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iii
A SOCIOMETRIC STUDY OF ACADEMIC AND SOCIAL PERCEPTIONS
oF LEARNING DISABLED CHILDREN
IN A SPECIAL DAY CLASS

Cralg Campbell, M.A. v
o Callfornla State Unlver51ty, San Bernardlno, 1988 -

General Introductlon‘

The purpose of this prOJect was to examlne the rela—
tlonshlps and perceptlons of a group of flfth and s1xth
grade Learnlng Dlsabled students relatlve to thelr class—
room peers in terms of social acceptance and- academlc s
‘ablllty.l The progect focused upon one partlcular LD stu-
dent, who had 81gn1f1cant academlc ablllty but was ostra—'
cized: s001ally in the classroom. 5001ometrlc testlng wasd:
conducted on a perlOdlC basis in order to ascertaln the
perceptlons of students in regard to the academlc and |
s001a1 strengths of thelr classroom peers. ‘

k In addltlon to focu51ng upon one 3001ally—ostrac1zed
jstudent, the study also evaluated the perceptlons of the

LD students as a group. Of partlcularvlnterest were the

f_correlatlve relatlonshlps 1nvolv1ng peer perceptlons of

sfrlendshlp andvacademlc ablllty, to what-degree,hlf any,
.studentsdwere.able'to”discriminate'in}their'perceptions
of friendship'and academic‘abiiity; and to what extent

elther area (frlendshlp or academics) was more changeable'

in the context of student oerceptlon.



't;Rev1ew of the theratureff e

Current and past educatlonal and 5001ologlcal lltera-iidhpp;v

ture was revlewed to determlne trends 1n and appllcatlons e

drof soc1ometrlc testlng partlcularly 1n relatlon to the‘

~pLearn1ng Handlcapped student. The llterature 1nd1cated ydj°i’

,that the s001ometrlc testlng conducted in a classroom set-d:pf_f

sii?tlng was descrlblng soc1al perceptlon rather than academlcéf’*:

"‘fperformance perceptlon among peers._ However, s001ometry,;:

‘“as a measurlng tool has become more accepted and thUS'1“  L

f}functlonal 1n the educatlonal communlty.ﬂfV

Partner- and group-based tasks were developed and im- sdg;“__

'dplemented w1th the student populatlon durlng the course of ffbﬁd'

‘the three-month study. The tasks, whlch were generally
academlc 1n nature, were des1gned to prov1de all students

'w1th dlrect academlc exposure to each of thelr peers 1n a

'*[_one-to one or small group settlng. A SOClometrlc test,;;,f L

";the Behav1or Ratlng Proflle, was admlnlstered and scored REs

ﬁen a perlodlc ba31s durlng the tlme 1nterva1 (10/87 - 2/88)j@f_pjfm

e when partner- and group-based tasks ‘were taklng place.. Thetekp'

,jchronology of the testlng and tasks proceeded on a pre-

:dscrlbed schedule, and the partners and groups were des1g-u;*7ff”':'

”a.nated on @ pre—selected, random ba81s. ij"



The data from thls s001ometr1c study 1nd1cated that fg;fffJf"’

:components of frlendshlp and academlc helpfulness in terms-pﬂflbi

- of neer perceptlon are hlghly correlatlve.: A test of bl-ff”‘ff?'

bﬂnomlal expan81on determlned that students, 1n all probabll-‘wods

ljlty, were percelVlng and categorlzlng each other elther as;tj["p»"

:‘ﬁf"academlc helpers" or "frlends" Addltlonally, the dataifff'h";'

: ~strong1y Su%%ested that student perceptlons of academlc jjj*

‘fhelpfulness were 51gn1flcantly more subJect to change thanff:fﬁf

'»student oerceptlons of frlendshlp.:_l5‘”

:f'Conclus1ons ‘ Cal e e o
- Fundamental to thls study was the premlse that flfth

'land s1xth grade Learnlng Dlsabled students can percelve

"}7d1fferences among thelr peers 1n the areas of academlc

ablllty and frlendshlp des1rab111ty._ Based on the data de4l~f4»57

f,rlved from the soc1ometrlc testlng, a conclus1on may be
lgdrawn that students dlscrlmlnate, to a degree, 1n thelr L

: academlc and 5001al perceptlons of thelr peers. Thls

,pablllty to dlscrlmlnate can be crltlcal for those students::;5~‘l7"

. fwho otherw1se are not recognlzed nor accepted by thelr

.:.;peers.u Utlllzlng group—based tasks, 1t 1s pos51ble to pro- fivl;ﬂb

vppvlde these students w1th an Opportunlty fOr academlc recog-iaiz;_

nltlon, not only in the LD classroom, but also in the

‘regular class env1ronment.
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General Introductlon L

‘The purpose of thls progect 1s to examlne the rela—ﬂn.‘

vtlonshlps and perceptlons of a group of Learnlng Dlsabled
.(LD) students relative to thelr classroom peers 1n terms ‘f
’jof 5001a1 acceptance (frlendshlp) and academlc ablllty
.(tutorlal helpfulness) 'The proyect eValuates peer per- ,}f
'ceptlons towards one student 1n partlcular, in the context‘:‘
of a selected c*ample of 1nd1v1dual students, and in the

'more general perspectlve of group tenden01es and trends.d”

The 1mpetus for the proyect derlves frOm 11m1ted in-

| formatlon gathered durlng the 1986—1987 school year per~rr'-’

talnlng to Bobby, an emotlonally dlsturbed student placed

:1n a Learnlng D1sabled/Spec1al Day Class (LD/bDC) of flfth o

5'and SlXth grade students at Tw1nh111 Elementary School,
Rlvers1de, Callfornla._ Bobby,'who Was aggress1ve and v
erratlcally v1o]ent tOWards peers, 1mmed1ately and pro-._ :
dlfoundly allenated hlS classmates by hlS v1rulent behav1or;‘s
y'ulmultaneously, school authorltles began the process of

:evaluatlng Bobby 1n terma of a more restrlctlve educa-.“

‘ ~t10nal placement.- Au part of thls evaluatlve process,

80010metrlc measures were 1ntroduced 1nto the classroom

ﬁjenV1ronment in order,to.galn.a measureiof peer'response,to



‘y,pand any changes 1n perceptlon of the new, aggre351ve stu-;.*iV"

dent. Soc1ometrlc data was obtalned near the orlglnal
date of Bobby's entrance 1nto ‘the LD/SDC and agaln prox1?
;mate to the tlme of hlS ex1t from the class. The data
’olndlcated that the student was unpopular w1th h1s peers
v(not accepted as a frlend) both at. the origlnatlon date
’and endlng date of hlS tenure 1n the class. Also evalu-‘
ated s001ometrlcally was Booby s oercelved ablllty to be
academlcally helpful to h1s fellow students. The 1n1t1alp_'
and flnal soc1ometr1c tests descrlblng Bobby s academlc
vhelpfulness were in dlstlnct contrast. Inltlally, Bobby
was percelved as 1ncapable of prov1d1ng any academlc
: ass1stance tO-hls peers. Subsequently, recogn1z1ng the '
ex1stence of s1wn1flcant academlc abllltles, his peers
evaluated Bobby ‘as one of those most capable of prov1d1ng‘
academlc help.» , R | | _
v The follow1ng school year (1987-1988) a 51mllar s1te
uation evolved w1th a stuaent who exhlblted many of the
same class-dlsturblng characteristics as Bobby had the
prev1ous~year. Jlmmy, although con81derably less 1nfused
cwith v1olence, proved qulckly adept at 1rr1tat1ng, enrag- -
‘1ng, and flnally allenatlng most of h1s flfth and sixth
'grade‘classroom peers._ Jlmmy s style was more subtle and -
‘peripherallthan that of Bobby, but‘the‘general d;rect;on -
of peer disavowal wasbunmistakeable.v,Jimmy possessedi'

vtsignificant'aCademic ability, often times'latent, but
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'névertheless_reépdnsive to certain group interactive sit-
uations; A decision wes madé tovevaluate‘the class‘ per-
ception of Jimmy, both socially and academically,»fhrdﬁgh
thevperiodic administfatidn df soéiémetrib testing.
Sociometry, particularly in the past thirty Yeafs,
has surfaced as a viable analysis/tool in‘psychological,
sociological, and educstionel research. The word socio-
metry derived from the Latin "socius', meaning companion,
and the Greek‘”metron”, meaning a measure, was first used
publicly by its founder, J. L. Moreno, in 1916. At the
~time he was describing work in progress on a sociometri-
cally planned community for a group of 10,000 Austrian
war refugees (Evans, 1962). The Horace Mann Insfitﬁte
(1947) describes a sociogram as:
A chart of the interrelationships within a group.
Its purpcse is £o discover group structure (sub-
group organization, friendship pattefns, eté.)
and the relation of any one person to the group
as a whole. Its value to the teacher is in its
potentiality for déveloping gréater understand-
ing of group behavior so that he may operate more
‘wisely in group management and curriculum devel-
obment. (p. 1)
Essentially a sociogram is formulated in order to provide
an objective picture of the relationships existing between

members Of a group and between an individual and the group.



