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ABSTRACT

Thirty-three lov achieving regular class (RC) and 46
educable mentally retarded special class (SC) adolescents from a
white, lov-incose, urban district vere administered the learuing
potential measure and were interviewved to determine difference in
attitude toward school and status as students. Results indicated that
more RC than SC Ss saw a relationship between schooling and future
lives, expected to finish high school and continue education and felt
responsibility for failures in hypothetical locus of control question
though SC Ss blamed selves for actual school failures; that Ss in
both groups saw theamselves as equal to or poorer students than their
siblings, similar aged peers, friends and classmates; that more SC Ss
savw themselves as better academically than friends and classmates;
that SC Ss reported expending such effort in school work and
regarding the wvork as their best; and that RC Ss expressed more
lackadaisical attitudes toward school work. Also results showed that
learning potential status within the SC saaple was related to the
academic variables, that more able learning potential SC Ss related
school to future adult job situation, exhibited less discrepancy
between acadenic aspirations and expectations, reported being given
more responsible roles in hypothetical classroom situations,
exhibited an internal locus of control in both success and failure
situations, reported expending more effort in school work, and
exhibited no differences in self-perception of school ability.
Findings supported the hypothesis that the more able students by the
learning potential criterion who are IQ-defined as mildly retarded
are educationally but not mentally retarded. (Author)
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Attitudes Toward School of Special and

Regular Class Adolescents

Rosalind Folman and Milton Budoff

Research Institute For Educational Problems

Summary and Abstract

Low achieving regular class and educable mentally retarded
special class adolescents from a white,low-income, urban district
were administered the learning potential measure and were inter-
viewed to determine differences in their attitudes toward school
and their status as students.

The results indicated that a) fewer special than regular class
students séw a relationship between their present schooling and
their-future lives; b) while the majority of both groups aspired
to finish high school and continue their education, more regular
class Ss expected to do so; ¢) more regglar than special class
Ss tended to take personal responsibility for their failures in
hypothetical locus of control questions, while special class Ss
tended to blame themselves for their actual school failures; d)
while most of the adolescents in both groups saw themselves as
equal to or poorer students than their siblings, CA-peers, friends,
and classmates, more special class Ss saw themselves as better
academically than their friends and classmates; e) special class
Ss tended to say thay expend much effort in their school work
and saw their school work as being the best they. can do while the
regular class students eippessed more lackadaisical attitﬁdes

toward their school work.




Summary (continued)

.Learning potential status within the special class sample was
related to these academic variables. Like their regular class
peers, the more able learning potential students a) related school
to theif future adult Jjob situation; b) -exhibited less discrepancy
between their academic aspirations and expectations; c) reported
being given more responsible roles in hypothetical ciassroom
situations; d) exhibited an internal locus of control in both
success and failure situationé; and e) reported pﬁtting more
effort in their schcol work. There were no differences in their
self-perceptions of their school ability. The results provide
further support for the hypothesis that the more able students

by the learning potential criterion, who are IQ-defined as mildly

retarded are educationally but not mentally retarded.




-

ATTITUDES TOWARD SCHOOL OF SPECIAL AND
REGULAR CLASS ADOLESCENTS

Rosalind Folman and Milton Budoff

Research Institute for Educational Problems

Hiétorically, specizl classes for'edupabie mentally retarded
children (EMR) were established to reduce hetercgeneity among these
children deemed unable to profit from the academic curriculum. It
was assumed that segregating groupings of slow learners would allow
for specialized instructional services for childfen who profit
minimally from thé traditional program. These classes would also
provide a more comfortable and secure environment where the chil-
dren could learn without the prospect of continuing failure and
peer rejection that they had experienced iﬁ the regular grades.

