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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 o f  mainstreaming has t h r u s t  classroom teachers  

and teach e r -c o n su l tan t s  in to  new ro le s  r e l a t i v e  to  providing educa­

t iona l  programs f o r  handicapped c h i ld re n .  This s tudy was undertaken 

in an a t tempt to  provide an i n i t i a l  view of  mainstreaming through 

id e n t i fy in g  the concerns and f e e l in g s  expressed  by teachers  and 

t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s .

Procedures

The t a r g e t  popula t ion f o r  t h i s  s tudy included teach e rs  from 

f iv e  elementary schools and t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  from c o n s t i t u e n t  d i s ­

t r i c t s  of  Branch In te rmedia te  School D i s t r i c t .  Seventy-one teachers  

and twelve t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  responded. Ques t ionnaires  were 

developed to obta in  information r e l a t i v e  to  (1) problems which a r i s e  

fo r  teachers  and t e a c h e r -c o n su l tan t s  when a handicapped c h i l d ' s  edu­

c a t io n a l  program includes  a mainstream component, (2) ac tua l  and 

needed specia l  education support intended to  a s s i s t  in  so lv ing  the
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problems in a mainstream placement,  (3) d e s c r ip t i v e  informat ion r e l a t e d  

to  ch i ld ren  t eachers  i d e n t i f y  as "most s u c c e s s fu l11 and " l e a s t  suc­

c e s s fu l "  mainstream placements ,  and (4) f a c to r s  which a f f e c t  the 

a t t i t u d e  o f  teachers  and t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s .  Responses were grouped 

in to  ca te g o r i e s .  Frequency and percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n s  were analyzed 

to  i d e n t i f y  i s sues  r e l a t e d  to  mainstreaming which need f u r t h e r  in-depth  

s tudy.

Summary of  Major Concerns and Issues

Teachers and t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  i d e n t i f i e d  problems r e l a t e d  

to  the  implementation of  mainstreaming. Teachers were most concerned 

about the academic and soc ia l  behavior  o f  the handicapped c h i ld  in 

t h e i r  classroom. Teacher-consu l tan ts  focused more on the behaviors 

and ^adequacies of  the t eacher .

When asked to  i d e n t i fy  the types o f  support  a s s i s t a n c e  cu r ­

r e n t l y  being provided,  teachers  most f req u en t ly  repor ted  t h a t  ch i ld ren  

were rece iv ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  d i r e c t l y  from spec ia l  education support 

personnel .  Even though teachers  were not f e e l in g  t o t a l l y  successful  

with t h e i r  r o le  in mainstreaming,  they did  not blame the support  

a s s i s t a n c e  fo r  t h e i r  problems, as t e ac h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  had p red ic ted .  

However, in cases  where they were d i s s a t i s f i e d  with a s s i s t a n c e ,  the  

reason most o f te n  c i t e d  was a disagreement with the  approach being 

used by spec ia l  education support  personnel .  When id e n t i fy in g  needs,  

teachers  l im i ted  t h e i r  r eques ts  to  types o f  a s s i s t a n c e  which they were 

c u r r e n t l y  exper iencing .  I t  appears ev iden t  t h a t  teachers  do want more 

c o n ta c t  with the t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t ,  in  t h a t  they  most o f ten  requested
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a s s i s t a n c e  through the t e a c h e r -c o n su l ta n t  providing su g g es t io n s ,  

m a t e r i a l s ,  and cooperat ive  planning.  This would appear to  be e v i ­

dence of  a need f o r  classroom teachers  and te a ch e r -c o n su l t a n t s  to  

work to g e th e r .  Teacher-consul tants  r e p o r t ,  however, t h a t  most o f  

t h e i r  time i s  spent  with c h i ld r e n ,  and they  would not change t h i s  i f  

they could.

On the bas is  of  t h i s  s tudy ,  g en e ra l i z a t io n s  a re  not  ab le  to 

be made regarding f a c to r s  a f f e c t in g  successful  or  unsuccessful main­

stream placements.  Differences between c e r t a i n  f a c to r s  and the types 

of  handicapped ch i ld ren  reported in t h i s  study may be a t t r i b u t e d  to  

the unique c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  the  p a r t i c u l a r  ch i ld re n  and /or  p a r t i c u ­

l a r  teachers  in t h i s  study; thus g en e ra l i z a t io n s  cannot be developed.

The m ajor i ty  of  teachers  and te a ch e r -c o n su l t a n t s  r e p o r t  

p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e s  toward mainstreaming. Teachers ,  however, may s t i l l  

be somewhat ambivalent  in t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming. The 

major f a c t o r  a f f e c t i n g  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  a t  t h i s  t ime i s  t h a t  mainstream­

ing i s  b en e f ic ia l  to the handicapped c h i ld .  On th e  o th e r  hand, lack 

o f  time and inadequacy of support  s e rv ice  are  negat ive  f a c t o r s  a l so  

i d e n t i f i e d  as a f f e c t in g  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e .
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The passage of  Publ ic  Law 94-142, Education fo r  All Handi­

capped Children Act,  on November 29, 1975, has caused many changes 

which must be confronted by educa to rs .  One o f  the most con t rover ­

s i a l  changes i s  r e l a t e d  to  the requirement  of  p lacing handicapped 

ch i ld re n  in " the  l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  environment" to  rece ive  a " f r e e ,  

ap p rop r ia te  pub l ic  educa t ion ."  This i s  in c o n t r a s t  to  former a c t i v i ­

t i e s  which e i t h e r  excluded a handicapped ch i ld  from school or  pro­

vided an educational  program in an i s o l a t e d  s e t t i n g  such as r e s i d e n t i a l  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  or  s e l f - c o n ta in e d  programs away from the r eg u la r  educa­

t io n a l  environment.

The r e g u la t io n s  f o r  Public Law 94-142 spec i fy  t h a t  handi­

capped ch i ld ren  must be educated with nonhandicapped ch i ld re n  " to  the 

maximum ex ten t  a p p r o p r i a t e . "

121a.550 Each publ ic  agency sha l l  in su re :
(1) That to  the  maximum e x ten t  a p p ro p r i a t e ,  handicapped c h i l ­

dren including  ch i ld re n  in  publ ic  or p r iv a te  i n s t i t u t i o n s  or 
o th e r  care  f a c i l i t i e s ,  a re  educated with ch i ld ren  who are  not 
handicapped, and

(2) That spec ia l  c l a s s e s ,  sepa ra te  schooling or o the r  removal 
o f  handicapped ch i ld re n  from the  r e g u la r  educat ional  environment 
occurs  only when the  na tu re  or  s e v e r i t y  of  the handicap i s  such 
t h a t  education in r e g u la r  c la s se s  with the use of supplementary 
aids  and s e rv ic e s  cannot be achieved s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  (Federal 
R e g is te r ,  August 23, 1977, p. 42497).

1
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The reg u la t io n s  requ ire  t h a t  a "continuum o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  p l a c e ­

ments" must be a v a i la b le  to  meet the  needs of  the handicapped c h i ld .

121a.551 Continuum of  A l te rn a t iv e  Placements
(a) Each publ ic  agency sh a l l  in su re  t h a t  a continuum of  

a l t e r n a t i v e  placements i s  a v a i l a b l e  to  meet the  needs o f  handi­
capped ch i ld ren  f o r  specia l  education and r e l a t e d  s e rv ic e s .

(b) The continuum required  under paragraph (a) o f  t h i s  s e c ­
t io n  must:

(1) Include the a l t e r n a t i v e  placements l i s t e d  in the  d e f i n i ­
t ion  o f  spec ia l  educat ion ( i n s t r u c t i o n  in r e g u la r  c l a s s e s ,  spec ia l  
c l a s s e s ,  spec ia l  schools ,  home i n s t r u c t i o n ,  and i n s t r u c t i o n  in 
ho sp i ta l s  and i n s t i t u t i o n s ) ,  and

(2) Make p rov is ions  fo r  supplementary s e rv ic e s  (such as 
resource room or  i t i n e r a n t  i n s t r u c t i o n )  to  be provided in con­
ju n c t io n  with r eg u la r  c l a s s  placement (Federal R e g i s t e r ,
August 23, 1977, p. 42497).

Continuum o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  placements has been i n t e r p r e t e d  by 

Deno (1970) to  mean providing opt ions  f o r  p lac ing  the  ch i ld  approp­

r i a t e l y  from a m os t - in teg ra ted  s e t t i n g ,  which would be f u l l  t ime in 

a r egu la r  classroom, to  a l e a s t - i n t e g r a t e d  s e t t i n g ,  which might be 

a specia l  r e s i d e n t i a l  f a c i l i t y ,  h o s p i t a l ,  o r  homebound i n s t r u c t i o n .

Deno suggested a l t e r n a t i v e s  between the  two extremes could inc lude:

1. Regular classroom placement with co n su l t iv e  s e rv ic e s  only.

2. Regular classroom placement with t u t o r i a l  s e rv ic e .

3. Special educat ion and r e g u la r  education c l a s s  combination.

4. S e l f -con ta ined  spec ia l  c l a s s  housed in r e g u la r  school 

bui ld ing with l i t t l e  or no r e g u la r  c l a s s  placement.

5. Special day school housed in a s ep a ra te  b u i ld ing .

In a d d i t io n ,  a de termina tion  o f  placement w i th in  the  continuum 

o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  should be made by s e l e c t in g  " the  l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  

environment . . .  in the school which he or  she would a t t e n d  i f  not 

handicapped." This i s  o u t l ined  more s p e c i f i c a l l y  in the fo llowing

sec t ion  o f  the r e g u la t io n s  f o r  Publ ic  Law 94-142.
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121a.552 Each publ ic  agency sha l l  in su re  t h a t :
(a) Each handicapped c h i l d ' s  educat ional  placement:
(1) Is determined a t  l e a s t  annua l ly ,
(2) Is  based on h is  or  her in d iv id u a l i z e d  education program

and
(3) Is  as c lo se  as p oss ib le  to  the c h i l d ' s  home;
(b) The var ious  a l t e r n a t i v e  placements included a re  a v a i l ­

able  to  the e x t e n t  necessary  to  implement the  in d iv id u a l ized  
education program fo r  each handicapped c h i ld .

(c) Unless a handicapped c h i l d ' s  in d iv id u a l i z e d  education 
program r e q u i re s  some o the r  arrangement ,  the  ch i ld  i s  educated 
in the school which he or she would a t t en d  i f  not handicapped; 
and

(d) In s e l e c t i n g  the l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  environment,  cons id­
e r a t i o n  i s  given to  any p o te n t i a l  harmful e f f e c t  on the ch i ld  or
on the  q u a l i t y  of  s e rv ice s  which he o r  she needs (Federal R e g i s t e r , 
August 23, 1977, p. 42497).

In Michigan, the  concept of  " l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  environment" 

has been r e f l e c t e d  in the r e g u la t io n s  f o r  Public  Act 198 o f  1971.

The l a s t  sentence o f  Rule 33(a) s t a t e s :  "Each handicapped person

sh a l l  be ass igned  to  educat ional  programs and s e rv ic e s  which are 

housed in bu i ld ings  which allow t h a t  handicapped person to  p a r t i c i ­

pate  f u l l y  in r e g u la r  and spec ia l  education s e rv ice s "  (Michigan 

Special  Education Code, 1976).

Rule 132, which provides d i r e c t i o n  fo r  development of  an 

in te rm ed ia te  school d i s t r i c t  plan f o r  the  d e l iv e ry  o f  spec ia l  educa­

t io n  programs and s e r v i c e s ,  s t a t e s ,  under Sect ion 2 .5 ,  School-Community 

In te g ra t io n  o f  the  Handicapped, "Describe the  procedures to  be used to 

as su re  the  i n t e g r a t i o n  of each handicapped person in to  h is  school com­

munity" (Michigan Special  Education Code, 1976).

While Michigan 's  r e g u la t io n s  incorpora ted  the  concept of 

" l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  environment,"  the  p rov is ions  fo r  t h i s  concept were 

not  as s p e c i f i c  as the fede ra l  r e g u la t io n s .  Michigan had e a r l i e r  

i d e n t i f i e d  the  a pp rop r ia teness  o f  spec ia l  education classrooms being
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loca ted  in publ ic  school f a c i l i t i e s .  However, the  federa l  mandate, 

because o f  ad d i t io n a l  s p e c i f i c i t y ,  has caused educators  in t h i s  s t a t e  

to  make programming and placement changes. The many changes a s so ­

c ia t e d  with t h i s  concept are  of  concern to  Michigan educators  as well 

as educators  throughout the  na t ion .

This new focus of  educating the  handicapped ch i ld  with h i s / h e r  

nonhandicapped peers  has given r i s e  to  a new term or  concept in edu­

ca t ion  c a l l ed  "mainstreaming." Many i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  and d e f i n i t i o n s  

have been employed by var ious  p r o fe s s io n a l s .  Kenneth Kavalle (1979) 

provided an e x c e l l e n t  review of  these  d e f i n i t i o n s .  He suggested 

t h a t  th e r e  a re  two primary c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  under which the d e f i n i ­

t io n s  of mainstreaming f a l l .  Some persons i n t e r p r e t  mainstreaming 

to  mean t h a t  a l l  handicapped ch i ld re n  must be placed in the reg u la r  

classroom. The focus or purpose of  mainstreaming, under t h i s  i n t e r ­

p r e t a t i o n ,  would, through placement o f  a l l  handicapped s tuden ts  within  

the r e g u la r  school and r e g u la r  c l a s s  s e t t i n g ,  be to  delabel or  deseg­

reg a te  the  handicapped c h i ld .  This i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  would suggest 

t h a t  placement back in th e  r e g u la r  classroom would be the  goal w i th ­

out the  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  a "continuum of  a l t e r n a t i v e  placements ,"  f o r  

the decision-making process .

The second group o f  d e f i n i t i o n s  which Kavalle i d e n t i f i e d  not 

only includes  a range o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  placements but a l so  focuses on 

general education and spec ia l  educat ion  working to ge the r  to  provide 

c a r e fu l ly  planned and c a r e f u l l y  implemented in d iv id u a l iz e d  educat ional  

programming fo r  the handicapped c h i ld .  D ef in i t io n s  under the  second 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  suggest t h a t  the burden fo r  adap ta t ion  has s h i f t e d
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from the  ch i ld  to  the  system. Kavalle has summarized the problems 

encountered in d e f in in in g ,  i n t e r p r e t i n g ,  and implementing mainstream­

ing by suggest ing th a t

Mainstreaming rep resen ts  an idea r a th e r  than a p r e c i s e l y  
d e l in e a ted  e n t i t y .  I t  r ep re sen ts  a concept which i s  and w il l  
br ing  pervasive changes to  spec ia l  education.  Mainstreaming 
appears to  be a major in te r im  s tep  towards a new r o le  and 
d e f i n i t i o n  fo r  spec ia l  educat ion .

Meisgier  (1976) in h is  "Review of  C r i t i c a l  Issues  Underlying 

Mainstreaming" agreed t h a t  th e re  must be changes in philosophy and 

management o f  the handicapped ch i ld  which in tu rn  not  only causes 

change in spec ia l  education d e l iv e ry  systems, but a l s o  in the r eg u la r  

education system. He suggested t h a t  ins tead  of removing the  c h i l d ,  

the  system must adapt i t s  programs to  meet the needs o f  the  c h i ld  as 

well as develop a management system which wil l  al low sp ec ia l  educa­

t io n  support  systems and the r e g u la r  educational  environment to  

i n t e r a c t  to e s t a b l i s h  successful  mainstreaming fo r  the  handicapped 

c h i ld .

I f  we equate mainstreaming with " l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  env iron­

ment" as i d e n t i f i e d  in the law, the concept must inc lude  recogn i ­

t io n  t h a t  the "continuum o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  placements" must be a v a i l a b l e  

fo r  dec is ion  making in  the placement o f  each handicapped c h i ld .  

T y p ic a l ly ,  however, the  concept of  mainstreaming i s  u s u a l ly  l im i ted  

to  those a l t e r n a t i v e  placements on the  continuum which inc lude  some 

por t ion  o f  the  c h i l d ' s  day being assigned to  the  r e g u l a r  classroom.
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Statement  o f  Problem

With the passage of  Public  Law 94-142, the  requirement fo r  

implementation o f  "mainstreaming" handicapped ch i ld re n  has come 

about almost immediately. L i t t l e  t ime has been spent  s tudying the 

i s su es  surrounding mainstreaming o r  in preparing e i t h e r  spec ia l  

educators  or  classroom teachers  f o r  the  necessary  ro le  changes. Many 

handicapped ch i ld re n  a re  being placed in the  re g u la r  educat ion program 

fo r  a t  l e a s t  a p o r t io n  of  t h e i r  school day, in c o n t r a s t  to  the former 

predominant placement in a s e l f - c o n ta in e d  spec ia l  education program. 

Classroom teachers  a re  expected to  deal with these  ch i ld re n  who, many 

t im es ,  o f f e r  a much wider range of  soc ia l  and /or  cogn i t ive  a b i l i t i e s  

than the r e g u la r  education teach e r  has exper ienced in the  p a s t .

Special education personnel and classroom teachers  must work to g e th e r  

to c r e a te  ap p rop r ia te  ad ap ta t io n s  in programs to  accommodate the 

handicapped c h i ld  r a t h e r  than r e q u i r in g  the  ch i ld  to "adapt to  an 

i n f l e x i b l e  school program designed f o r  a hypothe t ica l  'average 

c h i l d " 1 (Meisgier,  1976). Special  educa t ion  teachers  a re  expected 

to provide c o n su l ta n t  support  to  classroom teachers  in a d d i t io n  to  or  

ins tead  of  working with handicapped c h i ld r e n .

A t t i tu d e  plays  an important  r o l e  in the  successfu l  implemen­

t a t i o n  o f  any change. More information i s  necessary  regard ing  f a c to r s  

which inf luence  a t t i t u d e s  toward mainstreaming (Corman & G o t t l i e b ,  

1978). Information i s  a l so  needed regard ing  problems a s so c ia t e d  with 

mainstreaming as well  as se rv ices  a v a i l a b l e  and/or  needed r e l a t e d  to  

mainstreaming. Once we have more information r e l a t e d  to  the  imple­

mentation of mainstreaming,  we should be b e t t e r  able  to  p repare
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spec ia l  educators  and classroom teachers  to  meet the  problems asso­

c ia t e d  with mainstreaming. In a d d i t io n ,  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  f a c to r s  

which appear to  i n t e r f e r e  with or  c o n t r ib u te  to  success fu l  main- 

streaming and a f f e c t  teacher  a t t i t u d e  should a s s i s t  us in providing 

a b e t t e r  educat ional  environment fo r  handicapped c h i ld re n .

Statement of  Purpose

The major purpose o f  t h i s  s tudy was to  ga the r  information 

regarding the implementation of  mainstreaming. The study focused on 

four major areas  o f  concern:

1. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  problems which a r i s e  f o r  teachers  and 

teache r  co n su l ta n t s  when a handicapped c h i l d ' s  educat ional  program 

conta ins  placement in a r eg u la r  classroom f o r  any por t ion  of  the 

school day.

2. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  spec ia l  educat ion support  s e rv i c e s ,  

ac tual  and needed, intended to a s s i s t  in a l l e v i a t i n g  the  problems.

3. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  c e r t a i n  f a c t o r s  which c o n t r ib u te  to  

successfu l  or  unsuccessful  mainstream placements.

4. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  f a c t o r s  which a f f e c t  a t t i t u d e  of 

teachers  and t each e r  co n su l tan t s  toward mainstreaming.

For each o f  the  four  major a reas  o f  concern i d e n t i f i e d  above, 

s p e c i f i c  ques t ions  were examined in t h i s  s tudy.

1. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  Problems

A. What a re  the  problems classroom teachers  a s s o c i a t e  with 
placement of  a handicapped c h i ld  in t h e i r  classroom?

B. What a re  the  problems teach e r  c o n su l t a n t s  perce ive  to  be 
of  concern to  classroom teachers  who have a handicapped c h i ld  in 
t h e i r  classroom?
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C. Are th e re  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the frequency with which 
c e r t a i n  types of problems, i . e . ,  academic l e a rn in g ,  behavior ,  e t c . ,  
a re  i d e n t i f i e d  by classroom teachers  and teacher  con su l tan ts?

D. What a re  the  problems t h a t  teacher  co n su l tan t s  a s so c ia t e  
with  providing se rv ices  to  handicapped ch i ld ren  in mainstreamed en v i ­
ronments?

2. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  Special Education Support Services

A. What suppor t ive  s e rv ic e s  designed to  a s s i s t  in solving 
problems do classroom teachers  r e p o r t  as being provided?

B. To what e x te n t  a re  classroom teachers  s a t i s f i e d  with the
s e rv ic e s?

C. What a re  the reasons teachers  i d e n t i f y ,  which cause d i s ­
s a t i s f a c t i o n  with support ive  s e rv ice s?

D. What suppor t ive  s e rv ic e s  do teacher  co n su l tan t s  r e p o r t  
they  provide  to  a s s i s t  in solv ing  problems?

3. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  Cer ta in  Factors  Which Contr ibute  to  Success­
ful or Unsuccessful Mainstream Placements

A. Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the  percent  of time spent  by the han­
dicapped s tudent  in the  r e g u la r  classroom asso c ia ted  with the  p e r ­
ceived judgments o f  success o f  such placement?

B. Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a i n  types o f  problems, i . e . ,  
academic l e a rn in g ,  behavior ,  e t c . ,  in the r e g u la r  classroom a s so c ia ted  
with the  perceived judgments o f  success  o f  placement?

C. Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a i n  types o f  support ive  s e rv i c e s ,  
c u r r e n t l y  being provided fo r  mainstreamed, handicapped ch i ld re n  in 
the  r e g u la r  classroom a s so c ia t ed  with the perceived judgments of  suc­
cess  o f  placement?

D. Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a i n  types o f  support ive  s e rv i c e s ,  
i d e n t i f i e d  as needed f o r  mainstreamed, handicapped ch i ld ren  in the 
r e g u la r  classroom a s so c ia t e d  with the  perceived judgments o f  success  
o f  placement?

E. Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a i n  types  o f  handicaps a s so c ia te d  
with  the perceived  judgments o f  success of placement?

F. Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a i n  types of  problems, support ive  
s e r v i c e s ,  c u r r e n t ly  being provided ,  and support ive  s e r v i c e s ,  i d e n t i ­
f i e d  as  needed fo r  mainstreamed, handicapped ch i ld ren  in the  r e g u la r  
classroom a s so c ia te d  with c e r t a i n  types  o f  handicaps?
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4. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of Factors  Which A ffec t  A t t i tu d e

A. To what degree do teachers  and t e a c h e r  c o n s u l t a n t s  who 
have experienced mainstreaming support t h i s  concept?

B. Are th e re  d i f f e re n c es  between a t t i t u d e s  o f  classroom 
teachers  toward mainstreaming and a t t i t u d e s  o f  t e ac h e r  co n su l ta n t s  
toward mainstreaming?

C. What are  the f a c t o r s ,  expressed by teachers  and teacher  
c o n s u l t a n t s ,  which a f f e c t  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming?

D ef in i t io n  of  Terms

Mainstreamed, handicapped c h i l d —This term i s  used to  descr ibe  

a ch i ld  who has (1) been determined e l i g i b l e  fo r  sp ec ia l  educa­

t ion  se rv ic e s  through an o f f i c i a l  educat ional  planning and placement 

committee meet ing, (2) been placed fo r  a l l  or any p a r t  of  the  school 

day in a r e g u la r  classroom, and (3) had spec ia l  educat ion  support ive  

se rv ice s  a v a i l a b le  to  him/her.

Most successfu l  placement--Placement o f  a handicapped c h i ld  

in a r e g u la r  classroom which teachers  i d e n t i f i e d  according to  the  

following d e s c r ip t i v e  c r i t e r i a :  "Problems were so lved ,  s e rv ic e s

may or may not  have been provided,  the  c h i l d ' s  adjustment  in the  room 

was s a t i s f a c t o r y .  You f e l t  s a t i s f i e d  with the placement."

Least success fu l  placement—Placement o f  a handicapped c h i ld  

in a r e g u la r  classroom which teachers  i d e n t i f i e d  according to  the 

following d e s c r ip t i v e  c r i t e r i a :  "Problems were more d i f f i c u l t  to

so lve ,  s e rv ice s  may or may not have been a v a i l a b l e ,  the  c h i l d ' s  

adjustment  in th e  room was not  as s a t i s f a c t o r y  as you wished. You 

did not fee l  s a t i s f i e d  with the placement."
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Special  education support ive  s e r v i c e s —This term i s  used to 

desc r ibe  a s s i s t a n c e  received from spec ia l  educat ion personnel .  The 

a s s i s t a n c e  o r  support ive  s e rv ic e  might be d i r e c t  work with the  c h i ld  

or  i n d i r e c t  help to  the c h i ld  through co n su l ta t io n  with a d u l t s  such 

as the  classroom teach e r ,  p a r e n t s ,  e t c .

T e acher -consu l tan t—The S ta te  of  Michigan makes the  following 

requirements  f o r  a person to  rece ive  f u l l  approval as a t e a c h e r -  

c o n su l tan t :

a.  Full  approval as a t each e r  in one or more areas  of  spec ia l  

educat ion;

b. A minimum of  th re e  years  o f  s a t i s f a c t o r y  teach ing  e x p e r i ­

ence, inc lud ing  one yea r  o f  exper ience teaching handicapped pup i l s  

(Michigan Special Education Code as Amended, 1977).

Nine of  the  twelve spec ia l  education persons who p a r t i c i p a t e d  

in t h i s  study met these  requirements .  Two persons had only one year  

of  exper ience and f u l l  approval in a t  l e a s t  one area  o f  sp ec ia l  edu­

c a t io n .  One person had severa l  years  of  teaching exper ience in 

general educat ion but was providing spec ia l  education se rv ic e s  under 

a temporary approval program.

All twelve of  these  persons were expected to  perform the same 

job  requirements  r e l a t e d  to  mainstreamed, handicapped c h i ld re n  in the 

schools where the  study took p lace ;  thus  the responses  of  a l l  twelve 

are  included in the r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy.
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L im ita t io n s

This s tudy has c e r t a i n  l i m i t a t i o n s .

1. The study i s  l im i te d  to  t e a c h e r s '  pe rcep t ions  of  "most 

success fu l"  and " l e a s t  success fu l"  placements .  No a t tempt  was made 

to  o b j e c t i f y  the pe rcep t ions  or  to  v a l id a t e  them by o th e r  c r i t e r i a .

2. The study i s  l im i ted  to  a small r u ra l  area encompassing 

one in te rm ed ia te  school d i s t r i c t  o f  7,431 ch i ld ren  in so u th -cen t r a l  

Michigan.

3. Because o f  the  s iz e  of  the d i s t r i c t  in which the  study 

was done, only s e v en ty - f iv e  teachers  and twelve t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  

were a v a i l a b l e  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in the survey.  However, 96 percent  of  

the t eachers  and 100 pe rcen t  o f  the t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  con tac ted ,  

responded to  the  survey.

4. The study is  l im i ted  to  e lementary teachers  and does not 

include teachers  se rv ing  grades seven and above.

5. Classroom tea ch e r  responses a re  based on c e r t a i n  ch i ld ren  

whom they were asked to  i d e n t i f y .  Teacher-consu l tan t  responses were 

based on exper iences  with t h e i r  t o t a l  caseload  o f  ch i ld re n  r a th e r  

than on the  s p e c i f i c  ch i ld re n  the classroom teachers  had i d e n t i f i e d .

6. The numbers o f  t eachers  repor ted  in the  s tudy (seventy-  

one) i s  very d i f f e r e n t  than the  number of  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  ( tw elve) ;  

thus comparisons can only be made with a g r e a t  deal of  cau t ion .

7. The use o f  open-ended, uns t ruc tu red  responses  in t h i s  

s tudy causes two major l i m i t a t i o n s .  The responses  a re  probably 

r e s t r i c t e d  in number because they were s e l f - g e n e ra te d .  Given a long
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l i s t  o f  v a r i a b le s  from which to choose, o the r  information may have 

been gained.

A d d i t io n a l ly ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  c a teg o r ize  or i n t e r p r e t  

open-ended responses .  Because responses may be i n t e rp r e t e d  d i f f e r e n t l y  

by persons ,  depending upon t h e i r  experiences  and educa t ion ,  mutual 

exc lus iveness  was probably not  f u l l y  achieved.  A d e t a i l e d  d e s c r ip ­

t i o n  i s  provided in  Chapter I I I  of  procedures used in the  c a t e g o r i z ­

ing and coding system to reduce these  l i m i t a t i o n s .  However, the 

reader  should be aware t h a t  these  l im i t a t i o n s  do e x i s t .

Overview o f  the  Study

Chapter II  of  t h i s  study provides a review of  l i t e r a t u r e  

r e l a t e d  to  the  areas  o f  concern of  t h i s  s tudy.  Chapter I I I  descr ibes  

the procedures and methodology used in t h i s  s tudy and includes  a 

d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  Branch In termediate  School D i s t r i c t ,  where the  s tudy 

was conducted, d e s c r ip t i o n  of  the popu la t ion ,  the  design and develop­

ment o f  the  measurement ins t rum ents ,  the  p i l o t  a d m in is t ra t io n  o f  the 

measurement in s t rum en ts ,  the procedures used in ob ta in ing  the  d a ta ,  

and the  method used to analyze the  d a ta .  Chapter IV descr ibes  the 

r e s u l t s  of  the  a n a ly s i s  of  the  data  and a d iscuss ion  of  these  

r e s u l t s  in r e l a t i o n  to  the ques t ions  examined fo r  t h i s  s tudy. A sum­

mary and recommendations as a r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  study are  included in 

Chapter V.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chap te r  includes  a review of  r ecen t  l i t e r a t u r e  p e r t a i n ­

ing to  mainstreaming. The in t ro d u c t io n  d iscusses  the  reasons why 

Public Law 94-142 emphasizes educating the handicapped ch i ld  in the 

" l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e . "  This change in philosophy,  as d i s ­

cussed in Chapter I ,  has given r i s e  to  the  concept of  mainstreaming. 

The remainder o f  the  chap te r  focuses  on the  recen t  re search  r e l a t e d
■v-

to  the  four  major a reas  of  concern of  t h i s  s tudy.

In troduc t ion

Reynolds and Birch (1977) i d e n t i f y  two major soc ia l  fo rces  or  

t rends  of  the 1970s which helped to  cause the  changes educators  a re  

c u r r e n t ly  dea l ing  with in providing s e rv ic e s  to  handicapped c h i ld re n .  

They c i t e  agg ress ive  paren t  groups who were concerned t h a t  t h e i r  c h i l ­

dren were being excluded from school or improperly placed fo r  r e c e i v ­

ing spec ia l  education s e rv ic e s .

Minori ty groups were a l so  concerned because ch i ld re n  from 

these  groups appeared to  be improperly placed in spec ia l  educat ion 

programs. Kavale (1979) c i t e s  several  s tu d ie s  which i d e n t i f i e d  the 

high percentage of m inor i ty  ch i ld ren  en ro l le d  in specia l  c l a s se s  com­

pared to  the  percentage of  ch i ld ren  of  the  same minori ty  group(s)  

en ro l le d  in th e  general school programs.
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The concern of  both paren ts  and m inor i ty  groups with inapprop­

r i a t e  placement was i n t e n s i f i e d  as s tu d ie s  evolved demonstrat ing the 

negat ive  a f f e c t s  of  l abe l ing  and seg reg a t io n .  Rosenthal and Jacobson 

(1968) i s  perhaps the  most well known and widely quoted s tudy r e l a t e d  

to  t h i s  i s su e .  This study i d e n t i f i e d  the  importance o f  t each e r  a t t i ­

tude toward ch i ld ren  and the negat ive  e f f e c t s  of  low ex p ec ta t io n s  fo r  

c e r t a i n  c la s se s  of  s tuden ts .  Jones (1972) did a thorough review of  

the l i t e r a t u r e  r e l a t e d  to "Labels and Stigma in Special Education."