Sociometric testing can be divided into ﬁwo major
cateéoriesi (1) specific choice criteria testiné; (2) non-f
specific’attitudebor‘eurvey testing (Bonney & Hamnleman,’
1962). Given the need for highly specific 1nformatlon
detalllng 1nterperoonal acceptance and regectlon, socio-
metry, based on'a specific ch01ce‘cr1teria was utilized in
this study. |

The intent of the sociometric testing in the LD/SDC
at Twinhill School was to nrov1de a periodic (everj two
weeko) insight into the verceptual configuration of Jlmmy
in terms of his peers. The information generated‘can.be
of useful ?urpose in three significant areas: (1) the
ongoing social relatlonshlc between Jimmy and his neers,
(2) the more extended process of his classmateo distin-
gulshlng an "academic! Jlmmy from a "social' Jimmy; (3)
the possible impliCation‘that the process of oeer-judgment
can be uc17lzed to develop bases of academic strength (and
acceptance) for a 8001ally-ostrac1zed student such as
Jimmy.. In specific conjunction with the sociometric test-
ing,'a program of partnervand group interactive tasks and
‘projects was implementedQ' As deSCribed later, the tasks
and projects were designed to provide highly specific
academic and social classroom contact among all students,
"and thereby insure that Jimmy's academic abilities (as
well as his social liabilities) were shared direcﬁly with :

each of his classroom peers.



In addition to focu51ng on Jimmy, this study also
evaluates the percebtlons of the students as a group and
in terms of selected individual and paired students. Of
| particular interest are the correlative relationships in-
;volving peer perceptions of ffiendship and academic
ablllty, to what degree, if any, students are able to
dlocrlmlnate in thelr perceptions of frlendshln and acad-}
emic ablllty, and to what extent either area (frlendshlb
Qr.academlcs) is more changeable in the context of student

verception.



‘Review of thévLiterature

Current and past educatlonal and 5001ologlcd1 11tera—’

ture was. reVLGved to determlne trendo in and appllcatlons

of u001ometr10 teotlng, artlcu]arly in the context of the

'Learnlng Dloabled (LD) student."The Leornlng Dlsabled

.student (Foder 1 Reglster, 1977) is one who has a specific

Learnlng dlsablllty deflned as follow

p901flc Learning Dlsablllty means a dlsorder in one
or more of the bqglc psychologlcal proce ses 1nvolved;
~in understandlng or in u51ng language, upoken or"
z'ﬁwrltten, Wthh may manlfost 1tself in an 1mperfect
_ablllty to llsten,-thlnk, opeak, read,ywr;te, spell, .
 or to do mathematlcal calculatlons. .The term in-
;‘cludes quch condltlons as perceptual handlcaps, bfalnf
_1n3ury, mlnlmal-braln dysfunctlon, dyslexla; and de-
»VeidbMental‘apﬁasia. .Thé térm'does not includevéhil-r
dren who have 1earn1ng problems Wthh are prlmarlly
Tthe result of vis ual, hearlng, or motor handlcaps,_of 

“'mental retqrdatlon, or of cnv1ronmontal cultural, or

~_ economic dlSﬂdvantage. (p. 4?478)

,Re ults of the rcseﬁrch Jndlcate that soc1ometry 13 a>>

‘utilized and vlablevtool_ln asses51ng both LD'and regular-
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student peer relationships in a social context, but that
information regarding peer perceptions of academic ability
or helpfulness is relatively sparse.

qoc:.ometrlc tests are frequently used in researchlng
the functlon and structure of chlldren S groups. Educa-
tlonai settlngs are natural for this research and the re=
sults are often_formulated in the broad bands of eoc1al
context, such as‘peer rejeetion'and_peer acceptance.
Hartup and Glazer (1967)'found that social acceptance
among preschool children was significantly correlated to
“the frequency'of the accepted child providing positivev
reinforcement,.but not With the frequency df the accepted
child giving negative reinforcement. Conversely, this
same sociemetric Study suggested that social rejectibn
uas highly correlated to the giving of negative réinforce-
.ment, but not correlated to providing positive reinforce-
ment.

Specific sociometric studies of Lb children generally
evaluate the peer acceptance of the LD child who is main-
streamedvinto the regular class enVironment. Sociometric
evaluations by Bryan (1974) concluded that the peer popu-
larity (or lack thereof) of‘the mainstreamed LD child
~falls in the cognitive realm of the child'e learning dis-
ability. That is, the lack of peer popularity is another
symptom of the general learning disability. Aleo focusing

upon the mainstreamed LD'student, Markus (1980) assessed



| soc1al‘ach1evement 1n handlcapped and regular students ,fd
'utlllzlng s001ograms.b The results proved to be 1ntegral
Eto the develOpment of optlmum seatlng nlans for regular
l and handlcapped classmates in the context of their s001al -
berceptlons of and needs for each other. |
| MeasurlnngD_chlldrenlln the more restrictive envie
ronment'of special daydclasses, Andersont(1985)‘suggested':
that cooperative:learning,tasks nay"be helpful,in develop—
v'ing acceptance and cooperation.:vSocioﬁetric resultsufrom
- the Anderson study 1nd1cate ‘that peer acceptance can be x
. gained, 1n part, through the 1mplementat10n of cooperatlve
tasks. however, the results are to be tempered'by the
’unknovn 1nfluence of varlables such as student IQ and
emotlonal exp1051veness.' B | |
v Unpopular, low-ach1ev1ng students in a regular class—
room were found to be capable of 1mprov1ng personal peer
:approval based on sociometric measurements (Lilly, 1971).,
‘Integrating low=acceptance studentsgwith popular peers~ind
specific projects,vproducedidemonstrably significant gains
in'peer acceptance'for oreviously low sociometric status
students. Nevertheless, a six week 5001ometr1c follow=up
“to the program revealed that the gains dld not persevere,*b
,and that, in essence, the class had returned to'its'orig-‘
~ inal perceptlons of s001al hlerarchlcal status.

uxtraneous to the. educatlonal settlng, many 51gn1f1-

cant soc1ometr1c studies have been conducted with
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iﬁplicatidns bearing oh the‘schbol envirdnment. .Becker
(1970), tracing the diffusion paths of two imnovative
pr0posais among héalth departments in three states,
concluded that, contrary to popular theory, the innova-
tive, creative pérson also becomes a central person in
the communications.network of an environment. In light
of‘Becker's conclusions, one must recognize the possibil-
ity that creativity and innovation are core characteris-
tics of those students revealed to be central figures in
é‘sociOmetric, classroom scheme. .Furthef, Davis (1970),
in evaluating a data bank of 742 sociograms from small,
diverse groups, re commends numerical relativity as a
component for sociémetric measures. He contends that
a quantifiable (or numeric) evaluation may be appropriate
'for measuring the degree of perception (such as liking,
disliking, acceptance) to be reflected in sociometric
testing resultse. The implicatioﬁ is clear in terms of
educational sociometric testing: ranking tests or order
tests may provide statistically adequate information;
quantitative tests may be more definitive.

A failure to mention the work of Janet Lerner
(1973) would be remiss in this review of the literature.
Stressing the need for syétems analysis in all aspects
of education, Lerner specifically encourages the devel-
opment of flow diagrams, hierarchical, classification,

feedback and correction systems as being appropriate



methodology for the analysis and construct of special
. educationvproceeses. n - | |

- A summation of the literature ﬁouid'conclude that the
sociometric testing being conducted in the classroom éet-
_ting is focueed upon social peiception rather fhan
academic-performance perception among peers. Empleyed
for years in a non-educational context, sociometry is now
becoming more accepted and thus functional in the educa-
tional community. ‘In varticular, the fieldvof special
education, whose constitueney is so affected by the‘
vagaries of peer peréeption and acceptance, has a unique
potential to utilize analytical methodology, as Lerner
(1973) promotes, to eveluate the myriad of interactive

processes intrinsic to the classroom environment.
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o
Procedures/bequen01ng
The follow1ng sectlon, descrlblng the procedures and
: sequenclng to be utlllzod in thls study, is comprlsed of:
(1) the 5001ometr1c test descrlptlon and scoring proce-
dures, (II) the 8001ometrlc testing chronology, (I11) the
~interactive student tasks and progects used in partner

and group 51tuatlons.

I Test Description and Scoring Procedures

The Behavior Rating Profile (BRP) devised by Brown

~ond Hammill (1978) provided the sociometric testing de-

&icé utilized in evaluating the interpersonal social and

academic rankings for the LD/SDC,at_TWinhiliFSChOOI._ The

 following procedure wéo used eVery two weeks in obtaining
data from the class of seventeen students:

(1) Stﬁdeﬁts' first names (and some last initials) were
listed on the bléckboard in a (differing each time)
random order.

(2)‘Students'feceived an index card mafked "M" for ”Mostn

| 'oﬁ one side and "L for "Least" on the other.