; wever, the literature relating to the acaderic performance
‘and soc:al adjustment of mildly retarded children in special and
regular classes indiéates the.relationship between these variables
and class placement 1is very complex. Special class EMRs do not
represent a homogeneous population either in academic learning
characteristics (Snyder, 1966) or in socio-psychological charac-
teristics (McCoy, 1963). Lambeth (1966) found high intra-individual
variability among special class EMRs who reported unrealisticaliy
high self-confidence for attaining distant, hypothetical goals
and very low assurance of achieving immediate ones. The great -
variability among IQ-defined special class students has clouded

much of the research regarding the characteristics of these chil-
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dren. Improving thé diagnostic criteria as they apply to mild
ﬁental retardation should reduce this variability and result in
more precise statements regarding other characteristics which
are associated with retardation. ) ‘

Budoff (1869) and his colleagues have described an assessj
ment procedure for special class students which demonstrates con-
siderable spread in ability to profit from systematic training
on a reasoning task among this supposedly homogeneous IQ-defined
population. In this procedure a nonverbal reasoning task (an en-
larged version of Kohs Block Designs) is administered prior to and
following training on principles relevant to solution of the problems.
Three patterns of response are evident among students whose scores

fall within the EMR IQ range (50 - 79 IQ). Some Ss (high scorers)

demdbnstrate excellent understanding on the trial prior to training,
figuring out the problems as they prdceed from easy to harder in-
stances, and performing at levels typical of higher IQ children.
Other Ss (gainers) perform poorly on the pretest administration,
but do improve their scores markedly following instruction.
The,third'group of Ss (nongainers) performs poorly initially and
does not profit from the instructional procedure.

Various data indicate that the improved ability displayed
on the reasoning task'is not task-specific, but that Ss differing
in learning poténtial status demonstrate consistently different
levels of competence on other psychometric and learning tasks
(Budoff, 1967; Budoff & Pagell, 1968), in their educational
capability, (Budeff, Meskin, & Harrison, 1971) and distinctive

patterns on some motivational scales (Harrison & Budoff, 1872).
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The paticrn of theane diff{etences among pavehometeically defined
EMR populations sugeents that the high able learning potential
(L) ehildren (high zeorvers and gainers) represent inztances of
severe educational handicap, while the uniformly poor performance
S nongAiners, even tollowing rrnin{ng, mAay funet ionally define
thonm ais mentally handicappead,

The present 2tudy had (wo objectiven,  The tivar was (o
compare low income White snpelial and regular olaza addlescenta

on oA bhraad vange of attitudes toaward zohool. A majordity of

Tthe vepwlar ¢lazs atudentz hald experienced (.‘(.\nfiii'.'i'ié"l‘:'il.\]e achool
failure, '

The zecond objective waa to extend the predictive validirty
orf the learning potential aaseaament procedure by examining its
ability to predicr diffeventially the achaol ralated atrtitudes
of apecial claaz and low achieving vegular grade studenta. 17,
iﬁ.faat, ahi}dven whom we clazsify asa more ﬂhla.by tha LP eriterion
(gainava and high acorera) are eduaationally, aa opposed to mentally
retarded, it wounld {follow iﬁgiqa]ly That auch children would mani-~

feat ndtivational behaviors which are morve aimilar to their low

achiaving regular olasa peers than to their nongainer clazamates.

Method

Subjecta

2 SRR

The detaila of aample sslection and composition are presented

~@&laswhere (Folman & Budoff, 1991). In trdef, the samplas conajated

.~

af all the non-bvrain damaged S8 in three EMR apaaial clasaes

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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(N = 46) and regular class controls (N = 33) drawn from the low
“academic tracks of the same urban, low income junior high school
serving predominantly white children. Special and regular class
§é differed signifiéantly in IQ (méan = 69.97 and $92.31, respec-
tively), and CA (mean = 14.42 and 13.18, respectively). Learning
potential groups also differed significantly in IQ, in accordance
with previous findings on large EMR samples (Budoff, 1970).

