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- ‘the efl‘ects ‘of s}:reumi g, e

. And the future.‘

L sub parta and roles" (p. 15)

I‘Dr this 'sppraisnl o

degree to vhich vgriance 1n measured self-co‘ﬁcept can be

srauping and wibhin class ncudemic standing ‘on t

a.demic performsnee, 1t is x{ut

% ‘fmedinte peer reterence groups (L e ¥ clusrocms)

w;s incorporated 1ntn the theorutlcal model. Resenrch on .’

.y Schafer and Mexa [1971)

s\lggests that a child' "attitudes towards himself, others,‘ -

are all shaped by his locus, in the ‘system s

Jensen (1973] suggests thaf. self concept snores aré’;

merely' a reflectlon ot‘ the pupil‘s more or less ahjectiwe .

appraisal oi‘ his own scho;tustu: standing and uptitudes.
. <

What T mnins puzzling, hovever, is whc provide' the_ﬁb_as_i” ¢

‘In thie stndy, then, attenticn is: x‘ocused on: the

attributed to Mthin-class acndemic a.chievement and class

memhership, in classeu where asa&gnment to. ,clusses is ’bsse

on academic standing. ”The purpbu cf this

W N,
study, irl other,., A
wcris ot ves to iaentify the relative effects of* é.‘bnity

t den ‘g

self-concept .




i/The Rntionale s AT \‘ T 5 - " i
e TR B AT |

towards the cognif.ive development o( ntudents. However, L )

as Rubin (IQN) points out,."the scs.nt concern !‘or efrect

as worke% its ‘own havoe, h-eeding a slzable numb x of*

‘ unhappy -pe,ople (p. 5)) In a review of attivudinal studies,

'f PR Jackdon (1968) found. the.t from " fitth ce- ver a. half’af the

respcndents expresaed boredom, { iscontent, or mi’xed feelings

7

_‘nbcut going to school.__ Boocock (19'(2) \says that "the rewnrd
system of the classroom aeems desiogned to produce anxiety, .
. - :
a.nts.gonism snd a.lienution in the teacher student relstion- .

'ship" (p.lsb) LT S .y

i e : "I‘he 1deu that ‘children have feelings,‘ And that. these

'feelings ‘are 1mportant, is certe.inly noit. new. It is aur_el_y

_"ohvious‘ _tc anyone ,th _he.s observ_ed children at;a’;:’hoo‘l', :at
ﬁome,'or at play, thn‘yom‘ugsters can ekperiénce ].ove, hate,\. o

.anxiecy, ccnfidence, and the entire gamu'; of‘personal feelings.

‘Whnt is new is the growing uwarenesa umong edncatora of. the

70
1mportunce of‘ theae feelinga tc the 1earn1ng process, .

b T Blocm et al. (196)4\), Holt (19610),‘Cohen (1912). Nuh

" (1965), ‘bo na.me Juat ‘o few hnve contributed tu th,e; lw_aren_us .

of. the afrective domain. Fox (1965) ssys»
. . / .fox' the large ma.dor:lty of pupils, the ev!dence
D T is that he who sees himself as well liked by -

B ] : -t his peers, findé his 'velues and attitndes
consistent with that of his' ‘peer group and’ his
teacher i,. will develop & positive concept of .
self-and will utilize h:ls potentinl for- ucuﬂemin
uhievement at B higher level than will the'.
pupil who 18 less positively relsted to’ the
socinl envirnnment. (p. 1 T) o




S .

o ' _ This'is gimilar to the sentiment expressed by Ambrose and
R Meil (1958): , hd ’ .
s .
o4 . . ¢ cenvironhental condttions may thwart & ¢hild's ”
i e - purpose ... giving rise to such negative
Sl leernings as ... mistrust of self, uncertainty

in his relationships’with others, and ‘timid,
- N fearful, oy otherwise inadequate approaches to,
s . the outér world. (p. 27)

-
Each c.hild needs to know tha.t school is a friendlv
) . , place where he is accepted Rcceptance is spelled out. in T e

his‘interpersonal relationuhips at schanl; relhtinnsﬁips

N < Wwhich let-him know nnd‘feel'fhat he is accepted and wanted. i .

s oo o In the schgol sand ﬁlassroom environment, the child finds 8

o social enviYonme't hich affords - him/her ‘many peuple with

»‘nd with whom to, identify in agvsrietv ot

The schLol,i

1s the one place where
) _environment cun be specificully‘iiructu&ed with the n@eds

of the chi;dren and the demands ‘of their socid€y kkjﬂnd.

chool enviran-

~

\~\‘ ’ jut the task of struccuring and using _the
AT

4

student hahhvior 'is more. tully -

deterninant ° "qunlitx of life" thnn vhut h

: .(‘Epsta»in‘ and Mcl?qt!:l 1975) The quality or 1ife"
&l Pidd ) Lo~




concept remains snmewh&t\vaguely dérined,vhut three- basic
aspects have »tieen discussed at both the individual end
societal I;Vels -- general feelings of bg;l-being, oppor-
‘tuni.ﬁy to fulfill one's potential, and feeling positive
social involvemént (Flanegan, 1975; McFarlend, I975)- If
uhap been demonstrated that experiences in.ﬁhe classroom >
and school do inrluencg atudents‘ feelings about themselves,
abou? schaol, and school reluted objects. Epstein anfi
MePartland (1975, 1976) show that scores on the Quality of
Life. scale (QSL) ‘are aensitiﬁe co chunges in school organiz~

ation, stuﬂents actually 1ncrease¢the1r QSL scale on subscale

scores over: tlme in inn&Vntive settings vhich have been .

designed to’ tp :de th? quality of chool: lif

Hullinaq

$ e (19’{6) provides evidence o!' "how. classrocm socinl structure

° sfrecta human - soeial ﬂevelopment LYt
- ergsnizscional characterisbics of. the’ classrcom including 5
phyaical arrangement., grouping practices; and\pedagogical
'techgiqugs,lbénstrain student ihﬂerictian, which 1n‘furﬂ
ié{fect the rormLtiga.und developmeat of friendahipf’lEdu-

' cation cen né longer have these very important afrective

ou&comes eccur as uccidents or uninteq;ed efrects of the

curriculum and sch_cl life in. generaﬂ (Khan and WEiss,

1973, p. ’{89)

1gni£1=ance of the tudy. | K Lr

ov ‘a child Teels is equully as impcrtnnt as ‘how. vall

" he pgrrorms aeaqemicslly. It aggma reuaonqble, thgn. ‘to
. ! N e TR s @ w .