(3) Students were asked to write on.the‘"M“ side of the

‘“card the nemes of three stodents from the blackboapd

(excluding themselves) whom they would choose in
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ﬂanswer to the follow1ng questlon'k
" (3.a) Who, 1n this class, would you most like to
have as your fr1end° "
’(4) Students were asked to wrlte on the "L' 51de of the
card the names of three students from the blackboard
(excludlng themselves) whom theJ would choose in |
- answver to the follow1ng ouestlon' |
| (4e.a) Who, in this class, would you least llke to

5

have as your fr1end°
(5) Upon completlon of the card on‘both sides, students
ﬁeredremihded to check their‘Cards'to neke sure that_
‘they had written three hamesvon each side of their
carde. : | | | |
l(6) Cards were collected'from the students. »
(7) Steps (2'—.6) listed aboveiwere repeated forvthe:
s following peir of questions: | v'
(7.a) Jho, 1n this class, wouldbmost be able to ;
rhelp you 1f you had a broblem w1th your
‘school work° . |
‘_Who, in this class, would least be able to>
‘help-you if you had a problem with your'
school work? | ‘
Procedures for scorlng the Behav1or Ret:Lnfr Proflle
on each questlon are as follows., FH
(1) Tally the number of acceptances and rejections whlch

each student,ln the class received on the soc1ogram.



"i;rAn acceptance 1s a name 1dent1f1cat10n 1n response

Eto a pos1t1vely stated questlon (Who, 1n thls classgiﬂ;fih’fl”

*Twould yOu most....?) A reJectlon 1s a name 1dent1-fi3fffi”f°

'}3;f1catlon in response to a negatlvely stated questlonﬁ SRR

' d(Who, 1n thls class,‘would you least....°)

V(g(Z)]Subtract the number of rejectlons from the number of‘;_f_:

“acceptances for each student.; lhls subtractlon scoredfjf“ff.v'

'frylelds a dlfference score for each student Wthh mayljfhhrlfb
v"hpbe nosltlve, zero, or negetlve.r‘. ’ h | | | L
'(j)ﬂnlst all of the dlfference scores in order frOm‘df"

" ilergest to smallest.f ltf v“ ST
i_m(u)uAss1gn ranks to ‘the dlfference scores. The largest
pos1t1ve dlfference score is ranked flrst and the
' largest negatlve dlfference score 1s ranked last.‘ﬂ'
-(Si\When two or more students have the same dlfferences;{eﬂﬁ'
‘ score, flnd the average rank and ass1gn it to each
Atstudent.‘ To flnd the average, determlne the~rank
doos1t10ns the tled student would have held,rsum
:these ranks, and d1v1de by the number of students

hwho were 1n the: tled group.“' g

aliII Soc1ometr1c Testlng Chronologzu , :

| Soc1ometr1c testlnv of the LD/SDC at Tw1nhlll School:thff
:took place over: a perlod of nearly three months.h Testlngfh
.brequlred approx1mately flfteen mlnutes, was done 1n the 4

mornlng, and occurred at two-week 1ntervals glven some -



| | g
Variation and’delay‘for-ssheol:holidays.‘_Lach of the
soclometrlc tests 1ncluded the two pairs of questlons as
vdescrlbed in the precedlng sectlon. N;ne soclometrlc

tests were glven to the class. The testing dates were:

10-8-87  12-17-87
10-22-87  1-4-88
11-5-87 o 1-19-88
11-19-87 . 2-1-88
12-3-87 L

III Soc1ometrlc Testlng ChronOIOgy

Runnlng concurrently with the soc1ometrlc testlng
wasAa serles_of 39vpartner,snd group 1nteract1ve tasks'
~in Wwhich all‘of the students participated.' The initiels\

17'tasks were Dartnefébased ahd,'by humbet, designed to
insure that each student in the seventeen-member class
*had the Opportunlty to work with every other classmate

in a»one-to-one s1tuat10n.k The final 22 tasks were
groupébased With'groups rahging ih.membership frombthree
to nine depending upon the task. Partner-based tasks
 were initiated.oh 10-8-87 and concluded with the task of
11-18—87 Group—based tasks began on 11=- 23 -87 and con-
cluded w1th the task of 1-29-88.

The partner—based tasks, as breviously mentiohed;
were deslgned to prov1de direct one—to-one contact be- ';I

tween all students.  The seventeen students were ass1gned’
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- to thelr partners on a randOm, rotatlng ba81s oUCh that
they would not have the same partner tw1co. The seven-
- vteenth'and last partner—task was utlllzed‘as a'cateh-all
}task by which,to partner these,studente whe had'not’been‘
together previously due to absence. The seventeeﬁth;téSk
required partnering some students for the second time.
| The group-based tasks were also established on a

random, roteting basis insuring that all students would
bwork with each other in numeric 1ly balnnced, predeter~
mined groups; The size of the group ranged from three to
hine students depending upon the type of activity in-
volved. No attempt was mede to stabilize the groups in
terms ef academic.ability, 5eX, Ethnicity,vor_any otherb
variable. |

The taeks, beth partner and group, Were developed in
order to providevClassroom exposure among clessmates.
Some of the tasks were highly academic in nature and
others were lesser so. Certainly sigﬁificant components
~0of social interaction were'invoived in all tasks. None—
theless, the focus was on de51gn1ng tauku in which the
academic dblllthu of the students involved mlght be spot-
lighted and recognized. The tasks in chronological order

follow:

,,,,,,,,,,,
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Partner—baséd Tasks
#1 (10-8-87) . |

Portable‘sports.eqﬁipment and laminated pictures of
sports équipment are displayed for thé class. Teacher
lists nameu of equlpmont on the blackboard as the stu-
| dents identify thom.. Teacher asks»for and wrltes the
~names of other sports equipmeht.hot on displéy in thé'
classooom. Students, wofkingvas partners, compete to see
which pair can be the flrst to correctly alphabetlze the

list of equlpment (Green & Martln, 1984).

e (10—12~87) ~:Follow—up to #1 |

Teacher randomly calls ouf one sports-related word
at a timé, which partner-teams race to locate in a dic-
tionary. After the list of'randOm words is accumulated
on the blaCkboard, partners are asked,to alphabetize the

list (Green & Martin, 1984).

#3 (10=14-=87)
Partners are given a single wordsearch sheet and
cOmpéte against all_other partﬁer:teams to find as many

words as possible in ten minutes.
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#y (10-16-87) & | |
| Both partners look at a variety of small objects (20)

, on:é tray fof 20 seconds. The objectshare then covered;
1The partners maske a lisﬁ,of ét least 15 objects on the

tray.

#5 (10=19-87)
Partners design a "Partner Flag" using markers and an

11" x 18" piece of white paper (Green & Martin, 1984).

#6 (io-21-87)_

Partners receive ajdry cell battery, insulated copper
wire, flashlight bulb, and masking tape. Teacher helps
students to observe that thé dry cell has positive (+)
and negative (~) sides. Using the bulb, battery, wire,
and tape, partner-teams are to make the bulb light. Dis~

cussion follows regarding electrical circuitry.

#7 (10-23-87)

Partneré receive uninflated balloon and are asked to
help the balloon overcome gravity. Students are given
time to experiment. If gravity-defying method is not

discovered, concept of static electricity is introduced.
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#3 (10-26-87) N
Partners write the letters of the alphabet in a
column down the left 51de of thelr papers (each partner
has a paper). Teacher chooses a category (such as sports,
frults, countrles) and writes i1t on the board. Partners
are given ten minutes to write a word that relates to tﬁe
Category'for each letter of the alphabet. Partners are
able to help'with each other's sheets; Spelling does nOt

count.

#9 (10-28-87) -~ Follow-up to #8

'Partners are given category list (such as cities,
vegetables, TV shows) andva‘COldmh of alphabet‘letters
(A-M~E-R-1-C-A). The goal is to write down as many words
as possible, corresponding to the various categories;
which begin with one of the,giveh letters. Spelling does

‘not count.

#10 (10-30-87)

The word "Mathematics" is wrltten by the teacher on
the blackboard and partner~teams are asked to find as many
words inside "Mathematlcs" as p0351b1e by using the letters
in any order and as many tlmes as necessary (words such as
""the", "math”,.”hat", "scheme') . 'Tenvmlnute'tlme/llm;t.

Dictionaries are provided.
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#11 (11-2-87) |
Partners receive a sheet of paper printed with one

'iarge square completely filled in a checkerboard style

- with smaller squares. Partners are to determine how many

possible sduares exist-(large, small, differeht combina-

tions of adjoining squares).

#12 (11-4-87)
The following words are put on the blackboard and

reviewed with the students:

snow glide flat eagle chirp

bee yard ice plane ~ that

moo popsicie meow splat kite

oink plate bat pepsi helicopter

Working as partners, each team receives a ditto of the
above words. Partners are asked to cross out any words
fitting the following categories: |
(1) Things that fly
(2) Animal noises
(3) Cold things
(4) Things that rhyme with hat

What word is left?

#13 (11-6-87) ~ Follow-up to #12
Students make up their own category word lists and

présent them to the class.
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#14 (11-11-87)
~ Partners draw a T-shirt on a large piece of draW1ng
paper‘(T~sh1rt model is drawn'on the blackboard by the |
teadher); Working as partners, students désign and deco-
rate their;Tnshirtvbased upon Oné of the following ideas: 
(1) A sport o (3) A book

(2) A movie - (&) A place to visit

#15 (i1-13~87)

Follow1ng a class unit on food groups, partners cut
and paste from magaz1nes dlsplaylng pictures of food.
Lach team of partners recelves a large sheet of butcher

paper divided into categories headed by:

Grains/Cereals Meat/Eggs Fruit/Vegetables Dgirz’Pgoducts

#16 (11-16-87)
~ Partners are to determine the number of and identify
‘the hidden animals in‘ah‘invisible hidden picture puzzle :

(Evans, 1977)-

17 (11-18-87)

o Working as partners,’studénts formulate as many
words as‘pdssible using the initial and final letters
of given four-letter words.  On the biackboard are

listed the following combinations:
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. Groug—based-Tasks 'Um

'.#18‘(11;23487) |
| : Lach group has a supply of newspapers and masking
tape but no s01ssors.. The group dec1des on a costume to
- make from the ncwspaper and then dresses a student,

.echosen by the group,vln the costume (Anderson, 1985).

