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I. [INTRODUCTION

! A. General Statement

With the passage of Public Law 94-142, the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act (1975), educators have been faced with the
responsibility of mainstreaming handicapped children. This respon-
sibility is not without its problems. One major problem is that main-
streaming means different things to different .people. For example,
Tuﬁ%bu]] (1977) views mainstreaming as a legislative and judicial
preference used mainly to balance the interests of children and schools.
" Chaffin (1974) defines mainstreaming as an alternative program "charac-
terized by the retention of the mildly retarded in the regular classroom
with supplemental support being provided to the regular classroom teach-
er" (p. 6). »The parent advocacy publication, Closer Look, points out
that "mainsfreaming covers a variety of alternatives, and placements
should be made on the basis of individual needs" (p. 5).

Not only is there a great deal of difference in the way experts
view mainstreaming, but there are also problems in the actual process
of making mains;reaming decisions. Cruickshank (1977) suggests that
many schoo] principals fail to understand the nature of the difficulties
facing handicapped children who are placed in the mainstream. There-
fore, these administrators may be unable to make appropriate main-
streaming decisions. ‘According to Cruickshank (1977), this has become

an increasingly important problem because the principal, as tre admin-




strative head of the school, often acts as the representative of the
Local Education Agenc} (LEA) and 1s therefore responsible for the
delivery of program modifications. Kaufman,'Agard. and Semmel (1979)
speculate éhaﬁ}many mainstreaming decisions are made for administrative
convenience and are rnt related to the needs or characteristics of the
child. The need to examine each student from several points of view led
to the development of the widespread use of multidisciplinary b]anning
teams.

Npi]e the increased use of thesé planning teams to determine
educational changes has been the subject of several recent research
srojects (Gil1iam, 1979; Yoshida, Fenton, Maxwell, & Kaufman, 1978),
there appears to be 1ittle research to support why some students are
placed in oﬁe program as opposed to another. The purpose of this in-
vestigation was to study the mainstreaming practices and decision making
processes being used by elementary schoo1>p@rsonne1 in the Piftsbyrgh
Public Schools and to determine whether learning disabled (LD) stﬁdent§
who were assigned to academic classes in the mainstredm differed in )
certain academic and behavioral characteristics from LD students who

were not mainstreamed.

J
‘ —
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1. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A. Definitions and Implications of Least Restrictive Environment

The mainstream of education or LRE is\defined by Public Law
94-142 as follows:

.
Mainstream - The Least Restrictive Environment - Each public
agency shall 1insure: (1) that to the maximum extent appro-
priate, handicapped children including children in public

or private institutions or other care facilities, are edu-
cated with children who are not handicapped, and that (2)
special classes, separate schooling or other removal of
handicapped children from the regular educational environ-
ment occurs only when the nature or severity of the handi-
cap is such that education in the regular classes cannot

be achieved satisfactorily. (P.L. 94-142, 121a.550)

public schools are now required by law to implement appropriate
models of education for their handicapped students to assure the educa-
tion of students in least restrictive environments. But there appears

to be considerable confusion and disagreement regarding what elements

are necessary in a valid mainstreaming effort (MacMillan & Semme], 1977).

This disagreement over the deivining characteristics has resulted in con-
fusion in the development and use of procedures to impiement programs.
Although the term "mainstreaming" has dominated much of the recent
literature in the field of special educatioh, an exact definition of
this term remains elusive. In a review of articles about mainstreaming,
Friend (1980-81) reports that Bifch in his definition of mainstreaming ‘

"jncorporated 14 descriptors, not to mention a panoply of -elated nomen-

clature, that have resulted from mainstreaming phactices" (p. 8). Beery

(1972) while not directly defining mainstreaming, suggested that main-

11 PR
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streaming practices be critically examined for three clements: that a /

continuum of programs for children with special needs be provided; that
"pull out" programs be reduced; and that consultants to the regular
classroom be utilized as nmuch as possible.

One common facet in all interpretations of mainstreaming is the
provision that special students should be educated, at least in part,

in the regular classroom with non-handicapped students. Lilly (197Q)

_in his "zero-reject model" stated that no mentally retarded child,except-

the most severely retarded, should be excluded from tﬁc reqular educa-
tional program or placed ina special class. Add‘tionally, Adahson and
van Etten (1972) postulated that no single educational program can‘be '
appropriate for all children and that some students may really need a
varied range of specia]kservices. There appears to be no definition
that is "universally" acceptable thus far, but some experts in the
special education field point out the need to examine mainstreaming
practices in terms of three components, i.e. mporal, instructional,
and social integration (Kaufman. Gottlieb, Agard, & Kukic, 1975).

In the past‘the emphasis on the administrative aspects of
integrating exceptional children into the regular grades has tended
to estabiish a perspective that mainstreaming is based primarily on
the amount of time a child spends in the regular classrvom. Even though
many experts agree that mainstreaming is.more than jusi time spent with
.on-handicapped students, Chiba and Semmel (1975)} carrol (1970 and
Ba]]afd and Zette] (1977) state that the most frequently used measure
of mainstreaming is still the amount of time spent with non-handicapped
students in the regular classroom. According to Semmel, Gottlieb, and

Robinson (1979) temporal integration is certainly a necessary element,

12
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but is not sufficient in and of itself, and mainstreaming should also
include an appropriate match between pupil and environment.

Part of that appropriate environment is insfructiona] in nature.
The following review examines the role of academic achievement in in-
structional integration, the importance of social characteristics in-

mainstreaming, the role of school personnel in the mainstreaming pro-

~cess and research in the use of multidisciplinary teams.

. : \
B. Academic Achievement in Instructional Integration

' -Although thefe is a strohg moral -and 1eg$k argument for the in-
tegra%ion,of the handicapbeq, there is,é]so a strong need to fit the
ch]d to the fype of recommended placement. The éucceSSfo most pro- -
gramming for thé_handicapped,cas well as the'non-handicappéd, is judgéd
by the progréss or lack of progress in academic achievement. A number
of.studies haQe indicated that intensive academic preparation is a nec-

essary prerequisite for successful mainstreaming. In an investigation of

- teaching methods by Haring and Krug (1975), 48 EMR children were randomly

assigned to four special classes, 24 to two experimenta1 c]assés'and 24
to -‘two ﬁont;ol classes. Chi]drenAin~thefexperimentq1 class were-given
intensive instrqction in the areas of math énd-réading.: At'the end of
the school year, the children in the eXperimenta] group gained ah‘average‘
of eleven months more in math'éhd reading achievement than did the chil-
dren in the. control ﬁ]asseép Thirteen of fhe 24 children were referred
for placement in mainstream c]ésses;i A f0110w-up study of these‘13 chil-
dren indicated that 10 children had been'successtITy integrated into
reguiar c]assrodms; Haring and.Krug (1975)-c0nc1uded‘that intensive

academic preparation was a necessary element for a successful transition

into mainstream classes..



- After reviewing the records of 52 deaf children who had been
transferred from schools for the deaf to public schools, Connor and
Connor (1960) reported that only one-half of these children had achieved
a successful integration. The author concluded that success in the main-
stream was related to strong parental support, an ability to communicate
prior to piacement, énd high achievement in the area of reading.

In a study of criteria used ih determinihg a learning disabled
child's readiness for mainstreaming, Wilkes, Bireley, and Schultz (1575)
asked 120 professional educators to rate the importance. of a set of 41

criteria deve]oped for use in this study. This grodp of professiona]c

'cons=sted of 16 learning d1sab111t1es supervisors, 30 schoo] psycholo-

gists, 51 learning disabilities teachers, and 33 regular class tea;hers

with mainsfreaming experience. The Tist of criteria contained statements
concerning the child's academic work, behavioral characteristics and
placement criteria. All foﬁr grou9§ of professiona]s agreed that ade-
quate preparation and ability to handle academic“éituations were impro-._
tant pre-mainstreaming critefia needed for successful integration.
Semmel, Gottlieb, and Robinson (1979) stated that thére_are few
regu]ar'classroom teachers who change their teaching styles and methods

to accommodate the needs of 1ntegrated handicapped students. Thereforé,

it would appear "that the achievement 1eve] 1n those subJects 1nto which

handicapped students are mainstreamed shou]d be as close to the achieve-
ment levels of non- hand1capped students as poss1b1e |
Additionally, there is evidence in the research (Siders, 1979)

that supports the need for such pre-mainstreaming p]ann1ng practices as

a part of classroom integration plans. Siders (1979) aiso indicates,
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however, that there is no Tliterature that states that such academic
planning is done as a routine matter before making mainstreaming place-

ments.

c. Importance of Social Characteristics in Mainstreaming
Another area of crittca] concern in_the area of mainstreaning
_is that of social integration (Kaufman, Gottlieb, Agard, & Kukic, 1975).
Social integration refers to the fe]ationship between a handicapped
child and members of his/her normal peer group. Social integration
can also be defined in terms bf'physica1 proximity, interaction, assimi-
lation, and acceptance. |

In stud1es of the social acceptance of m11d1y retarded students
by their non-handicapped peers, integrated retarded students were found
to be less accepted than were segregated retarded students (Gottlieb,
".1974; Goodman, Gottlieb, & Harrison, 1972). In a study by Vacc (1968)
utilizing a play as a sociometric device, it was concluded that emotion-
ally disturbed children integrated into regular classrooms were less
accepted and more rejected than were the1r normal peers in the Same
mainstream classrooms.

In an attempt to find reasons for the poor social acceptab11ity
of handicapped students, non-netarded children were asked why they re-’
“jected certain retarded students. The major .reason given for rejection
was anti-social behav1or such as f1ght1ng, bullying, and classroom |
“misbehavior (Ba]dw1n, 1958; Johnson, 1950)
4 Even- when soc1a1 intervention techn1ques were implemented in an
effort to improve social and behavioral sk111s, it appeared that handi-

capped students remained less socially acceptab]e (Shellhaas, 1969).

&
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Wilkes et al. (1975) found in a survey of opinions of learning
disabilities teachers that a child's behavior in the classroom had more
bearing on the decision to mainstream than cid the child's academic
performance in the classroom. School psychologists in this same study
indicated that appropriate behavior was an important factor in making
mainstreaming decisions, but was not the most important criteria.

These studies indicate that students who are se1ected to be
mainstreamed shou]d have better behavior than students who do not get

.mainstreamed, but norone has examined this supposition to date

" p. Importance of Involvement of School Personnel in Mainstreaming

School personne1 have an extremely important role in the inte-

gration of the handicapped and the decisions that led to such integration.
.Kaufman et al. (1975) stress that.mainstreaming_is achieved by coordin- ,
ated planning and programming by regular and special educationgadminis-
trative, instructional, and support personne] If mainstreaming.is to

be effective, then educational personne] must be w1111ng to cooperate

in efforts to provide the most appropriate educationai programs_for all
handicapped children. Kaufman, Agard, and Semme] (1979) found in ana]yi-
ing the results of Project PRIME that decisions to reintegrate EMR
children into regular c]assrooms were apparent]y independent of 1earner
background, characteristics of teachers or other students, or avaiiabie
instructional programming. They hypotheSized that the dec1s10n for in-
tegration was more 1ikely to be based on some administrative variable
that had not yet been isolated by the investigatorsc In attitudinal
studies of regular education teachers, there appeared to be a general

air of pess1mism toward the concept of mainstreaming and a pervading

feeling that such practices would 1ower the standards of mainstream.



instructibn (Meyers, McMillan, & Yoshida, 1975; Shotel, Iand,'&
McGettigan, 1972). Payne and Murray (1974) indicated that urban ad-
ministrators had a highef Jevel of acceptance toward the handicapped
than did their suburban counterparts. In general, both teachers and
administrators voiced reluctance toward the practice of mainstreéming
handicapped students (Semmel et al., 1979), but no one had studied how
_the mainstreaming process actually occurs.

