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MAleTREAMING IN SECONDARY SCHOOLS:
A RESEARCH PRIORITY

Editor's Comirients

The Education for All Handlcapped C‘\xldren Act Hqunres establishment of pro-
cedures which assure that. to the maximam extent appropriate; handicapped children
are ediicated with children who are not handicapped. Regulations accompanying the
Act specify that placoment of handicapped children should entail the least restrictive

environment With re-prct not only to acadeitic services: but nonacademic and ex-

tracirrictilar services aiid activities as well: The individualized education program,

which is the basis for riaking placement decisions. must indicate the extent to Which a
handicapped student's neéds can be met in the regular education program.

~ Thus. althotigh the tefiri is not rnennoried in either the Act or the regulations. Public
Law 94-142 has brought widespread attention to practices commonly referred to as

mainsireaming.
Atternpts to implement effectlve malnstreamlng practices have been accompanied

by many complex problems. At the secondary level particularly. the development of

programs which provide. for_integration of handicapped and non- handicapped
students has been especially difficult. Traditional concepts of roles and responsibilities:

organizational patterns, mstructlrornal modes; and even the purposes of secondary
scliools seem to pose almost insurmountable obstacles to mainstreaming being an

educaticnally sound process at this level.
‘Unfortunately thete is as et no substantlal body of tesearch relating directly to the

education of handicapped secondary-level students which professional educators can

draw Upon a5 they grappie with the problems of implementing mainstreaming pro-

grams in the secondary schools. Rather. most researchers who have been concerned
with the education of handicapped stodenits in regalar settings have based their fin-
dings on samples mnre representanve of elementary-level rather than secondary-level

pupils. teachers. programs, and schools.

_ That Public Law 94142 has tesulted in the wrnmg of anprouma(elv four million
lEPs annually has been documented {Wright; 1980). But to what extent is the
maxn>treamlng of secondary-age studerts called for in such plans? When mcluded
how effective is mainstreaming in promoting the academlc and social learning of han-

dicapped secondaty youth?
That tne disabilities most often represented by children wlio are mamsﬂeamed are

mild to modetate retarded, learning disabilities. and behaviot problems is generally

recognized (Reynolds, 1961. p. iii; . But are mainstreamed secondary stadents equally
representative of these Categcnés of disability?

That there is @ movement toward fewer and more generic lassifications of han.

dicapped students has been concluded (Bartesi and Bunte 1979: Gilmore and

Argyrus . 1977). Is this movement generally reflected in the preparation of secondary

school personnel? What are the effects of more generic categorization on the design
and_implementation of programs for handicapped at the secondaty level?

That handicapped childten generally profit in reqular classes in terms of academic
achievemerit biit demonstrate poor social adjustment has been observed in numerous
reviews of mainstreaming efficacy studies (Corman and Gottlieb. 1979: Guskin ard
Spicker. 1979: Macmillan. 1971}. However, miore recent studies suggest that there is

no justification for special class placement of low iQ (EMR) children in special classes

i



but some justification far special ciass placement of LD and BD ED children {Carlberg
and Kavale. 1980}, Are these conclusions Wwarranted with respect to secondary-age

That personnel preparation nrograms should give attention to the needs and
capabilities of all teachers in terms of their working more effectively with handicapped
studenis is & pcsition supported by tedctier ediicaticin groups and organizations
(NCATE. 1982; Revnolds: .979). Furthermore. the U.5. Departmeru of Education
has supported training projects for the purpese of promoting the “development of
{regular) faculty knowledge. artitude. and skilis pertirieit to the educatsn of haindicap-
ped children” and = the infusion of spec a! education content into traditional
undergraduate or graduate CLirriculat (U 9‘»1) State prtorttles nlso Lontn ue

mamstreammg practlces (Ohto Department of Lducation: 1981). Whiat knowledge

skrlh ‘and attttudes when demon:trated bv regular secohdarv peréonnel are Lon-

counterprodmtwe to achtevmg the goal of an apprﬁprrate education in the least resiric-

condary-le vel students?

tlw; Env'

tion of the reldttonshtps among variables associated with edl,ir.atmg hdndlcapped
secondary youth. In recognition of that need, this issue of the OATE/OACTE
Monograph Series presents five studies which address certain of these concerns. Ftn
dings and implications may be of particular interest to teacher educators who are con-
cerned with the preparation of secondary teachers.

But more importantly. thi monograph is intended to draw attention to the necessity

to. establishing research priorities Which focus upon problems Specmcally addressing

the education of handlcapped secondary youth. Admittedly: educational research
cannot resolve the many philosophical and pragmatic issues associated with the con-
cept and practice of mainstreaming. However. a substantial body of research findings
can assist educatots in arriving at warranted Assumptions as to the p-obable conse-
quences of alternative decisions and actions regarding mainstreaming at the secondary

level.
Toward that end. this monorraph is directed.
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An Analysis of Currrculum and Grading

A survey of secondary teackers was condicted to determiie Whether
secordary teachers modify their curriculum and grading formats for han-
dicapped mainstreamed students. Results sugges: that few if any cur-
riculum modifications are made but grading modifications are typicallv
made. Furthermore: secondary teachers seem to prefer following tradi-
tional curriculum furmats in working with mainstreamed students but do

not prefer using traditional grading practices.

Implementation of Public Law 94-142. the Education for All Handicapped Children
Act has presented many questions for regular secondary teachers concerning the
drracnon and evaluation of the educanonal progress of handicapped stadents: Still to
be reiolued at the secordary level lS the r:sue of how handlcapped studnnts who are

1980 Kmmson Hayes arid A\.cord 1981; Watiiock. 1976).

Underlving the gradmg issue is a fundamental conflict between how students are
typically evaluated in a regular prograi.. and how students are evaluated in special
education programs. While regular education programs generally utilize comrion stan-
dards b;. whrch all students are measured ‘special education prograris tend to vary

wrth handlcapped students reqular classroJm teachers have been called upon to in-
dividualize classroomi evaluation technigues for their mainstreamied students (de

Grandpre arid Messler 1979) use the rriarrrstreamed student s prevrous level of suc-

1976): or use the individualized educational plan (IEP) for all evaluanon purposes

(L:arsen and Poplrn 1980; Turnbull and Schulz; 1979).

Numerous writers have aiso expressed theoretical concerns about the grading of
maistreamed students. Wasa (1981) has argqued that traditional grading shouid L2
discarded. not only becaise it does not reflect the inent of mainstreaming. biit also

because it tends to harm rather than help mildly handicapped students. In contrast.
Guetzoe and Cline (1981) have asserted that if a handicapped student ic appropriately
placed iri the regular program. then he/she should be graded in comparison to regular
classroom peers. The lack of agreeme it on standards makes it difficalt for regular
teachers to develop an appropriate ang fair grading policy for the student who may not
be completrrg the same work as h|5/ her per’rs or who may be recervmg assrstance

(Stoneking. Groteluéschen and Lahti; 1976)
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OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

time piaceirieit il regular classrooms Buecause any grading process is embedded
within a particular curricular format, teachers’ redular grading procedures were ¢x-
amnined within the contest of the curriculum format used for handicapped students
placed in the regular classtonin. 1n addition: the relationship between the specific type
of haridicap (¢.g Emotional Imparment. Learning Disability. Educable Mental Impair-
ment and the degree of variation from the regiilar classroom procedure was analyzed.
Specifically the study was concerned with the following questions:
teaching?

2 What curricildn did dgradng foriats Sre bang used in classes in which han-
dieepped students are mamstreamed?

4 Whe has responsibility for grading manstreamiod studonits?

3 Do secotdary toachers modify the regular ctirfietltn format for mainstreamed
Shiddviiie? Des teachiors prefer using a different format than that which they are cur-
rently us=my?

5 Do tedchvrd mowfy the giadhing stitiviiie for mamstreamed students? Do
e liets profor to ose a different format than that which they are cutrenily lising?

6 Wit <nterias othet than academic performance. do secondary teachers apply

when grading mamsteamed aiid regalds staderits?

METHOD

Thirt:-nine sacondary teachurs (22 female, 17 male) enrolled in graduate courses at
soveral univorsitivs voluriteered to participate in this study. Subjects taught by these
teackiers were English (23%). Social Studies (25%). Math (12%). and Science
(10'%). S N , o

“The ajority (6% had little or rio training for mainstreaming, aithough 59% had
taken ohe ot more special education courses. Only severn percent had not previously
taught mainstreamed students, The types of handicapped studerts these teachers had
or were presently teaching iniclided: learning disabled (89.7%); emotionally impaired
(74 4'%) . cducable mentally impaired (30.8%). physically impaired {56.4%) . hearing
impaired (42:1%) and visually impaired (28.9%).

