are showh in Table 4. Coefficients of
.30 or greater vere considgred to be psychologically
significant, and in all cases were statistically significant

o

at cr teyond the ;OOI level.

In terms of the Sji}g;gnjﬁ variables, it is interesting
to note thag Piers-Harris Full Scale scores show very low
and statistically non-significant relationships with all the
.other variables in ghe matrix. Such a finding suggests that
for these students, general self-congept (at least as
measured Lty the Piers-Harris) is neith;r related to sch;ol
achieienent, nor to the other school-related perceptions,
attitdﬁes, and expectations.

Cn t%e cther hand, stronger relationships were observed
for the children's acadeamic affective variables. Cf
particular interest here is thke finding that SPAS and

Projected Performance Full Scale scores correlated highly

with each cther (.560), and also moderately with Report



Tatle &4

Product-Moment Correlations?! for the Affective
Variab&ps and Report Card Grades (n = 429)

o) - —~

~ 19 " ~ -~

- — " »”

n -~ -~

T ot Qo — o~ Q

[ V. [¥) (3] [®] (&) [§) P~ [ o)
R o e o~ -~ L] e ¥ o
) >~ L] - 0« -~ 9 @ .~ D~ <
[ *= 9] vE + \ ) £ a PP Bbd P

& W ? et (5] (] (o] - O f o o o
“ Qo (1] “ Q@ 0 . @ O » & » .8
(N, -] (¥} 7] Lal Ve e . ﬂ ™Yy - O [ ™
(S . ] q < QM [-H .8 o u Vo [« ] (o]
aQ W4 ord o) LU Q@ = - [ V] NN QY - OO0 Q Q [ 9]
[ L " nooe = - v MOy R Emp N
I 2° 3 4 . S € 7 8 9 10 1
I - -019 486 364 278 045 613 573 175 2234 146
2 - 015 -019 -003 0z0 037 034 026 009 -077
3 ' - 560 416 -089 SI18 358 125 -136 402
4 - 353 -143 300 318 123 -124 357
5 - 131 244 179 030 -016 176
6 - -005 -040 -124 100 =011
7 - 659 212 -240 4SO
8 - 225 -236 523
9 - -851 1|56

&

10 - -196

1Decimals cmpitted
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;g:adca (.486 and «364 :cnpnctlvoly)_and 1ARiI¢* scores (.416
and .353). These £indings are consistent vith the literature
® which suggests thaf‘nolt-;ctécptlona of ability and
expectations for future performance should be 1nt¢rrclatcd."
* Ip additijon, the ability of SPA and Projected Perforsance
Ssco:es to predict classroca achieveaent iirin keeping vith
the notiop that school-:clutcd'attcctivi ch.racfc:i;tics are
associated with acadesic achievement. This ri;at.touhi; vas ®
reflected in ihe‘ present saaple vho'u higher grades occurred
with bigher levels of academic self-concept and expectations
for achievenment.
. Wit¢h respect ta locue of comtrol, the only IAR scores
gréater than the .30vcfiterion vere for the I+ scale. As
noted, I¢_scores correlated ;cziti!ely with SPas and
Projected ?ezta:n;nco scores, indicating that the.tendency
to attritute responsibility for successful school ontcomes
.1s nodera'ely r;lated to higher acadeaic self-concept and
_expec;aticns. The relationshif between I+ scores and Report
grades, bcwever, was relatively weak (-278), and did not ,
reach tbe .30 criteriopn. No significant correlations vere
obtserved fotr the I- scale, which suggests that the akility
to accept responsibility for failure events in.the present
sanple is neither related tc classroos achievement, nor to
academic self-concept apd self-expectations.
As far as the pother variasbles are concerned, mcthers'
o

SPAS and Projected Per forsance scores correlpted highly vith

each cther (.659), and with Beport grades (.613 and .573
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tonpcct§voly). It 48 istezesting to ioto in this édlc.that
the correlations ato'lOlolhit'hiqh‘t thgn—they vere for the ¢
children. Thus, motders' perceftions of their children's
school-telated feelings and attitudes, and their
expectations for their children's future achievesent are
interrelated. Noreover, these variakles appear to be
strongly aasocia.ﬁd wich g;poxtéd classrooa achieveaent.

i1t is further interesting, to obsezve the relationship.
betveen mcthers' SPAS end children's SEAS scores. The
corfelation (.518) betveen these tvwo variakles, uhile guite
bigh, suggests that sothers ate not totaliy accurate in

terss of hov they see_their children's own self-ferceptions

@
.ot akility. Mcthers' SPAS scores also show a moderate
relationshifp wita children's Frojected Performance ratings

(.300). Here, mothers who see their children as possessing
relatively bigh academic self-concepts tend to have ceildten

vho hold Ligher achievement expectations. Fcr mothers'

Projected Performance ratings, significant relationships

vith both children's SFAS (.358) and Projected Performance

(- 31€) scores were observed. These correlations suggest that
exfectations held by mcthers are moderately asabciated vith

their children's acadeaic self-perceptions and exrectations. G!R‘

Cf additcnal interest are the low (<.30) correlatijons

oLserved for Parent Reaction (uestiompaire scores. Although
Positive and lega:ive reactivity scores gshov a strong

negative intercorrelation (-.851), their low relationship

vith other variables suggests that mothers' attitudes and

3
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reactigas to theft childres's schpool success and failuges
ace ot claoclotdd;pltb their .ttoctivo development, or yith
their classrcos aghieveaent, at least as seasured by this
instrusent. . |

Considered together.then, tef cottalntgpnal data for
mothers suggest that they are :olitivtly avare of how well -
their children are performing is school, and that this
avaceness, jrobadly reaslting fros teedjpck trassaitted by
both the childrin and their teachers, is reflected in their
cvn percepticns of their children, and in their perforsance
eprCtations.“%othotl' self-report reactions to “everyday"
achievement sit.ctiln:, Bovever, do not appear §po be
alsociatcd uff% their child:et's achievement-related
affective develofment, or to &chool grades.

| Finally, in terms of the teachef variable, it was found

that Projected Perfcrsance sccres showvw a high correlation
with actual BReport grades (.746), indicating that teacher
expectation and achievement levels are strongly related.
Teachers' Projected Perforsance ratings are also moderately
ielated to Ltoth children's and sothers' SPAS (.402 and .490
respectively) and Projected Perforsance (.357 and .523)
scores. Thus, teacher expectations are not only associated
with current levels of classroos achievement, but also with
student and acther perceptions of ability and exfpectatioas.

To suasarize, the correlational data on the affective
measures investigated in this study suggest that classroona

achievement; academic self-concept; student, mother, and



teacher exzpectatlons; and sothers!’ percefticas of acadesic
self-ccacept are all modezately interrelated. In terass of
loces of coatrol, atecidbution of reaponsibility for S
successful outccmes correlated vith acadeaic selt-concept
and self-expectations, but aot vith Report grades. On the
other hand, control over failure experiences did not
correlate significantly with any of the other affective
aeasures studied, or vith ocltcvoﬁont. Sinilarly, genecal
self-concept and sothers' reactions were not related to
achievenmeat, or to other perceptioas and expectations.

" Takle 5 presents additional correlations for the 1D
(nzal) apd Control (n=81) sasfles separately. The intent
here vas to ascertain whether inte}cotxela;ions fcr these
variables diffeced :l a functicn of the group. More

correlations of .225 or mcre, where one of the o

specifically, am attesft vas made to identify d;{terences in
Coefficients met the .30 cr greater criterion used in the
p;evious ccrrelation apalyses. The .225 difference exceeds,
in all cases, the .05 level of significance for differences
betveen correlatians. '
1he overall reduction in the size of coefficients,
compared tc ticse reported above for the sample of 429
children, is probably due largely to the restriction im
rahge resulting from using LD or notlally'achieving groups.
lotuithstan&ing these generally lover correlations, hovever,

most coefficients for toth the LD and Control groups,

reflect similar relatioasbhips Letween variables as for the



o 90
lacger uu..lq/ jlesented in latle 4.

. 1In terms ot diffecences Ltetveen LL and C(ontrol qroup
ipterccrrelations, five compacrisons exceed the .225 .
ccitecion. Nche of the dxttotcnccs,°h%r010r. involved (
change in sign. The significapt coafarisons vere tor the

- 8453 l

folloving setgf of variastles presented in lable 4: 8,3; 11,3,
In all cases, the LD sasple bad lower and

-uun uy as@~ajigaificant cortelations ip gompacisons to

the Contrcl group. Specifically, LD [evealed a
lover relaticpship with toth pothers® Pr ‘ Pettotn*
(LD r = .087; Contyol r = ,319; Drfference = .237) and i .
teachers' Prcjected Perforsance (LD r = .055; cControl
r = .303; Cafference = .248) scores. 1his difterence
suggests that academic self-ccbcept an LD caildren is not
necéssarily associated with achjievesment expectations of
acthers and teachers to the degree that it 1s fcr Control
cbhildren. :

Simsilarly, IAR:I¢ scores for LD children vere pot
sigpnificantly related to mcthers' P2rojected Performance
scores (LC £ = .,061; Control r = .345; Difference = .284),
vhereas they wereyfor Contcdcls. FOr LD subjects then,
attributﬁgns for successfaul so’ool experiences and
achieveneﬁt expectations held ty lothets shov a negligitle
relationshif to each other when coapared witb Control
suktjects.

A difference Letveen cbildren's Projected Performance

ratings apd sothers' SEAS predictions for the twc groups was



Learning Disabled Sasple (n=81)

Tatle 5

Product-Nceent Correlaticnat of Atfective Variable-
and Report Card Grades for the LD «nd Ccntrol Grtouj .
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also obsectved (LD t = .100; Costzol ¢ » )90y

Dittegence = .230). These data suggest that uslike morsally
aé‘tovtpq chtlgr-n. LD stuedeaga’ ezpectationa age not
necegsardly blq?ot eher their sothess see thes as bhaving
acre positive obadenic self-ccacepta.

The last sigaificaat difgerence poticed Letveen
correlations vas for scthers' SPAS> add teachers' Projected
Pecrtocsance asgoces (LD £ * . I|5§ Coatzol ¢ = « 3203
Difference = .233). Whereas Ccattol mothers' beliels
reqarding their children's acadeniC self-cobcefts vete
soderately rclated to teachera' achievesent predictions,
this vas not the case for LD acthers.

Cverall, the results indicate that sinilnt.
relationships exist betveen the affective variables for both
groups, alttough the ccrrelations tend to be lower for the
L group. 1n addition, Contsol QIOuUf intercorrelatioss
(Tatle 5) are geperally in agreepent vith those otserved for
the 425 children .reported earlier (lable 4). With regrect to
the five statistically sigaificantly different
celationships, there is sose indication that Lb children's
affective characteristics and the pércegticaos and
erpectaticns of their ‘hers and teachers bave a weaker
relatiossbhif than is tbe case for norsally achieving
childrer. In line with this, it should further be noted tbhat
LD sother,teacher perceptions and expectations are still
soderately associated witbk regort grades. Thus, ‘although

affective characteristics and classroon achievement are
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1
Aateccelated f0r bDetd LL oand Contzol children, the Y

celationship Letveed the LD childzen's affective atate and
the pecrcepticns of theis sothecrs and teachers seens leas

9

cleact. .

Abalrsss 9f Iaiiance Deta

Ssaskal Illl:Sﬂlﬂ&PS

The resuits O0f the three-vay adalyses of vatriance for
general self-coacept Ladicate 20 sigaificaat d}tlotoncoQ
betveen the LD and Control groups o8 the Piers-larcis
Childcrea's Self-Concept Scale. Indeed, for the llil Scale a0
sigaiticant group orf iategaction effects vere Observed (see
Table 6 for ANOVA susaacy data).

Full s8d subscale seass, stasdard devistioas, add
F-Batics ate presented in Tadle 7. In terss of subscale
ANOVAS, there vas a sigaificant Group Ly Sex i1mteraction on
the Intellectual/School States subscale (F = 4.09;
df = 1,086; < .05), with LD girls oitainipg lover scores
thap Contzol girls (LD 8 = (11.29, SD = 3.80; Coatrol
B = 12.92, <C ¥ 4.08). Al]l other sulscale assin anéd
interaction effects were noa sigaificant. Qull and subscale
data as & fubnction of Grade level are shown in A;pondxx A.

