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RECCMMENDAT IONS

This study recommends the following changes. These changes were
based on the interviews of 200+ LDC teachers, RSP teachers, reg-

ular teachers and students at the various levels.

= Further inservice of the regular teachers regarding
the right of the handicapped child to the most appro-

priate education.

- Inservice of the reguiar teacher regarding the learning
handicapped child. This inservice should involve the
characteristics of the LH child, the needs of +he LH
child, and the teaching techniques which best facilitate

the LH student learning and motivation.

= The organizational and clerical duties of the LDC teacher
and the RSP teacher should be streamlined. The job role
of the RSP teacher should be defined to allow for the

coordination of the site special ed program.

- There should be more psychological services provided to

the LDC student especially in the area of counseling.

- More curricular materials and equipment should be supplied,
to the special ed teachers. The curricular materials

should be more appropriate to the student needs.

- For integration purposes, the special ed student should
be housed in a typical classroom. His placement should

be as unobtrusive as possible.




SUMMARY OF THE REPORT

This paper reported the results of 200+ interviews of students and
teachers at the elementary, intermediate and high school levels.

The teachers were asked questions regarding their satisfaction with
Master Plan. The students were asked questions regarding integration

and satisfaction.

Teacher satisfaction

The teachers were generally satlsfied with Master Plan. The elementary
teachers saw improvements in:

= parental involvement

- opportunity for integration

= additional services available

= improving student self concept

- removing stigma from special ed
a better teaching approach for the learning handicapped

The intermediate teachers saw improvements in:
- a lowering of the adult/pupil ratio in the classroom
the individualized teaching style
the serving of students who were deficient in skills, but who

were formerly not served by special ed
The high school teachers saw improvements in:
- Integration of handicapped students and delabeling, while
allowing for social ization
- an Improvement in student self concept
the teaching method which allowed for a more personalized, one

to one contact between teacher and student
The case studies of students were analyzed. The elementary teachers
usually cited cases in which they successfully remediated problemrs

in:

readling
- self concept
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The Intermediate teachers gave case studies in which they were suc-
cessful in remediating problems in:

- social skills

= reading skills

~ <class behavior problems

- math skills
At the high school it was:

-~ self concept

- soclal skills

~ attendence
The single factor which the ele 2nt: zhers considered to be the
reason for the unsuccessful case was:

= <class b=shavior problems

The intermediate teachers added:
-~ motivation problems

The high school teachers added:
= attendence problems

student integration

The integration of the LDC student was less successful than the
integration of the RSP student.

- The LDC student was usually integrated for P.E. Many were
also integrated for elective classes. At the eiementary
level, nearly half of the LDC students were not integrated
into regular classes.

- At nearly all levels more RSP students than LDC students sald
they had friends in the regular classes.

- Approximately half of the LDC students said most of their
friends were in the LDC room. The RSP student usually said
that most of their friends were in the regular class.

- The use of labels appeared to be at a minimum. The special
ed student often did not know that he was in a special ed
class. The awareness of special education increased with age.

- The stigma that the students attached to special ed appeared
to be at a minimum, except for the Intermediate LDC student.



The speclal ed students generally agreed that they were being helped.
They felt they were being helped in reading, math, writing, and
language.
- The RSP students were content with fheif placement.
- The high school LDC students were satisfied with their placemen-
But, nearly half of the elementary students wished to be in
another class and nearly three-fourths of the intermediate

LDC students did not agree with their placement.



INTRODUCTION

This study focused on the Learning Development Class and the Resource
Specialist Program of the San Juan School District. Other special
education classes were reported, but were not the major thrust of
this study. The main areas investigated were:

- satisfaction with the Master Plan

- suggestions for the Iimprovement of services

- Integration of the special education students
The results of this study were reported in the following manner.
The purpose of the study, the study sample, the development of the in-
terview, and the interview process were described. Next, the elementary,
Intfermediate and high school levels were reported in that order.
Each level was summarized by type of person interviewed. The major
categories of person-type were the Learning Development Class teacher,
the Resource Specialist Class teacher, the regular teacher and the
students. The other special programs such as the deaf and aphasic
programs were then reported. General conclusions and recommendatlions
were also included. And,finally, an appendix containing the Interview

statements, case studies and questionnaires was includad.
THE PURPOSE OF THE INTERVIEWS
The purpose of the Interviews emcompasses several aspects:

Foremostly, the Interviews were designed to compliment other district
evaluations. The interviews could be used to verify conclusions reached

by other means such as questionnaires.

process. Thls was especlally relevant when interviewing special ed

. students. The speclal ed students have varyling problems and ability
levels. The Interviewer could adapt the questions tc¢ fit+ this student.
The questions also could be given orally rather than In a questionnaire,

This was desirable since often the special ed students were poor

‘(;’ 8



readers. At the teacher level, interactions could take place with
warmth. Empathy could be established as to the common goals of eval-
uation and instruction. From this, a more probing evaluation could

take place.

Thirdly, the interviews were designed fto uncover both areas for Improve-
ment and areas of excellence. The areas for improvement could be
investigated In further studies. The areas of excellence could be

used as models for other sites.
THE SAMPLE

The total sample size for the interviews 'as In excess of 200. The
Interviews took place on the elementary, intermediate and high school

campuses.

The elementary interviews included eight schools: Deterding, Mariemont,
Dewey, Whitney, Littlejohn, Fair Oaks, Schweitzer and Cottage.

Deterding was used to pilot the interviews. At each school at least
the following was sampled: a Learning Develapmen% Class (LDC) teacher,
a Resource Specialist Program (RSP) teacher, a reqular teacher, three
RSP students, three LDC students and three regular students. Other
special education classes were interviewed as appropriate, such as

t+he aphasic class at Cottage and the deaf program at Dewey. Schweitzer
did not have an LDC class, so nelther an LDC teacher nor LDC students

were Included from this school,

Half ¢’ the schoois were from the east area of the district. The rest¥
were from the west. Approximately one seventh of the elementary
schools was sampled. An attempt was made to selecT a sample of

students which was representative.

The intermediate school sample Included Salk, Carnegle, Barrett and
Churchill. GCarnegie was in the east area; the rest were In the west
area. Four-ninths of the intermediate schools were sampled. Inter-
views, -11kewise, were conducted with respect to the Resource Specialist
Program and Learning Development Class. The deaf classes at Barrett
were also sampled. Salk was the pilot school for the Intermediate

schools.
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The higﬁ school sample Included Rio Americano, Mesa Verde, Encina and
Mira Loma. Mesa Verde is in the east area; the rest are in the west
area of the district. Four-tenths of the high school were sampled.

Rio Americano was the pilot school for the high schools.
DESCRIPTION OF THE INTERVIEW PROCESS

The initial contact at each schooi was the site administrator. The
purpose and contact of the interview was described. Beginning at
this level, and at each successive level, assurances of anonymity
were given to the student. Next, the resource specialist teacher
was contacted. He usually was used as the coordinator and scheduler
of the interviews. .Often the site administrator volunteered to do

+his task.

For the students, a quiet, empty room was usually found. |f such a
room was not avallable, the Interview took place in the resource
room. The teachers were intferviewed either in their home room or the
faculty lounge. Care was taken to choose a time and place that was
relatively free of interruptions. All of the interviews took place
from 7:30 to 3:30 pm on March 28 through May 9, 1978. The elementary
and Intermedliate schools were sampled first, followed by the high

schools,

An attempt was made to avold the common pitfall of the interview
method. This pitfall Is the introduction of bias and subjectivity
by the Interviewer. The attempt to eliminate bias was advanced by
two facts. The first was the use of two Interviewers to conduct the
Interviews. The second was a consclous effort by the Interviewers
to explore areas exposed by the questioning, but not to lead to some

preconcelived notion.
THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE [INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
The Interview structure was semi=-structured. The Interview was built

around a core of structured questions from which the interviewer
branched off. Thusly, accurate and complete information was obtained

10




Ye*, the option to probe for underlying factors was retained. This
semi-structured appréachrwas selected due to the complex nature of
many factors and relationships In special education. The relation-
ships were often too elusive for a single set of straight-forward
questions. Therefore, the Iinterview method seemed to naturally fit

special education.

The structured core of Interview questions began from student questions
formulated the previous spring by Doctoral candidate, Danna Azron.

To this core was added the teacher questions. The teacher questions
were formulated to answer and explore questions surrounding the district
special education goals, the state and federal goals implied in A.B.
1250 and P.L. 94-142.

This core of questions was then piloted in three schools: Deterding
(K-6), Salk (7-8) and Rio Americano (9-12). The questions were

then re-written In the form of Appendix |. These questions were used
for half the elementary and half the intermediate schools. The inter=
views were, then, reread and revised. This was done not only to
improve, but also to add somewhat maré of a structure to the inter-
views, The Interviews were changed In the direction in which the
previous interviews seemed to consistently take. This interview

structure is found in Appendix I1I.
THE LEARNING DEVELOPMENT CLASS TEACHER INTERVIEWS AT THE ELEMENTARY

Improvements due to Master Plan

The elementary LDC teachers seemed to be unifled in thelr epinions of
the success of the Master Plan. They generally viewed the Master
Plan as providing the following improvements:

l. Parental involvement - The use of the EAS and the annual

assessment meetings provided for more parental Involvement.

