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As the nUmber of Dili students "mainstreamed" into the regular class

,

increases (Gottlieb, 1974; MacMillan, 1972), there is a treat need' to

identify those factors which would insure the successful integration and

acceptance of. these students (MacMillan, Jones, lc Meyers, 1975).
-

One aspect of the integration Process involves the social accept=

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

investigated.. the sociometric status of EMR children within the regular

class (e.g.,
.Goodman,

J:ottlieb, & Harrison, 1972; Jthnson, 1950; Johnson

..,

& Kirk; 1950) havetenerally concluded that the EMR child is accepted

leSs often or rejected or isolated mare often than his ,non - retarded peer.

Of the many variables influencing the acceptance of the EMR child,

an,iMportant factor appears to be that of the competency he manifests.

Gottlieb (1974) -investigated the role of the label "mentally retarded"

and academic competency and found that the cOmPetencylelel of academic

,

. performance significantlk influenced the attitudes of subjects over the

presence of a label.

Gottlieb and Davis (1973) reported the integrated EM to be chosen
O

less frequently than the non= -EMR child in a game playing, situation..

They suggest that the differences .observed in the.choiceof the non-EMR:

childover the EMIT child maite'a result of subjects perceiving the

N
competency df the non-EMR to be greater than that of the EMR child. ,

Since the EMR child appears'to be selectedless frequently than* the
0

non-EMR as a partner in a gaMe playing situation, it was felt that an':

alternative of being chosen as 'nn opponent may increase the EMR chtl'd's

chances for selection and greater interaction with his non-EMR peer.

(1)
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Varying levels-of competency were further examined by Strichart and

-Gottlieb (1975) by having the EMR child serve es a good, moderate, Or

poor imitative model for a non-EMR peer. They reported a significant

c.)1relati(onshin between increased competency of the EMR and his selection by

the non-retarded peer as a future game partner.

ti

at7

In both of these reports (Gottlieb & Davis, 1973; Strichart &
1-

Gottlieb, 1975), subjects were,familiar'to some extent with each other

prfOr to 'their involvement in a game playing situation. As such, the

perceived competency may have interyted with this previous 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 present study,..the investigatort' purpose was threefold:

1). to examine how competency statements influenced non7EMR students in

=

their selection of pair members in-a game playing situation, both with

and without prior knowledge of the pair members to be selected, 2) to-

further assess the selection rates of male and femafe-ttudents in choosing

EMIt'peers,j tos,investigate how the 4R child isselected under two con-

ditions in a game playing situation; 1) to be a partn4r,and 2) to bean

opponent.

Within the study,, the.inveStigators included a short quostionaire

which served to determine the degree of oast knowledge each subject had

aloOut the pair member/froth which a partner or an opponent was'to be se-.

441eCted. This information' was used as a covariate in the analysis to'as-

, 4

'gess whether past knowledge of a student would influence the selection
. 4

°
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of a partner or opponent, independent of any competency statement about

the student;

METHOD

SAMPLE

.The sample consisted of 304 intermediate school students attending,

regular classes. There were 80 girlsand 107 bus from the 7th grade

and 117 girls from the 8th grade.

There were thrle sections of Physical Education (classified by grade

and sex) scheduled or each of six periods (See ,Table 1). Each section

INSERT TABLE # 1 ABOUT HERE

watested within each pe n the following order: Section One 7th
\\\

grade girls, Section Two - 8th grade girls, and Section Three - 7th grade

boys. The sections involving 8th.grade boys were excluded from_the_dP-

sign since there were no 8th grade EMR boys attending the school. All

subjects were randomly assigned to tmen't conditi s and tested in

groups according to grade and sex during their nor43q,'scheduled

education class.

PROCEDURE

4111e,entire administration of the instrument lasted approximately, ,15

minutes per group. All testing was dpne by the Same experimenter gho was

introduced to each group of students by theirespectiie phySidal educe:-

(3)

5



N.

N

tion teacher. All subjectytgsponded to the questio

to insure.individuality of response.

