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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBllM AND DEFINITICN OF TE™8 USED 

For years educators have been concerned with ability differences 

in their pupils. Ho.vever, only in recent years have \¥e begun to irrple-

neut programs which would prIDvide for ability differences ( 15: 1) • 

The Puyallup School District is conducting a program under the 

auspices of the Education Act of 1965 (Public I.aw 89-10) designed 

specifically for slow learners at the secondary level. '!his program 

includes the subject areas of language arts, social studies, science, 

reading, and mathematics. As depart:rrent chainnan for the slow learner 

program in West Puyallup Junior High School, the writer has been par­

tially responsible for the planning and irrplem:mtation of the program. 

The idea for this study came fran an expressed need by the Dir-

ector of the Modified I.earning Program for a study to detennine if 

there was any difference in the academic achievement of those slow-

learning stu::lents in the modified learning program as opposed to those 

not in the program. 

I. THE PROBLEM 

Staterren.t of the Problem 

It was the purpose of this study (1) to carpare the academic 

achievement of seventh grade slow learning stu::lents in the m:xlified 

learning program with those not in the program; (2) to determine if 
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there is any difference in the acadanic achievement of the two groups. 

It was the investigator 1 s hypothesis that there would be no significant 

difference in achievem:mt due to grouping. 

!mportance·of the·study 

The slo.v learners carpose the largest group of :rrentally retarded 

persons. An'Ong the general school population approxi.rra.tely twenty per 

cent of all children can be considered slow learners. The slCM learners 

provide one of the largest and nost intense continuing problems facing 

the general classrocm teacher (10:9). 

With the increasing awareness of educators to the need for pro­

grams for slOW' learners, it is necessary that we evaluate those programs 

already in existence. '!he results of this study will provide one tool 

that could be used in the evaluation of the Puyallup M::xiified Leaming 

Program. 

Limitations ·of the ·Study 

The study was confined to seventh grade slo.v learning students in 

West Puyallup Junior High School. Although it is recognized that other 

grade levels are involved in the Modified Leaming Program, no attempt 

was ma.de to carpare and evaluate them because of the insufficient number 

of slo.v learners on the other grade levels in the regular school program. 

The study was limited to a selected group of seventh grade students at 

West Puyallup Junior High School. 
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The reading level of the students involved in the stuly appeared 

to be a severe limitation. Although they were very closely matched 

according to I. Q. , there was no control of reading ability. 

Another possible limitation of this study was the use of the 

S.R.A. Multilevel Achievanent Series Test since it is designed primarily 

for use with students of average ability. It was used because it is the 

accepted evaluating device for the Modified Learning Program by the 

Puyallup Public Schools. This test is designed to measure knowledge in 

five areas--social studies, science, language arts, arithrretic, and 

reading. 

II. DEFINITICNS OF TERMS USED 

For the purpose of this study the follc:Ming tenns are defined: 

Slow Learner. 'lhose children whose I. Q. score falls between 

75 and 90 on a verbal intelligence test and are achieving below grade 

level. 

Modified Learning Program. The program established under the 

auspices of the Education Act of 1965 (Public Law 89-10) for the specific 

purpose of i.rr;>roving the education of slow learning students on the 

secondary level. 

Groupea. Those slow learners who are placed together in academic 

classrcx::ms because of similar ability and achievement levels. 

Non-groupea. Those slow learners who are in academic classroans 

with students of widely varied ability and achievem:mt levels. 
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Academic ·c1assrocms. Those classroans in which students receive 

instruction in the areas of science, mathematics, language arts, social 

studies, and reading. 

:Regular Pr?gram. The program which provides the academic in­

struction for all students not involved in the rrodified learning program 

or special erlucation classes. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW 0 F THE LITERA'IURE 

Many educators hcNe been concerned for years with programs for 

the mentally retarded. Hb\..eVer, until recently few v.ere concerned with 

the slow lea.mer and his educational problem; therefore, systematic re­

search in this area is limited. This review of literature will be a 

brief si.mnary of the work done on characteristics, educaticnal goals, 

teaching techniques, and grouping for the slow learner. 

