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As the number o' EMR sfudents "mainstreamed" into the regular class
increases (Cottlieb 1974 hac%illan, 1972) there is a ‘great need’ to
identify those factors which would insure the successful integration and
acceotance of these students (MacMillan Jones, & Meyers, 1975)..

One aSoect of the integration process involves the social accept- *

.~

ance of the EMR child by his non-retarded peer, Past studies which have -

investigated. the soeiometric status of EMR children within the regular

[

"class (e.g., Coodman, Gottliebd, & Harrison, 1972; JShnson, 1950; Johnson
& Kizk;'1950) ' have'genérally concluded that the EZMR child is accepted

less often or rejected or isolated more ofien than his non-retarded peer;

s *

,0f the many variables influencing the acceptance of the EMR child,
an inportant ?actor anoears to be that or the conpetency he manifests.
Gottlieb (197&) investigated the role of the label "mentally retarded"
am academic competency and found that the competency leJel of academic

performance significantly influenced the attitudes of subjects over the

presence of a 1abel, N

* N

Gottlieb and Davis (l973) reported the integrated MR to be chosen

less frequently than the non-EMR child in a game vlaying.situatfon.

3

They suggest that the dif erences observed in the choice of the non-EMR:
' .

child over the EMK child may "be'a result of subJects perceiving the

i

eomoetency ;¥ the non-EMR to be greater than tha+ of the EMR child. "

N A *

Since the PPR child appears to be selected less frequentiy than the
non—EMR as a vartner in a game nlaying situation, it was felt that an’,

" alternative of being chosen as’an opponent may dncrease the EMR chéld's

Y

chances for selection and greater interactien with his non—EMR peer.

<
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Varying levels ‘of competency were further examined by Strichart and
.Gottliedb (1975) by having the EMR child serve as a good, moderate, or -
poor imitative model for a non-EMR peer. They ;eoorted a significant
) F\;/ relati@nshio between increased competency of fhe =R and his selection by

v

the non-retarded peer as a future gane partner,

‘ In both of these renorts (Gottlieb & Davis, 1973; Strichart &
Gottlieb 1975), subjects were familiar to some extent with each other ' “
org%r to their involvement in & game playing situation. As such the .
‘oerceived comoetency may have interﬁpted with this orevious familiarity
‘to influence results.‘ It is of interest to examine how a competency
» 'statement may ocerate to influence Selections in the absence of any past
\knowledge or familiarity with the other subjects. '
- In the oresent study, the investigators' puroose was threefold»
‘ 1) to examine how competency statements influenced non-zhMR students in .
\ -

_their selection of pailr members in- a game nlaying situation both with’

v

.o and without nrior knowledge of the pair members to be selected, 2) to

further assess the selection rates of male and female students in choosing
D EMR peer°,§7 to~investigate how the EMR child is- selected under two con-

ditions in a game playing situation' 1) to be a partner and 2) to be an

‘A £} -

opponent. 1T~\ e .. - o e X
s T Within the studyt the investigators included a short questionaire" S
- “ uhich served to determine the degreé of nast knowledge each subJect had

. about the pair memberlfrom which a oartner or an opnonent was™to be se-

~

~
41ected, This information was used as a covariate in the analysis to ‘as=-
: L

sess whether past knowledge of a student would influence the selection
.. Lt ! ‘.. .o . . .

\ © . .: oo (2)r




of a partner or opponent, independent of any competency statement about
4 -
the student.

-

. SAMPLE ' -

* The sanple’ consisted of 304 intermediate school students attending,
regular classes. There were 80 girls-and 107 boys from the %th grade
and 117 girls from the 8th grade,

. There were three sections of Physical Education (classified by grade

and sex) scheduled for each of six periods (See Table l) Each section

D s 8 e e G 8 P D s et e gt b b G - ot b 0 S P S R S G B et P S e S AP G D . - -

! INSERT TABLE # 1 ABOUT ERE
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A .

grade girls, Section Two - 8th~grade\éirls, and éection Three - 7th grade
boys., The sections.inyolving 8th grade boys wWere excluded from the de=
sign since there were no 8th grade EMR boys attending the school. = All

. subjects were randomly assigned to tment conditions and tested in

groups according to grade and sex during théirxnorﬁailz:scheduled ph
. ’ , - -

4 N .

education class,

N

PROCEDURE. <

24

“The . entire administration of the instrument lasted approximately 15
. \\~
hminutes per group, All testing was dpne by the same experimenter who was

introduced to each grouu of students by their iespectiVe physidal educa-~

- .’ . . :




to insure.individuality of resvponse.

