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ABSTRACT

Robin L. Comerford
"A Comparative Study Of Pull-out Resource
Room Instruction To In—class
Resource Room Instruction”
May 2, 1995
Dr. John Klanderman
Master of Arts Degree
According to The Regular Education Initiative, students with disabilitizs will be
fully integrated into the regular education classroom. Hardman et al. (1993) found that
segregating learning disabled students limits their opportunities to learn appropriate
social skills, Weiner (1979) hypothesized that attributions a child makes about
himself/herself will affect his/her level of motivation. He also said that children who
attribute failure to lack of ability and success to external factors, will develop a learned
helplessness, Placing students with disabilities into regular education programs with
their non-disabled peers is a movement designed to increase a learning disabled
studentself esteem improving their ability to learn.
This study attempted to identify if learmng disabled students improved in the
areas of academic achievement and social skills when placed in a classroom with their
non-disabled peers. The participants in this study were 44 classified resource center

students from two middle class, suburban school districts. 22 students received 'Ln-clﬁss



resource room instruction whereas the other 22 received pull-out instruction. Both
groups were compared by an independent measures £ test to determine if the in-class
group achieved higher scores on achigvement tests and social skills inventories. Results
did not support the hypothesis that there would be a significant difference between the

in-class and the pull-out groups.



MINI ABSTRACT

Robin L. Comerford
rA Comparative Study Of Pull-out Resource
Room Instruction to In-class
Resource Room Instruction”
May 2, 1995
Dr. John Klanderman

Master of Arts Degree

Weiner hypothesized that attributions a child makes about himselffherself will
effect his/her level of motivation. The Regular Education Initiative is designed to
itaprove a lcarning disabled studentsell concept and achievement by placing them with

their non-disabled peers.

This study attempts to compare learning disabled students in an inclusive setting
and a non-inclusive setting. Results did not support the hypothesis that learning
disabled students placed in an inclusive setting will have higher achievement test score

as well ag social skills scores.
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CHAFPTER ONE

THE NEED

Inclusive education is & challenge in the classroom that many educators are
facing today because of The Regular Education Tnitiative. If students with disabilitics
are going to be fully integrated into the repular classroom, understanding of how
inclusive education arose and its” beneflts are vital to completing this large tagk in public
schools.

In the past, sudents with disabilities were educaled in self contained sellings
without the model of age appropriate peers. Studics have shown that students in these
traditional programs have not progressed to the level of that of their age appropriate
peers both academically and socially.

The issue of integration both socially and academically is vital to successiul lives
of all people with digabilities. Research in thig area would give educators 2 better
understanding of the acadenic and social benefits of inchiding students with disabilities

into the regular classtoemn.

PURFOSE
The purpose of this study is to examine potential gains in reading and language
that a classified shident may experience as a result of placement in an included

educational setting. This study will also examine possible gains in social skills of



resource room students as the result of being placed with appropriate role models.
Because the concept of inclusion is now occurring in districts across New Jersey, roles
of the traditional classroom educator and special educator are changing. My role as a
special educator has changed because earlier in my carcer, Twas to pull students with
disabilities out of the manstream and adapt the eurriculum to meet the students
individual needs. At that time, mainstreaming into the regular classroom was only used
if the siudents were able to adapt to the regular subject curriculum. At present, this scif
cantained setting is 1ot being used to meet the student with disabilities needs. Instead,
the classified student is placed in the regular classroom where the teacher, along with the
special cducator, adapts the corriculum to meet the student with-digabilities needs.

This research could be used to foster understanding of the need to integrate
classified students into the school community, for social benefits as well as academic.
Srudents with disabilities need to be integrated into a regular classroom with appropriate
support services and planning. As the Regular Fducation Initiabive (REI) is now
beginning to be implemented, there is little evidence to support that classified student
who are inclided in a regular classroom, improve in reading and language. There is also
Iiitle evidence to support that social skills change as a result of placement with age
appropriate peers in a regular classroom setting,  As special education 1§ changing at a
rapid pace, this rescarch may be helpful in providing any additional information that can
be used in this task This study may be helpful in determining if any changes cour in

achievement testing or social skills a5 the result of inclusive: education.
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HYPOTHESIS
Resource conter students who are included in reading and language will attain
higher scores on achievernent tests as compared with resource center gstudents educated
in a pull-out program.
Resource center students wha ars included in regular class instruction will have

better social skills than resource center students educated in 2 pull-out program.

HISTORY

The concept of inchision was disguised in the Civil righis movement of the 1250
and 1960, It was during this time that all citizens had the right to a quality education.
The outcome of the United Siates Supreme Court case, "Brown v. State Board of
Education”, paved the way for students with disabilities to obiain equal educational
RETvices.

