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v ' ABSTRACT —~ 3/
ﬁesearchers‘increasingly emphasize the importahce of self-
- - & : .

concept in determining a student's achievement level. Academic

self-ceneept, the sgﬁdent's view of himXherself as a learner,

e

may bé:the;most,influential affective measure contributing to.

» »

academic achievement. Studies haxgﬁ}ndicated that learning
disabled (LD).children have lower gcademic self-concepts and
}ower expectations for future acad%mic achrevement than normally
achieving hsg}jren. It has‘also been suggested that the poor
performance of the LD child results in a similarly negative

view of the student on the pért of the teacher, and that parents
of hD children share the %§ild's own pessimistic view of future
achievement. '

“,if may be hypothesized that Jow academic perceptions and
expectatlons on the part of studenfs, teachers, and parents ‘are
present in the case of" LD adolestents as in LD children, but
little empirical data exist in this areéa. The present thesis
invest%ggtes this hypothesis.l ?irstly,‘it s%eks to determine
whether there %s‘a difference between the ways in which LD and
normallyrachievingxedolescents view themselves as }earners in

the present and in terms of expectations regarding future

achievement. 'Secondly, the study investigates whether teachers'
e ) .
perceptions of LD adolescents and their academic prospects are

different from teachers' perceptions of normally achieving

adolescents. and their academlc prospects.. Thirdly, this study
considers whether there 1is any difference in the academic ,
expectations of parents of LD and ndrmally'achieving adolescents

and in the stress levels-ew?erienced by those parents. - A \

1™
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e

. " ~®A syurvey was made of{Sg students in grades 8 and 10,in
: « by L

sixAVanéouver secondary sc¢hools, and of - the teachers and parents
L o ] . : * i N

L » - . S o o

of those adolescents. The students' expectations for academic

s
\

- %

[

Scale, and modified versions of this é%a%e were used\td‘é§¢er;

.

) ; - oL T )
aéhievement were estimated by the Pregjected Academic Performance §

tain the expectations of teachers and pareuts, \Sde nts' aéa—
. i

i

‘erception

demic self-concepts were assessed with .the Student's

5 - - . :
of Ability Scale. Teachers evaluated student behéViors édn the
,t v -~ “‘///-:"/‘ - -\
Devereux Adolescent Behavior Rating Scale. Parental stress was

determined through the State;Trait Anxiety Inventory.-
&

The results showed tha the self-concepts o? the LD and

re
normally achieving adolescents-and their tg#achers’ perceptions

-
<

" of them differ significantly on all but two of the dimemsions

- tapped. There were no significant differences in Penmanship/
Neatness and Heterosexual ‘Interest. LD adolescents have lower

—

!

academic self-concepts and expectations for the future, and

their teachers and parents share their negative perceptions.

Levels of stress between the parents were nénsignificantf

The significance of the present study lies in providing an

I3

empirical base to the common assumption that LD adolescents hold

negative academic self>concepts and pessimistic‘expectatiégz for ,
/.— > ' . ! i
' academic success. The educational implications™and the cautions

and limitations in the data interpretation are discussed.
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. <+ .+, CHAPTER ONE - _ . : - \

N INTRODUCTION | ,
S Since 1963 the.edueetienel community haé'beeome increasing— .
Iy aware ef the term 'le‘rning disabled’ (Kirk, 1981). .Prior to

R

ehat date the learning problems of many chlldren were con51dered ' i

the fault of the child him/hefself. These students were various- .

Ly labell%d as stupid, lazy, unmotivated, and poorly behaved.

Duiing the last_twenty years,~hqwever, research hds resulted in

S
PE

7 new perteptlons of the causes of the learnlng dlfflcultles en-.

J . ,

3pountered'by such children. It has been found that’ {he hetero—*

. geneous group of students described as “learning disabled' (LD). o

experggnce VafiousldegreeS'of frustration and failure through-

-

out their formal schoollng perlod Analysis of thelr problems C,
- 14 )

in procéssing 1nformat10n 1n ‘the gcﬁ%ol Settlng nas provided the

L e - ) KN

basls for remedial. pr;\xams
N/ .

- Hltherto, programs for treafﬁent of learning disabilities

. 1
L N N . . 1

have’emghasized the prpvieion of -diagnostic and-remedial serv- R

ices in reading,, spelling, writing, and arithmetic problems.
A . : )

LY

?

But focusing on these academic deficiencies has led to an inad= .

vertent neglect of manifesthtions of problems in the affective
. , 5 » .
and social realms (Bloom, 19767 Bryah,rl974; Bryan & Bryan,

® . A

‘v1979; Mduly, 1973). The assumption has been~that the emotiom-
al problems experiehEEd by many LD students weTe secondar; i -
* - .
cffects of the academic difficulties and would disappear as 3 g -
scholaetic performance improved. fEducatiohai and psyscholog-
ical researchers, hevever, have incheasingly pointed to thi’;) ) =
infiuence of affective variables, and in particﬁlar self-. ~

ccacept, on the level coi academic performance of all students . . -



v(Agélman,rl978;yBloom, 1976; Kronick, 1978; Moul&,'l973).
= “F1K> Co Self—concep??>a systemiof attitudes towards oneself, in-
2 fluences the mptivation, attitudes, character formation, and
adjustment -of an individual (Bernard, 1971; Mouly, 1973; Strang,
1957). The ﬁarrdﬁér construct of 'académicwself-concept', con-

sidered by Bloom (1976) to be the strongest of the affective

measures influencing scholastic achievement, is the student's

view of himéherself as a learner. To a great extent school
experiences determine the quality of a child's academic self-
bl

concept. Because of the fishbowl nature of the classroom,

"

-

children he¥e numerous opportunities for measuring their achie;
vement against that of their peers, and they can do sq on a -
number of levels, most notably that of intélleétual competence.
Overreaction on the part of teachers aﬁd/or peers to a student's
mistakes, failures og pefsonal i equapies can contribute to
the development of negative sefgégfzbk-and expectations on-the
\\\ partyof the less able pupil (Brookover,zﬁrickson & Joiner, 1967;
\Covipgton & Beery, 1976; Mouly, 1973). ‘ e
Prior success generally leéds to expectations of subsequent
success in performing similar tasks, while prior failure leads
to expectations of future failure. Thus, once a history of aca-
demic failure is established the student is unlikely to put
s -
forth the efforg required to change that pattern (Chapman,
Cullen & Boersma, 1979). Several studies indicated that LD
children have lower expectatioas for future academic achieve-
—ent than their normal g achieving classmat;s (Boersma & Chap-

zan, 1979b; Chapman & B ersma,cl979a; Dunn, Pearl, & Bryan,

Y !

H



q o o
1981). If tﬁe role of expeetégcy variables caﬁébe determined,
it sheuld be possibleimore easily to differentiate between the

Eﬂ;ntributions of expectancy variables and skill deficienciee to
low aéhievement.

The social problems of the LD child may also exacerbate
the low achievement syndrome, and this aspect of the problem, 4§u/
once neglected, has recently received greater at;ention. With-
in the last eight years the social problems of the LD child
have been examined in the school setting (Bryan, 1976; Garrett
& Crump, 1980; Keogh, Tchir, & Windeguth-Behn, 1974). The
information gathered indicated that the LD child's lack of social
perception resulted in rejection of and hostility towards the
¢hild on the part of teachers and peefs (Blair & Jones, 1965;
Bryan & Bryan, 1979; Rosenberg & Gaier, 1977; Seraeton & R&kman,
1979). This suggests a complex of probleme. LD studenté may be
prevented by their deficiencies in language. and overall percep-
tiveness from comprehending the expectations of otﬂ:}s. In turn,
disappointment over the student's lack of academic achievement may
fosterr hostility on the part of peer; and teachers (Bryan 1974,
1976).

Studies done on achievement expectations of significant
others, espeéially teachers and parents, indicate that chil-
dren's achievement levels are influenced by these expectations
through differential interaction patterms (Chapman, Cullen, &
Boersma, 1979). Early failure experiences of LD children lead
to devel%pment of low expectations for future success on the
part of tegehersﬁand parents. These ateitudes lead in turn to

low goal setting for these children and negative interaction



N

.

e

/’// h -

patterns with them (Bloom, 1976; Boersma and Chapman, 1979b).

. pZ
Boersma and Chapman conducted several studies of the relation-

ship between the affective variables (self-concept, expectation,

~. and locus of control) and school performance in the elementary
"~

schools., They found that LD children held lower self-concepts
and expectations and were more extermally motivated than norm-
ally achieving students. It may be hypotﬂesized that adoles-
cents are similarly affected by expectations of others, but
this awaits full investigation. K

It seemé reasonable to assume that low academic self-
perceptions and expectations would charaéterize the LD adol-
escent as well as LD ghildren, and this has beenﬁtentatively
explored. Kronick (1978) offers theoretical and indirect
support for the position that many LD adolescents exhibit prim-
ary interactiomnal social disabilities. In terms of totgi life
functipning, social ineptitude tends to be far more disabling
than academic dysfunction (Johnson & Myklebust, 1967). The

{

adolescent stage can be regarded as a 'crisis' period when the
transition from childhood to adulthood must begin. The impact
of social dysfunction on LD students during this vulnerable
phase can inhibit the realization of human potential in adult-
hood (Blair & Jones, 1965; Deshler, 1978).

The social problems of LD adolescents have been investi-
gated,wiga a view to developing a variety of programs designed
to improve social learning (Deshler, 1978; Krenick, 1978):

Meanwhile, the academic self-concepts and gx?ectations of LD

adolescents have been neglected, and there is a paucity of

anh M



information on problems in this area (Prillaman, 1981; Thomson
& Hartley, 1980). This lack of ém@irical data hinders our
understanding of the extent to which the affective variables

@

of academic éelf—conéept and academic expectations contribute
to the LD adolescent's poor scholas;ic performance. It is a
reasonable assumption that these affective variables interact
with the adolescent's deficiencies in basic skills and study
strategies.

