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Abstract

children with specific leamning disabilities or giftedness. Using a comparison group of
children without exceptionalities, this study attempted to €Xamine these differences.
Levels of hope among children ages 12-14 were assessed using the Children’s Hope
Scale (CHS; Snyder et al., 1997). A minimal number of students identified with learning
disabilities participated in the study; therefore, their data were not included in the final
analyses. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if significant
differences existed between the remaining two groups of children. No significant
differences were found to exist between groups; however, students in both groups
consistently rated items pertaining to the pathways subscale lower than items pertaining

to the agency subscale. Implications and limitations of the study are discussed.
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CHAPTER
lN'l‘RODUC'[‘[ON
positive Psychology and Hope

After World War 11, the field of psychology began to emphasize th dical
¢ medica

model of diagnosis and treatment planning (Scligman & Csikszentmihalyj 2000)
alyi, !
within this model, psychologists, thera ists, and researchers focus on individual
p p an individual’s

presenling problem — his or her symptoms and deficiencies — ultimately striving to

alleviate these symptoms and “cure” the individual. In 1998, while serving as president
of the Amcrican Psychological Association, Martin E. P. Seligman encouraged
psychologists to Iead the field of psychology in a new, more positive dircction (Seligman,
1998). By introducing the concept of positive psychology, Seligman aspired to promote a
transition in thinking. This transition involves moving away from a focus on negative

behavior, personal weaknesses, and medical or psychological disabilities toward a focus

. .- fhary strengths and
point out, positive psychology is “the scientific study of ordinary human streng
. ) bastic rseverance,
virtues” (p. 216). Among these strengths and virtues is courage, opumism, e

and hope (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000).

rican Ileritage
Hope is a positive psychology construct. As defined by the Ame g
fident expectation of its

C . . ied by con
Dictionary, hope is “[a] wish or desire accompanied by

1



(ulﬁlhncnt" (Berube ct al., 1985, p. 622). Snyder (1994) ingj
Indicates that several

dividuals have attempted to research and refine the const
ruct of hope and, altho
| | ! ugh
B researchers view hope from differing Perspectives, “the vari
) Ous versions of hope al

involve an overall perception that goals can be met” (p. 536). In dditi

. - i addition, hope is a
future-oriented construct with an underlying theme of pogir:

Positive expectations and
perceptions'

Hope Theory

A recent perspective of hope comes from C. R. Snyder, whose own Hope Theory

began to take shape in the mid-1980°s. Snyder (1995) writes, “[H]ope is R

as a cognitive process involving how people link themselves to positive goals” (p. 356).
With an emphasis on cognition, Hope Theory views an individual as an active participant
in the goal-seeking process and stresses the importance of the individual’s underlying
thoughts. More specifically, “[H]ope reflects individuals’ perceptions regarding their
capacities to (1) clearly conceptualize goals, (2) develop the specific strategies to reach
those goals (pathways thinking), and (3) initiate and sustain the motivation for using
those strategies (agency thinking)” (Snyder, Lopez, Shorey, Rand, & Feldman, 2003, p.

122.123),

The first component of Hope Theory involves the actual goal itself. This goal

ific. and positive
may be visualized or verbalized, short-term Or long-term, vague or specific, p

i . ine” of some outcome
ornegative (Snyder, 2002). A positive goal involves the “wanting” 0
i ased success in the
(e.g., acceptance into college, the maintenance of good health, or ncre
“avol » of some outcome (€-8-;
Workplace); whereas, a negative goal involves the “avoidance
vitable divorce). Overall, the

. i ine
not being placed on academic probation Or delaying an 1

2



soal itself must be perceived as important to the individyg] Th
; al. € second com
ponent,

.alled pathways thinking, involves the various ro
= utes or plans that an indiv;
an individual devises
in an attempt to reach the desired outcome (Snyder, 20
> 2000, 2002: spy

> s Snyder et al., 1991).

