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ABSTRACT

The purpose of thls study was to assess the regular classroom
teacher's attlitude toward mainstreaming and their perceptions of the
role of the resource program.  This study Qas designed to ascertaln 1f
an Intenslive lnservice training program would have a differential
effect on the teachers' attitudes toward mainstreaming.

A thirty-three ltem attitude survey was distributed to 100
elementary classroom teachers in five schools from the San Bernardlno
City Unlfled School District. An experimental group of 60 teachers
from three schools was then chosen to take part in a six-week lnservice
program. When the lnservice tralnling was completed, the attitude survey
was readministered and the data was analyzed to determine if there was
a slgnificant differenece in the teachers' attitudes toward
mainstreaming.

The reéults of this study revealed that the teachers had a
significantly more positive attitude toward the malnstreamlng process
after the Inservice tralilning. There was also a positive difference in
the teacher's perceptions about the role of the resource program

however, 1t was not a significant difference.



INTRORUCTION

Providing each handicapped child with an appropriate education has
been mandated by Public Law 94-142, Education for All Handicapped
Children Act of 1975. This has led to an increase in children
identified as learning disabled being plaéed in a regular classroom for
at least part of the school day, commonly known as "Mainstreaming". As
defin§d by the National Advisory Council on Education Professions
Develépment (1976), mainstreaming is "the conscientious effort to place
handicapped children into the least restrictive educational setting
which is appropriate to their needs" (p.?l).iThe regulations of Public
Law_94—142 outline six factors that must be considered in any placement
decision. The placement decision must be: " (1) determined annually;
(2) based on the child's Individual Educational Plan(IEP); (3) made to
keep the child as close to home as possible; (4) selected from a
continuum of placement alternatives; (5) provided by the school that
the child normally attends, if appropriate; and (6) considerate of any
potentially harmful effects that the child might experience in the
placément" (E11is,1977, p. 163).

The intent implied in mainstreaming is to place children with mild
learning disabilities into the regular classroom for as much of the
school day as appropriate for that child. 'A key element in successful
mainstreaming is the resource specialist, who serves as a member of the
student study team. This team reviews and selects the appropriate
placement for learning disabled students. The student with learning

disabllities recelves most of his or her instruction in the regular



i 4

classroam with support f?om the resource specialist. The resource
speclallist assists the learning handicapped student through direct
instruction, and assists the classroom teacher through consultation.
This consultation between regular and special educators may well be the
key to the success of the mainstreamed student.

Regular educators are expressing feelings of frustration when
trying to teach mainstreamed students. As reported in a study by
Gickllng & Theobold (1975), many teachers reported having little
confidence in their abilities to teach handicapped students. (p. 326)
If the resource specialist is not helping to meet the needs of the
regular educator, it is not unreasonable that feelings of ineptness and
frustration are being felt by those teachers. Therefore, it is
doubtful that maximum educational benefits are being reaped by the
exceptional students in the regular class setting (Speece & Mandell,
1980,.p. 51). One index of the effectiveness of thevresource progranm
for malnstreamed ﬁandicapped children is the extent to which regular
and special educators interface and share responsibility for the
child's educational program.

If the success of mainstreaming depends to a large degree upon the
attitude of the regular classroom teacher, there is a need to review
the literature to determine what the teacher's attitudes have been
toward mainstreaming. The second key to successful mainstreaming 1s
the abllity of the resource specialist to interface with the classxroom
teacher. It is therefore necessary to also review the literature to

determine the regular educator's attitude toward the resource program.



A ‘sound wbrking relatlonshlp between the special educator and the

regular classroom teacher is. essentlal for the sucessful integration ofv-

h'the handicapped gtudent ‘into regular education programs (Sehlfan

% Anderson, &.Odle, 1980). If the‘clagsroom teacher exhlblta a negative
'attitude toward mainstreaming or toward theyresoureejﬁrogram, it might
be 1nterpreted by handlcapped students as a negatlve attitude toward
them.‘ If the teacher S attltude 1s posrtlve, then the malnstreamed
.vstudent will have a better attitude, and the. learning experienCe will

be more productlve for both teacher and student.

~Recent studies (Aloia &1A101a 1982; Bond'&fDietrich 19821 Gickling

& Theobold 1975 Larrivee & Cook 1979 Shotel, 'Iano, & McGett1gan 1972
wllllams & Algozzxne 1979) have shown that teachers are somewhat
reluctant to have malnstreamed students in thelr classroomb, had lower
expectations for mainstreamed students, and had,little confidence in
their abilities to work with handicapoed students. o

A review of the llterature on teacher attitudes toward
mainstreamlng and toward ‘the effectlveness of the resource program is

provided to clarlfy these two issues.

'Regular»classroom-teachers carry-the primary responsibility for the
mainstreamed student's‘academic progress. The manner in which the |

fteacher responds tolthe-needs of an erceptional‘studenthmay be the most

i
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1mportanf variable in determining the success of mainstreaming (Larivee
& Cook,1979; .Larivee,1981).

