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The basic purposes of this study were (1) to develop a J

'questionnaire that would assess -the obstacles present in the . : \ Ce :

| ‘provision of educational services to’ mildly mentally - “'

: handicapped ch ldren in a‘ regular classroom, (2) to

‘investigate th obstacles to the provision of edhcational : r. - | \
'services to mildly mentally handicapped children in a regular P ‘\ jk.‘" '
classroom for .a specific teacher population through the use of ‘
the questionnaire, (3) to determine if ‘a relationship exists : ‘
between these perceived obstacles and. certain personal and o
situational variables. . | ’ |
A questionnaire consisting of 26 items, covering ten (10)
categories, was developed by the researcher and administered to
-population of regular class teepchers. Teachers were asked to’
rate their perception of each item as an obstacle to the

delivery of educatie\al services to mildly mentally handicapped" !

students in a mainstreamed setting. ' R s,

q- S R
'I’hrough an examination of response pattems, the degree T

to which- . each- itam was, considered an obstacle vag- determined.
!Items were then ranked accordingly. :
Qomparisons were made betwen teacher responses with

referelice to the personal and demographic data gathered
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o ‘The following conclusmns were reached
Ja)

bt - ]
% . .

.namely gender teaching certiflcate. training \through special

education courses. ‘levél of teaching a.ssignment teaching

vexperibnce and experience teaching exceptional ch11dren-

a

To examine the relationship between each of the selected
- m
variables and perce:med obstacle,s “in educating mildly mentally

[

handicapped chlldren na mainatreamed settlng. [a one-way

- . vr‘.

Ianalysis of variance as- employed : R e ;.
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B
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‘a aignificant number of teachefrs felt that there ire

obstacles to the education of mildly mentally handxcapped‘ v - '

children 1n a regular classroom- : (b)f the category mOﬁt

1 rl s A1

\
.‘"frequ.ently perceived as a potential obstacle. was Learning

' Environment . c) the obstacles selected as, moat critical were

- T -~

"Present" pupil-teacher ratio and "Increaae in the stress .
level"-' (d) teacher training programs for regular class -
teachera are 1n need of reV1aion if teachers are to be

adequat‘ely prepared~ for malnstreaming; (&) in general

)obstacles that aere more closely related to actual teacher

;‘classroom performance were rated as more critical '(f) i

v Q
e

teachers percelved the attit:udes of parents of regular chtlldren

Ea

‘toward mainstreaming as 8 greater potential obstacle than the -

attittdes’ of others involved in the process; “(8) the yariable o

g:ender was significantly féia'qea to teacher' perc'eptiona in tao g
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T e :obis‘t:a.cle”ca:teﬁoriea, (h) the variable teaching level was . . -
signiﬂcantly related t:o teacher percept:lons in one obstacle
category, (1) thewariable teaching experience was shown £o be
sign:l.ﬂcent.ly related to teacher perpeption in each of the ‘ten
- [ S
(10) obstacle categories as measured by the questionnaire.
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'/' R INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM .
~ .. . . L INTRODUCTION =

'
RN

. -Since the turn o:E the century when ~the first sPecial -

"~classes were established, aegregated apecial classroom R n '

' environments have been the mOSt favored pattern for t;he

deliVery of education to excepﬁional children Ls 2 In recent

- -of segregated special claSseB.3 4,5, 6 The self—contalned

' Speciel class i no 1onger the primary form of eddcation for
. » 3
_ the- h.smdicapped7 Presently the emphasis is gn the

L]

k mainstreaming of these stude‘nts into the regular education
' ‘program. 8,9 - i ;.Jij-_:' " ] .

As a conaequence of the’ CELDIC Report, One Million

Children, (Canada, 1970) HE The Education of A1 Handicapped

Children Act (United States, 1975), and Theé Warnock Report

(Great Britain, 1978) the: education of children with special

. needs has been given new dire(:tions. '

’ g . . v

TOTTTT OSreS T oL T T ot e T P mr TN T Gaarait Loak et

years, there haa been increasing doubt ¢oncerning the valid:.ty

0

Sy
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0f particular importance is the similarity of" the views
of these reports on mainstreaming All three’ called for ‘the

abolition of segregated classes for children with emotional or

TT—— B

learning disorders. Specifically, the CELDIC Report called for N
the aholition-of most. segregated special education classes and;
stated that the segregation of children into special clasges is
Tneither necessary nor desirable.10 It went on to recommend
: that "Educational authorities should minimize the isolation of
.children with emotional and learning disorders and plan E
progr he' for them that as far as possible retain children
iwithin the regular “school curricula and activities" 11 This '
u‘report also recommended that "Ciassroom organization should be
flexible to'permit'the child with an emotional or learning
disorder to receive special instruction or ‘treatment outside of
the classrdom and return to it at ‘any time as a member in good ‘
standing". 12 . -‘ i- ‘ 4.I_
It should be noted, hdﬁ!ver, that while the impetus for ‘
maihstreaming in the U. S. eame from the courts and’ stjate
'igovernmental policies 13, 14 15,16 it became populsrized in .
Canada ‘as a result of the changing attitudes in the North | f," N
American educational community about educating the special , %;J:f;
i needs student. As_a consequence of U.S. actions‘a 1977,reportﬂi' ;
bysthe Manitobaﬁfeachera"Society:notes that_there has‘been "a i'
. - v ’ N : N . s ¥
ot i ‘ . L 1
- R ‘ “
: q . \ p%‘
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breveraal of the-trend-to educate students with -special needs in

’/_’

segregated classrooms—and acceptance of'a mainstreaming

17

philosophy.’ Reacting to recent changes made by Goveérnment-

in The Education Act of that Province, the Manitoba Teachers

Report atated that it was clearly the philoaophy of the changes .

'.'enacted to indicate "that students with speoial ‘heeds are to be

'mainstreamed" 18 At its Annual General meeting of. that year,

athe Manitoba Teachers Socieﬁy adopted the following resolution.;;

That provided it is in the best interests . ©od
of the students, 'the prefefred alternative :
be the least restrictive environment:

- ranging .from intensive care ‘§ithations to
the regular classroofr'setting and that i
there be flexibility-of. moyement»from one - |
alternative to another. . i

Further evidence of the extent to which a mainstreaming

: philobophy-has been-accepted\by Canadian educational-

'authorities is apparent from an examination of § number of

.maJor reports publisheﬂ by BeVeral agencies, provincial

governments, and teacher*organiZations.;r

CA 1971 reﬁort, published by the Canadian Council for ‘3 _“
ExceptionaL Children entitled E’andards for Education of )

" "Exceptional Children in Canada,’ ‘declared that ""The current

"f.emphasia on univeraal education and the right of qvery child to n

" be. educated to the maximum of hiB ability ﬁeans that . every




n-, Education of the Atlantic Provinces, published in 1973, reflect

. children as members of his class

teacher will frequently, and may continuously, have_exceptionall
u, 20 o

»

The findings and conclusions of a joint Atlantic

prdvinces report Special Education Report to the Ministers‘of

the same philosophy. The first recommendation of,the report

. - - B
oo . o LN

) majority should be helped in the regular classroom.

was: - . T . : ;' . '

'school programs

'That ‘the. governments of the Atlantic
. Provinces recognize and endorse the right '
of-all handicapped persons to be educated , o
to the maximum of their potential and S
,develop a. comprehensive range of services’ :
and programs sufficient to :meet the
educational aeeds of all handicapped
persons.

-'The report goes on to recommend that " Wherever possible

-and practical handicapped persons be educated in. regular,

n 22

.The author of a white paper published by the Government

of New Brunswick 'in- 1974, entitled Opportunities for the

'Handicapped observed that while special classes may be

-'-required for . a few educable mentally handicapped children, the o

23 .

.The Government of Saskatehewan in! 1977 in its manual of

"plegislation, regulations, policies,fand guidelines regarding '

.special education, stated that:

e . L s TR

‘
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: " When integration in a regular class

~f1; .getting is possible and.profitable, it -
© TR ghould: be Eze predominant mode of :
o education._ B

A 1978 report, prepared by reseirchers at the Ontario

o Institute for Studies in Education for Ontario s COmmission on

' '.'Declining School Enrollments, noted that although Ontario'

: lacked supportive 1egislation, ‘the, notion of integration was ;"

current in the Province and that there was A strong trend away
.y 1 . -

from self-contained special education classroomg 25 In - .-

_'3' addition it was reported that the September 1969 report of the

Minister of Education indicated a greater emphasia within the”

| Province on the integration of exceptional children. into:

regular claases 26 - ‘":,_, S ;-- /o

v

. L e
}n the same year. the Montreal Teachers Asdéciation Thsk,“

Force on Special Educatio//recommended that "Integration should

- tbe a goal at every 1eve1 of the educable mentally handicapped .

", 27 : Lo o - oL

program - ¥ ' . S Lo

" A report isaued by the Federation of Women Teachers

~o

'“Aasociation of Ontario in 1979 pointed to. the‘same trend

towards mainstreaming and - indicated that th ] trend was not

confined to Ontario.28

. ‘ o R 4 (-;.‘
A 1980 report. commipsioned by the’ Britiah Columbia '

f'Teachers Federation revealed that 65 percent of British

i} Columbia teachers anticipated the placement of apecial needs i

©
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‘ imply readiness for or acceptqnce of mainstreaming. f‘ ', S '
~ The 1982 Annual General Meeting of the Newfoundland ' ; o
Teachers Aasociation strongly supported the.notiOn of '
¥ mainstreaming In relation to the mainstreaming concept the :
- L. ) >
.report read "We strongly féel that under the right conditions g o
o .tt would not only be possible but educetionally desirable 30 T
i . * . - ‘ .
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children in- their classrooms in the following two years.z9 o ¥ L

The Report pointed out however, that anticipation doea not _f: ) "
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. 11. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM . “| ... .. .. . ...

S T S T

(‘ ;'. .- . ; ,' o . . . A.‘., -

MacMillan, Jones, and Myers have observed that muEh of

this interest 1ih and commitment ‘to mainstreaming have been o

generated bY 19881, philosophical), and. social concerns.?l‘ Asy:

’.

o result of this" focus, moted Kaufman et al., the - 1‘f“;','fbl;nff{ e

Co organizational- administrative and instructional components of *;.;»f-_w::.j'

mainstreaming programs have;not been giyen-adequate

- - -.32.° " . R I B
attentionl3z. _ . . e :; SR CLe

-~ S

_ Cruickshank has commented that many educators have
leaped on the bandwagon of mainstreaming without thoroughly
examining the underlying educational issues-3? The fear that

Cowe dre failing to develop our approach to mainstreaming ‘with a

¢

full recognition of the: barriers or obstacles that must be

qovercome, has also been expnessed by the United States Deputy . ?.[,

Commissioner of Education.sé The need to consider the - T | -

~various factors or obstacles which could potentially negatively

affect the education of & handicapped child in thq regular , ‘i“rf S

. classroom has also been noted by Gickling and Theobald.ss

Clearly the- measage that’ emergem -1s that a- philosophical

commitment to the concept of mainstreaming on the part of e

. ‘e
I
P v
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educators is insufficient to assure success. Efforts must be

made to identify key issues or obstacles ‘to any attempt at

° mainstreaming 36 . In fact, the faiéure to do so nay subject o

many teachers and children to a painful educational experience.

. L . .
: . N \
..

?

- et

The basic purposes of this study were (1) to develop a

o

’ questionnaire that would assess the obstacle presﬁnt in- the

L to mildly mentally handicapped children in a regular classroom

student progress; and administration, (3) to determine if -a

' experience teaching exceptional children.

relationship exists between thqse perceived obstacles and E )

‘ courses,ﬁlevel of teaching ahsignment, teaching experience, and ['J'

provision of educational services to mildly mentally

handicapped children in a regular classroom,(Z) ‘to - investigate

the obstacles present in the provision of educationah services .“:T;f

- v

“ For a specific teacher population through the use of the
questionnaire. “The obstacles examined came under the general
headings of the nature‘of mainstreaming, the nature of the

mildly mentally handicapped and" learning style, attitudes, y
resource and support systems, teaching techniques, learniny

environment, curriculum, classroom management, evaluating

“f *

certain personal and demographic variables, namely' gender,

teaching certificste training through special education J”Q

’ -

111'.‘ PURPOSES oF 'rss STUDY 1 <L -

.,



Specifically the intention of the researcher waa to o
.‘if; answer the

1. ~ What are the- views of regular classtoon teachers in as. LT

e L

. IV QUESTIONS ‘TO- BE ANSWERED

following questions.

..

selected Newfoundland School District towards potential

by

' ;obstacles to mainsjreaming under the following ten categoriea?-

1._‘
. .2.‘

:=:v2. What

The Nat

~Attitudea ?ng

re.of Mainstreaming

fThe Nature of the" Mildly Mentally Handicapped and
',.Learning Style .

v .
JY

Resource and Support Systems

- .“IipﬁrﬁfTeaching Tbchniques' ‘
Lo _6. ‘Learning Environment "
'-j:.T; Curriculum a : *
'.lé.a:CIassroom Hanagement .?‘ '
;é.;iEvaluating Student Progress
‘ lQ.l Adminiatration w_“

’ Nl

is the relationship between obstacle perception and

3

'facertain personal and demographic variables, namely"gender,

teaching certificate, training through special education

'?f=icourses, level of teaching dssignment, teaching experience, and’

. [}
. experiencexteaching exceptional children? . S
|. j '.‘.l - ‘( '
‘1. ‘ : ' \ ; o
i
S ¥ :, ;
L R v { ! 1-‘ i



d.q:

. mentally handicapped children in -1 mainstreamed setting.

. handicapped children in a mainatreamed setting. -

'variables namely gender. teaching certificate. trainingf ‘.

'assignment teaching experience .and experience teaching

PR DELIMITAT}ONS AND - LIMITATIONS

In interpreting the data of this study ’the. following

) delimitations and limitstions should bQﬁconsidered . K

. . . I P !
3 . K ! ' .. .
.

'fs_ This study is delimited to an investigation of the

'major obstacles to the delivery of instruction to mildly L

A

L 2. . This study As delimited ta an investigation of

7-xregu1ar classroom teachers perceptions regarding the major

'obstaoles to ‘the delivery of instruction to mildly mentally

-

3.” The study is delimited to. six specific teacher. 1

through special education courses. level of . teaching |

‘_exceptional children,v’Due to the relatively ‘small size of-the i
, population. information regarding class or school size was not
. gathered. The researcher recognizes; however. ‘that 'such

'variables may be important when surveying a larger and more.';i

'varied population. ',. : f T T

N LY

4. . The interpretation of the study is limited because

i f'PEICBiVEd and actual obstacles may not coincide,,” ').:

51 Since. only one school district was suryeyed, ‘any.

.,generalizatiOns.for the-wholenprovince must be .made caugiously;l‘

. -
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- The p pulation of the study consisted of all tedchers in ,
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the regular\classroom setting under the jurisdiction of the

werg not tncl ded dn the population.,
small size of the population it was decided to survey the e N
N . 3 ) EAR ." ) .-‘ / '
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[

entire groupf\ﬂ'

-

and forty-six (46) from’ the Junior-Sepior High level.‘

A questionnaire was’ developed by the researcher after’ a

teview was msde of the litersture and after consultation with L

|
]knowledgeable persons in the field of specisl education., The ]

questionnaire was administered to all regular classroom _ ,
teachers in the district. Teachers were asked to’ rate their T - f
perception of each potential mainstreaming obstacle on’ a :”_,h }:-

o
LIRS

Likert-type scale. ; T
It was the researcher 8 hope that information generated

I

[

from this study would serve to heighten the swareness of those I

L 1
[ )
. .
. .
4 - ?
' »
' . .o .
. . . . o
) - ' < . ' .
- \
' ' N . L . B
. S = 5 Ousashio Al , —t -
. : . \
. . Y
. .
R 4

‘ f “The' population consisted of thirty-six (36) teachers from _
'the Primary 1eLel, twenty—six (26) from the. Elehentery level, ?i"lj'f

Conception ny South Integrate& School Board for- the year S
1982-83.7 The population consisted of one hundred and eight ..Zf%;\ ij:f;
(108) regular classroom teachers., Guidance COUnsellors, BN 'gtﬁ'@f:Qf-"
| sdministrators, program co-ordinatora, 1ibrarians, music and . ::iif?}jhzd
physical eduthion specialists, and special education_teachers ‘i r;:;;{?.;J
Due to the relatively ;.; 'H.ﬁj'[' N
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.and the use of a one-way anelysis of variance ‘to determine the

level of significance between the ten (10) category meana and

', each of the variables. gender, teaching cefkificate, training
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e, S % gL, CHAPTER II S e

; T '/;‘. "
) .. ‘ . ) ' . .II R I . . - , . "? .'L
G . . REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE " .
€ L - . S B - . - .

