Texas Southern University

Digital Scholarship @ Texas Southern University
Dissertations (Pre-2016)

Dissertations

1988

An Analysis of Elementary Teachers’ Perceptions Toward the
Mainstreaming of Mildly Mentally Retarded Students in Selected
Texas Public Schools Districts.
Jane R. . Perez

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalscholarship.tsu.edu/pre-2016_dissertations
Part of the Higher Education Administration Commons, and the Other Educational Administration and
Supervision Commons

Recommended Citation
. Perez, Jane R., "An Analysis of Elementary Teachers’ Perceptions Toward the Mainstreaming of Mildly
Mentally Retarded Students in Selected Texas Public Schools Districts." (1988). Dissertations (Pre-2016).
15.
https://digitalscholarship.tsu.edu/pre-2016_dissertations/15

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Dissertations at Digital Scholarship @ Texas
Southern University. It has been accepted for inclusion in Dissertations (Pre-2016) by an authorized administrator
of Digital Scholarship @ Texas Southern University. For more information, please contact haiying.li@tsu.edu.

UNIVERSITY LIBRARY
TEXAS SOUTHERN lJNNERSIT"

AN ANALYSIS OF ELEMENTARY TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS TOWARD
THE MAINSTREAMING OF :MILDLY MENTALLY RETARDED
STUDENTS IN SELECTED TEXAS PUBLIC
SCHOOL DISTRICTS

DISSERTATION

Presented in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for
the Degree Doctor of Education in the Graduate School
of Texas Southern University

By

Jane R. Perez, B.S.N., 1\1. Ed.
Texas Southern University
1988

Approved by:

Approved by:

((
Datt

ii

Jane R. Perez
Copyright Reserve

1988

AN ANALYSIS OF ELEMENTARY TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS TOWARD THE
MAINSTREAMING OF MILDLY MENTALLY RETARDED STUDENTS
IN SELECTED TEXAS PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICTS

BY

Jane R. Perez, Ed.D.
Texas Southern University, 1988
Associate Professor Stephen W. Brown, Advisor

The purpose of this study was twofold: to analyze the attitudes of
elementary

teachers

towards

the

mainstreaming of

MMR

children

into

elementary classes and to determine if significant differences existed between
the referent groups and teachers' selected demographic variables.
Data utilized in the study were derived from a Likert-type instrument.
Copies of the instrument were mailed to seventeen school districts in a fourteen
county area of southeast Texas. Of the 1,002 teachers contacted, 817 responded
(Sl.5%), and 781 made up the final number of teachers who participated in the
study.

Statistical tests used to determine if significant differences existed

between the referent groups were the ONE-WAY MANOV A and the Lambda
tests.

The discriminant function analysis was the post hoc test used where

significance actually occurred.

The MANOV A results indicated there were

significant mean differences in teacher responses toward mainstreaming when
compared on the basis of teacher ages. However, there were no significant mean
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differences in teacher responses toward mainstreaming when compared on the
basis of degrees, experience, grade levels, or prior teaching experience with
mainstreamed MMR children.
The study's findings support the following conclusions:
(1)

Elementary teachers of various age groups do differ in their

attitudes towards the mainstreaming of MMR children and also towards general
mainstreaming concepts when compared to their ages.
(2)

Elementary teachers with various degrees do not differ in their

attitudes toward mainstreaming of MMR children when compared to their
educational background.
(3)

Elementary teachers with various years of teaching experience do

not differ in their attitudes towards the mainstreaming of MMR children.
(4)

Elementary teachers who teach primary grade level children do

not differ in their attitudes towards the mainstreaming of MMR children when
compared with teachers who teach intermediate grade level children.
(5)

Elementary teachers with prior experience teaching mainstreamed

MMR children have a more positive attitude towards the role of the MMR
student in the mainstreaming process and also towards general mainstreaming
concepts than do teachers with no prior experience.
(6)

Elementary teachers, in general, have positive attitudes towards

the mainstreaming of MMR children as evidenced by the number of positive
statements made in response to the opinionnaire.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

There is an increasing trend toward mainstreaming educationally
handicapped children into regular classrooms in an effort to provide improved
instructional programs and to provide more contact between handicapped
children and non-handicapped children (Butler, 1980).

The negative findings

regarding the efficacy of special class placement, as reported by Dunn (1968),
Hammond (1972), Lilly (1970), and others, were the first major stimulus for
increased integration of handicapped children.

Recent court decisions, which

guarantee a publicly supported education for all children and which declare that
all children must be properly placed in an educational program, have contributed
to this growing trend as well.
During the early 1970s there were several legal decisions guaranteeing
the mentally retarded the right to an education, regardless of the extent of their
handicap (Pare vs. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 1971; Wyatt vs. Strickney,
1971; and Mills vs. Board of Education of the District of Columbia, 1972).
Having affirmed a handicapped person's right to an equal educational
opportunity, the courts, in time, turned to the procedures and processes adopted
by school systems for delivering educational services to the handicapped. Prasse
(1987) noted that important interaction between the equal protection clause and
procedural due process became obvious in a host of assessment-related cases,
including Hobson v. Hansen (1967); Guadalupe v. Tempe School District No. 3
(1971);

and

Covarrubias

v.

San

Diego

Unified

School

District

(1971).

Consequently, local school systems and state departments of education were told
1
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not only to provide equal educational opportunity to handicapped students but to
do so in a manner that did not violate either procedural due process or equal
protection, particularly with respect to delivering such services to racial and
ethnic minorities. In fact, litigation throughout the decade and legislation in the
mid-1970s also reflected concerns about assessment of adaptive behavior and
biases in intelligence tests (Patrick & Reschly, 1982). Some of the premier cases
in these categories were Larry P. vs. Riles (1972) and Diana vs. State Board of
Education (1970).
The thrust of this trend in American education is called mainstreaming
and is, perhaps, best defined as the integration of handicapped children and socalled normal children in the regular classroom. A number of years have passed
since educators began to question the effectiveness of educating handicapped
students in separate, special education classrooms (Dunn, 1968; Kirk &
Gallagher, 1979).

One result of these concerns has been an increase in

mainstreaming, or providing for the education of handicapped students in regular
education classrooms. Hoover (1987) pointed out that in recent years, Americans
have also witnessed a tremendous surge in efforts to better prepare regular class
teachers for educating the handicapped. Purportedly, the primary reason for the
increased practice of mainstreaming in recent years has been The Education For
All Handicapped Children Act (a copy of which can be found in Appendix F).
According to Parks and Rousseau (1977, p. 2), this federal law, passed in 1975,
provides the legal basis for providing educational services in what is known as
the

"least restrictive

mainstreaming.

alternative," a concept more popularly known as

According to the National Education Association, instruction
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and professional development (1976, p. 19), P.L. 94-142 does not mandate
mainstreaming, but it does state that handicapped children, a classification of
which mildly mentally retarded students are a part, should be educated with
children who are not handicapped unless the nature or severity of the handicap is
such that education in the regular classroom, with the use of supplementary aids
and services, cannot be achieved satisfactorily.
Over the years, the courts have defined the application of the principles
of equal protection and due process, as delineated in the Fourteenth Amendment,
to educational programs, particularly with respect to provisions of services to
the handicapped (Prasse, 1988). The cornerstone for judicial intrusion into the
educational arena is, of course, Brown v. Board of Education (1954), in which the
doctrine of separate but equal was set aside.

Prasse (1988) also reported that

once the courts affirmed a handicapped person's right to an equal education
opportunity, they turned to the procedures and processes adopted by school
systems for delivering educational services to the handicapped.
Admittedly, substantial changes have occurred in the State Department
of Education's criteria used to classify students as mildly mentally retarded
(Reschly, 1986). These changes have been uneven.

A survey conducted in 1980

(Patrick & Reschly, 1982) revealed considerable variation among states with
respect to the State Department of Education Classification Criteria in Mental
Retardation. Nevertheless, the definition of mental retardation requires that an
individual manifest deficiencies in both adaptive behavior and intellectual
functioning (Grossman, 1977).

These same criteria are used to determine the

degree or level of mental retardation, which is divided into four categories:
mild, moderate, severe and profound (p. 18).

4

By nature, definitions cannot be right or wrong, true or false, but only
useful or not useful.

A useful and compelling definition of mental retardation

would aid in the construction of a classification system that has two major goals:
(a) to bring order to the knowledge in the field and direct workers to issues in
need of further study, and (b) to benefit those classified in that such is helpful to
their clinicians and service providers (Zigler, Balla, &: Hodapp, 1984).
The American Association on Mental Deficiency (AAMD), founded in
1876, has made significant contributions to the field of mental retardation in the
areas of diagnosis and classification (Grossman, 1983). Since its earliest days,
its manuals have undergone significant revisions in these areas.

In fact, the

eighth revision (1983) has been changed to reflect current thinking in the field
and to make it consistent with the International Classification of Diseases-9
(ICD-9) of the World Health Organization and the American Psychiatric
Association's Diagnostic and Statistical Manual ill (DSM-III), particularly with
reference to medical classification (p. 7).
Also, the 1983 Classification system represented an effort to take into
consideration the need for a world-wide system that is consistent and useful.
Consideration was given to the large scale attack on intelligence tests that had
taken place in the 1960s and 1970s.

The criticisms also reflected the current

widespread attacks on "labeling" (p. 7).
Levels of mental retardation are identified with the same terms as
those used in previous AAMD manuals (Grossman, 1983).

The IQ ranges for

levels are generally consistent with those suggested by the American Psychiatric
Association in its Diagnostic and Statistical Manual III; but a narrow band at
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each end of each level was used to indicate that clinical judgment about all
information, including the IQs, and more than one test, the information about
intellectual functioning obtained from other sources, etc., is necessary in
determining level (p. 13).
Nevertheless, there is a need for a comprehensive and consistent
system

of

classification

in

mental

retardation

in

order

to

facilitate

communication of professional personnel working in the field, particularly
research workers who need such a system if they are to make progress toward
the ultimate goal of prevention of the condition. Such a system is also needed to
ensure that eligible persons are identified so that services can be provided
(Grossman, 1983, p. 8).
Mild mental retardation is the highest level as defined by the
classification system of the American Association on Mental Deficiency (AAMD)
and is roughly equivalent to the educational term "educable" (Grossman, 1977).
As related to the purpose of this study, the Texas Board of Education defines a

mentally retarded student in its Rules for Handicapped Students (1986) as:
A student who has been determined by a licensed or certified
psychologist, a psychological associate, or an educational
diagnostician to be functioning two or more standard
deviations below the mean on individually administered scales
of verbal ability, performance, or nonverbal ability, existing
concurrently with deficits in adaptive behavior. The report of
individual assessment must specify the degree of mental
retardation. If mental retardation is suspected, assessment
instruments must be selected from the list of instruments
approved by the State Board of Education (p. 5).
Most of the cases of mild retardation employed in research, however, are
identified by the schools and are called educable mentally retarded (MacMillan,
Meyers, & Morrison, 1980).
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One of the greatest challenges facing American society today is to
provide opportunity for each individual to develop his/her fullest potential.
Consequently, for many handicapped children, this challenge is interpreted as
being educated within the regular classroom.

The public schools must become

institutions that accept and foster human differences rather than delimiting or
eliminating them (Clay, 1977).

If, however, handicapped children are to be

integrated into the regular classroom for even a part of a school day, the
attitudes of the regular classroom teachers toward these children tend to emerge
as a major concern (Shotel, Iano, & McGettigan, 1972).
Undoubtedly,

many factors such as

the

home,

the community,

educational resources, and the current status of society exert influence on the
quality of this challenge.

One primary factor affecting this challenge, to be

sure, is the regular classroom teacher.

The teacher is the focal point through

which this vital challenge will be overcome. Needless to say, teacher attitudes
can be considered very important in influencing both behavioral and academic
changes in pupils. Teachers' attitudes play an important part in the process of
educational innovation and change (Lilly, 1970).
With the passage and implementation of the "Education of all
Handicapped Children Act of 1975" (Public Law

94-142), parents, teachers,

school administrators, and resource personnel raised a number of questions
concerning the many implications inherent in the provisions of this legislation.
These questions often fell into five general categories:

(a) the effects of

mainstreaming on handicapped and non-handicapped students, (b) classroom
placement procedures, (c) school curriculum, (d) instructional techniques, and
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(e) inservice training (Gregory, 1979).

To be sure, integration of handicapped

children into regular classes has been a central issue in education since it
received widespread attention and consideration in scholarly research journals
and books (Christopolos & Renz, 1969; Dunn, 1968; Lilly, 1970). Thus, in order to
assure and maximize special education services to handicapped children within
the least restrictive environment, Dunn (1968) suggested that a moratorium be
placed on expanding the number of special education classrooms. The impetus
for mainstreaming has always been more toward facilitating social competence
than toward enhancing the academic performance of mildly handicapped students
(Coleman, Pullis, & Minnett, 1987). Therefore, Dunn's (1968) initial advocacy of
mainstreaming was not founded on improved academic opportunities in regular
classes, but rather was aimed at the elimination of social segregation that
resulted from using self-contained programs for the mildly handicapped.
Roberts (1975) opined that the long-range benefits of mainstreaming
are enormous. It eliminates the effects of isolating and segregating handicapped
students for their school years and later returning them to the community.
MainstreaminO'D offers these children a

more normal learning and social

environment. As adults, non-handicapped and handicapped people work, play and
live together in the same community: for children we should expect no less.
In

essence,

the

mainstreaming phenomena.

present

study

addressed

one

aspect

of

the

The primary focus was on the perceptions which

elementary teachers have toward the mainstreaming of mildly mentally retarded
students into the regular classroom.
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Purpose of the Study

This study sought to determine the relationship between the attitudes
of elementary teachers toward

(1) the role of the mildly mentally retarded

student in the mainstreaming process; (2) the role of the teacher of the mildly
mentally retarded in the mainstreaming process; (3) the role of the elementary
teacher in the mainstreaming process; and

(4) the general mainstreaming

concepts. It was anticipated that the perceptions of elementary teachers might
be a significant variable in successful mainstreaming efforts of mildly mentally
retarded students.
Indeed, the mainstreaming concept implies administrative change . The
school does not merely accept placement of handicapped students in its classes;
the school must prepare for it.

The problems involved in mainstreaming are

basically system problems. School policies, structures, and attitudes need to be
changed in order to achieve successful integration (Hammond, 1972). Therefore,
it is essential to provide an empirical data base that can substantiate successful
mainstreaming efforts in the public schools.

Statement of the Problem

The problem as established for this study was to assess the perceptions
of elementary teachers toward the mainstreaming of mildly mentally retarded
children into elementary classes within a 14-county area of southeast Texas.
Indirectly, then, the problem also grew out of an attempt to ascertain the extent
to which mainstreaming practices were reflective of the educational trends cited
by researchers in recent studies.

9

Significance of the Study

Indeed,
mainstreaming.

much has been written about various aspects related to
Administrative, organizational and instructional concerns, for

instance, have received the greatest attention.

However, the literature was

limited in providing studies which focused on elementary teachers' perceptions
toward mainstreaming.

