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ABSTRACT 
 
 

Previous research has recognized the significant relationship between perceived social 

support and resiliency in children and adolescents without disabilities, but less is known about 

the perceptions of social support among youth with disabilities.  Available research suggests that 

students with disabilities report lower levels of social support from significant sources in their 

home and school environments when compared to student without disabilities.  Gender research 

in perceived social support suggests that females have reported higher levels of social support 

when compared to male students.  Other variables that may be related to ratings of perceived 

social support include family composition and extracurricular group membership.   

The present study collected data from male and female middle and high school students 

from one school system in the Southeastern United States.  All statistical analyses were 

conducted using N of 103, including 22 male students with Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD), 

21 female students with SLD, 30 male students in general education, and 30 female students in 

general education.  The majority of the sample included African American participants enrolled 

in middle school who were eligible for free or reduced lunch.  No statistically significant 

findings in students’ ratings perceived social support, as measured with the Child and Adolescent 

Social Support Scale (Malecki, Demaray, & Elliott, 2000) were identified within the multivariate 

analyses that compared male and female students with SLD and in general education.  In the 

multivariate analyses exploring differences in student ratings of perceived social support across 

groups based on family composition and extracurricular group membership, a statistically 
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significant main effect in extracurricular group membership was identified for the perceived 

social support rating of Teacher Frequency, with students who reported membership in one 

extracurricular group reporting higher teacher social support frequency ratings.
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 Perceptions of social support among children and adolescents have been explored 

extensively within the fields of education, psychology, and social work.  The consensus from 

these studies is that perceptions of social support play a strong part in facilitating positive 

developmental and educational outcomes.  Much of the literature about children’s perceived 

social support has been gathered from research studies of typically developing children and 

adolescents (i.e., children and adolescents without disabilities).  Understanding any differences in 

perceptions of social support among students with and without disabilities may provide findings 

that can be used to meet the social, emotional, and educational needs of all students.  Additional 

variables of emphasis for this study include gender, family composition, and extracurricular 

group membership.  

Defining Perceived Social Support 

Throughout the last few decades, much research has been conducted on the role of social 

support in the lives of children, adolescents, and adults.  Because researchers have defined social 

support in a number of different ways, it is imperative to articulate the operational definition of 

the concept of social support that will be used in the present study.  Cobb’s definition (1976) will 

be used to define social support in the present study; he defined social support as information 

that conveys to a person that he or she is cared for, loved, esteemed, and is a “member of a 

network of mutual obligation” (p. 300).  Cobb’s perspective is nested in his discussion of the 
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protective nature of social support, suggesting its role in assisting individuals as they progress 

throughout their life cycles.  

Building on this definition, a number of conceptual issues must be addressed when 

measuring social support in research.  Tardy (1985) provided a worthy discussion of five relevant 

elements of social support.  First, the direction of social support must be understood; that is, 

researchers can select to look at the giving or receiving of social support.  Second, researchers 

must consider the disposition of social support.  Disposition refers to measuring the availability 

of social support to persons, including its quantity or quality, or it can be exploring the actual 

usage of social support that is available.  Third, researchers can describe or evaluate social 

support.  Description studies aim to simply describe social support, whereas evaluation studies 

may strive to understand the satisfaction with their social support.  Although description and 

evaluation can be distinguished from one another, some researchers have explored both when 

studying social support.  Content is a fourth element of social support to be considered.  Content 

is best understood as the process or action that is viewed as supportive.  Last, the final element of 

social support is known as the network.  The network includes a number of people who provide 

or receive social support, including but not limited to, parents, teachers, neighbors, coworkers, 

friends, and members of the community. 

In an attempt to provide further clarity, House (1981) offered insight into the element of 

content of social support by offering a typology that includes the following types of content: 

emotional, instrumental, informational, and appraisal.  Emotional support refers to behaviors 

related to caring, such as trust, empathy, and love.  Instrumental support includes teaching 

another person a skill or loaning money, whereas informational support refers to rendering 

advice or information to others.  Appraisal support refers to evaluative feedback provided to 

another person.  
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Measuring Students’ Perceived Social Support 

A review of the research literature on social support suggests that several measures have 

been used to examine perceived social support in children and adolescents.  Such measures 

include the Social Support Scale for Children (Harter, 1985), My Family and Friends (Reid, 

Landesman, Treder, & Jaccard, 1989), the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support 

(Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet, & Farley, 1988), Perceived Social Support from Family & Friends 

(Procidano & Heller, 1983), The Network of Relationships Inventory (Furman & Buhrmester, 

1985), the Student Social Support Scale (Nolten, 1994), Child and Adolescent Social Support 

Scale (CASSS; Malecki, Demaray, Elliott, & Nolten, 1999), and a revision of the CASSS 

(Malecki, Demaray, & Elliott, 2000).  The following paragraphs offer brief descriptions of the 

scales that have been used for study of perceived social support.  

Harter’s Social Support Scale for Children (1985) is a tool for measuring social support in 

students in Grades 3-8 through eighth grades, and it includes 24 items and four subscales that 

address students’ perceptions of the social support that they receive from parents, teachers, 

classmates, and friends.  According to Reid et al. (1989), My Family and Friends was created to 

measure children’s subjective impressions about social support and has been primarily used with 

students from age 6 to 12.  My Family and Friends is administered with props, including cards 

with the names of people in the student’s social support network, a ranking board, and a 

barometer, and the tool uses 12 dialogues to obtain a ranking order and a satisfaction ranking 

order of the members of each student’s social support system.  

The Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support developed by Zimet et al. 

(1988) includes a total of 12 statements related to the social support provided by family, friends, 

or a significant other.  Participants respond to each statement using a Likert-type scale  
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ranging from 1-very strongly disagree to 7-very strongly agree.  The Perceived Social Support 

from Family & Friends (Procidano & Heller, 1983) is a 40-item scale that assesses perceived 

social support from family and friends.  Participants provide an answer of “yes, no, or don’t 

know” for 20 statements about family and 20 statements about friends.  The Network of 

Relationships Inventory developed by Furman and Buhrmester (1985) includes 30 items about 

qualities of relationships with mother or stepmother, father or stepfather, grandparent, older 

brother, younger brother, older sister, younger sister, best friend, and teacher.  Participants 

respond to each question using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1-little or none to 5-the most. 

The Student Social Support Scale, developed as part of a doctoral dissertation by Nolten 

(1994), follows the model of social support presented by Tardy (1985).  A 60-item scale 

measuring students’ perceptions of social support from their parents, teachers, classmates, and 

friends, the Student Social Support Scale (Nolten, 1994) has been administered to students from 

Grades 3-12.  Continued research on children’s and adolescents’ perceptions of social support 

using the Student Social Support Scale (Nolten, 1994) led to its revision and the development of 

the CASSS (Malecki et al., 1999).  The CASSS (Malecki et al., 1999) provided researchers with 

two versions: Level 1 for students in Grades 3-6 and Level 2 for students in Grades 6-12.  

Further revisions and research led to the single-version CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000), and this 

revision can be administered to students from Grades 3-12.  The CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000) 

also supplemented the sources of support with a subscale for overall school support (Malecki, 

Demaray, & Elliott, 2004).    

In an attempt to adhere to the operational definition and in consideration of conceptual 

issues that will be used in the present study, the CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000) emerges as a 

psychometrically sound tool for use with students in Grades 3-12 (Malecki et al., 2004).  
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Congruent with Tardy’s (1985) model of perceived social support, the CASSS (Malecki et al., 

2000) measures students’ perceptions of available social support (i.e., emotional, instrumental, 

informational, and appraisal) from persons in their social network, including parents, teachers, 

classmates, close friends, and school by asking students to rate the frequency and importance of 

a number of supportive behaviors.  The CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000) includes 60 items and five 

subscales, and asks students to respond to statements using Likert-type scales ranging from 1-

never to 6-always and 1-not important to 3-very important (Malecki et al., 2004).  Items for the 

frequency ratings assess how often a student perceives the support, whereas items for the 

importance ratings assess how important it is to the student that they perceive that support.  The 

authors maintained that the psychometric data on the CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000) are strong 

and the measure has potential uses in research, program evaluation, and clinical settings.  

 The CASSS was selected for use in the present study for several reasons.  To begin with, 

the CASSS been used in numerous studies of perceived social support within the school 

psychology literature.  In particular, the CASSS has frequently been used in studies that have 

investigated gender differences in perceived social support.  Next, the framework of the CASSS 

is congruent with Tardy’s (1985) model of perceived social support, which is consistent with the 

operational definition set forth within this study.  Specifically, the CASSS measures students’ 

perceptions of available social support (i.e., emotional, instrumental, informational, and 

appraisal) from persons in their social network, including parents, teachers, classmates, close 

friends, and school by asking students to rate the frequency and importance of a number of 

supportive behaviors.  Last, research on the CASSS suggested that the psychometric data are 

strong, supporting its internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and construct validity (Rueger, 
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Malecki, and Demaray (2010), and the measure has a variety of potential uses in research, 

program evaluation, and clinical settings.    

Students’ Perceived Social Support and Well-Being 

Students’ perceptions of the social support that they receive from others demonstrate 

important relationships with other psychological variables, and these relationships have been 

studied extensively.  A meta-analysis of research in this area has suggested that perceived social 

support is closely related to well-being in children and adolescents (Chu, Saucier, & Hafner, 

2010).  Work by Suldo et al. (2009) suggested a positive relationship between adolescents’ 

perceived support from teachers and their subjective well-being.  Similar work by McGrath, 

Brennan, Dolan, and Barnett (2009) found support from friends and parents to be a significant 

predictor of adolescent well-being.  A number of constructs have been used to assess the positive 

child characteristics associated with increased levels of perceived social support, including 

factors related to the well-being of children and adolescents: self-concept, self-esteem, self-

worth, stress, academic competence, and student adjustment.   

Self-Concept 

Across research studies, students’ perceived social support and self-concept have been 

found to be positively associated with one another.  Work by Demaray and Elliott (2001) 

revealed a moderate relationship between perceived social support and self-concept in students 

with and without Attention-Deficit/Hyperctivity Disorder (ADHD) characteristics.  Interestingly, 

the data also suggested that ratings of perceived teacher support were significantly correlated 

with self-concept only for students without ADHD characteristics (i.e., ratings of perceived 

teacher support by students with characteristics of ADHD were not significantly correlated with 

self-concept).  A later study of 921 children and adolescents in Grades 3 through 12 found 
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significant relationships between adolescents’ ratings of their self-concept and their ratings of the 

frequency of social support from parents, teachers, classmates, and close friends (Demaray, 

Malecki, Rueger, Brown, & Summers (2009).  Additionally, adolescents’ ratings of perceived 

importance of social support from teachers were found to be strongly related to their ratings of 

their self-concept (Demaray et al., 2009). 

Self-Esteem and Self-Worth 

 Additional research studies indicate that perceived social support is positively linked to 

self-esteem and self-worth.  In a study of students with Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD) at a 

private school, LaBarbera (2008) found that social support from parents accounted for 35% of 

the variance in students’ self-esteem.  Similarly, social support from parents, close friends, 

classmates, and teachers was predictive of self-worth, particularly the support from close friends 

and classmates, in a study of 370 middle and high school students (Robinson, 1995).  

Stress 

Research, especially from the resilience literature, has also investigated perceived social 

support and stress.  In a study of typically developing, high school students, Weigel, Devereux, 

Leigh, and Ballard-Reisch (1998) found that levels of reported stress were lower when students 

endorsed higher levels of social support from their parents.  The inverse was also found to be 

true: Students who reported higher levels of stress also reported lower levels of perceived social 

support from their families.  Additionally, in a study of adolescents aged 14 to 18, psychosocial 

resilience was partially predicted by perceived family support (Tusaie, Puskar, & Sereika, 2007). 

Academic Competence 

 Research literature also includes investigations of perceived social support and academic 

competence.  Several studies reveal significant correlations between the two aforementioned 
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constructs.  In students with and without characteristics of ADHD, Demaray and Elliott’s (2001) 

work suggested a moderate relationship between perceived social support and academic 

competence.  Similarly, work by Murray and Greenberg (2006) found that the perceptions of 

their schools by students with disabilities strongly contributed to their ratings of school 

competence, and a study by Ousdigian (2001) revealed a significant relationship between social 

support and academic competence.  Related work by Frey, Ruchkin, Martin, and Schwab-Stone 

(2009) found that middle and high school students’ ratings of social support from their teachers 

are positively associated with academic motivation. 

Student Adjustment 

Using a variety of emotional and behavioral indicators, researchers have explored the 

relationship between perceived social support and student adjustment, suggesting that social 

support from families and teachers is related to the adjustment of students.  The presence of 

externalizing and internalizing problems has been linked to low levels of social support from the 

family (Garnefski & Diekstra, 1996; Hafen & Laursen, 2009; Malecki & Demaray, 2003a; 

Puskar, Ren, Bernardo, Haley, & Stark, 2008).  In a study by Garnefski and Diekstra (1996), 

students with behavioral or emotional problems were found to be 4 times more likely than 

students without any problems to endorse lower ratings of social support from their families; 

lower levels of peer and school support were also reported by students with behavioral or 

emotional problems.  Young, Berenson, Cohen, and Garcia (2005) found that adolescent 

depression may be more often predicted by students’ negative perceptions of support from both 

parents and peers.  Similarly, adolescents with stronger perceptions of support from family and 

friends endorsed few symptoms consistent with depression (Clara, Cox, Enns, Murray, & 

Torgrude, 2003; Weber, Puskar, & Ren, 2010).  Related studies have found that higher levels of 
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social support from teachers are positively associated with social skills (Malecki & Demaray, 

2003b).  

Factors Related to Students’ Perceived Social Support 

 This section will provide information about several factors related to students’ perceived 

social support by highlighting the findings of relevant studies.  Throughout the literature, 

disability status, gender, and race/ethnicity have been explored within studies of perceived social 

support among youth.  Although educators and psychologists strive to meet the educational 

needs of students with disabilities, they must also address students’ social and emotional needs.  

Identification of perceptions of social support among students with disabilities offers a good 

starting point for social and emotional intervention development.  Gender is also a factor that has 

been given much consideration within the perceived social support literature.  Studies of social 

interaction and development of boys and girls have highlighted gender differences, and the 

exploration of these differences within social support research is a natural progression.  Less 

work has specifically examined the relationship between race/ethnicity and social support, but 

preliminary findings suggest that there may be differences between White students and students 

of minority status.  In addition, participation in school groups and extracurricular activities will 

be addressed based on potential relationships with school attachment and perceived support from 

support sources at school.  Family composition is included as a factor in this section because of 

its relationship with social and emotional adjustment.  Both participation in school 

groups/extracurricular activities and family composition may be related to differences in 

frequency and importance ratings of perceived social support.  

Disabilities 

 A review of the research literature on perceptions of social support identifies several 
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studies that revealed differences in ratings of perceived social support among students with and 

without disabilities.  Students with disabilities generally report lower levels of perceived social 

support from a variety of sources.  Work by Demaray and Elliott (2001) investigated the 

perceptions of social support in students with and without characteristics of ADHD, finding that 

students with characteristics of ADHD endorsed lower levels of overall social support and less 

support from classmates and close friends.  The finding that students with disabilities report 

lower levels of social support from peers was also documented in work with students with SLD 

or mild mental retardation (Wenz-Gross & Siperstein, 1998).  Interestingly, Wenz-Gross and 

Siperstein (1998) also found that students with and without SLD or Intellectual Disability (ID) 

reported perceiving more support from adults outside of their home.  Related research by 

Martinez (2006) explored social support levels for students with SLD in reading, SLD in math, 

SLD in both reading and math, and students who were typically achieving.  Analyses of the data 

revealed that students with multiple learning disabilities reported lower levels of social support 

from parents and close friends than students with one disability or no disability.  Another group 

of researchers (McNamara, Willoughby, Chalmers, & YLC-CURA, 2005) who investigated the 

psychosocial functioning of adolescents with SLD, co-occurring SLD and ADHD, and without 

SLD found that adolescents without SLD reported stronger relationships with their parents than 

those with SLD  or both SLD and ADHD. 

 Differences between students with and without disabilities also emerge when examining 

adolescents’ relationships with parents and friends.  Students with ADHD may struggle with 

social skills, including making friends and maintaining friendships (McNamara et al., 2005; 

Mrug, Hoza, & Gerdes, 2001).  Such challenges interfere with the activation and employment of 

peers as a potential source for social support.  In a study by Geisthardt and Munsch (1996), 
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although junior high students with and without learning disabilities reported experiencing similar 

school stressors and utilizing  similar coping strategies, students with learning disabilities sought 

less support from their peers than students without learning disabilities in times of stress.  

 Not all of the research reviewed identified differences in the level of social support for 

students with and without disabilities.  One example is found in a doctoral dissertation conducted 

by Ousdigian (2001).  Though Ousdigian found a number of significant correlations (e.g., social 

support and teachers’ ratings of achievement motivation, social support and academic self-

confidence, and social support and social skills), no differences in ratings of social support were 

found between students in general education or special education.  Similarly, no differences in 

perceived social support from people in the home were found for students with and without SLD 

and ID (Wenz-Gross & Siperstein, 1998).  Work by Murray and Greenberg (2006) did not 

identify group differences in social support for students with learning disabilities, emotional and 

behavioral disorders, ID, or other health impairment.  Demaray and Malecki (2002a) were also 

unable to detect any differences in total social support scores based on disability status.  

In addition to ratings of frequency of social support, the importance of social support 

from various sources has been examined but the findings are inconclusive.  In a study conducted 

by Demaray and Elliott (2001), ratings of the importance of social support were found to be 

similar across groups of students with and without characteristics of ADHD.  Conversely, 

research by Demaray and Malecki (2003a) suggested that students with disabilities reported 

higher importance scores for classmates and close friends than students without disabilities.  

 In a related study of students with behavioral and emotional problems, Garnefski and 

Diekstra (1996) explored perceived social support from family, school, and peers.  Students’ 

ratings of behavioral and emotional symptoms created four groups of high school students within 
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the study: emotional problems only, behavioral problems only, emotional and behavioral 

problems, and no problems.  Despite the fact that students were not compared across specific 

groups, such as SLD, ADHD, or both, several significant findings are worthy of discussion. First, 

students who reported behavioral problems also endorsed negative perceptions of school.  Next, 

students who reported emotional problems also reported negative perceptions of peers.  Last, 

students who endorsed both behavioral and emotional problems had more negative perceptions 

of their family.  

Gender  

Gender differences in ratings of perceived social support have been explored in the social 

support literature.  Some of the social support research may be linked to research about the social 

behavior of children and adolescents.  For example, gender differences have been found in 

playmate choice and relationships in children and adolescents (Maccoby, 1990).  Other 

researchers have studied the link between social support and well-being, finding the presence of 

gender differences.  Within a meta-analytic research project examining social support and well-

being, reports by females indicated a stronger relationship between social support and well-being 

than reports by males (Chu et al., 2010).  Furthermore, a related study that examined the coping 

strategies utilized by male and female children and adolescents found that females more often 

endorsed seeking social support as a coping response to a stressful situation (Eschenbeck, 

Kohlmann, & Lohaus, 2007).  With these differences in mind, researchers have studied gender 

differences in perceptions of how often students receive support from different sources 

(frequency) and how important it is to them that they perceive support from different sources 

(importance).  Frequency ratings of perceived social support are most commonly discussed 

within the literature, but the examination of importance ratings provides the researcher with more 
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in-depth information.  Discrepancies between frequency and importance ratings have been 

studied within the literature and provide fertile ground for application of research findings.   

 In terms of support from parents, male and female students have generally reported 

similar levels of perceived social support (Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; Malecki & Demaray, 

2003b).  However, differences have been discovered when evaluating social support from 

teachers, classmates, and close friends.  Specifically, female students have reported higher levels  

of support from teachers, classmates, and close friends than male students (Colarossi & Eccles, 

2003; Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; Siyez, 2008; Weber et al., 2010). Rueger, Malecki, and 

Demaray (2008) found examples of aforementioned findings within their research.  Boys’ ratings 

revealed significantly less support from classmates than from other sources, including parents, 

teachers, and close friends.  Consistent with previous studies, girls reported more social support 

from close friends than from parents or teachers (Frey & Rothlisberger, 1996; Rueger et al., 

2008).  Gender differences have also been identified in ratings of importance of social support, as 

female students reported higher importance ratings of total social support and support from 

teachers, classmates, and close friends (Demaray & Malecki, 2003a).  

Race/Ethnicity 

 Differences in ratings of social support have been identified among students when race 

was considered.  Research by Demaray and Malecki (2003a) found that Native American 

students endorsed lower ratings of total perceived social support than other races, including 

African American, Asian, Hispanic, and White.  Additionally, Demaray and Malecki found that 

Native American students’ total importance ratings and importance ratings for parents, teachers, 

classmates, and close friends were lower than students from the following groups: African 

American, Hispanic American, and White.  Specifically, Native American students indicate lower 
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levels of parent and teacher support than African American, White, and Hispanic students and 

less classmate support than White or Hispanic students.  Moreover, African American students 

perceived more support from parents and teachers than White students, while White students 

indicated higher levels of perceived social support from teachers when compared to Hispanic 

students (Demaray & Malecki, 2003a).  

  In exploratory analyses from a larger study, Malecki and Demaray (2002) discovered that 

students of minority status from Grades 3, 4, and 5 (i.e., Hispanic, Native American, African 

American, or Asian) endorsed higher levels of teacher support than White students.  For students 

in Grades 6 through 12, however, perceived social support ratings of White students were higher 

for each of the following scales: teacher, classmate, close friend, and total, when compared to 

students of minority groups.  However, not all studies identified differences in perceived social 

support when race was considered.  One example found in the literature, a study by Davalos, 

Chavez, and Guardiola (2005), found no differences in perceived support from parents between 

Mexican Americans and White non-Latinos.   

Family Composition/Structure  

 Family composition varies from household to household.  Based on data collected from 

116,716,292 households via the Census 2010 by the United States Census Bureau, Americans 

with children under 18 years live in married households (20.2%), female family households/no 

spouse present (7.2%), and male family households/no spouse present (2.4%; Lofquist, Lugaila, 

O’Connell, & Feliz, 2012).  Data from the Census 2000 also details that 6.6% of Americans 

reside in unmarried partner households while 4.4% live in multigenerational households 

(Lofquist et al., 2012).  A multitude of life events may alter the composition of a household, 

including separation, divorce, remarriage, or death.  Given the variety in structure of families, 
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previous research has explored the relationship of family composition, particularly in the 

aftermath of parental separation or divorce, to a number of variables, especially constructs 

related to social and emotional well-being and adjustment of adolescents.  

 Demo and Acock (1996) discussed family composition as it relates to the well-being of 

children and adolescents, noting the hypothesis that adolescents from divorced families, 

separated families, and stepfamilies will exhibit more difficulties in adjustment and academics 

than adolescents from families of unbroken first marriages.  This hypothesis was supported by 

their research findings, as adolescents from intact first marriages were found to have fewer 

difficulties with socioemotional adjustment, academic performance, and global well-being.  

Young adults who experienced higher levels of conflict within their homes indicated less social 

support than young adults who encountered lower levels of conflict (Riggio, 2004).  

Interestingly, however, young adults whose parents divorced reported more perceived social 

support than young adults from intact families (Riggio, 2004). 

  The quality of relationships with noncustodial mothers and fathers for adolescents living 

in stepfamilies was explored by Gunnoe and Hetherington (2004).  Findings from this study 

suggested that the quality of an adolescent’s relationship with their noncustodial parent was 

predictive of adolescent adjustment.  The data revealed that perceived social support and 

adolescent adjustment were more strongly associated for noncustodial mothers than noncustodial 

fathers, as higher levels of social support were endorsed for adolescents with noncustodial 

mothers.  Not all studies identified a link between adolescent adjustment and family structure.  

For example, satisfaction with family functioning, not the structure of one’s family, was found to 

predict depressive symptoms in a clinical sample of adolescents (Cumsille & Epstein, 1994).  

 



 
 

16 
 

Extracurricular Group Membership  

 Studies of adolescent development have investigated the benefits of student participation 

in school groups and extracurricular activities.  Such research has highlighted the protective role 

that activity participation may play in positive social and educational outcomes (Eccles, Barber, 

Stone, & Hunt, 2003).  Involvement in school groups and extracurricular activities provides 

students with access to and support from adults other than their parents, such as coaches, 

teachers, and club advisors (Eccles et al., 2003).  Given these findings, students’ perceptions of 

social support may be positively related to their participation in school groups and 

extracurricular activities.  Social support sources may be developed and maintained when 

students are actively engaged in the classroom and learning with their peers (Tinto, 1997).  For 

example, in a study of adolescents aged 13-15, Natvig, Albrektsen, and Ovarnstrom (2003) found 

a positive association between students’ participation in class, especially group work activities, 

and higher levels of perceived social support from peers and teachers.  

Age and Grade 

Research has examined perceived social support across ages and grades, particularly as 

students transition from elementary school to middle school and middle school to high school.  

Some studies have explored changes in perceived social support from parents and peers as 

students move through adolescence and strive for independence.  Specific work by Bokhorst, 

Sumter, and Westenberg (2010) found similar levels of perceived social support for parents and 

friends for students aged 9 years to 15 years.  However, students from 16 years to 18 years 

reported higher levels of friend support when compared to parent support and lower levels of 

teacher support.   
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In addition, some research has addressed the importance of perceived social support 

across ages and grades.  For example, research by Demaray and Malecki (2003a) found that 

perceived social support has been rated as more important by younger students.  Specifically, 

Demaray and Malecki found that elementary school students’ importance ratings of perceived 

social support were higher than middle school students’ importance ratings of perceived social 

support from parents, teachers, classmates, and close friends.  In addition, middle school 

students’ importance ratings of perceived social support from parents, teachers, classmates, and 

close friends were higher than high school students’ importance ratings of perceived social 

support from parents, teachers, classmates, and close friends.   

Socioeconomic Status  

 Socioeconomic status has been examined throughout studies of academic achievement of 

students, and research has found a relationship between socioeconomic status of students and 

early reading skills (Aikens & Barbarin, 2008).  Based on the connection between 

socioeconomic status and academic achievement, some researchers have examined how social 

support relates to the academic achievement of students of lower socioeconomic status.  In a 

study by Malecki and Demaray (2006), social support was found to moderate the relationship 

between socioeconomic status and academic performance.  Findings indicated significant 

associations between grade point average and social support scores for students of low 

socioeconomic status (SES; as measured by eligibility for free or reduced lunch).  Several of the 

research studies examining perceptions of social support were conducted with homogeneous 

samples with respect to race/ethnicity (Demaray & Malecki, 2002b, 2003a; Demaray, Malecki, 

Davidson, Hodgson, & Rebus, 2005), and less research has specifically addressed differences in 

perceptions of social support based on socioeconomic status.     
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Major Conclusions of Research Related to Perceived Social Support 

A review of the literature on perceived social support reveals several significant findings 

relevant for the present study.  First, perceptions of social support are related to the overall well-

being of children and adolescents, as measured by self-concept, self-esteem, self-worth, stress, 

academic competence, and student adjustment.  Second, students with disabilities, including 

SLD, ADHD, and ID, have often reported lower frequency ratings of social support (i.e., how 

often students perceive the support) from significant sources in their home and school 

environments compared to students without disabilities, although a handful of studies have not 

detected differences between these groups.  Third, there is no consensus on ratings of importance 

of social support (i.e., how important it is to them that they receive that support) among students 

with and without disabilities, as less research has specifically addressed this question.  Fourth, 

female students report higher levels of social support from teachers, classmates, and close friends 

as well as higher importance ratings of total social support, when compared to male students.  

However, male and female students have typically reported similar levels of perceived social 

support from parents.  Regarding age and grade, research has explored changes in perceived 

social support from parents and peers as students move through adolescence and strive for 

independence.  Last, less research has specifically addressed the link between perceived social 

support and socioeconomic status, family composition, or extracurricular group membership, but 

these constructs have shown some relationship to student well-being and overall adjustment. 

Purpose of Study 

Much of the perceived social support literature has studied the relationship between 

perceived social support ratings of students without disabilities and gender, race/ethnicity, self-

esteem, self-concept, student adjustment, and academic competence.  Throughout these studies, 
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students’ perceptions of social support have often been researched by examining how much 

support students receive (the frequency of perceived social support).  Fewer studies have 

addressed the importance students place on the social support they perceive receiving from 

different sources (i.e., the importance of perceived social support).  Although some studies have 

explored perceptions of social support among students with disabilities, few studies have 

investigated perceptions of social support in a sample of students with SLD and students without 

a disability.  Thus, the primary focus of the study was to determine if students’ disability or 

general education status was related to their frequency and importance ratings of perceived social 

support.  Strong consideration was given to gender, as gender differences in perceived social 

support from various sources have been documented in previous research.  Therefore, the 

influence of gender cannot be overlooked, and this study specifically included gender within the 

framework of Research Questions 1-6.  

In addition, the present study included the variables of family composition and 

extracurricular group membership to determine potential relationships with perceptions of social 

support.  A review of research suggested that family composition may be linked to the social and 

emotional well-being and adjustment of adolescents.  Similarly, existing research has 

documented the protective role that activity participation may play in positive social and 

educational outcomes (Eccles et al., 2003). Thus, the researcher hypothesized that perceptions of 

social support may be related to students’ family composition and their participation in school 

groups and extracurricular activities.  To understand the link between the variables of family 

composition and extracurricular group membership and perceptions of social support, Research 

Question 7 was added as an exploratory research question. 

Previous research has typically explored perceptions of social support among students 
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from Grades 6 to 8 or students from Grades 9 to 12. It has been suggested that developmental 

trends in perceived social support may exist, particularly as students move from elementary 

school to middle school and from middle school to high school.  Given the potential differences 

in perceptions of social support based on developmental level, the researcher originally planned 

to include only students from Grades 6 to 8 only.  Despite this plan, the researcher encountered 

difficulty with recruitment, particularly students with SLD.  In the interest of improving the 

sample size, the researcher expanded the range of grades to include students from Grades 6 to 12.   

To assist in conducting the best study possible, a pilot study was designed and 

implemented.  The main purpose of the pilot study was to assist the researcher in becoming 

familiar with the instruments to be used in the main study.  Participants were recruited from a 

small private school located in the Southeastern United States that provides preschool to high 

school programs.  Students enrolled in Grades 6-8 were targeted for participation.  Using the 

CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000), data were collected from 11 middle school students in a group 

format using paper and pencil.  All items were read aloud to participants.  The researcher 

identified that it was necessary to circulate the room while reading items, as this assisted in 

collecting fully completed surveys.  Additionally, the researcher determined that data collection 

with larger sizes of groups (i.e., 11 students) was an option for the main study.  

The main study recruited students from Grades 6-12 and included 43 students with SLD 

and 60 students in general education.  All data for the proposed study were collected using the 

CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000), a 60-item, self-report measure of students’ perceived social 

support.  The scale assessed students’ perceptions of available social support (i.e., emotional, 

instrumental, informational, and appraisal) from persons in their social network, including 

parents, teachers, classmates, close friends, and school by asking students to rate the frequency 
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and importance of a number of supportive behaviors.  The format of the CASSS (Malecki et al., 

2000) required students to respond to statements referencing one of four types of support 

(emotional, informational, appraisal, and instrumental).  Students rated how often they perceive 

that support using a 6-point scale, ranging from 1-never to 6-always, and these ratings were used 

to create the following frequency scores: Total Support, Parent Support, Teacher Support, 

Classmate Support, Close Friend Support, and School Support (Malecki et al., 2004).  

Additionally, students rated how important it is to them that they perceive that support,  

using a 3-point scale ranging from 1-not important to 3-very important, and these ratings were 

used to create the following importance scores: Total Importance, Parent Importance, Teacher 

Importance, Classmate Importance, Close Friend Importance, and School Importance (Malecki 

et al., 2004).   

 In addition to the administration of the CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000), the researcher 

collected demographic information, including participants’ disability status, family composition, 

race/ethnicity, number of years in special education, percentage of day in special education, 

estimated reading level using STAR reading assessment score (Renaissance Learning, 2006), 

socioeconomic status using eligibility for free or reduced lunch, extracurricular group 

membership, social networking participation, and social networking usage. The demographic 

data provided information for further data analyses, allowing the researcher to understand the 

relationship between these variables and students’ ratings of frequency and importance of 

perceived social support.  These demographic data were important components to the study, as 

they contributed to the implications of findings as well as future directions for research.  Further, 

family composition and extracurricular group membership were specifically investigated to  
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determine if these variables accounted for differences in frequency and importance ratings of 

perceived social support.   

 With an emphasis on male and female students with SLD and in general education, this 

study aimed to investigate the following research questions.  The study identified any potential 

differences among male and female students with SLD and in general education in total 

frequency or total importance of support.  The study identified any potential differences among 

male and female students with SLD and in general education in frequency or importance of 

support for each of the following specific sources: Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and 

School.   

Research Questions 

To examine perceived social support among with SLD and in general education, this 

study was guided by the following research questions: 

Research Question 1: Students’ Perceived Total Social Support 

Did male and female students with SLD and in general education differ in their ratings of 

the frequency of and importance of total perceived social support, as measured by the CASSS?   

Research Question 2: Students’ Perceived Social Support from Parents  

Did male and female students with SLD and in general education differ in their ratings of 

the frequency of and importance of perceived social support from parents, as measured by the 

CASSS?   

Research Question 3: Students Perceived Social Support from Teachers 

Did male and female students with SLD and in general education differ in their ratings of 

the frequency of and importance of perceived social support from teachers, as measured by the 

CASSS?   
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Research Question 4: Students Perceived Social Support from Classmates 

Did male and female students with SLD and in general education differ in their ratings of 

the frequency of and importance of perceived social support from classmates, as measured by the 

CASSS?   

Research Question 5: Students Perceived Social Support from Close Friend 

Did male and female students with SLD and in general education differ in their ratings of 

the frequency of and importance of perceived social support from a close friend, as measured by 

the CASSS?   

Research Question 6: Students Perceived Social Support from School 

Did male and female students with SLD and in general education differ in their ratings of 

the frequency of and importance of perceived social support from school, as measured by the 

CASSS?   

Research Question 7: Relationship Among Students’ Perceived Social Support, Family 
Composition, and Extracurricular Group Membership 
 

Were students’ CASSS ratings of the frequency and importance of perceived social 

support (parents, teachers, classmate, close friend, and school) significantly different based on 

family composition and membership in extracurricular groups?  

Rationale of Study 

  The research questions aimed to determine if factors such as disability, gender, family 

composition, and extracurricular group membership were related to differences in the frequency 

and importance of perceived social support.  Understanding students’ perceptions and the 

importance of social support, particularly from parents, teachers, and close friends, can assist in 

the promotion of positive outcomes for all youth.  Investigating gender differences in perceptions 

of social support among middle school and high school students may offer insight about the 
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social and emotional development of pre adolescents and adolescents with and without 

disabilities.  The inclusion of extracurricular group membership and family composition as 

additional variables offered information about potential relationships with perceived social 

support.  Taken together, the findings of this study offered a snapshot of social and emotional 

functioning of students with SLD and in general education, while acknowledging key persons, 

groups, and affiliations within their individual networks. 

 An exploration of social support for males and females with SLD and in general 

education can assist professionals in psychology and education in several ways.  To begin with, 

this study draws attention to the need to consider students’ perceptions of social support, as this 

can be a starting point for further intervention with students.  Second, educators and school 

psychologists can examine the potential utility of identifying discrepancies between frequency 

and importance ratings of social support.  Last, this study modeled a method for collecting social 

and emotional data (i.e., students’ perceptions of the frequency and importance of social 

support). 

 Based on the findings of this study, professionals may choose to include informal or 

formal measures of perceived social support within their interviews and assessments.  The 

inclusion of perceived social support as a necessary component of interviews and assessments 

may assist professionals in developing interventions and treatment plans that are specifically 

designed to meet the individual student’s needs,  as successful development and implementation 

of most interventions requires attention to each student’s unique characteristics.   

Limitations of Study 

Several limitations to the present study must be identified and discussed.  To begin with, 

participants were only selected from one school system in the Southeastern United States, 
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including just 103 participants.  Using participants from one school system in one region of the 

country limited the researcher’s ability to generalize the study’s findings to other students who 

live in other regions of the country and other parts of the world.  Time and financial constraints 

along with school policies on research studies directed the present study to 103 participants 

within a single school system.  

Another issue for consideration is the demographic characteristics of the school system 

where data were collected.  It should be noted that 60% of students within this school system 

received free or reduced lunch.  The ethnic composition of the school system heavily consisted 

of students of minority status.  Specifically, enrollment figures revealed the following breakdown 

of race/ethnicity: 72.61% African American, 22.6% White, 2.9% Not Specified, .44% 

Multiracial, 1.27% Asian, .05% American Indian/Alaskan Native, and .02% Pacific Islander. 

This study was unable to secure additional information about individual students, 

especially those students with SLD.  If psychological assessment records were more accessible, 

the researcher would have been able to conduct further analyses based on intellectual 

functioning, achievement level, and other behavioral data. Such data would have been helpful in 

better understanding the subgroups within the study, especially the students with SLD; however, 

the present study proceeded without gathering information about participants’ intellectual 

functioning, level of achievement, and other behavioral data, given the invasiveness associated 

with accessing such records.  It should be noted that an estimate of reading level was available 

for analyses, as all students’ most recent STAR reading assessment scores were gathered. The 

STAR reading assessment was used for all students in the school system where data collection 

occurred (i.e., standard screening data for students in school system in academic year 2011-

2012).  
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Another limitation to the present study was that data were not collected from parents and 

teachers for comparison and analysis with student ratings.  Data collected from parents and 

teachers may have provided a better understanding of actual support levels in the homes and 

classrooms of students.  This additional information would have allowed for comparisons of 

actual support, as rated by parents and teachers, and perceived support ratings made by students. 

