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CHAPTER|
Introduction to the Problem

Statement of the Problem

Each year as students enter middle school they are at risk for acaddime dec
and failure as a consequence of emotional, physical, and cognitive transformations
(Simmons & Blythe, 1987). Adolescence is categorized by physical changke as the
development of sexual organs and increases in height, and weight (Newman et al., 2008).
Simmons and Blythe (1987) indicate that physical changes experienced éycadtd
are accompanied by emotional shifts that can cause negative feelingsreathefaself-
image and self-esteem. Moreover, adolescent achievement also beconesairoloh
middle school and frequently receives attention from researchers and educators
(Alspaugh, 1998; Anderman, 1998; Eccles et al., 1993).

Achievement concerns for adolescents are well founded given that academic
performance steadily deteriorates during the transition from elerge¢ataiddle school
(Alspaugh, 2001; Anderman, 1998; Chung, Elias, & Schneider, 1998; Eccles et al.,
1993) Investigators found that gender (Chung et al., 1998; Simmons, Black, & Zhou,
1991) and race (Simmons et al, 1991) impact the degree of achievement decline.
Specifically, males are at greater risk than females for achievenwaades (Chung et
al., 1998; Simmons et al., 1998) and Black students are more vulnerable to academic
failure than their White counterparts (Simmons et al., 1991). Although Black students
are among the most at-risk during this tumultuous period, they are frequently overlooked

in the middle school achievement and transition literature (Simmons et al., 1991).



To counter negative effects of middle school, researchers examine ways to
support young boys and girls within the general education population (Simmons & Blyth,
1987). Eccles and colleagues (1993) hypothesized that students struggle ematnahally
academically in middle school due to a mismatch between the middle school social
environment and students’ self-concept and motivational needs. As a solution to middle
school difficulties authors explore the relationship between social influencesasuc
support and achievement outcomes. Findings with representative (Rosenfeld,rRichma
& Bowen, 2000), Black, and Latino (Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Lee & Smith, 1999;
Malecki & Demaray, 2006) populations indicate that high levels of perceived support
from family, peers, and/or teachers correlate with increased acadeatess.

Although the relationship between social support and academic achievement is
well researched for adolescents within the general education population (Gutman &
Midgley, 2000; Lee & Smith, 1999; Malecki & Demaray, 2006; Richman et al., 1998a,
1998b; Rosenfeld et al., 2000), there are few investigations that include samples of
students with learning disabilities (Flemming, Cook, & Stone, 2002). This is paitiicula
surprising given that adolescents with disabilities frequently encourtgiegacademic
(i.e., math and science) decline during the middle school transition when compared to
their general education peers (Anderman, 1998). In addition to increased academic
difficulties during the middle school experience, students with learning disshdre at
greater risk for dropping out of high school (Mitchell, 1997; Wagner, 1991). When racial
and socioeconomic factors and considered, students of color with learning ttksabili
from lower socioeconomic backgrounds are among the least likely to gréOuidd,

Losen, Wald, & Swanson, 2004).



Due to the discouraging graduation rates among students with learning desabilit
social support research with this group of students should be prioritized. Pdyticular
investigations that include students of color from lower socioeconomic backgrounds are
necessary. However, students of color are over-represented in special education, whi
makes the student classification “learning disability” less reli@tmovan, Cross, &
Department of Education, 2002). There is a large body of literature thatt@sdiiack
males (Harry & Anderson, 1994) and students of color from economically disadvantaged
backgrounds (O’Connor & Fernandez, 2006) are more likely to be given an inappropriate
disability classification. These incorrect labels lead to studerdval from the general
education classroom, inadequate services, and social difficulties.

Hence, the experiences of students with learning disabilities offen fadm that
of their general education peers. Specifically, students with learrsapilities report
peer rejection at higher levels than their general education peers (Gfesz &

Siperstein, 1996). The unique social experiences of students with learningtdsabili
indicate that differences among the populations exist. Therefore, despite iermisss
and issues with the special education placement system, investigations tits incl
students labeled as “learning disabled” will add to the current literayusbdwing the
perceptions of this group.

Moreover, due to the educational and social challenges that exist for adalescent
with learning disabilities researchers have explored how these youth $ultgess
transition from adolescence into adulthood (Goldberg, Higgins, Raskind, & Herman,
2003; Murray & Naranjo, 2008). Qualitative researchers found that graduatingrifric

American high school seniors (Murray & Naranjo, 2008) and thriving adults (Goldberg et



al., 2003) with learning disabilities cite social support as a key componentrof the
success. Based on the reports from successful graduates and adults withiefisabili
there is a need for additional explorations of perceived social support in relation to
academic outcomes for students with learning difficulties. Currently ther limited
body of literature in this area of scholarship that includes Black and Latiderss from
lower socioeconomic backgrounds (Flemming et al., 2002).
Background

The background for investigations on support and achievement comes from the
mental health literature. Several authors working with general edngatpulations use
the buffering theory as their conceptual framework (Gutman & Midgley, 200cka
& Demaray, 2006). The buffering theory of social support suggests that the way an
individual perceives support from others impacts his or her mental health (Vaux, 1988).
Specifically, people who perceive high levels of support do not have high levels of
distress despite the occurrence of negative or stressful events such asijudtitarm
birth, injury, sickness, and grieving (Cobb, 1976; Wilcox, 1981). Social support is cited
as a buffer or preventative factor against two negative outcomes, stressll(Q834;
Cutrona & Russell, 1990; House, 1981; Lin & Ensel, 1989) and depression (Alloway &
Bebbington, 1987; Fiore, Coppel, Becker, & Cox, 1986), because it helps the recipient
cope when difficult life events occur.

The theoretical literature surrounding the buffering theory of social sugport i
founded on investigations with adults, yet the theory is also applicable to adtdesce
Research shows that while adults experience stress from sources such(@s i)

1976); adolescent stress frequently results from school issues, dating, pasputaisdi



and expectations surrounding achievement (Eccles et al., 1993; Elias, 1989, 1992; Elkind,
1984). Of the existing stressors experienced by adolescents, academidwahd sc
related issues reoccur in the literature as a major source of pressure.

Moreover, academic pressure and stress is frequently exacerbatediésicants
who are members of stigmatized groups (Good, Aronson, Inzlicht, 2003). Steele and
Aronson (1995) conducted research on “stereotype threat” and found that students who
identified with a stereotyped group (e.g., minorities, females, low-income roacids)
experienced higher levels of academic distress because they felt ptestisoenfirm
stereotypes. The authors found that Black participants perform worse thawiteir
participants on tests presented as a measure of their intellectusdsabildwever, test
scores of Black participants improved drastically when the assessiaepresented as a
laboratory problem-solving task. The researchers determined that tleotgper-threat”
effect was related to student apprehension to confirm negative steredigpethair
group’s intellectual abilities.

In addition to potential issues with stereotypes, adolescents who live in lower
socioeconomic communities are likely to experience additional pressarex@osure to
racism, neighborhood hassles, and poverty (Mincy, Sawhill, & Wolf, 1990). These likely
stressors are reflected within the buffering theory of social supporth&bey suggests
that adults and adolescents benefit from support in multiple areas, such aseadjustm
(Demaray & Malecki, 2002), decreased stress (Nelson et al., 1988), increadechiac
success (Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Richman et al., 1998; Rosenfeld et al., 1998, 2000),

and fewer problem behaviors such as drug use (Nelson et al., 1988; Windle, 1992).



This investigation seeks to build on the existing body of knowledge by
considering the relationship between achievement and perceived support from family,
peers, and teachers, which differs from examinations of actual social neamarks
friendships. Perceived social support is defined as personal views of support based on
one’s experiences (Vaux, 1988). In contrast, social networks and friendships are
multidimensional constructs of the actual or existing ties between the staahehdthers
(Wasserman & Faust, 1994). Although perceptions of support are based on individuals in
the social network, identifying the quantity or listing people in the network is not
required to assess perceived support (Demaray & Malecki, 2002; Flemming603;
Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Lee & Smith, 1999; Martinez, 2006; Richman et al., 1998;
Rosenfeld et al, 1998, 2000).

Like social networks and friendships, perceived social support is comprised of
many facets. Tardy (1985) illustrated the multi-dimensionality of seajgpbort by
posing a five-component model that lends itself to assessment. The model inaudes;
“direction, which is received or provided support, “(b) disposition,” examines whether
the support is available or used, (c) “description and evaluation,” indicates atthgr r
satisfaction of support or describing the support, (d) “content,” illustrategosashof
support (i.e., Informational, Emotional, Appraisal, and Instrumental) and, (e)dretw
comprises people who the student considers part of his or her life.

These five components of social support have various short and long-term costs
and benefits for the support provider and receiver (Schumaker & Brownell, 1984).
Schumaker and Brownell (1984) explained that the type of support someone receives

might start out as positive and effective, but cease to make an impact over time. Four



types of support that recur in the literature are Emotional (e.g., catiogsor
behaviors), Appraisal (e.g., feedback or evaluation), Informational (e.g., ad\@ok/e
an issue or achieve a goal), and Instrumental (e.g., resources, time, pr $kidosts
and benefits associated with each type of support vary. For instance, an individual
receiving Emotional support may immediately experience higher le¥/skf-esteem,
greater security, and confidence. However, overtime he or she may becomesdgpend
over-confident, or anxious. Hence, the feelings of insecurity and dependencarasult
“inferiority-superiority” relationship because the support recipient fibxetsatened
(Fisher, Nadler, & Whitcher-Alagna, 1982). In response to this dynamic, tigaec
may react negatively to assistance or refuse to seek necessary aide.

In addition, the support recipient’s perception of the support provider influences
whether he or she feels comfortable and therefore willing to engage iorsapghanges
or seek out necessary assistance. Specifically, positive and negatigeafegigpport
sources influence the recipient’s views and reactions. Research findyggsistnat
different individuals in the support network are used for varying types of support
(Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Morrison, Laughlin, Miguel, & Wadmna, 1997; Richman
et al., 1998; Rosenfeld et al., 1998; Malecki & Demaray, 2003; Wentz-Gross &
Siperstein, 1997). Hence, differences of perceived or used support may also bedttribut
to naturally occurring variance among support sources.

Moreover, varying perceptions, costs, and benefits of support could be the result
of differing cultural views. Given that the theoretical framework of $scipport comes
from mental health investigations the availability and utilization of supportamayge

based on cultural perceptions of mental iliness. Specifically, Blacksnf8os&obins,



& Earls, 1987), Latinos (Hough, Landsverk, Kamo, Burnam, & Timbers, et al., 1978),
and Asians (Lee, Juan, Martinez. Hsu, & Robinson, et al., 2009) are among the least
likely to seek out assistance when depression occurs. Within the theoratiwabrk

of social support, differences based on racial attitudes towards mental heaith ar
frequently explored (Alloway & Bebbington, 1987; Lin & Ensel, 1989; Wilcox, 1981).
Due to this gap, the buffering effect of social support on mental health and other
outcomes may differ across populations depending on cultural beliefs. Therefore, it is
important to examine stressors and support perceptions with students of color from a
variety of socioeconomic backgrounds.

Overall, investigations on social support and achievement should acknowledge
racial differences, costs, benefits, and multiple dimensions of support. Howeeelr, bas
on these theoretical factors and previous investigations there are other ¢sisatuc
could contribute to achievement that need to be carefully examined. According to
authors, race (Flemming et al., 2002), SES (Malecki & Demaray, 2006), gender
(Flemming et al., 2002), previous achievement (Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Lee & Smith,
1999), and grade level (Flemming et al., 2002; Martinez, 2006) are variables that should
be considered. The current findings indicate that students frequently dities &oe
variables; therefore to ensure that results are a reflection of diffeuehs of perceived
support these potential confounding factors must be considered.

In addition to confounds, investigators must also think about the measurement
tool selected to assess achievement and support. Current social support research
conducted with students of color from lower socioeconomic backgrounds shows that

scholars use achievement outcomes with varying levels of rigor such as GP#a(Gut



Midgley, 2000, Malecki & Demaray, 2006) or standardized test scores (Lee & Smith,
1999). In addition, investigators also select instruments that examine multiple
(Flemming et al., 2002; Lee & Smith, 1999; Malecki & Demaray, 2006) or single
(Gutman & Midgley, 2000) sources of perceived support. Despite this existing
scholarship additional investigations that examine specific sources and suijtgpesl
support with this group of students are necessary (Malecki & Demaray, 2006).

Instruments that assess specific subtypes of support may yield bettey res
because various categories of supportive actions require a different proces®boid le
commitment from the recipient and provider (House, 1981; Tardy, 1985). For example,
giving a student lunch money (i.e., Instrumental support), requires a differentflevel
commitment than tutoring a student in the area of mathematics during lunch gveryda
(i.e., Informational and Appraisal support). The cost and benefit of each suppost differ
for the provider and recipient.

Therefore, delineating between types of support will provide a more detailed and
accurate look into what specific mechanisms of support relate to participant eatcom
(Cutrona & Russell, 1990; House, 1981; Tardy, 1985). Frequently general support or a
single subtype from one or two sources is explored limiting the application of tis res
(Flemming et al., 2002; Gutman & Midgley, Lee & Smith, 1999; Martinez, 2006).
Examinations of support sources and subtypes with special education students from
varying ethnic and socioeconomic backgrounds are necessary based on the linyited bod
of literature in this area of scholarship (Flemming et al., 2002).

Purpose
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The purpose of this study was to address gaps in the current literature by
evaluating the relationship between support and achievement for students of color with
and without learning disabilities from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. Current
findings on the support perceptions of students with and without disabilities are
problematic due to conflicting results from instruments that assess difsengport
subtypes (Flemming et al., 2002; Martinez, 2006; Wentz-Gross & Siperstein, 1997,
1998). In addition, investigations of social supports that include adolescents with and
without disabilities frequently compare student perceptions without inconpgaty
achievement measures (Martinez, 2006; Wentz-Gross & Siperstein, 1997, 1998). Within
studies that explore student achievement and social support, varying levegts of ri
among the academic assessments make the findings difficult to compare (hath& S
1999; Malecki & Demaray, 2006; Richman et al., 1998; Rosenfeld et al., 1998, 2000).

However, with the exception of Flemming et al. (2002), the primary gap within
the social support and achievement investigations is the exclusion of students with
learning disabilities from diverse ethnic backgrounds. This investigatemmiaes the
construct of support with a sample of primarily Black and Latino adolesicethis
general and special education population from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. The
current study of social support subtypes and sources in relation to the mathansitics
English Language Arts (ELA) achievement of students with and without learning
disabilities may provide useful information about the population.

Significance of the Review and Potential I nvestigations
Information from this investigation on the relationship between disabiityst

and achievement (i.e, mathematics and ELA) can be used to inform prarcgiaode
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families. Specifically, adults working with students of color from lower scoieemic
background can better understand the significance of specific subtypes of sungport
disability status in relation to ELA and mathematics success. By ex@nsupport
variation among adolescents with and without learning disabilities, unique student needs
can be considered in place of a “one size fits all” approach. Based on the promise of
social support sources and typologies several research questions aregiesie next
section.
Resear ch Questions

This study addresses whether overall support perceptions (i.e., sum across support
sources), individual support sources, and support subtypes account for the relationship
between annual statewide assessment scores (i.e., mathematics amaBhg)students
with and without learning disabilities.

1. Research Question (RQ) 1: Does disability status moderate thedfeerall
social support (i.e. sum of support from teachers, parents, peers, a close friend)
perceptions in relation to academic outcomes (i.e., ELA and mathematics)?

2. Research Question (RQ) 2: Does disability status moderate theadféepport
from parents, peers, a close friend, and/or teacher in relation to academic
outcomes (i.e., mathematics and ELA)?

3. Research Question (RQ) 3: Does disability status moderate the efSeqtpafrt
subtypes (i.e., Informational, Appraisal, Emotional, and Instrumental) from
different sources?

Definition of Terms

Achievement. Student academic attainment based on Grade Point Average (GPA) and/or

standardized test scores in the area(s) of English Language Art} gEbathematics.
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Adolescence. In this review the focus is on early adolescence, which is categorized as
students in 8 through &' grade. Students enrolled in these grades are within the range of

early adolescence described by Newman et al. (2008).

Friendships. A multi-dimensional relationship that involves identifying any recipratate
or unilateral relationships, characteristics of individuals identifiedreenfs,” and the

quality of the associations (Hartup, 1996).

Learning disability. Students with an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) that indicates

he or she has:

A disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in
understanding or in using language, spoken or written, which disorder may
manifest itself in the imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, writgl, gp

do mathematical calculations (IDEA 2004, Section 602, Part A).

Reading disability. A student with an IEP that indicates he or she has difficulty
with decoding or comprehension and therefore receives services in one or both

areas.

Math disability. A student with an IEP that indicates he or she has difficulty with
problem solving, calculation, or visual spatial components of math and therefore

receives services in one or both areas.



13

Middle school. An educational institution for students enrolled thtbrough & grade or
7" through &' grade. Students in k-8 schools are excluded from this definition due to the

environmental differences within a k-8 setting (Alspaugh, 2001).

Middle school transition. A process evidenced by student matriculation from

elementary to middle school. Depending on the school system this may be a linear
middle school model (e.g., one elementary to one middle school to one high school) or a
pyramid middle school model (e.g., several different elementary schools tonféste

schools to fewer high schools) (Alspaugh, 2001).

Social support. How a student assesses the availability of Instrumental, Appraisal,
Emotional, and Informational support and perceives positive interactions witaldeail
people in their in their social network such as parents, teachers, and peecki(Blale
Demaray, 2002, 2006). There are several types and sources of social support which
include:
Academic support. Anytime an individual provides encouragement,
reinforcement, and motivation to engage in academic activities or

behaviors (Flemming et al., 2002).

Appraisal support. This support is characterized by feedback or
evaluation given to a student in relation to an academic or social issue

(Tardy, 1985).
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Classmate support. Support from peers whom attend the same school and
one or more classes with the student daily or weekly (Malecki et al.,

2000).

A Closefriend support. Support from a peer that attends the same school

or lives in the same community as the respondent (Malecki et al., 2000).

Emotional support. This is evidenced by providing a student with
comfort or encouragement during a time of need. This type of support is
characterized by behaviors that show the student someone cares for him or

her (Tardy, 1985; Wentz-Gross & Siperstein, 1997).

Informational support. This refers to giving a student assistance to solve

a problem in an academic or social area of his or her life.

Instrumental support. Support characterized by giving another
individual a tangible resource such as money, materials, or clothing

(Tardy, 1985).

Parent support. Support from mothers, fathers, and legal guardians that

act as the caregiver for the adolescent inside of the home.
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Problem solving support; Informational support. When a student
receives assistance or advice to solve an issue or locate an answer. This
could be in relation to an academic or social issue (Tardy, 1985; Wentz-

Gross & Siperstein, 1997).
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CHAPTERIII

Review of the Literature

This chapter reviews literature on the relationship between support and
achievement for youth with and without learning disabilities. In addition, there is a
discussion of the theoretical constructs in the area of social support. The tegss ar
follows, (a) theoretical background, (b) existing literature, and (clusisson.

Succeeding academically in middle school can be challenging for addkesce
who must deal with environmental, emotional, physical, and cognitive changeadfsm
& Blythe, 1987). In fact, many students experience a significant declinernmatesof
achievement as they transition to middle school (Alspaugh, 1998; Anderman, 1998;
Chung, Elias, & Schneider, 1998). Eccles and colleagues (1993) found that the middle
school social environment is not aligned to students’ self-concept and motivatiedsl ne
This is evident since the type of middle school in which students are enrollechfitgque
determines the degree of academic success (Alspaugh, 1998). Specificadyis
moving from small elementary schools to larger middle schools are most at risk
academically, while those who do not transition (i.e., children in K-8 schools) actlieve
higher levels.

Although the causes of middle school difficulty are often discussed, the
subsequent decrease in academic growth can begin a cycle of failuradable
dropping out of school (Eccles, Lord, & Midgley, 1991; Eccles, Midgley, Wigfield,
Buchman, Reuman, & Flanagan, 1993). Research shows that academic issues
experienced during the transitional period are exasperated depending on thésstudent

race and ethnicity (Simmons et al., 1998). Simmons and colleagues (1998) found that
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Black males are the most vulnerable to academic failure during middle school i
comparison to Black females and White students.

Despite the large area of scholarship on middle school transition for general
education students, additional examinations of how students with learning disabilitie
(Forgan & Vaughn, 2000) and those from ethnic minority backgrounds (Simmons et al.,
1998) fare academically during the period are necessary. With a represesdaiple,
Anderman (1998) found that students with disabilities are chiefly at risk during
adolescence due to higher rates of mathematics and science achievetrenithen
compared to their general education peers. In contrast, Forgan and Vaughn (2000) found
that changes in ELA achievement were similar among students in thelgerespecial
education population. Although transition findings vary across studies, adolesdants wi
learning disabilities are frequently considered an at-risk group because¢hapre
likely to experience failure and drop out of high school (Mitchell, 1997; Wagner, 1991).
Dropout data indicates that the rates of secondary discontinuation arg graguified
when the student with the disability is African American or Latino from an ecaadiyni
disadvantaged background (i.e., 32% graduation rate) (Orfield et al., 2004). To reduce
drop out rates among secondary students Kemp (2006) suggested providing early
intervention services to at-risk students in middle school.

Social support is potentially an important component of efforts to increase middle
and high school success based on accounts from individuals with learning disabilities
who successfully matriculate from adolescence into adulthood. Murray & Naran;j
(2008) interviewed African American high school seniors with learning disabikind

found that they credit their academic success to support from parents and teachers
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addition to their willingness to ask for assistance from adults. In a tweaty-ye

longitudinal study, participants (i.e., average of 32.1 years) with learrsagiblies also
indicated that actively seeking and receiving support from family membenrdors,

peers, and educational staff allowed them to become thriving adults (Goldbkerg et a

2003). These student and adult experiences suggest that adolescent perceptions of socia
support should be further explored to identify whether perceived support and academic
risk are related.

Currently, findings from several studies with general education students fro
representative (Rosenfeld et al., 1998, 2000; Richman et al., 1998), Black, and Latino
(Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Malecki & Demaray, 2006) backgrounds indicate that there i
a significant relationship between adolescent perceptions of helpful or egioguadult
actions and academic success. Based on what we know about general education students
from varying backgrounds, social support investigations with adolescents rgceivin
special education services should also be conducted. In addition, these studies should
focus on students with disabilities from lower socioeconomic backgrounds because of
high dropout rates among the population (Orfield et al., 2004). The data can be used to
help families, communities, and practitioners better understand student perceptions of
support in relation to academic attainment.

There are few social support studies that include Black and Latino studénts wi
learning disabilities (Flemming et al, 2002). However, social support inaietig
conducted with students of color must also acknowledge classification issues among the
group. Specifically, Black students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds are over

represented in special education (Donovan et al., 2002; Harry & Anderson, 1994;
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O’Connor & Fernandez, 2006). Findings show that these populations are frequently
assigned “judgmental” classifications, which rely heavily on teaspieion (Hosp &
Reschly, 2004; O’'Connor & Fernandez, 2006). These decisions have historically been
most evident in certain classifications such as emotional disturbance ol menta
retardation, however the learning disability label is also problematioy Anderson,
1994).

Overrepresentation of students of color continues to be an issue in special
education. Children from minority backgrounds who are placed in special educati
have unique experiences that are relevant to their social and academis fdacgs&
Anderson, 1994). After a child is labeled as “learning disabled,” he or she is pbtential
removed from the general education classroom, and may receive services that ar
inappropriate or void of rigor. In addition, the social consequences are evident through
daily peer and adult interactions, in which students are stigmatized and forced to adopt
coping strategies (i.e., positive and/or negative). While the special edudufiloititg
process is flawed, the subsequent experience of the students should be examined since it
differs greatly from that of their general education peers. Theamte of social support
for the students placed into special education requires further examinationtiiy ilclew
these students perceive support and whether it is related to achievement outcomes.
Theoretical Background

In past studies, perceived support (Grannis, 1992; Nelson, Farberow, and Litman,
1988), social networks (Falci & McNeely, 2009; Hansell 1985; Ueno 2005), and
friendship (Stevens & Prinstein, 2005; Wentzell & Caldwell, 1997; Wentzell, B&rry,

Caldwell, 2004) were examined in relation to depression, stress, and/or achievement.
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The focus of this review is student perceptions of support sources (i.e., famiby,greker
teachers) in relation to achievement. Perceived social support is a constrdiftetsa
from social networks and friendship.

