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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF GENERAL EDUCATION TEACHER AND SPECIAL EDUCATION
TEACHER-CONSULTANT VIEWS OF PROBLEMS AND SUPPORT SERVICE
NEEDS RELATED TO MAINSTREAMED HANDICAPPED CHILDREN IN
BRANCH INTERMEDIATE SCHOOL DISTRICT,
BRANCH COUNTY, MICHIGAN

By

Barbara J. Sloan

Purpose of the Study

The concept of mainstreaming has thrust classroom teachers
and teacher-consultants into new roles relative to providing educa-
tional programs for handicapped children. This study was undertaken
in an attempt to provide an initial view of mainstreaming through
identifying the concerns and feelings expressed by teachers and

teacher-consultants.

Procedures
The target population for this study included teachers from

five elementary schools and teacher-consultants from constituent dis-
tricts of Branch Intermediate School District. Seventy-one teachers
and twelve teacher-consultants responded. Questionnaires were
developed to obtain information relative to (1) problems which arise
for teachers and teacher-consultants when a handicapped child's edu-
cational program includes a mainstream component, (2) actual and

needed special education support intended to assist in solving the
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problems in a mainstream placement, (3) descriptive information related
to children teachers identify as "most successful" and "least suc-
cessful" mainstream placements, and (4) factors which affect the
attitude of teachers and teacher-consultants. Responses were grouped
into categories. Frequency and percentage distributions were analyzed
to identify issues related to mainstreaming which need further in-depth

study.

Summary of Major Concerns and Issues

Teachers and teacher-consultants identified problems related
to the implementation of mainstreaming. Teachers were most concerned
about the academic and social behavior of the handicapped child in
their classroom. Teacher-consultants focused more on the behaviors
and .nadequacies of the teacher.

When asked to identify the types of support assistance cur-
rently being provided, teachers most frequently reported that children
were receiving instruction directly from special education support
personnel. Even though teachers were not feeling totally successful
with their role in mainstreaming, they did not blame the support
assistance for their problems, as teacher-consultants had predicted.
However, in cases where they were dissatisfied with assistance, the
reason most often cited was a disagreement with the approach being
used by special education support personnel. When identifying needs,
teachers limited their requests to types of assistance which they were
currently experiencing. It appears evident that teachers do want more

contact with the teacher-consultant, in that they most often requested
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assistance through the teacher-consultant providing suggestions,
materials, and cooperative planning. This would appear to be evi-
dence of a need for classroom teachers and teacher-consultants to
work together. Teacher-consultants réport, however, that mest of
their time is spent with children, and they would not change this if
they could.

On the basis of this study, generalizations are not able to
be made regarding factors affecting successful or unsuccessful main-
stream placements. Differences between certain factors and the types
of handicapped children reported in this study may be attributed to
the unique characteristics of the particular children and/or particu-
lar teachers in this study; thus generalizations cannot be developed.

The majority of teachers and teacher-consultants report
positive attitudes toward mainstreaming. Teachers, however, may still
be somewhat ambivalent in their attitude toward mainstreaming. The
major factor affecting their attitude at this time is that mainstream-
ing is beneficial to the handicapped child. On the other hand, lack
of time and inadequacy of support service are negative factors also

identified as affecting their attitude.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The passage of Public Law 94-142, Education for All Handi-
capped Children Act, on November 29, 1975, has caused many changes
which must be confronted by educators. One of the most controver-
sial changes is related to the requirement of placing handicapped
children in "the least restrictive environment" to receive a "free,
appropriate public education." This is in contrast to former activi-
ties which either excluded a handicapped child from school or pro-
vided an educational program in an isolated setting such as residential
institutions or self-contained programs away from the regular educa-
tional environment.

The regulations for Public Law 94-142 specify that handi-
capped children must be educated with nonhandicapped children "to the
maximum extent appropriate."

121a.550 Each public agency shall insure:

(1) That to the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped chil-
dren including children in public or private institutions or
other care facilities, are educated with children who are not
handicapped, and

(2) That special classes, separate schooling or other removal
of handicapped children from the regular educational environment
occurs only when the nature or severity of the handicap is such
that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary

aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily (Federal
Register, August 23, 1977, p. 42497).



The regulations require that a "continuum of alternative place-
ments" must be available to meet the needs of the handicapped child.

121a.551 Continuum of Alternative Placements

(a) Each public agency shall insure that a continuum of
alternative placements is available to meet the needs of handi-
capped children for special education and related services.

(b) The continuum required under paragraph (a) of this sec-
tion must:

(1) Include the alternative placements listed in the defini-
tion of special education (instruction in regular classes, special
classes, special schools, home instruction, and instruction in
hospitals and institutions), and

(2) Make provisions for supplementary services (such as
resource room or itinerant instruction) to be provided in con-
junction with regular class placement (Federal Register,

August 23, 1977, p. 42497).

Continuum of alternative placements has been interpreted by
Deno (1970) to mean providing options for placing the child approp-
riately from a most-integrated setting, which would be full time in
a regular classroom, to a least-integrated setting, which might be
a special residential facility, hospital, or homebound instruction.
Deno suggested alternatives between the two extremes could include:

1. Regular classroom placement with consultive services only.
Regular classroom placement with tutorial service.

Special education and regular education class combination.

S W

Self-contained special class housed in regular school
building with 1ittle or no regular class placement.

5. Special day school housed in a separate building.

In addition, a determination of placement within the continuum
of alternatives should be made by selecting "the least restrictive
environment . . . in the school which he or she would attend if not
handicapped." This is outlined more specifically in the following

section of the regulations for Public Law 94-142.



121a.552 Each public agency shall insure that:

(a) Each handicapped child's educational placement:

(1) Is determined at least annually,

(2) Is based on his or her individualized education program
and

(3) Is as close as possible to the child's home;

(b) The various alternative placements included are avail-
able to the extent necessary to implement the individualized
education program for each handicapped child.

(c) Unless a handicapped child's individualized education
program requires some other arrangement, the child is educated
in the school which he or she would attend if not handicapped;
and

(d) In selecting the least restrictive environment, consid-
eration is given to any potential harmful effect on the child or
on the quality of services which he or she needs (Federal Register,
August 23, 1977, p. 42497).

In Michigan, the concept of "least restrictive environment”
has been reflected in the regulations for Public Act 198 of 1971.

The last sentence of Rule 33(a) states: “Each handicapped person
shall be assigned to educational programs and services which are
housed in buildings which allow that handicapped person to partici-
pate fully in regular and special education services" (Michigan
Special Education Code, 1976).

Rule 132, which provides direction for development of an
intermediate school district plan for the delivery of special educa-
tion programs and services, states, under Section 2.5, School-Community
Integration of the Handicapped, "Describe the procedures to be used to
assure the integration of each handicapped person into his school com-
munity" (Michigan Special Education Code, 1976).

While Michigan's regulations incorporated the concept of
"Teast restrictive environment,”" the provisions for this concept were
not as specific as the federal regulations. Michigan had earlier

identified the appropriateness of special education classrooms being



Tocated in public school facilities. However, the federal mandate,
because of additional specificity, has caused educators in this state
to make programming and placement changes. The many changes asso-
ciated with this concept are of concefn to Michigan educators as well
as educators throughout the nation.

This new focus of educating the handicapped child with his/her
nonhandicapped peers has given rise to a new term or concept in edu-
cation called "mainstreaming." Many interpretations and definitions
have been employed by various professionals. Kenneth Kavalle (1979)
provided an excellent review of these definitions. He suggested
that there are two primary classifications under which the defini-
tions of mainstreaming fall. Some persons interpret mainstreaming
to mean that all handicapped children must be placed in the regular
classroom. The focus or purpose of mainstreaming, under this inter-
pretation, would, through placement of all handicapped students within
the regular school and regular class setting, be to delabel or deseg-
regate the handicapped child. This interpretation would suggest
that placement back in the regular classroom would be the goal with-
out the utilization of a "continuum of alternative placements," for
the decision-making process.

The second group of definitions which Kavalle identified not
only includes a range of alternative placements but also focuses on
general education and special education working tcgether to provide
carefully planned and carefully implemented individuaiized educational
programming for the handicapped child. Definitions under the second

classification suggest that the burden for adaptation has shifted



from the child to the system. Kavalle has summarized the problems
encountered in definining, interpreting, and implementing mainstream-
ing by suggesting that
Mainstreaming represents an idea réther than a precisely
delineated entity. It represents a concept which is and will
bring pervasive changes to special education. Mainstreaming
appears to be a major interim step towards a new role and
definition for special education.

Meisgier (1976) in his "Review of Critical Issues Underlying
Mainstreaming" agreed that there must be changes in philosophy and
management of the handicapped child which in turn not only causes
change in special education delivery systems, but also in the regular
education system. He suggested that instead of removing the child,
the system must adapt its programs to meet the needs of the child as
well as develop a management system which will allow spec1a1 educa-
tion support systems and the regular educational environment to
interact to establish successful mainstreaming for the handicapped
child.

If we equate mainstreaming with "least restrictive environ-
ment" as identified in the law, the concept must include recogni-
tion that the "continuum cf alternative placements" must be available
for decision making in the placement of each handicapped child.
Typically, however, the concept of mainstreaming is usually 1limited

to those alternative placements on the continuum which include some

portion of the child's day being assigned to the regular classroom.



Statement of Problem

With the passage of Public Law 94-142, the requirement for
implementation of "mainstreaming" handicapped children has come
about almost immediately. Little timé has been spent studying the
issues surrounding mainstreaming or in preparing either special
educators or classroom teachers for the necessary role changes. Many
handicapped children are being placed in the regular education program
for at least a portion of their school day, in contrast to the former
predominant placement in a self-contained special education program.
Classroom teachers are expected to deal with these children who, many
times, offer a much wider range of social and/or cognitive abilities
than the regular education teacher has experienced in the past.
Special education personnel and classroom teachers must work together
to create appropriate adaptations in programs to accommodate the
handicapped child rather than requiring the child to "adapt to an
inflexible school program designed for a hypothetical 'average
child'" (Meisgier, 1976). Special education teachers are expected
to provide consultant support to classroom teachers in addition to or
instead of working with handicapped children.

Attitude plays an important role in the successful implemen-
tation of any change. More information is necessary regarding factors
which influence attitudes toward mainstreaming (Corman & Gottlieb,
1978). Information is also needed regarding problems associated with
mainstreaming as well as services available and/or needed related to
mainstreaming. Once we have more information related to the imple-

mentation of mainstreaming, we should be better able to prepare



special educators and classroom teachers to meet the problems asso-
ciated with mainstreaming. In addition, identification of factors
which appear to interfere with or contribute to successful main-
streaming and affect teacher attitude should assist us in providing

a better educational environment for handicapped children.

Statement of Purpose

The major purpose of this study was to gather information
regarding the implementation of mainstreaming. The study focused on
four major areas of concern:

1. Identification of probiems which arise for teachers and
teacher consultants when a handicapped child's educational program
contains placement in a regular classroom for any portion of the
school day.

2. Identification of special education support services,
actual and needed, intended to assist in alleviating the problems.

3. Identification of certain factors which contribute to
successful or unsuccessful mainstream placements.

4. Identification of factors which affect attitude of
teachers and teacher consultants toward mainstreaming.

For each of the four major areas of concern identified above,
specific questions were examined in this study.

1. Identification of Problems

A. What are the problems classroom teachers associate with
placement of a handicapped child in their classroom?

B. What are the problems teacher consultants perceive to be
of concern to classroom teachers who have a handicapped child in
their classroom?



C. Are there differences between the frequency with which
certain types of problems, i.e., academic learning, behavior, etc.,
are identified by classroom teachers and teacher consultants?

D. What are the problems that teacher consultants associate
with providing services to handicapped children in mainstreamed envi-
ronments?

2. Identification of Special Education Support Services

A. What supportive services designed to assist in solving
problems do classroom teachers report as being provided?

B. To what extent are classroom teachers satisfied with the
services?

C. What are the reasons teachers identify, which cause dis-
satisfaction with supportive services?

D. What supportive services do teacher consultants report
they provide to assist in solving problems?

3. Identification of Certain Factors Which Contribute to Success-
ful or Unsuccessful Mainstream Placements

A. Are differences in the percent of time spent by the han-
dicapped student in the regular classroom associated with the per-
ceived judgments of success of such placement?

B. Are differences in certain types of problems, i.e.,
academic Tearning, behavior, etc., in the regular classroom associated
with the perceived judgments of success of placement?

C. Are differences in certain types of supportive services,
currently being provided for mainstreamed, handicapped children in
the regular classroom associated with the perceived judgments of suc-
cess of placement?

D. Are differences in certain types of supportive services,
identified as needed for mainstreamed, handicapped children in the
regular classroom associated with the perceived judgments of success
of placement?

E. Are differences in certain types of handicaps associated
with the perceived judgments of success of placement?

F. Are differences in certain types of problems, supportive
services, currently being provided, and supportive services, identi-
fied as needed for mainstreamed, handicapped children in the regular
classroom associated with certain types of handicaps?



4. Identification of Factors Which Affect Attitude

A. To what degree do teachers and teacher consultants who
have experienced mainstreaming support this concept?

B. Are there differences between attitudes of classroom
teachers toward mainstreaming and attitudes of teacher consultants
toward mainstreaming?

C. What are the factors, expressed by teachers and teacher
consultants, which affect their attitude toward mainstreaming?

Definition of Terms

Mainstreamed, handicapped child--This term is used to describe

a child who has (1) been determined eligible for special educa-

tion services through an official educational planning and placement
committee meeting, (2) been placed for all or any part of the school
day in a regular classroom, and (3) had special education supportive
services available to him/her.

Most successful placement--Placement of a handicapped child

in a regular classroom which teachers identified according to the
following descriptive criteria: "Problems were solved, services

may or may not have been provided, the child's adjustment in the room
was satisfactory. You felt satisfied with the placement."

Least successful placement--Placement of a handicapped child

in a regular classroom which teachers identified according to the
following descriptive criteria: "Problems were more difficult to
solve, services may or may not have been available, the child's
adjustment in the room was not as satisfactory as you wished. You

did not feel satisfied with the placement."
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Special education supportive services--This term is used to

describe assistance received from special education personnel. The
assistance or supportive service might be direct work with the child
or indirect help to the child through bonsu]tation with adults such
as the classroom teacher, parents, etc.

Teacher-consultant--The State of Michigan makes the following

requirements for a person to receive full approval as a teacher-
consultant:

a. Full approval as a teacher in one or more areas of special
education;

b. A minimum of three years of satisfactory teaching experi-
ence, including one year of experience teaching handicapped pupils
(Michigan Special Education Code as Amended, 1977).

Nine of the twelve special education persons who participated
in this study met these requirements. Two persons had only one year
of experience and full approval in at least one area of special edu-
cation. One person had several yearé of teaching experience in
general education but was providing special education services under
a temporary approval program.

A1l twelve of these persons were expected to perform the same
job requirements related to mainstreamed, handicapped children in the
schools where the study took place; thus the responses of all twelve

are included in the results of this study.
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This study has certain Timitations.

1. The study is limited to teachers' perceptions of "most
successful" and "least successful" placements. No attempt was made
to objectify the perceptions or to validate them by other criteria.

2. The study is limited to a small rural area encompassing
one intermediate school district of 7,431 children in south-central
Michigan.

3. Because of the size of the district in which the study
was done, only seventy-five teachers and twelve teacher-consultants
were available to participate in the survey. However, 96 percent of
the teachers and 100 percent of the teacher-consultants contacted,
responded to the survey.

4. The study is Timited to elementary teachers and does not
include teachers serving grades seven and above.

5. Classroom teacher responses are based on certain children
whom they were asked to identify. Teacher-consultant responses were
based on experiences with their total caseload of children rather
than on the specific children the classroom teachers had identified.

6. The numbers of teachers reported in the study (seventy-
one) is very different than the number of teacher-consultants (twelve);
thus comparisons can only be made with a great deal of caution.

7. The use of open-ended, unstructured responses in this
study causes two major limitations. The responses are probably

restricted in number because they were self-generated. Given a long
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1ist of variables from which to choose, other information may have
been gained.

Additionally, it is difficult to categorize or interpret
open-ended responses. Because responsés may be interpreted differently
by persons, depending upon their experiences and education, mutual
exclusiveness was probably not fully achieved. A detailed descrip-
tion is provided in Chapter IIl of procedures used in the categoriz-
ing ana coding system to reduce these limitations. - However, the

reader should be aware that these limitations do exist.

Overview of the Study

Chapter II of this study provides a review of literature
related to the areas of concern of this study. Chapter III describes
the procedures and methodology used in this study and includes a
description of Branch Intermediate School District, where the study
was conducted, description of the population, the design and develop-
ment of the measurement instruments, the pilot administration of the
measurement instruments, the procedures used in obtaining the data,
and the method used to analyze the data. Chapter IV describes the
results of the analysis of the data and a discussion of these
results in relation to the questions examined for this study. A sum-
mary and recommendations as a result of this study are included in

Chapter V.



CHAPTER TI

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter includes a review of recent literature pertain-
ing to mainstreaming. The introduction discusses the reasons why
Public Law 94-142 emphasizes educating the handicapped child in the
“"least restrictive alternative." This change in philosophy, as dis-
cussed in Chapter I, has given rise to the concept of mainstreaming.
The remainder of the chapter focuses on the recent research related

-

to the four major areas of concern of this study.

Introduction

Reynolds and Birch (1977) qidentify two major social forces or
trends of the 1970s which helped to cause the changes educators are
currently dealing with in providing services to handicapped children.
They cite aggressive parent groups whoe were concerned that their chil-
dren were being excluded from school or improperly placed for receiv-
ing special education services.

Minority groups were also concerned because children from
these groups appeared to be improperly placed in special education
programs. Kavale (1979) cites several studies which identified the
high percentage of minority children enrolled in special classes com-
pared to the percentage of children of the same minority group(s)
enrolled in the general school programs.

13
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The concern of both parents and minority groups with inapprop-
riate placement was intensified as studies evolved demonstrating the
negative affects of labeling and segregation. Rosenthal and Jacobson
(1968) is perhaps the most well known énd widely quoted study related
to this issue. This study identified the importance of teacher atti-
tude toward children and the negative effects of Tow expectations for
certain classes of students. Jones (1972) did a thorough review of
the Titerature related to "Labels and Stigma in Special Education."
The results of this review suggested that Tabels do have negative
connotations which include stigmas attached to certain labels as well
as lowered teacher expectations regarding them, including those labels
associated with different types of handicaps. Additionally, the
probability of adverse labeling and negative attitudes increases when
separate identifiable instructional units are established.

