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CHAPTER I
INTRUDUCTION

Children with lecarning difficulties comprisc a significant
proportion of the schiool population. A survey comducted by the
American Personrcl and Guidance Associiation in 1901 indicated
that the proportion of pupils who perform below their estimated
lcvel of ability ranges from 5 to <& percent. A survey of
Wisconsin and Michigan clementary schocls (Jovdan, 1957) estim-
éted the percentage of pupils wiw necded psychological attention
at 19 percent of the population. OUf these, 10 percent or
approximntclf two percent of the school population were incep-
gcitated to such an extent as to nced extensive psychiatric
treatment.

Excluding pupils with physiological or mental defects, two
Main categories of unsuccessful pupils have been identi<ied:
(1) those who, becausc of lack of motivation,are underachicvers,
and {2) those who, having difficulty {inding their place in
school, are disruptive. In the former class, pupils have
Leen included who appear unable to achieve at cxpected jevels.
Their lim;ted achicvencent is most frequently attributed to
insufticient drive, negd. or desirc to succeed. In the latter
category have been included pupils who are dissatisfied with
themselves, parcents, tecachers, and other significant adults.,
Also, included in this category are children with records
or chronic truancy, uncooperativeness, lack of discipline,
and destructive teelings against themselves or others.

Parcantal manners of interaction with their children have

7 i



beein explored by psychological and sociological resecarch.
Frankiel (1958), atter a cureful review of the literature,
concluded that parental submissiveness, lack of sound discipline,
yiclding to the child's demands, and excessive generosity in
providing muterial objects, have resulted in the careless,
irresponsible, disobedient, and disorderly behavior of children.
Such children were found to have difficulty in school.

Onc of the most important adjusiwents children have to
make is the mastery of skills that the school decems essential.
Gilbert (1957), examining the problems of children who were
Teferzed te metropolitan child guidance centers, found that
"the most frequently offered recason for referral was academic
difficulties." Adjustwent to school work and performance of
the basic academic skills seem to be related in a circular
way. Successful children are rewarded and therfore cencouruged
to spend more and more time in wholesome schiool activities
that they enjoy. Thesc children are reinforced by both outside
rewards and inner satisfactions, are proud of their school
achirvement, have friendly attitudes toward the school and
its values, and enjoy the satistaction of a good job that is
well done., Conversely, children who are unsuccessful in
acadcmic endcavnrs arc scarcely rewarded, if rewarded at all,
entertain negative attitudes toward the school and its values,
perceive themselves as inferior, find it difficult to establish
fricndly rclationships with their peers, and arc deprived of
the inner satisfaction that accompanies the satisfactory per-

formance of a worthwhile task.
Q 23
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Bills (1950) placed emotionally disturbed children i
plisy s tuativns .n which some of the emotional r nflicts were
avoided, reduced, or eliminatved. lle observed that the experi-
mental children gained substantially in mental functioning
and increased their school achicevement. Also} Godfarb (13947}
and Skodak (1943), among many others, found tﬁat social and
emotional conflicts had a significant effect 0% the iQ scores of
children. ;

Buswell (1953) found that in kindergartengwhere acadenic
values are not stressed, both future achieversiand underachievers
were equally chosen by their peers i sacial a;d play activities.

1
3

First graders, however, considering achievemenj in school im-

portant, tended to choose successful pupils asjplaynates more

I
frequently than unsuccessful ones. Buswell's results scem to
indicate that achievement in school precedes 1lather than follows

social adjustment.

1

Jastack (1946) aduwinistered individually'a battery of
achievement tests and found large discrepanci:s between the

results of the reading and the arithmetic tesis among adults

i
with emotional or mental problems. Replicati&g his study
I

in childven, he found that neurotic and disoxyanized children

s

tended to be more proficient in reuding than 'in arithmectic.

1

He also observed that low achievement in arithmetic may result
from entirely different causes. It seems th{t the study of
mathematics dumands more concentration and 1'ore frcedom from
anxiety and inner conflict than Jdoes reading.

Bower (1958) differcntiated Letween emotionally disturbed

93':’
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boys and girls. Ie concluded that boys wiith emotional problems .
slowed greater dissatisfaction with szlves than boys without
sur!. problems. Generally, Loys wersc discontent with both
treir performance and with school. Girls, on the other hand,
did not revolt as much as boys against school, but their Jiffi-
culties resulted from pcor rclationships within the iamily.
This result may be duc either to differential awareness
between buys and girls or to socially imposed orms for each
sex.

Numerous studies, (see, for example, Rogers (1951).
Snygg and Combs (1949), Sullivan (1947), among others)
have explored the relation between a person's self concept
and his behavior. The findings of these studies revealed
that the main determinant of behavior was the manner in
which each person perceived that physical or biological
characteristics and social ov cultural rules affected him
personally. Whether his perceptions were realistic or unrsal-
istic made no difference.

Bower (1958), using & “1binking About Yourself' game,
found a significant correlation bLetween real and ideal self
among children. He concluded that the measures of self and
ideal self, when properly uscd, could provide irformation
about cases of personality maladjustment. lle also observed
that the majority of children fell in vhe average range,
very fcw being completely satisfied or completely dissatisfied
with selves. "Children with goed reality testing usuzlly

feel comfeortable about themselves and their future, Children

10 4



who are disturbcd may be hesitint to cxpress a wanted sclf
diffcrent from self or may cxpress a wanted seif greatly
differcnt from sclf,"

Other invectigators have dealt with the problem of
family structure. Baldwin (1945), for example, has reported
a significant increasc in IQ a2mong children whosc mothers
iialieved iu deuocratic idcals. Becker (1959) found that
children with behavioral problems came from families in
Which both perents werc maladjusted. ‘The parents were found
to lack emotionzl control and tended to bc arbitrary with
the children. The mothers of conduct-problem children were
prover. to be impulsive, aictatorial, thwarting, and suggesting,
whereas the fathers tended no:t to cnforce the regulations.

According to the principles of Individual Psychology, ron-
achievement is a symptom of social disorientation. Every
child strives to find his place in his social group,
and the underachiever has been unable to find his place in
the school group. Inability of a child to find his place
smong peers stems from his inubility to find his placc in
the famil}: group, the first gioup to which the human being
belongs (breikurs and Grey. 1068)

The manner in which the members of the family group
interact with the child, deteimines thc extent to which he
feels assurcd of a place in the group. 7Thc family group,
or family constcllation, and t¢specially the parents' method
qf interacting with the child, is the basis of the child's

adequacy of persformance outsice the family group. ‘The cvuecial

ERIC | 11
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factor in the.individual's avility to fulfi1ll his duties is
the attitude which he adopts toward his environment and toward
other people (Dreikurs 1964, Dinkmeyer and Dreikurs 1963).
Children who have difficulty finding their place within
groups may begin to develon negative attitudes about them-
selves. If a child has the attitude that others are superior
to him, his inferfor feelings about himself tegin to be
reflected In his behavior. VWhile tﬁis inferiority may exist
only in the child's imagination, he strives for personal sig-
nificance in trying to counterbalance the allered supériority
of others (Adler 1563, Drei#urs and Grey 1968}.
A child may gombensate for hislfeeliﬁgs of uncertainty
and inferiority by pursuing fictitious goals, sucﬁ ast
(Dreikurs 1950) '
1. The Fictitious Atfentién-cettiﬁg Hechanisn.
Prevented from gaining status through constructive
means, the‘child seeks confirmati&n of his aéceptance
by tryiag to make himsclf.the cenfer of attraction
and to keep others busy in his_service,
2. Power.
] Efforts to control the child.lead'fo a deadlock in
a strugfile for power and superiority betteen tie chilli
and adults. ‘ .
3. Revenge.
The child no longer hopec merely for attention or
even power; feeling ostracized, he can see his place
in the prcup by retaliation and by his success in
maiing himself hated, -

ERIC ¢
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4. Withdrawal
A child who is passive or whose antagonism is
successfully beaten down may he hiding hahind a
display of rcal or imagined inferiority.
"A human being's fictitious goals and the guiding lines
by which he hopes to reach his goals remain unchanged throughout
his 1ife as long as theyv are not disclosed by unusually pene-
trating self knowledge . . . an upparently spontancous
change of character may occasionally be observed, but if it
was not due to the exercise of an unuéual depree of insight,
but to external influences, such as change of environme.t, it
generally proves to have been superficial . . . . This explains
wty every individual by the time he is four to six years old
has developed a definite character (Dreikurs, 1950)."
The foregoing review ;ontains only a small portion of
the suhstantial body uf research in the area of child devel-
opment and family relations. In summary,.sﬁch research has
shown that certain types of parentallmaladjustment, inappro-
priate methods of discipline, undeéirable attitudes, an@
conflicting social interactions occur concomitantly with various
ineuspicious patterns of children's behavior. Since the methods
of parental interaction with the child play a very important role
in determining tha patterns of th; child's behavior, it is de-
sirable to ideatify early those children who may develop learn-
ing problems; by such an identification the parents of these
children can be helped to change patterns of behavior and fater-

actfons which have bren found harmful or detiimentail to academic

growth. ‘ 13



The primary ohjective of this ,ecearch was to establish
Lasceline criteria for identification of preschool children
witlh learniny, problems and to define these criteria in ob-
scrvable terms. The next step would logically he to present
corrective approaches for parents, teachers and couselers
to use in redirecting those children who pursue fictitiors
goals.

REVIEW OF RELAT.D RI.SEARCH

Selacted research velated to the study in its initial
st ges has been revicwed above. Tha last decade has not
produced extensive rersearch related to the ideﬁtification of
children with learning nrcblems. The isolation of factors
relating to academic success or failure proves to be conplex.
Furthermore, the cost of cxtensive longitudinal studies
discourages Tuis type of rescarch. As a result, very few
<dequate predictors of school achievement have been found.

Low reading ability has been shown to be a direct cause of
dropping out of school (Hauthorne, 1969). Since'poor reading
ability has such a strong influeace in underachievement, its
causes must be studied. Silverman, et. al. (1959) studies

35 students whose wmedfan 1Q was 104, hut vhose reading rvetard-
ation in eighth prade was fren one to eight vears. tie found
reading problems to he associated with severe anxiety, dcJressive
trends, hyperactivity, fearfulness, and excessive daydreaming.
Frenuently the child had not attended KRindergarten and had fre-
nuent changes in schools or teachers through the years.

Often there was only one parent active in the family. Distrubed
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mother-child felationships involving toilet training and
feeding werc characteristic. Often the parents had had a
tcaumatic childhood, marital discord, and put undue pressure
on the child to achieve academically. In general, the world
became a dangerous place for the child.

Abraﬁs {1956) reported that non-readers have difficulty
maintaining sustained abstract attention as a direct result
of anxiety. Hc said his twenty-five 8-12 year olds showed
nore syumptoms of insecurity, irritability, poor home and school
adjustment, impulsiveness and inability to xespond appropriately
to eﬁtional stimuli, Carithers (1967) also found an association
between emotional problems in the first grade and word‘know—
ledge, word discrimination and reading disability. However,
in 1959 Wilson tested 1083 third grade students and found no
correlation between those wno had low reading, spelling, or
aritnmetic achievement and those who scored below 10% orn the
California Test of Personality.

There are several studies that associate specific fac-
tors with low reading achievément. Harte (1967) found that
highly anxious males in an institutional. school in New York
did not read as well as highly defensive males. liighly anxious
girls read better than highl; anxious boys. Mayans (1967)
found that therc were significant differences in reading achieve-
ment between the cultural.y adventaged, and the disadvantaged,

Specific needs and press were identifird Ly Norman and
Daley (1959) as reclating to inferior readers. From the Cal-

ifornia Test of Personality they found presses of poor readers

9
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to include pvor family interaction, rejection by others,
frustrafiqn, aégression by others, conflicts about others
dominance, and environmental deprivation. Characteristics

of slow readers include impulsiveness, rejection of others,
Qggression towards othexs, and general inferiority feelings.
Leibman (1954} also found that the self-and social- adjust-

ment scores on the California Test of Personality differentiated
between high and low achirvers.

Yeager (1966) could find no pattern between learning
rate and ability to read and work mathematical problems.

It was also found that children who learn to read in Kinder-
garten do not do significantly bette% in reading later on;
the.pnl}ﬁexceptioh occurs in brighter readers who tend to
"stay ahead of ;he others (Hoppock, 1967).

Not all studies of under-achievement relate to reading
problems.. Many associate learning problems directly with
personal characteristics of the child. KXlausmcier (1958)
attempted to predict achievement with organismic age. He
tested third and fifth graders on height, weight strength
of grip, number of teeth, bone devclopment of hand and wrist,
mental ages as derived from the California Test of Mental
Maturity, and achievement in rea&ing, arithmetic and language.
He found they correlated_very little with one another. How-
e?*r, Rubenstein (1959) was able to cerrclate moderate obesity,
marked orality, and poor physical coordination with learning
impotence, .

In a three-year longitudinal study, de Hirsh (1967)

]EIQJ!:“ tested Kiidergarten students in behavior control, mobility
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patterning, fine manual coordination, human figurc drawing,
visunotor organization, comprchension and use of oral language
and . reading readiness. Those students who were sccond grade
failures had a primitive and undiffcrentiated CNS levcel in
Kindergarten; they were high in dependency necds and showed
late epo development. Others studics also relate chrrnologicai
age to achievement. The Gesell Institute {Ames, 1968)
tound that nearly every child referred there becausc of scheol
disability was overplaced in school by one, sometimes two,
Ycars, In nearly every case the child's behavioral age was
below his chronological age and thus below the level of
maturity required for successful school performance. This
led them to the proposal that it should be a c¢hild's behavioral
age {his maturity level) rather than his chronoiogical age
or his IQ which should determine the time of school entrance
or promotion., A child may have good learning potentiail,
but feil because the work expected of him is out of phase
with his currcnt level of maturity, Th:refore, he lcvelops
a failure identity.
Laura ' Weinstein (1968-9) confirms that children viewed
as disturbed by their schools were shown to have cntered
first grade younger than their classmates. 7The academic
deficit throughout the .welve years of school. Younger children
are more restless, less able to concentrat2 or follow directions,
and can't mect the tcaclicr's expnctations, “Thus they dJevelop
a failurc identity and sce school as a negative expericence.
Loughlin (1966) and Lindemann (1967) Loth reported that
the emotional age rather than chronological age was correlated

O

ERIC with learning problems.
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IQ has been a natural source of study involVing under-
achievers, Smith (1967) reported that 1Q was the most impor~
tant factor in predicting growth. However those who were
unrealistic about their prior acceptance (both over and under-
estimating) did less well in school, which may reflect a
lack of self-confidence. Almerda (1969) reported that with 180
third grade Catholic students the underachieving boys scored
lowest on intelliéence. However, underachieving girls were
lowest in self-control and emotional stability, but highest
in dominance and seriousness, On the other hand, Scott
(1965) reported that school success cénnot be predicted’
from mental tests alone. Edwerds (1964) found only.a 5
correlation between IQ scores and achievement. The index of
forecasting achievement was only 13%.

Kelier (1924) found significant correlatioi s between
school achievemeat and IQ., Most correlaticns between achieve-
ment and anxiety were negative. ile postulated that high
anxiety may tend to corselate negatively with scheol achieve-
ment because of interference with effective test-taking
behavior. ’

The need for achievement has been studied ;s having an
irfluence on actual achievement. However, Shaw (1961)
could find no correlation between school achievement and need
achievement iB‘high school students., Bull (1966) found that
underachicvers set lower goals for themselves than achievers
rather than sétting unrealistically high goals that might

end in failure, Frequently, though, the goals set did not

-~
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influence actual achievement. Douvan (1956) divided twelth
grade niddle and working-class children into two groups. Onec
group was told 'they were expected to do well' on a task.

The other group was told they would each get $10.00 if they
did well. In the first group the middle class children
performed significantly better on the task. In the sccond
group, the working class childfcn performed better than
middle class subjects, although both middle class and working-
class children in the second group performed better than group
one. Douvan concludes that educational motivation and perhaps
motivation in general should Le rade more concrete or tangible
for lower-class than for middle-class children. "Their acadcmic
consciences are not so well built in."

In a review of the literature, Holt (1945) found that

subjects lacking in the ability to make friends or adapt

to the requirements of social living tend to exhibit the
most extreme levels of aspiration to bolster their ego.
McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, and Lowell,.(1953) suggested

that achievement is related to self concept. Opportunities
for mastery mu:t te developed in the academic environment.,

If there is too much,.stress on the academic, the subject
develops a negative outlook, if there is too little,

he becomes hored., Campbell (1966) and Ozehoshy (1967) also
found significant correlations between self-concept and
achievement in all grades. Campbell reported that the relation-
ship Letween self-concept and achievement is more proncinced

for boys than for girls. Ozehosky found wo correlation between

13
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birth order and achievement. Tarley (1967) r:ports that there
vas no difference between Lirth and grade average in collepe
students. Howaver,'Oberlander and Jenkins {(1966) found thét
the intense parent-child irteractions and verbal proclivity
prodpce childfon vho show relative superiority in academic pur-
suits,

Self-concept has been found to correlate positively with
achieverment in many casés. Randall (1967) studied the charac-
teristics of drop-outsand found that grade scores were one
viiole point lower, achievement and IO scores were lower, and
readiny ability‘wns lower. Drépouts participated less in
school activities, were absent three times more often, had
repeated at least one prade, had fachers who performed un-
skiiled jobs énd had a histoxy of family instability.

CGenecrally, the dropout had a feeling of failure which
hegan In ele~entarv school. Randall'suggests providing additional
re- 'fno facilities and iuvolvine the parents. atlin (1965)
foun! that adjustment was strongly related to teacher's grades
but not to scores on the standardized tests, lie concluded
that personality variables may indirectly affect school grades
at this level (5th grade) because teachers teind to base‘thcir
srades on adjusioiaat as 'rell as accorpllshrent.

Other studies show different characteristics. Tubenstein
(1959) found learning impotence correlated vith low frustra-
tion tolerance, marked orality, distorted niother-child relation-
shins, pseudo-delinguent behavior and pror relationships with
neers and adults., Dudecl:, (1969) iﬁ a study that pgave no
specifics, reported a correlation between Wiieh perscnality
deffcits and high achievenent, so there is eviuence that low

self-concept does not canse underachievenent. ‘lass (19€9)
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classified 195 4th-8th praders as hiph, tfpical, or low
achievers on a deviation from thc mean acl.ievement scorve.
He found overachievement related to aggsressivencess, asser—~
tiveness, sorme sclf-esteem and‘also to tcachers' evaluation
of the student's anxicty and motivation. Ilie concluded that
the matter is very complex. Academic excellence doesn't pre-
lude a subject's need for help in psvcho-social matters, but
an underachiever doer not need to have psycho-social problems.
Silverman (1969) alsp found that apathetic and with-
drawn studegts measured lower in achievement, while angry anl
defiant subjects did not have problems in achievément. le
studied 103 students iﬁ day care centers who were rated by
their teachers, and later the ratings wgre compared with
achievement in first grade. However, hé stressed that the
angry and defiant children were more liﬁely to receive help

since their problems were more obvious.

Leibman (1954) studied fifth érade students and re-
ported that achievers were generally more 'adjusted' but not
significantly so. Conflict arowd aggression and expression and
inhibition might be an important factor In many learning diffi-
culties, reported Ross (1%967). He emnha;izes that '"treatment
must address itself to the problem which disrupts learning and
if effective therapcutic intervenfion ca1 take place soon after
onset so that adecquate furctioning can b: restored cuickly, the

child should be able to continuc his acalemic endeavors without

requiring special. tutsiing.”
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Social ractors have also been studied for their influcnce
in predictiug underachicevement. Many studies have found a
close relationship between cultural deprivation and under-
achievement. Vane (IY66) studicd achievement of Negro and
Kuite suburban students and fourd high positive corrclations
between intellect and achicvement and sociocconomic status
as wmcasured by parent's occupation. Shaw and McCuen (1960)
studicd achievers And underachicvers in California and showed
that male undecrachicvers tended to receive lower grades than
achievers heginning with gradc one. Scott (1965} Hypothesizcd
that basic deprivation permcatecs the culture of lower class
subjects and may deter cognitive growth., Low need satisfac-
tion may retard necd heirarchy, hence retarding abstractiug
ability. He found that his disadvantaped subjects, who were
all blacks, differed widely in IQ lcvels as comparcd with
advantaged subjects. Lisenberg (1969) wrote that lower-class
subjccts come to £ hool lacking the language skills and general
academic oxperience and attitudes, and therefore tend te
develop a sense of failuve. Marans (1¢07) suggcsted that
grouping Kind..garten students accordiry to fathers' occupa-
tional levels and cducution assurcs hosogencous groups in
reading ability.

Nurscry school attendance preparcd working-class
children better in Staten Island (Guldstein, 1906). liow-
cver by the 2nd or 3rd grade tlic non-preschoolers had caught
up in logical reasoning and nonlangusge inte!ligence, Louphlin

(1966) rcported that early entrance in ANindexgarten won't

2.0
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cause first grade achievement a. d adjustment probliems.

Family maladjustment has been shown to have an influence on urder-
achicvement (Leibman, 1954 and Frank, 1967). Fletcher {1967) found that
high aclhiievernent in children relaces to !} : mother's social values:

"nrivate effort, personal goals, ctc.”

that is, wlien the parents favor
Di fference between mothers' and teachers' social values based on lib-
eral or conservative position did noi affect achievement. llowever,
Fletcher did not mentior the size or composition of his ssmple., Currie
(1967), on the other hand, could find no statistical difference between
the value orientation patterns of the parents and academically success-
ful or unsuccessful children. |

There was also no statistically significant difference between
civildren from united and broken howmes in Texas with regard to school
readiness, reading achievement, =2vithnetic achievement, and sociometric
status or withdrawn maladjustment.

Fetters (1969) found several characteristics differentiating
between schools vitli many over or underachievers. The schools with
more underachieving students have the following characteristics: 1little
parental interest, poor supplies, smail libraries, larger classes, ani
fewer art and nusic classes-(though tl ey are more likely to have a glee
élub or chorus). Such schorls were ir. economically and socially dis-
.advantaged areas, had poor reputations¢ and had three times more non-
white teachers (47% to 16%). The stucents didn't try as hard, had lover
abilities, often lacked interest in school, and thus becane discipline
problems or werc frequently absent.

Ross (1967) concludes that learniig difficulties of children are too
complex to assign to the child, Individually, one should examine what we
are trying to tcach and thc manner in which we teﬁch it. The child who has

difficultics with his school work perhaps has a disrupting influence on

[:l<j}:* his horc¢ and family, conversely, the home perhaps has a disruptive in-
fluence on his school work.
14 23
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Chapter 11
Procedures

This lonﬁitudinal studv was designed to study child behavior in the
school for-the purpose ¢f identifving Variahles which inhibit social and
acadenic adjusiment. The subjects were 42 kindergarten students who, durine
the 1969 school vear, attended the “alcoln Price Laboratory School, Uni-
versity of Northern Towa, Yaterloo, Tova. .Pacets of the study inciude!
intervieving the parents of each c¢hild, observing the children in the
classroom, administering tests, and maintaining anecdotal records.

Structured tape recorded interviews werc conducted with the parents
of all subjects. The interviews consisted of the following basic questions
(sec Appendix 3) about the child: How would vou describe vour child?
that are his relationships with siblings? Do relatives, friends, or neighbors
have influence over his techavior? If so, what do vou do about it? In vhat
viays does he stand out? Describe his daily routine from getting up in
the morning until he gces to bed. Describe his social relationships with
other adults, peers, relatives, pets, teachers, and authority fipures,

IThat does tﬁe child want to do in the future? Intervievs we;e conducted
during the 1960-61 school vear and were repeated during the 1969-1970
school session,

Three cuthorities in child guidance and child development, two psv-
chologists, and a psvchiatrist, observed the children in the school sit-
uation for cne cntire day during thei? kindergarten experlence and ¢~a1in
during the first grade. These observers assessed each child's abilitvy
to take initiative and responsibility, his interpersonal relationships,
ard the nature of his emotionnl expressiveness. The kindergarten and
first grad ' toochers wevre also asked to record their impression of each

child using similar criteria,

18
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Tests were adminis..ered intermittently throughout the study period.
The SPRA Mental Abilities, Metropnlitan Reading Readiness Test, ana
the Scotts-Foresman Preprimary Achievement Test were admini§tered dur--
ing the kindergarten year. While attending the first grade, cach child
was given the Scotts-Forasman Primary Achievcment Test and the Calif-
ornia Personality Inventory. The California Test of Mental Maturity
was administered in 1963 during ghe subfects' third school year., The
Iowa Every Pupil Test of Basic Siills was administered during the
fourth and sixth grades while the Seqdential Test of Education Progrecss
was given during the seventh grade. A socio-metric test, The Calif-
ornia Personality Inventory and the Iowa Test of Educational Develop-
ment were administered during the 1968-70 school terms (sec Appendex B).

In addition fo interview data.'tesé resuits and observations and
anecdotal réc;rds were kept on each subject. This information was
aséessed along with all of the otrer information for each subject.

The Personality Factor Questicnnaire (16 PF) form C (Institute for
Personality and Ahility Testing, 1§56) wes administered in 1970 as were
the following:

a. Perceived Paresnt Attiftude Scale (see Appendix C)

b. In School Screening of CLildren with Emotional Problems (Bower, 1962)

1. Teacher Rating (Behavior Rating of Pupils)

2. Peer RatlIng (Class picrures ard student survey)
3. Self Rating (A picture game and a self-test)
c. California Tust ot Personality |
d. PFamilism Scale (see Appendis Ds
e, The Family Scale (see Appeadix F)
f. The Specfalasts Rating Scale (see Appendix F)
In summary, the investigators interviewed the parents of each subject,
observed the subjects in the classroom satting, collectdd anecdotal
records and previous test scores and administércd standardized and
sociometric tests. - 25
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Statistical Treutment of Data

To present the characteristics of the subjects ~- their scholastic
aptitude; academic acnievement in reading, arithmetic, basic skills,
and educational development; and rersonality attributes as rnecasured by
standardized tests -~ descriptive statistics for data reduction and or-
ganization were used. Descriptive indices utilized were the mean,
standard deviaticn, range, and product-moment correlation coefficient.