The studies available represented all levels of public

education and were either confounded with parent/student/principal perceptions
or with added data on other types of handicapped children. This study then, was
directed toward analyzing the perceptions of elementary teachers towards
mainstreaming the mildly mentally retarded child. It was anticipated that the
perceptions of elementary teachers might be a significant variable in successful
mainstreaming efforts of mildly mentally retarded students.
This study was undertaken because there exists a growing body of
literature which indicates that the attitudes of teachers may, indeed, strongly
influence the achievement and adjustment of children. In states such as Texas,
where the mandatory statute stipulates that the education of handicapped
children should occur in regular classes whenever possible, the successful
integration of mentally retarded students functioning in the mild level of mental
retardation into regular classrooms may depend upon the attitudes displayed by
regular class teachers.

A determination of the attitudes held by teachers and

the relationship which certain variables have in influencing attitude may provide
information necessary to prepare teachers for the integration of mentally
retarded children into the regular classroom.

10

Frame of Reference for Hypotheses
The instrument for this study was comprised of four distinct clusters of
statements; namely, statements relating to the attitude of teachers toward: (1)
the role of the mildly mentally retarded student in the mainstreaming process;
(2) the role of the teacher of the mildly mentally retarded in the mainstreaming
process;

(3) the role of the elementary teacher in the mainstreaming process;

and (4) the general mainstreaming concepts.

Statement of the Hypotheses
Ho 1:

For each of the clusters of statements described above, there

is no significant mean difference in teacher responses when compared on the
basis of teachers' age ranges.
Ho 2:

For each of the clusters of statements described above, there

is no significant mean difference in teacher responses when compared on the
basis of levels of formal teacher preparation.
Ho 3:

For each of the clusters of statements described above, there

is no significant mean difference in teacher responses when compared on the
basis of teaching experience ranges.
Ho 4 :

For each of the clusters of statements described above, there

is no significant mean difference in teacher responses when compared on the
basis of assignment in the primary and intermediate grade levels.
Ho 5:

For each of the clusters of statements described above, there

is no significant mean difference in teacher responses when compared on the
basis of prior teaching experience with mainstreamed mildly mentally retarded
children.

11

Assumptions
This study revolved around the following assumptions:
1.

Attitudes of teachers toward mainstreamed children would, in

large part, determine the success of any mainstreaming program (MacMillan,
Jones,&. Aloia, 1974).
2.

Teachers' perceptions and expectations of the exceptional student

must be positive if maximum positive academic and behavioral growth is to take
place.
3.

Mainstreaming trends and the passage of Public Law 94-142 and

legislation regarding the handicapped would make new demands on both regular
and special education teachers.
4.

The attitudes of regular class teachers

would be of great

importance in determining the success of mainstreaming.

Delimitations of the Study
The results and findings of this study were delimited by the following
factors:
1.

The population of the study was selected from only fourteen

counties in southeast Texas and included only public school teachers.
2.

The focus of this study was elementary teachers.

It did not

include ancillary teachers of music, physical education, art, Chapter 1 reading,
or library, nor did it include other teachers of such handicapped students as the
learning disabled or hearing impaired.

12

3.

The elementary teachers participating in this study taught in

school buildings where at least one classroom was in operation in which mentally
retarded children functioning in the mild level of mental retardation were in the
mainstream ~ in special education resource rooms, in special education generic
classes, or in functional classes. Other elementary teachers in buildincrs
lackincr
0
0
these units were excluded from this study.
4.

The study was limited to the information which the teachers

provided about their perceptions of items included in the instrument.
5.

The study was limited to attitudes toward mainstreaming. Thus,

no direct measurement of behavioral manifestation of attitudes was co,1ducted
on regular classroom teachers.
6.

The study covered one school year, namely, 1986-87.

7.

No attempt was made to analyze individual responses with the

intent to single out any one respondent, schooL school system, or county. The
anonymity of all parties concerned was protected.

Definition of Terms
For classification purposes , the following terms, described here as
operational definitions, were used in this study:

Attitudes.

This term was used in this study with reference to a

system of beliefs that an individual has toward the concept of integrating
mentally

retarded

children

functioning

retardation into the regular classroom.

within

the

mild level of mental

13

Elementary teachers.

Referred to all public school teachers at grade

levels kindergarten through sixth who are employed to guide and direct the
learning experiences of pupils in the general school population. This does not
include ancillary teachers of music, physical education, art, Chapter 1 reading,
or library, nor does it include other teachers of such handicapped students as the
learning disabled or hearing impaired. Furthermore, all of these regular teachers
were housed in school buildings where at least one classroom was in operation in
which mildly mentally retarded children were in the mainstream, in special
education resources rooms, in special education generic classes or in functional
classes.
ExceptionaL

Referred to only that minority of children whose

educational needs were very different from those of the majority of children and
youth (Dunn, 1973, p.3).

Least restrictive environment (LRE).

Was

an

educational setting

where handicapped children, including those in public and private institutions,
were educated with children who were not handicapped.

When the nature or

severity of the handicapped was such that education could not be achieved in the
regular educational environment, such a child could be removed. The term was
used in this study interchangeably with the term "least restrictive placement."
Mainstreaming.

This term referred to assigning handicapped pupils to

regular classes and providing special education for them (Birch, 1974, p.

12).

For the purpose of this study, a mildly mentally retarded student was considered
mainstreamed if he/she were with an elementary teacher and regular students
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for at least thirty minutes a day in a classroom setting, and where both the
regular teacher and the special education teacher planned the instructional
program for the exceptional child.

Mental retardation.

Referred to significantly sub-average general

intellectual functioning existing concurrently with deficits in adaptive behavior
and manifested during the developmental period.

General intellectual functioning.

Was defined as the results obtained

by assessment with one or more of the individually administered standardized
general intelligence tests developed for that purpose.

Significantly subaverage.

Was defined as IQ of 70 or below on

standardized measures of intelligence.

The upper limit was intended as a

guideline; it could be extended upward through IQ of 75 or more, depending on
the reliability of the intelligence test used.

This particular notion applied in

schools and similar settings if behavior was impaired and clinically determined to
be due to deficits in reasoning and judgment.

Adaptive behavior.

Was defined as the effectiveness or degree with

which an individual met the standards of personal independence and social
responsibility expected for age and cultural group.

Developmental period.

Was defined as the period of time between

birth and the 18th birthday (Grossman, 1983, p. 11).

The definition of mental

retardation required that an individual manifest deficiencies in both adaptive
behavior and intellectual functioning (measured intelligence).

These same

criteria were used to determine the degree or levels of mental retardation,
which were divided into four categories: mild, moderate, severe, and profound
(Grossman, 1977, p. 18).
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Mentally retarded student.

Ref erred to a student who had been

determined by a licensed or certified psychologist, a psychological associate, or
an e~ucational diagnostician to be functioning two or more standard deviations
below

the

mean

on

individually

administered

scales

of

verbal

ability,

performance, or nonverbal ability, existing concurrently with deficits in adaptive
behavior. The report of individual assessment must specify the degree of mental
retardation. If mental retardation is suspected, assessment instruments must be
selected from the list of instruments approved by the State Board of Education
(Texas State Board of Education Rules, 1986, p. 5).

Mildly mentally retarded (MMR).

This term was used in this study

with reference to mentally retarded students functioning within the mild level of
mental retardation. Children whose IQ is in the range of 50-55 to approximately
70 are classified as in the mild level of mental retardation (Grossman, 1983, p.
13). According to Grossman (1977), mild retardation is roughly equivalent to the
educational term "educable."

The level does not necessarily dictate the

particular service needed, but may be helpful as one criterion in planning.

Teachers of the mildly mentally retarded.

Were teachers at grade

levels kindergarten through sixth who were employed to teach mentally retarded
children functioning within the mild level of mental retardation, and who were
certified in this capacity by the State of Texas, Department of Education.

Southeast Texas.

Ref erred to the geographic location of the following

fourteen counties in Texas: Austin, Brazoria, Brazos, Dewitt, Galveston, Hardin,
Harris, Jasper, Jefferson, Leon, Liberty, Milam, Victoria, and Wharton.
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Summary

The foregoing chapter identified the purpose of the study, the problem
and its background, and generated testable hypotheses.

Specific research

questions were also stated as were the definition of terms that were unique in
this study.

The chapter explored the relationship of elementary teachers'

perceptions toward the mainstreaming of mildly mentally retarded students into
regular classrooms.
Chapter 2 provided a review of related literature concerning the
attitudes of elementary teachers toward the mainstreaming of mildly mentally
retarded students into regular classes, as well as other factors that influence
teachers' behavior.

Chapter 3 discussed in some detail the design and

methodology used in the study. Chapter 4 presented an analysis of the data and
findings.

Chapter 5 included the summary, structure of the study, findings,

conclusions and implications and recommendations for further study.

Chapter 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter was to define the important elements
discussed in this study and to review research relevant to each of these elements.
The first section focused on the background of the problems associated with
mainstreaming. The second section discussed rationales used for mainstreaming.
Following the second section was a review of several operational definitions
of mainstreaming.

The fourth section offered reviews of studies which dealt

with teachers' attitudes toward the mainstreaming of mildly mentally retarded
students. Section five consisted of a summary of the chapter.

Background of the Problem

The philosophy inherent in the mainstreaming movement in special
education is expressed statutorily by the "least restrictive environment" (LRE)
provisions of Public Law 94-142 (Junkala & Mooney, 1986). The LRE concept
was based on a cascade-of-special-services paradigm, presented by Reynolds
(1962) and by Deno (1970).

Within this paradigm, children were moved away

from regular classrooms only in proportion to the support services required
by their individual educational programs (p. 218).

Junkala & Mooney (1986)

concurred with the trust of the paradigm and concluded that children were
moved away from regular classrooms only in proportion to the support services
required by their individual education programs.

These authors pointed out

that the least restrictive of the LREs was obviously one in the regular classroom:
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the regular teacher was provided with consultation services and was thus able
to give the student the support necessary for functioning fully within the regular
classroom (p. 218).
In the real effort toward implementing mainstreaming, children are
not classified and labeled in traditional ways. For example, a child is not called
"mentally retarded" and placed into the fourth grade.

Instead, children were

classified according to specific and objectively defined needs, and services
were designed to meet those needs (Reger, 1974).
Bak and others (1987) reported that since the passage of Public Law
94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, children with disabilities
have been integrated in mainstream classrooms in increasingly large numbers.
At the same time, the movement to eliminate the use of clinical labels such
as "mentally retarded" has gained strength (p. 151). The authors reported that
the State of Massachusetts is one of only two states which have legally abolished
educational placement labels (p. 152).

According to Grossman (1983), labeling

in contrast to classification may be highly personal.

The process is usually

regarded as a formal administrative procedure applied by personnel in schools,
institutions, clinics, and other settings for purposes of placement, treatment,
or establishing eligibility for financial benefits.
through interpersonal encounter (p.20).

It also takes place informally

Grossman further pointed out that

the stigmatizing effects commonly attributed to special-class placement or
institutionalization may, in fact, occur long before the label is applied because
retarded individuals have been exposed to attitudes and creations that make
them inferior. Most children in special education begin school in regular classes.
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Academic fai lu:-e and disruptive behavior in the early years of schooling often
resulted in teacher rejection and peer ridicule (p. 20). Nladdrn and Slavin (1983)
came essentially to the same conclusion as had Grossman, when they stated
that: "It is important to note however, that regardless of placement, mentally
retarded students are poorly accepted by their handicapped peers" (p. 536).
To be sure, then, an examination of the "labeling" literature yielded a contradictory
and somewhat confusing picture.

Although several investigators have reported

a significant influence of the label on the attitudes and expectations of others
toward a labeled child, others have indicated little or no effect (Aloia & MacMillan,
1983).
Also, Public Law 94-142 (Education for all Handicapped Children
Act) and its provision for the least restrictive environment appeared to originate
from the impact of some major court decisions.

Since the passage of Public

Law 94-142, increasing numbers of mildly handicapped children have been
mainstreamed (Alves & Gottlieb, 1986). To date, however, the relative effectiveness
of mainstreamed settings compared to special class placements remains to
be demonstrated.
In 1971, the state of Pennsylvania entered into a court-approved
consent agreement with the plaintiff, the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded
Children (PARC) and 13 mentally retarded children of school age who were
representing themselves and the class of all other retarded children of school
age in the state.

The suit had been brought in January, 1971, against the

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania as a result of the state's failure to provide access
to a free public education for all retarded children.

Later that year, a more
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impressive federal ruling resulted.

In Mills v. Board of Education, the parents

and guardians of seven District of Columbia children brought a class action suit
against the D.C. Board of Education, the Department of Human Resources, and
the· mayor for failure to provide all children with a publicly supported education.
The plaintiffs (or children) were alleged by the public schools to have presented
the following types of problems leading to denial of their opportunity for an
education:

slight brain damage, hyperactive behavior, epilepsy and mental

retardation, and mental retardation with an orthopedic handicap. Three children
resided in public residential institutions which had no educational program. The
others lived with their families, and when denied entrance to programs were
placed on a waiting list for tuition grants for a private education program.
However, in none of these cases were tuition grants provided.
The decisions in PARC and Mills, although of landmark importance,
represented, according to Weintraub and Abeson (1974), only the tip of the
iceberg in the effort to assure through public policy, the equal treatment of
handicapped children by the majority interests of education. The authors noted
that the courts were requiring schools to follow policies of least restrictive
placements. This process required that the settings in which educational programs
were provided to handicapped children be as close to normal as possible
(p. 529).

The element of the Education for all Handicapped Children Act which
has attracted the most interest and which speaks directly to the classroom
teachers is the emphasis on the integration of handicapped and non-handicapped
children in the least restrictive environment (Weber, 1977, p. 6).

Procedures
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were included to assure that, to the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped
children would be educated with non-handicapped children and that special
classes, special schools, or other segregation devices would occur only when
education in the regular classroom and as supplemented by special services was
not satisfactory (p. 6). The purpose of P .L. 94-142 is to:
Assure that all handicapped children have available to them,
within the time periods specified .•. a free appropriate public
education which emphasizes special education and relates
services designed to meet their unique needs, to assure that
the rights of handicapped children and their parents or
guardians are protected, to assist states and localities to
provide for the education of all handicapped children and to
assess and ensure the effectiveness of efforts to educate
handicapped children (P.L. 94-142, Sec. 3).
Education in the least restrictive environment has been commonly
referred to as "mainstreaming"; and it is to the concept of mainstreaming that
some educators have reacted with vehemence and others with fear (Weber, 1977,
p. 6).

