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ABSTRACT g
. The purpose 6f this quantitative study is to determine the
self-reported self-esteem of special- education stUdents ‘at the
~ secondary level. Through anvavailabAility sampling, the p%rticipants of

~this study consisted of fifty high school students. Inv'e’stigated was

,\

the relationship between special education services for students with
moderate exceptionality and the resulting incidence of IOV‘.’ self-esteem
“development. The results were evaluated with regard‘ to gender
grade/age and placement criteria.
| The results suggeet that numerous students receiv.ing'reso'urce '
specialist ‘services ‘experience vimpeded self-esteem development.

Nearly half of 't‘he sample indiczited that their self-esteem had

diminished since initial placement in special education services. In

- addition, over half of the respondents indicated that they would feel :

- more confident about themselves if not enrolled in lhe resource

program. The imp‘lieations of the study for educatdrs a‘re expressed

herein.
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'SELF- ESTBEM OF LEARNING HANDICAPPED STUDENTS IN
RESOURCE SPECIALIST PROGRAMS AT THE SECONDARY
| " LEVEL.

Ned H. Hocking

-California State University, San Bernardino'

| INTRODUCTION |
- Previous research has stemmed from the differentiation of
' self—"esteem development in special education students and that of
| non-disabled children. Much of this 'reeearch however,u neglects io, |
examine the rate frequency(of low self-esteem in individuals with |
»moderate exceptionalities. This research stems from this omission,
in an attempt to determine the rate of low self -esteem in students
receiving special education services. Through a direct questioning
. inventory, this study was designed to provide insight into the
}self -reported levels of self esteem in individuals with learmng

disabilities.



RESEARCH PROBLEM

This study examines a paradigm existing in special education,
namely that these services are designed in part, to assist special
students in}dev‘eloping a positive self-concept as well as to provide
successful experiences in the least restrictive environment. The
developing  anomoly, that resource specialist placement at the
secondary level actually may hinder self-esteem development is the
purpose for this“research. Moreover, the relationship between
self-esteem and participation in a special education» program is
examined in order to determine the self-reported levels of

self-esteem.

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

The nuli hypothesis ascertains that there is no reported
rélationship between resource class placement and loﬁv self-esteem in
individuals with a learning disability. The alternative hypothesis
would suggest that over twenty-five percent of individuals
participating in a resource program have self-reported low

self-esteem.



LITERATURE REVIEW

In ’devtermining the implications of this current research, it is
important to evaluate previous' studies relevant to this research. The
~ literature review will - first define self-esteem, specific. :learning
disability, and the resource program approach to special education
4 servicés. Characteristics of positive and negative self-esteem, and the
attributions for academic success and failure in students VWi’t‘h learning
disabilities will then be examined. Likewise, the importance of
educational ‘programS' o:n}‘ self-esteem will bé» evaluated. = Finally,
previqus studies examining’ the self—eSteem of individuals with
ilearning disébilities" will help evaluate the importance of this current

- research.

* Definitions
~ ‘Before examining many of the implications associated with the |
self-esteem of individuals With a learning disability, it is important to
define aspects of this study. The differentiation of self -concept and
‘ se]f—estéem, the placement guidelines for specific leafning disability,
and the resource specialist program will be delineated. |
Self-esteem and self-concept have often been confused as
having"the same meaning.  Self-concept correlates to how an
individual perceives themselves, and self-esteem refers to the
degree to which one likes oneself (Avazian,1987). The self-concept

can be further defined kas, "A complex system of conscious beliefs
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Wthh an 1nd1v1dual holds true about hrmself “each belief Wlth a
correspondmg value (Dobso,n, p.100.) Self-esteem refers to
: , evaluaung ones self-value (-AVazian* 1987). Self- esteem is the term
| ‘-Which is uuhzed for the purposes of this study Coopersmrth (1967)' - |
, defmes self- ~esteem as, o | |
The evaluatron Whlch the 1nd1v1dual makes and
'customarrl‘y mamtams with regard to hrmself
it expresses an’ atutude of approval or drsapproval
~and  indicates }he_ Cextent to Whlch ‘the
1nd1v1dual belreves hrmself to be capable srgnlﬁcant
successful and worthy In short self—esteem is a
B "personal 1udgement of Worthmess that is expressed -

- inthe attitudes the 1nd1v1dual holds toward himself." (pg S)

There are few clear defmmons of learnmg drsablhty The most ,

: *'Widely accepted definition of learnmg d1sab1hty however is derrved‘_
' \from the National Advrsory Commrttee on Handlcapped Children.

(1968) Thrs definition has been mtegrated into state and federal
"leglslaﬂve statuates regulatrng special education servrces.

| ;»'Lear rning disability is therefore deﬁned as, : o |

| "-a disorder in one or more of the basrc psvchologrcal

processes 1nvolved in understandmg or in usrng N

language, spoken or written, which may manifest



itself in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak,

read, Write'; 's"pell_ or to dé _mathematical calculations.

The term ihc'ludves sﬁch conditions as perceptual

handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain dySfIUnctioni,

dyslexia, and developinental' aphasia. The term

does not include children thohave‘ learning problems

which are pridiarily the reéUlt of visual, hearing,

01; :motor hahdicaps, of meﬁtal retardation, or of

énvironmental, cultural or économic disadvantage.

| | (pg. 34)

Most placement guidélines stipulate that the following criteria
must be determinéd to ascertain whether a learning disability
exists. First, 2 §évéré discrepency between ability and achievement,
based on ‘assessemen‘t, in one or more of the following: reading,
| mat,hematiés, written  expression, oral expression, listening
comprehension. Finally, a student ”méy have significantly below
average general intellectual functioning with defecits in adaptive
behavior (Federal Register, 1977). | |

Resource programs are designedv' to supplement the fegular
education program by giving as’sist‘ance to exceptional students as
well as classroom teachers. Aside fr‘om the regular‘ claSé placement, or
mainstream, this is the least restrictive placemeﬁt for students with

“moderate learning disabilities. Resource placement often integrates
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~other special students in addition to those with a specific learning
| disability. Resource programs, "serve the majority of the sp_ecial

“students receiving special education services today.” (Lewis, 1987)

| Seli-Esteem Characteristics |

In evaluating ’self—esteem, it ié importaht to examine what
éonstitutes pesitiife as well as negative self-esteem. Previous studies
have examined many of thé characteristics which foster self-esteem
- development.

