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T The major purpose of this study was to
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the relationship between se].f-concept 05 abilit

aqd ﬂetermine whether grade three students ‘.I.n x

_‘,\_, i
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improve their self-concept qf ahil:l.ty and ';Lnd:i
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v ment, as a. consequence of working closely with
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To clarify thia relationship and determ:Lne t‘he
el e X e & | ;
several mtnor hypotheses were invéstigated the
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self—concept of ability and bhe self-,co
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Fifty-xfive ‘students were seletted from

letion of two schools outside the city of

‘- \ - ")
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y and reading achievement
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‘ the complete scores were presented for each student. The major proportion e
‘ of the dgta analysis was effected by the ,computer at Memorial} Univers,ity. N
) The major firuiing of this study revealed t t there does exist: B ‘ ‘
e v . - teo : .t . t, ' ¢

a significant telationshig\between self—concept uf ability and teading SN
: )

o - achievement Fu\:t‘ner, the teacher 8 percept;i&n oE the child's seif— S

v].

R concept was cioeely related to the ;hild's Self °°n°eP'5~. The. teac*‘er 8 v. . ‘L
o . . ft‘;erception of the child's reading ebiiity was cloeeiy relatEd’tO th‘; ,’ - | ,
I‘i : :', , ',' A child's rﬂading ach‘ievement- d In all cases the teacher occupi,ed ;a o
<, . rvital rO;e- . While the pogitioh of the pafen‘ts ‘m “0‘1 .ﬁ“’““d £, be -
. signif-_[cantly releted to either Self-coru:ept or reading achie\‘rementk Ll T ‘
, - e the parents perception of the child's self—concept d1d 1fﬂPf°V]e over - '-
P - e freatment period It was_also found that parents ‘and, teaCL‘erﬁ vere: " L
. .

These findings suggest the need for educators to :eevaluate

" :i—.'. i f their positions and the influence they have on the student: s self- ‘ ) s
: " ’ :‘ concept ami reed,iné achievement.‘.j Closer attention given to this positiqn
et would x:educe the negative and increase the p051tive influence e:xerted
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3 ‘ the xneans by which teachers can m/crease the child g self—eoncept. ) J ',". :
’ T '. ‘ Further research needs to be: done oh tk:e ptsition of parents with regerc{ o
‘ < tobself-concept'and reading echie‘;ement., Year round sl:udies qeed to ‘

be initiated to involve thé parents more closely with the education of n —6 '..4 4
RN their chiid;en.; An examination of t‘he role of parents and teaehers in L
: \ . the self concept and\reading achie:emen.t’ -of, children seems to’ be warrarited
. oo ’ o h and essential to the educational system. -';;‘ .’%};’ h - "'tf’
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' Anexamination of the research carried out in the area of reading'A
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, achievement and in the -atea of self-eoncept of ability reveals very many

< . studies concerned with ascertaining the nature of the relationship

. . . .
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¥ L, " . "‘“ —_— " r .
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o e . . results. . o )
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s e 4 A ‘ ’ A'
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1See,,for example A Singh, "Self=Concept of Ability and School
. Achievement of Seventh Grade Students in Newfoundlard: A Symbolic Inter— . .-
"(/~ actionist Approach" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State’ .' . ;
’ Universityz 1972); C. 0'Brien; "The Relationship ‘of Self-Concept ‘of . a
. Academlc Abildity to- Academlc Achlevement for Orade Eight Students in .
Six Rural’ SchopIs of Ferryland Dlstrict" (unpublished Master's thesis, . - .
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- "I. READING AC%IEVEMENT,IN NEWFOUNDLAND

The impact of reading on our educational system has been noted
‘ . <

since at least 1963 when the Newfoundland Department of Education News—

lelterl reported that,the province had the highest dropout rate in
thada and that thig rate was influenced by a basic weakness in reading

v - .
and should be a cause for coneern. T )

The effects of reading are being felt net only in the dropout

¢

: rate- Reading “1s the focal point of the whole curriculum, and achieve—,

.me“t in many other areas pf school is.- dependent upon this most basic of:'

{

skills This, with the teaching of- other basic sknlls, is the major 3.

i

fpurpoae of the_elementary qphool.‘ lndeed, forsmpst‘purposes, a measure

of ‘a-child's ability to redd would be a very accurate indication of
.achievement in school.? ‘ T !
2 " | SN

" Results ftom a recent Government report3 revedled that the

) average Newfoundland student'in graoe four is'four months behind the

average Canadian student on the Canadian Test of Basic Skills and five
° .

months behind in teading. AT

i

lﬂewfoundland Department of Education, Newsletter, Vol. 15, No.
2 (5t. John's: December, 1963).

\ 2See, fot example, H.C. Davis, "A Study of Secondary School
Reaging Achievement in.a Selected Area of Newfoundland" {unpublished
Master's ‘thesis, Memorial University of ‘Newfoundland, 1973) G.M.Roe,
"Socio-economic Versus Educational Input Variables as Related to Grade

Four Reading Achievement Amonrg Boys in St. John's, Newfoundland" (unpub-

lished Haster s thesis, Memorial University of Newfoundland 1971).

3Government of Newfoundland and’ Labrador, Department of
Education, "Standards-Testing Program," October, 1976. . . -

-
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o workfclosely together in an intensive effort to,help the-child.with his .

school boards and schools in the delicate position of implementing

. prOcedures that may or- may not be profitable. -

s read'ing -problems:‘

Brettl; in a survey of leisure Leading in Newfoundland, found

that the amount of leisure reading dope by students was restricted due

. to a lack of reading skills and that enjoyment of- reading was restricted

Ahy'reading difficulties experienced by students.

- The process by which a child learns .to read is a so acutely

complex process that no s1ngle factor explains discrepancies in reading

ability or is responsible for a chiﬂd s reading achievement. Coupled

- with this is the fact that, in Newfoundland, there is 1itt1e research

going on in the area of reading in education. This places Newfoundland7‘p

4\-.,:

e

II. rU§1505E- OF THE STUDY.
"The p'urpo"se_ _o'f. ,the/ scliy was to,examine the *‘extent to which

I\

parents helped low and average ach1ev1ng students improve their reeding.

n

This involved ascertaining parents ability‘and teachers' -ability to 2

3

It also involved determining whether parents and teac.hers

enhanced the self concept of the child and stimplated him to raise

-

achievement 1evels in his school work. L N

It was- hoped that “the results of this study would aid in our
Rt N - -

understanding of the process’ of learning, specifically to gam a better 5

$

1g, M. Brett, "A Survey of the Leisure Reading of Grade X
Students in Central High Schools of’ Newfound land" (unpublished Master' s
thesis, University of Alberta, 1964), p 15.

—
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s ‘understanding of -the factors that affect hov the child .learns at home
and in the classroom. . ' . N "
3 .
IIT, SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

Recentbliterature indicates that: reading is of central importance

¢

to- the present as- well as to/ the future development of school children«~

"This being the.case, reading should be the topic of careful research S “=élﬁf'

e ~;' o and examination. The result Of these effd;ts shouId be the development

e . & LA R Y

-

‘of ‘a detailed program designed to help those students who have rgading

re

‘ :;, ~problems. Such a program must necessarily include methods suitable for .
1 .‘ S fuse in the classroom as well as in the home. Utilization of this

L P o g :‘program would minlmize reading difficulties and raise the students

scholastic achievement; By the same methods it might be possible to s f »,}1

L . e

. - ) R Lo

e . ,boost the present 1evels of all students.
. ~

The low and average achieving students axe not the only indivi~
v : R v
s duals to benefit from such programs Teachers may find that, as a result
v Q"
Y S 2 Co ;of their efforts, the jOb ‘of educating children becomes a much more,

e L

_,rewarding experience in that a 1arger number of students will,be able o i ' ~,7&"'

it-j S }ﬁ to benefit from the educational system. Parents will also be the

Tt

o recipients of rewards frorn such aprogram. As a result of seeing their \',‘ .

’\1. RN

EXN

children,benefit from échooling, parents themselves may be.inclined to, S

8 ' Sy
A4 . 'engage in reading act1v1ties to. improve their own level of understandi 3
s . ot N

~o

Rt S ey 5T

A and reading ability. -
Society as a whole will benefit if pupils read’ better. _By'

“:engaging in buman resource development, schools will be prdviding better
trained, skilled end educated individuals to take their respective -

4, »‘ . \ ) ] , . ".
‘2 . - ,.. . ] . W . . . - B

N

- 5
0
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A

'*3 achievement and self—concept in grade three students. As a. result of 3-m'

.places and become more significantly contributing members in sooiety .

.

With, specific reference to the present study, its 'significance
1ies 4in the fact that it represents- a deparg\re from the traditional

research on'tbe Newfoundland educational systamé% In theVpast, research

has°been oriented toward the identifieation of variables related‘to"

\

reading achiewement and not toward experimentally determining the effect "

of - these variables on the educational system. The present study attempted o

- 4’&3

s to bridge the gap and provide the'impetus for future practical research

The present study selected two véﬁ% important variables, parents and

teachers, and attempted to effect a mea ureable improvement in reading
LW ' ‘

'.\! S '*' o .

.Q, “the research those individuals in the educational field contemplating

'1ntroducing changes will be able to eXamine some of the difflculties as
well as some of the merits of these changes, and with appropriate

modifications formulate a more workable plan.. Too many changes~in

' education in the past have been introduced with inadequate expe;imentation.l

. ®-
. The time and- the need are long overdue for a great deal ‘more practical

research into pOSSlble educational innovations. This research needs
'to be’ carried out.in the milieu in which these changes are to be :'5.

,introduced, that of the schdols of Newfoundland..~ .;

*

CIVS OPERATlONKL DEFINITIONS -
e .o ) :_‘,“{ . e .

Thisisecticn contains a Briefidescription,'oﬁerationally‘defined;.

<,

in subsequent chapters.

I

L

“of each of the variables uded in the study. Eurther'details"are containedn'
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: L Reading Achievement ..'~~ e . g '_, e R

. .

: Reading achievement refers tofthe mea8ure -of a child's ability

o4

" to perform allvthose skills necessary for him‘to carry ‘Sut the process

PR of-reading,~ For ‘the purposes of the present study, the skill areas

- chosan were: vocabulary, word reading, reading comprehension, word study S IR
1] . . . - . [
o - skills and spelling. To measure their reading,aehievement, the students 8

Ain this study completed the subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test,'fd_-if,.f7ibn -

-

.'; {Qﬂ fﬁ‘ R ';'Primary Level II 1972 Forms A and B which related to these skill areas lliﬁfg"'

.. l_

’*?':l':: a ;utiicEach of the subtest ;nas scored independently and all were subsequently '

& RRR o totaled to give an overall impression of the child s reading achievement.a"""?"*x 'f
Ton DT " - i ST :
- ‘g‘ﬁﬂ The total number of questions, and therefore possible points, was two ?{f.fg}\?“v 3
'ﬁle_-:~;'g',& hundred and thirty—eight.; A particular child s score would registet': f ?'L?;?ih}f;

1" J; between this max1mum'and the minimum of zero. A typical question on the~ - h
. - test is one chosen from the spelling subeest, where the students were el
A asked to pencil in the correct box. ff ?'3{5;*,{f"" ., ST

g T S - R “ Wy ‘ . .
. s v N
.'36.. ‘cheper, - SATL T a‘f"J - 1‘;'3'f¥;
- - For a more detsiled description of the test see pige fifty=four.. ' . '
*:Tfl—\"“\ ; R PN ‘ ’ :
i o ﬂu'Total Readln& Ca S 53_‘ R :'.5' PR,
’ iuﬁ :Z o The variable total reading was a further refinement of the .';' :;ff:.vi;‘?”'
'_ variable reading achievement.: The 1atter was an overall measure of the 5; 2
' ;’». ‘“‘i _child g reading ability. Total reading, howeVer, was the sum total of ) p .
'“‘scores.obtained on the word reading, reading comprehension and word ‘erff .

_31‘fj A study skills subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Level j

SEAEEN T, 1972, Forms X and: B For this particular variable, total reading,, o
1 .I'f‘.' - PR L
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% I S ; g the subtests of vocabulary and spelling were excluded owing to the G B by ™
N . ' fact that they were measures of specific information that might have been Ol .
e A - acqui.red ‘as’ a resulb oﬁmemorization.~ The variable, total reading, i ™ ¥ \ P
U o v attempted to measure the process of mechanics of reading. i I'n the ;"'. g AR R
L . follow:lng samFle. for 'instance. Pupils were asked to complete the sentence ey
Ve = B . with the cor&:ect word, thus testing their understanding of the passage. 2 "By 1
SR v .".”' ds, Harry could go and visit his grandmother by himself & .". e 2ol @
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oo R scores totaled to give a total rea,ding sco‘re. Ihere was a total of &t AL
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- . ne hundred and fifty—eight questions. A particular child could"rscore - t A B
= G ' between this .maximum and the m:l.nin'mm of zero.‘ For further information i
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Soal R e i Ail grade three students ae1ected for inclusion in this study i
) ‘ : }._ e A . .I 8 o B ” 7L |8 £ t ." B .; ., _.’.-’ Rl
T e, s were asked to complete The Piers-Harris Children s Self-Concept Scale, P i E A
N Pt T Bl e 1969 the purpose being to determim general concerns that children St
‘. S Sy o Slel e By, ) | i) 3
b 4 P J Ol B '.. B e e g d . » . - o |: o
e °°'; wORT A had abont t:hemselves.( By theit answering yes or no ‘to simple Statements Sl
- o e o : o S i i - "o‘ e
i e PR o liC - 0D P
A T it was possible tq,,find out how children really felt about: themselves. g T Bl |
'. _" ! ‘:'r.' . "_ ' 5 o . ; & ‘ l. “. K .= . . }‘:".
o S ) ‘Ihe scale, included :ln Appendix B,,consists of eighty questions dealing S b
N = " _' o e i ‘I eo Y \,'
T R with such topics ‘as! behavior, physical appearance, anxiety,.school E E
.. ’ ¥, popularity, and happiness and satisﬁaction.‘ Each question has 4 value ‘. y
- X - k N “‘ N . -‘ i .
i
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B of one point so thaf’it/;as possible for a chiid to ‘score between e ) R
i ’ l L “.
zero and eighty. A high eeore on the scale was indicative of a healthy

fiﬂ self—concept or. view of one s self For example, if in response to
. w,

¢

statement number twenty-tWO, I do many bad things, a Chlld responded in” :“ ‘E“ .

the negative, it 1ndicated that the child possessed a healthy self-

:

concept and added one point to his score. Additional'information can i w
. “ ' ‘ S PN ‘ ; g B .

.', be found on, page fiftydfive, and Appendix B
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Ai;Academic Self—Coneept of Ability

e, . ‘

t’h In the previous section On self coneept of ablllty, it was noted

.‘,‘ '.'..‘H.

P

determine a, specific component of the child's general self co
that of academic self—concept of abiiity.' Academic self—concept of -
: ability referred t6 the behavior in which a chiId 1n§~rcaced to himself e

his ability to achieve in academic,tasks as compared with others engagedf

_ in the same task.‘ gﬁitiple—factor analy31s of the eighty queetions L
fwl which compfised the scg}e indicated that\eighteen of these questions
‘ we:a concefned with academic self-concept.‘ These particylar questions i;,:-naz.t'ﬁtffﬁ
3 are designated by an asterick (*) on. the“scale included as Appendix B : ST

Answeriné yes ‘to questionltwenty—one on the scale indicated that a '7; ‘[%L”"f T;.:i}

child pbssessed a~positive and healthy view of himself with regard to

his qcedemie abilityu.; f
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- The ﬂirst‘.section was a seriee ocf, ten questions specifically related

to datermining the teacher 5 overall impression of a child's ability

LIRS, Y Wbat: kind of grades Boapuis th.ink this child 48

,
)

Each of the eighteen questions was valued at.one 'point which

prov ded a possible range of between zero and eighteen. Additional

0 ol L] a

information on academic self-concept: .is included on page fifty—five,

1,. . . .,'

and Appendix B. ‘ : ) o 1: S5 "
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Teacher s Percegtion of the thld's Abili_z . . S UL R

;

te, e,

While conducting research on self—-concept. of: abi‘lity, William

.y g 0 -t

-

B

e . h‘.~
LN

i v attitudes toward their pupils. ; To ascertain what these attitudes were
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in SChOOl and the teacher s percept"l.on bf the child's potential

of the ten questions contained either fouro?—f-:tVé alternatives and

* .

g each teachet was asked ‘to. choose the answer which best suited th&t

.

. I o . } =
particular child

PR v SK-

L
B 1)

value with the ;[“owest vi?e assigned to the least'jesirable answer and

the highest value assig

3 )
i 3 ’ o
A‘ Yo

tanged from orie to fi‘Ve. JI‘he minimum score - that a- child could obtain '

} 1

d f:o t:he most: desirable answer. The v,alues*‘

specific aspeclt of teacher, 'attitudes. A 5

' Each o=

- Each of the all:ernatives was. designated a numerical )

B. Brookov’, .of Mich;l.gan State University, became interested in teachers o

was t:,en, with the maximum being _forty—four. Question four illustrates Re
. oL : 2 .. 2 P 1“- i Anf Be - @
t:he method of scoring. e 3. Mo S /_p 15 Rl . e
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Ao, B %4 @, *Numbxers in. parentheses indicate the value of each alternat:we.

- r S N These were ‘ot included on the original questhrmaire. g o B ,_,:' .
A e ] (il o . i * o t oM AT p D ,.
s ' A dop&r of the teacher questio:maire :Ls im:luded in Appendix D. :
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P Teacher s Perception of ‘the Child‘s Achievement in Reading e "?

naire ofi’ teachet: s attitudes towards their students was a series of four
T u . "'. ‘! .

' L questions concerned with. the 'teacber 5 perception of the child' '

-' ~ i achievement in i‘eading. ; 'I‘ee-chets were asked to‘ evaluete the. ch:'.ld' '

‘ ' . abi.lity :ln read'ing ‘as well as’ his potential for achieven\eht in reading. . ! -.-
‘, ' - . Each questio-n wae _followeci by five poséible answers arran‘ged in as‘c‘:e‘n;iing . = g

‘*L e m @ ‘ 1evel of desir:abili Each answer was asaigned a'numerical value ‘with’ . %
"» : .: , ‘ -'t.h.e eiowest vall e. igned to the. ieast.;lesirable answer and t‘he‘highest ." "\:“_3' e

/1 i value‘ assigned to the( mgst desirable an.swer. The‘ values ranged from B f_::i‘_ 5

1 ; "" | one |:o five.'..:- A ch?.ld scored .l;e.tw'een a m:lnin‘iummolf fonr and. ; maxirnum . :'

‘ ) ~of twent;r.’- coring metho:iology tor .ali f’our questions f.ollowkthe

} -_‘. Ly Al pattetn of t:he example, question nhree. - ‘ 2 oo

§ e : . ) - e LI
) \ " b ! . 3, Forget for a ‘moment how others grade this child' # =

sl . | ork.-‘ Ia your own opinion how good do 1 think

. o o B i & s - ) ° . - .- .‘ ’

. oy his/he‘x work is :Ln Reading? o e e T o EN
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N . 3 " AL ) *Numbers in parentheses indicate. the value of ‘each answer. ot e

2 B N o o .~.- y, 0 ¥ 5 ,
These values -were not included on the original questionnaire. RIS S ¥

- L . -

- g " A copy of - the teacher questionnaire :ls included in Appendix D.. L
i ;ection~ two of the ques‘tionnaire Qontains the fdul.‘ duestiens r‘eleva.nt"
o i :"":f.v'-" to teacher.s pe;ception of the chiid 8 achievement in rea'ding. .
, .- ; el s, details are include:d on ‘page fifts;-.two." . “ >
;,”3;-@,“ ngz;ﬁgﬁ.ag,w:,,ﬁ” uw‘smﬁ.”¢”f ”f,3f1“35‘-*~
Sl T TR S Teacher s Perception of How the Child ‘Would- Rate His Own Abil
L - e . g '; r S‘ix questibns 1n secticm/ three.ofﬂ the’ -Bl'.'OO‘iCEJ.‘\II-er teacher question-.

. - . . K '

g, T . ) naire required that the teacher( answer the questions as she thought the. & _.' + 5

» n . . G

..:_:' _' child would answer them. In t}-xis mahner -the teacher considere he e /

) ._ " | E - child's point of view of h.'l.s own ébility, the a‘bility of . o.ther classmates
'," ."_ o . ) . and- the child‘s potential for achievement.,‘ The teachet ;as‘.given‘a-x:anjge” & ;j.
L : “o of’ possibilities to choose from._ Each * answer was‘ given a value which = ’ :‘;,:'.
: ;‘ ) ) " l‘l ranged from one-..; seven, -one- beihg assigned to. the' least desi‘rable ’._~ ‘
' 2 !& responée and seven to t:he most desirab]fe respons‘e.- SCOf/s ranged from - e '
Yok s B TPk | op . : e e e o L o S R B R B
i i LI ’ e six to thirty—two. ... ‘-' . | 3 '«. \ = 6 ':,:".",.'
"'. ' o ; P ? SR 1. Hnw do you thin;c this CHILD 'WOuld ~lrat:e his/her k, ':?:, ' ) ’
"'r"'..-. . . | school ability compared with q,theg .aéud'ents 1% g ' _ .‘::‘ '

»“:.'l £ ) e ‘e P . : his/heblge?; , K " ‘ LT g I
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A copy o)

fi in Appendix D.,

Iﬂf own - ability..

he questionnaire on teacher attitudes is 1ncluded

"_‘..

Further details are included on page fifty—‘;, ':‘m
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. “:YTeacher 5 Perception ‘of How Parents Rate the Ghild's Abilitl
The teacher questionnaire included four questions which required
ﬁ‘the tegcher tor perceive the child from the viewpdint of the child'

}'pla e on the child in detetmining his,overall ability,

..‘

'-.

w

'to chooae between a number of possible answers provided with each
Efquestion.‘ Each answer was assigned a value from one tb“seven

'{B’commensurate w1th the ﬁesirability of the answer,vone being given

"~1.A.student received & score betgeen four and twenty-two.

¢ --r‘

‘,‘-;

| !
s

Question four

- is illustrative of the type of questianiincluded in thie SEthOH Of

i

f" the questionnaire. f {7 'f””‘

Ll

. Teachers ‘had :?

*Numbers in parentheses indicate the valuebof each alternative.a

Sec'ion three of the questlonnaire contains six questions

x4

".' .

. to the 1east desirable’zeﬁponse and seven to the most desirable response.
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=l the chle is doing as well as he/she is capable ol (e
AR doing" S SR e el e
i 0 é\.- -yes, definite LR - T T

W, 48 "b. yes, prqbebly e ', C T (). e “e e ='.';'- pi

-ty N .. n, .
'

AT 'i-' 8 3 ol
g ‘f""“"—'/ A copy of the teacher questionnaire is included :I.n Appendix e
"'The final seotion of questions related to the teacher '8 percep,tion -

also' page‘i:fi:fty-tWO.‘_."A 7 i Pl H £

Parent"%,\l’erception of the Child's A ility 5 :- J .
' “ In: 1‘962, W, B.. Brookover _g_t__a_l. conducted a: year—long seminar
.on self—concept of studen‘ts‘ \‘r'is”-a-vis academie achiev.ement.. Central to "I =5

Tom . :
. . . : S 5 .‘ ]

For. further information‘ see " R

Brodkover's procedure waa the active 'participation of the parents of

.
. . o e ‘e

these children. To establish a pretreatment ieveI of performan il
s Broolwver devised a questionnaire orientedht!oward:_ detemining the ’-"_
| attitudee oi:' parente towards their‘ children. ] The“question.naire consiSte‘d’
of four sections, each Jelated to a-‘partlcular aspect of parent attitudea._' )
Section ::one v;as ..a group: of .el'le\.ren. .dne'stion‘s concerned with gaining an-_l :,"'.'
i oyerall ilpressiqn of .t.he chi‘.l..df‘s ability in s'ch'oo]. has perceived by the

parent, and with determining the parent’ s conception of the child's i :-" W
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el ; potential co@etency Each of the questions contai@’a number of .“*“ - L
o possible answers for the parent to choose from. A point system of
'*.f\. : , numerical values was employed such that the lowest value was assigxﬂed A \ -
o - g to the least dgfirable‘response and the highest value was assigned to" .
K § . N
S S g R
- ER the,most desirable answer. The scores obtained by the students tanged ”1};»7"='f'
. cel A, e . . ‘ - ‘ Tt . . S 'c
o S ’ from a minimum of eleven to a maximum of forty-eight'.’QVQStipn.“ine"” Loy

w‘_';jl:l.kes to get better grades than .
‘*:severyone else‘f‘ A -

.

)"-;-, 1ikes to get better gtades than
~1{almost everyone else *

jflikes to‘get about the same grades )
,as everyone else Gl T T
©o ) \)l . -w-_"',t.‘u
'”dqesn t- cexe about ady particular
~ﬂgradeeu P S

5 ‘.
L [

;":.. i , y ,f‘_- . R : ' ) =t e ': - ’: . . .‘Y‘ e .; . (D '1"“ Co L ..‘7 . . ..:‘ .
: . B PN A*Numbers in taren heses indlcate the value of each answer.‘u‘
N ¢ v A

o . j'-";' A copy of the parent questionnaire is included in Appendlx é

if‘J; ;“:”?“'.iffz - Further.detaile are included Ontpage fifty—three.l‘lfffi7fi;f’;”@vii!,‘.

ot .-t“ | . :Q‘,,':Pa;ent s Perception ot Eire- Child s AChievemEnt‘inlueadlng S

:j ‘Tn ’Lli‘»€.;;i“i ;EWA The'perent 3 percaptian of the‘child's achievement in readlne

; : :f%:f" :‘i;’uas the concern of the second groupnof questions ducluded in Brookover ; :'ﬁ;c -?
?5 ”}:;fE ;_‘1’_ original questlcnnaire ‘on, parental attitudes towards their children,vi;ffu;flﬁéti4
- ‘“frﬁg ;;'ﬂ:.iﬁfeﬂThie group of four questions required the parent to evaluate their L

jfffﬂ;-;‘lv Q:.;;;vm child's actual ability as well as his/her pg;ential for achieveﬁent in:i7.