A questionnaire which was first pretested on 20 teachers was used for data colléc
i - purpnars The iirst section of the questionnaire eicited general information about
ihe teachiurs’ backgroand: experience. and training with mainstreamed students: A se-

cond section ascertained informaton. inluding curriculum style and grading. about

the courses taught. A final scction obtained information specifically relating to the
mainstreamed students taught:
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RESULTS

Roslts indicated that fisir respoideiits weic nat ctirrenitly teaching mainstreamed
tadents The remaining 35 respondents were currently teaching a total of 170
Drainstreamed students. representing all disability areas indicated above. Sixty perceiit
of the teachers were feaching at least oie learning disabled student and 17% were
teaching oiie or more stadents with em(mom\l impairments. The. bercunmge per han-

sarning disabled {59%): ¢motianally
). Kearing impaired (4%): ph\mcallw

dicap level for the 170 students was as follo
imparred (240]: ¢ducable mentally |mpn|red 9%
impaired (3%) - and uaually impaired (2'%):

Wﬁéi curricular and grading format is being used in classes in which

S "ubh
that the same proportion (4()"& y were in el 1S in whxch tmchcrs Used this fmmat
Thu two othur most common curncular formats being Llsed were instruction-seat uorl\

;édunrucl for graduanon. Fewer than !2”&: were assisted by aids. in most cases student
teachers.

Approxnmatelu 50% of the teachers ruported using a tradmonal grddmg format
defined as a point system based on a scale in which 90- 100% equals an "A™. 80-90<%
equals a "B", etc. The majority of mainstréamed students (53 %) were placed it such

classtooms. A clitve-type gradiing formiat was used by 12 of the teachors; while 6%
used individualization

Who has responsibility for grading mainstreamed students"

was graded eolelv by the specml education teacher. FOr ten stuc‘unt% gmdmg was done
jointly by the regular and special education teachers.

students? Do teachers prefer to use a difterent format that the one they

are currently using?

Do teachers modlf\' the regular curnculum format for mainstreamed

As showii in Table 1. nearly half [:}q”,) of the 170 Handica’hbéa sludents were

mianistrearied irito classtooms in which only iminor modifications in the regulai cur-
ticulum were made. Another 32% were in classtooms in which no cumcular modifica-
tions were made. The remainder were in cla ms in ¢ s
ped students’ Work was individualized ot the special education teacher provided the

work to be done by the student.

Jrond
bs i
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TABLE 1

Type of Handicap Charactenste

( urnculum

Format Total  EMIY LU’ B porr v
. (_n = 1’7 Q) ) =l n= 1001 =400 e 8 T3 h=6)

Regulor. 1 4 o 1 0
Rag v, 18 Nt 4 291 73 0 55
Col'y, 2 310 J00 s00 0 50 0

Redilar

with munaor - . .

Modificanon Rl 2 57 b i 2 3
Row'% 100 0 29 704 198 12 25 37
Cob's 47 6 125 n7 0 a0 0 200 667 S0

Faall R."qul.rr . . B

Half Individ 2 .2 7 2 0 o1 0
Row 100 6 167 58 3 167 0 83 0
Col*t. 71 125 70 50 0333 U

Special Fd ) B ) -

Sends Work 11 [§] 5 b () () (l
R 't 100 0 ] 45 5 515 8 0 0
Cols H 5 Q] 50 15 0 4] Q] )

Individualiced ll 1 0 0 0 0 0
Row'™ 1()() 0 1060 0 0 0 0 0 0

Col, 65 (R U oo 0 0 0

‘Educable Mentally Impaired
‘Ledarning Disabled
‘Emotionalle lmpaited
‘Physically or Health |mpmn’d
“Visualiy Impaired

"Hcanng lmpmn d

NOTE Definitions of impairments are those used by the Michigan Department of Education

Overall, there were few variations between the é'ci'u’a’l and p"réfé'r'ré'd curricultim for-
mats for mainstreamed students. Edicable mentally imipaited and hieating impaired

stlidenits were mainstreared into classrooms in which there were o differences bet-

ween teachers’ actual and preferred curriculum formats. While the actual curriculum
format used for physically impaired and visually impaired students did involve some
modifications, teachers preferred that students complete the regular curriculum
without modification:

The largest disparity between actual and preferred currrcular formatt. occurred for
Jearning disabled and emotionally impaired students. {Seée Figure 1) In general. the
majotity of students wete In classrooms in which the actual curriculum format used by

the teachers was also the preferred format.






FIGURE 1

Actual vs. Preferred Curricular Formats

100 . } ‘
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Do teachers modify the grading structure for malinstreamed students? Do
teachers prefer to use a ditferent grading format than that which they are

currently using?

 The response category “student cormpletes the same work as others biit is graded in-
dividually {work is riot cotripared)” was reported as the primary grading format used

for 59% of the mainstreamed students. With the exception of physically impaired and
visually impaired students, this was the major drxding format used for all categories of
handicapped stidents. The performarice of thse two groups of studerts terided to be

evaluated in relation to other students in the classroom. Also: for physically-.

menially-. visually-. and hearing-impaired students there was virtually no difference
between the teachers' actual arid preferred grading formats. However. sormie disparity

was found within the emotionally impaired and learning disabled groups. Differences

ERIC
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Yeroemage

between actual and preferred grading formats for these two groups are shown in Figure
2. Numbers presented indicate the percentage of emotionally impaired and learning
dicabled siudents in classroomis in which tedchers utilized a comparative. a non-
compatstive. an individualized. ot a competency-based grading format. Also
presented are the teachers preferred formats for each group.

Grading Format

i‘ili S e i T
180 Comparanve
55 0 25 (0

RPN
350

ST

TN G50

a5 0 Not Compared
i O
BT - 57 1
R
20 | i7 = 34 (i
q Individidlized
150 25 "
80 80 e T
O L Laaad L - Comperency Based
Actual Prefer Actual  Prefer
L Ei Labelled - LD Labelled -

e e s

what ctiteria other than academic performance do secondary teachers

apply when grading mainstrea:ied and regular secondary students?
© Yeschers were asked to indicate on a four-point scale ranging from “none” to “a
lot™. the amount of emphasis they attributed to a variety of non-academic student
charactetistics when assigning grades to both mainstreamed and regular students. For

thioe of the twelvg items, statistically significant differences between mainstreamed and

requlat students were observed. Utilizing a t-test. teachers (N = 39) were fournd (p :01)

¢ 14
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when a particular course was ;equlred for gréduénon this fétibr was 'g'i}'/?n'r greater
consideration (p .03) in determining grades for handicapped studerts than for regular
students.

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Because the sample utlized in this study may not be representative of secondary
teachers generally or of the total array of subjects into which students are mainstream-
ed af the secondary level. care must be exeicised in arriving at conclusions: However:
results of the study lend suppot to the hypothesis that few modifications are made in
the traditional (lectare-discussion) curriculum format of regular secondary classrooms

for handicapped students. However. in terms of dradind formats. it appears that
modifications are typically made: the traditional (perceiitage-letter grade) system is not
utilized similarly for handicappd and regular students, Furthermore, secondary
teachers seem to prefer the traditional curriculum format but do not prefer the tradi-
tional grading format for utilization with handicapped studerits.

As Vasa (1981) noted. there is little merit in continuing to verify that handicapped
and non-handicapped students do not have equal performance on traditional tests or

in traditional classroom environments. However. there is alsa little merit in assigning

handicapped students to classrooms in which the curriculum or grading practices are
inappropriate for i’ﬁéi;ﬁiﬁ;g’j;a’:ﬁditépped students educational needs. This study pro-

vides evidence indicating that further attention needs to be directed toward determin-
ing why teachers use non-traditional grading formats wheri assessing performance of

handicapped stidents but iitilize and prefer traditional curriculum formats. Do teachers

modify grading practices to compensate for not being able to modify the conditions
(instractional contexts) which mediate performance? Do they adjust criteria

{expectations) for performance becalise of factors riot directly associated with perfor-
mance? S . o
It has been proposed that organizational factors endemic to secondary schools {e.g.

large numbers of students. emphasis upon content mastery) may be signitficant deter-

rents to the implementation of curriculum modifications which entail more individualiz-
ed instruction (Sabatina: 1979: Stewart and Turnbull. 1980). This study suggests that

fewer curriculum modifications occur for higher incidence categories of handicaps

(i.e.. emotionally impaired and learning disabled) than for other handicapping

catedories. Accomitiodating for such students may place too many instructional

demarids upon teachers who have little training or incentive fo follow other than tradi-

tional approaches 1o content mastery. Siich an explanation is consisterit with the fin-
dings of Hoffman. West and Bates (1978) who reporié& that students with physical or
serisory impairmenits tend to require only slight instructional modification in order to
succeced in secondary classrooms. while those with acaderiic or emotional im-
pairments require significantly more.

