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'REVIEW OF ISSUES INVOLVED IN, FOLLOW-UP RESEARCH -
" 'Theoretical Orientation ' -

I
N

A major theoretical question in follow-up studies 1s the relative

importance of situational factors versus historical determinants for

‘

”subsequent behavior or adjustment. Hany studies -of children who have °

been in a high intengsﬁy residential treatment program have focused

"j'on the concept of "outcome" ot "effectivenessi’//This may place an’

W

exaggerated degree of‘importance on the historical,cthat is, the -
treatment program, in explaining orlattempting to predict the‘outcome.

Studies reported in the literature, especially during the 1950 -] and

“1960'3, examined just these historical connections including the

: association between admission characteristics and outcome, between

modes of treatment and outcome, and between progress during treatment V
e

‘-and outcome (Durkin and Durkin, 1975) A major problem inherent in

such’ studies is that the emphasis on primarily historical factors

ignores the impact of contemporary environmental circumstances.

The cutrent acceptance of.the community mental health model of

service deliyery has’ directed attention to environmental factors'as

..

_determinants'of subsequent-adjustment. Bavause this approachfdoes

’ not rest on a sharp distinction betweeh problems in ‘the child s -

environment and problems within the child s personality, it can B

accommodate a focus which 1ncludes the total ecological picture of

r

P

the child's life, thatvis, the self, the family, the school,vapd;the‘m“;n"

[P

TS
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larger‘community; 'Follou—upistudies reflecting the influence.of

'v the community mental health model seek to identify environmental' .

“ N

circumstances which‘enhance the coping skills and ego development
K » -
of. children (Kohlberg et al., 1972)

In this study attention is turned to the. adaptive capacities

£ the child refle ted in public school functioning. The major focus ’
/: |

f:the study 1s on the association’ between specific attributes,of

.

. the contemporary”famf y and classroom environment and current school o

performance. ) Co S e
’ ' o ST ' . - . - - ' B S e - I, :
Meed for Studies
"\ . ». .~ .. . s ‘.‘

There has been growing criticism of the service delivery System
in residential treatment of . emotionally impaired children. The Joint '
Commission on Mental Health of Children (1969) questioned the adequacy
of existing programs and called for a cri}ical appraisal of. hot‘ixB
aSSumptions and procedures in the field. Maluccio and Marlow (1972)

'fconclude that the system of residential treatment is characterized

' 'by inadequate theoretiral develbpment, serious fragmentation of

"servﬂies, 1imited substantive‘?é!earch and ebnsiderable discrepancy

between the reality and practice of the ideal of'a carefully designed, o

q

‘individualized treatment plan for each child. Durkin and Durkinv(1976) k)

are critical of the high cosb of residential treatment, its capacity

to reach only a small percentage of the population, the shortage of

trained personnel and overloaded facilities. | ,
- It has been suggested that the development of community o

»psychiatry and increasing use of short—term general hospital care,

vspecialized foster homes and day care centers may be: rendering

@
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institutional treatmentiobsolete'(Maluccio aﬁd?yarlow,'l972)."Tnes
alternative ecological or community mental health model, is oriented
toward the creation of environmental conditions whicn facilitate“
the cognitive skills coping skills, and ego development of all

_ cnildren. ‘It is unlikely that residential treatment will be
abandoned in the near future, 1Although~1arge ‘numbers of children .

.will continue to require residential treatment, the impact of the

community mental health approach can be observed in modifications

* of the classic‘inpatient model.‘ Mora et al. (1969) describe a

children's facility’which redirected'its focus'on'in-house‘resi:
;dential treatment to a more community-oriented model which includes

vbreadmission pranning with families, intensive follow-up with

. families, and attempts to mobilize community resources for the ’

children. Maluccio (1974) discusses several ways to de-institutionalize ‘

t

the institution. 'These include the use of community volunteers such

- as Big Brotger-Big Sister programs, student volunteer programs, and.

ofrcommunity contacts through‘more liberal visitation and leave
'policies. Family involvement has been.considerably increased by
many institutions through the development of treatment contracts, .
preadmission planning for.aftercare, and family therapy. .Maluccio

vandrﬁarlow (1972) suggest that, under certain circumstances,

cnildren from an inpatient setting may attend public schools prior.

o

3'{ to discharge.

Further modifications of the classic residential treatment model

may be suggested by‘the results of this ‘study. .Information regarding
]

specific aspects of family functioning which faciiitate adjustment in

the school may serve to direct .areas of family treatment and aftercarere

©
'

.-

' fostervgrandparent programs. Hospitals may'encourage'the maintenance'
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historical determinants for subsequent adjustment.

placement decisions. Findings'regarding the association between

'specific classroom dimensions‘and school adjustment may serve as a

basis for program changes within the residentiag[school program and

suggest recommendations for postdischarge educational planning. R

.
Le
o

Review of theiLiterature"

Although this study is concerned specifically with public school

) functloning, most follow-up studies reported in the literature give

little attentlon to school adjustment dimensions, - In the literature

} review the results of educationally oriented studies are reported.

However, the review is focused on two important areas- 1). methodological '
problems common to all follow—up studies and 2) the substantive issue

regarding thevrelative importance of situational factors- versus
- p .

Hethodologicalylssues'.: - : .
v} o ’ :
4’. ,
The contradictory results frequently reported in the literature
may result in part from methodological problems ﬁnique to follow-up .
research. Among the more difficult issues c0nfronting the researcher
are the following: 1) research design problems; 2) choice of variables

and measurement problems; and 3) data collection prohlems;

L

- Research design problems - o *

A typical follow—up study is developed‘in response to‘two..

. questions' "Is the treatment program a success’" and "What are the

- factors associated with good and poor patient outcome’" Nunally and

Wllson (1975),discuss two research designs capable of addressing

: -
v . . . . . > .




'meaningfulnéss of results. (Lewis et al., 1975).

5

. . . . )

 thesé questichs:- The ideal design requires the raﬁdom.aésignment

of emotionally 1mpaired children to treatment and dontreatment

* conditions (or to several treatment conditions).. The overall success’

-of 3fpafticular treatment conditidn could then be measured by con-~

trasting long~-term postdischarge outcome for treatment and nontreatment

o .

gréups. -This approach would assist‘in'the_evaluatiqﬁ of the effect

+
L

of such nontreatment factors as maturation and spontaneous recovery.

However, the "ideal"” design is not posgiblé‘since,iﬁ‘involvés'refusing

. to provide available Ereatment to childrén>clear1y in need of inter-

" vention. Aiso, when the selection of appfopriate postdischarge

environmental conditions is considered part of the "treatment,"

the numbeér of experimental conditions to be contrasted may become

too‘large for practical consideration (Taylor and Alpert, 1972).

h . )
‘® A second design would be to match treated and untreated

chiidrén on basic individuai, family, and envi;onmental Qari§bles T
to aséess the effects of treatment w;thin a matched patient popula-
tioﬁ (Nunallyvand Wilson, 1975). Although #ontrol grouﬁs generallyJ
serve to make follow-up da;a more intérpretable énd gegeralizable,"

it is impractical to match subjects when the number of relevaﬁtr

individual, family, and environmental variables isvlarge or

undetermined. Given these limitatioms, it wodid appear that all

follow—uﬁ studies must fall'short of the-ideal design. Nevertheless,

it is poésible to accumulate important, :eiévant,knowledge about

-

the relationships among measurable patient, family, treatment, and
environmental variables and lonp-term outcomes. Consistent findings

across studies serve to provide corroboratory evidence for the

vad
=g

<,
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In the current study the 'design calls £4 measurement of a
¢, ' . 4

sample at admission, discharge, and follow-up. Although sample

‘characteristics at admission and, discharge i;e included for compara—

tive purposes, the study is primarily concerned with the exploration
of the relationships among measurable envitqnmental condi;ions at
f01lowedp and indiees of subsequent school functidning; A control
group is ndt»empIOyed Howevef, where relevent information 1s avail-
able, comparisons are made between the reseatch sample and the

» i

children studied by Heuchert (1969) and. Lewis (1970) These studies

'.were focused on the follow-up school adjustment of former patients

in a residential‘treatment program and are, therefore, appropriate

for comparison. In addition, comparisons are made between the

research sample and the normative population in'those inetances in

‘which comparative data is provided for the instrument employed. The

measures are described in- Chapcer 1I.

Choice of variables

=

One impertant‘factor influencing variable selection is the relative

availabilicy of the desired . data. Lewis et al - (1975) conclude‘that

P .

" while multiple sources of data relative to a subject's functioning

at follow—up may be desirable theoretically, it is often impractical

' _and/Or disfdptive to seeck information from family members, employers,'

schools, and various community rePreseﬁfacives. Alsb; while theories
of psychopetholdéy frequently focus heavily on early childhood

experiences, such developmental data are often unavailable, or are

'so distorted as to become virtually useless.

P
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) Another"concern infiuencihg variable selection is the availabilityv
“of valid and;reliable‘measures. ' Nunally (1975) recommends the use |
of those measures about which principlee of psychometric‘theory are
known. Lewie et al. (1975) conciude that‘traditional psychiatric
- research’has often erred bylusing subjective, nonquantifiable
observations, especiall& in regard to asseesment of the process of.
.psychotherapy and subtle changes in personalitynstructure. ‘Robins )
‘and 0°Neal (1958) suggest using items that identify behavior, rather
than diagnostic or impressionistic summaries. This facilitates

measurement and the researcher is less likely to become entrenched :
in historical conceptual schemesr

The primary factoriwhich'éuides the selection of variablee'is
‘ the'preuailing'concept of mental health‘and'illness. For exampie,
studies.based on alosychoanalytic model frequentli focue;on.earlf
childhood experiences aa predictors of success.and.indices‘of'internal
personality reorganization as criteria for subsequent adjustnent'

(Garber, 1972). The findings and implications of any follow-up study

‘iare best understood in the context of the author' s theoretical
orientation. |

Bower (1969) takes the position that mental health is comprised
of the kinds of competence and reality—testing which allow a child
'to function effectively,in the humanizing institutions where he is
asked‘to participate. These include‘the home, the peer’ group, and
the school. Emotional impairment, then, isuthe absence of'such

competence.‘ In an earlier publication Bower and Lambert (1961)

describe the emotionally impaired child as characterized by one or




more. of five patterns of behaviot'
11, An inability to learn that cannot be adequately explained
‘ by intellectual, sensory, neurophysiologieal or general
health factors

2. An inability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal
- relations with peers and teachets

3.‘,Inappropriate or immature types of behavior or feelings-
© " under normal conditions

‘h'4. A general pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression -
5. KX tendency to -develop physical symptoms, such as speech

problems, pains, or fears, associated with personal or
school problems .

(Bower and Lambert 1961 ppP. 28-29)

. With few eXceptionSvthe children in the cnrrent study mere
referred for a variety of problems included In Bower 8 description _ -
cited abave.. The adjustment criteria represent areas of sdhool
funetioning considered by teachers from theuinpatient school to be.
important‘forleffective adaptation to the.pnblic school setting.
~ The criteria include level of academic functioning, self-concept,
peer and adult relations; and level of anxiety associated with
school performancg. The variables from which suceessful'follon;up .
adjustment may be predicted represent specific dimensions of the
classroom and family environments ‘as measured by the Moos' (1975)

' social environment scales. These dimensions and measures are

 described in detail in Chapter Ir.

Data collection problems

N

Nunally and Wilson (1975) réport that potential subjects often
B , A . ‘ ‘ o 4
eannot be located or refuse t; give permission for their inclusion

w

-‘in'a,foliow—upvstudy. ‘In addition, parents, schools, and other“
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analysis.

we,
- v

‘ agencies ‘may be reluctant to offer full or partial cooperation in

——

completing a follow-up assessment. The result may be a‘reduction

in sample size or'aireductionvin the number of variables for which

=

complete data’are evailable.

\
I3

a Information employed in follow-up studies is frequently obtained
from case records. The numerous problems with- records as a data
source are summarized by Weiss (1975) She reports that records
are often- incomplete, out of date, eontain time gaps for which there
is no accounting, may be inaccurate, and typically are not organized

in a‘fasQion which lends itself well to compilation and statistical

- The. researcher encountered each of the data base problems .

described above in the current study.‘ The extent to which missing

s

e] data Iimits the generalizability of conclusions is fully described

- in Chapter II. Especially impressivehwas the' lack of suitability

of available case - record reports for translation into readily

-

interpretable dimensions. In order to. most effectively use the

available case data, advice was sought from the York Woods Center

special education teachersiwith regard to the key dimensions v

typically included in tﬁeir‘reports~anﬂ how to best interpret‘their
written reports. The measures are detailed in Chapter II.
The decision regarding what and how to measure leaves unanswered

the question of when to collect follow-up data, The time interval

" between discharge and follow-up ranges between six months and ten

years for the studiés reported in the literature. Allerhand et al,

(1966) employed a time interval of two years between discharge ‘and

: follow—upm Heuchert's (1969) study followed children discharged

1 ~

A
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. from 2 to 38 moriths while Lewls' (1970) semple ranged ftom a single
“~.month to more: than five years. The time iuterval wns aot sig~ =~
nificantly related ‘to follow-up adjustment in any of these three |
studies. _In'a review of thirteen studies reportedvin the child
.psychiattic§§§tétatore% Gossett et'al; (1973) found that no
‘ reiation;hio was reported SetWeen,tteatment’outcome and timebélnce
diechatge.‘ It woqid seem;that the time intervol oelected is most-
imppttantito‘determining tPe likelihood that the population being’
folloﬁed will be eﬁgeged ih school ot job reiated activities at the
time of foliowfdp. Io‘the cdrrent study. the oample_was selected by.
setting age and discharge year requiremente such that the children

‘included for study would ‘be of school age at oime of follow-up.
Review of Outcome ‘Studies

Most follow-up studies repbrted in the literature have attempted |

to' isolate those variables which are associated with positive and

or

"negative outcomes. In large part these studies have focused on

- historical predictor Variables, that is, items meaSurable at

admission (age, sex, 1.Q., diagnosis, socio~economic status of the
family, etc.), or discharge (age, grogress during treatment, length
of stay,'respoose to therapy, prognoeié; etc.). A few studies haveA.
leiplored.tﬁe assoeiation between postdischarge.enviroﬁmental circum-

stances and ultimate outcome.

Previous literature reviews =~ s : -

" Several authors have completed extensive reviews of the literature.

Davids et al. (1968) revieved earlier studies of Brown (1960),,.
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- EatenJand Menalascimo. (1967),' Rutter (1965), and Eisenberg (1956)..

The authors report the general finding that treatment variahles,

N . : - — . ‘,‘ £
especially participation in psych?therapy, seem to bear‘little, ? v

relationship to'subsequent adjustnent. In several of these investiga- '

- tions the.best'predictors,of later'adjustment were the initial

presenting symptoms at the onset of treatment. Gossett et;al.‘(1973)

reviewed thirteen,follow-up_studies from the child psxchiatric

* literature. Because,of demographic, and diagnostic differences and'
v variation in’the»criteria for meaéurement of outcone, he thirteen

' studies are not strictly comparable. However,,some significant

~ generality of findings was reported. The authors found that long-'

:term outcome was more likely to be positive for patients classified

-as neurotic (832) than for those lahled as character disordered (537)

or psychotic (45%). Other indices of positive adjustment were high

1. Q., less severe: family pathology, reactive onset of illness,
‘.completion of treatment, and continuation of psychotherapy‘following'

,discharge, Several variables vere found to have contradictorY-

relationships to long-term outcbme across studies: age at‘admission,

. length of stay, time between discharge and follow-up, ‘birth order,

sex, socio-economic status, prognosis, parents. involved ih therapy,

and“improvement during hospitalization. Durkin and Durkin (1975)‘

reviewed studies by Davids et al. (1968) Kane and Chambers ’1961),

Allerhand et al. (1966) Lerman (1968) and several others. The

authors conclude that measures of>"in—house" adjustment are generally-

unrelated to postprogram adjustmentf nTheyisuggest that the apparent

. guccess of treatment may be due to the removal of the child from

v

stressful situations and that the effects of residential treatment




12 -
“may be undone orvsupported and augmented, depending on the influence

of post-treatment factors.

- Previous follow-up studies

@

Davids et al. (1968) assessed the follow-up adjustment made by
-33 children discharged from a psyehiatrie hospital during a ten year

: period ending'in‘1965. The children vere rated as making good

fair, or poor adjustment on the basis of the parents response to. a

. written questionnaire assessing the child s academic level behavior

in school and overall adjustment to home-and the comﬁunity. Members
of the "good adjustment" group were found to have been more stubborn, :
'easily upset, and phobic than the "poor groun at admiSsion.‘ The't
authors failed to demonstrate a significant relationship between
measures of adjustment and 1.0., amount of psychotherapy, ratings
"~ of in-hospital adjustment, or prognosis.". R
Allerhand et al. (1966) followed the progress of fifty boys | »
'iand studied their adaptation to the community two years after discharge.
Follow—up data consisted of transcripts ofvapproximately one to one -
and one-half hour interviews with the boy, his parents, and his
,therapist. The data were rated independently by a dozen trained
"judges. An overall adaptability measure, called‘Intrapsychic.Balance
iIndex; wag derived from ratinés on 24 scales in the areas of self-
concept, conduct, and‘identitys Similar indices were'developedvtb.
reflect the 1evel of adaptation at time of admission,and'diseharge.
Adaptability at admissionvwas the only adjustment index for which

‘a relationship toltOIIOW*up adjustment was demonstrated. Ghi—squareW

vanaiYSis indicateﬁ that those placed in the minimally adjusted group
- : ' ¢ \ ) , X AR
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at admission were most likely.to be judged as successfully adjusted

. at follow-up. No relationship was demonstrated for measures of

change'during treatment‘or discharge ratings of adaptability; When -

the postdischarge envitonment was rated as stressful or supportive,

v‘this index alone was a better predictor ‘'of follow-up adjustment than

-

any other research measure. Sixty-eight percent of the boys were

”judged to be in situations that were at least partly supportive,and .

these subjects were more likely to be found in the adequately

adjusted group.

Levey (1969) employed telephone interviews by trained clinicians

© to assign children-tofcategories of successful or unsutcessful‘

‘adjustment. The subjects were 160 thildrenyhospitalieed at Menninger-

Clinic between 1945 and 1960 The author reports that low I, Q was'
related to poor'outcome rating. Also successful adjustment was

made by‘857 of those who conpleted treatment while only 58% of

' those subjects whose parents removed them prematurely from the’

program were considered to be successfully adjusted.

3

Garber (1972) followed 115 chiidren ‘who had been in the

‘residential treatment program of Michael Reese Hospital in Chicago
~ between 1958 and 1968. Following an interview with a trained

‘elinician,, each_child was rated on a five-point scale in the areas

of social activities, schoiastic activities, family relations,

4 general interpersonal relations, drugluSe, and employment activities.

~Ratings in ali areas of functioning were combined in order ‘to create

groups whose owetall adjustment was rated as high (45),'moderate (46),
and low (24). 1In general, the high adjustment group was characterized

ag more often attending schoel ‘and doing average or_above average
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’,work.>>1n a final stage of the research, two-by-two Chi-square \f ,f’

- analysis_was employed to assess the‘relationship between'predictor.
'”variables.and outcome. At the 1oz level of significance, high

' adjustment was related to length of stay, a nonpsychotic diagnoais,

an improved rating at discharge, a.lack of medication in the hospital,v‘

and high peer involvement during treatment. R

. Davids and Salvatore (1976) sent a written questionnaire to the

o
£l

-.parents of 79 former inpatients. ‘The areas assessed included,schgol

adjustment,‘oroblems with‘authorities;.current"symptoms; and'OVErall»

; emotional adjustment. The researchers placed subjects into good (29),

'fair (22), and poor (20) adjustment groups. Chi-square analysis
: demohstrated significant differences among wroups on several pre- '
dictor variables. The good adjustment-group'%as found ‘to have Been
‘ less argumentative less 1ike1y to lie, and less likely to have
shown peculiar»behavior or thinking»at‘admission. There were no
significant-differences'demonstrated for presenting symptomS'of
: acting-out" or "aggressive toward peers or adults. The:adjustment
.groups did not differ according to age at admission, length of stay, '
- or prognosis. : : A
Kane and Chambers (1961) followed uo 24 children.for seven years

| after discharge. Employing a qualitative change in the. ability to

©. cope" .ag their criteria, the authors focus on such factors as parental

.attitudes toward the child, satisfaction with post—treatment arrange-
ments and dynamics of family relationships, that is, environmental
influences and their effect onnoutcome. In an impressionistic

Hsummary the authors conclude that improvement vas determined by

environmental conditions and was unrelated to diagnostic category.

N ‘ . . . . . . .

N R
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Taylor et al. (1973) employed the Roen-Burns Community
9Adaptation Scale ‘to examine the child s behavior and self*
perceptions of functioning in the areas of school ‘(or’ work) family,

o Y LT

fsocial,‘and general participation in the community. The sample of

1seventy-five children was divided into three groups indicating ,{- . | ; o -[!
:overall level of functioning. The high and low groups‘were found L .

. to differ significantly on the dimensiqn of family support and - .: S {‘

| ""family continuity.n Children with high continuity and high support L

"were much more Iikely to. be found in the high adjustment group.‘
‘There were no significant relationships observed between adaptation
blevel and diagnosis, 1. 0., ordinal position, sex, raqe, behavior
at admission; or grade level at admissio?. “ostdischarge adaptation R
was also found to be unrelated to change in functioning as rated at FE -

.
discharge and length of stay.,v

ar . . . ‘e . . )
y . ) - ) : » . v

. _'School adjustment studies . - . Z.» " .

)

euchert (1969) examined the change in reading and arithmetic
.al'ievement levels from admission to follow-up for fifty-three |
children.\ He found that children who werelyounger at admission and
' ‘at followwup made greater gains in arithmetic than did older children.~ﬁ
lThe finding was not supported for reading measures. Other predictors ‘h_i,‘ | o
"which failed to show significant differences included I Q., 1ength ‘?w |
of stay, time since discharge, sex, ordinal positionx and diagnosis.f “—

Lewis (1970) examined five adjustment variables at three points “ Lo
in timej admission, discharge and follow—up. Adjustment variables

v .

,included grade placement, school attitude, perceived school problem,'

-

'peer relations and. adult relations. Children who showed positive
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change differed'significantly from no change children on sex and

age variables, boys and older children made fewer positive changes.

' e\, Johnson and Rubin (196&) found that teachers perceived children v

Yy

discharged from a psychiatric institution as demonstrating more

behavioral and academic adjustment problems than their>peers. It

vas also found that children diagnosed as organic or psychotic vere ‘
more 1ike1y to have trouble with public school adjhatment. The .

euthors conclude that without an increase in community support for

‘ the families and'schoolvsupport for the unique needs'of the child,

; the possibility of successful postdischarge adjustment is greatly s

decreased. They found teachers to be somewhat inflexible and
unrealistic in planning the school program For these children. , ;

‘S
Huber (1964) studied the’ achievement patterns of institutionalized

'chtidren. He concluded that measured achievement gains are lowest

'u'emphasis upon'the ecological context of the child's behavioral

S

b,

for psychotic ‘and personality disordered children.

Weinstefn (1969&,described an in-process follow-up study of
Project Re-Ed which offers a short-term residentiai program designed
for school age preadolescent children too disturbing to be maintained-

in school or at home. The unique feature of this program is its

difficulties. The data gathered to help evaluate the program 5

o

effectiveness is obtained from the child, his parents, teachers,

and peers - those in his natural environment.‘ Measures were
employed prior to the Re-Ed experience, during Re-Ed and at ‘
several points in time ‘thereafter. In general there were consistent

findings that three~fourths of the children seemed improved on;a‘

number of behavioral attitudinal, and academic measures. Still,
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following the Re-Ed experience'even improved students'did notfcatch o

up uith their peers on achievement measures. | i' '\ -
Summar;

Although.differences in methodology and criteria‘selection

make strict comparison acrossistudies‘difficultﬁpthe literature

.review supports two“general conclusion8° 1) historical variables

Cep

which characterize the child and his experiences prior to and during

treatment do not consistently predict subsequent adjustment and

[

2) the best predictors of subsequent adjustment are measures of A

_the postdischarge environmentaof the child. Among the historical
predictors found to show contradictory or vndetermined relationships
Tto 1ong—term outcome'are: age at admission, sex, ordinal position,

. 0., diagnosis, referral problems, age. at discharge, length of
jstay, and prognosis. Measures of postdischarge environmenggl

4conditions which have been demonstrated to relate to subsequent

adjustment’include gross indices-of family support, community support
and family continpitv
There are few studies which focus on the long—term school

adjustment of children following hospitalization and none which

examine the relationship between envitonmental conditions and sub—

sequent school adjustment., Friteria considered important as indices .-

of school adjustment include achieyemeﬂt level peer relations,

adult relations, attitude toward school, self-concept, and behavior."

#
J
=3
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Statement of the Problem

‘
El

A major theoreticallouestion is the relative importance of :
o B C %,

situational versus historical determinants for subsequent behavlor ’

or,adjustment. Most’ follow~up research has focused on historical

variables while ignoring- the impact of contemporary environmental

”circumstances. Although higstorical variabies have been shown, at
o]

" times, to predict some aapects of follow-up adjustment the findings =

are frequently inconsistent. A few studies have demonstrated a
relationship between gross measures of environmental subport and
subsequent outcome.‘ |

It is appareat that further research is- necessary in order to

identify specific aspects of the contemporary environment which

-relate to adjustmentﬁat follow~-up.

Purpose

The purpose of the study is twofold 1) to identify gspecific
dimensions of the family and classroom environments which relate to
follow-up school adjustment and 2) to compare the predictive
efficiency of environmental measures with mora traditionally investigated
;oemographic and treatment variables. Ihe focus 1s on follow—up
scﬁooi'adjustment. 'Areas of concero‘to the researcher include °
academic performance, self—concept5 scoool anxiety,‘neer_relations;

v and adult reiationely
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‘DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

 The focus of this study is on children who have been discharged

" from a psychiatric residential treatment program and returned to a

Y

public schopl ;étting.

° . .

York Woods Center Program Description

. The research sample was Qélected from Fﬁe;forhzé inpatient
pqpulatioh of Ygrk Woods Center, the children's division of Ypsilanti
State’Hospital,vlocated near.Ypsilanti, Michigan. quk Woods Center
accepted its firsﬁ patient on February 15, 1965. Its primary pu;pose
has beén, and contin;es to be, the residential treatment bf

emqtibnally impaired children. York'Woods‘Center‘is présehtly

c0mposéd.o£ three major divisions: Community Services; Residential

Services;.and Training and Educatiofi. The R$sidential Treatment

Servige.provides inpatiehtbcare for fifty-five boys and giils (the'

‘approximéte ratio 95 bed space ig three boys to one girl), ages .