The Improvement of paﬁénfal communication was seen as result
of the mandated EAS and assessment meetings. The parent seemed
to be more aware of the student's progress, the educational

goals and any change in program.

I1




2. Opportunity for integration -~ The LDC student now has more

of an opportunity to be integrated Into the regular classroom.
Many of the teachers saw the student conforming to the behavior
of thelr peers. Integration was, therefore, seen as another
tool to affect behavior. '

3. Additional designated instructional services availabls -

The LDC teachers saw an Increase Iin the designated instruction
services which were avallable for the diagnosis of the LDC
student's problems. This increased Iinvoivement of many
professionals ih the diagnosis of the LDC student's problems

was seen as an approach of merit.

But, the appropriate use of the préfessichal's time was questioned.

For example, a spééch and language professional was required to assess

an LDC student, even though, it may be obvious that the student's problem
did not lie in the speech and language area. This Inappropriate use

of professional time to diagnose left less time for him to remediate.

Several LDC teachers suggested that more psychological services could

be provided, particularly, for the areas of counseling and behavior

modification. The teachers who expressed this concern were also the

teachers who clited case studies of children who seemed to have severe

psychological problems.

the Master Plan concerns

The Master Plan concerns of LDC teachers fell into several categories.
I. Funding - The LDC teachers felt that some of the success of
the Master Plan would be negated by expenditure reduction,
The teachers noted that funds for supplies and curricular
materials were reduced for their area by the Master Plan.
They also pointed out that the class sizes had increased when
the EH and EMR classes were replaced by the Resoursé Specialist

Program and the Learning Development Classes. Fear was ex-
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pressed that a further class size Increase In the LDC classes
would result from any decrease In revenues avaflable. This
possibility was viewed with alarm. ‘

2. Flexibllity of the program - The possibility of funding cuts
was seen as a threat to the flexibility of the LDC class.
First, this would reduce the options avalilable for the solution

- of the student ﬁrcblgms by restricting designated instruction
services. The reduction of funding would, also possibly,
Increase the class size which In turn would compound the
behavior problems and reduce the flexlbility In the class~-

room instruction.

The use of criteria for placement was also mentioned as a threat

to the flexiblility of resources to meet the needs of students. .

On the other hand, some LDC teachers argued that the use of

criteria would solve some of the problems surrounding placement.
3. the acceptance of the LDC student into the reqular class -

Several elementary LDC teachers noted a reluctan-e on the

part of regular teachers to accept LDC students. This reluctance

was attributed to several reasons: These are listed below:

a. the lack of flexIibility In the instructional mode to

adapt fto the more active student on the part of the regular

teacher.

b. +*he actual behavior of the LDC student deviated significantly
from the norm.

¢. the regular teacher often did not see his function as
one which Includes serving the LDC student. -

d. the lack of regilar teacher expertise in meeting the needs

of the LDC student.

Suggestions for improvement -

The suggestions for improvement in the LDC program, generally, were
sugges+réns that would alleviate some of the problems assoclated with
the wide ranging problems In the LDC classroom. The class slze was
cited as contributing to these problems. For this reason, class size




" reduction was suggested. The altering of class grouping was also
,;guggesféd._'These particular groupings were mentioned:
‘=" t+he teaming of two LDC teachers to split the primary and upper
elementary students into two classes
= the grouping to obtain a coheslive soclal structure
It was generally reported that the severity and the number of different
probiems encountered in the LDC c!assfggm;madgfij,diffi:ulf to_solve

all of the problems Effec?iyégxi The Interaction between the severity
and the number of problems often made It difficult to deal with behavior-

al problems.

The successful case studies

After each case sfﬁdy which the teacher considered a success, the
teacher was asked to glve the reason for the success. The comments
fell into the following three major classificatlions:

I. behavior alteration - the success in behavior was attributed

to several things. The use of behavior modification In a
consistent fashion was the most cited reason. This was achleved
by a high level of adult supervision to reinforce the proper
student behavior. Direct and frank discusslons with the
parents were also found useful.

2, Jndividual attention - the use of Iindividual attention was

considered to be a factor In many of the successes. This
helped students In the academic areas, since It cut down the
time that a student would walt when a problem was encountered.
This shorter waiting time reduced frustration. The iIndividual
attention also made i+ possible for the teacher to be warmer
and more caring. The establishment of a warm relationship
was viewed as essential by some.

3. ﬂrapéf academic materfials - most LDC teachers considered the

selection of proper academic materials to be another factor
for success. These materials should be chosen at, or slightly
“above, the child's skill level. The presenfafi@n of materials
must be paced such that [t gives the student a lot of success.
This sﬁccess‘was seen as important to Improving the student's

self canéepf-




After each case considered unsuccessful, the teacher was also asked

to glve the reason for not succeeding. The comments on these cases

were fewer and fell iInto a single major category.
misplaced students - the students were usually consldered to have
such exceptional needé!+ha+ they were considered mlsplaced. Most
of these problems were judged to be primarily behavioral problems.
The comments on each severe behavioral problem were, usually,

coupled with a brief discussion on the need for more counselling

services.

summary of LDC teacher interviews

In summary, the elementary LDC teacher considered the Master Plan to
be a mixed success. The opportunity for Integration was applauded,
but the task of Integration was often problematical. Similarly, the
diagnosis of students was aiso a plus, but the diversion of expert
resources from remediation to do this was a problem. Flexibllity

of placement and categorization of students was seen as an asset, but
the maln problem was misplaced students. Misplaced students In turn

produced the suggestion to fabricate criteria for placement.
THE RESQURCE TEACHER INTERVIEWS AT THE ELEMENTARY

Improvements due to Master Plan

When asked for the greatest success of Master Plan, the resource teacher

answers were more numerous than t+he LDC teacher answers, The successes

were categorized as follows:

l. serving students formerly unserved
The majority of the resource teachers stated that the greatest
success of the Master Plan was the serving of students formerly

unserved. These students were the struggling students that the
teacher often could not adequately serve due to class size.
These were the students that formerly did not fit into the educa-

L st
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tlonally handicapped, nor the educably mentally retarded class-
Ifications. They were often Ignored and thelir needs were not being
met. Now they were being well served by the resource room.

The resource room was considered a place to which these chlldren
can go with their academic problems and feel successful.

2. parental involvement - The resource teachers felt the parent now
had the opportunity to take part iIn the planning of thelr child's
education. This was seen as producing two things of Impor+tance;
a better understanding between parents and teachers, and a better

communication between parents and teachers.

3. 1mproving student self concept - Many of the resource teachers
concluded that the resource students feel better about themselves.
This was belleved to be due to the resource program. This impreve-
ment in general attitude was judged to transfer to the regular
classroom. The elements which were consldered to have caused this

helghtened self concept were close academic¢ and affective support.

Two major student goals seem to be academic remediation and a
simultaneous deVelapmen+ of a feelling of competence. This feelling

of competence was belleved to be transferred to other subjects

In which the remediated skill was used. The classrcom, as a result, -
was belleved to be perceived by the student as a more enjoyable

place.

4. removing stliqgma from special education In general - Many resource
teachers felt that the stligma of special education had been reduced.
Positive feelings seemed to be coming out of speclial education
as a result of Master Plan. The positive foellngs seemed to come

from providing a valuable service to more students and teachers.

the Master Plan concerns

towards the effective and efficient functioning of the slte, special
education pfagrém; One theme which emerged was +the proper placement
i+




of students. The concerns were expressed in the following ways:

a. Special education may posslibly become a dumping ground for
behavierrprcblemsi The regular classroom was the proper place
to handle behavior problems rather than group the behavlor
problems together. _

b. The misplacement of students into the LDC classes was bel leved
to occur. :

¢. Care should be taken to assure that students with severe |
learning disabilities are not placed In the resource speciallist

program.

Serving the student properly seemed to be the underlying concern for
proper placement.  In order to meet the extreme needs of the student,

he must be placed In a class designed and equipped to meet these speclal
needs. Proper ﬁlacémenf was seen as the solution to the extreme

behavior problem rather than a class program adaptation.

suggestions for Iimprovement

The things, that seemed to keep the elementary resource teacher from
dolng as well as they'd like, were their organizational duties. Thls
was almost a unanimous response. The dutlies cited were:

I. paperwork = That Is the individual educational plan, testing,
pupil data sheets, monitoring student grades, etc.

2. setting up the SAT meeting and reassessment meetings - The
scheduling of teachers, administrators and parents; the disbursing
and collecting of student data sheets.

3. conferences with teachers and parents for periodic updates.

I+ was generally conceded that much time was taken away from the actual

teaching time of the resource teacher. Several resource teachers

admitted to spending long hours after school and on the weekends, In
order to get the work done. Others spent some time during the instruc-

tional day to do I+.