» ’ Af': -

o

'l~reading.' The parent was’asked tD place an "X" in the 3@& uuder the answer f~:ﬂ}f‘
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which best described their child. Each of the five possible answers

was assigned a numerical value according to its desirability. The
lowest value was assigned to the least desirable answer and the highest
value assigned to the most desirable answer. The values ranged from

oneg to five. The minimum a cﬁlld sfored on all four questions was four

while the maximum was t&é&;y. Question four typifies scoring methodology.

4. What' kind of grades do you think your child is
cap?ble'of"getting in Réaging?'

’ P 2

mostly mostly  mostly mostly ° mostly

: . E's D's C's B's. " EA'; .
READ"I_:NG 1 [ 1 [-—] [ ] ot
. R COL € ) @ e

*Numbers in parentheses indicate the value of‘Fach answer.
These values were not part of the original questiotrinaire. o
Secfion‘two of Appendix C contains the four questions relevant

L/ .

to the parent's perception of the child's achievement in reading.

Further details are included on page fifty-three.

o
~

Parent's Perception of ‘How the Child Would Rate His Own. Ability

In the.next section of questions the parént was asked to answer

all six guestioﬁs as they thought their child would -answer them. In

_attempting to exchange places with the child the parent comsidered the

child'sfview of his own ability, the childfs view of thg“ability of
other classmates and how the child viewed his own potential fdr achieve-

ment: The éarenf was given either five or seven choices for answers

»
-

'y

fome g s 18 m e ’, ———— om0 e o ee o em e T
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to each question. These Choices were assigned a ;alue which ranged

from one-to five or one to seven commensurate with the numbe; of choices.
The lowest number was assigned to the least desirable choice and either
five or/;even was assigned to the most desirable response. Scores on
these six questions ranged from six to thirty-two. écoting-was similar
to that for question five.

5. In general, would your CHILD say he/she is doing

;as.hell as he/she is.capable of doing?

a. 'yes, definitely (5)%

b. yes, prob%?ly" . ::(Ej ' - y
c. .noéxsure eifher way (3)- . '
d. prebadly‘edt A (2) )

e. definitely not (L,

*Numbers in parentheses indicate the value of each answer.
A copy of the parent questionnaire is included in'Appendix C.

Section three of the questionnaire contains the six questions relevant

- to the parent s perception of how the vhild would rate his own ability.

Further details are included on page flfty-three. . ‘

4
Parent s Perception of How Teachers Rate the Chlld 8 Ablli:y

Y R S

The final section of the questionnaire contained four questions

which required the parent  to answer as he/she égzught‘the child's
. &

favorite teacher would. 'These questions gave the parent an understanding
) 4

_of the expectations and pressures placed on the child by the school

setting. The parent was‘provided with a choice of answers, each of

which was assigned a numerical value. The lowest value ‘was assigned

a




< .

g :
to the least desirable response and the highest value was assigned to

the most desirable response. The values ranged from one to seven.
The total possible range of scores for students was between four and
. twenty-two. Question two illustrates the method of scoring.

2. What kind of grades do you thimk this TEACHER

would say your child is capable of getting ‘in-

: general? ; . N
f o a. mostly A's "(5)% .

P most&y B'?s S )
. C " ‘mostly C's . o (5) ‘ : :
d. most;iy D's ‘ , T . | -
e. mostly ‘E's o (_l) o

*Numbers in parentheses indicate the value of each answer.

o

& A cdby “of -the parentA questionnaire is included in Appendix C.
The final section of questions related o the pat.ent's per‘ception; of

" how teachers rate their child's ability. For further information see

-

also page fifty-three.

T

K

V. DELIMITATIONS

A number of. delimitations are inherent in a study of this

i

. nature:

1. It dealt only .t{;ith grade three underachi'ev‘i‘ng '.;tudé‘nts.

"2, All p‘upiis were‘kRoman Cat‘hc;l‘i‘c.

3{ A‘il si:u;encs ‘resided’ in-one .geogre‘iphical area--that of
Met,ro'politan‘St. 'John'sf. A

4 e

2y
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4. Information on reading ab‘i~lity was obtained from the ‘
) ' use of one reading test, which was ‘a standardized—tests
-+ 5. The reédtng test was a sux:vey test by‘ design and
q, suggested general reading ac.hiéve;nenr. only:. It was’ ’
.. } | - not within the scope of the study to diagnose specific ‘
‘g | . strengths and. weaknesges of students. -
a VI. ' ORGANIZATION OF ™ REPORT . S

Chapt'ér 1T pr‘es.'én't's ‘the hyéq theses .to, b\g"éq,sted a'r_u'l reﬁiews ‘the - ° S

s I . _research. literature supporting each. hypothesis. Chapter IIL cdn‘ta:l_uap'\ ! e
. the brqcégureé' followed. in conducting ‘the 'study, the methods: used ‘in ;
coLleétiﬁg-é.qd pfbcessix)g “the ‘data, *én'd 'a'.désc:,ript:ion of the sta tistical -
o pfocedures. Chapter IV x:epoits the ét:,atis‘ticall tegting of the hypotheses .
R . . . ¢ i v . .
and the findings of this investigation. The final chapter summarizes ~
‘the study, discusses conclusions and makes specific recommendations for - . ,.,‘
C further research. o
. -
‘ . - . / '
> - ' .'.f
Al N ' - X
in, - b SR
= ' - v - - ;
'
- qr . .
R J ~
o i - e r . ) -
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) ' ‘i CHAPTER 1II - . ) .

REVIEW OF THE “LITERATURE

v
This chapter is divided into two sections. The first section

reports a general review.of ‘the literature. which provides a frame of

reference from which specific hypotheses are derived. The second

-

9 ‘ section reports speciflc literature whi.ch supports each of the hypothe—

.

sized .relationships and the flndings expected Th minor hypotheses :

1

and Literature supportlng them are presented in the firSt four sub-—

sections and the maJor hypothesis follows.'

- - 'J-‘

1:.‘ :r.'csﬁzémn REVIEN OF THE rrfEkArUR_lj:f”. S

In December 1976 the "Newfoundland Department of Education
.released a report n the 19_7‘5 Staudards Testing Program. carried out in

% ' October of- that ygar. This report stated that
the range of composite scores increases by 21% from Grade .
. IV to Grade VIII for school boards and by 38% for pupils.
Thus the dlsparit:y between good “and bad pupils in a-grade
. increaseé‘ over these years ‘and whereas the average pupil was
. * 4.months’ behind in Grade IV ,he will fall further behind by
‘Grade virr.t . - - .

The report; then procéededl to" break 'the’se'r-esults' -down 'i'xi-tp
'various .skill adreas.' The study went on” ‘to report that "as with g'rade'-

"VIII the Grade IV results showed a weakness in reading sk:llls."2 In ...

- . D —

, . lGovernment of Newfoundland and Labrador, Standards Testlng .
Program . . . 1976, p. 7. o ' ' oA -

21b4d.;, p. 8.

<
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N
.o

.

concluding the section on the results for Grade .IV the study claimed,
"grade IV is approximately 6 months behind in \g&“&bulary, S-months

behind in reading, &4 months -behind in word—study skills and only 2

e g e e ey A -

months behind in mathematicS.‘ 1 . , -
This report reiterated what has been_said_ about tne‘ Newfoundlénd

educational systenm for years ', ’Reading is; and cdntinués ‘to be;' a major

'.problem area . One of the first studies to report the importance of. s ﬁi
) 'reading was one that: was undertaken by the Newfoundland Department of. : ' f'_

..‘,Education in which 1t was found that "eighty percent of the good readers

IR :
s PR -" o PRSI

’ ,were successful in the Sade IX examinations, not quite thirty percen’t

$an

s ot PR R a'-<A
LI < : .

; el S of the poor readers passed "2
22 SUNUEEACEE D .In 1967 the Report oi the Royal Commission on: Education and Youth
o E further stated the urgency of the problem when it recommeq)ded that "the ‘

Low level of reading ability in Newfound'land sehools should be a matter - S

o - of grave concern Reading remains the %&\fﬂdamental educational skill

without it o 1o student can perform adequately "3 T .‘ ,

¢
1

; weakness in the educationgl system~

4 boards and schools have employed

i

. ifu:l:l.ca,tio.ns ‘that) here is, eome-vde_gree, of o_veralll :meroyement‘.. }_Z_u,t r,he-, :

"l.Ibid.", p: 15/, P ": .:4“,' RN TR

‘ A o Newfouﬁdland Department of Education, M, VOl 15 .
gl No 4 (St John's: October, 1964) L ‘

oLk -._,’/ . o ‘,3," S L
‘ ; . b " L me : _"& b

s Province of Newfoundland and Labrador Report of the Royal -
\Commission on Education and Youth, Vol. 1 (St John st The Queen's

Printer, 1967), P 48, - A o R ~ "-4:.,
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. o "fchildren s success in sc‘nool \in relation tg how well. -they can

.

gv

4

l however, by the lack of experimental reséarch into the n,ature'of the -

'
prob lem N T

" One of the areas féceiving recent attention is the: home environ-
. /
-ment, more particularly the parenté and their whole role in’ the educa~

. : 3 . .
tional process :and how they can ‘nelp‘ _:improve the‘ reading achievemen't :

of thelr children.' C K S0 ‘_ L : ’>

., R
Pl f

Although Crnckerl and 131:et:1:2 were more concerned about the .

‘. . . v .
o EYEAN K

leisure reading of students and the e cts of reading material in the

,D . "1 I
“ L

home, the authors agreed that the reading habits develope,d\ by children

RN

were unquestionably a direct result of the example set by parentsB

In her concluslons Roe emphasued the importance of the parent/

v
"

teacher link when she said el :7“.3'-‘ :f e

"'< t" Horace Davis, J.n his study of read:.ng achievement, stated that AN

- ko’ the importance of reading in that they are evaluating their

. redds "To.an’ever.increasing degree, parents evaluate.- the '
.success of‘ a schc)Ol by their child Y progress in 1:eading.4 'i,' g :
LT E . " et :_‘.:ﬂ;‘;__’ ‘. el AR

[N P
. '

R ot . T et
' T . L. ; < Ce . “

c Yok Crocker, "'I‘he Laisire Reading ot ngh School Students
J.n Newfoundland" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, ‘Ihe Univetsity of

. PIN . . )
o, T, R PN o -

Indiana, 1967) SO . - : : Yy

ZB““? "A Surey. of - ."",-" 1964 ' ’ 3
3R°e. "Socic-e’c.onomic Versus

';f‘DeVis; _"A Study of .~l' " 1.973, p. 10

21.

end is yet a far way off. Efforts to improve the situation are hampered,

.

'

the findings here also suggest the importance of continuous ." :
communication between the home" and -the: school if there 1s "I. R

. wto.be & conscientious effort towards the, improvement of I
readlng 3 .--—::7). CL oL R -99" i " w 4 .:/:,

L

‘~parents today as never before are according high esteem "‘ _ o

P .
oy
i N
; R
. v .
1 . .
A -®
’ ot .
> ,.
.

5
s .
~.
J
s o
.
o
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. & awe . .The o'ther aspect of the relation between the home and the sthool
i ‘ o '.; _ie one exam:\.ned by Dave when he talked about the influenee of mot1vat10na1 L
* s . “ y
’ fac-tors on educational attainment. " the pressures ﬂpplie'd by, r.*he hqme h
- o ’ upon the child are congruent with those exerted by the scl:gyég. then e o

lll

reinforcément occurs betvzeen the Ewo. The problem occurs, however ,

when there is a 1ack of: congruence and a situation of - cross- pressures o

is created between the school end the hOme. What may indeed result is

. R . . -0 . 2.
SUUE BRI . N . .

- a reduction :I.n the child s desire to achieve, whereupon educatlonal

'-r';-

attainment suffers .,

The suggested direction seems to be that .parents should somehow

: _become moregddirectly involved in the educational system--that 1s, parents ol

ﬂ

"‘::“._'should perhaps wo‘rk directly with teachers to help improve their child s

. ‘“ reading ability ‘ - 1: T

T The other area gf concern that has received substanti.al interest

_-' S '-'Ain the literature in: the past few years is that: of self-concept of

[

E - ) .‘7 = ability.- Ge.nerally self-concept of abil:tty refers to that set of

A ';beliefs and attitudes which,nan indlvidual has intetnal:.zed concerning

' " - "‘himself and his relationshlp to his physical and social Environment.

oo

1

.-For a comprehensive review of basic‘research c0mpleted\before 196070n

. self-concept, see Wylie, . ' R R v e

* o '. . lR H. Dave, The Identification and. Measurement -of Envi.ronmental
: Yo ;Process Variables that are. Related to. Educational Achievenment". (unpub- .
1ished Doctaral dissertation, The University of Chicago, 1963), p 26.

) ; 'r" ) ~‘2Ruth Wylie, The Self—Concept.- L:i:rncqln‘:ﬁ'vni\zerl's'iti of Nébi:«,a:ska Lt PR
PR Press, 1961 TR R T ) '/ I
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v Examining self-concept.as the ,linkag'e between family background,

-

s'cﬂ'be.v corrtext and educational success, Lawrence in 1975, concluded
that regardless of sex, I.q. and socio-economic status, self-concept of
: ability does significantly ccmtribute to explanation of student achieve—
ment . He noted that “self—concept is a primary 1inkage between forces

exerted by family background and school contEXFual variables and the :

(3
effeét‘ of these.forces for,student achie vement performance."
; - B - : ' X . to ‘ N ’ : "
- Here-Lawr'énce vas co‘néerned with a -genéral' s'e lf-con‘cept‘ in the '
) /;_ense that :ft; impln.ed @n overall,‘personal perception in a broader social

" context‘. But within the social context a student s school—related “.’. v

concepts ma'y e expected to more closely relate to his~ performance 1n

S

-school'. ) According to Brookover, on loglcal grounds, items whic:h assess

specific academic selfc-conception ought to be Superior to general self---»

perception items when Jéchool achievement -is to be predicted "2

"Tn- . 1972 Slngh tes ted in a number of St. John.‘/_ schools -the

relationshlp between academic self—concept and reading achievement, and
found that thus,’the major hypothesis that self—concept of academic

abil:.ty is associated with school achievement was substantiated ”3

+ . . ' .

e

..4 S

. o lF. Lawrence, “Self Concept The Linkage Between Family Back—
- .ground: School Concept-and Educational. Success,". Paper presented at’ the -
-+, annual"- meetlng of the American Educational Reeearch Association, RS
Washington, D. C March, 1975,/,p 8. . . l L ;. AR
2W B. Brookover, E. L.Agrlckson, and M. Joiner, "Self ConCept

. of Ability and School Achievement III," Report, ~of Cooperative Researc_h

-.Project No.. - ‘2831, ~U.S: Of £ice of Education, entit],ed ‘Relat{onship of
Self—-Concept "to Achievement in High School" (East’ Lansing: Educational
Publication Services, Michigan State University, 1967), p 23. Lo

“'. : 3A Singh, ,"Seli—Concept o bilit:y ‘and School Achievement of . .
Seventh Grade’ Students in Newfoundland A Symbolic Interactionist Appfoach"
(unpublished Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University, 1972) »-

108, L S T D

-

reme
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Self;—concept of academic ebi"l’i.ty~ refei':s g behavior in which o‘ne
indicates to himself /his ability to achieve in academic tasks as compared '
with- others engaged in the same task ’ - ‘ '
- - 0'Brien investi.gated the .relation.ship between self-concept of \
A ’ - . . )
N ‘ ‘ ’ :ability. and achievement in grade eight stnde_nt.e\in a rural area ofv

1
: A L . .
) - 'Newfo'undlén‘d,. $he found that general self-concept of ability was signi- *.
. .ficantly rela ted to achievement when measured intelligence was controlled

P '_Of gx’:eater importance was the significant difference in the mean self—
concept scores of ovar- and underachievers with the same intelligence o
e e .,1evels..'. ‘ e
ot e R oth the family and the schoo]. play ‘an ‘1mportant role in the
w70 Toformatfon” of ‘the. child's belief about.self.. Only recently I
has ‘the school. acknovledged ‘the: variation’ in 1ife ‘styles” ° e
between the low.and high intome " groups and the influence of .- I
— family on the-gcadenic Self~concept of the child., - " The 'school L
o7 - ,is a major coitributing agent in-the formation of a positive _ p o
‘or negative self-concept. There 15 a need to look at current"
educational practices in terms of whether they enhance or "~
destroy the self-status of students. o v,

——d T e
.

Examining self—-concept of ability a bit more, it is found that B "'_“

* the’ student s self-concept of ability is formed in the interaction with
& i

o o si‘gnifieant others who ev’aluate him as a; 1earner ig school. * It is,

Sl however, the student s perception of the evaluation of others about him , ' ‘
o -« ] ‘ SRR

which actually influences his self-—concept of ability or behavior in L
B : 'schqol According ‘to Brookover, people s:Lgnificant. or impo}‘ant to ’ ‘
B — - ~ = - .’ "“ ’ .- . ¥, .
e T o Yo ot Brien, ."The Relationship of Self—Concept of Academic

e Ability “to Academic Abi}ity for Grade Eight Strdents in Six Rufal. Schools
¢ L. of- Ferryland ‘District" /(unpublished Master s thesis, Memorial University

e o of Newfoundland l972),,p 69 - ool

o, . . .
- R N : . sl et . o
v T s et e e =il _,_...,......M v oo Rt e L s -
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':Ablllty and School Achievement, Cooperative- ‘Restarch Project No, 845 L

another person can profoundly influence that person's concept: of
se1f."t . / C : (

. . o m

Singh found, as a result of his stndy_;~'that “'parents were more

often named as significant, both academically and generally,; by seventh
grade students in the presen't ‘s_t‘udy."z Further, "teachers were more

oftén named in‘'all the studies as academic significant others than as

general 'significant ot:hers."‘3

-In an experiment to enhan@ self- concept of ability,pf low"

achieving students by Thoargas, the data indicated that. improvement of

‘.self-cdncept could be effected by working witﬁ parents as significan,t ",,

A '

. .others and that imp;'ovement in self-perception tends to reflect itself

I B

" in improved academic performance as, assessed by grades L ',' L e

L’; In 1972 Jones conducted a study inaNewfbundland in which '

; . Cee m

‘ _’ the correlation between Peer Relationship and Teacher-. ' —

Child Relaticmship 1s fairly high indicating that what the C

teacher thinks. of the child is a good predictor of what the LT

class as a whole think of the child, THis seems to indicate
that the way peers, who ate in this study classmates, Tellate
' to the low af high academic self-concept’ group is very k
’ similar to ti§ way the te::y'r relates to this group. 4

‘School Subjects" (East Lansing: Michigan St?&e University, December -
11962) E 10. .

"<A .. .

lW B Brookover, Al Paterson, and §. Thomas, Self- Cont:ept of

entitled "The, Relationship of .Self 'Imagé to Achievement .in Junior- High

-

pbid., p. 133 L e

- 4V Jones, "The Relationship Between Academic Sé\f Concept of .
Grade VIIL Girls in an Urban Setting and Each of the Foliowing Variables: "~

Parent-Child Relationship, Teacher-Child Relationship, Peer Relationship! <

Intelligence, and Social Class" -(unpublished’ Master s. thesis, . Memorial -
University of Newfoundland 1972), p.- 100. e ; -

ll

2Singh; "Self—Concept of .. i '19,,,72, . 1"33.,{ S
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ok S | her conclusion and recommendations Jones said that "teach s o a5

-

N with assistance from specialists or even on their own, initiative coulid -

: g .- be 1nfluential in raising the child's low academic self-—concept by _‘ -& '\-
i ' g = K ' working through clas;mates.’fl . ' ® Ted 0 "m.,‘
) "B .' . » I,n view of these obser\}ationé and‘ researc'h findiflgs,'it wés .telt ‘@ \
¢ : neceasary to dex‘relup a more effective appmach to the‘re.ading prcblem o E ".‘ . "
? 2 A _in the provinee‘. The literature se ms to suggest t:hat efforts directed - ':
2 gl . 7 i . A et e by el O G S
‘ Bk ';‘towards involving parents and teachers in the proceéé of i.mproving ) « - ’ =T

o.v

]'.I THE HYPQ’I‘HESES AND THE LI'IEBATURE

2% o Ty . supyomue TREY
‘.5 ? :" ’ ' ' L) |
f PO *Le . and givev rise te the stated relationships_ 1y .

Self-Ccn‘cept of Ability and Significant Others

2 & I '4id"Entifying features critical to- the construct definition of
. self—concept, Shavelson, Hulger and Stantonz not:ed that the evaluabiVe ) R
L chatacter rﬁ'ﬁulted when an individuaL made evaluations oE ‘himself’ against T,

P T ; o s
7 absolute standards. One of the most imporl:ant: s andatds, t,hey suggested,. 3
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. was the perceived evaluations of significant others. ©
Morris Rosenberg/ reported that 'with reference ’f:o parents as .

»

significant ot'hers, it would seen that any at:tent:lon results in the

’fndividual holding higher self —esteem -than does indifference on the part :

of the parents. el
e Coe In a study de31gned ‘to enhance self—concept Of abillty and I

"
‘ ..‘

B 'theref.ore school achievement, Brookover gt al states that "parents were

L ’ ‘-named almost uni'versally by children as being important in their 1ives. ‘2.'

e In discussing the results,‘ the report stated that there was a. signifi—

_cantly positive change in self-coneept of ahility between the fa}.l of

*, ..

3‘. A;‘I‘.."I't

‘1,_'5‘,': ‘-:;;the ninth grade and the fall of the tenth grade.

- T SRS S It is indicative from the literature quoted above that other
B N N N ':‘ “"" P i : . o
'.‘_-.people whom the child holds important to him are significant in the " RN

o development of the self concept of that indiv:l.dual. It is the writer s

: L o opinion that this background provides support for the first hypotheses -

Coe T -1'":“of the study

" Hypothesis l —= There exists a positive relationship between PR W

T ; : the child ¥ self-concept of ability and the self-ccmoept R i
: ' of abu;u:y of the. child held by parents and teachers as’.

o i R T significant others s ) S
’- . - ) " L " _‘._.,t:‘;‘- ) ' ‘ — . ) ( ' i
.‘1 - - - . - . .

T U M. Rosenberg,"'Parental Interest and Children 5 Self—Conceptions,
L U --,Sociometr s XXVL, (1963), 35—49. . ,_..-: R :_;: SooLT

RO e zw B.. Brookover, J M LePere, D E. Hamachek S Thornas, and E L.-~ :-

. 'Er:iekson, ‘Self~Comcept of. Ability and’ School Achievement, Second Report A
.o of the Continuing Study of the Relationships of: Self—Concept and Achieve—-"“

. oo, . RN ment and Final Report oni’ Cooperatiye Research’ Project #1636 East Lansing, - .
: 'Michigan, Michigan State University, 196& p. 49 LI .‘.;A Gt
- . Ibid., R 98 | L ST
‘,.... . ,".' - - i ,
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v L E gE ) Hypothesis 2 G After r.he creatment, "there will bé Hop @A PR N - Y
o L] . - .- 4. L ' . 2 o
o T s 2 4 [y ", ‘i
2 . e ; positive, increase in the child"s self—concept of o A -
2 ";‘.. 25 g 5 - o WD F . ~ . s s ) - ::.“”'_. . "' .
el ' abllity, ", .. L , - b B E 28y eel wped i
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‘ AN Academic Self—concem: and Signific.ant Others = C O v e by T
-“..- ) 5, ) _ X ,-- ‘.'- J . & ) R .'."‘-.‘l .
s g 2 @ he work of social psychologist George H. Mead provided a basis T RE e
S for much of the work on Self—c:oncept and Brookover 8 theory of learning..-‘ iy —
Bl R EE o ot :.., e L .
oo ; Mead's__self was a 30cia1 self. derived ffgm ‘the 1’nteractioﬁ between the )
a T ' i_ndiv:ldual and his,‘social world. E He suggested t:hat: a person m y h;av‘e.

’ P aThis stT"" sts that: a child as do other individuals,--
LR L self—concept‘. t;lay be divided into two component:s' academic se.lf-concept AT R
.t ™ = o and nonacadem c self-concept. Brookovér was interested in one such )] ) e gl
: e :,__.. oo behavinr, the 1earnhing' behavior in the.classtoom siéu‘atiom He' maintained oL 'E::;
3 . that the child holds a self-c'oncept of’his learning ability in school
o I L " : ~'; which ha tétmed self—concept of academic ability. "This refers td"::'
et o = .:'o achieve in academic tasks aq compated with others ‘engag'ed in
- ,_.' P ' ' lG l{ Mead Mind Self and Sdciegx (Chicago Un:l.versity of
A7 Chicago Press, 1934), R 48.. e, s ;
£ N 5 - -,v\‘ s IGE .
1. s s B B Shavelson et ai., "Self-Concepi: i
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Brookover's theory was based on the propositiom that a student™s

self-concept of academic _ability was formed in the interaction with

A4

"signifi&ant others" who evaluated him as a lefirmer in school. Singh,
* .
in his study of self-concept in Newfoundland, noted

evaludtion of 51gnificant others, however, does not directly,
-affect the student's self-concept of ability. It 1is the '
student's perception of the evaluations of others about him

which actually inflfenceé his self-concept of ability or

behavior in school. .

iIn his results Singh% noted that the perceived evaluations by

. . .

significant otHers was significantly related to self-concept of academic -/,

. -
ability for seventh grade students in St. John's. Hére Singh'was“

. referring to parents and teachers as academic significant others (see’

previous section of this chagter entitled "Genetal Review 6f the

d
v

Literature"). . e : . K .
Coé- o C ' :
t ! To investigate“the possible relationship between underachievement

-

' C

and self—concept, Finkwstudied twertty pairs of boys and twenty—four pairs

. of girls in grade nine matched for 1. Q One uuderachiever and one over-
' N e R -
;-achievér constiﬁuted a pair. 'Students were judged overachievers or |

""underachievers dependlng ot whether their, grade point average fell below

A9
or above the elass mgdimn, .The self imﬁge of students was based on data
. H B [ . N .
from tﬁgee personality testsE a personal datg sheet and, a student essay.
i o . . <
He . found axftﬁong‘éignifiCant ne}ationshnp between self—coqcept and

= Py .
*

\’ . . ' :’ . %
- * - ' o Y \ : 4
. el e P
~Singh, "Self<-Concept of . . .,™ 1972, p. 34.
4 . ‘o . ,
S 4 il pe 1330 ;0
. B ig P . ’ a a,‘
. - 2
. . * . ° s . .
1 " - - e . *
. r R f..l‘ .. e:\ .
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academic underachievement and furthet that the tgLationshgp was strdnger

L
-

for boys than for girls.l ' . . ; “
Thomas,2 in an attempt to enhance éelf—concept of abiliiy.éud“
thus raise school achievement of low-achieving ninth grade students, .