Specifically, the definition, components, and measurement associated with each
framework vary. Perceived social support is defined as the way that an individual
assesses and views support from others (Vaux, 1988), while social networks are the
actual or existing ties between the students and others (Wasserman & Badgtin
contrast, Hartup (1996) defines friendship as a multi-dimensional framework that
requires (a) identifying existing reciprocated or unilateraliggiahips, (b) characteristics
of those individuals, and (c) the quality of the associations.

In addition to varying definitions between the constructs, assessment of pgrceive
support is based on student self-report support (Demaray & Malecki, 2002; Flendiming e
al., 2002; Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Lee & Smith, 1999; Martinez, 2006; Richman et al.,
1998; Rosenfeld et al.,1998, 2000), while network or friendship examinations include
reports from the individual and confirmatory information from others (Wasserman &
Faust, 1994). The definitions and measurement associated with friendship, social support,
and social networks indicate that each construct has unique aspects and varywgesatl
distinguished.

Defining social support. There are several descriptions of social support,
however Vaux (1988) defined it as the assessment and perception of support from others.
For the purpose of this review the operational definition of social support is how a
student assesses and perceives the availability of positive interactibnmveits,

teachers, and peers in their social network (Malecki & Demaray, 2002, 2006). This
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definition is founded in the theoretical framework and constructs of perceived support,
which are reviewed next.

Buffering theory of social support. Authors that explore social support with
adolescents use two types of theories; (a) student development as the result of
environmental interactions (Flemming et al., 2002; Lee & Smith, 1999), or (b) social
support as a buffer or protective factor (Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Malecki & Dsgmar
2006; Richman et al, 1998; Rosenfeld et al., 1998, 2000). Examining the interactions
between the student and environment is founded on the belief that for each individual
there is “process- person- context,” in which environmental or external dygryam
influence personal development (Bronfenbrenner, 1988). Bronfenbrenner and Ceci
(1994) attribute development to “reciprocal interaction,” positing that individvalthe
product of personal attributes and external factors. Although “process-penrstext” is
related to adolescent development, the theory that drove this project was thadpuffer
theory of social support. The “process-person-context” theory is more ierdosocial
emotional development, while the buffering theory is associated with preventiociaf s
emotional issues or other negative outcomes.

Within the buffering theory of social support protective utility is synonymous
with buffering and refers to the way that significant individuals in a persitam®ster
mental wellness in the recipient by mitigating stressful or difficultogisr(\Weiss, 1974).
Often when challenging situations occur individuals seek out available suppadéda le
the stress of the situation (Vaux, 1988). Investigators hypothesized that thessgbéece

social supports act as a buffer between challenging life events and hesitia
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difficulties such as depression (Alloway & Bebbington, 1987; Fiore et al., 1986) and
stress (Cassell, 1974; Cutrona & Russell, 1990; House, 1981, Lin & Ensel, 1989).

Durkheim (1951) was one of the first researchers to argue that ties to society
through familial, neighborhood, and faith-based connections prevent suicide. Weiss
(1974) expanded the original idea by concluding that individuals without support
experience feelings of societal isolation and loneliness. The negativigéeamie likely
to occur when adults lacking support experience mental distress from stiessfiions
such as job loss, aging, pregnancy or birth; difficult situations, which incluelargyi
hospital confinement, and recovering from injury or sickness; and psychologieak#is
like depression (Cobb, 1976).

Investigators examining the buffering effect of social support acknowlédge t
various dimensions of support exist (Tardy, 1985). Tardy posed a five-dimensional
model of social support, “direction,” “disposition,” “description and evaluation,”
“content,” and “network.” The first dimension, “direction” refers to whethestigport
is given or received. This component highlights that the cost and benefit to the giver and
receiver should be considered (Schumaker & Brownell, 1984). Next, “disposition”
requires the respondent to indicate if the support is available (i.e., quality and/ayyuant
or used. The third aspect, “description and evaluation” refers to how one describes the
support and/or the degree of satisfaction.

The fourth dimension “content,” is one of the central themes of this review
because general assessment of the construct often leads to criticistindooists
(House, 1981; Tardy, 1985). House (1981) initially recommended that investigators

explore conceptual subtypes of support known as Emotional (e.g., caring actions or
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behaviors), Appraisal (e.g., feedback or evaluation), Informational (e.g., ad@okve

an issue or achieve a goal), and Instrumental (e.g., resources, time, pssgpiart.

Tardy (1985) suggested using this typology to measure social support becauds drbui
understanding of the provided support characteristics. Although actions that faghto e
subtype are supportive, the commitment and process associated with each kind of support
differs greatly. For instance, giving someone Appraisal through a positmenent is

very different than giving Instrumental support by lending them money.

The subtypes of support posed by Tardy (1985) have previously been used by
scholars (Malecki & Demaray, 2003), however theorists also suggest alteroatale s
support subtypes (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Cutrona & Russell, 1990; Fiore et al., 1983).

For instance, Cohen and Wills (1985) recommended evaluating Material, Erhotiona
Advice, and Social Companionship. The Material support is synonymous to Instrumental
support, and Advice is encompassed in Informational support. The construct Social
Companionship is not highlighted by Tardy, but authors (Malecki & Demaray, 2003)
frequently use information from his four subtypes to assess charactesigbieer

support.

Overall, theoretical work on subtypes indicates that despite suggestions regarding
different labels and kinds of support, many of the subtypes posed in the varying models
are similar and overlap. In addition, all investigators agree on the impodfnce
relationship ties and distinguishing among support subtypes in order to provide more
information about the connection between support and relevant outcome variables
(Cohen & Wills, 1985; Cutrona & Russell, 1990; House, 1981, Tardy, 1985). Finally, the

fifth dimension, “network” is the identification of people who receive and/or give
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different types of support. House decided to use the term “network” instead of “"source
because the support perceptions are based on two-way exchanges.

In another evaluation of social support, Weiss (1974) originally suggested
subtypes of support through a model founded on the idea that six types of societal
relationships foster mental wellness. The relationships include; (a)Hatéant,”
someone feels that they have a safe and secure place with their loved orsex;iéb) “
integration,” an individual has concern for others and vice versa; (c) “opportunity for
nurturance,” an adult takes care of a child and subsequently feels needed; (d)
“reassurance of worth,” someone is assured by others that he or she is cqr(getent
“reliable alliance,” someone receives consistent support and assistandamily; and
(f) “the obtaining of guidance,” an individual feels that they can confide in asd tr
someone for advice during stressful situations. Following the development and
assessment of these categories Weiss described how children sought i@t diffes of
support from varying sources.

In accordance with Weiss’ work, authors examine adolescent and child
perceptions to establish the support subtypes that are sought from each sowraechRes
indicates that students perceive teachers, parents, and/or peers as saliffeesruf
support types (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Malecki & Demaray, 2003; Wentz-Gross &
Siperstein, 1997). Adolescents view parents as sources of affection, instrumental
assistance, reliable help, and appraisal to enhance feelings of valuariRRurm
Buhrmester, 1985); or Emotional and Informational support (Malecki & Demara$).200
In contrast, teachers are perceived as sources of guidance (Furman & 8ahrir835)

or Informational support (Malecki & Demaray, 2003). Finally, peers are viesved a
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outlets for companionship (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985), or Emotional andsupport
(Furman & Buhrmester, 1985). Of course these perceptions vary based on learning
disability status (Wentz-Gross & Siperstein, 1997).

According to findings surrounding support subtypes and sources, investigators
who evaluate multiple kinds of support are more likely to find gradation that may be
overlooked by more general assessments (Cohen & Wills, 1985; House, 1981; Tardy,
1985). Cutrona and Russell (1990) suggested that support-based interventions could be
improved through identification of specific subtypes of social support that atedréda
the dependent variable. Without delineation among support types and sources the data
will not indicate whether specific supports are more strongly related tuthemes of
interest.

In addition to perceptions of support sources there are significant short and long-
term costs and benefits for the support recipient and provider (Schumaker and Brownell
1984). Schumaker and Brownell (1984) indicate that a supportive exchange between two
individuals has potential positive and negative short and long-term outcomes for the
support provider and recipient. For instance, a support may start out as positive and
effective, but lose its utility over time or become a negative factor.

Schumaker and Brownell (1984) suggest that an individual receiving high levels
of Emotional support may immediately feel more secure and valued or thestontra
smothered, controlled, and/or dependent over time. Similarly, the theorists indatate
someone receiving Appraisal support could feel more self-confident resultimgng st
self-identity or immediately over-confident and then egotistical folhgvan elapsed time

period. Next, the receipt of Informational support might lessen feelingspésshess
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thus increasing personal strength or make someone feel inadequate and thenianxi

the long-term. Finally, Instrumental support may help someone meet the demands of a
current task thus increasing their self-esteem; or evoke feelings ofrasdmaent and
indebtedness with long-term effects of resentfulness and dependence. Based on this
information, theorists suggest that the negative short and long-term effeatioied or
enacted support are frequently in the area of self-esteem (SchumaBzopamell,

1984). However, additional investigations are necessary to identify othesaobaas
achievement that are related to these short and long-term effects.

In one review, Fisher, Nadler, and Whitcher-Alagna (1982) suggested thatlgenera
support given to an individual might result in decreased self-esteem depending on how
the support provider is viewed. Specifically, negative views cause “inferiority-
superiority” relationships to result, thereby making the recipient feekuhnately
threatened and harbor long-term thoughts of insecurity and/or dependence. In these
instances the receiver may react negatively to assistance or avor)sed.

In contrast, Cutrona and Russell (1990) suggested that the support recipient
benefited positively when the subtype of support matched the issue causing stitess, whi
Coyne and his colleagues (1988) found that unobtrusive support resulted in more benefits
than costs. Of course when the provider is perceived positively, the recipient inay fee
that he or she is cared for and therefore he or she is willing to engage in and seek out
supportive exchanges. Based on the bi-directional relationship between the rengbient a
provider there are also consequences for the support giver (Coyne et al., 1988;

Schumaker and Brownell, 1984).
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Often providers may become emotionally strained, overextended, stressed, or
vulnerable because of the resources being used during instances where a loved one is
facing a difficult situation, such as chronic illness (Schumaker & Brdawi@84).
Furthermore, Coyne, et al. (1988) found that when the support provider is over-involved
emotionally the support given often becomes ineffective, especially overendesat
period of time. This occurs because the support provider may begin to resent the receive
or feel fatigued because of the consistent involvement. In turn, the recipidnitfesiy
dependent, guilty, or frustrated because of the ongoing assistance. The irorsstigat
concluded that increased levels of support are not synonymous with better support,
particularly when stressed individual are involved and face long-ternigfsech as
chronic iliness. Despite costs that exist for the support giver, theresareeaefits and
specific motivations that lead people to engage in supportive exchanges. Afigr givi
support the provider is positively affected by feelings of self-efficexcyeased coping
strategies, and strengthened ties to others (Schumaker & Brownell, 1984).

Although literature highlights both costs and benefits of social support on mental
health, these outcomes likely vary for individuals based on racial differencekual
beliefs. Within the buffering theory of social support literature the etlro€it
participants is frequently not disclosed (Alloway & Bebbington, 1987; Lin & Ense
1989; Wilcox, 1981). This may be attributed to small samples of minorities included in
the studies because of cultural beliefs that depression is insignificargiHandsverk,
Kamo, Burnam, Timbers et al., 1978; Lee, Juan, Martinez, Hsu, & Robinson, et al., 2009;

Sussman, Robins, & Earls, 1987). These views frequently lead Blacks (Sussman, Robins
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& Earls, 1987), Latinos (Hough et al., 1978), and Asians (Lee, Juan, Martinez, Hsu, &
Robinson, et al., 2009) ignore signs of depression and not seek assistance.

Currently there are trends among people of color that indicate symptoms of
depression may be overlooked, thus preventing cultural differences from beauteckfl
within the buffering theory of social support literature. Latinos, Blacks, @mha are
less likely to acknowledge and seek mental health assistance due to comtigmdyg s
surrounding mental illness (Hough, Landsverk, Kamo, Burnam, Timbers et al., 1978;
Lee, Juan, Martinez, Hsu, & Robinson, et al., 2009; Sussman, Robins, & Earls, 1987).
Particularly, when socioeconomic status is controlled Blacks and Latinos deekatg
mental health services as frequently as their White counterparts (P &dgetk, Bums,

& Schlesinger, 1994 Within the populations, older Blacks (Bogner, Dobransky, &
Wittink, 2008), foreign-born Latino immigrants, and those who use Spanish as their
primary language are least likely to seek out help from health professidledsd,
Mulvaney-Day, Torres, Goa, & Oddo, 2007). In addition, Asians view mental health
problems as within their locus of control and therefore do not access assistanet (Le
al., 2009).

Furthermore, social support investigations that include adults and adolescents
must acknowledge both cultural and developmental differences. Research shows that
generally adolescents experience stress from school (Elkind, 1984; Elias, 198§), da
issues with parents, and expectations surrounding achievement (Eccles et al.,ia893; El
et al., 1992). However, students who identify with a stigmatized group (e.g., ethnic
minorities, females, low income students) experience additional acadessi thiat is

associated with “stereotype threat” (Good, Aronson, & Inzlicht, 2003; Steel & émons
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1995). Authors suggest that the gender and race gaps observed on standardized tests are
due to achievement anxiety that results from pressure to disconfirm sp@eabout the
group to which the student belongs (Steele & Aronson, 1995). In addition to specific
stressors associated with group membership, the environment in which studeras live ¢
also be a source of stress. Specifically, adolescents living in lower socioeconom
communities experience stress from exposure to racism, neighborhood hasgéss, i
resources, and poverty (Mincy, Sawhill, & Wolf, 1990).

Overall, research on stress and adolescence indicates that there age varyi
sources of anxiety among teenagers and adults. While adults are concennssugi
such as job loss, injury, and grieving (Cobb, 1976); adolescents from both ethnic majority
and minority backgrounds are more likely to experience academic presscles (& al.,
1993; Elias et al., 1992; Good, Aronson, & Inzlicht, 2003). Despite existing differences
among adults and adolescents, research shows that social support does buffer against
stressors encountered by each population (Lin & Ensel, 1989; Nelson et al., 1988;
Windle, 1992), although studies with Black students from urban communities are less
promising (Grannis, 1992).

In one investigation, Wilcox (1981) tested the buffering effect of social support
by examining the connection between social support, stressful life events, and
psychological wellness. The author hypothesized that social support would ntfegliate
relationship between stressful events and mental distress. To test the hypdtiiesx
surveyed 320 adult participants on anxiety, tension, life events, and social support. The
results confirmed the author’s initial hypothesis; individuals with higherdenfedocial

support had lower feelings of distress despite stressful life eventsdbat ar
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In another study with adults, Lin & Ensel (1989) examined the buffering effect of
social resources (support) and psychological resources (coping skills) against
psychological distress (symptoms of mental illness) and stressfal/éfgs. Participants
were 639 individuals from New York who completed surveys and two interviews
regarding individual psychological health and stressful situations. Findingatedlithat
social supports decreased both psychological distress and stressfullife dae
contrast, coping skills only buffered against psychological distress.

Despite promising findings for the buffering theory of social support with
populations of adults, less is known about the impact of social support on adolescents’
mental health. Adult participants deal with different life events, supports, asd@s
than those experienced by teenagers. In an investigation conducted with 465 parents of
teenagers and 1,644 youth (i.e., 12-20 years of age), Nelson et al. (1988) examined the
impact of social support on suicide. Although increased stress from family or
relationships and drugs and/or alcohol use was related to higher rates of soaale, s
support from family members and friends prevented adolescent suicide.

In a similar study, Windle (1992) examined the relationship between stress level
problem behavior, and social support from friends and family with middle school
students (N= 277) during a 6-month period. Problem behaviors included drinking
alcohol, depression, and antisocial actions. Data analysis showed a siggdiudeit
effect for girls. Specifically, females who had lower level of faraupport were more
likely to consume alcohoR= -.25), participate in delinquent activitid®= -.20), and
feel depressedR= -.17) after the initial 6-months. Burton, Stice, and Seely (2004)

examined the implications of this research by testing the relationshipdmesivess,
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negative events, and social support with a sample of 496 adolescent females from public
and private schools. The regression analysis indicated that girls withlémsts of peer

(R= .24 and parentR=.25) support were more likely to experience symptoms of
depression. Windle and Burton et al. show that girls are more likely to experience
negative outcomes when support is low.

Finally, in one of the first studies to examine in-school stress factors, i&rann
(1992) measured the relationship between school stressors, psychologizassvell
(distress), social support within the school environment, and achievementpRBatsici
were 90 African American students in tHég@ade from an urban middle school. The
data indicated that students experiencing a high frequency of stressfulleahigher
distress levels and lower GPA scores. In-school social support did not sigthyfic
correlate with distress or academic achievement. In addition, studentspehiede
higher levels of distress also reported receiving more in-school support, sug¢esti
the support did not reduce distress. Although Grannis (1992) found that in-school social
support alone does not protect adolescents from academic failure or distress,rige findi
may vary depending on support subtype and population.

Together the previous findings suggest that social support is related to oeepress
symptoms and suicide in adults (Lin & Ensel, 1989; Wilcox, 1981) and adolescents
(Burton et al., 2004; Nelson et al., 1988; Windle, 1992). What is still unclear is whether
perceptions of specific subtypes of support from individuals in the social networks
protect adolescents from academic failure. Investigations examininglatienship
between adolescent achievement and social support from parents, peers, argldeacher

reviewed to determine the utility of social support. Moreover, due to incraakddrr



32

academic decline and school dropout in populations of youth with disabilities frora ethni
minority lower socioeconomic backgrounds (Orfield et al., 2004), research focused on
this group of students is of particular interest. The following section reddolsscent
perceptions of social support, and the relationship between social support and
achievement for students with and without disabilities.
Method

| conducted my search using the University of Maryland’s database systems
PsychINFO, Education Research Complete (EBSCO), Academic Search Premier, and
ERIC. The descriptors that resulted in multiple articles included: “middle school,”
“middle school transition,” “adolescence,” “Learning Disability” or “Learning
Disabled child” and “social support,” “protective factors” or “social networks” and
“Learning Disabilities,” “academic achievement” or “GPA” and “social support.”
Additionally, ancestral searches of each text produced multiple relevant studies. | found
applicable articles in the following journal&xceptional Children, Child Development,
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, Journal of Learning Disabilities, Journal of Early
Adolescence, Psychology in Schools, American Educational Research Journal, School
Psychology Quarterly, Journal of Educational Research, Journal of School Psycholog
The Journal of educational Research, Learning Disabilities Researchaatide?Child
and Adolescent Social Work Journal, American Education Research Journal.
Selection Criteria

All of the studies included in the review met specific selection criteriad thali
limit the search according to a specific date; however no studies prior to 1997 were

located through ancestral or electronic searches. Second, each investightmn ha
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include participants with or without learning disabilities fh 6", 7", and/or & grade to
ensure that investigators focused on populations of adolescents. In studies conducted
with samples comprised entirely of general education students or studdnitsamwming
disabilities, a measure for academic achievement had to be included. Sttitbes wi
measures of achievement that compared students with and without disabdrges w
included because of the interest in comparisons of perceptions across groups.

In addition, any studies that examined student friendships, social networks, and/or
academic self-concept were excluded based on the focus of perceived support and
achievement scores. As previously discussed, social networks, friendships, and support
perceptions are not synonymous. Each construct is comprised of different dimensions
that are evaluated through varying techniques. Finally, studies that included pogulati
of students outside of the United States and students classified with a disddityhan
a learning disability were excluded. This was to ensure that only achievante
support perceptions of students with and without learning disabilities within the US
educational system were explored.

Results. My initial journal and article search resulted in 57 potential studies. The
initial 57 studies were further narrowed through the previously disclosed@elect
criteria. Following my initial search | conducted an ancestral Be#rsix journals to
locate relevant articleSournal of Learning Disabilities, Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, Psychology in Schools, American Education Research Journal, Child
Development, and Exceptional Childrdine search resulted in three articles regarding

middle school achievement, six addressing middle school transition and achievement, 21
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involving perceptions of social support for general education students, and 27 igggardin
perceptions of social support for students with disabilities.

Based on the exclusionary criteria the resulting literature reviewmiees ten
studies. Overall, six studies that explore perceived social support and academ
achievement of students without disabilities, three studies that compare gpp@its
perceptions of adolescents with and without disabilities, and one study that imesstig
social support perceptions and the academic achievement of adolescents with and without
disabilities. An overview of the reviewed articles is available in Appendix A. The
following review of literature is divided into three sections, a) Students Without
Disabilities: Social Support and Achievement, b) Students With Disailiecial
Support Perceptions, and ¢) Students With Disabilities: Social Support and Achiéveme

Content Review

Students Without L earning Disabilities

Social Support and Achievement. There are many authors that examine
support perceptions of general education students in relation to adjustment, stress, or
depression (Burton et al., 2004; Grannis, 1992; Nelson et al., 1988; Windle, 1992).
However, this content review only includes studies that explore support and aclmteveme
among the general population. Rosenfeld et al. (2000) investigated varying camnbinat
of social support with a nationally representative population of students (N= 1,815) from
93 public middle and high schools. Of the studies reviewed, they were the only
investigators to include an ethnically representative population. Thedlesesar

examined the impact of social support from adults at home, teachers, and peers on the



35

academic and social function of middle and high school students through a large-scale
survey.

To obtain information about social support and school outcomes, Rosenfeld and
colleagues (1997) administered a questionnaire with high alpha reliab#ity80 to .97)
called theSchool Success Profil8SP;Bowen & Richman, 1996). The validity was
established using correlations to psychological well-being and adjustittent.
instrument assesses eight support types through 20-items and a 3-point biksr{fsc
example, during the past 30 days the adults in your home made you feel appreciated
The questions were categorized as listening support, reality confirmatiotigeah
challenge, technical appreciation, technical challenge, task challengib)e¢ssupport,
and personal assistance (Malecki & Demaray, 2003). In addition, student graeles wer
based on self-report.

The results showed that students with a combination of teacher swgmbr
another perceived support had higher achievement levels than thiosesingle support
or other support combinations. Specifically, a medium effect siZ&/aksulted between
achievement and combined support from a teacher and home or a t&adHeend.
Researchers concluded that students with combinations of supporthreensources
(i.e., home, teacher, and friend) are more likely to have increasets lof academic
achievement. The results also indicated that one social supmdd not effectively
predict academic success. In the following section similar studies coddvittegeneral
education students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds are explored.

In a related investigation with middle school students from lower socioeconomic

backgrounds, Richman et al. (1998a) explored the relationship between school outcomes
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and support from home, teachers, and friends. Participants were 525 students at-risk for
school drop out from 17 middle and high schools in North Carolina and Florida. All
students in the sample were classified as at-risk for school dropout becauge of the
participation in th&Community In Schools (CIgjogram, which attempts to prevent
students from discontinuing their education. Authors did not disclose the qualifying
criteria for participation in the CIS program, however demographic infawmand

results for middle school students are discussed. Of the sample, 296 were rhiololle sc
students in 8 through & grade and 70.1% received free and reduced lunch. The
respondents were identified as predominately Non-Hispanic White (39.3%) anahAfric
American (49.3%).

Like the Rosenfeld et al. (2000) study, social support data was based on the
School Success Profi(8SP Richman & Bowen, 1996) and student grades were obtained
from student self-reports of their most recent report card. In this investigtte
authors did establish the validity of the self-reported grades by comparingtstude
accounts and permanent record grades of 87 students. Findings were a moderate
correlation of .42 (math) and .66 (reading) between student reports and actual GPA
scores.

Authors used Discriminant Analysis (DA) to find existing relationships among
support and middle school achievement. Results showed that listening supp@2)
was the only support significantly related to grades. Moreover, middle schdehtt
only perceived peers as a source of listening support, indicating that perceived pee

support has the strongest association with academic outcomes.
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In a follow-up study, Rosenfeld et al. (1998b) compared students at risk (N1=
278) for school failure to those unidentified for risk (N2= 255). All participants qudlifie
for free and reduced lunch and authors used participation in the CIS program to
categorize risk status. The racial composition of the at-risk and non-risk grterpdlif
because of varying proportions of African American, Hispanic, and Caucasikemts,
which may indicate that resulting differences are a reflection of race.

Findings showed that the at-risk students had no statistically significals ¢éve
perceived peer or teacher support. In addition, caretaker support wastcetaged
academic outcomes of the non-risk students, but not for the at-risk group. However,
neither at-risk or non-risk students identified neighbors as significant souraeg of
support. This indicates that students who are at-risk for school drop out do not view
peers and teachers as sources of support and do not benefit academicallydtakercar
support.