The first step in investigating this assumption must be to

<

determine whepher there‘is in fact a difference. between the
ways in which LD adolescenés_and normally achieving adoles-
cents view themselves as learﬁers and perceive their prospects
for academic achievemé%t. At the same time;’it will bekuseful
to determine whether teachers have perceptions of LD adoles-
cents and their expectations of success different from their
perceptions of normally achieving students. >

To these ends an empirical investigation was conducted fo
collect data on differences between LD and normally achieving
adolescent students in the realms of academic perception-and
academic expectation. For this purpose questionna%res, be-
lieved to be empirically sound, were used to determine the

academic self-comcepts and expectations for future academic

achievement of both LD and normally achieving students in

i
-

grades eight and ten. In order to determine if LD students
were perceived more negatively than the normally achieving
students, the teachers were asked to rate students on behav-

ioral scales and to indicate their expectations of the
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students' academic futures. Parents were also surveyed to de-
termine their expectations of their-children's scholastic

achievement. A secondary objective was to determine whether

£

there was a difference in stress levels of pérents bfLLD and
no?fmally achieving teenagé;gfq_—\\\
. y

On the basis’of indirecf“evidence (Boer & Chapman,
1979a; Bryan & ;éaxl, 1979; Kronick; 1978) it was prediéted
that LD adolescents would view themselves as learnexgh more
pegatively thai their normally achieving peerss and that

"their expectations of future scholastic improvement would -~

—_—

similarly be lower. It was further predicted that teachers .

would view students and their prospects for academic success

3

in a negative light (Algozzine, Mercer & Coutermine, 1977
Bryan & McGrady, 1972). It was also conjectured that par-

ents of LD adolescents would éxpect their children to.be
4

unsuccessful in future academic endeavors, and that the par-

ents themselves would experience greater stress and anxiety
than those of normally achieving students (Abrams & Kaslga,
1977; Spielberger, 1972).

If these predictions were substantiated, then ;remedial

strategies should incerporate these affective dimensions of
-
' "

learnijpg into more complete and efficient remedial programs

5

for LD adolescents.
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REVIEW OF THE\LITERATURE
Despite' the growing tremd towagds early identification of
and inﬁerventiOn prograﬁs for children with learning problems}’
many students reach the age for sedondary schooling with their
learning difficultLQi‘unalleviated. If they have average or

above average intelligence and are achieving well below their

| .
grade levelzwith no other plausible explanation for their

performance, they can be labelled learning disabled (LD). By
the agé of adolescence the behavioral descriptions of learning
disabilities applied to elementary school chiﬁaren are no long-
er suitable. Attentional deficits, impulsivity:.perceptual
disorders, and activity levels have;chénged. Only the learn-
ing problems remain the same, usually clouded in heavily neg-
ativé affective variables and further complicated by social

\\//,/{;adeQUac%Es (Bendell, Tollefson, & Fine, 1980; Cruickshank,
1977; Wiederholt, 1978).

The present review of 1i£erature }ocuses on certain
affective variables pertaining to school, such as academic
self-concept and expectation, teacher and parent expectation
of students' academic achievement, teacher peré%ghion of
students, and stress levels among parents.

* Little research has dealt directly with the problems of
the LD adolescent, and little of that concerns the affective
variaa}és.Wiederholt (1978) states that there is little

empirical support for any educational program for LD adole-

scents. He calls for ecological assessments to be made of



13 {,
these students in order to determine the influence of environ-

| 7
mental factors upon ‘creating and maintaining the observed pro-

blem.‘ ﬁé asks that ;tudents' educational and soéial/emotional
needs bézgvélﬁﬁted in several qatural environments. Simildr
exhortations fave been made by Bryan (1974, 1976) and Kronick
(1978). Clearly, the problem of learning disabilities in~the
secondary schools is only beginning to be explored by edgca—

tional and psychological researchers.

Affective Variables

It has long been recognized that at least average intel-
lectual ability is a p%erequisite for school success, but
afféctive characteristics can account for up to one-fourth of
the variance on relevant cognitiva achievément measures (Bloom,

1976). Therefore, the affective characteristics of a learner

4

have recently been receiving more attention from researchers.
Certain problems are encountered in investigating affec-

tive states. Subjective experiences can be neither proved nor

disprovéd: they can only be studied. But there is a dearth of
validated procedures for such studies and thus a need to rely
on procedures whichiare susceptible to biasing effects. The

two most common approaches are to usé personality and motiva-
tional tests or personal reports. These suffer from a lack of

precision. in measurement owing to the confusion and haziness

=

resulging from lack of precision in terminology, assumptions,
;
and concepts in the area of affective variables. f

Bloom posits a theory of learning which lays emphasis on %

three major variables: student characteristics, instruction,

and learning outcomes. His central theory is that changes in

- : , o -
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- 9
the behévior patterns and ch;racteristics with which the “student
enters school, together wigh the quaiity of instruction, will
diﬂfcfly affect the—level and type of achievement, the‘§eafn-
ing rate, and the affective outcomes. Although he makes no

) L R
mention of learning disabilities, it is clear that he views
the individual student with his/her.partiéular learning hist-
ory in much the same way that a LD specialist assesses and
plans for a LD student. He is concerned with the learner's
history and the COngruence of leaining tasks with the learn-
er's present schemata. Affective entry characteristics, which
are a complex of interests, attitudes, and self-views, vary
greatly, running the gamut from interest and pleasu;e in learn-
ing to fear, dislike, and frustration. Bloom a;cribes thesé
variations to past and repeated experiences in school tasks.
He has examined studies conducted in seventeen developed count-
ries and thus may claim a wide base for his conclusion that
there is a High correlation of positive affect with higﬂ achie-
vement and negétive affect with low achievement and failure.
The older the student, the greater the correlation of affeét
and achievement.

Bloom separates the affective variables into subject- -
specific affect, general school affect, and academic self-
concept. In addition to academic self-concept, self—éiews(of
the individual as an effective/ineffective learner include ;

'

academic self-expectations, the locus of control, and intrinsic

motivation.

Academic Self-Concept

'Self-concept' is defined as how people think others view
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them, and! "self-esteem' as how people-view themselves (Thomson

& Héftley, 1960). In the current literature the two terms are

used interchangeably together with self-image and self-view.

With the initiation of programs for.the disadvantaged, such as
Head Start, many educationdlists came to view the improvement

of a student's self-concept as an educational outcome in its

own right. Yet the definitions and measurements of self-

Eoncept applied at present are imprecisé and thus subject to
-
criticism. Research findings in this area are best viewed as

tentative rather than definitive. Nevertheless, it is useful
. p P

to note that most studies depict the LD child as habing.very
N ' N %
low self-esteem or a negative self-image (Algozzine, Mercer, &

Coutermine, 1977, Boersma & Chapmén, 1979c, Brwun, 1976,
Rosenberg & Gaier, 1977). .

Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton (1976) divide the general

. ) N
self-conhcept into four’cétegories: academic, social, emotional,
and physical. Academic self-concept, how-students view them-
selves aé lea¥ners, is the strongest of the affective factors
in predicting school achievement (Bloom, 1976). Students will
develop negative affect towards subjects in which they consis-
tently see themselves as inadequate. In time, the object of
the affect is shifted from the school subject, or the school
as a whole, to the individuals themselves. In order to sué—
ceed in any aéédémic task, students must see themsel&es as
adequate tolthe successful performance of the particularttask.

Students with low academic self-concepts tend to give up very

easily or to avoid the tasks altogether if possible, and if
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-one and two were almost identical in their average self-

old enough\;hey'may—discontinue their academic careers. Re-
search done by Kégan and Moss (1968) yielded corfelation co-
efficients in the +.70 ranéﬁ between the chilg's expectation
of fai%ure in probl$m situations and withdrawal from such
situations. J

A study'by Kifer (1975) sﬁgges;s that academic self-
concept dév;lops during fhe firsp three years of schooling.

He studied students in the upper and lower fifths of classes

in grades one to eight at three gifferent Chicago schools.

11

The Brookover Test of Self-Concept of Ability was adwinistered

)

to these students. The results showed that students in grades

V‘

»

concept of ability, but by grade four the self-concept scores
differed and the difference became more marked as the grade
=" .

leve} rose. It appears that Fhis variable is well developed
before the age of adolescence.

Boersmaiand Chapman (1977, 1978, 1979a) have developed
the Student;' Perception of Abilify Scale for ﬁeasuring a
student's academic self—cdncept. They investigated the
correlation of report card gfades with several affective var-
iables and concluded that the general self-concept did not
correlate signifjcantly with academic self—expectatiogs‘and
locus of control. But in using their sqale the academfﬁ self-~
concept is isolated from the other aspects of self-concept and
correlates significantly with other affectfcz-Qariables and
school achievement. They have focuseditﬁgir attention on the

elementary school, and have found at by grade three under-

achieving students hgx;fztready developed negative academic
>

/,

AN



self-concepts.

In a study by Rosenberg and Gaier (1977) students aged 12
to 15 were compared with normally achieving students on the

Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory. All subjects were male. The

# . Jauthors projected a difference in self-concept related to the

number of years of special class placement. Although the LD
étudents_had lower self-concepts, significant differences ex-
isted only on the dimension of sociai/self—peer. No differ—
ences were noted in relation to time spent in LD classes. It

is assumed that the normally achieving students performed their

academic work in the company of high achieving peers.j The LD

¥

~subjects had no comparable standard against which they coul

meésﬁre-their achievement, and this would exﬁlain the lack of
difference on the academic self-view ;easures.