In the early 1670, parents of children with disahilities staried to light for
integrated education of their children. These parents were able to get a law passed
emtitled Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P, L. 94-142). This law enahled
children with disabilitica to receive a free and appropriate education in the least
restrictive enviromment. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act stated that disabled
people can not be excluded fiom participating in a;ﬁvities that are federally finded
Services in public education varied from state 1o state, district (o clisfrint, The term,least
restrictive environment, was interpreted in many different ways.

With the passage of P.1. 94-142, more deinstitutionalization of students with



disabilities occurred. As these students became members of an intearated society,
communities had to mstruct students in baste skills that were necded for living in a
community. Becanse school is a member of the community, eurricuium had to be
provided for students with digabilities. Physical imepration of students was the first
initiative of including students in the public school domain.

Mainstreaming for lunch, homeroom and specials such as art, music, and
physical education, became areas wherg students with disabilitics were mainstreamed.
This type of partial integration was primarily for social reasons. Some believe this is not
full inteeration of students with disabilities. Academic subjects were taught in a pull-out
program where students were taught by a special education teacher in a self contained
setting where they were isolated from their peers. These segregated settings were
wnahle to prepare these individuals with the opportumity to develop attitades, values, and
skills needed to get along with their age apprapriate peers.

In 1990, The American with Disabilities Act was passed-stating that students
with disabilities can not be segregated or denied benefits of public school services. P.L.
04-142 was re-muthorized in 1990 and was titled Individuals with Disabilities Educarion
Act (IDEA P.L. 101-476). This law stated that students with disabilitics are to be
educated with students who do not have a disability. It became illegal to deny
students'with a disability any services, programs or activities in;public schools.

As a result of this Jegislation, students with disabilities are now being placed
across New Jergey in regular classes with nge-appropriate peers in their local school

disirict. These students are entitled to supports in the regular classroom that invelve



team teaching strategies. There ig a significant use of cooperative learning, peer SUpports
and peer tutoring in classroom settings. Smdents with disabilities are to be considered
part of the regular classroom and the public school at large. Peers without disabilities
will learn to develop skills in dealing with others who are different from themselves.

This experience leads to growth in their own self esteem as well a3 those with disabilitics.
Supports for student with disabilities in the regular classroom include team teaching with
hoth the Tesource center instructor and the repular education teacher in the academic
subject arca. This is 2 major change beeause prior to the IDEA legislation, resource
center students were educated in self contained classrooms for certain academic periods

during the day.

ASSUMPTIONS
1. Tt is assumed that the populations being compared are from similar suburban
school distiets,
5. Tt is agsumed that the teaching method in one sample differs from that of the
other sample.
3. Tt is assumed that there is no systematic bias in the use of achievement tests.
4. It is gssumed that the achievement tests and the Social Skills Rating System

are administered by trained personnel.

LIMITATIONS
1. It is understood that the samples are from two small suburban school districts,
which limita the sample size, making the study not as adequate as it could be.

2. It is understood that the samples used are limited in gender with majority of



subiects being males.

DEFINITIONS
included- students with disabilities who are plaged into non-special eduecation
¢lasarooms
inchision- students with disabilities who are valued sn identified as members of a
non-special education classrootn with age appfupﬁate peers

rasource center- a classroom for clagsified students labeled as I.earning Disabled
separate from the regular classroom

pull-out program- a special educator designs a program taught apart from the

regular ¢lassroom, to meet the student with disabilitics
educational needs.

in-class program- a special education teacher and a resource room teacher use a
team teaching approach to educate both classified students and
non-classified students in the same classroom.

treditional classroom educator- teaches students in a regular classroom

apecial educator- teacher who has been trained in educating students with
disabilities

maingtreaming- integrating students with disabilities into the regular classroom

selfocomtained- claasroom where students with disabilities were educated

separately from their peers
intograte- the act of bringing together students with disabilities and studenta who

are not disabled both socially and academically



Regular Education Initiative- concept that gtudents with disabilities are best
served in a repular classroom where the Tegular
education teacher and special education teacher
work together to educare the student with disabilitics
in the repular classroom
Least Restrictive Envitonment-after PL94-142 students with disabilities were
educated with students without disabilines to the
maxitmim extent posgible unless the severity of the
student handicap would prevent them from being
placed in regular education.

Jearning disabled- children who may display diffieulty in the academic subject

arcas: displaying various perceptual problems



OVERVIEW
Chapter Two consists of pertinent literature relevant to this experiment. Specific
and related research will be reviewed in this chapter.
Chapter Three delineates how this experiment was executed.
Chapter Four reviews the statistical relevance of this study and of the data

obtained.



CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The literature contained in this chapter provide a review of studies that examine
social internction, social competence, and social acceptance of learning disabled students
placed in self contained, partially integrated and fuily integrated classrooms. Also
examinged are motivation and cognition of learmng disabled shadents as compared to
their non-disabled peers. Finally, this chapter will discuss self esteem, self concept, and
self perceptions of learning disabled stadents and the effects those issues have on

academic achievangit.

SOCIAL INTERACTION SKILLS
The current trend for students with learning disabilities is to be placed
classrooms with non-disabled peers. Hardman, Drew, Egan, and Wolf (1993) found
that seprepation limits opportunitiss for students to learn skills necessary for social

participation in a regular classroom environment {Haas, 1993).

SOCIAL SKILLS DEFICIENCIES
A sty conducted by McKinney, MceClure, and Feagano (1982) found that
gocial interaction skills and social acceptance of Jearning disabled students are deficient
when compared 1o their non-disabled peers (Coleman, Mclam, and Minnetl, 1932},

Amnother siudy by LaGrena and Stone (1990) found that sludents with leaming



10

disabilities were less well liked and less accepted when compared with average and low
actieving peers (Coleman, McHam, and Minnert, 1992).

On the contrary, 2 study by Bursuck (1983) found that learning disabled students
were e different than other low achieving studgnts on ratings of peer acceptance
(Coleman, McITam, and Minnett, 1992) To further study these results, Coleman et 4.,
(1992} conducted a study to determine if learning disabled and low achieving elementary
school children had similar competencics. They used a sample of 170 third through sixth
grade low achievers and classified learning disabled students. The Harter Perceived
Competence Scale, Self Description Questionnaire, and social ratings by peers and
teachers were used to retrieve: data. Results yielded that the differences between low
achievers and learning disabled students were minimal. Peer ratings indicated that
Jearning disabled students were better liked than thelr Jow achieving peers (Coleman,

McHam, and Minnett, 1992},

BEHAVIOR PROBLEMS

Other studies suggest that learning disabled students display less social
competence and have more behavior prablems than their non-disabled peers (Torro,
Weissberg, Guara, and Licherstein, 1990). Pearl, Bryan and Donohue (1985) found that
learning disabled srudents showed more negative and inappropriate types of social
behavior. Pearl and Cosden (1982) found that learning disabled students tnisread social
imteractions (Toro, Weissherg, Guara, and Lieberstein, 1990). Spivak et al,, (1576)
found that learning disabled students were deficient in penerating solutions to probloms

in social situations; unable to offer relevant means to accomplish appropriate social



11

outcomes (Toro, Weissberg, Guara, and Lieberstein, 1990).

Toro et al., (1990) conducted a study comparing social-problerﬁ solving skills
and school behavior of non-learning disabled and learning disabled students. The sample
consisted of 86 non-learning disabled and 86 learning disabled ranging from 7 to 11 years
of age. Instruments of measurement included The Child Behavior Rating Scale and
Open Middle Interview. Results indicated that learning; disabled students displayed
deficiencies in areas of alternative solutions, frustration tolerance, adaptive assertiveness,

global adjustment and competence (Toro, Weissberg, Guarz, and Lichenstein, 1990).

MOTIVATION
Weiner (1979) hypothesized that attributions a child makes about self will effect
his/her level of motivation; and that children who attribute failure to lack of ability and
success to external factors will develop "learned helplessness” (Ayres, Cooley, and
Dunn, 1990). Learned helplessness ocours when a student artributes failure to internal

causes (ability), which is detrimental to future behavior.

MOTIVATION AND COGNITION
Torgeson and Dunn (1983) describe learning disabled students as inactive
learners who inefficiently use their cognitive resources; attributing failure to msufficient
ability {(Ayres, Cooley, and Dunn, 1990). Asa result, learning disabled students can
become debilitated by failure, causing lower concentration, lower expectations for

success and deterioration of problem solving strategies (Ayres, Cooley, and Dunn,

19%0).
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SELF CONCEPT AND FAILURE

Aponik and Dembo (1983) found that learning disabled students attributed
academic failures to lack of ability which is contrary to that of their non-learning
disabled peers. Paimer, Drummond, Tollison, and Zinkgraff (1982) found that learning
disabled students reparted lack of ability as important in faflure sihaarions. The learning
disabled students as compared to non-learning disabled students were less persistent on
academic tasks and were rated by teachers as exhibiting more learned helplessness
behaviors (Ayres, Cooley, and Dunn, 1990).