263) nnﬂ argues that\: i




'(Eisner, 1973 tpstein and McPartlan 1975,,G@0uers and

“pract‘.itxoner 1,0 renlize 1s thn a
ﬂself contepts re
“by life experi nces, hnth in &nd out cf'

5 negative, or neutral effect on the child‘s concept of selt.

_iﬁ this egard ‘then hss

‘_has mennt that teachers are now |

assime that s desirable schooling _D);tcom\e is that children
develop go‘od feelings about themselves and cthers, and the
skills to reLute.effectivély.with'cthEIs; neither.an
individual nor a gr‘u\‘xp can meintain ashealthy existence
without a large measufe of good feeling, Also, of cpurse,
the clﬁas.srq,omv can elther foster or inhibit positive self R |
attitudes. :Though educators ake prone to ;ay little heed
t; the affective aspect of schooling, they ct‘annot hc;ie to.
attain-the social 1earning guuls so.often Ccuted under '@ima

of education wiﬁhout making conscious effort in this regsrd

Mnrstcn,‘ £ Rubin, 1973)

ects of most children El

ot unnlterahly fixed 'b"t are modified

e classroon. Th

)
intluence of the classroom in the narrov sense ef the term,

or’ schooling, 1n~the broader-x;ns

sy may have ‘a positive

Schools may have' n even greater potential for influence

_aditional ¥y been the case bacause

cvervhelmed vith children

A\




The Dependent Variable
The depe’ndent variable i‘n this study 1s's.e1f-concegt.

Brokenshire (197"{)"re‘11e‘wed the major thecries of 5e1‘f—-
concept and:‘concludeﬂ th'at,“'.v'hile in a b\'rcad sense there
was much commonality i‘n their various perspectives, the
dimensions offself—concept,emphasized by the different

t?eor;sts varied considerably. LaBenne and Green (1969i

said that a pérson 'with a negative kelficanbept "can generally
e desqribed as one who lucks conridende in his éhilities“

( o 122‘)’ < According tb Lewis (1936) the self- concept i

3 hat' from one study to. 'the next

By- integrating various features that ere common to the
: definition, ‘and by extending the definitions when necessary,

Shavelsan ‘et gl. (1976) gave a working definition ‘of . se].-!‘-_‘

concept that HHS\ consistent with mcst current research. They

. described sel!‘ cohcept 5,r| a vex‘y broad sense las a pera‘in si

pereeption ot

elf, rormed chrou experience with the

: ”environment and sig




| self—ﬂétermin&tion,' uxiit‘y and ineral wotth ‘Hovev’ex‘-, _the

operutionalizanon eft‘orts daia ;mt provide any solid -

empirical vulldation tor such an exte&siun oﬂ action‘ L

thédry: . . EE e S

" Brookover, Lhailer and Putberson (19616) n\ade a .-t

‘distinction betveen _global self-concept und ucademic’

concept . Coppersmith (1967) likewise xeccgnized the- pos- .
vsibility that selx’-concgpt might vu-y as a function o( :
" situnionnl factors.‘_

yhu exh bits‘a \lqv_seI»t—‘épn Y

difference %" in Com‘bg




'the elementsr—y ec“hool lgvel, par o_rmg‘nc'e\.is ofte

'."exunplbé, e ‘-gri-a_de .




his classmutea, depending on vhich ‘norm:




e el

it is Tikely that '
.student will be Judged many ‘times each

N ‘in terms of “his adequacy relative - to

- .‘others- in’his’ elass,sgroup, or school.
These Jydgemente ‘are made "so. frequently
because schools have for so “long- stressed
.¢ompetition as ‘& primary motivgtio

3 technique."_ (p 19)-

how! we1l? .







Acadein{ic gaina .

s_, Although grouping practises \-‘ex‘e nore common. in- the

that,\ Fxcept i‘or a 11mited nqd shart time huis .

unlikeiy that dividing children into ahility sroup& can










CHAPTER, 11 '

i‘con epb und s;ademic achievement, (2) the relationship

elati nship between

(Levis, 1972 WAttenbu"
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Lunn (1972) r‘md Wall'et sl. (1963), have reported

studies in which pupil attitudes were signiﬂcantly relateﬂ

R to school s\uccess. The finding that the brighter child has

" more positive attitudes. is Hot surprising - this type of
child is likelyv io obtain greater satisfaction, has less to
be n‘nxl\ous a‘oou{:, and should possess a better self-image
,.i:han his)le.éa able peers. It hﬂs been shown from sbcio-
metric studies that the brighte"r child 15' more popular,
fnrtly because ét‘ his.greater ~-salf -confidence,  and the
speculabion 1s that his grencer popularity contributes to the

i‘ormation of more’ p"ositive aetnudes _{Bowa, 197&).

The wark cf Brookover ‘and his colleag?l‘e‘s at Michigan :

State University, (Brookcver, Erie}cson and Joiner, 1967,

Brookover, LePere, Ha.machec.' Thdmas— and Erickson, 1965;

Thomas and Patterson, 196h) includes both lcngi- .

tudinal and experimental studies on the relntionship between .

self- concept snd acudemic dchievement amung teenagets. They
found thut change or stability in the self~ concegt was
posnively aé\socigted with'change or stability in grade

; point average .

While many of the studiea relating to aelf concept

and achievemant “are correlatio\istudies ani do not sugsest

~cuuse u.nd effect they imply that successful stu\ients see

themselves as pcsitlve individuala And that the fuilins

sﬁudents do have po ell‘ esteem. Although the reseurch

does. not yrcvide evidence as tc which cnmes l‘ix‘st the

P NP
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positivé self-concept or scholastic suc¢cess, it does suggest \

a strong relationship between the two (Millard, 1979).

.Thé question of the causal relationship between
academic achievement and the self-concept has long been a
problem in educeational research: In education, the recent
ups'utge of child-centered philosophy sur’rounding the open

¢lassroom movement in‘cludes the belief that a child's X
.fegings about himself are a key factor_in his ability to

E )

\ . + achieve in school. Scheirer and Kraut (1979) coneluded
that "several studies have found pésitive cox:r_elations A
‘between selt-ccncept and educetional bcﬂiévement; the causal . !;
direction, if any, 6f this relnticnsh1p cannot be ascertained SN
i : from such cross- sicticnnl studies" (p. 132).