In another investigation social support was explored among 257 African
American students from students from lower socio-economic backgrounds, Gutman and
Midgley (2000) hypothesized that students would experience significantnaicade
decline during the middle school transition frofhts 6" grade, and speculated that
social support would prevent academic failure. Authors collected data on several
variables (i.e., school belonging, parent involvement, academic self-effiecgjyed
teacher support); however the only variable related to this review is\ymst&ipport
from teachers.

Researchers gathered data from permanent school records of GP Aaschties

scale of perceived teacher support fromGtessroom Environment Scal€ES;Moos &
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Trickett, 1987). The teacher support measure has moderately strong interisiénons
based on an alpha score of .79. In addition, there is established discriminant (rafidity
.30), which provides some information about the validity of the measure (Fisher &
Fraser, 1983); however criterion related validity with another instrument woulcehé. us
The Likert scale survey includes eight questions regarding positive and negative
perceptions of teachers (e.g., can you count on your teacher? does yourdetacber
you?). Student responses ranged from 1 (i.e., none of them) to 5 (i.e., all of them).

The analyses showed that students experienced GPA decline during the transition
to middle school, which is aligned with previous findings (Alspaugh, 2001; Anderman,
1998; Simmons et al., 1991). High levels of perceived teacher suppoi2%) did not
significantly correlate to achievement. After controlling for previouseagment only
3% of the variance was accounted for by perceived teacher support and feelings of
belonging. In addition, regression analysis withgéade GPA as the dependent variable
showed that interactions between parental involvement by feelings of schoolihglong
(AR?= .09) and parental involvement by perceived teacher supyft (.05) were
statistically significant.

In another study that compared groups of students, Malecki and Demaray (2006)
examined the protective utility of social support for adolescents from an urban
community. Researchers hypothesized that social support from parentsatgssm
teachers, and close friends would better protect students classified aslbaenSES
status from academic failure when compared to their higher SES peerke X6t

participants 65% were Latino and 19% were African American. The students were
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enrolled in &' through &' grade and researchers categorized them as having lower or
higher SES backgrounds based on free or reduced lunch rates.

Investigators used 60 questions (e.g., my parent(s) help me make decision) from a
rating scale called th@hild and Adolescent Social Support Sq&ASSSMalecki,

Demaray, & Elliott, 2000) to evaluate student perceived Emotional, Appraisal,
Informational and Instrumental support. The five subtests of the CABEht &= .93),
teacherd= .95), close friendg= .95), classmateaE .92), and schoobk& .93) support

have strong internal consistency and a test-re-test reliability of .é8er8tresponses
indicate how often the support occurs, and the resulting scores have strong convergent
validity ranging from .55 to .56 in relation to tBecial Support Scale for Children
(SSSCHarter, 1985) and th®ocial Support Appraisals ScdleSASDubow & Ullman,
1989). Finally, student achievement was measured through permanent school GPA
records.

Results showed that the GPA in the area of ELA for students from lower SES
backgrounds had moderate correlations to all social support variables, such as total
support = .48), parent supportE .36), and teacher supporty .44). In contrast, no
significant correlations between GPA and the independent variables weréaddati
students from higher SES backgrounds. A post hoc analysis illustrated significant slope
interactions of lower SES by support from parents and teachers. Specificalgnts
from lower SES backgrounds with high levels of parent or teacher support had higher
GPA scores, which did not occur for students from higher SES backgrounds. The
regression analysis with GPA as the dependent variable showed that parerit(8ppor

.102), teacher suppoiRi= .137), classmate suppoR’E .075), close friend suppolRi=
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.078), and school suppofR% .090) contributed to the model. However, only two
significant interactions resulted, SES by parent supp&i=.026) and SES by
classmate supporAR= .027).

These findings led researchers to confirm part of their initial hypothesisatial
support from parents and classmates moderates the relationship between SES and
academic success. Specifically, students from lower SES backgroundsghith hi
classmate or parent support earn high GPA scores, while the effect does nédroccur
students from higher SES backgrounds. Despite teacher and parent effects, SES
moderation did not occur for teacher, close friend, or school support therefore a similar
conclusion could not be drawn. This data establishes a relationship between support (i.e
parent and/or classmates) and achievement outcomes that was only sugakisted in
the previous studies (Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Rosenfeld et al., 2000).

In another study, Lee and Smith (1999) examined the impact of social support on
academic achievement, but chose to include a measure of academic pressdree aut
defined academic press as the level of expectation from the school stafftudjheas
conducted with 28,318 Latino and Black students'im6d &' grade from 304 Chicago
Public Elementary Schools. Of the students included in the sample, 82.6% were
classified as low income, 55% Black and 29% Latino.

Academic press was measured through surveys distributed to teachemye.g.
school sets high standards for academic performance) and students (e.gchery tea
encourages me to do extra work when | don’t understand). The social support variable
was assessed through four adapted questionnaires in the areas of twawdrer, parent

assistance, peer respect, and neighbor trust. Authors did not report reliabiltigioy va
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scores for the academic press or social support measures. The dependeatwasiabl
measured through standardized mathematics and ELA scores from the kiwé Basic
Skills.

The HLM analysis revealed that social support is related to increases in math
(.017 SD)and ELA (21 SD) achievement confirming the hypothesis that support
perceptions are connected to achievement. In addition, as hypothesized thie sfrengt
the relationship between social support and achievement varied depending on thie level
academic press. Students with high support at high academic press schools leagned mor
in math (1.1 SD) and ELA (.80 SD) when compared to the Chicago Public Schools (CPS)
average yearly achievement gains. Students with high support at medium acadssnic pre
schools did not differ from students with medium support at high academic press. Thes
students gained .5 SD in math and .4 SD in ELA when compared to the CPS yearly
average academic gains. Finally, students with low support at low acadersisgresls
learned less and actually regressed in math (-.6 SD) and ELA (-.4 SD)tsRedichte
that academic press acts as a mediator between social support and aftieudnm
urban schools.

Summary. All of the studies with the exception of Rosenfeld (2000) were
primarily conducted with students of color from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. In
addition, although both lower SES and ethnic minority students are often explored
together they are not always associated. Specifically, each categargue and relates
to achievement in different ways. Together the investigations suggestcad8mac
press, risk for school dropout, and assessment of social support must be considered when

examining the relationship between support and academic achievement (Gutman &
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Midgley, 2000; Lee & Smith, 1999; Malecki & Demaray, 2006; Richman et al., 1998;
Rosenfeld et al., 1998, 2000). Overall, the body of literature on support and achievement
among the general population provides a background for similar studies that include
children with learning disabilities. In the next section, | will revievdss that

investigate social support by comparing students with learning disabibtibeir general
education peers. The literature is organized as follows, (a) social supportipes;eptd

(b) social support and achievement.

Students With and Without L earning Disabilities

Social Support Perceptions. Examinations of social support perceptions
frequently include gender, at-risk students, or SES as independent variables. However,
there are fewer comparisons between students with and without disabilities-GVessz
and Siperstein (1997) examined student adjustment in relation to perceptions of social
support for students in the general and special education population. Although several
variables were included only support comparisons between students with and without
disabilities are discussed. Participants were 106 students from a Mastachuse
elementary school in4 6" grade, and 15% were “minority” students. Furthermore,
there was an array of participant needs based on the wide range of studenetQ>3
to 109.

Although several previously reviewed studies included questionnaires to measure
social support, Wentz-Gross and Siperstein (1997) conducted two interviews to assess the
variable. During the first interview the investigators probed each child apeaific
people in their support network using questions were from a modified version\y the

Family and Friends IntervieReid, Landesman, Treder, & Jaccard, 1989). Then, in a
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follow up interview students were required to select three previously iddntifie

individuals to whom a specific inquiry was applicable. Authors provided no reliability

data, however validity was established by asking students what infornfagionded to
determine their responses. The analysis of the open-ended answers indicatedethat mor
than 90% of the respondents had an acceptable understanding of Emotional support (e.g.,
who makes you feel better?), Problem-solving support (e.g., who helps you find
answers?), and Companionship (e.g., who do you have fun with?).

The investigators used ANOVA and regression analyses to analyze the data, but
only the ANOVA results will be discussed since achievement was not a dependent
variable in the regression analyses (i.e., depression and adjustment). Hiraointdse
group by gender by type of support ANOVA suggested that students with disabilities
turned to people at home more often for Emotional support and less often for Problem-
solving support than their general education pde(g,204) = 3.80p< .02]. The
relevance of the means is not explained or placed on a scale therefore fltasmgmof
the group differences is difficult to interpret. Despite this limitationatit@ors
concluded that differences across the populations occurred because faniigrszmk
the knowledge necessary to help students with learning disabilities complecdésark.

Additional results showed students with learning disabilities were mofg like
turn to outside adults for Emotional suppdit(R,204) = 47.68p< .001], and less often
for Problem- solving support in comparison to their general education classrBati
groups of students viewed peers as primary sources of companionship however students
with disabilities perceived lower levels of that support in comparison to theafjene

education participant$[(1, 102) = 5.92p< .02]. The investigators believed that lower
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levels of companionship might be due to problematic social skill commonalities among
students with learning disabilities.

In a follow-up study, Wentz-Gross and Siperstein (1998) included 436 students
with and without learning disabilities i"68" grade with 1Q scores ranging from 55 to
116. The students were selected from three northeast communities and student stress
adjustment, and support perceptions were assessed. Authors measured social support
using a modified version of tH&iends and Family IntervieReid et al., 1989) from
their 1997 study. However, their one-way MANOVA analysis examined overalkleVel
support instead of subtypes (i.e., Emotional, Problem Solving, and Companionship).
Findings showed that students with learning disabilities reported lowes lefviebme I
(1, 417) = .3%< .n.s] and peeH (1, 417) = 4.7P< .03] support in comparison to
general education students. Students with learning disabilities perceivedleighe of
outside adult support than their classmakegl| 417) = 13.5p< .001]. Together the
findings from both studies (Wentz-Gross & Siperstein, 1997, 1998) indicate that students
with learning disabilities view different levels of social support and use sugppotes
differently than their general education peers.

In a similar study, Martinez (2006) investigated variations of perceived social
support with a sample of students with and without learning disabilities in an ueclusi
middle-school setting. The ethnically representative sample included 120 gertkeral
special education students ifi irough & grade from 14 middle schools in central
Texas with IQ scores ranging from 85 to 115. Students with learning dissbiere
identified through the 1Q discrepancy model, and Individualized Education Pla@s wer

reviewed for disability classification. Participants were divided inteetlzategories: no
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learning disability, single learning disability defined as a disghitibne academic
domain, and multiple learning disabilities described as a disability in two m
academic domains.

The author (Martinez, 2006) used the 24-ieotial Support Scale for Children
(SSSCHarter, 1985) questionnaire to measure social support, which assesses student
regard of others as positive. Each question includes two contrasting statantents
students are required to select the statement that is most applicable ttethad then
decide if it is “really true” or “sort of true.” Internal consistencyges from .74 to .86
for subscales administered to middle school students. The social support sections of the
measure have moderate to strong convergent validity with the global self-wostate;
parent { = .46), classmatea € .42), teacher(= .49), and friendr(= .46) support.

The results suggested that students with multiple disabilities percessed |
support from parents, classmates, and close friends when compared to their general
education peers. Moreover, the lowest perceptions of support came'Tignade
students with multiple learning disabilities in the area of friend suppdgrale males
with multiple learning disabilities on measures of parent support, "Agcaéle males
with reading disabilities on ratings of teacher support. The data on gendsrvailig
previous studies that conclude males have lower perceptions of support than females
(Malecki & Demaray, 2006). Students with a combined reading and math disalility ha
overall lower support perceptions when compared to their general education aad sing|
learning disability peers. Moreover, the students with single learning Idisaldid not

significantly differ from their general education peers.
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Social Support and Achievement. In contrast to other studies conducted with
students receiving special education services, Flemming et al. (2002) iategbtig
academic achievement in relation to social support. The investigatorsyexaschool
support, teacher academic support, parent climate, and peer climate. Paigetwhs
measured through academic support and attention to misbehavior. Furthermore, peer
climate was assessed with a measure focused on peer misconduct. Partiepant
3,294 Latino and African American students i B" grade from 19 schools in Chicago.

Of the sample, 91% were categorized as low income, and 131 of the participants had
learning disabilities.

The social support summary results and academic data came from a large
database. The previously developed social support questionnaire had high internal
consistency ranging from .80 to .88 for teacher, home, and school support, but no validity
data was dislosed. Each subtest contained 15 to 17 questions based on a 5-point Likert
scale that required students to reflect on social support from school gfath¢ev much
do teachers care about you as a person), Academic teacher support (e.g., how many
teachers spend time to help students do their best), and Academic home support (e.g., my
parents help me with homework when | ask them to). The dependent variable was
assessed through the total ELA score fromalaea Test of Basic SkillTBS.

Results from the grade by Learning Disability (LD) MANCOVA indexhthat
students with and without learning disabilities had similar views of social suppaort f
the school staff and Academic support from teachers and home. However, grade level

and race effects did occur. Similar to Martinez (2008)gi&de adolescents reported
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receiving less support than students'fh B" grade. In addition, African American
students reported higher levels of home support than their Latino classmates.

In accordance with previous findings the slope and intercept from the Hiegedrchi
Linear Model and chi squared showed significant effects [16&%812010.77, df=
3,205,p< .001] and [1.10X?= 3419.11, df= 3,20%< .0005]. Results from the Model
indicated that disability status predicted both lower beginning ELA status and lower
standardized test scores. However, students with and without disabilitesseditheir
ELA ability at similar rates. Participants in both groups had similar pgore of
academic support from school and family contexts. This is similar to previousgndi
on disability status and middle school achievement (Forgan & Vaughn, 2000). Yet,
unlike previous studies, the HLM model showed that positive school by family support
by LD status indicated higher initial ELA scores, but it was not positivédyee to
growth. Specifically, when students with disabilities had high ratings bfdmitool and
family support they experienced ELA failure more frequently than thaergé
education peers with the same amount of support.

These findings suggest that multiple positive contexts do not act as a protective
factor against reading failure for adolescents with learning disabithe way that it does
for general education students. These results are contrary to previous datkeots st
without disabilities in which multiple social supports protected adolescemts fr
academic failure (Malecki & Demaray, 2006; Lee & Smith, 1999; Rosenfald, €000).
The contrasting outcomes indicate that unlike their general education peers, stuitbents
learning disabilities may not benefit from the protective utility of ssvsayurces of

support.
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Summary. These studies highlight valuable differences in perceived social
support between students with and without disabilities. The issue is that most of the
investigations conducted with populations of special education students do not include
measures of achievement (Martinez, 2006; Wentz-Gross & Siperstein, 1997, 1998). In
the one study that examined achievement and perceived family and school support for
both populations, adolescents with disabilities did not benefit from high levels of support
in the same way as their general education peers (Flemming et al., 2008 W
multiple sources of support (i.e., family and school) are associated witkrgreading
growth for general education students, the perceived support did not have a positive
impact for their classmates with learning disabilities. Theserduiirglings contribute to
our understanding of perceived family and school support among students with and
without disabilities. Yet, additional investigations that include studenksdigabilities
and support subtypes (i.e., Informational, Appraisal, Emotional, and Instrumental)
typically explored among general education populations could prove useful.

Discussion of Content

Based on the literature reviewed there are several limitations and gapsaiedke
of sampling and measurement that should be addressed within future social support
investigations. This study included instruments that assess support subtgogs a
students of color with and without disabilities from lower socioeconomic backgrounds.
Based on the reviewed literature, the investigation was necessary tcsatteplain
the naturally occurring and incidental variance of social support among ganeral
special education students. The following topics are further discussed, (a),ganple

disability classification, (c) definition of achievement, and (d) potentidiocms, (e)
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social support measurement, (f) potential social support measures, and (ggraehie
measurement.

Samples. First, the protective utility of social support for students of color from
lower socioeconomic backgrounds has been thoroughly explored among general
education students (Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Lee & Smith, 1999; Malecki & Demaray,
2006; Richman, et al., 1998; Rosenfeld et al., 1998). Most of the studies with students in
the general population were conducted with individuals from primarily Latino or Black
backgrounds from lower socioeconomic backgrounds (Gutman & Midgley, 2000;
Malecki & Demaray, 2006; Rosenfeld et al., 1998; Lee & Smith, 2008). In contrast,
there appears to be a greater representation of students from divieisandethnic
backgrounds among the learning disability literature.

In several studies both ethnic minority and lower SES are explored together
(Flemming et al., 2002; Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Malecki & Demaray, 2006; Rodgenfel
et al., 1998; Lee & Smith, 2008); however, they are not always associated with one
another. Each category is distinct and interacts with achievement in differgst
Despite potential race and SES effects, an explanation for stronger tiessdiatween
support and achievement across schools or communities may be varying levels of
academic press (Lee & Smith, 1999), proportions of students at-risk for school dropout
(Rosenfeld et al., 1998), and grade level (Flemming et al., 2002; Martinez, 2006). Two
authors found that"6and/or 8' grade students have different perceptions of social
support (Flemming et al., 2002; Martinez, 2006). Investigators suggested thist effec
with 8" grade students occurred because adults feel that they don’t need to provide as

much support to older adolescents (Flemming et al., 2002). In comparison, lower
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perceptions from®Bgrade students could be attributed to their recent transition into
middle school (Eccles et al., 1993).

Disability Classification. Of the studies that included populations of students with
disabilities, only one specified the type of learning disability (Mazti@®06), while
others placed students under the general umbrella of learning disablach{fdgeet al.,
2002; Wentz-Gross & Siperstein, 1997, 1998). As indicated by Martinez (2006) students
are frequently placed into the broad category of learning disabled and within group
differences are overlooked. Although there may be utility in sub-typing studghts
learning disabilities (i.e., reading, math, or combination), all studies théthsgeneral
learning disability classification found differences between studerttsawd without
disabilities (Flemming et al., 2002; Wentz-Gross & Siperstein, 1997, 1998). This
indicates that it is possible to identify differences among the populations without
specifying reading, math or combination disability status.

Of greater importance is the criteria used by authors to categtutganss as having
a learning disability. Most investigators reviewed student IndividuhEtkication Plan
(IEP) and disclosed placement data (Martinez, Wentz-Gross & Siperstein, 1997, 1998),
while one relied on school records that classified students as LD or nofddrbn(ing
et al., 2002). The authors that used IEPs noted that student placement was based on the
IQ discrepancy model, however some schools have begun using Response to Intervention
(RTI). This suggests that comparing students across studies may be difficilt due
different classification methods. Despite potential classificatiorréifices, most

authors disclosed student 1Q scores (Wentz-Gross & Siperstein, 1997, 1998). To ensure
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that the sample is thoroughly described investigators should disclose/obtain itatjeva
assessment scores or achievement data that resulted in placement.

Potential Confounds. Based on the literature there are potential confounds that
should be considered to accurately measure social support. Investigations witho§roups
middle school students show that race (Flemming et al., 2002), SES (Malecki &
Demaray, 2006), gender (Flemming et al., 2002), previous achievement (Gutman &
Midgley, 2000; Lee & Smith, 1999), and grade level (Flemming et al., 2002; Martinez,
2006) are variables that can influence student outcomes. In addition, based on the
dependent variable (i.e., achievement), academic motivation should also be held constant
to disentangle the established relationship between support, motivation (Eccles, 2007)
and achievement (Ahmed, Minnaert, Werf, & Kuyper, 2010).

Since the sample of interest comprises primarily Black and Latino stuaigmts
and without learning disabilities from a title one school some controls are nesasce
First, since most students qualify for free and reduced lunch, SES does not reqjugle c
and should instead be provided as a characteristic of the school. Second, because the
comparison groups are individuals with and without learning disabilities, controlling
previous achievement could remove naturally occurring achievement vahance t
relevent to students across the populations. However, a combination of the remaining
controls (i.e., race, gender, grade level, and motivation) is relevent to this investigat
ensure that any findings reflect social support and other variables.

Methodological Review

Social Support M easurement
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The social support measures used in the studies assessed several differesit sour
(e.g., classroom and teachers) and subtypes (e.g., Emotional and Inforrpafisoaial
support and ranged from high to low reliability and validity. Among the general
education studies, some authors specified specific support subtpes (Malecki &aipema
2006; Richman et al., 1998; Rosenfeld et al., 1998, 2000), while others generally
described the support (Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Lee & Smith, 1999). Therefore a large
portion of the available data only highlights differences between support sowtske
overlooking the variance among subtypes.

Overlooking subtypes is an important limitation given that student perceptions of
support subtypes differ across the support sources (Malecki & Demaray, 2003aRichm
et al., 1998; Rosenfeld et al., 1998). Consequently, these drawbacks may reflect
conflicting findings regarding the significance of single and multiple sswtsupport
(Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Lee & Smith, 1999; Malecki & Demaray, 2006; Richman et
al., 1998; Rosenfeld, et al., 1998, 2000). Measures that include only one support subtype
(Flemming et al., 2002; Gutman & Midgley, 2000) or source (Gutman & Midgley, 2000)
may not illustrate as much variance as instruments that examine multiplpesuand
sources of support. Specifically, more detailed measures may detectaigrsfngle
sources of support (Malecki & Demaray, 2006), while more general measures do not
have the same capability.

Of the studies conducted with students who have disabilities, authors assessed
positive regard (Martinez, 2006), Problem- solving, Emotional, Companionship (Wentz-
Gross & Siperstein, 1997, 1998), and Academic support (Flemming et al., 2002). The

results from these investigations suggest that students with disalpgtieeive
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Emotional, Problem-Solving, and Positive Regard differently than their @esdrcation
peers. In contrast, findings for Companionship and Academic support indicate that
students with disabilities either have similar views of the constructstilergbese
findings provide some information about support subtypes and students with disabilities.
However, it is still unclear how students with and without disabilities compahe i
areas of Emotional, Appraisal, and Instrumental support. Examinations of thpe& sup
dimensions are evident among general education students (Malecki & DeRQG0§;
Richman et al., 1998; Rosenfeld et al., 1998, 2000) but similar investigations with
students who have disabilities have not been conducted.
Potential Social Support Measures

Of the measures used, t8ecial Support Scale for Childrd8SSCHarter, 1985)
may be most appropriate with populations of adolescents who have learning disabilitie
based on findings from the Martinez (2006) study. The measure has established
reliability ranging from .74 to .88 for middle school students and content validity. The
primary limitation of the measure is the general classification oéksgpport as
“positive regard” instead of specifying the types of support being assetaely. (1985)
pointed out that one of the key methodological issues within social support measurement
is the use of instruments that broadly assess one support type instead of thoroughly
measuring each subtype.

Malecki, Demaray, and Elliott (2000) attempted to address subtype assessment
limitations through the development of tGaild and Adolescent Social Support Scale
(CASS¥ The scale evaluates four types of support, which include Informational,

Appraisal, Instrumental, and Emotional. In addition to measuring multiple typeciof
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support, the measure also high reliability ranging from .93 to .96 and convergent validity
with two social support measureéd3SCSocial Support Scale for Childrehtarter,
1985;SSAS, Social Support Appraisals ScBlehow & Ullman, 1989) and thgehavior
Assessment Scale for Children Self Report of Personality (BR&@plds & Kamphaus,
1998). Based on the analysis, the CASSS has great utility as an assesshient t

future investigations.

Moreover, several investigators successfully used the CA®8® their
investigations of adolescent support perceptions (Conners-Burrow, Johnson, Whiteside-
Mansell, McKelvey, & Gargus, 2009; Davidson & Demaray, 2007; Demaray, Malecki,
Reuger, Brown, & Summers, 2009; Flaspohler, Elfstrom, Vanderzee, Sink, Birchmeie
2009; Malecki & Demaray, 2006; 2003). Results support the use of the CASSS in
relation to self-concept (Demaray, et al., 2009), mental wellness (ConnemsaBet al.,

2009; Davidson & Demaray, 2007; Flaspohler et al., 2009; Malecki & Demaray, 2003),
and achievement (Malecki & Demaray, 2006).

Davison and Demaray (2007) used the measure with Finnish and American
students and found that high levels of perceived social support protect students from poor
mental health (e.g., depression, anxiety). Similarly, studies conductedroiips of
students experiencing bullying show that parent and teacher support buffer against
negative mental health outcomes and/or quality of life (Flaspohler et al, 2009; &onner
Burrow et al., 2009; Malecki & Demaray, 2006). In relation to achievement, Malecki
and Demaray (2006) found connections between single sources of support and
achievement, indicating that the measure is a sensitive support detector inagixeansi

that include academic outcomes.
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Similar to the CASSS th&chool Success Profi(8SP;Bowen & Chapman,

1996) examines eight subtypes of social support categorized as Emotional, Appichisa
Instrumental support. The measure has high reliability.80 to .97) and good face,
construct, and content validity according to experts in the field who reviewed the
assessment questions (Social Support Providers, 2009). Despite strengths,dbesSSP
not evaluate Informational support, an important component of investigations with youth
(Flemming et al., 2002; Malecki & Demaray, 2006; Wentz-Gross & Siperstein, 1997,
1998) Perceived Informational support highlights problem solving and advice to
accomplish goals (Tardy, 1985) therefore results regarding achieveoudshbe limited
without this support subtype.