I. CHARACI'ERISTICS OF SLCM I...F.AmERS 

Definiticn 

The literature contains many varying definitions of the slow 

learner. 'Ft>r example, Featherstone (4:2) says, "There is no fixed stan­

dfild or level of ability below which a pupil Im.1st be called a slow 

learner, but in ccmncn practice pupils with an I. Q. below 91 and above 

74 are so labe.}.ed." Easterday defines a slow learner as "any child who 

is working below has assigned grade level" (3:462). "In the general 

school population, 15-17 or 18 per cent of the children can be consid­

ered slow learners ••• their maximum mental growth ranges fran 11 years 

to 13 years 6 rronths" (10:9-10). 



Physical 01.aracteristics 

According to Featherstone ( 4: 12) , 

in physical developrent slow learning children are 
about as variable and heterogeneous a ±ot as average 
children. But age for age they are a little less well 
developed on the average than nonnal children. They 
are a little less tall and heavy and a little less well 
proportioned, but not enough to cause special ooncem 
or :require exceptional treatment. In matters of health; 
however, slow learning children as a group differ more 
conspicuously fran average children. Defects of hearing 
and speech, malnutrition, defective tonsils, adenoids, 
and defects of vision are oonsiderably nnre frequent than 
among average children. They seem to suffer not f ran a 
single well-defined oorrplaint, but fran a plurality of 
minor troubles all contriving to manifest and maintain 
a lowered state of bodily vitality. 

In general then, it can be said that the slow learners are 

usually ve:ry much like no:rmal children, with the following exceptions 

as reported by Franseth ( 19: 6) : 

1. Superiority of nntor abilities to abstract abilities; 

2. Failure at team sports aving to inability to follow rules 

and think rapidly; 

3. Slightly smaller stature than the average child; 

4. Slightly nnre physical defects than the average child; 

5. Tendency of health problems to be more nurrerous and acute 

which is frequently the result of inadequate health care. 

6 

6 . A lack of stress an groaning, due in part to low socioeoonanic 

levels and poor parental models. 

Emotional 01.aracteristics 

Instincts and emotions of slew learners are ve:ry much like nonnal 

children but the follavi.ng exceptions generally tend to be true acco:rding to 



Tarver (20:8): 

1. Fre::JUent carmission of such absurd or naive mistakes that 

behavior is erroneously oonstrued to be deliberate disobedience; 

2. Lirni ted pavers of independence, initiative and resource-

fulness; 

3. Lack of strong drives and interest; 

4. Resistance to detailed and ada:;ruate plans; 

5. Poor nethod of work attack: 

6. A tendency to live only for the present; 

7. Need for frequent motivation utilizing varied approaches; 

8. Deri va:nent of a great deal of pleasure fran satisfactory 

catpletion of tasks; 
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9. Scxrewhat impulsive behavior aimed at imnediate satisfaction; 

10. Preference of gratification over long-range plans; 

11. Enotional patterns close to those of ncmnal children, but 

with variations in reactions to selected stimuli; 

12. Short attention span for school activities; 

13. Scxrewhat low persistence; 

14. Need for :rrore directions and no.re fre::JUent opportunity to 

plan and to carry out activities; 

15. A tendency to have slightly higher absenteeism in a tradi­

tional program but below average absenteeism in a prevocational or 

vocational school program; 

16. A tendency to be problan children in a traditional acadanic 
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school program; 

17. A tendency to beccma indifferent and rebellious when confront­

ed with a situation mich cannot be adequately met; 

18. Early marriage of girls as an escape for inadequate school 

program and poor hare situation; 

19. Delinquency due to praniscuity arrong girls and petty thieving 

am:mg boys; 

20. A tendency to be followers rather than leaders; 

21. Suppression of self-expression caused by repeated failures 

requiring re-teaching. 

Tansley and Gulliford (18:80) also say that there are differences 

between bright and dull people, especially in those aspects of enotional 

life mich are rrodified by or dependent 6n intelligence. They feel that 

as adolescents and adults they are less able to think out solutions to 

their errotional and social problems and, therefore, need develq;:ment of 

positive attitudes and appropriate charmeling of their errotions during 

school life. 

Recognition and Identification 

Many slCM learners go through their entire school career without 

ever being properly identified. Havitt (9:6) suggests that the follCM­

ing points be used to help the classroan teacher recognize and identify 

slCM learners. 