, o "-I. INTRODUCTION,
~ . . 4 . - ) ) »~ . . ‘ -
_ . : [ . ; ST

This chapter contains a review of the’ literature
concerning the obstacles to the delivery of instruction to K
ULJ' ".' mildly mentally handicapped children in a: maiﬁstreamed setting

under the following categories ‘ .' S

" 1. iThe Nature of Mainstreaming \

_;/ L Ao}2,‘ The Nature of theerldly Mentally Handicapped and f
AN B Learning Style- : ‘ N

3 Attitudeaﬁ‘ ‘”..: . :z'”\.]' T
4. :Reaource andeupport-SXstems N - :
5. ;;Teaching'Technidues. ‘ o

6.. Learning‘Enwironment U f Coe s

.y .,; Curriculum

\k*‘“‘““rn-—~———____&«~’~Claasroom Management o e e

P

9. Evaluating Student Progress . e i

| ©? . 10. Administration e e
S }._ II. THE NATURE OF MAINSTREAMING L .ﬁf

v SRR Many writers "have’ attempted to provide a definition of .

a SRS mainstreaming | Keough and Levitt suggested that "In ‘the |

. broadest aense mainstreaming refers to the instruction of

pupila within the regular educational setting. ko

-

. N toee

e

[P S
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Cruickshank. and Johnson sug‘ges‘ted:'that.-for ’so‘me ‘mildly
handica'pped children y mains'tr'eaming" means fi‘lxll-time p'lacement,

L)

in a regular class with 1ittle outs:.de support while for some

s verely handicapped children, mainstreaming means full-time ..

-

a

p acement in a speclal class.2

Perhaps the most- w:Ldely accepted definition ,15 the one
put forward by the Council for Exceptional Children at its 1976

Internatlonal Conference. This definltion has subsequently

3

been officially adopted by the Manltoba Teachers Society ‘as.

Lo well as the Canadian Teachers Federation.'é It is as follows. :
Mainstreaming is an educational placement

.procedure "for, exceptional children, based

ion the-eonviction that each such child

.'should be educated in the lLeast

;restrictive environment in- which his ar. ‘

her “educational .and related. needs" can be .. .-
satisfactorily addressed . ‘ o s

But if effective mainstreaming programs are- to be .
implemented, noted Souers, the roles, relationships and : 'g'
responsibilit’ies of each teacher must be .clearly defined 5

Gottlieb also noted- the lack of clearly conceptualized and
articulated goals for mainstream education.6 1,-:' _ I h

Lo A review of the l'iterature by Schultz revealed that :

' regular classroom teachers are confused regarding their rolesf

and reaponsibilitiea 7 Pugach "has observed that regular~

Y

class teachers are uncertain of their role n relation to the o

4 “ ‘ K .
o o - - . . =

’ . e




: deve10pment of an Individualized Edt.wational Plan for each

increase in responsibility for reghlar classroom teachers in

'classroom teacher is likely to be the principal provider of
L instruction to mildly mentally handicapped students,

A L confusion is very likely to be an obstacle to effective

.rationale for mainstreaming. Concern has been expressed by '

. "Dardig that regular classroom teachers may not be aware “of- the

with the opportunity to’ learn many adaptive social behaviors by

achieve more highly in various academic areas as a consequence
’}':regular class. For the non-handicapped student, _Dardig has

interact normally with handicapped individuals and perhaps S .:_ R

L iBL

!
» PO B .
Lo - N et
— gt et

..student..s,! Other writers have noted the changing role snd S ) s i,

" such areas ss teachit{'g technique, curriculum, cla’ssroom © o o -

management, and student evaluation practices. R T

h

< When one considers then, the fact that .'""The regular o \

9 such

' ~.instruction. : Uncertainty also exists over the edu.cational . .

poten.tial benefits of a’ mainstreaming experience for both

ha“dicapped a“d “°n‘handicapped students. 0 Dardig has B

suggested that mainstreaming provides the handicapped students . )

observing and imitating their peers. He also maintained that.

it increases the potential for the: handicapped student to

r

" of highlyr motivating social reinforcers available in the

Y

suggested that through mainstreaming students can learn to-

~ .
¢ Ay

LI

-
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.. into the _home and community setting
) ahd the' increase in the children s ability to deal with other

- handicap. R g P

) 'observation has been made by Harasymiw and Horne. ,

SR ' ' )
| 19,
Sl R s
develop a greater sensitivity to othera that will carry- over

‘11'
¢ .

" has - poim:ed to the intellectual gains of mainatreamed children -

o people as well as their ability to cope with their

12 o
.
. .
. ) ;
AN

III. THE NATURE OF THE MILDLY MENTALLY HANDICAPPED K
“..'0 7.t . 1 AND LEARNING STYLE '

1

While it would be unreaaonable to expect every regular B "
i -,-'clasa teacher' to become an expert in understanding and dealing
" ';'with a wide variety of handicapped conditions, it would be '.

-'_"helpful i..:E each teacher knew as’ much as poaaible about the -

particular handicap affecting the students in his/her e ',;: -
<‘clasa 1'3 The neceeaity for regular clasa teachers to. have o

eome background on, at leaat _the mildly mentally handicapped

1. 14 4 similar

learner has been noted byyMacMillan et a
15

Brooks

’ and Branaford have’ alao indicated the neceaaity for regular
._'class teachera to poasesa Na basic understanding of the needs--
".‘and characteristica of the exceptional chila".16 Rader has

' noted the importance of regular claaaaroom teachera in

' ~.mainatream settings having a thorough knowledge of the

Similarly, Nyquist ; '

. V. e . o . L
to. - " I .,. . . - . . ca
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Jar, ' L . .
N 7 ’ . o -
7. - .
. .
. N . .
+ g . 1y
- .. )
i L .
Y "»r." , v
. ; . ] .
“ .
N 4 .,
- - . - I 5
w o

. e ~ .. , . . e, - ) Y - . - . : T
T LT ceLel P . Lot e .t - . . . - - - = . . — . - K ot
R - . - . o .. . i L . . g e . . . v e, R -,
. .- PR g R .. .. - e .- . . .- . o R . E.
. .. . . R 3 4 N Let TN .. . s N .t LI .. . . . .
- . . PR .- M . . . . . PR
. ot . . . . . L, s, P . . N . . . a .
- » - - - .



-8

g .'-"handicapped students with whom they must iﬂteracc'

-child and. his teacher, have alscI been noted by Meyen and

“ s L)
i °r - -
! . -
- .. ., 0
- »_‘ . 1
- } M h ' - S
A o N .
. N N
. N - .
Y .- = -
. -t 5. ot 1
. . N . .
~ - a , 20.
. R >
2 " n -
- ..
-y - 7. - ~ .

,cognitive,' affective, and psychomotor charaCteristics of the PR

17

Differencés in auch learning characteristids as testm e

orientation and attention span between regular and mildly ;

me.ntally handicapped students have been reported by Meyen and-l_'. 2
‘A,~Lehr.1'8 Willard has referred to the regular class teacher s,

.lack of iLm:lerstanding concerning these differences. "Some-_-cf. .
',our regular classroom teachers are. having difficulty 1 7 |

: '..accepting t:he capabilities of the~ educable mentally handfcapped

pupils nl9 Personal intersction problems including those

) -_between the handicapped child and his peers and the handicapped

v

~—

-20. ,
| L .
The results of a survey conducted by Norbert of

elementary, middle and high school~ regular class teachers, )

regarding their perceptions of prdblems resulting from

mainstreaming revealed that there is i need for regular class

teachers to be given more information on the needs and problems -

of handicapped students.. The study revealed that' ’

[ . Seventy five percent of t‘he respondents felt -
: that “they did not have adeguate training to )
teach handioapped students

ST M Forty-three percent - indicated that they had not
. - prepared -special materials or lessons to meet - - .
_ ‘the needs of. the handicapped studenta. . T
A . , . o
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e T 7 3 . Forty-two percent; did -not’ know what an. " .
e "Individualized Educational Plan (IEP) was. B

'.',‘ ) et 4. ,Forty percent were not aware of various
' R ','classifications of handicaps

5‘.; '1‘wenty-nine percenb indicated that they had not
-+, . altered their teaching plans or . methods to meet
Yo w._the needs of the handicapped students.??.

L e w ATTITUDES‘ .

. Historically., society 8’ response to the needs of the Lo
- handicapped haa been, "They are different ttﬁy trouble us. in o
E deep, unexplainable, irrational ways 5 and we would 1ike to see

T et 5 - [ -
oL them somewhere else, not cruelly treated O’f course - but out of

d“ 22. The presence of prejudice toward the i

'l-"_‘;sight and min

-iv.handicapped has a’.lao been observed by Alexander and Strain
“ Similarly, Moore and Fise have emphasized tvhat as the
-“mainstreaming movement gains momentum, teachers perceptions of

=':.-'handicapped children and their attitudes toward mainstreaming
| become increasingly important to e\mluate.z_4 For "As the :

o : fronthline implementor", reported Sokalyk "the classroom teacher
'.-"is perhaps the most vital force in determining the outcome of a'

‘.policy Of mainstreaming" 25 Similaﬂy, Umasky and Cr)'an;

' ‘ recognized that "Teachers att.itudes toward mainstreaming and

v

l handicapped children may be & critical factor for the succesa of

T I
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Aware of .the

T mainstreaming, Martin, speaking in hiS 1‘019 as U.S:

-

I am con¢e1:ned today about the pell-mell )
‘and I fear naive, nad dash to mainstream

. .ctiildren, .based on our hopes of better: . :
- things-for them.- I fear we are falling to.

"-"develop our approach to mainstreaming wich.',-"

" a full recognition of the barriers which

* ° must be overcome.

First 18 the- queat:Lon_

of the attitudes; . fears anx*ieties and’

possible overt-rejection, which may face -

handicapped children,, not just from .their-

' 'schoolmates but from the.adults in the - ' ' .
.Principal and teachers after all

schools.

_are only human. - Their -attitudes are:
~created by thelr experience _and most have -
"no formal training or- experience with the

hand ic apped child 27

-

Mitchell writ:ing in The High Schaol Journal, sta‘t:ed her

-

The_ & titude of the teacher regarding the

exceptional student and his skill- . . .

-development the adjustment of-.content of

o instructionand the classicom enviropment.

or ecology which .will incélude, exceptional

. children, may be a 'far more potent and o

-important variable in - the- successful- _
.integration. of exceptional ‘students ¢into

b poor attitudes of teachers ’toward the handicapped and

.

_regular ‘classrooms ‘than’ any adminis 'ati_v'e
or: curricular scheme. o R
L 3 - . aa .
o , 3 '.,\ .
by ; y
. v - b . ) -
i e e hd
~upt - . v o
) ~ . b . .
. “.... .. (A‘ .’ ""

Depul:y

E Cqmmissioner for Education of the Handicapped caut.ioned“'

belief in the i portance of teacher attitu&ea 48’ follows =

potent'ially negative conaequences of the

LE%
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Vacc and Kirst have also noted that teacher attitudes e
. -and behaviors are contributing variables in the milieu in which . :

. "'_ éhildren must function. Accordingly, it is important to" gather .

":1{.*\781“88 of: the teacher should be: carefully and precisely E L ' IR

’A'hand'icapped must be assessed.30 Milbauer emphasized the '
" especially teacher attitude
: -fol]eowing on teacher attitudes,' "If handicepped chi'.l.dren are \to

_ school day, ‘the - attitude of -re3UIar classroom teachers toward .‘ e -

' .these children emerges as a‘major concern.

: "statéd
-r'.'classroom one should asse&s t.he attitudes and opinions of the R

_ regular claséroom teacher.

o -:delir:xeated."34 ; o -l S Ll A_ T '.':.‘ CUR S

‘- ‘information about teachers attitudes‘on mainstreaming 29 _". . ‘. .l M
Gickling and Th.eobald also contended tha.t if mainatreaming is -

., to tge successful, teacher attitudes toward working with the - A4 '-_. Lo

importance of attitude assessment when she noted that where -

C .mainstream:l.ng is working,‘ "Ope of. the key factors is attitude - Ry

"31‘ Shotel” et al offered the ,; e ‘

"'='be integrated :I.nto regular classrooms for even a part of the B o S

1132

. Ltiei(n\an ; | L
' article that appeared in the Mental Retardation Bu in, added N ’

}further emp.asis to.. the importance of. teacher attitudes.. -He « NN

’ A » - : P

rior to integratlng.. . the child into the regular o ] Tt

"33_ "Ideally, g said Valletatti,-_ S A

’"before placing a. special child in any class, the attitudes and .
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overall attitudee of teachers were generally positive. .

.‘- accepting of their handicapped students.36. Guerin and

i
v
. . .

| v In an investigation of the attitudes of regular class

teachers toward mainstre)é.ming, BarngrOVer found that the i

35

Gullotta likewise found that regular classroom teachers- were’

Szatlocky interviewed special and r@ular teache‘?s, sc_h‘ool'

psychologists and administrators from eight school dis"trid_ts

»representing snall city, rurel, and urban settings. Re'snlts o \ '

-"showed that all but one administrator had a positive a'ttitdde'_""

-1' ‘toward the program 37, The results of Stephens and Braun s. '\

P :.-__'.‘investigation revealed that 61 percent of the teachera

dndicated .a willingness to mainstream and 39 percent: would né\t '

be willing. Demog;aphic dete revealed that those teachers who v

+
KS

had taken courses in special education wvere mote willi.ng to

o accept handicapped children :Lnto their clasts:ses.:i"8 Gickling

. - and Theobald reported that in theirjst:ﬁdy of regular class

o *percent strongly opposed mainstresming handicapped children

“ '~ . while fort:y percent were in favour. N "An fadditional 20 percent

Were marginally committed to mainstreaming, if the situation

arose. R -‘_' R e ST e

- . - -'L

teachers sng;veyed did not want to be involved with mainstrep,med

stqdents, 32, 9 percent were not: sure and only 20 5 percent

- , . ) = . : -
.

were willing . '

. ’. o . LR et
- q . : S L S

Results of a; atudy by Norbert revealed 46 percent of the -

A teacher atti.tudes tovard mainstreaming hdndicapped children, 40

;e




T 9. mainstreaming L T e ..A°.'

s towards school aa a: consequence of being mainstreame

:'f: c].asses with educably mentally handicapped children who 3'

were\partially mainstreamed and partially segregated were found. Lo y

. ‘ of their parents. '. Available 1iterature concerning the attitude'_

o scant and contradictory- Geiser reported that parents are -~ ] PEEEI

..o- N 1
» - . - R o o s .
R S . . L e - . . . .
oo g - v ! . . . . . L . .
R - .. . . R , . . o [ -2 N Voo N :
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Results such aa these may be interpreted as .g negative response
40 P - e . . . C T
The importance of the hand:l,capped student having a:

&7 .o L

positive attitude towards mainstreaming has been noted by

 Holcomb- and Corbett.-ll’l' Bradfield et al. reported that LT e

T

' mainatreamed handicapped studenta 'improved An- their attitude ;.Q

d 42 : : ‘_'-:
Wi’llarcl, also, reported that upils who were mainstreamed L
developed a more Positive atttl.tude toward schoo‘l.l‘3 A review . ' ~

w by Gottlieb of inve,s;igations that compared the self-concepts ‘

bf~ educably mentally handicapped .children’ who attended apecial ) -

-

attended regular classes reVealed that handicapped children whoi'

£o have significantly higher self concept scores t:han did

. cdmparable children who were totally segregated.l'{’, R S
: - : ST Lo
’ g' ~,: - The succeaa of mainatreamed students also depends to a. ..
large extent upon the understanding,' cooperation, and attitude ,. ‘

of mainstreamed children s parents toward mainstreaming ia both SR

: complaining that their children are not getting the services o

: and placement that they need but rather what is available,l'5 : i
. ) DR s L ST L S
, . . ) ) :
. o [
: = v ‘ ‘" v : ) , .
: B . L. ,-."- “-“ '.\' : . LN
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Willard._however, reports that parents are generally in favour

‘e
y <

.-, :‘4 ‘Nyquist has suggested that the parents of both regular

-

_ and mainstreamed students need to be prepared for mainstreaming.

tor Parenta who do not understand what 13 happenlng in’ a schooI can '
a convey needless fears and misunderstandlngs to the1r chlldren.

- undue amounts of time w1ll be spent On the handicapped ch11d

- wh11e the parents of the handicapped ch11d may be fearfubabout
s the chJ,ld '8 movement Kom the protected speclal Class -
PN S env,ironment:.l‘-7 ST :,' s IR

' :v . A S e el =Y KN - . " -

P
r_‘.v'-

Tbe 1mpact of mainstreaming on the attitudes of the

-

L P

non-hsndicapped 1s also slgnlficant. Rapler et ‘al.’ conducted a.

