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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

An unresolve d issue in the fiel d of e ducation is the 

most effective placement of children who ·are ; not achi e ving 

in school because of mental r e tardation or the presence of 

l earning problems . For most of Ame rica's history, children 

with spec ial problems were placed in classes with normal 

c hildre n, if allowed to attend school at all. Although 

supposedly given equal educational opportunity, the individ

ual di f f e rences of the se special children were overlooked. 

Efforts have been continuous to help these special children 

a c hieve their ri ghtful di g nity and worth. 

A g rowing concern in the education of children with 

handi caps is their social acceptance by other children. 

Low soc ial acceptance constitutes a problem for any child. -

It h as apparently been the practice to place children in 

special classes without any consideration of their social 

ne e ds. Re search by J ohnson (1950) had indicated that the 

handi capped wer e more isolated and rejected in the normal 

classroom than in the self-contained classroom, which led 

Tennessee in accord with the national trend, to place and 
' 

conti nue to keep the handi capped in the self - contained 

classroom during t h e 1950 's and 1960's. 

1 



Th e Cl a rk s vill e - Mo nt gome r y Coun ty Syst em was one of 

the f irst s c hoo l syst e ms in Te nn essee t o r emo v e t h e e duc

ab l y me ntally r e tarde d (EMR) f rom th e se l f - c ontaine d c lass

room a nd r e turn them to the r egu l ar c l ass r oom. State and 

fe de ral l eg islation was lat e r pas s e d r e quiring school 

s ys t ems to "mainstre am" its e du cably me ntally r e tarde d 

s t ude nts . 

In the summer of 1972, the Clarks ville-Montgomery 

Co unty, (Tennessee), School Syst em c hange d its policy 

r egarding the placement of children classified as educable 

mentally retarded and began offering service s for children 

with l e arning problems. Before the 1971-72 school year, 
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all of the educabl y mentall y h an di cappe d were in se lf

contained classrooms within the r egular s c hool building or 

in an adjacent building . The childre n with l e arning prob

l ems we re rec eiving no s pecial progr ams a nd were in the 

r egular cl a s s r o om. During the 1970-71 school year, t he 

e ducably mentally h a ndi cappe d wer e placed b ack into the 

r egular classro om . Both the c hildre n with l e arning probl ems 

a nd the c hildre n classi fi e d a s edu cably men t a ll y r etarde d 

rece i ve d s p ec ial h e lp in mathema tic s a nd r eadin g f r om a 

r esour ce teache r fo r o ne, t wo o r mo r e per iods a day depend

ing on the ir n eeds , but r ema ine d i n t he regular c l ass r oom 

fo r th e r e mainde r of the s c hool d ay . 

· Law 839 , passed in 19 72 , a nd f e de ral Te nn essee Publi c 

Educatl·on -of Al l Han di capped Childre n l e gislat i o n call e d The 



(P.L. 94 -1 42) mandated that all handicapped children, which 

includes the mentally handicapped, be assured an education 

in the "l eas t restrictive" environment. In addition, the 

Tennessee law des ignat ed a new category which would provide 

special education se rvi ces to children who were def icient 

in the basic academic areas of reading, writing, spelling . 

and arithmetic and were unable to have their academic needs 

met in the regular classroom programs. In order to be 

eligible for special services in this category, problems 

such as mental retardation, sensory, motor or emotional 

handi caps could not be considered responsible for the 

def ici e ncy in their academic work (Rules , Regulations and 

Minimum Standards, 1977-1978). 
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With the passage of the state and fe deral legislation, 

the "resource room" and " r esource student" became a legal 

e ntit y . Both special education teachers and regular class

room teachers have exp r essed concern over the social stigma 

attac hed to the students labeled as "resource," Typically, 

these students have been referred to as "re j ects," 

"dummies," "weirdos," "retards," or the like. It has 

been fear e d that t hese l abels have further ostracized the 

educab l y mentally handicapped an d learning problem children 

from other childre n in the classroom . 

Although the sum total of a child's traits and 

abilities make him unique, social acceptance, or at l east 

his perception of it, plays a big part in the intellectual 



d e v e l opm e nt of the individual. Thus, each chi ld shoul d be 

placed in an env iro nme nt which would allow him to reach his 

optimum intellectual and social growth. 