E. Research Cbncerning Multidisciplinary Teams

A great-deal of work and preparation gbeS‘into making initial
‘p1acement decisions for handicapped children. Pub]ic Law 94-142 reQuires
schoo] personne] to come together as a mu1t1d1sc1p11nary team to make -
placement dec1s1ons The mu1t1d1sc1p]1nary or p|ann1ng team may 1n-
clude régu]ar and special education “teachers, adm1n1strat1ve and super-
visory staff and/or support personnel (B1cke1 1980; Braun, 1977+
Fenton, Yoshida, Maxwe]], & Kaufman, 19793 Paimer, 1980; Rucker &
Vautour, 1981).

The p]acement team is generally responsible for determining
eligibility for special serv1ces, estab11sh1ng educational goals and
objectives, and determining programming dec1s1ons (Yosh1da Fenton,
Maxwell, & Kaufman, 1978). Until recent]y, such decisions had been
‘made by a sing]e individhal-br "gatekéeper," usually the school
psycho]oéist (Bickel, 1980; Yoshida et al., 1978). The development
of these educational, Q]anning or mu]tidiscip]ihary téams has aroused
the interest of researchers in the field of specia]'edycation and

psychology..
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Yoshida et al. (1978) have assessed the roles, relationships,
participation levels and professional satisfaction of members of educa-
tional planning teans. The results of these studies indicate that team
members from different profess1ons differ in the level of self- perceived
partizipation during planning team meet1ngs Support personnel (school
psychologists, counselors, and social workers) and administrators appear
to have h1gher participation scores than do medical personnel, regu]ar,
and special education teachers. However, a weak re1at1onsh1p was also
found between role and sat1sfact1on by all schooT personnel except regu-
1ar and special education teachers and school psycho]og1sts According

to the authors, the most s1gn1f1cant f1nd1ngs of these studies are that

'part1c1pat1on correlates pOS1t1ve1y to saf1sfact1on, attendance at a

meeting does not translate into part1c1pat10n or sat1sfact1on, and |
regu]ar educat10n teachers are low in both part1c1pat\on and satisfac-
tion. The latter finding is part1cu1ar1yﬁ1mp0rtant given tnat the role
of reguliar educators ijs critical to the‘development and implementation
of a mainstream educat10na1 programming for the handicapped child.

In a similar 1nvest1gat1on, G1]11am (1979) stud1ed the contri-
butions and status rankings of planning committee part1c1pants. Utiliz-
ing & questionnaire, 1 30 committee members were asked to rank order the
15 ro3es most often represented in p1ann1ng teams according to- their
«mportance in the planning process A follow-up. study was conducted in
which part1c1pants evaluated actual contr1but1ons in the five areas of
diagnosis, planning, p]acement, implementation, and due process. The

results of this study indicated that planning team members may perceive

ro]e stereotypes in terms of expected contributions and generally,

_these expectations were. valid in ‘terms of actual contr1but1ons

18
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In a pilot study of Tongstanding planning teams, Vautour (1977)
found that these teams place exceptional children more appropriate]y‘
than do individual team members acting alone. Appropriate placements
were determ1ned through follow=-up consu]tat10ns with the receiving

special education teachers. Additionally, the size of the team had

N,

Tittle effect on the appropriateness of placement selections. For .

example, teams with four to ten members appeared to have similar success \\\\
or failures in selecting appropriate placements as did teams with three
members . |
Vautour (1977) also examined the exercise of influence on team
decisions. The results of this study indicated that a person's knowl-
edge of appropriate placements correlates positively with the influence.
(. exerted over fe‘]ow team members. "In addition, these results refuted
- the not1on that the role of cha1rperson or posses51on of spec1a1 train-
ing also indicates a higher level of “influence. ' )
Crowell (1977) replicated Vautour s study to test out the notion
that teams who had worked as teams over a long seriod of time may grad-
ually identify knowledgeable team members and subsequent]y rely on them
for decisions.. In this study, however, team members were not familiar
with fellow team members in the exper1menta1 groups to which they here
assigned. The findings of Crowell's study were 1dent1ca1 to Vautour 3
study, i.e., those team members high in knowledge a]so had a high 1eve1
. of infliuence over other team members. | ' o |
Th1s research is focused on- factors affecting the dec1sron-making
of mu1t1C1sc1pJ1nary teams in placement dec1s1ons but there is no re-

(i- search wh1ch exam1nes the decision-making process that takes p]ace when

.students are cons1dered to ‘be ready for re1ntegrat10n into the mainstream.
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F. Summat

There is a great deal of confusion about mainstreaming. Tnis
confusion includes a 1ackuof c]arity‘about the definition, necessary
elements, and what it takes to deliver appropriatc progranming (MacMillan
& Semmel, 1977). Although many authors have studied the importance of
social acceptance of the handicapped by the non-handicapped there is
little evidence .that indicates any effort has gone into determ1n1ng
what acceptable behavior Jevels will be appropr1ate for successfu]
mainstreaming. |

~The reéearch also indicates tHat the achievement levels in those .
subjects into which handicapped students‘are mainstreamed should be as
close to the achievement levels of non-handicuppec students as possib1e
(Semme] et al., 1979 Wilkes, Bireley, & Schultz, 1975). But.according, |
to Siders (1979) there is no 11terature that states that such academic
‘plann1ng is done as a rout1ne matter before mak1ng ma1nstream1ng
decisions. |

Mainstreaming has been discussed as a set of distinct é]ements,
i.e. temporal, instructional and social integration. In practice,
however, these e]éments are mutually interdepgndent (Kaufman et al.,
1979). Additionally, each component of mainstreaming affects, and 1is
affected by, the school and classroom climates. _fhe tenor of these
climates is greatly influenced bylkey school personnel. quéver;-those
school personnel responsible for making appropriate mainstream dec%sions
have indicated negative and pessimistic v1ews to@ard hand1capped chil-
dren and the practice.of ma1nstream1ng (Semme] et al., 1979). A major

Lo reason g1ven was a concern that the standards of the regular- classroom
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will be lowered and education for the non-handicapped will suffer as a
result (Meyers, MacMillen, & Yosnida, 1975). "Furthermore, little in-
formation is available regarding the criteria that schools empioy to
decide who gets mainstreamed and for how much time" (Semmel et a1;,
1979, p. 79). k

A‘Pub1ic Law 94-142 reruired scnoo1 personnel to come togethen'as
a team in order to determine eligibility for special services, to es-
tab]ish'educaciona1 goals and’objectives, and to determine programming
decisions (Yoshida et al., 1978). Recent research concerning these
multidisciplinary teams has examined the perceived roles and satisfac-
tion of team partﬁcipants, and the effectiveness of both preserVice and
inservice educational programs.-'Most of the research thus far nas

focused on team behavior at the time pf placement. Little research is

available, however, on how teams operate later when making decisions

about mainstreaming. |

» Although there has been an abundance of recent research involving
the growtn and development of multidisciplinary teams, there is no re-
search which addresses one specific prob]em area, i.e. what are the
student characteristics and the decisionfmaking process which allow
some students  the opportunity to be mainstreamed for academic subjects
4hile others are not. The purpose of this study was co examine both -
student characteristics‘and the decision-making process engaged dn by
adm1n1strators and teachers respons1b1e for mak1ng hainstreaming

decqs1ons, and to better understand the ma1nstream1ng process
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III. THE PROBLEM
A. Rationale

The enactment Qf the Education for ATl Handicapped Children Act
of 1975 has brought forth many far-reaching changes for professionals
in the field of special education. One very significant change has been
the introduction tf a multidisciplinary team that is responsible for the
planning and implementation of programs for handicapped students. Al-
though'the use of "teams" in the human serv1ces field has been evident
for many years . it was only with the passage of P.L. 94-142 that these
mu]tidiscib]inary teains became federa]]y‘mandated in ‘education.

According to Rucker and Vautour (1981),‘a number of research

projects have been initiated in an effort to study the decision-making

- of such teams. Yosh1da, Fenton, Maxwe]], and Kaufman (1976) examined

1

the re1at10nsh1p between role, part1c1pat10n and satisfaction dur1ng
planning team meetings. In a later study conc : .rning the recognition ot
team goals, Fenton, Yoshida, Maxwell, and Kaufman (1979) revealed t\ﬁTJ‘ '
1ess than a three -fourths ma30r1ty of team members surveyed recognized
the team's duty to make spec1f1c decisions. The research thus far has
addressed the role of the team in making 1n1t1a1 referral and placement
decisions, but there 1s 1ittle ev1dence in the literature regarding how
destionS»abQut subsequent ma1nstream p]acements,are made.

B. ‘Statement of the Problem

Students placed in e]ementary classrooms for'chi1dren with

Tearning disabilities usually spend up to fifteen percent of their

14



instructional day outside the special education classroom (Leinhafdt,

Zigmond, & Cooley, 1981). This time is spent in non-academic "main-

stream" classes with students from mainstream programs. Placement into
these non-academic subjects (art, music, physical education and/or
library) is made on a routine basis, usually without consideration for
either academic or behavioral characteristics.

Placements into mainstream academic subjects (e.g., reading,
math,.spelling, language arts, science, social studies) do not occur as
a matter of routine, but are assumed to be the resu1t of thpughtfu1 de-
cision-making among teécﬁers and school adﬁinistrators. It is also+ -
assumzd that each student's academic and behavioral characteristics are
examined critically before academic mainstreaming is recommended.. This
assumption, -however, has noﬁ been supported in the literature (Semme] et
al., 1979)' As schoo] systems}become increasingly pfessured to comp1y
with mandates of P.L. 94-142, it also becomes 1ncreas1ng1y 1mportant to -
examlne the critical factors operating in the dec1s1on to place handl—
capped students into mainstream academic subjects. The major objective
of this study is to examine decision-making factors which affect place-
ment of students into academic subjects in the mainstream. In an effort
to identify critical factors, the following questions will be pursued: -

1. How‘do students who are mainstreamed differ academically
and behav10ra11y from those who are not7 ‘

2. What are the factors that a]]ow some students to be main-
streamed while others are not? o ‘ S

C. De11m1tat1on of the Study

This 1nvest1gat1on 1nc1-des only students enrolled in self-

contained e1ementary classrooms for the 1earn1ng disabled in the

' Pittsburgh Public Schools.
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n. Definition of Terms )

Mainstreaming - In general, mainstreaming means that to the

maximum extent appropriate, handicapbed children, including children
in public or private institutions.or other care facilities, are®educated.
with children who are not handicapped, and special c]asses,‘separate
séhoo]ing or other removal of handicapped children from the regular
education €hvironment occurs only when the nature or severity of the
handicap is such that education in regular classes with the use of
supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satlsfactor11y
(P.L. 94-142, Section 121a.550). For the purposes of this study,
mainstreaming means the process of educating handicapped children

into academic subjects with their non- handlcapped peers in the regu]ar
c]assrooms.

