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Abstrac t 

This study investigated cumnt selfkoacepts, friture self-concepts (i-e., possible selves), 

and self-perceptions of leammg disabilities (LDs) in t b  groups of adolescents: students 

with LDs in a specîalised residential setting, students with LDs in a pubüc school setting, 

and students without LDs m a public school setting. Despite academic di8iculties, students 

with LDs were generally comparaMe to adolescents without LDs (displayîng, for exampk, 

cornparabte global seif-esteem and similar types of possible selves). Students with LDs in 

the public school setting, however, did exhiiit a more negative academic self'oocept than 

the other two groups, as well as a more global and pervasive view of their ID than 

students in the residential school group. Relationships between current and friture self- 

concepts in four domains (familal acceptance, academïc competence, peer populanty, and 

penonal security) were &O examined. Whiie average-achieving students' future self- 

concepts are closely tied to their current self"oncepts, this is not always the case in 

youths with LDs; explanations and implications of this Einding were further diçcussed. 

Balance between expecied and feared possible selves was also investigated, but did not 

have a signincant effect on outcome variables in this sample. Overail, the presence of an 

LD, regardless of the educational setting, did not appear to infîuence global self-esteem or 

the self-concept in domaios other than academics. 
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Possible Selves, SeiSPerception, and Current Self-Concept in 

Adoiêscents with Leamhg Disabilities 

As a chilci, how many tirnes were you asked "What would you like to be when 

you grow up?" Still today, how many times do you ask yourself "Where wiU 1 be in ten 

years time?" For many, t&e funae holds a vast array of possiiilities. Pictuze yourseif for 

just a moment, though, as a child in a classrmm where everyone else is succeeding with 

their reading materiai, while you stniggie with a single passage. Moreover, your 

difflculties are quite evident by your grades. How do you think this might &ect the list of 

possibiiities you generate for yourself? 

The presence of a learning disability (LD) obviously affects how weil one does in 

school. If an individual is having difficulty with reading, qdihg, and/or mathematics, 

this wili be refiected in hidher grades. At another level, such difncuity cm also affect the 

self-concept of the chüd It makes intuitive sense that süuggling with concepts that corne 

naturally to pers would be a blow to seIf-esteem. Not only would you have to deai with 

your seme of fdure, but you might also have to deal with the negative attitudes such 

difncuities couid elicit h m  your clasmates. While, it has been found that individuals 

with LDs and their average-achieving pers  are comparable in terms of global self- 

esteem, chilcûen with LDs tend to have a more ncgative academic sekoncept and 

perhaps more negative social self-eoncept (e-g., Dunant, Cunningham & Voelker, 1990; 

Sabotnie, 1994). Little research has been done on how children with LDs envision 

themselves in the fuhire, aithough some  sea archers have asked individuals with LDs 
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about their expectations and aspirations (e-g., Chapman, 1988; Dowdy, Carter & Smith, 

1990; Szivos-Bach, 1993). 

The concept of possible selves was first introduced by Markus and Nuius (1986). 

Accordhg to hem, "Possiile selves represent individuals1 ideas of what they might 

become (expecteâ possible selves), what they wouid Iüre to becorne (positive possible 

selves), and what they are afiraid of becoming (negative possible selves), and thus provide 

a conceptuai link between cognition and motivation'' (Markus & Nurius, 1986, p.954, 

parentheses added). Thus, possible selves may be seen as the cognitive manifestations of 

one's goals, aspirations, motives, f m ,  and threats. Markus and Nurius (1986) see 

possible selves as important both because they hction as  incentives for future behavior 

and because they provide an evaluative and interpretative context for the current view of 

the self. 

One of the goals of the current study is to compare the possible selves of youths 

with LDs to those of average-achieving youths. It is suspecteci that academic difnculties 

will infiuence the types ofpossible selves generated. Because little research has been 

done in this area, however, the nature of this effect is yet unclear. It may be that 

adolescents with LDs envision fewer positive possible selves than theu average-achieving 

peers, especiaily if they believe their LD is pervasive and negativeiy affects many areas 

of their lives. On the other han& it may be that students with LDs are not able to process 

exactly how their LD affects them, or prefer to avoid dwelüng on the potentially negative 

effects of their LD, and therefore, m y  have an overly positive view of the self in the 
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friture. If either of these theones is correct, youths with LDs may have l e s  of a balance 

between expected and negative possible selves than their average-achieving peers 

In the present study, the current seLfancept and possible selves of a group of 

adolescents who attend a private residential school for students with LDs are compared 

with those of both a group of teelmgers with LDs and a group without LDs in the public 

school setting. To fiiaher explore these areas, first relevant iiterature on the selfkoncept 

of youths with LDs will be reviewed. FoUowing thk, the W e d  reseatch that has been 

conducted on the sense of self in the firture of children with LDs will be examined. 

Subsequently, the phenornenon of possible selves wiii be expanded upon more M y .  The 

design and purpose of the present study will then be elaborated, and the hypotheses 

discussed, 

Self-Concept 

in the past, researchers have found that the self-concepts of children with 

and without LDs have not shown any signiscant ciifferences (Coleman, McHam, & 

Minnet, 1992; Grolnick & Ryan, 1990; Renick & Harter, 1989; Sabomie, 1994; W i e ,  

Woodlands, & Wong, 1982). Students with LDs generdy express feeihgs of overall 

self-worth that are comparable with average-achieving pers. In contrast to the 

comparability of global self-concept, however, academic selfconcept has shown 

signincant differences. OAen y o d  with LDs have been found to have more negative 

academic selfkoncept than their average-achieving pers (e.g., Dunant et al., 1990). This 

lowered academic selfkoncept may be related to several phenornena. F h t ,  the obvious 

deserves mention. That iq if a person is having difiiculty in a certain area (Le., 
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academics) hdshe will Likely not feel especially good about him/herseff in that particuiar 

domain. Second, the more negative academic selfconcept rnay be related to -al 

interactional or behavioral problems (Dunant et ai., 1990; Jarvis & Justice, 1992; Kavale 

& Fomess, 1996; Sabomie? 1994). Individu& may have trouble interacting with 

classrnates, and tbis in tum may affect the academic seIf-concept. Furthetmore, other 

factors such as special class placement, social support h m  f d y  and teachers, the 

chiids perception of the LD, and the child's perception of his/her cornpetence in domains 

other thaa academics may infiuence the academic seifkoncept of children (e-g., Beltempo 

& Achüle, 1990; Heyman, 1990; Kloomok & Cosden, 1994)- 

Sabomie (1994) found that children with LDs had more trouble with integration 

with pers than did average-acbieving chïldren. They were more Iürely to be victimized 

by peers (threatened, physidy assaulted, etc.). Why does this victimization occur? 1s it 

because average-achieving chiIdren perceive students with LDs as academidy 

incompetent? Or is it because students with LDs do not have the skiils required to interact 

appropriately with peers? Perhaps a combination of both ~ c d t i e s  may lead average- 

achieving students to view children with LDs more negatively. Regardless of why this 

victimization occurs, however, it will Lürely be damaging to the ~e~esteem of students 

with LDs. In fact, Szivos-Bach (1993) fond that adolescents who perceived more stigma 

fiom peers had lower seKesteem. 

If students with LDs are victimized because they are less skiUed socially, the 

consequenca associated with their limited social skiils may lead to lower seksteem. 



Sabomie (1994) fomd that students with LDs were mted as having lower social 

cornpetence than their average-achieving peers by their teachers. Kavale and Fomess 

(1 996) condwted a meta-analysis on research depicting social skills and their relationship 

to leaning disabilities and found that about 75% of students with LDs m d i  social ski11 

deficits that âistinguisb them h m  cornparison samples. The observed difkrences were 

consistent across difftxent evaluators (teachm, peers, and the students themselves) and 

also amss most major dimensions of social SW. 

Jarvis and Justice (1992) fomd that the academic seKconcepts of children with 

LDs were more negative tban their average-achieving peers, and that such ditlierences 

were related to the fact that students with LDs were less accurate in interpreting social 

situations than were their average-achieving (AA) peers. Students watched tape-recorded 

stories depicting two adults in angry, anxious, and sad interactions. The interactions 

consisted of both dialogue and overt actions. The chiidren were to determine how the 

actors felt and why they felt that way. Students with LDs were Iess accurate at 

interpreting social situations than were AA -dents, and had sipnincantly more negative 

conceptions of self in learning situations. Further, social sensitivity scores were 

signifïcantly comlated with selfancept scores. The authors argued that such Merences 

illustrate the need for remediation efforts airned at improving the social skills of chüdren 

with LDs. 

Together, these studies suggest that chiiciren with LDs may sornetimes be teased 

or victimized by their peers because of their academic dif6culties. This may lead to a 

negative academic seifkoncept, a feeling of axenation from peers, and consequently, 
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diffIculty in intetacthg appropriately with peers. In addition, it may be that individuais 

with LDs have difficuity interacting with others because of deficits in cognitive 

processing in social situations. Thus, it seems that not only are LDs and self-concept 

relaîed, but social interaction pattems are also mtertwined. Furthermore, it is obvious that 

a cbild's behwior has a strong influence on how helshe wiii bteract soeiaiiy. Thus, it 

may be that self-concept is not molded so much by achievement or social skills, but is 

related to overall behaviod variables, 

Dunant et al. (1990) looked at the academic, social, and general selfkoncepts of 

several behavioral sub-groups of children with leaming disabilities. They found that 

global seIf-esteem was related oniy to IQ, while social and academic self-concepts were 

related more to behavioral variables. Sixty children between the ages of eight and 13 

participated in the Durrant et al. (1990) study. The children were classifïed into one of 

four groups: (a) no LD, non-behavior-disordered; (b) LD, non-bebavior-disordered; (c) 

LD with extemaiking symptoms; and (d) LD with extemalinng and intemalizîng 

symptoms. 

The scores of the non-behavior-disordered groups were higher than those of the 

behaviordisordered groups in cognitive, social, and general self-concept. Furthemore, 

the scores of the group without LDs did not dinet fiom those of the non-behavior- 

disordered LD group. Correlation and regression analyses indicated that social and 

cognitive sekoncept are at least as strongly reiated to behavioral factors as they are to 
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achievement level (WRAT Anthmetic &test scons). GIoM seLf-concept was relaied to 

IQ (ability levei) ody. 

Once again, it can be seen that it ma. not be the LD per se that leads ta more 

negative academic sekoncept, but that behavioral problans and social interaction 

ciifliculties associated with the LD seem to play a mle as weli. Stiil, lower achievement 

Ievels in individuals with LDs were associated with a more negative academic self- 

concept. Also important is the fact that globai seWestmm is d è c t e d  by fiictors such as 

behavbr and social skilis. Perhaps ifcbildren with LDs  were not subjected to the higher 

academic success of, and sometimes stigmatization by, average-acbieving students, they 

would be more s u c c d  (e.g., Coleman et al., 1992; Sabomie, 1994). 

If the more negative academic self-concept of children with LDs is a result of 

their king teased by their average-achieving peeïs, thm p d p s  speciai class placement 

may offer an advantage over the regular classroom environment. There has been a great 

deai of controversy over the past few decades conceming whether children with LDs 

shouid be placed in special nsource classrooms or mabtreamed into the reguiar class 

setting- As outlined below, some argue that special class placement has a labeling effect, 

which leads to M e r  stigmatization of children with LDs, and therefore a lowering of 

seIf-esteem. Others contend that special class placement provides children with LDs with 

an appropnate reference group, thereby leading to improved sewesteem. Still others hold 

that a combination of both, hown as partial class placement, is best for cbildren with 

LDs. 
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Beltempo and Achille (1990) maintained that partiai remedial ciass placement 

integration into the regular classmom was more conducive to enhanced seLE-esteem than 

total immersion in either environment aione. They looked at the effects of special class 

placement in 13 1 primary schod children in Monüeai. The comprehensive study 

consisted of four conditions compand in a Time 1 - Tirne 2 experimentd design covering 

a period of one academic year. Ciroups included a group with LDs in maximum class 

placement (LDMP), a group with LDs in partiai class placement GDPP), a gmup with 

LDs with no s p e d  class placement (&DM),-and a group with no LDs in regular class 

(NLD). Chiidren in the LDMP and LDPP groups were assigned to either special class 

placement for more than 70% of their school time (LDMP), or less than 30% of their 

school time (LDPP), based on the recommendations of a school psychologist. There were 

no sigdicant differences in achievement scores for the LDMP, LDPP, or LDNP groups, 

but the scores of these three p u p s  d i i f i d  signifïcantly fbm those of the NLD group. 

No sigdicant Merences were found among the four groups when IQ scores were 

compared. 

The investigation uncovered the foiiowing trends: (1) children with LDs in 

maximum placement showed low global seLf-esteem both at the beginnuig and end of the 

school year; (2) children with LDs who remained in a regular classroom setting also had 

more negative self-concepts that persisted over tirne; and (3) a combination of partial 

placement and integration into the reguiar classroom setting redted in more positive 

self-concept at the beginning and end of the academic year. To summarize, the Beltempo 

and Achille (1990) study suggested that children with LDs benefit most when they are 
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identifie4 receive partiai placement, and are manmaly integrated within the regular 

classroom- They suggest, therefore, that eqmsure to a refe~nce group with a comparable 

achievement level is important, but that exposure to the "typical" classroom environment 

is also important. 