’ used three apptoaches: ﬁsg of an expert to preseﬁt‘material designed

PR

- to enhance self-concept, coungeling 1ow—achievers,'aﬁd involving parents ‘,ﬁ 0

of low-achiewving students in a series of. meeﬁingéiabdut low-achievemernt. oA
r Only the last approach 355 signifi@ant fn'rai§ing self-concept and

achievement., Ihié is anothei indication that “significant others“'éan
P . . . . X . ) ;‘_. v ' ‘. . . " o
be-d7¢d'fo~enhance the child's academic sklf-concept. P o RERASY

. . o

Within the general sé&f—coﬁcépt of'ability‘ﬁhere seeﬁs to exi31

a specifie self—concept of academic ab§§1ty that is significantly RO S s

i
'

affected’ by sign1ficant‘others. Therefore the literature, in the ~ - "w'
' “writer's opinion, substantiates the testing_of théuthind.and fourth

. r Hypocheses of this study. ] ) . o

. 1 .
‘ . D . . LN

Hypochesis 3 -- There existé'a pogitive reﬁatioﬁship between - -

e
v

the-chiid's academic self-concept of abllity and the v

=\

self—cqncept of ability of the child held by parents and ' ; oo

\_ N

. : teachers as significan; others, - . o o S

s Hypochesis 4 <~ After the treatment, there will be a positive o . . i

, : increasenin the child's academic self-cﬁncept of ability. :A i
. - . . P . . i 1 . . PR ‘i
- : N R i ; 3
. e ‘ ° . ' - . ,' X

7
B

Li.B. Pink, "St1f-Concept as 1t Relates to Academic Achisie-
-ment "' California. Journal of Educational Research XITY (Aprfl 1962),
pp. 56-62. \ _ . ;
¢ - ol 25 Thomas, "An Expeximent ‘to Enhance Self-Concept of Ability o *
gnd Ritse Schobl Achievement' Among Low Achieving Ninth Grade Students,‘ |
. . Digsertation Abstracts, XXVI (1966), 'p. 4870. . . .

%

%
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"Teacher Perception of Child's Self-Concept of Ability

Davidson and'Lang1 investigated the relationship between children's
perceptions of their teacher's feelings toward them and their own self-
perceptions and found a high positive correlation (.82). The/ study"’
seems to show that children are not only aware of the way their teachers
feel about them, but they tend to see themselves in the same way the

.

teacher does. : . . ’

. A study by Rosenthal and Jacobson further demonstrated that a'
teacher's. -expectations of a student s performance 3ad a profound effect
on thé student s actual response. They Suggested that teachers were

likely to encourage and reinforce the behavior they expected in the firsc

B Place.z‘ “‘ o e C i Lo

,

In discussing the results of het study of students in Néwfoundlandy .
’ . . y
0'Brien stated that T o A "

‘it was found that over 70 percent of students viewed
teachers "as Interested in their progress in school. The
teacher who zomes into daily contact with students must
necessarily influence them. How teachers view a student
and react to him becomes a factor on how .he views himself.
The teacher who believes in the fixed character of pupils'
abilities and traits can contribute to a negative self-
concept perhaps with tragic consequences if the child |
percelves himself as a failure early in.his school career.

R

s 14 H. Davidson and G. Lang, "Children's Pérceptions 6f Their
Teacher's Feelings Towards Them Related to Self Perception, School .
Achievement and Behavior," Journtil of Experimental Education, XXIX
(December, 1960), pp. 107-118.

o T . B . ‘ Ay
. R. Rosenthal and L. Jacobsony Pygmalian in the Classroom
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winscon, Inc., 1968) pp. 72—79, 4
3

O'Briep, "The Relationehip.. . ey 1972, p.‘70.




Jones, in a 1972 study, stated

with the extremes, particularly those with low academic

self-concept, it would seem that teachers, by working closely
with the student and through classmates, could be very ipflu-
ential in changing the academic self-concept the child holds.

1
This is not to suggest that individuals' self—judgmenr would be
improved if teachers made uncritical and unrestricted remarks ‘about the

person and held totally favorable attitudes towards him. To.enhance-an'

individual's self-judgment it would be nécessary for‘the teacher to

s
-

believe in. the child which would entail the teacher s adopting a healthy
perception of the " child's ability. In this case”the teacher would be an~~
- ﬂ‘ﬁ". :ﬂ' .- intervening variable‘ So we see that the teacher § adoption of a. positive i" Q’J;
| attitude‘toward the child and ioward his academic ability is vital to. ’
. the ‘child's modifying his own self—perception. Based on this loggé%ir
- would ‘seem necessary to test a hypothesis organized with this in mind.
L Hypothesis 5 —- After .the treatment -there will.be a’ p051tive

; i : * change in the teacher's perception‘of the’child's self- ™

concept of ability. ‘o

E

i

Parent Perception of Child s Self—Concept of Abiligy

e

N M
~ ]

Brookover had parents participate 1n a year-long gseminar concerned o
“with the relationship ‘of the self-concept the student halds of himself
. and his actual achievement. Analyeie vf the data indicated that parents,

as a group, " who, participated in the Geminar. held -a significantly more

..

positive. perception of their children as achievers. In his Ietter to

the parents Brcokover stated

B . toow . .
~ % . ¢ it

1 . - - -, ,"
. Jones, "The Relationship’'Between ¢ . .," 1972, p. 1.

.
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thus, it may be concluded that as parents address themselves
to the task of communicating to the child that he is more
capable, they in turn become more perceptive of how the child
feels about himself as an achiever. -

Singh, after questioning seventh grade students in Newfoundlend,

~
\\‘\\~found that the students' perceptions of the evaluations of ' their academic

»

ability by parents was significantly aesOciated with the self-concept

:

of academlic ability of these students.. .

Helper studied the relationehip between parental evaluations. of

their children and the children ] self—evaluations, and reported 4

on"the whole, then, the data. seems to point out the

" existence.of a slight but - real tendency toward: similarity
betweén parents' ‘evaluations of their’ children and the
children s self evaluations :

In a gtudy By Iocco and Bnidges in which they examined the'

relationship of mother s self-concept measure to children 8 self-cgncept

méhsure, it was found that the mother s self-concept measures taken at.
the beginning of the school year were significantly related to change in
children's self-concept measure over the course of the'school Year.a

In 1973 Van Boven engaged ten parent valunteers to work twice a

week for fourteen weeks with .students who were 1dentified by teachers as -
4T A
¢oNLW 2
s S Y ,
Brookover et al.. Self—Concept of Ability.1 . iy 1964, P 302.

B

1 .

Singh,‘"Self-Coneept ofk. . .,"‘1972, p. l33.

3M M. Relper, "Parental Evaluations of Children'and‘Children s
Self- Evaluations," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychologx, LVI (1958),

p 90.

4’r S, Tocco and 'C.M. Bridges, Jr., "Mother Child Self—COncept
Transmission in Florida Modél Follow Through Participants," Baﬁer pre=.
sented at the Annual Meeting of American Educational Research -New York,_

,February 1977, . -
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‘performifig below. average in reading or mathematics. Fifteen of the

eighteen students shoned a significant gain iﬁtreading and all eighteen
students shoned a significant gein in‘mathenatics. -

Thus the literature seems to suggest that children,are awareﬁ
of how parents view them academically. Moreover, how the parent views -

a ghild acedemicelly, affects his self-concept. In a ition,‘attempts'td‘

boost'the child's self-concept while Working'thrdugh the parent resulte

in- 1ncreases in parent s perceptions of the child [ abilityt Thereforep'
the following hypothe51s seems . Justified.. L_'

Hypothesis 6 - After the treatment there will be a poSitive ‘
f;,f‘ change in the parent 5 perception of the child"s self—'J,"”
’ concept of ability -

. -

Reading AchieVement, Self—Concept Qf Abilitz,and Sigqifieant Othets

In previous sectione Qf this chapter, findings were presented

from the 1iterature to. substantiate the relationships between self~

‘e

concept of-ability and significant others. In this section‘literature

support will be presented for the seventh hypothesis of this study.

3

Williams and Cole found significant positive correlations

‘e . . . (.

between a.global_or.general.self-conceptfmeesure\end reading‘aohievement.‘

v,

1y

J. Van Boven, "Improving Self—Concept. A Possible Aid to’
Increased ‘Achievement and More Desirable Behavior," Practicum report »
submitted in partial ‘fulfilmént of the requirements for Ed .D. degree,
Nova University, Florida, pril, 1973. . . »

o
4

Robert L Williams and Spurgen Cole,,‘Self-Concept and School

S Achievementa. Persbnnel and Guidance Journal XXXXVI (January, 1968),

p. 478.;

e
r

.o . . o - .
B Rt ars el R e I o - - mz PN
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L _ CA
A study by Wattenbergl dealt:;yth reading achievement and its,

relation to self-concept. The study started with children in their first

4 »’

semestef of kindergarten and continued for a twoland.one—balf year peridd.
The findings'wefe'that measures of self-concept taken at kindergarten

. ’ [ . . N
were predictive of reading achievement two and one-half years later,

and that even as early as kindergarten self-concept phenomena are

'{,antecedent to and predictive'of reading accomplishment."

- »

In reporting the findings of his study, Singh thted that self-

concept of academic ability was found to be significant y associated

,

;, with school achievement as measured by gnade point average and that

~ "£t seems possible that self—concept is 4 significant factdt influencing fﬁ}

1

achievement for the Seventh grade population in this study..?iff“<~-i\

Further eV1dence of the relationship between pOSitive self—.
concept and school achievement was offered by Coopersmith who found a

correlation of 36 between these variables in 102 fifth and sixth grade

children.3

In 1973. McDaniel and others concluded a, study designed.to
3 . .
describe patterns of cognitive, affective and social growth among

LN

: lWilliam W Wattenberg ‘and Clare Clifford "Relationship of . ER
Self-Concepts to’ Beginning Achievement in. Reading," Child Development,; N
XXXV (March—December,.1964). PP~ 461—467 ST RSN . o

A ZSingh; Self-Conceptrof'Ability 5‘;“;;'1972,.pt,108:

: 3S Coopersmith "A Hethod for Determining Types of Self— .
Esteem," Journal of Educational Research LIX (1959). PP 87-94

/4

PRI s -
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e

\-modification of the expectations of signi i‘ant others

:-reading achievement, by working with parents and teachers as significant_z

! others.' S

[N

elementary school children and to identify school and home variables

which influence such growth. The results of two years of work indicated

- that in grade one and grade four, self-concept was found to be significantly

correlated with reading achievement.1 e ‘-

« ' Commenting on the research on self-concept, Brookover suggested

that - "there is»substantial theoretical rationale Eor inducing"changes~\

" dn the self—concept nd the,performance of. the individual through the -

u2

- .
The present study is an attempt o\research the possibility of

[N

'_enhancing the chlld's self—concept of ability and as. a result his

; :

J"

Hypothesis 7 == After the treatment there will be a positive e

change in the child‘s reading ability. -

n‘Effects. Design Instruments and Specifications for a Field Test: Fin

:“'Center, December, 1973

1628,

lE D. MtDaniel et al., "Longitudinal Study of Elementary Schggl A
Repori, " Purdue. University, Lafayette,_Indiana, EducatiOnal Research

FES RN
SR .

'znrdggqvet‘et alngséif;cBncept;af'Abilityf; .., 1963, pp. .

oy
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CHAPTER III

S

R

RESEARCH DESIGN

- This chapter describes the procedures followed in carirying out
. >

-

the studi.- Separate sections will deal with the background of the study,

experimental,procedures,‘samples,_instruménts,-administering'and ecoring

%

—tests, and processing data . o ! ’ , oL

e, . : - T
| 1. "BA_c‘ﬁ{GROUNb OF,THE ‘STUDY . . |
This study rESulted from Fi decision to probe experimentally

A
i

l'fself—conCept, one of the major limitlng factors which precludes many

e el

‘students‘from getting the maximum benefit from our educational system

s

The - Area SeLgcted'

~ . " ‘.
.

:In tbe.selecbion of-the area to ‘be studied certain_yrereqpisites
and minimal chdltlQnS had ‘to be met. 'The two areee seleeted should be’
a N .

the same physical proximity to St John 's and, in the interests of

K

‘financial restriqtions, reasonably aCCessible from ‘the city” by road. The .
.school should have a. sufficiently large pupil population in- grade‘three  ;

te allow statis;ically significant results to be derived at the particular

level of achievement that was under consideration in this study. The'

‘ board of educatlon, principals, teachers and.parents would‘heye to be -

&

willing tb cooperate and wérk togéther.' The two areas oﬁ_ﬁouldeiand

'Torbay.were,seieeted‘as being.witbin;aecebtab;e_1imiteto£;thegeonditian’ "

set down. . -
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The Religious Denomination Selected

There existed in the province, at the time of this study, schools
ditided on the basis of the majot'religions denominations; The sample
population fon the stndy was'students attending schools under the
Kd jurisdiction of the Roman Catholic School Board. l .
Since the phenonenon under"investigetion was not peculiar to, |
.: - : oripatticolar of , any specific teligipus_denomination, it was not.deened'

necessary to conduét“the study involving students from all'five denoni:
; j nations; Students from Roman Catholic~sch;ols were selected because

initial contact with the school board, principals, and teachers indicated ;~2
k“?fld :'.T- . .TL’. -a definite willingness to cooperate.-":'.; .

o

The Grade Selected Lf *'If

T

- ‘ ' Grade three students were selected ‘to be included for the -
. - )

e - purposes of this study. Severel reasons influenced this particular’

*

decision.

'

v ‘ . . . : e

. The home exerts tregendous influence on children inlforming many

of their behavior patterns.. In the.initialiﬁears of schooling the

_studente' scholastic‘attitodee are?the'direct ‘result of, thisfinfluence.

However, the school is nq; without its effect. The school enVironment

9

-

___;/i ‘ : has gained at least initial influence by grade twp or three. Therefore .

a child at grade three 1eve1 may be considered to be a reflection of -

T . the exertions of both the school and the home.

By grade three the child is solidifying many.of the intetrela—

AT

Co T o tionships necessary in.his 1ife. ge;earch shows that it 1s possible to

"'modiﬁy and. enhance these interrelationships up to and including high ) y

e




school years. However, a more jppropriate-course of action would be
to.assess the formation of these interrelationships with the view to

promoting the correct construction rathet than having, in later years,

to change already existent undesirable ones.

An additional festure of involving grade three students is that ~ -~

little or no difficulty would arise in obtaining parental involvement

in the educational affairs of the child. At a higher grade level this

yould tend to'be a problem.

4

<:ince this study 1nvolved the testing of students teadlng

achievement as well as self-concept, several days .of testing were necessary

'Gfade three students were sufficiently familiar with testing to be able

to complete these tests without any particular difficulty '+ To, test s L

-

-loWer grade would have necessitsted indiv1dua1 testing whereas gtade

three oupils‘were tested as a group; .
Few studies.in self—concept and reading achievement at the .
lower educational levels were found in the research. Noneiwas found in . -
. ) . . . .y
Newfoundland. .
| Finally, recent government ‘reports show that as early as grade

four the average Newfoundland student is five months behind the average

Canadian student in reading on The Canadian Test of Basic Skills, and

that he will fall further behind by grade eight.

~ . v e -

Studegts Selected

‘Through the use of a standardized test, supolemented'by teacher

.reconmendations,‘e 'group of students was identified as pe;forminé etia}.

level less than could be expected for an avetage-study in that grade. .

These have;been labeled slow learpers or low schieyers, and wete‘the




-
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/ focus of the present study. In terms of this study these students were -

//not.viewed as being slow learners but merely underdeveloped so that

N ' //what rémains was to explore means by which these students could reach,

to a greater degree, thelr full potential and receive maximum benefit .
L N ] .I ]

. from our educational system. . )
. -
~ ' ; ' ' ) J

' II. EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES

In- November, 1976, permission was received from the Roman Catholic T

e e by

School Board for St John s to conduct ah experimental study in two

. schools under its jurisdiction.-,'“

e

contacted in December of 1976

N

}?4f ; '1:. The principals of both schools wer’

and meetings arranged to discuss the project'and ideas for the practical .~;53.-f

V-

' implementation of the prOcedures. ‘“E.j« - ,'. *“1

S S In the: month of January meetings were set up w1th.the teachers : L ‘ﬂh

1nvolved to discuss exactly what was' expected from them and the tests to

3

be adminidtered. With,this completed, a tentative testing schedule was:
arranged . ‘ L

P . '54" On . February 21 and 22, the Stanford Achievement TestliPrimary

Level II Form A was administered to both classes of grade three pupils

at St Kevin s School Goulds. The schedule for administering these

tests and other details related ‘to the tests are set forth below in the ittf A

F‘)

present chapter m SectiOn Vi ADMINISTERING AND sccmmc 'I’ESTS The tests' IR S

‘. '

were’ then hand scored and group norms were constructed for each class. T

Those students who- seored at or below theaaverage for their claas were A'zi AN

selecteduto'partici?ate in the study. On Monday, February 28 the :u

- X - . B
- P

. results‘of“the;standardized tests'énd the list of students were discussed B

H o
PRSP, SR [T e, - —
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zil_Self Concept Scale A copy of the letter is included in Appendix A

41

with the appropriate teacher. Based on past academic performance and/or
teather reconnendation:'this tentative list naS'finalized to include
thirty grade three pupils. These pupils constituted the experimental
group for the study and the scores each student obtained on this initial
test were used as the pretreatment scores,

> U

. The follow1ng day4 March 1, the ‘Piers-Harris Children's Self-

Concept Scale was administered to the students‘included on the finalized o

list' Specific“details on'the-administering of'this test arefcontained

o

,in Section V' ADMINISTERING AND SCORING TESTS., The results of this test .

constitute the self-concept pretest condition for the experimental group.,"

—":..

!',;;L{;; After the flnalization of the students to be included in the

£l

s experimental group,;each teacher was asked to complete the MichigAn State f;

. .

R questionnaires were answered at the teacher” s 1e15ure. The entirety of

< r' '

."lthe questionnaires was completed before the first general meeting of
_parents and teachers held on«March 8, Tuesday.‘.The answering of these’ -

' quéstionnaires formed the pretest condition for the teachers of ,the

students in’ the experimental group. S ,‘ L ‘7-:.1

On March 2, a: letter was drafted and sent, via the pupils, to,ﬁf

3

4the parents of the children who completed the Piers-Harris Children 5 "2‘ -

ad

.pThis letter invited all parents to a general meeting at the school on.'

-

 the following Tuesday for an explanation of the purpose ‘of the program-£:\' "

'On' the’ Monday preceding the meeting all parents concerned were contacted

: Iby phone to urge them to be in attendance, and to arrange transportation.

o - \
~— - .
PR, FOR I . R
. R R L .

~‘f eacher Questionnaire (Appendix D) for each student in the group.. These<~ﬁ#?'f‘“ o
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> On ‘Tuesday, ‘March 8 the first general meeting was held at e lniﬁ

which parents, the two teachers, the principal vice—principal and A,

- ¢ . -

. Superintendent of .the. Raman Catholic School_Board for St; John's were

Ty,

'in.attendance. Seventy—six percent, or twanty-three of the selected ' .;' ‘ T

4 An

_students were represented by one parent and of these 264, or six students, -

were represented by.both parents. At this first~general meeting'the‘: !

- .purpose ‘of the.three month program was explained Parents were- informed -
;;'::;, L - as,. to how their children had been selected what was to take plhce overu. SRS
LD - R
P //}//////the nent few months, and the parents role j}? the program., These were ’ﬂli‘,hl:iiﬁf"
s 'f'explained at some length to.guard against any misconception that might" ‘t_ _

occur. Followrng this the parents were asked.to complete the Michigan

.- RS
Y : oo '

( B . PR

P State Parent Ques tionnaire (Appendix C) ! Specific details ‘on. the g

\ L

"E

T C administration of this questionnaire are contained fé’Section V.‘,jit"‘

et

x.‘ . . -,_

. - ' . - . §
. Ve . P . e
NETEN

e Amnmsrmmo AND sconmo TESTS “The anSWers £’ this questionnaire e

“

T I‘fu established the pretest condition for the parents. Where thdre were two

r;;jf:” B . parents at the meeting, both parents completed the ~ questionnaire.,,i
During scoring 1f 9ne of the twO questionnaires ‘was’ incomplete, it was;

) rejected Otherwise one questionnaire was chbsen at random. Where* no." AR

o

parent was present at the meeting, parents were asked to complete the_j LA

questionnaire at the first individual parent meeting .;!' n~‘:,3'5ff‘f‘}fa-

y‘..‘,'g ‘ :""-.:

S ”,'“, At this point Brother Brennan, Superintendent of the Roman

Catholic School Board for St. John s, was asked to present a few ideas::; ;{El"

:*:g“‘*;,on the importance of the influence of the home in educating the child.”~"

)

Brother Brennan also alluded to the self-concept of the child and what

. ‘«r.-..
v ' .

the parents can do to motivate their children.: e also spoﬁe on the

“- IO ! ;' 1“‘

importance‘of reading,in theucurriculum, A complete c0py of Brother

. . PR . . . 2 . o
* n I . . N S
. PR “aa . ' - . . .
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days to meetings with parents. At the end of the first session of

7

Brennan's speech -is contained in Appendix E. k‘

On Wednesday and Thursday, March 9 and 10, the Stanford Achieve~-

B P
.ment Test, Primary Level II, Form A was administered to both classes of
. C .

grade three¢pupils at Holy Trinity School, Torbay. This test formed
the Reading_éch@evgmenf pretest condition for these pupils,, members of

* .
the coptrol group in the experimenfb The schedule for administering
. <

these test® and other related detailq‘?re contained in Section V:
s ” A

. i
ADMINISTERING AND SCORING TESTS. The tests were then haqg scored and

. 1"

group norns were structured for each class' The class med%an wdas the

v

o

cut-off point; students performing at or below this point were chosen
to be inclhdedvas part of the control group. On Monday, March 14, a

"meeting with teachers at Torbay was arranged to discuss the results and

. 3

the tentative -1ist of students for the control group. The teachers gave

the final decision on students to be included. o . r
)

The Piers-Harris Children's Sélf-goncept Scale was given to

»

pupils of the control group on Wednesday, March 16. The scores compose

the self-concept pretest for the control group.'

“ A)

Over the next two weeks from ﬁonday, March'Zl, to Friday, April

1, each teacher of -the experimental group was relieved of classroom

U

. [

duties to meet iﬁdividuélly W1th\$<f parent or pafents of tﬁosq students
participating in“thé_pnqgram. The )Q&pal dates of meetings were Monday,

MarchﬂZI; Tuesday, March 22; Tuesday, March 29; Wednesday, March 30; and

¢
Friday, April 1. Each teacher contributed two and one-half teaching

“individual meetings ‘between the teacher ahd thezparents only three parents
[

. . L2 -
of students in the group (10%) had not met with the teacher.

L
< ? .o
N




>

\

f~____J______,ﬂ_,,,~ﬁMﬁn%“ﬁ—”ﬁas being employed when the occasion arose, to teach’the ) !

e s e A il A
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[
The object of this and succeeding individual conferences held

between the teacher and parents, sometimes in the presence of the child,

was to- promote discussion of the education of the_child and, more
particularly, how the parentg could help the child at home with problems

related to his rehding ability. To facilitate thfis the teacher obtained

a definite commitment from the paremnts to actually carry but some rgading
related activity with the child-in the privacy of their own home. The

teacher éuggested and supplied various types of learning materials to
. , s .
the parents for this purpose. In this manner the. teacher could complement

and supplement work in the classroom with work for the -parents and children

.

at home. The purpose was to encourage the psrents to become mgre actively
involved 4n the schoal work of the child; and through motivation to

- .
encourage thg'chi&d to do %etter. Thus, the individual conferences used
as a base the theoretical ideas presented at the general meetings, and

. . . '
provided certain practical-type exercises which the parents could engage

in at home. ' . ‘ . //,/A>’/
< 3 ’ ) . ///

The individual conferences were held at the school dur%gg,reguIﬁf- .
school hours ‘and were approxim&tely one-half hpur»iﬂ”&ﬁ;;;ion per parent. , ., -~ . -

e . - o

. - ,
To enable:phgﬁieécher‘tb‘éffééﬂ_these conferences, a substitute teacher

Qas hired to assume the duties of the regulaf teacher o; the days when '
thesé conferences were being held. On the rgcommendation of the'prin;ipal C e -
and the teachers, a;person was selected’who had” previouﬁizyfggg,empioyﬁa |

by that school to teach grade éhreefﬂirﬁ’fact, dd;;;; that académic

'i e T

primary grades. Thps she was known by the grade three students, was - & .
C 7 . -
. . \ .
familiar with the curriculum, and was av?ilable upont request to £ill in

“
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for the teachers during the confergyces s0 that there was a minimum of

time lost by the students from their regular school work. -Ié Qas hoped

to continue to involve this perssn for the duration of.tﬁe program,

but because this teacher was employed in May to aséume full-time duties

as a classroom teacher at the school, another substitute teacher was

sggﬁﬁi. Again, on the recommendation of the princ;pal and acceptance

by the teachers, another teacher was engyged to teach the classes while

the reéular tgachers'weré in conference. Thelgecopd teacher also had
'excellent qualific@gions and:had previously beeri émplﬁyed-by.xhe sghqol .

to teach the primary grades. Since thislgpdéﬁd teacher was .only engaged
. Lo Lo T - . : e
for one day with the program,'£he effect on the students of changing "

_substitute teachers was expected to be minimal. o :

"

. OnIWednesday, April 20, just aféer tﬂe Easter break for thg.
school; the second general méeting was held for the teachers gnd pérents.
In addition, the principal and Dr. thel.Janes, a Memorial University
professor speci;lizing-in reading, were in a;tendance: IE an éttempt

., A :
to boost the parental attendance at this fynction, a different approaéh

wag utilized in notifying the parents of the particularéqu‘thgjsegqu
SN .