In comparison to survey studies, Wentz-Gross and Siperstein (1997) required
students to name individuals in their social network and then select three people to whom
each question applied using Mg Friends and Family Intervie@Reid et al., 1989).

The problem with the interview is the potential “inappropriate assumption” based on the
expectation that respondents have three people to whom each question applies, which
could result in flawed data (Willis, 2005). The SSSC and CASSS assessments probe
more generally about support networks (i.e., parents, teachers, and peers) without
requiring students to name a standard number of individuals.
Achievement M easur ement

Three studies (Richman et al., 1998; Rosenfeld et al., 1998, 2000) student
achievement on self-reported GPA scores, which may result in inaccuiatiudao
unreliable reports from participants (Kuncel, Credé, & Thomas, 2005; Willis, 2005).

Self-reported grades often reflect social desirability, which csaastudent to provide a
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higher GPA score to prevent embarrassment because he or she is not doing well
academically (Kuncel, Credé, & Thomas, 2005; Willis, 2005). In a meta-asalysi
Kuncel, Credé, and Thomas (2005) reported that students with lower gradessaere le
likely to accurately report their GPA scores.

In contrast, the remaining authors used permanent GPA records (Gutman &mMlidgl
2000; Malecki & Demaray, 2006) or standardized test scores (Flemming et al.|.&899;
& Smith, 1999). Similar to self-reported GPA scores, student grades fromamemt
records may not have been adequate measures of achievement due to the presence of
teacher bias within the grading system (Archer & McCarthy, 1988; MalaD@8).
Therefore, the most reliable measure of achievement appears to be annualigehda
test scores.

Moreover, standardized ELA results were the only academic assesenierged in
the sole study to examine achievement in relation to social support for studentsdwvith a
without disabilities (Flemming et al., 2002). Future investigations should include
achievement assessments with high validity and reliability in the areastloématics
and ELA to fill gaps in the current literature. Specifically, the inclusion of dnnua
mathematics and ELA scores from statewide assessments could bettervitieme
academic concerns exist in relation to social support.

Discussion of Methodological Review

Thus far the research has contributed to our general understanding of adolescent
perceptions of social support however it has not highlighted how achievement and
support relate to students with learning disabilities. Particularly, thevarhient

outcomes of students of color with disabilities from economically disadvantaged
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backgrounds. At present the primary gap is the absence of studies on the hapations
between subtypes of social support from peers, parents, and teachers on the nsathemati
and ELA achievement of adolescents receiving special education services.

Currently, data indicates that general education students benefit acatiem
from combined sources of support (Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Malecki & Demaray,
2006; Rosenfeld et al., 2000). Yet authors suggest that although students with and
without disabilities similarly perceive academic support from teacied parents, both
groups do not reap the same educational rewards (Flemming et al., 2002). Despite such
conclusions it cannot be assumed that populations of adolescents do not differ in their
support perceptions due to conflicting evidence from measures assessingtdiffere
subtypes of social support (Wentz-Gross & Siperstein, 1997, 1998).

Additionally, in past social support investigations with general education ssyudent
investigators have utilized statistical analyses to show whether S&EI8ciV&
Demaray, 2006) and academic press (Lee & Smith, 1999) moderate academic utcome
However, the moderating effect of disability status has not been examined. Nwoderat
shows whether the association between a predictor (e.g., social support) and the
dependent variable (e.g., achievement) differs for a subset of participdmssantple
(e.g., students with learning disabilities). Therefore, the resulting infiemr@garding
support in relation to annual statewide assessment of students with learabilifids
could help practitioners develop a better understanding of adolescent needs.

Rationalefor Study
Investigations that address gaps in the current literature will provide datatha

inform practitioners and families about existing similarities and @iffees between
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adolescents with and without disabilities. As previously noted students with learning
disabilities from ethnic minority, economically disadvantaged backgrouedmaong
the least likely to graduate from high school (Orfield et al., 2004). Intervieths wi
successful graduates suggest that students cite social support as a kayecdmfptheir
success (Murray & Naranjo, 2008). Despite the promise of social support, investiga
have not thoroughly explored multiple sources and subtypes of social supportiam relat
to the achievement of students within the special education population. Therefore,
correlations between achievement and social support sources and subtypes should be
further examined among students with and without learning disabilities.
Resear ch Questions and Hypotheses

This investigation addresses whether overall support perceptions (i.e., sum across
support sources), individual support sources, and support subtypes account for the
relationship between annual statewide assessment achievement (i.enatiathand
ELA) for students with and without learning disabilities.

1. Research Question (RQ) 1: Does disability status moderate thedaffect
overall social support (i.e. sum of support from teachers, parents, peers, a
close friend) perceptions in relation to academic outcomes (i.e., ELA and
mathematics)?

2. Research Question (RQ) 2: Does disability status moderate thedaéffect
support from parents, peers, a close friend, and/or teacher in relation to
academic outcomes (i.e., mathematics and ELA)?

3. Research Question (RQ) 3: Does disability status moderate the effect of
support subtypes (i.e., Informational, Appraisal, Emotional, and Instrumental)
from different sources?

For RQ1-RQ3, disability status is expected to moderate the relationshipeinet

support and achievement. Specifically, a group by social support interaction is
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anticipated because of the varying perceptions and needs of students withhand wit
disabilities. A resulting achievement effect would suggest that ovapdbst (RQ1),
support source (RQ2), and support subtype (RQ3) are moderated by disability status
The data analysis includes descriptive, correlational, and regressioreartalysst the
following null and alternative hypotheses:
Ho: Disability status does not moderate the relationship between achievement and
social support (i.e., there is no achievement effect for students with and without
disabilities)AP* = 0
Ha: Disability status moderates the relationship between achievement aald soci

support (i.e., there is an achievement effect for students with and without
disabilities)AP? # 0
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CHAPTER 11

M ethod
Overview

In this chapter, methodology relevant to this study is discussed. The
methodological components are as follows; a) setting and participants;r{ib)ment
and student selection; c) procedures for data collection; d) independent and dependent
variables; and (e) design and data analysis. The chapter is concluded wihssidn of
the anticipated outcomes.

Setting and Participants
Sample

The participants were 120 students in gradd$=638), 7 \= 19) and 8= 63)
from a Title 1 pubic middle school in a Northeastern city. Descriptions of the school
district and participating school follow.

Setting

City. The participants attended a middle school located in a Northeastern city
with a population of roughly 600,000 people and a median income of $39,629 (US
Census Bureau, 2000). The census indicates that the city is also moderately diverse
racially.

Public schoolsin the city. In the Northeastern city, the public school system is
comprised of 135 schools. Students attending the institutions are from predominately
Black and Latino backgrounds, and most pupils qualify for free and reduced lunch (See
Table 1).

School Setting. The participating middle school enrolls 294 studentd"in 6

through &' grade. In comparison to other middle schools, the mobility rate is the second
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highest in the city. According to the demographic data, the participating mitdiel sc
population is not representative of the students in the state or city school systems.
Specifically, the school has a higher proportion of Black students, and a lowertioropor
of Asian and White students relative to the city in which it is located. Thelsois garge
number of Verdean students enrolled in the school, which is reflected in the resulting
sample N=48, 36.5%). Moreover, many of the Cape Verdian and Latino students are
also English Language learners, which comprised 33.9% of the sample.

Finally, compared to the state and city data, the selected school has a higher
percentage of students in special education. Although the participating schail is
representative of the students in the state or city, the priority was toethudy minority
adolescents who are at-risk based on lower SES, low achievement scores, and/or
disability status. Therefore the school was an ideal setting based on freelacedr
lunch rates, annual statewide test scores, and a high percentage of students with

disabilities. Additionally, there was administrative support for the project.

Table 1

Student Demographics for the City, Participatindi&al, and Sample

Demographics City School Selected Middle Sample
System (%} School (%)

Gender 48 47 62

Female

Race

Black 37 68 67.5

Latino 39 26 31.7

White 13 2 -

Asian 9 1 -

Other 2 3 .8

Free and Reduced Lunch 74 88 N/A

Special Education students 21 27.8 11.9

Average Class Size 28 23 N/A

Note Data obtained froiMass DOE: Enrollment Data, 200%chool Enroliment data, 2009-10
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Special education services offered in the selected school. To accommodate
students with disabilities, the school follows an inclusion model. In other words, the
school does not offer separate educational tracks or classes to individbasavit
without disabilities; therefore students in each grade level take the saendasses.
Students enrolled in tHeearning Adaptive BehavidtAB) cluster are the exception to
the inclusion services; this group receives their core instruction in a sepetiiitg due
to emotional and behavioral classifications.

Participant Per mission

Parents and guardians of adolescentd'ithéough &' grade received an
introductory letter (Appendix B) and a permission form to allow their child tocgzate
(Appendices CD, E). The introductory letter stated that their child would be asked to
complete a survey on their views of adults and peers; and assessment data would be
obtained from permanent records. All students both present and absent had two weeks
from the date of initial distribution to return the completed forms. Reminderwards
distributed after three days to increase the return rate of permission(Agpendix F).
Prior to and following permission form distribution any staff, parent, and/or student
guestions that related to the study were answered on site, through email, @pliartel

To encourage student participation and to maximize the sample size, participants
were offered an incentive for returning a permission form with eithees! ‘or “no”
response and a parent signature. The permission form included several sbpakate c
boxes for granting student participation in a raffle, questionnaire, and/or imtervie
Therefore, even if parents did not allow students to participate in the studgpthidy

grant their child permission to enter the raffle as long as the appropriateabahecked
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and the form was signed and returned. Entrance into the raffle provided students the
chance to win an ipod nano and a $20 itunes card. Each raffle ticket was stapled to the
bottom of the permission forms. When the permission slip was signed and returned the
attached raffle ticket was placed into an envelope for the prize drawing. Tlaeicket
selection took place in the school’s office and the principal notified the winner. The
raffle incentive appeared to excite students and assist greatly ircthigment effort.

Several teachers indicated that students were eager to return theiserifasns in

order to become eligible to win the ipod nano.

Following the prize drawing, the investigator examined the school’s main
database and printed off spreadsheets that provided student data (i.e., grade, homeroom,
and MCAS scores). Next, in collaboration with the special education coordinator, a
comparison between the master registry of students with disabilities tamidslisdents
with project permission was completed. This facilitated the identificatioh students
with disabilities whose parents provided permission. Once these students wefiedge
the special education coordinator provided the first and most recent Individualize
Education Plans (IEPs), which included placement data and required services.

Student Selection

Participants were selected from the 194 students who returned the permission
forms, which was (65%) of the total school population. Although"sthéough &'
graders enrolled in the school were invited to participate via parental pem i
students were not invited to join the investigation. Every general educationtsiuite
permission was retained in the sample unless he or she was enrolled in the bilingual

education program and therefore needed the survey translated. All specidbaduca
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students with learning disabilities were included in the study. Specifispligial
education students with an IEP stating that he or she has a sole learningydmadili
learning disability in conjunction with another classification such as aitedéficit
disorder were included. Nonetheless, students with emotional disturbances were
excluded since they do not take their core classes within the inclusive environment.
Specifically, the restricted social and learning environment prevents tbenmagsessing
the same middle school supports as their disabled peers in an inclusive environment.
Finally, any student without a 2010 MCAS score was excluded from the sample, since
that was the dependent variable of interest.
Learning disability status. The IEP indicates whether a student has a diagnosed
learning disability. In the state, students qualify as learning disabled basResponse
to Intervention (RTI) or 1Q- achievement discrepancy data that estabédollowing
(Massachusettes Department of Education: Learning Disability @i2007):
The student is not able to demonstrate the necessary procesds¢psidhieve
adequately for his/her age or to meet English Language Arts )(EkA
Mathematics Curriculum Framework standards when provided with appeopria
learning experiences and instruction in one or more of the folipwareas: Oral
Expression, Written Expression, Basic Reading Skills, Readorgptzhension,
Reading Fluency Skills, Listening Comprehension, Mathematics Pnoble
Solving, Mathematics Calculation [34 CFR 300.309(a)(1)].
Upon the receipt of permission formisdividualized Education Plans (IEPs)
were reviewed for relevant testing or placement data that indicatetdewxtiee student
gualified as learning disabled. Based on the IEP data, students were dassifieling

to the recorded disability; either O (No Learning Disability; NLD) or lafbeng

Disability; LD).
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Resulting Sample. According to the previously established selection criteria, 8
students were excluded from the sample based on an emotional or behavioral based
disability classification and 49 English Language Learners becauseiqiretation
requirements. In addition, 1 student did not assent to take the survey, 1 student was
hospitalized, and 2 students were chronically absent. Finally, after negidve 2010
state assessment data (i.e., dependent variable), 11 students did not have sdores there
their scores were dropped listwise. The resulting sample was 101|gsheration
students and 19 with learning disabilities (N= 120).

Participantswith Learning Disabilities. The IEPs of students in the sample
indicated that each participating special education student had a Spedifimgea
Disability (SLD). Of those individuals, three had more specific clasdifns (i.e.,
reading disability, dyscalcula, and language-based learning digablh addition,
although the majority of students only had one disability classification, threagants
have additional labels listed, a) SLD and ADHD b) SLD, PTSD, SLD, bipolar disorde
c) SLD and depression.

Based on data from the initial placement IEP, students qualified for special
education services following academic, language, and/or cognitive teststgult be
noted that two participants did not have assessment documentation in their iRitial IE
however the remaining 17 students in the sample had test scores (39%) amet@r ge
assessment summaries (100%) to support placement. See Appendix G for a table that
indicates how each student qualified for services. All students completed academ
and/or cognitive assessments prior to special education placement;rfgiextiae

Woodcock Johnson, or the Wechsler Individual Achievement Test. Examiners also
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indicated student performance in other areas as evidence for speciailoaedpieaement,
such as low performance on classroom benchmarks, annual statewide asseasihent
grade repetition. Finally, 25% of students completed some form of language testing
qualify for speech and language services.

According to the most recent IEP data (Appendix H), on average students
received special education services for approximately 4 years 6.7 mortteagiate of
the project. Overall, 90% of students receive language arts services, 55%3Mat
Speech, and 10% Behavioral/Social-Emotional. Closer examination of student needs als
shows that 70% of students struggle in the area of comprehension, 30% decoding, 45%
writing, 15% spelling, 25% social skills (e.g., following directions, engageproppate
peer relationships, self-regulation), 35% expressive language, 25% math abomput
10% number sense, and 10% math reasoning.

Procedures

Test administration procedures

Tests were administrated during a 30- minute whole class sessiomwuwitibst
administrators (i.e., primary investigator and community coordinator). Tegtelsty
and time were determined by teacher preference and if more than half theocisented
the instrument was delivered in the classroom. In instances when less tharthealf
class consented, students took the exam in a small classroom filled with inddadksl
and chairs.

To ensure that students were willing to participate they listened to andlysilent
read along with an assent script (see Appendices | and J) prior to begiming

guestionnaire. After hearing the assent, students signed a printed version optfie scri
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indicate their willingness to participate. One student declined to takenfihe project,
and went to the library during test administration. The next day, the student eas giv
the opportunity to take the exam and he declined a second time. Following the
identification of willing participants, all assenting students provided demogrdpta on
the first page of the questionnaire (i.e., race, gender, and grade level). tionaddi
guestionnaire items were read aloud to ensure that respondents with decoding issues
understood the questions. Each statement on the questionnaire was repeated twice and
once more upon student request. These administration guidelines were in accordance wit
previous investigations, in which the survey was read aloud to 10 to 12 students at a time
(Malecki & Demaray, 2006). In addition, due to student absences and teacher requests
to test students during lunch, several participants took the survey in smaller gr8ups of
6.
The Independent and Dependent Variables

The independent variables gathered for the investigation were perceivad soci
support with academic achievement as the dependent variable. In this secéimal, se
covariates obtained from demographic data are discussed. An overview of the
independent variables and dependent variables can be found in Appendix K.
Independent Variables

The independent variables in the study are indicators of social support. These
indicators were obtained with a social support survey that was administexiéd t
participants in the Spring of 2010. The survey, which was also used in the previously
reviewed study conducted by Malecki and Demaray (2006), Shiid and Adolescent

Social Support ScalfASSSMalecki et al., 2000; See Appendix L). The CASSS
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(2000) measures both sources and subtypes of social support. The evaluated support
sources are Parents, Teachers, Classmates, and A Close Friend. The subbgals of
support are Informational, Appraisal, Instrumental, and Emotional support. In this
section, the reliability and validity of the CAS&®00)are discussed. The section is
organized as follows, (a) instrument overview; (b) The total frequency; gcbsripport
source score; and (d) support subtype score.

CASSS (2000) Overview. Malecki, Demaray, Elliott, and Nolten (1999) created
the first version of the measure in an effort to address the needs of adolessents. A
mentioned in the previous chapter, the instrument is designed to align with Tardy’s
(1985) five dimensional model of social support, a) direction, b) disposition, c)
description/evaluation, d) content, and e) network. In accordance with thisviogkne
the CASSS is intended to measure four subtypes (i.e., Informational, Instaljment
Appraisal, and Emotional) of perceived support that are available to students. The
support sources measured on the test are those from classmates, seddstefchers,
parents, and school. However, the school support subtest was excluded because it was
not of interest in this investigation.

Each section of the questionnaire assesses perceptions of support subtypes nested
within each source. Students are required to respond to 12 statements using a 6-point
Likert scale, which measure frequency (i.e., how often a support occurs), andaimsport
(i.e., how important is this support). Based on the design of the measure, the resulting
scores are an overall support score (i.e., the sum of support from four sources), an

individual score for each support source, and a score for the support subtypeagithin e
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source. Finally, in addition to assessing perceptions of social support the covelr page o
the CASSS2000) requires respondents to provide demographic information.

The psychometric analysis for the total score on the CA33®) was
conducted with three samples of middle school students who took the questionnaire. In
social support literature it is typical to report criterion related vglidbnstruct validity,
test-retest reliability, and internal consistency. The first sangpigased 515 students
in 6™ through &' grade from urban middle schools in lllinois. The second group included
263 students in"Sthrough &' grade from public and/or private schools in lllinois and
New York. Finally, the third sample consisted entirelyBfj8ade students (N= 125)
from an urban middle school in lllinois. The data from all three samples werensambi
to estimate reliability for the overall or total frequency score. Desgiidity and
reliability information for the CASS®tal frequency score, no data regarding the
importance scales were reported. Therefore only frequency scores for tlsedtaand
each source of support were used in this investigation.

The psychometric properties of each source and subtype are discussed in two
sections, a) Psychometric properties from the manual and related studies, and b)
Psychometric properties based on the current sample.

CASSS Psychometric Properties from the Manual and Related Studies

Thetotal frequency score. For middle school students iff 50 8" grade the total
frequency score on the CASE%00) had moderate to strong test-retest reliability and
strong internal consistency. The test-retest (8-10 week) relialslityessured by
Malecki et al. (2000) was .78, which indicates score stability. Assessmesotsialf

support and adjustment typically report test-retest values of .71 to .76 (Dubow &Jllm
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1989; Reynolds & Kamphaus, 1998). In addition, the assessed social support
components are similar according to high internal consistency of .96.

In the area of criterion-related validity, the total score of the CA8SShad low
criterion-related validity of .56 with th®ocial Support Scale for Childrd8SSCHarter,
1985), and .55 with th8urvey of Children’s Social Suppd8OCSSPubow & Ullman,
1989). Although the validity coefficients between the CASSS and other social support
measures fell into a low range, a high correlation was not expected becaus8@handS
SOCSS measure different social support dimensions (i.e., general support @esgepti
than the CASSS. Wood, Garb, Lilenfeld, & Nezworski (2002) indicate that coefficients
of .40 to .50 are acceptable when clinicians are obtaining self-report data.rirorthe
these coefficients appear acceptable since a high correlation wouldtshggése tests
are identical. The CASS8as designed to address current gaps with the social support
measurement tools; therefore, a high correlation should not result sincedhercfar
comparison (i.e., SSSC and SOCSS) assesses more general aspects of social support

Moreover, similar to the SOCYBubow & Ullman, 1989) there were negative
and positive correlations between the CASSS total score and other adjustmeméesneas
Authors frequently seek to establish validity for social support measurésWwing that
support is inversely related to maladjustment based on the content of the measure
(Dubow & Ullman, 1989). As expected, the SOQ8 negative correlations £ -.47
to -.66) to loneliness and a positive correlatioa (49 to .50) to social acceptance and
self-worth. In comparison, a positive relationship was anticipated betwerh support
and adjustment or self-perception measures. Findings show that similéatmorse

resulted between the CASSS total score and Clinical Maladjustment, Emotional
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Symptoms Index, Personal Adjustment, and School Maladjustment subtest scores of the

Behavior Assessment Scale for Children- Self Report of Persq@A8C-SRP;

Reynolds & Kamphaus, 1998). See Table 2 for further information regarding the

reliability and validity of the CASSS frequency scores.

Table 2
Reliability and Validity Data for the CASSS From the manual and related study
Sources of Internal Test-retest Criterion- Criterion- Critereon-
support consistency reliability Related Related Related
Validity Validity Validity:
Social Social BASC SRP
Support Support
Appraisals Scale for
Score Children
Overall or
Total
Frequency
Total score .96° .78° .56° 552 -.20to
.36°
Parent
Frequency
Total score  .93° 58 t0 .74 58" .56° 3910 .43
Subtypes 7310 .82 61t0 .78 N/A N/A N/A
Teacher
Frequency
Total score  .92° 580 .74 55° 48° -.051t0 .16
Subtypes 8lt0.82  .71t0 .78 N/A N/A b
N/A
Classmates
Frequency
Total score  .92° 5810 .74 41° .36° -.34 t0 .30
Subtypes .80t0 .87 7310 .77 N/A N/A b
N/A
Close friend
Frequency
Total score  .95° 581t0.74 54" .59° -.16 t0 .26
Subtypes 83t0.8¢  .75t0 .81 N/A N/A b
N/A

Note: Data obtained frodCASSS Manual (2000},Malecki & Demaray (2003)
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CASSS Support Sources. In this section, the reliability and criterion- related
validity of the support sources (i.e., parents, teachers, classmates, aselfaehal) are
reviewed. The validity and reliability information for the source and totaksowere
collected from different samples. Specifically, the information for thecemsoores
comes from a smaller subset of middle school students (N= 263) from public and/or
private schools in Illinois and New York. In the following sections, the validity a
reliability of social support source scores (i.e., parents, teachesnekas, and a close
friend) are discussed.

Overall, the support source scores had high internal consisncy?). In
addition, the test-retest reliability for the overall score, support sourcesubtypes was
established by administering the survey after an 8-10 week period. The ovemalhad
a moderately strong reliability of= .78. However, the results for the source and subtype
score were in the low to moderate range (.58 to .74) suggesting that the consracts
less stable over time. In this area of the literature a test-retastofal71 or higher is
acceptable (Dubow & Ullman, 1989; Reynolds & Kamphaus, 1998), therefore lower
values could be problematic.

In addition, the parent, teacher, and peer source score resulted in low criterion-
related validity with subtests of tIBSSQHarter, 1985). Although these validity
coefficients are in the low range (.36 to .56), all of the scores fall into teptabte
range provided by Wood et al. (2002) with the exception of the classmate subtest (i.e.,
.36). However, this does not appear problematic since the SSSC measures geaéral s
support. Unlike the SSSC, the CASSS measures specific subtypes of supportordheref

the data obtained from each instrument reveals different aspects of thesgppat
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construct. A high validity coefficient would indicate that general socigeu and
specific support subtypes are greatly alike, while the theoretical foundtgtten the
contrary (House, 1981).

The majority of the criterion related validity coefficients with @laical
Maladjustment, Emotional Symptoms Index, School Maladjustareti®ersonal
Adjustmensubtests of the BASC-SRReynolds & Kamphaus, 1998) were in a very low
range. The correlation was conducted to ensure that as expected tloeeteifo in a
positive (i.e.,.Emotional Symptoms IndeaadPersonal Adjustmepbr negative Clinical
Maladjustmentind School Maladjustmehtlirection. Since all of the scores went in the
expected direction the results provide evidence that the survey is appro@assedging
the support construct.

