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ABSTRACT 

This study investigated the attitude of junior high school 

teachers to mainstreamed severely learning disabled students, and 

the extent to which attitude is influenced by personal and 

professional variables. In addition, responses to the attitude to 

mainstreaming scale were analysed to determine differences in 

attitude between schools with categorically funded severely 

learning disabled programs, and those schools without such 

programs. 

A questionnaire was developed, pilot tested, revised and 

distributed to junior high school teachers in seven secondary 

schools. The questionnaire was designed to elicit teacher 

attitudes to issues of behaviour, curriculum and standards, time, 

administrative and specialist support, training and expertise, 

parent expectations, and regular versus segregated placement. 

The relationship of attitude to variables of gender, 

qualification, subject area, experience, courses taken in special 

education, overall degree of success, level of administrative and 

additional support was investigated. Responses from 174 teachers 

were analyzed. 

The variables of courses taken in special education, overall 

degree of success, level of administrative support services and 

availability of additional support services were found to have a 

significant relationship to various of the attitude issues. 



i v .  

Moreover,  some d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  a t t i t u d e  were  d i s c e r n i b l e  i n  s c h o o l s  

w i t h  s e v e r e  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b i l i t y  p rograms  and  t h o s e  w i t h o u t  s u c h  

programs .  

Of t h e  s e v e n  s u b - s c a l e s  i n t o  which t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  w a s  d i v i d e d ,  

n o t  one  had a mean less  t h a n  2.5,  t h e  mid -po in t  of t h e  s c a l e .  

T h i s  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t e a c h e r s  d i d  n o t  r e s p o n d  i n  a  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

n e g a t i v e  way t o w a r d s  t h e  ma ins t r eaming  of  s e v e r e l y  l e a r n i n g  

d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t s .  S t r o n g  p o s i t i v e  r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h r e e  of  t h e  

s u b - s c a l e s  i d e n t i f y  a r e a s  of t e a c h e r  c o n c e r n .  

F i f t y - s i x  p o i n t  f i v e  p e r c e n t  of t e a c h e r s  a g r e e d  t h a t  t r a i n i n g  and  

release t i m e  f o r  t r a i n i n g  were n e c e s s a r y ;  59.6  p e r c e n t  of t e a c h e r s  

a g r e e d  t h a t  mains t reamed s e v e r e l y  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t s  

demanded more t e a c h e r  t ime;  and  58.9  p e r c e n t  a g r e e d  t h a t  

a d j u s t m e n t  of c u r r i c u l u m  and s t a n d a r d s  was n e c e s s a r y  t o  

accommodate s e v e r e l y  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  r e g u l a r  

c l a s s r o o m .  

The j u n i o r  h i g h  s c h o o l  t e a c h e r s  s u r v e y e d  i n  t h i s  s t u d y  d i d  n o t  

r e s p o n d  u n f a v o u r a b l y  t o  t h e  c o n c e p t  and  p r a c t i c e  of m a i n s t r e a m i n g  

s e v e r e l y  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t s .  However, i f  s e v e r e l y  

l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t s  a r e  t o  r e c e i v e  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  e d u c a t i o n  

i n  t h e  mains t ream,  and  i f  t e a c h e r s  are  t o  be s u p p o r t e d  i n  t h e i r  

a c c e p t a n c e  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  s u c h  s t u d e n t s ,  a r e a s  of t e a c h e r  

c o n c e r n  w i l l  need  t o  be a d d r e s s e d .  
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- N-ON OF THS P R V  

troduction: 

In 1978, the Ministry of Education in British Columbia intro- 

duced new Guidelines to Special Education Programs. These 

guidelines were significant because they strongly espoused a 

particular philosophy towards special education, a philosophy 

consistent with prevailing educational theory, and the 

increasingly prevalent educational practice of mainstreaming or 

integrating students with special needs. 

The implementation of mainstreaming necessitates complex admin- 

istrative responses from school districts and individual schools. 

However, the success of mainstreaming as a concept, and the 

success or failure of individual students who are mainstreamed 

depends in large part on the attitudes of the regular classroom 

teachers. As Roubinek (1978) comments: 

Without  t h e  s u p p o r t  of t h e  c l a s s r o o m  t e a c h e r ,  
a n y  s i g n i f i c a n t  change  is doomed where i t  c o u n t s  
t h e  most ,  i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m  w i t h  t h e  t a r g e t  g r o u p  
( p . 4 1 0 ) .  

The target group of exceptional students for this particular 

study is the severely learning disabled. The problem addressed 

by this study is that of determining attitudes of junior 

high-school teachers, in a particular school district, to 

mainstreamed students who are identified as severely learning 

disabled. 



The specific purposes of this study are: 

1. To develop a questionnaire to measure: 

(a) The personal and professional factors of gender, 

qualification, subject area, experience, perceived 

degree of success with special needs students, and 

level of administrative and additional support. 

( b )  The psychological factor of attitude to mainstreamed 

learning disabled students. 

2. To investigate the extent to which professional and 

psychological factors relate to each other. 

3. To determine differences in attitude between teachers in 

schools with categorically determined severely learning 

disabled 

programs, and teachers in those schools without such 

programs. 

4. To provide data regarding teachers1 concerns about the 

main-streaming of severely learning disabled students. 

Severe Learnins Disability as a Catesorv of Exceotionalitv: 

The 1978 Guidelines to Special Education Programs acknowledged 

mainstreaming as the "new administrative arrangement1' (Csapo, 

1981). However, they did not in fact herald a radical 

departure from existing British Columbia practice. Some 

students with identified special needs, such as hearing 

impaired, were already part of the mainstream; other students 

with special needs, such as the severely learning disabled, 

were part of the mainstream by default. 



In 1978 in British Columbia there was no category of 

exceptionality identified as severely learning disabled. 

students recognized as such were served through Learning 

Assistance, which was funded non-categorically on the basis of 

total number of students per school. At the secondary level 

many students who would currently be recognized as severely 

learning disabled were assigned to vocational or occupational 

programs. 

However, in 1980, the Ministry of Education, responding to 

increasing knowledge of the field of exceptionality, to active 

parent advocacy, and to the categories of handicap acknowledged 

by United States Public Law 94-142 (The Education for All 

Handicapped Children Act of 1975) moved to identify and 

establish an educational category for a hitherto provincially 

unacknowledged category of exceptionality: the category of 

Severe Learning Disability. 

No direct funding for severely learning disabled students had 

formerly been available. Funding was now made available 

through Function 3 (Special Education), with a unit of 12 

pupils to one teacher, plus 0-5 aide time. The Manual of 

Policies,Procedures and Guidelines to Special Education 

Programs issued in 1980, (revised 1982, and again, 1985 - see 

Guidelines in Appendix A) recognized the incidence of Severe 

Learning Disability as pertaining to 1-2% of children in the 

schools. 



~hus, in British Columbia, two potentially contradictory 

movements were taking place: on the one hand a movement 

towards the mainstreaming and integration of students who had 

been identified as having special needs; on the other, a , 

movement towards the identification of students from within the 

mainstream as belonging to a category of exceptionality. The 

latter movement reflected a recognition that some students with 

special needs were indeed mainstreamed, but they were not 

receiving appropriate education in that mainstream. 

With school district identification of learning disabled 

students, and with subsequent applications for categorical 

funding, school districts assumed an added responsibility 

towards such students. The responsibility assumed was that of 

providing adequate and appropriate education. 

The Ministry of Education recognized a range of service 

options: "assessment and programming centres, resource rooms, 

self-contained classes as well as itinerant services." 

However, school districts were adjured to "examine the least 

restrictive alternative." The least restrictive alternative 

for the majority of students is the regular classroom. Thus 

the severe learning disabled student would be mainstreamed for 

at least part of his/her school day. The classroom teacher 

was, then, very actively involved in a major process of 

educational change that was potentially challenging to 

established teaching practices, materials and beliefs. 



The establishment of the category of Severe Learning Disability 

in British Columbia coincided with a growing body of research 

that recognized the distinct educational needs of the 

adolescent who has learning disabilities (Hammill, 1979; 

Deshler, 1978; Alley and Deshler, 1979). For example, Deshler 

(1978) concluded in a review on the characteristics of learning 

disabled adolescents 

By adolescence there is a high probability that 
learning disabled students will experience the 
indirect effects of a learning handicap as manifested 
by poor self- perception, lowered self-concept, or 
reduced motivation. Disability in a basic learning 
process may be the root problem, but it must be 
considered not only by itself but also in relation to 
other problems that it may precipitate (p.68). 

Moreover, the demands of the secondary school curriculum differ 

markedly from the demands of the elementary school. The 

secondary curriculum is based on content acquisition, and the 

secondary school teacher has been trained as a content 

specialist. Not only are individual class sizes likely to be 

larger, a teacher's total enrolment may be in excess of 180 

students. Both teachers and students face complicated 

time-tables. The junior high-school teacher is aware of, but may 

have difficulty accommodating, the heterogeneous demands of his 

classes. He/she will see each class for no more than one hour 

before another class is scheduled. The learning disabled 

adolescent adds another dimension to the existing complex 

demands. It is not surprising then that while programming for 



elementary learning disabled students is "maturing11 the junior 

high-school effort is in its infancy (Lindsey, 1983). 

The background to the problem, and a statement of the problem and 

its significance has been given in the first chapter. Chapter I 1  

will present related research literature. 

Chapter I11 will describe the methodology of the study. It will 

describe the development of the questionnaire, including the 

pilot study, the sampling, the final questionnaire and the 

statistical methodology. 

Chapter IV gives the analyses and results of the administration 

of the questionnaire. Chapter V will discuss the conclusions 

drawn from the study, limitations, and recommendations. 



!xEumLL 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

INTRODUCTION 

The passage of United States Public Law 94-142, the Education of 

All Handicapped Children Act, on November 29, 1975, was the most 

significant federal legislation to affect education in the United 

States in a decade (Ryor, 1978). Abeson and Zettel (1977) 

characterized the law as the vvconclusion of a policy revoluti~n,~ 

bringing into the orbit of the public schools many students once 

denied attention, and affirming the right to an education for 

every child with a handicap. Moreover, the law guaranteed access 

to free appropriate education to all handicapped individuals 

between the ages of three and twenty-one years (Alley and Deshler, 

1979). The definition of handicap accompanying the law included 

"children with specific learning disabilitiesN (Garrison, 1978). 

As with most revolutions, policy makers are influenced by and 

infiuence other jurisdictions. From educational policy 

promulgated elsewhere (Warnock Report, 1978; Organization for 

Economic Cooperation and Development Report, 1976;), it is clear 

that normalization of special education was an idea whose time had 

. come (Csapo, 1981). It is also clear the Public Law 94-142 acted 

as a catalyst to the development of educational policy in the 

various provinces of Canada, both in terms of categories of 

handicap identified for special education funding and the 

provision for the least restrictive environment provision 

(Pocklington, 1980). 



ina Disabilities - f i~i-1 Proble~gg 

The exponential growth of the field of learning disabilities has 

been well documented (Larsen, 1978; Ames, 1977; Gallagher, 1984). 

While it has been claimed that the roots of scientific and ' 

philosophical interest in learning disabilities are probably as 

old as these disciplines themselves (Gleason and Haring, 1974; 

Wiederholt, 19741, the formal history of learning disabilities is 

relatively brief. Yet learning disabilities as a "self-conscious 

disciplinevv (Wallace, 1976), has expanded at a breathtaking rate 

in the two decades of its official existence, its rate of growth 

unequalled by that of any other condition of handicap (Larsen, 

1978; Algozzine & Korinek, 1985). 

Such rapid, if not precipitate growth (Perkins, 1976; Ames, 1977; 

Ysseldyke, Algozzine and Epps, 1983) has been accompanied by 

problems, not least of which has been the problem of definition. 

Wilson (1985) concluded that 

The concept or operational definition of learning 
disabilities has been one of the most debated topics 
in special education (p.46). 

The term "learning disabilityw was used for the first time by 

S.A. Kirk in the first edition of his textbook Rducatins 

W ~ t i o n a l  Children (1963). It was a term used to differentiate 

a particular group of children on the one hand from their 

normally achieving peers, and on the other from those children 

identified as Educably Mentally Retarded (Lovett, 1985). In 



1963, when the Association for Children with Learning 

 isa abilities was formed, the new term "learning disability" was 

used as a non-controversial substitute for etiological labels 

such as brain injured or perceptually handicapped (McLeod, ,1983). 

In 1968, the National Advisory Committee on Handicapped 

children of the United States Office of Education presented a 

definition of specific learning disabilities which became part 

of the Learning Disabilities Act of 1969 (Mercer, Hughes and 

Mercer, 1985; Mann, Cartwright, Kenowitz, Boyer, Metz and 

Wolford, 1984). This definition, frequently referred to as the 

NACHC definition is as follows 

The term "children with specific learning 
disabili tiesw means those children who have a 
disorder in one or more of the basic psychological 
processes involved in understanding or in using 
language, spoken or written, which disorder may 
manifest itself in imperfect ability to listen, 
think, speak, read, write, spell or do mathematical 
calculations. Such disorders include such 
conditions as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, 
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and 
developmental aphasia. Such term does not include 
children who have learning problems which are 
primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor 
handicaps, of mental retardation, of emotional 
disturbance, or environmental, cultural or economic 
disadvantage. 

The passage of Public Law 94-142, in 1975, which again used the 

NACHC definition, sparked fierce debate among theorists and 

practitioners, a debate which was exacerbated by an alternative 

definition proposed by the Bureau of Education for the Handi- 

capped in 1976. 



The Bureau of Education for the Handicapped definition 

stipulated that 

A specific learnfng disability may be found if a chfld 
has a severe discrepancy between achievement and 
intellectual ability in one or more of several areas: 
oral expression, wrftten expression; listening 
comprehension or reading comprehension, basic reading 
skills, mathematics calculation; mathematics 
reasoning, or spelling. ' A  severe discrepancy' is 
defined to exist when achievement in one or more of 
the areas falls at or below 508 of the child's 
expected achievement level, when age and previous 
educational experiences are taken into consideration 
(Normand and Zigmond 1981, p. 543) .  

Resistance to this new definition was formidable 

(Norman and Zigmond, 1980). Following lengthy hearings and 

considerable debate, the Office of Education rejected the 

definition. The definition that accompanied the final 

regulations governing the Education of All Handicapped Children 

Act in 1977, is the NACHC definition, with however, the 

inclusion of specific identification criteria. 