- ‘? f )

. study to 1nvest1gate whether normal c>h1ldren s attitudes toward

-

' \ physically hand1capped ch1ldren change after exposure to them.-
el 'l'he authors reported that: w1th expoaure the attitudes of the -
‘,-‘ normal chlldten became more posltlve."s. Simlarly. Peterson '

~

_ . found normal chlldren s, exposure to educably mentally handlcspped

, ¥ chlldren resulted in. “an increased poaitlve attitude toward ‘the - .

hand1capped.4.9' ’
handicapped chlldren 1n a’ regular class tended "to benefit not
6nly the specl.al ch:lld but the’ majority of children in the ;

classroom a8 well "50 “Burton and Hirshonen. howaver. argued

T - that mildly handicapped students are socially excluded B

The parents of -a non-handicapped child may be, concerned that e T

Bradf1eld et -al reported that the inclusmn of ,



‘f- any school to 'support and accept handi.capped peers may be '

:. conmdered hlglhly presumptdous and unrealistic.53

1
.
PSS SR RN
P
L]

\.1
. ., - -~

by their n0n—hand1capped peers.51 Scranton and Rye LI

‘B Y * \

man suggested that the soc1ometr1c studies of. various types of A

handicapped children in regular classrooms indicate 1ess ;
'acceptance of the handicapped in comparison to normaI peers.
Such a negative attitude on the part - of regular students toward

t.heir handicapped peers 1s not surprlsing. . Tunieck et al i

observed that the 1dea of expecting non-handicapped students of

Creating an

handicapped peers must be recognized as a basic element of any

o mainstreaming effort .

” ' )

« 3
B

52 .

attitude of acceptance by regular education students toward their

‘

-The attitudes of the parents of regular class students and

-

the community -in general are also of concern. Given the profound

',f 1mpact of negative attitudes toward mainstreaming by parents of

regular students must not: be discounted. _ Jones et al. suggested

that parents feel that mainstreaming may impact negatively upon
the adJustment and achievement of the regular class pupil. and

- that the time teachers take to prov1de instruction to the

mainstreamed student makes the teacher less aCCESSIble to regular :

55

students. LA ,study of t:he integrat—iqn of ,handi_capped .students

v

.into the regular cla_s‘s,es'. of 'the.' Calgarxy. Board of Edu‘ca_'tiori‘ ‘also’ '

) 1nf1u\nce of parents attitudes on their children s beliefs. _the -

n

'
s
— s



’ "integration from parents of’ non-handicapped children

'“'handicapped child 59 _The: results of an 1nVestigation )%

) teachers indicated that their school 8ys tems were proyiding

' ,programs to inform them about exceptional children.

C T 'i ‘.A ‘-, . .. ), : "5‘ ‘_ - - . l, : .o ' '\;'l-: .>
e ‘ \7 . . . ‘ . c . e ‘~“ A -. . o, e A 28.

indicated "the possibility of negative attitudes towards _
1156

- -~
3

— SRR :i .W-'c:;i«
IR £ RESOURCES AND SUPPORT SYSTEMS '

- L]

Given the substantial demands being made on regular class

]
. ,teachers as.a consequence of mainstreaming, an increased need for

Wy

'inservice that addresses the issues surrounding mainstreaming is
evident. : MacMil lan et al 57 and L:Lnder58 have indicated the

.need for such. inservice Payne and Murray reported that urban

and suburban principals ranked inservice as the number one need

4

of _regular teachers whd are asked to neet the needs of the

~'Gickling and Theobald’ designed to invest:.gate the organizational

approaches used to prepare both regular and special education
personnel to work together on behalf of a- mainstreaming effort,

revealed that less than 20" percent of regular secondary teachers s

,x.

o 35 percent of regular elementary teachers 28 ‘percent of

; secondary specia‘l teachers, and 16 percent of elementary special

60' ;i
Pocklington has also observed that "Suitable, broadly conceived |
16l T

inservice- programmes.- have.not- always been forthcoming_..;. !
. T . oy .




s

.- v

T classes. g

n__ o~

4

] , ;L 1 (e “.:‘,_'" _—..9‘.;
' To be effective in. working w:Lth handicapped at ude ht!_sr: ",‘
' ,teachers should be knowledgeable about th.e dutles and ‘""_""‘_ '-;

oL _responsibilltes of various profess:l.onal an,d nOn-pr,ofessional

3

1o
personnel Hundert has taken the position 4‘2... . that..

A.'accommodathn of handlcapped children in a regular ¢lass may

N

depend ‘on’ eome form of support aerv:.ces.. 62 Jones et al.
have noted that a coordlnated effort between the regular
classroom. teacher and thg supportive personk available in the

schoo;l. or d:Lstrict is critical ‘to- a sueces sful mainstreaming

.

< B

to support the regular classroom teacher.?z* Keough and Lev:ttt

have taken the pos:l_tion that 1n order forr many exceptional

¥ . .Y N

children to achieve suc”cess in achool Ongomg help as a’ .,’ .

-

supplement to regular inatruction is requ:l.red and that these .
. ~ . "

65 The i;nportance of radequate pro:Eess:Lonal su_yport

R personnel is emphasized b" Mandell and Strarn . In an analys::_s

- of factors related tp the att].tudes of regular classroom '
teachers toward malnstreaming mildly handicapped atudentt* they

found availabllity of a’ resource teacher toﬂbe a'significant
. 66

k. 67

‘.

predlctor of a pos itive attitude toward mainstreaming -

Similar find:l.ngs have \been reported "by Larrivee and Coo

- ‘ . . P R

N L
B

program.§3' Cruickshank has a‘lso called for itinerant teachers

e



o

. aides in a regular classroom must be provided.

:'15‘;ﬁ;.’_:i4The teacher, in dealing w1th a broader range

J methodologies

'

'

The importance of the non-professional teaching staff to
the successful implementation of a mainstreaming Program has
been recognized by Allan68, Morgan69, and Hegarty70.;4ln

outlining the requirements for a- program of mainstreaming,

. Cruickshank has .stated that an appropriate number of teacher

o

-

VI TEACHING TECHNIQUES

- of needs.and abilities, must develop a ,
;.. - broader repertolre of teaching techniques.and
w. .+ . .effectively apply those techniques to a . T
'L gpecific situation and to a.specific R
‘student - e

-
a

-

In a mainstreamed setting the regular classroom teacher
-is expected to conduct group as well as' individualized
1nstruct10n The teacher, suggested Meyen and Lehr, must be'

knowledgeaple about a broad range of curricula and
, 73

He must, as Rader indicated be ab1e to

74 T

identify a student ‘8 academic deficiencies Hundert took

the position that it is unrealistic to expect a handicapped

3

bhild to be permanently cured of - all problems after remediation-

'in a special class. ‘In all likelihood, residual difficulties

‘mild enough to be handled in the regular class ,will be present
/

The regular class teacher, however, must make adjustments in.

instruction and classroom routine to accommodate these

.!'_

sa - -

30, 0

t
R
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. teacher has also been emphasized by Jones et al

) R - S e

‘,..J-

difficulties.7§ fhe importance of racagnizing .that. the

0,

— - .

qlaSS and may involve a resource room and/or tutorial

4

instruction on an indiv1dua1 basis, has been emphas12ed by Meyen

-and Lehr.76“ The importance of such accommodation by the-,n

1 oy i -
.. L iy . . - s
. - L] .
! \ st : - . . St T ree . e . T . o~

. l- % o ’ =t . e n 20

'The sécond condition that ‘must ‘exist for'
.instructional integration to occur is for '’

" the regular class teacher .to be. willing to e S
”'modify instructional practices to - . L

-accommodate a child whose learning style

-7 7., or ability may be seriously ‘discrepant -~ - S o
“o 7 " from the remaining students 4in the e T
e ”class. - i

L ;i' ' ‘ statement of the specific educational

. . . R -
. : .
N :,

At the heart of snch,a diagnostic/prescriptiVe'teaChingf

approach is ‘the indiv1dua1ized eduqational program, or IEP.;

Abeson and- Zettel defined sucha program as.

" A written statement for’ each handicapped S
_cliild developed in’any meeting by a. =~ - - .
. ‘representative of the local educational
) ' agency or an intermeédiate educational . upit
* . . who. shall be qualified to.provide,.or oo
Coe supervise the provision of specially’ a7
designed- instruction to meet the unique

’*fljf ..  needs of handicapﬁéd\ghildren, the RSP

_teachEr, the parents or guardians of. such
.~ . " child, and whenever appropriate, such -
- . 'child,- which statement shall include (A) a_.
RS statement of -the present levels of - .
educational performance of such child, (B)
-a statement of annual -goals, including
short-téerm instructional objectives, (C) a.

S

“”~m mainstream 1nstructiona1 setting may. . extend beyond the regular-'
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'x-serv1ces to be prov1ded tQ such child and oL

‘the extent to which. such. child will. be’
‘able_to participate ‘in regular educational

" programs, (D) the projected date for .. R ij,'gily

Y ~ - . -initiation and anticipated. objective
;"7 [ ‘criteria and evaluation procedures and
. _ ’'schedules for determining, on at least an
. S "annual basis, whether 1nstruct13nal
- R obJectlves are being achleved.

A

o .

The cr1t1ca1 role of the regular classroom teacher 1n

.
“

"“Althe IEP ‘process has been emphaSJZed by Hasazi et al..."As

.1nstruct10nal managers. classroom teachers w111 coordlnate the

1%:”~V8rlOUS resource services and - personnel needed to 1mp1ement an

“Q;lndiv1dual1zed educat1on program “79 ‘

. Teachers. however. ‘may not be prepared for thls o
5.respon31b111ty. A study*by Schultz. des1gned ‘to deterMine

o systematlcally what ‘igsues were- belng ralsed by elementary

L. classroom teachers 1nvolved in malnstreamlng. found that-20. 8

kS

-cppercent of those surveyed llsted planning for ind1v1dual |

.differences as the1r main concern or obstacle.ap Semmel and

w©

e v . v . . . -
« 8erve ‘as an obstacle 81 . - T

7N

o
.
t

i
LAl . -

" Semmel have . also.suggested that the lack ofﬁsklllsnon the_partf-u

L e of.teaChers'for the development and implementation of '1EPs may

Vo e, s



.E:i'h ndicapped children.c

A review by Johnson and Cartwright of mainstreaming .',;j"v-‘

l a.;literature related to teacher competency issues, reVealed that

iiteachers were - often ill prepared in terms of knowledge._B-2

§ Research conducted by Jones et al. concluded that a majority of.
v !7

regular class teachers feel that they ‘are not prepared to teach.', .
83 Concern that regular class teachers .lu:'{ﬂ-ﬂ
y not - possess sufficient knowledge and skills appropriate forf

imainstreaming has also been' voiced by Hegarty84

'as_wellwas
“_.Keough and Levitt.. ‘ .
5 Vacc and Kirst have suggested thag part of the : .

"Lresponsibility for educating teachers to be effective in the}}r '

'3mainstreamed classroom lies with the teacher preparation

- program.hé' Similarly, Owen reported that many teachers Were;'ru-;':'.'t, L

:.fnot read to meet the needs of the special child within the e

.t'regular classroom. He concluded that '"Regular classroom e
’ }teachers need adequate university preparation.r in the most.
f?appropriate techniques for working effectively w{th a
:handicapped child."87. This position is supported by Brooks .
f who observed that, "The present courses of study for the
- preparatiOn of the regular classroom teaohers do not- include

‘those experiences necessary to cope with the educational

'

»problems of exceptional children “nor do- they allow students in

ltraining to come to.a. hasic\understanding of the needs ahd

e s 2 —— ey - - e — e mme e 0
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: position has been taken by Wiens.ﬁ.

| T
K T e {N o ::4_h£:~‘»~ L
characteristics of the exceptional child “88 A- similar'}

Despite these calls by prominent educators for a

re-evaluation of training programs, surprisingly little

N. revision appears to have been made. In a 1982 survey °f':_:':

/ following an inquiry to Ministers of Education, Nova Scotia was;f

.'3 children.

Special Education 00ursework in school psychology trsining

programs in’ 303 United States colleges apd universities

L Sullivan and McDaniel found that of- the school psychology
e training programs surveyed 25 percent did not require any

e courses specifically designed to develop knowledge of

s\;.

exceptional children and another 23 percent required Only One :fhw o

course.9p A similaf 1982 inVestigation of Special Education -;Lﬁ'.

in pre service teacher education programs in Canada by

/McCutcheon revealed that on the basis of 1nformation received: PO

v

the only Province in-the country where definite provision was i
being made for all prospective teachers to develop the skills'

to. cope with the educational problems of exceptional
91 : e o

VII. LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

s

. class has implications for a number of learning environment

The integration gf handicapped children into the regular

R

factors. One such learning environment factorafrequently noted,:.‘

¢ L o . . -,
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is the effect mainatreaming has on™ teacher workload,

particularly\as it relates to pupilnteacher ratio.gg Calls L

for new formulae for class: size limits have come from such

*

writers as- Allan,gé Brooks,94 Morgan,gs and Hundert.?Gf";u;~:_-'
Clasa Size L ;=n» :

Although few studies have supported the assumption that
: T
class size is related to the efﬁectiveness of instructidn for,

-

children, Meyen and Lehr have noted Ehat a reduceﬂ - 4*;‘-'5“

-

pupil-teacher ratio,has long been cpnsidered -a necessary
ingredient for education of the mildly handicapped 97

Freeman et al. suggested that.- .
‘ ff_’,l A ‘common belief of teachers, students, and :
" . parents is that appropriate education is
- extremely difficult for any child in a-
et « ..1:30.0r 1:35 teacher-pupil ratio.
FLL 0. 0 Increase this by: two.or three speciai
.. . " needs students.and.the situation becomes. -
e impossible. While no magic ratio exists, Lo
e . ‘common sense seems to indicate that 'a 1: 12 el
- 7 “or 1:15 ratio would increase the - L
+" 1likelihood of a 'more appropriate . o
‘.%educationaa experience for both teacher L S
"and child S - o '~5:h LT
..\'.\: - :-". N ' : o ) . \ N
\" Cruickshank in outlining the requirements for a -

ﬂ auccessful mainstreaming program, also noted the need for

pupil-teacher ratio changes. -




-

P . .
» o, -

R IR _ Sl 36.
. - - I . - ’ ’ ’ N ; : -, ) - . ‘,' '-,;
. . ;When there is a normalization program put - PRIV
T in place, school administrators must - I
S provide for an.appropriate .reduction inﬂ L S S
., - _ teacher-pupil ratio. to make possible T e
i individualized 1nstruct1on which will be. .77 s ST
; N requ1red.99 T vl T R
IR Stress ‘ ) 07'_' T fg;*’iﬂ '§~\ .
E_ . (_P > < . :‘ i - - N .l.'.-‘, .
. The sense of strain‘ and "frustrat1on often exper1enced
B - : ‘:\'§_,. 3
by regular classroom teachers 1nvolved 1n mainstream1ng has been el
- o anoted by, Brooks100 and Yaffe.101 Bensky et al have 'J{: ,5;‘1;ff{.:f

f-s ¢postulated that this 1ncrease in, the stress level of . regular ~;QI,_f7

oL class teachers 1s a consequence of the increased demands beang
: 102

made on them as a result of ma1nstream1ng
a study conducted by Bensky et” a1.. des1gned to invest1gate ‘ff{‘}1‘

stress and 1ts relat1onsh1p to educators. confirmed that regular

class teachers are 1ndeed frnd1ng ma1nstream1ng stressful 103

The results of a study of integrat1on of handicapped ch11dren

1nto regular classes conducted by the Calgary Board of Education e

L

also rebognized the potent1al for an, 1ncrease of stress for
' 104 .

:'regularlclass teschers 1nvolved 1n mainstream1ng.

. . “
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Space . e Loae LoD

" - W - Y

Gh11dren w1th special needs often have varxous»- s

-

-requ1rements with respect to accommodation space.105 The :

ko

. .importance of phyaical f3c111ties .to a successful malnstreaming
- 106 .