The possibility of differenices in global self-esteem among the three groups leads 

to possible implidons for the present study. Ifthe Beltempo and Achille (1990) position 

is taken, one might be led to speculate that the children attending Landmark East, which 

is a residential school for adolescents with LDs, will have more negative selfconcept 

than both the group without LDs and the group with LDs in the reguiar school setting, 

because they are in a special resource setthg fiill-the. Nevertheless, one must take into 

consideration the fact that prognunming at Landxnark East is intensive and designed to 

cater to the needs of students with LDs. One of its goals is to improve or enhance the ses 

concept of its students. Programming even includes a "Self-Esteem Team" which is 

aimed at improviug selfesteem. 

Con- to the redts of the Beltempo and Achille (1990) study, Coleman et al. 

(1992) found that special class placement for youths with LDs had several benefits. They 

compared children with LDs with low achieving (LA) children who did not have specific 

learning disabilities. The fact that the LA children had achievement levels comparable to 

the LD group but had no specific LD, seems to indicate that they had lowet IQs than the 

LD group. The two p u p s  were matched on sex, grade, race/ethnicity, and composite 

percentile scores on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. The children with LDs in this study 

attended a special resource classroom for 1 to 2 hours per &y. Coleman et al. (1992) 
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found that aithough children with LDs and LA children were comparable on most 

measures (Le., social and g e n d  self-concept and social relations outside school), 

children with LDs reported themselves as being less lonely than LA chiidren. In addition, 

reguiar-class children rated cbildren with LDs as more likable than LA cMdren. 

Coleman et ai. (1992) conciuded that the d t s  highiight the similarities in the 

social cornpetencies of children with LDs and those with LA, and suggest that special 

education classes may offer some social advantages to children with mild handicaps. 

Chüdren in the resource classroom may eXpenence failure less often than their LA peers 

because their academic program is tailored to fit thek abilities, and thus, they may be 

seen in a more positive light by  the^ pers. Furthemore, the label of learning disability 

may offer regular-class pers an explmation for the social and academic difEculties of 

these children that buffers their negative feelings towards them. On the other hanci, it may 

simply be that the àifficuities of the children with LDs were less obvious because they 

spent less tirne than low achieving children in the regulat classroom. 

In contrast to these studies, which highiight the benefits of some type of special 

class placement, Grolnick and Ryan (1990) argued that special class placement is not 

necessary and does not provide any added benefits. They explored the self-perceptions, 

and motivation and adjustment levels in children with LDs. In pdcular, they were 

interested in discovering whether labeling had an effect on the selfkoncepts of chiidren 

with LDs. 

Their study consisted of four groups of children: (1) children with LDs (children 

in this group spent 1.5 - 3 hours in a resource room per &y); (2) matched IQ group 
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without LDs; (3) randomly selected group without LDs; and (4) low achieving group 

(LA) with no disability. The results indicated thai children with LDs were lower in 

perceiveci competence aud ~e~reguiation dative to the noimally- 

acbieving contml groups, but were comparable to the low achieving children. Chiîdren 

with LDs were most likely to petceive academic outcornes as controlied by powerfùi 

others. No group differences were found for sesperceptions of control or 

competence. Thus, in this case it seems that academic self-concept dects  achievement 

levels only. Special clw placement, or a comparable reference group does not seem to 

have any effects. 

Similady, Vaughn et al. (1992) did not find that partial special class placement 

significantly afFected the seff~oncept of children with LDs. They carried out a fout-to- 

five-year prospective study which ewmiDed academic seffaoncept and peer acceptance 

in students with leaming disabilities. They obtained self-concept ratings in kindergarten 

through grade four and peer acceptance ratings in kindergarten through grade three. They 

aiso looked at academic achievement scores. Each of these measures was compared 

across tbree groups: (a) students with LDs who were placed in resource special education 

programs during second grade for approxhately 2 hour per day; @) low-achieving 

students (LA); and (c) average-achievinmgh-achieving students(AA1HA). The students 

with LDs were assessed and labeled as having a leaming disability durhg second grade. 

The LA students were students who were not referred for special education seMces but 

who had low second-grade reading and mathematicai achievemen~ The MUHA students 

were those students above the 60th percentile on such achievement scores. 
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- Vaughn et al. (1992) found no between-group diBirences during any school year 

on any seIfancept measme. Such hdings suggest that the seEperceptions of students 

with LDs are not mgatively affècted by academic and social difEcuities in the &y 

grades or by the identification and labeling process. Interesthgiy, no ciifFerences were 

found between the peer acceptance ratings for the LD and the AAIHA groups, but the 

ratings for the LA group were signi.fïcantly lower than these two groups. Such findings 

may lead to the speculation that a comparable reference group is important for leaming 

social skills and for forming quality re1ationships with peers in lower-achieving chiidren. 

Vaugbn et ai. (1992) cautioned, however, that it bas been found that sekoncept 

in children with LDs becomes more negative and better differentiated with age, as a result 

of continwd exposure to the skills and abilities of peers over time (ûrolnick & Ryan, 

1990; Renick & Harter, 1989; Winne et al., 1982). Thus, a more negative academic self- 

concept rnight develop later in Life for the students with LDs in this study. Such reasoning 

highlights the need for furthet longitu- research in the area. 

Smith and Nagle (1995) fond no advantages to special class placement either. 

They found that children with LDs perceived themselves to be less competent thao 

children without LDs in the areas of intelligence, academics, behavior and social skiiis. 

These differences were not related to the amount of tirne the children with LDs had spent 

in speciai educatiod settings, and ~e~perceptions were not affected by whether diey 

chose LD or general education peers as their reference group. 

Thus, it can be seen that there is no simple amver to the question of whether 

special class placement or maiastteaming is best for students with LDs, in terms of self- 
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esteem. The studies reviewed in this papa are somewhat conttadictory. This may be due 

in part to methodologicai issues. Some of these investigations comparai d e n t s  with 

LDs to LA children, while others cornparrd children with LDs to average-achieving 

childrea Most Iooked at partial clas placement, but did not indicate e d y  what sort of 

prognimmiag tmk place in such settings. Finally, some looked at global seKesteem, 

while others Iooked at academic seIf-concept, and different instruments were used to 

measure sekoncept 

In spite of these inconsistent fkdings, it is hypothesized that differences in self- 

concept wiü emerge among the three groups in the present study. This premise rests on 

the assumption that as children get older, seifkoncept becomes more M y  developed and 

the peer group becomes more important (Vaughn et al., 1992). It is ükely that young 

children depend more on their families for support and compare themselves more to 

farnily rnembers than school-mates. Also, it has been found that sekoncept is fairly 

positive in the younger years (Sabornie, 1994). Ifthis is the case, ~ e ~ c o n c e p t  might 

become more negative in students with LDs as they get older, especially if they are 

cornparhg themselves to average-achieving peers. It is conjectured that placement in a 

classroom environment tailored to meet the needs of adolescents with LDs (ie., 

Landmark East School; LME) wil l  lead to iafrequent fdure, increased understanding and 

acceptmce by classrnates, and a more favorable cornparison group. It is postdated that 

the group with no LDs will have the most positive academic self-concept, foiiowed by the 

group with LDs at LME, folîowed by the group with LDs in the public schools. Although 

the adolescents in the LDPS group may be getting extra help academically, it is not likely 



that they are receivhg the a-t of support and encoumgexnent that the LDLM 

members receive. 

Not only does LME school provide support and encouragement for students with 

LDs, but staffthere also emphasize the importance of how students view their LDs. They 

stress that although an LD is a part of Mie for these students, it need not "wlor their 

whole lives." H e m  (1990) has found that the self-concept of -dents with LDs is 

related to their perception of their LD. That is, those who view their LD as delunited 

rather than as a more globai entity tend to have more positive selfkoncepts. 

Heyman (1990) emphasized the importance of conceptualipng one's LD as 

modifiable and separate from the other areas of one's He. She proposed that the self- 

perception of one's leaming disability would be related positively to both academic self- 

concept and o v e d  seIf-esteem, and that each of these relationships would remain 

sigaificant when controlling for sex, ethnicity, age, reading and math achievement, self- 

containeci versus mainstreamed classroom settings, and age at diagnosis. In other words, 

she felt that the more global and pervasive an individuai views h i d e r  LD, the more 

negative the self-concept wiii be. Conversely, chiidren who view their disability as 

delimited, will have relatively more positive selfkoncepts. Thus, ifa student feels that 

h a h g  an LD restricts the activities he/she is capable of in many Merent areas, helshe 

wili Wrely have a more negative ~ e ~ c o n c e p t  than a d e n t  who believes that there are 

several areas in hidher We that are relatively d e c t e d  by the LD. 
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Heyman attempted to f ider examine these assumptions. The Students 

Perception of Ab- Scale (SPAS; Boetsma & Chapman, 1979, cited in Heyman, 1990) 

was useci to assess participants' views of their disabilities as delimited rather t h  gîobai, 

modifiable tather than permanently limiting, and not stigmatin'ng. The participants were 

87 children with LDs in Grades thne through s i x  

The d t s  confinneci the hypotiieses. The more delimited and modifiable 

participants viewed their LD, the more positive their seif"011cept Based on such redts, 

the author stressed the importance of interventions with chiidren with LDs that focus on 

the specificity of the LD, and that empbasize the conviction that an LD is not something 

that is overly pervasive or unmanageable. Similarly, researchers have found that 

individuais with LDs have more positive self-concepts ifthey have a positive perception 

of domains other than academics in their lives (e.g., Kloomok & Cosden, 1994). That is, 

it seems that strengths in other areas (Le., musical abilities, physical attractiveness) may 

help compensate for academic deficiencies. 

Kloomok and Cosden (1994) attempted to uncover specXc variables that might 

contribute to high global seEesteem. They examined the seif-concept of children with 

LDs in thicd through sunh grade and found that children with positive global ~ e ~ c o n c e p t  

perceived themselves as more intelligent and more comptent in other, non-acadernic 

domains than cbildren with lower seEesteem. They did not, however, discredit or 

discount the importance of academics. 
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The investigation fûmished M e r  support for the assumption that chiidren with 

LDs tend to f i l  good about themselves in general, but to feel l e s  adequate about their 

scholastic competence. They appeami, however, to value the importance of academics 

regardes of their perceivecl lack of arademic competence. Furthermore, social support 

and higher perceived competence in areas other than academics (Le., atbletics and 

physical appearance) were found to be related to global sekoncept The authors stated 

that such resuits stress the importance of enhancing the self-concept of cbiidren with LDs 

by helping to develop perceptions of competence in other areas, such as appearance and 

social acceptability. in addition, they argued that perception of social support, particularly 

nom parents, is an important factor in the development of enhanced seksteem. 

This study appears to support Heyman's (1990) findings, in that it seems that 

most children in this study were able to separate their leaming disability fiom the rest of 

their lives and to view it as a specific obstacle, rather than as a more global or pervasive 

problem. These studies underscore the importance of having youths with LDs not only 

leam to cope with their LDs, but to be cognizant of positive aspects of their lives. Thus, 

in the present study it is hypothesized that youths who view their LD as delùnited and 

maintain a positive view of theu iives in domains o k  than academics (i.e., familial and 

peer acceptance; personal security) wiii have more positive global seEesteem than those 

who see their LD as a pervasive entity and do not have positive seKconcepts in other 

areas of their lives. 



The Self In The Future - 
Past research Uustrates how youtbs with LDs feel about themselves cumntly, but 

how do they see themselves in the funne? Can thïs provide any important information? 

The phenornenon of possible selves as a whole is a relatively new area The research that 

has been dom seerns to suggest that although current seKconcept and possible selves are 

relateci, an individual's possible selves are not detennined solely by hidher current self- 

concept In fact, possible selves may be mon maileable (Markus & Nurius, 1986). 

Furthemore, possible selves can serve as motivators or incentives for behavior. If one 

sees one's fùture self as successful, one may be more Mcely to work hard to obtain this 

goal and avoid a more negative possible seK 

Possible selves also provide additional meaning for the individual's c ~ e n t  

behavior in that attributes, abilities, and actions of the self are evaluated depending on the 

surmunding context of possibility. For example, a high school student who wishes to 

become a surgeon will interpret a failw on a biology exam Merently than a student 

who wishes to become a carpenter. Thus, possible selves provide the criteria aga- 

whicb outcornes are evaluated, 

Possible seives are incentives for fùture behavior in that they serve to h e  

behavior and guide its course. Motivational coastnicts such as efficacy, perceived 

cornpetence, optimism, aad wülpower are al l  alike in that they implicate the self, or more 

specificdy what is possible for the self in the fùture (Ruvolo & Markus, 1992). 



ûyserman and Markus (1990) believe thai possible selves embody and give rise to 

geneialllcd feelings of seifkfficacy, effectatlce, and cornpetence. Possible selves 

accomplish tbis task by pcrsonaiizing or giving sesrelevant fom or meaning to 

expectancies or possiiilities. Rwolo and M a t h  (1992) argued that possible selves d o w  

people to see -lvm in the futiire, not jjust ab- possiiilities. Such projections can 

lead to the anticipation and even some of the &èct associateci with the end state. 

Depending on whether the affect is positive or negative, subsequent behavior may be 

energized or depressed (Rwolo & Madais, 1992). 