<A pex‘vasive problem in self- concept/acndemxc s.chieve-‘

ment investlgations has been a relative lack of concern with.

theoreti!ﬁl modgls,'often resulting in technicaliy edequate -
but\concep;unlly'wéai investigations, ‘potentially masking °
rat‘her than clavrifying any existing relationihip (Roger's et
al., 1978). They concluded that ;researchers‘exnmining‘the
rela(ionahip ..., have seemed to.assiume that this relstiqn—

- 4 .. ship is invariant sn(i is manifest 1nde‘pendently of other

envi&onmental.or;?s&chologicalvtactqrs" (pi 50). A further

" @ vconclusion wssrthabt little A.ttention is paid to o'thér

factors such as the acnﬂemic\or social environment fram

which snmples are dru,vn. In-any research effort, ‘wwever,

e ey s

.. . certain simplifying assumphions are required« This resaarch,'




Yoy . v '
- \then, assumes that success or failure in sclool significantly

influences the wvay in which students view themselves, that

students whe experience repented success in school are likely
to develop positive I‘eelings abouf. themselves, while those
vho ‘encounter failure t,end to develop negative view of 0

themselves .

. . (2) Grouping-and Self-Concept N

Yamamoto (1972) reported that people perceive and

1dentiry themselves as they believe o(xhere perceive and *

U 1dentify them. It is 1mportant, herefoz‘e, that a child
) ‘-be seen in a positive light. Butler (19'{0) reported that

K a child's clhssmntes hewe far greater consequence on the

A
.'child's intellectual emotivnal. and svcie.l development than
)

vus‘o‘rice belie’ved. Such studies poin£ out thnt a: gositive o

:'nvironment enhances the development of & positive self— IR
" A : @

1mnge. ’ L
» There 15 avidence that those placed in average and
\(elow a\vez‘age uhility groupa msy be stigmatized. a; inferior‘
or incapable of 1earning. v The ‘date reparted by, siich - studiea
as McPartland (1969) ana Maverl;e (1970) clearly indicate
. that the practise of homcgeneous ability 5rcuping represents -

an educntionnl policy which reinrorces nhd perpetuates the’

T sepa\ration of children along ethnic qnd sccioeconomic lives._

'I‘he theory ot a panitive selr-image A Festinger, 1 54):

which vn turcher ﬂeveloped by Hyman\ nnd Singer (1961)

concluded thut the se1r-,

oncépt, "is cons rucf\ed on: én edifice Ny
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of social comparisons". Rogers et al. (19'i§)' reports "the
process by which the individual ﬂeveinps and maint%ins self-
regard is cr!ttcally dependent on the social group in which
the individual resldesf (p. 50). They i‘urther cnncylud‘ed,that
self-concept/acadenic achievement relatxonshxp can hest be.
understood uithin the context of the person's immediate
social environment (1.e., classroom).

A large-scale study by Borg (1966) investigated e
numhgr of‘anademic and personali'ty vsrianléé as they relate
to ahility nnd,ranngn grouping for children ranked as

superior, average and low. ) _He found that random grouping-

fuvoured cvncep&s cf self, acneptunce, uf self feelings of 'A,i
i v X
. belonging, and reduccion in- antisoeial tendencies for all 3

ranks ‘ While ability grcuping sliﬁht ‘r'avoured achievement-‘

scores for the stuaent anked ‘B8 superior in’ elementarv

school nnd those ranked as . superior and average in the Junior C
high school there was & negative relationship for all the
-students runked as’ slow Borg remarked that the qcnigvenent'
differences over the: four yenrs were small.

' Most atudies relnting to abilitv grouping use gains‘

in ucademic ability as

e maaor\criterion It is entirély
\

,possibla, h6wever, thut ile e student is gaining in

‘académic pertormance, he is 1Qsdng something in his develop-.

ment of selt‘. .In the 1ighc 5t such studies, then, uﬂxcy

\ g
grouping ‘is a queationshle pructise for\academin coﬁcerns, © e

nnd appears to he rrankly unfqvuurable tor the child 5.

BN

|
|
!
g




. developing personality (Lnbenne and Greene: 1969)

In terms of the effect of group membership on the
self-concept, it is not clear which grcup form_s the basis
for 'social comparison. Rogers et al. (1978) have found
support for within »cvlvass peers. l:'owevier, 8 stud} by Fagan
(1978) suggested that between class ‘comp}risbns may be more

importeant.: X . ”

. . This study, then, will® uttempt to pravide some
\

A y o B evidence as! to the - na,(;ure or this socisl comparison hat

‘cekes place when children ,who ~belang to” streamed" classes S

!
a Hide or qarrov renge of student abilities“is most efi‘ec

in the classruum. There .is ‘ho conclus!ve evidence 1n,‘either
! . v i # -

o i . direction' some studies favour ‘homog'eneo'ufs, others hetero- :

'\ géneou's grouping (Kirp, 197b Hadermann, 19’{65

o , ER T Goldberg; et al. (1966) reported mn ability grouping
s i
a.lone does not have a acrang impac\: upon the pertcrmance nr
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- .Educators whu ta‘éour@é' broad range 'o!‘ a.bilitv in the',

.classroom drgue that the less capable are: helped by the mdre ’

capable. On‘’the .other hand, it may be argued that, in 3
‘classes vith a hrohd ra.nge‘ot abilities, -the lese‘ uble'r
students are put in the ‘\xndesirahle position cf msking com-‘
‘parisons with their more. able pee.rs, that hright stuﬂents'

i1l be held back by't‘ne' slower ones, and that 1€ vill be

difficult for the taacher to, Aﬂnpt hxs 'f:a ching: style '59:‘"

. the. neéds’ of his stndents. "‘ oY

‘ ' some. o(f ..hege

these. 's‘tud.i -s_




,‘\ Lt . of how they az’e srcuped.
L "\7‘. v Franuseth (1962) in researching the etfects of ubility
[ i
Y Y. %o a‘uilitv seem no more lilrelv to make greuter aehievemen fer
N

ga.ins than their counterparts in heberogeneouslv grouped

:classes (p 20). K ¢ ‘— Ve Ty r

B Another study by Ferri (1911) on the effet:ts of 7
\




inconsis_tancy‘of results, is thut tew studies are bnsed

. N .‘\ . H
E . - \ o Lt g
N . s Despite the\lack of conclusive evidence 'of ‘the impaév S