Subjects were'told that the experimenter was

how students selected partners and opppnents while

called the "Be

depeA ently

n seeing

g a simple game

Game." The rules of the game were explained for

each group prior to the testing situation. The initial explanation con-_

sisted of three parts.

First, the rules. of the 'game were clearly explained and demonstrated

to the subjects, by the experimenters. The "Bean Bag Game" consisted of

the subject tossing three bean bags over a screen unto targets on the

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 being 3. After 'the explanatioriethe subjects were ques-

/
tionedby the experimenter to insure they clearly understood the rules

of the game.

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

Bean Bag Game could be played. The first method is to select a partner

and have each one toss three-bean bags, attempting to accumulate a total

points between them to win the game. The expe imenter emphasized

the importance of cooperation between the partners order to win the

game. The second method'of playing the game is to elect someone as'an

opponent to compete against. Each'person tosses tree bean bags and the

one obtaining the highest score is declared the w er. This time the

experimente'r dMphasiied competing against someone in order to win the

game.

fi

(4)
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Third, the subjects were told that they would observe two pairs of

students who were ready tobegin playing the Bean Bag Game and they would

beasked to make some Alectians. The first-pair that the subjects observed

served as the control pait; 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 competency for each pair member as they were observed.

(See Instrument Section below)

In ordet to explore how selection rates vary with competency

levels, the experimenters employed two pairs of students ---a control and
.0

an experimental pair. The bonttol pair Consisted of two students who-
.

'did not attend school ih theN!ame district as the subjects and were thus

completely unknown -0 the subjects prioi to testing. The experimental pair
completely

one randomly selected nan7EMR student from one of the P.E.

classes and one 'randomly selected!EMR/student of matching grade and sex
/

from:the Special Education class who( was alsWssigned o one of the P.E.

,classes; however, neither appeaved n Itont of the'clas of which he/she was

a pair' member. The' only exception, to thiSwas the singl EMI boy who was

,the only male EMR in the school.. He appeared 'in front of P.Z. class

Ito which he was assigned.

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

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

With the exception Of the mal EMR, all other EMRs were randomly assigned,

to treatment conditions perc ass period. All EMRs were attending re-

gulir non-academic classes acid activities such as physical education)

music; shop, homemaking, ty ingand choir on a half -day basis.. The other

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

located on the same Campus.

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

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

, larity (Gottlieb et al, 1973), the'only differences observed in the

lection rates of subjects between ors,within the two pairs of students

should be a result of the competency statement appended to each pairMem-

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

petency level'statement alone in that there was ancillary knoWledge

available to the Subjects concer4ng the unknown pair of students other

than the experimentally manipulated co tions.

INSTRUMENT
a

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

first section answered by each student consisted of a series of questions

to determine the general degree of owledge, if any, that he had about

the pair of subjects he was'observing. Each pair member wore a letter

(A or B) 'for easy identification. The data have been coded so that the

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

The next section Of the instrument contained the treatment condition

.

whiCh described ore of three levels of competency. Each subject was.ran-

domly assigned to one 'of the three conditions listed below. The compe-

,tency statement indicated how well the pair members performed in playing

the game. The three conditions were:

. -

a
Information on the test instrument can be Obtained by writing the authors.

(6)
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Condition 1: (Student A and B equal)
Both Student A and Student B hav yleyed the Bean, Bag Game%
When Student A played the game,.11 e got a dbore of 7

/ points which is average.
When Student B played the game, hetkhe got, a score of 7

TIOints which is average.

Condition 2 (Student A superior)
Both Student A and Student Bhave played the Bean Bag 'Came.
'WheriStudent A played the game, he/she got a total score

of 11 points.whicfi is very good.
en Student B played the game, he/she only got'a score

of 5poi:nts_which is a little below average.

Condition 3: (Student B superior
Both Student,A-and Student B have played the Bean Bag carrLe.
When Student B played the game, he/she got a total score
. of 11 points which is very good.
When Student A played the game, he/she only got a score

of 5 points which is a little below average.