In sun, a8 far as LLC asd Comtrol group differences are
concerned, the results of this study suggest that general
self-concept, as measured by the Pirers-Harria, is aot
related to school failere experiences. This f£inding is

consistept vwith the Piers-Harris correlations reported



= 9
»
Tedie
400V, Sesnecy aqte [{T; Piece-nagey, 6ehecal .
. 8013-600000! Pell seale Sceces
Soecce e .8, P-datso nonnuu
) (Growp) N TP 0.209 992
b (ses) ' .82 %000 ' o
" I 380.00¢ - 2.008 <188
C (écade) 3 100.¢3? 1.7%3 . 159
[ g 3 934.00) 2.530 .0%9
ac 3 0“.340 0. 260 NIT
AbC 3 he.on 0.665 .58
Fttors 186 171.9519




. tekle ? o ,
AR R
—— S—
Lb ’ Gontgel
Nesas, 8 ., Reoas s ! ’
o e —’F""‘;'-
Pell scale  37.06 Ni.e)  $8.01 13.72  0.200 .892
Bebevioc .21 ).C6 18,09 2,00 0.400 .%20
Iatellecteals
Schoo) States 12.31 1.9 12,09 3.0 0.072 .22
Pbyascal .
Appeagance 1.2)  J.00 .42 2.90 0.000 .995%°
Anitety .20 i.e8 8.i3 2.70 1.J09 .2%
~Populacircy 8.3) i.é9 .04 2,610 1.309 .2%»
Mafpineas S. 83 . W 8.7 3. 16 leatl 413

T



96

earlier, where it uas”%oted that general self-concept does
not appear to relate tc eitner EKeport grades, <r to cther
more specifically academic affective characteristics.

t

-
Acadenic Self-Concept

The findings for acadeaic sQlf-concept are comsistent
with the hyfrothesis that the b 5 grou d obtair
significantly lower Student's Ferception of Abslity Scale
(SPAS) scores than the Control group. But contrary to the
original hypothesis, there vere no grade level effects.
Analysis of variance sumnmary data for Full Scale SPAS scores
are rresented in Table 8, while Table S shcws Full and
suts;ale mears and standard deviations, and Appendix B
contains full'and subscale data as,a function of Grade level
for the LI ard Céntrol groups.

In terms of Full Scale SEAS scores, there was a
statistiéally significant é?oup effect. Here, an 11.84
difference (approximately | raw standard deviation) was
obkserved Letween the two groups (LD M = 37.88, Control
M= 49.72; F = 33.56; df = 1, 146; p <.001), with LD children
reporting consideralbly lower self-pefceptions of ability
than normally échieving children. There were no cther main
or interdction effects. The frequent failure experiences
that typify the acadeamic histcries of LD children,
therefcre, appear to be associated with the development of

distipnctly lcwer academic¢ Self-concepts.

Specific SPAS subscale findings are of additional

i



Iaktle 8

ANCVA Susmary [ata for Full Scale SPAS Scores
et

v

source df M.S. F-Ratio Probability
A (Grouf) i 4712.740 33.577 .060‘

B (Sex) 1 134. 526€ 0.958 .329

AE | 2. €07 0.019 .892

C (Grade) 3 3. 1776 0.248 .863

BC ‘3 162.113 1.155 .329

AC 3 28.€17 0.204 .893

AEC 3 183.019 1.304 .25
Errors 146 140. 355

sSignifiant effect

97
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interest (see Table 9). The signficantly lcwer scores
ottained ty LD children on the Reading/Spelling subscale (LD
M ;‘6.89, Ccotrol ¥ = 10,07; §F = 45.03; df = |, 146; F <.001)
is in keeping with the fact ttat subjects in the LD sample
had teen identified as learning disabled on the Lasis of
reading probleas. Comparatively lower self-perceptions were
also cbserved for all cther subscales, with the exception of

Pensanshif/Neatness. L[ Subjects obtained lcwer scores on

the subscales tapring General Ability (LD M = 5.€7, Control

"

| 8.37; F = 29.12; 4f = 1,146; | <.001), and perceftions

of Arith:etic ability (LD N = 7.33, Control M = 9.68;
F = 17.55, p <.001). These children also reported more
negative attitdles towards school in general (School
Satisfacticn: LD M = 7.44, Control o =.8.73;'F = T7.19;
df = 1,14€; F <.01), and expressed less confidence in their
academic ahi]ity'(Confidence: LD M = 3.32, Control M = 4.64;
F=112.61, df = 1,146; p <.001). 1ne only sex effect was on
the Pennanéh';/heatness subscale, wvhere g;rls obtained
higher scores\than boys (Girls M = 8.54; Boys m = 7.32;
F = 4.68; 4f = 1,146; £ <.05). This difference sugges%s that
girls see themselves as keing neater and producing 3.;ier
wcrk. There were no other main or interaction effects.
Overall, then, the SEAS results indicate that prokleas
Frimarily in reading, together ui{h low achievement levels
in other suljects, are associated with the development of

strong negative self-percepticns of arility, together with 7

negative school attitudes and less acadenic confidence in



Tatle 9

Means, Standard LCeviations, and F-Ratios for SFAS
Pull and Sulscale Scores

LL Control
Mean SD , Mean SD ¥ P

t
Full scale 37.88 12.66 49,72 10.64 33.8¢ .000%
General ALiRity 5.67 2.7€ 8.37 2.79 29.12 .000e
Arithaetic 7.33 3.19 S5.68 2.80 17.55 .000%
School
Satisfaction 7.44 2.98 8.73 2.31 7.19 .C08*
Reading/Spelling 6.89 3.6% 10.07 2.30 45.03 .000»
Penmanshifp/
Neatness 7.22 3.26 8.22 3.01 3.39 .068
Ccnfidence 3.3z 2.01 .64 2.17 12.62 .000%*

*Significant effect
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one's self. These different self-attitudes were evidcht at
the Grdde 3 level, and remained constant through to Grade 6.
Older LD children 4did not, hosaver, appear to develop sore
' negative academic self-concepts as a function of increasing

grade level. ’ v

mgsln Lkocus of Constral

For ac?donic locus of control, analyses were perforsed
scpa:atcly'on the I+ and I- subscales of the Iatellectual
Achievement ‘Responsibility Cuestionnaire (IAR). Table 10
presents ANOVA summary dﬁta for each scale, and 1able 11i
ccntains individual means and standard deviations for the
respective variables. 4

As predicted, LD subjects obtained logpt ;ivres on the
I+ scale than Control subjects (LD M = 6.26,'Coatrol
B = 7.36; F = 9.46; df = 1,14€; p <.001). These data
indicate that LD childxen have a greater tendency than
Centrol children to ascribe responsibility for successful
academic cutccmes to external sources, such as the teacher's
generosity or the easy nature of the task. The failure to
find a significant Grade level effect indicates’ that the
group differences chserved on the I+ scale remained constant
frca Grades : to 6. uq-g;gniticant effects were 'found for
' sex, nor were there any significant interactions.

With respect to the I- subscale, the only sigmificant
effect vas for Grade level (see Table 10), vhere there was a

tendency for clder students in both groups to obtai% higher



¢ deble 10

ANOVA Summaty Data for IAR I¢ and 1-

Sultscale Scores

lIe¢ Subscale

Source af B.S. F-satio Probability
A (Group) i 37.079  9.463 V. 002¢
B (Sex) 1 0.143 0.036 . 849
AB | '.“32 00365 ;". 5.6
C_ (Grade) 3 3.107 0.793 « 8499
BC 3 1.574 0.402 . 152
AC 3 0.887 0.226 -878
ABC 3 1.2C1 0.306 - 821
Etrors 146 3.912 -
-

sSignificant effect

I- Subscale °

Source af . S. F-Katio  Probability

-
A (Group) | 1. 157 0.176 «6176
B {Sex) 1 0.444 0.068 . 7195 .
AB [ 3.80z2 0.578 - 448 2
C (Grade) 3 17.741 2.670 - 0UB* -
EC 3 7.0317 1. 069 « 364
AC 3 0.937 0. Hu2 - 934
ABC 3 5.601 0.852 . 467
¥rrors 146

- €517
%

sSignificant effect
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4

I- scores. Scheffe svltiple coupq;;lon-\pt Bealds were run in
ordér to ascertaia vhere the lxdntttcaat\cttdc effect
occucrred. The results revealed that the Grade effect vas due
to a iltginally significant 1.689 point increase froa Grade 3
to Grade 6 (» = 7,21; 4af = 3,146; p s ,07). 1his increase
suggests that subjects vere developing sore ipnternal
orientyticns regarding the causes ot tatlutofoutco-os.

The finding of a non-significant ottqct for Groups on
the I- scale ‘is suppective of the Aypothesis that LD
subjects wculd indicate attrilutioas of responsikility for
failure events that vere sisilar to those of norsally
ichieving.Ccttrol subjects. The Grade lcvei'cttcct suggests
that thgse attritutions tend tc becose 1ncr§a-1ngly internal
fcr both grours over Grades 3 to 6. Such a teadency
indicates a decrease in ascriting cesponsibility for
unsuccessful outcomes to other people and the nature of the
task, and an increase in viewing lack of effort or ability
as factors which oftem contritute to failure in gchool.

Considered toqo;iht. the results for acadesic locus of
ccntrol, as measured by the IAS, suggest that LD children
are Bmore external than normal achievers in accefrting
tesponsibdlit;\hor Success outcomses, but they attribute a
similar degree of responsibility for failure outcomes as

normally achieving children.

.



103

Table 11

Seans and Stasdard Deviations for 1Ak
I¢ apd 1- Sutscale Scores t

I¢ Salscale

1D Control

] Sean Sb Mean SD

Grade 3 44  6.014 1.9P® 7.18 1.50
Grade 4 W€  6.00 1.91 7.26 1.82
Grade 5 34  6.41 2.20 7.18 1.54
Grade 6 38 6.5¢ 2.78 7.84 1.4

Total 16 < 6.26 2.06 7.3¢ 1.73

I- Sukscale

LD Control
- — —-——‘———.—-
n Nean SD Hean SD
> TQ

Grade 3 44 S.4€ 2.37 5.09 3.03
Grade 4 4é €.65 1.90 6.26 2.44
Grade S 34 5.65 3.09 6.2 2.67
érade 6 38 7.2€¢ 2.15 7.05 2.14

Ictal 16 2 6.26 2.48 6.12 2.6S
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38d4L:-2specsations Log du88L8 Achisreasni

Abalyses of Projected Acadesic Perforsasce rull Scale
8COres revesled a sigoificant Grtoup ettect (F = 7.76;
df = 1,14¢; § <.01), with L subjects, as predictred,
ottaining lcwer scores tha Ccantrol subjoct; (see iatle 1g).
The bypotbesis tnat the¢ 4 ffertence Letveen the L[ and
Control groufs weuld fgc 48¢ Cver grade level vas not
. Bupported. No other significant Pull Scale loteraction
effects vere observed, nor was there a Sex ;frect.

Tatle 13 presents Full and subscale meads, standard
deviations, and F-Ratios, and Appendices C ard D show Full
and sutscale data for the twc qroups at each grade level.
Here, it will pe noted that the group difference was due to
LL subjects okttaining $S.0S5 fewer points (about 1/2 a
standard deviation) than Control subjects (LD B = 114,729,
&ontrol M = 123.88). This difference in Projected
Ferfcrmance Full Scale 8Cores was reflected Frimarily in the
areas of Sgelling, Reading, and Bacth, in that Etatistically
significant groufp differences vere also observed for these
subscales. No significant differences tetveen the LD and
Control grougs, bowever, were found for Language Arts,
Social studies, or Scirence. Thus, the LD subjects appear to
bave lower achievement €xpectations for the "core"
elementary areas of spelling, reading, and math, although
their predictions uith respect to language arts, social
studies, and science are similar to those of norsally

actieving students.



;‘Olc P

‘ ANCVA Sussary Deta !?; Projected Acadesic
Pectocsancd Jef)l Scale Scozes

—— - -an

Source dat n.s. P-hatio ( Probability

A (Grewp) I 402.17¢ 7.756
B (Sex) ' 654. 413 2.099

AB I 11.900 0.250

C (Grade) 3 3,824 - O‘&b

EC 3 30€. 322 83

AC 3 295,135 0.949

ABC 3 203.445 0.653 .582
Ftrors XY 301.€71

*Significant effect




Neabs, Stendard Deviations, and rF-datios for Pro
Acadesic Performance lull and Subacale Scor

latle 13
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4

LD Control

Hean SD lean sD 4 P
Pull Scale 11425 16.67 123.88 18.0¢ 1.7¢ .006¢
Sfelling 18.21 3.3 20.96 33.83 20.20 .000e
Readingy 19.0¢ 3.%17 21.80 4.03 14.70 .000e
ianguaye
Arts 18.32 3.s2 19.24 4.15 1.79  .183
Math 19.12¢ 4.21 «l.dg 4.81 4.18 .0u2e
Social :
Studies 19.2¢8¢ 3.8¢C 20.20 4,67 .65 ,201
Science <0. 1€ 3.97 20.26 b.64 0.20 .655

*Significapt effect
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No nanl!tcclg iatereceions vere cblotvid for any ot
the sudscales. et thete vas o aigbficaat Grade effect for
Sfelling (2 = .97, 4t o 3,006, p <.0%), and o significant
Sex effect tor Science (7 = 15.008, 4¢ » 1,106, p <.001). on
the Spellsag Subtest, schelfe i‘ltxpzo Coafariscas of seans
revealed thet the Srade effect vas due to children in Grade
§ obtataipng aiqnl!lcantly lover scores than Grade S children
(Grade 4 8 = 198,20, Grade & N ®2.47; 7« 7.57, a2 » I, 106,
P €.05). Ca the otder band, the sex effect vas due to loys
feforting higher expectations !oilchiovount xn’ Scieace
than girls (Pcys &8 = 21.06, Girls N = 18.54; F » 1s.¢ce,
af = 1,146, § <.001).