N _

six through sixteen. The primary goal is to treat emotionally

impaiféd youngsters and Eo return them to the community in an

' average of twelve months' time. -

0

The gesidential Treatment Sefvice‘ét York Woods Center consists

-

of four units maintained as follows: 1) fifteen beds for boys aged

eight to twelve; 2) fif:eeh beds for boys thirteen to sixteen;

’

3) twelve beds for girls ten to sixteen: and 4) thirteen beds for

A
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extrehely diaturbed,(aetistic an&'schizophrenic) chilcrea agea six
to twelve.‘ The‘design of treatment includes an average of three
psychotherapy aessions per week per child and'weekly meetings
between pareats and 'social workera. .Edch child participates in |
an in&ividually planned school program‘in’which‘classusize does not
exceed slx pupils. In addition, each youngster ls involved in’
occupational therapy, recreational therapy, and milieu therapy.

Speech dnd Reading tﬁerapy are available as required.

, Subjects

0

The subjects for thisvinvestigatlcn were 48 respondents from
an‘iaitial pool of 101 former inpatlents‘at'?ork Woods Center. The
potential subjectslhaé been discharged from the hospital witﬁin'the‘
five years preceding the starting date of the study, January 1, 1975
and met the following selection criteria' 1) admitted for more than |
a six-week diagnostic study; 2) discharged to the community; aad :
3)‘would be withia the school-age raﬁge as of April 1, 1975. of
.the 53 children not'iacludeg in the samﬁle 9 had permission giveh
by their parents but were: unavailable be%fwfe of placement in '
another institution or jail. Another 8 had parents who,refused
permission whileNZO made no response to 3 letters and 14 lLetters
were\returned'with no knewh forwarding addressz Two childrcn were
diagnosed as autistic and, because of their unique limitations,

v were excluded from participatibn in the stedy.
So-that there‘might be no questio;kas to thezgéueraliaability

of findings, it was nece$sary to judge whether the sample’ was

representative of the complete subject pool. The available and’;v




Jbetween measures of contemporary envirbnmentalicircumstanceg,and

21
unévailable subjects were compared on sgve:al descriptive measures
found 1h_the;hospita1 records. Using the t-test procedure no

significant differences were demonstrated between the av&ilable and

unavaiiabie subjects on meagures of reading and atithmqtig aéhieve4

ment at adﬁ%ssion and &ischarge, age at admission, length 6£ stay,

and age at discharge. <Chi-square analysis shéued the two groups to A

be similar in distribution on categorical indices of diagnosis and

prognosis. The available subjects were consideréd,ftherefore, to

be represencative éf,the larger group comprising the total potential

subject pool.

Research Design

The primary purpose of this study %g to_eiamine the. relationship

;éubsequenc,school adjustment. ‘Also, for comparative purposeé, the

relationship between_historicalvpredietor.variables and school

adjustment 1s explored.

.

Predictor Variables

'>- The predictor variables employed in this study'mhy be con~

. venientiy classified as higtorical or environmenﬁal.~‘ﬂistorical

variables are those which describe the child and/or his éxpetiences

. wﬁen.measuted at admission and discharge. The euvironmental

[

predictor variables' are those which describé certain aspects of the
coﬁgempqrary school classrgom situation and‘thg family living si?ua—
tion at tiﬁe of f;llov-up. Thé.vériables'and coffespondihg measures
are desczibéqun“thg order of ;bei: 1mpéc;1qn:the’chila,’:hat.;?l; 

historical variables followed by contemporary environmental va:iébles.
. _/ K ¥ B B L . o .
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-ﬁistoficai ptédictor variablés

The data, both at the time of admission and at discharge from

t@e hoSpital,'were secured by the researcher from each child's

hospital record. The variables selected were identified in the

'Literature as potential predictoré of follow-up adjustment. The

[}

historical predictors measured‘at adﬁission are:
1) Age at admfbéioh
2) Sex »
. 3) Ordinal gositioﬁ in the famiiy’ :
4) 1.0Q. S
5) Diagnogis (transient situational'diéturbhnce, neurosis,
'charaqterkdisorder; psychosis)
6; Initiai referral probiqps‘ L 'g
At dischaggé the following véfiables were measured:
1) Age at diécha;ge
- 2) Lehgth of stay- ,
3) Prognosié (goqd,‘fair, poor) -
4) . Fhmily thérapyﬂinvoivement |

Also included'among the historical predictor variabies are the age

at follow-up and lengthfgf time between discharge and follow-up.

Environmental predictor variables '
«Studies reported in the literature have indicated that gross
measures of support and gtress in the post-treatment life space of

the child are relatgd to subsequent adjustment (Allerhand et al.,

1966 and Taylor et'al., 1973).  The choice‘of environmental

“, dimengions to be examined in the current study evolves fram~;hex;b,‘
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social ecology model,discussed by Moos (1974). Accotding to this

conceptualization, social environments exert patterns of pfess which

.

tend to organize_and shape thé behavior and attitudes of their
in abitants. Social environments can be characterized as exerting

press in three distinct areas: 1) interpersonal relations'

2) petsonal growth or values; and 3) gystem maintenance. For each

L

. environmental Setting studied key dimensions in egih of the thtee
“areas have been identified and incorporated into an environmental
measutement scale (Moos 1974 1975) Because the current‘study

-is concerned with school adjustment, the'Ciass:oom Environment

Scale (ﬁoos»snd Trickett, 1974) was selected as one environmental ‘
measugg. ;Tne Family Environment Scale kaOS; 1975) was also empioyed
to examine the effect af the famiiy Supooft system’on school ad?ust-
ment.A ;‘ | |

The\Clhssroom Enuironment Scale assesses the social climates

of‘junior high and senior high:school classrooms. It focuses on

' the measurement and description of teacher-student, student-student

relationships and on the ‘type. of organizational structure ‘of a

 classroom. _The basic assumption is that the,oonsenSus of individuals

when characterizing their environment constitutes:a‘measure of
environmental climate. The CES ig a.ninety—item; true-false

instrumeht with internal consistency ratings for nine sub-srales

¢ ranging from .67 to .86 and test-tetest reliabilities ranging from

.72 to .90 (Moos and Trickett,-1975)ﬂ The CES sub-scale dimensions

are: ; , ' '

a

T mheet
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2)

3)

4)

.5)

6)

7Y

'3)

Involvement

Affiliation =

Teacher

§upport

Task.
Orientation

Competition

- Order and

Organization

A '
‘Rule Clarity

Teacher

antrol- v
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measures the extent to whHich students have
attentive interest in class activities

and participate in discussions. The
extent to which students do additional
work on their own and enjoy the class is
considered

. assesses the level of friendship students °

feel for each other, i.e., the extent to-

‘which they help- each other with home-
work, get to know each other easily, and
. enjoy working together

measures the amount of help, concern, and
friendship the teacher directs towards
the students. The extent to. which the
teacher talks openly with students, ,
trusts them, and is interested in their
ideals is ‘considered

measures the extent to which it is important
to complete the activities that have been
planned. The emphasis the teacher places
on staying on the subject matter is assessed -

assesses the emphasis placed on students
competing with each other #br grades and
recognition. An assessment of the diffi-
culty of achieving good grades is included

assesses the emphasis on students behaving
in an orderly and polite manner and on
the overall organization of assignments
and classroom activities. The degree to
which students tend to remain calm and,
quiet is considered

agsesses the emphasis on establisghing

and following a clear set of rules, -
and on students knowing what the\buﬁ”
sequences will be 1if they do not follow
them. An important focus of this sub-
scale i3 the extent to which the ‘cacher
is consistent in dealing with students

- who break rules .

measuteé how strict the teacher is in
enforcing the rules, and the severity of
the punishment for rule infractions. The

. number of rules and the ease of students
getting in trouble is considered
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Inndvation

P

" the teacher.

measures how much students .contribute
to planning classroom activities, and
the amount of unusual and varying .
activities and assignments planned by
The extent to which the
teacher attempts to use new techniques
and encourages creative thinking in the.

_ .students is considered

 The Family Environment Scale. (Moos, 1974) is avninetilitem true-

falze inetrument'with internal consistency ratings for;ten sub-scales

ranging from .64 to .78 and-test-recast teliabilities aftet eight

l)

2).

3)

;4)

5)

6)

8)

o weeks ranging from .68 t0«.86

Cohesion

Expressiveness

Conflict _

The FES sub—scale dimensions are:

the extent to which family ‘members are

- concerned and committed to the family and

thé degree to which family members are

helpful and supportive of each other =

the extent to which family members are
allowed and encouraged to act openly
and to express their feelings directly

the extent,to‘whichithe open expresSion'
of anger and aggression and generally
conflictual interactions are characteristic‘

_ of the family

 Independence

Achievement
Orientation

Intéllectual-
Cultural
Orientation

Active
Recreational
Orientation

:Moral- -
Religious
Emphasis

the extent to which fanily~membets are
encouraged to be assertive, self-
sufficient, to make their own decisions .

" and to think things out for themselves

the extent to which different types of
activities (i.e., school and work) are
cast into an achievement oriented or &
competitive framework '

 the extéent to which the family is concerned

about political social, intellecfual and -
cultural activities

the .extent to which the family participates
actively in various kinds of recreational

‘and sporting activities

the extent ‘to which the family actively
‘discussed and emphaslizes ethical and

religious issues and values

1
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9)  Organization measures how important‘orderbaad,organizatioa
. : - " is in.the family in terms of structuring
 the family activities, financial planning,

and explicitness and clarity in regard to -
family rules and responsibilities -

10) Control_d . assesses the extent to .which the family ,
S : is organized in a hierarchical manner, the
rigidity of family rules and procedures and

the extent to which family members order
each other around

. Criteria Variables

The York Wbods Center teachiag staff were consulted regarding
'the variables to serve as 1ndices of follow—up school adjustment.
The variables selected vere: 1) achievement growth between discharge
and follow-up; 2),sel£-concept; 3)rachoolianxiety;-4)vpeer're1atd6ns§,

and 5) adult relations;7>‘ ‘ 2

Achievement growth'

Patterae oflachievement gains bave beea the focos»of—several
vfolioﬁbop,studies reported in tbe 1iteratore {Heuchert, 1969§'i

bewis, 1970; and Huber, 1964).: The arithﬁetic and reading portions
| of the California Achievement Test were used 10 measure current 1eoel
‘ofvachievemeht. Comparative scores obtained at admission and
- discharge gere available,in the case record. The CAT has a coefficie'

of reliability of .95‘(California’Acbievement Manual, 1963).
Self—concept:

The Coopersmrth Self-Esteem Inventory (Coopersmith 1967) was .
femployed to measure the child s self-concept. The-Coopersmith‘is a

‘A,fifty-eight itemfstandardized,test with four sub-scales: 1) total
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self-meesoreg.Z),social measure; 3) home‘measure; and 4) eenool f
‘ measnre. The test«retest reliability afte; five weeks 18;:88:
-’In addition, the‘poblic school teecher nas asked to judge whether

the child's self-concept 1n the area of school performance, was

' mpstly positive or mostly negative.

‘School anxiety -

This.Variable was measured by the‘sehool'anxiety dimension of
'_the’Schooi Attitude“Surveyfwhichvis a forty-item, standardized self-
report inventory developed at the Midwest Regional Center for | ‘
Pupil Personnel Services at The Uhiversity of Michigan. The five"}
suo?areas measured inciode:‘l)’School Anriety: a measure of-enxiety
and fear of‘failure in school;FZ) Academic,Succese'and Morelezﬁa
'neasure.of how ll.the'student likes school andbhow_important‘he
finde it; 3) Seif—Perceived TroubléfMaker: a measure of theodegree‘ )
. ."to which the‘pupil'viewsehimself as,haning‘difficulty getting elong;
J 4) Gemeral Negative Interpersonal Relationships- a measure of the
v"degree to which the pupil does not get along with’ others, and
5) Peer Relationships: a measure of the degree‘to which the pupil
. gets.alqng oell wdth others. 1In addition,.the‘publicesehool teacher
characterdzed-the child as:‘l) reelistically concerned regarding-
school performanoe; 2) overtly anxioue concerniné school pe:zformance;

or 3) overtly indifferent concerning schccl performance.

w

Peer relations

The peer relations dimension of the School Attitude Survey,

described above, was employed as a criteria measure. Also the
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public séhooilteacher was askéd to rate the child's peer relations

‘as ﬁbstliz 1) positive; 2) aggtessive—hostile; dg 3) withdrawn.

7

Adult relations

The interpersonal relations diﬁgnsion'pf the Séhool Attitude
Survey was the criteria measure employeﬁ.f In addition, the pﬁblic
school teacher rated the child according to the conceptual scheme

&
outlined above for peet‘rglations.
Ove:view df.the Design

Figufe 1 schematiéaliy rebresegfs-tﬁe hypothesized relationships
aﬁong préditoF var;abies And criﬁeria'measyfes;descriﬁed above.‘ The:
lprimary focus 1is ;n tﬁe association;ﬁetwéen conﬁemporarx environmental
cohditidns énd s;hool‘adjustmén:.x The association‘ﬁetwgén historical : n
‘ q

predictors and school adjustment is of ihtereét in order: to compare

the reésults of this study with.othérs reported iﬁ'the literature,

égé;h\ : Déta Collection Procedure : - - o ;
A - T - ik : .

The research focdsed,on ;hé child's adjuétment at follow-up. -

Information waé obtained frqm" the’_public.s‘choo‘l in which the child = -

'3;;§as currently enrolled;lfrom the éhilq,;and,fgémvthe child's parents. |
;xThe caseﬁook ser&ed as‘the source,of iﬁfotmgtibn,for admission ané_

diéchdrge data. Data cqllection.procedut:# were'begun’in Deceﬁber,A1974,

when'the'school fi;es were used to identify éotential subjecté.

| Aﬁriij 1975, was'designatéd as ;he follow—ﬁp dace and information

regarding'foLloﬁéup adjustmeqt,Was'determined.by tﬁisudate.

Y
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) "Lettets were sent to parents, guardians, or foster parents of.
'the children identified as being appropriate for the study (sea
Appendix A) Included with the letter was a form requesting .‘. S , ‘ii }
‘w‘permission for the c¢hild to become a subject of ‘the: research popuIe—

ktion and for the name, and address of the school the child was '

: attending. Also included was a self-addressed stamped envelope-b _ o o
.for the return of the form to York Woods Center. |

E When permission forms_were,received,‘the researcher contagted
: the principal of‘the-child's school to'explain the purpose>of the
'research project and to ask for cooperation. In all cases, school

'personnel were willing to- participate in the research. Following s o
.«,:-: i

.",

a telephone conversation, a letter was sent +g the principal which-
recalled the telephone conversation and described the enclosed formsb
to be completed by the teacher, the subject, and the subject s
classmates. . o BT f - B : o h”
Each teacher was given a Student Information Sheet (see Appendix B)
jwhich asks the teacher to rate the child on a number of items per-
taining to the adjustment areas described in the preceding section.
The teacher was also asked to cOmplete a copy of the’ Classroom
Environment Scale (see Appendix C)pand the PupilvBehavior Inventory.r
Yoo : oo : . o
The Pupil Behavior lnventory'(see Appendif B)his a etandardiied test -
developed by Vinter, Sarri,‘Vorwaller,land Schafer (1966) on which
the teacher rates the child on<the,following’fivevdinensions:
l)'classroom conduct; 2) academic‘motivation; 3) socio~emotional
‘stat;;“4) teacherldependence; and 5) personal behavior. The PBI -
- norms are availabletin the test manual. = Instrument reliability is | a

inferred from a high consistency of item factor loadings. -

» . -




- apparent that Qignificant gaps in the data base exist. The most

- oo b o ‘
| Lo ’ IR o R 'g o ; "5 . ‘
o The student portion of the research instrument was'givenlto o u‘ }'f
+ him by either his teacher; counselor; or school‘social worker.'
Included in the student packet were the Classroom Environment
Scale, the Coopersmith, and the School Attitude Survey (see Appendix E)
In instances where recent academic'testing was not available the . .d
researcher provided appropriate levels of the California Achievement
‘,Test. In addition, teachers were requested to ask four peers of
the subject to complete a copy of the Classroom Environment Scale.
Each member of the family in which the subject was residing. was \

o asked to complete and return a copy of the Family Environment Scale

(see Appendi£'05r
‘Hissing Datav o . o

A serious problem was posed by missing data within the research
sample. Although giving permission for information to be obtained ,p | .
’sfrom the classroom teacher, school counselor,oor school social»worker, |
several parents requested that their chiﬁﬁ not be interviewed or
‘asked to take written tests.. As a result the atandardized measures

«

'employed“at follow-up were available on only a portion of the

‘o

,population. - Figure 2 ggnmarizes the missing data problem. It is

seriohs 1oss occurs with twenty-four subjects for whom no Family -
Environment Scale measure is available. The l%ss of a single measure
for any one subject is magnified by the diversity of loss patterns

" which results in only fcurteen cases having complete data for

V;wpoth predictor and criteria variables.

.

¢ s
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. PIGURE 2
Number of Subjects with DatL Available
on Four Follow-~Up Measures (N=48)

Classroom , . Yes . . No
Environment - '
Scale

-Family \ No

« .Environment

Scale | '/;/// \\\g; ///// \\\\\ \\\\\\
~Se1t ' Yes _ _ﬁo
Report -
Datak - - | 19 . -5 /lo\ 14 ‘ /6\
- Fallow-Up- " Yes® No . Yes No Yes No Yes No ' Yes No .
-Achievement. L o L : ‘ ;
Data % 5 0 5 3 1 13 1 1l 5 -

*School Attitude Survey- and CoonetsmithVSelf-Esteem Inventory -

The. missing data p;;blem raises'the question of the repreeenta—
tiveness of thp data-available sub-groups.‘ The thirty subjects with
achievement scores available at follow—up were compared with the
temaining eighteen. The t—test analysis Eailed to demonstrate
significant differences between groups on measures of I Q., length
of stay, admission reading achievement score, admission arithmetic ‘
. achievement score, the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventoty, or the .
School Attitude Survey dimensions.A
9?é"'l.‘went:y-nine oubjects with available Coopersmith and School
. Attitude Survey scores were %ompared with the remaining nineteen
subjects. The data—available group were shown to have a significantly
1§g¢£ mean Fnll §ca1e I;Q. acore (74 to 91). ,No‘other significant'

. differences were found. o . . ‘;”A5§3~'
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Finaliy, there were no significant differences demonstrated

between groups of subjects for whom the Family Environment Scale

~ the School Attitude Survey.

~feature of MRC, the 55111:9 to ascribe the unique predictive power

~ of each independent variaﬁle'witn others factored out, was not. .

N

“was available or missing. . ’ ;

Datn Annlysis Procedure

" The initial plsn was to employ Cohen's (1975) multinle regression

technique as a general variance accounting procednre. This method
allows for'theideteimination of the degree to which variance in a
dependent measure~(in‘this study the follov;up criteria measures)

could be accounted for as either a unique or joint function of each

of a number of mutually correlated independent-variables (admission,

4
X

discharge and enviroﬂhental measures) This epproach calls for =
measuresiof the criteria dimensions to resnlt.in a continnous ’
dietribution rather than cetegorical‘assignment. Accordingly,
academic performance was measured by the California AchieVement Test,
‘eelf-concept by the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory, and school
anxietf, neer'and adult relstions by the'appropriate dimensions ofk
8 T

However, due to partial subject response,’ the data_ base was
incomplete (see Figure 2). Because the MRC model employs only the

number of subjects for whom complete data is available,-it-wae not

’nossible tomuse‘the regressionxtechnique as the number of nredictor'

variables became larger than the nnmber of subjects;: Cohen's (1975)
suggested method for using estimates to replace missing data was
not‘appropriate because measures were incomplete for both predictor

variables and criteria variables. As a result, the most useful

-~

S ka
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available to. the-researcher. ' - ‘ -

At the expense of a nonintegrative analysis, the selected

.alternative for data analysis'was to employ the more traditional

techniques»of analvsis’of variance and Chi-square.‘ By employing
teachers' ratings ingtead of standardized measures for the criteria
vsriables, it was possible to make use of all available information
on forty-eight subjects."Children were pl;éed into categories

reflecting their position on each adjustment. dimension. These groups

]

" were' then analyzed for their relationship to continuous predictor

variables by analysis of variance while Chi-éhuare was employed when

the predictor variable was also categorical.

 Summary

¢

’ The'researcb sanple.included forty-eight children who had
returned to the community following inpatient treatment at York
Woods,Center, The sample is representative of the larger population .
of York'Wbods patients with respect'to several demographic and
‘treatment variables. |

" Two sets of predictor variables are described historical and

environmental. Historical variables include* age at admiasion, sex,

: it
ordinal'position in the family, I.Q., diagnosis, &ni%ial referral

" problems, age at discharge, length of stay, prognosis, family

. ‘therapy involvement, age at follow-up, and length of time betveen‘

discharge and foIIOwFup.--The environmental predictor variables

.

employed in the study were nine Classroom Environment Scale

dimensions and®en Family Environment Scale dimensioms.

RS

"The study’is designed to explore the'relationship among the
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sets of predictor variables and five criteria variables: achievement
growth between discharge and follow-up, self-concept, school anxiety,

peer relations, and adult relatioms measured at follow-qp.

‘Becduse of the size of the missing data problem, the multiple-

’ regressioﬁ correlation technique of data analysis cannot effectively

be employed, The selected alternagive is to use standard analysis

of variance and Chi-square methods,

"




CHAPTER III

SAMPLE DESCRIPTION AT | \
ADMISSION AND DISCHARGE
While the primary focus of the study 18 on the association
among predictor variables and criteria variables at follow—up,
this chapter describes the research sample at admission and

discharge. The characteristics of all forty-eight subjects are

ptesented and where relevant information is available, comparisons
are made between the research sample and those of educationally

" oriented follow—up studies reported in the literature.

The Simple at Admission
"Age Levels

The chronological age'data‘for the thirty-six males and twelve

females comptising the research sample are presented in Table 1. \h

TABLE 1 - -

Chronological Age at Time of Admission
to York Woods Center (N=48)

=r

" Mean - L SD . R Range .,
. " N . Years  Months "Years ~ Months Yeavs Months
Males 36 11,0 131.5 3.0 36,2 -6.2-15.0  74-180
Females. . 12 14,0 163.7 ' 2.5 29.6  7.2-15.6  86-187

‘°  Total Sample 48 ‘11,3 135.7 2.8 33.9 6.2-15.6 74-187
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The research‘éubjec:é' agé tangé apprciimates that of the.

" entire York Woods Center population, which is siiwto sixteen years.

TABLE 2

.. W ' '
Chronological Age Distributions at Time of Admission
to York Woods Center (Nw=48)

* »

. Age - . o
Months Years = . N %
4-106  6.2-8.7 11 23
105-127  8.8-10.6 10, 21
128-150 - 10.7-12.5 10 zi
151187 12.6-15.6 - 17 35 ‘

;The,age disﬁ:ibutiqn‘Of the sample is'illpétrated 1n §abig 2.
The distribu;ion ié concentrated around the iaterjelemgﬁ:g;y and
junior.higﬁ school agé 1eve1. ‘The agé range énd.avéraée agé‘of
the sample are essénéi&liy similat to thbse_réportéd in fﬁllow-up

studies by Heuchert (1969) and Lewis’ (1970).
; .2/ ‘\\ Incelligehce Quotients'

Full-sc&lg intelligence quoﬁients Qéfe aQailable for fo;tprne
‘sﬁbjects; howev ér, not‘allvhéd Vetbél and Performance séﬁres
.recorded (see Table 3).1,Most of the'intelligence tests vere
administered during tﬁe_early months of the patient's hospitaliza-
tion. ﬁowever,bin a féb'iﬁétﬁnces test data fxqm“a referralléource;
compleﬁéd witﬁin three monthé,qf admiésion, Qas accépted. 'It }gl

N . ~

&
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apparent that the research‘pophlation functions substantially below

the average intelligencé;leveliof 100. Although actual notential

may be somewhat depressed due to the impact of emotional problems,{

the twenty point disparity is large enough to indicate that there

are significant deficits in the cognitive abilities of the York )

Woods population.

] » . TABLE 3

Intelligence “Quotients (N=41)

Dimension. N  Mean S Range
Verbal 33 . 79 13,y 51-106
Performance 33 83 . 16.1 46-116
Full'Scale 41  80.5 16.9 = 50-118

Both Heuchert (19697 and Lewis (1970) found their samples

measured intelligence levels to fall within the avetage range. There

are significant differences:in the intelligence'makeupiﬁetween the

York Woods sample and the’ populations samnled by the other two

..

studies.

" Family Staoility~~m

LA

The stability found within the 1iving situation is considered

“to significantly effect the academic performance and socio-

emotional adiustment of children (Heuchett 1969: Gossett et al.,

' 1973, and Taylor et al., 1973). It is interesting to note. in




@,
. | . - . : f
K o - “

Tables 4 and 5 respectively, that only 40% of the researcn'sanple

were living with their natural parents and that 21% were from

' divorced parents at, the time of‘edmission. In addition, elthongh

 not divorced, 252 of the parente were living apart at the time of

their child's admission to York Woods Center.‘ These results

contrast sharply with the findings of Heuchert (1969) and Lewis (1970)

~ who report that 702 and 601 of~>heir respective sanples were residing with

"~ their natural parents at time of admission. Tne York Nbods research )

oample have encountered considerable environmental inotability

, prior to admission.

TABLE: 4

Parental-constellation at Time of Admission
to York Woods Center (N=48)

N}

Parental'Constellatiqn‘ _ N
Natural Parents I ) | 19 . 40,
‘Single Parent T 1 23
" A Natural Pnrent and a Step-Parent i 8 17
vAdoptiye’ParERts. o , . “i 1 2
vGuargian e 2 4
Eoéter Home - - . ' '.2- 4
“ Relative | B R g N | o
. Other o 1

Total S _“ E 48 100
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) " TABLE 5 |
1  Parents' Marital Status at Time pf Admisgion
to York Woods Center (N=48)

‘Parents’ Marital Status N %
Marriéd o .‘ 19 40 | . '  .
Divorced o : 10 - 21 | .
thedAMbthet e & »8:
* Mqther'neceaséd 2 | 4 ’. ) AR
Nbf Together '_f t .i3 27

Total 48 100

* Family Income . o o

Famiiy~1hcome'is 6né significant indicator of socio—ebondmic
level. Table 6 shoﬁS.that the teééarch §amp1e is concentrated in
the lowetxiﬁcémenlevels with 73Zkof‘che'faﬁiliebvearning less than

$10,000‘pervyear. These findings are discrepant from those of .