1. He is generally a child with lav academic ability who cannot 

think in the abstract; 



2. He is usually poor in reading skills; 

3. He is passive and seems uninterested; 

4. He writes poorly; 

5. He has little or no skill in inte::i:preting data, statistics, 

graphs, charts, and maps; 

6. He cannot differentiate the trivial fran the important; 

7. He cannot satisfactorily plan his work by hinself; 

8. He has poor study habits; 

9. He has a l:United span of attention. He tires of a subject 

or an activity quickly; 

9 

10. He tends to give up m::xre quickly than the average student and 

if pressed too hard, may quit school; 

11. He considers himself an academic failure. 

II. EDUCATirnAL OOAI.S 

General Objectives 

The success of any program depends, in part, on hCM well that 

program attains its goals. Prouty {16:25) says, "The mission of educa­

tion ought to be to give each child the chance to work at his CMn level 

and to progress as far and as fast as his ability to lea:r:n pennits." 

Tarver (20:2) seems to agree with this statement and observes that in 

the case of the slCM learner, this :rreans that the oollege preparatm:y 

course is grossly inadequate. This does not :rrean that a watered dCMn 

curriculum is adequate, but rather that different approaches, different 
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educational experiences and different outcanes must be sought. The end 

product in educating slow learners must be an individual who is adequate­

ly prepared for his world of work. 

Specific Objectives 

SlCM leamers along with all other American children are citizens 

of our country. They will help to create the society we all live in. 

No matter what their capabilities, our methods of teaching should be 

organized so as to develop in all of the children the follc::Ming abilities 

in varying degrees: 

1. Evecy child should have the ability to distinguish between 

right and wrong; 

2. He should have civic consciousness; 

3. He should have a critical mind; 

4. He should have desirable habits of industry, proper work 

habits and attitudes; 

5. He should have developed the ability to make use of his 

leisure time, according to his aptitude and interest; 

6. He should have developed the ability to read with under­

standing, at least a daily newspaper. 

7. He should develop an understanding of basic vocational and 

social ~ts (7:5-6). 
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III. TEACHING TECHNIQUES 

Slav learners have difficulty thinking in the abstract. '!hey 

must have concrete experiences which relate directly to their imnediate 

social needs. Because of the slCM learner's inability to transfer his 

learning experiences independently, he must receive instruction which 

will allav him to transfer concepts fran cne life situation to another. 

Only in this way can education have any real value for the slav learner. 

Greenholz (6:522-27) has described sare general techniques for 

teaching slav learners in junior high school. 

1. Provide paper and pencil because pupils have difficulty re­

rnenbering directions and material fran one day to the next. Have stu­

dents leave textbooks in the classroan. 

2. Provide opporb.mi ty to learn through several senses at a time. 

3. Frequent changes of activity are necessary because slav 

learners have a short attention span. 

4. Have a daily routine, with surprises. 

5. Never put a child on the spot for an answer. 

6. Check the pupils' work imnediately. Give short tests over 

a concept just learned. 

7. Make each dialy lesson canplete in itself and assign little 

or no harework. 

8. Do not force a child to work longer at a task than his 

brighter peers. 

9. Prepare pupils for verbal problems by giving one or two 



12 

thought problems each day. 

10. Make directions si.rrple and tty writing them on the board in 

the sane place each day. 

11. TJ::y to get an early lunch schedule for them. Frequently 

these pupils have lCM energy levels due to i.rrproper eating habits. 

12. Do not force a child if he says, "I don't want to." 

13. TJ::y to think of nEM ways to reviEM concepts. 

14. Use teclmiques enployed by progranrood texts by breaking 

content into small repetitive steps which are reinforced soon after 

presentation. 

15. Break a child's question into a number of si.rrpler ones. 

16. Do not insist on ve:i:balization if you think a child under­

stands an idea. 

17. Introduce a nEM relationship with the si.rrplest numbers 

possible so that the pupil can concentrate on the concept itself. 

18. Make one approach to a nEM concept per lesson rather than 

a multiple approach. 