.program has also been stressed by Meyen and Lehr In terms
« " ./“.'.." |

The f1ndings of ;~f';'r€
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ladd

”g'examine space available for withdrawal or undistracted small
fgroup work.l Fbr example, if a child is in need of speech '

':therapy, a’ quiet undistracted area to work in- is required ‘
~':.procedures leading toward mainstreaming should be an evaluation

as sound levels lighting, design and size must be evaluated

-ﬁand modified when necessary

fof the mildly mentally handicapped student it is necessary to

e

. Liberman has suggested that the first step in “the, Hf

'-of the PhYsical characteristics of the classroom. Factors such ib~ f~'_‘;

07 Cruickshank has declared that

sﬂche guiding principle in cohsidering physical space requirements

for mainstreamed chifdren should be that "The exceptional child

S

‘.with whatever disability cannot ever: be left behind because o£

environmental limitations over which he or she has absolutfly no-
‘108 - . --i. - _..‘_‘ . _;An‘- - .‘ .

control

. L Ay I I3 . .~ Y - . P . - . - v
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v111 CURRICULUM LT

In addition to utilizing traditional curricuLum'materials.

KN A

.within-a mainstreamed classroom, the regular class teacher will : s

‘need to. select additional materials that will enable éach i“':jf_ .. S

must also be knowledgeable about new curriculum materials, for:"

-

.handicapped student to, fully participate. Classroom teachers e 7-5'7:{



Lo

traditional or present curriculum materials may not always be -
appropriate for a student 8 individualized educational plan._h
Rader has noted that it may also be. necessary for the regularb
class teacher to modify or develop new curriculum materials to
meet the student s specific needs,lq9 lhe importance of .
having curriculum materials that match’ up with students

instructional levels and learning styles has been emphasized by

:i Liberman.110 McLoughlin and Kershman have noted that ""The,

teacher 8 ingenuity in-adapting materials and designing .

alternate forms of activities for children can enhance ‘

A

children 8 growth and development "111 The need for

~ -

' curriculum development as well as’ curriculum modification for o
112

mainstreamed children has also been recognized by Geiser,

b, M3

Gottlie and Jones et a1 114 Wener, -and 0 Shaugnessy,

however, have cautioned ‘that teachers may not be ready to adopt

‘ the role of curriculum developers.A To suggest that teachers.

should do. so, is an unreasonable request in terms of the current
allocation of time, skills, and energy available for such \

activities.]‘,15 Williams and Algozzine have po?hted out that

<teachers fear that they do not have the curriculum expertise,

+

- . necessary to provide appropriate programs for mainstreamed« n

children.116
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o fobstacle to,mainstreaming by such writera as Allan

. . L R . .
- - . P

Eni B oL LXK CLASSROOM MANAGB{ENT
In addition to meeting the needs of the regular -

students,.teachers in a mainstreamed clasaroom must have the'

;;ability to organize.classrooms for rnstructional purpoaes and

'-fto manage them effectively to meet the needs of . the . h 2

' mainstreamed studenta.\ Chief among the logistical problems'.r

'fsuggeeted 18° the need for the classroom teacher ‘to develop a:

: flexible time schedule that alloWs for the intellectual

. ~‘._.'physieal and social needa of all studenta.117. The scheduling

. .ﬁ

.:“of mainatreamed studente has also been recognized as an
118 g

. 1;‘&‘, _— . . ‘J'
:fMartin.¥ ? Liberman has observed that. - ";’.~l"~‘ :
.Scheduling handicapped children into and
. .out of regular classrooms and special R
.. education -dervices is another' one -of those
- "incredible problems that have ‘been .
‘glightly overr?oked by the advocates of
mainstreaming .

The problems associated with scheduling special needs

students have been summarized by Schultz as follows.'

.'(1).'too much time spent traveling to room
’ asaignments. : .

»

T (Z)i,movement of children in and out of
‘\ T .~c1asarooms.' : . )

R

- :”(3).minability of teachers to. keep track of
- . - individual children. ) .

'..(4) jeopardy to. consistency of apprpach.‘.a

1y P RN
oy . . : . N . co T ..
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L (5): '-'proliferation of - specialists which- ',
- results ip. splintered gservicéeg and.’
' greater scheduling difficulties

':~;13j fﬁ$6):iholding children accountable for what

of “l'"‘ “ they missed while- receiving services '..“ -
' < 'elsewhere.“-\ w e ot -

. .. . . -
- ety [

R '(7)‘.not holding children accountable for S
=L, o® - .- what. they misged while receiving '
L - serviceg,elsewhere. ~

L
B T

”(8):.conflict between §5?“Pi“g and T N
individual needs ' ..xﬁla' SO s

c .

‘ Another aspect of classroom management involves the :“'

behavior of the mainstreamed student A degree of support for

"i-;«such ¢oncerns 1§ found in research conducted by Liberman to .

':determine vhatﬂissues were being raised by elementary teachers s
over mainstreaming. Survey results indicated that five point A
seven percent of respondents expressed concern over the -

behavior of mainstreamed chiIdren.122

Similarly, a study by
Middleton et al. designed to determine university graduates
.;‘perception of the\need for training i mainstreaming, revealed
that ten point eight percent expressed .concern’ ovet the need to ~-I

japply behavior management techniques.]_'23 '

‘X. EVALUATING STUDENT PROGRESS
Another obstacle to a succeasful mainstreaming program

‘:,is the monitoring and evaluation of student progress. A need

Tesl i

- L. r

. . . NP
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‘.' -by vegarty

for systematic and continuous record keeping has been expressed

124-as well as Jones et al.12§ The frequent

failure of. teachers to evaluate carefully a. child 8 progress

' 'and the tendency of teachers to ‘rely on subjective Judgments .

126

have beEn noted by Martin The results of a study by .

Middleton et -al. designed to determine university graduates .

perceptions of the need for training in mainstreaming revealed

a degree of concern” ‘aver evaluating student progress.l-27

Teacher concern over student evaluation was . also reported in

the results og a study by the British Columbia ‘Teachers '

1‘,
Federation concerning mainstreaming in that Province 128 y

Rader has suggested that in’ order to. evaluate the progress of

the handicapped as well ‘as the non-handicapped student,_ e

teachers must be knowledgeable concerning the similarities and’

Ry

differences between criterion-referenced evaluation and °
norm-referenced evaluation. They must also have the skills to ,

develop both types of instruments specifically for their o
129 '

classroom goals. T R
*"XI. ADMINISTRATION

' Administrative Support

A successful mainstreaming program also requires

appropriate administrative support and leadership at the Board

s i i RTINS L TR L ' L SR SO A S



B Cru1ckshank.'

as well as the school level.' "School boards need to be aware

,of the common problems that surface w1th 1ntegrat1on, includ1ng

r

'the types of difficulties: the regular teachers encounter, - the

ways of handl1ng d1ff1cu1t1es. and the k1nds of inservice

w130

) and/or upgrad1ng requ1red McLoughlrn and.Kershman have

'suggested that "Administrative support is vital for any

'program‘s success."l-31 - Similarly, the importance of

adm1n1strat1ve support has been recogn1zed by'Herda132 nd

,133 In an exam1nat1on of a number of

':ma1nstream1ng programs for mentally handlcapped students.
Guer1n and Szatlocky observed

. The existence of & central adm1n1strat1on e
with strong positive attitudes toward the ' '
"1ntegrated program was so: characteristic -
of these programs as to suggest that it
"was a critical factor in b%th the program
creation ‘and ma1ntenance

'

However. such support and leadersh1p 1s ‘-not always

forthcom1ng. A 1980 report on ma1nstreamghg,cOmm1ssioned by

'

"the Br1t1sh Columb1a Teachers Federation'stated that 22

-

percent of those teachers surveyed were d1ssat1sf1ed w1th the

135

adm1n1strat1ve support -and 1eadersh1p Slmilarly. a study

of the integration of hand1capped students into the regular
classes of the Calgary Board of Education indicated a lack of
. . -k N ) ’ . . . ‘ .

.adequate administrative support ‘and 1eader5h_ip.]‘36

N
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',recogn1zed by Gottl1eb

1F1nanc1al S;pport

s

Another potential adm1nlstrat1ve obstac1é7to -

'mainstreamlng is the lack of f1nanc1al support. The'lack,of

adequate dgtfa to compare the costs of educating handicapped

children in self-contamed and malnstrea“classrooms has been

137. as well as 'Reynolds and B1rch.l?8-

oL Desp1te thls fact, Jjiowever, magy- wrlters have. postulated that

‘for ma1nstream{ng,to beg: successful more. ‘not less .money. 1s

:needed

~ £

139 140_ Cru1ckshank has warned .that "We should

-

o recogn1ze, that ma1nstreamang. when adequately programmed is\

not less costly than afe spe01al educatlon self-conta1ned

-~ -

classrooms.'141, All in all suggested Keough and Lep1tt.

a__successful mainstream1ng programs may requ1re a greater

o

o vident from. ' -f
S : review.that such«reductlons erisue. 143 : a“_,ﬁ

4

‘investment than that requ1red by trad1t10nal spec1al educatlon

]

programs.142 Support for th1s statement is ev1denced in a-
rev1ew of several ma1nstream1ng pnograms conducted by Chaff1n

o if regular adm1n1strators ant1c1pate that
' . ma1nstream1ng efforts will result in a
tantial- eructlon of costs, it is not
the program descr1pt10ns S

4

S1m1larly. Nyqu1st has warned that ma1nstream1ng is not

a cheap and easy panacea for the d1ff1cult Job of educat1ng the‘

handlcapped. and that to send all hand1capped children back

. . ;
. . . . ’
1 . »

|
|




" " regular classroom by regular classroom teachers.

L.

: ' . ' ™ -
= into the regular classrooms without adequate teacher

- preparation, supportive personnel, and individual educational

' plans, as well as materials, will cause all the children in the h

[
schools to suffer.laa‘

f
Unfortunately, however many administrators view

'mainstreaming as a ®ost cutting device Consequently, ”Many of

i,the problems which nOW'exist are a direct result of systems

o

'.attempting to meet the minimal standards without an adequate

B L

financial base. '._:gthl

I XII. SUMMARY
1’- N . . ) !

“This chapter has presented a review of the literature
investigating potentfal obstacles to the delivery of

iInstruction to mildly‘mentally'handlcapped children in a

.Chief among the obstacles to such a mainstréaming
proéram‘are-the;uncertainty that_regular class teachers the .
over the precise: nature'of'mainstreaming:andithe'confusion over'
what implicatioﬁs such a program has for their roles and | :
responsibilities. A lack of understanding by the regular class
‘tqpcher concerning differences in the learning characteristics

'of the mildly mentally handicapped is also identified as a "j

potential obstacle. ' N

t
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45.

The potential impact of nega’tive.attitudes by

E signifﬂ.cant groups involved in any maipstreaming program is = -

2

also explored. Negative attit_udes toward mainstreaming by

;either the regular class teacher, the handicapped children, the

parents of the handicapped children, the' non-handicapped

: children, or the parents of the non-handicapped children are

L4

viewed as an obstacle to a successful program.

Addf'tional potential obstacles examined are thé* need for

&
the provision of inservice related to the concept of '

‘mainstreaming, and the question of access by the regular class

. teacher to professional and non-professional support services. ..
: : . . . 5 4

The review also focused "on the ‘p-otential need for
regul.sfr class teachers to modify their present teaching

techniques and expa;nd their teaching skills and knovledge in

such areas hs the development and use of individualized

educational plans, the evaluatiou of curriculum materials and

the development of curriculum materials to replace available C

materials which are not appropriate, classroom management, and

" student evaluation practices.

0

scheduling, teacher stress, and physical space requirements of.

| mildly mentally handicapped children are also’ presented as i

potential obstacles to a successful mainstreaming program. -

. Several learning environment factors such as claSS*size,

v

.‘instructional aids suitable .for use with mainstreamed children,- .

s

.
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"CHAPTER. III

1 METHODOLOGY
L - . I.  INTRODUCTION

' o T'his study was designed to gather information on

. ¢ Lo

teacheiNerceptions of the najor obstacles to the delivery of

“instruction to mildly mentally handicapped children in a

LN

malnstrea.med setting N

A

Qw; . 'I'his Chapter is concerned with ' ’
‘1. locale ‘of the study .and the popuTa‘tion studied ‘ ne, P

'2, construction and - nature of the- instrument used to, o
. collect the data

3. processes of data collection; and finally

: .~ 4. treatment of the data to answer questions posed by (
- the study. }
N . II, LOCALE OF THE STUDY ;

' The study covered that portion of Cohception Bay South‘ -
.A which comes under the jurisdiction of the Conception Bay South-
'. Integrated School Board. The boundaries of the education
“district administered by this board are defined as all that
 area lying between Horse Cove exclusive to Holyrood
" inclusive. During the school year 1982 -83. there were one
' _hundred and eight (108) regular classroom teachera employed in _

seven achools in this diatrict.



" . were, excluded from .the population. .

',

@ . . 7 III, POPULATION OF THE STUDY -, " .

The Popu'lati_"on "of the study:' consisted of ' all"'fullitinie ‘

’regular classtroom teachers employed by the Conception Bay South

'Integrated School Board, according to 4 list supplied by the

,,_,.ﬂ‘-

board in question. Rather: t:han employ a sampling procedure, it

wag decided that all regular classroom teachers in the distr:.ct

would be asked to partlcipate 1n the study. Ins:luded :.n the
’f .

population were teachers -at all leve 13 of experz.ence and

' 'training. The teachers were employed at the primary, SR

elementary, junior high, and high school 1evels... For the

purpose of the study, guidance consellors, administrators,

,‘program co-ordinators, 1ibrarians, music, and physica:_jr

education special:[.sts as. well as special educa,tion te#chers .

3

Of the one hundred and eight (108) in the population,

' ‘eighty-eight (88) or approximately 82 percent returned the

»completed questionnaire.' oo

IV. NATURE AND CONSTRUCTION OF. THE INSTRUMENT

The questionnaire waa developed by ‘the researcher Co h

4£ollowing a review of the literature and consultation with .

knowledgeable persons in the field of apecial education’and

- survey questioning. Maj or ‘sources’ which were useful .in

.

‘formulat:ing items for the questionna:.re are listed as fOllOWS'

° . . ] g o . -
. - . ot

b Ar I
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Rader, B. T. Competenc1es for Malnstream Teachers An -
Analysis, Teacher Education: Renegotiating Roles tor
Mainstreaming. Grosenick, J., and Reynolds, M. (Eds.),
CEC. 1978. P ' S

-
[}

Redden, M. Mainstreaming: Combetency Specifications for
Elementary Teathers. Exceptional Children, 1978 44, pp.
615-617. .

W_Calgary Board: of Education, A Study of the Integratlon
of Handicapped .Students in the Regulart Schools af the )

Calgary Board of Educatzon. 1978, .

a
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327-341.

R

.+ Allan, .J. Integration and Mainstreaming in the
.~ Elementary Schools: Facts, Problems and Solutions, The

B.C. Counsellor, 1980, 2, 15-27.

British Columbia Teachers' Federation, The G.M.A.
Research Findings Related to Mainstreaming, B.C..,1980.

Freeman. R., Gavron. S.. and Williams, E. Pubiic Law
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59, 107-112. '
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Okam, K.A., and Wagner, C.L. Teacher Trainees in the
Mainstream: Developing a Model Site, Educational
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366, 367. -
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From a review of the literature, including the major sources:’

already, liéted.'and from consultations, a list 'of.26 potentiai,

obstacles emerged, each belonging to one’ of the'fpllqwing

categories:,

1. The”Nature of Mainstreaming

2. The Nature of the Mildly Mentally Hand1capped and
0 Learnlng Style - ,

. Attitudes

4. Resource and Support Systgms L.

. Teaching Techniques . .. -

. Curriculum .

3
4
5
6. Efarning Environment
7
8. Classroom Management
9

. Evaluating Studebt Progress

10.'Administration

The quéstionnaire consisted of these 26 potential

?

6bstadiés. Teachers were asked to read each item and circle

the appropr1ate rating. accord1ng to a L1kert -type scale, to
1nd1cate the extent to which they felt each obstacle app11ed to
the delivery of educatlonal services at their present level of

.

teaching a351gnmeqt. Specifically the dlrectlons were:

N s
H

- . s e e g e gv—————————— ¢



- -The following is a list’of possible obstacles to
the delivery of educational services to mildly
mentally handicapped students in a mainstreamed
setting. Please read each item and circle the
appropriate numeral to indicate the extent to which
you feel it applies to the delivery of such
educationdl services at. your present level of
teaching assignment.

>

V. VALIDITY - . | L

[

\ . The, first step in developing the questionnaire was to
isolate possible obstacles to the education of mildly mentally
handicapped children in a- reggigf class. . From an examination"'
of the 1iterature concerning mainstreaming and from formal ‘and

informal discussions with regnlar‘teachets, a list of'potential

»

v

obstacles emerged. a
In addition, an extensive review of the literature was

conducted to substantiate the importance of each of the

possible obstacles contained in the questionnaire .

Ay

e .