Again, time constraints drove the researcher to focus on student perceptions only.  Another 

limitation to the present study is that only one rating scale was used for assessing perceptions of 

social support.  Moreover, the rating scale used within this study requires self-report from 

participants, and limitations associated with self-report instruments are well-documented, 

including the accuracy of responses and the comprehension of items.  Despite these issues, rating 

scales are frequently used in a large number of research studies in psychology and education.  

Lastly, the researcher encountered difficulties with recruitment numbers.  Throughout 

recruitment, the researcher easily secured enough students in general education for participation 

in the study.  However, great difficulty was encountered when trying to secure consent for 

participation for students with SLD.  Despite data collection being conducted in four schools, 

recruitment of students with SLD still lagged behind.  The researcher in conjunction with her 

dissertation committee opted to move forward with smaller numbers of students with SLD, 

understanding the limitations that would accompany this decision.  Additionally, the percentages 

of race, eligibility for free or reduced lunch, and school were much higher in the students with 

SLD.  Given this distinction between students with SLD and students in general education within 

the sample, the dissertation committee approved a plan to match percentages of these three 

important variables for students in the general education cells. 

 



 
 

27 
 

Definitions of Key Terms 

Total Support and Support by Source 

 As measured by the CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000), Total Support was defined as the sum 

of all 60 items that assessed students’ perceptions of the frequency of support.  Thus, Total 

Support included the 12 items relevant to students’ perceptions of the frequency of support from 

parents (Parent Support), the 12 items relevant to students’ perceptions of the frequency of 

support from teachers (Teacher Support), the 12 items relevant to students’ perceptions of the 

frequency of support from a close friend (Close Friend Support), the 12 items relevant to 

students’ perceptions of the frequency of support from classmates (Classmate Support), and the 

12 items relevant to the frequency of support from people at school (People in My School 

Support).  

Total Importance and Importance by Source 

As measured by the CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000), Total Importance was defined as the 

sum of all 60 items that assessed students’ perceptions of the importance of support.  Thus, Total 

Importance included the 12 items relevant to students’ perceptions of the importance of support 

from parents (Parent Importance), the 12 items relevant to students’ perceptions of the 

importance of support from teachers (Teacher Importance), the 12 items relevant to students’ 

perceptions of the importance of support from a close friend (Close Friend Importance), the 12 

items relevant to students’ perceptions of the importance of support from classmates (Classmate 

Importance), and the 12 items relevant to the importance of support from people at school 

(People in My School Importance).  

Participants’ Disability Status 

Participants’ disability status referred to whether or not the student meets state eligibility 
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requirements for a Specific Learning Disability (SLD).  The students with SLD who participated 

in the study met the state’s eligibility requirements for the SLD program.  The students without a 

disability were students who had not been diagnosed or labeled with any special education 

disability and received instruction through the general education program.  

Family Composition 

The researcher assessed family composition by asking the following open-ended question 

to participants: “How many people, not counting yourself, live at home with you?”  Participants 

selected from the following choices: “1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 or more.”  The participant then 

provided a list all of the persons who reside in the home.  The researcher used the participants’ 

information to code the responses into categories: Family composition consisting of both parents 

(includes families with both mother and father in the home as well as families with stepparents) 

and family composition consisting of one parent (any single parent families including kinship 

families). 

Race/Ethnicity 

 Race/ethnicity was assessed by participant’ self-report.  The following options were 

available to participants: African American, Asian American, White, Hispanic American, Native 

American, and Other. 

Extracurricular Group Membership 

Extracurricular group membership was assessed by participants’ responses to the 

following question: “How many school clubs, organizations, or teams do you belong to?  

Examples include chorus, wrestling team, Student Government Association, Beta Club, 

basketball team, or Math Club.”  Participants selected from the following options: 0 groups, 1 

group, 2 groups, 3 groups, or 4 groups or more.  For data analyses, the researcher coded 
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extracurricular group membership into three categories: no extracurricular groups, one 

extracurricular group, and two or more extracurricular groups.   

Social Networking 

Social networking involvement was assessed by participants’ responses to two questions.  

The first question provided a list of social networking sites and asked participants to circle the 

sites that they use and provide the number of friends/followers/groups/circles.  The second 

question asked participants to provide information about the frequency of their social networking 

use by endorsing one of the following choices: “Many times daily, At least once a day, Many 

times a week, At least once a week, Few times a month, Once a month, and Never use it.”  Data 

about social networking were collected but not analyzed within this study.  



 

30 
 

CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The role of social support in the lives of children and adolescents has been explored 

extensively within the fields of education, psychology, and social work.  Because different 

definitions of perceived social support have been offered, the construct has been measured using 

a variety of instruments.  Employing these instruments, researchers have offered further 

understanding about students’ perceptions of the frequency and importance of social support, 

particularly from parents, teachers, and close friends.  Much of the literature on social support is 

derived from studies of students without disabilities, giving consideration to gender, 

race/ethnicity, and other social-emotional constructs like self-esteem, adjustment, and academic 

competence.  Throughout these studies, social support has often been researched by examining 

how much support students receive.  However, fewer studies have addressed the importance of 

the support that is received.  

Defining Perceived Social Support 

Throughout the last few decades, much research has been conducted on the role of social 

support in the lives of children, adolescents, and adults.  Because researchers have defined social 

support in a number of different ways, it is imperative to articulate the operational definition of 

the concept of social support that will be used in the present study.  Cobb’s definition (1976) will 

be used to define social support in the present study; he defined social support as information 

that informs a person that he or she is cared for, loved, esteemed, and is a “member of a network 

of mutual obligation” (p. 300).  Cobb’s perspective is nested in his discussion of the protective 
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nature of social support, suggesting its role in assisting individuals as they progress throughout 

their life cycles.  

Building on this definition, a number of conceptual issues must be addressed when 

measuring social support in research.  Tardy (1985) provided a worthy discussion of five relevant 

elements of social support.  First, the direction of social support must be understood; that is, 

researchers can select to look at the giving or receiving of social support. Second, researchers 

must consider the disposition of social support.  Disposition refers to measuring the availability 

of social support to persons, including its quantity or quality, or it can be exploring the actual 

usage of social support that is available.  Third, researchers can describe or evaluate social 

support.  Description studies aim to simply describe social support, whereas evaluation studies 

may strive to understand the satisfaction with their social support.  Although description and 

evaluation can be distinguished from one another, some researchers explore both when studying 

social support.  Content is a fourth element of social support to be considered.  Content is best 

understood as the process or action that is viewed as supportive.  Last, the final element of social 

support is known as the network.  The network includes a number of people who provide or 

receive social support, such as, parents, teachers, neighbors, coworkers, friends, and the 

community. 

In an attempt to provide further clarity, House (1981) offered insight into the element of 

content of social support by offering a typology that includes the following: emotional, 

instrumental, informational, and appraisal.  Emotional support refers to behaviors related to 

caring, such as trust, empathy, and love.  Instrumental support includes teaching another person a 

skill or loaning money, whereas informational support refers to rendering advice or information 

to others.  Appraisal support refers to evaluative feedback provided to another person.  



 
 

32 
 

Measuring Perceived Social Support 

A review of the research literature on social support suggests that several measures have 

been used to examine perceived social support in children and adolescents.  These perceived 

social support measures include the Social Support Scale for Children (Harter, 1985), My Family 

and Friends (Reid et al., 1989), the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (Zimet 

et al., 1988), Perceived Social Support from Family & Friends (Procidano & Heller, 1983), The 

Network of Relationships Inventory (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985), the Student Social Support 

Scale (Nolten, 1994), Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASSS; Malecki et al., 1999), 

and a revision of the CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000).  This section provides a short description of 

each rating scale along with a list of researchers’ investigations that have employed that rating 

scale.  

Harter’s Social Support Scale for Children (1985) is a tool for measuring social support in 

students in Grades 3-8 3rd through 8th grades, and it includes 24 items and four subscales that 

address social support from parents, teachers, classmates, and friends.  The Social Support Scale 

for Children (Harter, 1985) has been frequently used in studies exploring perceived social 

support among children.  Specifically, the scale was used in investigations of disability, self-

concept, and social support (Forman, 1988; Rothman & Cosden, 1995); social support and 

perceived self-worth (LaBarbera, 2008; Robinson, 1995); disability status and social support 

(Martinez, 2006); acculturation, social support, and academic achievement (Lopez, Ehly, & 

Garcia-Vazquez, 2002); and the structure of social support for urban, at-risk students (Chapin & 

Yang, 2009).   

According to Reid et al. (1989), My Family and Friends was created to measure 

children’s subjective impressions about social support and has been primarily used with students 
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from age 6 to 12.  My Family and Friends is administered with props, including cards with the 

names of people in the student’s social support network, a ranking board, and a barometer, and 

the tool uses 12 dialogues to obtain a ranking order and a satisfaction ranking order of the 

members of each student’s social support system.  This measure was used in an investigation of 

stress, social support, and adjustment of middle school students with disabilities (Wenz-Gross & 

Siperstein, 1998).  

The Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support developed by Zimet et al. 

(1988) includes a total of 12 statements related to the social support provided by family, friends, 

or a significant other.  Participants respond to each statement using a Likert-type scale ranging 

from 1-very strongly disagree to 7-very strongly agree.  This measure has been used in a study of 

perceived social support in a sample of college students and psychiatric outpatients (Clara et al., 

2003) and a study that explored the relationship among social support, ethnicity, and mental 

health in adolescents (Klineberg et al., 2006).  

The Perceived Social Support from Family & Friends (Procidano & Heller, 1983) is a 40-

item scale that assesses perceived social support from family and friends.  Participants provide 

an answer of “yes, no, or don’t know” for 20 statements about family and 20 statements about 

friends.  Studies of social support and resilience of adolescents (Tusaie et al., 2007), the 

relationship between psychosocial variables including social support (Puskar et al., 2008), and 

social support ratings of adolescents receiving psychological services from the community 

(Gavazzi, 1994) have been conducted using this measure.  

 The Network of Relationships Inventory developed by Furman and Buhrmester (1985) 

includes 30 items about qualities of relationships with mother or stepmother, father or stepfather, 

grandparent, older brother, younger brother, older sister, younger sister, best friend, and teacher. 
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Participants respond to each question using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1-little or none to 5- 

the most.  Investigations of social support and adolescent adjustment (Hafen & Laursen, 2009), 

social support and students with disabilities (Pavri & Monda-Amaya, 2001), and students’ 

perceptions of relationships from members of their social network (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985) 

have been conducted utilizing this scale.  

The Student Social Support Scale, developed as part of a doctoral dissertation by Nolten 

(1994), follows the model of social support presented by Tardy (1985).  A 60-item scale 

measuring students’ perceptions of social support from their parents, teachers, classmates, and 

friends, the Student Social Support Scale (Nolten, 1994) has been administered to students from 

Grades 3-12.  The Student Social Support Scale was utilized in a study about perceived social 

support and students with and without characteristics of ADHD (Demaray & Elliott, 2001).  

Continued research on children’s and adolescents’ perceptions of social support using the 

Student Social Support Scale (Nolten, 1994) led to its revision and the development of the Child 

and Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASSS; Malecki et al., 1999).  The CASSS (Malecki et 

al., 1999) provided researchers with two versions: Level 1 for students in third through sixth 

grades and Level 2 for students in Grades 6-12.  This measure has been used in investigations of 

gender differences in perceived social support (Rueger et al., 2008), the relationship between 

social support and self-concept (Demaray et al., 2009), exploring importance ratings of social 

support (Demaray & Malecki, 2003a), the relationship between perceived social support and 

student adjustment (Demaray & Malecki, 2002a, 2002b), and a study of its own psychometric 

properties through factor, reliability, and correlational analyses (Malecki & Demaray, 2002).  

 Further revisions and research led to the single-version CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000), 

and this revision can be administered to students from Grades 3-12. The CASSS (Malecki et al., 
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2000) also supplemented the sources of support with a subscale for overall school support 

(Malecki et al., 2004).  The revised scale has been used in investigations of social support and 

student adjustment (Demaray et al., 2005; Malecki & Demaray, 2003b); social support and at-

risk students (Demaray & Malecki, 2002b); social support, academic performance, and 

socioeconomic status (Malecki & Demaray, 2006); social support and school violence (Malecki 

& Demaray, 2003a); social support and bullying (Davidson & Demaray, 2007; Demaray & 

Malecki, 2003b); social support and gender differences (Rueger et al., 2008); and social support 

and subjective well-being (Suldo et al., 2009).  

The authors maintained that the psychometric data on the CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000) 

are strong and the measure has a variety of potential uses in research, program evaluation, and 

clinical settings.  Strong evidence of validity and reliability has been found within research 

studies employing the CASSS.  For example, work by Malecki and Demaray (2003b) revealed a 

five-factor structure that is aligned with the sources of support included in the CASSS (i.e., 

Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and School), and their work also documented a 

significant correlation between the CASSS Total Frequency score and the Total Score from 

Harter’s Social Support Scale for Children (1985). Test-retest reliability and inter-rater reliability 

were investigated by Malecki and Demaray (2003b), and psychometric data indicate that the 

scores produced by the CASSS appear to be valid and reliable.  In addition, the psychometric 

data presented within the CASSS manual (Malecki et al., 2004) provide additional evidence to 

suggest that the CASSS can be used as a reliable and valid instrument with children and 

adolescents.  

In an attempt to adhere to the operational definition and in consideration of conceptual 

issues that will be used in the present study, the CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000) emerges as a 
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psychometrically sound tool for use with students in Grades 3-12 (Malecki et al., 2004).  

Congruent with Tardy’s (1985) model of perceived social support, the CASSS (Malecki et al., 

2000) measures students’ perceptions of available social support (i.e., emotional, instrumental, 

informational, and appraisal) from persons in their social network, including parents, teachers, 

classmates, close friends, and school by asking students to rate the frequency and importance of 

a number of supportive behaviors.  The CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000) includes 60 items and five 

subscales, and asks students to respond to statements using Likert-type scales ranging from 1-

never to 6-always and 1-not important to 3-very important (Malecki et al., 2004).   

Students’ Perceived Social Support and Well-Being 

Students’ perceptions of the social support that they receive from others demonstrate 

important relationships with other psychological variables, and these relationships have been 

studied extensively.  A meta-analysis of research in this area examined 246 studies (sample sizes 

ranging from 21 to 14,211) to determine an overall relationship between social support and well-

being, while attending to multiple categories of well-being and different types of social support 

measures (Chu et al., 2010).  Chu et al. (2010) coded variables into categories of academic 

achievement, conduct, psychological adjustment, self-concept, social adjustment, health, coping 

skill, career, and other (overall life satisfaction, adaptive or maladaptive behaviors, quality of 

life, self-concept with academic achievement).  In addition, measures of social support were 

coded into the following categories: scales that measure the size of support networks, scales that 

measure the frequency of social support received in the past, scales that measure participants’ 

perceptions of the availability of social support, scales that measure how much participants seek 

social support, and other scales that do not differentiate social support (Chu et al., 2010). 
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Overall, findings of the meta-analysis by Chu et al. (2010) indicate a small, positive 

relationship between social support and overall well-being.  When considering the categories of 

well-being, the strongest relationships were identified between social support and self-concept 

(effect size of .265) and social support and other (e.g., life satisfaction, adaptive, and maladaptive 

behaviors; effect size of .252).  Additionally, when examining the relationship between type of 

social support measure and well-being, the perceived social support measures demonstrated the 

strongest association of any of the measures (effect size of .201). 

Work by Suldo et al. (2009) explored the relationship between support from teachers and 

adolescents’ subjective well-being.  Specifically, Suldo et al. (2009) examined 401 middle school 

students’ perceptions of social support via the CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000) and ratings of 

subjective well-being via measures of life satisfaction and positive and negative affect.  The 

findings linked students’ perceptions of emotional support (e.g., trust, empathy, and love) and 

instrumental support (e.g., teaching another person a skill) from teachers to students’ subjective 

well-being, revealing a positive relationship between these variables.  Similar work by McGrath 

et al. (2009) examined ratings of well-being and social support by 607 adolescents (322 from 

Ireland and 285 from Florida).  Students completed a measure of well-being that is sensitive to 

symptoms of depression and examines the coping abilities of students.  Measures assessing the 

availability of social support, school satisfaction, community participation, neighborhood quality 

of life, and sociodemographics were also completed.  Findings suggested that support from 

friends and parents was a significant predictor of adolescents’ well-being, more specifically their 

coping abilities and depressive symptoms.  

As stated previously, the relationship between social support and well-being has been 

studied extensively.  A number of constructs have been used to assess the positive child 
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characteristics associated with increased levels of perceived social support.  This section presents 

a review of research findings for the following variables related to student well-being: self-

concept, self-esteem, self-worth, stress, academic competence, and student adjustment. 

Self-Concept 

Across research studies, social support and self-concept have been found to be positively 

associated with one another.  Work by Demaray and Elliott (2001) revealed a moderate 

relationship between perceived social support and self-concept in students with and without 

ADHD characteristics.  Interestingly, the data also suggested that students’ ratings of perceived 

teacher support were significantly correlated with self-concept only for students without ADHD 

characteristics (i.e., ratings of perceived teacher support by students with characteristics of 

ADHD were not significantly correlated with self-concept).    

Later research by Demaray et al. (2009) examined global self-concept, which includes 

academic self-concept, social self-concept, and self-image, and its relationship with perceived 

social support in 921 students across Grades 9-12 (459 elementary students, 275 middle school 

students, and 187 high school students; 475 males and 446 females).  Demaray et al. found 

significant positive relationships between the frequency of perceived social support from parents, 

teachers, classmates, and close friends with self-concept.  They also identified that frequency of 

perceived social support from parents was positively related to student ratings of academic self-

concept, social self-concept, and self-image.  Additionally, perceived importance of social 

support from teachers was found to be strongly related to students’ ratings of their self-concept 

(Demaray et al., 2009).   

Self-Esteem and Self-Worth 

 Additional research studies indicate that perceived social support is positively linked to 
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self-esteem and self-worth.  In a study of students with SLD at a private school, LaBarbera 

(2008) found that students’ reports of social support from parents accounted for 35% of the 

variance in students’ self-esteem.  Additionally, LaBarbera found that higher ratings of perceived 

social support from classmates were significantly correlated with global self-worth.  Similarly, in 

a study of 370 middle and high school students (Robinson, 1995), students’ perceptions of self-

worth and social support were examined.  Social support from parents, close friends, classmates, 

and teachers was found to be predictive of self-worth, particularly the support from close friends 

and classmates. 

Stress 

Research, especially from the resilience literature, has also investigated perceived social 

support and stress.  In a study of 352 high school students, Weigel et al. (1998) found that levels 

of reported stress were lower when students endorsed higher levels of social support from their 

parents.  The inverse was found to be true: Students who reported higher levels of stress also 

reported lower levels of perceived social support from their families.  Additionally, Tusaie et al. 

(2007) studied the psychosocial resilience of rural adolescents aged 14 to 18.  For purposes of 

their study, psychosocial resilience was one variable composed of ratings from scales measuring 

coping skills, depressive symptoms, and drug use.  After examining several other variables, 

including optimism, perceived family and friend support, age, gender, and number of bad life 

events, psychosocial resilience was partially predicted by perceived family support (Tusaie et al., 

2007). 

Academic Competence 

 Research literature also includes investigations of perceived social support and academic 

competence.  Several studies reveal significant correlations between the two aforementioned 
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constructs.  Information about perceived social support and academic competence, as measured 

by the Student Social Support Scale (Nolten, 1994) and teacher ratings of the nine-item 

Academic Competence scale on the Social Skills Rating System (Gresham & Elliott, 1990), for 

94 male elementary-school students with and without characteristics of ADHD was examined by 

Demaray and Elliott (2001).  Their work identified a statistically significant relationship between 

perceived social support and academic competence when examining the entire sample of 

students.  When analyzing the data from students without characteristics of ADHD, the 

researchers found that social support ratings from close friends were moderately correlated with 

ratings of academic competence.   

 Work by Ousdigian (2001) examined perceived social support and student adjustment in 

general education and special education students enrolled in Grades 3-6.  Specifically, 

Ousidigian administered the Student Social Support Scale (Nolten, 1994) to 119 male and female 

students.  Results of her study revealed a significant correlation between perceived social support 

from teachers and academic competence.  Another study by Frey et al. (2009) examined the roles 

of school attachment and family involvement on the behavior of 652 inner-city adolescents (over 

75% of minority status) as they transitioned to high school.  Measures were administered to 

assess attachment to school, school climate, perceived teacher support, academic motivation, 

parental supervision/control, violent behavior, and aggressive beliefs.  After analysis of the data, 

Frey et al. (2009) found that middle and high school students’ ratings of social support from their 

teachers were positively associated with academic motivation.  

 Related work by Murray and Greenberg (2006) examined social relationships, school 

competence, and emotional functioning of 96 elementary school students’ with disabilities.  All 

students received special education services based on the presence of a learning disability, 
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emotional or behavioral disorder, or mild mental retardation.  Their work found that how 

students with disabilities perceived their school contributed to their ratings of school 

competence.  

Student Adjustment 

Using a variety of emotional and behavioral indicators, researchers have explored the 

relationship between perceived social support and student adjustment, suggesting that social 

support from families and teachers is related to the adjustment of students.  The presence of 

externalizing and internalizing problems has been linked to low levels of social support from the 

family (Garnefski & Diekstra, 1996; Hafen & Laursen, 2009; Malecki & Demaray, 2003b; 

Puskar et al., 2008).  In a study by Garnefski and Diekstra (1996), 476 Dutch high school 

students aged 16 to 18 years completed rating scales to assess the relationship between perceived 

social support from family, school, and peers to emotional and behavioral problems.  Based on 

their responses to emotional and behavioral checklists, students were separated into the 

following groups: no emotional or behavioral problems, emotional problems only, behavioral 

problems only, and emotional and behavioral problems.  The researchers found that students with 

behavioral or emotional problems were found to be 4 times more likely than students without 

any problems to endorse lower ratings of social support from their families.  Additionally, lower 

levels of peer and school support were reported by students with behavioral or emotional 

problems.  

Work by Young et al. (2005) examined social support from parents and peers and its 

relation to depression in adolescents.  Using a sample of 389 adolescents aged 11 to 16, the 

researchers conducted a longitudinal study by assessing parent support, peer support, and 

symptoms of depression at two time points separated by 2 years.  Young et al. found that 
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adolescent depression may be more often predicted by students who have negative perceptions of 

support from both parents and peers.  Similarly, Clara et al. (2003) conducted a study of 

perceived social support in 549 college students and 156 psychiatric outpatients in Canada.  

Using the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (Zimet et al., 1988), Clara et al. 

(2003) found that adolescents with stronger perceptions of support from family and friends 

endorsed fewer symptoms consistent with depression.  A related study found that higher levels of 

social support from teachers are positively associated with social skills (Malecki & Demaray, 

2003b).  Specifically, Malecki and Demaray (2003b) investigated perceived social support and 

student adjustment, including social skills, problem behaviors, academic competence, and 

personality and self-assessment of children.  Their work highlighted a significant relationship 

between emotional support (e.g., trust, empathy, and love) from teachers and social skills.  

Factors Related to Perceived Social Support 

Disabilities 

 A review of the research literature on perceptions of social support reveals differences for 

students with and without disabilities.  Students with disabilities generally report lower levels of 

perceived social support from a variety of sources.  Work by Demaray and Elliott (2001) 

investigated the perceptions of social support in students with and without characteristics of 

ADHD, finding that students with characteristics of ADHD endorsed lower levels of overall 

social support and less support from classmates and close friends.  The finding that students with 

disabilities report lower levels of social support from peers than students without disabilities was 

also documented in work with students with SLD or mild mental retardation (Wenz-Gross & 

Siperstein, 1998).  Interestingly, Wenz-Gross and Siperstein (1998) also found that students with 

and without SLD or mild mental retardation reported perceiving more support from adults 
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outside of their home than students without disabilities.  Related research by Martinez (2006) 

explored social support levels for students with SLD in reading, SLD in math, SLD in both 

reading and math, and students who were typically achieving.  Analyses of the data revealed that 

students with multiple learning disabilities reported lower levels of social support from parents 

and close friends than students with one disability or no disability.  Another group of researchers 

who investigated the psychosocial functioning of adolescents with SLD, co-occurring SLD and 

ADHD, and without SLD found that adolescents without SLD reported stronger relationships 

with their parents than those with SLD or both SLD and ADHD (McNamara et al., 2005). 

 Differences between students with and without disabilities also emerge when examining 

adolescents’ relationships with parents and friends.  Students with ADHD may struggle with 

social skills, including making friends and maintaining friendships (McNamara et al., 2005; 

Mrug et al., 2001).  Such challenges interfere with the activation and employment of peers as a 

potential source for social support.  In a study by Geisthardt and Munsch (1996), although junior 

high students with and without learning disabilities reported experiencing similar school 

stressors and utilizing  similar coping strategies, students with learning disabilities sought less 

support from their peers than students without learning disabilities in times of stress.  

 Not all of the research reviewed identified differences in the level of social support for 

students with and without disabilities.  One example is found in a doctoral dissertation conducted 

by Ousdigian (2001).  Though Ousdigian found a number of significant correlations (e.g., social 

support and teachers’ ratings of achievement motivation, social support and academic 

competence, and social support and social skills), no differences in ratings of social support were 

found between students in general education or special education.  Similarly, no differences in 

perceived social support from people in the home were found for students with and without SLD 
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and mild mental retardation (Wenz-Gross & Siperstein, 1998).  Work by Murray and Greenberg 

(2006) did not identify group differences in social support for students with learning disabilities, 

emotional and behavioral disorders, mild mental retardation, or other health impairment.  

Demaray and Malecki (2002a) were also unable to detect any differences in total social support 

scores based on disability status.  

In addition to ratings of frequency of social support, the importance of social support 

from various sources has been examined but the findings are inconclusive.  In a study conducted 

by Demaray and Elliott (2001), ratings of the importance of social support were found to be 

similar across groups of students with and without characteristics of ADHD.  Conversely, 

research by Demaray and Malecki (2003a) suggested that students with disabilities reported 

higher importance scores for classmates and close friends than students without disabilities.  

 In a related study of students with behavioral and emotional problems, Garnefski and 

Diekstra (1996) explored perceived social support from family, school, and peers.  Students’ 

ratings of behavioral and emotional symptoms created four groups of high school students within 

the study: emotional problems only, behavioral problems only, emotional and behavioral 

problems, and no problems.  Despite the fact that students were not compared across specific 

groups, such as SLD, ADHD, or both, several significant findings are worthy of discussion.  

First, students who reported behavioral problems also endorsed negative perceptions of school.  

Next, students who reported emotional problems also reported negative perceptions of peers.  

Last, students who endorsed both behavioral and emotional problems had more negative 

perceptions of their family.  

Gender  

 Gender differences in ratings of perceived social support have been explored in the social 
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support literature.  Some of the social support research may be linked to research about the social 

behavior of children and adolescents.  For example, gender differences have been found in 

playmate choice and relationships in children and adolescents (Maccoby, 1990).  Other 

researchers have studied the link between social support and well-being, finding the presence of 

gender differences.  Within a meta-analytic research project examining social support and well-

being, reports by females indicated a stronger relationship between social support and well-being 

than reports by males (Chu et al., 2010).  Furthermore, a related study that examined the coping 

strategies utilized by male and female children and adolescents found that females more often 

endorsed seeking social support as a coping response to a stressful situation (Eschenbeck et al., 

2007).  With these differences in mind, researchers have studied gender differences in 

perceptions of frequency and importance of social support.  

 In terms of support from parents and teachers, male and female students have generally 

reported similar levels of perceived social support (Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; Malecki & 

Demaray, 2003b).  However, differences have been discovered when evaluating social support 

from peers and close friends.  Specifically, female students have reported higher levels of support 

from classmates and close friends than male students (Colarossi & Eccles, 2003; Demaray & 

Malecki, 2002a; Siyez, 2008).  Specific examples of aforementioned findings were found within 

the research study by Rueger et al.  (2008). Boys’ ratings revealed significantly less support from 

classmates than from other sources, including parents, teachers, and close friends.  Consistent 

with previous studies, girls reported more social support from close friends than from parents or 

teachers (Frey & Rothlisberger, 1996; Rueger et al., 2008).  Gender differences have also been 

identified in ratings of importance of social support, as female students reported higher  
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importance ratings of total social support and support from teachers and close friends (Demaray 

& Malecki, 2003a).  

 Race/Ethnicity 

 Differences in ratings of social support have been identified among students when race 

was considered.  Research by Demaray and Malecki (2003a) found that Native American 

students endorsed lower ratings of total perceived social support than other races, including 

African American, Asian, Hispanic, and White.  Additionally, Demaray and Malecki (2003a) 

found that Native American students’ total importance ratings and importance ratings for parent, 

teacher, classmates, and close friends were lower than students from the following groups: 

African American, Hispanic American, and White.  Specifically, Native American students 

indicate less parent and teacher support than African American, White, and Hispanic students and 

less classmate support than White or Hispanic students.  Moreover, African American students 

perceived more support from parents and teachers than White students, while White students 

indicated higher levels of perceived social support from teachers when compared to Hispanic 

students (Demaray & Malecki, 2003a).  

  In exploratory analyses from a larger study, Malecki and Demaray (2002) discovered that 

third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade students of minority status (i.e., Hispanic, Native American, 

African American, or Asian) endorsed higher levels of teacher support than White students. For 

students in Grades 6-12, however, perceived social support ratings of White students were higher 

for each of the following scales: teacher, classmate, close friend, and total, when compared to 

students of minority groups (Malecki & Demaray, 2002).  However, not all studies identified 

differences in perceived social support when race was considered.  One example found in the  
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literature, a study by Davalos et al. (2005), found no differences in perceived support from 

parents between Mexican Americans and White non-Latinos.   

Family Composition/Structure 

 Family composition varies from household to household.  Based on data collected from 

116,716,292 households via the Census 2010 by the United States Census Bureau, Americans 

with children under 18 years live in married households (20.2%), female family households/no 

spouse present (7.2%), and male family households/no spouse present (2.4%; Lofquist et al., 

2012).  Data from the Census 2000 also details that 6.6% of Americans reside in unmarried 

partner households while 4.4% live in multigenerational households (Lofquist et al., 2012). 

A multitude of life events may alter the composition of a household, including separation, 

divorce, remarriage, or death.  Given the variety in structure of families, previous research has 

explored the relationship of family composition, particularly in the aftermath of parental 

separation or divorce, to a number of variables, especially constructs related to social and 

emotional well-being and adjustment of adolescents.  

 Demo and Acock (1996) discussed family composition as it relates to the well-being of 

children and adolescents, noting the hypothesis that adolescents from divorced families, 

separated families, and stepfamilies will exhibit more difficulties in adjustment and academics 

than adolescents from families of unbroken first marriages.  This hypothesis was supported by 

their research findings, as adolescents from intact first marriages were found to have fewer 

difficulties with social-emotional adjustment, academic performance, and global well-being.  

Young adults who experienced higher levels of conflict within their homes indicated less social 

support than young adults who encountered lower levels of conflict (Riggio, 2004).  

Interestingly, however, young adults whose parents divorced reported more perceived social 
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support than young adults from intact families (Riggio, 2004). 

  The quality of relationships with noncustodial mothers and fathers for adolescents living 

in stepfamilies was explored by Gunnoe and Hetherington (2004).  Findings from this study 

suggested that the quality of an adolescent’s relationship with their noncustodial parent was 

predictive of adolescent adjustment.  The data revealed that perceived social support and 

adolescent adjustment were more strongly associated for noncustodial mothers than noncustodial 

fathers, as higher levels of social support were endorsed for adolescents with noncustodial 

mothers.  Not all studies identified a link between adolescent adjustment and family structure.  

For example, satisfaction with family functioning, not the structure of one’s family, was found to 

predict depressive symptoms in a clinical sample of adolescents (Cumsille & Epstein, 1994).  

Extracurricular Group Membership 

 Studies of adolescent development have investigated the benefits of student participation 

in school groups and extracurricular activities.  Such research has highlighted the protective role 

that activity participation may play in positive social and educational outcomes (Eccles et al., 

2003).  Involvement in school groups and extracurricular activities provides students with access 

to and support from adults other than their parents, such as coaches, teachers, and club advisors 

(Eccles et al., 2003).  In addition, social support sources may be developed and maintained when 

students are actively engaged in the classroom and learning with their peers (Tinto, 1997).  For 

example, in a study of Norwegian adolescents aged 13-15, Natvig et al. (2003) examined the 

relationship among methods of academic instruction, class participation, perceived social 

support, and stress.  The study found a positive association between students’ participation in 

class, especially group work activities (active engagement) and higher levels of perceived social 

support from peers and teachers.  Given these findings, students’ perceptions of social support 
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may be positively related to their participation in school groups and extracurricular activities. 

This avenue of research is worthy of exploration within the fields of education and school 

psychology, as teachers and school psychologists strive to create environments that facilitate 

positive social and educational outcomes.  

Age and Grade 

Research has examined perceived social support across ages and grades, particularly as 

students transition from elementary school to middle school and middle school to high school.  

Some studies have explored changes in perceived social support from parents and peers as 

students move through adolescence and strive for independence.  Specific work by Bokhorst et 

al. (2010) found similar levels of perceived social support for parents and friends for students 

aged 9 years to 15 years.  However, students from 16 years to 18 years reported higher levels of 

friend support when compared to parent support and lower levels of teacher support.   

In addition, some research has addressed the importance of perceived social support 

across ages and grades.  For example, research by Demaray and Malecki (2003a) found that 

perceived social support has been rated as more important by younger students.  Specifically, 

Demaray and Malecki (2003a) found that elementary school students’ importance ratings of 

perceived social support were higher than middle school students’ importance ratings of 

perceived social support from parents, teachers, classmates, and close friends.  In addition, 

middle school students’ importance ratings of perceived social support from parents, teachers, 

classmates, and close friends were higher than high school students’ importance ratings of 

perceived social support from parents, teachers, classmates, and close friends.   

Socioeconomic Status  

 Socioeconomic status has been examined throughout studies of academic achievement of 



 
 

50 
 

students, and research has found a relationship between socioeconomic status of students and 

early reading skills (Aikens & Barbarin, 2008).  Based on the connection between 

socioeconomic status and academic achievement, some researchers have examined how social 

support relates to the academic achievement of students of lower socioeconomic status.  In a 

study by Malecki and Demaray (2006), social support was found to moderate the relationship 

between socioeconomic status and academic performance.  Findings indicated significant 

associations between grade point average and social support scores for students of low SES (as 

measured by eligibility for free or reduced lunch).  Several of the research studies examining 

perceptions of social support were conducted with homogeneous samples with respect to 

race/ethnicity (Demaray & Malecki, 2002b, 2003a; Demaray et al., 2005) and less research has 

specifically addressed differences in perceptions of social support based on socioeconomic 

status.     

Major Conclusions of Research Related to Perceived Social Support 

A review of the literature on perceived social support reveals several significant findings 

relevant for the present study.  First, perceptions of social support are related to the overall well-

being of children and adolescents, as measured by self-concept, self-esteem, self-worth, stress, 

academic competence, and student adjustment.  Second, students with disabilities, including 

SLD, ADHD, and mild mental retardation, have often reported lower frequency ratings of social 

support (i.e., how often students perceive the support) from significant sources in their home and 

school environments compared to students without disabilities, although a handful of studies 

have not detected differences between these groups.  Third, there is no consensus on ratings of 

importance of social support (i.e., how important it is to them that they receive that support) 

among students with and without disabilities, as less research has specifically addressed this 
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question.  Fourth, female students report higher levels of social support from teachers, 

classmates, and close friends as well as higher importance ratings of total social support.  

However, male and female students have typically reported similar levels of perceived social 

support from parents.  Regarding age and grade, research has explored changes in perceived 

social support from parents and peers as students move through adolescence and strive for 

independence.  Last, less research has specifically addressed the link between perceived social 

support and socioeconomic status, family composition, or extracurricular group membership, but 

these constructs have shown some relationship to student well-being and overall adjustment. 

Given the major conclusions of the research literature, the present study was designed to 

explore perceived social support in middle and high school students with SLD and without a 

disability.  The study sought to determine if differences in total frequency or total importance of 

support were found among students with SLD and without a disability.  In addition, the study 

examined potential differences among students with SLD and without a disability in frequency or 

importance of support for each of the following specific sources: Parent, Teacher, Classmate, 

Close Friend, and School.  Last, data collected about participants’ family composition and 

extracurricular group membership were analyzed to determine if differences in perceived social 

support were identified based on either of these variables.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 This chapter offers detailed information about the methodology used in the pilot study 

and dissertation study to explore perceptions of social support among male and female students 

with SLD and in general education.  The pilot study was developed to pilot the administration 

process of the survey for the dissertation study.  For the pilot study, the setting, participants, 

instrument, results, and discussion are briefly addressed.  For the dissertation study, a discussion 

about the study’s setting, participants, and instrument is provided.  Additional information about 

participants’ specific learning disability status, family composition, race/ethnicity, number of 

years in special education, percentage of day in special education, socioeconomic status, and 

extracurricular group membership is also included.  In addition, this chapter includes sections 

about procedures, research questions, and data analyses designed to investigate potential 

differences in frequency and importance ratings of social support for middle school and high 

school students with SLD and in general education.  