IV. GroUPING 

SUpportive 

The fundamental purpose of grouping for slCM leaniers is to give 

them a program which will have rooaning for them and one which will help 

them becane the best citizens their talents and ability pennits (12: 

77:88). 
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Wallena (24: 61-67) says that in working with slCM learners, you 

have to raoomber that it is their intellect that is irrpaired, not their 

arotions. They feel hurt, shame, indignation, and love like every other 

child. Therefore, the slCM learner cannot help but feel shame, despair, 

and indignation 'When placed in a regular classroa:n'Where he has no chance 

of success. 

The slCM learner obviously cannot carpete in the regular class­

rocm with children of average and sarewhat above average intelligence, 

but if he is placed in a classroom with st'lrlents of about his same abil­

ity level he will maintain the pace and be strongly rrotivated to carpete 

with other stu:lents in the class. Carrpetition is a highly effective 

stimulant to learning, and ability grouping is the only way to have carr 

petition. Watson (25:44-45) for example, says you \\Ouldn't enter a one­

legged rran in a race with Roger Bannister and expect him to try, so, hCM 

can you expect a slCM learner to carrpete against a bright or gifted child 

in the regular classroa:n. 

The slCM learner's need for security, acceptance, and recognition 

have not generally been met in the regular classrocm. Asking a child to 

go slCM in a hard book does not solve his problems, and under present 

school programs it usually succeeds in alienating the slCM learner by 

the tine he reaches grade seven (1: 28). 

SlCM learners are in school because society decrees that it is 

good for them to be in school (12:77-88). It is for us to daronstrate 

the truth of this assumption by giving them an irrproved learning situa-
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tion which will recognize individual differences so necessary if children 

are to be given opportunities to achieve carmensurate with their abilities 

and interests. Grouping provides this .llrproved learning situation (17: 

77-79). 

Non-Supportive 

Sare authorities feel that grouping is detrimental to children, 

especially slow learners. Fash (2:25-7), for example, states that re­

search findings indicate that ability grouping is detrimental to child­

ren on the average and lower ability level. He also states that group­

ing militates against the personal and social develop:nent of children. 

Johnston (11:207-12) feels that ability grouping is neither necessary or 

desirable and that a child placed in a low ability group is likely to 

have his negative attitude reinforced for lack of peers that he can re­

spect. One point brought out by Franseth (5:15-17) against grouping was 

that on the average heterogeneous grouped classes made higher achievement 

gains than ability grouped classes. Hickerson (8:73-74) says that the 

reason for the higher academic achievement of heterogeneous classes is 

that the slow learner programs are poorly planned, academically weak, and 

basically uncoordinated. 

Vergason (23:427-33), Passow (14:281-8), Olson (13:18-20), and 

Haimond (7:22-4) have stated in their studies that the research quantity 

on ability grouping is great, but the quality is irregular and the re­

sult so inconclusive that one ImlSt decide for himself whether or not he 

considers grouping to be gocxl or bad. Featherstone (4: 23) says: 



In the final analysis each school must size up its 
total situation and decide for itself what to do. In 
sizing up the total situation and in weighing the ad­
vantages and disadvantages of separate grouping, a number 
of questions must be asked. One group of questions raises 
points of difficulty in using separate grouping; another 
raises points of difficulty in not using it. 

· Critical Points in Using Separate Grouping 

15 

1. Do the principles of demxracy preclude separate groups in 

spite of other considerations? 

2. Can you group separately even if you wish to? 

3. Are there teachers available who are prepared to do what 

needs to be done for the separated groups of slow learners? 

4. Are there official regulations or unofficial and general 

camrunity feelings and prejudices that make a policy of separate 

grouping doubtful wisdcm? 

5. Can you reasonably avoid the risks of exaggerating the im­

portance of slow learningness as well as the tendency of separate classes 

to becane catchalls for all kinds of misfits? 

Critical Points in Not Grouping Separately 

1. Is it possible to make the kinds of adjustments that are 

needed if slow pupils are to be well provided for in mixed classes? 

2. Are the teachers willing and able to accept at face value 

a different kind and quality of participation from different pupils, 

or must all pupils be held to about the sane standards of performance? 

3. Is the school as a whole or the individual teacher, able to 
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device and manage a schene of controlling prarrotion and progress and of 

making reports to parents that avoid exaggerated ccnpetition and persis­

tent failure for the sla.v learner? 