VI. RELIABILITY

In this study, reliability was determined by the measure

‘. of two applications of the same test, on a‘representative

~3sample.of teachers (ie. those/completing the initial

‘r

1=
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.',O o, .

questionnaire); Thirteen itemé,‘selectgd randomly‘from the

survey instrument were distributed to 15 percent of the
original population, tﬁo weeks after the initial questionnaire
was collected. The Peirsbn correlation between the test retest

scores was .80. Table 1l is a summary of the test retest scores

of the group. Please note that the Pearson Corfelatioq

o

Coefficients were converted to Fisher scores. The Fisher

scores were then Everaged and the ;esulting Fisher was

-

coﬁvertéd'baqk_into a Peafson correlation coefficient;




| .
 TABLE I

-

for thé

A Summary of Pearson correiation scores
reliability, sample.
o -/RESPONDENTS' Cow . T -1y
: , .
. %
. t})
1 co .8924
- ‘41- ' 2 . '6928
R 3 .5916
C -4 : «5390
'S 4596
6 .4238
7 .5757
8 .8600
9 . . . 7435
10 .8128
11 .2600
12 .9196
13 .8835
14 .8515
15 .5915
* 16 o «5209
Average ' .800
’ *Average based on
Fisher transformations -

62.



‘72 percent Junior-Senior High)

| VIL. COLLECTION OF THE DATA -

The main purpose of the study was to determine regula

¥ .
classroom teachers' perceptions of the importance of various .

potential obstacles ‘to the delivery of educational services to

mildly mentally handicapped children in a mainstreamed

setting. A four page questionnaire, cover letter, and

'directions were developed ‘'which requested regular classroom
L‘-teachers to rate on a scale of 5 to 1 ("Not an' Obstacle" to
""Moat Critical"), the- extent to which they felt each possible -

," obstacle applied to their present level of teaching assignment. fip_.

" To analyze the effect of the level of teaching assignment
1

. variable teachers from the primary, elementary, and

junior-senior high school levels were selected.

. During a one-week period the questionnaires were

i administered to 108 teachers, 82 percent of whom returned the

questionnaire (83 percent Primary; ﬁ9 percent Elementary, and

A queationnaire ‘rather than a personal interview was

‘used as the survey instrument (a) because of the greater

allotment of time necessary for an interview, especially from

. ﬁhe'standpoint of the teacher, and (b) because e nature of -

Y

$om e



the desired response (re: self-perceived obstacles) suggested

that the tendency to give socially acceptable responses could

.

be reduced if the respondent could remain anonymous. ‘A written

‘questionnaire would provide this anonymity.

All questjionnaires were delivered by hand to the

N

teachers. by a regular clasSroom teacher in each of the seven
_schools 1nvolved. These teachers had been previously asked by

" the researcherﬂto-ass1st Wwith the d;str1but1on and collect1on

- of the'questionnaire. Completed quest10nna1res were. returned

M —

(in a sealed envelope) to the’ ‘teacher. ass1stant for pick’ up by

N

. the researcher one week later. Due -to the relat1vely small

§populat1on 91ze and the hlgh initial response, the researcher .

was able to make contact either in person. by phone. or‘througn
R s >

the school assistant with each teacher who had not returned the:’

qustionnaire. No further follow-up was made on the 20 teachers

who did not return their questionnaires. .

-

VIII. TREATMENT OF THE DATA

The personal and demograph1c data gathered were used to .

descrlbe .the populatiop surveyed. Tables were constructed to

describe! the population accord1ng to: gender, level of

‘teaching certiflcate. number of courses in Special Education,

S

s NS 1 ieam § e Y A e e
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lévéliof feaching ;ssignmént. yeérs of teaching experiénce. and
ekpepiénce teaching exceptional children. -

All teachers were to respond to the queétionnaire on a
scale of.'S,_lto 1 (ranging from “Not an Obstacle" to “Most .-
Critical") f6r>each of the 26 pofential obstacles listed. . In
order to exémine the pﬁtterhlforleaéh of the ten (10) obstacle
cabégorigs. responses for each of the obstacles were compufed.;
at ééqh point: on the Likert scale used. .These‘fikures were
‘then-dbnveftgd,fa berceﬁtdgés and présented in'thbie fbtm:a
o : A detai}edAéxamihétidn of the'"ﬁbderate" téi"Most
C;itical"‘reéponse patterns for‘eacb'of thése ;abléé ﬁéé;then‘ ’
made. .The‘informét@on'gafhefed résulted in the_deyelopmeht of -
a raﬁking,of the potential obstacles to the maihstreamiﬁg of
mildlyfmenfaliy handiéapped'children. 'Siﬁilarly this
infofhation~was présentéd in table form.

* Comparisons were madé between teacﬁer_résponses with
.referénce to the personal and'demographic data gathered, |
namely;' gerider, teéching cett{fica;e. trainiqg through special
education courses, level of teachiﬁg assignﬁen;. teaching I
experience:}and'experienceiteaching excepf&onal.child;eﬁ;
| To examine the rélaéionship Between tgacher fesbonse and
the selected variables, a one-way ahaljsié of variance was

employed.




CHAPTER IV

© = ANALYSIS OF DATA

. . -
I. INTRODUCTION

' The decision th mainstream 1s based on the basic
3aeeumptibn<that4e caring socilety provides an education system
':which'edueates hll children according to their abilitieelanq
;taleéts, in whet ltas been termed the ?leastqrestrictive: |
environment"..lﬁroponente oi mainstrea;ing, however, realize
that’theory and~ﬁrectice do mnot always'coiheide /'A review of
, the relevant literature indicates that there are obstacles to .'
the intfbduction of any mainstreaming program that must be
identified and remediated if such a program is to prove-
effective. .This study was designed: (1) to develop a
7'questionnaire that would asgsess the obstacles present in the
provision of educationel serviees to mildly mentally
handicapped children .in a‘regular classroom; 4(2) to
" investigate the'obstacies to the provision of educational -
services to mildly mentally handicapped children in a regular
classroom for a specific teacher population through the usge ' of
~ the'questionnaire; (3) to determine 1f a relationship exists

between these perceived obstacles and certain personal. and




'their présent level of teaching assignment.

67.

demographic variables, namely. gender, teaching certificate,.

ﬂtraining through special educstion courses, 1eve1 of teaching

assignment teaching experience, and experienceéteaching
€Y
exceptional children. Teachers participating in the study. were
asked to read a list of twenty-six potential .obstacles and

circle the. appropriate rating, according to a Likert-t&pe

‘ scale, to indicate the extent to which they felt each obstacle
--.applied to the delivery of educational services to mildly

: mentally handicapped children in a mainsbreamed setting at ”“

This chapter contains a description of the populatio
surveyed, the results .of the questionnaire, and,the'comparisons'
between_teachers_with reference to the personal and demographic
sariables named and their -responses. - The implications of these

findings are discussed.

(4]




- S II. PERSONAL.ANb DEMOGRAFHIC VARIABLES -
: L : T . oL
The population consisted of gne hundred and eight (108)
full-time érimary} elementary,  junior high and high school
regular classroom teachers, emplbiéd by the Conception Baya"
South Integrated Schhol Boatd For the purpose of this study. '
gu1dance counsellors. adm1nlstrators. program co—ord1nators.
~.P1brar1ans. music and phy91cal educatlon specialists: as\well as -
spec1al educatlon teachers were excluded from the populat1on.
‘ Rather than employ a sampllng procedure..the total. populatlon B
. ﬂ\ was asked to participate 1n the study. ‘ .
. of the,one hundred and elght (108) in the population,
'elghty-eight (88) .or .approximately 82 percent returned the
completed qaestxonnalreh As cam be seen from the table, over

-\

64 percent of the,teacherasrespondxng were female.

N e ' TABLE 2

l“‘) . ?
lm““‘ ‘ ii\"" l,"“ . . Gender
a.“.uu.”."“.un"“ C MGender ,' Ffequéhcy Percent
S Male . _— . V' .36
Female . , o 56 : 64
o - No Response ° , ' 20 . -
' ' ) Total : 108 100" -
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_ TébleJB.shows.thefnumber of teaphers\iﬁ the popUlaEion by level,
- éf teaching certificate. From this table.it can be seen that. ...
-almost the entire population had a Grade 1V teaching

certificéte'qr'higher. with 8 percent having a Grade VII

certificate.
" TABLE 3 ' %
. . " Level of Teacﬁing Ce;tifiéate
-Teaching Certificate - .. - Frequency - Percent Y
iGrade.Vlli: S 7 8.
Grade V1 - _ - 23 726
Grade V C C , . 42 48
Grade. 1V: S . . .15 . .17
Grade 1-11 1 !
No Response - . B : 20

Total =~ -. 108 - 100

L §

Table 4 describes the teachers in ;hé popﬁla;ion'by the number
of courses in special education and shows that q§er half of tHe

' ‘teachers responding had no courses in special education.

RN =N

' A
P g
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k] ! -
" TABLE 4
Number® of Courses in Specfal/Education _

.Number of -

Courses Frequency Percent
0 , 47 . 53
1-2 N 34 39
3<5 6 : 7
-6-8 . - -
9-11 e e -
N2+ 1 1
No Response - 20 . - -

‘Totat -~ 108 - . - 10

4

O

A . . hd

: Tab#e 5 reborts the numbgt'of:teaCheté in the'bdpulation'by>fi

level of teachfng assignment.

~
»

TABLE 5

Level of Teaching Assignment

-~

b

Type of -Teaching Position Number of Teachers
- "Primary 30 ,
Elementary . - ' ) C 25 . o
Junior'-Senior High : e e e T3y v
No Response L e 20 - ~
‘ L -Total A 12

|

Table 6 1ndlcates that the respondents consisted of hlghly

exper1enced teachers. Elghty seven percent of the populatlon

had six or more years teach1ng experience.

~
~
-

Y

! N
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TABLE 6
- . B .. [ A LS
S Years of Teaching Experiénce

. Years of Expecieﬁce

Fpeduency:"

-:Peréent

1-5 11 . ' 13
6-10 _ 22 ¢ 25 ;
, 11-16 - 30 3%
16t _ 25 28
No Response ‘' - - .20 ¢ o=
: : ‘ Total ... 108" ° 100
o o - ‘
"-,-Froszablef7lit can béJSeeh that despite‘thg Higﬁ;rate.df L
7tea¢hing.experien§e in ‘general,, only se&enﬁpeachérs.or 8
‘percent of. the population had expefiénéé teacﬁing'exceptional't
children. N ’ | '
o -~ TABLE 7
P - - N . . ~ - .
- Experience in Teaching Excéptional Children )
Grade Level ' . Number With_- . N ‘
"Frequency Experience Percent
A r ° o A
Primary . 30. - -1 1 e
" Elementary 25 4 -5
- Junior-Senior High 33 e 2 2
No Response 20 ¢ - - .
' A ' Total : 108 7 8
| * ’
.-‘e % . '."".
» t R ’ i‘i‘,’
;e -
? i N "

S
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»

¥

'II1. TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF
.. POTENTIAL '0BSTACLES TO
N * MAINSTREAMING .

4
3

. I :
In general, the mean response patterns of all the

LY

4
’

potent1al obstacle categorles preSEnted in Tables-8 17 were
.skewed in the direction ofg"Moderate "Major or "Most
lCr1t1cal'. Such results indicate the high level of concern
regdlar elassroom teachers have over the mainstreaming of

m11d1y mentally handlcapped chlldren."
A rank1ng of the potential obstacles’to ma1nstream1ng
was developed by totall1ng the "Moderate“.\"MaJor and "Most -
Critical" mean response percentages for each potential obstacle
cetegory.  Table I8’presente the resultc of this tabulation.
‘From this table it can be seen that "Learning
Envirounment" cleérly energed as the category perceived as being
the primary potential obstacle to the mainstreaming of mildly
mentally handicapped chlldren. The fact that 91.3 percent ‘of
teachers responding percelved this category as either
"Modsrate » 'Major" fr "Most Critical", indicates the extent to

which this category was perceived as a’potential obstacle.

The obstacle category least freguently perceived as a

potential concern was “The Nature of Mainstream1ng .. However, .

it should be noted that although this categor& placed last.in
o , o ) A .



‘mainstreaming program. .

the ranking of potential obstacle'cetegories, 6l.4 percent of
teachers responding indicated that they perceived this category
.as either "Moderate , "Major', or "Most Critical" Such a
regsult must clearly be taken into account when developing an

inservice program for teachers who are to be inv°1ved in a

.
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- " Table 8 |
. Teachers' Perceptions of the Naturg"
- ' of Mainstreaming .as a Potential . .
Obstacle by Response Percentage -
-~ . ) - - : ]
" N= 88 .
- — _— Not an l.‘ . . __ Most
Potential Obstacles - Obsgtacle Mild. Moderate Major Critical-
3 ' . b) 4 3 2 1.
Lack of under- ' _ : . ) .
. standing of the 30.7 "17.0 23.9 18.2 10.2
rationale for _— , ' ' -t
mainstreaming _— w .

)
Uncertainty over, , ,
precise role of d . ' S,
- the ‘regular class : "
teacher in the -

' mainstreaming . . ~ C ' .
process : : 13.6 15.9 25.0 36.4 9.1 -
X 22.1 16.5 24.5 . -27.3 9.6
R
1 l <
. '~ . !
i N
: \
¢
PRy y
. ‘ ' ‘ ‘ . D .:.“,,...',.........‘L...u . . . S 4
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' Table 9 _ .
‘Teachers' Perceptions, of the Nature of 'the | e
Handicap .and Learning Style as a Potential )
Qbstacle by Response Percentage
N =88 -
n Not an oo . Most _ L
Potential Obstacles Obstacle Mild Moderate Major Critical -
. b} 4 -3 2 - T
The regular : . ' ) o .-
class teacher's : ‘ ) . -
inadequate know-
ledge concerning
the causes of; _
mental retard- X i ' A .
ation. ' . 25.0 14.8  29.5 26.1 - 4.5
The regular class ) ' N
‘teéacher's inade- ‘ S
quate knowledge ‘ "\
concerning the ' . : :
learning charact- |, v 8.0 . 12.5 23.9 39.8° 15.9

eristics of mildly L
mentally handicapped :

children :
X 16.5 . 13.5° 27.6  32.9 % 10,2
0 o T ;
. \' ‘ " . ;
: \
. . A
i
L] N . . “ J
< S
~=v , . >
" R L4
. .
A LN S - | s -
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: Table 10
' Teachers' Perceptions of Attitudes as a Potential
Obstacle by Response Percentage .
P | : . ) . 0..
* N'= 88
- - - .~ Not an : 5 A . Most"
" Potential Obstacles ./ Obstacle Mild Moderate Major. (Critical
® ‘ . 3 ' 4 3 2 1
Attitudes of | - .
regular class ‘ o RN
teachers toward : : S )
mainstreaming ' 10.2 17.0 35.2 \27.3 10.2
Attitudes‘ﬂﬁ . -

_mainstreamed : ' - ‘

"‘children towards ' - S,
attending regular o ‘ :
classes ‘ _ 14.8 15.9 33.0 30.7 5.7 .

: : 3 s e
Attitudes of | .
parents of hand- :
icapped children . . i
toward main- , : o . '
streaming 17.0 23.9  26.1 21.6 . 1l.4
Attitudes of, . .

. parents of Teg-
ular children : . .
toward main- ) _ . . -

. streaming - . 11.4 13.6 29.5 31.3 13.6
Attitudes of i l.
regular class . ' ‘ : ’
students toward :
the mainstreamed _ ’ - o
child L . 18.2 15,9 30.7  20.5 . 1.4.?.

'X‘ 114.3 17.3 30-9 26-3 ].1-2
. 4 r ' T |
P . , . A9 .




N = 88 . o
o~ o ‘ ~ Not an , Most
Potential Obstacles. Obstacle Mild Moderate Major (Critical
. ' > 4 3 2 1.
) )
v — i
The provision '\
of mainstreaming = - ,‘ '
related inservice 15.9 11.4  25.0 27.3 20.5
Access to profes- - t,
. 8ional support N
services (psycho- , ‘
logists, speech ~ ) ) 5 -
therapists, etc.) 14.8 14.8 22.7- 27.3 20.5- s
: ;Access to non- S h .
" professional . ' ) .
support services . :
. (teacher aides, ‘ : .
etc,)” 12.5 17.0 %7 29.5 10.2
e X, 4.4 4.4 26.1 28,0  17.1°
[ - 1 . ' ™
k ' R > 1' 4
' o
¥ . ‘ .
' i "I’ \

; SR o 7

Table 11
Perceptions of Resource and Support
Systems as a Potential
Obstacle by Response Percentage

‘Teachers'




"icipat

" Potential Obstacles

- Teachers'

Table 12

as a Potential

Obstacle by Response Percentage

Not an
Obstacle

3

Perceptions of Teachlng Technlques

'78.°

Most

Mild Moderate Major Critical -
“H— S

1

5 4

The develdpment
of new or the-
altering of
present teaching
techniques by the-
regular classroom
teacher

4.5 17.0

28.."