Researchers have attempted to examine those variables that affect
teacher's attitudes. Three categories have been considered: (1) static
characteristics such as age, level of eduéation, and teaching
experience; (2) contact and exposure to the exceptional child; and (3)
training related to skills in teaching exceptional students (Bond &
Dietr;ch,l982; Harasymiw & Horne,1975; Larrivee & Cook, 1979; Shotel,
Iano, & McGettigan, 1972; Speece & Mandell, 1980).

Some of the research has shown positive teacher attlitudes, other
research has demonstrated negative attitudes among teachers, while
other researchers believe that it is the label itself that gives the
teachers a negative attitude (Foster, Schmidt, & Sabatino,1976;
Dunn,1968; Rosenthal,1963).

Studles reporting negative attitudes on the part of the classroom
teacher will be egamined first. Bond and Dietrich (1982) found, "20%
of the attitudes toward special education resource programs were
negative, and those teachers expressing negative attitudes were also
negative toward the special education student" (p. 13). They also
discovered that the teachers expressing positive attitudes toward the
resource program had had at least one class in special education.

Two other studies reporting negative results also evidenced that
negative attitudes were highly correlated to the teacher's belief in
their ability to teach exceptional students. 1In the first study,

Gickling and Theobold (1975) found that 85% of the regular education
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"‘teachers they queried believed that the classroom teacher 1acked the
bnecessary skllls fo teach exceptional students. Ringlaben and Price o
:(1981) also found that 84° of the teachers burveyed did not . feel
fadequately prepared to teach malnstreamed students. Thelr study also
revealed that 47% of the teachers were w1111ng to accept a mainstreamed
student into thelr classrooms. The teachers were wrlllng to aceept a |
malnstreamed student even though Lhey did not feel adequately prepared
to teach that student.

A study conducted by ﬁarasymlw & Horne (19755 found a negatite
correlation‘tO‘teacher experience:and positive attitude. However, Combs
and Harper (1967) found years of teaching experience to be unrelated to
‘teacher attitude. | | | |

Another factor‘revealed in the literature is the questlon of
:whether regular classroom teachers spend more. tlme with mainstreamed
students than with non-labeled students in the classsroom (Ivarie;
/ﬁoque, & Brulle,1984). Ivarie, Hogue, & Brulle concluded that |
velementary teachers spend more time asSisting learning disabled
students than non- 1earn1ng dlsabled students. A similar'study
(Siperstein & God1ng,1985) found that teachers spent more time w1th the
learning disabled student; however, the quality of the contact was |
‘negative. | .
Since much of the success of the mainstreaming process depends on
the regular classroom teacher, a key factor in the placement procese
_.should ‘be the attitude and expectations of the classroom teacher (Aloia

:&'A101a,1982) Because there is such a dlsagreement in the 11terature



as to'whether”teacherfs attitudes toward‘maiustreaming are‘pOSitiye'or

negatlve, there'ista need to continue study in this area.

; The second area to be reviewed in the literature is teacher attitudos'
:’toward the resource program. If malnstream educatron 1s to be:
successful regular classroom teachers must work in a cooperatlve
manner?to'meet the 1nstruct10nal and soc1al needsvof handrcapped

: students.‘ Resource spe01allsts and classroom teachers need to consult

regularly to ensure that an educational program is appropriate for. the'

vmalnstreamed chlld The resource spec1allst needs to work with the
classroom teacher to establish thlS educatronal program and also‘ .
provrde follow up support services. _ :

The resource spec1alist provides dlrect 1nstruct10nal services to‘

exceptional students as well as 1nd1rect services through'consultatlon

with the classroomrteacher, Consultation is necessary in order to
N maintaih.a full'cohtinUum of serv1ces for the handicapped studenttwho |
receives assistance from the resource room." | | |

Some researchers are opposed to resource programs because they

belleve that these programs unrntentionally perpetuate the old pollc1es

'of educating handlcapped students in 1solated environmeuts (Reger 197r,

Cruickshank 1975). , Reger is cautlous about senolng students to a
resource room, isolated from peers that are learnlng in a regular'
classroom. He further states that resource programs "take the

respon51b111ty of dealing with a chlld's problem away £rom theit;;x
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;‘classroom teacher and places the instructional burden once again on thei‘
;‘spec1al education teacher" (p 357) | Cruickshank focuses onh the »f
}'frustrations created for handlcapped children when placed into a ptr'”.
.regular classroom wrthout consrderlng the teacher s preparation, desire‘
Ejand ability to’ educate a handicapped child - As 1nd1cated 1n the study _
:t'by Bond 5 DletIlCh (1982), a teacher'“ negatlve attltude toward - |

mainutreamlng can be 1nterpreted by the handicapped child as negative":'bb

feelings toward the student.} Therefore, ‘the resource speciallst nheeds

V;hto develep a close working relationshlp with the classroom teacher and
'prov1de support services so that both the student and teacher will

bbeneflt £rom mainstreaming.