A lengthy study involving several aspects' of self-esteem
~studied the preconditions or antecedent conditions which underly
either positive or negative self-esteem. Coopefsniith (1967) suggested
‘that, ! self—esteem is Signif icantly associated With’personal satisf actiOn_
and effective functioﬁing." (pg. 3) Negative self—esvteem was found to
be inclusive of .feeliﬁgs of inadequacy, helplessness, inferiority,
~ unworthiness, anxiety, guilt, shame or depression. The study also
- stated that, "Person's whose performance does not match their
personal aspirations evaante themsél_?es aS inferior, no niatter'how
high their attainments.” (pg. 3)

One report (Ness,1990) suggested that a low self-esteem can

foster other problematic behaviors such as dysf unctional familial



reiationships vocational dlffrculnes - and inappropriate socral‘
skills. In addition, self—advocacy, socral cue mterpretauon as well as
self disability awareness may stem from a low ‘self-esteem. In
addition, oné ‘investigntiong '.of : "the ,_psychosocial development of
| individuals with a learning ]."disabili’ty, snonfed “these students |
experience adverse 'p'sychosiocinl" f ‘development. | :This‘ inclucted» |
inappropriate sécial-‘f skills' as well -as a';»pervading? sénSe pf ‘low
self-esteem. Ness (1990) suggested that one method for improving’" ,
| these boundries is to increase stu’denté" awareness of th‘eir‘ disability._

» :Persons with high"self-esteern are'usually vmore‘ active sociail‘y,
communicate e_ffeétively, and generally are more confident in 'th'éir'-
' vcapabrlmes 'In ad‘dition ' 'Children' experiénCing hindered love and
~ }‘success m turn develop low self esteem and usually become

- '\Vithdrawn Coopersmrth added, chlldren reared under such

o 'cnpphng c1rcumstances are unhkely to be reahstrc and effective in

- .therr everyday i uncuonmg and are more hkely to mamfest devmnt

‘behavror patterns (pg 4)

'Th Coopersmlth (1967) study suggested two theorres
.first that at apprommately mlddle childhood, an 1nd1v1dual derrves o |
thelr self -Worth Whlch may in turn remain constant for a number of |
years. This can be effected by both changes in the 1nd1v1duals '
. environment as Well as specrfxc mc1dences The second theory is that _

self-esteem varies due to sex, age, as well as‘ other multiple roles. An
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area which this present research Will address. Attributes for_suvc‘cess :
and failu:je are defived, therefo:x'e,’ through a valuation of ability or
worthiness. | |

‘ Coopersmith}; (1967) also found that the preconditions ‘of‘
positive self-esteem followed primarily three provisions of the
familial and scholastic. setting. First, individuals exhibiting ‘positive
self-esteem had neafly total acceptance by their elders. Secondly,
- these individuals had behavioral limitations which were cleariy
defined and enforced. Finally, individuals with a high self —eisteevm
were given continued support, and were treated with respect
regardiess of their actions. | |
| Coopersmxth (1967) held that when these criteria are satisfied,
o the formauon of a positive self-esteem becomes evident. The ,
| iinpor'tance of mode’ling self-assurance, coupled with the child's ability
'to judge for themselves whether goals, and ptogress have been made,
are“‘ alsb ’ importan‘t- to the development of ,pdsitive self-regard.
Céopérsmith also states that, "the self is an abstraction that an
individual} deveiops about the attributes, capacities, objects, and
activities which he possesses and persues. This abs'tfaction is
represented by the symbol 'me,’ which is a person's idéa of himSelf to
himself.” {pg. 20) |

These studies have examined the precipitants and ‘behaviors

which underly either positive or negative self-esteem development.
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Ness (1990) suggested that low self-esteem effects an individual's
psychosocnal development Coopersmtth (1967) suggested that the self |
is multldimensmnal based upon multlple roles cl1verse experiences '
“and attributes. These attributes  should be ‘examined in order to
| ttnders_tand the assimilation patterns'» of individuals with learning

disabilities.

Attributions o.faindividual with a leai'ning_ disability

Much of "Coope'rs"mith's (1967) reseer'ch atte'mpted to
understand how an individual wnh a dlsablhty asmmllated many of
~the difﬁcultles associated with low self ~esteem. Other studles have
stemmed from his query, ‘and began to examine how an individual
- thh dlsablhtles attrlbuted their successes and failures. g
| The Coopersmlth (1967) study was supported by Cooley»
(1988) WhO determined that chlldren with a learnmg dlsablhty had
s1gn1f1cantly lower self concepts than children Wlthout a learning
d1sab1hty In partlcular attnbutlons made by these students
concermng academlc succesess and failures were directly related to
self esteem Successes were hnked to external factors such as luck,
and failures due to a lack of ability, as opposed to a lack of effort.
These attributions of intellectual inhibitions contributedv to low
self -esteem,

In a joint reseafchv | project by the University of -

1]



PennsylVaﬁié and Temple University, Jacobsen, (1986). studied
, 'at’tribution patterns »of both individuals with leatning disabilities as
iwell‘ as normally-achieving students by asking children to ekpress,
their ratings of success. Normally achieving students were found to
attribute succés_s to internal locus of control factors, and failures to
external factors. Children with learning disabilities however,
attributed succéss to external factors at a higher rate than children
without a fléarning’ disability.  The study surmised ‘that these
attributional ‘diffefences may reflect diff.erenéés in both expectational
3 pérspective, and self-concept.  Jacobsen further sUggest’edv that
| i,ndividuals» with Iearning disabilities may ,feél less individual
responsibility for acédemic succesé or failures. Jac’:ob\vsen‘s study
followed earlier f indings (Pearl,1980) that children with exceptionality
exhibited negative internal locus of control characteristics. The Pearl
study suggested that individuals with learning disabilities réfl_ect )
- '_'learned helplessness,” and as a result, were' less likely to attribute
failure to lack of effort. |
A longitudinal study in New Zealand (Chapman, 1988) focused
on ihree aspects of self-esteem. First, academic self-concept, second,
locus of control attributions, and finally, expectations for achievemeht.
This two year study, of both children with and without learning

disabilities showed that on all th_ree variables, children with a
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learning disability scored significantly lower than normally achieving
children. Further, the study stated that although students with
learning disabilities may not necessarily develop adverse affective
self-concept characteristics over time, academic self-concept
attributions were the most important predictor of achievement. _

Chapman (1988) concluded by suggesting that low self-esteem
characteristics are fostered in primary grades and remain constant
throughout secondary grades. This-study also found that across group
comparisons, males with a learning disability exhibited lower
academic self-esteem, than» did their female peers. In line with
previous research, this study surmised that, coupled with low
self-concept, children with learning disabilities were found to have
lower expectations for achievement, and successes and failures were
attributed to external locus of control factors. |