38.6 -

Lack of skills- v
of regular class
teachers to deal .

. effectively with -

mainstreamed .
children LT

6.8 8{d'

22.7

36.4

26.1

The necessity. for
regular class
teachers to partr
in the -
develqpment and

use of an individ-
Lualized educational’
plan for each hand-
icapped student.

r

.ép'
5.7 9.1

19.3

47.7

18.2-

5.6 - 11.4

23.5

40.9

18.6

. i;:""...e.—c..:.;*_..: .
' .

e

.
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: . Table 13 e .
Teachers' Perceptions of Learning Environment »
' © as.a Potential Obstacle -
v by Response Percentage
"',. N = 88 N
o . ‘Not ‘an - . -‘Most,
Potential Obstacles Obstacle Mild Moderate Major' Critical °
: . S . .4 -3 2 -
- T .
Present pupil ) o
teacher ratio 2.3 3.4 6.8 25.0 62.5"
Lack of
. physical space 5.7 9.1 '17.0 37.5 30.7
Increase in the
stress level of .
regular class: Gy ’
teachers . v l-l 4.5 1.2 40-9 35-2
, M X 3.0 5.7 14.0  34.5  42.8
. -
F] N I 4 ii .
[ Al o ' ,
‘ I v Sy
‘. Bl e
' l - o ;Y . ’ LN A
" . ..r_q
- 'y - . A. e
) s . ' . ' ! . .
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- i _ .. Table 14 B ,
Teachers' ‘Perceptions of Curriculum
as a Potential Obstacle by
Response Percentage
N |
N = 88
. . - h Not an = ’ Most . _
Potential Obstacles . Obstacle Mild Moderate Major Critical .
, i . e 4 3 .2 1 '
The suitability
" of curriculum
materials and
instructional : R
aids to be used \ . LN
in regular class N B '
settings with-
mainstreamed , o , - '
children T ' 4-5 N 5-7 25-0 46'6 18!2
'‘The development ' \
of new curricu-, °
lum materials by ..
the regular class o ' A
teacher when avail- _ -
able materials are ‘ - : , - . : ‘
not appropriate . 8.0 11.4 . 27.3 36.4 17.0
' _ T — : : v
X . . - . 6.2 8.5 26.2 41.5  17.6
[} . + '
. . ) SR
» “ ! H g ‘c; . a «a i)
l.; ) .
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, . , : . Table 15
T , *-  Teachers' Perceptions of ' '
A ‘ Lo Classroom Management L
- o ~as a Potential Obstacle
| - by Response Percentage

R

Not an - ' - .~ Most

Potential Obst:a'cles; © " Obstacle! Mild Mdderéte Majo'r. Critical

}L ‘ ‘- 5 ' 4 3 7 T

-

Pupil~and/.or / Lo ' .o . .
: class scheduling ' ’ - ,
problems : Co 17.0 20.5 33.0 26.1 3.4

v

Behavior of . . L
mainstreamed - : \Q\
. 14,8

child * : 6.8 33,0  33.0 12.5

: X T Tl 1g 1.6 330 29.5 8.0
. i N ,
- a .
' v . ' . S J
, >
- * ) ,. i




Table 16 . .

r. Teachers' Perceptions of
Evaluating Student Progress
.as a Potential Obstacle "

by Response Percentage

-8 N=88 - N e
e T * o Not an . . : " Most”
Potential Obstacles * Obstacle Mild Moderate Major Critical
. - 5 - 4 3 2 1 -
Evaluat"ihg- :
the ' '
mainstreamed . . ,
child 10.2  11.4  46.6 23.9 8.0
_ X 10.2 114 46.6° ° 23.9- 8.0
. ’
, R
L4
. } ' : ‘
-‘_‘ "‘ .: . ~:
N .
. N . ‘ a
_ \ ’ [y

|
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" " Table 17
PR Teachers' Perceptions of: ,
"Administration as a ’
‘. Potential Obstacle
n by .Response Percentage
‘.,' K A ‘v.‘“-. ‘. . ‘ ,.v ' A \ . .
S ; -Not an - P Most -,
Potential QObstacles ~~~ Obstacle Mild -Moderate Major (Critical:’ %
3 . 4 3 2 ~ 1 >

School Level

Administrative ‘ .
support and ‘ T _ ~
le‘ade,rs_hip 22.7 12.5 23.9 22.7 )B_.Z

School Board: o ‘
Administrative _ , I

sypport and 4 .

leadership ' 27.3  12.5 26.1 17.0 17.0°

: b . . .
overall : )
financial L - .
X 17.5  14.0.°23.5  24.2  20.8
) ' .
’ :\E '
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Table 18 N

Ranking of the
Potential Obstacles Categories
: to Mainstreaming '

. The Nature of Mainstreaming

61.4 -

Potential Obstacles . %

1. Learning‘Envifdnment 91.3
2. Cu;r'icu‘lum 85.3

‘ ' , Vo

3. ., TFeaching Techniques 83.0

4. Evaluating Student Progress 78.5

5.° * Resource and Support Systems " 71.2
6 .. Thie Nature of the Handicap ‘and Lo
- Learning Style 70.7-°
. 7. Classroom Management 70.5."

" 8. Administration . 68.15‘
SR
9. Attitudgs ' 68..4 '

10,

N [y




———

85.
li-detailed eﬁcamination of the: "Moderate" tol "Most
Critical” response patterns for each ‘bf the twenty-six (26) '
items contalned w:Lthin the ten (10) potent}al obstacle .

categories resulted in the development of a ranking of

potentlal obstacles to the malnstreaming of mildly ment.ally

. handlcapped children. This ranking -was developed by totalllng .

the "Moderate", "Ma jor'" ,4snd Most: Critical" response-

ot

' percentages “For each potential obs—t’acle. “The results are.

: presented in Table 19

From this table it can be seen that the "'"Present .

<@

-pupil —teacher’ ra_tio and ,"Increase in the stress level' were

- ’ N - . N
percelved as the greatest potential obstacles . W‘nen one

con31ders the emphasis that many wrlters have placed on a

~.~

reduced- pupil-teacher ratio as a ue.Cessary ingredient for a

successful mainstreaming program, the ‘hig'h frequency by which

this item was selected was predictable. Whether or not there -
i .

v.is a positive relationship between these“itens is uncertain.-

L

_However, it is conceivable that the introduction of mildly .

’\mentally handicapped children into the régular classroom,

&

without decreasing the present pupil -teacher ratio, would
increase demands made upon teachers and c0nsequently be &

source of increased teacher stress

’, e



o

benefits of mainstreamlng It is important to note, howeveri

~

' The item'perceived as the least important potential
obstacle was "Lack of understahding of the rationale for

n

‘Jmainetreaming" Such a result is likely a coneeqpence of the .

level of professional training of the teachers and their high
level of tesgching experience, In addition, the numerouSAI Coq
articles that have appeared in publications in recent years may -

have served to make the respondents ayare of the potential
’ .

- that even though ‘this item was. ranked last it was still

. perceived ‘as a potential obstacle to mainstreaming by 52 3

' percent of the teachers.

. In surveying the distributionfof the items within Table
19, it would appear that teachers-tended to perceive those

qpstaclea that were more closely related to their own classroom

' performance as being greater potential obstacles than those

that were ‘not as directly related to their claasroom role and
were not ‘clearly their responsibility. For example, "The

suitability of curriculum materials and inatructional aids to

) :be used in regular clags settings with mainatreamed children" *:

was perceived by 89.8 percent of the téachers as a potential

chatacle.and ranked third. "Lack. of physical space' ranked .

‘gixth and was viewed by 85.2 percent aq'a.potential obstacle. '
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» a‘, Conver’sely. "Pupil and/or class scheduling problefns was

' perceived by 62.5 percent of !he teachers ‘as a potential )
obstacle. - It placed twenty-second in the "Rankmg of the.

‘ Pdtential’dhstacles to Mainstreaming" 'Simi‘larly. "School

(ievel Admin1strat1ve support and leadership", as well as -

""School Board Admlnietrative support and leadership ' ranked
twenty flrst and twe y th1rd respectively
In examming 21 dlstribution ofk\the 1teme concerning
attitudes.‘it appeared from the ranking o'f the items that
“_teachers' were most'“covncerned ‘w’ith the attitudes of . parents of
* 'regu"lar children t.oward mainstreaming. ‘This item wasareported )
s a potential obstacle by 72.7 percent and ranked fourteenth \ .
It also appeared that ;hey were least concerned w1th the - o d
r"Attitudes of parents of handicapped children toward
mainstreaming , as this item was ranked twenty- Eif;:h. Perhaps
this ‘may be so because teachers perceive that the parents of
) handica;pped children are supportive of the concept of - Ce

mainstreaming.

SN
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- Table 19 '
Ranking of th;éﬂ - o B
fe Potentjal Obstacles T )
: . to Mainstreaming

(2N 4 Y ] ’ s

Potential Obstacles - .k

'

. of regula

. Present pupil-teacher ratio. - .. - 943 - . -~ _
. N , | ;

. i - e
Increase ‘in the stress level ‘
qlass eachers. - Lo i 94.3. .

The auitabilxty of curriculum

materials and instructional aids .

to be used in regular class set:tmgs S
with mamstreamed children. . 89.8

Lack of skills of regular 'class
teachers -to, deal effectively with

‘_mainstreamed children. « - 8542
The necessity‘for'tegular class : \‘,‘-H'
teachers to participate in the , : ' s
- deyelopment .and .use of an indiv1dual- ' i
-ized educational plan for each ' ; CoeL
‘handicapped student. . - §5.2
LT N T
"Lack of physical space. g 85.2 )
Ovefall financial support. .. ... ,) ~ 80.8

§ e
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Table 19 (Continued)

g9,

Potent 1aNMDbstacles

) lo.
ll- '

12,
"~ . "of present teaching techniques by the

13'

14.

"~ 15.

16.

_appropriates, . e

.mainatreaming process.’ - .

C S

"The development of new curriculum’

materials by the regular class teacher '
when available materials are not

The" regular class t:eacher s inadequate
knowledge concerning the learning char--

acteristics of mildly mentally handicap- ‘

‘ped children. .

Beh\avior of maingéreamed child. ' -

Evalu_at“ing.the mainstreamedich'i'ld. o
: ' ¢

The development of new or the altering

regular classroom teacher .

The provision of maipatreaming related -

in-service.

Attitudes of parents of regular children
toward mainstreaming".‘

At:,ti'tUdes of regular class teachers
toward mainstreanming. .

Uncertainty over the precise role, of:
the regular class teacher in the

r -

-

b = riey ¢ frty St e e e

807

79.6

78.5 3

78.5

78.4

PRSP
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1 J‘ S 18-

 19_(Centinued)1_~

L

-90.

Potent{al Obstadles

L

19.

20

22.

23,
2.
25.

26.

Attitudes of regular,class students
toward the mainstresmed‘childJ ‘

School Board Administrative support
and lesdership.

The re ular class teacher's inade
knowledge concerning.the causes o
mental retardation.

Attitudes of parents of handicapped 2
children toward mainstresming

Lack oE understanding of the rationale
for msinstreaming.

A

¢

.o

Al

<

. ‘Access to. non-professional support
~ services (teacher aides) etc. .

‘iAttitpdes of mainstreamed children
touards attending regular classes.

.School Level Administrative hypport
"and leadership.

quate

\f\ Lt
)/-‘

S

_ Access to professional support setvices _
'(psychologists. speech therapists. etc.)’

Pupil snd/or-class scheduling prebiems.

70.5
70.4°
89,5
660

646.8

62.5"

60.1 .

650.1

39.1

“52.%.

e .
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IV. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PERSONAL ..
e ' ‘ . AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES, .

o Lo . " TEACHEK RESPONSES L ' -

A _ | | ‘ , -

Teacher respondes were analyzed to see- if there were

q differences between respondents claasified by personal and
demographic’ variables- One-way analysis of variance was used"
to determine statistical significance of differenc‘es in- »

t ' - response means. 'l‘he peraonal and demographic variablee used

were gender s teaching certificate, training through epeci{al .

- educetion courses, lével of teaching assignment, teaching

.. Tables 20- 29 present the response mean ratings and ANOVA :
. : ‘. results for each of the categories. _ _
. An analysis of Table 20, revealed 8 aignificant
' l relationship at:the .05 lével between Potential Obstacle.
" Category l, "The Nature of Mainstreaming" ‘and the variable
teaching level. An exemination of the relationship between
mean scores on "The Nature .of Mainatreaming" and teaching level b
) "v.showed that Junior-Senior High teachers perceived thie category
L '. ‘as a greater obstacle to the . mainstreaming of mildly mentally .
‘ 'handicapped students than did the Primary or Elementary ' '
_teschers. A significant relationship at the .00 level was also PR
shown between "The Nature -of Mainstreaming" and teaching

P . . . '
. .

. .
D e N
A | .

experience, and experienq:e teaching exceptional children. ‘ \-—~‘A"

e wB namswE st B T T T

e L T
B .




two or fewer~yeara of-teaching experience perceived this“f'
’category as a greater obatacle than did their more experienced

colleagues.‘ The level of ohatacle perception increased ‘though

not significantly. for those teachers wi jears or more

f? - teaching experience compared to teacher W h three to nine
‘ | ) yeare teaching experience. AT B L o
. From Table 21 it can “be seen that in Category 2,}f€%&

Nature of .the Handicap and Lefpning Style ; only ode variable

' TBe variable teaching experience was related to’ the potential
obatacle category at the .00 level. Here also, teachera with'
two years or fewer of teaching experience perceived this '

i category .as a greater obatacle,to mainstreaming than did the :
“more. experienced teachers. Mean acores for this’ vatiable
‘-showed an increaee in- the level of obetacle perception for
N teachera with ten or more yeare teaching experience compared

' with teachera having three to nine years teaching experience.

: Thble 22 showe that there was only one variabie

~_significantly releted to. Potential Obstacle Category 3.

I
AT, nmm A = e ave ¥ e e e

"Attitudee“ B Again the variable teaching experience wae
' 7‘ai§hificant1y related to the obatacle category at the .00 -

levei. And again mean acorea showed that. teachere with two .

e e e 9 L} s A VYU Mo St P At s 00 S0 M
~ .
. 3
’

|y S c RN SRRl R

Qexperience..‘lt'is intereatihg.to:note'that‘thoae'téachera.with‘

a

-had a aignificant relationahip to teacher obatacle perception.'.f’

bt e A Mt i i ) ~ " ‘j""~ - et R TR A LR
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. v . 7

L Thd

years or fewer-\cof teaching. experience "perce,ived th'ie category. -

as a greater obstacle than the more experienced teachers.' In"',:z

~ this category’,'h’owever', 't.ne A"'Iev-el ‘of obstacle perception. did

: teaching experience. o L

not increase for teachera with ten or more years of teaching

experience compared with- teachers having three to nine years of

-}

: Table 23 ehows .a eignificant relationship at the 04

level between Fotential Obstacle Category 4. "Resource and

\"

‘Support Systems “and the variab],e gender. Th:bs obstacle

‘;cetegory was rated aa a greater obstacl.e by female teachers..

Again a significant relationahip at the 00.1eve wae shown 2

Cbetween the variable teaching experience a d. this obstacle . )‘

' category. ‘Here alao, examination of neans for this veriable
.showed that teachers with two years or fewer of, teaching
experience perceived thia category as a greater obatacle to

'mainetreaming than did their more experienced peers..

-
LI )

Similarly, means revealed, that there was an increase in the

. level of obetacle perception for teachers with ‘ten or more

‘yeare teaching experience compared with teachera having three

_ to nine yeara te‘aching experience,- -

" An examination of Table 24 Potential Obstacle Ca,tegory

5, "'I‘eaching Techniquee", Table 26, Potential Obstacle Category

7, _"Curticulum" and Teble 27, Potential Obatacle Cetegory 8,

1
.