Porter, Markus, and Nurius (1984, cited in Markus & Nurius, 1986) examined the 

possible selves of individuais who had recently experienced a Me crisis. They found that 

individuals who were not recovering weil endorsed sipiiicantly more negative selves as 

possible in the fiiture, while individuais who were recovering more favorably saw 

significantly more positive selves as likely in the. Although the direction of the 

relationship between possible selves and affect cannot be detemiined in this case, the 

redts seem to suggest the positive possible selves were present in the good recovery 

individuais' working selfkoncepts and were hctioning as incentives. 

Ruvolo and Markus (1992) examined the effects of possible selves on 

performance. Participants were randomiy assigned to one of four groups. The first group 

of participants were to imagine themselves as successful in the future; the second to 

imagine themselves as unsuccessfirl in the fiiture; the third to imagine an acquaintaace as 

successfut in the fitute (control group 1), and the fourth group was a positive afEect 

control group (control group 2). Foiiowi~g this irnagery exercise, participants were asked 
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to examine a iist of possibie selves and to indicate any that they thought might apply to 

them in the fûtwe. They wen then to complete either a persistence task or an effort task. 

To measure persistence, paaicipants weze asked to copy numbers with their non- 

dominant hand Tbey were told that this had been shown to increase bfain capacity. To 

measure effoa subjects were given two pages of raudomly type-Wfitten letters and given 

four minutes to circle each "e" in the material. 

Those who imagllied themselves as successfid qWckly endorsed a variety of 

positive success-relevant possible selves and rejected negative failure-relevant possible 

selves. Conversely, for those who imagined failure, positive success-relevant possible 

selves were less accessible, and negative failure-relevant selves were relatively more 

accessible. Furtber, the results indicated that atthough with general success imagery (the 

success of an acquaintance), success-relevant possible selves become relatively more 

accessible, personalized success-relevant possible selves make wgative possible selves 

even less accessible than does general success imagery. Thus, it can be seen that although 

general positive affect andfor general success imagery have positive effects on an 

individual's endorsement of possible selves, it is the image of &as successful in the 

fùture that leads to the strongest endorsement of positive possible selves and the weakest 

endorsement of negative possible selves. Firrther, it was found that individuais who 

imagined themselves as successfut in the future outperfonned the control groups (i.e., 

greater persistence and effort), whereas those who imagined themselves as uaniccessfid 

performed worse than the control groups. Thus, current performance was affected by 

visions of self in the fùture. 
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Although the exact role of possible selves cannot be detennined h m  the Rwolo 

and Marhis (1990) study alone, it is clear that perf iomce was best when positive 

possible selves wen available to the individuai and negabive possible selves were 

signincantly l e s  accessiible. This fhding is not surpriskg if one thinks of seEefficacy 

research. It has been found in die past that if one believes that one is capable of 

accomplishing a ta&, one is more iikely to be successful when attempting the task 

(Bandura, 1985). 

It is speculated that the possible selves of adolescents should be significant 

contributing factors to their current level of motivation, and theV ciment feeliags about 

themselves in generai. If youths see many positive possibilities in their futures, t may be 

hypothesized that they WU be more willing to work hard JIOW to mach goals later in Me, 

and that they wiU view their present selves in a more positive Light Adolescents who 

have LDs, however, may feel that their academic difaculties limit the number of thlligs 

they can become, and therefore feel as ifworking toward something that wül perhaps 

never be is pointless. In other words, chiidren with LDs may have a restncted range of 

positive possible selves. ALthough littie research has been done in this specific area, some 

researchers have attempted to examine the expectations and aspirations of children with 

LDs. 

Chaprnan (1988) examined the academic selfkoncepts, locus of control, and 

acbievement expectations over a two-year penod of 78 children with LDs and 71 children 

without LDs in junior high. The children with LDs received no temedial education 
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interventions. In order to measiire achievement expectations in this studyy the Projected 

Academic Performance Scale (PPS; C h a p m  & Boeisna. 1978, cited Ui Chapman, 

1988) was used. This d e  taps into the childts prrdicted perfiormance in the near funire 

regarding abilities in typicai schwl subjects. The resuits revealed that the cbildren with 

LDs had Iowa ~e~perceptions of abiüty, showed sigm of leamed heIplessness, and 

reporteci lower achievement expectations. Similadyy Dowdy, Carter, and Smith (1990) 

attempted to examine the perceptions of students with LDs in terms of what they thought 

they might become in the more distant friture. They fouad that twice as many average- 

achieving students as students with LDs wanted to go to college, while twice as many 

individuals with LDs wanted to enter the job market upon finishing high school. 

These findings have implications for the present study. It may be postdated that 

the adolescents with LDs in the current investigation WU envision less positive and fewer 

possible selves in the academic domain than the normally-achieving adolescents. 

Furthemore, it may be assurned that the students at Landmark East (LDLM) will see 

more positive possible selves in their futme than the students with LDs in the public 

school (LDPS), because the potential for academic success is stressed at Landmark. 

As with current academic self-concept, it has k e n  found that future ~ e ~ c o n c e p t  

is related not only to the LD itself, but is also associated with stigma. Szivos-Bach (1993) 

found that stigma played a signincant role in the sewesteem and aspirations of students 

with LDs. Items used to measure the adolescents' perception of stigma included, "My 

famiiy is disappointed in me," "1 get teased or made fun of," and "1 wony about what 

other people think of me." Items w d  in the Aspirations-Expectations test included, 
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"Have a boyfiiend/ girIfiiend," "Get a job," and "Eam a lot of money." She discovered 

that students who perceived the most stigma had the lowest seIf-esteem, the lowest ideals? 

and felt the least likely to fulfill theu aspirations. Thus, it appears that such adolescents 

had few expected positive possible selves. 

The fm that the d e n t s  in the Szivos-Bach (1993) study seemd to have few 

possible selves may lead to the assumption that y o d  with LDs will have fewer positive 

possible selves than youths without LDs, especialiy in the academc domain. The special 

circumstauces at LME school must be highlighted once again because programming at 

LME focuses on ~e~esteem,  and students are o h  reminded that coliege is a possibiiity. 

Thus, the possible selves of the average-achieving students and the students at LME may 

not be as different as we would expect if they did not receive such programming. 

So fa., the emphasis has been on positive possible selves. Ruvolo and Markus 

(1990) posited that the accessibility of positive possible selves is important for providing 

incentive. They argued that envisionhg success not only activates images of desired 

possible selves, but aiso leads to the development of plans, scripts, or strategies for the 

accomplishment of such goals. Not only are positive possible selves important, but 

negative possible selves may also be useful in deterring one fkom certain actions, and 

thereby leading to the attaiament of desired possible selves. Ogilvie (1987), for example, 

argued that an undesired self is more important in motivating individuals than a desired 

self. He held that a fear of living on the streets would motivate a person to get an 

education more than would the dream of becoming a doctor. Thus, both positive and 

negative possible selves may be essential to provide the motivation to work hard. A 
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combination of positive possible selves to &ive for and negative selves to avoid would 

seem to provide the essentiai motivational force. Oysennan and Markus (1990) proposeci 

that although the presence of positive possible selves is necessary in the fht stages of the 

motivational process, the balance between expected and f d  selves comprises the 

additional and criticai motivatiod force. Thinlr, for example, of a smoking cessation 

scenario. An individual might tell himseif that he wili quit smoking so that he Ca. 

become more physicdy active. He wiU most ükely be more motivated to quit, however, 

if he ais0 conjures up an image in which he is dying h m  lung cancer. ûne wouid thus 

like to see youths with LDs holding both positive and negative possible selves in 

important domains. 

There are two plausible explanations for why such a balance might not be attained 

by students with LDs. First, balance rnay not be achieved because of a lack of positive 

possible selves; altematively, it may be the case that -dents with LDs are able to 

provide several positive possible selves, but are uoable to corne up with an extensive list 

of negative possible selves. In an investigation of metacognitive skills in children with 

LDs, Wong (1985) found that chiidren with LDs do not generate selfquestions (i.e., 

"How might this occur?" or "What would happen if...?" ) when presented with a problem. 

Thus, perhaps children with LDs do not envision many possible selves at ail. They may 

not be capable of generating images of themselves in the fiture. This may be particdarly 

evident with respect to negative possible selves. Wong (1985) also f m d  that students 

with LDs often think they understand concepts or text material when they reaily do not. 

Such unrealistic optimism may genaake beyond the leaming context Adolescents with 
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LDs may tbiril things are progressing @te weU in thek üves, and therefore rnay not be 

capable of foreseeing negative possible selves. Or, it may be that aithough they have no 

trouble understanding how theù LD afEects them right now, they may not be capable of 

extending this knowledge to the fbture. That is, indiMduais with LDs may not be able to 

perform the somewhat complex metacopnitive task of asking themselves, "What might 

happen in the futun i f1  do not do Xnow? What must I do now to ensure that Y wüi not 

occur later?" 

Eesitiye. possible selves are just one type of possible selves that may be endorsed. 

In studies of possible selves, participants are often asked to indicate any && or 

-tivc possible selves they envision in the futw, as weil as the possible selves they 

to become in the friture. A look at some of the possible selves iiterature should 

help clarify the importance of these th= types of possible selves in the current LD study. 

Oysennan and Markus (1990) conducted a study cornparhg possible selves in 

delinquent and non-delinquent youths. The Oyserman and Markus (1990) study may be 

particularly relevant to the c m n t  investigation for several reasom. One is that the 

participants in theu study were adolescents between the ages of 13 and 16. A second is 

that no differences were found in the current seIf'oncept of the two groups (delinquent 

and non-dehquent youths) investigated. A third reason is that the experimental group in 

their study consisted of delinquent youths. Delinquent youths may be sirnilar to 

adolescents with LDs in that they typically have problems in school and are often 

stigmatized by others. 
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ûysennan and Madais (1990) asked 238 youths who varied in the degree of theu 

delinquency to descnk their possible selves. They were askd to List three ho@-for, 

three expected, and three feared selves in rrsponse to an open-ended questionnaire. 

FoUowing this task, the participants were given 16 selfdescriptors, eight positive and 

eight negative, and asked to indicate on a three-point Likert d e  the degree to which 

these selves were (a) cunent descriptors; (b) possible selves in the fuaue; and (c) desired 

or hoped for in the future. Positive items included things such as interesting, loved, 

happy, and have f?iends. Negative items inciuded depressed, lonely, stupid, and afrad. 

The scale was based on a format previously used by Markus and Niinus (1986). 

According to ûyserman and Markus (1 !NO), although many similarities were 

found among the hoped-for selves, the groups of youth dittéred significantly in their 

perceptions of expected and feared selves. The authors focused on the balance between 

expected and feared selves. They believed that one's feared self is most effective as a 

motivating source when it is baianced by an expected possible self that outlines what one 

must do to avoid that particular feared seif. Balance was hypothesized to occur when 

expected possible selves were offset by countervailing feared selves in the same domain 

on the open-ended questionnaire (e.g., expecthg a coilege degree but fearing failing). 

It was found that the officially non-delinquent youths were more likely to identify 

with such a balance, but that the most delinquent youths were not. That is, the delinquent 

youths were less likely to have an expected self to balance a feared self. Additionally, in 

theù investigation of possible selves in Afincan-Amencan youths, Oyserman, Gant, and 

Ager (1995) found that males who had balanced possible selves tended to perform better 
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in school than those with less ofa  balance between expected and feared possible selves. 

Thus, in two studies having a balance between expected and feared possible selves was 

associated with a positive behavioral outcorne. 

Foilowîng this logic, it may be hypothesized tbat youths with LDs wiii have l e s  

of a balance between expected and f e d  possiile selves than average-achieving youths. 

niis shouid be particulady evident in the public school setting, where specific 

prognimming aimed at encoufaging these youths to focus on the future has not been 

implemented. Perhaps adolescents with LDs are similar to the delinquent youths in the 

Oysennan and Markus (1990) study, in that they can imagine what they wouid iike to 

become in the friture, but they cannot envision the negative consequences Lücely to occur 

if they do not work to overcome their difficulties. This 'bias' towards positive possible 

selves rnay occur for three reasons. First, students with LDs may be weil aware of how 

their disability afFkcts them nght now, but they may not foresee how it will affect them in 

the future. Markus and Nurius (1986) found that the possible selves of coliege students 

did not appear to be particularly constrained by their current or "now" selves. They 

seemed to think that they codd change quite dramaticaliy with tirne, even in domains 

such as personality and physical characteristics. Second, youths with LDs have been 

shown to have poor metacognitive skilis (Wong, 1985). It may be that adolescents with 

LDs cannot see into the fûture as weli as average-achieving students. They may not be 

able to perfonn the somewhat complex task o f  formdating a feared possible self to 

counter a desired possible self. Such a conceptualization would provide the added 

incentive needed to motivate them to work hatd now to achieve long-tenn goals. Third, it 
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may be that youths with LDs sirnply tend to avoid thinking ofnegative possible selves as 

a m e m  of 'seKpreservation'. They may be similat to ADHD chiidren who tend to take 

responsiùility for successes, but not for failures (Hoza, Pelham, Milich, Piliow, & 

McBride, 1993). 

Pertiaps the most signifiant fbding of the ûysennan and Markus (1990) study, in 

temu of the present investigation, is the fiict that although the dehquent and non- 

deluiquent youths did not dïffier on cumnt selfconcept measures, the possible selves 

generated by the two groups showed some interesting differettces. Similar results are 

expected to be uncovered when adolescents with and without LDs are c o m p d  That is, 

the two groups (LD and NLD) shodd be similar in temis of cunent selfconcept (except 

for the academic domain), but show Merences in the possible selves that they generate. 