ON

Hence, a, third of the observers were given information that the two
.

pair members performed equalky, well, another third that Child A performed,

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

,Lastly, the subject's were 'then requested: 1) to select either Student

/
A or Student B as a partner, 2) to selebt either Student A or Sttdent B

-,,

-..

s an opponent. por each, selection, the subject was reminded that the

partne e selebted

selected woul be defeated to win. the Bean Bag Cameo**,

hould:help him to win the game and the opponent he

The eXperime 1 design utilized a four-Way double-nested classifi-

cation of,subjects'by (grade - sec),, sections within grades, and

control ah experimental classification'aswell as the three competency

(7)
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level conditions within sections. The data consisted of selection fre-
4

qUencies for each of the pair members: ,1):as a partner and 2) as an oppo-

)'rent together 111Th a score, assetsing.prior'kpowledge of each pair member

OndividUal subjects' as measured by, part one of our instrument. (See
. .`'

Table # 2a and 2b)

:14

411a.m1441/awo .
INSERT TABLE # 2a and 2b

In ttlat the control pairs consisted of students attending schools in

districts diff t from that of the subjects, their corresponding ptior

knowledge scores we 'identically zero. Therefore; an analysis of co-

.' variance was performed on the selection frequencies obtained for the ex-

r

perimental pairs only, us ng prior knowledge as the covariate. This

ial analysis indicat that ptior 'knowledge of the experimental pair '

me hers did not significan ly influence a subject',s selection of a part-

ner or an opponent to play the game.

Hence, an aralySis of variance involving control and experimental'

pairs was performed 'and single degree of freedom contrasts appropriate
.

to the hypotheses under investigation were carried out on the selection

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

Unexpectpd absenCes in the third section of the 7 grade boss' P.E.

claSs required the use of least squares. estimates of ontrol and experi-

mental.selection frequencies for competency level Condition 2 (A-sulierior).

These `estimates were obtained, using ,within sex and grade information and

are reflected in the "loss" of two degrees'of freedom for Pairs x Condi-

tions x Sections within Grades. Oft
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RESULTS

IN

The analysis of the selection frequencies of A as a partner indicated

the existence-ofsignificant differences among the'selection frequencies

(See Table # 3) for the three competency level conditions (F = 19.98,

1y ......... eam,"06,10
Insert Table '# -,About Here

df = 2, 30, p c .091) as well as a significant difference between the
,

ection.forcontrol vs. experimental pairs '(F,= 33.24, df = 1, 15,

pc .001), The single degree of freedom contrasts among the competency

level-conditions Showed i significant difference in selection rates for

Conditions 2 (ksuperior) and 0,0 superior) (F = 37.54-, di = 1, 30,

p ( .001); the contrast Condition'l (Aand B equal Vsk_Conditiogp 2.and

3 was not significant.

The significant interaction of PairsV. CradeS(F = 5.45, df = 2, 15,

p ( .05):iurther investigated by the

x, Males vs. Females (F = 10.46,

contrasts Control vs: Experimental

df = 1,_15, p 4 ,0Q1) and Control
.

vs. Experimental Pairs x 7th grade Females'vs: 8th grade Females revealed

a sigpificant difference in selection rates between the control and ex-

perimental pairs for male and female students.'

The analysis of the selection frequencies of A as an opponent pro-

duced results similar to those found in the analysis of the selection

fre4uencies of A as a partner. -Specifically,;the comparison of the se-

lection frequencies for A as an opponent for control vs. experimental

t



pairs, was significant (F = 5.10, df = 1, 15, p G .05)., Differences among

the selection frequencies for'the three competency level conditions were

also significant (F = 16.51, df 7'1, 30, I): < .001), due principally to

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

(B' superior). -

Although neither the Pairs x Grades nor the Pairs x Grades x Conditions

S
interactions were'significast, the contrast Control vs. Experimental Pairs

x Condition 2 vs. Condition 3 x Males ve. Females was significant (F = 5.13,

df = 1, 28, p < .05).

DISCUSSION

Data indicate that the competently statements were significant in in-

fluencing the selection of pair members both, as a partner an& as an op-

ponent.(See Graph # 1) These data provide evidente that. the competency,

Insert Graph # 1.About Here,

statement had differential effects in the selection of partners and .0-,

_ponents depending upon a subject's sex and gr=ade.