4. Are the special materials and other resources essential for 

sla.v lea:rners available in sufficient quantity to pe:r.mit using them in 

many classes? 

5. Can activities outside the school be arranged for all pupils 

as fra'.lllently as is necessacy for the sla.v learner (4:23)? 



CHAPTER III 

PRESENTATICN OF DATA 

In this chapter the methods, procedures and results of the study 

will be presented. First, the procedure for group selection will be ex­

plained. Secondly, the post-test will be explained. Next, this chapter 

will present the results of this study in six sections. The first five 

sections will follCM the major di visions of the SRA Test: social studies, 

science, language arts, arithmetic, and reading. The final section will 

c:arq;>are the results, determine the difference and test the difference with 

a t test to see if it is significant. 

Group Selection 

The students included in this study were enrolled in the seventh 

grade at West Puyallup Junior High School during the school year 1967-

1968. The experimental group was carposed of ten students chosen from 

Project 161 of the Puyallup Public School System, a program designed to 

aid slCM-learning students at the junior high school level. The control 

group consisted of ten students chosen from the regular school program. 

CUrriculum for both groups included language arts, social studies, mathe­

matics, science, and electives. Students were selected for this program 

on the basis of I. Q. scores, taken from their pennanent files, classrocm 

achievement, and teacher recarm:mda.tions. The number of students in the 

control group was detennined by the fact that there were only ten avail-
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able. Students from the Modified Learning Program were then matched 

with students fran the oontrol group to make up the experimental group. 

No effort was made to match them according to sex. 

For the purposes of this study, the two groups were matched 

according to I. Q., age, achievem:mt, and grade level. Table I shavs 

that the groups had similar I. Q. scores. Therefore, they were consid­

ered to be matched groups. 

TABLE I 

Ol'IS I. Q. TEST SCORES OF EXPERIMENTAL 

AND CCNl'roL GOOUPS 

Group A 

Total N 10 

I. Q. Range 77-92 

I. Q. Median 88.0 

I. Q. Mean 86.8 

The scores on the tables indicate grad equivalents. 

Pre-test 

Groµp B 

10 

74-95 

86.0 

86.0 

The SRA Multilevel Achievem:mt Test, Fonn C, was administered to 

each group as a pre-test. This test consists of three overlapping ver­

sions--blue, green, and red. These parts are assigned according to grade 

level in grades four through nine. The green level is the appropriate 
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test for the seventh grade level. HCMever, the authors (22:14-15) sug­

gest the next lCMer version be used for students achieving one or nnre 

years belCM grade level. Thus, the blue version was used. 

The pre-test was administered during the sixteenth, seventeenth, 

and eighteenth day of school. The testing was administered in the rrom­

ing between the hours of nine and twelve in a classroan set aside for 

this purpose. The five sections of the test required thirty-three, 

thirty-three, seventy-nine, one hundred twenty-three, and seventy-seven 

minutes respectively. 

According to the investigator's hypothesis, there would be no 

significant difference in achievement due to grouping. The raw scores 

from each group were averaged and the students from the slav learner 

program was found to have the lower average raw score on the pre-test. 

Table II,indicates that the experimental group had an average 

raw score of 51.8 and the control group had an average raw score on the 

pre-test of 52.2. 

Post-test 

On the 152nd through the 154th days of school, the students were 

re-tested using the blue version of the SRA Multiple Level Achieverrent 

Test, Fonn c. The investigator felt that the retention would be so 

slight over the length of the academic year that can:yover would be in­

significant. Also, no attenpt was made to analyze test results with 

the students. Thus, their only exposure to the test was during the 

testing periods. 



TABLE II 

AVERAGE FAW SCORES OF EXPERIMENT.AL AND CONTROL 

GroUPS ON SRA AClIIEVEMEm' TEST 

E:Jq?erinental Group 

Control Group 

Social Studies 

(Pre-Test) 

Total 
N 

10 

10 

Total 
Pre score 

518 

522 

Average 
Pres core 

51.8 

52.2 
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Table III indicates six members of the experinental group gained 

during the year in social studies. The sum of the differences between 

the pre-test and the post-test was 94, and the average difference was 

9.4. 