Individuals may differ with respect to whether the i
y devise one or multi
ple routes and
whether these routes are specific or more generalized. The thi
- Lhe third component, called
agency thinking, involves one’s motivation and positive perceptions regarding th
e

attainment of the desired outcome (Snyder, 2000, 2002: Snyder et al 1991). Thi
; L . This

thinking can be viewed as the individual’s driving force. Finally, Snyder (1995) stresses
the complementary nature of pathways and agency thinking, stating that “[n]either
agency nor pathways alone, therefore, is sufficient to produce high hope” (p. 355).
Hope Theory and its Effects on Academics

Hope Theory has been, and continues to be, broadly researched with respect to
both adults and children. Areas of interest include academics, athletics, well-being, and
individual differences. In the area of academics, higher levels of hope have been related
to higher overall academic achievement in children (Snyder et al., 1997), as well as better
academic achievement in high school students (Snyder et al., 1991). Additionally, higher
levels of hope have been related to higher grade point averages in college students
(Curry, Snyder, Cook, Ruby, & Rehm, 1997; Snyder et al., 1991; Snyder et al., 2002

ikely t
Further, college students with higher levels of hope have been shown to be more likely to

) been
graduate from college (Snyder et al, 2002). Finally, lower levels of hope have

i . i aking examinations
linked to limited coping strategies with respect 0 studying and taking

(Onwuegbuzie & Snyder, 2000).

[US)



Hope Theory and its Effects on Athletics gng Well-pej
-being

In the athletic aren
n the a, Curry et al. (1997) showed that athletes report high
ort higher levelg
of hope as compared to nonathletes. Similarly high
> er levels of ho i
pe have predicted

increased athletic performance in females (Curry et a]
* 1997) Furthen.nol_e &
, children

with higher levels of hope perceived a greater “capability to perform i
1n sports and

games” (Snyder et al., 1997, p. 408), as well as higher perceptions of competence in are
as

related o physical fitness (Snyder et al., 1997). Overall, Curry and Snyder (2000)sa
) state,

“The available results suggest that higher hope is related to better actual sport outcomes”
(p. 255).

With respect to well-being, higher levels of hope have been related to higher
levels of perceived self competence in children (Snyder et al., 1997). Further, higher
levels of hope have been associated with higher levels of perceived self worth in children
(Barnum, Snyder, Rapoff, Mani, & Thompson, 1998; Snyder et al., 1997), and greater
self-esteem in adults (Snyder et al., 1991). Higher levels of hope have also been related

to lower levels of depression in children (Snyder et al., 1997), as well as decreased levels
of depression and anxiety in adults (Snyder et al., 1991).

Hope Theory and Individual Differences

Finally, individual differences in hope have been examined with respect to age,
i i in levels of
gender, and race. McDermott et al. (1997) found an overall decline with age in levels

. However,
hope among Caucasian children, with respect to the pathways subscale. Ho
dren. Further,

. . A hil
Snyder et al. (1997) found no age differences in their research with ¢

i hich is consistent
Snyder et al. (1997) found no gender differences among children, W

991). Overall findings across research

With the finding among adults (Snyder et al., 1
4



studies show “no differences in hope between girls and b
OYs, or young wo
L 2005 0 . men and men”
(Snyder et al., p. 127). With Tespect to cultura] differences [ n
ces, Lopez et al. (2000)

writes, “Interpretation of the data collected from diverse gro
ups of adults sug
gests that

the average hope score of ethnic minority groups does not differ sion:
groups” (p- 231). However, the data for children is less def; .e_r significantly acrosg
(1997) found no racial differences in their research with chillr:ilrtwe.1\/[\’\11;llle e
€n, McDermott et al.
(1997) found that levels of hope, as well as levels with respect to the agency subscale
were higher for African American children compared to Caucasian children. |
Further differences have been examined among Catholic and public
schoolchildren, with Catholic students reporting higher levels of hope than public school
students (McDermott et al., 1997). Reasons hypothesized by McDermott et al. (1997) for
the higher levels found in Catholic school students include greater classroom discipline,
smaller teacher-student ratios, and increased parental expectations. Snyder et al. (1997)
included children with arthritis, sickle-cell anemia, cancer, and Attention-

Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) in their studies; however, no significant

differences were noted. To date, no current research has been conducted regarding Hope
Theory and children with specific learning disabilities or giftedness.