Although not referred to explicitly, the practice of mainstreaming is

implied in the clause in Public Law 94-142 which calls for the "least restrictive
placement alternative." The definition as found in the Federal Register states:
1.
That to the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped
children, including children in public or private institutions or
other care facilities, are educated with children who are not
handicapped, and

2. That special classes, separate schooling or other removal
of handicapped children from the regular educational
environment occurs only when the nature or severity of the
handicapped is such that education in regular classes with the
use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved
satisfactorily (August 23, 1977, p. 42, 497).
Caparulo and Zigler (1983) have opined that the wisdom of P .L. 94-142
has been vigorously debated (Corman &. Gottlieb, 1978; Cruickshank, 1977;
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Martin, 1976; Meyers, MacMillan, &. Yoshida, 1975; Reynolds, 1978; Sarason &.
Doris, 1978, 1979; Zigler &. Muenchow, 1979), with experts about equally divided
in their opinions as to whether the law will prove to be beneficial or detrimental
to retarded children.

Noting that such controversy was inevitable when social

policy was formulated in the relative absence of sound research, Zigler (1977)
concluded that the concepts of normalization and mainstreaming were "little
more than slogans that are badly in need of an empirical data base" (p. 52).
Moreover, Caparulo and Zigler (1983) contended that to date, there is
little evidence that retarded children perform better in mainstreamed as opposed
to special classes (Corman &. Gottlieb, 1978). In fact, Caparulo and Zigler (1983)
noted that a considerable body of work (Baldwin, 1958; Goodman, Gottlieb &.
Harrison, 1972; Gottlieb &. Budoff, 1973; Gottlieb, Cohen &. Goldstein, 1974;
Gottlieb &. Davis, 1973; Johnson, 1950; Kleck, Richardson&. Ronald, 197 4; Sheare,
197 4; Thurstone, 1959) has clearly suggested that retarded children who were
mainstreamed were devalued by their non-retarded peers.

Furthermore, daily

competition and self-comparison with children of greater intellect could lead the
retarded child to self-disparagement and an exacerbated sense of personal
failure (Caparulo &. Zigler, 1983). Such a sense of failure, Caparulo and Zigler
argued, had been found to result in (a) a lowered expectancy of success (Crom well,
1963; MacMillan, 1971; MacMillan, Jones, &. Aloia, 197 4; Zigler, 1966, 1971)
and (b) a heightened degree of imitation (Balla, Styf co, &. Zigler, 1971; Turnure
&. Zigler, 1964; Yando &. Zigler, 1971; Zigler &. Yando, 1972). Thus, Caparulo
&. Zigler (1983) were led to speculate that retarded children who were frequently
confronted with situations which were too difficult may come to distrust their
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own solution to problems.

They may, therefore, express a lowered aspiration

level and may display an inordinate degree of imitation (p. 86).
The court cases, public laws and other legislation previously described
have demonstrated the growing strength of the principle of least restrictiveness
or mainstreaming which contributed to the making of P.L. 94-142. Since the
passing of P.L. 94-142, mainstreaming has increasingly become a household
word in education.

Mainstreaming has been and continues to be described

in a variety of ways - such as integration, deinstitutionalization, non-labeling,
and declassification (Dailey, 19, p. 503). Irrespective of terminology, the concept
of mainstreaming, as this researcher has determined, is interpreted and defined
in a variety of ways that need to be discussed in the following section.

Definitions of Mainstreaming
Although the term mainstreaming permeates much of the literature in
education, a precise and widely accepted definition has been difficult to identify.
To some extent, court action and interest groups have helped to confuse the
issue. However, the definition of mainstreaming, according to the present study,
has been narrowed inasmuch as this researcher was only concerned with mentally
retarded children functioning in the mild range of mental retardation and in
settings in elementary schools.

Adding to this specificity were provisions that

excluded any involvement of these children with the general school population in
classes such as physical education, music or art. In short, this researcher viewed
mainstreaming as the interaction of mentally retarded students functioning in
the mild range of mental retardation and regular students in classes where the
academics are taught by the elementary teacher.
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Indeed, there are numerous definitions cited in the literature, most
of which pertain to the elementary or secondary level. Some definitions vary
in the degree of specificity and in the degree of involvement of professionals
and services implied. In a paper presented at the annual meeting of the Council
for Exceptional Children in Kansas City, Birch (1978) gave this definition of
mainstreaming:
Mainstreaming means enrolling and teaching exceptional
children in regular classes for the majority of the school
day under the charge of the regular class teacher and assuring
that the exceptional child receives special education of
high quality to the extent it is needed during that time and
at any other time it is needed (p. 1).
The critical elements in this definition included the requirements of (a) regular
class placement; (b) for over 50% of the school day; and (c) with appropriate
special education services available.

According to Strain and Kerr (1981),

Birch's was one of the few definitions of mainstreaming that specified that
placement in the regular class must occur for the majority of the school day
for the practice to qualify as mainstreaming.
In an attempt to add clarity and operational guidelines, Kaufman,
Gottlieb, Agard, and Kukic (1975) developed the following, more comprehensive
definition:
Mainstreaming refers to the temporal, instructional, and social
integration of eligible exceptional children with normal peers
based on ongoing, individually determined, educational
planning and program process and required <:larification . of
responsibility
among
regular
and
special education
administrative, instructional, and supportive personnel (pp. 4041).
The Council for Exceptional Children (a national organization with a membership
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of more than 62,000 special educators) described the school environment in which
exceptional children should be educated in its official (1976) definition of
mainstreaming:
Mainstreaming .•• involves an educational placement procedure
and process for exceptional children, based on the conviction
that each such child should be educated in the least restrictive
environment in which his educational and related needs can
be satisfactorily provided.
This concept recognizes that
exceptional children have a wide range of special educational
needs, varying greatly in intensity and duration; that there
is a recognized continuum of educational setting which may,
at a given time, be appropriate for an individual child's needs;
that, to the maximum extent appropriate, exceptional children
should be educated with nonexceptional children; and that
special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of an
exceptional child from education with nonexceptional children
should occur only when the intensity of the child's special
education and related needs is such that they cannot be
satisfied in an environment including nonexceptional children,
even with the provision of supplementary aids and services
(p. 43).
Finally, from a speech by Jack W. Birch in 1980, mainstreaming ••.
- is part of the international change in social values and
rational change in public policy.
- is based on a conglomerate of state and federal laws,
constitutional provisions, and court decisions.
- differs significantly from state to state because, for
education, each state is like an individual nation.
- calls for the deliberate merger of special and regular
educational systems, creating new professional job roles.
- was .in full operation in several school systems long before
the legal mandates.
- is made up of two components: temporary ("Bring them
back"); and long-term ("Never let them go away!"). It will
probably take 5 to 15 years from now_ (early 1990s) before
most kinks are worked out (Reynolds & Birch, 1982).

Rationales for Mainstreaming
Historically, the handicapped have been and continue to be treated
as an entity possessing no voice in matters concerning their futures.

"With
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minor exceptions, mankind's attitude toward its handicapped population can
be

characterized

by

overwhelming

prejudice.

The

handicapped

are

systematically isolated from society" (Weintraub & Abeson, 1974). However, a
change in the methods of American education of the handicapped has been slowly
occurring.

While parents have seen nothing being done for their children in the

form of new directions, educators have seen the potentials of mainstreaming the
handicapped.

Efficacy studies on special classes for mildly handicapped,

including emotionally handicapped, have constituted the most cogent arguments
for change.

Studies done by Kirk (1964); Hoelke (1966); Smith and Kennedy

(1967) have provided evidence to support the possibilities of mainstreaming.
Paradoxically, it was found that handicapped children gained little or no benefit
from special programming. These children were found to make as much progress
in regular classrooms as in special classes.
As with racial integration, the push for mainstreaming began not
in the schools but in the courts and state legislatures, where it was becoming
clear that educational services for many handicapped youngsters were whimsical
or virtually nonexistent-a clear denial of the children's right to schooling
(Divoky, 1976). For the most part, the right-to-education movement was launched
in 1971 when the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children filed suit
against the state for failure to provide access to a free public education for
retarded children. Expert witnesses testified, contending three major points:
1.

The provision of systematic education programs to mentally retarded
children will produce learning;

2.

Education cannot be defined solely as provision of academic experiences
to children. Rather, education must be seen as a continuous process
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by which individuals learn to cope and function within their environment.
Thus, for children to learn to clothe and feed themselves is a legitimate
outcome achievable through an educational program; and
- 3.

The earlier these children are provided with educational experiences,
the greater the amount of learning that can be predicted (Weintraub &
Abeson, 1974). Thus, Public Law 94-142 resulted from the revolution
among parents, educators, and courts alike for the protection of the
civil rights of the handicapped.

Oddly, mainstreaming was not

mentioned at all.
Some educators still feel that the self-contained placement for this
type of child is inappropriate and cannot be justified in schools. Such placement
in segregated facilities will produce detrimental effects to the emotions and
feelings of the children for themselves and of others towards them.

Some

critics have even pointed out that special class placement has a debilitating
effect on the social-personal adjustment and self-images of the children in
t hese classes (Childs, 1975).
Roberts (1975) contended that although school systems differed in practices
or procedures, two common factors often emerged:
(1)

In-service training and support personnel provide primary assistance
to the regular and special education teachers.

(2)

Regular and special education teachers complement each other,
so that the educational needs of both nonhandicapped and handicapped
children are met when mainstreaming brings them together.
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Needless

to

say,

mainstreaming is a

hotly

debated subject.

The

controversy most often focuses whether the process will work, and thus
indirectly questions the value of mainstreaming as it relates to the basic notions
of equality and justice. However, few people question the philosophical values
inherent in mainstreaming.

As a concept, mainstreaming, as agreed to by

educators, is a positive and worthwhile goal (Stainback, Stainback, Courtnage &
Jabe, 1985).
The proposed mainstreaming of the handicapped goes beyond their merely
being present in regular classes.

The intent has been that they will become

integral parts of their classes, will be acknowledged and incorporated. If this
requirement is met, then the anticipated human benefits of mainstredming
are possible:

sterotypes are destroyed, differences are valued rather than

resisted, and the classroom environment is enriched for all students and for
teachers, too (Hoben, 1980).
Johnson (1963) found that as early as 1932 Bennett had questioned the
value of special education programs. Pertsch, in 1936, also conducted a study.
Both researchers questioned the programs and found the same results which
mainstreaming is believed to be doing now.

Unfortunately, the studies were

criticized as flawed, and they were never followed through.
However, the strongest argument for the abolition of special education
classes came from Dunn (1968). He cited four reasons:
1.

Efficacy studies showing that the handicapped did just as well in
regular classrooms, negating the need for the latter.
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2.

The alleged stigma that was thought to occur from being labeled
as mentally retarded and placed in segregated settings.

3.

The uncontested fact that special classes were racially segregated.
Although racial segregation may not have been the desired end,
it did exist. Therefore, if children attended regular education classes,
they would attend classes not as racially segregated.

4.

Advances

made

in individualizing curricula.

Since the theory

underlying individualized curricula is that self-paced material would
enable children to progress at their own rate, Dunn assumed educable
mentally retarded children could be accommodated within the more
flexible

instructional

arrangements

available

in regular

classes

(Gottlieb, 1981).
The most important aspect of mainstreaming seemingly has been the
establishment of accepting and supportive relationships between handicapped and
non-handicapped students. This may be accomplished by structuring cooperative
learning experiences between the two groups working together to achieve
learning goals.

Interaction within a cooperative context fosters a process of

acceptance (Johnson & Johnson, 1980).

Due to the frailities ascribable human

make-up, negative impressions, feelings, and emotions will exist and continue to
be. Mainstreaming, it is hoped, will be a part of the learning process of life in
the real world, and students will learn to cope. Mainstreaming must be a uniting
of the skills of all educators so that every child can have the educational
opportunity that is rightfully his (Kavanagh, 1977).
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By the same token, Novonty (1974) contended that mainstreaming success
can be greatly facilitated if expressed needs are met, any raised problems
have practical solutions provided, and any necessary meeting are provided.
In addition, the teachers need to be taught to recognize and deal with the rigidinhibited, undisciplined, acceptance-anxious, and creative styles of learning
as they are based on attitudes and personality traits and if the methods involved
deal with the development of an internal locus of control (Rosenberg, 1968).
And lastly, if all the above are combined with an accepted and practiced philosophy
that all students can be turned on with LSD - Love (Respect for one's inherent
worth and dignity as an unique individual), Security, and Discipline-to which
are added a large dose of Listening, Sincerity, and Direction, then everyone,
including the teachers, will profit.

Related Studies
The literature which was reviewed contained several studies related to
teachers'

attitudes

toward

the

mainstreaming

of

handicapped

Generally, though the research results appeared to be mixed.

children.

The general

finding, according to Melcher (1971), was that the regular teachers' attitudes
toward receiving handicapped children in their classes tended to range from
neutral to negative.

Melcher (1971) attributed this reaction to the fact that

teachers who had had no training or practical experience with the retarded felt
unprepared to work with them. On the other hand, Childs (1981) found that the
majority of the teachers responding to his survey shared a general negative
attitude

toward

the

mainstreaming

of

educable

mentally

retarded.
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children by regular class teachers. Child's (1981) study, in effect, further supported
some earlier investigations of Harasymiw and Horne (1975) who investigated
the effects of a program designed to prepare teachers for integration of handicapped
students into regular classes.

Their findings indicated that teachers who were

from integrated school settings tended to have more favorable attitudes than
did teachers from non-integrated school settings.
Fine (1967) investigated the ways in which regular and special class teachers
differed in their attitudes and expectations regarding the educable mentally
retarded child.

The findings showed that the special class teacher tended to

place greater emphasis on personal and social adjustment factors than did
regular class teachers. Also, his findings revealed that the special class teachers
appeared to be less demanding than did regular class teachers on the low ability
child to "try harder. 11
From a different perspective, Davis (1980) investigated the perceptions
of public school principals towards the effective mainstreaming of handicapped
children, according to type and level of handicapping condition.

Compared

this group with other handicapped pupils, he found that mentally retarded
students were generally viewed by principals as having the poorest prognosis
for mainstreaming. Even mildly retarded pupils were seen as possessing relatively
poor chances for successful integration into the regular classroom setting.
Some studies have noted the difficulty of regular classroom teachers
to accept the handicapped into their classrooms (Alexander & Strain, 1978;
MacMillan, Jones, & Meyers, 1976). In addition, most regular classroom teachers
had had little exposure to either handicapped children or to techniques for
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working with them (MacMillan, Jones, & Aloia, 1974) and therefore, tend to be
less accepting of mainstreaming practices than do special educators (Moore &
Fine, 1978).

However, as Gans (1987) noted, teachers' attitudes toward

integrating handicapped students into regular

education

classrooms

have

undergone considerable scrutiny from several sectors. As a result, many regular
classroom educators have been portrayed as being resistent to the integration
process (Boucher, 1981).
Seidenberg

(1981)

identified

positive

and

negative

perceptions

of

mainstreaming throughout the educational hierarchy, beginning with the nonhandicapped students in regular classrooms in which mainstreaming occurs and
moving through to the administrators, the teachers, the parents, and even to
faculties in higher education.

Faculty attitudes and feelings about the least

restrictive environment mandates of P.L. 94-142 covered a wide range.