In a study in England, also using the Coopersmith ques-
tionnaire, dyslexiclchildren scored much lower overall than the
control children, and indicated greatest inadequacy on items
in the school/academic and home/parents realms (Thomson &
Hartley, 1980);7 Obviously these children with learning prob-
lems felt inadequate to the demands of the school and home.

<
~Hamachek (1973)ﬁspmmarized seveﬁ studies compléted prior
to 1970 concerning s;lf—concept as related to learning and
motivation. B

1. In %terms of their perception of self, in- t

dividuals have a definite commitment to pef—

form as they do. Other things being equal,

those who do not achieve choose not to do so,

while those who do achieve choose to do so

S

12



(Roth, 1959).

2. There was a significant positive relation-

ship between immature self-concepts and reading

didabilities ‘in a grade 3 and a grade 6 class

-

win, 1957).

3. Th re was a significant positive relat-
ionship between high self-concept and school
‘achievemént in a group of 102 fifth and sixth
grade children (Coopersmith, 1959). :
4, There was a significant positive relat- -
ionigipvbetween self—concép£ of ability and
school a?hievement over a six year Period
from grades-six to twelve‘(ﬁfookover, 1967).
5. Measufes of self—concept and,ré?ings of
egostrength maﬁe at the' beginning of kinder-
garten were found to be mqre-predictive of
reading achievement two and one-half years
later than were méasu:es{of inteiiigence
(Wattenberg, 1962).
‘6. Male achievers feel more positive abqut
themselves than do male underachievers

(Shaw, 1960). - -

7. Undefachiéving academically capable high
school bo%f/;ere found to have morg negative
perceptiong of gelfvand ogzothers?and vere

i

less emotionglly stable than achievers (Combs,

196%). -(Haméchek, 1973: p. 249)

=

f

/i
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More recent studies also indicate'thqﬁ students' poor

5
v

perceptions of their abilities do not changéﬂih the higher

*

grades (Adelman, 1978 Bendell Tollefson, & Flne, f&ébk Bloom,

/
1976 ; Lane, 1980). It would seem)tha; as the weight of accum-

-

14

ulated failure grows, the academic self—concept of "older Childf‘

B ' ,
ren becomes lower. - ) /" 5
: 7

. i » .
Academic Self-Expectations - ' ' ¢ N

, Academic self-expertation referéxto how well a student

expects to perform in a particular subject Mrea in the fut-
~

e

ure. It is closely linked to,the academic’Selé-concept which

is predictive and determinatjve of future academic achieve-

ment unless a draﬁaticibhan e takes place in thJ,student or “in

P

the school; The™ Rergﬁ%tlons and expectations of students aff-

) .- N
eck the amount of,eifort they w1ll invest - in ‘a learnlng task

o

and consequenff; the level'of achievement.
Boersma and Chapman (1979b, 1979c) report studies 'that

suggest that prior success generaliy leads to expectations of

7
subsequent success on similar tasks, while prior failure leads

. . - N Pl .
to expectations of further failure. They undertook-.an 1ny%s—
tigation -of the relationship of several affectiv variables,
including academic self-expectations, using their Projected

Academic Performance Scale (1978). Their subjects were 1%2

children in grades three to six who were matched on the basis

of age, grade, sex, and intelligence. Despite the.attempt at

matching, the nonlearning-disabled students had a significan-

tly higher mean IQ score although all scores wege' within the

average range. Analyses of the data revealed that LD subjects
>

¢

e e —



. ess in Réading, Arithmetic and Spelling. Their predictions

b3 LY . )
héd,statiétically lower overall expectatiors for future sué’

2 B «

i

; oL . .
with regard to Science, Social Studies and Language Arts did

not differ.significantly from the control groups' predictions.

The authors felt that this was because these three subject

s
0y

areas are not clearly conceptualized in young bhildfen.

In a fuigb;% study of 376 children, Chapman, Cullen and

~

Boersma (1979) fo@nd thét]individual academic self;éxpectét—
ions correlated with report card>marks. They found that the

older the children the higher the correlation. In a third -

i

étady by Boersma and Chapman, (1979b) the LD subjects again had
» 5 : . .
lower overall ‘expectations of future achievement than did con-

trol subjects. These lower scores were reflected in all areas

except Science.

Y

_Boersma and Chapman 4dre undertaking longitudinal studies
of academic self—e}pectations, and until the reslilts are known
it can only be hypothesizéd that LD adolescents have low ex-

. ‘ % -
pectations of academic success. A wider age range 1is needed

A

so that developmental trends may be carefully examined.

b : R+

Locus of control and intrinsic motivation, although not
the focus of this research, are similar to the academic self-
concégf in their rqlrationship to level of academic performance.

Gilmor 978) states that research has demonstrated that inter-

nal control expectancies mediate achievement behavior. For -

A -

this reason the literature on these two topics will be briefly

covered.

v \

Locus of control. Locus of control 1is a construct which

A

29
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determines whether learners. feel that the outcome of any task 1is
due to their own-efforts and ébility or to external factors over
which they have no control. Again this is an area ,jn which the
perceptions of the individual, rather than 'objective' reality,
are examined. If external faﬁtors, such as luck, the easiness
or difficulty of the task, the teacher's kindness or‘meaness,
are perceived by thé student as determining the outcome, there
is little incentive‘for the student to exert him/herself in the
leirning situation since it is not seen tha%;the student's
aq&ions will affect the outcome (Bryan & Pearl, 1979; Dweck,
1975; Dweck & Respucci, 1973; Pearl, 1980; Pearl & Bryan, 1980;
Weiner, 1972).

Several studies (reported in Pearl, Bryan, & Donahue,
1980) have found that in- groups of elementary school childre}\\
the learning disabled were less likely to‘attribute their succ-~
ess to their own efforts, but the subjects did not differen-
tiate in their attributions of failure. LD teenééers were less
internal in both measures of achievemept and generalized locus
of control. In éummary, the LD studé;ts were less intermnal in
their perception; of contfbl than the normally achieving stu-
dents.

Chapman and Boersma (1979b) report on several studies that

indicate a significantly greater internality of locus of contr-
~

21 by successful students as thev progress through the grades.
Oa the other hand, LD students remain relatively extermnal in
their orientation across all grade levels. Chapman and Boersma
21350 indicated that intermal locus of control generally cﬁ??—

zlates with high achievement scores. In one investigation of



LD and normally achieving children, they found that LD children 17

had a greater tendency to ascribe responsibility for. successful

-
-

school—related“outcomes"to external sources. Again, there were

indications that Eoth groups attributed their failures to them-

selves. It was'noﬁ clear whether the LD children believed their
failures to be the result of lack of effort or due to poor abil-
ity.

- In two studies of locus of control carried out by Pearl,
Bryan, and Donahue (1980) the underachievers believed their suc-
cesses to be caused by extermal factors. These results replicate
Chapman's and Boersgé's findings with grades three through six
and allows these findings to be generalized through-to the eighth
grade. In their second study tﬁey found that the underachievers
were less likely than the norma£ achievers to think their fail-
ures occurred because of a lack of effort. It therefore appears
that LD children tend to underestimate their influence over both
successful and unsuccessful outcomes.

'"Learned helplessness' has been used to describe this state
in which children view a situation as beyond their control (Dweck;
1975; Dweck & Respucci, 1973). Dweck trained two groups of
'*learned helpless' students under two conditions. The first group
was taught to take responsibility for failure and to attribute it
to insufficient effort. The second group was taught through error-
less learning in which failure was eliminated. The academic task 7
was mathematical problem solving. On a posttest the subjects in
the first group persisted after failure whereas the subjects in

the second group displayed a marked impairment of performance

following failure.



If, as these studies suggest, LD children perceive their (
success as dependent on extermal factors, they must learn to : -

attribute learning outcomes to their own efforts before any cha-

nges in academic behavior can occur. Their attitude of 'learned
helplessness', characteristic of many LD students, must be .
changed. While many past approaches suggested providing the

child with more opportunities to experience success as a means
of insfilling a more positive approach to academic tasks, re-
search has shown this to be ineffective in ameliorating the de-
bilitating effect of a failure on children who underplay the
importance of effort. A more successful procedure involved di-
fectly inducing the children to change their att&ibutions for

failure when they did in fact possess the skills required for

-, ,
success. Thus, by suggesting to the child that failure ecould be
overcome by persisting - and then making sure that success is
achieved through further effort - it may be péssible to foster E

more adaptive attributions in children with learning problems

(Pearl, 1980).

R .

r

Another aspect of locus of control was investigated in a
study of 50 LD adolescents who were divided into two groups on
the basis of their locus - of - control orientation. The sub-
jects were given pretest and posttest lists ofv15 spelling words

under two conditions of learning: high-structured reinforcement

and low-structured reinforcement. Results showed that adolescents. =
with internal iecus of control‘performed significantly better in
the low-structure reinforcement condition, while fhe adolescents
with external locus performed better in the high-structure re-

— .

inforcement condition (Bendall et al, 1980). The constructvof



locus of control has great ‘implications for research in pro- 19
gramming as well as in the changing of academic attitudes.

Intrinsic motivation. The affective variable of moti-

vation is similar to the construct of locus of control in that
it can bk internalized or externalized by the learner. It dif-
fers from locus of control in that it precedes a task. It is
also similar to academic selfsconc;pt when applied to school
tasks in that it is an amalgam of attitudes and feelings a stu-
dent has acquired while performing earlier learning tésks. In-
trinsically motivated behaviors are those in which a person en-
gages in order to feel competent and self-determining.

Gilmor (1978) has reported on several studies that indi-
cated that students with internal locus of control are better
self—reiﬁforcers than are students with external locus of control.
Thus, the academic performance of those with internal locus of
control appears to be characterized by intrinsic motivation in
so far as their performance is less dependent on external agents

k )
for its progress.