Educational Definitions

A specific learning disability, as defined by the Tennessee State Department of

Education (2003) is “a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes

e, spoken or written, that may manifest

involved in understanding or in using languag

nk, speak, read, write, spell, or to do

itself in an imperfect ability to listen, thi |
g disability may then qualify

Mathematical calculations” (p. 67)- Children with a learnin,

5



in one of "“’-rc of the following academic areas: Bagic Reading, Reading
Comprehension, Math Calculation, Math Comprehension Listeni
Written Expression, and / or Oral Expression N ? ening Comprehension,
s o e | - Intellectya] giftedness “refers to having

mte”ea.ua ' " ) rj =S So Outstanding that special provisions
are required to meet the child’s educational needs” (Tennessee State Department of
Education, 2003, p. 49).
mportance of Goal Setting

Whether or not a child has a learning disability, is gifted, or is without
exceptionality, setting goals becomes increasingly important for aJ children as they
approach the high school years. Decisions concerning what to be when grown up (e.g.,
lawyer, auto mechanic, nurse), what track to take in high school (e.g., college
preparatory, vocational, mixture), and what types of activities to become involved in
(e.g., sports, music, debate) are pushed to the forefront. This is particularly important for
children with learning disabilities and giftedness as they approach the age of fourteen.
These children have an Individualized Education Program (IEP) in place, an

individualized program based on the child’s strengths and needs. At the age of 14,

students must be invited to participate in the construction and review of their IEP,

1 ., . { ] - . . the
particularly the section titled Transition Service Planning. This section addresses

: vi ments (€.8.,
student’s future goals as related to education, employment, living arrange (

independent or supported living), and community involvement.

i it is important for
To help these children develop and meet their goals, it 1s 1Mp )
5 Py S L t
d children’s thinking W1
Psychologists, counselors, educators, and parents to understan .
iti .+ smoortant to account for 43¢
'éSpect to goals, or overall hopefulness. Additionally, it 1S 1MPO

6



- ¢ that. when determining that a child :
fact that, W fd has a learning gigapir
g disability weakne
> Sses are oftep
ohlighted: however, when determin;j id
highlighted: N8 that a child js gifyeq
» Strengths are often po;
pointed
out. Therefore, the hopefulness of children with learning disabilities m be 1
ay be lowered due

to this emphasis on weakness; whereas, the hopefulness of children who ar ifted
e gifted may
be higher due to the emphasis on strengths.

Present Study

Using a comparison group of children without exceptionalities, the present study
attempted to examine these individual differences in hope. Children withoyt
exceptionalities were those children who were not receiving special education services,
Children with learning disabilities were those exhibiting processing disorders that could
negatively impact reading, writing, math, or speaking skills, while children with
giftedness were those displaying remarkable cognitive abilities and academic skills.
Children in these latter two groups did not include those with secondary identifications
(e.g., Language Impaired, Speech Impaired). Using standards set forth by the state of
Tennessee, these identifications were verified by examining each student’s school record.

After obtaining parental consent, students eligible to participate were brought
together as a group in a confidential environment. F ollowing an introduction and brief
overview of the procedures involved, students then completed an assent form to

: ining assent, the
document their willingness to participate in the study. Upon obtaining

) ) ale (CHS; Snyder et
student’s level of hope was assessed using the Children’s Hope Scale (

Theory. The examiner read the items
pe L

al., 1997), a rating scale based specifically on Ho -
. . confusion regarding
aloud to avoid differences related to low reading ability and / or ing from 6
. all score ranging
Specific statements. The Children’s Hope Scale provides an over

7



o2 i, rcprcscming the sum of the two subscal
(0 30 pe cale scores, pathways and
> agency,

hich range from 3 to 18 points. Individual scores were averaged with the scores of
T€S O

other students within assigned groups. It was hypothesized that differences would exist

etween the hopefulness ratings of these three groups of children, with children with
earning disabilities reporting lower ratings, and children with giftedness reporting higher
s, when compared to children without exceptionalities.

rating



CHAPTER 2

METHOD

Participants
icipants wer: i
Particip e 65 volunteer, midd|e school students recruited fr
om two schoolg

in the Clarksville-Montgomery County Schoo] System. Thege participants included 38
sixth graders, 16 seventh graders, and 11 eighth graders. Further, the total sample
included 58 Caucasian students, 5 African American students, and 2 Hispanic students.
These participants were divided into three groups (students with learning disabilities,
students with giftedness, and students without exceptionalities) based on review of school
records.