1o sus then, D Chaldcen clearly bold lcver
eIpectations for future acadesic perforsance than norsally
achievang children. This scre Pessisistic attitude vas
Prisarily prevalent for the “cere” elesentary arcas of
reading, Sfelling, fnd lagh. Considered together with the
Other variables pt;VIOUIII discussed, the fesults are
SUFFortive of the hygpotheses that LD and bormally achieving
children would be Clearly ditt:tcntiatod in tezas of
school-related affective dcvcloplont; Compared tc hormally
acbieving students, the bistory of acadesic fagilure which
tYFifies and defines learning disabilities, appears to be
associated sith the following: (1) lower Self-perceptioas of
atiliey, (2) greater eiaternal attrabutions of fesponsitilatcy
for school Successes, and (3) lower €Xrectations regarding

future acadesic Perforsance. Correlaticnal data further
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SUjFOLte this obsecrvation. Nofeovet, these teletively
negative affective chacecteristics vece vell eastallished at
the Grade ) level.

In tecns of the Mypotheses that diflecences ic
affective clacactecrintice betveen L) and aotaally acbfcvtlo
childzens vould become grester over grede level, this vas aot
coaticreed. 1he group 4iffecence cedained telatively coa-taut‘
for all gredes. Thus, elder L childzes 1a this sasple, vith
presusatly lcager histeries of faislure theas tae yowages

sebjects, 414 sot efpfeer to have developed acre negative

afte charactegristics. Pically, 1t 18 satetesting to

ncte th altbough LD childtes bave develojed mosevhat

ive schol-related affective characteristica, this bhes

not geaeralized\ tc all suktjects, c‘p their Qelberal
N .
selt-concepts do not agpear tc have Leen adversely aftected

by their bistories of schocl failure.

Bsshecs’ Beactions 32 3hedf Childien's Achisvanent Dshaviosrs

Sepacate analyses vere pc:ic:aod tor the Positive and
Begative Beactivity sulscales of the Parent keaction
anstiolictto (PRQ). Table |8 presents ANOVA saasary data
for each subscale.

For the Positive subscale, a .anxtxc‘;t eroup effect
vas observed (F = 5.32; 4t = (,01806; p <.05), with lothcts‘.‘..
LC cbildren cttaining lower scores thap sothers of Control
childcen (LD B = S5.17, SD = 1.80; Contcol B = .83,

SL = 2.02). Mo other sigaificant msaip effects were toun,,
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tabdle (8

ABOVA Seassecty Data fec Pezent'a Beactiod Questicansire
Pesitive and Degative Reactivity Subdscale Sceles

. 2 -

Poaitive deactivaty

source at a.s. Pedetio Ddecobatbilicy
b (Geoep) ' 40.C49 .30 0220

b (8en) | 0. 000 1.0006 +«J0J

Y | ' 7.208 1.999 . 100

¢ (Grede) ) 1.73) €C.060 <7110

(14 ) e.60? 1.230 .30)

aC 3 1. 199 0.31? <00
Betots XYY o168

- —— - - ge— -

esigasficant eftect °

Begative Beactivity

soutce 4z B.S. P-Batuo Probabilaty
A (Group) | d47. 1¢¢ 8.008 .00%e

B (Sex) 1 1.9042 0.5%66 .8%)3

AD ' 0.1716 0.21) <689

C (Grade) 3 6.42 1.867 . 138

[ 14 3 j. 143 0.93% .849

AC k) l.%02 0.86A .7017

ABC 3 1.645 0.549% .689
2trors 186 J.3¢0

<@

®eSignitscant effect
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nor vere there any significant interactioms. This result
SUpports the bypothesis that there would be a‘ditfetence in
Positive Beactivity scores Lretween the two groups of
Bcthers. Moreover, it reveals that LD mothers rerort fever
qﬁgpositive €L encouraging reac%ions to their children's
achievement tehaviots than sothers cf normally achieving
Céntrol children. The prediction that the difference in
sCores between the two grcups of mothers wculd increase over
grade level, bowever, was nct supported (see Appendizx E)y-
Thus, longef bistories of schocl failure do rot appear to be
associated with increasingly fewer positive reactions ty LD
mothers. ’
A significant Group effect was also noted in terms of
' the Negative keactivity subscale (F = 8.08; df = |, lu6;
p <.01). Here, mothers of LD Quhjects obtained higher scores
than mothers of Control subjects (LD M = 6.33, SC = 1.71;
Ccntrol M = .43, SD = 1.93), thereby indicating that they
bave typically more negative reactions to their Children's
school-related achievement behaviors. Again, as with the
Positive Reactivity sukscale, no other significant effects
were found. &hus, there was nc support for the hypothesis
that there wculd bé?:'grade level effegt (see Aprendix E).
In sum, the above findings for the PRQ suggest that
acthers of LT children have fewer positive and sore negative
reactions to their children's school-related events and

behaviors, ccapared o mothers of Children who experience

"normal” academic achievement in school. A tendency to
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report increasingly negative reactions to older LD childrea® .
was pot okserved. The low correlations between PR s;ores
and the cother variables investigated in the Fresent study
suggest that gothers™ Pelf-reported reaction patterns are,

however, only marginally related to achievement 1evels and

affective development.

*

Botbers' Percerticns of their Childcen's dcadenic
Self-Concert ?

In terms cf mothers! ratings of the SPAS®instrument,
the intent here was to obtain an indication of tkhe degree of
ccngruence Letween mothers Ferceptions of ‘?c school-related
attitudes and feelings of their Children, ama rheir
children's cwr refported self-rerceptions. it was predicted
that no differences would be found in each of the LD apd
Ccntrcl groups between children's and mothers!' SPAS scores.

The ANOVA sumpmary data for Full Scale SPAS scores for
LY mothers and LD children are preseqted in 1atle 15. There
was no significant Group effect, as the Full Scale means
show in Takle 16. Here, mothers and Children okbtained
similar overall scores (Children's M = 37.88, Sp = 12.€€;
Mcthers' M = 38.61, Sp = 14.33) . In addition, no significant
Sex cr Grade effects were obtserved {see Appendix E fcr Grade
level data), and the only sigpnificant interaction was for
Grade ky Sex. Scheffe multiple comparisons of means vere run
to ascertain where the interaction effect was occurring. It

vas found to ke due to a 13.48 point difference in scores at
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the Grade 4 level retween ratings toi girls and r;tings for
boys, with acthere of girls and their daughters reporting
higher scores than motters of toys and their sons (Girls
B = 45.64, Boys M = 32.16; Fr = 6,70; df = 3,146; F <.05).
Table 1€ presents SEAS subkscale data. Here a
significant Group effect was fcund for General Atility
(F = 13.28; df = 1,146 P <.001), with LD mcthers [efporting
higher scores ;han their LD children (Mothers M = 7. €4,
SD = 3.31; Children ¥ = 5.67, SD = 2.76). 1This suggests that
these mothers believe their children hold higher
self-percepticns of abilities in general, than the children
thesselves report. No cther grcufp differences were otserved
although several other effects were found. Among these were
a Sex by Grade interaction for General Ability, a Grade
level effect for Reading/Spelling, and a Sex effect for
Penmanéhi;/ﬂeatness. The Sex ky Grade interaction on the
General Ability'subscale (F = 3.81; 4f = 3,14€; f <.02) was
due to lower ratings of boys than girls at the Grade 4 level
(Eoys 8 = £.19, Girls.u = 7.43). In terms of the
Reading/Spelling Gradg effect, LD children and chnothers at
the Grade 6 level tended to rate this subscale hiéher than

children and mothers at other grade levels (Grade 3

M = 6.93; Grade 4 ¥ = $.24; Grade 5 ¥ = 5.82; Grade 6
M = 8.45). Finally, the Sex effect for Penmanship/Neatness
(F = 7.99; 4f = 1,146; P <.01) vas due to bhigher ratings

repcrted for girls than for bcys (Boys M = 6.80, Girls

M= E.44),
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15

ANOVA Susmary Data for LD Children's andfLL Mothers!
SPAS Full Scale Scores

x_
Source af 8.S. F-Ratio P:otabillty
A (Group) 1 17.313 0.096 .757
B (Sex) 1 139.822 0.772 .381
AB 1 0.135 0.000 «578
C (Grade) 3 169.953 0.939 cH24
BC 3 SE2.47¢€ 3.052 «031%
AC ., 3 81.910 0.452 -716
ABC 3 140.188 0.774 .glO
Errors 146 1€1.030

*Sigpnificant effect

113
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Tatle 16

Means, Standard Deviations,
and LL Mothers?® SFAS

and I-Rakios
Full and Subs

(AN

for LD Children's
cale Scores

Children Mothers

Mean SD ean SD F P
Pull scale 37.88 “l2.6§ 38.61 14.33 0.0 .287
General Atili;y 5.617 2.76 7.64 3.31 13.28 .000»
Arithlé;iC' 7.33 3.19 7.00 4.02 0.€66 .417
School : ,
Satisfaction 7.44 2.98 7.48 3.27 0.00 .g¢81
Reading/Spelling 6.89 3.65 6.25 4.25 0.5 Lu462
Penmanshig,
Neatness 71.22 3.2€ 7.86 5,39 0.44 .505
Confidence C3.32 2,00 2,77 1.3 2.72 .101

*Signficant ¢ffect

®
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Overall then, LD sothers and their chil ¥n repor ted
SPAS scores shich vere generally congruent ujst each other.
The only nctable incongruence vas on the General Abilitcy
sukscale, vbere LD mothers tended to report higher
perceptions of their cbhildren's ability. 1here was alsc an
indication th:i Reading/Srelling problems are not perceived
as teing majcr at the Grade 6 level, and that girls are
genetally thcught of as being neater.

Turning to the data for Control aothers and their
children, it is knterestinq tc note that there were no
significant Full Scale SPAS main effects or interactions
(see Iable 17). In terms of the SPAS subscales (Beans,
standard deviations, and F-Batios are reported in Tatle 18,
vhereas Appendix B shows Grade level data), only one Group
effect was fcund. As with LC sothers, Control mothers r&ted
the general atility of their children higher than the
Cchildren rated their own ability (Children M = 8.37,

SD = 2.79; Mcthers M = 10.27, SD = 2.13; F = 22.57;

af = 1,14€; p <.001). In Loth cases then, mothers seea more
Ortimistic thban' their childrer in teras of Ferceptions of
general academic ability.

Several cther statistically significant effects were
otserved. Sex differences were found for the School
Satisfaction (¥ = 7.02; df = i,lu6;  <.01),
Readibngs/Spelling (F = 5.33; df = 1, 146; p <.05), and
Penmanshifp/Neatness (F = 9.65; 4f = l,146; p <.01)

subscales. In each case, higher mean ratings were reported
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‘ ¢ Takle V? | .

. ANOVA Summary lata for Coatrol Children's and

’ ; Ccntrol Mothers' SPAS Full Scale Scores

<

Source at A.S. F-Ratio Proltability

A (Group) ) 285,488 2. 115 .?uz

E (Sex) 1 132. 0010 1. 169 .281
hoap | 0.235 0.002 <964
‘L)é (Grade) 3 74.039 0.663 .576

BC 3 144.562 1.281 .283

AC 3 $5. 151 c.u89 «691

ARC 3 59.€81 0.529 «663

Errors 146 112.8€0
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for girls than for boys. PFinally, a signiticant Grade effect
vas obtained on the Acrithaetic subscale (F = 3.20;

df = 3,146; [ <.05). Here, there vas a tendency for lower
scores to te reported at the Grade S~dcvol. thap at each of
the cther levels scores (Grade 5 M = 8.32, Grade 6

M= 10.25; 7 = 8.33; df = 3.146; p <.09).

Overall thea, sothers cf Control children oktained S?AS
scores which, vith the exception of the General Atilit}
subscale, vere sisilar to those obtained by the Control
children themselves. The moderate correlation‘ot 497
betveen Control children's and Control mothers' Full Scale
SEAS scores, bhovever, suggests that thais congtuencghis not
necessarily indicative of a bigh ievel of accuracy on the
part cf mothers in predicting their child's acadesic
self-ccncept status. TheLs wvas also a tendency for acthers
to perceive cf girls' acadesic abilities more positively
than toys'.

Overall, mothers' SPAS results reveal a consideralle

degree of ccngruence with their children's SPAS results.