The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  review suggested t h a t  l a b e l s  do have nega t ive  

connotations  which include stigmas a t tached  to  c e r t a i n  l a b e l s  as well 

as lowered teacher  expec ta t ions  regarding them, inc luding  those  l a b e l s  

a s soc ia ted  with d i f f e r e n t  types of  handicaps . A d d i t io n a l ly ,  the  

p ro b a b i l i t y  of  adverse l abe l ing  and nega t ive  a t t i t u d e s  in c rea se s  when 

separa te  i d e n t i f i a b l e  i n s t r u c t io n a l  u n i t s  a re  e s t a b l i s h e d .

Parents  and p ro fe s s io n a l s  a l s o  began to  ques t ion  the  negat ive  

e f f e c t s  of  segregat ion  manifest  in s e l f - c o n ta in e d  and/or  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

programs in which ch i ld ren  were placed.  E ff icacy  s tu d i e s  were under­

taken to determine whether academic i n s t r u c t i o n  and so c ia l  development 

a c t i v i t i e s  were more e f f e c t i v e  in s e l f - c o n ta in e d  spec ia l  education 

c la s se s  or in the r eg u la r  classroom. Kavale (1979) and Meyers, 

MacMillan and Yoshida (1979), in reviews o f  e f f i c a c y  s t u d i e s ,  po in t  

out t h a t  b en e f i t s  of specia l  c l a s se s  as compared to  r eg u la r  c la s se s  

are  a t  b e s t  ques t ionab le  with r e sp e c t  to  academic achievement and 

inconclusive  with regard to  soc ia l  adjustment .

Parental  concern over lab e l in g  and i s o l a t i o n  of the handicapped 

ch i ld  from h i s /h e r  normal peers  has a l so  led  to  l i t i g a t i o n .  Hobsen v.
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Hansen (1967), an e a r ly  case which determined t h a t  the  " t rack ing"  sy s ­

tems o f  educat ional  placement in Washington, D.C.,  were i l l e g a l ,  was 

the beginning of  formal s teps  to  reduce la b e l in g .  Spangler v. Board 

of  Education (1970) in C a l i fo rn ia  i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  " i n t e r c l a s s  grouping" 

based on i n t e l l i g e n c e  t e s t s  was u n fa i r .  The d ec i s io n s  in both cases  

were an a t tempt  to  s top the  negat ive  e f f e c t s  o f  t ra ck in g  and a b i l i t y  

grouping,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  where improper t e s t i n g  and placement procedures 

negated the  assumed d i f f e r e n c e s  which led to  such p r a c t i c e .

Two landmark co u r t  cases  r e l a t e d  to  th e  ap p ro p r ia ten ess  of  

indiv idual  assessment r e s u l t s  fo r  m inori ty  s tu d e n t s .  In Diana v.

S ta te  Board of  Education (1970), t e s t s  were adminis tered  in English to 

s tuden ts  who had minimal s k i l l s  in English because English was t h e i r  

second language. In the Larry P .v .  Ri les  case (1972), the items in the 

t e s t s  were more r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of  the c u l t u r e  o f  m id d le -c la s s  Americans; 

hence, s tuden ts  who have not  been exposed to  t h i s  language and c u l tu re  

would not be expected to  perform as well as o th e r s  with such exposure.

In both cases  th e  judge ru led  t h a t  the  s tu d e n ts  had been improperly 

c l a s s i f i e d  as r e t a rd e d .

The r e g u la t io n s  of  Publ ic Law 94-142 a t tem pt  to  reduce the 

problems o f  s eg rega t ion  and l a b e l in g  and th e  problems o f  in ap p ro p r ia te  

assessment through the requirements  fo r  the (1) l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  env i ­

ronment, (2) requirements  fo r  eva lu a t io n  in the  n a t iv e  language,  and

(3) requirement of  demonstrated v a l i d i t y  o f  the  assessment i n s t r u ­

ments.  The to p ic  of  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  in t h i s  s tudy r e l a t e s  to the 

p r in c ip l e  o f  l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  environment.  Houck and Sherman (1979) 

sum up the r a t i o n a l e  f o r  t h i s  p r in c ip l e  as fo llows:
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The under lying r a t i o n a l e  fo r  mainstreaming i s  laudable .
There i s  a need fo r  deemphasis on i s o l a t i o n  and l a b e l in g ;  
increased  p r o te c t io n  of  human r i g h t s ;  i n d iv id u a l i z a t i o n  in 
a l l  phases of  educat ion;  increased  a t t e n t i o n  to  the develop­
ment o f  th e  t o t a l  ch i ld  including h is  soc ia l  and emotional 
w e l l -be ing .  . . .

Changes have been implemented as a r e s u l t  o f  the  c u r re n t  man­

da te  to  mainstream handicapped c h i ld re n .  Many educators  a r e  concerned 

about whether or  not mainstreaming i s  being implemented in an approp­

r i a t e  manner. More research  i s  necessary  to  provide us with a d e s c r i p ­

t io n  of  e f f e c t i v e  programming f o r  handicapped ch i ld ren  with nonhandi­

capped c h i ld re n .  The remainder of t h i s  chap te r  focuses on research  

r e l a t i n g  to  (1) i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  problems r e l a t e d  to  mainstreaming,

(2) i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  spec ia l  education support  s e rv ice s  f o r  main­

streamed s tu d e n t s ,  (3) f a c t o r s  which c o n t r ib u te  to  success fu l  o r  unsuc­

cess fu l  mainstream placements,  and (4) i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  f a c t o r s  which 

a f f e c t  a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming.

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  Problems Related 
to  Mainstreaming

When implementing a new process  such as mainstreaming,  one 

should a t tempt  to  avoid problems or p i t f a l l s  which would cause the 

procedure to  be l e s s  than s u cc e ss fu l .  However, one of  the  concerns 

regard ing  mainstreaming i s  t h a t  l i t t l e  planning or  re sea rch  has been 

done to  avoid problems as demonstrated by the  absence o f  s tu d i e s  in 

the  l i t e r a t u r e .  MacMillan, Jones ,  and Meyers (1976) po in t  out  t h a t  

d e s p i t e  time given to  the  concept and implementation in p e r io d ic a l s  

and conferences  th e re  e x i s t  many confusions and u n c e r t a i n t i e s  regarding 

even an agreement on a d e f i n i t i o n  fo r  mainstreaming.
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Two s tu d ie s  have been loca ted  which r e l a t e  to  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

o f  problems. Zawadzki (1973) asked 118 reg u la r  classroom teachers  

from a l l  grade l e v e l s  to  i d e n t i f y  what they cons idered " d e te r r e n t s  to 

teaching  the educable mental ly  re ta rded  ch i ld  in r e g u la r  c l a s s e s . "

The responses were c l a s s i f i e d  under f i f t e e n  c a te g o r i e s .  The c a t e ­

g o r ie s  a re  l i s t e d  below; number 1 includes  the  h ighes t  number of 

responses  (210),  while  category 15 conta ins  the l e a s t  number of  

responses  (15).  The percentage o f  teachers  who o f fe red  responses and 

the  t o t a l  number of  responses  a re  shown fo r  each category.

1. Inappropr ia te  classroom behavior  of  the educable mentally 
r e ta rd ed  c h i ld  in the r e g u la r  classroom (82%--210 responses)

2. Concerns about the  curriculum (what i s  taugh t)  (57%--102 
responses)

3. Negative behavior  of  r e g u la r  classroom pupi ls  toward an 
educable mental ly  r e ta rd ed  ch i ld  in re g u la r  c l a s s  (58%-- 
81 responses)

4. Problems of  o rganiza ing  f o r  i n s t r u c t i o n  (45%--73 responses)

5. Lack of  p rep a ra t io n  and/or  exper ience of  the teacher  (43%— 
62 responses)

6. Emotional problems of  the  educable mental ly  re ta rded  
c h i ld  (37%— 58 responses)

7. Negative a t t i t u d e s  o f  a d u l t s  toward an educable mentally  
r e ta rd ed  c h i ld  in r e g u la r  c l a s se s  (31%—47 responses)

8. Lack of  support ive  s e rv ic e s  (23%--36 responses)

9. Problems of phys ica l d e fe c t s  (16%—23 responses)

10. Concerns about s a f e t y  (6%—14 responses)

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

12. Special hea l th  f a c t o r  problems (7%—9 responses)

13. Unfair  grading p o l icy  of  the school (6%—7 responses)
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14. Family problems o f  the  educable mental ly  r e t a rd e d  (3%—
6 responses)

15. Concerns about teacher  l i a b i l i t y  (3%—3 responses)

A smal le r  number o f  teachers  (43) were asked by Markell (1976),

"What problems have you encountered with a mildly  r e t a rd ed  s tuden t  in

your r e g u la r  c la s s?"  The following responses were given:

1 . "Learning d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  slow l e a r n e r  c o u l d n ' t  r ead ,  poor 
in math" (15 responses)

2. "D isc ip l ine  or  behavior problems" (12 responses)

3. " D i f f i c u l ty  loca t in g  approp r ia te  m a te r i a l s  or i n d i v i d u a l ­
iz ing  (8 responses)

4. "No problems f i t t i n g  in to  the r e g u la r  c l a s s  s o c i a l l y  
(5 responses)

5. "Took too much time fo r  i n d i v i d u a l i z a t i o n ,  spec ia l  a s s ig n ­
ments needed" (4 responses)

6. "S igh t ,  hear ing ,  or  speech problem" (4 responses)

7. "Had t ro u b le  f i t t i n g  in to  r e g u la r  classroom s i t u a t i o n  
s o c ia l l y "  (3 responses)

8. "Older ,  more mature phys ica l ly"  (2 responses)

9. "Student  not in t e r e s t e d "  (1 response)

10. "Special s tuden ts  t e s t e d  too much" (1 response)

11. "A wide v a r i e ty "  (1 response)

I f one takes  some l i b e r t i e s  in i n t e r p r e t i n g  the ca tegory

d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  both groups of  teachers  appear  to  share  concerns about

the  following problems:

1 . Behavior problems, i . e . ,  i n ap p ro p r ia te  behavior ;

2. Organizing fo r  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  i . e . ,  i n d i v i d u a l i z a t i o n ,  
spec ia l  assignments ,  and so f o r t h ;

3. Concerns about the curriculum, including  s e l e c t in g  and 
lo c a t in g  m a te r ia l s  or in d iv id u a l i z in g  i n s t r u c t i o n .
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I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to note t h a t  the h ighes t  number o f  teachers  

were concerned about d i f f i c u l t i e s  in lea rn ing  and achievement in 

M ark e l l ' s  s tudy.  Zawadzki asked f o r  d e t e r r e n t s  r a t h e r  than problems 

and did not i d e n t i f y  d i f f i c u l t i e s  in lea rn ing  as a s epara te  f a c t o r  in 

h is  study.  However, when one s tu d ie s  the subcategories  fo r  " inapprop­

r i a t e  classroom behavior ,"  one f inds  twenty-s ix  responses in d ica t in g  

" i n a b i l i t y  to  a t t a i n  bas ic  s k i l l s "  and n ineteen responses which iden ­

t i f y  "slow academic progress"  as d e t e r r e n t s  to  teaching EMI ch i ld ren  

in r e g u la r  c l a s s e s .

Special Education Support Services

As we gain a p i c t u r e  of  the  problems a s so c ia ted  with main- 

s treaming,  we need a l so  to  look a t  what support  s e rv ices  a re  c u r re n t ly  

a v a i l a b le  to  and/or  needed by classroom te a ch e r s .  The American Federa­

t io n  of  Teachers and the  National Education Associa t ion have both 

developed po l icy  r e s o lu t io n s  in support of  mainstreaming with the  s t i p u ­

l a t i o n  t h a t  necessary  support  s e rv ice s  be a v a i l a b l e  fo r  mainstreamed, 

handicapped c h i ld re n .  Appropriate i n s t r u c t i o n a l  m a te r i a l s ,  modif ica­

t io n s  in c l a s s  s i z e ,  schedul ing ,  and curriculum design are  types of  

support ive  a s s i s t a n c e  i d e n t i f i e d  in po l icy  s ta tements  of  these  p r o fe s ­

s ional  teacher  o rg an iza t io n s  (AFT, 1975 Convention Resolu t ions;  

Reso lu t ions ,  New Business and Other Act ions ,  1975). Support s e rv ic e s  

f o r  handicapped ch i ld re n  are  au thor ized  and requ ired  by law.

Studies  were not loca ted  r e l a t i v e  to  what support s e rv ic e s  

a re  c u r re n t ly  being provided. There i s ,  however, one study which 

a t tempts  to  i d e n t i f y  needed support s e rv ic e s .  Zawadzki (1973) repor ted
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t e ac h e r s '  suggest ions  f o r  s o lu t io n s  to d e t e r r e n t s  in " teaching the 

educable mental ly  r e ta rded  ch i ld  in reg u la r  c l a s s e s . "  The s o lu t io n s  

he reported  were s p e c i f i c  to  the  d e t e r r e n t s  which the  teachers  had 

i d e n t i f i e d .  The most commonly suggested so lu t io n s  included:

1. I n d iv id u a l iz in g  i n s t r u c t i o n ;

2. Teacher a id es ;

3. P reserv ice  and in se rv ic e  educat ion ( co l lege  courses or 
group i n s t r u c t i o n ) ;

4. Provis ion o f  a p p ro p r ia te  m a te r ia l ;

5. Additional  resource  personnel ( spec ia l  educa t ion ) ;

6. Proper f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  i . e . ,  showers in ba th ­
rooms, s a f e ty  dev ices ,  e t c .

While t h i s  s tudy id e n t i fy in g  needs includes  mention of  "add i ­

t iona l  resource  personnel"  and "provis ion  of  a p p ro p r ia te  m a te r i a l , "  

the support  s e rv ic e s  which teachers  i d e n t i f y  as needs a re  not  l im i ted  

to  support  s e rv ic e s  provided only by specia l  education personnel .

Special  education personnel providing support  s e rv ic e s  have 

voiced many concerns about t h e i r  new ro le  in the  implementation of  

mainstreaming. No formal s tu d ie s  were loca ted  which a t tempt  to  iden­

t i f y  s p e c i f i c  problems r e l a t i v e  to  support  s e rv i c e s .  However, f i f t y -  

f iv e  teacher  c o n su l ta n t s  in form al ly  i d e n t i f i e d  problems of  concern in 

providing c o n s u l t an t  support  f o r  mainstreamed ch i ld ren  during an i n s t i ­

t u t e  conducted by the Michigan Department o f  Education. The th ree  

problems i d e n t i f i e d  most o f ten  were "def in ing  a r o l e , "  "communication," 

and "working with general  education s t a f f . "  With the change in focus 

fo r  the  spec ia l  educator  from working with ch i ld ren  as a teache r  to 

working with o th e r  t eachers  as a c o n s u l t a n t ,  i t  would appear t h a t  much
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more information i s  needed to  a s s i s t  in the  implementation o f  a suc­

cess fu l  new r o l e  (Teacher Consul tant  Change Agent, 1976).

Factors  Affect ing  Successful or Unsuccessful 
Mainstream Placements

I t  i s  important  in desc r ib ing  the concept o f  mainstreaming t h a t  

an a t tempt  be made to  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  f a c to r s  a s so c ia ted  with "success ­

fu l"  and "u n su cc ess fu l" placements.  I f  problems with e i t h e r  type of  

s i t u a t i o n  can be i d e n t i f i e d ,  i t  may then be po ss ib le  to  reduce, 

r e so lv e ,  o r  e l im in a te  them, thereby improving an unsuccessfu l placement 

or  making an a l ready  success fu l  placement even b e t t e r .

An a b s t r a c t*  of  one study (Himes, 1976; repor ted  in D i s s e r t a ­

t io n  A b s t r a c t s , 1976) was loca ted  r e l a t e d  to  " success fu l"  mainstreaming. 

This study focused on " success fu l"  mainstreaming by asking 100 teachers  

to  i d e n t i f y  in w r i t in g  ten v a r iab le s  they be l ieved  to  be necessary  fo r  

successfu l  i n t e g ra t i o n  of  handicapped ch i ld re n  with in  the  r e g u la r  c l a s s ­

room. Responses were grouped in to  var ious  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s .  The ten 

most f req u e n t ly  occurr ing  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  a re  presen ted  below in p r i ­

o r i t y  o rd e r ,  with Category 1 con ta in ing  the  most responses  and 

Category 10 the fewest  responses.

1. Presence of  teacher  a ides

2. Lower c l a s s  s iz e

3. P r e sc r ip t io n  programs

4. A v a i l a b i l i t y  of  resource teachers

5. I n s t r u c t io n a l  m a te r ia l s  and equipment

♦Orig inal  study unava i lab le .
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6. Adm inis t ra t ive  support

7. Parent involvement

8. Teacher i n - s e r v i c e  t r a in in g

9. A v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  counselors  

10. Curriculum c e n t e r / l i b r a r y

One must assume t h a t  i f  the  a p p ro p r ia te  combination o f  these  v a r i a b le s  

were n o t a v a i l a b l e ,  t eachers  would cons ide r  the  mainstream s i t u a t i o n  to 

be l e s s  than s a t i s f a c t o r y .

One study was loca ted  r e l a t e d  to  the  c o n s u l t an t  r o le  o f  the 

spec ia l  educator .  Evans (1980) surveyed 240 educators  from t h i r t y - f o u r  

elementary schools .  F o r ty -e ig h t  were resource  room te a c h e r s ,  while  

the  remainder were r eg u la r  c l a s s  teachers  and p r in c ip a l s .  The purpose 

of  the in v e s t ig a t io n  was to determine th e  amount of time being used 

by specia l  education personnel in c o n s u l t a t io n  with teach e r s .  Eighty 

p ercen t  of  the resource  room teachers  repo r ted  t h a t  co n s u l t a t io n  a c t u a l l y  

comprised only 5 percen t  or l e s s  of  t h e i r  p ro fe s s io n a l  t ime.  All th ree

groups agreed t h a t  more time should be spent  on c o n s u l t a t io n .

Factors  Which A ffec t  A t t i tu d e  Toward Mainstreaming

P h i l l i p  Mann (1976) suggests  t h a t  mainstreamed programming 

must be a "mutual r e s p o n s i b i l i t y "  between spec ia l  education and general 

education personnel .  He i d e n t i f i e s  " a t t i t u d e s "  as one o f  the  most

important  f a c to r s  which "can a f f e c t  the success of  any mainstreaming

e f f o r t . "  Research s tu d ie s  regarding teache r  a t t i t u d e  toward main- 

s treaming appear to  f a l l  under two general c a te g o r i e s :  (1) a t t i t u d e

surveys assess ing  nega t ive  or  p o s i t i v e  f e e l i n g  toward mainstreaming in
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general and (2) a t t i t u d e  surveys which at tempt  to i d e n t i f y  f a c to r s  

which a f f e c t  a t t i t u d e ,  such as support  s e rv ic e  a v a i l a b i l i t y ,  type of 

handicap, e t c .

Research s tu d i e s ,  thus f a r ,  have produced c o n f l i c t i n g  r e s u l t s  

regarding teache r  a t t i t u d e s  toward mainstreaming (Corman & G o t t l i e b ,  

1978). Studies  done by Gickling and Theobald (1975) and Hudson,

Grahm, and Warner (1979) in d ic a te  t h a t  t eachers  do not  r e p o r t  p o s i t i v e  

a t t i t u d e s  toward mainstreaming.

On the  o the r  hand, Guerin and Szatlocky (1974) repor ted  t h a t  

teachers  gen e ra l ly  had p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e s  toward mainstreaming and 

t h a t  spec ia l  education and r e g u la r  education teach e rs  from the  same 

bu i ld ings  tended to  have s im i la r  a t t i t u d e s .  Grahm (1980) a l s o  found 

t h a t  classroom teachers  were suppor t ive  o f  mainstreaming. This study 

c i t e d  the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of  resource  room programs as the  p o s s ib le  f a c t o r  

t h a t  made the d i f f e r en ce  in a t t i t u d e .

In c o n t r a s t  to  Grahm's f in d in g s ,  an e a r l i e r  s tudy by S h o te l , 

Iano, and McGettigan (1972) which assessed  teache r  a t t i t u d e  a t  the 

beginning o f  the  y e a r ,  when resource  room programs and mainstreaming 

were in troduced in to  a b u i ld in g ,  and again a t  the  end of  the  y e a r ,  

wher teachers  had had experience with mainstreamed ch i ld re n  along with 

resource  room support  s e r v i c e s ,  demonstrated d i f f e r e n t  r e s u l t s .

Teachers '  a t t i t u d e s  toward mainstreaming and whether or  not the  ch i ld re n  

could func t ion  academical ly  or s o c i a l l y  were l e s s  p o s i t i v e  a t  the  end 

than a t  the  beginning of  the y ea r .  Shotel e t  a l . a l so  i d e n t i f i e d  d i f ­

f e r e n t  a t t i t u d e s  of  teachers  toward s p e c i f i c  types o f  handicaps.
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Teachers were c o n s i s t e n t l y  more p o s i t i v e  toward learn ing  d isab led  

ch i ld ren  and l e a s t  p o s i t iv e  toward educable re ta rded  ch i ld re n .

Williams and Algozzine (1977) found t h a t  teachers  exper ienced 

with mainstreamed, handicapped ch i ld re n  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between the 

var ious  handicapping cond i t ions .  These teachers  f e l t  p h y s ica l ly  han­

dicapped and lea rn ing  d isab led  youngste rs  should rece ive  more s e r ­

vices in r e g u la r  rooms than r e ta rd ed  o r  emotional ly  d is tu rbed  ch i ld re n .  

Teachers f e l t  t h a t  they  a re  b e t t e r  ab le  to  program fo r  p h y s ica l ly  

handicapped and lea rn ing  d isab led  ch i ld re n  than f o r  "d is turbed"  or 

" re ta rded"  c h i ld re n .

In c o n t r a s t  to these  two s tu d i e s ,  Over line (1977) assessed 

general a t t i t u d e  toward mains t rea ing  r e g a rd le s s  of  the e x ten t  of  

exper ience with handicapped c h i ld re n .  In t h i s  ca se ,  r eg u la r  classroom 

t e a c h e r s ,  p r i n c i p a l s ,  and spec ia l  education t each e rs  reported  p o s i t i v e  

a t t i t u d e s  toward mainstreaming f o r  a l l  c a t e g o r i e s  of  handicapped c h i l ­

dren.

In an a t tem pt  to i d e n t i f y  f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  teacher  a t t i t u d e ,  

Williams and Algozzine (1979) in a l a t e r  study asked 267 teachers  to 

respond to  c e r t a i n  reasons  why they would be w i l l in g  or  not w i l l i n g  to 

include handicapped ch i ld re n  in t h e i r  classrooms.

In general  teachers  who in d ica ted  t h a t  they would work with 
handicapped ch i ld re n  in t h e i r  r eg u la r  c l a s s e s  chose th re e  reasons 
f o r  doing so: (1) the  t eachers  had had successfu l  experiences
with handicapped c h i ld re n ,  (2) s p e c ia l i z e d  support s e rv ic e s  gave 
the  tea c h e r s  confidence,  (3) the t each e rs  f e l t  t h a t  programming 
f o r  p h y s ic a l ly  handicapped ch i ld re n  was not d i f f e r e n t  from regu­
l a r  programming. Teachers who in d ica te d  t h a t  they would not 
v o lu n tee r  to mainstream a handicapped ch i ld  chose two major 
reasons f o r  t h e i r  o b je c t io n :  (1) the  teachers  f e l t  t h a t  the
handicapped would take too much time from o the r  ch i ld re n ,
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(2) the teachers  f e l t  t h a t  they did not have the  technica l  
a b i l i t i e s  necessary  to  be e f f e c t i v e .

Except f o r  " p rog ram ing  f o r  p h y s ica l ly  handicapped," the  authors  

repor ted  t h a t  co n t ra ry  to ex p ec ta t io n s ,  the  r e s u l t s  did not  in d ic a te  

a s trong d i f f e r e n c e  in reasoning fo r  any p a r t i c u l a r  ca tegory  o f  c h i l ­

dren.

In another  s tudy,  t eachers  from 136 schools  responded to  c e r ­

t a in  v a r ia b le s  r e l a t e d  to  f a c t o r s  which might a f f e c t  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  

toward mainstreaming ( l a r r i v e e  & Cook, 1979). They repor ted  th re e  

f a c to r s  which seemed to  have the  most important e f f e c t  on teacher  

a t t i t u d e :  (1) teacher  percept ion  of  degree' of success ,  (2) level  of

a d m in is t r a t iv e  support rece ived ,  and (3) a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  support ive  

se rv ices .

Wanner and Guenther (1978) asked t e a c h e r s ,  p a r e n t s ,  and admin­

i s t r a t o r s  to  respond to  a v a r i e t y  o f  ques t ions  to  explore  the needs, 

a t t i t u d e s ,  and c u r ren t  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  o f  s e rv ice s  in four  local school 

d i s t r i c t s  in Michigan. The number of  persons responding to  the  survey 

i s  unc lear .  The au th o rs '  summary of  the  survey r e s u l t s  s t a t e d ,  "The 

consensus was y es ,  mainstreaming i s  p o s i t i v e  and b e n e f i c i a l ,  but more 

b e n e f ic ia l  f o r  the  handicapped s tuden t .  . . . "  Special education 

teachers  and general education teachers  were c o n s i s t e n t ,  in t h a t  both 

groups f e l t  emotionally  impaired and educable menta l ly  impaired 

s tuden ts  would be l e a s t  accep tab le  in the  r e g u la r  classroom and t h a t  

p hys ica l ly  impaired and lea rn ing  d isab led  s tuden ts  would be most 

accep tab le .
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Summary

Concern by paren ts  and minori ty  groups has played an impor­

t a n t  r o le  in producing change in the d e l iv e ry  of  s e rv ices  f o r  handi­

capped ch i ld ren .  These concerns were a r e s u l t  of  improper placement 

and i s o l a t i o n  o f  ch i ld ren  in spec ia l  education programs. In a d d i t i o n ,  

research  demonstrated the negat ive  e f f e c t s  of  lab e l in g  and ques tioned 

the e f f i c a c y  o f  spec ia l  education classroom placements.  These concerns 

r e s u l t e d  in l i t i g a t i o n  and u l t im a te ly  enactment of  l e g i s l a t i o n  r e q u i r ­

ing placement in " the  l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e . 11 The concept of  

mainstreaming evolved,  which has caused specia l  educators  and general 

educators  to  work to g e th e r  to  provide handicapped c h i ld r e n ,  who should 

spend p a r t  or  a l l  of t h e i r  day in the r e g u la r  classroom, with success ­

ful exper iences .

When a change i s  implemented r a p id ly  with l i t t l e  p rep a ra t io n  

o r  s tudy,  i t  i s  necessary  to  study what i s  happening as a r e s u l t  o f  

the  changes so t h a t  ap p rop r ia te  adjustments  may be i n i t i a t e d .  Iden­

t i f y i n g  problems, support  s e rv i c e s ,  f a c to r s  a f f e c t in g  success fu l  

placements,  and teache r  a t t i t u d e s  i s  c r i t i c a l .  A review o f  re search  

regarding these  to p ic s  revea ls  both the  c u r re n t  lack o f  information 

regarding mainstreaming and in c o n s i s t e n t  r e s u l t s  from s tu d ie s  which 

have been undertaken.



CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES AND METHODOLOGY

This chapter  includes  the  fo l lowing:  (1) d e s c r ip t io n  of

Branch Intermediate  School D i s t r i c t ,  where the  survey was conducted;

(2) i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of the s u b je c t s ;  (3) the  design and development of  

the measurement ins t ruments ;  (4) p i l o t  ad m in is t r a t io n  o f  the measure­

ment ins t ruments ;  (5) ad m in is t r a t io n  of  the survey q u e s t io n n a i r e s ;  and 

(6) t rea tment  o f  the  da ta .

Branch In te rmedia te  School D i s t r i c t

Branch Intermediate  School D i s t r i c t  was s e le c te d  as the s i t e  

f o r  the  survey. Special education s e rv ice s  had been provided to  

mainstreamed, handicapped ch i ld re n  fo r  a t  l e a s t  th re e  yea rs  p r io r  to  

the survey. The d i s t r i c t  was w i l l i n g  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in t h i s  survey.  

They ind ica ted  t h a t  the information being gathered would be useful  in 

eva lua t ing  t h e i r  cu r ren t  spec ia l  education programs.

Branch Intermediate  School D i s t r i c t ,  loca ted  in the south-  

cen t ra l  area of  Michigan, i s  made up p r im ar i ly  o f  a ru ra l  popu la t ion .  

Students  a t tend  th re e  local  K-12 programs. The enrollment  in each of  

the d i s t r i c t s  fo r  the 1977-1978 school yea r  included:  Bronson Commu­

n i ty  Schools with 1,607 s tudent  membership, Coldwater Community Schools 

with 4,192 s tuden t  membership, and Quincy Community Schools with 1,532 

s tuden t  membership.

27



28

Subjects

The popula t ion  f o r  t h i s  study included a l l  classroom teachers  

and teach e r  c o n su l ta n t s  in seven elementary bu i ld ings  in c o n s t i t u e n t  

d i s t r i c t s  of  Branch In termediate  School D i s t r i c t ,  where handicapped 

s tuden ts  were mainstreamed and where a t  l e a s t  one spec ia l  education 

teach e r  or t e a ch e r  co n su l tan t  was in the  bu i ld ing  f u l l  t ime. C h i l ­

dren needing spec ia l  education se rv ices  in the  o th e r  th re e  bu i ld ings  

were e i t h e r  bused to  one o f  the seven bu i ld ings  where f u l l - t i m e  s e r ­

vices were a v a i l a b l e  or  received se rv ices  from an i t i n e r a n t  spec ia l  

educat ion teache r  c o n su l ta n t .

P r in c ip a l s  in each of  the  seven bu i ld ings  were contacted to 

e s t a b l i s h  when a t e a c h e r s '  meeting could be held to  conduct the survey. 

The f i r s t  two schools  scheduled were used fo r  p i l o t  t e s t i n g  o f  the 

measurement in s t ru m en ts ,  and r e s u l t s  a re  not r epor ted  fo r  these  two 

schools .

Seventy-two t each e rs  (96%) of  the s e v e n ty - f iv e  teachers  in the 

remaining f iv e  elementary schools in the  two c o n s t i t u e n t  school d i s ­

t r i c t s  o f  Quincy and Coldwater p a r t i c ip a t e d  in the  survey.  Seventy- 

one (95%) o f  the  s ev en ty - f iv e  teachers  had had experience with main­

streamed, handicapped ch i ld re n .  Three o f  these  bu i ld ings  served 

grades K-5; two bu i ld ings  included grades K-6. Since grade level  d i f ­

fe rences  were not measured in t h i s  s tudy,  a l l  t eachers  were asked to 

p a r t i c i p a t e .

