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Introduction

According to Polish educational law, one of th@artant goals set for schools educating studertts wi
disabilities, such as special schools, integratdaals or regular schools, is social integratiorspécial needs
children with their peers (Dz.U. z 2005r. Nr 19zpt67 oraz Dz.U. z 2005r. Nr 19, poz. 166). Nehaess,
social integration cannot be achieved simply byiplg a child in one class together with his/her-dsabled
classmates. It is rather a result of many actiomea at accepting a child with disabilities as mpartant and
willingly invited participant in social group actiies, as a member of the class.

One of the indicators of the level of social gteace of non-disabled students by their classmates
the social status they have in the structure dhformal social group. Therefore it is very impattao identify
what sociometric status disabled students haveeiin tlasses.

The paper presents results of research focusedmparative analysis of the social status achidwed
mildly intellectually disabled students in theiasbes in three educational settings: special sshouégrated
classes and regular schools. The findings may toekvaluate the effectiveness of activities focusedsocial
integration of disabled students in an informaliagogroup as well as to compare the effects acliewe
different types of schools in this area.

M ethod

The aim of the survey discussed in this papertoasake a comparative analysis of the social status
that students with mild learning disabilities hanalifferent types of educational settings: spes@lool classes,
integrated classes and regular classes.

Participants

The study was carried out in the academic yead/2005, in 57 primary schools: 4 special schatfs,
regular schools with integrated classes and 359aeguahools. The research group consisted of bisdbted and
non-disabled students of selected classes, buialsstatus was identified only for 122 studentshwihild
learning disabilities, who didn't display any adilital disabilities. 42 of them attended specialost, 40-
integrated classes and 40 regular classes.

The respondents were boys 58%, girls 42%. Theystathple consisted of first, second and third grade
students. Most of respondents were third gradeestsd(40.16%), while pupils in grade | (29.51%) dhd
(30.33%) were almost equally represented in théyssample.

I nstruments and procedure

Data gathering was performed using sociometritste€Ehe results of the tests allowed the author to
identify the social status of students with mildrieing disabilities in different educational segsnin the case of
students educated in special schools their teachers asked to make judgments about social stdtuiseo

disabled children. The sociometric questionnaimntained four nomination-procedure questions: two



concerning positive nomination and - negative nomination. Students were asked to itgiedich three
classmates they would and which three they wooldlike to play with during recess (social attraetiess
criteria), which threelassmates they would and which three they wouldcooperate with in the task assigr
by a teacher (criteria of nomination to accompistommon task

To assess students’ sociometric status, a methedlageed by J.D. Coie, K.A. Dodge, and
Coppoteli (1982) was used. Students were categorized ame of four sociometric status group: popu
controversial, neglected, or rejected. Moreovei-square test were used to determine the relatiorsttipeer
students’ sociometric status and the typschool they attended.
Results
Sociometric status

To survey the level of social acceptance of stuglenith mild learning disabilities educated in th
different educational settings, social statusesespondents attending special school classes rfggratec
classes (I) and regular classes (R) videntified and compared. Table 1 and chart 1 pitetbe results of thi

comparison.

Table 1. Distribution of students in different edtional settings by social sta

Social status categories Types of educational settir
Special school Integrated class Regular class
(N=42=100%) (N=40=100%) (N=40=100%)
N % N % N %
popular 11 26.2
average 24 57.1 22 55 19 47.5
controversial 4 9.5 3 7.5 1 2.5
neglected 1 2.4 9 22.5 8 20
rejected 2 4.8 6 15 12 30
Testy’ v*=37727, p=000
V Cramera V= .393, p=.000
B , Opopular
regular class 'I Daverage
integrated. | || Bcontroversial
special school | i Oneglected
0% 50% 100% mrejected

Chart 1. Distribution of students in different edtional settings by social sta

Special education. As can be seen from the chart, in the group etish education students .
categories of sociometric status were represeHowever, most of them were identified as averagel®), as
much as 26.2% were considered as popular and 95€érdroversial. Moreover, only a few were nomidads
rejected (4.8%) and even less as neglected (2.B%)n the figures it is apparent ththe social status of

students with mild learning disabilities educatedpecial settings seems to be favorable. In cosgrawith the



results of regular education students, the ratstwdents nominated as popular and controversiadlagively
high, while the rate of students identified asctgd and neglected relatively law. According ©.Xoie, K.A.
Dodge, and H. Coppotelli (1982) popular childrea tire most accepted by their classmates, while@asrsial
ones have a highest impact on a group.

General education. The data would seem to suggest that resultsunfests educated in integrated
classes and results of students educated in regjakses are similar. However, most of them werainated as
average (1=55%, R=47.5%), but none of regular amdgrated classes students was identified as popula
Furthermore, the rate of students nominated astegleand neglected is relatively high. In the grofipegular
education students as many as 30% of respondengsjuelyed as rejected, and 20% as neglected. Fodg®f
respondents attending integrated classes showtlglidjfferent proportions as 22.5% of pupils wer@mnated
as isolated, while 15% were identified as rejectethm these data we can assume that the sociak st
students with mild learning disabilities educatedntegrated and regular classes is not favorabdee of them

was identified as popular, while a relatively higlte of respondents were nominated as negleattdegected.

