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ABSTRACT

Nency Tartaglicne SecondaryTeachers' Altitudes Toward
Mainstreaming: Use of Effective Instruction for Students with
Learning Disabilities, 1996. Project Advisor: Dir. Stanley Urban,

Learning Disabilities.

The purpose of this study was to investigate the types of instructional strategies
offersd in mainsiream classes. Twenty mainstream teachers of academic subiects in
grades @ through 12 were asked t¢ complete a self-svaluation conceming instructional
strategies used in theilr general education classes. Also, the teachers compleied a
questionnaire concerning their attitudes toward mainsireaming and their i::erceptian of
the success of the mainstreaming program in their school. Results indicate that over
one third of the teachers felt no strong commitment to mainstreaming and did not
ulilize many instructional modifications that are proven to benefit students with
disabilities. Implications of these resulis in terms of recent educational initiatives

resulting in increased inclusion programs are discussed.
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Chapter |
The Problem

Introduction

For more than a decade there has been an ongoing debate over how o reform
special education services. Inclusion is one of the most widely discussed reform
methods and is receiving & great deal of attention both in school digtricts and in the
media. A broad definition of inclusion is * full time placement of children with mild,
moderate, or severs disabilities in regular ciassrooms” (Staub and Peck, 1954, p.36).
This idea has evolved from various Interpratations from the Least Restrictiva
Environment (LAE) requirements of PL34-142 Act of 1975, as amendad by PL 101-
476. The LRE requirement means thal a continuum of services must be available for
children with disabilities, and ezach child’s placement should be as cloge to the regular
class placement as is appropriate for that child’s needs and abilities.Self contained
placement, of even a residential placement, ig not illegal as long as that is the LRE for
that child. The concept also implies that social integration is a deslrable featurs in a
child's education.

The provisions of Public Law 101-4786 that students must be educated in
environments that are the least restrictive has been interprated as “selecting the most
normal educational setting” because “the placement of youngsters who have
disabilities with youngsters who do not resulls in improved academic and social
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development for pupils with disabilities and reducss the stigma associated with being
educated in segregated settings” (Mercer, 1891, p.176). This type of pragramming is

now being implemented in soma schools by using inclusion, which evolved frem the
earliar concept of mainstreaming.

The only significant difference between mainstreaming and inclusion is that with
mainstreaming there is some time spant in a ssparate resource room placement. In
many situations inclusion has eliminated the resource room, and students now recaive
special aducation support some other way. A common arrangsmant is for inclusion
students to receive their education in the regular classroom with teaching done by the
general education teachar. Therefore, in order for inclugion programs o work, the
cooperation of the general education teacher must be secured (Bender, Vail, & Scott,
1995).

‘the challenge to gain the cooperation of regular education teachers is
aspacially great in secondary schools. One of the problems, howaver, is that most
secondary teachers work with at least 100 students daily and contact time is limited
(Schumaker & Dashler, 1994-1995). Another concern is that early studies showed that
regular education teachers were apprehensive about the quality of work that
mainstreamed students could producs. Bacause of these concerns over the inereased
usage of such diverse classroom settings, the question arises over what kinds of
instructional programs should be used. Clearly more Information is nesded
concerning how general education teachers teach students with LD andlor other

disabilities in secondary regular education classes {(Bender, Vail, & Scolt, 1995).

Purpose_of the Stud
Tha general purpose of this siudy is to determine how a select sample of
secondary general education teachers deal with mainstreamed andior included
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students.

Need for the Study

Programs of inclusicn and mainstreaming have been in place for several years,
but little research has besn dong on their effectiveness at the secondary ievel. The
programs at this level are multifaceted since secondary students deal with several
teachers across the content areas instead of the one basic teacher congept of the
slementary level. How these secondary teachers have dealt with mainstreamed
students in content area settings given the large number of students that they have

contact with each day is whai needs to be studied.

Reasearch Questions

To accomplish the purpose of this study, the data obtained is used 1o answer the

folinwing research questions.

1) What kinds of curriculum instruction modifications are secondary teachers using o
instruct special education studenis placed in their classroons?
2) What are secondary teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion?

3) What are secondary teachers' percaptions of success?

Valug of {the Study

Since thera has not been a great deal of research done at the secondary lavel,
this study was done 1o investigate the types of instructional modifications being used
by general education teachers and how they feel about the success of mainstreaming.
Since mainstreaming and inclusion pregrams are being impiemented so frequently,
the results of this study could benefit both secondary general education teachers and
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schoo! districts that are implementing them. The teachers could benefit from the
sharing of instructionai strategies, while school districts could leam {from the teachers’

views on how well thess programs are working.

Sphiects of the Study

A subject pocl of 20 general education teachers of Grades 9 through 12 was
obtained from one secondary school which had been involved with mainstreaming for
10 years. The school had gone io & full inclusion program for the last 3 years of that 10
year period. These particular teachers were asked to paricipate because sach had
bean invelved in dealing with classified students in the regular ¢classroom for at least &
years. These 5 years had taken plage in the mainstreaming program inflially, for 2
years, and then the inclusion program for the last 3 years, which had replaced the
mainstreaming program. Each teacher was asked to compiete two guestionnaires. The
first one contained 40 questions with ratings about different instructional sirategy
modifications. The second one had 6 questions about the teachers' belisis toward

mainstreaming.