It may also be relevant to draw attention to the fact that respondents in this stuuy in-
dicated that “effort put forth™ and “improverment over the semester” Were major con-
siderations in modifying grade formats in relation to handicapped students. Use of
SUch criteria may imply that. in terms of coritent mastery. secondary teachers view defi-
cieficies of learning disabled or emotionally impaired students as a function of “nottry-
ing” or “being lazy." Teachers. atttiudinally, may thus be able to jostify adjusting

grading procedures for stiidents who. they believe: are putting forth effort.

13
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Finally, since secondary schools require that grades be given to ali students. grades
remain a primary indicator of success in school. Ag the variation of student skills and
abilities within the regiilar classicom increases. so do demands apon regular teachers

to ensure that all students are successful. Assigning grades. as an indication of extent of
a student's success. is one decision for which secondary teachers have direct respon-
sibiliti:. Altering gradlng formats. rather than curriculum formats, may be for secondary

teachers the most viable means of demonstrating that students under their direction
have not been prevented from succeeding.
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An Investigation of Secondary Preservice and
Practicing Teachers’ Perceptions
Relating to Public Law 94-142

Patricia A. Connard and Calvin ¥. Dill

The intent of this study was to dete'mmer(l) trhe impact of preservice education

relating to P:L: 94-142 upon students qualifying for secondary certification and
{2) secondary teachers' perceived knowledge. attitudes and experience relating
tc P.L. 94-142. Findings indicated no significant differences between preservice
and practicing teachers when considered as two intact groups: Significant dif-

ferences did exxst between five areas of secpndary educatlon Specxal Educatlon

Results suggest that secondary teachers may not be suffu:lently knowledgeable

or coricerred with implementation of P:L. 94-142 10 enhance practicum ex-

periences for student teachers.

Meetmg the rieeds of handncapped stadents in regular classrooms requxres that

educators be committed to accomplishing that goal. Support for integration of the han-
dicapped involves more than the establishment of school policies which reflect the

mandates of state and federal legislation. Integration efforts must be accompamed by

systernatic procedures tc foster necessary knowledge: skills; and attitudes both at

pré;e?viéé 568 iﬁ ;e;illce levels. Teaches have both the right and the responsibility to

The Educa(-on for All Handlcapped Chlldven Act of 1975 contains a pl’OVlSIOn that

preservice and inservice training of personnel must be conducted to acquaint teachers
with the mandates and implications of the law. Standards adopted by the State of Ohio
and the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education also require that pro-

fessional programis for all schosl personnel contribute to the education of exceptional

learners. These legal and professional stipulations explicitly recognize that if school
dlstncts are to trahslate pohcies mto effecnve procedures teacher tralnlng programs

and committed to meeting these important professional obligations.
Since 1980, the College of Education at The Ohio State University has attempted to
implement wnhm all its professional ediication prograims concepts ard experierices

relating 1o education of the handicapped: Throﬁgh systematic development of content

into existing coursework and application in associated field experiences, it v:as an-
ticipated that preservice studenis would become concerned and kiiowledgeable regar-

ding legal aspects of P.L. 94- 142, rules and régﬂlanons termmology. and procedures

for educating handicapped individuals. Data collecion was viewed as essential for | pro-
viding information from which to evaluate the effects of this preservice programming.
The major purpose of this stidy. therefore, was to gather data which would assist in:

determining the impact of preservice education relative to the implications
and provisions of P.L. 94-142 on students qualifying for secondary cer-
tification:

17
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determmmg secondary teachers’ perceived knowledge. attitudes, and ex-
periences relating to P.L.. 94-142 in terms of their potential for enhancing
the student teaching experiences of secondary education majors.

V.ETHOD

The desngn ot this study was descriptive in nature: A qUesnonn? re was developed

for the purpose of collecting data regardmg preservice and cooperating secondary

teachers’ perceived levels_of knowledge. experience, and attitudes toward provisions

and implications of P.L. 94:142.
Instriimeritation was desxgned by staff of the Bean s Grant Project after reviewing

assessment instruments used by similar projects in other institutions. The questionnaire
consisted of three parts, Part | included seven areas of the law and required the respon-
dent to rate the level of knowledge on a five-poirit scale from* ‘having no knowledge™

1o "having extensive knowledge Part Il included the same seven areas asking the

respondent to rate level of experience. Part lll was designed to measure attitudes
toward the competencies that teachers in regular classrooms should or should not
possess and the ediicational practices which should or should not exist:

The validity of the instrument’s content was reviewed and analyzed by selected staff
members from the Departments of Exceptional Children, Early and Middle Childhood.
and Agricultural Education. The instriment was pilsted with twenty-eight secondary

student teachers and cooperating teachers from Agricultural Education. Information

dathered from the pilot test was used to check clarity of instructions. approp:iateness of
guestions and other factors which might affect response ratings. Rehablln» levele of

.86. .76 and .93 for knowledge experience and attitudes: respectively; were establish-

ed:
The survey instrument was presented to undergraduates dunng the lntroductorv
seminar offered in conjunction with the student teaching practica. Studerits were given

additionial forrmis to secure responses from their cooperating teachers and return to

University supervisors. The sample consisted of 100 preservice students and 54
cooperating teachers. Number of respondents by area is shown in Table 1

RESULTS

was computed by totaling the response ratings for each question and dividing the

number t of responses: When responses of student teachers and secondary teachers
were combmed 61% perceived themselves as having adeqiate to sibstantial

knowledge of P.L 94-142 and its lmpllcanon Thirtg-nine percent perceived

themiselves as having xnadequate to no knowledge of the law and its implications.

There was no difference in mean scores for knowledge between student teachers and
secondary teachers: the mean for both groiips was 15.35:

As Table 2 indicates, there was a significant difference in knowledge scores of
respondents in the five groups {p .05). Post hoc analysis using the Tikey method
revealed a significant difference ‘> .05) between the following areas: EMR (X = 20:43)

and Academic Education (X = 15.23): EMR and Vocational Education (X =13.90};

Perceived Knowledge. An average pereewed level of knowledge for all respondents

EMR and Fine Arts (X = 13 =3). There was no significant difference between EMR and

Health (X=17.00}.



TABLE 1

Secondary Educition Respondents

Areas Preservice Cooperating Teachers
n % n %

Academic Education 15 18 15 3q
Hymanities
Math & Science

Vscationial Education 37 40 24 43
Industrial Arts
Vocational Home

Economics

Firie Aris 33 28 5 9
Mﬁg§it
Arts

o

Special Education 22 19 8 i
Developmentally
Handicapped

Related Service 3 3 2 2
Health . . - - - - - _ _ _ _ . .

Total 110 100 53 100

e e e e

TABLE 2
Knowledge Scores of Public Law 94:1a2 by the
Five Aréas in Sgcondary Education Obtained by

Student Teachers and Secondary Teachers

Sect.ndary Education n iean
EMR o) 2043
Hualth 5 17.00
Arademic 30

Vocational bl
Firie Ats 3R 13.53

Source $5 DF MS E P
Betweon Groups 104357 4 26089 1537 s
Within Groaps 2699 62 159 25.98

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Experience. Both aroups. student teachers and secondary teachers, were asked to
rate their experience concerning the provisions of P.L. 94-132. Over half (56%) of all

respondents indicated they had adequate to extensive experience: the remaining

respondenits (44 %) indicated having inadequate exposure to the provisions of the law.
As separate groups;-the mean score for student teachers (X=8.98) and the mean
score for secondary teachers (X =7.56) yielded an F ratic of 3.51 which was not

significant at the .05 level. Mean score; and results of the analysis of variance for com-
bined experience scores of student teachers and secondary teachers in the five groups
are shown in Table 3.
TABLE 3
Experiences Scores Related to Public Law 94-142 by the

Five Areas in Secondary Education Obtained by
Student Teachers and Secondary Teachers

Secornidary Education n

EMR 30
Health
Academic
Vacatinnal
Fine Ars

Sour-e 58 nr MS$ ¥ »

Buiitioii Gramps 634 22 4 158 56 §.42 18
Within Groups 2704 77 159 17 01

A difference was found among mean scores of the five groups with respect to ex-
periences related to Public Law 94-142 {p .05). Post hoc anzlysis (Tukey method) in-
dicated significant differences (p 05) between the following groups: Fine Arts
(X =8.39) and Academic Eduation (X =5.57): Vocational Education (X =8.62) and
Academic Education: EMR (X =11.80) and Health (5.40): EMR and Academic

Ediication: EMR aiid Fire Arnts: EMR and Vocational Education.

Attitudes. Respondents were also asked to rate their attitudes toward P:L: 94-142

and its implications on a five-point Likert-type scale (Strongly Agree to Strongly

Disagiee). As a group: 88% of the respondents were in agreement with the provisions
of P.E. 94-142: the remaining 12% indicated they were Unsure. The data indicated no

significant difference (F=1.95; p=.16) between student teachers’ and secondary

teachers attitudes. However, as Table 4 indicates. a significant difference (F =2.62:
p.04) was found between the combined scores of student teachers and those of stu-

dent teachers within the five areas. Post hot analysis revealed a significant difference (p
.05) between EMR (X = 49.53) and Academic Education (X =46.60). No significant

differerices appeared between remaining groups.