High scorers and gaineré had higher IQs than nongainers. The
~groups did not differ significantly in social class background
when'the principal wage earner's occupation was rated. Evidence
for the academic difficulties of the low achieving, regular class
sample are reflected by their low grade point average for their
four major academic subjects (£ 2.0 when A = 4, B = 3, C = 2,
D=1, F = 0).

e T n i o A e S ST By Wy e Pt T Und TS MR TR Mae e SR Pen Wi e i S An T e e S

e e B e e M W G i e W e W S gy gy WA e G S TR ST Wt Bme S VT P e Mo St e e e e S

The special and regular class students were administered
the learning potential procedure using the Kohs Block designs.
This procedure inveoclves three individual administrations of
sixteen test and five coaching designs: prior to coaching,
one day and one month following coaching. Individual tuition is
interpoiated between the first two administraticons (for details
of the procedure, see Budoff and Friedman, 1954); Students
were considered gainers when they .met the criterion of solving
at least four or more designs on the post-coaching sessions than

on the pretest; nongainers includgd all those coached'gs whose




Mkans and Standard Deviations for Retarded and Nonretarded Samples

Table 1

Qor IQ, CA, and Occupational Rating of Principal Wage Earner

Mean
occupaticnal
IQ CA - rating

Interviewed students N X SD X SD X Sb
Educable retarded

High scorers 12 72.83  9.89 175.42° 5.27 2.25 .75

Gainers 19 66.31 7.95 171.16 11.77 2.11 1.33

Nongainers 15  72.33  3.16 173.47  11.89 2.00 .85
Nonretarded

High scorers 17 9u.24 11.41 158.94 12.11 2.35 1.32

Gainers 8 85.63 8.63 160.25 11.47 1.38 1.51

Nongainers 8 94.88 .71 154.37 11.68 1.88 1.81

Table 2

Summary of Analyses of Variance for Retarded and Nonretarded Samples

for IQ, CA, ana Occupational

Rating of Principal Wage Earner

Source

df F 13 F

EMR status 1 332.63%% 34, 73%% 0.15
LP status 2 6.09% 0.43 1.13
EMR X LP 2 0.20 0.79 0.72

. Residual mean square 73 122.30 1.57

72.30

*p<. 01

' *7':2( . 001
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pre- to posttest score change was less than four Jesigns; high
' scorers successfully solved one of the difficult Y or 16 block
problems in the upper half of the,test series prior to tuition.

The Interview : .

All Ss were interviewed individually in a one hour session.
The questions relating to the academic area, presented in Ap-
pendix A, were administered as part of a larger interview. Each
question was read aloud by the interviewer and repeated if red
quired. : o

Attitudes toward school were tapped by questions which

related to:

1.0 Perceived Value of School. The school value Sscore

was obtained by asking S about the importance to his own goals

of such school-related activities as studying, getting good grades’
and attending school. The responses were scored as to whether

the reasons given were intrinéically:or extrinsically motivated, -
andibresent or future oriented.

2. The student's level of academic aspiration and e

- tion were indicated by the level of schecoling he aspired to_and

-

the level he expectéd to attéin.

3. Concept of Academic Role. Two hypothetical and one

. real classroom role situations were posed to expiore the extent

to which the student was willing to assume responsibility in

the classroom. In the first situation, the more responsible

roles required him to assist the teacher in disciplining the class.
The sécond one required the student to assume a teaching role,

i.e:, explain the lesson to fhe'class and put the work on the
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board. The first role required § to be cooperative but put no
premium on his knowledge, whereas the second role stressed know-
ledge of the material. In the third situation S was asked which
student his present teacher would choose if she were seeking

a student assistant.

4. Academic Locus of Control was determined by the degree to

which § takes responsibility for his academic successes and
failures. A modified version of Crandall's Locus of Control Srale
(LC) was administered (Cfandall, 1965). In this scale, *en hypo-
thetical situa%ions related to academic success and academic fail-
ure (five each) Were presented. These responses were sFored for

internal or external ascripiion of responsibility.