Another problem clted Ey the resource teacher was the inflexibility
of some of the regular teachers In modifying thelr curriculum in order

10




to meet the speclal needs of children. Often teachers were seen as
~gg§warergf varylng teaching techniques; therefore, they were unable
to adapt the instruction to the special education student.

the successful case studies

The successful case studles of the elementary resource teachers were
~characterized by the individual adult attention. The most common

elements of the successful case study were the following:

a. the diagnosis of Individual student needs

b. the individualizing of the student's program to meet those needs
c. the development of student motivation

d. the affective support from the teacher and/or aide to build

e. the reteaching of underlying skills

f. +the teaching on a one-to-one baslis; especially of basic skills
. g. the immediate correction of mistakes

h. +the immediate reinforcement of correct responses

I. a quiet area which allows some space

J. a team effort at the school site

k. parental Interest and cooperation

The common elements were often cited as elements of success by both
LDC teachers and the classroom teacher. These elements seemed to be
key to the success of the speclial student In the resource and LDC
rooms.

summary of the resource teacher interviews

! To summarize thls section, the resource teachers felt that the Master
Plan was successful in serving students formerly unserved; I+ had
resulted in a greater parental involvement with the planning of the
student's educational program; i+ had helped Improve the student
self caﬁcgp+; and I+ had reduced the stigma of special education.
Thelr greatest concerns about the Master Plan centered around the
effective and efficient functioning of the resource program. The

“proper placement of students in the resource and LDC classes was also

e 18




of great concern. The organizational duties of the resource teacher
was considered the single most important thing which kept them from
deing as well as they'd like. This concern Is appropriate, since
the pattern of Inuitruction which seemed to be successful required é
high degree of discipline for a proper execution. The successful
approach also seemed to require much time, preparation and planning,

whlch was Infringed upon by organization duties.
THE REGULAR TEACHER INTERVIEWS AT THE ELEMENTARY

Improvements due to Master Plan

The requtar elementary teacher, for the most part, considered the Master

Plan to be a huge success. Many of thelir comments echoed what the

resource teachers had stated. They, generally, were delighted fo have

the réséuree teacher avallable. They stressed some of the following:

students were being successfully integrated, while recelving the
proper Instruction from special education; there was a willingness to
serve the teacher by the resource teacher; the resource teacher was
helping children that formerly were left to struggle; and these children
were glven the academic boost that they needed.

the Master Plan concerns

Thé;glamEAjgf teacher's great concern was the posslibillity that Master

Plan may not continue. I+ was feared that Master Plan would get started
and then be dropped. They bellieved that the potential that Master
Plan has must be gliven time. They believed that the funding problems

may cause cuts In services to the point of program Ineffectiveness.

This possible loss of services, which are provided by the Master Plan,
was the concern of the majority é% the elementary teachers. They
believed that the potential that Master Plan has must be given time

by proper funding.

iléi,.ymmﬁnmdﬁﬂyx,{ﬂ?h;ﬁ};ﬁﬁﬁwﬁmfagawav7
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A minority concern was with the administrational aspects of the
speclal ed program. Some of the comments were, "The qualifications
of aldes should be assessed." "There are too many adminisftrators In
special educatlion.” "The child who s a disturbing influence Iis

integrated Into the regular classroom too soon."

suggestions for Improvements

The elementary teacher seemed to think that class slze was an Important
thing which kept him from doing as well as he'd like. The needs of

the class was seen as the dominating factor. The special ed student
need was then consldered after thls dominating factor. The larger
class size resulted In i1ttle time being glven to the speclal ed
student. The increase of class size also decreased the instructional

flexibllity.
Others thought that there was little keeping them from being successful
with every student. The resource program had provided the necessary

support to make this true.

successful case studies

When t+he elementary teachers were asked what situational factor made

+he student successful, they gave responses much the same as the elem-
entary resource teachers. The general items llsted were: smaller

and more appropriate groupings, a positive approach from all teachers,
more Individual attention, a highly structured learning at the student's
ablility level, *heApaslfiva self concept of the student, a team approach

and The rebuilding of the skill foundation.

unsuccessful case studies

For the unsuccessful student, the majority of elementary teachers
gave a lack of student cooperation as the most significant factor
for fallure. The poor motivation factor was also considered a fallure

factor by the resource teacher.
13
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summary of the regular teacher lInterviews

I+ could be concluded that the elementary teachers valued the serv-
ices provided by the resource teachers. The integration of students,
as much as possible into the regular classroom, wzs seen as a worthy
goal. Satisfactory progression toward this goal was being made.

The great concern was the reduction of services provided the students.
needs, but were often frustrated by t+heir inabllity to serve both

the exceptional student and the rest of their class. Thelr successes

were seen as due to several factors. Thelr fallures were perceived

as due to pag;ﬁéfudeniimgfivafjcn.

A FURTHER ANALYSIS.OF THE CASE STUDIES AT THE ELEMENTARY

the successful case studies

The case studies of the successful special ed students were grouped
together for all cf the elementary. For this total group, a list ot
areas in which the student was remediated or was making significant
progress was compiled. Each student may have been tallled In more

+han one area, giving percentages which total more than 100%.

Students Successfully Remediated (N=20)

Problem Percent of students
Reading 60%
Self-Concept 50%
Class behavior 40%
Language 25%
Math 20%
Writing 15%
Soclal interaction 104
Visual perception 10%
Comprehension 5%
Auditory 5%
14




The cases generally support the eiementary teacher's view that many
of the students were being successfully remediated In self concept
and class behavior as well as the acadgmigéi The success In reading
may be due to the majJor emphasis on reading in the elementary
curriculum. This emphasis was noted by the scheduling of time of
the students into early and late reading groups, the Miller=Unruh

reading program, and the regular class emphasis on reading.

the unsuccessful case studies

The case studies of students not remediated were similarly evaluated.

This list Is glven below.

Students not Successful ly Remediated (N=14)

Problem Percent of students
Behavioral Problems 71%
Reading 29%
Math 29%

' Language 21%
Attendance 21%
Emotional Problems 7%

Visual Problems 7%
Soclal Interaction 7%

'y

In these cases, the academic area was not the area causing the most
problems. The single most c[igdfprab[sgf+héf;ya§7unrémgﬁigtaqrwag
the behavior problems of the students. This problem was ascribed to
719 of the students. Most of these behavioral problems showed in
the classroom behavior, but many were also considered to be based

in the home or the community. (Successful remediation may have to

include a more intense involvement from the home and community).

THE STRONG/WEAK POINTS OF THE SPECIAL ED PROGRAM AT THE ELEMENTARY
After the first half of the interview schedule, the Interviews were
read. From this reading, two lists were compiled. One list consisted

of the special education strong points as perceived by the elementary
teachers. The second Ilst included the weak points. The two lists
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were then used In the second half of the schedule. The teachers
were asked to agree, disagree to comment on the appropriateness of

each statement.

Both lists and their summary are below:
" The Strong Polnts of Speclal Education at the Elementary (N=11)
Percent ‘ " Statement

Agreement

91% I. There Is a team approach to diagnosing and solving
student problems.

91¢ 2. We are serving students that wouldn't havelbéen sérvad_
before. |

91 % 3. There Is more one fto one teachling contact.
82% 4. There Is an Improvement of the special ed student's
~self concept. 7

82% 5. There Is an Improvement of the speclial ed student's
behavior.

82% 6. We are better at assessing the strengths and weak-
nesses of the special ed student.

82% 7. Parent and student rights are clariflied,

82% 8. Special ed students have a feeling that there Is
someone to turn to.

82¢% 9. Students feel less uncomfortable toward the handi-
capped.

73% 10. There is more social contact of speclal ed students
with regular students.

73% Il. There is more parent involvement.

64% 12. Labels are not attached to special ed children.
Speclial ed children feel that they're no different
from other children.

46% i3. There Is a greater -academic contact of special ed
students with other students.

46% t4, There Is a real difference in social flow. Children
In speclial ed are more often friends of children
not In speclal ed. V

27% I5. There Is more sharing of staff expertise.

’ 16 : o S
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" “The Weak Polnts of Special Education at the Elementary. (N=11)
:F3réenf",
A

hﬁL;Faém%ﬁi Statement

55% I« There ts too much paperwork, meetings and phone calls

for the amount of time.
- 45% ‘ 2. There needs to be more communication between special
_ ed staff and the regular teaching staff.

45% 3. There are not enough slots to serve all the chlldren
who should be served.

36% 4., The speclal ed classes are too large.

36% 5. ngular teachers have an unrealistic expectation
of speclial ed student work.

36% 6. The regular class size prohibits Integration.

36% 7. There is a problem with scheduling students Into
regular classes. _

36% 8. Transient students are not In the program long enough.

36% 9. There is a problem with misplaced students.

36% 10. There is a need for help In modifying the curriculum
to meet the special ed students' needs.

27% I'l. There are organizational problems of students
schedule and work.

27% 1Z. Student motivation Is lacking.

27% I3. There Is a need for basic criteria for placement of

. speclial ed students.
. 27% - 14. There are attendance problems of special ed students.

27% I5. Supplies and curricular materials are needed.

18% 16. Aldes do most of the teaching because of paperwork.

9% 17. There is a confusion as to which supervisor to go
to for help, the speclal ed administrator or the

principal.
0% I8B. There is a need for a study hall for kids wi+h

speclal problems.
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Several Items In the four lists seem to contradict each other.

