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!n this study 42 karning disabled (LD), 40 low achieving (LA) and 42 

average and high achieving (AIHA) students in grades 2-7 were 

assessed regarding their preferences for extra assistance. Participants, 

(69 boys and 55 girls) attended schools with classroom, resource room or 

combhation models of service delivery. Students completed sociograms 

and took part in interviews. Results of the interviews showed that when 

students were asked to rate service delivery models, LD and LA students 

preferred extra help in the resource room and AIHA students preferred 

extra help ir? the classroom. Older students preferred pull-out and 

younger students preferred pull-in extra help. The service model 

currently in place but not peer rated or self-rated social status was a 

determining factor in student preference for sewice delivery. 
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Introd~~ction 

Oveniew 

In the past two decades a number of key events have 

influenced the way in which the education of disabled students 

has been viewed and the manner in which such services have been 

delivered. 

In 1975. U S  Public Law 94- 142 guarant~ed all children with 

disabilities a free, appropriate education and as a result, publicly 

funded special education programs became comnonplace. This law 

was based on five premises; free and appropriate education, 

protective due process rights, education in the least restrictive 

environment, individualized educational progra~nming and 

parental involvement. In the 1980s the concepts of least restrictive 

environment and of individualized programming were challenged. 

Much debate focused on the "least restrictive" terminology. Until 

that time a continuum of alternative placements was mandated 

whereby students could receive individualized instruction. Critics 

of this approach wanted all students placed in regular schools and 

classrooms without categorizing for individual differences 

[Kauffman 2nd Hallahan, i9953. Advocates for this full inclusion 

model deemed regular classroon~s to mean the least restrictive 

environment. Some Canadian eclucators and parents of disabled 

students agreed with this position of general placement for all 

students and began pushing for similar changes to the Canadian 
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educational system. 

Another important event influencing the direction of special 

education was the emergence of the Regular Education Initiative. 

The Regular Education Initiative (REI), began in a speech delivered 

by Madeleine Will  in December of 1985 for the U S  Department of 

Education. Will's subsecjuent discussion paper (1986) identified 

several problems with special education. One problem identified 

was that students with special needs could be stigmatized as  a 

result of segregation Gem their peers. '#ill argued that using a 

pull-out approach to take problem students out of the regular 

classroom, attributed the problem to the student and not the 

learning environment. Her proposal was to adapt the classroom 

environment to meet the learning needs of the student. The 

expertise of the special needs teacher could then be best used in 

the classroonl with a pull-in model through a partnership with the 

regular eduea tion teacher. 

The RE1 has bem instrumental in forging current 

inclusionaiy practises. RE1 proponents claim that students are 

more alike one another than unalike and therefore should all be 

taught together. The term "least restrictive environment" has 

become a slogan identified with this position meaning that to the 

maximum extent possible. students with disabilities should be 

educated with children who are not handicapped. If students' 

needs can be met in the regular classroom, then they should be 



mainstreamed with the general population in neighbourhood 

schools. 

Major proponents of the incl~isionary position are Stainback 

and Stainback (1984) who wrote that all students differ to varying 

degrees from one another along the same continuum of differences. 

These authors maintained that individual differences do not 

necessarily i~nply that students should be given different 

educational treatments and suggested that a dual system for 

students created an unnecessary and expensive need to classify 

students. Political and econontic. agendas of the 1980s saw this 

point of view as  an opportunity to reduce education spending 

(Kauffman. 1989). As  a result. mainstreaming has become norxnal 

practise in many North American schools. 

In 1995. the B.C. Ministry of Education n~andated full 

inclusion in the elementary schools of the province. The school act 

states that unless the educational needs of a handicapped studen f 

indicate that the student's edxational program should be provided 

otherwise, a board shall providc that student with an educational 

program in classrooms where that student is integrated with other 

students who do not have handicaps. This mandate follows the 

fundamental thrilst cti' the American Regular Education Ini tiiative. 

The principje of ixc!.;sior: adopted in British Cdumbia schools 

supports equitable access to learning by 2211 sturlents and the 

opportunity for all students to pursue their goals in all aspects of 



their education. 

The F3.C. Ministry of Education guidelines state that the 

practise of inclusion transcends the idea of physical location, and 

incorporates basic values that pr-on~ote participation. friendship 

and interaction. 'fie manual goes on to say that integration is one 

way to achieve irtclusion. but does not preclude the appropriate 

use of resource rooms. self-contained classes. community-based 

training or other specialized settings (Special Education Services: 

A manual of poiicies procedures and guidelines 19951. 

Insplementatinn of the Ministry mandate falls on the shoulders of 

individual schoof hoards. What the school boards of the province 

deem "appropriate" use of resource rooms, self-contained 

classrooms etc. seems to valy from district to district and even 

from school to school depending on administrative philosophy and 

interpretation of the document. The best way to deliver service to 

the special needs stucfenfs of the province remains unclear. A 

central aim of the present study is to address this issue and 

provide educators information on which sound clecisions regarding 

senice delivery can be based, 

Research Evaluating Service Delix7en, Practises 

Finding the best way to meet student needs necessitates an 

evaluation of eun-ent practises in senrice delivery. There is a slowly 

qrowing body of research on the effectiveness of inclusion or the 
L - 

mainstreaming of special education students. One way this 



5 
practise has been ~neasured is in terms of student achievemer~t 

outcomes. A major criticism of the resource room 111odel has been 

the lack of student achievement associatecl wi1.h it. but the results 

of mainstreaming have heen equally disappointing with students 

not showing significant improvernen t in either- reading achievenwnt 

{Gelzheizer. Meyers & Pruzelc. f $HZ?; Jenkins Sr Leicester, 1992: 

Zigmond & Raker.1994). or in academic skills as rneasured by 

standardized achievenient tests (Zigmond & Baker. 1990). In a 

review of seven studies that included full mainst reaming, pull-out 

resource help and full-time special class placement, Madden and 

Slavin (1983) found that the research favoured placement in 

regular classrooms supplerne1-1tec1 by well desjgned resource 

programs. More recently. in a joint paper by Zigmsnd, et 211. 

(1995). of three studies of general education settings with and 

without pull-in and pull-out assistance it was reported that far a 

significant proportion of students with learning disabilities, 

enhanced educational opportunities provided in the general 

education setting did not produce desired achievement out.comes. 

The value of mainst-reaming has also been evaluated in tertns 

of social integration. Coie (19130) states that although academic 

achievement has an  undeniably important impact on children's 

evaiuations of their peers, children dislike individual peers not 

simply because they are deficient ii7 these areas but t-seza~se of "Lhe 

wav they handle themselves within the peer group over issues 
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related to these and other aspects of social interaction. He goes on 

to write that if a child is disliked by a significant number of peers, 

group dynamics become more important and the child must work 

harder to overcome a negative reputation. As the child experiences 

rejection, feelings about the self change. The child becomes less 

socially secure and con fidm t. A ~ t i ~ i p a t i o n  of future reactions by 

peers lead the child to make adjustments in social behaviour and 

may cause the child to over-react to some events or to refrain from 

responding to others. 

Studies on the social status of learning disabled (LD) 

children have shown them to be the least popular and   no st. 

rejected group of children within regular classrooms (Stone & La 

Greca. 1990: Wiener, 1987; Condenman, 1995; Bryan & Bryan, 1990). 

Vaughn & Hogan (1990) found that a s  early a s  two months after 

their first for~ual school esperience and maintained six months 

later, kindergarten children later identified as learning disabled 

received lower peer acceptance ratings than their average achieving 

and high achieving classmates. In fact 60% of these students were 

identified a s  rejected and none were identified as popular. Fox 

(19891, concerned that many mainstreamed students were being 

rejected by non-handicapped students, looked at  peer acceptance of 

learning disabled ILD) students in the regular classroom. She 

found that mainstreamed LD and non-LD students paired to do 

academic activities showed no difference in before and after ratings 
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of one another. Mainstreamed LD children and non-handicapped 

partners in a control group with no intervention liked each other 

less a t  the end of the school year than at  the beginning. Non- 

paired students and students ?aired for academic work showed no 

increased liking of one another. An  increase in liking came about 

when students were paired for a socially interactive activity 

involving mutual interest. The res~ilts of this study call into 

question the reasoning that mixing LD and non-LD children in an 

academic setting (e-g.. the classroom) will lead to greater social 

acceptance of LD students. 

McIntosh. Vaughn, and Zaragoza (1991) in a review of 22 

social interventions for LD students found an overall lack of 

empirical evidence doc~rmenting increases in peer acceptance a s  a 

result of social skills interventions regardless of setting. Most of 

the 22 studies were of students enrolled either fulltime in resource 

room programs or part-time in resource programs with the 

remainder spent in regular- class settings. Students involved in 

part-time resource room programs did, however, show greater 

intervention effects than did students from self-contained, full - 

time resource room settings. However, to conclude that part-time 

resource room settings are better than full-time settings would be 

premature. Mclntosh. Vaughn, and Zarazoga caution that the 

students in full-time resource programs probably had more 

significant difficulties in both acaclemic and social areas than did 



students in part-time placement settings. 