Learning D1sab111t1es - Chl]dren with spec1a1 learning dlsab11-

" jties exhibit a disorder in one or more of the basic psycho]oglca1
processes involved in understanding or in using spoken or written
language. These may be manifestéd ih disorders of listening, think;\
ing, talking, reading, writing, spelling, or arithmetic. They inﬁ]ude
conditions which have been referred to as perceptual handicaps bra1n
1n3ury, minimal- brain dysfunct1on dys]ex1a, developmental aphasia,
etc. They do not include learning- prob]ems which are due primarily

to visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, to mental retardation, emotional
disturbance, or to environmental disadvantage (National Adv1sory Commi t-

tee to the Office of Education's Bureau of Education for the Handlcapped).
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IV. METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this investigation was to study the mainstreaming
practices and decision making processes used by elementary school
personnel in the Pittsburgh Public Schools and to determine whether
learning digab1ed (LD) students who were assigned to academic classes

in the mainstream differed in certain academic and behavioral character-

“jstics from learning disabled students who were not mainstreamed.

_This study was conducted in two phase;. -The first phase incor-
pérated the selection and assessment of a population of mainstreamed
énd”non-mainstreamed students in selected target schools. Target
schools were those 20 schools in which at least one learning disabled
student was enrolled in an academic subject during’ the 1980-81 school
year. There were 23 LD classrooms in these 20 ;choo1s. The second
phase consisted of -an examination of mainstream decision making processes
through the useyof a structured interview. This interview Q;s adminis- |
tered to school personnel in target schools who were responsibfe for
making mainstreaming decisions which involved students in the samp]e:

A. Phase I - Student Characteristics

'Subject Selection

The first phase of the study invo]ved all se.ond, third, and fourth-
grade students enrolled in 23 target classrooms fqr the learning disabled
in which- at least one Student was mainstreamed for an academic subject

during the 1980-81 schbo] year. These students were divided into two groups,

~
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j.e. those students who had been mainstreamed (N =
mainstreamed classrocm peers (N = 112). R

Instrumentation

The following academic and behavioral ‘instr

tered to all students in the study.

40) and their non-

uments were adminis-

The Reading 360 Initial Screening Test (Clymer, Humphrey, &

McCullough, 1971), the reading p]acement test for t
Jis the adopted reading series used tn the ?ittsburg
»1nstrument is used in both special and maidstredm C
competency in decoding, encoding, and read1ng compr
in kindergarten through fifth grade - This p]acemen
ing level score ‘which correlates with grade levels.
is expected to master levels ind 7 in second grad
ard begin level 9 in grade o nlete level 9 and
grade 4, and ftnish leve] 10 and begin level 11 in
in classes for the 1earning disab]ed utilize those

ver1fy a student's reading level placement.

The McMillan Mathematics Placement Test (Se

of a series of five tests which are criterion refer
child's performance against established mastery cri
aga1nst the performance of other students These t
nlace children in the appropriate levels (grades on
the McMi]]an Mathematics Series (Series M). Exerci
Test have been consttucted to measure a wide range

spect to the learning goal. This mathematics serie
special education and mainstream remedial classes i

Schools and produces a grade level score.
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he Ginn reading series,
h Public Schools. This
1assesﬁand measures
ehension for stddents
t test y1e1ds a read-
The average 1earner .
e, complete Tevel 8
begin Tevel 10 in - \

fifth grade. Teachers,

\
i

placement tests to

b .‘
ries M, 1276) consists
enced to measure one
terion rather than
ests are des1gned to
e through f1ve) of
ses on the Placement
of skills with re- \
s isdused in many

n the Pittsburgh

—~
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Although the Titerature states that behaviof is a major factor
in the acceptance of the handicapped student by his non-handicapped peers
(Gottlieb, 1974), there is no device for assessing student behavior

in the Pittsburgh Public Schools. The Walker Problem Behavior Identi-

fication Checklist (WPBIC) (Walker, 1976) was used to chart observable

classroom behaviors in this study.

The 50 checklist items 1n1t1a11y developed were from teacher
descriptions of classroom behavior problems. A random samp11ng of th1rty
teachers was drawn from a popu]ation of elementary teachers in an Oregon
school district. Each teacher was asked to nominate those children in
their c]asges who exhibited chronic behavior probiems. 06;ervab1e
descr1pt1ons of overt behav10r were der1ved from teacher interviews
y1e1d1ng a pool of 300 1tems Fifty of the most frequent]y mentioned
behaviors were selected for ‘inclusion in the check11st Some sample
questions are as follows: '"Has temper tantrums;" "Has no friends;"

nRefers to himself as dumb, stupid, or incapabies" and "Must have

approval for tasks attempted or completed.” A panel of behavtora]

”#sc1ent1sts -was then asked to rate each item's weight or influence in

hand1capp1ng a ch11d s present adJustment Interjudge're1iability (rll)

‘was .83 and the. means of the five judges on a]] items were poo]ed-aﬁd :

assigned as score we1ghts for the scale items. . The checklist was normed
on a popu]at1on of 534 elementary schoo] ch11dren The re]iabi]ity ofe
the WPBIC has been estimated by the Kuder-R1chardson split-half method
and the test—retest method The split- -half re11ab111ty coeff1c1ent
obtained on the WPBIC was .98 with a standard deviation of 10 53 and a

standard error of measurement of 1328. The purpose of this check11st
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was to assess the level of inappropriate_behaviors exhibite? by subjects
being examined in this study. .
Procedures

A 1ist of all second, third, and fourth grade learning disabled
students in the 23 target classrooms wae developed and mainstreamed and

non-mainstreamed students were 1dent1f1ed in the Spring of 1981. The

data in Table 1 indicates tke n Hmer and percent of mainstreamed and

non-mainstreamed students in each grade.

féb]e 1

N

Distribution of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students by Grade

. Mainstreamed Non-Mainstreamed C o
( ‘ - Students Students qbc%
L Grade 2 N % - N %
N 2 ’ 9 (22.5) 34 (30.0)
| 3 14 (35:0) 10 (36.0)
4 17 (a2.5) 38 (34.0)
Total . 40 (100.0) 112 (100.0)

A

In June, ‘1981 each of the 23 teachers in the sample was asked to comp]ete

a Walker Problem Behavior Ident1f1cat1on Checklist for each student in

a ‘target classroom.

28
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( | B. Phase II - Decision Making

Subject Selection

For the second phase of the study, subjects were the 23 teachers
and 20 principals responsible for making mainstreaming decisions for
the 1earning’disab1ed students in the stUdy.

Instrumentation

The type of interview used in this study is common]y;referred
to as the "Open-end funnel" interview. Specificallv the 1ntérview be-
gan with very broad questions and comments and narrowed down progressively
to the important point or points desired of interest in this étudy. This
interview began with a clarificstion question regarding the mandates of
P.L. 94-142 and narrowed down to specific questions regarding decisions
which involve special education students being mainstreamed in that
particular school.
The contents of the interview wére djvided into three general
~sections, i.e. an introductory question designed td determine the
interviewee's understanding of mainstreaming;ffourteen questions
oriented toward student characteristics; and eleven decision-making
process questions. A coby of the interview is available fn Appendix A.
Procedures
Using-a table of random numbers, 40 non-mainstreamed'students
‘were randomly se]gcted from the 112 non-mainstreamed classroom peers.
The names bf these students were inserted into the interview instrument
in pairs cons1st1ng of a ma1nstreamed and non- ma1nstreamed c]assroom
peer. Nhen a target school or c1assroom had more than one pa1r of ’

(" students, only that section of the 1nteryjew.concgrn1ng student

L
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characteristics was repeated. Twenty principals and 23 learning disa-

bilities teachers in the target schools were interviewed ingividua11y

by a graduate student assistant who had been trained in the techniques

of interviewing.
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V. RESULTS

A. Phase I Analysis

The purpose of this investigation was to study the mainstreamihg
pract1ces and dec1s10n making Frocesses used in the Pittsburgh Pub11c
Schoo]s and to determine whether learning disabled (LD) students who
were assigned to academic classes in the mainstream differed in certain
academic and behaviora} characteristics from learning disabled students
who were not mainstreamed.

This etudy was conducted in two phases. Phase I’specifiea1]y
addresses research question number one, "How do studente who are main-.
streamed d1ffer academically and behav10ra11y from those who are not?"

The first phase of this study exam1ned academ1c and behav1ora1 '
scores of second, third, and fourth grade 1earn1ng disabled students in
target classrooms. Students were assessed by-their special education

teachers utilizing The Ginn Reading 360 Initial Screening Test; The

McMillan Mathemat1cs P1acement Test, and The Walker Problem Behav1or

Ident1f1cat1on.Check11st (WPBIC). Reading scores were reported by the

Ginn series reading levels. Mathematics scores were 1nd1cated by grade

equivalency scores which are reported in the McMillan Series M manual.

Rehavior scores were reported according to gu1de11nes in The Walker

Prob]em Behavior Ident1f1cat1on Checklist manual. Data in Tables A

fhrough W in Appendix B- report read1ng 1eve1s, math grade equ1va1enc1es
and behav1or checklist scores for the mainstreamed and non- ma1nstreamed

students in each of the 23 target c]assroomsv

23
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Table 2 shows the means and standard deviations of the reading
levels of the second, third and fourth grade students who were mainstream-
ed in reading related subject areas (n = 19) and those of the 112 students
who had not been mainstreamed in any academic subject. Reading related
subjects included spelling, science, éccia] studies, reading and 1ang;‘
uage arts. Since the number of students varies greatly among the Six
gkoups, tests of significance were not carried out. However, an exam-
ination of the means reveal very little difference>betﬁeen the means of
the mainstreamed and non-mainstreamed second grade students. Third and
fourth grade mainstreamed students scoréd.1.6 and 1.9 grade levels higher

than their non-mainstreamed peerS'réspective1y. Appendix -C contains a

© frequency distribution of the reading level scores for mainstreamed and

non-mainstreamed students.
| Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations of Reading Levels of Students

Mainstreamed for Reading and Non-Mainstreamed.
" Peers by Grade

Grade Mainstreamed Students Non-Mainstreamed Students
Level N X S.D. N S X 'S.D.
2 3 6.7 1.52 3 6.2 .98
3 6 9.0 63 40 ° 7.4 7 1.31
4 10 9.2 1.61 38 7.3 1.3¢

The data in Table 3 reporté‘the means and standard deviations of
the math achievement scores of students mainstreamed in math (n = 28) and
non-mainstreémed students by grade level. Since the number of - students

varies great]y‘amdng the six groups, tests of significance were not
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carried out. However, an examination of the means reveals only slight
differences between mainstreamed and non-mainstreamed students in the
area of math at all three grade levels. A frequency distribution of
the math mainétreamed and non-mainstreamed studenté may bé found in
Appendix C.

Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations of Math Grade Equivalents of

Students Malnstreamed for Math and Non-Mainstreamed
Peers by Grade

" Grade Mainstreamed Students Non-Mainstreamed Students
Level : N X S.D. N X S.D.
2 7 2.8 77 34 2.4 .60
-3 - 9 3.4 .45 40 3.2 .80
4 © 12 4.1 70 - 38 3.4 .92

Data in Table 4 indicate the means and standard deviations of
behavior checklist scores of mainstreamed and non-mainstreamed students
by sex. Since the number of students'varies greatly among the four

groups, tests of significance were not carried out. However, an éxam-

" ination of the means reveals little difference in the levels of problem '

behaviors for both mainstreamed and non-mainstreamed males and females.
Comparisons cannot be made between male scores and female scores because

different levels of prob]em behavior aré acceptable for each sex. According

- to the data available 1n The wa1ker Problem Behav1or Identlflcatlon Check-

.]1St ‘test manual, acceptab]e behavior checklist scores range between 0 and

12 for fema]es wh11e scores of 0 through 22 are acceptable for ma]es The

data in.Table 4 indicate that females 1n.genera1 scored closer to the |
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unacceptable level of behavior. than did their male counterparts. The
range of behavioral scores for the 32 fema'es was O through 62 while the

range of scores ior the 120 males was from 0 to 67.