Heuchert (1969) and Lewis (1970). Both these researchers report ¥
e .

samples in which the middle-class is more  prominently represented. :

Ordinal Position

Seventy-three petcent of the research sample were first or

ES

. second born (see Téble 7) as contras;ed with ahé findingé Qf

“Heuchert (10%) and Lewis (72%).
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. TABLE 6

~ Family Income (N=48)

‘. Level o N A

-

0-4,99 . 19 40

59,999 16 33
10 - 14,999 , 9 19
Above 15,000° - 4 8

" Total - 48 100

- TABLE 7

" ‘Ordinal Position (N=48)

e Position ‘ N

%
. Oldest 19 40
‘Second Child 1 33
| hird child 5 10
_ Fourth Child 2. 4
| jFifﬁh or La;er'éhildr 6 13
' Total : '48‘ idq”\




~ - Heuchert (1969) reported that two~thirds of the children had -

= a2

Referral Probleﬁs_.

3

: "Aéting-out in the home" and "problems wtﬁhApeer39 are reported -
most, fréquentiy_as reasons for referral to York Woods Center
(see Table 8). It is evident that these‘are multiple problem

children as 201 problems are fepoi:ed fpr the Sampfg of 48.

- learning problems in’ contrast tp‘half qf the York Woods samble,
Also, the research sémple vere referred more freQuentiy'for'behavior'

problems both at home and'in school than'wefé thbée\in'the Beuchert:

- study.
. TABLE 8
Referral Prdbiems at Time of Admission .
to York Woods Center (N=48) .
Catégéry S Frequency % of Sample
Learning Difficulty 27 - . 56
f: 'Uﬁmotibated to Learn 22 K t. A
Acting Out School g 37 L 74
o Acting Out Home - P %3 84
Withdrawn in School 17 . 34
, Wit@drawn at Home - ° 1s ﬂ. - 30
~ Peer Problems- . 41 .. .82
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children were assigned at the time .of admission.

‘course of treatment.

43

‘\Diagnosis

‘Table 9 presentsvtheidiagnostic categories to which the

The category

‘-transient situational disturbance is predominant while psychosis

is the next most frequently used diagnosis. Both the Heuchert (1969)

. and, Lewis (1970) studies reported that nearly 707 of their research

samples fell int0~the category of psychoneurosis. It should be

noted that "transient situational disturbance" is frequently }r

| vemployed as an‘initial diagnosis subject to change during the

It is a rather empirical label and as

» employed at York Woods Center, indicates uncertainty with respect

to the degree of disturhance present in the child.

Some of Qﬁfii////)T .
¢ \ > - :

' _children may belong in’ the psychoneurotic classification._ '

o maBtE9 IR

Psychiatric Diagnosis at Time of Admission
. ~ to York Woods Center’(N-AS)

1

2

Diagnostic' Category

_NeurOSes“ S R I 6
' rrahsienc-Siccation51 Disturbadce 20 42
f.perédhAiity ﬁisorder L9 19,
Psychosis’ | 16 33
 ‘Total 48 100
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'Aehievement Measures

Ao nart,of the'preadmiesion screening process at fork Woods
Center eaeh'chiid.is administered the‘reading and arithmetic portions |
1of‘the California Achievement Test. Grade placement and educational
_vprograme are EEtermined'by this ptocess.( Ae a resolt the .child's
~ level of academic funetioning is reported aeeording to the results

k,of atandardized testing.

Reading achievement

L

——

Table 10 shows the mean total reading grade score to be 3.1

- fas'contrasted with 5 5 1n the ﬂeuchert (1969) study. Becauge the age '

distrib:\*ons are substantially the same 1n both studies, the.

'Y

differénces in eerned achievement' level reflect a real differenee
'in relative performancevlevel; The mean’total reeding standard
" score is 33.3 as contrasted with the normative population mean of
50. The deficiency in’ reading achievement demonstrated for the |
iresearch sample is consistent with the finding, reported in Table 3,

'that the mean I. Q score falls 20 points below the norm.

" Arithmetic achievementh,."

.,

Table 10 shows the mean total arithmetic grade score to be ."
_3 3 which is two months more than- the corresponding mean reading

b.level.v‘ ; - ,

¥
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"Age%gtade discrepancy .
: e )

\Z.SWgrades atdadnission.

2.3.

45 :
‘o "TABLE 10
, , Reenlts of Califcrnia Achlevement Test
‘ at Time of Admission to York Woods Center (N=48)
ES . o . oo v ; .
’ ) RN Mean o .+ Mean . . .
"Dimension . N = Raw Score SD Standard SD
"  Reading - 48 3.3, 2.9 - 33,5  11.0
- Recognition o - ' ‘
’ Reading : . o . .
Comprehension 48 Z.Qf To- 2.7 32.1 8.9
Total'Readiﬂﬁ. 48 3.1 3.0 33.2 9.3
3.3 2.9

" Total Arithmetic 48 33.5  11.0

2

" An expectedfgrade placement was determined for each subject

based on his or herlchronological age.at admission. Table il‘shows '

the mean total reading‘discrepancﬁ'for‘the research sample to be
'The mean arithmetic discrepancy score isv
Although Lewis (1970) does not report a comparable statistic

¢

for achievement data, he .does indicate that only 127 of the popula-’

"tion are functioning at two or more years below expected grade '

level.\\Hehchert (1969) repbrts that 40/ of his sampie were functioning ‘

below grade level at admission and the mean reading 1eve1 was ‘1. 0
SN Ty Al EEN R

o . . ,
grades.below.thatlexpected by age aloneg K CoL \

Eo

(14




TABLE 11 )

Expected Age-Grade and Discrepancy
at Time of Admission (N=48)

Mean . "Mean .
. Dimension. - N ... Expected Grade . Actual Grade Discrepancy
Reading 48 5.6 3.3 2.3
Recognition = = , S ) v
Reading 48 5.6 . 2.8 . 2.8
Comprehension : AR :
Reading Total = 48 . 5.6 3.1 2.5
Arithmeeic 48 5.6 33 2.3
Total ‘ . . . a .

Socio-Emotional Measures

“Included in the initial diagnostic report written by the York

Woods Centef teaching staff are asséssments of the child's

functioning in the areas of self—concept, school anxiety, peer

: relationships and adult relationships. These, aspects of social

a

and emotional functioning serve as the criteria variables for

follow-up adjustmenc and are the focus of the data analysis in
Chapter v, | \‘ ' B
Self-concept

»

The self—concept rating is. a gross method of differentia:ing\

‘between those children who appear to be happy with their student

role and those who do not. Table 12 presents the admission ratings

'




of the research Sample. OnLy 17% felt positively about their

functioning in a student role.

TABLE 12 "'@~

%
Self—Concept at Time of Adfiission
to York Woods Center (N=48)

v

Rating o N %

© Positive 8 17
Negative 4083
‘ School anxiety : - . g )

The‘schooi anxiety rating differen:iates subjects yho show

! - ) realisric concern over their,schOOI performanceofrom'those7who’are'
overcly anxious and‘those who appear to be‘indiffereno regardiné o

oheir school performance. Table 13rihdicates rhat‘567 showed signs

of anxiety, 157 demonstrated realistie coneern, while 29% apoeared

indifferent to theit school performance at admission.

Peer relationships

-
:

3

; : S S, S o - .
\ ' . The peer relationship dimengicn.attempts to characterize the

. ‘childfs primary mode<o£'reiapiog\to oeersoas“either positive,i
. e , . \
& agéressive-hostile; or wirhdrawn. ‘Results'of‘the initial.teacher '
ratings are found in Table 14 Only 10% of the research population
- yere characterized as having positive peer relationships at admission

_fwhile‘48%'were considered withdrawn and 42% aggressive-hostile.

o




¥ . . 48
. “TABLE 13f

School Anxiety Distribution at Time of Admission
“to York Woods Center (N-AS)

- * N s
4 .

a

Category . N A ' -
Realistic Concern ‘ L7 15
Onertly Anxious 27 56
Overtly Indifferent 14 29
TABLE 14

' Peer. Relationships at Time of Admission
-to York Woods Center (N=48)

L]
]

Category ’ o N %

Positive ‘ 5 - 10
Withdrawn : 23 48
- Agpressive-Hostile = 20 ¢ 42 - {

4

Adult‘relationehips‘ ‘l, D o ' L

The same three groupings used to categorize peer relationships

'are employed for asseesing the child 8 primaty mode of relating to

adults.~ Table.15 shows that 21% of the research sample were .placed-

“‘.in the positive category while 481‘were considered withdrawn and \

\

317 were viewed as aggressive—hostile.. It should be noted that the

v

_ latter group included several subjects characterized as dependent- ,

demanding by their teachers.

.
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) TABLE 15
- . Adult Relationships at Time of Admission

to York Woods Center (N=48)

. ‘ Cétegory5 o N % - o
Positive - 10 21,
- Withdrawn 23 48 |
'Apgressive-Hostile 15 31
Summary of Admission Characteristics ‘ ‘.

There is clearly some variation within the resgafch'samplé at

admission. The ages‘range from 6 to 15 years; intelligence quotiehts

. range from 50 cO_118;_and achieved grade levels r&nge from prefirst to

grade 12. The children come from a variéty of family backgrounds

~with income levels varying from $4,999 to above,$15,900vand~£amily

constéllations from completely 1nt§ct'to both natural parents absent.
The research sample a?bears to be multiply—handicapped'with probLemi‘G
areas reported in seven separate adjustmént categories.

Subjec:s-are mostly from lower class families, are concentrated

in tﬁe 1ate-e1ementary»and junior high school age range, énqﬁare
ro ' N . \.@" .

- an average 2.5 grades retarded in academic functiohing.at time of

admission. Academic functioning level is commensurate with ability

 level ag indicated by a mean‘measurgd'intelligence quotient B£ 81.5.

T

“Fewer than 507 of the édbjects are living with both natural parents

and nearly half the éaﬁple are classified as suffering from a




ISQ
'transient situational distorbance. Efgpty-four percent of the children
' azs described as acting—out in the home while 822 have problems with
their pee;s. Fewer than 207 are rated as having a positive self-concept
ac.ado;esion, more than Soz.avﬁ overtly anxious‘tegarding their school

be:formance, only 10% have‘positive reiationships with peers, and
212 with adules. R |

By comparieon with the Heuchert (1969) ‘and<Lewis (1970) studies,

the York Woods Center research sample appears to have been‘exposed’to
gieater pocencial*pechogenic 1n£iuence répresenced.by the inetability‘
‘of family living situations and a concentration at the poverty end s

of the family income range (see Figure 3)

T FIGURE 3

Summary Comparison of Heuchert, Lewis, and -
Current Sample Characceristics at Admission

.

Current

Characteristic Heuchert  lLewls Study COmbarébili:y
Mean Age, Years 11.5 10.8 . 11.3 \ Same .
Mean 1.Q. . 102.0° .100.0 . 80.5 DLfferent
Percent from- ’ : o
: . . . § t
Intact Families . 70.0 60.0 40 ? I?ifferen‘
Percent from : - '
Middle Income Families ‘75'0 » . ; 19.0 » Different
Percent Diagnosed 68.0 . 77.0 6.0  Differept
Neurotic _ .
Mean Reading . . '
Achievement Grade N 3.0 ; 31 bj'ffg‘mnt
Mean Age-Grade - 1.0 .6 2,7 Different

Discrepancy
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The Sample at Discharge

Length of Stay

The length of treatment at York Woods Center varied with each

e

case. The data are preseﬁted_in Tableé 16 and 17.

e

_ TABLE 16

_ ‘Mbhthq of Sta& at York Woods Center (N=48)

‘¥ M SD. Range
48. 15.7 7.0 . - 3-32
TABLE 17

Diﬁtiiﬁution of Subjects' Length of Stay
T in Months (N=48)

Months N, - %
3-6 4 9
S S 11 23
| 13-18 73

Over 18 16 33

T

o

Only oﬁe*third of-the pop&latiqn vere Qiéchétged.éifhin‘a ye#r's o
timé and .one-third remained hospitéiizedifor‘a perigd”ekqéeding
eighteen months.. The York Woods populatioh teqﬁires loﬁger inpétient .
treatment than éicher the Heuchert (1969) or Lewis t1979) samplés, '
whoéé méan leng:ﬁ of stay wéé 8.9 and 5.5 months, J:espet:.t‘ively.f AL

o
Te e
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Chronological Age

Comparing the dischafge ang'admission data regarding the
subjééta' chronologicalnaéé,<hh;'m;aﬁ‘aé;“;né;eésea by 1:3 }ears
(sée-Table 18). 'Heﬁchert's'(1969) éample,gained 9 months and Lewis' B
-(1970) 5 months between admission and discharge :ef;ecting a sﬁorter:
lengtﬁ of stay. The age‘distgibution presented in Table 19 indicates

n . that SOZvaié fdund in_the'upper elementary and junior higﬁ school |
level while 362 are in the iower high school ége fénge.' Bo;ﬁlﬂeuphert
and Leﬁ;s‘teport §ewe: children At ﬁhe ﬁigh school level than were ,

found in the current study. . .

TABLE 18 . s

e Cﬁronological Age'at Admission and Discharge (N=48)
‘ . .
' Mean- . 8D o _ Range

N Time = Months  Years Months - Years Months , Years
@ . ) . . .

Admission 132.6 ~  11.1  34.6 2.9 74-187 6.2-15.9

Discharge 148.8 12.4  34.0 . 2.8 86-211  7.2-17.5

TABLE 19 .

Chronological Age Distribution at Diécharge (N=48)

" AN

v A Age SR
Months = Years N % ‘
74-115 '§.Z~9.6’ 9 19

C, o 116-138°  9.7-11.5 1o 21 Lo
|139-161  1l.6-13.4 9 19
162-187 . 13.5-15.6 ~ 13 . 27 -

188-211 15.7-17.5 7 14 . ..

T




Parental'}nvolﬁement in Therapy

The York Waods Center treatment program embraces the philosoghy

»

. o L ‘ v
that children should not be returned to the same get of environmental

circumstances which existed prfor to admission. One method of
environmentai'modification is to'eXert influence on the parents ofV “
,children in the program. Parenta are routinely requested to meet °
.on a weekly bagsis with a social worker in order to better understand
- the child g problems. Table 20 shows the number of families for
whom one or-more oarents were involved in rrearment. Nearly 807

of the parents came to regularly scheduled appoinCments.'

TABLE 20

Parental Involvement in Therapy (N=48)3

FInvolvement' N 4
. Yes .. 38 79
~ No .10 21
’
Placement at Discharge /

In ‘some cases a modification in'tne child‘s environmental '
 “condition was accomplished by a change in living arrangements.
Table 21 compares the placement situation of che research sample‘

at admission and discharge. The number of patients living in
foster.homes increased by 14 between admission and discharge...A.f ‘
total of 21 patient$ had experiencad a major change in the family

* o .

" living circumstances during the course of hospitalization. ' L

SO <+ T




 Reading achievement

* TABLE 21

Placement at Admission and Discharge (N=48)

- Placement , Adniesion Discharge _ Admission Discharge
Natural Parents . . 19‘1’ 16 .40 g -
‘Stagle Pareat }-f:yf_/"n‘yli s 23 u
| AMmimmeced g g @ w
. Adoptive Parents e 1 2 2 4 ;
Guardian ' . 2 ‘4 ] 4 0
Foster' Home 2 16 4 33
‘Relative C E 4. IR 8 -2
-Other 1 | N S 1 ) 27 2
‘torat 48 C 48 o 100 © 100

Achievement Measures

Each.child was retested with the California Achie#ement Test ~

. prior to diseharge ftdm_the hbspital.~

p) .

e

The data presented in Table 22 indicate a mean total reading

\

grade score of - 4 1 which cqntrasts with 3.1 at admission. Although-

-

this is an average gain of one full vear, the subjects fell
slightly further behind their expected grade level (see Table 23).
Heuchet: (1969) reports the same finding, chat is, the mean age-
grade discrepancy gscore increased from 1. 0 to 1.3 between admission

and follow-up in spite of a9 month gain in overall reading 1eve1

during an ayerage stay of ll months.,
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TABLE»22‘~

Achievement Scores at Discharge (Nw=48)

Mean Raw . u.;n' Standard

Dimension " R Score = SD . Seore . SD
" Reading . ) o .
, Recognition 8 44 3.3 356 R R
P Reading | - : -
: ' C Conprehension 48 3.9 2.7 32.9 8.4
| Reading Total 48 4.1 3.0 . 3.0 - 8.6
Arithnetfc Total 48 4.5 2.7 7 3.6 10.6
.,  TABLE 23 °
Expected‘Age-G de and Discrepancy
at Admission and Discharge (N=48)
BN o . ’ . . . & :
o Mean Mean Total - Reading Mean Total Arighmecic
Time * N Expected Grade Reading Discrepancy Arithmetic ~Diserepancy
Admission - 48 . 5.8 - 3.1 g 3.3 2.5
Discharge 48 6,9 ! » 4.1 o ‘2.8 ‘ 5.5 ' ‘ 2.6

IEY

Because no control group was empldyed in'the‘study it is not

‘possible to ‘make definitive statements regarding the progress. that

) .

would be expected had the children not been hospitalized. However,

a drop of a single month in age—grade discrepancy appears to be
\ \ '
a rather mild.loss for a 15 mpnths 1ength of stay. It‘is likely'

A

,that an acceLeration in negative growth rate would have encued in

<

. A ‘ e
the absence of psychiatric and special educational interventions.

“

Arithmetic ‘achievemedt -~ '~ S .

" Inspection of Tables 22 and 23 shows that the arithmetic findings

9
&
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are very simila:~to-those observed fdr reading. The averagé,gain“
ifrdm'admissio@ to discharge was 1.2 years which results in an age-
' grade discrehancy of 2.6 as contrasted with 2.5 at:admission.

o
(]

Socio-Emotional Measures
‘Self-concept
Table 24 compares thé teachet'é assessment of the child's self~
concept at 5duission and discharge. - Fifteen children,.representing
317 of the research sample, were judged to hévé made a positive,
‘chaﬁge in their self-concept. Theie were no repo:ted'neéative
changes. 1In spite of the York Woods'anter program thch views
" positive.self-concept as a treatment‘goal for all children,’néarly
. . - ) : ’ o
60% méintained negative self-attitudes at time of discharge.

cox

TABLE 24 - N

. Comparison of Status of Self—Cbncept
‘at Admission and Discharge (N=48)

: S " Admission -  Discharge
EIR : Category.- N z. N A
Positive 5 10 20 42
Negative .43 90 - 28 58
School anxiety . ‘ S » -

- . . x

‘:E1e§en children, 22%3 became more»realistic with-regard to
their concern over school performance (seenTable 25). _Of'this total,"

9 had been overtly anxibus‘at admission and ‘5 had been rated indifferent.

. .
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E o TaBLE 25

Comparison of Status of School Anxiety (N=48)

« o, .

4 o Admission - Diseharge '
Category -~ N~ Z . N N 4
Realistic Concern 7 15 18% 37
Overtly Anxious - 27 56 21 44

- 6ver:1y quifferent-‘ 14 4% 9 ¢ 19

“

Peer relations

The peer- relationship style of the research sample is presented

in Table 26.

Of 13 children who became posztive toward peers at

'time of discharge, 9 had been withdrawn at admission while§4 had

been rated aggressive—hostile by their teacher.

N

s

TABLE 26
|

N

Comparison of Status’ of Peer Relations :
. at Admissicn and Discharge (N=48)

1

" Admission ‘Discharge
Relationshlp//tyle CCON L % N Z
Posicive L f,4‘<, 5. 10 18 38

- \ “‘ y o e A} N \ }
Withdrawn 23 48 - 14 29,
16 33

Aggressive-Hostile 200 . 42

-




Adult relatiqns

Inspection of Table 27 reveals thatv13 subjects; 27%, changed L

to a'positive_rating %f dischargei».of that group; 9 had been judged

58 . PR

aggressive-hostile at admission and 4 wereé seen-as withdrawn,

o | .
.TABLE 27 - ,
Comparison ofAStatus of Adult Relations
o at Admission and Discharge (N=48)
3 _ . ' E : .
) Admission Discharge
Relationship_Style NZV - Z . N - i
Positive Q ﬁ\ 2,23 48
Withdrawn 12 25 13 27
.'Aggressiueeﬂcstile" i26u 55’ 12 | ;;
| Prognqsis

Y

At ‘the time of discharge a prognosis was determined for each

child by the therapist in consultation with the unit psychiatrist.

Table 28 summarizes the data.

Ninety percent Pf the group were

considered to be risk Or high risk cases in terms of likelihood of~

making satisfactory post—treatment adjustmenb
\

This figure suggests

. that. the vast majority of discharged patients would be vulnerable Yo

4

to . renewed exposure to pathogeniq environmehtal conditibns\and are

S B . A

. in need of further support in\order to solidify,any gains made

[

during the course of treatmeut.

%

e

Y

A}
B

e
K]

.
s




TABLE 28 °*

R : . S s v
s« s Prognosis Determined at Disthﬁrgev(ﬁ§&8)‘
K ’ . . v ' . ) T ‘ :
. P ) - . - - R n “‘: )
. “ o .\ “ Progn0$is o N ' ; ,z‘ o ," ‘ .K L )
. N ot : i LA A = '
TR S  Good - 5 10 , .
. Guarded = 39 78
Poor 6 12 -

Summary of Discharge Characteristics
w . The reSeaggg sample:was;hoSpitalized for an average of 15 months and

%% ' : ,
showed ad%ean age.of 12 years. at time of disg charge.‘ Although 79%

.- ’ A of the parental figures were involved in thera 437 of the chi
: < : e S .
.were placed in a different family situat%pn at the time of discharge.\'

' The research sample maintained an achievement level of approximately
. 'I,';;) i
T two- -and one-half years below grade level by an average achievement

‘gain of in;htly more than one year.f Forty-one percent were judged

to have a positive self—concept at time of discharge and 387 were -
L »:‘§haracterized as having positive peer. relationships. Adult relation-
o shipsvwere judged to he positive for ABZ-of-the eample. ?Hirty-seven>

percent of the children displayed realiOtic concern for their schoci

»‘vperformance'at the- time of discharge:3 A full 9OA of the rosearch

sample were judged by clinicians to be-in risk or high risk
categories when they left the York w°ods Center urograh
In summary, the research sample, displaying multiplevprohiems
" at admiesion, could be characterized as having made marginal adjust—

gF ment at’ best -at the time of discharge. They were elearly a.
co . . } 1% ) : . . .
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»

vulnerable group 1n-need of continued support folloa ing departure

from the hospical.

~Heuchert. (1969) and Lewie (1970) on diseharge chatactetis:ics.

Figure 4 compares the research sample with thoee obgpined by

e

_ PIGURE 4

)

.

' Sunmaiy-domparison of Heuchert,‘Lewis,-and
Curgenc Sample Characteriscice at Discharge '

{
‘ . Currenf:' .
. - Characteristic Heuchert  Lewis Study COmparaPilitfy
. Mean Months of Sta& : >',8.9 5.5: ) 5.7 DLff '/r’ent,
" Mean Age, Years . - % 12,2 11.2 12,4 Different
"Percent Parents U .
. Involved in Therapy 71.0. .79.0 Same, ,
"~ Mean Read:l:ig Achievement Grade‘ ‘ 5.4 - , 4.1 Differeu:’
~ Mean Reading Achievement Gain, N
Admission to Discharge - , -3 . 1.2 Dif'feren:
o o- . L w .
" Mean Age-Grade Discrepancy 1.3 - 2.8 Di#fereq:‘-'
. | - . /

e




' CHAPTER IV

Y 3 " ' . . . g.
: ‘ - o

» A ' ey *
THE SAMPLE AT FOLLOW-UP ..
. AND DATA' ANALYSIS

£}

This chapter includes a description of'che'tesearch sample
, at follow-up and a-concentrated analysis of the association between -
higtoricai and environmental predictor variables and the schobl-

- . adjustment criteria dimension.

u

The Sample at Follow-Up

'

Y

vmf;efsince Discharge -

The time interval between dischargé'éndffdllow;hp rangéd f;bm'
B‘ﬁon:hs to 5 yeérs with-a mean of 25 months and a standara .
deviaﬁion of 18. Heuchert's (l9693 sample were gontaéted.after a
mean of 17 months whilg.the iewis‘(1970) grﬁuﬁ‘averaged 23 months
out of tﬁenhﬁspitahh B |

Chronological Age
© The ﬁean age of the redearéh sample ﬁaé 14.5 years As,compared
ta 13;7_foundiby Héuchétt and Lewis. Thg cﬁildréﬁ aged an average :
of 2.1 years bgtwéen diséha;ge’and fplloﬁ-uﬁ which éombargs Qitég@
the_#dmiggién tohdischgrée change ﬁf 1.3, ;The age Qispribq:ioﬁbis N

‘illustrated in Table 29.

61 . - Coe
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TABLE ‘29

Chronological Age Distribution at Follow-Up ’N=48)

. Months * Years = N z
"103-134  8.6-11.2 7. 14
135-165 11.3-13.8 10 21 '
166-196 13.9-16:3 18 38 -
197-227 16.4-18.9 13 27
XN
Family Stabiliey . f

»

Eight'of‘thq children in the research sample had expetiéncgd

~a Single‘major chahgg in the family living unit'ét timé of follow-up.

Seventy;seven percent (37) were living in the same'family situation
which.existéd at discharge and 3 subjects;had been throhgh more "
than one change.

v
"y
wr

Achievement Measures '
¢ ) ‘ +

;. Célifofﬁia‘Achigvemenc Test ‘scores were availgble for thirty

L3

‘suﬁjects at fdllow-np; A sﬁmmary of the data is presented beloﬁ,

while a more detailed analysis of sub-group functioning follows in
. N L. ! ) i i
a later section.

Reading achievement

The data are piesented in Tﬁble 30. The mean total reading -
gradé for thevsampletis_h;Q, an increase of Qné full grade beyohdl-

fh

‘m‘:'“\ . L ‘ ' . .

. -




€2

- the level achieved‘at discharge. However, as a result of the slow

63

ratehof growth, the children are functioning 3.8 grades below age-‘

grade exnectancy as contrasted with 3.1 grades below at discharge.

Heuchert (1969) found the child's growth between discharge

and follow~up to be large enough tq_decreasenthe‘discrepancy score

!

by two months.” However, the mean reading seere was‘still 1.1 grades

below expected grade level. Other studies:in the‘literature report

"the same phenonenon (McKinnon, 1969 and'Weinstein, 1969). Although

intervention programs promote increased learning ‘and achievement,
the disturbed children are not able to make up for their academic
deficits enough to prepare them to cope with grade level work. 1In
the current study, the initial deficit level was nearly maintained
between admission and discharge but the growth rate was not

sustained following discharge.