Unfortunately, according to Wlederholt Hammill, and Brown (1983),

"Many schools confine ‘their resource: programs to a specifically

a*.designated and segregated room.‘ Only in thlS room does the resource R

speciallst assess the student's instructional and skllls needs,~=

.prepares teachlng plans, and carrles out the remedlatlon program for »
';fldentlfled students " (p 3) They also found that in many cases, the_“
resource speciallst was not expected to deal with regular classroom'L‘
teachers to. any appreCLable extent ‘and. the communication that did take o

place was usually restricted to general dlscu551ons about students who o

attend the resource program

: Current research into the role of the resource specrallst 1lsts

5:consu1tatlon w1th regular classroom teachers as having a hlgh prlority [;f
w(cohen,waz Evans,1981 Frlend 1984 Glickling, Murphy, & Mallory,1979 S

"iPanko, Panko, & Balocca 1984 ‘Speece & Mandell 1980) in additlon, V"EH’“
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'perceptions of the regular classroom teacher‘(Glckllng; Murpny;
fMallory,1979), and those of the resource specialists (Summer 1978)
}conCerning their responaibilities 1nd1cate that consulting 15 a desired
;;‘and expected role of the resource opeciallstﬁ“

Aside from the role of consultant, there)is littie agreeﬁent amono
:classroom teachers, resource speciallsts, or administrators as to what
is. the role of the resource spec1allst. The most comprehen51ve list is
attrlbuted to Wlederholt Hammill, & Bronn(1983), They reported the
‘ffollowlng dutles snould be'included in the resource specialist's

‘responsibilities: . | |

. 1. Discussing the educational problems of specific children with
teachers. . '
2. Describing the methodology being used in the resource room.

3. Presenting ideas that the teachers can use in their classes to
reinforce and supplement the resource effort.

4. Acquiring information on how separate resource act1v1t1ea can
mesh with the child's regular class progran.

5. Following up on the progress of children who no 1onger
attend the resource program.

6. Observing the classroom- performance of children who have been
referred for resource help.

7. Demonstrating techniques by which the teacher can improve the
classroom climate, ind1v1duallze instruction, or manage group
behavior.

8. Sharing sundry profe551ona1 1nformat10n regarding their
respective operations,‘new programs on the market, and new methods
of reading. (p. 29)

I£ the list provided by Wiederholt Hammill, and Brown is a true
1nd1cator of the services that regular educatorb expect the resource
speclalist to provide, it is not_surprlslng that there is a hlgh-rate
‘of stress and burnout among resource specialiste (Weiskopf,1980).

“There appears to be‘a'difference‘in'the resource specialist

~ services that are desired and those that are actually provided

!



ll(Evans 1981, Friend 1984, Speece & Mandell 1980) ~In. the studY‘

’ conducted by Speece & Mandell (1989), teachers considered consulting

.~,services the most needed and the 1east available service provided by

the resource specrallst These researchers speculated that the resource

'itspeciallst spent 50 much lee in direct 1nstruct10n that there was

llttle opportunlty for 1nteract10n w1th other teachers A study
.conducted by Evans (1981) upported these £1ndings and reported that in.
her research, 57° of the resource spec1allst's tlme was spent 1n dlrect
1nstruction, 13% in. assessment and diagnosls, and 259 was spent on
program malntenance and mlscellaneous activities. Evans ‘reported,
‘wgclerical responsibilities required too much of the resource
o specialits's'tlme, and the time spent 1n consulting was half the amount
it should be." (p. 602) S |

‘From reviewing the llterature, the resource specialist's ability to~
consult with the regular classroom teacher is cruclial to the success
of malnstreamlng If the classroom teacher belleves that SUppOLL |
'services are not being provrded then it is a natural consequence that
. the teaCher's attitude toward malnstsreaming will not be positlve.f The QM>'
literature suggestsEthat support seruices are needed and deblred ﬁ
Research also suggests that the teacher's"attitude is directly: | Am
1n£1uenced by the amount of support services thuY receive from the
resource: spec1a11 t " Therefore, ontlnued research into teacher
attitudes toward mainstreaming and thelr perceptlons of the role of the
resource speclalist is warranted. Whlch is Lhe £oundatlon for the

.hypothesis of this paper.
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MAJOR HYPOTHESIS
1. There will be no significant difference between the expressed
attitude of classroom teachers toward mainstreaming and their expressed
attitudes toward the resource program as measured by a survey of
teacher's attitudes toward mainstreaming.
2. There will be no siqnificant difference in the expressed attitudes
of the experimental group toward mainstreaming students into the

regular classroom as a result of inservice training.

PROCEDURES

| The sample population cbnsisted of 100 elementary claésroom

teachers of grades kindergarten through sixth grade from five
elementary schobls in the San Bernardino City Unified school District.
All subjects received an attitude survey containing a five point scale
ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Respondants were
asked to circle the indicator that best reflected their feelings toward
each statement. The survey examined the regular classroom teachér's
attitude toward the malnstreaming process and thelr perceptioné of the
role of the resource program. Appendix B contains the attitude Surﬁey.