" The Jacobsen, Cooley, and Chapman studies all suggested that
children with a learning disability attribute their successes to external
- factors, that is factors which the child cannot control. Moreover, these
authors found that these students also internalized failures to a
greater extent than their non-handicapped peers. Pearl surmised that

these conditions may in turn foster a “learned helplessness.”
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Prbgramming on self-esteem

Recently, vthe regular education initiative (REI) has fostered
debate over placement and related ser\}ices.for, individuals with mild
excep’tionalities. Special education placemeﬁt is .-devised to insure' the
students participate in a program which reflects the least restrictive
environment, (LRE) with as much participation in regular classes as
possible. Studies comparing the programs of 'studems with learning
disabilities have been conducted »with regard to the self-esteem
development of these individuals. |

Research.on the effects of three instructional programs were
examined (Madden, 1983) by placing individuals with ‘moderate
learning disabilities in, 1) full-time special day classes, 2)
regular-classes with resource support and, 3) full-time regular
courses. The study found that for meeting behavior, self-esteem and
achievement goals, ‘the regular class with resource supp'ort was more
b}eneficial. Additionally, Cooperative learning programs, coupled with
individualized instructional prograins improved self-esteem, behavior,
and fosteréd positive integration by the nonhandicapped students.

- Strang (1978) compared self—Concepts of students with mild
exceptiénality before and after educational mainstreaming. It was
“ found vthat‘brior to mainstfeaming, the self-concepts of this group was
po'ér\. It was surmis_edgthiat‘, thié low self-concept was due in part to

the lack of diverse reference groups, that is, individuals both with and
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without learning disabilities. Following mainstreaming, improved
self-concepts were noted. It was concluded, that the results supported
the research hypothesis that mainstreamed students exhibit better
self-concepts. The study concluded by questioning the significance of
"comparative reference group" restrictions as a precondition of
determining levels of self-concept development. ,

Another study which lends credence to Strang's (1978)
research, compared a full-time mainstreaming program, to resource
placement (Wang, 1984). Using the Adaptive Learning Environments
Model, the results suggésted that pupil's with learning disabilities
attitude, achievement, and self-concept were improved in the
mainstreaming program. As a result it was surmised that the most
effective program for meeting the self-esteem development needs of
individuals with learning disabilities was the mainstream.

Research in the area of instructional programming suggested
that for instilling self-esteem, the most appropriate placement of
individuals with disabilities was the regular classroom or the
“mainstream.” (Madden, 1983) Moreover, other studies suggest that
self-esteem may actually improve once a student with a learning

disability enters the mainstream. (Strang, 1978, Wang, 184)

Self-esteem _of individuals with a learning disability
Most of the literature and empirical research suggested that
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self —conCepts of individuals with a learning disability was significantly
o ‘, lower than that of therr regular education peers.

- Academrc performance expectations as well as the locus of
control in students with a learnlng dlsabthty were studled by Rogers
{1985). Fortv‘ﬂve students Wrth learning dtsabrhtres were exammed
in terms of affective varrables_. and self-concept gurdelme}s. Thrs‘
'vresearch' again showed ‘that these childrens' general and academic_'
self-concepts were significantlt* lower than the normally—achieving |
{NA) stu‘dents; ‘The sample consisting of the individuals with learning
n disabilities attrib,uted external locus of control -factors to both suocess
‘and failure, and also expressed lower performance expectations The
study also found that these chlldrens duratron of placement 1mpacted B
~ their self -evaluations as well mdtcatmg that those individuals newly
enrolled in a placement had htgher expectations for success than did
those enrolled for a longer duratton of tune |

| Rosenberg (1977) found that the number of years of pla‘cement'
was not related to the degree of self-esteem in children with a
learning disabilityt' This research also showed significant differences
.between the self-esteem of these individuals and students without a
disability, suggesting that these children experience hindered

~ development in academic, social and general self-concepts.
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In a study conducted at the Universny of Texas esearchers
conmbuted to a general hypothems that children Wit1 a learning
| disability had mgnificant differencesin self-concept than did students
 without a disability (Larsen,, 1973).  Krutella (1990), in an
“ethnographic  study, ascertained that several adolescents with
learning disabilities had low se‘if-esteem, derived primarily from
peers and adults. Through the use of direct interviews, a self-report,
and direct observation, the data indicated that the stigimatization and
resulting devaluation associated with a learning disability,
contributed to low self-concept. |

In a study specifically examining the stigmatization of special
education, Jones (1972) found that children with learning disabilities
often reject labels associated with placement. Jones felt that
acceptance of these labels is attributed to lowered scholastic ability
- and competence. The study revealed, however, that these childrén
felt as though special education teachers had lower performance
expectations.

A contrasting study investigated the effects ‘of placement and
level of ~social support for individuals with nioderate‘ learning
‘disabilities (Forman, 1988). The results suggested that students who
recerved higher levels of soc1al support from the home and school
settmg had higher levels of self-worth, as opposed to individuals with

fewer support systems. In short, the study determined that
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the‘self_—esiéehi .of;v individUals gﬁfith learning disabilities was often
reiated to their perception of social _support from external sources.
| Forman .(1988) found ‘that the most critical predictor of
self-esteem 1s classmate s’upport.}‘ However, support from ffriénds and
 teachers ."appeai_‘,eq"t:o-vv;have little effect on self-esteem  Likewise,
scholastic ‘comp'etterice‘ and conduct differed as did the amount of social -
support. Forman (1988) suggests that as the level of parental and
scholastic 'support increases, so does the students' perception of their
abilities. ‘In addition, the stud’y suggested that placement was not
| difoctly related to the self-esteem of students with exééptionalitie's.
Salient contributions in the area of self-esteem development for
children with l’eai’ning‘ disabilities have been yielded' fromv
inv*eétigations of both primary and socondary aged childreni One such
study showed that ,'althoogh children with learning disabilities in the
pi‘imary grades were patticuiarly at risk, low self-esteem trancended
age, also affecting students‘f at the secondary level. Avazian (1987)
determined that cOlleotiVély, _Students with eiceptionality had a lower
self-concept thaﬁ;siudent’s withodt a learning disability. Moreover,
- this research suggesi‘ed that there was a direct relationship
between academic aohievement and low self-esteem. The research
concluded that the moét appropriate placement vfor those with
moderate disabilities was the regular classroom, with frequent
resource support. | “

Bruininks (1978) suggested that students with learning
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disabilities were not as popular, and had lower self-esteem than
non-disabled students, but that individuals with learning disabilities
-exhibited many of the same characterietics as non-handicapped peers
in friend selection, and had diverse interpersonal needs. These_
included the interpersonal needs of inclusion, control and affection.
However, the students with exceptionality were found to overestimate
their social status. This study questioned the social perceptiveness of
students with exceptionalities in association with self -esteent, and
further suggests that their overestimation of their social status stem
from a coping mechanism of ego defensiveness. |
Another study, (Sitverman, 1983) showed that mean
self-esteem scOres'ef children with a learning disability were similar
to the scores of other individuals without exceptionality. This rival
~study suggested that individuals with learning disabilities did not
| ‘have lewer 'seif -esteem than normally achieving students. The
| r'eéearch”Suggested that their results. may be ref lective of the fact that
this sample, 1) receives only minimal RSP support per day with most
of the “school day in regular classes, and 2) these students may
idehtify with multiple reference groups, typical of the mainstream.