Some authoriti e s support int egration of children with 

special probl e ms in the regular cl ass room. Othe rs maintain 

optimum intellectual and social growth can better be 

obtained in a spec ial c l ass. 

Johnson (1950) concluded , after studying 25 classes 

which contained EMRs and other students, that the mentally 

handi c apped were more isolated and significantly more 

rejected than non-handicapped c hildren. J ohnson felt that 

this isolation was due to the lack of mentality rather than 

variables such as sex, age, socio-economic status, etc. 

Baldwin (1958) administered t he Ohio Social Recogni

tion Sca le to 572 non-retarded chil dren and 31 retarded 

children in the 4th, 5th a nd 6th grad es . From his findings, 

he conc lude d that there was a tre nd toward a low degree of 

social acceptance of the mentall y retarded c hildre n. 

An attempt was mad e by Kern and Pfaeffle (1962) to 

measure social adjustme nt of retarded children in three 

setti ngs: 

classroom . 

a specia l schoo l , a spec ial class and a regular 

After administering the Social Adjustment 

section of t he California Test of Personalit y to 91 

stude nts in three settings, the st udy gave s upport to the 

belief that me ntally retarded children who are in special 

cl a sses or special schools are better adjusted socially 

4 



than me ntally r etarde d c hildre n who are forced to compete 

wit h ot he r c hildren in the r egular classroom. 

Jones, Gottfried, and Owens (1966) found among 186 

high school students that the severely mentally retarded 

were more unacceptable socially to their peers than were 

the mildly mentally retarded. 

Strauch (1970) att e mpted to measure the attitude of 

junior high students toward EMRs placed into the regular 

classroom and EMRs in a special class. As a result of his 

findings, he concluded that student attitudes were more 

favorable for the students in the special class than the 

5 

int egrated EMRs. It is possible to conclude from this study 

that social contact may reinforce negative attitudes toward 

EMR students. 

After adm inist e rin g the Vineland Social Acceptance 

Scale to nine regular classes and on e special class inte

g rat e d at the e l eme nt ary l eve l , Lapp (1972) found that EMR 

students were significantly di fferen t f r om oth e r students 

a nd we re not sou ght out by othe r individuals in a friendly 

relationship. Howeve r , these students were not totally 

rejected. 

In a similar study, Gottlieb, Go odman, an d Harrison 

(1972) admini s t e red s oc iome tric questionnai r es to two groups 

of stude nts; o ne group of 1st, 2n d a nd 3rd graders and one 

group of 4th, 5th a nd 6t h g r a d e rs, equally di v ided between 

the sexes . The questionnaire contained it ems to evaluate 
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the ac c eptance of EMRs who were i· t t d n egra e , EMRs who we re 

s e gregated a nd non-EMRs. The results indicated that both 

integrated and segregated EMR subjects were rejected 

significantly more often than non-EMR subjects, that 

younger subjects were more accepting of EMRs than older 

subjects, that males expressed more rejection of EMR students 

than females and that female EMRs were more accepted than 

their male counterparts. 

Gottlieb and Davis (1973) asked 42 children in the 4th 
' 

5th and 6th grades to select one of two children as a partner 

to help them win a prize at a bean-bag toss game . One 

member of the pair from which the child was to make a 

selection was either an integrated EMR student or a non

integrated EMR student . . Their findings were that both 

integrated and non-integrated students were chosen less 

often than non-EMR c hildre n. They concluded that merely 

not assigning a child to a special class in hopes of 

removing or at least reducing social stigma is not suffi-

cient to improve the social acce ptability of EMR children. 

Gottlieb and Budoff (1973) c ompared the social accept

ability of EMRs in schools which had traditional buildings 

and schools which were unwalled and open. On a sociometric 

questionnaire administered to 136 children in two schools, 

the EMR students were known more oft e n in the unwalled 

s c hool; however, there was a significant difference in the 

number of EMR children chosen as friends and the number of 



non -EMR chil dre n chosen, with the EMR c hildren b e ing 

c hosen l e ss often. 