The basic components of the United States Federal criteria are: 

(a) a multidisciplinary education team (b) failure to achieve 

commensurate with age and ability (c) severe discrepancy 

(dl exclusion (el observation and ( f )  written report (McNutt, 

The major differences between the definition and the 

identification criteria were thus the omission of psychological 

processes in the identification criteria, and the 



interpretation of language and academic problems within the 

context of a discrepancy factor (Lerner, 1981; Mercer, Hughes 

and Mercer, 1985). 

Continuing attempts have been made to re-formulate the 

definition, largely in an effort to eliminate the focus on 

psychological processing disorders (McLoughlin and Netick, 

1983, Hammill, Leigh, McNutt, 1981). The National Joint 

Committee for Learning Disabilities presented the following 

definition in 1981. 

Learning Disabilities is a generic term that refers to 
a heterogeneous group of disorders manifested by 
significant difficulties in the acquisition and use of 
listening, speaking, reading, writing, reasoning, or 
mathematical abilities. These disorders are intrinsic 
to the individual and presumed to be due to central 
nervous system dysfunction. Even though a learning 
disability may occur concomitantly with other 
handicapping conditions (e. g. sensory impairment, 
mental retardation, social and emotional disturbances) 
or environmental influences (e. g. cultural 
differences, insufficient/inappropriate instruction, 
psychogenic factors), it is not the direct result of 
those conditions or influences. (Hamill, et al, 1981. 
p.336) 

This definition, while avoiding reference to processing 

disorders, also attempted to avoid the controversial 

discrepancy clause. According to McLeod (19831, however, the 

reference to significant difficulties in the acquisition of 

........" is merely a way of sweeping discrepancy l1under the 
verbal rugw (p.24). 

In fact, the important commonalities of the two definitions are 

significant problems in acquiring academlc skills and the 



absence of other handicapping conditions as the primary cause 

of learning disability (Hallahan, Kauffman and Lloyd, 1985). 

In spite of wide endorsement of the NJCLD definition 

(McLaughlin and Netick, 1983; Hallahan, Kauffman and Lloyd, 

1985; Hammill, Leigh and McNutt, 1981), the definition which 

accompanied the passage of PL 94-142 remains the only 

definition with legal status. 

nitions in British Columbia 

In the midst of these active controversies about definitions of 

learning disabilities and operational criteria, the Ministry of 

Education in British Columbia advanced its own definition in 

1980 (see Appendix A). The definition accompanied the 

recognition of learning disabilities as a handicapping 

condition, eligible for Special Education funding. 

Children with learning disabilities are those who show 
a significant discrepancy between their estimated 
learning potential and actual performance. This 
discrepancy is related to basic problems in attention, 
perception, symbolization and the understanding or use 
of spoken or written language. These may be 
manifested in difficulties in thinking, listening, 
talking, reading, writing, spelling or computing. 
These problems may or may not be accompanied by 
demonstrable central nervous system dysfunctions. 
(Special Programs, A Manual of Policies, Procedures 
and Guidelines). 



conspicuous by their absences in the definition are references 

to processing disorder and an exclusionary clause. On the 

other hand, the definition makes explicit reference to 

discrepancy. Moreover, in the preamble to the definition the 

~inistry identifies lldiscrepancyw as the "one universal 

characteristic of learning disabled childrenqg 

in one or more learning areas, performance 
consistently falls far short of capabilities in other 
areas as well as estimated general potential. 

The Ministry also advanced identification criteria 

Students suspected of being severely learning disabled 
should be referred for in-depth psychoeducational 
assessment. Health and developmental information 
should be included in the assessment. The question of 
quantifying the discrepancy between ability and 
achievement is best approached through standard score 
comparisons. 

However, in revised Guidelines issued in May, 1985, the 

definition advanced includes reference to processing disorder, 

to exclusion, and within the definition itself, refers to 

mechanisms (grade equivalent or standardized scores) for 

determining significant discrepancy. 

Learning disabilities is a processing disorder 
involved in understanding or using symbols or spoken 
language. These disorders result in a 9imificant 
discrepancy between estimated learning potential and 
actual performance. Generally, a discrepancy of two 
or more years on grade equivalent scores or a similar 
discrepancy on standardized score comparisons is 
recognized as significant. This discrepancy is 
related to basic problems in attention, perception, 
symbolization and the understanding and use of spoken 
or written language. These may be manifested in 
extreme difficulties in thinking, listening, talking, 
reading, writing, spelling or computing. 



The 1985 Ministry of Education Guidelines made a specific 

reference to exclusion, Itstating that the severe learning 

disabilities category does not include children with learning 

problems primarily resultant from factors such as: 

1. Sensory or physical impairments; 
2. Mental retardation; 
3. Emotional disturbance; 
4. Environmental or cultural disadvantage; 
5. English as a second language; 
6. Lack of opportunity to learn: due to irregular 

at tendance or trans iency1I 

O~erationalizina a Definition 

Initial information derived from studies in the United States 

to determine the consistency of States1 adherence to federal 

learning disability definition and identification criteria, l e d  

Perlmutter and Parus (1983) to conclude that "educators are 

experiencing severe problems reliably classifying learning 

disabled children" (p. 327). In particular, difficulties arise 

over the accurate identification of learning disabled students 

as distinct from students who are simply slow learners, that is 

"students who fail to meet objectives set for them by the 

schoolw (Epps, Ysseldyke and McGue, 1984). Reports comparing 

learning disabled and low achieving students at the elementary 

level (Taylor, Satz and Friel, 1979; Epps, Ysseldyke and McGue, 

19841, corroborated the conclusion of Warner, Schumaker, Alley 

and Deshler (1980) that " behavioural attitudinal, and test 

characteristicsw of learning disabled and low achieving 

adolescents are ttmore similar than dissimilarn ( p . 3 3 ) .  



In addition, Ysseldyke and Algozzine (1984) claimed that the 

subjective identification criteria relied on in categories such 

as learning disabilities, result in higher prevalence rates. 

Federal authorities, academicians and teachers in the field' 

expressed alarm at the acceleration in learning disabilities 

definitions (Hallahan, Keller and Wall, 1986). 

To test the assumption that higher prevalence rates are more 

variable for categories such as learning disabilities, 

Hallahan, Keller and Ball (1986) compared the variability of 

prevalence rates from state to state for each of the categories 

of special education. 

variability of prevalence rates is one index of how 
consistently a category is defined and how 
consistently identification procedures are followed 
(p.9). 

They found, in contrast to the predictions of earlier studies, 

(Algozzine and Korinek, 1985; Ysseldyke and Algozzine, 1984) 

that higher prevalence categories, including learning 

disabilities, are, as a group, no more variable than lower 

prevalence categories. Furthermore, the most prevalent 

category, learning disabilities, "had the least variable 

. prevalence rate" (p.10). Thus it would appear that educators 

are increasingly successful in defining learning disabilies 

Operationally. 



surveying fifty State Education Authorities and the ~istrict of 

columbia, McNutt (1986) determined that seventy-two percent of 

states used definition of learning disability consistent with 

that of Public Law 94-142, and that sixty-four percent of 
' 

states follow the identification criteria. She concluded that 

nthere was more concensus than controversy" (p.12) among the 

various states. 

The population of students so defined and identified, is 

certainly heterogeneous. Nevertheless, Cone, Wilson, Bradley 

and Reese (1985) have highlighted certain broad characteristics 

of learning disabled students. Based on a study of Iowa 

students K-12 identified as learning disabled, Cone and his 

colleagues concluded that the students were initially 

identified in elementary school with a male-female ratio of 

approximately 3 to 1. Reading recognition and spelling 

surfaced at the primary level as discrepant achievement areas. 

Reading comprehension and arithmetic problems surfaced at the 

intermediate level. However, at the secondary level, reading 

comprehension and arithmetic problems are as serious as the 

reading recognition and spelling problems. 

. In general, achievement across all basic skill areas became 

increasingly discrepant as the sample population ascended in 

grade level. Also, as grade level increased there was a noted 

decline in full scale IQ, which appeared to be a function of a 

decline in verbal IQ. 



These findings are of particular relevance to a consideration 

of the learning disabled at the secondary level. Lindsey and 

Kerlin (1979) reported that learning disabled adolescents 

experienced more reading comprehension problems that did a 

group of learning disabled elementary students; Trites and 

Fiedorowicz (1976) reported that deficits tended to grow large 

with age relative to age and grade placement; Yule (1973) 

reported that learning disabled students continued to 

experience less success in reading, spelling and math than did 

a corresponding group of slow learners; Edginton (1975) 

observed that the learning disabled take longer than normal 

learners to achieve comparable educational levels. Meyen and 

Lehr (1981) concluded that "learning problems are persistentw 

(p.201; and that the most obvious characteristic of learning 

disabled adolescents is their history of poor school 

performance. Repeated failures can, moreover, affect 

motivation to learn (Wong, 19801, and contribute to passivity 

in learning (Torgeson, 1975). 

Gregory, Shanahan and Walberg (1986) conducted a national 

survey of twelfth grade learning disabled students mainstreamed 

in regular classes. They concluded that the most striking 

characteristics manifested by this group are academic deficits 

and high rates of other handicapping conditions. In addition, 

learning disabled students evidenced problems with adjustment, 

Self esteem and motivation. Nevertheless, individual learning 



disabled students do well within the mainstream. Given that 

preliminary child-count data project an increase in the school 

age learning disabled population, Gregory and his colleagues 

concluded that increasing attention needs to be paid to 

educational practice which accommodates and takes note of 

learning disabled student characteristics. 

With the passage of Public Law 94-142 the momentum towards 

mainstreaming increased, making the dichotomous relationship of 

regular and special education no longer viable (Chiappone 1984; 

Morrison, Lieber and Morrison, 1986). Public Law 94-142 was 

passed to provide for those groups that had formerly been 

excluded: namely handicapped children who had not previously 

received education in schools, and those students with learning 

disabilities who had received an inadequate education (Ryor, 

1978). 

Specific provisions of the federal law, revolving around the 

concept of the least restrictive environment, mandated the 

co-operation of personnel in the education of handicapped 

. children. The federal regulation requires public schools to 

ensure that, to the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped 

children are educated with those who are not handicapped. 

Gillet has observed that the majority of students identified as 

learning disabled spend at least fifty percent of their school 

day in regular classes (Gillet, 1986). 



Mainstreaming as a concept, a positive and worthwhile goal 

(Bogdan, 1983; Stainback and Stainback, 1985) cannot be 

effected without adequate understanding of regular educators' 

attitudes and needs (Hudson, Graham and Warner, 1979). Regular 

classroom teachers are amongst those least likely to be 

consulted directly about the plans for setting up new services 

or changing old systems (Gross and Gipps, 1985). Yet a crucial 

determinant of mainstreamed programs is the attitude and 

characteristics of teachers involved 

It is probable that teacher attitudes and 
characteristics are important determinants of the 
extent to which children are placed in special 
programs, and it also seems likely that they will be 
crucial in determining the success (or failure) of 
mainstreaming provisions (Smart, Wilton and Keeling, 
1980,p.218). 

Fullan (1982) postulated that the process of educational change 

is multidimensional in that three aspects are implicated to 

varying degrees: materials, teaching practices and individuals' 

beliefs. He suggested that these three aspects of change are 

"dynamically inter-related" in that beliefs guide and are 

informed by teachlng strategies and activities; and the 

effective use of materials depends on their articulation with 

beliefs and teaching approaches. 

Fullan further suggests that alterations in materials are more 

easily achieved than changes in teaching practices, while 

changes in beliefs or attitudes represent the most difficult 

challenge of all. 



Before changes in attitudes can be effected, prevailing 

attitudes must be understood. Stainback and Stainback (1985) 

assert that research into attitudes towards mainstreaming is 

important in providing cues to what is needed to help those 

involved become more accepting. 

The measurement of attitudes, those organized predispositions 

to think, feel, perceive and behave toward a cognitive object 

(Kerlinger, 19731, is a subtle and complex task. Attitudes 

have been the subject of research by social psychologists for 

many years. Triandis (1971) synthesized the wide range of 

definitions and directions and offered a classification of 

attitude which included three components: cognitive, affective 

and behavioural. The cognitive component is made up of the 

ideas built into the attitude through a person's own perception 

of the world; the affective component is the emotional 

component, how a person "feels" about an issue; and the 

behavioural component is a measure of the overt actions and 

habits of the individual. The three components thus have to do 

with "knowing about1', "feeling about", and "acting on the basis 

of", respectively. 

. Within the educational community, statements about the need for 

research on teacher attitudes toward mainstreaming abound 

(Hudson, Graham and Warner, 1979; Wang and Algozzine, 1983; 

Pedhazur Schmelkin, 1981; Christenson, Ysseldyke, Wanq and 

Algozzine, 1983). Surveys conducted of teacher federations and 



a s s o c i a t i o n s  r e v e a l  g e n e r a l  a c c e p t a n c e  of  t h e  ma ins t r eaming  

c o n c e p t  (Ryer ,  1978; Flynn ,  Gacka  and  Sundean, 1978; Csapo, 

1981). However, many i s s u e s  o f  c o n c e r n  have s u r f a c e d ,  

c e n t e r i n g  a r o u n d  i n s u f f i c i e n t  p r e p a r a t i o n ,  f e e l i n g s  of 

i n a d e q u a c y  and  p e r c e p t i o n s  of t h e  hand icapped  s t u d e n t  as  

" d i s r u p t i v e w  (Hudson, Graham and  Warner, 19791, a s  p r e j u d i c i a l  

t o  s t a n d a r d s  (MacMil lan,  Myers and  Yoshida,  1978; R i e g e l ,  1983) 

and  a s  demanding more t i m e  (Thurlow,  Graden, Greener  and 

Ysse ldyke ,  1983; I v a r i e ,  Hogue, B r u l l e ,  1984). 

To measure  s i x  c a t e g o r i e s  of t e a c h e r  n e e d s  and  a t t i t u d e s  i n  

r e l a t i o n  t o  t e a c h i n g  mains t reamed e x c e p t i o n a l  s t u d e n t s ,  Hudson, 

Graham and  Warner (1979) d e v e l o p e d  a 28 i t e m  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  

which was d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  151 t e a c h e r s  i n  M i s s o u r i  and  Kansas .  