The orliginal scale consisted of 33 items, and was pre-tested by.a
§ane1 of six elementary teachers and two principals. An. item analysis

was performed, and the 19 items with the highest item scale correlation



heeefficiehté were ehesenvtb fdrm the final scale.h'The:split?half
'hzeliability of the resultlng scale, as determlned by the Spearman Brown
; rellablllty coeffic1ent was found to be ,92.'
| An 1n6ervice training program consxsting of three 53531ohs was
; glven to an experlmental group. The group 1ncluded 60 teachexs from
thxee~elementary schools. The trdlnlng was conducted after school
dering{45 mlnute sessions, over a six-week per;od of time. This
inéervice was part of the dlstrlct's policy o£ mandatoxv five: hours of
inservice 1in special educatlon for.regular claabroom Leachers. The
1hservice training included: (1) the‘characteristics of learning
handicapped’child:en; (2) the procedures for referring a student for
poesible placement in special‘educatiOn prog:éms; (3) development of
long and short-term goals‘Eor IEP'S; (4) adjusting‘materials for
classroom use with learning handicapped‘students; (5) activities for
use ih the ciessrogm on handicapped‘awarenese; and (6) behavior
management sf;ategies. |

After the inservice training was'completed, the attitude sﬁrvey was
readmihistered to this experimental-group.‘The pre ahd post data wash
analyzed to determine the mean, standard deviation, and range of
scores.v A t-test for related measures was ealculated to‘determine_if
‘the null hypothesis would be=re5ected oxr accepteq; The t-value would
‘have to be significant at the .05 level for the null»hypothesisvtb be

rejected.
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RATA ANALX2IS

4

The data for this study was obtained from the survey of teacher's
attitudes towards mainstreaming found in Appendix B. The baseline data
vas collected by distributing 100 surveys to five schools. The
principals of each school were contacted prlor to distribution of the
surveys. They agreed to distribute the questionaires to thelir staff
nembers and return them by a specified date. There were 69 surveys
returned, for a 69% return rate.

The principals of the three schools used for the experimental group
were also contacted to set up dates for the inservice progfam. The
surveys were dlstributed to the 60 teachers participating in the
six-week inservice program at the last session. There were 56 surveys
returned, for a 93% return rate.

The procedure was to analyzg the data to determine if there was a
significant difference in the attitudes of the teachers' toward
mainstreaming as a result of the inservice training. A t-test for
relatéd measures was conducted to determlne 1f the dlfference in the
scores would be significant at the .05 level. 1If the t-value was found
to be significant at the .05 level, then the null hypothesis would be

rejected.

RESULTS

- section I of the survey covered general background Informatlon on
the teacher completing the survey. Table 1 presents the data obtained

from this section.




‘ 'Table 1

P B ,»]"'Background information’

1 Number of special education students in classg. 1- 2(82%) 3+(18%)
2. Had a special educatlon class I Yes(626) NO(38%}e

3. vears teaching I-5(26%) 6-10(21%) 11+(53%)

Section TI of the survey analyses the teacher s attltudes toward :
mainstreamlng Table 2 presente the mean attltude ecores for the
basellne and experimental group for this section. For the remainder val
this paper, the baeellne group will be referred to as the control d
'group, -and the experlmental group as experlmental

In analyzing the data, it was discovered that the scores for the

© control group ranged from 19 to 51 and the experimental group rauged

d?group fell 1nto that category.ﬂ”

from 36 to 52. It was then determined that scores falling below 35
would be 1nd1c1t1ve of negatlve attltudes toward mainstreaming To
score at 35 or below, the respondents had to indicate less than

.op051t1ve v1ews on 30 % of the items. Twenty ~two percent of the COhLIOlv

~ Table 2
'xAttitude Scores

Kl

- %f Source - Mean - sd _Range St
Q%ﬁ Control 38.35  6.90 19-51 IR
R R — - ’5;80‘*
" Experimental 44.71 - . 4.57 36-52 S

* viqnlflcant at _.001



CA t test of related measures was used to compute‘the dlfference in
ithe scores between the groups on the teacher s attitudes toward
mainstreaming The computed t value was 5. 80 which was significant at
the 001 1evel. Therefore, the null hypothe51s was rejected The
analy51s o£ the data showed that there was a significant difference_‘m

. : ;);’3 A _)1_»? Jv,rv\_t? - ' - j A f
between the scores. of the control group and the

~’ (o

‘,group that had received the 1nserv1ce program had a significantly more
‘positive attitiude toward malnstreaming than dld the control group.

’ A t- test was also used to analyze the effect of having had a
special education course on the attitudes toward mainstreaming. The
data is presented in ‘Table 3. Over 80% of the teachers reported they
had at least one special education Student in their classroom. The
,ana1y51s pointed out that those teachers who had taken at least one
,class in the special education field. were more posrtive in their
attitudes toward mainstreaming than teachers with no special-education

class.

Table‘S

T-Test For Those Who Had Completed A
Special Education Class vs Those Who Had Not -

‘Source ‘ ~Mean o sd , t

Had Class © 43.86 3.47
| o | 2.46 *
“Had Not . 31:15 - ' 5.71 .