Parents and professionals also began to question the negative
effects of segregation manifest in seif-contained and/or institutional
programs in which children were placed. Efficacy studies were under-
taken to determine whether academic instruction and social dzvelopment
activities were more effective in self-contained special education
classes or in the regular classroom. Kavale (1979) and Meyers,
MacMillan and Yoshida (1979), in reviews of efficacy studies, point
out that benefits of special classes as compared to regular classes
are at best questionable with respect to academic achievement and
inconctusive with regard to social adjustment.

Parental concern over labeling and isolation of the handicapbed

child from his/her normal peers has also Ted to litigation. Hobsen v.
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Hansen (1967), an early case which determined that the "tracking" sys-
tems of educational placement in Washington, D.C., were illegal, was
the beginning of formal steps to reduce labeling. Spangler v. Board
of Education (1970) in California 1deﬁtif1ed that "interclass grouping”
based on intelligence tests was unfair. The decisions in both cases
were an attempt to stop the negative effects of tracking and ability
grouping, particularly where improper testing and placement procedures
negated the assumed differences which led to such practice.

Two landmark court cases related to the appropriateness of
individual assessment results for minority students. In Diana v.

State Board of Education (1970), tests were administered in English to
students who had minimal skills in English because English was their
second language. In the Larry P.v. Riles case (1972), the items in the
tests were more representative of the culture of middle-class Americans;
hence, students who have not been exposed to this language and culture
would not be expected to perform as well as others with such exposure.
In both cases the judge ruled that the students had been improperly
classified as retarded.

The regulations of Public Law 94-142 attempt to reduce the
problems of segregation and labeling and the problems of inappropriate
assessment through the requirements for the (1) least restrictive envi-
ronment, (2) requirements for evaluation in the native language, and
(3) requirement of demonstrated validity of the assessment instru-
ments. The topic of particular interest in this study relates to the
principle of least restrictive environment. Houck and Sherman (1979)

sum up the rationale for this principle as follows:
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The underlying rationale for mainstreaming is laudable.
There is a need for deemphasis on isolation and labeling;
increased protection of human rights; individualization in
all phases of education; increased attention to the develop-
ment of the total child including his social and emotional
well-being. . .

Changes have been implemented as a result of the current man-
date to mainstream handicapped children. Many educators are concerned
about whether or not mainstreaming is being implemented in an approp-
riate manner. More research is necessary to provide us with a descrip-
tion of effective programming for handicapped children with nonhandi-
capped children. The remainder of this chapter focuses on research
relating to (1) identification of problems related to mainstreaming,
(2) identification of special education support services for main-
streamed students, (3) factors which contribute to successful or unsuc-
cessful mainstream placements, and (4) identification of factors which
affect attitude toward mainstreaming.

Identification of Problems Related
to Mainstreaming

When implementing a new process such as mainstreaming, one
should attempt to avoid problems or pitfalls which would cause the
procedure to be less than successful. However, one of the concerns
regarding mainstreaming is that little planning or research has been
done to avoid problems as demonstrated by the absence of studies in
the literature. MacMillan, Jones, and Meyers (1976) point out that
despite time given to the concept and implementation in periodicals
and conferences there exist many confusions and uncertainties regarding

even an agreement on a definition for mainstreaming.
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Two studies have been located which relate to identification
of problems. Zawadzki (1973) asked 118 regular classroom teachers

from all grade levels to identify what they considered "deterrents to

teaching the educable mentally retarded child in regular classes.”

The responses were classified under fifteen categories. The cate-

gories are listed below; number 1 includes the highest number of

responses (210), while category 15 contains the least number of

responsas (15). The percentage of teachers who offered responses and

the total number of responses are shown for each category.

1. Inappropriate classroom behavior of the educable mentally
retarded child in the regular classroom (82%--210 responses)

2. Concerns about the curriculum (what is taught) (57%--102
responses)

3. Negative behavior of regular classroom pupils toward an
educable mentally retarded child in regular class (58%--
81 responses)

4. Problems of organizaing for instruction (45%--73 responses)

5. Lack of preparation and/or experience of the teacher (43%--
62 responses)

6. Emotional problems of the educable mentally retarded
child (37%--58 responses)

7. Negative attitudes of adults toward an educable mentally
retarded child in regular classes (31%--47 responses)

8. Lack of supportive services (23%--36 responses)

9. Problems of physical defects (16%--23 responses)

10. Concerns about safety (6%--14 responses)

11. Inadequate assessment of achievement (8%--11 responses)

12. Special health factor problems (7%--9 responses)

13. Unfair grading policy of the school (6%--7 responses)
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14. Family problems of the educable mentally retarded (3%--
6 responses)
15. Concerns about teacher 1liability (3%--3 responses)
A smaller number of teachers (43) were asked by Markell (1976),
"What problems have you encountered with a mildly retarded student in
your regular class?" The following responses were given:

1. "Learning difficulties, slow learner couldn't read, poor
in math" (15 responses)

2. "Discipline or behavior problems" (12 responses)

3. "Difficulty locating appropriate materials or individual-
izing (8 responses)

4. "No problems fitting into the regular class socially
(5 responses)

5. "Took too much time for individualization, special assign-
ments needed" (4 responses)

6. "Sight, hearing, or speech problem" (4 responses)

7. "Had trouble fitting into regular classroom situation
socially" (3 responses)

8. "Older, more mature physically" (2 responses)

9. "Student not interested" (1 response)

10. "Special students tested too much" (1 response)
11. "A wide variety" (1 response)

If one takes some liberties in interpreting the category
descriptions, both groups of teachers appear to share concerns about
the following problems:

1. Behavior problems, i.e., inappropriate behavior;

2. Organizing for instruction, i.e., individualization,
special assignments, and so forth;

3. Concerns about the curriculum, including selecting and
lTocating materials or individualizing instruction.
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It is interesting to note that the highest number of teachers
were concerned about difficulties in learning and achievement in
Markell's study. Zawadzki asked for deterrents rather than problems
and did not identify difficulties in 1éarning as a separate factor in
his study. However, when one studies the subcategories for "inapprop-
riate classroom behavior," one finds twenty-six responses indicating
"inability to attain basic skills" and nineteen responses which iden-
tify "slow academic progress" as deterrents to teaching EMI children

in regular classes.

Special Education Support Services

As we gain a picture of the problems associated with main-
streaming, we need also to look at what support services are currently
available to and/or needed by classroom teachers. The American Federa-
tion of Teachers and the National Education Association have both
developed policy resolutions in support of mainstreaming with the stipu-
lation that necessary support services be available for mainstreamed,
handicapped children. Appropriate instructional materials, modifica-
tions in class size, scheduling, and curriculum design are types of
supportive assistance identified in policy statements of these profes-
sional teacher organizations (AFT, 1975 Convention Resolutions;
Resolutions, New Business and Other Actions, 1975). Support services
for handicapped children are authorized and required by Taw.

Studies were not located relative to what support services
are currently being provided. There is, however, one study which

attempts to identify needed support services. Zawadzki (1973) reported
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teachers' suggestions for solutions to deterrents in "teaching the
educable mentally retarded child in regular classes." The solutions
he reported were specific to the deterrents which the teachers had
identified. The most commonly suggested solutions included:

1. Individualizing instruction;

2. Teacher aides;

3. Preservice and inservice education (college courses or
group instruction);

4. Provision of appropriate material;
5. Additional resource personnel (special education);

6. Proper facilities for instruction, i.e., showers in bath-
rooms, safety devices, etc.

While this study identifying needs includes mention of "addi-
tional resource personnel” and "provision of appropriate material,"
the support services which teachers identify as needs are not T1imited
to support services provided only by special education personnel.

Special education personnel providing support services have
voiced many concerns about their new role in the implementation of
mainstreaming. No formal studies were located which attempt to iden-
tify specific problems relative to support services. However, fifty-
five teacher consultants informally identified problems of concern in
providing consultant support for mainstreamed children during an insti-
tute conducted by the Michigan Department of Education. The three

problems identified most often were "defining a role," "communication,"

and "working with general education staff." With the change in focus
for the special educator from working with children as a teacher to

working with other teachers as a consultant, it would appear that much
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more information is needed to assist in the implementation of a suc-

cessful new role (Teacher Consultant Change Agent, 1976).

Factors Affecting Successful or Unsuccessful
Mainstream Placements

It is important in describing the concept of mainstreaming that
an attempt be made to differentiate factors associated with "success-
ful" and "“unsuccessful" placements. If problems with either type of
situation can be identified, it may then be possible to reduce,
resolve, or eliminate them, thereby improving an unsuccessful placement
or making an already successful placement even better.

An abstract* of one study (Himes, 1976; reported in Disserta-

tion Abstracts, 1976) was located related to "successful" mainstreaming.

This study focused on "successful" mainstreaming by asking 100 teachers
to identify in writing ten variables they believed to be necessary for
successful integration of handicapped children within the regular class-
room. Responses were grouped into various classifications. The ten
most frequently occurring classifications are presented below in pri-
ority order, with Category 1 containing the most responses and
Category 10 the fewest responses.

1. Presence of teacher aides
Lower class size
Prescription programs

Availability of resource teachers

Sy = w N

Instructional materials and equipment

*Original study unavailable.
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6. Administrative support

7. Parent involvement

8. Teacher in-service training

9. Availability of counse1or§

10. Curriculum center/library
One must assume that if the appropriate combination of these variables
were notavailable, teachers would consider the mainstream situation to
be Tess than satisfactory.

One study was located related to the consultant role of the
special educator. Evans (1980) surveyed 240 educators from thirty-four
elementary schools. Forty-eight were resource room teachers, while
the remainder were regular class teachers and principals. The purpose
of the investigation was to determine the amount of time being used
by special education personnel in consultation with teachers. Eighty
percent of the resource room teachers reported that consultation actually
comprised only 5 percent or less of their professional time. All three

groups agreed that more time should be spent on consultation.

Factors Which Affect Attitude Toward Mainstreaming

Phillip Mann (1976) suggests that mainstreamed programming
must be a "mutual responsibility" between special education and general
education personnel. He identifies "attitudes" as one of the most
important factors which "can affect the success of any mainstreaming
effort." Research studies regarding teacher attitude toward main-
streaming appear to fall under two general categories: (1) attitude

surveys assessing negative or positive feeling toward mainstreaming in
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general and (2) attitude surveys which attempt to identify factors
which affect attitude, such as support service availability, type of
handicap, etc.

Research studies, thus far, have produced conflicting results
regarding teacher attitudes toward mainstreaming (Corman & Gottlieb,
1978). Studies done by Gickling and Theobald (1975) and Hudson,
Grahm, and Warner (1979) indicate that teachers do not report positive
attitudes toward mainstreaming.

On the other hand, Guerin and Szatlocky (1974) reported that
teachers generally had positive attitudes toward mainstreaming and
that special education and regular education teachers from the same
buildings tended to have similar attitudes. Grahm (1980) also found
that classroom teachers were supportive of mainstreaming. This study
cited the availability of resource room programs as the possible factor
that made the difference in attitude.

In contrast to Grahm's findings, an earlier study by Shotel,
Iano, and McGettigan (1972) which assessed teacher attitude at the
beginning of the year, when resource room programs and mainstreaming
were introduced into a building, and again at the end of the year,
wher. teachers had had experience with mainstreamed children along with
resource room support services, demonstrated different results.
Teachers' attitudes toward mainstreaming and whether or not the children
could function academically or socially were less positive at the end
than at the beginning of the year. Shotel et al. also identified dif-

ferent attitudes of teachers toward specific types of handicaps.
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Teachers were consistently more positive toward learning disabled
children and least positive toward educable retarded children.

Williams and Algozzine (1977) found that teachers experienced
with mainstreamed, handicapped children differentiate between the
various handicapping conditions. These teachers felt physically han-
dicapped and learning disabled youngsters should receive more ser-
vices in regular rooms than retarded or emotionally disturbed children.
Teachers felt that they are better able to program for physically
handicapped and learning disabled children than for "disturbed" or
"retarded" children.

In contrast to these two studies, Overline (1977) assessed
general attitude toward mainstreaing regardless of the extent of
experience with handicapped children. In this case, regular classroom
teachers, principals, and special education teachers reported positive
attitudes toward mainstreaming for all categories of handicapped chil-
dren.

In an attempt to identify factors affecting teacher attitude,
Williams and Algozzine (1979) in a later study asked 267 teachers to
respond to certain reasons why they would be willing or not willing to
include handicapped children in their classrooms.

In general teachers who indicated that they would work with
handicapped children in their regular classes chose three reasons
for doing so: (1) the teachers had had successful experiences
with handicapped children, (2) specialized support services gave
the teachers confidence, (3) the teachers felt that programming
for physically handicapped children was not different from regu-
lar programming. Teachers who indicated that they would not
volunteer to mainstream a handicapped child chose two major

reasons for their objection: (1) the teachers felt that the
handicapped would take too much time from other children,
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(2) the teachers felt that they did not have the technical
abilities necessary to be effective.
Except for "programming for physically handicapped,” the authors
reported that contrary to expectations, the results did not indicate
a strong difference in reasoning for any particular category of chil-
dren.

In another study, teachers from 136 schools responded to cer-
tain variables related to factors which might affect their attitude
toward mainstreaming (Larrivee & Cook, 1979). They reported three
factors which seemed to have the most important effect on teacher
attitude: (1) teacher perception of degre€ of success, (2) level of
administrative support received, and (3) aQai]abi]ity of supportive
services.

Wanner and Guenther (1978) asked teachers, parents, and admin-
istrators to respond to a variety of questions to explore the needs,
attitudes, and current effectiveness of services in four local school
districts in Michigan. The number of persons responding to the survey
is unclear. The authors' summary of the survey results stated, "The
consensus was yes, mainstreaming is positive and beneficial, but more

beneficial for the handicapped student. . Special education
teachers and general education teachers were consistent, in that both
groups felt emotionally impaired and educahle mentally impaired
students would be least acceptable in the regular classroom and that

physically impaired and learning disabled students would be most

acceptable.
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Summary

Concern by parents and minority groups has played an impor-
tant role in producing change in the delivery of services for handi-
capped children. These concerns were a result of improper placement
and isolation of children in special education programs. In addition,
research demonstrated the negative effects of labeling and questioned
the efficacy of special education classroom placements. These concerns
resulted in litigation and ultimately enactment of legislation requir-
ing placement in "the least restrictive alternative." The concept of
mainstreaming evolved, which has caused special educators and general
educators to work together to provide handicapped children, who should
spend part or all of their day in the regular classroom, with success-
ful experiences.

When a change is implemented rapidly with 1ittle preparation
or study, it is necessary to study what is happening as a result of
the changes so that appropriate adjustments may be init{ated. Iden-
tifying problems, support services, factors affecting successful
placements, and teacher attitudes is critical. A review of research
regarding these topics reveals both the current lack of information
regarding mainstreaming and inconsistent results from studies which

have been undertaken.



CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES AND METHODOLOGY

This chapter includes the following: (1) description of
Branch Intermediate School District, where the survey was conducted;
(2) identification of the subjects; (3) the design and development of
the measurement instruments; (4) pilot administration of the measure-
ment instruments; (5) administration of the survey questionnaires; and

(6) treatment of the data.

Branch Intermediate School District

Branch Intermediate School District was selected as the site
for the survey. Special education services had been provided to
mainstreamed, handicapped children for at least three years prior to
the survey. The district was willing to participate in this survey.
They indicated that the information being gathered would be useful in
evaluating their current special education programs.

Branch Intermediate School District, located in the south-
central area of Michigan, is made up primarily of a rural population.
Students attend three local K-12 programs. The enrollment in each of
the districts for the 1977-1978 school year included: Bronson Commu-
nity Schools with 1,607 student membership, Coldwater Community Schools
with 4,192 student membership, and Quincy Community Schools with 1,532

student membership.

27
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Subjects

The population for this study included all classroom teachers
and teacher consultants in seven elementary buildings in constituent
districts of Branch Intermediate School District, where handicapped
students were mainstreamed and where at least one special education
teacher or teacher consultant was in the building full time. Chil-
dren needing special education services in the other three buildings
were either bused to one of the seven buildings where full-time ser-
vices were available or received services from an itinerant special
education teacher consultant.

Principals in each of the seven buildings were contacted to
establish when a teachers' meeting could be held to conduct the survey.
The first two schools scheduled were used for pilot testing of the
measurement instruments, and results are not reported for these two
schools.

Seventy-two teachers (96%) of the seventy-five teachers in the
remaining five elementary schools in the two constituent school dis-
tricts of Quincy and Coldwater participated in the survey. Seventy-
one (95%) of the seventy-five teachers had had experience with main-
streamed, handicapped children. Three of these buildings served
grades K-5; two buildings included grades K-6. Since grade level dif-
ferences were not measured in this study, all teachers were asked to
participate.

Special education teacher consultants who provided services
to mainstreamed, handicapped children in the seven elementary schools

where the survey was conducted were interviewed. Survey results
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indicated that nine of these twelve had full approval in at least one
area of special education and three or more years of experience,

at least one of which had been in specia1 education; thus they were
eligible for full approval as teacher-consultants. Two had had only
one year of experience and full approval in at least one area of
special education. One person was on a temporary approval program

for the first time. A1l twelve were called Resource Teachers and had
a caseload of fifteen or less. All were expected to work both directly
with children as well as to consult with classroom teachers to assist
them with problems they might encounter with mainstreamed children 1in
their classroom. They were also expected to provide educational diag-
nostic services for new referrals. Because of the teacher-consultant
role in which all of these people function, they will be referred to,
for the purposes of this study, as teacher-consultants. The results
are reported for all twelve persons.

Design and Development of the
Measurement Instruments

The purposes of this study were to gain information from
teachers and teacher-consultants who had experienced mainstreaming
regarding: (1) problems which arise for teachers and teacher-
consultants when a handicapped child's educational program includes a
mainstream component, (2) actual and needed special education support
intended to assist in solving the problems in a mainstream placement,
(3) descriptive information related to children teachers identify as

"most successful" and "least successful" mainstream placements, and
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(4) factors which affect the attitude of teachers and teacher-
consultants toward mainstreaming. To accomplish these goals, two ques-
tionnaires were developed: one for use with groups of teachers and

the second to be used to interview each of the twelve teacher-

consultants.