For the purpose of assessing the characteristics of underachieving
in reading, spell.ng, aritbmetic, and composite basic skills, the one-
way an.lysis of varfance technique was used with the underachievers
and others as tvo levecls of an indepeadent variable. The dependent
variables investigated, in thfs connection, included seventeen ratings of
the subjects' preschool behaviors by a group of specialists.,

One-way rsariance analyses were also conducted to compare subjects
who expres ed subject-matter difficulty and those who did not (at grace
10) on schelastic aptititude, educational achievement and development,
personality fagtors, selt-concept, perceived parents' attitudes, and
teachetrs' ratings of the subjects' behaviors.,

Correlational analyses were conducted to examine the subjects pre-
school and first‘grade attributes as determinants of their éducational
achievement and development. The product-moment corrclsztion was used
for the purpose of jdentifying signifi-ant cerrelates of educational

achievement and develcepment In the preschool and first grade attributes.

Do
op
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

A. Com:z Group Characteristics of the Subjects (Grade 1 through 10)
The subjects' scholas;ic aptitude, academic achievement, and
personality attribures longitudinally measured by standardized tests

during the ten-year time spén are presented in this section,

A-]. Schelaztic Aptitude

The scholastic aptitude of subjects was assessed at the first,
third, fifth, s.xth, and eighth grade leveis by the SRA Mental lMat-
urlty Test, the California Test of Mertal Maturity, the ilenmon-Nelson
Tests of Mental Ability, the Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Tests,
and the Kuhlmann~Anderson Intelligence Tests. The means, standard

deviations, and ranges of the tccal IQs are given in Table I.

TABLE I

MEANS, STAVDARD DEVIATIONS, AND RANGES OF SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE

IQ
GRAIE LEVEL MEAN s.D. RANGE
1 (SRA) 110.0 8.4 83-124
3 (CTMN) 118.0 12,6 94-137
5 (H-N) 113.6 11.7 : 93-134
6 (Otis 113.0 10.7 95-136
8 (K-A) 114.7 12.1 90-146
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As can be geen in the table, these subjects as & group
had hn‘avetage level of intelligence, with rather stable mean
1Qs which ranged from 110 to 118 over an eight-year period.
An examination of standard deviations and ranges reveals that
these subjects were more homogeneous in the first grade and that

there was a trend for the IQs io disperega over time.

To exanine the relationships of IQs between grade levels,
correlational analyses were c¢cnducted, Table 2 summarizes the

results.

TABLE 2

INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEW GRADE LEVELS ON $CHOLASTIC APTITUDE

GRADE 1 3 5 6 8.
1 e ——
3 7340
(nw33)
5 JT1%k L 66H%
(nw33) (n=34) -
6 ' L T5HA 504 L8244
(n=28) (n=29) (n=29)
8 .58% G4R% L7044 L T4kk
(n=28) (n=30) (n=29) (n=26) _ _
* P <£,01
kP <~.001

All the ten product-moment corrclation coefficients are

significant beyond the .05 level,

Q E;
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A-2 Academic Achicvement

The subjegts' achievement was measured at the second, third,
fourth, fifth, sixth, seventh, and eighth grade levels with the
California Achicvement Tests and the Iowa Tests of basic Skills.

The CAT was administered in November 19€1 and September 1962,

and the IBS was adminiscered in January 1964, January 1965, Janu-

ary 1966, January 1967, and January 1968. The expected average
achiceverment in grade equivalerice at these administration points would,
therefore, be placed at 2.2, 3.0, .4.4, 5.4, 6.4, 7.4, and 8.4,
respectively. The findings presented below rre organized in three

general areas of achievement; ;eading, arithmetic, and basic skills.

A-2-a Reading

The means, standard deviatjons, and ranges (in grade equivalence)
of total reading performance of the subjects during the period grades
2-8 are shown in Table 3.

The mean reading levels’of the subjects were consistantly higher
than their expected mean grade levels throughout the seven-year period
that was covered in the study. The mean reading lev:ls over the
expected mean grade levels were found to be in the magnitude of from
0.1 grades (at the seventh grade, 7.5-7.4) to 1.2 grades (at the second
grade 3.4-2.2).

The subjects also showed an uuove average achievement on vocabulary

during the same period, as can be seen ii Table 4.

29
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TABLE 3

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND RANGES OF READING ACHIEVEMENT

READING
GRADE LEVEL HEAN G.E. S.D. RANGE

2 (CAT) ‘ 3.4 0.8 2.3-4.5
3 (CAT) 4.3 1-‘ 1-5-6v0
5. (IBS) 569 115 303‘8-5
6 (1BS) 6.6 1.6 3.5-9.0
7. (1BS) 7.5 1,2 5.4-9.5
8 (IBS) 8.7 1.7 5.5-11.5

TAELE 4
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATXONS, AND RANGES OF VOCABULARY
VOCABULARY

GRADE.LEVEL MEAN G.E. _8.D. R/NGES

2 (CAT) 318 . 0-8 2,"'5-0
3. (CAL) 4.1 1.2 - 1.7-6.0
& () 4.7 L5 1.7-6.9
5. (188) 5.7 1.6 2.8+8:1
¢ (185) v.7 17 .3.2-10.3
7 (IBS) 7.6 118 ‘0.2-10-4
8 (IBS) 8-8 1-8 5-3- ?-6
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The mean vocabulary levels over the actual grade levals rangzd
from 0.2 grades (at the seventh grade 7.6-7.4) to 1.6 grades

(at tha second grade 5.8-2.2)

As to achlevement in apelling and language, the subjects as
& group hhd an above average performance at the second, third,
and fourth.grade levels, and below average performance at the
fifth, sixth, seventh, and eighth grade levels. Tahlec 5 and 6

sunnarizes the findings.

TABLE 5

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND RANGES OF SPELLING

SPELLING
GRADE LEVEL MEAN G.E. s5.D. RANGE

2 (cAT) 2.8 1.1 1.4-5.0

3 (cAm) 3.6 L3 1.3-6.0

4 (185) 4.6 1.6 1.9-7.3

5. (188) 5.2 1.6 2.3-8.1

6 (158 6.1 1.9 2.6-9.7

7 (189) 7.1 2.2 3.2-10.8
8  (185) 7.7 2.4 3.3-12,2
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TABLE ©

HEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND RANGFS OF LANGUACGL

GRADE LEVEL

2 (cAT)

3 (CAT)

4 (185)

5 (s)
"6 (IBS)

7 (1BS)

8 (1BS)

LANGUACGE

MFAN G.R. S.D. RANGE
2.9 0.8 1.8-4.4
3.8 0.9 2.4-5.7
4.5 1.2 2.3-6.8
5.2 1.2 3.2-7.7
6.2 1.5 3.4-8.9
6.8 1.7 4.0-10.2
7.8 2.0 3.9-11.9

The mean achievement lev2ls on puun:tuation as measured by the

1BS were 4.3, 5.0, 5.9, 6.7, and 7.9 grade= at the fourth, fifth,

sixth, seventh, and eighth grades, respectively.

The mean per-

formances on capitalization as measured by the same instrument wWere

found to be 4.0, 4.8, 5.8, 6.3, and 7.5 grade levels at grade fourth,

fi1fth, sitxth, seventlh, and eighth, respectively.

subjects as a group denonstrated & below average

on punctuation and capitalization throughout the

A-2-b Arithmetic

The subjects' overall arithmetic 1ehicvem.

In other woxds, the
lcvel of achievement

five-year span

t during the vericd

from grade 2 through gfrade 8 was as follows (table 7):
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TABLE 7

HMEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND RANGES OF kRITHPETIC ACHIEVEMENT

ARI [HMETIC ACHIEVEMENT

i

GRADE LEVEL MEAN G.E. SiD. RANGES
—_— . ’ S ——
2 (CAT) . 3.1 07 2.4-4.3
3 (CAT) 3.9 05 2.8-4.7
4 (1BS) 4.5 1.0 2.8-6.4
5 (IBS) 5.2 1.0 3.4-7.1
6 (13S) €.3 - 1.1 b.48.7
7 (18S) 7.1 : 1.4 © 4.3-10.4
8 (IBS) 8.2 1.4 5.0-12.0

The mean avithmetic achievement of this group was above average
aé grades second, third, and fourth, with the achievement level
higher that the »xpected mean grade level by 0.9 (3.1~2.2), C.9 (3.9-3.0)
anl 0.1 (4.5-4.4) grades, respectively. Tht mean arithmetic achievement
‘evel of thesem subjects at grades fifth, si.th, seventh, and eighth,
howvever, was below the expected mean grade jc¢- 1.
As to ihe group arhievement on the arithme'tic tveasoning and
arithmetic fundameituls, as measured by *he CAT, at grades second
and third, the achievement level exceeds the expected mean grade
level by nearly one whole grade or wore. ‘The mean arithmetic
ressoning levels were 3.3 grades at grade 2 and 3.9 grades at grade
3. The mean arithmetic fundamentals levels were 3.1 and 3.7 grades

at grades 2 and 3, respectively.

o 3 3
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The subjects showed generally an above average achievement
relative to arithmetic concepts, as measured by the IBS, during
the period fro% grade 4 through grade 8. 7The mean arithmetic
concepts levels at arades 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 were 4.5, 5.5, 0.4,

7.1 and 8.5 grades, respectively.

With regard to the group achievement on aritimetic problems,
their performance was found to be generally a below average one.
The mean achlevement on arithmetic problems as measured by the IBS,
at grades 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 were 4.5, 4.9, 6.1, 7.3, and 8.0

grades, respectively.
A-2-C Basic Skills

The subjects demonstrated an above average achievement in
basic skills as measured by the IBS. The achievement level was
equal to and above the actual grade level during the period froﬁ
grade 4 through 8. Table 8 summarizes the findings. At grade
4, achievenent exceeded ex-ected performance by 0.3 grades (4.7-4.4).
At grades 5, 6, and 8, achievement exceeded expected performance
bv N0.1 grades. The subjects performance of 7.4 was exactly at
the expected mean grade level at grade 7.

The subjects' work-study skills during rhe same pariod were
also reasuvred by wae IRS. Results, as shown in Table 9, iadicate
that their achievernt level was higher than the expected grade

levei by nearly oce half of « grade.

Q 34
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF BASIC SKILLS

TABLE 8

BASIC SKILLS

GRADE LEVEL MEAN G.E. s.D.
4 (1BS) 47 1.1
5 (18S) 5.6 1.1
6 (1BS) 6.5 1.3
7 (1BS) 7.4 1.3
8 (1BS) 8.5 1.4
TABLE 9
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF WORK-STUDY SKILLS
WORK-STULY SKILLS
GRADE LEVEL MEAN G.E, S,D.
4  (1BS) 4.9 1.1
5  (1BS) 5.8 1.2
6 (IBS) 6.7 ~ 1.8
7 (1BS) 7.8 1.4
8  (IBS) 8.8 1.5
30
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An examinatfion of the aspects of work~-study skilles in terms
of the use of maps, the uce of graphs, and the use of references
shows the same tendency cutting across all the three sub-skills.
The mean achievement levuls on the use of maps at grades 4, 3,
6, 7, and 8 were found to be 4.8, 5.8, 7.0, 7.5, and 8.7 grades,
respectively. The mean achievement levels concerning the use of
granhs during the same period were 5.0 (at grade 4), 5.7 (at
grgde 5), 7.1 (at grade 6),8.0 (at grade 7), and 9.1 (at grade
8) grades. The mean achievement levels of the usa of references
ware 4.8, 5.7, 6.6, 7.9, and 8.7 grades at grades 4, 53, 6, 7,

and 8, respectively.
A-3 Pefsonaligz

Personality attributes of tho'subjects were measured with the
California Test of Personality at the first and fourth grale levels and
with the Sixteen Personality Fictor Questionnezire at the tenth grade
level.

Table 1 preaenti the means and standard deviations of the
fifteen personality characteristics ylelded by the CIP at grades } snd

4,

The figures in the table are in parcentile. If the median-
split method is used to descyibe a piven personality attribute as
either high or low in relaticn to the norm established by the CIP,
the following statements can be made. The subjects as a group showed
high total adjustment at grades 1 and 4 with the means of 54.8 and
51.3, respectively. Both self adjustment (the composits of self

reliance, sense of personal worth, sense of personal freedom, feeling
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TABLE

10

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS (IN PERCENTILE) OF
PERSONALITY ATTRIBUTES AS MSASURED BY TRE CIP

GRADE ONE GRADE TFOUR
PERSONALITY MEAN SD MEAN SD
Self Reliance 51.0 23.2 57.8 24,3
Personal Worth 65.7 24,4 51,8 26.9
Personal Fraedom 55.2 15.7 49.4 24.6
Fealing of 68.1 20.9 55.9 J2.1
Belonging
Withdrawing 50.0 21.7 59.2 32.1
Tendency
Nervous Sympto s 43,3 19.3 60.6 31.0
Social Standar-s 57.7 25.8 56.3 22,8
Soclal Skills 57.1 22.2 55.6 3016
Anti-gocial 58.1 26.2 38.6 31.3
Tendency ‘ .
Family Relat "»ns 58.6 27.3 46.3 17.5
School Relations 68.1 19.1 64.1 24,2
Community 64.8 26.4 45.6 15.5
Relations
Self Adjustacat 50.5 i5.7 48.6 27.7
Social Aaqy. .triat 59.3 25.0 49.7 20.9
Total Adjucrtment 54.8 17.2 | 51.3 21.3
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of beloaging, withdrawing tendencies, and nervous symptoms) and social
adjustment (the composite of social standards, social skills, anti-
social tendencies, family relations, school relaticns, and community
relations) were high at grade 1, with the means of 50.5 and 59.3, hut
low at grade 4, with the means of 48.6 and 49.7, respectively. The
gsubjects ghowad consistently high tendency at grades 1 and &4 with
regard to school relations (68.1, 64,1), feeling of belonging

(68.1, 55.9), sense of personal worth ( 65.7, 51.9), social standards
(57.7, 56.3), social skills (57.1, 55.6), and self reliance (51.0,
57.8) ‘Characteristics that showed a declining tendency over time
include “he sense of personal freedom (with the means of 55.2 and 49.4
at grades 1 and 4, respectively, anti-social tendeney (58.1, 38.6),
family relations (58.6, 46,3), and community relations (64.8, 45.6).
Attrikutes showing an increasing tendency over time were withdrawing
tendencies (with the means of 50.0 and 59.2) and nervous symptoms

(with the means of 43.3 and 60.6 at grades 1 and 4, respectively).

The means and standard dasviations of the sixteen parsonality
factors of the subjects at grade 10 as mesaured by the 16 PF are

shown in Table 11.

To compare the means of these peraonality factors, as shown in
the table, with that of & national norm, they can be converted into
sten scores in accordance with the norm given by the Institute for

Personality and Ability Testing (IPAT), the publisher of the 16 PF,
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TABLL 11

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PERSONALITY ATTRIBUTES
AS MEASURED BY THL 16PF AT GRADE 10

FACTOR MEAN SD
A (aloff-warm) 6.4 2.2
B (dull-bright) 3.9 0.9
C  (cmotional-mature) 6.8 2.1
£ (submissive-dominant) 5.5 2.1
F (glum-centhusiastic) 7.1 2.0
G (casual-conscizatious) 5.9 2,0
i (ti&id-adventurous) 5.9 1.9
! (tough-sensitive) 5.3 2.7
L (trustful-suspecting) 6.1 2.0
M (conventional-eccentric) 6.5 2.4
N (simple-sophisticated) 5.8 1.4
0 (confident-insccure) 4,7 1.7
Q) (conscrvative-experimenting) 4.6 1.9
Q2 (dependent-sclf sufficient) 6.7 1.7
Q3 (uncontrolled-self controlled) 6.3 1.9
Q4 (stablc-tense) 5.3 1.9

39

33



Sten Scores refer to scores that are distributed over ten ecqual interval
standard scorc poimes, from 1 through 10, with the population mears fixed at 5.5.
Stens 5 and O cxtend, thercfore, a half standard deviation Lelow znd above
the nmean, wihile the outer limits for stens 1 and 10 arce 2.5 standerd devi-
ations beiow and above the mean, respectively.

When the norm of general populatioﬁ for men and woiicn togetlier (estab-
lished ca the basis of 1,217 men and women, ranging from 15 to 80 ycars of
age according to IPTA) arc uscd the sten scores of the mecans of Factors A,
B, ¢, v, E, F, G 1, I, L, M, N, O, QJ' Q2, Q3, and Q4, as shown in alove
table, would become 4, 6, 5, 7, 5,5, 4,5,7,7,7,6,5,5, 4, and O,
respectively.

Factors which yiclded central tcndencies lower than the mean of the
norm arc A, €, F, G, I, I, Q, Q,, Q3, while factors which yielded central
tendencies higher than the mecan of the norm are B, E, M, N, 0 and Q4. 1In
other words, in comparison to the national norm, the subjects as a group
at grade 10 showed relatively aloff, emotional, glum, casual, timid, tough,
conservative, depcndent, and uncontrolled personality traits; they appcared
to have relatively bright, dominant, suspecting, sophisticated, insccure,
and tensc personality attributes as well. llowever, the deviations of
these characteristics from the mean of the norm, which is the sten score

of 5.5, were rather small.

B, Charactcristics of Underachievers

The way in which a subject's mental growth is rclated to his reuding
(or spelling or arithmetic or composite basic skills) growth in order to
estimate the level at which he should be able to read {or spell or perform
arithmetic operations or ¢o demonstrate basic skiils)} is to consider that
y
5 40
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the subject should have reached a rcading (or spelling or arithmetic orA
basic skill) grade roughly comparable to his mental grade.

If a subject's rcading (or spelling or arithmetic or basic skills)
grade is significantly lower than his mental grade, he is classitied as
and underachicver in rcading (or speclling or arithmetic or basic skills).

In this study, a differcnce of one grade or more of the-achicvcment
grade below the mental grade was used to classify the subject as an
underachiever. The mental'grade (the grade of expected acnievement} was
given by the formula: IQ/100 times years in school plus 1.0 cquals mental
grade (expected grade of achievement) where 1Q/100 would be considered
an index of rate of learning each new experience (sce Bond § Tinkev, Reading
Difficulties: their diagnosis and correcction. Appleton-Century-Crofts,
1967, pp. 91-93.)

Characteristics of underachievement in relation to normal and over-
achievement werc examined by taking thc asscssment made of all the subjects
by two psychologists, one psychiatrist, and the teacher with a rating
scale. The characteristics rrted werc social adjustment, emotional
stability, discouragement, responsibility, self-confidence, subject-matter,
progress, participation in class discussion, general attitude, independence,
sensitivce areas (overwecight, ctc.), amount of attcention necded, amount of
class discipline, aggressiveness, shyncss, amount of cncouragement needed,
cooperativeness, and attention span. Each of thesc seventcen characteristics

werc rated with a tiircc-point scale (sce Appendix F)

Reading Undcrachicvers

The subject's reading grade as mcasured by the California Achicvement

Tests at grade 3 and by the lowa Tests of Basic Skills at graces 5 and 6
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were compared with the expected reading grade as measurcd by the formula
of IQ/100 times years in school plus 1.0 at grades 3, 5, and 6, respectivcly.
On the basis of the comparison, the subjccts were then divided into two

groups, underachievers and others.

With thesc groups as the two levels of an independedt variable each
of the seventeen characteristics rated was examined as tne dependent
measure with the one-way analysis of variance technique. Tables 12, 13,
and 14 summarize the results of variance analyses at grades 3, 5, and 0,

rcspectively,

At grade 3, the only significant mean difference found betwveen the
two groups was the characteristic having to do with discouragement (p<.0l).
Since this attribute was rated on easily disccuraged, weighted 1; occasionally
discouraged, weighted 2} and not casily discouraged, weighted 3; the mean
of 1.0 for underachievers and the mean of 1.8 for others would indicate
that reading underachievers were significantly more easily discouraged than
others. No other characteristic differcntiated underachievers significantly

from others.

At grade S5, undcrachievers showed significant difference, beyond
the .0l level, from others ¢n two characteristics. These were
characteristics having to do with sensitive areas and attention span,
yielding the mcans of 2.0 and 1.3 for the underachieving 2roup and
the mcans of 1.2 and 1.9 for the other group. Another characteristic

42
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TABLE 12

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F RATLUS OF SEVENTEEN Drl'ENDENT
MEASURES - GRADE 3 UNDERACHIEVERS ¥S OTHERS IN READIRG

37

UNDERACHIEVERS (N=5) OTHERS (N=23)

VARIABLE MEAN S.D. MEAN  S.D. F
SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 2.4 0.8 2.5 0.7 0.11
EMOTIONAL STABILITY 2.6 0.5 2.4 0.7 0.34
DISCOURAGEMENT 1.0 0.0 1.8 0.6 5.24*
RESPONSIBILITY 2.0 1.0 2.2 0.8 0.08
SELF-CONFIDENCE 1.0 0.0 1.6 0.7 1.95
SUBJECT-MATTER PROGRESS 2.0 0.0 2.1 0.4 0.18
CLASS DISCUSSION 1.5 0.9 1.7 0.9 0.27
GENERAL ATTITUDL 3.0 0.0 2.5 0.7 2,98
INDEPENDENCE 2.0 0.0 2.5 0.5 2.40
SENSITIVE ARFAS 1.5 0.5 1.3 0.6 0.26
ATTENTION NEEDLD 2.5 0.9 2.8 0.8 1.03
CLASS DISCIPLINE 2.0 0.8 1.7 0.8 0.29
AGGRESSIVENESS 2.0 0.7 1.6 0.6 1.05
SHYNESS 2.3 0.9 1.7 0.7 1.50
ENCOURAGEMENT NEEDED 2,5 0.9 3.0 °9. 2.85
CONPLRATIVENESS 2.4 0.8 2.4 0.8 0.01
ATTENTION SPAN 1.6 0.5 1.6 0.5 0.01
*p<.0l
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TABLE 13

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F RATIOS OF SEVENTELN DLPENBENT
MEASUREY - GRADE 5 URDIRACHIEVERS VS OTHERS IN READING

UNDERACHIVERS (N=10) OTHLRS {N=106)

VARIABLE MEAN S.D. MEAN  S.D. F
SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 2.7 0.7 2.6 0.7  0.51
EMOTIONAL STABILITY 2.5 0.7 2.6 0.6  0.11
DISCOURAGEMENT 1.6 0.7 2.1 0.7 1.95
RESPONSIBILITY 0.0 0.7 2.5 .6  2.68
SELF - CONF IDENCE 1.2 0.4 1.5 0.7 1.27
SUBJECT-IATTER PROGRESS 1.9 0.3 2.3 0.6  3.03
CLASS DISCUSSION 2.1 0.8 1.0 0.8  0.28
GLENERAL AT1ITUDE 2.2 0.8 2.6 0.6 1.90
INDEPENDENCE 2.5 0.5 2.4 0.5 0.20
SENSITIVE ARLAS 2.0 0.8 1.2 0.4 9.20**
ATTENTION NLEDED 2.5 0.8 2.8 0.9  1.93
CLASS DISCIPLINE 1.9 0.6 1.4 0.6 2.44
AGGRESSIVENLSS 2.0 0.8 1.6 0.5 1.45

: SIYNLSS 1.5 0.8 1.8 0.6 0.52
LNCOURAGLMENT NLLDED 3.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.00

* CUOPERATIVLNLSS 7.2 0.8 2.7~ u.0 2.67
ATTENTION SPAN 1.0 0.4 1.9 0.3 14.19**
*tp ¢ .01
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TABLE 14
!
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F RATIOS OF SEVENTEEN DEPENDENT
MEASURES ~ GRADE 6 UNDERACHIEVERS VS OTHERS IN READING

UNDERACHIVERS (N‘G)i CTRERS (N=16)

&

A

VARIABLE MEAN S.D. MEAN S.D. F

SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 2.2 0.9 2.8 0.4 | 4.52#
EMOTIONAL STABILITY 2.7 0.7 2.7 0.5 0.0l
DISCOURAGEMENT - L3 0.7 1.8 0.6 0.00
RESPONSIBILITY 2.7 0.5 2.5 0.7 0.35
SELF~CONFIDENCE 1.5 0.8 1.5 0.8 0.01
SUBJECT-MALTER PROGRESS 2.0 0.% 2.3 0.7 0.90
CLASS DISCUSSION 1.4 0.5 2.1 0.9 3.01
cznsm ATTITUDE 2.7 c.7 2,5 0.6 0,96
INDEPENDENCE 2.3 0.4 2.5 0.5 0.96
SENSITIVE ARFAS 2.2 0.7 1.2 0.4 12,984
ATTENTION NEEDZD 1.5 0.9 2.1 0.9 1.09
CLASS DISCIPLINE 1.6 0.-3 | 1.5 0.6 0.13
AGGRESSIVENESS 1.5 0.0 1.5 0.5 0.01
SHYNESS 2.0 0.8 . 1.5 0.5 1.89
ENCOURAGEMENT NEEDED 3.0 - 0. 2.9 0.3 0.26
COOPERATIVENESS 2.6 0.8 2.5 0.6 0.07
ATTENTION SPAN - 1.6 0.5 1.9 0.3 1.62
*P ;.05

P .01
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which seemed to differentfate the two gBroups was that of subject-
matter progress., The mean of 1,9 for underachievers and the mean of
2.3 for others on subject-matter progress were significantly different
at the .10 level. In other words, reading underachievers were more
sensitive about areas such as overweight, speech problem, etc.; they
had shorter attention span; and they seemed to show poorer gubject-~

matter progress,

At grade 6, reading underachievers and others showed significant
mean differences on social adjustment (p & .05) and sensitive areas
(p £.01). Ancther characteristic which seemed to differentiate the
two groups was participation n cless discustfon (p £ .10). The
wean ratings of these :hre; attributes were 2.2, 2.2, and 1.4 for
the underachieving group and 2.8, 1.2, and 2.1, respectively, for
other aubjects. Reading underachievers appeared to have poorer social
adjuatment, more sensitive feeling about overweight, speech problem,
etc., and lower frequency of participstion in class discussion at this

atage.

Spelling Underachievers

Spelling performance of the subjects at grades 5 and 6 were
measured by the lowa Teats of Basic Skills which yielded the apelling
grade. The expected spelling grade was srrived at by the formula:
1Q/100 times years in school plus 1.0, at hoth grades 5 and 6. Those
subjects whose spelling grades fell one grade or more below their

expected espelling grades were then classified gs spelling underachievers.