Hovever, wher the moderate correlatiohs (LD r = .429;

Control r = .497) Letveen mothers' and children's SPAS /////’
scores vwithin each group are taken into account, the

congruence dces not necessarily indicate total accurac

Collectively, mothers cbtained similar mean scores, Vt-'

are only moderately accurate when these scores are

to those of their children at the individual level.

respect, it is interesting tc note that 56 (69.1%) of
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Iable I8

Neans, Staudard Deviations, and F-hatios tor
Ccontrol Children's and Contrcl Mothers'
Pull and Subscale SPAS Scores

LC Conttrol
Nean sD Hean SD F P
Full Scale 49.72 10.64 €2. 15 10.28 2.18 .14

General Arility 8.37 2.79 10. 27 2.13 22.571 .000+*

Arithmetic 9.68 2.80 9.58 3.06 0.33 .fe6
Schcol

Satisfaction 8.73 2.31 €.0¢6 233 1.30 .257
Reading/

Srelling 10.07 2.30 1. 35 2.268 0.58 .44y
Penmanship/

Neatness 8.22 3.01 7.69 3. 40 0.36 .549
Confidence 4.64 2.17 5.25 2. 46 <.06 .153

*Significant effect
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80thers and <y (66.6%) of the (ontrol sothers Lejcrted Fyll
SCale SPAS scores shich dltto;od trom their chaldien's Full
Scale scores Ly at least Fcints, A fubstantia) Bajority ot
8cthers 1n pcteh gtoups, theretore, are not Vely accurate ip

Perceiving their Children's acadea.c self-concept.

flothess! barsctations of Rutucs School ReLlornancs

Tbhe results of analyses ¢t mothers' Projected acadeajc
Perfcimance Full Scale 8cores (PAPS~N) revealed a highly
significare Group effect (F = 26.82; df = 1,146, F <.001),
vith LL mothers Ottaining Sigoirficantly lower ratings thanp
Ccntrol mothers (L 8§ = 30.44, SD = 4.85; Control § = 35.18,
SC = 4.99). No other signficant Ba1n effects were noted, wuor

vere there any Sigpificant interaction effects.

than Contrcl Bothers. Cpce 49aild Lo sufport was found for
the prediction that the difference in éXxpectations tetween
the twc grcugs cf mothers would inCrease over grade
level (see AffFendices C and D) . Thus, the relatively Jow
€xpectations held by LT mothers vere evident at the Grade 3
level, ang remained cobstant throuqh to Grade 6.

Table 2C snows Pull and syltscale Beans, standargd
deviations, and F-Ratios. Here, it should te noted that LD
Bcthers repcrted Significantly lower expectations for all

the sutject areas assessed, and not just for the
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Taltle 19

Yy Data for Mothers! Projected
tforsance Pull Scale Scotea

Source
~e———— e ——
4 (Group)

B (Sex)

AB

C (Srade)
BC

AC

ABC

Eirogs

at N.s. k-Ratio Probability
| 113.010 <6.822 .000e

! 1.651 0.063 .801

| 6.348% 0.239 .626

3 0. 442 0.769 «513

3 10.4¢€1 0.394 .758

3 5.886 0.221 . 881

3 <0.693 0.778 .508
146 26.5€3

®Signiticant effect
.

120
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Tadble 20
" Neans, Standacd Deviations, and F-datios for
Acthers' Prcjected Acedesic Pectorsance

Jull ead Sutscale Scores

121

Lc Control
Rean £.Y] Nean SL )} P
Full Scale 0. 44 l.)S 35.19 .99 26.823 .000e
Spelling 5.09 1.25 6.09 .31 22.184 ,000e
Reading 5.21 1.22 6.40 1.14 36.%72 .000e
Language irts 4.96 0.97 S.74 1.09 19.106 .000%
Bath 5.08 1.30 5.17 1.30 6.410 .00l4se
Sccial Studies 5.15 0.93 5.63 1.06 6.607 .01)1e
Science 4.99 1.05% 5.57 1.04 8.477 .00us

*Significant effect
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teading/language acts ocees vhe:re the 1-otlxng\giobxono Y §

LD childzes ate most Sfpazent. Mo signaticant iateractions

veLe observed for the sewdscales. 1herd vete, AOvever, two

sigaificant Sex effects (Languege Acrts and_;cxo.co). and two

sigaificant Grade effects (Spelltng and heading). )
l1he sex differeénces 1a the Language Artas ares, vere due

to sothers of girls bol@iag bigher ezjectations than sothers

of ‘boys (Poys 8 = 3,32, u‘tlo 8o 5.00; 07 s 5.088;

at = 1,14¢; <.03). Coaversely, tor Science, Loys' pothe:rs

feported higher exfectations thap gArls' ascthers (Boys

8 = 2.39, Gicls A S.06; r = 4.30; 4t = 1,186, | <.0%). Inm

teras of Spelling, the Grade level effect (F = 4,26,

df = 3,146; p €.01) vas due to increased sean expectations

4t each grade level (Grade 3 = £.29; Grade 4 = 5,33: Grade

S = 5,77; Grade ¢ = 6.C8). Sisilarly, the sigaiticant Grade

level effect for Reading (F = 2.83; 4af = J,140; | <.05)

reflected an increase in sean eXpecCtation sccres over Grade

3 to Grade 6 (Grade 3 = S.54; Grade & = 5.¢%; Grade

5 = 5.57; Grade 6 = 6.13) .

10 somsarize, sothers of 1D children [eforted having
sigoificaptly lower achievesent oxp‘ctatlons tban sothers of
normally achieving Control cpildren. Furthaer, these lower
expectations were expressed in all the acadesic suobject
areas tapped by the PA:iS-N. Differences in exfectations held
by LD amd Coptrcl mothers however, did not appear to change
as a function of grade level. Rather, the differeat

Predictions vere evident at the Grade 3 level, and remained

L3
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COBOtEBt 1RIVUYA tV Jrede 0. lhe POthe:n 40 @ CccOlined
 J
Yiouj, tdowyd, did tepoast 16Ctetasiny elpoctetions oves 9t ade

level tcs Spelling and Readsag.

Isechecn: Jaisctasions ef Iutess 3ches) Lk losn0nse
}inally, tesults ¢t teechers’ tetings oa the Projected
ACadedic Pertornance jcale (PAPS-1) ace teported. Talle é!
tevedla o dighiy o&onj)tcoa! fell 3cale Growp eflect,
sisiler to tilat oQuotv;x fcr sotders, (F » 37.97;
at = ), 1ee€; § <.001). Hete, teache:s tojorted lowes
Projected Pertormance scores tor Ll childitet a0 comjarison
to tcrtecl chbildren (LI A -.2t.cl, SL = 0.49%; (onmtzol
Re 1,.94, D » 6.04). Mo 81Goficant Sez effeCt was
otserved, nor vere thece eny Mull >cale Adterection efltects.
4 s5igni1ficent rull Scele Grede level dutc(onco,. bovever,
va: poticed (F = 3.6); 4df = I, 166; | <.05). In ocder to
determine tne 84310t source of tais eftect, Schetfe sultiple
CCBfarisons cf seans wgfe carcrred out. The fesults revealed
4 sargimally siynificast imcrease 18 sead PAPS-1 scores at
the Grade ¢ level cospared to the combined Grades 3 to S
8€4ad scorfes (Grades 3}-5 § = 29.08; Grade 6 B8 = 3¢.095;
F = 6.62; 4f = j,lubp P <.10).
I terms of subscale scores tor the teachers' Projected
rerfcrsance leasnte-: ’!’ll. stapdard deviations, and
F-Fatics are presented in Table ds. (See Appendices C apnd D

fct Grade level data.) These data feveal that teachers

Lepcrted significantly lower Ferforsance ezpectations ftor LD
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Table 21

ANOVA Susmary Data for Teachers' pProjected Aéadenic
Performance Fullscale Scores

Source ' af M.S. F-Katio Prokability

A (Groug)) | 1375.02C 37.569 -000*

E (Sex) 1 13.07¢ 0.357 .551 - a
AE I 3.9654 0.109 <742 //
C (Grade) 3 132.295 3.633 .0lu

BC 3 60.218 1.645 .182

AC 3 66.103 1.806 . 149

AEC 3 33,116 © 0.905 <440

Errors 146 36.5SS

—

*Significant effect
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. Chéldren in g1} sut ject areas tapped by the PAPS-1, in
cd:;ariaon tc the normally achieving Control children. lhas
effect was similar to that obtained for Bothers' PAPG
§ukscale s=cores.

In addition, significant Grade level effects were
obtserved for the Stelling (F = 3.74; dt = 3.14¢; p <.02),
Language Arts (F = 2.74; 4f = o l4€; p <.05), social Studies
(F = 3,30; 4df = 3,146; p <.05), and Science (F = 3.81;
daf = 3,146; <.02) sukscales. aAn €exapination of mean n
each case showed a tendency fcr Grade 6 teachers to :‘rt
higher ratings than teachers at the Grades 3 to 5 levels. An
inspecti&h of rav data as a function of class grouping
Fevealed nc okvious reason for this teacher eftect, other
than a generalized tendency amongst all Grade 6 teachers to
Leport higher ratings for post Children in their classes.
Thus, the source of high Grade 6 scores 1s not clear. Cf
further interest is the significant Group bty Grade level
interaction ckserved fecr the Math subscale (E = 3.74;
af = 3,146; F <.02). Scheffe tests Levealed that this
interacticn effect was due to a proportionately qgreater
difference in mean Math scores between LD and Control
subﬁects at the Grade level, in comparison to differences
in seans at each of the Grades 3, 4 and 5 levels (all
P's <.05). Thus, in teras of Jrade effects, Grade 6 teachers
Feported higher expectaticns fcr both the Control apd LD

grLougs in fcur of the six subscales, (Spelling, Languoage

Arts, Social Studies, and Science). In addition to this, a



Table 22

Means, Standard Deviations, and F-Ratios for
Teachers' Prcjected Acadesic Performance
Full and Sulscale Scores

[
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1D Control
Mean SD Nean SD ¥ p
Full Scale <6.62 6.2°5 32.94 6.04 37.57 .000%
Spelling 4.42 1.24 5.52 1.26 29.44 _000*
Reading 4.40 1.33 5.61 1.37 30.76 .000%*
Language Arts 4.62 1.28 5.47 1.03 . 19.99 .000*
Math 4. 16 1.36 5«12 l.36 35.65 .C00*
Social Studies 4.59 1.14 S.42 0.99 18.3C .000*
Science 4.43 1.08 5.4 1 .10 24.45 ,000+*

*Significant effect
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Grade ¢ Rath difference vas also Observed jip tavor of
Contro] 88Ut jects. By 1lp11cation, Grade 6 teachers may be
1nd1cat1ng that as Ip ftudents enter high school, they

€xfect thea to experience Considerable difticulty Vith Math.

differences vYere rresent at the Grade 3 level, apg rfemained

Constant thrcugh tc Grade 6, '



CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The discussion section will parallel the results
chapter. Accordingly, the children's variables vill Le dealt
with ixrst. Here, ghe tindings for general self-concept,
academic self-concept, acadeamic locus of control, and
perforsance expectations will each be considered. Next,
attention will focus ob the adult variables, namelj,
mcthers' perceptions, reactions, and expectations, along
with teachers' expectations. Pclloving the discussion of the
children and adult variables, an integration will be
presented in teras of implications for the intellectual and
emoticnal development of learning disabled children.
Finally, the educational significance of the fresent study
will Le considered, alond/uith pcssikle directions fcr

future research.

Children's Perceptions

For general self-concept, the preé}ction that there
would be nc significant differences betveen the LD and
Ccontrol children in their ratings on the Piers-Harris
Children's Self-Congcept Scale was clearly supported. Irndeed,
neitbher the Full Scale nor any of the subscales
discriminated betveen the twc groups. Further, the
correlaticnal data revealed ttat general self-concept bas a
negligible relationshif, at least 1in this saBfple, with

Report Card grades, and alsc with the other more

128
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sfpecifically school-related aftective variatles. These
results suggest that school cxpert;ncel, attitudes, and
acbhievement levels are relatively ipdependent ot general
self-perceptions and evaluaticans, and that histories of
school failure, which characterize LD students, 4o not.'
appear to generalize to overall feelings of ipadegquacy or
disinished self-worth.

such findings are in agreesent vith other studies which
have shown that little relaticnship €xists between general
self-percepticns and attitudes, aund achievement in school
(e.g., Cokb, Chissonm & Cavis, 1975; Bettschen, Wipne &
Wideen, 1577). A8 Bloos . (1976) notes, following his
extensive review of ihé literature, low ackievers and high
achievers say be high, average, oL lovw in general
self-ccncept. Chnildren wvho €Xferience predominantly neqative
outcomes in their academic work, say be able to derive more
pcsitive indications of their self-worth and adeguacy in
other areas, such as music, athletics, or im various
hotbies. Certainly for the LL childrep in the present study,
the Piers-Harris results éuggest that perceptions of
physical attributes and peer fpopularity, alon§ with feelings
of happiness and levels of anxiety, have not lLeen adversely'
affected Ly school failure.

an additional finding of interest was that the
IntellectualsSchool Status cubscale of the Piers-Harris
failed to discriminate betveen the LD and Control groufrs,

’
although there wvas a slight tendency for LD girls to oktain
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lcver scores than Control girls. 1his result i1s consistent
vith a study reported ty Boerssa and Chapman (1978). lhey
found that the IntellectualsSchool Status Plers-Harris
subscale failed to correlate ntqnxtgcnntly with either
Report Grades or with academic selt-co ept, as seasured by
the Student's Percepticn of Ability Scal. The result is
als0 in line with Marx and Winne's (1978) observations that
subscales of gemeral self-concept instruments, including the
Plers-Harris, have poor discrisipant validity.

Cverall then, the present study adds to those
investigations which have failed to find a sigoificant
relationshif Lketween school learsing and geperal
self-ccncept. In addition, it is evident that the failure
experiences which typify LIC chbildren are not Lecessarily
accompanied ty broad percepticps of diminighed self-worth or
ipnadeguacy.

Turning to acadeaic self-concept, however, the results
LFeveal a very different picture. As bPredicted, the LL group

. .
reported significantly lower self-perceptions on all

Subscales of the Studept's Esrception of Ability Scale
lexcept Permanship/Neatness, which was nevertheless in the
expected direction), in ccmfparison to the normally achieving
Ccntrcl grcuf.