They, suggested that students with a learning disability have learned

' | “to remed1ate therr deficiencies by finding other successful experlences

Other studles found that younger children had higher regard for
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special class placement than older students. One study (Warnet‘,
1973) showed that - students with a learning disability are fullyf
 capable of communicating their feelings about their educational
placement. Leviton (1975) suggested that self—esteem is fsignificently |
t‘elate‘d.‘to 'academifc _performance. He suggested that the perception B
that one holds of their abilities is reflective of the academic successes
*’,and; fnilures Therefbre“anindividuél wné holds high expectations for, |
vachtevement will achieve ata greater level than individuals with lowb
| perceptions of abihty 5 |
Self esteem was me_asur’ed in gifted, normnlly'-achieving
‘'students as well as students with leatning disabilities (Winne, 1'982,).
It was found that derived scores on self -esteem inventories showed a
R correlation . between gifted _and nornially-achieVing students. The
~ children with learning disabilities shoWed lower self-esteem scores. 5
| The study lended credence to others suggesting the polarization |
between the gifted normally achievmg students and individuals With
learning disabilities
Margalit (1984) found that children With a learning disability
had a higher incidence of general anxiety coupled_ ‘with lower |
self-esteem. This pervaded into a _general dissatisfaction of self, and
 feelings of inadequacy. The stud& additiona_lly l‘eund that individuals
| with learning disabilities were similar to nOnéhandicepped individuals,

in that both of these groups attributed positive self-esteem to internal



factors, and anxiety to academic competenee .The study’ expresses
that students Wlth a learnmg dlsabllltY feel that most events are
‘beyond thelr control.

As. part of a national study, Gregory (1986) found that
twelfth grade children with a learning disability attained lower
scores in areas of academic achievement, self-esteem and motivation.
It Wae' 3ur‘mised llfhet this population also indicated higher'incidences
of other handlcappmg conditions, which may be attributed to said
‘ "academm defemts such as lowered self - esteem perceptlons and
B hindered motivation.  Again, the rate of low self-esteem for

*individuals with learﬁing disabilities was not delineated. '

Kronick (1978) suggests that adolescents with a learning
disability experience psychosocial deficits without i‘elat_ion to academic
failure. She sug‘gests that "Interactional Dst unction” is the precipitant
to many self Qesteem de‘fic‘its." These can manifest in se{}efal ways, 1)
lack of schematic and organizational judgment, 2) affective processing
deficits, 3) socialization problems as well as 4) linguistic and
~conceptual deficits. vThe data suggested that these four defecits may
contribute to the problems associated with a vspecific learning
disability. | |

F.inally, in another study, standardized assessment devices

measuring self-esteem found that self-esteem scores of individuals
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with léarning disabiliiies were  lower ‘than those of the
,normally—achiévingj.samp’lve‘ (Blaék, »' 1974). The ‘performance of
students with learning disabilities was negatively related :to grade
level, age and achﬁieVemént. This in turn may suggest positions of
individufélsfrderiVing a negative view toward themselves as well as
theif' ‘éaft).abilitiés, '} 'pérsonal'j worth and adequacy of scholastic
competence

In short, the buik of the research suggested that individuals

' ‘With’ learning disabilities in general have lower self-esteem than do
normally achieving students {Black, 1974 Rogers, 1985, Rosenberg,

1977 Krutella 1990 Avaman 1987 Winne, 1982, Margaht 1984)

There is however a confhcting study which surmised that self -esteem

remained constant between individuals with a disability and their

~normally-achieving ‘péers ‘(Silverman, 1983). This lowered
self-esteem ma? manifest psychosocial defecits thus contributing to

the debilitation associated with a learning disability (Kronick, 1978).

Summary
The majority of research concerning the self-esteem of children

with exceptionalities suggested that these students have lower
self-esteem than that of their non-disabled peers. CoOpérsmith (1967)
suggested that low self-esteem may lend itself to other problematic

behaviors such as guilt, depression, and feelings of inadequacy. The
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research also suggested that the att_ribution patterns of individuals
with learning disabilities compbunded the problem of low self-esteem.
Cooley (1988) found that individuals with learning disabilities
attributed academic successes to external factors, such as luck, and
that academic failures were attributed to a lack of ability.

With regard to educational pro‘gramming, it has been suggested
that the self-esteem of students with exceptionalities actually
improves with a less restrictive placement. (Wang, 1984, Strang,
1978) Most of the research examining the self-esteem of individuals
with exceptionality, suggested that these individuals have lower
self-esteem than normally-achieving students. (Black, 1974, Rogers,
1985, Rosenberg, 1977, Krutella, 1990, Avazian, 1987, Winne, 1982,
Margalit, 1984) In addition, it has been suggested that this low
self-esteem effects the psychosocial development of an individual
with a learning disability (Kronick, 1978). ,‘

Previous studies have stated that students with learningk
disabilities have lower self-esteem than normally-achieving students.
That research, however, neglects to examine the self-reported level of
self-esteem in individuals with learning disabilities. Thus, the need
for the present study, which stems from this omission. It is the goal of
this present research to investigate the self-reported levels of

self-esteem among students with learning disabilities.
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METHODOLOGY

Subiei:ts

The SUrve? cdnsisted of fifty participants classified as Learning
Handicapped receiving resource services at the high school level. The
sample (Table 1) was derived from a high school in Colton, CA. There
were twenty-two (22) subjects in the ninth grade, sixteen (16) in the
tenth grade, ten (10) in the eleventh grade and two (2) in the
twelfth grade. The par;iti_pants included twenty-seven (27) males énd
twenty-three (23) females. With regard to ethnicity, there were
twenty-seven (27) caucasian, nine (9) afro—americans; ‘eleven (11)
hispanics, one (1) Asian and two (2) that indicated as other.