T ¥
Subjects were'told that the experimenter was irfterestpbd in seeing

how students selected partners and opponents whilelplayips a simple game
called the "Bean\sag\game." The rules of the game were explained to
A .

s each _&roup nrior to the testing situation. The initial explanation con-

|
sisted of three narts. ~

s First, the rules 6f the game were clearly explained and demonstrated
to the subjects by the experimenters., The "Bean Eag Game" consisted of
the subject tossing three bean bags over a screen unto targets on the

<

A floor that varied in value from 2 to 5 points with a miss counting as

on% point, The highest score for three tosses was' 15 with the lowest

possible score'béing 3. After the explanationﬁathe subjects were ques-
tioned by the experimenter to insure they cleari; undgrstood the rules
of the ganme.

Second, the experimenter then explained the two ways in which the

~ Bean Bag Game could be viayed The first method is to select a partner
~ o N
) and have each’ one toss three\bean bags, attemvting to accumulate a total - ..

L]

—Mo§?¥5 points between them to win the game., The expjfimenter emphasized

order to win the

i
the imvortance of cooveration between the partners th

,w

game, The second method of playing the game is to select someone as’ an

t

\Q\o o opponent to compete against. Kach: person tosses three bean bags and the

" one obtaining the highest score is declared the w/

L)

game,




Third the subJects were told that they would observe two pairs of

students who were ready to -berin olaying the Bean Bag Game and they would i

be asked to make some s%lections. The first‘nair that the subjects observed
served as the control pair; the second pair served as the experimental

pair,

’

Each subject was.asked to read silently one of the three randomly :

, assigned treatment conditions contained in the answer booklet that de-
scribed a level of comoetency for each pair member as they were observed.
(See Instrument Section below)

In order to exnlore how selection nates vary with competency

levels, the experimenters emnloyed two pairs of students ~—a control and

an experimental pair, \gne bontrol pair consisted of two students who -

'did not attend school ih the\same district as the subjects and were thus

“comoletely unknown to the subgects Drior to testing. The experimental pair

~
consisted- of one randomly Selected nor-EMR student from one of the P.E,

classes and one 'randomly seleg‘tedf EIMR/ student of matching grade and sex

i

from the Soecial Education class who/was also" assigned o} one of the P.E.

~

' classes° however, neither anneared in front of tne class of which he/she was

[N

a pair member. The’ only exception,to this was the singl mHR boy who was

;the only male EMR in the school,
'.

.[He appeared 'in front of the P.E, class

/to which he was assigned,

There were only five EMR students in the school and all were utilized
v .

in the design (one 7th grade boy, two 7th grade girls; two 8th grade girls).

EMRs Were attending re-

as ohysical education;
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L
~

-

half of the day the students were attending a ‘special self-contained

clajg located on the same Camous. T ) - v -

Under the assumption that competency is a major influence in the . : g

selection process rather than liking or disliking, popularity or unpopu-

. larity (Gottlieb et al, 1973), the\only differences obseryed in the-se:

g

r b .
lection rates of subjects between og, within the two pairs of students

v

should be & result of the comoetency statement aooended to each pair: mem- ,

ber. The control pair would_also serve to assess the effect of a com-

petency level statement alone in that there was no ancillary knowledge ~‘*"”ﬁ
N S, v <, ( ‘
~ '\ available to the subjects concern;ng\t:e unknown pair of students other 4§L°
.\ than the experiment3lly manipulated co dgti:ns.' Y . : .