125
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TABLE 4

Attitude Scores Toward Public Law 94-142 by the
Five Areas in Secondary Education Obtained by

Student Teachers and Secondary Teachers

Secondarv Education n mean

EMR. 30 4‘) 53

Health 5 46.40
Academic 30 46.60
Vocational 6l 46 09

Fine Arts 3R 47 58
Stiice ss DF Ms F b
Between Groups 256 68 4 0d 17 262 0.04
Within Groups 3888.54 159 24 496

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

Sixty-one percent of all respondents considered themselves to have adequate to
substantial knowledge of Public Law 94-142. Interestingly there was no significant dif-
fererice in perceived level of knowledge between student teachers and secondary

teachers: As might be expected; a sngmflcént difference was found between responses
of student teachers in the EMR area and responses of student teachers in the four other

areas.
Over one-half of all respondems indicated having adequate to extensive expenence

relative to the provision of P.L. 94-142. However. no significant differences were
found between experience scores of preservice students and secondary teachiors.
Signifitant differences were found betweeri resporises of studerits in Academic Educa-

tion and two other “regular” education areas. The small size of the sample in the third
“regular” area {Health Education} may account for the fact that no significant dif-
fererice with respect to this area was revealed. Again, as mlght be expected,

reépondents in the EMR program reported greater experience with the piovxsnons of
the law than did respondents in the four “regular” education areas.

Notably, eighty-eight percent of the total respordents were in agreement with the
provisions of P.L: 94- 142: Again no sigri’ ficant difference was found between preser-
vice students’ and secondary teachers’ responses. However, unlike knowledge and ex-
perience measures. the only significant difference found in terms of attitude between
responderits in “regular” education and respondents in EMR was when comparing

EMR and Academlc Educanon

13
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propriate for ascertaining applied skills. However. they do provide an indication of the

impact ol clirrént presetvice program pract.ce on students in lar secondary
ediication areas. Also. they can be used as a source of data for determining whether

secondary teachers’ perceptions of their knowledge. attitudes. and expeliences relative
1o P.L. 94:142 have potential for enhancing the student teaching experience as it
relates to these concerns. : ) )

Results of this study strongly suggest that preservice secondary education stidents

are entering the profession with perceptions and experiences very_similar to those of
their cooperating teachers it the schools. While this may speak well for the preservice

may also imply that secondary teachers are not safficiertly
knowledgeable and experienced with the provisions of I T=. 94- 142 1o facilitate contfi-
nuing growth on the part of student teachers:

component, it

Admittedly. the cooperating teachers who comprised the sample for th.._ Uy may
fiot be representative of secondary teachers in general. Noretheless. in terms of thase

teachers working with secondary student teachers at OSU. attention may need to be
given to developing iniservice assistance for teachers that will focus upon the ediicaticn
of handicapped studerits at the secondary level. Regular secondary teachers who scrve
possibly two or three handicapped students in the context of a classroom of “recular”

students may not have had the Gppoiturity 1o participate actively in *he kinds of pro-
fe re neec

onal development activities which are needed to enable then to achieve successful
integration as outlined in the law. Problems they face and rneeds they have may require
new approaches to inservice specific to their setting. N )
Preservice education programs can be only minimally successful in adcrescing the
principles and concepts fandamental to meeting the needs of handicapped children in
regular classrooms if these concepts and practices are not exeniplified in practicum ex-

periences. The contribution of the cooperating teacher is crucial in achieving this goal

Bairicia Connard is a moriber of the Faculty for Exceptional Children and Director
of the Dean's Grant it the College of Education at The Chio State University.
Caivin . Dill is a Graduate Research Associate and member of the Dean’s Grant
Stalf in the College of Education at The Ohio State University.
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Fredrick Chambers

ng passage of b L éd'laé praréééiahai é'ciucaro”rg were u'r'géa to

Fdllrj

stadents: This study examines characteristics of fifty-three seconcary
schools in four Ohio counties in terms of their iniplementation of these
new perspectives. Results suggest that. even though seventy-five percent
of the secoridaty schools are mainstrc aming handicapped stodents; the

general character of schaol programs for the handicapped entails only
limited application of prufessional imperatives.

7ln ?,P‘?S,i,ﬁb“ paper issued by the American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education in 1978. professional educators were urged to adopt new perspectives
regardlng the educarlon of the handrcapped Rather than contlnue to emphasrze

encouraged to be responsrve to individual differences. Stréssed also was the need to
revitalize iitzervice education pregrams and redirect policies for unilateral decision-
making regarding placeiment and programs for the handicapped to parent-professional

decisionmaking which exemplifies shared responsibility for the learners’ total needs

(AACTE. 1978). L
Nearly a decade has pas<ed since adopnon of Publlc Law 94-142. Have

professional educators made frgnlfrcant progress toward improving the qualny of

education for handicapped 1dents by. translating these new _perspectives into
practice? More specifically. to what extent have schools adopted policies and practices
which are representative of these new perspectives? Do schicols have professional

staffs who accept responSIbrllty for educatmg all students enrolled? Do schools utilize

cooperative decisionmaking in defining programs for handicapped students?
These questions are fundamental to determination pf the impact of the law -- and of
the related professional imperatives -- with respect to achrevlng the goals of equal

opportanity unlimited access: and responsiveness to individual drfferences for

handicapped persons.
In recognition of a need to broaden the data base regardmg curtenit practices relating

16 provision of appropriate educational programs for handicapped students in Ohio.
and nartlcularly in rec gnmon ofth scarcity of such information relating t¢ secoudary

The sludy is interided to be an initial step toward assessing the perspectlves utilized

by Ohlo secondary schools in rmblementing educatronal prbgrams for handlcapped

extent to whrch malnstrearnmg is occurrlng in selected srecondary sehools in Ohlo 2

the receptivity and capability of staffs of these schools toward integrating such students
witkin _school programs and activities, and (3) the extent to which policies and
procedures of these schools reflect a shared responsrbllrty for nicetinig the nieeds of

handicapped students:
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METHOD

‘Schools considered as secondary for Eij?ﬁéséi of this study include the four
categories of schools designate! as ngh School,” ** Junior High School.” Mldd!e
School éhd Jomt\/ocahonal achool "in the Oh:o l:duranon D:rectory The sample

Summit; and Trumball. A total of 53 schools comprise the sample Twenty three

(43%) were high schools. fourteen [26%) junior high schools, twelve (2'3%) middle

schools, and four (8%} joint vocational schools: Laration of schools by county was as

follows: Portage (8: 15%): Stark {10: 19%); Summit (23;_43%). Trumbull (11:
21%). and unknown (1. 2%). All were public schools. {See Table 1)

Data describing characteristics of these schools were collected by means of a written
questionnaire Which was completed and rettirried by principals of the 53 schools.

RESULTS

The total i 1bu of handicapped students reported as being enralled in the fifty-
20 schools was 2.806. These students represented approximately 7.4% of the total
went reported for the 53 schools. The number of nandicapped students reported
for any one school ranged from none (total school enrollment of 167) to 278 (total

school enmllmenr of 1. 17()) Type Of handlcapped Students reported for all schrmla is

io be learning dlbal ed (1 /H 41%) and EMR (964: 32%)

Of ttie 53 respotidents: foity (75":;) indicated that their handlcapped students were
sainstreamed . However, fiftv-one (96%) indicated that qualif sing conditions exist
with respect to the extent of handicapped students’ parlicipation in schioal programs
an-. acmmu; Two (4%] ()f the ra’\p()ndem% reported Ihal handlcapped ctudents are

being able to meet the ncuds of all L\an(‘lc‘ap]:wd studeits cnru‘led

Thurtvtnine (74 %) of the principals indicited the wvailability of specialized staif.
cithier in ihe schod! or the district; to provide information to teachers regarding student
dls};hlh‘ ¢s. Resources reported as most used by teachers to oblain information

concerning handicapped students were. (1) special educatiori twachers; (2) counselors,
and (3) schooi records. When '"‘l\ea to identify areas in which “p:olessionai capability
is crirically needed: the prin ed only three: behavioral disorders (7. 13%):

hearing impaired (6: 11%): and visually impaired (6: 11%).

In evaluting amtudus of thelr school staffs toward mainstrea:ving. ony four {7%) of
trie admmlStramrs reported not e){rjef ’ncmq staft opposmon 0 naln<’reamlng
Sixteen (30%) viewed their staffs as upposed to mainstreaiming hardicapped stodents
into their areas of reponsibility. Ho'vever. ihat same number noted this might be due to

staff tieing “uniqualified” to work with handicappe students, Only ten (19%) reported
their staff members as having no spposition to mainstreaming.

 When asked who initiated maitisireaning policies i their schools orschoo listricts:
the reponses in order of highiest frequency were (1) Superintendent and Stalf. (2)

Facalty: (3) School Buard; ond (4) State Depantment of Education {See Table 3.)