Considering that these LI children had been referred
for "ledial instruction primarily on the Lasis of reading
Froklems, it is not surprising that they should report lower

self-rerceptions of ability on the Reading/Spelling
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lublcalo; Further, the significantly lower perceptions of
arithsetic and general acadesic ability tor LD children are
in keeping with their predosinantly lcver levels of
pesformance scross most, if oct all, acadeaic subjects. Such
findings are in agreement with the notion that frequen?
failure exgeriences in specific subjects ard usually )
associated with the development of relatively low
perceptions of ability in thosze subjects (Brookover et al.,
196%, 1967; Shavelson ¢t al., 157¢).

Results with the cther sutscales of the SPAS, bowever,
suggest that acadeasic self-ccrcept in LD students is more
than a mere reflection of past and current achieveaent
levels. Rather, the low perceptions of ability in reading,
spelling, and arithmetic afpear to bave generalized to
comparatively negative attitudes tovards school in general,,
and alsc to expressions of less confidetce in academic
abilaty. So, although diminished self-perceptions of atkility
in specific sukject areas sees to reflect the reality of
lover achievement levels, it is also isportanmt to observe
tbhat LD students have develcped fairly broad negative
feelings akout school, alcng with relatively depressed
levels of academic self-ccnfidence.

Clearly then, the LD children in the [fresent study are
strongly characterized Ly their comparatively lower academic
self-ccncepts. Moreover, these negative characteristics vere
vell estatlished at the Grade 3 level, and remained constant

through to Grade 6. Such troad and fairly early imndications
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of low acadesic self-concepts in LD or lov achisvesent
children are in keeping with tindings ot other astudies., Fol
ezanple, Boersma and Chapean (1976) , ip an investigatioL
vith Grade 3 LD and norsally achieving children stratified
on WISC-k 1y s, found sisilar sharp difterences betvween
groups on the 5LPAS. Other studies comparing high amd lcv
achieving €lementary children vith sisilar IQ's have also
found relatively negative acadeaic selt-concepts asong the
lov achievers (e.g., CampLell, 1966 Fink, 196z; Kifer,
1975) .

Eloom (1976) and Hamachek (1978) have octh pointed out,
that such relatively negative attitudes are generally
estatlished during the first few years in elementary school,
often in response to repeated failure experiences 1in the
beavily stressed area cf reading. Ihus, the present finding
of low academic self-ccncepts associated with LD children at
the srade : level is not surprising. Indeed, it 1s
suppcrtive cf the supposition that learwing outccmes during
tbe early €lesentary years play a crucial role 1o the
develcpment of self- arnd schocl-related perceptions and
attitudes.

The isplications for LD children of such relatively
negative academic self-concepts seem 1mportant to consider.
Bloos (1976) argues that when students believe that their
abilities are inadequate, they are likely tc approach
learning vith reluctance, dislike, or even avoidance.

similarly, Brookover et al. (1965, 1967), view
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self-jetcepticns of acadenic atility as functionally
lisiting factors in scbool success. 1lhus, the asouut ot
effort invested in future tasks wvill depend partly on the
degree to which individuals perceive they are cajeble oOf
meetingy task requileserts.

Sose empirical support for these teliets is found 1in
studies copducted Ly Wattenberg and Clittord (tyed), and
Lamay (19¢5). In twvo separate investigations, these
researcbers fcund that the selt-perceptions of kinderqgacten
children were significantly Letter fpredictors of reading
atility 12 sonths to 2z 1/2 years later than vwere seasures of
intelligence. Further attesting to the causal power of
acadesic self-concept are the results froms the major
longitudical study conducted Lty Brookover and bhls associates
(1565, 1967). They found that levels of achievement 1mfroved
following ap acadesic sfelf-concept enhancesent programs with
high school underachieving students and their parents.

A fositive acadeaic ;elt-concept, therefore, apgrears to
te an Alpértant cosponent 1n successtul sckool learning. If,
as the fpresent study suggests, LD students have relatively
negative self-rercepticns of atility, then the mctaivation
and task persistence necessar) for success in school will
likely Lte depressed. Ip sum then, the results for academicC
self-ccncept indicate that by the end of Grade 3, LD
children have already developed comparatively low
perceptions cf their atility in specific sulbject areas. In

addition, these self-percepticns appear to have generaiized
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to ftaitly noqouuaxtudol tovetd school woitk in qeneral,
actd tc 4disinished levels of confidence in theit acadesic
atilities.

Purtber attestinsg to the possitility of these negative
beliefs ate the results for acadeaic locus of control. As
predicted, LL children obtained signiticantly lcver scores
ob the 1¢ suktscale of the Jptellectusd AchisysheLt
Bsaronsibility Questionpalrs than control children. In this

regard, LC cbildred indicated a qreateér tendency tbhan
nocrsally achbievaing children to ascrite responsibility for
‘uuccosstul achievesent outcomes to external sources, such as
the teacher's sosentary generosity, of the easy nat&tc ot
the task. Copcomitantly, IC children see akility and ettort
(ipternal factors) as teing less influential 1n causing
successful task outcomes, than do normal achievers. 1his
relatively external orientation was found for both bcys and
girls, and was clearly evident by Grade 3. No trend tovards
increased externality for older LD childrer was uoted.

In terms of ccntrol crieptatiods tor failure outcoses
(1I-), the LD students reported sisilar attritutions tc those
observed fcr pormally acbievipg studerts. Furtber, these
locus cof ccptrol fpercegtions showed a teadency in botb
groups towards increasing internality over grade level,
particularly for Grade 6 children. Learning disakled
children, along wvith norsal achievers, therefdre, indicated
an increasing belief that failure outcomes are the result of

insufficient ability and effort on their part.
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Withip these resuits ad iBtelestindg pattesd sserges.
Learning disabled students tesd to attribute freguent
£8410E88 to o lack of aebilitcy, U‘;lo 4t the sase tise
ascribing responsilbility fos th;xc rfeletively irufrequent
A9SCSAB8R to exterdal factors, Such as the teacher b;an
dice, Or the task Leing easier than usual. Thus, as LD
students [rcceed through elemedtary school, they accejt an
increasing aicunt Of responsiltility for their failures, yet
take comfagatively little credit for their successes.

While previoyp stcdies have algo tended to feport
external control orientations among tailure-prone€ or
underachieving children (¢.9., Chance, 1965; Kifer, 1975;
Phares, 15)6), fev, it any, have drawn a distinction Letveen
attributiops for successful events and those for failure
events. Yet, the Observations in this study highlight the
fruitfulbness cf considering control orientations for
successes and faillures separately.

It seems logical to expect that lov achieving students
vould come to believe (correctly or ipcorrectly) that their
abilities vere not adeguate in facilitating successful task
outcomes, anpd so attrikbtute the relatively infrequert and
unexpected success occurences to exgernal sources.
Conversely, yben failure outcoses occur, tlhey are protably
seen as furcther evidence cf inadequate ability, and therety
attrituted ipternally to the indivadual's own inadequacies.
Such an interpretation is consistent with the fimdings of

relatively pegative acadeamic self-concepts among LD children
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observed ipn the preseat study. Coatipuing this lise of
tcnlo;slg. 42 LD childzea vies successful school outComex 4s
only pacrtly contidgeat upod effort 4ad ability, while at che
sese time vieving failures as cesuiting fros theis
iatellectual imadequacies, thea it is possible that thease
children gy stact ®givipg up® oa thenmselves and quit
trying. Support fOr this sugqestion is tound iu nuserous
studies.

Dveck and Reppucci (1973), for exasple, teport that
chbildren sith exzternsal coptrol orientations tend to Qlive up
eacrlier on difficult tasks than cbildren who had internal
beliefs. Sisilarly, Altshuler aad Kassinore (1975) also
noted that positive bebavior vas signiticantly less for
childrep vho telieved that task outcoses vere detersined by
external factors cospared to those whc thought the crucial
detersinants vere based cp intersml sources. Others bave
found that esternally criented students are characterized by
lover levels of intrfingic motivation (Litner & DuCette,
1974), less confidence in thear abilaty to achieve (Arlan,
1975), and in sore serious cases, a sense of "learned
helflesspess™, vhele guyccess is seeD as unattainatle
irrespective ot any ettort that pight be invested (Dveck,
1$75). Under these Circusstances, LD children will likely @8
develof strong doutts akout thear ‘litus to perfora
successfully ip future acadenic tasks, and ccncositant
beliefs that future perforsance will show little

isproveaent. s
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The rennits tot 4Cadopic achievedent eljectations sees
tC sufpjolt thia lattec Suqqgestion. Nete, it ves olsegved
that LD children had 83qnigicently lover tatiaga on the
Ls938ghed ASadanic 288809z 000ce 36849 then the norselly
eChiovidg tcotiol chsllceg, The ovezall diffeieonce Letveesn
the twc QLougs was teflected sore speciticelly s1a teces of
feeadiny, spelliag, a8d Baeh pecrforsance, where 18 each caae,
il students eszpressed lover spcrt end iony ters espectstions
for tuture acadeasic SUCCegg than (ontzols. As with the
observations for acadestc self-concept, these Gitfecences
vete clearly evident Dy the ;rade J level, ond cenatned

coastant thicuqh ¢o 6.

Tbhus, i1a teres “ccre” elesentary sulject aress

of readiny, spellingy sath, LD children report
€Xpectations which are cConcogjtant vith their achievesent
levels, and also yita their oun perceptions of ability. So,
bPersisteut toilure ia thegg subjects ajppears to te
accospanied ty loyer sclt-pc:C¢ptxon\\ot ability, asd@ lover
expectaticos of fyuture Ferfcorsance. Such findings gre ian
4Jreement vith previous sStyudjies which indicate that
failure-yccne and undefachieving chatldren qJenerally bold
lcwer expectationps for future success when Cosfared to bigh
achievers wvith sigjlar lné;llcctnal abilities (Adelsan,
1969; Boersea & Chapsad, 19)9; ;eng, 1974) . ’
lbe isplications of 1oy expectations for LD children
wvould sees to be civious. g elperiences ip their learmiag

history lead thea to believe that successful task outcoses
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)
ar€ a relatively rare cccurrence, partly attributable to

externally ccntrolled factors, then repeated failure in the
future will probakly be vievwed as consistent with their
perception; cf ability. In turno, low peréeptions of ability,
ip the presence of relatively external control orientations
regarding the cause of‘successtul learning outcomes, are*
very likely linked uithjlou exrectations. Together, these
variakbles fprokably contribute to reduced motivation to
learn, and thereby interfere uith atteapts ,aimed at belping
suct children reach their po;ential (Bar-Tal, 1$78).

In sumssarizing the findings for the children's
variatles, the folloving ficture emerges. learning disabled
children bcld lower perceptions of ability in the core
e}elentary areas of reading, spelling, and arithsetic. These
lower perceptions appear to have generalized to relatively
negative attitudes touaré schcol tasks in general, and to

—

diminished levels of ccnfidénce in their acadesmic abiligigs(///

o —
In view of such relatively pegative acadelic/ig)ﬁ~66ncepts,
it seess hardly‘surprising that LD chj eﬁ/éhould beiieve
that success in school, when it does occur, temnds to ke
caused by external factcrs. Ccncomitantly, their achievemenht
expectaticns regarding future academic performance are
comparatively low, again reflecting beli@fs of ipadequate
ability. Further supportive of the interrelationshigé among
these affective variables are the correlational data, where -

e

moderate correlaticns were cbserved among acaderic

self-conceft, locus of control, and achia”negﬁ expectation
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scores. In addition, each of these variables vas

\

significantly related to report grades.

Interestingly, the ‘negative school-related beliéts ;nd
attitudes observed in the LD children do not appear to have
influenced their general self-concepts. Further, althbough
the sharp differences in the acadepic affective
characteristics vere evident at the Grade 3 level, LL
children did pot report increasingly negativé perceptions
over grade level. Rather, tbhe results showed fairly constant
differenced Letween the two groups fros Grade 3 to Grade 6.

fhis failure to find increasingly gegative atfec%iVe
characteristics in older LD children was unexpected. It had
been assused that older LT children would have accumulated a
greater nurber of failure experiences than younger LD
students, thereby contributing to tpe development of
increasingly negative schcol-related feelings and attitudes.
It is possible that older LD subjects in this study did not
in fact ian/;eagthy failure histories, and that their
“learning disakility remedial placement vas based on
ditéiculties uhich”had become manifest more fecently.
Conversely, and possikly more likely, it may be that a
self-concept develops to a large degrée during the first two
years of schcol, and then remains basically unchanged unless
cognitive achievesent changes greatly.

Another possikility is that academic affect is defined
and developed largely on the tasis cf compariscm with
classroom feers. Change or constancy of affective

<
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characteristics, therefore, could be primarily a function of
change cr comstancy in peer grcup senbership (Boersna,
Chapman & Eattle, in press) . Festinger (1954), for example,
arques that estimates of self-worth are formed largely on
the basis'cf comparisons with ipdaviduals in the immsediate
peer reference group. In line with this, Sstrang, Smith and
Rogers (1978) have touhd differences in the self-concepts of
special class children, depending on whether fhey vere
segregated vith siailarc learning-problea children, or
vhether they were mainstreamed with "pnormally" achieving
children. )

In that the presemt 1D sample was receiving only
part-time remedial ;ssistance, their basis for con;ariéon
vas protably the children in their bome room. Academic
rankings (in terms of [Feer group comparisons) from year to
year for such LD students protatly do not change very much.
Indeed, report card grades and standardized achievement test
score$ for the LD children indicate that their overall
degree of deficiency tends to remain consSant. Accordingly,
LD children grobably dc not perceiv; themselves as becoming
increasingly ninf&rior" in their academic abilities.