“~

" INSTRUMENT ®

The instrument employed in the study consisted of. three parts, The

first section ansgefed by eachJstudent‘oonsisted of a series of questions o
to determine the general degree;ofa owledge if. any, that he had about
“ " the pair of subjects he was observing. Each pair member wore a letter o \»\\;
. ' (A or B) ‘for easy identification, The data have been codeg 50 tnat the . BN

letter A 'is always assoclated with the EMR child in the experimental pair.

o The next section of the instrument contained the treatment condition

\,
* - which described oge of three leyéls of competency, Each subject was. ran-

A domly.assigned to one ‘of the three conditions listed Below. The compe;’

tency statement indicated how well the pair members oerformed in playing
R.
. ! s

' the game. The: three conditions weres

’ . e ~

-~

el . N .

a Information on the test instrument can be obtained by writing tHe authors,
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Condition 11 (Student A and B equal) ~ -
) Both Student A and Student B havé‘pﬁ:yed the gean Bag Game.
When Student A played the game’, he/ e got a gcore of 7 -
) o/ points which is aVerage. A
When Student B played the game, he/%he got a score of 7
goints which is average,

Condition 2:°  (Student A suverior)
‘ Both Student A and Student B.-have nlayed the Bean Bag Game.
* When” Student A played the game, he/she got a total score -
C of 11 points which is very good. o
/{ i .. E /ﬁnen Student B played the game, he/she only got‘a score
’ of 5 nornts which is a little below average.

Condition 3i (Student B suverior) o ‘ '
- ' Both Student.A-and Student B have played the Bean Bag ‘Game' .
. o When Student B played the game, he/she got a total score o
. ' . of 11 points which is very good. -
) * When Student A played the game, he/she only got a score .
, - of 5 noints which is & little below average. i "
&

-

..Henee, a.third of the observers were given informetion that the two

pair(members performed equally well, another third that Child A performed N

" better than B, and the last third that Child B performed better than A.

’

“Lastly, the subJects were then requested: 1) to select either Student

™ . Aoeor Student B as a partner, 2) to select either Student A or Student B
# ’ '\ A -X L ! -
Sas an opponent, zﬂér each selection, the subgect Was reminded that the ,
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level conditions within secti'ons.‘ The data consisted of selection fre-
quencies for each of the pa.ir memberSz 1) as a partner apd 2) as an oppo-
- . }’nent together ﬂi‘fﬁ a score asseSsing prior knowledge of each vair member
J individual subJects as méasured by part one of our instrument (See
Table # 2a and 2B).  ~ T2

. " INSERT TABLE # 2a and 2b ‘»

- -

- - e o o -

. % F
* . In that the control pairs consisted of students attending schools in_

Y districts differeqt from that of the subjects, their corresvoondimg prior D
knowledge scores Wwe identically‘ zero, Therefore, an analysis of co-
. - ’ variance wasQ perforned on the selection frequencies obtained for the ex-
"f perimental pairs. only, us ng prior knowledge as the covariate. This
ial analysis indicat that prior knowledge of the experimental pair >

members did not signi'fican 1y influence a subject;os ‘'selection of a part-

1
<

ner or an oppohent to play the'game.

Hence, an analysis of variance involving control and eXperimentaJ.

§

s pairs was performed and: ,single degree of freedom contrasts appropriate

Lt to the Jhypotheses under investigation were carried out on the selection

g

frequencies of the pair members: 1) as a partner and 2) as an opponent.

N

Unexpected absences in the third section of the 21;1 grade boys' P.E. -

-

class required the use of least Squares estimates of ontrol and experi-

- mental selection frequencies for competency level Condition 2 (A -superior).
These .estimates were obtained using ,within sex and grade information and
are reflectefi in the "loss" of two degrees'of freedom for Pairs x Condi_-

. . . ‘ N ~
tions x Sections within Grades, . -

| (8) _
: ‘.‘ o A 10 ’ »




RESULTS

~

-

" The a.ni\lysis of the selection frequencies of A as a partner indicated

the existence‘ ‘of significant differences among the selection frequencies

(‘See Table # 3) for the three competency level conditions (F = 19,98,
» , . .. ? e : > -

»

¢

Insert Table # §\About Here

o

o -

~

. ‘ _ . . .
af = 2, 30, P< .001) as well as a significant difference between the |,

_selgction for' control vs, experimenta.l pairs (F = 33,24, df =1, 15,

"'p< .001), The single degree of freedom contrasts among the comnetency

) ,level ‘eonditions showed 8 significant difference in selection rates

Conditions 2 (A supérior) and 8. (‘B superior) (F‘ = 37.54, d4f = 1, 30,

p < 001), the contrast Condition gl (Aand B equ&)\\vs\Condition 2'and

3 was not significa.nt
The significant interaction of Pairs! x Cra.des (F =5, 13-5, af = 2, 15,
P < 05), further investiga.ted by the contrasts Control vs. Experimental -
:'Pairs x Males vs, F‘ema.les (F= 10. 48‘ df = l 15, p ¢ ,OQl) a.nd Control