5. Academic Self Concept. The student's concept of him-

self as a student was queried separately by asking him to compare

his academic ability to that of his friends, classmates, siblings

!
i

and peers separately, i.e., was it below, the same, or better.

Friends were defined as those individuals with whom % spent his

free time; peers as those who were the same chronolQ%ical age.

)

(3 School‘Effqpt. The students were asked to'rate their

school effort, i.e., is it less than they are capable of, average,
or best they can do, and to compare tﬁ;ir efforts with those of
their clasSmates;

The data for the special versus regular class comparisons
are presented firLt, followed by the results for the special class

Ss subdivided by learning potential status. Learning potential

data was available for the regular class’students but there were
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/
few difrerences among these groups and the results are not
presented.

Statistics

The X2 statistic was employed for all analyses, special
versus regular class and the nongainer X gainer X high scorer
comparisons being'based on one and two degrees of freedom,
respectively. The comparisons among the three LP groups were
analyzed by one of two methods: the two degrees of freedom |
were subdivided into their linear (HS and G v:rsus NG) and
quadratic (G versus HS and NG) components, each based on one
df. Gainers were combined with either NG or HS depending on
the variable in question, ané compared with the remaining group;’

These analytic methods increase the sensitivity of the X% test

2

in that while an overall X“ may not be significant, it may have

significant components which ordinarily would be overlooked.

Results

A. Special and regular Class' Sample Comparisgbn

1.  Perceived Value of School. As indicgted in Table 3A
{

the majority of botP groups responded that studying and getting
good grades were important, and gave intrinsic reasons for
studying, getting good grades, and relafing school to their
future lives. Regular class Ss tended to view the meaningfulness
of their preseﬁt education in terms of future possible benefits,
while many special class Ss responded in tefms of immediate
rewards - getting on the honor roll, going on to the next grade,

etc., (X2 = 2.30, p <.15).
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2. There were no differences in academic aspirations.

The majority of both samples aspired to graduate from high

school:; many aspired to post-high school training (see Table 4A).
However, more regular than spec¢ial class students expected to
complete high school and continue their education, while special
class Ss realistically lowered their aspirations (Ez = 3.85,

p <.05).

3. Concept of Academic Role. Table 5A indicates there

were no differences between the special and regular Ss in their
concept of their academic role. The majority of both groups re-
ported they would be chosen and desired to be chosen for the
most responsible role in the situation which did not demand
aéademic competence. However, a minority of both groups re-
ported that they would be chosen for the role in which some .
academic competence was required, or that they would be chosen
first to assist their teacher. Approximately half of both
groups desired more responsibility than they thought they wouid
be given by the teachers.

4,  Academic Locus of Control. There were no differences

between the samples on Total Academic Locus of Control Sccore.

The proportions preéented in Table 6A indicate that for each
question the majority of each group answered in terms of internal
locus of control. When the scores for each of the five success
and five failure situations were analyzed separately, the same
proportion of the regular and special class samples took respor-

sibility for their successful school performance (ILC). Signifi-
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cantly fewer special than regular class Ss were w1111ng to assume
responsibility in the hypothetical failure situations. A large

" proportion of the special class Ss blamed their failures on
poorly writteﬁ books, poor teachers, constantly dissatisfied 1
pafents, people who refused to help them in time of need, etc,

The Locus of Control scores based on the student's best

and worst subjects indicated slightly different results. Over
75% of both sémples ascribed their success to their own efforts.
There was noc difference in the proportions of speéial and regular
class students who took personal responsibility for the fallure

situation.

5. Academic Self Concept. As indicated in Table 7A, there

were no differences by regular or special class status when S was
asked to compare himself academically to his siblings and his peers.
But many special class students saw themselves as more able than
their own classmates and their friends. The regular class Ss
tended to see themselves abdut the "same" or "worse" students

than their classmates and friends. When asked about how able

they wished they could be, the majority of both groups desired

a better academic self concept.