-Gottlieb and Davis (1973) suggested thaf the non-EN student,judged

the integrated and segregatM EMRs by using a separate'criteria for ,

judgments injeach tase. The data imply that there,may also be differ-

ent crittriapplIed bylnon-EM dents evaluating and selecting

tegrated EMRs and their non-EMR classma s as well as in selecting pair

members-who were previously unknown Prior to the experimental setting.

(10)
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Although significant differences in.selection'frequencies of aale

and female students'did occur, this study did,not Support the previous

findingd of Sheare (1970, Strichart and.Gottlieb'(1975), Goodman, Gottlieb

and-Harrison (1972) who reported. that:females tended to be lets rejecting

of the EMR than males. the contrary our data indicated that females

were significantly more rejecting of the EMR pair member than males across

the treatment Condition. (See Graph # 2)

Insert Graph # 2 About Here

1110.17*

The observed differences between the sexes may be explained in part

by the fact that thd-testing situation rmolvedmotoric skills and com-

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

spectives, ,

Following'therexperiment, the phydical education teach4r and special

education staff Indicated that the male EMR was known by his classmates.

as being well coordinated and a good athlete. Hence, the male EMR's
, .

athletic reputation may have poSitively influence& the male subjects in

their selection of him. The female subjects, on the other hand, observed ,

female EMRs wi-Ou lacIced this kind of supportivebackiro:und.

, . ,

. ,

These findings do suggest,'however, that acceptance and/or rejec-

tion of ,the in es bdtween the 'sexes with ,females reject-

ing their EN. classmates moreoften'than their male counter:-parts: 'The.,----

, V4.:
.

females tended to select theEMR pair member less frequently-as a partner
0 1 ,

and more freque ly as an opponehtthen the male's even when the competency

4

(t)
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statement indicated the EMR1pair member to be competent as the non-EMR

pair member. (See Graph # 3)

Insert Graph # 3 about Here

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

partner as frequently as his non -EMR classmate, he/she was always select-
4

ed as the alternative to be an opponent:' This seems to imply that al-

though not accepted as often as the non-EMR, the EMR is at least riot com-

pletely rejected. This apparent willingness on the part of the non-EMR

student to interact with the EMR student may indicate that there exists

a middle ground that is neither outright rejection nor,acceptance of the

EMR child. However, this-process may operate only when th:ire are two or

;more possible choices from which
r
the non-ERR can make his selection.

The data from this' study-supported*Goitlieb's (1974) contention that

the competency level may be a dominant factor in selecting an EMR for a

teammate. However, the interaction effects of sex and conditions as seen
0

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

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

f
.

fluenee the acceptance of a .stated comPetency level by a subject may de-
;0;kA

pend in part on how the competency information is transmitted to thezub-Ak.

jedts, This study utilized a'one-time only general statement f

experimenter without any supportive evidence or time, for evalua i

Ttbe=actual competency by the subjects.' 'Had each subjeCt played the game

with the pair members and expeiiended the actual competency level as was

(12)
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,

,
.

employed by Strichart and Gbttlieb (1975), the selections may have been
N.

aAapther different. Another approach employed by Yoshida (1975) was
.

.

to pres.6nt,repeated observations of specific competencies over time to

enable the subjeat,tp more thoroughly examine and evaluate the actual

competency levels. he sourdeof the_cftetency statement about the pair
------------

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 ex er, a peer., a well-liked teacher, or the individual

himself.

Selection may Vary if the competency level appended to a pair mem-

ber differs significantly from 'the subject's own view of hit 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 as, sufficient in

itself or better than the competency level appended the pair member.

,
This may help to account for-the differential effects observed as

the competency level was varied from low to high, There appeared to be

a greater willingness by the subjects to aacepta lower competency state-

ment about a pair member than a higher one. (tie only exception to this

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

for the experimental pair;) (See Table.#2a) It seems that each subject
:

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

evaluated each-pair member prior to makinea selection. When the com-

petency level was consistent with the subject's expectation of the pair

member, there would be less dissonance and 'thus he would be'more willing

(13)
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to' accept the competency statement., However .if the level appended had

differed significantly from what the subjects had anticipated, then there

ik,uldbe greater resistance in accepting the stated' competency.