Table rv indicates seven members of the control groups gained in 

social studies during the year. The sum of the differences between the 

pre-test and the post-test was 84 and the average difference was 8.4. 



Subject 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Totals 

TABIE III 

DIFFERENCES BElWEEN PRE-TEST AND POOT-TEST SCORES 

CN SRA SOCIAL STtDIES SEcrICN 

EXPERIMENTAL GroUP 

Pre-test Post-test Diff. 

55 71 16 

31 31 0 

36 54 18 

44 66 22 

53 51 -2 

36 54 18 

41 41 0 

63 63 0 

68 88 20 

55 57 2 

482 576 94 

Average 48.2 57~6 9.4 

21 

Increase 

+ 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

6 



Subject 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Totals 

Average 

TABLE IV 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST SCORES 

CN SRA SOCIAL STODIES SEcrICN 

CONI'ROL GROUP 

Pre-test Post-test Diff. 

31 63 32 

61 41 -20 

68 81 13 

31 48 17 

48 73 25 

101 84 -17 

46 66 20 

48 41 -7 

57 63 6 

56 71 15 

547 631 84 

54.7 63.l 8.4 

22 

Increase 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

7 
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Science 

Table Vindicates six of the members of the ~.llnental group 

gained during the year in science. !he sum of the differences between 

the pre-test and the post-test was -13 and the average difference was 

-1.3. 

Subject 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Totals 

TABI.E V 

DIFFERENCES BEIWEEN PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST SO)RES 

00 SRA SCIENCE SECl'ICl'J' 

EXPERIMENTAL GOOUP 

Pre-test Post-test Diff. 

77 55 -22 

39 33 -6 

42 44 2 

68 84 16 

58 61 3 

42 51 9 

48 53 5 

108 95 -13 

84 71 -13 

71 77 6 

637 624 -13 

Average 63.7 62.4 -1.3 

Increase 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

6 
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Table VI indicates six of the members of the control group gain­

ed during the year in science. The sum of the difference between the 

pre-test and the post-test was two and the average difference was .2. 

Subject 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Totals 

TABIE VI 

DIFFERENCES BEIWEEN PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST SCORES 

CN SRA SCIENCE SECTICN 

aN!'roL GroUP 

Pre-test Post-test Diff. 

39 42 3 

53 55 2 

63 65 2 

51 48 -3 

53 58 -30 

101 71 -30 

74 61 -13 

31 51 20 

68 65 -3 

55 74 19 

588 590 2 

Average 58.8 59.0 .2 

Increase 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

5 
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Language Arts 

Table VII indicates four of the n:e.nbers of the experimental group 

gained during the year in language arts. The sum of the difference be­

tween the pre-test and the post-test was 5 and the average difference 

was .5. 

Subject 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Totals 

TABI.E VII 

DIFFERENCES BEIWEEN THE PRE-TEST AND POOT-TEST SCORES 

CN SRA LANGUAGE ARrS SECTICN 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 

Pre-test Post-test Diff. Increase 

46 46 0 0 

38 35 -3 

53 38 -15 

44 51 7 + 

48 41 -7 

34 33 -1 

56 62 6 + 

56 62 6 + 

42 48 6 + 

48 44 -4 

465 460 5 4 

Average 46.5 46.0 -.5 



Table VIII indicates six :rranbers of the control group gained 

during the year in language arts. 'Ihe sum of the difference between 

the pre-test and the post-test was 37 and the average difference was 

3.7. 

TABI.E VIII 

DIFFERENCES BE'IWEEN THE PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST SCORES 

CN SRA LANGUAGE ARI'S SECTICN 

CONTROL GROUP 

26 

Subject Pre-test Post-test Diff. Increase 

1 48 53 5 + 

2 39 42 3 + 

3 53 51 -2 

4 46 46 0 0 

5 76 96 20 + 

6 44 38 -6 

7 62 52 -10 

8 34 35 1 + 

9 54 62 8 + 

10 38 56 18 + 

Total 494 531 37 6 

Average 49.4 53.1 3.7 
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Arit:.hrretic 

Table IX indicates seven rcerrbers of the experimental group gained 

during the year in arithmetic. The sum of the difference between the 

pre-test and the post-test was 12 and the average difference was 1.2. 