Classroom Teacher Questionnaire

A copy of the questionnaire used in this study is located in
Appendix A. It consists of four parts. The first group of questions
was designed to assist teachers to identify two specific mainstreamed,
handicapped children with whom they had had experience in the past
three years, one of whom they identified as a "most successful" place-
ment and one of whom they identified as a "least successful" placement.
To accomplish this, six responses were requested:

1. Name of each child (based on verbal definition of "most
successful" and "least successful"),*

2. Rating of level of success--scale of 1 (successful) to
4 (unsuccessful),

3. Type of handicapping condition,
4. Percentage of time child was in classroom,

5. Percentage of time the teacher felt the child should be
in the classroom,

6. The year the child was in the room.
Information was reported by teachers about fifty-eight chil-

dren in teachers' classrooms during the 1977-1978 school year,

*Refer to pages 9-10 for description of definitions used.
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thirty-nine children during the 1976-1977 school year, and thirty-
one children during the 1975-1976 school year.

The second part of the questionnaire asked teachers to report
for each child: two problems associated with having a handicapped
child, supportive assistance to solve each problem, whether or not
the teacher was satisfied with the assistance being provided, and any
other assistance needed to solve each problem. The teachers were
asked to generate responses rather than to react to a predetermined
list of variables. A predetermined 1ist could have assisted teachers
to react to concerns that might not come to mind in a recall situation;
however, by requiring them to generate their own responses, it was felt
that the responses would be those that were of most concern to the
teachers.

The third section of the questionnaire was designed to study
teacher attitude related to mainstreaming. Teachers were asked to
rate their general attitude toward mainstreaming on a four-point
scale: 1l-negative, 2-somewhat negative, 3-somewhat positive,
4-positive. They were also asked to report factors which influence
their attitude. These factors were limited to those that immediately
came to mind at the time of this survey.

The fourth section of the questionnaire was prepared for the
purpose of Branch Intermediate School District to evaluate further
their special education programs. Responses were requested to ques-
tions for which administrators wanted specific answers related to
components of the Branch Intermediate School District special education

service delivery system and are not reported as part of this study.
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Teacher-Consultant Questionnaire

The questionnaire used to conduct interviews with the twelve
teacher-consultants consisted of five parts.

Part @ of the interview questionnaire was designed to obtain
basic demographic data. Six variables of interest were selectei:

(1) grade levels served, (2) years of experience, (3) number of stu-
dents on caseload, (4) how many on caseload are mainstreamed,

(5) what types of handicaps are currently being served, and (6) type
of teacher approval. This information was obtained to verify:

(1) that these teacher-consultants were serving mainstreamed, handi-
capped elementary children in buildings where the survey was con-
ducted and (2) whether or not each of the interviewees was eligible
as a teacher-consultant according to state guidelines (three years of
experience, including one in special education and approval in one
area of special education). Information obtained from part one of the
survey substantiated that all twelve of the resource teacher-
consultants were serving mainstreamed, handicapped children in ele-
mentary school buildings where the survey was conducted.

The second section of the guestionnaire asked the teacher-
consultant to identify problems she/he has while providing assistance
to mainstreamed, handicapped children. Teacher-consultants were also
asked to identify possible solutions to these problems.

Section three asked teacher-consultants to identify what prob-
lems they thought classroom teachers were most concerned about because
they have a mainstreamed, handicapped child in their classroom. They

were also asked to tell what assistance they typically provided
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related to the problems they had identified. Although teacher-
consultants work in the same buildings as the classroom teachers who
were surveyed, their responses were not necessarily specific to cer-
tain children but were general to the population of children whom
they serve.

Section four asked teacher-consultants whether or not they
felt they had any particular problems resulting from not having
approval in the disabilityarea of children for whom they were providing
assistance. They were also asked to identify the percentage of time .
each day for which they work with teachers and whether or not they
would change the amount 1if they could.

The fifth and final section of the questionnaire was designed
to study teacher-consultant attitudes related to mainstreaming. The
procedure and form used with teacher-consultants was the same as that
described and used with classroom teachers. It included a four-point
rating scale and asked teacher-consultants to report factors affecting
their attitude.

The development of the questionnaires was accomplished with
two university professors experienced in both special education and
research design. Questions requiring open-ended responses were con-
structed to allow teachers to recall concerns descriptive of main-
streaming, rather than structured questions calling for a reaction to
a predetermined list of ideas for three reasons: (1) to stimulate
teachers to provide descriptions and express their feelings and con-
cerns in their own terms without prejudicing them toward particular

language or ideas; (2) to encourage teachers to focus on major ideas
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of immediate concern rather than asking them to react to voluminous
numbers of ideas, many of which may be of lesser significance to them;
and (3) to allow them to state ideas which may not be included in a
structured list.

Information was to be based on both successful and unsuccess-
ful experiences. This led to the use of a modified "critical incident"
technique (Flanagan, 1962). Teachers were asked to identify a child,
by first name, who had been a "most successful" mainstream placement
and a child who had been a "least successful” mainstream placement,
and to base their responses on these specific children.

Once the classroom teacher and teacher-consultant question-
naires were initially developed, they were presented to one special
education administrator and one general education administrator. As
a result of their input, the definitions for "least successful" and

"most successful" were refined.

Pilot Administration of the Measurement Instruments

The teacher-consultant interview questionnaire was adminis-
tered to one teacher-consultant currently employed in a school district
near Lansing, Michigan. This teacher-consultant held a position simi-
lar to the teacher-consultants who were participating in the interviews.
Feedback was obtained from this person in relation to the clarity of
the interview questions and the objectivity of the interviewer. No
major changes were needed in the interview format. A detailed descrip-
tion of the format of the interview is contained in the following

section.
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Three classroom teachers who were experienced with having
handicapped children in their classrooms were asked to complete the
teacher questionnaire form. They were asked to comment and critique
the instrument and method of presentation. Several suggestions were
received and were incorporated into the presentation.

The final pilot administration of the instrument was completed
with twenty of the twenty-four teachers from Anderson and Ryan Elemen-
tary Schools in Bronson. All of the schools that had been selected
to participate in the study were scheduled for meeting times to admin-
ister the survey. Because the teachers in Anderson and Ryan were
scheduled to be first and were participating in a combined meeting,
the final pilot test was administered to this group.

The procedure used to administer the questionnaire %s described
in detail in the following section. The pilot administration procedure
differed only in that teachers were told at the beginning of the meet-
ing that they were the first group to participate in the study and
were directed to comment upon the presentation and questionnaire after
they had participated in the survey. Three major changes resulted from
comments and suggestions made by teachers. Teachers expressed concern
that there was nowhere in the survey to express "how they really felt"
about mainstreaming. Therefore, teachers were subsequently asked, in
the modified questionnaire, to identify "factors affecting their
attitude" in addition to rating their attitude toward mainstreaing on
a numerical scale. The second change was to delete teacher ijdenti-
fication of "direct” or "indirect" services. The investigator felt

in analyzing the responses that the descriptions of assistance
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provided by the respondents included enough information to determine
whether services were direct to the child or indirect to the child
through assistance to the teacher or parent.

The third change included reducing the number of pages for
identifying problems for "least successful" and "most successful"
placements from three to two. During the pilot test, teachers con-
sistently used only two of the three sheets. If more than two prob-
Tems were identified, they were listed on one of the first sheets.

It was felt the survey would be less cumbersome if this change were
made.

The pilot test confirmed the clarity of the presentation, and
the basic administration of the questionnaire remained the same except
to add brief directions for identifying factors which affecf respon-
dents' attitudes toward mainstreaming, to delete directions for iden-
tifying whether services were direct or indirect, and to request two
problems rather than three problems related to each placement.

The final instrument and procedure were reviewed and approved
by two university professors familiar with survey design and special

education.

Administration of the Survey Questionnaires

Administration of the Ciassroom
Teacher Questionnaire

Meetings were scheduled by principals for classroom teachers
in each of the buildings either prior to or after the school day.
Teacher consultants did not attend these meetings. The purpose of

these meetings was the administration of this questionnaire. The
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questionnaire was presented in exactly the same manner at each
teacher's meeting. A1l meetings were scheduled during the month of
May, 1978.

This investigator was introduced by the building principal
at the beginning of each meeting. A brief oral presentation was
made to provide teachers with background information relative to the
survey. The introduction included the effect Public Law 94-142 has
had in generating interest and a need for more information about main-
streaming. A rationale of why Branch County was chosen for this study
was also presented. This included the facts that local district
teachers had been invoived in mainstreaming for several years and
special education services to support mainstreaming had also been
available during that time. A need for information from teachers, "who

are the people most involved with mainstreaming," was emphasized.
Teachers were told the information was necessary for the following
reasons: (1) to identify needs which have been met and those which
remain, (2) to aid others to program more effectively to meet the needs
of handicapped children based on information from this study, and

(3) to assist university personnel to identify pre-service and in-
service educational activities for general and special education train-
ing programs based on problems and support services identified by
teachers. Teachers were then assured of the confidentiality of their
responses.

It was felt important to establish some rapport with each

group of teachers. Therefore, the introduction was presented from an
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outline rather than being read from a script. The introduction was
consistent in content at each building meeting; however, slight dif-
ferences in wording and manner of presentation occurred.

Identification of mainstreamed children.--Before Parts I

and II of the questionnaire were given to the teachers, they were
asked to reflect on all of the "officially identified, handicapped,
mainstreamed children" they had had experience with during the past
three years. They were then asked to identify a "most successful" and
"least successful" placement among these children. The following
definitions were read to them:

"Most Successful"--"Problems were solved, services may or may
not have been provided, the child's adjustment in the room was satis-
factory. You felt satisfied with the placement."

"Least Successfu]”--"Prob]ehs were more difficult to solve,
services may or may not have been available, the child's adjustment in
the room was not as satisfactory as you wished. You did not feel
satisfied with the placement."

Page one was then distributed, and teachers were asked to fill
it out, writing the first name of each child in the appropriate blank
labeled "most successful” and "least successful.” If they had not had
experience with mainstreamed children or only had had experience with
one child, they were asked to put "none" in the appropriate name blanks.
The remaining questions were read to the teachers. They were asked to
complete page one based on information about each of the identified

children.
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Identification of problems, assistance, and attitudes.--When

all teachers had completed page one of the questionnaire, the remaining
pages of the questionnaire developed for this study were distributed.
This included the second part, for use in identifying problems and
support services, as well as the third part, to gather information
related to teacher attitudes.

Teachers were directed to fill in the first name of the child
they had identified as "most successful" on the first two sheets
labeled "most successful" and to do the same on the second two sheets
with the first name of the child they had identified as "least suc-
cessful." [If they had identified only one child or had not had experi-
ence with any officially identified mainstreamed children, they were
asked to put "none" in the appropriate blanks. The seventy-one experi-
enced teachers identified seventy children whom they perceived as "most
successful” placements and fifty-nine children perceived as "least
successful" placements.

The one experienced teacher who did not provide perceptions of
a "most successful” placement indicated that she/he had not had a
successful mainstream placement. Three of the twenty-one teachers who
did not describe a "least successful" placement left that portion of
the form blank. The other nine indicated by writing in "none" or
some other comment, i.e., "Haven't had any I feel were unsuccessful."

The following script was read as teachers were given direc-
tions for filling in the remainder of these four pages:

When filling out these four pages, fill them out based on

the child you have identified in the upper right-hand corner.
Identify two problems for each child which you were or are
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most concerned about. The problems that you list might be
related to academic or social behaviors of the child; for
example, not being able to read, not being able to sit still,
not being able to get along with others, etc. The problems
might also be outside of the child, such as not having approp-
riate materials, the attitude of other class members, lack of
knowledge about what to do for the child, etc.

Next: "Did you receive assistance?" Circle yes if you did,
no if you did not. Describe the assistance you received on the
top half of the form. Was assistance received satisfactory?
Circle yes if you felt it was satisfactory. Circle no if you
felt it should be different and describe why you were dissatis-
fied. If no assistance was needed, write "none needed" on the
bottom of the page. Do you have any questions? [Any questions
were answered at this time.]

On the final page rate your attitude, in general, about
mainstreaming and list the factors that make you feel that way.
There are five numbers on the page, but list as many factors as
you wish.

When you have compieted this portion, raise your hand and
I will give you the final section of this survey. [The infor-
mation gathered from the final section was for district purposes
only, and not part of this study.] Directions are self-explanatory.
I will answer any questions you have individually. When you finish,
turn in all parts together.

Administration of the
Teacher-Consultant Interview

Each of the twelve teacher-consultants was interviewed indi-
vidually. The interviews took place during the last week of May and
the first two weeks of June, 1978. This was within one week after
the final teacher meeting. The teacher-consultants had not attended
the teacher meetings in their buildings in which the surveys had been
conducted. There was no way of controlling conversation between
teachers and teacher-consultants about problems or assistance indi-
vidual teachers may have identified during their participation in the
survey. However, there was not an opportunity for interviewees to
have knowledge of collective results of the teacher survey either by

building or by district.
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The following script was used for each of the interviews.
Whenever responses were requested, they were recorded by the examiner
on the teacher-consultant questionnaire form. In an attempt to make
responses as specific as possible, other prompts were used, such as:
“Tell me more exactly how you would describe the problem" or "Is
there anything else you can tell me about that,” etc.

Before we begin the interview, I need you to give me some
information about your experiences and your job.

What grades do you work with?

How many years of experience have you had?

How many handicapped students are currently on your caseload?

How many of your caseload are mainstreamed?

What type of handicaps do you currently serve?

What certification and/or endorsements do you have?

We are doing a study asking classroom teachers to identify
problems and needed assistance or services for mainstreamed,
handicapped children. We feel it is important to get a picture
of mainstreaming from the perspective of the teacher consultant
as well. Your responses will be kept completely confidential.
Analysis will be done at MSU.

First I would 1ike you to tell me about problems you encounter
as a teacher-consultant while providing assistance or services to
mainstreamed, handicapped children. _

Now we have a 1listing of problems you face as the teacher-
consultant. Let's go back over them and I'd Tike you to tell me
what would help to solve the problems. [At this point, the exam-
iner presented previously identified problems. ]

We've talked about problems from your perspective as the
teacher-consultant. 1I'd 1ike you to put yourself in the place of
the classroom teacher, and tell me what you think are the prob-
lems the classroom teacher is most concerned about that affect
her/him because they have a handicapped child mainstreamed in
their classroom. These might be behaviors of the child or factors
outside of the child that create problems that might require assis-
tance.

Do you provide or attempt to provide assistance to solve any
of these problems? [Each problem was then discussed and responses
recorded. ]

You have certification in the area of [whatever disability was
indicated on demographic data sheet]. VYou've also indicated that
you provide services for children who are labeled [whatever dis-
abilities are on caseload]. Do you feel you have any particular
problems resulting from not being certified in the disability area
of some of the children to whom you are providing service? [If
yes]: What are the problems you feel you have because of not being
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certified in the same area of the disability of the child you
have been asked to serve?

This is the last question. Approximately what percent of
your day would you estimate is spent (1) working directly with
children and (2) working with teachers? Would you change this
if you could? If yes, how would you change the percentage?

At the end of the interview, teacher-consultants were given
the final page of the form used with teachers. They were asked to
rate their attitude in general about mainstreaming and to 1ist the
factors that made them feel that way. They were also told that they
were not limited to the five numbers on the page but could list as
many factors as they wished.

Differences in Administration

of Teacher and Teacher-
Consultant Questionnaires

Two major differences need to be addressed in the administra-
tion of the instruments. The first difference is with regard to group
administration of the teacher questionnaire in contrast to the indi-
vidual interview procedure used with teacher consultants. Ideally,
teachers would have each been interviewed individually. The numbers
and time involved made this impossible. The questionnaire was pre-
sented personally to small groups of teachers during a scheduled build-
ing meeting rather than using a less personalized approach such as a
mail-out. The 94 percent response rate as well as the time devoted by
teachers during the meeting (minimum of forty-five minutes) appeared
to demonstrate their interest in providing complete information.

Teachers were advised of the cénfidentia]ity of their responses,

both with regard to students they had identified and all other matters.
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As a consequence, it was not possible to request responses from

teacher-consultants about children who had been identified by teachers.

Treatment of the Data

The data obtained from the open-ended responses from teachers

and teacher-consultants were coded and analyzed.

Coding Procedures

Categories were initially developed by grouping responses
obtained from pilot administration of the questionnaire. One univer-
sity professor experienced with coding procedures and data analysis
and this investigator read each response for "problems" within the
context of all the descriptive data teachers had provided, including:
(1) problem, (2) assistance received, and (3) assistance needed.

Each response was judged according to whether or not it was concep-
tually like or conceptually different from another response; i.e.,
"Tow academic performance" compared to "disrupts class" would be
assigned to two different categories. If the next response was "Tow

reading skills," it would be grouped with "low academic skills." If
the next response was "poor health," a new grouping would begin. Both
people had to agree on the interpretation before the statement was
classified. A similar procedure was used by this investigator, alone,
to establish categories for "assistance receijved" and "needed,"
“reasons for dissatisfaction with assistance," and "factors affecting
attitudes." Teacher-consultant responses were coded to the categories

which had been established from teacher responses for (1) problems

they felt would be of concern to teachers, (2) assistance provided to
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solve these problems, and (3) factors affecting their attitude.
Because responses identifying problems with which they were concerned
in providing assistance were conceptually different from any of the
categories used for teacher responses, new categories were developed
from their responses.

Certain difficulties arose in the coding procedure. Because
some items were open to different interpretations and there appeared
to be overlap in some of the responses, mutual exclusiveness was prob-
ably not fully achieved. 1In addition, the background and experiences
of persons who identify the major categorical groupings could have an
influence on the selection of the classification system; i.e.., one
person might choose to group responses of "more one-on-one instruction

needed" in a category entitlted Reduced Class Size while another per-

son with a ¢ifferent background and experiences might view this as

Increased Support Needs. Another example is that responses of prob-

lems such as "withdrawal" or "doesn't participate in class activities"

might be classified under a heading of Class Adjustment Failure--

Nondisruptive/Nonaggressive while another person might establish a

category of Behaviors Characteristic of Emotional of Personality

Disorders.