-meeting. For the previous general meeting parents received a, letter

delivered to them by the students? Parents not in attendancé at the

first meeting stated that they had eiﬁher not received the letter or had
o s ' . o .
. received it after the meeting was over: The approach used for the second
7’ £ R # \ . ,
meeting was to send letters through the mail indicating that a second

general meeting was to be held on April 20, Wedne$qay evening} . A copy

is included in Appendix F. This letter was sent a week and one-half in
e . SO 'uﬁ’ -
anticipation of the April 20 meeting. Upon being contacted on the Monday

- . > v
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. that parent;’l'ﬂigh't do to help achieve this, e.g., play games with kids,

‘ _ each read it. Parents should also pick up books at the library and 'l_ga've-

46

previous to the meeting, the majority of the parents indicated "that they

had received no notice of the meeting and had certain other commitments

for the evening of the meeting. Consequently, only fourteen parents, or

-

47% of the anticipated full attendance, wére present. Of ‘these, three

students, oi‘ 212,,werel repre;ented by both parent‘s., T}'i’e f:irst presen—

tation was an approximately ten minute color film prepared by the State

of North Carolina, Department of Cultural Resources entit‘led "Reading 1is

t‘,he Fam;l.ly." 'fhis film put forth the' idea that the foundation for

reading is set at home and ‘15 ‘not reiated to i;iconi_g or where people

live bﬁt_, that-reading has all to do with céring".' The film sug‘gested; that

all childrén can learn to read effeatively aqd 'suggésted several th"mtgs |
' ’ .

have -children imitate parents' reading habits, borrow library books or

buy inexpensive books, and have a regular story tin;e but not to drag out

.

this period if children were tired. The film ended with the message

o

that if parents take the time to show their love for their children and

encourage their children to '(ead, they will have given them the greatest

gift of all.
Tﬂe invited guest, Dr. Ethel Janes, then -}xsgd .th; film as a ’
branching-off point to present to parents things 'they can do to teach
. . ‘ .
chiidreg to refad. Dr. Janes suggested tt_mt: parents seiect for their
children books that are 'n'felat:ed to their hobb;es, or use their favorite
tele;risic'm program as a def)ar“ture point to read more books. -She also

K [
suggested that parents and childien discuss the book after they have

L TR L

e

them around the home but not to tell children they have to read them.

-

i v '31
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Often they will look at them and read them on their own. One good
method of d‘;termining a good book to buy is to read the first.few
paragraphs, If they contain plenty of action and you want to turn the
page and read on, the children too, will likely find the book interesting.
On the subject of the diffdculty of books, Dr. Janes suggested that
’ parents not tell children th'e book is too difficult; rather let them
find out on thelr own. If children arc;_ interested in a topic they will
often go .on to -more diffi'cult readiné. Another good'method to‘glet.
'children interested iﬁ reading is i:o'give them a gift'of ,m.b;\ey and )
@dica;e that part of 'it)mig‘ht be spent on a book or a subscription fo
a magazine. Theylcan then discuss what mi‘ght be purchased. Dr. Ja;aes
éonclud‘ed, by reiterét’ing what the movie pointed out: Remember, };D,U’ love
¢ .
your chiidren and they love/you. Listen to their stories and description
of events, take an interest in theirx reading., and you /y:vill watch them
grov into avid and intex:ésted readers. After the meeting many parents’ #
discussed, ovéf éoffee,IwithIDr.‘ Janes and among themselves, the ideas
presented during the me'et;ing.
The next day, April 21, Thursday, was the start of the second
set of individual nonfer’epcés between .the teacher and the parents.
N .
These conferences were also held on Friday, April 22; Thirsday, April
28; Friday, April 29; and Tue"sday, May 3. .At the end ovf' ‘this two-week °
period each of the two teachers spent two and one-~half days in. colnferences -
with parents. At the-‘end of this second session of ix;dividual meetings,’
four ﬁar;ants of studeﬁts in the e;xpe‘riméntal group (13%) had not attendéd

the meetings which had been set up with the teacher. The purpose and

intent of this et of conferences was felt to be -Somewhat improved due

-
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to the fact that feedback from the parents on the first series of

conferences, as well as teachers comparing notes, served to clarify the
!

content of the meetings. -

The third and final general meeting between parents and teachers

-

A

: \
was held on the evening of Monday, May 16. Due to the lack of success
utilizing the postal system to improye the attendance at these meetings,
it was.decided to return to the method of sending a letter home via

the students and follow this up vith a phone call to the parents the..

- . day before the meeting in order to obtain some sort of commitment that ’

the parents wQu}d indeed be ;resent at the f_iqai ,generai mee,tin%;;' A
copy of the.]_,et-tér to parérﬁtg is ‘inciudgd in Appendix G. |

There was a subst::_ml:iai incréase in the number of parén%s who
attended, this meeting over t;he. proportion 3t pa‘-rents who were present
at the second general meeting. Twenty parents (67%) were at the third

meeting. Three s;udents (10%) were represented by both parents. In

addition to the parents being present, the teachers, principal and tle

invited gueslt,?er. Amarjit Singh, from Memorial UniVeréity, were also

in attendance. Dr. Singh héd done extensive work :!.n the area of ‘se‘lf-
concept a’nd studied under Dr. w.AB. Broo,kover at Michi'gan Stfa'té Univelrsity',
whose ques‘tionr’;aire was used in this study.: br. Singh was invited to
speak on the idea of reading :'md self~concept and how children's:
abilities are not fixed but can be improved. Dr. S:inéh {nitiated his
present_atién wit4h the idea that reading /{s quite important and worthy

of a great deal of concern since it is ?/ént.rai to the whole'lgarh,ing

? .

process and important for later achievement. Irnp’r'bvemer}t of reading is

dependent on what the child thinks about himself. Does he view himself

b
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1)

as being competent or unable to succeed at most}things? Dr. Singh
stressed, h;wever; that vhat a person thinks about himself depends upon
what others think about him. This is why parents and‘teachers are

impor tant, If'they talk wilth, not to, children and make their expec'tations
known , ﬁhe child will agtept this and change their thinking. Thus there

will be a greater likelihaod’that children will improve their reading.

{ .
Dr, Singh éxplained tjat children must believe and trust parents and

g:eachers.' V\This entails trying again and again. If parénts gnd teachers

' really want them to improve and this is transmitted 'ty the children,

‘they V{il‘l.respond‘uto‘ this pressure. In addressing some common mis-.

?

conceptions about intelligence and .ability, Dr.’ Singh -intimated ‘that it "

is'not so, that some people have it and others do not. He‘;suggeste‘d that,

_givén r;he;' opportunity, at.t-entli'on, time, love and .confidence, chiidren

can Decome more intelligent. He does not place much credenc-e in
intelligence tests, saying they are biased and undependable., In closing,
Dr. Singh stressed that;( parents ar;d teachers are very important in fh_é
lives of the chlldrefl and only ﬁhrough their efforts can children be
éncourgged aqd help.ed to think positively and ;hrq%@inkimg p'caslifi\}ely
they can improve their readihg .skills, A copy of Dr. .Singh's speech is
contained 1‘n Appefxdix H. Inv 'somf-: ways this was 'perhapé the most product;{ve

1

of the three .g‘eneral aeetings., After Dr. Singh's presentation many

parents asked questions of Dr. Singh.and discussed openlj the ideas that

‘had been presented. This was not evide‘ht at the o;ther general. meetings.

Topics such as fatalism and self—fuffi‘lling prophecy were among those

discussed. The conversation carried on over coffee, y

+ s =
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Becaust the program was of such short duration, attempts were
made to retest the children as late In the school year as was convenlilent
to "the school activities. On Wednesday, May 25, all students whose

parents had participated in the experiment at St. Kevin's School were

administered the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Level II, Form B

and the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale. Since the children
wvere familiar with the tes,ting procedure, less tim¢ was necessary to

comp lete the retesting While the children were being retested, both

teachers were alsq asked to complete again the Mich:.gan State Teacher

Questionnaire for each student in the experimental group. The teachers

Were« asked to fill the questionnaires at their leisure. '

v

'l;he following day, Thqrsday, May 26, all students in the control

group at ‘Holy Trinity School were administered the Stanford Achievement
¢ . :

Test, Primaa':y Level II, Form B and the Piers—Harris Children's Self—

Concept Scale. Again, because of students' familiarity with test i
procedures, all tests were completed in one sc¢hool day # The completion .
J .
,of these two retests terminated \the work with the control gr&_up at - ‘
Torbay., ' . 1 . N
P 0 | o 3

i
" ‘The week of Monday, May 30, to Friday, June 3, was taken up with

~

individual conferences or interviews with the parents of the experimental

- group of students at Goulds. Thesge interviews were conducted by‘the

experimenter and were a combination of asking parents to complete again

the Michigan State Parent Ques:ibﬁnai:e ahd an evaluative-type session

where parents were asked their reactions to the program: what, in their
estimation, were the good and bad points of the program; how it might

pessibiy have been improved; what {Jerson'al types of changes had they

: ‘ ' ) ..\‘-".
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noticed in their children since the program began; and whether or not,

- .

given the .same set of conditions, they would agree to participate again

in a program of this nature, At the end of one,veek of interviews

twenty-five parents (83%) had been questioned and had completed the -

questionnaire, With the termination of interviews on Friday, June 3,

*

the retesting procedures efor parents, teachers, and students were com-
pleted. This also marked the end of the experimental procedures foxr the
experimental group at St. Kevin's 6chool, Goulds, ' . =

i N P
» , * . . F

III'. THE SAMPLE

L . ' '
. ) . * .
N . . / . .
- . " ..

Pupil Sample -

The students selected to participate in this study ®ere part

of the total population of grade three students attending both schools.

i School records and prelimin\ary tests indicate that one hundred and twenty
g‘r‘ade three students were M full-time attendance at the time of 'the'
etuﬂdy. From this group, si);twaour students wére identified as being
.appropriate to be included in the sample. Due to illness and other
reasons this number was reduced to fifcy-five; twenty-—five students in
) 4
group one, It:he gontrol group, and thirty students in group t.wo, the
experimental group. . All twenty—five students in group one completed
both the pre'treatmerband posttreatment tests and measufes. T}xe thirty
gtudents in group two alse completed' all pretreatment and posttreatment
measures, The entirety of group two also received ratings by tea.chers ¢

: “
and parents. . ‘ : .

welorasiooy
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Teacher Sample

There exists in each school selected for the study, two classes
of grade three students. Since students were selected from ald four .
classes to participate in the study, the teacher sample includes all

four teachers, two teachers per group.

. a

Parent Sample . =

The original parent sample consisted of the parents or guardians

of the thixty-élght pupils of group two sgelected to- participate in the

study. As ibdicate_d above, the final sample of students for graup two

.-was thirty,"tﬁus- limiting the parént"é;;ple to -thirty,' the number included

in the analysig of the data.
The final samples consisted of fifty-five"students, thirty parents,
and four teachers in two séhools under the jurisdiction of the Roman

!

Catholic School Boﬁi .

i i s
! ‘ * iV, THE INSTRUMENTS
Four instruments were used to collect the data presented in this
study: a teacher questionnaire, a parent questionnalire, a readi7g achieve-
ment test, and a_selcho"m:ept scale, The following four sectiofns discuss

!
each in detail.

Teacher Questionnaire -

To ascertain the teacher's perception of matters relating to the

child's ability, a questionnairé developed by W.B. Brookover of Michigan

' State University was used. This questionnaire is divided into four

sections each'yiqlding a separate score. . 'I‘hereforg‘ for each child thefre

e e e 2 — 2 MR
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were four scores taken from the questionnaire completed on each child
by the teacher: 1) teacher's perception of the child's ability; 2)
teacher_'s perception of the child's achievement in reading; 3) teacher's
perception of how the child would rate his own ability; 4) teacher's
perception of how parents rate the child's ability. Reliability of this

questionnaire was .76.1 A copy of the teacher questionnaire is included

in Appendix D.

. Parent Questionnaire

To de_t,ermine the patjent's pgrcepgﬂon of ma,t.tefs n‘a‘lating to the
child's ability,~a questipnnair.e developed by W.B. Brookover wags used.
' This questionnaire was s";l.milér"‘t‘o thé teacher questi,onna.ire; in'that it ‘V
is divided into fgﬁr sections such that fof each Ehild there were four
scores taken from the qﬂuestionnairé completed on each child by his ’:parent..
The four sections are: 1) parent's perceptfor;. of the child's abilicty;
2) parent‘:'s perception of the child's achie‘vement In reading; 3).parent's
percention of how the child would rate his own ability; 4) parent's
perception ouf how teache;s‘ rate the child's ability. Similarly, the
reliability of this questionnaire was .76.2 A copy of _t:he' parent question-

naire is included in Appendix C.

" 1y.B. Brookover, E.L. Erickson, and L.M. Jainer carried out a

reliability check on the items measuring teacher's evaluation of the
child's ability in the schools of East Lansing, Michigan. Hoyt's -
analysis of variance reliability coefficient was calculated on the

response of the teachers of 19 junior high students. .

) 2W.B. Brookover, J.M. LePere, D.E. Hamachek, and S. Thomas,
Hoyt's analysis of variance reliability coefficient was calculated on
items measuring parents' evaluation of the child's ability. The parents-
of 21 junior high students in East Lansing, Michigan, responded to the
items.
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‘ ggade three in forty-—seven school systems in 1, 445 classrooms As a

‘ .'95’ and .94; reading comprehension, .96 and .95; word study skills, .95”“\ . ' ;:"l'.
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Reading -Test -

To obtainﬁ‘i measure of the student's reading athievement, the

1973 version of the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Level II, Form A

and B, was used. This standardized test contains ten subtests de%igned

to measure the student's total achievement. Since this study wa: con- -
cerned only with reading, four of these subtests were used. .'The 'four’
subtests were: vocabulary, word reading and reading compx:ehens:_cm, word

study skills, amd spelling. Word reading and read:.ng comprehension are

two subtests .but yield one score. ' R C S

. In the development of this r.esi;,'z 565 try-out items in five,

forms wvere admlnistered at the beginning, t:he end and i,n mid-year of - .-

' result of this initial testing, 1,326 items in three standardized forms

were retained. Two types of reliability coefficients were used: one in
terms of split-half estimates based on odd-é&ven scores corrected by - .

f . - * .
Spearman-Brown Fotrmula, -and the second based on Kudet—Richardson Formula

20, For each subtest the Spearman—Brown and Kuder—Richardson reliability

coefficlengzs, respectively, are! vocabulary, .85 and .84; word reading,

3

angd .943 and spelling, .90 and .88.

. The comblned results of al)l' four subtests yielded a slngle score " X

for Each child called reading achievement. The word reading and, reading

-

[ I

comptehension, and word study skills scores were combined to form a score

known as total réading. I . ‘ P
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Self+Concept of Ability Scale

7/

To ascertain the child's self-concept of ability the Piers-Harris

' Ha‘rrié3 found a 72 coefficient of reliability for .a four—month t:est- ’
. retest reliabilit;y using grade three students. Mayerl‘ found a'.68 . . »
. (p < 01) validity measure when compared to Lipsitt 8 Children s Self—' o

"Concept Scale..‘ Multiple facl:or analysis revealed eighteen 1tems which

Children's Se.lf—ConceLt Scale was useéd. T.his gcale was developed from ¢

a pool of items originally collected by Jersild.l A ninety-f,ive ite

scale was administered to four grade three classes to judge the homogeniety

of the test. The Kuder-Richardson Formula 21 was employed and the

resulting coefficients were .90 for girls ‘and .93 ,for. boys.2 -Piers and . ‘ o

N .

b,

¢ -

- L

,..load under 'Intellectual and School Status. A Iﬁ 1s this group of items ' - 5.

.that was used to determine the academic self—-concept. This scale yielded

'a single score for overall Selfrconcept anc.il, from the eighteen item‘sl on

intellectual and school status, a score was tabulated for the chil'd"s

academic self-concept. A copy of the Piers—Harris -Children's Self-;

Goncept Scale is- included in Appendix B.

lA T. Jersild, In-Searth of Sélf New York: Teachers' College,
Columbia University, Bureau of Publications, -1952. . :

.

2 In 1964, Piers and Harris tested 56 girls and 63 boys 1n the

'P ennsy lvania’ Public 5 chool

o

E‘.V. Piers and D.B. Harris t|este<,i 56 students of both sexes .

in the Pennsylvania P_u_blic Schpols.

T 4C L Mayer tested a sample .of 98 special ‘education students, T
12-16 years of age. in’ Syracuse, New York, in’ 1965 : o e 0T
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V. ADMINISTERING ‘AN:D SCORING TESTS

~

'I'he entire testing program was carried out.-by the writer. The
testing sehedule was arranged in such a way that not more than one fyll
day was used for testing with a given group of pupils. The order of
presentation of tests in the pretest and posttest conditions wa$ the

same for all pupils in'volv'é-d in the étu'dy. . Pup»bls wrote all tests in

. Kl

) the echool they at:tended. Appendix T givee the schedule for. the test:mg

- 3t A

of pupils in the control and experj;mental groups and for the,pretest

" -‘.‘-, E ] ‘,‘3‘,' . . i | rd ) . .
and posttest cmditions. e g f'i .' _’_" St ] L

o . u

In the pretest condition for the students, the testing vas . .' S

3 arrange¢ such that two; subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test Were

’9 -l'

administered before recess and two subtests were administered after

recesg. ' nA rest period of between 10- ‘and 15 minutes was given hetween

* each uf the two subteats in the two groups. ' Pupils were tested in groups

of between twenty—eight aand thirty-three students depending on the class

Lo 3 5

and school 'I.’he Piers‘-Harris Children S Self Concept Scale was administered

-
-

~ on a aeparate day and pupils Were tested in two groups, one of twenty—

_ five students and the other thirty. In all cases detailed instruetions

for administering the test, which vere supplied with the tests —were used

LT s . . . e

. to insure uniformity of procedure. . SR '. L '
8 , . N n . = * o g v ot

In the posttest condition for the students, the same detailed

'

instructions ‘were followed as: in tbe pretest condition. [The sizes of the
L . . L -

6
-groups were twenty—five students for the control group and thirty s):udents

.

for ‘the experimental group. The tests ~and scales were all admini&tered

- e

on the same day, . the Piers—Harris Children s Self-Concept Scale being

s N T . - <3 PR N . - * . =
| “\\ .. . N .. - - i .
.
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administered after the.spelling subtest and a fifteen minute rest period.

‘Both forms of the Stanford Achievement Tesf were hand scored’

using the scoring key included with the kftrof test booklets. The total

raw score from all subtests was used as the independent varghbie, reading

achievement. "The raw scores from the word reading, reading comprehension

and word study skills subtests were totaled and used as the independent

variablegtotal reading.

@

The Piers-Harris Children's Self~-Concept Scale was hand scored

-

using the scoring key supplied with the test. The total raw score was

°

used as the independent variable, self-concept of ability. The designers

¢

of ;hé'tgst indicate that'multipléLfactor analysis revealed eighteen

items which load under the'factor_'Intellectual and School Status.' It

was this cluster score of eighteen items which was used as the independent \A

¢

variabl®, academic self-concept°of ability.

The teachers of 4St. Kevin's ScHool in Goulds were asked to com-

" plete the Michigan State Teacher Questionnaire before and after the

.

treatment period. This questionnaire contained four grouﬁs of questions.

All questions within a group contribgged to a total raw score for that

section. These questionnaires were®scored dccording to the ipstructions

supplied. The scores were tabulated using a point system of numerical

0

values; the lowest scoré being assigned to the least desirable r{éponse,
- 1 . . -

-and the highést value assigned to the most desirable answer. The valués

ranged from a low of one to a high of seven. .Each child received a raw

&

‘score for each group of questions which was used as the 1ndepedﬁenb

‘vgriable for each of the following: 1) éeacher's;peréeption of the child's

ability; 2) ,teacher's perception of the child's:achievement ing eading;
. PaA .

»

®

i 4
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3) teacher's perception of how the child would rate his own ability;

'4) teacher's perception of how the parents would rate the child's ability.

The teachers answered one complete questionnaire for each child in the
Iy * . . ) .
experimental group. Specific imnstructions were given to-the teachers

as to how the questionnaire should be answered.

The parents of- students included %9 the experimentaIAgroup were

™~

asked to respond ﬁo the questions coftained in the Michigan State Parent

Questionnaire. Parents completed one questionnaire befoke the tréatment

period and one questionnaire after. Similar to the teacher' questionnaire,

’ N

the parent' questionnaire containped four‘éraups of questions. All

questioné’withiﬁ a group contributed to a total raw.score for -that

sectioni” The point value system of numerical values was égain uged to

. 1
score the responses. Each child receiyed a total raw score for each.of
- 1; .

the following independent variébles: 1) parent's perception of the child's

< . . -
ability; 2) parent's perception of the child's achievement in reading;

2

‘31 parent's perception of how the child would rate his. own abiiiﬁy; 4)

\ [

parent's perception of how teachers rate the child's ability. Specific

instructions were followed in’ administering the questionnaird and the

. - invgbtigagor was present at all times when the questionnaires were being

answered. -

é _ S
% . ' VI. PROCESSING DATA

- -

q
lel data f!om tﬁe-queétionnaires and tests were transferred to

1ncarmed1a;é sheets, coded and pﬁncﬁed on I1.B.M. cards. The 1626

v

Computer at Memorial University was programmed to process the data;

s
-
B
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One of the objects of an experimental design is to insure that

the results obtained may be attributed within the limfts of error to the.
. treatment variable and to no other causal variable. There are situatioas.
. . \
however, where variables are uncontrolled because of certain practical
' o L :

limitations inherenﬁ in conducting the experiment. When such a situation

occurs, or indeed when an experimenter wishes to controf‘for or. adJust “
for variables which are not readily ldentiflable before the i:ggutt\of

the ¢xperiment, there are certain statistical methods which one can avail .

~

of to control for the effects of these ?ncontrolled variables. By

utilizing this statistical methyd a valid interpretation can be made of

‘¢

the outcome of the experiment. This method of control is called the
: ' - s v o g N t 7

analysis of covariance. T BETRLE
. Explaining this method with ‘reference to the present study

should «#Tarify any misunderstandings about the method of analysis.
i | B
The effects of self-concept of ability, using significant others,

on reading achievement was under study. Two groups of students were

tested in an in1t1al pretreatment condition and again after one group '

<. had received the self-concept enhancement. The initial level of performr

anqé for the two groups was different. This initial-level was an
"+ uncontrollable variable. ‘Part of the differences in-réading achievement .

after self-concept enhancement may be due to diffe:gnces in the initial

.level, The'anélysis of'covariahce was used to remove the blas introduéedh

’;‘

+ by differences in "the lqitial levei,and permit the making of unblased

-

comparisons becween the groups. ' ’ - S : - .

- The second statistical analysis that was performed on-the, data
(l Lo L e

'was the t-test. .The t-test is ﬁsecl when_ one needs to.determine whether

o et
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3

-

\&\ the mean performances of two groups are significantly different. It
determines just how great the difference between two means must be for
it to be judged significant,'that is, greater than differences which
-might be expec;ed by chance alone. 1In qﬁ% present studi, for instance,
the t~test was used to determine whether the experimental children's
mean sco}es on the self-concept test were higher after the treatment
period than ihose mean scores obtained by the contreiigroup children.
. The data under considefation in the preseht study consisteg of
. péirs‘ofvmeasuremenfsﬁ‘se;ﬁ-concept'of ability, pretest agd poqﬁf%st for»
the childrené barents!'and t;achgrs\‘fesponses_to the Michiganust?t;
'Queéﬁionpgire;;pretgat-and“éosttést,\to méﬁtion'oqu.a few. The essential
fe;ture‘df the data was that oﬁe.obser&étiap gés paired with dhotﬁér h
observation for each member of the group. With this pype of data it Qas

possible to étudy an agpeéﬁ known as correlation. Correlation is

concerned with déscribing'the degree of relation between variables, so

that the investigator may obtaiagg,sum@ary Qescriptibq of the ngree'of

relation or corfelatién between, fér example, the child's performance

', v on thifself-concgpt sqale afte; the treatment and the parents' perception
of cﬂé.cﬁilg's ability after the treatmént period. The meaéure qu
,cqéréléFion; and the third and fiﬂal‘stgtis?ical analysis used in the :

. ok B . . i X ]
present stud&,‘iq the Pearson prodyct-moment corrélation coefficient.

&

.A.detailed description of these statistical procedures as they ,

- ™

-wgré;appliéd to the data is given 1é;bhapter IV,

E ~ 2N

o

.
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CHAPTER IV
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

This chapter tests the hypotheses of the study as established
in Chapter II and contained in the first four sections of this chapter.

The first section is concerned with self-concept of ability and

significant others; section two deals with academic self-concept and
significant others; section three addresses teacher perception of the
child's self-concgpt of abiliqj; section fouf presgnts data on parent:
peréeption of the chiid's éelf-concépp of abilitf;aénd section five
tests the major hypothesis, namely, that a change in the}chi;d's reading

‘achievement was a result,of’gnhancement of the child's self-concept.

The .05 level, of significance is used throughout.

1. SELF-CONCEPT OF ABILITY AND SIGNIFICANT QTHERS

4

. Hypothesis one prediéted that there existed a pogitive relation-
‘ 24
ship between the child's self-concept of ability and the selffqoncept.-‘

* of ability of the child held by parents and teachers as significant

others. The comparison here was.between the score obtained by's;udenté

“on the Piers—-Harris Childfen's Self-Concept Scale and the scqré obtained

. by the student on the 'Teacher's Perception. of How the ChildEWould Rate

_His Own Ability' items of the Michigan State Teagher Questionnaire. A-

-

comparison was also made between the Ehild's self-ﬁongept_of-ﬁbility and
the score obtained by the student on the 'Parents' Perception of How

"the Child Would Rate His Own Ability' jitems of the MichiganlState

\; ;/
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. -
Parent Questionnaire (see OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS, Chapter I).

Hypothesis two predicted that after the treatment period, there would

be a significant positive increase in the child's self~concept of

ability.