Special education t e a c h e r  c o nsu l tan ts  who provided se rv ice s  

to  mainstreamed, handicapped ch i ld ren  in the  seven elementary schools 

where the  survey was conducted were in terviewed.  Survey r e s u l t s
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ind ica ted  t h a t  nine o f  these  twelve had f u l l  approval in a t  l e a s t  one 

area of  spec ia l  education and th re e  or more years  of  exper ience,  

a t  l e a s t  one o f  which had been in spec ia l  educa t ion ;  thus they were 

e l i g i b l e  fo r  f u l l  approval as t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s .  Two had had only 

one year  o f  exper ience and f u l l  approval in a t  l e a s t  one area  of 

spec ia l  educat ion .  One person was on a temporary approval program 

fo r  the  f i r s t  t ime.  All twelve were c a l l e d  Resource Teachers and had 

a caseload of  f i f t e e n  or  l e s s .  All were expected to  work both d i r e c t l y  

with ch i ld re n  as well as to  consu l t  with classroom teachers  to  a s s i s t  

them with problems they might encounter  with  mainstreamed ch i ld ren  in 

t h e i r  classroom. They were a l so  expected to  provide educational  d iag ­

n o s t i c  s e rv ice s  fo r  new r e f e r r a l s .  Because of  the  t e a c h e r -c o n su l tan t  

ro le  in which a l l  o f  these  people fu n c t io n ,  they  w i l l  be r e fe r r e d  t o ,  

fo r  the  purposes o f  t h i s  s tudy ,  as t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s .  The r e s u l t s  

a re  repor ted  f o r  a l l  twelve persons.

Design and Development of  the  
Measurement Inst ruments

The purposes o f  t h i s  study were to  gain information from 

teachers  and t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  who had exper ienced mainstreaming 

regard ing:  (1) problems which a r i s e  f o r  t each e rs  and teacher -

co n su l ta n t s  when a handicapped c h i l d ' s  educat ional  program includes  a 

mainstream component, (2) ac tual  and needed spec ia l  education support  

intended to  a s s i s t  in solv ing  the  problems in a mainstream placement,

(3) d e s c r i p t i v e  information r e l a t e d  to  ch i ld ren  teachers  i d e n t i fy  as 

"most success fu l"  and " l e a s t  success fu l"  mainstream placements,  and
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(4) f a c to r s  which a f f e c t  the a t t i t u d e  of teachers  and t e a c h e r -  

c o nsu l tan ts  toward mainstreaming. To accomplish these  g o a l s ,  two ques­

t i o n n a i re s  were developed: one f o r  use with groups of  t eachers  and

the second to  be used to  in te rv iew  each of  the  twelve teach e r -  

c o n su l tan t s .

Classroom Teacher Questionnaire

A copy of  the  q u es t io n n a i re  used in t h i s  study i s  loca ted  in 

Appendix A. I t  c o n s i s t s  of  four  p a r t s .  The f i r s t  group of  ques t ions  

was designed to  a s s i s t  t eachers  to  i d e n t i f y  two s p e c i f i c  mainstreamed, 

handicapped ch i ld re n  with whom they had had exper ience in the p a s t  

th ree  y e a r s ,  one o f  whom they i d e n t i f i e d  as a "most success fu l"  p l a c e ­

ment and one of  whom they i d e n t i f i e d  as a " l e a s t  success fu l"  placement.  

To accomplish t h i s ,  s ix  responses  were requested:

1. Name o f  each c h i ld  (based on verbal d e f i n i t i o n  of  "most 
su ccess fu l"  and " l e a s t  s u c c e s s fu l " ) ,*

2. Rating o f  leve l  of  su cc e s s - - s c a le  o f  1 ( su ccess fu l )  to 
4 (u n su ccess fu l ) ,

3. Type o f  handicapping co n d i t io n ,

4. Percentage o f  time c h i ld  was in classroom,

5. Percentage of  t ime the teacher  f e l t  the  ch i ld  should be 
in the  classroom,

6. The y ea r  the ch i ld  was in the  room.

Information was repor ted  by teachers  about f i f t y - e i g h t  c h i l ­

dren in t e a c h e r s '  classrooms during the 1977-1978 school y e a r ,

*Refer to  pages 9-10 fo r  d e sc r ip t io n  of  d e f i n i t i o n s  used.
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t h i r t y - n i n e  ch i ld ren  dur ing the 1976-1977 school y e a r ,  and t h i r t y -  

one ch i ld ren  during the  1975-1976 school year .

The second p a r t  of the ques t ionna i re  asked teachers  to  r ep o r t  

fo r  each c h i ld :  two problems a s so c ia ted  with having a handicapped

c h i ld ,  support ive  a s s i s ta n c e  to  solve each problem, whether or  not 

the teacher  was s a t i s f i e d  with the a s s i s t a n c e  being provided,  and any 

o th e r  a s s i s t a n c e  needed to  solve each problem. The teachers  were 

asked to  generate  responses  r a t h e r  than to  r e a c t  to  a predetermined 

l i s t  o f  v a r i a b l e s .  A predetermined l i s t  could have a s s i s t e d  teachers  

to r e a c t  to  concerns t h a t  might not  come to  mind in a r e c a l l  s i t u a t i o n ;  

however, by requ i r ing  them to genera te  t h e i r  own responses ,  i t  was f e l t  

t h a t  the responses would be those t h a t  were of  most concern to the 

teach e rs .

The th i rd  s ec t io n  of  the  q ues t ionna i re  was designed to study 

teache r  a t t i t u d e  r e l a t e d  to  mainstreaming. Teachers were asked to 

r a t e  t h e i r  general a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming on a fo u r -p o in t  

sca le :  1 -nega t ive ,  2-somewhat nega t ive ,  3-somewhat p o s i t i v e ,

4 - p o s i t i v e .  They were a l so  asked to r e p o r t  f a c t o r s  which in f luence  

t h e i r  a t t i t u d e .  These f a c t o r s  were l im i ted  to those t h a t  immediately 

came to  mind a t  the  time o f  t h i s  survey.

The fou r th  sec t ion  of  the  q u es t io n n a i re  was prepared fo r  the 

purpose of  Branch Inte rmedia te  School D i s t r i c t  to  eva lua te  f u r th e r  

t h e i r  spec ia l  education programs. Responses were requested  to ques­

t io n s  f o r  which a d m in i s t r a to r s  wanted s p e c i f i c  answers r e l a t e d  to  

components of  the Branch In te rmedia te  School D i s t r i c t  spec ia l  educat ion 

s e rv ice  d e l iv e ry  system and are  not repor ted  as p a r t  o f  t h i s  study.
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Teacher-Consultant  Questionnaire

The q u es t io n n a i re  used to  conduct in terv iews with the  twelve 

te a ch e r -c o n su l ta n t s  co n s is ted  of f iv e  p a r t s .

Par t  1 o f  the  in terv iew  q u e s t io n n a i re  was designed to  obta in  

bas ic  demographic da ta .  Six v a r i a b le s  o f  i n t e r e s t  were s e le c te d :

(1) grade le v e l s  served ,  (2) years  o f  exper ience ,  (3) number o f  s t u ­

dents  on case load ,  (4) how many on caseload are  mainstreamed,

(5) what types  of  handicaps are  c u r r e n t ly  being served,  and (6) type 

of  teacher  approval .  This information was obtained to  v e r i fy :

(1) t h a t  these  t e ac h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  were serv ing  mainstreamed, handi­

capped elementary ch i ld ren  in bu i ld ings  where the  survey was con­

ducted and (2) whether or  not  each o f  the  in terv iewees  was e l i g i b l e  

as a t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t  according to  s t a t e  g u ide l ines  ( th ree  y e a r s  of  

exper ience,  including  one in spec ia l  education and approval in one 

area  of spec ia l  educa t ion ) .  Information obta ined  from p a r t  one o f  the  

survey su b s ta n t i a t e d  t h a t  a l l  twelve o f  the  resource  teac h e r -  

consu l tan ts  were se rv ing  mainstreamed, handicapped ch i ld ren  in e l e ­

mentary school bu i ld ings  where the  survey was conducted.

The second sec t io n  of  the  q u e s t io n n a i r e  asked the t e a c h e r -  

co nsu l tan t  to  i d e n t i f y  problems she/he  has while  providing a s s i s t a n c e  

to  mainstreamed, handicapped c h i ld r e n .  Teacher-consu l tan ts  were a l so  

asked to i d e n t i f y  p o s s ib le  so lu t io n s  to  th ese  problems.

Sect ion th re e  asked te a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  to  i d e n t i f y  what prob­

lems they thought classroom teachers  were most concerned about because 

they  have a mainstreamed, handicapped c h i ld  in t h e i r  classroom. They 

were a l so  asked to  t e l l  what a s s i s t a n c e  they t y p i c a l l y  provided
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r e l a t e d  to  the  problems they  had i d e n t i f i e d .  Although teach e r -  

co n su l tan t s  work in th e  same bu i ld ings  as the  classroom teachers  who 

were surveyed, t h e i r  responses  were not n e c e s sa r i ly  s p e c i f i c  to  c e r ­

t a i n  ch i ld ren  but were general to  the populat ion of  ch i ld ren  whom 

they serve .

Sect ion four  asked t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  whether or  not they 

f e l t  they  had any p a r t i c u l a r  problems r e s u l t i n g  from not having 

approval in the  d isab i  1 i ty  area of ch i ld ren  fo r  whom they were providing 

a s s i s t a n c e .  They were a l so  asked to  i d e n t i f y  the percentage of  time 

each day f o r  which they work with teachers  and whether or not they  

would change th e  amount i f  they  could.

The f i f t h  and f in a l  sec t ion  o f  the q u es t io n n a i re  was designed 

to  study te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t  a t t i t u d e s  r e l a t e d  to  mainstreaming. The 

procedure and form used with t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  was the  same as t h a t  

described  and used with classroom t e a c h e r s .  I t  included a fo u r -p o in t  

r a t i n g  sca le  and asked te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  to r e p o r t  f a c t o r s  a f f e c t in g  

t h e i r  a t t i t u d e .

The development of  th e  q ues t ionna i re s  was accomplished with 

two u n iv e r s i t y  p ro fe s so rs  experienced in both specia l  education and 

research  des ign .  Questions r eq u i r in g  open-ended responses  were con­

s t r u c t e d  to  al low teac h e r s  to  r e c a l l  concerns d e s c r ip t i v e  o f  main- 

s treaming,  r a t h e r  than s t ru c tu r e d  ques t ions  c a l l i n g  fo r  a rea c t io n  to 

a predetermined l i s t  o f  ideas  fo r  th re e  reasons:  (1) to  s t im u la te

teachers  to  provide d e s c r ip t i o n s  and express  t h e i r  f e e l in g s  and con­

cerns in t h e i r  own terms without  p re jud ic ing  them toward p a r t i c u l a r  

language or  id eas ;  (2) to  encourage teachers  to  focus on major ideas
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of  immediate concern r a t h e r  than asking them to  r e a c t  to  voluminous 

numbers o f  id e a s ,  many of  which may be of l e s s e r  s ig n i f i c a n c e  to them; 

and (3) t o  allow them to s t a t e  ideas which may not be included in a 

s t r u c tu r e d  l i s t .

Information was to  be based on both success fu l  and unsuccess­

ful exper iences .  This led to  the use of a modified " c r i t i c a l  inc iden t"  

technique (Flanagan,  1962). Teachers were asked to  i d e n t i f y  a c h i l d ,  

by f i r s t  name, who had been a "most success fu l"  mainstream placement 

and a c h i ld  who had been a " l e a s t  success fu l"  mainstream placement,  

and to  base t h e i r  responses on these  s p e c i f i c  ch i ld re n .

Once th e  classroom teacher  and t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t  q u es t io n ­

n a i r e s  were i n i t i a l l y  developed, they  were p resented  to  one specia l  

education a d m in is t r a to r  and one general educat ion a d m in i s t r a to r .  As 

a r e s u l t  o f  t h e i r  in p u t ,  the  d e f i n i t i o n s  fo r  " l e a s t  success fu l"  and 

"most success fu l"  were re f in ed .

P i l o t  Administ ra t ion of the Measurement Inst ruments

The t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t  in te rv iew  q u e s t io n n a i re  was adminis­

te r e d  to  one te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t  c u r re n t ly  employed in a school d i s t r i c t  

near  Lansing, Michigan. This t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t  held a p o s i t io n  s im i­

l a r  to  the  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  who were p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in the  in te rv iew s .  

Feedback was obta ined from t h i s  person in r e l a t i o n  to  the  c l a r i t y  of  

the  in te rv iew  ques tions  and the o b j e c t i v i t y  o f  the  in te rv iew er .  No 

major changes were needed in the  in te rv iew  format.  A d e t a i l e d  d e s c r ip ­

t io n  o f  th e  format of  the  in te rv iew  i s  contained  in the  following 

s e c t io n .
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Three classroom teachers  who were experienced with having 

handicapped ch i ld ren  in t h e i r  classrooms were asked to  complete the 

teache r  q u e s t io n n a i re  form. They were asked to  comment and c r i t i q u e  

the  instrument and method o f  p re sen ta t io n .  Several sugges t ions  were 

received and were incorpora ted  in to  the  p re se n ta t io n .

The f in a l  p i l o t  adm in is t ra t ion  of  the instrument was completed 

with twenty o f  the  twenty-four  teachers  from Anderson and Ryan Elemen­

t a r y  Schools in Bronson. All o f  the  schools t h a t  had been s e le c te d  

to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in the  study were scheduled f o r  meeting times to  admin­

i s t e r  the survey. Because the  teachers  in Anderson and Ryan were 

scheduled to  be f i r s t  and were p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in a combined meeting, 

the  f in a l  p i l o t  t e s t  was administered to  t h i s  group.

The procedure used to adm in is te r  the  q u e s t io n n a i r e  i s  descr ibed  

in d e t a i l  in the  following se c t io n .  The p i l o t  a d m in is t r a t io n  procedure 

d i f f e r e d  only in t h a t  t eachers  were t o ld  a t  the  beginning o f  the  meet­

ing t h a t  they were the  f i r s t  group to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in the  s tudy and 

were d i r e c te d  to  comment upon the p r e se n ta t io n  and q u e s t io n n a i re  a f t e r  

they had p a r t i c ip a t e d  in the  survey. Three major changes r e s u l t e d  from 

comments and suggest ions  made by te a c h e r s .  Teachers expressed concern 

t h a t  the re  was nowhere in the  survey to  express  "how they  r e a l l y  f e l t "  

about mainstreaming. Therefore ,  t eachers  were subsequent ly  asked ,  in 

the modified q u e s t io n n a i r e ,  to  i d e n t i f y  " fa c to r s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e i r  

a t t i t u d e "  in add i t ion  to  r a t in g  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward m ains t rea ing  on 

a numerical s c a l e .  The second change was to  d e l e t e  t e a c h e r  i d e n t i ­

f i c a t i o n  o f  " d i r e c t "  or  " in d i r e c t "  s e rv ic e s .  The i n v e s t i g a t o r  f e l t  

in analyzing the  responses  t h a t  the  d e s c r ip t i o n s  o f  a s s i s t a n c e
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provided by the  respondents  included enough information to  determine 

whether s e rv ic e s  were d i r e c t  to  the  ch i ld  or  i n d i r e c t  to  the  ch i ld  

through a s s i s t a n c e  to  the  teacher  o r  pa ren t .

The t h i r d  change included reducing the  number o f  pages fo r  

id e n t i fy in g  problems fo r  " l e a s t  su ccess fu l"  and "most success fu l"  

placements from th re e  to  two. During the  p i l o t  t e s t ,  t e ach e rs  con­

s i s t e n t l y  used only two o f  the th re e  s h e e t s .  I f  more than two prob­

lems were i d e n t i f i e d ,  they  were l i s t e d  on one o f  the  f i r s t  sh ee t s .

I t  was f e l t  th e  survey would be l e s s  cumbersome i f  t h i s  change were 

made.

The p i l o t  t e s t  confirmed the  c l a r i t y  o f  the p r e s e n ta t i o n ,  and 

the  bas ic  a d m in i s t r a t io n  o f  the  q u e s t io n n a i re  remained the same except 

to  add b r i e f  d i r e c t i o n s  f o r  id e n t i fy in g  f a c t o r s  which a f f e c t  respon­

den ts '  a t t i t u d e s  toward mainstreaming, to  d e l e t e  d i r e c t i o n s  f o r  iden­

t i f y i n g  whether s e rv ic e s  were d i r e c t  o r  i n d i r e c t ,  and to  r eq u es t  two 

problems r a t h e r  than  th re e  problems r e l a t e d  to  each placement.

The f i n a l  ins trument  and procedure were reviewed and approved 

by two u n iv e r s i t y  p ro fe s so r s  f a m i l i a r  with survey design and specia l  

education.

A dminis t ra t ion  o f  the  Survey Quest ionna ires

Administ ra t ion o f  the  Classroom 
Teacher Quest ionna ire

Meetings were scheduled by p r in c ip a l s  f o r  classroom teachers  

in each o f  the  bu i ld ings  e i t h e r  p r io r  to  or  a f t e r  the  school day. 

Teacher co n su l t a n t s  did not  a t t e n d  th e se  meet ings .  The purpose of  

these  meetings was the  ad m in is t r a t io n  o f  t h i s  q u e s t io n n a i r e .  The



37

q u es t io n n a i re  was presented  in ex ac t ly  the same manner a t  each 

t e a c h e r ' s  meeting. All meetings were scheduled during the month of  

May, 1978.

This i n v e s t i g a t o r  was introduced by the bu i ld ing  p r in c ip a l  

a t  th e  beginning of  each meeting. A b r i e f  ora l p r e se n ta t io n  was 

made to  provide teachers  with background information r e l a t i v e  to  the 

survey. The in t ro d u c t io n  included the e f f e c t  Public Law 94-142 has 

had in generat ing  i n t e r e s t  and a need fo r  more informat ion about main- 

s treaming.  A r a t i o n a l e  of why Branch County was chosen fo r  t h i s  study 

was a l so  presen ted .  This included the  f a c t s  t h a t  loca l  d i s t r i c t  

t e ach e rs  had been involved in mainstreaming fo r  severa l  years  and 

spec ia l  education se rv ices  to  support  mainstreaming had a l s o  been 

a v a i l a b l e  during t h a t  t ime.  A need fo r  information from t e a c h e r s ,  "who 

a re  the  people most involved with mainstreaming," was emphasized. 

Teachers were to ld  the  informat ion was necessary  fo r  the  following 

reasons :  (1) to  i d e n t i fy  needs which have been met and those  which

remain, (2) to  aid  o the rs  to  program more e f f e c t i v e l y  to  meet the  needs 

o f  handicapped ch i ld re n  based on informat ion from t h i s  s tudy ,  and

(3) to  a s s i s t  u n i v e r s i t y  personnel to  i d e n t i f y  p r e - s e rv ic e  and in -  

s e rv ic e  educat ional  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  general and spec ia l  education t r a i n ­

ing programs based on problems and support  s e rv ices  i d e n t i f i e d  by 

t e a c h e r s .  Teachers were then assured of  the  c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  of  t h e i r  

responses .

I t  was f e l t  important  to e s t a b l i s h  some rappor t  with each 

group o f  t e a c h e r s .  T he re fo re ,  the  in t ro d u c t io n  was presented  from an
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o u t l i n e  r a t h e r  than being read from a s c r i p t .  The in t ro d u c t io n  was 

c o n s i s t e n t  in con ten t  a t  each bu i ld ing  meeting; however, s l i g h t  d i f ­

fe rences  in wording and manner of  p re sen ta t io n  occurred.

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  mainstreamed c h i l d r e n . - -Before  Par ts  I 

and II  o f  the  q u es t io n n a i re  were given to  the  t e a c h e r s ,  they were 

asked to  r e f l e c t  on a l l  o f  the  " o f f i c i a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d ,  handicapped, 

mainstreamed ch i ld ren"  they had had experience with during the  pas t  

th re e  y ea r s .  They were then asked to  i d e n t i f y  a "most success fu l"  and 

" l e a s t  success fu l"  placement among these  c h i ld re n .  The following 

d e f i n i t i o n s  were read to  them:

"Most Successful"--"Problems were solved,  s e rv ice s  may or may 

not  have been provided,  th e  c h i l d ' s  adjustment  in the  room was s a t i s ­

f a c to ry .  You f e l t  s a t i s f i e d  with the  placement."

"Least Successful"--"Problems were more d i f f i c u l t  to so lve ,  

s e rv ic e s  may or  may not  have been a v a i l a b l e ,  the  c h i l d ' s  adjustment  in 

the  room was not as s a t i s f a c t o r y  as you wished. You did not feel  

s a t i s f i e d  with the  placement."

Page one was then d i s t r i b u t e d ,  and teachers  were asked to  f i l l  

i t  o u t ,  w r i t in g  the  f i r s t  name o f  each c h i ld  in the ap p ro p r ia te  blank 

labeled  "most success fu l"  and " l e a s t  s u c c e s s fu l . "  I f  they had not had 

exper ience with mainstreamed ch i ld re n  or only had had experience with 

one c h i l d ,  they  were asked to  put "none" in the  ap p ro p r ia te  name blanks.  

The remaining ques t ions  were read to  the t e a c h e r s .  They were asked to  

complete page one based on information about each of  the i d e n t i f i e d  

c h i Id re n .



39

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of problems, a s s i s t a n c e ,  and a t t i t u d e s .--When 

a l l  t e achers  had completed page one o f  the q u e s t io n n a i r e ,  the remaining 

pages of  the  ques t ionna i re  developed fo r  t h i s  study were d i s t r i b u t e d .  

This included the  second p a r t ,  fo r  use in id e n t i fy in g  problems and 

support  s e rv i c e s ,  as well as the t h i r d  p a r t ,  to  g a th e r  information 

r e l a t e d  to  teacher  a t t i t u d e s .

Teachers were d i re c te d  to  f i l l  in the  f i r s t  name o f  the  ch i ld  

they had i d e n t i f i e d  as "most success fu l"  on the f i r s t  two shee ts  

labe led  "most success fu l"  and to  do the  same on the  second two shee ts  

with the f i r s t  name o f  the ch i ld  they had i d e n t i f i e d  as " l e a s t  suc­

c e s s f u l . "  I f  they  had i d e n t i f i e d  only one c h i ld  o r  had not  had e x p e r i ­

ence with any o f f i c i a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  mainstreamed c h i ld r e n ,  they were 

asked to  put "none" in the ap p rop r ia te  blanks.  The seventy-one e x p e r i ­

enced tea c h e r s  i d e n t i f i e d  seventy ch i ld ren  whom they perceived as "most 

su ccess fu l"  placements and f i f t y - n i n e  c h i ld re n  perceived as " l e a s t  

success fu l"  placements.

The one experienced teach e r  who did not provide percep t ions  of  

a "most success fu l"  placement in d ica ted  t h a t  she/he had not  had a 

successfu l  mainstream placement. Three o f  the  twenty-one teachers  who 

did not  descr ibe  a " l e a s t  success fu l"  placement l e f t  t h a t  po r t ion  o f  

the  form blank.  The o the r  nine in d ica ted  by w r i t in g  in "none" or 

some o th e r  comment, i . e . ,  "Haven' t  had any I fee l  were unsuccess fu l . "

The following s c r i p t  was read as t each e rs  were given d i r e c ­

t ions  f o r  f i l l i n g  in the  remainder of th ese  four  pages:

When f i l l i n g  out  these  four  pages ,  f i l l  them out  based on 
the  ch i ld  you have i d e n t i f i e d  in the  upper r igh t -hand  corner .  
I d e n t i f y  two problems fo r  each c h i ld  which you were or a re
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most concerned about.  The problems t h a t  you l i s t  might be 
r e l a t e d  to  academic or  s o c ia l  behaviors  of  the  c h i ld ;  f o r  
example, not being able  to  read ,  not being able  to s i t  s t i l l ,  
not being ab le  to  ge t  along with o t h e r s ,  e t c .  The problems 
might a l so  be o u ts id e  o f  the  c h i l d ,  such as not having approp­
r i a t e  m a t e r i a l s ,  the a t t i t u d e  o f  o the r  c l a s s  members, lack of  
knowledge about what to do fo r  the  c h i l d ,  e tc .

Next: "Did you rece ive  a s s i s ta n c e ? "  C i rc le  yes i f  you d id ,
no i f  you did n o t .  Describe the a s s i s t a n c e  you received on the 
top h a l f  of the  form. Was a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  s a t i s f a c t o r y ?
Circ le  yes i f  you f e l t  i t  was s a t i s f a c t o r y .  C i rc le  no i f  you 
f e l t  i t  should be d i f f e r e n t  and d esc r ib e  why you were d i s s a t i s ­
f i e d .  I f  no a s s i s t a n c e  was needed, w r i te  "none needed" on the  
bottom of the  page. Do you have any ques t ions?  [Any ques t ions  
were answered a t  t h i s  t im e . ]

On the  f in a l  page r a t e  your a t t i t u d e ,  in g enera l ,  about 
mainstreaming and l i s t  the  f a c to r s  t h a t  make you feel t h a t  way.
There a re  f iv e  numbers on the page, but l i s t  as many f a c t o r s  as 
you wish.

When you have completed t h i s  p o r t i o n ,  r a i s e  your hand and 
I w i l l  give you the  f in a l  s ec t io n  o f  t h i s  survey. [The i n f o r ­
mation gathered from the  f in a l  s e c t io n  was f o r  d i s t r i c t  purposes 
on ly ,  and not p a r t  o f  t h i s  s tu d y . ]  D irec t io n s  are  s e l f - e x p la n a to ry .  
I w i l l  answer any ques t ions  you have in d iv id u a l ly .  When you f i n i s h ,  
tu rn  in a l l  p a r t s  to g e th e r .

Administrat ion o f  the 
Teacher-Consultant  In terview

Each of the  twelve t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  was in terviewed i n d i ­

v id u a l ly .  The in te rv iew s  took p lace  during the  l a s t  week of  May and 

the f i r s t  two weeks of  June,  1978. This was within  one week a f t e r  

the f in a l  teache r  meeting. The te a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  had not  a t tended 

the  teacher  meetings in t h e i r  bu i ld ings  in which the  surveys had been 

conducted. There was no way of  c o n t r o l l i n g  conversa t ion  between 

teachers  and t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  about  problems or  a s s i s t a n c e  i n d i ­

vidual teachers  may have i d e n t i f i e d  during t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the 

survey. However, th e r e  was not  an oppor tun i ty  fo r  in te rv iewees  to 

have knowledge o f  c o l l e c t i v e  r e s u l t s  of  the  teache r  survey e i t h e r  by 

bu i ld ing  or  by d i s t r i c t .
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The following s c r i p t  was used f o r  each of  the in te rv iew s .  

Whenever responses were reques ted ,  they were recorded by the  examiner 

on the  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t  q u es t io n n a i re  form. In an a t tem pt  to make 

responses as s p e c i f i c  as p o s s ib le ,  o th e r  prompts were used,  such as :  

"Tell  me more e x a c t ly  how you would d esc r ib e  the  problem" o r  " Is  

the re  anything e l s e  you can t e l l  me about t h a t , "  e t c .

Before we begin the  in te rv iew ,  I need you to  give me some 
informat ion about your  exper iences  and your job.

What grades do you work with?
How many years  o f  exper ience have you had?
How many handicapped s tuden ts  are  c u r r e n t l y  on your caseload?
How many o f  your caseload a re  mainstreamed?
What type of  handicaps do you c u r r e n t l y  serve?
What c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and/or  endorsements do you have?
We a re  doing a study asking classroom teachers  to  i d e n t i f y  

problems and needed a s s i s t a n c e  o r  s e rv ice s  f o r  mainstreamed, 
handicapped c h i ld ren .  We fee l  i t  i s  important  to  ge t  a p i c t u r e  
of  mainstreaming from the p e r sp ec t iv e  o f  the  teache r  c o n s u l t a n t  
as w e l l .  Your responses  w i l l  be kept completely c o n f i d e n t i a l .  
Analysis  w il l  be done a t  MSU.

F i r s t  I would l ik e  you to  t e l l  me about problems you encounter  
as a t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t  while providing a s s i s t a n c e  o r  s e rv i c e s  to  
mainstreamed, handicapped c h i ld re n .

Now we have a l i s t i n g  o f  problems you face  as the t e a c h e r -  
c o n s u l t a n t .  L e t ' s  go back over them and I ' d  l i k e  you to  t e l l  me 
what would help  to so lve  the  problems. [At t h i s  p o in t ,  the  exam­
in e r  presented p rev ious ly  i d e n t i f i e d  problems.]

We've ta lk ed  about problems from your  p e r sp ec t iv e  as the 
t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t .  I ' d  l i k e  you to  pu t  y o u r s e l f  in th e  p lace  of  
the classroom te ac h e r ,  and t e l l  me what you th in k  are  th e  prob­
lems the classroom teacher  i s  most concerned about t h a t  a f f e c t  
her/him because they  have a handicapped ch i ld  mainstreamed in 
t h e i r  classroom. These might be behaviors  o f  the  c h i ld  o r  f a c t o r s  
o u ts id e  of  the  c h i ld  t h a t  c r e a t e  problems t h a t  might r e q u i re  a s s i s ­
tance.

Do you provide or  a t tempt to  provide a s s i s t a n c e  to  solve  any 
of  th e se  problems? [Each problem was then d iscussed  and responses  
recorded.  ]

You have c e r t i f i c a t i o n  in the  area  o f  [whatever d i s a b i l i t y  was 
in d ica ted  on demographic da ta  s h e e t ] .  You've a l s o  in d ic a te d  t h a t  
you provide se rv ices  f o r  ch i ld re n  who a re  labe led  [whatever d i s ­
a b i l i t i e s  a re  on case load ] .  Do you fee l  you have any p a r t i c u l a r  
problems r e s u l t i n g  from not being c e r t i f i e d  in the  d i s a b i l i t y  a rea  
o f  some o f  the  ch i ld ren  to  whom you a re  providing s e rv ice?  [ I f  
y e s ] :  What a re  the  problems you fee l  you have because o f  not  being
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c e r t i f i e d  in the  same area of  the  d i s a b i l i t y  o f  the  ch i ld  you 
have been asked to  serve?

This i s  the l a s t  ques t ion .  Approximately what percen t  of 
your day would you es t im a te  i s  spent (1) working d i r e c t l y  with 
ch i ld re n  and (2) working with teachers?  Would you change t h i s  
i f  you could? I f  y e s ,  how would you change the  percentage?

At the  end of  the  in te rv iew ,  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  were given 

the f i n a l  page of  the form used with t e a c h e r s .  They were asked to 

r a t e  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  in general  about mainstreaming and to  l i s t  the 

f a c t o r s  t h a t  made them fee l  t h a t  way. They were a l s o  to ld  t h a t  they 

were not  l im i ted  to  the f iv e  numbers on the  page but could l i s t  as 

many f a c t o r s  as they wished.

Dif ferences  in Adminis t ra t ion 
of  Teacher and Teacher- 
Consul tant  Ques t ionna ires

Two major d i f f e r e n c e s  need to  be addressed  in the  ad m in is t ra ­

t ion  of th e  ins t rum ents .  The f i r s t  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  with regard  to  group 

a d m in is t r a t io n  o f  the  teache r  ques t io n n a i re  in c o n t r a s t  to  the i n d i ­

vidual in te rv iew  procedure used with t each e r  c o n s u l t a n t s .  I d e a l ly ,  

t eachers  would have each been interviewed in d iv id u a l ly .  The numbers 

and time involved made t h i s  impossible .  The q u es t io n n a i re  was pre­

sented p e r so n a l ly  to  small groups o f  t eachers  during a scheduled b u i ld ­

ing meeting r a t h e r  than using a l e s s  pe rsona l ized  approach such as a 

m a i l -o u t .  The 94 pe rcen t  response r a t e  as well as the time devoted by 

t each e rs  during the  meeting (minimum of  f o r t y - f i v e  minutes) appeared 

to demonstrate  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t  in provid ing complete information.

Teachers were advised of  the  c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  o f  t h e i r  responses ,  

both with regard  to s tu d en ts  they  had i d e n t i f i e d  and a l l  o th e r  m a t te rs .
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As a consequence, i t  was not poss ib le  to  reques t  responses  from 

te a ch e r -c o n su l t a n t s  about ch i ld ren  who had been i d e n t i f i e d  by te a c h e r s .