Bryan (1974) administered a sociometric technique to 

62 children in the 3rd , 4th and 5th grade classrooms which 

contained at least one learning disabled child . The results 

indicated that learning disabled children, particularly 

white and female, were significantly less chosen as friends 

and more rejected that non - learning disabled children . 

Iano, Ayers, Heller, McGeltigan, and Walker (1974) 

studied the sociometric status of 40 former special class 

educable mentally retarded children who participated in an 

int e grated r e source program. The results showed that the 

EMRs were no better acce pted in r egular classes than were 

educable mentally retarded children in previous studies 

for whom no supportive r e s ource room s e r v ice s had been 

made available . 

Contrary to r e s e arch previou s ly p r e s e nted , Jaffe 

(1966) asked 240 hi g h school s e niors to r e ad and answer 

questions about a th e ore tical p ai r of perso ns. One sketch 

containe d the description "mentall y r etard e d," and t he 

othe r did not. The study f ind i n gs ind icated t hat the 

stude nts wer e not un f a vo r ably i n f lue nced b y t h e me ntally 

retarded label . The y suggest e d, however , actual contact 

mi ght c hange f e elings. 

( 1974 ) a dmi nist e red soci ometric 
Bruininks a nd Ry nde rs 

no n-retarde d peers to determine the 
que s t i o nnaire s to 1,234 
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social a c ceptance of mil dl y retarded childr e n en r ol l e d in 

regular classes and r esource ce nters ·th · wi in urban and sub-

urban schoo l settings. When rated by children of the same 

8 

sex, mildly retarded urban children achieved significantly 

hig h e r peer ratings than non-retarded children, whereas 

suburban mildly retarde d children received significantly 

lower ratings than non-retarded children. However, when 

male and female ratings were combined, there was no signifi

cant difference in either group . 

In further support of integration of EMR students into 

the r egular classroom, Sheare (1974) c onducted a study of 

400 non-retarded and retarded combined 9th grade rs from 

three suburban junior hig h schools. After administering 

sociometric questionnaires, he found no significant dif

fere nce in the social acceptance of EMR students and non

EMR st ude nts. His conclusions were that placing a label on 

t he EMR student had no effect on social acceptance. 

Finally, Gottlieb and Budoff (1976) compar e d academic, 

personal and social g rowt h of 31 EMR chil dre n in t he lower 

elementar y grades who were assigned randomly to regular 

grades or r etain e d i n special classes at three intervals: 

t two months after t he assignment 
prior t o the assignmen , 

a nd at the conclusion o f t he school year. 
There were no 

significant dif ferences b etween t he two groups prior to 

or two mont hs after reintegration. 
After o ne year, the 

Showe d more internal control. 
int e grate d children 

Gottli e b 



an d Budo ff concluded that EMR ch ildre n would benefit more 

from regular class assignment than special c lass placement. 

The 31 children stud· d flt 
ie e better about themselves and 

about others in the e duc ational settings as the r esult of 

b e ing in the r egular classroom than the c hildren who had 

r emained in segregated classrooms. 

Thus, it can be seen that the research data present 

contradictory conclusions r egardin g the ef fects of inte

grated and non-integrated placement of special children in 

r egard to their social acceptance and self-concept. Some 

r esearchers indicate t he need fo r spe cial c lasse s for the 

e ducab le mentally handicapped and learning problem c hildren, 

while others feel t hes e chil dr e n shoul d b e "mainstreamed'' 

into the regular classroom. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to investigate whethe r 

significant differences exist in the peer acceptance of 9th 

grade students who att e nd r esource classes fo r two or more 

periods of their class day and those who do not att e nd 

r e source c lasses . No attempt was made to differentiate 

b e tween stu de nts classifi e d as learning problems or 

mental ly retarde d as all of these student s receive resource 

h Although the chil d ' s services from the same teac ers. 

aval. lable in the placement decision c l ass ification was 

not Publicly identified as EMRs or learn report, they we r e 

ing problems. 
·t i· s the author's opinion, as a In fact, - l 

9 



10 
t e a .he r in the schoo l bei ng use d for the 

st udy, that many of 
the teache r s are unawar e that all of the 

children who attend 
resource classes a r e not 1 ·f 

c ass i ied as mentally r etarde d. 