. . )
Table I sets forth the Pearson producy-moment correlation
L]

3

coefficients for both parents and teachers before and after the experi-

. . o 1
ment. The hypothesis was rejected for teachers dnd parents in the pretest
\ v

condition and for parenté in the posttest condition. The hypothesis was

v
[

\acceptéd for teachers in the posttest condition. The édnrelgtion
coeffipientsé;epo:ted in Fhé table befweeh Selfigpqcept of ability for
the child and the self;QSnlé?t of abiliéy of the dhild held by parents
are -.19 ind .19 andfwere.nﬁt statist&cally’significant. Th; corféldtion
coefficieﬁt of —.08‘f;r teachers also was not.statistically significant.
The correlation coefficient of .38 was found to be significant at the
.02 level. This was well within the .05 level of, significance which

- <

had been set for the study.
Tablé II indicate;'that mean self-concept of ability py‘pupils
incrgased from 56.00 in the pretest to 58.00 in the posttest, an increase
of 2.00. Thé difference between the twa means was not found to be
significant*at'the‘.OS level.r Table II also indicates a statistically

significant correlation of .33 between chiidren's pré;est and‘post:est.

scotres. . a ! *

II. ACADEMIC SELF-CONCEPT AND SIGNIFICANT OTHERS

- . Hypotheéis three predicted that there existed a positive relation-

ship Fetwéen the child's academic self—éoﬁcept of ability and the

&

> . - ' .

: . - N -
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'TABLE I .
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SELF—COI‘\ICEPT OF ABILITY AND SIGNIFICANT OTHERS

- . o Level of Level of
‘Condition N | .+ Parent Significance Teacher Significance
Pretest 30* ~.19 NS .02 NS
Posttest 30 . .19 NS .38 .02

- i

£9




TABLE II
S —————

MEAN SELF-CONCEPT OF ABILITY SCORES BY EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION

y A ) : R . Degrees
' Standard |Standard| (Difference)| Standard |Standard ) 1-Tail t of 1-Tail
Condition| Nj°MeanjDeviation| Error Mean Deviation| Error |Correlation{Probability|Value|Freedom Probability
Pretest 56.00{ 8.85 1.62
130 2.00 10.20 1.86 .33 04 . 1.07 29 .15
Posttest 158.00| ~ 8471 1.59
. .
~ .2 "
. ¥
’ EN
. £
- - -
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perceptidns held by parents and teachers of the child's academic self-

concept of ability. The comparison here is between the score obtained

by students on ‘the elghteen questions of the Piers-Harris Children's

Self-Concept Scale refeyring to academic ability, and the score obtained

by the student on the 'Teacher's Perception of How the Child Would Rate

His Own Abiiity' items of the Michipan State Teacher Questionnaire. A

comparison’was also made between the child's academic self-concept of 1
, :

ability apd the score obtained by theé student on the 'Parents' Perception

of How the\Child Would Rate His Own Ability' items of the Michigan State

. Parent Questiqnnaiire (see OPERAfIONAL,QEFINITIONS, Chapter I).  Hypothesis

fou; predicted that after the Eyégg;;;t ﬁeriod ;here would be a significant .
positive iﬁcreasé in -the child's, academic self-conqept,of‘ability.

-Table III sets- forth rHe Pearson produdtjmomenp cortelation
\ s . . . n )
coefficients for both patents and teachers in the pretest and posttest
. L‘- . .

condition. Hypothesis three was rejeécted for parents in the pretest

condition and the posttest condition. Hypothesis three was accepted for
' .

teachers in the pretest condition -and in the posttest condition. - The ’

1

correlation coefficients reported in the table fér parents of .06 and

-

+13 were not statistitally significant. The correlation coefficient of
q ’ .

o

.48 for teachers in the pretest condition was statistically significart

at the .004 level™and the correlation coefficient of .36 was significant

“at the .03 level, well within the .05 range established for this study.

. . N P ' ‘ .
Table IV indicates that pupils' mean academic self-concept of
. ‘ by - ’

ability 1increased from 12.07 in the pretest to 12.77 in . the posttest,
. - o . , o .

an increasd of 0.70, not statistically sigpifitant at the .05 1ével.

1)

Thus Hypothesis four was rejected. = It should be noted tﬁap‘the correlation

RS




" CORRELATTONS BETWEEN PUPILS' ACADEMIC ‘SELF-CONCEPT OF ABILITY AND

TABLE IIT .

-

THE PERCEPTIONS OF SIGNIFICANT OTHERS

Level of Level of

Condition N Parent Significance teacher Significance

Pretest 30 .06 NS 48 .004

Posttest 30 .13 NS .36 .03

. —
>
(=23
(=)}
- ;



TABLE IV

/ MEAN ACADEMIC SELF-CONCEPT OF ABILITY SCORES BY EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION

3
"’-
= z=
. Degrees
. Standard |Standard |(Difference)|Standard |Standard _ 1-Tail t of 1-Tail
Condition|{ N| Mean\|Deviation| Error Mean Deviation| Error Correlation|Probability|Value|Freedom|Probability
Pretest 12.07| °3.55 0.65.
30 ) 0.70 -3.60 0.66° | 0s4b 0.008 1.06f 29 0.15
Posttest 12.77| 3.22 0.59 ;. .
= - B
A\
~ N = AN N
\ .
‘ -
. X ) . . “ n
~J
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coefficient of .44 was significant at the 0.008 level.
I1I. TEACHER PéRCEPTION OF CHiLD'S SELF-CONCEPT OF ABILITY
L]
2 Hypothesis five predicted that after the treatment period'there
would beé a positive change in the teecher's perception of the child;s
self~-concept of ability. The scores obtained by the students on the

Michigan State Teacher Questionnalire completed in the pretest and post-

test conditions were used as a basis for comparison. The score in each
condition resulted from ten questions of the teacher s imprbssion of

the child's ability and potential in school (see also OPERATIONAL . 2
ADEFINITIONS Chapter I). ‘Table V indicates the teacher s "mean perception
of the child's self- céncept increaséd from 26.4 in the pretest to 26.6

in thie posttest, an increase ofa.2. - his vas not found»to be Statistically o

éignificant. _Hypothesis five was rejected. ' .

1V. ‘ PARENT PERCEPTION OF CHILD'S SELF-CONCEPT OF ABILITY

g

Hypothesis -six predicted that after the treatment period there
. . 7 -

would be a positive change in the parent's perception of the child's

ek e o e -

self-concept of ability. The comparison here was betneen.the_pretest

and posttest scores obtairfied by the students on the ten questions of the

1

Michigan State Parent Questionnaire concernéd~with the parent's impreséion "}

+

of the child's ability and, potential in school (eee OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS

S R TR

Chapter\f ‘for Eurther information) Table VI. 1ndicates that the parent 8

mean perception of ‘the child's se1f~concept increased frdh the prefest

e,

score of '34.53 to 35.83 in'Ete pésttest, an increase of 1.30.. This was

found to be statistically significad’dj Hypothesis six wis accepted. -

B T P O e i 8 e e et s it 4 s et st




TABLE V

-

CORRELATION BETWEEN TEACHER PERCEPTION OF CHILD'S SELF-CONCEPT

o€ 'OF ABILITY IN PRETEST AND POSTTEST CONDITIONS
’ . (I .
» N i
- E : : Degrees
) Standard |Standard|(Difference){Standard |Standard|{ ~, 1-Tail t of 1-Tail
*Condition| N| Mean|Devi&tion| Error Mean Deviation{| Error. |[Correlation|Probability|Value|Freedom|Probability
| Pretest 26.40| 2.55 .| .33 |-
. 30/ .20 1.81 |--.23 .06 .15 61 | .29 .19
{ Posttest.| -|26.60| 2.09 .27
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The cotrelation coefficient of .36 was statistically significant at

the .009 level. . . . .

a

V. READING ACHIEVEMENT, SELF-CONCEPT OF ABILITY
. AND SIGNIFICANT GTHERS @

A

e -

L)

' This section is concérned with the major hypothesis of the study, &

namély, that after the treatment period there would be a significant

" |

positive change in_ the child's reading ability as a result of ephancement

of the child's self-concept of ability. .
' 2 e ° . ' > . ' .A ‘f;
Hypothesis seven predicted that after the treatment. there would

‘o

®
-

“be a positive change in the child's reading ability. This was the main
v, N - L
hypothesis of the experiment. ‘- The experimental treatment attempted'té
raise the child's reading ability by enhancing his/her academic self-
‘ : 1

concept th{ough worklng with,parents and teachers. To test hypothesls

seven a control group had to be used as a basis for comparison. As has
been stated in\Chapter II1, tests wergbadministered to both theuexperi;

A ~

. : - . -
mental and control groups, fi an initial pretreatment condition. Table

P - -

VII reports the results of a t~ test performed on the data deriVed from !

these pretreatment tests. The analysis indicated that the mean per-

formances of the two groups on each of the four tests were nof signlficantl?

_different. This suggested that the ca;trol gronp and the experimental

» y N ¢

group were matched in abillties, for the purposes of this experiment. ot

iﬁe experimental group received the’ treatment of enhancing self—
T . ' &

4 concept and*were tested at the conclusionﬂof this treatment period The"“

’“' -~ ’
results of the posttteatment test were compared to the pretreatment,
results by means of ‘a, t—test. ‘The results of'thls comparison_are . ”)jv;
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' ] . ) TABLE VII > .
ot \ oo COMPARISON OF MEAN PERFORMANCES OF CONTROL AND EXPERLMENTAL GROUPS
: - - S ON TESTS IN PRETREATMENT CONDITION :
‘.E" « g T ‘ - ’ )
o _ o TR : v Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate
SRR N .| standard | Standard | F 1-Tall | ¢ Degrees 1-Tail t Degrees 1-Tail
“J7 Variable | Group N | Mean | Deviation | .Error Value | Probability Va&;: of Freedom | Probability | Value [of Freedom [ Probability
[self-Concepq Contxol- |25 | 5568 11.88 2.38 o _J_;
: D [P e I U * - | 1.80 6.07 0.11 53 0.45 0.11 43.62 0,46~}
"|of:AbLliEy [Experimental’| 30| 56.00 8.85 1.62 <t <
-I: ine . | » Gontrol 25 |173.20 25:38 -|. 3.08 - . “
mﬁ::j;::nt . o S 22 0.30 0.28 53 .0.39 0.78 49.01 0.3
PR Experinentar | 30 [171.37] . 22.94 4,19 ' >t -
|Academfe | conerol [ 25 | 12.32]. 389 +| o.78 . '
Self- . - 1.20 0.32 0.25 53 0.40 0.25 49.23 0.40
Concept Experimencal 311 12.07 3.55: - .0.65 ’
|¥otal i, | -Control 25 |114.20{  20.17. 6,03 |
Readlng “"-'} . . . S IS 193 0.31 0.28 53 0.39 0.28 49.13 0.39
Score” ' - Expprimentalt 30 |112.73 18.28 3.34 -
L]
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. presented in Table VIII. The table illustrates- that in two tests,
Reading Achievement and Total Reading, the members of the experimertal-
group showed improvement, significant at the .008 and .04 level. 1In

the case of self-concept of ability and academic self-concept of ability,

. -
~ ‘. .

the students did improve after the trea_tment period, \brit not significantly

. v ot . .

. . so, . L, - ‘ ' o .
oo . , oL . Usin% a t-test on the data from the pretreatment and posttreatment
! tests for the control grou‘p, it waMrTable X illustrates, that

* 4

members of this group made sig‘nificant improvement in three tests but

failed to meet signific’ece in their improvement of academic self-concep‘z/

' The posttreatment resylts. were & statistically significant improvement

1
- 1

at the .04 level in the self-concept test, at the .001 level {n the

) ' ' reading achievement test and at the .0001 level in the total reading o L

e %
b test. . . o 'l

1’ -

From 'I‘ables VIII and IX it can be- seen: that, analyzing the groups
"independently, both groups showed significant: improvement: on the readimg‘ T

/ ‘ o achievement and total reading tests and’ the control group on self—concept
. B ’ 'Y
“e T of ability test.. "To determine whether the experimental gr0up performed

,A»

at a level significantly better than the control group, statistical
D ) analysis was performed,‘* the di{ference between pretreatment and post— ', v .

. treatmeﬁt scores for each group. The' di ference "referred to here was

o,

the result of subtracting the pretest scores £rom the posttest scores Eor’" SR

A L . _-..e‘.

‘ . » R :each group and it was these differences in performance that were subjected

to statistical analysis.\;.--f‘ .‘;Mg-hz ;

oL The question being dealt wd.th here was not whether the children

in the experin%ntal group or the control gaoup improved or not. The
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i
ques’tion was whether the child'ren viho received. self-concept enhancement
improve’d’ their reading. ability to a level that was substantially higher
than the improvement in reading abilit}; for those children who did not
receive such enhancement. Table X sets forth the results of sutzh an

analysis. None of the differences of ean performances was significantly

different. Although each: of the two groups actually improved their.

performance, the experimental group gain was not significantly greater '

| o

" than the gain experienced by the control group.

: ‘-‘as the dependent variable and the. total pre;est self-concebt oE' ability

’ r.:ontrol groups could pozssibly affect the posttest performance of these

‘concept of ability scores @r both the ex erimental and control groups

The analysis reported in Table X seems to leave one yith the
/ - L
impression that perhaps ‘hypothesis seven should be rejected on this basis. .

However, as can be seen from Table VII, the experimental end control :
groups, ‘while not differing in statistically significant amounts, were
not identical in the pretest conditio#t Added to this was the fact that

Table VIII and Table IX indicate that both groups showed sign_ificant

imptgyenent on the reading achievement and.total readin'g’\%'é\ﬁts'_ and the Moo
control group on self-concept of ability. - - . Lo Y

Based on this reasoning it- was decided to employ a more powerful

A

form of processing the ’ﬁata han the t-test. This processing took the

. - i
s e v

form _of 'analysis of covariance’f cwo , o N - ""

The first analy‘sis of covariance used the total posttest self-—

PRI
H
r_s'
3
e
~_§'
-
b
>

a4 ,.,.,s'
scores as the covariate ecore. As has been stated in chapter III, secticn '

. \

VI. the difference in, the pretest scores between the experimental and s
’

s

- «

two grou s.‘ T i? analysis of coVariance held tl‘le pretest scores cénstant "
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to determine if there was ,a sjignificant change in the posttest self-

concept of ability scores. Table XI indicates the results of this ‘

analysis. The results indicate that the covariate, p'retest self—concept

- : . ' :
of ability scores, ’?i‘rd-lgccount for a significant amount of the variance

Al \\\> . .
in the posttest self-c»ern'cept scorés but that once this variance was

removed there wag not a significant amount of. variance remaining that
o T "~ S
' v .-could be explained by the effect of the experimental treatm‘et‘ft.

The second analysis of covariance tested for the effects\ of ©

ca .- “ . -

-3

Ce L the total pretest reading achievement scores on the total posttest

P

[ . e reading achievement scores. Again, the premise was that ‘the difference

- .

in the pretest scores between the expefimental and control groups could

.. R 4
perhaps have affected the posttest performance. Table XII prestrits the
T e A . (\nﬁ . "
results. Similar to Table XI the covariate, pretest reading achievement,

did account for a significant proportiom of th_e posttest variation but

\ once this was re ove'd the experimental treatment did not,explain;,a

o N . . "_ 1 ' "
significant am‘bu j of the variation between the posttest reading achieve—

ment scores of th experimental group and the posttest reading achievementﬁ

scores ,of _the’control group. - , S .
B . J o . [ L. s
"'I.'wo additional-‘analyses of covafiané’e Were perfor‘med.' The. f'ir‘s.t‘
. . b 1., Ryl .
T : \ tested the total posttest academic Bﬂlf-congept scores with 'the pretest -

e ' ..academic self-concept scores as the covariate and the final analysis of

L 2 . -t

. , ‘covariance determined the effect of the ptetest total reading scores on-

A , . report the results of these two . analyses.. In both cases the covariate

14

» -~
s

’.'"_'accounted for a significant amount of the variance but once removed the ~ .

e &

i; R the posttest‘ ‘total rea‘ding- ’scores. Table XIII and Table XIV respectively,

B

; experimental treatment did not signif.icantly explain the remaining varian,ce. ‘

e e

o

o
-5

]
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SELF-CONCEPT OF ABILITY SCORES ON POSTTEST SCORES

k2

. %
e . B =~ TABLE XT: .
.!} ! 5, . o
- ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE ‘FOR THE EFFECTS OF TOTAL _PRETEST

: :So‘hrée af - Sum of Degrees of ° Mean - - _F " Level of
;Vatiation .- 4 Squares Freedom Square . Value Significance
", . “_ - M S *:‘ °
Cdvar:.ate. ) . ;
. Self-Concept of ~ U :
Abllity Pretest 1484.93. 1 1484.93 $20.73 .001
.; ’ . " - b >
Ca School ID 19.77 1 19,77 0.28 NS
. .h.,: . ¢’ ‘. K ) .
. wichif; /groups 3724.98 52 _ 71.63 |
- > N - j‘ ) P
.. ; ' ' 3 ; . | . N
el & el §
. o . + ' . '
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; ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE $OR THE EFFECTS OF TOTAL: PRETEST
?DING ACHIEVEMENT SCORES ON POST‘I’EST SCORES ,
”-,'{"Sodx'jc.e of " - Sum gf’" ’ D'egrées of Mean .F Level of
Var:_tgt:io:i' : S_quare_'s) Freedom. Square Value Significance
T, -l T B h YO— u : -
‘Covariate: . )
Reading - P ] . . :
" Achievement . 30248.17 1 30248.17 -123.57. - .001
'Pretest . ‘ . e C
: i
'Schqol ID - 363.01 - 1 363.01 ©1.48 . - NS ‘
" Within groups -| . 12728.67 . 52 244.78
i
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ANALYSTS OF COVARIANCE FOR THE EFFECTS OF TOTAL PRETEST

TABLE XIII

- .
2 4 : -
e % 'ACADEMIC SELF.—CONCE?T SCORES ON POSTTEST., SCORES
% Source of o Sum of Degrees of Mean e Level of
Variation Squares Freedom Square Value Significance
" F : T
Covariate: ) < .
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. Conq,qepx_: Pretest - . - R .
L L
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oy B " F - . v 4 N )
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TABLE XIV

-, ANALYSIiS ‘OF COVARIANCE FOR THE EFFECTS OF TOTALJPRETEST

__ TOTAL READING SCORES ON POSTTEST SCORES
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In light of these four separate analysee of covariance

hypothesis seven was rejected. The analysis of the data does .not stop -

here, however. If one examined again the c,omparison of differences of

' »

the mean performances of the experimental and control groups (Table X)

. it could readily be Seen that in all cases but the reading achievement,

¢ > q.::

the control group experienced a greater improvement, than that of the ;o -

i - -, ‘, _,

experimental groupl. This is not to suggest that the experimental
. treetment' had a deleterious effect upon the experimental group.- Indeed ‘f,:"-"':" .
AR it could even be suggested that had\ itmot ‘been for the experimentai

. Av
T .. .:.' J A i

T . treat:ment a greater deterioration ouldnﬁ\re ensued and, that th’e thtee S

k L o \ S \ ‘
: - o “,.' - :.' ) months of gxperimental treat:ment prevented s}m\a\};alamity from :'l” o \, L
T - o . occurring . The real message that seemed to be com,ing ou't of the data, - ¢ K
_:. ' e ‘and specifically T;etxle X was that realistically these two groups of
' i '-‘ grade three students could not be compared Given the- \c.ircumst:ances a .‘ Coa

. . " and limitations of the experiment it was not possible to include a - -

' I
F

} - S .sample of students from the same school and having the same teacher. R S

‘What was possibfle, however, was-a within schcol comparison of the data.

L e There seemed t:o be valuable information contained in the analy s. of~

. the results from the experimental group. Pearson produc.t—moment -

- -l :
ey i . . cotre ion coeffic:ients were gathered for severa]: variables in the R
) ’.. , ‘iv'- ; - LI B -.:: N I
experimental group The remainder of the analysis was devoted -to this.
R - ‘;. " " o o - A‘:'.‘- . T L w ..‘ ‘ l\ E T . ~. “ Tl
S T e & R vx,l.’efposrsexogifnmmsxs:;-'.,ﬁ' T T
. Table XV presents the Pearson product-moment correlation T IR
p . Ty " Soe ol

coeffiéient between the parent’s perception of how teachers _would rate -

i the ability of the child andt the teacher'fs rpe'rception of how parents




e g B o TLE Y m, g : o
. -~ TABLE Xv. ., . \ T
i O B 5 . i ;..": : N . t . . . ..s .. ! ) "‘ = . . ."
coxmzmnous B,ETWEEN Pmmé'«rakcmmn OF .HOW THE TEACHER wothD TE mt,} CHILD'S ABILITY , 3
AND THE TEACHER'S PERCEPTION OF HOW THE PARENT WOULD RATE T!{E CHILD S ABILITY = ’ " . .
- Parent Percepti 5 e N B o T : ; . E
i “How 'I‘eachel;s Wt | oYL C jrea‘cher Perc:g:ig;:i;i'lsiozbi'i;znts Wopld Rate L f
g Rate Child s Abllit:y B e Py s B L ;
;‘»:_ SCks n - % * . i g L i e - '," by S - , H ='.
h | - Levél-‘of .’ "':',I".t_is'ttést h: 'L&}el of )
: " Significante; ‘| - Corndition ‘Significance %
] . A o M Sl Spo i . . e
K _,.:_-.ﬂ .__.--,.'-_'.' 2 ey . '.. P el c S - § ot e :
4 - e n . = ; :
g Prel;esc\._,.f ; _
.,.,; ..,—1-—— N T "‘T" k]




_:. cOmparison was. not significant but that the posttest comparison was

.Questionnaire (Appendix D) . It was clear from, Table Xv tha\'the i)lretest) o
significant a-t the .03 le\zel 1 o ';j,,“,’_

) «analysis uas the correlation coefficient between Belf-concept of ability

.echievement and each of the teacher's perception of the', child's ability.q "

- and the teacher's, pércej)tion of the _chnd"s reading ébilityl The

. - - ! . . AR
P N . : . ) . .
.: .. ’ - . . ) , o, . ' e -: Y

- A - * tey

‘4 ) : , \ : l ' ~
’ ‘ ' ~ .

would rate the ability of the child. The c efficienth. are reported
7
for both the' pretest and posttest canditi\on-s The comparison was between .

B

- the scores obtained by parents on\the final four questions on the ce

—

Michigan State Parent Questionnaire (Appendix C) and the scores obtained

by_ teac-hers on thezf:i;nal ‘four questions on the Michigan‘- State Teacher

- e B . S

PR

e, et S, Ty Tt
. s

The second noteworthy comparison as a’ result of a posteriori

]

. u
.o

fand each of reading achievement and totial reading scores. 'I‘he self-

concept score was the score obtained by the student on, the Piers—Harrls

Children 5 Self-—Concgpt Sca.le. The reading achievement score ‘was the )
. . ’ e 3

etudent s/core on the five subtests of ghe’ Stanford Achievement Test S

S O - " S

whereas the total reading s5core was the student s score on three of the AN
- TN ) . 1’

fiveusubtests on the Stanford Achievement. Test'. For further ‘explanation . LR

see Chapter I, Se_ct‘ion IV: 'OPERAT'IQNAE Di;ZF‘iNITIbi\lS,. iTahl‘e’-X’VI.. shows
tHat neither of the pretest'comnetisnns, was signifidant but that both Lo '
p'ostteat comparisorls'-w_éere significant. The reading ‘achievement correlation

e - -

of .46 ‘was Significent at the .005 level and total reading was significant

. .’i‘he final ‘set .of. comparisons was between the child's reading A

Y SO :

,'comparison is between the student 8 score on the five subt:ests of the L : g
~,Stanford Achievement Test and the ten questions of the Michigarr"State' . 3
3

‘ . ’ rd
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-AND TOTAL READING: SCORES
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Readingf'

Cdﬁdition;"i ) 1 N Achievement

-'Léyel'ofu-f:
Significance

’ I Total " "V' il

1" - Reading *°

~tevel of

. . E . Sign‘:].f ic’an,cgr

Y
.