It is postulateci that average-achieving students will have a better balance between 

expected and feared possible selves than students with LDs. Aiso, it is sumiised that 

because of intensive programming at Landmark East, the LDLM group will have a better 

balance than the LDPS group. It is postdateci that encouragllig individuais with LDs to 

believe that they cm be successful in the future, yet s t i l l  emphasinng that negative 

outcomes are likely without hard work, may lead to the accomplisbment of goals in 

students with LDs. 

The Present Study 

The present study will attempt to determine whether an LD is related to how 

adolescents see themselves, both cmntly and in the future. Will the presence of an LD 

relate dinerenty to Mereut aspects of the ~e~concept?  Wi the presence of an LD be 
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related to academic self-concept, but not be nlated to global self-concept, as has been 

shown in the past? W& it be d a t e c l  with self-concept in the social, familial, or 

personal security domains? Wd ciifferences in feared possible selves be more evidcnt 

among the three groups than differences in positive possible selves? 

Furthemore, if an LD is indeed relateâ to the seffeoncept of adolescents in this 

study, are there factors within the populations with LDs themselves that influence seK 

concept? W'i segregation and intensive programming be related to self-concept? Will the 

way in which youths view their LDs be associated 4 t h  how they view themselves in 

general? That is, if adolescents view their LDs as delimited tather than globai wii i  they 

have more positive cunent sekoncepts? Wi they have a better balance between 

expected and feared selves? 

As stated previously, three groups will be examined in the present study: 1) a 

group of adolescents with LDs in a residential setting designed especially for youths with 

LDs (Landmark East School; LDLM); 2) a group with LDs in the public school setting 

(LDPS); and 3) a group of teenagers without LDs in a public school setting (NLD). 

The IQs of the individuals in each of these three groups will either be obtahed 

fiom past records or estimated h m  the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT-R). 

This wiU be done to ensure that the three groups are comparable on this variable. The 

Se&Perception of a Leaming Disability (SPLD) questionnaire will be adniinistered to 

individuais in the two LD groups. Individuals in dl three groups will complete 

questionnaires about current sekoncept and about future possible selves. Both types of 
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questionnaires wilî attempt to tap the foUowhg four domains: 1) academic wmpetence; 

2) familial acceptance; 3) peer popuiarity; and 4) personal security. 

Cornparisons arnong the three wups will be made both in temis of present self- 

concept and in temis of* possible selves. Aiso, within the two LD groups, 

relationships among self-concept, possible selves, academic setting, and seiGperception 

of an LD will be examineci. 

The Hypotheses 

The foiiowing is a Est of the specinc hypotheses for this study: 

Between 

The foiiowing similarities and differences are predicted among the three groups: 

1) The global self-concepts of the three groups will be similar (e.g., see Durrant et 

ai., 1990). 

2 a) The LD groups wili have more negative academic self-concepts dian the 

average-achieving p u p  (e.g., Durrant et al., 1990). 

b) Because of the intensive p r o g d g  at LME, it is hypothesized that the 

students at Landmark will have more positive academic setf'oncepts and more neutrai or 

delimited self-perceptions of theu LD than the students with LDs in the public school 

system. 

3) The positive academic possible selves endorsed by the youths with LDs wül be 

fewer in number than those endorsed by the average-achieving group. This hypothesis is 

based on past reseatch which shows thaî youths with LDs have lower achievement 

expectations and aspirations ttian normaily achieving students (Chapman, 1988 and 
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Szivos-Bach, 1993, respectively). NevertheIess, it is postdated that students with LDs in 

a speciaiized setting will endorse more positive academic possible selves than students 

with LDs in the public school, because the residentid shidents are WEely getting more 

help academicaiiy and more support, 

4) Avetage-achieving students are expecîed to have a better balance between 

expected and feared selves than either of the LD groups. This kding is predicted because 

it is hypothesized that youths with LDs do not have the metacognitive skills necessary to 

invoke feared possible selves to counter each of their expected possible selves. That is, 

they are not able to generate selfquestions such as, "What wüi happen i f 1  dont ... ?" 

The social, familal, and persona1 security self-concepts (current and future) of the 

students will also be examined in this study. Little research has been done in these mas, 

however, so these particuiar anaiyses will be of a more exploratory nature. 

Correlations among several variables are expected within groups. For example: 

1) Global seWesteem is expected to correlate with IQ scores (Durrant et al. 1990). 

2) Current self-concept, in each domain, is expected to be related to the possible 

selves elected fiom the conesponding domain. For example, adolescents with more 

positive academic self-concepts will have more positive possible selves, andor a better 

balance between positive and negative selves, in this domain. 

3) It is hypothesized that the bigher an individual's achievement score, the more 

likely helshe is to have a balance between positive and negative possible selves. This 
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assumption on the fiding by ûysemian et al. (1995) that d e s  who had bdanced 

possible selves tended to perform better in school. 

Several trends are expected within the LD groups themselves. It is conjectined 

that., in cornparison with adolescents who view theù disabilities as global and p a s i v e ,  

youths who view their LD as more delimited will have: 

1) More positive academic self-concepts; 

2) A wider array of possible selves; 

3) A better balance between their expected and feared selves. 

Method 

mLkmm2 

This group consisted of 27 students (21 male, 6 f d e )  £iom Landmark East 

School, a residential school for students with LDs in Wolfville, Nova Scotia. The 

students in this group ranged from age 12 to 17, with a mean age of 14.10. The IQ levels 

of the students in this group were obtained nom the Weschier Intelligence Scde for 

Children - Revised (WISC-R) and ali were w i t h  the average range = 96.27, Sp = 

8.25). Thei. achievement scores consisted of a composite of scores fiom the @SV Oraa 
.. T h i r d E d i t i o n - t h e h C W a  - and îhe 

. . mathematics sub-test of the W i -  - ThitbEdl$pn fWRAT - 3b 

The GORT-3 measmes reading comprehension (Le., the individuai & a passage and 

then m e r s  questions on the material). The TWS requires students to speU dictated 

words. Finally, the WJUT-3 mathematics sub-test consists of written arithmetic 
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computation pmblems. AU of these tests give grade eq@vaient scores. The composite 

score was the mean grade eqWvaient obtained h m  these three tests. 

The tests were admhistered in Iime or September of 1996. These -dents had 

previously been identifieci as having an LD based on a discrepaticy of two or mon years 

between their expected achievement level for their age (given their normal IQ), and their 

aCniai achievement level (M = 3.22, Sp = 1.68). Ali d e n t s  had also experienced 

difficdties in academic performance in the regular school system. 

mEuh42 

This group consisted of 11 students (7 males and 4 fernales) h m  diree public 

schools in the Anoapolis Valley Region of Nova Sootia - Annapolis Royal Regional 

Academy, Bridgetown Regional High, and Middleton Regional Hi&. These participants 

ranged in age fiom 14 to 19. An arithmetic average of the Verbal, Quantitative, and Non- 
. . . . .  verbal scores on the Cornufiive A b u  T a  ( C m  was employed to 

estirnate the IQ or ability level of students in this group. If the CCAT scores were not 

available, the P_eabod- Vo- Test - ReviSeb/PPVT-IQ was administered to 

estimate IQ. The CCAT had been ndministered in Jmuary or February of either 1994 or 

1996 and the PPVT-R was adrninistered on the same day as the self-concept measures - 
April, 1997. The mean IQ score in this group was 88.33, with a standard deviation of 

8.67. 

The achievement scores in the LDPS poup consisteci of a composite of Reading, 

Total Mathematics and Spelling scores h m  the of R- 

The CTBS was administered on the samc day as the CCAT. Although the CTBS contains 

several &tests, these thtee sub-tests were employed because they were most similar to 

the measures available at Landmark East school. The reading sub-test is similar to the 

GORT-3 in that it measures reading comprehension. The mathematics sub-test of the 

CTBS measures a variety of math-related skills (Le., concepts, operations, computations, 
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probiem-soiving, aigebra, geometry, and Statistics). The Spelling sub-test of the CTBS is 

merent h m  the i'WS, beceuse it consists ofa mdtiple-choice format in which the 

examine is to iden* the correctly-speiied word. Al1 three achievement tests give grade- 

equivalent scores, and again, a composite rneasuie was formed by avRaging the three 

scores. Students were designated as possiibly learning disabled, and included in this 

group, only if their IQ level was within the average range (i.e., 75 - 130), and their 

composite achiarement score was two or more grade levels lower than their expected 

achievement score, given their age (El = 2.80, Sp = 55). To obtain this information, the 

researcher first examiued anonymous records containing the scores of ail students in ail 

three schools h m  the Annapolis Valley Regional School Board. Students were identified 

only by number. She then highlighted any cases tbat reached the above-mentioned criteria 

and returned them to the school board. Members of the school board then recorded the 

names of the requested students and sent consent forms to guidance couuselors/principals 

of the schools wbich the identified students attendecl. These were to be retumed to the 

researcher at Acadia University. Of the 49 shidents identified, 1 1 consent forms were 

retumed. 

h!uwma 
This group consisted of 27 students (9 males and 18 fernales) nom the same three 

schools as the LDPS group - Annapolis Royal Regional Academy, Bridgetown Regional 

High, and Middleton Regional High. These -dents ranged in age h m  12 to 16. Abüity 

or IQ levels and achievement levels were obtaiwd h m  this group in the same way in 

which they were procured in the LDPS group (the CCAT, the PPVT-R, and the CTBS) 

and were administered at the same time as in the LDPS group. The average IQ score in 

this group was 103.77, with a standard deviation of 6.23. Students were included in this 

group if an examination of the CCATPPVT-R and CTBS scores revealed that their IQ 

was within the average range (Le., 75 - 130), and that the= was less than a two year 
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discrepancy between their eqected acbievement, baseci on age, and their actuai 

achievement 1 4 s  (M = .08, Sp = -69). Simüar to the LDPS group, these students were 

iden- ID numbers were sent to the school board, and then the students' names were 

sent to guidance counselors/principds of the schools whïch they attended At first, only 

those average-achieving students whose names foliowed students identined as having 

LDs on the CCAT/CTBS fomis were contacteci. Later, because of low response rates, a 

sub-set of students who reached the average-achieving criteria were randomly selected 

fiom al1 available students. 

Instniments - 
Pi- Voc&&=~ Test - Revised PPVT - F Q  As noted above, this test 

was administered to estimate the IQ of those students for whom abiiity scores were not 

available. This test was designeci to maisure receptive vocabuiary in persons 2.5 to 40 

years of age. It contaias trainhg items and 175 test items aminged in order of 

increasing dilliculty. Each item has four simple, black and white illustrations arranged in 

a multiple-choice format The participant's task is to select the picture considered to 

illustrate best the meaning of a stimulus word presented orally by the examiner. Sptit-half 

reliabilities for the two forms of this test (Form L & Fom M) range fiom .61 to -88 

@unn & Dunn, 1981). 

The scores are standardized, and have been found to correlate higbiy with various 

intelligence scaies. Correlation coefficients have been calcdated as foiiows: -62 with the 

Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scaie, .64 with the WISC Full Scaie Score, .72 with the 

WAIS Full Scaie Score, and -58 with the WPPSI Full Scale Score (DUM & DUM, 198 1). 

( S F a  Parents of students in the public school groups 

were asked to indicate their occupation on the consent forms. In the Landmark East 

group, this information was obtained, with consent, from the school mes. Occupations 
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were coded by two researchers into one of tfnee categories; (1) professional, (2) siciiied 

worker or (3) unskilled worker. When the occupation of both parents were listed, the 

profession of the parent with the more prestigious occupation was used in the analysis. 

(Inter-rater reiiability = 80.6%). 

- Self. This qyestionnaire was designeci for use with children 8 

to 18 yem of age (Brown & Alexander, 1991). It contains 80 items. The scale provides a 

meastue of global sesesteem (the SeWEsteem Quotient - SEO, as weU as four sub- 

scale measures: familial acceptance, academic cornpetence, peer popuiarity, and persona1 

security. The Perception of Familial Acceptance Scale measures seksteem at home and 

within the farnily. Items include "My parents and 1 have fwi togethet," "My parents are 

proud of me," and "My parents dont Men to me." The Perception of Academic 

Competence Scale measuns seIf&steem in academic and inteiiectuai pursuîts. It consists 

of statements such as the foilowing, "1 am good at school work" and "Tt's fun to leam new 

thuigs." The Perception of Peer Popularity Scale measures seKesteem in social situations 

and interpersonai mlationships with peers. Items include "I'm not shy" and "1 have fiiends 

1 can codide in." The Perception of Personal Secety Scaie provides a measure of self- 

esteem as it is reflected in a personls feelings about hider physical and psychological 

weH-being. Items include "1 get a lot of headaches and stomach-aches," "1 am a klutz," 

and "1 ofien feel ashamed of myself". 

According to Brown and Alexander (1 99 l), the test has show good internai 

consistency and correlates weli with other seEesteem measures. The average Coefficient 

Alphas for ages 8 to 18 were .90 for the FamiIiai Acceptance Scale, -85 for Academic 

Competence, -82 for Peer Popularity, .80 for Persona1 Security, and -93 for SEQ. 