There

were faculty who supported concepts, faculty who favored the humanistic
values inherent in the concept but who did not have time to get involved; faculty
who resented the effort, who felt it was an attempt by special education to
extend its power, and even those faculty members who, for whatever reason,
were hostile and resistant.
Other studies concluded that teachers' attitudes were related to many
factors, many of which could be controlled by the schools (Mandell, 1976; Fanning,
1974; Weber, 1977).

Mandell found that team teaching, the availability of

a resource teacher and inservice programs, and smaller class sizes were factors
related to positive attitude.

She also found that those teachers who had had

fewer years of teaching experience tended to be more receptive to the concept
of mainstreamincr than did veteran teachers. Fanning, on the other hand, found
t:>
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that regular class teachers needed to participate in inservice or retraining
programs which emphasized the nature and needs of mentally handicapped
children in relation to methods of instruction. He suggested that special class
teachers needed to participate in an inservice program designed to modify their
"overprotective" attitudes toward the retarded and their dogmatic views of
knowing what was "right" for the retarded.

Among Weber's findings was the

fact that less than half of the respondents felt handicapped children would
benefit from mainstreaming and that the respondents held conflicting opinions
regarding the role of the school as a source of attitude change in society and
the ability of the schools to implement effective mainstreaming.

Summary
This chapter attempted to provide an overview of why the educational
practice of mainstreaming is being implemented in our public schools.

Recent

legislation and court decisions that supported every handicapped child's right to a
proper education, according to the least restrictive alternative, have been two
factors discussed. Also included were research findings which indicated that the
rationales for mainstreaming were arrived at a variety of ways. Both of these
areas emphasized why mainstreaming is occurring.

Research concerning the

varying definitions of mainstreaming was likewise cited, because mainstreaming
as a process and theoretical concept, means many different things to different
people - especially to educators.
According

to

MacMillan

and

Borthwich (1980),

the

most

common

definitional parameter of mainstreaming which one encounters in the literature
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focuses on the amount of time handicapped children are integrated with nonhandicapped peers; more specifically, the practical definition used says the
handicapped child spends 50% or more of his school day under the supervision of
a regular class teacher.

Zigler and Muenchow (1979) have noted that the

calculations of integration by some schools have included the time which a
handicapped child spent in the cafeteria or in the halls.
Finally, related studies concerning the attitudes of classroom teachers
toward mainstreaming handicapped children into the regular classroom were
reviewed.

As shown in the review, a number of studies provided an interesting

admixture

of

the

results

of

attitudes

taken

of

teachers

towards

mainstreaming of children who were often identified as handicapped.

the

Chapter 3
DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Methods and Procedures
The specific purposes of this study were to analyze the perceptions of
elementary school teachers toward the mainstreaming of mildly mentally
retarded students into regular classrooms and to determine if significant
differences existed between the referent groups. In analyzing the perceptions of
the elementary school teachers, the researcher was concerned with the extent to
which the

demographic variables of age,

degree earned, total teaching

experience, grade level of assignment, and prior teacher experience with a
mainstreamed mildly mentally retarded child in any of his/her classes affected
the attitude of the elementary teacher towards mainstreaming the mildly
mentally retarded children into regular classrooms.

A survey method was

employed in this investigation.

Population of the Study
The participants were limited to public school teachers at grade levels
kindergarten through sixth who were employed to guide and direct the learning
experiences in the general school population in selected school districts in
southeast Texas during the 1986-1987 academic year.

For the purposes of the

study, the elementary classroom teachers who were adjudged eligible to
participate in this study also had to meet two criteria.

First, they must have

been employed as a teacher in grades kindergarten through sixth in an
elementary school.

Also, at least one classroom must have been in operation
35
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within the elementary teacher's school in which mildly mentally retarded
students were in the mainstream, in special education resource rooms, in special
education generic classes, or in functional classes. Ancillary teachers of music,
art, physical education, Chapter 1 reading, or library were excluded from the
study, as were teachers of such handicapped students as the learning disabled and
the hearing impaired.
A 14-county area of southeast Texas was arbitrarily selected, due to
the area's rural nature and its proximity to the researcher.
metropolitan area is located within its boundaries.

Only one major

(The location of these

counties is shown in Appendix A.) There is a total of approximately 181 school
districts within this 14-county area.

Seventeen school districts from the 181

districts were selected to participate in this study.

Moreover, a total of 1,002

public school elementary teachers were asked to participate in the present study.
Eight hundred seventeen of these teachers responded by returning the forms; 36
of the forms were unusable, thus allowing for a usable return of 781.

A

distribution of the usable returns from teachers, school districts and counties
who contributed to the study is found in Table 1.
The Texas School Directory (Texas Education Agency, 1987) was
utilized to obtain the names of the counties, names of the school districts and
names of the superintendents, and the schools' addresses. The superintendent of
each school district was contacted by a letter which detailed the parameters of
the study and requested permission to include the district's elementary school
teachers in the study. Following this contact, a copy of the dissertation proposal
and a self-addressed, stamped envelope were provided for their convenience in
responding.
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TABLE 1
DISTRIBUTION OF THE TEACHERS IN THE
STUDY POPULATION

Number of
School
Districts
In Study

County

Austin
Brazoria
Brazos
Dewitt
Galveston
Hardin
Harris
Jasper
Jefferson
Leon
Liberty
Milam
Victoria
Wharton
TOTAL

Actual
Number of
Teachers
Contacted

Teachers
Participating
In Study

Percent of
Teachers
Participating

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
2
2
1
1

19
124
26
32
77
46
33
64
183
21
102
28
199
48

15
99
21
23
58
33
25
50
142
16
79
21
165
34

79%
80%
80%
73%
75%
73%
76%
78%
79%
77%
78%
74%
83%
71%

17

1002

781

77%

The Instrument
An existing instrument which was related to the objectives of this study

was utilized. It was an attitudinal instrument which analyzed the perceptions of
elementary teachers toward the mainstreaming of the mildly mentally retarded
child.

The instrument was designed and developed by Frank D. Mark, Ph.D.

(1980) and had been utilized in his study, "The Attitudes of Elementary Teachers
Toward the Mainstreaming of EMR Students in Northwestern Ohio School
Districts."
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Mark (1980) administered this instrument to 673 public elementary
school teachers in a nine-county region in northwestern Ohio. The resulting data
were subjected to statistical analysis. The developer of the instrument granted
this researcher permission to use his instrument as well as permission to modify
the instrument to meet the needs of the population and study.
The Mainstreaming Opinionnaire, consisting of 28 statements regarding
mainstreaming MMR children into the regular classroom, was used to determine
the respondents' perceptions toward the concept of mainstreaming.

The

opinionnaire was further subdivided into four clusters designed to evoke
perceptions of elementary teachers towards (1) the role of the mildly mentally
retarded student in the mainstreaming process; (2) the role of the teacher of the
mildly mentally retarded in the mainstreaming process;

(3) the role of the

elementary teacher in the mainstreaming process; and (4) general mainstreaming
concepts.

The relationship between the statements and the clusters of the

opinionnaire is shown in Table II.

39

TABLE 2
STATEMENTS OF THE RESEARCH INSTRUMENT WHICH
PERTAINED TO EACH OF THE CLUSTERS OF THE STUDY

Number
1
2

Cluster

Statement Numbers

Attitude Toward Role
of MMR Student

4

5

7

10

14

15

18

8

11

12

16

21

25

27

13

17

19

20

2

23

24

1

3

4

26

28

Attitude Toward Role
of the Teacher of the
MMR

3

2

Attitude Toward Role
of Elementary Teacher

6

9

Attitude Toward General
Mainstreaming Concepts

Further, a Likert-type scale was employed along with the Mainstreaming
Opinionnaire to analyze the perceptions. For each opinionnaire statement, the
respondent was asked to place himself/herself on an attitude continuum ranging
from "strongly agree 11 to "agree" to "disagree" to "strongly disagree."

Each

category had a corresponding weight of 4, 3, 2, or 1 for the scoring of positive
statements; the reverse was true for negative statements.

A copy of the

continuum can be found in Appendix E.
Originally, the researcher revised Mark's (1980) instrument which
consisted

of

a

cover

letter,

the

Teacher

Preparation

Questionnaire, and a 28-item Mainstreaming Opinionnaire.
UNIVERSITY LIBRARY

and

Experience

This revision was

TEXAS solJTHERN UNIVERSm
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done utilizing available literature on mainstreaming and considering the
implications of recent legislation and new laws governing the State of Texas'
plans or provisions for special education.
Ten persons were used to constitute a panel of experts who evaluated
and screened the revised instrument. The persons selected to participate in this
evaluation

were,

in

the

opinion

of

the

researcher,

familiar

with

the

mainstreaming efforts of MMR students in the public schools. They consisted of
one university professor, three public school administrators, three elementary
teachers, and three teachers of the MMR who worked in a state facility for the
mentally retarded.
Teacher

All ten members were asked to read the cover letter, the

Preparation

and

Experience

Questionnaire,

the

Mainstreaming

Opinionnaire, and to comment on any ambiguities or other difficulties they
encountered.
After each member completed the evaluation, the researcher reviewed
the comments

to

determine perceptions about the

research

instrument.

Modifications of the instrument were made by the researcher as these were
discerned from the panel's comments.
modifications
the following.

were

to

establish

The expressed purposes for making the
validity,

a

task

which

encompassed

As Anastasi (1968) stated, "For opinion polling, validation is

rarely attempted at all" (p. 482).

By contrast, Mouly (1965) suggested that a

greater number of opinionnaires "makes (sic) for greater validity in the results through
promoting the selection of a larger and more representative sample" (p. 239).
In the organization of the Teacher Preparation and Experience
Questionnaire, the categories such as age and total teaching experience were
divided into four groups in order to determine if any significant differences
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existed among their responses.

Each group represented approximately 25% of

the sample size. The age ranges were 22-28, 29-35, 36-42 and 43 years or older;
on the other hand, the total teaching experience ranges were 0-4 years, 5-10
years, 11-16 years, and 17 or more years.

A final distribution of the number of

teachers whose data were used in the present study is found in Table 3. A copy
of the Teacher Preparation and Experience Questionnaire can be found in
Appendix D.

For the purposes of the study, however, Mark's instrument was

modified because information concerning the mentally retarded had changed
dramatically since 1980.

Data Collection and Treatment
The

teachers

received

four items in a sealed envelope labeled

"Mainstreaming Questionnaire/Opinionnaire:" (1) the cover letter explaining the
survey, (2) the Teacher Preparation and Experience Questionnaire, (3) the
Mainstreaming Opinionnaire, and (4) the researcher's self-addressed, stamped
envelope.

Each envelope contained a ledger pen as an expression of thanks to

the teachers for their efforts. The ledger pen had engraved gold letters:
"Teachers Help Special People"
"Love a Teacher"
This gift was given in anticipation of insuring a high return rate.
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TABLE 3
AN ANALYSIS OF THE DEMOGRAPIDC CRITERIA OF TEACHERS
WHOSE DATA WERE UTILIZED IN THE STUDY

Demographic
Criteria
1.

- 28
- 35
- 42
years or over

418
257
45
61

53.5
J2.9
5.8
7.8

164
251
195
171

21.0
32.1
25.0
21. 9

132
170
137
116
103
88
35

16.8
21. 8
17.5
14.9
13.2
11.3
4.5

294

37.6
62.4

Grade Level of Assignment This Year
Kindergarten
1st Grade
2nd Grade
3rd Grade
4th Grade
5th Grade
6th Grade

5.

19.8
26.6
25.0
28.6

Total Teaching Experience
0 - 4 years
5 - 10 years
11 - 16 years
17 or more years

4.

155
208
195
223

Degree
B.A., B.S. (Bachelor's)
M.A., M.S., M.Ed. (Master's)
Specialist (Sixth-year degree)
Ph.D., Ed.D. (Doctorate)

3.

Percent of
Teachers

Age
22
29
36
43

2.

Number of
Teachers

Do you have or have you eve~ had a
mainstreamed M MR student rn any of
your classes at any time during
this school year?
Yes
No

487
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The data collected was hand tabulated and key punched into computer
terminals at a University Computer Center for the purposes of analysis.

Each

response was tabulated and treated collectively so that no reference could be
made to any specific school or respondent.

Directions for administering the

questionnaire were sent to each administrator whose school was involved with the
study.

The data were collected in special envelopes designed to protect the

anonymity of respondents.

Pilot Study
A pilot study was conducted in September of 1987 in three local school
districts which were located in the southeastern region of Texas, namely,
Columbus Independent School District, Tomball Independent School District and
Waller Independent School District. The primary purpose of the field test was to
determine the validity and to get an estimate of the reliability of the
instrument.

The pilot population was drawn from these three school districts

which are similar in their physical make-up and are located in the southeastern
region of Texas.
All three districts agreed to allow their elementary school teachers of
kindergarten through sixth grade to participate in the pilot study. Therefore, the
total number of teachers participating from the three districts was 119.
Ancillary teachers of music, art, physical education, Chapter 1 reading, or
library were excluded from the study as well as teachers of such handicapped
students as the learning disabled and the hearing impaired. It should be noted
that these districts were selected due to their proximity to the researcher.
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Each individual teacher was mailed four items in individually sealed
envelopes labeled "Mainstreaming Questionnaire/Opinionnaire: 11

(1)

the cover

letter explaining the survey, (2) the Teacher Preparation and Experience
Ques-t ionnaire, (3) the Mainstreaming Opinionnaire, and (4) the researcher's selfaddressed, stamped envelope. Each envelope contained a ledger pen offered as
an expression of thanks to the teachers for their efforts. Each ledger pen was
engr aved with gold letters and read:

"Teachers Help Special People" 11 Love a

Teacher. 11 This gift was given in anticipation of insuring a high return rate and to
t est a theory of Oppenheim's (1966) who had observed that:
Experiments have also been made with inducements of gifts,
money or free samples; small sums of money enclosed with the
initial questionnaire can be quite effective (p. 35).
Oppenheim further opined that:
For respondents who have no special interest in the subject
matter of the questionnaire, figures of 40 percent to 60
percent are typical; even in studies of interested groups, 80
percent is seldom exceeded (p. 189).
Due to the proximity of two of the school districts to the researcher, 139
packets were personally delivered the first week in September of 1987.

The

remaining 32 packets were mailed to the third participating school district. Of
t he 171 questionnaires distributed, 119 questionnaires were returned by the end
of September 1987 and represented a response rate of 70 percent. Borg and Gall
(1 963) suggested that a population of ten to twenty was sufficient for most
educational studies, especially if the subjects were taken from a well-defined
professional group (pp. 203-220).
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Reliability and Validity
of the Mainstreaming Opinionnaire

To determine the consistency of the Mainstreaming Opinionnaire in
measuring attitudes toward mainstreaming, the split-half reliability technique
was employed.

This was achieved by correlating the scores of odd-numbered

items of the opinionnaire with the even-numbered items.

A correlation

coefficient of .6475 was computed with the following formula by Ferguson
(1981): (p. 113)

Inasmuch as the pilot study addressed public school elementary teachers'
attitudes towards mainstreaming of the mildly mentally retarded children into
elementary classes, the 119 questionnaires that were returned attested to the
sufficiency of this pilot study.