1. B A ) - . ) . : ,‘ ({ . N " - )
. Pretest - ». | 30 - _ . NS ST S TNS T
) PO_S_t;téSt | ' 30 T e B .. -'46 . 005 T S 44 0007,
e .J. -:’: - )
. - - - . o
- N v . €a . : . . . - : , M
N P . R i
‘. N - ) % I .
) ¢ y A : ST, ,
P T N o N . B
' - _ '_‘r'.‘ g ‘:



. . ‘1 o~ "
1 - -~ /\
- { .
N R ' " - . } . - o e ' b "\
: . e - . ' . 2
- .o : - s ) 1 - R o
v ' . - 87 ' - \.:'. ~
.’- i . . . ° ',‘.“ . . ‘v.\‘..
- Teacher Questionnaire concerned with the teacher s impression ‘of the i Cel
v N \ .
T child‘s abil ty as well as- with the etudent’s score on the four questions
¥ Ay = " ° .
P t" ¢ of the Michigan State Teacher Questionnaire dealing with the . teacher s )
SN perceotion of - thie child's reading ability. Table.XVII shows that in the
SRR : x ‘
j;‘,; ‘ pretest conditigp,/neither of the relationships w'as significant but in

| L ' the posttest condition both relationéhips were significant with the R

k-

oo

. teacher s perception of the child s reading ebility significant at the S

S q=.001 1eve1.\f_”wif?:’7

CFILCSUMGARY LT T v

Loes

W The flrst four sections o;‘ the chapter dealt with the six minor
: hypotheses set forth in Chapter II.‘ A statistieally signifieant rela-

- ‘-. tionship was found between the child's self-concept of ability and his

b

. 3
self-eoncept of ability held by teachers as significant others. This ' "v\ . : -\
{

- was the case after the three month treatment period. Statlstieally N S

¢

significant relationships were found between the ehild's anademic self- *-

concept of ability and the se1f-concept of the child as held by teachers. ’

e BRI -; Thiﬁ relationship existed before a8 ‘!"ell as after the treatment period.. T 1

, . Rt

- “A etatistically signifieant increase was found in the parent‘s perception

.o

of the child's self—concept o‘r’ ability from before to. after the treatment

e S period -Both the control and experimental groups showed signifieant
improvement in their scores ou reading achievement‘ and total reading ’:‘ T‘ '
R . . TR tedts. The eontrol group showed significant improrvemen; in their self-— .
SN IR < :

o o R c0ncept of ability. A significant cotrelation qas found in the ppsttest

S g between the parent's perception of how teachers would rate the child s ":}j_

.0 t ability and the teacher s perception of how parents would rate the ability a
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control and experimental groups showed significant improvement ‘ofn reading

i

‘scotes;' Finally, significant relationships ex1sted between the chiLd'

r between the child‘s self-concept of ability and the self-cony{pt

~;'r' J

‘also.the Case 1n the posttest for the self-concepbof ability held by

*
]
.--“"

‘ . . . L i AR . . .
S s ‘ I oA ) N ..' . -
. . : a . . . g .
o ‘::A o ' L4 4 . vn J .~ N ! . ‘\ ' -
- - "‘ « v : . . t‘“-. " . v‘89 .‘ o 'v.',.
of the ch‘ild.' Sfi’gnifieant' correlations were found ‘between the‘p'os'tt'est T
self‘—concept of abi‘lity and each of reading achievement”and total reading R vl

v - ta Touou ey

Posttest reading achie!ve,ment and the teacher s perceptlon of the child -

ability and the teachér s perception of the child s reading ability. . _5 "3“"“{,_-‘_‘,

Ne significant relationship was found in the pretest condition RN

l.

ability‘ held ’by parents arvd teachers as significant oth.ers. This was

[TTas

i

j)arents.; There was no significant increase in the experimentﬁl group

in the child's self-concept of ability after the treatment period. No '. N

‘ﬁ:"

': significant reiationship was found between the child's academic self-

s,

: achievement and tota.'l. reading tests and the control groupL significantly

?oncept and the self~concept of ability held by patents before or after t l

2 3 g ,,

the treatment period There was no significant increase in the experi—

mental group in the child's academic self—concept of ability after the

S AP

treatment period.; There was no signifieant improvement in the ted‘cher 's . :

R ’ - - ~J . »

perception of the child's self-concept of aﬁility. S o 411_:‘ S e e ) ~, R
Analysis of covariance was used to determine the statistical B R

significance—of the majot hypothesis of the study. Even though the o ’ '( :'." :."5

',_l..‘

improved their »self—concept of ability, analysis of covariance revealed

.: 2
- Lt

that pretest levels of pert‘ormance on tests accounted for a magor portian

o

.- ,y' L.

.

o concluded that the increase in performance on the part of the experimental

of the variance on the posttest scores and th}t the'experimental treatment

did not explain the remaining variance in the sqores. Tperefore it was

tx
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o three months there would be a significant positive increase in the
f::‘-"ith the child's academic se1f4concept of ability Hypothesis 2 and”
* VI predicted that parents and teachers would have a significantly

"':better perception of the child's self—concept of ability aiter the
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."‘ To investlgate experimentally the relationshlp/éetyéeé'n' éelf*-\.-

"o

thhis study.u The major purpose of the study was to determine whether

'grade three students in Goulds,{Newfoundland would 1mprove their self--

?

3 .. L . i R o .
i ' . - \;

' -coucept of ability and indirectly, reading achievement as- a consequence E

g »"‘of the researcher s working closely with parents and teachers. .-
- S - - R

To determine the specific nature of these relationships, six

"..- l
!

N - minor hypo‘t‘neses and one majot hypothesis were formulated. Hypothesis

IS

-‘I predicted that there existed a positlve relationship between t:he

~ . ., o

child's self—concept of ability and the self—concept of ability of f“f/.‘

1

“" '»jthe child held by parents émd teachers as significant: others, while

¥

Wt

~".f~:"'.l{ypothesis II predicted ‘that af ter the treatment period of approximately

"~ . ”

,,\_ - .‘ t N .‘u

o

treatment period Hypothesis VII predicted that after the treatment .

o‘

L child s self—concept of ability. Hypothesis III and IV wete concerned

& e
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) '.'I'-access by road s size of

v

Instrumentation Y L A

' . B
- kN .
'*n“'

which the experimental research was carried out"' The first consideration

" ",

="

tudent population, and cost of conducting such

‘/

il .\ -
R ‘. .

a study Were con“S idered.

m:. .fis:lon, cOoperat ion, and

- ’:
Y

l

Te ‘ '

o
'I’he two a.reas of Goulds ,and Torbay came closest to meeting these

9

‘ schools was: one hundred and twenty. ) From this group sixty-—four students S
L :

were selected for inclusion in this study, /Due to illnesses and absences

0
.3

thie number was further reduced to fif’ty—five., The cog;rol group contained \

‘. -

twenty-five students while the experimental group included thirty stt@&lts s

./

The teacher sample included the teachers of the two grade g}nree classes ‘_ -

'

“ e s

- A

N r' a . - s

consisted of the parents or. the ggardians of the thlrty students assigned

to: the experimental group. S - A PR

: o . . Lo . B o T

LN
R i

used to gather data for the study The Michigan State Teacher Question— -

- "

énaire and the Michigan State Parent Questionnaire were used to ascertain
' oM . 1 v, @1
St ) 5 . ". ; ’

.

o wae that of similarity in social and economic structure between the two '

Finally, it was necessary to receive the per-j.i '

\involvement. of the various groups of people.. . -

: considerations. S T IR T R .q M
.- L : =" .os 4 i - [ 3 . - : 'x g ’ PR -

School records 1ndicated that the grade III population for both

. o ' % , .
ability ss 3, result’o‘;:' enhancement of the chlld's self-coricept of
ability. .~ !. ) . . . - n i - . fra
| ) Careful deliberation went into the selectior} of the .twO areas in E

2, L

of students included in the experimental grtmp . 'l'he perent samplé ' IR

o l‘wo questionnaires and two standardized tests were the ins ttuments. .

v -




5 3
. R f -
_ % s R R ' ]
"k ’ t .
. a . i Gl L R N $e .
[ 3 . ‘ ” faa . ’ e \ to
: . . ! -~ ) 3 \ i .
‘e [} -, D S
B o b . - I - ¢
d B
= L. . - 2 [
3 . N - ) . , .
- v - . LN et .
' 5 } - . ® : - . . N
f * J, | ! . . FE
N . <
) i ) ; 93
3 wt v Pl
1 . S - ' v ! ‘
T, ;

the perceptionlof the teacher and parent on matters relating to the

T chinity. These questionnaires whieh were developed by W. B T

-. 1
oo [ .

' Brookover, res]llted in the accumulation of four separate scores f,or each

. parent and for each teacher og. a particular child. ) The 1973lversion.of "

v

the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Level II, Form A and B Was used

to obtain a me{asure of the students " reading aehievement;' Four of the
; ;n : .

‘:, . and read-ing co]mp;:ehension, wurk study skills and speliing The Piers—- '

J

'3"" 'Harris Children s Self—Concept Scale Was employ.é‘d to determine the cihild'

3

TR Y A.f k The pretest condition of the experimental research was tonducted . . .
A ‘.'-from February‘ 121-, 1977 to March ~l(), 1977 The posttest condition of the o A.

N

) ’ "experimental design was carried but between May 25, L977 and June 3 19/]/"‘ -
Y | * :!
sl et ,All tests ag,d ‘questionna:u:es were admini,stered .and scored by the researcher. c
T L AT Y N S A Ve < : A
L T _-*.-The Procedure '( SR ‘ . x RN < g
: -H.“ - . . Cor ; N - B s ' o .. R . . .“..' . ., ")-l-‘.
- ,‘ - Initiail admin\tration of the Stanford Achievement Test to the BT
et A‘.;grade three pu ils of both schools indicated the presence of students L
. : ;' ,':,'performing at r belaw the class average.,'These stuc'lents were then *
K : 'i._"",.administered the Piere—ﬂarris Children s Self Concept Scale. The students R
‘ ' o .. : 0 : g T ;:'. ..»
T S "'in the control group received 0o £ ther attention until near the com— ,-“ S
IR SR PO letion of the experiment. The teachers of pupila in the experimental ‘ Ay
SN LT KRR
> .';group were asked to complete the_, Michigan State Teacher Questionnaire for / f
"each student in the group. Following this the children 8 parents were o {;‘
",invited to a general meeting where the purpose, duration, and procedure = . :
AR '_of...the» experinent_wereexplained They were" then asked to complete the A
R D, . .o -_:.x,— o -‘ CER Lo -l'- --'.'.‘ i . ;‘. ) . -
-‘ '..’e- . K ) ' f ' - 4.. " ! .
s = L L ) i ‘ ) ,v" ; .J?'*:
‘ L . TSN I L L TR
i e 4‘_'- . . A -’ ' . ; ‘,’ : .
| P LT L : -
L :
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v Michigan St,m,te Parent guestionnaire.‘ Upon the completion of the question— ‘
:‘ ' T ) o ', ) naire the parents received the first of three presentatiOns oriented R
- ‘towards instillingain parents an appteciation and understanding of the . -r
"'a', T child's self—concept of his own ability,' the importance of reading in : :
’ B ‘the curriculum and the overwhelming evidence supporting the relation/ship :

A ] 2 LA " } e

between the two

.,‘,‘ ‘.

'The' guest spea{ﬁ% at all times ‘(kept the discussions

. : .
ommodated the school rld cpmmunity events. In addition to

rie;
df ona—half hour in duration, were orga zed with the teac'her. At "these \_-""“4"" =
( . o I L Lo T

' nferences, specific problems, related to reading, were discus‘sed and \
;, Lh . o : hom activities were suggested to encourage the parent to become more o

) actively involved in’ the education of the child ? e

: The general and individual confﬁﬂences were spread ovet a. three ‘V -
N : SR v o T
month period.-_ The experimental study was terminated with a rete‘sting of )
e - . ol . L
students, parents, and teachers. : The parents Were 1nvited, individually,
L t:o “ani’ evaluative session with the researcher where the over'all program N
S o L
, ’ WaS scruwized . " T - ‘ . - v Lty .:'-'": ‘ A -‘;‘ - . : , '. T,
Statistical Analysm s f‘ !
The data relevant to the study were extracted from the question—-'?. S L
'naires and test answet sheets, transferred to intermediate sheets, coded ‘
. , B P

:1,.‘ and punched on I B M cards. The 1620 computer- ar Memorial University /

was programmed to process the data, Hean scores, as well as Pearson s

"-product—moment correlation coefficients, were calculated on each of the: o

two groups._ The t—-test was used to test the si‘gnificance of the difference
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ety ) between means. For..the maﬁ»r h,ypothesisl

L og hoid '.t_~ .

" -“

Jthe %nélys’is of’ covariancev-waa used. P .'

T

b

Srvoden o SH Y Sl

vt

: ) ) No statistieally signiﬁieant relacionships were f ound ‘between‘ t;he
"'.‘ ".' : N = /. RN - Kl X , M = . ‘.
‘ child's self-concept of ability and the self—mncept of abilig of the

5 .
P P e

: child held by parents amd teachers as significant: ~others in ttfe »pretest

' conditiom

o S

Y, ";-.. patents ln the posttest condition.

: - EYRA
- g ,relationship between the child's self-concegt of ability and the. self-' 5

il it .
2% =0 r.,\.

, ‘,‘r -concept' of ability cf the child held by teachers as significant others

'!

..; Igtglication. The re'sults'of this analysis indicate that

previously' teachers were not cognisant of the_ehild's self-com;ept ofﬁ

-child held of himseLf. At; the

A o8 “" o '.J e '\‘ w "_ -'l K o
"- -"-conclneion of t:he experiment and perhaps as a res,ul ;the two were xnore
.‘:.-.' :Lir hamony. '.l'he developnient: of this awareneée on, the par.t of the. ,
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" . U " ‘l“ o The evidence provided by Jones,l 0 Brien, ) Singh— and Rosenthal and

L} N Jacobson4 seems to concur with the~impl:u:ation provided here. ,'.Fjo’,r‘

|" )

further mformation on the Ceacher s inf 1uence on the child’s self conﬁat

of ability, see Chapter II GENERAL REVIEW OF THE LI‘I‘ERATURE The parents

N ,_f.'.:;:. did not SE%E( to,occupy such an advanbageOUS position.\'

3

'I‘he lack of s:.g—;

.u‘.l-_ K

.-.,‘ N ’ s -

-.experiment.; Further efforts need t:o be devoted to mak»in parentq aware

A significant positive relationship was found to exist betwaen

the chiid‘s academic éelf-—concept df abilit:y and the self—concept of {f )

-

ability of the child held by teachers. ‘, This relationshzip was. not found ~ .::;1‘..1"

’ - to hold true for parents.. .: ) s :

T _n:~ . * . . to : ot :
;o mglication. The stxength of the relationship (significant at AN

.the .004 and 03 ],evels) indicated that teachers were very perceptive :

PR

of not only the various ab:.lities of students»»but algo how the student s i

i . OO

SN differing academ),c abilities influenced the manner,gin whidch a child R

\

‘ "'i-A . viewed himself The strength of the relationship also indicated that

teachets were, in large part responsible for the child' s self-—concept.'.

. i.Je;ne's AThe Relat:l.onship Beq;ﬂeen 1972._._
B ‘2.0 Brien,“‘*The RelationLhip of .', 1972 ﬂﬂ
.. 3smgh "Seiﬁ—c:oncep" 1972. o
| I'Ro,_senthal and Jacobson,A "Pygmalion ‘. S 1968 ‘ ,
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o " 'r.u
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4T e The posttion a: z\eacher occupies could a d ilized to raise
T i "'_ i the self—concep levels of nnderachieving atu&&nts. 'I'he .résulJ of the‘ ‘.,-’-', .
| I ',':..‘.-._'_‘._ e o - BcRT: ,. ¢ Mg 1 4-‘*} ,". '\ P , e e s LI
i A 8 T study indicated that the parents involved in this study we"'ra n
.._.. . , ‘..". .'.'.'_'— R - .-' .,“‘. ',_‘_ ‘

L a privileged position as the teachers.

5 ‘ o L @,,,_ ; (E .m -
parents ;o become more involved, ,»on a regular basis, LA
* 4

= the .Lchild. ’rhis would 'placé pare 3 I

< ld‘ s academic and, ageneral self-qoncept\

S B
LT T DA

.
.
.

1\._.‘

Pearson product-—moment\ correlation revealed th \d there' Was - 3

PIEAA

-,-.-.‘ . -

..."_- S DI I ¢

T self—concept

e g | L ) .

g ML significant ae the ok ';'

e 55 Bapn B ‘ ) Imglic:ition. » From' previous analysis and resu].ts indicated"
e o ._"_ :.-'- b."." 't T o O M oDl L '.."\. k.. g Y \ : 7
.', S ",,_ ' = . in.Hypothes:ls I and Conclusion 1, the parents -~v1ew of tsQ,e child'

] child‘a self-concept, although after thi,s Imp ovement 1t was noj: in

complete. hnrmony with the child'a view of himself.' & This indicated that

oy Y ER

. ’ 5 . It .t o "‘
monce Qxarents wei‘e ptesented'with t:he idea of. self concept and the importmc
R "l' ’ - '." no”‘ : “.u‘ 5 "J . . ,_r: (o P
it plays in both the gcademic and mon—academic 1ife of the child, ',_theyi:
were quick and accurate irr evaluating thei\r own view of"the:lr clﬁldren

£3 s|.‘

“... s -~

and signif;lcantly :lmpraved l:i-xe:[t perception of thé clylld"S‘ se.lf-cﬂgcept
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',"" L. . e of views between parents""a‘nd their children. Experimental investigation
et ’ O needs to be carried out into determining extetnally perceptable variables

. : . .
that are linked to an enhancement of academic and general self-convept.

2 . Conclusion 4 ' ‘ ' ' .

oL e

-, 0 " --.'ﬁ' AIn splte of the fact thart the regults of t:he experiment indicated
e ' ,) oo that both the experimental and the control group exhlbiced “improvement
e - T . -~ .
; a . .,' ’1’h reading achlevement and\total teadmg tests and ‘that the control group
‘ - . showed an. improvement en'self~concept of ability, four analyses of -

. e . H - N

e e q! covariance failed to provide~ statistical evidence to’ SUg§est that as a

- Co ~'\‘ . resylt of the experimental treatment the fmprévement in the experimental A
_— BN e, ~ - .

oo . ‘ . k oup was greater tﬁ'an the lmprovement in the control group.
v . : - Lo

: . N o Imgl-lcation. Failure of the analysis of .3ovariance4 to déﬁ_lon‘strate

- ) . o . :
N . study Stat13t1caI slgnlficance in Hypntheses I1I and VI of this study

. . ‘ " »
. ©- and tfe promj?sing results of ‘other re,lated studies , suggest very strongly w’
- _;’"' ! . . that; the preseut dire.ct}on of efforts and expending of energies will

R '4’* K ” -

. . . 'lead not only to exper:.mental signiflcance, but also to measurably

Ca— A _ ,signif:.cén_t, benefit to pat_ents, teachers, students ‘and' as-wéll the

;7' : - T ','/'e.d'u‘cat_io'nal system. x T P : S e
¥ ‘ . - i S v .. ’ ' - "
St } ' -k ;' Specific improvements in, the form of the scheduling and format

‘. \ e .of 'p'arent—teacher'cbnferences, such as- methods of notifica't'ion of general

-
t .

o S meetings, invitlng guest speakers acquamted with the parents, using two

& RN .

- grouys of stmdents in‘the same school and \extend:mg the length of the study

; . /
oy L S to anhentire academic’ year, would have¥a cumulative effect of. obtalning a

. - . )
- i . N CN ’ - ,
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significant improvement over the efforts of the group la.cki'ng the

enhancement program.
\ A

@

Of the parents of .the thirty students in the experimental group
83% or twenty-five parents attended the final individual conferences with

the researcher, Questionéd as to whether they would again~bartic_:ipate

in a study of this nature, éll'vtwentyf-fli"vg or 100% of those who a'tt‘ended,

‘began.

) . 9 . . Lo 9
said “definitely- yes. . ' : . - :
\ . . T~ .

Imgli.cat:ion. One of the measures of the success of this program

was to examine the ‘attitude of participants in the program after its

»

terﬁination. The reslult was encouraging. The parents overwhelmingly
supported” the pro,grlqm. By fa\u: the majority of pargntS"were wi;ling l‘to
par‘ti'civpate in the study because it provided an organized method by -

which parents could help their children with their school work. This
was the key. “Man'y pafents were reluctant to join the p'rogr;m ll;ec_ause
they thought' they could notl help their childrgn 'or did not know of a-

correct means. Even though,_th'e program needed revisions it provided a

structui‘éd means by which parents could help. !
Conclusion 6

h Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients indicate- that

there existed,'at the end of the experiment, a strong relationship
(p < .03) between the parents' perception -of how the teacher would rate |,

the child's ability and the ‘teacher's perception of how the parent would

rate the 'c’hild'_s ;bility. -This was xi'ot the ‘case before the experiment

£
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-

Implication.. Roe,l in a study completed in 1971,.spoke of the

0 o

importance of communication between the home and the school and of its

necessity if there was to be any improvement in the child‘s‘school,gork:
Similarly, Dave2 in 1963 addressed.the'importanee of'coqgruence of Qressures
on thé child by the home and thé school. ﬁoth of ‘these sburces.ppintjto.
the importance of parents and teachers being mére aware df eaeh'etﬁérﬂs

. .perception of the child s abilit .

present ability 1eve1 of the chil then both -groups can work Eogether to,

try to improve the situation,but if‘ﬂifferences ex1st in the perception
. of the ehild s ability, this situation of cross—pressures could create a”
rprdblem for the child who woul perceive it as a double set of‘standarde

or expectations. At the end o’ the treatment beriod' the parent arid the
teaeher were appreciative.oi each other's beliefs end this is a sound

S

basis on which to build a program of improvement.

Y ’ B . ) L]

Conclusion 7

At the conclusion of the experiment thete ex?&%ﬁdﬂﬁ*ffénificant

relat1onsh1p between self-concept of ability and.each of reading achleve-'

KW
menty(p < .005) and total reading scares (p < .007).' There did not

exist a signif%cant relationship between these variables before the
. " L4

commencement of the experiment.

ileication In 1975 Lawrence3 reported that’ self—concept was,,

‘\ an important link between school “and the family in its effect .upon’ student

. Q9

. lRoe, "Socio-Economic ....," 1971.
2Dave, "The Identification ....," 1963.

3Lawtence, “Self-Concept ..:.," 1975.

If both afe‘in'egreeﬁent as to‘the *,""

o .
8




' effort to determine the precise means by which self concept and academic ,:

o achieVemenc‘sre:influenced. =

L Y

“Conclusion 8

_case before the experiment. oL : - x

child by changing her-own perception of the child s ability This-sugéests ‘. :"-alu

101

)
achievement. The results of this study support this conclusion.

The implication is that if parents apd teachers want to improve the

scholastic performance of a child the'nost profitable and direct means’
of achieving this is to direct their efforts toward the enhancement of
the child's self—concept of ability. The reéhlts polint to=a'need ta ’

examine fnrther the exact nature of home and school pressures ingfn

A

. Extended enalysis of the data indicates that posttest performance

by thé student on reading tests was significantly related to both

¢’

teacher s perceptlon of the child's ability (p < .002) and the teacher 's

perception -of the child's reading‘abiiity (p < .001). This was not the ‘ '

Imgllcation. Rosenthal, and Jacobson1 reported a study in which

a teacher was. able to significantly modify the academic ability ‘of a

that if a teacher wasaof the belief that stude?ts possess. fixed abilities

4

oty IS
. and would ‘only perform at a level eommeneprate with their~preyipus'yeafs,' i !

- . v o 7 ' PR
teachers would be prone to encourage and reinfcrce the behavior they o P
expected-initially. = The situation would be'différent 'hdneVer, if teachets ’ hf".

] S .
believed that students abilities are modifiable directly as a result of I

] -

selﬁ—concept of ability enhancement. For such a belief to.- exist a teacher , f'fl-lf
. ‘ ) . " L . B . {

B L - K -

‘lRosenthal‘and Jacobson, Ifygmalion .. .," 1968,
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actual reading ability but that after a three month treatment period a

s o
) oo -102

must truly believe herself that the child is’cagfble of doing better

work before she can convince the child of this and enhance the child' s

self-concept. The important .link is, however,”that the teachers them~
‘s - . . "

selves must believe that children'e self—c0ncepts are changeable This

change is not always easy ‘to effect The results of the experiment were

enc0uraging in that previously no relationship existed between the

- . .
1

teacher ) perception of. the child 8 reading ability and the child s

“, 7

. ol y
relationship dld exist This suggests, erh ps, that an increase 1n the

VtEacher ) perception of the child's reading at/}ity would effect an

increase in the chiid s reading ability.' This seems clear, if one accepts
the reasoning of - Rosenthal and Jacobson. ‘Further work heeds tn be carried

out on the exact means by which: teachers can improve the communication

.

‘of the idea, to children, -that. they caﬁvinprdve their odh ability. -

III. RECOMMENDATIONS FUR FURTHER RESEARCH - -
Several suggestions can be made concerning further research with .
regard to self-concept of ability and achievementz,'~

1l.. Studies employing the use of éuest speakers in general

. neetings should ensure that these individuals work with “15
parents and teachers from the outset of the study. lhie‘ A
would remove the alien aspect and heighten credibility. - _
2, . The questionnaire‘ueedvin the presentrstudy to détermine' i
. parent and' teacher attitudee-waa.too ambigious in its :,_f‘ .

.interpretation and in its scoring. Research aimed at - X

[y

prpducing'a more, categorical and.unEquivccal qdeetion—




. academic work

nalre would be most beneficial."

There is a need to ;e§e fch the preliminari responses -

of the.child to -self-

pt of abiliby'enhanceﬁént.A

-

thtle is known of the child's responses between the‘

'i L

qpset of enhancement and measurable indicators such as

R . " 0 .

4

Yo

|

<fpresent study should attempt o’ involve parents,u

»

‘.'An experimental design of a nature similar to the ,.tfjfs,“gltfﬁf

‘ .

’teachers, and students for the duration of at least

one academic year tO'allow,suffic;eEt-time for the

Iy
A ?

:stuqugp develop.

A -thorough Eoiléwéup study. should

/s

- of the present study to determine

. LT
on the achievements mdde.

Experimental research needs ‘to be

various other grades to determine

thgée students would benefit from

concept enhandement. - . w

. The exﬁérimental design should be

K

ts

» .
N - : “

be ‘made of the find1ngs

the effect’ of time

carried out on
the degree to'which- AR

aiﬁrégraﬁ_of self- -

modified. to include’

groups of students from the same school to ensure -

-~

' that the results pf.thg experinental and control groups :‘ "7

dre able. to be tompared with confidence.

;o

L
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March 2, 1977

" Dear Parents:

1 am a graduate student at Memorial University completing a
Master's degree in Education, and am very interested in trying to
make our educational system the best available for our young people.
T6 do this we need ‘to constantly try out new ideas and new things in
our schools.. I believe that education not only takes place in the .
school but ‘also in the home. Therefore parents can be considered as
teachers as well. The school néeds the help of the parents to make-
a good job of ‘educating our young people. One of the best ways to
do this is to get teachers and parents working together so that it
becomes a united effort. .With the’ consent of the paremnts, we would

- 11ke to select a group of grade three students from St. Kevin's

School and, for a .short while, have the parents and teachers of
these children work together to give the children the best chance at
getting a good education.

I am not alone in how I feel about parents and teachers
working together. Dr. Hubert Kitchen and Dy. Phillip Warren, pro-
fegsors at Memorlal, support me in all my efforts. Mrs. Geraldine
Roe, Assistant-Superintendent with the Board is right behind me and
has agreed to lend a hand wherever possible. Sr. Colette Nagle,
the Principal of St. Kevin's, and Mrs, Crane and Mrs. Hearn, the
grade three teachers, all believe that my- efforts are indeed worth—
while -and have agreed to 1et me work at St. Kevia's.