Spelling underachievers and other subjects a3 two distintive
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groupa were *hen compared with respect to seventeen characteristics as
rated by a group of professionals. The comparison was carried out
with one-way variance analyses. Results of these analyasea for grades

5 and 6 are presented in Tables 15 and 16, respectively,

At grade 5, tﬁe two groups showed significant mean differences on
three attributes. They were self-confidence (p < .01), subject-
matter progress {p < ,05), and sensitive arecas (p < .05). The mean
ratings of these characteristics were 1.0, 2.0, and 2.0 for the under-
achieving group and 1.7, 2.4, and 1.2 for the other group, respectively.
No significant differences were found between the two groups in connection
with othar. characteristica, These findings revealed that, in comparison
to other subjects, spelling underachievers showed significantly lower
level of self-confidence, poorer sudbject-watter progress, and higher

level of sensitivity conceming overweight, speech problem,etc.

At grade 6, three characteristics significantly differentiaced
spelling underachievers from other subjects beyond the .05 level.
These attributes were responsibility, eubject-matter prograss, and the
amo'mt of attention needed which yielded the mean ratings of 2.2, 2.0,
and 2.4 for the underachieving group and the mean ratings «f 2.9,
2.6, and 1.4 for the other group, respectively. Anotlar ctaracteristic
which needs mentioni-.g is the amount of class discipline needed. This
attribute differentiated the two groups at the .10 level of significance,
with the mean ratinge of 1.8, and 1.2 for underachievers and other
subjects, respectively. At giade 6, in other words, spelling under-

achievers carried out significantly fewer responsibilities, they shoved
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TABLE 15

¢ MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F RATIOS OF SEVENTEEN DEPENDENT
MEASURES - GRADE 5 UNDERACHIEVERS VS OTHERS IN SPELLING

UNDERACHIEVERS (N=13)  OTHERS (N=14)

;
S

VARIABLE MEAN s.D. MEAN S.D. F
SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 2.8 0.4 2.5 0.8 1.28
EMOTIONAL STABILITY 2.8 0.4 2.5 0.8 1.88
DISCOURAGEMENT 1.8 0.6 1.9 0.7 0.14
PESPONSIBILITY 21 0.7 2.5 0.6 1.53
SELF-CONFIDEKCE 1.0 0.0 1.7 0.8  8.16%#%
SUBJECT-MATTER PROGRESS 2.0 0.4 2.4 C.5 5.07 #
CLASS DISCUSSION 2.2 0.8 L9 0.9  0.60
GENERAL ATTITUDE 2.6 0.6 2.5 0.8 0.30
INDEPENDENCE 2.3 0.4 2.5 0.5 0.78
SENSITIVE AREAS 2.0 0.9 1.2 0.4  7.82 %
ATTENTION NEEDED ' 2.4 0.8 1.8 0.9 2.23
CLASS DISCIPLINE 1.7 0.6 1.4 | 0.6 1.28
AGGRESSIVENESS 1.8 0.7 1.7 0.6 0.07
SHYNESS 1.7 0.7 1.6 0.7  0.04
ENCOURAGEMENT NEEDED 3.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.00
COOPERAT IVENESS 2.5 0.7 2.6 0.7 0.29
ATTENTION SPAN 1.5 0.5 1.8 0.4  1.97
*p .05
*af (_01
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TABLE 16

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F RATIOS OF SEVENTEEN DEPENDENT
MEASURES - GRADE 6 UNDERACKIEVERS VS OTHERS IN SPELLING

UNDERACHIEVERS (N=14) OTHERS (N=9)

VARIABLES MEAN S.D. MEAN  S.D. F

SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 2.5 0.7 2.8 0,4  0.69
EMOTIONAL STARILITY 2.6 0.6 2.8 0.4 0.29
DISCOURAGEMENT 1.7 0.8 1.9 0.4 0,22
RESPONSIBILITY 2.2 0.8 2.9 0.3 6.69%
SLLF-CONFIDENCE 1.4 0.7 1.7 0.8  0.34
SUBJECT-MATTER PROGRESS 2.0 0.7 2.6 0.5 4,324
CLASS D1SCUSSION 2.1 0.9 1.9 0.8  0.27
GENERAL ATTITUDE 2.4 0.7 2.8 0.4 1.90
INDEPENDENCE 2.5 0.5 2.4 0.5 0.07
SENSITIVE AREAS 1.6 0.6 1.2 0.6 1,50
ATTENTION NEEDED 2.4 0.5 1.6 0.7  4.88%
CLASS DISCIPLINE 1.8 0.8 1.2 0.4 3.95
AGGRV.SSIVENESS 1.8 0.8 1.4 0.5 1.72
SHYNESS 1.3 0.7 1.8 0.4 2,01
ENCOURAGEMENT NEEDED 3.0 0.0 2.9 0.4 1.15
COOPERATIVENESS 2.3 0.8 2.8 0.4 2.93
ATTENTION SPAN 1.7 0.5 1.9 . 0.3 1.05
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significantly poorer subject-matter progress, they needed significantly
more attention, and they appeared to have more disciplinary problem

in class.

Arithmetic Underachievers

The subject's achievement in arithmetic was measuraed by the Iowa
Tests of Basic Skills. The total arithmatic score was used for
grade placement. The arithmetic grade of a given subject was then
compared with his expected arithmetic grade which was determined by
the formula: 1Q/100 times years in achool plus 1.0 to see whether or
not he belonged to the underachieving group. An underachiever in
arithmetic was one whose achievement grade was lower than his expected

Brade by at least one grade.

Arithmetic underachievers and others as two groups were then
compared, with one-way ANOVA, in relation to the ratings of seventeen
characteristics conducted by a group of professionals. Resultas of
the comparisons for grades 5 and 6 ere summarized in Tables 17 und 18,

respectively.

At grade 5, three characteristics yielded significant differences
at the .05 level tetween the two groups. These were subject-matter
progress (means: underachievers 1.9, others 2.4), sensitive areas
(weans: underachievers, 2.0, others 1.2), and attention span (means:
underachievers 1.3, others 1.8). One attribute gave a significant
mean difference at the .10 level. This characteristic had to do with

discouragement (means: underachievers 1.6, others 2.1). As compared

with other subjects, arithmetic underachievers appeared to have

o0
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TABLE 17

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F RATIOS OF SEVENTEEN DEPENDENT
MEASURES - GRADE 5 UNDERACHIEVERS VS OTHERS IN ARITHMETIC

UNDERACHIEVERS (N=11) OTHERS (N=16)

VARIABLE MEAN S.D. MEAN S.D. F
SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 2.5 0.4 2.8 0.6 1.42
EMOTIONAL STABILITY 2.6 0.7 2,7 0.6 0.6
DISCOURAGEMENT 1.6 0.7 2.1 0.5 3.35
RESPONSIBILITY 2.1 0.8 2.4 0.6 0.79
SELF-CONFIDENCE - 1.3 0.6 1.5 0.7 0.62
SUBJECT-MATTER PROGRESS 1.9 0.3 2,4 0.5 7.67%
CLASS DISCUSSION 1.9 0.8 2.1 0.8 0.50
GENERAL ATTITUDE | 2.4 0.8 2.6 0.6 0.61
INDEPENDENCE 2.1 0.4 2.5 0.5 2,49
SENSITIVE AREAS 2.0 0.8 1.2 0.6 5.83%
ATTENTION NEEDED 2.3 0.8 1.9 0.9 1,13
CLASS DISCIPLINE 1.8 0.6 1.4 0.6 1.56
AGGRESSIVENESS 2.0 0.8 1.5 0.9 1.15
SHYNESS 1.9 0.8 1.4 0.7 1.35
ENCOURAGEMENT NEEDED 3.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.00
COOPERAT LVENESS 2.4 0.8 2.7 0.6 0.91
ATTENTION SPAN 1.3 0.5 1.8 0.4 5,764

Ap ( .05
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TABLE 18

HEANS‘. STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F RATIOS OF SEVENTEEN DNEPENDENT
MEASURES - GRADE 6 UNDLERACHIEVERS VS OTHERS IN ARITHMETIC

UNDERACUIEVERS (N=8) OTHERS (N=16)

VARIASLES MEAN S.D, MEAN &.D. F

SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 2.5 0.7 2.7 0.6  0.66
EMOTIONAL STABILITY 2.8 0.4 2.7 0.6 0.37
DIS COURAGEMENT 1.5 0.8 1.8 0.6 0.99
RESPONSIBILITY 2.1 0.8 2.6 0.6 1.67
SELF-CONFIDENCE 1.1 0.9 1.7 0.9 5.39%
SUBJECTfMATTER PROGRESS 1.6 0.5 2.5 0.5 15.29 %%
CLASS DISCUSSION 1.5 0.8 2.1 0.8 2.36
GENERAL ATTITUDE 2.4 0.7 2.6 . 0.6 0.19
INDEPENDENCE 2.3 0.5 2.5 1.0 0.04
SENSITIVE AREAS 1.7 0.7 1.3 0.6 1.04
ATTENTION NEEDED 2.5 0.5 1.8 0.9 2.55
CLASS DISCIPLINE 1.7 0.7 1.5 0.7  0.52
AGGRESSIVENESS 1.5 1.0 1.6 0.¢ 0.11
SHYNESS 1.7 0.9 1.6 0.2 0.11
ENCOURAGEMENT NEEDED 3.0 0.0 2.9 0.3  0.48
COOPERATI VENESS 2.5 0.5 2.5 0.7 0.01
ATTENTION SPAN 1.7 0.5 1.8 0.4  0.12
*p. .05 k
*&P, .01
o2
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significantly slower overall subject-matter progress; more sensitive
feeling about overweight, speech problem, etc.; aud shorter attention

span. They seemed to be discouraged moure evsily, as well.

At grade 6, arithmetic underachievers were significantly differentiate
from other . subjects by self-confidence (means: underachievers 1.1,
others 1.7; p « .05) and subject-matter progress (means: underachievers
1.6, others 2.5; p < .01). Underschievers in arithmetic were rated
as being significantly lower on self-confidence and slower in the
overall subject-matter progress. No significant difference between the

two groups were found with regard to other characteristics rated.

B~4 Underachievers in Basic Skills

Basic skills of the subject were assessed in terms of the composite
meesure of achievement in vocabulary (one score), reading comprehension
(one score), language (five scores), work-study skills (four scores)
and arithmetic skills (three scores)as yiélded by the Iowa Tests of

Basic Skills.

The grade placement of his achievement in basic skills was then
used as a basia for determining whether or not he was an underachiever
in relation to his expscted grade which waa calculated by the formula:
1Q/100 times years in achool plus 1.0. Underachievidg in basic
skills was characterized by a discrepancy of at least & whole grade

between the achievement and expected grade.

Underachievors and others in basic skills ot grades 5 and 6 were

Q 55:3
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then examined as to their similarities and differenzes in connection
with seventeen chiracteristics as rated by a group of professionals.
Results of the investigation carried out with one-way ANOVA are shown

in Tables 19 and 20,

At grade 5, two characteristics were foimd to differentiate under-
achiavers from other subjects at the .05 level of significance.
They ware aggressiveness (means: -undarechievers 2.2, others 1.2) and
attention span (means: underachievers iL.4, others 1.8), Under-
achievers in basic skills shuwed significantly more aggressive behavior
and shorter attention span. It was found that two other characteristics
gave mean differences at the .10 level of significance. It appeared
that underachisvers in basic skills at grade 5 were more sensitive
about their weights, speech problem, etc. (meana:‘underachievers 2.0,
others 1.3) and in need of more attention (means: vnderachievers 2.6,

others 1.8).

At grade 6, no mean differences were significant beyond the .05
level. There were two attributes, however, which differentiated
utiderachivers from others at the .10 level 65 significance. Under~
achievers in basic skills appeared to show poorer social adjustment
{weans! underachievers 2.3} others 2.8) and slower subject-matter

progress (means: upderachievers 1.9, others z.4).
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TABLE 19

MEANS, STANDARD DIVIATIONS, AND F RATIOS OF SEVENTEEN DEPENDENT MEASURES
GRADE 5 UNDERACHIEVERS VS OTHERS IN BASIC SKILLS

UNDERACHIVERS (N=10)  OTHERS (N=17)

VARLABLE MEAN $.D. MEAN S§.p, F
SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 2,7 0.6 2.6 0.5 0.24
EMOTIONAL STABILITY 2.6 0.7. 2.6 0.6 0.01
DISCOURAGEMENT 1.8 0.8 1.9 0.5 0.29
RESPONSIBILITY 2.1 0.8 2.4 0.6 0.45
SELF-CONFIDENCE 1.2 0.4 L5 0.8 1,14
SUBJECT=-MATTER PROGRESS 2.1 0.3 2.2 0.8 0.11
CLASS DISCUSSION 2.1 0.8 2.0 0.8 0.12
GENERAL ATTITUDE 2.5 0.8 2,6 0.6 0.10
INDEPENDENCE 2.3 ' 0.5 2.4 0.5 0.01
SENSITIVE AREAS 2,0 0.8 1.3 0.6 3.87
ATTENTION NEEDED 2.6 0.7 1.8 0.9 3.8
CLASS DISCIPLINE 1.9 1.3 1.3 0.6 1.88
AGGRESSIVENESS 2.2 0.7 1.2 1,0 4.41%
SHYNESS ' 1.6 0.7 1.7 0.6 0.14
ENCOURAGEMENT NEEDED . 3.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.00
COOPERAT [VENESS 2.3 0.8 2.6 0.3 1.45
ATTENTION SPAN 1.4 0.5 1.8 0.4 5.85%
s» £.05
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TABLE 29

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F RATIOS OF SEVENTEEN DEPENDENT
MEASURES - GRADE 6 UNDERACHIEVERS VS OTHERS IN BASIC SKILLS

UNDERACHIEVERS (N=?) QTI'ERS (N=18)

VARIABLE MEAN . - S.Dp, MEAN S.D. F
SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT 2.3 0.9 2.8 0.4 3,22
EMOTIONAL STABILITY 2.6 0.7 2.8 0.4 0.53
DISCOURAGEMENT 1.5 0.8 1.9 0.5 1,50
RESPONSIBILITY 2.2 0.8 2.6 0.6 1.9
SELF-CONFIDENCE 1.4 0,7 1.5 9.3 0,08
SUBJECT-MATTER PROGRESS 1.9 0.6 2.6 0.6 3.18
CLASS DISCUSSION 1.6 0.8 2.1 0.8  1.43
GENERAL ATTITUDE 2.4 0.9 2.5 1.0  0.01
INDEPENDENCE 2.3 0.5 2.5 0.5  0.24
SENSITIVE AREAS 1.8 0.7 1.3 0.6  2.09
ATTENTION NEEDED 2.2 1.0 1.9 0.9 0.28
CLASS DISCIPLINE 2.0 0.9 1.4 0.6 2.3
AGGRESSIVENESS 2.0 1.0 1.5 0.5  1.66
SHYNESS 1.7 0.9 1.5 0.5  1.66
ENCOURAGEMENT NEEDED _ 3.0 0.0 2.9 0.3 0.3
COOPERATIVENESS 2.3 0.7 2.6 0.6 0,49
ATTENTION SPAN 1.7 0.5 1.8 0.4  0.29
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CIIARACTERISTICS OF SUBJECTS HAVING SUBJECT-MATTER DIFFICULTY (GRADE 10)

One of the items in the student interview conducted in 1970 was
the chéice of subject-matter which the student considered as the poorest
one for him. Ifathretics and history emerged as two subject-n-tter
areas in which enough students made the first choice and, therefore,
enabled the investigators to examine a selected nurber of dependent
variables with subjects who had the utnost difficulty and those vho did
not as the two levels of an independent variable,

The dependent measures investigated were the subjects' IQ scores
at grades 1, 3, 5, 6, and 8; their understanding of basic social cencepts,
general background in the natural sciences, correctncss and appropriateness
of expression, ability to do quantitative thinking, ability to interpret
reading materials in the social sciences, ability to interpret reading
materials in the natural sciences, ability to interpret literary mat-
erials, general vocabulary, the composite of these eight attributes,
and using sources of information as measured by the Iowa Tests of
Educational ﬂevelopment at g;ade 10; sixteen personality factors as
measured by the 16 PF at grade 10; their self-ideal self difference
and perceived attitude of the parents a3 measured by a self test and a
parent's atticude scale at grade 10; the teacher's ratings of student's
vehaviors with regard to getting into fights, avolding contact with
classmates, having difficulty in learning school subjects, making
immature respouses, pouring all the energics iato school work, behaving
in ways which are dangerous to self or'others, being unhappy, and

becoming upset or sick often as measured by a teacher rating scale at
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grade 10; and the parent's attitude toward tlie freedom of children as

imeasured bv a 33-jtem scale.
C-1 Subjects with Learning Difficulty in Mathematics

Subjects who considered mathematics as the poorest subject-matter
and those whose first choice of the most difficult area was not mathé-
matics were treated as the two levels of an independent variable. 7To
compare the two groups, each of the forty-three dependent variubles was
then analyzed witﬂ the one-way ANOVA technique. Results of the forty-
three analyses are summarized in Table 21.

Among the forty-three F ratios resulted, four were significant at
the .05 level &and three were significant heyond the .01 tevel.

The three dependent variables which differentiated the subjects who
had utmost difficulty in mathematics from other subjects béyong the .01
level were the ability to do quanitative thinking (means: problem
subjects 12.7, others 19.8), the ability to interpret reading materials
in the natural sciences (means: problem subjects 13.5, others 20.4).
The four dependent measures which produced significant mean differences
between the two pgroups ag the .05 level were understanding of social
concepts (means: problem sutjects 11.8, others 15.6), general background
in the natural sciences (means: problem subjects 14.2, others 19.0)
general vocabulary (means: problem subjects 15.2, others 19.0), and
parent's attitude toword children's freedom (means: problem subjects

4,%, athers 5.5).

o8
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TABLE 21

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F BRATIOS OF FORTY-THREE DEPENDENT MEASURES

GRADE 10 SUBJECTS WITIL MATHEMATICS AS THE POOREST AREA VS OTHERS

PROBLEM Ss (N=8)

OTHERS (N=19)

MEAN S.D. MEAN S.D. F
VARIABLE
IQ grade 1 110.4 6.3 111.4 8.6 0.07
‘grade 3 116.6 12.7 121.4  10.3 0.76
grade 5 108.8 10.8 113.7 12.9 g.81
grade 6 108.3 8.3 115.1 15.5 0.92
grade 8 109.0 15,1 118.3 11.2 0.49
ITED social concept 11.8 4.0 15.6 2.1 7.28%
natural science 15,2 5.7 19:0 2.4 7.10%
expression 13.8 7.8 17.9 .1_2 3.65
quant. thinking 12.7 4.3 19.8 1.7 28,01 %*
interpret soc. st. 16.2 5.0 1;_7 4.8 0.38
interpret nat. sce. 15.2 5.1 ‘21.6 3.7 9;80%*
interpret 1it. 13.5 6.2 18.5 4.7 3-80
vecabulary 15.2 4.8 19.0 1.9 6.65%
composite score 14.5 4.9 18.6 5.4 2:48
sources inform. 13.5 5.6 20.4 4.6 8.09%%
16PF Factor A 5.9 2.0 7.1 2.1 1:51
Factor B 4.1 0.6 3.7 0.8 1.41
Factor C 6.4 0.8 6.9 1.8 0:27
Factor E 6.1 2.4 5.2 2.1 0.81
Factor F 7.7 2.2 6.8 1.9 0.99
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TABLE 21 (CONTINUED)

PROBLEM Ss (Nw8) OTHERS(N=19)

VARIABLES MEAN s.p. MEAN s, F

16°F  Factor G 6.4 2.6 5.6 1.6 0.92
Factor H 6.6 1.8 5.8 1.8 0.93
Factor I 5.6 2.8 5.9 2.4 0.10
Factor L 6.4 2.3 5.7 2.0 0.53
Factor M 7.0 2.4 5.8 2.2 1.38
Factezr N 5.6 1.5 5.6 1.2 0.00
Factor O 4.4 1.3 4.9 1.8 0.43
Factor Q1 5.6 1.4 4.2 1.9 3.00
Factor Q2 6.3 1.3 6.7 1.9 0.28
Factor Q3 6.3 3.4 6.3 1.9 0,00
Factor Q4 5.3 1.8 5.8 1.8 0.33

Self-Ideal self 40 10.3. 28.8 11.7 0.83

Perceived parent's attitude 17.0 6.1 23,2 9,6 2,60

Teacher's rating fights 4.3 1.2 4.0 1.5 0.22
avoidance 3.8 1.3 3.8 1.4 0.00
learmning difficulty 443 1.8 4.5 1,6 0.03
irmature response 3.8 1.2 3.9 1.3 .03
school work 3.8 1.5 3.7 ety 0.03
danger to self-other 4,0 0.8 4.1 1.2 0.01
depression 3.7 1.6 4,4 1.4 1.C4h
upset 3.7 1.2 4.1 1.5 0.40
composite rating 30.7 6.4 32.0 6.0 0,19
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TABLE 21 (CONTINULD)

PROBLEM Ss (N=8) OTHERS (N=19)

VARIABLE MEAN S.D.  MEAN 5.D. F

Parent's attitude toward

child freedom 4.8 0.3 5.3 0.7 7.01%

%P L.OS
k% p <.01
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In addition to the seven dependent variables mentioned above, two
more measures seemed to differentiate the subjects having problems in
mathematics from others. They were the correctness and appropriateness
of expression (means: problen subjects 13.8, others 17.9) and the
ability to interpret literary materials (means: problem subjects 13.5,
others 18.5) as measured by the lowa Tests of Educational Development.

The mean differences of the two groups with respect to these two variables

wvaere significant at the .10 level. The subjects who had difficulty in

mathematics showed lower lavel of development in these two areas.

No other dependent measures were rfound to significantly differentiate

the two groups of subjects.
Subjects with Learning bifficulty in History

Subjects who indicated that history was the most difficul: subject-
matter and those who did not Qere compared as the two levels of an
independent variable with ona-way ANOVA by taking each of the forty-
three dependent measures for analysis. Results of these analyses are

shown in Table 22.

Of the forty-three F ratios, three were significant beyond the .05

level and one was significant at the .10 level.

The three dependeat measures which produced significant mean
differences, beyond the .05 level, between the subjects with learninp
difficulty in history and the other subjects were self-ideal seff
difference (means: problem subjects 36.0, others 24;2). perceived

parent's attitude (means: problem subjects 28.6, others 18.6),
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TABLE 22

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F RATIOS OF FORTY-THREE DEPENDENT MFASURES
GRADE 10 SUBJECTS WITH HISTORY AS THE IUOREST AREA VS OTHERS

PROBLEM Ss (N=7)

OTHERS (N=20)

VARIABLE MEAN S.D. MEAN S5.D, F
1Q grade 1 107.6 11.9 112.1 5.9 1.21
grade 3 119.7 11.7 120.4 10.9 0.02
grade 5 107.6 14.2  113.9 1.4 1.31
grade 6 107.4 9.7 114.9 9.8 2,05
grade 8 113.2 7.1  116.6 10.7 0.07
ITED social concept 13.0 1.7 14,3 5.0 0.42
nat. sci. 14.9 4.9 17.8 5.5 1.38
expression 15.1 4.3 16.4 6.1 0.24
quant, thinking 15.1 3.4 17.9 5.9 1.18
interpret soc. st,. 13.3 5.9 17.9 5.5 3.09
interpret nat. sci. 17.3 6.2 19.8 6.3 0.69
interpret 1it. 14.0 7.3 17.4 5.8 1.33
vocabulary 16.1 5.1 17.6 4.8 0.41
composite score 15.6 6.3 18.4 5.7 1.23
sources inform. 18;6 4.3 18.6 6.3 0.00
16PF Factor A 7.4 2.3 6.4 2.1 1.00
Factor B 3.7. 0.9 3.9 0.7 0.23
Factor C 6.7 1.9 6.8 1.9 0.01
Factor L 4.4 1.9 5.9 2.2 2.14
Factor F 6.9 2.4 7.1 1.9 0.c7



TABLE 22 (CONTINUED)

PROBLEM Ss (N=7) OTHERS (N=20)

VARIABLE MEAN S.D. MEAN  S.D. _F
16PF  Factor G 5.3 1.3 6.0 2.2 0.61
Factor H 6.6 1.9 5.8 1.7 0.93
Factor I 6.3 2.6 5.7 2.5 0.28
Factor L 5.6 2.3 6.1 2.1 0.24
Factor M 6.6 1.7 5.9 2.5 0.35
Factor N 6.0 1.1 5.4 1.3 1.13
Factor O 5.6 1.4 4.5 1.7 2.01
Factor Q1 4.4 1.9 4,6 1.8 0.45
Factor Q2 7.1 2.3 6.4 1.5 0.85
Factor Q3 5.4 1.5 6.6 2.6 1.19
Factor Q4 6.1 1.3 - 5.4 2.0 0.58
Self-ideal self 36.0 9.0 24.2 10,7 6.14%
Perceived parents’' attitude 28.6 9.7 18.6 7.2 7.46%
Teacher's rating fighus 4,0 1.6 4.1 1.4 0.03
avoidance 4.0 1.9 3.8 1.1 0.13
learning difficulty 5.3 0.7 4.1 1.8 2.71
immature response 4,1 1.0 3.8 1.3 0.32
schoul work 1.1 1.1 4.0 1.4 1.83
danger to self-cthar 4.4 . 0.7 3.9 1.2 1.23
depression 4.9 1.1 3.9 1.6 1.81
upset. 5.0 1.1 3.6 1.4 5.57%
o composite rating 33.9 2.4 0.7 7.0 1.24
64

[y +]



TABLE 22 (CONTINUED)

PROBLEM Ss (N=7) OTHERS (N=20)

VARIABLE MEAN S.D. MEAN 5.D. F

Parent's attitude toward

child freedom 5.8 0.5 5.1 4.4 0.03

*p (:;05
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and the teacher's rating on the upsetting tendence (means:

probdlem subjects 5.0, others 3.6). The dependent variable which
yielded a significant F ratio at the .10 level was the ability to
interpret reading materials in thc social sciences (means: problem
subjects 13,3, others 17.9) a3 measured by the Iowa Tests of

Educational Development. !