Vs, Experimental Pairs x 7th grade Females vs, 8th grade Females revealed
. L}
‘a sigpifica.nt difference in selection rates between ‘the control and ex-

-

4

perimental pairs for male and fema.—le students. N

<
The analysis of the selection frequencies of A as an oppenent pro-’

duced results s,imilar to those found in the analysis of the selection
’ -

freyuencies of A as a pa.rtner. '_S\pecifica.lly,‘the corqparison of the se-

lection fmquencies for A as an opponaent for oontrol vs'. experimental

\ |

[}
a

)

g

i1

[
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.

pairs.was significart (F = 5,10, df =1, 15, p < .05). Differences among
the selection frequencies for' the three competencyilevel conditions were

also significant (F = 16,51, df =1, 30, p'< .001), due principally to

the difference in responses to Condition 2 (A superior) and Gondégifn 3

(B superior). -

-

~ Althouglr neither the Palrs x Grades nor the Pairs x Grades x Conditions

intgract'ions were’ significamt, the contrast Control v:. Experimental Pairs
x Condition 2 vs. Condition 3 x Males vs. Females was significant (f = 5,13,
_digl,zla,;m.os). o o o /‘ . L -
. o { | | ' .
DISCUSSION )
Data indicate th;t the EQmﬁétenCy sta?ementg Were significant in in-
fluencing thg selection of vair members both as a partner and‘;s an op-

”,

ponent,(See Graph # 1) These data provide evidence {hat_the'compétgncx

-~

Insert Graph # 1 -About Here . ™~

- S N
> . -~ %

statement had differential effects in the selection of partners and 9@1

A

_ponents dépending upon a subject's sex and gride, . .

"Cottlieb and Davis (1973) suggested thaf:the non-EMR student, judged |

\

the integrated and segregated EMRs by using a separate'criteria fof .

\;;EEEments injeéch base.' These\data imply that there may also be differ-
S . . . .

ent critex&a\gppiied by Inon-EM "students {: evaluating and ée;ecting in~ ;

tegrated EMRé and their non-EMR classmates és Wwell as in selecting‘pair

members who were previously unknéwn prior to the experimental setting.
. o S -\\' - ', . .
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Although significant differences in: selection frequencies of male
a.nd female students did occur, this study did not support the yrevious
. findings of Sheare (1974), Stricha.rt and Gottlieb (1975), Coodma.n Gottlieb
.a.nd Ha.rrison (1972) who reported that females tended to be leSs re,)ecting
" of the EMR than males.ﬁpn.. the contrary‘! our data indicated that females .
'were significa,nﬂ%" more reJecting of the EMR pair menmber tha.n nales across

the trea.tment ¢ondition, (See Graph # 2) , ‘ % "

A}

- - an - —— -y an

4

Insert Graph # 2 About Here

~
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The observed differences between the sexes may be explained in part
> by the fact that the- testing situation fnvolv'ed‘motoric skills and com- T

petition, an area where males and females may operate from different per-

s;oectives& . »
™~

Fpllowing‘g;%i(“ey‘cperiment, the physical education tea.chéir.a.nd special .
S,
education staff dndigated that the male EMR was known by his classmates.

"as being well coo:édinated and a good athiete. Hence, the male EMR's

R

a.thletic revutation nay ha.ve nositively influenced the ma.le subJects in °

" 9their selection of him,” The female subgects, on the dther hand, observed .
E s female EMRs wh(o la.cked this kind of suvvortive background

L o ’I'nese findings do suggest “however, that a.ct:eptance a.nd/or reJec- .