CASSS subtype scores. The discussion of support subtypes includes the test-
retest reliability, content validity, and internal consistency ofumséntal, Appraisal,
Informational, and Emotional support from each source (Malecki & Demaray, 2003).
The test retest reliability for subtype scores vary by sourcentsafe= .61 to .78),
teachersr(= .71 to .78), classmates< .73 to .77), and a close friemd<.75 to .81). In
addition, the internal consistency ranged from moderate to high7@ to .88) across the
sources.

Moreover, there is evidence of construct validity for the Instrumental, Emqtional
Informational, and Appraisal support. Malecki et al. (2003) asked five gradudénts
to categorize the four support types using one-sentence probes from the questionnair
The authors calculated inter-rater reliability by identifying the gr@iage of support

subtypes that were correctly placed into their intended category. Ovezaksiults
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showed that 92% of the probes were correctly categorized. An examination of the
specific subtypes showed an agreement of 87% with Emotional items, 99% |idoahat
items, 100% Appraisal items, and 83% Instrumental items. It should be noted that the
authors defined this process as content validity for the support subtypes included on the
measure. However, this activity is more aligned with construct validity sirece was no
critique of the evaluated support domains from experts in the field.
CASSS Psychometric Properties With the Current Sample

Factor Analysis. Construct validity of the CASSS for this sample was examined
through factor analysis. Previous CASSS investigations included populations and
outcome variables that differed from those incorporated in this study, tleefadtor
analysis was necessary. In addition, since summed scores are part of thigaithmes
the factor analysis is needed to establish construct validity. The dataoaduas
completed using the 4 subtype scores from each support source, making a total of 16
scores for the analysis

Review of the initial correlation matrix indicated that factorability weseptable
since each subtype score had a correlation of .61 or higher with one or more scores. The
communalities table also showed that each item shared some variance since the
extractions ranged from .68 to .84. Furthermore, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO, SPSS
output) test resulted in a score of .85, which falls into the superb range (.80 to .90), and
suggests that the correlations are compact enough to provide reliabtefalctta
(Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999).

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was selected to meaningfully redhecedcial

support variables, examine the structure of the underlying latent constasttss), and
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describe the resulting factors. Although there are several typesmfradtiction
methods, EFA was more ideal than Principal Component Analysis (PCA) becaiase soc
support is an underlying construct that is not directly measured (Norric&vaker,
2010). Authors also report that unlike PCA, Exploratory Factor Analysis takes@om
variance that may exist among the variables into account during analysisforiéere
EFA was used to identify unbiased factors that do not reflect researchepaisaam
regarding structureAccording to the SPSS output, the social support variables created a
four factor model.

Factor extraction using Maximum Likelihood (ML) was selected sinceaitali
analysis showed that the included variables were normally distributedg@d®iab
Wegener, MacCallum & Strahan, 1999). In addition, Fabrigar and collegues (1999)
report that ML enables researchers to examine goodness of fit for the ntesletise
statistical significance of factor loadings, and calculate confideneersals. Following
extraction, a scree test was examined to determine how many factorsnto Téia
review of the scree test indicated that after the fourth factor thélewistarted to level
off, therefore the first four factors were retained. Finallgjrect oblimin oblique
rotation method was used on the retained factors to simplify the data strocture f
interpretation. Although promax oblique rotation was also an option authors indicate that
it is more appropriate for large data sets (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003gfd0itee
direct oblimin obligue rotation was selected to enable correlation amowgsfdcitring
analysis. This is important given that the social support variables arediketyated

with one anotherEach resulting factor loading output had multiple factors above .30 and
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factor structure appeared interpretable (Costello & Osborne, 2005). Tabjgayslibhe
guantitative item loadings for the factors that did and did not load.

Overall, the analysis of the factor loading matrix indicates that then@derately
strong to strong construct validity for the CASSS source scores with thigesarhhe
factor labels provided by Malecki and Demaray (2000) were used sinceuhmges
factors fell into the categories suggested by the authors. These values $irgglest t
instrument is appropriate for the students included in this study and the compmsite sc
for each support source represents the intended construct.

Previously established criterion-related validity results for the GA@&alecki &
Demaray, 2000, 2003) provide some evidence of assessment unidimensionality based on
the instruments relationship with other criterion or outcomes. In contrast, these
Exploratory Factor Analysis results supply construct validity by leng¢he pattern of
the data with this sample of students. Overall, both previous criterion-related sent cur
construct validity suggest that the use of a support source composite scow is vali
However, additional validity evidence for the subtype composite scores restksary.

In the next section the reliability of both the source and subtype composite seores a

discussed.
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Table 3

Exploratory Factor Analysis: Social Support Scores

Factor 1 2 3 4
Close Ins .592 .656 181 -.067
Close Inf .582 622 226 -.015
Close Emo .660 518 221 -.200
Close App 676 484 .156 -174
Class Inst .668 -.022 -.620 -.066
Class Emo .618 -.058 -.578 -.107
Class App .693 -.082 -.527 -.038
Class Inf .669 .030 -.551 -.001
Parents App .694 -.449 329 -.206
Parents Ins .638 -.469 245 -.290
Parents Emo .643 -.482 .264 -.176
Parents Inf .653 -.312 322 -.233
Teachers Emo .646 -.039 143 .648
Teachers App .659 -.180 .032 541
Teachers Inf .595 -.136 137 579
Teachers Ins .626 -.115 123 465
Eigenvalues 6.241 2.116 1.858 1.275
Percent of 41.603 14.108 12.385 8.500
Variance

Cronbach’s alphaThe reliability scores for overalhE .72) parentsa(= .90),
teachersd = .86), classmates £ .90), and a close friend € .90) support are in the
moderate to strong range. These are lower than the reliability vabneshie manual,
which were all strong (¥96). This suggests that the scores obtained from this sample
have less internal consistency. In addition, the internal consistency of tipessbbres
is available and falls into a moderate to strong raage(3 to .88) (Demaray &

Malecki, 2003).
CASSS Format and Scores

Each section of the CASSS questionnaire has 12 questions regarding
Informational (3 questions), Instrumental (3 questions), Emotional (3 questions), and

Appraisal (3 questions) support from each source (i.e., teachers, parentsatelasand
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a close friend). Students are required to respond to each statement with a 1 (N&ver) t
(Always), which indicates the perceived support frequency (i.e., how often a support
occurs).

For this investigation, all resulting scores from the CA888 summed,
analyzed as raw data, and reported in the same format. Raw scores fal the tot
frequency score on the CAS&8ge from 48 to 288 based on the 6-point Likert scale for
each question. Following the total score calculation, the investigator comawted r
scores for each support source, which ranged from 12 to 72. Finally, resulting scores for
each support subtype were analyzed and raw scores are expected to sum 4 to 24.
Covariates

In addition to assessing social support, the CASSS also asks for demographic
information on the cover page. A modified version of the cover page was created for this
study to make the race options consistent with national definitions suggestad by
National Center For Educational Statistic3 he information collected from the cover
page were included as covariates in the analyses based on previous resesinchvetat
that these factors are important in understanding the relationship betwees sooaat
and achievement (Flemming et al., 2002; Malecki & Demaray, 2006; Martinez, 2006).

Race. For their race selection from the first page of their CASSS questionnaire
students were asked to identify as (1) Black, not Hispanic or Latino, (2) Asian, not
Hispanic or Latino (3) Hispanic or Latino, of any race (4) White, not Hispariiataro,
and (5) Multi-racial (i.e., two or more races) (National Center For Educhftatsstics:

Standard 1-5-3, 2008).



79

Gender. Student data was coded as male (0) or female (1) based on the gender
selected on the first page of the CASSS.

Gradelevel. The 8"- 8" grade level enrollment was also determined through
student data on the first page of the CASSS. Students wrote their grade levevand it
recorded as grade 6, 7, or 8.

Motivation. After students completed the demographic information and CASSS,
their motivation to succeed on the MCAS was assessed. This covariate is intended to
account for how seriously students take the MCAS. The measure comprises four
guestions (e.g., When you take the MCAS how likely are you to try and get thse st
that you can?) on a four-point Likert scale that ranges from “Not LikelyVe&ry
Likely.” The questions are modified from those used in other studies that assessed
academic motivation (Wentzel, 1993, 1997). The original motivation measure includes
ten questions (e.g., “how often do you try to work hard to understand what you are
studying?”) that are rated on a “Never” to “Always” 5-point Likewlsc

Although four modified motivation questions were initially included in this
investigation (Appendix M), only three were used during analysis. Following a
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) question 3 was eliminated due to protatema
significance levels on the correlation matrix (.12 and .18) and low inverse dorrelat
results (0.10 and 0.13). Once item 3 was eliminated, the component matrix for the
remaining questions showed adequate loading indicating that the questions have
acceptable construct validity. Also, the alpha reliability score for thdiqngss .67
indicating that the internal consistency is slightly below an adequate.rang

Dependent Variables
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The study design includes two subtests fromMiassachusetts Comprehensive
Assessment SystédMCAS to assess student achievement. The first subtest is the
mathematics section, and the second is the English Language Arts{&itidh of the
exam.

MCAS Overview. TheMCASiIs a state accountability assessment used to
evaluate Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) of schools throughout the state. The tes
assesses whether students have attained or progressed toward proficiea@reas of
mathematics, ELA, and science. Although multiple subject areas are edaoateally,
only student scores in the areas of mathematics and ELA were used in thisirsted
those emerged as essential academic areas following the reviesvaitifie.

Academic assessments with high levels of reliability (i.e., close to £0) ar
important to show that the resulting academic data consistently meastinesnaiacs
and ELA skills. The MCAS has an established split-half estimate of retyalitich is
calculated by placing test items into two groups and then examining the wonrefa
students’ scores on both parts of the test. If a high correlation exists ihvasstimed
that the test halves are measuring similar skills or knowledge. A strongaplit
estimate of reliability of .89 (i.e.6grade) to .92 (i.e.,"Bgrade) resulted for the for the
mathematics and ELA tests of the MCAS, which is based on assessments aciditoste
roughly 220,000 students iff' éhrough & grade (MCAS Technical Report, 2010).

There is established content and criterion-related validity for the MCASAG/
technical reports, 2007, 2008). The available content validity indicates that there is
strong alignment between the MCAS and the statewide mathematics andaBdArds

according to expert teachers serving on the M@&Sessment Development Committee
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(ADC9. Furthermore, the criterion-related validity resulted from a leggeesentative
sample of 8 graders that completed the ELA sections ofNa&ional Assessment of
Educational ProgresNAEP) and MCAS. The results showed that participants scored
similarly on both assessments, indicating that the tests are well aligthédeasure ELA
skills required for statewide and national standards (MCAS: NAEP Comparison, 2005).
According to these findings, the MCASappropriate for this investigation based on the
established reliability and validity.

MCAS Questions and Scores. The ELA standards section of the MCAS
includes short and long passages followed by multiple choice (36) and open response (4)
questions. An example of an open response question frorf\ irade ELA section of
the 2010 MCAS is displayed in Appendix N. The common form of the MCAS
mathematics assessment includes 29 multiple choice, 5 short answer, and 2 open response
questions. In Appendix N, an example of a multiple choice question fronf thade
2010 mathematics section of the MCAS is available.

Scores for ELA and mathematics are reported from the state accardiog t
performance levelgdvanced257-280 points)proficient(240-258 points)peeds
improvemen({220-238 points), andarning (200- 218 points). Although scores for
middle school students do not influence grade level promotionigrk@le thavarning
category is labeled dailing and a score below 220 prevents students from goind'to 11
grade (MCAS: Graduation Requirement, 2010). This indicates that scoresmvarttieg
category are equivalent failing. In addition, elementary, middle, and high schools with

large percentages of students receivuagning or needs improvemenhn the exam are
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placed into improvement plans and required to meet annual growth targets in ELA and
mathematics achievement (MASS DOE: Adequate Yearly Progress, 2008).

The proficiency percentages for the mathematics and ELA standarchse@iso
available and based on all students who took the MCAS in 2010. These data illustrate
how most students performed in the state and whether resulting scores fronsstudent
enrolled in the selected school falls within the same range. Student seoresaated in
both raw and scaled format; however the categorical labelsWeuming proficieni are
based on the scaled scores. The study will include scaled ELA and mathenoa#iss sc
ranging from 200 to 280.

In contrast to the state results, students at the public middle school included in this
study are achieving at lower levels. Table 4 provides a comparison of the M&IAS
results for the state (i.e., Columns 1-4) and patrticipating school (i.e., Columuesjo D
the low MCAS scores the school is in a restructuring phase (level 4), which thatins
the administrators are dealing with district pressures to ensure that stpdssithe
MCAS or meet growth goals.

In the area of ELA the school must have 90.2% of students receive a score of
“Meets” or “Exceeds,” however only 58.8% of students met the expectation in 2010
(BPS, Annual Yearly Progress Data, 2010). Similarly, the mathemartget tvas 84.3%
in the area of “Meets” or “Exceeds,” but only 48.3% of students fit into the cgtegor
Despite low scores, the school met their math target for 2010 since scores thbease
7%. However, the ELA targets were not obtained (i.e., only a 1.7% increasell dBase
these results the administration could lose funding or staff if target®taneet within

the next year.



83

Table 4
Means, Standard Deviation, and Reliability of the 2010 MCAS Mathematics and ELA
Subject Number of Reliability Percentage Percentage Percentage
Area Students  of Scores (%) (%) (%)
Administered “Proficient” “Proficient” or “Proficient
the MCAS or “advanced” at "or
“advanced” the school “advanced
in the City "in the
sample
Sixth Grade
ELA 72,172 .89 44 26 24
Mathematics 72, 177 .92 38 29 29

Seventh Grade

ELA 71,350 .90 52 17 37

Mathematics 71,452 .92 37 15 37

Eighth Grade

ELA
72,237 .89 57 32 57

Mathematics 72,180 .92 34 17 29

MCAS- Alt. The MCAS- Alt is a portfolio version of the MCAS that is taken by
students with “significant disabilities” and an IEP stating that thegx@enpt from
completing standardized tests (MCAS Alt, 2008). Although students with learning
disabilities can qualify to take the MCAS- Alt, the disability severitijkisly much
greater than a typical high incidence classification. Therefore tadgrds taking the

MCAS- Alt will not be included in the sample because of different score reports and
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varying needs between special education students taking the MCAS and MCASFAL
addition, the MCAS- ALT scores will also be excluded because students are scored
according to seven categorical labels instead of the standard four on the MCAS

According to statewide data, only 1.5% of all enrolled students and 8.4% of
students with disabilities (N= 8,199) take the MCAS- Alt. Of the students with
disabilities who took the assessment in 2008 only 8.5% (N= 715) had “learning
disability” as their primary classification. Based on the statedada, the majority of
students receiving special education services for a learning disadiltyite same test as
the general education population.

Data Analysis

The data analysis includes descriptive statistics, correlations, aedsiegr
equations. The descriptive statistics indicate the means and standard dewsfetomal
support perceptions and the achievement measures among adolescents aaraldrpup
type of student. Next, the initial relations among all the measures by @r®shown
through bivariate correlations. Finally, regression analysis wilitithte how social
support and disability status relate to achievement outcomes. The followiiog sec
includes a discussion of potential statistical methodologies and the rationtde f
regression models. In addition, various regression models that could answeedhehres
guestions guiding this study are reviewed. The section is organized as follows, (a
research questions and hypotheses; (b) potential statistical methoddltgiasiables
included in regression modeling; and (d) anticipated outcomes and long-range
consequences.

Resear ch Questions and Hypotheses
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1. Research Question (RQ) 1: Does disability status moderate thecaféeerall
social support (i.e. sum of support from teachers, parents, peers, a close friend)
perceptions in relation to academic outcomes (i.e., ELA and mathematics)?

2. Research Question (RQ) 2: Does disability status moderate thecéféeqiport
from parents, peers, a close friend, and/or teachers in relation to academic
outcomes (i.e., mathematics and ELA)?

3. Research Question (RQ) 3: Does disability status moderate the ef$eqipafrt
subtypes (i.e., Informational, Appraisal, Emotional, and Instrumental) from
different sources?

As previously noted, for each hypothesis associated with RQ1- RQ3 a group by
social support interaction is anticipated based on the varying needs of studentslwith a
without disabilities. The null and alternative hypotheses are:
Ho: Disability status does not moderate the relationship between achievement and
social support (i.e., there is no achievement effect for students with and without
disabilities)AP* = 0
Ha: Disability status moderates the relationship between achievement arld socia
support (i.e., there is an achievement effect for students with and without
disabilities)AP? # 0
Potential Statistical Methodologies
Previous investigators that examined the relations between social support and
achievement used several statistical techniques to address their hypokhesesauthors
either focus on Multiple Regression Analysis (MRA) (Malecki & Demag&6) or
Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) (Flemming, Cook, & Stone, 2002; Lee &t&m
1999) to measure achievement. It appears that MRA and HLM are standard techniques
within this type of research. Furthermore, previous authors conducting sgpalts
studies have not used Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) analysis; however it could

have utility in an investigation of this nature. In the following section the advardades

challenges of using each technique are discussed.
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Multiple Regression Analysis (MRA). MRA is an appropriate statistical
analysis for this study because it allows investigators to examine medtsedf social
support, group, and group by support interactions. Specifically, the main eftesttsiié
associations between the predictors and the dependent variable for thesstuthent
sample. The interaction terms (i.e., by group) show whether the same effsictsrea
subset of the participants. Based on the potential of interaction terms, MRA could be
used in this investigation since there are enough participants to desigsimygres
equations that can encompass several predictors to detect effects.

However, if MRA is selected the issue of clustering must be accounted for during
the analysis. Since clustering is the result of dependency or correlation sntsets of
groups within a data set it could be problematic in this investigation. The panti
were selected from many intact groups (i.e., the same community, school, and/or
classroom) therefore it is likely that the residuals are highly coecethts resulting in
clustering error. To address the error one must acknowledge and make up for the
clustered groups. Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003) indicate that if there is a
possible correlation amongst the individuals then OLS is not an appropriate method for
analysis. Therefore using OLS could result in biased regression coeffi@ant
standard error is too large or too small). To address the potential bias, robust standard
errors should be used to adjust OLS estimates and account for clustering error.

There are three common approaches in OLS, a) disaggregated analysis; the
clusters are ignored and alpha inflation results, b) aggregated analysan ésme
calculated for the predictors and DV of every group to allow the groups to function as a

individual component during analysis, and c) fixed effects regression andiysimy
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codes are included in the analysis to identify existing mean differences dmeogrgups

in relation to the dependent variable. Once error is accounted for, regressicsasay
promising statistical methodology. Previous authors have used regression equ#tions
scores from the CASS&hd identified significant effects (Malecki & Demaray, 2006).
Specifically, authors found that parents, classmates, a close friend, and segpgioet
were related to achievement outcomes.

Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM). In the studies that focused on HLM,
authors often compare students across classrooms or schools. HLM is likely conducted
because it is most useful when investigators want to make comparisons witheressl
groups. Unlike OLS regression analysis, several (e.g., 30) classroom$aals sce
required to effectively use HLM. Although student participants from this imgagiin
are nested in classrooms and across teachers, there are not enough les¢d 2nakie it
a statistically sound method with adequate power. However, using OLS is aled fla
because standard errors are evident in the analysis even after beingeatidheshis
study, measurement error in the social support scores (i.e., independent Sjacialdkk
result in biased regression coefficients.

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). Though not used in previous social
support research, another statistical method that could be used to addressritte resea
guestions in this study is SEM because latent (unobserved) and manifestg@pser
variables can be assessed in the same analysis. SEM allows investigekmisre
causal effects by identifying the “goodness-of-fit” between the datehanuypothesized
model. The analysis has great utility because it takes away error bhackiote a true

measure of a latent variable. The method is most effective with three tatéue |
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variables, and the model allows investigators to identify indicators thatbegetto their
understanding of the structure (Cohen et al., 2003).

SEM analysis continues to evolve and researchers are exploring ways to include
several latent variable interactions in the models. In one investigation, CudeckgHar
& du Toit (2009) suggested usingmerical quadraturéo estimate the maximum
likelihood of latent variable products. The process involves conditioning on a single
latent variable (although several are included) and as a result irdesaate reduced to
one dimension. During analysis, the use of the dimension both decreases the complexity
of the process and allows the maximum likelihood estimate to follow the samespasces
standard SEM. The outcome is a maximum likelihood estimate from latent garibbt
are not measured with error.

Finally, SEM analysis with latent variables is promising because tigsiis
not affected by measurement error. However, it should be noted that SEM has
limitations. Despite advances in SEM analysis, creating models with radétpht
variable interactions (i.e., more than three) is challenging. Theretekéw®uld not be
appropriate in this study because with so many interaction terms the modfetust ¢o
accurately estimate.

Selected Statistical Analyses

Following the examination of multiple statistical analyses (i.e., OL$4Hand
SEM), OLS regression analysis was selected. Ordinary Least SqDa&swith robust
standard error can be conducted with multiple predictors; therefore it paippe for
this investigation. Specifically, a model comparison test is included to idertéther

the inclusion of interaction terms significantly contributes to the model. ddgsas will
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include 6 models for each dependent variable (i.e., 6 Mathematics and 6 ELA scores),
which results in a total of 12 models. The relevant codes used during the atatistic

analysis are listed in Table 5.

Table 5
Codes Included in Data Analysis
Variable Gender Disability Status Grade Level
Code Male (0) No LD (0) 6
Female (1) LD (1) 7
8

VariablesIncluded in the Regression Modeling. The 12 (i.e., 6 mathematics
and 6 ELA) regression models have academic achievement as the outcome or dependent
variable for each equation. The independent variables in the model vary (Se&)Table
and each model includes a group by support interaction term. First (equation 1), the
overall support perceptions in relation to disability status are explored. exti@n
2), social support perceptions among each individual source of support are analyzed.
Lastly (equation 3), subtypes of social support from each source of support aetezlial
Within each equation, the initial step is the exploration of main effects of sop@bi$
on achievement. Following the identification of significant main effects, |ssigaports
by disability status (i.e. group) interactions are examined. ResultsHenegression

equations are displayed in tables.



Table 6

Overview of the Variables Included in the Regression Full Models

Model 1a (Overall Support)

X, = Overall support perceptions (sum of four support sources)
X,= Group (learner Status)

X,= Gender

X,= Grade Level

X = Overall support perceptions x Group

Model 2a (Support Sources)

X, = Support from Parents (sum across four subtypes)
X, = Support from Peers (sum across four subtypes)

X, = Support from A Close Friend (sum across four subtypes)
X, = Support from Teachers (sum across four subtypes)
X = Group (learner status)

X = Gender

X, = Grade Level

X = Support from Parents x Group

X 4= Support from Peers x Group

X,o = Support from A Close Friend x Group

X,,= Support from Teachers x Group

Model 3.1a (Support Subtypes)

X, = Emotional from Parents

X, = Informational from Parents

X,= Appraisal from Parents

X ,= Instrumental from Parents

X = Group (learner status)

X = Grade Level

X, = Gender

X, = Emotional from Parents x Group
X, = Informational from Parents x Group
X,0= Appraisal from Parents x Group
X, = Instrumental from Parents x Group

*Y = academic achievement
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The inclusion of main effects and interactions allow detection of whether ¢here i
a disability status by social support interaction on achievement. It iszihedinat
disability status moderates the social support and achievement relationshipdidgtor
Baron and Kenny (1986) a moderator is any variable that can affect in matysteay
the relationship between a predictor and outcome variable. Hence, if disadbility sy
social support changes (i.e., strength and/or direction) the relationship betywpert s
and achievement then disability status has a moderating effect. For exéirtia
strength of the relationship is affected then the results could show that hilghoieve

Covariates. In addition to the independent variables, each model will also include
two covariates (i.e., grade level and gender). The effects are beinglednbased on
previous conclusions that grade level (Flemming et al., 2002; Martinez, 2006) and gender
(Flemming et al., 2002) related to varying social support perceptions and/emacad
outcomes.

Furthermore, past investigations with general education students included a
control for previous achievement (Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Lee & Smith, 1999). In
these studies, changes across grade level were of interest, thenesaé@cessary to
control for previous achievement to accurately account for current academiimgta
Authors who controlled previous achievement concluded that it was the greatésbpre
of academic status. Despite these findings, the variable will not be cahtrotlas
study since student growth across multiple grade levels is not of interest.

Additionally, although controlling achievement has utility, eliminatingteng

academic discrepancies between students with and without learning tiesawili result



92

in overlooking naturally occurring achievement variance between the dimatps
relevant to this investigation. This is also in accordance with previous authors who
examined achievement, support, and disability status without controlling for prior
academic standing (Flemming et al., 2002). As a result, several regrasalyses were
conducted for the entire sample and each group to disentangle any potentiaticosrel
between achievement and disability status.