A study by AyTes and Cooley (1990) investigated self-concept, attribution, and
persistence in learning disabled students. The Piers-Flarris Self-concept Scale was used
10 determine differences in self-concepts of learning disabled students and non-learning
disabled students. They compared 49 learning disabled srudentsto 56 norm achieving
students from fifth to seventh grade. The learning disabled studénts were receiving 1
hour of pull cut resource room per day. Results indicated that learning disabled
students attributed failure to factors beyond personal control. Their self-concept was
negatively related to failure. Teachers indicated that learning disabled shidents were less
persistent on academic tasks than non-learning disabled peers (Ayres, Cooley, and
Dunn, 1990).

Pintrich and Schrauben (1992) found that students with higher levels of self
efficacy would persist longer, be more likely to uses cognitive strategies than other

students.
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INTRINSIC MOTIVATION
Ellis (1986) found that learning disabled students were not as intrinsically
motivated as their non-disabled peers, especially if they experienced failure and were
recelving special education services (Pintrich, Anderman, and Klobuear, 1994).
Paris and Oka (1986) found that students who have more strategic and
conditional knowledge about memory, reasoning or learning tend to do better in
different academic performance tasks. Therefore, learning disabled students may not

have acquired as much metacopnitive knowledge as their peers.

ATTRIBUTIONS OF FATLURE

Pintrich, Anderman and Klobucar (1994) studied differences in copnition and
totivation on non-learning Jisabled ans learning disabled students. 39 fifth grade
subjects were assessed using two self-report questionnaires and various reading tasks.
Results indicated that students without learning disabilities displayed greater awareness
of metacognitive strategies. They found no significant differences between learning
disabled and non-learning disabled students on intrinsic orientation, self efficacy, or
anvicty. Learning disabled students tended to attribute reading failure to bad luck.
Non-learning disabled students were more external Lor both success and failure
situations. Students with more metacopnitive knowledge ﬁbout reading performed
better on comprehension tasks and were more aware of different reading strategies

(Pintrich, Anderman, and Klobucar, 1994).
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SELF-CONCEPT AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

On questionmaires, students with learning disabilities report lower self concepts
on ftems related to academic achievement. As earlier studies indicated, teachers rated
learning disabled students as less pergistent than their peers. The whole cancept of
academic achievement is closely related and entwined in the psyche of the learning
dizabled student.

Evidence of poor academic achievement is frequently associated with poor self
esteem. Perceived competence reflects and affects classroom achievement (Butler, and
Marinov-Glassman, 1994),

Coleman et al. {(1983) found that learning disabled students placed in self-
contained classrooms had higher self esteem than those placed in regular classes. it was
noted that self perceptions among learning disabled students depend mainly on targets
with whom they compare themsslves. However, Strang, Smith and Regers (1978)
found that students who were mainstreamed for part of the day evidenced gains in self
esteem when compared with learning disabled students in self-conizined classrooms

(Burler, Marinov-Glassman, 1994).

SELF-CONCEPT AND INCLUSIVE CLASSES
Hyrnan and Singer (1976) proposed that people who have access to multiple
reference groups will use these selectively in ways designed to bolster their self esteem.
Accordingly, mainstreamed learning disabled students can have 2 general self esteem
that comes from belonging to a normal social group; but academic self esteem can be

measured by comparing themselves with other learning disabled students.
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Hlowever, other studies have indicated that students with learning disabilitics do
compare themselves to non-leaming disabled peers. Butler and Masingv-Glassman
(1994) investigated the effects of age and placement of learning disabled students related
to scif esteem. Results indicated that self perveptions of students attending special
education classes were similar to that of low achievers. They found that learning
disabled students compared themselves with their non-leaming disabled peers (Butler,
amnd Marinov-Glassman, 1994),

Gottman, Gonso and Rasmussen (1975) found that academic deficits that
learning disabled students have are finked with their own social status in the ¢yes aof their
peers (Coleman, McITam, and Minnett, 1992). These academic difficulties, not the

actual learming disability may be the common thread of social difficulties

COOPERATIVE LEARNING
Intepration of learning disabled students in regular education classrooms that

gmphasize individual and cooperative learning, not competitive environments, will help
the learning disabled child to succeed and improve self concept. According to an
integrated classroom model, designed by Madge, Affeck, and Lowenbraun (1990),
students should be ¢valuated on individual propress and cutcomes; 0ot normative
nutcomes, According to this classroom model, learning disabled shidents have yielded
positive results in both academic and social status when educated along with their non-

disabled peers (Butler and Marinov-Glaseman, 1994),

COLLABORATIVE TEACHING

Walsh (1991) found the learning disabled students felt better about themaglves in
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classes that were co-tanght by regular education and special education teachers. Tt was
also reported that the learning disabled students had more fn'endé. Rosenfield (1991)
found that 2 collaborative, rather than an expert model of consultation between teachers
worked better. Villa and Thousand (1989) found that collaborative methods used in the
classroom increased the potential for individualized instruction which enabled all

students to be educated with their age appropriate peers.
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SUMMARY

In conchision, the literature reviewed supports the current trend to allow
learing disabled students to be educated with their non-disabled peers.