Correlations with other selfksteern scales, such as Piers-Harris Childrenk Self-Concept 

Scale (Revised) and the SeKEsteem Inventories (Schwl Form) were -77 and .83, 
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respectively (Brown & Aiexauder, 1199). An Alpha of 9 3  was obtained in the pnsent 

study for the overall d e -  Alpha coeficients for each of the sub-scales in the present 

study were as foliows; -90 for the Familial Acceptance d e ,  .89 for the Academic 

Cornpetence scale, -84 for the Peer Populanty scde and -76 for the Personai Security 

scaie. 

elf-Esteen This measure was used to assess o v e d  or global 

seKesteem in all groups. It includes items such as "1 feel1 have a number of good 

quaiities", "1 take a positive attitude toward myself", "1 ceaainly feel useless at timest', 

and "At times 1 think 1 am no good at alLl1. ALthough the SEI supposedly provides a global 

measure of seIfksteem (the SEQ), this measure is in fact simply a combination of scores 

fiom each of the four domains. A particularly low score in one domain (i.e., academic 

cornpetence) might strongly affect the student's overall SEQ. Thus, a global seKesteem 

measure that is independent of each of these domains was warranted- The expimenter 

expiained the meaning of many of these items during administration to ensure that the 

students understood what was king asked of them and could respond appropriately (see 

Appendix A). Rosenberg's sale has been used extensively and its reiiability and validity 

have k e n  reviewed aad show to be acceptable. Rosenberg (1965) found that Cronbach's 

alpha coefficient was .80 for students with LDs. in the present study, the standardized 

alpha coefficient was 3 5 .  

This questionnaire was 

designed for the current study, and was based on the format used by Oyserman and 

Markus (1990). Possible selves were simply described as anythhg that students thought 

might be possible for themselves in the fûture, regardiess of whether or not they wanted 

to becorne that particular person. The open-en& m e w e  was completed fïrst. Here, 

students were asked to, "List three possible selves that you would like to become, or hope 

to become in the future" (positive possible selves), and then to "List three possible selves 



that you do mt want to become or hope to woid becoming in the fituren (negative 

possible selves). FoUowing this, the students were asked to look at each possiile selfthat 

they had listeci and decide "How much wouid you Wre this possible selfto describe you in 

the nihrre? Circle the amwer that best fits, either 'not at ail', 'sort of or 'very much.'" They 

were then asked to decide "How likely is it that this possible self will describe you in the 

fuhire, or what are the chances that this wiU d e m i  you in the funire? Circle the m e r  
. 

that best fits, hot at ail', 'sort of or k r y  much? 

If an individual ciicled "sort of" or "very much" in response to "How likcly is it 

that this possible self wiii describe you in the future?" for a positive possible seif, this 

item was coded as an expectedpossible selfand was used in the anaiysis of balance. 

Expected selves, rather than ai i  positive possible selves, were used in the analysis of 

balance because while some possible selves can be quite far-fetched (e.g., a millionaire), 

expected possible selves are more redistic. 

A prehinary examination of the open-ended negative possible selves revealed 

that many of the negative possible selves listed by the participants were not what one 

would typically perceive as a trdy negative or feared possible self. For example, some 

individuals listed generally respected professions, such as doctor or teacher, as selves 

they hoped to avoid becoming. Although these selves may not be desired by the 

individual, they may not carry the emotional weight of t d y  feared possible selves. 

Accordingly, two coders rated negative possible selves asfemedpossible selves if they 

appeared to be possible selves that most people would hop to avoid becomiag (inter- 

rater reliability = 80.5%).' 

The two coders also coded al1 open-ended possible selves into one of ten 

categories: Academic Cornpetence, Familial Acceptance, Peer Popularity, Personal 

Note, that no differences were found in the totd number of negative possible selves 
listed by each group (E(2.59) = -06, p = .945). 



Security, Professionai Worker, Skiiied Worker, Unskilied Worker, Spoas-~lated 

Occupation, Arts, or Other (inter-rater reliabüity = 90.1%). The first four categories were 

included because they are paraUeI with those on the SEI. The remaining six categories 

were included because an examination of the data revealed that the majority of the 

responses represented sorne type of occupation, and a more fine-grained investigation of 

the nature of the occupations was desired. 

Balance was said to occur among open-ended possible selves if an individual 

Listed a feared possible self and an expected possible self in the same domain. For 

example, "a good motherl' listed as an expected self and "an abusive parent1' iïsted as a 

feared self would constitute balaace within the familial acceptaace domain. Balance was 

viewed in a domain specific nature because ûyserrnan and Markus (1990) posited that a 

given possible self would have maximum motivational effectiveness when offset or 

balanced by a countervailiag self in the same domain. For example, a feared self (Le., a 

high school drop-out) should be balanced by an expected self that outhes what one must 

do to avoid the feared state (i.e., passing ninth grade). An individual couid obtain a 

maximum of three instances of balance. Although expected and feared selves were 

generally required to be h m  the same domain for balance to occur, there were 

exceptions. Within the occupational domains (Le., Professional, Skilled, & Unskilled 

Workers), balance was thought to occur if an expected possible self was accompanied by 

a feared possible self fiom an occupational domain that received a lower salary or was 

seen as less prestigious. For example, if an expected possible seif h m  the professional 

domain (e.g., doctor) and a feared possible self fiom the skilled worker domain (e.g., 

secretary) were listed by the same individual, balance was said to occur. 

ed-F-le SelfOuestiomiaire. The closed-ended mesure was 

developed for this study, based on measures by Oyserman and Markus (1990). The 

possible selves used in this part of the questionnaire were designed to represent each of 
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the domains of the SEI (Le., familial acceptance, peer popuiarity, academic cornpetence, 

and personal security). Five pairs of possible selves (one positive and one negative) were 

developad for each domain (see Appendix B). The examiner fht reaà through a list of 

possible selves with the students, and asked the studeats to place a check mark by any of 

those possible selves that they thought might be descriptive of them in the fiiturey 

regardless of whether these possible selves were desirable. They were then to go back 

thugh their responses, and for any possible selves they marked, they were fbst to decide 

"How much would you like this possible self to desCnbe you in the fuhire?" - "not at 

ail", "sort of' or "very much", and then, "How iikely is it that this possible selfwill 

describe you in the fùture?" - "not at aii", "sort of' or "very much". 

. .. 
of m. This 2525-m scale is 

designed to assas the participants' views oftheir disability as delimited rather than 

global, modifiable rather than permanently limiting, and not stigmatizing (Heyman, 

1 990). Students are asked to circle "true" or "false" in respoose to items such as: "1 cm 

think of many things I'm very good at", "I'U always need extra help in school work", and 

"1 dontt have many niends because 1 need extra help in school". The intenial comistency 

of the scale was estimated by calculating the value of Cronbach's alpha The coefficient 

alpha was .70 (Heyman, 1990). In the present study, a standardized alpha of -70 was 

found for the two LD groups. However, a number of items on the scale were found to 

have poor item-total correlations (negative values) or to show no variabiüty at all within 

the sample. Five of these poor items were deleted fiom the overall scale, resulting in a 

final sale with a standardized alpha of .72. 
. I I  Qlrr This scale was designed 

because it was felt that some of the items on the SPLD were not appropriate for the 

LDLM environment (i.e., "Teachers think poorly of students who need a lot of extra 
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help." and 'Teachers get mad at Iàds who take longer to leam"). A scaie that queried the 

same issues as the SPLD without malring assumptions about the environment was 

d e s a  Accordingiy, d e n t s  in the LDLM group were asked eight additional questions 

about how giobal or penasive they beiieved theV LD was (see Appendix C). Items 

included "People notice my LD right awayn, "Often people do not even know 1 have an 

LD when they fkst meet me", "My LD wiil matter l e s  and less as I get older" and "My 

LD will always be th&. Reliability andysis w i t h  the LDLM revealed a Low 

standardized alpha for this scale (.3 5). Because this coefficient alpha level was not 

considered adeqpate, the sale was not used in any M e r  analyses. 

Procediiae 

Lettm and consent fomis were sent to parents at the Landmark East School and 

the three public schools (See Appendix D). Low response rates necessitated a second 

letter and accompanying consent form be sent out to parents of students in the public 

school setting. Foliowïng this second attempt, response rates were 67.5% at Landmark 

East, and 27.6%, 336.8%' and 7 1.8% for the three public schools. 

hdividuals in both LD groups attended a 40-45 minute session, during which they 

fïrst completed the PSQ, then the SEI, then Rosenberg's Self-Esteem d e ,  and finally, 

the SPLD scale. The SPLD was given last to avoid having academic difnculties salient in 

the students' min& when they were completing the other questioonaires. The students in 

the public school groups retumed fot a second 10-15 minute session to complete the 

PPVT-R if their CCAT score was missing. AU s d e s  were administered o d y  to ensure 

that the results were not contaminated by reading difliculties. That is, the examiner read 

each of the items aloud and the students were to respond privately on the forms provided. 

Students in the NLD group raeived the questionnaires in the same order as the 

two LD groups, except that they did not receive the SPLD. Furthemore, the tests were 

given orally to ensure that the method of administration did not influence the results. 



On the advice of staffai Landmark East, the @onnaires were administered 

individdy to the LDLM group ta ensure that the d e n t s  did not distnrt each other and 

could feel fke to a& the examiner quesfions. The other two groups completed the 

questionnaires in d groups o f  1-3 students. No problems o c c d  with the group 

testing procedures. 

R d t s  and Discussion 

Although the mean fU-scale IQs of aii t h  groups were in the average range 

(see Table 1 for data on the IQ age, gender (% male), and SES for each group), an 

ANOVA revealed signiscant diffetences among groups (E(2,62) = 10.93, p < .0005)~. 

Tukey's HSD comparison revealed that the Merence was between the two LD groups 

and the NLD group, with the NLD group having a sigdficantly hi* mean I Q ~ .  

A Chi-square analysis revealed a significant difference in gender among the three 

groups (x2 = 1 1.12, = .004), with the NLD group having a higher proportion of female 

respoadents than the two LD groups. The fact that signincant differences were found 

among the groups for gender is not surprising. LDs are more common in males than in 

femaies, so we would expect to have higher ratios of males to females in the LD groups 

in comparison to the NLD group. Low participation rates prevented the researcher nom 

procuring larger numbers of males in the NLD group. 

An alpha level of .O5 was used for aU statistical tests unless otherwise indicated 
3 The reader should note that because of the small sample size of the LDPS group. 
cornparisons with this gmup have Limited statisticai power. 



Table 1 

verbal 93-85 2-63 

non-verbal 99.22 8-38 

fidi SC& 96.27 8.25 

AGE 14.10 1.52 

GENDER 

(% Male) 52.5 

SES 

% Professional 22.2 

% Skilled Worker 55.6 

% Uoskilled Worker 22.2 



A one-way ANOVA aise rwealed signincant diffmnces in age among the t h e  

groups (E(2,62) = 8.25, p = .ûû1). Tukey's HSD test indicated that the NLD group was 

significaatly younger than the LD groups. Because students were chosen based on simiiar 

grade level, it is reasonable that students in the NLD group would be younger than the 

students in the LD groups, since it is likely that many of the studeats in the LD groups 

had been kept back a year or two. No significant difference was found in SES among the 

groups (E(2,60) = 2.55, p = .087). 

The three variables which showed differences among the groups (Le., IQ, gender, 

& age) were entered as covariates for ail other analyses. AU cornparisons between groups 

were done with contrasts, comparing the means of the groups while adjusting for the 

covariates. Contrasts always cornpared the two public school gmups with the residential 

school group. 

bal Self-Esteem 

It was hypothesized that global seKesteem would be sirnilar among the three 

groups (see Table 2). Analysis of variance revealed support for the hypothesis that global 

self-esteem would be similar among the three groups a(2, 60) = 1 Al, p = 253 for 

Rosenberg's Se&Esteem Scale; E(2,Sg) = 1.2 1, p = -304 for the overail score on the Self- 

Esteern Index). (An aipha level of. 10 was used in this case b u s e  the assumption was 

that the n d  hypothesis would not be rejected.) Thus, global seSesteem did not Mer 

among the three groups. 
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Table 2 

LDLM LOPS NLD 

SELF-CONCEPT F= 27 L= 11 n= 27 

MEASURE bL si2 SR SR 

Rosenberg's SeE 

Esteern Scale* 41-33 6.08 39.32 6.45 38.84 5.08 

Self-Esteem Indexs* 113.00 15.36 104.73 1324 107.22 15.39 

* Possible range = 10 - 50 
** Standardized scde with M = 100, = 15 



It was also hypothesized th the two groups with LDs wouid have more negative 

academic seif'oncepts than the average-achieving group. This hypothesis was not 

supported. However, an ANCOVA showed that the students in the speciaiized setting 

had signincautly more positive academic sekoncept scores than the students with LDs 

in the regular classroom (E(2,58) = 3 -9 1, p = -026; t = 02-73, p = .008). Mean scores show 

similar d e m i c  self-concept scores for the students in the LDLM group and the NLD 

group. Prograrnming and/or selection factors at Landmark East seem to have a positive 

influence on students' academic seIf-concepts. Only the LDPS group shows lowered 

academic self-concepts; the LDLM group's academic selfancepts are equal to those of 

the NLD pers, despite their LD (see Table 3). 
. .. of- 

The Self-Perception of a Leaming Disability (SPLD) score was significantly 

higher in the LDLM group than in the LDPS group (F(1,33) = 5.82, p = .022, see Table 3) 

Thus, students at Landmark seem to view their LD as more delimited and specifïc than 

the students in the LDPS group. These findiags might lead one to speculate about the 

benefits of attending a school that specializes in the treatment of LDs, such as Landmark 

East School. It seems that progmmming at Landmark provides chilàren with not only a 

more positive view of themselves in terms of academics, but also encourages the belief 

that their LD is oniy one aspect of their lives, not some global entity beyond theu control. 