In summary, research on the social effects of mainstreamed 

versus resource room models indicates that mere placement in 

regular classrooms does not seem to result in greater peer 

acceptance of learning disabled students anymore than full-time 

resource room placement . 

While researchers have examined the achievement and social 

outcomes associated with different instructional models, few have 

examined student attitudes about these models. Many LD 

children are aware of how they compare with others, most 

obviously in areas such as academic achievement. It is probable 

that the stigma associated with low achievement is most apparent 

for LD students who are piaced in mainstream settings Waughn 

and La Greca.1988). While the poor social status of children with 

learning disabilities does not appear to be merely a function of low 

academic achievement (La Greca and Stone, 1990), both social 

status and achievement together may have a n  impact on student 

openness to intervention within the regular classroom setting. For 

this reason. student perceptions of extra or remedial assistance 

may be an important source of information for those making 

decisions about service delivery models. 



Student Perceptions of Senice Delivew 

To date. little research has been conducted on student 

perceptions of differeni service delivery models. Jenkins and 

Heinen (1,989) looked at 686 elementary special, remedial and 

regular education students' preferences for service delivery. It was 

found that when there was a clear student preference for service 

delivery model, it was for ~~111-OLI~ with a special needs teacher 

rather than pull-in. I t  was also found that students preferred help 

on classroom assignments f~-om the regular classroon~ teacher 

rather than the specialist teacher. 

In the same study. grade was shown to be a significant factor 

with more older students than younger selecting a pull-out service 

model than a pull-in service motlcl. More non-LD than LD 

intermediate age students also expressed preference for pull-out. 

In reasons given for preference of pull-out service, avoiding 

embarrassment played a larger role for older than younger 

students. These results challenge the notion that children, 

generally, prefer to have specialists come to them rather than go to 

specialists. In general, older elementary students (Grade 5) 

preferred a pull-out delivery of specialist service while primary 

students preferred pull-in. 

Although older elementary students apparently view pull -ou t 

a s  less embarrassing and stigmatizing than in-class services, 

when given the choice of receiving help from a specialist or from 
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their regular teacher, 57.4% of intermediate LD students in pull- 

out and 69% in pull-in preferred help from the regular teacher in 

the regular classroom. Percentages for primary students preferring 

help from their regular teacher were even larger at 7 1.7% and 

8 1.4% respectively. Most students preferred to obtain additional 

help within the general education classroom from thex classrooin 

teachers who are familiar with them and their classroom 

curriculum. Rased on these results, Jenkins and Heinen suggest 

that the majority of students would be inclined toward a total 

nminstreaming inodel or one with adaptations. 

If students were elnbarrassed by specialist teacher help 

within the classroom. yet needed help, it seems possible that they 

would feel less distinct from the rest of the class by getting help 

from the regular teacher rather than the specialist teacher. 

If students view pull-out assistance as  less stigmatizing and 

embarassing than pull-in assistance (Jenkins and Heinen, 1989) it 

does not follow that they would prefer a total mainstream model. 

The question used to accumulate the data that precipitated this 

conclusion was: If you were having a lot of problems in your 

classroom reading lessons and needed extra help, would you 

rather: (a) get extra help from Mr./Ms. (the special reading 

teacher). or (b) get extra help from Mr./Ms. (the regular classroom 

teacher)? In the reasons given for preferring help from either 

teacher. only five special (LDI or remedial students gave answers 



indicating they assumecl it would be in a pull-out program 

[embarrassed to leave, like to stay with my class). It is possible 

some stuclen t s  believed that "in your classroom reading lessons" 

meant that the specialist teacher would be assisting them in their 

classroom with reading lessons. If. as stated earlier, intermediate 

students preferred pull-out to puli-in specialist help, it may not be 

that students prefer total mainstreaming a s  Jenkins and Heinen 

suggest. Rather. it may be that early adolescent students do not 

wish to be singled out from their peers in the regular classroom 

environment bv the specialist. teacher at  a time when peer 

relationships are especially sign it'icant to them (Rogers, 1977). 

Jenkins and Heinen (1 989) theorize that students' 

perceptions of stigmatization arc highly personal. I n  an  earlier 

study, Jenkins and Heinen f 1988. cited in Jenkins and 

Heinen. 1989) found that students appeared equally receptive to 

new classmates regardless of service delivery. On the basis of this 

observation, they concluded that while students may view a 

particuiar senrice model a s  preferable for themselves they appear 

not to judge others by service deliveiy mode. A n  alternative 

explanation for this finding, however, is that students were 

responding to the "newness" of classn~ates and that over time 

service delivev may have taken on greater - importance and begun 

to affect their -judgements. 

Conderman (1995) four?d that mainstreamed LD students in 
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6th and 7th grade recejved more negative and fewer positive votes 

than non-LD peers on a sociograrn. In a1990 study of learning 

disabled stuclents, La Greca and Stone found that the data on 

children's perceptions of their social acceptance parallel the 

findings from peer ratings. If self perceptions of social status 

ratings correlate with peer social status ratings, then it cannot be 

said that perceptions of stigmatization - are highly personal as 

Jenkins and Heinen ( 1988) have suggested. 

There is f ~ ~ r t h e r  evidence that supports the idea that 

achievement groups may differ from one another in matters of 

preference. Vaughn, Schumm. and Kouzekanani (1993) 

investigated students' perceptions regarding ( I) adaptations made 

by teachers and (21 working with other students in same or mixed 

ability groups. This study used a sample of 179 students from 

elementary, n~iddle school and high school. At each age level, 

students were categorized into LD. LA, and A/HA achievement 

groups. Among elementary school children (grades 1-5), the 

researchers found no achievement group differences in the 

perceptions students hacl of teachers who made adaptations to 

school work. All achievement groups preferred teachers who 

adapted schoolwork for differing achievement levels. Elementary 

LD children gave significantly higher ratings for working with 

different achievement Groups than did either the LA or A/HA 

students. A t  the middle-school level, average and high achieving 
-. - 
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(A/HA) students' ratings for working with different achievement 

group students in their groups were higher than the ratings of both 

the LA and LD students. At the high-school level, low achieving 

students ratings for same students in groups were significantly 

higher than both the LD or A/HA students. It was also found that 

older LDs differed from LA and A/I-IA peers in preferences for 

adaptations in tests. homework. groupings and in textbooks. If 

achievement groups a t  different age levels differ in adaptation 

preference and in student work group preference, it is possible and 

even likely that they will differ in other preferences, such a s  service 

delivery. as well. 

While the Vaughn. Schumrn, and Kouzekanani (1993) study 

dealt with student perceptions of teachers who adapt teaching 

materials, it did not deal with where students prefer to receive 

help. Among elementary school students there was no achievement 

group difference in preference for teacher adaptation, but  there was 

a significant difference in ratings for working with different groups 

of peers within the class. The I,D group expressed significantly 

higher ratings than LA and A/HA students for working with 

different students in groups rather than with the same students. 

I t  is possible that elementary level LA and A/E-IA peers showed less 

preference for working in mixed groups - because they did not want 

to work with the learning disabled students. Since LA and I,D 

students are both low achieving jt is unclear whether the low 
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achievement of I D  students accounts for this difference or if some 

other factor is involved. 

Only one other study was found that related to student 

preference for service clefivery. Vaughn and Bos (1987) looked at  

students' knowledge and perceptions of the resource room. This 

study, which included both TAD and non-LD students, showed that 

elernen t a y  students had an acc~lrate understanding of the 

resource room whether they attended these programs or received no 

extra assistance. These results are important to the present study 

because students who receive no specialist assistance were also 

asked about preference for service delivery. Based on Vaughn and 

Bos's results it was assumed that all students would be 

knowledgeable of the resource room, whether they received help 

there or not. 

Vaughn and Bos (1987) found significant differences between 

primary and intermediate student age groups and primary and 

intermediate LD students. The sample included students from 

grades one to six with the group being divided into four subgroups. 

a) grade 1-3 LD and b) grade 1-3 non-LD, c) grade 4-6 LD. and d) 

grade 4-6 non-LD. Students were asked which room they would 

most like to spend time in outside of the regular class. Choices 

were the resource room. the reading room, the nurse's office and 

the counsellor's office. Seventy percent of intermediate LD 

students chose the resource room while only 30% of primary LD 
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chose the resource room. 117 fact 50% of prinm-y students chose it 

last of the four choices. In response to the question."What is 

special education?". "don't kn onr" was the most ti-equ ently given 

response by both groups at the primary level. While some non-LD 

students responded "for kids not so smart", no LD students gave 

this response and three fimes as many intermediate students gave 

this response as  primary students. These observations support the 

position that older students may be more aware of individual 

differences than younger students. If this is the case, older 

students may have clear preferences for a type of service delivery 

that does not distinguish them as  overtly different from their 

peers. 

A s  noted above. preferences for instructional practises 

fe.g..sert.ice delivery models. classroom groupings) may be affect.ed 

by more than student achievement. Although lack of academic 

achievement has been the single most identifiable trait of the 

learning disabled. more recently social status has become 

recognized as  a serious problem associated with many LD 

students. The present study recognizes the need to look at 

students' social status a s  well a s  achievement when considering 

preference for service r~~odel delivery. 