Table 4

Means and Standard Deviations of Beihavior Checklist Scores
for Mainstreamed and Non- Ma1nstreamed Students by Sex

Mainstreamed Students Non-Mainstreamed Students
! X S.D. N X S.D.
Males 33 14.2 15.82 87 16.0 10.90
Females 7 10.6 8.14 25 13.8 13.94

Utilizing data available in The Walker Problem Behavior Iden-

tification Checklist manual, levels of adequate and inadequate behavior

were determined for <ie 40 mainstreamed students and the 112 non-main-
streamed s:udents by sex, and are indica;ed by + (adequate) and - (in-
adequata) scoreﬁ'in Appendix B. Raw scores are also avai]abie in the
tebles in Apgenifx B. Data in Table 5 indicaté that 80% of the main-
streamed students had adequate behavior while 69% of the non-mainstkeamed
students also had adequate behavior. Sixty-five peréent of the main-
streamed students were on level in reading as compared with 52% of the
non-mainstreamed students. Additionally, 76% of the mainstreamed
students were on grade 1eve1 in math as compared with 52% of their non-

mainstreamed counterparts. <
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Table b

\ Sumnary of Achievement and Behavior Status of Muinstreamed and
Non-Nainstreaned Learning Disabled Students

Mainstreamed Non-Mainstreamed |
Adequate Inadequate Adequate  Inadequate
Behavior Behavior Total Behavior Behavior  Total
N % N N % " T T
Reading * | |
~ On Level 20 (50) 6 (15) %6 (65) |3 (35) 19 (17) 58 (%)
Not on Level |12 (30) ) (5) 14 (38) | B (%) 16 (1) 5 (48)
Total w8 @ oo |7l x () 1 (o)
Math | N
On Level 27 (68) - 3 (8) 0 (1) |4 (39) 5 (13) % (%)
o |5 @) 5l 1@ | % G n (e s W)
Total 3 (80) § (20) 40 (100) | 77 (69) % (31) 112 (100)
36
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(A In order to examine more closely students who had been main-
streamed for specific subjects, these students were:compared with their
non-mainstreamed grade peers within'each of the 23 target roomﬁ. The
raw data fo} Table 61is available in Appendix B. For comparison of
achievement levels, mainstreamed students were divided 1n£0 three
groups, i.e. those students mainstreamed for reading (n = 12), those
students mainstreamed for math (n = 21), and those studants who were
mainstreamed for both reading related subjécts and math (n = 7). Of
the 40 mainstreamea students, six students did not have grade-mates
available in their classrooms for comparison. Of these six students,
three had been mainstreamed in reading, one in math, and two in both
math and reading related subjects. Therefore, only 34 of the main-
streamed students were used for the compariéons summarized in Table 6.

( ’ In comparing the 20 mainstreamed students who were mainstreamed
for math with their 64 non-mainstreamed classmates, data indicate that .

x 20 of the non-mainstreamed classmates had higher math grade equivalents
than their mainstreamed counterparts while 17 students had the same
grade.equiva1ents, and 37 students had 10werbmath scores than those who
had been mainstreamed for math.

The nine studenté mainstreamed in reading related subjects were
compared with their 27 non-mainstreamed grade peers. Two of the students
who were not mainstroamed for reading related subjects were higher than
their mainstreamed peers, seven had the same reading level, and 18 had -
a lower reading level than students mainstreamed fqr reading related
subjects. Students who had been mainstreamed for both math and readihg

7(f " related subjects scored higher than njne and ten-of their 12 non-

mainstreamed peers in math and reading, respectively.
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' Mainstreamed students were also compared with non-mainstreamed
grade appvupriate seers in the area of behavior. The thirty-four main-
streamcd students were compared with 101 non-mainstreamed students. Data
indicate that 49 of the non-mainstreamed students had more problem be-
haviors than their mainstreamed classmates, 4 had the same behavioral
checkiist score and 48 had fewer behavior problems.

Table 6

) Summary of Comparison of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Grade-

Appropriate Students in the Areas of Math, Reading, and

Behavior Within Individual Classrooms
. Mainstreamed Subject

Y Reading Both Math and A1l

Math Related ‘Reading Related Mainstreamed
Score ‘
Compared Math Reading Math Reading Behavior Checklist*’
{ Number of Main- - g
streamed Students 20 9 - 5 5 34
Number of Non- *
Mainstreamed »
Comparison Peers 64 27 12 12 ‘ 101
Number of Non-
g Mainstreamed \
’ Classmates Higher \ {
Than Mainstreamed ,
Students : 20 2 3 0 49
Number of Non-
Mainstreamed
Classmates the .
Same as Main- . .
;treamed Students 17 7 0 2 _4 )
Number of Non-
Mainstreamed
-Classmates Lower
Than Mainstreamed

Students 27 18 9 10 48

;Higher behavior checklist score indicates more prob]em/behaviors

Vi
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Summary of Phase I

In general the results of achievement data indicate little dfffer;
ences between the reading scores of mainstreamed and non-mainstreamed
second grade students. However, these differences increase markedly as

‘the grade level increases. A further comparison of achievement scores
indicate very little difference between grade equivalents in math of both
m>instreamed and non-mainstreamed students regardless of grade level. An
examination of the behavioral checklist scores of the 32 females and 120
males reveals that females in ggnera] scorgd closer to the unacceptab]eo.
level of behavior than did male ‘'students. However, there was little
difference between the behaviora](check]ist scores of mainstreamed and
non-mainstreamed students regardless of sex. , .

Results also indicate thaf/;ver two-thirds of fhe mainstreamed
students were on grade level in reading. Additionally, over one-half of
the non-mainstreamed subjects were also on level in the area of reading.
Over three-fohrths of the mainstreamed students were on grade level in math
as compared with slightly over one-half of the non-mainstreamedistudents.‘,'

A further comparison of mainstreamed students with their non- .
ynainstreamed age mates within each of the 23 target classrooms reveals .
that 37 of the 64 non;mainstreamed students werebthe same or higher than
Ehe mainstreamed students in the area of math while 6n1y 9 of the 27 non-

mainstreamed students scofed the same or higher than their non-mainstreamed

peers in reading. In comparing gcores on the behavior checkfist, data in-
dicate that tﬁere were almost as\%any non-mainstreamed students.Who had
fewer pr0b1em behaviors than mainstreamed studenps as there were non-
mainstreamed students who had a greater number of prdblem behavi%ff than

. %

-mainstreamed students.



B. Phase II Analysis

The second phase of this study consisted of an examination of
Lhe mainstream decision making processes through the use of a structured
interview. This interview was administered to those school personnel
who were responsible for making mainstreaming decisions which involved
the students in the sample. The 20 principals and 23 special education
teachers, in schools in which academic mainstreaming had occurred during
the previous year, were interviewed individually.

The comp]eted interview forms were coded with a school number, and
either a pr1nc1pa1 number or a teacher number. The responses on the in-
terviews were separated into teacher and principal responses. Data ob-
tained from.the interviews were sorted into categories of similar responses

This phase specifically addressed research question number two,
"Wwhat factors allow some»students to be mainstreamed while others are not?“

The interview began with a question designed to determine the
pa|t1c1pants perception of the definition of mainstreaming. In genera1,
both pr1nc1pa1s and teachers defined mainstreaming as "educating hand1-
capped students with their non-handicapped peers in the regular class-
room. " " ‘

The remainder of the interview was divided into two parts. The
first group -of nine questions referred to a specific set of mainstreamed
.students (n = 40),wand a randomly selected set of non-mainstreamed class-

. room peers (n = 40). These questions were concerned with the process by
which’ specTT1c mainstream decisions were made. Data in tables seven throu
fourteen 1nd1cate the percent of cases reported by principals and teachers
in response to th1s group of questions. When asked to state who 1n1t1ated

the ma1nstream1ng process for a “particular ma1nstreamed student from his/h

40
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school or classroom, principals indicated that the special education

teacher was the initiator in 85% of the cases while teachers indicated

the same response in 75% of the cases (Table 7).

Table 7

In1t1ator of the Ma1nstream1ng Process as Perceived
by Principals and Teachers

" Teachers

Principals

% %

Special Education Teacher | . 85.0 75.0

_ Parent/Parents o 5.0 5.0
Prineipa] ” | 2.5 - 5.0
.Mainstream‘Teacher | 5.0 0.0
PsychoTogist | 0.0 2.5
Mainstreaming had been determ1ned 2.5 12.5

in the prev1ous year

Both pr1nc1pa1s and teachers responded that ma1nstream1ng was

- usually 1n1t1ated within the first month of the schoo] year (Table 8)

However, in a]most one quarter of the cases, pr1nc1pa1s did not know

when the actual mainstreaming process had been 1n1t1ated.
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¢ Table 8

Principal and Teacher Perceptions of When the Mainstreaming
Process was Initiated

K

Cases Reporfed Cases Reported
by Principals by Teachers

% %

Beginning of school year-- 35.0 62.5
‘within the first month c

End of the first semester - - 22.5 20.0
End of year--during last month 0.0 2.5
Had been determined during the 20.0 - 15.0
previous year : :

Don't know s 0.0

( " Both principals and teachers indicated that in the majority of

the forty cases, once the mainstreaming process was initiated, placement
in the regular classroom actually occurred.in a period of one or two

days or within two weeks (Table 9).. -

Table 9

Principé]fand Teacher Perceptions of the Length of
the Mainstreaming Decision Making Process

CaseSvReported Cases Repbrted .

L by Principa]s' by Tegchers
' ”o : w
Within 6ne or two daysy 35.0 ‘ 47.5
Within &ne Sr two weeks A' 45.0 ~ 32.5
A month or 1oqger . 12.5 | 12.5
('.’:-‘. : Don't :now - 7.5 7.5

o \A , B ‘. ‘ ~v '-;Tﬁi -A“Mu‘ i  {4:2




When asked who else was involved in each of the mainstreaming
processess'both_principa]s and teachers named the mainstream teacher

as an active participant in one-half of the cases (Table 10).

Table 10

Pr1nc1pa1 and Teacher Perceptions of Additional Personnel
Invo]ved in the Mainstreaming Process

" Cases-Reported . Cases Reported
by Principals by Teachers:
% S % \

None | . » 17.0 17.0

Mainstream Teacher - 50.0 50.0 -
The Mu]tidfscip]inary Team 15;0‘ | 15.0
Special Education Supervisor 8,0r f | 8.0

( , Parents ' : 5.0 - 5.0
Other auxillary persbnne1 ‘ | 5.0 5.0

As noted in Table 11, both teachers and pr1nc1pa1s agreed that
ma1nstream p]acement in the regular classroom was viewed as a temporary
arrangement in a1most two-thirds of the forty cases.

Table 11 .

Pr1nc1pa1 and Teacher Perception of the LongeV1ty of
. Mainstreaming Placements

“Cases Reportedf Cases Reported
by Pr1nc1pa1s "~ by Teachers

e . 0 .

L

Permanent - ? 37.5 37.5
Temporary . ' 62.5 . -  62.5
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As shown in Table 12, when asked to describe the mainstreaming
process that is supposed to be followed, principals indicated satis-
faction with the current mainstreaming process. In marked contrast to

the principals' responses, special education teachers indicated that a

multidisciplinary team approach should be used.