Furthemore, according to &and students, the students at Lmdmark tend to corne fiom 

very supportive families who have worked hard to ensure their child's enroliment ai 

Landmark East. It is suspected that positive self-perceptions are closely tied to academic 

success, and that students at Landmark probably experience more of both than students 

with LDs in the public schools, because programming at Landmark East School is 

tailored to meet the needs of these students. 



Table 3 

Academic 

Competence 

(SEO* 62-79 7.62 54.54 8.34 60.41 9.17 

Academic 

Competence 

(PSQY* 12.96 2.16 8.55 1.63 9.22 1.99 

Self-Perception 

ofan LD*** 16-93 3.82 13.45 4.13 **** **** 

* Highest Score = 80 
** Highest Score = 10 (higher scores occur because adjusted means are reported) 
*** Highest Score = 25 
* *** This test was not administered to this group 



It was hypothesized that the youths with LDs in bot6 groups wouid endorse fewer 

positive academic possible selves than the average-achieving group, and that the LDLM 

group wouid endorse more positive academic possible selves than the LDPS group. An 

ANCOVA showed no signifiant diffe~ences in the number of academic possible selves 

endorsed by each group, however (E(2,60) = -98, p = .38 1, see Table 3). Thus, it seems 

that although ciifferences between groups may appear in tenns of their curent self- 

perceptions, they do not envision diffhences in the fuhire. 

SelfiQxu@ in ~~ DomaiOS 

Exploratory ANCOVAS revealed no significant 

ciifferences among the groups in the three other self-concept domains (Familial 

Acceptance, Peer Popularity and Personal Security), either presently or in the funire (see 

Table 4). Thus, it seems that aithough an LD may be related to how one currently feels 

about oneself academically, it is not associated with current sesconcept in other 

domains. The individuals in this study seem to be able to separate their academic Me 

fiom other areas of their iives. These fhdings provide support for Kioomok and Cosden's 

(1 994) belief that children with high global selfconcept perceive themselves as 

comptent in other non-academic domaias. 

ANCOVAS with the closed-ended possible selves data revealed no significant 

ciifferences in tenns of the total positive and total negative possible selves endorsed by 

each of the three groups (see Table 4). AU three groups were especially positive about 

their futiire, endorshg very few negative possible selves. This 'extreme optimism' about 

the future leads to questions about the usefùlness of examinhg distal fiiture possible 

selves with individuais within this age range. Based on the fïndings in this study, it 
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appears that adolescents have diBcuity envisionhg detailed or complex Mages of 

themselves 5-10 years h m  now. 

Responses on the open-ended PSQ across aU three p u p s  were quite similar (see 

Table 5). An ANCOVA unwvered no sigdicant différences among groups in the 

number of feared selves (as coded by the two researchers) identified on the oopeded 

PSQ ( ' (2,59)  = .O6 , = -945). Thus, it seems that the presence of an LD does not 

influence, or in any way limit, what these adolescents see as possible for themselves in 

the fùture. They did not identify rnoE negative outcomes as ükely in compatison to the 

average-achieving students. 
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Table 4. 

Total Positive Possible Selves* 

PSQ) 

Total Negative Possible Selves* 

PSQ) 

s** 
Familial Acceptance 

Peer Populanty 

Personal Security 

Future*** 

Familial Acceptance 

Peer Popularity 

Personal Sec* 

* Range = 0-20 
** Highest Possible Score = 80 
* ** Highest Possible Score = 10 



Table 5. 

bv F- iP- Datsù, 

LDLM LIES NLD 

~ = 2 7  n= 11 n= 27 

Category Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative 

Academic 

Cornpetence 1.2 0.0 0.0 3.1 2.5 2.5 

Familial Acceptance 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 6.3 

Peer Popuiarity 1.2 3.7 0.0 6.2 7-4 8.9 

Personal Security 0-0 9.9 6.2 2.5 3.7 22.8 

Professional 26.2 32.1 25-0 0.0 37.0 20.2 

S killed Worker 37.5 6.2 43.7 6-2 18.5 10.1 

Unskilled Worker 12.5 39.5 3.1 34.4 7.4 24.1 
, 

Sports-Related 10.0 2.5 15.6 3-1 3 -7 0.0 

Arts 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.6 1.3 

Other 7.5 6.2 6.2 9.4 3.7 3.8 
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The top three categories for negative possible selves across aU three groups were 

Unskilled Wodcn (Le., fanna, janitor), ProfeSSioaaI, and Personal Security (Le., mean 

and nasty, depressed). Although it &es intuitive sense that Unskilied Wodcer and 

negative Persona1 Secunty comments would sucface as negative possible selves, the fact 

that Professional Mles were iisted is somewhat odd, especidy with the average-achieving 

students. Within the LD gtoups, individuals may potentidy see Profaionai roles as 

beyonci their capabiüties, and therefore fear them. This fear may aise because (a) they 

believe these roles would be too diflicult for them, and they focw on the stress and 

hardships that would be associated with maintainhg such a role; or (b) because they 

know that these occupations wodd be extremely chalienging for them and, therefore, as a 

meam of maintainhg a positive seKimage, convince themselves that such jobs are 

unappeaiing. Such exp1anations are less satisQing for the average-achieving students, 

however, who should theoreticaily see some of these jobs as within their grasp. Perhaps 

since their visions of fuhue seem to be focused in the career domain, average-achieving 

individuals were simply listing Professionai jobs that they had decided they would not 

like to hold, in cornparison to the professional titles they desired or expected to attain. 

An examination of the positive possible selves revealed that the top two 

categones of positive possible selves for ali three groups were Skiiled Worker (Le., 

secretary, forestry officer) and Professionai (Le., teacher, doctor). In general, then, 

-dents in ail three groups seem to have sirnilar expectations and aspirations. Responses 

on the open-ended measure were also used in the anaiysis of balance. Balance was said to 

occur when an individual generated both an expected and feared self in the same domain. 

Thus, the baiance score for each individuai ranged between zero and three. It was 

postulated, based on research done by Oyserman and Markus (1990), that average- 

achieving students would have a better balance between expected and feared possible 

selves than students in either of the two LD groups on the open-ended possible selves 
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questionnaire. A g a  ANCOVA revealed no diffmnces among the three groups in terms 

of the number of instances ofbalance. Once again, these hdiags provide evidence for 

the theory that adolescents have diff?culty envisiorhg themselves in the more distal 

fuain. Most of the responses on the open-ended questionnaire were career-oriented, both 

for positive and negative possible selves. It seems that "What do you see as possible for 

yomeif in the future?" translateci into "What do you want to be when you grow up?" for 

these adolescents. Fuahermore, tbese individuais seemed to b d  Ï t  especiaüy difncult to 

imagine negative possibiliües for themselves. They endorsed very few negative possible 

selves on the closed-ended questionnaire. Perhaps a questionnaite tapping into possible 

selves in the more immediate future (Le., 2 years) wouid have been easier for the youths 

to envisage and therefore, have yielded more dineremes. Thus, al l  three groups tended to 

be very similar in their open-ended possible selves. However, one interesthg Merence 

did emerge. For the open-ended questionnaire, Skilled Worker was most common for the 

LD -dents, whiie Professional was the most commonly used category with the average- 

achieving students. 

il M e  C i  

lobal Self-Esteem 

Support for the hypothesis that global selfesteem would correlate positively with 

IQ score was not found in the present study. For the two public school groups, there was 

essentially no correlation with IQ for either the total SEI score (c = .0560, p = .800; 1 = 

.1474, p = .364, respectively) or Rosenberg's sewesteem scale (1 = .l669, p = -447; r = - 

.0458, p = .457). Within the specialized school setting, however, there appears to be a 

trend, although only marginaily signincant, of a negative relationship between IQ and 

global seksteem for both the total SEI (1 = -3239, p = .057) and for Rosenberg's scale 

(l= 0.3759, p = -058). It may be speculated that within the environment especiaily 

structured for students with LDs, a higher IQ is associated with a more negative global 
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sekoncept because individuais with high intelligence are even more aware of the effects 

of theù LD, and thus are more hstrated, In support of this iine of reasoning, within this 

group, there were signifiaint negative relationsbips between IQ and the student's average 

ratings of how much they wouid "Mce to be" each positive possible seifand between IQ 

and how Wrely they thought it was that they "wouid ben each positive possible seIf on the 

closed-ended possible selves questionnaire (1 = -5975, p = .O 1 and = -.5690, p = -002, 

c%v~uid be" and '%ke to be", respectively). niat is, the higher the IQ, the less inclined 

snidents were to see positive possible selves as desirable. Furthennom, students with 

higher IQ scores were not as apt to believe that positive possible selves were "very likely" 

for them in the fuhne, in cornparison to students with lower IQs. These relationships were 

not uncovered in the other two groups, however. Perhaps a higher IQ is related not only 

to more negative ~e~esteem,  but also to more realistic expectations, which are 

emphasized at Landmark. Thus, within the residentiai setting, it seems that students with 

higher IQ scores are more realistic in that their global seU-esteem is not unduiy infiated 

and they do not believe that every positive possible selfis kely  for themselves. 

It was hypothesized that cunent sekoncept in each domain would be related to 

the possible selves elected from the corresponding domain. Correlation analyses between 

domain specific SEI scores and the total number of domain specific possible selves 

showed interesting merences among the three groups. The hypothesis was M y  

supported for the average-achieving students; current self-concept in al i  foin domains - 
Academic Cornpetence, Familial Acceptance, Peer Popularity, and Personal Sec- - 
correlated with the possible selves endorsed in each of these four domaias (see Table 6). 

The hypothesis was ody partially supported within each of the two LD groups, however. 

Within the LDLM group, significant relationships were found between cunent and future 

self-concepts within the Familial Acceptance and Peer Popuiarity domaios, yet w 
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significant relationsbips wen found witbin the Academic Competence and Persoaal 

Security domains (see TabIe 6). It may be specuiated that because prognimming at 

Landmark East School focuses on both academics and the selfsseem @ersonal security) 

of the students, the adolescents in this group are probably making changes in these areas 

presently anci, therefore, believe tbat theu competence in these areas wiU continue to 

change in the next ten years or W. Thus, in this case, ctment performance is not viewed 

as an especially good predictor of fuane pedormauce. In contra& the students at 

Landmark seem to thùik that theU interpersonal relationships (Le., Familial Acceptance 

and Peer Popuiarity domains) wili remain relatively stable over the. This is not 

surprising in iight of the fact that these students are at a very specialized, intensive 

school. This faet aione would lead one to believe that there is a high amount of parental 

involvement and concem, and that the parents are probably @te pleased with theu 

child's progress at Landmark, especiaiiy in cornparison to theu performance in the public 

school. The -dents iikely beiieve that these positive feelings and interactions with 

family members will remain constant in the future. Further, that fact that students at 

Landmark have so much in common have probably 1ed to the formation ofvery close and 

lasting niendships. 

For d e n t s  with LDs in the public school, signincant relationships were found 

within the Academic Competence and Persona1 Security domains; the relationship within 

the Peer Popularity domain was margidy signifiant; aad there was no correlation 

within the Familial Acceptance domain (see Table 6). Students in the LDPS group seem 

to thuik that although academic perf'ormauce and theu personality characteristics dl not 

change much over tirne, their relationships with their parents may. Although these 

students do not dBer signincantiy fiom the other two groups in the familial acceptance or 

peer popuiarity domaias, they scored significantly lower in the academic competence 

domain and had somewhat lower means in the personal security domain = 59.8 vs. M 
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= 66.7 and M = 66.6 in the LDLM and NLD groaps, respectively). Thus, the relationships 

uncovered between m e t  and fùture seKancepts in th& group may stem h m  feelings 

of ineffectveness in the d e m i c  setting. That is, because of theu academic diffrculties, 

these d e n t s  may have given up on the idea of improving acadernicaiiy. Further, this 

perception of helplessness or ïneffecfiveness rnay have spilied over into intrapersonal 

domains other than academics. Thus, they may fée1 that they camot evoke change in 

personai characteristics (i.e., persona1 security)). 

On the other hanci, they may believe that once they leave the academic setthg and 

their academic success is not such a central theme in th& Lives, changes rnay occur in 

other M e  domains. For example, although the relationship between these students and 

their parents appears to be fairly positive o v d ,  students who are doing poorly in school 

are likely to experience conflict with parents over schwl work. This individual may be 

able to envision, however, that when hdshe gets older and enters the work force, the 

importance of academic success will be less salient for family members. 



Table 6. 