Adelman (1978) feels that the role of intrinsic motivation
has heuristic value, but has been ignored because of the dominance’
in the LD field of behaviorists who disregard thoughts and feel-
ings as determinants of behavior. Torgeson's (1977) description
of an active learner is consistent with that of the intfinsically
motivated student. His inactive learner can be seen as having
metacognitive deficiencies and low motivation for academic tasks,
as a result of which the learner's full response capabilities are
-

not used. '"As long as a person does not intrinsically value and

expect to succeed in a learning activity, learning and performance



~

will be less than optimal." (Adelman, 1978, p.45)

Teachers' Perceptions and Expectations

The teacher is, without question, the key figure in the

classroom.
ers view their students and accordingly act towards them.
ers see competency and potentiality varying from student to stu-
dent and therefore expect differents performances in behavior and
achievement from these students.
dents more negatively than normally achieving students (Boersma,

& Chapman, 1979b; Bryan & McGrady, 1972;~Garrett & Crump, 1980;

Pearl,

pectations affect the academic performance level of the students

(Braun,

1981).

1976). The term 'self-fulfilling' prophecy' describes

Teachers commonly view LD stu-

Several studies have shown that the teachers' ex-

20

Many studies have focused on the ways in which teach-

Teach-

this tendency for a teacher to create a reality commensurate with

his/her own expectations.

1976) suggest a possible sequence for occurrence and recurrence

»”

of the self-fulfilling prophecy:

1.

The teacher forms differential expectations for
student performance;

He then begins to treat children differently in
accordance with his differential expectations;

The children respond differentially to the teacher-
becausé they are being treated differently by him;
In responding to the teacher, each child tends to
exhibit thavior which complements and feinforces
the teacher's particular expectations for him;

As a result, the general aéademic performance of
some children will be enhanced while that of others

will be depréfsed, with changes being in the

|
v P

Brophy and Good (reported by Braun,
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direction -of teacher expectations; »

6. These effects will show up in the achievement tests
given at the end of the year, providing subport for
the 'self-fulfilling prophecy’' notion. (p.201)

One of the key wvariabl mined by many researchers is

the effect of manipulated/labeling on teacher behavior. Jacobs
(1978) revealed that te¥chers rated a child's behaviors differ-
ently 1f they were told the child was learning disabled. The
videotape viewea by the teachers was of a normal child.

In a widely publicized study by Rosenthal and Jacobsen
(1968), teachers were told that tests had shown that certain
children were ready to bloom academically. Consequently those
children did make intellectual gains. This finding has been the
subject of much controversy. Major criticisﬁs, inadequate déta
analysis, test administration by teachers, reliance on inappro-
priate norms, poorly defined sampling procedures, large attrition
rate, and misleading graphs and tables have been leveled at this‘
‘study, but it did lead to a greater interest in this area on the

part of both lay and academic people. Many researchers attempted

&

k]

to replicate the Rosenthal study with no definitive results
(Braun, 1977). An interesting conclusion reached by Pippert (1969)
was that the pupils of teachers who doubted the false information
éid not improve while the pupils of teachers who believed what they
were told did. The personality of the teacher was the key variable
and therefore étudies involviﬁg manipulation of teacher expectations
cannot be conclusive. Many teachers take the performance of a
child at face value and thus eliminate the ascription effect.

The teachers' judgements of a child's behavior are often the

primary screening device in kindergarten and first grade. Becker
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and Snider (1979) report that téachers at this level accurately
identify the educationally high-riék children in their clasées. s
Several studies describe these children as being immature; with-
drawn, dependent, random in activity, and easily distractgdv
(Hampe, 1975; Becker & Snider, 1979; Torgésen, 1977). The
actual labelling may also be a reflection of :hé conceptual
framework and training of the labeller (Brfaniﬁ‘Bryanz‘1977).
The self-fulfilling prophecy begins with the first label and
often starts on its course soon after a child has entered school:
’An innovative experiment of externall&-imposed d18crimin:

ation wasvrecounted by Braun, (1976). A third grade teacher told
the class that for one day the brown—;yed children would be su-
perior to the blue;eyed. The new roles were learned instantly -

- @
even to the improved academic performgnce of the 'more intelligent?"
brown-eyed children. In later discussions in fﬁis and replicated
studies the children said that they believed in their superiority
or inferiorify at first because the teacher said it was so aﬁd thén
later because they saw it was so. And they did actually see it.
The 'inferior' children did inferior work, had to be corrected, and
became sulky and inattentive. Once the cycle is put ifito motion
it is perpetuated. When the liarner thinks éf himselffherself as
inferior, his/her actions will tend to be inferior and teachers
and peers récéive confirmation of this inferiority.

It is difficult to determlne the relative signific¢ance of

each input variable and the interaction among them. Braun, (1976)
reports that previous performance 1s the most significant variable;

race and socio-economic status have a 'leaning backwards' effect;

teachers are more influenced by negative reports than by neutral
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or positive ones; attractive children are rated more positive-
ly; a sex bias very definitely favors girls; children who
followed a bright éibling'performed better when taught by the
same teacher as compared to contro®s who were taught by a dif-
ferent teacher, and the child who followed a low performing
sibliﬁg performed at a IgVer level than the control subjects.
Although these findings are interesting, it mustrbe remembéred

that a very wide'variability of teachers' perceptions was als4

/)

found for each source of inputf

The teacher acts on the ﬁerceived expectations in Va;ious
ways ranging from a practice as obvious as ability grouping for
reading to the use qf sgbtle body langﬁage and tone of voice.
Several studies report that teachers interact less often and
more négatively with low expectation students and pay less
attention to their responsés (Boersﬁa & Chapman, l97§b). Braun
(1976) reports that 11 out of 12 studies supported the n;?ion
that teachers enéourage greater responsiveness in students of
whom they expect more. The amount of praisé and support given
by teachers is well documented. Not only did teachers expect a
higher performance from certain children, they praised the per-
formance when it occurred. When low échieving children f;om‘
whoms less was expected perférmed well, the teachers were less

prone to praise even though such success seldom occurred (Braun,

1976; Peck, 1981).

This evidence suggests that praise and support in the earlier

school years, when the academic self~-image is unformed and the

teacher's credibility rating is high, is crucial. An older

student with a confirmed negative self-concept views praise in a
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_much more critica} fashion and, unless used judiciously, it can

have the opposite of the intended effect.

——
N e

Exactly how the dynamics of teacher per$6;ality operate to

affect differential performance is yet anotﬂer area for further
research. LD students present thémselves to teachers in an ﬁn-
favourable 1light - both academicglly and socially ~ and thus, the
low expectations of the teacher appear realistic. The students

3

"get the message' and the cycle continues.

Parental Perceptions and Expectations

Many factors preclude defailed and lengthy objective obser-
vations of family dynamics and interactions in the home; Lacking
the necessary time, money and cooperatiop,lmost studies are based
on the results of questionnaires. An obvious need exists for
"ecological assessment of LD children in their homes as well as in
the schools. Senf states, "The obvioug_and inevitable fact that
parents of the LD child are intimately involved with the child's
disability stands in marked contrast to the paucity of studies in

this area." (reported in Freund, Bradley, & Caldwell, 1977, p.42)
It is important to remember that what is observed or reported in
the home can be a reaction to the child's behavior as well as a
determinant. The majority of the studies focus on the homes af
presghool and eiémentary school children. Assessing the family

\

problems of adoleécents, let alone LD adolescents, is a monumenték\
task. Because the young LD child often becomes the LD adolescent “
the general conclusions of the LD home and family research ére of
most concern here. Before discussing the i)arentsr views of the LD
children, it will be useful to consider various investigatﬁrs' per-

ceptions of the LD parents.

Several studies indicate that the homes of LD children are

3
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vless,well organized than those of normally achiéving children
(Freund, Bradley & Caldwell, 1977). Disorganization is also a
characteristic of the LD child's aéadéﬁic behavior. The parenté
are described as less emotionally stable, generally ineffective
as problem solvers, and as having a tendency to distort and con-
ceal information. Gerber (1976) found that LD parents were in
greatest conflict over values and acceptance/rejection of fhe
child in areas most directly related to\learning. She further
reported a tendenéy of one parent to ally himself or herself with
the child while the other parent rejected the child. Abrams and
Kaslow (1977) reported monetary and emotional stresses as more
common among these parents. They described a painful cycle in
which parents' feeling; of guilt and resentment lead to overpro-
tecti;n and overpermissiveness. This inconsistency can also lead
to tP; development of tyrannical behavior in the child as described
by/énderson (1980).
7 Homes of language-delayed children having normal intelligence
have been compared with homes of normal children’and Down's
Syndrome children. The results indicated a substantially lower
) - responsivity and involvement on the part of the LD mothers (Freund
et :al, 1977). Related to this is the finding of Chapman and Boersma
(1979b) that mothers of LD children have fewer positive and more
negative interactions with their children. A different parent ques-
tionnaire indicated that LD mothezf were consistently more authori-
tépian, exercised more control in child réaring,ﬁand displayed sig-
\\\\\_///éificantly fewer democratic attitudes (Humphries & Bauman, 1980).
These mothers were also depicted as less hostile and rejecting.

Perhaps they had allied themselves with the children and were

actively atEémpting to understand and support them. Other research

~
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studies indicated that LD children tended to come from larger

-

families, that those in larger families had better social skills,

and that the child's olrdinal position in the family was not sig-

nificant (Freund et al, 1
s !

Although LD children and their parents form as heterbgen—

7; Gerber, 1976).

eous a group as humdn diversity permits, certain consistencies
are noted in the parents' perception; of their children. Jiw
parents, 1ike the teachers; see the LD echild as immature, impul-
sive and disorganized. Mothers have significantly lower academic

achievement expectatjions for their children (Bryan, Pearl,

‘Zimmerman & Matthews|, in pré@ii\?hapmank& Boersma, 1979b; Freund

et al, 1977; Pearl, 1981). This~is a further illustration of the

-tendency for the propﬁecies made by significant adults to become

fulfilled.