- #19 (11 25—87)

‘otudents are d1v1ded 1nto groups of flve members.
‘The teacher wrltes a flvc-letter word on the blackboard
(such as "roses"). ‘Each member of Group I is required. to
qulckly name another word beglnnlng with one of the letters i
of "rosee" in ]etter—°equencc order ("roar, orange, stop,
“ggg, squash") 1 Groups recelve a p01nt for completlng the
,word.. A tlme limit may be necessary for each student'

" response. |

‘v#ao (11 30-87) s
| Lach group has an auctlon list and 100 chlps for pur-'

. chaulng auctlon 1tems.>_The list consists of_ltems such



' as i "Get flve mlnutes extra recess for a week" "Get all

*“_A's on your report card"f Each group chooses a bldder,v:i

| and, as a group, de01des Wthh events to b1d most of thelr*dm"

‘cnt:hchlps on (Anderson, 1985)

g;‘#21 (12—2—8?) G |

= Hav1ng studled measurement and measurlng oystems as.
”flavclass, groupo are, asked to develop a method and the ,f‘ﬁ“_,
t“materlals necessary (and fea81ble') to measure the areaw’j'

tof the school's grass playlng fleld.

:#22 (12-4-87) -‘Follow—up to #eil |

The same groups from task ﬂ21, us1ng the methods o
'ffhprev1ously developed, measure the area of the schoo] spt'
'playlng fleld. Groups report to the clasu thelr flnd-ilp

- ings.

"‘-#23 (12-7 87) g T |
The class lo d1v1ded 1nto two groups, lzned up f‘f

f;fa01ng each other.' The teacher names a category (such‘e‘

. as toys, games, grocery gtore 1tems) and then names a

'{vletter of the alphabet (such as 'm"). The loader of

“‘fg ‘Group I 1dentl11es a catcgory 1tem beglnnlng w1th "m"

fl“pWThe leader of Group II follows sult, and the leaders B

o alternate untJl one falls to name an 1tem. The player

: glVlng the last correct answer earns a p01nt for h1s


http:asked.to

""frteam. Both contestants go to the end of thelr llnes ﬂﬁ&-}:f"e

ll;yand the game beglns anew w1th the next two contestants.." \

»afﬁdi#au (12~9 87)

ach group has a supply of straws and masklng tape.‘,l~7v"

"lnghe group 1s to make the hlghost free—standlng tower

| poss1ble w1th everyone part1c1pat1ng in the constructlon R

'(Anderson, 1985). _

if #25 (12—11 87)

Word cards are prepared by the teachcr (such as

-"baseball" "door"l "banana"). The class is d1v1ded 1nto‘”""

'htwo teams. ~The teacher holds a word card oo that only

;»members of Team #1 may sae 1t._ The flrst player on Team (‘

_ -#2 may ask any player on Team #1 any questlon to help

"Jearn the word. 1dent1ty. The questlon can be answered ;

only "yes" or "no" The person on- the answerlng team/re-l

v‘fnmalno standlng if the questlon is answered "yes” and is.

’,seated 1f the anuwer 1s "no" The questlonlng team w1ns

';71f 1t guesses the word before all oppos1ng team members ?L*v_

v‘:are seated.; Teams alternate roles.
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426 (12-14-87)

btudents are divided 1nto two groups for}a Backwardsbl
Spelllng Bee. - Dolch list words (grade levels 1 andeZ are
used) and students follow Same procedures es normalispel—,"
llng bee except that words are to be spelled in reverse.

letter order.

#27 (12-16-87)
Each group is glven the follow1ng list of ten people

_1n a lifeboat:

: soientist . lumberjack
ballerina ' musicienv'
policemahv . secretary
waitress - ' librarian
nurse p v _ welder

The llfeboat can safely hold only seven people. Bach -
group is to dec1de co]lectlvcly which three people should.

leave the lifeboat and why.

#28 (12-18-87) |

Each group draws efpiCture of an island in the ocean
‘Where 200 people'have:been shipwrecked. The task for each
group is to decide how the island will look 100 years
_efter-the,shipwreck. The.group is‘reeponsible for showing
vwhat improvemehts have been made on the island (Anderson;

1985) .


http:12-1/f-.87
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#29 (1-4-88) |
S Stﬁdenﬁs work together iﬁ a group for ten minuﬁes
,teaching each other a set of £imes,facts (8X) usihg flash- 2
Cardé.  Students then take fimed (30 sécond)ztests and the
results are tabulated as an aggregate score for the group.
Proceso is 1mmed1ately repeated using an. ea81er set of

times facts (4x).

50 (1-6-88) |
Objects (similar tolthose in Task #5) are placed‘on a
table. FEach group is given 30 seconds to study the ob-
jects. A group leaves the room, and while it is gone, oné
object is removed from the table. The group returns and
‘must identify the removed objéct. If successful, it is‘

their turn to run the game.

#31 (1-8-88)
All groups choose a spokesperson. They are asked to
decide the following question: .
| Which last longer?‘
An Ice Cube A Cookie
The teacher streéses that tﬁere is no right or wrong answer
but that groups‘muﬁt arrivé at their énswer and the spokes-
person must pronont this answer. Follow-up question |
Which is louder?

A bmllo o A Frown
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#32 (1-11-88) |
A group of students mimics the actions of a machine
:whilevthe others try to guess the'kind’of machine. Stu-
dents are divided into teams of four and go to eparate
' areae'of the room. Each team decides on a machine 1t will
‘be. ach team member decides on the part of the machlne
he or she will act out. Teams practjce belng their ChO en
- machine. Bach team takes a turn presentlng its machlne to
the claes. Imphasis should be made that all members of a
team are to be parts of the same machine (Berelter & |

‘Anderson, 1975)

#33 (1-13-88)

A coded message 15 put on the blackboard by the
teacher. Part of the alpha—numerlc code is placed on the
blackboqrd (such as: 1 = a, 2= b, 3 = c) and groups are
'asked to complete the code; Upon'”bfeaking" the cede and
decoding‘the teacher's message,.groups are asked te‘de~.

‘velop a message of their own using this particular code.

N (1-15—88) - Fol]ow-up to #3)
Groups share their coded messageo from Task #35 wlth
the class for decodlng. Groups are asked to develop their

own alpha—numeric codes for sending messages.
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- #35 (1-19 88) FRREE o o e
| : Lach group assumes that 1t has crash—landed a space-”f B
' Sh1p on the moon 200 mlleS irom the locatlon of the mother o
”';shlp. 5urv1val depends upon reachlng the mother shln.:_l:l

- Bach’ group has a llst of flfteen 1tems Wthh are to be

'tfﬂused for surv1val and the return Journey tO the mother

T_bishlp.‘ Fach group lu to prlorltlze the ll ted 1tems accord--f;"

frjplng to 1mportqnce w1th number ore belng the most essentlal L{'

"dthrough number flfteen,‘whlch 1s the leqst essentlaL

F;v:vp(Ander On,‘1985)"4

f*#36 (1 21- 88)

Each group 1s to devclop and agree upon ‘a 11st of ten'f.a:

v].bthlngs that could be done to: 1mprove the school. Items,on“
'»_the llSt must be oPGlelC and reallstlc.'
E #97 (1 _25- 88)

deh group 1s glven one badmlnton blrdle, one o]d

“'»3tenn1s shoe, one Jump rOpe, and one shoe box. All groups

‘»'are prov1ded 20 - 50 mlnutes to create a sport u51ng on]y

'b'ffthe furnlshed 1tems., A spokesperson for each group 1s

echosen and descrlbes the rules and procedures of the new
fllsport to the teacher who wrltes the ruleu on poster board

*,R(Green & Martln, 1984)
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#38 (1-27-88) - Follow-up to #37

A person, other than the prev1ously selected spokes-
- person, teaches the group 5 sport to another group which
plays the sport while the class'observos. Each group hao:
jan opportunity to attempt at least one sport (Green &

“Martin, 1984).

#39 (1-29-88)
After having studied the skeletal system as part of :
a class science unit, groups are given a list ofvten
bones and their descriptions (such as, "sternum - long,"
flat breastbone'). Groups are prov1ded with butcher
‘paper, rubber cement, and a variety of pasta, including
spaghetti, rigatoni, macaronl, and moot30010111. Groups
are to create a bone structure mosaic by draw1ng a body
outline, using the 11 st of ten bones, and selecting the
pasta which most closely resemble the bone structure

they are creating (Green & Martin, 198L).