In conclusion, this,.study,tended to support the investigators' original

purposes.''It'was found that competency statements are a significant factor

.in influencing-'peer seleo on for a partner and an opponent. However, the

actual selections made',re4.041so infienced 4,Iythe subject's sex and grade.

Also, femaleS' were shown tab be more rejecting than the Males in selecting
.

the EMR child as a partner. L#stly, the EMR child, although hot selected

as-often as a partner, was not totally rejected in that he was selected at

least an an opponent in a game playing situation.

.44

r

4

(14)
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TAX, E # 2a

Percentage for A as a Partner

Conditions

.

Pair
v>

Grades, Mean
7-Male 7-Female 8-Female

A and B
Equal

( A = B )

Control
Experimental

48.01
60.45

38.61
15.14

. 67 . 85

18.59
5i.49
31.39

41.44'

A
Superior

( A = 11 )

, .ControlaDerimental
89,92
59.95

80.443

---54:10

74.47"
57.3.4 57.07. 69'33

s

B

Superior
( A = 5 )

Control
aperimental

17.07
21 .9a

.

54.17
26.39

46.03
18.06^

39.09
22 .12

.

3o. 61

.-

Mein

.

'Control

Experimental
51 . 67

0.44
57.73..
31.. 88

.1

'62.79

31 . 26
57.39
36.86

r

..
Grades 49.55

_

44.80 47.02 47.12 r--

,
BLE # "2b

Percentage for A' 8.S* an Opponent 4 I*

Conditions Pair
-.--.-.-----

Grades

A

Mean
7-Male .-..7-Female 8-Female

A and B
Equal

()A = B )

-..-:---__

Control
ExperimerA.al 46.28

64.86

39
38.17
71.94

c--

53.47
66.53

60.00

A
Superior
( P = 1 1 )

Control
Experimental

.

27.88
41.2].

31.85
. 22.38

.22

39.

30. 32
34.34 32.33

supsriox
A-= .5 )

. Control
__. -,,..
rxperimental

80, 00

69. 75

53.61

75.83
53.67
79.17

62.43
68.67

74.92 .

e

. Mean
5

Control
Experimental,

55:09
52.41

50.11
59.87

41.02
63.51

148 . 74

58.60

Cr:a-des 53.75 54.99 52:26 53.67



#
 
3

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
o
f
 
V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e

,

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
f
o
r
 
A
a
s
 
P
a
r
t
n
e
r

.

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
f
o
r
 
A
 
a
s
 
O
p
p
o
n
e
n
t

S
o
u
r
c
e

c
f
r
-
M
F
e
a
n

q
u
a
r
e

4
P

l
e
a
n

g
u
a
r
s

t
e

G
r
a
d
e
s
c
l
 
:
 
N
 
v
s
.
 
F

G
2
 
:

7
 
F
 
v
s
.
 
8
 
F

.

S
e
c
t
i
o
n
s
/
G
r
a
d
e
s

C
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
d

,
C
1

:
1
 
v
s
.
 
2
 
+
 
3

1

-

-
-

0
2
 
=

2
 
v
s
.
 
3

C
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
s
 
x
 
G
r
a
d
e
s

C
1
 
x
 
C
,

C
2
 
x
 
G
1

C
.
 
x
 
C
2

C
2
 
x
 
G
2

.
,

C
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
s
 
x
 
S
e
c
t
i
o
n
s
/
G
r
a
d
e
s

-
P
a
i
r
s
 
(
C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
V
s
.
 
E
x
p
e
r
i
m
e
n
t
a
l
)

P
a
i
r
s
 
x
 
G
r
a
d
e
s

.
P
 
x
 
C
l

P
 
x
 
G
2

,
P
a
i
r
s
 
x
 
S
e
c
t
i
o
n
s
/
G
r
a
d
e
s

P
a
i
r
s
 
x
 
C
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
s
-

P
 
x
 
C
1

P
x
 
C
2

P
a
i
r
s
 
x
 
C
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
s
 
x
 
G
r
a
d
e
s

.