* gignificant at .10

A comparison of the mean percentages by item for the two groups of
'teachers indicated that the major differences occurred primarily on
items assoc1ated with the best placement for handicapped students,,

dteacher training, and the benefits of a regular class placement on a




handlcapped child} The data is presented in Table‘4,
. Table 4 |

Mean Percentage by Response Categories

)M,r’ '
CONTROL L/ ;)JEXPERIMFNTAL
L J/\( 5 v Y
e Y _/;( {j = J }9\ ) 5 N / g ;J/‘!{}& v
ITEM . “(f WSA/A v "b/sp’ SA/A U D/SD
¥
Handicapped students should be served :
in a separate, special class. : 57% 16% 27% 12% 17% 71%
Behavior problems will increase. 41%  11%  48% 8% 14%  78%
Mainstreamed students will not be , :
cooperative. ’ : : r14% 50% 36% @ 6% 11% 83%
Mainstreamed students will not
benefit acadcmically in a regular ‘ ' :
class. - : 25% ~23% 52% 5% 7% 88%.
.A‘disproportiOnate amount of time
~is given to the mainstreamed child. 62% 16% 22% 9% 11% 80%
Learning handicapped students will ' . ‘
progress more in a speclal class. 65% 20% 15% 7% 13% 80%
The mainstreamed student will not - , B _
be easily discouraged. o 25% 20% 55% 5% 10% 85% "
Malnstreaming has a negative‘
effect on the emotional - ‘ ‘
development of the LD child. . 22% 26% 52% 1% 8% 91%
Mainstreaming will not require
extra training for teachers. _ 13%  13% 74% 6% 1% 93%
" Would not attend training on |
mainstreaming. : S 32% - 22% 46% 5% 7% 88%
» Learning~handicappéd students should
be given every opportunity to o v .
£unctlon in a regular classroom. v 16% 10% 74% 7% 6% 87%
wOuld not accept a mainstreamed o A ',, -._"'a.f .
student 1In class. 20% T% . 73% 5 6% 89%

f vAn.exampie of the positlvefattitude”tqwardfmainstreaming exhiblted



;_bv,theiteachers,receiving'the inservice.training is'illustrated;by the
::lfact that'overIBO% believed that'mainstreamed Studentsbwouldtbeneflt
from the'regular'classroom.(item 4, Table 4); and 80% disagreed vlthr |
p,the statement that learning handicapped etudente wodld progress‘mOre in
a special class (item 6). Also, 80% of the teachers rece1v1ng the.
inserv1ce tralning disaqreed that mainstreaming causes a |
disproportionate,amount-of time to be spent with one student'as
fcomparedtto'ZZ% of the teachers not receiving inserviceftraining’(item.
5) .. _ ' . _
Teacher training was believed to be necessary by 93% of the
‘bteachers that recelved the trainlng as compared to 74% of the other

::group (1tem 9). If tralnlng had been available to the basellne group,

. 46% would not have attended (1tem 10).

-Fifty—seven percent of the group that'wae niot inserviced believed
' that handicapped students should be served 1n special separate

t7classes. However, 13% of this group also indlcated that they would

v“\‘\

accept,a~ma1nstreameed student into their cla arggmmiimgiven_a.choice

L—Mm

s

ii(items 1&12).
: Section three of the attitude survey asked the respondants to‘
1‘answer ten questions pertainlng to the resource program The data is
N presented in Table 5. It was determined that a score of 15 or lower‘

| would 1ndicate a lack of undtrstanding about the role of the resourCe.
h'program There were 424 of the scores from the control group that fell
into this range as compared to 8% of the experimental group. The areas '
; of the most significant difference were: the resource spec1allst |
sharing materlals £or use in the regular classroom, the classroom

f teacher being present at the annual review of their mainstreamed



-student; ‘and 1nservice training on the development of annual goals for

| Ithe IEP. |
, Table 5
Sectlon 3 Mean Attltude Scores
Source i Mean ~ sd . Range t
~ Control 16.93 - 4.47 10-23 : s o ]
o . | | 1.645
Experimental 18.82 6.30 11-30

A t-test'ofvrelated means was computed to determine 1f the
‘1di£fetence in the scores between the control groUQ and the‘experimental
group'was significent at_the: 05 level. The computed t-value was»1.645,
which was‘uignificant at the .10 level, but not at the .05llevel.'

Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted There was _no signlilcant

_'difference in the expressed. attltudes toward the resource progrdm
Section four of the attltude survey (See Table 6), allowed then
respondants to check as many items as de51red. ‘It was the 1ntenslon of

vthis section to obtain a global picture of how teachers rete the
'strengths and weaknesses of'mainstteaming. Thexefore,.the items forx
both groups were'combinednfor data analysis. Teachers indicated that
they needed more time for plannlng and teachlng the learnlng B
‘handlcapped student They believed that malnstreaming was bene£1c1a1 to
the mainstreamed student by removing the stigma of the label and
heiping the LH student to develop more social skills. Mainstreamlng
“could be improved by having smaller‘classes and more materials for use

lfxwith the mainstreamed student. The teachers also indicated a need for

~‘better commun;cation‘between them and the special education teacher.