Self concept and class behavlor are believed to be being remediated
as shown In the first list. 1In the second list behavior problems
are the most unremedlated problems. Yet, one of the strong points
of the special educatlion program seems to be the Improvement of spe-
cial ed student salfaccncapf and behavior. One must then conclude
that slgniflcanf gains are belng made In sfuden+ behavior, but that

In many of the cases this remalns gLQJfflsulT'pfﬂblem;;‘The general

a;édgm!cﬂarggﬁgsem;;f@,Es,afmaiprjargaiingyhjgh,remaqjafjpﬁ Is

successful.

THE ELEMENTARY STUDENT INTERVIEWS

ExThe primary emphaéis of the student Interviews was to see iIf Inte-
gration of the students was progressing satisfactorily. In the
Investigation of Integration, four major aspects were considered:
academlc integratlion, soclal Integration, labeling and stigma. 1In
conducting the Interviews, care was taken to avold the use of labels.
Though the interviews were semi-structured, each student was inter-
viewed In an open, friendly accepting manner. Any hint of stigma on

the part of the Interviewer was also avolded.

academic integration

Each of the speclial education students encountered were carefully
quizzed as to who their teachsrs were and what subject they were
taking. The LDC students took the following classes with the reg=
ular students:

Total (N=[5)

No regular classes 47%
Physical education 40%
Social studies 20%
Reading 13%
" Art 7%
Math 7%
Music 7%
Science : 7%
Spelling 7%
Language 7%
|18




Forty-seven percent of LDC students had no reqular classes. |f they

were In fact In a reqular class, it was usually physical education.

This was understandable, since the LDC student was consldered by the
teachers to be a behavioral problem. The tendency would, then, be
to Integrate Into the more active, less structured classes. Often
the teachers stated that the LDC student was Integrated simply for

soclial reasons,

The resource student was also questioned regarding the classes he
was taking. The classes that the resource students were taking In
the resource room are show below:

(Total N=19)

Reading 68%
Math 58¢
Language 32%
Spellling 26%
Writing 1%
Drawing 5%
‘Memory work 5%
History 5¢

The pﬁimary classes In which the resource student receives remediation
appeared to be In the basic skills areas. The reading, math, and
language skills were the basic skills In which remediation was usu-
ally attempted. Often, these the resource classes were taken In
addition to the regular classwork In the same area. The resource
student was usually In the resource room for elther one or two

subjects.

The academic integration Into the regular class could vary from no
integration for the LDC student to all but one subject for the re-
source student. |t could be hypothesized that the LDC student would

be less soclally integrated than the resource student.

[»]

n

soclial integrati

The students were asked, If they had frlends In the varlious speclal

education rooms. These questions were worded so as to use the teacher -
names rather than special class names. The percent of the students f
who responded In the affirmative are below: v

19
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Location of Friends in Speclai Education

___Type of student responding _
(N=16) - (N=23) (N=18)
LDC Resource Regular
— Questions ~ Student _ Student  Student
Do you have friends 100%%* 60% 40%
In the LDC room? '

Do you have friends . 399% 92% 60%
in the resource room?

Do you have friends
In regular class 78% 100% -

¥ percentage answering yes

The above chart Indicates that a higher percentage of regular students
had friends who were students in the resource room than were students
in the LDC room. All of the resource students had friends In the
regular class and a large number also had friends in the resource
room. The LDC students always had a friend In the LDC room and
usually had a friend in the regular class. From this one may conclude

that none of the classes were completely isolated soclally from the

other classes.

The special education students were also asked in which room most
of their frliends were. They were given the LDC classroom, the re-
source classroom, or the regular classroom teacher names as a cholce.
The results are below.

| Location of the greatest number of friends

_Type of student responding _

LDC RSP
Location __(N=18) (N=25)

. The LDC Room 66% 0%

- The Resource Room 0% a3




The above chart suggests that for most of the LDC students their
primary social group consisted of mostly students In the LDC class-
room. But, the resource students' soclal group was usually Included

In the regular class. From thls, it would seem logical +o conclude

LDC students for this study.

labeling
The investigation @f‘labeling was approached by use of one main |

leading question. The students were asked, "do you know what

special education is?" The responses were as follows:

Ty;’;e r:ii; é‘l‘ude;ﬁ,; reséond}ﬁg B Yes Noriii
LDC (N=17) R 18% B 82%
P 2 s e
- Regular (Ngzggi ) | 30¢ 70%

The students for the most part were unaware of what special educa-
tlon Is. The students who responded in the affirmative, usually
described speclal education as being for children who need extra
help. All of the descriptions of speclal education were phrased

by the students In a positive manner. No derogatory labels were

used in their descriptions. But, in two of +he elght schools, the
use of derogatory labels were reported. The use of labels were
reported to be used to harass an LDC student, but never a resource
student. '

The iInterviewer carefully read and reread +the transcript of each

2]
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Interview to ascertain, if any stigma at all, was attached to the
speclal educatlion classes. Each student interviewed was Judged to be
one of four categories: some stigma, no stigma, unknown or doesn't

know anyone In special education. The results are given below:

Some stigma 22%

No stigma 72%
- Unknown 6%

' Resource Students (N=25)

Some stigma 20% l
No stigma ' 80¢%

Unknown 0%

Regular Students (N=23)
Some stigma 139
No stigma 83%

Doesn't know

anyone In

special ed 4%
The results above seem to suggest that there is still some stigma
attached to special education classes by a minority of ‘students
(the results on stigma should be seen as approximate. A double
bias may have been introduced. The results should be replicated.)

It appears, therefore, that the special ed student was affected .In

the four areas investigated. The LDC student was more academically
and socially isolated than the resource student. Even though, the

students were generally unaware of what special education was all

about, there was some labeling of special ed students, but always

by other students. Some stigma was also attached to being in a

speclal education class.

the value of the speclal education class

Another section of the interview concentrated on the value of the
speclial educatlion class as percieved by the special education stu-
dent. The Initial questlon asked was, "Does working in the LDC

D;
(or resource) room help you?" The results were surprising. 1In

22
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every case, the LDC student sald that the LDC room did, in fact,

help him; and in every case, the resource student said that +her

resource room has helped him.

The follow up question was, "Why do you like being In the LDC
(or resource) room?" The answers for both areas usually contalined
the idea that the speclial education class helped them learn. Some

sample comments are given below:

LDC student comments

cl: Because they go back to your level and work up
c2: 'Cause I'm learning in all subjects.
c3: With the work. |['m learning In Mrs. B's class.

Resource student comments

c4: Well, he helps me and stuff when |'m stuck. And he |ikes me;
| know that.

c5: I+ teaches me ~iike I've already learned the times tables,
division, and I'm doing fractions. |+ helps me learn (why?)

Because he pays more attention to me. Mrs. J talked to the

whole class, he just talks to me.

c6: It helps me in handwriting. Before, my hand used to shake.
By doing all of these pages, my hand stopped shaking. Didn'%t
Iitke language, now |I'm more interested in Ii+.

1f the special education students are to be believed, they are

learning more in the special education classes. They're learning

more math, reading and language. In order to test further how the
students valued the special education classes, special education
students were asked, "ls there another class In which you would
rather be?". The results are glven below:

LDC Students

Yes 44%
No 56%
Resource Students
Yes .. 28%
No 72%
23
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The LD” students who answered in the affirmative usually suggested
that they would rather be in a regular class. The reasons gliven
were usually either for social reasons or because they liked the
regular teacher. The resource students for the most part were

satisfied with thelir placement.
CONCLUSIONS FOR THE ELEMENTARY

This section was organized In three par*s; These parts were related
to the main thrusts of the study which were discussed in the intro-
duction. The parts were: satisfaction with the master plan, sugges-

tions for improvements and the integration of the special ed student.

satisfaction with the Master Plan

Generally, most elementary teachers seemed satisfied with the Master
Plan. The regular teacher viewed the Resource Specialist program
as a welcome source of help for his students, with difficulties,
The Resource Special ist Program teacher saw these students as making
gains in reading, self-concept and class behavior. The LDC teachers
felt that they now had an opportunity to integrate their students.
Generally, the teachers felt there were improvements in:
- dlagnosing the strengths and weaknesses of special ed
students
- placing students in a more appropriate way with more
program flexIbllity :
= Increasing the communication with parents
- teaching students in a manner which was
more successful
21d also Improvements in:
- +the special ed student's self concept

the special ed student's class behavior

the special ed student's academic work

'especia]ly readling

The students generally felt that they were receiving the help that
they needed. Most of the resource students |iked where they were
placed. But, a large portion of the LDC students wanted to be In
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the regular class. They wanted this, even though they thought
they were being helped. The LDC student also seemed to receive the
most harassment from the other students. But generally, the stigma

attached to special education appeared to have decreased.

integration of special ed students

Integration seemed to he progressing satisfactorily. None of the
classes were isolated socially from the other classes. The LDC was
more isolated academically than the resource student. Probably for
this cause, the resource students were more socially integrated than
the LDC students., A large portion of the LDC students desired to

be in the regular class. This desire seemed to be based on social
reasons. |In spite of this, they viewed the special class as a real
help to learning. The resource student seemed satisfactorily inte-
grated in every way. Most of fheir friends were in the regular class.
They viewed the resource class very much the same as any other class
which takes them out of their home room such as band or physical

education.