In order to overcome some of these limitations, one university
professor familiar with special education and coding procedures was
asked to check the validity of the coding by independently coding the
responses of thirty of the seventy-one teachers, using the categories
which had been developed and used earlier to code all responses. It

became apparent that the percentage of agreement was unsatisfactory.
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To assure a higher degree of accuracy with regard to classification
and coding, all of the responses were recoded using the following
procedure:

1. The original categories were reclassified using major
conceptual groupings with more specific subcategories under each of
these major headings. It was also found necessary to combine some
of the original categories because of conceptual overlap and to estab-
Tish some new categories which more specifically refined the newly
established major conceptual groupings.

2. Each of the responses was coded by this investigator and
one university professor experienced in special education and coding
procedures, using the new classification system. Coding was initially
done independently for the first group of problems. Results were
compared. If the response was not coded by both people to the same
category, the item was discussed in order to attempt to reach agree-
ment. If agreement could not be reached, the item was designated not
codable and was not included in the results. After the first group,
some responses were unable to be coded independently and discussion
took place immediately. If agreement could not be reached, the item
was eliminated.

3. If a teacher made two or more responses which were similar
enough 1in concept to be assigned to the same category, the response
was only counted once.

The categories which evolved from this procedure are described
in Chapter IV. A1l responses contained therein are those for which

there was complete agreement between the two raters.



46

Data-Analysis Procedures

The data obtained from the responses of the teachers and
teacher-consultants were analyzed by tabulating the numbers and per-
centage of responses to provide a description of the perceptions of

mainstreaming described by teachers and teacher consultants.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Introduction

This chapter presents an analysis and discussion of the data.
An attempt is made to identify findings of particular interest which
may assist in describing certain areas related to the practice of
mainstreaming handicapped children. Four major areas of concern
were addressed:

1. Identification of problems which arise for teachers and
teacher-consultants when a handicapped child's educa-
tional program contains placement in a regular classroom
for any portion of the school day.

2. Identification of special education support services,
actual and needed, intended to assist in alleviating
the problems.

3. Identification of certain factors which contribute to
successful or unsuccessful mainstream placements.

4. Identification of factors which affect attitude of
teachers and teacher-consultants toward mainstreaming.

For each of the four major areas of concern identified above,
results are presented in an attempt to answer specific questions
examined in this study. The reader should be aware that the results
of this study are descriptive and explioratory in nature. The com-
plexity and variety of the individual, open-ended responses did not
permit an in-depth statistical analysis of the results. Similarly,

in those instances where specific responses were elicited, no formal

47
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statistical analysis was done because of the descriptive and explora-
tory nature of the study. An attempt has been made to provide an
initial view of mainstreaming through identifying the concerns and
feelings expressed by teachers and teacher-consultants.

The results are discussed under each major area of concern
in this chapter in an attempt to identify issues related to main-

streaming which need further in-depth study.

Identification of Problems

The data were analyzed in an attempt to examine certain ques-
tions related to problems which arise for teachers and teacher-
consultants when a handicapped child's educational program contains
placement in a reqular classroom for any portion of the school day.

1. What are the problems classroom teachers associate with
placement of a handicapped child in their classroom?

2. What are the problems teacher-consultants perceive to be
of concern to classroom teachers who have a handicapped
child in their classroom?

3. Are there differences between the frequency with which
certain types of problems, i.e., academic learning,
behavior, etc., are identified by classroom teachers and
teacher-consultants?

4. MWhat are the problems that teacher-consultants associate
with providing services to handicapped children in main-
streamed environments?

Results

What are the problems classroom teachers associate with
placement of a handicapped child in their classroom?

The responses given by teachers and teacher-consultants

regarding problems related to mainstreaming were grouped into eleven
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categories. Six of these categories are related to behavior of the
child, three relate to the teacher, and two appea} to be unrelated
specifically to the child or to the teacher. The eleven categories
include:

Problems Relating to the Behavior of the Child
A. Attending Behaviors

B. Physical or Health-Related Problems

C. Inability to Perform Academic or Classroom Work

D. Conditions or Behavior Suggestive of Potential for
Emotional Impairment

E. Disruptive/Aggressive Social Behavior

F. Potential Social/Emotional Adjustment Problem, Unspecified

Problems Relating to the Teacher or Teaching Function

G. Scheduling
H. Lack of Teacher Preparation or Knowledge
I. Adequacy of Support Assistance

Other Problems

J. Home Conditions
K. Safety Issues

Category descriptions.--The eleven categories are character-

ized by the following descriptions:

Problems Relating to the Behavior of the Child

A. Attending Behaviors--Any statement which implies that the
child was having a problem attending to tasks was included in this
category. Examples of statements in this category include: "finish-
ing work," "would not stay on task," "does not pay attention in
class," "does not complete work." This category is different from
Category D--Conditions or Behavior Suggestive of Potential for Emo-
tional Impairment--in that the statements assigned to this category

mention or imply that the child is having difficulty with attending
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to or completing tasks related to the classroom rather than a more
generalized class adjustment problem.

B. Physical or Health-Related Problems--Any problem which
included a reference to or implication of physical problems or health
needs was included in this category, i.e., "health and grooming,"
"hearing," "physical problem," "wet pants," "bathroom difficulties."

C. Inability to Perform Academic or Classroom Work--This
category included any statement which implied that the child had dif-
ficulty in learning activities. This differs from Category A in
that the problem implied in statements in this category is one of
Tack of ability rather than lack of attention or difficulty in com-
pletion of work. General statements such as "learning problems,"

"very slow learner," "learning disability," and "slow reader" are
examples of statements included in this category.

D. Conditions or Behavior Suggestive of Potential for
Emotional Impairment--This category included statements which implied
that the student was not adjusting to the classroom or demonstrated
behaviors often associated with lowered self-esteem. In addition,
statements which indicate criticism or rejection by peers were
assigned to this category because these activities could cause a
child to have lower self-esteem. The statement did not imply that
the behavior or activity demonstrated was disruptive to the class or
that the child was acting in an aggressive manner. Examples of spe-
cific statements assigned to this category included "extremely

quiet," "inability to cope with daily routine," "was not trustworthy,"
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"being discouraged by criticism of others," "feelings about self

because of being unable to achieve," "lying," and "stealing."

E. Disruptive/Aggressive Social Behavior--This category
included behaviors or characteristics of the child which indicated
excessive aggression and/or disruption in the classroom. Examples
of statements included in this category are as follows: "constant
disruption of the class," "persistent disobedience," "behavior prob-
1ém in the classroom," "acting out in the classroom and on the play-
ground,”" "injured others,” "throwing things," and "constant noise."

F. Potential Social/Emotional Adjustment Problem, Unspeci-
fied--Statements assigned to this category indicated that the problem
was one of the child's behavior, but there was not enough informa-
tion to indicate if it was a behavior characteristic of an emotional
problem as in Category D or a disruptive social behavior as described
in Category E. Examples of responses included in this category are
"inappropriate social behavior" and "emotionally upset.”

Problems Relating to the Teacher or Teaching Function

G. Scheduling--This category includes statements of problems
which imply or state a concern about scheduling of children or the
movement of children in and out of the room. Comments include
"decreased flexibility in scheduling" and "scheduling."

H. Lack of Teacher Preparation or Knowledge--The concern
that teachers expressed assigned to this category is lack of training
or knowledge related to dealing with handicapped children. This cate-
gory included statements such as "I didn't have the experience or

training to teach this kind of child" and "I wondered if I was handling
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the child effectively--1 didn't feel qualified to deal with his
emotional problem."

I. Adequacy of Support Assistance--Statements assigned to
this category stated or implied that teachers did not have enough
time to provide the child with needed assistance or that they were
in some way dissatisfied with the support assistance being provided.
Examples of statements included in this category are: "not having
enough time to work with the child," "discipline in homeroom and
special education room different," and "differences in classroom and
EMI room."

Other Problems

J. Home Conditions--This category included any problem in
which the teacher referred to the home or parents in his/her descrip-
tion of the problem, i.e., “"home problems of major size," “"parent
pressure," and "deprived home life."

K. Safety Issues--This category included prob]ems concerned
with safety of the child either during an emergency situation or
because of the classroom environment not being adapted for a particu-
lar handicapping condition. Examples of statements assigned to this
category include "removing her in case of emergency" and "I was con-

cerned about his physical safety."

Number of responses related to problem identification.--A total

of 218 problems were cited by 71 classroom teachers based on their
experiences with 129 different handicapped children. One hundred two
of the responses were based on experience teachers had had with seventy

children identified as "most successful" placements, with an average
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of 1.5 responses per teacher. One hundred sixteen of the responses
were based on fifty-nine children identified by the teachers as
"least successful" placements, with an average of 1.9 responses per
teacher. Four of the 218 responses were unable to be coded because
of the vagueness of the statements and the inability of the coders
to agree on a particular category. These statements were eliminated.

Teacher-consultants were asked to identify problems about
which they thought teachers might be concerned. Forty-five problems
were identified by twelve teacher-consultants, with an average of 3.7
responses each. Thirty-nine responses were able to be coded to cate-
gories established from teacher responses.

The difference in the average number of problems cited by
teachers and teacher-consultants may be attributed to differences in
data-collection procedures. Teachers were asked to be child-specific.
They were provided with space for two problems for each identified
child. However, they were not consistent in the number of problems
identified. The most problems related to one child identified by any
one teacher was four. The fewest identified by any one teacher was
none.

Teacher-consultants were interviewed personally and were not
required to fill out forms, while teachers were provided with forms
in a small-group setting. Because an interviewer was responsible for
recording responses of the teacher-consultants, more responses may
have been elicited from this group. Teacher-consultants were not
limited to specifically identified children. Thus, they were |

responding from a broader base of children, which may have allowed
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them to identify a greater number of problems which they perceived
to be of concern to teachers. The greatest number of problems iden-
tified by any one of the twelve teacher-consultants was five. The
fewest was three.

Table 1 presents basic statistical data regarding the prob-
lems identified by teachers and problems which teacher-consultants
perceived to be of concern to teachers. Examination of responses
showed that a single problem identifiable under one of the categories
may have been described for an individual student in two or three
separate items by the respondents. Rather than count these sep-
arately, it was determined to count such duplicative citations as
one problem type. In this way, as described in Chapter III, during
the assignment of responses to categories, duplicate responées when
cited for any one child were eliminated.

In addition, for the purposes of Table 1, we are not inter-
ested in total number of resulting responses, but rather in the rela-
tive number of teachers and teacher-consultants who identified
particular types of problems.

Responses reported in this table are the result of eliminat-
ing duptlicate responses when reported by one teacher for both students
for whom she/he was reporting; e.g., if Teacher A identified Problem C
for both a "most successful" placement and for a "least successful"
placement, it was only counted once under that category. By removing
duplicate responses made by teachers who had identified both a "most
successful" and a "least successful" mainstreamed child, the number

of coded responses was reduced from 214 to 184.



Table 1.--Problem types by number reporting, percentage of responses, and rank order associated with mainstreaming handicapped students

as cited by teachers and teacher-consultants.

Teachers Teacher-Consultants
{N=71) (N =12)
Type of Problem Number of Percent of Percent of
Teachers Teachers Rank T/C's Rank
Reporting Reporting Reporting

Related to Child (14C problems)
A--Attending Behaviors 15 21% 5 25% 7.75
B--Physical or Health Related 1 15% 6 0 ]
C--Inability to Perform Academic or

Classroom Work 41 58% 1 50% 2.5
D--Conditions or Behavior Suggestive of

Potential for Emotional Impairment 35 49% 3 42% 5.5
E--Disruptive/Aggressive Social Behavior 36 51% 2 42% 5.5
F--Potential Social/Emotional Adjustment

Problem, Unspecified 10 14% 7 25% 7.75
Related to Teacher or Teaching Function

(26 problems]
G--Scheduling 2 3% 10.5 25% 7.75
H--Lack of Teacher Preparation or Knowledge 8 1% 8 50% 2.5
I--Adequacy of Support Assistance 16 23% 4 58% 1.0
Other
J--Home Conditions 4 6% 9 8% 10.0
K--Safety Issues 2 3% 10.5 0 0

Not codable 4

GS
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Over 50 percent of the teachers were concerned about problems
in Category C--Inability to Perform Academic or Classroom Work (58%)
and Category E--Disruptive/Aggressive Social Behavior (51%). Forty-
nine percent of the teachers were concerned about Category D--Condi-
tions or Behavior Suggestive of Potential for Emotional Impairment.
The next most frequently identified typesof concerns were Category I--
Adequacy of Support Assistance (23%) and Category A--Attending
Behaviors (21%). Category B--Physical or Health-Related Problems
(15%) and Category F--Potential Social/Emotional Adjustment Problem,
Unspecified (14%) were of concern to over 10 percent of the teachers.
It is interesting to note that the first three, and six of the first

seven categories are related to the child.

What are the problems teacher consultants perceive to be

of concern to classroom teachers who have handicapped chil-

dren 1in their classrooms?

Thirty-nine of the forty-five responses from teacher-
consultants were able to be coded using the same categories which
had been developed from responses made by classroom teachers. As is
apparent from the results reported in Table 1, the responses were
varied. Fifty-eight percent of the teacher-consultants thought
teachers would be most concerned about problems coded to Category I--
Adequacy of Support Service. Problems related to Category C--
Inability to Perform Academic or Classroom Work and Category H--Lack
of Teacher Preparation or Knowledge were reported by 50 percent of
the teacher-consultants. Forty-two percent or five of the teacher-

consultants thought teachers would be concerned about Category D--

Conditions or Behavior Suggestive of Potential Emotional Impairment
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and Category E--Disruptive/Aggressive Behavior. Twenty-five percent
or three of the teacher-consultants felt classroom teachers would be
concerned about problems related to Category A--Attending Behavior,
Category F--Potential Social/Emotional Adjustment Problem, Unspeci-
fied, and Category G--~Scheduling.

Teacher-consultants made six responses for which no category
was available. Because of the clarity and uniqueness of the responses,
it is felt they should be included:

"Hyperactivity"--two responses

"Special education kids throw test scores off"

“Lack of discipline with other kids--need to discipline
differently than others"

"Children are different--don't have cultural advantages
and have language deficits"

"Negative feelings of principal--no follow-through on
referrals or recommendations"

(8] e W N —

Are there differences between the frequency with which
certain types of problems are identified by classroom
teachers and teacher-consultants?

Table 1 also ranks the problems in the order of frequency
with which they were reported by teachers and by teacher-consultants.
As one compares the ranking of the problems in Table 1, the differ-
ence in numbers of teachers and teacher-consultants participating in
the study must be kept in mind. We can, however, observe certain
differences in the problems reported by teachers and those problems
teacher-consultants expect teachers to experience. Overall, class-
room teachers focused on problems related to the child, while teacher-
consultants more frequently predicted that classroom teachers would

be more concerned about problems relating to themselves, such as

"adequacy of support assistance" and "lack of teacher preparation or
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knowledge." Teachers appear to be more frequently concerned about
"disruptive/aggressive behavior" and "inability to perform academic
or classroom work" than the frequency with which teacher-consultants
would predict these concerns.

Before discussing the results of this area of concern, it is

important that a fourth question be addressed.

What are the problems that teacher-consultants associate
with providing services to handicapped children in regu-
Tar classrooms?

The responses were grouped into eight categories. Responses
coded to five of the categories appear to be problems of concern
related to the classroom teacher. The remaining three categories
relate to other conditions which may create probliems in delivery of
services. The eight categories include:

Teacher-Related Problems

Negative Teacher Attitude Toward Handicapped Children
Lack of Communication and/or Cooperation with Classroom
Teacher

Classroom Teacher's Lack of Background and Knowledge
Lack of Follow-Through or Appropriate Change in the
Classroom

Discipline Used by Classroom Teachers

m OO0 W >
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Other Problems

F. Scheduling
G. Lack of Acceptance by Nonhandicapped
H. Lack of Support or Interest of Administrators

Category descriptions.--The categories are characterized by

the following descriptions.

Teacher-Related Problems

A. Negative Teacher Attitude Toward Handicapped Children--

Responses coded under this category stated or implied that teachers
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had a negative attitude toward handicapped children. Examples of
responses include: "teachers singled them out as the ones who did
things wrong," "lack of understanding of the handicapped," and
"inconsiderate of handicapped."

B. Lack of Communication and/or Cooperation with Classroom
Teacher--Responses coded under this category indicated a concern that
teachers and teacher-consultants did not have enough personal con-
tact with each other to discuss the child or solve problems. Some
responses implied that the classroom teacher would not seek help from
the teacher-consultant. Examples of responses include "communication"
as the problem, "lack of consistency," and "little cooperation to
work out problems."

C. Classroom Teacher's Lack of Background and Knowledge--
Responses assigned to this category indicated that teacher-consultants
felt the classroom teacher's lack of background and/or knowledge about
special education made it difficult to provide services because the
"classroom teacher did not understand what they [teacher-consultants]
were talking about" or because the "classroom teacher felt incompe-
tent."

D. Lack of Follow-Through or Appropriate Change in the
Classroom--Responses coded under this category indicated that the
classroom teacher had said he/she would do something and didn't, or
the teacher-consultant felt that a change should be made but was not
done. Examples of responses coded under this category include:
"regular teachers do not change anything for handicapped child" and

"they don't follow through on suggestions." This differs from
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Category B--Lack of Communication and/or Cooperation. In Category D
the focus is on a change needed in the classroom as differentiated
from a lack of cooperative effort, as is implied in Category B.

E. Discipline Used by Classroom Teachers--Responses coded
under this category stated or implied that teachers used inapprop-
riate discipline for handicapped children or used discipline as an
alternative to motivation. "Teachers discipline to help learn
rather than motivate" and "punishment often used" are examples of
responses in this category.

Other Problems

F. Scheduling--Responses assigned to this category indicated
that there was difficulty in keeping track of the student or that the
student missed out on things because of scheduling prob]ems; Examples
of responses assigned to this category stated "scheduling" or "diffi-
culty in keeping track of student" as the problem.

G. Lack of Acceptance by Nonhandicapped--Responses coded
under this category stated or implied that peer rejection or other
indications of lack of acceptance by nonhandicapped peers might have
a negative effect on the handicapped child. "Lack of acceptance"
and “"peer rejection in the classroom” are examples of responses coded
under this category.