2 A comparison of behavior ratings by teachers and parents is
not conclusive. Rie, Rie and Henderson (1978) report that
teachers and parents were in agreement on ratings of girls buf
that teachers rated boys significantly lower than did the parents.
Weiderholt (1978), in reporting on a study by Brown and Hammili,
states that parents and teachers rated LD and emotionally disturbed
students as behaviorally identical.

Strag (1952), in {fwell'documented study, compared parents'
perceptions of LD children, severely mentally retarded (SMR)
children and normal children. The LD differed from the normal
children in having lower self-concepts, a E;;géncy to be rigid,
general negativism, poor physical coordination and greater fati-
gability. The same children differed form the SMR in exhibiting

more jealousy and clingingness and less stubbormess and receptivity

to affection.
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All of the studles reported on intact famili units. Dkfizkgw

.

~.

ferent family structures couid produce even greater stress. It
appears that nbt only thr LD child but also his/her family needs
.help. VGroups such as the Association for Children with Learning
DiSabi}ities (ACLD), can lessen the sense of aloneness with one's
Jburden. As a result of an ACLD sponsored ﬁuestio%naire, parents
of diagnosea LD children say that they want communication with
prqfessionals in language they can understand. They want to know
about their child's social problems at school as well as how to
help with the learning'p;oblems (Dembinski & Mauser, 1977).

More research and longitudinal studies are needed on this
regressive patterntof cause and effect surrounding the LD child
in the family. Informal reports suggest that learning groblems
run in families but this haﬁ not been empiricecally established.
The preponderance of LD maIés warrants further study. Many reports
involve only males while others have a ratio of'four males to one
female. The use ofrmasculine pronouns when speaking of the LD
child is more realistic then sexist. The characteristic LD child
is white, male, eight to nine years old, and has an IQ'zn the 1;w
nineties (Hampe, 1975). Abrams and Kaslow (1977) call for a
systems view of family dynamics, with parents.and siblings working
together to improve family relations.

Before proceeding to the research questions a cautionary
note appears to be in order.. It is important to appreciate that
there are a variéty of meanings attacheq by researgheré to terms
such as academic self-concept, academic expectations, locus of

control and intrinsic/extrinsic motivation. In this study the

academic self-concept is operatlionally defined by the Student's
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“ Perception of Ability Scale and the academic expectation by the .
Projected Academic Performance Scale. The other constructs
“~| are not central to this study and therefore operational definli-

tions were not felt to be necessary.

Research Questions

It i8 clear from the.preceding review of research done in
this area that the are a number of significant lacunae. The
pr;;;;t study attemptsnto fill one of these by trying fo determine.
if problems in the affecttve realm contribute to the learning dif-
ficulties of LD adolescents.® Lack of empirical data has hitherto
hindéred our understanding of the extent to which affective and
social variables prorate the LD adolescent's poor scholastic

performance. Specifically the study proposes to answer the

following questions.

'
1. Is there a difference between the academic self-concepts
of LD and normally achieving adolescents?
2. 1Is there a difference between the expectations for

future academic success of LD and normally achieving adolescents?

3. Is there a difference between the geachers' perceptions
of the behaviors of LD and normally achieving adolescents?

4, Is there a difference between the teachérs' expectations
f9r future academic success of LD and normally achieving adoles-
cents? ' \

5. 1Is there a difference between the stress levels of parents
of LD and normally achieving adolescents?

6. Is theré a difference between the parents' expectations
for future academic success of LD and normally achieving adoles-

cents?
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METHODOLOGY

Research Desigﬁ

.

This study incorporated a causal-comparative design (Borg

& Gall, 1979) between two groups, learning disabled and normally
achieving adolescents. These comparisons involved the students'
academic self-concepts and their .expectations for future academic
achievement. Their teachers' predictions for the students' aca-
demic success and their perceptions of the students’ behaviors’ »
were similarly compared. The parents of>the two groups of stu-
dents were compared on their streés‘devéIS'and on their predic~-
tions for their children's academic fu;ures. The limitation of
this design is that if differences are foﬁﬁd no causal inference

can be drawin concerning the reasons why the differences exist.
. 1

Procedures

Aftéf the propbsal for this study was approved by the Simon
Fraser University Ethics Cémmittee, the Vancouver School Board
was approached and subsequently agreed to this research being
conducted in city schools. In November, 1980, letters detéiling
the project and its ratio;ale were sent by the researcher to 12
secondary school principals. Phone calls during the following
week resﬁltéd in ten meetings with various members of teaching
staffs for further discussions. Nine of the principals delegéted
the decision of whether or not to participate in this research to
the counsellors and/or Skills Development Centre teachers who
would be expected to select suitable subjects and complete\the

teachers' questionnaires. One principal assigned a vice-~principal

o cc-ordinate and assist in all phases of the project, and as a

rt

result of this assistance 49 of the 82 subjects are from this

school, In total, tezchers from eight schools agreed to take part
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but two later withdrew due to conflicting Vancouver School

i

Board survey questionnaires.

During the spring of 1981 an assistant researcher, fgmiliar
with Vancouver schools, met with the potential subjects and ex-
plained the purpose and requirements of the project to them,
stréssing that scores would be reported - in group form only and
that all data on any individual would be held in confidence.
After this introduction, students took explanatory letters and
consentrforms home with instructions to return them as soon as
possible., Follow-up phone calls to parents not responding wefe
made after two weeks. If they refused to participate in the
study, no further contact was made. If they agreed, duplicate
consent forms were personally delivered to them where necessary.

After all consent forms weré accounted for, the research
assistant administered the students' questionnaires to groups
ranging in size from one to twenty, depending on the size of the
sample in that school. She provided help with decoding and vocab-
ulary difficulties when necessary, as far as directions for stan-
dardization permitted,. She also gave the parents' surveys to the

students-wifh a further letter of explanation and gratitude. Again,

ot
oy
(Y

parents who did not return the completed instruments within
two weeks were contacted bv phone, and if they had misplaced the -

fcrms the researcher delivered duplicates to them. Only two of.

.

A

L

zighty-two parents reiused to complete thequestionnaires: 3xyeral

tzachers objécﬁéd to completing the Devereux Adolescent Behavior
Rating Scale because thev felt they did not know the students well
snough. Thef therefcre omitted certain ditems, and these scores
rz prorated as suggested by the authors (p.7). The data collec-

Icn was completed =7 the end of June, 1981,



31

Scoring; done by thé researcher, was checked in two ways-
Firstly, all outliers were rescored. Secondly, results for
every tenth subject were rescored across all six inétruments.
No errors were found in the course of rescoring.

_ Subjects

Eighty-two students between the ages of 13 and 17 partici-
patéd in this study. (Seé Table 1). They came from grades eight
and ten in ;ix Vancouver schools located in socioeconomic areas
ranging from lower to upper ﬁiddle class. The LD group consisted
of 11 males and 8 females in grade eight and 11 males and 9
feqales in grade ten. The normally achieving group contained 16
males and 7 females in grade eight and 12 males and 8 females in
grade ten. The mean age of the students was 15.

Forty-nine students were from Eric Hamber Secondary, which
is situated in the middle of several socioeconomic groups. Its
student population of 1600 reflects, to a large extent, the popu-
lation of all Vancouver schools. Ethnic groups represented in-

\\_///*ﬁEiude Chinese, Italian, Jewish, and East Indian. These ethnic

groups, with the exception of the Jewish, are similarly represent-
ed in the other five participating schools. Two schools,
Gladstone and David Thompson, are>on the east side of Vancouver
while the remaining three Prince of Wales, Kitsilano and Point
Grey, are on the west side. Since secondary students are now per-
mitteq‘to choose the school they prefer to attend, the location
of the school is not as definitive of the socioceconomic status of
the students as in the past. -

Many students came from homes in which English is a second
language, but their parents had no difficulty in responding to the

initial letters and in completing the questionnaires. None of the
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students' 1.Q. scores were released by schoolrauthorities but
they were reported Sy the teachers to be within.thé;average
range. None of the students had major physical or emotional
problems. The subjects were selected by the counsellotrs, skills
development centre teaéhers and/or English teaghers. Within each
school consensus regarding the status of students was attained
by the three groups. Although more than two hundred consent
forms with explanatory letters were sent home with students, the
rate of affirmative returns was very low with the exception of
the school in which the administration actively supported the study.
Students were classified as learning disabled on thé basis of
a discrepancy modél: thelr academic grades, particularly in read-
ing, were two;or more years below grade level, with no intellec-
tual, emotional or physical problems to account for the discrep-
ancy. The normally achievihg pgroup consisted of studerits with
scholastic records indicating nverage to high average rerformance

on report cards.

Dependent Measures

Six dependent measures were used across two groups of sub-
jects (LD and normally achieving), their teachers and parents.
The studentg' self expectations for future academic achievement
were estimated by the Projected Academic Performance Scale
(Chapman & Boersma, 1978) while modified versions, ascertaining
thelr expectations for students and sons and daughters, were com-
pleted by teachers and parents. The students' acédemic self-
concepts were assegsed with the Student's Perception of Ability
Scale (Boersma & Chapman, 1977). Teachers described and evalu-
ated student behaviors by completing the Devereux Adolescent
Behavior Rating‘Scale (Spivak, Haimes & Spott, 1967) while parents

revealed personal and familial stress levels by answering the
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State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger, Gorsuch & Lushene,

(1968).