P
 
x
 
C
1
 
x
 
G
I

P
 
x
 
C
2
 
x
 
G
1

P
 
x
 
C
1
 
x
 
G
2

a
l
)
,
 
x
 
C
2
 
x
 
G
2

P
a
i
r
s
 
x
 
C
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
s
 
x
 
S
e
c
t
i
o
n
s
/
G
r
a
d
e
s

2

11

1
5

2

1
-
-
1

4
.

1

\
1i1

.
.
 
3
0

12
11

1
52

'
 
'
'1

-
.
_
1

'
4

1111

2
8

2
0
3
.
5
9

3
1
8
.
'
2
4

8
8
.
9
4

7
0
2
.
3
0

1
4
3
6
9
.
9
5

1
7
4
5
.
1
5

2
6
9
9
3
.
9
0

1
8
3
6
.
4
7

2
8
9
7
.
6
0

2
5
1
5
.
0
6

1
7
9
4
.
8
1

1
3
8
.
4
1

7
1
9
.
0
6

1
1
3
8
3
.
4
1

.
1
8
6
7
.
3
2

3
5
8
9
.
6
9

1
4
4
.
9
4

3
4
2
.
4
9

1
2
9
.
9
2

2
.
5
3

2
5
7
.
3
2

1
1
0
5
.
9
1.

1
7
7
8
.
5
8

1
6
7
1
.
1
8

9
1
0
.
8
5

6
3
.
0
2

6
0
0
.
1
4.

.
2
9

.
4
5

.
1
3

1
9
.
9
8

2
.
4
3

3
7
.
5
4

.
.
2
.
5
5

4
.
0
3

3
.
5
0

2
.
5
0

.
1
9

,

3
3
.
2
4

v
5
.
4
5

.
1
0
.

'
,
,
 
:
4
2

(
.
2
2

2
,
:
,

.
0
0

.
4
3

1
.
8
4

2
.
9
6

2
.
7
8

1
.
5
2

.
1
1

p
 
4
.
0
0
1

p
 
<
.
0
0
1

.
0
5
(
 
p
 
<
.
1
0

.
0
5
 
(
 
p
 
<
.
1
0

.
0
5
 
<
p
 
<
 
.
1
0

.

p
 
(
.
0
0
1

p
 
<
.
.
0
5

p
 
(
0
1

'

.

.

6
7
.
0
5

.
3
7

1
3
3
.
7
3

9
4
3
.
0
9

1
2
9
7
3
.
0
0

2
1
6
7
.
8
3

2
3
7
7
8
.
1
6

1
0
5
7
.
3
2

.
.

1
8
3
9
.
2
0

1
4
2
.
8
8

2
1
2
0
.
2
7

.
1
2
6
.
9
3

7
8
5
.
9
9

2
6
2
3
1
.
8
0

1
4
2
5
.
3
1

2
1
2
1
.
4
2

7
2
9
.
2
0

5
1
4
.
5
2

2
0
'
.
7
7

1
3
8
.
7
5

3
2
2
.
8
0

8
5
6
.
6
5

9
1
4
.
2
4

2
3
1
1
.
0
4

4
5
.
8
4

1
5
5
.
4
8

4
5
0
.
6
9

.
0
7

.

.
0
0

,

.
1
4

.

1
6
.
5
1

p
 
4
.
0
0
1

2
.
7
6

3
0
.
2
5

p
 
4
.
0
0
1

.
3
5

2
.
3
4

.
1
8

2
.
7
0

.
1
6

.

5
.
1
0

P
<
 
0
5

2
.
7
7

.
0
5
 
c
 
p
 
c
 
.
1
0

4
.
1
2

.
0
5
 
c
p
 
<
 
.
1
0

1
.
4
2

.

.

.

N
,
_
.
.
\

.
3
1

.
7
2

.