These findings revealed that subjects who considered history the
most difficult subject-matter showed significantly (1) greater
discrepancy bétween ideal self and perceived self; (2) lesser degree
of perceived parent's acceptance (the larger the score the greater
the deviation and, thus, the lesser the degiree of perceived parent's
acceptsnce); (3) greater tendency to become upset or sick, eapecially
when fsced with a difficult school problem or situation; and (&)
lower level of ability to interpret reading materials in the social

sciences. -

There were no statisticslly significant differences between the

two groups of aubjects in connection with other dependent variables.

D.  KINDERGARTEN AND FIRST-GRADE ATTRIBUTES AS DETERMINANTS OF EDUCATIONAL

DEVELOPMENT (GRADES 1-10)

In an effort to establish blislino criteria for identification of
preschool children with learaing problems, the subjecte' behaviors as
observed by a group of two psychologists, one psychiatrist, and one
clasuroom teacher during the period when they were enrolled in
Kindergarten and data concerning the subjects’ preschool clisracteristics
acquired from the parents were examined in relation to their academic

Bb
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achievement and educational development for the period grades 1

through 10.

In addition, the subjects' personality sttributes, acholastic
aptitude, and reading readiness measured at greéede 1 were also iInvestigated
correlationally with reapect to academic performance and educational

devalopment during the period from grade 1 thrcugh grade 10.

Subjects' Behaviors at Kindergarten Observed by Specialists as Correla:es

of Educational Development

Seventeen behavioral characteristics of :he subjects observed dy
the specialists at Kipdergarten included social adjustment, emotional
stability, discouragement, responsibility, self--confidence, subject-
matter progress, participation in class discuseion, general attitude,
independence, sensitive areas (overweight, speech problem ,etc.), amount
of attention needed, amount of class discipline} aggressiveness, shyness,

amount of encouragement needed, cooplrntiveneasﬁ &nd attention span.
i

A total of 116 measures of academic achjevement and educational
development were involved in correlational analyses in relation to the
subjects' behaviors observed at kindergarten, fThe breakdown of these
peasures is as follows : at grade 1, one meésure (reading) yielded
by the Les-Clark Reading Test; at grades 2 ahd 3, 10 measures (vocabulary
comprehension, total reading, mechanics of Enizlish, spelling, total
language, arithmatic reasoning, arithmetic fundamentals, arithmetic tetal,
bettery total) each yielded by the California Achievement Tests; at

grades 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, 15 measures (vocabul.iry, reading, spelling,

cspitalization, puncutation, language,usage, linguage total, reading
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maps, reading grapsh, using references, work-study total, arithmetic
corzept, arithmetic problem, arithmetic total, rompoasite) each as
yielded by the iowa Tests of Basic Skills; and at grades 9 and 10, 10
measures {understanding basic social concepts, general background in the
natural sciences, expression, quantitative thinking, reading naterials
in social siudies, reading materials {n natural aciences; reading
literary materials, vocabulary, composite, using sources of information)

each as yielded by the Iowa Tests of Educational Developuent.

Correlations found between each of the two sets of variables are

presented in Table 23 (a and b).
D-1-a Correlates of Sociel Adjustment

As can be seen in Table 23 &, none of the 116 measurns of educational
schievement and devilopment correlated significantly with the attribute

of social adjustment as observed at kindergarten.
D-1-b Correlstes of Emotionel Stabilicy

Again, as can be obsevrved in Table 22 a, emotional stability
at kindergarten was not & eignificant correlate of the 116 measures of

aeducational dchievement and developmen:.
D-1-¢ Correlstes of Discoursgement

The subjects' tendency to be discouraged at kindergarten level
proved to be a significant determinant of four achievement measures;
grede 4 language usage (r=J0, df=9, p<£,05), grade 8 arithmetic probleo
(r= .69, df=9, p < .05), grade 9 reading social studies (r= .73,

Q df=9, p<.05), and grade 9 reading natural sciences (r» .62, df=9, p.2.05).

68




CORRELATIONS BETWEEN BEHAVIORS ORSERV
EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT MEASURED AT GRADES 1-10 (FIGU

TABLE 23 a

DICATES NUMBER OF CASES)

ED BY SPECIALISTS AT KINDERGARTEN AND
RE IN PARENTHESES IN-

o
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TABLE 23 a
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(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (4) (19) (15) (13)
Pmct -.05 =-,28 .10 26 16 .70 .00 47 -.18
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (W (19) (16) (13)
llng. Ullge "tls "127 -.18 "127 -.00 1109 1010 -17 "01010
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (&) (19) (16) (13)
lang. total -.09 -,18 .12 ,05 .19 .89 .00 42 =12
_ (26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (4) (19) (16) (13)
naps -14 =03 ,28 .03 .32 .64 -.16 A6 .13
(26) (2¢) (11) (12) (19) (4) (1%) (16) (13)
grapha =007 =25 =02 =.38 .27 .99%* 15 STR =24
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (4) (19) (16) (13)
r.f.reﬂc" .00 "11.’ 133 "1110 128 198* 112 -58* -l%
‘ (26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (&) (19) (16) (13
'ork-.t tOt.l "107 °117 122 "120 133 196* 106 161* "106
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (4) (19) (16) (13)
arith concept -0] -.18 .08 =-,10 .49% .78 .13 47 =10
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) () (19) (16) (13)
.rith prOb -.05 -lol 11‘ "los c33 178 "111 136 108
(2¢) (29) (1) @12) 19) (&) (19) (16) (13)
srith total -.08 -.12 .13 -,10 .50% .87 .02 .48 00
_ (26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (%) (19) (16) (13)
composita (ITBS)  _ o8 -,17 .13 -.01 .31 .81 .10 .49 -1l

(26) 26 (1) (12) (19) (4) (19 e (13
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TABLE 23 a
b
~
. -
H - @ ] °
g a - > g w w 3
o ] < &3 < o o o
g Y] ¢ « ] v} ~ ﬂ o
wn g ] s+ ] I ug et ]
-y %) i wd £ 4] o [+
o - 7] N w4 ] o v < o
< o [ i [~ ] - ®n <)
t ™ » a oo 0 1 e
AEIRER IR AR IR AR AR
EDUCATIONAL 2 b : & o % e oo g K
DEVELOPMENT 3 8 > S o 3 a. ] $ o
v [} o [ ] A fe ~

G6: vocabulary 01 .22 =-,14 ,11 ,21 ~-,31 .08 37 -.10
(24) (22) (A 1) @7 () (18) (15) 12)

reading .15 ~-.08 .23 .14 .16 .99 .09 48,22
(24) (22) (1) (1) QA7 . Y ’(18) (15) (12)
spelling ~.04 =15 =,12 =.02 .17 .97 -.05 .30 -.03
(24) (22) 1) Q1) AN () (18)  (15) (12)

c‘P"t.l' g} 15 "-09 -.25 -08 531 -506 e 35 -37 .00
(24) (22) 1) Q1 QAN ) (18) (15) (12)

punct. -02 =02 ,05 .17 .19 .08 =.14  .S4* 08
(24) (22) (11) 1) AN Q) (18) (15) (12)
lang. usage 10 =22 -,15 .26 .03 =50 .17 29 =17
‘ (24) (22) (1) (1) Q7)) (3) a18)  (15) (12)
lang. total “09 =13 =17 11 .20 =19  -.14 .41 -.03
(24) (22) (11) Q1) (17) (3) (18) = (15) Q2)

mape - 10 .00 .08 .07 .26 =.23  =.23  .54% .22

(26) (22) (11) A Aan”n (¥ (18) (15) (12)

graphs 09 -.08 .36 .21 .05 .83 .03 59% .18
(28) (22) (11) Q1) AN (3 as) (13 12)

referances .07 01 .16 .17 .12 .58 -, 16 60% .00
{24) (22) Q1). (1) Q7 ) (18) (15) (2)

Vork-lt- total .09 -,03 020 17 «15 -50 ‘-13 163* +13
(24) (22) (113 (11) an (3) (18) (15) (12)

‘tith COQC‘P: '-30 --35 |05 '-28 .51* n33 '-O’ 022 -45
(24) (22) (1) (11) (17) 3) (18) (15) (12)
l\':"th prOb‘ - 21 "-21 |15 ~4 28 121 - 19 "-05 |‘53 |3b
(26) (22) (1 Q1 an 3 as) (15 (12
arith total ~28 =29 .11 =30 .46 .08 <06 .36 .45

(2) @ ay any an & (18} (15) (12)
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TABLE 23 a

>
g | 3
Q -l u ] [}
8 o > LY} | Y] ] L]
Sl E 8| S8 ¢ [ Sel3)
sy o ol el £ ] -l -l £
v ] - o O L) 0N [-I 1 o [
=l e|lsls| gl sa| T ¢
EDUCATIONAL a1 8 e g1 % 8| 48 | @ 2
DEVELOPMINT o § . - e .‘.:a'.‘ E 3 p ¥
3 ] A & & w '™ § -
C6 cumposite (ITBS) =-.01 =-.16 .04 .08 .24 .50 -.03 49,10
(24) (22) (11) Q1) @71 (3) (18) (15) (12)
G? vocabulary =07 =19 -.13 .13 .15 .83 .23 .31 -,02
(24) (22) (11) (12) (17) (4 (18) (16) (13)
readiﬂg - 12 - 18 -la ‘.05 .15 -46 023 '35 -13
(24) (22) (11) Q23 (17) (&%) (18) (16) (13)
spelling -.16 -~27 -,22 =-,12 ,07 -,51 -.07 W35 .26
(24) (22) (11) (12) (17) (&) {18) (16) (13)
capital. -.14 =03 -.23 -,12 ,06 .07 ~.35 A6 =26
(24) (22) (11) (Q2) (17) (4) (18) (16) (13)
Pmcto - 09 706 "-ol‘ et} 21 .35 .00 bl 19 '46 -108
- (24) (22) Q1) (12) QA7) W (18) (16) (13)
lang. usage -24 =.13 -.08 -.09 .03 .69 .10 30 -.38
(24) (22) (A1) @Q2) N (%) (18) (16) (13)
lang. total =17 =11 =17 =15 .15 .23 -.15 43 -,28
(28) (22) (1) (22) (17) (&) (18) (16) (13)
m\,' -.00 -009 22 et ] 33 .30 182 007 -52* -16
(24) (22) (11) (Q12) (17) (&) (18) (16) (13)
graphs ' ~02 .22 ,33 -.01 .43 .27 0 56% .04
(2a) (22) (11). 2y 17y (W) (18) (16) (13)
references .02 -,05 .G4& 08 .08 .86 .01 A9 =,22
(24) (22) (1) (12) (17) (4) (18) (16) (13)
work-st. total -.00 .02 ,22 =-,10 .30 .75 .05 564,01
(24) (22) (11) Q12) @1 (&) (18) (1s) (13)
arith concept -19 -, 3 .18 -,16 .42 ,09 -,09 .36 .40
(28) (22) (11) (12) (17) (&) (18) (16) (13)
arith prob. 05 .00 .32 -.48 .39 .17 =17 .S5% 44

(24) (22) (11) (12) (17) (4) (18) (16) (13)
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TABLE 23 &

-3
“ -
$ - . @ " 3
8 < e - & S @ 2
] & ] ~ ('] & I 1 wl 1]
3 (7] ] vl e ] Ch ] 8 0 o 17
- o -] hal oo — 1Y) [
T I3 5151558 s)=14%
- - 8 5 E 3 o9 g5 ) g
EDUCATIONAL 3 b ] Y & s | v o)
DEVELOPMENT g g K g -;‘4 g g © 5 'g
(%] (5] [=] [%2] Ry [ -
G7 arith total -.07 =05 .28 =-.34 .43 .14 -.14 49 .44
(24) (22) (11) (12) (17) (&) (18) (16) (13)
composite (ITBS) =.10 =-.12 .04 =-.08 ,25 .62 .05 46,03
(24) (22) (11) (12) (7)) (& (18) (16) (13)
G8 vocabulary -.08 -.29 .22 ,19 ,15 .69 .21 40 -.01
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) <(4) (19) 16) (13)
reading 02 =15 .27 =22 .25 .92 .37 37 .29
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (4) (19) (16) (13)
.pelling e 12 -.23 -.12 -01‘ |26 014 l11 . -31 -.16
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (4) (19) (16) (13)
Clpitllu "011 --05 -.03 le llo l7‘. bl 23 -55* - 25
(26) (2%) (11> (12) (19) (&) (19) (16) (13)
pmct. -.04 -003 ".01 03 |2° lsz - 11 55* 19
{26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (&) (19) (16) (13)
llng. “.ase '016 -;31 04 '!0’0 136 032 !19 -23 --47
(26) (24) (11) (12) ('9) (4) (19) (16) (13)
lang. total -12 =17 =05 =01 .26 .53  =.02 .46 =.31
(26) (24) (11) (1) (19 (4) (11) (16) (13)
mapa -.02 .08 .03 -,46 .22 -,18 .02 .56% .30
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) «4) (11) (16) (13)
graphs -.05 =,18 -,13 =-.14 .41 =-.63 =-.23 JS4k  ~,04
(26) (24) (11) (12) (?9) (&) (19) (16) (13
references .01 =07 ,11 -.07 .08 ~-.05 .03 .S59% .07
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (%) (19) (16) (13)
work-at, total -.02 -,08 -.00 =-,22 .28 =35 -.08 61% 09
(26) (24) (11) (12; (19) (4) (19) (16) (13)
Q srich concept 01 -,08 ,28 =-.20 .38 .60 .16 .52% .3;
IE[Q\L(: (26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (4) (19) (16) (13)




TABLE 23 a

>
)
2 erd
§ | 4 " 8
5 Q g > g by " S
[4] [ ¥ [ 4 )] L w e - [4]
= (%} B -t o L o O +* v
= (3] vt -t o 0 ] - =
Tle 2 laet3eleal=1|s
"o %] -2
EDUCATIONAL - 5 5 2 3 bh | 53 ! 5
DEVELOPMENT o s 3 2 | 4 A5 ol 8 oy
[#] [} L] N0 Lon) -t B O [~ ]
813 &8t 3 & 3 | =
G8 arith prob. .20 .15 69* -,28 .37 .79 .31 .54* ,55*
(26) (24) (1) Q2) (19 (4, (19) (16) (13)
arith total .11 .05 .55 -.36 .47 .71 .29 57% .52
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (1) (19) (16) (13)
composite (1TBS) -.03 -.15 .23 -.09 .32 .87 17 53 .11
(26) (24) (11) (@12) (QQ9) 4) 19) (1¢) (13)
G9 soc. concepts -.06 -.16 .30 .54 .12 .91 .19 .46 -.08
(30) (27) (11)° (12) (20) (5) (19) (17) (1s)
nat, sci. -.06 -.23 .42 JT2%* 29 -.49 .10 46 -.23
(30) (27) (1) (12) (20) (5) (19) (17) (15)
'expression -.01 .04 .36 .47 .16 -.87 -.12 - «87* -,22
f10) (27) (11) (12) (20) (S) (19) (17) (18)
qunt- -0‘ ‘-25 --10 '-38 -Sl. ‘-16 ’-44 042 ‘-22
(30) (z7) (11) (12) (20) (5) (19) (17) (15)
reading s.s. 22 .06 .73* .49 .37 -.05 -.01 57 L35
(30) (27) (1) (12) (20) (s) (19) (17} (15)
reading n.s. -.00 .03 .62¢* .6l1* -,04 .79 .20 JT2%* .02
(30) (27) (11) (Q2) (20) (5) (19) (17) (15)
reading lit. -.20 ~.13 -.20 .39 .22 -.34 .22 -.01 .36
(30) (27) (1) (12) (20) (S) (19) (17) (18)
vocabulary -.10 -.29 .29 .26 .35 -.49 -.10 L2317
(30) (27) (1) (12) (20) (S) (19) (17) 1s)
composite (I1BS) -.03 ~.,15 .47 .49 .38 -.27 .04 .55* .00
(30) (27) (1) Q2) ( 20) (s) (19) (17) (15)
sources -.07 -,08 .02 .58 .23 -.74 -.21 .30 .09
Goy (27 an a2 (20 () (19) (17) (15)
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TABLE 23 a

[ o
g | 3 g
ElE |yl z| &)y |8¢]3
218l g3 | 3|, ]ed]ELS
Tl el 258836
-] ™ * o U ~ [+
EDUCAT TONAL alal g1 8] T 88| g8 81| &
DEVELOPMENT 9| 8 2 | &1 3 Fa | 5T g3
a1 8t gt &1 813 " 8 ' 8
€10 soc. corncept 07 -.12 .30 .19 1% .22 «35 43 .04
(26) (24) (11) (12) 13} ¢4) (19) (1e) (13)
nat, sci, -26 =,32 +05 -.11 .20 .17 24 .16 -.06
(26) (24) (1) (12) (9) (&) (19) (16) (13)
8xp!e8810n -c13 -007 021 -00 ';!3 -17 002 .43 -008
(26) (26) (11) (@12) (19) (4) (19) (16) (13)
quanto -12 =-,13 14 -.01% .44 .90 .07 ' 34 -,09
26y (24) (11) (12) (19) (4) (19) (16) (13)
re.dins 8.8, -02 -.04 122 030 110 --94 026 -33 ol‘3
(26) (24) (1) (12) (19) (4) (19) ey (13)
r‘.dins n.s, -.34 -,24 -.10 .02 25 .09 22 .08 -.01
- (26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (4) (19) (16) (13)
r"r.dins 11:. '-09 -028 '001 '023 015 066 025 c30 '023
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (&) (19) (16) (13)
voc.bulﬁr’ -.17 -.18 -006 01 23 00 .15 -25 -01
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (%) (19) (16) (13)
CODpOl!te (ITBS) -018 '123 013 -005 029 017 023 -36 -002
(26) (24) (11) (12) (19) (&) (19) (16) (13)
sources 09 .18 .25 -.09 .03 .68 -.05 50 =27
(26) (24) (1) (12) (19) (&) (19) (16) (13)
* P .05
k% p,.<,01
77
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TABLE 23 b

3
9
o
54
2 3 & 2 n
a -3 ! v v =
& o A 8 = g 2
< = - <] 3] Q 17
o = @ > 5 ks =
> o - O ] » =]
- - a 2] v 3 [y} )
[ 2 v v o] 4 [d
EDUCATIONAL o g o g g 3 2 §
UEVELOPMENT 5 bt n 0 z g S s
[} < S < 2} & (& ] <
Gl  reading (L-~(C) .13 40 | .53 .61 -.50 .96 -.48 .12
' (10) (13) (10) (9) (10) (4) (10) (12)
G2 vocabulary -.999*% -.40 -- -- -- -- -.999* ., 22
(3) (0) (1 (2) (2) (2) (3 (7
comprehensionn . -1.00** -.41 -- .- -- -- 1.00** -.14
(3) (6) 1) (2) @ (2) (3) (7N
total reading -.999* -.45 .- -~ -- -- .999* -.18
) (6) 1) (2) (2) (2) (3) 0]
mech. English -.984 -4l .- -- - .- .983 .47
(3) (6) 09 (2) (2 (2) (3) )]
spelling -.987 -.65 =~ -- -- -- 981  -.29
(3) () 1) (2) 2 (2) (3) )
total language -.998*% -.57 -- - - -- .998* .01
(3) (6) 0} (2) (2) ) 3) )
arith reason. -.83 -.88 -- -- .- -- .83 -.11
(3) (6) 0y (2} (2) @) (3) (7
arith tunc. .19 -.35 .- -- -- .- -.19 .24
(3) (6) (v (2) (2) 2) (3) €))
arith total -.76 -.75 -- -- -- -- .76 .15
) (6) 1) (2) (2) (2) (3) (N
total (CAT) -.982 -.05 -- -- .- -- .982  -.07
(3) (o) m (2) (2) ) 3) €]
63  vocabulary -.33 .07 .07 . Y -.34 .07 .37 12
(14) (21) 13) a1y Qa3 Q) (14) (20)
comprechension -.27 .00 .01 .18 -.39 .67 .32 .31

14) (21) 13) an a3y ) 14) (20)
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TABLE 23 b

o e
[}]
P
L] B 2 2 ]
o 3 -{ (] [ ] [ ]
8 ® a 8 = 8 a
< 1 v [+ o R 7]
3] [ & >
Y o @ > 7] -« o
4 (o] b el -l o0 [s) 'Q
-t -l (=] ] 0 ] « -l
EDUCATIONAL 8 Y ® > 2 u u u
DEVELOPMENT 2 s 2 <) E S 8 8
a -3 a 1 8 8 3 )]
G3 total reading -.23 .09 .05 .27 -39 1% .32 .22
(1) (1 (13 Q1) Q3) (D (14) (20)
mech. English -28 ,13 .08 .25 =.25 .85 .32 .35
' (14) (21) (@33 (1) 1A (7) (14) (20)
IPEIling -. 49 .06 023 54 -.38 -‘20 « 20 «15
(14) (21) (@13) (1) Q3 N (14) (20)
tot.l lﬂng. -'l‘l‘ -11 021 al07 bt} 36 -30 -25 .24
(14) (21) (13) (11) (1) D) (14) (20)
arith reason, "-22 '16 .29 '43 - 40 -51 014 .11
(14) (21) (13) (@11) (@3) {?) (14) (20)
arith fund. -.08 08 .11 .10 .02 .08 .09 .1
(14) (21) (13) (11) (13) () (14) (20)
arith total -.18 .15 .27 .38 -.32 ;.43 .13 32
(14) (21) Q@Q3) Q1) (13) 3(7) (14) (20)
total (Cat) -37 .10 .17 .39 =40/ .49 .27 .21
(14) (21 (13) (11) (13)¢ (D) (14) (20)
) {
G4 vocabulary -22 W15 .26 .48 42 .36 23 .03
(13) (200 (13) (11 (12) () (18)  (20)
§
reiding -.22 .08 .09 ,31 -.3[ .51 .18 13
(13) (20) (13) (11) (12} €)) (14) (20)
1
spelling =15 .20 .17 .47 -2 .30 =05 .30
(13) (200 (13 (1) Q23 (M) (14) (20)
capital. .00 <,08 -.12 =-.02 .25 .12 12 .27
(13) (200 (Q13) (11) QQ2) (7) (14) (20)
punct. -.33 -,03 -.24 -,07 =-.C7? -,05 .38 .41
(13) (20) (13) (1) @1z} (7) (14) (20)
lang. usage -.13 -,03 =,20 -.14 g2 -.60 ¢35 .26
Q (13) (20) (Q13) (1) Q2 () (14) (20)
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(&)
&
[
(3]
~
(%)
o

<
>
‘ -~ [} '.”.
AR AEAN N
LRI I g £ £
1) v B >
o g ® > 9 w ]
Fle2|B|d| 18 [8] &
EDUCAT IONAL - € ° g 2 u H -y
DEVELOPMENT e & -1 & E S 3 S
2| ¢lsl#igl & |8 4
G4 lan8- tntal -120 103 -109 l13 -110 =-.02 126 -36
(13) (20) (13> Q1v (x2) (7 (14) (20)
‘maps 26 12 .29 L43 -.51 .51 -.19 .14
(13) (20) (13) (11) @2y (V) (14) (20)
gtaph! 103 l18 126 148 -167* -35 '111 015
{13) (20} (13) (1) Q2) (N (14) (20)
reference -13 =01 ,24 45 -,55 .18 17 12
(13) (20) (13) Q1) (Q2) (7 (14) (20)
work-st, total .09 .11 28 .47  -.62% .39 -.07 .17
(13) (20) (13) (1> (12) (7 (14) (20)
arith concept -.27 -,08 ,01 .22 -,28 .63 .07 HIR
(13) (20) (13) (11) @Q2) (7 (14) (20)
arith prob. - 44 ,09 .18 .22 -,22 /3 «,01 42%
(13) (200 (@13) (11) @12) (» (14) (20);
arith total -.38 -~ 00 ,09 .24 -,28 .48 .01 .43
(13) (20) (13) (1 Q2) () (14) (20)
Compostte (ITIBS) =-.20 .10 .14 .37 -,42 .40 .15 .25
(13) (20) (13 (1) Q2 (D) (14) (20)
G5 wvocabulary .07 & ,07 .23 -,28 .62 .31 -.02
(14) (21) (13) (11) (13) () (14) (20)
ré'ding -103 008 107 .25 --12 -‘2 133 103
(14) (21) (13) Q1) @@ (D) (14) (20)
’Pellhig -138 '-01 109 ll‘, 125 125 127 118
(14) (21) (13) 1) Qs (D (14) (20)
capital. -+27 .09 -.04 .08 ,15 .37 W36 .26
(14) (1) (13 Qn @13 () (14) (20)
punct, -2} 01 -.25 .04 ,19 .48 $53% .13
(14) (21) @3y (11) (Q3) (D) (14) (20)
lang. usage «27 .30 .07 .38 .09 .65 .14 .01
(14) (21) (13 Q1) Q3 (7N {14) (20)
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TABLE 23 b

o
a
? ] [} g
3] 8| 5! . = | 2| 4
[} u -4 [ /] & Q «
7] 7] A ] = [ O
< > o < g [ )
v ¢ v S [ - g
> H 4 -l &0 o -]
~t w{ a ] © L] o -
& o ] n ] o) o
EDUCAT IONAL ! & - o E 3 ¢ €
DEVELOPMENT e o t 0 v 4 v
2 | £ 1 6t < | &1 8 3 < |
G5 laﬂso‘ total -.19 .10 -,04 17 -.03 49 37 17
(14) (21) (13) A1 Q3 (D) (14) (20)
maps -.34 =21 =33 -1 .12 .19 32 J56%
(14) (21) (13) (11) (13) «(7) (14) (20)
g!‘ph’ -.16 .08 .08 .38 -.19 N1 «23 =.02
‘ (14) (21) @13 @11 13) (D) (14) (20)
reference ~33 ~-.10 =13 ,10 =-,12 .48 .19 .21
(14) (?1) (13) QA Q3 () (14) (20)
"('l’k"to totﬂl - 32 - 07 ‘012 120 "108 146 031 29
(14) (21) @13) Q1) 13 () (14) (20)
arich Conc.Pt -.19 02 14 51 -.32 35 .09 -.09
(14 (21 (@13 Q1) @13) (V) (14) (20)
a".".th prObo -008 - 18 ‘023 -126 127 051 131 28
(14) (21) (13) (1) QQ3) () (14) (20)
a:fith total - 17 -008 -.06 14 -.08 l“l 22 008

(14) (21) (13) A Q3 M) (14) (20)

C')mpOlit. (ITBS) -.11 06 000 22 “ 15 151 034 111
(14) (21) (13) Q1) Q3 (M (‘%) (20)