Varioug studies indicated that learning disabled students have wenker social sheills
than thelr non-disabled pecrs, Providing apprapriate role models for these students
seems to aid in their ability to improve social competence skills.

Research on self concept of leaming disabled students, however, indicate
different results. Further studies in this area need to e conducted as learning disabled
students continue to be included in regular education.

Rescarch supports the need for cooperative learning and collaborative teaching
which increases the likelihood of successfully inteprating learning disabled in inclugive

¢lagarooms.
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CHAPTER THREE

SAMPLE

The subjects for mclusion in this study consist of forty-four students that were
classified as Perceptually Impaired by their local school district. All forty-four students
were entitled to resource center instruction. Twenty-1wo students received resource
center instruction in a regular ¢ducation classroom in a small, middle class, suburban
school digrrict. They received reading and Janguage instruction by 2 regular education
teacher with the support of a resource center teacher in the classroom, The remaining
twenty-two students were from a gimilar small, middle class, suburban schaol district
who were not included in (he regular classroom. Tnstead, they received reacimp and
laneuzee nstruction il a pull-out program from a resource center tezcher. The subjecis
are of mixed age and gender. The in-class group consisted of nine pirls and thirtecn
boys. Ages ranged from 10.3-14. The pull-out group consistedE of six girls and sixteen
boys. Ages Tanged fiom 9.9-13.3. The ethnicity of the participants was Caucasian. The
academic functioning level of the subjects varied from six months to one year below

grade level.

MEASUREMENT
As inchision of students with learning disabilities becones more commonplace

in our schoo! systems, it is imperative to measure any eflects it has on students hoth
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acadermically and socially. By comparing twa different resource center class settings on
the basis of achievement test scores and social skills inventories, meamirement of any
significant differences may be apparent.

Data was collected from student records of s¢ores obtained on the California
Achievement Tests in areas of Reading and Languspe. A total score was obtained from
combining the Reading and Language scores. The Social Skills Questionnaire designed
by Frank M. Gresham and Stephen N. Elliot was glven to classroom teachers to asscss
cacial skills. Standard scores from this inveniory were collected-and combined from the
social skills and the problem behaviors section of the inventory.

Classroom setting was determined by placement of students into a resource
center program by classification of the student as Perceptually Impaired by the local
district Child Study Team. The in-class resource center setling cansisted of students
educated together in the same classroom, following the same curriculum as their peers.
In this situation, the resource center teacher aasists the classroom teacher with daily
reading and language instruction. In this situation, classified students are responsible for
the same classwork as their peers.

The pull-out group consisted of resource center students who were instructed i
reading and language by only the resource center teacher. They received instruction in a
small classroont setting with three to five other peers. Instruction acguired at the
students own academic Jevel and students were graded aceording to their own abihity.

Data from the California Achievement tests and Social Skills Questionnaire was

collected. The scores from the in-class group and the pull-out group were compared.
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DESIGN

The data was taken from two school districts similar in population and socio-
economic level. The difference between the districts was in the way services for
clagsified studentis was adminisicred. The in-clags group followed the Repular
Education Initiative where students with disabilitics were served in e regular education
classroom with a speciaﬁ education teacher and regular classroom teacher who worked
together. This in-class group included 22 resource center students who were in the
regular education clagsroom for reading and language instruction. Tn this classroom
sefling, the regular clagsroom teacher and the special education teacher used a team
teaching approach in educating ail students together. During reafding and language
periods, one teacher was in charge of leading the Jesson and the other teacher mpnitored
the progress of the students with learning disabilities in the ¢lass. The teacher who lead
the lasson varied from day to day. Botlt teachers coordinated lesson plans together.
The lesson plans utilized strategies beneficial for the Jearning of ;eading and language
for all students in the clagsroom.

The pull-out group did not include resource center students into the regular
education classroom. Tnstead, these twenty-two siudents were educated in a pull-out
program for reading and language. This program involved instruction i a small clase
setting made up of three to five students. The resource center tieache:r was in charge of
ingtriction in reading and language  Students used materials thﬁt were at thew own
instructional level and moved at their own pace throughout the-lessons. Their

instructional Jevel was five months to one year below that of their age appropriate peers.
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Both groups took California Achievement Tests near the end of the school year.
Data was gathered from the records of the twenty-two resource center students in each
school district. Reading and languape scores were combined topether to get a total
score for each student. The scores from the in-class setting and the pull-out setting
were compared.