Statistical Analysis

The statistical test used in this study to determine if significant differences
existed between the referent groups was the multivariate analysis of variance, or
a ONE-WAY MANOVA. Also, the null hypotheses associated with the ONE-WAY
MANOVA in this study were tested using Wilks' Lambda. The Wilks' Lambda is
used to test the null hypotheses in an analysis of variance having multiple
dependent variables (Huck, Cormier & Bounds, 1974, pp. 185-186).
Moreover, where a significance occurred between the variables in the
MANOVA , the discriminant function analysis was utilized as a follow-up test.
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Standardized discriminant function coefficients are useful in determinincrt:, the
relative contribution made to group separation by each variable in the dependent
set (pp. 186-187).

Hence, this latter method was utilized to determine if the

various groups of teachers, as classified by the demographic data obtained from
t he Teacher

Preparation and Experience Questionnaire, differed in their

r esponses to the four parts of the Mainstreaming Opinionnaire.

Summary

This chapter purported to examine the perceptions of public elementary
school teachers towards the mainstreaming of mildly mentally retarded students
into regular classes. The populations for this study included elementary teachers
at grade levels kindergarten through six in selected public school districts in
southeast Texas.

A Teacher Preparation and Experience Questionnaire and a

Mainstreaming Opinionnaire were used in collection of data. The instrument was
found to have content validity and yielded a split-half reliability coefficient of
.6 47 5 in the pilot test.

Chapter 4
AN AL YSJS OF THE DATA

The purpose of this study was to analyze the perceptions that
elementary teachers have towards the mainstreaming of mildly mentally
retarded students into regular classrooms.

More specifically, the investigator

endeavored to ascertain their attitudes toward (1) the role of the mildly mentally
retarded student in the mainstreaming process, (2) the role of the teacher of the
mildly mentally retarded in the mainstreaming process, (3) the role of the
elementary

teacher

in

the

mainstreaming

process,

and (4) the general

mainstreaming concepts.
A multivariate analysis of variance -

a ONE-WAY MANOV A and the

Wilks' Lambda test were employed for data analysis. The Wilks' Lambda test is
used to test the null hypothesis in an analysis of variance having multiple
dependent variables (Huck, Cormier & Bounds, 1974, pp. 185-186).

The

discriminant function analysis was used as post hoc test wherever significance
actually occurred. Standardized discrimination function coefficients are useful
in determining the relative contribution made to group separation by each
variable in the dependent set (pp. 186-187). The results were reported according
to the four dependent sets previously addressed. Each dependent set, along with
its generated hypothesis, was presented for analysis. Therefore, to test the five
hypotheses presented in Chapter 1 of this research paper, a ONE-WAY MANOV A
and the Wilks' Lambda test of analysis were utilized.
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Frame of Reference

Four

measures of teachers' att1·tudes toward mainstreaming
·
were

collected; t hese four measures were teachers' attitudes towards (1) the role of
the MMR student in the mainstreaming process, (2) the role of the teacher of the
MM R in the mains treaming process, (3) the role of the elementary teacher in the
mainst ream ing process, and (4) general mainstreaming concepts.
1.

Hypotheses One - Attitudinal Responses and Ages
Ho 1 -For each of the previously described clusters, there is no
significant mean difference in teacher responses when compared
on the basis of teachers' age ranges.

Findings:

There were significant differences between the various

teacher ages with regards to responses on the four clusters of statements (Wilks'=
.963, df = 12/2048, p < .05). Because the probability level of the type I error was

less t han .05, it was concluded that the hypothesis was rejected and that there
was a significant mean difference between the various teachers' ages with
regards to responses on the four clusters of statements.
Table 4 shows means and standard deviations for each of the four
dependent measures for

each age.

The MANOV A results for the data

summarized in Table 4 revealed that statistically significant differences existed
among the 22-28, 29-35, 36-42, and 43 years or older age groups (Wilks' = .963, df
= 12/2048, p < .05).

Consequently, the hypothesis was rejected, and it was

concluded that there was a significant mean difference between the various
teachers' ages with regards to responses on the four clusters of statements.
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TABLE 4
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF AGE WITH THE FOUR DEPENDENT SETS
INCLUDING MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
'

Age Range
-

M

43 years
or over
SD
M

2.61

16.48

2.48

16.42 2.91

.037

18.64

2.41

19.08

4.57

18.67 2.51

1.153

2.85

22.29

3.10

23.21

5.65

22.36 3.62

2.274

2.21

12.82

1.89

13.01

3.99

13.14 2.08

36

M

2.54

16.47

18.50

2.50

Elementary
Teacher

22.45

General
Mainstreaming
Concepts

12.05

29

M

28
SD

MMR Student

16.51

Teacher of
the MMR

Measures

Univariate
F ratio

42
SD

35
SD

22

5.73*

Multivariate F = .963, df = 12/2048, p < .05
*Significance at the .05 level
Further data analysis:

Standardized discriminant function coefficients

indicate that the largest contributor to this difference in teacher responses was
cluster IV (General mainstreaming concepts). See Table 5.
TABLE 5
DEPENDENT SETS AND STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT
FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS

Measures
MMR Student
Teacher of the M MR
Elementary Teacher
General Mainstreaming Concepts

SDFC = 1.170
*Significance at the .05 level

SDFC
-.040
-.249
-.505
1.170*
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The univariate F ratios for each of the four dependent measures across the four
age groups are also listed in Table 4.

One of the four measures (cluster four)

demonstrated statistically significant differences across the age group at the .05
level.

2.

Hypothesis Two - Attitudinal Responses and Degree or Training
Levels
Ho 2 - For each of the previously described clusters, there is no
significant mean difference in teacher responses when compared
on the basis of educational backgrounds or levels of formal
teacher preparation.

Findings:

There was no significant mean difference between the

various degree or training levels with regards to responses on the four clusters of
statements, (Wilks'

=

.986, df

=

12/2045, p > .05).

Consequently, it was

concluded that the hypothesis could not be rejected and that there was no
significant mean difference between the various degree or training levels of
teachers with regard to responses on the four clusters of statements.
Table 6 reveals means and standard deviations for each of the four
dependent measures for each degree.

The MANOVA results for the data

summarized in Table 6 indicated that statistically significant differences did not
exist among the perceptions of teachers who had bachelors degree, master's
degrees, specialist degrees, and doctorate degrees (Wilks' = .986, df = 12/2045,
p > .05). Therefore, the hypothesis was not rejected, and it was concluded that
there was no significant mean difference between the various degree or training
levels of teachers with regards to responses on the four clusters of statements.
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TABLE 6
UNIV ARIA TE AN AL YSIS OF DEGREE WITH THE FOUR
DEPENDENT SETS, INCLUDING MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

Degree Level
Bachelor's
M
SD

iVIeasures

Master's
M
SD

Specialist
SD

M

Univariate
F ratio

Doctorate
SD

M

MM R Student

16.46

2.79

16.47

2. 61

16.40

2.51

16.53

1. 93

.020

Teacher of
t he '.\1 MR

18.66

3. 60

18.78

2.48

18.62

2.67

19.03

2.40

.301

Elementary
Teacher

22.77

4.65

22.16

3.26

22.44

2.39

23.03

2.59

1.525

General
'.\1 ainstreaming
12. 73
Concepts

3.20

12.97

2.07

12.53

1. 34

12.85

1. 86

.556

Multivariate F = .986, df = 12/2045, p > .05
Further data analysis:
necessary.

No discriminant function coefficient was

The univariate F ratios for each of the four dependent variables

across the degree levels are also reported in Table 6. All four variables revealed
that statistically significant differences were not achieved across the degree
level at the .05 level.
3.

Hypothesis

Three

-

Attitudinal

Responses

and

Teachers'

Experience
Ho 3 - For each of the previously described clusters, there is no
significant mean difference in teacher responses when compared
on the basis of teaching experience ranges.
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Findings:

There was no significant mean difference between the

various teacher experience ranges with regards to responses on the four clusters
of statements, (Wilks' = .976, df = 12/2042, p > .05).

Consequently, it was

concluded that the hypothesis could not be rejected and that there was no
significant mean difference between the various teacher experience ranges
with regards to responses on the four clusters of statements.

TABLE 7
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF TOTAL TEACHING EXPERIENCE
WITH THE FOUR DEPENDENT SETS,
INCLUDING MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

Total Teaching Experience Group

-

5

10

-

16
SD

Uni17 or
more years variate
M
SD F ratio

M

4
SD

M

SD

11
M

MMR Student

16.64

2.69

16.45

2.59

16.35

2.42

16.47 2.94

.366

Teacher of
the MMR

18.90

4.86

18.71

2.58

18.62

2.40

18.76 2.39

.253

Elementary
Teacher

22.89

6.13

22.36

3.22

22.59

2.86

22.54 3.53

.589

General
Mainstreaming
Concepts

12.48

4.39

12.65

1. 79

12.81

2.10

13.34 2.17

3.316*

0
Measures

Multivariate F = .976, df = 12/2042, p > .05
*Significance at the .05 level
Table 7 indicates means and standard deviations for each of the four
·
dependent measures for each teaching experience
gr oup • The MANOV A results
for

the

data

reporte d

·
m

Table

7 indicated

that statistically signi fie ant
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differences did not exist among the four teaching experience groups (Wilks' =
.976, df = 12/2042, p > .05). Thus, the hypothesis was not rejected, and it was
concluded that there was no significant mean difference between the various
teacher experience ranges with regards to responses on the four clusters of
statements.
Further data analysis:

Standardized discriminant function coefficient

revealed the largest contributor to this difference in teacher responses was
related to cluster IV (General Mainstreaming Concepts). See Table 8.

TABLE 8DEPENDENT SETS AND STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT
FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS

Measures

SDFC

MMR Student

-.069

Teacher of the MMR

-.434

Elementary Teacher

-.493

General Mainstreaming Concepts

1.170*

SDFC = 1.170
*Significance at the .05 level
Even though a significant difference was not found among the MANOV A
results, one was found among univariate results.
significant

mean

experience group (F

difference

existed

= 3.32, df = 3/775, P

As shown in Table 7, a

with cluster IV across the teaching
< .05).
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4.

Hypothesis Four - Attitudinal Responses and Grade Levels
Ho 4 - For each of the previously described clusters, there is no
significant mean difference in teacher responses when compared
on the basis of assignment in the primary grade levels (K-2) and
intermediate grade levels (3-6).

Findings:

There was no significant mean difference between the

prim ar y and intermediate grade levels with regards to responses on the four
clusters of statements, (Wilks'= .977, df = 24/2670, p > .05). Consequently, it
was concluded that the hypothesis could not be rejected and that there was no
sign ificant mean difference between the primary and intermediate grade levels
wi th regards to responses on the four clusters of statements.

TABLE 9
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF GRADE LEVEL
WITH THE FOUR DEPENDENT SETS,
INCLUDING MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

Grade Level
Primary Level

Intermediate Level

M

SD

M

SD

Univariate
F ratio

MMR Student

16.45

2.64

12.39

2.57

.680

Teacher of the M MR

18.76

3.12

18.73

2.68

.416

Elementary Teacher

22.65

4.02

22.31

3.37

.822

General Mainstreaming
Concepts

12.75

2.69

13.04

2.21

.363

Measures

Multivariate F = .977, df = 24/2670, P > .05
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Table 9 shows means and standard deviations for each of the four
dependent measures for grade level group.

The MANOV A results for the data

reported in Table 9 revealed that statistically significant differences did not
exist among the primary and intermediate grade levels (Wilks'
24/2670, p > .05).

= .977,

df

=

Consequently, the hypothesis was not rejected, and it was

concluded that there was no significant mean difference between the primary
and intermediate grade levels with regards to responses on the four clusters of
statements.
Further data analysis:
necessary.

No discriminant function coefficient was

The univariate F ratios for each of the four dependent variables

across the grade level groups are also indicated in Table IX. All four dependent
measures reported that statistically significant differences were not achieved
across the grade groups at the .05 level.
5.

Hypothesis Five - Attitudinal Responses and Prior MMR Teaching
Experience
Ho

5

- For each of the previously described clusters, there is no

significant mean difference in teacher responses when compared
on the basis of prior teaching experience with mainstreamed
mildly mentally retarded children.
Findings:

There was no significant mean difference in teacher

responses when compared on the basis of prior teaching experience with
mainstreamed MMR students with regards to the four clusters of statements
(Hotellings = .001, df = 4/776, p > .05). Consequently, it was concluded that the
hypothesis could not be rejected and that there was no significant mean
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difference in teacher responses when compared on the basis of prior teaching
experience wi th mainstreamed MMR students with regards to the four clusters of
statements.

TABLE 10
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF PRIOR TEACHING EXPERIENCE
WITH THE FOUR DEPENDENT SETS,
INCLUDING MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

Prior Teaching Experience
No Prior Experience
M
SD

Univariate
F ratio

Measures

Prior Experience
M
SD

MM R Student

16.51

2.83

16.44

2.54

.151

Teacher of the M MR

18.80

4.03

18.69

2.43

.202

Elementary Teacher

22.69

4.99

22.50

3.25

.446

General Mainstreaming
Concepts

12.77

3.49

12.83

2.08

.072

Multivariate F

= .001,

df

= 4/776, p

> .05

Table 10 shows means and standard deviations for each of the four
dependent measures for each prior teaching experience group.

The MANOVA

r esults for the data indicated in Table 10 revealed that statistically significant
differences did not exist among the prior teaching experience groups (Hotellings
= .001, df = 4/776, p > .05). Therefore, the hypothesis was not rejected, and it

was concluded that there was no significant mean difference in teacher
r esponses when compared on the basis of prior experience with mainstreamed
MM R students with regards to the four clusters of statements.
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Further data analysis:
necessary•

No discriminant function coefficient was

The univariate F ratios for each of the four dependent variables

across the prior teaching experience groups are also reported in Table 10. All
fo ur -dependent measures revealed that statistically significant differences were
not achieved across the prior teaching experience group at the .05 level.

Significant Comments
In addition to completing the requested forms, thirty-four teachers
made comments on their own. These comments ranged in length from one line to
t hree pages and were either made to justify responses or to give opinions
r egarding the questionnaire itself.
Most of the classroom teachers' responses were favorable, especially as
related to the researcher's having included a writing pen engraved with the
slogan "Teachers Help Special People" "Love a Teacher" in the cover letter. A
comment such as "Thanks for the pen. Your idea of including a writing pen is
unique and appreciated" was representative of these statements.

Of further

in terest was the fact that six teachers returned their writing pens to the
r esearcher for various reasons.
Other respondents appreciated the format of the study in general. One
such comment was, "I have had many requests to participate in surveys and
questionnaires.

Many have found their way into the wastebasket because they

were too time-consuming, poorly written or difficult to read.

Yours was not.

Thank you." Yet, another comment was "Your approach and choice of this study
says (sic) to me you are a special person."

Due to the forced response nature

inherent in the opinionnaire which only allowed positive or negative answers,

58

several teachers jotted down statements similar to
statements were hard to answer.