] .
1duit” Pesceptions
o tdeps Of, the fardiit Beactiop Questioppaife, the
prediqtgi; that mothers of LD subjects would report msore

negative reactions to typical achieveaent events and

outcomes thap mothers of Copntrcl subjects feceived

:‘
5
b
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substantial support. The strong significant ditteﬁéncea,
between the grougs for both pcsitive and negative reaéZions
indicate that LD mothers resgpcnd more negatively and less
positively to their children's achievement Lehaviors. This
differential fpattern of reactivity uwas already %Ftablished
by Grade 3, and resained constant through to Grade 6.

Such findings are consistent with results from cther
studies. For example, Boerssa and Chapman (1978a) found that
sothers of d:ng' » bildrep reported fewver fpositive
interactions .Jfég}{ children than mothers of norsal
achievers. Similarly, Hilligrd and Roth (196S) also okLserved
that mcthers of underachieving students vere mole rejecting
and less accepting than mcthers of normally acheiving
students. Ip another study, Oven et al. (1971) reported that

T
parents of "educationally handicapped" (LD) children sep‘,;
generally less affecticnate touard their children, and put
more fressure on them regarding performance in school.

In addition to supportimg results from fprevious
research, the present findings are also noteworthy because
of the manner in which the data were collected. 1bough
self-report data on asfpects of child-rearing techniqdes
would sees particularly susceptible to "“faking," the fact
that LD mothers in the fresent study reported more negative
and fewer positive interactiopns with their children adds
credikility to the results. Indeed, the strength of the
finding suggests that the self-report data may have Leen

more “"honest" ats a result of collecting it through the mail,
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v
vhere the potentially threateaing physical fresence of an

interviewer was non-existedt. .

A someshat puzzling aspect ot the sother reaction
fipdirgs is the non-significant correlational relationship
with either school grades or the other affective variatles.
Bcthers' reactions appear tc be associated with groug '

\lelbership (IC and norsal achievers), but not actual
;chievelent levels per se. Furthermore, the "quality®™ of
mother-child interactions seess independent of
schccl-related affective development in these children.

Such a result appears to be at variance vith otheg’
studies. Coofpersmith (1967), for example, noted a strong
relationshifp Letween parental tehaviqgs and self-esteel:
Specifically, childrea and adolescents with low self-esteea
tended to have parents ;hc were rejecting, pumitive, and
inconsistent 1n theﬂr approach to child-rearing. In terms of
achievenment levels,'nulercus researchers have okserved
positive relationships between negat*ve and rejecting styles
of parenting, and lowv achievement in &chool (e.g., C’;en,
éuser, Beach & Rappaport, 197C; Hilliard & Roth, 1969;
Krieqge, 1677). Furthersore, studies on child-rearing (e.g.,
Baumrind, 1971; Becker, 1964; Sears, Maccoby & Levin, 1957),
leave little doubt that parenting styles are inextricatly
linked with childrens' personality characteristics and with
their perforsance in school.

Just how parental influences oferate is unclear. In

that respect, little apprears to have changed over the last
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decade since Yaccrow, Cdlptoli and Burton (1968) councluded
that "lhe coafpelling legend of maternal influeunces on child
behavior...dces not have its r00ts in solid data and its
decisive verificatio; temains...a sukject for future
research" (quoted in Entwisle & Hayduk, 1978, p. 182). 1Thus,
it is widely accepted that farental attitudes, aspirations,
and child-rearing styles g relate to achievement potivation
and performance (Bronfenktrenner, 1974; Coopersmith, 19¢€¢7;
Owen et al., \1970; Saith, 1968) , . but the behavioral dynamics
of these paremtal influences havé not reen clearly
delineated.

In terss the fresent study, the effects of very
specific sctherqchild interactions are also unclear,
especiallj in vievw of the low correlations Letween reaction
patterns and the other variables. One might speculate that
the negative reactions reported by LD mothers may Le little
more than ap indication that their childrer fprovide fewer
positive achievement behaviors with which to evoke positive
reactions. These negative tendencies could also represent
some feeling of frustration among mothers, accomfpanied by a
teeling of "helplessness™ in not knowing what to do by way
cf constructive assistance for their childreﬁ. Such
attitudes cf helplessness have been noted in other studies,
where parents of educaktle retarded and mimimally train
damaged children indicated feelings of frustration with the
low achievement levels of their children (Love, 1S970).

Speculation aside, the rcle played by mothers*
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reactions in the acadesic ard affective development of their
children resains unclear. In view of the differential
reaction pattern otserved tetveen the LD ard Coutrol
mothers, howevbr, it is interesting to consi®er wvhetber such
reactions are based on accurate percefptions of the
children's school-related feelings and attitudes.

By having mothers rate the Student's PeLceptiop of
Akility Scals "the same vay they thought their chilq vould
conélete it,® it was assumed that an estisate of accuracy
and sensitivity would Le obtained within each group. Ip this
respect, it wvas hypothesized that mothers would te fairly.
avare of their children's acadewic self-concept throuqh.the

»

day-to-day ccntact with thes and discussions over school
€events, activities and a;xieties. Further, it vas
anticipated that a comparison of mothers' and children's
SPAS scores within each group would provide am indication of
the congruence of these scores.

The mean SPAS score findings supported the hypothesis
that sothers in each group would refport scores which were
similar tc thcse oltained by their children. This was true
for the Full and subscale SFAS data, uiﬁh the exception of
General Arility, where mothers in both groufps tended to
overestimate their childten‘% Ferceptions of general
ability. Thus, mothers' average estimates of their
children's academic self-cosceépt were gemerally comgruent
with their children's cwn :tted self-percefpticns.

A consideration of the relational data, however,
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suggests that these perceptions vere nct totally accurate.
lndeed, the correlations betveen mothers' and children's
SPAS scores (LD r = .429; Control r = .497), along wvith the
mother-children ditference scores, suggests a Ielatively
‘inaﬁcuxate perception at the individual level on the part of
mOost mothers. Mothers, therefore, may not ke reading their
children's ferceptions of ability as accurately as perhaps
they should. Ccncositantly, tte correlations Letween
Bothers' SPAS scores and “Refrort Grades (LD r = .412; Control
r = ,581) would seem to indicatg that their estimates of
academic self-concept are developed as much on the basis of
school achbievement as cn the actual feelings and attitudes
held ty them towards their children.

In short, the meapn SEAS findings for mothers'
percefpticns of their children then, reveal a degree of
congruence within the LD amd Control groups. FEut the
correlattonal das!fjigéest that this congruence is not
indicative of véry accurate eéstimates, especially in the LD
children. Such projections appear to be formed as much on
the Ltasis of childten's achievement levels, as op their
actual self-ferceptions of ability.

Pinally, in terms of the adult expectations, strong
grqur differences wvere okserved. As predicted, mcthers and
teachers bad significantly lover Proiected Academic
Perfcrsance expectations for LD than for the normally
achieving Contrcl children. These dif ences wvere evident

for 3l] subject areas assessed. Furthermore, the lover
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expectations for LD children vere olserved at the Grade 3
level, and cremained constant through to Grade 6. Such
results are 1n agreement with cther studies which have also
found that parents and teschers tend to bold lover
achievement expectations for students who have difticuley 1n
schcol (Bcersma & Chapsan, 1978; Eraun, 1976, brophy & Good,
1574) .

Considering that the LC children in the present study
vere bhaving frobleas primacily in r’ldinq, 1t 18 interesting
to note that lov expectations were reforted in all subscales
of the Projected Performace scale. This tinding is probably
indicative cf the fact that L{ students are generally
perforsing at lowver levels ipn all school subjects. In thas
Lespect, sothers and teachers may ve Berely reflectang
current achievement levels of their children. It should be
remsentered, bhowever, that all LD‘cnlld:en were well within
the normal I(C range, apd therefore should have had "good"®
potential fcr school success (Vernon, 1972). Furthernore,
these children wvere all currently receiving remedial
assistance for their learning disapility. with these fcints
ip msind, tbe low expectations Ieported by motbers and
teachers may te unduly pessimistic. Alternatively, they amay
be indicating a belief that these children do not have the
akility to dc better, and/or that the resedial services will
likely be of little benefit. If this is the case, these
adults may be "™giving up"™ om their LD children, or at least

resigning themselves to the Lelief that the Fresent
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perforsance levels of these children cannot tLe altered in
the current educational contcl&.

Although consideratle controversy surrounds the
expectation literature, especially relating to teacher
expectancy effects, the results of & nuskter ot studles
bighligyht the possible adverse consequences of low
expectations beld by adults vith respect to LD children. In
terss of teachers, their expectations have generally been
seen as velid and accurate ipdications of the various skills
and atilities ot students. A recent study by Crano and
Mellom (1578), however, challenges that idea and lends
SUFFOIt to the view that teacher expectations camn becose
self-fulfilling frophecies. Apgplying a cross-lagged panel
design tc data on some 4,300 elementary schkcol children
followed from the begibpning of Grade | to the end of Grade
4, these reseacrchers fcund that "teachers' expectations
caused children's performance to an extent afppreciatly
exceeding that to which perforsance 1intluenced expectations"
(. 47).

Other studies provide some clues as to how such
expectaticn effects may trapslate anto behavioral
influences. Teachers have been found to interact less
frequently apd more negatively witn low expectation
students, fay less attention to their ¢QLLeCt resfoneges, and
offer less pcsitive reinfcrcement for those responses
(Erophy & Good, 1974; Braun, 1§76; Cooper & Good, 1977). As

a result, these students may not be getting the same guality
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ot instructicu, and accordingly say learn leass thau bhigh
vipectation students who tend to e«bnjoy BOLe positive, varn,
and supportive interactions vith their teachera.
Brophy aend Good (1974), tollowing their extensive
reviev of sacy studies over a 10 to 1S5 year period, saiptain
that such differential treatments may be indicative of
teachers givingy uf on these students, ands/or of Lot kboowing
how to instruct low achieving/expectation students
appropriately. In thisz respect, Rose (1977) argues that many
teachers tehave as though they haxy aldicatea thelrr
responsibility to low acbieving students vhen they "
demcnstrate peyatively differentiail interaction jpatterms.
'Gaving ufp,! or fee€lings of impotence on the part of
the teacher even tkough they may Le the result of
accurate, false, or irrelevant inforamation...is
g;?aging to the childrep cobncerpned (Rose, 1977, [.
Thus, 1f the lowver expectations held Lty teachers toward LD
students are transformed intc adversely differential
classroos exferiences for these children, they will likely
contribute tc the saintenance of low acnievement levels.
The rcle cf mothers' expectations 1s less clear. In.one
of the few cstudies to investigate paremntal expectations,
Entwisle and bBayduk (1578) found over a tvo-year period,
that parents' expectations were causally related to
subsequent achievement. More specifically, over Grades | and
2, "childrer whose parents thought they would do Letter djid

do tetter, and vice versa" (p. 182). Just how these parental

expectations effect achievement levels, however, is less
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clearly understood. The dyaaaics BeYy be sieiléc fb those
operating ipd classtooss, apd savolve difterential
reinforcesent apd intecacticn fpattecns.

A tinal considaratior for the aduilt 'l!llbl‘l‘él the
correlaticnal data. Here, it vwas observed that the . . v
perceptions apd expectaticns ct mothers and teachers ha;o a
veaker relationshif vith the LD children's affective Q[? !1-3,
vaciables tban vas the case for porsally achieving children. ‘i"
The reasobs for tLhese vealker relationships are pot clear,
especially sipce the adult veriables still showved soderate
ccrrelations wath classrooas achievesent. it doe¢s seed
posaitlc, however, that aothets and teachers are more
v;tiable ip bow they wread®™ LL children. Thus, it day be
that althougb their exgectaticos apnd perceptions are tairly
accurate 1D terms of current acbhievesent tof tbese children,
they are pct as accurate vhen it codes to\percexvinq the
feelings and attitudes of LD studepnts ip ccaparison to
norsally achieving studepts. Ferbhaps LL children are more
difficult to communicate with Lecause of their tendency to
be relatively inefficient inp vertal expressive skills
(Lerner, I1S7€). This 1D turd say lead vo fever interactions
between children, and tbheir scthers and teachers.