The teachers for the most part felt that the integration of the
special ed student was successful. But, they had reservations

about integrating students with unresolved class behavior problems.

On the whole, at the elementary level, a great measure of student
integration both academically and social has taken place. |t appea: ud
that the most inhibiting factor to the successful integration of the

resource and LDC student was the unresolved class behavior problems.

suggestions for program improvement

Generally the problem areas reported were problems with the dlagnosis
and placement of the special ed student. A majority agreed that
their administrative duties related to the diagnosis and placement

of the special ed students were cumbersome and time consuming. The
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speclal ed teachers felt that misplacement was often a problem
especially the placement of behavioral problems. More counseling and
psychological services in the area of behavioral remediation were re-
quested by the LDC teachers. Finally, there seems to be a need for

more communication between the special ed staff and the regular teaching

staff,

26
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INTRODUCT I ON

The intermediate school sample consisted of four schools. Salk,
Barrett, Carnegie, and Churchlll. The interviews were conducted
mainly around the first interview questionnaire. Therefore, there
was no section on the strong/weak points included for these schools.
The organization of this section of the report was the same as the
elementary section. The various teachers were reported and then

the students.

THE LEARNING DEVELOPMENT CLASS TEACHER INTERVIEWS AT THE INTERMEDIATE

improvements due to master plan

The greatest improvement that the intermediate LDC teacher perceived
was the lowering of the adult/pupil ratio. One teacher suggested
that peer relationships had improved as a result of Master Plan.
Another teacher suggested that the mainstreaming was discouraged by
the LDC class. He suggested that the regular class teachar was often

reluctant to take in the LDC student.

the master plan concerns

The Master Plan concerns centered around the proper placement of the
LDC student. There was concern about the placement/diagnosis process.
There was also a concern about the placement of LDC students in the
regular class. The regular teachers were viewed as inadequately pre-

pared for these students.

suggestions for improvement

The streamlining of paperwork was the major concern of the LDC inter-
mediate teachers. Thls paperwork was percéived to take the LDC

teacher away from his classroom duties.

the case studlies

The successful cases clited by the LDC teachers were attributed
to serveral factors. They are as follows:
= +the bullding of self confidence
- a correct diagnosis and implementation of the program
to meet his needs
- +the student was properly motivated
- +the close one-to-one learning contact by the teacher
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the unsuccessful cases were attributed to:

= poor student motivation
- misplacement of the student
- no soclal acceptance of the student by his peers

summary of the iIntermecdiate LDOC teacher interviews

To summarize this sea*fan, the intermediate LDC teachers felt the
Master Plan was successful in reducing the aduit/pupil ratio. They
were concerned about the placement of the LDC student in both the

LDC and regular class. The single most important suggestior was to
streaml'ine the paperwork surrounding the placement, diagnosis, and
reassessment of the students. The successful cases were attributed.
to the more personal diagnosis, placement and meeting of student needs
The unsuccessful cases were seen as due to poor motivation and
‘misplacement of students.

THE INTERMEDIATE RESOURCE TEACHER INTERVIEWS

Improvements due to master plan

The greatest improvement of Master Plan was percéived as the serving
of more students. These students were formerly In the "gray area".
They did not qualify for the special .education classes, but had
learning problems. The RSP was seen as meeting these student's needs.
In doing this, special education had broken out of the old molds to

put an emphasis on integration.

the master plan concerns

The Master Plan concerns seemed to fall into several categories. Two
categories are below:
~ That the Master Plan may not continue. The RSP teachers
seemed to value their program. Any threat to the program
was viewed with concern.
- The paperwork and administrative aspects of the prcgraml

suggestions for improvement

The suggestions for Improvement consistently peointed to the organ-
lzatlonal duties. The time problem seemed to be a consistent problem.

One teacher listed all the competing clerical and scheduling dutlies.
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the case studies

The factors which the RSP teachers attributed to the successful cases
were many. The categories are below:

a a one-to-one teaching relationship

b honest counseling wilth respect to the disability

¢. respecting the child's rights - a minimum of criticism

d encouragement was given. The child was given a feeling

of importance.

The factors which the RSP teachers attributed to the unsuccessful
case fell into several categories. These are:

a. no student motivation

b. misplacement

c. no parental involvement

d. absentees

summary of the intermediate RSP teacher interviews

Generally, the RSP teachers felt that they were indeed meeting the
needs of students. These students were formerly unserved. They
were concerned about the paperwork and clerical duties that they
performed. The suggestions for improvement were usually aimed at
these duties. The successful case was usually seen as due to the
honest, caring teaching relationship found in the one-to-one sit-
uation. The unsuccessful case seemed to stem from poor student
motivation, poor parental involvement, and Incorrect diagnosis of
student needs.

THE REGULAR TEACHER INTERVIEWS AT THE INTERMEDIATE

Improvements due to master plan

The regular teacher viewpoint on improvements was much the same
as the RSP teacher. The student that was formerly failing was now
seen as getting the individualized help that he needed. The regular

teachers liked having the additional people as a resource.

the master plan concerns

The regular teachers were concerned about a single subject. They
felt that there were more students with needs than teachers, to meet

the needs. |t was generally asserted that there were not enough

slots to serve the speclal child.
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suggestions for improvements

The regular teacher suggestions for improvement did not follow a
single theme. The items presented were:
- more special classes were needed
= reduce the regular class size
= Increase the communication and coordination with
special teachers
- reduce the paperwork

summary of the reqular teacher interviews at the intermediate

The intermediate teachers valued the added services. They felt that
student's needs were being met. But, they felt that more students
could be served by special education at the intermediate school.

They felt that in order to do this, more special classes were needed;
the regular class size should be reduced; the paperwork should be

reduced; and the communication between teachers should increase.

A FURTHER ANALYSIS OF THE CASES STUDIES AT THE INTERMEDIATE

Like the elementary, the case studies of successful special ed students

were grouped together for all of the intermediate levels. For +his

total group, a list of areas of student progress were compiled.

Student Problems Remediated (N=[5)

Problem § of Students
Social skills 47%
Reading skills 33%
Class behavior 27%
Math skills 27%
Emotional problems 20¢%
Motivation 20¢%
Self concept 20%
Writing skills 20%
Attendence 7%
Spelling 7%
31
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Student Problem Unremediated (N=15)

Problem % of Students
Motivation 33%
Class behavior 20%

No knowledge of

such a student 20%
Social skills 13%

Self concept ' 13%
Emotional problems 7%
Reading 7%

The majority of students seemed to have been remediated in the non-

academic areas such as soclial skills, class behavior, emotional prob-

lems, motivation and self concept. But many were also remediated

in reading, math and writing. The student problems which were unrem-

ediated were primarily in the non academic areas such as motivation,

class behavior, social skills and self concept.

THE "INTERMEDIATE STUDENT INTERVIEWS

The pFimary emphasis of the student Interviews was the satisfactory
Integration of special ed students. The four major aspects were
again considered: academic integration, social integration, labeling
and stigma.

academic integration

The special ed students were questioned regarding the subjects that
they were taking. The LDC students took the following classes with
regular students:

Total (N=10)

Physical education 70%
Core-English/language 30%
Reading. 20%
No regular classes 20%
Tyﬁing 0%
Agriculture 10%
Art 10%
Health 10%
Choir . ’ 10%
Janitor Alde 104
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This situation seemed different than at the elementary. Only twenty

Pz,

percent of the LDC students had no regular cliasses, but sevent

percent were Integrated for physical education.