11

1 felt a lot of these

They do not have clear-cut answers because

people (teachers and students) are all different.

What one MMR teacher might

do could be different from another MMR teacher. 11
Com men ts on mainstreaming l\1 MR students were generally divided. On
the negative side, one teacher stated, "Ml'vIR students are different and need
different environments and teaching techniques.
the difference.

Mainstreaming doesn't change

Their differences are what started special education and

similar programs for their benefit so they could get an education. 11
Another,

however,

voiced

mixed

feelings

and

wrote

that

"Mainstreaming is a good idea, but many of the other students in my class have
suffered due to the fact that I had to devote much more time for an MMR
student due to discipline and academic problems. However, some MMR children
have worked out very well in this program.''
Another negative comment was,

11

I think that mainstreaming can, at

times, lower the quality of education for the regular classroom students. This is
my primary concern and the only reason I feel a little resentful when I hear the
term 'mainstreaming."'

Another teacher's opinion, somewhat on the negative

side was that "MMR students who are mainstreamed into a regular classroom

'

show signs of frustration that are compounded daily.

It is impossible for a

teacher to meet the demands of all the groups of regular students in one day,
much less an MMR student for which the teacher has no training and preparation
in the first place.

These students suffer loss of self-esteem and much

humiliation among peers. The teacher wants to help and is frustrated because
the demand is impossible.

The name of this game districts play is 'money,' as
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usual.

One more burden for the teacher to bear. We should be training these

children for skills they are capable of learning and being a productive proud
member of our future society. Instead, their talents are untapped and once they
pass _e lementary school they are benched from activities due to no pass, no play.
The children are punished because we did not find out what they could do."
Yet another negative response stated, "Mainstreaming for all is not
realistic.

We're experiencing such problems daily as a result of this 'new' idea.

Some children can and do beautifully!

It is a positive experience for all

concerned. But other children are so low that no amount of modification by the
regular teacher makes the experience worthwhile for that particular child. Our
experience (in our grade level) has been that, when that child experiences
nothing but frustration, discipline problems begin. So, I personally feel that the
decision made must be based on the capabilities of that individual child."
Other teachers discussed the problems of class size in implementing
mainstreaming and commented on the number of hours per day a mainstreamed
child should spend in regular classrooms.

One comment noted that "The MMR

child does not belong in the regular class more than 1 or 2 hours a day at the
most. They take away from the regular students' receiving as much from the
regular teacher. The regular teacher is unable to carry the burden of the MMR
child in a class of 22 and also properly and fairly teach her regular students. The
MMR child is unable to cope in a regular classroom."
Finally, one teacher wrote a lengthy note concerning her mainstreaming
experiences and her attitudes regarding mainstreaming practices. Her story is as
follows: "As an MMR teacher, I have had many experiences placing my students
in the mainstream. Overall, this has been a positive move for all involved. I do
hand-pick the teachers who will receive these students, and of course I choose
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tho se that I know will have a positive attitude toward the 'little extras' that need
to be done to accommodate these children within the regular class. As the MMR
teacher, I see a big part of my job as making this transition as smooth as
possible.

If the MMR teacher leaves an impression that she is 'dumping' these

children in regular classes - she's not doing her job - as I see it. Instead - the
:\1MR teacher needs to take on the role of liason between regular and special
classes - providing support to the regular and special classes - providing support
to the regular teacher in whatever form is necessary - be it materials,
encouragement, providing support, etc.

Given the proper attitude of the MMR

teacher, I have found many teachers willing to accommodate these children
within their classes.

I work hard at 'selling' myself and my program to the

regular teachers - and I make darn sure that the child rm sending them is ready
behaviorally and emotionally for what they will face in the mainstream."

Summary

A statistical analysis, in accordance with the ONE-WAY MANOVA
technique, led to the rejection of hypothesis 1 (age ranges); to the acceptance of
hypothesis 2 (levels of formal preparation); to the acceptance of hypothesis 3
(teaching experience ranges); to the acceptance of hypothesis 4 (assignment in
the primary intermediate grade levels); and to the acceptance of hypothesis 5
(prior teaching experience with mainstreamed MMR children).

With regard to

responses on the four clusters of statements; namely, attitudes toward (1) the
role of the MMR student in the mainstreaming process, (2) the role of the teacher
of the MMR in the mainstreaming process, (3)theroleof the elementary teacher in the
mainstreaming process, and

(4) general mainstreaming concepts, it was
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concluded at the .05 level of significance that there was a significant mean
diffe r ence between the various teachers' ages (hypothesis 1).
However, a closer examination of the data for hypothesis 1 revealed
that signifi cant differences existed regarding attitudes of teachers across the
age group. These differences were revealed at the .05 level for attitudes toward
general mainstreaming concepts.

Upon further analysis of hypothesis 1, the

standar dized discriminant function coefficient revealed the Iara-est contributor
0

to this difference in teacher responses was reflected by cluster IV, general
mainstrea ming concepts.
Furtherm ore, there were no significant mean differences between
levels of formal preparation

(hypothesis 2) and total teaching experience

(hypothesis 3). A closer examination of the data for hypothesis 3 revealed that
although a significant difference was not found among the MANOVA results, a
significant difference existed regarding attitudes of teachers across the teaching
experi ence group. These differences were revealed at the .05 level for attitudes
tow ar d general mainstreaming concepts. From further analysis of hypothesis 3,
t he standardized discriminant function coefficient revealed that the largest
contr ibutor to this difference in teacher responses was also related to cluster IV,
general mainstreaming concepts.

Moreover, there were no significant mean

differ ences between grade level groups
experience
state ments.

(hypothesis 4) and prior teaching

(hypothesis 5), with regard to responses on the four clusters of

Chapter 5
SUMMARY

This study examined the attitudes of elementary teachers toward the
mainstreaming of MMR students in the regular classroom.

Comparisons were

made between teacher attitudes, consisting of four clusters and demographic
variables.

Structure of the Study
The study sample included all elementary teachers in a fourteen- county
area of southeast Texas who taught in an elementary school where at least one
classroom was in operation in which MMR students were in the mainstream, were
in special education resource rooms, were in special education generic classes, or
were in functional classes.

Of the teachers who were contacted, 81.5 percent

returned their data. The final number of survey forms (minus unusable returns)
that were utilized was 781.
The principal research tool for this study consisted of two parts:
Mainstreaming Opinionnaire, and

(1)

(2) Teacher Preparation and Experience

Questionnaire. The opinionnaire consisted of 28 statements designed to measure
attitudes on a four point Likert-type scale. It was further broken down into four
clusters: (1) attitude toward the role of the MMR student in the mainstreaming
process,

(2) attitude toward the role of the teacher of the MMR in the

mainstreaming process, (3) attitude toward the role of the elementary teacher
in the mainstreaming process, and

(4) attitude toward general mainstreaming

concepts.
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A comparison of these attitudes was used in conjunction with five
demographic variables included in the questionnaire: (1) teachers' age ranges, (2)
t eachers' formal preparation,

(3) total teaching experience,

(4) grade level

assignment, and (5) prior teaching experience with mainstreamed MMR students.
Also, five null hypotheses were formulated for purposes of investigating whether
elementary teachers differed significantly in their attitudes towards the
mainstreaming of MMR children.

The ONE-WAY MANOV A technique and the

standardized discriminant function coefficient post hoc tests were employed to
t est these hypotheses. The point of rejection of these null hypotheses was set at
t he .05 level of significance. The data provided by the responses of the teachers
to the research tool were tabulated by frequency and percentage of occurrence
for all respondents.

Testing the Hypotheses; Findings
Hypothesis 1, relating attitudes with age ranges, revealed significant
differences between the variables. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected
a t the .05 level of significance.

However, further analysis of hypothesis 1

revealed that one of the four measures (general mainstreaming concepts)
demonstrated statistically significant differences across the age group at the .05
level.
Hypothesis 2, relating attitudes with degree levels, revealed that no
significant differences existed between the variables.

Therefore, the null

hypothesis could not be rejected at the .05 level of significance.
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Hypothesis 3, relating attitudes with teaching experience, revealed that
no significant differences existed between the variables.

Therefore, the null

hypothesis could not be rejected at the .05 level of significance.

However,

further analysis of hypothesis 3 revealed a significant mean difference with the
measure general mainstreaming concepts across the teaching experience group
at the .05 level.
Hypothesis 4, relating attitudes with grade levels, revealed that no
significant differences existed between the variables.

Therefore, the null

hypothesis could not be rejected at the .05 level of significance.
Hypothesis 5, relating attitudes with prior MMR teaching experience,
revealed

that

no

significant

differences

existed

between

the

variables.

Threrefore, the null hypothesis could not be rejected at the .05 level of
significance.

Conclusions and Implications
Statistical analysis of the data collected for this study suggested that
the following conclusions might be arrived at and that implications may be
derived from the views of the participating 781 teachers.

In essence, these

were:
1.

Elementary teachers of various age groups did differ significantly
in their attitudes towards the mainstreaming of MMR children.
This conclusion appeared to indicate that teachers (43 years or
older) differed in their attitudinal responses from those expressed
by teachers who were 42 years or younger.

Therefore, one can
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speculate that attitudes of teachers in their respective age ranges
differed when age was a variable.
2.

Elementary teachers with degrees did not differ in their attitudes
towards the mainstreaming of MMR children when compared to
their educational background.

Moreover, the time of college

preparatory experiences appeared to have little impact on the
a tti tu des of teachers towards mainstreaming.

Furthermore, it

appeared that the level of the college degree did not necessarily
result in a change of attitude towards certain issues, as in this case
"mainstreaming."
3.

Elementary teachers with various numbers of years of teaching
experience did not differ in their attitudes towards the mainstreaming
of MMR children.

4.

Elementary teachers who taught primary grade level (K-2) children
did not differ in their attitudes towards mainstreaming of MMR
children when compared with teachers who taught intermediate
grade level (3-6) children.

This finding was of interest if one

considers that perhaps more mainstreaming tended to take place
in the intermediate grade levels where more teachers were exposed
to MMR children.
5.

Elementary teachers with prior experiences of teaching mainstreamed
MM R children did not differ in their attitudes towards the
· t rea mi·ncr
of MMR children when compared with teachers who
mains
o
had had no prior experience.

Of interest is the observation that
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teachers who had worked with MMR children did not display vastly
different attitudes towards mainstreaming.
Finally, inferences can be drawn that elementary teachers in general
tended to have positive attitudes towards the mainstreaming of MMR children,
as evidenced by the positive manner in which the statements on the opinionnaire
were answered, thereby allowing the researcher to speculate that this group
of teachers had generally accepted the mainstreaming of MMR children in
our public schools.

This acceptance might well be judiciously considered by

the Texas Education Agency and the Department of Special Education when
the two update special education standards.

Also, school administrat\.~rs may

note that all of the teacher variables in this study did not reveal a significant
difference in attitude, except across the age group.

Therefore, no special

planning should appear to be necessary when mainstreaming is to occur in their
school buildings.

Recommendations

Based upon the results of the present study, the recommendations
for further research as regards attitudes towards the mainstreaming of MMR
children are as follows:
1.

It is recommended that additional or similar studies be made
in both rural and urban areas in the northeast regions of Texas
and be compared to the present study, which included only counties
in southeast Texas.
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2.

Studies should be conducted to examine the effects of mainstreaming
on regular classroom students who attend classes with MMR
children.

3.

Research should be conducted

to determine whether regular

class teachers are as "open-minded" and flexible about elementary
education as they appear to be about special education.

It may

be that regular class teachers are simply naive about MMR children
and their education.

It also may be that regular class teachers

express acceptance attitudes based on their instructional abilities
with "normal" children and are otherwise not aware of the adjustments
that may need to be made in the areas of curriculum and methods
in order for them to successfully teach MMR children.
4.

It would be beneficial to the leaders of the various educational

agencies in the state to be certain that teachers in Texas
demonstrate the attitudes as reported in this study.

Thus, the

results of this study should be compared with the results of a
similar study utilizing different assessment instruments.

For

example, the results reported in the present study might be
compared with the results of a study employing an instrument such
as the "Multidimensional Attitude Scale on Mental Retardation"
which appears in Kinnison (1972).

Such a procedure would help to

determine whether Texas' teachers are different from the majority
of teachers in the rest of the nation.
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5.

Studies should be conducted which would take into consideration
the many implications of the variety of legal aspects relating
to mainstreaming.

6.

Finally, replication should be made of the methods and techniques
employed in this study to verify its results.

Such a replication

would provide additional baseline data against which comparisons
could be made to assess the changes which have occurred as
a result of mandatory state and federal legislation.

APPENDICES
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APPENDIX A
The Geographic Location of Cowities in Study
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THE LOCATION OF COUNTIES IN THE STUDY

County

Name of
School District(s)

Austin
Brazoria

Wallis-Orchard
Angleton

4

Brazos
Dewitt

Hearne
Cuero

5

Galveston

LaMarque

H'ardin
Harris

Hardin-Jeff er son
Huffman

No.

1
2
3

6

7

No.
8
9

County
Jasper
Jefferson

11

Leon
Liberty

12

Milam

13
14

Victoria
Wharton

10

ST ATE OF TEXAS

Name of
School District(s)
Jasper
Port Arthur
Port Neches
Buffalo
Liberty
Dayton
Cameron
Milano
Victoria
Wharton

APPENDIXB
Statements of Endorsement
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ANGLETON INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
1900 NORTH

DOWNING

ROAD

ANGLETON . TEXAS 77!51!5 - 3799

J ul y 7 , 1987

Jane R. Pe rez
P . O . Box 61
Hempste ad, TX

7744 5

Dea r Ms. Perez :
Permi ss ion i s g ra n te d to y ou to involve Angleton Independent
School Di s t ri ct in y our researc h project.
Sincerely,
/_
~~
-,..;;. /.n--;),
James H. Smith, Ed.D.
Superintendent

~

JH S / f k
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.:;L :,.:.:. =: =G.. SJ\

;ec

:::::: c 5.:.v. (:.,; i;..,,,

.:r :.

P

c;i

!JndE.pEndE.nt c:Echoof C]:)fahict
POST OFFICE DRAWER C
BUFFALO . TEXAS 75831

-~'.E •

.. .:.1:1:::,,·.:.· yM

: - .c.:::i. t ;, :. ·=°RS

Rt. ·., G :,_;.'/
Suoe•mt ence•:

"'1 :g r

5; :" :)0' Cl•-, : :::..: •

·i...cM.l.S •.' !.JDL:.3:; u~ ~
Eiementary JJntcr .., C" P• "C :. ..

..,.:.- ~ ih\S-Ei.!:\S
Ou s111ess

',1a•u::e·

c, c.O~ -<\·., • : ,
,:.;rr,c .J •u,., Gu ·canct :,. !~·: ·

July 7, 1987

Ms. Jane R . PPrez, 8 . 5.N . , M.Ed.
P . 0 . Box 61
Hempstead , Texas 77445
Dear Ms. Perez :
In regard to your letter dated June 25, 1987, please accept this letter
as my approval for you to include the elementary teachers of Buffalo
1.5 . D. in your research topic. (Topic: The perceptions of regular
classroom teachers toward mainstreaming EMR children into the regular
classroom.)