TABLE 30

Change in Age-Grade Discrepancy l
Admission to Follow-Up (N=30)"

Mean Mean Total Reading Mean Total Arithmetie

" Time Expected Grade = Reading Discrepancy - Arithmetic  Discrepancy
Admiasion 59 2.8 2.9 3.2 X
. Discharge 7.0 _ 3.9 3.1 4:5 2.5
- Tollow-Up. - 8.7 4.9 3.8, 5.2 3.5

= k4

g

Arithmetic achievement

 Table 30 shows that arithmetic achievement patterns are similar

°

to those described for the reading measure. However, arithmetic

ievels are slightly higher'than reading levels at ail three points

Al

. .

L
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in time.

SEQio—EmotiS;al Measures

o

Data regarding the teachers' ratings in the areas of self-
concept, school anxiety, peer and adult relations are presented
. , . A - ) Lo
and examined extensively‘later in the chapter. However, the results

of standardized measures of sch ol attitude and self-esteem which

were administered to 29 children at follow—up are presented below.

School attitude v

: ane’School Attitude Snrvey'(éee Appendix'B) is designed to
' measure fine aepects of'the childfs;attitudedtowardeschool." The

‘ instrunent neasures the areas of school anxiety;~academic-succeas‘
and morale, eelf—perceivedn;rduhle-maker,pnegatiye interpersqnal
relations, and negariVe peer relaiions, The instrument aLlews for
scering between 1 and 4 and ié arranged.so rnat a high seore
indicates the positive side of the_attribute. Table 31 displays
Athe results'fdritne rébearch éample, the standardized‘norms, and
the Heuchert (1969) study. |

The distribution of scores is very similar to that of the .

normacive population and to the results obtained by Heuchert (1969).
The children indicate that'their greatest worry is in the area of
‘school anxiety, a measure of the cnild's concern over pdseible -
failnre. However,'somewhat;paradoxicaliy; the ehiid appears'to )

' be'qnire comfortable regarding his current academic performance.

It is possible that the‘ambivalent attitudes expressed by this
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grouﬁ of children reflect their view that they are wo?kirig up- to
their potehtial i:hich is, however, quite limited. Lending ctedence
to tlﬂ's ihterpretatiori is the finding that- the‘ 29 children to whom
the SAS was administered had significantly lower IQ scores and
arithmetic and reading achievement scores at admission than the

° ’

remainder of the research sample.-

_ TABLE 31
 School Attitude iulxjéy Scores (N-29’) E

York Woods Study  Standardized Norms  Heuchart Study o

" Variable M SD M SD M SD
'School Anxiety . 2.4 .8 2.5 . 2.5 B
Academic Success 3.0 6 3.2 . .6 31 C .6

. d
Self as ‘ : y . ‘ .
. Trouble-Maker 2.7 7 2.8 R 2.9 . .6
Negative . 2.6 6 o 6 27 .6

Interpersonal » - ) ) .

Peer Relations 2.7 . .6 2.7 NS 2.9 i6 !
N
Self-esteen

«
"

The ‘Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory (see Appendix B) provides

measures of the child's general self, social 'self, and school

E3

-self-esteem. The instrument is standardized with a mean of 100.

Tebie 32 compares the findings of the current study with those.

obtained by Heuchert (1969).

A

<
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.
‘" TABLE 32
A'Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory Scores (N-29)

York WOods Study . Heuchert Study

Variable ~ M SD ™ D

Self | 90“ 1 % 23 '
Social 89 | 24 92 25 '

School .99 2 9 2

The research sample falls 10 points below the normative popula-

&

‘tion‘mean on the generel.self dimepsion’and 11 points below[on“tﬁe

: social self‘dihension.7 There are no substantial differences between

these results and.those obtained by Heuchert (1969). As a group

L

these children feel less positivelyfabout themselves as social

'objecté than in anyfotherﬁetea.

‘ Pupil behavior - o ' S

The Pupil Behavior Inventory (see Appendix B)~ completed at

follow—up by the classroom teacher or counselor, assesses the child s

B

classroom conduct, academicmmotivatidn, socio—emo;ional state,
ﬁeaqher dependence, and general personal behavior. hach dimension
is seored froﬁ'ehe:to five with the.higher score connoting positive'

+

behavior. The results are shown in Table 33. The research:sample'

s’ judged to be weakest in motivation to perform academic tasks

and does best in personal behavior. By comparison to available

norms, éhe,teéearch.group fallsisubstantially below the normal

‘population in all areas. fHowever;»dlassrobm conduct and personal

[ .
I
-




' f behavior are considerably better than the corresponding scores
" obtained by a group of problem children in the pnblié schools.
Still, teachers- rate the research sample as legs well psychblogically-
adjusted (socio-emotional state) than the corresponding group of
school problem‘children. A
s | : TABLE 33
Pupil Behavior Inventory Ratings at Follow¥Up (N=48) .
ﬁv : . ‘Norm Groups .
. N » " Junior High Malés, Spring -
: - York Woods - Normal ' Malperforming
[Ny . Variable M. sB M M '
' Classroom Conduct . 3.07 .76 *3.61 . 2.87
Acadenmic Motivation 2.49 .88 2.81 2.21
+  Socfo-Emotfoal State 2.81 .90 - 3.63 3.1
Teacher Dependence  2.83 1.2 3.99 - 3.77

Personal Behavior 3.96 - '.BOT 4,23 o 3.7

Summary of Follow-Up Characteristics

The‘reSearch’sample,had,been discharged for a mean of 25 months,

at the time of follow-up and averaged_ld.s,years of age. The

group experiéncgd’subscahﬁially'fewer major changesain faﬁilyﬁliving4
< eircuﬁstances'following dischargé'than before. ’Iﬁ'the achievement
area, the'fesearéh sample was found to be functioning further below

~ expected grade 1eﬁe1 :han.at ejther admigssion or,diécharge. On

i 1

sﬁandarqized measures of schoodl aCtitudés, self-esteem, ‘and behavior

problems, scores were found to be similar to.availablé.norms and
« ) Q : Ry |
. @

. ) N . A . . . . .
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- to :hbpe'obcéined'by Heuchert, (1969). The teachers exﬁressed greate#t‘
cdncﬁrn with the child's lack of aéédémic motivatfon while the
children appeared.equall% concerned with poor acadeﬁié performance .

‘and social relationships. .-

.

’ . ¢

Environmental Characteristics
One of tﬁe pfimary'goals of this research is to examine the

assaciation between'important’diﬁensibnévof.the family and classroom .

S

environments and the criteria measures of follow-up school adjustment.

fClassrboﬁ Ehvironmeﬁt Scale scores we:é obtained for 42 subjécts

.o whilévdnly 24 Family Environment Scale scores wgfe'évaiiable. _The

environmental data are sumﬁatizéd in Tables 34'and'35,

Claésroom-Envirohment-nata

3
v

.vTAé.qlassrbpms_atténdéd ﬁy the fgsé;réhbsample:vgrézéﬂaracterizéd
by high "inyolvement", "teacher subport", and "rule giar;ty" aﬁd -
ligtle emphésiQ on Léombetitipn." Triﬁkett,énd Moqs'(1§74)~f;und
this ééoreipaftern to bé assbciétéd'with gréatérjétudéntlsatisfaqtion_‘
but less céntent learﬁing; Although ﬁhéasthdenté expgfieﬁce a .
‘clearly established set of rules (rule_clarity), théA"teéchér control”
d;menéion‘is not_ﬁnusﬁally high. ‘Appaféntlf teachers are_abieAﬁov |
instill a clear set of expectations without reéortiﬁg fé strict;and ,'QW, e
sévere,rﬁlé enforcEmenﬁ.  | | ‘ “ |
ﬁ# ' .Thévgubfscale iﬁterﬁqfrelatidqg é}e‘bresengéd'iﬁ’Appgndix3p; :

s
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~ cultural orientetion“, and "independence."

dimensions of the FES.
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TABLE 34

. Classroom Environment Scale Dinension
: Standard Scores (N=42)

o York: Woods Standardized Norms
Dimension M SD M.
Involvement . 59 . -1l , 50 -
Affiliation 49 1 50
TeechérfSuﬁoort,SS' ,VG‘,_ 50
Task q . o
~Orientation 4?‘ S L : ' 59 N
Competition ~ 42 - 16 _ 50
AR Order and y S
‘ : . Q..
' : Ofganization 52 ;O 3 ’
Rule Clarity © 65 7 © .50
v ' Tl
Teacher Controll56 - 1’ 50 ,
. Innovation' 57 - 9 50

Family Environment nat;",

o

Althpugh the size of the.&eviations-from the gtandard score

:, mean appear small, the research eample is charactetiéed by lower

" emphasis on "active-recreational orientation",>"intéllectual-

These findings are *

R

. consistent with those of Moos Insel, and Humphrey (1974) who

families from 42 matched "normals.". The research sample shows

high scores for the "moral—religigus empbasis" and "organization B

report that a similar pattern of scores distinguished,42 clinic ‘
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TABLE 35

/

Family Environment Scale] Dimension
- Standard Scores (N-24)

-

T
i

Standardized Norns

: o . York Woods
; ‘Dimension M, FD M
L ca , o o .
Cohesion s1 - ’10 50
é St e _ ,Expreseivenéee 49~‘ : 4f1, 50 e i
| . - Conflict 46 1o 50 v -
i & "\ L : ; P » ’ ¢ ;
uv ' ;/;\ . Independence 45 | 12 .EQ
’ © - . Achievement - - o Ny ,
| . | . Orientation Lo 7 0 !
| .
Intellectual—Cu]tural : v s .
Orientation thad ‘ 12 150 -
" Active-Recreational . ' - )
Orlentation 43 ’llv . 50
_ Moral—Religious ' C g '
g Emphasis , 56‘ 7 20
Organization‘. -, 55 .8 50
AR . control 54 ¥ 7 50
1 ® o
? \ ~ Data Analysis
: ‘ .‘ . . . o : . . L, ,
i < The primary purpose of the. reeearch is to explore the association

; : Q
5'; R between follow—up adjustment etatus on five selected criteria measures

¥

P v; | Lo and 1) historical predictor variables (admission and discharge :
characteristics); and’Z) contemporary environmental predictor variables.
Frhe variables are summarized in Figure 1 (page 29).

a The five criteria variables ‘are: 1) achievement change between

?':discharge and follow-up; 2) self-concept' 3) school anxiety; 4) peer, )

" \

relations 5) adult relations.n Groups were identified according to .

the.subjects follow-up adjustment status on each measure. Each .




' Separate analyses were not completed. The group membership status

| 7

R

variable'is analyzed separately'and adjustment‘groups arercompared on
the aelected historical and environmental predictor measures. v"
Inaanalysis of variance tables presented in the text, the signifi—

cance level of t. or. F refers to the probability of the sample results

I

f: being less than or equal to Alpha. The Alpha selected in this study TR

. 'Achievementhhangev
" i :

Achievement change ?ub-groups vere identified according to the
amount of change which took place between discharge and follow-up as
Jmeasured by achievement test scores. Scores were available for thirty
subjects whose raw change scores were ranked and grouped accordingly into
low change, middle change, and high change groups. Because rank and
resulting group membership digd. not markedly differ between reading

'total and arithmetic total scores, (Rho = .49, significant at .05)

determined by reading score results was used for the remaining analyses.

There are problems of unreliability associated with the use of raw
-change scores to measure- growth Change scores are typically highly
correlated with initial achievement levels giving the impression that
‘poor initial-achievers»respond-best to intervening treatment.

Ellsworth (1968) and Nunally (1975) recommend the substitution of
base-free residual scores for the less reliable change score.

_\However, the residual score, a statistically created method of ‘
representing charnge after factoring out expected or predicted change,
is not as directly interpretable as is the raw change. score. v

In the cﬁrrent study ranks based on residuals and raw change ;, ‘ .

scores were determined for the research population. The‘rankings




' veré compared by the Spearman Rank eorrelation coeffi;ient.-'php was © ¢
_ found to be ZAS,Isignificant'at‘the'.05 level; The rankings resulting

,from the altetnative methods of measuring change were shown to be T

similar. Because of the,similarity of obtained rankings and the :i e

greater ease of interpretation,gthe raw ehange seog_iw thod was uaed ,
2 g '

', . - for: determining aehievenent change groupings employeT

for the :

'.balance of the data analyses. .

3

'}. v ' Table 36 presents the achievement characteristics for the .‘iﬁli‘” -

A

» change gronps. The remainder of this seetion examines the relation- s

e Lt

SR .ship between historical and environmental predictors and aehievement

'»' group membership. o

" TABLE 36

'Achievement,Change’Groupings' : o
~-at Follow-Up (N=30). ‘ .

. lqw’ Middle . 'High &
A Change Change Change T
27 ‘Variable E .M M- ‘Mo T

o , .n-i o keading Aclilevement Grade | ";*hév_‘ ' T g
- L at Follow-Up i = -: 3.1 k 5.0 . - 71 o '
* Achilevement Change . : . C fh o RS

T 'in’, - ."z Diseharge to Follow-Up ,’f"j3 "7‘ ‘ 2.7

Historicdl predictors and achiévement status -

The three groups were compared with each other°on major A f'i U
e :
e quantitative predictor variables by the use of analysis of variance,‘
. and on'major categorica;,variables.with the Chi—square statistieaimi‘

_—

.procedure.
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Age and time data = -

: achievement gain between admission and discharge. However, the

No significant differences were demonstreted among groups

a

~on age’ variables at admission, discharge, and follow-up, orlon the

length of stay measure. However, on the variable time since L

v -

discharge, the high change group was found to have been in the .
. , e .
community for -‘uean’bf 2.8 years as compared to 1.5 and 9 years, j;

. . : LN

resnectively, for the middle and low change groups (See Table 373

The results are significant and ‘an” Eta‘of .60 1ndicates that a

o

relatively strong degree | of associstion exists between the variables,

E-J
Comparison of Achievement Chaage. Sub—Groups
on Time Since Discharge (N=48) :

n ’ @ i
" Lew  Middle . . High K Signifieance
Change Change Change, Sighiffcange ) ) Level, ¢t
" Variable . M Mo M Level, F Eta L/M wH HII} '
- . . IR AR : a ) .’
- Years pince Discharge = 1.0 1.5 2.8 .05 .60 NS .05 .05 .
. T : N : - ) :
’ v 4
- v “
. ' ol B

Cognitive measures \ R

- . -
h3

P ) g

Achievement group membership at follow-up wdb not shownnto be

-

s -

related to IQ, achievement level at ddscharge or to amour of

oot cle

et

low change”group“had the 1owest mean IO score followed b& the middie‘

» f - e

and high change greups, respectively (see Table 38) Also, the 75

high chaﬁge group at. followaup had made greater gains betweed .

Y



| ”r » ' ‘ ) X ) . v“,/A./—\Tf . . , ‘ o
. . . oo o 7.4 . R . . S )
4’/ o - . . W G’M . S : ‘ . S ,-ﬁ}; -0
.ﬂf’ v o v ' w ) d N - ‘
’ admission and discharge than either the middle or low achievement
‘ , : !
» " ' . . . i 't v ’ * .
_ groups, .although the differences are not statistically gignificant. ’
. TABLE 38 4
. (w .
Comparison of Achievement Change Sub-Groups o
. on Cognitive Measures (N-31) ; .
. Llow ., Hiddle High . tiea. slzzif{cl:ce i
- Signif, 13 vel ,
 vartabte - m Chﬁéz' e ﬁ:velff: * g umoLE wm
L T latelligence Levei ~  75.6 - 78.0 850 NS .7 NS NS ¥
. ’ - Readiog Achié v o ' ' ~
' h::u:: at D::::::c 3.4 4.3 4.4 xS . :ZQ Lo Hs. Ks §s “
L Adaicaion to Discharge s 11 1.4 Ns 29 NS WS NS
.’ Reading (_:hxnge Scorc - o .
Descriptive measures . . wk T ' -
- w“Ch:f.--square analysis failed to demonstrate significant
pdifferences among achievement change groups on the variables
sex, ordinal position, diagnosis, prognosis, and family therapy "
o involvement. In addition, the groups were not shown to differ with z§“~ ‘
L “ .
. -regard to the freqﬁencies reported for referral problems. acting- : Lot

‘ out in school withdrawn in school “learning difficulty, unmotivated '.Vwéff7f2i7i

o g o . ST
to learn, and . peer problem.' Learning difflculties were reported P }"
. . for five subjects in each ‘of the three achievement,groups. TR N
£l N . i . ' $
) : ’ ; . . & < . * = ) ,.—'.
- Environmental predictors and ‘achfevement status S o L T
. ) R = R . R K s “. - S . - T ., Y 2 e ~
. i S S B . . - . . © .
The three groups were.compared on nine Classroom Environment R
- Scale dimensibns “and ten Family Environment Scale dimensions with' IR
) o . . : v . . . . "' e
q S ° ‘ ! . : : '
the’ analysis of variance procedure. .- Y -
o A, . 7 " . . :
- S R
"\ . o 4 3@, -. - : - L4 . ’
- . /.‘ R - : . N j'~' o
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Classroom environment data
, - The classroom environment data is presented in Table 39. .
> o
Although no significant differences were demonstrated the high Co
o
'change group tend to be in classrooms characterized by high involve—
. ment,. affiliation, teacher support, and rule clarity, and innovation.
AThe~1ow change group are found in classrooms which have-extremely
<low scores on“comﬂetition and relatively lower order and organization
" scores in coﬁpﬁtison to the high change group.
o  TABLE 39
. L Comparigon of Achievement Change Sub-Groups
- ' _on Nine CES Dimensions (N=°0) v !
. - [ ]
Lov  Middle . High ‘ “ Signifieanoe ‘
. Change Change - Change Significance . " Level, t -
. Variable M Mo M _ Level, B Eta L/'M L/H M/H
. , e
Involvement - . 56 59 63 RS .29 NS 'lﬁs N§ .
: . Affiliation - 46 - 52 58 ° NS . . NS NS NS .
Teacher Support 58 59 . 61.. NS S .32 NS NS NS
SR L : . . ' o o @
' * | Task Orlentation 45 46 42 NS 16 NS NS NS
" comperttiod 3 46 43 us 33 NS NS NS
N . : S Y "
! . Order.and : : ' “
v Ougamizatton 47 . 49 55; . NS 38 NS .us NS
' Rule Clariey . 64 ¢ - 65 63 NS e 16 NS - NS NS .
0 " Teacher'Cantrol 55 56 50 NS .26 NS . NS NS '
v xnnpvac'?on 56 56 61 NS 26 NS NS NS L
<. POSEENENS ' L
¢ » R ‘4.’\ . i
= b -
, . ‘
[y . >
R i , L A
o Because o@ missing data the middle changé sub—group had only . !

"k
two subjeets while four were available in the high change suh—group.

i

“J: Datauanalysis was not attempted due to

AF

S

ed

the limited sample size.

»

T
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" the low,or middlé change groups.

‘smaller achievement gains than did neurotic, children during

76"

Summary and discussion of achievement change findings

The only statistically significant difference demonctrated
among achievement change‘groups was on the time since diecharge
measure. The high change group had‘been out of the hospital longest,
foiiowed by- the middle and low change‘groups. lﬂeuchert'a (1969). Rl -
high change_group nad'also been in the community longer than either
‘ . The finding is not aurprising

since the change acore reflects the cumnlative‘growth of each subject

.
vy

for the entire'lengch of time he'has been in the'community.
Several other;age and time.variable%'were not related to
achievement group. membernhip.‘ The length'of‘hospitali;ation vas
nearly identical for all three groups, a- result consistent with the ’
findings of Heuchert (;969) and Gossett at al. (1972). 'The average‘l‘
age at admission, diacharge, and follow_up did not differ among
groups. Heuchert reports that children who vere younger at
admission made the greatest achievement change by follow—up.
Heuchert (1969) found no relationship between diagnostic

category and amount of achievement charnge. quer (1964) however,

< &

. reports that psychotic and personality disorégzz;tchildren made

hoapitalizatioa. In the current study, achievement gains were

independent of diagnostic category.

w

-

-0‘

Other variables for which no relationship was demonstrated
with achievement gain inclnde sex, ordinal position, prognosis,
initial refetral problems, and whetﬁér or not the family was

involved in therapy. " Heuchert (1969) obtained essentially similar -

S T
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. results while Lewis- (1970) found that boys made fewer'positive changes

than girls with regard to grade level functioning,

Although measured intelligence did not significantly'differ
among groups the high achievement group had a mean IQ score ten
points higher than the low achievément group (86 to 76). Heuchert (1969)
,reports a similar direction of difference although IQ levels were
higher for his entire sample. ', o : I

The high change group at follow-up were found to have made
larger gains between admission and discharge than either the middle*

or low change groups. It is unusual that the three groups should

‘.continue to grow even furthet apart in both earned achievement level

and rate of growth (see Tables 36 and 38) ' Tho‘phenomenon of

»

regression to the mean-would predict greater growth from the low

_functioning group‘and a slowing in growth rate for the high group;

None of the classroom environment dimensions were found to
significantly differentiate among achievement groups; However, the P
high changeAgroup were attending classrooms'in vhich involvement:

affiliation, teacher support rule clarity, .and innovation are

‘ emphasizeﬁ. Although the studies are not directly comparable,
- Trickegt anégﬁhdb (1974) found that more learning was 1udged to

 take place in classrooms characterized by high involvement, teaChe#‘ﬁ'

N

- SUpPpPOTL, rule clarity, competition, and order and.organization.

: While the, high achieVement group in the current study-fell‘belom 4

o

‘the normative population mean, they were. nine points higher than

the low achievement group on the competition dimension.

,

{ ' The failure of any Classrooﬁ*?nvironment Scale dimension to

“significantlggﬂifferentiate achiegement group membership is,

-
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v
P

perhaps, to be e&pected. Bloom (1964)vconcluded that factors other

than intelligence which contribute to school achievement (skill,

. -

Anterest, and attention) are to a considerable extent set in the
first three grades. The CES measures aspects of the classroom in
wfich the child is currently functioning, Even if the CES could
accurately reflecc all the classroom experiences the child has- been
.exposed to since discharge, it is unclear whether achievement ’
performance could be successfully,predicted. Classroom environment
Jis likely to have greater impact on less cognitively based attributes

‘#j to be examined next. ' - »f »

_*Analysis of family environment data was not carried out because

£y

of the limitations.imposed by missing data.‘ o '

Self—Concep}*
. " The teacher rated the ehild as maintaining a gemerailly positive

K
.

or negative concept of himself aS‘a student. Seventeen subjects

\

were rated as positive while thirty-one were viewed -ag negative by

[y - !

theirﬂteacher at follow~up. ST k [ERURN

w -

Twenty-nine subjects completed the Coopersmith Self—Esteem

sy ]

Inventory.. Ten of these.children were rated by their teacher as - .

. ‘ﬁositive and se;enteen gell in the negative category.;‘An F—test‘

for differences between the two means. failed to reach significance,

+ . o
+ *5'

although thewpositive group averaged eleven points higher than the

coe
-

negative group ‘on the student self-dimension (see Figure 5). This

finding suggests thatrthere is some agreement between teachers{ A

ratings of self~concept and the child's own self—repqrt.




t FIGURE 5

e . Comparison of Self-Concept ‘Sub-Groups
and the Coopersmith School Self Dimension (N-29)

-

. Positive Selff
Variable " M

o -

Coopersmith School

Self Dimension

99

: - 4 s
‘Negative Self
M

88

' Historical predictors and self-concept

- -
. ) .

Age and time data

iﬁe'average lengfﬁ/of stay and fime‘between discharge end
follow-up was nearly identical for both groups. However, tﬁe
positive’group were fqund to be significantly older at alil threeb'
points in time (see Table AO)f . '
: 'IABLE kq ~i o 2

vl Comiparison. of Self~Concep£ Sub-Group Differences

T . on Age Measures in Yéars (N=48) _
%ositive - Negative .. = o
. o Group’ Group "" -~ Significance :
Variable - - M M Eta " Level, -F -
. Age at Admission 12.3 10.6 .29 .05
4 C L of, ) } . - :
Age at Discharge 13.% 12,0+ .29 .05
Age at Follow-bp -15.6 14.0 .30 .05
4 - - : ~
. d\¥ ' : p ) 9-

I

i
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negative self-concept (seé?Table 41).

80

Descriptive data

&

Chi—sqﬂare analysis failed to demonsfrate significant differences

between self-concept groups on the variables sex, ordinal position,

¢

diagnosis, prognosis, and" family cherapy involvement. vHowever,

81 percent of those diagnosed,as psychotic wete rated as having a

v ' The posifive and negative.

gtoups did not differ with respect to.the'frequeneies of repnrtedi

o

referral problems- acting-out in school, withdrawu in school .

) learning difficulty, unmotivated to learn,‘and peer problem. N
o o ‘ I oy
el o - TABLE 41 '

Comparison of Self—Concept Sub-Groups
on Diagnosis (N=48)

!