B \tion of the in E’ﬁ b 'wmg yarkes between’ the 'sexes with females reJect- L
‘. ' ing their EMI cla.ssma.tes more. often ‘than their male counter-parts., ‘The . . °
e females tended to select ‘the ;EIMR pa;r member less frequently ‘a8 a pa.rtner ’

Do and more frequently as an oupcnent ‘then the males even when the competency

.
. J - - r

X . . .
i » *
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2

statement indicated the EMR:pair member to be al competent as the non-zMR

<

pair\member: (See Graph # 3)

Insert Graph # 3 About Here

- e - e - —— - -

/

These data show that although the EMR child was not selected as a

~_

fiaitner as frequently as his non-EMR classmate; he/she was always select-a
ed as the alternative to be an 0pponenti’ Tnis seems’tp imply that al;
though not accepted as often as the non-EMR, the EMR is at least riot com-
pletely rejecta{. This apparent willingness on the Seit of the non-EMR
student to interact with the EMR student may indicate that there exists

a middle ground that is neither outrignt rejection nor.acceptance of the

- EMR child, However, this ‘process may operate only when thore are two or

13

.{'more possible choices from which ‘the nori-EMR can make his selection,

The data from thig study~supporte&‘Gott11eb's (1974) contention that
the competency level may be a dominant factor in selecting an EMR for a

teammate. .Howevei, the inteiaction effects of sex and conditions as seen
v

in these results indicate that other variables nay operate to vary the

influence of a competency statement One of, the variables that may in-

{ CoL
fluence the acceptance of a Stated comnetency level by a subJeot may de—

) by wage N Qe
pend in part on how the comnetency information is transmitted to the. sub-

Jects. This study utilized a one-time only general statement fr the
exuerimenter without any supportive evidence or time, for evaluati f

the»actual competency by the subjects. ‘Had each subJect played the game ’

with the nair nembers and experienéed the actual competency‘level as was

2
v
v A

NN 6 7

14 .




p - R
. employed by Strichart and Gottlieb (1975), the selections may have been
T~ aa‘tagather different, Another approach employed by Yoshida (1975) was

to presént repeated observations of specific competencies over time to

-:.._

o
.

competency levels. The sourbe of the cBmgetency statement about the pair

N,
o,
Ao
A r—

may affect the credulity of the information, The subject's acceptance
of a competency statement may vary depending on whether it came from an
unknown exy er, a peer, a well-1iked teacher, or the individual
himself, ! AN -
Selection may ¢/ry 1f the competency level appended to a pair men-
ber differs significantly from sthe subject's own view of his competency
on the particular game. Hence, if a subject feels his competency on an
assigned task (in this case, the Bean Bag Game) is low, he may select on
a different basis than if he assesses his competency asqsnfficient in
itself or better than the competency level appended the.pair member,
This may help to account:for‘the differential eﬁfects ooseryed as -
the competency level was varied from low to high, " There appeared to be
a greater willinzness by the subjects to accept a lower competency state-
ment about a pair member than a higher one, (The only exception to this

was in the selection of a pantner under Condition 2 (Student A superior)

for "the eXperimental pairs) (See Table #!aa) It seems that each subJect

nay have had to deal with varying degrees of cognitive dissonance as they -

~

evaluated each  pair member prior to making’a selection. When the com-
petency‘level Was consistent with the subJect's expectation of the pair

member, there would be 1ess dissonance and ‘thus he would be 'more willing
, / s

Ll -

(13)

N 15 o




-

to- accent the comnetency statement.k However, . if the level apnended had
differed significantly from what the subjects had anticipated then there

would be greater resistance in accenting the stated comnetency.
)

In conclusion, this, study tended to support the investigators® original
. j';‘ “purposes."It'was found that competency statements are a significant factor

.in influencing«neer select;on for a partner and an onponent However, the
N £y %
actual selections made were;&lso inffhenced é} the subJect s sex and grade.

e ‘t
Also, females were shown ﬁ% be more regecting than the males ln selecting )
the EMR child as a partner. Lgstly, the EMR child, although not selected

as. often as a partner; was not totally rejected.in that he was selected at

\

least an #n opponent in a game playing situation,

3
- v

o ty -
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. : " ‘ TABLE # 1 C .
Size of Testing Groups Per Period .
) S \ B ' <
1st Group - 2nd Group . 3rd Group ‘
Period 7th Grade Girls {Bth Grade Giris Pth Grade Boys Total
1 16 . 20 N ) i3 - by :
o v’, ° : " - T b
N 4 _
2 . 18 13 - 26 57
3 . 6 26. . , 5 37
4 14 18~ ‘ 20 52
5 ¢ 14 ~ 18 + 2k 56
22 , 19 - 53 ,
117 107 304 \
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o TABLE # 22 L
- Percentage for A as a Partner oo
Con;lition’s ’ Pair ' + " Grades’ Mea.n
’ *, 7-Male - 7-Female B-Female
A and B Control 48,01 38,61 .67.85 S1.49 " M"
" Equal Experimental 60.45 15.14 18.59 .39 :
( A= B) . . .
B , Control 89.92 . 80,40 w7l 860 o o
Superior Ixperimental 59.95 54107 T 57.14 57.07 '
(A=11) . : 7 :