Age appropriate peers for role models is another concept important for inclusion
of learning disabled smdents into regular classrooms. Another aspect of this study
involved looking at the same groups in the area of social skills. Teachers of twenty-two
in-class resource center students were asked to rate their students using the Social Skills
Questionnaire designed by Frank M. Gresham and Stephen N Elliot. Teachers of the
pull-out group used the same rating scale to measure social skills and problem hehaviors
of their resource center students  The Social Skills Questionngjre congtsted of tems
relating to individval students’classroom behaviors such ag: 1) controls temper in
condlict situation 2) uses free time in acceptable ways 3) uses time appropriately while
waiting for help 4) produces correct schoolwork 5) makes friends easily {(Gresham
and Elliott, 1990} All fifty-seven questions were rated according to how often these
social skills, as well as bebavior problems, occured. The scale for this is: Never,
Sometimes, Very Often, The raw scores from the social skills and behavior problems
section were ¢onverted into Standard Scores which were taken from a list specifically
desipned for handicapped boye or girls of different ages. Social skills were also rated
by the classroom teacher who indicated how important the behavior is for success in his

or her own classroom.
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Scores from the Social Skills Questionnaire for the twenty-two in class resource
center and the twenty-two pull out resource center were then compared. Standard
scores from the social skills and the problem behaviors section were combined and

analyzed.

TESTABLE HYPOTHESIS

The literature reviewed supports the hypothesis that leaﬁling disabled students
have better social skills and increased self estegm when placed with their age
appropriate peers, However, there is little research on the effects of academic
achievement of resource center students placed with age approgirlate peers due to the
fact that this is a new placement for learning disabled students.

‘Null Hypothesis: There will be no significant difference on achievement test
scores in reading and language of resource center students educated in-class as
compared with resource center students in a pull-gutt program.

There will be no significant difference in social skilis of :resource center students
educated in-class as compared with resource center students in.a pull-out program

Alternative Hypothesis: Resource center students who are included in reading
and language will attain higher scores on achievement tests as compared with resource
center students educated in a pul-out program.

Resource center students who are included in a regularl classroom setting will

have better social skills than resource center students educated in a pull-out program.
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ANALYSIS

Dhata colieeted framt both the California Achievement Test and Social Sldlls
(uestionnaire was analyzed by an independent measures ¢ test because of the two
SEPAr4le Samples,

The: chart containing combined scores of the reading and language section of the
California Achievement Test for the pull-out and the in-class groups were designed.
Another chart containing the combined scores from the Social Skills Inventory in the
arens of social skills and behavior problems was made.

Two simple bar graphs were used to depict the mean score of ihe in-class group
compared to the pull-out group in both the California Achievement Test scores ag well
a8 the scores from the Social Skalls Inventory.

I computed an independent measures f statistic by obtaining a sample means and
sumn of squarcs. The sample mean for the in-class group in the Califoria Achicvement
Test was 113.818. The sample mean for the pull-out group in the California
Achievernent Test was 99.545. The sample mean for the in-class group in the Social
Skills Inventory was 198 455 The sample mean for the pull-out group for the Secial
Skills Inventory was 195.227. A pooled variznce was obtained for bath the in-class and
pull-out groups. Nexl, the estimated standard error for mean differences was calculated,
Finally, the ¢ statistic was calculated for both groups. The 1 statistic for the in-class and
pull-out groups for the California Achievernent Test result was 1505 This was not a
significant difference as the critical t values were -+ 2.074. The { statistic results from

the Social Skills inventory from the in-class and pull-out group was 1.038. This also
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was not a significant difference. 1 was unable to reject the null hypothesis that resource
center students who are included in reading and language will attain higher scores on
achisvement tests and social skills inventory as compared with resource center students

educated in a pull-out program.

SUMMARY

This study used data from twa rural schoo] districts similar in population and
socio-¢conomic status. The subjects included in this study involved forty-four classified
students entitled to resource center services. The two groups differed m the way they
received resource center instruction.

Both groups were compared to see if there were differences in achievement test
scores and social skills. Achievement test scores and scores ﬁom a social skills
questionnaire were gathered and compared. A simple graph was used to discern the

differences between the scores and classroom setting.