The resource student was also quizzed regarding the classes he was
taking. The classes that the resource students were taking are
below:
Total (N=10) _

Math 80%

Core-English/language 60%

Reading ; 50%

Spelling 40%

History ' 40%

Writing 10%
Again the areas in which the. resource student was remediated appeared
to be in the basic skills areas. Often several resource classes were

taken by a single student.

soclal integration

The students were asked, if they had friends in the various special
education rooms. These questions were worded so as to use the teacher
names. The percent of the students who Fesp@ﬁded in the affirmative
are below:
LOCATION OF FRIENDS IN SPECIAL EDUCATION
Type of student responding

(N=10) (N=11) (N=10)

LDC RSP Regular
_Student ~ Student = Student

Questions

Do you have friends , ,
In the LDC room? 100¢ 9% 25%

Do you have friends ,
in the resource room? 50% 73% 25¢%

Do you have friends 7
in the regular class? 80% 100% -

The above chart indicates that the regular student has less friends
In the special classes than at the elementary level. But the LDC
student does have some frlends outside the LDC class. The RSP student

has friends both outside and inside the RSP room.
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The speclal education students were also asked in which room most of
thelr friends were. They were given the LDC classroom, the resource
classroom or the regular classroom teacher names as a choice. The
results are below:

LOCATION OF THE GREATEST NUMBER OF FRIENDS

Type of student responding_ - -

Lbc . RSP
tocation ~~~~ (N=18) '~ = (N=25) S ——

LDC Room 50% 0f

Resource Room 0% 18%
Regular Class 50%. 824

The LDC student has more of his friends located outside of the LDC
classroom than the elementary LDC student. But, at least half of

the students replied that most of the friends were in the LDC room.
The intermediate resource students like the elementary resource stu-
dents were more socially integrated than the in+ermedfé+e LDC student.

label Inc

In the investigation of labeling the students were asked, "Do you

know what special education is?" The responses are below:

Type of student responding

Yes No
LDC  (N=11) 82% 18%
RSP (N=11) — 64% 368 )
Reg. (N= 9) 443 “56%

The intermediate was much more aware of speclal education. He had
more knowledge about special education, the more he was involved with
It. The use of derogatory terms seemed to increase In the interviews

of students at this level compared to the elementary.
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The Interviewer carefully Judged each interview for stigma regarding

speclal educatfon. The Judgements are below:

LDC Students (N=10)

Some Stigma 60%
No Stigma 20%
Unknown 20%

Resource Students (N=11)

" Some Stigma 9%

No Stigma 82%

Unknown 9%
;Judgemen+ as to whether the regular student attaches stigma to
speclal education. (N=10)

Some Stigma 30%

No Stigma 40%

Unknown 0%

Doesn't know

Anyone in )
Special Ed 30%

The stigma attached to speclal education seemed to increase in a

marked way for the intermediate LDC student, as compared to the
elementary LDC student. The intermediate RSP students remained the
same. The regular students at the intermediate level seemed to

know less people involved with special ed.

It appeaﬁs, therefore, that the LDC student was the most affected
In the four areas investigated. He was safisfa;farily integrated
academically, but socially he was not. He knew the most about
specialéed, but he used more labels (often in a demeaning way) to
describe other LDC students or had labels used on himseif. He also

was perceived to have attached the most stigma to special ed.



the value of special education

When asked the question, "Does working in the special class help
you?" +the result was surprising. Again in almost every case the
students responded that speclal education did help them.

When asked, "ls there another class in which you would rather be?"
the results seemed to reflect the Judgements of stigma. The results

are below.
LDC Students

Yes 70%
No 30%

 Resource Students

Yes 11¢
No 89%

Generally, the resource students seemed much more satisfied wlth

their placement than the LDC student.
CONCLUSIONS FOR THE INTERMEDIATE

Like the elementary level this section was organized in three parts.
The parts were: satisfaction with Master Plan, suggestions for

improvement, and the integration of the special ed student.

satisfaction with the master plan

Generally, most of the intermediate teachers welcomed t+he master
plan. They liked the resource specialist program. GenEﬁally,fhey
felt there were improvements in:

= the adult/pupil ratio

- the serving of students férmerly unserved
The students generally felt that they were receiving the help that
they needed. The resource student agreed with their placement. But,
@ very large portion of the LDC students did not.




the Integration of the special ed students

The LDC student seemed to be more integrated academically at the
intermediate level, but was less integrated socially than the
‘elementary LDC student. Most of the LDC students did not |like
their plaaémenf_ The RSP students were more satisfactorily Inte-
grated and placed from their viewpoint.

The teaciiers generally felt that there was an increase in the
integrution of the special ed student. The LDC teacher did seem

to have problems integrating the LDC student.

ostions for program improvement

At the Intermediate igvel, the major area of concern was in the

~ area of argénizafiena! duties. .Teachers consistently expressed
‘a desire for a streamlining of the paperwork and other dutles out-
side of the normal classroom function. |t was often suggested that
more time be allotted for these duties. Other concerns were in the
area of class size. The regular teacher suggested that more special
classes were needed; the regular class size should be reduced;

and the communlcation between teachers should increase.
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THE HIGH SCHOOL INTERVIEWS




INTRODUCT ION

The high school interview sample Included Rio Americano, Mesa Verde,
Encina, and Mira Loma. Rio Americano was used to pilot the first
Interview questionnaire. The second questionnaire was used on the
last three. The high school Interviews were pursued in very much
the same way as the intermediate and elementary interviews. The
follow-up questions were usually phrased in a more complicated way.
One question of the student Interview was changed. The question,
f!s there another class in which you'd rather be?" was replaced by,
"If you could change your class schedule how would you?"

The following high school report was organized very much the same
way as the intermediate and secondary reports. The various teacher
Iinterviews were reported first, then the student interviews.

THE LEARNING DEVELOPMENT CLASS TEACHER AT THE HIGH SCHOOL

improvements due to master plan

The high school LDC teachers agreed wlth the elementary LDC teachers
that integration was a valuable thrust of Master Plan. The LDC stu-

dents seemed open to outsiders. There was more social contact.

Another improvement was the delabeling of students. This was considered
good for both the regular and handicapped kids.

Other LDC teachers suggested that they were mainstreaming before,

the implementation of Master Plan. They also maintained that the

actual practice, had not changed except the compl iance aspects.

the

master plan concerns

The Master Plan concerns of the high school LDC teacher fell into
two major categories. Thes categories are as follows:

- Organizational duties - The amount of +ime which the LDC teacher

has to spend on paperwork, parent contact, planning for the
student, etc., was considered excessive. . They, generally, were
concerned about the focus on paperwork rather than the classroom

teaching.
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Administration of special ed -~ Several of the LDC teachers

voiced an opinlon that the special education was of a size

that it was difficult to manage. One teacher suggested that
it was unclear as to which supervisor to go to for supplies
and the upgrading of facilities. Another suggested that the

hierachical structure was unweildy.

suggestions for improvement

The high school LDC teacher suggestions for Improvement were grouped

as follows:
Faggryark - Again, this was considered the number one problem area.
Many of the teachers suggested that this paperwork should be
streamlined. They felt that much time and energy is wasted on
this aspect. |
More psychological services -~ A quarter of the LDC teachers

expressed a need for psychological services. They suggested that
the need was in the counseling area. Again, the teachers that
asked for more counseling psychological services usually cited
what seemed to be a student with severe problems.

the successful case studies

The factor most cited as Important to the success of the LDC student
was the individualized instruction and attention. Other factors
cited were: proper motivation of the student; counseling with
respect to his disability; personal interest; and the flexibility of

the program to meet his needs.

approach. This approach seemed to be the epitome of the successful

method. |+ was expressed in the following list:

l. The student's problem was diagnosed.

2. A prescription was formulated from this diagnosis.,

3. Then he tried to relate to the student. He found some
common areas of interest.

4. Slowly academic materials were given to the student from
this area of interest.

5. Trust in the teacher was slowly built.

6. Behavior modificatlion was used to provide further motivation.



7. The student's self-concept was fortifled by pralse.

There was a weekly meeting with the student to provide
summary feedback.

9. Thestudent recorded his own daily progress.

10. The student as a side product developed a respect for the

teacher.

the unsuccessful case studles

The high schoo! LDC teachers considered the main reason for failure

to be some deep emotional problem In the student. Flifty-seven per
cent gfithag@c,jeac,bers suggested further psychological diagnosis
and _counseling in the cases they considered not properly served.

|+ was suggested that some of the students had deep seated personal
problems with which the program was not dealing. Two of the case

'studles are examples of thls. (see appendix V, case |l and.case [2)

summary of the high school LDC teacher interviews

to be an important and valuable thrust of Master Plan. They were
concerned about the time allotted for organizational duties such as
paparﬂcrk, parent contact, planning for the student, etc. . They

were also concerned about the proper administration of speclial ed

and its seemingly unweildy growth. They suggested a streamlining

of. the paperwork. A desire for more intensive psychologlical services
was expressed. This lack was seen most often as a failure factor

In the unsuccessful cases. Individual attention and Instruction

was most often considered the Iimportant factor for success.

THE RESOURCE TEACHER INTERVIEWS AT THE HIGH SCHOOL

the improvements due to master plan

The high school RSP teacher saw that the major .Improvement was the

new found flexlibility to serve the students formerly unserved. These
students were felt to have been turned out of school with real academic
and emotional problems. The RSP was now meeting these needs while
providing for mQFE‘SBGIaI growth due to integration. In the process,
the RSP teachers felt that the regular teacher became more aware of
student disabillities and adjusted their teaching to these disabilites.
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the master plan concerns

The-ﬁSP teachers were generally pleased with Master Plan. Their

was threatened by:
~a. paperwork and organization dutles
b. a possibility that more regulations may be written Into
the program. v
c. a lessenling of local school cooperation.
d. a beling less open to Iideas.
e, - a setting of lIimits on the RSP.

suggestions for Improvement

The high school RSP teachers shgges*ed two areas that need Improvement.
The first, which Involves paperwork, has been adequately discussed.