Sincerely ,

Ray G. Elam
Superintendent

RGE/jk
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Cameron Independent School District
I'. 0. BOX 712

CAMERON, TEXAS 76520

-

BEN .. ll.AM

I.DA HENOEASON
SCHOOI.S

Juh ~l, l9K7
J anc ?. •

Pe re z

P . O. Box 6 1

'Is .

Perez ,

I ha,·e recei ,·ect vo11r letter con cerni :1~ r:w tea che rs particir>a.ti n~ i :1
,·ou r

surY cv fo r

vou r doctorate deP.ree .

li e would be hano,· to pa r ti c ina tc

whenever you wis h to send t he materials to be use d .
I have t h irtv-two (32) regular educa tion clas sr oom teach e rs.
Resocctfull,· ,

/ d {~<-~ <-- -i.e. 1-J,,..
Ed Cau l c,·
Elem . Pri nc in <1l
Cameron

r sn
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Columbus Independent School District
JOHN R. SAUL, SUPERINTENDENT
P. 0 . Box 578

Columbus. Texas 78934

409-732-5704

July 7, 1987

Ms. Jane R. Perez
Box 61
Hempstead, Tx 77445
Dear Mrs. Perez:

The Columbus Elementary school staff will be given the
opportunity to respond to your opionionnaire and questionnaire, concerning mainstreaming EMR children into the
regular classroom.
Any additional information that you need for this project should be directed to my office. Good luck on your
project.
Sincerely yours,
~

I

I

.
,I

"'-- j ·-

/

•-·

h,," , '

/

,

7/y;_-

L
.

John R. Saul,
Superintendent
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CUERO INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
405 Park Heights Drive
P.O. Box 847
Cuero, Teus 77954

BOB MOORE

DERRITH L. WELCH

~ l a a l S.peri ■ lndHt

Sapona.-01

DAVID SHARP

PHONE 5ll-27S-3132

- · Sapm■1. .c1n1

June 30 , 1987
Jane R. Perez
P. 0, Box 61
Hemstead, Texas 77445
Dear Ms. Perez:
In answer to your letter of June 25, 1987, you have
our approval to administer the questionnaire that
y ou described in your letter to our elementary teachers.
If I can be of further service to you please let me
know.
Sincerely,

u:J~

~Xfa1l-t{

Derrith Welch
Superintendent
DW:ds

Dedicated to Educadoa .... Committed to Ellcellence
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Dayton Independent School District
Offlee of the Superintendent
P.O. Box248
Dayton, Texas 77535
409-258-2667
July 7, 1987

Ms. Jane R. Perez
P . O. Box 61
Hempstead, TX 77445
Dear Ms. Perez,
Please accept this letter as approval for our elementary
teachers, grade levels K-6, to participate in your study "An
Analysis of Elementary Teachers' Perceptions Toward the Mainstreaming of Mildly Mentally Retarded Students in Selected
Texas Public School Districts", in the fall of 1987.
If I can be of additional service, please let me know.
Sincerely,

'Will Moore

WHhd

"EqtMU Opportwtity Emplo,-"
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Hardin-Jefferson Independent School District
Administrative Offices
P. 0 . BOX 490
SOUR LAKE , TEXAS 77659

Rodrick B. Hill
Director of lnst.rUcoon

SOU R LAKE
4091287-35 71

June 26, 1987

Jane R. Perez
P. 0. Box 61
Hempstead, Texas

77445

Dear Ms. Perez:
Your request has been approved.

£~6.(t;J
RBHisk

"AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"

BEAt:~IO~T
4091753-2545
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\(
HEARNE INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
900 Wheelock St. • Hearne, Texas 77859 • (409) 279-3200
Dr. Henry J. Bonorden, Superintendent

July 13, 19fl7

Jane R. Perez
P. 0. Box 61
Hemostead, Texas 77445
Dear l'\s. Perez:
This is to inform you that I have talked to my elementary
pr i nc i pals and they have agreed to help you with your study,
"An Analysis of Elenentary Teachers' Perceptions Toward the
Mainstreaming of Mildly Mentally Retarded Students in Selected
Texas Public School Districts," in the fall of 1987.
You may work with the following principals: Jack Bradley,
princ i pal Eastside Elementary School, grades PK-2 at 1102 Riley St.,
Hearne, Texas 77859, phone 40?-279-22~1; Morris ~cDaniel, principal
Blackshear Elementary School, grades 3-6 at 1401 W. 3rd Street,
Hearne, Texas 77859, phone 409-279-3341.

~~
Henry J. Bonorden
HJB/br
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HUFFMAN

INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
24-403 Lake Houston Parkway
HUFFMAN. TEXAS 77336
TELEPHONE(713)32~1871

DOUGLASS SHANDS
DONALD V. LAZENBY. C.P.A.
Bussness Manager

Supennt1tn0ent

July 7 , 1987

Jane R . Perez
P.O . Box 61
Hempstead, Texas

77445

Dear Ms. Perez:
As you requested , I approve your use of elementary teachers employed

by Huffman I.S.D. as a part of your records for your dissertation.
Yours truly,

Douglass Shands
Superintendent of Schools
DS / bba
enc / 0
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Office of the Superintendent

Jasper Jndependent School 'District
128 PARK STREET. JASPER. TEXAS 75951

TELEPHONE (409) 384-2401
Arthur A. Kees
Supmntendent

June 30, 1987

Ms. Jane Perez
P. 0. Box 61
Hempstead, Texas 77445
Dear Miss Perez:
Pennission is hereby granted for you to involve Jasper I. S. D. teachers
in your research project. However, I am sure that you understand that
teacher participation will be strictly voluntary. State laws pertaining
to paperwork reduction prohibit requiring teachers to fill out questionaires.

'~·o.J,0
Arthur A. Kees
Superintendent JISD
AAK:crs
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LAMARQUE
Margie Ferguson
Ass.st.ant SYpcnntc-nc:Wm
EducattONU {)pe-ra11ons

MIKE MOSES. Ed.D.
Superintendent of Schools

July 1, 1987

Ms. Jane R. Perez
P. 0. Box 61
Hempstead, Texas 77445
Dear Ms. Perez:
You have my approval to include the elementary teachers in La Marque
Independent School District in your investigation of the perceptions of
regular education teachers toward mainstreaming EMR students.
However,
individual teachers must be free to decline if they do not choose to
participate.
The Director of Elementary Instruction is Ms. Celestine Harris.
arrangements to conduct the survey through her office.
Sincerely,

~~
Margie Ferguson
/bk

cc:

M. Moses
C. Harris

1727 Bayou Road• P .O . Box 7 • La Marque, Texu 77568 • (409) 938-4251

Please make
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LIBERTY INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
1800 GRAND AVENUE
LIBERTY, TEXAS TT575

0ff1CI CW THI auN.,IUffllNDl!.NT

July 12, 1987

Jane R. Perez
P. O. Box 61
Hempstead, Texas 77445
Dear Ms. Perez:
Please consider this letter as formal approval to conduct your
survey in our school district this fall. Your project sounds
most worthwhile, and I would look forward to getting a chance
to read the finished product upon completion.
If I can be of further assistance to you, please do not hesitate
to contact me.
Sincerely,

~-~r~/4rl'
Superintendent
ARB:bho
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IIOA."0 M EM d l:RS
tOI
l( tin4

;a,, ~

.,.....Lo-.•
E

I

fllt..i man. Vic.9'r --.o,en1

~

TQtT'm,

~ . C M'Y

Mo/lJ.tl

Su,

C

MILANOISD
P.O. Box-145
Milano, Texas 76556
Jama T. Huo.n , Jr ., Suoarintenoent

~,2,~~

,..., ,..,., w.i,on
,,,.,, . .,o,ou,a

ROOEIIHA$HEM
HIGH SCHOOL PRINClf'AL
45.5-6701

OONHA.flEY
ELEMENT ARY PRINCIP.:. L.
40$-2062

Jo1na Perez

P.O. Box 61
Heapata.-d, IWAa~ 77445
Oe.-r 11s.

Perez:

Milano el--.tary has a vary strong faculty o1nd I know their input would
be of value to your study, however I will not mandat ■ their cooper•tion.
H.B. 72 restricts teacher paperwork and this effort on the part of our
faculty -.bars will be voluntary on thair part.
I _ . forwarding your pl.n to 11r. Don Hafley: aleaantary principal, so he
can .-dvi . . his faculty of your need this fall.
I personally f-1 that our
teoM:hars will give you seven minutes of their ti- ■
Good luck with your ;.roject.
Sincerely yours,
CC1 11r.

Don Hafley
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S::,ort Arthur Independent School Cistrict

August 3, 1987

Ms. Jane R. Perez
P. 0. Box 6 1
Hempstead , TX 77445
Dear Ms. Perez :
Your request to sample teachers in the Port Arthur
Independent School District is granted. The district will
be happy to provide any assistance that your project may
require. We wish you the best in your endeavor.
Sincerely,

~l?L

Louis Reed,
Assistant Superintendent

409 - 9B5- 9303

port Arthur, Tex•• 77641
P . O . Box 1 3BB

•au•• Qpporcun l cv El'T'lolov•r
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fort N ec.qe.s 1Jni:lepeni:lent ~c.qool ilistrtrt
PORT NECHES, TEXAS 77651
TRUSTEES
ZACK BYRD
SUPERINTENDENT

June 29. 1967

D ■n

Britta in. President
A.. C . Graham. Vice President
J ■ m ■ s L. McCutcheon. Secretar y
Bobby E . Alexender
H ■ l"vey A.. Bi-own

Tina Bo,ssev Comeau x
Monty 0 . Palmer

M s. Jane R. Perez. B.S.l'J •. M.Ed.
P .O. Box61
Hempstead. Texas 77445
Dear Jane:
We would
We will cooperate with you in your research.
you can
appreciate
receiving
the
questionnaire
as soon
as
leeway as
conveniently arrange to get it to us - giving as much
possible for working it into our schedule.
Be i ng an

AGM Doctoral

student -

somewhat stalled at this

l evel - I w i sh you well.

Zack Byrd
Superintendent

ZB:rs

88
l''"den, S

fm::
~ ;.~\-= Tomball Independent ~chool District.=====:-

- \

221 Wesl Mam 6l.
Tomball. Texas
77375

J-

• /·

,.-_•

0 "'b• II.

,, , ,

11
H. G. HA RR J~ GTO 'EA RLE D. OLD H AM
Auu:111111 1 Sup,rr1,11t ffWN N

EJ,flltrltl.,,.

J ul y 10 , 1987

J,u1,vr1,u,r

DR. CARLY:,./ W BL UJS

PHON E
7 IJ , 351-8243

Auu,.,., SuJH"f'uttrnd,nu
~ r l.1Ut rvr t10ff

Ms. Jane R. Perez
P. 0. Box 61
Hempstead, Texas 77445
Re: Doctoral Research / Mainstreaming EMRs
Dear Mrs. Perez:
Your topic is a most topical and relevant one for public
education.
We will be happy for our staff to assist you on a voluntary
basis, I cannot guarantee any numbers.
At the same time, we would be most interested in receiving
a summary of your findings when you have completed your study.

Earle D. Oldham
Assistant Superintendent for Instruction
c: Judy Stevens
Bob Fontenot
Mike McWhirter
Mike Williams

NA TIONAU.Y ACCAEOITEO BY THE SOUTHERN ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGES & SCHOOLS. GR.,c,,CJES KINDERGARTEN THROUGH TWELVE
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VICTORIA

Office Of:

PUBLIC

SCHOOLS

Executive Director of Elememary Education

102 Profit Drive
P. 0. Box 1759
VICTORIA, TEXAS 77902

June 30, 1987

Dear Ms. Perez.

You have permission to contact Victoria Independent School Disoict elementary principals regarding teacher
participation in your research projecL Our disoict has 16 campuses.

If I can be of further assistant. let me know.

Sincerely,
;/,,··

/ ')

/Lei,.,, [ c.-£ ·'

f

:J,p -..

Victor Rendon

Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer
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~all.er :3Jnbrprnornt J;r~ool Eistrirt
Waller , Te•as 77484
Ol"l"ICIE 01' THIE SUP£1UNTIN0t:NT

Pon Office Bo• 377
Phone: 409-372 -3685

July 7 , 1987

Jane R. Perez
P.O. Box 61
Hempstead, Texas 77445

Dear Ms. Perez:
I have your June 25, 1987 request to include
our elementary teachers in a research questionnaire.
You have my permission to contact our
K-6 teachers and request their cooperation in
this project.
However, I would like you to
coordinate the effort through each campus principal after furnishing me a copy of your questionnaire and opinionnaire.
Sincerely,

_6[.,,~c15~
~'1
~ald Slater, Ed.D.
Superintendent
GS/mm
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July 7, 1987

Ms. Jane R. Perez
P. 0. Box 61
He.m pstead, Texas 77445
Dear Ms. Perez:
Pardon the delay in response.

I have been on vacation.

You have permission as per your request.
may participate at their own discretion.

Our teachers

Good luck with your project.

i~r:~:,cr&L.
D~ise
Superintendent
DLW/jpm

•'An Equal Opportunity Employer,,
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INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT----

July 11, 1987

Jane R. Perez
P.O. Box 61
Humpstead, Texas 77445
Dear Ms. Perez:
You have permission to include the elementary-schoo l teachers of
the Wharton Independent School District in your i nvestigation of
mainstreaming EMR children .
I wish you well in your investigation and i n t he pu rsuit of your
doctorate.
Sincerely,

~~
Superintendent

HM/lk

w
I

s
D

L

·· Pride in •fo.:u:fzins and . .i..:arnmg .
1010 Nort h R us k

• Wharton , Texas 77488 • 4 09 / 532 -3612
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Department of Cooperative Special Education Services
School District& of Flat Rock, Gibraltar, Groae De, Huron
Executive Council
Robert B ynt • Flat P.oc:k
Jerome Pnto• • Gibraltar
Edwanl Sarklaian • Groae De

Frank D. Mark, Pb. D. • Director
Administration Building
26084 Gibraltar Road, P.O. Box 130
Flat Rock, Michipn 48134
Phone (313) 782 • 1406

Gary Jacuon . Huron

March 24 , 1987
Ms . Jan e Per e z
P . O. Box 61
HemP'"5tead, Texa s

7744 5

Dea r Ms . Per ez :
You have my perm i ssion to use an y of the i nstruments i n my
study "The Attit udes of Elementary Teachers Toward th~
Mainstr eamin g of Educable Mentally Retarded Students 1n
No r th western Oh io Sc hool Districts" (March 1980) •
Sincerely,

jg
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Department of CooperativE:> Special Education Services
School D!stric:ta of Flat Rock, Gibraltar, GroaN De, Huron
Ex.-c:uttYe Council
F?ank D. Mart, Ph. 0 .• D!ttctor

Robm B ynl • Flat Rock
Jerome PHIO'I • Gibraltar
E chnrd Sarltls1an • G ' - De
Gary Jackaon • Haron

Administration Building
26084 Gibraltar Road, P.0. Box 130
Flat Rock, Michipn 48134
Phone (313) 782 • 1'06

May 6, 1987
Ms . Jane Perez
P . O. Box 61
Hempstead , Texas 77445
Dear Ms . Perez :
Yo u have my permission co modify / revise ~ny of the instruments
fro m my March 1980 dissertation "The Attitudes of Elementary
Teachers Toward the Mainstreaming of Educable Mentally Retarded
S tudents i n Northwestern Ohio School Districts."
Sincerely,

jg

APPENDIX C

Letters of Transmittal
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TEXAS SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY
HOUSTON, TEXAS 77004

June 25, 1987

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
AOMINISTIV.TlON -'NO HIGHER EDUCATION

Dear Superintendent:
I am enrolled at Texas Southe_rn L'niversity in Iiouston, Texas, ·,vorking
toward a doctorate degree in education. :,iy research topic is concerned with
the perceptions of regular elementary classroom teachers to ward mainstreaminrr
:,!;\I P.. children into the regular classroom.
"
The purpose of this letter is to a pprise you that I am rec;uesting your
approval to include the elementary teachers in your district in my investigation.
The instrument will be administered in the fall. The teachers will be
asked to respond to an opinionnaire and a questionnaire which are easy-answer
types. It should take approximately seven minutes to complete the forms.
Data obtained from this research will be used exclusively by me and will not
be used for any other purposes without written permission from yo u.
I hope you will give my request your thoughtful consideration.
cooperation will be sincerely appreciated.