Regression Modelsto Address Resear ch Questions

Resear ch Question (RQ) 1. Does disability status moder ate the relationship

between achievement and overall (i.e. sum of four sources) support

per ceptions?

Equation 1: The first equation examines whether there is an overall support
perception (i.e., sum of Parent, Classmate, Teacher, and A Close Friend support) by
group interaction on achievement. There are three predictors included in theeagress
model. The equation addresses whether overall support accounts for adolescent
achievement, and the interaction term assesses whether there is an overdlbsuppor
group interaction on achievement outcomes. A model comparison test of a reduced and
full model will show whether an interaction results. If ffestatistic is significant it will
be concluded that disability status moderates the relationship between support and
achievement. Specifically, the interaction will provide evidence that owengtiort
associates differently to the achievement of students with disabititezsmnparison to
their general education peers. The predictors for this model are displayedary Eatal
the equation is:

Reduced Moddl:
Yi= Byt i Xut B, Xoi + B3 Xa + BaXai

Full Modd!:
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Yi= Bot BriXai+ B Xoi + B Xai+ B, Xai + Bs Xsi

Where:
Xs = Xai- X2 (Xsi 1S the interaction between overall support andieastatus)

Hypotheses:
Ho: AP?=0
Ha: AP?£0

Table 7
Overall Support Perceptions and Group Interaction (RQ 1Models)

Reduced Model Predictors (Model 1a)

X, = Overall Support Perceptions (sum of four suppources)
X,= Group (learner Status)

X,= Gender

X,= Grade Level

Full Model Predictors (Model 1b)

X, = Overall support perceptions (sum of four supgotirces)
X,= Group (learner Status)

X,= Gender

X ,= Grade Level

X, = Overall Support Perceptions x Group
* Y = academic achievement

Resear ch Question (RQ) 2: Does disability status moder ate the relationship
between achievement and support from parents, peers, aclose friend, and
teachers?
Equation 2. The second equation examines the variation witherall support
by analyzing each support source (i.e., parerassohates, a close friend, and teachers).
Specifically, the equation assesses whether teaeource of social support by group
interaction on achievement. Four of the predictothie regression model evaluate the
degree to which each source of social support atsdar adolescent achievement.

Following the initial predictors, four interactio@rms are included to assess whether

there is a social support by group interaction cadamic standing. Once the
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investigator collectively tests the interactions shn identify which ones are significant.
A model comparison test with tiad= statistic will show what levels of total support
results in an achievement effect for students aitth without learning disabilities. If
interactions result, the data will show that thareection between specific support
sources and achievement are different for studeititsand without disabilities. The
predictors for the model are displayed in Tablea@ the equation is:

Reduced Model:
Yi= B+ B Xu+ BrXo+ B3 Xa + By Xai + PsXsi

Full Model:

Yi =Bt BiXa+BoXa+ B Xa+ By Xa + B Xa + P Xa + r X+ By X+ BoXo BioXiq T Xy
Where:

Xs = X1 Xs (Xg IS the interaction between Parent Support and éeatatus)

Xo = Xai - Xsi (Xo IS the interaction between Classmate Support@athér status)

X0 = Xz Xs (Xqo IS the interaction between a Close Friend Suppuattl@arner status)
Xus = X4 - Xs (Xaz IS the interaction between Teacher Support andégeatatus)

Hypotheses:
Ho:AP2=0
Ha: AP?#0



95

Table 8
Support Sources and Group Interaction (RQ2 Models)

Reduced Model Predictors (Model 2a)

= Support from Parents (sum across four subtypes)

= Support from Peers (sum across four subtypes)

= Support from A Close Friend (sum across fout\ygugs)
= Support from Teachers (sum across four subtypes)
= Group (learner status)

= Gender

, = Grade Level

Full Model Predictors (Model 2b)

N =

w

a1

[«2]

MO XK X

~

g = Support from Parents x Group

o= Support from Peers x Group

X0 = Support from A Close Friend x Group
X, = Support from Teachers x Group

* Y = academic achievement

X, = Support from Parents (sum across four subtypes)
X, = Support from Peers (sum across four subtypes)

X, = Support from A Close Friend (sum across fourtygugs)
X, = Support from Teachers (sum across four subtypes)
X = Group (learner status)

X¢ = Gender

X, = Grade Level

X

X

Resear ch Question (RQ) 3: Does disability status moder ate the relationship

between achievement and support subtypes (i.e. Informational, Appraisal,

Emotional, and Instrumental) from different sour ces?

Equations 3.1-3.4. There are four equations that address RQ3 hyiexag all
support subtypes among each source of social suppbe models (3.1-3.4) highlight
whether the interaction between achievement anidlssagoport subtypes from a specific
source varies as a function of disability statber example, the predictors for model 3a

are illustrated in Table 9. The first four ternh®w whether the subtypes of support

account for the achievement of all adolescenteersample. The subsequent terms (i.e.,
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eight through eleven) identify group differencesadsgessing the interaction of support
subtypes by disability status. All of the interant are tested together and any that
emerged as significant were examined individualife data indicates whether varying
levels of support subtypes from parents have amantive effect on achievement among
students with and without learning disabilitiesnyAesulting interactions indicate that
there are different associations among supporiypebtand achievement for students
with and without disabilities. The predictors fa &re:

Reduced M odel:
Yi= B+ B, Xu+ BrXa+ B3 Xs + B, Xai + BsXsi

Full Modd!:

Yi =Byt by Xu+ B, Xa + P Xa+ B Xai + s Xsi + P Xoi+ By Xai+ Be Xai + o Xot ProXig + Py
Where:
Xs = Xu - Xsi (Xg IS the interaction between Emotional Support aadler status)

Xoi = Xai - Xs (Xoi 1S the interaction between Informational Suppaord Bearner status)
X1 = Xai - Xsi (Xua IS the interaction between Appraisal Support aader status)
X1 = X4 - Xs (Xa1S the interaction between Instrumental Supportleather status)

Hypotheses:
Ho: AP2=0
Ha: AP?P£0
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Table 9
Support Subtype from Parents and Group Interaction (RQ3.1Models)
Reduced Model Predictors (Model 3.1a)
X, = Informational from Parents
X,= Appraisal from Parents
X, = Emotional from Parents
X ,= Instrumental from Parents
X = Group (learner status)
Reduced Model Predictors (Model 3.1b)
X, = Informational from Parents
X, = Appraisal from Parents
X,= Emotional from Parents
X ,= Instrumental from Parents
X = Group (learner status)
X, = Grade Level
X, = Gender
X, = Informational from Parents x Group
X,= Appraisal from Parents x Group
X,o= Instrumental from Parents x Group

X,,= Emotional from Parents x Group
* Y = academic achievement

Equations 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4. Regression equations 3.2, 3.2, and 3.3 are idéntica
to equation 3a except subtypes of support fromsp@euation 3b), a close friend
(equation 3c), and teachers (equation 3d) are ssseJ hese models also show whether
subtypes of support from these sources accoumfréap achievement and any group by
support subtype interaction on achievement. Sinnilaéa, if interactions occur among
each source then it can be concluded that specifiport subtypes from each source

have different relationships to the achievemerstoflents with and without disabilities.
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Power analysis

Regression models 2 and 3 each include 7 testelcfoes in the reduced model
and 11 in the full model (i.e., interactions). eyious investigations, regression analyses
with social support as the predictor and achievérasithe outcome resultedmf values
ranging from .075 to .137, and?’ of .026 to .027 (Malecki & Demaray, 2006).
However, the authors used five regression modédlstwio terms, a support source (e.g.
parents) and a source by SES interaction. Thessemgm models in this investigation are
larger with seven terms in each model therefordlemeffect sizes may result. Despite
the inclusion of nine terms in each model, thealdas (i.e., support source and subtype),
moderator (i.e., disability status), and achievennegasures (i.e., annual statewide
assessment) in this study have not been previexglpred together, therefore small or
large effects cannot be assumed.

Examinations of previous effect sizes and regressiodels must be conducted to
determine potential effect sizes for the populatiothis study. Effect size conformity is
required to accurately compare previous resultspatential outcomes in this
investigation. Conformity is attained by adjustthg R (i.e., .075 and .137) to Cohen'’s
f2. According to Cohen and Collegues (2008)s the percentage variance in the
dependent variable that is accounted for by a fipesit of variables. Thus, tlievalue
indicates the importance of the variables and altive investigator to test whether it
significantly adds to the regression model for ecdpc population. To obtain the value
of %, a calculation oRA\1- R* must be computedTherefore, af? of .075 and .137 is
equivalent to afff of .081 and .158. These are low and moderate sffaxtording to

previous regression analyses conducted with ssa@ort scores (Demaray & Malecki ,
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2003, Malecki & Demaray, 2006). Together the stadiuggest small to large effects
ranging from .075 to .30.

In addition to estimated effect sizes, the rangeavier and error for varying
sample sizes highlights whether effects are likelge accurately detected. See Table 10
for information regarding the power analysis. Donplete the power analysis for this
investigation information regarding predictors,tederror rate, and effect sizes are
necessary. First, the “number of tested preditiersquivalent to the sum of predictors
in the reduced model (i.e., the interaction terrasyl the “total number of predictors”
equals the quantity of terms in full model (G Powser Guide Version 3.1.0, 2009).
Following the information regarding predictors, #dpha error probability (.05), power
(.80), and sample size (120) are set. Accordirtgeajuantity of predictorglpha error
rate, and power, with a sample of 120 a medteffect of .06 to .10 can be detected

(See Figures 1 and 2).



Table 10
Linear Multiple Regression: Fixed Model’ Rcrease(RQ1)
Subject Value Value
(RQ1) (RQ2 and RQ3)
Total sample size 120 120
Number of tested 4 7
predictors
Total number of predictors 5 11
Effect sizef 0.067 0.103
Effect size R 0.063 .094
a error probability (err 0.05 0.05
prob)
Power (1B err prob) 0.80 0.80
Noncentrality parameter 7.98 12.47
Critical f 3.92 2.46
Numerator DF 1 4
Denomenator DF 114 108

Note: Data obtained from G-Power (2009)

Figure 1. Effect size for regression models (RQd RQ2/RQ3)

F tests - Linear multiple regression: Fixed model, R? increase

Number of tested predictors = 1, Total number of predictors = 5,
aerr prob = 0.05, Power (1-B err prob) = 0.8
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F tests - Linear multiple regression: Fixed model, R? increase
Number of tested predictors = 4, Total number of predictors = 11,
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Figure 2. Power for regression models (RQ1 and RQ32)

F tests - Linear multiple regression: Fixed model, R? increase F tests - Linear multiple regression: Fixed model, R? increase
Number of tested predictors = 1, Total number of predictors = 5, Number of tested predictors = 4, Total number of predictors = 11,
aerr prob = 0.05, Total sample size = 120 err prob = 0.05, Total sample size = 120

Power (1- err prob)

Power (1-B err prob)
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Additional Regression Considerations

As previously noted, past investigators used ragpasanalysis to examine social
support by group interactions on achievement (Mal@demaray, 2006) and found
significant effects. In addition, the authors edded issues that arise naturally in
regression models by centering the quantitativdipters. Aiken and West (1991)
caution investigators using interactions againdtioallinearity since a high correlation
among the interaction terms and independent vasabbm which they were derived
frequently results. Creating “centered” predistiyom the variable mean by changing
the original variable into a deviation score couwntrrelation issues. The resulting
deviation scores are then placed into the intevaderms and minimize any potential
nonessential multicollinearity. Based on the wtitif adjusting the model, the social
support variables were centered to create meanitegfus and ensure that any scaling
effects are not present in the data. After cemgette predictors all that remains is the
essential correlation between social support s@styd hat is, correlation that is not due

to the scaling of the variables.
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Anticipated Outcomes

This study contributes to the current literaturadmsntifying relationships
between specific support sources (i.e., parerdssolates, a close friend, and teachers),
subtypes (i.e., Informational, Instrumental, Appedj and Emotional) and achievement
(i.e., mathematics and ELA) of students with anthaut disabilities. Within the current
research, investigators report a relationship betvgocial support and the academic
achievement of general education students (Gutmi&hdgley, 2000; Lee & Smith,
1999; Malecki & Demaray, 2006; Rosenfeld et alQ@0 Despite findings for general
education students, gaps in the research existddents with learning disabilities. This
is surprising, given that these students are pdatily at risk. Therefore, investigators
and practitioners should attempt to fully underdtaonstructs that potentially relate to
their achievement.

Furthermore, this investigation is unique becatgeiudes interactions between
multiple kinds of social support (i.e, overall sopp sources, and subtypes) and group
(i.e., learner status) on achievement scores. ibvarsources and types of social support
are not thoroughly investigated we may fail to idfgrrelationships between the different
types of support and how they relate to achievemaAdditional investigations of
support with populations of students with and withiearning disabilities may yield new
and useful results.

This study will provide initial evidence of whethdisability status moderates the
relationship between support and achievement. Mewyd is also necessary to
cautiously interpret results since the findingd mibvide a snap shot of support in a

middle school setting and causal effects cannasuiggested. Hence, the subsequent data
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may inform practitioners about unique student ne&jsecifically, those invested in
adolescents can use the findings to better uncherstaat sources and types of support
are related to academic achievement and as a bettdt consider their educational

Success.
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CHAPTER IV
Results

Overview

This chapter presents the results of the data sisatgnducted to assess the
independent (i.e., social support) and dependetdhlas (i.e., ELA and mathematics
achievement) of this study. The findings of theaistigation are organized into two
sections. First, descriptive statistics (i.e., ngeand standard deviations) of the raw
scores for social support and achievement are pexde Then, a summary of the
ordinary least squares regression analyses empfoyedch research question (i.e.,
questions 1, 2, and 3) is provided.
Descriptive Statisticsfor Support Scores, Motivation, and Achievement

Independent Variable: Social Support. The CASSS Questionnaire assesses four
subtypes (i.e., Emotional, Informational, Apprajsald Instrumental) of social support
from four support sources: parents, teachers, olaiss, and a close friend on a 5-point
Likert scale. Therefore, a student will obtainoaposite score for every support source
(12 to 72) and each support subtype (4 to 24)isha¢sted within each support source.
Students also receive a total social support dei@¢o 288), which is the combined value
of support from parents, teachers, classmatesa afatse friend (i.e., sum of four
sources).

The means and standard deviations for the ssgpglort scores are provided in
Table 11. The values are displayed for the t@taige and each group (i.e, students with
LD, students without LD). Among all students, sugport source means ranged from

37.65 (13.89) to 56.71(12.04) and the support getgeans fell between 47.55 (9.12) to
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53.77 (9.62). These initial values suggest thgppoadents used the lower response
values less frequently (e.g., 1= Never) and higbegponse categories more frequently
(e.g., 5= Always). In addition, the total scorean was 205.83 (37.30) for the entire
sample. However, students with learning disabditiad a slightly lower mean of total
support (M= 200.30, SD= 32.90) in comparison talstus without learning disabilities
(M= 206.83, SD= 38.09).

Finally, to identify whether the social supportalatas normally distributed the
skewness statistic and histogram of the acadendicapport scores were examined.
Lomax (1998) indicates that +/- 2.0 is an acceptdlelhchmark to assess score skewness.
Based on that criterion the skewness of the ssagport data is not problematic and no
outliers were identified. In addition, almost dlltbe kurtosis statistics were in a normal
range (+/- 1) indicating that distribution was telaly normal. The exceptions were the
kurtosis values for Classmate Informational (-1.&2) Close Friend Emotional (-1.33)

support.
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Table 11

Means and Standard Deviations for Social Support Subtypes

Support Type Emotional  Informational Appraisal Instrumental  Total Score

Parent Support

Total Sample 13.91 (3.38)  14.08 (3.40) 13.63 (3.61) 12.82(3.62) 54.45
(12.25)

Without LD 13.83(3.44)  14.14 (3.37) 13.74 (3.48)  12.97 (3.47) 54.69
(11.94)

With LD 14.35 (3.13)  13.75(3.64) 13.00 (4.33) 12.00 (4.35) 53.10
(14.14)

Teacher Support

Total Sample 13.15 (3.55)  14.91 (2.81) 13.35 (3.46)  12.97 (3.54) 54.38
(11.25)

Without LD 12.99 (3.72)  14.94 (2.85) 13.29 (3.59) 12.98 (3.67) 54.20
(11.80)

With LD 14.05 (2.28)  14.75 (2.65) 13.70 (2.62)  12.90 (2.81) 55.40 (7.67)

Classmate Support

Total Sample 10.45 (3.72)  10.37 (4.21) 8.94 (4.10) 10.91 (4.29) 40.68
(14.36)

Without LD 10.59 (3.72)  10.46 (4.24) 9.03 (4.11) 11.14 (4.24) 41.23
(14.43)

With LD 9.65 (3.75) 9.90 (4.11) 8.50 (4.14) 9.60 (4.44) 37.65
(13.89)

Close Friend Support

Total Sample 14.62 (3.62) 14.10 (3.46) 13.10(3.85) 14.50(3.19) 56.32
(12.39)

Without LD 14.63 (3.61) 14.23 (3.35) 13.23(3.85) 14.61 (3.08) 56.71
(12.04)

With LD 14.55 (3.72)  13.35 (4.02) 12.35(3.88) 13.90 (3.81) 54.15
(14.31)

Total Support Score

Total sample N/A N/A N/A N/A 205.83
(37.30)

Without LD N/A N/A N/A N/A 206.83
(38.09)

With LD N/A N/A N/A N/A 200.30
(32.90)

Covariate: Motivation. The three questions regarding motivation to sucoeed

do well on the MCAS were assessed through a fountjhdkert scale (1= Not Likely) to
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(4= Very Likely). Therefore, the total possiblese for motivation ranged from 3 to 12.
Once survey results were obtained an initial revaéwcore distribution (Skew= -.65,
Kurtosis= -.48) confirmed adequate normality of tegponses and no outliers were
present.The resulting survey scores showed that studenitsdigabilities had a similar
mean level of motivation 10.60 (1.39) in comparisotheir non-disabled peers 10.32
(1.58). Furthermore, the average for the entioeigiwas 10.36 (1.55). This suggests
that students with and without disabilities resamilar levels of motivation to succeed
on the MCAS.

Dependent Variable: Achievement. Student outcomes on the MCAS fall into
one of four performance leveksgdvanced257-280 points)proficient (240-258 points),
needs improvemei220-238 points), angiarning (200- 218 points). For the entire
sample, the MCAS ELA and mathematic means ranged #28.97 (15.74) to 233.70
(14.25). Students with learning disabilities hadir means of both ELA (M= 225.05,
SD= 14.70) and mathematics (M= 230.74, SD= 13.thjewement scores in comparison
to their general education peers. Specificallg,dabhievement scores for students
without disabilities were, ELA (M= 229.70, SD= 19)&nd mathematics (M= 234.26,
SD=14.44). In addition, the examination of gera®il grade level results showed that
6" and 7' grade girls had a higher mean ELA score and arlowehematics score in
comparison to their male peers (see Table 12).8Fgrade girls the mathematics and

ELA means were higher thafl' §rade boys’ means
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Table 12

MCAS ELA and Mathematics Scores by Gender and Grade
Grade level ELA Mathematics
6" Grade
Male 225.89 (16.89) 231.67 (17.56)
Female 226.70 (15.17) 224.10 (14.96)
7" Grade
Male 234.25 (11.18) 232.91 (13.71)
Female 235.75 (9.69) 227.64 (9.63)
8" Grade
Male 233.06 (12.47) 227.38 (16.31)
Female 243.55 (10.59) 231.33 (16.76)
Total 233.70 (14.25) 229.06 (15.78)

Moreover, in comparison to the entire school pojpaita 7" and &' grade
participants in this study had higher levels ofdfirient” and “advanced.” These data
also indicate that'&graders in the sample were academically repretentaf the
school. See Table 13 for a comparison of profigrdagels between the state, city, and
school. Finally, an examination of the skewneatisic and histogram showed that the
ELA (Skew=-.099, Kurtosis= -1.153) and mathematisew= .659, Kurtosis= -.816)

achievement scores are normally distributed andutiiers are present.
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Table 13

Proficiency scores for MCAS ELA and Mathematics Scores

Percent Statewide Citywide School wide Sample
(%)“Proficient”
or “Advanced

English Language Arts (ELA)

6" grade 69 44 26 24
7" grade 72 52 17 37
8" grade 78 57 32 57
Mathematics

6" grade 59 38 29 29
7" grade 53 37 15 37
8" grade 51 34 17 29

Note: Data Obtained from Massachusetts DOE 2009-201fildxo

Correlations of all variables. Findings show that several significant correlations
exist among the social support variables. The aassoes ranged from low (.01) to
strong (.91). The highest correlations were amnodiyidual subtype scores and the total
support source scores. For example, the corralagdween total parent support and
subtypes of parent support (i.e., Emotional, Infational, Appraisal, and Instrumental)
ranged from .84 to .91. This is expected given tiva subtype scores are combined to
make each total source score. Similarly, the aasoos among the overall score (i.e.,
sum of all total source scores) and each total aiigiource score were moderate ranging
from .70 to .77. Once again, this correlation wascipated since the source scores are
summed to comprise the total score.

Furthermore, the individual subtype scores amo) saurce had low moderate
(.60) to strong correlations (.91) with one anoth€his indicates that there is some
variance amongst the subtypes that are nestedha#tuh source of support. This

variance is expected based on the theoretical ftiordthat indicates each subtype of
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support is perceived differently by support reanpse(House, 1981). Previous literature
on the CASSS does not provide correlations amouagees or subtype; therefore whether
these figures are comparable to previous literatunet clear.

Finally, low and moderate positive correlationautes] between the covariate
motivation and the other predictors. The scorestrolosely related to motivation were
total close friend support (.61) and total socigdort (.69). This suggests that
motivation has a stronger relationship to combitedal scores than individual subtype
scores. Therefore the analysis results could basgd on the types of social support
scores included (i.e., subtype vs. total score).

Regression Analyses

Prior to completing the regression analyses dlhefvariables were centered to
counter potential issues with multicollinearity.efty gender and grade level were
controlled in each equation based on findings ftbereview of literature. Specifically,
authors indicate that gender impacts math gaine &8&mith, 1999) and initialt’Sgrade
ELA status (Flemming et al., 2002). However, basegreliminary regression analysis,
race, socioeconomic status, and motivation werpprd from the models. In addition,
eliminating three variables from each model incedlabie power of the regression
equations.

Furthermore, SPSS was used to investigate theart independent and
dependent variables associated with each reseaestign to create the regression
models. As indicated in Chapter 3, the cases mifising achievement scores were
dropped listwise from the analysis£r1). Since there were two dependent variables of

interest in this investigation, separate modelssveenducted for mathematics and ELA
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outcomes. In the next section the results obtaired each regression equation (RQ1-
RQ3) are reported. The reduced model is repoitsidaind then the interaction terms are
added to the full model. Following the additiortloé interaction terms, a model
comparison test is used to identify whether therantion terms in the full model (1b)
significantly contribute to ELA outcomes above wisaadded by the reduced model (1a).
The resulting F statistic is examined to determvhether the reduced and full models
are significantly different. The ELA and mathematmodels are labeled as a, b, c, or d
(ELA reduced model= a; ELA full model= b; Matheneatreduced model= c;
Mathematics full model= d).

Resear ch Question (RQ) 1. Does disability status moder ate the effect of Overall

Social Support (i.e. sum of support from teachers, parents, peers, a close friend)

perceptionsin relation to academic outcomes (i.e.,, ELA and mathematics)?

Reduced Model (1a and 1c):
Yi =Byt BiXu+ B Xai+ B3 Xai+ B4 Xai

Full Modédl (1b and 1d):

Yi= Bot BiXu+ B, Xa+ B3 Xa + B, Xai + Bs Xsi
Where:
Xs =Xy Xz (Xs is the interaction between Overall Support and @you

Hypotheses:

Ho: AP?=0

Ha: AP?#0

Where:

The null hypothesis (HO) states that disabilityistadoes not moderate the relationship
between achievement and social support (i.e., ikare disability status effect on
support and achievememt” = 0. The alternative hypothesigi () states that an

interaction does occur, which would indicate a nmatieg effect exists ,: AP? # 0).
Models 1a and 1b: Overall Social Support and ELA Outcomes. The F
statistic showed that the addition of an interacterm (i.e., overall social support by

group) in model 1b did not add to equatién .= 1.134,p = .289). Therefore, model 1a
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was selected to address this research questiond®eitavas the most parsimonious
model. Table 14 shows the comparison of the redlncodel 1a and full model 1b,
which differed by one degree of freedom (i.e., disus 5 predictors).