Self-Concept,

' Diagnosis Positive Negative -‘Chiesnuafeb
T . T ¥ : :
Neurosis : I 2
Transiént Situacional a ‘
Disturb o8 12 |
- Sturbance -, L 3.728%
- Personality Disorder -5 & - - .
Psyéhosis SEEE 3 13 0
#Not .significant, Lambda = .07 ’
~ Admission and discharge ratings ‘
g’rp

Teachers'

determine a poaitive or negative rating.

reports at admission and discharge were used to,

Chi~square analysis ;

failed to shoﬁ?@ significqnt relationship between either admission

» -

or discharge ratxngs and the FOIIOWhup ratino of self-coneepc.‘ S

Ao

. 4 ;
Ninety percent of the subiects ‘were viewed ag: having a negative,%

"

<

-

“

03
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s self-concept at admission. , . ' R .. .
| | . , P . s . ’ T .
-<Environmental predictors and self—concept Lo Q'ln N
’ The positive and negative groups were compared on the nine' 4
3
S Classroom Environment Scale dimensions and ten Family Environment ;‘ N
Co Scale dimensions.by the analysis of variance procedure. - o '
Co ‘ s . ‘ . ‘ T, a z
. . i .
¥ Classroom environment data
- o P ‘ e o ' y o
- The positive and negative groups were not found to differ ’ s
significantly on any of the CES dimensions (see Table 42) ‘Both g
A
groups were substantially above the normative.populationomean on Ve
» \ N
the involvement teacher %upp&rt aqd rule clarity dimensions. Botn 5
’ . ‘f» w
o v
. groups were below the norm on the compétition dimension with the
. o R '.' Y ,. . . L a
, negative,group falling farfhest below. R Lo
' o : ' N : : TWT e A
- : Y A IR e L :
TBLE 42 PN e -
= P . . ° R » o, ‘( N - “.
Comparison oft Self-Concept Sub~Groups Wy NI v,
. . on Nine CES Dimensions (N=42) - ° kS 3
Yo PN . ot NP L - S B e
[ . v N
@ 4, a* - - .
- . o % . Pamitive (N=16) Negative (N=26) Significance ', . ® . :' R
ﬁ . Variablé . T T M’ . M,  Eta Level, P ~ T
L 10
- o st . Py EEREE A
Involvement 9% .3 61 13 NS )
. Affilfacion * LI 50 § .07° NS "
Teacher Sipport 57 60 L2 NS, ) . S
a. .o s . . ) . ’ . ’
' Task Orientation = 48. . ) 46 . n.09 Ns 5 ® o
' S R S ‘ . i .
Codpetition REY AR 4 T2t sy . :
., . Orderand . .3 ° o - “10 ‘ s .
Organization Tl 53 ‘ 33 ‘ u'»ll - N . - .
© . HRule Claricy 66 ' 65 a1 . m8 ‘
, .+ Teacher Conutrol 57 . - T.01 T NS o i
L . . . » " N - . - . ] . . . o
0 ™" Innovatdon’ - . © 86 - 5 . a6 N .
b‘ : - % xl: - .
> ) ‘.?:': C
b2 BLEDY S . - ® '
s T E yie . 3‘c R . PR
. i o “ \v N ; ",. % . - -~ ,‘ .» ' -
S R ¥ .
et f“‘«'v»ﬁ . Wﬁ o) ’
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. Family environment -data S A S
‘ S R o o e P ‘, e »' . !,“‘“%‘:)
e N Although no iygnificant differences were demonstrated between R
: ‘e " - Ko Ce _”_,’ - . &
. . groups for any of the ten FES dimensions, thereuwas a tendency “« ‘£131$ o
N s . BRI ;f‘.' .
’ . for the positive group -to be found in families with greater emphasis et i
I & . . . O R . ';f'“ f# '
. N . N . M . ¢ AR - te . S ey ' - b2
R R independenee. e - :A, T R SN
{ . - . ¢ . R . ' -, o<t s
P - . : . - L S T R - I . . ."v%" PREN) .‘qb #.0 Y, : - ;‘:'
s . L . o IR I _ - _— R T . -
o - I S S, TABLE 43 o e e LT
- - Wt . - v .. ) o A v e B # -: . ;,
= - a . . N N i) . o R v,a. N . -.
. o . R ‘ Comparison of Self-Concept Sub-cronpsb LT AN o,
< B Nine FES Dimensions (N-24) T = P
’ R s R 4 N A N
. ; ;- . Y . : . 0 : L o v R O :
. : S ' " Positive (N=9) - Negativé (N<15) e Stgnificance * . ¥ -
L , ‘s Variable CM e BT RER T Level, P e
: S T T ’ " RN Y BT : ‘ .
. . . Cohesion - = .- 500, .49, 01 . Ns
[ : ’ . ‘ e .4 . oo . o Lo ! B : ’ N ) ' . ) i A
R ' Exp‘:essivenese A 4B T T A9 : .08 NS . ‘ .
. R . Lt Gt ey C : o .
S e cqnnuc, o R T s 04 NS - oo
N - T . N, - b N e S " : - .
, SR Indepmdmce- - A N ) S 25 NS - o o
s ST Achievement o S o . ‘ ' = o S e
oL : . R Orientation Cor SO/- - : 2 .11\? N_S ' ‘ e
. . e T I tellectual ~ . . ' '
o . ' n n o= p - & . " . . ‘ .
e - . TR ¥ 3 .07 NS ‘ :
s ' . »~, - . Cultural C . _ . R - ‘
R y Active- _ ) oA e ' L.
oo po N o Reereatioual 44 . : o 4 R .02  NS' o . Co ' .
: St . Moral-Rellglous . 55 57 o wsY .
n ‘ N B o "i..-," ' Organjzation’ “ - 54 “ © .55 06 . NS T R
R . B <+ Control -~ S 1) " < 55 B NS - L . b
: e \; . Summary and discussion of self-concept findings > .
a0 S : o . : o .- v oL - .
.Children viewed as having a negative self-concept at foilow;up" .
were found to have been significantly youngerat admission. discharge, ™ :
. . [y ’ . : A -" ! N - : .
. . follow—up. A possible explanation for this finding"is that e
! e - [ ' . " 5w
) - = ‘ . ’ ' -~ ’
L e . children hospitalized at an earlier dpe are more severely impaired :
,reSulting in a”poorer.eelf~evaluation. Partial support for this -
PR N "v' - .
- . :%ﬁ ° R ® ~ . -
s . 7 ¢ ’ ' -
. N . ",q“v . E R e r o 7 , -
, AR . . ®
» - ’ . - N
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interpretation is suggested by the finding that 81 percent of those

diagnosed as psychotic were judged to have a negative self—concept
o, L _ . ‘ e X

at follow~up. ‘ )

-
N o,

The positive group” obtained a mean score of 99 on the Coopersmith )

v,

school self—me sure., The negative group‘mean ‘was 88 snggesting | ’Zj-f'

that to some degree the teacher's gross rating of a child s. self— -

s AN
-

concept as positive or negative reflects the child's true self- n_ﬁ gi:" ’

evaluation. However, the difference was not. statistically significant. _?

B

Group membership was unrelated to length of hospitalization,

'_ time since discharge, initial referral problems, sex, ordinal position,

prognosis, and family therapy involvement.i Self-concept .ratings at

admission and discharge were also unrelated to follow-up ratings."';’- K
Neither the CES or FES dimensiofis significantly differentiated

the positive from the negative group However there was a.tendencyz

for the positive group to reside in families where greater emphasis

’ “was placed»on independence. It may be that family encouragement'

for children to be independent (assertive and’ self-sufficient)

allows for opportunities to test abilities and enhance self— RS '%‘n

- confidence.' In a study . of the impact of ward atmosphere on patient A;. T

functioning Moos (197ﬁ) found;that an emphasis on autbnomy was

_‘related to assertive behavior and an enhanced ‘sense of self—esteem.'f

e

The lack of differentiation beﬂween groups is evidence for the

@

difficulty involved in attempting to accuratelv measure self—concept s

: _by use»of~a two category rating scale.
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I o - School Anxiety , S *

Three sub—groups were identified for the school anxiety

- t

dimension; Teachers rated 9 children as realistically concerned,

.25 as: overtly anxious, and 13 as indifferent regarding their

5

. school performance. o o _ !

Of twenty-nine subjects who completed the School Attitude

Survey 9 were rated as realistically concerned 15 as overtly
anxious, and 5 as indifferent. The researcher wanted to know if
,,"

the sub-groups differed in their own perception of’ their concern

«

with school performance. The groups were compared on the school

-,

anxiety dimension of the School Attitude Survey (see Table 44).

‘- v

Although the F-ratio did not quite reach significance, inspection » »:

~ B

o 4

¢

of the differences between means of the realistic and overtly

%

- anxious groups ‘show a't—ratio significant at«the. 05. level.

Children rated as overtly anxious do report experiencing greater

anxiety than do children rated as qealistically céncerned.

TABLE 44 . c o

Comparison of School Anxiety Sub-Groups on S
the School Attitude Survey School Anxiety Dimension (N=29)

: : Reslistic Overc Indifferenc Significance. *
i ’ ) : L =9 N1 | Ne§ ‘ Significance " Level, t
i Variable . L] . B EBea  level, F_ R/G R/I  0O/L
SAS School Anxfety = 2.9 2.1 26 .8 NS 05 NS . NS

LN

K3
A Ld

The Pupil Behavior Inventorv, academic moti§%tion and per-'

P

formance dimension described in Chapter 11, was emploved to assess .

actual school,performance. “‘This dimension has been found to
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) correlate'dith course grades (Vinter et al., 1966).(vThe school _}ﬁ

anxiety suﬁ-groups were.found'to;differ;on thedPBI motivatfon 'v , "

- i

and performance'dimension (see TableVAS) Children rated in the
'realistic group were performing current school work significantly
better than either the anxious or indifferent groups. The overtly '
anrious group had gafned 1.2 years in reading achievement between
discharge'and'follow-up‘ The realistic group gained 1 year, "and

v the indifferent groﬁp .7 years. Thevdifferences were mnot sig-:Q
F v ) : :
'k'nificant.

o -

' TABLE 45 -

Comparison of School éﬁxiety Sub-Groups on
- the PBIL Motivation and Performanrh Dimension (N=47)

-

Y

Realistic ' Overt Indifferent’ ‘ ) " ‘Signiffcance -
. ' N=9 Nw25 N=13 Significance Level, €
. Variable M M o M . Eta . Level, ¥ R/0 R/T 0/1
. e . "
PBI Motivation ) . o . . s
and Performance . 3.3 2.5 2.0 ] 05 .95 .05- °.0S

n

.
s,

Historical predictors and school anxietv/”
/ .

Age and time data
' . &" .
The mean - 1ength of stay;and ‘age at admission, discharge -and -

w -

| follow—uv were not significantly different among the three groups.
B However, the - overtly anxious group had been out ‘of the hospital for
N_‘i a significantly greater 1enzth of time than had the realistic .
: noncern grouo, 2.6 years to 1 2 years (see Table 46) The indifferént
v %

group had-been discharked for a.mean of 1 7 years at the time of -

fbllowfup. By -f

g |
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T . TABLE 46 : . . B Ly T, :
. ' ) * w‘ . P * ! N . »
Comparison of School Anxiety Sub—Gran i s
, Differences on Yegrs Since’ Discharge (N-47) o o
- ‘ T X '81gn1£icag_g_g - C o
mnstic overt = Indifferent - Significance; . . Level, t" ~ - -
vhnb“*xe ‘ § M g level, 7 - R/0 R/I wO/1
* Discharge . 1'21 .26 1.7 95 g _ S
.-’ ‘ '“Q . “ ! ‘c . - . . " o v " l N .
) A ) R L ' . . . . ) ‘ ,,.v. L y:'~ X . . . N
Descriptive data - P ' L I N "
o o : o . : C o LI P . '

 Chi-square analysis,failed«tp demonstrateé a significant relation-
B . : R o0 T e

" ship between group membéréhip and'sex, ordinal‘position .dIAgﬂqs;s; 1,4 ;‘]i o ﬁ
prognosis, family therapy participation, or initial referral : 1 : f;, ' SRR =
N problems. However, within the diagnostic cacegory, psychosi !jIL ) i o
‘ . 5 :
of 15.subjegts~were_rated as ?%é. 1; anxipus (see ?gble 47)‘ SR é'

- (
;\\k : . o ?‘;'I.
: Comparison of School Anxiety Sub»Grou Dt -Q@f_t A
. ey ' *‘ on Diagnosis (N~A7) : . ST N s
e LT - < L of o,
e : o LA
o — — = —— o

e

. = Schéol”Anﬁiety GtouﬁA"m' . Ce Les
Diagnosis Realistic. Qvert k‘IndiEfgrenf. ‘Chi-Squdre.* .. .

) L
¥

Néurosis T T SRR T

LY

. A . t ! N s 3 - N "

" 'Transiént - S AR R
Situational b4 10 .. . ‘

d@gﬁ Disturbance ) ' . e » ;"; U ;174*a_‘é v},‘ipe .
f s ?ersonality ' ‘2‘* g E I

Disorder , ;
. C - . . . e o . - 1‘3 °
Psychosis o L 11 c . 3 L A,
° — v T .>( ' O ~ c ot v ' 1 " T e
" . - B a - . - N
*Not significant, Lambda = .09 , . ) L e T e
: T e C Ry - SR L
‘ ' A ® - vt
v . -
. . . . . . .
. + . . »
" ’ . e 4 -4 .t e
: AR B . . i
° e s q
N - v:l
L 2 o . . . .' b 1
) M 4 ¢ [ - * .
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. ! . ! t . L . . .
Admigsion and» discharge ratings’
§ Teacher#” ratings of school anxiety status at'admission_and :

v

s S Y
13

)

;3ischarge were unrelated to ratings made at follow-up~

: o L
rediotors and school anxiety ' '
N

G’

Environmental

£

‘The school anxiety groups were compared_on the'nine‘Classroome'

4

Environment Scale dimensjions and ten Family Environment Scale
dimensions. o B | » Y .
4. - ) ) ’
Classroom environment data

Table 48 summarizes the regults of the data analysis. The o

'l

school anxiety groups did not differ significantly on the nine CES

dimensions. However, there is a tendency for the overtly anxious

o

children to be found in classrooms where competition is emohasized

?

more than in the classrooms of the indifferent and realistic groups.

Also, the task orientation dimension of the realistic group is
o . - v

‘higher than for either of the other two.

By comparison with the normative nopulation, the realistic

'group shows high involvement, teacher support, rule clarity and

'teacher control

»

high rule clarity and teacher control while task orientation ids. 1ow. R

‘7 .

’The withdrawn group classes are high on involvement rule clarity,

xtremely “

_innovation, and teacher support while,competition is
low. _ o o E

The overtly anxious group is characterized by Lot

e

W
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) : TABLE 48 -
-~ Comparison of School Anxiety Sub-Groups
' . on Nine CES Dimensions (N=41)
. , Realistic Overt Indifferent | T Siéni_.ficancu
., R (N=9) (N=20) ' (N=12) - Significance Level, t
Variable N M M . Eta’  Level, F R/0 -R/I O/1
‘ Involvement 60 - 87 " 64 L .29 NS . NS NS NS
Aff{1{ation 51 47 s .15 NS §S NS NS
Teacher - - _ . . ‘ , S .
"~ Support - 259 s 6l .23 8§, ., NS N5 NS
Task gy TR 29 ws® NS, NS NS
. ** Orientation - : et S s )
Competition, ' 45 47 36 .28+ NS NS 'NS' NS
Order #nd . L, Lo o : G e
“Orgapization 54 53 53 .05 NS | NS ° NS NS
o, Y . . . . . ,
‘Rule Cldrity,. - 66 63 - 67 .19 NS, NS NS NS
Q. . @ . . -
Teacher R Y oy *
7% 9 Control - 60 | 58 56 a1 Qus - NS NS ni
Lfnnovaczoy t s Y st Lo A5 NS ' . NS NS . NS
Fhd v ' \ 3
o ) ” . . o NN 8 N

‘Family environment data

.
&

.Anélysis of variahce;was émploYed to compare sub-groups on

,the‘FES'dimensions. Inspéctibn‘of Téble 49 indicateshthat significant

"

' “,Fifatios were obtéfned for sub-group differences on the indepéndence;

gcﬁievement origptatibn and moral-religious emphasis dimensions of
. - " . " ‘\‘ .

_the FES. 'Those children from families placiné the'gteatest emphasis’

‘on independence were rated in the indifferent<éategp§y‘while Ehg
: S ‘ - Ty
realistic group fell 19 points lgwer. The overtly anxious g:oup

fell in between. On achievement orien;atioﬁ‘the realistic group

. was significaﬁtly‘bélow the ovérq group with the indifferent group

.fall;ng in‘between.‘ Finally,‘the realistic group was7signifiéanfly'

o . . . = . N 4
lower than both the overt and indifferent groups with regard to the

mean moral-religiqué‘emphasis given by‘thé family.

. .




.

By comparison with the normative population, the realistic

L .-
(%

gtoup families are high on. conflict and low on independence and

« @ -~

achievemeht orientation. The overtlv anxiqus group are high on

- i o L] »

moral-religious emphasis and achievement‘brientation and are above

o
o -

average on organization and control. Those families are low on the

e “ a

personal growth dimensions, of independence, active—recreational

- v .

orientation and intellectual-cultural orientation.

K

group families are~characterized oy high moral-religious emphasis,‘

L4 -

They are low on the conflict

L L

dimension; . o '_ oy - ’

organiza;ion and expressiveness.

° . ’ EE ¢

. .+ TABLE 49

Comparison of School Anxiety Sub-Groups
" "on Ten FES Dimensions (N=24) St

o

..The indifferent B

k{3

Significance .

Realistic = Overt Indifferent oL .
o : (N=5) (N=14) * (N=5) Significance Level, t .
Variable M M A | Eta Level, ¥ - R/G. R/I O/I
Coheston 44 50, 53 .29 NS RS NS NS
Expressive- ’ v v : . _
- aess 50 45 57 4 NS NS NS .05
' Confiict ' 57 46 43 40 - ¢ NS NS .05 NS
Independence 33y, 43 52 .51, .05 NS .01 Ns
i R f - : & '
« Achievement ) o . y
“Orientation 45 57 51 .50 .05 05" NS nc
Active~ . ) ' ' w
S Fecreational 49 43 44 ~22 NS NS NS NS
Intellectual- en o : ,
cultural s0 54 45 .17 NS NS NS NS
Moral- . ' .
T Religlous 48 57 61 49 .05 .05 .05 NS
Organization’ 50 ‘55 > 58 .34 NS NS NS WS
Congrol 53 55 +.18 NS NS NS NS

52

Summarv and discussion of school anxietv findings

Nine children nere‘rated realistically concerned, 25 overtly

~

oz, e

¥ ,i\

e b

w

anxious, and l3'indifferent at follow-up.

&
.

3

o

'0f those completing the

&,

T
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T

School Attitude Survey, the overtly*anxious group reported gxperiencing >

\greater anxiety about school than the realistic group. Although

the groups *were. not shown to differ significantly on length of stay,

-
v

v and age at admission discharge or follow—up, the overtly anxious
group had been discharged for. significantly longer (2 6 years) than
had the~realistic group (1.2fyears). The-indifferent group,had
been ‘out of the«hospital for an average of 1. 7 years. Follow;upd*

groupings were unrelated to admission or discharge ratings of school R

vanxiety.'

<" oOne- interpretation of these findings is that a child recently

- A T %

returned to the community is less anxious regarding his school

7performance because of. recent success experiences in the individualized

" York Woods &chool program.  In the section analyzing'achievement
' . : . ) ) : R : -
change data, the research sample, as a group, were found to have ~

fallen further behind grade.normS'atmfbllow—up, reflecting a growth
déurve~flatter”than the norm. *To the extent that school—anxiety
v '

accumulates as a reaction to ‘failure experience, the relative decrease

in rate of growth over rime may be vieved as a failure experience .

triggering an increase in overt anxiety. Support for this interpreta-

R

- tion is availahle from two measures of achieVementﬂperfdrmancea
First the overtly anxious group had measured achievement gains of *
1 2 grades in 2.6 years Grhile the realistic group gained 1.0 grades
in 1.2 years._ The rate‘of growth was faster for the realistic group.

Also, the teachers'.ratingsdof current acade%ic performance (the

e *

PBT academic motivation and performance dimension) showed the

- overtly anxious group to be functioning less well than the realistic

+
¢

group.

‘.
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- to. significantly discriminate among groups, two patterns are of ‘

'interest. The overtly anxious group were found more frequently in

clasees placing:greater emphasis on competition than was the case
. R . ' . ' 2

for the realistic and indifferent groups. This finding suggests &

'lq that a sense of competition fostered in the classroom may be one
. - b

-

component of school anxiety Also, the realistic- group had higher

2 o

‘ Although the nine Classroom Environmsnt Scale'dimensions failed

task orientation scores than the other two groups. The attention "

Y
to task completion and subject matterﬂmay account for'the’higher

rating given by teachers to the'realistic group on the measure of

rooms characterized by extremely jow emphasis on competition and

relatively little*on task orientation. The highest dimension . score .

obtained by the indifferent group was for rule clarity indicating

more concern‘with establishing a clear ‘set of rules than with
achievementvrelated dimensionsﬁ

Several Family Environment SCale dimensions were found to

,@

""significantly differentiate among grpups' expressiveness, conflict,

-

Group differenc&s are most easily summarized through a profile .

analysis of each &roup.

current academic performance. Thz,indifferent group are in class~- |

independence, achievement orientation, and moral-religious emphasis.

&
'l’he realistic group families are characterized by high- conflict

» e

- when compared to. fhe overt and indifferent groups and to the

normative population;, These families do not encourage independence

I

-~g§> - and have a relatively low achievement orientation. Moral-religious
' i

o

emphasis is about average compared to the’ normative population but ;

. the, realistic group is significantly lower than either the overt. or .

RSN
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;}Hifferenf groups on this dimension. Active-recreational and

intellectual-cultural orientation scores are average compared to‘

/%‘the normative population and slightly highér than those obtained .
by the other two groups. This qpnsteilation of family -traits,
. combfned with a high task orientation in the classroom, is .

characteristic of a group of children who demonstrate gealistic -

a LI 4

concerﬂ with school performance and on an 1ndependent measure,

- show a faster rate of achievement growth.

The overtly anxiOua grgup are found'in families with extremely J

»

high achievement orientation compared to the realistic group and |,

-

"to'normative standards. >Thesé families are a}so'high on moral-

l ~

relig#ous emphasis and are less willing to aliow conflictual inter-'

actions and open expression of feelings.r The mean independence seore .

_is ‘low conpared to the normative sample. The pattern, relating to
g overt‘anxiety and a slo;Er rate of achievementggrowth'than Qas
 evddenced by,the‘realistic group, appear; totbe one of high ‘
expectations and conﬁtrzétion of aelf-expression. e
.-The indifferent group, dre found in families Where‘expression i
~of feelihgs is encouraged and moral-religious emphasis is rather K
' high. These families aleo encourage members to be assertive and
Seif-sufficient (independence) and are near the normative sample-
"mean on achievenent‘orientation and coheeion.v This group_of.‘
‘chiidren were judged'to be indifferent with regard to their school
‘achievement which wae, in fact, found to be lower than that
demonstrated by either the overt or reaiistic groups. 'ft is of
interest to note that three‘or'the‘five subjects’availaole in the

indiffefent category for the FES analysis, were in foster fanilies
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' . at the‘time'of-followFuo.m The families were‘shown'to be concerned
.. more with personai'values and gelf-direction thaw with intellectual '

pursuits and achievement. ; -
{ , It is somewhat difficult to directly compare the predictive ' h
4 . 1‘i‘ ' ’

- ',J

efficiency of the environmental measures with that of the histgrical
méasutes because only twenty-four subjects had Family Environment ’
Scale Scores.' However, it‘should be observed that Eta, 'a measure
»  of predictive‘association, was .37 for time since discharge,'the «f-
. only significant predictor among nonenvironmental variables.v oﬁ; |
. ' © ' the other hand, Eta for the three significant FES dimensions was .
“ ‘ » .31 for independence,‘ 50 for achievement orientation and 49 for
. moral-religious emphasis. In,addition, it wa= ‘observed that the
;chool anxiety rating at discharge the clinicians' best assessment §
. of continued adjustment did not sivnificantly differenciate among
school anxiety groups at follow—up.
In conclusion, environmental information appears to add -
‘significantly to the abili y to predict school anxiety ratings at.

follow-up. Further study to more Drecisely determine causal

relationships would.seem justified.

Peer Relations

‘ The"ﬁeer telationships of  the research sample were charactericed
: bv'theit teachers‘as mostly positive, withdrawn, or aggressive-
" hostile. .There.were_13 positive ratings, 18‘withdrawn5 and 17
aggressive—hostile., ﬁ | | . S

‘The researcher wanted to know if the_three‘sub—groups diffeted

“

_substantially in their own views regarding,the quality of peer
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Analysis of variance was employed to examine the

o

differences among sub-groups on the peer'relations dimension of

relatioﬁships:

9

. “the School Attitude Survey for 29 available subjects. Although

signiﬁ}cance levels of F and subsequent t were just short of 05,
nthe positive group mean was higher than eithet?thebwithdrawn or
"aggressive-hostile group‘inttheir self—report‘of peerlrelationships

}f(see Table.SO).' The withdrawn‘and aggressive-hostile grounsxwere
almost identical in their rather'negative assessm?nt of pee;:I-'
drelations. « M ‘
meanlofv2.7..”5' W

In order to assess.th conSistency of teacherSJ‘ratings, the
sub-groups were'compared on the socio~emotional state dimensicn of
the Pupil Behavior'Inventory, a‘measure with a high loading on
: peer relations. A significant F-ratio andvsubsequent t:values were
‘.obtained for differences between the positive and aggressive— |

hostile group and between the withdrawn and. aggressive—hostile group.

The positive group was rated as best adjusted followed by the

aggressive—hostile group with the withdrawn group viewed as making

a significantlylpoorer.socio—emotional adjustment (see Table 50).

TABLE 50

Comparison of Peer Relations Suh—Groups
on Validity and Reliability Dimensions (N=29) -

. : Aggreasive . .
- . [ Positive Withdrawn . Hoscile Significance
' ' (N=9) " (Nwl11) . (H=9) ’ Signiticnuce Level, t
Variable H ¥ | Eta Level, r . P PIA . WA
[ : s . ;
SAS Peer Relaciond 3.0 2.4 2.5 39 - NS HS ~ NS NS

. PBY Soclo- : .
Eaotional State = *3 2.4 2.9. A3 .05 oL Es .05

. .

The positive groupwscored above the normative popuiationl'.*‘

o
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- Achievement gafns”and peer relations K

Table 51 shows the mean reading achievement grade gain‘made'

(4

'by the peer ‘relations sub—groups between discharge and follow—up.‘

'Borh the positive and withdrawn groups made significantly larger

: pd
gains than diﬂ the aggressive-hostile.group.
. A
o

-] TABLE 51

: Comparison of Peer Relations Sub~Groups
- . on the Achievement Gain Dimension (N=30)
. ) [

LY Z

" Axgressive : . ’
Positive Withdrawn Hostile . - Significance
o © (Nel1) (N-I.O) / (N=9) ' Significance .’ Level, ¢
Varisble M .4 " Eea - Level, P P/ P/A H/A
© Achievement Gain S0 . . :
Discharge to © 1.6 1.2 X Ah - NS NS .05 .05
Follow-Up o .

CF o

" Historical ﬁrediotors'and peer relations

A3

Age and time data

K
S

. . : . “ 2
No significant differences were:demonstrated among groups on -

meashres’of iéngth»qf;stay,Atime since discharge, and age at
admission, digcharge, or follow-up.
. Deacriptive data

Chi-gquare analysia failed to demonstrate a-significant
'relationship between group'membershipfand gex, ordinal position, .
: diagnosis,'prognosie, or family ipvolnement in therapyﬁl However,

" a sienificant rélatibnship naavfound:between group nembership and

n

- the réferral'problem,-"nithdrawn"‘in school (see Table 52);
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Comparison of'Péef‘ReIations>Sub-Grodps

on Referral Problem Withdrawn in School (l=48)

/ . Admission ratings were found to be signi‘ic;ntl&lated to

= (
o ‘ " Peer Relations
‘ Withdrawn | . T Aggressive-’ - - .
7 . - -1in School Positive Withdrigg ~ Hostile " Chi-Square .
— — ‘ : \
Yes - 1. 13 1 ST
N o 22.515% o
No 12 . 5 - ‘ l6 .
" #signifiecant at .05, Lambda = .37 ..
. . : &
o Admission and discharge ratings =
." bl ’ . N ’ ‘v vv _v.