Research on sociometric status and peer acceptance has 

consistently shoivn that peer relationships are related to children's 

academic lives a t  school (Wentzel & Asher, 1995). They ga an t~ 
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say given that students'  identification with and conformity to peers 

increases dramat.ica!lv during pre and early adolescence. it is likely 

that peer relationships ~vould have a particularly strong relation to 

school adj just-ment during this period of development. Abundant 

evidence links problems in peer relationships to problems in school 

achievement and places unpopular children a t  risk for dropping 

out of high school (Parker 8r Asher. 1987). Goodenow (1 993) found 

that in general. middle school students who expected to do well in 

their classes felt thev were liked and respected by classmates and 

teacher. I,D children are frecjuerztly identifiabiz by their low 

achievement and social status. In light of the research findings, 

the regular classroonl may not always be a positive learning 

environment for LD students. 

Learning disabled children who are low in peer social s ta tus  

and are sensiti\w to their lack oS academic achievement may need a 

continuum of instruction within educational settings. LD students 

are both academically ancl socially prone towards drop-out. 

Providing extra assistance within the regular classroom during the 

middle school years may place these students at increased risk for 

failure. By taking into account student preference for instructional 

programining we mav be able to avoid at least one of the risk 

factors for drop-out. 

Related to students' preferences fur service delivery are 

students'  perceptions of peers that  receive extra help. There h a s  



been some investigation of peer perceptions of students that 

receive pull-out service deli\-en-. Vaughn and Bos (1987) suggested 

that  when given a n  open-ended question (e.g.,MThat is the resource 

room?), s t~ lden t s  tenclecl not to associate the collcepl s oP the 

resource room with less bight students. Howevcr, they queried 

how students would respond to a more direct question regarding 

character-istics of students in special education. (e.g.,What type of 

students attend the resource room?). This research will attempt. 

through the use of more direct cpestioning. to extend currcnt 

knowledge of regular students'  pcbrceptions of  those students 

receiving special educat ion. 

Age is another factor which may affect students'  preference 

for senice deliverv. Vaughn. Shurnnl & Kouzelr;~nani (1 993) found 

between age and achiel-enlent ~ I - C I L I ~  differences in pr-eferences for 

reacher adaptations of cur r ic i~h~tn ,  Vaughn, Mclntosh. Schtmnl .  

Haager 8: Callwrtod ( 1  9931 in a s t~ ldy  of 202 third through tenth 

grade students found i r l  a peer rriting scale of liking and knowing, 

tha t  onlv IA students were less liked and less well known by peers. 

Thev pointed out that becausc the sample size had only 18 LI) 

students. it was not possible for them to do a n  analysis of agc 

differences. It seems possible that students' ratings of peers may 

differ between third and tenth grade. In fact. both the lJenkins ancl 

Heinen (1989) and Vaughn and nos (1987) studies found 

significant differences in preferences for service delivery by age 
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group. Primary students as  a group ovenvhelmingly preferred extra 

help within the regular classroom. Intermediate students as  a 

group preferred pull-out senice. This study will attempt to 

replicate the results of the previous two studies with the idea that 

consideration of student age may be a factor in determining service 

def ivery preference. 

Finah.  there ha\-c been varied results when LD and LA 

students have been cumpared. Although Jenkins and Heinen 

If  989) ffttmd age distinciims and differences between tD and non- 

I,D students. thew did not distinguish between LD and LA 

students. These researchers combined the data accurtlulated from 

101 LD and 236 LA students in their analysis of student 

preferences for service because they found that the LD and LA 

students responded similarlv to questions. In contrast, Vaughn, 

Schumrtl. & Kouzekanani (1993) did find achievement group 

differences between LtZ and 1,D students in preferences for working 

~ A t h  different students and for academic adaptation of tests, 

homework and textbooks. There may exist achievement group 

differences in senice deli \~xy preference and social status that were 

not considered in the Jenkins altd Heinen study. It is the intent of 

this study to look once again a t  achievement group and age 

differences in senrice preference and in social status with special 

attention given to LA and LD differences that may exist. 

In conclusion. at this particular time in history when senrice 
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delivery to special student populations is continually under attack 

for economic. political and social reasons. it is germane to 

consider the preferences of students thenlselves. For some of our 

student population. the least restrictive envii-onlnent may not be 

the regular classroom. If educators are to provide service to 

students with vanring abilities and disabilities with the goal of 

producing productive n~embers of a society. then the individual 

child must be taken into account. While chilciren may be more 

alike than different. we must not forget that the ways in which 

they are different may pr-ofoundlv affect their progress in school 

and later life adjustment. Further investigation into peer status 

and preferred senice dclive~y for at risk students will contribute to 

the slowly growing body of resear-ch on this and related topics. 



20 
Method 

Participants 

124 elementary school students participated in the study. 

Students were drawn from 1 3  schools and 34 classes in School 

District, #4 1 . Burnahy, B.C.. One group of sixty-three studel L t s was 

from grades two, three and four and a second group of sixty-one 

students was from grades six and seven. Sixty-nine of the 

participants were boys and fifty-five were girls. Elementary school 

age students were selected for two reasons. First. in a study that 

includes peer- status. it is in-tportant that the sample groups know 

one another and spend most of their school day together. Junior 

high and high school students would be unlikely to attend all 

mainstreamed classes with the same group of peers. Second, 

previous studies that this study plans to replicate and extend were 

conducted with participants of elementary school age. 

The two age groups. (one primary, one early adolescent), were 

chosen to study possible developtnentd differences in preference 

for type of senice delivery. Each age group was comprised of 

comparable numbers of learning disabled, low achieving and 

average to high achieving students as shown in Table 1. 



Table 1 

Numbers of Participants in Achieve~nent and Age Grot~pit-gs 

Grade 2-4 Grade 6-7 

LD 20 22 

LA 23 17 

A/HA 2 0  22 

Students with Learning Disabilities. 

All I,D sub-iects 1rer-e assessed by a District #41 scl~ool 

psychologist and were cletern~ined to be severely learning disabled, 

All learning disabled subjccts had previously been administered the 

WISC-R a s  part of the assessmr!nt procedure a t ~ d  had a n  IQ score 

at or above 85. While it is recognized that a grade two/three 

sample may have been a preferred primary group for studying of age 

differences in preference. it was extremely difficult to get a salnple 

of students that had been iclentXied as learning disabled in grade 

two. There is a reluctance 011 the part of British Columbia school 

districts to label students until there is some extended history of 

failure to achieve by the student. 

LOW Achievers. 

Low achieving stl~clents were identified as those students not 

identified as learning disabled but  who were I-ecciving rerr~edial 

assistance from a specialjst teacher. Low achieving (LA) students 
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were identified based upon their scores from the Gates/MacGinitie 

reading tests or from reading scores on the Woodcock-Johnson-R 

Achievement test. Students with reading scores at or below the 

third stanine were considered low achieving. 

Average and high achjevi11.g students. 

Average and high achieving students were those students 

receiving no remedial assistance and identified by their teachers as 

achieving average or above average academic progress. All average 

and high achieving students were from the same classes as the 

learning disabled and low achieving students. 

All studen t,s were mainstreanled for more than 50% of each 

school day in order to count them as valid class members. 

Following consultat~ions with principals, specialist teachers 

and classrooni teachers. letters were sent home to parents of 

students in participating classes. Parents were advised of the full 

scope of the s t~ ldy  and asked to return a signed form to the school 

indicating that their chilcl was either allowed to participate in the 

study or was to be excli~cled. Consent forms were obtained from 

parents and guardians of all study participants prior to the study. 

A sanlple parent permission letter can be found in *Ippendix A. 

Measures 

Sociogranl . 

The study sample of 124 students and their classmates were 

administered a sociograin to be completed individually within the 
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regular c1assroori-1 setting. Each participating student was given a 

class list of all students participating in the study with a rating 

scale after- each name. Classes were given two practise statements 

to familiarize them with the format. Appendix B shows the format 

of the sociogram with five faces representing five choices. These 

choices ranged from a large smile meaning "lilre very inuch" to a 

large frown meaning "like not at  all". A little smile meant "quite a 

bit", a little frown "not I I I U C ~ ' '  and a straight across mouth meant 

"so-so". After coinpleting the sample questions, students were 

given tn7o statements one at a time and asked to respond to the 

statements by niarking the appropriate response for each peer. 

Scoring was based on a "1" for the lowest rating. (not a t  all), arid a 

"5" for the highest rating (very 1-111-lch). The statements given the 

participants were: 

1. I like to do work with this person in the classroom. 

2. I like to play with this person at  recess and after school. 

A peer rating scale was used instead of a peer nomination 

scale to circunwent negative non~inatior~s which are part of the 

latter sociomet.ric method alld may be objectionable (Terry & 

Coie. 1991). In arklition. a peer rating scale involves rating all 

participating students instead of targeting a specific few. On the 

same 5 point scale, students were also asked to rate their own 

status within the classi-oom and at  play. These statements were 

worded : 



1. Other kids like to work with me at  school. 

2. Other kids like to play with me a t  recess and after school. 

The two statements on the sociogram were intended to 

distinguish between acadeivic and play social status. The self- 

rating was to assess the relationship between actual peer status 

and self-perceptions of social status. The sociogram was 

completed by a whole class in approximately fifteen minutes. 