Furthermore, overall social suppog (= -.042,p = .197) was not a significant
variable in model 1a indicating that it is not asated with ELA outcomes controlling
for gender and grade level. Only, gend@r=£ 5.444 p = .000) and grade leve|{ =
5.883,p = .000) made significant contributions to the mg@&se Table 16). According
to theR? effect size for model 1a, the included variablesoaated fo20% of the
variance in ELA achievement, which is a mediumdcffeased on previous literature
(Demaray & Malecki, 2003; Malecki & Demaray, 200@®ased on the resulting effects
and significant contributors to the model, the iyjbothesis was retained for this
research questiorH{,: AP*=0). Learner status does not moderate the effecteadl
support perceptions in relation to ELA scores.

Table 14

Model Comparison, ELA Outcomes (Models 1a and 1b)

Model F Change P value
la 7.208 .000**
1b 1.134 .289

Note. *p<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001
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Regression Table, ELA Outcomes (Models 1a and 1b)

Variable Yij t Significance Yij t Significance
Reduced Model (1a) Full Model (1b)

Intercept 189.199  19.068 .000 188.022 18.844 .000

Total -.042 -1.441 152 -.028* -.076 411

Social

Support

Group -4.328 -1.305 195 -4.800 -.824 .938

(learner

Status)

Gender 5.883 4.319 .000*** 5.273 2.174 .952

Grade 5.444 2.249 .026* 6.057 4.418 .932

Total SS -.105 -1.065 .289

x Group

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001

Models 1c and 1d: Overall Social Support and Mathematics Outcomes. The

regression analysis indicated that the reduBeds= .589,p = .671) and full s 114 =

.541,p = .745) mathematics models were not statisticatipificant. Specifically, there

were no variables that contributed to mathematitsames. Therefore, learner status

does not moderate the relationship between ov&uplport perceptions and mathematics

achievement (See Tables 17, 18).

Table 16

Model Comparison, Mathematics Outcomes (Models 1c
and 1d)

Model F Change P value

1c .589 671

1d .362 .549

Note. *p<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001
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Table 17

Regression Table, Mathematics Outcomes (Model 1c and 1d)

Variable yij t Significance Yij t Significance
Reduced Model (1c) Full Model (1d)

Intercept 225.510  18.409 .000 221.510 18.166 .000

Total .010 .260 .795 .020 461 .645

Social

Support

Group -5.458 -1.345 181 -5.789 -1.410 161

(learner

Status)

Gender -2.054 -.696 .488 -2.169 -731 466

Grade 1.184 712 478 1.309 779 438

Total SS -.073 -.602 .549

x Group

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001

Resear ch Question (RQ) 2: Does disability status moder ate the effect of
support from parents, peers, a close friend, and/or teacher in relation to
academic outcomes (i.e., mathematicsand ELA)?

Reduced Model (2a and 2¢):
Yi=f,+ B, X+ B,Xai+ B3Xa + B, Xai + B Xsi + B Xei + B, X7

Full Model (2b and 2d):
Yi :ﬂo+ﬁ1X11 +162X2i +133X3 +/B4X4i +ﬂ5X5i +ﬂ6X6i +ﬂ7X7i +168X8i +ﬁ9)®+ﬂ10X10 +ﬂ11X11
Where:
Xsi = Xui- X5 (Xgi IS the interaction between Parent Support and Group
Xoi = Xz - X5 (X IS the interaction between Peer Support and Group)
X0 = Xsi - Xsi (X IS the interaction between Close Friend SupportGradip)
Xu = Xui - X5 (Xqq 1S the interaction between Teacher Support and [@rou

Hypotheses:

Ho: AP?=0

Ha: APP£0

Where:

The null hypothesis (HO) states that disabilityustadoes not moderate the relationship
between achievement and social support (i.e., ikare disability status effect on
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support and achievememt” = 0. The alternative hypothesigi () states that an
interaction does occur, which would indicate a nmatieg effect exists | : AP? # 0).

Models 2a and 2b: Social Support Sourcesand ELA Outcomes. The
comparison of models 2&41..= 4.444,p = .000) and 2bR11, 10s= 3.739,p = .076)
revealed that the additional interaction coeffitsen model 2b did not contribute
significantly to ELA outcomes controlling for grateel and gender (See Table 18).
Therefore, model 2a was retained for this quedinoe it had the best fit. Table 20
shows that grade levepy( = 6.203,p = .000) was the only significant contributor in
model 2a. Th&’effect size for model 2a was in the low range, witralue of .07
(Demaray & Malecki, 2003; Malecki & Demaray, 2006gince model 2b did not reach a
level of significance the null hypothesis was nedal for question 2. However, an
examination of the interaction coefficients in mio2le showed that close friend support

by LD status was significan{{ = -.734,p = .010). This suggests that the null findings

may be the result of a small sample size. Thesdtsesuggest that students in the
general and special education population do nérdif relation to parent, teacher,

classmate and a close friend support with ELA autes,

Table 18

Model Comparison, ELA Outcomes (Models 2a and 2b)

Model F Change P value
2a 4.444 .000***
2b 2.177 .076

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Table 19

Regression Table, ELA Outcomes (Models 2a and 2b)

Variable yij T Significance yij t Significance
Reduced Model Full Model

Intercept 187.394 18.648 .000 187.302 18.918 .000
Total Parent -.214 -1.844 .068 -.213 -1.629 .106
SS
Total .041 .305 .761 .032 .228 .820
Teacher SS
Total .000 -.006 .995 -.089 -.801 425
Classmate
SS
Total Close .016 .140 .889 .196 1.462 147
Friend SS
Group -4.596 -121 .168 -6.644 -1.800 .075
(learner
Status)
Gender 4.596 1.818 .072 4.169 1.630 .106
Grade 6.240 4.478 =.000*** 6.240 4575 .000***
Total Parent -.266 -.937 .351
x Group
Total .565 943 .348
Teacher x
Group
Total 273 1.013 313
Classmate x
Group
Total Close -.734 -2.637 .010**
Friend x
Group

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
Models 2c and 2d: Social Support Sources and Mathematics Outcomes.

Models 2¢ F7.112 = 1.190,p = .314) and 2dHu. 10s= 1.190,p = .429) were not statistically
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significant. These findings indicate that sourgkesocial support (i.e., parents, teachers,
classmates, and a close friend), grade level, gileapner status), and gender are not

significantly related to mathematics outcomes (Bage 20, 21).

Table 20

Model Comparison, Mathematics Outcomes (Models 2c
and 2d)

Model F Change P value

2c 1.190 314

2d .966 429

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Table 21

Regression Table, Mathematics Outcomes (Models 2c and 2d)

Variable yij T Significance yij T Significance
Reduced Model Full Model

Intercept 218.776  18.090 .000 218.499 17.964 .000
Total Parent -.256 -1.818 .072 -.224 -1.380 171
Support
Total Teacher 191 1.162 .248 149 .865 .389
Support
Total Classmate -.040 -.329 .743 -.090 -.657 513
Support
Total Close 211 1.520 131 315 1.902 .060
Friend Support
Group (learner -6.484 -1.585 116 -9.035 -1.988 .049*
Status)
Gender -3.813 -1.260 .210 -3.539 -1.133 .260
Grade 1.834 1.095 .276 1.843 1.095 .276
Total Parent x -.337 -.963 .338
Group
Total Teacher x .952 1.292 .199
Group
Total Classmate 147 442 .659
x Group
Total Close -.580 -1.694 .093

Friend x Group
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Resear ch Question (RQ) 3: Does disability status moder ate the effect of support
subtypes (i.e. Emotional, Informational, Appraisal, and Instrumental) from
different sources?

To address Research Question 3 (RQ3) four ELAtemsaand four mathematics
equations were included. Since the subtypes aélssgpport (i.e. Emotional,

Informational, Appraisal, and Instrumentate nested within each source (i.e., Parents,
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Classmates, A Close Friend, and Teachers) mukiglations were required. The
subsequent section is discussed as follows, subtyfpgupport from parents (RQ3.1),
classmates (RQ3.2), a close friend (RQ3.3), anthtwa (RQ3.4).

Reduced Models (3.1a-3.4a and 3.1c-3.4¢):
Yi=f,+ B, X+ B,Xai+ B3Xa + By Xai + P Xsi + B Xei + B, Xai

Full Modé (3.1b-3.4b and 3.1d-3.4d)

Yi :ﬂo+ﬂ1Xﬂ +ﬂ2X2i +133X3 +ﬂ4X4i +135>(5i +ﬂ6X6i +ﬂ7X7i +168X8i +ﬂ9X9+ﬁ10X10 +/811X1]i
Where:
Xs = X' Xs (Xgi IS the interaction between Emotional Support anou@y
Xoi = Xoi - Xsi (Xoi IS the interaction between Informational Suppod &roup)
X0 = Xsi- Xsi (X IS the interaction between Appraisal Support anou@y
X = X4 - Xs (Xua IS the interaction between Instrumental Support@ralip)
Hypotheses:
Ho: AP?=0
Ha: AP?#0
Where: The null hypothesis (HO) states that disabilityistadoes not moderate the
relationship between achievement and social sugpertthere is no disability status

effect on support and achievemesBf = 0. The alternative hypothesis states that an
interaction does occur, which would indicate a nmatieg effect exists ,: AP # 0).

Models 3.1a and 3.1b: Parent support and ELA Outcomes. The comparison of
model 3.1aK7 112=5.229,p = .001) and 3.1bHu1,10s= 4.012,p = .163) indicated that the
F statistic was not significant controlling for glem and grade level (See Table 22).
Therefore, model 3.1a was selected to addressetbesrch question since it was the most
efficient and well fit model. Table 23 shows thad statistically significant regression

coefficients in model 3.1a were Appraisal suppg@tt=(-1.517,p= .008), gender £ =
4.893,p=.046), and grade levefi(= 5.883,p=.000). This indicates that high levels of

Appraisal from parents are related to lower acaddfhiA outcomes for students with

and without learning disabilities when controllifag everything else in the model.
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For example, a"7grade male student with an average Appraisal sfot6.04
would be predicted to earn an ELA achievement seb228.04, which is in the “need
improvement” category. However, a student withilsincharacteristics and a support
score two standard deviations above the averagég)lwould be predicted to score
10.95 points lower. The resulting score would bé.@9, which is in the “warning”
category. This finding was surprising given thighler levels of support were expected
to relate to higher achievement scores.

In addition, grade level and gender were also Bagmit contributors to the
model. The?? effect size indicated that together the variabigse model accounted for
25% of the variance in ELA achievement. This large effect size according to
previous studies (Demaray & Malecki, 2003; Malekkbemaray, 2006) suggesting that
.35 is a large effect. As previously stated, m@gb Es10s= 1.67,p = 0.163) did not
reach a level of statistical significance. Thisgeggs that learner status does not have a
moderating effect on the relationship between agmeent and specific subtypes of
parent support. Yet, it should be noted that mfational parent support by LD status

was significant in the full model{ = 3.871,p = .035). Therefore, the null findings for

model 3.1b may be the result of a small sample size

Table 22

Model Comparison, ELA Outcomes (Models 3.1a and
3.1b)

Model F Change P value

3.1a 5.229 .000***

3.1b 1.667 163

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Regression Table, ELA Outcomes (Model 3.1a and 3.1b)

Variable Yij t Significance Yij t Significance
Reduced Model Full Model

Intercept 189.561 19.461 .000 185.179 18.748 .000
Emotional .357 .635 527 .622 1.027 307
Parent Support

Informational -.293 -.578 .565 -.570 -1.087 .279
Parent Support
Appraisal -1.517 -2.317 .022* -1.413  -1.962 .052
Parent Support

Instrumental .755 1.293 199 .689 1.087 .280
Parent Support
Group (learner -5.003  -1.501 .136 -2.916 -.821 413
Status)
Gender 4.893 2.015 .046* 4.348 1.767 .080
Grade 5.883 4418 .000*** 6.550 4.835 .000*
Emotional - 744 -.426 671
Support x
Group

Informational 3.871 2.132 .035*
Support x
Group
Appraisal -.744 -.426 671
Parent x Group

Instrumental -472 -.288 74
Support x
Group

Note. *p<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001

Models 3.1c and 3.1d: Parent Support and Mathematics Outcomes. Similar

to the previous mathematics equations, model F1a:{=.799,p = .590) and 3.1dH

1108= .849,p = .497) did not have any significant contribut(Bgse Tables 25,26).



122

Learner status does not have a moderating effestibtypes of parent support and

mathematics achievement.

Table 24

Model Comparison, Mathematics Outcomes (Models 3.1c
and 3.1d)

Model F Change P value

3c .799 .590

3d .849 497

Note. *p<.05, *p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 25

Regression Table, ELA Outcomes (Models 3.1c and 3.1d)

Variable yij t  Significance S t Significance
Reduced Model Full Model

Intercept 225.075 18.818 .000 224.2228.157 .000
Parent Emotional .737 1.055 294 1.109 1.454 149
Informational -.030 -.047 .963 .085 128 .899
Parent Support
Parent Appraisal -1.097 -1.338 184 -1.494 -1.631 .106
Instrumental -.009 -.012 .990 .045 .057 955
Parent Support
Group -6.702 -1.619 .108 -4.236  -.948 .345
Gender -1.795 -.597 552 -1.947  -.630 .530
Grade .682 414 .680 .965 .568 571
Emotional -3.131 -1.397 165
Support x Group
Informational -.939 -.410 .682
Support x Group
Appraisal 2.746 1.246 216
Support x Group
Instrumental -.469 -.228 .820
Support x Group

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Models 3.2a and 3.2b: Classmate support and ELA Outcomes. The
comparison of models 3.2B(11.= 5.639,p = .000) and 3.2bH:1 106= .607,p= .658)
indicated that the interaction terms in the fulldabdid not contribute to ELA outcomes
controlling for gender and grade level (See Table Bince there were no significant
interaction terms in model 3.2b, learner statusduwe moderate the relationship between
ELA scores and subtypes of support from classmakébough there was no group
(learner status) effect, the examination of thdfaments in model 3.2a suggested that

Informational support § =-1.194,p=.009), genderf = 7.117,p=.004), and grade
level (8 =4.454 p = .003) were significant contributors to the eqoaiiSee Table 27).
Additionally, the coefficient for Emotional suppdif = .983,p = .056) was only

slightly higher (.056) than the level of significanset in this study and used
conventionally in education research (.05). Togethe variables accounted for&h
effect size of .26, which is a large effect accogdio previous literature (Demaray &
Malecki, 2003; Malecki & Demaray, 2006).

Overall, these results suggest that Informationppsrt from classmates is
connected to lower ELA scores, while Emotional supfs connected to higher
academic outcomes for all students in the samfpte.instance, a"7grade male student
with a low level of Emotional support (6.73) woudd expected to receive an ELA score
of 236.55, which is classified as “need improveniektowever, the same student with a
high level of Emotional support (14.17) would bgested to score 243.84, which is 7.29
points higher and in the “proficient” categoryn dontrast, this student would be
expected to have 10.02 ELA points less (245.38®33) if levels of Informational

support went from low (6.16) to high (14.58). Treseult for Informational support was
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unexpected since higher support levels were prdlict relate to higher academic
outcomes for the general population. Finally, ¢heas no learner status effect on
classmate support. It appears that students wdhwéthout learning disabilities are

similar in the area of classmate support perceptaomd ELA outcomes.

Table 26

Model Comparison, ELA Outcomes (3.2a and 3.2b)

Model F Change P value
3.2a 5.639 .000***
3.2b .607 .658

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Regression Table, ELA Outcomes (3.2a and 3.2b)
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Variable Yij t Significance Yij t Significance
Reduced Model Full Model

Intercept 198.211 19.029 .000 200.838 18.520 .000
Emotional .983 1.930 .056 1.307 2.257 .026*
Classmate
Support
Informational -1.194 -2.667 .009** -1.345 -2.738  .007**
Classmate
Support
Appraisal -.599 -1.261 210 -.719 -1.415 .160
Classmate
Support
Instrumental .588 1.172 244 462 .780 437
Classmate
Support
Group (Learner  -1.904 3.076 .569 -2.074 -.584 .560
Status)
Gender 7.117 2.916 .004** 6.911 2.797 .006**
Grade 4.454 3.076 .003** 4.103 .258 .008**
Emotional -1.371 -1.131 .260
Support x Group
Informational .828 .681 497
Support x
Group
Appraisal .646 .388 .699
Classmate x
Group
Instrumental .376 .294 .769

Support x Group

Note. *p<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001

Models 3.2c and 3.2d: Classmate support and M athematics Outcomes.

Model 3.2¢ F 7,112= 1.656,p = .127) and 3.2dMu.108= .379,p = .823) were not



126

statistically significant. Emotional, Informatidn&ppraisal, and Instrumental social
support from classmates do not differ among popariatof students in the general and
special education population in relation to mathi&reautcomes (See Tables 29, 30).

Table 28

Model Comparison, Mathematics Outcomes (Models 3.2c and 3.2d)

Model F Change P value
3.2c 1.656 127
3.2d 379 .823

Note. *p<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001
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Table 29

Regression Table, Mathematics Outcomes (Models 3.2c and 3.2d)

Variable yij t Significance yij t Significan
ce
Reduced Model Full Model

Intercept 233.447  18.408 .000 232.177 17.485 .000
Emotional .883 -1.630 .158 .951 1.345 181
Classmate Support
Informational -1.131 -2.067 .041* -1.412 -2.343 .021*
Classmate Support
Appraisal Classmate -.955 -1.630 .106 -1.016 -1.615 .109
Support
Instrumental 1.157 1.905 .059 1.440 2.010 .047*
Classmate Support
Group (Learner -2.581 -.633 .528 -3.744 -.859 392
Status)
Gender .029 .010 .992 -.241 -.080 .937
Grade -.556 -.633 .750 -.378 -.204 .839
Emotional - 719 -.484 .630
Classmate x Group
Informational 1.349 .903 .368
Classmate x Group
Appraisal Classmate .330 161 .872
x Group
Instrumental -.964 -.616 -.539

Classmate x Group

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001

Models 3.3a and 3.3b: Close Friend support and ELA Outcomes. The model
comparison results indicated that the interactesms in the full model 3.31-(110s =

2.110,p=.084) did not contribute to ELA scores contrdjlior gender and grade level.
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Therefore, model 3.3&{ 112 = 4.229,p = .000) was selected since it was the best fit (See
Table 30). Thé¥ effect size was .21, which is a moderate effectfBrey & Malecki,
2003; Malecki & Demaray, 2006) indicating that tfaiables in the model account for
21% of the variance in ELA achievement. In additithe examination of the

coefficients indicated that gendef (= -1.194,p = .009) and grade leve =-1.194p

=.009) were significant contributors (See Tablg 3ased on these findings, learner
status does not act as a moderator between acadato@nes and subtypes of support
from a close friend. Therefore, the relationshippamachievement and close friend

support is similar for students in the special gaderal education population.

Table 30

Model Comparison, ELA Outcomes (Models 3.3a and 3.3b)

Model F Change P value
3.3a 4.229 .000***
3.3b 2.110 .084

Note. *p<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001
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Regression Table, ELA Outcomes, Models 3.3a ard 3.3
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Variable yij Significance yij t Significance
Reduced Model Full Model

Intercept 190.131 18.762 .000 191.563 19.072 .000

Cl. Friend -.919 -1.524 .130 -1.263 -1.903 .060

Emotional

Cl. Friend -.288 -522 .602 .182 311 .756

Informational

Cl. Friend .258 541 .589 .585 1.134 .259

Appraisal

Cl. Friend 762 1.162 .248 .750 1.093 277

Instrumental

Group (Learner -3.563 -1.052 .295 -5.250 -1.542 126

Status)

Gender 5.794 2.293 .024* 5.589 2.186 .031*

Grade 5.709 4.083 .000*** 5.512 3.956 .000***

Emotional 1.171 .582 .562

Support x Group

Informational -2.450 -1.354 178

Support x Group

Appraisal -1.709 -1.007 316

Support x Group

Instrumental 1.146 .123 .618

Support x Group

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001

Models 3.3c and 3.3d: Close Friend support and Mathematics Outcomes.

Model 3.3c F7112= 0.93,p= .479) and 3.3d”u.10s= 0.93,p= .479) were not statistically

significant (See Tables 33, 34). Disability stadogs not have an effect on subtypes of

close friend social support in relation to matheosabutcomes.
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Table 32

Model Comparison, Mathematics Outcomes (Models 3.3c and 3.3d)

Model F Change P value
3.3c .939 479
3.3d .661 .620

Note. *p<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001

Table 33

Regression Table, Mathematics Outcomes (Models 3.3c and 3.3d)

Variable yij t Significance S t Significance
Reduced Model Full Model

Intercept 220.498 18.035 .000 221.802 17.833 .000

Close Fr. -.221 -.306 .760 -.550 -.674 .502

Emotional

Close Fr. -.296 -.404 .687 .065 .090 .928

Informational

Close Fr. 1.020 1.772 .079 1.299 2.035 .044*

Appraisal

Close Fr. .007 .009 .993 -.134 -.160 .873

Instrumental

Group -5.065 -1.240 .218 -6.146 -1.458 .148

Gender -2.487 -.819 414 -2.354 -.748 456

Grade 1.471 -1.240 .218 1.272 735 464

Emotional x Group 1.255 504 .616

Informational x -2.083 -.930 .355

Group

Appraisal x Group -1.268 -.603 .548

Instrument X 1.481 522 .603

Group

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001

Models 3.4a and 3.4b: Teacher support and EL A Outcomes. The comparison
of models 3.4aK: 1= 4.009,p=.001) and 3.4bH:: 10&= 2.110,p= .084) indicated that

3.4a was the most efficient equation to addressgihestion (See Table 34). Although
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the interaction term instrumental teacher supppitD status (= -2.544 p= .045) was

statistically significant in model 3.4b, the ovérabdel did not reach a level of
significance. Thé¥ effect size was .20, which is in the medium rangmeding to
previous literature (Demaray & Malecki, 2003; M&ie& Demaray, 2006).

Furthermore, grade levep(= 5.712,p= .000) was the only statistically significant

variable in model 3.4a (See Table 35). Subtype®oial support from teachers were not
significantly related to the academic outcomestadients with and without learning
disabilities. There is no learner status effectranrelationship between subtypes of

teacher support and achievement outcomes.

Table 34

Model Comparison, ELA Outcomes (Models 3.4a and
3.4b)

Model F Change P value

3.4a .4.009 .001***

3.4b 1.664 .164

Note. *p<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001
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Table 35

Regression Table, ELA Outcomes (Models 3.4a and 3.4b)

Variable yij t Significance yij t Significance
Reduced Model Full Model

Intercept 190.989 17.909 .000 189.372 17.737 .000
Teacher .384 .623 534 .169 .255 .799
Emotional
Informational -.044 -.071 .944 .190 .281 779
Teacher
Appraisal -.093 -.179 .858 -.442 -.811 419
Teacher
Instrumental -.551 -1.155 .250 -.079 -.153 .879
Teacher
Group (Learner -4.653 -1.337 184 -6.685 -1.721 .088
Status)
Gender 4.313 1.625 107 4.242 1.602 112
Grade 5.712 3.956 .000*** 5.940 4.096 .000***
Emotional x .875 481 .631
Group
Informational x -1.483 -.926 .356
Group
Appraisal x 2.625 1.539 127
Group
Instrumental x -2.544 -2.030 .045*
Group

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001

Models 3.4c and 3.4d: Teacher support and Mathematics Outcomes. Models
3.4¢ F 7112= 1.291,p= .261) and 3.4dHu. 10s= .651,p= .627) were not statistically
significant (See Tables 37, 38). Subtypes of teashpport do not contribute to

mathematics outcomes of students with and withearning disabilities. There are not
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different associations between subtypes of teagingoort and standardized mathematics
outcomes for students in the general and specisagidn population.

Table 36

Regression Table, Mathematics Outcomes (Model 3.4c and 3.4d)

Variable yij t Significance yij t Significance
Reduced Model Full Model

Intercept 230.193 18.143 .000 233.110 18.022 .000
Emotional 1.003 1.554 123 1.250 1.562 121
Teacher
Support
Informational -.849 -1.160 .249 -.879 -1.080 .283
Teacher
Support
Appraisal .979 1.554 123 .745 1.101 273
Teacher
Support
Instrumental -1.060 -1.848 .067 -1.209 -1.914 .058
Teacher
Support
Group (Learner -7.612 -1.840 .068 -7.762 -1.652 101
Status)
Gender -4.624 -1.467 .145 -4.075 -1.273 .206
Grade .302 175 .861 -.147 -.083 .934
Emotional x -1.257 -571 .569
Group
Informational x -.992 -.513 .609
Group
Appraisal x 2.720 1.315 191
Group
Instrumental x 1.265 .833 407
Group

Note. *p<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001
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Summary of Results

The relationship between social support (i.e.yaNesources, and subtypes) and
academic outcomes (i.e., ELA and mathematics) wiendar for students with and
without learning disabilities. This finding is l@@mson the model comparison outcomes,
which did not show any statistically significantaraction terms (i.e., group by social
support). Thus, where main effects of source®oias support were identified, they
were applicable to all participating students. fp=lly, Appraisal support from
parents, and Emotional and Informational suppaorhfclassmates had an effect on ELA
outcomes. Appraisal and Informational support daegative relationship to ELA
achievement, and Emotional support had a posisge@ation.