@

group membership at follow-up (see Table 53).- On the average,

-

~knowing the admission fating'reduces,thé‘probability of

error in

‘ ‘predicting the fdllow-up rating by .27. The discharge rating was

also signifiéantly relétedlto group membership at'follow¥up>

.

<;_ - (see Table 54)."

( : .
- TABLE 53 .
* Comparison of Peer Relations Ratings at
Admission and Follow—ip (N=48)
Follow-Up
C R - . Aggressive- o
_ ~Adission - Pogitive Withdrawn Hostile = Chi-Square
" Positive - 2 R | B 2
| Withdrawm " 4 . 14 5 . 10.47%
" Aggressive~ - 7 3. ) 10 : )

. + - Hostile

*Significant at. .05, Lambda = .27

v
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L S . TABLE 54

Comparisqn of ?eer~Relatione‘Ratings at
Discharge and Follow-Up (N=48)

Follow—Up L A

" and extremely low competition and task” orientation.

’ . o : _ Aggressive- S S :
Discharge ' Positive Withdrawn  Hostile - Chi-Square
Positive '8 4. 6. .
Withdrawn 3 9 2 C11.13%”
Aggressive-’ . : e ‘

Hostile 2 : > ' 2
*Significant at: .05, Lambda = .27
. f v » ,
Environmental predictors and peer relations - - N

Classroom environment data

.\',

The withdrawn group were functioning in classrooms characterized

t

by significantly greater teacher support and lower competition than

yas reported for the positivetgroup_(see Table 55). By comparison

‘.,with the normative population the positive group classtooms

reflected high peer involvement rule clarity, and teacher control.

‘.—l

The classrooerof the withdrawn group were characterized by-high '

‘peer involvement, teacher support, rule clarity, and teacher control

The classrooms

of the aggressive—hostile group were high on 1nvolvement teacher

stpport, rule clarity, énd teacher control, and low on competition.
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Fo o TABLE 55 . .

".", ] Comparison of Peer Relations Sub-Groups
‘ “= . .omn Nine ¢ES Dimensions (N=42)

N " Aggressive- o
) Positive - Withdrawvn = Hostile .o  Significance
, . - (Nel2) - (N=16) " (N=14) Significance Level, ¢

. Variable M M M . Btw—-SLevel, P B/M T PIA. W/A

T tovotvestit , 62 60 .59 a3 ows §5 NS NS
Affiliation - & a7 50 .19 M. . NS NS NS

S Teacher : ' s . ' .
) Sapport - 54 62 59 . uh2 05 05 . NS’. NS
* rask “ ST I - L il
Orientation v he A 29, NS NS NS NS
Cowpetizion . . S’ 39 D 33 NS, . .05 NS NS
Order and - ) . . ' e
 organtzation 57 52 5 22 ns NS NS NS

L. L s oo . . . .

Rule Clarity . 67 62 61 W30 NS NS NS NS
Tl 58 55 - 59 az NS WS NS NS
Innovatfon = 56 60 > 56 26 NS NS NS NS

. »
. . - -9

Family environment data - =~ - ! R .

The positive and.withdrawn’groups'did not‘differ significantly ’
"from each other on any of the ten Family Environment Scale

‘ dimensions (see Table 56) . However, both proups had significantly :_ e

-

higher scores’ than the aggressive-hostile group on family dimensions

“of cohesion,‘active—recreational orientation, and intellectual-

.

cultural orientation.
By comparison with the normative populati&m, the positive'
' group were characterized by high organization and moral~re1igious

) emphasis and low independence and conflict.. The withdrawn,group

were high on moral-religious emphasis and low on independence and

conflict.~ The aggressive-hostile group resided in families Vith

extremely low. scores on. the intellectual—cultural'oriEntatioh, active—-

-

recreational orientation, and cohesion dimensions.

.« -

Independence

g
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TABLE 56 *

P

-3

1

- «was also low‘while control was lHighly enphagized,iﬁstheSe‘families.v'

-

' by the aggres31ve~hostile group.

- e . . é %
. Comparison of Peer Relations Sub-Grgups T
. . on Ten FES Dimensions (N-24) o
- )
A ' S Aggresoive~ - 3 .
ggPositive Withdrawm. Hostile ]m Sixnlﬂcnce )
L& LN=7) (N=9) . _(H=8) stgutuclncc Level, t . - .
Variasble . .M M M Pea ' Lleyel, ¥ P/ P/A W/A
w —— - : — -
Coheston 54 "53 a2 ) .08 NS .05 .05
Expressiveneas . 48 . 31 4 ¢ N§ NS NS NS
Confliee L Y’ s “2 s .NS NS %5
Independence - 4 . 43 .ok NS L L
Achievesent - . - 3 Tgp : s ®xs ws
- ortentation | o 51_ 50 | s2. 1 ‘ NS L " ‘
Aczive~ M " T, R S .0 .05 | Lo
Recreational %0. . . e N . 53 03 ¥ > ' ) L«
Intellectual~ o : © ag s .05 .05
, Cultural »\.6‘9 ’“' ° f9 36 '46. NS‘ N o )
Moral- . , I . " '
CReligious 57, 7. .ss .16 NS S w5 NS
Organization 57 54 53 o .19, NS NS NS NS N
. Concrol 53 s " 57 .23 XS NS~ N5 NS
. . 3 - .
Summary and discussion of peer relations findings
Thirteen children were“characterized as positive, 18 as withdrawn,
and 17 as aggressive—hostile in their relationships with peers at
‘ s '~54;£. o
follow-up. A self—report measure substantiated ‘the: teachers ratings; . - .
'the positive group viewed themselves as having Substantially better o
peer relations than the other two groups. -Also, teachers’assessed" g
the positive group to be the best psychologically adJusted fnllowed o T g

The withdrawn children were viewed

as:having-more severe socio—emotiomaihproblems; ' e Lo
I d .
The positive and withdrawn groups made si?nificantly larger »
reading achievement gains than did.- the aggre551ve—hostile group.
/‘ . Lo . , . .o . ' , I
v e , o : A s L
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'Group membership was not significantly related to length of stay,

»time since discharoe or age at three points in time. No relationship '
v -« : e g

'was demonstrated be'tween group membership and sex, ordinal position,

»

diagnosis, prognosis, or family involvement in therapy.' 0f 15 childrem

(S . *

whose referral data described "withdrawnvin school" as a problem, A

13 were placed n the withdrawn group on peer relationships.’ Group

Pl

Vmembership was also related to admission and discharge ratings of

peer reiations.

3

« e S o E
"None of the classroom environment dimensions significantly
* 4

';differentiated béﬁween the positive and aggressive—hostile groups.
The withdrawn group. was found to be in classrooms where much greater '
"emphasis wasﬁ;l:ced on teacher»support.than was the case for~the'
‘positive group; It may be that in‘ciassroomsvwhere the teacher is
viewed as the primary source of support there is. less reliance
on peers and less press to cultivate a more active style of relating
to peers. An alternative explanation mav be that the teacher support‘

Cow

is given in response to a lack of relationship building skills on.

LY

‘ /ﬂf‘ the ga%t of class. members. ' In support of this position the ”1evel ’

ok friendship" as measured“‘bg the affilia«&ion dimension was 1owest:
‘for the withdrawn group.» The classrooms of the withdrawn ihoup were‘
Ualso shown to exert significantly less press for competition than
- were those of the positive group. |
Three family environment dimensions were found to significantly
differentiatewthe aggressxve—hOStile group from the others., Family .
members of the aggressive—hostile vroup were foond to be much less

i helpful and Supportive of one another (cohesion} This’ finding .

’suggests that one important element‘missing from_the:life space qf :

w'
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subsequently, a model for,positive interpersonal relationships.
- These families were also the least likely to participate in

-recreational activities.

‘and Withdrawn.groups.

-on.the-cohesion dimension.

support for individual family members

.

the aggressive=hostile group‘iswa firm base of support and,

Finally, “the aggressive-hostile children . m s

S

-~ were residing in families who, on the average,-were_less concerned o I

Q

with political, social,-’intellectual,‘and cultural aéti\'rities

{ﬂ}(intelléctual-éultural dimension) than were those of ‘the positive "‘, : o

,The finding suggests that7the'aggressive—‘

< hHostile children may be the product of families less concerned with,

and much 1ess committed to, the traditional institutions of - society..x - . .

This interpretation might be further explored in research examining

the,relationship between hostility and an index of alienation.’ ’ ) . a
When the three peer relatioms groups were compared to the '; IR

~ normative population on the FES thé'patterns,were‘similar'for the

positive and withdraWn groups while'the>aggressive—hostile group

T

showed a unique profile. The. positive group familiés‘were high

-on organization and moral—reliaious emphasis-and were above average
They were low on independence and

conflict. ‘These families appear to pfov1de a model of concern and

Such a model may be

o

necessary for the development of interpersonal relationship skills.

The withdrawn group families also were high on moral religious

a

emphasis and 1ow on the independence and conflict dimensions.
However, these families placed less emphasis on structuring family.

actipities and»clarifying family rules and responsibilities_
Korganization) than did the’positive'group.‘

SN
.8
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The aggressive~child is’ of great concern to the classroom
teacher both in the institution and the public schools, Seventy—four

13
percent of the research sample were referrel‘because of acting-out

2

in school (see Zable 8)f _The aggressive—hostile groupvere also'
shown to have made‘very small achievement gains between dischérge

and follow;up. It is, therefore, particularly important to. identify
those unique environmental conditions associated with aggressive-hostile
' peer relations. h

Families(of the ag;ressive—hostile group were found to be 1ow"

on intellectual—cuitural orientation,\active—recreational orientetion,
cohesion,_énd.independence. Conflict and control were both above

the normativeipopnlation‘mean. This family crofile suggests that
aggressive*hostile group children’do not rece{ve‘encouragement for'
personalvgrowth in the&intellectual, cultural or recreational areas.
and that family members are not particularly committed to helping

and suppotting one another. Instead, there is an inflexibility
regerding tamily rules and familyemembersftend to order each other'
around in a’rather'authoritarian manner;‘ If poﬁitive peer relations
require some sense ag personal worth_and'aﬂmodel for cooperation
'_and»support,nthe aggressivefhostile group may be considered‘deprived
',of theseihasic experiences in theirffamily'living_unit.
| Comparison of environmental wiph‘historicﬁl measures as
predictors of peer relationship adjustment isldifficult Beceuse of
the smaller N available for the family environment measure. Non-
':envirOnmental findings tend to be washed out when the N is reduced pﬁ
.to 24, It is also~apparent that measures of predictive ‘association

have a somevhat different meaning for analytic and categorical measures.

toe




. . o L2

-

Nevertheless, it is of -interest to'ndte that the éhree

significant hiscarical predictors yield Lambda indices of .27 for

admissiou ratings, .27 for discharge ratings, and .36 for the
occurrance of withdrawn in school as a referral problem. The

teacher support dimension of the classroom environment scale

v

yielded an Eta index of .42 while FES;measures‘were éomewhat higher;

*cohesion, .51; active—recreational,‘.55; and inteliectual~cu1tural,

.46.;vPerh;pé of‘eQen greater ‘importance are the enQirdnﬁencalu
' ﬁrofileé whichﬁwere found to,vary'a&bng groups. , ‘. |

“In sumﬁary, the¥e is some evideﬂce that specific dimensions
of cufrent classroom an& family environments are related to the
child's peer. relationship stylé ét follow-up. Further regearch'is
indicated to identify‘cauéal re}atiénships and in&ér—telagionships

‘among environmental dimensions for the peer relations criteria

»
]

- dimension. & ' ' ’ .

3 ' 4

*  Adult Relations - o
" The adult relationships of the research sample were characterized
by their teachers as mostly positive, withdrawn, or aggressive-

hostile. There were'18ﬂpo§itive ratings, 19 withdrawn,.and
11 agéreséive-hostile. | N . “

I? order to- etermine if the three groups differed subsraﬁtially
in their own view regarding the quality of adult relatibnships,
. -analysis df‘varianCe was employed to examine the mean diffe?ences
between groups on the intfrperséngl‘gelations dimension of. the '

School Attitude Survey. Table 57 shows an F-ratio significant at

who
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{
the .05 level.

\ éubsehuent'titest aualys s in&icated that the “

‘.positive group mean was significantly h}gher than that of the
withdrawn group‘ The aggressive—hostil& group fell in between.
It appears: that the positive group accurately assess their
brelationships with people as primarily positive. Both the withdrawn

'and aggressive—Hoscile groups recognize their interpersonal skill

limitations.

TABLE 57“

‘Comparison of Adult Relations Sub-Groups R
.on the’ SAS Interpersonal Relations Dimensions (V=29)

'

N : v . Angressive-~ ’ o
Stgnificance

Relations

Positive Withdrawn Hostile
) ' . (N=15) (N=9) (N=5) $ignificance Level, t
Variable , M L M Eta Level, ¥ P/W  P/A /A
¢ SAS Interpersonsl  , 4 20 . 2.4 53 .05 .05 ¥ NS

In order to assess the consistency of teachers’ ratings, the

a

sub-groups were compared on the socio-emotional state dimension of

-

‘the Pupil Behevior'InwentOty, a measure with a high 1oading\en
interpersonal relatiops items. A signfficamt F-ratio and subsequent
-values were obtained for the mean differences between the positive
end aggressive-hostile groups and between the positive and with-
dravn groups. In‘summary; the positiwe group was'rated higﬁest and
was followeﬁ bv’the aggressive—hdstiie group. The withdrawm group
‘ was viewed as makinp the poorest socio-emutional adjustment

N7 (see Table_SS).
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TABLE 53 .
-Comparison of Adu1t Relationé Sub-Groups
on the PBI Socio-Emotional State Dimension (N=48)

L]

. Aggressive- .
Positive Withdrawn. Hostile . . Significance
L (N=18) (N=19) (N=11) . . Sipoificance ~° Level, t
. Variable’ M M . ] ‘Eta Lavel, F P/M P/A W/A
’ PBI Soclo- 3.5 2.3 C 2.6 .56 .03 .08 .05 NS

Emotional State

Achievement gains and adult-réiations

The adult‘relations groups did not differ significantly ons
' the amount of reading achieveméﬁt_gaiﬁ which took place between

discharge and follow-up (see Table 59); The agéressivé¥hostile'

_group made the smallest gain

J' | . | | | .«.‘

_ TABLE 59 .

Comparison of Adult Relations"Sub—Grogbs

on Achievement Gain Between Discharge and Follow-Up {(N=30)
. R ' . N e
i
' ' Apgresaive- ) .
Positive Withdrawn Hoatile . . Sfpnificance
) (N=13) {N=12)} (N=5) Signtficance - level,'t
Variable M H . Eta level, # - P/M  P/A . W/A
Reading Achfevement . .
Change Discharze to  .9. 1.4 o5 »27 NS NS NS ;NS
Follow~Up -
= :

e

Historical predictors #and adult relations
- Age and time data

The groups did not differ on the length of hospitalization or

’ L2

- time between discharge and follow-up. However, the positive grbup

were found to be significantlyfol&er t aniﬁhelaggressive—hpstile




- diagnosis, prognosis, or family theﬁapy;involvement.
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group at admiesion, disoharge, and follow-up (see Table 60)..

o 'I o : [ , {,’)pwe

TABLE 60

Comparison of Adult Relations SubQGrOups
on Age Measures in Years (N=48)

\

: Aggrek:tv‘e-
Positive Withdrawm Hostile Siy,nif(r.ulnca
(N=18) (Nin19) (x=11) Significance ° Level, 't

® Variable M "M . b " Eta ‘Level, F PV P/A L W/A
. Age at .12 ' 98 s NS .05 NS

Admission 12.0 | 11.6 9.8 A1
Ase at : . 32 s © WS .05 NS

Discharge 1;’2 13.0 . li " 3

- -

Ane at ‘ TS W34 . NS NS . .05 NS
Follow-ty ~ 13+4 RIW 13.1 3 :

‘ Descriptive data

3

Chi—Square analysis failed to demonstrate a significant

relationship between group. membershiffend sex, ordinal position,

v
'

‘Admission and discharge ratings

d

“ . | ' N S
Statﬁs on the adult relations dimension at admission was not

'significantly related to ratings made at follow~up. However,‘a”

Significant Chi~square was obtained between group membership at

discharge and follow-up ,(see Table 61).‘

Referral‘data
Children referred’tO'York Woods as "vithdrawn in school’ were.

LR »

more 1ike1y to be imy the withdrawn group at follow—up (see Table 62).

No- relationship was demonstrated between gr0up membership and the

referral problems. ecting—out‘in school, learning difficulty;
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. , b . " .
unmotivated to learn, and' peer problem.

e d
- TABLE 61
- Comparison of Adult Relaﬁions/sub—Gfoups
on Discharge Ratings of Adult Relations (N=48)
Followzggj _—
. , ' -Aggressive- o
Discharge Positive  Withdrawn Hostile Chi-Square
Positive = 11 6 A 6 ‘
Withdrawm 2 10 1 10.671% .
Aggfessiye—' 5 o 3 4
»  Hostile : : =

*Significant at .05, Lambda = .24

-

* TABLE 62

[

Compafison of Adult Relations Subééroups
on Referral Problem Withdrawn in'School (N=48) .

R R . .
i d e

»

’ + ' Group
Withdrawn v ' . Aggressive~ ‘
in School Positive Withdrawn Hostile ‘,Chi~Squar¢
 Yes 4. 10 1 v
o i o Co. . 7.239%
‘ No S 14 9 . Tr10 ‘ '
*Sipnificant atw.bS, Lambda = .17 - .

Environmental predictors and adult relations

Classroom environment data

The results of the data analyéis ate shown in Table 63. The
only significant finding was that the aggressive-hostile group were -

T




. establishing and mainteining a set of rules'(rule c1arity) than

108. L , S ' =

functioning in classrooms where greater emphesis was placeo on -

.

- was ‘the case‘for either the positive or withdrawn groups.

By comparison with the normative pOpulation, the positive

group were high on inVOlvement teacher support, rule clarity,
teacher control, and-innovation, The*withdrawn groupvclassrooms
were also high‘on the same five dimensions and, in addition, wefe_

low on competition. The éggreséive—hostile group classrooms showed

a profile nearly identical to that of the withdrawn;group.‘

" TABLE 63

-Comparison of AdultnRelations Sub-Groups . o
on Nine CES Dimensions (N=42) »

N - - ' Aggressive~ . : i
' Positive Withdrawn Hostile . . Significance
(N=16) (H=18) . (N§=3) Significance Level, ¢t '
Yariable .M . M M Eta Level, P P/U PIA WA ,
Involvenant . T S N .29 NS ¥ N5 NS
'y Affiltatton 5L 8 50 Q9. NS NS NS NS ,
- : :
Teacher Support 58 60 60 .20 us NS - NS NS
Task Orientation 47 46 48 .09 ¥+ WS NS NS
" Comperition 47 S * 2R 38 .20 NS HS NS S
Order sud . v L% .12 NS NS NS NS
Organization 51 53 o , NS ‘
Rule Clarity - 6 63 - n .39 .05 NS .05 NS oo
Teacher Control .58 o} 36 .06 . NS ¥ N5 xS

Innovacion .57 . - 59 57 .09 ¢ NS NS NS NS

Family envitonment data

Family Environment‘Scale scotes were available for only
4 subjects in the aggressive—hostiie group. Consequently, the ’
validity" of the data analysis may be questioned. For several

dimensions_the'variance was extremely 'small for the aggressive-hostile
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group‘fesﬁltiﬁg'in;akviolatidh of'thebequal variance assumption
required for analyéis of‘Qarianqe. .

Table 64 suﬁmérizes the gata;‘ Thepg‘vere no signizicant
differénces demonstrate& among groups.dn any ;f the FES_dimensio;s.
‘In.comparison'to the normgtive population,.the aggrESsive-hostile o
group families appeared high onnmoral-réligious emphasis and low, |
"on the personal growﬁh dimensions'of»indgpendencé} active-
recreational 6riéﬁtatipn,,énd intellectﬁél-culturalkorieﬁtation.
iA similar.pétéérn'was observed for ‘the withdrawn gfoupkwhile
positive grougﬁfamilies were nearer to the.ndrmativé populétion
'. mean of 50 on all ten dimensions. '_ vk ' ‘; | |

TAﬁLE 64
Coﬁparison‘of Adult Relatiéns Sub-Groﬁps
on Ten FES Dimepsioﬁs (N=24)

' N « . Aggressive— : '
Positive = Withdrawm Hostile 7 Significance
- (N=14) (lim6) (ums) Significance Level, ¢
Variable M oM M ~ Eta | level, F P/Y PIA M/A
Cohesion 49 8 s 23 NS ¥ NS NS
Expressiveness 49 49 ' 50 .07 NS NS NS ns
Conflice 46 47 .48 . .08 o NS B NS NS
Indepandeace 45 &1 42 .13 NS NS NS NS
Achievement d . _ : NS NS
Orientation a2 : 43 55 429 1§ NS
Active~ . ) N 5
fecreational 46 .45 39 .20 ] . NSNS n.
- Intellectusl- .. ar 42 22w HS. 4S5 . uS
Cultyral' ! ) -
Moral-Religious S5 57 61 - .32 NS NS N§ NS
Organization 53 56 . ., 56 .1 NS NS NS . NS

Control , 5§ .- 53 -1 12 NS S i3 NS

SummaryVAnd discussion of adult relations findings

' : ‘ 4
There was agreement between teachers' ratings and the

V . . . ' X * ,’l'..
s:udents'vself ratings with regard to the quality of adult relations.

: “
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The positive group reportedrsatisfaction with interpersonal

»

‘relationships’while the withdraWn and aogressive-hostile groups‘

0

Aexpressed concern about their interpersonal skillsu'

p—
The aggressive—hostile group made the smallest reading

t

achievement gains between discharge and follow—upv although thete

were no significant differences among the groups. The aggressive-l
S

' .hostile group . were significantly younger than the positive group

at follow-up. The age difference findings may be" interpreted in |
several‘ways.. The aggressive—hostile group were concentrated in
thevearly junior highvage level. This timeﬁperi%g‘is characterized
bylthe‘deyelopmental task of Separating'from‘family and identification

with the peer group. For children of marginal adjustment status

the separation from family may be particularly conflictual resulting

in a generalized negative,reaction to authority figures. The

Vpositive group, concentrated in the high school age range, may

have already successfully negotiated the separation process;

-

Another factor influencing the age difference findings may

be' an_uneven attrition rate favoring younger children for inclusion

L4

in the researchosample.‘ of the nine potential subjects who were

", unavailable although parents-gave permission, four were in jail
‘ and five in other institutions. In all instances the parents
'indicated that these children had become negative and unmanaoeable

at home. The aggressive-hostile yroup may, therefore, be under—

representing the older age range because older aggressive—hostile
children have been excluded from public school settings.

No'relationship was demonstrated between group membership and

3




found to differentiate among groups.

1 . ;o

sex, ordinal'position,'diagnosis, prognosis, or family therapy : - ";

* invelvement. Discharge ratings of- \dult relations showed a low

but significant_relationship to group membership. Admission ratings JEN»
were_unreiated to.fOIIOWHup status. The referral problem, "withdrawn
in School“'wasisignificantly related to follow—up ratings; a result

consistent with the peer relations findings.

The rule clarity dimension of the Classroom Environment Scale

.was found to be much higher for‘children-in the aggressive-hostile _

group than either of the other two groups. This emphasis on ‘

"establishing and maintaining a clear set of ruleS'msy serve to .

stimulate the aggressive-hostile reaction observed by the teachers .

of the aggressive-hostile group.‘ No other Ci3 dimensions vere

The validity of the ‘analysis of the Family Environment data

‘nwas questioned because of the small number.of subjects available

in the aggressive-hostile group. There were no significant :

“ differences demonstrated between group membership and any of the

FES dimensions.'
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- SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS -
Summary of the Sample at AdmiasionL
- Discharge, and Follow-Up.

The Sample at Adniasion
. . o d~ .
:VA;total'of 48'children,‘36 males‘and 12 females, werenincluded |
o in'the.reaearch sample. The mean chronological age was 11.3 years:
The mean IQ score was 80 5; ranging from 50 to 118 Seventy-three ’
percent of the children were from families whose income level was
llessvthan $10 000. Only 4oz were residing in an intact, natural
.family prior to hospitalization. Forty percent of the children
"were first born and 337 were the second oldest child in their fanily.

Diagnostically,a‘he children fell into one .of . four psychiatric

categories neurosis, transient situational disturbance, personality
5.

. disorder,‘andfpsychosis., Forty-two percent were labeled transient

situational disturbance. The most frequently noted referral

K

problems were acting-out in school" (747) and "peer relations
problem" (827) A majority of the children were judged as having '
. a negative self-concept, poor peer and adult relations, and were
viewed as oyertly:anxious or indifferent about their school

e
.

performance.
: 13

'The mean achievement level of the group was 3.3 which was
2.3:years below'expected‘grade level. Reading and arithmetic

-

112 S
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distributions were almost identical for the research population.
. The Sample‘at ﬁischarge o

The mean length of stay was nearly 15 months, with a range from i
‘3 to 32 months. At discharge the research sample was concentrated
| in the upper elementary and lower junior high grades.’ At least one
?hmember of nearly 80% of the families had been involved in treatment.
"The parental constellation, however, changed from admission to ‘
fhdischarge for 432 of the children reflecting continued family
instability. ' A o
The research sample gained‘nearly one- full grade in reading
- achievement between admission‘and discharge. However,,during the‘
._bsame time. perind the- subjects fell slightly further behind their i
expectedq!ge grade, from 2 9 to 3.1 grades. The mean achievement
'grade scores were 4 1 and 4 5 for reading and arithmetic respectively;
The treatment staff judged that 327 of the children- had made b |
positive change in self—concept from admission ‘to discharge while
‘222 had’ become more realistically concerned with their School
: ‘performance. .In terms of peer relations, the most positive change :,

Fo

. ))» . s o -
'was observedvfor'thOSe.children who'had been withdrawn at admission.