G6 rycabulary ~01 -.06 =.13 .14 .14 ,71 44 -.15

(13) (19) (12) (10) (12) (6) (13) (18)

reading - 13 e 15 - 16 -.05 110 062 1‘6 008

(13) (19) (@12) (10) (12) (6) (13) (18)

spelling -.23 ,02 .04 .29 -,21 .59 .33 -.04

(13) (19) (12) (10) (12) (6) (13) (18)

‘apttal' -002 -025 -l36 ".3‘! 0‘3 034 ‘0 010

(13) (19) ((12) 0} (12) (6) (13) (18)

I'mCt' - 36 "102 - 17 00’0 '.15 163 052 '.02

Qo (13) (19) (12) (100 (12) (6) (13) (18)
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TABLE 23 b 3
0| B 2 g "
o =] o] v ] [T
2l 8| E| 8 el 2] &
< Z e & 2 ) A
o o g >
[4] = %] - ) e el
> [} d ol o9 - o
od o4 Q v ) 1] 1] ot
) - n U4 H ol -
LDUCATIONAL ‘o 5 a L 13 a 2 5
DEVELOPMENT g ] i % = g Q b
‘ 8| 2] S| #18| 8] 8| &,
G6  lang. usage .01 -.00 -.24 .05 .08 .80 .47 -.00
(13) (19) (12) 10y (12) {0) (13) (18)
lang. total -.17 -.07 -.21 .01 .07 .68 .49 .01
(13) (19) (12) o) (12) (¢) (13) (18)
maps -.10 -.24 -.19 -.0Y -,01 .70 .33 .17
(13) 19 (12) 19 a2) ()] (13) (18)
graphs -.37 -.03 .10 .03 -.12 .43 .35 .11
(13) (19) (22) (10} (12 (6) (13) (18)
reference -.43 -.15 -.22 -»07 17 .50 .51 .07
(13) (19) (12) (10}  (12) (6) (13) (18)
work-st. total -.35 ~.15 -.11 -.04 .01 .54 .46 .12
(13) {19) (12 (am (12) (6) (13) (18)
arith concept -.02 «,00 .1 34  -.36 .58 -.07 27
(13) (19) (12) 10) (12) (6) (13) (18)
arith prob. .08 .03 .10 .20 -.38 .32 -.51 .13
(13) a19) (12) (10)  (12) (6) (13) (18)
arith. total .04 .01 .11 .31 -.43 .58 -.25 .21
(13) 19) (12) (10  (12) (6) (13) (18)
couposite (ITBS) -.14 ~.11 -.14 07  -.10 .67 .43 .03
(13) (19) (12) (10) (12) (6) (13) (18)
G7  vocabulary -,05 +»01 ~.05 .08 -.02 .50 .46 -.09
(13) (19) (13) 1) Q2 €))] (14) (19;
l‘eading 104 -10 -14 -23 "-28 u58 24 .10
(13) (19} (13) )y Q2. (14) (19)
spelling .01 07 +,05 .26 .02 .75* .31 .04
13) (19) (13) a1 Q2 €)) (14) (19)
capital -.08 .08 -.11 .15 .22 .70 .29 .02
(13) (19) (13) i11) (12) €)) (14) (19)
punc‘- ‘-00 -03 --US -29 ‘-07 -59 -24 314
(13) (19) (13) (11) (12) (7) {14) (19)
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G? Lang. Usage -, 13 19 -,01 .27 .09 .58 .21 -.01
(13 (19) (13) (1) (12) (D) (18 (19)
lang. total -,05 ,10 =-,07 .28 .08 .71 .30 .05
(13) 1s) (13 (1) (12) ) (14 (19)
maps -.16 .10 .17 .47 .44 61  -.08 .13
(13) (19) (13) (11) (312) (7) (14) (19)
graphs —.36 -.30 .32 -.06 .03 .61 .37 .40
3 (9 (13) 1) A2) (N Q& 19
reference -.29 .01 -.12 .18 .12 .52 .46 .03
a3m (19 (13 A a2 ) o a9
work~gt, - total -.31 -.09 -,09 .23 =.14 .65 .32 .21
Fae.-tota @» do dn an dn @ an 09
arith concept -.20 A2 .21 .32 -.34 .65 .02 .25
coneer 13 a9 (13 Q1) (d2) (D Qw19
{th prob .31 -.10 .07 .17 -.33 .32 .03 .31
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ith total -.29 -.04 ,06 .25 -.36 .52 03 .30
ariih rota dn an an v d o o a9
omnosite (ITBS -2 .02 .00 .22 -.12 .66 .34 .11
comosite (ITES) T3y @9y 13) (1) 12 (1 (10 (19
G8 vocahulary 04 20 .02 .28 -.21 .40 .34 06
ran (18) (21) (13) A1) (13 () - (14 (20)
vead$ 3 .18 .08 .22 .38 -.45 ,26 .05 10
" (16 (21) (13) Q1) W) (1) 18 (20
spelling 13 ~.00 -,08 ,27 -.13 .5¢ .30 .03
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G8 lang. usage N -,02 -,08 .25 .19 .12 .24 -.03
(14 (21) (13) (11) (@13) () (14)  (20)

lang. total -.16 -.03 -.30 .06 .20 .62 .45 .14
{(14) (21) (13) (11) (13) (D) (14)  (20)

maps 25 =12 -,01 .19 -.26 .76% 12 .16
(14) (21) (13) (11) (@13) (D (14)  (20)
graphs .22 -,24 -,27 -,06 .22 .56 41 =00
(14) (21) (13) (11) Q3) (M) (14)  (20)

reference -.31 ~.11 -,22 -.1§ .11 .56 45 .21

. (14) (21) (13) (11) (13} (7 (14)  (20)

work-st. total .06 -.20 -, 19 =~.04 .07 .74 42 .13
(14) (21) (13) (1) (@Q13) () (14)  (20)

ariih concept -.10 .12 .18 36 =37 .21 .01 .15
(14) (21) (13) (11) (13) «(7) (14)  (20)

arith prod -.40 -,16 .16 .25 -.53 -.43 -.26 .23
14) (21) (13) (A1) QY () (14) (20)

arith total .31 -.16 .22 .41 -.68%%-,21 -.,22 .21
(14) (21) (13) (1) (13) (D) (14)  (20)

composite (ITBS)-.03 -~.,00 -.02 .24 -.23 .49 .31 .15
(14) (21) (13)° (11) (13) (7). (14) (20)

c9 sa¢, congept -,02 .06 -.14 -.07 .25 -.0h «53% .02
(15) (21) (14) (13} (16) (7) (15) (22)

nai. sci. -.34 -,03 -,14 =.03 .18 -.18 a4 .02
{(15) (21) (14) (@13 (Q16) (7) (15) (22)

exnression -.54*% -,07 -.38 -.18 .31 21 .51% .23
(15} {(21) (14) (13) Q16) (%) {15) (22)

quant -.40 -.06 .12 .36 -.13 .84% .05 .22
(15) (21) (14) (13) (16) (D (15) (22)

reading 8.s, -, 60% ~,23 -,22 ~.,02 -.10 -.56 .38 22
(15) (21) (14) (13) Q26) (7). (15)  (22)
o reading n.s.  -.40 .09 .47 =29 .16 -.20 .32 434
IQJ!:‘ (15) (21) (14): (13) (16) (7). (1s) (22)
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EDUCATIONAL
" DEVELOPMENT
G9 rcading lit. -.07 .16 -.U9 .22 -.19 .04 .31 .08
(15) (1) 14) (13)  (16) (73 (1s) (22)
vocabulary -.09 -.05 -.00 .21 -.13 .16 .01 .16
(15) (21)  (14) (13) Qe ) (1s) (22)
composite (ITED) -.45 -.08 -.19 .05 .04 -.02 .50 .20
(1s) (21) (14) (13) (16) ) (15) (22)
sources -.26 -.09 «.35 .06 .15 .33 .56* .03
(15) (21) (14) (13)  (le) (7) (15) (22)
Gl0 soc. concepts .06 .11 .04 07 -.07 .34 .39 A1
(14) (21) (13) 1) 3 7 (14) (20)
nat. sci. .18 .23 .21 53 -.46 .40 -.05 -.13
(14} 21 (13) a1y Qa3 (7 (14) (20)
expression -.35 A5 .02 .34 -.18 .54 .18 .20
‘ (14) 21 (13) a1l a3 ) (14) (20)
quant. -.05 .09 .50 44 -.42 .34 -,17 .00
' (14) (21) (13) (11) Q3 ) (14) (20)
reading s.s. 30 -2 =27 ~.18 06 .47 .44 .00
(14) 21y Qa3 (11) ay o (14) (20)
reading n.s. .17 .14 -.01 .33 .26 .56 .12 .09
Q14) (21) 13) 11) Q3 ) (14) (20)
reading lit. .07 .06 ~-.02 .39 -.20 .55 .21 .02
(14) 21) (13) a1 13 (7 (14) (20)
vocabulary .22 .17 .05 26 -,17 .55 .21 .16
(14) (21) 13) (11) 13 ) (14) (20)
composite (ITED) .08 11 .03 .31 -.26 .56 .24 .08
(14) (21) as (ll) 13) )] (14) (20)
sources -.27 -.15 -.24 -.13 .25 .61 .35 .24
(14) (21) (13) 11 Q3 (7) (14) (20)
*p €.05
**p ¢ .01
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-The characteristic of discouragement was weighted 1 for
eﬁsily discouraged, 2 for occasionally discouraged, and 3 for
not easily discouraged. 7The above correlations appeared to in-
dicate, theretore, that individuals who were easily discouraged
at the kindergarten Jevel tended to have grcater difficulty jn
these}areas: grade 4 language usage, grade 8 arithmetic problem,
and grade 9 interpretatiorn of reading materials in social studies
and natural sciences.

Correlates of Responsibility

Significant correlates of the attribute responsibility, as
measured at the kindergart;n level, found were yrade 1 reading
(x= -.74, df= 7, p .05); grade 9 general background in the nat-
ural sciences (r=.72, df = 10, p .01}, interpreting reading mat-
erials in the natural sciences (r= .61, df= 10, p .05), using
sources of information (r= .58, df= 13, p .05); and grade 10
quantitative thinking (r= -.61, df= 10, p .05).

Since the weighting of the attribute responsibility was 1 for
rarely cariies out responsibilities, 2 for usually carries out
responsibilities, and 3 for always carrie¢s out resp&nsibilities,
those individuals who showed ligher degree of responsibility at the
kindergarten level tended to do poorly in grade 1 rcading and
grade 10 quantitative thinking. Whereas, individuals showing
lower level of responsibility at the kindergaréen level tended to
have more problems in their general background in the natural
sciences, interpretation of reading materials in the natufal

sclences, and use of sources of information at the ninth grade level.
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LU-1-e Correlates of Self-Confidence

Self-confidence at tlic kindergarten level was found to
have the following correlates: grade 2 arithmetic rcasoning
(r= .91, df= 3, p <.05); grade 4 use of references (r= .48, df= 16,
p £.05), arithmetic concept (r= .47, df= 16, p <.05); grade 5 arith-
matic concept (r= .49, df= 17, p <.05); grade 5 arithmetic con-
cept (r= .49, df= 17, p<.05), arithmetic total (r= .50, df= 17,

p <.05); grade 6 arithmetic concept (r= .51, df= 15, p <.05);
grade 8 arithmetic total (r= .47, df= 15, p £.05); und grade 9
quantitative thinking (r= .51, df= 18, p <.05).

Self-confidence was weighted as follows: 1 for rarely shows
self-confidence, 2 for usually shows self-confidence, and 3 for
always shows self-confidence. The findings revealed that indiv-
iduals who rarely showed self-confidence at the kindergarten level
encountered significantly more problems in the area of arithmetic
and quantitative thinking throughout most of the stages covered in
the study fgrades 2,4, 5,6, 8,9).

D-1-f Correlates of Subject-Matter Progress

Subject-matter progress at the kindergarten level was found
to be a significant determinant of grade 3 vocabulary (r= 1.00,
df= 2, p «£.01), arithmetic reasoning (r= .98,~df= 2, p<.05),
arithmetic total (r= .96, Jdf= 2, p <.05); grade 4 reading (re .99,
df= 2, p<.05), language usage (r; .96, df= 2, p<.05); and grade
5 graphs (r= .99, dfs 2, p <.01); refereuces (r= .98, df= 2,

p <.05), work-study total (r= .90, df= 2, p<.05).

Subject-matter progress was quantified as follows: 1

for below average, 2 for avergge, and 3 for above average. The
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D-1-h

findings revealed that the poorer the subject matter progress shown
at the kindergarten level the more difficulty it would become for
the individuals to catch up with others in vocabulary and arith-
matic at the third grade, reading and language usage at the fourth
grade, and work-study skills at the fifth grade levcl.
Correlates of Participation in Class Discussion

The only significant correlate of particip#tion in class
discussion, as measured at the kindergarten level, was language
usuage at grade 4 (r= .58, df= 16, p <.05). Individuals who rarely
participated in the Kindergarten class discussion tended to have
more difficulty in language usage at the fourth grade level.
Corrclates of General Attitude

Individuals' general attitude shown at kindergarten proved
to be a significant determinant of a large humber of measures of
educational achievement and development.

Significant éorrelates found were as follows: grade 2 total
a:hievemeﬁt (r= .95, df= 2, p £.05); grade 3 vocabulary (;. .54,
df= 1r, p <.05), comprehension (r= .53, df= 14, p <.05), total
reading (r= .51, df= 14, p <.05), mechanics of English (¥= .62,
df= 14, p <.05), total achievement (r= .50, df= 14, p <.05); grade 4
vocabulary (r= .50, df= 14, p «£.05), reading (r= .52, df= 14, p «.05),
punctuation (rs .54, df~ lr, p <.05)}, language usage (r= .64, df= 14,
p <.01); grade 5 graphs (r= .57,‘d£u Ir, p <.95), references (r= .58,
dfs 14, p «£.05), work-study total (r= .61, df= 14, p <.05);
grade 6 punctuation (r= .54, dfs 13, p <.05, maps (r= .54,
df= 13, p <.05), graphs (r= .59, df= le, p <05), rzferences

(r= .60, df= 13, p <.05), work-study total {r= .63, df= 13, p <.05);
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grade 7 maps (r='.52, df= 14, p«.05), graphs (r= .56, df= 14, p <.05),
work-study total (r= .56, df= 14, p <.05), arithmetic problem (r= .55,
df= 14, p <.05); grade 8 capitalization (r= .55, df= 14, p<.05),
maps (r= .56, df= 14, p«< .05), graphs (r= .54, df= 14, p <.05).
references (r= .59, df= 14, p<.05), work-total (r= .61, df= 14,
p €.05), arithmetic concept (r= .52, df= 14, p «.05), arifhmetic
problem (r= .54, df= 14, p «.05), arithmetic total (r= .57, df= 14,
p <.05), composite measure (r= .53, df= 14, p «.05); and grade 9
expression (r= .57, df= 15, p<.05), reading social studies (r= .57,
df= 15, p «.05), rcading natural sciences (r= .72, df= 15, p<.0l),
composite measure (r= .54, df= 15, p<«.0S5).

Poor, satisfactory, and good general attitudc were weighted 1,
a, and 3, respectively. The poorer the individual's general atti-
tude shown at the kindegarten level the more difficult wouid be
his overall educational Jevelopment at grades 2, 3, 8, and 9 in gen-
eral and his achievement in reading and language at grade 4, his
development of work-study skills at grades 6, 7, and 8, his arith-
metic achievement at grade 8, and his development of skills concerning
expression as wecll as interpretation of reading materials in the
social studies and natural sciences at grade 9 in perticular.
Correlates of Independence

Two significant correlates of independence found were grade 2
arithmetic reasoning (r= .96, dfe 2, p<.03) and grade 8 arithmectic
problep (r= .55, df= 11, p<.05). ‘he characteristic of independ-
ence was weighted as follows: 1 dependent upon others, 2 some
dependence, and 3 independent of others. Individuals who tended
to depend upon others at kindergarten were . ound to have more

problems in tho arca of aritimctic at the second and cighth grade levels.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Correlates of Sensitive Arcas

Overweight, speech problem etc. were considercd as sensitive
arcas. No sénsitive areas, some sensitive areas, and a lot of sen-
sitive areas were weighted 1, 2, and 3, resnectively.

Individuals having more sensitive arcas at liindergarten tended
to perform poorly in grade 2 vocabulary (r= -,959, df= 1, p.<105),
cormprehension (r= -1:09, df= 1, p «<.0Nl), total reading (r= -.999,
df= 1, p<.05), total language (r= -.993, df= 1, p<.05), and grade
9 expression (r= -.54, df= 13, p <.05), and reading social studies
(r= -.60, df= 13, p<.05).
Correlates of the Amount of Attention Meeded

Yone of the 116 nmeasures of educational achievement and dev-
elopment correlated significantly with the amount of attention needed
at the kindergarten level.
Correlates of the Amount of Class Discipline

Disrup:ive behavior in the kindergarten class did not correlete
significantly with any of the 116 measures of educational achievenent
and development.
Correlates of Agressiveness

Agressiveness shown at Lindergarten did not correlate significantly
wvith any of the 116 neasures of educational achlevement and developrent.
Corrclates of Shyness

Individuals who wers usually shy at the kindugarten level teouded
to have nore problerms in reading graphs (r= -.67, df= 10, p <.05)
and overall work-study skills (r= -.62, df= 10, p £ 05) at the fourth
grade and in total arithmetic achievement (r= -,68, df= 11, p<£.05)
at the eiplth grade level.
Correlates of the Amount of Fncouragenent leeded

Little encouragement needed, some encouragement needed, and
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a lot of encouragerent needed were three categories weighted 1,
2, and 3 respectively, in the correlational analyses.

Significant correlates of this attribute found were grade 3
total reading (r= .77, Jdf= 5, p< 105), grade 7 spelling (r= .75,
df= 5,‘p<L.05), srade 3 capitalization (r= .83, df= 5, p=.05),
maprs (r= .76, df= 5, p ¢.05), and grade 9 quantitative thinking
(r= .84, df= 5, p «.05).

Individuals who neecded little encouragement at the kinder-
gsarten level tended to have more problems in reading at the third
grade, capitalization and reading maps at the eightl: grade, and

quantitative thinking at the ninth grade. i
;

Correlates of Cooperativeness

Coover;tiveness as an attribute shown at the kindergarten
level provad to be a significant determinant of grade 2 vocabulary
(r= .999, df= 1, p <.05), conprehension (r= 1,00, di'= 1, p<.05),
total reading (r= .99, df= 1, p «.05), total languae {r= .998,
df= 1, p <.05), grade 5 punctuation (r= .53, df= 12, p <.05), and
grade 3 capitalization (r= .53, df= 12, p <.05), and grade 9 social
concepts (r= .53, df= 13, p< .05), expression (r= .41, df= 13,

p <.05), sources (r= .56, df= 13, p <« 05).

The three point weighting of the characteristic cooperative-
ness was as follows: 1 noncooperative, 2 usuallw cooperative,
and 3 alwa-'s cooperative. Individuals with more or less noncooper-
ative characteristics at the liindergarten level tenced to have more
problems in reading and languapge at the second grade, punctuation
at the fifth grade, capitalization at the eighth grﬁde, and under-

standing basic social concepts, appropriatcness of &xpression, and

use of sources of information at the ninth grade level.
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Correlates of Attention Span

Four significant correlates of attention span found were
erade & arithretic concept (r= .49, df= 18, p <.05), arithmetic
problen (r= .47, df= '8, p <.03), grade S maps (r= .56, df= 18,
n <,05), and grade 9 vreading materials in natural sciences (r= .43,
df= 20, p<«.05),

With short attention span, averapge attention span, and wide

attention snan weighted 1, 2, and 3, these findings revealed that

individuals having shorter attention span tended to have nore dif-

ficulty in arithmetic concept and problem at the fourth grade,
reading raps at the fifth grade, and interpretirg reading mater-

ials in the natural sciences at the ninth grade level.
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“reschool Characteristics Given by Parerts as Correlates of

“ducational Neveloprient

Seven varlables exanined, throuch the parent intervicw in
1960, dien the subjects of tills study were onvolled in kinder-
sarten wvere narents' attitude teuard childrea (veiphted 1 in-
ifferent, 2 somcrricit positive, 3 very positive), sibling re-

iationship (veirhted 1 not se good, 2 geood, 3 verv good), handling

hassles (veighted 1 no involvenment, 2 little involverment, 3 & lot

f involvement), fanily influences other than rarents {weirzhted 1

;o influences, 2 sore influeaces, 3 a lct of influerces), peer
velationship (eigited 1 poor, 2 averape, 3 good), faciag difficult
¢ ituations (weighted 1 usually discouraged, 2 ocassionallyv dis-
couraged, 3 rarelv discouraged), and depandence-independence in
caily routine (weighted 1 dependent on pirents, 2 some depencence
cn pareuts, 3 incerendent of parents).

Correlational analyses were carried out between each of these
seven characteristics and each of the 115 rmeasures of cducational
aciiievement and developrment. Table 24 sumnarizes the results,
Correlates of Parents' Attitude tovard Children

As can be seeu in Table 24, parents' attitude tow. rd children
curing the preschool period proved to have a profound effect on
the children's developrent in the arca of arithmetic. Individuals
| aving parents with very positive attitude at the kindergarten
level sccmcd to have more difficulty in arfthmetic at prades 2, 6, 7, 8.

Sipgnificant correlates found vera as follows: grade 2 arith-
retic total (r= -.95, df= 2, p £.05), gprade 6 arithmetic total (rx= .74,

Jf= 5, p £,N5), grade 7 arithmetic concept (re= -.76, df= 5, p<.05),

93

87



n-2-b

D-2-¢

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

and grade 8 arithmetic concept (r= -.80, df= G, p <.05), arith-
metic problem (r= -.84, df= 5, p<,01), and arithmetic total
(r= ~.85, df= 6, pe.0l).

Correlates of Sibling Relationship

Two mezsures of educational achievement were found to he
significant correlates of sibling relationship. They were grade 3
comprehension (r= -.83, df= &4, p£,05), and grade 4 composite
score of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (r= -.8Q, df= 5, p <.05).
Individuals having very good prnschool sibling relationship tended
to hav2 more problems in comprehension at the third grade and over-~
all acadewic zchievement at the fourth grade level.

Correlates of Handling Hassles by Parents

. Parents' handling of children's hassels at home proved

to be a powerful variable relating to a large number of me ‘ures
of educational aciievement ard development.

Significant correlates of this variable found were grade 2
vocabulary (r= .95, df= z, p <05), cempreliension (r= .95, df= 2,
p <.05), total reading (r= .95, df= 2, p <05), spelling (r= .97,
df= 2. p<.05), grade 3 spelling (r= .32, df= 4, p <.05), total.
language (r= .88, df= 4, p<.05), grade 4 spelliny (r= .88, df= 4,
< .05), capitalization (vr= .81, df= 4, p <«.05), language total
(r= .52, df= 4, p «.05), grade 5 reading (r= .81, df= 4, p<.05),
spelling (r= .94, df= 4, p <.01), language total (r= .89, df= 4,
p<.03), aritlimetic total, (v= .83, df= 4, p £.05), composite score
(r= .90, df= 4, p<.05), grace 6 spelling (r= .85, df= 4, p< .05),
language uasage (r= .83, df= 4, p<£,05), language total (r= .93,
df= &4, p<.,01), references (r= .98, df= 4, p <.01), work-siudv
total (r= .87, df= 4, p <.05), grade 7 punctuation (r= .95, df= 4,

p<..01), lanpguace usape (r= ,85, df= 4, p <N5), language total
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(r= .93, df= 4, p=<.0l), references (r= .87, df= 4, p<.05),
composite score (r= .97, df= 4, p<.0l), grade R capitalization
(r= .82, df= 4, p <05), language usage ( r= .87, df= 4, p<.0S5),
language total (yr= .94, df= 4, p«.0l), grade 10 sources (r= .90,
df= 4, p <.0Y).

Individuals whose parents would not invoive in the handling
of the children'’s hassles during the preschool period scened to
have more difficulty in the development of verbal skills (vocab-
ulacy, conprehensicn, spelling, reading, language usage, etc.)
at gvades 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, They also showed more dif-
ficulty in arithmetic at grade 5, work-study skills at grades
6 and 10, and overall development at grades 5 and 7.

Correlates of Family Influences other than Parents

No significant correlation was found between this variable

and any of the 116 measures of educational achievement and dev-

elopment.
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TARLE 24
Corrclations between Preschool Characteristics given by Parents
and Educational Developmeni Measured at Grades 1-10

(Figure in Parentheses Indicates Number of cases)
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D-2-e

. D-2-g

O

D-3

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Correlates of Pcer Relatiovusuip
| Significant correlates of peer relationship found were

2 arithretic total (r= -.95, df= 2, p £.05), grade 3 mechanics of
English (r=-.34, Jdf= 4, p£L .05}, grade 5 punctuation (r= -.84,
df= 5, p<«£.03), and grade 10 social concepts {r= -.72, df= 6, p <.05)
and background in the natural sciences (r= ~.75, df= 6, p«.05).

Individuals naving good preschool pear relationship tended to
show more problems in arithmetic at the second grade, English at
grade 3, punctuation at prade 6, and in understanding basic social
concepts and general background in the natural sciences at the tenth
grade level.
Correlates of Facing Difficult Situations

Individuals who received more discouragenent from the pareats

in facing difficult situations during the preschool period tended

to have more problems in reading graphs (r= .6, df= 5, p<.05)
at the fifth grade and in quantitative thiuking (r= -.85, df= 5,
p £.05) at- the tenth grade level.

Correlates of Dependence - Independence

{Daily Routirne)

No significant correlation was found between preschool de-
penderice-independence and any of the 116 measures of educatfonal
achievement and development.

The First Grade Personality Attributes as Correlates of Educational
Developnent

Fiftcen measures of personality attributes acquired from the

subjects when they vere entolled in the first grade, through the

administration of the California Test of personality, included self-

reliance, personal worth, perscnal freedom feeling of beloiging,
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withdrawing tendency, nervous symptoms, personal adjustiient,
social standards, social skills, anti~social ;endency, family re-~
lations, school relations, community relations, social adjustment,
and total adjustment.

Correlations between each of these 15 persondlity neasures
and each of the 106 measures of educational achievement and
development are shown in Table 25 (a and b).