The s i x  c a t e g o r i e s  i n v e s t i g a t e d  were:  a t t i t u d e s ,  t i m e ,  

m a t e r i a l s ,  s k i l l s ,  s u p p o r t  s e r v i c e s  and  t r a i n i n g .  I n  r e s p o n s e  

t o  c a t e g o r y  one,  a t t i t u d e ,  

While a majority of the teachers were willing to have 
an exceptional child placed in their classroom, there 
was moderate agreement that such a placement would 
negatively affect teaching effectiveness and be a 
disturbance ( p . 6 0 ) .  

T e a c h e r s  r e sponded  r e g a t i v e l y  t o  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  of  t i m e ,  

. materials, s u p p o r t  s e r v i c e s  and  t r a i n i n g .  Tha t  is t h e y  f e l t  

t h e y  d i d  n o t  have s u f f i c i e n t  t i m e ,  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  m a t e r i a l s ,  o r  

s u p p o r t  s e r v i c e s  t o  work e f f e c t i v e l y  w i t h  mains t reamed 

e x c e p t i o n a l  s t u d e n t s .  They s t r o n g l y  a g r e e d ,  however, t h a t  t h e y  

had t h e  s k i l l s  t o  t e a c h  t h e  ma ins t r eamed  e x c e p t i o n a l  s t u d e n t ,  



although the majority of teachers believed that "additional 

training would aid them in teaching exceptional children in the 

classroom" (p.61). These expressed attitudes and perceived 

needs were found not to be related to the teacher 

classification variables of locale, educational degree and 

teaching level. 

Larrivee and Cook (1979) in a study of 941 regular classroom 

teachers, K-12, investigated the effect of fixed environmental 

variables (such as grade level taught, class size, school size, 

school settinq) as well as teacher-perception variables (such 

as degree of success experienced, level of administrative 

support and availability of support services) on teacher 

attitude toward mainstreaming. 

Of the environmental variables, grade level taught was found to 

have a strong relationship to teacher attitude, with attitude 

becoming increasingly less positive with ascending grade level. 

The most negative attitude toward mainstreaming was exhibited 

by junior high school teachers. Larrivee and Cook concluded 

that at the secondary level, attention would be required at the 

affective level, before behavioural or skill development could 

be focused on. 

Of the teacher perception variables, teacher perception of 

success had the most important effect. This variable also 

exhibited positive correlation with availability of support 

services and level of administrative support. 



The determination of teacher perception of success as 

significant is consistent with the results of other 

investigations. Berman and McLoughlin (1977) undertook a gtudy 

of 100 Title I11 Elementary and Secondary Projects, concluding 

that the most important characteristic determining the 

effectiveness of change agent projects, was the teacherst sense 

of success or efficacy. Gibson and Dembo (1982) suggested that 

teacherst beliefs in their abilities to successfully instruct 

students, may account for individual differences in 

effectiveness. Teacher perception of success is itself, 

however, a function of many other variables such as information 

level, knowledge attainment, skill acquisition, contact and 

experience. 

Connard, Dill and Hill (1985) conducted a study to investigate 

"Teacherst Perceptions of their Competence for Integrating 

Handicapped Adolescents." Participants in the study were 

preservice students qualifying for secondary teacher 

certification and cooperating teachers who worked with the 

students during their final practicum experience. Students and 

teachers were asked to respond to a questionnaire developed to 

gather information pertaining to their knowledge of the 

constructs of mainstreaming, their attitudes to and experience 

with handicapped learners, and their perceived level of 

preparation for dealing with mainstreamed students. 



 our areas of secondary education were investigated: vocational 

education, general education, fine arts education and health 

education. Seventy-five percent of respondents in the four 

areas of secondary education perceived themselves as having 

inadequate to no knowledge about the concept of integration; 

while respondents in vocational and fine arts education had 

some experience with handicapped learners, over 80 percent of 

student teachers and cooperating teachers had no experience 

with handicapped learners. All respondents perceived themselves 

as inadequately prepared for mainstreaming. Connard, Dill and 

Hill (1985) concluded that continuing efforts in pre-service 

and in service education were needed to facilitate the 

"mainstreaming of handicapped students beyond the elementary 

leve 1 l1 . 

The effect of in-service training on teacher attitudes was 

investigated by Larrivee (1981). Three groups of regular 

classroom teacher at the elementary level were compared. A 

random sample was compared with a group of teachers who 

received intensive in-service training sessions over a one year 

period, and a second group who received regular monthly 

in-service training sessions during the whole year. The 

teachers receiving concentrated training exhibited the most 

highly positive attitudes towards mainstreaming. Moreover, the 

most significant difference among the three groups of teachers 

was reflected in responses to the statement that regular 



teachers possess a great deal of the expertise necessary to 

work with handicapped learners. While 65% of the intensively 

trained group agreed, only 29.5% of the moderately trained 

group and 26.8% of the non-trained group agreed. 

Significant shifts in attitude following course work in special 

education have been demonstrated in a number of other studies 

(Amer, 1984; Winzer, 1984; Sanche, Haines and Van Hesteren, 

1982; Leyser, Abrams and Lipscombe, 1982). In the latter two 

studies, course work was combined with practicum experience in 

working with handicapped students within the mainstream. 

Johnson and Cartwright (1979) compared the effects of 

experience and information alone with the effect of experience 

and information combined. While information alone was effective 

in improving attitudes, the combination of information and 

experience was the more effective. 

Amer's study (19841, conducted with practising elementary and 

secondary educators, indicated that three factors influence 

regular teachers' attitudes: formal course-work in special 

education, grade level taught, and communication and sharing of 

responsibilities with special educators. Formal course work in 

special education not only contributed to a more positive 

attitude toward the mainstreaming concept, but to a more 

informed approach to the attempted identification of academic 

and behaviour problems observed in the classroom. However, 



c o u r s e  work d i d  n o t  a p p e a r  t o  l e a d  t o  i n - c l a s s  s t r a t e g i e s  which 

would enhance  t h e  l e a r n i n g  of hand icapped  s t u d e n t s .  

n e a r l y  85% o f  a l l  e d u c a t o r s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  , 

p r o v i d e d  a l m o s t  no  s p e c i f i c  accommodat ions  f o r  s p e c i a l  
s t u d e n t s  who were ma ins t r eamed  i n t o  t h e i r  c l a s s e s  
( p . 1 9 ) .  

N e v e r t h e l e s s  more t h a n  h a l f  of t h e  t e a c h e r s  e x p r e s s e d  a d e s i r e  

t o  improve t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  hand icapped  s t u d e n t s  t o  s u c c e e d  

i n  t h e  r e g u l a r  s e t t i n g .  

Pedhuza r  S c h m e l k i n ' s  s t u d y  ( 1 9 8 1 )  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  w h i l e  t e a c h e r s  

s u p p o r t  t h e  s o c i o - e m o t i o n a l  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  ma ins t r eaming ,  t h e y  

a r e  l e s s  p o s i t i v e  a b o u t  t h e  "academic  c o s t s  of mains t reaming" ,  

t h e  term used  t o  d e s i g n a t e  t h e  p o s s i b l e  d e t r i m e n t a l  e f f e c t s  of 

m a i n s t r e a m i n g  on t h e  c o n d u c t  of t h e  r e g u l a r  c l a s s r o o m ,  and  on  

t h e  academic  p r o g r e s s  of b o t h  normal  and  hand icapped  s t u d e n t s .  

Mor r i son ,  L e i b e r  and  Mor r i son  ( 1 9 8 6 )  have s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  

r e g u l a r  c l a s s r o o m  t e a c h e r s  d o  n o t  y e t  s e e  t h e m s e l v e s  as  f u l l  

p a r t n e r s  i n  t h e  e d u c a t i o n  of hand icapped  s t u d e n t s .  

While much of t h e  r e s e a r c h  p o i n t s  t o  t h e  need f o r  c l e a r e r  r o l e  

a r t i c u l a t i o n ,  and f o r  g r e a t e r  c o - o p e r a t i o n  between t h e  s p e c i a l  

e d u c a t o r  and  t h e  r e g u l a r  c l a s s r o o m  t e a c h e r ,  S a f r a n  and  S a f r a n  

( 1 9 8 5 )  have urged  t h a t  a t t e n t i o n  be p a i d  t o  " t h e  p o t e n t i a l  

r e p e r c u s s i o n s  of d i f f e r i n g  c o n t e x t s  upon a t t i t u d e  f o r m a t i o n  

(20) ." 



Gibson and Dembo (1984), Safran and Safran (1985) and Mitman 

(1985) have drawn attention to the contextual aspects of 

schooling, those demands that the academic classroom impose not 

only on the students who are part of that class but on teachers 

who conduct it. Alley and Deshler (1979) acknowledged the 

constraints of the academic classroom in their development of 

learning strategies, which, while giving learning disabled 

students generalizable information about how to learn, also 

help students and the regular classroom teacher address the 

mis-match between skill level and classroom expectations for 

performance . 

Instruction that is more academically oriented and tightly 

managed fits a traditional model. Mitman (1985) suggests that 

it may be that more traditional teaching is associated with the 

belief that lower achieving students cannot be helped through 

any special teaching methods. Moreover, effective academic 

teachers may unconsciously disadvantage lower achieving 

students because they focus on giving the majority of students 

appropriate and efficiently paced instruction and they perceive 

the participation of lower achieving students as interfering 

with this goal. 

Mitman conducted a study with third grade teachers in 

California, in which teacherst perceptions and attitudes were 

assessed through questionnaires and observed teacher 



interactions with higher and lower achievinq students. 

Teachers, who in their classrooms show more concern for lower 

achieving students, also tended to have more flexible and ' 

accurate perceptions of those students. However, those same 

teachers were rated significantly lower on their quality of 

teaching. Mitman concluded that while the two sets of skills 

may be difficult to combine, teacher training programs aimed at 

facilitating the optimal treatment of lower achieving students, 

must begin to take account of "specific contexts" (p.160). 

Kauffman, McCullogh and Sabornie (1984), and Kokoszka and Drye 

(1981) advocate that special and regular educators share joint 

responsibility for judging the degree of match between student 

characteristics and classroom demands. 

Another variable that may affect attitudes towards handicapped 

students is the identification component itself. While 

Lieberman (1985) claims that a child categorized by special 

education has a better chance in regular education than if he 

had not been categorized, a number of studies suggest this is 

not so (Foster and Ysseldyke,l976; Gillung and Rucker, 1977; 

Hallahan and Kauffman, 1982; Nelson, Greenough and Jansen, 

In a study conducted with student teachers, Gillung and Rucker 

(1977) found that the label held in spite of the fact that the 

student characteristics belied the label. Even after improved 

behaviours were recorded by student teachers, initial negative 

predispositions remained unchanged. 



Knoff's 1984 study, however, suggests that labelling does not 

significantly impinge upon teachers' attitudes to students who 

are mainstreamed. Using the Rucker-Gable Educational 

Programming Scale, Knoff surveyed both regular and special 

education teachers in New York, a categorical labeling state, 

and Massachusetts, a non-categorical labelling state. The 

attitude data failed to reveal any significant differences 

between the two states. Knoff concluded that general knowledge 

of special education categories in the past decade may have 

mitigated some of the negative responses to handicapping 

condition labels. 

Huberman and Crandall's study (1983) indicates that teachers' 

commitment to an innovation such as mainstreaming only develops 

after they actually begin to experience the innovation. To 

encourage that commitment teachers' perceptions of and 

attitudes to those mainstreamed must be measured and evaluated. 

(Hudson, Graham and Warner, 1979; Arner, 1984; Stainback and 

Stainback, 1985). 

Attitude change within the educational context is seen as the 

focus of the general process of staff development (Schiffer, 

1980; Gross and Gipps, 1985) Measurement of attitude and the 

variables which affect attitude is a precursor to appropriate 

staff development. 



Summarv 

The definition of handicap accompanying Public Law 94-142 

included "children with specific learning disabilitiesn 

(Garrison, 1978). Both in the United States and in Canada, 

schools were adjured to provide appropriate education to the 

learning disabled student in the least restrictive environment. 

The majority of students identified as severely learning 

disabled, spend at least fifty percent of their school day in 

regular classes (Gillet, 1986). Teacher attitudes to 

mainstreamed severely learning disabled students are important 

determinants of the success or failure of the mainstreaming 

provision. Measurement of teacher attitudes is a precursor to 

appropriate staff development .  



THODOTlOGy - 
The specific purposes of the study were to measure teacher , 

attitudes and the variables which affect attitudes towards 

mainstreamed severely learning disabled students at the junior 

high school level. Additionally, the study of teacher 

attitudes and the variables which affect attitudes, would, it 

was hoped, provide insight into the predisposition and 

behaviour of classroom teachers who carry a great deal of the 

responsibility for the successful integration of the 

exceptional student. Moreover, from the study, information 

about curricula and in-service direction can be extrapolated so 

that a framework of support f o r  classroom teachers could be 

developed. 

The purposes of this chapter are to describe how and where the 

data were collected. The development of the questionnaire and 

the statistical methodology are also described. - 
The study was carried out in the school district of North 

Vancouver. ~t the time of the study, the North Vancouver 

school district provided educational programs for just over 

15,000 students in 38 schools. The school district employs 

approximately 900 teachers, and operates with a budget of over 

50 million dollars. 



In accordance with Ministry of Education Guidelines, the 

District provides a number of special education programs, among 

them programmes for the Severely Learning Disabled. These , 

programmes, designated to serve the student who fulfills the 

Severe Learning Disability criteria (see Appendix A), are 

funded through Function I11 (Special Education), and are 

informed by the principle of nleast restricted environmentw. 

At the time of the study, there were seven secondary schools in 

the district, and one alternate secondary school. The 

alternate secondary school was not included in the study. At 

the time of the study, Severe Learning Disabilities classes had 

been in operation in two of the seven secondary schools for 

three years, in one school for two years, and in another for 

one. Thus, teachers at the Grades 8, 9 and 10 levels (that is, 

at the junior high school level) would have had experience with 

students designated Severe Learning Disabled according to the 

Ministry of Education definition and criteria. Learning 

disabled students, while spending part of each school day in 

the "restricted environment" of the Severe Learning 

Disabilities classes, are mainstreamed into both academic and 

elective areas. Choice of areas for regular classroom 

participation (mainstreaming), is guided by the educational 

profile and Individualized Educational Plan for each individual 

student. 



Students are enrolled in the Severe Learning Disabilities 

Programmes through the District's annual screening process , 

which takes place in April and May of each school year. The 

programmes are district programmes, and while every effort is 

made to observe geographic boundaries, students eligible for 

Severe Learning Disabilities placement, do not necessarily 

attend their nearest neighbourhood secondary school. 