Table 6

Sec%ion44 Strengths and Weaknesses of Malnstreaming

Benefits of Mainstreamipng : : :

1st Choice (74%): : i
Helps LH children to develop more social skills '

2nd Ch01ce (70%) :
© Removes stigma from handicapped student

3rd Choice (65%):
Makes other children more tolerant and uensitive

Weaknesses of Mainstreamlng

1st Choice (78%):
Lack of additional time to teach LH students

2nd Cholice (74%):
Lack of additional planning time for LH students

. 3rd Choice (70%):
Lack of teacher training

How Mainstreamind Can Be Impbroved

1st Cholce (87%):
smaller classes for teachers with mainstreamed students

2nd Choice (71%):
More materials available for use with mainstreamed students

3rd Cholice (69%):
Better communication between the classroom teacher and the
special education teacher

Some of the comments written on the questionalire were:
"Mainstreaming definately makes regular kids more tolerant."
wclassroom alds need to be selected after a trial period."

“Mainstreamlng causes too much extra work without proper planning time
and materiala

"More teacher trainlng on mainstreaming needs to be provided by the
district.” '



"I would not mind having a malnstreamed student 1f£ I had a smaller:
class. To put a child with speclal needs, who will take extra
preparation time and time in class, into a class of 32+ five year olds
: is not fair to the teacher, the LH child, or the other children."

"Teachers need prepackaged materials to use with LH students."

k"Teacher time would be better spent with ‘those who can and will
achleve. There are too many demands already on the time of the regular

.classroom teacher.

"Indlvidualizatlon of instruction is dlfflcult with 34 students. - One
year I had 7 spec1a1 education students in a class of 34." -

‘ "Teachers need more trainlng in behav10r modification for spec1a1 needs.
'kldb : .

"One- teacher should not be innundated with the bulk of LH kids at
his/her level. For LH kids who are qulte behind, consideration of
special classes would be helpful. Now it seems that only disruptive
students get placed in special day classes, not low acauemic LH
students."- : _

"Any classroom with a bilingual program should not have to have an .
'added problem." : : ;

"No comblnation classes should have LH students." S R ﬂﬂ%u
. . N - ; W //‘
. ol
. - {:r’\ ) A q /{/_}/
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The results of this study found that there was a 51gn1£icant
difference in the expressed attitudes of teachers toward mainstreaminq
after participating in an inservice program. Twenty ~two percent of tne
teachers in the control group expressed negative attitudes on 30% of
the itemS'on the attitude survey.. The studj also found that those‘l'
teachers who had had at least one class in special education were more
positive in their attitudes toward mainstreaming._ |

The ma:ority of teachers were willing to accept a mainstreamed '
student into thelr classrooms, even when they had expressed éeellngs

that this child would be better served in a special, separate

classroom. One teacher commented that there was really.no:choice in K



: situation

f;accepting or rejecting a special educatlon student, therefore, teaChers'7'

e 5

,had to. realize that they must 1earn to make the most out" of the

o a large percentage of teachers would like to see class sizes ' f:,;_'fﬁri f§
: reduced for those teachers that do have special education studente. | | &
‘AHowever, with the ever increasing tight budget situations, it is not a
tirealistic alternative

This study also found that even though most teachers agreed that
'mainstreaming would cause classroom teachers to need more training,(
about one- third of the teachers would not attend such training The
r‘teachers that did attend the inservive training program found that it
. was beneficial and indicated that 88% would return £or further r
training, if 1t was offered

‘ From the analysis of the data, 1t appears ‘that there 1s a genera}/y / '
M&/Zf/f"g { ?"f‘«

’ lack of understanding about the function of the resource program. ‘ ’

:‘Forty two percent of the group that was not trained had scores that
'would 1ndicate a negative attitude toward the resource program, or a
lack of understanding of the role of the program. All of the
1respondants ‘indicated that they would like to see more communicationv

between ‘the classroom teacher and the special education teacher S Tgxf:

 CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR_INSTRUCTION

The findings of this report suggest that classroom teachers would

[

be willing to work with mainstreamed students if there 1s. support from f

' especial education personnel The support that tne teachers have

~f3}indicated they need 1s: (1) communication between regular claasroom



"teachers and opecial educators, (2) materials £or use with speclal

education children 1n the regular classroom, (3) training in behavior»~'

modification techniques, and (4) dlStIlCt tralning programs on
- malnstreamlng for classroom teachers and alds. ' |
| Teachers also expressed a concern for overcrowded classrooms,_

espec1ally when these classes are comblnatlon or bllingual classes

T. This iu a need that the administration needs to look into. The focus

'of the 80 s is teacher burnout therefore, adminlstrators might need to

look for additiunal ways to relieve the stress that the classroom

teacher is feeling. An 1nvestment in state of the art training programsd

‘on how to best meet‘the needs of speclal educationvstudents in‘regular
classrooms would be one suggestlon‘of how to relieve teacher
£ruetratlnn, Another 51 ggeetion would be to require learning
_handicapped resource spe01allsts to spend a required number of houro In
the reqular classrooms, directly assisting teachers w1th their speeial
educatlon needs. R

The lack of approprlate materials for use with spec1al education
vstudents in regular classrooms is another concern that needs to be
addreooed. There is an endless assortment'of commercial materialo on
the market, however they»are costly If a school distrlct could set
aslde a lending room where materlals would be avallable for short- term
loan to teachers, that would be ideal. Agaln, cost is a factor.
Teachers ‘have always been known for their creat1v1ty. Workshops couldl
be set up on a- quarterly baeis for teachers to come and make materialo
for thelr classrooms. Instead of asking teachers to give up thelr.
Saturdays,’release time could be allowed for theoe workshops, much the

< same -as for parent conferences.