Table 12-

Principal and. Teacher Perception of Appropriate
Ma1nstream1ng Process

Cases Reported Cases Reported
by Principals by Teachers

% o %
A mu]tidiscip]inary'team ' 15.0 78.3
should be used ' .
current process should be used ~85.0 217

When asked why the forty students in the sample Wehe mainsthéamed,
. principals heported that the acQuisition~ot$good academic skills waszé
reason for mainstreaming in 100 peicént'of the cases'oxamined» Teaohers '
ihdﬁcated a need for Qood academic ski]]s in nihety percent of thése. |
‘same cases. Appropriate behavtoh and adequate social skills were re-
ported by the pr1nc1pa1 in ninety-five percent of the cases as an
additional reason for ma1nstream1ng “In 98% of the cases. teachers.a1so'
1nd1cated appropriate behav1or as Just1f1ed for ma1nstream1ng In 37%

of the cases both pr1n°1pa1s and teachers 1nd1cated parenta] des1res

as another reason for 1mp]ement1ng ma1nstream1ng (Tab]e 13)

_.'44
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( Table 13

Reasons for Mainstreaming Students As Reported
by Principals and Teachers

Cases Reported Cases Reported
by Principals by Teachers

N 2 N %

Good academic skills 40 (100) 36 (90)

Appropriate behavior and 38 (95) 39 . (98)
- social skills ' !

Parental desires ‘ 15 (37) 15 . (37)

Administrative expediency SR -

Table 14

(_4 . Reasons for Not ‘Mainstreaming Students As Reported
. by Principals and Teachers

' Cases Reported Cases Reported
by Principals by Teachers

N .! : % : N n ‘
Poor academic skills 36 (%) 39 (97)
Inappropriate behavior and 6 (15) 4 (10)
social skills "~ _ : -
" Parents did not want their . - 4 (10) 4 (10)

child mainstreamed - . -

As is indicated in Table 14, in the majority of cases reported
both principals and teachers indicated that poor - -academic sk11ls were

the major reasons for not ma1nstream1ng students.
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<» The second set of questions on the.teacher and principal inter- ‘
view examined their general perceptions of the mainstreaming prdcess as
it operated in each of the twenty schools. When the 20 principals and
23 learning disabilities teachers were esked what started them thinking
about mainstreaming a student (Table 15), teachers focused on the student's

A performing on or above grade level. Although thirty percent of the—prin-

cipals agreed with the ‘teachers’ response, thirty-five percent also felt

‘that initiating mainstreaming procedures.was not theiy respons1b111ty.

Tab]e 15

Princ1pa1 and Teacher Perceptions of Criteria Necessary
A for Referral Initiation :

‘Principal Teacher

) - . (N = 20) (N = 23)
g - % %
When a child is performing -~ 30.0 73.9
at or above grade level .
when a child's behavior 0.0 8.7
is appropriate N S ‘
When there is a combination 25.0 8.7
~ of both appropriate behavior '
. and good academic skills
Need to comply with the_]aw - 10.0 8.7
It is not my responsibi]ity ) _35.0' 0.0

According to the data in Table 16 'both-principais and sbeciaJ
education teachers agreed that the spec1a1 education teacher is the

person who usua]]y 1nit1ates the mainstreaming: referrai process

48 . -
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Table 16

Principal and Teacher Perceptions of Who Usually
Initiates the Mainstream Referral

Pkincipa] | Teacher
N2 (N 23)
" The special education 100.0% 100.0%

teacher _ :

Both groups of participants stated that parehts would 5150 be
1ikely to initiate a mainstreaming requeét. HerVe}, in almost 6nef
third of the nesbonses,‘it was indicated that no one in additioh to
the special education,teacﬁer was likely to initiate a referra1. .The
resu1fs a]so{indicéted on]& a minor role for ‘the psychologist in the

(; | " jnitiation phase (Table.17).

,  Table 17

Principal-.and Teachef Perception of Additional Personnel Involved _
: in the Initiation of a Referral , e

Princiba1 Teacher
(N =20) O (N= 23)
% %
: Specia1_Educatioh sqpervisok' 5.0 '-"278;8
Parent/Parents ' '45.0. 39.2
Psychologist 5.0 4.3
Mainstream Teacher . : 0;0 8.7
' Educational Aide | 0.0 4.3
G Principal | 0.0 4.3

Mo one else ' | _ ©35.0 30.4

4,7. .
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Each group was asked to describe their perceived role in. the
mainstreaming process. As indicated in Table 18, principals saw them-
se]ves as catalysts, initiators, and arb1trat6rs, while the ma30r1ty
of teachers perceived themselves not only as initiators and catalysts,

but also as resource persons to the mainstream classroom.

Table 18

Pr1nc1pa1 ‘and Teacher Perceptions of His/Her Role
in the Mainstreaming Process

Principal Teacher
(N = 20) (N = 23)
B ' % :
I act as a catalyst to 1nsure 45.0 ~ 34.8
proper p]acement R ‘
I act as the Fnitiator in the 20.0. 43.4
referral process . :
I act as an arbitrator in the 20,0 - _50.0
referral process -
I assure compliance with the . 5.0 4.3
law - ‘
I dct as a resource.to the - 0.0 17.5
mainstream '

1 do not have an active role 10.0, 0.0
& in the referral process : -

“Eighty percent of thelprincipa1e ihterviewed considered them-
selves to be the person respons1b1e for mak1ng the final decision
'regard1ng mainstreaming, while 21.7% of the teachers sharnd this view.
Another 21.7% fe]t the spec1a1 education teacher made the f1na1 dec1s1on
~and 43.5% fe]t that th1s was the respons1b111ty of the mu1t1d1sc1p11nary )
team (Table 19). ' '
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(T | Table 19

Principal and Teacher Perceptions of Who is Responsible
for the Final Decision in the Mainstreaming Process

Principal Teacher
(N = 20) - (N = 23)
% %
Principal - 80.0 21.7
* special Education Teacher 10.0 | 21.7
Ml tidisciplinary Team 0.0 43.5
Parents : 10.0 4.4
. Special Education Supervisor. 0.0 8.7
//"/ - ’ . :
e ‘// ' o . -
I The data in Table 20 indicate that both groups perceived that -
( the mainstream teacher has an active role.only after the'méinstreaming

decision has been made and this role is supportive in nature.

Table 20

Principai\and Teacher Perceptions of the Role of the
Mainstream Teacher in the Mainstreaming Process

s

Princ{paI- 'Teacher.
(N = 20) (N = 23)
% b
Active role during 5.0 4.0
decision-making process ' » ' :
Inactive role during : - 10.0 - 13.0
decision-making process . |
Active role only after the 85.0~°° - 83.0 R

fact--supportive in natune
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( ’ Additionally, both teachers and principals agreed that parents \\\

do not p]ay'an active role during the mainstreaming process, but that

they become active only after the process is completed (Table 21;.

Table 21

Principal and Teacher Perceptions of the Parent's Role
in the Mainstreaming Process

Principal | Teacher

(N =20)  (N=23)
% %
Inactive role during ' 40.0 61.0
mainstreaming process ’
Active role during main- ~~20.0 4.0
streaming process )
Active role only after . _ ©40.0 _ .. 35;0

the fa;t

ant

When asked what other bersonne] are involved in mainstreaming
a student, 90% of principals and 74% of teachers indicated that no -

other personnel were involved (Table 22).

\ . o
\ Table 22
\ L

M . _ -
Princiba] and Teacher Perceptions of Additional Personnel
' Involved in the Mainstreaming Process . -

Principal Teacher .

(N =20) - (N=23)
A
"No one else B ",_ ©90.0 _ 74.6
Supervisor v.. o 10.0 - 8.7
(L Mainstream Teacher ; 0.0 13.0
psychologist 0.0 - 4.3

J;BJ};~ - R f:[ | | 55(1




Those principa]s'and teachers who acknow]edgéd the use of
additional personnel indicated that these personnel were ‘used as resource

persons or as supporters to the studentc “fable 23).

Table .2

Principal and Teacher Perceptions of the Role
of Additioual Personnel

Principal Teacher
(N = 20) - (N = 23)
% %
No one else is involved 90.0 74.0
Acts aé a resource to ‘ 10.0 13.0
‘the mainstream teacher ~
Acts in a supportive role 0.0 13.0

to student

The majority of both teachers and principa]s'stated there is
no formal process in their school for deciding the appropriate academic
or behavioral Tlevels for students who are béing considered for main-

streaming in the regular classroom (Tab]e 24), R

Table 24

Assessment Processes Used in Their Schools as Reported
by Pr1nc1pa1s and Teachers

Principal Teacher
(N = 20) (N = 23)
. % 9 -
No formal assessmeﬁt is present 85.0 ¢ 70.0
~in our school
< I
L . A formal assessment is present 10.0 - 30.0
in the school ‘

‘Don't know . 5.0 =~ . 0.0
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Summary of Phase I1I

The results of the interviews conducted in Phase II of this
study indicate that principals and special education teachers are seen
as the only consistently active participants in the dec}sion»making
process. Although the mainstream teacher was reported to have a major
role in some cases involving specific students, he/she was ‘not perceived
to have a significant role in the mainstreaming_process in genera1.
Additionally, teachers and principals reported that parents could also
be 1ikely participants, but .when asked to describe the role of the

i parents in some specific cases, both teachers and pr1nc1pa1s 1nd1cated
that parents had only a minor role in mainstream dec151on making.

When glven the opportun1ty to descr1be the mainstreaming process i
as it is supposed to be "if there were no constra1nts," principals re-
ported that the process currently be1ng used in their school was the

_best method, while the majority.of teachers reported that mainstreaming
decisions should be determined through a different; process utilizing a
multi-disciplinary approach. In fact, in an examinathn of -the spec-
ific cases, the mu]ti-dist%p]inary team was reported to have been
ut1112ed in only fifteen percent of the target cases. Most teachers ‘

indicated that the multi dlsc1p11nary team has the final word in the

" decision making process, wh11e pr1nc1pa1s saw themselves as the f1na1
decision makerT\\\\ ' v
In most cases, teachers and pr1nc1pa1s reported. that the acquis-
ition of good academic- sk111s was the major Justlf]catlon for making a
mainstreamlhg referra]. Good behaV1or and appropr1ate social skills

e were additional reasons. Both groups also jndicated that.poor academic

ERIC : B : . S "5523 : R | g
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N skills were the major reasons for not mainstreaming a stqdegt; but
neither group indicated that jnappropriate behavior was necessarily
a major detriment to being mainstreamed. Finally, both princfpa]s
and teachers stated that there is no formal assessment process used

in their schools to aid in determining mainstreaming decisions.