I am hoping that you will help me as well. The principal
and the teachers have both assured me that parents would be willing
to cooperate because they are very interested in the quality of
education that their children receive. ,

To explain exactly what we shall be doing I would like to
meet with you at a general meeting to be held at school Tuesday,
March 8, at 8:30 p.m. at which time I will try to explain what it is
exactly we shall be doing. Your cooperatiéh in making this project
a suceess is very important. I hope you will .attend.

If you Lave a problem with transpbrtation a bué has been
arranged to pick you up, bring you. to the meeting and return you
after. Thank you.

.

N Yours truly,

Hubert G. Smith
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P
Hetre are a set of statements. Some of them are true of you and so you ,
CZ:( will circle the yes. Some are not true of you and so you will circle
- the no. Answer every question even if some are hard to decide, but do
not circle both yes and no. Remember, circle the yes 1f.the statement
‘is generally like you, or circle the fno if the statement is generally -
not like you. There are no right' or wrong answers. Only you can tell '
us how you feel about yourself, so we hope you will mark the way you - .
really feel inside ' . v "
1. My classmates make fun of me. ........ ;.t..... ..... ....h.f,. yes no
2. 1 am a happy PerSON +.eeeeeeeeMiereiearonnsnrerennas .;..;1yes- no - .
. .0 . . ' ) : . . o ' ‘ . . e ' .
3. »1t is hard for me to make friends .........c.cccveivieeiiss yES NO "‘r~\\ ’
4. 1 am often §ad "vesiececnrinniiooraonsaaens Cheeens eeeesee. yES MO
*5. 1 am smart ...... teeeencreaeasan ereeesanranns eeaen ceeeeas yES nO
6. I am shy ..... R R R TR Ceraneiaes yes mno '
*7. 1 ge; nervous when the teacher calls on me'L......r...:,.. yes no ’ )
8. My looks bother me ........... teeleeleretenncaeniinatarens'yES DO

*9, When I grow up, 1 will be an impg;%ant PETSON cevvnccascss yes no
10. 1 get worried when we have tests in school cieieqeracees.. YES TO

*11. I am UNPOPULAT «etueereerinearennerasgeansnsasassatasseses YOS - 0Q '

*12. "I am well behaved in schéok .. i...iceevecronnnann. cetees.. yES MO ' SR
13. It is hsually my fault when something'ga%s wrong .....zr.."yes no :
14. I cause trouble to my FAMILY vieweeeoccanransenns. veehre.. YesS- MO '

ST I RS R .

150 1 'yes no_

S T 1 yes 1o . T

17, ;I yes " no “
8.” 1 yes no
19. I yes mno"

' ‘20’,, By yes o

*] tems designated by an asterick specifically contribute to .the Academic -
Self-Concept ©f Ability variable. For further information see pages .
eight and fifty-five. . co




%27~ "I am an important ‘member of. my elass cooeinritesiieieas .es yes. M0

28, "1 ai nervous -« v.....,

116

i . ’ e
*21. I am good in mg' school work yes no
22. T do many bad thinés Ceas e naye e e et e e aaate et b yes.no
23. I can draw well .............................. yes no-

24, I am good.-in'music; e et aaaeas

25. I behave badfy at home ,‘.yes no ..

%26." I'am slow in finishing my school work ..e.vsiieeeniieean, i _yes, no

‘t

T T N - I 2

P

T 29, T have, PrettY eYEE « sueiien e e iiieaniiieraeterastriiecnias. YOS 00 -
. ' R N . . . “ . .

’. *30. T can give a good report in front of the class ........ yés no

31. .Inschool I ama dreamer cce,sieiencncesn e teis et careea e yes nd

32. I pick on my brother(s) and sister(s) ....... tresriresseans. YES 1D

*33. .My friends like my ideas R tetteeirisresess . YES 1O

®

34. 1 often -get into troubl~e ..... vere et Cheaaes ‘yes 1o’ :

35. I am obedight at home ........0 i tiiiueiiierrocsnsseasss YOS 1O

36. I'am]:u;ckjv.'....._.........",......,..v ...... biisesaciinsene s, YES N0

. ‘¢ - 'l‘ B .‘
37. T worry alot ovvvveiedvnann. et e e iecsisisenssensnnesss YES - DO -

'38. My parents expect too much of ME s cvvreradiviisncseinnnsss. YOS pb., o

39. -1 like being the way.:I am e e tareae e tiinneanaearnaaan ves no .

40, T feel left Out 0f things veeursvevnurisonerrsseesiiossnsss YOS no’

41, T . have-mice BAIT tuevorvinenrtionene eriuenorarans

%42, T often volunteer in SChOOL ...iiee s eidseeseereneansrennns . yes mo.w . v

43. I'-‘ﬁish T yere different ..‘..yes mo

4. 1 sleep well at night .............. ‘. ..... eeevieeaas yes . no .

e

*Iteéms designated by an asterick specifically contributé to the Academic’
Self-Concept of Ability variable. For further information see pages
eight and fifty-five. 'g - T

N [ Y ) ey e . Lo .
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45, T hate SChoOL iivse sviiroon srnsrreasersooassiessnsesescaass YES 1O
. ’ RN
46. I am among the last to be chosen for games .........0 ....... yes, no

47. T am 836k @ 1OL it i e iiiiianeneinincecniisssatitinacisaras s YOS DO

48. I am often mean to e'ther. people .....,“'_-‘......‘...‘....LZ... yes no. é

CR49. My cla‘éémates"in school thin._k I have good ideas ............ yes no
+50. I 4m un'happy' cerien s B R S .‘."..4'.,,“.; . .. .o yes mo - .

510 1 have many friends . > cep's ceivens ,.';.,;'. AT RN N y,es_.'i no

e L : e e . AT Lo . Lo
: .52, 01 am cheerful -..;.'.~. T R PR T PR FTRT RN -X- 3 .
; . ;‘53_. I am dumb abouc most things e Seeeene SO cevens yes: mo*
= S o e e - ) . AR ;

a

”

. %66,

54, « I am good looking ......‘ yes no .

55. I have lots of pep «.-...i...

5. 1 get intoa lot of fights ..
%57, 1 am popular with boys .

58 _P‘eople pick q_n- me'.

59, I.M‘y'family is disa

sss s v e

s note 2 &
.t

inted in me Th.. .’

'_60. I have a p eaéan 'féce ....'...'...‘....

4 . Y

40¢0 06 8 esses e et s s
" r

s e® e ® TP PIY D BT AEAEN N W o

SO SRR 11-¥-3

1006 8 ester a8 adsaer @ atan

-

6. Vhen I try to. muke something, evefything seems to 8o wrong..

-

62, T am picked on -at home ...............'.....-..............'...

63, I am a ]#ader in.games and sports .-........‘.'._. P Ty T

65, In games and sports,

k

I forget vhat I learn.

“67: T am easy to get along With .........

.68. . I logse my tember'eésily Crireeeriarae

.o

“.6h. . I am climsy .. ...‘ ... .

T watch instead of PlAY seeeveerieresss

.

‘8344 v @GP B W capsr e v s a

e scsem e osdarem o ms b s oa'n

J R I
MR Y
e

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes
yes.
yes.
. yeS“

yeé :

yes

yes
yes:
jes -

. 69. I an p,ppulap W.:I.th girls Veroa .....'.,._'.'..-.._‘..”-.\... ','4":"""'“3"“;:5‘

no,
no
no
fno‘ )
no -
o
“no
10
no-
no
A
" 'no
no
no..:
n'g

- 1o

’

' ..
*Items designated By an asterick specifically contribute to the Academic:

$elf—Concept. of Ability variable.

eight and ﬁ.’f ty—five. '

For - further infornation see pages g
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. #70. I am @ g00d TRAdeT .uivireecrireiacerranectricansssarsonses YES NO

1. I would rather work alome than with a BEOUD «vvnevneensnreis yes .no

i e
- 72. 1 like ’mi brother (Sistér) Cisrieseaieiteeiiiiessisiissees e TXES MO
’ 73. 1 have a good figure T S URIITIE 7T SV
i , . . . . : .. Coe . T _,..‘ ‘.,. '> BN e .'_.‘I ' .

~ o

74,0 T am -o‘ften-afréid s.,. D S U ye}s‘,hp.

CE I | T I am always dropping or’ breaking thlngs '\ TR TR ,y:és . no B
2764 1 can be trusted ............i.....,........................ yes. ‘no

L7170 I am different from other people .....,..............,...'..".... .}'és ne '
1Y . o L _‘-;‘ , - T -

T 78, ‘1 thinkbad‘thoughts T PR DRSS S

-
- ] "

. 79. .';cry‘easily,‘;.....,.‘..ﬁ..».._;.........,..-............-........yes.;h‘no"v
T .. 80y cLam'a good PeTSON .. iiiieseesiireneiiiieeniiiieniiiiien.as. YES “no -
< , . ' ' o
o ‘ .+ . . -scorer ‘ IR
‘ ‘ LT
i { . " ’ ¢ B
v ; ! -
‘..r « ~ . ! ) L '
i - . [N
6 ~ q * - s b i -
\ . . . . ".'“
) — *Items designated by au asterick specifically contribute to the Academic
AR Self<Concept of Ability. variable. . For : further “nformation see page§
eight and. fifty—five. Nooeae Rl T N
& ‘~~ ’ ";.; K- }‘;.',.' . : '
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PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

BUREAU OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH, MICHIGAN STATE.UNIVERSITY

o . |
TNTRODUCTION: , . : .
We have developed eeveral questions to’ determine some of the
attitudes of parents towards school work.. The i.nformation you provide
will be wvery helpful to this study: The angwers you give wifl not be
shown to teachers or anyone else except the researcher conducting the

.study, Pleasé: answer all questions. If‘both parents are .answeting the.
questionnaire, please angver without' the help of the oth’ex‘. Yéur help 1n‘ C
Athia st:udy is greatly apprec:tate@. ", : .

o

”PL‘EASE FILL IN THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION

¢
't

——

-ﬁMr. . t . - ) _-‘. e . . T
Name: Mrs., . . .
(Last mame) i - (First name) b
Address: Y, B i’ﬁéne:
Name of wour Ghild: : ’ o
: : (First name) (Middle name)
Sex.of your Child: M , F

S
v
F

Circle the letter in front of the@ement which best answers _each

statement. Do . . ) . ¢

1. How do yau rate your child in school abi lity compared with his/her
close friends? -
a. the best .
b. above average S ’ . . y
c. -average ”
d. bélow average
, e. the poorest
2, How do you rate your child in school ability compared with those; i
his/her class 3t schoql? . /

a. among t:he. best . -

b. above average .- : ,
c. average . A o -
d. below average - ) S . .o
e. among the - poorest N .

4

»

™
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9. Vhich é'tatementi b'est -dgscr’ibes your child?"

121

- A \‘
3. ,[Forget for a moment how others grade your child's work. In your pwn

“opinion how good- do think his/her work is? -

a. work 15 excellent

b. work is good

¢, work 18 average

d. work is below average

xh e. work 13 much below average
4.0 a;t:.kind of grades do.y,cu think j_rbu.‘i' child is cdpable of getting?
L . ﬁostly'A"s e T -
- by mostly‘B [ . .
. B, .mostly C's o S
d. '.mostly D's’ : SRR
e. mostlyE's

5. How important to you are the grades your child gets in; schaol?
a. very dimportant '. ) ) ' - 7
b. . impartant
c. not particularly importan
d. doesn't matter to me at a}l ®

6. How i-mportant is £t to you for you child to be high in his/her class

in grades?

s . Co.
a. very important

b. important

c. not particularly important

d. doesn. t matter to me at all
o -

7. How do you feel if yout child doesn t, do -as well in school as you’

. know he/she’ can!? 4 o ) ,

a. Eeel very badly , : o

b. feel badly . Ll L .

c. don"t feel, particularly badly .
doesn t Upther me at all : e
8. How impoztam: is.it to you to have your child do better than others
- in school? N A v
’ . \

a. very important .

b. . important- ' : . .

‘e ,not particularly important; o el

d.. doesn® t. matter to-me at all

a. 1likes to get better grades than everyone else”

) .‘B. likes to get ‘better grades - .than almost everyone- glsge

Y - c. 1likes to get about the same grades as everyone élse
‘ " d. ‘doesn’ t care about any particular grades .

)
N

.
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10, In school work does your child try to do better than others?
a. all the time
b. most of the time
c. occasionally '
d. never oo . ) :

e

11, How iniportant are~g od grades @ompared ‘with other. aspects of school"

a; good grades are the most important thing in school

b. .good grades ade among the important things in school

‘c. 'some other: ‘things in school ‘are more. important T

d. good grades don t matter to me  at ‘all - S
Now_you will be asked to answer again some’ of the questions, but this
tiime aht the. subject of Reading which your child‘ is' now taking in'
schoo_l - .

‘u “

'd

FAS

Put an "X" in the box under the’ heading which best answers the quésticn

1. How do you rate your child's ability in Reading compared with his/her

close friends? A P

& below above the
. poorest average ~ average average  best -
1] - ) . ‘

'READING

2. How do you rate_ your child s ability in Reading compared with’ those
in his/her class at school"

o

‘among the . below - ?\ above °  among the .
( _ poorest average  -average average best = -
READING - N 3 .

e

C 3. 'Forgetyfor a moment how others grade your child's work\} In- your own
2

- qpinion how good do z think his/her work is in Reéadii

much below : below . Ce s T
average - average; average  good , éxcellent
READING , ‘_ » RS B T » ' ~\
4. Vhat kind_of grades do you think your child ig capable of getting in;'
reading? - - L. -
mostly . .mostily,' © mostly - mostly mostly o
. E'S . - D.S . . qus_- ) B' “ . A! . P

~REAlDING f— | . o T - [~

P
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ot b, ~yes, . 'probably e e

Please answer the following questions as you think your CHIBD would

< b, expects to go to high- sphool for ‘awhile -
‘ - ¢, expécts to’ graduate from high school

d. | .expects ‘to go to trade school U . P St

e ”,expect:s to:'go to college . for awhile - . oo- - . o o

. £,  exXpects to graduate from. col!‘egé ,' L W
g ;expects to do- graduate work eyond college L e

‘,_ . Soos .z »1“-"/

S. 'In general, 'would your CH»-ILD say he/she’ is doingﬁe’zs well ir; school

‘as, he/she is capable of -doin doing? > - SO
- rY ,fyes, ’definitely ’; I ‘ﬂ - ) . I

' * c.. not sure either way A ‘ T h ":' ’ e oL
~tdi probably mot . = . . ot e T
e. - definitely mot Lh e T e

f/ - ’ . ” 2 .
v N . ‘
- . . L . 1, *a -
. : . . s o
. IR : i . ..
e “ .
, ' R . S *
. - ..
Ll N e .
. B - . .-
- v e T
- v - N B
R~ . . 7 . i ’ - '
i s - o ¢ PR v s
. . . - .
4 a3 .
- . « N -

- ansver them. Lo {7“' .
- : : - . §
. Circle the lette’ in' front of the statement that best answers each :
guestion. IR PR : « :
1‘. How cio you think your CHILD. would rate his/her school ability compared
with other, studen’ts his/her age.? e o iy . ]
B among the’ best U S
bl “abdVe average' oo L NPT TE e T EE e e
. L \C"Iave age ) _.’_‘: ).‘,, ] !‘- ' . el e : -.’ . VN ".- i. .\
e - ‘”,.,:d'.'-:'.\'below avefage : - W
) .- e, - amo 18 - the poorest '.-l S IR, 3 ey . e e
2. Where do you!think your CHILD wou’ld say he/she would rank in his/her
class in. school? L e D e _ e ' '
'a;.,' among the best . .
‘ b. above average ' T .
S & aVerage o ' . o 3 AR o
"d. < belaw average L o R . ' :
e.; among the poorest " ,: o L
3. . What kind of grades db, you think' your CHILD would say he/§he is .
capable of getting i4 general" NI i s o i _ B
o - . . - : S R I .
- mostly' Als s . - o .
b. mostly B's' ;
. . c. ‘mostly C's’ . . E SR .
Cody .mostly D's L. ' . s B .
e‘: ~- ',g.‘? .most:lyE s e i ,- . o D R : L
“4. How far do- you th:tnk your CHILD expects to go. 1n school? e D ) e
“a., expects to quit as-soon” as possible R o ’ ST § _
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| e <
. - " 6 What grade do you think your: CHILD would say he/she is capable of
G- getting in Readlng? . .
i . N o o
- . . b.- 'B'B PR e . s . . - ,ﬁ\‘a | . ) R e
c. C's E B R o
.1. ’ . ‘.' l-.\,- . : ' T ) N : o . - ' ' . ...‘. ,‘:‘f

\ L Most chi].dren have one teacher whom they call their "favorite" teachera. '

: P ... Does your child have one teacher whom he/she eeems to like best? DRSS “
S '.,.,f,::Ye’si: v N_b" S Don e know &ff."'? S el
. :‘.-‘"If So, what' is this teacher s name? L '5- L R / : [.. :
N Now an5wer the following questions ag” you think t:his ‘TEACHER would answer
; .them If your child dogs: not- ‘have.a favarite teachers, or if you don't :" oo
' ’ T know who ‘it isy simply’ answer the quest:lons in- terms of your - reaction to L
any teacher he might Lke: ' R , . e
_‘L" . Circle the letter in front: of t:he statement which best answers each L
' guestion. . - ‘ o R NREE e e
- L, How do you think | this TEACHER. would rate your child 8 échool ability
- compared with other students of ‘the same age?
) a. among the best o '
P o b, above avetage : ST s
Jo- 07 €. avefage .t T L )
' - 'd. below average - e T e .
T e among the poorest e .'. . o o ', oLt e
2 What k:md of grades do you “thik. this TFACHER would say your child is T
‘ "-".]capable of gett:lmg in: general? e T R Ty L SO
'.\' : ‘  a. mostlyAs". A o » ‘
" b. - mostly B's .. . . s s L
o - e mestly-Clast ot T e T e PO
oo Tede mestly DYs tT. R T b 0 T T
. . P 'e.gmc}st}y E's .7 - U '
o O3 How far do you think this TEACHER expects your child to. go in school’ et

. _' : . a. she:’expect:s my Chlld to quit ‘as. soon ‘as pcvssible Bl R
I .b. . she expects my. child 'to go .to high’ school .for.awhile = .1 - o
R o7 el yshe expectsamy child to graduate from: high. school:’ T e e
g - —— “-..d. .she ‘expect:s my. child' to go to'tra#de school’ R R A ST
o . e: ' she expects my .child to.go to college’ for awhile - ‘ ' DU

S L e ehe expecfs my child “to.graduate from coltege ' e
s ., ¢ 'g. :.~ghe expects ny child to do graduate work beyond college L e

R ' t
. "
. - . -
pe . . - . . :
. RN . .
A - . -
5 - ! . o S
% N e ,
. y
O . " . v . = LY -
Y N R o - . s
- - . 5 lls
e - - v
1 ‘. .
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\ o P . . ‘ . A;
’ B B ’ A . e ) -
, ‘ 2 .

; ‘ \ | : y oo

LR P 4. In general do
PR . , Ywell as he/she 1s capable of doing"

v ',' . . N . ‘v ' ‘; ~ -

: . T o a.
N c e r b,

L .
Pyt .
. H .
, . . “
. [ . ' B
[ B B -
N . PR
f - ¢ : .
e A - . . o
p S . C D -
. . oo, B RPN ] LR

. . . .
B . .

, . -

<. N N Sty
. - ' X

<y . s .

. e, PR

PR . o PO

yes, definitely S
yes, probahly ,
not sure either way.

probably not . .. oL,
definitely not HRNN

¥ T \ .-
. IR -
- , R A B .
. * ’.
i s - :
2, ot PR -0
- : - N .
) LI v . K “
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vou th:f.nk the TEA.CHER would- say your Chlld is doing as
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TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE .

BUREAU OF EDYCATIONAL RESEARCH. MICHIGAN STATE UN"IVERSITY

{NTRODUCTION: . S ‘. L -

We have developed several questions to detérmine some of the
attitudes of teachers toward their students. ' The information you provide
on each student will be’ ver9 helpful to this study.. The .answers you give
will not be s'hown to the principal or any other.person except the )
researcher conduc”ting the study. Please answer all queétions and without
reference to any documents or composite files. Your help in this study 0

* t

is greatly appmciated. o : T S s ’
. >‘( ' » e r ' | [ “ . ' > |
. PLEASE FILL IN THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION ~ . v . ‘ .
Name: Mrs. _ ' ' ) ) ) - G L L
B s (Last name) (First name) = ,
 Nathe of the Student: : N o
N H ' (Last name) + (First name) ’
i < . . .ot ;
Sex of the Student: "M ___ F L B : -

—_— ——
'

Circle the letter in front of the statement which best answers. each 0 ¢
statement.

‘ . A .
——————'——-—-— - T . - vy
/ . . . .

1. How do you rate this child in school ability, compared with his/hgr

close friends? . : . . -
a. the best . .
b. .above average “ ' . . . o
_¢. averagé,. Co L ' . ' ) o o
d. - below avefage - T . ' . .
e. the poorest . = o . : oot

RS S

2. wa do you rate this child in school abil;lty compared with t‘.hose in

'his/her class at school’ | N ' ' % L
' . ‘oo o . e ‘ . - i . Py .
a. _among the best.‘ .. ' P

b. ! above average . ' . -,
' g. ! average: -V’ M . ) o
. d. below average T ~ L
. e. * apong. the poorest - —_— ) S S

3. Fo}:get for a moment haw others grade ‘this child'g work. In your owm )
- npinicn how good .do you think his/her work " is? : : :

’ .t
0 : i
1

A.. ’ work is exCellent [ . e .
: BE. ., work is good Y . .
., - “ ' . : - N R
.. L oo X . .
1;:1 it )
4 . . ' ':
H e . , i é‘
' Yo ' . ' . )
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¢. work is average
d. work is below average
e. work is much below average

What kind of grades do you think this child is capable of getting?

a. mostly A's ‘ g
*b.. mostly B's A, .. ' , .
c. mostly C's . , : !
+ d.' mostly D's ' ;
e. mostly E's

How important is it to you that this child be hi}zh in his/her clasfé'
in grades? )

a. very important

b. 1mportant L
c. not particularly important ' g ' /
d. doesn't matter to me at all ' o '

How do you:.feel if this child doesn't do as well in school as %
know he/she can?

a. feel very badly

b. feel badly ) e
c. don't feel particularly badly

d. doesn't matter to me at all

How important is it to you to have this child do better than others
in school? ©
. very important ] !
important
not particularly important
. doesn.'t matter to me at all ' . -

Which statement best describes tl}is child?

AN T m

a. 'likes to get better grades than everyone else
b. 1ikes to get better grades than almost everycne else
" e.” likes to get about the same grades as everyone else . .
'd. doesn't care about any particular grades ) . L

. . { PYRREN .
In school work does this child try té do better than others?

a. all the time

b. most of the time . ' ]
c. occasionally . ‘ o . °
d. - nev'er - e

A

How important to you are good grades compated with other aspg,cts of
school?

a.  good grades ére‘the most imi)ortaht‘ thing in dchool

‘
i \
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b. good grades are among the important things in school
c. gome other things in school are mote important
d. good grades don't matter to me at all

Now ‘you will be asked to answer again some of the questions, but this
time about the gubject of Reading. <

Put_an "X" in the box under the headin& which best answerg the questlon.

B
‘ .

2,

-3,
> b

. READING ..

o much below below l *

READING

_How do you rate this child's ability in.Reading compared with his/her

close friends? /

the ' _below =~ . above .the

poorest average average " average - best . .

How ‘do you'rat:e this child's ability fn Reading c‘ompared'with those
in hig/her class at school? . ' '

among the . helow . Lo - above among the
poorest average ayerage _average best

wone [ 1 [ 1 [ [+ [T

Forget for a moment how others® grade this child's work. Ih your own

opinion how good do you think his/her work is in Reading?

average average average good - excellent

i

rasome | I e O e A |

What kind of grades do you think this child is capable of getting in
Reading?
mostly mostly ‘mos tly ., mostly mos t Ly
E's . D's “C's B's A's

Please answer the following questions ‘aé you think the CHILD would answer

them.

Circle the letter in front of thg statement chat best answers each
guestion. . .

_lv~

How do you think this CHILD would rate his/her school ability compared
with other students his/her age? : . -

.
.

‘o e o : : v o




a.
b'

among the best
above average
average

below average
among the poorest

- -

130

" 2. Whete do you think, this CHILD would say he/she would rank in his/her
class in -school?

a.
b
CI

o - d.

e,

3. What kind qf grades do you think this CHILD would say’ he/she

-

', among the best

above average

‘average- . ,
below average ‘ ' Cen
_among the poorest

capable of getting. ih--general?

" . ' b...'

c.
d.
e.

4, Howzfar

a.
b.
c.

d.

4

g.

mostly'Aﬂs .

mostly B's s
mostly C's.

mostly D's

mostly E's -

>

do you think this CHILD expects to go in Bchool?

expects £ qui-t ag soon as possible
expects to go to high school for awhile
expects to graduate f;om,high school
expects to go(to‘trgde school -

expects to go-ko coglege for awhile
expects. to graduate’ from colléege
expects:to do graduate work beyond college

.

5. In general, would this CHILD say he/she is doing as well in school.as
he/sh¢ is capable of doing7

a.
b.
. Ca
d.
e.

6. What grade do you think the CHILD would say he/she is capable of

'definitely not

yes, definitely

yes, probably .
not sure either way ‘
probably not

getting in Reading’ . .
a. A's v’
b. " B's
c. C's
d. D's R ) : ‘
e. E's ' . o .
A S

PRy usowar=ay =




N . ’ 131

Now answer the following questions as you think this child's parents
would answer them. e

Circle the letter in front of the statement which best smswers each
guestion.