B Centrol 17.07 54,17 46,03 .09 56
Suverior - Experimental* 21.92 26.39 18.06° 22,12 "
(A=5) ‘ 3 “ v ’

. “Control 51.67 . 57.73 . 62,79 57.%9
Experimental | = 47,44 3.88 3.26 36.86
Mean 2 e : . = i -
- Grades. 49,55 44,80 47.02 47.12 e
R '
- N
‘" . . BLE #2b
- " Percentage for Aw‘as‘ an Opponent e -
\7‘\ \x;‘ ~ Q.‘ - ‘ ’A _»\‘l- ' i *
Conditiéns. | . Pair Grades ) Mean
. CTR 7-Male “~g-Female 8-Female ~
o, * - AN ’ N ;- . N \.\'\. F, ' ’ 3
A and B Control ; 64.86° 38,17 53.47
Equal Experimen\t'al\ L6, 28 .39 71.94 66.53 60.00
(A =3B) N

A Control " 27.88 A.85 .22 032,
Superior - Experimental k1721 . 22.38 39. 34, 34 +33
(A=11) : '

. g ;Control : 80,00 ' 53,61 33.67 62,43 68.67
Superior ~ Experimental 69.75 75.83 79.17 74,92 *
~ Control - 55,09 50.11 -, 41,02 48,74
| Experimental. 52.41 59,87 63.51 58.60
| -.Mean _ —
g ‘ Crades 53.75 54.99 52,26 53.67
® . (16)
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TABLE # w;

Analysis of <mw.pw:.om ~

v

Percentage

wmﬁmm:&wmm for A as Partner for A as Opponent
4 Source - df | Mean Square Fo P Mean Square I P
Grades ‘ . 2. 203.59 .29 67.05 .07 ’
OH- t M vs, F 1 meo.Nb‘ ob‘u ’ QU\N ooo ’
for G> t 7 Fvs, 8F . A | 88.94 .13 133.73 14 . ‘
Sections/Grades 15 702,30 943,09 :
| Conditions : C, 2 14369.95  19.98 p ¢.001 | 12973.00  16.51 p <.001
Cpt1vs, 2+ 3 o 1 1745.15 2.43 . 2167.83 2.76
' €2 1 2vs, 3 . : -1 | - 26993.90 37.54 . P <.001 23778.16 30.25 P <.001
Conditions x Grades -~ '+ L ¢ 1836.47 . .2.55 .05¢p ¢.10 1057.32 . «35
, €1 x C1 .1 2897.60 * 4.03 .05<¢p ¢.10 1839.20 2.34 )
Co x G1 | 2515.06 3.50  .05¢p <.10 142,88 .18 .
i Cl x G2 X 1794.81 2.50 2120.27 2.70
ON X DN 1 H-w@ohﬁuu o.u..@ X . - HNOoww ouum (e )
. . ' . R . . R 1
Conditions x Sections/Grades . 30 719.06 . 785.99
.mﬁnmxoom«m& vs, Experimental) 1 .h&mu.ﬁ 33.24- p <.001 26251.80 5,10 p<¢ .05
Pairs x Grades _ 2 1867.32 - 5.4 p <,05 1425,731 2,77 °.05¢D<¢.10
P x G1 1 3589.69  .10.48.- | p<.01 Aa2.42 | 4,12 ,05¢p<.10
P x Gp 1 k4,94 - L2 ) 729.20 1.42 ,
| Patrs x Sections/Grades 15 342 49 514.52 )
_ Pairs x Conditions: - IR 129.92 . .22 290,77 T 3
P x C ’ 1 . 2.53 .a» .00 138.75 .31
P x Cp —1 257.32 A3 322,80 .72 . )
Pairs x Conditions x Grades L 1105.91 1.84 856.65 1.90
P x C1 x Gy . ) 1 1778.58 2.96 914, 24 2,03 )
P x C2 x Gy "1 1671.18 2,78 2311.04 5.13. pP¢.05
P x Cy x Gp 1 910.85 l.52 ° 45,84 < .10 '
‘P xCax Gy 1 63.02 .11 155.48 . \
Pairs x Conditions x Sections/Grades 28 - 600.14 - . 450,69 : .