Pumphrey, Goodman, Kidd , and Pe ters (1970) and 

McDaniel ( 1970) predicted from their s tudi es that EMR 

students we r e bet ter accepted socially when involved in 

non-academic skills than in academic areas. This variable 

was also included in this study. 

Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses were formulated and 

tested by statistical analyses of the data collected. 

1 . There is no significant difference in the mean 

sociometric scores of the 9th grade resource students and 

a matched group of non-resource students. 

2. There is no significant difference in the mean 

sociometric scores of male resource students and non

r esource students. 

3. There is no significant difference in the mean 

sociomet ric scores of female resource students and non-

r esource stude nts. 

4. There is no significant difference in the mean 

Of 9 th grade r esource students in sociomet ric scores 

academ ic c l asses and a matched non-resource student. 

5. no Sl·gnificant difference in the mean There is 

Of 9th grade r esource students in non
sociometric scores 

matche d non-resource student. 
ac ademic c l asse s an d a 



De finitio n o f Te r ms 

Soc i ome t ric s tat u s d 
was e t e rmin e d by t he s core e arn e d 

o n a sociome tric qu e s t · 
i o n na ire, whi c h allowe d e ach s tude nt 

in th e c lassroom t o rank ever y ot he r st ude nt in the c l ass 

ro om o n the bas is o f fr iendship with th em. 

Th e r e s o urc e stude nt was defin e d as any stude nt who . 

had b een evaluated and placed in the r e source clas sroom for 

a ddi t i onal help for one, two or more p e riods per day . 

The non-resource student was defined as any student 

att e nding regular classes and receiving no special resource 

s e r v i c es. 
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The edu c able mentally retarded were defined as any 

child who had been identified as EMR by individual assess 

ment as functioning intellectually at approximately one-half 

to thre e -fourths the normal rate of de velopment. 

The learning problem children we re defined as students 

who exhibited deficiencie s in the basic academic areas of 

r e ading , writing, spelling and arithmetic and were unable to 

cope with classroom instruction appropriate to their age. 

Academic classe s we re def ine d as clas ses r e quir i ng 

stude nts to exhibit a ve r age ability in the b a sic skills of 

d th t ·cs Cl asses used for this read i ng , writ i n g an ma ema 1 . 

study were s c i e n c e, geog r aphy, a nd speech . 

Classe s We re d e fin e d as classe s r e quiring Non-acad e mic ::..:...:~___;:_:__::__ _______ _ 
1 Or Phys l· c al skills a s oppo s e d to the b asic more use of manua 

. wri·ti· n g a nd mat he mati c s. s ki l l s of read ing, 
Cl asses use d 
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for this study were physical e ducation, art, home economics , 

s hop and agriculture. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subj e cts 

The sub j ects se l e cted for this study came from a 

Montgomery County (Te nn essee ) 9th g r a d · · h. · e Junior 1gh school. 

The origina l samp le included 636 students. Twenty-seve n 

were identified as resource students, 12 f emales and 15 

males. 

Ninth graders were chosen for study be cause no 

previous studies of the social acceptance of r esource 

students of this g rade level who had been mainstreamed 

into the r egular classroom had been co nducted. 

Apparatus 

Th e instrument used to measure sociometric status 

was the How I Feel Toward Others scale developed by Dr. 

Me rl E. Bonney. This scale allowe d e ach student to rank 

eve ry other st ude nt in the classroom on the basis of 

friendsh ip. As all students in the c l assroom were 

included, no individual o r indi v iduals were singled out 

for socia l assessment. 

Th e scale included five categories: (1) My Best 

Frie nds, (2) My Other Fri e nds, (3) Stude nts I Don't Know, 

(4) Students I know but who are not my friends, an d 

to have as friends - as lon g as 
(5) Stude nts I do not want 

13 



the y are like they are now . The rating scale divi de d the 

social acceptance of the t d s u e nt s into three categories: 

positive, neutral and negative. Direct ions for completing 

the instrument were given to the students by the classroom 

teacher and the author. A copy of the How I Feel Toward 

Othe rs scale used for junio r h igh students is included in 

the appendix to this paper. 