Sample sociogranl questionnaires can be found in Appendix B. 

Tn terviews. 

This phase of the study involved an  individual inteniew in 

which the participants were asked questions concerning service 

delivery preference, knc)wledgs of the resource room and the type of 

student that receives extra help. The interview involved only the 

124 students designated from the participating classes. These 

questions can be found in Appendix C. Probe questions are 

included in smaller type. These were designed to assist those 

students who had difficulty understanding the main questions. 

Questions four and five have asterisks to indicate that students 

responded by pointing to one of five laces supplied as  possible 

choices. These faces were identical to the faces students had 

already encountered in the classroom sociogram, Questions four 

and five had a rating scale of 1 to 5 identical to that used in the 

sociogram rating. Each intendew required approximately five to 

ten minutes of individual student time. 



Studv Design 

Dependent variables \x7ere peer rated academic social status 

and play social status, self-rated academic ancl play social status, 

resource room s e n ~ c e  rating. classroom sen4ce rating ancl service 

delivery preference. Independent variables were achievement group 

(LD, LA, A/HA). grade (2 to 4. 8r 6/7), gender, and current service 

delivery. 

Interview Response Catecories 

Responses to interview questions 3 and 6 were categorized 

into one of six categories. Question 3 asked students to give 

reasons for their preference of one type of service delivery over 

another. Responses for a resource room preference and for a 

classroom preference were coded separately because C L;' wen reasons 

tended to be different for each setting. Categories for question 3 

responses to a resource room preference included that (a) it was 

quieter, (b) there was less distraction, (c) it was embarassing to 

have extra help in the ciassl-00111, (d) there was more teacher time 

in the resource room, (e) there were s~naller groups and (f) other. 

Categories for question 3 responses to a classi-oo111 preference were 

(a) they could stay with their classmates, (b) it  was embarassing to 

leave, (c) they didn't want. to miss classwork, (d) no walking was 

involved in staying, [e) they liked to stay with their supplies and 

(fl other. Many students gave more than one reason for their 

preference. All reasons were coded as separat-e responses. The 
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total number of student responses is greater than 124 because 

three students preferred different service for different types of extra 

help. The nurnber count for the categories can be found in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Resource Room Preference (n =85) 

quieter less distraction ernharassment rnore teacher time smaller grp. other 

38 22 31 7 9 23 

Classroon~ Preference (n=42) 

stay with peers ernbarassed miss class\vork no walking handy supplies other 

13  6 11 5 7 9 

Of the "other" reasons given by students that preferred extra 

help in the resource rooin. 6 cited it was more fun, 3 said the work 

was easier and 2 felt there was more physical space. No other 

"other" responses occured more than once. Of the "other" reasons 

given by students who preferred extra help in the classroom, 2 

thought the classroom was more comfortable. No other "other" 

reason was given more than once. 

Quest-ion 6 asked students what type of student received 

extra help. Categories for question 6 responses were (a) students 

having difficulty with specific subjects such as reading, spelling or 

math, Ib) students with behaviour problems, (c) students who 
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needed help concentrating or a quieter place to work, (d) students 

who had learning problems, (e)other, (f) students who were ESL 

(English as a second language), (g) gifted and talented students 

and (h) students who received speech and language help. Four 

responses fell within an "other" category and occurred no more 

than once. Categories [f),(g) and (hf were combined because they 

represented classmates who received specific out of classroom 

assistance other than resource assistance. The number counts for 

question 6 are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3 

What Type of Student Gets Extra Help? (n=124) 

specific subjecl behaviuur- quieter learning other ESI,.G.T., 

diffictrlty problems place problems speech 

Interrater Reliabilitv 

Reliability of the interview response codes was assessed by 

the use of a second rater who coded 25% of the interviews. Kappa 

was selected as  an appropriate index of agreement as all coding 

categories involve nonlinal data (Hollenbeck, 1978). Kappa was 

chosen over percentage agreement because it is a superior 

approach to handling chance agreement and hence provides a 



more conscwative estimate of agreement than  percentage 

agreement. Reliabilitv coefficients were all well within the 

acceptable range.. The Kappa value for question 3 responses was 

96  and for question 6 responses it  was .97. 
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Results 

Table 4 presents the mean. standard deviation and range for 

both peer rated and selr'ratccl social status scores and for student 

resource room and classr-oorn ratings. All dependent variables have 

a possible range of scores of' 1 to 5. Preliminai-y analyses revealed 

no gender differences for any of these variables, therefore in all 

subsequent analyses boys and girls were combined. 

Table 4 

Mean. Stanclard Deviation and Range of Scores fa- Student Peer 

and Self-Rated Academic and Plav Social Status, Resot~rce Rooin 

and Classroom Ratincs - 

Mean Standard Deviation Ranee 

Peer Rated min. max. 

academic 3.35 .82 1.2 5.0 

play 3.2 

Self Rated 

academic 3.6 

play 4.02 

resource rooin 3.48 

classroom 2.94 

Note. n = 124. 



Service Delivery Preference 

Achievement group membership (LD, LA, A/HA) was 

hypothesizecl to affect service delivery preference. Specifically, it 

was expected that  LD students would prefer pull-out service to  

ptlll-in service. These students would be sensiti17e to extra 

asistance within the classronm because it would draw extra 

attention to their lack of achievement. All achievement groups 

were asked to choose between pull-in and pull-out service and to 

rate both t ~ q x s  of service on a five point scale. Asking students to 

rate both types of senice cfclil-enl, in addition to stating service 

delivery preference. pro\ideci data that allowed finer analyses of 

differences between achievement groups. Asking students which 

type of senice deliven;. classroonl or resource room, they preferred 

forced them to choose one t4vpe of service over the other. By using 

a rating scale, students were given a broader choice and were able 

to give positive. negative ( - neutral ratings for both service delivery 

models. Table 5 shows the differences in means between 

achievement groups when thev \\-ere given a five point range of 

choice. 



Table 5 

Mean N ~ ~ r n h e r s  of Senrice Delive~v R a t i n ~ s  by A11 Achieven~en t 

G r o u ~ s  

Sen4 t x  I3el i w r ~  

Group n Classroon~ Resource room 

Note. 

standard dwiat-ions are given in parentheses 

To test the hypothesis that there would hc achicverncnt 

group cfifferences ancl that I,D st ~ ~ r l c n  ts  would prefer p ~ ~ l l - o ~ l t +  

senice delivery. a IvWNO!~~~ was conclucted ma ly ing  service 

delivery preference ratings (pull-in ancl pull-out) by stuclcnt 

achievement grot113 ( I D .  LA. A/HA).  Contrary to expectations. 

main effects were not hind for achievement group. Main effwts 

were found for service cfeliwrv ratings ._ with t hf* I-t:sourcc room ratccl 

significantly higher than the classroom. F 1 1.12 1)= 1 1.18, pc.801, 

A significant interaction was fiturtd for service delivery rating hy 

achievement group. E (2.12 t I= 4-85. ~ c . 0 1 .  S~hi=ff<: p 3 ~ i  h i j ~  ti:silnfi 

was conducted at a reac1justecf significance level of pc0.3 to 
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account for the added risk of error associated with multiple tests. 

Results showed that 1,D and the LA students rated the resource 

room significantly higher @<.01). than did the A/HA students. 

Classroom assistance ratings by student groups did not reveal any 

signi ficaii t differences between the groups. 

Age was a second factor hypothesized to have an effect on 

strldent preference for senice delivery. Specifically, it was 

hvpothesized that younger st-udents would prefer pull-in assistance 

to pull-out assistance because of a less developed social awareness 

than older students. A MANOVA was performed examining senice 

delivery ratings (pull-in. pull-out) by age (grade 2 /3 ,  grade 4, grade 

6/71. Grade 4 was separated from the younger group in this 

analysis to allow for a greater age difference behveen the younger 

and older age gmups. Significant main effects were found for 

senice deiivery ratings. l32. i 22j=~l.W, p=.05. The effect for age 

approached statistical significance F(2.122)=2.84, ~=.06. No 

significant interaction was found between senice delivery ratings 

and age. The near significance lwel for age bears noting for two 

reasons. First. a s  shown in Tabie 6,  there is a definite trend for 

mean service delivenr ratings to decrease with age. 



Table 6 

Mean Scores for Preference for Service Deliverv Ratings - bv Ace 

Group 

Service Delivenr Rating Grade 

2-3(n=lil) &(n=49) fi-7(n=61) - 

classroorm 

resource room 

Second, the small number of grade 2-3 students coupled with the 

near significant, age effect were enough to pronlpt further 

investigation of the data. Therefore, Chi Sqtlare analysis was also 

performed to look at age differences in s e ~ c e  deljvery preferences. 