6. School Effort. Regular class students tended to see

{

their work output and effort as average while more special class
Ss reported their work output as the best they can do. TFewer
regular class Ss reported they were working hard, and fewer still

believed it is the best thev can do. There were no differences
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between the samples when asked how their effort compared with
that of their classmates (see Table BA).

-B.. Comparisons by Learning Poténtial Status within the Special

Class Sample.

1. Perceived Yalue of School. The special class Ss dif-
fered considerably by learning potential status Qith regard to
the Rfvceived value of school (see Table 3B). The more able
(LP) Ss, (gainers and high scorers), saw schéol,as positively
related to their adul? lives and gave intrinsic reasons for
studying, getting good grades, and in relating school to theip

. ] t
‘future lives. Most particularly, like his regular class peer,

the high scorer was abie to view studying in terms of obtaining
more knowledge, eventually allqwing him to go further in school,
obtain better jobs, eérn more money, etc. By contrast, more than
half of the nongainers, and many gainers, viewed the rewards for
studying as being extrinsic and time limited, pleasing their
parents, making the honor roll, allowing them to go on to the

néxt grade, or getting out of school. The inability to relate
their present education to their adult life was most noticeable

in the nongainer. 0©Only 50% of the ncngainers gave a simple

"'yes n

response to the question, "Is your present schooling
related to your fut@re 1ife?" There was a significant negative
iinear relationship.between LP status and the number of special
class students who gave "dk" or "no" responseé when asked to give
a reason for“their positive response (40% NG, 25% G, 0% HS,

. 2 _
-}ildf - u‘uu’l’ R<'05)'
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Tncert Tables 2 and 4 about here

2. Academic Aspirations. There was little difference

among the special class LP groups in academic aspirations and
expectations. Most aspired to complete high school and continue
their education but most did not expect to ;ealize this goal.
Hence, the markedly iower academiq expectations of the entire

special class sample (see Table u4B).

3. Concept of Academic Role. The nongaiqer tended to
differ from his classmates. TFewer nongainers stated they would
be chosen for the role which required a discipline function and
more nongainers saw themselves in the teaching role (p <.20).

A large proportion of all the students wanted more responsibility
than they 'felt is accorded them. By contrast, the gainers, high
scorers and regular class students wvere able to view their
strengths (being a disciplinarian) from their weaknesses (com-
petent student) more realistically than the nongainer, and chose

accordingly (see Table 5B).

4. Academic Locus of Control. The majority of special

class Ss in each LP grour gave internal locus of control responses
to each of the hypothetical items. When the scores were sum-
med across the ten question, the distribution of scores indi~

cated that more gainers than nongainers and high scorers assumed
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responsibility for both their successes and failures'(&z;'ldf =

4,21, p <.05, see Table 6B).

The majority of the students accounted for their actual
aeademic failure by "not doing the work" or "hot being interested
in the Subjeet". More nongainers tended to give no response or
an ELC reason. Analysis of the reasons given for academie suecess
were similar Fewer nongalners than galners ‘and high scorers
accounted for their success by "worklng harder" and ."being in-
terested in the subject". The rest of the nongainers gave no
response or said the subject was easy.

Insert Table é about here

5. Academlc Self Concept. Just'as there were no dif-

ferences between specizl and regular class’ Ss when g compared
himself to his peers and siblings, there were also no'dlfferences‘
within'the special class sample. There were also no differences
among LP groups oh the friend comparisoa, although in comparison
to regular class. students, a higher proportlon of all three groups

a

rated themselves.as "better",than thelr frlends academically.

The significant special’versus regular class difference on
classmate comparison was due to the high-scorers, more of J
whom-rated themselves'as "better". Noﬁe rated themselves

"below" their classmates1' While this more positive self image
is'host noticeable in the high scorer, all three.LP_groups.
equally desired a more.positive academic self iﬁage as is evident
from'the ﬁercentages for desired self concept-fsee Table 7B§.