Pilot Study  

Purpose 

To prepare the procedures for the main dissertation study, a small pilot study was 

conducted.  The piloting process was performed to assist the researcher in becoming familiar 

with the instruments to be used in the dissertation study.  Additionally, the pilot study offered the 

researcher an opportunity to brainstorm any potential difficulties that could arise throughout the 

data collection of the dissertation study. 
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Setting and Participants         

 Participants were recruited from a small private school located in the Southeastern United 

States that provides preschool to high school programs for 120 students aged 2 to 18.  The school 

was founded about 20 years ago and is fully accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges 

and Schools (SACS).  Students enrolled in Grades 6 through 8 were targeted for participation in 

the pilot study.  For inclusion in the study, written consent from parents or legal guardians and 

participants’ written assent were required.  A total of 15 consent forms were sent home to 

parents, and 11 consent forms were returned (response rate = 73.3%).  A total of 11 students 

participated (6 seventh-grade students and 5 eighth-grade students) in the pilot study.  Table 1 

provides the demographic characteristics for pilot study participants. 

Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics for Participants in Pilot Study 

Variables Values n   (%) 
Gender Male 

Female 
5   (45.5) 
6   (54.5) 

Grade 7th 
8th  

6   (54.5) 
5   (45.5) 

Race African American 
White 

1     (9.1) 
10 (90.9) 

 
Instruments 

All data for the pilot study were collected using the CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000; see 

Appendix A).  Permission has been granted by the authors to present a copy of the CASSS (see 

Appendix B).  The CASSS is a 60-item, self-report measure of students’ perceived social 

support.  The scale was designed for use with students enrolled in Grades 3 to 12 and assesses 

students’ perceptions of available social support (i.e., emotional, instrumental, informational, and 

appraisal) from persons in their social network, including parents, teachers, classmates, close 
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friends, and school by asking students to rate the frequency and importance of a number of 

supportive behaviors.  The format of the CASSS required students to respond to statements 

referencing one of four types of support (emotional, informational, appraisal, and instrumental).  

Students rated how often they perceive that support using a 6-point scale, ranging from 1-never 

to 6-always.  Additionally, they rated how important it is that they perceive that support, using a 

3-point scale ranging from 1-not important to 3-very important (Malecki et al., 2004).   

 Age, gender, race/ethnicity, and grade of each participant were collected through 

participant self-report on the brief demographic section of the CASSS.  Additional demographic 

questions were included in the Demographic Information Form to assess participants’ 

membership in extracurricular groups and their family composition (see Appendix C).  

For scoring of the CASSS frequency ratings, items in each subscale were summed to 

provide a frequency score for each subscale.  Frequency scores for each subscale range from 12 

to 72.  Following this, the five subscale frequency scores were summed to obtain the overall total 

social support score; the total support score ranged from 60 to 360.  This same procedure was 

conducted for the importance ratings, resulting in importance scores for each subscale (a range of 

12 to 36 for subscale scores) and an overall total importance score (a range of 60 to 180 for total 

importance score).  As a result, the CASSS provided the following 12 scores: Total Support and 

Total Importance, and subscales of Parent Support, Teacher Support, Classmate Support, Close 

Friend Support, People in My School Support, Parent Importance, Teacher Importance, 

Classmate Importance, Close Friend Importance, and People in My School Importance.  

Procedures  

 The researcher contacted the director of the private school and requested permission for 

data collection.  On September 8, 2011, permission was granted.  The researcher then sought 
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permission from the University of Alabama’s Institutional Review Board, and official approval 

was granted on October 14, 2011.  The letter of permission from the private school can be found 

in Appendix D and the letter of approval from the University of Alabama’s Institutional Review 

Board can be found in Appendix E.  

Following official approvals, the researcher provided the parental permission forms to the 

director of the private school.  A copy of the Parental Permission Form can be found in Appendix 

F.  The director and teachers sent the forms home to parents of students enrolled in Grades 6 

through 8.  Eleven Parental Permission forms were returned, and data collection was scheduled.  

Data collection for the pilot study was conducted on December 16, 2011, at the private school.  

All information was collected via paper and pencil, and a group administration format was 

utilized with students.  Eleven students for whom parental permission had been secured were 

gathered in an empty classroom.  The researcher read the Participant Assent Form aloud, 

explaining the purpose of the study and emphasizing the voluntary nature of the study.  Students 

had an opportunity to decline participation within this study.  All participants gathered on 

December 16, 2011, provided assent and participated in the study.  A copy of the Participant 

Assent Form can be found in Appendix G.  

After obtaining assent from the participants, the researcher assisted students in 

completing the demographic items from the CASSS.  The researcher said: “Please ask for help if 

you have a question or don’t understand something,” and then all demographic questions were 

read aloud to participants.  The researcher then assisted students in completion of the questions 

found on the Demographic Information Form.  

Confidentiality of the data was discussed with participants prior to the administration of 

the CASSS.  All items on the CASSS were read aloud to the students.  This method of 
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administration was used to ensure that all participants, regardless of differences in reading 

ability, had adequate access to the content of the survey.  Previous administrations conducted by 

the authors of the CASSS involved group administrations and a read-aloud of all items.  The 

CASSS includes specific directions for completing the questionnaire, which were read by the 

researcher to participants: 

On the next two pages, you will be asked to respond to sentences about some form of 
 support or help that you might get from either a parent, a teacher, a classmate, a close 
 friend, or people in your school.  Read each sentence carefully and respond to them 
 honestly.  There are no right or wrong answers.  For each sentence you are asked to 
 provide two responses.  First, rate how often you receive the support described and 
 then rate how important the support is to you.  Below is an example (Malecki et al., 1999,  

p. 1). 
 
The students were then directed to follow along with the researcher as she read the example out 

loud and discussed how the example item rates how often and how important.  The researcher 

then said: “Please ask for help if you have a question or don’t understand something.  Do not 

skip any sentences.  Please turn to the next page and answer the questions.  Thank you” (Malecki 

et al., 1999, p. 1). 

Results and Discussion         

 Using the CASSS, data were collected from 11 middle school students in a group format 

using paper and pencil.  As a result, the researcher became more familiar with the instruments to 

be used in the dissertation study.  The researcher identified that it was necessary to circulate the 

room while reading items, as this assisted in collecting fully completed surveys.  Additionally, 

the researcher determined that data collection with larger sizes of groups (i.e., 11 students) was 

an option for the dissertation study.  Most importantly, the pilot study offered the researcher a 

good sense of how to explain the study and the assent process to adolescents. 
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Dissertation Study 

Purpose 

The dissertation study examined if factors such as SLD or general education, gender, 

extracurricular group involvement, and family composition were related to differences in 

students’ reports of frequency and importance of perceived social support.  Understanding 

students’ perceptions and the importance of social support, particularly from parents, teachers, 

and close friends, can assist in the promotion of positive outcomes for all youth.  Within the 

research literature, a strong link has been identified between perceived social support and well-

being, including self-concept, self-esteem, self-worth, student adjustment, and academic 

competence.  Despite this, only a small amount of research has been conducted with students 

with SLD.  A solid understanding of perceived social support among youth with SLD and in 

general education may provide important information to professionals in the fields of education 

and psychology.  Investigating gender differences in perceptions of social support among middle 

school and high school students may offer insight about the social and emotional development of 

preadolescents and adolescents with and without disabilities.  Guided by seven research 

questions, this study captured a snapshot of social and emotional functioning of students with 

SLD, compared with students in general education, while acknowledging key persons, groups, 

and affiliations within their individual networks.  

Settings 

Participants were recruited from a school system located in the Southeastern United 

States that serves over 10,000 students and includes 13 elementary schools, six middle schools, 

and five high schools.  The school system provided current demographic information to the 

researcher on March 7, 2013.  Enrollment figures for the district reveal the following breakdown 
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of race/ethnicity: 72.61% African American, 22.6% White, 2.9% Not Specified, .44% 

Multiracial, 1.27% Asian, .05% American Indian/Alaskan Native, and .02% Pacific Islander.  In 

addition, 60% of the district’s students receive free or reduced lunch, and 13.32% of students 

receive special education (this percentage includes gifted education).  

The study was conducted in three middle schools (Grades 6-8) and one high school 

(Grades 9-12).  Enrollment in Middle School 1 is approximately 450 students.  Enrollment 

figures for Middle School 1 reveal the following breakdown of race/ethnicity: 96.67% African 

American, 1.77% White, 1.1% Not Specified, .22% Multi-Race, and .22% Asian.  In addition, 

84.76% of the students at Middle School 1 receive free or reduced lunch, and 20.35% of students 

receive special education (this percentage includes students who receive gifted education).  

Enrollment in Middle School 2 is approximately 500 students.  Enrollment figures for Middle 

School 2 reveal the following breakdown of race/ethnicity: 67.73% White, 26.65% African 

American, 4.6 % Asian, .8% Not Specified, and .20% American Indian/Alaskan Native.  In 

addition, 28.72% of the students at Middle School 2 receive free or reduced lunch, and 41.47% 

of students receive special education (this percentage includes students who receive gifted 

education).  Enrollment in Middle School 3 is approximately 450 students.  Enrollment figures 

for Middle School 3 reveal the following breakdown of race/ethnicity: 98.74% African 

American, .83% White, .2% Not Specified, and .2% Multi-Race.  In addition, 92.79% of the 

students at Middle School 3 receive free or reduced lunch, and 19.91% of students receive 

special education (this percentage includes students who receive gifted education).  Enrollment 

in the high school is approximately 1,220 students.  Enrollment figures for the high school reveal 

the following breakdown of race/ethnicity: 59.85% African American, 35.71% White, 2.05% Not 

Specified, 2.05% Asian, .008% Multi-Race, .008 Pacific Islander, and .008 American 
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Indian/Alaskan Native.  In addition, 46.7% of the students at the high school receive free or 

reduced lunch, and 36.75% of students receive special education (this percentage includes 

students who receive gifted education). 

Participants 

 Preliminary sample for whom parental permission was obtained.  Participants were 

recruited from four schools.  Consent forms initially were sent to parents of students at each of 

the four schools, and a second round of consent forms was sent to increase response rate.  At the 

first middle school, consent forms were initially sent to parents in September 2012, and the 

second round of consent forms was sent in October 2012.  Of a total of 427 students for whom 

consent forms were sent, 58 were returned (response rate of 13.6%).  At the second middle 

school, consent forms were initially sent to parents in October 2012, and the second round of 

consent forms was sent in October 2012.  Of a total of 482 students for whom consent forms 

were sent, 39 were returned (response rate of 8.1%).  At the high school, consent forms were 

initially sent to parents in November 2012, and the second round of consent forms was sent in 

December 2012.  Of a total of 1,178 students for whom consent forms were sent, 90 were 

returned (response rate of 7.6%).  At the third middle school, consent forms were initially sent to 

parents in January 2013, and the second round of consent forms was sent in January 2013.  Of a 

total of 47 students for whom consent forms were sent, 20 were returned (response rate of 

42.6%).  

Taken together, consent forms were sent to parents of students at each of the four schools 

across a 5-month period.  Of a total of 2,134 students for whom consent forms were sent, 207 

were returned (response rate of 9.7%).  Of the 207 signed consent forms returned, data were 

collected from 180 participants.  The remaining 27 students did not participate in the study 
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because they were not available on the days that the researcher collected data (i.e., absent from 

school).  The researcher did not return to collect data from these students because the maximum 

number of participants approved by the Institutional Review Board at the University of Alabama 

was reached.  

Of the 180 students in the preliminary sample, 23.9% were students with SLD and 76.1% 

were students in general education.  The preliminary sample included 41.7% male students and 

58.3% female students.  Regarding race/ethnicity, 60.6% were African American, 33.3% were 

Caucasian, and 6.1% were Other.  Over one half of the participants in the preliminary sample 

reported receiving free or reduced lunch: 54.4% indicated free or reduced lunch eligibility.  The 

preliminary sample was composed of 55% middle school students and 45% high school students.  

Regarding family composition, 53.9% of the participants reported living in a home with both 

parents.  A total of 75.6% of the participants indicated membership in at least one extracurricular 

group.  Using the school district’s most recent administration of the STAR Reading test 

(Renaissance Learning, 2006), the estimated reading level for the preliminary sample included 

the following: 44.3% fell below the 25th percentile, 16.5% fell between the 25th and 49th 

percentiles, 23.9% fell between the 50th and 74th percentiles, and 15.3% fell between the 75th and 

100th percentiles.  Table 2 provides the demographic characteristics for the preliminary sample. 
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Table 2 

Demographic Characteristics for Preliminary Sample in Dissertation Study 

Variables Values   n (%) 
Gender Male 

Female 
  75 (41.7) 
105 (58.3) 

SLD or General Education SLD 
General Education 

  43 (23.9) 
137 (76.1) 

Race African American 
White 
Other 

109 (60.6) 
  60 (33.3) 
  11   (6.1) 

Free/Reduced Lunch Yes 
No 

  98 (54.4) 
  82 (45.6) 

Grade 6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

  46 (25.6) 
  33 (18.3) 
  20 (11.1) 
   10  (5.6) 
  21 (11.7) 
  23 (12.8) 
  27 (15.0) 

Family Composition One parent  
Both parents  

  83 (46.1) 
  97 (53.9) 

Extracurricular Groups  0 groups 
1 group 
2 or more groups 

  44 (24.4) 
  37 (20.6) 
  99 (55.0) 

Reading level <25th percentile  
25th-49th percentiles 
50th-74th percentiles 
75th-100th percentiles 

  78 (44.3) 
  29 (16.5) 
  42 (23.9) 
  27 (15.3) 

 
Specifically, the preliminary sample included 22 male students with SLD, 21 female 

students with SLD, 54 male students in general education, and 83 female students in general 

education.  The students with SLD who participated in the present study met the state’s special 

education eligibility requirements for the specific learning disability program.  Table 3 provides 

information about the demographic variables of race, free or reduced lunch, and school level 

(i.e., middle school or high school) for male and female students with SLD and in general 

education within the preliminary sample.   
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Table 3 

Preliminary Sample: Demographic Variables for Male and Female Students With SLD and in 
General Education  
 Male Female Total 
 n (%) n (%) n (%) 
SLD 22 (12.2) 21 (11.7) 43 (23.9) 
      Race        
              African 
                   American 

     21 (11.7)      19 (10.6)    40 (22.2) 

              White       1 (0.5)       2 (1.1)    3 (1.7) 
              Other       0 (0.0)       0 (0)    0 (0) 
      Free Lunch    
              Yes      20 (11.1)      18 (10.0)    38 (21.1) 
              No       2 (1.1)       3 (1.7)    5 (2.8) 
       School     
             Middle       21 (11.7)       18 (10.0)   39 (21.7) 
             High        1 (0.5)       3 (1.7)    4 (2.2) 
General Education   53 (29.4) 84 (46.6) 137 (76) 
      Race    
              African 
                  American 

      29 (16.1)       40 (22.2)    69 (38.3) 

              White       22 (12.2)       35 (19.4)    57 (31.6) 
              Other       2 (1.1)       9 (5.0)    11 (6.1) 
      Free Lunch    
              Yes       24 (13.3)       36 (20.0)    60 (33.3) 
              No       29 (16.1)       48 (26.6)    77 (42.7) 
       School    
             Middle        33 (18.3)       27 (15.0)    60 (33.3) 
             High        20 (11.1)       57 (31.6)    77 (42.7) 
Total 75 (41.7) 105 (58.3) 180 (100) 
      Race    
              African 
                   American 

      50 (27.8)      59 (32.7)    109 (60.6) 

              White       23 (12.8)      37 (20.6)    60 (33.3) 
              Other       2 (1.1)      9 (5.0)    11 (6.1) 
      Free Lunch    
              Yes       44 (24.4)      54 (30.0)   98 (54.4) 
              No       31 (17.2)      51 (28.3)   82 (45.6) 
       School    
             Middle        54 (30)      45 (25.0)   99 (55) 
             High        21 (11.7)      60 (33.3)   81 (45) 
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The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA-2004) offers an 

explanation of the criteria for students with a specific learning disability.  As discussed in Jacob 

and Hartshorne (2007), IDEA-2004 refers to an SLD as a disorder in psychological processes 

related to use or understanding of spoken or written language that may interfere with a student’s 

ability to listen, think, read, write, spell, and perform mathematical calculations.  Conditions 

such as perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and 

developmental aphasia are included.  Students with visual, hearing, or motor disabilities; 

intellectual disability; emotional disturbance; and economic, environmental, or cultural 

disadvantages are not included within the specific learning disability program (Jacob & 

Hartshorne, 2007).  State criteria include the definition as offered by IDEA-2004, but eligibility 

is determined through an eligibility committee.  The eligibility committee must consider the 

following information: results of vision and hearing screenings; age-appropriate, norm-

referenced individually-administered intelligence test; age-appropriate, individually-administered 

standardized norm-referenced achievement test; behavior rating scale; environmental, cultural, 

and economic concerns checklist; documentation of appropriate instruction that was delivered by 

qualified personnel; documentation of repeated assessments of achievement that reflect student 

progress (or lack thereof) that has been provided to parents; an observation of the student in a 

regular classroom; and work samples in the area of difficulty.     

Because the present study was designed to detect differences in frequency and 

importance of perceived social support among students with SLD and in general education, as 

well as between males and females, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was selected 

as the most appropriate analysis for the data.  The researcher planned to collect data from 30 

male students with SLD, 30 female students with SLD, 30 male students in general education, 
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and 30 female students in general education.  These cell sizes were proposed because statistics 

aimed at measuring differences between or among groups recommend a reasonable cell size of 

30 to provide 80% power (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998; Wilson Van Voorhis & 

Morgan, 2007).  Despite continued efforts across 5 months, the researcher was only able to 

secure data from 22 male students with SLD and 21 female students with SLD.  The researcher 

determined that proceeding with smaller numbers of male and female students with SLD was 

appropriate based on the recommendation that MANOVA can be conducted with unequal cell 

sizes, as long as the largest cell divided by the smallest cell does not exceed 1.5 (Hair et al., 

1998; Stevens, 2009).  It is important to note that analyses of the data continued only after testing 

for assumptions for MANOVA.  

Final matched sample for dissertation study.  Because the preliminary sample included 

fewer male and female students with SLD as compared to the number of male and female 

students in general education, the researcher determined that randomly selecting a matched 

subsample from the students in general education was warranted.  Data from 137 students in 

general education were available to fill the cells for male and female students in general 

education using a random selection.  Demographic data collected about the preliminary sample’s 

participants included SLD and general education status, gender, race/ethnicity, free or reduced 

lunch status, reading level, age, and grade.  A review of these demographic data was conducted 

and three key points emerged: (a) most students with SLD were African American; (b) most 

students with SLD received free or reduced lunch; and (c) most students with SLD were enrolled 

at a middle school.  Because of the homogeneity of male and female students with SLD, the 

researcher created a matching process to identify 30 male students in general education and 30 

female students in general education.  Using this matching process, a matched sample of 103 
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participants was created using the variables of race, free or reduced lunch, middle/high school 

status, and gender, for all dissertation data analyses.  

  Selection procedures for final matched sample.  As stated previously, a matching 

process was developed following a review of the demographic variables for the preliminary 

sample of 180 participants (previously presented in Table 3).  Most importantly, the matching 

process was guided by findings of previous research studies.  Specifically, race, age, grade level, 

and gender are variables that have been associated with differences in perceived social support 

(Chu et al., 2010; Demaray & Malecki, 2002a).  Unfortunately, perfect matches could not be 

achieved for every student with SLD.  Therefore, based on the characteristics of the data and the 

research literature, the matching process was conducted in the following order and manner: 

1. The researcher first matched students by randomly selecting a student in general 

education who matched on all four demographic variables: race, gender, free or reduced 

lunch status, and level of school.  For example, an African American, female, middle 

school student with SLD who received free or reduced lunch was randomly matched with 

an African American, female, middle school student in general education who received 

free or reduced lunch.  Perfect matches on all four demographic variables were found for 

19 male students and 17 female students and 36 students with SLD and 36 students in 

general education. 

2. Once matches for all four variables were exhausted, the researcher continued random 

selection by matching for three demographic variables: race, gender, and level of school.  

This decision was made because research has documented that race, gender, and level of 

school are very important variables related to perceived social support.  For example, an 

African American, female, middle school student with SLD was randomly matched with 
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an African American, female, middle school student in general education.  Perfect 

matches on three demographic variables were found for two male students and four 

female students and six students with SLD and six students in general education.  

Applying Step 1 followed by Step 2 in the matching process resulted in matches for 21 

male students and 21 female students and 42 students with SLD and 42 students in 

general education. 

3. Once matches for three variables were exhausted, the researcher continued random 

selection by matching for gender and level of school (middle or high school).  A perfect 

match on two demographic variables was found for one male student and no female 

students and one student with SLD and one student in general education.  Applying Step 

1 followed by Step 2 and then Step 3 in the matching process resulted in matches for 22 

male students and 21 female students and 43 students with SLD and 43 students in 

general education. 

4. Once all students with SLD were matched with a student in general education using Steps 

1 through 3, the researcher reviewed percentages of race, free or reduced lunch status, 

and level of school for male students with SLD, female students with SLD, male students 

in general education, and female students in general education.  Reviewing percentages 

was a necessary step given the unequal numbers of students with SLD and in general 

education.  The researcher selected the remainder of the general education students by 

selecting students to yield similar percentages of race, free or reduced lunch status, and 

level of school for each group: male students with SLD, female students with SLD, male 

students in general education, and female students in general education.  As a result of 

Step 4, 17 students in general education were added to the sample.  Specifically, 8 male 
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students and 9 female students were added to the sample.  Following Step 4, the final 

matched sample included 22 male students with SLD, 21 female students with SLD, 30 

male students in general education, and 30 female students in general education. 

 Description and demographics for final matched sample.  After the matching process 

was completed, a total of 103 participants remained.  Table 4 provides the numbers and 

percentages of demographic variables for male and female students with SLD and in general 

education.  All subsequent discussion contained in this chapter will be based on the results of the 

matching process (N = 103) and for which dissertation data analyses were conducted.  
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Table 4 

Final Matched Sample: Demographic Variables for Male and Female Students with SLD and in 
General Education  
 Male Female Total 
 n (%) n (%) n (%) 
SLD 22 (21.3) 21 (20.4) 43 (41.7) 

Race        
      African    

American 
21 (20.4) 19 (18.45) 40 (38.8) 

              White 1    (0.9) 2    (1.94) 3 (2.9) 
              Other 0    (0.0) 0  (0.0) 0 (0) 

Free Lunch    
Yes 20 (19.4) 18 (17.5) 38 (36.9) 
No 2    (1.9) 3    (2.9) 5 (4.8) 

School    
             Middle  21 (20.4) 18 (17.5) 39 (37.9) 

             High  1     (0.9) 3    (2.9) 4 (3.8) 
General Education 30 (29.1) 30 (29.1) 60 (58.3) 

Race    
              African 

American 
25 (24.3) 23 (22.3) 48 (46.6) 

              White 4    (3.9) 6  (5.83) 10 (9.73) 
              Other 1    (0.9) 1  (0.97) 2 (1.87) 

Free Lunch    
              Yes 24 (23.3) 20 (19.4) 44 (42.7) 
              No 6    (5.8) 10 (9.7) 16 (15.5) 

School    
             Middle  23 (22.3) 22 (21.3) 45 (43.6) 

             High  7   (6.8) 8 (7.8) 15 (14.6) 
Total 52 (50.5) 51 (49.5) 103 (100) 

Race    
              African 

American 
46 (44.7) 42 (40.8) 88 (85.5) 

              White 5   (4.9) 8 (7.8) 13 (12.7) 
              Other 1   (0.9) 1 (0.9) 2 (1.8) 

Free Lunch    
              Yes 44 (42.7) 38 (36.9) 82 (79.6) 
              No 8    (7.8) 13 (12.6) 21 (20.4) 

School    
             Middle  44 (42.7) 40 (38.8) 84 (81.5) 

             High  8    (7.8) 11 (10.7) 19 (18.5) 
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Of the 103 students in the final matched sample, 41.74% were students with SLD and 

58.26% were students in general education.  The final matched sample included 50.5% male 

students and 49.5% female students.  Regarding race/ethnicity, 85.44% were African American, 

12.62% were White, and 1.94% were Other.  Regarding free or reduced lunch eligibility, 79.6% 

of the final matched sample reported receiving free or reduced lunch.  The final matched sample 

was composed of 81.55% middle school students and 18.45% high school students.  Within the 

final matched sample, 44.7% reported living in a home with both parents and 55.3% reported 

living in a home with one parent.  A total of 68% of the participants indicated membership in at 

least one extracurricular group.  Using the school district’s most recent administration of the 

STAR Reading test (Renaissance Learning, 2006), the estimated reading level for the final 

matched sample included the following: 63% fell below the 25th percentile, 14% fell between the 

26th and 49th percentiles, 18% fell between the 50th and 74th percentiles, and 5% fell between the 

75th and 100th percentiles.   

A comparison of the data from the final matched sample and the school district 

population reveals some similarities in demographic variables.  African American students 

accounted for 85.44% of the final matched sample compared to 72.61% in the school district.  

Additionally, White students accounted for 12.62% of the final matched sample compared to 

22.6% in the school district.  Students who receive free or reduced lunch accounted for 79.6% of 

the final matched sample compared to 60% in the school district.  Although the percentages are 

not identical, the final matched sample appears to be fairly representative of the school district 

population. 

Students with SLD and in general education.  A separate parental permission form was 

provided to parents of students with SLD and students in general education.  The form for 
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students with SLD included “SLD” on the top of each page, and the parental permission form for 

students in general education had “General Education” at the top of each page.  Separate consent 

forms assisted the researcher in keeping consent forms organized by disability status.  The 

matched sample used in the dissertation study included 103 students (22 male students with 

SLD, 21 female students with SLD, 30 male students in general education, and 30 female 

students in general education).  Table 5 provides the numbers and percentages for male and 

female students with SLD and in general education within the final matched sample.   

Table 5 

Final Matched Sample: Male and Female Students with SLD and in General Education  
 

 Male 
n (%) 

Female 
n (%) 

Total  
n (%) 

SLD 22 (21.4) 21 (20.4) 43     (41.7) 
General Education 30 (29.1) 30 (29.1) 60     (58.3) 
Total 52 (50.5) 51 (49.5) 103 (100.0) 
 

Gender.  Gender of participants was collected through participant self-report.  The 

CASSS provided a place for participants to endorse their gender by circling male or female.  The 

matched sample included 52 male students and 51 female students.  See Table 6 for the numbers 

and percentages of male and female students within the final matched sample.  

Table 6 

Final Matched Sample: Gender of Participants  

 n (%) 
Male 52     (50.5) 
Female 51     (49.5) 
Total 103 (100.0) 
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Race/ethnicity.  Race/ethnicity information was collected, and participants chose from 

the following options: African American, Asian American, White, Hispanic American, Native 

American, and Other.  This question was included as part of the brief demographic section of the 

CASSS.  For data analysis, race/ethnicity was entered as African American, White, or Other.  

Because the majority of the sample was African American or White, the researcher collapsed the 

students who selected Asian American, Hispanic American, Native American, or Other into one 

Other category.  The percentage of students with SLD who were African American was slightly 

greater than the percentage of students in general education who were African American 

(students with SLD: 93%; students in general education: 80%).  Table 7 provides the 

race/ethnicity information for male and female students with SLD and in general education for 

the final matched sample.  

Table 7 

Final Matched Sample: Race/Ethnicity for Male and Female Students with SLD and in General 
Education  
 
 African American 

n (%) 
White 
n (%) 

Other 
n (%) 

Total 
n (%) 

SLD 40 (38.8) 3 (2.9) 0 (0.0) 43 (41.7) 
     Male      21 (20.4)      1 (1.0)      0 (0.0)      22 (21.4) 
     Female      19 (18.4)      2 (1.9)      0 (0.0)      21 (20.3) 
General Education 48 (46.6)     10 (9.7) 2 (1.94) 60 (58.24) 
     Male      25 (24.3)      4 (3.9)      1 (0.97)      30 (29.17) 
     Female      23 (22.3)      6 (5.8)      1 (0.97)      30 (29.07) 
Total 88 (85.4) 13 (12.6) 2 (1.94) 103 (100.0) 
     Male      46 (44.7)      5 (4.9)      1 (0.97)      52 (50.57) 
     Female      42 (40.7)      8 (7.7)      1 (0.97)      51 (49.37) 
 

Free or reduced lunch status.  Socioeconomic status of participants was assessed by 

identification of students who received free and reduced lunch.  On both parental permission 

forms (i.e., the form for students with SLD and the form for students in general education), 

parents were asked to provide an answer to the following question: “Does your child receive free 
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or reduced lunch?”  Parents responded either “yes” or “no” to this question, and the researcher 

used this information as an estimate of the socioeconomic status of the participants within the 

study.  Of the final matched sample, 79.6% received free or reduced lunch.  The percentage of 

students with SLD who received free or reduced lunch was slightly greater than the percentage 

of students in general education who received free or reduced lunch (students with SLD: 88.4%; 

students in general education: 73.3%).  Table 8 provides the free or reduced lunch information 

for male and female students with SLD and in general education for the final matched sample.  

Table 8 

Final Matched Sample: Free or Reduced Lunch Status for Male and Female Students with SLD 
and in General Education  
 
 Yes 

n (%) 
No 
n (%) 

SLD 38 (36.9) 5 (4.9) 
     Male      20 (19.4)      2 (1.94) 
     Female      18 (17.5)      3 (2.91) 
General Education 44(42.7) 16 (15.5) 
     Male      24 (23.3)      6 (5.8) 
     Female      20 (19.4)      10 (9.7) 
Total 82 (79.6) 21 (20.4) 
     Male      44 (42.7)      8     (7.8) 
     Female      38 (36.9)      13 (12.6) 
 

Reading level.  Estimated reading level of participants was gathered by examining 

existing data.  On the parent permission form for students with SLD and in general education, 

parents provided consent for the researcher to collect this information through discussion with 

school personnel.  Once consent was obtained and data were collected from participants, school 

personnel provided the researcher with the most recent results of the STAR reading assessment 

(Renaissance Learning, 2006).  A percentile rank for reading level is available for the 

overwhelming majority of the sample (data were available for 100 students).   
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For the final matched sample, the estimated reading level included the following: 63% 

fell below the 25th percentile, 14% fell between the 25th and 49th percentiles, 18% fell between 

the 50th and 74th percentiles, and 5% fell between the 75th and 100th percentiles.  Approximately 

90% of students with SLD had reading levels that fell below 25th percentile, whereas 

approximately 43% of students in general education had reading levels below the 25th percentile.  

The difference in reading level was expected, and during the planning stages of the present study, 

the researcher determined that all instructions and items would be read aloud during data 

collection because of possible differences in reading levels of students.  Table 9 presents 

estimated reading levels for male and female students with SLD and in general education.  

Table 9 

Descriptive Statistics for Final Matched Sample: Estimated Reading Level  

 <25th percentile  
n (%) 

25th-49th 
percentiles 
n (%) 

50th-74th 
percentiles 
n (%) 

75th-100th 
percentiles 
n (%) 

SLD  
       Male 
       Female 

38 (38.0) 
     20 (20.0) 
     18 (18.0) 

2 (2.0) 
     0 (0.0) 
     2 (2.0) 

2 (2.0) 
     1 (1.0) 
     1 (1.0) 

0 (0.0) 
     0 (0.0) 
     0 (0.0) 

General 
Education 
       Male 
       Female 

 
25 (25.0) 
     11 (11.0) 
     14 (14.0) 

 
12 (12.0) 
     8 (8.0) 
     4 (4.0) 

 
16 (16.00)    
      6 (6.0) 
     10 (10.0) 

 
5 (5.0) 
     4 (4.0) 
     1 (1.0) 

Total 
       Male 
       Female 

63 (63.0) 
     31 (31.0) 
     32 (32.0) 

14 (14.0) 
     8 (8.0) 
     6 (6.0) 

18 (18.00) 
     7 (7.0) 
     11 (11.0) 

5 (5.00) 
     4 (4.0) 
     1 (1.0) 

 

Age and grade.  Age and grade of each participant were collected through participant 

self-report on the brief demographic section of the CASSS.  The study included 103 students 

(Mage = 13.0 years, age range: 11-18 years).  There was no difference in the mean age of 

participants based on disability status: both groups’ mean age was 13 years.  Table 10 presents 

data about age of participants for the final matched sample.  For the final matched sample, the 
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mean grade level of participants was 7.4.  The mean grade level of students with SLD was 7.1, 

and the mean grade level for students in general education was 7.6.  Table 11 presents data about 

grade of participants for the final matched sample.  

Table 10 

Descriptive Statistics for Final Matched Sample: Age of Participants 

 n M SD Range Median 
SLD 
       Male 
       Female 

43 
       22 
       21 

12.98 
       12.77 
       13.19 

1.39 
       0.97 
       1.72 

11-18 
       12-16 
       11-18 

13.00 
       13.00 
       13.00 

General 
Education 
       Male 
       Female 

60 
       
       30 
       30 

13.02 
      
       12.90 
       13.13 

1.92  
 
       2.16 
       1.68 

11-18 
 
       11-18 
       11-17 

13.00 
 
       12.00 
       13.00 

Total 
       Male 
       Female 

103 
       52 
       51 

13.00 
       12.85 
       13.16 

1.71 
       1.74 
       1.68 

11-18 
       11-18 
       11-18 

13.00 
       12.00 
       13.00 

 

Table 11 

Descriptive Statistics for Final Matched Sample: Grade of Participants 

 n M SD Range Median 
SLD 
       Male 
       Female 

43 
       22 
       21 

7.14 
       6.91 
       7.38 

1.25 
       0.97 
       1.47 

6-12 
       6-10 
       6-12 

7.00 
       7.00 
       7.00 

General 
Education 
       Male 
       Female 

60 
 
       30 
       30 

7.62 
 
      7.37 
      7.87 

1.88 
 
       2.11 
       1.61 

6-12 
 
       6-12 
       6-11 

7.00 
 
       6.00 
       8.00 

Total 
       Male 
       Female 

103 
       52 
       51 

7.42 
       7.17 
       7.67 

1.65 
       1.72 
       1.56 

6-12 
       6-12 
       6-12 

7.00 
       6.50 
       7.00 

 
Number of years in special education.  The length of time each student with SLD has 

received special education services was collected.  On the parental permission form for students 

with SLD, parents provided consent for the researcher to collect this information through 

discussion with special education personnel at each school.  Once consent was obtained and data 
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were collected from participants, special education personnel provided the researcher with the 

number of years each student has received special education services.  Of the 43 students with 

SLD, the average number of years of special education services was 5.35.  For male students 

with SLD, the average number of years of special education services was 5.55, and for female 

students with SLD, the average number of years of special education services was 5.14.  Table 12 

presents the descriptive data about length of time in special education for male and female 

students with SLD. 

Table 12 

Descriptive Statistics for SLD Students in Final Matched Sample: Length of Time (Years) in 
Special Education 
 n M SD Range  Median 
Male 22 5.55 2.15 2-10 6.00 
Female 21 5.14 2.01 3-11 5.00 
Total 43 5.35 2.07 2-11 5.00 
 

Percentage of day in special education courses.  Information about the percentage of 

each day that the SLD students receive instruction outside of the general education setting was 

collected.  Professionals in special education most often refer to this information as the Least 

Restrictive Environment (LRE) code.  On the parental permission form for students with SLD, 

parents provided consent for the researcher to collect this information through discussion with 

special education personnel at each school.  Once consent was obtained and data were collected 

from participants, special education personnel provided the researcher with the LRE codes for 

each student with SLD who participated in the study.  All students with SLD who participated in 

this study had LRE codes of 01, meaning that they spend 0% to 20% of the day in the special 

education courses. 

Family composition.  The researcher assessed family composition by asking the 
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following open-ended question of participants: “How many people, not counting yourself, live at 

home with you?”  Participants selected from the following choices: “1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 or 

more.”  The participant then provided a list all of the persons who reside in the home.  This 

question was included as part of the demographic information form in Appendix H.   

Of the 103 participants, the mean number of persons at home was 3.53 (SD = 1.42).  The 

researcher used the participants’ information to code the responses into categories: Family 

composition consisting of both parents (includes families with both mother and father in the 

home as well as families with stepparents; n = 46) and family composition consisting of one 

parent (any single parent families including kinship families; n = 57).  Of the 103 participants, 

44.7% reported living in homes with both parents and 55.3% reported living in homes with one 

parent.  Slight differences in the percentages of family composition were identified between 

students with SLD and students in general education.  For students with SLD, 39.5% reported 

living in a home with both parents and 60.5% reported living in a home with one parent.  For 

students in general education, 48.3% reported living in a home with both parents and 51.7% 

reported living in a home with one parent.   

Extracurricular group membership.  In order to determine participants’ membership in 

extracurricular groups, participants were asked the following question: “How many school clubs, 

organizations, or teams do you belong to?  Examples include chorus, wrestling team, Student 

Government Association, Beta Club, basketball team, or Math Club.”  Participants selected from 

the following options: 0 groups, 1 group, 2 groups, 3 groups, or 4 groups or more.  This question 

was included as part of the demographic information form in Appendix H.   

Of the 103 participants, the mean number of extracurricular group memberships was 1.45 

(SD = 1.36).  Students in general education reported a slightly greater number of extracurricular 
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groups (students with SLD: M = 1.19; students in general education: M = 1.63).  For data 

analyses, the researcher coded extracurricular group membership into three categories: No 

extracurricular groups (n = 33), one extracurricular group (n = 27), and two or more 

extracurricular groups (n = 43).  Table 13 provides the cell sizes for the variables of family 

composition and extracurricular group membership used in the MANOVA for Research Question 

7. 