Projected Academic Performance Scale

The Projected Academic Performance Scale (PAPS) was dg%gl—
oped by Chapman and Boersma (1978) to tap short and long term
expectations in six academic areas and across three different
groups of people, students, teachers ahd parents. The student

form ¢

tains 42 four response multi-choice Itéms which contribute
to sx subscales, each containing seven itemsl The seven items
al with predicted performance in that subject area. A saﬁple
gquestion is '""How well do ;ou think you will like reading next
yvear?'": (a) a lot, (b) a little, (c¢) not at all, (d) hate it. The
six subscales are spelling, reading, language arts, math, social
studies ;nd science. This instrument, originally intended for el-
ementary students, was adapted for older students in this province
by subEEituting English for language arts. Full scale scores
range from 42 (low expectations) to 168 (high expectations).

Studies by the authors report that the PAPS is sensitive to
differences in the achievement expectations of LD and normally
achieving students in grades three and six. This is an indicator
0f the external wvalidity of the PAPS. A further index of validity
is shown in the rel;tionship of PAPS scores and report card grades.
These scores ranged from .24 to .45. The explanation for the
lower correlation is that many children in-grade three have only
2 vague conception of what is meant by future. Test-retest sta-
bility coefficient over a four to six week pegiod was .80 and in-
ternal consistency data provided by Cronbach's alpha was .90.

The teacher's form of the scale (PAPS-T) consists of two

gxpectation questions for each subject area. The questions are

"HBow good do you think each child will be next year?" and '"Do you
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think he/she will be good at when he/she is older?"

Teachers mark the number of the most appropriate multi-choice
answer under each subje%t heading. The authors have found a
high correlation between teachers' expectations and grade-point
average (r = ,75).

The parents' version (PAPS-P) contains twelve items dealing
with the same six subjects. For each subject area parents indi-
cate their expectations by selecting one of four possible weighted
levels of achievement in terms of two future time dimensions which
are expressed by 'mext year" and "when he/she is older". The
authors note a moderate relationship between mothers' expectationsi;,

e

and grade-point average (r = .55). ’

Student's PerceptYon of Ability Scale

The Student's Perception of Ability Scale (SPAS), developed-
by Boersma and Chapman (1977), contains seventy forced—choice
"Yes-No" items relatingvto feelings and attitudes about school per-
formance in five basic academic areas (reading, spelling, language
arts, arithmetic and penmanship) and also to school in general.
The items contribute to six subscales which includé Perception of
General Ability, Perception of Arithmetic Ability, General School
Satisfaction, Perception of Reading and Spelling Ability, Percep-
tion of Penmanship and Neatness (each of whiéh contains 12 items)
and Confidence in Academic Ability (10 items). Aﬁproximately half
of the items are worded positively and half negatively in ordgr to
control for response acquiescence.. The‘full scale scores derived
from the SPAS may range from a low of 0 to a high of 70.

The authors report that discriminant validity is indicated
by the low correlation coefficients, from .03 £o .08, with the

Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale (Boersma & Chapman,



1978). These data indicate that the two scales are measuring 35
two distinct‘domains. The authors further report that the‘SPAS
shows a moderate and relatively consistent relationship with
school achievement as assessed by report card grades and stan- ”
dardized achievement tests. Achievement scores in the reading,
spelling, and language arts areas had coefficients in the .3 and
.5 range. Test—retest reliability over a four to six week period
was .83 for the Full Scale score whereas subscale values ranged

from .71 to .82.

Devereux Adolescent Behavior Rating Scale

The Devereux Adolescent Behavior (DAB) Rating Scale (Spivak,
Haimes & Spotts, 1967) was designed to facilitate the communication
and description of overt behavior symptoms of disturbed adoles-
cents in‘a variety»of settings. In addition to its usefulness in
the clinical situation it can be used in research when behavior
criteria are required. The Scale provides a profile of fifteen
behavior dimensions and measures behavior which, in part or total,
have led parents or other adults to assert that the youngster is
having a "problem".

The questionnaire consists of 84 questions most gﬁmmonly be-

"

ginning with "How often does he ...? Ratings are based for each

item on a Likert Scale that begins with five points and increases

to eight on the 58th question. Four or more items, randomly in-

terspersed. throughout the questionnaire, group together to give a

.

score for each of twelve behavior factors and three behavior clus-
3
ters.
Normative data are based on samples of 834 institutionalized

adolescents, covering a full spectrum of mental and emotional dis-

turbances, and 397 normal teen-agers. Assessment of reliability
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was made both in terms of test-retest as well as rater-agreement.

The median reliability correlation on the former, over a seven
to ten day period, was .82 while the rater-agreement reliability
Eoefficient was only .42. The authors felt that this was possi-
bly due to the different circumstances under which the ratings

were done by houseparents and recreative supervisors. No validity

data are given in the manual.
Analyses have included comparison of factor and cluster

scores of the various clinical groups with the scores of normal
y

teen-agers, and comparison of mothers' and fathers' ratings in

the normal live-at-home group.

While the behavior factors and clusters are similar in that
each consists of interrelated items which tap a common behaviqr
dimension, the clusters remain more tentative or experimental.
The athors‘state that the criteria employed to define a factor

were not as firmly met in the case of the cluster.

State-Trait Anxiety Inventory

The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI), developed by
Spielberger, Gorsuch and Lushene (1968), is compfised of separate
§elf—report scales for measuring two’distinct‘anxiety coﬁcepts:
state anxiety (A-State) and trait anxiety (A-Trait). Anxiety is
defined as a complex emotional syndrome which consists of unpleas-
ant cognitive and affective sta?es, and physiological arousal
(Spielberger, 1972). The authofs make a conceptual distinction
betweén anxiety as a transitoryvemotional state (A-State) and as
a relatively stable personality trait (A-Trait). The validify of
the STAI rests upon the assumption that the ex;minee>has a clear

understanding of the state instructions which require him to report

how he feels "at this moment", and the trait instructions which
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ask him to report how he "generally feels".

The questionnaire consists of twenty items on the A-Scale
and twenty on the A-Trait. 'Sugjects reépond by rating them-
selves on a four point scale. Some of the items are 'worded in
such a manner that a rating of (4) indicates a high level of
anxiety, while other items are wordea so that a high score in-
dicates low anxiety. The range of possible scores on each sub-
scale.is from 26 to 80.

The autho;s report that test-~retest reliabilit; correla-
tions for the A-Trait scale we;e reasonably high, ranging from
.73 to .86, while those for the A-State scale were relatively
low, ranging from .16 to .54. This was anticipated becausera
valid measure of A-State should reflect ;he influence of unique
situational factors existing at the time of testing. The sub-
jects had been exposed to therfollowing experiméntal conditions:
a relaxation period, a difficult I.Q. test, and a film depicting
gory acﬁidents. Measures of internal cdnsistency were felt to be

N

more meaningful»measures of reliability. Data provided by
Cronbach's alpha ranged from .83 ;;Q.92 for A-State scores. The
concurrent validity of the STAI A-Trait scale is indicated by cor-
relations of .75 for females and .76 for males on the Institute
for Personality and Ability Testing Anxiety Scale, .80 for females
and .79 for males on the Taylo% Manifest Anxiety Scale, and .52

for females and .58 for males on the Zuckerman Affect Adjective

Checklist.



CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
Statistical analysis of the data comparing the LD and nor-
mally achieving groups was made by two-tailed t tests as mno
difectionality is implied in the research questions. Either the

pooled or separate variance estimates were used depending on the

distribution of scores. The level of significance was set at
one percent. Grade and sex variables were compared by the same
method. Appropriate one-way analyses of variance were used to

compare the variables-of age, school, and parent response.

The results support all predictions made_with the exception
of the one concerning parental stress. The self-concepts pf the
students and their teachers' perceptions of them show that LD
and normally achieving teenagers differ on all but two qf the aca-
demic and behavioral dimensions tapped. Students, teachers, and
parents share similar expectations for future academic achievement.
Namely, they all view the LD group's future more negatively and
the normally achieving group's positively.

&

It is important to state the potential for Type I error owing
to the number of t tests performed. However, the consistently
high level of-significance attained by the analyses of the data

.

would suggest that similar results would be obtained if multivariate
-3

procedures were used.

Projected Academic Performance Scale (PAPS)

Differences between the LD and normally achie#ing groups in
all three versions of the PAPS - students', teachers', and
parents' - were statistically significant at the one percent

level of confidence. Examination of the mean scores in Tables

.,
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2 and 3 reveals that the normally achieving students consis-
tently received higher ratings in every content area. LD
students viewed future success as highly unlikely in all sub-

ject areas, but differed most significantly ffom the normally
achievingvétudeﬁts in Social Studies, ECBO)V= 3.87, E<L.001
and Mathematics, t(80) = 4.27, p£ .00l . The LD students had
lower mean seores in Reading and Mathematics than in the other
subject areas. Normally achieving students also expected less
future improvement in Reading than in other subject areas.
The Spelling subtest héd fewer queétiong so results cannot be
directly compared to other scores.
The mean scores of teachers' and parents' versions of the

PAPS (see Table 3) also cannot be directly compared as the number
of items differed. #fhe scores do not indicate that teachers view
adolescents more negatively than do parents. Both teachers -

£(68.99) = 13.58, p<£ .00l , and parents, t(78) = 7.23, P<L
.001 take a pessiﬁistic view of the possibility of future aca-
demic success for the LD adolescents as compared to their normally

achieving peers.

Student's Perception of Ability Scale (SPAS)

The Full Sc;ledscores on the SPAS show that LD students have
much lower academic self-concepts than do normally achieving
students, t(80) = 6.09, E<..Ol . The subscale scores reflect
similarly negative views on the part of the LD students, with ail
scores but one significantly different at the one percent level of
confidence (see Table 4). The exceptién to the significant scores
is that on é@ﬁmanship/Neatnes§, t(80) = 1.77, p>» .05 . This

finding replicates previous findings for younger groups (Boersma

o
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& Chapman, 1979). The mean scores for the subscale of School
Satisfaction of both LD and normally achieving students (4.84
and 6.32 respectively) are below the normative mean of 7.99
supplied by Boersma and Chapman (1979) on the basis of their
numerous studies of students in grades three to si%.