N

1
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6. School Effort. A sizeable proportion of nongainers

stated that their work was the best they could do, that they
put little effort into their school work, and that this effort
was less than that of their special clasémates. While'35% and
25% of the gainers and high Sscorers, respectively, reported
putting more effort into their school work than their class-
mates, not one nongainer reporfed doing so (see Table 8B).
When each of the three scores making up the summary score was
analyzéd separately, unlike the academic self concept scores,
which exhibited a linear component (high scorers felt them-
selves to be more able than nongainers), the school effort
score demonstrated a quadratic component: a larger percentage
of gainérs viewed their school work as average rather than
poorer or the best they can do. Also, when asked to compare
his effort to his classmates, only 28% reported putting in

the same amount of effort as compared to 55% of the nongainers
"and 50% of the high scorers who reported doing so; 35% of

the gainers as compared to 25% of the high scorers and 0% of
the nongainers statea they worked harder than their classmates.

s an me e S e BN PR W G G e PR e D S i e SER M P R T ey T R

Insert Table 8 about here
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Discussion

'Special and Regular Class Differences |

Most remarkably, few differences on the school-related
variables were evident between these low income white special
and low achieving regular class students. The differences may
be ascribed to the effects of a stigmatized status resulting
from placement in a segregated class. The student who is placed
in special class will tend not to see school as relevant to his
future, nor expect to satisfy his aspirations to attain high
school graduation or post high school training. .. He will not
expect to be given responsibility by a teacher, though he may.
wish it. The placement may make him even more sensitive to his
potential for further school failure. While the regular class
students are free to:admit that their own lackadaisical involve-
ment is similar.to the other students , some special class stu-
dents defensively assert their superiority. Their response that
their work output is the best they can do seems to reflect the
edict formalized by the placement, Also, their dessire for high
school graduation is realistically lowered to accord with their

. \

poor academic skill level, and their personal experience of
persisti;g school failure. The authors assumed more markéd
differences between these samples would be evident in the academic
areas almost by definition. But the contrast with a low achieving
low income peer group appeared to minimize the gulf in self-

rerceptions of school. Clearly the gulf between the low achieving

white slum children and the special class children is not great
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even in the academic area.

The significance within the special class sample by learning

. potential status clarify the meaning of the few special - regular

class student differences. !

There were clear differences in response within the spe-
cial class sample across learning potential levels in this sample.
The high scorers, in particular, exhibited the pattern most typ-
ical of their regular class peers. They saw the relevénce of
school to their future, and like the regular class students,
said they don't work very hard in school. In general, they
tended to respond réalistically, e.g., didn't expect to attain
their aspired graduation or post high school training, saw their
strengthlin the academic role situations in the nonacademic¢ al-
ternatives, saw themselves as more able than their class mates,
tended fo be intrinsically motivated in the hypothetical academic
situations, and tended to accept more“%ersonal responsibility for
their successes and failures. | |

The least able students (the nongainers), tended to be
more unrealistic in their academic attitudes, perceived schoe6l
as irrelevant to their adult lives, tended to avoid responsibility
for their failures ﬁy blaming them on. others, and said they
expended the least effort in school. More frequently than any
other of these studenfs, they either failed to respond or when
they gave the socially desirable response, were .unable fo give
supporting reasons. They reported they were ‘given less responsi-

bility by peers, parents and teachers than any other special
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class group. Their verbalized academic aspirations were un-

-

realistic in relation to past performance, though they did not

expect to attain them.

Gainers represented an intermediate position in this
continuum., They tended to group with the high scorers though
they seemed to verbalize responses that often paralleled the
expectations of adults..

The trend of the results lend furfher support to the
hypothesis that students who profit from the learning poten-

tial assessment are educationally, not mentally. retarded,

‘regardless of their IQ score. The more able (LP) students'

responses tended to parallel those given by the low achieving
regular class students. In similar fashjon, the more able (LP)
students demonstrated greater vocational maturity than the
nongainers (Folman & Budoff, 1971). |

One justification for special class placement is that
an environment with few demands and little inter-child com-
petition should reduce opportunities for failure and improve

the child's self concept. The‘present findings suggest that

" these effects, if they exist, may not extend beyond the sub-

ject's immediate classroom.environment.