X .
Cn e mre e
7- ERR v TP r
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. experience was related to the Potent1a1 Obstacle- Cat:egor1es at -’

B experi}ence., Meanlacorea for.this variable 1n each of these

petception for teadhera with ten or more years teaching - -

) exPerience compared with teachers having three to nihe years of

S T

"Clasaoom Management ' revealed that _as was found wiqh Taj;»le

T’

2L,° only -onk Variable hdd. a significant relationahip to teacher

'obstacie perception., Once agaln the variable teachmg ft*z,;“

|
the:..0D Level. Similarly. teachers with two years or fewer'of
teachi’ng experience perceived these’ categories as greater

obatacles t:o mainstreaming than did those t:eachers wit:h more
f

\-.» a “j

: categories indicated an increase in the level of obstacle

. . ' - 1
o

experience. . - S, R o e
‘Table 25, Potential Obstacle Category 6 '"Learning
\

Envir'onment" results are similar to the results of Table 23 in

th_at_both gender and 'teaching;experience were significantly

-related to the obstacle c‘ateg‘ory',.i” Gender had a significant

Ly

relatiionship to the category at-the .05 level, while teaching .

o

‘ experiience ‘sign‘ific‘ance was at'the' .00 1level. As was the case

with Table 23, an examination of the means for the variable o
gende revealed that female teachers rated this obstacle

oategfry ag a greatet obstacle than did ‘male teachers. An |

examination:of the means for he variable teaching experlence

- also howed that teachers with two years or fewer of teaching

D

LR L
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‘experience perceived this c:tegory'as a greater obstacie-EEAn_'
teachers with more teaching ehperience.._Furthermore. means,
reflecteé an increase in the level of obstacle perception for
_teachers with ten'or more years teaching experience compared
_ with :eachers having three th nine’ years experience
. As was’ the case with Table 22, Tables 28 and 29

JPotential Obstacle Categ%fy 9, "Evaluating Student Progress .

and Potential Obstacle Category 10.1“Administrat10n". show that'

N\

_’only one variable teaching experience. was” significantly

e

related to the obstacle cadegories " This: variable was L ¥

‘ significant at the .00 level to both obstacle categories Akso

- an examination of: ?he means for that variable showed that

' teachers with two years or fewer teaching experience perceived'
. these categories as. a greater obstacle than did those teachera
- with more teaching experience.f The level of obstacle .
perception did not increase for those teachers with ten or more
years of teaching experience compared with teachers having
three to nine years of experience.'°
| In summary. ‘the variable teaching level was found to be
5 significantly related to teacher obstacle perception in only
onecof the ‘ten (10) ohstacle_categories. The variable gender
was significantly related to teacher’response in two

jcategories,'while_the variable'teaching experience showed a

e e et b s g ey

L PN

P
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aignificaa(t relationship to- the level of obstacle perception in

) ‘ all of the ten’ (10) obstacle . categories as. measured by “the -

questionnaire. An examination of mean gcores for thia variable

revealed that in a11 categoriea, teachers with two years or

" fewer of teaching experience had the highest levels pf obstacle

perception. . In seven. categoriea, mean scores recorded an

increase in ohatacle perception levela for teachers with ten
\ .

‘ fyears or, more!teaching experience as compared with teachers
having three to nine yeara of .teaching experience. Howe\zer, in"
the. other three categories no auch increase was shown In . - B
:fact, levels of obatacle perception continued to decrease as

| teaching experience increased.

~ Thia obaervation suggests that it may not be simply
inauf‘ficient teaching experience that increases obatacl’
perception 1e’vels .. There appear to be critical stages of |
experience. " As teachers gained teaching experience, their
obstacle perception levels dropped in all ten (10) categories.
However, for those teachers who had reached the stage where

they had ten' years or more- teaching experience, means recorded

an increase in*obsté.cle' perception levels =in seven categories..

Should such a finding be interpreted as a reflection of teacher

- training. programs that were An place at the time these teachers

received their preservice training? Or that more. experienced

Y.
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' experience increased. B

r

teachers ar’e"simpljr more skeptical and m'ore resistant to

' ~change? Clearly, this is an area worthy of further

investigation. : Further investigation is also needed to

determine what factors, caused obstacle perception levels in .

Potential Obstacle. Category 3, “Attitudes", Potential Obstacle )
N Category 9, "Evaluating Student Progress“, and Potential

‘Obstacle Category 10, "Administration s to decrea‘se as teaching,

} .. ! r'

The fact that there was" limited si[gnificant vari%le

‘ '»".;relationship to teacher obatacle perception levela found would

i

, seem to imply that several of the selected variables namely
‘ teaching certificate training through special education’

courses, and experience teaching exceptional children are not

relevant. However, one must, in interpreting this’ finding,

'take into consideration. (a) the . small number of respondents;

(b) the small number of reapondents with a Grade III ,or v

' teaching certificate, compared #ith thoae having a Grade V VI,

or VI;[ teaching certificate; (c).the small number of

respondents having more than'tnc .courses in s‘pecial education,

I and the likelihood that these were merely’ introductory in
n‘ature'?; -and (d) ‘the fact that only seven respond_ents reported |

_having anj expérience teaching exceptional c‘hildren.

.'\4

.\\. ‘A - !

At



o mentally handicapped children f.or a apecific teacher

f Thus it is difficult to. drav’ meaningful conclusions from
-the data that would be generalizsble to the to‘tal teachﬁg
population. This, howeve,r, does not diminish the validity of
the results or the validity of the survey instrument.__ For :_t

must ' be stressed that the results of this _,,,survey are the .

) results of an application of the questionnaire, tha,t was S

) developed by the researcher, to a 8pecific teacher population..:. =
’ Consequently, thea survey results must be viewed as' a profile of-

the perceptions of the obstacles to the mainstreaming of. mildlyv':‘

1

‘population. It is expected that su'bse‘quent applications of Jhe‘ ,

/questionnaire to different teacher populations would yield

varying results. - Each: appli'cation would provide an obstacle "

perception profile for that specific population. It g hoped

that those involved in preparing for the ingroduction of mild'ly-

mentally handicapped students into regular classrooms would

find such a profile a valuable aid in the - development of an
\ ' \ . . e ’

- appropriate inservice program. _
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{ ' LT " Table 20
S . ' L " Potential Obstacle
b .Category 1l: ' The Nature
E ’ . of Malnstreaming
) - ~ ’ o, - .
i‘ . - N . L ‘ : ot
" b‘ : * (
i S o . Ce oL -
1 | N=88 . o
H o .Personal and Demog;aphic Varfablea = Mean. : *FP .
- male: - . - 3.18/5 .786&4
~'§ i ,gender S female . 3.1161 - v et
P "2 . teaching . - . _1="IV " 3.8125 - .2185 . . i.
N .. + certificate V- VIT 37153 , - : FEE PR
{7000 . nimber of special L0 te3.11700 L em DT
T - *,* '+ education, T =2 K 3.0758 .5702 . o .3.15*
1 ' courses . 3% —  3.5625. .. : i
1 : o - . . C R C . ) - i -
. - present level .. Primary 3.2667 -- 27

i L of teaching : Elementary 3.4630 L0505
f - ~ assignment. : r-5Tr. g . - .
' .. a Q.~' o ) | 0-‘2. ) o 007222 . Do Lo
A4 - ' teaching . - 3-9 ~ 3.6b6067 .00p00

- "51\4»1. e
!

, experience» al _ 10+ 3.0317. L .
ST ‘ gpecilal education o0 o 2.5343 L4972 o e
el o “teacg;gg experience" 1+ 3.0000 - 3 KU

e . p .05
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' present levef , ‘TPriﬁaiy . 2.9 :
of -teaching =~ Elementar . 9815
. assignment ::-Sr. High 2.8710

-fea&hing T ‘ . _3-
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‘ " Table 21
, Potential Obstacle

: . Category 2: The Nature .
R of Handicap and Learning Style .

‘s

Groa

N « 88

~%FP

Personal and Demographic- Variabled ' Mean

. male - __.2.9531
gender ,' , - ftemale - ,2.9196

8782

teaching . - -1l =1V . 2.9688:

8684

. certificate . -V - ' 2.

number of special 0
education - 1 =2

.3043

2

} Y

courses - . . 3+ . .3
— )

2

.9067 -

0-

..0000.

2

‘ 9
. experience . \ 1O+ . <3

: Bpeciél'edﬁcation 0

+

2.3627

.4405.

~ teaching experience I

—3.8333
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) Table 22 . -
Potential Obstacle e,
Category 3: Attitudes:

‘ ‘ ' N = 88 R a:
S Personal and Demographic Variables Mean  *FP .. ot
male 3.1750 1334

gen@er L fqule 2.8571 ‘ Co

r

- teaching ' =1 =1V .. . 2.8875 = .6951 . o L
* certificate V- VIT =~ - 7.9917 e R T

B T ) -;’number of special ‘ -0 3.6128/ o
i -~ education - T -7 2.81827 .3088
o : .. courses - 3+ 3.3/50 - -

~ present level “ Primary. . 2.9067 . s S
""" of teaching +  Elementar 3.0444 .8649 g :
- .. assignment Jr-§r. Higﬁf 2 9727 A
o . 0-2 ' 0 6963 - o ’ ' -
teaching - S 39T 2.9222 .0000
. experience ) . 10+ - ‘ 3.0190

R . ' special education 0 2.3667  .0995
. t teaching experience 1+ . 2.

C p€.05 .
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| Table 23 .
~ Potential Obstacle
.~ Category 4: -Resource = . .-
o dnd -Support Systems '
. "’ g .. N = 88 -
Pergsonal and Demographic Varlables Mean XFD
. - : . ' W malb . ; B ]
._gender female 2.63L0
teaching 1 1 v 2.7917 - .9406
certificate V- <81 .
" . number of special 0 2.8794 .
education T =7 2.7778. .. .7189
_ courses 3+ 2. 5417 .
present:."ulevél- Prima '2.7222- . .
of teaching. glementag ;%gg +5340
assignment - - Jr-5r. g . S
0-2 0.7037 .. .
teaching 3-9° 3.0000 .0000
exper_ience - 10+ 2%7672 . L
special education -+ _ 0 _ 2.2778  .7240.
teaching experience: I+ 2.25000 ' '
// - p £.05
J— L/ ) : '.
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. "N -Table 24.
. : Potential Obstacle

i Category 5: Teaching -
Techniques -

N = 881

Peisonal and Demographic 'Varlables Wean

. ) male

} 2.5313
.gender - temale

0y e
5097

7.3988.
. 2;5268

1

1.~ IV

.. -teaching
~certificate

.7188

" number of special | 0 : 2.4043 .

* education’ 1 -2, 24545

rses 13? -4.6006/

7506 ol

present level Primary
of teaching

~assignment

2.5111.

3323 .

Eiémentafx . 2.5926
WS L =0T . ,8 -

-2 0.5432
3-9 7.5370
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experience
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special‘edﬁéqtion _ 0

Z.3889

teaching experience’ 1+
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-Table. 25 .
Potential Obstacle .

Category 6:, Learning:
" Eavironment .

‘.
Ly

N -‘88

__¥EP

. 104.

Mean

Personal énd Dedographic Varliables

‘gender

male 2.1354

female

T.7917 .

téachiné
certificate

1 -1 - 1.7500 |

L3615 .

. ; {1 " number of special __ 0.

[ . education
St . 7. courses.

S =

) - 2.0426_
T -2 T.8182

2214

3+ ' 1.4837

= preséﬁt level - ,Pfimary. | . 1.8222 o
‘ of teaching Elementary ~  1.9630° .7340
o assignment Jr-Sr. High 1.9677 .
‘ . L _0-2 0.4198 .-
' »° teaching 39 2.0370 . 0000
: experience - ' . : _
spacial education - _ O 1.5490  .6032 _
teaching experience -~ I+ - 1.7778 .
= p £.05
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. Table 26

- oo + Potential Obstacle
o Category 7:

Gurriculum:

e
L

N = 88

105.

Mean

S

P@rsonfl and Demogpa 1cizﬁr1ab1ea

gender

. 2.4219 .

2 244304

.87

NS SR teaching S
S rtificate e

female -
il;I

2.6875 .

+2553

S
* number of special

education o ,.,"

.courses

T -2 ‘2.2127 .

-4279°

present level
~ of teaching

‘fPrimary

3+ -~ 2.5625
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teaching = &
. experlience
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‘ Table 27 L .

- Potential Obstacle - . e
Gategory 8: ‘

o Hanagement

Classroom

i

N = .88

‘ .P@rsonal and Demggraghic Variables ~Hean ¥FP__

gender -

. male - . T
emale e

* teaching.

'f.'certificate

‘f 1% v

2.9063  .8015

number of special
-~ education
courses

0 C3.1596 - ¢

present level
of teaching .
-assignment

-Primary _

3 , 2.0250
2.8667

'
o

_teaching -
experience

Elementarx 2.9819 .7860
) r- r. B - . . . . IS

“0-2" . 0.7963

3-3 — % 3.027/8  .0000
10+ 2.9280 -

special education. =

0. . 2.3971  .6565 .

| teaching experience
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p €.05
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S number of epecial

‘i‘u‘?‘, e N N-88 - -7 N y ’
w";?ersonal and Eemographic varlables

, - teachin ) .
V certificate B -

'’ courses .

" present level

- of teaching
asgignment

g experience

107. .

Table 28
. Potential Obstacle :
Category 9: Evaluating
Student  Progrgas :

-

FEP -
s « 2911

Mean -
- 3.0000

male
" female

ender 2

1 - 3.1875

.2596
.

2.9787
271576

& 0
education . ,g%l - 2
3F
. Primary ' /3.0000 -
Elementaiz - 2.8510 -
=57 & o -
Q-2 . . 0.7037 -
3-9 . - 2.8889
10+ 2.9524%

special education 0l 2.3627
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.8633.0

teaching
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Category 10:

- . Q ' . : .\
‘Table 29 .
Potential Obstacle

N = 68

Administration -~

:Lf* ’PersonaI a‘H'Demographlc VarIables

*FP

.Mean

vgeéder

;> ‘mdle

2.9375"

' 2.7679 "

) |-~

S ‘teaching

. certlficate:

female

1= 1V ff.

3 0208-'

4902

fﬁnumber\of special 1

2.9716.

[

- 'o'/l C o . :,‘ :
., education D SN 2.6667 - .5082 !
';courses~ ' '3+1 _2.6667 - :

ipresent level
- of téaching
assignment

Prima 12,7222
EIementagy 3.1111 - .

-3547

Jr-Sr.THLgh
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teaching

= 022
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.0000
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. // '. B CHAPTER V . oo .
. . p
: SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
I. INTRODUCTION,
This chapter presents a summary of the survey results.:

discusses the conclusions and recommendations which resulted, ' -~ .,
and suggests areas worthy of further study. The reader 1s ."‘-Vf; //}‘
f \eautioned to remember the de11m1tations and. the 11m1tat10ns of |
the study presented in Chapter 1, as these influence the degree'

| of generalization which is’ Justifiable when considering the_,_

{conclusions and recommendations.,
".1;} ' - ‘//" ',' o Il. SUMMARY;" ,'l ‘ .,;,'.1 o -

The ‘results of this study clearly rndicaned that regular -
Uclass teachers felt that there are obstacles to .the, delivery of J
instruction to mildly mentally handicapped children in. a
: mainstreamed setting. The intensity of ‘this- feeling ‘ig

indicated by the fact that approx1mately 61 4 percent or more

. . 1
of.the respondents viewed all of the obstacle categories IS
~:presented as either a "Moder%te "MaJor + OF "Most Critical"'fc; o
: . . { . o o o .o - / .
obstacle. S SR \- . ,
) - : /)
e o g erer _-4\__.,.’ AN S 'R:o ety T“‘."‘;"""”;'rj“"fﬂ'17~'"-asy-a.w..-.,,.. L

N : B e : I . o T L
Y ace e I R PR S, [ ) A




.110.

I ‘ _An examination of 1nd1v1dual obstacle ratings revealed :

I »
[

that teachers perceived "Present pupil teacher ratio and
"Increase in the stress 1eve1" as‘the greatest potent1a1
) obstacles. ‘"Lack ‘of understand1ng of the ratlonale for

o mainstreamxng was. vxewed as the least important potentlal

o obstacle. It also appeared that P°tentiar’obstac1es that wereﬂf"f

N S

U AP more closely related to the teachers actual classroom . y”w

‘érﬁ'}/ o s e . .
]

performance were generally percelved as. belng more critical

.

than those obstacles which could be descr1bed as general in

--_

scope:. in that they were not as dxrectly related to teachers

Lo

classroom performance and were. not clearly their . o ']¥»

responsibility For exampIe. ‘the obstdcles "The su1tab111ty of.
al v curriculum mater1als ‘and 1nstructional aids to be used ‘in
.regular class settings with mainstreamed children and "Lack of
phy31ca1 space were seen as. being" more cr1tical than such
potential obstacles as, "Pupil andfor class schedulrﬁé \"
problems "School Level Adminlstrative support and B
' 1eadership or "School Board Administrative support and
leadership The d1str1but1on of the 1tems concerning

kA

» attitudes suggested that, teachers were most concerned about the

attitudes- of parents of regular children toward mainstreaming-
‘and least concerned with the "Attitudes of parents of. V

handicapped children toward mainstreaming Such-information

©
' .

ety




R L obv1ously has 1mp11¢at1ons for an 1nd1v1dual charged w1th the
~ ‘task qf-developlng an- 1nserv1ce program for teachers who are to
be 1nvolved in a malnstreamlng program.