LDLM LDPS ML2 

Measute a=27 Q= 11 n=27 

f P L O t P 

Academic 

Cornpetence .22 27 -56 .O3 8 .69 <.O005 

Familial Acceptaace -77 <O005 .14 -34 .59 .O0 1 

Peer Popularity -66 <.O005 -43 .O92 -46 .O08 

Personal Securitv -17 .39 -77 .O03 .36 .O3 1 



S e l f - P w  of 

It was hypothesized that within both groups of students with LDs , the Self- 

Perception of a Leaming Disability (SPLD) wouid be positively correlated with: (a) 

cunent Acadernic seif'koncept, (b) the total number of possible selves endorsed ami (c) 

the balance between expected and feared possible selves. Within the speciaüzed setting, 

none of these three reiationships was fomd to be sigaiscant. That is, for the students at 

Landmark East schwl, their perception of theu LD was wirelated to their cunent 

academic seLf-concept, the total number of possible selves generated, or whether or not 

they had a balance b e ~ e e n  expected anci feared possible selves (r = .18 14, p = -375; = - 
.2465, p = .215 and 1 = 0.2236, p = .283, respectively). These findings are iikely a result 

of the fact that almost all of the students at Landmark view their LD as quite specifk and 

delimited4., and of the fact that the academic self-concepts of these students are relatively 

positive. Conelation analyses cannot ptovide much information because the data for these 

two variables show Littie variability. Also, these students seem to have difEculty 

generating distal possible selves for themselves, especidy within the negative domain. 

That is, most of the negativelfeared possible selves generated hcluded professional and 

skiiied worker tities. These were not coded by the r e m h e r  as "negative possible 

selves" and, therefore, could not be used as a baiancing possible self in the analysis. It 

should be noted, however, that SPLD was positively related to global seWesteem (r = 

.5642, p = .002) accordhg to Rosenberg's d e ,  and the relationship between total SEI 

and SPLD was marginaUy signincant (1 = -3386, p = -091). Those who viewed their LD 

- -- - - - - - 

4 The reduced variability in the Landmark data, as compared to the public school data, is 
not as apparent in Table 3 because one extreme score has elevated the standard deviation. 
When this score is removed, however, the SD is 2.84 and the mean is 16.4. 



in a more defimited fmbion bad higher seLfksteem than those who viewed it as more 

global. 
For the students in the public school, signifiant positive relationships were found 

between SPLD and perceivecl Academic Cornpetence (E = -6396,g = -034) ami SPLD and 

giobal seIf-esteem (f = 3405, p = -001 for Rosenberg's scaie; 1 = -7028, p = .O16 for SEI); 

however, no significant reIationships were uncovered between SPLD and the total 

number of possible selves endorsed (1 = -. 1771.0 = .602) or the balance between 

expected and feared possible selves (x = -1925, p = .620).Thus, for students with LDs in 

the public school setting, the perception of an LD is positively related to how they feel 

about academics in general. That is, a more delîmited view of the LD is associated with a 

higher academic self-concept. This relationship was visible in îhis group, while it was not 

in the Landmark group, because the SPLD data within the public school group contained 

greater variability. Once again, however, the difEcuity adolescents have in envisioning 

negative possible selves in the distal future is iilustrated. These students also fiequently 

identified skilled worker and professional titles as negativdfeared possible selves and 

these titles could not be used in an analysis of balance. 

No significant relationship was fomd between achievement and balance in any of 

the three groups (1 = -. 1463, p = -485; 1 = .5 160, p = . lS;  c = .45 15, p = .3 1, for the 

LDLM, LDPS, and NLD groups). Agah, this is Lücely a result of the difficuity students 

had in generating possible selves in the distant fiiture (Le., the low number of identified 

feared selves that wuld be employed in an analysis of balance). Note, however, that the 
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correlations between achievement and baiance in the two pubüc school groups are 

relatively strong, although not significant. Thus, there is a trend in the public school 

setting in which higher achievement level is associateci with a better balance between 

expected and f d  possible selves. 

Generai Discussion 

Whüe this study atîernpted to uncover differences among three groups of 

adolescents (average-achieving students, students with LDs in a speciaüzed schd ,  and 

students with LDs in the public school system)> pediaps most interesting were the 

similatities found among groups. It seems that adolescents with LDs are similar to their 

NLD pers in many respects. AU three groups in the present study were simila. in ternis 

of global seK-esteem. This resonates with hdings of various researchea in the past (i.e., 

Coleman et al., 1992; Groinick & Rya~,  1990; Re& & Harter, 1989; Sabomie, 1994; 

W i e  et al., 1982). In fact, no differences were found among the three groups in any 

current self-concept domain, other than academic cornpetence. That is, aii students 

genedy  had quite positive self-perceptions in the familial acceptance, peer p~pularity~ 

'~n focusing on the design of this study, some may question the criteria used for the 
midents in the LDPS group and wonder whether the students in this group actualiy had 
an LD. The present author wouid argue that the critena were as adequate as possible 
based on the information available. Furthemore, regardiess of whether these students 
meet the clinical criteria for LD, they were having dSculty in school (backed up by self- 
reports) and theu IQs were in the average range. The faft that they were having W c u l t y  
in school makes them an appropnate cornparison group in this study. The focus of this 
study was on how academic diff?cdties &ect adolescents and whether speciai class 
placement in any way mediates these effects. As stated beforehand, the mail sample size 
of the LDPS group limits statistical power and deems this research somewhat 
exploratory. It would be interesting to see whether simiiar results would be uncovered 
with a larger sample size. 
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and petsonal security domains, as weli as in globd seIfkoncept Thus, it seems that, for 

the most part, academic dBiCUIties are not detrimental to selfconcept Even when faced 

with failure, adolescents appear able to maintain positive ~e~perceptions overall. Why is 

this so? 1s it because students with LDs compensate for theù academic difaculties by 

perceiving themselves as more comptent in other non-academic domains? Or, is it 

simply because the children in this group are able to mentally separate thev LD fiom 

other areas of theïr lives? The fact that analyses showed no difference among the t h e  

groups in the non-academic domains provides little support for the assumption that 

students with LDs tend to see themselves as competent in other domains. They 

appear to view themselves simply as equally competent, in comparison to average- 

achieving students. Thus, it is perhaps more likely that students with LDs tend to separate 

their LD fiom the other areas of their lives. Indeed, Heyman (1990) found that the self- 

perception of one's LD was related positively to global seEesteem, and these findings 

were replicated in both LD groups in the current study. 

Not only were these students similin in temu of current self-concept, but they 

were also simiiar in how they envisioned themselves in the M e .  Students in ali three 

groups tended to be very positive about theu Mure. That is, they generally endorsed 

almost ail positive possible selves Listed, but few. if any, negative possible selves. 

Furthermore, on the open-ended possible selves questionnaire, students in ai l  three groups 

most fiequently reported occupational-type possible selves as both positive and negative 

possible selves. Again, this leads to questions about the format of the questiomaire. 

Perhaps adolescents have difacuity generating specific images of themselves in the distai 
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funrrew serman & Madnis, 1990). Thus, pahaps possiale selves caa be dinded into 

two types - long-tenn and short-term possile seIves. Long-tenn possible selves are 

those which we see as possible for ourselves 5-10 years dom the macl, whereas, short- 

term possible selves are those we envisage 1-2 years 6om now. Future research with 

adolescents should concentrate on th& short-term possible selves. Furthermore, the lack 

of specificity of the descriptors may have been problernatic. For example, it may have 

ken easier to endorse specific behavioral exemplars of a sesview (e-g., ''baving a 

boyfiiend/gi~end~' or 'bving lots of arguments with my parentsy') rather than our more 

global sesdescriptors (e-g., 'Woved" or "someone who has problems at home"). 

Although the focus thus far has been on the similarities among groups, diffinces 

did surface on the open-ended PSQ, and these should not be minimized. It was found that 

average-achieving -dents were moa likely to List a professional occupation as a positive 

possible self, whüe -dents in the LD gmups most often listed skilled worker possible 

selves. Similady, Dowdy et al. (1990) found that, in cornparison to their LD group, twice 

as many average-achieving students waated to go to college upon finishg high school, 

while twice as many students with LDs as average-achieving -dents wanted to enter the 

job market upon Çiishing high schwl. It should be noted, however, that there was a 

marginally sipaincant effect for SES in this study. Parents of the average-achieving 

students were more likely to hold professonal careers, while parents of the students with 

LDs were more iikely to fa11 in the skilled worker category. It is assumed that the 

occupation of one's parents will have a strong influence on the possible selves generated 

in this area. 
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Différences also emerged among the academic seEancepts of the groups. Even 

when contmhg for the effccts ofage, IQ, and gender, the academic seKconcept of the 

students with LDs in the speciaîized setting was signincantly more positive than that of 

the students with LDs in the regular classnx>m. This finding shouid not be taken lightly 

because Bear and Minke (1996) also found a positive relationship between d e m i e  self- 

concept and engagement in schwl. Thus, ifthe academic seLf7:oncepts ofthe -dents 

with LDs in the public school remain negative, dropping out is a mely possibilïty. Also, 

students in the speciaüzed setting tended to have a more wutral perception of theïr LD 

than did the students with LDs in the public schwl (i.e., they viewed their LD as more 

delimited and specinc). Thus, although the presence of an LD does not appear to have 

adverse a&ms on individuals overall, it can be related to how they feel about academics. 

Students in the residentid setting not only receive an education tailored to meet their 

speciai needs, but they also have peers with similar dficulties to compare themselves 

with. It appears that these factors are comlated with more positive feelings about 

academics and the positive perception of LDs. Ekar and Minke (1 996) found that both 

average-achieving and LD children perceive themselves as doing well academically 

based largely on feedback on theu performance in the classroom. Therefore, according to 

Bear and Minke, children with LDs should hold more favorable sesperceptions if they 

are in settiags where instruction is individuabxi and more positive feedback is 

forthcoming. Interestingiy, while completing the SPLD, several of the students at the 

specialized school commented that they would have answered quite diffetently had the 

questionnaire been adrninistered when they were in the public school setting. Students 



with LDs in the public school, on the otha band, commentai throughout the testing 

procedure that they received iittle extra help in school and arprrssed a great deal of 

frustration. 

Although ai l  three groups were Mar in temis of what they saw as possible for 

themselves in the fbtum, an examination of the perceiveci relationship between current 

and funirp selves within each domain showed some interesting différences among the 

three groups. That is, while students in the average-achicving group viewed their cunent 

self in each domain (Le., academic competence, faniilid acceptance, peer popularity, and 

personal security) as related to their fidure selves in that domain, this was not always the 

case in the LD groups. Students in the specialized school setting tended to believe that 

their curent and friture selves in the f d a i  acceptance and peer popdarity domains 

would remab similar. These strong relationships are iikely a result of the fact that 

students at Landmark are receiving more support fiom their parents and their pers  than 

the students with LDs in the public schools. In contrast, the students with LDs in the 

reguiar classnmm are iïkely cnticized by theu parents because of their academic 

difficulties and, therefore, hope that when they are finished school these interpersonal 

relationships will change. Kloomok and Cosden (1994) found that social support nom 

parents and finends was related to academic sekkoncept (the present study has shown 

that the academic selfkoncept of students in a setting tailored to meet their needs is more 

positive than that of students with LDs in the reguiar classroom). 

A look at selfkoncept in the two other domains (Le., academic competence and 

personal security) showed the opposite trend. While d e n t s  with LDs in the public 



school tended to see the cuuent and future manifdons  of these two domains as 

related, shdents in the speciaüzed school did not, It is assumai that the perception of 

dern ic  cornpetence is related to the sesperception of the LD. That is, d e n t s  in the 

public school are Wrely fiustmted and discouraged because of the effect their LD bas on 

their d e m i c  performance and have likely given up on the idea of getting help or dohg 

better. Individuals at the residential school, on the other hanci, are currently in the process 

of making change in their academic performance and likely believe that such changes will 

continue to occur in the future. Similarly, feelings of helplessness in the academic domain 

may lead students with LDs in the public school to feel that they cannot make changes 

within thernselves either (i.e., petsonal security domain). Students in the specialized 

setting seem more Wcely to think that change is possible. 

It shouid be noted that the diffkrences that did emerge betvueen LD and average- 

achieving groups in this study were related to academics, and that these merences were 

less obvious when the individuais with LDs were in specialized teaching envhonrnents. 

The fact that an LD does not appear to be related to global self-worth or seff-worth in 

domains other than academics is encouraging. These students do not seem to have low 

seKesteem overall, and will iikely become psychologicaiiy sound adults. This does not 

imply that these students WU "nirn out Ok', and that we can therefore forget about 

them, however. The fact is that students with LDs in the public school have low academic 

selfkoncept and a more global or pervasive view of thek LD. These findings are aot to be 

taken lightly. A negative view of academics, accompanied by a belief that one's LD is 

beyond one's control, will iikely result in feelings of frustration and helplesmess. These 
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feehgs wili likely Iead to a disinterest in school, and drop-out becornes a reai possibility. 

In today's society, economic distress is the WEely outcome for a high school &opout, W e  

iive in a society in which education is not a luxury; it is a necessity. Thus, it is imperative 

that students with LDs get help early on, to engage them in the academic world and to 

increase the chances that they will s u c c d  

Although placement in a specialued l e d g  envitonment appears to be 

beneficial in this pçirticuiar study, one may wonder how such students WU fare ifand 

when they retum to the public school setting. Will they have the skilis necessary to 

achieve acaàemic success in this setting? Will they encounter diflicuities once again? 

Wi they be teased by peers who do not understand theV stmggles? WiU they get "lost in 

the systemyY? It is assumed that these possibiiities are discussed at such institutions, and 

that students there are taught to cope with We outside their speciaiized environment . 