TABLE 1
Number, Locatior, Type of School, Total Enroliment; and Handicapped Enroliment in
Portage, Stark, Summit, and Trumbull Counties, Ohio Secondary Schiools
N =53

R o _ REPORTED _
~_ LOCATION TYPE OF SCHOOL __ENROLLMENT

= of - L - . o ,

Schisols Unkinowi Portage Stark Summit Trumbull Pub. Non- N B - - o B
pub. HS JR M Jvs Total Handicapped

X X X 439 30

1689 61

530 34

352 18

635 70

. x 514 36

X 1250 30

X 470 64

% 1000 1

B} X X 400 58

X 850 23

X 857 85

X 630 32

522 0

. x 708 28

X 1137 54

X 1300 125

% 924 77

X 420 60

% . 127

X 567 35

x 799 80
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TABLE 1
Numnber, Location, Type of School, Yotal Enrolliment, and Handicapped Enrollment in

Portage, Stark, Summit, and Trumbull Counties, Ohio Secendary Schaols

 LocATON . TyPEOFSCHOOL __ _ _ ENROLLMENT _

_#of. - o - _ I .
Schools Unkr, ~wn Portage Stark Summit Trumbull Pub. Noni- . R . .
pub. HS JR M JVs Total Handicapped
X 45
X 695 )
X 625 42
X 1670 278
890 70
600 55
469 24
880 51
o 809 53
X 550 35

23 X

24 X

25 X

26 X

27 . X

28 X

29 X

30 X

31 X )

32 . x

33 X

34
35 X

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44 X
45

®iM XX

X 338 17
23
. X 330 22
x 506 80
X 167 Q0

X 1026 63
, X 251 7
x 1700 50
400 42

528 46

33
a5 o 91
46 . 850 120
47 X X 914 61
~ ~ X 1405 72

48 X -
206
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TABLE |

Niiiter, Liation, Type of Sefiol, Tota Erollait, anid Hanidicaped Ervollie i
Portaga, Stark, Summit, and Treir5all Counties, Ohio Secondary Schools

TN TRRORGHOOL oW

Schools  Unknown  Portage ~ Stark  Summit Toumbull  Pub N S
pub HS )R M NS  Total Handicapped

X ¥ 134 %
X X 1065 45
X X 672 42
' 1040 88
X X 975 18

49
50
51
oL
53

>C 1 DG TeC e >
o=C 1
><

Totels l S N 2 5% 0 8 14 12 ¢ s 206
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TABLE 2

Type of Handicapped Students Enrolled in

53 Public Secondary Schaols in Portage, Stark,

Summit, and Trumbull Counties, Ohio

TYPE

Actual

NUMBER _

_ Estimate—

Mobility Impaired

Speech Impaired
Learning Disabled
Epilepsy

Visually Impaired
Hearing Impaired
Emational Disability
EMR

Behavior Disorder
Socially Maladjusted
Medical Disability

Other {(Write in) .
Speech and Language Theraj J
Autistic

seb )

[ D Tatorial

IR
111
40
25
63
45
821
167
14
15

106

360
40
4
2
49.
143
17
22

Total

754

TABLE 3

Policies on Mainstreaming in Your School andlor

School Bistrict were Initiated By

N=53

Nufriber of
Schools

Staie Department of Education (Ohio)
School Board L
Superintendent and Staff
Pareiits
Funding (all sources) .
Faculty of Your Building or District
Court Decision
State Law
Other {write-in)
Principals of High School and Middle School
Coordinator of Special Education
Our Own Desire to Serve
County Board of Supervisors

21
22
41
8
8
24
3
i4

b ek |k

28

n
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Persons indicated as having greatest responsibility for mainstreaming were: (1) special
education teachers. (2) counselors. and (3) committees of professionais and parents.
{See Table 4.) Similarly these samie persons were also perceived as having greatest

responsnbllny for evaloating the progress of handicapped students. {See Table 5.)

TABLE 4

The Program of Mainstreamlng Handlcapped Students
in Our School Is the Responsibility

of the Followlng

N=53
Number of
Schools

('}
Committee--Professionals and Parents 33
Counselor 40
Outside Agencies 8
Superintendent 8
USOE 1
Ohio State Department of Education 2
Cormimiittee of Facalty 12
Special Education Teachers 43
Principal 29
Psychologist 3
AC Coordinators e 1

TABLE 5
Indlcate Responslbility for Eva!uation _

N=53
Nuriber of
_Schools
Principal o S 8
Commitiee - Professionals & Parents 26
Counselor 33
Outside Agenicies 1
Superintendent 1
Ohio State Departmaent of Education 9
USOE 2
Special Education Teachers 38
Committee - Faculty 13
Psychologist 2
A:C. Coordinator o 1
21
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Forty-eight (91%) of the respondents indicated that their school districts had

publications of policies? procedures directed toward parents, teachers, and community

members regarding education of handicapped students. {See Table 6.)
TABLE &

Your Schaol or District to Parents; Teachers, and
Community flembers Assuring Educational
Oppurtunities for Students

With Disabilities?
N=53

Respoiise Number of
Schools

Yes 48
No 3
Do not know 2

Results of this study must be viewed cautiously in that they represent principals’

perceptions of characteristics of educational programs for the handicapped rather than

direct observations of these programs. Also, the schools which cormiprised the sample
may not be representative of the some 230 public and private schools in these four
Ohio counties nor of secondary schuols in general:

~ While most of the secondary schools appear to be mainstreaming handicapped
students: such students still remained restricted from participation in many aspects of
the schools' programs and activities. Fuittherrriore, despite the fact there is evidence to
suggest that special classroom placement is less justified for EMR and LD students,
tHese classifications represented the largest numbers of students reported as

handicapped. ) . .
Alihough a majority of teachers were reported to have had training in working with

handicapped students. almost one-third of the administrators viewed their staffs as

opposed to mainstreaming when it directly involved their wWorking with handicappe
Interestingly. critical needs relative to staff development were not identified for the
popalations reported as comprising almost two-thirds of the handicapped enrollments
(i.e . EMR and LD) but were seen for lower incidence populations (i.e.. behavior
disorders. Hearing impaired and visually impatred):

~ Findings of this <tady provide some evidence of shared decisionmaking in that
special education .:uchers. counselors, and committees of professionals and parents

were all seen as having responsibility for mainstrearning as well as evaluating

handicapped students. However; the presence of “professionals” on these committees
does not necessarily indicate involvement by regular teachers. It did appear that

faculties within the schools and school districts had a role in initiating mainstreaming

22 o
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policies and aleo that efforts were bemg made to ifittease communication among

professioiials. parents. diid other conimanity members regarding school policies and
procedures rclanng to programming for the handicapped.
Clearly. more intensive and exacting study of both the purposes and exteiit of

mamstruammg for part'cular 5tudems is needed Also: since. Soc1a| ao)uslmenl of

5ch00|5 apparent precIUSIon of handlcapped studenls parncxpanon it clubs and other

activities seems to be called for.
Overall thxs study has prowr fed little ovlclence lhal mamstreamlng pracnces as
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The purpose of this study was to determine the discrepancy between
perceived needs and training of teachers of students with severe
behavioral handicaps. Competencies perceived as important but not ade-
quately addressed in pre-service training were the abilities to enhance

students’ self-concept: facilitate students' social skills; communicate with
parents; and facilitate the mainstreaming process. Respondents also in-
dicated that the SBH teacher-training program should be a separate pre-

service program rather than a joint program with learmng disabilities:

A major dilemma confronting the classroom teacher is that of teaching students who
are disturbed or distirbing. Because of insufficient numbers of special teachers and
classrooms, and betause of requirements of P:L: 94-142: the majority of such
students are placed in egular classrooms. Those who are placed in special settings are
no less a challenge for the special teacher who needs both a philosophical and practical

approach for helping them {Carducci. 1980. p. 156):

Teacher educators have been studying the problem of providing more adequate
pre-service preparation for teachers of the severely behaviorally handicapped (SBH)
for some time. This issue is of particular concern in the State of Chio iii view of the fact

ihat curfent Ohio certification practices extend one certification for both learning

disabilities (ED) and behavior disorders {BD) with no option for single certification. nor
specialization in “severe” behavior disorders.