The special cléss students expressed theilr awareness of
their stigmatized state. When questioned regarding their academic
aspirations, many special class pupilé stated that they were =
not allowed to go beyond junior high school. Similarly, when
questioned on job aspirations (Blean § Budoff, 1971), they
reported that few emplo§ers want to hire individuals who have

"petarded" written on their records. Have many of them learned
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from their segrégated school experience to inteﬁnalizetthe
iﬁplicétions of the segregated placement and to expectvfailure
and rejection?

The findings that more special than regular class §s ex-
hibited an external locus'of control on the hypothetical. failure
situations support Bialer and Cromwell's theory that the lower
the mental age, the more the individual's locus of control will
be externalized, anderandqll et al.'s (1965) findings that
a defensive and maladaptive (non-realistic) level of aspira-
tion is positively correlated with an external locus of control.
When the results were analyzed by learning potential statug,
the least able students, the nongainers ascribéd responsibility fopr
their behavior more frequently to forces which they could not control.

Academic locus of contrél is concerned with where the child
perceives résponsibility for his work in school lies. If it
lies within himself, .he will be more able to accept his failures
and will try to continue to learn. If responsibility forl
failure is externalized, the child will be harder to motivate
in learning situations. Since the more able (LP) students tend
to respond with some sense of responsibility for their successes
and failures, they might best be maintained within general
education, supplemeﬁtiné their education with remedial help
and with minimally verbal teaching technigues to maximize
their learning and their sense of competence (Budoff; Meskin,

'S Harrison, 1971).' The'iess able (LP) students, who also ténd
not to take responsibility for their school work and see little

a

relation between school and later life, may require specialized
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learning situations such as might be found in segregated

classes which emphasize fewer academic goals and which might

stress pre-academic and motivational strategies that seek to

provide an academic base and also engage him in constructive

learning. However, some nongainers may be so alienated from

school work that they also fail to respond positively to the

opportunities!to learn offered in the learning potential ﬁrocedure

and the special class. Successful and educational_interVenfions

in the context of a regular class program that can also provide

suitable specialized supportive services may alter this sénse of

alienation. The regular class placement may be critical since this
- child may be able to perceive a relationship between his own efforts

to learn and a more salutary outcome than a usual permanent

consignment to the special class.

Thus, it may be that learning potential status may partially
reflect general ability to learn and reason, and a willingness to
learn in school. While the group pattern displayed by the non-
éainers most closely describes behavior typically ascribed to the
mentally retarded, it is likely that there are false positive
cases included who failed to respond to the opportunity to learn
on the learning potential procedure. Engaging these children in
positive learning experiences may make them more amenable to
learning and this lessened aliesnation may be reflected in their
subsequent performance on the learning potential measure. Like
the IQ test,vlearning potential assessment is frobably sensitive

to motivational factors. Though the training opportunity allows
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" the child to learn how to perform on.the task, he must be

willing. ' The learning potential measure must be considered as
descriptive of the child's ability to pfofit from experience, a
proclivity which may be Qery susceptible to decreased alienation
from learning in school. Learning potential and motivational
measures which tap attitudes toward school and -school learning, and
one's own competence in these areas, in combination, may provide

a multi-factor criterion by which one can determine greater
potential for educability when thé child's IQ score is low, i.e.,
the traditional score predicts a low probability of succeeding

academically.
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APPENDIX A

ACADEMIC INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Suppose you were getting a new teacher and inorder to help her it was decided that
a list should be made grouping the children according to the way they usually be-
have in class., 1In one group she put the names of those children who besides doing
their class work, are usually in charge of the class, seeing to it that all the
childeen have their work and answering any questions thay might have. In another
grodp were the children who besides doing their class work, usually help by giv-
ing out papers and books. 1In another group were thode children who usually didn't
help but did their work at their seats and listenéd to what the teacher was teach-
ing and still another group were those children who sometimes did their ‘class work
and at other times didn't take part in the lesson at all.