:v‘of ability grouping or strenming on students, 1%67 llntional . R R

Educational Aanociation (U S ) survey found ths.t trucking

was fairly common

t the elementary 1evel, with 27 percent o




" UCHAPTER IIT ¢ V-
METHOD OLOGY \-

v . The purpose of :this’kchapt-e_x: is to present the

‘design of “the study end ‘to describe the' nr‘olcedn're used - in
i ol conducting the res‘egrch. ' The chapter is divided into the -

| Tollowing four/gections: "~ . . ¢ ) o %

' cade’mic““n‘chi:eve ent: an
grouping:, .
or y

here vwes no attempt t nehipulate an




“II. Sampling

The sample consisted of 157 Grade four stydents,
v = . . 3 ¥

. attending “(:\:‘o eleméntary schools in & rural sch‘ool board,

district in eastern Newfoundland. ﬁach ‘school had ‘three o

-

classes of éradé rour st-uderl'ts. (For identiﬁcution
puryases, r.he schecla Will be designa‘ted School 8 and
School 2 ror tlle remninder of this study. ) 'Infotmution .

. received rrom the schccls indicnted thut School 1 practised

hcmogeneaus abilit

'rouping and Schoul 2 prhctised hetero—-

oncept (F!tts et nlA 1971)-'




from the parent, instrument’ (80 itéms) because-of their

relevance for. younger children (McDan;Lels et al., 1978)

orrling was simplz.ﬂed where necessury Items were chosen

in clusters to reprcsent three components of selt cnncept T
feelings, hehavior. and- perceptions related to school .
ndJustment. : . ey . X .

’I'he McDaniels -Piers !oung Children s Self- Connept

Sule connsts “of. 100 M.ems -of the aeclnrative nnture (e z. s

va prdcedure that has been_s qges _' tor adm nistrntion to &

1ev91

children funct;ioning at or belcv the riﬁ:h 5r a

(Mchniels et*n; K

1978). The forty items ure llsted in

5 Appendix A. T

In the construction of: qeasurea of the self-concept the

diutributio

_Mhég'

¥y




v

,ﬂiscrin\inators since more than BS percent cf the students'.

respondeﬂ in some wmy to thése items, t‘or thia renson. then,

‘these 1tems were dropped from {he Ehalveh

The next step &n develcpxng ‘the arfe::tive !neusure i

L@,

“'was -to’ compute correlations amcrtg the variahles and then to

" - »_fuct‘or anaL,yze tha 310 h mutrix to reduee it to a. mannge-




B Thua., the amount

"dacreueu

lain the 3 ea.t’st.
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y . Table 2

Factor Matrix for Self-Concept

Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor , Communelity
a1 -.302 .397 .071 .25h
3 -.250 \.322 -.108 .178
L ~.192 .320 -.050 L1h2 .
6 bko .003 .219 .2kl
- T .278 175 .1ko~ 121
8 L2 -.003 058 .208
10 ' .536 -.013 .022 .289
\ 11 -.253 . 341 .319 . 282
i 12 137 ~.171 -.19% .086
T 13 Lik3 .158 .158 246
W1k 451 ' -.184 .391
. L 16 ©.369 .71 ©.188
=366 53 AT
’ -.025 181
. " -.180 0331
; « -.193 " .532
K -.266 601
i .309 » 338
| -l336 .6k2
e 346 J320
i -.0lg
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The three factors reported in Tahle“ 2.vere rotated
obliquely in order to achieve a simpler and theoretically
more meeningful factor pattern. {ch"th-e oblique solutjon, - .
as opposed to the orthogonal one, axes cx"e allowed Eo rotate'
freely to best summarize "m?clus‘t‘er’ing of variables; the

final fectors are alloved to Become correlated. If the

i
 ;
:
i
i
s clusters of relationships are in fact uncorrelated, then 3
Ey
oblique rotation will result in orthoganul factors. There- ;
fore, the dlffeienc'e between orthogonal and '.ohlique rotation
is not in discrimin'sti;:g uncorrelated from corrélated nct_:'zrs
but in determining whefﬁer‘thiw distinction is em{ﬁncul or
1mposed .on the ﬂata by the model (R\mmel, 1_970 p. 476) .
o Ohlique rogation is Justifiea vas well on the gro}nds %
( that the real world should hot be treated as though phenomenn
a \'

congulate 1n\unrelnted clusters phenomena can be 1nterrelsted,“'"

in clusters, s0 the ca.usterq themselves ‘can he related. .

Oblique-rotation allows this realitv to be reflected in t e

s
1 dings of the factors and their correlutions (R\xmmel, 1970,
Y
SuTT). . L N N

'vi H'ovever, ‘as Harmup (1968) points out certaln

sinplicity o!‘, interpretstion Ss uncrif&ced upon relinquish-
,(- ‘273)

ing the atsndard of orthcgonalit

\ employing e!ther rotutienal method Ls the uame' ~to’. nb'h'i'é;i,e
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favor one method over another. The choice should be made
on the basis of the particular needs of the given research
provlen.

The choice of rot{ational method best suited to the.
seversl factor analyses performed in this research is no“t \
altogether clear. There is some reeson to believe, however,

_' thet the kinds of affective cheracteristics the student
questionnaire was designed to mex’isure are not independent of
.each other, that a student v{ho has a posn.i\.le attitude \
towards school may well be expected to have a good attitudg 3
towards others ,~ and a gcod self—concept' For ",his. x;eason,'
then, oblique rotation was . used rar the affectiw'e items.