RELATED RESEARCH

As noted by Brown and Palmer (1977) mcreased mamstreammg of students with
behavnor disorders shoiild prompt more inservice triining of reqular educators in order

to improve their skills in working with this population. However. programs for training
regular educators to teach SBH students in the mainstream cannot be properly
developed until there is better inderstanding of competencies special teachers need to

work eff?cnvely with such students:
Training programs for SBH teachers_have been de:cnbed and evaluated in

numerous studies. Characteristics of 58 BD teachei-training programs were examined
in a siirvey conducted by Fink; Glass: and Guskin (1975). Results of this survey in-

dicated that most programs sampled emphasized behavioral and academic measure-
ment. prescriptive teaching practices. and methods of intervention. De- emphasnzed in

these programs were psychodynamic diagnostic and treatment approaches. Harth

(197717)7surveyed 64 directors of university programs for teachers of the emotionally

disturbed/ behavior disordered. Of those surveyed. results indicated that 55 percent
supported training at the undergraduate Yevel. However, 25 percent of those respon-

ding were found not to favor ED/BD teacher-training at this level.
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Morse: Brun: and Morgan unalyzed teacher-training programs for educators of the
behaviorally disordered and concluded that, “The present review of practice does not

suggest th-i the training in this field is coming together in any mass coalescence.

Anigthing | but Programs are to a considerable extent built around people and diversity
is the name of the intellectual game" (1972. p. 242). Kavale and Hirshoren (1979) fur-
ther poilited out the incompatability between the public school practice of éducatmg

behaviorally disordered students and the university teacher-trairing programs for

preparation of teachers of the behaviorally disordered. They suggested that public
school BD programs appeared to be eclectic in their approaches to delivery of service,

but that university training prodrams were generally not eclectic in their approaches.

qurh’"' they zqggested that teacher education programs provide students with the op-
portunity to explore elements from a number of theoretical models since teachers of
the behaviorally disordered are often expected to implemert a number of pragmatic

approaches reflecting a variety ot models:
Grosenick and Huntze (1980) reported concern that teachers graduating | from BD
tralmng programs are not equxpped to deal appropnately wnh the SBH child. Reaults

focused. in whole or in part; on the training of individuals to work with severe behavior

disorders: but instead emphasized preparation for work with generic BD students; {2)
were not geared toward the provision of services through various deliverv en-

vironments (e.d.. public schiool, mental health agericy: institutional setting): (3) em-

phas:zed the elementary child rather than the adolescent; and (4) were staffed by one
to three faculty members. They also noted that recipients of ptiblic school inservice
programs on behavior disorders have become disenchanted with the routine methods

of inservice dellvery Furthérmore they reported that requirements of preparation pro-

grams leading to certification in behavior disorders typically include: {1) coursework in
regular educatlon {2} an introductory course in behaviot disorders: (3) methods

. diagniosis and evaluation; curriculum; and behavior

managemem) (4) psychology (general and child or adolescent); {5) theory of

Results of studles which have examined programs er the preparation of SBH

teachers strongly ’suggest there may be a mismatch between such programs and public

school practices in educating behaviorally disordered students {Kavale and Hirshoren,
1979). Competancies needed by teachers who work with such studerits may not

riecessarily be addressed in teacher preparation: Until such competencies are incor-

porated within programs for special teachers. the determination of related competen-

cies needed by regular teachers cannot appropriately be made.
Therefore, the major focus of this sitidy was directed toward the determination of

specific discrepancies which may exist between needs of teachers of SBH students and

the university training received by such teachers.

METHOD

A survey was conducted of 50 teachers of severely behaviorally handicapped
classes located in a tri-county area of northwest Ohio. Initial phone contacts were

made to eight selected program directors and supervisors of SBH programs to_inform

them of the purpose of the projected study and obtain administrative suppott for par-
ticipation of SBH teachers. After teachers indicated their willingness to participate, an

on-site visitation was made by the principal investigators to (1) observe the SBH

classroom: (2} interview the teachers. and (3} disseminate and explain the survey in-

26 33
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g goal of 70 it rate qf return was
hed. Follow-up phone calls and visits were made until this return rate was

achleved
A quesnonnane was used for data collection purposes. The fitst section of the ques-

tionnaire was designed to elicit demographlc information: specifically: each respon-
dent S teachmg posmon past expenence in specnal and/or regular education
tlassrooms, undergraduate and graduate degrees held. and certification status.

The second section of the questiorinaire was designed to determing réspondents

perceptions of (1) the importance of selected competencies required of teachers of
SBH students, and (2] the degree of formal university training received with respect to
each of these selécted competencies. The seletted corripetericies were categorized

under four general headings: (1) diagnosis: (2) instruction and materials: (3) socializa-

tion techniques and classroom management; and {4) communication skills for
teachiers. Using a five-point Likert scale. teachers were asked to rate a given competen

cy sccording to its importance in their corrent teéchmg position (‘least important™

“most important”) and according to the amount of traming received in this competency
in theit preservice university program (“no training” to “‘superior training’’).
The third section of the instrument was designed to dather information concerning

teacher opinioh on separate teacher-training programs for education of SBH as com-
pared to non-categorical special education teacher-training_program. A five-point
Likert scale was again used for responses {“strongly disagree” to “strengly agree’).

RESULTS

A total of fifty teachers in SBH classrooms in riorthwest Ohio agreed iniitially to par-

ticipate in the study. Thirty-five (70%) returned the survey instrument:

Demographic characteristics of the SBH teachers who responded to the survey in-
strtUment are presented in Table 1. Eighty-three percent of the SBH teachers (N = 35)
tatht at the secondary level (grades 7-12): A majority (65%) of these teachers held
an undergraduate degree, 32 percent held a masters. and 3 percent held_a specialist
degree. Teachers majoring in special education with a concentration in LD/BD com-
prised only 67% of the populaticn but & total of 86 percent of the respondents were

certified in the area of LD/BD. Almost all (94%) had attended Ohio colleges or
universities. Those having five or more years of classroom experience in education
i’{bﬁétiii}iéd 51 percent; in special ediication, 37 percent; and with SBM studerits. 34
percent:

Results of analysis of teacher perceptions as related to the 28 selected competencies
are presented in Table 2. Competencies are categorized as (1) those perceived as be-
ing least important and receiving least amount of emphasis in training: (2) those
percewed as important and adequately addressed in teacher-training programs (3)
thos per elved as im ortant and not adequately addressed in teacher preparanon A

hasis i teacher trammg - is niot showi i that no respondems placed any of the

emp
competencies in this category. o :

For a competency to be termed “important.” 70 percent or more of the responses
selected were ranked 4 (important) or 5 {most nmportant) on the Likert scale for that
competency. In order for teacher-training to be considered “adequate” on selected
competencies. 70 percent or more of the responses were ranked 3 {(adequate training).
4 {qood training). or 5 {superior training) on the Likert scale for that comperency
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percent of the respondents believe SBH tfaining programs should be separated from

LD teacher-training programs. Further. 46 percent of the respondents indicated that all

special educators should receive training in working with the SBH population even
though they are enrclled in @ non-categ program mclUdmgtrammg in emotionatly
disabled: learning disabled; and educable mentaily retarded areas

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Thos]é competencies which ieSbondénis perceived as being |¢ast important and

distifict areas: (1) adnurnnsrtranon and lmerpretatlon of tests; assessments; scales: (2)

sl-ull in lmplemennng peer tutoring and (3) competency in aSslstmg students wnh

of admnnnstranon and lnterpretanon of tests. A poss:ble explanatnon fortheSe respo

is that puablic schools often delegate responsibility for testing to psychologists,
counselors and personnel other than the special {SBH) teachers. Hence. SBH
teachers may not consider these competencies to be within their realm of responsibility.
Thus there may be an appropriate match between needs and training.

However: it should also be noted that all of the competencies found in Category
One were perceived as having the least amount of emphasis in teacher-training. Thus
inadequate training in these competencies may contribute tu teathers' perceptions as
to their limited importance.

Among those competencies perceived as importunt (Table 2. Calegory Two). six
were considered important by 100 percent of the respondenits: ability to (1) motivate
student achievemient. {2) develop and facilitate studenits’ social skills: (3) enhance self-

concept: {(4) communicate with parents/guardians; (5) individualize instruction to
meet varied needs of students. and (6) evaluate student progress according to the in-
dividual edication plan {IEP). Of tHese six competencies. three address the affeciive

riceds of students. one addrosses cognitive needs of students: and two relate to

technical responsibilities assuciated with the teacher's role.
When assessing theiy training related to these six competenmes respondemsrm

dxcated that they had had adequate training on three but inadequate training on the

abllny to (1) develop and facilitate students’ social skills. {2) enhance students’ self-
concepts, and {3) communicate with parents/guardians. Thus it Wwould appear that
pre‘service SBH teacher training programs may need to expand their coverage of
these socially-related skills:

Aithodgh ihe ma)orny of SBH teachers (87%) consndered the abllny to mainstream

(50%) consxdered they had been adequately tramed to famlnate mamstreaming Thus

it appeats it is not only essential to prepare regular educators to deal with mainstream-
ed SBH students. but is of equal importance to improve the rrepatation of the SBH
teacher in facilitating that process.