An initial test mas conducted using the independent variah:e of 

grade (younger being grade 2-4 and older being grade 6-7) and 

senrice deliverv preference (pull-in or pull-out assistance). Non- 

significant differences were found, x2 (1, N = 1 17) = 2.7, Q > .05. 

A second chi analysis was performed excluding the grade fours and 

allowing for a larger age difference between the groups. Table 7 

shows a chi square for service delivery preference (pull-in, pull-out) 

by grade (younger 2-3. older 6-7). 



Table 7 

Chi Square Analysis of Senrice Delivery Preference by Grade 

Senrice Deliverv Preference Grade 

2 -3 6-7 

pt1ll-ou t 

pull-in 

Chi square analysis of grade by service delivery preference 

using only grades two and three yelded a vely small n for both 

pull-in and Sor pull-out senrice delivery. Because of the low 

numbers of younger s t~~den t s ,  Fisher's Exact Test was substituted. 

The Fisher's Test revealed a significant effect, Fisher's Test (1, 

N=71) = 4.98. ec.05, with older students showing a clear preference 

for pull-out. 

Student Reasons for Senice Preference 

To further explore service delivery preferences by achievement 

group and age. the intet-view data were analyzed. Question 3 of the 

inteniew asked the students why they preferred one type of service 

cieiivery over the sther. Table 8 shows reasons for resource room 

senice delivery preference by achievement group, (LD, LA, A/HA), 
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and by age group. Row percentages do not add up to 100% because 

several students gave more than one reason for resource roam 

preference. 



Table 8 

Student Reasons for Resource Room Preference bv Achievement 

Group and Grade 

quiet, less more 
less distract emharassed teachertime smaller group other 

Grade 2-4 

13 (81%) 3 (19%) 1 (6%) 1 (6%) 6 (37%) 

Grade 6-7 

LD 13(76%) 7(41%) 3 (18%) 0 2(12%) 

n=17 

LA 10 (67%) 8 (53%) 1 (7%) 0 2 (13%) 

n=15 

A/HA 12 (92%) 7 (54%) 1 (8%) 1 (8%) 0 

n=13 
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Responses were grouped into five categories: (1) quiet and 

less distraction. (2) embarassment at receiving extra help within 

the classroom. (3) smaller 91-OLIPS. (4) more teacher time in the 

resource room, (5) other unrelated responses such as the resource 

room having nicer chairs. or more space. or it is more fun. 

Although the number of responses given by each student ranged 

from one to three. when broken down by grade levels and 

achievement groups the number of responses from each group at. 

different grade levels is rer-narkably similar. 

A n  exception to this is the grade 2-4 LD students who 

favoured the resource room over the classrooi~ because i t  was 

quieter and had less distraction for them. 81% of the LD students 

cited quiet and less distraction a s  a reason for preferring the 

resource room over the classrooin as  compared to 46Yo of the IA 

students and 55% of the A / H A  st-udents. Older stuclents a s  a 

group were inore cor1ce1-necl abo~_tt a quiet place lo work with less 

distraction than were younger students. The younger students (19 

to 27%) were less conceimed about the embarassment of receiving 

extra help in the classrooin than were older students wha cited 

embarassment 4 1% to 54%. The citing of en1ba1-assment by all of 

the older student groups regardless of achieven~ent suggests that 

embarassment at  receiving extra assistance in the classroom is 

more likely a product of developnlent than of whether the student, 

is learning disabled, low-achieving or average achieving. Older 
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students were more likely to cite "quiet and less distraction" as a 

reason for preferring the resource room than were the younger 

students with the exception of the younger LD students. Younger 

students were more than twice as likely as older students to utter 

response other than those specifically categorized. 

Fewer students overall preferred a classroom service delivery 

to a resource room service delivery. Table 9 shows a tally of student 

reasons for classroon~ service delively preference broken down by 

achievement group (LD. LA. A I M )  and by grade. 



Table 9 

Student Reasons for Classroom Preference bv Achievement G r o u ~  

and Grade 

stay with less miss my things 

mates em barassed classwork are here other 

Grade 6-7 

2 (33%) 1 ( 1  7%) 2 (33%) 



Percentages of reasons for classroom service delivery 

preference s h ~ ~ u l d  be read with caution because of the small 

numbers of students o\w-all in this group. 50% of the younger LA 

and A/I-lA s t ~ ~ d e n t s  preferred the regular classroom for extra 

assistance. In contrast. only 20% of the younger LD students 

preferred p ~ ~ l l - i n  to pull-out extra assistance. Of the older 

students, 50% of the A/HA students preferred in class assistance 

to resource room assistance. Only 27% of older LD students and 

11% of older TA students preferred extra help in the regular 

classroo~n over the resource room. 

No younger students cited eliibarassment in going to the 

resource room a s  a reason for preferring help in the classroom. I t  

may be that they had never experienced resource room assistance 

and it did not occur to them a s  a reason. LA students most often 

cited not wanting to 111iss classwork and wanting to stay with 

classmates a s  reasons for preferring help in the classroom. 

Of the younger students. the largest group preferring extra 

assistance in the classroom were the LA students. Of the older 

group preferring in class assistance, the LA students fornl the 

smallest number. 

Jenkins and Heinen (1989) found that current service 

delivery an'ectetl student preference for senice delivery with 

students tending to prefer the sei-vice that was currently being used 

in their classrooms. Table 10 shows the chi square analysis 
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conducted to test this hvpothesis with service clclivery preference 

contrasted with current. service de1ive1-y. 

Table 10 

Chi Saua re Analvsis of Service Delivery Preference hv Current 

Service 

Preference Current Service 

P L I I I - O L I ~  pull-in both Total 

pull-ou t 48.4% .8 14.5 63.7 

pull-in 14.5 2.4 13.7 30.6 

both I .6 1.6 2.4 5.6 

Total 64.5 4.8 30.6 100?40 

- 

Counts were macle for three types of service: pull-in. pull-out 

and a combination of both senices cornpared to counts for service 

preference: pt~ll-in. pull-011 t and a canlbination o f  both services. 

This analysis revealed a significant chi square, x-214) = 20.1 ,Q<.OO 1 .  

Almost the identical number of students receiving pull-out sentice 

(64.4%) preferred pull -out service (63.7%). Only 4.8% of students 

received puh-in senice es~lusitif3ly. but 30.6% preferred pull-in 

service and while 30.6% of stl-dents rcceived some combination of 

both pull-in and pull-out senqce, only 5.6% preferred a combined 
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service. More students that received pull-out or pull-in service or a 

combination of services pi-efcrred pull-out service delivery. 

It was hypothesized that there would be a relationship 

between social status and service delivery preference with lower 

status students preferring pull-ou t assistance to pull-in 

assistance. To test this h-vpothesis two MANOVAS were performed 

examining academic ant1 play social status by service delivery 

preference (pnll-in. pull-out) and age (grade 2-4 and grade 6-7), 

These analyses are based on an 1-1 of 117. The 7 students not 

represented either had no senice delively preference (n=4), 

preferred pull-in assist;mce for some work and pull-out assistance 

for other work (n=2), or preferred the hallway (n=l).  Table 1 1 

shows the degrees of freedom and scores for peer rated academic 

and play social status by service delivery preference (pull-in or pull- 

out) by grade (younger grade 2-4, older grade 6-7). 



Table 11  

Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Peer Rated Social Status bv 

Grade arid Senice Delivery Preference 

F - 

social s t a tus  

cl f - academic p& 

service delivery preference 1 2.73 .86 

wade b 1 3.43 6.45* 

preference x grade I 2.81 3.09 

Note. 
*g< .05. 

For academic and play social status, no main effects were 

found for service clelivery preference. Those stuclents that preferred 

resource room service clelivery did not have a significantly different 

social s ta tus  rating from those students that  preferred pull-in 

classroom ser-vice delivct-y. For play social s ta tus  but  not for 

academic social s t a t ~ ~ s .  a significant main effect was found for 

grade. Fil. 1 13)=6.45, pc.05. Older students had significantly lower 

play social s t a t ~ l s  scores than younger students. No interaction 

was found between service delivery preference and grade for either 

peer rated academic or play social status. 



Social Status 

It was hypothesized that there would be social status 

differences between the three achievement groups with learning 

disabled I I B )  having the lowest social status and average and high 

achievinq ._ stuclents (A/FIA) having the highest social status. 

Achieveixent groups were separated into two age groups to 

determine social status differences that may occur or change with 

development. A younger group consisted of students i11 grades 2 to 

4. An older group orinsisted of students in grades 6 and 7. 

To test achievement and age group differences in social 

status. two MANOVAs were perfornmed. one examining academic 

social status scores and the other examining play social status 

scores. Degrees of freedom and F scores are presented in Table 12. 



Table 12 

Multivariate Analvsis of Variance for Peer Rated Social Status bv 

Grade and Achievement Group 

F - 

social status 

cf f academic play 

achievement qraup 2 10.22""" 5.29** 

grade 1 4.09* 6.21* 

achievement x grade 2 1.75 2.77 

For academic social status there was a significant main 

effect for achievement group. F(2.1 18) = 10.22, p<.001. LD 

students had the lowest academic social status. A/HA students 

had the highest acadeniic social status and IA students were in 

between LD and A/HA sti~dents. Scheffe post hoc painvise 

comparisons indicated that both LD and LA students were 

significantly different from A/HA students. but not from each 

other. 
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A significant main effect was found for age. _F(1,118) = 4.09, 

~<.05.  Younger students as a group had higher academic social 

status scores than older students. 