D-3-a Correlates of Self-Reliance

Self-reliance at the first grade level was found to be
sipgnificantly and nepatively relat:d to achievement .in capital-
ization at grades 4, 7, and 8; punctuation at grade §; and using
sources of information at grade 10.

The breakdown of the significant correlates with the level
of correlation is as follows: grade 4 capitalization (r= -.48,
df= 17, p <.05), grade 7 capitalization (r= -.57, df= 14, p <.050),
grade 8 capitalization (r= -.50, df= 16, p<«.05), punctuation
(r= -.51, df= 16, p £.05), and grade 10 sources (r= -.48, df= 18, f <£.05).

D-3-b Correlates of Personal Vorth

Personal worth at grade 1 was found to be significantly and

positively correlated with a large number of measures of educa-

tional achievement and developrent.
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TABLE 25 a

Correlations between Personality Attributes Measured at Grade 1
and Educational Development Measured at Gredes 1-10

(Figures in Parentheses Indicates number of Cases)
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(20) (20)  (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
arith. total -.11 .39 -.05 .10 -.14 -.06 .11 -.04
(20) {20) (20) (20) . (20) (20) (20) (20)
composite (ITES) -.19 44 =030 16 -.246 -.01 07 -.34
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20} (20)
G6 vocabulary -.03 0%k - 12 .21 -.36 -.07 A1 -.32
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
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TM;Lf. 25a ‘Cont ‘¢

e >
[ =} [3) Pe]
ord = . =
[ o 9
g = Q v £ 7,
(=] o} = B ~J =
£ e~ - ] (o] L] o)
Q [ 3 [ 0 = [ = €
] & o & B, - =
= o Y Be E -3 e
] = . Y =] < <
o) ] Nl 1453 -
— ~ — ] ~— v
O L] = 1) Il v ]
& £ £ 2 & ! £ —_
Educational o e e a 2 g 2 =
Development o 5 B S ot E v 2
. 2] 29 =8 = = z | [~ _LU’.
G€ reading -.10 .53* -.24 .39 -.18 .12 .28 -.41
, (18)  (18) (18) as8)  (18) (18) (18)  (138)
spelling -.01 .24 -.39 .21 -.42 .01 -.01 -.22
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18} (18)
capital. -.35 .46 -.24 A7 -.16 .11 .14 -.16
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)3 (18) (18)
punct. -.06 .53* -.18 .44 -.33 .03 .17 -.23
(18) (18) (18) (18)  (18) (18) (18) (18)
lang. usage -.23 750 -.19 .32 -.28 -.01 .20 -.16
as) (18) - (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)  (18)
lang. total -.18 .55* -.28 41 -.34 .05 .14 -.22
(18)  (18) (18) (18)  (18) (18) (18)  (18)
maps -,38 .32 -.17 .05 -.36 -.08 -.12 -.00
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
graphs .02 .48*% .02 .45 -.21 .12 .32 -.24
(18)  (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
references -.37 .52~ -.24 .30 -.32 .07 09 -.13
1v) (18} (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18}
work-st. total  -.27 .50*  -.16 31 -.34 .04 A1 4015
(18) (18)  (18) (18) (18)  (18)  (18) (18)
arith. concept 12 .43 -.00 .28 -.27 .03 A7 -.02
(18)  (18) (18) ~ (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
arith. prob. -.11 .33 .08 .03 -.25 -.06 .03 -.11
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18} (18} (18)  (18)
arith. total .02 .45 .03 .20 -.29 -.01 A3 -.07
(18) (18) {18) (18) (18) (18) ~ {18) (18)
Q = composite (ITDS) -.13 .58¢ -.19 .33 -.33 .03 17 -.28
ERIC (18)  (18) (18)  (18) (18)  (18)  (18)  (18)
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TABLE 45a (Conit'd)

g 5 o
& g 8
& & 2 £ 5 Y
o e 3 0! 2 S 3 5
g % o «© <% rm S
& 2 & s & g 2 &
s’ ~ ~ ° 5 @ - 8
g g g & > E g —_
Educational u [ [4 o a2 o o &
Development N B by ® o E b g
v [<9 (% 29 2 = o, [75]
G 7 vocabulary -.05 .56 -.33 J75%% 2,22 .20 .42 -.35
“(16)  (16) (16) (x6)  (16) (16) (16}  (16)
reading 12,42 -.39 .52  -.27 .08 31 -.47
(6)  (16) (16) (16)  (16) (16) (16)  (16)
spelling -.16 .34 -.32 .26 -.43 13 .02 -,27
(16)  (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)
capital, -.57% .52% .15 45 =22 .31 .19 .01
(16)  (16) (16) (16 (16) (16) (16)  (16)
punct. -.46  .68*%  -.13 37 -.29 .09 .18 -.24
(16) (16) (16) (16)  (16) (16) (16) (16)
lang. usage -.27  .63* .21 .63 -.18 .28 .42 -,46
“ (16) (16) (16) (aes)  (16) (16) (16) (16)
lang. total -.38 .58+  .,23 45 -.31 .21 21 =27
(16)  [(i6) (16) (1e6) (16) (16) (16)  (16)
maps -.26 .48 -.36 31 -.38  -.07 .08  -.28
(16)  (16) (16) (16)  (16) (16) (16)  (16)
graphs -.49  .53*  -.34 g4 -120 -3 .01 .07
(16)  (16) (16) (16)  (16)  (16) (16)  (16)
references -.30 .54 -.31 500 -.28 .21 .24 -.15
(16) (16) (16) (16)  (16) (16) (16) (16)
work=st. total  -.40 ,60*  -.39 .38 -.30 .05 14 216
(16)  (16) (16) (16)  (16) (16) (16)  (16)
arith. concept .14 - 27 -.25 .42 -.06 .17 .32 .01
(16)» (16) (16) {16)  (16) (16) 6y (16)
arith. prob. -.04 .42 -.15 30 -.30  -.03 .14 -.00
(16) (15) (16) (16)  (16) (16) (16) (10)
arith. total .01 .41 -.23 34 -.26 .02 s -.05
(16)  (16) (16) (16)  (16) (15) (16)  (16)
Q composite (ITBS) .17  ,59*  -.34 .58*  -.20 .15 31 -.30
ERIC (1)  (16) (16)  (16) (16)  {i6) (16} (10)
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(dont'g)
&2 >
= o bl
el = [~
&0 (4 133
£ £ ] 9 E
s S |5 {5 |8 2
Q .5 '8 [ [ 2ad + o] izl
: s |2 |2 |e |8 |3 2
& 2 iy ” £ |3 2 &
~ [e] al wy +
N 4 — x y— Y
(1 2] 2] =] [ w 1]
ol e |8 [ |5 |8 |§ [z
Educational W @ & — = 5 A 3
Development [ o 4] o het 5 3 o
) v =% 0. 23 = =z =N 78
G 8 vocabulary ~.09 .40 -.21 L2l -.25 .05 100 -.41
(18) (18} (18) (18) (18) (13) (18) (18)
reading -1 .47¢ .26 .39 -.24 .08 26 -.40
(18)  (18) (18) {18) (18) (18) (18)  (18)
spelling -.15 .25 -.40 .07 -.35 .07 -.10 -.37
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18} (18}
capital, -.50* .33 -.24 .23 .09 .41 .15 -.27
' i (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) {18)
punct, ~.51* 37 -.08 -.04 -.10 .18 -.04 -.26
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)  (18)
lang, usage -.34 .26 -.30 -.01 -.08 .10 -.08 -.19
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18
lang. total -.41 .34 -.29 .08 -.13 .21 -.02 -.31
(18) (18) (18) (18) “{18) (18) (18) (18)
maps -.45 .53+ -.23 .39 -.33 .11 .09 -.13
1 (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
graphs -.18 .25 =24 .29 -.30 .05 -.01 .19
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
references -.24 .36 -.17 .35 -.03 .43 .34 -.41
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
work-st, total -.31 .41 -.23 .36 .24 .23 .16 -.13
(18) {18) (18) (18) {18) {18) (18) (18)
arith, concept =21 L34 -.28 .45 -.25 .06 .21 -.22
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
arith, prob, -.15 AT .10 .00 -.13 -.25 .08 .03
, (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
Q -
. €
ERIC 112
e .. 100
I n i e —
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TABLE 25 a (cont'd)

113

£ % .
2]k 5
E 5] =) 9] 3 «
S ¢ & E =
= b~ ~ o o] 14} L)
e) o Q) U o o = ]
g5 £ 2| .| B 37| %
o 2 “ “ E 3 ES =
L o -l 7] P
- ~ ~ 3 — L
o F| oB| OB oz| F -
.Educational < g 2 b ! e e &
* -—{ - 15 Q [ o) N ;
Developmen © g g 9 5 3 5 é
G38 arith, total -.14 JAT* -.06 .20 -.22 ~-,15 .15 -.N7
‘ (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) {18) as a9
composite (ITBS) -.26 L48% - 26 .28 -.24 A2 A5 0 =034
o (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (1%) (18) (18)
G9 soc, concepts -.12 .10 -JJ8%x 19 -.16 -.18 -.13  -.20
§19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19)
nat, sei, .04 .19 -.45 .04 -.12 -,35 -.16 -.04
(19) (1%x  (19) (19) (19) (19) 19) Q19
expression -.28 .19 ~.43 -.11 -.06 -,05 -.14 .25
(19) (1%) (19} (19) (19) (19) (19) (19)
quant, -.15 45 -.21 .13 ~-.50% -,18 -.00 A3
(19) 19) a9 (19) (19) (19) (19) (19)
reading s.s. ~. 24 .21 ~,36 -.18 -.11 -.24 -.19  -.2
(19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19)
reading n.s. ~.03 .29 .05 . 22 .32 .35 .40 .05
(19) (19) (19 (19) (19) (19) (19 (19)
reading 1it. -.0% .13 -,55% .00 -.19 -.19 -.19 -,17
(19) (19) (19) {19) (19) (19) (19) {19)
vocabulary -.04 .04 =475 =12 -.45 -.41 -39  -.42
(19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19
composite (ITED) -.,17 .32 -.51% 02 -.22 -,25 =16 -2
(19 (19) (19) (19) €19) 19 (19)  (19)
sources -.21 A3, =.51¢# .09 -.41 -.32 -.22  -,0%
(19) 19) (19 (19) (19) (19) (19 Q19
Gl0 soc. concepts .13 W41 -.38 L7% 0 -,08 .02 29 =03
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (27
Hat. Bel, .08 A2 -.03 .11 ~-.51*% -.25 -.03  -,5N%
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) @z @2m
expression ~¢33° L48% - 3] .03 -.27 -.07 -.06  -,31
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (2m
quant, .04 .19 -.28 .18 -.19 -.07 08 7,17
(20} (20) (20} (20) (20} (20} (20) (20
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TABLE 25 a (cont'd)
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£ i =

e = 4
[T} U %3] B []
5 5 T & @ =
o 5 3 ? h g 2 3
J ] QU ol v =
g g x - er E, o o
] [} &
:_"l — — o i — n

oS ) B
‘ elE) R o2l 2 F| =
EdutaAtional ) © o o R 3 b a
Development he b g 3 il 3 < 3
s 1 &) &1 &1¢ SR
Gl0 reading s.s. -.34 .38 -.41 .17 -.12 01 .03 -.,05
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) 20) (20)
reading n.s. -.23 .60 -.31 .30 -.26 -.05 g1 -.11
(20) (20) (20) 20} (20) {20) 20) (20)
reading 1lit. -.27 A3 -.35 -.04 -.37 -.10 -.13  -.15
(20) {20) (20) (20} {20) (20} (20) (20)
vocabulary -.24 val -.44 .20 -, 28 -.04 00 =-.35
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
composite (I.ED) -.16° .50%  -,41 .20 -.33 -.12 01 -.17
{20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
sources -.48% $52% -.13 .00 -.17 -.02 ~.04 .06
(20) (20) (20) {20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
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TABLE 25 b
1
1
{
o u
a £
7] 0 )
3 t 0 o £ y
g 5 & “ g g
v & Ea) Ll ~ & E
s ~ Q o 5 3 @
“d (1] - ~ hanl 3
- b . & & 2 b2y
« g Y 3 = =
Educational i T kA "3 2 = =
Development D i E _8 g 3, o
[+ g < 3] (<] ° <]
A < [ % &) 23} £~
Gl reading (L-C) -.29 -.05 -,01 .05 .19 -.03 -.11
(19) (19) a5 (19) 19) (19) (19)
G3 vocabulary -.23 A1 -,31 -.19 -.07 -.20 -.21
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
comprehension -.25 A3 -,27 -.19 .01 -.20 -.15
(18) (18)  (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
total reading -.25 A2 -.29 -.19 -.03 -.20 -.18
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18, (18)
mech. English ~.20 A0 -,21 ~-.18 -.02 -.15 -.23
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) {18) (18)
spelling -.23 .02 -.49% -,19 -.22 -.38 -.29
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18)- (18 (18)
total lang, -.24 .05 -.,45 -.21 -.18 -.35 -.29
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
arith. reason -.16 A7 -.09 .09 40 14 .10
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (1¢&)
arith, fund. -.21 .00 -.03 -.20 .26 -.06 -.06
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18} (18) (18)
arith. total -.17 A4 -,08 .04 42 W11 .08
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
total (CAT) .21 .13 -.35 -.12 .01 -.19 -.16
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
G4 vocabulary ~-.26 06  -.26 -.23 ~-.08 -,20 -.20
(19) (19) (1Y) 19 (19) 19 (19)
reading -.30 A5  =,06 -.18 .01 -.10 -.14
(19) (19) (19) {19) 19 (19) (19)
spelling -.16 .16 -.27 -.03 -.13 -.17 -.23
(19) (19 Q9 (19) (19) (1%) (19)
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TABLY 25h
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[+] (o] (e} L) =] [+
wn = ot o — el B
— Lo + (4] %] &
— -t [ ) o = 3]
ot o - Ll ) 2
] e (4] <o > e (o)
w [3] (-4 =4 (%) <4 o
(o] ol o
- 751 > — =] —
o [) — [« 2 « -
wd e o (<] E Bl 2]
Educational 2 g 8 3 5 3 S
w) < o vy | ] [75] | 2l
Developmnent
G4 capital. -.10 .12 .34 -,20 -.23 -.27 -.,37
(19) (19) (@19 (19) (19 (19) (19)
punct, -.14 ,08 Jd2 -.17 -.09 -.11 -,07
(19) (19} (19) (19) (19) (19) (19)
lang. usage -.31 .15 -.,16 -.32 -,S81* -,42 -.30
(19) (19) (@19 QA9 @19 19 (19)
lang. total -.20 .15 -.18 -,20 -.27 -.27 -.27
; (19) (19) (1%) (19) (19) (i9) (19)
maps -10 .24 -.13 .14 .24 .10 .03
(19) (19) (19) (9 (19 (19) (19)
graphs -.46* .10 -,04 .01 .08 -.08 -.07
. (19 (19) (19) (19 (19 19 (19
references -.2¢ .09 .06 -.10 .18 .11 -.04
. (19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19)
work-st, total -.28 .16 -,06 .02 .16 .04 -.04
(19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19) a9
arith, concept .02 .22 .08 .24 .29 .24 .16
(19) (19) (19) (@19) (19 (19) (19)
arith, prob. -.10 .29 26 .22 .29 .27 .30
, (19) (19) (19 O9 (19) (19 (19)
arith. total -.09 ,23 .15 .09 .28 19 16
(19) (19) (19) (19) (@9 @19 ((19)
composite (ITBS) -.26 .16 -.13 -.12 -.00 -.10 -.13
(19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19) (19)
G 5 vocabulary -.22 .18 -.24 -,20 -,06 -.17 -.16
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
reading -.21 .04 -,27 -.35 -,26 -.29 .32
(2m)  (20) (20) (20) (20) (19) (19)
spelling -.18 .18 -.25 -,18 -,30 -.28 -.,27
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (19) (19)
] 1 G 110




s

TABLE 25 b (cont'd)

>
[ 5] ;)
<3 =
9] (o] [
<3 w v el = -~
& £ =3 o o £
[3] (o] (o] [+ ] E [1¢]
) ~ el o=t — - =
— I I 4] ) 2
— — o o] ~ 3 0
e ir] — — = 3
Flg | 2l 5l®|3
(o} el [}
Lducational S “ 219 g = ~
Developrent S e ' 2 £ B, 3
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65 capital. -.08 17 .00 .02 -.01 .01 -.,02
(20)  (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
punct. .02 .30 -.11 -.06 -.03 .01 -.06
(20)  (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
lang. usage -.26 .24 -.32 .04 -.17 -.20 -.12
(20)  (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
lang. total -.13 .27 -.17  -.05 -.13 -.11 -.11
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
maps -.04 -.13 .05 -.11 -.04 -.08 -.16
(20)  (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (z0)
graphs -.14 .26 .09 .02 .24 .16 .03
(20)  (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (X0)
references -.36 -.06 -,23 -.29 °~ -,21 -.33 -.36
(20)  (20) (20) (20) (’0) (20)  (20)
vork-st. total -.21 .05 -.03 -.14 .02 -.07 -.10
(20) (20) (20) (20) {20) (20) (20)
arith. concept -.38 .03 .05 -.07 .05 -.09 -.12
(20)  (20) (20) (20) (20) (20} (20)
arith. prob. -.03 09 .0 -.17 .17 .11 .05
(20) (200 (20 (20) (20) (29) (20)
arith. total -.21 07 .M -13 .12 .01 -.04
(20)  (20) (2u) (20) («2) (20) (20)
composite (ITBS) -.22 .14 -.18 -.21 -d -17 .20
(20)  (20) (20) (20) (20) (203 (20)
G6  vocabulary -.24 14 -.,24 .05 A1 =009 -.10
(138) (18) (18) (13) (18) (18) (18)
reading -.10 .38 -.15 -.0G 05 -,01 -.03
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)




TABLY 2)h
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Y3 el Q (] > ~ e
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, gl e |82 |E|3]%
S| E1 & &8 8]

/.

66 spelling -.07 15 -.27 -.09 .00 -,09 -.14
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18
capital. .08 .25 .05 -,02 .18 .15 .04
(x8) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
‘punct. -.14 11 .02 -.03 .03 -,03 -.02
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
lanz. usage -.23 .16 -.04 -.,08 .06 -,00 -,00
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
Jang. total -.10 .20 -,08 -,06 .09 .01 -.03
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
maps -.23 -.02 09 -,22 »25 .03 -.13
(18) (18) (18) - (18) (18) (18) (18)
graphs -.36 .26 .26 .18 .24 .15 .18
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
references -.34 .09 ,01 -.,16 .07 -.07 -.l0
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
work-st, total -.35 .13 .13 -,07 .21 .04 -,02
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
arith. concept -.06 .34 .21 .38 .41 .37 .23
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
arith, prob,: -.45 -.01 .07 -.01 .24 -,07 -.08
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
arith, total -.25 .21 .18 .23 .38 .21 .11
(18) (13) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
composite (ITBS) -,21 .24 -,08 -.01 .15 .01 -.,02
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
G 7 vocabulary .07 .46 -,07 .14 .06 .14 .15
(16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (168) (16)
reading .01 .39 -.21 .04 -,07 -.03 -,01
(16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)
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Educational 2 - = b3 g 3 s
DEvelopment § ;é E é E § ;_5
G7  spelling .13 .20 -.30 -.,09 .17 .04 -.11
(16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)
capital, -.15 .14 .03 -.,08 .41 .16 .07
(16) (16) (16) (16) (l6) (16) (16)
punct. -.25 .01 -.12 -,11 .12 -.08 ~,15
(16) (16} (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)
lang. usage -,22 .07 -.15 -.,03 -.07 -.18 -,07
(16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)
lang. total -.12 .12 -.15 -.,08 .17 -.01 -.97
(16) (16)  (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)
maps -.21 .11 -.,10 -,08 .20 -.06 ~,16
(16) (16} (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)
graphs -.08 ,20 -.04 -,19 .16 .11 .00
(16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)
references -.06 .22 -,04 -,12 15 .07 .02
(16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)
work-st, total -,08 .20 -.,07 -.15 .19 .04 -.05
(16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)
arith. concept .09  .56% .25 .26 .37 .43 37
(16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)
arith. prob. -.19 .43 .11 .26 .30 .25 .17
(16) (16) (163 (16} (16) (16} (16)
arith. total -.12 .45 .11 .23 .28 .25 .19
(16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16)
composite (1TBS) -.03 .38 -.09 .05 .16 .11 06
(16) (16) (16) (16) (16) (l6) (16}
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I a 8 g [ 2! =
Cducational § 2 E £ £ 2 5
bDevelopment 1% < (X v © v [
G 8 vocabulary -.20 .35 -.13 -.,02 -,10 -.,08 -.12
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
reading -.19 .29 -.19 ,01 02 -,07 -.,09
(18 (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
spelling .02 .32 -.45 -,10 -.16 -.18 -,24
(18) (18) {18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
capital. .05 .39 -,01 -.,14 .04 .06 .06
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (13) (18)
punct, -.08 .13 -,28 -,22 -.,04 -.15 -,16
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
lang. usage -.01 .21 -.26 -,15 -.23 -,13 -.,23
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
lang. total 01 .32 -.29 -.,16 -.,10 -,10 -.15
(18) (18) (18) (18) {18) (18) (1%8)
maps ) -.06 .13 -,08 -.11 .31 .11 -,05
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
graphs ‘ 23 .17 .15 .01 .46 .30 |12
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
references .05 .45 -.,11 -,00 .05 .07 .11
(18) (18) (18} (18) (18) (18) (18)
work-st, total 09 30 -,01 -,03 .31 .23 .08
(18) {(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
arith. concept. -.23 .14 .07 .11 .21 .04 -.04
(18} (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
arith, prob. -.52* .01 .14 -.07 .10 -,08 -,06
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
Q arith, total -.46 .06 12 .02 .18 -.02 -.06
[EIQ\L(:‘ (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18) (18)
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Table 25b (cont'd)
5 a
g E .
tleleg |2 |§ |
@ Q [ 9 & g
sl=ldls |3 (8 |¢
~ ~ ot o o 3 d
-l L4 L | - ey 7}
Y, - u ¢ > o E]
w2 [2] ol ol te) 2> —
- 8 s | E ~ g
Educational i+ -:4') E § E *3 3
Development S g o 9 8 8 é
G 8 composite (ITBS) -.15 .33 -,14 -.06 .04 =-.03 -.10
(18) (18) (18) (18) (18 (18) (18)
G 9 soc. concepts -.03 .06 .08 ~.40 -,36 -,16 -.31
(19) a9 19 Q9 (19) (19) (Q19)
nat., sci. -.21 -.04 .32 ~,30 -.32 -,11 -.23
(19) (19 (199 (19 @19 @9 19
expressions -.18 .01 =-,12 -,51* -,41 -.,33 ~,33
(19) (19) Q9 (19) @19 (19 @19
quant, -.18 .-,05 .07 -.08 .12 .05 )2
(19) (19) (19 (19) (19) (19) (19
reading s.s. -.44  -.05 -,07 -.46* -,41 -,42 -.45
' (19) a9 (19) (199 @9 Q9 Q9
resding n.s, .04 .28 .23 -.02 .06 .22 .33
19 a9 a9 @9 19 a9 (19)
reading 1lit, -.16 =-,03 =-,06 =-.3¢& -,34%4 -,25 ~.32
(19) Q9 @19 (19 (@19 (19) 19)
vocabulary -.23 -,01 -2 -.26 -,33 -.36 -.50%
(19 Q9 19 19 @9 Q9 (19)
composite (ITED) -.26 .01 01 -,38 -.3% -.26 ~,35
19) 19 (19) (@19 (1v) 9 (19
sources -.24° -,08 -,00 -~-,31 -,17 =-.19 ~.30
(19) (19 19 A9 (19 {19) (19
G 10 soc. concepts .12 .27 =~-,00 =~-,02 -,09 .06 .04
(20) (20) (20) (20) (200 (20) (20)
nat. sci. -.27 -,29 ~-.26 ~-,11 -,24 -.38 -.40
(20) (200 (20) (20) (200 (20) (20)
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Table 25b (Contld)

oy o
5 & o
Slelel=]%]¢
sl &85 83|58
Slelalal=|2]|:
alijE el |3
Fducational E': 3 '?', E E E '§
Development :’o’) & E };’ S | § e
Gl0 -.16 .05 .08 01 .09 08 02
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
reading s.s. -.15 .27 .09 -,21 -,15 .01 -.05
(20)  (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
reading TleS» "'26 016 .03 ""03 ’00? -.Oh -'07
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
reading 1 t. «16 07 ~-32 =24 =10 -.17 -.27
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
vocab‘llary -.11 015 -.16 -.17 -.19 ‘-15 =23
(20)  (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20}
conpost te (I TED) =20 W14 06 =14 -,11 -.08 -.,16
(20) (20) (20} (20) (20) (20) (20)
sources '05 007 "009 --23 '08 006 -.00
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20)
*p <.05
*¥p <01
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Significant corrclates of this personality variable
were grade 4 rcading (r=.53, df=17, p(.Ol), maps (r=.52, df=
17, pg .05), graphs (r=.50, df=17, p¢.065), work-study total
(r=.53, df=17, p.« .05), arithmetic concept (r=.61, df=17, Pg .01),
arithmetic total (r=.56, df=17, pe .05), composite score (r=
.58, df=17, p<.0S); grade § capitalization (r=.47,df=18, p< .05),
references (r=.52, df=18, p ¢ .05); grade 6 vocabulary (r=.60,
df=16, p<.01), reading (r=.53, df=16, p< .05), punctuation {r=.53,
df=16, p «.05), language usage (r=.75, d4f=16, p «.01), language
total (r=.55, df=16, p<£.05), graphs (r=.48, df=16, p<.05),
references (r=.52, df=16, p «.05), work-study total (r=.50, df=
16, p<£.uS), composite score (re.58, df=16, p£.05); grade 7
vocabulary (r=.56, df=14, p <.05), capitalization (#=.52, df=
14, p<.05), punctuation (r=.68, df=14, pg .01), language usage
(r=.63, df=14, p..01), language total (r=.58, df=14, p<.01),
graphs (r=.53, df=14, p. .05), references (r=.54, df=14, p ¢.05),
work-study total (r=.60, df=14, p« .05), composite score (r=.59,
df=14, p £.05); grade 8 rcading (r=.47, df=16, p<.05), maps
(r=.53, df=16, p«.05), arithmetic problem (r=.47, df=16, p<.05),
arithmetic total (r=.47, df=l6, p<.05), composite score (r=.48,
df=16, p<£.05); and grade 10 expression (r=.48, df=18, p£.05),
composite score (r=,50, df=18, p £;05), sources (r=.52, df=18,
p <-05). '

These findings revealed that higher degrce of personal
worth shown at grade 1 tended to have significantly positive
effect on the overall educational davelopment at grades 4, 6,
7, 8, and 10. Individuals with higher first-grade personal worth
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tended also to do better in capitalization and reading references

at the fifth grade level.