H. Lack of Support or Interest of Administrators--Responses
coded under this category stated or implied that administrators were
disinterested or did not provide support when teacher-consultants
felt they needed it. "Lack of support" or "lack of interest" are

examples of responses coded under this category.
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Number of responses related to providing assistance.--Thirty-

six problems related to providing assistance were cited by twelve
teacher-consultants based on their experiences with mainstreaming.
Thirty-two of these problems were coded under the various described
categories. Four of the problems were unrelated to the established
categories and are listed below:

"Differences in home and school standards"

"Lack of adequate facilities--room too small"

"Too many students in room at one time to individualize"

"Teachers expect all answers from special education--
lay on 'healing hands'"

W=

Table 2 presents the number and percentage of teacher-
consultants who made statements which were coded under each of the
categories described. Seventy-five percent of the teacher-consultants
were concerned about Category A--Lack of Teacher Acceptance of the
Handicapped. Forty-two percent of the teacher-consultants were
concerned about Category B--lack of Communication and/or Cooperation
with Classroom Teachers and Category C--Classroom Teacher's Lack of
Background and Knowledge in Special Education. Scheduling was of
concern to 34 percent of the teacher-consultants.

It is interesting to note the emphasis the teacher-consultants
placed on problems relating to the attitudes, knowledge, or behaviors
of the teacher. Twenty-four of the thirty-six responses dealt with
these problems which implied some deficiencies in the teachers. Only
two of the thirty-six responses related to difficulties produced by
students; both related to peer acceptance by the nonhandicapped. No

responses were related to the behavior of the handicapped child.
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Table 2.--Problem types by number and percentage associated with
providing services related to mainstreamed, handicapped
children as .reported by teacher-consultants.

Problems

Teacher-Consultants

(N = 12)
Number of Percent of
T/C's T/C's Rank

Reporting Reporting

Teacher-Related Problems

A--Negative Teacher Attitude Toward
Handicapped Child

B--Lack of Communication and/or
Cooperation with Classroom Teacher

C--Classroom Teacher's Lack of Back-
ground and Knowledge

D--Lack of Follow-Through or Approp-
riate Change in the Classroom

E--Discipline Used by Classroom
Teachers

Other Problems

F--Scheduling

G--Lack of Acceptance by Non-
handicapped

H--Lack of Support or Interest of
Administrator

9 75% 1
5 42% 2.5
5 42% 2.5
3 25% 5
2 17% 7
4 34% 4
2 17% 7
2 17% 7
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Discussion of Data Related to
Identification of Problems

The results of this study indicate that the problems most
often identified by teachers relate to the child's behavior. The
three most often identified problems included (1) Inability to Perform
Academic or Classroom Work, (2) Disruptive/Aggressive Social Behavior,
and (3) Conditions or Behavior Suggestive or Potential for Emotional
Impairment.

In order to compare this study with the results of similar
studies cited in Chapter II, a Tist has been provided comparing the
three most often identified subcategories of Zawadzki's Category 1--
Inappropriate Classroom Behavior, the three top categories in Markell's

study, and the three most often identified problem categories in this

study.
Zawadzki Markell Sloan
1. Demands too much 1. "learning diffi- 1. Inability to per-
teacher time culties. N form academic
. work
2. Class conduct 2. "discipline or 2. Disruptive/
problems behavior problems" aggressive
behavior
3. Inability to 3. "difficulty locat- 3. Conditions or
attain basic ing material" behavior suggestive
skills of potential for

emotional impairment

In comparing these three studies, one finds very close agree-
ment with two of the three major concerns cited in this study. While
parallel comparisons can't be made because the categories are some-

what different and the previous studies are based on educable mentally
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retarded children, it is obvious, when examining the subcategories

of category one in Zawadzki's study, that two of the three most often
reported "deterrents" in his study are consistent with two of the
three most often identified problems identified in this study.

Although the number of subjects in Markell's study was much
smaller than in the present study, it is interesting to note that
two of the three top categories of responses most frequently reported
in Markell's study and the ones reported in this study are also in
agreement. The agreement between these three studies would substan-
tiate that the problems which come to teachers' minds in open-ended
studies are related to either the inability of children to perform
academic or classroom work or disruptive/aggressive behavior.

There appeared to be similarities between some of the other
categories cited in each of the.three studies; however, the rank order
was different. In addition, the number of responses within each of
the remaining categories represented fewer than 25 percent of the
teachers. Thus, they may represent problems of special significance
in particular conditions but may not generally be problems one may
expect in mainstreaming; e.g., health-related problems may be idio-
syncratic to physically or otherwise health-impaired students, not
to méinstreamed children in general.

One might predict that teachers would be concerned about
‘disruptive/aggressive behavior in the classroom because of its effect
on the other students and the difficulties it must cause in maintain-
ing a good learning environment, but teachers in this study were even

more concerned about the child's inability to do academic and classroom



65

work and nearly equally concerned about conditions or behavior sugges-
tive of potential emotional impairment. The concern of teachers with
these areas, in particular, is also demonstrated by the gap between
the percentage of teachers reporting these types of problems and the
next most often identified problem: adequacy of support assistance.

A difference of twenty-six percentage points exists.

These three problems appear to cluster around the behavior of
the child. Upon reflection, certain explanations emerge. Teachers
have certain expectations for children in their classrooms. The han-
dicapped child may not be progressing and/or performing within the
normal range of expectations. If teachers have not been made aware
of altered expectations for the handicapped child because of the
child's particular impairment(s), the teacher may view the child's
lack of academic or social progress as a problem. These three prob-
lems, most often cited by teachers, bear a relationship to each other.
Low academic performance may be caused because of disruptive/aggressive
behavior of the child or conditions or behavior suggestive of poten-
tial for emotional impairment. On the other hand, disruptive behav-
jor and/or emotional impairment may result from a child's inability
to perform academic or classroom work. These three problems may be
circular in nature, each interrelated with the other. Second, if the
classroom teacher views his/her major job as one of academic instruc-
tion and views the children as clients who are not succeeding in
classroom work, then the teacher is not succeeding.

It is interesting that teacher-consultants also focused on

three types of problems which they thought would be of concern to
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classroom teachers. They felt teachers would be concerned about:

(1) Lack of Teacher Preparation or Knowledge, (2) Adequacy of Support
Assistance, and (3) the child's Inability to Perform Academic or
Classroom Work. In examining these top three problems, teacher-
consultants appear to be aware of teacher éoncerns relative to the
child's inability to perform academic or classroom work. However,
the other two types of problems which teacher-consultants felt would
be of concern to teachers are very different from those which teachers
actually reported. Rather than to focus on related behaviors of the
child, as did teachers, teacher-consultants felt classroom teachers
would be concerned about their own inadequacies in knowledge and
preparation for working with the handicapped or the adequacy of the
support services being provided. Two of these three most—often-
identified problems focused on the teacher rather than the child.

In examining the problems teacher-consultants identified with
regard to providing services, teacher-consultants focused on the
classroom teacher rather than the child. They felt that teachers
have negative attitudes toward handicapped children, are lacking in
background and knowledge, and do not follow through or make approp-
riate changes in the classroom for the handicapped.

The major difference between responses of teachers and those
of teacher-consultants in this study is that, in contrast to teachers,
teacher-consultants, even though they spend most of their time with
children, as do teachers, did not identify behaviors of children as
contributing factors to problems in providing services, nor did they

identify the behaviors of children as a major concern of the classroom
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teacher. One might speculate on a number of reasons for these dif-
ferences. Certainly, consideration must be given to the design of

the study. There were certain differences in that teachers were

asked to focus on specific children, while teacher-consultants'
responses were based on more general experiences. Considering that
teacher-consultants maintained their focus on teachers when relating
problems which were of concern to them and problems which they thought
would be of concern to classroom teachers, one questions whether

this could have caused such gross differences in the focus of
responses.

In reviewing the concerns expressed by both groups, one might
speculate that if the classroom teacher views the child as his/her
client and the teacher-consultant views the teacher as his/her client,
then the focus of problems tends to be on the client rather than a
search for inadequacies in one's self, thus causing a difference in
the identification of problems. Teacher-consultants may feel that
teachers must be aware of the inadequacies which they see in teachers;
thus they would probably identify these as problems along with the
need of more adequate support services to make up for these inade-
quacies. Teachers, on the other hand, express concern about child
behavior because children are the clients for whom they are respon-
sible.

Another view with regard to teacher-consultants is that they
may expect problems in the academic and social behavior of the handi-
capped child and feel these are normal for this group. The teacher,

on the other hand, feels responsible for a balance of service to both
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handicapped and nonhandicapped children and therefore may focus on
problems relative to the deviant behavior of the handicapped.

Regardless of the causes of these potential differences
between problems identified by teachers and teacher-consultants, it
is important that these differences be resolved in order that assis-
tance for mainstreamed, handicapped children be maximized. Recom-
mendations for resolving some of these differences, as well as the
problems identified, are discussed later in this chapter.

Identification of Special Education
Support Services

The data were analyzed in an attempt to examine certain ques-
tions related to support services designed to assist in solving prob-
lems which are of concern to the classroom teacher.

1. What supportive services designed to assist in solving
problems do classroom teachers report as being provided?

2. To what extent are classroom teachers satisfied with the
services?

3. What are the reasons teachers identify, which cause dis-
satisfaction with supportive services?

4. What supportive services do teacher-consultants report
they provide to assist in solving problems?
Results

What supportive services designed to assist in solving
problems do classroom teachers report as being provided?

The responses given by teachers regarding assistance provided
or needed were grouped into eleven categories. Seven of these cate-

gories were related to direct assistance to the child. One category
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included assistance being provided to the teacher. Two categories
listed other types of assistance. The eleven categories include:

Direct Assistance to the Child

Additional Instruction--Place Unspecified
Additional Instruction--Outside of Classroom
Additional Instruction--In Regular Classroom
Remove from Classroom

Counseling

Application of Behavior Management Techniques
Social-Emotional Help

Health Care or Evaluation

IOMMOOWw>

Assistance to the Teacher

I. Suggestions, Materials, Cooperation

Other Types of Assistance

J. Parent Contact
K. Diagnosis

Category descriptions.--The eleven categories are character-

ized by the following descriptions.

Direct Assistance to the Child

A. Additional Instruction--Place Unspecified--Responses
assigned to this category indicated instruction was taking place,
but there was not enough information to identify whether the child
was or should be assisted on a one-to-one or smaller group basis
within his regular classroom or in a special education room.

B. Additional Instruction--Outside of Classroom--Responses
assigned to this category indicated the child was going to a special
education room to receive additional instruction or that a special
education teacher was working with the child. Examples of statements
included in this category were: "“child received all academic instruc-
tion in special education room" and "worked on remedial reading [with

teacher identified by name or position]."
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C. Additional Instruction--In Regular Classroom--Responses
assigned to this category indicated that the child was or should be
receiving additional instruction while remaining in his regular
classroom setting. Examples of statements assigned to this category
included "need an aide in the classroom to provide more one-to-one
help" and "presence of teacher or aide during lessons in classroom."

D. Remove from Classroom--Statements assigned to this cate-
gory implied that the child was placed in the special éducation room
or there was a need for the child to be there for a longer period of
time. These statements did not specify how the time in special edu-
cation would be used. Examples of specific statements assigned to
this category include: '"remove from classroom when disruptions come
to the point of destroying all class order" and "keep child in EMI
room for longer periods." When statements specified a certain kind
of help during the removal, they were assigned to Category A, B,
C--Instruction, or E--Counseling.

E. Counseling--This category included any responses that
stated or implied that the child was receiving or needed some type
of one-to-one or group counseling. Examples of statements which were
included are: "child needs personal counseling," "talked with child
about how to treat other people's property," and "therapy for emo-
tional problems."

F. Application of Behavior Management Techniques--This cate-
gory included any statement that inferred some type of behavior
management or behavior modification system was involved or desired.

Examples of responses coded under this category include: "contracted



71

with student to improve behavior" and "worked on behavior modifica-
tion program."

G. Social-Emotional Help--A number of responses indicated
the child was receiving help for some type of social or emotional
problem, but the response was not specific in terms of whether coun-
seling or behavior management strategies were being provided. Responses
typical of those assigned to this category are "helped her be more
outgoing" and "received help with self-concept."

H. Health Care or Evaluation--This category included items
which indicated that assistance was needed or provided by the health
nurse, doctor, or other medical personnel, or was directly related
to health care. Specific statements included: "help for grooming
and emotional behavior related to an infection," "regular checkups,"
"correcting bad habits and establishing good health habits," and
"helping child regulate self [toilet]."

Assistance to the Teacher

I. Suggestions, Materials, Cooperation--This category
included statements which implied or stated that the assistance pro-
vided or needed was or should be accomplished through suggestions to
the general education teacher on how to deal with instructional or
behavioral problems manifested by the handicapped child. This cate-
gory included statements which indicated that the special education
teacher was or should be providing equipment or materials as assistance.
In addition to these specific activities, responses which implied that
the classroom teacher and the special education teacher-consultant

were either working together or needed to work together more to plan
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activities or maintain consistent instruction were also assigned to
this category. Examples of responses assigned to this category
include: "suggestions for how to help or handle child while in the
room were provided," "provided materials," "EMI teacher should be
willing to cooperate with classroom teacher on types and kinds of
treatment," and "special education teacher and I worked together and
planned program and objectives."

Other Types of Assistance

J. Parent Contact--This category included statements which
identified that assistance was or needed to be provided through
special or other education personnel contacting parents. Statements
included: "mother and father should become aware why the child is the
way he is," "worked with both parents,"” "home environment check out,"
and "she has contacted the parents about replacing broken items."

K. Diagnosis--Assistance received or needed assigned to this

category indicated that "testing" was provided or needed.

Number of responses related to support services.--A total of

163 responses describing assistance received and 42 responses regard-
ing assistance needed were provided by 71 classroom teachers based

on their experience with 129 different handicapped children. Ninety-
six of the responses identifying assistance received and nine responses
identifying assistance needed were based on experiences teachers had
had with seventy children identified as "most successful," with an
average of 1.3 responses per teacher for assistance received and an

average of .1 response for assistance needed. Sixty-five of the
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responses indicating assistance received and thirty-three of the
responses indicating assistance needed were based on fifty-nine chil-
dren identified by the teachers as "least successful" placements,
with an average of 1.1 responses per teacher for assistance received
and .6 response for assistance needed. The most responses from any
one teacher for any one child was three; the least was zero.

As previously noted, only unduplicated responses were coded
for the problem-identification question. The same proceddre was
followed for assistance received and needed in this section for the
same reasons. The number of responses was reduced from 163 describ-
ing assistance received to 144 and 42 responses describing assistance
needed to 40. Table 3 provides basic statistical data regarding
assistance received and assistance needed as reported by classroom
teachers.

Sixty-three percent of the teachers reported that children
received assistance through direct instruction outside of the class-
room. The next-most-often-reported assistance was counseling the
child (28%). Twenty-four percent of the teachers reported receiving
assistance from the teacher-consultant through suggestions, materials,
or cooperative planning. Eighteen percent said assistance received
involved removing the child from the classroom without specifying
what took place outside of the classroom. Sixteen percent reported
that assistance involved contact or work with the parent by special
education personnel.

The assistance teachers most often reported needing was

Suggestions, Materials, and Cooperation (21%). Additional



Table 3.--Types of assistance received and assistance needed associated with mainstreaming handicapped students as reported by

classroom teachers.

Assistance Received

Assistance Needed

. Number of Percent of Number of Percent of
Type of Assistance Teachers Teachers Rank Teachers Teachers Rank
Reporting Reporting Reporting Reporting
(N = 70) (N = 33)
Direct Assistance to Child
A--Additional Instruction--Place Unspecified 5 1% 9 5 15% 2
B--Additional Instruction--Outside of Classroom 44 63% 1 2 6% 7.5
C--Additional Instruction--In Regular Classroom 3 4% N 2 6% 7.5
D--Remove from Classroom 13 18% 4 4 12% 4.5
E--Counseling 20 28% 2 4 12% 4.5
F--Apptication of Behavior Management Techniques 4 6% 10 1 3% 9.5
G--Social-Emotional Help 7 10% 6 4 12% 4.5
H--Health Care or Evaluation 6 8% 7.5 0 0 0
Assistance to Teacher
I--Suggestions, Materials, Cooperation 17 24% 3 7 21% ]
Other
J--Parent Contact n 16% 5 3 9% 6
K--Diagnosis 6 8% 7.5 1 3% 9.5
Not codable 8 7

1ZA
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Instruction--Place Unspecified was identified next most often by
15 percent of the teachers. Three other categories were identified
by 12 percent of the teachers: Remove from Classroom, Counseling, and

Social-Emotional Help.

What support services do teacher-consultants report they
provide to assist in solving problems?

Twelve teacher-consultants were asked to identify assistance
which they provided or attempted to provide to help solve problems
with which they felt classroom teachers might be concerned. As noted
in Chapter III, they were not asked to relate to the specific children
on whom classroom teacher responses had been based.

An initial review of the data suggested some problems relative
to analysis of the data. Responses were varied and were, in general,
unable to be coded to the specific categories developed from teacher
responses. In addition, the reports by teachers of assistance received
and conflicting reports by teacher-consultants of assistance provided
would indicate that the design of the study may have influenced the
responses, causing an inaccurate description of assistance currently
being provided. Because of these problems, teacher-consultant
responses regarding assistance provided were coded into three very
general categories: (1) Direct Assistance to the Child, (2) Assistance
to the Teacher, and (3) No Assistance Provided. The data revealed
seven of the twelve teacher-consultants reported that they were con-
cerned that they were able to provide 1little, if any, assistance for
certain problems with which they felt teachers may have concern

(8 responses). The responses were varied in that there did not seem
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to be any one type of problem for which no help was being provided.
A11 twelve teacher-consultants reported that they provide some type
of assistance to the teacher (47 résponses). Eight teacher-
consultants reported providing direct assistance to the child (21
responses).

Teacher-consultants were asked to identify the percentage of
the school day which is spent with children and the percentage of
released time they use for planning, counsulting, etc. Ten of the
twelve teacher-consultants reported 8% to 100 percent of their time
was spent with children; two reported 60 to 66 percent of their time
was spent with children. This report by teacher-consultants of time
use would substantiate the report of the classroom teachers which
identified a large amount of the assistance received as direct to the
child. Seven of the twelve teacher-consultants said they would not
change the time ratio if they could. Four said they would spend more

time consulting with teachers. One did not respond.