The extent to which sociometric r esults have any 

practical me aning is determined, in part, by the constancy 

of the sociometric scores. The How I Fee l Toward Others 

scale has shown reliability coefficients for total scores 

to average about .78 for p e ri o ds of sev e ral weeks a nd 

about .73 for periods of several mont hs (Bonney, 1962). 

Th ese high positive corre lat ions were consi de r e d to be 

sufficient evidence of the reliability fo r purposes of 

this study. 

Procedure 

Permission to condu c t the study was obtained from 

1 f the Schoo l involved and the Mo ntgomery the principa o 

County Director of Pupil Personnel Services . All of the 

childre n who att en de d r esour ce classes at the junior h igh 

schoo l were id e nti fie d by the schoo l psychologist. After 

Selec ted , each containing o ne o r more 
27 classrooms were 

te achers were con tacted an d aske d for 
r esource stud e nts, 
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. . . the sociomet ri c sca l e s. 
thei r cooperation in admi ni stering 

was base d o n the presence of 
The se l ection of classrooms 



at l e ast o ne resour ce chi ld . 
Althou gh more than o ne 

r esourc e chil d mi ght be in a particular 
classroom, twent y-

s e ven diff e r e nt classrooms were u sed in the study because 

of the difficulty of finding matched pairs of two or more 

childre n chosen as subjects in the same classroom. 

Previous to the administration of the scale, the 

author met with and instructed the teachers involved on 

1 5 

the administration procedure. On the day of administration, 

each teacher passed out a form containing the name of e ach 

student in the classroom and a brief description of the 

rating scale used . Each student was then asked to write 

the number from the rating scale which indicated bis feel

ing of friendship toward every other student in the class

room . The teacher directed students to ke e p their form 

sheet covered as they worked on the scale . This was done 

to r eassure students that their ratings would not be seen 

by other students . Stude nts were also tol d that the 

ratings, which included the names, wo uld only be vi ewed 

by the teacher and the author of this paper. 

Th e How I Fee l Toward Others scale was administered 

l·n the classroom durin g the last week of to the students 

the schoo l year. As students had been in constant asso-

h had had time to form ciation for the school year, eac 

th class members . defi nite feelings about o er 

suggested by Dr. Bon ney (1962) 
Following the proce dure 

on scoring of the 
0 t h s scale, the 

How I Feel Toward e r 
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stude nts selected fo r the study we r e assi·gned a 

numerical 
score . The score was computed ~nth 

e foll owi ng manner. 

For every c hoice r ece ived as Bes t Frie nd, a positive two 

was g ive n; for every choice of Other Fri e nd, a positive 

one was given; for every Don't Know choice, a zero was 

g ive n; for every choice as Not My Friend, a negative one 

was g ive n; and for every c hoice of Do Not Want As My Friend, 

a negative two was give n . An algebraic sum of the scores 

assigned to every student was then comput e d. The maximum 

score a student could obtain was determi ne d by multiplying 

by two the number of students in the class who rated him. 

A student's perce nt age of the maximum score was obtained 

by dividing the maximum score into his actual score and 

multiplying by 100 to r emove dec imal points. To remove 

negative numbers from the computation, a constant of 50 

was then added to each sco r e . 

As this study dealt wit h the social acceptance of 

r e source students as compare d to non-resource students in 

the classroom, only two student sociometric scales were 

u se d fo r each c l assroom. One repre sented a control student. 

· · a resource services. The other r e prese nted a stude nt receivinb 

d th teachers i n each An attemp t was made by the author an e 

h t d y to selec t a classroom whi c h parti cipa t e d int es u 

· e sex a nd 
Who Was the most similar in ag , cont rol student 

re ceiving r esour ce serv i ces. 
race to the stude nt 

This 



was not a r an dom se l ect i o n since the int e ntio n was to 

select the best possible match for each re source child . 

17 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Five different types of comparisons of the scores 

were made: 
the total sample of r esource an d non-r esource 

student s; r esource and non - re source males; re source and 

non -reso urce f e males; r esource and non-resource stude nts in 

academic classes; and r esource and non-resource students in 

no n - academic classes . 

To test for significant differences in mean socio 

me tric scores, the values were comput e d for each possible 

pairing of groups using t he t statistic for comparing 

matched pairs. The resul ts of the t-tests and standard 

deviation for each pairing of g roups are shown in Table 1 . 