Ip sum, the findings for adult perceptions and
expectations reveal a tendency among LD mothers to report
more negative apd less encouraging interactions vwith tbheir
children in teras of achievenent pehaviors. Furtheg,

mothers, along vith teachers, ipdicated that they hold lower

\
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achievenent exapectations for 1D childrea, despite the (lact

thet these children ace of supposedly ®morsal” intelligence
and vere receiving rescdial assistance to correct theis
learning prctless. The data also revealed g‘;t scthets of
both groups were DOt alvaya accurate in estisating their
childcren's acadesic self-concepts. Indeed, their estinmates
SFFeacr to Le Lased as such Jl uctucl’acliovolcnt levels as
OB the cht)dzol's oud reported self-percepticans and
feelings. 1be lover correlaticons noted for the LL group
beétveen the childrea's affective varirakles ane the
perceptions and expectations of thneisr acthers and tcachczs
could be inddcative of adult uncertainty in how to “"read"®
the feelings and attjitcdes of low achieving children. 1lhis
uncertainty, coupled with the generally sore negative
reactions and expectations, might be reflecting the
frustration cver how to Last assist LD chxldrenkxu their
'loarning Froktlems. Purthor, the findings liqht abo sWst &

that sothers and teacheérs may be soncuhat ﬁ‘;ld‘e‘ to"p!5~ ;'

telief that these LD children are unlikoly td t‘l’? *ue&?'( %
learning deticiencies. N ka « N
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coNCLUSsION ’PD B00CaTIONAL ImPLICASIONS

In dtaving together the tiadings of the jreaent ®
tesearch the tdllouan FACture emeorges. Leatrning disadled
children sjpear to develof a discinctively different set of
affective chatecteristics 1 Cosgarisco to norsally
acbieving childcrea. 1hese Characteristics are sathed by o
felatively aegative acedensc nolt-co&ccpt.-:o!loctxlq low
uolt;rotcapttoan of ability, along wita hegative school
attitudes and dxnl,tnhcd levels of selt-confidence.
Accordingly, 1D children 40 pot €XpeCt to ferford very well
on future {Cedeaic tashs, especially 1a the core sul ject
aleas Of reading, sfelliing, and sath. waen successes (g
occur, they tend tc be seen by these clhildien as Ubelfpected
and nct ccosonant with their lcw selt-perceptions of
abilaty. 1Ip turn, the cause of such success iz often viewed
4s arising fgos the qodﬂ\i*{ ct the QQCCEQI, or the.:¢zy
hature of the task. Cont;nu;d failure, on the cther banod,
Frobably fulfills lov achievement eXpectations, therely
further confirming lov acedesic self-concepts. Ihtough a
Process of "reciprocal interaction,™ these hegative
affective characteristics of L{ childres are fFrotatly
autually feinferéing, thus further costributing td thear
self ferretuation. ’

Additional factors which 4re 1mportant 1p the affective

develdcrment cf LD children inclode the pPercegtiors apd

expectaticns cf mothers apd teachers. Adlthough the exact

121
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causal relationshif of these¢ “significant other" varialkles
vith affective developsent was pot clear, it seems unlikely
that teachers and parents fail to exert Any influence on the
develofping self-systea of the child. The findings fron‘
numerous other studies indicate that continued negative
maternal interactions, along with the codmunication of low
performance expectations by parents, will have adverse
effects on th; acadeaic expectations and selt-éoncepts of
children (Ercckover et al., 1965, 1967; Coopersaith, 1967;
Hamachek, 1978; smith, 1S68) . Similarly, if teachers
translate low achievement éxpectations into dIfferential
interacticma teaching ratterns, then it is likely that LD
children u:;;fZZe such bebaviors as confirmation that they
do in fact have poor academic akilities (Broghy & Good,
1974; Finp, 1572).

1f legrning.disabilities are pramarily the result of a
maturational lag, as many in the LD literature would suggest
(Bryan & Eryan, 1975; Hallaban & Cruickshapk, 1976; Ross,
1976) , then there is ap implicit possikility that in time LD
children's acadeaic pgrforlance may match their "potential".
Even if £he cause of learning disabilities is viewed as
resulting frca othe:‘tactors (such as minimal brain
dysfunction, perceptual disorders, or menory and attentional
deficits), the possibility still exists that given
appropriate remediation, the disability can be overcorme.

"Accurate" perceptions and expectations (in terms of past

and current performanceé), therefore, should not suggest that
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LD children have reached their 1ntellectual‘potent1al or

indeed that they have limited acadeaic abilities.

a v
Unfortunately, repeated school failure exgeriences

during the early elementaly years do seem to adversely

affect future academic achievesel os, 1976; Hamachekp

1578), as does negative schodl-p | affect. These factors
in turn afpfe€ar influeniial ip teras of achievement
potivagion. As Bloom (1971) %ugqests:

vhere a student is convinced of bhis imadeguacy, be

finds Bo great epergy to accomplish the pext task,

has little patience of perseverance vhea he

encounters difficulties, and takes little care and

thoroughness im accoaplisbing the task. (FF-

1€4-1595)

Clearly then, the conseguences of negative affective
characteristics in 1D children may &ie in the pergetuation
of their low levels of academic achievement. Under these
circumstances, the frospects cf LD students éverconing a
developmental lag, or of renedying a specific cognitive
disatility, seem considerably reduced. As has been shggested
earlier, successful school learning reguires a belief that
one has sufficient ability to complete most tasks (Brookover
et al., 1967), and can le successful (Bandura, 1977; Botter,
1566) . It.also requires the belief that successes are due
prisarily to effor;s and abilities, rather than Leing caused
by external and uncontrolled factors (Dweck, 1975) . Numerous
studies further suggest that school achievement is enhanced /

vhere parents and teachers hold positive perceptions and

expectations, and attespt to fulfill them through patient,

'
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supportive, and encoucaging ipteractions (Hamachek, 1578).

Failure to attenuate the ;g;luence of negative
affective developlen; say havé'consgguences beyond school
learning. Scme studies suggest th:Q persistent failure in
school, along with negative affective developaent frequently
leads to adverse.lental healtt (Bloom, 1976¢; Bermard, 1970),
early higb school dro;-oué (ﬁalacbék, 1978), and, in serious
cases, juvenile delinguency (Eachara & Zaba, 1978). Thus;
the develcgment of a negative self-systea during the early
elementary years say hcld important isplications for the
education of learning disabled children.

In light of the findings cf the gresent research, soase
changes in current approaches to the .remediaticn cf learning
disabilities may be warranted. Sgglling from the assumftion
exrressed ky most workers ip the LD area, nasely, that
learning disatilities can Le remedied, it seems reasonable
tc exrect that efficient remedial services should lead to a
aecrease in performance deficits. A major conclusion of the
present study, hovever, i: that negative affective
characteristics may attenuvate t".etfects of remediation.
Accordingl;; remedial procedures should take into account
that sany 1D children may havetstrong pegative
schcol-related perceptions amd attitudes ufich are limiting
the effectiveness of remedial programs. In line with tbhis,
the following remedial strategies seen tenable alternatives

to the current part-tise prograsting used for many mildly

learning disabled  children throughout North America.



\ 155

Initially, it may be fruitful to flate these children
into full-time special class Flacement. This suggestion is
based on tbe recognition that an important cosponent in
school learning is the role of social comparison. Academic
success and failure is often defined largely i1n terms of
performances relative to classroos (or grade level) feers
(Covington & Eeery, 1976). Sisilarly, self-perceptions &hd
evaluations are also freguently defined in teras of how
individuals view themselves in comparison to their immediate
peer group (Brookover et,al., 1965; Festinger, 1954).
Placement should be designed tc provide a more bomogeneous
and less coafetitive learping environsent. Various degrees
of part-time placement could fcllov, leading eventually to
full integration in the maiunstreaa vhen both cognitive apd
affective change afrreared adequate. *

Some support for such a procedure aay bte found in a
recent study ty Strang, Ssith and BRogers (1978). Th?se
researchers cbserved that self-concepts of academically
handicapped children differed according to whether sfpecial
class placement was full- or Fart-time. Self-concepts weére
higher when cther children with learning prctless were the
mRain refererce group, and declined when self-comfparisons
vere restricted to regqgular class children. ;

A second suggesticn ;nvodves.the use of mastery
learning ;roced;res. uas;efy-jearning, acccrding to EFloom
(1576), isplies that und;r ";ppropriate“ instructional

conditions a large majority of students (95%) can learn most
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(usually 80X to 90%) of wbat is taught in tbe regular school

curcriculums. Block and Anderson (1975) suggest that mastery
shculd be set at the existing standards used Ly a given
school systes in defining "A" level test perforaance.
Mastery instructional conditions involve: (1) the
formulation of specific learning ol jectives; (2} the
systematic divisior of a course into smaller learning units
which paralilel tye objectives; (3) the frequent use of
“formative" diagnostic progress tests and feedback; and, (4)
the provisior of alternative learning materials or
instructional "correctives® designed to help ceiedy

diffictlties as they arise. Attainment of the predetermined
level of mastery is usvally assessed Ly "suamative"

»
evaluation, c¢r by a course exasination.

From their extensive research cn mastery learning,
Blcom and his associates bave found that under mastery
conditions,

atout four-fifths of the students attain the level,
of mastery reached Lty about one-fifth of the <
studepts under nonmastery conditions vithin the same
calendar time or academic term. The cost of this
increased achievement is atout 10 percent to 20
Fercent mcre out-of-class time for students who bpeed
it. (Elccm, 1374, p. 9) "
Bloos (1974) notes that the extra time required Lty scae
students usually declines considerably over the course of
.instructicn.
For LD children, a mastery approach in the remedial

setting would appear to offer a numter of advantages. Ihe

procedures are flexible and allow individuals to frogress at
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their own pace. This flexibility 18 usetul when one takes
ipto account the vide range of disorders trad&}ionally
associated with learning disabilities. Further, mastery
learning fplaces a greater eaptasis on success, and the
attainment cf specific identifiable goals. Students kuow
vbat is required of them in terms of learning btehaviors and
achievement goals. Moreover, f[rogress is contingent upcao
success, rather than on whether or not a student has failed
or succeeded in preceeding tasks. If LD students are atle to
t€gin eact new task kncwing that they bave been successful
oD fprior tasks, they may eventually convikce thenselv;s that
they do in fact have the ability to achieve at higher
levels, and that they ¢ap accept credit and responsiktility
for bringing about successful task cutcomes. Concomitantly,
self-percepticns of ability and self-confidence should
improve, along with the development of higher future
achievement expectatiorns.

Essentially tbén, the use of mastery learring
Frocedures within the context of full-time remedial
placement, may lead to the elimination of performance
deficits in 1D children, and to the development of more
positive school-related affective characteristics.

ds far as teachers and pareants are concerned
considerakle research is still required in order to identify
mcre precisely hov, and under what circumstances, their .
percertions and expectatiomns influence the ccgn{zyve and

4

affective develcpaent cf LD children. Until such @ata are

‘-
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availatle, however, the probless facing LD thldzcn still
bave to ke set, and camnot wait indefipitely for future
research to provide a mo[e€ desireable empirical Lase on
which to develop teacher and parent prograss. 1lhe findings
of the [ n; study, though pot entirely clear in terss of
adult Vlmlos, isply that parents and teachers should be
~ made avare that their interactiosns, beliets, and feelings
about childrep may perfetuate failure and negataive
school-related perceptions ip LD children. Purther, they
should be taught how to mcmitcr these possible influences on
their children's feelings and attitudes.

In this respect, teacher educaticn programs should draw
attention to the possitle influence of expectations and
differential interacticn patterms in LD children. Drayinq on
studies such as thcse tepcrted ty Brophy & Good (€.g..

Brophy & Good, |97u;’sood & Brophy, 1973), and througbh the o
use of micro-teaching techmigues, attespts to make teachers
avare of and sensitive to expectancy and interaction effects
might be useful in helping to prevent adverse effects c¢n LD
children.

In tecras of parents who have LD‘cbildren, schools
should play a more active rcle ip providing information
about the nature of their child's learning protlenm, what the
school is doing to remedy the situation, and how parents can
assist Vin the remedial prccess. A useful aethod of conveying
such infof‘ation li’s: ¢e ic a conference called by the

schcol primcifpal, 4 attended by'the child's parents, along

4
o u
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with the classroos teacher and resedial specialist. 1be
preag@yce of these lP.c'iltl say sees forsidable to many
parents, However, the coamunication of inforsation regarding
a child's learning frotles and reassurances to the effect
that many learning problems can be resedied, sees to Le a
fundamental jrereguisite for successtul resediation. At
least, ipappropriate or sisipforsed beliefs and attitudes on
ih‘ part of pareng‘ may be corrected.

The poasibilsf} of sore tfecific assistance fros
schools might ajss be considctcd.OSuch assistance could take
the form of sicro-workshofps dealing with both atfective and
ccgnitive prokless asscciated with learning disatilities.
Pctential topiéc ip these workshops might include: (1) the
defining characteristics of learming disabilities, stressing
the videspread professional beliet that children's learning
probless can fprobalkly ke overccee; (2) affective and
cognitive development in LD children; (3) Fpcssible effects
of parental perceptions, expectations, and 1nteractions on
school achievement; (4) fpractical suggestions for bhelping
children cvercome specific cognitive difficulties; apnd, (5)
practical techknigues fcr develoginy positive fparental
perceptions and expectatioans.