Three of the district's secondary schools do not have Severe 

Learning Disabilities classes. In most instances students who 

meet severe learning disability criteria, are not registered at 

such schools. However, students meeting severe learning 

disability criteria, registered at schools without specifically 

designated Severe Learning Disabilities classes, would be 

served by the Learning Assistance teacher through direct 

service (maximum one hour per day), consultation with regular 

classroom teachers, and monitoring of student progress 

Thus, all junior high school teachers included in the study, 

have some knowledge of and experience with students designated 

Severe Learning Disabled. Teachers at those schools which host 

Severe Learning Disabilities programmes, would however, have 

more extensive classroom contact with numbers of students so 

designated. 



Programmes for Severe Learning Disability students operate 

within the schedule and policies of the host schools. 

Responsibilities for Severe Learning Disability programme , 

personnel supervision and evaluation reside with each building 

principal. The programme's personnel share both 

non-instructional days and parent reporting schedules with the 

host school. Programme instructional support and consultative 

services are among the responsibilities of the District's 

Special Education Department. 

To investigate teacher attitudes and the variables which affect 

attitudes at the junior high school level, a questionnaire was 

developed and administered to junior high school teachers in 

the North Vancouver School District. This section of the 

chapter describes the development of the questionnaire, the 

data processing and design used in the study. 

Develo~ment of the Questionnaire 

Attitudinal issues and questions used in previous classroom 

teacher questionnaires and research were reviewed (Hudson, 

Graham and Warner, 1979; Larrivee and Cook, 1979; Winzer, 

1985). Guidelines for constructing questionnaires were 

followed (Kerlinger, 1973; Borg and Gall, 1979). 



The questionnaire consisted of two sections. The first section 

consisted of the background variables of gender, qualification, 

subject area, years of experience, special education courses, 

perceived degree of success, level of administrative support 

and availability of additional support services were listed. 

The last three variables were to be responded to on a scale of 

one to five, with one as very low and five as very high. 

The second section of the questionnaire, Teacher Opinions, 

consisted of fifty likert-type items. These fifty items were 

reviewed by two special education consultants and two 

experienced junior high school classroom teachers. Each item 

was categorized as belonging to one of seven categories: 

behaviour, curriculum or standards, training, 

administrative/specialist support, time, regular versus 

segregated placement, and relationship with parents. Nine of 

the initial survey items were rejected by the reviewers on the 

basis of lack of categorical clarity. 

Subjects were to respond to each of the opinion items using a 

four point scale from 1 strongly disagree to 4 strongly agree. 

The validity of the instrument's content was established and 

analyzed by selected university faculty members who are 

experienced in the areas of learning disabilities and research. 

The survey instrument was then pilot tested. 



- 
In October, 1986 an initial form of the questionnaire was 

distributed in a pilot study to eighteen junior high school 

teachers in a suburban school district comparable to North 

Vancouver. The response rate was fifty percent. Reliability 

was obtained using Cronbachts Alpha. 

Analyses of the results indicated where changes should be made. 

It was determined that a 5 point scale would yield more 

discriminative power. Moreover, four of the nine respondents 

noted on their questionnaires that an "indeterminate or don't 

knowN response would have been desirable. The total number of 

items remained unchanged. The pilot study results proved 

valuable i n  redes!qn!ng the questionnaire for the final study. 

The Final Questionnaire 

The final questionnaire was distributed to the seven secondary 

schools in December,l986. The questionnaires were distributed 

through the principal of the school, or by special education 

personnel. Respondents were assured of anonymity. 

Questionnaires could be returned to the investigator by way of 

intra district mail or collection trays in main off ices of the 

schools. 



Each questionnaire was accompanied by a covering letter 

explaining the purpose of the study and referring to the 

particular in-school programme which would designate students 

as Severely Learning Disabled. In this way teachers could more 

accurately reference mainstreamed students categorized as 

Severely Learning Disabled. A copy of the questionnaire appears 

in Appendix B. 

s 
As each questionnaire was received it was given an 

identification number next to the school code number. Two 

hundred and fifty three questionnaires were distributed and one 

hundred and seventy four questionnaires were returned. This 

was a return rate of sixty-nine percent. 

Missing responses to items in the attitude scale were coded a 

3, the mid-point of the scale. There were 51 missing responses 

from a total of 8526 responses. 

Data Analyses 

Methods of data analyses in this study include: frequency 

distributions along with calculations of mean and standard 

deviation, reliability analyses, bi-serial correlation 



coefficients, Pearson correlation coefficients, and one-way 

analysis of variance for estimating the significance of 

difference among groups. 

Frequency distributions of the responses for each item were 

calculated yielding the percentage of agreement and 

disagreement for each of the items in the sub-scales. 

Reliability analysis of the total number of items was 

calculated, as well as reliability for each of the sub-scales. 

Associations between continuous items were estimated by the 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients; point-biserial correlation 

coefficients were computed between variables and sub-scales. 

To determine differences in responses between two sets of 

schools, one-way analysis of variance was conducted. 



35. 
APTER IV - RESULTS 

In this chapter the results of the attitude survey distributed 

to junior high school teachers will be presented. Data 

analyses were designed to provide descriptions of the teacher 

respondents derived from their answers to background variable 

and teacher opinion statements. Other analyses determined 

whether the correlation between the personal and professional 

background variables and attitude was meaningful. In addition, 

responses to the attitude to mainstreaming scale were analyzed 

to determine differences in attitude between schools with 

categorically funded severely learning disability programs, and 

those schools without such programs. 

Results of the study are presented in four sections: 

1. Background Variables; 2. Attitude; 3. Correlation of 

Background Variables with Attitude; 4. Differences between 

Schools. 

1. Racksround Variables 

Eight questionnaire items - gender, qualifications, major 

subject area, experience, special education courses, overall 

degree of success, level of administrative support and 

availability of support services - constitute the background 

variables. 

Gender. Desree and Major Subject Area 

Table I presents the distribution and percentages of the 

responses for the first three Variables. 



V a r i a b l e  F r e a u e n c v  P e r c e n t  

1 Gender  1. Male 
2 .  Female  

2 .  Degree  1. B a c h e l o r ' s  D e g r e e  66 37 .9  
2 .  D e g r e e  p l u s  1 0 8  6 2 . 1  

G r a d u a t e  Work 

3 .  Major  1. Academic 
S u b j e c t  2.  E l e c t i v e  
Area 

S i x t y - n i n e  p o i n t  f i v e  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  a r e  male; 

6 2 . 1  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  h a v e  a p o s t - g r a d u a t e  d e g r e e  o r  

h a v e  c o m p l e t e d  some p o s t - g r a d u a t e  work;  6 6 . 1  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  

r e s p o n d e n t s  a r e  p r i m a r i l y  a c a d e m i c  t e a c h e r s .  T h a t  is ,  t h e y  

t e a c h  E n g l i s h ,  S o c i a l  S t u d i e s ,  S c i e n c e  o r  Math.  

Background  V a r i a b l e s  4 a n d  5 a s s e s s e d  e x p e r i e n c e  a n d  t o t a i  

number o f  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  c o u r s e s .  

e r i e n c e  a n d  Number o f  S ~ e c i a l  E d u c a t i o n  C o u r s e s  

T a b l e  2 p r e s e n t s  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  a n d  p e r c e n t a g e s  o f  t h e  

r e s p o n s e s  f o r  V a r i a b l e s  4 a n d  5 .  



~erience and Number of S~ecial Education Courses 

1 e F r e a w c ~  Percent 

Experience 0- 8 
9-15 

16-26 
27 -34  

Courses in 0 
Special 1- 4 
Education 5-15 

Forty-nine percent of the teachers surveyed have more than 

fifteen years of teaching experience; 65.5 percent have not 

taken any courses in Special Education. 

Overall Degree of Success in dealing with mainstreamed severe 

learning disabled students, level of administrative support and 

availability of additional support services were variables 6, 

7, 8 respectively. Respondents were asked to use a five point 

scale from 1 very low to 5 very high. For purposes of 

reporting responses 1 and 2 have been combined as Below 

Average, while 4 and 5 have been combined to represent Above 

Average. 

Overall DeQree of Success. Administrative and Additional 
SUDDOK t 

Table 3 presents the distribution and percentages for variables 

6, 7  and 8 and correlations between Variable 6 and Variables 7 

and 8. 



lakkLl. 

Qverall Desree of success. Level of Administrative - 
Var W l e  Fre-cv Percent 

Overall 
Degree of 
Success 

Above Average 37 21.3 
Average 9 5  54.6 
Below Average 42 24.1 

Level of Above Average 48 27.6 
Administrative Average 75 43.1 
Support Below Average 51 29.3 

Availability Above Average 72 41.3 
of Additional Average 61 35.1 
Support Services Below Average 41 23.6 

A higher percentage of teachers, 75 .9  percent, perceive their 

level of success with mainstreamed severely learning disabled 

students as average or better, rather than as low or very low. 

Similarly, 70 .7  percent of teachers ranked level of 

administrative support as average or better, while 76.4 percent 

of teachers ranked availability of support services as average 

or above average. Of the three variables, that which received 

the highest percentage of responses for the high and the very 

high category, was availability of additional support services. 

Correlations between variable 6 and variables 7 and 8 were 

computed and were found to be significant at .49 and .40 

respectively, at the p = .001 level. 



l e s  

Of  t h e  1 7 4  r e s p o n d e n t s ,  6 9 . 5  p e r c e n t  w e r e  m a l e  a n d  30.5  p e r c e n t  

were f e m a l e .  A m a j o r i t y  of  t h e  t e a c h e r s  had  c o m p l e t e d  a d e g r e e  

p l u s  g r a d u a t e  work,  a n d  a m a j o r i t y  t a u g h t  i n  a n  Academic a r e a .  

More t h a n  h a l f  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  h a v e  t a u g h t  f o r  more t h a n  1 3  

y e a r s ;  f e w  h a v e  t a k e n  c o u r s e s  i n  S p e c i a l  E d u c a t i o n .  The 

m a j o r i t y  o f  t e a c h e r s  e x p r e s s e d  a v e r a g e  o r  a b o v e  a v e r a g e  l e v e l  

o f  s u c c e s s  w i t h  m a i n s t r e a m e d  s e v e r e l y  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  

s t u d e n t s ,  a n d  e x p r e s s e d  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a n d  s u p p o r t  s e r v i c e s .  

2 -  - 
The items w i t h i n  t h e  T e a c h e r  O p i n i o n  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  

q u e s t i o n n a i r e  were c a t e g o r i z e d  as  b e l o n g i n g  t o  o n e  o f  s e v e n  

c a t e g o r i e s  o r  s u b - s c a l e s .  F r e q u e n c y  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  t h e  

r e s p o n s e s  f o r  e a c h  i t e m  w a s  computed y i e l d i n g  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  

a g r e e m e n t  a n d  d i s a g r e e m e n t ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e  Mean a n d  S t a n d a r d  

D e v i a t i o n .  F o r  r e p o r t i n g  p u r p o s e s ,  i n d i v i d u a l  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  

i t e m s  a re  r e c o r d e d  w i t h i n  t h e i r  s u b - s c a l e s .  The s u b - s c a l e s  

i d e n t i f i e d  were :  B e h a v i o r ,  C u r r i c u l u m  a n d  S t a n d a r d s ,  

A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a n d  S p e c i a l i s t  S u p p o r t ,  T r a i n i n g  a n d  E x p e r t i s e ,  

P a r e n t s ,  Demands on  T e a c h e r  T i m e ,  R e g u l a r  C l a s s  P l a c e m e n t  

V e r s u s  S e g r e g a t e d  C l a s s  P l a c e m e n t .  



l e  1 - h a v i o r  

T h i s  s u b - s c a l e  was made up o f  e l e v e n  p o s i t i v e l y  and n e g a t i v e l y  

worded i t e m s .  T a b l e  4 c o n t a i n s  t h e  mean, s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n ,  

and p e r c e n t  o f  r e s p o n s e s  which i n d i c a t e  i t e m  agreement  or  

d i s a g r e e m e n t .  



l e  I - B e h a v i o r  

I t e m s  Mean S t a n d a r d  Agree  D i s -  
D e v i a t i o n  a u r e e  

1 7 .  
SLD s t u d e n t s  
f r o m  o t h e r s  

37 .  
M a i n s t r e a m e d  
a l o t  o f  t h e  
t i m e .  

t a k e  away a t t e n t l o n  3 . 9 5  

SLD s t u d e n t s  r e q u i r e  3 . 7 3  
t e a c h e r  ' s  c l a s s r o o m  

SLD s t u d e n t s '  b e h a v i o r  r e q u i r e s  3 . 7 0  
more p a t i e n c e  a n d  t o l e r a n c e  f r o m  
t h e  c l a s s r o o m  t e a c h e r .  

23. 
SLD s t u d e n t s  a r e  d i s t r a c t i n g  t o  2 . 8 5  
o t h e r s .  

SLD s t u d e n t s  d o  n o t  t r y  h a r d  e n o u g h .  2 . 7 5  

3 1 .  
SLD s t u d e n t s  i n t e r a c t  p o o r l y  w i t h  
p e e r s .  

2 1 .  
SLD' s t u d e n t s  a r e  more 
d i s t r a c t a b l e .  

3 5 .  
SLD s t u d e n t s  m a k e  i t  d i f f i c u l t  
t o  m a i n t a i n  a good w o r k i n g  
a t m o s p h e r e .  

3 2 .  
SLD s t u d e n t s  a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c t  
t o n e  i n  t h e  c l a s s .  

3 6 .  
SLD s t u d e n t s  l e a d  t o  a d e t e r i o r -  
a t i o n  i n  t h e  b e h a v i o r  o f  r e g u l a r  
s t u d e n t s .  

30. 
Most  SLD s t u d e n t s  a re  n o t  w e l l  
b e h a v e d .  



Teacher  r e s p o n s e s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  b e h a v i o r  of s e v e r e l y  

l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t s  r e q u i r e d  more of t h e i r  t ime ,  took  

away a t t e n t i o n  f rom o t h e r s ,  and  r e q u i r e d  more t o l e r a n c e .  The 

b e h a v i o r  of t h e  s e v e r e l y  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t  was n o t  s e e n  

a s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  t e rms  of o t h e r  s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  

c l a s s r o o m ,  even  though  57.5 p e r c e n t  of t e a c h e r s  a g r e e d  t h a t  t h e  

SLD s t u d e n t  is more d i s t r a c t i b l e .  Moreover, t h e r e  was o n l y  a  

1 4 . 4  p e r c e n t  ag reemen t  w i t h  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  t h a t  most SLD 

s t u d e n t s  a r e  not wel l -behaved .  

le I1 - r r i c a u m  and S t a n d a r d s  

T h i s  s u b - s c a l e  w a s  made up of e l e v e n  i t e m s .  Tab le  5 c o n t a i n s  

t h e  mean, s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n ,  and p e r c e n t  of r e s p o n s e s  w h i c h  

i n d i c a t e  i t e m  ag reemen t  and d i s a g r e e m e n t .  