The sociometric test, the BehaviorbRating Profiie,“
was administered and scored on a;periodic basis during
the 1ntervql of time when partner- snd group-based
vtasks were taking place. Novattempt was made to adjust :

‘the size or the composition of the partners or groups
i based’on interim test results. The‘chronology of the

testing and tasks proceeded as described, and the
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partners and groups were designated on a pre-~selected,
random basis insuring one-to-one and group exposure for

all class members.
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Data
‘”The data ior thl vsocnometrlc study are deqcrlbed
~in the foWWOWan aectJon"' (1) 1nd1v1dual student gr%phs
'deplctlng the ooclomotrlc.ranklng reoulta by plottjng
_,perceptlons of friendship (”I“) and academlc helpfulneos‘
v_(”H") verouu test d( (Pjguro A-] - A—I?, Appendlx A)
(II) whole sample corre]qtlono between o and "H'" and
 ¢orfeiatiOns w1th1n‘the separate categorles‘of ”F"‘ahd
Cwn (Tables 1 ~‘6);’(11i)'graph (Figure 1) and data
(Table 7) showing the dispersion 0f probability in the
Consistency“of discriminatidn between‘”F” and "H";for‘
ihdividuél'studenté;'(IV) daﬁé depicting the.change or

volétility in student pérceptions of "pw and "H'",.

I Student Graphs | |

»The studeﬁt rénks er-the Behavior”Rating Scale
sociometric test were tabulated. The rank scores for
f%riendship (”F”) and aéadémic,hélpfﬁlness ("H'") were
plotted‘ihvthebchronological sequence of ﬁhe nine tesfs

administered (Figures A-1 = A-17, Appehdix A).



IT ‘Correlat;ons' ‘

"‘The Spearmanbrank correlation coefficient (ré) was
utilized (Siegel, 1956) in assessing the correlation be-:
tWeen student perceptionﬁ,of ffiendshiﬁ and académic
helpfulness, and in aéséssing the corrélatiohs within the
separate areas of perceived friendship and academic helpé
fulness. |

To bompute rg, @ list of N subjects is drawn with

corresponding ranks for "X" variable and "Yy" variable.
Determine the various Vélﬁes of dj = the difference be-
‘tween the two ranks. Square each di and sum all values

of dia. Enter this value into the formula:

N |
1=

N2 - N

I‘S:‘I"‘

As rg approaches +1.000, a higher correlation exists for

the variables tested. For a sample of 17, rg = 411 or

gréater (significance level p = .05) and rg = .581 or

greater (significance level p = .01), indicate an associ-
atéd probability fbr the two variables-tested. Tables

1 - 6 reveal a probability of correlation for all vari-

ables tested.



Table 1

;g g;; g between belng percelved as’ a helper "H" on

10-8 87

and belng percelved as a frlend "F" on 10-8 87.:»;};}313];e

”*j-m@mmfjﬂfgfpﬁm“ﬁ*“‘ o

*?JJimjﬁggéfc}w,~*

”*if John M-ﬂffff;f21E“;”‘ :

John Mc

,,@,,f Lev1”“f?_w

';g‘Marty

Julle 7;aﬁf;*,f*7fffa;:z*~'-"

Mlchelle fﬁff

. Total = 130.50
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 Table 2
‘ Cbrréiaﬁionibetweén being‘pércéivédvaé'a helper "H" on

"241—88 and béing perééived°as a friénd "F"bon 2-1-88.

Student (&) (4

s G S e T
bjfcéfhie  ‘:  :,‘ ’ { ;i,v; 4;00; : J.‘.., nr R 16.00  '
"Jamési '::“ ‘13  e ;'3-00 SR i'- 9.00
C gmmy 5550 30,25
'Johhfm.b B R 400 o e - ‘6'60~

~JomnMC. 100  1.00

Julie .50 .z
| Levi;l  ‘fJ“ o ,fﬁi‘f‘soo lv‘l; S 100
Marty 500 P 25.00
. “Mike o . o '2.00‘ : . 400 | .
Coseott o ns0 20025
- Seén:“‘ ‘»*Ib o f-U»QB;GQ = v{ ]   _ "' "L5‘9;OO’
o sephie 9.0 . 49.00

o Terri w0 2.5

Thomas .00 100

Total =  195.50



Table 3
Correlation between being pérceived'as‘a‘friend "F" on

‘:10—8587 énd being,perceiVedvés;é friend UF" oﬁ 2#1788in_‘13

| Studept Tl GO o (ey)?
mnglish 3.0 9.0
C Gathie .00 - o
| Janile'st' o S 115_250'? o - - . ‘2.'2”5,'
Jm .50 - .25
| Jimm,y." N | _' .00 AR | o ﬂ.'OO
':"Joh_ri M. | . .50 o 2.25
‘ J,Ohn Mc. S | S :  ;50 | , ‘ o5
| Julie - . 2;50; . : 'v } | 625
Lévi N o 1,50 B | - 2.25
Marty 2.00 o0
''”.I\'Ij’.cheller-i ' '.~: ‘ 1,50 "'; o - f_: 2.25" 
 Mike ,_;‘fa.oo-"" 400
Scott | : 1§ .00 1.0
Sean 1o . 2.25
sopmie 400 16,00
' Terrd . 550 30425
' jThomas  v‘. ~‘_ B lbr; 4.50v'bf .  7 |  ” ,20,25

o Total =  102.50

rg = 874

Bh



;{QQEEQLQLLQQ between belng percelved as a. frlend "F"

"7"‘t"Julle e
bbi;f;Marty |
o _'::".’Mlchelle
”“ffﬂMlke ikt:‘,:_,u e
ﬁ“fScottH;:t;te;;ﬁ{tﬂlfﬁf77”" 2
Lk Sean PR
: "'.'":“”SOPhl o

31,fzﬁi(average score of flrst four tests) and belng Percelved

{17};fas a frlend "F" (average scoretof last four tests)‘uxﬁ




”'szfJO 8 87 and belng percelved as a helper an On 2—1‘88‘

v  -f?§gCath1e fi

*[};James JREE

:*ﬁ;Correlatlog between belng percelved as a helper "H" on [;”

"f"."?‘""i"-‘"\‘v-':'j'»"LeVl L L 8es00 T e s
o Marty L g e
1Mlchelle- e e

':'2 Jul1e'

| 'fffJohn M.Q?if;]:j.ffhvj”fﬁ°'

Gy 72 25




.:,.QQL‘LQ.]_-.%H-_QQ:‘between being Percel"ed ana helper "H" s

vf(average score of flrst four tests) and belng perceived

J}iias a helper "H" (average score Of laSt four tGStS)

S “‘;

s '.[‘honhf—»ls e
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. IIT Dispersion Probability
Using the probabiiities inhefent for an unbiésed?

semple of”17 studénts méking nine yes-no type decisions,

va ﬁlotted curve was depicted showing the normal diépef-
‘sion of thé students in making those decisions (Figﬁre 1).‘”
Had a éoin been flipped nine times by_17 different stu-
dents, the probability (p) of dispersion of the ratios

(heads to tails) would normally be as follows:

= ,0019  x 17 = .0% students

9 Heads to O Tails, P

8 Heads to 1 Tail, p = 0176 x 17 = .30 students
7 Heads to 2 Tails, p = .0702 x 17 = 1.19 students
6 Heads to 3 Tails, p = .1638 x 17 = 2.78 students
5 Heads to 4 Tails,  p = .2457 % 17 = 4.18 students
4 Heads to 5 Tails,  p = .2457 X 17 = 4.18 students
3 Heads to 6 Toils, P = 1638 x 17 = 2.78 studenfs
2 Heads to 7 Talls, b= .0702  x 17 = 1.19 students
1 Head to 8 Tails, p = 0176 x 17 = .30 students
O Heads to 9 Tails, p = .0019 'x 17 = .03 students

In this particular study about student perceptions,
if students were not distinguishing between friendship
and academic helpfulness, their collective peer rankihgs
_would’show the normal random distribution to be expected
from flippihg a coin. There would not be a tendency to-

ward repeatedly ranking any one specific student higher
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in one variable ("F" or M) as opposed to the other var-
iable ("F" or "H'), Each student was evaluated for each
test date in terms of whether his "F'" or "H' was ranked"
higher on that particular date. For example, Miké's'
graph (Figure A-12, Appendix A) shows fhat on 10-8-87,
his‘"Fﬂ.: 5.0 and-his ”H“‘: 12.0. His """ therefore |
ranked higher on 10-8-87, and iﬁ.examining the remaining
test dates, one finds that Mike's "F" ranked higher on
Six of the nine. His peers had a tendency to rank Mike
higher as a friend than as a helper. .The other 16 stu-
dents' rankings were evaluated (Table 7) along with Mike's,

yielding ratio-rankings distributed as follows:

"F'" to O "H" = O students

9

8 "EM to 1 "H" = 1 student

7 WFM to 2 VH" = 1 student

6 "F" to 3 "H" = 5 students

5 OMEN to 4 MHM = 2 students
L "F'" to 5 "H" = 2 students

3 UFM to 6 "H" = 3 students
2-"F" to 7 NH" = 3 students‘.
1 MEM to 8 MHM = 0 students
0 "F'" to 9 nEN = 0 students

The graph (Figure'1) shdws the tendency of the students to

discriminate in their perceptions of their individual peers
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(between "F" and “H”)'in contrast to what might be ex-
pected frdm‘a‘normal dispersion such as flipping a coin.
A test of binomial expansioh (Siegel, 1956) was'giVGhﬂ
to determine the probablllty of Jubt L, students out of 17
hav1ng ratlos of 5 -4 or L - 5. Where,N = number in
vsample, X :-probablllty of Objects in one Category, |

P proportion of cases expected in one category,

Q = 1 -P = proportion of cases in other category, the
vprobablllty of L or less students out of 17 hav1ng rqtlos

of elther 5 - 4 or L - 5 is

- op(x) = (g)PXQNfX

| CZ):(.49)4<,.51)15

H

p(x)

p(x)v: .0219 -
for o one-tailed test and 0438 for a two-tailed te t.


http:if9)^(.51

Number of
Students

5.0
e |

Ratio

"Ndfmal ratid:distribution of'niné»'
50-50 outcomes for 17 students

Actual ratio distribution of nine

perceptions for 17 students

0-9

e



‘3rf,Data shows number of tlmes 1nd1v1dual student ranked
”&;lhlgher as a frlend "P" or as a helper "H" on a glven iff557“:'

t7‘fffﬁtest.; Total tests 9. fuy.”"””