To what extent are teachers satisfied with services?

Teachers said that they were satisfied with assistance
received for 78 of the 129 children reported in the study and dissatis-
fied in the case of 32 children. The remaining nineteen children were
either not receiving assistance or teachers failed to indicate whether
or not they were satisfied. These data will be discussed in the next
section, which attempts to identify factors related to the success of

mainstream placements.
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What are the reasons which cause dissatisfaction with

supportive services?

The responses given by teachers indicating why they were dis-
satisfied with assistance were grouped into five categories. These
categories include:

Lack of Feedback and Communication
Disagree with Approach
Lack of Progress

Disagree with Placement
Needed More Help

Mmoo

Category descriptions.--The five categories are characterized

by the following descriptions.

A. Lack of Feedback and Communication--Some teachers were
dissatisfied because they felt they did not have enough information
about the child or about what the child was doing when he/she was out-
side of the classroom. Examples of responses coded under this category
include "I did not get daily feedback needed to give assistance in the
classroom to the child" and "communication lacking."

B. Disagree with Approach--Some teachers were dissatisfied
because they felt the approach being used was incorrect or inconsis-
tent with what they thought should be happening. "Pampered too much"
and "incorrect approach" are examples of statements assigned to this
category. This category differed from Category D--Disagree with
Placement, in that there was no reference to placement but only to
methods or approach being used.

C. Lack of Progress--Some of the dissatisfaction appeared to

be because the teacher could see little or no progress, i.e., "became
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worse," "no progress," "he was more disruptive," and "I saw no dif-
ference."

D. Disagree with Placement--This category included statements
which indicated the teacher disagreed with the placement and felt the
child was in a special education room too much or too little or in
the wrong program. Statements such as "could have used classroom
time to help him personally," "she only functions in special educa-
tion room," "more control if I had her all the time," and "should be
in EI room rather than LD room" were assigned to this category.

E. Needed More Help--Responses coded under this category
indicated that the teacher was dissatisfied because she/he felt more
help was needed. Examples of responses assigned to this category

include ‘"only lasted short time--needed more help," "no-one helped,"

and "needs more attention."

Number of responses.--Forty-one reasons were given by teachers

for why they were dissatisfied with assistance received. Thirty-four
of these reasons were coded under the categories described above.
Seven of the reasons were unrelated to these categories but should be
mentioned here:

1 "Problems were too severe"

2. "Her problems have never been identified"

3. "Special education teacher didn't know what to do"

4. '"Lack of parent support"

5. "Could not see child regularly"

6. "Came too late to help"

7. "Length of time involved in receiving services"

Table 4 presents the reasons for dissatisfaction by number
and percentage of teachers who expressed reasons for their dissatis-

faction.
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Table 4.--Reasons for dissatisfaction with assistance by number and
percent as reported by classroom teachers.

Number of Percent of
leachers  pieachers
(N = 31)
A--Lack of Feedback 6 19% 2
B--Disagree with Approach 15 48% 1
C--Lack of Progress 5 16% 3.5
D--Disagree with Placement 3 10% 5
E--Needed More Help 5 16% 3.5

The reason teachers gave most frequently for being dissatisfied
with assistance was that they disagreed with the approach being used
(48%).

Discussion of Data Related to
Identification of Support Services

Teachers most often reported that assistance received was
direct to the child and included either some kind of additional
instruction or counseling. Assistance to the teacher through sugges-
tions, provision of materials, or cooperative planning was also
reported but much less frequently.

Although there were only a few responses regarding assistance
needed instead of, or in addition to, that which was currently being
provided, the one most often requested was assistance to the teacher
through suggestions, provision of materials, or cooperative planning.

Teachers also felt a need for services direct to the child for
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additional instruction. The needs teachers reported were all types of
assistance which they had also reported as assistance received or
currently reported by other teachers in this study as assistance
received.

It is interesting to compare assistance received and needed
with those types of supportive services identified by teacher profes-
sional groups (NEA and AFT). The results of this study would be in
agreement that appropriate instructional materials are needed for
mainstreamed, handicapped children. However, when given the opportu-
nity to express needs, teachers in this study did not directly report
or request reduced class size or assistance with curriculum design,
as is specified in the recommendations of both organizations.

Six types of solutions to deterrents were proposed in Zawadzki's
study and reported in Chapter II of this paper. "Provision of approp-
riate material" was the only one that was similar to any of those iden-
tified in this study. The critical issue surfacing from this study is
that it appears that teachers want more of the same kinds of assistance
which they are already receiving. They either don't feel that they
really need other kinds of assistance such as teacher aides, assistance
with individualizing instruction and curriculum design, and reduced
class size, as are mentioned in Zawadzki's study and the statements of
professional organizations, or these different kinds of assistance do
not immediately come to mind when they are asked to identify their
assistance needs. One questions if teachers, by limiting their
requests for additional assistance to the kinds of things they are

already experiencing, feel that they cannot influence the broader
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issues of education such as class size, structuring for individuali-
zation and curriculum change, etc.

Considering that a number of teachers who are now dissatis-
fied with services wish more consultation activities from teacher-
consultants, it is interesting that ten of the twelve teacher-
consultants are currently spending nearly all of their time working
with children and very little time with teachers, and six of the ten
would not change the ratio even if they could.

Teacher-consultants may be hesitant to change their time ratio
and role from working with children to working with teachers because
of the frustrations and problems identified earlier in the chapter.
They may feel they cannot change teacher attitude and actions toward
the handicapped or that they do not possess the skills for working
with adults rather than children.

Teachers reported that about one-fourth of the children iden-
tified in the study were receiving assistance with which they were
dissatisfied. Teachers said they were dissatisfied most often because
they disagreed with the approach being used; i.e., children were
receiving rewards they couldn't afford to use in the classroom, tech-
niques were causing the child to be dependent, and so on. It would
be interesting to know if the teachers in this study were involved in
planning for these children or if they became dissatisfied with the
approaches being used in spite of any involvement they may have had in
the planning process. One would question whether those who expressed
dissatisfaction felt adequately involved. Regardless of their cur-

rent involvement, it is apparent that many teachers wish more
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interaction with teacher-consultants through suggestions, provision
of materials, and cooperative planning. If teachers have not been
adequately included in the planning process, it is critical that this
be changed so that teachers assist in determining appropriate
approaches to remediate basic skills and improve inappropriate behav-
iors so that activities are consistent within and outside of the
classroom in which the children are based.

Identification of Certain Factors Which Contributé
to Successful orUnsuccessful Mainstream Placements

In an attempt to elicit information related to the third major
concern of the study, a series of six subquestions were posed related
to "most successful" and "least successful” mainstream placements?

1. Are differences in the percentage of time spent by the
handicapped student in the regular classroom associated
with the perceived judgments of success of such placement?

2. Are differences in certain types of problems, i.e., aca-
demic learning, behavior, etc., in the regular classroom
associated with the perceived judgments of success of
placement?

3. Are differences in certain types of supportive services
currently being provided for mainstreamed, handicapped
children in the regular classroom associated with the per-
ceived judgments of success of placement?

D. Are differences in certain types of supportive services
identified as needed for mainstreamed, handicapped children
in the regular classroom associated with the perceived
judgments of success of placement?

E. Are differences in certain types of handicaps associated
with the perceived judgments of success of placement?

F. Are differences in certain types of problems, supportive
services currently being provided, and supportive services
identified as needed for mainstreamed, handicapped children
in the regular classroom associated with certain types of
handicaps?
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The results are based on the responses of seventy-one teachers
who are experienced with mainstreaing. Seventy "most successful"
placements were identified. Fifty-nine "least successful" placements
were also identified. Specific numbers of responses have been provided
earlier in this chapter. This section will address the questions

listed above.

Results
Are differences in the percentage of time spent by the han-
dicapped student in the regular classroom associated with
the perceived judgments of success of such placement?
For each child identified as a "most successful" or "least
successful” mainstream placement, the teacher was asked to indicate

the percentage of time the child spent in the regular classroom.

Table 5 provides the results of the teachers' responses.

Table 5.--Percentage of time spent in classroom by number and percent
of children identified as "most successful" and "least
successful” as reported by classroom teachers.

b t of D Most Successful Least Successful
ercent of Day

: Number Percent Number Percent
in Regular Class (N=70) (N=59)

1-25% 12 17% 15 25%
26-50% 12 17% 6 10%
51-75% 7 10% 11 19%
76-99% 30 43% 16 27%

A1l day 8 11% N 19%
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No clearly discernible pattern emerges from this table. In
both groups the greatest numbers of students spent 76 to 99 percent of
the day in the regular classroom.

Teachers' perceptions regarding whether children are placed
appropriately or should spend more or less time are reported in

Table 6.

Table 6.--Appropriateness of time spent in regular classroom by number
and percent of children identified as "most successful" and
"least successful" as reported by classroom teachers.

Most Successful Least Successful
Agreement Number  Percent Number Percent
(N=70) (N=59)
Agree with placement 42 62% 16 27%
Should be in classroom more 11 16% 5 8%
Should be in classroom less 15 21% 34 58%

Table 6 indicates, as might be expected, that teachers feel a
high percentage of "least successful" placements should be in the
classroom less. Teachers agree with the amount of time children are
assigned to classrooms more often for "most successful" placements
than for "least successful" placements. The surprising factor is
that a few children who are identified as "least successful" placements
are seen by teachers as needing more time in the regular classroom. On
the other hand, a number of "most successful" placements are identified

as needing less time in the regular classroom.
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Are differences in certain types of problems, i.e., academic
learning, behavior, etc., in the regular classroom associated
with the perceived judgments of success of placement?
Definitions of categories under which responses of problems
identified by teachers were grouped have been provided earlier in
this chapter. Unduplicated counts were provided for problems to iden-
tify general concerns of teachers and teacher-consultants regarding
mainstreaming.

Table 7 presents the number of problems coded under eacﬁ of
the categories which teachers associated with the mainstreamed chil-
dren they had identified by "most successful” and "least successful"
placements. In general, there is little difference between types of
problems reported for "most successful" and "least successful" main-
stream placements. Teachers most frequently report problems associated
with inability to perform academic or classroom work, behavior char-
acteristic of emotional or personality disorders, and disruptive/
aggressive social behavior for both "most successful" and "least

successful" placements.

Are differences in certain types of supportive services

currently being provided for mainstreamed, handicapped chil-

dren in the regular classroom associated with the perceived

Jjudgments of success of placement?

Definitions of categories under which responses of assistance
received and needed were grouped have been provided earlier in this
chapter. Unduplicated counts were provided to identify generally what

kind of assistance teachers report with regard to mainstreaming.



Table 7.--Problem types by number associated with "most successful" and "least successful"
mainstreamed, handicapped child placements as reported by teachers.

Most Successful Least Successful
Number of Percent of Number of Percent of
Type of Problem Responses Responses Responses Responses
(N = 100) (N =114)

Problems Related to the Child
A--Attending Behaviors 8 8% 7 6%
B--Physical or Health-Related Problems 7 7% 5 4%
C--Inability to Perform Academic or Classroom

Work 26 25% 30 26%
D--Conditions or Behavior Suggestive of

Potential for Emotional Impairment 18 18% 25 22%
E--Disruptive/Aggressive Social Behavior 17 17% 24 21%
F--Potential Social/Emotional Adjustment

Problem, Unspecified 1 1% 9 8%
Problems Related to the Teacher or

Teaching Function

G--Scheduling 2 2% 0 0
H--Lack of Teacher Preparation or Knowledge 7 7% 2 2%
I--Adequacy of Support Assistance 11 1% 9 8%
Other
J--Home Conditions 1 1% 3 3%
K--Safety Issues 2 2% 0 0

Not codable 2 2% ' 2 2%

98
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Table 8 presents the number and percentage of responses
assigned to each of the categories of assistance provided and assis-
tance needed which teachers associated with the mainstreamed children
they had identified as "most successful” and "least successful" place-
ments. It appears, from examining Table 8, that there may be only one
difference between the various kinds of assistance received for "most
successful" and "least successful" placements in that children are
more often "removed from the classroom" in the case of "least success-
ful" placements. In both "least successful" and "most successful"
placements, assistance is primarily provided directly to the child,
with a relatively small percentage reported as assistance provided
to the teacher through suggestions, materials, or cooperation.

Although the number of responses indicating assistance needed
is small, it is interesting to note that responses indicating a need
for assistance to the teacher were among the most frequently cited
for both "most successful" and "least successful" placements.

Table 9 indicates the number of identified children for whom
teachers indicated whether or not they were satisfied with assistance
received. As might be expected, there was a higher number and per-
centage of teachers satisfied with assistance received for "most
successful" placements than for "least successful" placements. Those
responding for "least successful" placements were about equally divided

between being satisfied or not being satisfied.



Table 8.--Assistance received and needed by number and percent associated with seventy "most successful" and fifty-nine "least
successful” placements of mainstreamed, handicapped children as reported by classroom teachers.

Assistance

Assistance Received

Assistance Needed

Most Successful

Least Successful

Most Successful

Least Successful

Number of Percent Number of Percent Number of  Percent Number of Percent
Responses of Total Responses of Total Responses of Total Responses of Total
(N = 90) Responses (N = 65) Responses (N = 8) Responses {N = 27) Responses
Direct Assistance to Child
A--Additional Instruction--Place
Unspecified 4 3% 1 1.5% 2 25% 3 1%
B--Additional Instruction--Qutside
of Classroom 31 34% 25 38% 0 0 2 7%
C--Additional Instruction--In
Regular Classroom 3 32 1 1.5% ] 0 2 7%
D--Remove from Classroom 2 2% 13 20% 0 0 4 15%
E--Counseling 13 14% 8 12% 1 12.5% 3 11%
F--Application of Behavior Management
Techniques 2 2% 2 3% 1 12.5% 0 0
G--Social-Emotional Help 5 6% 5 8% 0 0 4 5%
H--Health Care or Evaluation 5 6% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Assistance to Teacher
1--Suggestions, Materials, Cooperation 13 14% 4 6% 2 25% 7 26%
Other
J--Parent Lontact 9 10% 3 5% 2 25% 1 4%
K--Diagnosis 3 3% 3 5% 0 0 1 43
Not codable 6 2 1 6

88
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Table 9.--Satisfaction with assistance received by number and percent
associated with "most successful" and "least successful"
placements of mainstreamed, handicapped children as reported
by teachers.

Most Successful Least Successful
Satisfaction Number of Percent of Number of Percent of
Children  Responses Children  Responses
(N = 70) (N = 59)
Satisfied--yes ' 54 77% 24 41%
Satisfied--no 10 14% 22 37%
Satisfaction not
indicated 6 9% 13 22%

Are differences in certain types of handicaps associated
with the perceived judgments of success of placement?

Teachers were asked to indicate what type of handicap had been
assigned to each of the children reported in this study. Thirty-nine
emotionally impaired, nineteen educable mentally impaired, thirty-
seven learning disabled, five physically or otherwise health impaired,
two visually impaired, and six hearing impaired children were identi-
fied. In the cases of eighteen children, teachers indicated more
than one type of handicap; i.e., for child A the teacher may have
circled both emotionally impaired and educable mentally impaired,
and for Child F a teacher may have circled both physically or other-
wise health impaired and learning disabled. These children were
grouped under the classification of multiple impairment. Table 10
provides information regarding the types of handicapping conditions

associated with "most successful" and "least successful" placements.
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Table 10.--Handicapping conditions by number and percent associated
with "most successful” and "least successful" placements.

Most Successful Least Successful
Handicap Chitdren of Total  Children of Total
(N = 70) (N = 59)

Emotionally impaired 17 24% 22 37%
Educable mentally impaired 10 14% 9 15%
Learning disabled 24 34% 13 22%
Physically handicapped 5 7% 0 0
Visually impaired 1 2% 1 2%
Hearing impaired 4 6% 2 3%
Multiple impairment 7 10% 1 19%
Not identified 2 3% 0 0
Don't know 0 0 1 2%

Tabie 10 indicates a somewhat higher percentage of "least suc-
cessful" placements are identified as emotionally impaired children
or as having more than 6ne handicap. Learning disabled children
appear to be somewhat more often identified as "most successful"
placements. Physically handicapped children were identified as "most
successful" but not identified as "least successful" placements. Other
handicapped children were identified with nearly the same relative
frequency for both "most successful” and "least successful" placements.
Any general differences associated with type of handicaps and classi-
fication of success must be viewed with caution. Certainly, there is

need for further in-depth study of individual students.
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Are differences in certain types of problems, supportive
services currently being provided, and supportive services
identified as needed for mainstreamed, handicapped children
in the regular classroom associated with certain types of
handicaps?

Table 11 groups the number of responses coded under each
category of problems by type of handicap. It is difficult to com-
pare problems associated with the various handicaps reported in
Table 11 because of the differing numbers of students on which teach-
ers reported in this study. Because of small numbers and the variety
of problems reported, no patterns were identified for physically han-
dicapped, visually impaired, and hearing impaired children. Teachers
most often identified conditions or behavior suggestive of potential
for emotional impairment (14 responses) and disruptive/aggressive
behaviors (26 responses) when describing problems associated with
emotionally impaired, mainstreamed children, while inability to per-
form academic or classroom work (26 responses) is more often asso-
ciated with learning disabled children. A numbef of teachers also
reported problems with conditions or behavior suggestive of potential
for emotjonal impairment (10 responses) for learning disabled children.
Although the numbers of educable mentally impaired and multiply
jmpaired children identified in this study were each about one-half
the number of those identified either as emotionally impaired or
learning disabled, it is interesting to note that teachers were con-
cerned about problems similar to those associated with the learning
disabled child--inability to perform academic or classroom work and

conditions or behavior suggestive of potential for emotional impair-

ment.



Table 11.--Problem types by number of responses grouped by type of handicapped children.