Table 13 

Final Matched Sample: Cell Sizes for Family Composition and Extracurricular Group 
Membership Used in MANOVA for Research Question 7 
 
 Family Composition-   

Both Parents  
n (%) 

Family Composition-
One Parent 
n (%) 

Total 
n (%) 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No 
Groups 

12 (11.7) 21 (20.4) 33 (32.1) 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One 
Group  

12 (11.7) 15 (14.6) 27 (26.3) 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or 
More Groups 

22 (21.4) 21 (20.4) 43 (41.8) 

Total 46 (44.7) 57 (55.3) 103 (100.0) 
 

Social networking.  Data were collected about social networking involvement but will 

not be analyzed in the present study.  

Instruments 

All data for the dissertation study were collected using the CASSS (see Appendix A) and 

demographic information obtained from participant self-report, parent self-report on the parental 

permission forms (see Appendix I for parental permission form for students with SLD; see 

Appendix J for Parental Permission Form for students in general education), and discussion with 



 
 

78 
 

special education personnel after parent consent was provided through signing and returning the 

parental permission form.  Permission was granted by the authors to present a copy of the 

CASSS within this dissertation (see Appendix B).  

Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale.  The CASSS was developed over the 

course of several years’ research from multiple authors.  The framework for the CASSS can be 

traced to a doctoral dissertation by Nolten (1994).  Supervised by Stephen Elliott, Nolten 

developed the Student Social Support Scale, which measured children’s perceptions of social 

support from their parents, teachers, classmates, and friends.  Work by Malecki and Elliott 

(1999) provided evidence for using the Student Social Support Scale with adolescents.  Later 

work with the Student Social Support Scale resulted in renaming the measure the Child and 

Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASSS; Malecki et al., 1999) and two versions (Level 1 for 

Grades 3 through 6 and Level 2 for Grades 6 through 12).  Despite evidence of good reliability 

and validity, revisions were made to the CASSS (Malecki et al., 1999), resulting in a newer 

version of the CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000).  Specific changes in the CASSS include a fifth 

subscale for school support, a total of 12 items per subscale, and a single version for use with 

students in Grades 3 through 12.  

The CASSS is a 60-item, self-report measure of students’ perceived social support.  The 

scale was designed for use with students enrolled in Grades 3 to 12 and assesses students’ 

perceptions of available social support (i.e., emotional, instrumental, informational, and 

appraisal) from persons in their social network, including parents, teachers, classmates, close 

friends, and school by asking students to rate the frequency and importance of a number of 

supportive behaviors.  The format of the CASSS required students to respond to statements 

referencing one of four types of support (emotional, informational, appraisal, and instrumental).  
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Students rated how often they perceive that support using a 6-point scale, ranging from 1-never 

to 6-always.  Additionally, they rated how important it is that they perceive that support, using a 

3-point scale ranging from 1-not important to 3-very important (Malecki et al., 2004).  

For scoring of the CASSS, frequency ratings for each subscale were summed to provide a 

frequency score for each subscale.  Frequency scores for each subscale ranged from 12 to 72.  

Following this, the five subscale frequency scores were summed to obtain the overall total social 

support score; this total support score ranged from 60 to 360.  This same procedure was 

conducted for the importance ratings, resulting in importance scores for each subscale (a range of 

12 to 36 for subscale scores) and an overall total importance score (a range of 60 to 180 for total 

importance score).  As a result, the CASSS provided the following 12 scores: Total Support and 

Total Importance, and subscales of Parent Support, Teacher Support, Classmate Support, Close 

Friend Support, School Support, Parent Importance, Teacher Importance, Classmate Importance, 

Close Friend Importance, and School Importance.  For purposes of the present study, the entire 

CASSS was administered and all of the aforementioned scores were utilized in the data analysis.   

The CASSS has been used in numerous studies of perceived social support, particularly 

in the school psychology literature.  Research on the CASSS suggested that the psychometric 

data are strong and the measure has a variety of potential uses in research, program evaluation, 

and clinical settings.  As Rueger, Malecki, and Demaray (2010) discussed, psychometric 

evidence exists to support the CASSS’s internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and construct 

validity.   

Psychometric data have been calculated for students in Grades 5 through 8 (N = 903), and   

information about reliability and validity are presented in the CASSS manual (Malecki et al., 

2004).  Specifically, coefficient alpha reliability estimates for the CASSS with middle school 
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students were .96 to .97 for the Total Frequency Scale and Total Importance Scale.  For 

Frequency subscales, coefficient alpha reliability estimates were .92 to .96, and the coefficient 

alpha reliability estimates for the Importance subscales were .88 to .95.  Test-retest reliability 

was calculated at 8 to 10 weeks to be .75 to .78 for the Total Frequency Scale, .58 to .74 for 

Frequency subscales, and .45 to .65 for Importance subscales. CASSS validity studies include 

factor analysis and correlations with behavior and other social support rating scales.  Factor 

loadings within all five subscales (i.e., Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and School) 

were calculated to be .52 to .81.  Malecki et al. (2004) reported significant negative correlations 

with the Behavior Assessment System for Children-Self Report of Personality (Reynolds & 

Kamphaus, 1998), including Clinical Maladjustment, School Maladjustment, and Emotional 

Symptoms Index.  A significant positive correlation was identified between the CASSS and the 

Social Support Scale for Children (Harter, 1985). 

Psychometric data have been calculated for students in Grades 9 through 12 (N = 257), 

and information about reliability and validity are presented in the CASSS manual (Malecki et al., 

2004).  Specifically, coefficient alpha reliability estimates for the CASSS with high school 

students were .97 for the Total Frequency Scale and .98 for the Total Importance Scale.  For 

Frequency subscales, coefficient alpha reliability estimates were .90 to .95, and the coefficient 

alpha reliability estimates for the Importance subscales were .89 to .96.  CASSS validity studies 

include factor analysis and correlations with behavior and other social support rating scales.  

Factor loadings within all five subscales (i.e., Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and 

School) were calculated to be .85 to .87.  Malecki et al. (2004) reported significant negative 

correlations with the Behavior Assessment System for Children-Self Report of Personality 

(Reynolds & Kamphaus, 1998), including Clinical Maladjustment, School Maladjustment, and 
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Emotional Symptoms Index.  A significant positive correlation was identified between the 

CASSS and the Social Skills Rating System (Gresham & Elliott, 1990) and Personal Adjustment 

of the Behavior Asssessment System for Children-Self Report of Personality (Reynolds & 

Kamphaus, 1998). 

Demographic information.  In addition to the administration of the CASSS, the 

researcher collected several types of demographic information.  Much of the previous research 

on perceived social support also gathered data on gender, disability status, and race/ethnicity for 

further analyses.  These demographic data provided information for analysis, allowing the 

researcher to investigate the relationships between demographic variables and students’ ratings of 

frequency and importance of perceived social support.  Additionally, these demographic data 

offered evidence for answering the research questions, conceptualizing limitations of the study, 

and offering future directions for research.  Specifically, the researcher collected information 

about participants’ disability status, number of years in special education, percentage of day in 

special education courses, socioeconomic status (through free or reduced lunch eligibility), 

family composition, gender, race/ethnicity, extracurricular group membership, and social 

networking.  Demographic information was collected in three ways: parental permission to 

obtain information through discussion with participants’ special education teachers and general 

education teachers, participant self-report, and parent self-report on the parental permission form.

Procedures  
 

Approval for research.  For university approval, the researcher completed all required 

paperwork and included copies of proposed consent forms, assent forms, and the instruments.  

On July 16, 2012, the University of Alabama Institutional Review Board granted approval for the 

dissertation study (see Appendix K).  For school system approval, the researcher provided a 
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written proposal of the study, including proposed consent forms, assent forms, and the 

instruments to the assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction of the school system.  

On July 18, 2012, the school system provided permission for the dissertation study to be 

conducted (see Appendix L).  

After securing these permission letters, the researcher met with the director of special 

education program support and community relations, who assisted in setting up meetings with 

principals at four schools.  The four schools discussed were recommended based on their 

adequate populations of special education students.  Moreover, the students at these four schools 

were representative of the school district population as a whole.  With the assistance of the 

director of special education program support and community relations, the researcher secured 

meetings with principals at each of the four schools.  During each meeting, the researcher 

requested verbal permission to collect data within his/her building.  Once verbal permission was 

granted from each principal, the researcher was directed to teachers who would assist with 

distribution of the Parental Permission Forms.  

Distribution of forms.  The principals directed the researcher to both special education 

and general education teachers at each school.  Special education teachers provided the Parental 

Permission Forms to students with SLD and general education teachers provided Parental 

Permission Forms to students without a disability.  Similar to the way most information is 

distributed to parents, these forms were given to students to take home to their parents.  As 

signed forms were returned by students, teachers contacted the researcher.  General education 

teachers and special education teachers provided the signed consent forms along with the 

additional demographic information requested (i.e., number of years in special education, 

percentage of day in special education, most current score from STAR reading assessment).  
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Participants were recruited from four schools.  Consent forms initially were sent to 

parents of students at each of the four schools, and a second round of consent forms was sent to 

increase response rate.  At the first middle school, consent forms were initially sent to parents in 

September 2012, and the second round of consent forms was sent in October 2012.  Of a total of 

427 students for whom consent forms were sent, 58 were returned (response rate of 13.6%).  At 

the second middle school, consent forms were initially sent to parents in October 2012, and the 

second round of consent forms were sent in October 2012.  Of a total of 482 students for whom 

consent forms were sent, 39 were returned (response rate of 8.1%).  At the high school, consent 

forms were initially sent to parents in November 2012, and the second round of consent forms 

was sent in December, 2012.  Of a total of 1178 students for whom consent forms were sent, 90 

were returned (response rate of 7.6%).  At the third middle school, consent forms were initially 

sent to parents in January 2013, and the second round of consent forms was sent in January 2013.  

Of a total of 47 students for whom consent forms were sent, 20 were returned (response rate of 

42.6%).  

Taken together, consent forms were sent to parents of students at each of the four schools 

across a 5-month period.  Of a total of 2,134 students for whom consent forms were sent, 207 

were returned (response rate of 9.7%).  Of the 207 signed consent forms returned, data were 

collected from 180 participants, which is consistent with the number identified within the 

University of Alabama Institutional Review Board approval letter.  Throughout data collection, 

students who were unavailable on the days of data collection did not participate in the study.  A 

total of 180 students were approached for data collection across several administration dates.  All 

of the 180 students who were approached signed the participant assent form and agreed to 

participate in the study.   
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Administration of CASSS and demographic questions to participants.  All 180 

students who were approached completed the CASSS.  The researcher administered the CASSS 

to small groups of students (i.e., no more than 15 students per group) in empty classrooms or 

conference rooms that were secured for research purposes.  On average, the number of students 

in each group was 7.5, ranging in size from 1 student to 15 students.  The majority of data 

collection (64.4%) occurred between 8 a.m. and 11 a.m.; however, data was also collected 

between 11 a.m. and 1 p.m. (17.8%) and 1 p.m. and 3 p.m. (17.8%).  All information was 

collected via paper and pencil.  To the extent possible, the researcher organized participants in 

heterogeneous groups of same-grade students with each group having male and female 

participants with and without SLD (e.g., six students identified with SLD and nine students 

without disabilities).  Heterogeneous groups were used to ensure that all students, regardless of 

the presence or absence of a disability, had the assistance that they needed for successful 

completion of the instrument.  In addition, the groupings for administration appeared to be 

random and not aimed at any particular type of student.  In other words, students perceived the 

groupings as a random selection of students within their grade.  

Students provided written assent via the Participant Assent Form as a requirement to 

completing this study (see Appendix M).  The researcher read the Participant Assent Form aloud, 

explained the purpose of the study, and emphasized the voluntary nature of the study.  Students 

had an opportunity to decline participation within this study.  Students who had signed consent 

from their parents/guardians and who also provided assent were the only participants in the 

study.  All data were collected during students’ courses in which content is not assessed on state 

standardized tests (e.g., band, art, chorus, physical education, and computer) in an attempt to 

minimize the loss of instructional time.  
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After obtaining assent from the participants, the researcher assisted students in 

completing all of the demographic items from the CASSS as well as the additional demographic 

questions included in Appendix H.  The researcher then said: “Please ask for help if you have a 

question or don’t understand something,” and then all demographic questions were read aloud to 

participants.  

Confidentiality of the data was discussed with participants prior to the administration of 

the CASSS.  All items on the CASSS were read aloud to the students.  This method of 

administration ensured that all participants, regardless of differences in reading ability, had 

adequate access to the content of the survey.  Previous administrations conducted by the authors 

of the CASSS involved group administrations and a read-aloud of all items.  The CASSS 

includes specific directions for completing the questionnaire: 

On the next two pages, you will be asked to respond to sentences about some form of 
 support or help that you might get from either a parent, a teacher, a classmate, a close 
 friend, or people in your school.  Read each sentence carefully and respond to them 
 honestly.  There are no right or wrong answers.  For each sentence you are asked to 
 provide two responses.  First, rate how often you receive the support described and 
 then rate how important the support is to you.  Below is an example (Malecki et al., 1999, 
 p. 1). 

 
At this point within the directions, the students were directed to follow along with the researcher 

as she read the example out loud and discussed how the example item rates how often and how 

important.  The researcher then said: “Please ask for help if you have a question or don’t 

understand something.  Do not skip any sentences.  Please turn to the next page and answer the 

questions.  Thank you” (Malecki et al., 1999, p. 1). 

Data Analyses  

Because the present study attempted to detect differences in frequency and importance of 

perceived social support among groups of students with SLD and in general education, as well as 
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between males and females, MANOVA was performed with the data for Research Questions 1-6.  

Although the researcher intended to analyze data with equal numbers of male and female 

students with SLD and in general education, it was determined that proceeding with smaller 

numbers of male and female students with SLD was appropriate based on the recommendation 

that MANOVA can be conducted with unequal cell sizes (Hair et al., 1998; Stevens, 2009).   

The researcher planned to use multiple regression to address Research Question 7 until 

considering the mathematical similarities between multiple regression and MANOVA discussed 

by Leech, Barrett, and Morgan (2011).  Specifically, as Leech et al. noted, MANOVA is 

calculated using the regression approach in SPSS through the general linear model.  The 

researcher determined that using MANOVA offered consistency with the data analyses for 

Research Questions 1-6.  Therefore, for Research Question 7, MANOVA was performed with the 

data using the independent variables of family composition and extracurricular group 

membership.  All MANOVAs in Research Questions 1-7 were only performed following testing 

of necessary assumptions.  

All data analyses were conducted with the final matched sample (N = 103).  The final 

matched sample included 43 students with SLD (22 males and 21 females) and 60 students in 

general education (30 males and 30 females).  The final matched sample included 52 male 

students and 51 female students.   

Descriptive statistics were calculated to describe the sample (i.e., age, grade, 

socioeconomic status, and race) and dependent variables.  Additionally, the raw scores obtained 

for each Frequency and Importance scale on the CASSS were transformed into standard scores 

(z-scores) by employing the following formula: zi = (xi – M)/SD, where xi is any raw score in the 

final matched sample, M is the mean for the final matched sample, and SD is the standard 
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deviation of the final matched sample.  Frequency and importance raw scores have different 

ranges; specifically, frequency ratings range from 1 to 6 and importance ratings range from 1 to 

3.  Because of the different ranges, raw scores for frequency and importance were transformed 

into standard scores in separate calculations (i.e., a frequency mean and SD were calculated and 

an importance mean and SD were calculated).  Transforming raw scores into standard scores was 

helpful to the researcher because it provided consistent scales for the data set, allowing for 

interpretation and comparison of scores.    

Research Questions 1-6 were addressed through MANOVA.  Analyses were conducted to 

ensure that all assumptions for performing MANOVA were met, and results of assumption 

testing were reported in Chapter 4.  The MANOVAs included a factorial design with two 

independent variables (students with SLD and in general education and gender).  Separate 

MANOVAs were conducted using the dependent variables of frequency of perceived social 

support and importance from the following subscales: Total, Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close 

Friend, and School.  Given the large number of MANOVAs, the alpha level to test hypotheses 

was set at .01.  Table 14 illustrates the design for each MANOVA.  For Research Questions 1-6, 

if the frequency and importance scales were highly correlated, therefore violating the assumption 

of multicollinearity of a MANOVA, two separate analyses of variance (ANOVA) for the 

frequency scale and important scale were conducted.  Using recommendations provided by 

Stevens (2009), correlations less than .80 between the dependent variables were acceptable for 

MANOVA.   
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Table 14 

Research Questions 1-6: MANOVA Design for CASSS Frequency and Importance Scales 

 n CASSS Frequency Score CASSS Importance Score 
SLD 43   
     Male        22   
     Female      21   
General Education 60   
     Male      30   
     Female      30   
 

Research Question 7 was addressed through MANOVA.  Analyses were conducted to ensure that 

all assumptions for performing MANOVA were met, and results of assumption testing are 

reported in Chapter 4.  The MANOVAs included a factorial design with two independent 

variables (family composition and extracurricular group membership).  Separate MANOVAs 

were conducted using the dependent variables of frequency of perceived social support and 

importance from the following subscales: Total, Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and 

School.  Given the large number of MANOVAs, the alpha level to test hypotheses was set at .01.  

Table 15 illustrates the design for each MANOVA.  For Research Question 7, if the frequency 

and importance scales were highly correlated, therefore violating the assumption of 

multicollinearity of a MANOVA, two separate ANOVAS for the frequency scale and important 

scale were conducted.  Using recommendations provided by Stevens (2009), correlations less 

than .80 between the dependent variables were acceptable for MANOVA.   
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Table 15 

Research Question 7: MANOVA Design for CASSS Frequency and Importance Scales 

 n CASSS Frequency Score CASSS Importance Score 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No Groups 

33   

     Family Composition-   
     Both Parents 

     12   

     Family Composition- 
     Single Parent 

     21   

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One Group 

27   

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     12   

     Family Composition- 
     Single Parent 

     15   

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or 
More Groups 

43   

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     22   

     Family Composition- 
     Single Parent 

     21   

 
Null Hypothesis 1: Students’ Perceived Total Social Support  

Null Hypothesis 1 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general 

education will not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and 

importance of perceived total social support, as measured by the CASSS.   

To answer this question, analyses were conducted to test for assumptions.  A Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Total 

Frequency and Total Importance scores.  Specifically, Total Frequency and Total Importance 

were correlated, r (101) =.68, p < .001.  Because the correlation was less than .80, a MANOVA 

was performed with the data.   

To test Null Hypothesis 1, the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was 

used.  For Null Hypothesis 1, the dependent variables entered were Total Frequency and Total 
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Importance (standard scores) and the independent variables entered were students with SLD and 

in general education and gender.  The multivariate interaction and multivariate main effects were 

tested using Wilks’ lambda (Wilks’ Ʌ) as the F statistic, and the alpha level was set at .01.  

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), Wilks’ lambda is the F “criterion of choice,” and is 

defined as: Ʌ	 = 	 |Serror|
|Seffect�Serror 	|

 

Null Hypothesis 2: Students’ Perceived Social Support from Parents   

Null Hypothesis 2 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general 

education will not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and 

importance of perceived social support from parents, as measured by the CASSS.   

To answer this question, analyses were conducted to test for assumptions.  A Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Parent 

Frequency and Parent Importance scores.  Specifically, Parent Frequency and Parent Importance 

were correlated, r (101) =.63, p < .001.  Because the correlation was less than .80, a MANOVA 

was performed with the data.   

To test Null Hypothesis 2, SPSS was used.  For Null Hypothesis 2, the dependent 

variables entered were Parent Frequency and Parent Importance (standard scores) and the 

independent variables entered were students with SLD and in general education and gender.  The 

multivariate interaction and multivariate main effects were tested using Wilks’ lambda (Wilks’ 

Ʌ) as the F statistic, and the alpha level was set at .01.  According to Tabachnick and Fidell 

(2007), Wilks’ lambda is the F “criterion of choice,” and is defined as: Ʌ	 = 	 |Serror |
|Seffect�Serror 	|

 

Null Hypothesis 3: Students’ Perceived Social Support from Teachers 

Null Hypothesis 3 was as follows:  Male and female students with SLD and in general  
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education will not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and  

importance of perceived social support from teachers, as measured by the CASSS.   

To answer this question, analyses were conducted to test for assumptions.  A Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Teacher 

Frequency and Teacher Importance scores.  Specifically, Teacher Frequency and Teacher 

Importance were correlated, r (101) =.73, p < .001.  Because the correlation was less than .80, a 

MANOVA was performed with the data.   

To test Null Hypothesis 3, SPSS was used.  For Null Hypothesis 3, the dependent 

variables entered were Teacher Frequency and Teacher Importance (standard scores) and the 

independent variables entered were students with SLD and in general education and gender.  The 

multivariate interaction and multivariate main effects were tested using Wilks’ lambda (Wilks’ 

Ʌ) as the F statistic, and the alpha level was set at .01.  According to Tabachnick and Fidell 

(2007), Wilks’ lambda is the F “criterion of choice,” and is defined as: Ʌ	 = 	 |Serror |
|Seffect�Serror 	|

 

Null Hypothesis 4: Students’ Perceived Social Support from Classmates 

Null Hypothesis 4 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general 

education will not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and 

importance of perceived social support from classmates, as measured by the CASSS.   

To answer this question, analyses were conducted to test for assumptions.  A Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between 

Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance scores.  Specifically, Classmate Frequency and 

Classmate Importance were correlated, r (101) =.60, p < .001.  Because the correlation was less 

than .80, a MANOVA was performed with the data.   

To test Null Hypothesis 4, SPSS was used.  For Null Hypothesis 4, the dependent 
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variables entered were Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance (standard scores) and the 

independent variables entered were students with SLD and in general education and gender.  The 

multivariate interaction and multivariate main effects were tested using Wilks’ lambda (Wilks’ 

Ʌ) as the F statistic, and the alpha level was set at .01.  According to Tabachnick and Fidell 

(2007), Wilks’ lambda is the F “criterion of choice,” and is defined as: Ʌ	 = 	 |Serror |
|Seffect�Serror 	|

 

Null Hypothesis 5: Students’ Perceived Social Support from a Close Friend 

Null Hypothesis 5 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general 

education will not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and 

importance of perceived social support from a close friend, as measured by the CASSS.   

To answer this question, analyses were conducted to test for assumptions.  A Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Close 

Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance scores.  Specifically, Close Friend Frequency and 

Close Friend Importance were correlated, r (101) =.69, p < .001.  Because the correlation was 

less than .80, a MANOVA was performed with the data.   

To test Null Hypothesis 5, SPSS was used.  For Null Hypothesis 5, the dependent 

variables entered were Close Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance (standard scores) 

and the independent variables entered were students with SLD and in general education and 

gender.  The multivariate interaction and multivariate main effects were tested using Wilks’ 

lambda (Wilks’ Ʌ) as the F statistic, and the alpha level was set at .01.  According to Tabachnick 

and Fidell (2007), Wilks’ lambda is the F “criterion of choice,” and is defined as: Ʌ	 =

	 |Serror |
|Seffect�Serror 	|

 

Null Hypothesis 6: Students’ Perceived Social Support from School 

Null Hypothesis 6 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general 
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education will not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and 

importance of perceived social support from school, as measured by the CASSS.   

To answer this question, analyses were conducted to test for assumptions.  A Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between People 

in My School Frequency and People in My School Importance scores.  Specifically, People in 

My School Frequency and People in My School Importance were correlated, r (101) =.64, p < 

.001.  Because the correlation was less than .80, a MANOVA was performed with the data.   

To test Null Hypothesis 6, SPSS was used.  For Null Hypothesis 6, the dependent 

variables entered were People in My School Frequency and People in My School Importance 

(standard scores) and the independent variables entered were students with SLD and in general 

education and gender.  The multivariate interaction and multivariate main effects were tested 

using Wilks’ lambda (Wilks’ Ʌ) as the F statistic, and the alpha level was set at .01.  According to 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), Wilks’ lambda is the F “criterion of choice,” and is defined as: 

Ʌ	 = 	 |Serror|
|Seffect�Serror 	|

 

Null Hypothesis 7: Relationship Among Students’ Perceived Social Support, Family 
Composition, and Extracurricular Group Membership 
 

Null Hypothesis 7 was as follows:  There will be no significant differences (alpha = .01) 

in frequency and importance of perceived social support (Total, Parent, Teacher, Classmate, 

Close Friend, and School) based on family composition and extracurricular group membership.  

To test Null Hypothesis 7, SPSS was used.  To answer this question, a total of six MANOVAs 

were performed with the data: Null Hypothesis 7A, Null Hypothesis 7B, Null Hypothesis 7C, 

Null Hypothesis 7D, Null Hypothesis 7E, and Null Hypothesis 7F.  

Null Hypothesis 7A.  Null Hypothesis 7A was as follows: There will be no significant 

differences (alpha = .01) in ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived total social  
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support, as measured by the CASSS, based on family composition and extracurricular group  

membership.   

To answer this question, analyses were conducted to test for assumptions.  A Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Total 

Frequency and Total Importance scores.  Specifically, Total Frequency and Total Importance 

were correlated, r (101) =.68, p < .001.  Because the correlation was less than .80, a MANOVA 

was performed with the data.   

The dependent variables entered were Total Frequency and Total Importance (standard 

scores) and the independent variables entered were family composition and extracurricular group 

membership.  The multivariate interaction and multivariate main effects were tested using Wilks’ 

lambda (Wilks’ Ʌ) as the F statistic, and the alpha level was set at .01.  According to Tabachnick 

and Fidell (2007), Wilks’ lambda is the F “criterion of choice,” and is defined as: Ʌ	 =

	 |Serror |
|Seffect�Serror 	|

 

Null Hypothesis 7B.  Null Hypothesis 7B was as follows: There will be no significant 

differences (alpha = .01) in ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived social support 

from parents, as measured by the CASSS, based on family composition and extracurricular 

group membership.   

To answer this question, analyses were conducted to test for assumptions.  A Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Parent 

Frequency and Parent Importance scores.  Specifically, Parent Frequency and Parent Importance 

were correlated, r (101) =.63, p < .001.  Because the correlation was less than .80, a MANOVA 

was performed with the data.   

The dependent variables entered were Parent Frequency and Parent Importance (standard 
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scores) and the independent variables entered were family composition and extracurricular group 

membership.  The multivariate interaction and multivariate main effects were tested using Wilks’ 

lambda (Wilks’ Ʌ) as the F statistic, and the alpha level was set at .01.  According to Tabachnick 

and Fidell (2007), Wilks’ lambda is the F “criterion of choice,” and is defined as: Ʌ	 =

	 |Serror |
|Seffect�Serror 	|

 

Null Hypothesis 7C.  Null Hypothesis 7C was as follows: There will be no significant 

differences (alpha = .01) in ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived social support 

from teachers, as measured by the CASSS, based on family composition and extracurricular 

group membership.   

To answer this question, analyses were conducted to test for assumptions.  A Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Teacher 

Frequency and Teacher Importance scores.  Specifically, Teacher Frequency and Teacher 

Importance were correlated, r (101) =.73, p < .001.  Because the correlation was less than .80, a 

MANOVA was performed with the data.   

The dependent variables entered were Teacher Frequency and Teacher Importance 

(standard scores) and the independent variables entered were family composition and 

extracurricular group membership.  The multivariate interaction and multivariate main effects 

were tested using Wilks’ lambda (Wilks’ Ʌ) as the F statistic, and the alpha level was set at .01.  

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), Wilks’ lambda is the F “criterion of choice,” and is 

defined as: Ʌ	 = 	 |Serror|
|Seffect�Serror 	|

 

Null Hypothesis 7D.  Null Hypothesis 7D was as follows: There will be no significant 

differences (alpha = .01) in ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived social support  
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from classmates, as measured by the CASSS, based on family composition and extracurricular 

group membership.   

To answer this question, analyses were conducted to test for assumptions.  A Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between 

Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance scores.  Specifically, Classmate Frequency and 

Classmate Importance were correlated, r (101) = .60, p < .001.  Because the correlation was less 

than .80, a MANOVA was performed with the data.   

The dependent variables entered were Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance 

(standard scores) and the independent variables entered were family composition and 

extracurricular group membership.  The multivariate interaction and multivariate main effects 

were tested using Wilks’ lambda (Wilks’ Ʌ) as the F statistic, and the alpha level was set at .01.  

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), Wilks’ lambda is the F “criterion of choice,” and is 

defined as: Ʌ	 = 	 |Serror|
|Seffect�Serror 	|

 

Null Hypothesis 7E.  Null Hypothesis 7E was as follows: There will be no significant 

differences (alpha = .01) in ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived social support 

from a close friend, as measured by the CASSS, based on family composition and extracurricular 

group membership.   

To answer this question, analyses were conducted to test for assumptions.  A Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Close 

Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance scores.  Specifically, Close Friend Frequency and 

Close Friend Importance were correlated, r (101) = .69, p < .001.  Because the correlation was 

less than .80, a MANOVA was performed with the data.   

The dependent variables entered were Close Friend Frequency and Close Friend 
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Importance (standard scores) and the independent variables entered were family composition and 

extracurricular group membership.  The multivariate interaction and multivariate main effects 

were tested using Wilks’ lambda (Wilks’ Ʌ) as the F statistic, and the alpha level was set at .01.  

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), Wilks’ lambda is the F “criterion of choice,” and is 

defined as: Ʌ	 = 	 |Serror|
|Seffect�Serror 	|

 

Null Hypothesis 7F.  Null Hypothesis 7F was as follows: There will be no significant 

differences (alpha = .01) in ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived social support 

from school, as measured by the CASSS, based on family composition and extracurricular group 

membership.   

To answer this question, analyses were conducted to test for assumptions.  A Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between School 

Frequency and School Importance scores.  Specifically, School Frequency and School 

Importance were correlated, r (101) = .64, p < .001.  Because the correlation was less than .80, a 

MANOVA was performed with the data.   

The dependent variables entered were School Frequency and School Importance 

(standard scores) and the independent variables entered were family composition and 

extracurricular group membership.  The multivariate interaction and multivariate main effects 

were tested using Wilks’ lambda (Wilks’ Ʌ) as the F statistic, and the alpha level was set at .01.  

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), Wilks’ lambda is the F “criterion of choice,” and is 

defined as: Ʌ	 = 	 |Serror|
|Seffect�Serror 	|

 

Summary of the Method 

 The present study attempted to detect significant differences in frequency and importance 

of perceived social support among groups of students with SLD and in general education, as well 
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as between males and females using MANOVA.  Additionally, the present study used MANOVA 

to detect significant differences in frequency and importance of perceived social support based 

on family composition and extracurricular group membership.  SPSS was utilized to run all 

MANOVAs.  Given the large number of MANOVAs, the alpha level to test all hypotheses was 

set at .01.   
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This chapter offers detailed information about the results of the data analyses performed 

for the dissertation study using the final matched sample.  SPSS was used for all analyses.   

Summary of Data Analyses 

Statistical Tests of Hypotheses  

Null Hypotheses 1-6 were addressed through MANOVA, and assumptions for conducting 

MANOVA were identified.  Each MANOVA included a factorial design with two independent 

variables: (a) students with SLD and in general education and (b) gender.  Separate MANOVAs 

were conducted using the two dependent variables of perceived social support and importance 

from the following subscales of the CASSS: Total, Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and 

School.  Given the large number of MANOVAs, the alpha level to test hypotheses was set at .01.   

Null Hypothesis 7 was also addressed through MANOVA, and assumptions for 

conducting MANOVA were identified.  Each MANOVA included a factorial design with two 

independent variables: (a) family composition and (b) extracurricular group membership.  

Separate MANOVAs were conducted using the two dependent variables of perceived social 

support and importance from the following subscales of the CASSS: Total, Parent, Teacher, 

Classmate, Close Friend, and School.  Given the large number of MANOVAs, the alpha level to 

test hypotheses was set at .01.
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Calculating Raw and Standard Scores 

For scoring of the CASSS, frequency ratings for each subscale were summed to provide a 

frequency score for each subscale (Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and School).  

Frequency scores for each subscale ranged from 12 to 72.  Following this, the five subscale 

frequency scores were summed to yield the overall Total Social Support score; the Total Support 

Score ranged from 60 to 360.  Similarly, importance ratings for each subscale were summed to 

obtain an importance score for each subscale (Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and 

School).  Importance scores for each subscale ranged from 12 to 36.  Following this, the five 

subscale importance scores were summed to obtain the overall Total Importance score; the total 

importance score ranged from 60 to 180.  These raw scores for each frequency and importance 

scale on the CASSS were presented in tables within the discussion of each Null Hypothesis.   

Because of the different ranges of possible raw scores in each CASSS subscale, the 

researcher transformed raw scores for each frequency and importance scale into standard scores 

(M = 0; SD = 1) in separate calculations for the final matched sample of the dissertation study.  

Standard scores provided consistent scales for the data set and allowed for interpretation and 

comparison of scores across subscales.  The raw scores were transformed into standard scores (z-

scores) by employing the following formula: zi = (xi – M)/SD, where xi is any raw score in the 

final matched sample, M is the mean for the final matched sample, and SD is the standard 

deviation of the final matched sample.  Standard scores for each frequency and importance scale 

on the CASSS were presented in tables within the discussion of each Null Hypothesis.  All 

statistical analyses for Null Hypotheses 1-7 were performed using the standard scores for the 

dependent variables.  
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Assumptions for MANOVA Tests of Null Hypotheses 1-7 

According to Hair et al. (1998), there are three assumptions that must be met to perform a 

valid MANOVA.  These assumptions include (a) independence of observations, (b) equality of 

variance-covariance matrices, and (c) multivariate normality of the dependent variables.  In 

addition to the aforementioned assumptions, relationships among dependent variables should be 

considered (multicollinearity).  All assumption testing was completed using standard scores for 

the dependent variables.  

The first assumption is independence of observations.  Within this study, ratings about 

perceived social support were provided by participants, and each participant’s ratings were 

completed independently of other participant’s ratings.  It appears that this assumption has been 

met with respect to the research design.  However, as Stevens (2009) indicated, dependent 

observations are common in social science research.  It is important to note that there are no tests 

to identify all kinds of dependence (Hair et al., 1998), and data collection conducted within 

group settings may have affected the independence of observations assumption.  Conducting the 

analyses with a lower level of significance has been recommended when dependence is 

suspected (Hair et al., 1998).  Because dependence of observations is a serious issue, all 

MANOVAs within the current study were performed using an alpha of .01 as the level of 

significance.  

The second assumption is the equality of variance-covariance matrices, which states that 

the variance between groups is equal.  Box’s M was used to test the overall equivalence of the 

variance-covariance matrices.  For each null hypothesis, Box’s M was calculated and interpreted 

using a significance level of .01, given its reputation as a sensitive test (Hair et al., 1998).  

Importantly, this assumption is not a threat to a valid analysis if the cell sizes are close to equal 
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(Hair et al., 1998).  For Null Hypotheses 1-6, cell sizes within the data set of the final matched 

sample are comparable, and the ratio between smallest and largest cells does not exceed 1:1.5.  

For Null Hypothesis 7, cell sizes are comparable for the final matched sample, but the ratio 

between smallest and largest cells is slightly larger than 1:1.5.   

The third assumption is the multivariate normality of the dependent variables.  There is 

no direct statistical test for multivariate normality (Hair et al., 1998).  Therefore, the researcher 

examined each dependent variable by reviewing histograms and checking the normality through 

skewness values.  Despite some violations of normality, MANOVAs were performed with the 

data, based on the understanding that MANOVA is robust to violations of multivariate normality 

if groups are roughly equal (Hair et al., 1998; Leech et al., 2011; Stevens, 2009).  For Null 

Hypotheses 1-6, cell sizes within this data set are close to equal, and the ratio between smallest 

and largest cells does not exceed 1:1.5.  For Null Hypothesis 7, cell sizes are comparable, but the 

ratio between smallest and largest cells is slightly larger than 1:1.5.   

Additionally, the correlations of dependent variables (and potential for multicollinearity) 

should be considered.  If the dependent variables are strongly correlated (such as r = .80), then 

the variables are likely measuring something similar and would appear redundant in the design 

(Stevens, 2009).  As Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) explained, MANOVA works well with 

moderately correlated dependent variables (e.g., r = .60).  For all MANOVAs performed in Null 

Hypotheses 1-7, the correlations between dependent variables for the final matched sample 

ranged from .60 to .73.  The researcher proceeded with all MANOVAs because correlations were 

only slightly stronger than recommended.  Prior to each MANOVA, the correlations for the 

dependent variables were reported.  Table 16 includes the correlations of all dependent variables.  
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Table 16 

Correlations Among Dependent Variables: Standard Scores for the CASSS Social Support Measures  

 PF TF CF CFF PIMSF TtlF PI TI CI CFI PIMSI TtlI 

PF 1.00            

TF .45*** 1.00           

CF .39*** .47*** 1.00          

CFF .40*** .41*** .64*** 1.00         

PIMSF  .39*** .63*** .52*** .39*** 1.00        

TtlF .66*** .77*** .82*** .77*** .78*** 1.00       

PI .63*** .42*** .26** .35*** .29** .49*** 1.00      

TI  .36*** .73*** .40*** .34*** .51*** .61*** .57*** 1.00     

CI .31** .35*** .60*** .33** .39*** .53*** .49*** .52*** 1.00    

CFI .33** .33** .45*** .69*** .29** .56*** .52*** .52*** .61*** 1.00   

PIMSI .38*** .51*** .38*** .22* .64*** .56*** .57*** .67*** .68*** .49*** 1.00  

TtlI .48*** .57*** .53*** .48*** .53*** .68*** .76*** .81*** .83*** .78*** .86*** 1.00 

Note.  PF = Parent Frequency; TF = Teacher Frequency; CF = Classmate Frequency; CFF = Close Friend Frequency; PIMSF = People 
in My School Frequency; TtlF = Total Frequency; PI = Parent Importance; TI = Teacher Importance; CI = Classmate Importance; CFI 
= Close Friend Importance; PIMSI = People in My School Importance; TtlI = Total Importance. 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
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Tests for Null Hypotheses 1-6 

Null Hypothesis 1: Students’ Perceived Total Social Support  

Null Hypothesis 1 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general 

education will not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and 

importance of perceived total social support, as measured by the CASSS.   