The second Is a need for curricular materials and equipment. Commun-

Several RSP teachers suggested that they needed an Intercom. Several
also deslired a telephone. Another RSP teacher noted a lack of desks
and chairs. Several teachers also noted that they had a lack of

appropriate curricular materials such as encyclopedias, language

not suited for the high school student.

the successful case studies

students they had provided close contact. Thls close contact was
exhibited In several ways. The approach was one very similar to
the other RSP teachers. Thelir approach Included:

a. motivation of the student

b. desensitizing of the fear of by the bullding of trust

c. communication with the family ,

d. emotional and academlic tutoring of an intensity not

normally found at the high school

the unsuccessful case studies

The factors for not having success In the students seemed to revolve
around the motivational aspects. Attendence and truancy seemed to be

a problem. The student was seen as having a feeling of fallure.
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He was considered io be difficult +o motivate to achieve. At the

high school level thls problem was expressed as attendence problems
and truancy.

summary of the high school resource teacher inferviews

The high séh@él RSP teachers generally felt that the resource
speclialist program was a success. The students that were turned

out with emotional and academic problems were being served while at
the same time, providing for social growth. They expressed a concern
that In the future the flexiblility of the program may be impaired

by éuféida factors. They expressed a need for curricular materials
and equipment and, they suggested that much has been gained by the
use of a successful approach. But, they indicated that there were

1; still motivational, attendence and truancy problems to overcome.

THE REGULAR TEACHER INTERVIEWS AT THE HIGH SCHOOL

r plan concerns

o

the mast

The regular teachers concerns did not seem to have a general theme.
The comments seemed to range from fear of having a handicapped stu-

dent placed to comments on the easy access of the RSP teacher.

the suggestions for improvement

The regular teachers expressed a need for more information about

special ed children In their classrooms. - Several teachers desired .

counseling as to placement, handling and meeting of student needs,
and student progress. Others suggested that further inservicing

may be In order.

the case studies

Generally, the regular high school teacher agreed that in most of the
successful cases, the special ed teacher had motivated the students
toward positive learning habits. Most of the students integrated
were willing to work, had a good self confidence and attitude.

The unsuccessful cases were attributed to a lack of awareness of how

to handle the handicapped student. Other teachers felt that they

WEFE"rélafively unaware of handicapped children in their classes.-
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the summary of the regular high school teacher linterviews

The high school teachers were appreciative of Master Plan especially
t+he new opportunity for soclalization by the special ed student. For
the most part the high school teachers seemed to have a general lack
of knowledge of special education and special ed children. Often
the teachers expressed a feeling of Inadequacy in deallng with the

handicapped students assigned to Them.

A FURTHER ANALYSI1S OF THE CASE STUDIES
The case studies of successful speclal ed students were grouped to-
gether for all of the high schools. The area of remediation was
compiled.

Students Successfully Served

at the High School (N=14)

Prob lem Percentage of Students
Sel f-concept 44%
Social skills 399%
Attendence 339
Math skills 22%
Writing 22%
Class behavior 22%
Read ing 17%
Motor skills 1
No knowledge of such

a student 6%

44
50



The students not well served were also grouped. Their problem areas
were also :amﬁiled-

Sfudanfz Not Successfully Served (N=14)

Problem Percentage of Students
No knowlede of such
a student 33%
Attendence. ' 33%
Class behavior _ 173
Motivation 11y
Self-concept ’ 1%
Emotional problems g
Reading ' 6%
Math : 6%
" Writing , 6%
Life preparation 6%

&

The cases that special education at the high school level most
successfully served seems to be in the nonacademic areas. The-areasfcff
self-concept, soclal skills and attendence ware.#ha more successful. B
areas. These seemingly were Important prerequisites to academic
success. |

The factors for no success simllarly seem to fall In the non-academic U
rareas. Attendence, class behavior, motivation, self concept and emo-

tional problems headed the 1ist.

THE STRONG/WEAK POINTS OF THE SPECIAL ED PROGRAM AT THE HIGH SCHOOL

The lists of strong and weak points for the high schoo!l were compliled
in the same way that the elementary Iist was compiled. In this case
three of the four high schools were Included. All of the teachers
were asked to agree, disagrée or to comment on the appropriateness

of each statement. Both lists are summarized below:




The Strong Points of Special Education at the High School (N=134)

Percent

100%
100%

92%
92¢%

85%
77%
77%

62¢%
62%
62%
54%
54%
54%

54%
46%

Agreement

10.
.
12.
15,

14..

5.

Statement

There s an Improvement of student sel f-concept
Speclal ed students have a feeling that there is
someone to turn to.

There Is more one-to-one teaching contact.

There Is more social contact of speclal ed

students with regular students.

There 1s a team approach to dlagnosing and solving.
There s an Improvement of student behavior

We are serving students that wouldn't have been

served before.

There is a real difference in social flow.
Students feel less uncomfortable toward the handi-
capped.

There Is a sharing of staff expertise,

There is more academlic contact of special ed.
There is more parental involvement.

We are better at assessing the strengths and
weaknesses of special ed students.

Parent and student rights are clarified.

No labels are attached to kids. Kids feel that
they are no different from other kids. ‘
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The Weak Points of Special Education at the High School (N=18)

Percent . S ~ " ‘Statement

Agreement

- 85% 1. Supplies and curricular materials are needed.
77% N 2. There is too much paperwork, meetings and phone
calls for t' : amount of time. |
70% 3. There needs to be more communication between the
special ed teachers and the regular teachers.
54% _ 4. There. are afféndeﬁce problems of speclal ed students.
46% 5. The regular class size prohibits Integration. .
46% 6. There Is a problem wl+h_schéduling students Into
regular classes. ' | ‘ .
46% 7. There are not enough slots to serve all fhe,childreh ;
who should be served. ' R
38% V 8. There is a need for basic criteria for placement.’
314 _ 9. Regular teachers have an unrealistic expecfaficn

of special ed student work. _
23% I0. Special ed classes are too large.

'23% It. There is a problem with misplaced students.

23% “12. There are organizational problems of student
schedul Ing and work.

23% I13. Student motivation is lacking.

15% 14. There is need for help in modifying the curriculum
to meet the special ed student needs.

15% I5. Aides do most of the teaching because of paperwork.

8% I6. There is a need for a study hall for kids with |

special problems. A

8% 17. There is a confusion as to which supervisor to go
t+o the principal of the school or the special ed
administrator.

0% 18. Transcient students are not in the program long

enough.
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If these teachers are f6 be considered to be representative, then
Master Plan was working at the high school level. It is believed
that there is an Improvement of student self concept and that

special ed students definately have someone to turn to. Most teachers
(92%) believe that there Is a greater contact between speclial ed
students and regular student. Thls seems to have reslulted in the

students having friends with handicapped students. The individual

attention seems to have resulted in improved student behavior and
more parental Involvement.

‘THE ‘HIGH SCHOOL STUDENT INTERVIEWS

In the student Iinterviews, integration was the primary focal point.
In the investigation of integration, four major aspects were con-
sidered: academic iﬁ*egraficn, social integration, labelling and

. stigma. Iin the interview process, care was taken to avold the use

of labels and any hint of stigma.

academic Integration

The students were carefully quizzed as to what classes they were taking.

The main question behind their interviews was "were they, in fact, |

being Integrated?”" The teachers believed this was happening. The

LDC students took the following classes with the regular students:
Total (N=7) '

" P.E. 43%
Shop, auto mec. 43%
Social studlies 29%
Work experience 29%
Business math 14%
Horticulture 14%
Driver's ed 14%
Heal+h and Safety 14%
Ma+th 14%
No regular classes 14%

The Integration seemed to be much better than at the elementary

level. Only 14% of the LDC students were not taking regular classes

as compared to forty-seven percent at the elementary. When in+agfa+ed~'
the LDC students usually took the non-academic classes such as P.E.,

shop, work experiense, business machlines, etc.
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The resource student was also asked to name the classes that he was
taking. The classes that they were taking are shown below: ;
Total (N=9)

English 67%

History 44%

Reading 22%

Civics 22%

Math 11%

Spelling 11

Social science 1%
The resource students seem to be in special ed for the more verbal
classes usually centering around the requirements for graduation.
Much of the remediation would appear to involve language and language
usage.

social integration

The high school students were also asked if they had friends in the
various rooms. The percent of the students who responded in the
affirmative are below:
LOCATION OF FRIEND IN SPECIAL EDUCATION
TV@§4§f student responding
(N=11) (N=9) (N=9)

LDC RSP Regular
Student Student =~~~ Student

Do you have friends ,
in the LDC room? 100% 33% . 33%

Do you have friends )
in the resource room? 27% 100% 44%

Do you have friends

The above chart suggests that high school students are less socially

isolated than the elementary LDC students. The RSP students are

less Isolated than the LDC student at the high school,
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The high school special ed student was also asked in which classroom

-most of thelr friends were. The results are below.

LOCATION OF THE GREATEST NUMBER OF FRIENDS

Type of student responding

LDC ~ RSP
Location (N=11) . _(N=9)

LDC Room 36% 0%

Resaﬁgée Réah ) 0% B o ijé;W o N
Eégularié]éss gééi - 7 VIQD% - -
Unﬁér%ain 9% 7 - ;;ﬁ o -

The above chart again suggests that the LDC student was not completely

integrated socially. Thirty-six percent of the LDC students considerec

the LDC room to be their primary social group at school.

labeling
The use of labeling was approached again by the use of the one main
leading question. The students were asked, "Do you know what special

education is?" The responses are below.