Califormia Achievement Test

In-Class Pull-Out
Sex | Reading [Language Combined| | Sex | Reading [Language Combined
F 65 84 159 F 23 41 64
¥ 76 49 125 M 59 g6 145
M 44 63 107 F 63 75 138
F 77 79 156 M 29 48 77
M 41 44 83 F 44 27 71
F 66 59 125 M 54 73 127
M 48 54 102 M 55 80 135
M 54 64 118 F 1 27 23
F 96 36 132 F 41 34 75
F 43 35 08 M 59 87 146
F 76 87 163 M 66 43 109
M 56 39 95 M 49 71 120
M 38 20 58 M 44 71 115
M 62 27 g9 M 39 26 65
™M 59 63 122 M 63 31 94
M &7 58 125 M 79 &3 142
F 72 30 102 M 50 47 7
M 46 31 77 F 71 65 136
F 70 71 141 M 3¢ 32 91
M 30 91 121 M 6l 46 107
M 54 40 04 M 12 16 31
M 67 43 110 M 30 47 77

Table 1.1
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Social Skills Inventory
Combined Social Skills and
Behavior Problems Scores

IN-CLASS PULL-QUT !

Sex Combined Sex Combined

F 184 F 186
F 238 M 193
M 193 F 196
F 192 M 184
M 170 F 199
F 194 M 195
M 196 M 205
M 208 F 180
F 202 F 186
E 213 M 190
F 195 M 190
M 207 M 197
M 183 M 193
M 206 M 1495
M 201 M 188
M 211 M 206
F 195 M 195
M 195 F 207
F 187 M 189
M 197 M 182
M 183 M 180
M 190 F 208

Table 1.2
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CHAPTER FOUR

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

As new legisiation requires students with leaming disabilities 1o be educated with
their age appropriate peers; we need 10 ¢valuate both the traditional resource room pull-
out program and the in-class program. Many studies have shown (hat cducating a
student with age appropriate peers in 2 repular classroom in a public school increases
their sense of s¢lf worth,

Evidence of poor academic achievement is frequently associated with poar self
esteem  In order to increase self esteem in these youngsters, we need to look at all ar¢as
of their education, particularly the type of program that is available to them. Two fypes
of classrooms, pull-out and in-chass, are being compared in the areas of academic
achievement in reading and language as well as in self esteem.

As stated in the hypothesis, the intemt was to study in-class resource room
students to see if they would score higher on achigvement tests in reading, language amd
sacial skills inventories as the result of placement in 2 regular edueation classroom with
their age appropriate peers.

The results are orpanized to mswer four questions. First, did including children
who are classified into the regular education curriculum have better achievernent 128t

scores than classifisd students in a pull-out progream? Or, will there be no sipnificant
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difference between the in-class and the pull-out classified students? Third, will the
classified children included in the in-class setting score higher on soctal skills inventories
as the result of beinp placed in that class? Or, will there be no significant difference in
social skills between the in-class and the pull-out group?

Upon completion of the collection baseline data, it was apparent that there was
a difference in reading and language achievement test scores but the difference was not
significant at the alpha .05 level. The in-cless group scored an average of 198.455 on

the Social Skills Tnventory and the pull-out group scored an average of 195,227,

DISCUSSION

Relating these differences to gimilar literature that has been researched
{Hardman, Drew, Egan and Wolf, 1993) indicates that segregation of students may limit
their opportunities to learn approprizte skills necessary for social participation.

Relating the actual data results to some of the research may indicate in the future
that social interaction skills of learning disabled students may be deficient when
compared to their non-disabled peers (McKinney, McClure and Feagano, 1982). Other
datn indicates that learning disabled students display less social competence (Torro,
Weissberg, Guara and Lieberstein, 1920}, Future studies with a larger sample may be
hecessary to see if, in fact, social skills of learning disabled students may be improved by
placement of them with their non disabled peers. A learning disabled student may
misread gocial interactions displaying more types of inappropriate social behavior than
their non-disabled pzers. Future studies could research the area of learning disabled

students and their misreading of social behaviors of peers.
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Students in a pull-out program may OF may not have appropriate models for
socia] competence. There are many mare models to choose from in the regular
education program as opposed to the pull-out program. Futurg research may Justify the
need for appropriate role models in the elassroom.

Atttitartions a child makes 2bout hirnself or herself will effect his/her level of
motivation (Weiner, 1979). If a child attributes failure to lack of ability and perceives
that is why he/she is in a pull-out special education clagsroom, he/she may not periomm
a5 well academically or sociatlly, Tf these learness attribute failure to insufficient abifity
according to (Avres, Ceroley and Dunm, 1990) they will not perform as well on
academic achievement tests. Although results of this study did not indicate 2 significant
difference hetween pull-out and in-class students, longitudmal studies could be done that
fiollow the same proup of students to see if any differences do exist.