All other factor analyaes per!‘ormed 1n this research, where :

_rotation of factors 15 required, emplovs oblique rctation

The fActor pattern which resulted fro.m the obliuue
rotation or ther factors ‘in-Table 2 is shown in Tn'hle 3
This m&ttix vas examineq by columns.in order to interpret i
the meaninsful content of the factors. The pnrumetera in
the table detinq the patterna of the date end give & meusure

-_of “the degree or 1nvolvement ln the pattetn, of each vnriable)~

Thg fnctor utructure mntrix (Tabl\e l‘) sives the’
‘o,r'_,

correlstio uch item- wnh\each f:ctor. The londings ¥




Tatle 3

Rotated Factor Patt\eru of ‘Self-Concept

.
Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
; 1 -.133 .15k 'ko3
3 -.227 T2k 193
y -.1k2 Lok 219
‘ 6 .50k -.0u7 .029 ' I
-1 .3kk ..090 ©oazs N
8 koo .068 -.111 \
10 RT3 . .106 -.176
oon .o71 -.052 55T !
N . -.051 I C-e311 » ‘ i
: 13 ' 486 .160 S 5 VR
1 L. 289 v sabh o .07 L
16 R A EELE TR
17 Y L T I P

Lt
ere

. .I[beue'*rqi’ivéb, & number
sel'f?Cnncépﬁgs_cale
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‘ . ¢ Table h -

It . = B . |

| . 7 -\
‘ Rotated Fac?r—ﬁ(ructpre‘ot Self-Concept .
| \ 2 ! .
‘ b | Variebles Fector 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 =

: tor :

-.238 .210 RLEN o
-.256 .250 4 .306 S
S -y .. .236 .300 H
Lo ; . 5
RN <018 ¢ .13 i
.317 ©ooask 035 |

. . . . ‘

b2 N .095 . <.222 - . i
508 127! -.292 . ) S
-.206 ¢ T .656 1. T ases

1
3
"
6
T
8
| 4
.2
©13. 7
cak

" fhege variable numbers’
- Self-Concept. S¢




be calculated: they ‘are reported in Tadle 5. The sPss
N factor Analysis program calculates the factor score co-
efficie;t matrix F from ‘the formula'
rp=stRt ;
v . .t i
where 8 is the rotated factor structure metrix and R is the
correlation matrix. ;\_composite s';:ale s then built for
each factor in the final solution. F:or ‘each tiafa c_é.sel a
N vector of gactbr scc;es mu& hc'computed.dsfhg

< ’ f = Fz,

where F is the Taftor scofe cdefticient matrix and z is the

vector of standardized values of the Vsriables which have

the COMPUTE atatement of SPSS,

i Factur 1 na, é.iérdéd Géhera Self: bmé:ét._ The
m »Hhich comprise the firut uctor, in order ot

magnicude,-
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10

"I am often sad,

Content ~ R
I' am smart.

My classmates like
the things I think up. '~

I'em lucky.-

T’ em ‘an important V
member of my claess.

‘I-wish 0 were different.

oI Am_godd in my school

work. . !




N ¥ . \
¥ .
» . 2 3
. o . reple 5
A 0 om . ; L .
. 1 Factor Scare Coefficients of Seljt‘. Concept
! R " ) B
| " T g
| . Variables . ) Factor 1 * Factor 2 ‘ Factor 3
| 1 g% :.079
3 024053, . .079
Cohe -.0k1 052,
: 6 110 L a.0u6
-, " .060 L .005
8, + 08l .00z .
! 10 .092 005

~.01h
001
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\ th the child's feelings nhout his .\ability and uchievement -
\_v

-and how he feels others rate his ideas and Abhievements
\This set of items ‘has an 1n'ternsl consistencv reliabilitv .
(Cronba,ck 1951) of 191, . L . ) .
Factor 2 may be térmed The thsical Selr, of the .
.items uriginnlly inciuded 1n the analysis the !‘ollpvi\gg six *
lauded sign;ficantly on this factor: '
" ,‘ - . Itenm tlc_. _Factcr Loeding’» L Content
E Vi 24" : . 693, L ﬁm'gocd‘lﬁ‘okiﬁg’

a1 i e : A .1 nave a nice loekins
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‘ . ) 11

Hreliability of (Cronback, 1951) or

Y

'atatements ,’

T:ble 6,

‘f‘fsctors are Bhown in Table 6. Each of the tn&t»rs hus, iﬁ

1 . .
Item No. . Factor Loading Content

. .T76 I offfen get into
. trodble.

.597 I’ get inca a lot of
fights.
“55T . L I do many had tﬁi'ngs_.
Jho3 -1 am gften‘snd.
/ .
..§5i . " . When I try to make
. % . something, cverything

. seems to go wrong.

272 I am often upset.

{ .~262. . My perents think I
o .. wo.% should.do betten.

This set of item! has an in

\ L
The coefficients of 1nt'rrelntionship among the‘~




R

Table 6

Coe{;ieignts of Correlations of-self-doncept




concept measure developed in qutqr“l; the other two factors

will not be part of any subsequent annlvsiﬁ. N
FroA the factor-score coéfflciént natrix (Table 5)
e compusite scale representing Factor 1.was constructed for.
eath case as follows: : . e
Selr-con'cg'bb = 110zg ¥ .0\6'0z7 + _:092‘.16 + .10521'3
' + 07Tz ¢ + ~.;osz»19'4 (0Biz, +
-0582,, + 1632,
5.09hz30 4_.117: +

3+ -.088:29 +

31

‘where zy represént

'Achievement

The CEnadinn Tests or Busic Skil s uere administered

. to all Grade four, s udenbs

_he Prov nce of Newfnundlund o

in May, 1978 und gradef

:"all students Lu each; scho 33

uivslent scores vere, computed for L

| Theae tests are used bV the




i

The Canadian Tests of Basic SKills (CTBS) aré a

=8TadSen S80LE O SREIC Daioel

version of ‘the Ibén Tests of Basic Skills, adapted, norméd;

and valxdated fnr Canndisn use. They éonsist of eleven ) 1
sub-~ tests, Viz Resding, Vocabulary, Spelling, Capitalization,
'Punct\mtion, Usage, Mups, Graphs, Reference, Math Concepts -

and Math Problems. The coetficxents ot interrelationships 5 :
is.ni(‘:rng the sub-tesis are_ ‘shown in Tayle T. These»tests have

an internnl consistencv reliubilitv (Cronback, 1951) of ', ?§.

To ohtsin a composiﬁb achievement score for eech

»btuaentﬂ the svetago grade equivalent ‘gcore’ on’ the eleven ;

; suh tests of “the CTNS was computed
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d ass\med to have an\ order or unit of measurement, the_ cannot, .

! et as tl\ree separate dichotomous varin‘olea. All cuaes in t 1€

¥6
that have only one class per grade cannot practise this form
.of grouping. '
The .secdnd category, heterogeneous grouping, refers

to the practise of arbitrarily assigning students to classes.

»
The existence of heterogeneous or pomogfneo,us classes ir&,the

. ,schools studiéd was confirmed by an examination of the CTBS

results for each class.