The results. related to teachers percept1ons of

'ﬂ;’,, - ..potent1a1 obstacles to ma1nstream1ng. reinforced the =~ . . L
;" i “‘ ~ . ‘ . s ) 7 e
R ,a'researcher‘s be11efs regard1ng the potent1al obstaclés to. s T

‘ malnstreamlng m11d1y mentally hand1capped students. They

‘ clearly 1nd1cated that teachers perce1ve problems w1th

-
)

ma1nstream1ng However. f1nd1ngs related to teacher responses
and the1r lack of relat1onship to several varlables were - SO i

;;somewhat surprisxng One would expect that the varlables-

teach1ng certlficate. tra1n1ng through spec1al educat1on

:,/5' .i courses, and exper1ence teach1ng exceptional: children would be
91gn1ficant1y related to teacher response, in’ at least one- of

‘ the categ0r1es. ThlS. however. ‘was not the case. In' .
1nterpret1ng th1s result. one must take several factors 1nto

cons1deratlon. (a) the small number -of respondents. (b) the :_/)é/r

" " small number of respondents w1th a: Grade III ot v teaching///}’. rﬁ\i.-i/
AT“,"‘certificate compared to those hav1ng .a Grade V.rVI or' VL 0 N

[,

p‘teachlng cer@ificate, (c) the small number of respond nts

‘ahav1ng more than two courses in spec1al eddcatlon. "and he

~likelihood that these were merely introductory 1n nature .
. i \
L V‘-(d) the fact that Only seven respondents reported hav1ng

=]
&

".experience-teach1ng exceptlonal'children. o ff‘ . o oA ¢

. ’ . . ' . w
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" The variables that were found to be- significantly related

I

to teacher obstacle perception levels were' gender, i%éching
level «and teaching experience.» Gender ' was significantly '
related to Potential Obstacle Categories; "Resource and Support
Systems «‘and 6, "Learning Env1ronment” Teaching 1eve1 was

\ i‘ 81gnificant1y related to Potential Obstacle Category 1 '"The.

Nature of Mainstreaming Teaching experience howed a-

E significant~relationship to: the level of obstacle perdeption in

'all ten (10) categories measured by the questlonnaire. An l"

]

~'~examination of mean scores for this variable showed at in'

ot
4

- v

.‘i. ;-each category,lteachers w1th two years or fewer of teaching
] experience had the highest levels of obstacle perception.,..Inr

seven categpries obstacle perception levels increased for ":“

"

teachers with ten’ years or more of teaching experience as h
compared to teachers having three to nine years of experience.

M * -.,

,.p \In the remaining three categories obstacle perception levels

‘f"

decreased as teaching experience increased

' One might suggest that these results are directiy related

1

to the popuiation and’ thus may or may not reflect the results ;1

I one might obtain if a different population was. surveyed.l

7 In ‘Summary, the results of this survey indicate that (1)
the questionnaire developed by the researcherrassesses the ~
. obstacles present in the provision of leduecational services to' |

1 . 3
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[

‘mildly,mentally handicapped children in'a regular"classroom;
L (2) the resultsfsf'an application‘of this questionnaire provide
‘ ‘ a profile of the perceptions of these obstacles for the
:specific teacher population sdrveyed, and (3) these results
leave limited scope for generalization to other: populations.
One cannot make precise statements about which obstacles .
sre most critical and which variables are most significant.'

. 'One can, however, suggest that administrators who are to be

involved in mainstreaming mildly mentally handicappéd children"

would find the completion qf the obstacle perceptiod
questionnaire by teachers beneficial as\a prerequisite ‘to. .

. ‘either planning for a mainstreaming program or the development

of an; inservice program This questionnaire could also" ‘serve
‘ g

as a self-assessment tool by teachers who ‘are planning t0‘

‘become involved in mainstreaming.

o ,
, III. . CONCLUSIONS .
. ‘ L . . : “
R = '
- The conclusions stated have arisen out Of. the analydis of .

"

data and findings presented in the study .‘“ ' S

[ e
. y ' {.
1. - Responses to the questionnaire suggested that pegular Y

. * l

classroom teachers felt that there are obstacles to the
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. s n . 114,

educatlon of mildly mentally handicapped chlldren in a

- mainstreamed setting.’ The ,Tesponse patterns of all obstacle,

4

cetego;ies presented were skewed in, the qxrectlon pf "Moderate"

‘to "Most Critical". - } S S

2}' _The oategory @ost frequentiy pegceived as a potential

obstacle was.Category,6:°_"Léarning Environment". : b

-

N ! . i
- - !

3. "Present pup11 teacher rat1o and "Inctease in the streSS'

-

level" were selected as the most cr1t1cal obstacles.

. 7.4 -'Teachefs.géne%ally'perceised obstacles‘that'wefe dloselj
: .

", related to their own classroom perfotmance as more critical
than those obstacles that were. more general in scope.

¢ o, . o . » , - . . .
5. Teachers were most concerned with the attitudes of ‘

: BN . o . , 0
parents of regular children toward mainstreaming than they were:

7

with the attitudes of others involved in thé process.
! - .

~
« .
’

6. A 51gn1f1cant relatlonshlp was found between the var1able o

gende: and Potentlal Obstacle Categorles 4,. 'REsource and .

Support Systems ; and 6 "ﬁearnlng Env1ronment

)




: of Maina treaming".

T w - perception levels in all categories compared to

. \‘,

70 A significant'relationahip' vas 'found between :t%;he'_'ir‘ariab'le L

teaching level and Potential Obetacle Category 1 "he -ﬁatnre: '

1 . ' e T e

—_— - i '

Lo
| . B vy T
| . ~

8. . lsignificant pervasive relationship wag found between S

the %variasble teaching experience and obstacle percept:i_on levels. ' .

(a) Teachérs with two years or fewer of teaching *
- experience had the highest levels of obstacle
"+ perception in all categories as meaaured by the

s ques tionnaire.

(b) ~Teachers with three to nine years of teaching o
‘experience showed a decrease in obstacle

' teachets with two. years or fewer of experience. .
(c) 'I'eachers with ten or more years of teaching

. experience showed an increase in obstacle =
' perception levels in seven categories. In the

other three, obstacle perception levels L
-continued to decrease. . R ‘ T
9. | There wag no significant relationship found between the )

variables teaching certificate, training through special

education courses, experience teaching exceptiona1 children,
R

"and obstacle perception levels- ‘as measured by the- questionnaire.

! A
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS
~ The following recommendations are respectfully submitted
to :E'acilitate the mainstreaming of mildly mentally handicapped

st:udents .

| P That there be an overall policy on mainstreaming at the

provincial board and school levels. ' . - -

2. That teacher education prograns contain required Special
Education courses, and. that at least one of theae courses

address the issue surrounding mainstreaming. —

- - - L

“3. That’ at least one of these courses include a practicum .

'f:orking with mildly mentally handicapped children. ’ |
. - ‘. h‘ . | ) i

4, .That each schoo].} board employ a co-crdinator whos-e,.'sole

reeponsibili.ty would be the supervision of' ‘s.ervicés for |

- handicapped children within that district.

5. . That no mainstreaming effort be init:iated in a school
* district without an assgessment of the potential obstacles to

its implementation. The results- of such an assessmer}t could

Lt

- serve as the basis for teacher inservice . programs. t

a

'

o ———— ye



(%

‘mainstreaming program be adequately prepared through

mentally handicapped students . T

.

T

6. That parents and students of the school involved in a

appropriat ih’fomation sessions, thr.’ough the use of films,

~printed. .materials\, and disgussion groups.

L4

7. That a revised formula fot qlassf s:l.ze be '_g':l_eveloped whié_h

would take into account the presence of mildly m'entsl'»lr
. . - . . = .f a . ' i‘ N -
handicapped children in a regular.clasgroom. '

.s" 1 a L __‘ .
- egiwl T a numerical value system could be employed
- -such ‘as: o0 ‘ “ ‘
1. 0 for .a regular student _

1.5 - 2. 0 for a handlcapped student

8.  Thdt agencies involved in educetion exanine l{he issue of ..

teacher stress as it relates to the mainatreaming of mildly

' V. IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

l, | . Since the 'data-gathering instrument was devised by the
|
Lresearcher, a replicatibn of the study would add strength to

|the conclugions and recommendations .

R £ ¢ A
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2.0 In instances w'he're relationships did ‘emer'ge as

Y

.significant, the extraction of specific oonclueions- and

- recoinmendetions was hampered by the small nunber ‘of respondents

':Ln some cells “A stratified sample would ensure an: adequate

number‘ of respondents :Ln each cell and would overcome this

’ difficulty, while enlarging and strengthening the .conclusione',.

[

of the present study. . ' .

*

.‘_3. Further research is needed to determﬁxe if. the scope of

the potential obstaclee presented is sufflciently complete

Perheps the obstacles should be viewed ae an initial list that -' -

could serve as a ' point of departure for future efforts that may o

%4
\.

eventually lead to a more complete list._ . _- L " .

¢
tt
€

4.  Further research ie needed to determine whether the " .

. potential obstatles to the mainetreaming of mildly mentally '

———— R e e ~ B bur s

’handicapped children would be the same for. "the ma:l.nstreaming of:’ '

various other types of handicapped children.

Al

4.

5.._ The results of the questionnaire'may‘ reflect the

perceptione ‘of teachers responding to an abstract problem. '
That teachers will reapond the same way when confronted with a.
mildly mental‘ly handicepped child in the classroom hes yet to

be establishel‘d and 38 an area for further research

. - ' . - [
PR - ) . - .
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6. Furthér reaearch is. treeded to determine \'vhat factors

a

contributed to obstacle percept:l.on levels. be:lng higher, in

seven categoriea, for teechers w:l.th ten or more years of

-

teachi.ng experience compared to teachers having three to nine

v

‘what factors contributed _to obstacle perception levels being

v

Iower for teachers with ten or more -years of teaching

,experience compared to teacera (having three to nine years

o S PR +1- 2

.years experi.ence. Further research is aleo needed to determine ‘

n
' ex{:erience in the other threL categories. is
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Dear Colleague:

- Enclosed is a questionnaire‘COncerning possible:obstacles‘.

to the delivery of educational services to mildly mentally
, handicapped students in a regular class setting 'As.‘

mainstreaming becomes an educational realityP it is

~

R increasingly important to gather informatiOn that will assist

.b'us -as _educators to maximize the benefits. of this educational

i innovation. o

The content and distribution of this questionnaire has
been approved by the Conception Bay South Integrated School
Board. Please note that no individual or school responses- -will
. be disclosed by the researcher. '

[N

. Your co-operation in completing your questionnairepbj

will be greatly appreciated. -
| !j, - o o o o :Yours truly,

\

" 'GEORGE CORBETT

‘Janiary, 1983V;?"" .



" the envelope.-

DIRECTIONS

'-‘,Please complete the questionnaire by following the :f'j -

| appropriate directions. ‘ N L :

‘This page has a code number at the top right hand .'4 ﬁ"
o - corner. This~ is to allow me to keep track of responses.;jfﬂ
‘Once your questionnaire has been- received the code number 4
' will be removed so that no individual can be identified -

in the analysis of data. This will ensure that a11

Al

'~>responsés remain strictly confidential. If you find this-V"i-

approach unacceptable, simply remove this.fheet before
. @ ~
handing in your responses. Lo

3

‘Please place the completed questionnaire in the enclosed

envelope, seal it and return it to the person shown on

- Thank you very‘much for sharing'yonr valuable opinions,

L

Mt

S 1330 ;

ot ALY
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'“Personal and Demographic Data o
L}

Please supply the following information, in items 1 = 4 circle the
numeral that corresponds to your answer.

l. Gender A | ST - S [ ",f
, ‘ Male -o.-o.ll‘c -in.n--ac -cou-‘o-'.c-o'o]'. ‘ |
Yo - Fem&le s a0 8 80 -]sbo.-o ------- 0-002

© 2.  Teaching Certificstef

4 A EEEE T v e ...-.'2, 7 R IR R T e esse s 5
5 ') seas e Y . 0-3”
.‘H3.'} Number of Special Education Courses (1 semester = 1 course)
| o -._.;_.‘.‘.‘....';...'.'.‘...‘..'. 1 ‘ 6 8 .--o_oaé-oulo-oo.--' 4
1-2 LGRS A ] 2 T . 9"11 ----- 3 nu-?o.-o-.--o-.s
3-5 :."':'."!'.':'.'I.'..."" 3’ ' 12 Or more --o‘n.oo.’oif 6
‘4; . Present level of teaching assignment g
Pi‘im&ry~..v'S.-;-..-o;-.-..'. ----- 1 ’ ‘
ement&ry'.----'.-o-....... ----- 2 . . L N B .
Junion-senior High tada s s s 3 ’ ' . . ! . . {

5. Teaching Experience (State number of years for each level)

Al

Prim&ry-.o-.;oo.\-.-'-.g-qo--:-‘o-.

Elementary ...Il'.'.'."...'!'ll. ) N
Junior Senior High cooooonrnnnsn ) \
6. " If your special education experience includes teaching

mildly mentally handicapped students, please indicate the ..
number of years experie ce you have teaching such students in -

a regular classroOm .a.....;..,.......... .........

a8 ‘'resource room .o-eu---oooo.-‘--.oocl-nn--oo--:‘.,-.
a self-contained speclal education clags .........
other (please specify) .......,.............;...

| e

¥ e e i+ e g et D : : S
' A . . K.
" . .
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The following is a list of possible obstacles to

the delivery of educational -services to mildly
mentally handicapped students in a mainstreamed =~
setting. Please read each item and circle the N
appropriate numeral to indicate the extent to

which you feel it: applies to the delivery of

such educational services at your ‘present level

of teaching assignment

Lo no Not an : . - Most

' Obstacle  Mild -~ Moderate - Major Critical

Lack of understanding
-of ‘the rationale. for. o T ‘ :
- mainstreaming =~ - . 5 4 -3 2 {. 1-

Undertainty over the

precise role of the,

regular class teacher 4 . :

in the mainstreaming ) . - R : -
process _ 5 . 3 2 1

.The regular class teacher 8

" inadequate knowledge

concerning the causes of R R : .
mental. retardation’ -5 4 - 3 2 1

Attitudes of regular -
‘class teachers toward - o ]
mainstreaming 5 4 3 2. 1

Attitudes of mainstreamed
children towards

attending regular classes 5 A o 3 2 1
Attitudes of parentg . | L S S
_of handicapped children L C L

- toward mainstreaming 5 4 3 2 ) 1

-+ Attitudes of parents
of regular children

toward mainstreaming =~ 5 4 '3 T2 1
Attitudes of regular . o . . -
class students toward - N , ‘ ‘ ,////

the mainstreamed child , 5 4 - . 3 2 " 1




PR

" The broﬁision of main-
streaming . related.

" Not an

in<service

Access to professional
support services

.(psychologists, sﬁeech

therapists, etc.)

j~Access to non- .
professional support

services (teacher aldes)

E A_‘etc.

The development of new. or

.- the altering of present
- teaching techniques by .

the regular classroom

';teacher_

Lack of Bkills of ! R
regular. class teachers .
to deal .effectively with

{ﬁainstreamed children

Present pupil teacher '
ratio

Lack - of physical space
Increase in the stress
level of regular’ class
teachers.

The regular class

teacher's inadquate know=-

ledge concerning the:

'learning characteristics’

of mildly mentally handi-"

capRed children

§

¥

.9

_Obastacle .

Mild

4 '. :

136{n

Moex-

Moderate ' Major “Critical
3 2 1
3 2 1
g37; :uZ'z 1
3 2 1 |
3 2. 1
3. 2 1
.3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
{

= VD T X



e ' . Not an
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Most

'*. The suitability of ,

; curriculum materials and

_ instructional aids to’ T
be used 'in regular class g .

' settings with mainstreamed . ‘
children . 5 4
‘The development'of new.
.curriculum materials by

.the regular class teacher
when available ‘materials . . :
are not appropriate ‘5 ... - 4

The necessity for regular
class teachers to part- |
icipate in the development
and use of an individual=-
. 1zed educational plan for - . .-
each handicapped student .5 4,

o Pupil and/or class B -
scheduling problems - -5 4

Behavior of mainstreamed .
child . . 5 o -4

: Evaluatlng the . ‘ a
mainstreamed child = = 35 4

Scheol Level Administ-
rative support and - ‘ ‘
leadership.: . 5 - . &

School Beard Admin-
istrative support and .
leadership : i 5 5 4

‘Ovérall financial’ o .
support . 5 - 4

* Obstacle Mild-

Moderate

ngo;

Critical

T e e