1. How do you . think the PARENTS would rate the child's school ability
compared with other students of the same age?

-

RN - among the best -
b. above average
L e, average o
. oo . d.. below average
| o ﬂ e,‘.among the: poorest

‘ 2.- What kind of grades do, you think the PARENTS would say the child is
. .. capable of getting in general? . .
P L . ) . . °
: a. mostly A's '
b, mostly B'g

"c. mostly C'sl; , } n o=
d: mostly D's . _ ' '
e. mostly E's ~

3. How far do you think the PARENTS expect the child to 'go in school?

‘a.. they expect the child tb quit as soon as possible

b. they expect the child to go to high school for awhile

c. . they expect the child to.graduate from high school

d. they expect the child. to go to trade school '

e. they expect the child to go to collegée for .awhile

f._ ‘they expect the child to graduate from ¢ollege

g. they expect.the-child-to do graduate work beyond college

4, In general do you think the PARENTS would say the child is doing as
well as he/she is capable of doing’

L3
.

a. yes, definitely ' f
b. yes, probably
c. not sure either way

- d. 'probably not . .
e. definitely mot | . - ’ -
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TALK DELIVERED TO PARENTS AT ST. KEVEN'S SCHOOL, GOULDS

March 8, 1977
e 47 ' . . 1 am pleased to lend my support to this effort om the part of
Sister Colette and her snaff and Mr Smith to underscore the ‘important
. fole that parents have iz\the school successg of their children .

. In spite of all the etforts expended. by the school board -and the -
school on behalf of your child, we are under no illusion as ‘to the actual
,3r influence that we have on your child as compared with that of the'’ parents . ‘éo s

- .and the home. Ve “come .to that conclusion quite naturdlly but it is inter-. N
':;esting ta- note ‘that in all the educational research ithat has been done
throughout the world, the conclusions have been the same. - James Coleman o
. o <who is one of the most ‘respec ted educational researchers in the U.S. '
.completed a very intensive study some years ago and was able to conclude
that the school's potential in influencing the chlld is minimal when Ci
compared‘to the influence of the home. It-is true that his study was
done 4n the public schools of the U.S5. and we would like to think that
in our system here in Newfoundland we havé a closer rapport with the home
and also a deeper personal concern for each individual student, made.' g . .\'
possibfe both by - the relatlvely small enrolments and also by the church-
.affiliation of our achools. - Hénce, we would '1ike .to think thaf the. '
school's influenCe As- more than minimal even though it i3 far [from playing
a major role._, o P T o .
‘ Be' that as it may, we' do feel convinced that our work can be more
effective If there is a genuine. awarenese on’ the part of both EGEE?LQT' 0
x'school in their complementary roles in all. areds of school life even in
‘the academic areas which you, ‘as parents, may be inclined to feel “B _; e
" “being outside your competence , ) ) '
L;, . o o This :kind of cooperation has increased in importance in recent
o years. I recall ny own school experience which 1 suspect may be somewhat
. akin to youra.
‘1. Brought to school by my sister. )
"2. “Parents.never. visited the school or talked to the teacher.

3. Never questioned-the decisions or action of the teacher.

i
- - . ' . .. o 2 o .
* . . . . L] 4
- . . N . . . . . .o
. . . - - R -
.
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But we uere living in a different atmosphete where the four“great
sources of influénce worked together--home, school, church and community
Such is not the case today Explain. : " >

The most powerful factor in your child's progress is not native

intellectual ability but motivation. The: vast najorlty of our students

‘have the ability to succeed in school if they havé the proper motivation.

: First of al% ‘a parent must accept and love thé child for what .

he is-—not for what they would like him to be. Too often parents direct

their love and congerr to the child as they want him to. be-*not to the
child as he is. You might never say this .to your child-—you.may never
even admit it to yourself But ‘the child can- sense your disappointment
eVen if it is not expressed Even‘the smallest child can sense this tone
of approval or disaopointment. ' ' S
(Particularly 1udicrous in dealing with young people )
A child needs a periodic pat on the back--just as we all do.

% . .
Every report card should .contain something that can justify a word.of
« - r N

encouragement. )
1’ m not suggesting that you should ignore ‘the failure ‘of .your

child but failure is rarely turned into success by overt disapproval,- It

'is more likely to result from en%furagement but encouragement works only

if the child realizes that his or hér relationship with the parent does

not depend on his schobl success, . - ’ . ¥

[

A child should never be put. under undue pressute to improve. 1f

" he is failing, undue pressure is not going to make him pass; if he is

merely passing, undue pressure is not going to make him bécome an honour

.student' if he is. an honour studé&%, undue pressure is not going to make

.him come first.

‘And remember, also, that we put unreasonable pressure_on a child
sometimes by overesphasizing the fact that he should be doing his best.h
I've often made the statement which has sometimes shocked my audience
that a child has a perfect right not to do his best.. We don't expect
that of ourselves. We don't always do our bect. There are occasions
when conditions. demand of ,US our ultimate effort but on most qgcasions we
settle for somewhat less. (Use my own efforts on this paper, e. g ).

lNever compare any child with§somebody else in the family. Each -~

4
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one is an individual and must be treated alike. Because one of your
older children achieved great success in school is no reason why other
members ofdthe famil& have to measure up to that performance. Each child
competes agalnst his own potential and not that of somebody else. If he
fails, it is not because he is not as successful as someone else but
because he didn't measure up to his own potential .

) The subjeéct that ia now a matter of congcern to you and the

‘teachers in. this ptesent project 1is, without a doubt, the most important

‘ subject academically in the eurrieulum. If he leaves school with' an
interest in reading, he's educated. However, I think that in' the teaching
of readlng, all of us ‘and T include the teachers, place too much emphasis
on teaching a child how to read and too’ little emphasis on motivating the
child to read. 1If a person doesn't read at all, ‘then it.serves little
purpose if he knows how to read. - .

The home can help in this regard particularly in the pre;school
children. If a child comes to school without any contact with books,
he's not going to be terribly excited when a book is placed in his'hands
for the first time. It means nothing to him as he quickly learns that
there 1s.a frequently unpleasant penalty attached ta reading in school
He has to study phonics which is usually not a particularly exciting
subject. He has to answer questions on what he reads’ every time he '
finishes a lesson. v ‘

One . of the best ways of preparing your child for reading ‘is to

make books a part of his toys as’ soon as he 1s old enough to handle a

book; even if he holds the book upside down. Likewise every effort should

.~be made to read to the child just as soon as he is old enough to keep his
attention, If only for a short time If_\\child learns to listen to
stories, he'1l]l have an unconscious but never the less real motivation tb
read because he realizes that_knowing how to read will unlock all the
wonderful stories that have been read to him. ° v . B

1 realizé that esteblishing such a practice in your- home can
become quite a burdéen to you as it was to my brother'but you.may have
_several helpers in your house. Older brothers and sisters should he
encouraged to read stories to the younger pre—school children.- Such a

practice would be beneficial both to the reader and the young. child - The

i o !

) ) . ‘ ) . .
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e‘ffect of this practice csn have an amazing influence for the pre~school
child and when he does come to school he will be pre-disposed to reading
and this pre—disposition will be asg useful for suyccess i.n reading as his
native ability. ‘ ]

. One final point: Never underestimate your i:hild"s ability.

’ Expsct a IZ ‘of him and he may deliver more than you expect.. The same

thing is tkue of the t_eac_her. If you or the teacher expect little from

‘the chiid; then he'll probably not disappoiut you. Thaf. ] the reason I

don t agree with homogeneous groupings of students in -a grade. T realizsf

that ‘there. are special aituat:t’ons that warrant such a division 'at times

and pgrticularly for short termr assistance butone undesirable reSult of 4 vE

ssgregating children on abi'lity is to give the impression to those in
the lowest stream that aot too much is expected’ of them 1f you don't

expect too -much of them, they definitely won't deliver.
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«Dear Parentd o

‘April 14, 1977

- Co ] N A.\‘.‘\

First, 1et me take this opportunity to- thank all you parents’

- for- consenﬁing to. .take part in° this ‘program - -to helg yout :children
- 'become better students and for giving me the' Opportunity of: working
* with. students, parents, and' teacheks ‘on’ a program that T truly
"ffbelieve,yill be' of benefit not only. to.your children but also to
other: students in ‘the schools throughout the province. T thank you.

for the time and effort you and. the teachers ‘ate devoting to. making

- the program a worthwhile one and .for giving this program every

possibii}ty of succeeding.

.,"

* We have now: successfully completed the first segment of . thisi e

four-month program and are now finalizing planms to begin the second .

segment. On March 8, I asked you to attend -a general meeting of a11'-%

~parents at which time Brother. Brenndn atténded and gave: us a very.

inspiring talk on some of the things. that we as parents ‘can-do. at .
home to help our children. On Wednesday’ evening, April 20 ‘at 7'30

we are planning to hold a second general meeting. At this meeting I

» have asked Dr.” Ethel Janes of Memorial’ University to- come and give a
- ghort talk to.us. After.this I hope to show a short ten’ minute film
“entitled "Reading 18 the: Family." .If you could come to the- same-
" room’ at St..Kevin's on April 20 at; 7:30 for. this short’ half-hour™

meeting I would greatly appréciate it. That 'same week I shall be -

‘ If you have ny problemé with transportation to the meeting

‘perhaps you could. drop a: note to the teacher and I will make
‘arrangements. Hoping ‘to see you at the meeting,

. .
.

’ ":." _ 'Yours- truly,v. L
.. .- - 7 ¢ Hubert G. Smith
- L. . R . '» . -~ L. . ~4.'$'"" .
A P i Ty
N . a . ;‘ T,
\ / U
IR N : SO
) 2 \ - .

’contacting you about individual'meetings with the teacher as well.' .
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» ° : . . '\% ‘ ‘ . May 9, 1977
° ¢
. ‘
‘e : . - < ~
- . Dear Parents: T )
o s ALY
We are now into the final part of a program that we
- ° started back in March. I .think we have made'great. improvements .
S ' o "and T am syre that you notice ‘these changes in your;child, It
Ll . T : could not have been possible but for your cooperation in coming
s = '+, to the geperal meetings and taking part in the individual con-

ferences with the teacher and for this I thank you.

On Monday, May 16.at 7:30 we are going to hold-a final’
general meeting of all parents-in the library at St. Kevim's
T ® SFhool. Since thig" is the last general meeting, it is a very
) - important one and I cannot tell you how important it is forxr'you
' = to come to this short one hour meet,ing.
i
. I have invited Dr. Amarjit Singh .from Memorial University
to come:to this meeting and talk to us about encouraging and
S o . motivating our ‘children. in their school work and indeedwin all.
. e _the things they do. -

1S

If you have any problem getting to and from this very’
. 1mportant neeting perhaps you coyld drop a note to myself or
the teacher with your name and ‘&ne‘ number and I -will see to it

6 - I thgt transportation is arranged.
j ' . -, Hoping that you will take the timé to come out ‘for this
PR s 0 + final and. most importanE general meeting on Monday, May 16 at
. ‘ 7 30 . .
. 5
a ~ Yours truly, .
', g _ - .
°Q - , . . .. . )
© - E . . ) ‘ .
v ' e Hubert G. Smith ' .

t
<t




o

.

. . :
e;‘\
APPENDIX H

v
-,
r
&
v

»

TR Lo radi b2TT

SPEECH GIVEN BY DR. AMARJIT SINGH AT THIRD GENERAL MEETING' ’
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1. Reading and self-concept,
2. Children's ability is not fixed but can be improved.
3. Linkage~between reading -and self-concept will ‘be elaborated.
4. Discussion on:
a) intelligence tests

~

b) .aspiration lewvels

'expect:_ai:ions cof significant other people )

Note: Treat read'ing as achievement or success = grade or learning to

dance or sing or becoming a good son or daughter, fathér or mother. '

People do different thiixgs (role) and someone teaches them (other

significant people).

Self “concept:
‘ What a person thinks about'him/her self.

- Am I good in reading? -
- Am I capable of improving my reading?’

~

- Do I want to impreve my reading? -

- Is reading important for me? - .

Do I realize that reading is a basic skill for getting most '
. Jobs in today's soclety? U

‘.

An impbrtant point here is what a person thinks about him/her self
depends upon ‘what others think.abo,ut him/her. This.is why other people,
like yourself i.e., parents and teachers, are important.

If you talk with your children and let them know your feelings
(expectations) for them, i.e., if you let them know you think they can . -,
improve reading, that they are capable of: leaming reading, that reading
is a basic skill that everyone has to ‘learn to operate effectively in
today's world, then this positive thinki g wil,l change your .thildren's -
think:‘.ng and thereby they are more like y to do well in reading. - . :

Here talking with children woulZn .t do-it. The children must .
believe you, trust you, and feel convinced- then they decide to try hard, f' |
to work at reading (internalizatiom). Try again and aga:l.n. If they.
donh't/learn at’ first, try, keep trying, second, third, fourth, or fifth
time. If they really want to ‘and if their parents, teachets and frieads

T

s
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really want them to be good in reading, they will' eventually end 4p a

good reader. 3
There 1s a kdnd of pressure on the children which is not all bad.

This pressure is felt in all other jobs such as catching fish, learning

to t:lfrow a net in the water, learning to fix a boat, etc. qu have to

do it \over and over and believe you can do it,

. There are eome ptoblems here. What happens is that other people,

1.e., parents and teachera, may say, do not push children too hard. They

will learn according to their ability and. intelligence.

T

>

~ We thdnk’ 1ntelligence ‘and- ability 1§ fixed or limit:ed, and that
some¢ people have it and others don't. This does not seem to be the case,
Given ﬁhe-oppoxtuqity, attention, 'time, love, confidence, faith~—childred’
can become more intelligent.’

Intelligence tests have a lot of loop holes. They are biased

and not dependable., Therefore,. we should not pay too much attention to . - Lo

oF .
the 1Q score. These scores can be increased. The point is that IQ scores
-have very little to do with what a person thinks he/she can do. When a
. ' W -
person thinks that he can dp something, and there are fair opportunities,

a person will get things done. . .

People like parents and teachers can encourage and help children
to think positively. . When children ‘think positively they can improve

‘ their reading skills, which is a basic skill they must learn for their

own good and for the good of society.

»
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APPENDIX 1

TESTING SCHEDULE FOR ADMINISTRATION OF TEST
' .
IN PRETEST AND POSTTEST CONDLTIONS

144
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TESTING . ‘SCHEDULE- PRETEST CONDITION ’ .

P

<}

AR

ADMINISTRATION

.“

. TIME . ﬁT?ST i o ,TIMEl |
. D . i‘
Morning STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT ) )
9:05 to 10:20 TEST , ’ .
Vocabulary . 20 minutes
Reading Part A 20 minutes
10:40 to 12:00 Reading Part B 25 minutes
: Word Study Skills . 25 minutes
IAftemoon : . g
1:00 to 1:45 Spelling 25 minutes
Morning _ PIERS-HARRIS CHILDREN'S
9:05 to 9:35 SELF-CONCEPT SCALE 20 minutes
, ) h
% _ ! {‘é;




TESTING SCHEDULE POSTTEST CONDITION

146

\ °
_ o - ' ' AI')Ij‘IIINIS',I‘.RA‘_TION'.; .
y TIME , ~ TEST I,
. - . ’ "l
Morming . . -,  STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT
9:05 to 10:20 - " TEST i :
. : ' Vocabulary 20 minutes
Reading Part A 20 minutes .
10:40 €3 12:00 ° Reading Part B 25 minutes
Word- Study Skills 25 minutes
s 3 . ”
Afternoon
1:00 to 3:00 - Spelling 25 minutes’
- PIERS-HARRIS CHILDREN'S ‘
. SELF-CONCEPT SCALE B 20 minutes

- DO
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APPENDIX J

: S s
J ORIGINAL DATA FOR ALL STUDENTS: | . O

PRETEST SCORES FOR EXPERIMENTAL GROUP | °
POSTIEST SCORES FOR EXPERIMENTAL GROUP -
_PRETEST SCORES FOR CONTROL GROUP _—
POSITEST SCORES FOR CONTROL GROUP -
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£ PRETIST SCORIS IN EXPERIMENTAL GROUP
v
P Parent Tescher Teacher
Patent Pacent Perception Teacher Perception Perception
Petrception Perception of Hov Percepeion of How of Hov
Flers- farent  of Cwlld's  of Hov Teachers Teacher of Child™s Child Parents
Reading Word Hereis  Academie Parception Achieves Child Rates Rate terceptlon Achiave- Yould Knte Rate
Word Compre- S$tudy Self- . Self- of Child's ment in His Owm Child's of Child's nent tn s Own Chifd's
Vosstulary Readlng hensfon Skills Spelling Concept Concept Ability Readlng Ab{ility Ability Abfltey Read ing Ablfiey Ablitty
Pupfl (fest 1) (Test D) (Tese ) {Testd) {Test$) (Tese 6) (Test 7)  (Test 8) (Test %) (Tuse 10) (Testc I1) {Tese 12} (Test 13)  (Test'l14)  (Tuet %)
. ) 3
1 b3 » 27 50 % 71 13 ] 1 2 1 26 Jlo R '
2 u 11 32 [} * u 69 1 ) 12 0 + 16 ‘26 10 2] 1
3 ) o 41 i 3 52 .+ 10 0 16 2 ' 13 26 n 19 12
(] ! ‘ B
[ 1] 19 22 L] n 4“8 9 n 14 23 16 26 13 19 12
b) bi] 40 42 Y - 40 75 n Ll y 23 17 26 13 1] "1
"" 6 16 s s L} 20 51 16 N 1 18 22 [] 19 12
}
¢ 7 2 4] 17 L} ] 68 13 »n 10 21, 13 23 L4 19 ll"
! B 3] it b} § 51 % 61 0 . » 13 23 13 26 10 4] I
e
9 n ] 24 [} " 50 Y % 13 20 ’ 26 1 19 n
10 W n n 46 % 24 ] 29 to 20 - T 12 26 n 1] 12
£l n ] 26 46 » 55 1 W 11 24 1 4 11 14 "
/
12 n L] s [} i) 56 18 3 13 28 18 27 3 19 14
hl
13 131 n 30 L} 3] 42 H n 11 18 13 26 1 1 1
- r 4 .
14 n % 38 51 » 59 i ” ” 1 22 12 30 n w . Il/
. . - f
1> 17 LY e )8 5t k 32 10 A H .n ‘1 10, 2% 12 e T
1h 3] L) »” bl n 37 ‘10 " 14 23 17 30 18 n 1t
| 9 At 43 0 L w9 12 L} 3] 26 1 Jz 13 i "o
18 n » j8 1 I 57 13 L} 1} 20 12 26 '" . L n
19 LU il 2 i1 U 45 3 [ u 24 13 26 13 0 i
My ] . i1 (1] B i 48 13 i 1 2 12 26 131 4] iH)
it ] H 36 (1] b 54 ] n 1 22 14 b4 13 . 19 1
. - "
2 a1 n )9 ol r 57 103 B n 20 13 30 15 ] 1
23 3] % 21 n n 61 13 " 1 23 11 23 10 i8 12
2% P )13 3? 50 n 58 12 n n 18 11 26 13 i9 u
9 n [} 40 $h 111 [ 3] 13 n | ¥ 22 18 n 1] n 3]
26 19 n 15’ o % 62 13 n 12 19 14 27 13 u 0}
a7 2} 3 a8 L1 s n 58 it 3 3} 20 11 24 9 . ¥}
. .
FL L] 8 16 0 0 35 ] »n 10 27 - . 12 22 -] [} 1
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POSTTEST SCOKEY (R EXPERIHLNTAL GROUP !
. ]
' Barent Teacher Tescher
- Parent Parent Perceptlon teacher  Perceprion Perdeption
Perception Pecception £ liow Percept ton  of Huw of How
Plers- Parest . of child’s of WHow Témchets Teacher of Child'a thile Parentn
Reading Word Hargis Academde Perebption  Achleve- Child Kater  Rate . Perception Achfeve- Would Rate  Rate
Word  Comipre~ $tudy Self- /'Selfw  of Child"s “maent In _ His Owm  Child's of Child's weat tn NIy thm  Chlld's

Voeabulary Remdlng hemsfon $kills  SpeliingConcept Concepr  Ablllty Reading AbiLity Ablfity  Abtliey  Kending * Abiitty AbLiity
Fuptl  (Test 11 Testd) (Test)) (Tewtd) (Tent 3) (Teac6) (Test 7)  (Teit 8)  ITast 9 (Tewc [0) {Tesc (1) (Test 12) {Tenr 1) (Tesc 14) (Teat 1%}

S B T T ) 73 18 . 1 21 14 28 v 10 12 )

2 1 Y] 19 » » 53 r o 13 20 1s 26 13 19 1
) n 2 19 ) " w6 L2 %o 20 13 28 18 17 Y
a 1 w23 Y » 37 i 0 1" 28 I 26 13 ] 12 X
H 1 a1 s w .ow D ‘ez 13 1 1 24 16 8, 1 T e 1 o’
6 T 2 to n -2 8 12 W e 16 1. 22 [} 18 10
) 1 v n i .7 T w0 n 21 16 0 a 19 1 ,
A H] 3 40 !2\ ’ 3 62 17 1% 5] 21 14 26 1" 19 12
v.F 1 I 25 T 3 “7 ' i 1 w . 14 2% 10 19 12
U] 19 13 au 1} 3 3 N . b 10 13 ' s 2z 10 19 82
1} 19 19 32 42, 18 50 ta 'l‘ [B] 21 13 28 11 21 14
12 13 29 %3 ® 42 56 n bt 1 20 14 26 11 n 1%
9] i 38 K n (%] 16 “9 13 1] 10 17 10 28 13 19 N 12 '
1% % 4l p 13 56 41 ) .19 ' 13 ‘a1 13 19\_}; 13 . 29 1 a1 ta ’ . l'
15 W &) 19 0 “w 33 i a8 13 20 16 26 13 1 14 '
I m 39 w0 o «w? 710 ' 1 1 23 ts g ) 13 ' '
W i) &y ) Y] Sy ok 15 n 13 2% 13 19 1% a2 14 ) : ;,
) 5 T 61 n 18 12 1 " in 22 "1 28 15 19 12 .
1 bt} 39 L1 ] 18 $2 u 1 & 28 18 28 13 n o0 )
» 7 39 %} 3 39 53 n » [T 22 ‘ Ly b1 1 19 1
i s 39 1 o.0n “7 ! » 1 28 4 . 28 TR W 12 X
n /ze Y 52 al 59 1 n 1] 22 14 9 18 1 13 .
1 I n 19 m I si 1 * 1 25 15 u i0 18 ot : !
B » %0 3] 51 T 62 1 1 1) 20 12 I 1% 1 12
8 1 4) 2 ) 40 8 18 8 M 26 19 10 1 u 14 . .
i) s 37 28 m 17 2 W 1 n . 1 13 a 13 u " ’:‘ i
H 1Y 30 23 1Y) pli} 59 16 n 13 2& 11 n 10 B n :. EY
“ n 27 19 W 29 [3] [} * 15 1 18 n V] 17 0 ‘
H n 43 43 80 a1 65 16 n ” 9 17 ] 1 1 ®16 %
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PRETEST SCORES IN‘?ONTROL GROUP

Word Reading Word Study - «Piers~Harris Acadenic
Vocabulary Reading Comprehension Skills Spelling . Self-Concept Self-Concept
Pupil (Test 1) (Test 2) (Test 3) (Test 4) (Test 5) -(Test 6) (Test 7)
1 .30 38 - 40 59 30 57 . 13
2 31 39 36 58 i 36 58 15
3 29 : 39 . 37 52 40 ~ 45 | 5
4 27 42 - 36 50 41 30 ¢ 6
5 18 41 35 61 - 40 . - 68 15
6 23 41 33 - 54 41 = , 69 16
7 23 35 36 ) 62 36 63 15
8 20 37 25 . 43 34 62 S
9 26 41 40 51 37 52 13
10 30 43 T 43 : 41 38 T 48 8
11 27 31 40 58 36 - - 73 . 17
12 ’ 23 347 45 51 37 58 12
13 30 38 46 - 45 30 ) 54 . 12
4 © 20 38 27 . $6 38 i Co54 14
15 24 .35 38 _ 42 36 : 52 . 12
16 .26 30- : 36 44 34 © 59 13
17 - 27 29 36 45 : 31 22 . 1
18 S 240 28 . 21 53 33 . 61 13
19 19 . 30 26 48 34 o 51 14
20 21 : 32 : 27 37 ’ 34 B - Y A ’ 15
21 25 - 23 © 29 . 36 - 24 © 65 B 14
22 30 .21 : 12 34 .27 54 9
23 17 28 ., T 17 26 20 L, 41 .10
24 .21 - 33 38 . 40 38 . &5 15

25 27 - % 29 - 29 36 - 29 o 64 - 14

061
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,‘ e ¢ ¥ POSTTEST SCORES 1IN CONTROL- GROUP
X * . "Word . . Readtng . Word Study Piers—Harris - Academic
S T o Vocabulary Readding _ Comprehension Skills Spelling Self-Concept -Self=Concept *
o0 . Pupil | (Test 1) (Test 2) (Test 3) (Test 4) (Test 5) . (Test. 6). . - -(Test 7)
R 28 42 . .41 T —sg—- 40 61 . 12
e 2 31 - 40 . 41 55 - . 42 ~60. : 14
o3 27 , 42 46- ' 59 41 . 46 . 5
Y A 29 44 45 49 40 : 57 14
3 5 28 43 41 ‘ 61 41 N : 15
S o8 23 - 40 _ 42 - 57 41 ' - 50 .- 8
N | - 25 7 41 : 42, S84 39 . 71 15 -
L. -8 20 27 37 : 37 34 - 65 A 13
: 9 - 25 40 TR T 40 . 38 ' .57 o 13
10 .26 39 4L - 46 . 37 Y 7
‘ -1 $25 - 41 40 50 ‘ 36 - 72 16
R ©- .27 . - 43 - 42 51 8 - 15 & 17
13 32 YY) 47 - 52 38 - 62 13
S ‘14 19 35" 40 - 55 39 - 57 15 -
S - 15 26 42 .38 T 40 40 - 65 A 16
R {1 25 - 40 - e 38 , 49 36 - 55 . 14
R 24 33 ‘ 8 . - .36 40 e, 21 5
Lo b 18 ] 27 . - 25 - 45 36 - 49 - 1
P £ YA T30 . . 34 , 51 36 . 46 . 15
_— 2.... 220 . *ﬁ’ 30 43 37 A 17
P e 2L 22 T 32 . 27 , 34 . ° -33 - S : 17
S22 28 21 oo 8 39 30 . 55 , 7
B - B 720 13 28 25 o+ 567 - 15
Lo 24 220 e 3 .- 35 T . 56 . 38 .- ' 59 16
C ool v2s ) L 300 - 38 . 35 © 40 3 . . . 66 . ‘ 15
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