Subjects were asked to indicate the amount of special education
services received per day. Ninety percent indicgtéd that they
received three hours or less of resource services. Respondents
likewise, were questioned as to the duration of their special education
programs since the time of placement. twenty-eight percent had
 received special education services ranging from two to four years,
fifty-two percent between five and seven years, and twenty percent

‘indicated that they had been in pl.acemebnt for eight to ten years.

Instrument

A self-esteem inventory was utilized consisting of twenty
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- qvuestions (See Appendi).' This survey was devised as a quantitative '
~ technique, in order to assess the 'f_reqUency of low self-esteem in
children with learning disabilities. Response items Wetfe based 'upon a
Likert scale format. This was tlt'i‘lized in order for the respondents to
“indicate the degree to Which they either agree'd or 'disagreed. This
format allowed for both diversity of resp,onses and erwise allowed
v*for concise and accurate data collection. A dlsadvantage to this format |
however 1s the probability for subjects to regress to the mean. The
assessment device itself is designed to measure the self -reported level
of self-esteetn based on three aspects 'of self—es‘tee'mv" 1) How
mdmduals percelve themselves, 2) Then' perceptlon of others and 3)
How they feel that others perceive them.

An mvoluntary availability sample was utilized. The advantage
of this technique was the:accessability of the stlbjects, although the
extemal validity may b'e suspect. "The study was devis‘ed to provide
percentages representing the self-reported levels of self- esteem

The mstrument was admlmstered to approx1mately twenty.

: st_udents in mid February 1992. The survey was administered and
collected by resource specialist teachers. The testing procedure took

place in the resource classes themselves, so as to foster
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- a comfortable atmosphere which was familiar to students. The
assessment was evaluated between gender’,j'grad‘e, and'placement

criteria to examine percentages within said reference groups.

Procedure
The direct questioning inventory was administered in two
special education classes by resource specialist instru‘tv:tors. The
subjects were provided With‘ a definition and examples of
| self-esteem prior to administration of the instrument.
Subjects were told td avoid answering the "neutral” response as
much as possible. The inventory questions were simultaneously
presented orally, in order to facilitate subject understanding as well as

foster accurate responses.

RESULTS |

Over three-quarters of the sample indicated that their
self-esteem prior to enrollment in special education was good, in that
eighty percent of those surveyed, (Table 2) reported a positive
self —ooncépt prior to special education placetnent. Fourteen pércent
of the satnple indicated that they felt that they had a low self-esteem
| prior to enrollment, with 'only Six pefcent abstaining from this
qnest_inn;‘ This‘ data establishes a structural basis for understanding

both the relationship‘ between placement and resulting etiology of
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self Qconcept as well as providing a contextual understanding of subject
responses. Nearly half of the sample, Fourty-eight percént, indicated
that their self-esteem had diminished since initial placement.
Fourty-six percent responded that their self-esteem development had
not been hindered, with six percent undeceided. These statistics are
supported through subject responses of two other questions on the
inventory. Fifty-four percent of the respondents indicated that they
would have a better self-esteem if they were not enrolled in
special education services. Thirty-seven percent of the sample
responded that their self-esteem is better in receiving resource .
| séfvicés, with nine percent of the sample re maining neutral.

When questioned whether the students would feel more
self-confident if not enrolled in special education, fifty-two percent
responded to the affirmative. Thirty-eight percent of the student
sample determined that they would feel more self-confident with
Resource specialist support, with ten percent of the sample
undeceided. |

The subjects were asked as to whether or not they would like to
be enrolled in special education. Fifty-six percent indicated that they
would prefer to be enrolled in special education services. However,
fourty-four percent of those surveyed indicated that they would
prefer not to be enrolled in special education programs.

| Participants of this study were asked if they could do well, if

‘enrolled in all regular education courses. Thirty-eight percent



answered t»havt” théy felt as fh-ough they would be successful in all
. regul'ar éducation courses. Over half of the students, fifty-six percent,
| indicated that"th‘eyyu feit that they would be unsuccessful if enrolled in
all regular education courses, with six percent unable to differentiate
as to their decision. | |
- The ‘p}articipaﬁts wére questioned as td their preferences
regarding academic achievement. Seventy-six percent of the sample
indicated that they would rather atiain high grades in special
education courses, as opposed to average grades in the mainstream.
Twenty-four percent of the subjects indicated that théy would prefer
lower grades in regulai' education courses than to attain high grades in -
special education courses. |
Subjects responded overwhelmingly that regular education
students perceived themselves as ’mo’re intelligent than ‘~»special
education students. Seventy-eight percent of those surveyéd
thought that regular education students perceived. themselves as
more intelligent than special education students. Twenty percent
indicated that this may not be an accurate statement, and two percent
refused 1o indicate.
When asked whether special education students were as
intelligent as regular education students, forty-six percent indicated
that special education students were not as intelligent as students in

the mainstream. Fifty percent of | the respondents indicated that
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special education as well as regular education students f unctioned' at
: ’appmximate’ly the same intellectual level. Four percent of,the samplé
neéleqtéd to discriminate.

Finally, when questioned as to whether special education
students would ,have the same opportunities for employment andv
- college after‘ grad’ua’tjonv from high school, eighty percént indicated to
the affirmitive. Twelve percent indicated that they would not have
the same opportunities for advancement, and eight percent remainéd
undeceided. |

Table three shows that results were fairly siniilar across the
| grade/age criteria. When asked whether their.,self -esteem was good
prior to placement in special education, ,seventy-'-nine percent of the
9-10 grade sample and eighty-four percven‘t'c)f the 11-12 grade sample
 agreed. The most prominant difference between the results tabulated
| 1s that in general, younger students attribute low self -esteem to '
special education placement at a greater incidence than that of elder
pupils. A differential of 8% (question #9) to 16% (questions 16 an‘d‘l8)
This statistic is supported in that forty-two percerit of the 11-12 grade
sample indicated that they would rather not participate in spécial
education services, opposed to fortY—five percent of the 9-10 grade
sample. Generally, this data contrasts the Warner (1973) research
- which .suggested ‘that younger students have a higher régard for

special educatioh services.
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- In line wit'h‘.the abox?e revsults, are the resu_lts_ that show that
) fifty~etght percent of the 9-10 grade sample indicated that they would
have a better self-esteem without special 'edncation ‘services,
| eompared to forty-tvtfo percent of the }11-12 ‘grade sam'ple. When
asked Whether students ‘would feel more confident without related
E services frfty-frve percent of the 9-10 grade individuals agreed to this |