Results of this study coricar with the findings of Kavale and Hirshoren (1979).in_that
there is a discrepancy between the needs of teachers of the severely behaviorally han-
dicapped and university training programs. Moreover, the findings reported here sup-
port those of Cardiicci (1980) and Brown and Palmer (1977) who emphasized the

néed for bener preparanon of educato}s to work wnih SBH siudents

between the needs of practicing SBH teachers and the content of teacher preparanon

233
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programs. If s6. thie problent of preparing regular teachers to work effectively with
behaviorally disordered students becomes even more complex. Furthermore. until
teacher training and public school programs complement one another. optimal ex-
periences for such students will niot be provided - in self-containied SBH classes or in

the mainstream:
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EFFECTS OF A CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT

PROJECT UPON REGULAR SECONDARY

"FACULTY

The purpose of this study was to determine if 'regﬁla'r edacation laculty's

knowledge and attitudes concerning handicapped secondary students were af-
fected by parttctpatton in a cumculum development proyect Results tndtcated

were non- pamctpattng regular faculty Pamclpants were also more receptive to

placement of handicapped students in regular classrooms than were non-
participants, special education faculty, or special education students. Negative

correlations found between knowledge and attitude suggest that increased

knowledge of special education content may be associated with a tendency to
regard regular classroom placement of handicapped students as less desirable.

To encourage and support modifications in teacher training deemed necessary to

prepare regular teachers to teach handicapped students who are placed in regular

classrooms, federal funds in the form of Special Dean's Grants have been made
available to colleges and Universities preparing teachers:

] To some observers the Dean's Grants “have become a vital force in the movement
toward significant redesign of teacher education” {Whitmore, 1981, p. 7). That

change has resulted from the Dean's Grants projects is not disputed. However, pro-

jects teid to be viewed as successful pnmanly on the basis of whether certain processes

have occurred. What is lacking in assessment of many projects is attention to
systernatic measurement of project outcomes specified in federal guidelines:

The development of faculty knowledge: attitudes and shuis pertinent to_the
education of handicapped children and youth (U.S. Department of Ediication,
1981. p. 23).

This study was undeitaken to determine if activities implemented during the initial

year of the Dean's Grant project at Bowling Green State University significantly af-

fected regular facilty's knowledge and attitudes concerning education of handicapped

secondary students.

OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT

The goal of the Dean's Grant project is to effect cumcular revisions in the secondary

preservice teacher education program so that graduates will be prepared to work effec-

tively with handlcapped students. To accomplish this; a faculty development program

was implemented to provide opportunities for secondary education faculty to (1)
become more knowledgeable concerning implementation of least restrictive educa-

tional environments for handicapped students and (2) identtfy and implement

modifications in professional education coursework to assure that competencies
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regular teachers need to work with handicapped secondary students are developed in

the preservice program.
To promote knowledge acquisition as well as encourage examtnatton of affective

considerations associated with reaching the handtcapped participants were involved in

a series of structured seminars complemented by independent study and field in-
vestigations. Topics which served as organizing elements for project activiries included:
the substance and intent of P.L. 94-142. the nature of various handicapping condi-

tioris. the concept and implementation of IEPs: roles and functions of regular and

special educators. accommodation strategies. and support systems essential to the
identification. placement and instruction of handicapped students.
Concurrently participants were expected to consider how the knowledge they were

gaining applied to the preparation of regular secondary teachers. Participants also

maintained records of reactions and questions resulting from study of the professional
hterature and documented flndlngs from their fleld studtes Near the close of thé first

identify modifications to bermade in objectnves. content. and activities pre;ently includ-
ed in required professional education coursework:

METHOD

To determine if parhcnpants Rnowledge and attttudes Wwere affected by a year's par-
ticipation in the project. meastres of kno" edge

seconid project gear: Participant measures. were
secondary education faculty who had not been lnvolved in project activities. Addl-
nonally comparisons were made with a samiple of special education faculty and a sam-

p'e of senior level special education studente

rhe pro;ect populatlon consnsted of ten faculty each of whom teaches a requtred

drawn from the populat 51 of rematnlng faculty who teach courses requnfed in secon-

dary (7-12) teacher education programs but had not participated in the project. This

sample of twenty-one non-participants was selected to represent the same courses

taught by project participants (i.e.. Introduction to Profession: Educational

Psychology. Metliods, Assessment and Evaluation: Philosophy of Education. and

Organization and Administration}.
To provide a bas ; for comparison ot regulat and specta! educators knowledge and

attitudes. six faculty iri the Departrrent of Special Educatio: were also administered

the instruments. Because of the small size of this group, a sumple consisting of forty-
two senior level teacher education majors in EMR and ! D/BD fields also completed

these instruments.

Knowledge and attitude were operationally. defined a: responses on two in-

strumenfs the Reed Sltuattonal Inuentory and Secondary qchool Mainstreaming

in the Prolect offlce indiwdually over a period of one week following admlmstratton to
project participants. Students completed the instruments during a regularly scheduled
class period that same week.

__Instrarhents were developed to measure the two general a-zas of change expected

as resuit of participation in the Dean’s Grant Project. These inclided (1) ificreased

36 42



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

knowledge of P.L.. 94-142 and its present interpretation and irﬁblerﬁerilétibh in ilie
schoois and {2) increased acceptance for placing handicapped students in regular
classroom settings.

The Secondary School Mainstreamirg Survey {SSMS) was designed as a measure
of knowledge about handicapped students. Multiple-choice iternis developed for the

SSMS relate to three general areas: characteristics of handicapped students; concepts
related to P l: 94 142 and 1ts rmplementatron and methods of instruction as they

The orrglnal instrument consrstmg of frfty iterns was sul)mmed for review by persons

i expertise in special education: Suggestrons given by these ‘experts were used in
g items on the test. The rex inistered to senior
undergraduate special education majors. Responses from these students were used to

comiplte iterni analysis statictics on the test: Indices of leﬁculty and Discrimination

were calculated for each item. ltems wrth low dlscnmmatron and rtems wnh hrgh or low

items: sixteen related to c_haractenstrcs of handlcapped students: fiftean related to

""thqu of instruction: and nine related to knowledge of P.L. 94-142 and current

mainstreaming practices. The_ reliability for the SSMS was estimated to be 0.54 {KR
#20) using the responses of the seventy-nine subjects il this study.

The Reed Siuational Inventoiy {(RSI) was designed as a measure of attitude toward
placing handicapped students in_the regular classroom. The RSl consists of twenty-five
descriptions of junior/senior high students who might be referred for special education
services because of handicapping conditions. The handlcappmg conditions include:
Hearing and Visually Impaired; Orthopedically Impaired: Learning and Behavioral
Disorders: Mentally Retarded: and Emotionally Handicapped. Respondents are asked
to classify each of the students as to how they believe the handicapped student coald

best be handled in the normal school system: These include:

1. Regular Classroom - You feel the student should be placed in regular
classrooms for all subjects.

2. Consultant - You feel the student should be placed in regular classrooms for all
ts with special consultants available for teachers.

subje

3 Par nme Reghlar Classroom . You feel the student should be placed in regular

4. Part-time Special Classroom - You feel the studem should be placed in specral

classrooms for most sub}ecls anid in regular classraoms for a few subjects.
5. Special Classtoom - You feel the student should be placed in a special
classtoom for all subjects.

The RS is similar to the Rucker-Gable Educational Programming Scale (Riicker and
Gable. 1974) and the Classroom Integration Inventory (Padl. Turnball. and

CrurcRshéhR 1977) with some major differences. The Rucker-Gable includes descrip-
tions of elemeritary school children who are either mentally retarded. emotionally
disturbed; or learning disabled. The RS includes descriptions of junior and senior high

age students with a broader range of handicapping conditions lncludmg visual and

hearing 1mpa1red and orthqpedlcally handicapped. In addition, the RSl is not intended

1o measure knowledge of appropriate placement of handicapped stidents. Scores on

the RSI are intended only as a measiire of the respondernt’s tendency to place han-

dicapped students toward the re cilar classroom end of a continuum or toward the

special classroom.
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Scores on the RSI are calculated directly from the respondent’s placement choice
employing a five-point scale ranging from Regular Classroom (1) to Special Classroom
{5). A total score is obtained by summing the weighted responses to the twenty-five

itemns: \,onsequemly low scores on the RSl indicate a tendency to place handicapped

students in the regular classroom and high_scores indicate a tendency to place in the
special classroom. The reliability for the RSI was estimared to be 0.80 (Coefflme'nt

Alpha) using 4 sample of graduate students in a variety of master degree programs in
education.

Two changes were expected in faculty as a result of participation in the Dean’s Grant
Project. These were an increased kinowledde abouit the r»ducation of _handicapped

secondary students and an increased tendency to place junior and senior high school

age handicapped studenits in regular classrooms. To investigate the possible effects of

the project. faculty whe were involved in the project (Pariicipants) were compared to
siinilar faculty who were not involved in the project {Non-Participants) on a measure of

knowledge (SSMS) and a measure of attitude (RSI) concerning the education of han-

dncapped secondary students. In addition. comparisons were made witn special educa-
tion majors and special education faculty on these two instruments.
The means and standard deviations for these foar groaps on the achievement

triedsire (SSMS) are presented in Table 1. As might be expected. the special educa-

tion faculty obtained the highest mean score of 30.33 and the special education majors
obtained the lowest mean score of 21.83. Analysis of Variance {able 2) testing the dif-

ferenice among the four group means resalted in an F-ratio of 20.67 which was signifi-
cant at the 01 level.