The grade by achievement group interaction was non- 

significant, however. an interesting effect worth noting was the 

decrease in mean social status scores for LA students from younger 

to older grades. Both I J ' l  students' and A/HA students' mean 

academic social status scores remained reiatively stable from 

younger tc? older grades. 1-4 student mean academic social status 

scores decreased from lower to higher grades sufficiently to warrant 

a closer analysis of simple main effects. Results showed a 

significant decrease in W academic social status from younger to 

older age groups. FI 1.1 18)= 6.20. gc.03. Age group differences in 

academic social status were non-significant for the other two 

achievement groups. 

For play social status a significant main effect was found for 

student achievement group membership, I32.1 l8)= 5.29,~<.01. 

Scheffe posthoc con~parisons indicated that LD play social status 

was significantly less than the A/HA group. LA and LD, and LA 

and A / W  groups were not significantly different from each other 

for play social status. 

For play social status there was also a significant main 

effect for age. F (1 -1 18)= 6.2 1. pq.05. As was the case for academic 

social status, there was a significant decrease in social status from 
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younger to older grades. 

No interaction between grade and achieveinent group for play 

social status was found. However. as was the case with academic 

social status, mean play social s ta t~is  scores for the LA students 

showed a decrease from lower to higher grades while LD and A/HA 

play social status scores remained stable. Closer investigation 

once again revealed a significant simple main effect for LA students 

from grade 2-3 to grade 6/7. T;(l, 1 18)= 7.60, ~ < . 0 1 .  LD and A/HR 

student scores did nor change significantly with age. 

Social Status Correlations 

Jenkins and Heinen (1988) surinised that LD students' 

feelings of stignatizaticm are "highly personal" or based on 

personal feelings of adequacy rather than actual peer feelings 

towards them. To test this suggestion, correlations of peer and 

self-rated academic and play social status within each student 

achievement group were examined. Table 13 shows the 

correlations for the entire sample and within each achievement. 

group. 



Table 13 

Correlations Among Peer and Self Rated Academic and Play Social 
Status for the Entire S a m ~ l e  and Each Achievement Group 

Social Status 2 3 4 

All Students (n = 124) 

1. Peer rated academic - -  .07 .84*** .21* 

2. Self-rated academic - - . l l  59*** 

3. Peer rated play - - .26** 

4. Self-rated play - - 

LD Students (n = 42) 

1. Peer rated academic -- .13 .89*** .36* 

2. Self-rated academic - - .24 .56*** 

3. Peer rated play - - .44** 

4. Self-rated plav - - 

LA Students (n = 40) 

1. Peer rated academic --  -. 10 87*** -.02 

2. Self-rated academic -- -.08 67*** 

3. Peer rated play -- .03 

4. Self-rated play -- 

A/HA Students (n = 42) 

1. Peer rated academic -- .02 72*** .22 

2. Self-rated academic - - .02 .45** 

3. Peer rated play -- .22 

4. Self-rated play - 

*g<.05, **~<.0  1 .  ***g<.00 1. 
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When all achieve~iient. groups were analyzed together, peer 

rated academic social status was significantly related to peer rated 

play status, x= -84, p< .OOl .  Self-rated academic social status was 

significantly related to self-rated play social status, r= .56. ~c.001. 

Peer rated play social status was significantly related to self-rated 

play with social status, r= .26, ~c .01 .  Peer rated academic social 

status was significantly related to self-rated play social status, r= 
.2 1, ~2<.05. But. peer rated acacleinic social status was not related 

to self-rated academic social status. 

When the sample was broken down by achieveinent group, 

within all three groups (LD, IA, A/HA), significant correlations 

between peer rated academic social status and peer rated play 

social status were found. All three achievement groups had 

significant correlations between self-rated acadenlic social status 

and self-rated play social status. Only the LP) students showed a 

significant correlation between peer rated play social status and 

self-rated play social stat.~_ts,-= .43, pc.01. Only the I B  students 

showed a significant correlation between peer rated academic 

social status and self-rated play social status._r= .36, pc.05. No 

group showed a significant r~laticlnship between peer rated 

academic social status and self-rated academic social status. 

It was hypothesized that younger students would prefer pull- 

in assistance to pull-out, assistance because of a less developed 

social awareness than that of older students. Table 14 shows the 



correlations among peer rated and self rated academic and play 

social status scores within the two age groups (younger being 

grades 2,3,4 and older being grades 6,7). 

Table 14 

Intercorrela tions Between Su bscales for Younger and Older 

Students 

Social Status 2 3 4 

Older Students (n = 61) 

1. Peer rated academic -- 

2. Self-rated academic 

3. Peer rated play 

4. Self-rated play 

Younger Students (n = 63) 

1. Peer rated academic -- -.07 92scw. .17 

2. Self-rated academic -- -.01 .49*** 

3, Peer rated play - - .20 

4. Self-rated play -- 

For older students, peer rated academic social status was 

significantly related to self-rated academic social status, 1 = .25, 
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~c .05 .  Peer rated academic social status was also significantly 

related to peer rated play social status, r= . 73 ,~< .001 ,  and to self- 

rated play social status. r= .27, ~c.05.  Self-rated academic social 

status was significantly related to self-rated play social status, r= 
.71, pc.001 and to peer rated play social status, ~=.25, pc.05. In 

addition, peer rated play social status was significantly related to 

self-rated play social status, r= .35, ~ < . 0 1 .  

Among younger students peer rated and self-rated academic 

social status scores were not significantly related nor were peer 

rated and self-rated play social status scores significantly related. 

Younger students did have a significant relationship between peer 

rated academic social status and peer rated play social status, 

r=.92, g<.OOl. and behveen self-rated academic and play social - 

status scores. 1=.49. ~c.001. These results support the notion that 

younger students have a less developed social awareness than olcler 

students. 

Tme of Student Receiving Help 

Students' perceptions of peers receiving extra help was also 

investigated. Previous research has only indirectly questioned 

students regarding perceptions of resource room help (Vaughn & 

Bos.1987). I t  was found that students tended not to associate the 

concept of extra help with the resource room. I t  was suggested by 

these researchers that a more direct questioning concerr.!n$ the 
- 

type of student receiving extra assistance might yield different 
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results than those previously obtained. Question 6 of the i n t e ~ e w  

asked students specifically what type of student received extra 

help. Responses were grouped into 5 categories: [I) difficulty with 

specific subjects. (2) behaviour problems, (3) need a quieter place, 

(4) learning problems and (5) ESL, gifted and talented or speech 

and language assistance. Percentages do not add up to 100& 

because many students cited more than one response to the 

question. Table 15 shows tallies and percentages of responses for 

student achievement groups and for younger and older students. 



Table 15 

Resnonses Concerning the T y e  of Student that Receives Extra 

Help 

specific subject behaviou r quieter learning ESL/G&T 
difficullv problems place problems speech 

Crack 6-7 

Wnen younger students were asked about the type of student 

that receives extra help, 50% of the LD and 50% of the A/HA 
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students said that students who had a general difficulty learning 

got extra help. Only 17% of the younger LA students cited 

students who received extra help as having a general difficulty 

learning. Almost equal percentages of all younger students (LD 

(60%~)~ LA (65%). A/ETA (60•‹h). said that those who needed extra 

kelp were having diffic~ilty with a specific subject or skills areas. 

All older achievement groups held similar views of students 

receiving extra help for general learning difficulties and for 

problems with specific subject areas. Low achieving older students 

were more likely t.o cite general learning problems as  a reason for 

receiving extra assistance than were younger low achieving 

students. 

Older students were more likely to cite behaviour problems 

as  a reason for receiving extra help than were younger students. 

Older LD students. however. were less likely than older LA or A/HA 

students to cite behaviour as  a reason for receiving extra help. 



Discussion 

Senice Deliverv 

It was hypothesized that achievenlent would affect students' 

preferences for service delivery. Analyses of the forced choice data 

showed that student achievement group membership made no real 

difference in students' preference for pull-in or for pull-out senrice 

delivery. However, the forced choice data yielded only an  either/or 

preference response for pull-in 01- for ~ ~ 1 1 - o ~ i t  service. The usc of a 

5 point rating scale for resource room and for classroon~ service 

delivery allowed for a broader range of choice and produced real 

between group differences that did not appear in the first. set of 

data. In the case of resource room assist,ance. A/EIA students 

rated the resource room lower than both the LA and LD students. 

While A/HA students may have an accurate perception of the 

resource room whether they attend classes there or not (Vaughn & 

Bos.1987). the results of this study indicate that, they do not 

appear to feel very comfortable at  the thought of personally getting 

help there. In fact, A/HA students' ratings of classroom assistance 

were not significantly different to the resource room ratings. It may 

be that they are uncon~fortable about getting extra help a t  all. 