: Special educatlon personnel also have to make adjustments and

1laccomodatlons 1£ they want a more positive relatlonshlp wrth thelr

teaching peers. Resource speclalists could nave an open house in thelr - 8

;rarea at the beginning of the school year. They could show the regular
educators materrals that they have available, discuss schedules, and
: set up a regular time to be spent 1n each classroom Inservices should
.ralso be scheduled throughout the year to help the regular educators'v
Hdeal with the frustrations and apprehensrons that they have in learnlng
~to work wlth special education students. | |
On site admlnlstrators could also closely monitor the types ofl
p'classrooms that special education students are belng placed lnto If a
ateacher already has a comblnatlon class or several blllngual students,
then another classroom might be a better placement for the speclal
’eeducation student Prrncrpals can also monitor the types of workshops
and conferences that are avallable to their staff and encouragep'f'
'teachers to attend those that might be beneficial to that teacher | To
“Lxhave a more accurate picture of what the teachers are concerned about e
’perhaps the prlnclpal could have the staff fill out a needs survey |

'ﬂdquarterly This would help to match a teacher S concern with an‘

. ‘approprlate workshop or conference

The col]eges and unlversltles also have a responsiblllty to mahe'

o classes available to help update teacher s knowledge about current

%bleducatlon 1ssues At least one class In special ‘education and one on
“:malnstreaming should be mandatory for all undergraduate educatlon .
majors. A graduate 1eve1 course should also be avallable to help |
;‘:promote the understanding o£ and acceptance Loward handicapped

| lchildren



e B e ﬂ%)

Thils utUdY pointed out the need for additional research 1nto -

gregulal classroom teacher S perceptlons about special education

he:programs. Several teacheru that participated 1n the inservice training

f ‘1ndlcated that prior to the tralnlng they thought that mainstxeamlmg
v'meant putting severly handicapped students into regular educatlon'

claoses Special education continues to be confuslng to the regulax .

5 fclasexoom teaeher, and also very threatening More research is needed

‘to dlscover the best way to inform and educate teachers on special

“educatlion toplcs and programs

»QIM_I:EATIQNS

The limitations of thievstudy are: (1) all subjects were taker'from'
one school district; (2) the sample was 11m1ted to 100 respondant . |
fvhelementary teachers; (3) tne inservice tvaining was limited to time-

. constralnts of after_school meetings;‘and (4) it was not possible to

rwrandomly asSign teachers to the control and.experimental group.
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 DEFINITION OF TERMS -.

A disorder in one or more. of the ba51c psychologlcal processes
,1nvolved in understandlng or 1n using language, spoken or. written,’jﬁﬁ
,which shows up as an impairment 1n the ability to 115ten, thlnk,bSpeak
read wrlte,-spell or do maLhematlcal calculatlons. There must be '

<

:t"severe discrepancy between the 1ntellectua1 ablllty and achlevement .

v'}MAIQS?BEAM;NC; _' | | |

’ The process of placing students that are dlaonosedbas learnlng
tdlsabled into the regular classroom for the ma:ority of thelr
instructlonal day : Spec1al educatlon servrces are prov1ded by ‘the

© resource spec1alrst

.__REsOURcE SPEéIsLIST"

| A teacher who ‘is trained in the areavof learnlng handlcaps and
prov1des dlrect 1nstruct10n to students 1dentif1ed as learning -
vihandicapped Indlrect serv1ces are also prov1ded to the regularvrie

.classroom teacher in Lhe form of consultatlon.;

STUDENT STUDY TEAN:

- An 1nterdlaciplinary team composed of an’administrator,'a.classroom,
Vfteacher,‘a school psychologlst a: speCLal educatlon nurse, a speech
’teacher,_a resource spe01allst, and other members de51gnated by the

l{principal to represent regular education. The,purpose of the teamGLSl

,.gpg,?"’ |



jl,to discues students that are referred by the classroom teacher to
_determine if special education services are needed Interventions are
,dlscussed and lf deamed necessary, testlng by the psychologist and
resource. spe01a113t is conducted The team assrsts 1n the approprlate‘:
'a‘placement of students elther in the regular classroom with resource
%dasslstance, or into speclal education classes for ‘the entlre dav

-

”INDIVIDUAL FDUFATIONAL PLAN(IEPIJ

~ An educational plan developed for ‘the student that is dlagnooed as

llearnlng dlsabled It is developed after assessment by the psychologlet'

and resource spec1alist and glves the long and short term goals for

‘-the student for the year. It also gives suggeeted materials to be used

 and an 1ndicat10n of how the goals are to be mastered

‘V'pggbbr

s et s
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A SURVEY OF TEACHERYS ATTITUDES’TOWARD MAINSTREAMING

14

" rhe enactment of Public Law 94-142 in 1975 requires that children

with speclal needs be integrated into the regular classroom to the

PR
1

maximum extent possible. This is . commonly referred to as
. ' "Mainstreaming". The key ingredlent to a child's progress in school s

the classroom teacher. This teacher s currently belng asked to
mainstream learning handicapped students into their classrooms. The

purpose of this questionaire is to obtain information that will ald the

Resource Specialist in evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of

‘mainstreaming and the resource program.*

SECTION I: Teachers Background

1. Do you have ahy Special Education RESOULCE children in your

- glass? o Yes . No
I1f so, How many? :
2. Have you ever taken a Special Education class? ‘ ' Yes No.