IV. Data Analx‘sis

Thg procedure uded to analyse the relative influence

of (1) -academic starnding withinia class anti (2) c]:ass

nmembershi\g (i.e.; high oor\lov ability group) upon self-concept
\was mqltiéie %egression. The application vcf‘ this 'proc’edure . N
‘is not altogéthe\r stralghttoruard, how;ver, since one of .the
vuriahles was measured on s. nominsl scale. The numhers )

assigned to the nominal vuria’ble group membership" is. not’

therefore. be treated as scores‘ as “they \wnuld _'he in com-

ventional regreuiun analysis .

\
“ To’ overcome this- ditficulty, e’ set 'of dummy variables’

was created by t‘x‘eqti‘ngv each catego.r,v_ af- the c'lasslmem‘nership

variable es & separate v‘éiiéble and assigning an arhitrar‘v

ascore for nll dependi}tg upo\; their p*esnnce oTs. s.baenee in
- \

each of the categeri 5 T 3

’l‘he class memh rahi} var\iabl mav be concaived . “®,

ythe




varxable representing membetship in t(hat class' all others
were scored zero “on that vur:.able The newly created
dichotomous variables are called dummy variables because
their scores have n’o meaning other than representing or
standingw{or a particul‘ar category of the original variaple
(Nie et,el., 1979). Since the dummy variables have an
arbitrary metric of 0 and 1 they may be trtated as interval
‘varidbles and inserted into ¢the regression equatfon. Howvever,
as Nie et al. (1979) point ;mt, "the inclusion of all
dummies éreated from & given nominal variable would r\ender'
the nominal equition unsolvable because the Kth® dummy

D

vari\able is completely determined, by\ the K 1 dummies

entéred into the regression eq\mtion (p. 374).- As N

" indicated in Table 8, then, one of ‘the categories.of the

\ L = »
dummies was excluded for a reference category.
. : o )

Table 8

Scores for Dummy ‘Variaﬁles'

. .- \

4 B . Names for dummy variables

: B D T-Dp - D.
Classroom . S i 1. 2 “3




Y ’ N N 1\
In oiderv%o ‘provide a tontrast of the relationship

among the variables described in homogeneously and hetero-

geneously -grouped classes, the regression procedure destriber

above was carried out separately for each type of school.

\
\ \




- CHAPTER IV

N . =y i

\

‘ " PRESENTATION OF RESULTS N

v This chapter includes the presentation of the dats
collected ‘on the three varishles studies, viz., achievement,
‘ C ‘ self-concept and within-class memhe;—ship, Tt is broken down . P’
: 5 .
in two sections:
‘ : I.  Descriptive Statistics

II. Inferential Statistics

) I. Descrigtive‘statistics

‘ ’ Figure 1 shows the mean grade equivalent score for

each of the six cldsseés involved in the study. For the &

homo,geneoys classes, the mean scores rang# from a mean of

‘. ‘ 3.9 in ghe lowest cfassto & high of 5.5 in the ‘highest S S
; ! . vgro‘up, ‘8 dii‘i‘erenc’e or 1. ‘6 gnudé zquivalent.v -In ‘the hetero-

. { .

geneoua school, classes s.re much mure similar with respect

to achievement,’runging from o menn grade eqnivnlent of ' 3 \
to a mean grade equivalent ot’ b5, e differehcg of .2 grade - :
‘equivalent. o .
'Wig\ire 2 contains the distribution of the 'Ac’;lieve-
ment scor\ea f:%r the homogeneous gnd heberogs‘naous.clvahsea.
\ . The two cirves differ su'hstantiallv' in their kurtosis or . (.
\"peak'edness" ‘The curve for School 1- (homogeneous) is ‘
relatively- flat (shch curves are called platvkurtic), the

curve for School 2 (het’rogeneous) is closer to a normal

diatribution, l*ut is pcqitiVIelv skewed 1.=~., there 15 a v’ v

greacer Apreuding out ‘of soores to the right of the meun.

¢ ' ’ " Figure 3 5houxs the tamgu of vith’in\class achievement\ v
. . : ;
scores for each of the hcmogeneous nnd hetergeneoul elnuﬁs.




© Figure 1

Between—Class Achievement

nuaaw‘hiﬁto iuqii@fnhgfapuﬁgv

Range: -3.9 to 5.5

Rangé: L.3 to 4.5

-

0s
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‘heterogeneous X = k.3 ) i i

homogeneous X = 5.5
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F) Figure lr. sh?vs .the distribution of the self-concept
scores in both schools studied. Both distributions have
'i : - fomewha{ different shapes; the distribn’t‘ion_ of scores in the
homogeneous classes is fairly rlut,\ while ‘the scores in the.

heterogeneous classes have close to & normal distribution.

II. Inferentisl-Statistics

- ‘ * . %ince this research attempted.to investigate the
development of self—concept within homogeneous classes as
cpposed to heterogeneous classes the regression procedure,
which constituted the major part .‘ot‘ the analysis, was
curie\d out ’sepuute'lv within each type of school.

Tabge 9 .shovws the correlations, means, und standard

'»deviuticns t‘nr the homogeneous classes, Table 10 prssents

che re ul s .of the regressién analvsi The B cuerricienhs 5

Tnh e %0 are pnrtinl T gression coefficie ts, nnd may be

.'»,tconsidered as:i’s measm‘e .f ehe in!‘luence oi‘ each independent .

}luxﬂié_b jev upon se_lf-conqept, vith\ladquatmengx‘ab ‘mede for other *
'_'indepexid_eflt va\riubles.’ For e‘i(nmple., the’ par‘tinl re’gre’s’s}on )
'cdefriéi;nt v(or wi‘thin-cltaé'a nchievemenv s ;032v 1 e, for
ﬁeuch nnlt 1ncrense in sel!’-concept thete vould be an
u.ssociated 1nereas= in Achievement of 032 units.’ Hovever,-

since the 1ndependent varidble nn! not all mesaured in the

" same metric +3%., 1a dirfic‘n.t t:c determine the reldtx ‘ev
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" fable 10 ..
n.’bfi‘}:hin' Hémoéeneaus Classes
- & e % R <
. “Explanatory B ‘. . ° Beta'....  .Standard . . R? | " significance
'Vnriu’_lfl s o:eff,iéien_t " Coefficient - Error. Change F - Level
[032." 358 ) 11.56 p < .001
. B @
3.95 p < .01
,3.5T  p < .05
' ~
5 i




£ P, 'l‘able 10, the fo loving eu ation wuuld g

in self—c;ncept. e

The overall accuracy of the predicted equation is
reflgcted by R? , the proportion of vér:\.ution explained.
Prediction accuracy in sbsolute units is ref‘lec:ted by. the
standard error of estimate o\f the regression equatign.
Table 10 shows the. standard error of estima.t:e -to. be .721. 7
The standard error of estimate may be interpreted a5 the
standard deviation of résiduals (Nie et al., 1975),
and 1ndicutes the extent to which the predicted self concept
seore may vary rrom the act\,ul,score. To predict a studen‘t 8

self—cqncept score t‘rom the three variablas reported in

9hs + .358 (A

s - R . .
variablea being considered far the heﬁerogeneous cl&sses»
Table 12. contains tile results of the regression anplvsis.