Descriptive statistics for dependent variables.  Descriptive statistics for all of the 

variables used in Null Hypothesis 1 can be found in Tables 17-18.  Table 17 provides the raw 

score Ms, SDs, and Ranges for Total Frequency and Total Importance of perceived social 

support, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 18 provides the standard score Ms, SDs, and Ranges 

for Total Frequency and Total Importance of perceived social support, as measured by the 

CASSS. 
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Table 17 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Total Support for Students With SLD and in 
General Education and Gender: Raw Scores 

  CASSS Total Frequency Score CASSS Total Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
SLD 43 263.88 62.42 96-351 141.49 27.27 80-180 
     Male      22      263.00      68.66      96-343      142.09      27.82      81-180 
     Female      21      264.81      56.84      116-351      140.86      27.36      80-179 
General Education 60 265.77 44.94 147-354 140.27 20.37 87-179 
     Male       30      265.13      45.41      147-354      137.90      19.10      96-174 
     Female      30      266.40      45.23      186-347      142.63      21.62      87-179 
Total 103 264.98 52.66 96-354 140.78 23.38 80-180 
     Male      52      264.23      55.81       96-354      139.67      23.03      81-180 
     Female      51      265.75      49.79      116-351      141.90      23.90      80-179 
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Table 18 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Total Support for Students With SLD and in 
General Education and Gender: Standard Scores 

  CASSS Total Frequency Score CASSS Total Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
SLD 43 -0.02 1.19 -3.21-1.63 0.03 1.17 -2.60-1.68 
     Male      22      -0.04      1.30      -3.21-1.48      0.05      1.19      -2.56-1.68 
     Female      21      -0.00      1.08      -2.83-1.63      0.00      1.17      -2.60-1.63 
General Education 60 0.01 0.85 -2.24-1.69 -0.02 0.87 -2.30-1.63 
     Male       30      0.00      0.86      -2.24-1.69     -0.12      0.82      -1.92-1.42 
     Female      30      0.03      0.86      -1.50-1.56      0.08      0.92      -2.30-1.63 
Total 103 0.00 1.00 -3.21-1.69 .00 1.00 -2.60-1.68 
     Male      52      -0.01      1.06      -3.21-1.69     -0.05      0.99      -2.56-1.68 
     Female      51      0.01      0.95      -2.83-1.63      0.05      1.02      -2.60-1.63 
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Assumptions of MANOVA for Null Hypothesis 1.  The strength of correlation between 

Total Support and Total Importance was reviewed to determine if there was an issue with the 

MANOVA assumption of multicollinearity.  If the dependent variables are strongly correlated 

(such as r = .80), then the variables are likely measuring something similar and would appear 

redundant in the design (Stevens, 2009).  A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was 

computed to assess the relationship between Total Support and Total Importance standard scores.  

Specifically, Total Support and Total Importance were correlated, r(101) =.68, p <.001 (see Table 

16 for correlations among dependent variables).  In this case, MANOVA was performed without 

concerns related to multicollinearity. 

The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were checked and met (Box’s M was not significant: p = .122).  Following 

the guidance of Leech et al. (2011), dependent variables were checked for normality through a 

review of skewness.  The skewness values for Total Frequency and Total Importance did not 

indicate nonnormality so the assumption of normality was considered to be met.   

MANOVA results.  To determine whether male and female students with SLD and in 

general education have different Total Frequency and Total Importance standard scores and 

whether there was an interaction between students with SLD or in general education and gender, 

a 2 X 2 MANOVA was conducted.  The MANOVA analysis found that interaction between 

students with SLD and in general education and gender was not statistically significant, Wilks’ 

Ʌ=.992, F(2, 98) =.390, p =.678, multivariate η2=.008.  The main effect for students with SLD 

and in general education was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ=.997, F(2, 98) =.145, p =.865, 

multivariate η2=.003.  This indicates that the linear composite of Total Frequency and Total 

Importance scores did not differ for students with SLD and in general education.  The main 
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effect for gender was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ=.998, F(2, 98) =.079, p =.924, 

multivariate η2=.002.  This indicates that the linear composite of Total Frequency and Total 

Importance scores did not differ for male and female students.  Because the interaction and main 

effects were not statistically significant, Null Hypothesis 1 was not rejected.  This finding 

suggests that male and female students with SLD and in general education did not differ 

significantly in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived total social support, as 

measured by the CASSS.  Table 19 provides the results of the 2 X 2 MANOVA. 

Table 19 

Results of Multivariate Tests for Null Hypothesis 1 

Effect  Value F Hypothesis 
df 

Error 
df 

P η2 

Students with SLD and in 
general education 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.997 .145 2 98 .865 .003 

Gender Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.998 .079 2 98 .924 .002 

Students with SLD and in 
general education X 
Gender 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.992 .390 2 98 .678 .008 

 

Trends identified within the data.  Although the interaction and main effects for 

students with SLD and in general education and gender on Total Frequency and Total Importance 

were not statistically significant, several trends identified in the data are worthy of discussion.  A 

review of the descriptive statistics presented in Tables 17 and 18 revealed that the mean of Total 

Frequency of perceived social support for students with SLD was less than the mean of Total 

Frequency of perceived social support for students in general education.  Interestingly, the mean 

of Total Importance of perceived social support for students with SLD was greater than the mean 

of Total Importance of perceived social support for students in general education.  Additionally,  
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the means of Total Frequency of perceived social support and Total Importance of perceived  

social support were higher for female students when compared to male students.  

Null Hypothesis 2: Students’ Perceived Social Support from Parents  

Null Hypothesis 2 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general 

education will not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and 

importance of perceived social support from parents, as measured by the CASSS.    

Descriptive statistics for the dependent variables.  Descriptive statistics for all of the 

variables used in Null Hypothesis 2 can be found in Tables 20-21.  Table 20 provides the raw 

score Ms, SDs, and Ranges for Parent Frequency and Parent Importance of perceived social 

support, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 21 provides the standard score Ms, SDs, and Ranges 

for Parent Frequency and Parent Importance of perceived social support, as measured by the 

CASSS. 
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Table 20 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Parent Support for Students With SLD and 
in General Education and Gender: Raw Scores 

  CASSS Parent Frequency Score CASSS Parent Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
SLD 43 59.33 12.38 15-72 29.58 5.79 15-36 
     Male      22      58.68      13.46      15-71      29.73      6.18      15-36 
     Female      21      60.00      11.42      27-72      29.43      5.50      17-36 
General Education 60 57.07 10.91 26-72 29.08 4.21 20-36 
     Male       30      57.03      8.37      35-70      28.87      4.03      20-36 
     Female      30      57.10      13.13      26-72      29.30      4.43      22-36 
Total 103 58.01 11.54 15-72 29.29 4.91 15-36 
     Male      52      57.73      10.73       15-71      29.23      5.02      15-36 
     Female      51      58.29      12.42       26-72      29.35      4.85      17-36 
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Table 21  

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Parent Support for Students With SLD and 
in General Education and Gender: Standard Scores 

  CASSS Parent Frequency Score CASSS Parent Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
SLD 43 0.11 1.07 -3.73-1.21 .06 1.18 -2.91-1.37 
     Male      22      0.06      1.17      -3.73-1.13      0.09      1.26      -2.91-1.37 
     Female      21      0.17      0.99      -2.69-1.21      0.03      1.12      -2.50-1.37 
General Education 60 -0.08 0.95 -2.77-1.21 -0.04 0.86 -1.89-1.37 
     Male       30      -0.08      0.73      -1.99-1.04      -0.09      0.82      -1.89-1.37 
     Female      30      -0.08      1.14      -2.77-1.21      0.00      0.90      -1.48-1.37 
Total 103 0.00 1.00 -3.73-1.21 0.00 1.00 -2.91-1.37 
     Male      52      -0.02      0.93      -3.73-1.13      -0.01      1.02      -2.91-1.37 
     Female      51      0.02      1.08      -2.77-1.21      0.01      0.99      -2.50-1.37 



 

112 
 

Assumptions of MANOVA for Null Hypothesis 2.  The strength of correlation between 

Parent Frequency and Parent Importance was reviewed to determine if there was an issue with 

the MANOVA assumption of multicollinearity.  If the dependent variables are strongly correlated 

(such as r = .80), then the variables are likely measuring something similar and would appear 

redundant in the design (Stevens, 2009).  A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was 

computed to assess the relationship between Parent Frequency and Parent Importance standard 

scores.  Specifically, Parent Frequency and Parent Importance were correlated, r(101) = .63, p < 

.001 (see Table 16 for correlations among the dependent variables).  In this case, MANOVA was 

performed without concerns related to multicollinearity. 

The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were checked and met (Box’s M was not significant: p = .119).  Following 

the guidance of Leech et al. (2011), dependent variables were checked for normality through a 

review of skewness.  The skewness value for Parent Frequency indicated nonnormality, and the 

skewness value for Parent Importance did not indicate nonnormality.  Although nonnormality 

was present, MANOVA was performed with the data given the fact that MANOVA is robust to 

some violations of normality (Leech et al., 2011).  

MANOVA results.  To determine whether male and female students with SLD and in 

general education have different Parent Frequency and Parent Importance standard scores and 

whether there was an interaction between students with SLD and in general education and 

gender, a 2 x 2 MANOVA was conducted.  The MANOVA analysis found that interaction 

between students with SLD and in general education and gender was not statistically significant, 

Wilks’ Ʌ = .995, F(2, 98) = .270, p = .764, multivariate η2 = .005.  The main effect for students 

with SLD and in general education was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .990, F(2, 98) = 
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.483, p = .619, multivariate η2 = .010.  This indicates that the linear composite of Parent 

Frequency and Parent Importance scores did not differ for students with SLD and in general 

education.  The main effect for gender was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .999, F(2, 98) 

= .055, p = .946, multivariate η2 = .001.  This indicates that the linear composite of Parent 

Frequency and Parent Importance scores did not differ for male and female students.  Because 

the interaction and main effects were not statistically significant, Null Hypothesis 2 was not 

rejected.  This finding suggests that male and female students with SLD and in general education 

did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived social 

support from parents, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 22 provides the results of the 2 X 2 

MANOVA.  

Table 22 

Results of Multivariate Tests for Null Hypothesis 2 

Effect  Value F Hypothesis 
df 

Error 
df 

P η2 

Students with SLD and in 
general education 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.990 .483 2 98 .619 .010 

Gender Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.999 .055 2 98 .946 .001 

Students with SLD and in 
general education X 
Gender 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.995 .270 2 98 .764 .005 

 

Trends identified within the data.  Although the interaction and main effects for 

students with SLD and in general education and gender on Parent Frequency and Parent 

Importance were not statistically significant, several trends identified in the data are worthy of 

discussion.  A review of the descriptive statistics presented in Tables 20 and 21 revealed that the 

mean of Parent Frequency of perceived social support for students with SLD was greater than the 

mean of Parent Frequency of perceived social support for students in general education.  In 
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addition, the mean of Parent Importance of perceived social support for students with SLD was 

greater than the mean of Parent Importance of perceived social support for students in general 

education.  The means of Parent Frequency of perceived social support and Parent Importance of 

perceived social support were higher for female students when compared to male students.  

Null Hypothesis 3: Students’ Perceived Social Support from Teachers 

Null Hypothesis 3 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general 

education will not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and 

importance of perceived social support from teachers, as measured by the CASSS.   

Descriptive statistics for dependent variables.  Descriptive statistics for all of the 

variables used in Null Hypothesis 3 can be found in Tables 23 and 24.  Table 23 provides the raw 

score Ms, SDs, and Ranges for Teacher Frequency and Teacher Importance of perceived social 

support, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 24 provides the standard score Ms, SDs, and Ranges 

for Teacher Frequency and Teacher Importance of perceived social support, as measured by the 

CASSS.   
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Table 23 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Teacher Support for Students With SLD and 
in General Education and Gender: Raw Scores 

  CASSS Teacher Frequency Score CASSS Teacher Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
SLD 43 55.79 14.93 12-72 28.67 6.49 12-36 
     Male      22      56.00      17.34      12-72      28.82      7.12      12-36 
     Female      21      55.57      12.35      31-71      28.52      5.93      17-36 
General Education 60 54.88 10.59 31-72 29.32 4.60 18-36 
     Male       30      54.37      11.43      34-72      28.40      4.67      18-36 
     Female      30      55.40      9.84      31-72      30.23      4.42      20-36 
Total 103 55.26 12.52 12-72 29.05 5.45 12-36 
     Male      52      55.06      14.10       12-72      28.58      5.77      12-36 
     Female      51      55.47      10.82       31-72      29.53      5.11      17-36 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

116 
 

Table 24  

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Teacher Support for Students With SLD and 
in General Education and Gender: Standard Scores 

  CASSS Teacher Frequency Score CASSS Teacher Importance Score  
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
SLD 43 0.04 1.19 -3.45-1.34 -0.07 1.19 -3.13-1.28 
     Male      22      0.06      1.38      -3.45-1.34      -0.04      1.31      -3.13-1.28 
     Female      21      0.02      0.99      -1.94 -1.26      -0.10      1.09      -2.21-1.28 
General Education 60 -0.03 0.85 -1.94-1.34  0.05 0.85 -2.03-1.28 
     Male       30      -0.07      0.91      -1.70-1.34      -0.12      0.86      -2.03-1.28 
     Female      30       0.01      0.79      -1.94-1.34       0.22      0.81      -1.66-1.28 
Total 103 0.00 1.00 -3.45-1.34 0.00 1.00 -3.13-1.28 
     Male      52      -0.02      1.13      -3.45-1.34      -0.09      1.06      -3.13-1.28 
     Female      51       0.02      0.86      -1.94-1.34       0.09      0.94      -2.21-1.28 
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Assumptions of MANOVA for Null Hypothesis 3.  The strength of correlation between 

Teacher Frequency and Teacher Importance was reviewed to determine if there was an issue with 

the MANOVA assumption of multicollinearity.  If the dependent variables are strongly correlated 

(such as r = .80), then the variables are likely measuring something similar and would appear 

redundant in the design (Stevens, 2009).  A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was 

computed to assess the relationship between Teacher Support and Teacher Importance scores.  

Specifically, Teacher Support and Teacher Importance were correlated, r(101) =.73, p <.001 (see 

Table 16 for correlations among dependent variables).  In this case, MANOVA was performed 

without concerns related to multicollinearity.  

The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were checked and met (Box’s M was not significant: p = .034).  Following 

the guidance of Leech et al. (2011), dependent variables were checked for normality through a 

review of skewness.  The skewness values for Teacher Frequency and Teacher Importance did 

not indicate nonnormality so the assumption of normality was considered to be met.   

MANOVA results.  To determine whether male and female students with SLD and in 

general education have different Teacher Frequency and Teacher Importance standard scores and 

whether there was an interaction between students with SLD or in general education and gender, 

a 2 X 2 MANOVA was conducted.  The MANOVA analysis found that interaction between 

students with SLD and in general education and gender was not statistically significant, Wilks’ 

Ʌ=.987, F(2, 98) =.670, p = .514, multivariate η2=.013.  The main effect for students with SLD 

and in general education was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ=.983, F(2, 98) =.855, p =.428, 

multivariate η2 = .017.  This indicates that the linear composite of Teacher Frequency and 

Teacher Importance scores did not differ for students with SLD and in general education.  The 
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main effect for gender was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .992, F(2, 98) =.420, p = .659, 

multivariate η2 = .008.  This indicates that the linear composite of Teacher Frequency and 

Teacher Importance scores did not differ for male and female students.  Because the interaction 

and main effects were not statistically significant, Null Hypothesis 3 was not rejected.  This 

finding suggests that male and female students with SLD and in general education did not differ 

significantly in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived social support from 

teachers, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 25 provides the results of the 2 X 2 MANOVA.  

Table 25 

Results of Multivariate Tests for Null Hypothesis 3 

Effect  Value F Hypothesis 
df 

Error 
df 

P η2 

Students with SLD and in 
general education 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.983 .855 2 98 .428 .017 

Gender Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.992 .420 2 98 .659 .008 

Students with SLD and in 
general education X 
Gender 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.987 .670 2 98 .514 .013 

 

Trends identified within the data.  Although the interaction and main effects for 

students with SLD and in general education and gender on Teacher Frequency and Teacher 

Importance were not statistically significant, several trends identified in the data are worthy of 

discussion.  A review of the descriptive statistics presented in Tables 23 and 24 revealed that the 

mean of Teacher Frequency of perceived social support for students with SLD was greater than 

the mean of Teacher Frequency of perceived social support for students in general education.  

The mean of Teacher Importance of perceived social support for students with SLD was less than 

the mean of Teacher Importance of perceived social support for students in general education.  

Additionally, the means of Teacher Frequency of perceived social support and Teacher 
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Importance of perceived social support were higher for female students when compared to male 

students.   

Null Hypothesis 4: Students’ Perceived Social Support from Classmates 

Null Hypothesis 4 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general 

education will not differ significantly (alpha of .01) in their ratings of frequency of and 

importance of perceived social support from classmates, as measured by the CASSS.   

Descriptive statistics for dependent variables.  Descriptive statistics for all of the 

variables used in Null Hypothesis 4 can be found in Tables 26 and 27.  Table 26 provides the raw 

score Ms, SDs, and Ranges for Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance of perceived 

social support, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 27 provides the standard score Ms, SDs, and 

Ranges for Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance of perceived social support, as 

measured by the CASSS.   
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Table 26 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Classmate Support for Students With SLD 
and in General Education and Gender: Raw Scores 

  CASSS Classmate Frequency Score  CASSS Classmate Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
SLD 43 46.74 17.47 12-72 26.70 7.70 12-36 
     Male      22      46.59      18.18      12-72      26.73      7.72      12-36 
     Female      21      46.90      17.15      12-72      26.67      7.86      13-36 
General Education 60 47.48 13.78 17-72 25.72 5.50 12-35 
     Male       30      45.43      14.89      17-72      25.40      5.75      12-35 
     Female      30      49.53      12.49      26-71      26.03      5.32      16-35 
Total 103 47.17 15.35 12-72 26.13 6.49 12-36 
     Male      52      45.92      16.20       12-72      25.96      6.62      12-36 
     Female      51      48.45      14.48       12-72      26.29      6.42      13-36 
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Table 27  

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Classmate Support for Students With SLD 
and in General Education and Gender: Standard Scores 

  CASSS Classmate Frequency Score  CASSS Classmate Importance Score  
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
SLD 43 0.04 1.19 -3.45-1.34 0.09 1.19 -2.18-1.52 
     Male      22      0.06      1.38      -3.45-1.34       0.09      1.19      -2.18-1.52 
     Female      21      0.02      0.99      -1.94 -1.26       0.08      1.21      -2.02-1.52 
General Education 60 -0.03 0.85 -1.94-1.34  -0.06 0.85 -2.18-1.37 
     Male       30      -0.07      0.91      -1.70-1.34      -0.11      0.89      -2.18-1.37 
     Female      30       0.01      0.79      -1.94-1.34      -0.01      0.82      -1.56-1.37 
Total 103 0.00 1.00 -3.45-1.34 0.00 1.00 -2.18-1.52 
     Male      52      -0.02      1.13      -3.45-1.34      -0.03      1.02      -2.18-1.52 
     Female      51       0.02      0.86      -1.94-1.34       0.03      0.99      -2.02-1.52 
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Assumptions of MANOVA for Null Hypothesis 4.  The strength of correlation between 

Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance was reviewed to determine if there was an issue 

with the MANOVA assumption of multicollinearity.  If the dependent variables are strongly 

correlated (such as r = .80), then the variables are likely measuring something similar and would 

appear redundant in the design (Stevens, 2009).  A Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Classmate Frequency and Classmate 

Importance standard scores.  Specifically, Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance were 

correlated, r(101) =.60, p < .001 (see Table 16 for correlations among dependent variables).  In 

this case, MANOVA was performed without concerns related to multicollinearity.  

The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were checked and met (Box’s M was not significant: p = .294).  Following 

the guidance of Leech et al. (2011), dependent variables were checked for normality through a 

review of skewness. The skewness values for Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance 

did not indicate nonnormality so the assumption of normality was considered to be met.   

MANOVA results.  To determine whether male or female students with SLD and in 

general education have different Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance standard scores 

and whether there was an interaction between students with SLD or in general education and 

gender, a 2 X 2 MANOVA was conducted.  The MANOVA analysis found that interaction 

between students with SLD and in general education and gender was not statistically significant, 

Wilks’ Ʌ = .996, F(2, 98) = .193, p = .824, multivariate η2=.004.  The main effect for students 

with SLD and in general education was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .987, F(2, 98) 

=.643, p = .528, multivariate η2 = .013.  This indicates that the linear composite of Classmate 

Frequency and Classmate Importance scores did not differ for students with SLD and in general 
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education.  The main effect for gender was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .994, F(2, 98) 

=.286, p = .752, multivariate η2 =.006.  This indicates that the linear composite of Classmate 

Frequency and Classmate Importance scores did not differ for male and female students.  

Because the interaction and main effects were not statistically significant, Null Hypothesis 4 was 

not rejected.  This finding suggests that male and female students with SLD and in general 

education did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency and importance of perceived 

social support from classmates, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 28 provides the results of the 

2 X 2 MANOVA.  

Table 28 

Results of Multivariate Tests for Null Hypothesis 4 

Effect  Value F Hypothesis 
df 

Error 
df 

P η2 

Students with SLD and in 
general education 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.987 .643 2 98 .528 .013 

Gender Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.994 .286 2 98 .752 .006 

Students with SLD and in 
general education X 
Gender 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.996 .193 2 98 .824 .004 

 

Trends identified within the data.  Although the interaction and main effects for 

students with SLD and in general education and gender on Classmate Frequency and Classmate 

Importance were not statistically significant, several trends identified in the data are worthy of 

discussion.  A review of the descriptive statistics presented in Tables 26 and 27 revealed that the 

mean of Classmate Frequency of perceived social support for students with SLD was less than 

the mean of Classmate Frequency of perceived social support for students in general education.  

However, the mean of Classmate Importance of perceived social support for students with SLD 

was higher than the mean of Classmate Importance of perceived social support for students in 
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general education.  Additionally, the means of Classmate Frequency of perceived social support 

and Classmate Importance of perceived social support were higher for female students when 

compared to male students.   

Null Hypothesis 5: Students’ Perceived Social Support from a Close Friend 

Null Hypothesis 5 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general 

education will not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and 

importance of perceived social support from a close friend, as measured by the CASSS.  

Descriptive statistics for dependent variables.  Descriptive statistics for all of the 

variables used in Null Hypothesis 5 can be found in Tables 29 and 30.  Table 29 provides the raw 

score Ms, SDs, and Ranges for Close Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance of 

perceived social support, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 30 provides the standard score Ms, 

SDs, and Ranges for Close Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance of perceived social 

support, as measured by the CASSS.  
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Table 29 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Close Friend Support for Students With 
SLD and in General Education and Gender: Raw Scores 

  CASSS Close Friend Frequency Score CASSS Close Friend Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
SLD 43 52.88 17.31 12-72 28.88 6.52 12-36 
     Male      22      52.09      18.09      12-72      28.59      6.34      13-36 
     Female      21      53.71      16.85      12-72      29.19      6.85      12-36 
General Education 60 58.65 12.65 22-72 29.68 5.22 16-36 
     Male       30      56.63      12.46      22-72      29.07      5.32      16-36 
     Female      30      60.67      12.72      34-72      30.30      5.13      16-36 
Total 103 56.24 14.97 12-72 29.35 5.78 12-36 
     Male      52      54.71      15.11       12-72      28.87      5.72      13-36 
     Female      51      57.80      14.81       12-72      29.84      5.86      12-36 
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Table 30  

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Close Friend Support for Students With 
SLD and in General Education and Gender: Standard Scores 

  CASSS Close Friend Frequency Score  CASSS Close Friend Importance Score  
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
SLD 43 -0.22 1.16 -2.96-1.05 -0.08 1.13 -3.00-1.15 
     Male      22      -0.28      1.21      -2.96-1.05      -0.13      1.10      -2.83-1.15 
     Female      21      -0.17      1.13      -2.96 -1.05      -0.03      1.18      -3.00-1.15 
General Education 60  0.16 0.85 -2.29-1.05  0.06 0.90 -2.31-1.15 
     Male       30      0.03      0.83      -2.29-1.05      -0.05      0.92      -2.31-1.15 
     Female      30      0.30      0.85      -1.49-1.05       0.16      0.89      -2.31-1.15 
Total 103 0.00 1.00 -2.96-1.05 0.00 1.00 -3.00-1.15 
     Male      52      -0.10      1.01      -2.96-1.05      -0.08      0.99      -2.83-1.15 
     Female      51       0.10      0.99      -2.96-1.05       0.09      1.01      -3.00-1.15 
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Assumptions of MANOVA for Null Hypothesis 5.  The strength of correlation between 

Close Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance was reviewed to determine if there was an 

issue with the MANOVA assumption of multicollinearity.  If the dependent variables are strongly 

correlated (such as r = .80), the variables are likely measuring something similar and would 

appear redundant in the design (Stevens, 2009).  A Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficient was computed to assess the relationship Close Friend Frequency and Close Friend 

Importance scores.  Specifically, Close Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance were 

correlated, r(101) =.69, p <.001 (see Table 16 for correlations among dependent variables).  In 

this case, MANOVA was performed without concerns related to multicollinearity.  

The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were checked and met (Box’s M was not significant: p = .032).  Following 

the guidance of Leech et al. (2011), dependent variables were checked for normality through a 

review of skewness.  The skewness value for Close Friend Frequency indicated nonnormality, 

and the skewness value for Close Friend Importance did not indicate nonnormality.  Although 

nonnormality was present, MANOVA was performed with the data given the fact that MANOVA 

is robust to some violations of normality (Leech et al., 2011).  

MANOVA results.  To determine whether male and female students with SLD and in 

general education have different Close Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance standard 

scores and whether there was an interaction between students with SLD or in general education 

and gender, a 2 X 2 MANOVA was conducted.  The MANOVA analysis found that interaction 

between students with SLD and in general education and gender was not statistically significant, 

Wilks’ Ʌ = .998, F(2, 98) = .082, p = .921, multivariate η2 = .002.  The main effect for students 

with SLD and in general education was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .956, F(2, 98) = 
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2.276, p = .108, multivariate η2 = .044.  This indicates that the linear composite of Close Friend 

Frequency and Close Friend Importance scores did not differ for students with SLD and in 

general education.  The main effect for gender was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .991, 

F(2, 98) = .467, p = .629, multivariate η2 = .009.  This indicates that the linear composite of 

Close Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance scores did not differ for male and female 

students.  Because the interaction and main effects were not statistically significant, Null 

Hypothesis 5 was not rejected.  This finding suggests that male and female students with SLD 

and in general education did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency of and 

importance of perceived social support from a close friend, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 

31 provides the results of the 2 X 2 MANOVA.  

Table 31 

Results of Multivariate Tests for Null Hypothesis 5 

Effect  Value F Hypothesis df Error df p η2 
Students with SLD and 
in general education 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.956 2.276 2 98 .108 .044 

Gender Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.991  .467 2 98 .629 .009 

Students with SLD and 
in general education X 
Gender 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.998  .082 2 98 .921 .002 

 

Trends identified within the data.  Although the interaction and main effects for 

students with SLD and in general education and gender on Close Friend Frequency and Close 

Friend Importance were not statistically significant, several trends identified in the data are 

worthy of discussion.  A review of the descriptive statistics presented in Tables 29 and 30 

revealed that the means of Close Friend Frequency of perceived social support and Close Friend 

Importance of perceived social support for students with SLD were less than the means of Close 
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Friend Frequency of perceived social support and Close Friend Importance of perceived social 

support for students in general education.  Additionally, the means of Close Friend Frequency of 

perceived social support and Close Friend Importance of perceived social support were higher 

for female students when compared to male students.   

Null Hypothesis 6: Students’ Perceived Social Support from School 

Null Hypothesis 6 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general 

education will not differ significantly (alpha of .01) in their ratings of frequency of and 

importance of perceived social support from school, as measured by the CASSS.   

Descriptive statistics for dependent variables.  Descriptive statistics for all of the 

variables used in Null Hypothesis 6 can be found in Tables 32 and 33.  Table 32 provides the raw 

score Ms, SDs, and Ranges for School Frequency and School Importance of perceived social 

support, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 33 provides the standard score Ms, SDs, and Ranges 

for School Frequency and School Importance of perceived social support, as measured by the 

CASSS.   
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Table 32 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS School Support for Students With SLD and 
in General Education and Gender: Raw Scores 

  CASSS School Frequency Score CASSS School Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
SLD 43 49.14 16.27 12-72 27.65 7.34 12-36 
     Male      22      49.64      15.34      19-70      28.23      6.73      13-36 
     Female      21      48.62      17.56      12-72      27.05      8.07      12-36 
General Education 60 47.68 13.68 15-72 26.47 5.39 12-36 
     Male       30      51.67      12.97      22-72      26.17      5.36      14-36 
     Female      30      43.70      13.40      15-72      26.77      5.50      12-36 
Total 103 48.29 14.76 12-72 29.96 6.28 12-36 
     Male      52      50.81      13.91       19-72      27.04      6.00      13-36 
     Female      51      45.73      15.28       12-72      26.88      6.60      12-36 
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Table 33  

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS School Support for Students With SLD and 
in General Education and Gender: Standard Scores 

  CASSS School Frequency Scores CASSS School Importance Scores  
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
SLD 43  0.06 1.10 -2.46-1.61  0.11 1.17 -2.38-1.44 
     Male      22      0.09      1.04      -1.98-1.47      0.20      1.07      -2.22-1.44 
     Female      21      0.22      1.19      -2.46 -1.61      0.01      1.29      -2.38-1.44 
General Education 60  -0.04 0.93 -2.26-1.61  -0.08 0.86 -2.38-1.44 
     Male       30       0.23      0.88      -1.78-1.61      -0.13      0.85      -2.07-1.44 
     Female      30      -0.31      0.91      -2.26-1.61      -0.03      0.88      -2.38-1.44 
Total 103 0.00 1.00 -2.46-1.61 0.00 1.00 -2.38-1.44 
     Male      52      0.17      0.94      -1.98-1.61       0.01      0.96      -2.22-1.44 
     Female      51     -0.17      1.04      -2.46-1.61      -0.09      1.05      -2.38-1.44 
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Assumptions of MANOVA for Null Hypothesis 6.  The strength of correlation between 

School Frequency and School Importance was reviewed to determine if there was an issue with 

the MANOVA assumption of multicollinearity.  If the dependent variables are strongly correlated 

(such as r = .80), then the variables are likely measuring something similar and would appear 

redundant in the design (Stevens, 2009).  A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was 

computed to assess the relationship between School Frequency and School Importance standard 

scores.  Specifically, School Frequency and School Importance were correlated, r(101) =.64, p < 

.001 (see Table 16 for correlations among dependent variables).  In this case, MANOVA was 

performed without concerns related to multicollinearity.  

The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were checked and met (Box’s M was not significant: p = .249).  Following 

the guidance of Leech et al. (2011), dependent variables were checked for normality through a 

review of skewness.  The skewness values for School Frequency and School Importance did not 

indicate nonnormality so the assumption of normality was considered to be met.   

MANOVA results.  To determine whether male and female students with SLD and in 

general education have different School Frequency and School Importance standard scores and 

whether there was an interaction between students with SLD or in general education and gender, 

a 2 X 2 MANOVA was conducted.  The MANOVA analysis found that interaction between 

students with SLD and in general education and gender was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ 

= .949, F(2, 98) = 2.641, p = .076, multivariate η2 = .051.  The main effect for students with SLD 

and in general education was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .991, F(2, 98) =.437, p = 

.648, multivariate η2 = .009.  This indicates that the linear composite of School Frequency and 

School Importance scores did not differ for students with SLD and in general education.  The 
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main effect for gender was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .966, F(2, 98) =1.708, p = 

.187, multivariate η2 = .034.  This indicates that the linear composite of School Frequency and 

School Importance scores did not differ for male and female students.  Because the interaction 

and main effects were not statistically significant, Null Hypothesis 6 was not rejected.  This 

finding suggests that male and female students with SLD and in general education did not differ 

significantly in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived social support from 

school, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 34 provides the results of the 2 X 2 MANOVA.  

Table 34 

Results of Multivariate Tests for Null Hypothesis 6 

Effect  Value F Hypothesis df Error df P η2 
Students with SLD and 
in general education 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.991   .437 2 98 .648 .009 

Gender Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.966 1.708 2 98 .187 .034 

Students with SLD and 
in general education X 
Gender 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.949 2.641 2 98 .076 .051 

 

Trends identified within the data.  Although the interaction and main effects for 

students with SLD and in general education and gender on School Frequency and School 

Importance were not statistically significant, several trends identified in the data are worthy of 

discussion.  A review of the descriptive statistics presented in Tables 32 and 33 revealed that the 

means of School Frequency of perceived social support and School Importance of perceived 

social support for students with SLD were less than the means of School Frequency of perceived 

social support and School Importance of perceived social support for students in general 

education.  Additionally, the means of Total Frequency of perceived social support and Total  
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Importance of perceived social support were higher for female students when compared with 

male students.   

Tests for Null Hypothesis 7 

Null Hypothesis 7: Relationship Among Students’ Perceived Social Support, Family 
Composition, and Extracurricular Group Membership 
 
 Null Hypothesis 7 was as follows: There will be no significant differences (alpha = .01) 

in frequency and importance of perceived social support (Total, Parent, Teacher, Classmate, 

Close Friend, and School) based on family composition and extracurricular group membership. 

Summary of MANOVAs for Null Hypothesis 7  

A total of six MANOVAs were performed using family composition and extracurricular 

group membership as independent variables.  Separate MANOVAs were conducted using the two 

dependent variables of perceived social support and importance from the following subscales of 

the CASSS: Total, Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and School.  For each analysis, the 

alpha level was set at .01.  

Originally, the researcher had planned to perform multiple regression analyses to address 

Null Hypothesis 7.  However, given the nature of the independent variables, the researcher 

determined that MANOVA would provide information about whether or not there are differences 

between groups of students based on different family composition (both parents or one parent) 

and extracurricular group membership (no groups, one group, or two or more groups).  

Null Hypothesis 7A 

Null Hypothesis 7A was as follows: There will be no significant differences (alpha = .01) 

in frequency and importance of perceived total social support based on family composition and 

extracurricular group membership. 

Descriptive statistics for dependent variables.  Descriptive statistics for all of the 
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variables used in Null Hypothesis 7A can be found in Tables 35 and 36.  Table 35 provides the 

raw score Ms, SDs, and Ranges for Total Frequency and Total Importance of perceived social 

support, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 36 provides the standard score Ms, SDs, and Ranges 

for Total Frequency and Total Importance of perceived social support, as measured by the 

CASSS.
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Table 35 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Total Support: Raw Scores for Null 
Hypothesis 7A 

  CASSS Total Frequency Score CASSS Total Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No Groups 

33 272.94 58.55 141-354 143.33 26.34 87-176 

     Family Composition-   
     Both Parents 

     12      263.83      63.18      147-347      134.42      28.07      96-171 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      278.14      56.66      141-354      148.43      24.53      87-176 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One Group 

27 281.04 39.95 216-351 144.37 22.55 96-180 

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     12      291.83      36.80      236-332      147.58      24.30      112-179 

     Family Composition-   
     One Parent 

     15      272.40      41.47     216-351      141.80      21.55      96-180 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or More 
Groups 

43 248.79 51.50 96-330 136.56 21.27 80-171 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     22      246.05      44.86      127-330      132.59      18.56      81-164 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      251.67      58.64      96-330      140.71      23.52      80-171 

Total 
 

103 264.98 52.66 96-354 140.78 23.38 80-180 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     46      262.63      51.07      127-347      136.98      23.21      81-179 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     57      266.88      54.29      96-354      143.84      23.26      80-180 
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Table 36 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Total Support: Standard Scores for Null 
Hypothesis 7A 

  CASSS Total Frequency Score CASSS Total Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No Groups 

33 0.15 1.11 -2.35-1.69 0.11 1.13 -2.30-1.51 

     Family Composition-   
     Both Parents 

     12     -0.02      1.20      -2.24-1.56      -0.27      1.20      -1.92-1.29 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      0.25      1.08      -2.35-1.69      0.33      1.05      -2.30-1.51 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One Group 

27 0.30 0.76 -0.93-1.63 0.15 0.96 -1.92-1.68 

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     12      0.51      0.70      -0.55-1.27      0.29      1.04      -1.23-1.63 

     Family Composition-   
     One Parent 

     15      0.14      0.79      -0.93-1.63      0.04      0.92      -1.92-1.68 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or More 
Groups 

43 -0.31 0.98 -3.21-1.23 -0.18 0.91 -2.60-1.29 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     22      -0.36      0.85      -2.62-1.23      -0.35      0.79      -2.56-0.99 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      -0.25      1.11      -3.21-1.23      -0.00      1.01      -2.60-1.29 

Total 
 

103 0.00 1.00 -3.21-1.69 0.00 1.00 -2.60-1.68 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     46      -0.04      0.97      -2.62-1.56      -0.16      0.99      -2.56-1.63 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     57      0.04      1.03      -3.21-1.69      0.13      0.99      -2.60-1.68 
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Assumptions of MANOVA for Null Hypothesis 7A.  The strength of correlation 

between Total Frequency and Total Importance was reviewed to determine if there was an issue 

with the MANOVA assumption of multicollinearity.  If the dependent variables are strongly 

correlated (such as r = .80), then the variables are likely measuring something similar and would 

appear redundant in the design (Stevens, 2009).  A Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Total Frequency and Total 

Importance standard scores.  Specifically, Total Frequency and Total Importance were correlated, 

r(101) =.68, p < .001 (see Table 16 for correlations among dependent variables).  In this case, 

MANOVA was performed without concerns related to multicollinearity.  