o premrse whereas only forty-two percent of the 11-12 grade sample

e _agreed to this questton.~_ However, forty-ftve percent of the 9-10

| graders surv-eyed, felt that they could do well in all regular education
: cour‘ses, compared to only ‘thirty-three percent of the 11-12 grade
~sample. |
| l?ifty-four percent of the 11-12 grade sample indicated that
' vspec_ia‘l education students Were as intelligent as regular education
| students, in contrast to forty-nine percent of the 9-10 grade sample
eighty-two percent of the 9-10 grade sample mdrcated that regular
‘education students percerved themselves as more intelligent, opposed ‘-}
to seventy-five percent of the 11-12 grade sample. When asked
whether these students prefered hrgher grades in special education
courses or lower grades in the marnstream twenty-six percent of the
, 9-10 grade sample 1ndrcated they would rather have lower grades in |
~ the mamstream and only seventeen percent of the 11-12 grade

sample
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The most notable difference across:‘ the grade/age groups'_'
~however, was that older students responded overwhelmtngly that"
~they have the same oppotunities after graduation as  their
‘non-disabled peers All of the 11-12 grade sample agreed to thts, |

statement and seventy—four percent of the 9- 10 grade sample.

Results tab ulated across sex criterion, again are well distributed,

| "yreldmg an apparent htgh correlatton between respondent groups

g '(See Table 4) Etghty seven ‘percent of the female sample mdtcated

5 that thetr self—esteem was good prior to special educatron placement,
in contrast to only ~seventy-four percent of the male sample
| Forty etght percent of both males and females indicated that their
self esteem has dtmmrshed since the time of their placement
Srmrlarly, forty—three percent of the female sample, and forty-four
percent of the males indicated that they would rather not be in specral
education. This htgh correlation lies m contrast to Chapmans (1988) |
jstudy which suggested that males have a lower self—est_eem than

females. | | h f -
| Again there was similarity between the female and male
sample in that fifty-.two and fifty-six percent'ﬁof the respondents, -
.respectively, affirmed that ,they_ would ha‘ve_» a 'bett'er self-esteem
without special “education services The most salient divergencei
between these response groups Was that the females partrcrpattng mv

k the sample felt as though they would be more confident about



themselves without special education services at a sixty-one "percent
‘margin, _than'that of males at forty-five percent. : ‘v | :
| Forty-four‘ .pet_‘éent of female.sv and forty-one percent of males
indicated that they co_u,ld‘ do well ih all regular édtication courses.
When questioned whether s't‘udents, would rather attain higher gfadés
o iq special education or4 lower . grades in the mainstream, only
'twenty—twb ‘percent of the females agreed to this statement as
| ,» opposed to twent?-éei?en 'percent of the males. Fifty—seVen percent of
the female sample and foty-two percent of the male sample indicated
that special educauon students - ‘were  as mtelhgent as regular
educauon students_,_. Seventy-four percent of the female sample
'.’indicatéd‘t‘hat régdlz;r education students pe-rceive»themsielves as more

intelligent, compare'd to eighty two peréent of the male sample. When

‘quesuoned as to the opportunities avallable to spec1al educauon_ -

students after graduaung from high school eighty-two percent of the o

male sample 1nd1cated that they Would have similar opportunmes as
regular education students as opposed to seventy-eight percent of ihe
female sample. | | | |

Most of the data yielded fr.om the hour/placetﬁent criterion did
not show prominent differences between the two"g'roups (Table 5).
The results which had the highest differéntials shbwed divergant and
contrasting statistics.‘ On one account, the one to two hour sample

agreed that they would rather not participate in spec_:ial education
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with an 11 % differential, over the 3-4 hour placement sample. This
contraéts With;the results showing fewer of those in placement 1-2
hours felt as though they would have a better self-esteem than
those receiving more hours of RSP éervices. The differentiation.
betwéen these two variables appears to counteract oné another.

Eightyjsix peréent of the 1-2 hour sample indicated that their
| self-e,stee‘tﬂ 'W'as' good’ priorv to placement in special education,
compaféd to on’lﬁ' éeventy¥fi§fe percent of the 344 hour sample. When
questioned if students selffesteem had diminished since placement,
forty-five ‘per}cent_, of the 1-2 hour sample agreed, as did fifty percent
of the 3—4Ah¢‘)ur:'sa'mple. fifty percent of the 1-2 hour sample indicated
that they ‘.w'ould feel ‘more confident without special education
services, With fifty-four. percent ‘of the 3-4 hour sample in agreement.

Forty-three percent of the 1-2 hour sample, and forty-one
pércent of the 3-4 hour sample indicatéd that they could do well in
the mainstream. Twehty—three percent of the 1-2 hour group and
twenty-five percent of the 3-4 hour sample responded that they
would rather have lower grades in the mainstream than good grades
in special education éourses. Fifty percent of both the 1-2 hour and
3-4 hour sample answered that siudents in special education are as
intelligent as students ‘in regular education. - When asked whether
regular education stuﬁde}nts perceive themSelVes as more intelligent,

sixty-eight percent of the 1-2 hour sample and eighty-six percent of
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“the 3-4 hour sample agreed to the statement. Finally, ninety-one
pef'cent of the 1-2 hour sample, and seventy-bne percent of the 3-4
hour sample indicated that they have similar opportunities upon
graduation as non-disabled graduates. |

Pertinant data was also yielded from the vyears of
placement criterion (Table 6). The sample that had spent the greater
numbef of years in special education‘responded' that their self-esteem
had diminished sincé placement at an incidence greatér than that of
individuals with fewer vears of placement with a twenty-six p'ercent
differential, (sixty-one percent, 1-5 years and thirty-two percent,
6-10 years). Moreover, respondents in placement between 6-10 years
answered at a greater rate that they would rather not participate in
special education services with a differential of twenty-two percent,
fifty-four percent compared to thirty-two percent. | |

Seventy-seven percent of the 1-5 y.éar placement and
eighty—twd percent of the 6-1»0}'year placement indicated that their
self-esteem prior to placement in special education was good. When
questioned whether the sample would have a better self concept
without these services, fifty-two pei‘cent of the 1-5 yéar sample and
fifty-five percent of the 6-10 year sample answered to ‘the
affirmative fifty percent of the 1-5 year sample and fifty-four percent
of the 6-10 year sample responded that they would feel more

confident in their abilities if not enrolled in special education.
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Forty-eight percent of the 1-5 year sample and thirty-eight
percent of the 6-10 year sample indicated that they Could do well in

all regular education courses. Other salient information yielded by

this comparison included the perception special education students

~ had of themselves »ivn' relation to regular education peers. Those
~ enrolled for the greater duration of years test that they Wére less
intelligent than ‘_‘non—dis'able'd peérs at a greater incidence than those
in placement féwer years, forty-one pei‘cent and sixty-one percent
respectively (20% differential). |

Fourteen perCent of the 1-5 year group and thirty-two percent
 of the 6-10 yéar group Would prefer lov&er grades in regular education
classes than higﬁef ~grades in _special education classes. When
: rque.stibned, if regular 'edilcaiiopn students perceived themselves as
more intelligent than sﬁeci'al education students, ninety-one percent of
the 1-5 hour sample and smt’y elght percent of the 6- 10 hour sample
- agreed to this statement. Finally, seventy- elght percent of the 1-5
hour group “and elghty—two percent of the 6-10 hour group afﬁrmed
j_that they Would have the same opportumtles after graduauon as

non—dlsabled students.
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DISCUSSION

It was the design of this research to provide insight into the
self-reported self—esteem- of students with moderate exceptionality.
- The data indicates that nearly half of the students receiving resource
specialist aSsiétance, have a self-described low self -concept which may
be related to their special education placement.