VI. DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND SUMMARY

' A, DiscussTon of the Results

The present study was an investigation of mainstreaming practices

and decision mak1ng processes used by elementary school personnel in the

. Pittsburgh PubT1c-SchooTs. The first phase of this study exam1ned the

academic and»behavforaT differencescbetween mainstreamed and non-main-
streamed'students in_elementarx.c]assrooms for the learning disabled.
The second phase included an examination of mainstream decision making'
processes- through the use of a structured interview. This interview was
administered to school personnéT who were respbnsTbTe for making main-
streaming decisions invo]ving theastudents'Tn Ehase I of the'study{

The research question in Phase I asked -FHow do students who
are ma1nstreamed d1ffe. academ1ca11y and behav1ora11y from those who are
not?" ResuTts ‘of Phase I of the study reveaT very few d1fferences be-
tween ma1nstreamed and ron- ma1nstreamed students academically or behav1or-

ally. Three 1nstruments, The Ginn Read1ng 360 In1t1aT Screen1ng Test

The McM111an Mathemat1cs Placement Test, and The wa]ker Prob]em Behavior

' Ident1F1cat1on Checklist, wereﬁﬁsed to measure the academ1c and behav1ora]

levels of lTearning disabled students in the 23 target cTassrooms “An.. -
examination of the means. of math scores of ma1nstreamed and non-main-.
streamed students by grade Teve] reveaTed no marked d1fferences between
th- scores of these two groups. Th1s was also true of the means of
second grade reading scores. There were, however, reading Tevel dtffer-.
ences between ma1nstreamed and non-ma1nstreamed students in both th1rd

Y

and fourth grades. ResuTts 1nd1cate that many of the ma1nstreamed

’
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students were on level in math and reading but this was also true of
their non-mainstreamed colleagues.
| When asked in the interview in Phase II what characteristics a
student should possess to be considered for mainstreaming, teachers and
principals indicated a student should have good academic skills. The
mainstreamed students' achievement test scores generally support this
statement. tOn the other hand, teachers and principals repotted that
students were not mainstreamed because they lacked good.academic skt11s.
However, it was found that a little over one¥ha1f of non-mainstreamed
students scored on or above grade level in either math or reading.
| Teachers and pr1nc1pa1s also indicated that thc acqu1s1t1on of
appropr1ate behav1or and social skills was a prerequisite for mainstream- -
(' ing cons1derat1on. One-fifth of the ma1nstreamed students had behav1or
that placed them in the 1nadequate behavior range while over one-third
of the non-mainstreamed students were on 1eve1 in math or lead1ng and
had appropr1ate behavior levels. Thus, there were a 1arge number of non-
mainstreamed students who had those behavioral attributes reported to be
\ needed fon mainstreaming but whe were not mainstreamed intd the regu]an |
© classroom. | | |
It shdu]d be considered that this discrepancy between what is
stated by teachers and principals as necessary criteria for mainstreaming
and the actual achieVementdand behavioral levels of mainstreamed and non-
mainstreamed students in the target schools could be due to several factors.
It may be that instruments used to gather academic data did not aecurate1y
reflect the differences'between mainstreamed and nen-mainstreamed students.

Additionally, the behavior chetkiist'may not nave‘identified those target \
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behaviors that teachers believe are deterents to mainstreaming successf
However,‘the WPBIC had been developed by regular elementary teachers and
was designed to identify those behaviors that are unacceptable in main-
stream classrooms. When interviewed, teachers and prtncipa]s had in-
dicated that certain academic and behavioral charaeteristics should be
present before ma1nstream1ng is considered. It may also be that the
format of the 1nterV1ew instrument did not allow participants an oppor-.
tunity to expand on those student characteristics used in making main-
streaming decisions.

It is also possible that teachers and principals may be unaware
of or are unat]e to verbalize certain subtle @cademic or behavioral
characteristics which may‘1ead4them to make or not make mainstreaming
( ) decisions. For examp1e teachers may respond’negative1y to an individ-
‘ ual child on the basis of appearance without recogn1z1ng the 1mportance

of that factor in the decision making process. On the other hand, teachers

ma& deve10p positive feelings about a child based on persona11ty or other

factors and ma1nstream1ng decisions may ‘be 1nadvertent1y influenced by
isuch fee]ings In addition, ach1evement test scores and personal inter-

view data cannot accurately reflect the classroom climate. Ndr can

these scores reveal the subt]e interactions between felloy students.

Mainstreamed students were compared within individual c12§;;boms with

their non ma1nstreamed peers (Table 6). However, these scores dd\not"

revea] the 1nterpersona1 dynamics of student relationships within target

L1as§?ooms, nor do they identify the manner in which these relationships ™\

\\

may exert subtle 1nf1uences over schiool personne] in making ma1nstream1ng

L f . '
e ~ decisions. : _ o/
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'The second phase of this study addressed-the research question,
"What are the factors that allow some students to be mainstreamed while
oéhers are not?" Theﬁpurpose of the interview was to examine the main-
sgream decision making processes used by the 20 principals and 23 teachers
in the target schoo]s When asked why certain decisions were made about
40 mainstreamed and 40 non-mainstreamed students, teachers and principal
indicated that these decisions were made based on academic and behavioral
strengths and weakpesses. However, as indicated in the previous dis-
cussion, data in this study revea1ed that acﬁievement scores do not
always support this perception.

The remaining questions in the interview in Phase II eXamined the

decision making processes in each of the target schools. Public Law 94-

142 requires school personnel to come together as a mu]tidiscip]inary or

“ p1ann1ng team. These teams may 1nc1ude regular and spec1a1 educat1on

teachers, adm1n1strators and supervisors, and/or support personne] (B1cke1

1980; Braun, 1977; Fenton, Yoshida, Maxwell, & Kaufman, 1979; Pa]mer, ‘

1980; Rucker &'Vautour, 1981). Yoshida et al. (1978) in assessing the

roles, relationships, and part1c1pat1oq\1eve1s of educational planning

- team members 1nd1cated a h1gher part1c1pat1on level for administrators

and support personnel than for regular and special education teachers.
In the interviews in this study special education teachers and principals

. \\ .
were also asked to define roles and participation levels of personnel 1n

~ their schools. : : _ oy

_ : .

As contrasted with previous research, the findings of‘this study
indicate a high participatfon level for specia]ieducation teachers and a
lTow particjpation_]eve] for support personnel (psycho]ogists, social

workers). However, data obtained from'the interviews in this study,

o7
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indicate an agreement with previous research which indicates a high
participation level for administrators and a low participation level
for regular educators. In specific cases, teachers and'principa1s
indicated that regular education teachers were active participants in
fifty percent of the cases, but when asked to define the level of par-
ticipation of regular education teachers in general, principals and |
teachers indicated that mainstream teachers have an active role only
after the process is completed and ﬁeinstreaming decisions have been
made. The latter finding is particularly important given that the role
of regular educators is critical to the development and imp]ementation.
of mainstream educational programming for the handicapped students
(Yoshida et al., 1978). The failure of the regular educator to par-
ticipate in mainstream decision making may make it more difficult for
special education teachers to become familiar with the curriculum and
teaching techniques- used in the mainstream classroom. In some cases
the special education teacher: may be reluctant to send learning dis-
abled students to a ma1nstream c]assroom because of a fear that the
mainstream teacher mayfnot be adequate]y’prepared to neet the spec1a1
needs of these students Therefore, the lack of participation of the
regular educator may affect the outcome of the decision making process
as well as make the 1mp1ementat1on of those decisions more d1ff1cu1t
An add1t1ona1 mandate of Public Law 94-142 is that of parental
involvement. .When asked what ro]e parents play in determining main-
streaming decisions, pn1nc1pa1s and teachers indicated that parents -
seem to have a Tow part1c1pat10n 1eve1 as initiators, participants,

and decision makers in general. However, when asked to describe what

Vo : 58
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additional personnel may become involved in the initiation of a referral,
almost half of the principals and teachers saw parents as possible
initiators.

Bickel (1980) and Yoshida et al. (1978) reported that until
recently educational programming for special children has been made by
a single individual or "gatekeeper." This "gatekeeper" was usually the
school psychologist. when asked to identify personnel who might act as
initiators or participants in the educétiona] planning for the;specffic‘
subjects in this study, principals and teachers indicated that a minjimal
role was h]ayed by the school psychologist.

These resu]ts are in contrast with previous research which 1n—
dicated a high participation Tevel for support personne] (Yoshida et é]
1978). The findings of this study suggest that there may have been a
shift in levels of responsibility iu the process of educational planning
for exceptional children. Principais and teachers also saw themselves
as the most eonsistently active persons.throughout the decision making

process, however, teachers indicated that these planning decisions

should be made through a mu]t1d1sc1p]1nary team effort.. Principa]s,

in general, reported that they were content with the way the process
was currently being handled in each of their schools.

Public 94-142 mandated tiie use of multidiscipiinary teams in
the initiation and plannin; for‘a11 ekceptiona] children. Although
these teams appear to be active when a ch11d is placed 1nto a -.eaval

program, 1t also appears that ma1nstreah1ng ‘decisions are n..e 1n gereral

‘without the benefit of team decision making. "It appears that if & child

needs the benefit of 4 multidisciplinary team to be placed into a special
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educaticn classroom, it alsu makes good sense that a team decision should
be employed to take the child out of special education classrooms. Thus,
responses of the participants in this study seem to indicate some con-‘

fusion about the: part1c1pat10n Tevels of school personne] when statements
concerning specific decisions are compared with responses about the dec1s-
jon making process in general. It may be that this apparent confusion re-

i

garding the role of support1ve school personnel is due to a misunderstahd-

ing of the mandates of the law. Public Law 94-142 does indicate that a

local agency representative, the child's teacher, one or both of the /
cn1?d's parents, and other persbns at the discretion of the parents;br
agency personnel must be involved "when there is a change in the child's
educational program or related services." Perhaps school personneﬁ do

not view a recommendation Yor mainstreaming as a significant change in
educational programming. Additionally, the use of mu1t1d1sc1p11nary teams
‘n the fie]d of education is a relatively new concept. It may pe that
school personnel are unfamiliar with teaming tecimiques and therefore may
jnadvertently discourage team interactions. |

' B.' Implications for Future Research

The f1nd1ngs of this study suggest that additional research should
be. conducted concern1ng the mainstream decision mak1ng processes current]y
in vse throughout the country. There appears to_be confusion regarding
what is said to happen, what the stated basis is for_making'mainstreaming'
decisions, and what rea11y occurs in the schools. From the findings of
this study and the results of previous research it is‘suggested that the
fo]]owing areas‘should be examined: | h

1. A further exam1nat1on of the characteristics df'mainstreamed

and non- ma1rstreamed students shou]d be made in ordnr to identify attri-

butes 1mportant to the ma1nstream dec1s1on mak1ng process. Such research
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should include follow-up studies to determine the outcome of the decision
making process and should involve students from other disabilities in
addition to learning disabled students.

2. Additional sfudy of roles and participation levels is also
indicated. Such a study should be extended to include other school per-
sonue1 and parents.

3. It may also be that the role of the multidisciplinary team
in the schools should be studied. Specifically, it should be examined
whether teams should be'useu to make programming decisions and_if SO,
how these teams can be used in a more effective fashion.

4. 1If the present study were to be replicated the use of
a]ternatévaéhievement and behavioral test measures would be recommended.
Additionally, the interview instrument could be modified to include
additional school personnel. The format could also be_changed to an
open-ended design. ‘This change may afford schoo1“personne1 an opportunity
to express ideas and feelings in a freer fashion.