The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were checked and met (Box’s M was not significant: p = .344).  Following 

the guidance of Leech et al. (2011), dependent variables were checked for normality through a 

review of skewness.  The skewness values for Total Frequency and Total Importance did not 

indicate nonnormality so the assumption of normality was considered to be met.   

MANOVA results.  To determine whether students from homes with two parents and one 

parent and who do and do not have extracurricular group membership have different Total 

Frequency and Total Importance standard scores and whether there was an interaction between 

family composition and extracurricular group membership, a 2 X 3 MANOVA was conducted.  

The MANOVA analysis found that interaction between family composition and extracurricular 

group membership was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .972, F(4, 192) = .686, p = .603, 

multivariate η2 = .014.  The main effect for family composition was not statistically significant, 

Wilks’ Ʌ = .976, F(2, 96) = 1.173, p = .314, multivariate η2 = .024,  indicating that the linear 

composite of Total Frequency and Total Importance scores did not differ for students from 
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 two-parent and one-parent homes.  The main effect for extracurricular group membership was 

not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .925, F(4, 192) = 1.904, p = .111, multivariate η2 = .038, 

indicating that the linear composite of Total Frequency and Total Importance scores did not differ 

for students based on membership in extracurricular groups.  Because the interaction and main 

effects were not statistically significant, Null Hypothesis 7A was not rejected.  This finding 

suggests that students from homes with two parents and one parent and who do and do not 

participate in extracurricular groups did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency of 

and importance of total perceived social support, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 37 provides 

the results of the 2 X 3 MANOVA.  

Table 37 

Results of Multivariate Tests for Null Hypothesis 7A 

Effect  Value F Hypothesis df Error df p η2 
Family Composition  Wilks’ 

Lambda 
.976 1.173 2 96 .314 .024 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.925 1.904 4 192 .111 .038 

Family Composition X 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.972 0.686 4 192 .603 .014 

 

Null Hypothesis 7B 

Null Hypothesis 7B was as follows: There will be no significant differences (alpha = .01) 

in frequency and importance of perceived social support from parents based on family 

composition and extracurricular group membership. 

Descriptive statistics for dependent variables.  Descriptive statistics for all of the 

variables used in Null Hypothesis 7B can be found in Tables 38 and 39.  Table 38 provides the 

raw score Ms, SDs, and Ranges for Parent Frequency and Parent Importance of perceived social 
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support, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 39 provides the standard score Ms, SDs, and Ranges 

for Parent Frequency and Parent Importance of perceived social support, as measured by the 

CASSS.
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Table 38 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Parent Support: Raw Scores for Null 
Hypothesis 7B 

  CASSS Parent Frequency Score CASSS Parent Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No Groups 

33 58.94 10.54 35-72 28.82 4.55 21-36 

     Family Composition-   
     Both Parents 

     12      58.83      12.18      35-72      26.25      4.47      21-31 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      59.00      9.80      38-72      30.29      3.99      22-36 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One Group 

27 60.07 10.72 26-72 30.07 4.82 20-36 

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     12      59.17      12.76      26-72      29.83      5.20      23-36 

     Family Composition-   
     One Parent 

     15      60.80      9.19      41-72      30.27      4.67      20-36 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or More 
Groups 

43 56.00 12.66 15-72 29.16 5.27 15-36 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     22      56.73      10.40      33-71      28.77      5.07      18-36 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      55.24      14.89      15-72      29.57      5.57      15-35 

Total 
 

103 58.01 11.54 15-72 29.29 4.91 15-36 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     46      57.91      11.31      26-72      28.39      5.04      18-36 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     57      58.09      11.83      15-72      30.02      4.73      15-36 
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Table 39 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Parent Support: Standard Scores from Null 
Hypothesis 7B 

  CASSS Parent Frequency Score CASSS Parent Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No Groups 

33 0.08 0.91 -1.99-1.21 -0.10 0.93 -1.69-1.37 

     Family Composition-   
     Both Parents 

     12     0.07      1.06      -1.99-1.21      -0.62      0.91      -1.69-0.35 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      0.09      0.85      -1.73-1.21      0.20      0.81      -1.48-1.37 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One Group 

27 0.18 0.93 -2.77-1.21 0.16 0.98 -1.89-1.37 

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     12      0.10      1.11      -2.77-1.21      0.11      1.06      -1.28-1.37 

     Family Composition-   
     One Parent 

     15      0.24      0.80      -1.47-1.21      0.20      0.95      -1.89-1.37 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or More 
Groups 

43 -0.17 1.10 -3.73-1.21 -0.03 1.07 -2.91-1.37 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     22      -0.11      0.90      -2.17-1.13      -0.11      1.03      -2.30-1.37 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      -0.24      1.29      -3.73-1.21      0.06      1.13      -2.91-1.16 

Total 
 

103 0.00 1.00 -3.73-1.21 0.00 1.00 -2.91-1.37 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     46      -0.01      0.98      -2.77-1.21      -0.18      1.03      -2.30-1.37 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     57      0.01      1.02      -3.73-1.21      0.15      0.96      -2.91-1.37 
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Assumptions of MANOVA for Null Hypothesis 7B.  The strength of correlation 

between Parent Frequency and Parent Importance was reviewed to determine if there was an 

issue with the MANOVA assumption of multicollinearity.  If the dependent variables are strongly 

correlated (such as r = .80), then the variables are likely measuring something similar and would 

appear redundant in the design (Stevens, 2009).  A Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Parent Frequency and Parent 

Importance standard scores.  Specifically, Parent Frequency and Parent Importance were 

correlated, r(101) =.63, p < .001 (see Table 16 for correlations among dependent variables).  In 

this case, MANOVA was performed without concerns related to multicollinearity.  

The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were checked and met (Box’s M was not significant: p = .641).  Following 

the guidance of Leech et al. (2011), dependent variables were checked for normality through a 

review of skewness.  The skewness value for Parent Frequency indicated nonnormality, and the 

skewness value for Parent Importance did not indicate nonnormality.  Although nonnormality 

was present, MANOVA was performed with the data given the fact that MANOVA is robust to 

some violations of normality (Leech et al., 2011).  

MANOVA results.  To determine whether students from homes with two parents and one 

parent and who do and do not have extracurricular group membership have different Parent 

Frequency and Parent Importance standard scores and whether there was an interaction between 

family composition and extracurricular group membership, a 2 X 3 MANOVA was conducted.  

The MANOVA analysis found that interaction between family composition and extracurricular 

group membership was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .952, F(4, 192) = 1.182, p = .320, 

multivariate η2 = .024.  The main effect for family composition was not statistically significant, 
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Wilks’ Ʌ = .949, F(2, 96) = 2.586, p = .081, multivariate η2 = .051,  indicating that the linear 

composite of Parent Frequency and Parent Importance scores did not differ for students from 

two-parent and one-parent homes.  The main effect for extracurricular group membership was 

not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .938, F(4, 192) = 1.561, p = .186, multivariate η2 = .031, 

indicating that the linear composite of Parent Frequency and Parent Importance scores did not 

differ for students based on membership in extracurricular groups.  Because the interaction and 

main effects were not statistically significant, Null Hypothesis 7B was not rejected.  This finding 

suggests that students from homes with two parents and one parent and who do and do not 

participate in extracurricular groups did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency of 

and importance of perceived social support from parents, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 40 

provides the results of the 2 X 3 MANOVA.  

Table 40 

Results of Multivariate Tests for Null Hypothesis 7B 

Effect  Value F Hypothesis df Error df p η2 
Family Composition  Wilks’ 

Lambda 
.949 2.586 2 96 .081 .051 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.938 1.561 4 192 .186 .031 

Family Composition X 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.952 1.182 4 192 .320 .024 

 

Null Hypothesis 7C 

Null Hypothesis 7C was as follows: There will not be significant differences (alpha = .01) 

in frequency and importance of perceived social support from teachers based on family 

composition and extracurricular group membership. 

Descriptive statistics for dependent variables.  Descriptive statistics for all of the 
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variables used in Null Hypothesis 7C can be found in Tables 41 and 42.  Table 41 provides the 

raw score Ms, SDs, and Ranges for Teacher Frequency and Teacher Importance of perceived 

social support, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 42 provides the standard score Ms, SDs, and 

Ranges for Teacher Frequency and Teacher Importance of perceived social support, as measured 

by the CASSS.
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Table 41 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Teacher Support: Raw Scores for Null 
Hypothesis 7C 

  CASSS Teacher Frequency Score CASSS Teacher Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No Groups 

33 58.06 10.68 37-72 29.45 5.39 18-36 

     Family Composition-   
     Both Parents 

     12      54.75      11.21      37-70      26.67      5.57      18-36 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      59.95      10.16      39-72      31.05      4.71      20-36 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One Group 

27 60.48 11.28 30-72 30.56 5.26 12-36 

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     12      62.33      9.85      46-72      31.33      3.98      24-36 

     Family Composition-   
     One Parent 

     15      59.00      12.44     30-71      29.93      6.17      12-36 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or More 
Groups 

43 49.84 12.71 12-70 27.79 5.44 12-36 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     22      48.73      13.48      12-69      26.68      5.38      12-36 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      51.00      12.05      23-70      28.95      5.38      17-36 

Total 
 

103 55.26 12.52 12-72 140.78 23.38 12-36 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     46      53.85      13.10      12-72      27.89      5.41      12-36 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     57      56.40      12.04      23-72      29.98      5.35      12-36 
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Table 42 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Teacher Support: Standard Scores from 
Null Hypothesis 7C 

  CASSS Teacher Frequency Score CASSS Teacher Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No Groups 

33 0.22 0.85 -1.46-1.34 0.07 0.99 -2.03-1.28 

     Family Composition-   
     Both Parents 

     12     -0.04      0.90      -1.46-1.18      -0.44      1.02      -2.03-1.28 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      0.37      0.81      -1.30-1.34      0.37      0.86      -1.66-1.28 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One Group 

27 0.42 0.90 -2.02-1.34 0.28 0.97 -3.13-1.28 

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     12      0.56      0.79      -0.74-1.34      0.42      0.73      -0.92-1.28 

     Family Composition-   
     One Parent 

     15      0.30      0.99      -2.02-1.26      0.16      1.13      -3.13-1.28 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or More 
Groups 

43 -0.43 1.01 -3.45-1.18 -0.23 1.00 -3.13-1.28 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     22      -0.52      1.08      -3.45-1.10      -0.43      0.99      -3.13-1.28 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      -0.34      0.96      -2.58-1.18      -0.02      0.99      -2.21-1.28 

Total 
 

103 0.00 1.00 -3.45-1.34 0.00 1.00 -3.13-1.28 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     46      -0.11      1.05      -3.45-1.34      -0.21      0.99      -3.13-1.28 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     57      0.09      0.96      -2.58-1.34      0.17      0.98      -3.13-1.28 
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Assumptions of MANOVA for Null Hypothesis 7C.  The strength of correlation 

between Teacher Frequency and Teacher Importance was reviewed to determine if there was an 

issue with the MANOVA assumption of multicollinearity.  If the dependent variables are strongly 

correlated (such as r = .80), then the variables are likely measuring something similar and would 

appear redundant in the design (Stevens, 2009).  A Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Teacher Frequency and Teacher 

Importance standard scores.  Specifically, Teacher Frequency and Teacher Importance were 

correlated, r(101) =.73, p < .001 (see Table 16 for correlations among dependent variables).  In 

this case, MANOVA was performed without concerns related to multicollinearity.  

The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were checked and met (Box’s M was not significant: p = .888).  Following 

the guidance of Leech et al. (2011), dependent variables were checked for normality through a 

review of skewness.  The skewness values for Teacher Frequency and Teacher Importance did 

not indicate nonnormality so the assumption of normality was considered to be met.   

MANOVA results.  To determine whether students from homes with two parents and one 

parent and who do and do not have extracurricular group membership have different Teacher 

Frequency and Teacher Importance standard scores and whether there was an interaction 

between family composition and extracurricular group membership, a 2 X 3 MANOVA was 

conducted.  The MANOVA analysis found that interaction between family composition and 

extracurricular group membership was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .956, F(4, 192) = 

1.080, p = .368, multivariate η2 = .022.  The main effect for family composition was not 

statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .966, F(2, 96) = 1.681, p = .192, multivariate η2 = .034,  

indicating that the linear composite of Teacher Frequency and Teacher Importance scores did not 
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differ for students from two-parent and one-parent homes.  The main effect for extracurricular 

group membership was statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .841, F(4, 192) = 4.328, p = .002, 

multivariate η2 = .083, indicating that the linear composite of Teacher Frequency and Teacher 

Importance scores differed for students based on membership in extracurricular groups.  Table 

43 provides the results of the 2 X 3 MANOVA.   

Table 43 

Results of Multivariate Tests for Null Hypothesis 7C 

Effect  Value F Hypothesis df Error df p η2 
Family Composition  Wilks’ 

Lambda 
.966 1.681 2 96 .192 .034 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.841 4.328 4 192 .002 .083 

Family Composition X 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.956 1.080 4 192 .368 .022 

 

Because the main effect for extracurricular group membership was statistically 

significant, follow-up univariate ANOVAs were reviewed.  These univariate ANOVAs indicated 

that the main effect of extracurricular group membership was significant (alpha level of .003) for 

Teacher Frequency, F (2, 97) = 7.813, p = .001 but not significant for Teacher Importance, F (2, 

97) = 2.363, p = .099.  Table 44 provides the results of the follow-up univariate ANOVAs.   
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Table 44 

Results of Univariate Tests for Null Hypothesis 7C 

Effect Dependent Variable df F p η2 

Family 
Composition 

Teacher Frequency 
Teacher Importance 

1 
1 

  .332 
2.670 

.566 

.106 
.003 
.027 

Extracurricular 
Group 
Membership 

Teacher Frequency 
Teacher Importance 

2 
2 

7.813 
2.363 

.001 

.099 
.139 
.046 

Family 
Composition 
X 
Extracurricular 
Group 
Membership 

Teacher Frequency 
Teacher Importance 

2 
2 

  .963 
2.191 

.385 

.117 
.019 
.043 

Error Teacher Frequency 
Teacher Importance 

97 
97 

   

 

Because the main effect of extracurricular group membership was significant, post-hoc 

comparisons were conducted using the Scheffé test.  The assumption of equal variances was 

checked and met for Teacher Frequency (Levene’s statistic was not significant: p = .959).  A 

significant pairwise extracurricular group membership difference was obtained between students 

who reported membership in one extracurricular group and students who reported membership in 

two extracurricular groups, with students who reported membership in one extracurricular group 

reporting higher teacher social support frequency ratings.  The mean of Teacher Frequency 

ratings for students who reported membership in one extracurricular group was higher than the 

mean of Teacher Frequency ratings for students who reported membership in two or more 

extracurricular groups.  Table 45 provides the results of the post-hoc comparisons. 
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Table 45 

Results of Post-Hoc Comparisons for Null Hypothesis 7C 

Dependent 
Variable 

Extracurricular 
Group 
Membership 

Extracurricular 
Group 
Membership 

Mean 
Difference  

SE p 

Teacher 
Frequency 

Extracurricular 
Group 
Membership-No 
Groups 

Extracurricular 
Group 
Membership-
One Group 
 
Extracurricular 
Group 
Membership-
Two or More 
Groups 

-.19 
 
 
 
 
 .66 

.24 
 
 
 
 
.22 

.731 
 
 
 
 
.013 

 Extracurricular 
Group 
Membership-One 
Group 

Extracurricular 
Group 
Membership-
No Groups 
 
Extracurricular 
Group 
Membership-
Two or More 
Groups 

 .19 
 
 
 
 
 .85 

.24 
 
 
 
 
.23 

.731 
 
 
 
 
.002 

 Extracurricular 
Group 
Membership-Two 
or More Groups 

Extracurricular 
Group 
Membership-
No Groups 
 
Extracurricular 
Group 
Membership-
One Group  

-.66 
 
 
 
 
-.85 

.22 
 
 
 
 
.23 

.013 
 
 
 
 
.002 

 

Thus, Null Hypothesis 7C was partially rejected and suggests that students who reported 

membership in one extracurricular group and students who reported membership in two or more 

extracurricular groups differed significantly in their ratings of frequency of perceived social  
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support from teachers, with students who reported membership in one extracurricular group 

reporting higher teacher social support frequency ratings.   

Null Hypothesis 7D 

Null Hypothesis 7D was as follows: There will be no significant differences (alpha = .01) 

in frequency and importance of perceived social support from classmates based on family 

composition and extracurricular group membership. 

Descriptive statistics for dependent variables.  Descriptive statistics for all of the 

variables used in Null Hypothesis 7D can be found in Tables 46 and 47.  Table 46 provides the 

raw score Ms, SDs, and Ranges for Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance of perceived 

social support, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 47 provides the standard score Ms, SDs, and 

Ranges for Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance of perceived social support, as 

measured by the CASSS.
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Table 46 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Classmate Support: Raw Scores for Null 
Hypothesis 7D 

  CASSS Classmate Frequency Score CASSS Classmate Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No Groups 

33 49.61 15.89 14-72 27.42 6.97 12-36 

     Family Composition-   
     Both Parents 

     12      47.92      16.36      19-72      25.75      7.66      12-36 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      50.57      15.94      14-72      28.38      6.55      16-36 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One Group 

27 48.44 13.45 22-68 25.93 6.81 12-36 

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     12      52.83      10.77      36-68      26.67      6.81      16-36 

     Family Composition-   
     One Parent 

     15      44.93      14.67     22-68      25.33      6.99      12-36 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or More 
Groups 

43 44.51 15.97 12-71 25.26 5.87 12-35 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     22      44.18      15.91      12-71      24.64      5.26      12-35 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      44.86      16.42      16-69      25.90      6.51      13-35 

Total 
 

103 47.17 15.35 12-72 26.13 6.49 12-36 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     46      47.41      14.99      12-72      25.46      6.27      12-36 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     57      46.98      15.76      14-72      26.67      6.67      12-36 
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Table 47 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Classmate Support: Standard Scores from 
Null Hypothesis 7D 

  CASSS Classmate Frequency Score CASSS Classmate Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No Groups 

33 0.16 1.04 -2.16-1.62 0.20 1.07 -2.18-1.52 

     Family Composition-   
     Both Parents 

     12      0.05      1.07      -1.84-1.62      -0.06      1.18      -2.18-1.52 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      0.22      1.04      -2.16-1.62      0.35      1.01      -1.56-1.52 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One Group 

27 0.08 0.88 -1.64-1.36 -0.03 1.05 -2.18-1.52 

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     12      0.37      0.70      -0.73-1.36      0.08      1.05      -1.56-1.52 

     Family Composition-   
     One Parent 

     15      -0.15      0.96      -1.64-1.36      -0.12      1.08      -2.18-1.52 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or More 
Groups 

43 -0.17 1.04 -2.29-1.55 -0.13 0.90 -2.18-1.37 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     22      -0.19      1.04      -2.29-1.55      -0.23      0.81      -2.18-1.37 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      -0.15      1.07      -2.03-1.42      -0.03      1.00      -2.02-1.37 

Total 
 

103 0.00 1.00 -2.29-162 0.00 1.00 -2.18-1.52 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     46      0.02      0.98      -2.29-1.62      -0.10      0.97      -2.18-1.52 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     57      -0.01      1.03      -2.16-1.62      0.08      1.03      -2.18-1.52 
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Assumptions of MANOVA for Null Hypothesis 7D.  The strength of correlation 

between Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance was reviewed to determine if there was 

an issue with the MANOVA assumption of multicollinearity.  If the dependent variables are 

strongly correlated (such as r = .80), then the variables are likely measuring something similar 

and would appear redundant in the design (Stevens, 2009).  A Pearson product-moment 

correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Classmate Frequency 

and Classmate Importance standard scores.  Specifically, Classmate Frequency and Classmate 

Importance were correlated, r(101) =.60, p < .001 (see Table 16 for correlations among 

dependent variables).  In this case, MANOVA was performed without concerns related to 

multicollinearity.  

The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were checked and met (Box’s M was not significant: p = .626).  Following 

the guidance of Leech et al. (2011), dependent variables were checked for normality through a 

review of skewness.  The skewness values for Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance 

did not indicate nonnormality so the assumption of normality was considered to be met.   

MANOVA results.  To determine whether students from homes with two parents and one 

parent and who do and do not have extracurricular group membership have different Classmate 

Frequency and Classmate Importance standard scores and whether there was an interaction 

between family composition and extracurricular group membership, a 2 X 3 MANOVA was 

conducted.  The MANOVA analysis found that interaction between family composition and 

extracurricular group membership was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .978, F(4, 192) = 

.526, p = .717, multivariate η2 = .011.  The main effect for family composition was not 

statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .984, F(2, 96) = .773, p = .464, multivariate η2 = .016,  
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indicating that the linear composite of Classmate Frequency and Classmate Importance scores 

did not differ for students from two-parent and one-parent homes.  The main effect for 

extracurricular group membership was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .973, F(4, 192) = 

.658, p = .622, multivariate η2 = .014, indicating that the linear composite of Classmate 

Frequency and Classmate Importance scores did not differ for students based on membership in 

extracurricular groups.  Because the interaction and main effects were not statistically 

significant, Null Hypothesis 7D was not rejected.  This finding suggests that students from 

homes with two parents and one parent and who do and do not participate in extracurricular 

groups did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived 

social support from classmates, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 48 provides the results of the 

2 X 3 MANOVA.  

Table 48 

Results of Multivariate Tests for Null Hypothesis 7D 

Effect  Value F Hypothesis df Error df p η2 
Family Composition  Wilks’ 

Lambda 
.984 .773 2 96 .464 .016 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.973 .658 4 192 .622 .014 

Family Composition X 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.978 .526 4 192 .717 .011 

 

Null Hypothesis 7E 

Null Hypothesis 7E was as follows: There will be no significant differences (alpha = .01) 

in frequency and importance of perceived social support from a close friend based on family 

composition and extracurricular group membership. 

Descriptive statistics for dependent variables.  Descriptive statistics for all of the 
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variables used in Null Hypothesis 7E can be found in Tables 49 and 50.  Table 49 provides the 

raw score Ms, SDs, and Ranges for Close Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance of 

perceived social support, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 50 provides the standard score Ms, 

SDs, and Ranges for Close Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance of perceived social 

support, as measured by the CASSS.
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Table 49 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Close Friend Support: Raw Scores for Null 
Hypothesis 7E 

  CASSS Close Friend Frequency Score CASSS Close Friend Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No Groups 

33 57.97 16.02 12-72 30.27 6.15 16-36 

     Family Composition-   
     Both Parents 

     12      56.08      17.00      22-72      29.25      6.86      16-36 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      59.05      15.76      12-72      30.86      5.79      16-36 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One Group 

27 58.52 13.94 15-72 29.48 5.89 13-36 

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     12      63.25      9.06      45-72      30.25      5.80      20-36 

     Family Composition-   
     One Parent 

     15      54.73      16.18     15-72      28.87      6.09      13-36 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or More 
Groups 

43 53.49 14.66 12-72 28.56 5.43 12-36 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     22      50.50      14.07      12-72      26.77      5.08      12-36 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      56.62      14.94      20-72      30.43      5.26      18-36 

Total 
 

103 56.24 14.97 12-72 29.35 5.78 12-36 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     46      55.28      14.54      12-72      28.33      5.85      12-36 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     57      57.02      15.39      12-72      30.18      5.64      13-36 
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Table 50 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS Close Friend Support: Standard Scores 
from Null Hypothesis 7E 

  CASSS Close Friend Frequency Score CASSS Close Friend Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No Groups 

33 0.12 1.07 -2.96-1.05 0.16  1.06 -2.31-1.15 

     Family Composition-   
     Both Parents 

     12     -0.01      1.14      -2.29-1.05      -0.02      1.19      -2.31-1.15 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      0.19      1.05      -2.96-1.05      0.26      1.00      -2.31-1.15 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One Group 

27 0.15 0.93 -2.76-1.05 0.02 1.02 -2.83-1.15 

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     12      0.47      0.61      -0.75-1.05      0.16      1.00      -1.62-1.15 

     Family Composition-   
     One Parent 

     15      -0.10      1.08      -2.76-1.05      -0.08      1.05      -2.83-1.15 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or More 
Groups 

43 -0.18 0.98 -2.96-1.05 -0.14 0.94 -3.00-1.15 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     22      -0.38      0.94      -2.96-1.05      -0.45      0.88      -3.00-1.15 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      0.03      1.00      -2.42-1.05      0.19      0.91      -1.96-1.15 

Total 
 

103 0.00 1.00 -2.96-1.05 0.00 1.00 -3.00-1.15 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     46      -0.06      0.97      -2.96-1.05      -0.18      1.01      -3.00-1.15 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     57      0.05      1.03      -2.96-1.05      0.14      0.98      -2.83-1.15 
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Assumptions of MANOVA for Null Hypothesis 7E.  The strength of correlation 

between Close Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance was reviewed to determine if 

there was an issue with the MANOVA assumption of multicollinearity.  If the dependent 

variables are strongly correlated (such as r = .80), then the variables are likely measuring 

something similar and would appear redundant in the design (Stevens, 2009).  A Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between Close 

Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance standard scores.  Specifically, Close Friend 

Frequency and Close Friend Importance were correlated, r(101) =.69, p < .001 (see Table 16 for 

correlations among dependent variables).  In this case, MANOVA was performed without 

concerns related to multicollinearity.  

The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were checked and met (Box’s M was not significant: p = .035).  Following 

the guidance of Leech et al. (2011), dependent variables were checked for normality through a 

review of skewness.  The skewness value for Close Friend Frequency indicated nonnormality, 

and the skewness value for Close Friend Importance did not indicate nonnormality.  Although 

nonnormality was present, MANOVA was performed with the data given the fact that MANOVA 

is robust to some violations of normality (Leech et al., 2011).  

MANOVA results.  To determine whether students from homes with two parents and one 

parent and who do and do not have extracurricular group membership have different Close 

Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance standard scores and whether there was an 

interaction between family composition and extracurricular group membership, a 2 X 3 

MANOVA was conducted.  The MANOVA analysis found that interaction between family 

composition and extracurricular group membership was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = 
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.954, F(4, 192) = 1.143, p = .338, multivariate η2 = .023.  The main effect for family composition 

was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .979, F(2, 96) = 1.050, p = .354, multivariate η2 = 

.021,  indicating that the linear composite of Close Friend Frequency and Close Friend 

Importance scores did not differ for students from two-parent and one-parent homes.  The main 

effect for extracurricular group membership was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .968, 

F(4, 192) = .784, p = .537, multivariate η2 = .016, indicating that the linear composite of Close 

Friend Frequency and Close Friend Importance scores did not differ for students based on 

membership in extracurricular groups.  Because the interaction and main effects were not 

statistically significant, Null Hypothesis 7E was not rejected.  This finding suggests that students 

from homes with two parents and one parent and who do and do not participate in extracurricular 

groups did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived 

social support from a close friend, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 51 provides the results of 

the 2 X 3 MANOVA.  

Table 51 

Results of Multivariate Tests for Null Hypothesis 7E 

Effect  Value F Hypothesis df Error df p η2 
Family Composition  Wilks’ 

Lambda 
.979 1.050 2 96 .354 .021 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.968   .784 4 192 .537 .016 

Family Composition X 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.954 1.143 4 192 .338 .023 

 

Null Hypothesis 7F 

Null Hypothesis 7F was as follows: There will be no significant differences (alpha = .01)  
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in frequency and importance of perceived social support from school based on family 

composition and extracurricular group membership. 

Descriptive statistics for dependent variables.  Descriptive statistics for all of the 

variables used in Null Hypothesis 7E can be found in Tables 52 and 53.  Table 52 provides the 

raw score Ms, SDs, and Ranges for School Frequency and School Importance of perceived social 

support, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 53 provides the standard score Ms, SDs, and Ranges 

for School Frequency and School Importance of perceived social support, as measured by the 

CASSS.
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Table 52 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS School Support: Raw Scores for Null 
Hypothesis 7F 

  CASSS School Frequency Score CASSS School Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No Groups 

33 48.36 17.09 15-72 27.36 7.50 12-36 

     Family Composition-   
     Both Parents 

     12      46.25      18.16      15-72      26.50      8.16      12-36 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      49.57      16.78      16-72      27.86      7.25      12-36 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One Group 

27 53.52 12.92 24-72 28.33 5.68 13-36 

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     12      54.25      8.67      34-67      29.50      5.28      22-36 

     Family Composition-   
     One Parent 

     15      52.93      15.82     24-72      27.40      5.99      13-36 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or More 
Groups 

43 44.95 13.19 12-72 25.79 5.49 12-36 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     22      45.91      11.45      30-72      25.73      5.23      14-36 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      43.95      15.03      12-71      25.86      5.88      12-35 

Total 
 

103 48.29 14.76 12-72 26.96 6.28 12-36 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     46      48.17      13.17      15-72      26.91      6.20      12-36 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     57      48.39      16.04      12-72      27.00      6.39      12-36 
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Table 53 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables of Frequency and Importance of CASSS School Support: Standard Scores for Null 
Hypothesis 7F 

  CASSS School Frequency Score CASSS School Importance Score 
 n M  SD Range M  SD Range 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership-No Groups 

33 0.00 1.16 -2.26-1.61 0.06 1.19 -2.38-1.44 

     Family Composition-   
     Both Parents 

     12     -0.14      1.23      -2.26-1.61      -0.07      1.30      -2.38-1.44 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      0.09      1.14      -2.19-1.61      0.14      1.16      -2.38-1.44 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-One Group 

27 0.35 0.88 -1.65-1.61 0.22 0.90 -2.22-1.44 

     Family Composition- 
     Both Parents 

     12      0.40      0.59      -0.97-1.27      0.40      0.84      -0.79-1.44 

     Family Composition-   
     One Parent 

     15      0.31      1.07      -1.65-1.61      0.07      0.95      -2.22-1.44 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership-Two or More 
Groups 

43 -0.23 0.89 -2.46-1.61 -0.19 0.87 -2.38-1.44 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     22      -0.16      0.78      -1.24-1.61      -0.20      0.83      -2.07-1.44 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     21      -0.29      1.02      -2.46-1.54      -0.18      0.94      -2.38-1.28 

Total 
 

103 0.00 1.00 -2.46-1.61 0.00 1.00 -2.38-1.44 

     Family Composition-  
     Both Parents 

     46      -0.01      0.89      -2.26-1.61      -0.01      0.99      -2.38-1.44 

     Family Composition- 
     One Parent 

     57      0.01      1.09      -2.46-1.61      0.01      1.02      -2.38-1.44 
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Assumptions of MANOVA for Null Hypothesis 7F.  The strength of correlation 

between School Frequency and School Importance was reviewed to determine if there was an 

issue with the MANOVA assumption of multicollinearity.  If the dependent variables are strongly 

correlated (such as r = .80), then the variables are likely measuring something similar and would 

appear redundant in the design (Stevens, 2009).  A Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficient was computed to assess the relationship between School Frequency and School 

Importance standard scores.  Specifically, School Frequency and School Importance were 

correlated, r(101) =.64, p < .001 (see Table 16 for correlations among dependent variables).  In 

this case, MANOVA was performed without concerns related to multicollinearity.  

The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were checked and met (Box’s M was not significant: p = .426).  Following 

the guidance of Leech et al. (2011), dependent variables were checked for normality through a 

review of skewness.  The skewness values for School Frequency and School Importance did not 

indicate nonnormality so the assumption of normality was considered to be met.   

MANOVA results.  To determine whether students from homes with two parents and one 

parent and who do and do not have extracurricular group membership have different School 

Frequency and School Importance standard scores and whether there was an interaction between 

family composition and extracurricular group membership, a 2 X 3 MANOVA was conducted.  

The MANOVA analysis found that interaction between family composition and extracurricular 

group membership was not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .982, F(4, 192) = .428, p = .788, 

multivariate η2 = .009.  The main effect for family composition was not statistically significant, 

Wilks’ Ʌ = 1.000, F(2, 96) = .021, p = .979, multivariate η2 = .000,  indicating that the linear 

composite of School Frequency and School Importance scores did not differ for students from 
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two-parent and one-parent homes.  The main effect for extracurricular group membership was 

not statistically significant, Wilks’ Ʌ = .942, F(4, 192) = 1.467, p = .214, multivariate η2 = .030, 

indicating that the linear composite of School Frequency and School Importance scores did not 

differ for students based on membership in extracurricular groups.  Because the interaction and 

main effects were not statistically significant, Null Hypothesis 7F was not rejected.  This finding 

suggests that students from homes with two parents and one parent and who do and do not 

participate in extracurricular groups did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency of 

and importance of perceived social support from school, as measured by the CASSS.  Table 54 

provides the results of the 2 X 3 MANOVA.  

Table 54 

Results of Multivariate Tests for Null Hypothesis 7F 

Effect  Value F Hypothesis df Error df p η2 
Family Composition  Wilks’ 

Lambda 
1.000   .021 2 96 .979 .000 

Extracurricular Group 
Membership 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.942 1.467 4 192 .214 .030 

Family Composition X 
Extracurricular Group 
Membership 

Wilks’ 
Lambda 

.982   .428 4 192 .788 .009 

 

Summary of Results 

 Null Hypotheses 1-7 were addressed by the data analyses presented in this chapter.  

MANOVAs performed for Null Hypotheses 1-6 did not reveal any significant interactions or 

main effects for frequency and importance ratings of perceived social support, as measured by 

the CASSS.  Similarly, MANOVAs performed for Null Hypothesis 7 did not reveal any 

significant interactions for frequency and importance ratings of perceived social support, as 

measured by the CASSS.  One significant main effect was identified (Null Hypothesis 7C) 
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suggesting that Teacher Frequency ratings were significantly different for students who reported 

membership in one extracurricular group and students who reported membership in two or more 

extracurricular groups.  All other main effects for Null Hypothesis 7 were not significant.  The 

results of this study will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Summary of the Study 

Statement of Problem 

 Much of the existing perceived social support literature has considered the relationship of 

perceived social support and well-being (e.g., Chu et al., 2010; Demaray et al., 2009; McGrath et 

al., 2009; Suldo et al., 2009).  A number of variables have been used to assess well-being in the 

perceived social support literature, including self-concept, self-esteem, self-worth, stress, 

academic competence, and student adjustment.  In addition, many researchers have studied the 

relationship of gender and perceived social support, finding that females report higher levels of 

perceived social support from several sources, including teachers, classmates, and close friends 

(e.g., Colarossi & Eccles, 2003; Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; Eschenbeck et al., 2007; Rueger et 

al., 2008; Siyez, 2008; Weber et al., 2010).  

However, the majority of studies linking perceived social support with well-being have 

been conducted using information collected from typically developing children and adolescents 

(e.g., Demaray et al., 2009; Frey et al., 2009; Robinson, 1995; Tusaie et al., 2007; Weigel et al., 

1998; Young et al., 2005).  Research studies that have examined perceptions of social support 

among students with disabilities have reported mixed findings.  Some studies have suggested 

lower levels of perceived social support from various sources for students with disabilities (e.g., 

Demaray & Elliott, 2001; Martinez, 2006) while other studies have not found differences in 

perceived social support between students with and without disabilities (e.g., Demaray & 
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Malecki, 2002a; Murray & Greenberg, 2006; Ousdigian, 2001).  Thus, the present research study 

was designed to explore differences in perceptions of social support among middle and high 

school male and female students with SLD and in general education, as well as differences in 

social support perceptions between groups based on family composition and extracurricular 

group membership.  

Purpose of Dissertation 

The major purpose of the dissertation study was to determine if students with SLD and in 

general education differed in their perceptions of social support from their home and school 

environments.  Additionally, this study gave strong consideration to gender.  A secondary, 

exploratory research question was included to determine if differences in social support were 

identified based on family composition and extracurricular group membership.  Taken together, 

the dissertation offers a snapshot of social and emotional functioning of male and female 

students with SLD and in general education and considers potential relationships with family 

composition and extracurricular group membership.   

Methodology 

  Participants were recruited from three middle schools (Grades 6-8) and one high school 

(Grades 9-12) within a school system located in the Southeastern United States that serves over 

10,000 students and includes 13 elementary schools, six middle schools, and five high schools.  

The preliminary sample included 180 participants.  Despite continued efforts across 5 months, 

the researcher was only able to secure data from 22 male students with SLD and 21 female 

students with SLD.  Because the preliminary sample included fewer male and female students 

with SLD as compared to the number of male and female students in general education, the 

researcher determined that randomly selecting a matched subsample from the students in general 
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education was warranted.  Data from 137 students in general education were available to fill the 

cells for male and female students in general education using a random selection.  Because of the 

homogeneity of male and female students with SLD, the researcher created a matching process 

to identify 30 male students in general education and 30 female students in general education.  