Devereux Adolescent Behavior Rating‘Scale (DAB)

The statistical analysis ofxthe DAB data indicates that
rteachers view the behavior of LD and normally achieving students
as signiffcan;ly different at the one perceﬁt level of confidence
on all factors excepting heterosexual interest, E(S9.86)='2.37,
p>.01 (see Table 5).

LD adolescents had a significantly greater variancé of
scores on 11 of the 15 ratings. Scores in individual protocols
revealed that teachers perceived 27 of the 39 LD students as
exhibiting some form of aberrépf behavior. Six of these, four
males and two éemales, were rated as abnormal in five or more

areas.

State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI)

There are no significant differences between the scores of

o

the parents of the LD adolescents and the parents of the normally
achieving adolescents on the A-State scale: t(77) = .23, p>».05

and the A-Trait scale: t(77) = .10, p>.05 . Score distribu-

tions are similar in the two groups of parents with the parent of

a normally achieving student recording the highest level of stress

(67) on the A-Trait scale.

Post Hoc Analyses

Further analyses were carried out on the independent vari-
ables of sex, grade, age, school; and parent response. These

additional analyses were conducted to investigate the possibility
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that these separate variables provided alternate explanations
of the observed differences. On the variable of sex, tested by
two-tail probability, there were no significant differences on
_all tests. Other variables were tested by one—way‘analyses of
variance. No significant differences were noted on the variables
of age and grade and no differences were obtained by looking at
whether‘the mother or the father answered the quesfionnaires.
Thus it appears that the differences discovered are not related
to the variableslof sex, grade, age and parent response.
Regarding the result of the analysis .on the school variable,
the statistical probabilities were not valid due to the distribu—
tion of subjects within the schools. Only one subject came from
a particular school while 49 came from another. That these two
groups should show any statistically sigﬁificant difference 1is
irrelevent givén the distribution of subjects in the schools.
Even so the scores showed little difference due to the variable
of school attended.

Research Questions

In light of the f}ndings the following statements cahwbe
made regarding the six questions posed at the end of chapter two.

1. The academic self-concepts of LD adolescents are‘lower
than those of normally achieving students.

2. Normally aéhieving adolescents view their prospects for
academic sﬁccess more positively than do LD students who see
future success as highly unlikely in all subject areas.

3.m Tegchers view the behavior of LD and normally achieving

students as significantly different on all factors except hetero-

sexual interest.

A~

~
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4. Telachers view LD students' prospects for academic

success more negatively than the prospects of normally achieving

students.

*

5. There is no difference in lévels 0of stress between the
parents of LD students and the parents of normally achieving
students. » '
6. The parents of LD adolescents view their children's
prospects for academic success more pessimistically than do -
parents of normally achieving students.

-

B g b i i
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
This study had two major purposes as well as a secondary

purpose. The first was to determine how LD adolescents and
normally achieving adolescents perceive themselves as learnefs
and view their academic futures. The second was to determine
whether teachers' perceptions of LD adolescents and their
prospecﬁs for academic achievement differ from their percep-
tions of normally achieving students and their prbspects for

academic achievement. A secondary investigation involved an

attempt to determine whether there was a &iffereﬁcg in stress

ey
L

levels of LD par;nts and normally achieving students.

The results of the study clearly indicate that most LD
adolescents have very low academic self—toncepts, both’in the
present and in terms of the future, in comparison with their
normally achieving peers. The results also clearly indicate
that teachers view LD students ana their prospects for academic
success far more negatively than they do with normally achieving

-

students. The results on the invéstigation of parental sfress
. . , .
revealed no significant differences in levels of stress among
the parents of LD students énd those of normally.achieving
students. However, it was found thatlthe parents of LD adoles-
cents have low expectations of their chiléren's academic futures.
Boersma and Chapman (lQIQa) reporting on four studies
based on the Student's Perception of Ability Scale, found that
grade six LD children view themselves more negatively thén did
gradeAthree,LD children. The findings in this present research

’

indicated that LD adclescents had substantially more negative

n

elf-perceptions than normally achieving adolescents. Relating



44

the present findings to the previous findings of Boersma and
Chapman (l979a, 1979b) cone sees a suggestive pattern of LD
students becoming mecre entrenched in negative academic self~
perception.  Although the pattern of reéults is provocative,
long-term studies on the academic self-perceptions in the same
group(s) of LD students, tracing them from elementary to sec-
ondary scgools appears necessary for substantiating the claim
of some form of cumulative entrenchment of negative academic
self-perceptions in LD students.

Several educationazl and psychological researchers (Bloom,
1976; Rosenberg & Gaier, 1977; Strang, 1957) have argued that
pecole have an innate need to maintain a consistent self-

concept, If people view thewmselves in a particular way they

111 do whatever is mnecassary to maintain the outward appear-

¥

anice of their inmer reality. A student's ;elf—concept is there-
fore an important factor im achievement motivation and one which
is well established fairly early in life and.resistant to change
{Dunn, Pearl, & Bryan, 1981; Hamachek, 1973; Peck, 1981; Weiner,
1972). Kagan and Mocss (1968) report that the critical period
for tnhe development of self-cconcept is in the first five school

This conclusion is borne out by the more recent studies
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and Chapman (197%a, 1579b, 1979c).
ne only facet of acadewmic self-concept which did not show

nificant difference between, the LD and normally achieving

2 sign

gTzuzs was Penmanship/Neatness. The reasons for this appear to
22 twofold, Firsely, tris facter is not directly related to-
zzzZezic success. Seczondly, the wording of the questionnaire
w23 nct suitable for secondary schcol studentsiiﬁ thai the

hiz were expressed in terms of .
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printing rather than writing. Students were asked to respond
to éuch statements as "I 1like doing printing", "I ém good at
printing"”, and "My printing-is perfect”. It is unlikely that
the LD adolescents would view their printing ability any more
negatively than the normally achieving studénts.

A similar problem revealed itself in the fAPS scores dis-
cussed below. Normally achieving adolescents were found to have
lower expectations for future improvement in reading than normally
achieving stgdents in gradef three and six. Possibly the older
students view themselves as accomplished readers and therefore do
not anticipate any notable improvement. Furthermore, there is no
subject entitled 'Reading' in secondary schools.

It should be ,noted that while thevLD students generally ex-
pressed self-concepts more negative tharn those of the normally
achieving students, there is nevertheless a certain heterogeneity
0f view within the LD group. This is indicated by the wide range
of scores. No LD students aésigned the same rating to all six
subjects. Few trends could be discerned other than the tendency
of LD females to réte themselves lower than males on the arith-
zetic subscale.

Given the lower academic self-concepts of the LD adolescents
it is not surprising that these students have a pessimistic view
of their prospects for academic improvement in the future. All of
their scores were significantly lower than those of the normally
acnieving students. This finding replicates several studies.
(Boersma & Chapman, 1979b; Chapman, Boersma & Maguire, 1979; Dunn
et al, 1981) in which 1D students viewed their acédemic futures
negatively, These studies, conducted with younger children, did

noct rgport significant differences in all subject areas. Boersma
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and Chapman (1979b), for example, found no difference in science
expectations in a study of children in grades three and six.

The adolescent students in the present study, however, scored
substantially lower on all six subscales gompared to the scores
of elementary school LD children; It would appear that the
older students, having experienced more failure, no longer ex-
pect success in any of the school subject areas. Boersma and
Chapman (1979b) reported that grade éix LD students had more
pessimistic expectations for future academ&c performance than
grade three LD students, and the data presented here confirms the
assumption that LD students have negative self-concepts when en-
tering the secondary stage.of their schooling. This finding
suggests another fertile area for future research.

It would seem to be a logical assumption that once contin-
ued academic failure has convinced §tudents that they are academi-
cally inept, they perform at a level commensurate with thaf be-
lief and over time come to expect a lack of scholastic success.
The momentum of such a'self—fulfilling'prophecy is such that it
is difficult to reverse. The more pr;nounced negative’self—con#
cepts and expectations of the secondary school LD students attest
to the remedial problems presented by older students.

It was found that the LD adolescents' negative view of them-
selves and their expectations was shared by their teachers and
parents, and this was to be expected given that the students'
views must to some extent reflect and interaét with those of teach;
ers and parents. As the que&giggpdires were rated on total scores

only, it is not possible to ascertain if the subject areas were

differentiated by the adults. It must therefore be borne in mind
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that there may be some bias to the teachers' scores. A teacher

in a secondary school, unlike a ‘homeroom teacher‘in an elementary
setting, cannot fossibly ﬁave first-hand knowledge of a student's
performance in six subject area;. It is possible that the sub-
ject area teachers were consulted, but it is more reasonable to
assume that previous report card grades served as the basis of the
teachers' predictions.

Parental perceptions may have been influenced by a number
of faétors, including past report card marks, impressions gained
in parent-teacher interviews, and the direct remarks of the stu-
dents., The study revealed that parents tend eitﬁer to view their
children's academic prospects in the same waylas the teachers or
to regard the futuré more positively. Only seven of 82 students
were rated as much more likely to succeed by their teachers than
by theirfparents.’ Perhaps tHis finding is not surprising, given
that parents tend to h;rbour the greatest hopes for their children
and may thus be iess 'realistic' than teachers. At the same time,
many adolescents try to assert their independence by resisting the
efforts of parents to maintain close contacts with the school and
so to keep in touch with the students' progress. Of those parents
who take the more negative view, it is péssible that some’ have
abandoned the effort to impress upon their children the necessity
of improving their grades, particularly if this has been a struggle
for yeafs.