Treatment o f  the  Data 

The data  obtained  from the  open-ended responses  from teachers  

and te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  were coded and analyzed.

Coding Procedures

Categories  were i n i t i a l l y  developed by grouping responses  

obtained from p i l o t  a d m in is t ra t io n  of  the q u e s t io n n a i r e .  One u n iv e r ­

s i t y  p ro fe s so r  experienced with coding procedures and data  a n a ly s i s  

and t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t o r  read each response fo r  "problems" with in  the 

con tex t  o f  a l l  the  d e s c r ip t i v e  data teachers  had provided,  inc lud ing :  

(1) problem, (2) a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived ,  and (3) a s s i s t a n c e  needed.

Each response was judged according to  whether o r  not i t  was concep­

t u a l l y  l i k e  or conceptua l ly  d i f f e r e n t  from another  response;  i . e . ,

"low academic performance" compared to " d i s ru p t s  c l a s s "  would be 

assigned to  two d i f f e r e n t  c a te g o r i e s .  I f  the  next  response was "low 

reading  s k i l l s , "  i t  would be grouped with "low academic s k i l l s . "  I f  

the next  response was "poor h e a l th , "  a new grouping would begin.  Both 

people had to  agree  on the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  before  the  s ta tement  was 

c l a s s i f i e d .  A s im i la r  procedure was used by t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t o r ,  a lone ,  

to  e s t a b l i s h  c a te g o r ie s  fo r  " a s s i s t a n c e  received" and "needed,"

"reasons fo r  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with a s s i s t a n c e , "  and " f a c to r s  a f f e c t i n g  

a t t i t u d e s . "  Teacher-consu l tan t  responses  were coded to  the  ca te g o r ie s  

which had been e s ta b l i s h e d  from teache r  responses  f o r  (1) problems 

they f e l t  would be o f  concern to  t e a c h e r s ,  (2) a s s i s t a n c e  provided to
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solve these  problems, and (3) f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e .

Because responses id e n t i fy in g  problems with which they were concerned 

in providing a s s i s t a n c e  were conceptua l ly  d i f f e r e n t  from any o f  the  

c a te g o r ie s  used f o r  t e a ch e r  responses ,  new ca teg o r ie s  were developed 

from t h e i r  responses.

Certain  d i f f i c u l t i e s  arose  in the  coding procedure. Because 

some items were open to  d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  and th e r e  appeared 

to  be over lap  in some o f  the  responses ,  mutual exc lus iveness  was prob­

ably  not f u l l y  achieved. In a d d i t i o n ,  the  background and exper iences  

of  persons who i d e n t i f y  the  major c a te g o r ic a l  groupings could have an 

in f luence  on the  s e le c t io n  of  the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system; i . e . ,  one 

person might choose to  group responses  o f  "more one-on-one i n s t r u c t i o n  

needed" in a ca tegory  e n t i t l t e d  Reduced Class Size while ano ther  p e r ­

son with a c i f f e r e n t  background and exper iences  might view t h i s  as 

Increased Support Needs. Another example i s  t h a t  responses of  prob­

lems such as "withdrawal" o r  "d o e sn ' t  p a r t i c i p a t e  in c l a s s  a c t i v i t i e s "  

might be c l a s s i f i e d  under a heading of  Class Adjustment F a i l u r e — 

Nondisruptive/Nonaggressive while another  person might e s t a b l i s h  a 

ca tegory  o f  Behaviors C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  Emotional o f  P e r so n a l i ty  

D iso rd e r s .

In o rder  to  overcome some of  these  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  one u n iv e r s i t y  

p ro fe s so r  f a m i l i a r  with spec ia l  education and coding procedures  was 

asked to  check the  v a l i d i t y  of  the coding by independently  coding the  

responses  o f  t h i r t y  o f  the  seventy-one t e a c h e r s ,  using the  c a t e g o r i e s  

which had been developed and used e a r l i e r  to  code a l l  responses .  I t  

became apparen t  t h a t  the  percentage of  agreement was u n s a t i s f a c t o r y .
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To assure  a h igher  degree of  accuracy with regard to c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  

and coding,  a l l  o f  the  responses  were recoded using the following 

procedure:

1. The o r ig in a l  c a te g o r ie s  were r e c l a s s i f i e d  using major 

conceptual groupings with more s p e c i f i c  subca tegor ies  under each of  

these  major headings . I t  was a l so  found necessary  to  combine some

of  the o r ig in a l  c a t e g o r ie s  because o f  conceptual over lap and to  e s ta b ­

l i s h  some new ca teg o r ie s  which more s p e c i f i c a l l y  r e f in ed  the newly 

e s ta b l i s h e d  major conceptual groupings .

2. Each of  the  responses  was coded by t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t o r  and 

one u n i v e r s i t y  p ro fe s so r  experienced in spec ia l  education and coding 

procedures,  using the  new c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  system. Coding was i n i t i a l l y  

done independently  fo r  the  f i r s t  group of  problems. Resul ts  were 

compared. I f  the  response was not coded by both people to  the same 

category ,  the  item was d iscussed  in order  to  a t tempt  to  reach agree­

ment. I f  agreement could no t  be reached,  the  item was des ignated  not 

codable and was not  included in the  r e s u l t s .  After  the f i r s t  group, 

some responses  were unable t o  be coded independently  and d iscuss ion  

took place immediately. I f  agreement could not be reached,  the  item 

was e l im ina ted .

3. I f  a teacher  made two or more responses which were s im i l a r  

enough in concept  to  be ass igned  to  the  same ca tego ry ,  the  response 

was only counted once.

The c a t e g o r i e s  which evolved from t h i s  procedure a re  descr ibed  

in Chapter IV. All responses  contained th e re in  are  those f o r  which 

the re  was complete agreement between the two r a t e r s .
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Data-Anal.ysis Procedures

The data  obtained from the  responses of  the  t eachers  and 

t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  were analyzed by t a b u la t in g  the  numbers and p e r ­

centage of responses to  provide  a d e sc r ip t io n  of  the  percep t ions  of 

mainstreaming described by teachers  and teacher  c o n s u l t a n t s .



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

In troduc t ion

This chap te r  p re sen ts  an a n a ly s i s  and d iscuss ion  o f  the  da ta .  

An a t tempt  i s  made to  i d e n t i f y  f ind ings  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  which 

may a s s i s t  in desc r ib ing  c e r t a i n  a reas  r e l a t e d  to  the p r a c t i c e  of 

mainstreaming handicapped c h i ld re n .  Four major a reas  of  concern 

were addressed:

1. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  problems which a r i s e  f o r  t each e rs  and 
t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  when a handicapped c h i l d ' s  educa­
t io n a l  program con ta in s  placement in a r e g u la r  classroom 
f o r  any por t ion  o f  th e  school day.

2. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  spec ia l  educat ion support  s e rv i c e s ,  
ac tua l  and needed, intended to  a s s i s t  in a l l e v i a t i n g  
the  problems.

3. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  c e r t a i n  f a c t o r s  which c o n t r ib u te  to 
success fu l  or  unsuccessful  mainstream placements.

4. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  f a c t o r s  which a f f e c t  a t t i t u d e  of  
teachers  and te a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  toward mainstreaming.

For each o f  the  four  major areas  o f  concern i d e n t i f i e d  above, 

r e s u l t s  a re  p resented  in an a t tempt to  answer s p e c i f i c  ques t ions  

examined in t h i s  s tudy.  The reader  should be aware t h a t  the  r e s u l t s  

o f  t h i s  study are  d e s c r i p t i v e  and ex p lo ra to ry  in na tu re .  The com­

p l e x i t y  and v a r i e t y  of  the  in d iv id u a l ,  open-ended responses did not  

permit  an in -dep th  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a ly s is  o f  the r e s u l t s .  S im i la r ly ,  

in those  in s tances  where s p e c i f i c  responses  were e l i c i t e d ,  no formal
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s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a ly s i s  was done because o f  the d e s c r i p t i v e  and e x p lo ra ­

to ry  na ture  o f  th e  s tudy.  An a t tempt  has been made to  provide an 

i n i t i a l  view of  mainstreaming through id e n t i f y i n g  the  concerns and 

f e e l in g s  expressed  by teachers  and t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s .

The r e s u l t s  are  d iscussed  under each major a rea  o f  concern 

in t h i s  chap te r  in an a ttempt to  i d e n t i f y  i s su e s  r e l a t e d  to  main- 

streaming which need f u r t h e r  in -dep th  s tudy.

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  Problems

The da ta  were analyzed in an a t tem pt  t o  examine c e r t a i n  ques­

t io n s  r e l a t e d  to  problems which a r i s e  fo r  tea ch e r s  and t e ac h e r -  

consu l tan ts  when a handicapped c h i l d ' s  educa t iona l  program co n ta in s  

placement in a r e g u la r  classroom f o r  any p o r t ion  of  the school day.

1. What a re  the  problems classroom teachers  a s s o c i a t e  with 
placement of  a handicapped c h i ld  in t h e i r  classroom?

2. What a re  the  problems t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  perce ive  to  be 
of  concern to  classroom te a ch e r s  who have a handicapped 
c h i ld  in t h e i r  classroom?

3. Are the re  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the  frequency with which 
c e r t a i n  types  o f  problems, i . e . ,  academic l e a r n in g ,  
behavior ,  e t c . ,  a re  i d e n t i f i e d  by classroom teac h e r s  and 
te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s ?

4. What a re  the  problems t h a t  t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  a s s o c i a t e  
with providing s e rv ic e s  to  handicapped c h i ld re n  in main­
streamed environments?

Results

What a r e  the  problems classroom tea ch e r s  a s s o c i a t e  with
placement o f  a handicapped c h i ld  in t h e i r  classroom?

The responses given by te ac h e r s  and t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  

regard ing  problems r e l a t e d  to  mainstreaming were grouped in to  eleven
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c a t e g o r i e s .  Six of  these  ca teg o r ie s  a re  r e l a t e d  to  behavior o f  the 

c h i l d ,  th re e  r e l a t e  to  the  t e a ch e r ,  and two appear to be unre la ted  

s p e c i f i c a l l y  to  the  c h i ld  or to  the t each e r .  The eleven ca teg o r ie s  

include:

Problems R e la t ing  to  the Behavior of  the  Child
A. Attending Behaviors
B. Physical or  Health-Rela ted Problems
C. I n a b i l i t y  to  Perform Academic or  Classroom Work
D. Condit ions or  Behavior Suggestive o f  P o ten t ia l  fo r  

Emotional Impairment
E. D is rup t ive /A ggress ive  Social Behavior
F. P o te n t ia l  Social/Emotional Adjustment Problem, Unspecified

Problems Rela t ing  to  the Teacher or  Teaching Function
G. Scheduling
H. Lack o f  Teacher Preparat ion  or  Knowledge
I .  Adequacy of  Support Ass is tance

Other Problems
J .  Home Condit ions
K. Safe ty  Issues

Category d e s c r i p t i o n s .- -The eleven ca te g o r ie s  a re  c h a r a c t e r ­

ized by the fo l lowing d e s c r ip t i o n s :

Problems Rela t ing  to  the  Behavior o f  the Child

A. Attending Behaviors--Any s ta tement  which implies  t h a t  the 

c h i ld  was having a problem a t tend ing  to  ta sks  was included in t h i s  

ca tegory .  Examples o f  s ta tements  in t h i s  ca tegory  inc lude:  " f i n i s h ­

ing work," "would not  s tay  on t a s k , "  "does not pay a t t e n t i o n  in 

c l a s s , "  "does not  complete work." This ca tegory  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from 

Category D--Conditions or Behavior Sugges tive o f  P o ten t ia l  f o r  Emo­

t io n a l  Impairment--in  t h a t  the s ta tements  ass igned  to  t h i s  category 

mention o r  imply t h a t  the  c h i ld  i s  having d i f f i c u l t y  with a t tend ing
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to  or  completing ta sks  r e l a t e d  to  the  classroom r a t h e r  than a more 

genera l ized  c l a s s  adjustment problem.

B. Physical  or Health-Related Problems—Any problem which 

included a r e fe ren ce  to or  im pl ica t ion  o f  physical problems or hea l th  

needs was included in t h i s  ca tegory ,  i . e . ,  "hea l th  and grooming," 

"hear ing ,"  "physical problem," "wet p a n t s , "  "bathroom d i f f i c u l t i e s . "

C. I n a b i l i t y  to  Perform Academic or  Classroom Work—This 

category included any sta tement  which implied t h a t  the  c h i ld  had d i f ­

f i c u l t y  in lea rn ing  a c t i v i t i e s .  This d i f f e r s  from Category A in 

t h a t  the problem implied in s ta tements  in t h i s  category i s  one of 

lack of a b i l i t y  r a t h e r  than lack of  a t t e n t i o n  or d i f f i c u l t y  in com­

p le t i o n  of work. General s ta tements  such as " lea rn ing  problems,"

"very slow l e a r n e r , "  " lea rn ing  d i s a b i l i t y , "  and "slow reader"  are 

examples of  s ta tements  included in t h i s  ca tegory .

D. Conditions  or  Behavior Suggestive of  P o ten t ia l  fo r  

Emotional Impairment—This category  included s ta tements  which implied 

t h a t  the  s tuden t  was not  a d ju s t in g  t o  the  classroom or  demonstrated 

behaviors  of ten  a s so c ia te d  with lowered se l f - e s te e m .  In a d d i t io n ,  

s ta tements  which in d ic a te  c r i t i c i s m  o r  r e j e c t i o n  by peers  were 

assigned to  t h i s  ca tegory  because th ese  a c t i v i t i e s  could cause a 

ch i ld  to  have lower se l f - e s te em .  The s ta tement  did  not imply t h a t  

the behavior  or a c t i v i t y  demonstrated was d i s r u p t iv e  to  the  c l a s s  or 

t h a t  the  c h i ld  was a c t in g  in an aggre ss ive  manner. Examples of  spe­

c i f i c  s ta tements  assigned to  t h i s  ca tegory  included "extremely 

q u i e t , "  " i n a b i l i t y  to  cope with d a i l y  r o u t i n e , "  "was not  t ru s tw o r th y ,"
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"being discouraged by c r i t i c i s m  of  o th e r s , "  " f e e l in g s  about s e l f  

because of  being unable to  ach ieve ,"  " ly in g ,"  and " s t e a l i n g . "

E. Disrupt ive /Aggress ive  Social Behavior—This category 

included behaviors or c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  the ch i ld  which in d ica ted  

excess ive  aggress ion and/or  d i s ru p t io n  in the  classroom. Examples 

of  s ta tements  included in t h i s  category a re  as fo l lows:  "cons tan t  

d i s ru p t io n  of  the  c l a s s , "  " p e r s i s t e n t  d isobed ience ,"  "behavior  prob­

lem in the classroom," "ac t ing  out in the  classroom and on the p la y ­

ground," " in ju red  o th e r s , "  "throwing th in g s , "  and "cons tan t  n o i s e . "

F. Po ten t ia l  Social/Emotional Adjustment Problem, Unspeci- 

f ied - -S ta tem en ts  assigned to  t h i s  category in d ica te d  t h a t  the  problem 

was one of  the  c h i l d ' s  behavior ,  but the re  was no t  enough informa­

t io n  to  i n d i c a t e  i f  i t  was a behavior c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  an emotional 

problem as in Category D or a d i s ru p t iv e  soc ia l  behavior  as  descr ibed  

in Category E. Examples of  responses included in t h i s  ca tegory  are  

" in a p p ro p r ia t e  soc ia l  behavior" and "emotionally  u p s e t . "

Problems Rela t ing to  the Teacher or Teaching Function

G. Scheduling—This category includes  s ta tem ents  of  problems 

which imply or  s t a t e  a concern about schedul ing o f  ch i ld ren  or  the 

movement of ch i ld ren  in and out of  the  room. Comments include 

"decreased f l e x i b i l i t y  in scheduling" and " schedu l ing ."

H. Lack of  Teacher Prepara t ion  or  Knowledge—The concern 

t h a t  teachers  expressed assigned to t h i s  ca tegory  i s  lack of  t r a in i n g  

or  knowledge r e l a t e d  to  deal ing  with handicapped c h i ld r e n .  This c a t e ­

gory included s ta tements  such as "I d i d n ' t  have the  exper ience or 

t r a in i n g  to  teach t h i s  kind o f  ch i ld"  and "I wondered i f  I was handling
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the ch i ld  e f f e c t i v e l y - - I  d i d n ' t  f ee l  q u a l i f i e d  to  deal with his  

emotional problem."

I .  Adequacy of  Support A ss is ta nce—Statements assigned to 

t h i s  category s t a t e d  or  implied t h a t  teachers  did not have enough 

time to  provide the  c h i ld  with needed a s s i s t a n c e  or t h a t  they were 

in some way d i s s a t i s f i e d  with the  support  a s s i s t a n c e  being provided. 

Examples of  s ta tements  included in t h i s  category a re :  "not having

enough time to  work with the  c h i l d , "  " d i s c i p l i n e  in homeroom and 

specia l  education room d i f f e r e n t , "  and "d i f f e ren ces  in classroom and 

EMI room."

Other Problems

J.  Home Condit ions—This category included any problem in 

which the t e a c h e r  r e f e r r e d  to  the home or paren ts  in h i s / h e r  d e s c r ip ­

t io n  of  the problem, i . e . ,  "home problems of  major s i z e , "  "parent  

p re s su re ,"  and "deprived home l i f e . "

K. Safe ty  I s su es - -T h is  category included problems concerned 

with s a fe ty  o f  the  c h i ld  e i t h e r  during an emergency s i t u a t i o n  or 

because of  th e  classroom environment not being adapted f o r  a p a r t i c u ­

l a r  handicapping co nd i t ion .  Examples of s ta tements  assigned to  t h i s  

category inc lude  "removing her in case of emergency" and "I was con­

cerned about h is  physical  s a f e t y . "

Number of  responses  r e l a t e d  to  problem i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .--A t o t a l  

of  218 problems were c i t e d  by 71 classroom teachers  based on t h e i r  

experiences  with 129 d i f f e r e n t  handicapped c h i ld re n .  One hundred two 

of  the responses  were based on experience teachers  had had with seventy 

ch i ld re n  i d e n t i f i e d  as "most success fu l"  placements ,  with an average



53

of  1.5 responses per  t eacher .  One hundred s ix teen  of  the  responses  

were based on f i f t y - n i n e  ch i ld re n  i d e n t i f i e d  by the t eachers  as 

" l e a s t  success fu l"  placements,  with an average o f  1.9  responses per 

te ac h e r .  Four of the 218 responses were unable to  be coded because 

of  the  vagueness of the  s ta tements  and the  i n a b i l i t y  of the coders 

to  agree on a p a r t i c u l a r  ca tegory.  These s ta tements  were e l im ina ted .

Teacher-consu l tan ts  were asked to  i d e n t i f y  problems about 

which they thought teachers  might be concerned. F o r ty - f iv e  problems 

were i d e n t i f i e d  by twelve t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s ,  with an average of  3.7 

responses  each. T h i r ty -n in e  responses  were ab le  to  be coded to  c a t e ­

go r ie s  e s ta b l i s h e d  from teach e r  responses .

The d i f f e r e n c e  in the  average number o f  problems c i t e d  by 

teachers  and te a ch e r -c o n su l t a n t s  may be a t t r i b u t e d  to  d i f f e r e n c e s  in 

d a t a - c o l l e c t i o n  procedures.  Teachers were asked to  be c h i l d - s p e c i f i c .  

They were provided with space fo r  two problems f o r  each i d e n t i f i e d  

c h i ld .  However, they were not  c o n s i s t e n t  in the  number o f  problems 

i d e n t i f i e d .  The most problems r e l a t e d  to  one c h i ld  i d e n t i f i e d  by any 

one teacher  was four .  The fewest  i d e n t i f i e d  by any one teache r  was 

none.

Teacher-consu l tan ts  were in terviewed p e r so n a l ly  and were not 

requ ired  to  f i l l  out  forms, while teachers  were provided with forms 

in a small-group s e t t i n g .  Because an in te rv iew er  was r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  

recording responses o f  the t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s ,  more responses  may 

have been e l i c i t e d  from t h i s  group. Teacher-consu l tan ts  were not 

l im i ted  to  s p e c i f i c a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  c h i ld re n .  Thus, they were 

responding from a broader base of  c h i ld r e n ,  which may have allowed
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them to i d e n t i f y  a g r e a t e r  number of problems which they perceived 

to  be of concern to  t e a c h e r s .  The g r e a t e s t  number of  problems iden ­

t i f i e d  by any one of  the twelve t e a c h e r -c o n su l ta n t s  was f i v e .  The 

fewest was th re e .

Table 1 p resen ts  bas ic  s t a t i s t i c a l  data  regarding the prob­

lems i d e n t i f i e d  by teachers  and problems which te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  

perceived to  be o f  concern to  t each e rs .  Examination of  responses  

showed t h a t  a s in g le  problem i d e n t i f i a b l e  under one of  the  c a te g o r i e s  

may have been descr ibed  fo r  an indiv idual  s tuden t  in two or  th re e  

sepa ra te  i tems by the  respondents .  Rather than count these  sep­

a r a t e l y ,  i t  was determined to count such d u p l i c a t i v e  c i t a t i o n s  as 

one problem type.  In t h i s  way, as described in Chapter I I I ,  during 

the assignment o f  responses  to  c a t e g o r i e s ,  d u p l ic a te  responses when 

c i te d  fo r  any one c h i ld  were e l im ina ted .

In a d d i t i o n ,  fo r  the purposes of  Table 1, we a re  not i n t e r ­

es ted  in t o t a l  number of  r e s u l t i n g  responses ,  but r a t h e r  in th e  r e l a ­

t i v e  number o f  t each e rs  and t e ac h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  who i d e n t i f i e d  

p a r t i c u l a r  types o f  problems.

Responses repo r ted  in t h i s  t a b le  a re  the  r e s u l t  o f  e l i m i n a t ­

ing d u p l ica te  responses  when reported  by one teache r  fo r  both s tuden ts  

f o r  whom she/he  was r e p o r t in g ;  e . g . ,  i f  Teacher A i d e n t i f i e d  Problem C 

fo r  both a "most success fu l"  placement and f o r  a " l e a s t  su ccess fu l"  

placement,  i t  was only counted once under t h a t  ca tegory .  By removing 

d u p l ic a te  responses  made by teachers  who had i d e n t i f i e d  both a "most 

success fu l"  and a " l e a s t  success fu l"  mainstreamed c h i l d ,  the number 

o f  coded responses  was reduced from 214 to  184.



Table 1 .—Problem types by number r e p o r t in g ,  percentage of  responses ,  and rank o rder  as so c ia te d  with mainstreaming handicapped s tuden ts  
as c i t e d  by teachers  and te a c h e r -c o n su l ta n ts .

Teachers 
(N = 71)

Teacher-Consultants 
(N = 12)

Type of Problem Number o f
Teachers
Reporting

Percent of 
Teachers 

Reporting
Rank

Number of  
T/C's 

Reporting

Percent of 
T/C's 

Reporting
Rank

Related to  Child (140 problems) 

A—Attending Behaviors 15 21% 5 3 25% 7.75

B—Physical o r  Health Related 11 15% 6 0 0 0

C— I n a b i l i t y  to  Perform Academic or 
Classroom Work 41 58% 1 6 50% 2.5

D—Conditions or Behavior Suggestive of 
P o ten t ia l  fo r  Emotional Impairment 35 49% 3 5 42% 5.5

E—Disruptive /A ggressive  Social Behavior 36 51% 2 5 42% 5.5

F—P o ten t ia l  Social/Emotional Adjustment 
Problem, Unspecified 10 14% 7 3 25% 7.75

Related to  Teacher o r  Teaching Function 
(26 problems)

G—Scheduling 2 3% 10.5 3 25% 7.75

H—Lack o f  Teacher Preparation  o r  Knowledge 8 11% 8 6 50% 2.5

I —Adequacy of  Support A ssis tance 16 23% 4 7 58% 1.0

Other

J —Home Conditions 4 6% 9 1 8% 10.0

K—Safety  Issues 2 3% 10.5 0 0 0

Not codable 4 0
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Over 50 percent  o f  the  teachers  were concerned about problems 

in Category C - - I n a b i l i t y  to  Perform Academic or Classroom Work (58%) 

and Category E--Disrup t ive /Aggress ive  Social Behavior (51%). Forty-  

nine percent  of  the  teachers  were concerned about Category D—Condi­

t i o n s  or Behavior Suggestive of  P o ten t ia l  fo r  Emotional Impairment.

The next most f re q u e n t ly  i d e n t i f i e d  types o f  concerns were Category I — 

Adequacy of Support Ass is tance  (23%) and Category A--Attending 

Behaviors (21%). Category B—Physical or Health-Related  Problems 

(15%) and Category F—Poten t ia l  Social/Emotional Adjustment Problem, 

Unspecified  (14%) were of  concern to  over 10 percen t  of  the t e a c h e r s .  

I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to note t h a t  the f i r s t  t h r e e ,  and s ix  o f  the f i r s t  

seven c a teg o r ie s  a re  r e l a t e d  to  the c h i ld .

What a re  the  problems teacher  co n su l tan ts  perce ive  to  be 
o f  concern to  classroom teachers  who have handicapped c h i l ­
dren in t h e i r  classrooms?

T h i r ty -n in e  of  the f o r t y - f i v e  responses  from teach e r -  

co n su l ta n t s  were ab le  to  be coded using the same c a teg o r ie s  which 

had been developed from responses made by classroom te ac h e r s .  As i s  

apparent  from the  r e s u l t s  repor ted  in Table 1, the  responses  were 

va r ied .  F i f t y - e i g h t  pe rcen t  o f  the t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  thought 

t each e rs  would be most concerned about problems coded to  Category I — 

Adequacy o f  Support Serv ice .  Problems r e l a t e d  to  Category C— 

I n a b i l i t y  to  Perform Academic or  Classroom Work and Category H—Lack 

of  Teacher P repara t ion  or  Knowledge were repo r ted  by 50 pe rcen t  of 

the  t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s .  Forty-two percen t  or  f iv e  of  the t e a c h e r -  

co n su l tan t s  thought teachers  would be concerned about Category D-- 

Condit ions or Behavior Suggestive of  P o ten t ia l  Emotional Impairment
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and Category E--Disrup t ive /Aggress ive  Behavior.  Twenty-five percent  

o r  th re e  of  the  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  f e l t  classroom teachers  would be 

concerned about problems r e l a t e d  to  Category A—Attending Behavior, 

Category F—P o te n t ia l  Social /Emotional  Adjustment Problem, Unspeci­

f i e d ,  and Category G--Scheduling.

Teacher-consu l tan ts  made s ix  responses f o r  which no category  

was a v a i l a b l e .  Because of  the  c l a r i t y  and uniqueness o f  the responses ,  

i t  i s  f e l t  they  should be included:

1. "H y p erac t iv i ty "—two responses
2. "Special  education kids throw t e s t  scores  off"
3. "Lack of  d i s c i p l i n e  with o th e r  k id s—need to  d i s c i p l i n e  

d i f f e r e n t l y  than o thers"
4. "Children a re  d i f f e r e n t - - d o n ' t  have c u l tu r a l  advantages 

and have language d e f i c i t s "
5. "Negative f ee l in g s  of  p r i n c i p a l —no fol low-through on 

r e f e r r a l s  or recommendations"

Are th e re  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the  frequency with which
c e r t a i n  types  o f  problems a re  i d e n t i f i e d  by classroom
teach e rs  and te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s ?

Table 1 a l so  ranks the problems in th e  order  of frequency 

with which they were repor ted  by teachers  and by t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s .

As one compares the  ranking o f  the  problems in Table 1, the  d i f f e r ­

ence in numbers of  teachers  and te a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in 

the s tudy must be kept in mind. We can, however, observe c e r t a in  

d i f f e r e n c e s  in th e  problems repor ted  by teachers  and those problems 

t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  expect  teachers  to  exper ience .  O vera l l ,  c l a s s ­

room teachers  focused on problems r e l a t e d  to  the  c h i l d ,  while t each e r -  

co n su l ta n t s  more f req u en t ly  p red ic ted  t h a t  classroom teachers  would 

be more concerned about problems r e l a t i n g  to  themselves ,  such as 

"adequacy of  support  a s s i s ta n c e "  and " lack o f  teacher  p repara t ion  or
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knowledge." Teachers appear to  be more f requen t ly  concerned about 

" d i s ru p t iv e /a g g re s s iv e  behavior" and " i n a b i l i t y  to  perform academic 

or  classroom work" than the  frequency with which t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  

would p r e d ic t  these  concerns.

Before d iscuss ing  th e  r e s u l t s  of t h i s  area  o f  concern, i t  i s  

important  t h a t  a four th  ques t ion be addressed.

What a re  the  problems t h a t  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  a s s o c ia t e
with providing se rv ices  to  handicapped ch i ld ren  in regu­
l a r  classrooms?

The responses were grouped in to  e ig h t  c a te g o r ie s .  Responses 

coded to f iv e  of the  ca teg o r ie s  appear to  be problems of  concern 

r e l a t e d  to  the  classroom te ac h e r .  The remaining th re e  ca te g o r ie s  

r e l a t e  to  o th e r  condi t ions  which may c r e a te  problems in d e l iv e ry  of  

s e rv ic e s .  The e ig h t  ca te g o r ie s  include:

Teacher-Related Problems
A. Negative Teacher A t t i tu d e  Toward Handicapped Children
B. Lack of  Communication and/or  Cooperation with Classroom 

Teacher
C. Classroom Teacher 's  Lack of Background and Knowledge
D. Lack of  Follow-Through or Appropria te  Change in the 

Classroom
E. D isc ip l in e  Used by Classroom Teachers

Other Problems
F. Scheduling
G. Lack o f  Acceptance by Nonhandicapped
H. Lack o f  Support or I n t e r e s t  o f  Adminis t ra tors

Category d e s c r i p t i o n s .--The ca teg o r ie s  a re  c h a rac te r iz e d  by 

the  following d e s c r ip t io n s .

Teacher-Related  Problems

A. Negative Teacher A t t i tu d e  Toward Handicapped C h i ld ren - -  

Responses coded under t h i s  category s t a t e d  o r  implied t h a t  t eachers
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had a negat ive  a t t i t u d e  toward handicapped c h i ld re n .  Examples of 

responses include:  " teachers  s ing led  them out as the ones who did

th ings  wrong," " lack of  understanding of  the  handicapped," and 

" in co n s id e ra te  o f  handicapped."

B. Lack of  Communication and/or  Cooperation with Classroom 

Teachei— Responses coded under t h i s  category  in d ica ted  a concern t h a t  

teachers  and te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  did not  have enough personal  con­

t a c t  with each o th e r  to  d iscuss  the ch i ld  or solve problems. Some 

responses  implied t h a t  the  classroom tea c h e r  would not seek help from 

the  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t .  Examples of  responses  include "communication" 

as the problem, " lack of co n s is ten cy ,"  and " l i t t l e  cooperat ion to 

work out problems."