1
.
9
0

2
.
0
3

5
.
1
3
*

p
 
<
.
0
5

-
.
1
0

.
3
4
.

.

.



P 80 -
E
R

60-'
E ,

, N
T 40 -

A

E 20 -

68.67

1.

GRAPH # 1

Conditions

60.00 ,A 69.33

Q

Partner (

,--' /0..44
32.33 Opponent (

30.61

A e. 5

0\

A a B A I n

Selection Percentaget For All SUbjects Across Experimental And Control Pairi
- .

(18)

20



80 -
P

60 -
C

46

A
C
E 20

I

CRAM # 2

Pairs x Grades

*.

7th grade 7th grade 8th, grade

males .females *females

Selection percentage,bf A as a Partner

,

(19)

2 1-

S

f



-80

R 60
e,
E
N 40
'T

20

69,75 d/

GRAPH # 3

Pairs x Conditions x Grade

817,39/ *-

75'83

79.17

.N.71,94

A = 5
.A = B

(

(-----___)/ --
46.28i

41.21e.N. .

39.42 A 11 _ 4 ,..-. a )
eN r'''.

22.38

T

7.0 grade 7th grade 8th grade
males females females

. Selection Percentage of A as an Opponent

(20) ,

2 2

r-,

1



No.

\

,

BIBLIOGRAPHY
.= 1

Gottlieb, J. Attitudes'towards retarded childrenr.Effects of labeling

and academic performance.. American Journal Of Mental Deficiency,

'2.974; 79,-(3) ,268-273.

, .

Gottlieb, J., Davis, Social acceptance of EKR children during

overt'behavi.oral interactions. American Journal of Mental,

Zeficiency, 1973, 74, 8, (2), 141-143.

GoodMan, H., Gotilieb,'J.,.Harrison, R. Social acceptance of EMRs irate-
,

grated into a nongraded elementary-school. Atherican Journal of

Mental Deficiency, 1972, 76, (4), 412-417.

Johnson, G. O., A study of tip social position of mentally retarded

children in the.regular'grades. American' Journal of Mental
4

Deficiency,a950, 55, 60`89. ''
Johnson, G. 0.,,Kirit, S..A. Are mentally handicapped children segre-
,

gated in the regular grades? ExceotIOrial Children, 1950, 17,
.:-. ., .

65-68, 8,48. /
4 .

MacMillan,' D. W.' 'Decertification'of EMRAIPXoblems and paradoxes.

-Journal of,California CounCilFfor Exceotional Children, 1972, 21,

(3),-3s 5-6-8, .

MacMillan, D Jones, l,', Meyers, gr., Mainstreaming the mildly retarded;

some questiorii, cauSiona'amkduidelines. - Unpublished manuscript--

University of California at Riverside, 1975.

Sheare, J. B.' Social acceptance Of EMR adolescents,in integrated pro-

grams, American,Journal of Men1Deficiency, 1974, 78, (6),

678-682.
NO-



tridhart, S., Gottlieb, J. Imitation of retarded children'by their

non - retarded peers. ''American Journal of Mental Deficiency, 1975,

19i.(5),06-512;

4

hi

Yoshida,'R.,%Meyers, C.. Effects of labeling as Educable Mentally Re-
f

-Larded on teacher expectations for'change in'a student's performance.

Journal of Educational Psychology, 1975, 67, (4), 521 -527.

am.

4

(22)

1.;

,:.

. ,

4

4 I T:

`a

I

A.



r

a

7

FOOTNOTES

1'
The research was supported in part by the U.S. Office of Education

Training Grant OE-6072 -3975 (663) and the Student Research Grant 600-75-

00189.

2
The authors wish to thank ponald.L. MacMillan and Carol Adams for

their valuable assistance in the preparation of this manuscript;` Walter

F. Stewart; Esther Lisa Leeson, Terry Huber,, Kevin Bartlett and

'`Chris Holt for their assistance in conducting ,this prqject; and the Rim
o

4'
of the World Unified School District for-permission to conductthe research.

.

9.

2

.

s

V

(231

25

4'
O

N