The low ratings for academic expectations given to LD stu-
dents by the teachers are matchéd by similarly negative views in

the behavioral rating scale. The teachers report that LD adoles-

cents manifest a range of maladaptive behaviors. Of fifteen behav-
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ioral dimensions, only one - Heterosexual Interest - did not dif-

ferentiate significantly between LD and normally achieving stu-
dents. The heterosexual interest factor appears to bear little
relationship to\academic performance. The wide inergence of the
scores in this particular area indicates the heterogeneous nature
of the teachers' ratings. Nine étudénts were ;iewed as having ;n
abnormally high intérest in thé opposite sex, while se&énteen

were considered to have an'abhormally low interest. Seven of the
nine in the first group were classified as LD, and of these four
were femalel 0f the low interest group, the largest category con-
sisted of nine normally achieving males.

Overall, teachers rated 12 LD students as behaving within
acceptable limits. A further 16 LD students were perceived as
behaving in an aberrant manner on one or two dimensions, the dim-
ensions in question varying from student to student. 'The femain—
ing 11 LD students exhibited abnormal behavior on three to nine
dimensions. The teachers tendqg to categorize these abnormally
rated students in one of three subgroups: hyperactive and expan-
sive (show-off), physically inferior and timid, or unethical and
defiant (see Figures 1 and 2). Clearly all three subgroups noted
by teachers have social implications. It would be valuable to in-
vestigate these implications further by elicitimg behavioral
ratings of LD adolescents from peers, parents; and other teachers,
and using other scales. Intervention in the social domain caanot
be made with confidence\unless it is known whether the view of the
student's teacher 1is sh;red more generally. The present findings,
however, clearly confirm the prediction that teachers would have

more negative perceptions of LD students than of normally achieving

students.
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It should be noted that some teacher and/or instrument
bias is obvious on this behavioral rating scale (seé Figure 2).
The scale is so constructed that, in general, a higher scoré in-
dicates a ﬁigher degree of aberrance. Teachers éended to fate
normally achieving stu@énts as low ashpossible on the Likert
Scale, with the result that at least one-third of these students
were rated as abnormally low in their need for approgg}é their
heterosexual interest, and their energy and talkativeness. This
implies that teachers in these éases perceived the étudents‘és
abnormally inhibited, and it is highly douﬂtful if this was in
fact &pe case. Buros (19722 makes a valid criticism of the
Dévereux Scale in this regard, noting that "because of the nature
of the items, it does not appear that the scale will prove useful
for making fine discriminations among normal children. The scale
seems most suited for very disturbed adolescents." (p.1l34)

Considering the perceptions of teachers e?idént in the sub-
groupings mentioned above, it might be expected thét parents of
LD adolescents would display higher levels of stress than those of
normally achieving students. In this study, however, the stress
levels of both groups of parents proved to. be nearly identical.
Upoi reflection this finding does not seem so surprising, given the
number of variables that influence anxiety and stress states. Fin-
ancial circumstanqes, health, and employment or the lack of it are
only a few of the factors that may come into play. Certainly the
questionnaires provided no evidence that the learning difficulties
of adolescents incfeésed stress among parents.

The significance of the present studyvlies in providing the
much needed empirical base fo the common assumption that LD adoles-

-

cents hold negative academic self-concepts and pessimistic expec-
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tations of academie¢ success. The findings presented here con-
stitute an extension of the data on the academic self—cbncepts
and expectations of elementary LD and normally achieving
children reported by Boersma and Chapman (1979b). By extending
this research into the adolescent years, this'study suggests
hfﬁgtjnegative éelf—concepts may become entrenched over time,
and alsg presents an integrated picture of how teachers and

parents view the prospects for teenaged LD students achieving

academic success.

s

The academic problems of the LD adolescent cannot be rem-
edied in iéqlation. The self-view of the students must be im-
proved both socially and academically before any real changes in
academic performance can occur. By the adolescent stage self-
concept ‘is extremely resistant to change and any intervention
procedures ‘must deal with/both'thé affe%}éqsmipd cognitive do-
mains in order to be effective. The LD adolescent who expects
only more failure presents a real educaEional challenge. Possible
solutions to the problem lie in three areas: preventive measures,
alternative secondary school programs, and further research.

Since it appears that continued academic failure produces
negative academic self-concepts by the third grade, it 1is qf the
utmost importance that high-risk children be identified early and
provided with programs in which they will learn successfully.
Teachers oﬁ.grades oﬁe and two shéuld be furnished with all the
assistance necessary to accomplish this, whether in the form of
further training or classroom aides. Early assessment and assis-

tance will enable far more children to regard schooling as a

positive experience. Strag (1972) reports that 827 of children

~
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with reading problems were remediated in grades one and two. 4617

in grade three and only 10 to 157 in grgdes five to seven. Fur-
thermore, individualized classrooms in which children are taught
at apbrogriate levels and the only competition 1is in improving a
past performance should enable more pupils to view themselves as
active and successful leéfners. The child enters school with no
expectations of academic failure, and it must be emphasized that
it 18 in this area that teachers in particular need to be well
informed. '

With regard to secondary school programs, it has been re-
ported that elementary school LD programs have been implemented
in secondary schoois without consideration ofmthe specific needs
of the older student (Kokoszka and Drye, '1981). Clearly this 1is
an area that requires greater reflection. /Lnézéd, Kendall (1981)
notes that LD students 1in vocati;nal classes had higher ratings
of social maturity andrbetter c¢areer attitudes than either méin—
stream students or those 1nVSkills Development Centres. Haisley,
aTell, and Andrews (1981) report that the use of peer -tutors has
aléo béen notably effecti;e. Any course or program intended to im-
prove the scholastic skill§ of LD teenagers must include components
designed to enhance the students' views of themselves as learners.
By this age the self-concept is reportedly extremely resistant to
change and any intervention procedure must address both the éffec-
tive and cognitive domains in ordér to Be effective. Guidance
counsellors must be partiCUF%rly aware of this need and be able to
suggest suiltable courses or alternative progréms that best meet in-
dividyal needs.

The model of research in this area of affective variables
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has been inherited by educators from psychologists and is based

.

upon the study of isolated variables in rigorously controlled

laboratory conditions (Carver, 1978). What is required is
ecolgg;cal assessment in both the home and the school. Homo-

geneous groups, rather than the entire LD population would be

the focus. Both longitudi;5€ and programmatic research-are need-
ed to provide answers to some of‘the many questions remaining.

At presenf, for example, it has not been de;ermined to what ex-
tent low achievement is a function of skill defic;tatfs oppoéed
to expectancy variables. Moreo;er, research ‘can help‘to estab-
lish which types of programs should be offered to which students.
A wide’range'of suitable curricula should be available in the
secondary schools, and the efficacy of various instructional ap-
proaches and their relationships to affective variables needs to
be examined. The teachers of LD students must be selected Qith

care, and while schools are improving in their efforts to identify

and provide for LD students there remains much to be done.



Table 1

Distribution of Students
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Grade
8 10
Group School Males Females Males Females Total
Eric
Hamber 5 6 3 6 20
Kitsilano 2 1 2 0 5
Learning Gladstone 0 1 3 1 5
Disabled
Point Grey 1 0 0 0 1
Thompson . 3 0 1 1 5
i Prince of :
Wales 0 0 2 1 3
Total 11 8 11 9 39
Eric
Hamber 13 5 7 4 29
Kitsilano 3 2 1 2 8
Normally
. , Gladstone 0 0 1 2 3
Achieving .
Point Grey 0 0 0 0 0
Thompson 0 0 1 0 1
Prince of . )
Wales 0 0 2 0 2
Total 16 7 12 8 43
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Table 2

Mean Scores on the Projected Academic Performance Scale

of Learning Disabled and Normally Achieving Students

.Stﬁdents
Content Area Normaily Achieving Learning Disabled
x S.D. X 5.D. t

Science 21.09 4.85 17.71 '3.85 3.47%
Social Studies  21.37 4.34 . 18.00 3.45 3.87%%.
Mathematics 21.79 . 5.61 16.77 4.97 4.27%%
English 21.74  4.04 18.56 4.21 3.49%
Reading 19.44 3.78 16.72 4.24 3.07%
Spelling , 14.80  3.99 12.67 3.05 2.69%

* p<.01
*% p<.001



s

" Table 3
Mean Scores on the Teachers' and Parents' Versions

of the Projected Academic Performance Scale

Students
Normally Achieving " Learning Disabled
x S.D. x S.D. t
Teachers 32.35 6.70 16.05 W 3.93 13.26%*

Parents 37.95 7,17 27.11 - 6.14 7.23%

* p < .001



Table 4 ) 1

Mean Scores on the Student's Pixception of Ability Scale - v -

: L]

of Learning Disabled and Normally Achieving Students
Subscores v ‘ Students .
Normally Achieving Learning Diggpbled = t
X S.D. X S.D.

General Ability 10.14 2.05 : 7.56 3.40 - 4.,10%
Arithmetic | 10.02 2.42 6.67 3.69 4.82%
School Satisfaction 6.33 2.55 4.85 2,40 2.70*% -
Reading/Spelling 9.67 2.70 5.87 3.85 5.22%
Penmanship/Neatness 8.49 . 3.00 7.28  3.16 1.77
Confidence 4,86 ~2.52 3.20 1.69 3.46%

Full Scale 49.56 9.50 , 35.46 11.45 6.09%*
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Table 6
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Mean Scores of Parents of Learning Disabled and Normally

Achieving Students on the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory

Subscores Parents
Learning Disabled Norﬁally Achieving t
x S.D. X S.D.
A-State 36.08 9.51 35.54 11.01 .23%
-y
A-Trait 36.76 8.54 36.55 9.95 .10%
* g > .05

b
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