The results described above are similar to finglin§ previous studies held by Polish researchers in
respect of the sociometric status of students Veilining disabilities (J.4bka 2001, J. Lipgiska-Lolk 2004,
A.Nowicka i H.Ochonczenko 2004, G.¥¢ek 2005). Their results indicate that the socahetional status of
intellectually disabled pupils educated togethethwtheir non-disabled peers is highly unfavorableurther
analysis shows that in this population the ratee@dcted and neglected students is very high, amstine cases
reached even as much as 80% of the study sampleadvier, results of these pupils are usually theekivin
comparison with results of students with other kird disabilities (M.Chodkowska 2004). These cliidare
often isolated and rejected by their non-disableérg, their relationships with them are usually rpand
disturbed. Furthermore, relatively higher levelsso€ial adjustment disorders in the populationnéllectually
disabled children results in low social integrifyaogroup.

Comparative analysis. Further analysis revealed that the social statustellectually disabled students
educated in segregated settings was significaiglyeln than the social status of students educatéatégrated
or regular cIasseq?(=37727,p= .000). Only students of special schools wereinatad as popular. Moreover,
taking into consideration the whole study samgeytconstitute half of the population of controvargupils
and represent a relatively low rate of neglected @jected members of a group. In contrast tor tresults,
none of the integrated or regular class studentsvaminated as popular, while a relatively higle rat them
were judged as neglected and rejected.

Discussion

The phenomenon of a low social status of studeuitis learning disabilities can be explained in
different ways. N.L. Frederickson and A.F. Furnh@04) try to find an explanation of this problemsocial
exchange theory. According to this theory studantsnominated as rejected because they displaydost and
low benefit behaviors, due to their disruptive wtigs, a tendency to be seeking help and stafiiims.

Another theory explaining low social status okitgctually disabled children is the J.D. Coie'940,
M. Margalit 1994) model of peer rejection, whichbiased on the assumption that there are two soafqeeer
rejection: the behavior of a child and the dynanoitthe group. Taking into consideration the fgsurce, Coie
states that children’s social difficulties seembéocaused by the way they interpret specific $stiaations and

their emotional reactions and acquired strategiesiéaling with these situations. Similar to Coiglsws, H.



Goethe (1995) admits that the main reasons folattleof acceptance of intellectually disabled shidere their
aggressive behavior and difficulties in understagdiocial contexts of interaction. Furthermore, Kistner, D.
Gatlin (1989) points at a correlation between nating students with learning disabilities as regdcand their
withdrawal, inattentive and overactive behaviors.

When group dynamics are taken into account, Je Gtites that the conceptualized opinion about a
child may both affect the behavior of rejected adtdh and affect the perceptions and behaviors efgtioup
members toward them.

T.W. Farmer, R. Pearl, R.M. Van Hacker (1996) werking for explanations of peer rejection in the
rules of creating the social group structure. Thewited at the principle of likelihood as an impamtt criteria of
choosing a partner for social interaction. In regutlass placements, students with disabilities Lenaally
grouped with non-disabled students, some of whishlay characteristics similar to their own, whif@ny are
quite different from them. Because children haveeradency to nominate similar partners of interaxtithey
may more often choose these displaying antisk@bhvior, as many students with learning disabditiave a
proclivity for different kinds of behavioral discgts. Therefore, students with disabilities areigit of more
likely associating with peers displaying similagaéve behavior, which consequently can negatiirglyence
their social development.

The significant difference between the socialustaif special school students and the social status
these educated in integrated and regular settingsbe also explained in different ways. Firsttymiay be
caused by different rules of grouping children hede settings. In segregated schools, students milth
learning disabilities are usually placed togethéthwlassmates with the same or lower (moderated! lef
learning disability. Their social statuses in thggeups are usually average or popular, as thesn deebe
attractive partners for classmates with similaloarer level of intelligence. On the contrary, mildhtellectually
disabled students of integrated or regular clageeglaced in the same group with non-disabledoiages. Due
to their intellectual deficits and behavioral diders, they are usually consider as not attractarenprs both for
social as well as task-oriented interactions.

Conclusion

The main conclusion from this study is that thddipi mentally disabled students of integrated and
regular classes, seem to be unattractive partoerthéir non-disabled peers both in social as waslin task-
oriented interactions. Their social statuses afauvaurable. On the contrary, significantly highecigl status is
achieved by their intellectually disabled peersoatied in segregated settings. Therefore, it isssary to take
actions focused on improving the social statustedents educated in integrated and regular settizggheir
low social status seems to be caused by difficiltieunderstanding social contexts of interacteomg antisocial
behaviour, M.Chodkowska (2001) suggests introduciogal skills training and teaching classmates tow

react to their negative behaviour.
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