S u b - s c a l e  I1 - C u r r i c u l u m  

Mean S t a n d a r d  Agree  

43.  
Number o f  s t u d e n t s  mus t  b e  l i m i t e d .  4 . 2 7  . 8 0  

4 7 .  
Greater a d j u s t m e n t  o f  c u r r i c u l u m  3 . 9 5  . 7 5  
materials  is n e c e s s a r y .  

24 .  
T e a c h e r s  need  t o  a d a p t  t h e  
c u r r i c u l u m .  

M a i n s t r e a m e d  SLD s t u d e n t s  r e q u i r e  3 . 7 8  - 8 4  
d i f f e r e n t  i n s t r u c t i o n .  

22 .  
M a i n s t r e a m e d  SLD s t u d e n t s  r e q u l r e  3 . 6 4  .89  
d i f f e r e n t  t e x t s .  

3 3 .  
P e r f o r m a n c e  o f  SLD s t u d e n t s  s h o u l d  3 . 5 8  1 . 0 8  
n o t  b e  g r a d e d  on t h e  same b a s i s  
a s  o t h e r  s t u d e n t s .  

3 4  ., 
The n a t u r e  of  t h e  l e a r n i n g  
d i s a b i l i t y  s h o u l d  b e  t a k e n  
i n t o  a c c o u n t .  

2 8 .  
SLD s t u d e n t s  f i n d  c o n t e n t  a r e a  3 . 3 9  1 . 0 8  
c o n c e p t s  t o o  d i f f i c u l t .  

4 2 .  
I t  i s  r e a s o n a b l e  t o  e x p e c t  p r o g r a m  3 . 2 7  1 . 0 1  
a d j u s t m e n t .  

29 .  
SLD s t u d e n t s  s l o w  t h e  p a c e  o f  3 . 2 1  1 . 0 6  
l e s s o n  p r e s e n t a t i o n .  

39.  
I n t e g r a t i o n  c o m p r o m i s e s  a c a d e m i c  2 . 9 2  1 . 0 6  
s t a n d a r d s .  



P e r c e n t a g e s  o f  a g r e e m e n t  i n  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  w i t h  e a c h  o f  t h o s e  

i t e m s  i n d i c a t i n g  t h e  n e e d  f o r  c u r r i c u l u m  a d j u s t m e n t  was h i g h .  

79 .9  p e r c e n t  o f  t e a c h e r s  a g r e e d  t h a t  c u r r i c u l u m  a d a p t a t i o n  w a s  

n e c e s s a r y ;  80 .9  p e r c e n t  a g r e e d  t h a t  g r e a t e r  c u r r i c u l u m  

a d j u s t m e n t  t h a n  t h a t  c u r r e n t l y  employed w a s  n e c e s s a r y ;  7 2 . 3  

p e r c e n t  a g r e e d  t h a t  SLD s t u d e n t s  r e q u i r e  d i f f e r e n t  i n s t r u c t i o n .  

However, o n l y  46.2  p e r c e n t  o f  r e s p o n d e n t s  f e l t  t h a t  i t  w a s  

r e a s o n a b l e  t o  e x p e c t  t h a t  j u n i o r  h i g h  s c h o o l  t e a c h e r s  would 

a d j u s t  t h e i r  p r o g r a m s .  

The h i g h e s t  p e r c e n t a g e  of  a g r e e m e n t  w a s  w i t h  t h e  q u e s t i o n  

s t a t i n g  numbers  o f  s t u d e n t s  must  be  l i m i t e d .  88 .4  p e r c e n t  o f  

t e a c h e r s  a g r e e d  t h a t  numbers  of  s t u d e n t s  mus t  be  l i m i t e d  i f  

i n t e g r a t i o n  w a s  t o  be  s u c c e s s f u l .  

I t e m  3 4  i n  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  a s k e d  w h e t h e r  t h e  n a t u r e  of  t h e  

l e a r n i n g  d i s a b i l i t y  s h o u l d  be t a k e n  i n t o  a c c o u n t .  Whi le  1 9 . 5  

p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  were  u n c e r t a i n ,  5 9 . 8  p e r c e n t  of  

t e a c h e r s  a g r e e d  w i t h  t h e  s t a t e m e n t .  

S u b - s c a l e  I11 - A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  a n d  S v e c i a l i s t  S u p ~ o r t  

T h i s  s u b - s c a l e  is made up of  4 i tems.  T a b l e  6  c o n t a i n s  t h e  

mean, s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n  a n d  p e r c e n t  of r e s p o n s e s  which  

i n d i c a t e  i t e m  a g r e e m e n t  a n d  d i s a g r e e m e n t .  



Sub-Scale I11 - Administrative and S~ecialist S u ~ ~ o r t  

I tems Mean Standard Agree Dis- 
Deviation agree 

45. 
Teachers of SLD classes are aware 3.48 .87 55.1 12.6 
of various demands on class-room 
teachers. 

4 9 .  
Administrators are aware of 
difficulties accompanying 
mainstreaming. 

18. 
Administrators understand the 
impact of SLD students on 
the regular classroom. 

4 4 .  
Integration of SLD students is 2 . 4 2  .97 1 2 . 0  5 6 . 4  
usually done with adequate 
preparation. 

While there was moderate agreement that teachers of severe 

learning disabled classes are aware of the demands on 

class-room teachers, there was substantial disagreement that 

integration of SLD students is done with adequate preparation. 

There was also a high percentage of undecided responses to the 

two questions relating to administrators. 

It is interesting to note the discrepancy between the responses 

to the Administrative/Additional Support Sub-Scale questions 

and the ratings given to Administrators and Additional Support 

Services in the first section of the questionnaire. 

Implications stemming from this discrepancy will be discussed 

in the next chapter. 



l e  I V  - T r a i n i n u  a n d  E x ~ e r t i s e  

T h i s  s u b - s c a l e  was  made u p  t h r e e  i tems.  T a b l e  7  c o n t a i n s  t h e  

mean, s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n  a n d  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  w h i c h  

i n d i c a t e  i t e m  a g r e e m e n t  a n d  d i s a g r e e m e n t .  

T a b l e  7  

T r a i n i n s  a n d  E x D ~ K ~ ~ s ~  

I t e m s  Mean S t a n d a r d  A g r e e  D i s -  
D e v i a t i o n  agree 

4 1 .  
Release t i m e  f o r  i n - s e r v i c e  is  3 . 9 7  . 9 4  7 8 . 1  6 . 8  
n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t e a c h e r s  t o  l e a r n  
more  a b o u t  e f f e c t i v e  t e a c h i n g  
o f  m a i n s t r e a m e d  SLD s t u d e n t s .  

15 .  
More t r a i n i n g  is n e e d e d  f o r  t h e  3 . 9 6  - 9 4  7 9 . 9  8 . 6  
i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  SLD s t u d e n t s .  

1 3 .  
R e g u l a r  t e a c h e r s  d o  n o t  h a v e  t h e  2 .86  . 9 7  7 3 . 0  1 1 . 5  
e x p e r t i s e  . 

T h i s  s u b - s c a l e  is c h a r a c t e r i z e d  b y  h i g h  p e r c e n t a g e s  o f  

a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  e a c h  o f  t h e  i t e m s :  73  p e r c e n t  o f  t e a c h e r s  a g r e e  

t h a t  t h e y  d o  n o t  h a v e  t h e  e x p e r t i s e ;  7 9 . 9  p e r c e n t  agree t h a t  

more  t r a i n i n g  is n e e d e d ,  a n d  7 8 . 1  p e r c e n t  a g r e e  t h a t  r e l e a s e  

t i m e  is n e c e s s a r y .  

S u b - s c a l e  V - P a r e n t s  

T h i s  s u b - s c a l e  is made u p  o f  2 i tems.  T a b l e  8  c o n t a i n s  t h e  

mean, s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n  a n d  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  w h i c h  

i n d i c a t e  i t e m  a g r e e m e n t  a n d  d i s a g r e e m e n t .  



T a b l e  8 

P a r e n t s  o f  SLD s t u d e n t s  a re  no more d e m a n d i n q  

I terns Mean S t a n d a r d  Agree  D i s -  
D e v i a t i o n  agree 

4 6 .  
I n t e r a c t i o n s  b e t w e e n  p a r e n t s  o f  3.09 .95 35.5 3 0 . 1  
SLD s t u d e n t s  a n d  c l a s s r o o m  
t e a c h e r s  are no more demanding  
t h a n  i n t e r a c t i o n  w i t h  p a r e n t s  
of  r e g u l a r  s t u d e n t s .  

4 0 .  
P a r e n t s  o f  SLD s t u d e n t s  h a v e  2 . 9 4  - 7 4  2 0 . 9  2 4 . 8  
r e a l i s t i c  e x p e c t a t i o n s .  

The e x t r e m e l y  h i g h  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  u n d e c i d e d  r e s p o n s e s  i n  t h i s  

c a t e g o r y  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  t eache r s  most  i n v o l v e d  w i t h  t h e  

p a r e n t s  o f  SLD s t u d e n t s  a r e  t h e  s p e c i a l i s t  t e a c h e r s .  T h i s  may 

b e  a n  i n v o l v e m e n t  o f  which  t h e  r e g u l a r  c l a s s r o o m  t e a c h e r s  a r e  

n o t  aware. 

- l e  V I  - T e a c h e r  - T a  

T h i s  s u b - s c a l e  is made u p  of 2 i tems.  T a b l e  9 c o n t a i n s  t h e  

mean, s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n ,  a n d  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  w h i c h  

i n d i c a t e  i t e m  a g r e e m e n t  a n d  d i s a g r e e m e n t .  



I t e m  Mean S t a n d a r d  Agree  D i s -  
D e v i a t i o n  aaree 

2 5 .  
H a v i n g  SLD s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  3.86 . 9 2  78.1 13.2 
c l a s s r o o m  l e a d s  t o  more 
p r e p a r a t i o n  t i m e .  

26. 
B e c a u s e  o f  t h e  i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  2 . 2 5  1.10 41.4 29.3 
SLD s t u d e n t s ,  I  w i l l  h a v e  l e s s  
t i m e  a n d  e n e r g y  f o r  e x t r a -  
c u r r i c u l a r  a c t i v i t i e s .  

W h i l e  t h e r e  is s t r o n g  a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  SLD s t u d e n t s  

o n  p r e p a r a t i o n  t i m e ,  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  o n l y  o n e - t h i r d  o f  t h e  

r e s p o n d e n t s  f e l t  t h e y  would h a v e  l e ss  t i m e  f o r  e x t r a - c u r r i c u l a r  

a c t i v i t i e s .  

S u b - s c a l e  V I I  - R e s u l a r  V e r s u s  S e q r e s a t e d  P l a c e m e n t  

T h i s  s u b - s c a l e  is made up  of  s e v e n  i t e m s .  T a b l e  1 0  c o n t a i n s  

t h e  mean, s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n  a n d  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  w h i c h  

i n d i c a t e  i t e m  a g r e e m e n t  a n d  d i s a g r e e m e n t .  



R e a u l a r  C l a s s  V e r s u s  S e s r e u a t e d  P l a c e m e n t  

I terns Mean S t a n d a r d  Agree  D i s -  
D e v i a t i o n  a u r e e  

16. 
I n t e g r a t i o n  o f  SLD s t u d e n t s  w i l l  3 . 6 8  
f o s t e r  t h e i r  e m o t i o n a l  g r o w t h .  

38 .  
M a i n s t r e a m i n g  f o s t e r s  t h e  3 .37 
a c c e p t a n c e  o f  t h e  s t r e n g t h s  
a n d  w e a k n e s s e s  o f  o t h e r s .  

1 2 .  
The c h a l l e n g e  o f  b e i n g  i n  t h e  2 . 9 3  
r e g u l a r  c l a s s r o o m  w i l l  p r o v i d e  
a c a d e m i c  i n c e n t i v e  t o  t h e  SLD 
s t u d e n t .  

1 4 .  
Academic  g r o w t h  f o r  t h e  SLD 2 . 8 6  
s t u d e n t  is mos t  l i k e l y  t o  o c c u r  
i n  t h e  s e g r e g a t e d  c l a s s r o o m  
s e t t i n g .  

11. 
The n e e d s  o f  t h e  SLD s t u d e n t  
c a n  b e s t  b e  s e r v e d  i n  t h e  
i n t e g r a t e d  c l a s s r o o m .  

1 0 .  
A l l '  s t u d e n t s  - SLD a n d  
non-SLD - l e a r n  b e s t  i n  t h e  
r e g u l a r  c l a s s r o o m .  

9 .  
Many o f  t h e  t h i n g s  d o n e  i n  t h e  2 . 8 2  
r e g u l a r  c l a s s r o o m  a r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  
f o r  SLD s t u d e n t s .  

R e s p o n s e s  i n  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  i n d i c a t e  a  d e g r e e  o f  u n c e r t a i n t y  

a b o u t  t h e  v a l u e  o f  i n t e g r a t i o n .  5 9 . 2  p e r c e n t  o f  t e a c h e r s  a g r e e  

t h a t  i n t e g r a t i o n  f o s t e r s  e m o t i o n a l  g r o w t h ,  b u t  60 .4  p e r c e n t  

d i s a g r e e  w i t h  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  t h a t  a l l  s t u d e n t s  - SLD a n d  non-SLD 

l e a r n  b e s t  i n  t h e  r e g u l a r  c lassroom.  A number o f  t h e  items 

y i e l d e d  a h i g h  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  u n d e c i d e d  r e s p o n s e s .  



Summary of  Sub-Sca l e s  

T a b l e  11 c o n t a i n s  t h e  mean, mean i t em,  s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n ,  

Alpha,  s t a n d a r d  I t e m  Alpha t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t o t a l  p e r c e n t a g e s  of 

a g r e e  and  d i s a g r e e  f o r  e a c h  of t h e  s u b - s c a l e s .  