Yes No
LDC (N=10) 80¢% 20%

RSP (N= 9) 66% 338 )
Regular (N=12) "~ 58% 42% :7

The high school students were much more aware of what :pecial educa-
tion was. The awareness of special education was greater as one was
more involved with it. Just less than half of the regﬁlar students
could not give a definition of special education. Those that could
give a definition of special education usually phrased them in a

less positive manner than at the elementary.
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stigma
The interviewer's judgement of stigma was recorded for each Interview.
The results are given below.

Judgement of Stigma

LDC Students (N=12)

Some Stigma 259%
No S%%gma 58%
Unknown 17%

Resource Students (N=10)

Some Stigma 10%
No Stigma 80¢%
Unknown 10%

Judgement as to whether the regular student avtaches stigma to the
special ed student.
Regular Students (N=12)

Some Stigma 18%
No Stigma 45%

Doesn't Know

Anyone In

Special Ed 36%
The LDC student seems to attach more stigma to special education than
the RSP student. From this data it could be concluded that there is
still some stigma attached to special education, but it seems to be

confined to about 20% of the students.

It appears that the high school special ed student was affected
mildly in all areas. The LDC student was still academically iso-
lated in some cases, but t+his was |ess than in the elementary. The
high school student was generally more aware of special ed, but this

did not seem to result in an increase in stigma.

the value of the special education class

The question asked in the Interviews was, "Does working in the special
class help you?" Again, the responses were surprising. 1n_every
case, Tthe LDC student said that the LOC room did, in fact, help him;

“helped him.




The follow up question was, "why do you like being in the special

class?" And in every case the students indicated that the reason

was due to greater learning."

This attitude was again reflected when they were asked the question,
"would you like your schedule of classes changed?" The results
are below:

LDC_Students

Yes 10%

No 90%

Resource Students
Yes 11g
No 89%

Roughly the same proportions of response were reported. This indi-
cates that the LDC and RSP students were equally satisfied with their
placement.

CONCLUSIONS FOR THE HIGH SCHOOL

This section was organized in three parts. These parts were:
satisfactior with the Master Plan, suggestions for improvements and

the integration of the special ed student.

Most of the high school teachers interviewed seemed satisfied with
the Master Plan. The LDC teacher saw integration and delabeling as
Important improvements. The RSP teacher saw the serving of the stu-
dents formerly unserved as an important thrust of Master Plan. The
regular teachers saw the opportunity for socialization by the special
ed student was a major improvement. Generally, the teachers felt
there were improvements in:

- student self concept

- student/teacher contact

= student social skills

- student attendence

- diagnosing student problems



The students generally felt they were receiving the help that they
needed. A major portion of the students (90%) |iked where they
were placed. This satisfaction was greater than at either the

intermediate or the elementary levels.

The integration of the high school special student seemed to have
been greater than at the elementary or intermediate levels. Their
student academic participation was greater. Only fourteen percent
éf the LDC students had no regular classes. The social integration
of the LDC student was also greater. But, for the LDC student,
thirty-six percent of the students considered the LDC class 1o be
thelir primary social group at school. The RSP students seemed sat-
isfactorily integrated. There also seemed to be a minimum amount
of stigma attached to special ed. The students who do feel this
stigma may tend to be quite harsh with themselves and others.

suggestions for improvement

Generally, the problems reported centered around the paperwork,
organizational duties and the organization of special ed. It was
suggested that more psychological! services could be provided. Curri-
cular materials and equipment was also a need. More communication

with regular teachers was also suggested.
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Regular ____ RSP Loc ___ Aide _

Teacher Questions

I. What kind of special ed students do you serve?

2. Describe a student that you feel has been wel!l served by
special ed. :

3. Why was this approach successful?

4. Describe a student that you feel has not been well served
by special ed.

5. Why was this approach unsuccessful?
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6. What do you feel is the greatest success of master plan

(mainstreaming, integration, etc)?

7. What things are keeping you from doing as well as yould

like with special ed students?

8. What are your greatest concerns with respect to master plan?
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RSP ______ LDC

Schooi__ ______Date __ _

Special Student Questions

|. How old are you?
2. In what grade are you?
3. What subject do you like best?

4. Do you know what Special Education is?
(if not, give a brief description of Special Ed.)

5. Have you ever been in a special class (or received special

help in the regular class)? For what subject? Who teaches you?

6. Do you have firends that are in a special class (or receive
special help in your class)? What teacher do most of your

friends have?

7. Tell me about someone else that is in your specia' =lass

(or recelves special help in your class).

56

63




8. How do you feel ______ Is like you? (Same as you?)

9. How do you feel _is different from you?

I0OA (RSP only) Do you feel you shold receive the same kind of

help as ,, ? Why or why not?

I0B  (LDC only) |Is there another class in which you would
rather be? Why would (or wouldn't) you like to be in

other class?

Il. Does working in ___ 's room help you? How?

12. How could your teacher(s) help you better?
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Regular Student Questions
How old are you?

In what grade are you?

What subject do you like best?

Do you know what Special Education is?
(1f not, give a brief explanation of Special Ed.)

Have you ever been In a special class?
Have you received extra help from a special ad feacher
or alde?

Do you have a friend who receives special help?

Where does he receive [1?

Tell me about someone you know that receives special help.

How do you feel ____  is like you?
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9. How do you feel __ 1Is different from you?

10. Do you feel _ b,f;fshéuld receive special help?
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School _ _ _____ Date —

Regular _ RSP - '

1. What kind of special ed students do yocu serve?

2. ;Describe a student that you feel has been well served by special ed.

3. Why was this approach successful?

4. Describe a student that you feel has not been well served by
special ed.

1]

5. Why was the approach unsuccessful?

6l
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iifrVHhat do you feel is the greatest success of master plan?

7. HWhat things arégkeeﬁihg you from doing as well as you'd like with
special ed students?

8. What are your greatest concerns with respect to master plan?
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9. Which of these d@iyou feel are strong points of your program?
1. More one-to-one teaching contact.

2. Serving students that wouldn't have been served before;

3. Social contact of special ed student with regular students.
4, Academic contact of special ed with other students.

5. Parental involvement.

6. Sharing of staff expertise.

7 Improvement of student self-concept.

8. Improvement @% student behavior.

9 Assessing strengths and weaknesses of special ed students.

10. No labels attached to kids. Kids feel that they're no different
from other kids.

11. A real difference in social flow.
12. Parent and student rights clarified.
13. Students feel less uncomfortable toward the handicapped.

14. Special ed students have a feeling that there is someone
to turn to. =

15. A team approach to diagnosing and solving student problems.

What are the weak points in your program?

1. Too much paperwork, meetings and phone calls for the amount
of time.

Transient students are not in the program long enough.

A need for basic criteria for placement.

‘Regular class sfize prohibits integration.

Special ed classes are too large.

Misplaced students.
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A problem with scheduling students into regular classes.
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More communication between special ed staff and regular teaching
staff.
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10.

11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.

18.

=k

Regular teachers have an unrealistic expectation of special
ed student work.

Help in modifying curriculum to meet special ed student's needs.
Aides do most of teaching because of paperwork - overdocumentation
Organizational problems of student schedule and work. ”
A study hall for kids with special problems (secondary).

Supplies and curricular materials are needed.

Student mntivat%an is lacking.

Confusion as to which supervisor to go to principal of
school or special ed administrator.

Not enough slots to serve all the children who should be
served.
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. School ___ . ____bate

Boy CGirl __ Regular Student Questions

1. How old are you?
2. In what grade are you?
3. What subject do you like best?

4. Do you know what special education is? -
(1f not, give a brief explanation of special ed.)

5. Have you ever been in:

's class (LDC teacher)

,,,,, __'s class (RSP teacher)

's class (other special class)

or a class like these?

6. Do you have a friend who is in:

's class (LDC teacher)

_ _ _'s class (RSP teacher)
_ _ _'s class (other special class)

7. Tell me about someone you know that receives special help.

___is like you?

8. How do you feel
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_is different from you?

9. How do you feel ;

*
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RSP LbC ___ _ Other

School _______ Date _

Boy _  Girl _

Special Student Questions

How o1d are you?

;n what grade are you?

2.
3. What subject do you 1ike best?
4.

Do you know what special education is? o
(If not, give a brief description of special ed.)

Have you ever been in:

's ¢lass (LDC teacher)

__'s class (RSP teacher)

's class (other special teacher)

What subjects do you have with ___ __(LDC teacher)?

with __ (RSP teacher)? with _______ (regular teacher)?

Do you have friends in:

's class (LDC)?

__ _'s class (RsP)?
) _____'s class (other special class)?
o 'sclass (regular classroom teacher)?

What teacher do most of your friends have?

Think of a friend in 's class (RSP or LDC).
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How is _ ~_the same as you?

9. How is ____ ______different from you?

10. Do you like being in:
's class (LDC)? Why?

- 's class (RSP)? Why?
_ . 's class (other special class)? Why?
_ . ] 's class (regular classes)? Why?

Is there another class in which you'd rather be?

11. Does working in ___'s room (LDC or RSP) help you?
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How?