The grade/age statistics from this study imply that elder
students have developed a better self-concept than that of younger
peers (See Table 3). Moreover, the data regarding post secondary
opportunities indicate that older students feel they are aware of their
social, academic and working potential, apart from the stigmatization
associated with a learning disability.

Both the gender and hour/placement criterion did not show
divergant respbnses. The year/ place‘tnent criterion data, howéver, are
noteworthy. These statistics imply that the longer a student is enrolled
in special education, the higher the probability of low self-esteem
develdpment (Sée Table 6). Although this contrasts Rosenberg's
(1977)‘sthdy, who suggested that the years of placement did not
affect self-esteem. |

Aside from the question of placement, this current data
supports other studies which suggest that individuals with a learning
disability have low ‘self-esteem (Black, 1974, Rogers, 1:975, Krutella,
1990, Avazian, 1987, Winne, 1982, Margalit, 1984).



In addition, this same group of respondents indicated at a
higher degree, that they WOuld prefer not to be enrolled in special
education.. ‘Aside from other possible explanations of low self-esteem,
this may cause one to question current special education practices as
they impact the goal of instilling positive self-esteem.

This in turn supports the final important stetistic derived from
this criterion, that a greater percentage ef this same population, (more
years of placement) would rather receive lower grades in regular
- education courses than better grades in special education courses.
This again imp‘lies'thavt individuals who have been in placement for a
longef 'ddirat'io_ﬁ of time, would prefer less of an association v?ith

special education.

" Conclusions

The 1mp11cauons of thls data for special educators are
| ‘noteworthy Apprommately half of the respondents indicated that

—‘ : they would have a better self concept if they were not enrolled m»
spec1al educatlon Coupled Wlth the data that nearly half of the
sample mchcated that they would prefer not to be enrolled in specml'

‘educatlon this brings into focus a new direction for the question of 7_

" least restrictive environment, and Whe‘ther the stigmatization of'

Eo placement contributes to an adverse development of self-concept.
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Fostered from the least restrictii?e environment is a conceptual
base for related services. The goal being to provide resource students
~ with support services, 5o as to acilitate success in the mainstream. As
a result, in determining the success of the program, we must consider
the degree to which student self-confidence is instilled.  Aside from
placément guidelines delineating a discrepancy betweén ability and
achievement, the data suggests that many of the respondents felt as
though they ;could’ be successful if participating in all regular
educatioh courses. Here again, either students need to be more
realistic about placement, or we question the relevancy of resource
placement, when nearly half of the subjects indicated, that they could
be successful in all regulai‘ educatidn courses.

Additionally, one-quarter of the sample indicated that they
Would rather have arate of lower achievement in regular education
courses, than to achieve at a higher level in special education courses.
It is important to realize that much of students' self -concept is either
directly or indirectly correlated to their achievement. Moreover, to
state that one-quarter of the students enrolled in special education
would rather struggle in regular education courses, than to excel in
special education courses, suggests that the. stigniatization of special
education and low self-esteem affects a minimum of twenty-five

percent of the students in the sample.
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Half of the sample indicaied that they perceived themselves as
intelligent as studentsﬁ'enrolled in all regular education courses. The
alarming statistic is the other half, that is, the ha.if ‘which responded
. __afvfirming» that they were not as intelligent as regular education
students. This statistie' is punctuateds by the fact that ninety
percent of the sample 'bvartic‘ipates in three hours of ,r’egular education
courses or ‘more, with minimal resource specialist services.
In short, the most salient findings of this research indicate that,
1) over half of the participants reported that they would have av
better self-esteem vif not enrolled in special educatien,
'2) over half of those surVeyed would feel more confident in _their
abilities if not enrolled in special education, end 3) nearly half of ‘the
sample expressed that theii‘ self-esteem had diminished since
placement in special education services.
This reseafch raises many questions as to the current
educational pfactices of both special educators as well as teachers in
general. Questions of least restrictive environment, questions as to

the ap'pfopriate placement of many students receiving resource

o services, and questions as to the importance of acculturating all

children 'W»ith a positive self-concept. Self -esteem is not all inclusive,
it is, however, a ‘cruéial aspect to the services that special education
provides such as ,socialization; and other developmental 'skills." It is

only when we begin to und’erstandvthe limitations of special education
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placement, that we begin the procure services which are truely

beneficial to each student individually.
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: ' TABLE 2
. STATEMENT (QUESTION NUMBER) AGREE DISAGREE NEUTRAL
TOTAL SAMPLE (50) N. % N. % N %
* Self esteem prior to Special Ed. was good (8) 40 80 7 14 3 6
' Self esteem has diminished since placement (9) 24 48 23 46 3 6
Rather not be in Special Ed. (15) 22 44 28 356 0 0
Better self concept Without Special Ed.
Item (16) ' 34 68 14 28 2 4
Ttem (18) 20 40 23 46 7 14
More confident WithOLut. Special Ed. (19) 26 52 19 38 5 10
Could do well in all Regular Ed classes. :
Item (13) : 16 32 30 60 4 8
- Item (17) 22 44 26 52 2 4
Students in Spec. Ed. as intelligent as
- Reg. Ed. students.
Item (10) 23 46 25 50 2 4
Item (12) 27 54 21 42 2 4
Prefer lower grades in Regular Ed. than 12 24 38 76 0 0
Higher grades in Special Ed, (14)
Regular Ed. perceives themselves as 39 78 10 20 1 2
more intelligent. (11)
Similar opportunities upon graduation as 40 - 80 6 12 4 8