T a b l e  11 

Summary of Sub-Sca l e s  

S u b - s c a l e  Mean Mean S t .  Alpha S t . I t e m  Ave. P e r c e n t  
I n c l u d i n g  I t e m  Dev. Alpha Agree D i s a g r e e  
No. of I t e m s  

Behav io r  
11 I t e m s  

C u r r i c u l u m  
& S t a n d a r d s  
11 I t e m s  

Adminis-  
t r a t i v e  and  
S p e c i a l i s t  
S u p p o r t  
4 I t e m s  

T r a i n i n g  & 
E x p e r t i s e  
3 I t e m s  

P a r e n t s  
2 I t e m s  

Demands on 
Teache r  Time 
2 I t e m s  

R e g u l a r  C l a s s  
P l acemen t  
V e r s u s  
S e g r e g a t e d  
7 I t e m s  



Analyses indicated that no significant effects emerged with the 

Gender, Degree, Major Teaching Area and Experience Variables. 

Courses taken in special Education did, however, have a 

significant correlation with the Behavior Sub-scale. 

Meaningful correlations emerged with Overall Degree of Success, 

Level of Administrative Support and Availability of Other 

Support with a number of the Sub-Scales. The correlations 

between those three variables and the sub-scales are presented 

in Table 12. 

Table 12 

Correlations of Variables 5, 6 .  7, and 8 with Sub-scales 

l e  Variable 5 Variable 6 Yariable 7 Variable 8 
Spec. Ed. Overall Admin. Other 
Courses Degree of Support Support 

Behavior -. 2 3 "  -. 37" - .  28"  - .  31" 

Curriculum 
& Standards 

Tralnlng & 
Exper ience 

Parents - .  0 0  -12 . 0 7  

- Teacher Time -. 21" -. 1 0  -. 22" 

Reg. versus 
Segregated 
Placement 

* Significant at p = .001 

**  Significant at p = ,005 



A r e a d i n g  o f  t h e  t a b l e  would i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h o s e  items which  

h a v e  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  f o r  o v e r a l l  d e g r e e  o f  s u c c e s s  

s imi la r ly  d e m o n s t r a t e d  m e a n i n g f u l  c o r r e l a t i o n s  f o r  

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  s u p p o r t  a n d  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  o t h e r  s u p p o r t  

s e r v i c e s .  I t  s h o u l d  b e  n o t e d  t h a t  number of  S p e c i a l  E d u c a t i o n  

C o u r s e  t a k e n  was s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  b e h a v i o r  o n l y .  

D i f f e r e n c e s  Between S c h o o l s  

Q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  were d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  s e v e n  s e c o n d a r y  s c h o o l s .  

F o u r  o f  t h e  s e v e n  s e c o n d a r y  s c h o o l s  h o s t  c a t e g o r i c a l l y  f u n d e d  

p r o g r a m s  f o r  s t u d e n t s  d e s i g n a t e d  s e v e r e l y  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d .  

T h o s e  s c h o o l s  a re  d e s i g n a t e d  Group  One. 

The r e m a i n i n g  t h r e e  s c h o o l s  d o  n o t  h a v e  s u c h  p r o g r a m s .  Fewer 

s e v e r e  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t s  would be  i n  a t t e n d a n c e ,  a n d  

t h o s e  who a t t e n d  would  b e  s e r v e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  L e a r n i n g  

A s s i s t a n c e  C e n t r e .  S c h o o l s  i n  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  a r e  d e s i g n a t e d  as  

Group  Two s c h o o l s .  

Group  Two s c h o o l s  showed a  s l i g h t l y  h i g h e r  p e r c e n t a g e  of  

a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  t h e  T r a i n i n g  a n d  E x p e r t i s e  s u b - s c a l e .  T h a t  i s ,  

t e a c h e r s  f r o m  Group  Two s c h o o l s  i n d i c a t e d  e x t r e m e l y  h i g h  

a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  t h e  n e e d  f o r  more t r a i n i n g  a n d  t h e  n e e d  f o r  

r e lease  t i m e  f o r  t r a i n i n g .  

T e a c h e r s  f r o m  G r o u p  Two s c h o o l s  were  a l s o  more s t r o n g l y  i n  

f a v o u r  o f  R e g u l a r  v e r s u s  S e g r e g a t e d  class p l a c e m e n t  t h a n  w e r e  

t e a c h e r s  f r o m  s c h o o l s  w i t h  s e v e r e  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b i l i t y  p r o g r a m s .  



u 
P i f f e r e n c e s  Between S c h o o l s  

l e  T r a i n i n s  a n d  E x ~ e r i e n c e  - 3  i t e m s  

Mean S t a n d a r d  Number F.  R a t i o  
D e v i a t i o n  

Group  One 1 1 . 5 2  1 . 7 2  1 1 0  1 1 . 2 0  

Group  Two 1 2 . 2 5  1 . 5 3  6 3  1 1 . 8 6  

S u b - s c a l e  R e s u l a r  v e r s u s  S e c j r e s a t e d  P l a c e m e n t  - 7  items 

Mean S t a n d a r d  Number F.  R a t i o  
D e v i a t i o n  

Group  One 19.96 4.49 1 1 0  2 0 . 8 1  

Group  Two 21.42 4.12 6 3  22.46 

The r e s u l t s  s u g g e s t  t h a t  t e a c h e r s  i n  t h o s e  s c h o o l s  which  d o  n o t  

h a v e  s e v e r e  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b i l i t y  p r o g r a m s  p e r c e i v e  s t r o n g l y  t h e  

n e e d  f o r  i n - s e r v i c e  a b o u t  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b i l i t i e s  a n d  f o r  f u r t h e r  

t r a i n i n g .  They  a re  a l s o  s t r o n g e r  i n  t h e i r  s u p p o r t  o f  

i n t e g r a t e d  v e r s u s  s e g r e g a t e d  p l a c e m e n t .  

Summarv 

The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s t u d y  h a v e  b e e n  o r g a n i z e d  a n d  d i s c u s s e d  

u n d e r  f o u r  main  h e a d i n g s :  1. Background V a r i a b l e s ;  

2 .  A t t i t u d e ;  3 .  C o r r e l a t i o n  o f  V a r i a b l e s  w i t h  A t t i t u d e ;  

4. D i f f e r e n c e s  Be tween  S c h o o l s .  

A q u e s t i o n n a i r e  was d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  253 j u n i o r  h i g h  s c h o o l  

t e a c h e r s .  One h u n d r e d  a n d  s e v e n t y  f o u r  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  were  

r e t u r n e d .  



Under the heading Background Variables, eight personal and 

professional factors were investigated: gender, 

qualifications, subject area, experience, number of special 

education courses, overall degree of success, level of 

administrative support and availability of additional support 

services. 

Correlations were found to be significant between overall 

degree of success and level of administrative support and 

availability of additional services. 

The Teacher Opinion section of the questionnaire was divided 

into seven sub-scales. Of the seven sub-scales not one had a 

mean less than 2.5, the mid-point of the scale. Teachers did 

not respond in a significantly negative way towards the 

mainstreaming of severely learning disabled students. Strong 

positive responses to three of the sub-scales identify areas of 

teacher concern: namely, training and release time for 

training, teacher time, and adjustment of curriculum and 

standards. 

Fifty-six point five percent of teachers agreed that training 

and release time for training were necessary. Fifty-nine point 

six percent of teachers agreed that mainstreamed severely 

learning disabled students demanded more teacher time; and 

fifty-eight point nine percent agreed that adjustment of 



curriculum and standards was necessary to accommodate severely 

learning disabled students in the regular classroom. 

Correlation of background variables with the attitude 

sub-scales was analyzed. While no significant effects emerged 

with gender, degree, major teaching area and experience, 

courses taken in special education correlated significantly 

with the Behavior sub-scale. Overall degree of success, level 

of administrative support and availability of support services 

also yielded meaningful correlations with a number of the 

sub-scales. 

Analysis of variance was performed for the two groups of 

schools, with schools that do not have categorically funded 

severe learning disability programs showing higher percentages 

of agreement with Traininq and Experience sub-scales and 

Regular versus Segregated placement. 



Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to measure teacher attitudes and 

the variables which affect attitudes towards mainstreamed 

learning disabled students at the junior high school level. In 

addition, responses were analyzed to determine differences in 

attitude between schools with categorically funded Severe 

Learning Disability Programs, and those schools without such 

programs . 

A questionnaire was designed, pilot tested, revised and 

distributed to junior high school teachers in seven secondary 

schools. Responses from 174 teachers were analyzed. 

The questionnaire was divided into two sections. The first 

section consisted of personal and professional background 

variables. Among the background variables a significant 

correlation was identified between overall degree of success 

and level of administrative and additional support. 

The second section of the questionnaire was the Teacher Opinion 

or Attitude section. Seven sub-scales or categories were 

. established: Behavior, Curriculum and Standards, 

Administrative and Specialist Support, Training and Expertise, 

Parents, Demands on Teacher Time, Regular Class versus 

Segregated Placement. 



61. 

Limitations 

A limitation, common to all questionnaire studies, is the 

question of validity of self report. Since no other 

observations or measurements were used in this study, the only 

data available is that provided by each person in response to 

the questionnaire. 

In addition, because the sample of junior high school teachers 

who participated in this study had all had experience with or 

at least exposure to students designated as Severely Learning 

Disabled, the results of the questionnaire may not be 

generalizable to other populations of junior high school 

teachers who lack such esposure. 

Conclusions 

This section will deal with the conclusions drawn from the 

results of the study, with particular reference to the purposes 

of the study as set out in Chapter I. 

The principal objective of the study was to develop a 

questionnaire to. measure the personal and professional factors 

of gender, qualification, subject area, experience, overall 

degree of success, levels of administrative and additional 

support, and the psychological factor of attitude to 

mainstreamed learning disabled students. In addition it was 

proposed that the relationship of the background variables to 

attitude should be examined. 



A secondary objective of the study was to determine differences 

in attitude between schools with categorically determined 

severe learning disability programs and schools without such 

programs. 

Examination of the data revealed that teachers were not 

negative towards mainstreaming. While teachers did not respond 

strongly in favor of regular class placement for severely 

learning disabled students, the majority of teachers considered 

that socio-emotional benefits accrue from integrated rather 

than segregated placement. This rationale for mainstreaming is 

consistent with the findings of Pedhuzar Schmelkin's study 

(19811, in which teachers supported mainstreaming on a 

socio-emotional not academic basis. Teachers in the present 

study generally expressed uncertainty about the question of 

academic growth in the regular classroom for the severely 

learning disabled student. Uncertainty about academic growth 

is conceivably a consequence of teachers' opinions that they do 

not have the time or the training or the range of curriculum 

materials that would enable them to work effectively with the 

severely learning disabled student in the regular classroom. 

In addition, teachers believed that class size needs to be 

limited if integration is to be successful. 



I n  g e n e r a l ,  t e a c h e r s  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  t h e  s e v e r e l y  l e a r n i n g  

d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t  r e q u i r e s  more t i m e  and  a t t e n t i o n  t h a n  o t h e r  

s t u d e n t s ,  and  t h a t  t h e  t i m e  g i v e n  t o  t h e  s e v e r e l y  l e a r n i n g  

d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t  was t i m e  t a k e n  away from o t h e r  s t u d e n t s .  They 

p e r c e i v e d  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t s  as  b e i n g  more d i s t r a c t i b l e  

t h a n  o t h e r  s t u d e n t s .  

However, t e a c h e r s  d i d  n o t  p e r c e i v e  t h e  p r e s e n c e  of l e a r n i n g  

d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  r e g u l a r  c l a s s r o o m  a s  d i s t r a c t i n g  t o  

o t h e r  s t u d e n t s ,  n o r  as a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  t o n e  of t h e  

c l a s s .  T e a c h e r s  d i d  n o t  p e r c e i v e  t h e  c a t e g o r y  of  l e a r n i n g  

d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t s  as  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by  bad b e h a v i o r .  

T e a c h e r s  b e l i e v e  s t r o n g l y  t h a t  t h e y  l a c k  t h e  e x p e r t i s e  

n e c e s s a r y  t o  work e f f e c t i v e l y  w i t h  mains t reamed S e v e r e l y  

L e a r n i n g  D i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t s .  Such a  b e l i e f  o b v i o u s l y  

c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e i r  s t r o n g  p o s i t i v e  r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h o s e  

q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i t e m s  t h a t  d e a l t  w i t h  t h e  need f o r  more t r a i n i n g  

and  r e l e a s e  t ime  f o r  i n - s e r v i c e .  T e a c h e r s  a l s o  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  

t h e y  l a c k  a c c e s s  t o  a p p r o p r i a t e  c u r r i c u l u m  m a t e r i a l s ,  and  t h a t  

a g r e a t e r  r ange  of m a t e r i a l s  f o r  u s e  i n  t h e  r e g u l a r  c l a s s r o o m  

by  t h e  s e v e r e l y  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  s t u d e n t  was n e c e s s a r y .  

I n  s p i t e  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t e a c h e r s  g e n e r a l l y  r e sponded  

p o s i t i v e l y  t o  l e v e l s  of  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and  a d d i t i o n a l  s u p p o r t  

a s  background v a r i a b l e s ,  q u e s t i o n s  of a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  

u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of t h e  impact  of  s e v e r e l y  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l e d  



students on the regular classroom were responded to negatively. 

A conclusion that can be drawn is that when teachers 

considering their success abstractw, they rank the level of 

administrative support as significant. When dealing with 

specific items relating to classroom management and the 

severely learning disabled student however, administrative 

support or understanding is ranked as far less significant. 

Teachers also believed that they were given insufficient 

information about students who were mainstreamed into their 

classes. m his would again seem to contradict the ranking of 

additional support services as high in the background 

variables. It is possible that greater special education role 

articulation is necessary, both to and from the specialist 

teachers. 

Among the background variables correlating significantly with 

attitude were numbers of special education courses taken, 

overall degree of success, levels of administrative and 

additional support. 

The variable, special education courses ,was found to be 

related to behavior, but to none of the other attitude 

sub-scales. Overall degree of success, administrative and 

other support were found to be related to behavior, curriculum 

and standards, teacher time and regular versus segregated 

placement. 



In contrast to a number of other attitude studies (Larrivee and 

Cook (1979); Winzer, 1984 b), gender was not found to 

constitute a variable in expressed attitudes. That is, thete 

was no significant difference in the expressed attitudes of 

male and female teachers. 