C. Classroom Teacher ' s  Lack of  Background and Knowledge— 

Responses assigned to  t h i s  category in d ica ted  t h a t  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  

f e l t  the  classroom t e a c h e r ' s  lack of  background and/or  knowledge about 

specia l  education made i t  d i f f i c u l t  to  provide se rv ice s  because the 

"classroom teache r  did not understand what they [ t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s ]  

were t a lk in g  about" o r  because the "classroom teacher  f e l t  incompe­

t e n t . "

D. Lack of  Follow-Through or Appropria te  Change in the 

Classroom—Responses coded under t h i s  ca tegory  ind ica ted  t h a t  the  

classroom teache r  had sa id  he/she would do something and d i d n ' t ,  or 

the t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t  f e l t  t h a t  a change should be made but was not 

done. Examples of  responses coded under t h i s  ca tegory  include:  

" re g u la r  t eachers  do no t  change anything fo r  handicapped ch i ld"  and 

"they d o n ' t  follow through on sugges t ions ."  This d i f f e r s  from
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Category B—Lack of  Communication and/or  Cooperation. In Category D 

the  focus i s  on a change needed in the  classroom as d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  

from a lack of coopera t ive  e f f o r t ,  as i s  implied in Category B.

E. D is c ip l in e  Used by Classroom Teachers--Responses coded 

under t h i s  ca tegory  s t a t e d  or  implied t h a t  teachers  used inapprop­

r i a t e  d i s c i p l i n e  f o r  handicapped ch i ld re n  or  used d i s c i p l i n e  as an 

a l t e r n a t i v e  to  m ot iva t ion .  "Teachers d i s c i p l i n e  to  help lea rn  

r a th e r  than mot ivate"  and "punishment o f ten  used" a re  examples of  

responses in t h i s  ca tegory .

Other Problems

F. Scheduling--Responses assigned to  t h i s  ca tegory  ind ica ted  

t h a t  th e re  was d i f f i c u l t y  in keeping t r a c k  o f  the  s tuden t  or  t h a t  the 

s tuden t  missed out  on th ings  because o f  scheduling problems. Examples 

of  responses ass igned to  t h i s  ca tegory  s t a t e d  "scheduling"  or  " d i f f i ­

c u l ty  in keeping t r a c k  o f  s tuden t"  as the problem.

G. Lack of  Acceptance by Nonhandicapped—Responses coded 

under t h i s  ca tegory  s t a t e d  or  implied t h a t  peer r e j e c t i o n  or  o th e r  

in d ic a t io n s  o f  lack o f  acceptance by nonhandicapped peers  might have 

a negat ive  e f f e c t  on the handicapped c h i ld .  "Lack of  acceptance"

and "peer  r e j e c t i o n  in the classroom" are  examples o f  responses  coded 

under t h i s  ca tegory .

H. Lack of  Support or  I n t e r e s t  o f  A d m in is t ra to rs—Responses 

coded under t h i s  ca tegory  s t a t e d  o r  implied t h a t  a d m in i s t r a to r s  were 

d i s i n t e r e s t e d  or  did not  provide support  when te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  

f e l t  they  needed i t .  "Lack o f  support"  or " lack of  i n t e r e s t "  are  

examples o f  responses coded under t h i s  ca tegory .
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Number o f  responses r e l a t e d  to  providing a s s i s t a n c e . —Thi r t y -  

s ix  problems r e l a t e d  to  providing a s s i s t a n c e  were c i t e d  by twelve 

t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  based on t h e i r  exper iences  with mainstreaming. 

Thir ty- two of  th ese  problems were coded under the  various descr ibed  

c a t e g o r i e s .  Four of  the  problems were unre la ted  to  the  e s ta b l i s h e d  

c a te g o r ie s  and are  l i s t e d  below:

1. "Differences  in home and school s tandards"
2. "Lack of  adequate f a c i l i t i e s - - r o o m  too small"
3. "Too many s tuden ts  in room a t  one time to in d iv id u a l iz e "
4. "Teachers expect a l l  answers from specia l  educa t ion— 

lay  on 'h e a l in g  hands'"

Table 2 p resen ts  the  number and percentage of t each e r -  

c o n su l t a n t s  who made s ta tements  which were coded under each of  the  

c a t e g o r i e s  descr ibed .  Seventy-f ive  percen t  of the t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  

were concerned about Category A--Lack of  Teacher Acceptance of the  

Handicapped. Forty-two percent  of the  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  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 o f  

concern to  34 pe rcen t  o f  the  t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s .

I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to  note the  emphasis the  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  

placed on problems r e l a t i n g  to the  a t t i t u d e s ,  knowledge, or behaviors  

of  the  t e a c h e r .  Twenty-four of  the t h i r t y - s i x  responses d e a l t  with 

these  problems which implied some d e f i c i e n c i e s  in the  t e a c h e r s .  Only 

two of  the  t h i r t y - s i x  responses  r e l a t e d  to d i f f i c u l t i e s  produced by 

s tu d e n t s ;  both r e l a t e d  to  peer acceptance by the nonhandicapped. No 

responses  were r e l a t e d  to  the  behavior o f  the handicapped c h i l d .
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Table 2 . —Problem types  by number and percentage a s so c ia t e d  with 
providing se rv ices  r e l a t e d  to  mainstreamed, handicapped 
ch i ld ren  a s - r ep o r te d  by t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s .

Teacher-Consultants  
(N = 12)

Problems

Teacher-Related Problems

A--Negative Teacher A t t i tu d e  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
r i a t e  Change in the  Classroom

E--D isc ip i ine  Used by Classroom 
Teachers

Other Problems 

F—Scheduling

G—Lack of  Acceptance by Non­
handicapped

H—Lack of  Support or I n t e r e s t  of  
Adm inis t ra tor

Number of  Percent  of
T/C 's  T /C 's  Rank

Reporting Reporting

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 o f  Data Related to 
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  Problems

The r e s u l t s  of  t h i s  study i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the  problems most 

o f te n  i d e n t i f i e d  by teachers  r e l a t e  to  the  c h i l d ' s  behavior .  The 

th re e  most of ten  i d e n t i f i e d  problems included (1) I n a b i l i t y  to  Perform 

Academic or  Classroom Work, (2) D is rup t ive /Aggress ive  Social Behavior,  

and (3) Conditions or Behavior Suggestive or P o ten t ia l  fo r  Emotional 

Impairment.

In order  to  compare t h i s  s tudy with the r e s u l t s  of  s im i l a r  

s tu d ie s  c i t e d  in Chapter I I ,  a l i s t  has been provided comparing the  

th re e  most of ten  i d e n t i f i e d  subca tegor ies  o f  Zawadzki's Category 1 — 

Inappropr ia te  Classroom Behavior,  the th re e  top ca te g o r i e s  in M ark e l l ' s  

s tudy ,  and the  th re e  most o f ten  i d e n t i f i e d  problem c a te g o r i e s  in t h i s  

s tudy.

Zawadzki

1. Demands too much 
teacher  time

2. Class conduct 
problems

3. I n a b i l i t y  to  
a t t a i n  basic  
s k i l I s

Markell

1. " l e a rn in g  d i f f i ­
c u l t i e s .  . ."

2. " d i s c i p l i n e  or  
behavior  problems"

3. " d i f f i c u l t y  l o c a t ­
ing m a te r ia l"

Sloan

1. I n a b i l i t y  to p e r ­
form academic
. . . work

2. D is ru p t iv e /  
aggress ive  
behavior

3. Condit ions or  
behavior  sugges t ive  
o f  p o te n t i a l  fo r  
emotional impairment

In comparing these  th re e  s t u d i e s ,  one f in d s  very c lo se  ag ree­

ment with two of  th e  t h r e e  major concerns c i t e d  in t h i s  s tudy.  While 

p a r a l l e l  comparisons c a n ' t  be made because the c a te g o r i e s  a re  some­

what d i f f e r e n t  and the  previous s tu d i e s  a re  based on educable mental ly
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r e ta rded  c h i ld r e n ,  i t  i s  obvious, when examining the subcategories  

of  ca tegory  one in Zawadzki's s tudy,  t h a t  two o f  the th re e  most o f ten  

repo r ted  " d e te r r e n t s "  in his  study are  c o n s i s t e n t  with two of the 

th re e  most o f ten  i d e n t i f i e d  problems i d e n t i f i e d  in t h i s  study.

Although the  number of sub jec ts  in MarkelVs study was much 

smal le r  than in the  p resen t  s tudy,  i t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to  note t h a t  

two o f  the  th re e  top ca teg o r ie s  of responses most f req u en t ly  reported  

in MarkelVs study and the  ones reported  in t h i s  study are  a lso  in 

agreement.  The agreement between these  th ree  s tu d ie s  would subs tan­

t i a t e  t h a t  the problems which come to t e a c h e r s '  minds in open-ended 

s tu d ie s  a re  r e l a t e d  to  e i t h e r  the i n a b i l i t y  of  ch i ld re n  to perform 

academic or classroom work or d i s r u p t iv e / a g g re s s iv e  behavior .

There appeared to  be s i m i l a r i t i e s  between some of the o th e r  

c a teg o r ie s  c i t e d  in each of  the th ree  s tu d i e s ;  however, the  rank order  

was d i f f e r e n t .  In a d d i t i o n ,  the number of  responses  within  each o f  

the  remaining c a t e g o r i e s  represen ted  fewer than 25 percent  of the 

teach e r s .  Thus, they may r ep resen t  problems o f  spec ia l  s ig n i f i c a n c e  

in p a r t i c u l a r  cond i t ions  but may not g enera l ly  be problems one may 

expect  in mainstreaming;  e . g . ,  h e a l t h - r e l a t e d  problems may be i d i o ­

s y n c ra t i c  to  p h y s ic a l ly  or  o therwise hea l th - im paired  s tu d e n ts ,  not 

to  mainstreamed ch i ld re n  in general .

One might p r e d i c t  t h a t  teachers  would be concerned about 

d i s r u p t iv e / a g g re s s iv e  behavior  in the classroom because of  i t s  e f f e c t  

on th e  o th e r  s tuden ts  and the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i t  must cause in m ain ta in ­

ing a good lea rn in g  environment,  but  teachers  in t h i s  study were even 

more concerned about the  c h i l d ' s  i n a b i l i t y  to  do academic and classroom
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work and nea r ly  equa l ly  concerned about condi t ions  or behavior  sugges­

t i v e  of  p o te n t i a l  emotional impairment.  The concern of  teachers  with 

these  a r e a s ,  in p a r t i c u l a r ,  i s  a l so  demonstrated by the gap between 

the  percentage of teachers  r ep o r t in g  th ese  types  of  problems and the 

next most o f ten  i d e n t i f i e d  problem: adequacy of support  a s s i s t a n c e .

A d i f f e re n c e  of  twenty-s ix  percentage p o in ts  e x i s t s .

These th ree  problems appear to  c l u s t e r  around the behavior of  

the c h i ld .  Upon r e f l e c t i o n ,  c e r t a i n  exp lana t ions  emerge. Teachers 

have c e r t a i n  ex pec ta t ions  fo r  ch i ld re n  in t h e i r  classrooms.  The han­

dicapped ch i ld  may not be progress ing and/or  performing with in  the 

normal range of  ex p ec ta t io n s .  I f  t eachers  have not been made aware 

of  a l t e r e d  expec ta t ions  fo r  the  handicapped c h i ld  because of  the 

c h i l d ' s  p a r t i c u l a r  im pairm ent(s ) , the  teach e r  may view the c h i l d ' s  

lack of academic or  soc ia l  progress  as a problem. These th re e  prob­

lems, most o f ten  c i t e d  by t e a c h e r s ,  bear  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  to  each o the r .  

Low academic performance may be caused because of d i s r u p t iv e / a g g re s s iv e  

behavior of  the  ch i ld  or cond i t ions  or  behavior  sugges t ive  of  poten­

t i a l  fo r  emotional impairment.  On the  o the r  hand, d i s r u p t iv e  behav­

i o r  and/or  emotional impairment may r e s u l t  from a c h i l d ' s  i n a b i l i t y  

to  perform academic or  classroom work. These th ree  problems may be 

c i r c u l a r  in n a tu re ,  each i n t e r r e l a t e d  with the o th e r .  Second, i f  the 

classroom teacher  views h i s / h e r  major job  as one of  academic i n s t r u c ­

t ion  and views the  ch i ld ren  as c l i e n t s  who a re  not succeeding in 

classroom work, then the t each e r  i s  no t  succeeding.

I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  a l so  focused on 

th ree  types o f  problems which they  thought  would be of concern to
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classroom teachers .  They f e l t  t eachers  would be concerned about:

(1) Lack of  Teacher Prepara t ion  or Knowledge, (2) Adequacy of  Support 

A ss is tance ,  and (3) the c h i l d ' s  I n a b i l i t y  to Perform Academic or 

Classroom Work. In examining these  top th re e  problems, teac h e r -  

c onsu l tan ts  appear to be aware o f  teache r  concerns r e l a t i v e  to  the 

c h i l d ' s  i n a b i l i t y  to perform academic or classroom work. However, 

the o th e r  two types of problems which t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  f e l t  would 

be of  concern to teachers  a re  very d i f f e r e n t  from those which teachers  

a c tu a l ly  repo r ted .  Rather than to  focus on r e l a t e d  behaviors  of  the 

c h i ld ,  as did t e ac h e r s ,  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  f e l t  classroom teachers  

would be concerned about t h e i r  own inadequacies  in knowledge and 

p repara t ion  fo r  working with the  handicapped or the  adequacy o f  the 

support s e rv ice s  being provided.  Two of  these  th re e  m ost-of ten-  

i d e n t i f i e d  problems focused on the teacher  r a t h e r  than the  c h i ld .

In examining the problems te a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  i d e n t i f i e d  with 

regard to  providing s e r v i c e s ,  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  focused on the 

classroom teacher  r a th e r  than the c h i ld .  They f e l t  t h a t  teachers  

have negat ive  a t t i t u d e s  toward handicapped c h i ld r e n ,  a re  lacking in 

background and knowledge, and do not  fo llow through or  make approp­

r i a t e  changes in the classroom f o r  the handicapped.

The major d i f f e re n c e  between responses of  teachers  and those 

of  t e ac h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  in t h i s  study i s  t h a t ,  in c o n t r a s t  to  t e a c h e r s ,  

t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s ,  even though they  spend most o f  t h e i r  t ime with 

c h i ld re n ,  as do t e a c h e r s ,  did not i d e n t i f y  behaviors  o f  ch i ld ren  as 

c o n t r ib u t in g  f a c to r s  to  problems in providing s e r v i c e s ,  nor did they 

i d e n t i f y  the  behaviors  of  ch i ld re n  as a major concern of  the classroom
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t e acher .  One might sp ecu la te  on a number of  reasons fo r  these  d i f ­

fe rences .  C e r ta in ly ,  co n s id e ra t io n  must be given to  the design of 

the study.  There were c e r t a i n  d i f f e r e n c e s  in t h a t  teachers  were 

asked to  focus on s p e c i f i c  c h i ld r e n ,  while t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s '  

responses were based on more general exper iences .  Considering th a t  

t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  maintained t h e i r  focus on teachers  when r e l a t i n g  

problems which were of concern to  them and problems which they thought 

would be of  concern to classroom t e a c h e r s ,  one ques t ions  whether 

t h i s  could have caused such gross  d i f f e r e n c e s  in the focus of 

responses.

In reviewing the concerns expressed by both groups, one might 

sp ecu la te  t h a t  i f  the classroom teacher  views the  c h i ld  as h i s /h e r  

c l i e n t  and the  t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t  views the  teacher  as h i s / h e r  c l i e n t ,  

then the  focus of  problems tends  to be on the c l i e n t  r a t h e r  than a 

search fo r  inadequacies  in o n e ' s  s e l f ,  thus causing a d i f f e r e n c e  in 

the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  problems. Teacher-consu l tan ts  may fee l  t h a t  

t e ach e rs  must be aware of  the  inadequacies  which they see in t each e r s ;  

thus they  would probably i d e n t i f y  these  as problems along with the 

need of more adequate support  s e rv ic e s  to  make up fo r  these  inade­

quac ies .  Teachers ,  on th e  o th e r  hand, express  concern about ch i ld  

behavior  because ch i ld ren  are  the c l i e n t s  f o r  whom they a re  respon­

s i b l e .

Another view with regard  to t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  i s  t h a t  they 

may expect problems in the  academic and soc ia l  behavior of  the  handi­

capped ch i ld  and fee l  these  are  normal f o r  t h i s  group. The te a c h e r ,  

on the  o th e r  hand, f e e l s  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  a balance of  s e rv ic e  to  both
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handicapped and nonhandicapped ch i ld re n  and th e r e fo r e  may focus on 

problems r e l a t i v e  to the dev ian t  behavior  of  the  handicapped.

Regardless of  the causes of  these  p o te n t i a l  d i f f e ren ce s  

between problems i d e n t i f i e d  by teachers  and t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s ,  i t  

i s  important t h a t  these  d i f f e r e n c e s  be resolved in order  t h a t  a s s i s ­

tance f o r  mainstreamed, handicapped ch i ld ren  be maximized. Recom­

mendations fo r  reso lv ing  some of  these  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  as well as the 

problems i d e n t i f i e d ,  a re  d iscussed  l a t e r  in t h i s  chap te r .

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  Special  Education 
Support Services

The data were analyzed in an a t tempt  to  examine c e r t a i n  ques­

t io n s  r e l a t e d  to  support  s e rv ice s  designed to  a s s i s t  in solv ing  prob­

lems which are  of  concern to  the  classroom teach e r .

1. What support ive  s e rv ic e s  designed to  a s s i s t  in solv ing 
problems do classroom teachers  r e p o r t  as being provided?

2. To what e x te n t  a re  classroom teach e rs  s a t i s f i e d  with the  
s e rv ices?

3. What a re  the  reasons teachers  i d e n t i f y ,  which cause d i s ­
s a t i s f a c t i o n  with support ive  s e rv ic e s?

4. What suppor t ive  s e rv ice s  do te a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  r e p o r t  
they provide to  a s s i s t  in so lv ing  problems?

Results

What suppor t ive  s e rv ic e s  designed to  a s s i s t  in solv ing
problems do classroom tea ch e r s  r e p o r t  as  being provided?

The responses  given by teachers  regard ing  a s s i s t a n c e  provided 

or  needed were grouped in to  eleven c a t e g o r i e s .  Seven o f  these  c a t e ­

go r ie s  were r e l a t e d  to  d i r e c t  a s s i s t a n c e  to  the  c h i ld .  One category
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included a s s i s t a n c e  being provided to  the  t each e r .  Two c a te g o r ie s  

l i s t e d  o th e r  types o f  a s s i s ta n c e .  The eleven c a te g o r i e s  inc lude:

D irec t  Ass is tance  to  the Child
A. Addit ional  I n s t r u c t io n —Place Unspecif ied
B. Addit ional  I n s t r u c t io n —Outside o f  Classroom
C. Additional I n s t r u c t i o n —In Regular Classroom
D. Remove from Classroom
E. Counseling
F. Applica t ion  o f  Behavior Management Techniques
G. Social-Emotional Help
H. Health Care or  Evaluation

Assis tance  to  the Teacher
I .  Suggest ions ,  M a te r i a l s ,  Cooperation

Other Types of  Assis tance
J .  Parent  Contact
K. Diagnosis

Category d e s c r i p t i o n s .--The eleven c a te g o r ie s  a re  c h a r a c t e r ­

ized by the  fol lowing d e s c r ip t io n s .

D irec t  A ss is tance  to the Child

A. Additional I n s t r u c t io n —Place Unspec i f ied—Responses 

assigned to  t h i s  ca tegory  in d ica ted  i n s t r u c t i o n  was tak ing  p lace ,  

but th e re  was not enough information to  i d e n t i f y  whether  the  c h i ld  

was or should be a s s i s t e d  on a one- to-one  or sm al le r  group bas is  

w i th in  his  r e g u l a r  classroom or  in a spec ia l  educat ion  room.

B. Addit ional  I n s t r u c t i o n —Outside o f  Classroom—Responses 

assigned to  t h i s  ca tegory  ind ica ted  the  c h i ld  was going to  a spec ia l  

education room to  rece ive  ad d i t io n a l  i n s t r u c t i o n  o r  t h a t  a spec ia l  

education t each e r  was working with the  c h i l d .  Examples o f  s ta tements  

included in t h i s  ca tegory  were: " ch i ld  rece ived  a l l  academic i n s t r u c ­

t io n  in  spec ia l  education room" and "worked on remedial reading [with 

teache r  i d e n t i f i e d  by name or  p o s i t i o n ] . "
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C. Addit ional  I n s t r u c t i o n — In Regular Classroom—Responses 

assigned to  t h i s  ca tegory  in d ica ted  t h a t  the  ch i ld  was or  should be 

rece iv in g  ad d i t io n a l  i n s t r u c t i o n  while remaining in h is  r e g u la r  

classroom s e t t i n g .  Examples o f  s ta tements  assigned to  t h i s  category 

included "need an a ide  in the  classroom to  provide more one- to-one 

help"  and "presence o f  t each e r  or  a id e  during lessons  in classroom."

D. Remove from Classroom—Statements assigned to  t h i s  c a t e ­

gory implied  t h a t  the  c h i l d  was placed in the spec ia l  education room

or th e r e  was a need f o r  the  c h i ld  to  be th e re  fo r  a longer  per iod of

time. These s ta tem ents  did no t  spec i fy  how the  time in spec ia l  edu­

c a t io n  would be used. Examples o f  s p e c i f i c  s ta tements  ass igned to

t h i s  ca tegory  include:  "remove from classroom when d i s ru p t io n s  come

to the  p o in t  o f  des troy ing  a l l  c l a s s  order"  and "keep c h i ld  in EMI 

room f o r  longer  p e r io d s . "  When s ta tements  sp e c i f i e d  a c e r t a i n  kind 

of help during th e  removal,  they were assigned to  Category A, B,

C— I n s t r u c t i o n ,  or  E—Counseling.

E. Counseling—This ca tegory  included any responses  t h a t  

s t a t e d  o r  implied t h a t  th e  c h i ld  was rece iv ing  or  needed some type

of  one- to -one  or group counse l ing .  Examples of  s ta tements  which were 

included a re :  " ch i ld  needs personal counse l ing ,"  " ta lked  with ch i ld

about how to  t r e a t  o th e r  p e o p le ' s  p ro p e r ty ,"  and "therapy f o r  emo­

t io n a l  problems."

F. A pplica t ion  of  Behavior Management Techniques—This c a t e ­

gory included any s ta tement  t h a t  in fe r red  some type of  behavior 

management or behavior  m odif ica t ion  system was involved or d es i r ed .  

Examples o f  responses coded under t h i s  category inc lude:  "con trac ted
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with s tuden t  to  improve behavior"  and "worked on behavior  modif ica­

t ion  program."

G. Social-Emotional Help—A number of  responses ind ica ted  

the c h i ld  was rece iv ing  help fo r  some type o f  soc ia l  or  emotional 

problem, but the response was not s p e c i f i c  in terms o f  whether coun­

se l in g  or behavior management s t r a t e g i e s  were being provided. Responses 

typ ica l  o f  those assigned to t h i s  category  are  "helped her be more 

outgoing" and "received help with s e l f - c o n c e p t . "

H. Health Care or  Eva lua t ion—This category included items 

which ind ica ted  t h a t  a s s i s ta n c e  was needed or provided by the  hea l th  

nurse ,  d o c to r ,  o r  o the r  medical personne l ,  o r  was d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  

to  hea l th  ca re .  S p ec i f ic  s ta tements  included: "help f o r  grooming 

and emotional behavior r e l a t e d  to  an i n f e c t io n , "  " r e g u la r  checkups," 

"co r rec t in g  bad hab i ts  and e s t a b l i s h i n g  good hea l th  h a b i t s , "  and 

"helping ch i ld  r e g u la te  s e l f  [ t o i l e t ] . "

A ss is tance  to  the Teacher

I .  Suggest ions ,  M a te r i a l s ,  Cooperat ion--This  category 

included s ta tements  which implied or s t a t e d  t h a t  the a s s i s t a n c e  p ro­

vided or  needed was or should be accomplished through suggest ions  to 

the  general  education teacher  on how to deal with i n s t r u c t i o n a l  or 

behavioral  problems manifested by the handicapped c h i ld .  This c a t e ­

gory included s ta tements  which ind ica ted  t h a t  the  spec ia l  educat ion 

t e ach e r  was or  should be providing equipment or m a te r ia l s  as a s s i s t a n c e .  

In add i t io n  to  these  s p e c i f i c  a c t i v i t i e s ,  responses  which implied t h a t  

the  classroom teacher  and the  spec ia l  education te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t  

were e i t h e r  working to ge the r  or needed to  work to g e th e r  more to  plan
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a c t i v i t i e s  or  maintain  c o n s i s t e n t  i n s t r u c t i o n  were a l so  ass igned  to 

t h i s  ca tegory .  Examples of  responses ass igned to  t h i s  ca tegory  

inc lude:  "sugges t ions  fo r  how to  help or handle ch i ld  while  in the

room were provided,"  "provided m a t e r i a l s , "  "EMI t each e r  should be 

w i l l in g  to cooperate with classroom te ach e r  on types  and kinds of  

t r e a tm e n t , "  and "spec ia l  education t each e r  and I worked to g e th e r  and 

planned program and o b je c t iv e s . "

Other Types of  Assis tance

J .  Parent  Contact—This category included s ta tem ents  which 

i d e n t i f i e d  t h a t  a s s i s ta n c e  was or  needed to  be provided through 

specia l  or o the r  education personnel con tac t in g  p a ren ts .  Statements 

included: "mother and f a t h e r  should become aware why the ch i ld  i s  the

way he i s , "  "worked with both p a r e n t s , "  "home environment check o u t , "  

and "she has contacted  the parents  about rep lac ing  broken i tem s."

K. D iagnos is - -Ass is tance  rece ived  o r  needed ass igned  to  t h i s  

category  ind ica ted  t h a t  " t e s t in g "  was provided o r  needed.

Number of  responses  r e l a t e d  to  support  s e r v i c e s . —A t o t a l  of  

163 responses  desc r ib ing  a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  and 42 responses  r eg a rd ­

ing a s s i s t a n c e  needed were provided by 71 classroom te a c h e r s  based 

on t h e i r  experience with 129 d i f f e r e n t  handicapped c h i ld r e n .  Ninety- 

s ix  of  the responses  id e n t i fy in g  a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  and nine responses  

id e n t i fy in g  a s s i s t a n c e  needed were based on exper iences  tea ch e r s  had 

had with seventy ch i ld re n  i d e n t i f i e d  as "most s u c c e s s fu l , "  with an 

average of 1.3 responses  per teacher  f o r  a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  and an 

average of  .1 response f o r  a s s i s t a n c e  needed. S i x t y - f i v e  o f  the
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responses  in d ic a t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  and t h i r t y - t h r e e  of  the  

responses  in d ic a t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  needed were based on f i f t y - n i n e  c h i l ­

dren i d e n t i f i e d  by the t eachers  as " l e a s t  success fu l"  placements,  

with an average of  1.1 responses  per  teach e r  f o r  a s s i s ta n c e  rece ived  

and .6  response fo r  a s s i s t a n c e  needed. The most responses from any 

one t e a c h e r  f o r  any one c h i ld  was t h r e e ;  the  l e a s t  was zero.

As p rev ious ly  noted,  only undupl icated  responses were coded 

f o r  the  p ro b le m - id e n t i f i c a t i o n  ques t ion .  The same procedure was 

followed f o r  a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  and needed in t h i s  sec t ion  fo r  the 

same reasons .  The number of  responses was reduced from 163 d e s c r ib ­

ing a s s i s t a n c e  received to  144 and 42 responses  desc r ib ing  a s s i s t a n c e  

needed to  40. Table 3 provides bas ic  s t a t i s t i c a l  data  regarding 

a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  and a s s i s t a n c e  needed as reported  by classroom 

te ac h e r s .

S i x ty - th r e e  pe rcen t  o f  the  teachers  reported  t h a t  ch i ld ren  

rece ived  a s s i s t a n c e  through d i r e c t  i n s t r u c t i o n  ou ts ide  of  the  c l a s s ­

room. The n ex t -m o s t -o f te n - rep o r ted  a s s i s t a n c e  was counsel ing the 

ch i ld  (28%). Twenty-four percen t  of  the  t each e rs  reported  rece iv ing  

a s s i s t a n c e  from the  t e a c h e r -c o n s u l t a n t  through sugges t ions ,  m a t e r i a l s ,  

or  coopera t ive  planning.  Eighteen percent  sa id  a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  

involved removing the ch i ld  from the  classroom without  spec i fy ing  

what took p lace  o u ts id e  of  the  classroom. Sixteen percent  r epor ted  

t h a t  a s s i s t a n c e  involved con tac t  o r  work with the paren t  by spec ia l  

education personnel .

The a s s i s t a n c e  t each e rs  most o f te n  repor ted  needing was 

Sugges t ions ,  M a te r i a l s ,  and Cooperation (21%). Additional



Table 3 .—Types o f  a s s i s ta n c e  received and a s s i s ta n c e  needed assoc ia ted  with mainstreaming handicapped s tudents  as reported  by 
classroom teachers .

Type of  Assistance

A ssis tance Received Assistance Needed
Number of  
Teachers 
Reporting 
(N = 70)

Percent of 
Teachers 

Reporting
Rank

Number of 
Teachers 
Reporting 
(N = 33)

Percent of 
Teachers 

Reporting
Rank

D irec t  A ssis tance to  Child

A—Additional I n s t r u c t io n —Place Unspecified 5 7% 9 5 15% 2

B—Additional I n s t r u c t io n —Outside o f  Classroom 44 63% 1 2 6% 7.5

C—Additional I n s t r u c t io n — In Regular Classroom 3 4% 11 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—A pplication  o f  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

A ssis tance  to  Teacher

I —Suggestions, M a te r ia ls ,  Cooperation 17 24% 3 7 21% 1

Other

J —Parent Contact 11 16% 5 3 9% 6

K—Diagnosis 6 8% 7.5 1 3% 9.5

Not codable 8 7
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I n s t r u c t io n - - P la c e  Unspecified  was i d e n t i f i e d  next most o f ten  by 

15 pe rcen t  of the t e a c h e r s .  Three o th e r  c a te g o r i e s  were i d e n t i f i e d  

by 12 pe rcen t  of  the  t e ac h e r s :  Remove from Classroom, Counsel ing,  and

Social-Emotional  Help.

What support  s e rv ices  do te a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  r e p o r t  they
provide to  a s s i s t  in solving problems?

Twelve te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  were asked to  i d e n t i f y  a s s i s t a n c e  

which they provided or  attempted to  provide to  help solve problems 

with which they f e l t  classroom teachers  might be concerned. As noted 

in Chapter I I I ,  they were not  asked to  r e l a t e  to  the  s p e c i f i c  ch i ld re n  

on whom classroom teacher  responses  had been based.

An i n i t i a l  review o f  the  data  suggested some problems r e l a t i v e  

to  a n a ly s i s  of  the  da ta .  Responses were va r ied  and were, in g e n e ra l ,  

unable to  be coded to the  s p e c i f i c  c a te g o r ie s  developed from tea c h e r  

responses .  In a d d i t i o n ,  the  r e p o r t s  by t each e rs  of  a s s i s t a n c e  received 

and c o n f l i c t i n g  r e p o r t s  by t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  o f  a s s i s t a n c e  provided 

would in d ic a te  t h a t  the  design of the  s tudy may have inf luenced  the  

responses ,  causing an in accu ra te  d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  a s s i s t a n c e  c u r r e n t l y  

being provided. Because of  these  problems, t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t  

responses  regarding  a s s i s t a n c e  provided were coded in to  th re e  very 

general  c a t e g o r i e s :  (1) D irec t  Ass is tance  to  the  Chi ld ,  (2) A ss is tance

to  the  Teacher,  and (3) No Assis tance  Provided. The da ta  revea led  

seven o f  the  twelve t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  repo r ted  t h a t  they were con­

cerned t h a t  they were ab le  to  provide l i t t l e ,  i f  any, a s s i s t a n c e  fo r  

c e r t a i n  problems with which they f e l t  t e ach e rs  may have concern 

(8 re sp o n ses ) .  The responses  were va r ied  in t h a t  th e r e  did not  seem
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to  be any one type o f  problem fo r  which no help was being provided.