Non-disabled peers. (20)
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’ TABLE 3 _ v
STATEMENT (QUESTION NUMBER) (9-10) AGREE (11-12) AGREE
' . (38) (12)
- AGE/GRADE QUALIFIED : ' " N. % N. %
- Self esteem prior to Special Ed. was good (8) 30 79 10 84
Self esteem has diminished since placement (9) 19 50 5 42
‘Rather not be in Special Ed. (15) _ 17 45 5 42
“Better seif concept Without Speciai Ed. '
Item (16) : 27 7 7 59
Item (18) 17 45 3 25
More confident without Special Ed. (19) 2155 5 42
Could do well in all Regular Ed classes.
. Item (13) ' 12 32 4 33
- Ttem (17) ’ 15 39 7 59
Students in Spec. Ed. as intelligent as
Reg. Ed. students.
- Ttem (10) 17~ 45 5 42
| Item (12) 20 53 8 47
Prefer lower grades in Regular Ed. than » 10 26 2 17
Higher grades in Special Ed. (14)
Régular Ed. perceives themselves as 31 82 ' 9 75
more intelligent, (11)
Similar apportunities upon graduation as 28 74 12 100

- Non-disabled peers. (20)
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________ TABLE4 »
STATEMENT (QUESTION NUMBER) : (F) AGREE (M) AGREE
o ‘ .o O (23) (27)
SEX QUALIFIED S N. % - N. %
Seif esteem prior to Spec.ial Ed. was good (8) .20 87 20 74
Self esicem has diminished since placement (9) 11 48 13 48
Rather not be in Special Ed. (13) 10 43 12 44
‘Better self concept Without Special Ed. |
Item (16) 16 70 18 66
Item (18) ' 8 3 12 44
- More confident without Special Ed. (19) 14 61 12 45
Could do well in all Regular Ed classes. _ -
~ Item (13) 9 39 7 26
~ Ttem (17) - 1 48 11 48
Students in Spec. Ed. as intelligent as |
Reg. Ed. students, .
- Item (10) 9 39 14 52
Ttem (12) 13 57 14 32
Prefer lower grades in Regular Ed. than 5 22 7 2
.Higher grades in Special Ed. (14) |
Re“,‘-guiaf Ed. perceives themselves as 17 74 22 82
~ more intelligent. (11) : '
Sixﬁilar opportunities upon graduation as : 18 78 22 82

- Non-disabled peers. (20)
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LN TABLE 5
STATEMENT (QUESTION NUMBER) (1-2 HRS) AGREE (3-4) AGREE
o S - (22) (28)
HOUR QUALIFIED N % N %
Self esteem prior to Special Ed. was good (8) . 19 86 21 75
~ Seif esteem has diminished since placement (9) 10 45 14 50
Rather not be in Special Ed. (13) 11 50 11 39
Better self concept Without Special Ed.
Item (16) » 13 539 21 75
Iiem (18) 6 27 14 50
More confident without Special Ed. (19) 11 50 15 54
© Could do well in all Regular Ed classes.
Item (13) 7 32 9 32
Item (17) 9 41 13 46
. Students in Spec. Ed. as intelligent as -
Reg. Ed. students.
Item (10) 10 45 13 46
Item (12) | 12 54 15 54
Prefer lower grades in Regdlar Ed. than 5 23 7 25
- Higher grades in Special Ed. (14)
Regular Ed. perceives themselves as 15 68 24 86
- more intelligent, (11) '
Simi!ar opportunities upon graduation as 20 91 20 71.

Non-disabled peers. (20)
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TABLE 6 :
STATEMENT (QUESTION NUMBER) (1-5 YRS) AGR)EE - (6-10 YRS) AGREE
(22 ' (28)
YEAR QUALIFIED ‘ N. % N. %
Self esteem prior to Special Ed. was good (8) | 17 77 23 82
Self esteem has diminished since placement (9) 7 32 17 6l
Rather not be in Special Ed. (l‘)')‘ 732 15 54
Better self concept Without Special Ed.
Item (16) 14 64 20 71
Ttem (18) 9 41 11 39
More confident without Special Ed. (19) 1 30 15 54
‘Could do well in all Regixlar Ed classes.
Item (13) 8 36 8 29
Item (17) 8 36 14 50
 Students in Spec. Ed. as intelligent as
~ Reg.Ed students.
Item (10) s 1255 11 39
Item (12) 15 68 12 43
Prefer lower grades in Regular Ed. than 3 14 9 32
Higher grades in Special Ed. (14)
Regular Ed. perceives themselves as ’ 20 91 | 19 68
more intelligent. (11)
Similar opportunities upon graduation as 17 78 23 82

~ Non-disabled peers. (20)
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SELF-ESTEEM INVENTORY

 Self-esteem is defined as the -;f.ééard a person holds for himself or |

herself. A  person who feels 'good about themselves and their

accomplishments would be saic};&‘fo have a high self-esteem.

Fadli

=
i

Grade placement ( circle one ) 7 8 9 10 11 12

I
Sex ( circle one ) - Male Female ,
Age (circleone) 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 1920 o
4. Ethnicity (circle one)  White Black Hispanic = Asian Other
5. Approximately how many hours do you spend per day in "regular”
education classes? (cn‘cle one ) |
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
6. Approximately 'how' many hours do you spend per day in "special”
- education classes? ( circle one) |
12 3 4 5 6 7 8
7. Approxlmately how many years have you been enrolled in special
educauon? ( c1rcle one )
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 vv10—
8. My seif -esteem before enrolling in special edUcétion_was good.

| { circle one )

SA A N D D |
Strongly Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Stongly Disagree

My self-esteem since‘enrolling in special education has gone down.
( circle one )
SA A N D SD



10.

11,

Special education students are as smart as regular education students.
{circle one)
- SA A N D SD
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree

RegUlaf education students think they are smarter than students in
special'education. ( circle one )
. sA A N D SD
12. I'm as smart as regular education students. ( circle one )
| SA A N D SD
13‘. I could do well in all regular education courses. ( circle one j
o SA A N D SO
i4. I would rather Qet C’s and D's in regular .education courses than A's
and B's in special education. ( circle one )
SA A N D SD
15. 1 would rather not pafticipate in special education. ( circle one)
SA A N D sD
16. I would feel better about myself if I were not enrolled in special
education courses. ( circle one )
SA A N D SD
17. 1 would do poorly (academically) if I were not énrolled' in spécial
~ education. (circle one ) |
SA A N D SD
18. Twould be a betier person if I were not enrolled in special education.

( circle one )

SA A N D  SD



19. I would feel more confident about myself if I were not enrolled in

special education. ( circle one )
SA A N D SD

20. When I graduate (high school) 1 have the same opportu‘ni/ties as

regular education graduatés. ( circle one )
SA A N D S
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