3. How many years have you been-teaching?

SECTION II: Teacher Opinions

Please circie the number under the column that bést describes your

agreement or disagreement with the following statements. There are no
- correct answers; the best answers are those that honestly reflect your
~ _-opinions. : : v .
Scale: sa=Strongly Agree A=Agree ‘U=Undecided
D=Disagree spD=Strongly Disagree
SA A UD SD
1. The needs of handicapped students can be best served 12345
through special, separate classes.
2. Behavior problems will increase among other children 12345
- with a malnstreamed student in the classroon. E
3. The mainstreamed student will be uncooperative and 12345
" not work well with other students. ‘ :
4. The mainstreamed student will not benefit 12345
academically from being in a regular classroom.
5. Mainstreaming requires a disproportionate amount of 12 345
time devoted to one child. ‘ : ,
6. The mainstreamed student will probably progress more 12345

‘guickly in academic skills in a special classroom
rather than in a regular classroom. ‘ » E

7. (The mainstreamed student will not be easily ‘ 12345
discouraged in academic tasks. ' :

8. Mainstreaming is likely to have a negative effect 12345

on the emotlonal .development of the learning
" disabled child. o o . : ,
9. Malnstreaming will not requlire extra training for 12345
classroom teachers. o o iy L ' :



10.

.You would not attend speCial classes or 1nservice o

Scaleinh SA:Strongly'Agree o A= =Agree U Undecided
: . .. D=Dlsagree - SD= Strongly Disagree L

training on mainstreaming.

- 11. Learning handicapped students should not be glven

12,

13

14.
15,
16.
17.

18.

19.

~opportunity to function in the regular- ~classroom.
Given a choice of accepting or rejecting, you would

‘reject a mainstreamed child in your class.
SECTION III: The Resource Program o

. There should be continual communication between the ‘
.. resource speclialist and the classroom teacher concerning _

mainstreamed students.

"It is the responsibility of the resource spec1alist to
. share materials for the mainstreamed student with you.
The classroom teacher should be present at the Student

Study meetings regarding their student.
The classroom teacher should be present at the annual

review of their mainetreamed student. .

It 13 the responsibillty of the classroom teacher to :
participate in the development of annual and short- term

.'.goals for their mainstreamed student.
The resource specialist should share aesessment reeulte

of your mainstreamed student with you.
It is the responsibility of the resource pecialist to

provide in- service tralning or. workshops regardlng

:a.‘characterlstics of learning dlsabled children
“b. procedures for referring a student to the Student

- Study Tean.

, c; development of annual goals and/or I.E. P. s'
d. technigues and materials for classroom use

=with mainetreamed studentsff“

N T o

B R

RN NN

3

oW

Www ww

PN

12345
1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

v

o,



SECTION 1V: Strenqths/Weaknesses of Mainstreaning
Check all that apply: v

20. What do you consider are the benefits or strengths of mainstreaming
learning handicapped(LH) children into the regular classroom? :
 &4. Removes stigma from handlcapped children .
b. Makes regular-classroom children more tolerent
and sensitive
Helps LH children to have better self-concepts
Helps LH children to develop more social skills__ ...
Helps LH children to make more academic progress
Helps "regular” children to make more social skills
Makes the teacher more tolerant and sensitive
. Encourages the teacher to plan more carefully
‘Encourages the teacher to individualize instruction
Other benefits or strengths: R

e o . . .

* @

(WA e S To T o N 1] VO.-Q

21. What do you conslider are the weaknesses of mailnstreaming?
. Lack of teacher training__

Inproper placement of LH students _
. Lack of additional planning time for LH students
. Lack of additional time to teach LH students
Lack of additional materials for LH students
Inadequate communication between the classroom teacher
and the special education teacher o '
. Not enough administrative support
. Too much extra work for the classroom teacher
LH students are out of the classroom for long
periods of time ‘
- 3. Other weaknesses:

FhO® Q0 T Y

= 0

33. How can mainstreaming be Improved?
" a. More teacher training '
b. Smaller classes for those teachers with mainstreamed
“students : :
¢c. More materials available for use with mainstreamed
- students___ '
d. Better placement of students
e. The use of teacher aldes :
£. Better communication between the classroom teacher
-and the special education teacher ______
g. More time for planning
" h. Other suggestions for improvement:

*adapted from attitude‘survéys conducted by Aliola and Aliola(1982),
Bond and Dietrich(1982),Hill and Reed(1982), Larxrivee and Cook(1979),
Ogletree and Atkinson(1982), and Panko, Eanko and Balocca(l984).
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