Using this matching process, a matched sample of 103 participants was created and used for all 

dissertation data analyses.  See Chapter 3 for a complete explanation of the matching process 

employed within this study.  

Of the 103 students in the final matched sample, 41.74% were students with SLD and 

58.26% were students in general education.  The final matched sample included 50.5% male 

students and 49.5% female students.  Regarding race/ethnicity, 85.44% were African American, 

12.62% were White, and 1.94% were Other.  Regarding free or reduced lunch eligibility, 79.6% 

of the final matched sample reported receiving free or reduced lunch.  The final matched sample 

was composed of 81.55% middle school students and 18.45% high school students.  Within the 

final matched sample, 44.7% reported living in a home with both parents and 55.3% reported 

living in a home with one parent.  A total of 68% of the participants indicated membership in at 

least one extracurricular group.   

All data for the dissertation study were collected using the CASSS, a 60-item, self-report 

measure of students’ perceived social support that was designed for use with students enrolled in 

Grades 3 to 12 and assesses students’ perceptions of available social support (i.e., emotional, 

instrumental, informational, and appraisal) from persons in their social network, including 

parents, teachers, classmates, close friends, and school.  In addition, demographic information 

was obtained through participant self-report, parent self-report on the parental permission forms, 

and discussion with special education personnel after parent consent was provided through 
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signing and returning the parental permission form.  Specifically, the researcher collected 

information about participants’ disability or general education status, number of years in special 

education, percentage of day in special education courses, socioeconomic status (through free or 

reduced lunch eligibility), family composition, gender, race/ethnicity, extracurricular group 

membership, and social networking.   

The researcher received approval from the University of Alabama Institutional Review 

Board on July 16, 2012, and approval from the school system on July 18, 2012.  After securing 

these approvals, the researcher met with the director of special education program support and 

community relations, who assisted in setting up meetings with principals at four schools.  Each 

school’s principal provided verbal permission for the researcher to collect data and directed the 

researcher to teachers who assisted with distribution of the parental permission forms.  Special 

education teachers provided the parental permission forms to students with SLD and general 

education teachers provided parental permission forms to students in general education.  Similar 

to the way most information is distributed to parents, these forms were given to students to take 

home to their parents.  Consent forms were sent to parents of students at each of the four schools 

across a 5-month period (September 2012 to January 2013) and the response rate was 9.7%.  Of 

the 207 signed consent forms returned, data was collected from 180 participants.  All of the 180 

students who were approached signed the participant assent form and agreed to participate in the 

study.   

The researcher administered the CASSS to small groups of students (i.e., no more than 15 

students per group) in empty classrooms or conference rooms that were secured for research 

purposes.  On average, the number of students in each group was 7.5, ranging in size from 1 

student to 15 students.  All data were collected during students’ courses in which content is not 
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assessed on state standardized tests (e.g., band, art, chorus, physical education, and computer) in 

an attempt to minimize the loss of instructional time.  All information was collected via paper 

and pencil.  

Students provided written assent via the participant assent form as a requirement to 

completing this study.  The researcher read the participant assent form aloud, explained the 

purpose of the study, and emphasized the voluntary nature of the study.  Students had an 

opportunity to decline participation within this study.  After obtaining assent from the 

participants, the researcher assisted students in completing all of the demographic items from the 

CASSS as well as the additional demographic questions.  All demographic questions were read 

aloud to participants.  All items on the CASSS were read aloud to the students. 

Summary of the Results 

Descriptive Statistics of CASSS 

 A brief comparison of the present study’s descriptive statistics of the CASSS will be 

offered using descriptive data from other studies.  Specifically, within the CASSS manual 

(Malecki et al., 2000), preliminary data from a sample of 493 middle school students (mainly 

Hispanic, low-income students from an urban school) and a sample of 262 high school students 

(mainly Caucasian middle income students from a rural school) were provided.  The manual 

expresses that caution should be used when reviewing these data, as they are not norms for the 

CASSS.  

 First, average frequency ratings for the dissertation sample were compared to the means 

of middle school and high school samples from the CASSS manual.  When examining the Total 

Frequency of perceived social support, the mean for the present study was lower than the mean 

of the CASSS manual’s middle school sample and slightly lower than the mean of the high 
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school sample.  The present study’s means for Parent Frequency and Teacher Frequency were 

higher than the CASSS manual’s means of the high school sample.  In addition, the present 

study’s means for Teacher Frequency and Classmate Frequency were less than the CASSS 

manual’s means of the middle school sample.   

 Next, average importance ratings for the dissertation sample were compared to the means 

of middle school and high school samples from the CASSS manual.  When examining the Total 

Importance of perceived social support, the mean for the present study was comparable to the 

CASSS manual’s mean of the middle school sample and slightly higher than the mean of the 

high school sample.  Across sources of support, the mean ratings of importance from this study’s 

sample were very similar to the CASSS manual’s means in the middle school and high school 

samples, especially for Teacher Importance, Classmate Importance, and Close Friend 

Importance.  

Tests of Hypotheses 

Null Hypotheses 1-7 were addressed through multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA), and assumptions for conducting MANOVA were identified.  For Null Hypotheses 

1-6, each MANOVA included a factorial design with two independent variables: (a) students 

with SLD and in general education and (b) gender.  Separate MANOVAs were conducted using 

the two dependent variables of perceived social support and importance from the following 

subscales of the CASSS: Total, Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and School.  For Null 

Hypothesis 7, each MANOVA included a factorial design with two independent variables: (a) 

family composition and (b) extracurricular group membership.  Separate MANOVAs were 

conducted using the two dependent variables of perceived social support and importance from 

the following subscales of the CASSS: Total, Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and  
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School.  Given the large number of MANOVAs, the alpha level to test all hypotheses was set at 

.01.   

Null Hypothesis 1: Students’ Perceived Total Social Support.  Null Hypothesis 1 was 

as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general education will not differ 

significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived total 

social support, as measured by the CASSS.   

The MANOVA analysis found that the interaction and main effects were not statistically 

significant.  These data indicated that male and female students with SLD and in general 

education did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived 

total social support, as measured by the CASSS.  Null Hypothesis 1 was not rejected based on 

the results of the MANOVA.   

Null Hypothesis 2: Students’ Perceived Social Support from Parents.  Null 

Hypothesis 2 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general education will 

not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived 

social support from parents, as measured by the CASSS.   

The MANOVA analysis found that the interaction and main effects were not statistically 

significant.  These data indicated that male and female students with SLD and in general 

education did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived 

social support from parents, as measured by the CASSS.  Null Hypothesis 2 was not rejected 

based on the results of the MANOVA.   

Null Hypothesis 3: Students’ Perceived Social Support from Teachers.  Null 

Hypothesis 3 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general education will 
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not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived 

social support from teachers, as measured by the CASSS.   

The MANOVA analysis found that the interaction and main effects were not statistically 

significant.  These data indicated that male and female students with SLD and in general 

education did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived 

social support from teachers, as measured by the CASSS.  Null Hypothesis 3 was not rejected 

based on the results of the MANOVA.   

Null Hypothesis 4: Students’ Perceived Social Support from Classmates.  Null 

Hypothesis 4 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general education will 

not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived 

social support from classmates, as measured by the CASSS.   

The MANOVA analysis found that the interaction and main effects were not statistically 

significant.  These data indicated that male and female students with SLD and in general 

education did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived 

social support from classmates, as measured by the CASSS.  Null Hypothesis 4 was not rejected 

based on the results of the MANOVA.   

Null Hypothesis 5: Students’ Perceived Social Support from a Close Friend.  Null 

Hypothesis 5 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general education will 

not differ significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived 

social support from a close friend, as measured by the CASSS.   

The MANOVA analysis found that the interaction and main effects were not statistically 

significant.  These data indicated that male and female students with SLD and in general 

education did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived 
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social support from a close friend, as measured by the CASSS.  Null Hypothesis 5 was not 

rejected based on the results of the MANOVA.  

Null Hypothesis 6: Students’ Perceived Social Support from School.  Null Hypothesis 

6 was as follows: Male and female students with SLD and in general education will not differ 

significantly (alpha = .01) in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived social 

support from school, as measured by the CASSS.   

The MANOVA analysis found that the interaction and main effects were not statistically 

significant.  These data indicated that male and female students with SLD and in general 

education did not differ significantly in their ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived 

social support from school, as measured by the CASSS.  Null Hypothesis 6 was not rejected 

based on the results of the MANOVA.   

Null Hypothesis 7: Relationship Among Students’ Perceived Social Support, Family 

Composition, and Extracurricular Group Membership. Null Hypothesis 7 was as follows: 

There will be no significant differences (alpha = .01) in frequency and importance of perceived 

social support (Total, Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and School) based on family 

composition and extracurricular group membership. 

To address Null Hypothesis 7, a total of six MANOVAs were performed using family 

composition and extracurricular group membership as independent variables.  Separate 

MANOVAs were conducted using the dependent variables of perceived social support frequency 

and importance from the following subscales of the CASSS: Total, Parent, Teacher, Classmate, 

Close Friend, and School.  For each analysis, the alpha level was set at .01.  

The MANOVA analyses did not reveal statistically significant interactions between 

family composition and extracurricular group membership for perceived social support 
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frequency and importance from the following subscales of the CASSS: Total, Parent, Teacher, 

Classmate, Close Friend, and School.  Significant main effects for family composition were not 

found for perceived social support frequency and importance from the following subscales of the 

CASSS: Total, Parent, Teacher, Classmats, Close Friend, and School.  Significant main effects 

for extracurricular group membership were not found for perceived social support frequency and 

importance from the following subscales of the CASSS: Total, Parent, Classmate, Close Friend, 

and School.   

For the MANOVA including the dependent variables of Teacher Frequency and Teacher 

Importance, however, the main effect of extracurricular group membership was significant.  

Follow-up univariate ANOVAs indicated that the main effect of extracurricular group 

membership was significant for Teacher Frequency but not significant for Teacher Importance.  

Results of post-hoc analyses indicated a significant difference between students who reported 

membership in one extracurricular group and students who reported membership in two 

extracurricular groups, with students who reported membership in one extracurricular group 

reporting higher teacher social support frequency ratings. 

Discussion of the Results 

 The dissertation study’s results demonstrated consistently that there were no significant 

differences in perceived social support based on disability status and gender.  This section will 

provide a discussion of these results in the context of existing perceived social support literature 

for male and female students with SLD and in general education.  Specifically, this section will 

highlight consistency (or lack thereof) with the literature, by considering each source of 

perceived social support for students with SLD and in general education and gender.  Similarly, 

this section will provide a discussion of the findings of Null Hypothesis 7.  Because Null  
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Hypothesis 7 addressed an exploratory research question, less existing research addressing 

perceptions of social support was available for discussion.  

Students with SLD and Students in General Education 

 One of the primary emphases of the present research study was to determine whether or 

not students with SLD and in general education differed in their perceptions of social support 

from key sources at home and school.  Previous research has not consistently found differences 

in perceived social support among students with and without disabilities.  Despite mixed findings 

from previous research, perceived social support differences for students with and without 

disabilities were most often found when reviewing social support from peers, including 

classmates and close friends.  

Over the course of data collection, it became clear that the sample would be distinct from 

previous research studies in terms of age, grade, race, and socioeconomic status.  Regarding age 

and grade, the researcher collected data from both middle and high school students with the 

intention of having higher numbers of students with SLD.  Despite these intentions, most 

students in the sample were in middle school; the final matched sample included only 19 high 

school students (just four high school students with SLD).  Overall, there were fewer students 

with SLD when compared to students in general education within the final matched sample.  It is 

possible that unequal numbers of students with SLD and in general education and the smaller 

sample size (compared to previous research studies) negatively affected the ability of the 

researcher to detect differences between groups.  In addition, previous research has typically 

explored either perceptions of social support among middle school students or high school 

students.  The inclusion of some high school students (and very few high school students with 
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SLD) may not have directly affected the ability to detect differences between groups, but it may 

have negatively affected the researcher’s ability to truly answer the study’s core research 

questions.  

When reviewing race and socioeconomic status, 85.44% of participants were African 

American and 79.66% of participants reported eligibility for free or reduced lunch.  Thus, it is a 

strong possibility that by creating a matched sample using race, gender, free or reduced lunch 

status, and level of school, the researcher restricted the variation in the sample too strongly, 

possibly eliminating the ability to detect differences between students with SLD and in general 

education.  In other words, the researcher was comparing almost identical groups, and no 

significant differences emerged based on disability status.  Reviewing the findings of the present 

study in the context of existing research quickly leads the researcher to generate additional 

hypotheses about the influences of socioeconomic status and race and their relationships with 

perceptions of social support among students.  

Studies that identified differences in ratings of perceived social support had larger sample 

sizes compared to the present study, had a different composition with respect to race/ethnicity 

(typically larger percentages of Hispanic and Caucasian students and smaller percentages of 

African American students), and had different operational definitions for students with 

disabilities.  In addition, a number of the previous research studies reviewed did not collect data 

about free or reduced lunch eligibility nor did they discuss the socioeconomic status of 

participants.  Given the demographic distinctions of the present study’s sample, it is possible that 

the lack of significant differences in perceived social support among students with SLD and in 

general education may be linked to sample differences on demographic variables such as race 

and socioeconomic status.  In other words, are there differences in patterns of perceived social 
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support among students based on race or socioeconomic status?  This question would be worth 

exploring given the distinction in demographic variables between the present study’s sample and 

samples from previous studies. 

When reviewing the results of the present research study, the reader is cautioned to also 

consider the fact that all data were collected from one region of the country.  Could there be 

sociological or cultural differences within this region, when considering the value of social 

support or beliefs about social support?  Or, are there additional factors related to the 

demographic characteristics of the region itself that may be affecting the results?  If so, then the 

impact of a restricted sample, as discussed previously, would be great.  Additionally, definitions 

of disability and interpretation of code for identifying students with disabilities in the schools 

may affect the subsamples reviewed in this study.  More discussion of these topics is offered in 

the section on limitations.  

Students’ perceived total social support.  Null Hypothesis 1 explored whether or not 

frequency and importance ratings of total perceived social support on the CASSS were 

significantly different for students with SLD and students in general education.  Previous 

research has found that students with disabilities reported lower levels of perceived social 

support (Demaray & Elliott, 2001; Martinez, 2006).  Several studies, however, have not found 

differences in perceived social support for students in general education and special education 

(Ousdigian, 2001), for students with and without disabilities (Demaray & Malecki, 2002a), and 

for students with learning disabilities, emotional and behavioral disorders, ID, or other health 

impairment (Murray & Greenberg, 2006).   

The present study did not find statistically significant differences in frequency and 

importance ratings of perceived total social support between students with SLD and students in 
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general education.  Previous research that has identified differences in total perceived social 

support is distinct from the present study in several ways, including the following: (a) age/grade 

of students, (b) number of participating school district, (c) geographic location, and (d) 

operational definition of disability.  Research by Demaray and Elliott (2001) was conducted 

using only male students in Grades 3 through 6 from three school systems in the Midwest region 

of the United States.  In addition, Demaray and Elliott explored perceptions of social support 

(among other measures of well-being) for students with and without characteristics of ADHD.  

Research by Martinez (2006) was conducted with male and female students in Grades 6 through 

8 from two school systems in the Southwest region of the United States and provided more 

differentiation for students with SLD than the present study did.  Specifically, Martinez’s 

analyses were conducted for students with SLD in reading, SLD in math, SLD in both reading 

and math, and students who were typically achieving.   

Although the present study did not find significant differences in perceived total social 

support, a review of mean scores revealed that students with SLD reported slightly lower Total 

Frequency scores when compared to students in general education.  In addition, students with 

SLD also reported slightly higher Total Importance scores when compared to students in general 

education.   

Students’ perceived social support from parents.  Null Hypothesis 2 explored whether 

or not frequency and importance ratings of perceived social support from parents were 

significantly different for students with SLD and students in general education.  Some research 

on students with and without disabilities has found that students with disabilities reported lower 

levels of perceived social support from parents and students without disabilities reported stronger 

relationships with parents (Martinez, 2006; McNamara et al., 2005).  However, other studies 
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have not found differences in perceived social support from people within the home for students 

with and without disabilities (Wenz-Gross & Siperstein, 1998).  

The present study did not find statistically significant differences in frequency and 

importance ratings of perceived social support from parents between students with SLD and 

students in general education.  Previous research that identified differences in perceived social 

support from parents is distinct from the present study in several ways, including the following: 

(a age/grade of students, (b) geographic location, and (c) operational definition of disability.  

Research by Martinez (2006) was conducted with male and female students in Grades 6 through 

8 from two school systems in the Southwest region of the United States.  Work by Martinez 

provided more differentiation for students with SLD than the present study did, as students were 

separated into the following categories: students with SLD in reading, students with SLD in 

math, students with SLD in both reading and math, and students who are typically achieving.  

The study by McNamara et al. (2005) explored the psychosocial functioning of Canadian high 

school students from with SLD, with SLD and ADHD, and no disability. 

Although the present study did not find significant differences in perceived social support 

from parents, a review of mean scores revealed that students with SLD reported slightly higher 

Parent Frequency scores when compared to students in general education.  In addition, students  

with SLD also reported slightly higher Parent Importance scores when compared to students in 

general education.   

Students’ perceived social support from teachers.  Null Hypothesis 3 explored whether 

or not ratings of frequency of and importance of perceived social support from teachers were 

significantly different for students with SLD and students in general education.  Limited research 

has addressed perceptions of social support from teachers among students with and without 
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disabilities.  One study found that students with disabilities reported perceiving more support 

from adults outside of the home than students without disabilities (Wenz-Gross & Siperstein, 

1998).   

The present study did not find statistically significant differences in frequency and 

importance ratings of perceived social support from teachers between students with SLD and 

students in general education.  Previous research that identified differences in perceived social 

support from adults outside the home is distinct from the present study in two ways, including 

geographic location and operational definition of disability.  Research by Wenz-Gross and 

Siperstein (1998) explored perceived social support by surveying students with and without 

learning problems from three middle schools from the Northeastern United States.  Wenz-Gross 

and Siperstein defined students with learning problems as students with school-identified 

learning problems including SLD or mild ID.  Within the state where the study by Wenz-Gross 

and Siperstein was conducted, special education services were noncategorical, which differs 

from special education services in the state where the present study was conducted.   

Although the present study did not find significant differences in perceived teacher social 

support, a review of mean scores revealed that students with SLD reported slightly higher 

Teacher Frequency scores when compared to students in general education.  Interestingly, 

students in general education reported slightly higher Teacher Importance scores when compared 

to students with SLD.   

Students’ perceived social support from classmates.  Null Hypothesis 4 explored 

whether or not frequency and importance ratings of perceived social support from classmates 

were significantly different for students with SLD and students in general education.  Previous 

research has suggested that students with disabilities do not seek support from their peers as 
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often as students without disabilities (Geisthardt & Munsch, 1996).  Related work has found that 

students with disabilities report lower levels of perceived social support from classmates 

(Demaray & Elliott, 2001). 

The present study did not find statistically significant differences in frequency and 

importance ratings of perceived social support from classmates between students with SLD and 

students in general education.  Previous research that identified differences in perceived social 

support from classmates is distinct from the present study in two ways, including geographic 

location and operational definition of disability.  Research by Geisthardt and Munsch (1996) 

explored perceived social support by surveying students with and without SLD from students in 

seventh grade only from the Southwestern United States (which included a large percentage of 

students who were Hispanic American).  Geisthardt and Munsch defined students with SLD as 

students who met the state criteria for SLD but also included some students who had additional 

impairments, including speech impairment, visual impairment, and health impairment.  

Geisthardt and Munsch’s sample of students with SLD differs from the present study’s sample of 

students with SLD, as the present study included only students who were eligible for SLD.  A 

study completed by Demaray and Elliott (2001) investigated male students in Grades 3 through 6 

from three school systems in the Midwest region of the United States.  In addition, Demaray and 

Elliott explored perceptions of social support (among other measures of well-being) for students 

with and without characteristics of ADHD.   

Although the present study did not find significant differences in perceived social support 

from classmates, a review of mean scores revealed that students in general education reported 

slightly higher Classmate Frequency scores when compared to students with SLD.  Interestingly,  
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students with SLD reported slightly higher Classmate Importance scores when compared to  

students in general education.   

Students’ perceived social support from close friend.  Null Hypothesis 5 explored 

whether or not frequency and importance ratings of perceived social support from a close friend 

were significantly different for students with SLD and students in general education.  Previous 

research has found that students with disabilities report lower levels of perceived social support 

from a close friend (Demaray & Elliott, 2001; Martinez, 2006).   

The present study did not find statistically significant differences in frequency and 

importance ratings of perceived social support from a close friend between students with SLD 

and students in general education.  Previous research that identified differences in perceived 

social support from a close friend is distinct from the present study in several ways, including the 

following: (a) age/grade of students, (b) number of participating school district, (c) geographic 

location, and (d) operational definition of disability.  The study by Demaray and Elliott (2001) 

was conducted using only male students in Grades 3 through 6 from three school systems in the 

Midwest region of the United States and explored perceptions of social support (among other 

measures of well-being) for students with and without characteristics of ADHD.  Research by 

Martinez (2006) was conducted with male and female students in Grades 6 through 8 from two  

school systems in the Southwest region of the United States and provided more differentiation 

for students with SLD than the present study did.  

Although the present study did not find significant differences in perceived social support 

from s close friend, a review of mean scores revealed that students in general education reported 

higher Close Friend Frequency scores when compared to students with SLD.  Students in general 

education reported slightly higher Close Friend Importance scores when compared to students 

with SLD.   
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Students’ perceived social support from school.  Within this study, Null Hypothesis 6 

explored whether or not frequency and importance ratings of perceived social support from 

school were significantly different for students with SLD and students in general education.  

Similar to perceived social support from teachers, limited research has addressed perceptions of 

social support from teachers among students with and without disabilities.  One study found that 

students with disabilities reported perceiving more support from adults outside of the home than 

students without disabilities (Wenz-Gross & Siperstein, 1998).   

The present study did not find statistically significant differences in frequency and 

importance ratings of perceived social support from school between students with SLD and 

students in general education.  Previous research that identified differences in perceived social 

support from adults outside the home is distinct from the present study in two ways, including 

geographic location and operational definition of disability.  Research by Wenz-Gross and 

Siperstein (1998) explored perceived social support by surveying students with and without 

learning problems from three middle schools from the Northeastern United States.  Wenz-Gross 

and Siperstein defined students with learning problems as students with school-identified 

learning problems including SLD or mild ID.  Within the state where the study by Wenz-Gross 

and Siperstein was conducted, special education services were noncategorical, which differs 

from special education services in the state where the present study was conducted.   

Although the present study did not find significant differences in perceived social support 

from school, a review of mean scores revealed that students with SLD reported slightly higher 

School Frequency scores when compared to students in general education.  Students with SLD 

also reported slightly higher School Importance scores when compared to students in general 

education.   
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Gender 

One of the primary emphases of the present research study was to determine whether or 

not male and female students differed in their perceptions of social support from key sources at 

home and school.  Multiple research studies have identified differences in ratings of perceived 

social support for male and female students.  Specifically, gender differences have been found 

when reviewing perceived social support from several sources, including teachers, classmates, 

and close friends.  

As stated previously, it became clear that the sample would be distinct from previous 

research studies in terms of age, grade, race, and socioeconomic status throughout data 

collection.  Regarding age and grade, the researcher collected data from high school students 

with the intention of increasing numbers of students with SLD.  Despite these intentions, the 

final matched sample included only 19 high school students (just four high school students with 

SLD), and overall, there were fewer students with SLD when compared to students in general 

education within the final matched sample.  When reviewing race and socioeconomic status, 

85.44% of participants were African American and 79.66% of participants reported eligibility for 

free or reduced lunch.  Thus, it is a strong possibility that by creating a matched sample using 

race, free or reduced lunch status, and level of school, the researcher restricted the variation in 

the sample, possibly eliminating the ability to detect differences between male and female 

students. In other words, the researcher was comparing almost identical groups, and no 

differences emerged based on gender.  Reviewing the findings of the present study in the context 

of existing research quickly leads the rsearcher to generate additional hypotheses about the 

influences of socioeoncomic status and race and their relationships with perceptions of social 

support among students. 
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Studies that identified gender differences in ratings of perceived social support had larger 

sample sizes compared to the the present study and had a different composition with respect to 

race/ethnicity (typically larger percentages of Hispanic and Caucasian students and smaller 

percentages of African American students).  In addition, a number of the previous research 

studies reviewed did not collect data about free or reduced lunch eligibility nor did they discuss 

the socioeconomic status of participants.  Given the demographic distinctions of the present 

study’s sample, it is possible that the lack of significant differences in perceived social support 

such as race and socioeconomic status.  In other words, are there differences in patterns of 

perceived social support among students based on race or socioeconomic status?  This question 

would be worth exploring given the distinction in demographic varaibles between the present 

study’s sample and samples from previous studies.   

Again, when reviewing the results of the present research study, the reader is cautioned to 

also consider the fact that all data were collected from one region of the country.  Could there be 

sociological or cultural differences within this region, when considering the value of social 

support or beliefs about social support?  Or, are there additional factors related to the 

demographic characteristics of the region itself that may be affecting the results?  If so, then the 

impact of a restricted sample, as discussed previously, would be great.  More discussion of these 

topics is offered in the section on limitations.  

 Students’ perceived total social support.  Null Hypothesis 1 explored whether or not 

frequency and importance ratings of total perceived social support were significantly different 

for male and female students.  Previous research has explored perceived social support by 

source, specifically looking at parents, teachers, classmates, and close friends.  The majority of 

perceived social support literature has found that females most often report higher levels of 
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support from specific sources.  In addition, female students have been found to report higher 

importance ratings of perceived total social support (Demaray & Malecki, 2003a).  

The present study did not find statistically significant differences in frequency and 

importance ratings of perceived total social support between male and female students.  The  

study by Demaray and Malecki (2003a) that identified gender differences in importance ratings 

of perceived total support was distinct from the present study in sample size, range of 

ages/grades, and geographic location.  Specifically, Demaray and Malecki’s study included data 

from 1,688 students in Grades 3 through 12 across the Midwestern and Northeastern United 

States.  Although the present study did not find significant differences in perceived total social 

support for males and females, a review of mean scores revealed that female students reported 

slightly higher Total Frequency scores when compared to male students.  In addition, female 

students also reported slightly higher Total Importance scores when compared to male students.   

Students’ perceived social support from parents.  Null Hypothesis 2 explored whether 

or not frequency and importance ratings of perceived social support from parents were 

significantly different for male and female students.  Previous research on perceived social 

support from parents has generally found that male and female students report similar levels of 

support (Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; Malecki & Demaray, 2003b; Rueger et al., 2008).  The 

present study did not find statistically significant differences in frequency and importance ratings 

of perceived social support from parents between male and female students.  This finding is 

consistent with the aforementioned research studies.   

Students’ perceived social support from teachers.  Null Hypothesis 3 explored whether 

or not frequency and importance ratings of perceived social support from teachers were 

significantly different for male and female students.  Previous research has found that female 
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students report higher levels of perceived social support from teachers when compared to male 

students (Colarossi & Eccles, 2003; Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; Siyez, 2008).  In addition, 

female students have been found to report higher importance ratings of perceived total social 

support (Demaray & Malecki, 2003a).  

The present study did not find statistically significant differences in frequency and 

importance ratings of perceived social support from teachers between male and female students.  

This finding is not consistent with existing literature.  Reviewing the research that documented 

gender differences in perceived social support from teachers, several key differences emerge.  

First, the studies’ age and grade ranges were either exclusively high school students (Colarossi & 

Eccles, 2003; Siyez, 2008) or students in Grades 3 through 12 (Demaray & Malecki, 2002a, 

2003a).  Additionally, all four studies (Colarossi & Eccles, 2003; Demaray & Malecki, 2002a, 

2003a; Siyez, 2008) had samples that were more diverse ethnically and included students from 

suburban, rural, and urban school systems, and all sample sizes were larger than the present 

study.  It is possible that the present study did not detect differences in perceived social support 

from teachers because the study included participants who were mainly African American, 

middle school students from one school system.  

Although statistically significant differences in perceived social support from teachers for 

male and female students were not found, a review of mean scores revealed that female students 

reported slightly higher Teacher Frequency scores when compared to male students.  In addition, 

female students also reported slightly higher Teacher Importance scores when compared to male 

students.   

Students’ perceived social support from classmates.  Null Hypothesis 4 explored 

whether or not frequency and importance ratings of perceived social support from classmates 
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were significantly different for male and female students.  Previous research has found that 

female students report higher levels of perceived social support from classmates when compared 

to male students (Colarossi & Eccles, 2003; Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; Rueger et al., 2008; 

Siyez, 2008).  In addition, female students have been found to report higher importance ratings 

of perceived total social support (Demaray & Malecki, 2003a).  

The present study did not find statistically significant differences in frequency and 

importance ratings of perceived social support from classmates between male and female 

students.  This finding is not consistent with existing literature.  Studies that documented gender 

differences in perceived social support from classmates were somewhat different than the present 

study.  First, many of the studies’ age and grade ranges were either exclusively high school 

students (Colarossi & Eccles, 2003; Siyez, 2008) or students in Grades 3 through 12 (Demaray & 

Malecki, 2002a, 2003a).  Additionally, four studies (Colarossi & Eccles, 2003; Demaray & 

Malecki, 2002a, 2003a; Siyez, 2008) had samples that were more diverse ethnically and included 

students from suburban, rural, and urban school systems, and all sample sizes were larger than 

the present study.  In addition, research by Rueger et al. (2008) found gender differences within 

their sample of primarily White, middle class students in Grades 6-8 from a Midwest suburban 

area.  Thus, it is possible that the present study did not detect differences in perceived social 

support from classmates because the study included participants who were mainly African 

American, middle school students from one school system.  

Although statistically significant differences in perceived social support from classmates 

for male and female students were not found, a review of mean scores revealed that female 

students reported higher Classmate Frequency scores when compared to male students.  In  
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addition, female students also reported slightly higher Classmate Importance scores when  

compared to male students.   

Students’ perceived social support from close friend.  Null Hypothesis 5 explored 

whether or not frequency and importance ratings of perceived social support from a close friend 

were significantly different for male and female students.  Previous research has found that 

female students report higher levels of perceived social support from a close friend when 

compared to male students (Colarossi & Eccles, 2003; Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; Rueger et al., 

2008; Siyez, 2008; Weber et al., 2010).  In addition, female students have been found to report 

higher importance ratings of perceived total social support (Demaray & Malecki, 2003a).  

Similar to the findings for perceived social support from teachers and classmates, 

statistically significant differences in frequency and importance ratings of perceived social 

support from a close friend between male and female students were not found.  This finding is 

not consistent with existing literature.  Studies that documented gender differences in perceived 

social support from a close friend were somewhat different than the present study.  First, the 

studies’ age and grade ranges were either exclusively high school students (Colarossi & Eccles, 

2003; Siyez, 2008) or students in Grades 3 through 12 (Demaray & Malecki, 2002a, 2003a). 

Additionally, four studies (Colarossi & Eccles, 2003; Demaray & Malecki, 2002a, 2003a; Siyez, 

2008) had samples that were more diverse ethnically and included students from suburban, rural, 

and urban school systems, and all sample sizes were larger than the present study.  In addition, 

research by Rueger et al. (2008) found gender differences within their sample of primarily 

White, middle class students in Grades 6-8 from a Midwest suburban area.  Thus, it is possible 

that the present study did not detect differences in perceived social support from classmates  

because the study included participants who were mainly African American, middle school 

students from one school system.  
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 Despite the lack of statistically significant differences in perceived social support from a 

close friend for male and female students, a review of mean scores revealed that female students 

reported higher Close Friend Frequency scores when compared to male students.  In addition, 

female students also reported slightly higher Close Friend Importance scores when compared to 

male students.   

Students’ perceived social support from school.  Null Hypothesis 6 explored whether 

or not frequency and importance ratings of perceived social support from school were 

significantly different for male and female students.  Previous research has explored perceived 

social support by source, most often examining parents, teachers, classmates, and close friends.  

The majority of perceived social support literature has found that females most often report 

higher levels of support from several sources, but none of the research reviewed specifically 

explored school as a source of perceived social support.  The present study did not find 

statistically significant differences in frequency and importance ratings of perceived social 

support from school between male and female students.   

Family Composition and Extracurricular Group Membership 

Null Hypothesis 7 explored whether or not frequency and importance ratings of perceived 

social support (Total, Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and School) were significantly 

different based on family composition (two levels: home with two parents and homes with one 

parent) and extracurricular group membership (no groups, one group, and two or more groups). 

 Previous research has explored the relationship between family composition and well-

being of children and adolescents.  Research by Demo and Acock (1996) found that children of 

intact first marriages were found to have fewer difficulties with socioemotional adjustment, 

academic performance, and global well-being.  In a study by Riggio (2004), young adults who 
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experienced higher levels of conflict within their homes reported less social support than those 

young adults who experienced lower levels of conflict.  In addition, previous research has 

explored the benefits of extracurricular groups for children and adolescents.  Sources of social 

support appear to be developed and maintained through active engagement in the classroom, as a 

positive association was discovered between students’ participation in class, especially group 

activities, and perceptions of social support from peers and teachers (Tinto, 1997).  Given this 

research, the present study explored the effect of family composition and extracurricular groups 

upon perceptions of social support, as measured by the CASSS.   

Across several sources of perceived social support, the present study did not find 

significantly different frequency and importance ratings based on family composition or 

extracurricular group membership.  Specifically, no statistically significant interactions were 

identified between family composition and extracurricular group membership for perceived 

social support frequency and importance from the following subscales of the CASSS: Total, 

Parent, Teacher, Classmate, Close Friend, and School.  In addition, no significant main effects 

for family composition were found for perceived social support frequency and importance from 

the all subscales of the CASSS.  Significant main effects for extracurricular group membership 

were not found for perceived social support frequency and importance from the following 

subscales of the CASSS: Total, Parent, Classmate, Close Friend, and School.   

One significant main effect was identified within the analyses for Null Hypothesis 7.  

Specifically, the main effect of extracurricular group membership was significant for Teacher 

Frequency and Teacher Importance.  Follow-up univariate ANOVAs indicated that the main 

effect of extracurricular group membership was significant for Teacher Frequency but not 

significant for Teacher Importance.  Results of post-hoc analyses indicated a significant 
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difference between students who reported membership in one extracurricular group and students 

who reported membership in two extracurricular groups, with students who reported membership 

in one extracurricular group reporting higher teacher social support frequency ratings. 

Limitations of the Study 

Several limitations to the present study must be identified and discussed.  To begin with, 

participants were only selected from one school system in the Southeastern United States.  Using 

participants from one school system in one region of the country limits the generalizability of the 

study’s findings to other students who live in other regions of the country and other parts of the 

world.  Time and financial constraints along with school policies on research studies directed the 

present study to collect data from a single school system.  Similarly, another limitation of the 

study is the sample size of 103 participants.  As stated previously, time and financial constraints 

along with school policies on research studies influenced the options for data collection sites as 

well as sample size.  Within the discussion of the findings, it was noted several times that 

existing research that detected differences in perceptions of social support employed much larger 

sample sizes.  

The present study was also limited by the composition of the sample.  Specifically, the 

majority of the participants were middle school students but there were also high school students.  

The researcher intended for the study to be conducted with only middle school students.  

However, because only one school system was used for recruitment, the researcher realized it 

was necessary to extend the age and grade ranges in order to secure enough participants, 

especially students with SLD.  Previous discussion indicated that some studies used both middle 

and high school students, particularly with much larger sample sizes, but many studies have 

either studied middle school students or high school students.  It is possible that developmental 
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trends exist in perceptions of social support, as students gain more independence and develop 

stronger relationships with friends at school.  

Another issue for consideration is the demographic characteristics of the school system 

where data were collected.  The demographic characteristics negatively affect the study’s 

generalizability to other school districts that differ in terms of socioeconomic factors and 

racial/ethnic composition.  Specifically, 60% of students within this school system received free 

or reduced lunch, and the ethnic composition of the school system heavily consisted of students 

of minority status.  However, it is important to note that the sample used within this study was 

similar to the characteristics of the school district, as 79.6% of participants reported eligibility for 

free or reduced lunch and 85.44% were African American.  Although the percentages are not 

identical, the final matched sample appears to be fairly representative of the school district 

population. 

Additionally, this study was unable to secure information about individual students’ 

social-emotional, behavioral, or cognitive functioning, especially those students with disabilities.  

If psychological assessment records were more accessible, the researcher would have been able 

to conduct further analyses based on intellectual functioning and other behavioral data.  Such 

data would have been helpful in better understanding the subgroups within the study, especially 

the students with SLD; however, the present study proceeded without gathering information 

about participants’ intellectual functioning, level of achievement, and other behavioral data, 

given the invasiveness associated with accessing such records.  The researcher was able to secure 

an estimated reading level for most students (students’ most recent STAR reading assessment 

scores).  This information was presented as descriptive information about the sample, but it was  
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not employed in analyses.  The researcher attempted to eliminate differences in reading ability by  

reading aloud all directions and items.  

Another limitation to the present study was that data were not collected from parents and 

teachers for comparison and analysis with student ratings.  For example, the researcher could 

have provided questionnaires or conducted interviews of parents and teachers.  These data from 

parents and teachers may have provided a better understanding of actual support levels in the 

homes and classrooms of students.  This additional information would have allowed for 

comparisons of actual support, as rated by parents and teachers, and perceived support ratings 

provided by students.  Again, time constraints drove the researcher to focus on student 

perceptions only.  Another limitation to the present study is that only one rating scale was used 

for assessing perceptions of social support.  Moreover, the rating scale used within this study 

requires self-report from participants, and limitations associated with self-report instruments are 

well documented, including the accuracy of responses and the comprehension of items.  Despite 

these issues, rating scales are frequently used in a large number of research studies in psychology 

and education.  