. Al 3y "' N ‘k v \
The'aggressive-hostilelchildren were less likely to have made gains."-

Only 107 of theeentirejresearch sample were given an unqualified

- good prognosis.. s
The;Sample:at Follow-Up
e The mean interval betweehﬁdiScharge and follow-up.was. just over

two years with a range from 3 months to 5 years. The research

s
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_concept at follow—up. Nineteen percent of tue children were judged

. ’ . . . | o 114 .

-

: ,sample fell predominantly in’ the junior high and senior high grade

levels. Seventy-seven percent were living in the same family

ot

‘situstion which. existed at dischargea Eight children had experienced

i

a single major change in the parental unit while 3 were involved in

- more than one change. S . - : Lo

' For the 30 children available for testing at. follow-up the
mean reading achievement score was 4 9, .an increase of nearly one’
year between dischange and follow-up.‘ They uere functioning 3.8

grades below age—grade“expectancy as: contrasted with 3.1 at discharge.

':The same' pattern was observed for arithmetic achgevement. s

Only 357 ‘of the subjects were rated as having a positive self*

»

~ .
as realistically concerned with their school performance. A
'majority of the subjects were having difficulties in relationships

‘ with both peers and adults .at follow—up.

The measured%of school attitude as reflected by the School

Attitude Survey indicated that the research sample scores closely f}

approximated the norms given for all five factors and the results

-

”of the Heuchert (1969) study. Children indicated that school

‘ anxiety was of greatest concern in spite of .t Jheir feeling that

“they were successful in school performance. On the Coopersmith

4

Self-Esteem Iﬁventory the results were similar to those obt ined

by Heuchert, Least positive self—concept was shown on the social

‘self—dimension, an indicatipn’of concern with interpersonal

‘

o

relationships.
‘Teachers'.ratings on the Pupil'Behavior Inventory described

the research sample as weakest on "academic motivation and:




1ms o
. ‘ ’ .
, nerformance" and best on “personal behaviqr." The‘sample‘fell

Suhatantially below the normative population mean on all dimensions.

’ . . .o

- : rContemporarz;Environmental COnditions

The ﬁoos (1974) scales were employed to assess the environmental
press encountered by the research sample indire family and achool
.‘-classroom at follow—up. When compared with the normative population,
the resea/ch sample classrooms were characterized by high 'student’
involvement", teacher support", and "rule clarity. ;here was
::relatively little press toward competition among students for grades
~and recognition. Students reported that the teacher was. concerned,

helpful;'and-consistent in dealing with rule infractions‘without —
being nunitive. h '
| lhedfamilies of the research sample were high‘on "moral-religious

"organization." Family members were concerned with

emphasis" and

" the . discussion and'devclopment of values and a COde of'ethics. The :;
'families were relatively clear with regard to individual members

) rights and reeponsibilities. The sample families were characterized

by relatively 1itt1e emphasis’ ‘o active—recreational orientation ’

"intellectual—cultural orientation", and""independence.V

. . : : ~ Ly

Sumbary of School Adjustment Findings

Five variables were selected‘to serve as adjug&ment criteria.
’These were: 1) achievement change between digcharge and follow—up,
2) self—concept 3) school anxiety, 4) peer relations' and 5) adult

N _’relations. The primary purpose of the s@un,y was to' *mh{a\ty\e v
n

"relationship between the environmental dimensions a ad;ustment

4
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status on the five eriteria measures.

4 ¢

Achievement Qhenge

Three,gronps~of 10 subjects eech were creaced to‘identify f'.
‘those characteriet;cs aQsoc}ated with’nigh; middle, and low
achievement change. Only reading scores vere empleyed for the
‘analysis. The high change group had been out of the hospital
- longest and the low change group the least amount of time at
fol;ow~up.- In,general, “the high change group members‘were more
inteiiigent end‘had'higher_ceading sconee at the time of dischafge.
b ' There were no e}éniﬁicenc differencee,demonstrated>among achienement
- | change groups onAany of the nine C;aesroom Environnent Scale
dimensions. FamiLy Envifbnnenc Scale analysis was notiattempted
because'ef missing‘deta. ‘ ‘
P : : o . ‘ d
© Self-Concept
"Subjects were raced by cheit'claséroom teachers as maintaining
'primafily a positive or negative self—concept} Seventeen subjeccs
i were rated positive and 31 negative. The negativenggoup was
younger at time of admissien and at follow—up. There was a tendency
--for the positive group to reside in families in which individual »
~ . : members were more often encouraged to be assertive, self~"
sufficient and to make fheir own decisions (the "independence
dimension). The Classroom Environment Scale dimensions did not

v

differentiate the two groups.
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School Anxiety
§

Three groups were identified for the school anxiety dimension.

Nine children were rated as realistically concerned with school .

" work, 25 were rated as overtly anxious and 13 as- indifferent. The

realistic group me/hers were characterized by their teachers as
doing better in schoo work than other children. Ihey had made

the -argest achievement gains but had been out of the hospital for
a’ shorter%length of time than had the other children. The realistic
group were in classrooms where students sometimes competed with

each other for grades and recognition ("compet/tion") but where
there was more emphasis on completion of activities and staying on
the subject matter ("task orientation"). The realistic group ?
families accepted the-open expression of anger ("conflict") but did
relatively little to encourage assertive,,self—shfficient behavior
("independence"). The realistic group families did not cast

school and work activities into a competitive framework ("achievement
orientation") . vp - :

;»f' The overtly anxious group had been discharged from the hospital
longer than the-others and demonstrated 4 relatively low rate of .

] , W
achievement gain. Competition for grades -was stressed more in’

‘'

the cldssrooms of the overtly anxious group than in other classrooms.
An emphasis on "achievement" was important along with a concern
'about ethics and religious values ("moral—religious emphasis") in

the families of. the overtly anxious group. These families were also

v ~

characterized as emotionally constrictive with little tolerance for

‘,conflictual interactions ("confliet") or open expression ofkfeelings

e
-

,.’

-




band open expression. of feelings.

' discharge and follow—up.
' not appear to need as much teacher support as the others.
‘ among students and class members maintained a high level of attention

and interest‘in class'activities‘("involvement").

‘of each other ("cohesion

e Cous o
("expressiveness"), . SR | K N ..

Subjects in the indifferent categOry did lesshwell than- the
other children on achievement measures.. They were found in classes
where almost no emphasis was given to competition among students.
Ihe teachers of these children appeared.to be more;concerned with
establishing a clear set.of'rnles ("rule'clarity")‘and'maintaining
the attention and interest oé/the class (""involvement"). The |
families were characterized bzxgctive discussion of ethical concerns

-

These families encouraged

1]

individhal members to make their own decisions and to be seif-v

.

sufficient ("independence"),

Peer Relations - §§

v

Thirteen children vere rated as mostly positivg 18 as with-.
drawn, and 17 as aggressive-hostile in their peer relationships._

The positive group made the largest achievement gain’ between
Mora than half of these children had ‘
been rated as positive at the time of discharge from'York woods
Center. Children characterized by’ geﬁitive peer relations did
Their
classrooms placed a reasonable amount of stress on competition

-

The families "

of the positive group were characterized by a great concern"for o

i-ethical issues and individual members were helpful and supportive

k.




‘recreational orientation"); fanily members Were,not particularly
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Thefaggressive-hostile group made an extremely small achievement

gain between discharge and fcllow-up. ‘There was a clear'set of

- rules. established and the teacher was fairly strict in enforcing

them ("teacher control") in the classrooms of aggressive-hostile

- children. The families of the aggressive—hostile group’ were

characterized by relatively little family oriented-activity-("active-
‘ =
committed to the family and were not helpful to and supportive of

one another ("cohesion").

*
-

The withdrawn group members made larger achievement gains
between discharge and ﬁolloﬁ-np than.the.aggressiﬁe-hostile

¢hildren. Eleven of 15 group members had been referred to York

| Woods as'"withdrawn in school." The teachers of withdrawn children

] , s
were ‘extremely hefpful and attentiv to students ("teacher support").

’.The students in these classrooms e not especially close and

' ufriendly with each other ("affiliation") and did not report a

-

sense of competition with one another for grades and recognition

( competition") Families of ‘the withdrawn group had environmental

‘ characteristics similar to those of the positive group with one

exception. There wag slightly less attention to the structuring

of family activities and clarity with regard to family rules and

_ responsibilities ("organization")

,é} ' * ' Adult Relations

Eighteen children were characterized as primarily positive,
_ v . . - T '

©19 as withdrawn,‘and llpas:aggressive—hoStile in their relationships }

+

ﬁith adult authority'figures.‘ v - ; e




' relations'group differences.

differentiating among adjustment groups.
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The positive.group achievement gain between discharge and
follow-up was somewhat larger than that of the aggresaive—hostile

group. These children had also been significantly older at

admission and at folldwﬁup.' The environmental measures failed to
ghow a clearly interpreta?le profile for the positive eroup.

The aggressive-hostile group madelthe smallest achievement
gain among the'groups between dischargeland follow—up and had'been
youngest at admission and follow-uo. An emphasis on clarity of |

rules was characteristic of the classrooms of the aggressive-‘

" hostile children; a result consistent with the findings for peer'

There was very little sense of

competition fostered among stude ts. - There was little’ family

_oriented activity ("active-recr tionaﬁhorientation") within the

families of these children.-

Children withdrawn in their adult relatihgships made reasonably

good achievement gains between discharge and follow—up and were

older than the aggressive—hostile children. ‘The environmental

profile was not clearlj 1nterpretab1e although families of the -

withdrawn-children placed the least emphasis on development of

Aassertiveness‘in individualbmembens.

)

Historical Versus Environmental Predictors

A major problem engendered by the use of nonintegrative

analysis techniques is the difficulty of making ‘an accurate comparison.

_between groups of vaiiables with regard to their effectiveness in

In general with the

exception of achievement change, the environmental measures attained

a higher degree of association (Eta) than was- found for historical

»
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predictors. However, a number of important historical variables
wete%categorical. The Chi-square procedure employed to analyze
these' variables does not yield'a"cdmparable‘statistic.'

The Family Environment Scale dimensions more effectively

differentiated among groups than did those of the Classroom

‘Environment Scale. This finding may reflect the relatively greater

impact -of family conditions on the socio-emotighal chafacteristics

of.tne child. However, the limited number of subjects (24) for
@

. ‘'whom FES scores were available makes this“a tentative conclusion.

The differences found among groups might have been washed out had

u

the data been‘available for the larger sample.

Because complete historical and environ ﬂntal data were not

'available for analysis, it was not :possible to examine the possible
‘intera;tion effects which may be more important for determining

“follow-up adjustment status than the independent variable effects .

demonstrated in this study

Comparison with Findings of
" Previous Follow-Up Research

The subjects' adjustment status at follow-up has ‘been the '
concern of'se#eral predictive research studies. 1In most instances .
the focus was on the association between historical (pretteatment’

and treatment) variables and follow-up adjustment.“The findings of

‘Johnson and Rubin (1964), Huber (1964), Lewis (1970), and

Garber (1972),'suggested that childtenvdiagnosed in the more

l .
gseverely disturbed categories'(organic, psychotic,'personality

" digorder) would make less adequate post—tteatment school adjustment.

In this study diagnostic category was generally unrelated to ™.
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adjustment statasat follow-up.
. Eisenberg (1961) and HaVelkova (1968) found that age at the

time of inﬁervention is a significént factor in predicting

‘uitimate outcome. Lewis (1970) concludediﬁhat‘fOunger childrep ¢
Mwere more.1ike1y to maké positive adjustment in the.éreg of |
vinterpersonal'reiationg.  This finding was not borne out in the
;ptesgnt‘study. There was no relationship fdﬁnd‘between agé&at
'admiésion aqd ﬁeer relations at follow-up. Youﬁger children were

- aléo more likely to be aggressive-hostile in relationships with

adults,v

-Heuchert (1969) found that girls, children'ﬁho were younger, -
and children who had been discharged longest made greater achievement

gains between admission and follow4up. In the current étudy age

S

- and sex were unrelated to achievement‘gains‘betieen'discharge "

and follow—ﬁp. The iaréest achievement gains were méde,by children "

who had been discharged the lomgest. There was no relation between
‘achievement gaiﬁ and length of hospitalization; a result also

reported by Heuchert,

Ne%ther Heuchert (1969) or‘Lewis (1970) found'ihtelligence-to

'be’éignifiéantly related to achievement gain. This finding was

' borne out in the current study.

Lewis (1970) concluded that childreﬁ who made the largest

- achievement gains were more positive in interpersonal relations at

follow-up. - The children fatéd as’having positive peer and adult
relations iﬁ-this'study madevsignificédtly‘better achievement

gains.




_unrealistic in their expectations for children returning from

‘institutional treatment. They‘concluded that more support and

123 e ~|

‘Few studies hdve focused on the environmental conditions

| "encountered by the child following discharge. Johnson and Rubin (1964) R

found public school teachers to be lacking in flexibility and

flexibility would he necessary'to insure‘positive_adjustment. In |

'~ general, the teacher‘support dimgension of the CIaSSroom Environment /J

Scale‘did not distinguish among outcome groups in the current study.

-

.However, children in classrooms where a clear and - inflexible set

of rules ‘were establisbed ‘were found to be hostile in their

interpersonal relationships.,

&
o

" Taylor and Alpert (1973) and Allerhand et al. (1966) concluded‘
that the child,s ability to function adequately in social situations
at follow-up "was related to the amount of support available in

the child's environnent. In the current study,.childrenfcharacterized

as having positive peer relations.were'living in families whose

;:members were helpful and supportive of one another.

Mbos (1974) reported that a hospital ward atmosphere emphasizing
the autonomy of the patient was?related‘to assertive behavior and
an enhanced sense of self-esteenm. Ihese reéults are consistent
with_the.finding in this study that.children rated as having
positivevself-concepts‘at follow-up were'residing in familieSﬁwhich

1

encouraged members to be.assertive and self-sufficient. -

Limitationsuof the Study

Although.much'cooperation'ﬁas given the researcher byvhospitalv

and school personnel, several problems inherent to the_conduct of

a ‘ i . o .
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relating environmental measq{es to follow-up functioning do not
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follow-up atudies limit the clarity of findings.

The most significant problem was the amount of missing data. .
‘Only half of the subjects' families were willing to complete the |
family environmental measure and just over half:agreed to‘have their.

child'Complete standardized personality measures; ‘As a’resnlt,rthe'

"data analysis was limited in the following ways'

. . 1) less powerful categorical measures were substituted for . , K
continuous measures as indices of follow-up adjustment .

2) the number of subjects with complete data availsble was
- reduced - .

‘3) 'because of the reduction in number of subjects, multiple f
‘correlation analysis could not be employed to examine
‘the interaction patterns of several predictor variables
The 48 subjects who participated in the study were less than :
half the nunber potentially available for inclusion’ in.the research
sample. A more complete sample would serve to increase the
validity ‘and generalizability of findings. With the ei/eption of '
achievement data, the relatively small sample size in the current |
study prevented examination of patient change characteristics.
There were not enough subJects to fill the number of ‘cells required | . ’ ) :{
by the use of a three-category by three-time (admission discharge,
and follow-up) design. : o y . LN
Financial and time constraints made’environmental measurement
at more than one'point in time impossible. As a result the findings

-

include an indication of the continuity of environmental experience

o

and their cumulative impact ‘on the functioning of the emotionally_

impaired‘child. To the extent that the criteria variables reflect

o dimensions that are situation specific, the single measure may

.




. in general and for discharge planning and placementvpreparation‘in
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accnrately reflect current environmental impact. However, it seema"

1ikely that for several of the dimensions employed, current adjust-

~

ment is a joint function of contemporary press and cunulative

experience over time. Classroom experiences vere potentially the

moat variable. The classtoom selected for junior high and high
school snbjects was only one of several in which the youngster was
functioning at follow—up and was only one of many to which the child

had been exposed since discharge. The family environment was more

<

"likely to have renained basically unchanged. NearlvaOZ of the subjecta

" were Iiving in a family unit which had experienced,nogmajor‘changea

in composition sinée'diacharge. However, admission and'diacharge

,fratings were'nnavailable.

To some degree the need for control group.conpariaon was obviatedjb

- by comparig:: with Standardized norms and the results of other
- follow-up stndies. Howeﬁer,'the conclusions reached based on the

vfindings_of the cnrrent study are clearly limited by the lack of a

control group.'

Implications of the Study

The findings’of-the current study lend support to the view that
environmental factors have a‘significantlimpact on effective
adaptation and'coping'hehavior in the pnhlicﬁschpol'setting. The

resultsqhave‘implications for’both the residential'treatment'progran ’

particular;

With resyect to the residential treatment program, a sensitivity

‘to the broad range of environmental conditions and their probahle

N
.
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. at discharge.- This information may allow for greater selectivity

126
effects on individuals may‘help‘to identify problem areas and‘allow‘
for»planned intervention. For example, employing the Family

Environment Scale as a diagnoetic instrument at admission may allow

3

the clinical staff to focus.family treatment efforts in‘those areas

which appear potentially hazardous for the-patient's remediation.

. The Classroom Environment Scale imay be employed in the York Woods

school to identify aignificant differences among classroom profiles.
Thie would facilitate the placement of individuals in various
classrooms by matching individual needs to measured clasaroom
characteristics. The systematic employment of the CES wopld also
allow for ongoing research into the impact of various classroom 7
conditions on identified patient problem areas. |

Discharge planning and placement decisions may be influenced

by the use of environmental measures. - Family changes in response

to therapy may be reflected by repeated use of the FES In casgs

s where a foster home placement is deemed appropriate, a systematic

assessment of environmental conditions could’ contribute to the
selection process and point to potential trouble spots to which

the’ clinicians, patient, and family members»must attend. The use

of environmental data will result in a more thorough and complete ‘

description of individual clinical cases. The patient's response

- 3

to specific classroom profiles during residential treatment would

be added to the typical ‘summary of patient characteristics and level

of functioning usually made available to the public school teacher 'f'

AN
in placement of children in the most appropriate.school program

following residential treatment.
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It is evident from this'research that ‘the majority of children
returning to public school were functioning well’ below grade level.
'However, in spite of extremely low achievement levels many of the
children vere able to maintain positive feelings about themselves
‘and‘their school performance. It will be'necessary to communicate
‘to the public,school teachers information regarding-those conditions.
which serve to'enhance:a child'sipositive valuation of school
experiences in the face of yery limited achieyement potential.. This
must also be the focus of further research as‘the.maingtreaming

'process poses a serious question of emphasis (achievement orientation

"versns general self-enhancement) for ‘the regu}ar class public school

r
)

teacher.

Finally, the researcher would propose that the information
collected in the current study serve as the beginning of a’ larger

~data base. The systematic use of relevant environmental information

' will yield richer and more meaningful clinical case material and

N [

will allow for more precise assessment of the impact of specific

treatmenttconditions on treatment and follow-up outcomes.

Problems in Follow-Up Research

Although‘much»cOOperation.was giyenlthearesearcher by hospital

.

“and school personnel, several problems inherent to the conduct of

«

N ,follow—up studies limit the clarity of findings. of primary concern

was the amount of missing data. When subJects are unavailable for .

s

direct interview or testing, the-researcher is limited to data

»

‘vavailable'in casegrecords'shich, in turn;'are often incomplete or

.+ written in a manmer difficult’to‘code £orgresearch purposes.. ln"this B

o
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study missing data resulted in several limitations- ' ', :‘ "'.

1) less powerful (more gross) categorical measures were ‘.
 substituted for standardized test measures a# indices of
a follow-up adjustment
‘2) nonintegrative data analysis procedures (Chi—square and :
analysis of variance) were substituted for the more powerful i

multiple regression correlation technique which requires
1arger sample size ’ v

.3) considerable caution was required in interpretation of
the findings ‘ : e ,

The chances of completing a data base might well be enhanced

by building a follow—up agreement into the initial admission process.

' The expectation that follow-up data would be . collected could be

eiterated at discharge. In Michigan, state law provides for a formal -
. ; P
«'l'

'edueational plarning and placement meeting when the child 1eave§ i

the-hospital for return to public school. This meeting, ‘attehded by

bparentS'and the'responsible local school'authorities. might serve

as the vehicle'for.finalizing the details of the follow—up'data'

collection procedure. E . o o

Kl

Another problem in follow-up research is the difficulty’

" encountered in attempting to characterize and measure change and

o

_its'correlates. Specifically, the reliability‘qf a difference
score is likely to be materially loﬁer than that of the variables’3

being differenced, and the low' reliability sharply attenuates
o

correlation with other variables. In addition, change scores are'

dependent on the initial score with the result that regression to

e

the mean may lead to erroneous conclusions regarding the meaning
°ascribed to a given "degree of change.

To some degree the problems encountered,in using change scores .

“

' may be handled.through the use of analysis<of partial variance
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v v 3
- described by" Cohen and Cahen (1975) APV is a general method for
SCudying partialled (regression-adjusted residualized) vatiables,
"and related to a set B of researehyfactors of interest 6from‘wﬁich(
. seﬁ A 13 also paftialied) The APV model however, requires a large N
 and a nearly complete data basa. |

Avproblem for whieh no clear solution is in sight is the

difficulty involved in attempting to“descfiﬁe the subtleties of

in which a covariate set A is regteﬁged from the dependept variable Y,

N

humgg)feegings‘and behavior in a.scheme to which the more aoghistihated-

data analytic methods can be applied. This difficulty suggests that
- a return to an N of 1 me:hodology may have gome merit as 1ndividual
case studies do not employ Cbe sophisticated data analycic metﬁodﬁg

tequired of 1arge group studies.'
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- LETTERS TO PARENTS
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DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL _HéALTH '
€. G. Yudashkin, M.D.,.Director -

STATE OF MICHIGAN
WILLIAM G, MILLIKEN, Governor

s

An Agency of the Department of Menral Hedlth

Ypsnantl State Hospltal

© 3501 W:Ihs Road, Ypsilanti, MlChIQdﬂ 48197 -
Telephone 313/434.3400

V. A. Stshman, M.D. Superintend

L

Dear Parent: ) o ’ ’ ‘

It 1s part of our total resp;ms:.‘blll'cy as a treatment fac:111ty_ to per:.od:.cally

assess the effect:.veness of our program in order to make necessary mod:.fzcatlons
.in the treatment of children at York Woods Center.

Because of its 1mportance for the future deve]opment of chlldren, we are vitally
interested in the social and acadeamic progress of children who have been patients
at. this Center. We are currently working on a plan to follow-up the progress of
children who have left our progran. .

In the near future a member of ou&*‘staff, Mr. Craig Finger, will be in touch . ‘ hd

with you to ‘explain what we are doing and to ask your permission to include
your child in our study. Please he assured that all information obtained will
be kept in strictest confidence. Ve shall appreciate your cooperation as the
results of the study will be of.great benefit to all chlldren who may require
" treatment at York Yoods Center. . .

Sincerely,

/‘L/é/[i&w f_ ) ?);/é_

» William E. Kirk, M.D.

. Director-

York toods Center

A/Ccflw7 ,(./[L(,/ _ S ‘ T . . .
Harvey Day " ) i o
Director of Resxdentlal Ser\rlces

York VWoods Center . - : v . ‘ . o,

4

WEK/HD/CF/pu =~

ALl ' N
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STATE OF MICHIGAN - B . ’ ~ DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH
) C- €. G. Yudashkin, M.D., Director’

WILLIAM G, MILLIKEN, Governor

.An Agency of the Department of Mental Health

’v Ypsnlantl State Hoépltal

3501 thlis Road, Y psilanti, Michigan 48197
Telcphone 313/434-3400

V.. A Stehman, M.D, Suncﬁnu‘ndcnt

Dear Parent: - " .
‘In a previous letter we descr1bed our attempt to follow-up chxldren vho
previously attended the York Woods school., It is our hope to evaluate our
: York Woods school program and our ability to properly select and prevare the
~ public school program to which the children retu-n.

We plan to assess each chzld's academzc and social functioning By sending a
written quest1onna1re to the childy one to the parents, and one to the school
teacher, . .

Because we did riot hear from you following our last letﬁer, I am vritlng aéain
to ask your cooveration and perm1551on to contact you, the school, and your
child. .

let me assure you)that ve havé no intention of bringing up- unpleasant memories.
. In fact, we will be looking for the positiver growth experiences which have
taken place since your child left York Woods. :

Should you grant us permission to contact your child and the school, I assure
You that all information collected will be held in the strictest confidence.
éﬁce it is received it will be coded and ‘the chlld's pame will never appear on

any written reports. ’ . “

Encloaed is a permission form which we would 11ke you to check, sign, and return
to us in the self-addrecsed, stamped envelope, & wnur earliest convenience.

If you have any further questioms, or would llke &ggcuss our project persunzlly,’

please feel free to cont:xct me.

Thank you for your coopcratzou ih this matter. This will be of. vuluable assistance

to.us and to many children who may need the services of York VWoods Center.

4"‘%7 . _ . ' : N
Craig F&ngnr L ‘ .
Research Project Coordznator

Encl: (ay
- CF/pw

Sincerely.
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STUDENT INFORMATION SHEET
(To Be Comnleted By The Public School Personnel)

-Student’s Name -~ : . Age

School . ' o . _ o Gradé
Date 2 L ‘ . _
' i. When did the student re-enter the school system from York Woods Center?
- Date: L ‘
2. Are you his first teacher since his returnf ~ Yes _ No

3. Did he return to the same school he left at the time of admission to York
: Woods Center?  Yes No - )

. We are interested in knowing. about the studeht's initial return to the school
after being discharged from York Woods Center. If you were not his teacher when

he returned to the school system, perhaps the receiving teacher or the school
prineipal could flll in the following information:

L, Hou was the child received by his peers upon his return?

5. How did you feel about  the student's return to your ‘classrodm?

0

. . : y N .
6. How do you feel the student felt about returning to the regular clasésgom?

b

\

o 7. GenergllyL the stuuent‘s academic 1eve1 of performance upon return to school

© . was?
a. below: srade 1evel
b, . at grade level
" €. . above grhde level’

mrunatrane:
' emam—

B. « Were there any significant problems that you recall about the child's return?

I3

“1-
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DIRECTIONS: Circle the numbers of kall items that apply. Don't undéx-line.

9. Type of Special Services the Child is Now Receiving
1. Special class.
2. School Social Yorker,
3. Psxghological Clinic.
* b, . out<patient Psychiatric Clinic.
5. Private Psychiatrist.
6. Mome Teacher. :
. " 7. Speech Correction.
: 8. Private Tutor.
9. Social Agency.
10. . No Informdtion. .

Directions for scoring reading and mathematics levels. It is hoped that by
using standardized test scores, we would have a more uniformed response. Please
use the latest test scores. If you plan to do testing in these areas in a few
weecks, please retain this form so: we can utilize the %atest scores.