Moreover, the present study, in contrast to Larrivee and Cook 

(1979) and Winzer (1986) does not find the attitude of junior 

high school teachers to be negative towards the mainstreaming 

of special needs students. As mentioned in the introduction to 

the section, all of the teachers surveyed had had some 

experience with severely learning disabled students. As 

Johnson and Cartwright's study (1979) indicates, experience can 

lead to attitude change. The teachers surveyed in the present 

study would each have had some experience with students 

identified as severely learning disabled. 

Data comparing the two groups of schools, those with severe 

learning disability programs and those without, indicate that 

teachers in the latter schools feel more positive about regular 

versus segregated placement, but also feel more strongly their 

lack of expertise and need for training. The inference that 

can be drawn here is that those teachers with greater exposure 

to the severely learning disabled population feel less positive 

about the students' chances for academic success. 



Generally, however, the results of the questionnaire support 

the speculation that, with additional training, with fewer 

total students, with more curriculum support and recognition of 

the difficulties of integration, classroom teachers at the 

junior high school level in the particular district surveyed, 

support the mainstreaming of severely learning disabled 

students. 

Pecommendations 

Recommendations for further study are divided into two main 

categories: practice and research. 

dations for Practice 

In-service The results from this study indicate a definite 

need for teacher in-service. The teachers surveyed were 

experienced and well qualified. Many of them would have 

completed not only basic teacher training but in many instances 

up-grading of qualifications prior to the introduction of 

Severe Learning Disability as a category. Formal course work 

in exceptionality and severe learning disabilities is probably 

less feasible than training through in-service which would more 

directly address the issues of categorization, local curriculum 

development and utilization of administrative and additional 

support services. 



In addition, the respective roles of principal, support 

personnel and the regular class room teacher could be addressed 

and articulated through in-school or district in-service. 

Recommendations for Research 

The results from several sections of the questionnaire suggest 

further research problems. 

Empirical studies should be carried out to determine 

whether attitude to mainstreamed severely learning 

disabled students can be changed through workshops, 

seminars, journal and research articles. The rel- 

evant items in the questionnaire would provide "before" 

data: unobtrusive measures of behavior or a similar 

survey administered several months later could measure 

the changes effected by specific treatments. 

2. The self-report of attitude needs confirmation. It would 

be of interest to verify the validity of the responses: 

and further, to identify whether positive responses to the 

concept and practice of integration were concomitant with 

the provision of specific accommodations for severely 

learning disabled students who were mainstreamed. 
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3.26 - SEVERE LEARNING D!SABILITIES 

? .26 .I DEFINITION 

The . Y i  n i  s t r y  of Educat ion r e c o ~ n i  zes ths  severe ly  1 e a r n i  n~ d i  sabl ea 
as p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h a t  1 2  o f  c h i l d r e n  i n  the schoals #hose 
d i f f i c u l i t i e s  w i t h  l e a r n i n g  a re  so severe as tx almost t c t a i l j .  
imoede educat ional  i n s t r u c t i o n  by convent ional  methods. 

Learn ing  d i sab led  c h i  1 dren have oar un i  versa; chzrac t e r f  s t i c :  i n  one 
c r  more l e a r n i n g  areas, per fmnance consistent: f a l l s  fa r  sho r t  o f  
capab i l  i t i e s  i n  o the r  arear 2s we1 1 is generz i  est imated p o t e n t i a l  . 
Given the complex task o f  d e f i n i n g  the l e a r n i n 9  d i sab led  p o ~ u l a t i o r !  
and tne d e f i c i e n c i e s  o f  eacn o f  the many d e i i n i  t i o n c  c u r r e n t l y  
proposerJ i n  the  l i t e r a t u r e ,  rhe fo l lc*r in :  z e f i r l i t i o n  i s  advanced bj' 
the  P i n i s t r y  o f  Educat ion: 

Chi1 dren w i t h  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b i l  i t i e s  a re  
tnose who show a s i g n i f i c a n t  d iscrepancy 
between t h e i r  est imated l e a r n i n g  p o t e n t i a l  
and ac tua l  performance. Th is  d iscrepancy 
i s  r e l a t e d  to bas ic  problems i n  a t t e n t i o n ,  
p e r c e p t i o n ,  symbo l  i z a t i  on  a n d  t h e  
understanding o r  use o f  s p ~ k e n  s r  w r i t t e n  
language. These may be m n i f e s t e d  i n  
d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  think'n;.  l ' s i e : i ng ,  
t a l k i n g ,  reading,  w r i t i n g ,  scei  1 i ng 
computing. These problems may o r  nay 

0 r 
no t  

be accompanied by demonstrable c e n t r a l  
nervous system dys func t ions .  

Students suspected o f  be ing  severe ly  l e a r n i n g  d i sab led  should be 
r e f e r r e d  f o r  in-depth psychoeducational assessment. Hea l t h  and 
developmental i n fo rma t i on  should be inc luded i n  the assessment. The 
ques t i on  o f  q u a n t i f y i n g  the  discrepancy between ab i  1 i t y  and 
achievement i s  bes t  approached through standard score comparisons. 
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Parental permission should be obtained p r i o r  to  any data gathering 
and the parents should be involved i n  any program/placement 
decisions. 

3 . 2 6 . 3  PROGRAM 

An ind iv idua l  i zed  educational program should be carefu l  l y  planned 
f o r  the student w i t h  a severe learn ing d i s a b i l i t y .  The program 
should include a -statement o f  the student 's present l eve l s  of 
educational performance, the long range goals and short term 
i ns t r uc t i ona l  object ives,  the services to  be provided, the 
evaluat ion procedure, the an t i c ipa ted  duration o f  services and a 
date fo r  reviewing the program. 

Ind iv idua l  i zed  i ns t r uc t i on  should be provided on an in tens ive 
basis, w i th  a view to  maintaining or re turn ing the student to  the 
regul ar  c l  assroom as qu ick ly  as possible. Each student's program 
and p l  acement should be reviewed regul a r l  y . 
Duration o f  service w i l l  vary according to degree o f  d i s a b i l i t y  
and ra te  o f  learning. It i s  recognized tha t  even when students 
w i t h  severe lea rn ing  d i s a b i l i t i e s  respond well to in tens ive  short 
term ins t ruc t ion ,  they may s t i l l  need ongoing support and 
monitor ing i n  the regular  class. This r o l e  o f  moni tor ing and 
support i s  usual ly  provided by the learn ing assistance teacher. 
Other students may require ongoing in tens ive long term service i n  a 
resource room o r  self-contained class. 

School d i s t r i c t s  should provide f o r  regular eval u a t i  on of programs 
f o r  students w i t h  severe learn ing disabi  1 i t i es .  Please consul t  the 
M i  n i  s t r y  's  Eva1 uat ion o f  Speci a1 Programs: Resource Mater ia l  s fo r  
informat ion on evaluation. 

3 . 2 6 . 4  SERVICE DELIVERY 

School d i s t r i c t s  should examine the leas t  r e s t r i c t i v e  a1 t e r n a t i  ve 
i n  planning services f o r  the severely learning disabled. It i s  
recognized t h a t  a range of options i s  necessary i n  planning 
appropriate services fo r  such a diverse group as the severely 
lea rn ing  disabled. Possible service de l ivery  options include 
assessment and programing centres, resource rooms, sel f contained 
classes as wel l  as i t i n e r a n t  service. 

AND GUIDELINES 
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3.26.5 PROGRAM PERSONNEL 

Teachers appointed t o  programs f o r  the severely l e a r n i n g  d i sab led  
should have the  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  and competencies expected , f o r  
l e a r n i n g  assistance teachers, as w e l l  as, advanced course work i n  
the f o l l o w i n g  areas: 

( a )  assessment and p r o g r a m i n g  f o r  l e a r n i n g  d i sab i  1 i t i e s  

i bj language and comnunications 

( c )  d iagnosis and remediat ion o f  mathematics 

( 4 )  soc ia l  s k i  11 s development and behaviour management 

(e )  cur r icu lum m o d i f i c a t i o n  

( f )  cooperat ive p l  anning and consul t a t i o n  

3.26.6 RESOURCES 

Severely l e a r n i n g  d i sab led  students who have d i f f i c u l t y  i n  us ing  
p r i n t  m a t e r i a l s  may o b t a i n  copies o f  audio books f rom the master 
tapes he ld  by the P r o v i n c i a l  Resource Centre f o r  the V i s u a l l y  
Impaired. T i t l e s  he ld  by the  Centre are l i s t e d  i n  a cata logue 
which has been sent t o  a l l  school d i s t r i c t s .  

To comply w i t h  copy r igh t  requirements users o f  t h i s  serv ice  must be 
c e r t i f i e d  by the school d i s t r i c t  as " p r i  nt-handicapped". Forms are 
a v a i l a b l e  from the Resource Centre and must be signed by the  
Superintendent o f  School s o r  t h e  Speci d l  Education Superv isor .  

I n q u i r i e s  and purchase orders  should be addressed t o :  

P r o v i n c i a l  Resource Centre f o r  the  V i s u a l l y  Impai r e d  
4196 West 4 t h  Avenue 
Vancouver, B .C. 
V6R 455 
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3.26.7 FACILITIES 

Province of 

Please r e f e r  t o  the B.C. School F a c i l i t i e s  Manual P a r t  7 Design, 
Gu i del  i nes . 

SECT ION NUMBERPAGE 

7.32 

3.26.8 CONSULTATION 

The serv ices o f  the Coordinator , Learning Assistance and Learning 
D i s a b i l i t i e s  are ava i l ab le  t o  school d i s t r i c t s  t o  a s s i s t  w i t h  
l e a r n i n g  d i s a b i l i t y  programs. Fu r the r  in format ion may be obtained 
from: 

British Columbia 
Mintstry of Education 
SPECIAL PROGRAMS 

Prov inc ia l  Coordinator 
Learning Assi stance and Learning Oisabi 1 i t i e s  
D i v i s i o n  o f  Special Education 
M i  n i  s t r y  o f  Education 
Par1 iament Bu i ld ings  
V i c t o r i a ,  B.C. V8V 2M4 
Telephone: 387-4611 (Local 205 
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3.25 - SEVERE LEARtiING 3 : S A e I i F l E S  

I A JrzNUAL Cr PCL!CIES, PROL'IDURES 
! i 

The V inTs t ry  of  E d u c a t i o ~  recognizes t h a t  1-2-9 sf stzdents i:; the 
;chool s w i ?  1 be severe1 v l e a r w  ng d i  sabi ed. 'kese s u d e ? t s  
o x ~ e r i e n c e  d i f f i c u m w l t 3  l e a r n i n g  t h a t  a re  so sevwe  as m 
3lmcst t o t a l l y  impede educat ional  i n s t r u c t i o n  3y conventions: 
n e t k d s .  'It i s  a ~ t i c i s a t e d  th;ir, tne v i l 3  to nodw2r;e;:/ l ? a r n i n g  
C2jat;ed wfi !  be supported e t  the school ieve: sy  ti^ t i ~ r n i n g  
Assi stance teacher. 

I AND Gl?lJEilt?ES 

The f o i  l3wing de f i  n i t i o n  i s  advanc?C sy the Yin'stry 3f EguC5 :is?: 

I 
I 

i e a r n i  ns d i  sabi 1 i ti es i s  a process i ng d i  socder 
i nvo l ved  i n  understandin; c r  as ing symbols :,r spokec . - .  

language. These disorder; resu;: i n  a s;(jnir-:f.'z= 
discrepancy between ~ s t i m a t e a  1 earn ing p c t e n t i  a i x 5  
actua l  performance. General 1 y , a discrepancy o f  tat 
o r  more years  cn grade equ iva len t  sccres o r  a 
s i m i l a r  d i s c r e p a n c y  on  s t a n d a r d i z e d  s c o r e  
tozpar isons i s  recognized as s igni f icazi ' .  Th i s  
d i s c r e p a n c y  i s  re1ate .d  t o  b a s i c  ?robiens i n  
z t t ~ n t i o n ,  p e r c e p t i o n ,  symbol i z a t i o n  and t h e  
understanding o r  use o f  spcken o r  w r i t t e n  Irnguage. 
These may be mani fested i n  extreme d i f f i c u !  t i e s  i n  
t h i n k i n g ,  l i s t e n i n s ,  t a l k i n s ,  reading, ur5 t i n g ,  
s p e l l  l ng o r  computi ng . 

I .  Sensory o r  shysic21 fmpaiment;; 
2 .  Mental r e t a r d a t i o n ;  
3. Emotional C i  sturbsnce; 
2 .  Environmental o r  c u l  t u r a ?  d i  sadvantcge: 
5. Eng l i sh  as a SxonC Language; 
5 .  Lac% of 3 ~ p o r t ; ; c i t y  t o  iearn :  due *a ' r - e o a i a r  ~ t t e c C d x s  

o r  t rans iency 

Students suspected cf be ing  severely :earn: nc d i sab led  shoul d be 
r e f e r r e d  f o r  an ! n-depth psychoeducational assessnet?:. Heal t h  
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and Cevelopmental information, includins social adjustment data, 
should a1 so be included i n  the assessment. Prior to this  referra l ,  
however, i t  i s  essential that  sufficient  school based data 
ccl loction 3e compi? ed and ' nstructional interventjon strategies 
attempted. 

The d i s t r i c t  screening and placement procedure shoul d be the 
vehicle to process referrals  for the program to ensbre consistency 
with regard to the student popalation being served. 

Parental peniss icn  shouid be obtained o r io i  t o  any data sathering 
and the parent; should be involved in any program/p?acement 
deci sions. 

An Indivi dual ized Educati ona1 Pl an ( IiP i should be careful 1y 
planned for the student w i t h  a severe learning disability. The 
prcgram should include a statement of the student's present ievei s 
of educational performclnce, the long range goals and short term 
instructional objectives, the services to be provided, the 
evaluation procedure, the anticipated duration of services and a 
date for reviewing the program. The program should be deveioped by 
the learning disabil f t i e s  teacher i n  conjunction w i t h  the classroom 
teacher, learni ng assi stance teacher, other invol ved school 
personnel and parent/guardi an. 

Individual ized planning should be prcvided cn an intensive basis, 
w i t h  a view t o  maintaining the stcdent in/or re tu r t? in$  the sttideat 
t o  the regular classroom as quickly as possible. Each student's 
program and placenent shculd be reviewee regularly. 

ihration c f  service uil i vary according t o  degree of  disabil i t y  anC 
rate of learning. It, i s  recognized that eves whm ;tucents w i t h  
severe 1 earning di sabi 1 i t i e s  respond we1 1 t o  'n:ensi ve shaft tern 
ins t ruct im,  they may s t i l l  need ongoing supoort which i s  usually 
provi'dtd by the 1 earning assistance teacher. Some students may 
require ongoing intensive long term service f n  a resource room or a 
sel f-cxzained ci ass. 