Learning disabled and low achieving students rated resource room 

assistance higher than assistance within the classroom and they 

rated the classroom lower than the A/HA group. These results 

suggest that familiarity may be the a key determinant of preference 



for service delivery. 

Age affected students' preference for service delivery. Older 

students overwhelmingly preferred extra help in a pull-out 

situation. While students in grades 2-4 were a!most equally 

divided in preference for extra assistance inside or outside of the 

regular classroom, when the data were reanaly~ed for grades 2-3 

only, a real preference for a pull-in senice delivery model was 

revealed. Ruhle (1  982) theorized that until the third or fourth 

grade children do not process the social information that would 

enable them to judge their performance relative to their 

classmates. Applying Ruble's theory to this study's results, 

suggests that children vounger than grade four did not differentiate 

from one another on the hasis of achievement and therefore did 

not experience the embarassment cited by older students. For 

older students, who are more keenly aware of academic differences 

and able to process social comparisons. extra help within the 

classroo~n may show them as  being different from their peers a t  a 

time wher, they are hypersensitive to such differences. This could 

be why alcler students uve~-uheln~ingly preferred pull-out assistance 

to pull-in assistance. 

One limitation of the present study was the small number of 

younger I B  students that remained once the grade 4 students were 

omitted from the age grouping- I f  age plays a significant role in 

student preference and openness to certain types of instruction, it 



is worthwhile to further explore these age clifferetices and the ages 

a t  which they occur. Further. while this study supports previous 

research (Ruble, 1982) in its findings of children making peer 

judgement distinctions around grade 3 or 4, there needs to be more 

comprehensive research in this area with a larger number of 

younger students. 

Embarassinent was clearly a reason for older students 

preferring one t-ype of scrvicc delively rnoclel over another but was 

not more keenly expressed by any one acl~ieven~ent group a s  

percentages of enibarasslnent responses by older stuclents showed 

an  almost equal distrih~ltion across achievement types. As found 

by Jenkins and Heinen (1989), while most stuclents cited 

embarassmen t a s  a reason for preferring pull-011 t service, it also 

was cited a s  a reason for preferring pull-in service. Partic~ilarly for 

middle school students, if specialist help can be given in the 

regular classroom in an unintrusive way so that a s t~tdent  is not 

singled out it will likely be viewed positively by class ~nembers. 

I n  regards t, stigmatization because of service delivery 

model, the Jenkins and Meinen ( 1  989) study concluded that older 

students' perceptions of stigmatization because of service clclivery 

were extremely personal. Regular students appeared equally 

receptive to new LD classimtes whether they received pull-in, pull- 

out or no assistance a t  all. This study concurs with the former 

study in that the students' preferences for service delivery did not 



appear to hc related to peer rated social status. However, the 

"personal" fcelings of stigma tizat~on, referred to by Jenkins and 

Heinen in their study urer2 not. In the present study. related to 

personal feelings students had about their own academic or play 

social status. Service delivery preference was not significantly 

related to self-rated academic or play social status. Students' 

reasons for preferring one type of senrice delivery over another was 

not related to how poplllar or unpopular they think they may be. If 

neither peer or- self-rat~cl social status is related to service delivery 

preference, then i t  follows 1 hat the en1 barassment that the older 

students feel about one type of ~enrice delively or another is related 

to something other than sorial status. The present study suggests 

that one reason for stl~rlents'  embarassment due to senice delivery 

may be their age. 

Another- frequently cited reason by students for a pull-out 

preference was that the resource room was quieter and had fewer 

distractions from work. "Quieter and less distraction" was not a 

reason given for pull-in preference for service delivery. For most, 

but not all st~lclents. a quieler, Irss distractible place to work is a 

preferred and desired environment. The frequency of this response 

bears its nxntioning became it may be that students have more 

tinderstandittg of their- own academic needs than is generally 

acknowledged. 



Preference Af'fec tecl by CI ~ r rcn  t Senrice Delivery Model 

Jenkins and Heinen (1989). hypothesized that current 

senice de1ivcr-y affected students' choiccs for thc type of service 

they preferred. These rrscar-chers' conclusions were supported in 

this study. Consistent with p r e ~ ~ i o u s  research. inost students in 

this study expressed a prefcrencc for their current type of senice 

delivem. Those students that received a combined service delivery 

of pull-in and pull-out assistance were evenly split in prcfcre~~ce  

for pull-in or p t~l l -o t~  t scr-vice. 

When asked to rate the t\vo sen~ices  on a 5 point scale, 1,II 

and LA students rated the pull-out service higher than they rated 

pull-in senrice. Classroom senrice delivery ratings were not affected 

by student achievement group. I-TI, IA. and A/HA students 

receiving L pull-in !classrooni) assistance all rater1 it higher than 

student achievetnent groiips receiving pull-out [resource roo111) 

assistance. Onrc again. it is possible that  familiarity may he a 

major factor i n  preference. Sinct. the I,D and I A  st.uctcnts h a w  

direct experience 1.it.h extra assistance in the resource room while 

the A/HA stucfcnts clo not it. seems likely they may rate it higher. 

In the case of pull-in assistance. where all thrcc achievement 

groups have direct espt.ric.mr.e ivith the pull-in nwcfel i t  is li1ct;ly all 

Groups would prefer that model. 

Students told Jenkins and Heinen (1989) that they preferred 

extra help from the ci~ssroont  teacher as O ~ ~ O S C E I  to the specialist. 
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teacher. The present st l~dy revealed that the specialist teacher in 

the classronm was fawmrably rated by students receiving that type 

of service dc1ivel-y. In the past. one suggestion used to explain LD 

students' Iow peer status has been that they spend less time in the 

classroom and therefore are less well known (Vaughn. et al, 1993). 

Similarly, the specialist teachers in the Jenkins and Heinen study 

may haw been less fa\wi~rably viewed in comparison to the regular 

teacher sintplv 1)rrcause of less exposure. To achieve greater 

student acceptance of specialist teachers in the classroo~n. more 

time may need to he spent by these teachers in getting to know and 

in assisting all students within that setting. 

Social Status 

Research into social behavioral differences between LA and 

!,D students has suggested that they are not significantly different 

(Tur Kaspa 8: R1ya-i. 1995). Jenkins and Heinen (1989) combined 

inteniew responses h n ~  Ln and IA students because they were 

similar. Consistent with previous research, (Conderrnan. 1995, La 

Greca 8: Stone. 1990) results of the social status analyses in this 

study confirtned that sf uclents with LD have the lowest academic 

social statlls of any of the three achievement groups. This low 

social status I-enmined consistentiv low from grade two through 

qfijde sewn h r  rhe ieaming disabied students. Average and high 
L 

achiwfn~ L st,rzdcnt,s stainrained a cmsistently hjgh academic social 

status from yotlnger to nicfer grades. For LA students. however. 
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academic social status changed as  students aged fr-om being high 

and significantly different from LD students in the younger grades 

to being a s  low as the LD students in grades 6/7. 

A possible explanation for this developmental shift c o ~ ~ l d  be 

that in the younger grades 1.A cl~ilclren have more predictable social 

skills than LD children who tend to display mo1-e impulsive 

behavior (Keogh 8: Sears, 1991). Also, in the younger grades there is 

less cognitive difference between all groups than is found in the 

older students. By the time LA stuclents reach grade 6 or 7. the 

cognitive differences become greater than they were in t.he lower 

grades and these students may hecome generally less accept.ecl by 

their peers both academically ancl outside of school. This lower 

peer acceptance would account for a drop in social status for the 

older LA students. Future research into the social status between 

achievement. groups should consicler possible age clifferences within 

achievement groups. 

For IAD and LA stuclents. play social status repeated the 

academic social status results with the LD stt~clents remaining 

consistently low and the JA stuclents nmving from high social 

status in grades 2-4 to a 1ctw social stat-us in grades 6/7.  All-IA 

students showed a non-significant clecrease it1 play social status 

means from younger to older students. The general lowering 

overall of play social status across achjevement groups from grade 

two to grade sewn suggests a trend for student play social status 
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to become ~rmewhat  lower as children age. It is possible that as 

children age common interest plays a larger and larger role in 

defining friendships and children become more selective in play 

choices. This would bring about an overall drop in play social 

status for the IA and A/HA groups with children being more 

selective in playmates. The LD group stands out as  being the only 

group for which play social status remained consistent with age. 

IJD students showed both a low play and a low academic social 

stat-us across age groups from grade two to grade seven. These 

results seem to say thar other children do not wish to work or to 

play with I D  children at any of the grades two through seven. 

The correlational analyses showed that for all achievement 

groups. peer rated acadenlic social status had a high positive 

correlation with peer rated play social status. Students tended to 

rate peers similarly whether for academic or play social status. 

They also showed that for all achievement groups, self-rated 

academic social status had a high positive correlation with self- 

rated play social status. St~ldents tend& to believe that their 

social status was sin~ifar for both work and play situations; that 

peers were equally likely to want to work with them as  play with 

them. Children. in general. do not seem to separate academic from 

play social status when self-rating or when rating peers. 