Table 1 

Results of t - t es ts a nd Standard 
Deviation of Groups Compared 

Group N df M SD t 

6.69** Total Sample 
26 43.41 37 .83 Resource 27 

Non-reso urce 27 26 74.44 15.29 

Male 2.35* 
14 50.73 26.03 Resource 15 

72.20 13.17 Non-resource 15 14 

Female 
50.92 28 . 4 1 1. 39 

Re source 12 11 
61 .80 17 .01 

Non-resource 12 11 

18 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

Group N df M SD t 

Academic 
Resource 
Non - resource 

3.87** 

Non-academic 
Resource 
Non - resource 

12 
12 

15 
15 

11 
11 

14 
14 

*signi ficant at .05 level· 

**significant at .01 level 

48.58 26 . 81 
82 . 00 12.77 

52.60 27 .19 3.19* 
68.40 14 . 03 

The sociometric scores of the non-resource students 

in the total sample were significantly different from the 

scores of the resource students, !(26) = 6.69 , £ < .01. 

The hypothesis of no di ffer ence in the scores of resource 

an d non-resource students is rejected. 

The sociometric scores of male non-resource stude nts 

were significantly different from the scores of the male 

resource st udents, !(14) = 2 . 35, E < . 05. Tbe hypothesis 

of no difference in the scores of male r esource and male 

non-resource stude nts is r e j ected. 

Th e sociomet ri c s cores of f emal e non-re source students 

we re not signifi c antly different fr om the scor es of the 

f emale r esource stude nts, !(11) = 1.39. The hypothesis of 

no diff e r e nce in the scores of f emale r esource students 

and f emale non-resource students is accepted. 



The sociometric sco r es of non-resour ce students in 

academic classes were significantly diffe r e nt from the 

scores of the r esource students, !(11) = 3.87, E < . 01. 

The hypoth e sis of no difference in the scores of resource 

and non - r esource students in academic classes is rejecte d . 

The sociometric scores of non - r esource students in 

non-academic classes were significantly differe nt from the 

scores of resou rce st u dents , !(14) = 3.19, E < .05. The 

hypothesis of n o difference in the scores of r esource an d 

non - resource students in non-academic classes is rejected. 

20 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Fo r the total sample th d"ff · , e 1 erences in sociometric 

s co r e s indi c ate a trend toward lowers · 1 oc1a acceptance of 

stude nts rec e iving r e source services . As there were 

signi f icant differences between the sociometric scores of 

r e s ource students and non-resource students, the placement 

·of students in resource rooms h as not resulted in the 

same level of acceptance as compared to non-resource 

students. Sin ce no data are available on the sociometric 

scores of these students before they were mainstreamed, 

there is no way of determining if they are better accepted 

by non-re source children than they would have been if they 

had not been mainstre amed. 

The data obtained in this study suggest that females 

who r e ceive resource services are more socially acceptable, 

as me asur e d by their sociometric scores, than males who 

rece ive the same services. The me an sociometric score of 

the f emale r e source students was lower than th e f emale non-

t he diff e rence was not signifi
r eso urce student ; however, 

d t be so for the male resource 
c a nt. The contrary prove 0 

. metric score was si gnificantly 
s tude nt. Th e me an socio 

student than for the male 
l owe r f or th e male r e source 

non-r e source st u de nt. 

21 



Wh e n a na l yze d , the d 
a t a indi cat e d a si gnificant 

di ffe r e nce i n th e score s of 
r e s o urce s tude nt s as compare d 

to t he score s of non-re source students 
in a cademic cl asses. 

Like wi s e, s i gnifi c ant diff e rences were found between 

r esource stude nts and non-resource stude nts i· n non-academic 

cl asses. From the statistical data available, it could 
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only be concluded that significant differe nces exist between 

resource students and non-re source students in both academic 

and no n-academic classes. No att e mpt can be made from the 

data , as gathered, to determine if resource students are 

better accepted in academic or non-academic classes . 

The large standard deviation of the sociometric 

scores indicated more variability of social acceptance of 

the r e source students as compared to no n-re source s tudents. 

This suggests the p o ssibility that r e sour c e stude nts were 

eithe r strongly accepted or rejected . 