5. In view of the variability within and between schoo1s future
research must look more closely at factors within individual schools: and
élaésrooms. Factors that might affect mainstréaming wifhin a school are
the number of regular classrooms avai1ab1é‘f0r.p1acement of learning
disabled students, the support services available to the malnstream
teacher, the number of identified spec1a1 education students in that
school and the. amount of previous inservice training in malnstreamlng_

provided to school personnel.
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C. Summary

The purpose of this 1nvestigation‘was to study the mainstreaming
practices and decision making processes used by elementary school per-
sonnel in an urban school system and to determine whether learning dis-
abled students whd were assigned to academic classes in the mainstream
differed in certain academic and behavioral characteristics from learning:
disabled students who were not mainstreamed. Partic?pating in the study
were 23 learning disabilities teachers, 20 eiementary school principals, |
40 mainstreamed learning disabled students, and 112 non-mainstreamed
learning disab1ed students. |

This study was conducted in two phases.w The first phase incor-
porated the selection and assessment of a sample of mainstreamed and non-
mainstreamed learning disabled students in setected target schools. The
second phase consisted of an examination of mainstreamjng decision making

processes through .the use of a structured 1nterv1ew This interviewvwas

_ administered to school personnel in tanget schools who We e respons1b1e

for making ma1nstream1ng decisions wh1ch involved students in the sample.
Three 1nstruments were used to assess academ1c and behaV10ra1

cnaracter1st1cs of stLdents in the sample: The Ginn Reading 360 Initial

Screen1ng Test; The McMillan Mathemat1cs P]acement Test and The Walker

Problem Behav10r Identification Check11st Math and read1ng scores of

ma1nstreamed students were compared with those of the tota] student group
and with those 'of non-mainstreamed peers in each of the target c]assrooms
Results of these analyses revealed very Tittle difference between main-
streamed and non- ma1nstreamed 1earn1ng disabled students in the subject.
areas of math and reading. Results of these behavior ch%ck11st data re-
vea1ed‘no marked behavioral differences between mainstre med and”non-

mainstreamed males or females.
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Responses of principals and teachers in the second phase of the
study indicated that decisions to mainstream are based .on academic and
behavioral characteristics, but the data in Phase I did not seem to
clearly support these perceptions.

The results of the principal and teacher interviews also fgdicate
some confusion about roles and levels of participation for support per-
sonnel, parents, and regular educators in the decision making process.

Implications for future research are discussed.
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APPENDIX A
INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT




1.0

2.0

In the long history of special education, mainstreaming has only
recently become an important issue. But mainstreaming nezns
different things to different people. I am trying to datermine
how mainstreaming is interpreted by personnel in the Pittsburgh
Public Schools. :

i.1 How do you define mainstreaming?

i
I

"Another interest is to understand how mainstreaming is accomplished

in our schools. I would like you to describe the mainstreaming
process by telling me about one of your students who has been
mainstreamed. o ~ : B

2.1.5. ) | has been

mainstreamed for , . Please
describe how this was accomplished.

2.1.1 Who initiated this process?

72



2.1.2 When was this process initiated?

2.1.3 How long did this proces§ take?

2.1.4 \th else was involved?

2.1.5 Is this viewed as a temporary or a permanent
\ arrangement? :

73
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S ' -0 ’ ' 3

2.2 Now I would 1ike you to think of a hypothetical student who
is to be mainstreamed since we know sometimes the process
is different in theory than it is in practice. I would
like you to describe the bprocess that is supposed to be
followed if all resources were available and there were
no constraints.

-~ has not been.main--
streamed for academic subjects. Was she/he referred for

mainstream? If not, could you tell me why :
" was-not thouaht to be ready for mainstreaming?

2.3

3.0 You have mentioned that students were mainstreamed or not mainstreamed

because: '

Mainstreamed . Not'Mainstreaméd
___good'academit skills ___poor academic skilis
___appropriate béhavioral ___inappropriate behavioral

and social skills . ~ and social skills

parental. desires - ___parent did not want
___administrative . ' ~___administrative rulina

expediency H : '
___other , _ o __other

Is that right?
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3.1 What starts you thinking about mainstreamina a student?

- 3.2 What characterisfics must a student possesé for you to
consider a mainstream referral? Let's divide these

characteristics into two sections: academic and
behavioral.

' 3.2.1 What academic characteristics?
.(. . :

P

3.2.2 What behavioral characteristics?

4.0 The mainstreaming process involves many people perfofming many
different roles. Some of the people who have already been

b . mentioned are:
Special education teécherj‘
Principal

B

LI
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- Psychologist
Parent(s).
Other

Is that correct?

4.1 Who usually initiates the mainstream referral process?

4.1.1 Is there anyone else w.0 might initiate this
process.?

4.2 What is your role in this mainstreaming process?.
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4.3 Who is responsible for making the final decision as to
whether a student is mainstreamed?

4.4 What is the role of the mainstream teacher in the
mainstreaming process?

4.5 What part do parents play?

4.6 What other persbnne] are involved in mainstreaming a
student? (e.g. principal, school psycho]ogist)’

. 68



4.6.1 What is his/her role?

G
5.0 To be used if answers have not revealed this information.

5.1 Do you have a formal process for deciding what are
appropriate academic and/or behavioral Tevels; for
example, checklists or formal or informal testing?

5.1.1 Describe.
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APPENDIX F
SCORES OF MAINSTREAMED AND -NON-MAINSTREAMED STUDENTS
IN TARGET SCHOOLS ’
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Table A

Scores of Mainsireamed and Non-Mainstreamed Studenfs in

School 01
Mainstream Reading Math - Behavior
Student Grade Subject1 Level, Grade; ' Scorey
000 2 Spelling 5 3.3 £ (7)
002 2 5 2.0 + (4)
004 : 2 -- 4 2.9 + (5)
o001 . 2 _- 7 2.9 + (11)
003 3 Social 9 3.9 + (5)
Studies :
( 005 3 Spe11ing ' 8 3.3 + (11)

1. Subjects in which students were mainstreamed.
2. Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 Iritial Screening Test manual.

C % , _
3. Math qrade equivalency based on the McMillan Placement Test manual.

4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-

B adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem-
Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses
indicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between
0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22. '

I

/-

s
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Table B

Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in .

School 02
Mainstream Reading Math Behavior
Student Grade Subject, Level,. Grade; Sgpre4
012 2 Math 6 16 L+ (4)
007 2 - 6 1.6 + (3)
008 2 - e 13t (18)
009 2 - 6 3.0 +. (16)
010 2 -- 6 1.9 + (1)
011 2 -- 6 1.3 ©+-(13)
013 2 -- 6 1.9 - (31)
014 - 2 -- 6, 19+ (1)
006 4 e 1.6 +o(11)
\

' AN , :
Subjects in which students were matypstreamed.

Reading scores based oﬁ the Ginn36Q Initial Screening Test manual.
Math qrade equivalency based on the McMillap Placement Test manual.
A p]ué (+) indicates adequate behavior; a minus (-) indicates if-

adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem ..
Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses.

indicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between
0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22. '
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Table C
Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in
School 02
Mainstream Reading “eoh Behavior -
Student Grade Subje‘ct1 Level, Gr.desg Scoreg
018 3 Math 7 3.3 + (4)
015 3 - -- 6 3.3 . + (8)
016 3 -- 6 2.6 .+ (11)
017 4 - 9 3.6 + {1,
019 4 -- 9 3.6 + (11;
N

1. Subjects in which students were mainstreamed.

Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 Initial Screening Test .manual.

Math qrade equiVa]enty based on the McMillan Placement Test manual.

oW N

A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavicr Identification Checklist manual: Scores in parentheses
indicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between
0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22.
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Table D

Scores of Mainstieamed and Non-Mainstreamed Sfudehts in

| School 04
Mainstream Reading Math Behavior
Student .= Grade Subject1 _ Leve]2 Grade3 Scorey
. . /

026 2 Hath _ 5 3.0 +  (9)
- 027 2 - 7 2.6 + (10)
028 < - 8 2.6 ) - {(23)
025 3 Math 7 4.0 : + (6)
022 3 - 8 4.3 + (11)
« - - 020 4 - § 4.0 - (12)
021 ' Ca- 9 1.9 + (10)
023 4 - 7 4.3 +  (2)
. 024 4 -- 9 4.9 +  (9)

1. Subjects in which students were mainstreamed.

2: Reading -scores based on the Ginn 360 Initial Screening Test_manual.

3. Math qrade equivalency based on the McMillan P]aéement Test manual.

4.° A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
\ adequate behavior according to, criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses:
indicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between

0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22. S

o
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Table E- |
. ' \\ -
Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in
f \
School 05 \
\ . \
Mainstream Readinq\ Math Behavior
Student  ° Grade Subject, Level, |  Gradeg Scoreg
029 4 ~ Math , 8 1 3.3 v (8)
030 4 -- 5 1.3 + (14)

A
i

1. Subjects in which students were mainstreamed. i

2. Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 Iniiia] Scrkeninq Test manual.
o \
3. Math qrade equivalency based on the McMillan P]a?ement Test manual.

4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus g-) indicates. in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores
indicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females
0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22.

in parentheses
falls. between
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Table F

76

Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in

School 06
Mainstream Reading Math Behavior
Student Grade Subject, Levely ~ Gradey Scorey
031 3 -- 7 2.6 . + (17)
034 3 -- 8 3.3 + (18)
035 3 -- 8 3.0 - (25)
033 4 Math 7 3.3 - (57)
032 4 -- 8 3.3 - (35)
037 4 -- 9 4.3 + (14)
033 4 Math 9 4.3 - (29)
039 4 8 3.6 -~ (36)
036 4 -- 5 2.0 - (17)
1]
1. Subjects in which students were mainstreamed.
2. Reading écores based on the Ginn 360 Initial Screening Test manual.
4. Math qrade equivalency based on the McMillan Placement Test manual.
4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-

adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses .

fndicate raw scores; adequate behavier for females falls between
0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22.
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Table G

Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-V instreamed Students in

School 07
Mainstream Reading Math Behavior
Student Grade Subjectl Leve12 Grade3 Scoreyg
040 2 -- 8 1.6 - (23)
041 2 -- 6 1.9 - (36)
043 2 - 6 3.0 , - (52)
044 2 - 6 . 3.3 - (14)
045 2 - 4 2.0 . - (62)
042 3 Math 8 4.3 - In)
1. Sudjects in which students were mairsireamed.
2. Reading scorec based on the Ginn 360 Iniffal Screeping Test manual.
3. Math qraje equivalency based on the McMilian Placement Test manual.

A plus (%) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses
Tidicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between -
0 and 12; for males betwee 0O and 22. S
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Table H
Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students ih
School 08
* Mainstream Reading  Math . Behavior
Student Grade Subject, Level, Gradeq Scorey
047 2 . Math/Reading 8 2.9 -+ (1D)
046 2 ;-- 6 1.6, + (12)
051 2 -- 6 3.3 o+ (8)
048 3 Reading 9 3.6 o+ (D)
o049 3 -- 6 3.9 - (22)
( 080 3 - 6 2.0 & (9)
052 © 3 -- 8 2.9 + (13)
053 3 - 9 2.9 - (19)
054 3 -- 7 2.0 - (25)

1. Subjects in which students were mains.reamed.

2. Reading scores based on the Ginn_360 Initial Screening Test manual. .

3. Math qrade equivalency based on thé McMillan Placement Test manual.

4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) 1. .cates in-
‘adequate benavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores 1n parentheses
Tndicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between
0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22.
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Table I

7 Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in
«  School 09
Mainstream Reading Math Behavior
Student Grade 4 Subject1 Level, Gradesg Scorey
058 3 Math , 7 3.3 + (15)
059 3 Math ] 3.3 +  (4)
060 3 English 9 3.9 + (2
055 3 - 6 2.6 v (7)
056 3 -- 7 3.3 + (19)
057 3 - 7 4.0 + (10)
061 4 7 3.6 - (34)

o . -

1. Subjects in which students were mainstreamed.

Reading scrres "ised on the Ginn 360 Initial Screening Test manual.

]

3. Math qrade ey ivalency based on the McMillan Placement Test manual.

4. A plu: (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Prablem
Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses

0 indicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between
0 and 12; for males between O and 22. .
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Table J

Scores of {dainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in

School 10
Mainstream Reading - Math ‘Behavior
Student Grade Subjectl LeVe12 Gradey Scoreg
063 4 Readir, #/Math/ 11 4.3 + (15)
: Science, Social

Studies
064 4 o 10 4.0 D (22)
062 4 -- 6 2.9 + (19)

1. Subjects in which students were mainctireamed.

2. Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 _Initial Screening Test manual.