Q

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E

(17)




GRAPH # 1 o
Conditions o

/ c
\ \/

P
‘ B
R’ Partner (===--- )
C -
' E 1
. N
T .
A
c Opponent ( ).
B
’ < . .

“

- o
. .
- '
- \ . 1
-,
* A9
K °

Selection Percentage:? For A1l Subjects Across Experimental 4nd ,Cont;rpl Pairs

]
1

3




. ‘
. ~ I
A . * I‘
. N [S
. b - .
N
: .
] . N ’
i -,
[}
- N “
v PR v . . . . .
. -
o T ~ < GRAPH # 2 - ' . o
. .
k] . . » - ~
» ¥ . R \ . -
o Pairs x Grades
N [ . . - " N -
hd . N Py .. .
i Y ‘v)' N -
n - . t .. ] v
. .
-~ ) "
A
3
.
- v .
- — - ¥
;
(e Fi
- ks ~ » 4
A ' ¢ Q -~
¢ .
.
. -,
. < .
1 . T
- - J e .
’ A My
‘ N
( - .
Y
\
~ -

/
m-
/S ©
S
/
/

. -

\
- 57.73 62.79
51,67 +—

.
7
/
//
»~
.
-

_t‘JO#’Hzojomm*ﬁ/
(o)
=)
1

. b7.49 o S
uo ] ’ * “\\‘ . ’ a
__'_\*_“_---- "'
, . pee TR ,
20 . , ' . . » R ) . N
' - : ’ ° N ‘ N :
E . ‘ N . . . R
T ' , i * ‘ \\ e ’ ‘ .
7th grade 7th grade 8th grade . ' . . S S s
. . - T .
males fgmales’ ,.femtales ~. - e . . . - -
~ ‘ . - ’
~ /" -~ -
v . - ’ N .
Wt . ! . . ‘ ’ \ “
. - Se&.ection percentage bf A as a Partner - N
. E ~ . . ° ; " . .
P ! ] , ‘ - < L
e - + . ° .
' . ) ) ]
' " ¥ ‘ . . * 0
- 3 ' s b [
LY » » ¢
. " 4 4 -\
‘ b - . 2
. . . (19) ) "
~‘ 'w . , ‘ ;
- " / A
. ‘ ’ ‘ o T \"-< \.
‘ ’ N : .
>, - IR | ) \\' )
T, . M ‘ PO, [ . ’ L, - . P ‘»
ERIC . b:. " <.l . -
B EEEEE ,, S.o. P, N , " . .- . ' ‘}:: , \ R .




. ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

»

GRAPH # 3 TR S ¥
. Pairs x Conditions x Grade s
£y, / A '
P .{ - - a ~ ‘e
, N \ ‘
S x‘ .
; Y : )
) N (23 .’?' ! <
+ ~ ‘3-
8,39 . '; c
'75.83
65775 /1093
V4

. 46,287

41.23\.\. . .. M . N

~

PP

. -
T o
s 22.38

\

\ . .
. A 3
P

v

TSN A= B (emamee)

LY

\

f
N
»

A = ll- ,(—.-.—.-.)

v
~
o
» . :

) - . ‘ ) N ‘ .‘
7tk grade 7th grade 8th grade ‘ ) SN
.~ . males - females females T
- . P i

s

.

Selection Percentage of A as an Opponen"l‘:

" - s,

:

' 4 ‘ !
. .

. .

. ~ -
<
". 4 ¢ ~
. , (20) </
\ ' ~ ;
[N . ) v b
- N !
$ ’ '
4
) N J ~ , R )
‘ \ o' = b !
. Ve,
N "xr -
. T 4
X / 22
. -7
\ /
N




i ( ‘
., BIBLIOGRAPHY T
-~ . s <3

" Gottlied, J. - Atfitudes'towards retarded children; Effects of labeling

. " and academic performance. Aherican Journil of Mental Deficiency,

-

Ce U197, 79,(3),268-273. S e e
_ Gottlieb) J.; Davis; J;‘E:E Social'accepiance of | EYR children during .
w% : N overt'behavioral interactions. American Journal of Mental a ?m e A
Y peftctency, 1973, ™, 8, (2), 141-143 I -