Evidence of poor academic schievement is frequently associated with poor self
esteem. Perceived competence affects classroom achievement (Butler and Marinoy-
Glassman, 1994). If a student in a pull-out setting i:erccives himself or herself as a poor
learner, he/she may not score well on an academs; achievement test. Puil-out studemnts
have self perceptions gimilar to that of low achievers according to Butler and Marinov-
Glagsman (1994). Future research needs to be done in this area, as positive self esteam
is vital for success. As more and more learning disabled students are placed with their
non-disabled peers, self ¢steem needs Lo be closely monitored.

Learning disabled students have a higher sell perception in classes that are co-

taught, like the in-class programs mandated today (Walsh, 1991). As higher numbers



of resotrce center students are placed i an in-class setting, studies need to be

conducted to 6¢ if students perform higher on achievement tests as a result of this

placemen.

3z
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY

As more learmng disabled students of all ages are educated along with their non-
disabled peers because of inclusive education legislarion, it becomes impartant 1o
evaluate their programs. Many studies have indicated that gducating students with age
gppropriate peers increnses their self worth. On the contrary, Coleman et al. (1983}
found that learning disabled students placed in self contained classes had higher s¢lf
esteemn than those placed in regular classes. Because sell estoom is closely related to
academic achievement, it becomes necessary to evaluate programs for students with
specific needs.

As an educator of learning disabled students in regular education classrooms,
cooperative leaming seems to be an area that I have observed to be beneficial for both
learning disabled and non-learning disabled students. Madge et al. (1990) designed an
inteprated classroom model that evaluates students according to their own progress
using cooperative learning techniques. Academic and social status of icarning disabled
students improved as a result of this classroom model. As a special educator, T am
interested in further studies to demonstrate improved sell’ esteem and achicvement of
learning disabled students as the result of placement in this type of program.

Collahorative teaching is another growing area in the education of learning
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disabled students in an In-class setting. Walsh (1991) found that learning digabled
students felt better about themselves in classes that were coftaug'ht by regular and
special cducation teachers. QOther studies have found that collaborative models
increased the potential for individualizing instruction, enabling learning disabled
students to be educated with their non-disabled peers. Regular education teachers in
my district report to me that this method i beneficial for the learining disabled as well as
the non-leamning disabled in their classes. As teachers, they also éreport being less
anxious of having learming disabled students in their classes if they engage in
collaborative instruction with a resource room teacher. They report co-teaching to be
an invaluable experience for the students as well as themselves becausc they can learn

teaching techniques from their colleagues.

CONCLUSION
1. Evidence of poor academic achicvement is frequently associated wilh poor
sclfiestesm. It is not conclusive as 1o what type of program, in-class or pull-
out, increases self esteem of a learning disabled student.,

2. Peers serve as role models for appropriate and inappropriate behaviors.
Social skills of learning disabled people seem to be weaker than their non-
disabled peers.

3. Cooperative learning may improve academie and social status of learning

disabled students.

4. Collaborative teaching may enable learning disabled students to be educated

with their non-disabled peers.



This study just scratched the surface of the effects of edueating learning disabled
students with their non-disabled peers. As more learning disabled students begim 1o be
educated with their non-disabled peers, future studies need ro be conducted a5 to the
possible efficte of this placement. This study was in¢onclusive as Lo whether learning
disabled students improved academically or socially as the result of placement 1 an in-
class setting. As an educator in an inclusive resource center, I have first-hand
knowledge that it is beneficial for some learning disabled students 1o be integrated
academically as well as gocially with their pon-disabled pecrs. T have observed an
increase in self esteom of learning disabled students in my care. It 1s also epparent that
learning disabled students in our program are passing the general curriculum required of
all students in the district. At this time, however, T am unsure a3 to whether inclysive
education benefits all leaming disabled students.

IT this study was to be replicated in the futurg, it should follow a group of in-
class resaurce Toom students over a long period of time. Future studies could compare
in-class programs that have been developed over a period of time with pull-out
programs from other areas. Other academic ar¢as could be examined instead of just the
reading and language achievement grades. Perhaps report card grades could be
analvzed also ¢ver a period of time.

In final conclusion, this study indicates the need for fiture studies because it 15
mconchisive as to whether in-class learning disabled students do hetter than pull-out
students. The new tegislation indicates the need for inchisive education but furthar

studies need to be done Lo determine its’effectiveness. As the education of learning



dizabled students is ever changing, we need 1o look at all avenues 16 make learsong a

successfit experience for them.
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