The first group included only children identified as having a Specific Learning
Disability — those children exhibiting processing disorders that may negatively impact
reading, writing, math, or speaking skills. This group contained 5 students, including 1
male and 4 females, with a mean age of 13.2 years. The second group included only

children identified as Gifted — those children displaying remarkable cognitive abilities

and academic skills. This group contained 27 students, including 16 males and 11

females, with a mean age of 12.4 years. The identification of children with learning

disabilities or giftedness was verified by examining the student’s Eligibility Report,
i i ices. The third
form indicating whether or not a child is eligible for special education services

- it i ot identified
and final group included children without exceptionalities — those children n

. o
i i s final group containé
as having a disability or receiving special education services. Thi g

males, with a mean ag¢ of 12.6 years.

33 students, including 16 males and 17 fe



not fall within the age range of 12 to 14 Were not included iy, th 1
€ sample. One student
Jata was eliminated from the study due to an invalid i
questionnaire, {j i
- Upon review of the
: ire, it was noted that the stud
questionnaire, 1 ent responded to one item wi
M Wwith two ratings and
therefore, the questionnaire could not be properly scored. Th
- Lhe final total of partic
participants

included 5 students with learning disabilities, 27 students with giftedness, and 32 tuid
5 Students

without exceptionalities.
Materials

The Children’s Hope Scale (CHS; Snyder et al., 1997) was used to measure
children’s individual levels of hope. This scale, based on Hope Theory, contains six
statements, each requiring the respondent to choose from six descriptions ranging from
“none of the time” to “all of the time.” Designed for children ages 8 to 16, three of the
six items measure pathways thinking while the remaining three items measure agency
thinking. This scale can easily be completed and hand scored in a matter of minutes.

Total subscale scores (pathways thinking / agency thinking) can range from 3 to 18 points

with average scores falling around 12.5 points. Scores falling below 10 or those above

15 are considered to lie within the bottom or top 15%, respectively. When the subscale

ints with average scores
scores are combined, total scale scores can range from 6 to 36 poi

to or above 29,
falling around 25 points. Scores equal to or less than 21, or those equal to
respectively.

are considered to lie within the bottom or top 1 5%,
of the scale. Internal

Snyder et al, (1997) describe the reliability and validity

= o Sl e from 71 to 73.
reliabilities range from .72 to .86, while test-retest reliabilities rang

10



Convergent validity has been satisfactorily demonstrated ith
> With the scores of chi
| N , _ ildren
relating positively to parent’s ratings of theijr child’s Jeye] fh
O hope, childr

en’s perceived

<elf-concept, and children’s perceived self-worth Th
» A € scores of children have 3]
)

related negatively with depression. Discriminant validi
1ty has also beep de
monstrated
with children’s scores not relating with performance o
N tests of cognitive abjlj i
ty. Finally,
predictive validity was also displayed as children’s Scores have related positive]
sitively to

scores of achievement.
Design

This research study was a mixed, quasi-experimental design. The subject
variable, or between factor, was three student groups consisting of students identified
with learning disabilities, students identified with giftedness, and students without
exceptionality. Using Tennessee state guidelines, students with learning disabilities
exhibit processing disorders that may negatively impact reading, writing, math, or
speaking skills, while students with giftedness display remarkable cognitive abilities and
academic skills. Children without exceptionalities do not receive special education
services. Assignment to one of these three groups was based on review of student

records. Students eligible for special education services — learning disabled or gifted —

were identified as such by an Eligibility Report, while students without exceptionality

Wwere those students not eligible for services.