The feasibility and usefulpess of such a progras sould
of course require careful plaoaing and evaluation. However,
several researchers (e.g., Brcckover et al., 1965, 1S617)
have successfully trained parents of low achieving higk

schcol studernts to raise the expectations and perceptions
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that they bhcld of their children. ‘‘hese children, ib turh,
shoved a sigpiticant i1pcrease in acadesic self-concept abd
school acbxcyelent over a two year period. Thus, similar
results with LD elementary children ought alfc to Le

oktained.

suggsat ions for Kutuks Research

Inferences regarding the causal role of atfective
variatles ip acadesic achievelént have been limited 1in the
present study due to tbhe cross-sectiopal nature of the
design. Lcngitudinal research investigating the relaticoshbifp
tetveen affectave characteristics and achievement 1n LC
children should help ip identifying important
pred;ctxve/causal variables. In th1is regard, the subjects 1n
the present study are currently being folloved ufp OVer a two
year period. It is apticipated that such data will also
provide clues regarding the @tatility of affective
characteristiacs in LD children over tise. Further, 1t will
te interesting to note the effect on the ccgritive and
affective developsent of LD children folloving thelr
transition frcs eleaentary to junior high school. N

Future research might also consider the eff!‘ps of
part-time versus full-time :elqgial placement on the
affective and cognitive develogment of LD children.
Assessing these variarles at the beglnning,g? the school
year, and again at the end should provide Q Sa51s for

gauging the effectiveness of remedial proc@dures. In line
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with this, the apparon} success ot sastery leatuniny
procedures suqqests that this approach deserves caretul
consideration as a potential addition to preseunt 1D remedial
prcgrass.

Finally, 4as menticned earlier, ROr¢ reseatch 1S clearly
needed on the influence of parent and teacher pezcepticus,
expectaticrs, and interactions in the affective and
ccgnitive develcpment of 1D children. At present, the
dynamics invclved in the tranzmission of these adult
attitudes have received little empirical attention,
especially as far as parents are copcCerped. Yet, there¢ seems
to te little doubt that parents and teachers dg play a
crucial part 1n children's affective and ccgnitive
development. It would sees useful, therefore, to obtain a
Letter understanding of how aduylt tehavior fatterns and
1pteractions e€tfect children. Such data could contritute to
tke develcprent of procedures wherekty teaChers and farents
might 1dentify and remedy their own 1bagppropriate

percefptions and 1nteracticaos.
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APRINDIX A .

Plors-Harris Genoral Self{-Concept Scale
flean Scorcs as & Punction of Group

/ and Grade Level
LD Control
. Hean §D, Hean SD

Grade 3

Behavjor 18.73 2.149 14,14 3,63
Intellectualy

School Status 12.09 3.3¢ . 12.82 3.11
Physical . '

Appcaraygce T7.18 2.9¢ 7.4 2,62
Anxiaty . 8.32 2.85 - 9.18 2.33
Populariey 8.05 2.18 8.68 2.642
Bappiness $.00 3.00 a.18 2.87
Full Scalé§ $7.23 12.35 59.09 12.26
crade &~ . Y
Behavior# Y5.17 3.56 .. 13.91 4.29
Intellectual/ ) . .
School Statpus 12.09 3.67 11.78 3.67
" Physical .
Appearance .23 2.83  1.h8 2)72
Anxicety 8.87 2.72 8.74 2.67
- Popularity 7.23 2.65 8.00 2.1%
Bappiness §.91 3.28 5.22 3.28
Full Scale €7.61 12.81 57.70 14,59
6rade 5

Behavior 15.24 2.36 15.12 2.89
Intellectual/ )

School Status 12.88 3.74 13.41 2.99
Physical

Mppearance 7.817 3,74 7.88 2.83
Anxiety 8.35 2.81. 9.18 2-.28
Popularity T T7.98 3.%6 8.18 2.¢68
Rappiness 5.59 2.9% 5.18 3.40
Full Scale 60.24 12.26  61.24 B.74
grade 6

Behavior 13.68 3.55 13.32 4.10
Intellectual/ .

School Status 12.32 3.6) 10.42 &_3¢€
Physical

Appoarance 7.21 2.64 6.82 3.27
Anxiety 8.53 2.28 8.16 2.9¢
Popularity 8.00 3.06 8.05 3.%u4
Napprincss 5.26 3.06 Q.87 2.56

Full Scale 56.79 311.81% '$8.26 16.23

.
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APPRODIX D

and Subncale Yean Scores for Children and Rothers
as a Function of Ggoap and grade level

103

b--.-—.--—----.---p-c-----.-.-- ---1.‘-‘----------.------"..‘---..'..p---

coawveeomeae ---’--‘------.."

---------e-----b--—---_----

Smmne oo e s ceaceae e seeeoccanesaghscesas prpipapippepepepir e L X L T L R L L L dadodal odadediad

Grade 3

Ceneral Ability
Arithretic
School
factisfacrion
Peading/Spelling
Penranship/
Neatness
Confidence

Pull Scale
Grade &

GeneraY? ability
Arithmetic

School
Satisfaction

Reading/Spelling

Penmanship/
Neatress
Confidence
Fall Scale

Grade 5

General Ability

Arithmetic
School
Satisfaction
Reading/Spelling
Penmanship/
Neatncss
Confidcnce e
Full Scale

Grade €

General Ability
Arithretdc
School
Satisfaction
Recadinaq/Spelling
Penmanchip/
Ncatnes®s
Conf§idence

Full Scale’

Childrcen
Rean sD
6.27 2.32
.81 3.02
7.23 2.68
7.91 3.0t

»
7.36 3.05%
4.05 2.29

39.23 11.50

4.%2 2.8
6.74 3,72
7.52 3.06
5.78 3.76
7.39 3.5
3.00 2.13

38.96 15.15

5.1;\ 3.4
8.06\ 2.21
7.77 3.49
, 6-00 4.08
7.06 3.09
2.94 Y.63

37.94 10.30

$.95 2.76
8.47 2.94
7.32 2.68
7.88 3.22
3.00 3.37
3.27 \.e8

39.79 11.82

LD
Bothers
Sean SD
8.16 3.13
6.32- .26
8.09 2.78
5.9 N.36
7.59 3.38
2.73 1.66
39.18 11.74
7.22 3.29
.B.13 3,88
7.61 3.23
8.70 3.34
7.48 3,82
2.44 1.93
37.56 15.42
'6.88 3.72
6.35 4.09
6.53 3.65
5.65 8.36
$.98 3.93
2,77 1.96
34.06 17.15
8.21 3.02
7.00 3.a8
7.87 3.31
9.05 23.63
8.32 2.62
3.2 1.67
83.26 11.19

Control
[aprprprer =Y T L X L X T ¥ 2 L it d
Chillren Nothecs
Nean D nean SD
7.68. 2.42  10.59 .87
9.%0 2.¢€9 10. 18 1.9
9.23 2.17 9. 91 V.78
10. 18 ‘z,:o . 1%.00 1.40
8.27 3.0% 8.59 2.6u
5.00 2.50 $.18 1.1
89.77 10.82 55.23° 7.15
9.26¢ 2.54%  10.13 2.€8
- 9,70 2.96 10.04 3.06
8.9¢ 2.26 9.13 2.4%
10.30 1.99 9.78 2.83
8.00 3.08 7.30 3.6&
8.56 2.03 5. 13 2.1
51.17 1o.sa\\3::52 11.54
L ]
7.53 2.89 10.28  1.173
9.00 2.9% 7.65 3.88
8.65 2.14 8.35 2.03
10.12 2.47 10.82 1.82
8.00 3.31 6.41 3.76
5.53 1.85% S.28 2.24
47.82 10.82 48.71 9.39
\‘s
8.37 2.79 .10.27 2.13
9.68 2.80 9.58 3.09
8.73 2.31 9.06 2.323
10.07 2.30 10.35 2.28
8.22 3.01 7.69 3.40
8.64 2.17 5.25 2.2€
49,72 10.64 52.15 10.27
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/ APRENDIX C N

! .
Projected Acadenié Perforsance Pyl) and Subscale @ |
-Scores as a ranction of Grade.level fer LD
Children, Hothers, and Teachers
- " Children ' Nothers ' TeacChers A

Hean 8D. ° BRean sd . Nean D
Crade 3 ’
Spelling 18.59 2.52 4.917 0.8% 4.27 1.28
feading 19.68- 2.87°° S.,09 0.67 4.9%9 1.3
Lanquage Arts 18.91 2.45 §.82 0.83 4.32 1.33
‘Hath , 19.64 3,04 $.00 0.79 4.00 1.48
Soc{al Studies 19.u41 3.23 $.09 0.90 4.50 0.99
Science - 20.81 3.10 5.00 0.67 8,32 1.4
Full Scale 116.41 13,25 29.91 2.95 25.96 6.73
Grade 4 )

. ®
Spelling o 17.13 3.95 4,78 1.14 4.4y 1.62
Language Arts 17.96 3.94 - 5,09 9.97 8.74 1.59
Bath 19.04 5.21 5.17 1.67 84,65 1.46€
Social Studijes 18.83 a.24d - 5,13 1.07 4.up 1.35
Science 19.13 3.72 5.00 1.25 N.48 1.0¢
Pull Scale 109.87 17.€5 30.09 S.u7 27.09 7.27
. : .

Grade £ S
Spelling 18.59  3.29  4.82 1.42  4.35 1.13
Reading 19.23 3.00 4.94 1.73 8.12 0.96
Lanquage Arts 18. 35 3.69 8,88 1.32 4.u7  0.78
Nath 19. 94 3.55 ‘5,12 1.4 ‘4.00 0.97
Social Studie 19.82 2.79 . 5.24 1.06 4,71 1.07
Science * . 21.35% 3.48 R,77. 1.35 4,35 0.97
‘Pull Scale 117.29 13.25 29.77 6.80 26.00 . 4.27
Grade 6
Spelling 18.78 " 3.34 5,89 1.25  8.68  1.26
Heading 19. 74 4.24 5.95 1.05 4.53 1.31
Lanquage ares 18.95 3.76 5.95 0.67 4.95 1.0F
Math 20.58 3.76 4.90 1.41 3.89 1.25
Social Studies 19.21 4.50 5.16 20.59 4.74 1,07
Science 20.32 5.10 5.16 0.74 4.58 1.09

Pull Scale 116.63 20.13 32.1 3.01 27.37 5.65
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- . ¢ APNRUNDIZ D ~
Projoctoa Acadesic Potforun:u. Pull and Subscale
lcoros‘ca a.Punction of 3re Level for Control
Childcen, Mothers, and Teachers )
.---“-------.-.'-_--.‘..-‘-..-.--.-‘.-----—---------------.
/\/”"‘ ‘ Children " Mothers Tenchtr:
Mean ¢ ° SD tean SD Nean sD
.-----.---------------------Q—-‘----‘-----C----‘----------.
e
Grade 3 . ) '
spelling 21,08 2.79  5.68 1.10  5.46 0.98
Peading S 2. 27 2.80 6.00 ° 0.9* 5.68 1.50
Lahgquage Arts 19.68 2. 32 .68 0. s.%0 0.9
ﬂ.th R 19." 3.28 ‘ 5096 0093. 5..6 10’2
Social Stuodies 20.85 2.73 S.55 0.78 S. %9 1.07
Science . 20.72 - 2.69% S. 59 0.83 €. £0 1.08

Full Scale .’ 122.36 9.89 38.05 4.21 33.23 5.97

Grade 0

-

spelling &  19.26 3.79  5.87  1.23 .08 1.29

Reading 22.35 4.42 6.39 .1.09 S. 84 1.73
language Arts 19,35 4. 86 5.78 1.06 5.22_ 1.78
Math 22.39 5. 19 5.65 1.38 5,09 1.38
Social Studies 21. 74 4.89 5. 83 1.09 4.9¢ 0.99
Science , 21.00 8.02 5.83 1.01 5.00 .10
full Scale 127.09 19.69 35.35 5.25 30.70 €.13
Grade 5
Spelling 22.35 3.69 6.71 1.07 ° 5.59 1.40
readirg ® 21.59  3.29 7.0 1.93 £.286 1.70
Language Arts 18.94 3.35 5.82 1.04 S.24 0.42
math 21.29 u.48 5.53 1.498 .00 1.08
social Stulies 19.82 3.50 5.53 1.08 .24 0.55
Science 20.7% 5.79  5.29 0.96 5.06 0.54
Pull Sgale 128,71 17.68 35.88 8.35 31.3% 3.7=‘
Grade 6
spelling 21.68 4.28 6.26 1.55 6.16 1.35
Reading 20.73 8.73 6.32 1.30 €.11 1.38
language Arts 18.8% $.29  5.¢68 1.26 5.95° 1.4€F
Social Studies 18.3¢ 6.24 5.%8 1.27 .95 0.29
Science 18.42 6.25 5.7 1.27 6.11 - 1.12

Full Scale © 121,00 22.486 38.79 S.R6 36.74 £.78

prpprippurpep R T LR R LR Dok ol e mw - - D W W ED GD AR AR D WD W W WP - -q..---.'--



o APDBILIX 3

-

Parent teaction Questionnajire Scores for Mottrers
as & Yunction of Group and Grade Level

P LT T L DL DLl bl dd il o --—-----------’

»

Pogttive Reactivicy

L4
--'--’---.-----“--
¢ :
' fean 3D Rean sD
--’---_---..----.‘.‘-..------d-----ﬂ----‘- ------- T Ty
Grade: v
k) .27 2.07 6.2 1.78
L] s.08 1,94 .52 1.88
S s.06 1.83 s.81 1.97
6 .32 1.13 6,10 2.3u
. °