Type of Handicap

Problems El EMI LD POHI V1 HI Multiple ??g_ Totals
(N=39) (N=19) (N=37) (N=5) (N=2) (N=6) {N=18) (N=3)
Problems Related to the Child
A--Attending Behaviors 8 1 3 1 1 0 0 1 15
B--Physical or Health Related 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 1 12
C--Inability to Perform Academic or Classroom Work 7 8 26 0 0 2 10 3 56
D--Conditions or Behavior Suggestive of Potentis!
for Emotional Impairment 14 6 10 0 1 2 9 1 43
E--Disruptive/Aggressive Social Behavior 26 3 3 2 0 0 5 2 41
F--Potential Social/Emotional Adjustment Problem,
Unspecified 3 0 3 0 0 ] 3 1 10
Problems Related to Teacher or Teaching Function
G--Scheduling 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
H--Lack of Teacher Preparation or Knowledge 2 3 0 1 0 2 1 0 9
I--Adequacy of Support Assistance 5 4 4 1 1 1 4 0 20
Other
J--Home Conditions 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 4
K--Safety Issues 0 0 0 1 0 ] 1 0 2
Not codable 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Totals 68 32 51 8 1 9 37 9 218

cb
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Table 12 groups the numbers of responses assigned to each
category of assistance received by type of handicap for which it is
described. The types of assistance reported most often for emotionally
impaired students were removal from the classroom (11 responses) and
counseling (12 responses). Assistance to the teacher and parents
(7 responses each) was reported more often for emotionally impaired
students than for other types of handicaps. In contrast, assistance
reported most often for learning disabled students was instruction
outside of the classroom (25 responses). Although the numbers of
educable mentally impaired students reported in this study are about
one-half as many as either learning disabled or emotionally impaired,
a proportionate number of responses indicated that, like the learning
disabled child, instruction outside of the classroom was the most fre-
quently reported type of assistance received.

Table 13 groups the number of responses assigned to each cate-
gory of assistance needed for each type of handicap for which they
were reported. Responses for types of assistance needed were small
and varied; thus no patterns could be identified for any one type of

handicap.



Table 12.--Assistance received by number of responses grouped by type of handicapped children.

Type of Handicap

Assistance £ EMI LD POHI VI KL Mutiple % Totals
(N=39)  (N=19) (N=37) (N=5) (N=2) (N=6) (N=18) (N=3)

Direct Assistance to Child
A--Additional Instruction--Place Unspecified 1 1 1 0 0 0 i 1 5
B--Additional Instruction--Outside of Classroom 6 10 25 0 2 9 2 56
C--Additional Instruction--In Regular Classroom 0 ] 0 0 1 3 0 0 4
O--Remove from Classroom 11 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 15
E--Counseling 12 1 1 2 0 1 4 0 21
F--Application of Behavior Management Techniques 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
G--Social-Emotional Help 2 0 6 0 0 1 1 0 10
H--Health Care or Evaluation 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 5
Assistance to Teacher
I--Suggestions, Materials, Cooperation 7 2 0 1 2 3 2 0 17
Other
J--Parent Contact 7 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 12
K--Diagnosis 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 6

Not codable 2 2 3 0 0 0 0 1 8

Totals 53 21 40 6 5 1 23 4 163

v6



Table 13.--Assistance needed by number of responses grouped by type of handicapped children.

Type of Handicap

Assistance £l EMI Lb  POHI VI HI  Multiple 'I"’B Totals
{N=39) (N=19) (N=37) (N=5) (N=2) (N=6) {N=18) (N=3)

Direct Assistance to Child
A--Additional Instruction--Place Unspecified 2 1 2 0 0 0 ] 5
8--Additional Instruction--Outside Classroom 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
C--Additional Instruction--In Regular Classroom 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
D--Remove from Classroom 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
E--Counseling 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4
F--Application of Behavior Management Techniques 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
G--Social-Emotional Help 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0
H--Health Care or Evaluation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Assistance to Teacher
1--Suggestions, Materials, Cooperation 3 1 3 0 0 1 1 0 9
Other
J--Parent Contact 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 3
K~-Diagnosis 0 0 0 0 O 0 1 0 1

Not codable 2 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 7

Totals 13 7 8 0 1 2 ] 2 42

G6
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Discussion of Data Related to Factors
Which Contribute to Successful or
Unsuccessful Mainstream Placement

The results of this study do not appear to shed 1light on
variables which might generally assist in describing or differen-
tiating a successful or unsuccessful mainstream placement. It would
appear that the slight differences which do emerge may be based as
much on the characteristics and behaviors of the child as on the
problems or supportive assistance reported by teachers. In addition,
the report of teachers is based on their experiences. Their percep-
tions or interpretations of these experiences may have created some
of the differences.

One is tempted, in a further search for clues or leads with
which to generalize variables identified in this study, to shift the
focus to the differences between these variables with the types of
handicapped children reported by teachers. A casual perusal of the
data suggested that one might identify important differences, but upon
careful review, it appeared that the results of this study do not pro-
vide enough clear-cut evidence which could accurately be used to
describe types of problems, types of assistance received and needed,
and level of success for the various types of handicaps. Differ-
ences which are suggested by the data may be due to the severity
and/or nature of the handicap typical of this particular dis-
trict.

It appears from the results of this study that more in-depth
research related to individual children in a mainstreamed setting is

critical.
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Identification of Factors Which Affect Attitude

The data were analyzed in an attempt to examine certain ques-
tions related to the attitude of teachers and teacher-consultants
toward mainstreaming.

1. To what degree do teachers and teacher-consultants who
have experienced mainstreaming support the concept?

2. Are there differences between the attitude of classroom
teachers and the attitude of teacher-consultants toward
mainstreaming?

3. What are the factors expressed by teachers and teacher-
consultants which affect their attitude toward main-
streaming?

Results

To what degree do teachers and teacher-consultants who have
experienced mainstreaming support the concept?

Sixty-three of the seventy-one teachers and twelve of the
twelve teacher-consultants rated their attitude toward mainstreaming
on a scale of one to four: 1-negative, 2-somewhat negative, 3-somewhat
positive, and 4-positive. Table 14 provides information relative to
results of this rating. Seventy-one percent of the teachers reported
that they are positive to some degree regarding mainstreaming.
Ninety-one percent of the teacher-consultants reported a positive
attitude toward mainstreaming.

Are there differences between the attitude of classroom

teachers and the attitude of teacher-consultants toward

mainstreaming?

It would appear from examining Table 14 that according to
self-rating, teacher-consultants are somewhat more positive toward

mainstreaming than are classroom teachers. No attempt was made to
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objectify the perceptions or validate them by other criteria; thus

comparisons should be made with a great deal of caution.

Table 14.--Attitude toward mainstreaing by number and percent as
reported by teachers and teacher-consultants.

Number of Percent of Number of Percent of

Ratin Teachers Teachers T/C's T/C's
9 Responding Responding Responding Responding
(N=71) (N =12

1--Negative 2 3% 0 0
2--Somewhat negative 11 15% 1 8%
3--Somewhat positive 38 54% 4 33%
4--Positive 12 17% 7 58%
No response 8 11% 0 0

What are the factors expressed by teachers and teacher-

ggggu]tants which affect their attitude toward mainstream-

Teachers and teacher-consultants were asked to identify the
factors which affect their attitude toward mainstreaming. The responses
were grouped into thirteen categories. Four of the categories related
to school/professional conditions, two categories had to do with prior
experience with mainstreaming, four categories were related to effect
on students, and two categories related to teacher adequacy. One
category was unique and is not related tc any of these major classi-

fications. The thirteen categories include:

School-Professional Conditions

Adequate Support Available
Inadequate Support Available
Scheduling Problems

Lack of Time

OOow>
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Prior Experience with Mainstreaming

E. Successful Experience
F. Unsuccessful Experience

Effect Upon Students

G. Beneficial to the Handicapped Child
H. Detrimental to the Handicapped Child
I. Beneficial to Nonhandicapped Child

J. Detrimental to Nonhandicapped Child

Teacher Adequacy

K. Inservice
L. Lack of Training

Other
M. Combined District Programs

Category descriptions.--The categories are characterized by

the following descriptions.

School-Professional Conditions

A. Adequate Support Available--Responses coded under this
category identified special education assistance as a factor which
influenced teachers' attitude. Comments included in this category
were either an acknowledgment that assistance was available, i.e.,
"in most instances teachers can receive help when they need it," or a
positive comment about the assistance, i.e., "good cooperation from
resource room teacher" and "we have been getting good support from
special education teachers."

B. Inadequate Support Available--Any comment indicating some
type of dissatisfaction with services is included in this category.
The dissatisfaction might be a philosophical difference, a difference
in the approach used which made it difficult for the classroom teacher,

or that there was not enough assistance available. Examples of
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comments assigned to this category include: "the classroom teacher
doesn't have the time or money to reward his/her students the same
way," "I have problems with the reward system used with some of the

special education rooms," "it is difficult for the teacher when a
child learns to expect extra help and thus doesn't develop indepen-
dence," "lack of communications with special education personnel,"
and "not enough special help available.”

C. Scheduling Problems--Some teachers and teacher-consultants
identified problems with scheduling and keeping track of children
traveling between rooms as a factor affecting their attitude toward
mainstreaming.

D. Lack of Time--This category includes comments which indi-
cate that the handicapped child needs more help in the classroom
which is not able to be provided by classroom teachers. Selected
comments include: "overloaded classroom," "I do not feel the class-
room teacher should take needed time away from the rest of the class,"

and "places an extra burden on the classroom teacher."

Prior Experience with Mainstreaming

E. Successful Experience--Comments assigned to this category
stated or implied that successful experiences with mainstreaming
activities were a factor which affected their attitude. Examples of
these comments include: "my experience with mainstreaming has been
successful" and "more handicapped children were successful in my
class rather than unsuccessful."

F. Unsuccessful Experience--In contrast to successful experi-

ences, some responses indicated that an unsuccessful experience had
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affected their attitude toward mainstreaming. Examples of responses
coded under this category include: "these children have been my big-
gest discipline problem" and "they add to my problems."

Effect Upon Students

G. Beneficial to the Handicapped Child--The comments included
in this category stated or implied that contact with the "normal"
child in the regular classroom setting would be beneficial to the
handicapped child. The comments did not always state how the handi-
capped child would benefit. Examples of comments in this category
include: "helps them with social adjustment," "a more realistic
situation for the child to adjust to 1life" and "stigma is less."

H. Detrimental to the handicapped child--Statements assigned
to this category indicated that teachers felt comparisons would be
made between the handicapped child and his "normal" peers. They
implied that the handicapped child might be rejected by his/her peers
or make negative self-assessments in relation to his/her contact
with "normal" peers. In either case, the implication made by the
teacher was that this would be detrimental to the handicapped child.
Comments typical of this category include: "child becomes frus-
trated when he sees what others can do" and "some of them aren't
accepted by the rest of the class."

I. Beneficial to Nonhandicapped Child--Any comment which
implied that there was benefit to the nonhandicapped children in the
classroom was included in this category. "It is a good experience
for the whole class to learn to work with and accept students of dif-

ferent abilities” is typical of the comments assigned to this category.
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J. Detrimental to Nonhandicapped Child--Comments assigned to
this category stated a concern for the effect on "others" in the
classroom if the handicapped child was included. Following is a
sample of statements assigned to this category: "I feel my own class
suffered because of the inclusion of these students in regular classes,"
“I have seen other problems of the EI student that disrupts the class-
room," and "can be disruptive to other children who are trying to
learn."

Teacher Adequacy

K. Inservice--Comments assigned to this category indicated
that inservice presentations to teachers were a factor which affected
their attitude about mainstreaming.

L. Lack of Training--Comments assigned to this category
were those which stated or implied that the child could not get
needed help because the classroom teacher felt that he/she "does not
have the training to be a teacher for the handicapped."

Other

M. Combined District Programs--Responses assigned to this
category said a factor affecting their attitude was bringing children
from other districts for a mainstreaming program. Having to "service
children from other school districts" is an example of responses

assigned to this category.

Number of responses.--A total of 163 responses describing

factors affecting their attitude were provided by sixty-three of the

seventy-one teachers and all twelve of the teacher-consultants.
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One hundred thirty-three responses were from teachers. Of these,

121 were assigned to the described categories. Six responses were
not codable because of their vagueness or lack of clarity and because
coders could not agree on an assignment to a specific category.

These responses were eliminated. Six other statements were made by
classroom teachers which clearly identified certain factors affecting
their attitude but did not appear to be related to any of the cate-
gories or to each other. These statements include:

1. "Physical space inadequate"

2. "I have my own handicapped child and am interested in

helping others"

3. "[Mainstreaming] provides teacher awareness and flexibility

4. "Personal challenge"

5. "[Handicapped have] right to be in the classroom"

6. "[My attitude is] influenced by individual needs of the

child"

Thirty of the responses were from teacher-consultants. Of
these, twenty were assigned to the described categories. One was not
codable and was eliminated. Nine of the statements clearly identified
certain factors affecting their attitude but did not appear to be
related to any of the categories under which responses from classroom
teachers had been grouped. These statements, unique to teacher-

consultants, include:

1. Two statements indicated that the "negative attitude of
teachers" affects the teacher-consultant's attitude.

2. Three statements indicated that the special education room
was a better environment for handicapped children and that
the regular class is inadequate in some way.

3. Two statements indicated that mainstreaming improves
teacher skills and that this affects the teacher-
consultant's attitude.

4. One statement was that mainstreaming "promotes individual-
ized education."
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5. One statement was that they are '"concerned that students
don't want to be taken out of room and 'blame' teacher-
consultant."

Table 15 presents the number of responses for teachers and
teacher-consultants which were assigned to each of the described
categories. The factor which teachers and teacher-consultants most
often identified as affecting their attitude is that mainstreaming
is beneficial to the handicapped child. Indeed, for teacher con-
sultants, this is the only factor which appears to stand out. The
next three factors which most often affect teacher attitude were
related to school/professional conditions: Tlack of time (32%), inade-
quate support available (24%), and adequate support available (24%).

Table 16 presents the number of responses for teachers and
teacher-consultants grouped according to whether the factor is nega-
tive or positive. It is interesting that the responses of teachers
are nearly equally divided between positive and negative factors
which affect their attitude toward mainstreaming. Teacher-consultants
identify a slightly higher proportion of positive factors than nega-
tive factors.

Discussion of Data Related to

Teacher and Teacher-Consultant
Attitude Toward Mainstreaming

When one examines the results of this study, it becomes
apparent that the majority of both teachers and teacher-consultants
rate themselves as positive to some degree toward mainstreaming.
Teacher-consultants, however, appear to be somewhat more positive

toward mainstreaming than are classroom teachers. Both groups focus



Table 15.--Factors which affect attitude by number and percent as reported by teachers and teacher-consultants.

Teachers (N = 63)

Teacher-Consultants (N = 12)

Number of Percent of Number of Percent of
Factors Responses Teachers Responses Teacher
Assigned to Responding Assigned to Consultants
Categories Categories Responding
(N =121) (N = 20)
School-Professional Conditions
A--Adequate Support Available 15 24% 0 0
B--Inadequate Support Available 18 29% 1 8%
C--Scheduting Problems 3 5% 3 25%
D--Lack of Time 20 32% 2 17%
Prior Experience with Mainstreaming
E--Successful Experience 10 16% 1 8%
F--Unsuccessful Experience 6 10% 0 0
Effect Upon Students
G--Beneficial to the Handicapped Child 21 33% 10 83%
H--Detrimental to the Handicapped Child 10% 0 0
I--Beneficial to the Nonhandicapped Child 10% 2 17%
J--Detrimental to the Nonhandicapped Child 1% 0 0
Teacher Adegquacy
K--Inservice 3% 0 0
L--Lack of Training 6% 1 8%
Other
M--Combined District Programs 3 5% 0 0
Not codable 6 1 8%
Individual factors not assigned to categories 6 9

S0l
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Table 16.--Negative and positive factors affecting attitude by number

as reported by teachers and teacher-consultants.

Number of Numbef of
Factors ;ggggﬁg?ng Relégnging
(N = 63) (N =12)

Negative
B--Inadequate Support Available 18 1
C--Scheduling Problems 3 3
D--Lack of Time 20 2
F--Unsuccessful Experience 6 0
H--Detrimental to Handicapped Child 6 0
J--Detrimental to Nonhandicapped Child 7 0
L--Lack of Training _4 1

64 7
Positive
A--Adequate Support Available 15 0
E--Successful Experience 10 1
G--Beneficial to Handicapped Child 21 10
I--Beneficial to Nonhandicapped Child 6 2
K--Inservice 2 0

54 13
Other
M--Combined District Program 3
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on the benefits of mainstreaming to the handicapped child as the posi-
tive factor which most often affects their attitude. One is not able
to determine why they feel mainstreaming is beneficial. It may be
that based on their own experiences they have observed benefits for
the handicapped child. Theymay alsobe influenced by the law and regu-
lations which require placement in the least restrictive alternative.
Teachers may, through various means, have accepted the position that
there are benefits which accrue from being within the mainstream of
society.

In analyzing the responses of classroom teachers more closely,
it appears there may be some ambivalence regarding their attitude
toward mainstreaming. Although they feel that mainstreaming is bene-
ficial to the handicapped child and this affects their attitude, they
identify two negative factors associated with school-professional con-
ditions with nearly equal frequency: (1) lack of time and (2) inade-
quate support services.

In addition to the mixed factors which were identified, eight
of the seventy-one teachers (11%) were evidently hesitant to rate and
discuss their attitude toward mainstreaming, even though they had par-
ticipated in the rest of the survey. They may not feel comfortable in
discussing their attitude toward mainstreaming at this time because
they have not made up their minds regarding the issue or may hesitate
to express an opinion contrary to the requirements of law.

Fi%ty-four percent of the 71 percent reporting positive atti-

tudes reported only "somewhat positive" attitudes, another expression
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of uncertainty in terms of a stated position regarding their attitude
toward mainstreaming.

Since positive teacher attitude is extremely important with
regard to the success of any program, we may be at a critical point
in the implementation of mainstreaming. Currently, it appears that
teachers feel the benefits to the handicapped child outweigh the dis-
advantages caused by certain school-professional conditions. In order
to reinforce these positive feelings, specific kinds of benefits need
to be identified for each child with the teacher so that the teacher
has realistic expectations for the child and understands the impor-
tance of the role of the classroom placement in the child's total
program.