Correlates of Personal Freedom

The degree of personal freedom, as measured at grade 1,
was found to have a sigrilicantly negative telation to the
ninth-grade overall educational develorment in general and
the ninth-grade achievement in the understanding of basic
social concepts, interpretation of literary materials,
vocabulary, and using sources of information in particular.

The breakdown of the siénificant correlates of this
personality variable is as follows: grade 9 social concepts
(r=-.74, df=17, p<.01), reading literary materials (r= -.55,
df=17, p<«05), vocabulary (r= -.47, df=17, p<.05), composite
score (r= -.51, df=17, p<.05), and sources (r=-.51, df= 17,

p<.05).

C&rrelates of Feeling of Belonging

Significant correlates of this personality variable found
were: grade 4 arithmetic problem (r= .52, df=17, p<.05),
arithmetic total (r= .50, df=17, p<.05); grade 6 capitalization
(x=.47, df=16, p<.05); grade 7 vocabulary (r=.75, df=1l4, p<.01),
reading (r= .52, df=14, p<.05), references (r=.50, df=14, p<.05),
composite score (rn.53, df=14, p«c.05); and grade 10 social

concepts (r=.47, df=18, p<,05).

The lower the leve! of feeling of belonging shown at the
first grade level the more problems one would have in arithmetic

at the fourth grade; capitalization at the sixth grade;
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overall academic areas as well as vocabulary, reading, using
references at the scventh grade; and the understanding of

basic social concepts at the tenth grade.

D-3-e. Correlates of Withdrawing Tendency
It was found that the higher the withdrawing tendency
shown at grade 1 the more problems one would have in the
development of quantitative thinking (r= -.50, df=17, p<.05)
at grade 9 and the general background in the natural sciences

(r= -.51, df=18, p<.05), at grade 10.

D-3-f. Correlates of Nervous Symptoms
tone of the 106 measures of educational achievement and
development correlated significantly with the nervous symptoms

measured at the first grade level.

D-3-g. Correlates Personal Adjustment
The measurc of personal adjustment is the subtotal of self-
confidence, personal worth, personal freedom, feeling of belonging,
withdrawing tendency, and nervous symptoms.
This attribute, neasured at grade 1, did not correlate
significantly with any of the 106 measures of educational achievement

and development.

D-3-h. Correclates of Sccial Standards
Soctal standards measured at grade 1 showed significantly
negative correlations with the achievement in language (r= -.48,

df=16, p<.05), at grade 3 and general background in the natural
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sciences (r= -,50, df=18, pz.05) at grade 10.

Correlates of Social Skills

The level of socizl skills, as measured at grade 1, seemed
to have significantly negative effect on the ability to read
graphs (r= -.46, df=17, p<05) at grade 4 and the ability to
solve arithmetic problem (r= -,52, df=16, ps.05) at grade 8,
Correlates of Anti-Social Tendency .

The only significant correlate of this personality
variable found was grade 7 arithmetic concept (r= .56, df=14,
p<.05).

Correlates of Family Relations

Family relations, measured at the first grade level, seemed
to have a negative effect on the achievement of the seventh-
grade arithmetic concept (r= -.49, df=16, p< .05).

Correlates of School Relations

School relations at grade 1 was found to correlate
significantly and negzatively with the appropriateness of expression
(r= -.51, df=17, p £.05) and interpretation of reading materials
in social studies (r= -,46, df=17, p £.05) at grade 9.
Correlates of Community Relations .

Community relations measured at grade 1 seemed to have a
significantly negative effect on the fourth-grade language usage
(r= -.51, df=17, p £.05).
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D-3-n. Correlates of Social Adjustment

The measure of social adjustment is the subtotal of social
standards, social skills, anti-social tendency, family relations,
scliool relations, and community relations.

This personality variable, measured at grade 1, did not
correlate significantly with any of the 106 measures of educa-

tional achievament and development.
D-3-0. Correlates of Total Adjustment

The total adjustment score is the composite of personal
adjustment and social adjustment scoras.

The level of total adjustment, as measured at grade 1,
seemed to have a significantly negative effect on the
achievement of the ninth-grade vocabulary {(r= -,50, df=17,

P <.05).

D-4. The First-Grade IQ and Reading Readiness as Determinants of

Educational Development

Scholastic aptitude and reading readiness of the subjects,
measured by the SRA Intelligence Test and the Lee-Clark Reading
Test, at grade 1 were examinad in relation to a total of 115
measures of educational achievement and development covering the
period from grade 2 through grade 10,

Results of the correlational snalyses are summarized in

Table 26.
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TABLE 26
Correlations between the First Grade 1.Q., Reading Rcadiness
and Educational Development Measured at Grades 2-10.

(Figure in Parentheses Indicates Number of Cases)

Cducational First Grade
Development —_
1.4. Reading Readiness

G 2 vocabulary 55% (13) - (0)
comprehension .68* (13) - {0)
total reading .62* (13) - (0)
mech. English 41  (13) - (®)
spelling .36 (13) - (0)
total language .45 (13) - (D)
arith. reson .38 (13) - (0)
arith. fund. .24 (13) - ()
arith. total .22 (13) - ()
total (CAT) .55* (13) - (0)

G 3 vocabulary .69**(31) .53* (16)
comprehension .62%* (32) .52* (16)
total reading .67**(31) .54* (16)
mech. English .70 (31) .53* (16)
spelling .45 (31) .25 (16)
total lang. 57¢%(31) .36 (16)
arith. reason, .65%* (31) .52* (10)
arith. fund. .53**(31) .18 (16)

o arith. total .67**(31) .45 (16)
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TABLE 26 (cont.)

Educational First Grade
Development
I.Q. Reading Readiness
G3  total (CAT) .64**(31) .45 (16)
G'4 VYocabulary" .62**(32) | 44 (173
reading L78%*(32) .55%(17)
spelling .63**(32) 58*(17)
capitalization 6.2 (32) 43 (17
punctuation .40+ (32) .34 (17)
lang. usage .46%*(32) .10 (17)
lang. total .64**(32) .44 (17)
maps . .58**(32) .54*(17)
graphs .53**(32) 37 (17)
references .62%*(32) 41 (17)
work-st. total +65%*(32) 49%(17)
arith. concept .57**%(32) 55 (1)
arith, prob. .38* (32) .49%(17)
arith. total .52**(32) 62*(17)
composite (ITBS)  ,74%*(32) .56*(17)
G 5 VYocabulary 56**(33) .20 {18)
reading .58+ (33) .35 {18)
spelling 41% (33) .43(18)
capitalization Al (33) .27(18)
punctuation .48** (33) .32(18)
129
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TABLE 26 (cont'd)

Educational First Grade
Development
1.Q. Reading Readiness
G5 lang. usage .42* (33) .33 (19)
lang. total .54+*(33) 40 (18)
maps ,55%% (33) 44 (18)
graphs .674* (33) .60* (18)
references .66**(33) .57%+(18)
work-st. total L71%%(33) .67*%(18)
arith. concept .58¢* (33) .35 (18)
arith. prob. .40* (33) .11 (18)
arith. total 57%(33) .23 (18)
composite (ITBS) .65**(33) .39 (18)
G 6 vocabulary S51+*(31) .16 (16)
reading .57%¢ (31) .33(16)
spelling .49 (31) .45 (16)
capitalization 41* (31) .10 (16)
punctuation .38 (31) .25 (16)
lang. usage 42¢ (31) o .33 (16)
lang. total .50**{31) .32 (16)
maps .60%*(31) .60 (16)
I graphs .57%%(31) .48 (16)
references .65 (31) .53 (16)
130

124



TABLE 26 (cont'd)

Educational
First Grade
Development
1.Q. Reading Readiness
G¢  work-st. total .65%*%(31) 61* (16)
arith., concept L71*%(31) .47 (16)
arith. prob. .61**(31) .46 (16)
arith. total .72%%(31) .51* (16)
composite (ITBS) .65*+*(31) .39 (16)
G 7 vocabulary .52%%(29) .20 (15)
reading .45* (29) .40 (15)
spelling .55*+%(29) 57* (15)
capitalization .65%*(29) .47 (15)
punctuation .65%*(29) .48 (15)
lang. usage 40* (29) .39 (15)
lang. total .65%*(29) .54% (15)
maps 73%%(29) J78*%(15)
graphs 41* (29) .50 (15)
references .59+ (29) .37 (15)
work-st. total .66**(29) 67**(15)
arith. concept .58%*(29) .51* (15)
arith. prob. .56**(29) .63* (15)
arith total .61%+(29) .59* (15)
cormposite (ITBS) 67%%(29) 53* (15)
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TABLE 26 (Cont'd)}

Educational First Grade
Development
. 1.Q. Reading Readiness

G 8 vocabulary 64**(32) .33 (17)
reading .58**(32) 44 (17
spelling .40* (32) .35 (17)
capitalization .53%¢(32) .32 (17)
punctuation .50**(32) .25 (17)
lang. usage .51**(32) .13 (17)
lang. total .55%+(32) .31 (17)
naps .66%*(32) 7% (17)
graphs . .57%*(32) .27 (17)
references .62**(32) :50 (17)
work-st. total .69%*(32) o .56*(17)
arith. concept S57**(32) .58*(17)
arith. prob. .45%*(32) .34 (17)
arith. total .55**(32) .53*(17)
composite (ITBS) ,70%%(32) .49*(17)

G 9 soc. concept T .38. (31) .20 (17)
nat. sci. .35 (31) .04 (17)
expression .44 % (31) .22 (17)
quantitative .54 *431) .56*(17)
reading soc. st, .55 *431) 19 (7
reading nat. sci. <21 (3i) -.19 (17)

o .
ERIC 132

126




Tahle 26

Educational
First Grade _

Development

. _ 1.Q. Reading Readiness

C 3 reading lit. .27 (31) .03(17)
vocabulary .44* (31) .36(17)
composite (ITED) .55%+(3]) .24(17)
sources .57%%(31) ) .18(17)

G 10 soc. concept .25 (33) .15 (18)
nat. sci. .25 (33) .26 (18
expression .634%(33) .57%(18)
quantitative .49%+(33) .53%(18)
reading soc. st. 57%%(33) .35 (18)
reading nat . sci, .56%*(33) .37 (18)
reading lit. .64%*(33) .45 (18)
vocabulary 634+ (33) ' ,46* (18)
comsnsite(ITED) L64%%(33) .48+ (18)
Sources .37% (33) .50%(18)
* £<.05

** p<.0l
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D—Ava. Correlates of the First Crade I.Q.
The first grade I.Q. proved to be a very powerful determinant
of educational achievement and development throuzhiout the period
from grade 2 to grade 10,
As can be seen In Table 26, all but 11 out of 115 measures of
educational achievement and development correlated significantly
and positively, beyond the .05 level of significane, with the first
grade 1.Q. These findings revealed that the lower the individual's
I1.Q. at grade 1 the more difficult would be his problems in the devel-
opment of overall academic skills during the period from grade 2
through grade 10.
D-4-b Correlates of the First Grade Reading Readiness
Individuals who had lower level of reading readiness at grade
1 appeared to have learni.ag problems in the areas of vocabulary
(r= .53, df= 14, p <05), comprehension (r= .52, df= 14, p<.05),
total reading»(r- .54, dfe 14, p £ 05), mechanics of English (r= .53,
df= 14, p «05), and arithmetic reasoning (r= .52, df= 14, p <.05),
at grade 3; reading (r= ;59. df= 15, p «.05), spelling (r= .53,
df= 15, p-&.OS),'reading maps (re= .54, df= 15, p £,03), work-study
skills (r~ .49, df= 15, p 405), and arithmetic problem (r= .49,
df= 15, p 405), and overall academic achievement {r= .56, df= 15,
p <.05) at grade 4; reading graphs (r= .60, df= 16, p «.05),

using references (r= .67, df= 16, p £.01), and total work-study
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skills (r=.67, df=16, p<«.01) at grade S5; using refercnces
(r=.53, df=14, p<.05), total work-study skills (r=.61, df=

14, pe .05), and total arithmetic skills (r=.51, df=14,

P «.05) at grade 6; spelling (r=.57, df=13, p <.05) language
(r=.54, df=13, p<.05), rcading maps (1=.78, df=13, p «.01),
total work-study skills (r=.67, df=13, p<«.01), arithmetic
concept (r=.51, df=13, p <.05), arithmetic problen (r=.63,
df=13, p.-.05), total arithmetic skills (r=.59, df=13, p<r.05),
and overall educational achievement (r=.53, df=13, p<.o5) at
grade 7; reading maps (r=.77, df=15, p<«.01), total work-study
skills (r=.56, df=15, p«.05), arithmetic concept (r=.58, df=15,
p<.05), total arithmetic skills (r=.53, df=15, p«.05), and
overall educational achievement (r=.49, df=15, p <.05) at

grade 8; quantitative thinking (r=.56, df=15, p« .0S) at grade
9; and expression (r=.%7, df=16, p <.05), quantitative thinking
(r=.53, df=16, p<.05), vocabulary (r=.46, df=16, p .05),
overill educational development (r=.43, df=16, p<£.05), and
using sources of information (r=.50, df=16, p £.05) at grade

10.
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CHAPTER 1V

SUITIARY, DISCUSSIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of the studv was to establish criteria for the ident-
{fication of preschool children with learning problens.

The I0 score for the group remained normal to slightly above
normal over a prcriod of eieht vears, but the individual scores tended
to vary more as the members prew older. Althouph there was still a
significant correlation (.58) between I0 scores in the lst and Sth grades,
it was relatively lov, indicating an increase of IN variance over time.

A nossible source of the variance may be attributable to fluctuation in
pental Javeic: ent arong the subject hetween the two specific points in
time. It is possible that the discouragement and lowering of self-con-
fidence and deteriorating social adjustment, which the data indicate were
evident &s the voungster approached the sixth grace, may have contributed
to the variance.

Academic achievement throuchout the eight vears was compdared within
cach academi: area. The group as a whole had an above average achieve-
rent in reading and vocabulary throughout the grades. Thelr achieve-
ments in spelliaq, language, punctuation and capitalization, however, fell
below the ecxnected mean from Sth to 8th grade.

Readine readiness was a variable compared with educational achievenent.
Individuals vho had a lover level of reading readiness at first grade
arpearcd to have learning problens in the arean of vocabulary, comprehensicn,
total reading, mechanics of English and arithmatic reasoning in third
nrade. The learninp problems extended to overall academic achievement in
nrades 4, 7, 8, 10.

Maost rescarch compares reading readiness and abhility with specific
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parenologieal faetors. Te has been found that winority crouns and
sub-cenlturae sronps are less verbal than mididle elags children ond
censenuentl are poor readers.  The suhiects in this studv wvere riddle

cl~zn Mi'-"ast neially and cnltnrallr.  Therefore, it could he

concludnd that the reading readiness vas relatcd to 1.0, =174 in

oneral vother tho hedns related to psvehiolosical factots,

Perhaps attention should be given to other factors when consider-

ing reading readiress at first srade level and the acaderice achiieveient

or sraden. Dduenters respousivle fov detorndinins econtore often

Do noocousider the cnild in all his aspects.
<o raveats ave prone to consider tiue child a physiolugical organ-
Ism with biolugical rechanisrs and reqnirc#cnts.j In reality Le is a
psrciolozical being following psycliolosical l‘ws;in thousht, interprct-
1
ctien. actien and iuntevaction., & ciild is a soclal Leing who strives to
valon; and fuuctions as a rweiber of a group. 'iis basic nceds are fulfilled
at any ase ouly if he has a chance to function wdequately on all levels -
vlolorlcal, nsvchiolonical and social." (Dreikuvs 1966) Teadiness and
later learning rwst achnowledee arces other thay rental processes. The
rental life -wst be loolied upon as a part of th: total personality of the
individual and only one elerent in a novement tovard a final goal. It is
paranount. tuerclore. that noverent toward reafincas and acaderic achicve
rent is related to things as the child sces then, his poals. If consider-
ation Is wot siven to the child's perception, & peossible conflict between
the i ld's sosls and reading readiness develo swent and Jater non-learn-
Ing conld result. 1€, for cunarple, the socgo—fsychologicnl needs of a pre-

schoeler are not beine fulfilled by the farily and the school, he will shov

Jittle enthusiasa for readineg realdiness instruc:lon cither at lLore or at
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school or later acadenic pursuits,

There is a relationship, thern, between the individual's salf-concept
and his readiness to learn at any stape of his developriert. Every indiv-
icual nas in his rake-up seclf-attitudes that are importent cormponents in
hiis personality. 1he child's ability to find his place amcng his peers
rests in a larce part uron his concept »f himsclf. It can be concludeq
that a imorledge of the relationship between self-attitudes and otlier
individuals and groups wvoulce be advantageous to both parents and tcachers.
In a study of junior-hich school students Hort and Sonstegard (1965)
concluded that ‘''nrobably nrot nearly crough i3 being done in school adnin-~
istration in conjunction with counceling and guidance to relate curriculum
to attitudinal profiles that reflect self-conceptions." The sanc con-
clusion could prohably he related to readiny readiness.

Fron 4th to 3th grade, arithmetic concept scors were generally
above average for the subject greup, There was, however, a below average
nean for perfornance on arithretic problems during that tive span., rol lew
317, v sThrmance decreased and was related signi€icantly to lover
self-confidence arong underachievcrs,

The nean level of the subjects as a group cn work-study slkille in-
Mceates (hat their achicvenent ievel was atbove the expected grade level,
The subjects as a proup also had above hvéragc cxpected means on vse of
references, and use of grapkhs.

On the Califarnic Test ¢f Persoaality there vere scveral shif . oy
the subjects as a group from first to fourth grades. The sense of
neiscenal freedom, anti-social tendencies, family and{conmunity relations
aecreased over tine, vhile withdraving tcﬁdbncies and ncrvous svmptons

tncreased from first to fourth grade.

™e underwchiieving students in readii, were cemparcd to their achicving
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i classmates on personality characteristics. It was found that in the
l third nrade level there ros n sienificant difference betveen the twvo proups

i on the level of discourarcerment, altlisush there was no other characteristic

rr

thot tive that differentiated betuween the achicvers aid underachievers.

Ly erade 5 the characteristics having to de oith sensitive srens and
‘ttertion spans sirmificantly dJiffercutiated hetwceen the achievers and‘under~
achiievars,

The data indicate, thercfore, thit in the readins area the under-
azievers showed sinns of discouresercnt. Ms the subiects nro-resszed un
throuch the arade levels the reading underachiever manifcested other

symptors.  They becane rmore sensitive about heiug overreisht, hoviug spesen

avonla o and cartlelpation iu peer zenjvity. The shorter attention span

! topeter vith the shove synntonrs parclleled a deceleration 3a subject
racter crogress. oy tae tire they reached the sixth crade level the undor-

l achicvers exhibited & less desirable social adjustrnent and were censider-
suly rere sensitive to being overweight or heving other problers, such cs

N sneect.  The frecuency of participation in class discussion also decrcased.

I It i3 periaps safe to conclude that discouragerent, whici armrors
frem the data to becore a serious fictor as far as academic function is

l concerned at the third grade level, denotes 1 questioning by the child
of his owm personal vorth. Ny the :ime he reaches the (ift!) grade he is

LALK
\

well on ids vay to ;dviog up., e may feel, "Mat is the use, I am not
setting anywhere anyvay.' Conscqueatly, it appears not to be a matter of
shorteuing attention span Lbut a ratter of tuning out the teacher. As he

strives to be left alone, classroon particination decreases. This is

sirddlar to vhat Torrance (1962) foui!. le concluded that creativity of

ciildren had heen destroved by the tine they had reached the fourth grade.
‘ Soaclling was another area in t.e cxamiration of underachievenont.
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Altoush evident earlicer it was not until the fifth gralde that the dif-

fercnce betueen the spelling achiever and underachiever became significant
as it pertainced to the level of self-confidence, acaderic progress and
sensitivity te beinr overveisht, and having speech problems. By the tine
the subiects had reuached sixth grade there was a significant difference
between the spelling underachiever and achiever in the area of discharge
of responsibility and atteﬁtion needs as well as academic progress in
other areas. %Zhose vho uvere undaera iievers began disturbing an the class-
roon. This wcould indicite that the underachievers were beginning to turn
fron the usefrl side of life to the l;éless. Everyone wants tc contribute
cnd feel worthwhile. If the individual i1s unable to fiad a place in a
useful manner lie may give up and become disruntive.

The veatiyator. chserved that the children who were experienclng
success watchad the teacher intently. Other children wio were less success-
ful, the shorl attention spamners, tuned the tecacher off ana engaged in
various activities, i.e., talking to cach other, munching, day dreanming,
or playing with some ohject. The children who were attentive,watched the
teacher to discover the approval clues vhich lLept them informed as to
vhether their responses were correct and their behavior acceptable.

The 5th pracde underachievers, vhea conpared to the achiever on prog-
ress In arith-etic 1nade a3 could be expected, sizaificantly slower proyress
in other acaderic areas as well. This was consistent. Perhaps of nore
imnortance, they had significantly keener feelings abnut being overweight
or having speech problems and a shorter attention s;an was evident. Further-
rotre, they were rore casily discouraged. 1n the sisth grade, underachievers
rere stonificanely lover in sclf-confidence: and the less satisfactory over-
all acaderic proaress coatinued.

Short attention span and sensitivity about welght and speecch were a

Q
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recurring cinracteristics of underachievers. Those who were basic slhiills
wderachicvers at the fifth srade level were stgﬂificantly rore agnressive,
ond at the sixth orode level had o significantly poorer social adiustront,
In su-aary, the characteristice that differentiated umderachievers
vas the urnlerstandahle seneralized lack of acadenic proaress rather than
underachicverent in isolate sress; sensitivity to real or inacived
nersonal daficicnecior, a1d ziiort attention snan.
einntein (1067-0) raolotal nrdarachiovenent to lencth of attention
snan. The attrituted the differences in attention to the age difference

in c¢hildren as they entered first grade. Perhaps, rather than seceoking,

catscs for short atteutica span, au attenpt should be nade to ciscover

Lo pucgese L2 child el fur not poying ctteation.  Whe developneat cf a
I of self-confidance and Jiscourageisent anong the underachievers per-

haps Indicakes increased inferiorvity feelings. A fecling of not being

anpreciatad Secause e Jdoes not attain the level of accowplishuent cxpacted,

Gl ecds Lng couvincod ue Joes not pave a place among his peer

f<

lcads to tao pursult of ficticiocus goals.

Tarre are four ficticicus goals, anvone of which a child minht

select.  Te night turn to hicepiug the teacher Lury with hin by not paying

[P

attention and playing helpless. lie night becorne se discouraged as to

cive up trving and prove how inacdequate he is so that he will be left alone.
lie may turn to conflict vith the teacher to defeat her in orcer t. prove
that at least in ona aren e can achieve, Yeing more powerful than adults.
e vay feel that fie is being hurt and set out to hurt other pcople.

Tie tenth sraders vho found nathnnatic? difficult were compared with
others at the sane rsrade level. The data indicate that those who cxper-
feacs? the ~ost difficulty in wathenaties had a signiffcantly lower level
of developrent {n the following:  the ability to do quantitative thinking,

Q
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the ability to interpret reading macerial in natural scienczs, using
sources of inforcation, uderstanding hasic soecial concept, general
hackrround in the natural sciences and general vocabulary. ost revealing
verhaps was that the data indicated that the parents of the tenth

eraders vhio had difficuley wvith natheuatics had a sisnificantly less
favorable attitude tovard their children's freedon than Jdid patents

of the children who <id well in nathematies,

Success in mati.enatics requires confidence in one's ability to solve
vroblgws‘ The ability to solve problens requires judgement, and.judge—
rents sten from experience. An individual without the freedem to explore
and exrerience would not have ruch to fall back upon as a basis for making
judeerents, The converse of permitting children freedom to manage, with
wuidance, thelr ovm affairs, is exter..al management and making decisions
the children must follow. Rigid directions and the absence of freedom to
experience, as a hasis for judgement making and problen solving on one's
own is also probably paralleled by high parental standards and expectation;
exnectations the child may feel he cannot attain.

Conpardisons 'rar~ 2’2 Letween tauth nuilers who considered history,
which 1s a branch of social studies, to be difficult with those wvho felt they
were doing weli in this acacenic area. The tenth graders who found
history difficult showed:

1) Creater discrepancy between ideal self and perceived self.

2) 1lesser denree of perceived parental acceptance (the larger the

score the greater the deviation and thus, the lesser the dugree
of perceived parent's acceptance) .

3) Creater tendency to become upset or sick, especially when faced

vith a difficult school prohlen or situation

A} Louere level of ability to interpret reading materials in the social

sciences.




listory and social studies require censiderably more judperent and
risl: talking than other academic subjects. There are no formulas and
very feu, if anv, rules to follorr, This area of the acadenic vorld is
not wotcd for its orderliness. e may have to chanre one's opinions
or approaches depending upon social chanres. One must be prepared to
thinl eritically, Jdrar inferences from events, draw conclusions from the
facts nrescnted and fron wrnothesces, inteyovat and test the cuesses one
~2"es often in a subjective manner.

readenic areas suvcell as nn:hehatics and sneiline in contrast to
histere and soclal studies, for exanple, arc more orderlv. 1In srcllinng,
if rules are follered an® letters are nlacert in the nroncr order., there
is nc problem with makinge judgenents or interpreting. In mathenatics the
forrules wnd rules are reessuring. One Jdoes not need to resort to sub-
jective judcenents and drwrine of Iuferences from nebulous data.