The positive correlation between peer rated work and play 

social status and of self-rated work and play social status did not 
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extend to a positive correlation between peer and self rated social 

status. Of all achievement groups. only for LD students was there 

a significant positive correlation four~cl between peer rated play 

social status and self-rated play social status. In addition, only 

LD students had a significant positive correlation between peer 

rated acadeinic social status and self-rated play social status. LdD 

students. ]nore so than the other two groups, appear to have an 

accurate perception of their- play social status. These findings are 

consistent with those of Garrett 8r Crump (1980) who found that 

LD children were more accul-ate than lion-LD peers in estimating 

their social acceptance. One possible explanation for these 

findings is the consistency in pecrs 1-a tir~gs of' LI) students. From 

the beginning of school through grade seven, I,D stuclents arc ratecl 

low in social status by their peers. It is likely that consistently low 

social status gives LTI children a realistic view of their 

unpopularity with peers. 

Although I D  self-rat-ed play social status scores correlated 

with peer rated play and academic social status scores, their self- 

rated academic social st-atus scores did not cor-relate significantly 

with either peer rated academic or play social status scores. While 

it may be suggested that L I I  students are less aware of their 

academic problems than their social problems this seems unlikely 

because IID self-ratings of academic social status were even lower 

than their self-ratings of play social status. These lower ratings 
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suggest that LD students are acutely aware of their academic 

difficulties. Peers. however. rated LD students and other 

achievement groups similarly for both academic and play social 

status. It is possible that peer rated academic social status is 

largely clepenclenl upon a student's play social status. I t  may be 

that students like to work with other students because they like to 

play [socialize) with them outside of class, and not necessarily 

because they are good stt~cfents. 

I n  regarcls to the I D  students specifically. Coie (1990) 

suggested that the effects of rejection on self-esteem depend on 

there being some prolonged - experience of rejection. The prolonged 

experience of' social rqjcction that many LD students experience 

coupled with sustained academic: fail~lre may cause them to self- 

rate their academic social status even lower than their peers rated 

them. 

Older students were more accurate judges of social status 

than the younger students a s  evidenced by the significant 

correlations between peer and self-rated social status for the older 

but not the younger stuclents. Although both age groups rated 

academic and play social status similarly, older students in general 

were more accurate in j~~dging how well peers like to work and play 

with them. Once again. LD students were the most accurate of all 

older ~ i u d e n i . ~  in predicting how tvsii peers like to play with them. 



65 
Type of Student Receiving Estt-a Nelr, 

Student responses to the type of student receiving extra help 

were fairly similar with a few exceptions. All younger achievement 

groups held similar views of students receiving extra help because 

of specific subject difficulty (e.~;.: reading). Fewer younger LA 

students saw students I-eceixring extra assistance because of 

general learning problems. Older LA and A/HA students b ~ ~ t  not 

LD students seem to identify behaviour problems with students 

who receive extra help. Tanis Bryan (1991) states that younger LD 

students'  school behaviour pr-ohlems seem to relate to attentianal 

deficits and older I D  stt~rfcnls are more likely to show 

predelinquent behaviour-. 1-13 stuclents may be i-noi-e conscious of 

their lack of achievement than of their behaviour difficulties. I t  

seems likely that peers would he more aware of overt behavioural 

differences that  often accompany learning disabilities than of 

existing learning difficulties. Yomger students were less likely to 

cite behaviout- a s  a reason for extra help. 

Implications for Practice 

Teachers should be sensitive to student preference for service 

delivery when planning service delivery ~ilodels, but  be aware that. 

one type of service delivery   nod el is not more or less st-igmatizing 

Lhan the other- Past experience may afl'ect student preference. 

Embarassment at be in^ - helped with a pull-in or pull-out model 

may be due to fear of the unknown and/or a comeyuence of the 



students' ages. 

The most often cited reason by both age groups and all 

achievement groups for resource room pull-out senrice delivery 

preference was that it was quiet and less distracting than the 

reg~llar classroom. With so many students listing "quiet and less 

distraction" a s  a reason for pull-out service. a model with a 

specialist teacher providing separate or small group instruction 

within the regular classr-oom majr not provide optimum learning 

conditions. 

Younger students. possibly because of less awareness of peer 

differences, prefer to be helped in the regular classroom and tend 

not to feel emharassment at not achieving as well as  peers. Social 

s t a t~ t s  does not appear to have anv  real bearjng on student 

preference for service dcfiw-y at any of the grades 2 through seven. 

With preference for service largely affected by current senrice 

and the not.ion of stigmatization omitted from the decision making 

process of sendce delivery. what remains is the matching of service 

delivery to instruction. Some instruction may be more easily 

accornplishecl within the regular class and reach a greater number 

of students. On the basis of my data, an effective match involves 

at!mtion to both student age and the form of service delivery to 

which they are accustomed. 
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Appendix A 

Re: Educational Research 

Dear Parents, 

I ant a Bur-naby school district teacher. I am completing my 

Masters Thesis a t  Simon Fraser University. My interest lies in the 

way learning assistance and resource teachers deliver service to 

students ovcr and above regular cIassroom instruction by the 

classr-oom teacher. Specifically. I am interested in student 

opinions am! preferences for this type of service. 

My study in~dves  a five minute interview with each student. 

The students will be asked about the type of service currently 

happening in their class. the type of senice they would personally 

prefer, and the type of student who would require this service. In 

addition. there will he a n-hole class sociogram. Sociograms are 

frequently uscrl by classroom teachers to determine seating 

preferences within classrooln settings. 

Please note that all participants will be anon_vmously 

represented in the stt~rfy results and that the school they are from 

will also be anonymous. The interviews will be recorded on audio- 

cassettes to pr-ovide feedback for statistical measures during the 

data interpretation phase of the study. Upor, completion of the 

study in Au@rst *- 1996. these tapes will be erased. The sociogram 

forms will he shredded at this time as  well. 
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After being introciuced 1:o the classes participating. I will describe 

the research and tvdl make clear to them that if they do not wish 

to participate. thev will t3e excused from the s tucty. For those 

wishing not to participate. a1 ternative arrangements will be made. 

Please d i s c ~ ~ s s  this letter with your child. Only those students 

with parental consent will be allowed to participate in the study. 

To receive the results of this study. please address your requests 

to: 

Marie de la Rontle. Fact ilty of Education, Graduate Programs, 

Simon Frasei- Liniversitv. 

Should you have anv complaints or concerns during or about this 

research. feel free to contact: 

Dr. Knhin Barrow 

Dean of the Faculty of Education 

Simon Fraser University 

Burnaby- B.C., V5A 1S6 

Thank you for your support in this research. I believe that this 

research will provide eclucators with useful information to better 

meet the inclividual needs of our students. 

Marie be la Ronde 
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------------ please return this section to the school a.s.a.p.----------- 

1- allow my child 

to take part. in the ecIucat.iorxd research conducted by Marie de la 

Ronde. 1 ~mderst-and that mv child may be involved in an  

individual interview as well as  take part in a sociogram which will 

be administered to the whole class. This information was 

descrihcd in a letter sent to me in March.1996. 

1 understand that his/her- participation is voluntary and that 

his/her name w i l l  not be used in the reporting of the results. I 

also note that all interview sessions will be recorded on audio- 

cassettes. but that these cassettes will be erased at  the completion 

of tne research in i11lg1H 1996. 

Signed: 

Dated : 

I wish my child 

excluded from this research project. 

Signed: 

Dated: 
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Appendix B 

Name 

Sample questions: 
/--\ 

I like spinach. KJ 
very much - 

1 like to watch TV.  (31 
very much 

quite a bit 

quite a bit not much not a t  all 

I like to  work with this person in the classroom. 

very much quite a bit not much not a t  all 

-_- - -  

Other kids like to  work with me at  school. 



Name 
7 8 

Teacher ---- 

Sample questions: 
/o-o'*. 

very milch 

i like to watch TV. 

very much quite a bit not mucn not a t  all 

I like to play with this person at  recess and after school. 

very much quite a bit not much not at all 

- -  % - 

Other kids like to play with me at recess  and after school. 



Appendix C 

INTERVIEW 

Students will be removed from the classroom one at a time and brought 

to a separate room with the researcher. After introductions, and a brief 

explanation of the process, the student will encounter in the interview, the 

student will be asked the following questions. Prompts are given in 

brackets. 

Where do you or your classmates get extra help from Mrs./ Mr. 

? (Is there a special room you work in?) 

Where do you prefer to get extra help from Mrs./ Mr. 

? or Where would you prefer to get extra help 

from Mrs./ Mr. i f  you needed it? (Where are 

you most comfortable getting help from Mrs./ Mr ?) 

Why would you prefer to receive extra help in the - 

room rather than the room? 

How would1 do you feel about going to the resource room for extra 

help if you need it? 

How would you feel about Mrs./ Mr. coming to 

help you in your classroom with your work if  you needed it? 

What type of student gets extra help? 

* Note: Students are shown five faces that represent choices of "like very 

rngch" to "like not at all" idimtical to the choices they had for the class 

sociogram and asked to point to the face that represents their response. 