Any conclusions reached as a result of this rese arch 

must be e valuated in the cont e xt of c e rtain limitations. 

The study was conducted with only one grade level in only 

o ne s c ho o l in a r e strict e d geographical a r e a , specifi c ally, 

Mo nt gomery County, Te nn e s s ee . The so c i ometri c fi ndings in 

. bl only to age g r oups in this s tudy would be applica e 

s imilar communiti e s and s c hools. 
in r espo nding to the 

Th e q u e stion of stude nt ho ne sty 
d a f urther limitation. 

s ociomet ri c qu e stio nnaire co nst i t ut e . 

This l i mi t at i o n is present in 
all se lf-rep ort questio nn a ire s. 
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F r om th e r esearch condu cted , t h e author made no att empt 

to de t e rmine why th e r esource stude nt was l ess hi ghly chosen. 

The se l f-repo rt q uest i o nn a ire determines friendship only as 

meas ure d by th e sociome tric scale utili ze d. From the 

limited data, no conclusions could be drawn about variables 

that contribute to the lowe r scores of resource students .. 

The conclusions presented in this study must be 

evaluated in the light of the above limitations. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY 

The purpose of this study wast · -
o investigate the 

qu estion of whether significant di"ffe - . rences exist in the 

peer acceptance of 9th grade students who tt d a en r esource 

classes one, two or more p e riods of their class day, and a 

matche d group of stude nts who do not attend r esource classes . 

The subjects were 54 ninth grade students, 27 of whom 

were ide ntified as resource students, and a matched group 

of 27 who were non-resource stude nts from the same class-

room in a junior high school . As each r esour ce student was 

ide ntified, the best mat c hed student in the same c lass room, 

considering the variables of sex, r ace a nd age, was chose n 

to be r e pre sentative of a non - r esource subject in the 

sample . Peer acceptance was de termin.ed by scores on the 

How I Fee l Toward Othe rs scale (Bonney, 1962). 

The conclusions r e a che d as a result of this s tudy 

indicated that significantly l owe r sociometric scores we re 

t t h by the matched nonattained by r esource s tuden s a n 

r esource stude nts . Si gnifi cantl y lower sociomet ric scores 

d t than b y the matched 
were attained by male r esource stu e ns 

However, the scores of femal e 
male non-resource s tude nts . 

. nifi cantly di ffe r e nt from the 
r esource stude nts were not s i g 

ce stu dents . scores of female non-resour 
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Significantly 



25 lower sociometr ic sco res 
we re attained by r esource stude nts 

in acade mic classe s than 
non-resource students in academic 

classe s. Significantly lower scores were 
attained by 

r e source students in non-academic classes 
than non-resource 

students in non-academic classes. 

The data from this study supports th 
e research that 

resource students are not as highly accepted b 
y their peers 

as friends as are non-resource students. No conclusions 

can be drawn on whether students were better or less 

accepted than they would have been if they had been in a 

self-contained classroom. The data do suggest that those 

interested in the social acceptance of special children 

should seek methods to help them gain friendship in the 

regular classroom. A careful look at the labeling and 

placement of students in resource classes and the training 

of teachers who are able to deal with the individual dif

ferences of the mentally handicapped may minimize the low 

peer acceptance of the special child. 

Further research is suggested to investigate the 

following areas: 

1. The relationship between age of the r e source 

student and social acceptability. 

2. 

r e source 

3. 

I.Q. range of the The relationship between 

student and social acceptability. 

. h. of t e ache r variabl e s on the 
The relations ip . 

ce stude nts. 
soc ial acceptability of r e sour 
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4 . Th e r e lationship of social acceptance o f stude nts 

identifi e d as resource and students of similar me asured 

intelligence who have not been receiving resource services . 
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APPENDIX A. 
How I Fee l Toward Others 

The teac he r and the pupils should 
together. read this entire scale 

To the pupils: 

You have all taken a lot of t e sts· . 
r eading, and other subjects You have bin mathemat1cs, 

· een asked tot k those tests so your teachers would know b tt h a e . . t d. e er ow to help yo u in yours u ies . Now you are asked tot 11 h 
toward other students in your room Thi·s 1. e tow you feel 

· s no a test like the others you have taken . There are no ri·ght or wrong 
answers . All Y?U need to do is to tell how you feel toward 
other students in your_room . By doing ~his you will help 
the t eacher to know which other students you get along with 
best. 