Iu;.
=
©

tﬁfl"f['i~s1-,u<:1e;;.t._a»:-v-f._-fi,:.,"‘;‘._'.;f“,‘._Af:)?"v.»f;'”?f,C.".';1‘“‘?

'*;gCathle

”“James#;;tzfg}ggpmt:~*

‘:ekalmmy. S T
v';”?*fJohn e, fg5«u‘ﬁ:cf’l}.
Q;?hJulle Z]ieiit;fcuﬁﬁ”ﬂ“
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IV‘ Vo]atilitv in'Student Perceptiono:
| The change in rank for each student's "F" (frlend-
shlp) and "H" (helper) was examined in terms of magnltude
of change‘from test date to test date, A student's rank
.change for VF"vWas'compared to thathame student's change
for "H“ in determininggwhich'elassvperception ("F" or "H")
'was’subject to more change. Forvexample, Anglish's'”F” on
10e8~87 = 5.0 and his "H" = 8.0. On the test date of
10-8-87, Anglish's "= 3.0 and his "H" = 5.0. Between
fhe two test dates; Anglieh's "F“ changed in rank by 2.0
(5.0 - 3.0)‘and,his "H" changed by 3.0 (8.0 - 5.0). 1In
vthis'instance, Anglish's WH" underwentba larger rank
ehange than his "F”.: Rénk Changes’were likewise cQﬁﬁared
for 311'17 students, disregarding ties and measurihg oniy
magnitude, not direction, of rank chamge. Of the 118
casesbdemonsfrating a larger maghitude of Changeein CQ@A
parative rank, 69»of those cases were in the "H" categery
and 49 cases were in the "M category.,‘ o
The sign test Wae'applied to the 69 "H'" (designated

as "+ for the sign test) and the L9 "p" (designated'as'
”-") Where the Value of =z yields @ probablllty in the
'normal distribution, whore X = number of '"+" responses,

where N = number in sample, the value of z is given by :
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(xt +5) - 3N

1 A0

(69 - .5) = %(118)

4

1

T 118
7 = 1.76
The probability of z = 1.76 = p(z) = .0392 for a one-
tailed test. |
A‘summary‘of the preceding foﬁr data sections dis-
closes that the friendship component "F" was highly cor-
relative to the academic helpfulness component "H', both
in the initial (rsk:‘.840) and final (rg = .760) correla-
tions done in the study; For "F" there was a continuity
of correlation in thaf for initial "F" and final ",
rg = «874. To a lesser degree, initial "H" remained cor-
relative to final "H" (rg = .675). The test of binomial
expansion, which described the probability of how dis-
tinctly the students perceived each other as either "F"
>or "H", indicated that the likelihood of this particular
sample's perception was p(x) = .0438 for a two-tailed
test. The students, in all probability, were categorii— ,
ing each other as either "F" or "H". Utilizing the sign
test, 118‘ééses of student changes in perception were
evaluated. Based on a .0392 for p(z), the sign test in-

dicated that the perceptions of the students were not
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made randomly, but rather that the changes in the stu-
o dents'-perceptiOns of "H" were subject to more volatil-

ity than'the'changes in the students' perceptions of nEn,



Conclusions ,y{ﬂig,y,,v e

Fundamental to thls soc1ometrlc study 1s the premiseLu”fH

‘75y?3that flfth and s1xth grade Learnlng Dlsabled students can;f”di”:

£ percelve dlfferences among thelr peers in the areas of

tfacademlc ablllty and frlendshlp deSlrablllty', The data:i;"

| ',h'obtalned from the LD/SDC at Tw1nh111 School tends to cor—.‘\'v

'froborate the premlse of dlfferlng student perceptlons in S

the follow1ng areas. (1) the peer-perceptlon of Jlmmy, d]'

'f‘r_who Was the orlglnal focus of the study, is dlstlnctly

¢d1fferent 1n reference to h1s academlc ablllty by e
._;study'n end (2) s1gn1flcant patterns ‘and trends, 1nd1ca_}n,
.lftlve of how students percelve each other, emerge relatlveyy

o to spe01f1c 1nd1v1dua1s and palrs of 1nd1v1duals, (3)->uf

”,fw1th1n the class structure deflnlte correlatlons, soc1al-i-h__

{perceptual dlscrlmlnatlons,'and patterns of change (vola- g

“t_tlllty) 1n those dlscrlmlnatlons appear.. Each of these

“Lﬁfareas of student perceptlon 1s worthy of further dlscus-i g

vb‘v.,‘.>,510n° o : : o

o The graph (blgure A~5, Appendlx A) 1ndlcates thatvh

’f:the clas 5! perceptlon of Jlmmy as a frlend ("P") Wasv'fi
,bas1cally a flat curve w1th Jlmmy at the very bottom of

h"thevclass‘(Rank 17.0). 1n contrast, the class' perceptlon
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of Jimmy as someone academidally helpful (rH") showed a |
",variatioh from the boﬁtom rank'during,the early. tests (as
high as Rank 14.0 on 10-22-87) ond significant variat:;cin
 froﬁ the bottom rank in the later testing. Jimmy'é final’
"Hﬁ ‘rank on 2~1-88 was 11 5, énd this’rank héd béen imé
medlatoly proceded by tho test of 1-19-88 whlch had ranked
lemmy at hlS highest point evcr, 9.5 on the "H" scale. ‘Ini
'kterms of percentage change on the "H" scale, Jimmy's rank
changed by 32.4% in a more positive direction based on the
‘1n1tlal (10 8-87) wnd final (2-1-88) sociometric tests ad-"
ministered. Conversely, the initial and final tests
showed no chénge'(Rank 17.0) in the class! ”F”:percéption
of Jimmy. |

Thebprocéss of being recognized academically by his
péers had probably alreédj begun for Jimmy by the‘onset of
.the>study. Initial sociometric results reveal that there
were recognitions, however slight, of Jimmy's academic
abilities early in the testing. As the testing contlnued
toward completlon, a more discernible, graphlc llne of |
class recognition for his academic ability developed. The
fact that Jimmy was paired and eventually grouped with his
peers‘in academic-based tasks may have contributed to the
group's recognition of his academic helpfulness. Certain-
ly the interactive process between Jimmy and his peers in
an académic settihg was a major component leading to peer

recognition of academic ability. The paired- and grouped-'
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taSks,%erved,'in>ali probabiiity; to heighteh,thé process
of regognition and more fuily insure its equalrdistribué
fidn among Jimﬁy's péers. |

In examining the pattérn of Jimmy's rankings (Figure
A-5, Appendix A),_the outstanding feature evident is that
thé_claés"perception of Jimmy remained constéht invre—
spect to desiring him for a friend, but changed signifi-
céntly in‘the area of aqademic helpfﬁlness.v A gap devel-~
oped,'which CanAbe‘plotﬁed graphiCally, between the |
"academic" Jimmy ahd the "social' Jimmy. The class gradu- -
| ally, sometimes érratically, came to recognize Jimmy's
academié hélpfulness despite his consistently aberrant
behavior. However, this same aberrant behavior made rigid
the class' perception of Jimmy in terms'of friendship," 
The class did not like Jimmy and remained inflexible in
that percéption. Nonetheless, that inflexibility did not
completely suétain into academic areas wherein initial-
perceptions gave way to gradual and dembnstrable'change.‘

One of the basic findihgs of this study, not unex—
pectedly, is that a distinct correlation exists between
peer-~perceptions of friehdship'and academics (Tables 1 and
2)e Alﬁhough no evidenée’manifested itself in terms of
Jimmy's "F" rank béing ébrrelatively increased in conjuhcé
tion with an inpreased ﬁH”'rank, further study»may show a
stronger correlation between the class' higher peréeptions

of academic ability and resultantly higher perceptions of
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social standing. The class' increasing respect for
Jimmy's academics may be‘a'precursor of greater sociai
acCeptahce.', | | | | |