Subject 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

TABLE IX 

Dli'F'ERENCES BElWEEN PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST SOORES 

CN SRA ARITHMEI'IC SECI'ICN 

EXPERIMENTAL GOOUP 

Pre-test Post-test Diff. 

57 62 5 

54 59 5 

59 62 3 

55 57 2 

63 65 2 

66 69 3 

63 53 -10 

57 55 -2 

57 62 5 

55 54 -1 

Totals 586 598 12 

Average 58.6 59.8 1.2 

Increase 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

7 



Table X indicates eight members of the control group gained in 

arithmetic during the year. The sum of the differences,between the 

pre-test and the post-test was 51 and the average difference was 5.1. 

TABLE X 

DIFFERENCES BEIWEEN PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST SOORES 

CN SRA ARITHME:I'IC SECI'ICN 

CONTROL GIDUP 
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Subject Pre-test Post-test Diff. Increase 

1 47 57 10 + 

2 54 59 5 + 

3 63 74 11 + 

4 62 69 7 + 

5 58 69 11 + 

6 53 59 6 + 

7 58 58 0 0 

8 45 35 -10 

9 58 62 4 + 

10 55 62 7 + 

Totals 553 604 51 8 

Average 55.3 60.4 5.1 
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Reading 

Table XI indicates eight of the m:mbers of the experimental group 

gained during the year in reading. The sum of the differences between 

the pre-test and the post-test was 97 and the average difference was 9.7. 

TABIE XI 

DIFFERENCES BEIWEEN PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST SCORES 

ON SRA READING SEC!'ICN 

EXPERIMENTAL GOOUP 

Subject Pre-test Post-test Diff. 

1 68 65 -3 

2 44 47 3 

3 35 57 22 

4 42 68 26 

5 44 65 21 

6 37 47 10 

7 39 37 -2 

8 61 68 7 

9 72 76 4 

10 52 61 9 

Totals 494 591 97 

Average 49.4 59.l 9.7 

Increase 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

8 
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Table XII indicates that nine nanbers of the control group gained 

during the year in reading. The sum of the differences between the pre­

test and the post-test was 126 and the average difference was 12.6. 

TABLE XII 

DIFFERENCES BErrWEEN PRE-TEST AND POOT-TEST SCORES 

CN SRA READING SECI'ICN 

a:NI'ROL GOOUP .. 

Subject Pre-test Post-test Diff. 

1 47 44 -3 

2 44 65 21 

3 49 81 32 

4 42 63 21 

5 59 65 6 

6 58 73 15 

7 44 63 19 

8 42 44 2 

9 56 61 5 

10 49 57 8 

1 Totals 490 616 126 

Average 49.0 61.6 12.6 

Increase 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

9 
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Total Carp?site 

According to Table XIII the ~imental group had nine nanbers 

sho.ving increases in total carposite score5. The sun of the differences 

between the pre-test and the post-test was 50 and the average difference 

was 5.0. 

TABLE XIII 

DIFFERENCES BmWEEN PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST SCORES 

ON SRA TOI'1\L cn1POSITE SCORE 

EXPER™ENr.AL GROUP 

Subject Pre-test Post-test Diff. Diff. 

1 57 58 1 1 

2 44 47 3 9 

3 43 52 9 81 

4 49 61 12 144 

5 54 57 3 9 

6 47 52 5 25 

7 53 51 -2 4 

8 61 62 1 1 

9 58 64 6 36 

10 52 64 12 144 

Totals 518 568 50 454 

Average 51.8 56.8 5.0 

Increase 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

9 
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Table XIV indicates that nine members of the control group show­

ed gains during the year in the total ccnposi te scores. The sum of the 

differences between pre-test and post-test was 63 and the average differ­

ence was 6.3. The total carposite scores was a carpilation of the five 

subscores of the SRA Test. 