The researcher encountered difficulties with recruitment numbers.  Concerns about 

recruitment prompted the researcher to design the study to include middle and high school 

students rather than targeting only middle school students.  Throughout recruitment, the 

researcher easily secured enough students in general education for participation in the study.  

However, great difficulty was encountered when trying to secure consent for participation for 

students with SLD.  Despite data collection being conducted in four schools, recruitment of 

students with SLD still lagged behind.  Specifically, consent forms were sent to parents of 

students at each of the four schools, and of a total of 2,134 students for whom consent forms 

were sent, 207 were returned (response rate of 9.7%).  The researcher in conjunction with her 



 

198 
 

dissertation committee opted to move forward with smaller numbers of students with SLD, 

understanding the limitations that would accompany this decision.  It should be noted that 

recruitment of participants might have been improved by providing information at school 

functions or meetings of the parent-teacher association.   

Additionally, the percentages of race, eligibility for free or reduced lunch, and school 

were much higher in the present study’s students with SLD than students in general education.  

Given this distinction between students with SLD and students in general education within the 

sample, the dissertation committee approved a plan to match percentages of these three important 

variables for students in the general education cells.  However, the researcher could not achieve a 

perfect general education match for every student with SLD, but the percentages of each 

demographic variable were comparable for students with SLD and students in general education.  

After reviewing the results, one could argue that the researcher restricted the present study’s 

results by creating nearly identical subsamples on race, eligibility for free or reduced unch, and 

school, and this restriction may have played a large part in the lack of significant findings by 

SLD/general education status and gender.  Perhaps, then, one could hypothesize that differences 

in perceptions of social support may be related to variables like race and socioeconomic status.  

As discussed earlier in the chapter, the reader is cautioned to also consider the fact that all 

data were collected from one region of the country.  Potential sociological or cultural differences 

within this region may exist and could be related to values and beliefs about social support.  Or, 

are there additional factors related to the demographic characteristics of the region itself that may 

be affecting the results?  Such additional factors could include significant historical events that 

shaped the region, trends, and policies that emerged following historical events, and even case 

law related to education within the state.  If so, it seems the impact of a restricted sample, as 



 

199 
 

discussed previously, would be great.  Additionally, definitions of disability and interpretation of 

code for identifying students with disabilities in the schools may affect the subsamples reviewed 

in this study.   

Implications of the Study for Future Research 

Given the results of the present study, several considerations for future research must be 

discussed.  To begin with, the present study should be replicated in other settings, including 

school districts with other demographic characteristics.  Additionally, future studies could 

include more special education groups, including students with ADHD who qualify for special 

education services through Other Health Impairment as well as students who receive gifted 

services.  The aforementioned recommendations may prove helpful in addressing some of the 

limitations of the present study (e.g., demographic characteristics and type of disability).  

The present study included students from both middle and high school, with larger 

percentages of middle school students.  As Chu et al. (2010) discussed, the relationship between 

perceived social support and well-being appears to increase with age.  Thus, future research 

should examine the developmental trends in perceived social support by studying perceived 

social support in larger samples of students in middle school and high school.  In addition, 

studies should continue to explore the relationships among well-being, perceived social support, 

and age of students (Chu et al., 2010).  

Future studies should strive to obtain greater numbers of students with SLD.  

Additionally, future studies comparing students with SLD and in general education would benefit 

from targeted recruitment at either the middle school level or high school level.  The inclusion of 

several school systems would be helpful for researchers striving to gather data from similar 

numbers of male and females students with SLD and in general education.  If possible, studies 
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may consider separating students with learning disabilities by the academic area affected (i.e., 

reading disability or math disability), similar to the design employed by Martinez (2006).  Future 

studies might increase recruitment through speaking engagements at schools’ parent-teacher 

associations.  

As discussed previously, the present study’s sample was restricted demographically, as 

data were collected from one school system in one region of the country.  Three significant topics 

emerged following data analysis and discussion.  The first is whether differences in perceptions 

of social support may be related to variables like race and socioeconomic status. The second 

relates to any sociological or cultural differences that may be found within the region and 

whether these differences could be related to values and beliefs about social support.  The third 

idea is whether any additional factors related to the demographic characteristics of the region, 

such as significant historical events that shaped the region, trends and policies that emerged 

following historical events, and even case law related to education within the state, have affected 

the results obtained within this study.  Given these questions, a logical idea for future research is 

to explore correlations or conduct factor analyses to assess and understand if distinct patterns of 

relationships exist based on student demographic variables like region, race, or socioeconomic 

status.  Such a study could be completed using diverse students from multiple school systems in 

different regions of the country.   

In addition, future research should continue the exploration of perceptions of social 

support and its relationship with students’ membership in extracurricular groups.  Findings from 

this study indicated that significant differences were found in the frequency of perceived social 

support from teachers based on extracurricular group membership.  As stated previously, 

Research Question 7 was exploratory in nature, as limited research has specifically addressed the 
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relationships among perceived social support, family composition, and extracurricular group 

membership.  Follow-up studies within this area would allow a better understanding of how 

extracurricular group membership relates to perceptions of social support.  Given the previous 

research that suggested a link between perceptions of social support from peers and teachers and 

active engagement and involvement in the classroom, it is possible that further studies might 

benefit from defining extracurricular group membership through gathering information about 

active involvement versus simple membership. 

Implications of the Study for Applied Practices in the Schools 

The present study provides several implications for professionals practicing in schools.  

To begin with, this study drew attention to the need to consider students’ perceptions of social 

support, as this can be a starting point for further intervention with students, and educators and 

school psychologists can examine the potential utility of identifying discrepancies between 

frequency and importance ratings of social support.  This study modeled a method for collecting 

social and emotional data (i.e., students’ perceptions of the frequency and importance of social 

support). 

 Although the present study did not detect significant differences based on students with 

SLD or in general education, evaluating a students’ perceptions rather than solely placing 

emphasis on ratings provided by parents and teachers is a practice that should be highlighted.  

Professionals may choose to include informal or formal measures of perceived social support 

within their interviews and assessments.  This form of assessment seems reasonable for students 

who have been identified with a disability, as these students will receive specialized instruction 

to assist them in meeting educational objectives.  The students’ perspectives should be central to 

the development of any plan, and educators and school psychologists should strive to use 
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students’ perspectives to promote strong relationships between educators and students.  

Additionally, students’ perceptions of social support from peers and parents can be helpful when 

developing goals within a counseling relationship.  Taken together, the inclusion of perceived 

social support as a necessary component of interviews and assessments may assist professionals 

in developing interventions and treatment plans that are specifically designed to meet the 

individual student’s needs,  as successful development and implementation of most interventions 

require attention to each student’s unique characteristics.   

 The present study suggested that membership in extracurricular groups might be related 

to students’ perceptions of the frequency of social support from teachers.  Future research is 

needed to address this relationship.  However, preliminary findings suggest that frequency of 

perceived social support from teachers for students who reported membership in two groups was 

less than the frequency of perceived social support from teachers for students who reported 

membership in one group.  Continued study within this area might offer important considerations 

for student involvement in extracurricular groups as well as teacher involvement with 

extracurricular groups.   
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APPENDIX A 

Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASSS) 
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APPENDIX B 

Permission Letter to Use CASSS
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Dear Jennifer Carpenter, 

 

I have received your request to use the CASSS for your dissertation, “Perceptions of Social Support 

Among Youth With and Without Specific Learning Disabilities and Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity 

Disorder.”  You are more than welcome to use the measure in your research and include a copy of it in 

your document. 

 

Best of luck with your research endeavors! 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Michelle K. Demaray, Ph.D. 
Professor 
Psychology Department 
Northern Illinois University 
DeKalb, IL 60115 
Phone: 815-753-7077 
e-mail: mkdemaray@niu.edu 
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APPENDIX C 

Pilot Study: Demographic Information Form 
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Demographic Information Form 
 

Group Membership and Extracurricular Activity Membership  
 
How many school clubs, organizations, or teams do you belong to?  Examples include chorus, 
wrestling team, Student Government Association, Beta Club, basketball team, or Math Club.  
Circle one of the following choices: 
 
0 groups 

1 group 

2 groups 

3 groups 

4 groups or more 

 

Family Composition 

How many people, not counting yourself, live at home with you? 
Circle one of the following choices: 
 
1      6 

2       7 

3      8 

4      9  

5      10 or more 

Please list all of the persons who live with you at your home.  Examples include Mom, Dad, 
Grandmother, Grandfather, Aunt, Uncle, Cousin, Brother, Sister, Stepmother, Stepfather, 
Mother’s boyfriend, Father’s girlfriend, Godmother, and Godfather.  
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX D 

Pilot Study: Permission Letter from Private School
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                                                                       September 8, 2011 

 

Jenny Short Carpenter, Ed.S., NCSP  

Doctoral Candidate in School Psychology  

The University of Alabama 

Dear Ms. Carpenter, 

I am writing to give permission for students at _________________ to participate in a pilot 

study investigating students' perceptions of the support that they receive from teachers, parents, 

classmates, close friends, and school.  To do this, I am administering a brief survey that 

assesses social support (Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale). 
We will provide 14 students this age in one class since the process should not take longer 

than 30-40 minutes to complete.  Please send the parental permission letters and we will get 

them signed before you come. 

Please let us know a date as I have suggested times in the email I sent you.  Best wishes! 

_____________________, Director
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APPENDIX E 

Pilot Study: Institutional Review Board Approval 
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APPENDIX F 

Pilot Study: Parental Permission Form
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Parental Permission Form 

Perceptions of Social Support Among Middle School Youth   
 
Jennifer Short Carpenter, Graduate Student in School Psychology 
 
The University of Alabama 
 
You and your child are being asked to take part in a research study. You are being asked to give 
permission for your child for whom you are a parent/guardian to take part in a research study.   
 
This study is called Perceptions of Social Support Among Middle School Youth.  The study is 
being done by Jennifer Short Carpenter, who is a graduate student at the University of Alabama. 
Mrs. Carpenter is being supervised by Dr. Patti L. Harrison who is a professor of School 
Psychology at the University of Alabama. 
 
What is this study about?  What is the investigator trying to learn?  
This study is being done to find out about the social support that students perceive that they 
receive from their teachers, parents, schools, classmates, and friends. To better understand what 
social support is, think about the following examples: a student receiving help from a classmate 
when he is trying to solve a problem; a student helping his friend with his schoolwork; a student 
receiving help from his teacher when he is learning how to multiply fractions; a father showing 
his child how to fix a flat tire; a mother spending time reading with her daughter; a school 
counselor giving advice to a student; a friend understanding your feelings when you are upset 
about a bad grade; and a teacher caring about how her student does on a test. The examples of 
supportive behaviors shown above may help students improve their academic performance or 
behavior in class, develop or improve social relationships, and learn/practice new skills or 
activities. First, the investigator wants to learn about the amount of support that students receive 
from people at home and school.  Second, the investigator wants to learn how important students 
feel it is to receive the support from people at their home and at school.  
 
Why is this study important or useful?  
This study offers an opportunity to learn about students’ perceptions of the supportive behaviors 
available to them at home and school. These supportive behaviors may help students improve 
their academic performance, behavior in class, or social relationships. This study will provide 
information about the amount of supportive behaviors that students experience and the kinds of 
support that students want. This knowledge can be used to help parents, teachers, and other 
school staff provide the kinds of support that students need and want.  The results of this study 
will also help school psychologists understand better ways to help students, parents, teachers, 
and other school staff.  
 
Why have I been asked to be in this study? 
You and your student have been asked to be in this study because your student is enrolled in a 
participating school.  
 
How many people will be in this study?  
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About 13 other people will be in this study.  
 
What will I be asked to do in this study?  
If you agree to participate in this study, you and your child will be asked to do these things:  
 

• Your child will complete a short survey about the social support that he/she receives from 
people at home and school. The researcher will administer the survey to a group of 
students (i.e., no more than 14 students in the group) in a classroom at your child’s 
school. This classroom will be private, as the room will be reserved for the purpose of 
completing this study.  The researcher will read all of the survey questions to the middle 
school students.  This method of administration will make sure that all students will be 
able to understand the questions that they are answering. 

 
How much time will my child spend being in this study?  
Students will spend approximately 30-45 minutes completing the survey.  
 
Will being in this study cost me anything?  
There will be no financial cost to you or your child for participating in this study. However, we 
do ask for your time reading and signing this form and your child’s time completing the survey 
(30-45 minutes of class time). 
 
Will I or my child be compensated for being in this study? 
You or your child will not be compensated for being in this study.   
 
What are the risks (dangers or harms) to me or my child if we agree to be in this study?  
Little or no risk is foreseen. Because students will receive full explanation about this study and 
may choose whether they would like to participate, we feel that there is little risk in participating 
in this study. Also, students can decide to stop the study at any time during the process. The 
rating scale used by the study has been used with many children and adolescents by many other 
researchers. No dangers or harms have been identified with completing this survey.   
 
What are the benefits (good things) that may happen if my child is in this study?  
Although you will not benefit personally from being in the study, you may feel good about 
knowing that you have helped provide information that may be used to better meet the social and 
emotional needs of students.  
 
What are the benefits to science or society? 
This study will help teachers, school counselors, and school psychologists to become more 
helpful in meeting the social and emotional needs of students. Society may benefit from this 
study because much research has suggested that a number of students who drop out of school do 
so because they feel disconnected from school. This study offers an opportunity to identify ways 
to understand students’ needs and develop ways to meet these needs.  
 
How will my privacy be protected? 
In order to protect their privacy, students participating in this study will be told in advance what 
types of questions the survey will ask about. Students will be told that they do not have to answer 
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any questions they do not want to do so. They will be asked to complete a short survey about the 
social support that they receive from people at home and school. The survey will be completed in 
a small group of students in a quiet and private room at their school.  
 
How will my confidentiality be protected? 
Confidentiality refers to data and how it will be safeguarded. You and your child’s confidentiality 
will be protected at all times. Confidentiality will be protected by separating signed consents 
from surveys, using ID numbers instead of names for records (such as 100, 101, 102, etc.), 
placing hard-copy surveys and consent forms in locked drawers and doors, encrypting the 
computer database where all survey responses will be electronically stored, and destroying raw 
data or identifiers after data have been entered. The number of people who can access data will 
be limited to the primary researcher and her committee of 5 faculty members at the University of 
Alabama.  
 
What are the alternatives to being in this study?  Do I have other choices? 
You may choose to allow your child to be in the study or not. The alternative to being in this 
study is not to sign this form or allow my child to participate. 
 
What are my rights as a participant in this study? 
Taking part in this study is voluntary.  It is your free choice. You can refuse to be in it at all. If 
you start the study, you can stop at any time.  There will be no effect on your relations with the 
University of Alabama or with your child’s school, the school system, or any school or district 
personnel. 
 
The University of Alabama Institutional Review Board (“the IRB”) is the committee that protects 
the rights of people in research studies. The IRB may review study records from time to time to 
be sure that people in research studies are being treated fairly and that the study is being carried 
out as planned.  
 
If new information becomes available that might affect your willingness to continue participating 
in this study, we will tell you.  
 
Who do I call if I have questions or problems?  
If you have questions about the study right now, please ask them. If you have questions, 
concerns, or complaints about the study later on, please call the researcher (Jennifer Short 
Carpenter) at (205-348-7575).  
 
If you have questions about your rights as a person taking part in a research study, make 
suggestions or file complaints and concerns, you may call Ms. Tanta Myles, the Research 
Compliance Officer of the University at  (205)-348-8461 or toll-free at 1-877-820-3066.  You 
may also ask questions, make suggestions, or file complaints and concerns through the IRB 
Outreach Website at http://osp.ua.edu/site/PRCO_Welcome.html. You may email us at 
participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu 
 
After you participate, you are encouraged to complete the survey for research participants that is 
online at the outreach website  or you may ask the investigator for a copy of it and mail it to the 

mailto:participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu
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University Office for Research Compliance, Box 870104, 152 Rose Administration Building, 
Tuscaloosa, AL 35487-0104.   
 
I have read this consent form. I have had a chance to ask questions. I agree for my child to take 
part in it. I will receive a copy of this consent form to keep. 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Parent/Guardian of Research Participant   Date 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Investigator       Date 
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Participant Assent Form 

Dear Student: 
 
I am from the University of Alabama.  I am doing a study of how children in middle school feel 
about their parents, teachers, close friends, classmates, and school.  I am also trying to find out 
how much support kids get and how important that support is to them. This study will help 
teachers and counselors understand how kids your age feel about people at home and at school. 
Maybe we can learn some new ways to help kids feel like they have the help and support that 
they need.  
 
Your parents know we are asking you to be in this study. It is OK with them and they have 
signed their permission. I am asking about 9 other children from several middle schools in your 
school district to be in this study. 
 
You can decide if you want to be in this study. If you decide to be in the study, you will complete 
a survey about social support. The term “social support” means a student’s awareness of the 
supportive behaviors from people in their home or at their school. These supportive behaviors 
provided may help students improve their academic performance, behavior in class, or social 
relationships. You will be asked to provide information about your participation in school 
groups/extracurricular activities. You will also be asked to provide information about who lives 
with you at home. While completing the survey, you will be with a small group of students (no 
more than 10 students).  All items on the survey will be read aloud to you. You will be asked to 
rate how often you receive the support described and how important the support is to you. The 
survey will take approximately 30-45 minutes to complete. We will not tell anyone outside the 
study how you answered the questions about support from people at your home and school. We 
will write a report on the study that just talks about how the group answered the questions, but no 
one will be able to recognize you.  
 
You are a volunteer.  You are helping us but you do not have to unless you want to.  This is your 
free choice. If you start the study and decide you don’t want to continue, just let me know. No 
one will be mad at you. If you do not want to answer a certain question, you do not have to. We 
do not think there are any risks or harm to you in this study. You may feel good to know you are 
helping us to understand the importance of support from parents, teachers, close friends, 
classmates, and school as part of a research study. We will look at information from the entire 
group of students in the study and will not focus on how you have answered the survey.   
 
If you have any questions about this study, please ask me now. If you have questions later, you 
can call (Jennifer Short Carpenter) at the University of Alabama at (205-348-7575).  
 
If you have questions about your rights as a person taking part in a research study, make 
suggestions or file complaints and concerns, you may call Ms. Tanta Myles, the Research 
Compliance Officer of the University at  (205)-348-8461 or toll-free at 1-877-820-3066.  You 
may also ask questions, make suggestions, or file complaints and concerns through the IRB 
Outreach Website at http://osp.ua.edu/site/PRCO_Welcome.html. You may email us at 
participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu. 

mailto:participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu
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If you agree to be in this study, please sign your name on this letter below. You can have a copy 
of the letter to keep. 
 
Thank you very much for your interest. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Short Carpenter 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Name of Participant               Date 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Person Obtaining Assent          Date
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Demographic Information Form 
 

Group Membership and Extracurricular Activity Membership-How many school clubs, 
organizations, or teams do you belong to? Examples include chorus, wrestling team, Student 
Government Association, Beta Club, basketball team, or Math Club. Circle one of the following 
choices: 
 
0 groups 1 group 

2 groups 3 groups 

4 groups or more  

Family Composition-How many people, not counting yourself, live at home with you? Circle 
one of the following choices: 
1      6 
2       7 
3      8 
4      9  
5      10 or more 
 
Please list all of the persons who live with you at your home. Examples include Mom, Dad, 
Grandmother, Grandfather, Aunt, Uncle, Cousin, Brother, Sister, Stepmother, Stepfather, 
Mother’s boyfriend, Father’s girlfriend, Godmother, and Godfather. 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Social Networking- Of the following social media sites, circle any that you use and provide the 
number of friends/followers/groups/circles.  
Facebook 
Number of Friends:______ 
 

Flickr 
Number of Groups: ______ 

MySpace 
Number of Friends: ______ 

Google + 
Number of Circles: ______ 
Number of People: ______ 

 
Tumblr 
Number of Followers: ______ 

 
Twitter 
Number of Followers: ______ 

 
Foursquare 
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Social Networking Frequency- How often do you use any of the previously mentioned social 
networking/social media websites? 
 

Many times daily 

At least once a day 

Many times a week 

At least once a week 

Few times a month 

Once a month 

Never use it 
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Parental Permission Form 

Perceptions of Social Support Among Youth With and Without Specific Learning 
Disabilities  
 
Jennifer Short Carpenter, Graduate Student in School Psychology 
 
The University of Alabama 
 
You and your child are being asked to take part in a research study. You are being asked to give 
permission for your child to take part in a research study.   
 
This study is called Perceptions of Social Support Among Youth With and Without Specific 
Learning Disabilities.  The study is being done by Jennifer Short Carpenter, who is a graduate 
student at the University of Alabama. Mrs. Carpenter is being supervised by Dr. Patti L. Harrison 
who is a professor of School Psychology at the University of Alabama. 
 
What is this study about?  What is the investigator trying to learn?  
This study is about what children think about social support from family, teachers, and friends. 
Social support can be seen in the following examples: a student receiving help from a teacher 
when he is trying to solve a math problem; a parent showing a child how to fix a flat tire; a 
parent reading to a child; and a friend understanding a child’s feelings when the child is upset 
about a bad grade. 
 
 First, we want to learn about the amount of support that students believe they receive. Second, 
we want to learn how important students feel it is to receive the support.  
 
Why is this study important or useful?  
This study will help us learn about the social support that students get from friends, teachers, and 
family. Social support may help students get better grades, make friends, and learn new skills.  
Teachers can use information about social support to better help their students.  
 
Why have I been asked to be in this study? 
You and your child have been asked to be in this study because your child attends a participating 
middle or high school. 
 
How many people will be in this study?  
About 180 other people will be in this study.  
 
What will I be asked to do in this study?  
If you agree to participate in this study, you and your child will be asked to do these things:  
 

• Your child will complete a short survey about social support.  
 

• You will be asked to give consent for your child’s case manager/special education teacher 
to look at your child’s education record to find out his/her disability status, time in special 
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• education, and percentage of day in special education classes. The case manager/special 
education teacher will give this information to the researcher, Mrs. Jennifer Short 
Carpenter. 

 
• You will tell us if your child has Free and Reduced Lunch at his/her school.   

 
• You will be asked to give consent for your child’s case manager/special education teacher 

to look at the most recent scores from the STAR reading administrations. Your child’s 
case manager/special education teacher will give this information to the researcher, Mrs. 
Jennifer Short Carpenter. 

 
How much time will my child spend being in this study?  
Students will spend approximately 30-45 minutes taking the survey at their school. Students will 
work on the survey during a class period for which the content is not part of the state 
standardized tests.  
 
Will being in this study cost me anything?  
There will be no financial cost to you or your child for taking part in this study. However, we do 
ask for your time reading and signing this form and your child’s time completing the survey (30-
45 minutes of class time). 
 
Will I or my child be compensated for being in this study? 
You or your child will not be compensated for being in this study.   
 
In appreciation of your time, I will conduct presentations for parents, if they would like to attend. 
These presentations will be general information about the social and emotional development of 
all children and not your specific child. These presentations will be held at your child’s middle or 
high school. Dates for these presentations are to be determined. 
 
What are the risks (dangers or harms) to me or my child if we agree to be in this study?  
Little or no risk is foreseen. Students will receive full explanation and may choose whether they 
would like to participate. Students can decide to stop the study at any time during the process. 
The rating scale used in this study has been used with other students and no dangers or harms 
have been identified with completing this survey.   
 
What are the benefits (good things) that may happen if my child is in this study?  
Although you will not benefit personally from being in the study, you may feel good about 
knowing that you have helped provide research information that may be used to better meet the 
social and emotional needs of all students across the country.  
 
What are the benefits to science or society? 
This study may provide schools and teachers with information to become more helpful in 
meeting the needs of students. Society may benefit from this study because much research has 
suggested that a number of students who drop out of school do so because they do not feel 
connected with school. 
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How will my privacy be protected? 
Students participating in this study will be told what types of questions the survey will ask about 
and that they do not have to answer any questions if they do not want to do so. Students will take 
the survey with a small group of students in a quiet and private room at their school.  
 
How will my confidentiality be protected? 
Confidentiality refers to data and how it will be protected. You and your child’s confidentiality 
will be protected at all times. The researcher will do the following: Separate signed consents 
from surveys, use ID numbers instead of names for records (such as 100, 101, 102, etc.), place 
hard-copy surveys and consent forms in locked drawers and doors, provide security on the 
computer database where all survey responses will be electronically stored, and destroy raw data 
or identifiers after data have been entered. The people who can see the data will be limited to the 
primary researcher.  The researcher’s committee of five faculty members at the University of 
Alabama will see the overall results of the data analyses but will not see the names of you or 
your child.  
 
What are the alternatives to being in this study?  Do I have other choices? 
You may choose to allow your child to be in the study or not. The alternative to being in this 
study is not to sign this form or allow your child to participate. 
 
What are my rights as a participant in this study? 
Taking part in this study is voluntary.  It is your free choice. You can refuse to be in it at all. If 
you start the study, you can stop at any time.  There will be no effect on your relations with the 
University of Alabama or with your child’s school, the school system, or any school or district 
personnel. 
 
The University of Alabama Institutional Review Board (“the IRB”) is the committee that protects 
the rights of people in research studies. The IRB may review study records from time to time to 
be sure that people in research studies are being treated fairly and that the study is being carried 
out as planned.  
 
If new information becomes available that might affect your willingness to continue participating 
in this study, we will tell you.  
 
Who do I call if I have questions or problems?  
If you have questions about the study right now, please ask them. If you have questions, 
concerns, or complaints about the study later on, please call the researcher (Jennifer Short 
Carpenter) at 205-348-7575. Mrs. Carpenter’s faculty supervisor at the University of Alabama, 
Dr. Patti L. Harrison, may also be reached at 205-348-7575. 
 
If you have questions about your rights as a person taking part in a research study, make 
suggestions or file complaints and concerns, you may call Ms. Tanta Myles, the Research 
Compliance Officer of the University at  (205)-348-8461 or toll-free at 1-877-820-3066.  You 
may also ask questions, make suggestions, or file complaints and concerns through the IRB 
Outreach Website at http://osp.ua.edu/site/PRCO_Welcome.html. You may email the IRB at 
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participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu 
 
After you participate, you are encouraged to complete the survey for research participants that is 
online at the outreach website  or you may ask the investigator for a copy of it and mail it to the 
University Office for Research Compliance, Box 870104, 152 Rose Administration Building, 
Tuscaloosa, AL 35487-0104.   
 
I have read this consent form. I have had a chance to ask questions. I agree for my child to take 
part in it. I will receive a copy of this consent form to keep. 
 
Does your child receive free or reduced lunch?    YES   NO 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Parent/Guardian of Research Participant   Date 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Investigator       Date 

mailto:participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu
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Parental Permission Form 

Perceptions of Social Support Among Youth With and Without Specific Learning 
Disabilities  
 
Jennifer Short Carpenter, Graduate Student in School Psychology 
 
The University of Alabama 
 
You and your child are being asked to take part in a research study. You are being asked to give 
permission for your child to take part in a research study.   
 
This study is called Perceptions of Social Support Among Youth With and Without Specific 
Learning Disabilities.  The study is being done by Jennifer Short Carpenter, who is a graduate 
student at the University of Alabama. Mrs. Carpenter is being supervised by Dr. Patti L. Harrison 
who is a professor of School Psychology at the University of Alabama. 
 
What is this study about?  What is the investigator trying to learn?  
This study is about what children think about social support from family, teachers, and friends. 
Social support can be seen in the following examples: a student receiving help from a teacher 
when he is trying to solve a math problem; a parent showing a child how to fix a flat tire; a 
parent reading to a child; and a friend understanding a child’s feelings when the child is upset 
about a bad grade. 
 
 First, we want to learn about the amount of support that students believe they receive. Second, 
we want to learn how important students feel it is to receive the support.  
 
Why is this study important or useful?  
This study will help us learn about the social support that students get from friends, teachers, and 
family. Social support may help students get better grades, make friends, and learn new skills.  
Teachers can use information about social support to better help their students.  
 
Why have I been asked to be in this study? 
You and your child have been asked to be in this study because your child attends a participating 
middle or high school. 
 
How many people will be in this study?  
About 180 other people will be in this study.  
 
What will I be asked to do in this study?  
If you agree to participate in this study, you and your child will be asked to do these things:  
 

• Your child will complete a short survey about social support.  
 

• You will tell us if your child has Free and Reduced Lunch at his/her school. 
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• You will be asked to give consent for your child’s teacher to look at the most recent 
scores from the STAR reading administrations. Your child’s teacher will give this 
information to the researcher, Mrs. Jennifer Short Carpenter. 

 
How much time will my child spend being in this study?  
Students will spend approximately 30-45 minutes taking the survey at their school. Students will 
work on the survey during a class period for which the content is not part of the state 
standardized tests.  
 
Will being in this study cost me anything?  
There will be no financial cost to you or your child for taking part in this study. However, we do 
ask for your time reading and signing this form and your child’s time completing the survey (30-
45 minutes of class time). 
 
Will I or my child be compensated for being in this study? 
You or your child will not be compensated for being in this study.   
 
In appreciation of your time, I will conduct presentations for parents, if they would like to attend. 
These presentations will be general information about the social and emotional development of 
all children and not your specific child. These presentations will be held at your child’s middle or 
high school. Dates for these presentations are to be determined. 
 
What are the risks (dangers or harms) to me or my child if we agree to be in this study?  
Little or no risk is foreseen. Students will receive full explanation and may choose whether they 
would like to participate. Students can decide to stop the study at any time during the process. 
The rating scale used in this study has been used with other students and no dangers or harms 
have been identified with completing this survey.   
 
What are the benefits (good things) that may happen if my child is in this study?  
Although you will not benefit personally from being in the study, you may feel good about 
knowing that you have helped provide research information that may be used to better meet the 
social and emotional needs of all students across the country.  
 
What are the benefits to science or society? 
This study may provide schools and teachers with information to become more helpful in 
meeting the needs of students. Society may benefit from this study because much research has 
suggested that a number of students who drop out of school do so because they do not feel 
connected with school.  
 
How will my privacy be protected? 
Students participating in this study will be told what types of questions the survey will ask about 
and that they do not have to answer any questions if they do not want to do so. Students will take 
the survey with a small group of students in a quiet and private room at their school.  
 
How will my confidentiality be protected? 
Confidentiality refers to data and how it will be protected. You and your child’s confidentiality
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will be protected at all times. The researcher will do the following: Separate signed consents 
from surveys, use ID numbers instead of names for records (such as 100, 101, 102, etc.), place 
hard-copy surveys and consent forms in locked drawers and doors, provide security on the 
computer database where all survey responses will be electronically stored, and destroy raw data 
or identifiers after data have been entered. The people who can see the data will be limited to the 
primary researcher.  The researcher’s committee of five faculty members at the University of 
Alabama will see the overall results of the data analyses but will not see the names of you or 
your child.  
 
What are the alternatives to being in this study?  Do I have other choices? 
You may choose to allow your child to be in the study or not. The alternative to being in this 
study is not to sign this form or allow your child to participate. 
 
What are my rights as a participant in this study? 
Taking part in this study is voluntary.  It is your free choice. You can refuse to be in it at all. If 
you start the study, you can stop at any time.  There will be no effect on your relations with the 
University of Alabama or with your child’s school, the school system, or any school or district 
personnel. 
 
The University of Alabama Institutional Review Board (“the IRB”) is the committee that protects 
the rights of people in research studies. The IRB may review study records from time to time to 
be sure that people in research studies are being treated fairly and that the study is being carried 
out as planned.  
 
If new information becomes available that might affect your willingness to continue participating 
in this study, we will tell you.  
 
Who do I call if I have questions or problems?  
If you have questions about the study right now, please ask them. If you have questions, 
concerns, or complaints about the study later on, please call the researcher (Jennifer Short 
Carpenter) at 205-348-7575. Mrs. Carpenter’s faculty supervisor at the University of Alabama, 
Dr. Patti L. Harrison, may also be reached at 205-348-7575. 
 
If you have questions about your rights as a person taking part in a research study, make 
suggestions or file complaints and concerns, you may call Ms. Tanta Myles, the Research 
Compliance Officer of the University at  (205)-348-8461 or toll-free at 1-877-820-3066.  You 
may also ask questions, make suggestions, or file complaints and concerns through the IRB 
Outreach Website at http://osp.ua.edu/site/PRCO_Welcome.html. You may email the IRB at 
participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu 
 
After you participate, you are encouraged to complete the survey for research participants that is 
online at the outreach website  or you may ask the investigator for a copy of it and mail it to the 
University Office for Research Compliance, Box 870104, 152 Rose Administration Building, 
Tuscaloosa, AL 35487-0104.   
 
I have read this consent form. I have had a chance to ask questions. I agree for my child to take 

mailto:participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu
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part in it. I will receive a copy of this consent form to keep. 
 
Does your child receive free or reduced lunch?    YES   NO 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Parent/Guardian of Research Participant   Date 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Investigator       Date
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 Approval to Proceed with Dissertation Process 
  

Schools 
 
 
 

Applicant's Name: Jennifer Carpenter 
 

Date of Submission: 07/18/2012 
 

Prerequisite: Adherence to Schools' Board Policy 
http://blogs.   . k12. . us/hr/policy-manualfsection-m-relations-with-other -educational- 
agencieslresearch-conducted-by-representatives-of-universities-colleges-and-ottler-agencies in-the- 

 

 
  1.   IRB Approval 

• Must contain signature (nothing from the internet, etc.) 
• # 12-0R-250 

 
Methodology/Abstract (explaining study} 
• Survey or other instrument for quantitative study 

v/ 
_ 3. Consent letter, memorandum, etc. 

• Consent form, explanation, 
etc. that clearly states 
participant does NOT have to 
participate in study 

{strictly voluntary) 
 

  /                Approved 
  Denied 

Explanation (if needed):  
 

Superintendent or Designee Signature:  
If you have any additional questions, please contact Assistant 
Superintendent of Curriculum and Instruction, 

 

  4. Contact Administrator(s) of schools (if applicable) 
• The administrator has the final decision 

as to whether or not he/she will allow for 
the study to be conducted at his/her site. 

 
 

Additional Comments 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- ------- ·-------·- 1-23-2012 --··-·----- --- --- - 

http://blogs/
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Participant Assent Form 

Dear Student: 
 
This form is about a study being conducted by a student at the University of Alabama. This study 
will look at how children in middle school and high school feel about the types of support they 
receive from parents, teachers, close friends, classmates, and school. The researcher wants to 
know how much support children and young adults believe they get and how important that 
support is to them. This study may help teachers and counselors understand how people your age 
feel. Maybe the researcher can learn some new ways to help children and young adults have the 
help and support that they need.  
 
Your teachers gave me your name as someone who could complete this study. Your parents know 
about this study and they have given permission for you to participate. About 180 other students 
from several middle schools and high schools in your school district are being asked to be in this 
study. 
 
You can decide if you want to be in this study. If you decide to be in the study, you will complete 
a survey about social support. The term “social support” means a student’s feeling about the 
types of support they receive from people in their home or at their school. Social support may 
help students do better in their classes, have better behavior in class, or be a better friend.  
 
Also, you will be asked to give information about which school activities you do. You will also 
be asked to give information about who lives with you at home.  
 
While completing the survey, you will be with a small group of students (no more than 10 
students) from your same grade. You will take the survey during one of your Exploratory classes. 
All items on the survey will be read aloud to you. You will be asked to tell how often you receive 
the support and how important it is to you. The survey will take approximately 30-45 minutes to 
do.  
 
No one outside the study will know how you answered the questions.  A report on the study will 
be written to talk about how the group answered the questions, but no one will know your 
answers.  
 
You are a volunteer.  You are helping this study but you do not have to participate unless you 
want to.  This is your free choice. If you start the study and decide you don’t want to continue, 
just let the researcher, Ms. Jennifer Carpenter, know. No one will be mad at you. If you do not 
want to answer a certain question, you do not have to.  
 
There do not seem to be any risks or harm to you in this study. You may feel good to know you 
are helping with a research study to understand the importance of support from parents, teachers, 
close friends, classmates, and school. The researcher will look at information from the entire 
group of students in the study and will not focus on how you have answered the survey.   
 
If you have questions about the study right now, please ask them. If you have questions, 
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concerns, or complaints about the study later on, please call the researcher (Jennifer Short 
Carpenter) at 205-348-7575. Ms. Carpenter’s faculty supervisor at the University of Alabama, 
Dr. Patti L. Harrison, may also be reached at 205-348-7575. 
 
If you have questions about your rights as a person taking part in a research study, make 
suggestions or file complaints and concerns, you may call Ms. Tanta Myles, the Research 
Compliance Officer of the University at  (205)-348-8461 or toll-free at 1-877-820-3066.  You 
may also ask questions, make suggestions, or file complaints and concerns through the IRB 
Outreach Website at http://osp.ua.edu/site/PRCO_Welcome.html. You may email the IRB at 
participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu 
 
After you participate, you are encouraged to complete the survey for research participants that is 
online at the outreach website  or you may ask the investigator for a copy of it and mail it to the 
University Office for Research Compliance, Box 870104, 152 Rose Administration Building, 
Tuscaloosa, AL 35487-0104.   
 
If you agree to be in this study, please sign your name on this letter below. You can have a copy 
of the letter to keep. 
 
Thank you very much for your interest. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Short Carpenter 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Name of Participant               Date 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Person Obtaining Assent          Date 
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