The: numbera reported 1n this ta.ble (Table 12) are to \:e_

interpreted in the ssme\manner as t numbex‘s in ’I'a'hle 10"

- fcr the sake of parsimony, tben, they are not deseribed

'here. As' ’l‘nble 12 indinates,

Aone, or the vs.x‘izbles con—

sidered vere significant i’ndicators of selt concept

ATIET 7w
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'vari&bles vere within—clnss academic ste.nd.’mg and class

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter provides,an overview of the procedures
=mployed in the study, &n interpretanon and discussion of
© the results,'and a discussion of the implications of the

study for educational practice.

I. Overview of Procedures

The purpose of this res;atch vas toi determine ‘the
lnfl\{ence of within-cless acedemic standing and class
membership uporn the development of the self-concepts of

Grade Four students in homogeneous and heterogeneous classes.

3 thé 1na~ependent‘

: \
The dependent variahle» was sel!‘-concep

membership. . ' .
" : ' LR o
One hundred and ri!‘ey-sqven Grade Four students' :

were admnistered a selr conceyt instrument apecificnlly (
designed l:o measure the sell‘—concepts of young childr@
Information on the academic achievement of each student

was provided vy the Canedian Tens of Basie ‘Skills. The =

prlncipuls ar the schools involved in thls study pruvided

“informati n in'the m_nnx_lg_r in which students vere ussisned tn

homogeneo"u's or: etei\ogeneouu clsasu)

ci‘us‘ée’s;(i‘ e.

sure . for\ if-condept was .constng ted through
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score was thenrai‘juated‘by subtracting the.class mean from
each individual score, thereby effectively ranking each
student. The class membership variable was determined
through .th_e use of "dummy" variables since there were no
"scores" as such. All cases in'the sample who belonged to
o‘ne group were én’ored 1l dn the dumm_v” variable; all others
w!ﬁre~ gcored 0 on that variable. .

Regression banélys;s was employed to iiwestigate‘ the
‘influence of wit}xi-n—clpss academic standing and class

membership on the self-concept. . .

'
II. Interpfetatian and Discuss’ien 01‘ Results
I

\

had thrae classes of homngenequsly grouped Grmie Four -

students, Schocl 2 had three classes of hetez‘ogeneouslv . N

grouped Gra‘de Four students Fi ure l uhovs f,he mean gradeA

equivalent scores fot euch clusa, In the homageneous

. clnsses there was a fairly brdad runge of academic achieve~
ment when betveen class achievement meens were examinsd
(3. 9, 4.7 and 5.5 grade eq\xivalents) 'On the other hand,

bl School 2. (heterogeneous) had u_narrower ru.nge of scademic
N &

Two schuol,s wete considered in this study School. 1N




".2 were a‘ function of the grouping practises employed.

G Table 3 shova, some students 1n the lowest achieving class

percent) the same prbﬁorfion of students and they both
peaked slightly to the right of their me;;\s; Hovever, a
greaterzpercentage‘}t students in the homogeneous school
had highe{ gfadé equivalsnts'heyond 5.4 th;n those in the.

heterogeneous school. It must be noted that there is no °

i N .
evidence to show that any differences 1ndicah@d by Figure .
'

\ e

Cognizant of great variations among children in
) .
achievement scores, educators must decide whether a vide
or narrow runge of student abilities is more de}}*ﬁ%}s in

the classraom. As -Figure 3 1ndicates, the three hetero-

geneous classes hnd -3 fairly Wide rsnge of scudent echieve-

ment scores.. The greatest range vas’ in elass . 6 which had 9

students.ranging from grade equivalent scores of 3. 0 to T. 0'

(h grade equivslents). The

ranges, the greatest being c. uss 3 vhich hsd students

‘ rnnging from *.3 to 6. 5 (2.3 grade equivnlents)

KL For many }ensons, the most impcrtant of whlch 15
\perhaps rundom errors in hsst scores, there was some overlap

in‘the scorea fromvthe 3 hcmogeneoualv grouped classes ké

\

: hud higher tast scorea than some gtudent

o n-éer@iiq extént, | -Some. of
e B AT

e Tt

dmogeneous classes hsd~nsg‘owgr Tt
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the students in the highest achieving class had lower test
scores than some students in the lowest achieving class; -
thif seems inconsistent with the criterion for class assign-
@ent used by the school involved, and suggests that true
ability grouping may be difficult to realize.

The distribution of self-concept scores (Tigure L)
was somevwhat hifferent for the homoéeneous and heterogeneous
schools. I; the heterogenecusyckékses, the distribution of
scares wes close to a norfial distribution (where approx-
imately TO percent of the scores clustered around the mean
and 15 percent were at each extreme end of the continuum).'

In the homogeneous classfs, only a small percentage of the

students had extreme}yigow scores.. llowever, {pé distribution

)éf sco%es»ror the homogeneoﬁs classes ﬂiﬂ'not tnber off't&i
the higher scores as it did with the hecerogeneous classes.

.‘This meuns, then, that in- the homogenecuslv grouped school
there was & faﬂrly large number\with moderatelv h1gh self-
‘concept scores, tut none vith extremely high scures. As .
was pointed ‘out v}th respect to the distribution of achigvef
ment ‘scores, che(e is no evidence that the purticular form
Uthe distribution of: selr-ccncept scores has taken has any:-

thing to do yith the grouping practises'emplcyed in the

schools.’ Ié might be‘e{gued;‘thoug that since approx-

1mate1y*15 percent of the ktudents 1n the heterogeneouslyf.

gronped classe hnd higher self ccncept scores thnn the'




N vContrury to’ the neeulcs obtuined far the homogeneauelv o
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The theory this thesis udvanced wes that the
pruckise of ability.grouping had a‘signifﬂcant impact on
the self-concept of students so grouped. Data were
collected from éwo schools ~ one that grouped students py
abi;ity and one that ass;gned students,randomly to classes.
Teble 9 shows the correlations -among the variables con-
sidered ih the homogeneous classes end the means an&
standard deviations of these variables. The correlations
indicete the amount of shered veriance of anv two variables,

'hut to answver the kind of question this research proposed,

it is necessary to go hevond this type of bi-vnringe

relationship.