All twelve t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  repor ted  t h a t  they provide some type 

of  a s s i s ta n c e  to  th e  teach e r  (47 responses) .  Eight  t eacher -  

co n su l tan ts  repo r ted  provid ing d i r e c t  a s s i s t a n c e  to  the  ch i ld  (21 

r e sp o n se s ) .

T eacher -consu l tan ts  were asked to i d e n t i f y  the percentage of  

the school day which i s  spent  with ch i ld re n  and the  percentage of  

re leased  time they  use fo r  p lanning ,  co u n su l t in g ,  e t c .  Ten of  the 

twelve t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  reported  85 to 100 percen t  o f  t h e i r  time 

was spent with c h i ld r e n ;  two repor ted  60 to  66 percen t  o f  t h e i r  time 

was spent  with c h i ld re n .  This r e p o r t  by t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  of time 

use would s u b s t a n t i a t e  the r e p o r t  o f  the  classroom teachers  which 

i d e n t i f i e d  a la rg e  amount o f  the  a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  as d i r e c t  to  the 

c h i ld .  Seven of  th e  twelve t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  sa id  they would not 

change the  time r a t i o  i f  they  could.  Four sa id  they would spend more 

time co nsu l t ing  with t e a c h e r s .  One did not  respond.

To what e x te n t  a re  t each e rs  s a t i s f i e d  with se rv ices?

Teachers sa id  t h a t  they were s a t i s f i e d  with a s s i s ta n c e  

received f o r  78 of  the 129 ch i ld re n  repor ted  in the  study and d i s s a t i s ­

f ie d  in the  case o f  32 c h i ld re n .  The remaining n ine teen  ch i ld ren  were 

e i t h e r  not r e ce iv in g  a s s i s t a n c e  or  tea ch e r s  f a i l e d  to  i n d ic a te  whether 

o r  not they were s a t i s f i e d .  These da ta  w il l  be d iscussed  in the  next 

s e c t io n ,  which a t tem pts  to  i d e n t i f y  f a c to r s  r e l a t e d  to  the  success  of  

mainstream placements.
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What a re  the  reasons which cause d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with
suppor t ive  s e rv ices?

The responses given by teachers  i n d ic a t in g  why they were d i s ­

s a t i s f i e d  with a s s i s t a n c e  were grouped in to  f iv e  c a t e g o r i e s .  These 

c a teg o r ie s  include:

A. Lack o f  Feedback and Communication
B. Disagree with Approach
C. Lack o f  Progress
D. Disagree with Placement
E. Needed More Help

Category d e s c r i p t i o n s . --The f iv e  c a te g o r i e s  a re  c h a rac te r iz e d  

by the  following d e s c r i p t i o n s .

A. Lack of  Feedback and Communication—Some teachers  were 

d i s s a t i s f i e d  because they  f e l t  they did not  have enough information 

about the ch i ld  or  about what the ch i ld  was doing when he/she was o u t ­

s ide  of  the classroom. Examples of  responses  coded under t h i s  ca tegory 

include "I did no t  ge t  d a i l y  feedback needed to  give a s s i s t a n c e  in the  

classroom to  the  ch i ld "  and "communication lack in g ."

B. Disagree with Approach-Some tea c h e r s  were d i s s a t i s f i e d  

because they f e l t  the  approach being used was i n c o r r e c t  or i n c o n s i s ­

t e n t  with what they thought should be happening. "Pampered too much" 

and " in c o r r e c t  approach" a re  examples o f  s ta tem ents  assigned to  t h i s  

ca tegory .  This ca tegory  d i f f e r e d  from Category D—Disagree with 

Placement,  in t h a t  th e r e  was no re fe rence  to  placement but only to 

methods or  approach being used.

C. Lack o f  Progress-Some of  the  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  appeared to  

be because the  t each e r  could see l i t t l e  or no p ro g re s s ,  i . e . ,  "became
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worse," "no p ro g res s , "  "he was more d i s r u p t i v e , "  and "I saw no d i f ­

f e re n c e ."

D. Disagree with Placement--This category  included s ta tements  

which in d ica ted  the  teach e r  d isagreed  with the  placement and f e l t  the 

c h i ld  was in a spec ia l  education room too much or too l i t t l e  or  in 

the wrong program. Statements such as "could have used classroom 

time to  help him p e r so n a l ly , "  "she only func t ions  in spec ia l  educa­

t io n  room," "more control i f  I had her a l l  the  t ime,"  and "should be 

in El room r a t h e r  than LD room" were assigned to t h i s  ca tegory .

E. Needed More Help--Responses coded under t h i s  category 

in d ica ted  t h a t  the  teache r  was d i s s a t i s f i e d  because she/he f e l t  more 

help was needed. Examples o f  responses  assigned to  t h i s  category 

include "only l a s t e d  sh o r t  t ime—needed more he lp ,"  "no-one he lped ,"  

and "needs more a t t e n t i o n . "

Number of  responses . —Forty-one reasons were given by tea c h e r s  

fo r  why they  were d i s s a t i s f i e d  with a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived .  T h i r ty - f o u r  

of  th ese  reasons were coded under the  ca teg o r ie s  described  above.

Seven of  the  reasons were unre la ted  to  these  c a te g o r ie s  but should be 

mentioned here:

1. "Problems were too severe"
2. "Her problems have never been id e n t i f i e d "
3. "Special  education t e ach e r  d i d n ' t  know what to  do"
4. "Lack of parent  support"
5. "Could not see ch i ld  reg u la r ly "
6. "Came too l a t e  to  help"
7. "Length of  t ime involved in r ece iv ing  se rv ices"

Table 4 p resen ts  the  reasons fo r  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  by number

and percentage  of  teachers  who expressed reasons fo r  t h e i r  d i s s a t i s ­

f a c t i o n .
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Table 4 . --Reasons fo r  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with a s s i s t a n c e  by number and 
percent  as reported  by classroom te a ch e r s .

Reasons
Number of 
Teachers 
Reporting 
(N = 31)

Percent  of  
Teachers 

Reporting
Rank

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 f re q u en t ly  fo r  being d i s s a t i s f i e d  

with  a s s i s ta n c e  was t h a t  they  d isagreed  with the approach being used 

(48%).

Discussion of  Data Related to  
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  Support Services

Teachers most o f ten  repo r ted  t h a t  a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  was 

d i r e c t  to the  c h i ld  and included e i t h e r  some kind of  ad d i t io n a l  

i n s t r u c t io n  or counseling.  A ss is tance  to  th e  t each e r  through sugges­

t i o n s ,  provis ion  of  m a t e r i a l s ,  o r  coopera t ive  planning was a l so  

reported  but  much l e s s  f r eq u e n t ly .

Although the re  were only a few responses  regard ing  a s s i s t a n c e  

needed ins tead  o f ,  o r  in add i t io n  t o ,  t h a t  which was c u r r e n t l y  being 

provided,  the  one most o f te n  requested  was a s s i s t a n c e  to  the  teache r  

through sugges t ions ,  p rov is ion  o f  m a t e r i a l s ,  or  coopera t ive  planning.  

Teachers a l so  f e l t  a need f o r  s e rv ic e s  d i r e c t  to  the  c h i ld  fo r
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a d d i t io n a l  i n s t r u c t i o n .  The needs t each e rs  repor ted  were a l l  types  of  

a s s i s t a n c e  which they had a l so  repor ted  as a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  or 

c u r r e n t ly  repo r ted  by o th e r  teachers  in t h i s  s tudy as a s s i s t a n c e  

rece ived .

I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to  compare a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  and needed 

with those  types o f  support ive  se rv ice s  i d e n t i f i e d  by t each e r  p r o fe s ­

s ional  groups (NEA and AFT). The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy would be in 

agreement t h a t  ap p ro p r ia te  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  m a te r ia l s  a re  needed fo r  

mainstreamed, handicapped c h i ld re n .  However, when given the  oppor tu­

n i t y  to  express  needs, t eachers  in t h i s  study did  not d i r e c t l y  r e p o r t  

or  r eq u es t  reduced c l a s s  s iz e  or  a s s i s t a n c e  with curriculum des ign ,  

as i s  s p e c i f i e d  in the recommendations o f  both o rg a n iz a t io n s .

Six types  o f  s o lu t io n s  to d e t e r r e n t s  were proposed in Zawadzki 's 

study and r epor ted  in Chapter II  of  t h i s  paper .  "Provis ion of approp­

r i a t e  m a te r ia l "  was the  only one t h a t  was s im i l a r  to  any o f  those iden­

t i f i e d  in t h i s  s tudy.  The c r i t i c a l  i s sue  su r fa c in g  from t h i s  study i s  

t h a t  i t  appears  t h a t  t eachers  want more of  the  same kinds of  a s s i s t a n c e  

which they a re  a l ready  rece iv in g .  They e i t h e r  d o n ' t  fee l  t h a t  they  

r e a l l y  need o th e r  kinds of  a s s i s t a n c e  such as t e ach e r  a id e s ,  a s s i s t a n c e  

with in d iv id u a l i z in g  in s t r u c t i o n  and curr iculum des ign ,  and reduced 

c la s s  s i z e ,  as a re  mentioned in Zawadzki 's s tudy and the  s ta tements  of 

p ro fes s iona l  o r g a n iz a t io n s ,  or  th ese  d i f f e r e n t  kinds o f  a s s i s t a n c e  do 

not immediately come to  mind when they  a r e  asked to  i d e n t i f y  t h e i r  

a s s i s t a n c e  needs.  One ques t ions  i f  t e a c h e r s ,  by l i m i t in g  t h e i r  

r eques ts  f o r  a d d i t io n a l  a s s i s ta n c e  to  the  kinds of  th ings  they a re  

a l ready  expe r ienc ing ,  f ee l  t h a t  they  cannot in f luence  the  broader
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i s sues  of  educat ion such as c l a s s  s i z e ,  s t r u c t u r in g  fo r  i n d i v i d u a l i ­

za t ion  and curriculum change, e t c .

Considering t h a t  a number of  t each e rs  who are  now d i s s a t i s ­

f i e d  with se rv ice s  wish more c o n s u l t a t io n  a c t i v i t i e s  from teac h e r -  

c o n s u l t a n t s ,  i t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  ten  of  th e  twelve t e a c h e r -  

c o n su l tan t s  a re  c u r r e n t ly  spending near ly  a l l  o f  t h e i r  t ime working 

with ch i ld re n  and very l i t t l e  t ime with t e a c h e r s ,  and s ix  o f  the  ten 

would not  change the r a t i o  even i f  they could.

Teacher-consu l tan ts  may be h e s i t a n t  to  change t h e i r  time r a t i o  

and r o le  from working with ch i ld re n  to  working with t each e rs  because 

of  the  f r u s t r a t i o n s  and problems i d e n t i f i e d  e a r l i e r  in the  chap te r .  

They may fee l  they cannot change teach e r  a t t i t u d e  and a c t io n s  toward 

the handicapped or t h a t  they do not  possess  the  s k i l l s  fo r  working 

with a d u l t s  r a t h e r  than ch i ld re n .

Teachers repor ted  t h a t  about one- fou r th  o f  the  ch i ld re n  iden­

t i f i e d  in the study were rece iv in g  a s s i s t a n c e  with which they were 

d i s s a t i s f i e d .  Teachers sa id  they  were d i s s a t i s f i e d  most o f ten  because 

they  d isagreed  with the  approach being used; i . e . ,  ch i ld re n  were 

rece iv ing  rewards they  c o u l d n ' t  a f fo rd  to  use in the  classroom, t e ch ­

niques were causing the  ch i ld  to  be dependent,  and so on. I t  would 

be i n t e r e s t i n g  to  know i f  the  t each e rs  in t h i s  s tudy were involved in 

planning fo r  these  ch i ld ren  or  i f  they became d i s s a t i s f i e d  with the 

approaches being used in s p i t e  o f  any involvement they  may have had in 

the planning process .  One would ques t ion  whether those  who expressed 

d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  f e l t  adequate ly  involved.  Regardless o f  t h e i r  cu r ­

r e n t  involvement,  i t  i s  apparent  t h a t  many t each e rs  wish more
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i n t e r a c t i o n  with t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  through sugges t ions ,  p rovis ion  

o f  m a t e r i a l s ,  and coopera t ive  p lanning.  I f  teachers  have not  been 

adequate ly  included in the  planning p rocess ,  i t  i s  c r i t i c a l  t h a t  t h i s  

be changed so t h a t  t each e rs  a s s i s t  in determining ap p ro p r ia te  

approaches to  remediate bas ic  s k i l l s  and improve in ap p ro p r ia te  behav­

i o r s  so t h a t  a c t i v i t i e s  are  c o n s i s t e n t  with in  and ou ts id e  of  the 

classroom in which the ch i ld re n  a re  based.

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  Cer ta in  Factors  Which Contr ibute  
to  Successful or  Unsuccessful Mainstream Placements

In an a t tempt  to  e l i c i t  informat ion r e l a t e d  to  the  t h i r d  major 

concern of  the s tudy ,  a s e r i e s  o f  s ix  subquest ions  were posed r e l a t e d  

to  "most su ccess fu l"  and " l e a s t  success fu l"  mainstream placements?

1. Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in the  percentage of  time spent  by the 
handicapped s tuden t  in the r e g u la r  classroom asso c ia ted  
with the  perceived judgments of  success  o f  such placement?

2. Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a in  types  o f  problems, i . e . ,  aca­
demic l e a r n in g ,  behavior ,  e t c . ,  in the r e g u la r  classroom 
a s so c ia te d  with the perceived judgments o f  success  of  
placement?

3. Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a i n  types  of  support ive  se rv ices  
c u r r e n t l y  being provided f o r  mainstreamed, handicapped 
ch i ld re n  in the  re g u la r  classroom a s so c ia t e d  with the  p e r ­
ceived judgments o f  success of  placement?

D. Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a in  types  o f  support ive  se rv ices  
i d e n t i f i e d  as needed f o r  mainstreamed, handicapped ch i ld ren  
in the r e g u l a r  classroom a s so c ia te d  with the  perceived 
judgments o f  success  o f  placement?

E. Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a i n  types  of  handicaps a s so c ia t ed  
with the  perceived judgments o f  success of  placement?

F. Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a in  types of  problems, support ive  
s e rv ic e s  c u r r e n t l y  being provided,  and suppor t ive  se rv ice s  
i d e n t i f i e d  as needed f o r  mainstreamed, handicapped ch i ld ren  
in the  r e g u la r  classroom a s so c ia te d  with c e r t a i n  types  of  
handicaps?
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The r e s u l t s  a re  based on the  responses o f  seventy-one teachers  

who a r e  experienced with mains t rea ing .  Seventy "most success fu l"  

placements were i d e n t i f i e d .  F i f ty -n in e  " l e a s t  success fu l"  placements 

were a l so  i d e n t i f i e d .  S p ec i f ic  numbers of  responses  have been provided 

e a r l i e r  in t h i s  chap te r .  This s ec t io n  w i l l  address  the ques t ions  

l i s t e d  above.

Resul t s

Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in the  percentage o f  t ime spent  by the  han­
dicapped s tu d en t  in the  r e g u la r  classroom a s so c ia te d  with 
th e  perceived judgments of  success o f  such placement?

For each c h i ld  i d e n t i f i e d  as a "most success fu l"  or  " l e a s t

success fu l"  mainstream placement,  the  t e ach e r  was asked to  i n d i c a t e

the percentage o f  t ime th e  c h i ld  spent  in  the  r e g u la r  classroom.

Table 5 provides  the  r e s u l t s  of  the  t e a c h e r s '  responses .

Table 5 . —Percentage o f  t ime spent in classroom by number and percent  
o f  ch i ld ren  i d e n t i f i e d  as "most su ccess fu l"  and " l e a s t  
success fu l"  as  repor ted  by classroom te ac h e r s .

Percent  o f  Day 
in Regular Class

Most Successful Least Successful
Number
(N=70)

Percent Number
(N=59)

Percent

1-25% 12 17% 15 25%
26-50% 12 17% 6 10%
51-75% 7 10% 11 19%
76-99% 30 43% 16 27%
All day 8 11% 11 19%
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No c l e a r l y  d i s c e r n i b l e  p a t t e rn  emerges from t h i s  t a b l e .  In 

both groups the  g r e a t e s t  numbers of  s tuden ts  spent  76 to  99 percent  of  

the day in the  r e g u la r  classroom.

Teachers '  pe rcep t ions  regarding whether ch i ld re n  a re  placed 

a p p ro p r i a t e ly  or  should spend more or  l e s s  time a re  repor ted  in 

Table 6.

Table 6 . —Appropriateness  o f  time spent  in r e g u la r  classroom by number 
and percent  o f  ch i ld re n  i d e n t i f i e d  as "most success fu l"  and 
" l e a s t  su ccess fu l"  as reported  by classroom teac h e r s .

Agreement
Most Successful Least Successful
Number
(N=70)

Percent Number
(N=59)

Percent

Agree with placement 42 62% 16 27%
Should be in classroom more 11 16% 5 8%
Should be in classroom le s s 15 21% 34 58%

Table 6 i n d i c a t e s ,  as might be expected,  t h a t  te ac h e r s  fee l  a 

high percentage  o f  " l e a s t  success fu l"  placements should be in the 

classroom l e s s .  Teachers agree  with the amount o f  time ch i ld ren  a re  

assigned to  classrooms more of ten  fo r  "most success fu l"  placements 

than f o r  " l e a s t  success fu l"  placements.  The s u rp r i s in g  f a c t o r  i s  

t h a t  a few ch i ld re n  who a r e  i d e n t i f i e d  as " l e a s t  success fu l"  placements 

a re  seen by teachers  as  needing more time in the r e g u la r  classroom. On 

the  o the r  hand, a number o f  "most success fu l"  placements a re  i d e n t i f i e d  

as needing l e s s  time in the  r e g u la r  classroom.
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Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a i n  types  of  problems, i . e . ,  academic 
l e a r n in g ,  behavior ,  e t c . ,  in the r eg u la r  classroom a s so c ia te d  
with the perceived  judgments of  success  of  placement?

D e f in i t io n s  o f  c a te g o r ie s  under which responses  o f  problems 

i d e n t i f i e d  by teachers  were grouped have been provided e a r l i e r  in 

t h i s  chap te r .  Unduplicated counts  were provided fo r  problems to  iden­

t i f y  general concerns of  teachers  and te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  regard ing  

mainstreaming.

Table 7 p resen ts  the number o f  problems coded under each o f  

the  ca teg o r ie s  which teachers  a s soc ia ted  with the  mainstreamed c h i l ­

dren they had i d e n t i f i e d  by "most success fu l"  and " l e a s t  su ccess fu l"  

placements.  In g e n e ra l ,  th e r e  i s  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  between types  of  

problems repo r ted  f o r  "most success fu l"  and " l e a s t  su ccess fu l"  main­

stream placements.  Teachers most f req u en t ly  r e p o r t  problems a s so c ia te d  

with i n a b i l i t y  to  perform academic or  classroom work, behavior  c h a r ­

a c t e r i s t i c  o f  emotional o r  p e r s o n a l i t y  d i s o r d e r s ,  and d i s r u p t i v e /  

aggress ive  so c ia l  behavior f o r  both "most success fu l"  and " l e a s t  

success fu l"  placements.

Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a i n  types  o f  support ive  s e rv ice s  
c u r r e n t ly  being provided fo r  mainstreamed, handicapped c h i l ­
dren in the  r e g u la r  classroom asso c ia ted  with the perce ived  
judgments of  success o f  placement?

D e f in i t io n s  of  ca teg o r ie s  under which responses o f  a s s i s t a n c e  

received and needed were grouped have been provided e a r l i e r  in  t h i s  

chap te r .  Unduplicated counts were provided to  i d e n t i f y  g en e ra l ly  what 

kind o f  a s s i s t a n c e  teachers  r e p o r t  with regard to  mainstreaming.



Table 7 . —Problem types by number associated with "most successful" and " le a s t  successful" 
mainstreamed, handicapped child placements as reported by teachers.

Type of Problem

Most Successful
Number of  Percent of 
Responses Responses 
(N = 100)

Least Successful
Number of Percent of 
Responses Responses 
(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—In a b i l i ty  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 11% 9 8%

Other
J —Home Conditions 1 1% 3 3%
K—Safety Issues 2 2% 0 0

Not codable 2 2% 2 2%
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Table 8 p re sen ts  the  number and percentage of  responses 

assigned to  each o f  the  ca te g o r ie s  of  a s s i s t a n c e  provided and a s s i s ­

tance needed which teachers  a s so c ia ted  with the  mainstreamed ch i ld re n  

they had i d e n t i f i e d  as "most success fu l"  and " l e a s t  su ccess fu l"  p la c e ­

ments.  I t  appears ,  from examining Table 8,  t h a t  th e re  may be only one 

d i f f e r e n c e  between the  var ious  kinds o f  a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  f o r  "most 

success fu l"  and " l e a s t  success fu l"  placements in  t h a t  ch i ld re n  are  

more of ten  "removed from the classroom" in the  case of  " l e a s t  su ccess ­

fu l"  placements.  In both " l e a s t  success fu l"  and "most success fu l"  

placements ,  a s s i s t a n c e  i s  p r im a r i ly  provided d i r e c t l y  to  the  c h i l d ,  

with a r e l a t i v e l y  small percentage repor ted  as a s s i s t a n c e  provided 

to  the  t each e r  through sugges t ions ,  m a t e r i a l s ,  or coopera t ion .

Although the  number of responses in d i c a t in g  a s s i s t a n c e  needed 

i s  smal l ,  i t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to note t h a t  responses i n d ic a t in g  a need 

fo r  a s s i s t a n c e  to the  teacher  were among the  most f re q u e n t ly  c i t e d  

fo r  both "most success fu l"  and " l e a s t  su ccess fu l"  placements.

Table 9 i n d i c a t e s  the  number o f  i d e n t i f i e d  ch i ld re n  fo r  whom 

teachers  in d ic a ted  whether or not  they  were s a t i s f i e d  with a s s i s t a n c e  

rece ived .  As might be expected,  th e re  was a h igher  number and p e r ­

centage o f  teachers  s a t i s f i e d  with a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  f o r  "most 

success fu l"  placements than f o r  " l e a s t  su ccess fu l"  placements.  Those 

responding fo r  " l e a s t  success fu l"  placements were about equa l ly  d iv ided  

between being s a t i s f i e d  or  not  being s a t i s f i e d .



Table 8 .—Assistance received and needed by number and percent associated with seventy "most successful" and f i f ty -n in e  " le a s t
successful" placements of mainstreamed, handicapped children as reported by classroom teachers.

A ssis tance Received Assistance Needed

Assis tance
Most Successful Least Successful Most Successful Least Successful

Number of 
Responses 
(N = 90)

Percent 
of Total 
Responses

Number of 
Responses 
(N = 65)

Percent 
o f  Total 
Responses

Number of 
Responses 

(N = 8)

Percent 
of Total 
Responses

Number of 
Responses 
(N = 27)

Percent 
of Total 
Responses

D irec t  Assis tance to  Child

A—Additional In s t r u c t io n —Place 
Unspecified 4 4% 1 1.5% 2 25% 3 11%

B—Additional In s t r u c t io n —Outside 
o f  Classroom 31 34% 25 38% 0 0 2 7%

C—Additional In s t r u c t io n —In 
Regular Classroom 3 3% 1 1.5% 0 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—A pplication  o f  Behavior Management 
Techniques 2 2% 2 3% 1 12.5% 0 0

G—Social-Emotional Help 5 6% 5 8% 0 0 4 15%

H—Health Care or  Evaluation 5 6% 0 0 0 0 0 0

A ss is tance  to  Teacher

I —S uggestions,  M a te r ia ls ,  Cooperation 13 14% 4 6% 2 25% 7 26%

Other

J —Parent Contact 9 10% 3 5% 2 25% 1 4%

K—Diagnosis 3 3% 3 5% 0 0 1 4%

Not codable 6 2 1 6
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Table 9 . - - S a t i s f a c t i o n  with a s s i s ta n c e  rece ived  by number and percent  
a s so c ia te d  with "most success fu l"  and " l e a s t  success fu l"  
placements o f  mainstreamed, handicapped ch i ld ren  as reported  
by te a c h e r s .

Sat i  s f a c t i o n
Most Successful Least Successful

Number of 
Chi 1dren 
(N = 70)

Percent  of  
Responses

Number of  
Children 
(N = 59)

Percent  of 
Responses

S a t i s f i e d - - y e s 54 77% 24 41%
Sat i  s f i e d - -n o 10 14% 22 37%
S a t i s f a c t i o n  not

in d ica ted 6 9% 13 22%

Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a i n  types  o f  handicaps a s so c ia ted  
with the  perceived judgments of  success  of  placement?

Teachers were asked to  in d ic a te  what type o f  handicap had been 

assigned to each of  the  ch i ld re n  repor ted  in t h i s  s tudy.  T h i r ty -n in e  

emotional ly  impaired,  n ine teen  educable mental ly  impaired, t h i r t y -  

seven lea rn ing  d i s a b le d ,  f iv e  p h y s ic a l ly  or o therwise  hea l th  impaired,  

two v i s u a l l y  impaired,  and s ix  hear ing impaired ch i ld ren  were i d e n t i ­

f i e d .  In the  cases  of  e igh teen  c h i ld re n ,  t e ach e rs  in d ic a te d  more 

than one type o f  handicap; i . e . ,  f o r  ch i ld  A the  t each e r  may have 

c i r c l e d  both em ot ional ly  impaired and educable mental ly  impaired,  

and f o r  Child F a t each e r  may have c i r c l e d  both p h y s ic a l ly  o r  o t h e r ­

wise h ea l th  impaired and lea rn in g  d isa b le d .  These ch i ld ren  were 

grouped under th e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of  m u l t ip le  impairment.  Table 10 

provides information regarding  the  types o f  handicapping cond i t ions  

a s so c ia ted  with "most su ccess fu l"  and " l e a s t  success fu l"  placements.
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Table 10 . --Handicapping cond i t ions  by number and percen t  a s so c ia ted  
with "most success fu l"  and " l e a s t  success fu l"  placements.

Handicap

Most Successful Least  Successful
Number of  
Children 
(N = 70)

Percent 
o f  Total

Number of  
ChiIdren 
(N = 59)

Percent 
of  Total

Emotionally impaired 17 24% 22 37%
Educable mentally  impaired 10 14% 9 15%
Learning d isab led 24 34% 13 22%
P h ys ica l ly  handicapped 5 7% 0 0
V isua l ly  impaired 1 2% 1 2%
Hearing impaired 4 6% 2 3%
Mult ip le  impairment 7 10% 11 19%
Not i d e n t i f i e d 2 3% 0 0
Don't  know 0 0 1 2%

Table 10 in d ic a te s  a somewhat higher  percentage o f  " l e a s t  suc­

c e s s fu l"  placements a re  i d e n t i f i e d  as emotional ly  impaired ch i ld re n  

or  as having more than one handicap. Learning d isab led  ch i ld re n  

appear to  be somewhat more of ten  i d e n t i f i e d  as "most su ccess fu l"  

placements.  P hys ica l ly  handicapped ch i ld re n  were i d e n t i f i e d  as "most 

success fu l"  but not i d e n t i f i e d  as " l e a s t  success fu l"  placements .  Other 

handicapped ch i ld ren  were i d e n t i f i e d  with nea r ly  the  same r e l a t i v e  

frequency fo r  both "most success fu l"  and " l e a s t  success fu l"  placements.  

Any general  d i f f e r e n c e s  a s so c ia te d  with type o f  handicaps and c l a s s i ­

f i c a t i o n  o f  success must be viewed with cau t ion .  C e r t a in ly ,  th e r e  i s  

need f o r  f u r t h e r  in-depth  study o f  ind iv idua l  s tu d e n t s .
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Are d i f f e r e n c e s  in c e r t a i n  types of  problems, support ive  
s e rv ic e s  c u r r e n t l y  being provided,  and support ive  se rv ice s  
i d e n t i f i e d  as needed fo r  mainstreamed, handicapped ch i ld ren  
in the  r e g u la r  classroom a s so c ia ted  with c e r t a i n  types  of 
handicaps?

Table 11 groups the number o f  responses coded under each 

category  o f  problems by type of  handicap. I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  com­

pare problems a s so c ia te d  with the var ious  handicaps repo r ted  in 

Table 11 because o f  the  d i f f e r i n g  numbers of s tuden ts  on which teach ­

e rs  repor ted  in t h i s  s tudy. Because o f  small numbers and the v a r i e ty  

of  problems re p o r t e d ,  no p a t t e r n s  were i d e n t i f i e d  fo r  p h y s ica l ly  han­

dicapped,  v i s u a l l y  impaired, and hearing impaired c h i ld r e n .  Teachers 

most o f ten  i d e n t i f i e d  condi t ions  or  behavior  sugges t ive  o f  po ten t ia l  

f o r  emotional impairment (14 responses)  and d i s r u p t iv e / a g g re s s iv e  

behaviors  (26 responses)  when desc r ib ing  problems a s so c ia ted  with 

emotional ly  impaired, mainstreamed c h i ld r e n ,  while  i n a b i l i t y  to  p e r ­

form academic or  classroom work (26 responses)  i s  more of ten  a s so ­

c i a t e d  with lea rn in g  d isab led  c h i ld re n .  A number o f  teachers  a l so  

repor ted  problems with condi t ions  or  behavior sugges t ive  o f  p o te n t i a l  

f o r  emotional impairment (10 responses) fo r  l ea rn ing  d isab led  ch i ld re n .  

Although the  numbers of educable mental ly  impaired and m u l t ip ly  

impaired c h i ld re n  i d e n t i f i e d  in t h i s  study were each about one-ha lf  

the  number of  those  i d e n t i f i e d  e i t h e r  as emotional ly  impaired or 

l ea rn in g  d i s a b l e d ,  i t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  to  note t h a t  tea c h e r s  were con­

cerned about problems s im i l a r  to  those  as so c ia ted  with the  lea rn ing  

d isab led  c h i l d - - i n a b i l i t y  to  perform academic or  classroom work and 

cond i t ions  or  behavior  suggest ive  o f  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  emotional impair­

ment.



Table 11 .—Problem types by number o f  responses grouped by type of  handicapped ch i ld ren .

Type of Handicap

Problems El

(N=39)

EMI

(N=19)

LD

(N=37)

POHI

(N=5)

VI

(N=2)

HI

(N=6)

Multiple

(N=18)

Not
I.D.
(N=3)

Totals

Problems Related to  the  Child

A—Attending Behaviors 8 1 3 1 1 0 0 1 15

B—Physical o r  Health Related 1 3 1 2 1 2 1 1 12

C—I n a b i l i t y  to  Perform Academic or Classroom Work 7 8 26 0 0 2 10 3 56

D—Conditions or  Behavior Suggestive o f  P o ten tia l  
fo r  Emotional Impairment 14 6 10 0 1 2 9 1 43

E—Disruptive /A ggressive  Social Behavior 26 3 3 2 0 0 5 2 41

F—P oten t ia l  Social/Emotional Adjustment Problem, 
Unspecified 3 0 3 0 0 0 3 1 10

Problems Related to  Teacher o r  Teaching Function

6—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 o f  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 0 1 0 2

Not codable 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

Totals 68 32 51 8 4 9 37 9 218

10
ro



93

Table 12 groups the  numbers of  responses  assigned to  each 

ca tegory  o f  a s s i s t a n c e  received by type o f  handicap f o r  which i t  i s  

descr ibed .  The types of  a s s i s t a n c e  repor ted  most o f ten  f o r  emotional ly  

impaired s tuden ts  were removal from the  classroom (11 responses)  and 

counsel ing (12 re sp o n ses ) .  Ass is tance  to  the  teache r  and parents  

(7 responses  each) was repo r ted  more of ten  f o r  emotional ly  impaired 

s tuden ts  than f o r  o the r  types  of handicaps.  In c o n t r a s t ,  a s s i s ta n c e  

repo r ted  most o f ten  f o r  lea rn ing  d isab led  s tu d en ts  was i n s t r u c t io n  

ou ts id e  of  the classroom (25 responses) .  Although the  numbers of 

educable mental ly  impaired s tuden ts  repo r ted  in t h i s  study are  about 

o n e -h a l f  as many as e i t h e r  lea rn ing  d isab led  or  emotionally  impaired,  

a p ro p o r t io n a te  number o f  responses in d ica te d  t h a t ,  l i k e  the  lea rn ing  

d isab led  c h i l d ,  i n s t r u c t i o n  ou ts id e  o f  the  classroom was the  most f r e ­

quent ly  repor ted  type of  a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived .

Table 13 groups the number of  responses assigned to  each c a t e ­

gory of  a s s i s t a n c e  needed fo r  each type o f  handicap f o r  which they 

were repo r ted .  Responses f o r  types o f  a s s i s t a n c e  needed were small 

and v a r ied ;  thus no p a t t e r n s  could be i d e n t i f i e d  fo r  any one type of  

handicap.



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

Type of  Handicap

A ssistance El

(N=39)

EMI

(N=19)

LD

(N=37)

POHI

(N=5)

VI
(N=2)

HI
(N=6)

M ultiple 
(N=18)

Not
I.D.
(N=3)

Total

D irec t  A ssis tance to  Child

A—Additional I n s t r u c t io n —Place Unspecified 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 5

B—Additional In s t r u c t io n —Outside of  Classroom 6 10 25 0 2 2 9 2 56

C—Additional I n s t r u c t io n — In Regular Classroom 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 4

D—Remove from Classroom 11 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 15

E--Counseling 12 1 1 2 0 1 4 0 21

F—A pplication  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

A ssis tance  to  Teacher

I—Suggestions,  M a te r ia ls ,  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

T o ta ls  53 21 40 6 5 11 23 4 163



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

Type of  Handicap

Assistance El

(N=39)

EMI

(N=19)

LD

(N=37)

POHI

(N=5)

VI

(N=2)

HI

(N=6)

Multiple

(N=18)

Not
I.D.
(N=3)

Total

D irec t  A ssis tance to  Child

A—Additional I n s t r u c t io n —Place Unspecified 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 5

B—Additional I n s t r u c t io n —Outside Classroom 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2

C—Additional I n s t r u c t io n — 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  o f  Behavior Management Techniques 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

G—Social-Emotional Help 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 4

H—Health Care or Evaluation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Assis tance to  Teacher

I—Suggestions, M a te r ia ls ,  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 0 0 1 0 1

Not codable 2 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 7

Tota ls  13 7 8 0 1 2 9 2 42
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Discuss ion of  Data Related to  Factors  
Which Contr ibute  to  Successful or 
Unsuccessful Mainstream Placement

The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy do not appear to  shed l i g h t  on 

v a r i a b le s  which might gen e ra l ly  a s s i s t  in descr ib ing  or  d i f f e r e n ­

t i a t i n g  a successfu l  or unsuccessful mainstream placement.  I t  would 

appear t h a t  the  s l i g h t  d i f f e r e n c e s  which do emerge may be based as 

much on the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and behaviors  of the ch i ld  as on the 

problems or  support ive  a s s i s t a n c e  reported  by t e a ch e r s .  In a d d i t i o n ,  

the  r e p o r t  of  teachers  i s  based on t h e i r  exper iences .  Their  percep­

t io n s  or i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of  these  experiences  may have c rea te d  some 

o f  the  d i f f e r e n c e s .

One i s  tempted, in a f u r t h e r  search f o r  c lues  or leads  with 

which to  g en e ra l ize  v a r i a b le s  i d e n t i f i e d  in t h i s  s tudy ,  t o  s h i f t  the  

focus to  the  d i f f e r e n c e s  between these  v a r iab le s  with the  types  of 

handicapped ch i ld ren  repo r ted  by t e a ch e r s .  A casual perusal  of  the 

data  suggested t h a t  one might i d e n t i f y  important  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  but upon 

ca re fu l  review, i t  appeared t h a t  the r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy do not pro­

vide enough c l e a r - c u t  evidence which could a c c u ra te ly  be used to  

d esc r ib e  types  of  problems, types  of a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  and needed, 

and level of  success f o r  the var ious  types  of  handicaps . D i f f e r ­

ences which a re  suggested by the  data  may be due to  the  s e v e r i t y  

and/or  na tu re  of the handicap ty p ica l  of  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  d i s ­

t r i c t .

I t  appears  from the r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  study t h a t  more in -dep th  

research  r e l a t e d  to  indiv idual  ch i ld re n  in a mainstreamed s e t t i n g  i s  

c r i t i c a l .
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I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  Fac tors  Which Affec t  A t t i tude  

The da ta  were analyzed in an a t tempt  to  examine c e r t a i n  ques­

t io n s  r e l a t e d  to  the  a t t i t u d e  o f  t eachers  and t e a c h e r -c o n su l ta n t s  

toward mainstreaming.

1. To what degree do teachers  and te a ch e r -c o n su l t a n t s  who 
have exper ienced mainstreaming support  the concept?

2. Are th e r e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the  a t t i t u d e  o f  classroom 
te a ch e r s  and the  a t t i t u d e  o f  t e a ch e r -c o n su l t an t s  toward 
mainstreaming?

3. What a re  the  f a c t o r s  expressed by teachers  and teac h e r -  
consul t a n t s  which a f f e c t  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward main- 
streaming?

Results

To what degree do t each e rs  and te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  who have 
experienced mainstreaming support  the  concept?

S ix t y - t h r e e  o f  the  seventy-one tea ch e r s  and twelve of  the

twelve t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  ra te d  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming

on a sca le  o f  one to four:  1 -nega t ive ,  2-somewhat nega t ive ,  3-somewhat

p o s i t i v e ,  and 4 - p o s i t i v e .  Table 14 provides  information r e l a t i v e  to

r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  r a t i n g .  Seventy-one pe rcen t  of  the teachers  repo r ted

t h a t  they a re  p o s i t i v e  to  some degree regarding mainstreaming.

Ninety-one percen t  of  the t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  reported  a p o s i t i v e

a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming.

Are th e r e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the  a t t i t u d e  of classroom 
te ac h e r s  and the  a t t i t u d e  of t e a ch e r -c o n su l t a n t s  toward 
mainstreaming?

I t  would appear from examining Table 14 t h a t  according to 

s e l f - r a t i n g ,  t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  a re  somewhat more p o s i t iv e  toward 

mainstreaming than are  classroom te a c h e r s .  No at tempt was made to
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o b j e c t i f y  the percep t ions  or v a l id a t e  them by o th e r  c r i t e r i a ;  thus  

comparisons should be made with a g r e a t  deal of  caut ion .

Table 1 4 .—A tt i tu d e  toward mainstrea ing  by number and percent  as 
reported  by teachers  and te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s .

Rating
Number of 

Teachers 
Responding 

(N = 71)

Percent of  
Teachers 

Responding

Number of 
T/C's 

Responding 
(N = 12)

Percent  of  
T/C's  

Responding

1—Negative 2 3% 0 0
2—Somewhat negative 11 15% 1 8%
3—Somewhat p o s i t iv e 38 54% 4 33%
4—P o s i t iv e 12 17% 7 58%
No response 8 11% 0 0

What a re  the  f a c t o r s  expressed by teachers  and tea c h e r -
co nsu l tan ts  which a f f e c t  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward mainstream­
ing?

Teachers and t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  were asked to  i d e n t i f y  the  

f a c t o r s  which a f f e c t  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming. The responses  

were grouped in to  t h i r t e e n  c a t e g o r i e s .  Four of  the ca teg o r ie s  r e l a t e d  

to  s ch o o l /p ro fe ss io n a l  c o n d i t io n s ,  two c a te g o r i e s  had to  do with p r io r  

exper ience with mainstreaming,  four  c a teg o r ie s  were r e l a t e d  to  e f f e c t  

on s tu d e n t s ,  and two c a t e g o r i e s  r e l a t e d  to  teach e r  adequacy. One 

ca tegory  was unique and i s  not r e l a t e d  to  any o f  these  major c l a s s i ­

f i c a t i o n s .  The t h i r t e e n  ca te g o r ie s  inc lude:

School-Profess ional  Conditions
A. Adequate Support Available
B. Inadequate Support Avai lab le
C. Scheduling Problems
D. Lack o f  Time
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P r io r  Experience with Mainstreaming
E. Successful Experience
F. Unsuccessful Experience

Ef fec t  Upon Students
G. Benef ic ia l  to  the  Handicapped Child
H. Detrimental to  the  Handicapped Child
I .  Benef ic ia l  to  Nonhandicapped Child
J .  Detrimental to  Nonhandicapped Child

Teacher Adequacy
K. In se rv ice
L. Lack of  Train ing

Other
M. Combined D i s t r i c t  Programs

Category d e s c r i p t i o n s . —The c a te g o r i e s  a re  c h a ra c te r iz e d  by 

the  following d e s c r ip t i o n s .

School-Profess ional  Conditions

A. Adequate Support A v a i lab le—Responses coded under t h i s  

ca tegory  i d e n t i f i e d  spec ia l  education a s s i s t a n c e  as a f a c t o r  which 

influenced t e a c h e r s '  a t t i t u d e .  Comments included in t h i s  ca tegory  

were e i t h e r  an acknowledgment t h a t  a s s i s t a n c e  was a v a i l a b l e ,  i . e . ,

"in most in s tances  teachers  can rece ive  help when they  need i t , "  or  a 

p o s i t i v e  comment about the  a s s i s t a n c e ,  i . e . ,  "good cooperat ion from 

resource room teacher"  and "we have been g e t t i n g  good support  from 

spec ia l  education t e a c h e r s . "

B. Inadequate Support Avai lable--Any comment in d i c a t in g  some 

type of  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with s e rv ic e s  i s  included in t h i s  ca tegory .

The d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  might be a ph i losoph ica l  d i f f e r e n c e ,  a d i f f e r e n c e  

in the  approach used which made i t  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  the classroom t e a c h e r ,  

or t h a t  th e re  was not enough a s s i s t a n c e  a v a i l a b l e .  Examples of
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comments assigned to  t h i s  ca tegory  include:  "the  classroom teacher

d o e s n ' t  have the  time or money to  reward h i s / h e r  s tuden ts  the same 

way," "I have problems with the reward system used with some of the 

sp ec ia l  education rooms," " i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  the  teacher  when a 

c h i ld  l ea rn s  to expect e x t r a  help and thus d o e s n ' t  develop indepen­

dence,"  " lack of  communications with spec ia l  education personne l ,"  

and "not  enough spec ia l  help a v a i l a b l e . "

C. Scheduling Problems—Some teachers  and te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  

i d e n t i f i e d  problems with scheduling and keeping t r a c k  of  ch i ld ren  

t r a v e l in g  between rooms as a f a c t o r  a f f e c t i n g  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward 

mainstreaming.

D. Lack of  Time—This ca tegory  includes  comments which i n d i ­

c a te  t h a t  the handicapped ch i ld  needs more help in the classroom 

which i s  not ab le  to  be pv'ovided by classroom teachers .  Selec ted  

comments include:  "overloaded classroom,"  "I do not fee l  the  c l a s s ­

room teach e r  should take needed time away from the  r e s t  o f  the c l a s s , "  

and "places  an ex t r a  burden on the  classroom te a c h e r . "

P r io r  Experience with Mainstreaming

E. Successful Experience—Comments assigned to  t h i s  category 

s t a t e d  o r  implied t h a t  success fu l  exper iences  with mainstreaming 

a c t i v i t i e s  were a f a c t o r  which a f f e c te d  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e .  Examples of  

these  comments inc lude:  "my exper ience with mainstreaming has been

success fu l"  and "more handicapped ch i ld re n  were successfu l  in my 

c l a s s  r a t h e r  than unsuccess fu l . "

F. Unsuccessful Experience— In c o n t r a s t  to  successfu l  e x p e r i ­

ences ,  some responses ind ica ted  t h a t  an unsuccessful exper ience had
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a f f e c t e d  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming. Examples o f  responses  

coded under t h i s  category include:  " these  ch i ld re n  have been my b ig ­

g e s t  d i s c i p l i n e  problem" and " they add to  my problems."

E f fec t  Upon Students

G. Benefic ia l  to  the  Handicapped Child--The comments included 

in t h i s  ca tegory  s t a t e d  or  implied t h a t  con tac t  with the  "normal" 

c h i ld  in the  r egu la r  classroom s e t t i n g  would be b e n e f i c i a l  to  the 

handicapped c h i ld .  The comments did not always s t a t e  how the handi­

capped c h i ld  would b e n e f i t .  Examples of  comments in t h i s  ca tegory  

inc lude:  "helps them with soc ia l  ad justment ,"  "a more r e a l i s t i c  

s i t u a t i o n  f o r  the  c h i ld  to  a d j u s t  to  l i f e "  and "stigma i s  l e s s . "

H. Detrimental to  the  handicapped ch i ld - -S ta tem en ts  assigned 

to  t h i s  ca tegory  in d ica ted  t h a t  teachers  f e l t  comparisons would be 

made between the handicapped c h i ld  and his  "normal" p ee rs .  They 

implied t h a t  the  handicapped c h i ld  might be r e j e c t e d  by h i s / h e r  peers  

o r  make negat ive  se l f - a s se s sm en ts  in r e l a t i o n  to  h i s / h e r  con tac t  

with "normal" peers .  In e i t h e r  case ,  the im pl ica t ion  made by the 

t each e r  was t h a t  t h i s  would be de tr imenta l  to the  handicapped c h i ld .  

Comments ty p ic a l  of  t h i s  ca tegory  include:  " ch i ld  becomes f r u s ­

t r a t e d  when he sees what o th e r s  can do" and "some of  them a r e n ' t  

accepted by the  r e s t  of  the  c l a s s . "

I .  Benefic ia l  to  Nonhandicapped Chi ld—Any comment which 

implied t h a t  the re  was b e n e f i t  to  the  nonhandicapped ch i ld re n  in the  

classroom was included in t h i s  ca tegory .  " I t  i s  a good exper ience 

f o r  the  whole c la s s  to  lea rn  to  work with and accep t  s tu d en ts  of  d i f ­

f e r e n t  a b i l i t i e s "  i s  ty p ica l  of  the  comments ass igned  to  t h i s  ca tegory .
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J .  Detr imental  to  Nonhandicapped Child—Comments ass igned  to  

t h i s  ca tegory  s t a t e d  a concern f o r  the  e f f e c t  on "o thers"  in the 

classroom i f  the  handicapped c h i ld  was included.  Following i s  a 

sample of  s ta tements  ass igned  to  t h i s  ca tegory:  "I f ee l  my own c l a s s

su f fe red  because o f  th e  inc lu s io n  of  these  s tuden ts  in r eg u la r  c l a s s e s , "  

"I have seen o th e r  problems of  the  El s tuden t  t h a t  d i s r u p t s  the  c l a s s ­

room," and "can be d i s r u p t iv e  to  o th e r  ch i ld ren  who a r e  t ry in g  to 

l e a r n . "

Teacher Adequacy

K. Inservice--Comments ass igned to  t h i s  category in d ica ted  

th a t  in se rv ic e  p re se n ta t io n s  to  tea c h e r s  were a f a c t o r  which a f fe c te d  

t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  about mainstreaming.

L. Lack o f  Training--Comments assigned to  t h i s  category  

were those  which s t a t e d  or  implied t h a t  the  c h i ld  could not ge t  

needed help because th e  classroom teach e r  f e l t  t h a t  he/she "does not 

have the  t r a in i n g  to  be a teache r  f o r  the  handicapped."

Other

M. Combined D i s t r i c t  Programs--Responses ass igned  to  t h i s  

category sa id  a f a c t o r  a f f e c t in g  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  was br inging ch i ld re n  

from o th e r  d i s t r i c t s  f o r  a mainstreaming program. Having to  " se rv ice  

ch i ld ren  from o th e r  school d i s t r i c t s "  i s  an example of responses  

assigned to  t h i s  ca tegory .

Number o f  re sponses .--A t o t a l  o f  163 responses  d esc r ib ing  

f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  were provided by s i x t y - t h r e e  of  the  

seventy-one teach e rs  and a l l  twelve o f  the  t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s .
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One hundred t h i r t y - t h r e e  responses were from teach e r s .  Of t h e se ,

121 were assigned to  the  described c a te g o r i e s .  Six responses  were 

not codable because o f  t h e i r  vagueness or lack  o f  c l a r i t y  and because 

coders could not agree on an assignment to  a s p e c i f i c  ca tegory .

These responses were e l im ina ted .  Six o th e r  s ta tements  were made by 

classroom teachers  which c l e a r l y  i d e n t i f i e d  c e r t a i n  f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  

t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  but did not appear to  be r e l a t e d  to  any o f  the c a t e ­

gor ies  or to each o the r .  These s ta tements  inc lude:

1. "Physical space inadequate"
2. "I have my own handicapped c h i ld  and am i n t e r e s t e d  in 

helping o thers"
3. "[Mainstreaming] provides  teache r  awareness and f l e x i b i l i t y
4. "Personal chal lenge"
5. "[Handicapped have] r i g h t  to  be in the  classroom"
6. "[My a t t i t u d e  i s ]  influenced by indiv idual  needs o f  the  

ch i ld"

Th i r ty  of  the responses were from t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s .  Of 

th e se ,  twenty were assigned to  the  descr ibed  c a t e g o r i e s .  One was not  

codable and was e l im ina ted .  Nine of  the  s ta tem ents  c l e a r l y  i d e n t i f i e d  

c e r t a in  f a c to r s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  bu t  did  not  appear  t o  be 

r e l a t e d  to  any of  the  ca te g o r ie s  under which responses  from classroom 

teachers  had been grouped. These s ta tem en ts ,  unique to  tea ch e r -  

c o n s u l t a n t s ,  include:

1. Two s ta tements  in d ica ted  t h a t  th e  "negat ive  a t t i t u d e  o f  
teachers"  a f f e c t s  the  t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t 1s a t t i t u d e .

2. Three s ta tements  ind ica ted  t h a t  the  spec ia l  educat ion room 
was a b e t t e r  environment f o r  handicapped ch i ld re n  and t h a t  
the  r e g u la r  c l a s s  i s  inadequate in some way.

3. Two s ta tements  ind ica ted  t h a t  mainstreaming improves 
teacher  s k i l l s  and t h a t  t h i s  a f f e c t s  the  t e a c h e r -  
c o n s u l t a n t ' s  a t t i t u d e .

4. One sta tement  was t h a t  mainstreaming "promotes i n d i v i d u a l ­
ized educa t ion ."
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5. One s ta tement  was t h a t  they a re  "concerned t h a t  s tuden ts  
d o n ' t  want to  be taken out  of  room and 'b lame1 t e a c h e r -  
c o n s u l t a n t . "

Table 15 p re sen t s  the number o f  responses fo r  te ac h e r s  and 

t e a c h e r -c o n su l tan t s  which were ass igned  to  each of  the  described  

ca te g o r i e s .  The f a c t o r  which teach e rs  and t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  most 

o f ten  i d e n t i f i e d  as a f f e c t i n g  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  i s  t h a t  mainstreaming 

i s  b en e f ic ia l  to  the handicapped c h i l d .  Indeed, f o r  t each e r  con­

s u l t a n t s ,  t h i s  i s  the only f a c t o r  which appears to  s tand ou t .  The 

next th re e  f a c t o r s  which most o f ten  a f f e c t  teacher  a t t i t u d e  were 

r e l a t e d  to  s ch o o l /p ro fe ss io n a l  c o n d i t io n s :  lack o f  t ime (32%), inade­

quate support  a v a i l a b l e  (24%), and adequate support  a v a i l a b l e  (24%).

Table 16 p re sen t s  the  number o f  responses  fo r  tea ch e r s  and 

te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  grouped according to  whether the  f a c t o r  i s  nega­

t i v e  or  p o s i t i v e .  I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  the  responses  o f  t eachers  

are  near ly  equa l ly  divided between p o s i t i v e  and negat ive  f a c t o r s  

which a f f e c t  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming. Teacher-consu l tan ts  

id e n t i f y  a s l i g h t l y  higher  p ropor t ion  o f  p o s i t iv e  f a c t o r s  than nega­

t i v e  f a c t o r s .

Discussion of Data Related to  
Teacher and Teacher-Consultant  
A t t i tu d e  Toward Mainstreaming

When one examines th e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy ,  i t  becomes 

apparent  t h a t  the  m a jo r i ty  of  both t eachers  and te a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  

r a t e  themselves as p o s i t i v e  to  some degree toward mainstreaming. 

Teache r -consu l tan ts ,  however, appear  to  be somewhat more p o s i t i v e  

toward mainstreaming than a re  classroom teach e rs .  Both groups focus



Table 15 .—Factors  which a f f e c t  a t t i t u d e  by number and percen t as repor ted  by teachers  and teacher-consul ta n t s .

Teachers (N = 63) Teacher-Consultants (N = 12)

Factors
Number of  
Responses 

Assigned to  
Categories 
(N = 121)

Percent of 
Teachers 

Responding

Number of  
Responses 

Assigned to 
Categories 

(N = 20)

Percent o f  
Teacher 

Consultants 
Responding

School-Professional Conditions

A—Adequate Support Available 15 24% 0 0

B— Inadequate Support Available 18 29% 1 8%

C—Scheduling Problems 3 5% 3 25%

D--Lack of  Time 20 32% 2 17%

P rio r  Experience with Mainstreaminq

E—Successful Experience 10 16% 1 8%

F—Unsuccessful Experience 6 10% 0 0

E ffe c t  Upon Students

6 --B en e f ic ia l  to  the  Handicapped Child 21 33% 10 83%

H—Detrimental to  the  Handicapped Child 6 10% 0 0

I —B enefic ia l to  the  Nonhandicapped Child 6 10% 2 17%

J--D etr im ental  to  the  Nonhandicapped Child 7 11% 0 0

Teacher Adequacy

K--Inservice 2 3% 0 0

L—Lack of  Training 4 6% 1 8%

Other

M—Combined D i s t r i c t  Programs 3 5% 0 0

Not codable 6 1 8%

Individual f a c to rs  not assigned to  ca tego rie s 6 9
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Table 1 6 .—Negative and p o s i t i v e  f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  a t t i t u d e  by number 
as repor ted  by teachers  and t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s .

Fac tors
Number of  
Teachers 
Responding 

(N = 63)

Number of  
T/C's  

Responding 
(N = 12)

Negative
B--Inadequate Support Avai lab le
C—Scheduling Problems
D—Lack of  Time
F—Unsuccessful Experience
H—Detrimental to  Handicapped Child
J - -Detr im enta l  to  Nonhandicapped Child
L—Lack o f  Train ing

P o s i t iv e
A—Adequate Support Avai lab le  
E—Successful Experience 
G—Benefic ia l  to  Handicapped Child 
I —Benefic ia l  to  Nonhandicapped Child 
K— Inserv ice

18
3 

20
6
6
7
4

64

15
10
21

6
_2

54

1
3
2

0
0
0

7

0
1

10
2

_0

13

Other
M—Combined D i s t r i c t  Program 3
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on the  b e n e f i t s  o f  mainstreaming to  the  handicapped ch i ld  as the  p o s i ­

t i v e  f a c t o r  which most o f ten  a f f e c t s  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e .  One i s  not ab le  

to determine why they f ee l  mainstreaming i s  b e n e f i c i a l .  I t  may be 

t h a t  based on t h e i r  own exper iences  they have observed b en e f i t s  fo r  

the handicapped c h i ld .  They may a l so  be influenced by the law and regu­

l a t i o n s  which r e q u i r e  placement in the  l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

Teachers may, through var ious  means, have accepted the  p o s i t io n  t h a t  

th e r e  are  b e n e f i t s  which accrue from being within  the  mainstream of  

s o c ie ty .

In analyz ing  the  responses  o f  classroom teach e rs  more c l o s e ly ,  

i t  appears  th e re  may be some ambivalence regarding t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  

toward mainstreaming.  Although they  feel t h a t  mainstreaming i s  bene­

f i c i a l  to  the handicapped ch i ld  and t h i s  a f f e c t s  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e ,  they 

i d e n t i f y  two nega t ive  f a c t o r s  a s so c ia ted  with s choo l-p ro fes s iona l  con­

d i t i o n s  with n ea r ly  equal frequency: (1) lack o f  time and (2) inade­

quate support  s e rv i c e s .

In ad d i t io n  to  the  mixed f a c t o r s  which were i d e n t i f i e d ,  e ig h t  

of the  seventy-one tea c h e r s  (11%) were e v id e n t ly  h e s i t a n t  to r a t e  and 

d iscuss  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming,  even though they had p a r ­

t i c i p a t e d  in the  r e s t  o f  the  survey.  They may not fee l  comfortable  in 

d i sc u s s in g  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming a t  t h i s  time because 

they  have not  made up t h e i r  minds regard ing  the i s sue  or  may h e s i t a t e  

t o  express  an opinion co n t ra ry  to  the requirements of law.

F i f t y - f o u r  percen t  of  the  71 percen t  r e p o r t in g  p o s i t i v e  a t t i ­

tudes  repo r ted  only "somewhat p o s i t iv e "  a t t i t u d e s ,  another  express ion
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of  u n c e r t a in ty  in terms of  a s t a t e d  p o s i t io n  regarding t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  

toward mainstreaming.

Since p o s i t iv e  t e ach e r  a t t i t u d e  i s  extremely important with 

regard to  the  success of  any program, we may be a t  a c r i t i c a l  po in t  

in the  implementation of  mainstreaming. C u r ren t ly ,  i t  appears t h a t  

teachers  fee l  the b e n e f i t s  to  the handicapped ch i ld  outweigh the d i s ­

advantages caused by c e r t a i n  schoo l-p ro fess iona l  co n d i t io n s .  In order  

to r e in fo r c e  these  p o s i t i v e  f e e l i n g s ,  s p e c i f i c  kinds of  b e n e f i t s  need 

to be i d e n t i f i e d  fo r  each c h i ld  with the teacher  so t h a t  the teacher  

has r e a l i s t i c  expec ta t ions  f o r  the c h i ld  and understands the impor­

tance o f  the ro le  of  the  classroom placement in the  c h i l d ' s  t o t a l  

program.

I t  i s  a lso  important t h a t  negat ive  f a c t o r s  dea l ing  with school-  

p ro fess iona l  condi t ions  be reduced.  The r e s u l t s  of  the  study suggest  

t h a t  a number of  teachers  view adequate support  s e rv ic e s  as a p o s i t i v e  

f a c t o r  which a f f e c t s  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e .  We need to bui ld  upon t h i s  to 

reduce the  negat ive  f a c t o r s .  When one examines the  two negat ive  f a c ­

t o r s  of  concern, inadequate  support  and lack of  t ime,  i t  would appear 

t each e rs  a re  express ing s im i l a r  concerns as they  did e a r l i e r  in the  

study regarding t h e i r  reasons fo r  being d i s s a t i s f i e d  with a s s i s t a n c e .  

They want spec ia l  education personnel to  use s t r a t e g i e s  and techniques  

which a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  and compatible with those  a b le  to  be implemented 

in the classroom. The classroom teach e r  appears to  need to be more 

involved in the handicapped c h i l d ' s  t o t a l  program to  b e t t e r  meet 

i d e n t i f i e d  needs. I f ,  as i s  suggested in t h i s  d i s c u s s io n ,  we are  a t  a
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c ross roads  in terms of  teacher  a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming,  i t  i s  

c ruc ia l  t h a t  these  issues  be f u r t h e r  addressed.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter  p resen ts  (1) a b r i e f  review of  the  s tudy ,  (2) a 

summary of  the  major concerns and is sues  which evolved from d e s c r i p ­

t i v e  information provided by t each e rs  and t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s ,  and 

(3) recommendations.

Review o f  the  Study

The concept o f  mainstreaming has t h r u s t  classroom teachers  

and te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  in to  new r o le s  r e l a t i v e  to  providing educa­

t io n a l  programs fo r  handicapped c h i ld r e n .  This study was undertaken 

in an at tempt  to  provide  an i n i t i a l  view o f  mainstreaming through 

id e n t i fy in g  the  concerns and f e e l i n g s  expressed by teachers  and 

t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s .

The t a r g e t  popula t ion  f o r  t h i s  study included teach e rs  from 

f iv e  elementary schools and te a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  from c o n s t i t u e n t  d i s ­

t r i c t s  of Branch In te rm ed ia te  School D i s t r i c t .  Ques t ionna ires  were 

developed to ob ta in  information r e l a t i v e  to  (1) problems which a r i s e  

for  teachers  and t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s  when a handicapped c h i l d ' s  edu­

ca t iona l  program includes  a mainstream component, (2) ac tua l  and 

needed spec ia l  education support  intended to  a s s i s t  in solv ing the 

problems in a mainstream placement ,  (3) d e s c r ip t i v e  information r e l a t e d  

to  ch i ld ren  t eachers  i d e n t i f y  as "most success fu l"  and " l e a s t
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success fu l"  mainstream placements,  and (4) f a c t o r s  which a f f e c t  the 

a t t i t u d e  of t eachers  and t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s .  Responses were grouped 

in to  c a te g o r i e s .  Frequency and percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n s  were analyzed 

to  i d e n t i f y  i s sues  r e l a t e d  to  mainstreaming which need f u r t h e r  in -dep th  

study.

Summary o f  Major Concerns and Issues

I t  appears from information reported  by teachers  and t e a c h e r -  

co n su l tan t s  in t h i s  study t h a t  th e re  are c e r t a in  problems r e l a t e d  to  

the  implementation of  mainstreaming. Teachers were most concerned 

about the  academic and so c ia l  behavior  of  the handicapped c h i ld  in 

t h e i r  classroom. Teacher-consu l tan ts  focused more on the  behaviors  

and inadequacies  of  the  t each e r .  Each group appeared to  be concerned 

about the  c l i e n t  fo r  whom they f e l t  r e spons ib le  r a t h e r  than searching  

f o r  inadequacies  in themselves which might need to  be modified con­

s id e r in g  the new r o l e  in which each has been placed.

When asked to  i d e n t i f y  the  types o f  support  a s s i s t a n c e  c u r ­

r e n t ly  being provided,  teachers  most f req u en t ly  reported  t h a t  ch i ld re n  

were r ece iv ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  d i r e c t l y  from spec ia l  education support  

personnel .  Even though teachers  were not  f e e l in g  t o t a l l y  successfu l  

with t h e i r  r o le  in mainstreaming,  they did not  blame the  support  

a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  t h e i r  problems, as t e a ch e r -c o n su l t a n t s  had p re d ic te d .  