Your

A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for j'our convenience.
Your prompt reply to my appeal will be greatly appreciated.
Respectfully yours,

~ /2-, VJ~
Jane R. Perez, B.S.N., :\l.Ed .
Enclosures

.\pproved:

AN EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY INSTITUTION
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Please return to:
Jane R. Perez
P.O. Box 61
Hempstead, Texas 77 445
Phone: (409) 826-6565

Dear Teacher:
I a m enrolled at Texas Southern University in Houston, Texas, working
toward _a doctorate degree in education. My research topic is concerned with
th~ atti t udes of regular elementary classroom teachers toward mainstreaming
mildly mentally r etarded (M MR) children into the regular classroom. I elected
t o conduct this study because I believe that it can be of importance to the
fi eld of education.
You have been selected as a participant for this research study. Please
t ak e ti me t o fill out this form. I realized that this will require you to take
time out of your busy schedule to . complete these papers, but I believe that
its importance will justify your doing so.
It should take approximately seven minutes to fill out the forms.
Please complete all items and return them to me in the enclosed envelope by
September 10th. The data will be treate~ s<;> as to preserve your anonymity.
You will receive a synopsis of the research fmdmgs upon your request.
Enclosed is a writing pen to make your efforts less tedious and for you
to keep as a token of appreciation. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely yours,

r~-~

Jane R. Perez

APPENDIX D

Teacher Preparation and Experience Questionnaire
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TEACHER PREPARATION AND EXPERIENCE QUESTIONNAffiE

Please furnish the following information as it applies to your preparation and
exper ience by mak ing a check (/) for each item. Please check only one blank
under each heading:
1.

Age

(last birthday)
22-28
29 - 35
36-42
43 years or older

2.

Degree (highest degree earned)
B.A., B.S. (Bachelor's)
M.A. M.S. M.Ed. , (Master's)
Specialist (Sixth year degree)
Ph.D, Ed.D. (Doctorate)

3.

Total Teaching Experience (One year = nine months in classroom service)
0 - 4 years
5 - 10 years
11 - 16 years
17 or more years

4.

·
t This Year. (if departmentalized , indicate level
Grade Level o f A ss1gnmen
with which you spend the most time)

Kindergarten
1st Grade
2nd Grade
3rd Grade
4th Grade
5th Grade
6th Grade

5.

d a mainstreamed mildly mentally retarded
Do you have or have you ever ha
t any time during the 1986-87
(MMR) student in any of your classes a
school year?
Yes
No

APPENDIX E

Mainstreaming Opinionnaire
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MAINSTREAMING OPINIONNAIB.E

In this study the word "mainstreaming" will refer to the integration of
MMR children with regular students in at least one or more regular clas.ses with
an elementary classroom teacher. This will not include special teachers such as
physical education, music or art teachers. Too, an MMR student is considered
mainstreamed if he/she is with you and your students for at least 30 minutes a
day.
Please respond to all items with regard to how you feel, not how you
think you should feel. For each item, please indicate which catagory best
describes your attitude toward the statement. Please circle only one:
SA ADSD -

Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

STATEMENTS

RATINGS

1.

Mainstreaming involves a coordinated
effort between the teacher of the MMR,
elementary teacher, and principal.

SA

A

D

SD

2.

MMR students who are mainstreamed
are education ally more like regular
students than they are different.

SA

A

D

SD

3.

Mainstreaming means taking MMR
children out of appropriate programs
and placing them in regular classes.
where they will experience frustration
and failure.

SA

A

D

SD

4.

Mainstreaming is only possible _in such
classes such as physical education,
music, and art.

SA

A

D

SD

MMR students should remain in MMR
classes at all times because of
benefits of smaller class size an?
• on in
· d.ivi· dualization.
more emphasis

SA

A

D

SD

5.

A

SD

6.

SA

D

Mainstreaming means very little
increase in class size for th e
elementary teacher.

SA

A

D

SD

7.

MMR students do not have th e
emotional stability to atte nd
a regular class.
f
r mainstreaming
Teachers of the M MR avo
.
h
·
lass
size.
because it reduces t eir c

SA

A

D

SD

8.
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9.

Mainstreaming means additional work
for the elementary teacher.

SA

A

D

SD

10.

M MR_ students benefit from mainstreaming

SA

A

D

SD

11.

Teachers of the M MR tend to make a proper SA
choice when selecting one of their
students for mainstreaming.

A

D

SD

12.

Teachers of the 1\1 MR oppose mainstreaming SA
because they may lose all
of their students.

A

D

SD

13.

Elementary teachers are able to
accept mainstreaming as a positive
educational practice.

SA

A

D

SD

14.

M MR students in the mainstream will

SA

A

D

SD

by being exposed to a variety of teachers.

develop their social skills and
academic abilities.
15.

Mainstreamed M MR students tend to
get higher grades than one or more
regular students in their class.

SA

A

D

SD

16.

Teachers of the M MR are able to serve all
of their students at all times,
except for physical education,
music, and art.

SA

A

D

SD

17.

Elementary teachers oppose
mainstreaming because it means an
increase in their class size.

SA

A

D

SD

18.

MMR students can only be mainstreamed

SA

A

D

SD

SA

A

D

SD

SA

A

D

SD

SA

A

D

SD

as a whole class with an elementary
teacher.
19.

Elementary teachers have enough
training and experience to teach
mainstreamed M MR children.

20.

Elementary teachers should be . .
informed in advance when receiving
a mainstreamed MMR student into
their classes.

21.

s·st elementary
Teachers of the M MR can as i
teachers by providing additional
.
.
. t
d M MR children.
tutoring for mains reame
·
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22.

Elementary teachers will modify their
instructional practices in order to
accomodate a mainstreamed lVI MR student.

SA

A

D

SD

23.

Elementary teachers can only teach
M 1R children in a setting where the
entire class is made up of M MR students.

SA

A

D

SD

24.

Elementary teachers should not be
asked to assume the burden of
mainstreamed M MR students.

SA

A

D

SD

25.

Teachers of the ~-1 MR will select students
for mainstreaming who will stand a
fair chance of succeeding in a regular
class ..

SA

A

D

SD

26 .

'Mainstreaming is an educational
practice that will eventually disappear.

SA

A

D

SD

27 .

Teachers of the M MR can provide useful
student background information to
the elementary teacher who will
receive an MM R student.

SA

A

D

SD

28.

!Vlainstreaming will prove to be
beneficial for most MMR students.

SA

A

D

SD

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION!

APPENDIX F
The Education for all Handicapped Children Act
(Public Law 94-142)
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THE EDUCATION FOR ALL HANDICAPPED CHIL

DREN ACT

(PUBLIC LAW 94-142)

On November 29, 1975, the E ducation for All Handicapped Children Act
(Public Law 94-142) was signed i nto law. This law builds upon, expands and will
eventually replace the Education of the Handicapped Act, including Part B whi ch
provides assistance to states, as am end ed by the Education Amendments of 1974
(Public Law 93-380) . P.L. 94-142 will become fully effective on October 1, 1977
(Fiscal Year 197 8).

Both laws are extremely important for children who are handica pp ed,
or misclassified as handicapped by t heir school districts, and for parents of
those children because the law s 1. require states to provide special education
and related services to ch ildren with special needs, 2. provide financial assistance
to states and local school dis tr i cts to develop appropriate programs and services,
and 3. establish and prot e ct s ubstantive and procedural rights for children
and their children .

State Plan
r EHA-B, a state must develop policies and
To be eligible for mone y unde
of the law are
procedures in a " sta te plan" to insure that the requirements
. • t · the state (whether or not that school
carri ed out in e ve ry s chool distric in
) State plans must be available to the
district actually receiv e d E HA-B money ·
public for co m ment and then submitted for approval to the federal Bureau of
.
h US Office of Education. The stat e
Educa tion for t he H andicapped (BEH) in t e · ·
state has established and will enforce the
plan must dem onstra te that the
fo llowi ng:
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1.

Pull Services Goal - a goal of providing all handicapped children with "full
educational opportunities"; at least 5096 of the EHA-B funds must be given
to children who are receiving no education at all (i.e., are not in school)
and children who are severely handicapped. The plan must provide a timetable showing how services, personnel, equipment and other resources will
be developed and assigned in order to reach "full services".

2.

Due Process Safeguards -

policies and procedures describing due process

safeguards which parents/children can use to challenge decisions of state
and local officials about how a child has been identifed, evaluated or
placed in a special education program.
These safeguards must include:

a.

prior notice before a child is evaluated or placed in a special program

b.

access to relevant school records

c.

an opportunity to obtain an independent evaluation of the child's
special needs

d.

an impartial due Process h earing to challenge any of the decisions
described above

e.

.
.
of a "surrogate parent" to use these safeguards
the des1gnat1on
.
.
d of the state or whose parent or guardian
for each child who 1s a war
is unknown or unavailable.

3.

.
1
1 and state procedures to assure that
Least Restrictive Alternative- oca
t d with non-handicapped children to the
handicapped children are educa e
. 1 classes or other removal of any
extent possible. Separate schools, spec1a
regular program are only allowed if and when
handicapped child from th e
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the school district can show that the use

of a regular educational

environment accompanied by supplementary aids
·
and services is not
adequate to give the child what he/she needs.

4.

Non-discriminatory Testing and Evaluating -

procedures

showing

that

tests and other materials or methods used to evaluate a child's special
needs are neither racially nor culturally discriminatory.

The procedures

should also assure that whatever materials or methods are used are not
administered to a child in a discriminatory manner.

5.

Confidentiality of Information about Handicapped Children

- procedures

to guarantee that information gathered about a child in the process of
identifying and evaluating children who may have special educational needs
is kept confidential. State procedures must confirm to regulations, issued
in the February 27, 1976, Federal Register by the Commissioner of
Education, which include requirements that parents must be given the
opportunity to see relevant school records before any hearing is held on a
matter of identification, evaluation or placement of a special needs child.
These regulations also apply to the confidentiality of information under the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act.
1.

Full Service Goal -

"free appropriate public education" must

· capped children 3-18 by September 1,
be available to all handl
to all handicapped children 3 through 21 by
1978, and
less, with regard to 3 to 5-year-olds and
September 1, 1980, Un
.
. tent" with state law. States must
18 to 21-year-olds, "mcons1s
. . t in the use of their funds under this Act on two
place a pr10r1 Y
groups of children:
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(1)

handicapped ch"ld
l
ren

who are no t

..
receiving
an education

'

and
(2)

handicapped children with the most severe handicaps, within
each disability ' who are receiving
..
an inadequate education.

2.

Due Process Safeguards -- As of October 1, 1977, the policies
and procedures d ecri·b·mg due process safeguards available
to parents and ch"ldr
en m
· any matter concerning a child's
1
identification,

eval ua t·10n

or

placement in

an

educational

program must include:

a.

prior notice to parents of any change in their child's
program

and

written

explanation,

in

their

:)rimary

language, of the procedures to be followed in effecting
that change
b.

access to relevant school records

c.

an opportunity to obtain an independent evaluation of the
child's special needs

d.

opportunity for an impartial due process hearing which
must be conducted by the SEA or local or intermediate
school district, but in no case by an employee "involved in
the education or care of the child".

In any hearing,

parents have the right to be accompanied by a lawyer or
any individual with special knowledge of the problems of
special needs children, the right to present evidence, to
confront, compel and cross-examine witnesses, and to
obtain a transcript of the hearing and a written decision

109

by the hearing officer.
the hearing decision to

e.

Parents have the right to appeal

the
dissatisfied, the SEA rul.
.
mg in
the ri o-ht of a child t O
.
b
remarn
(or, if trying to ga·

in

SEA and, if they are still
f d
e eral or state court.
.
m his/her current placement

· •t·a1
..
m1 1 adm1ss1on to school, in the

regular school program) until the due process proceedinQ'S
0

are completed

f.

the

designation

of a "surrogate parent"

to use the

procedures outlined above on behalf of children who are
wards of the state or whose parents or guardians are
unknown or unavailable.

3.

Least Restrictive Alternative --

handicapped

children,

including

children in public and private instituations, must be educated as much
as possible with children who are not handicapped.
4.

Non-discriminatory Testing and Evaluation - the tests and procedures
U5ed to evaluate a child's special needs must be racially and culturally
non-discriminatory in both the way they are selected and the way
they are administered, must be in the primary language or mode
of communication of the child, and no one test or procedure can
be used as the sole determinant of a child's education program.

5.

Individualized Educational Plans - written individualized educational
plans for each child evaluated as handicapped must be developed
and annually reviewed by a child's parents, teacher and a designee
of the school district.

The plan must include statements of the

child's present levels of educational performance, short- and long-

110

term goals for the child's performance
measure the child1s progress.

Each

, the specific criteria to

h 1 di
sc oo
strict must maintain

the records of the individualized education plan for each child.

6.

Personnel Development both general and special

comprehensive system to develop and train
education teachers and administrative

personnel to carry out requirements of this law must be developed
by the state, and each local school district must show how it will
use and put into effect the system of personnel development.

7.

Participation of Children in Private Schools

free

special

education and related services must be provided for handicapped
children in private elementary and secondary schools if the children
are placed or ref erred to private schools by the SEA or local school
districts to fulfill the requirements of this law. The SEA must assure
that private schools which provide programs for handicapped children
meet the standards which apply to state and local public schools, and
that handicapped children served by private schools are accorded all
the sarn e rights they would have if served in public schools.
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