It is also important that negative factors dealing with school-
professional conditions be reduced. The results of the study suggest
that a number of teachers view adequate support services as a positive
factor which affects their attitude. MWe need to build upon this to
reduce the negative factors. When one examines the two negative fac-
tors of concern, inadequate support and lack of time, it would appear
teachers are expressing similar concerns as they did earlier in the
study regarding their reasons for being dissatisfied with assistance.
They want special education personnel to use strategies and techniques
which are consistent and compatible with those able to be implemented
in the classroom. The classroom teacher appears to need to be more
involved in the handicapped child's total program to better meet

identified needs. If, as is suggested in this discussion, we are at a
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crossroads in terms of teacher attitude toward mainstreaming, it is

crucial that these issues be further addressed.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter presents (1) a brief review of the study, (2) a
summary of the major concerns and issues which evolved from descrip-

tive information provided by teachers and teacher-consultants, and

(3) recommendations.

Review of the Study

The concept of mainstreaming has thrust classroom teachers
and teacher-consultants into new roles relative to providiné educa-
tional programs for handicapped children. This study was undertaken
in an attempt to provide an initial view of mainstreaming through
identifying the concerns and feelings expressed by teachers and
teacher-consultants.

The target population for this study included teachers from
five elementary schools and teacher-consultants from constituent dis-
tricts of Branch Intermediate School District. Questionnaires were
developed to obtain information relative to (1) problems which arise
for teachers and teacher-consultants when a handicapped child's edu-
cational program includes a mainstream component, (2) actual and
needed special education support intended to assist in solving the
problems in a mainstream placement, (3) descriptive information related

to children teachers identify as "most successful" and "least

110
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successful" mainstream placements, and (4) factors which affect the
attitude of teachers and teacher-consultants. Responses were grouped
into categories. Frequency and percentage distributions were analyzed
to identify issues related to mainsireaming which need further in-depth

study.

Summary of Major Concerns and Issues

It appears from information reported by teachers and teacher-
consultants in this study that there are certain problems related to
the impiementation of mainstreaming. Teachers were most concerned
about the academic and social behavior of the handicapped child in
their classroom. Teacher-consultants focused more on the behaviors
and inadequacies of the teacher. Each group appeared to be concerned
about the client for whom they felt responsible rather than searching
for inadequacies in themselves which might need to be modified con-
sidering the new role in which each has been placed.

When asked to identify the types of support assistance cur-
rently being provided, teachers most frequently reported that children
were receiving instruction directly from special education support
personnel. Even though teachers were not feeling totally successful
with their role in mainstreaming, they did not blame the support
assistance for their problems, as teacher-consultants had predicted.
However, in cases where they were dissatisfied with assistance, the
reason most often cited was a disagreement with the approach being
used by special education support personnel. When identifying needs,
teachers did not identify with the broader issues of education such

as curriculum change, individualization of instruction, and so forth,



112

which might assist in solving some of the problems for which they
were concerned, but limited their requests to types of assistance
which they were currently experiencing. It appears evident that
teachers do want more contact with the teacher-consultant, in that
they most often requested assistance through the teacher-consultant
providing suggestions, materials, and cooperative planning. This
would appear to be evidence of a need for classroom teachers and
teacher-consultants to work together. Teacher-consultants report,
however, that most of their time is spent with children, and they
would not change this if they could. Teacher-consultants are evi-
dently hesitant to change their time ratio and role from working with
children to working with teachers.

On the basis of this study, generalizations are not able to
be made regarding factors affecting successful or unsuccessful main-
stream placements. There may be slight differences between certain
factors and the types of handicapped children reported in this study.
However, these differences may also be attributed to the unique char-
acteristics of the particular children and/or particular teacners in
this study; thus generalizations cannot bekdeveloped.

The majority of teachers and teacher-consultants report
positive attitudes toward mainstreaming. There is evidence, however,
to indicate that teachers may still be somewhat ambivalent in their
attitude toward mainstreaming. The major positive factor affecting
their attitude at this time is that mainstreaming is beneficial to

.the handicapped child. On the other hand, lack of time and inade-

quacy of support service are negative factors.
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Recommendations

It is apparent from the description of this initial view of
mainstreaming as reported by teachers and teacher-consultants that
certain problems exist. The data from this study do not tell us what
to do to solve these problems, but they do say that something needs
to be done. It appears to this writer that it is critical that better
use be made of three avenues which are already available to us:

(1) improvement of the use of the referral, assessment, planning,
implementation, and the evaluation system established by the rules
and regulations of federal and state mandates requiring student par-
ticipation in the least restrictive alternative; (2) adaptation of
current pre-service and in-service training programs; and (3) approp-
riate future research.

In order to improve the use of the system established by the
rules and regulations of federal and state mandates, it is recom-
mended that:

1. The handicapped child's regular classroom teacher be
involved in the entire planning process.

2. The planning and evaluation process should emphasize
individual progress and achievement in addition to or in place of the
current orientation toward achievement measured against group norms.

3. Consideration be given during the planning and placement
decision-making process to teacher/pupil matching.

4. Planning should take place in local school districts to

provide teachers and teacher-consultants with an incentive and
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opportunity to work together on a continuing basis once the planning
has been completed and the child's prograh has been implemented.
Involvement of the classroom teacher in the entire planning
process should alleviate some of the problems and assure development
of consistent strategies for use by both the classroom teacher and
teacher-consultant. Michigan has recognized the need for this involve-
ment in the proposed revision of the special education rules and regu-
lations by increasing the participation of the classroom teacher in
the individual educational planning meeting for mainstreamed children.
If emphasis is given to criterion-referenced individual progress as
part of the evaluation system, by being involved in the planning
process, teachers will be provided with an orientation to measuring
student progress of the handicapped child in their classroom relative
to the expectations for that child rather than comparing his/her prog-
ress with group norms, thus reducing the concerns and frustrations
teachers express related to academic and social behavior of the child
in the classroom. If consideration is given during the planning and
placement decision-making process to matching students and teachers,
the needs of children can be better met through placing them with teach-
ers who have a tolerance for behaviors associated with their particu-
lar handicap, as well as choosing teachers who provide an appropriate
classroom structure; e.g., some children need a formal, structured
classroom environment, and the child might be placed with a teacher
who structures his/her classroom in this way rather than a teacher
who uses a more open classroom structure. If teachers are not expected

to interact with children who exhibit behaviors unacceptable to the
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teacher and the child can easily fit into the basic structure of the
classroom, the potential for negative feelings on the part of the
teacher toward the child is reduced. As teachers and teacher-
consultants work together on a continuing basis during the implemen-
tation of the child's program, they will have an opportunity to
understand each other's concerns and deal with perceived problems and
inconsistencies as they arise. These activities should contribute

~ greatly to the development of a real team effort in assisting the
mainstreamed, handicapped child.

Pre-service and in-service programs have been developed to
provide training for both reguiar and special education personnel.
In order to improve these programs, the following recommendations
are offered.

1. Planning for in-service relative to mainstreaming should
be a joint effort between general and special educators. |

2. Teacher-consultants should be provided with experiences
which will help them understand the needs and concerns of classroom
teachers as well as knowledge and application of instructional
strategies to share with these teachers.

3. Teachers and teacher-consultants must be provided with
practice in how to function as part of an educational team.

Because of the differences in perspective of teachers and
teacher-consultants in this study, it is felt that a joint planning
effort to determine future in-service needs and activities is criti-
cal. Not only would this be an additional way that teachers and

teacher-consultants could become aware of the concerns and needs felt
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by each other, but joint planning for in-service could identify
appropriate training experiences for their own group as well as
experiences each feels would be helpful to others. Additionally,
within the framework of pre-service and in-service activities,
experiences could be provided to assist teacher-consultants, not only
to identify the needs and concerns of teachers, but to understand
better the basis or rationale for the feelings and attitudes expressed
by classroom teachers. Supervised practice as a team member is criti-
cal if educators are going to make the changes necessary to assuming
the new roles required for successful mainstreaming. Those persons
unwilling to make needed changes and/or function as a team member
could be identified at this time and provided with assignments which
did not include mainstreaming as a component. This would lend
further support to pupil/teacher matching discussed previously. It
could also avoid jeopardizing the effectiveness of mainstreaming by
eliminating use of ineffective or uncooperative personnel.
Generalizations related to factors affecting success and fac-
tors associated with types of handicaps could not be made on reported
group data. In fact, because of the very nature of individual dif-
ferences associated with handicapped individuals, there may be cer-
tain dangers in making decisions based on such generalizations. As
an example, if research showed that physically impaired children are
generally assigned to a regular classroom for 75 percent of a day
and a decision is made in a district that every physically impaired
child should be assigned to a classroom 75 percent of a day based on

the results of that research rather than the needs of the child,
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certainly, for some children, the decision would be inappropriate.
Therefore, two recommendations for further research are suggested:

1. Further research related to mainstreaming should focus on
an in-depth case-by-case observation and analysis of successful and
unsuccessful mainstreamed children.

2. Observation and analysis of teacher/teacher-consultant
interactions should identify effective consultation techniques as
well as the similarities and differences of these techniques to those
of consultation approaches used by those in other fields such as
psychology and social work.

By directing the focus of further research to individual cases
of mainstreamed children and individual teacher/teacher-consultant
relationships, the dangers of generalization can be avoided. Because
of the multiplicity of variables associated with the success of main-
streaming, it becomes very difficult to generalize from group data
without a great number of cases. It may be somewhat early to iden-
tify all of the potential factors and the critical mix and strength
of these factors as they interact to influence the degree of success.
However, by building a base with individual in-depth analysis, cer-
tain factors and trends may be able to be identified which could be
useful in decision-making and implementation activities for individuals
relative to mainstreaming. Ultimately, when financial support is
available for a massive and carefully controlled study of factors
related to successful mainstreaming, useful data could be available.
In the interim, the individual case analysis appears to be the most

useful approach.
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A final comment is appropriate. School districts need to
evaluate their mainstreaming programs by using tools such as the one
developed ¥or use in this study to obtain a description of main-
streaming in their district. The district in which the data for
this study were collected used the information gathered for this
study to assess teacher perceptions of attitudes and problems
encountered in mainstreaming in each of the buildings where the study
was conducted. Further analysis was done to identify factors which
appeared to cause negative attitudes or problems identified by
teachers. While the district found it extremely difficult to objec-
tify and isolate causative factors, they found the results of the
study to be very useful. Further activities were undertaken to
alleviate negative factors and promote positive factors in an attempt

to improve mainstreaming in these schools.
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CLASSROOM TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
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TEACHER VIEWS OF PROBLEMS AND SUPPORT SERVICE NEEDS RELATED TO MAINSTREAMED, HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Part I
MOST SUCCESSFUL

LEAST SUCCESSFUL

Directions: Choose 1 officially identified, handicapped child
that was placed in your classroom within the past 3 years
where you feel the placement was "most successful."

WRITE THE CHILD'S NAME ON LINE NUMBER 1.

1.

First Name "Most Successful”

2. RATE THE CHILD ACCORDING TO HOW SUCCESSFUL YOU FEEL THE
PLACEMENT WAS ON THE SCALE OF 1 TO 4.

R 2 3 4
Successful Unsuccessful

3. CIRCLE THE CHILD'S MAJOR HANDICAPPING CONDITION:

a. emotionally impaired b. educable mentally impaired
c. learning disabled d. physically handicapped

e. visually impaired f. hearing impaired

g. don't know

4. CIRCLE THE %OF TIME THE CHILD IS/WAS IN YOUR ROOM:
a. 1-25% b. 26-50% c. 51-75% d. 76-99% e. A1l day

5. CIRCLE THE % OF TIME YOU FEEL THE CHILD SHOULD BE/HAVE
BEEN IN YOUR ROOM:

a. 1-25% b. 26-50% c. 51-75% d. 76-99% e. All
f. None

6. CIRCLE THE YEAR THE CHILD IS/WAS IN YOUR ROOM:
a. 1977-1978 b. 1976-1977 c. 1975-1976

Directions: Choose 1 officially identified, handicapped child
that was placed in your classroom within the past 3 years
vhere you feel the placement was "least successful."

WRITE THE CHILD'S NAME ON LINE NUMBER T.

1.

First Name "Least Successful’

2. RATE THE CHILD ACCORDING TO HOW SUCCESSFUL YOU FEEL THE
PLACEMENT WAS ON THE SCALE OF 1 70 4.

1 2 3 4
Successtul Unsuccessful

3. CIRCLE THE CHILD'S MAJOR HANDICAPPING CONDITION:

a. emotionally impaired b. educable mentally impaired
c. learning disabled d. physically handicapped

e. visually impaired f. hearing impaired

g. don't know

4. CIRCLE THE % OF TIME THE CHILD IS/WAS IN YOUR ROOM:
a. 1-25% b. 26-50% c. 51-75% d. 76-99% e. A1l day

5. CIRCLE THE % OF TIME YOU FEEL THE CHILD SHOULD BE/HAVE
BEEN IN YOUR ROOM:

a. 1-25% b, 26-50% «c. 51-75%2 d. 76-99%2 e. ANl
f. None

6. CIRCLE THE YEAR THE CHILD IS/WAS IN YCUR ROOM:
a. 1977-1978 b. 1976-1977 c. 1975-1976

L



Child's First Name "Most Successfui"

PROBLEM ASSISTANCE RECEIVED
List problem you are or were Did you List title Describe assistance received. Were you satisfied
concerned about because the receive of person{s) with assistance?
child was placed in your room. assistance? providing

assistance VES No
’ (1f no, describe why
you were dissatisfied.)
YES
ASSISTANCE NEEDED

NO

List title
of person(s)
who should
provide
assistance.

Describe assistance needed.

acl



Child's First Name "Most Successful”

PROBLEM ASSISTANCE RECEIVED
List problem you are or were Did you List title Describe assistance received. Were you satisfied
concerned about because the receive of person(s) with assistance?
child was placed in your room. assistance? providing YES N0
assistance. (If no, describe why
you were dissatisfied.)
YES
ASSISTANCE NEEDED
List title Describe assistance needed.
of person(s)
who should
provide
assistance.
NO

€elL



Child's First Name "Least Successful”

PROBLEM

RECEIVED

List problem you are or were
concerned about because the
child was placed in your room.

Describe assistance received.

Were you satisfied
with the assistance?

YES NO
(If no, describe why
you were dissatisfied.)

NEEDED

ASSISTANCE
Did you List title
receive of person(s)
assistance? providing
assistance.
YES
ASSISTANCE
List title
of person(s)
who should
provide
assistance.
NO

Describe assistance needed.

vel



Child's First Name "Least Successful”

PROBLEM ASSISTANCE RECEIVED
List problem you are or were Did you List title Describe assistance received. Were you satisfied
concerned about because the receive of person(s) with the assistance?
child was placed in your room. assistance? proyiding YES NO
assistance. {If no, describe why
you were dissatisfied.)
YES
ASSISTANCE NEEDED
List title Describe assistance needed.
of person(s)
who should
provide
assistance.
NO

Gel



Directions: Circle the number that identifies your rating.

I WOULD RATE MY ATTITUDE TOWARD MAINSTREAMING AS GENERALLY: 1 2 3 4
Negative Somewhat Somewhat Positive
Negative Positive

IDENTIFY THE FACTORS INFLUENCING YOUR ATTITUDE TOWARD MAINSTREAMING:

9cL
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Demographic Data

Teacher-Consultant

Before we begin the rest of the interview, I need you to give

me some information about your experiences and your job.

(Appropriate answers will be circled by the interviewer.)

What grades do you work with? K 1 2 3 4 5 6
How many years of experience have you had? 1 2 3 4 5 6 more

How many handicapped students are currently on your caseload?
0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 more than 25
How many of your caseload are mainstreamed? (Appropriate number
will be written in blank by interviewer.)
_______75% or more of the day
____50-74% of the day
_____Less than 50% of the day
Not mainstreamed

What type of handicaps do you currently serve?
El LD EMI VI HI POHI
How many of each?

What certification and/or endorsements do you have?

EI LD EMI VI HI POHI

My general attitude toward mainstreaming is:

1 2 3 4 5
Positive Negative
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TEACHER-CONSULTANT VIEWS OF PROBLEMS AND SUPPORT SERVICE
NEEDS RELATED TO MAINSTREAMED, HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Interview Form

Introduction:

We are doing a study asking classroom teachers to iden-

tify problems and needed assistance or services for
mainstreamed, handicapped children.

We feel it is important to get a picture of mainstream-
ing from the perspective of the teacher-consultant as

well.

Your responses will be kept completely confidential.
Analysis will be done at MSU.

Direction 1:

First I would like you to tell
me about problems you encounter as
a teacher-consultant while provid-
ing assistance or services to main-
streamed, handicapped children.

(Helps to be specific, i.e., tell
me more exactly how you would
describe the probiem, etc.)

PROBLEMS

Direction 2:

Now we have a listing of prob-
lems you face as the teacher-
consultant. Let's go back over
them and I'd 1Tike you to tell me
what would help to solve the prob-
lems.

(Attempt to get specific responses
and alternative solutions, i.e.,
tell me more about how that could
be done. 1Is there anything else
that you think would help?)

SOLUTIONS
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Direction 3:

We've talked about problems
from your perspective as the t/c.
Now I'd 1ike you to put yourself
in the place of the classroom
teacher and tell me what you
think are the problems the class-
room teacher is most concerned
about that affect her/him because
they have a handicapped child main-
streamed in their classroom. There
might be behaviors of the child or
factors outside of the child that
create problems that might require
assistance.

CLASSROOM TEACHER PROBLEMS

Do you provide or attempt to pro-
vide assistance to solve any of
these problems? (Go over each
problem and record responses in
Column 2.)

ASSISTANCE
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Direction 4: (If T/C has certification in areas other than the desira-
bility which some of her caseload has been identified as
having)

You have certification in the area of (whatever disability indi-
cated on demographic data sheet). You've also indicated that you pro-
vide services for children who are label&d (whatever disabilities are
on caseload).

Do you feel you have any particular problems resulting from not
being certified in the disability area of some of the children you are
providing service for?

Yes No
If yes, go on to direction 5.

Direction 5: Direction 6:

What are the problems you feel How could these problems be
you have because of not being cer- overcome?
tified in the same area of the
same disability area of the child
you have been asked to serve?

PROBLEMS SOLUTIONS
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Direction 7: This is the last question. Approximately what percentage
of your day would you estimate is spent?

Current Time % Change Time %
1. working directly with children
2. working with teachers
Would you change this if you could? Yes No

If yes, how would you change the percentage? (Record in right-hand
column.)
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