However, in cases  where they were d i s s a t i s f i e d  with a s s i s t a n c e ,  the 

reason most of ten  c i t e d  was a disagreement with the  approach being 

used by spec ia l  education support  personnel .  When id e n t i fy in g  needs,  

teachers  did not  i d e n t i f y  with the broader  i s sues  o f  education such 

as curriculum change, i n d iv id u a l i z a t i o n  of  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  and so f o r t h ,
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which might a s s i s t  in so lv ing  some of  the problems fo r  which they 

were concerned, but l im i ted  t h e i r  r eq u es t s  to  types of  a s s i s t a n c e  

which they were c u r r e n t l y  exper iencing .  I t  appears ev iden t  t h a t  

teachers  do want more c o n tac t  with the  t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t ,  in t h a t  

they most o f ten  requested  a s s i s ta n c e  through the  t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t  

providing sugges t ions ,  m a t e r i a l s ,  and coopera t ive  planning. This 

would appear to  be evidence o f  a need fo r  classroom teachers  and 

te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  to  work to g e th e r .  Teacher-consu l tan ts  r e p o r t ,  

however, t h a t  most of  t h e i r  time i s  spent  with c h i l d r e n ,  and they 

would not  change t h i s  i f  they could.  Teacher-consu l tan ts  a re  e v i ­

den t ly  h e s i t a n t  to  change t h e i r  t ime r a t i o  and r o le  from working with 

ch i ld ren  to working with t eachers .

On the  bas is  o f  t h i s  s tudy,  g e n e r a l i z a t io n s  a re  not  ab le  to 

be made regard ing  f a c t o r s  a f f e c t in g  successfu l  or  unsuccessful main­

stream placements.  There may be s l i g h t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between c e r t a in  

f a c to r s  and the  types  o f  handicapped ch i ld re n  repor ted  in t h i s  s tudy. 

However, these  d i f f e r e n c e s  may a lso  be a t t r i b u t e d  to  the unique char ­

a c t e r i s t i c s  of the  p a r t i c u l a r  ch i ld re n  and /or  p a r t i c u l a r  teachers  in

t h i s  s tudy;  thus g e n e r a l i z a t io n s  cannot be developed.

The m a jo r i ty  of  t eachers  and t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  r e p o r t

p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e s  toward mainstreaming. There i s  evidence ,  however, 

to in d ic a te  t h a t  t eachers  may s t i l l  be somewhat ambivalent  in t h e i r  

a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming. The major p o s i t i v e  f a c t o r  a f f e c t in g  

t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  a t  t h i s  time i s  t h a t  mainstreaming i s  b en e f ic ia l  to 

the handicapped c h i ld .  On the  o th e r  hand, lack o f  t ime and inade­

quacy o f  support  s e rv ic e  are  negat ive  f a c t o r s .



113

Recommendations

I t  i s  apparent  from the  d e sc r ip t io n  o f  t h i s  i n i t i a l  view o f  

mainstreaming as repor ted  by teachers  and t e a c h e r -c o n su l ta n t s  t h a t  

c e r t a i n  problems e x i s t .  The data  from t h i s  s tudy do not t e l l  us what 

to  do to so lve  these  problems, but they do say t h a t  something needs 

to  be done. I t  appears  to  t h i s  w r i t e r  t h a t  i t  i s  c r i t i c a l  t h a t  b e t t e r  

use be made of  th re e  avenues which are  a l ready  a v a i l a b le  to  us:

(1) improvement o f  the  us® of  the r e f e r r a l ,  assessment,  p lanning ,  

implementation, and the  eva lua t ion  system e s ta b l i s h e d  by the  ru le s  

and r e g u la t io n s  o f  fede ra l  and s t a t e  mandates r equ i r ing  s tuden t  p a r ­

t i c i p a t i o n  in the  l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e ;  (2) adap ta t ion  of  

c u r re n t  p r e - s e rv i c e  and in - s e r v i c e  t r a in i n g  programs; and (3) approp­

r i a t e  f u tu r e  r e sea rch .

In order  to  improve the use of  the system e s ta b l i s h e d  by the  

ru le s  and r e g u la t io n s  of  federa l  and s t a t e  mandates,  i t  i s  recom­

mended t h a t :

1. The handicapped c h i l d ' s  r e g u la r  classroom teach e r  be 

involved in  the  e n t i r e  planning process .

2. The planning and eva lua t ion  process  should emphasize 

ind iv idua l  progress  and achievement in add i t io n  to  or in p lace o f  the  

c u r re n t  o r i e n t a t i o n  toward achievement measured a g a in s t  group norms.

3. Considera tion be given during the  planning and placement 

decis ion-making process  to t each e r /p u p i l  matching.

4. Planning should take p lace  in local  school d i s t r i c t s  to 

provide t each e rs  and t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  with an in cen t ive  and
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oppor tun i ty  to  work to g e th e r  on a cont inuing  b a s is  once the planning 

has been completed and the  c h i l d ' s  program has been implemented.

Involvement of  the  classroom teach e r  in the  e n t i r e  planning 

process  should a l l e v i a t e  some of  the  problems and assu re  development 

of  c o n s i s t e n t  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  use by both the classroom teacher  and 

t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t .  Michigan has recognized the  need fo r  t h i s  invo lve­

ment in the  proposed r e v i s io n  of  the  spec ia l  educat ion  ru le s  and regu­

l a t i o n s  by increas ing  the p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  the  classroom teache r  in 

the ind iv idua l  educat ional  planning meeting fo r  mainstreamed c h i ld re n .

I f  emphasis i s  given to  c r i t e r i o n - r e f e r e n c e d  ind iv idua l  progress  as 

p a r t  of  the eva lua t ion  system, by being involved in the  planning 

p rocess ,  teachers  wil l  be provided with an o r i e n t a t i o n  to  measuring 

s tuden t  progress  of  the handicapped ch i ld  in t h e i r  classroom r e l a t i v e  

to  the  expec ta t ions  fo r  t h a t  ch i ld  r a t h e r  than comparing h i s / h e r  prog­

r e s s  with group norms, thus reducing the concerns and f r u s t r a t i o n s  

teachers  express  r e l a t e d  to  academic and soc ia l  behavior  o f  the  ch i ld  

in the  classroom. I f  co n s id e ra t io n  i s  given during the  planning and 

placement decision-making process to matching s tuden ts  and t e a c h e r s ,  

the needs of  ch i ld re n  can be b e t t e r  met through p lac ing  them with t e a ch ­

ers  who have a to le ra n ce  fo r  behaviors  a s so c ia te d  with t h e i r  p a r t i c u ­

l a r  handicap,  as well as choosing teachers  who provide an ap p rop r ia te  

classroom s t r u c t u r e ;  e . g . ,  some ch i ld ren  need a fo rmal ,  s t r u c tu re d  

classroom environment,  and the  c h i ld  might be placed with a teacher  

who s t r u c t u r e s  h i s / h e r  classroom in t h i s  way r a t h e r  than a teacher  

who uses a more open classroom s t r u c t u r e .  I f  t each e rs  a re  not expected 

to  i n t e r a c t  with ch i ld re n  who e x h i b i t  behaviors  unacceptable  to  the
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teacher  and the ch i ld  can e a s i l y  f i t  in to  the bas ic  s t r u c t u r e  o f  the 

classroom, the  p o te n t i a l  f o r  negat ive  fe e l in g s  on the p a r t  o f  the 

teacher  toward the ch i ld  i s  reduced. As teachers  and t e a c h e r -  

consul t a n t s  work toge the r  on a cont inuing  bas is  during the  implemen­

t a t i o n  o f  the  c h i l d ' s  program, they w i l l  have an oppor tun i ty  to 

understand each o t h e r ' s  concerns and deal with perceived problems and 

in co n s i s te n c ie s  as they a r i s e .  These a c t i v i t i e s  should c o n t r ib u te  

g r e a t ly  to  the  development of  a rea l  team e f f o r t  in a s s i s t i n g  the 

mainstreamed, handicapped c h i ld .

P re - se rv ice  and i n - s e r v i c e  programs have been developed to  

provide t r a in i n g  fo r  both r e g u la r  and spec ia l  education personnel .

In o rder  to  improve these  programs, the  following recommendations 

a re  o f fe r e d .

1. Planning fo r  in - s e r v ic e  r e l a t i v e  to mainstreaming should 

be a j o i n t  e f f o r t  between general and specia l  educa to rs .

2. Teacher-consul tan ts  should be provided with exper iences  

which w il l  help them understand the  needs and concerns o f  classroom 

teach e rs  as well as knowledge and a p p l ic a t io n  of  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

s t r a t e g i e s  to  share  with these  t e ach e r s .

3. Teachers and te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  must be provided with 

p r a c t i c e  in how to funct ion as p a r t  o f  an educational  team.

Because of  the d i f f e ren ce s  in pe rspec t ive  of  t each e rs  and 

te a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  in t h i s  s tudy,  i t  i s  f e l t  t h a t  a j o i n t  planning 

e f f o r t  to  determine f u tu r e  i n - s e r v i c e  needs and a c t i v i t i e s  i s  c r i t i ­

c a l .  Not only would t h i s  be an ad d i t io n a l  way t h a t  tea ch e r s  and 

t e a c h e r -c o n su l t a n t s  could become aware of  the  concerns and needs f e l t
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by each o th e r ,  but j o i n t  planning fo r  i n - s e r v i c e  could i d e n t i f y  

ap p rop r ia te  t r a in i n g  exper iences  f o r  t h e i r  own group as well  as 

experiences  each f e e l s  would be helpful  to  o th e r s .  A d d i t io n a l ly ,  

within  the  framework of  p r e - s e rv ic e  and i n - s e r v i c e  a c t i v i t i e s ,  

experiences  could be provided to  a s s i s t  t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t s ,  not only 

to i d e n t i f y  the needs and concerns o f  t e a c h e r s ,  but  to  understand 

b e t t e r  the  bas is  or r a t i o n a l e  f o r  the  f e e l i n g s  and a t t i t u d e s  expressed 

by classroom teachers .  Supervised p r a c t i c e  as  a team member i s  c r i t i ­

cal  i f  educators  a re  going to  make the changes necessary  to  assuming 

the new ro le s  requ ired  fo r  successfu l  mainstreaming. Those persons 

unwil l ing  to make needed changes and/or  func t ion  as a team member 

could be i d e n t i f i e d  a t  t h i s  time and provided with assignments which 

did not include mainstreaming as a component. This would lend 

fu r t h e r  support  to  p u p i l / t e a c h e r  matching d iscussed  p rev ious ly .  I t  

could a l so  avoid jeopard iz ing  the  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  of mainstreaming by 

e l im ina t ing  use of  i n e f f e c t i v e  or uncooperat ive  personnel .

G enera l iza t ions  r e l a t e d  to  f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  success and f a c ­

t o r s  a s so c ia ted  with types  of  handicaps could not  be made on reported  

group da ta .  In f a c t ,  because o f  the very na tu re  o f  ind iv idua l  d i f ­

fe rences  a s so c ia ted  with handicapped in d i v i d u a l s ,  th e r e  may be c e r ­

t a in  dangers in making d ec is ions  based on such g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s .  As 

an example, i f  research  showed t h a t  p h y s ic a l ly  impaired ch i ld ren  a re  

gen e ra l ly  assigned to  a r e g u la r  classroom f o r  75 percen t  of  a day 

and a dec is ion  i s  made in a d i s t r i c t  t h a t  every p h y s ica l ly  impaired 

ch i ld  should be assigned to  a classroom 75 percen t  of  a day based on 

the  r e s u l t s  of  t h a t  r esearch  r a t h e r  than the  needs of  the  c h i ld ,
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c e r t a i n l y ,  f o r  some c h i ld r e n ,  the  dec is ion  would be in ap p ro p r ia te .  

Therefore ,  two recommendations f o r  f u r t h e r  research  are  suggested:

1. Fur ther  re search  r e l a t e d  to  mainstreaming should focus on 

an in -dep th  case-by-case  observat ion  and an a ly s is  of  successfu l  and 

unsuccessful mainstreamed c h i ld re n .

2. Observation and a n a ly s i s  of t e a c h e r / t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t  

i n t e r a c t io n s  should i d e n t i f y  e f f e c t i v e  c o n s u l ta t io n  techniques  as 

well as the s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  these  techniques to  those  

of  c o n su l ta t io n  approaches used by those  in o the r  f i e l d s  such as 

psychology and soc ia l  work.

By d i r e c t in g  the  focus o f  f u r t h e r  research  to  indiv idual  cases  

of mainstreamed ch i ld ren  and ind iv idual  t e a c h e r / t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  th e  dangers of  g e n e r a l i z a t io n  can be avoided. Because 

of the  m u l t i p l i c i t y  of v a r i a b le s  a s so c ia ted  with the  success  of  main- 

s treaming,  i t  becomes very d i f f i c u l t  to  g en e ra l i z e  from group data 

without a g r e a t  number o f  cases .  I t  may be somewhat e a r ly  to  iden­

t i f y  a l l  of  the  p o te n t i a l  f a c t o r s  and the  c r i t i c a l  mix and s t r e n g th  

of  these  f a c t o r s  as they i n t e r a c t  to  in f luence  the  degree o f  success .  

However, by bu i ld ing  a base with ind iv idua l  in -dep th  a n a l y s i s ,  c e r ­

t a in  f a c to r s  and t rends  may be able  to  be i d e n t i f i e d  which could be 

useful  in decis ion-making and implementation a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  in d iv id u a ls  

r e l a t i v e  to  mainstreaming. U l t im a te ly ,  when f in a n c ia l  support  i s  

a v a i l a b le  f o r  a massive and c a r e f u l l y  c o n t r o l l e d  study of  f a c to r s  

r e l a t e d  to  success fu l  mainstreaming, useful  data  could be a v a i l a b l e .

In the  i n t e r im ,  the  ind iv idua l  case a n a ly s i s  appears to be the most 

useful  approach.
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A f in a l  comment i s  a p p ro p r ia te .  School d i s t r i c t s  need to  

eva lua te  t h e i r  mainstreaming programs by us ing to o l s  such as  the one 

developed fo r  use in t h i s  s tudy to  ob ta in  a d e s c r ip t i o n  of  main- 

streaming in t h e i r  d i s t r i c t .  The d i s t r i c t  in which the da ta  fo r  

t h i s  study were c o l l e c te d  used the  information gathered f o r  t h i s  

study to  assess  t e ach e r  percep t ions  of  a t t i t u d e s  and problems 

encountered in mainstreaming in each o f  the bu i ld ings  where the  s tudy 

was conducted. Fur ther  a n a ly s i s  was done to  i d e n t i f y  f a c t o r s  which 

appeared to  cause nega t ive  a t t i t u d e s  o r  problems i d e n t i f i e d  by 

teachers .  While the  d i s t r i c t  found i t  extremely d i f f i c u l t  to  o b jec ­

t i f y  and i s o l a t e  c au sa t iv e  f a c t o r s ,  they found the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  

study to  be very u s e fu l .  Fur ther  a c t i v i t i e s  were undertaken to  

a l l e v i a t e  negat ive  f a c to r s  and promote p o s i t i v e  f a c t o r s  in an a t tempt  

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

P ar t  I

MOST SUCCESSFUL LEAST SUCCESSFUL

D ire c t io n s : Choose 1 o f f i c i a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d ,  handicapped ch i ld  
th a t  was placed in your classroom w ith in  the  p as t  3 years 
where you fe e l  the  placement was "most su c c e s s fu l ."
WRITE THE CHILD'S NAME ON LINE NUMBER 1.

1.   ___________________
F i r s t  Name "Most Successful"

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

1 2__________ 3__________ 4_
Successful Unsuccessful

3. CIRCLE THE CHILD’S MAJOR HANDICAPPING CONDITION:

a. em otionally  impaired b. educable mentally  impaired 

c. learn ing  disab led  d. p h y s ic a l ly  handicapped

e. v i s u a l ly  impaired f .  hearing impaired

g. d o n ' 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 .  All 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

D ire c t io n s : Choose 1 o f f i c i a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d ,  handicapped ch i ld  
t h a t  was placed in your classroom w ith in  the  pas t  3 years  
where you fee l the  placement was " l e a s t  su c ce ss fu l ."
WRITE THE CHILD'S NAME ON LINE NUMBER 1.

1.    ________________
F i r s t  Name "Least Successful"

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

1 2__________ 3 4
Successful Unsuccessful

3. CIRCLE THE CHILD'S MAJOR HANDICAPPING CONDITION:
ro

a. emotionally  impaired b. educable mentally  impaired —1

c. learn ing  d isab led  d. physica l ly  handicapped

e. v i s u a l ly  impaired f .  hearing impaired

g. d o n ' 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. All 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



Child 's F i r s t  Name "Most Successful"

PROBLEM ASSISTANCE RECEIVED

L is t  problem you a re  o r  were 
concerned about because the  
ch i ld  was placed in your room.

Did you 
receive 
as s is ta n ce ?

YES

L is t  t i t l e  
o f  person(s) 
providing 
a s s is ta n c e .

Describe a s s is ta n c e  received. Were you s a t i s f i e d
with a s s is ta n ce ?

YES NO 
( I f  no, descr ibe  why 
you were d i s s a t i s f i e d . )

ASSISTANCE NEEDED

NO

L is t  t i t l e  
of  person(s) 
who should 
provide 
a s s is ta n c e .

Describe a s s i s ta n c e  needed.



Child 's  F i r s t  Name "Most Successful"

PROBLEM ASSISTANCE RECEIVED

L is t  problem you are  o r  were 
concerned about because the  
ch i ld  was placed in your room.

Did you 
receive 
a s s is ta n c e ?

YES

L is t  t i t l e  
o f  person(s) 
providing 
a s s is ta n c e .

Describe a s s i s ta n c e  received .  Were you s a t i s f i e d
with as s is ta n ce ?

YES NO 
( I f  no, d esc r ib e  why 
you were d i s s a t i s f i e d . )

ASSISTANCE NEEDED

NO

L is t  t i t l e  
o f  person(s)  
who should 
provide 
a s s is ta n c e .

Describe a s s is ta n c e  needed.



Child 's F i r s t  Name "Least Successful"

PROBLEM ASSISTANCE RECEIVED

L is t  problem you a re  or were 
concerned about because the  
c h i ld  was placed in your room.

Did you 
rece ive  
a s s is ta n ce ?

YES

L is t  t i t l e  
o f  person(s)  
providing 
a s s i s ta n c e .

Describe a s s is ta n c e  received .  Were you s a t i s f i e d
with the  a s s is ta n c e ?

YES NO 
( I f  no, desc r ibe  why 
you were d i s s a t i s f i e d . )

ASSISTANCE NEEDED

NO

L is t  t i t l e  
o f  person(s)  
who should 
provide 
a s s i s ta n c e .

Describe a s s i s ta n c e  needed.



Child 's F i r s t  Name "Least Successful1'

PROBLEM ASSISTANCE RECEIVED

L is t  problem you are  or were 
concerned about because the 
c h i ld  was placed in your room.

Did you 
rece i  ve 
a s s is ta n c e ?

YES

L is t  t i t l e  
of person(s) 
providing 
a s s is ta n c e .

Describe a s s is ta n c e  received . Were you s a t i s f i e d
with the a s s is ta n c e ?

YES NO 
( I f  no, desc r ibe  why 
you were d i s s a t i s f i e d . )

ASSISTANCE NEEDED

NO

L is t  t i t l e  
o f  person(s)  
who should 
provide 
a s s i s ta n c e .

Describe a s s i s ta n c e  needed.



Directions: Circle the number t h a t  id e n t i f i e s  your ra t ing .

I WOULD RATE MY ATTITUDE TOWARD MAINSTREAMING AS GENERALLY: 1 2_________ 3_________ 4_
Negative Somewhat Somewhat Posi t ive 

Negative Posi t ive

IDENTIFY THE FACTORS INFLUENCING YOUR ATTITUDE TOWARD MAINSTREAMING:

1.

ro<J>

3.

5.
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Demographic Data

Teacher-Consul tant

Before we begin the r e s t  of the in te rv iew ,  I need you to give 
me some information about your experiences and your job.

(Appropriate  answers w i l l  be c i r c l e d  by the in te rv ie w e r . )

1. What grades do you work with? K 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. How many years  o f  experience have you had? 1 2 3 4 5 6 more

3. How many handicapped s tuden ts  a re  c u r re n t ly  on your caseload?
0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 more than 25

4. How many of  your caseload are  mainstreamed? (Appropriate  number
wil l  be w r i t t e n  in blank by in te rv ie w e r . )
  75% or more of the  day
  50-74% o f  the  day
  Less than 50% of  the  day
  Not mainstreamed

5. What type of  handicaps do you c u r re n t ly  serve?
El LD EMI VI HI P0HI

  _____________________          How many of  each?

6. What c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and/or  endorsements do you have?

El LD EMI VI HI P0HI

7. My general a t t i t u d e  toward mainstreaming i s :

1 2 3 4 5
P o s i t iv e  Negative
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TEACHER-CONSULTANT VIEWS OF PROBLEMS AND SUPPORT SERVICE 
NEEDS RELATED TO MAINSTREAMED, HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Interv iew Form

In troduc t ion :  We a re  doing a study asking classroom teachers  to  iden ­
t i f y  problems and needed a s s i s t a n c e  or  s e rv ice s  fo r  
mainstreamed, handicapped c h i ld re n .
We fee l  i t  i s  important  to  ge t  a p i c tu r e  of  mainstream­
ing from the  p e rspec t ive  o f  the t e a c h e r - c o n s u l t a n t  as 
wel 1.
Your responses  w il l  be kept completely c o n f i d e n t i a l .  
Analysis  w i l l  be done a t  MSU.

Direc t ion  1 :

F i r s t  I would l i k e  you to  t e l l  
me about problems you encounter  as 
a t e a c h e r -c o n su l ta n t  while p rov id­
ing a s s i s ta n c e  o r  s e rv ice s  to  main­
streamed, handicapped c h i ld re n .
(Helps to  be s p e c i f i c ,  i . e . ,  t e l l  
me more exac t ly  how you would 
descr ibe  th e  problem, e t c . )

D irec t ion  2 :

Now we have a l i s t i n g  o f  prob­
lems you face as the tea ch e r -  
co n s u l t a n t .  L e t ' s  go back over 
them and I ' d  l i k e  you to  t e l l  me 
what would help to  so lve  the  prob­
lems.
(Attempt to ge t  s p e c i f i c  responses  
and a l t e r n a t i v e  s o l u t i o n s ,  i . e . ,  
t e l l  me more about how t h a t  could 
be done. Is the re  anything e l s e  
t h a t  you th ink would help?)

SOLUTIONSPROBLEMS

1.

3. 3.
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D irec t ion  3:

We've ta lked  about problems 
from your perspec t ive  as the t / c .  
Now I ' d  l ik e  you to put y o u r se l f  
in the  place  of  the classroom 
teacher  and t e l l  me what you 
th ink  are  the problems the  c l a s s ­
room teacher  i s  most concerned 
about t h a t  a f f e c t  her/him because 
they have a handicapped ch i ld  main­
streamed in t h e i r  classroom. There 
might be behaviors o f  the  ch i ld  or 
f a c to r s  ou ts ide  of  the c h i ld  t h a t  
c r e a t e  problems th a t  might requ ire  
a s s i s ta n c e .

CLASSROOM TEACHER PROBLEMS

1.

2 .

3.

Do you provide or a t tempt  to  pro­
vide a s s i s ta n c e  to solve any of  
these  problems? (Go over each 
problem and record responses  in 
Column 2 . )

ASSISTANCE

1.

2 .

3.

4. 4.



131

Direc t ion  4: ( I f  T/C has c e r t i f i c a t i o n  in a reas  o th e r  than the  d e s i r a ­
b i l i t y  which some of  her  caseload has been i d e n t i f i e d  as 
having)

You have c e r t i f i c a t i o n  in the  area  o f  (whatever d i s a b i l i t y  i n d i ­
cated on demographic da ta  s h e e t ) .  You've a l so  in d ic a te d  t h a t  you pro­
vide se rv ice s  f o r  ch i ld ren  who a r e  labe led  (whatever d i s a b i l i t i e s  are 
on case load) .

Do you fee l  you have any p a r t i c u l a r  problems r e s u l t i n g  from not 
being c e r t i f i e d  in th e  d i s a b i l i t y  area of  some o f  the  c h i ld re n  you are  
providing s e rv ice  fo r?

Yes No

I f  y e s ,  go on to  d i r e c t io n  5.

D irec t ion  5: Direc t ion  6:

What a re  the  problems you fee l  How could these  problems be
you have because o f  no t  being c e r -  overcome?
t i f i e d  in the  same area o f  the 
same d i s a b i l i t y  area  o f  the  ch i ld  
you have been asked to  serve?

PROBLEMS SOLUTIONS

1. 1.

3. 3.
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Direc t ion  7: This i s  the l a s t  ques t ion .  Approximately what percentage
of  your day would you e s t im a te  i s  spent?

Current Time % Change Time %

1. ___________________ working d i r e c t l y  with ch i ld ren  ___________________

2. ____________________working with t eachers  __________________

Would you change t h i s  i f  you could? Yes No

I f  y e s ,  how would you change the  percentage? (Record in r ight-hand 
column.)



REFERENCES



REFERENCES

American Federation o f  Teachers .  1975 Convention R eso lu t io n s .
N.p.:  American Federation o f  Teachers ,  1975.

Corman, L . ,  and G o t t l i e b ,  Jay. "Mainstreaming Mentally Retarded
Children:  A Review o f  Research." In In te rn a t io n a l  Review of  
Research in Mental R e ta r d a t io n , vo l .  9,  pp. 251-75. Edited 
by N. R. E l l i s .  New York: Academic P ress ,  1978.

Deno, E. "Special Education as  Developmental C a p i t a l . "  Exceptional 
Children (November 1970): 229-37.

Diana v. S ta te  Board of Education, C-7037RFP, D i s t r i c t  Court of 
Northern C a l i fo rn ia  (February 1970).

Evans, Susan. "The Consultant Role o f  the Resource Teacher ."  
Exceptional Children 46 (February 1980): 402-405.

Federal R e g i s t e r , 42 (1963), August 23, 1977, p. 42497.

Flanagan,  J .  Measuring Human Performance. P i t t sb u rg h :  American
I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Research, 1962.

G ick l ing ,  E. E . ,  and Theobald, J .  T. "Mainstreaming: A f fec t  or 
E f f e c t . "  Journal of Special  Education 9 (1975): 317-28.

Grahm, S . ,  Burdg, N. B . , Hudson, F . ;  and Carpenter ,  D. "Educational 
P e r so n n e l ' s  Percep t ions  o f  Mainstreaming and Resource Room 
E f fec t iv e n e s s . "  Psychology in  the  Schools 17 (January 1980): 
128-34.

Guerin, G. R . , and Sza t locky ,  K. " In t e g r a t i o n  Programs f o r  the  Mildly 
Retarded."  Except ional Children  41 (November 1974): 173-79.

Himes, J .  W. "Selected Educators '  Percept ions  Concerning the Success­
fu l  I n te g ra t io n  o f  Handicapped Children In to  the  Regular 
Classroom." D i s s e r t a t io n  A bs trac ts  37/11A (1976): 7072.

Hobson v. Hansen, 269 F. Supp. 401 (1967).

Houck, C . ,  and Sherman, A. "The Mainstreaming Current Flows Two 
Ways." Academic Therapy 15 (November 1979): 133-40.

134



135

Hudson, F . ;  Graham, S . ;  and Warner, M. "Mainstreaming: An Examination 
of  the A t t i tu d es  and Needs of  Regular Classroom Teachers ."  
Learning D i s a b i l i t y  Quarter ly  ( in  p r e s s ) .  Referred to  in 
Grahm, S . ;  Burdg, N. B . ; Hudson, F . ;  and Carpen ter ,  D. 
"Educational P ersonne l ' s  Percept ions  of  Mainstreaming and 
Resource Room E f fe c t iv en ess . "  Psycholoq.y in the  Schools 17 
(January 1980): 128-34.

Jones ,  R. L. "Labels and Stigma in Special Educat ion."  Exceptional 
Children (March 1972): 553-64.

Kavale,  K. "Mainstreaming: The Genesis of  an Idea ."  The Exceptional 
Child 26 (March 1979): 3-21.

L a r r iv e e ,  B . , and Cook, L. "Mainstreaming: A Study o f  Var iab les
Affec t ing  Teacher A t t i t u d e . "  The Journal o f  Special  Education 
13 (1979): 315-24.

Larry P. v. R i l e s ,  6-71-2270, 343 F. Supp. 1036, D i s t r i c t  Court of 
Northern C a l i fo rn ia  (1972).

Macmillan, D. L . ;  Jones ,  R. L . ;  and Meyers, C. E. "Mainstreaming the 
Mildly Retarded: Some Questions ,  Cautions and G u ide l ines . "  
Mental Retarda t ion  (February 1976): 151-57.

Mann, P h i l l i p  H. "Mainstreaming: An Evolut ionary Concept o f  Mutual 
R e s p o n s ib i l i ty . "  In Shared R esp o n s ib i l i ty  f o r  Handicapped 
Students :  Advocacy and Programming, pp. 27-36. Edited by 
P h i l l i p  H. Mann. Coral Gables,  F l a . :  U n ive rs i ty  o f  Miami
Training and Technical Assis tance  Center ,  1976.

M arke l l , Clark.  "Exceptional Students in Regular C lasses :  In te rviews 
With 43 North Dakota Elementary Teachers ."  Bethesda,  Md.:
ERIC Document Reproduction S e rv ic e ,  ED 117 912, 1976.

Meisgier ,  Char les .  "A Review of  C r i t i c a l  Issues  Underlying Main- 
s t ream ing ."  In The Third Review of  Special Educat ion , 
pp. 245-69. Edited by L. Mann and D. A. Sabat ino .  New York: 
Grune and S t r a t t o n ,  1976.

Meyers, E. C.; Macmillan, D. L . ;  and Yoshida, R. K. "Regular Class 
Education o f  EMR Studen ts ,  From Eff icacy  to  Mainstreaming:
A Review o f  Issues  and Research."  In Educating Mentally  
Retarded Persons in the  Mainstream, pp. 176-206. Edited  by 
J .  G o t t l i e b .  Balt imore,  Md.: U n ivers i ty  Park P re s s ,  1979.

Michigan Department of  Education. "Teacher Consul tant  Change Agent,  
Final Report o f  an I n s t i t u t e . "  Lansing: Michigan Department
of  Educat ion,  1976.



136

Michigan. Special Education Code (1976).

________ . Special Education Code as amended (1977).

National Education Associa t ion .  Reso lu t ions ,  New Business,  and
Other Act ions.  New York: National Education A ssoc ia t ion ,
1975.

Overl ine ,  H. M. Mainstreaming--Making I t  Happen. Sacramento: 
C a l i fo rn ia  S ta te  Department o f  Educat ion, October 1977.

Reynolds, M. C. ,  and Birch,  J .  W. Teaching Exceptional Children in 
All America's Schools . Reston, Va.: Council f o r  Exceptional
Children ,  1977.

Rosenthal ,  R. ,  and Jacobson, L. Pygmalion in the  Classroom. New 
York: Hoi t ,  R inehar t ,  and Winston, 1968.

S h o te l , J .  R.;  Iano, R. P . ;  and McGettigan, J .  F. "Teacher A t t i tu d e s  
Associated With the  In te g ra t io n  o f  Handicapped Chi ld ren ."  
Exceptional Children 38 (May 1972): 677-83.

Spangler v. Board of  Education,  311 F. Supp. 501 (1970).

Wanner, S. R. ,  and Guenther,  C. Current  Opinions Concerning Main- 
s t reaming . Research Report ,  Ju ly  1978.

Williams, R. J . ,  and Algozzine,  B. " D i f f e r e n t i a l  A t t i tu d es  Toward 
Mainstreaming: An I n v e s t ig a t io n . "  The Alber ta  Journal  o f  
Educational Research 23 (September 1977): 207-12.

________ . "Teachers '  A t t i tu d e s  Toward Mainstreaming." Elementary
School Journal 80 (November 1979): 63-67.

Zawadski, R. F. "A Study o f  What Regular Classroom Teachers Consider 
Dete r ren ts  to  Teaching the  EMR Child in Regular C la s ses . "  
Ph.D. d i s s e r t a t i o n ,  Un ive rs i ty  o f  P i t t sb u rg h ,  1973.