Table 10, which shovs the results .of the regression

or self concept scores on achievement and the dum‘ variebles . % B

set:up* to represent clees membership,‘conbnins the main out-
pome of this reeeerch.‘ Aa this tahls 1ndicutes, within-ulese
achievement level was hy far the best 1ndica¥nr oT self—
concept, accounting foi'lE.B percent cr the variance in
iself-concept (R change) Class’ memherahip, hovever, was
elso a significant indicatér of selr-concept accounting

for 5 9 percent of the varlsnce. Together, both vnrihbles . i~

accounted fon lB T percent of the varinnce explnined.

Tnbl; 11 snd 12 cont&in the correletions and - "

‘regreaaion results for Ehe et rogen sly grwuped classe

W
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considered (Tables 11 .and 12) proved to be significant
indicators or- self-conce}ﬂ';.

@ A comparison of the results presented in Tables 10
an@ 12 suggests that the development of self-concept lin ,
homogeneously grouped classes may be quite .different from
'the proc‘ess that takes, place in heterogeneously grouped
classes. In a school where academic achievement position
is quite prominent, where it f;rms the basis for assi‘gnment
to classes (Table 10), the relationship between academic .
rank and self—concept is quite subscantiﬂi. in & school

vhere acsdemic rénk is not tha.t prominent (Table 12) there*

is no signlficu‘nt relationship betv‘eeﬂ tﬁose two var;ables. .
reaaonable to conclude that the more e

v@ It see
.

,desirahle situation is ‘one in whi‘.

h the devélopment or level

N
‘of. one g seii‘ concept is not tied tq ene 8 _leV.el\ ax‘ a,cademic

. athievement. While this résearch has no. evidence that ‘the
i AL
different results shown in Tebles 10 and 12 are hot the'

result of other varia les not conaidered' here, the results
must’ be taken at least as tentative evidence of dift‘er\ant'
1nfluencea on the develcpment of ‘self- coneept in the two

kinds of schools considered

1asaisnment to classes i perhl.p
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there 1is at/least a moderate relatiqnship between those two
variables. \ ' ’
) While it may be argl;ed that the pr&ctise of homo- . .
geneous groupi_ng has some advantage for some students as
far as academic achievm’ement is cqoncerned, it may well be
~ dele’terious tol the develcpment of self-ccnne.pt;. ' . * R
\ \ , In terms of.,the hypothesis this research advanced '
\regarding the Bocial eomparison process in homogeneouslv
\grouped classes, it can be stated that the process does

nppear to be different from that which takes place in'hetero-

¥ - gereously grouped clusses . As to who ﬁorms the relevant - N ’ e

reference group \or who the significant others t‘nfek Q_s.’ f{nj .

‘a8 the development o‘r ‘self- concept

the within classroom comparison being more sali:nt

' IIT: " Imglications l‘or Education .\‘7 ‘. \
. L ) \‘ what this study has demonstrated in terms of the RN K N

students surveyed is ﬁhat e grouplng practise emploved in

an elementurv school may- have 8 very su'batant:le.l 1nf1uence

S em the atudent's self concept. \
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This present study, and some of the research cited,

has established that 'a person's ideas ebout himself are.a

function pf expsriense; the conclusion then; thet y;upg

\ people acquire self-concepts in the classroom is inescapable.

‘ The possibility of some intervention strat?gy to boost

'self- concepts of stuﬂents in achools/}gpears real enough.: 4
Such an attempt at equality of educational opportunity

" would focus on equality of outputs, rather than eguality

‘of inputé,‘or expenditures, a; is usually the case.

) Although such hsu not been the practise in the past,

1t seemu that the 1ncreasing amphasiﬁ on

' lf—uctua;izat;on

ot

" _\ o N E B
I h ' room and school manngement. ! \ . 3 - LI ¥

The selr concept has iﬁportant implications for
achievement ss vell. This reséarch placed achievement-

level causqlly prior tn selr—concept, i.e., achievement

vaa considered a' d:terminant of self concept‘ Hovever,-

the relsticnship between thesa two vuriabl 8" mav perhaps o
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NAME

. . [}
Here are a set of statements. Some of them are true of yoa and so you will

H . circle the yes. Some are not true of you so you will circle the no. Answer

H every question even if some are hard to decide, but do not circle both yes

H and no. Remember, circle the yes if the statement is generally like you, or

H circle the no 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
RN hope you will mark the way you really feel inside.
. o " v
-1, I am often L R R R TR T PR PR PP RPN W G

N .
2. ' Meeting new people scares me. “eviies Y8 nO
. - 5w Peu

1 gm\afh:.id when we.have tésts in 8€hOOL, ... uvruuiyerrsaanrnres yen, nc

\

I ayﬁ-’(){:sn’l;lxl!{ed‘ when ‘somiething goes uw_ng..“.., o Y &t% o

esepss yes o

o . L
B I\‘:'h‘i.nk‘xjnp‘ BOOR ERiNBS .0 dOuevuenissvannessneitvinsannnnnseres yE8 NO°

“am aii,mpq.t,ta\'ht"meu_\b:er"cfvmy'faiiu‘y... e sesbansiashaes s Y88 DO

X . I
a hard time doing something, l\blup' doing dt..
o . A o

1 do-many. bad

things.
o gk

i yes mo

!
i




! \ . N oo™
v
. - 18 i
- p 8 !
»o Pee? |
N N 1o
i . 3 i
N N
.
H \‘ "
{ : )
: § T
[ . 21. 1T have a nice looking face..... % R B 5 no i
4 . . |
t . ' : i
© 22, 1 am often mean to other people. no
i " o+

23. My classmates. like i‘.}_le things I‘ think up..... tiseheres YES 1O ' - '

“1'am gond!goking\.

....... F e Y B ]

: 1'get into & lot of Fights:...

.
PRSP

s mke‘_funvof‘ Me.osrosnacnes
S, A T

t -da hard for

an among the last’ to be:chosen.foT:'games. .. ..ovviarvaran
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