= S Versus
The manipulated variable, or within factor, was subscale — pathway

i i _20 minutes, students
agency. During a single session lasting approximately 15 20 |
yder et al., 1997)na

’ S, Sn
completed an assent form and the Children’s Hope Scale (CH

ides
i i ent. The CHS provi
Small group setting with the examiner in a confidential environm

11



1 overall score ranging from 6 to 36 points and « f
y retlects individua]g’
| . N S’ percepti
regarding their capacities to (1) clearly conceptualiz, o
€ goals, (2) develop the specific
strategies to reach those goals (pathways thinkip ) .
| 8)> and (3) initiate anq sustain the
motivation for using those strategies (agency thinkingy»
Y tunking)” (Snyder et 4 2003, p. 122).
This overall score represents the sum of the two sub
scale scores, pathways and agency,
which range from 3 to 18 points. These sub
scales means were useq to perform the
analysis of variance (ANOVA).
Procedure
An explanation of the stud 1
p y was sent home in a letter to parents of middle school
students. The letter stated the purpose of the study and described procedures for
obtaining consent and assent. Further, the letter to parents stressed the voluntary nature
of participating in the study. Approximately 300 letters were sent out between two
schools. One teacher at each school worked in conjunction with one guidance counselor
to target classes that would represent the various groups, sending approximately 50 letters
to each group of students. Parents willing to allow their child to participate, signed and
returned a consent form allowing review of school records to determine identification for

assigned groups and assessment using the Children’s Hope Scale (CHS; Snyder et al.,

1997).

ed, students eligible to participate were brought together

bled due to the

Once consent was obtain

. i i ¢ assem
as a group in a confidential environment. Two groups Wer

i ief dCSCl’iptiOIl of the
iCi . s ts from two SChOOlS. Prior to assessment, a bn
i he
igned acknowledgmg t
i A iven to t students and a separate assent form was si1gn |
tudents not pro v1d1ng assent WOu]d no

students® willingness to participate in the study- S
12



have been allowed to participate in the study; however, all students provided assent
sent.

After gaining both consent and assent, the examiner read aloud the items of the CHS
as
ilently. Reading the items aloud to the students ensured continuity of

the students read s

presentaf‘on and provided accommodation to any individual who may have had difficulty

rcading. Upon completion of the CHS, the examiner relayed a standard debriefing

nswered remaining questions. Finally, the examiner hand scored each

statement and a

questiormaire to determine individual levels of hope.

13



CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

/)escl‘iptive Data

As indicated by VanVoorhis and Morgan (2001), 3¢ i
’ S are nee

ded per

gain a medium

group 10 -to-large effect size with aPPTOXimately 80% power.

The group
dentified as students with learning disabilities contained only 5 stydents and, theref;
> ore,

was eliminated from the final data analyses. A Temaining statistics angd analyses
presented were based on the data from the remaining two groups — students with

giftedness and students without exceptionality.

The data collected consisted of the self-reported level of individual hope as
measured by the Children’s Hope Scale (CHS; Snyder et al., 1997). The CHS provides
three scores including a total score, ranging from 6 to 36 points, along with two subscale
scores — pathways and agency, ranging from 3 to 18 points. The mean total hope rating
for students with giftedness was 28.333 (SD = 5.076), while the mean total hope rating
for students without exceptionalities was 28.750 (SD = 4.537). Means and standard

d agency) of
errors of measurement were calculated for the subscale scores (pathways and ag y)

the remaining two groups (see figure 1).

Analyses

i among
An analysis of variance (ANOVA), which is used to detect differences

. between
5 ionificant difference
group means, was conducted to determine if there was sign dless of the
_— e
: eptionality, regar
Students identified with giftedness and students without €x¢ P

F(1,57)=o.111,p>o.05.

n Oups9
Subscale. No significant difference was found between £r

i ifference
f there was a significant differ

A secong ANOVA was conducted to determin€!
14



ctween the pathwa
ys and a
genc
Y subscales. 1
> egardl
€SS Of
group
grufl(:a_n
t main

found, F (

¥l 5=

3 =131.353
, p<0
.05, with the path
ways sub
scale sco

res

b

offect was
Signiflcanﬂy lower th
an agenc
to Jetermin® if the diff y subscale scores. F
erence b b Sl
P— Yy, a thir
the students with giftedn: i Bativays and @ ANOVA ves
ess as O agen conduct
pposed to the stud cy subscales was d ed
ents with S
ptionaliti
es. A