- Other individuals-aﬁd pairs of individualevaleO'die—v'
played unique,vvisible‘peths in relation to the class'
perception. John M. (Figure A-6, Appendix A) was’initiQ
ally (10 8-87) perceived three ranks hlgher (Rank 8.0
versus Rank 11, O) for his bacademlc ability in. contrast to 
‘his de31rab111ty as a frlend. At the conclu31on of the‘
'study, while his "F" had dropped on]y 13 66 to Rank 12 5,
John's "H" had fallen by 106.3% to Rank 16.5. Accordlng
to stqndardlzed tests and by teacher observetlon, John M.
is extrcmely llmlted in his academic functioning. Based
- on the ﬂccumulated data, hlu peers 1ncrea81ngly recog-
'nlzed John 5 dcwdemlc llmltatlons and con51gned him to
.»'_Vlower_ranku in reference,to academic helpfulness. How-
ever,vthe perception of John's academicvabilities‘did'not
seem to particularly affect‘the.class':estimatioh‘of him
as a friend. His "pv remained fairly constant, and if |
affected by his‘dimihished "y, was‘influenced only’maff
ginally.‘ | | . | , _ , .‘

As the data 1ndlcated (wales 3 - 6) and as Wl]l be
hdleous sed later,-a dlstlnct correlatlon is present inter-
nal to.the.separete perceptual regions Of‘bOth friendship ,
and academic helﬁfulness.‘ A friend at‘the begihning of‘

the study tends to be o friend at the end of the three-
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month study, and; to a lesser degree,'academic helpfulnessb
‘tends to have a high 1n1t1al and ilnal corre]atlon. With-
in those-correlatlons,.however, ex1sts‘a constancy of
peer:dischimination between‘the two perceptual areas per—_
taining to each op001flc student. Theegnaphs of Levi |
e‘(Blgure A~9, Appendlx A) and John MC (Figure A-7,
‘ Appendlx A) serve to oxempllfy the peer dlscrlmlnatlon. .
: Both students are hlghLy ranked 1n the categorles of aca-l-'
~ demic helpfulneus and friendship throughout the entlre
course of the study. Lev1 S graph demonstratcs that he is:
'_cons1stently ‘perceived to be a better helper than frlend.
In contrast, John 5 "En 1s consistently higher than his
"H", - The boys are both, in the context of the class rank-‘
1ngs, well liked and capable of academlc helpfulneus. |
However, the class drqws dlstlnct lines of perceptlon, and'
malnta;no those.llnes for these two students. There would
be a logic to the expectation that either John MC. or Levi

would be the hlgher ranked student 1n both perceptual

areas. The class did not do this. Instead of that, &
fine-llne dlstlnctlon was con51stently made betweenvthe
‘academlc helpfulness and frlendshlp of two students, and,
'by 1mpl1cat10n, a hlerarchy of perceptlon developed for
each 1nd1v1dual tudent. In effect, the class was saylng
,(and repcatlng) that Lev1 was more valued if only sllght—
Ly, as a helper than he was as a frlend. Conversely,

John MC. was more valued as a friend than a helper.



| | 51
Slmllar to the conslstency 1n perceptlon dloplayed a
o by the class rogardlng Lev1 and John MC are the graphlc
‘hperceptlons of Scott (Blgure A—13, Appendlx A), Marty
r‘(Flgure A~10, Appendlx A), Anglish (Plgure A—1, Appondlx |
A), and Thomas (Iigure A—17, Appendlx A). For each of
o these students, the clﬂss, as a whole, malntalned a de-e
finite perceptlon throughout the duratlon of this study.
In the cases. of Thomas and Anglloh, thelr classroom peero
con51stontly percelved them as better frlends than ﬂca—'
demlc he]pers. of tho nlne sorlometrlc teste glven,
'Thomas” npn rank vas higher than hlS_"H" rank eight tlmeo
and ]ower only once, Anglleh' s "F" rank was higher seven
t.tlmes and lower twnce. Marty's and Scott's class roles |
were dls 1m1]ar from Thomas' and Angllsh's in that they.
were both porcelved as better acadomjc helpers than
friends. Both Marty and Scott were ranked higher seven
ftimes‘as helpers endvoniy twice as friends. In all of
theseicases; Marty, Thomas; Scott; and Anglish, the cless
chose a defantlon for a partlcular student (frlend or
| helper) and malntalned that dlstlnctlon through the tht
‘perlod. _ s

A flnal relatlonshlp to note 1nvolv1ng individual
'date is the rolatlonshlp between Marty and Michelle.
'_Theue two utudents have been‘lnSeparable frlends during‘
the school year, and ﬂre, by teﬂcher observatlon, the

closest palr of friends of any students in the classroom.
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Sociemetrically, the'two‘girls are perceived by their |
clasemates to be.relatively'equal'ih_their desirability‘
s friends. However, the class perceived them to be dis—'
tinctly divergentlin their abilities to provide academic
help. Whereas Marty's ﬂH"Zranked consistently higher
than her "F", Miehelle'e WHY tended to vacillate and -
ranked lower than Marty's seven out of nine times. The
elass again made a distinction, over a period of time,i
- between friendship and academic capability.

In reference to Whole class or group tendencies, the
data has been evaluated in three specific areas: (1) using
the Spearmen rank correlation coefficient, correleﬁions
haVe'been established between beginning and ending friend-
ship and helper rankings, and cross-correlations‘have been
established correlatihg friendship desirebility to aca-
demic helpfulness (Tables 1 - 6); (2) the consistency with
which the class perceived individual»students as either
helpers or friends‘was‘evalueted utilizing the binomial
expansion teet (Figure 1 and Table 7); (3) the degree or
volatility of change in the students' perceptions.was
compared in the given areas of friendship and academic
helpfulness by an application of the sign test. |

There existed a strong correlation between a studenf
being perceived es 3 friend‘in this study‘and the same
student being recognized as academically helpful (Table

1). Correlations between initial "F" and initial "H"
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rankings (rg = -840) tended to_confirm the high correla-
tion betWéén perceptidns of friéndship énd_academic abil-
ity. However, another disfinction-Wéé also made by the
class.‘ Whenkbeginningirank frienaShip isvcorrelatedbwitn
.finalvrank friendship (Téble»B);-rS-: 874 When the
first four "F" testsfare aVeraged for each studenﬁ'and
correlated with the finsl four "F" tests (Table 4),
rS:: «9%5. 1In édme contrast, ré for "H" (initialnand
final) = ;675, and rg fnr "H" (averaging) = .853 (Tables
5 andv6). The perception of friendship desirability re-
nained a highly correlative area‘throughout tne study.
The perceptibn of academic helpfulnesskdid not show the
éame high correlation betWeen beginning and ending dates,
as did friendship. ‘While it is evident that there is a
distinct‘cnrrelatidn between beginning and ending friend-
bship perceptions and likewise between beginning and ending
academic helpfulness perceptions, it is also apparent that
re for academic helpfulness (.675; .853) is not as highly
correlative as rg for friendship (.87L4; .935). The im-
plication being'that perceptions of friendshipkare more
rigid and perceptions of academic capability are more mut-
able. To a degrece, while still highly correlative, the
data suggest that a‘distinction is being made between |
friendship and academic helpfulness.r : |
; The binomial expansion test reveals fnrther evidenée

that the students drew lines of distinétion between the
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areas of friendship end acedemice. All thlngs belng |
‘_equal, it would be expected that any one student would be:
’ ranked hlgher on his partlcular "' score than on h]S "H"
~ score on 507 of his tests and hlgher on his '"H" score than

yqn'hls "FU score on‘the other 50%. At the ‘end of nine
tests, the probability that a given student would have a
5 - 4 ratio of either higher "F' or higher "H' is .4914
~ (Siegel, 1956). In_other wofds, 4914 (of nearly 50%) Of‘l
the time, one could assume that the perceptious_of‘a stu-
deht's friendship desirability and aeedemic helpfulness
would be in a ratio of 5 - 4.‘ | | |

In a given semple of 17 students,‘8.35 (.4914 x‘17)
students could be expected to have ratios of 5 -~ q; In-
| stead only four of the 17 students in this study had
ratios of 5 - 4. The other 13 students all had ratios
‘exceeding, in either direction, 5 = 4;'they vere per-
ceived and ranked notably higher elther in terms of
’vfrlendehlp or academic helpfulness. Students were evelu;
ating each other, not randomly as if flipping a coin, but
in distinctly consistent patterns‘of perception. The bi- :
nomial test given forvthe probabilityvthat only four out
‘of 17 studeﬁts would have_a 5 - L4 perception ratio;
yields’a p(4) = .0458‘f0r a two-tailed test. Given a
significance level of .05, a hypothesis that students.are
random in their peer—raﬁkingsbis rejected, at p(4) =

0438, Clearly a‘distinction was made repeatedly between
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'vthat same 1nd1v1due]'s cap301ty for academlc helpfulness.~‘
| The 51gn test was app11ed to the group dat ‘in order
bto determlne the relatlve Voiatlllty oi student percep—
"tJonu.. The degree of rank change 1n a student's ”F" was
'icompared to the dogree of rank chﬂnge in a student's ”H" ‘f
"between two consecutlve touts. When all studont renk |

changes were compared botween tests for volatlllty of "H"
sand nEny, there existed 118 comparable changes in Velue _
dbetween‘"H" and ”F”f 0f 118 values, 69 demonstrated a

. lerger."H"‘changeiand 49’demonstreted a 1arger " ohange.
vU51ng the 81gn testy, a z of j .76 was determlned yleldlng a