Because of this, students who receive an education tailored to meet theu needs wili iikely 

fare much better in the public school system than students with LDs who have received 

no remedial assistance. 
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1.1 fiel 1 am a person of worth, at least on an e@ plane with o h .  Or, 1 '  ihut I m  

just as good as the next person 

2.1 feel that 1 have a number of good pualities. Or, thai there me a manber of good 

things about me. 

3. AU in an, 1 am inclineci to feel 1 am a failure. or, overoll. IfielI am a f&iure- 

4.1 am able to do things as well as most other people. 

5. I feel 1 do not have much to be pmud of, compared to most other people. 

6.1 take a positive attitude toward myself. Or, &l good about myself; in general. 

7 .  On the whole, or overall, 1 am satisfied with myself. 

8.1 wish I couid have more respect for myself. 

9.1 certainiy feel useless at times. 

10. At times I think 1 am no good at aii. 



l!Qwb&s 

Domain Positive Negative 

Domain 

a good parent a bad parent 

someone who spends quaiity someone who drifts away 
t h e  with his/her parents ftom hidher parents 

someone who has a happy someone who has problems 
home Life at home 

a hard worker a l a y  person 

a coUege student a high school &op-out 

someone with a good job someone without a job 

someone who does things someone who has trouble 
well doing things 



Appendix B (cont'd) 

Positive Negative 

someoae who has lots of someone who does not have 
fiiends m a ~ y  Eriends 

fiiendly mftiendly 

liked hatedkejected 

someone who works weii someone who does not get 
with others dong weli with others 

happy depressed 

someone who can deal weil someone who cm not 
with problems/ciifficullties bandle hi* troubles 

carek/relaxed nervous and womed 

someone who sticks up for someone who is pushed 
Wher rights around by others 



1. M y  leaming diff?culties wiii always be thete. 

2. M y  leamhg dficuities wiii matter less and less as 1 get older. 

3. M y  leaming diff?cuities affect most areas of m y  We. 

4. There are lots of thhgs 1 can do really weii, even i f1  do have leaming diff?cuities. 

5. If you took away my leaming difliculties, I'd be a totaiiy ciiffernt person. 

6.1 just happen to have leaming diff?cdties, having them doesn't change me as a person. 

7. People notice my leamhg dficdties right away. 

8. OAen, people don't even know 1 have leamhg difficuities when they fïrst meet me. 



Consent Form for Parents at Landmark East Schwl 

Dear Parent or Guardia: 

My name is Carla Seymour, aad 1 am wodting on my master's thesis in psychology with 
Dr. Diane Hoimberg at A d a  University. As part ofmy thesis wodc we will be doing 
s o w  research together with Landmark East. In the pst, both students and staffat 
Landmark have found working wÏth individuais h m  Acadia to be quite rewardiog. In 
our study, we are trying to nad out if the way students see themsdves today is related to 
how they thùik about themselves in the fbture. We also want to see if the way in which 
d e n t s  ihllik about their leaming disability (LD) might &êct what they see for 
themselves in the This information may help teachers and parents leam how to 
encourage kids to set high, yet realistic goals for theu fûtures. 

If your son/daughter agrees to take part, hdshe will be asked to complete some 
questionnaites. There are no right or wrong answers to these questions. We just want to 
know how the students think about themseives. Also, by signing this consent form, 
you're aüowing us to look at some data that has been collected about your child in the 
past (their achievement and ability levels, for example). The study will include two 20-25 
minute sessions with your son/daughter- These sessions will not interfere with regular 
programming at Landmark, but WU be done during the students' fke time. AU 
information about your sonldaughter will rernain strictly confidentid. Only group results 
will be reported and identification of individuai students will not be possiile. 

Although it's important to o u  research that all tests are completed, students are fiee to 
stop the session ifanything makes them uncornfortable. Also, if your soddaughter has 
any questions before, during, or d e r  the sessions, they can fée1 fiee to ask the researcher. 

Please £il out the form on the following page and return it to Landmark East. If you have 
any M e r  questions conceinhg this research project, please c d  (902) 542-0720 or 
(902) 542-2200, extension 1226. You may also contact Fred Atlcinson or Melissa 
McGonnell at Landmark East ((902)542-2237) for M e r  information. 

Thanks for your cooperation. 

Carla Seymour 



Appendix D (cont'd) 

I have read and uuderstood the information on the previous page and 1 DO/ DO NOT 
(PLEASE CIRCLE) give my permission for 

(PRIM' SONlDAUGHTER'S NAME), 
who is under my guatdian ship, to tale part in tnis research project. 

(SIGNATURE) 

Jkm&mak 
I f  you are interesteci in the d t s  of this study, simply place your address in the space 
below, and we wiU be happy to send you a summary of the resuits when the study is 
completed No individual scores WU be reporteci, but you w6.U get a general idea of how 
one's current ~e~perception is related to how one views oneselfin the future. 



Appendix D (cont'd) 

Consent Fonn for Students at Landmark East. 

My name is Carla Seymour, and I'm wodOng on my master's in psychology with Dr. 
Diane Hohberg at Acadia University- W e  want to know Show people see themselves 
today is related to how they thinL about tûemselves in the fuhire. We also want to see if 
how you think about your leaming disability might affect what you see for yourself in the 
friture. 

If you do out study, you WU be asked to fiii out some questionnaires. There are no right 
or wmng anmers on these; we just want to h o w  how you think about yourseif. A h ,  by 
signing this forni, you're allowhg us to look at some information that has been collected 
about you in the past The study wiii include a 40-45 minute session. Your answers on the 
questionnaires are pnvate and we won't be sharing what you yomelf said with anyone. 
We'U ody say what we've found across the whole group. 

Although it's important for ou .  research that the tests are finished, we don't want to 
pressure you in any way. If you decide you don't want to finish the session, say stop and 
we'U stop. A h ,  if you have any questions before, during, or after the session, just ask. 

If you agree to do the study, please sign your aame in the space below. Ifyou have any 
questions before we begin just let me know and I'U try to m e r  them for you. Also, the 
staff at Landmark can tell you a Little more about the study, if you want to ask them later 
on. 

Thanks for your cooperation. 

Date 

Witness 



Appendbc D (cont'd) 

Consent Fonn for Patents of the Public Schooi Students 

Dear Parent or Guardian: 

My name is Caria Seymour and 1 am presently worlùig on my master's thesis in 
psychology with Dr. Diane Hohberg at Acadia University. We want to look at how well 
kids do in school and see how this relates to how they think and fiel about themselves, 
both today and in the h. This information may help teachers and parents leam how to 
encourage kids to set high, yet realïstic gods for their fûtures. 

Participating snidents will be asked to complete a few short questioIllliiiTes conceming 
how they think and feel about themselves now and what they think they might become in 
the fùture. There are no right or mong answers on these questionsy we just want to know 
how students thuiL about themselves. As well, we will be looking at some background 
information in the school mes (i.e., standardized test scores that have been coilected on 
all students). A~SO, we ask that you include your wcupation on the following page for 
background information. The session we'll do will take about 30-40 minutes. All 
information about your soddaughter will remain strictly confidentid. Only group results 
vui l i  be reported and identification of students will not be possible. If you agree to 
participate and your child is selected, we WU be happy to send you a summary of the 
results. 

Aithough it's important for our research that the tests are completed, students are always 
fiee to stop ifthey want to. Also, ifyour sonldaughter has any questions before, during, 
or d e r  the session, he/she can feel fke to ask me. 

Please fïli out the form on the following page and retum it to your child's homeroom 
teacher. If you have any m e r  questions conceming this research project, please call 
(902)542-0720 or (902)585-1226. You may also contact the school for furthet 
information. 

Thank you for your cooperation, 

Carla Seymour 



I have read and mderstood the information on the previous page and I DO/ DO NOT 
(PLEASE CIRCLE) give my peimission for 

(PRINT SONfDAUGHTER'S NAME), 
who is under my guardian ship, to take part in this reseaich pmject. 

(SIGNATURE) 

(FATFER'S OCCUPATION) 

(MOTHER'S OCCUPATION) 

E Q L a w b w  
If  you are interested in the results of this study, simply place your address in the space 
below, and we will be happy to send you a summary ofthe redts when the study is 
completed. No individuai scores will be reported, but you will get a general idea of how 
one's curent seEperception is related to how one views oneself in the fiiture. 



Appendix D (cont'd) 

Consent Form for Students in the Public Schools 

Hi. M y  name is Carla Seymour and I'm wodMg on my master's thesis in psychology 
with Dr. Diane Hohberg et Acadia University. We want to know ifhow people see 
themselves today is relateci to how they think about themselves in the futine. 

If you do our study, you wili be asked to fiil out some questionnaires. There are no right 
or wrong answers on these; we just want to know how you think about y o m e K  Also, by 
signing this form, you're allowing us to look at some information that has been coliected 
about you in the past The d o n  wiii take about 40-45 minutes. Your answers on the 
questionmires are private. Your name won't be on them and we won't be sharing what 
you yourselfsaid with anyone. We'li only say what we've found across the whole group. 

Although it's important for out research that the tests are finished, we don't want to 
pressrire you in any way. If you decide you don't waat to finish the session, say stop and 
we'U stop. Aiso, ifyou have any questions before, dduring, or after the session, just ask. 

If you do agree to do the study, please sign your name in the space below. If you have 
any questions before we begin, just let me know and I'll try to answer them. Ifyou have 
any questions later on, your principal or guidance counselor can tell you how to get in 
touch with me. 

Thanks for your participation 

Date Signature 



Debriefing ( L a n m  East) 

You've just fiaished some questions for a study I'm doing. Thanks for your time 
and participation. As I said earlier' I'm trying to fïnd out ifhow people see themselves 
today affects what they think they might become in the future. 1 would also like to kmw 
ifproblems in school can affect how we see ourselves right now and in the friture. (That's 
not to say that aU of you who participateci are h a . g  difliculty in school). 

1 am also wondering if teenagers with l e d g  disabilities are different h m  other 
kids, in ternis of how they see themselves now and what they thi& they might become in 
the fiture. 1 suspect that kids who aren't doing weli in school may not see quite so many 
possibilities in their fuaues, but that this will be related to how serious they think their 
Ieaming problems are and to how much help and support they me getting h m  teachers 
and parents. If -dents believe that trouble in school is just a small part of their lives, and 
are leaming to cope with their disability they should see many things as possible in the 
fiiture. E, however, kids think that it r d y  ümits what they c m  do, they WU probably 
believe that fewer things are possible in the fuhne. 

I believe that it is important for us to see a number of tbings as possible in our 
fiitures. 1 think that ifwe can think of things we would like to become, and also of thhgs 
we are afmid of becoming, this will encourage us to work hard now to become, or to 
avoid becoming these things. For example, ifsomeone would ike to become a teacher 
and is anaid of becoming a high school dropsut, then helshe is more Likely to work h a .  
in school now to reach this goal later on. So, 1 guess I see this research as important 
because maybe getting kids who are having trouble in school to think about what they 
wodd like to become in the will inspire or encourage them to work harder in 
school now. 

The answers you gave in this study will be kept completely confidentid and the 
results wül be looked at in temis of the whole p u p ,  not individuaily. Background 
information will only be used to make sure that this group of students is similar to the 
other groups we'li be looking a t  If you want more information,.or are interested in 
leamhg about the results of this study, and did not include your address on the coosent 
form, please let me hw. If you wouid like to know more about the study, give us a call 
at 585-1226. 



Appendix E (cont'd) 

Debriefing (Public School) 

You've just nnished some questions for a study I'm doiag. Thanks for your thne 
and participation. As 1 said eariier, ï'm trying to find out if how people see themseIves 
today affects what they tbink they might become in the friture. 1 wodd also Iüce to know 
ifproblem in school can affect how we see ourselves right now and in the (That's 
not to say that di of you who participated are having dif6culty in school). 

1 am also wondering ifte!enagers who have trouble in school are Mirent  h m  
other kids, in tenns of how they see themselves now and what they think they might 
become in the fuhire. I suspect that kids who aren't doing weli in school may not see 
quite so many possibilities in their futures, but that this WU be related to how serious 
they thiak thek leaming problems are. If children believe that trouble in school is just a 
small part of theV lives, they should see many things as possible in the future. If, 
however, kick th* that it realiy limits what they can do, they WU probably believe that 
fewer things are possible in the fuaue. 

I believe that it is important for us to see a number of things as possible in our 
fuhaes. 1 think that ifwe can thiak of things we would like to become, and also of things 
we are a d  of becoming, this will encourage us to work hard now to become, or to 
avoid becoming these things. For example, ifsomeone d d  like to become a teacher 
and is afkaid of becoming a high school drop-out, then he/she is more likely to work hard 
in school now to reach this goal later on. So, 1 guess 1 see this research as important 
because maybe gening kids who are having trouble in school to think about what they 
would like to become in the fùture, dl inspire or encourage them to work harder in 
school now. 

The m e r s  you gave in this study wil l  be kept completely confidentid and the 
results wïli be looked at in tenns of the whole group, not individually. Background 
information will only be used to malce sure that this p u p  of students is similar to the 
other groups we'll be looking at. If you want more information, or are interested in 
leaming about the results of this study' and did not include your address on the consent 
fom, please let me know. If you would like to know more about the study, give us a cal1 
at 585-1226. 