3. Math qrade equivalency based on the McMillian Placement Test manual.

4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behcvior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses

. indicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between
0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22.
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Table K

Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in

School 11
Mainstream Reading Math Behavior
Student Grade Subject1 Leve]z . Grade3 Scorey
067 2 Math 7 2.3 + (12)
065 2 -- 7 3.0 +  (4)
066 2 -- 6 2.9 o+ (D)
068 2

-- 6 1.9 - (18)

1. Subjects in which students were mainstreaméd.

2. Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 Initial Screening Test manuai.

3. Math ar. . equivalency based on the McMillan. Placement Test manual.

4. A plus ‘') indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
A Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses
’ {hdicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between
0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22. ' '
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Table L

Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in
\

School 11
Mainstream Reédinq Math Behavior
Student Grade Subject1 Level, Grade, Scorey
074 2 Math 7 3.9 + (17)
075 2 -- 6 1.9 - (28)
072 2 -- 8 3.0 o+ 2)
076 3 Math 8 2.9 - (22)
070 3 -~ 10 ' 2.9 + (5)
073 3 -- 8 3.0 + (11)
019 4 Reading, Math, 12 6.0 + (5)
Language,
Social Studies,
Spelling, Hand-
‘ writing
071 4 - 7 3.0 + ()
077 4 -- 8 2.6 ¥ (11)
1. Subjects in which students were mainstreamed.
2. Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 Initial Screening Test manual.
3. Math arade equivalency based o the McMillan Placement Test manual.
4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-

adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses

indicate raw scores; adequate behavior ¢ ~ females falls between
0 and 12; fer males between 0 and 22.
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Table M

Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in

School 11
Mainstream Reading Math Behavior
Student Grade Subject1 Leve12 Grade3 Scorey
078 4 Math 6 4.0 + (5)
080 4 10 3.6 -(35)
n79 4 -- 8 3.6 _ + (0)
0132 Loy )

-- 12 3.0 -(37

1. .SubJECts in which students were mainstreamed.

2. Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 Initial Screening Tesi manual.

W

Math qrade equivalency based on the McMillan P]acemeht Test manual.

4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior ldentification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses
Thdicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between
0 and 12; ior males between 0 and 22.

92




84

Table N /

Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in

School 12
Mainstream ‘Readina Math Behavior
Student Grade Subject, Level, Gradesy Scorey
088 3 ML 7 3.0 + (15)
083 3 -- 8 1.9 + (0)
084 3 - 9 4.3 v (3)
085 4 -- 5 1.6 +(11)
086 4 -- 7 3.6 + (19)
087 4 -- 7 3.0 + (21)
089 4 -- 7 4.3 - (28)

1. Subjects in which students were mainstreamed. -

2. Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 Initial Screening Test manual.

3. Math qrade equivalency based on the McMillan Placement Test manual.

4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses
indicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between
0 and 12; for males between 0 anc 22. .
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Table 0

Scoves of Mainstreamed and Nori-Mainstreamed Students in

School 13
Mainstream Reading , Math Behavior
Student Grade Subject; Levely Grade Scorey
/

091 3 -- 7 3.3 + (8)
093 3 -- 5 . 3.0 + (8)
095 3 -- 6 1.6 v (10)
097 3 -- 8 2.6 - (23)
094 4 Math 9 3.6 - (13)
" 099 4 Math 7 - 3.6 + (13)
(‘ 100 4 Math 7 3.9 "+ (6)
090 4 ;o -- 8 9 + (12)
092 4 -- 6 3.6 +  (6)
096 s - 7 4.0 4 (15)
098 s - 9 4.3 + (11)

1. SubJects in which students were mainstreamed.

2. ‘Read1nq scores based on the Ginn 360 In1t1a1 Screening Test manual.

3. Math grade ey: valency based on the McMillan Placement Test manual.

4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adeuus e behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior Identification Check’ist manual. -Scores in parentheses
. fnaicate raw scores; adequate behav10r for females falls between
v 0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22.
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Table P

Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Ma.nstreamed S ndents in

School 14
/ Mainstream Reading . Math Behavior
Student Grade Subject, Level, Grades Scorey
e o it o1 R ‘L~
102 3 Reading/Math 9 3.3 i (6)
103‘ 3 - 6 3.6 +  (8)
104 3 -- 6 2.6 + (11)
105 4 Math/Science 8 5 3.9 +  (6)
106 4 Science 7 2.4 - (16)

\

1. ESubjects in which students were mainstreamed.

2.' Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 Init%a1 Screenina Test manual.

3. %Math qrade equivalency based on the McMillan P>cement Test manual.

4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
. adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
| Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in ﬁarentHﬁses
iindicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between
.0 and 12; for males between O and 22. ’

I -
>
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Tabie Q
Scures of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in

School 15

Mainstream Reading Math Behavior

Student Grade  Subject, Level, Grade; Scorey
108 2 Math 7 3.6 + (11)
111 2 pelling 7 2.0 + (8)
;114 2 Math 7 2.6 + (8)
L, 109 2 -- 6 2.6 + (0)
112 2 -- 7 2.6 v (6)
113 2 -- 5 2.6 +  (3) |
( 115 2 - 7. 2.9 v (8)

-

1. Subjects in which students were mainstreamed.

2. Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 Initial Screening Test manual.

3. Math orade equivalency based on the McMillun Placement Test manual.

4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate hehavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem<
Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses

_indicate rvaw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between
0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22.
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Table R

Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in

School 16
Mainstream Reading Math Behavior
Student Grade Subject1 Level, - Gradej Scorey
117 3 - 10 4.3 +.(2)
118 3 - 10 3.3 + (6)
120 4 Spelling 10 4.3 - - (25)
116 4 -- 10 4.3 +  (6)
119 4 -- 7 3.6 +  (3)

1. Subjects in which students were mainstreamed.

2. Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 Initial Screening Test manual.

3. Math qrade equivalency based on the McMi]]an Placement ng;_mapd%].

4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior Ident1f1cat1on Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses
indicate raw scores; adequate behavior for fema1es fa]]s between
0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22. :
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Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in

School 17
. Mainstream Reading Math Behavior -
Student = Grade Subjectl ' Leve12 Grade3 Scorey

127 3 - 7 3.6 + (4)
129 3 -- 10 - 4.3 +  (5)
125 4 Reading 9 3.0 - - (67)
128 4 Reading 7 2.3 + (10)
121 4 -- 7 4.3 +  (3)
123 4 - 8 3.6 + (19)
124 4 -- 7 3.6 - (41)
126 ! -- / 6 ‘4,3 + (6)

1. mSubjects in which students were mainstreamed.

Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 Initial Screening Test manual.:

Math qrade equivalency based on the McMillan Placement Test manual.

S W N

A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
~ Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores 1n parentheses
indicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between
0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22. :
y A .
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Table T "

Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in

School 18
Mainstream Reading Math Behavior
Student Grade Subject1 Leve12 Grade3 Scorey
130 4 Reading/Math 10 4,3 o+ (7)
131 3 -- 9 3.3 + (16)
132 3 -- 8 3.6 ©_ (23)

1. Subjécts in which students were mainstreamed.

2. Reading scores based 6n the Ginn 360 Initial Screeninag Test manual.

Math qrade equivalency based on the McMillan Placement Test manual.

£ W

A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior ldentification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses
indicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between

0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22. - '

I..
\t
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Table U

Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed.Students in

School 19
Mainstream Reading Math Behavior
Student Grade Subjectl Levelz Gradeg Scorey
137 2 -- 7 2.6 - (27)
133 2 -- 4 1.6 - (23)
139 2 - 6 3.0 + (15)
141 2 -- 8 2.0 - (28)
142 2 -- 6 1.9 - {29)
135 3 Reading/Math 10 3.6 + (6)
: English/
Spelling
136 3 ¢ 8 4.3 + (7)
140 3 -- 6 3.3 - (24)
143 3 -- 6 1.6 - (31)
134 3 - 7 2.6 - (15)

1. SubJects in w.arh students were ma1nstreamed

2. Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 In1t1a1 Screening Test manual.

3. Math qrade equiva]ency based on the McMi]]an Placement Test manual.

4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behav1or a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior Identification Checklist manuai. Scores 1n parentheses
indicate raw scores; adequate behavior for fema]es falls between
0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22

. . | - ’.‘ : ' ‘1()()t




Table V

Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in

School 19
Mainstream Reading Math Behavior
Student Grade Subject Levels Grades Scorey
155 4 Science 9 3.6 + (11)
146 4 Science 9 4.6 + (7)
145 4 -- 8 3.0 - (18)

1. Subjects.in which stugents were mainstreamed.

2. Reading scores based on the Ginn 360 Initial Screening Test manual.

3. .Math grade equivalency based on the McMillan P]acemeni_Iesi_manua1.

4. A plus (+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses
Tndicate raw scores; adequate behavior for females falls between
0 and 12; for males between 0 and 22.
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Table W

Scores of Mainstreamed and Non-Mainstreamed Students in

School 20
Mainstream Reading Math Behavior
Student Qrade Subject1 Level, Grades Scorey
147 2 - ‘ 8 3.3 + (6)
149 3 - 8 4.6 + (15)
150 3 - 7 4.0 +  (5)
151 3 -- 7 3.6 - {38)
153 3 -- S 3.3 + (7).
" 155 3 -- 7 2.6 - (%0)
156 3 -- 6 1.6 + (17)
152 4 Math 9 4.3 + (6)
148 4 -- 8 4.3 + (8)
154 4 -- 8 : + (11)
157 4 -- 6 1.6 . + 3)

1. Subjects in which students were mainstreamed.

2. Readihq scores based on the Ginn 360 Initial Screeping Test manual.

3. Math qrade equivalency based on the McMillan Placement,Test_manué].

e

4. A plus {+) indicates adequate behavior, a minus (-) indicates in-
adequate behavior according to criteria in the Walker Problem
Behavior Identification Checklist manual. Scores in parentheses

~ Indicate raw scores; adequate' behavior for females falls between
0 and 12; for males between 0 and a2.

LR
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APPENDIX C
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF MATH AND READIM. EVELS OF MAINSTREAMED

AND NON-MAINSTREAMED STUDENTS BY/GRADE
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Table A

Frequency Distribution of Reading Levels of Mainstreamed
and Non-Mainstreamed Students by Grade

Number of ‘ Number of
Mainstreamed Students Non-Mainstreamed Students

Reading Grade Level Grade Level
l.evel 2 3 4 2 3 4
4 2
> 2 ' : 3 1 3
6 2 1 19 11 5
7 6 6 5 | 6 10 11
8 2 4 2 ' 4 11 10
9 4 5 ! 3 6
10 12 43
11 1 X
12 | 1 ‘

C; x
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Table B

Frequency Distrib!tion of Math Levels of Mainstr.amed
\ and MNan-Mainstreamed Students by Grade

Number of \ Number of
! Mainstreamed Students Non-Mainstreamed Students

Eigge Grade Level Grade Level

Levels ‘ 2 3 4 2 3 4

1.3 \ 1 1

1.6 1 A 3 3

1.9 ? 1 1

2.0 1 2" 2 1 ———
2.3 1 1

2.6 1 6 7 1

2.9 1 2 1 4 3 1

3.0 1 1 1 6 3 4

3.3 1 5 2 3 8 1

3.6 1 1 2 4 10

3.9 1 3 3 1 1

4.0 1 1 2 5

4.3 1 4 5 8 ’
4.6 1 1

6.0 1