The covariates gender and grade level emergedasicant contributors to ELA
achievement in RQ1 (Overall Support), RQ3.1 (Pasemport), RQ3.2 (Classmate
Support), and RQ3.3 (Close Friend Support). Gladel was the only significant
contributor in two of the models, RQ2 (Support $eg) and RQ3.4 (Teacher Support).
These outcomes suggest that both gender and greelehbd a statistically significant
effect on ELA outcomes.

Finally, there were no effects of social supportrses on mathematics outcomes.
Perceived support from peers and adults, genddrgiatde level were not related to the
mathematics scores of students with and withouhieg disabilities. Together the
results from this study suggest that learner st@dbes not moderate the effect of social
support (i.e., overall, sources, and subtypes)gmians in relation to academic outcomes
(i.e., ELA and mathematics). Relationships betwadrnevement and social support

were similar for students in the general and speciacation population.
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CHAPTER YV
Discussion
Overview

The primary purpose of this investigation wasxaraine the relationship
between multiple subtypes of perceived supporttaacdchievement of students with and
without learning disabilities. A social supportgey was used to assess student
perceptions of overall support (i.e., sum of aport scores), sources of support (i.e.,
parents, classmates, a close friend, and teaclhed)support subtypes (i.e.,
Informational, Emotional, Appraisal, and Instrunaht Students also reported their
grade level and gender on the first page of theesuin accordance with previous
literature, the covariates (grade level and/or gendere significantly related to
academic outcomes (Chung et al., 1998; Flemmirad; ,e2002; Lee & Smith, 1999;
Simmons et al., 1998). Student scores on Englsiguage Arts (ELA) and mathematics
standardized tests were used as indicators of stadbievement.

The findings for this study suggest that studentis and without learning
disabilities are similar in the relationship betwescial support and academic
achievement. Three subtypes of support (i.e., Apgkfrom parents; Emotional and
Informational from classmates) were associated @witA scores for students in the
general and special education population. Howewegubtypes of support were related
to mathematics outcomes. Results also showedtipgort sources and overall support
were not associated with ELA or mathematics scofdgese findings differ from
previous studies on overall and sources of suppod,extend the literature on subtypes

of social support.
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Currently, there is little research on the assmneof perceived support and
achievement for individuals receiving special edioceservices (Flemming et al., 2002).
Authors who examine support perceptions among stadeith and without learning
disabilities frequently only compare views among ¢inoups and no achievement
outcomes (Wentz-Gross & Sipperstein, 1997). Inspexial education study conducted
by Flemming and colleagues (2002) the authors fabatwhile support was related to
higher achievement among general education studeetsame was not true for
adolescents with learning disabilities. The findirfigom this investigation likely differ
from Flemming et al. because of the selected ssaigport measurement tools.
Specifically, multiple subtypes of support (i.emé&tional, Informational, Appraisal, and
Instrumental) from adults and peers were assesshe ipresent study. Flemming et al.
only evaluated Academic support from home and d¢lana did not include subtypes of
support that researchers of students in generabgidn have found to be positively
associated with achievement (Malecki & Demaray,&2®ichman et al., 1998a, 1998b).

In the general education literature, authors refbat support from sources, such
as parents, classmates, a close friend, neighduodéor teachers are related to academic
outcomes (Lee & Smith, 1999; Malecki & Demaray, @0Rosenfeld et al., 2000). No
sources of support were associated with achievemeéheé current investigation. This
difference is likely the result of academic assesgndifferences (i.e., GPA versus
standardized assessment). Although support sosuoisas parents and classmates are
the focus of many social support studies (Maleckdd&maray, 2006; Rosenfeld et al.,
2000), there are few general and special educat@stigations that examine the

support source construct in greater detail (Richetaal., 1998a, 1998b).
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Authors often focus on support sources and achienewithout examining the
extent to which subtypes of support (i.e., Emotipimiormational, Appraisal, and
Instrumental) contribute to academic standing (M&l& Demaray, 2006). In two
general education studies, Richman and colleadi#86, 1998b) assessed eight
subtypes of social support from family, schookfids, and neighbors. The findings
suggested that listening support from classmatesr@lated to achievement. Therefore,
it is possible that one subtype of support plaggger role than another. For instance, a
different relationship may exist between achievenaga academic or nonacademic
support.

This investigation addressed gaps in the curr@mature by exploring both broad
(overall support, support sources) and narrow (Stgubtypes) constructs of support in
relation to standardized test scores. The reBolts the current investigation contribute
to social support scholarship by showing whetheviously identified indicators of
support apply to a more diverse sample of studdntserms of disability status, prior
authors did not examine special education studéfatecki & Demaray, 2006; Richman
et al., 1998a, 1998b; Rosenfeld et al., 2000; Legndith, 1999) or included relatively
few special education students (Flemming et aD020 For example, in the study by
Flemming et al. (2002), adolescents with learnirsguiilities comprised only 4% of the
sample. In this investigation, 15.8% of particifzanad a learning disability
classification.

The following discussion is presented as follo@3:summary and significance,
(b) results for ELA equations, (c) results for neattatics equationgd) limitations, and

(e) future research.
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Summary and Significance

The association between perceived social suppert ¢verall, sources, and
subtypes) and achievement was the same for studé@htand without learning
disabilities, no group differences were identifiethe initial descriptive analysis also
showed that few achievement differences exist betwd and non LD students in the
sample, which was not expected. However, the sasglected was from a title | at-risk
school based on low achievement scores. Henae, they be fewer gaps between
students with and without learning disabilities dexe of overall low school
performance.

Based on previous literature, gender and gradé e also examined and
either one or both emerged as significantly rel&elLA outcomes. Both mathematics
and ELA scores were explored; however, only ELAted to gender, grade level, and/or
social support constructs. Finally, although nougr differences were found, parent
Appraisal support, and classmate Emotional andimétional support were contributors
to the ELA scores of student with and without diktés.

Resultsfor English Language Arts(ELA)

Overall Social Support. The overall support score was the summed valuewf f
social support sources (i.e., parents, classmat@shers, and a close friend) and four
subtypes (i.e., Emotional, Informational, Apprajsaid Instrumental) of support. This
undifferentiated combined score was analyzed bef@éndividual contributions of each
support source and subtype were assessed. This feswverall social support suggest
that the construct is not related to ELA outcomésch differs from previous literature

(Lee & Smith, 1999).
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Previous researchers have examined an overall gugme in relation to the
standardized achievement (i.e., ELA and mathenjatfogeneral education students and
found significant results (Lee & Smith, 1999). Haxeg the authors used a different
social support survey, which combined peer, pateather, and community support to
create a total score. Therefore, the findinghédurrent study may vary because the
included social support survey combined four supgources that differed from those
identified in the previous investigation. Creatargoverall support score using
combinations of different support sources may yiwgdying outcomes. Survey
guestions frequently differ among the social suppssessments, therefore the support
domains evaluated across studies vary.

The findings for overall support in this study we surprising given that it is a
broad score and specific support sources are ldkfflgrentially related to outcomes.
Explorations of individual social support sourcesyrhave more utility by providing
specific information about student perceptions acldevement. Very few authors
examine support as a combined score; investigators frequently compare levels of
peer, parent, and/or teacher support in relati@cémlemic or social outcomes (Malecki
& Demaray, 2006; Richman, Rosenfeld, & Bowen, 1PR8senfeld, Richman, &
Bowen, 1998, 2000; Wentz-Gross & Sipperstein, 19988). Together the results from
this study and previous investigations suggestttitat support scores may not have
utility since positive and negative views of eaohrse are overlooked. The analysis of
specific support sources are discussed in thegeetion.

Social Support Sources. The four social support sources examined in thidyst

were parents, teachers, classmates, and a clesd.frNo sources of support were
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significantly related to ELA outcomes. These figs differ from previous studies
conducted with general and special education ptipng(Flemming et al., 1999;
Malecki & Demaray, 2006).

In a general education study that included the ssouml support survey used in
this investigation, the authors found that soaigdport from every source (i.e., parents,
classmates, teachers, a close friend, and schaatillouted significantly to GPA scores
(Malecki & Demaray, 2006). Similar outcomes wexkpected in the current
investigation since the means for social supparteas in the previous and present study
only differed by two (i.e., parent support) to sey®ints (i.e., close friend support) with
similar Standard Deviations (SD). In the spectalaation literature, Flemming et al.
(2002) found that parent climate (i.e., academppsut and attention to misbehavior)
was significantly related to the standardized Ekstiscores of adolescents. Group
differences were also identified, suggesting thgi kevels of parent climate and school
support (i.e., Emotional) were not positively coctieel to academic outcomes for
students with disabilities, while their general ealion peers did benefit.

Possible reasons for differences between this figaggon and previous social
support studies are related to sample demogragucsl support measurement, and
academic assessment. First, Malecki and Dema@®6j2ncluded a primarily Latino
sample, while the students in this study were Bdtick and Latino. In addition, the
authors used a cumulative GPA score to measurevaehent. The GPA scores were
created by averaging ELA, mathematics, social egjdind science grades obtained from
four quarters during the academic year. As inditateChapter 3, teacher based grades

can be problematic because grading systems cactretacher bias (Archer &
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McCarthy, 1988; Malouff, 2008). Standardized testres are often shown to be more
reliable based on the available data, while thalvgity of GPA scores may not be as
robust. Despite limitations with GPA scores, enalative GPA value comprised of
multiple academic areas is perhaps a more globasune of academic skill. Therefore,
assessing adolescents in multiple academic donresteaad of solely ELA or Math
warrants additional consideration.

Although achievement measurement is an area téutlgreonsider, social
support assessment is equally important. Flemntiiady €2002) included standardized
test scores in their investigation of students \aild without disabilities and found
differences among the groups and general effectafoily climate (i.e., home academic
support and parental attention to misbehaviorhe distinction between the Flemming et
al. investigation and the current study is theaasupport measurement tool. The survey
used in the present analysis did not include attertd misbehavior or solely focus on
one subtype of support (i.e., Emotional) from sdisbaff. Instead, four subtypes of
support (i.e., Emotional, Informational, Appraisahd Instrumental) were combined to
make up each social support source score.

The findings from previous studies and the curmevestigation suggest that there
are several additional areas of perceived suppmrt fidults and peers that should be
explored further. In this investigation the scfmeeach source of support was comprised
of four support subtypes. Instead of focusingaur Subtypes among a source, future
investigations could highlight two kinds of supptintough targeted survey questions
and/or qualitative data. This type of analysisimsilar to the approach taken in

Flemming et al. (2002), where parent attention isbehavior and academic support
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were combined in analysis and effects were foundaddition, the authors focused on
Emotional support when examining perceptions obethPerhaps the more in-depth
measurement of certain support subtypes from adotdgpeers may better show how
each source of support is related to achievemétdwever, the subtypes of support that
are most important should be examined to identifyctv kinds of support should be
privileged above others. In the next section,ltesar subtypes of support (i.e.,
Emotional, Informational, Appraisal, and Instrunanfrom each source are discussed.

Social Support Subtypes. Emotional, Informational, Appraisal, and
Instrumental support from four sources (i.e., ptrerlassmates, a close friend, and
teachers) were examinedhree subtypes of support emerged as significamtibutors
to achievement. Specifically, Informational anddimnal support from classmates, and
Appraisal support from parents were related to Blutcomes. There were no kinds of
support from a close friend or teachers that entkagesignificantly related to reading
achievement.

In a previous investigation with special educastudents, Wentz-Gross &
Sipperstein (1997) found that students with leaymiisabilities use their support
subtypes (i.e., Emotional, Problem Solving, and Ganmonship) differently than their
general education peers. However, the authoreatichclude academic outcomes in
their analysis. There are currently no speciatation studies that examine the
individual contribution of multiple support subtypg.e., Emotional, Informational,
Appraisal, and Instrumental) on academic outconfgta on specific subtypes of
support with students in the general and speciata&ibn population is necessary to

identify whether one subtype of support is moreselyp related to achievement than
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another. The results for parent and classmate suapodiscussed in greater detail since
significant subtypes of support emerged among thoseces.

Parent support Findings suggested that high levels of Appraisppsut from
parents are connected to lower academic outcomasuidents with and without learning
disabilities. The other assessed subtypes of sufipor Informational, Emotional, and
Instrumental) did not have a significant relatiapgio ELA achievement. Overall, the
parent support findings are aligned with previousestigations conducted with general
education students, and contribute new informagioout students with and without
learning disabilities.

Similar to this study, the results from the Richnedal. (1998a, 1998b)
investigation indicated that Emotional, Informa@abrand Instrumental subtypes of
family support were not related to academic outnieshould be noted that Appraisal
support was not examined in the Richman et al.§18%/estigation. Yet, given the
current findings suggesting a negative relationblefpveen Appraisal and ELA scores
this area merits additional investigation. Althowggitial support is often viewed as a
positive construct, the theoretical background a&xgl that there are both costs and
benefits to support.

The negative relationship between parent Appraigdireading is, at first glance,
counterintuitive. However, Shumaker and Browneli§4) suggest that there are both
positive and negative associations for studentsivexg high levels of Appraisal support.
Theorists report that adolescents seek Appraiggdatifrom parents to enhance feelings
of value (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985). The resgléppraisal support can be positive

by making a student feel more self-confident resglin a stronger self-identity or
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negative by making him or her over-confident arehtkegotistical. If a student feels
overconfident and/or egotistical he or she mayseek academic assistance or positively
respond to constructive feedback when it is pravid€his suggests that a high level of
Appraisal support could be negatively related @daenic outcomes.

It appears that additional examinations of pareaisp and reinforcements may
be necessary to explain negative associationsagltievement. The three questions for
Appraisal support on the survey were, my pareri rite | did a good job when | do
something well,” “nicely tell me when | make a nais¢,” “reward me when I've done
something well.” Therefore, more qualitative aisédymay be needed to address this
subject, such as using a more in depth surveyteniews to capture this construct. For
example, exploring specific situations that pareésiisstudents they have done well or
when they provide rewards could reveal several mapo contributing factors. The
findings could show whether positive or negativeoasations result based on whether
parent Appraisal is granted for academic, extraoular, or home-based activities.
Additional investigation of Appraisal support shdile conducted to reveal how
different types of praise and validation from pé&seare related to achievement.

Classmate supportFor all students in the sample, Emotional suppornf
classmates was marginally related to higher acadeaicomes, while Informational
support was significantly associated with lower E¢@ores. The findings regarding
Emotional and Informational support from classmatesnot aligned with previous
investigations.

Richman and colleagues (1998a, 1998b) did notdiodnnection among the

support subtypes (i.e., Emotional, Informational] énstrumental) from classmates and
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achievement. As previously discussed the diffezemoay be attributed to the inclusion
of varying social support surveys and academic nreasent. Richman et al. used self-
reported GPA scores and a survey that assessddsalglipes of social support.
Considering the contradictory findings between ghigly and the prior investigations
further research needs to be conducted for clagssa@iport. This appears to be an
important next step given the positive and negais@ociations that resulted in the
current study.

According to the theoretical foundation, Informatab and Emotional support are
related to positive feelings such as safety andidgemce; or negative outcomes of
helplessness, anxiousness, and inadequacy (Schut&&tewnell, 1984). Therefore a
student receiving high levels of Informational an&ional support may feel that he or
she cannot do well academically without assistafddee student’'s dependence on others
and/or feeling of inferiority could result in lowacademic outcomes along with social
emotional consequences.

The current results suggest that students recelafiogmational support from
peers are less likely to score highly on ELA assesds could reflect that students with
lower ELA scores are more likely to rely on pegomart for academic assistance.
Further exploration of the kinds of peer-basedvétts used in classrooms and student
interactions could help to explain this findingpe8ifically, examining what types of
classmate behaviors and interactions during acadactivities are related positively and
negatively to achievement outcomes may provideald&information.

The questions for Informational and Emotional suppothis investigation were,

my classmates “give me ideas when | don’'t know wbalo,” “give me information so |
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can learn new things,” “give me good advice,” “tre@e nicely,” “like most of my ideas
and opinions,” and “pay attention to me.” A hjiaéive interview or modified in-depth
survey analysis of Informational and Emotional sarppould help explain why the
negative and positive effects resulted. This cauttlde additional questions regarding
peer tutoring and collaboration, inclusion in gragpivities, and encouragement from
friends during challenging work.

Summary of Social Support Subtypes. More attention should be focused on
classmate and parent support for students withwatin@ut learning disabilities.
Qualitative interview and observation methods maywswhy perceptions of specific
subtypes of classmate (i.e., Informational and Ewnat) and teacher (i.e, Appraisal)
support are related to academic outcomes. Spaltyfithe reason for negative and
positive associations warrants further investigatidlthough teacher and close friend
support were not related to reading outcomes, coimgy to explore new subtypes of
support from these sources using more in-depthadsthnd larger samples is also
necessary. For instance, assessing the kindsadéatc supports that teachers provide
in a classroom may have more utility than lookintha four subtypes of support
included in this study.

Finally, since findings show that social suppsrassociated with both costs and
benefits student perceptions and relevant outcoetpsre additional investigation.
Social support is not a monolithic concept andatlosupport is positive (Shumaker and
Brownell, 1984). Perhaps students with perceptaingry low or high levels of support

have negative outcomes, while kids with moderappstt do best. To thoroughly

examine low and high levels of specific support dora additional factors about the
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sample may help interpret findings. For instamdeegther students are from single or two
parent families may be important to future studies, Modified measure of parental
support).

Resultsfor Mathematics

Social support (i.e., overall, sources, and sulymgender, and grade level were
not related to mathematics outcomes in this studys finding differs from the results in
previous social support investigations. Of the presly reviewed literature, only Lee &
Smith (1999) included mathematics scores. Theoasittound that overall social support
was significantly related to standardized mathersaiutcomes. However, most social
support and achievement studies solely include GiPgtandardized ELA scores
(Flemming et al., 2002; Malecki & Demaray, 2006¢Hnan, Rosenfeld, & Bowen,
1998; Rosenfeld, Richman, & Bowen, 1998, 2000).

This study extends the literature by exploringesal/subtypes of support (i.e.,
Emotional, Informational, Appraisal, and Instrunepfrom adults and peers in relation
to both mathematics and ELA outcomes. The datgesiog that social support (i.e.,
overall, sources, subtypes), gender, and gradédeveot contribute to mathematics
outcomes is peculiar. It is particularly surprgsmiven that all the ELA equations had at
least one significant variable. The mean and SDrfathematics scores indicated that in
comparison to ELA achievement students in the samsgbred about four points lower
on the mathematics test. Perhaps there was laasie@in the mathematics outcomes
due to more failing scores in that academic dom8ased on these findings and the
previous literature, social support studies withthrematics outcomes need additional

examination.
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Limitations

This investigation has several limitations thadidd be discussed. These factors
may have contributed to the Multiple Regressionlpsia (MRA) findings suggesting
that students with and without disabilities areiEim These areas include the sample,
academic assessment, social support assessmestatstical analysis.

Sample. Students were selected from a low performing sgheloich placed
them into an academically at-risk category. Altjo@ high percentage of students with
disabilities attended the middle school, few achment differences resulted between the
LD and non LD students in the sample. Given thhtesement was the dependent
variable, the similarities among groups may hawev@nted significant results from being
detected during the regression analysis. Furthernadthough some negative and
positive associations were found in this investaggathere were fewer than those
reported in previous studies (Malecki & Demaray0@0 Perhaps prior social support
studies with effects included samples of studeirtis lngher achievement means.

Furthermore, the sample size was small given thigtsiudents from a single
school were recruited for the study. Thereforelusion of one academic institution
restricts the generalizability of the results. dAlthe available assessment data used to
substantiate student placement in special educasined (See Appendices G and H).
Although the school recognized specific studenteasing disabled there was not a
standard method used to classify each participant.

Academic Assessment. Although, there is established reliability andisiy
evidence for the MCAS, a statewide test may ndhbéest metric to assess middle

school achievement. Specifically, since studeritis and without disabilities scored
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similarly the assessment may not have been samsitisugh to capture variation among
the groups. In addition, authors suggest thatestisdof color experience stereotype

threat when taking standardized academic assesswianoh reduces their success
(Steele& Aronson, 1995). Therefore, the interacbetween the selected assessment and
sample may have attributed to the null findings.

Social Support Assessment. The coefficient alpha for overall and sources of
support scores ranged from .72 to .90 with theetursample. These are lower than the
internal consistency alpha values from the mandaldcki & Demaray, 2000), which
were all strong (392). These differences suggest that more existsewithin the
current scores in comparison to past investigatiéghgther development of the
instrument with special education students fronedig ethnic and socioeconomic
backgrounds is necessary since the previous asalyese conducted with general
education populations.

In addition, the results reflect one collectionmpauring the academic year
without taking into account potential changes thatur throughout the school year.
Including more data collection points for achievetend support could better represent
student development and progression. The testtnegiability (8-10 weeks) for the
support source scores ranges from .58 to .74 wiitldllenschool students indicating that
responses may change with time.

Statistical Analysis. Given the small sample the null findings could e tesult
of a power issue since there was low power. Intaxd the control variables accounted
for a large portion of the variance, which may expwhy effects did not result. Overall,

additional regression models with larger samplegwer variables should be explored.
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Future Research

1. Future designs should include larger samples adieadents with and without
learning disabilities from varying racial and sagonomic backgrounds.

2. Alternative social support measures that assegsosigubtypes in greater depth
should be examined.

3. Social support perceptions and achievement shmiekamined more than one time
per year in subsequent investigations. Multipleadatlection waves throughout one
or more academic years could alter the outcomeshbwing varying support and
achievement associations during the middle schquérgence.

4. Multiple kinds of academic assessment (e.g., GRhdardized assessment, and
curriculum based measurement) should be collectéeé. results could reveal which
achievement measures are most sensitive, effi@adtaccurate in relation to the
social support perceptions of middle school stuslent

5. Once data collection is complete, using SEM anslgsuld be a promising
methodology to utilize for analysis. Since sosiapport is an underlying construct, it
could be measured through latent variables. Spetltyf, if additional measures of
social support are explored, the combined scomesach subtype or source of
support can be used in SEM analysis.

Conclusion. Based on the findings from this study it appelsas students with
and without learning disabilities are similar ir ttelationship between social support and
academic achievement. Additional investigationfiwarger and more representative
samples of students from the general and speaigiagidn population may yield different

results. However, Flemming et al. (2002) had gdazample and only found a slight
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difference among students with and without learmisgbilities. Perhaps we need new
ways to investigate support and achievement anfugrioups.

Thus far we have examined social support usinghargé education lens and not
considered the additional supports that studertts disabilities receive. Student
perceptions of special education support sourcels as speech-language pathologists,
counselors, and “resource” teachers should be ss$ed his could include specific
subtypes of support such as Informational supporhfan inclusion teacher or
Instrumental accommodation support (e.g., visuds,atalculators) provided by a general
educator to better capture the views of studerits disabilities. These unique supports
are intended to increase the achievement of staderie special education population.
Therefore, in addition to examining supports avaddo all students, highlighting
constructs exclusively intended for individualghe special education population may
be a more appropriate approach.

In addition, the similarities between support aodievement among students
with and without disabilities in a previous studiygmming et al., 2002) and the current
investigation suggest that new dependent variatiesld also be explored. Future
comparisons of general and special education stsidéould include outcomes such as
quality of peer interactions, involvement in postactivities, and future goals. Exploring
an array of variables that are related to suceesdsad of just GPA or test scores could
expand knowledge of the relations between socfgbeu and student success. For
example, the results could show whether studentsspiecific levels and types of
support are more likely to attend college, paratgin extra-curricular activities, or assist

peers during difficult tasks.
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Given the demands of middle school, especiallyatenisk adolescents with
disabilities, examinations of various social suppand relevant student outcomes
warrants further exploration. Students of colathvearning disabilities from
economically disadvantaged backgrounds are amanigdst likely to receive high
school diplomas (Orfield et al., 2004). Since ssstul individuals with learning
disabilities frequently cite support as a key pdutheir success (Goldber et al., 2003;
Murray