161. In which growpwould you be put?

En the group of children that sometimes
did their class work and sometimes didn't take part in :
the lesson at all. 1

In the group of children that usually didn't
help out, but did their work. 2

in the group of children that usually give
out books and papers. 3

In the group of children that is usually
in charge of the class. ' 4

162. 1In which group would you like to be put?

3. Now when you do well on a test at school is it more
likely to be because you studied for it or the test was
especially easy?

4, If a teacher says to you "your work is fine", is it
something teachers usually say to encourage pupils or
because you did a good job?

5. When you have trouble sometimes understanding something
in school, is it kmgauzs usually because the teacher didn't
explain it clearly or because you didm't listen carefully?

6. Suppose you became very gucgcessfyl in your work., Do you
think this would happen because other people helped you when
you. needed it or because you worked very hard?




7. When you read a story and cam't remember much of it,
is it usually because the story wasn't well written or because
you werem't interested in the story?

8. Suppose your parents say you aren't doing well in your school
work. 1Is it likelv to happen more because your work isn't
very pgood or because they're in a bad mood?

9. . Suppose you did better than usual in a subject at school.
Would it probably happen because you tried harder or
because someone helped vyou?

10. 1f a teacher passes you to the next grade, would it probably be
because she liked you or because of the work you did?

11. When you find it hard to do certain problems in school is it
because you didn't study well enough before you tried them
or because the teacher gave problems that were too hard?.

12, Suppose you study to become a secretary (mechanic) and you fail.
Do you think this would happen because you didn't work hard
enough or because you needed some help and other people didn't
give it to you?

13. What two subjects dc you like best?

14, What two subjects do you like least?

15. What two subjects do you do best in?

16. What two subjects do you do worst in?

17, Why do you think you do well in and ?

18. Is it because it's casy for you to work extra hard in them?
19. Why do you do poorly'in and ?
20, Is it because they're hard or because you don't study for them?
21. Do you think it's'impértant to study hard in school?
22. Why? (Why not?)
23. 1Is it important to get.good grades?
24, Why (Why not?)
25. How would you rae yourself in school ability compared with your close
friends?
Below 1

Same 2
Better: 3




26. How would you rate yourself in school ability compared with your classmates?
1
2
3
27. How would you raté voursclf in school ability compared with your brother(s)
and sister(s)?
1
2
3
28. How would you rate yourself in school ability compared with people
your age?
1
2 .
3

29, How would you like to be rated?

(€3]

e e e

30. Do you think the work you do in school is:

The best work you can do 1
About average work for you __ 2
Much poorer work than you

are able to do 3

3l. How hard do you find that you have to work in school?

Hard 1
Average 2
Not hard

at all 3

32. How hard do you have to wrk in school compared with other students in
the class?
Harder than any of them 1
As hard as most of them 2
Not as hard as any of them 3

33. Do you think what you do in school now will make any difference when
you grow up?




34, How?

35. If you were free to go as far as you wanted in schocl, how far would
you go?

36. Sometimes what we would like to do isn't the same a&s what we expect to
do. How far in school do you expect you will really go?

Suppose a movie was to be made about your .class by the children and insorder
to do this a couple of children were needed to play the teacher - to explain
the lesson to the class, some children to take part in the lesson by putting
the class work on the board, some children to take part in the lesson by
writing their answers quietly at their desks, and some children to be in the
audience's part, '

37. What would you be chosen to do?

Play the part of the teacher and explain
the lesson te the class 1

Take part in the lessons by putting the
class work on the board 2

Take part in the lesson by doing the class
work at the desks _ -3

Be part of the audience I

38 What would you like to be chosen to do?

39. if your teacher needed someone to be her helper whom would she choose?

ME 1

Classmate __ 2 \

Y