TABIE XIV 

DIFFERENCES BE'lWEEN THE PRE-TEST AND POOT-TEST SCORES 

ON SRA TOI'AL <XM?OOITE SCORE 

aN.I'IDL GROUP 

Subject Pre-test Post-test Diff. Diff. Increase 

1 45 53 8 64 + 

2 48 54 6 36 + 

3 58 69 11 121 + 

4 51 57 6 36 + 

5 59 72 13 169 + 

6 58 56 -2 4 

7 56 57 1 1 + 

8 39 44 5 25 + 

9 57 62 5 25 + 

10 51 61 10 100 + 

Totals 522 585 63 581 9 

Average 52.2 58.5 6.3 
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t Test 

A t Test was applied to the results of the total ccxrposite sec­

tion. Figure I, page 35, indicates that the t score obtained was .62 

which is not statistically significant at the .01 level of confidence. 

The control group does not have a statistically significant higher level 

of achievement according to this test. 

sunma:cy 

In this chapter methods, procedures, and results of this study 

were explained. First, the procedures for group selection were explain-

ed. Secondly, the pre-test used to designate the experimental and con­

trol groups was noted. Thirdly, the post-test was explained. Finally, 

this chapter reviewed results obtained when the classes were tested with 

the SRA Multilevel Achievanent Test. In social studies the experimental 

group had an average difference of 9.4 while the control group had an 

average difference of 8. 4. In science the expet.imental group had an 

average difference of -1.3 while the control group had an average dif-

ference of • 2. In Language Arts the experimental group had an average 

difference of .5 and the control group had an average difference of 3.7. 

In arithmetic the exper.imental group had an average difference of 1.2 

while the control group had an average difference of 5.11. In reading 

the exper.imental group had an average difference of 9.7 and the control 

group had an average difference of 12.6. 

In the total cc:tl."p:>Site score the experimental group had an average 

difference of 5.0 while the control group had an average difference of 
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6. 3. A !. test was applied to the total canposi te scores but no signi­

ficant difference was found. The oontrol group sha..;ed a larger gain 

than the experimental group. Chapter IV will smmarize and conclude 

this study. 
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FIGURE I 

FORMULA AND t-SCORE CXM?urATICN 

Xe - Xe 

t(df = nc + ne - 2> = 

J 
s 2 + n s 2 nc c e e (i +I) nc + n - 2 nc ne e 

t(df = 18) = 1.3 = 1.3 = .62 

J 4.28 
2.07 

1% level of confidence 

t .01 18 = 2.88 



Stl-1MARY AND CCNCT..USIONS 

I. SUMMARY 

It was the intent of this study to carpare the academic achieve­

rrent of seventh grade slc:M learning students in the Modified Learning 

Program with those not in the program; and, to dete:anine if there was 

any significant difference in the acadanic achievement of the two groups. 

The students were chosen for the study on the basis of I. Q. scores. 

The results of the study were based on a pre-test and a post-test 

fran the SRA Multilevel Achievement Series. The blue version of the C 

fonn was used. Scores were obtained in the areas of social sttrlies, 

science, language arts, arithmetic, and reading. The sum of these sub­

tests was .called the total carposite. 

A t test was applied to these results, but no significant differ­

ence was found. The t score of • 62 was judged not significant at the 

• 01 confidence level. The data obtained appears to justify the folla.v­

ing conclusions. 

II. CCNCT..USICNS 

This study was based on the hypothesis that seventh grade sla.v 

learners in the Modified Learning Program of the Puyallup Public School 

System at West JUnior High School would show no significant differences 



in achievem:mt frcm those students not in the program. 

In view of the infonnation gathered, the hypothesis was proven 

to be valid. The required t score at the • 01 level of confidence is 

2.88 and the result of .62 did not exceed it. 
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Fran the results of this study, it is plain that the students in 

the Modified Learning Program are achieving about the same as the students 

not in the program. This would then indicate that the M:x:lified Learning 

Program cannot be justified along the lines of academic achievanent if, 

of course, the same type of curriculum is being offered. 

III. ~ICNS 

1. A nore canprehensive study could include nore subjects over the 

three year spm of the program in the junior high school. 

2. A study of the effects of the Modified I.earning Program on the 

attitudes of the students would be very valuable in the over-all 

evaluation of the program. 

3. A tighter control over subjects contained in the study would be 

desirable. In today's nobile society, many students leave the district 

during the academic year. 

4. A study correlating reading level and academic achievem:mt would 

be valuable in choosing naterials for the :m:xlif ied learning program. 

5. A ncre suitable testing device should be chosen in order to better 

rreasure the objectives of the M:xlified Learning Program. 
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