No student will be allowed to see another student's 
paper . 

DIRECTIONS: On another sheet of paper you have the names of 
all the people in your room . As soon as we finish reading 
the directions you will be asked to place a number to the 
left of each of these n ames, including your own . The num
bers which you will use are the numbers of the paragraphs 
liste d b elow. 

Do not put any numbers now. Pl ease put ¥our pencils 
down until you a re told by your teacher to begin. 

We must first r e ad all the directions together, so 
you wil l be sure to know how to mark your list of names. 

Number 1 is for: My Be st Fri e nds. How can we tell o~r 
best friends from just ordinary friends? Below you will 
find listed some things wh ich a re general ly true o f our 
bes t friends . Put a 1 to the left of the names of th0 se 
students who are best fri e nds. a lot and have 

A. You a r e wit h your best frien ds 
fun with them• . th ,henever you can, 

B You treat them nice, help em~ 
· th· g s with them. and s hare your in d t lk with them a lot. 

C. You g o place s with th em an a me to your home 
D. You go to their homes an d they co 

quite often . 

30 
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Numbe r 2 is for : My Other Friends B . 
h th . · es ide s our b 

all of us ave o e r friends whom we like . es t f ri e nds 
a 2 to the left of the names of those . fairly well. Put 
lY wel l. children you like fair-

You are with them sometimes b t A. 

B. 

c . 

D. 

have fun with them . ' u you do not always 
You are nice to them most of the time 
se ldom share your things with th 'but you 
S t

. em. 
ome imes you go places with the d 

them, but not very often . m, an talk with 
You seldom go to their homes, and the seldom 
come to your home. Y 

Number 3 is for : Students I Don't Know . There may be some 
people on your list whom you don't know well enough to know 
whether you like them or not. It may be that you have not 
bee n with them enough to tell much about them. You don't 
know how you really feel about these students. Put a 3 to 
the left of the names of those people whom you don't know 
well enough to rate. 

Number 4 is for: Students I know but who are not my friends. 
All of us know some persons quite well but we do not con
sider them to be our friends . Put a 4 to the left of the 
names of those people you do not consider as your friends . 

A. You are seldom with them. 
B. You do not get along very well with them when you 

are around them. 
C. You do not talk to them or go places with them 

unless it is necessary to be polite. 
D. You do not like some of the thin gs they do, and 

the way they act at times. 

Numbe r 5 is fo r: St ude nts I do not want to have as friends -
as long as they are like they are now. Nearly all _o f us 
f ind there are a few p ersons we cannot get along wi th · 
Th ese p e ople may be all right in some ways, and may be 
r e garded as go od friends by others, but not by us. hoose 

A. You avoid being with the m, and you never c 
the m as partners for a grune . fight with them 

B. Sometimes you fuss, quarrel, a nd 

wh e n you are around the m. and you never talk 
C. You n e ver go places with them 

with them unless you have to. things they do, 
D. You dislike very much som~ of th e 

a nd the way they ac t at time s . 
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Now l e t u s go o ve r the main h e adin gs. 

What is numb e r 1 for? (Student 
What is number 2 for? (Student 

response) 
What is number 3 for? (Student 

response) 
What is numb e r 4 for? (Student 

response) 
What is number 5 for? (Student 

response) 
response) 

You do not have t_o use all these numbers . 
You may use any of th e se as many times as you wish. All you need to do 

is to show how you f e el about each person on your list by 
putting one of the above numbe rs to the left of his name. 

Be sure to put a number to the left of every name. 
Do not leave out anyone. 

Has everyone found his own name? If your name is not 
on the list tell the t e acher so she can have all the children 
add your name to their lists. As soon as you have found your 
name or have written it in, p u t a 6 to the left of it. 

If you have any que stions, please ask the m now. 

When you have finished marking your list, turn your 
paper face down on your de sk and l e ave it there until the 
t ea cher takes it up. 

Go a head now and place t he oth e r numbe rs (1-2-3-4-5) 
to the left of the rest of the n ame s on your list. 
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