TABLE 1
Means and Standard Deviation on !hg 7Séc’6ndary School Mainstreaming
Survey — _
Group N Muaii Standard Deviation
Participanits 10 25 40 3.00
Non-Participants 21 22.90 3.34
Special Education )
Students 42 21.83 3.76
Faculty 6 30.33 249
TABLE 2

Summary of Analy5|s of Varlance for trhg Secondary School

Mainstreaming Survey

Source of Dogreds of Sum of ean ,
Virtiation Freedom Squares Square F-ratio
Botween 3 433.97 144 .66 10.67 p 01
Within 75 1017.37 13.56
Total 75 1451.34
38 _
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Multiple t-tests (Bartz. 1980)) were used to test for significant differences EéiWéén
pairs of group means on the SSMS The resiilts of these comparisons are preserited in

Table 3. Significant differerices were found between the Participants' mean SSMS
score of 25.40 and the Non-Participants’ mean score of 22.90 (. 10 level): the Special

Education Student mean score of 21.83 (.01 level): and the Special Education Faculty
mean score of 30.33 (.05 level). Participarnits scored significantly higher on the SSMS

than did Non-Participants and Special Education Students but significantly lower than

Special Education Students. In addition, the Special Education Faculty scored

significantly higher on the SSMS than did Non- Participaiits and Special Education

Students: The meain SSMS scores for Non-Participants and Special Education
Students were not found to be significantly different.

TABLE 3
Multiple T-Test Between Panrs of Means or: the SSMS

Group Comparisons Mean Miliiple T-Test
PaHICIFaNtS versas 25 40
Non-Participants 22 90 1.77 p .10
Special Ed Students 2133 2.75 p .01
Special Ed Facult¢ 30.33 2.59
Non Participants versus 22 90
Special Ed Siudents 2183 1.09 T
Special Ed Faculty 30 33 4.37 p 01
Specml Ed Students versus 21143
Special Ed Faculty 300.33 5.28 p 01

The mean and siandard deviations for the four groaps on the attitade measure (RS))
are presented in Table 4: The Special Education Faculty obtained the_highest mean
score of 76.00 and the Participants obtained the lowest mean score of 58.00. Analysis
of Variance (Table 5) iesting the differerice among th2 four grotp means resulted in an

F-ratic of 6,14 which was significant at the .01 level.

TABLE 4

Means and Standard Deviations on the Reed Sltuatlon Survey

(ll’t)l., N Mean Standard Deviation
Pariicipants 10 5800 1078
Naon Participants 21 b4 76 897
Sp;zctai F.ducation . o U
Students 42 70 76 10.59
Facultv 3 76.00 676
39 -
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TABLE 5

Summary of Analysis of Variance for the Reed Situation Survey

Source of Degrevs of Sum of Mean

\/anation Freedom Squares Square F.7aii6
Between ,:i’ 1924 37 641.46 6.14 p .01
Within 75 7839.43 104.53
Total 78 9363.80

A compfa;iﬁsoﬁnﬁqfﬁpﬁaiﬁrs of group ymeans using the Multiple t-test is presented in Table

6. Significant differences were found between_the Participants’ mean RSI score of
58.00 and the Non-Participants’ mean of 65.76 (.01 level): the Special Education

Faculty mean score of 76.00 (.01 level): and the Special Education Student mean

score of 70:76 (.01 level). Participants scored significantly lower on the RSI than did
the other three groups indicating more of a tendency to place handicapped studerits in

regular classrooms. In addition. the Non-Patticipants scored Slgmflcantly lower than

did both Spetial Education Facalty and Students. The RSI mean scores for Special

Education Facuity and Special Education Students were not found to be significantly

different.
TABLE 6

Multiple T-Tests Between Pairs of Means on the RS

Group Comparisons Mean Muliiple T-Test
Participanis versus 58.00
Noii-Paticisants 64.76 1.72 p .10
Special Ed Students 70.76 3.54 p .01
Special Ed Faculty 76 00 341 p .01
Noii- Patticiparits versus 64.76
Special Ed Studenis 70.76 2.38 p 05
Special F4 Faculty 76.00 2.20 p .05
bpecnal Ed btudenls versus 70.76 o -
Special Ed Faculty 76.00 1.17 ns

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients indicating the degree of relation-

ship between scores on the SSMS and the RSI are presented in Table 7. Negative cot-

relations were found between these two measures but orilg thie correlation when all
groups are combined approached Slgnihcance (.10). A negative relationship indicates

that those scoring high on the kriowledge measure tend to place handicapped studerits

40 }
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in specnal classes while those scoring low on the knowledge measure tend to place han-

dicapped students in regular classes.

TABLE 7

Cortreiation Between SSMS Scores and RSI Scores

Groaps N

Participants 10 -0.41 ns
Non-Particpants 21 -0.24 ns
Special Education Facuhu 6 0.40 ns
Special Education Faculty 6 -0.40 ns
Special Education Students g2 -0.18 ns -
Total 79 -0.19 p .10

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

Data presented in this study stiggest that pamcxpahon in the Dean’s Grant project

did result in change in knowledge and attitude concerning education of handicapped

students: o
Participants obtained a sngmflcantly hlgher mean score (.01 level) on the k’ﬁo*wledse

measure (SSMS) than did regilar secondary education faculty not involved in the pro-

ject; From this it can be inferred that participants hal become more knowledgeable
than their regular education colleagues with respect to characterislics of handicapped

students. concepts related to P.L. 94-142 and its implerientation: and methods of in-

striiction 25 they have been adapted for the handicapped.

Additionally; participants’ mean score on the knowledge measure was sngmflcant.y
lower (.05 level) than that of special ediication faculty. The mean score of non-

participarits was also significantly lower than thie mean score of special education facul-

1y (:01 level) Such dnfferences would seem to venfy that there is an agreed upon body

educators than to regular ediicators.

On the attitude measure (RSI) the participants’ mean score was significantly lower

than that of non-participating regular faculty {. 10 levell, special education facilty (.01
level), and special education students (.01 level). The nor-participants’ mean score

was also significantly lower than that of special education faculty {.05 level) and

stadents (05 level): This suggests that participants are more receptive to mainstream-

ing of handicapped secondary students than are other regular education faculty bat

that regular faculty, in general, are riore receptive to placing handicapped students in

teglar classrooms than are either special education faculty or students.

When scores on the two measures for all groups were comipared, a nedative correla-

tion (.10 level) was found. This raises the question of whether increased knowledge of

special edutation content is associated with less receptivity to placing handicapped

students in regular classrooms.
While this study provided findings which sliggest \Hat the Dean's Grant project has

it
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bcen succu\\ful in t"([)dn(llng facult\,v Rnowledge and promo.mg pOsltlve attitudes
i exetcised in interpreting these findings.

Although dtfference> between partxctpatmg and non-participating faculty on the
knowledge measure were found to exist, further comparisons of these two groups over
ltmc are necessary to determine if participating facultv conttnue 1o demonstrate greater

r reqular education

I SbMS are valid
indicators of Rnowledge most relevant to the adequate preparation of secondary
teachers.

1t should be noted also that scores on the RSl were accepted as measures of recep-
tivttu toward placmg handlcapped secondary students in regular classrooms Whtle

presented by th

and overt behavmr (suhuman 1976); further attention to the relationships between
this paper-pencil measure of receptivity and actual acceptance of handicapped
students in the regular classroom is required.

Results that suggest higher receptivitg to mainstri gby regular education faculty
than by special education faculty and students also need more considered examina-
tion. Experience with handicapped students has been shown fo lead 16 more realistic
and or nedative attitudes toward miaihstreaming on the part of teachers (Phelps.

1974. Proctor: 1967 Wandt: 1952): Differences between regular and special
educators and students might be explained on that basis. However. this ¢xplanation
would not account for differences between participants and non- paiticipants since pro-
juct activities iiclided direct experience with handic pped students in mainstreamed
settings. Given the presence of & negative correlation between the knou ledge-
anitudinal measures. a third explanation also merits condideration~—the greater one's
xnowledge of specml education content, the greater the tendency (8 regard the han-

dicapped student as rieeding special education services. Should this be the case, pro-
jects which succeed in increasing regular educators’ knowledge of special education
content may concurrently result in regular educators regarding regular classroom
placeineint as less desirable for promioting the educational progress of handicapped
staclents. ) )
Thus a new and provocative question arises. is content as typically transmittéd to
special udticators and now being passed o1 to regualr ediicators such that it reinforces

tendeiicies to separate rather than tntggrate the handicapped?
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