for
raction did
not exist, F(1, 57)
? =1.065
,p>0.05

signiﬁcant inte

15



Children's Hope Scale

s —&— without

eXxceptionalities
—&— gifted

13.5

s <
[

125 ¥ N -

Mean Score
>
._1

12
pathways agency

Subscale

Figure | Mean representation for pathways and agency subscales for children with

giftedness and children without exceptionalities
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tudents without
ptionality — indicated that a significant difference did not exist between the pathways
exce

means or agency means of the two groups. In other words, these two groups rated
uestions pertaining to the pathways subscale in a similar fashion, as we]| as questions
qenaini" g to the agency subscale. However, further analyses indicated that students in
Eoth groups consistently rated items pertaining to the pathways subscale lower than items
ertaining to the agency subscale. Based on these results, students reported high
zlotivation for reaching goals, but appeared slightly less confident in their abilities to
come up with various ways to reach their ultimate goals. Although the pathways

. .f. l l

1 1 c.

i ? Scale” (p. 124),
th 1 Children’s Hope
to describe those who have scored in the top third of the

ing for students
total hope rating
which would represent scores from 25 to 36. The mean

ine for students
] hope rating
8.333 (SD = 5.076), while the mean total hop
with giftedness was 28. =5, !

h the pathways
erefore, althoug
Without exceptionalities was 28.750 (SD = 4.537)- Th

s of students
ale, both group
Subscal ignificantly lower than the agency subsc

Scale was significan

I'eported high levels of overall hope.
17



It is encouraging that the overall levelg of hope f;
€ Tor both gro
Ups were ra

{owever, the analysis which indicated that the Pathways sy, ted high,
Subscale was rate dsi
si

Jower than the agency subscale should not be ignored Whe gnificantly
' N psychologists, ¢

ors, or parents work to bui ounse]
educators, OT P ts work to build or enhance 5 child’s } ors,
€58, both aspects of Iy
i i i ope
must be considered. While a child may have a high |e l i
vation and desire to

reach the ultimate goal of attending college, he or she May not understang the various
steps, OF smaller sets of goals, that must be taken in order to reach that ultimate goal. At
the same time, a child may have a detailed plan in mind regarding the steps involvec; in
becoming a star soccer player. However, the student may not be fully motivated and only
pursuing the goal due to parental or peer pressure. As these examples illustrate, the two

components of hope, or goal-seeking, are equally important and must be equally

promoted.

Snyder et al. (2003) offer many suggestions for helping students learn to set goals.
First, students should be encouraged to set goals that are of interest to them and must be
taught the importance of prioritizing. Additionally, it is important that smaller steps set

along the way be concrete, or visible, and children should be encouraged to document

their progress. Students must also be encouraged to think of several ways that one goal

could be reached and understand that when one’s efforts fail following one route, 2

ivati ildren should be
second route may still lead to success. Finally, to enhance motivation, chi

e, © 1d suggest that
€ncouraged to use positive self-talk. Snyder et al. (2003) write, We wou

es be taught t0 dispute their

ace the ongoing

negative,
the students who have low-hope internal dialogu

can repl
hypercritical self-talk. Emphasize to such students how they
% u hts” (p 130)
self-criticism with more realistic, positive, and productive thoug
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Despite the information gleaned from thjg study
C2 >

there are 3 Number of limitations
he original purpose of the study was to look at the
rst, th

| differences in hope betweer,
Fi

oups of students. Due to the fact that only 4 Smal
three 8r¢ _
1o disabilities participated in the Study, the orjg;
learning

d. Secondly, the overall number of Participantg Was small. |y or
analyzed.

and, if signed,

ring the consent form to school. Future studies may benefit by mailing the packet
rftu tly to the students’ homes. Further, although teachers and counselors attempted to
directly classes so as to target equal groups, it is difficult to do so whep students are not
Chooiie'n homogeneous groups. Additionally, although the study included i
- s of males and females, overall, the students were predominantly Caucasian
e study a more equal distribution of students based on
Future studies should attempt to study L T —
: into acc
racial identification. Finally, it must be taken into hopefulness than those who do
participate in a research study may generally have more

i | where all
1 entire schoo
i look at the hopefulness ratings of an
not. Future studies may

icipate.
individuals are encouraged to particip
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