Goodman, H., Gottlieb “Jey Harrison, R. Social acceptance of mMRs inte-

/' ; - grated into a nongraded elementary school American Journal of

Mental Deficiency, 1972, 76, (4)1 412‘417' " 4, | ) -

Johnson G, O., A study of the sooial position of mentally retarded ' ‘

el children in the. regular grades. American’ Journal of Men@al,

[ 4

Deficiency, : 1950 55, 60-89. R

. Johnson, G. O.,, Kir% S..A.  Are mentally handicapoed children segre- \ i
gated in the reguiar grades? Exceo€ional Children, 1950, 17, ~.,.,—~/T.l
o © 65768, 87-88. - PO o
o _ ,MacMilla.n, D, 1,- Decertification'of EMR: Problems ard paredoxes, -, -
';; ; " T Journal of California Council for Exceotional Children, 1972, 21, . b
(3),°3, 5-6-6.. o R T

MacMillan D,, Jones, R/, Meyers, E.. Nainstreaming.the mildly retarded;
N " . "' some questions, cautions and guidelines. ﬁnpublisned manuscript -
University of California at Riverside, 1975,

\ ‘ -.
Sheare, J B. Social acceptance of EMR adolescents An integrated pro-

SR grams, American. Journal of Men€§1 Deficien;x, 1974 78, (6), -~ =

.o .. 678-682. - . A B o 3

- N N
\ N . . .
. ¢ . -

* L}




. : - o~
: 3 ‘ ' ¢ .. ¥ .5
- ’ ) ’ : ‘
\itrichart, s., Gottlieb, J. Imitation of retarded children ‘by their - " :
K non-retanied peers, ~‘American Journal of Mental Deficiency, 1975, .
' N ’ g . ’ M A
. 79:.(5), 506-,12. , .
B ' .
. [ \
Yoshida R.,,Meyers, C._ Effects of labeling as Educable Mentally Re-
\ ', f
tarded on teacher exnectations for’ change 1n a student s performance,
-
; . Journa.l of Educational r’sl,'choloﬁy. 19?5, 67, (&), 52.1.-527.
- ' : N7 ‘ .
‘ ‘ *
| » -~ ' v
]
) . o ‘
e . ¢ e
. \} ) ’ < P\. T
. 2 , - e L
. \ ) x - . .
. N ) > o R a ’ , L '
. ' e, ks . s . . *
. . '_ - - N N ,*’1 .
. N N . & , < . . .
* ~ * - N : « 4 . . " * +
. FEY . ‘. s ) ‘—" : . Q , 2 “
, ~.\ ’ N . . . _; . . .
" ' A . L ‘ ) K . . ' °
R , . e ¢ . . * ) .y
- » . . > Yo k\
- N . i . 5 . 2 4 * N 1} ot
' ¢ R . » S ~ - N ‘ e k
w . ) G . N . )" - - f ° . R »
" Ew e 7 e s R ' T
, R ot R LT . T ‘
R - . . (22) Lo - W " Lo et S -
- ‘q"‘ N " 1 " ’ : ) i N 1 “- "1 * f“ # LY
. : BRI . ' oo . Y SO . .o -
- v Yoo S ; S ) R
~ . ! ¢ v \ M ! ’
. - ~ . - 9\ I PR . A, -
S . M Y ’ - 4 . .t ° N L - - * o~ ."' :-'
’ ) ’ . ’ - .’ \"\', * t/ ~ ot - " Xt ’ ‘*

P R T R 4 . o

\




. - . &
- .
3 < A
T e o ? s t
; ,1 The reséarch was supported in part by the U.S. Office of Education

. Tralning Grant OE-6072-3975 (603) and the Student Research Grant 600-75-
. 00189, . R S
| . Ry
2 The authors wish to thank Donald L. MacMillan and Carol Adams for
their valuable assistance in the vrepa.ration of this manuscrivt Walter

F. Stewa.rt Esther Aloia, Lisa. Leeson, Terry r{uber, Kevin Ba.rtlett and

¥ ‘Chris Holt for their assistance in conducting this vf%)ect- and the Rim

Se

k4

of tbe World Unified School District for -permission to conduct’ the research

n‘v&' , . -
~

£ RN