10. Reading . : .

Name of test and form

l‘Daggmgdministgned -;
Scorest , Reading vocabulary

' .Reading comprehension
Total reading
11. Mathematics ‘
: Name of test and form .
Date administered
Scores?t Arithmetic reasoning
Arithmetic fundamentals
' - . Total arithmetic
Directions: Circle the number of description in each set that fits the
child most aptly. UNever circle more than one description, but always circle one.
12. " English ( o
‘. 1. Skills are at or aboﬁe_gradé'aCCOrding to age. .
© 2+ 8kills are less thun one year below grade.
3. Skills are one to three years below grade.
4. ' Skills are more than three years below grade.
- 13, Han&writing

“ 1. Skills sre at or above grade accordiﬁg to age.
2. Skills are less than one year below grade.
3. Skills are one to. three years below grade. i
b.. Skills are more than ‘three years below grade.

-2-




14,  Spelling , ‘ :

1. Skills are at or above grade according to age.
2. Skills ere less than one year below grade.

3.. Skills are one to three years below grade.

k. skills are more than three years below grade.

15.  Attendance . , - .
1. Excessively absent
2. Many absences
3. Infrequently absent
4, Never absent ‘

16. School's Contact With Parents or Guardians.

1. Never ‘ ‘ : : ‘ ' ' ~
. 2+~ Seldom . ‘ , -
3¢ = Occasionally s : S )
.,  Frequently v _ .
17, Reason for Contact With Parents or Guardians.
8 . ' 4
» w

1. School meetings ;
2.. Scheduled conferences
-3. Child's behavioral problems
- Child‘'s academic problems
5. Child's behavioral and academic problems

. 18. lLength of Time Child Has Been Enrolled in Your School

1. Lless than one year
. . 2. One year but less than two years
e o 3. Two years but less than three years
' L. Three years or more

19. “Your opinion is requested teéardlng the following. data. Please mark the
items: (1) Yes; (2) No; (3) No data (if you do not know).

.- Visual Defect noted
Hearing Defect noted
— . Speéch Defect noted
" Neurological Dysfunction noted .
. Bssentially healthy (no physical disability apparent)
’ Other physical disability noted. (please note)

20.. Please indicate the student's status on the followipg items by marking:

i. HNone ‘ bk, Markédly present
2. Mildly present . - 5. _.Severely present ..

3. Moderately present t . 6. No data (if you do mot know)

learnzng dlf;lcult*es.
. ’ . interpersonal relationship difficulties; or 1nab111ty to bulld satise
’ factory interpersonal relatiofships with peers and/or teachera.,
inappropriaté behavier; or immature types of behavxor op feellngs under
normal conditions. '
unhappiness or depression, scldom smiles, lack of "joy of living."

-répetitive gymptoms of 1llneos after streas; pulns, or fears after or
. ‘ . during stress,

“3a




21. -

22.

23.

2k,

25.

.5. No Problem

137
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Most frequently appeﬂrlng bshav1ox problems. Please indicate- your oplnion

o,

by marklng the items: ) .

1. Never : 4., Marked frequency

2. Mild frequency " 5. Severe fraquency

3. Moderate frequency . . 6. No data (if you do not ¥now)

lacks self-confidence
difficulty concentrating
needs prodding . aggre051ve
féels inferior - : . dependent -

omma——

noor self-control

hyperactlve, exc1table, impulsive

Pleaée'indigate whether.the'folloﬁing situational interventions improve the
child's behavior. Mark the items: (1) Yes; (2) No;. (3) No date (if you do.

© nét know).

the presence of the teacher near-by
opportunities to work independently bj himself
- being sent to the principal's office
- distraction with'a new task .
"~ successful school work : o
receiving recognition for special ab111t1es
teaCher-llfe—snace 1nturv1eu

l

Peer Relations - How would you character;ze this ch;ld’s relatzonship with

peers? Please check one.

. -
1. Aggresaive - Hostile '
2. Manipulative '
3. . VWithdrawn
4. No Problem
5. Other (specify)

_l' N

Adult Relations - How would you characterlze this ch1ld's relatlonshxp w1th

adults? Please check one.

1.  Hostile
2. Accepting (generally
' approachable)

3. .Dependent -
4, VWithdrawn

l 18 l4

6. Other (specify)

Self-Concent - In general, wé Jluh to know hoy the ¢hild feels about himself.
In other words, regardless of how otllgrs may value his behavior and attitudes,
is the child satisfied with the way He appears to be,or does he indicate som~
desire for change? You are qued o rate the chlld'~ self-concept in each of

"three areas:

1. Very Satisfied . b - Very Unsatisfied

2. Satisfied 5. No Data
3. - Unsatisfied ‘ .

]

A, General Zelf-Concept
B,  8elf as Peer Group HMember

C.v Self as a Student
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26. Existence of School Problem = Do you see any school problem for this child?

A school problem is defined as any perceived problem wvhich in your estimation,
is’ serious enongh to requ1re some” 1ntervent10n beyond regular class placement.

1. " Yes
2- NO . o .
3. No Data - :

in the followlng areas? B

- A. - Scheol Anxlety: Please check one -
1. Extremely anxlcus about falllng
2. Somewhat anxious about failing

.

3. Reallstlcally concerned over possible fa1lure

4. Very little concern over performance
5.. Indifferent
6. No Data

.B. School Value: Please check one

l. Believes school is very important
‘2. - Believes school is somewhat important

3. Appears indifferent to school experience

4. Believes school to be of very little 1mportance

5. Actively shows disdain for school experience

6. No Data

e .
C. *School'Enjoyment: Please check one

1. Enjoys school very much

2. . Appears satisfied with school experlcnce o

3.  Appears indifferent to school experience

k. Appears dissatisfied with school experience
S.. School experience is unpleasant for this child

T

°

*27. General School Att1tude - How uould you- charncterlze the child's attitude

I .

i

28.  Class Standing ~ How does this child compare with other children in his

_ Upper ¥
Reading’ ‘ ‘ .
Arithmetic L
Behavioral Adjustment
Iiked by Peers
Iiked by Adults

i

2/10/75 » . -5
.CFinger/pu '

class in each of the following areas? FPlease check one.

Middle %

i

Al

'Lﬁger'% |

Hi

&

S B
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PUPIL BEHAVIOR INVENTORY

Pupil Name i : v Teacﬁé}

.Please write in for each item the letter(s) of the ratrng chosen for“h1u nun11
(see alternatives in box). It is not necessary to snend a great deal of time in

" assessing the pupil. Pleaze answer. all 1tens, even if you arée uncertain or have
little information. If you camiot 1ten, please write in "don’t kmow."

Leave Blank

Ia
N

. Shows initiative
AIEERNATIVE'BATINGS ____Blames others for troublg

VF--Véry,Frenuentlyiy Vo ) _?;Resistant to teacher
F-~Frequently ' Alert and interested in school work
S-~Sometimes .

. I--Infrequently o= )
VI--Very Infremuently Appears depressed

_Learning retained well

(.ﬂ'

'
[

‘Attempts to manivulate adults

Absences or truancies

Withdrawn and unccmmunicative

-t

4 ) Completes assignments

‘Influences others toward troublemak1ng

Inannroprlatc personal anneagance

Seeks constant reassurance

Motivated toward academic ﬁerformance
Impulsive

Lying or cheéting

. . Positive concern for own education

'Requires continuous supervision |

i

Aggressive toward peers

~ Disobedient v

_ Steals .
ingendly aﬂh wel;-redgived;by

otbgr pupils ¢

_EBasily led into trouble.

" Resentful of‘criticisﬁ or discinline
Hesitait to try, or gives up easily
Unlntereeted in suhgect ra~ter

_ Dis rupts classroom vrocedures
~Swears or uue" obccene words
Appears generally haoony

Foor Persona 1 hygiene

-

Poa, ssive of teacher
Teases or provokes students
Isnlated, few or no friends

Shows mnsitive leadership

CALRLLLLELL LD CULLLELLLLL L_L,' LLLLELLE

)
¢
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Qneationnairo - i
Classroom Environment Scale. .
l. I’horo is a clear set of rules for studenta to follow. ‘
2. . Stndents enjoy working together on projcots in this class.
3., The teacher takes a personql interest in students. .
R st‘udenta in this clasa aren't very interested in getting to imow other at;'udépts.
5. Stugents have v:erf little to say about how class time is spent.
6. The teacher thinks up unusual projects for students to do. . .
7: - Mmost all class time is spent on the lesuon for the day. :
8.  The teacher makes a point of. aticking to the rules-he's made. 1
- 9. ~ If a student bresks a rule in this class, he & sure to get in trouble.
10. Students don't always have to stick to the rules in this class.
‘11.  Students are expected to stick to classwork in this olaso. ' R
12, Students are expected to follow set rules in doing their uork. ©
13. Some students always try to see who can answer questions first.
Students can ghoose where they sit. o e . o e
Students enjoy helmng eath other with homework. ‘ v B -

16. - Very few studenta ‘take part in ‘class discussions or act:.vities. . P
©17. Students put a lot of epergy into what they do here.’ ' \t@&//‘
18. - Sometimes the teacher embarrasses students for not knowing the Pi sWers.
19. A student's grade is lowered if he gets homework in late. o
20. Students. don't have much of a chance to get to know each other in this class.

21, Ve often spend more time d;scussmg outside student activities than class=
‘ related material.. . ) .
22, A lot of students "doodle" or poss notes. . T '
- 23 Students get in trouble if they' re’ not in ‘their seats when the class is
supposed to start. )
2h, The teacher hax'dly ‘ever has to tell studenta to get back 1n their seats.
25« There are very few rules to follow. . i . v
26. Rules in this class seem to change a iot, ' ’ , o N
27. Students doo't' do much work in this class.  ° .
. 28. Students do the same kind of homework almost every day. .
29. This teacher "talks down" to students. . ‘
204 " It takes a long time to get to know everybody by hia f:.rat name in this class.
3l. Grades are not very important in this class.
32, Students in this class get to lmow each other really well.
33, This teacher spends very little time just talking with students.
-3, New ideas are always being tried out here. .

~

~1-

S —
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Quelstionnaire -

. Classroom Environment Scale:

35.
36.
37.
28.

39

4o.
.
b2,

43,

4y,

4s,

46.
47.
48.
bg.
. 50.

51.
52.
53.
5h.
55.

56.-

A

57.

s8..

59.
" 60.
61.
62.

63.

6.
65.
66.
é7.

€8,

We usually do as much as we set out to do.

The teacher explains what will happen if a: student breaks a rule.

The teacher is not very strict. :

The teacher often has to tell students to calm down.

Assignilents are usualli clear so everyone knows what to do.

This is a vell-organized class. : v

Students are almost always quiet :ln this class. : '
It's easier to get in-trouble here than in‘a lot of other classes. ‘ K

Whether or not students can get away with someth:.ng depcnda on hov the
teacher is feeling that day.

.--If a. student misses clasu for a couple of days, it takes some effort to catch up.

Uhat students do in class is very different on different days.
In this class, students are allowed to make up their own projects.

The teacher is more like a friend than on authority.

Students sometimes present someth:.ng they've worked on to the clai;s.
Students daydream a lot in thi'c class. ‘

This: class hardly ever starts on time.

A lot of fr:fendships have been made in this class. _

There are set ways of working on things. T .
Students try hard to get the best gradé. ‘
The teacher exp1a1ns what the rules are.

The teacher will put up w:.th a good deal. '

There are groups of students who don't get along m class.
Getting a certain amount of‘classwork done is very 1mportant in this -clags.

If students want to talk about someth:.ng‘thm teacher will r:.nd time to do it.
Some atudents in this class don't like each othep.

Students have ‘to, work for a good grade in this class. e a

This teacher wants to know what .students themselves want to igfm about.

The teacher will kick a student out of class if he acts up. o
Students don't feel pressured to compete here.

’ Activitles in this class are clearly and carefullj planned.

This teacher does not trust students. ; .
Students fool around a lot in this class. '

Students can get in trouble with the teacher for talkzng when they re not’
supposed to. .

Students aren't always sure if something is agalnst the rules or not.

“de
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Questionnaire -

»

725
73,
7.
N 75
76,
7.
78.
79

. 80,
81.-

[ s

83,
84,
r. 85
86.
87.
88,
89.
90.

Clasaroom !hvironment Scale.

This teacher often takes time out from the lesson plan to talk ahout other
things. oo .

New and different ways of teach:.ng are not tried very often in this clasg.
Students here don't care about what grades the other students are gettmg.
The teacher goes out of his way to help students.

‘It's easy to get a group together for a project. )
Sometimes the clasa breaks up into groups to compete with each o'cher.

A lot of students seem to be only half awalte during this class. 3 '
Students are often "clock~watching" in this’ ¢lass. .

The teac‘ber likes students to try unusual projecta.

The teacher sticks to c¢lasswork and doesn't get s:{.de-tracked. .

In*the ﬁrst few weeks the teacher explained the rules about what students
could and could not do in this class. - ,

* Students usually pass even if they don't do much.

Students have to watch.what they‘ say in this class. :

- This class is often in an uproar,’
Mpat astudents in ﬂus class really pay attention to what the teacher is sa,,'ing.

Students ‘don't compete with each other here.
The,teecher ig consistent in dealxng with students who break the mlesq

.Students don't 1nterrupt the teacher when he's talkmg. °..

Vhen the teacher makes a rule, he means it. .

Students sometimes’ do extra work on their mm in the class.
Students really enjoy this class. .

This class is more a social hour than a placo to learn- somethu‘iz;.



2l.  We nut a lot of ener%' into what we do at home.
. @2+ It's hard to "hlow off steam" at home without upsetting somebody.

144 R S
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.Questmnnaxrs -t ‘ . o . - ‘ .
Fam:.ly Environment Seale:.

1. . Family members really help and support onef anothe;‘.

2. Family menbers often keep their feelings to themselves. _

3. ' We ﬁ.‘ghf a lot . in our fémily. L . ‘ 1

4, . We don't do things on our own very often in our family.

Se we feel it is important to be the best at whatever you do.

6. We oﬁ:cn talk about political and ‘social msues. S

7. We snend most weekends and evenings at. heme.

8. Family members attend church, aynagogue, or Sunday School fairly often.

9',; . Activities in our fam:.ly are oretty carefully plaxmed.

10, Family members are rarely ordered around.

11, We often seem to e kill:.ng. time at home. : )
12. ' We say apything we want to around home. v ' N

.13, - Fomily members rai'ely become openly angry. = .
' 14, . In our family, we are strongly encouréged to be independent.

15. .Gett:mg ahead in life is very important in our family.
16. We rarely go to lectures, -plays or concerts.

17. Friends often come over for dimner or to visit.

18. We don't say prayers in our family. - S

'19. We are generally very meat and orderly.

20.. There are very few rules to follaw in our family. .

"23. Family members sometimes get so engry they throw things.
‘24, We think things out for ourselves in our family.

25.  How much'money a person makes is not vefy imuortant to us.
26. Intellectual curiosity is very mnorta.nt in our family.
27. Nobody in our famly partzcipates actively in svorts, little League. bowling, etc.

. 28. We often talk about the religious meaning of Christmas, Passover, or other holidays.

29, It's often hard to find things when you need them in.ourshousehold.
0. ~ There is one family member who ma¥es mogt of the decisions.

.31, There is a feeling of unity 'dnd cohesion in our family. - I B
: Yooy NI \

32. We tell each other abont our personallproblems. ;
33,\ Family members hardly ever lose their U:empérs»." v
34k, ‘We coéme and g0 as we want to in our family. R
35 . WG belleve 1n competition ':.nd Ymay the best man win."

. o \ S

\ , A . <
: -1- .




37.

38.

39.

4o,

; h,
Ce T ba,
43,
Db,
45,
46,

47.
48,

Si.
3.

55.

€5.

,-

. 36.

b9,

B There is a strong emnhasn.s on following mles wn our fam,ly.

52,

145 - ’

" Questionnaire -
Family Environment Scale:

I S

e are relatively uninterested in cultural activitiéé. . .
We ot‘ten go to movies, sports events, camping. et@'
Ve don't believe in heaven or hell. }
.Bemg on time is very mnor@ant in our family.

' There are set ways of doing things at home.
‘We rarely volunteer when something has to be done at home.

If we feel like doing something on the spur-of the moment we often Just pick uv
and go. _ ‘

Fomily members often criticize each other.

There is very lxttle privacy in our family.

We always strive to do thingg: ;just a little better the next time. :

We rarely have intellectual discuss:.ons. . -
Everyone in our family has a hobby or two.

Family members have stnct ideas zbout what is right and wrong.

People change their mmds often in our family.

"Famxly nmembers really 'back each other up.
. Someone usually. gets upset if you comnlain in our family.

Family ntembers
Family members

- Family members

Someone in our
Fam#ly members

.school.

sometimes hit each other.

almost always rely on themselves when o problem comes Up.

rarely concern themselves about job promotions, st_;ho_ol grades, etce '
family plays 8 msical instrument.

are not very :.nvolved in recreational activ:.t:.es outside work or

We believe there are some things you just have to take on falth.
Famly members make sure their rooms are neat.

Everyone has an equal say in family decas:.ons.

) Thefe is very littie. group spirit in our family. . \

Financial matters are openly dxscussed in our fam:.ly.

If there's a- disagreement in our family, we try hard to smooth thmgs over and.

keep the pence,

Fepily members

“In our family,

Family members

" Family members

s
4

. o
strofigly encourage each other to \stand up for theu- \tignts. N
ve don't try that hard to suceeed. - '

often go to the library.

sometimes attend courses or take lessons for some hnbbj or :.ntere.,t

(outside of school). ‘ . . . ; =

4 -2
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Questionnaire -
Family Environment; Scale.

68.

¢

In our family each person has different values or ‘standards of right and wrong.

69. ~Edch person's responsibilities are dlearly defined in our. family.

70. We can do whatever we want to in our family. -

7l. Ve really get along well with each other.

72, We are usually careful about what we say to each other. B

73. - Family members often try to one-uu or out-do each other. .

74. . It's hard to be by yourself without hurting someone's feelings in our household.

75. "Work before play" is the rule in our family.

76, Uatching T.V. is more important than reading. in our’ family.

77 Family members go out a lot.

78. The Bible is a very important book in our home,

79. Financial plamung, budgetmg and allowances are not handled very carefully :.n
- our family. . S,

80. - Rules are pretty inflexible in our household. S "

81. There is plenty of time and attention for everyone in our family.

82. There are-a lot of spontaneoﬁs'discussions‘in our family. .

83. In our family, we believe you don't ever get anywhérevby raising your voice.

8h. We are mot renlly encouraged to smeak up for ourselvés in our i‘amily.

85. TFsmily members are often compared with. others as: to how well they are ‘doing at

.. work or school. )
86. Family members really like music, art and lxteratute. '
87. 'The maln form of entertainment m our fam:.ly is watclung T.V.. or l:.stening to
the rad:.o. i

88, Family members believe that if you sin ‘you will be punished.

89. Dishes are ugually done immediately after eating. A

90. - You can't'get away with much in our family. S S .
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INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG SUBSCALES

' OF THE CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT SCALE
i AND THE FAMILY ENVIRONMENT SCALE
Is \
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quolvgment
Affiliation

feachgr Support

Task OrienEationf
Competition .

Order and Orgénization
Rule Clarity

Teacher Control

FRY

148

Classroom Environment Scale
Subscale Intercorrelations
Normative Population (N=465)

(Decimalsycmitted)

A 18 -0
49 45 15
B 14

25

C
15
17
05

41

<

go

49

30
19

42

19

RC -

19
12
00

41

26
37

TC
-15
-09

C =48

49
32
09
44

Inn

44
38
51

-21 o
-02
19
-G9

-33

-t




- Achievement

149

»

Family Environment Scale
' Subscale Intercorralations
Normative Population (N=814)
: (Decimals Omitted)

‘ E Con Ind A0 ICO
Coheston 38 46, 34 07 46

Expressivensss . 0L 28 .04 32

Conflict : . A7 06 17

Independénce S T

Orientation 02

JIntellectual-Cultural

Orientation

Active~Recreational
Orientation

Moral-Religious
Emphasis

Organization -

ARQ
28

17

-06
24
17

35

25

10
-11
-05

25

14

04

0

31
-06

-2

09

29 .

13

11

22

Cont -
316
-27

L 14

-26
38

04

32

31
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. SCHOOL ATTITUDE SURVEY

TO BE GOMPU‘T‘T‘D nY oTUDE‘IT ©

. The follow:.nr auestions are concerned about how you feel about schaol and

yourself. Fill m tPe blank next to the mmber of the question in the following

manners:

.

if you feel this way most of the time.
if you feel this way sometimes

if .you feel this way hardly ever.

if 'you never feel this way.

i)

o 1. I'vorry about school. -

— 2. My school: studies are easy for me. -

— '3>. My p:,irents don't like the way I get along in school.

- LR The{l;ids‘ in the class try to boss me around too much,

—_— 5.  The Ikid.s in school are &y very auod fr:.ends.

.____ 6. I like the things you do in school.

o 7. I feel upset in school. ‘ .
- 8. I like to be called on in class. |
o ‘9, I behave as I should in school.

—_— 10.  Kids in my class are friendly.

- 11.  The kids in class include everybody in what they do.

__;_ 12. I have trouble gettlne,' al’ - my school work finished.

— - 13. ' School tests make me worry. ' -

— 1%, School is fun. ‘

—_— 15. I have trouble keef)ing the rules in class.

. 16. Teackers don't understond kids very well,

_ - 17.  The kids in my closs are hard to get along with. ]
. 18.  If I have a bad day in school, the teac}'er will understand/
— 19, I am afraid I will £ail in scbool. . -
— 20, I'm r\roud of my school work
o 21. I have trouble ulth»my temver,

e 22,  The teachérs ewpect more of me. ‘bh n I can do.

—_— 23. You can't trust the kids in scbool very far.

. 2L, " Texcher is ﬁalr to all the kms. !
_i____ 25. I worry about my grades :Ln school. . -
. 26, - I do 25 well in school ne mast of the kids in my closs.,
_;__ 27. I get in fighfs. ‘

. 28. The kids in class pick on me. AL
_:_____ 29, When obout £o have trouble, the teacher helps me to behave.
R 30. I feel lLike giving un ;cl:bool. ) .

: & .
. N . a
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School Attitude Survey -

To Be Completed by Student: - . -

.

- 31. What we learn in sc‘zool is immortant to know.
e z2., 1 get blamed for things other kids do,

— 33. "'he te:c"xers have favorites.

— R S & vish I didn't have to go to school.

— " 35. T 5et nervous sitting in class. '

bl : 35. ! I do well in my school studies.

- 37. ‘/:,“"i'he“»nxles for the class are too strict.. .

- 38. What we study in school is pretty hard. \
e © 39. I get bored in sthool. '
- 4o. The ftéécherv,helps me when I need it.

- 1. I get blamed wheh it isp't my fault.

Y

2
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. SELF-ESTEEM, INVENTORY

e -~

NAME L DATE
Please fiark each statement in the following way:

If the statement deecrlbes how you usuqlly feel, put a check in the column "LIKE MEv,
If the statemént does not descPibe how you usually feel, put 2 check in the column
“UNLIKE MEN,

There are no right or wrong answers. - . o

S S 57 N o

Example: I'm a hard worker.

1. I spend a 1otv‘ of time day-‘d'réami'ng.‘

2+. I'm pretty sure of mys_elfs, R 4

w

3, I.often wish I were someone else.

L, Im easy to like.

.5. My parenus and I have a lot of fun together.

s
w

6. I never worry about anythmg.

7e . I find it very hard to talk in front of the class.

8. I~w:Lsh I were yotmger.

9. - There are lots of things about mvself I'd change = BN
‘ if I counld. : )

10. I can mzke up my mind without too much trouble.

o

11. I'm a"lot of fun to be with.

12. I get upset easily at home. ‘ _ SRR

©13. I always do the right thing. \
. : \ o .
1%, T'm oroud of my school work._ Ny

‘15. Someone alwayéhas to tell rﬁ}e what to do.

16. It takes me a long time to get used to anyting new.

A ) . A
¢ o -
Yy .




1‘7.

18.

19.
20.

2l.

23..
24,
2.
26.

27,

28,

.

o b2,

29.

30,
=y
32.

33.

}i*g '
'35,

36.
37.
38.
39.
40,

b,

My parenté usually consider my feelings.

‘ I‘givé in very éasily.

T understand myself.

ko,qné pays much attention to me at home .

I'm often sorry for the thlngs I do, ' .

N pH R

UNLIKE ME |

I'm popular w1th kids my own age.‘

4

I'm never unhabpy.

I'm doing the best work that I can.

T can usually take ‘care of myself.v

*

I’m pretty happy.

I would rather play wzth chlldren younger than T am.

%y parents exnect too much of me.

I l1ke everyone I Ynow.

I llke to be.called on in cl SSe

Itfs'prettj'tpugh to be me.

Things are all mixed up in my life.

Kids usually follow my ideas;

I,ne?er get scoldéd.

I'm not doing as well in school as I'd like to.

I can make up my mind and stick to it. °

I don't really like bexng a boy —-glrl.

I have a low opinion of nysalf.

I don't 11ke to be w1th other neople.

There are. many t1res wnon I'd like to’ leave home.

. i
.

.I'm never shy. . : i 5

I often feel upset in school.

R T
-2-

12
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43,

uh,

L5,

. 1’6.

w.
8.

ko,
s0.
5l.
52.

5

“st.

55...
6. .

57.

58,

55 -

IMTIKE Vo

. ; TNLIKE 1% |
, oo . PR - - -
I often ‘fe'el, ashamed of my"selvf. ‘ S I
I'm bt as m.c% lo"ok'ing‘ as most pe_.ople.
If I have something té say, Ibusua‘{ll‘y s—’y ‘it.
‘Kids pick on me itery.oiften. : ' '
My pal:ents ﬁpdef_s‘tand me. '&
I always tell the truth. _ )
My teacher makes me feéi I'm not good _enougix. 4
:I ',don"t care what 'happe"ns to me,.' -
I'm a failure. '
T get gpSét ‘easily when I.'th.(écolded. ) v L
Most people are Sé’_ft‘gr liked than I am._ ‘ e _ -
I usuall’yn feel as though my pareﬂts‘ are ‘I}uéhi'ng me."l .
- T always know what ‘f:o';é#;,' td‘_pégple. ' - o
I often gef;diéqéuf%géd :m séhogl.
.'{‘hings ugually .‘d‘on't .‘b‘other m..é.' i
I can't be :dep‘e':ndéd‘on.' ’ ‘
o ’ ‘ | y
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