'one—talled probablllty of .0592. Given a 51gn1flcence .
hlevel of .05, a hypoth851s thet students are random in the
volatlllty of their perceptlons of frlendshlp and academic"
‘heipquness; is rejected, at‘p(69) = {0392., The 81gn test
measuring the volatlllty of change in student perceptlons
- suggests that the perceptlon of students in terms of aca-‘
»demlc helpfu]noss are more oub,]ect to chenpe than the per—
,ceptlons of ‘students!' frlend hlp de81rab113ty. S

| In summatlon, it ca N be stated that peer—percoptlons_

of frlendahlp and cAc'ldemlc he]pfulnoss are hlghly correl-
ative. nJm31erly,ho high degreo of corre?atlon ex1sts
between 1n1t1a1 and final peer-perceptions of frlendshlp
desirability.’ Correlative, to a 1esser degree; are peer-

perceptions of academic helpfulness. There appeers to be
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more flex1b111ty in student perceptlons in the area of
academlcs.. Jimmy exhlblted slgnlflcant 1mprovement 1n

rank in the area of 'cademlc peer—perceptlon, but dld not
’experlence a 51mller 1ncreﬂse 1n the area of frlendshlp.
In a slmllar context, many students' degree of change on
:‘the n soa]e excoeded thelr degree of change on the "F'"
 scale ( 1gn test) vutudent perceptlons of academlc
i qb1l1ty app0ﬂr to be more mutable than perceptlons of

 fr1endsh1p. In a sense the student0 also revealed some

: rlgjdlty of perceptlon. Any one student tended to be per-
t'celved as either a_bettef’friend or a better helper (bi;
nomial_test).’_This rigidity of perception, while_hega-;v“
tiVe in a'stereotypioalbsense,'may also be positive in -
that it further portrayD the student oepacityvfor dis;'
‘crlmlnatlng 1n thelr perceptlons.‘ - | o
F_The capac1ty for,peervdlscrlminatioh between afeas,
| ofvffiendShip endbareas of acadeuics may‘be beneficialvin |

severel'educational situations. For students llke Jlmmy,

who so desperateiy need success in some venue, peer recog- -

- nition in academic areas muy ‘be part of the process in
’ftachlev1ng_thatvsuccess.‘_Certalnly Jlmmyvs_chances_for.v?
udeveloping e'besis for-self—esteem are 1imited in thee
s8001al (or frlendshlp) context of peer recognltlon. Not
 only is Jlmmy disliked by his peers,vhls persona soems to

vthrlve on thetvdlsllke and to‘helghten its 1nten51ty when

given the chance.s However, in the context of academic
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. reCognition, Jimmy's‘aversiOn tc eocialvreccgnition was

‘ large1y>nul1ified;u His academic instincts,’ofteu in the’z
‘group ultuatlons, generally uuperseded any of his soc1ai
llebllltles. He was usually 1nterested 1n ach1ev1ng the
"rlght" an swer or deelgnlng the rnght "plqns” for the
group, rather thqn exhlbltlng any dlsruptlve or self—
' destructlve behav1ore._ Thus, Jimmy's peers came to recoge.
jnlze an ecademlc contour to Jlmmy that had 1n1t1al]y gone
unrecogn17ed. What, if any, effect thls peer recognltlon

' had on JJmmy is dlfflCult to aeseus. Wlthout questlon,
~l ba sed on the results of the 9001ometr1c testlng, he did

3not galn 1n populﬂrlty w1th hlu peers.. However, 1n ob—
serv1ng hlm, it became apparent_that he derlved satlsfac— .
tion in being able to display hisracademic telente.’ Hie’
ouCCGDS, 1n academlc areas, bccame 1mportant, not only be-
'cause he vas eucceedlng, but also because his peers were‘
.vrecognlzlng his °uccesu. 'The peer recognltlon of Jlmmy'

:"ucceso cannot be mnnlmlzed. It can lead in many derC—

'”,.tlonu; 1nclud1ng the generetlon of self—esteem, and ultl—i

"‘mately may mﬂnlfe st ltself iull—01rcle in the form of

“1ncreaoed 5001al recognltlon and acceptance by claqsxoom-"
peeru. | | - | | |
Learnlng Dlsablcd student were‘the subject ef this
3001ometr1cﬂstudy, ﬂnd whether or not thelr dloablllty had
 any effect on,the texture or results of the study, is not

readily discernible. Tt is encouraging that the
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:_nerticipating'LD Stndenﬁs demenstrated'a'capebiliﬁy_to |
discriminate in their peer—pereeptions and to recOgnize.
that a»feliow stndent,’énch as JimmyQ,may»have more to
offer academicéliy than in’terms of friendship;fiPeer .
recognltlon, in the oducatlonal oettlng, is a v1able com-
- modity whether 1t evo]ves through academics, the procesoesv:
of frlendshlp, or any other schoo]~related act1v1ty. In"‘
the case of thlu partlcular class, academlc peer recognl— .-:
tlon,jderlved in s1gn1f;cant part from the partner— and .‘b
grOup~based tasks, expreséed itself in the sense of:a
claosroom Wthh was less d1v1s¢ve.‘ Some of the barriefs
,created between students °001a11y vere dlscarded, at least 
temporarlly, through the uharedvprocess of academics.
Aeademievrecegnition came to'these_studenfs'who fnequentlyn
. wentvnnrecognizedbseeially; The general‘toneiofvthe |
" ‘classroon improved perCeptinely; and itvappeered'to>re;ﬂl N
fleeﬁ_e better basﬁc underStanding (often'resnect)kamong
peers. In the world of a Learnlng Dleab]ed student in a
ope01a1 day cJasg, whore the at-large echool env1ronment B
15 often synonymouo with ostr301zatlon, 1t is eope01ally.,
crltlcal;that the»LD_studentiu classroom be a place of peer
acceptance. If the'LD/SDC iS'tevbeAa'Senctuary providing
hope end respiﬁe_for,its studenﬁs, as. it must to some
bcertain degree? it is-impeftanﬁ'that peer recognition fofi
B aeademic:ability be'sbecifically promoted”and‘underscored

through ﬁhe”utiliZatiOn'of‘speeific'partner- and group-
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based tasks;‘ Thé‘shared learning expériénces at the
 Twinhill LD/SDC were genuinely positive, not only'in ferms'
~ of Jimmy, but‘a1uo in relation to the academi.c 1ntegratlon
of the class as a whole. The clasa became coh981ve, and
the rbugh.edges‘of boing 100rn1ng disabled student were
somewhat mdllified by 1ncreased peer reopect.dnd under-
standing. | |

'Finally,,peer'fecognition, in‘specifically‘academic
. éreés, shOuldvhéﬁe a cdrollary in the d@licqte process of
malnqtreamlng the LD child 1nto a regu]ar classroom.
Baulc to the proceos of effective malnstreamjng 15 the
vsucceosful 1ntegrat10n of the LD student in both 8001a1_ 
‘and‘academic”éreas. If, ésﬂthis:study suggests, there
exist relatod, but ueparate, peer-perceptual hlerarchles
vfor qcademlc and social acceptance, it is 1mportant thdt
both ar_eau of recognltlon be explored,for the malnstreamed
child. In'fact, social acbeptance inAthe regular class-
_room, for some LD children, may be an eventua] derlvatlve
of academic recognltzon and acceptance. Until the child
'ﬂilts" into a regular}classroom, peer‘acceptance is withe‘
held, and the first, lasting "fit" may'comevinkan académibb
.mode.»v” o | |
- The typical LD child, entering a mainstreaming‘situa-
'tipn in a regular.class, seldom‘achiévés insténtvacademic |
success in his new.enVironmént. Academic surViVal is

v paramount, froquently teacher focus 1° ﬁtrlctly on that
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’ very‘SurVival,‘and bftenlthe prevailingveduéational vision
beCOmes-myopic_to'the pbint of exCluding'critical forms of
’peer;récognitiOn. It is not eSSenﬁial thatbthe main-
sﬁréaméd éhild achieVe SCademic'successvon,his own in
_order'to‘beuaccofded much needed académic peer recbgni~

tion. Peer recognition'can,mOre'logically»be'generatéd,by

'the LD student's Successful participation in partner- and
group-based léafning activities. Sucéess does not heed to
be a direﬁt funétion of the LD child, but merely a com-
ponent of the group~basedvprocess as a whole. The LD
child does not ﬁeed to know the~correct answer, but he
must be recognized as among those who’actively pursued it.
The process of academic group interaction, evén in a regu-
lar class, can serve dual purposes. It provides the LD
mainstreamed student with a better chance for academic
recognition whichvmay translate-into social recognition.
It can also establish a basis for academic recognition
among both regular and learning.disabled students, and
thus lay a foundation for a more cohesive and accepting
educational environment. |

| This particuiar sociometric study provides statistical
indications that students-discriminate, to a degree, in
their écademic and socia} perceptions of their peers. This
ability to discriminate can be critical for those students
\whd otherwise are not recognized nor accepted by their

peerse. Utilizing group—baéed tasks, it is possible to
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iprovide,these students with an Opportunity for academiC'
recognition, not only in the LD classroom, but also in

the regular class environment.
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Results of the Behavior Rating Profile indicating the =
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‘Appendix B
' Results of the Behavior Rating Profile indicating the
class rank underlined and points (parenthesis) for each
~student in terms of perceived academic helpfulness. :
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