Student pragress should be recoraea reg~;ar ;y  and stated i n  
objective, as well as subjective, terns. 

School Distr icts  should establ i sh program/pl acement cri ter i  a ,  
develop specific program entrance and exit  c r i t e r i a  arid specify 
procedures for monitoring or reviewing individual placements . 

.4 MANUAL OF POLICIES. PRCCEDURtS AND GUlOELl%ES 
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S'?.V!tE OELI'f ERY 

Schsoi d i  s t p i  c t s  shoul a examine t h e  1 eas t  r e s t r i c t i v e  a? t e r n a t i v a  
: n p; an?i n$ se rv i ces  f o r  t he  severe ly  1 earrli ng d i  sabl  ~ c t  student .  
:t i s  reczgn<zed however, t h a t  a range s f  op t i ons  i s  necessary i n  
pt a ~ n i  ng app rop r ia te  se rv i ces  f o r  such z d i ve rse  aroup. Poss ib le  
serv f  ce del i v e r y  op t i ons  i ncluoe assessnent and programming 
cent res ,  resource rooms, s e l f  conta ined c lasses  and i t i n e r a n t  
serv ices .  

Schco? d i s t r i c t s  should p rov ide  f o r  regu: a r  eva; u s t i o n  o f  programs 
f o r  s tudents w i  t h  severe 1 ea rn i  n~ d i  sobi  i i ti 2s. F l  ezse consu! ; 
the Xi  n i  - , t r y ' s  Eva lua t i on  o f  Speci a i  Programs: :esource g a t e r i a l  s 
f c r  i n f cnca tcon  on eva l i l a t i on .  

PROGRAM PEZSONNEL 

Teachers 3ppoi nteC t o  programs f c r  t he  severc!y 1 oa rn i  ng d i  sabl ed 
should have t h e  qua1 i f i c a t i o n s  and coapetencies ex7ec ted  f o r  
1 ez tn ing  ass is tance teachers, as w e l l  as, advanced course work i n  
the.  f o l l o w i n g  areas: 

: a) assessment a x  ptsgrammi ng f o r  l e a r n i n s  -25 sabi 1 i t i e s ;  
' i anguage and comn!jqications; ( ? !  

i c t  d iagnos is  and remedia t ion  3 i  n a t h e ~ a t j c s  and l a n g ~ z g e  a r t s ;  
i d l  soci  a1 s k i  11 s development and behaviour management; 
( e )  c u r r i c s l m  m o d i f i c a t i o n ;  
; i )  c m c ~ r j t i v e  p lann ins  anC consul t a t i o n .  

Severely l e a r n i n g  d i s a b l  ec: s tudents who have d i f f i c t i l  t y  ' n  ijsi ng 
p r i n t  ~ a + e r i a l  s may o b t a i n  ccp ies  o f  audio bocks frocr; the aas te r  
tzpes he: d by the ? r o v i n c i a l  Resource Centre f o r  the  Yisua'l l y  
I r p 5 i  r e h a '  mi n i a a l  cosr .  T i  tl es he1 d by t !?e  Cent te  are : i st53 i n  
3 ~ a t z i z c i ~ e  r ih icn i s  a v a f l a o l e  i n  a l l  schcoi d i s r r i c t s .  

;a comply wi t n  c o p y r i g h t  requiremenis users o f  :his se rv i ce  must be 
c e r t i  f i e d  by t h e  school d i s t r i c t  as " p r i n t -  hand ica~ped" .  Forms 
are a v a i l a S l e  from t h e  Resource Centre ana must be s igned by the 
Super intendent  of Schools o r  the Specia l  Educat i  cn  Supervi sor .  
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I n q u i r i e s  and purchase orders  should be addressed to:  

P r o v i n c i a l  Resource Centre f s r  the V i  stial ly impai red  
4196 West 4 t h  Avenue, 
Vancouver, B .C. 
V6R 4;s 

FACILITIES 

Please r e f e r  t o  the  8.C. Schccl Faci: i t i e s  B u i l d i n g  k n u a :  - ?art 
3 Ots ign Guide1 ines.  

The serv ices  o f  the  Coordinator ,  Learn ing Assi stance and Learn i  n$ 
D i s a b i l i t i e s  a re  ava i labye t o  school a i s t r i c t s  t o  a s s i s t  w i t h  
1 earn i  ng d i  sabi  1 i t y  programs. Fu r the r  i n f o m a t i  on may oe oS t a i  ned 
from: 

Prov i  n c i  a1 Coord inator  
Learn ing Assi stance and Learn ing O i  s a b i l  i t i e s  
D i v i s i o n  o f  Special Educat ion 
M in i  s t r y  o f  Educat ion 
Par1 i ament au i  1 dings 
V i c t o r i a ,  B.C. 
V6V 2 N  

Tei ephone: 387-4611 (Loca l  205 j 
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A P P E N D I X  B 

Final Study Questionnaire 



Section I: Background Variables 

Please indicate the number representing your response in the space 
provided in the right hand margin. 

1. Gender 1. M 2. F 

2. 1 have the 1. Bachelors 2. Degree 3. Other - 
following Degree plus specify: 6 
qualifications: Graduate 

Work 

3. My major 1. Academic 2. Elective 
subject area 
is : 

4. The number of 
years I have 
been teaching 
part-time or 
full-time is: 
(please fill in total) 

r; ?he t - + - l  -.%-LA- 
a. LU C ~ I  i i u ~ i i u c ~  

of special educ- 
ation courses I 
have taken is: . 

{fill in 0 if you have no special education courses) 

Please use the following scale to rate the three statements 
below: 

1. very low 
2. low 
3. average 
4. high 
5. very high 

6. My overall degree of success to date in dealing with main- 
streamed SLD students has been: 

7. The level of administrative support services has 
been: 

8 .  The availability of additional support services 
has been : 



87.  
S e c t i o n  11: Teacher o p i n i o n s  

P l e a s e  respond t o  t h e  fo l lowing  i tems w i t h  r e f e r e n c e  t o  your own exper ience .  There 
a r e  no r i g h t  o r  wrong answers:  t h e  b e s t  answers  a r e  t h o s e  t h a t  h o n e s t l y  and 
a c c u r a t e l y  r e f l e c t  your f e e l i n g s .  I n d i c a t e  t h e  number r e p r e s e n t i n g  your response  i n  
t h e  s p a c e  provided i n  t h e  r i g h t  hand margin. S e l e c t  your response from t h e  fo l lowing  
a l t e r n a t i v e s :  

1. s t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
2 .  d i s a g r e e  
3. undecided/dont t  know 
4. a g r e e  
5. s t r o n g l y  a g r e e  

9 .  Many of t h e  t h i n g s  done i n  t h e  r e g u l a r  c lass room 
a r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  SLD s t u d e n t s .  

10 .  A l l  s t u d e n t s  (SLD and non-SLD) l e a r n  b e s t  i n  t h e  
r e g u l a r  classroom. 

11. The needs of t h e  SLD s t u d e n t  can b e s t  be s e r v e d  
i n  t h e  i n t e g r a t e d  c lassroom s e t t i n g .  

12. The c h a l l e n g e  of being i n  t h e  r e g u l a r  c lassroom 
w i l l  p rov ide  academic l n c e n t i v e  t o  t h e  SLD s t u d e n t .  

13.  Regular  c lassroom t e a c h e r s  do no t  have t h e  e x p e r t i s e  
n e c e s s a r y  t o  work wi th  t h e  SLD s t u d e n t .  

14. Academic growth f o r  t h e  SLD s t u d e n t s  is most 
l i k e l y  t o  occur i n  t h e  i n t e g r a t e d  c lassroom s e t t i n g .  

15. More t r a i n i n g  should be provided t o  t e a c h e r s  f o r  
t h e  s u c c e s s f u l  i n t e g r a t i o n  of SLD s t u d e n t s .  

16.  I n t e g r a t i o n  of SLD s t u d e n t s  w i l l  f o s t e r  t h e i r  
emot ional  growth. 

17 .  The e x t r a  a t t e n t i o n  r e q u i r e d  by SLD s t u d e n t s  t a k e s  
away t ime from o t h e r  s t u d e n t s .  

18 .  Admin is t ra to r s  unders tand t h e  impact of SLD 
s t u d e n t s  on t h e  r e g u l a r  classroom. 

19.  The behaviour of SLD s t u d e n t s  r e q u i r e s  more 
p a t i e n c e  and t o l e r a n c e  from t h e  t e a c h e r  t h a n  does  
t h e  behaviour of r e g u l a r  s t u d e n t s .  

20.  SLD s t u d e n t s  a r e  more e a s i l y  accommodated i n  t h e  
r e g u l a r  c lassroom t h a n  a r e  o t h e r  s p e c i a l  
needs s t u d e n t s .  



S e c t i o n  11: Teacher Opinions ( c o n t i n u e d )  

21. SLD s t u d e n t s  are g e n e r a l l y  no more d i s t r a c t a b l e  
t h a n  a r e  r e g u l a r  s t u d e n t s .  

22.  Mainstreamed SLD s t u d e n t s  r e q u i r e  d i f f e r e n t  t e x t  
books and m a t e r i a l s .  

2 3 .  Having SLD s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  r e g u l a r  c lassroom is 
d i s t r a c t i n g  t o  o t h e r  s t u d e n t s .  

2 4 .  Teachers  need t o  a d a p t  t h e  c u r r i c u l u m  t o  
accommodate SLD s t u d e n t s .  

25. Having SLD s t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  c l a s s  l e a d s  t o  more 
p r e p a r a t i o n  time. 

26. Because of t h e  i n t e g r a t i o n  of SLD s t u d e n t s ,  I w i l l  
have l e s s  t ime and energy  f o r  e x t r a - c u r r i c u l a r  
a c t i v i t i e s .  

2 7 .  Most SLD s t u d e n t s  do n o t  t r y  hard enough t o  f i n i s h  
ass ignments .  

2 8 .  Most SLD s t u d e n t s  f i n d  t h e  concep t s  i n  my c o n t e n t  
a r e a  t o o  d i f f i c u l t .  

29 .  Having SLD s t u d e n t s  i n  my classroom slows down t h e  
pace of l e s s o n  p r e s e n t a t i o n .  

30. Most SLD s t u d e n t s  a r e  n o t  we l l  behaved i n  t h e  
c lass-room.  

31. SLD s t u d e n t s  g e n e r a l l y  have poor i n t e r a c t i o n s  wi th  
t h e i r  p e e r s  i n  t h e  r e g u l a r  c lassroom.  

3 2 .  Having SLD s t u d e n t s  i n  my classroom a d v e r s e l y  
a f f e c t s  t h e  tone  of t h e  c l a s s .  

3 3 .  The performance of SLD s t u d e n t s  shou ld  n o t  be 
graded on t h e  same b a s i s  a s  t h a t  of r e g u l a r  s t u d e n t s .  

34. The n a t u r e  of t h e  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b i l i t y  shou ld  
be t a k e n  i n t o  account  when e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  
performance of SLD s t u d e n t s .  

35. I t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  main ta in  a  good working atmosphere 
i n  r e g u l a r  c l a s s e s  wi th  mainstreamed SLD s t u d e n t s .  

36. The behaviour  of r e g u l a r  s t u d e n t s  d e t e r i o r a t e s  when 
SLD s t u d e n t s  are i n  t h e  c lassroom.  
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Section 11: Teacher opinions (continued) 

Hainstreamed SLD students require a  lo t  of the 
teacher's classroom time. 

Hainstreaming fosters an acceptance of 
the strengths and weaknesses i n  others. 

Integration of SLD students compromises academic 
standards. 

Parents of SLD students have r e a l i s t i c  expectations 
of their  children's academic potential. 

Release time for in-service training is necessary 
for teachers t o  learn more about effective teaching 
of mainstreamed SLD students. 

I t  is reasonable t o  expect that junior high school 
teachers w i l l  be able t o  adjust their  programs t o  
accommodate SLD students. 

The to t a l  number of students i n  the regular classroom 
must  be limited i f  integration of SLD students is to  
be successful. 

The integration of SLD students is usually done w i t h  
adequate preparation. 

Teachers of  SLD classes are aware of  the various 
demands on the regular classroom teacher who 
integrates SLD students. 

The interaction between parents of SLD students and 
classroom teachers is no more demanding than inter- 
action w i t h  parents of regular students. 

Greater adjustment i n  curriculum materials i s  necessary 
i f  the classroom teacher i s  t o  be successful w i t h  main- 
streamed SLD students. 

Mainstreamed SLD students require different  
instructional procedures than those normally 
employed i n  the regular classroom. 

Administrators are aware of the d i f f i cu l t i e s  that 
accompany the mainstreaming of SLD students. 



A P P E N D I X  C 

L e t t e r s  t o  Respondents 



Dear Pilot Study Participant: 

The attached questionnaire is a pilot study for a survey of 
junior high school teachers' attitude to students with severe 
learning disabilities who are integrated in the regular 
classroom. 

For the purpose of the survey, severe learning disabled 
students are those who are members, for part of the school day, 
of a severe learning disabilities class, or are students who 
have been designated as severely learning disabled by the 
Learning Assistance teacher. 

Throughout the questionnaire the words severe learning disabled 
have been replaced by the initials SLD. 

I would appreciate completion and return of the questionnaire 
by October 16 in the stamped addressed envelope which has been 
provided. You will notice that there is no space for your name 
so that responses can remain anonymous. 

Thank you for your co-operation. 

Yours sincerely, 

Learning Resource Centre 
Balmoral Secondary School 
3365 Mahon Avenue 
North Vancouver, B.C. 
V7N 3T7 



Dear Colleague, 

The attached questionnaire has been designed to assist in the evalua- 

tion of teackr attitudes to severely learning disabled students whd 

are integrated in the regular classroan. ThrougbUt the questionnaire 

severely leaning disabled students are referred to as SLD students. 

For the purposes of this study, -S&D students are those wtm are nenben 

of class, or students who have been identified 

to you by Special Education School or D i s t r i c t  personnel as students 

w i t h  particular and severe learning difficulty. 

I hcpe the results of the questannaire will prove of benefit to  both 

teachers and students. Your co-operation in cwleting the question- 

naire,  and returning it t o  me through distr ict  mail or via the main 

office i n  your school, would be greatly appreciated. 

Thank you, 

Learning Resource Centre 

EMmoral 