The Ciscrepancy between the fdeal self and the perceived self, and

10 feelin: of not bein

Iad
. (e]

accepted by the parents, are related. The high
standards set by parents and their ewvpectations of fulfillment not only
subjzce their chiildren te undue nressure, but develop amonsy the children

a feeling that they are not accepted and appreciated unless they attain the
standards sct - do sorething outstandinz.,  Thus, the children have an {eal
3207 ' aed on uwhat the parents cupeet, and a self which they thetselves
nerceive. Constant concern about vhat is expected of them as contrasted
to ~hat they thenselves perceive as the aétion that should be taken is not
conducive to independent thinking witiv related ability to drav infevences,

forn coaclusions, thinl: critically, and intcrpret the readings in the

social studies. The conflicts that arise under such circungstances would

understandably lead to erotional upset and physical illness.
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The najor arca of juvestisation {nvolved correlating personal and
psycholuyical characteristics of the kindergarten children with 116
ricasures of educational propress between first and tenth grade.

The iindergarter attributes, as delincated by special observers
and educaticnal developrment were investigated. In general, subject matter
progress had sone influence in the first five grades of school or educa-
tional developnent. Sccial adjustment, erotional stability, and sense of
responsibility {n certain areas had little correlation {n predicting the
pupil's educational progress for those first five years. There was also
a low correlation with the anount of attention nceded, disruptive be-
havior, aggressive behavior, encouragenent nceded, and attention spen.

The lov correlations of the above factors with underachievenent is
not in keeping with the findings in other research. The discrepency nay
be due to the corparatively snall number of subjects for which data were
avallable or other factors.

Ceneral attitude, that {s, a fecliy;, ¢7 "vowiar a nlace wiong uis
neers and being assured of {t, and a feeling of personal worth and appreci-
ation, vas the only variable that continued to correlate consistently with
the ciild's educational leveloprent and overall acaderic accorplishrent
throurhout hils first nine years of school. The poorer the individual's
sceneral attitude at the kindergarten level the less likely .would he be to
achieve satisfactory acadenic progress. The data indicated that the individualg
vho underachieved in certain acaderic arecas were nore eas{ly discouraged,
tad lover levels of feelings of responsibility, rarely showed self-confid-
ence, shoved poor subjezt natter progress, vere overly dependent npon
others, and were rare or less noncooperative at the kindergarten level.

There wvas a fairly high correlation hetuecen acadermic achievewent and

the child's attitude toward sensitive areas such as overweisht, speech
O
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rroblem, cte. and cooperativeness up to and through the sccond grade,

The bLehavior delineated by the special observers at the Linder-
carten level hofe no relationship to the achicvenent of these kinder-
carten subjocts wihen they reached the tenth prade,

Data provided from intervicirs vith parents indicated that parent's
attitude toward the preschool children, hovever, did have an Intcrest-~
ing cffect.

Pareut's attitude toward their children during the forrative period
of preschool had a decided effect on the cinildren’s developraunt in the
area of arithnetic. Children vhose parente‘had very positive attitudes,
that is, vere ripgid in discipline and ideas (matters of conduct should be
decided by the pareats, a child should be tausht to obey an adult un-
aquestioningly, a child's play things are not his to do with as he pleases)
had difficulty vith arithmetic in elenentary grades. e parallelisn of
clementarv and secondary with regard to parent attitude and their child-
ren's achievenent is revealing. The less favorable attitude toward
frcedom for the children affected achievement beyond elermentarv school. At
the tenth grade level the children of ~oveits it si nifio . 2] less
favorable ~ttitudes toward children's freedom had more problen in quant-
itative thinking than children of parents who looked with more favor upon
freedon for chiildren. The children who had problems with nuantitative
thinking (nathematics) had also reccived fron their parents more dis-
courapenent in facing difficultv situations. It would appenr thet lach of
onportunity to learn to face dffficult problems in evervdar living and to

n

learn to nanane one’s own affairs prevents a child fron developine
confidence that he has the abilitv to rolve nroblems. Ouestioning one's
ability to solve problerns anpears to he confined to the rcuantitative thint-

ing area.
O
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Tne pre-school characteristics as pgiven bv parents and the aco-
demnic grovth as measurced by standardized instruments in prades one to
ten were corrclated.

.

The nost influential variable reasured hiere vas that of the fre-
auency nf hassles cncounterced between parent and chil?.  The children
vhose narents did not involve themselves in the handling of the child-
ren's hassles during the ore-schiool nericd scered to have nore Jif-
ficulty in the development of verhal skills {vocahularr, comnrchension.
srelling, readine, lansuname, usare, ete.) at corades 2, 3, 4. 5, 6, 7,

& 8).

An ohservation of this rarticular variahble in the Child Cuidarce
Center and Family Education Center seen to indicate just the opposite.
That is, vhen parents are taugit to allow children to worl out tha cim-
flicts and find solutioss to problems such as hene vorl, for cuarple, not
only did conflicts decrease but chilcren beran to apply theiseclves aca-
demically. lowever, it is found that what parcnts sav ther o vith re-
gard to hassles and what they actually do are tro Cifferent things, It is
possible the »roblem of seiantics agffected this variable unduly.

Personal wortl at first gride level vas found to be a poverful
correlate of educational nrogrcss; "A pupil pessesses a sensc of Laing
vorthy when he feels he is well regarded vy eothiers, ~on he feels rat
otiiers have fuith in his future success, and tea he irelicves that Ye has
average or better than average ability. To feel worthy recans to feel
capable and reasonably attractive.'" (Tierne, Clavl: & Tiers, 1283). 7%hae
data rovesl that the extent to whiieh the liadersarten and first graders

'

vere nade to feel worthy was the eitent to wiich 4t had o sisnificantly

posivive impact on thelr overall acaderic prosress in gradces four o ten.

3
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A sense of personal freedom proved to be a sipnificant variable.
"A pupil enjoys a sense of freedom when he is permitted to have a
reasonable share in the determination of his conduct arl in setting
the general nolicies that shall govern his life. Derirahle frcedom
includes permission to choose one's own friends and to have ot least
a little srendine menev.” (Thorne, Clark, Tiegs, 1963). It was not
until the ninth grade that the depree of perscnal freedom as measured
at the first grade had a significant relationship to overall academic
progress in general and achievement in understanding of basic social
concepts, interpretation of literary materials, vocabularv, and using
sources of information specifically. Although it mav be evident
earlier, rebellion against the lack of nersonal freedom and its neg-
ative relationship to school work does not hecome significant until
the pupil approaches high school age. Lack of personal freedom may
mean undue nressure from standards and high expectations of the parents.
Perhaps hy the time the pupil reaches hiph sciool he 1s convinced he
will not be able to atta‘n the standards set for him.

As with manv of the other components related to self concept and
the factors involved in the individuals life style, a feeling of not
belonging in the first ~rade does not have a full impact until late in
his school career.

A pupil feels that he belongs when he cnjovs the love of his fan~

ily, the well-wishes of good friends, and a cordial relationship

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

with peonle in peneral. Such a pupil w111 as a rule ~et alone vell with
teachers ard usually feels nroud of his school. The lowor’the level of
feeling of belonping cxnerienced in the first vcars of school the nmore
problems the child will have with certain phases of educational proprams
up through grade si{x. At the seventh grade level he 1111 exnerience

nroblems in the overall academic areas with an extensfon to nroblers
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of understanding basic soclal concepts at the tenth grade.

Nf all the correlations with the factoré of educational develop-
ment, the first grade IO scores were more highly and consistently signifi-
cant. Other rescarch has not *found such high and consistent corvrclations.
Ldwards (1964) found only a .50 correlation Letwcen IN scores and achieve-
rent. The index of forecasting achieverment was only 130, Scott (1965)
reported that school success cannot be predicted from rental tests alone.
Apparently in the particular school systen the subjects attenéed, teachers
vere fairly careful to see that those children with liighest IN's weve
aiven many opportunities to achieve and learn.

This »articular school provides rore opportunity for developrent

-

ol creativitv and self control as contrastcd to autocratic external
control, Since IO ganera?ly reflects adaptation to tha culture it

night be zssumed that the ehildren with high 70's had the kind of
bacl:ground adaptation made possible by the marents that resulted in high

In and thercefore an assumed academic success. Thae children =07 7o o
Thoand thereicre less assurance of optinum acaderic success were, by con-
trast, without such opportunity -- opportunity for an envireonrent which
is encoucaging rather than discouraging, fostering a feeling of personal
vorth, personal freedoii and belonging.

On the basis of the data analyzed i this study, it appecrs valid
to conclude tinat the following factors could scrve to identlfv pre-scliool
ch?ldren wio are 1liliely to becore underachicvers:

1. Imdications of discouragerent cue to over-pres coics T 5 ardts

In preventing tie ¢ 110 fron the oppertunity te cone to srins

uvith Jdifficult situatinns.

2. Jvidence of the child questioninn~ his own perscenal worth.

ERIC
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3. Scnsitivity to real or inugine’ nersenul shore-ce :lus.
L, Slomwess in becomiug ready to read.

5. Wnfavorahble attitude of narents toward chiildren's fleedon.
.
6. Seusing or perceiving parental J.ck of aiecep' .uc: and per-
ceiving nmarentsl hipgh stendards and er ectation
7. Discrepuaacy between id: 2} self av i perceived-;clf.
Al

8. Undue pare . “al pressure.

9. lUninspiring gencrcal attitude. .
13. Over dependence on others.
11. Lack of cooperativeness. ;
12, Low level of self-confideace. i

13. Iradequate initial ccode le prozress.

14, Inedequate atteation aud application to traslk at hand.
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APPENDIX A
A FOAME -~ OF - RLFLRINCY 'R INTERVINY
innlain the purpose of the interview and the iuportance of the study as a rcans
of collecting data that is nuch needed.

Althourn the interview is rccorded no one will have access to the tane except
authorized personnel. Aftaer the nceded data is ohtained the tapes vill be
destroyed.

It is to be regretted that ve nust hwurry along in the interview Lut that is to
save time for you as well as for me. '

I. Uarm up

A1, Is the first of your chifildren to start in the lindergarten?
2. nDther children? Ages?

5. In a few words--low yould you describe ?

C. 'That would vou like to be like when he (she) crows up?

II. Social Interpersonal Relationships
A, Vhat is child's relationship to siblings?

1. Position in sibling sequence
a. Ratio of male to female

2. Conflict?
a. PRivalry?
b. Teasing?
¢, Jealousy?

3. Submission?
a, Sulling?

2

=
"
®

there any undue environmental influences?

1. Relatives?
a. Grandparents?
b. Other relatives?

2. Other people living in the house?
C. 'What is the nature of the child's social relationship?

1. Haking friends
a. Neighhorhood children
b. #dults
c. Aninals

2, DNoes he have pets?
a. Tell hov he cares for them.
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D. Preparation for school and attifudag
E. Attitudes tovard difficulties?
¥, What impressions have heen conveyed to hinm because of fanily situation?

1. Tragedy ' .
a. Deaths, discases, ectc.

2. Vho doninates family?

3. What ‘type of discipline is used? Whe disciplines?
a, Nagging
b, Panpering
c. Strict

4, Xind of supervision?
I1I, "hat is the nature of the dailv routine?

A. How does child get up in the morning?
1. Whe awakens him?
Z, VWUhat about dressing?
3. Yhat about “wroisl.fosc?
Too TTiat oL weoms after that?
1. \Mmere does _____ nlay?

C. Describe the lunch hour
D. 1hat does the child do in the P.,1}.?
E.- Tell about dinner

F. llow dees the chile get off to bed?
1. TUhat time?
2. Vho puts child to hed?

€. Tell what hannens when family zoes out topether?
1. Preparation for going out
2. Leaving the house
3. “Mhat happens vhen away?

IV, Questions to obtain indications of:

A. ‘Established attituldes such as:
1. 1Isolation
2, Anbitions
3. Strivings -
t. Passivity
S. Apgressivenesa

6. Preference for certain people
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V.

VI.

VII,

VILT.

ERIC
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3, Tarly recollections and dreams
1. What are recurring dreams?

a. Falling, getting left, animals, etc.

C. Loss of self-confidence and resulting discouraged behavior
1. 1In what vay is child discouraged?
’ a. To vhat does he recpond?
2. What has caused discouragement?

ND. Are there anv sigials of inferiority feelings
1. Expressions of extensive discouragement
a. Opcn e¥pression of inabilaty
b. Overrating success
c. Submissiveness

'mat interests are there for the child's future?

A r7’lat is lic ~oing to be when he grows up?
3. 'hat is occupaticn of other pembers of family?

Complaints of Difficulty
A. 'That are sore difficulties §ou have with the child?

1. Under what conditions did complaint arise?
a. Channe of envirocument
b. Birth of sibling
Cs Death
d. Diwvorce

B. What do you do about difficulty?
-1, Relate in detail the action taken
a. Clarify - what do ycu rrean by that?

C. Is there any way in which the child stands out?
1. 1ilostile attitude toward life
2. Trend to exclude people
3. Trying to get out of difficulty
4, Traits of cgotisn
5. TPossilLle causes for inferiority feelings

D. In that otuer way 1is the child Jdifficult?
1. Striving for preeminence
2. ILffect of cefiance

In what way is ciild successful?
2o Cinditions under viich he functions adequately?

The enumeration of life difficulties

A Deformities
1. Awkardnass
2. Ualiness
3. TDou-leygediess
o Bandsoneness
C. !x_fecrq : ] 58
. Sweecn -
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APPENDIX 1

NAM OF TESTS:

1.

10,

11,

13.

1¢,

15.

16.

17.

18,

19,

Lee-Clark Reading Readiness Test
SRA lental Abilities

‘letronpolitan Neadiness Tests .
California Reandiness Test
California Personality Test
California Achievement Tests
California Achievenent Tests
California Test of “eui.. rurity

Turrell- Sullivan Reading Achievenment
Test (Form A)

Durrell-Sullivan Reading Achievement
Test (Form D)

California Test of Personality
(Form AA) Elementary

Iowva Test of Dasic Skills
(Form 4)

Durell-Sullivan Reading Achieverent
Test

lienmon-Nelson Test of !fental Ability

Sequential Tests of Educational
Progress

Iova Silent leading Tests -
Llenentary Test

Iova Test of Basie Skil.
Lowra Test of Dasic SkillsA

0tig Quick-Scoring l'ental Ability
Tests

Iova Test of Dasic Shills (TForm 3)
Lesa Test of Dasic Skills (Ternm 4)
The Nuhilsaim-Anderson Tests

Towa Tests of CEducational Neveloprent

. .
l: i(jm Tests of Yducatfonal PDevelopnent

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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APPLINDIX C

PPAS
- SCORINGC
INSTRUCTIONS

PERCEIVED PARENT ATTITUDE SCALE

The score obtained 1s only a vrelative deviation scale; the scores are not
exact right or wrong scores. A small daviation score on the post test
indicates the trend that the student perceives his parents as accepting

him more.

Count the total number of deviations from the desired pole (1 or 5) as
indicated by the key. Add Yes and No deviation 1-22 and 23-36 to give a

total deviation score for 1-36, indicating how the student feels his parents

accept him.

O
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PERCEIVED PARENT ATTITUDE SCALE - KLY -~ PPAS

Yes (1)-----Pesired Answer--—-- o (S)
1 1
2 2
3 3
4 : 4
5 5
¢ 6
7 7
8 3
9 9
10 10
11 ) 11
12 <12
13 - 13
14 14
15 15
16 16
17 17
1 13
19 ) 19
Yes No
Peviation Deviaticn

Count the number of positions rcmoved from the desirab'e response, (1 cr 5).

161 ,
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PERCEIVED PARIGT ATTITUDI SCALL - IIIN---PPAS

Yes (1)----- Pesired [mswer-----ilo (5)
20 . 20
21 21
22 22
23 23
24 24
25 25
26 26
27 27
28 22
29 29
30 30
31 31
32 32
33 33
34 34
35 35
36 36
Yes l'o
‘Deviation Deviation




HANE:

PARIMT'S ATTI'TUPE SCALE

STUDENT DIRTCTIONS:

7 .ilcren have certain feelin;s about thzair parents. Last ycar we asled
some children in another school how they felt zbout their parents. Tuey
told sore of the ways they felt which have Leen rlaced in the followi-y
cteel list, le twould like to Lnow 1f this is how it is with you and vour
~arents.

o, look at the somiple telow while I rz2al how we will do it.

SANPLE
1 : 2 3
Alrays yes Usually yes Scoetines yes, and
or ol . Sormetines no
: or
This 1s the way This is the way his is sonetimes the
it alvays is @ith it usually is way it is and soretines
“wr parents, with my parents. it 1is not this vay wvith
my parents.
4 €
Usually no : Always no
or or
It is havdly It is never this
ever this way vay vith my parents.

with ry parents.

Nead each statenent and then put an (i) on the number that tells how it
is with you &and vour varents, like this:

12 34X 6 (1.) iy parents want me to have losts of friends.
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Yes

™
2

—
1%

[iN)

ey
s8]

oy
[

f
S

)
3

[
ra

]

[

d
vl

« « No

45 (1.)
L5 (2.)
45 (3.)
45 (4.)
45 (5.)
&5 (6.)
45 (7))
45 (8.)
45 (9.)
45 (10.)
45 (11.3
45 (1)
45 (13.)
45 (14.)
4 5 (15.)
45 (16.})
45 (17.)
45 (13.)
&5 (19.)
. 0

PARENT'S ATTITUDE SCALE

o matter what happens, I luiow that I can alwvays turn to
my parents for help.

'y parents are nice to me most of the time, even when I do wrong.

tometimes if I make a mistake my parents sayv that cdn happen
to anyone,

My parents often tell the neighbors when I've Jdone something
wrong.

I know my parents love me.

'y parents always tell me that something had will happen to me
if I don't behave.

iy parents just don't care about what happens to mo.

My parents wunish me even 1f I didn't do something wrong.
Everytime I make a mistake my parents get angry and yall at me.
I":: aleays seclces «ric I con't pick up my toys.

I can't tell my parents anything.

tv parents act as if I were in their way.

tMen I have something to say, ry parents listen.

% parents cre interested in ne.

'y parents never punish me for something I didn't dc.

Vhen I'n sick ny parents ace very worried and try their best
to make ne well,

S cotimes my parents runish me rmore than I deserve to be.

I can tell my parents about the things I do and they seen
to understand,

I'm afraid ry parents will stop loving me if I pet bad marks.

VIEN YOU FINISY THIS PAGE PLEASE TURN OVER TO THE MNEXT PACE
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PARENT'S ATTITUDE SCALE

12345 (20.) If 1 did more, ry parents would like me lLetter.
12345 (21.) Yo matter how I cdo things, T know ry parents lile me.

12345 (22.) My parents want me to pe somebody important when I grow up,

12345 (23.) Sormetimes I feel like doing som ething bad just to sce if
parents will still love me.
12345 (24.) ‘v parents don't push ne into thinss,

-
r
(@8]
»~
w

(25., !v parents have alrecady decided what I'm going tao be,

12345 (2r.) As long as I do rv best rv marents are satisfied even if
other children can do things lots hetter.

12345 (27.) M narents give me special treats to set me to do thinss tetter.

12345 (28.) Somehow I know that no matter what happeas, my parents will
alwzys love ne.

1234535 (27.) 45 long as T do ry best 1y parents are satisfied.
LI 345 (30.) iy parents aluays rag me to do things Letter.
12345 (31.) % parents are nicest to ne vhen I an good in school.

2345 (32.) 'y parents feel that I an inportant, aot vhat I do.

[
t

12345 (33.) iy pareats understand other kics better tlhian re.

[
ro
W
o~
v
~
w
s
~

parents lilie to have ne show off in front of coipany.

' 12345 (35) v parents never listea to what I have to say.

[
2
-
o~
wr
~
W
o
<
4

parents like me as [ an.

J TC
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APPENDIX D

MNALME

SAMILISH SCALE

Ralor is a list of Issues concerning the farlly in fereral, not your own. Please
21l stetements very carefully and respond to all of then on the hasis of your
o true beliefs without consulting any other persons. Do this by reading cach
staterent and then writing, in the space provided at its left, only one of the
follering numbers: 0, 1, 2, 3, 4. The meaning of each of *hege fihures is:

N: Strongly Disagree
1. Disagree

2: Undecided

3: Agree '

4:  Strongly Agree

1. / nperson should alvays support als uncles and aunts if they are in need.
7. children helow 1% snould give almost all their carninns to their parents,

o The farile should consult close relatives (uncles, zunts, first corsins)
concerning its irpertant decisions. .

Yo ™iillren T2ler 1% shouid alrost alua,s oher their clder brecners and sicters.

. A person should always consider the needs of his family as a whole rore
inportant thar. his own.

At least one narried child should be expected to live in tae parentel ho e,

Do Jopersoa saould alvavs Le empectes to defend has farily against outsiders
cwer at the expense of hils own personal safaty.

f. The farily shoi'ld heve tiae vight to contrcl thie behavior of czch of its
wembers eorpletely.

5. A person suould alvays support iis parents-in-lew if thiery are in nced.

T . 0 rergon saoculd always avoid every action of vhichh his fanily Jisapproves.

11, ! nerson shculd aloays shace Liis hore with his uncles, aunts or first
cousins if they sre in need.

1Z. A person should always be completely loyal to his family.

13, The nerbers of a fanily should be expected to hold the sare politicel, cthical
and relipious belicefs.,

14, Children 2elow 13 shiould always obev their parecits

1%5. A person should aliays ielp his parents with the support of liis younser
‘brothers an’ sisters if wecessary, ’

25, A person should alrays share iis hore nwith iiis parents-in-lav Lif they are in need,
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APPENDIX E

NAME:

T'E FAILY SCALE
TEAD EACI ITLM! CAREFULLY AND WIDERLINE QUICKLY TIE PURASC VMIICH DEST EXPRESSES YOUR
FEELING ASOUT THE STATLMUNT. Vhenever possible, let your own personal exp>rience
determinc your answer. Do not spend mu h t'me on any item, If in doubt, underlinc
the phrase which secrs rost nearly to express your present feeling about the state-
ment., !'OPK RAPIDLY. TLe sure to answer every item.
1. Ilone is the most pleasant place in the world.
Strongly agrce Agree Undecided Disagree Stongly disagree
2, Parcnts expect too much Zrom their children.
Strengly agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree
3. One cught to discuss important plens with the members of his family.
Sereanly agree Anree t'ndecided Nsagree Strougly disagree
. In naking plans for the future, parents should be éiven first considerat. in.
Strongly agree Agree Undecided Disagree ' Strongly disagree
5. A man should he willing to sacrifice anything for his fanrily.
ftron~ly agwre Agree Udecided Disagree Strongly disagree
6. Parents too often expect their g;mvn—up children tec obey them.
Strougly agree Apree Undecided Idsagree Strongly disagrce

7. "ie camnnot sind as ruch understanding at hone as elsewiizic.

Strongly agtee Agree Undecided Disagree oLtrongly disagree

w0

. One ovcs his greatest obligation to his family.
Stronzly agiee Agree Undecided Diszgree Strongly disagree

9. It is hard to keep a pleasant disposition at home,

Strongly agree Agree " tndecided Disagrec Strongly disagree
17, People in tiie fanily can be trusted completely.

Stroagly agree Asree Undecied . Disagree Strongly disagree
11. Mue becones nervous at home.
Strongly af.tee Agrae Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree

12, The voys of fanily life are nuch over-rated.

Q
]EIQJ!:Strongly agree Agree Undecided Msagree Strongly disagree
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13. One's parents usually treat him fairly and sensibly.
Strougly agrece hgree Undecided Disagree Strengly disagree
14, O0One should confide more fully in merbers of his fanil&.
Stronglr agree Agree {mdecided bisanree Strongly disagree
15. One feels mest contented at home.
Strongly agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree
16, Tanmily ties ure strenghtened when Eimes are hard.
Strongly agfce Agree Undecided Nisagrec Strongly disa;rec
17. Parents are inclined to be too old-fashione” in their ideas.
Strongly agree Agrec Undecided Disagree Strongly disuanree
18, ‘'erhers of the family are too curious about one's personal affairs.
Strongzly acgree farec Undecided Disagred Stronglv disagree
12. Turents keep faith in their children even theuch they cannot find worls,
Strongly agrce Agree Undecided Disagree Stronnly disagree
« Pzorents arce too particular about the I’nd of cormmnany one leeps.
Stronnly apiee Acoree Undecided Disagree Stronglyv disagrce
21. oObligations to ome's family are a gyreat handicap to a young nan todayv.
Strougly agree Agree Unceciled Disagree Stroncly disagree

22, Lo far as idess are coacerned, paronts and childron Mve In MEfferent worlds,

ctrencly asree rrree Undecicded Msanree Strongly disagree
O
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APPINDIX F
THE SPECIALISTS PATING SCALE

The subjects' behaviors rated by a group of speciallsts (two psychologists,
ope psvchiatrist, and one classroon teacher), during the period vhen they were
enrclled in kindergarten, -wvere quantified according to the following three-point
scales.
1. Social Adjustment

1. lleeds improvement

2. Adenuate

3. Very good
2. FErotional stability

1. [Reeds improvement

2. Adequate

3. Very pood
3. Discouragenrent

1. Tasilly discouraged

2. Occasionally discouraged

3. lNot easlly discouraged
4L, Responsibility

1. narely carries out responsibilities

2. Usually carries out responsibilities

3. Always carries out respcnsibilities
5. Self-confidence

1. Rarely shows self-confidence

2. Usually shous self-confidence

3. Always shows self-confidence
6., Subject-matter progress

1. 3Below average

2. Average

3. Above averuge
7. Tarticipation in class discussion

1. Rarely participates

2. Usually participates

3. Alvays participates

3. Ceneral attitude

1. Poor
2, Satisfactory
3. tood
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9. Independence

1. Dependent upon others
2. Some dependence
3. Independent of others

1n. Sensitive areas - Overweight, speech problems, etc.
1. Xo sensifive areas
2. Some sensitive areas
3. A lot of sensitive areas
11. Anount of attention needed
1. Very little
2. Some
3. A lot
12. Amount of clas3 discipline
Rarely disrupts

1.
2. Occasioually
3. A lot

13. ‘rgressiveiess
1. Tarely aggreseive
2. Occasionally aggressive .
3. Usually aggressive .

14, Shyness
1. Rarely shy
2. Occasionally shy
3. Usually shy

15. Arount of encouragenent need~d

1. 14ittle

2. Some
3. A lot

16. Cooperativeness
1. Noncooperative
2. Usually cooperative
3. Always cooperative

17. Attention span

1. Short
2, Averare
3. Wide
O
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