Limitations of the Study

There are gertain limitations which must be taken into account when
generalizing the results of this study.

1. The sample represents teachers of only 1 school who were studied bacause
of their availability to the researcher. Althaugh this is a non-random sampls, the
community is representative of a middle class suburban school district with above
average academic achievement.

2. The results of the study were based on sel-reporis by the teachers and may
inciude some misrepresentation related to & desire to respond in a socially desirable
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rmannet.
3.The teachars’ classes had different numbers of students with disabilities
enroiled which might have affected the different types of strategies empioyed and also

affacted the teachers’ aititudes toward inclusion.

Definition of Terms

Inclusion - The full time placement of childran with mild, moderate, or severa
disabilities in regular classrooms (Staub & Peck, 1994-19@5).

t east Rastrictive Fnvironment - (LRE) According to Public Law 84-142 as
amended by PL 101-478, LRE means thai, to the maximum extent appropriate, a pupil
with an educational disability is educated with children who are net educationally
disabled. Placement of pupils with educational disabilities is prcvided in appropriate
educational settings as close to home ag possible.

Mainstreaming - The practice of integrating pupils with disabilities socially and

instructionally into regular education as much as possible (Marcer, 1991).

* The terms “mainstreaming” and “inclusion™ will be used interchangeably in this study.



Chapter Il

Review of the Literature

In this chapter literature related to inclusion will be reviewed, and the views of
individuals who are advocates as well as those who are critics will be included. In
addition, articles which deal with the learning styles of adolescents who have learing
disabilities and thair need for special instructional modifications will ba reviewed.
Finaily, a third area that I8 Included s the specifications for an inclusive schoal which

depends heavily on the cooperation of the general education leachers.

Views on incluston

Those advocates who are in favor of inclusion believe that inclusive schools
have several advantages over traditional approaches (Stainback & Stainback, 1992).
One of these advantages is that supposedly averyone henefits from these schools
bacause they ara suppertive and caring and do net foous on just select categories of
students. Annther advantage is that personnel can provide support for all studants
because all students are mainstreamed, and valuable time is net lost elassifying and
lzbeling. Thare is also the ability to provide social and instructional supports for all
students. In today's changing world, family and soclal units are not always therg, and
inclusive schoole can halp since they focus on building interdependence, mutual
respect, and responsibility {(Stainback & Stainback, 1992).

Fvidenre of this has been drawn from the experience of educators invoived in
inclusive programs In both the United States and Canade. The sdugators in thase |

6



programs believe that transforming educational settings to incluslve communities is at
the vanguard of education today (Stainback & Stainback, 1992).

Other advocates who favor inclusion base their argument on the Issue of most
effective selling. Three meta-analyses in the educational literature address this issue
far the education of special-neads students (Baker 1894, Carlberg and Kavale 1980,
Wang and Baker 18385-1986). These meta-analyses generale a common measure
called an effect sfza. They compared the effects of inclusive versus noninclusive
educational practices for special-needs children.The two areas measured were
academic oulcomes and social outcomes (Baker, Wang & Walberg, 1994).

The average sffect sizes range from 0.08 to 0.44, and all are posilive, which
means that special-needs students educated in regular classes do better academically
and socially than comparable students in noninclusiva settings. The average of the six
incluston effects, 0.195, is near the average effsct for effective instructionat practices
{Baker, Wang & Walberg, 1294).

Inclusion also works because it “dispenses with labels” (Wang, Reynolds
& Walberg, 1994-1995). This is aspecially true for students at the “margin® - students
with special needs. For thege students, both ganeral and spaciel education needs to
be reformed.The one baslc solution for this is that public schools should be inclusive
and integrated. Statistics show that children in the margin are eften from poor and
rincrity backgrounds. These are tha childern who are set aside in categorical
pragrams, and reform is needed an order to change this patlern (Wang, Reyneolds &
Walbeary, 1994-1925).

The suggestions for reform include: 1) make public schools inclusive and
integrated 2) organize public schools nto smalier units 3} step up research on
marginal students 4} implement new approaches for students with special needs 5}
shift the use of labels from students to programs and 6) apply concepts of inclusion to
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government and professional groups. By utilizing these ideas, inclusion can bring
schools into broader collabarative efforls for community betterment. (Wang, Revnolds
& Walberg, 1994-1925).

Critios of inclusion can alse be found. Albert Shanker, President of the
American Federation of Teachers, feels that full incluslion Is not always free and
certainly not always appropriate (Shankar, 1994). He feels that “requiring aff
disabled children to be included in mainstrearm classrooms is not only unrealistic but
also downright harmful” {p. 18).

Shanker quotes advocacy groups wha doubt that a “one- size fits all approach”
can weork {p.19). These groups include ones whao represent the blind, deat, attention-
deficit-disordered, and leaming dlgabled children. Many In these groups fesl that
these children need comprehensive help which can be very expensive, and slates are
often using nclugion as a cost-cutting method. Therefors, students might not receive
this help, help which theay are prasantly receiving under the variety of present
programs {Shanker, 1994).

These advocacy groups prefer to continue with & “continuum” of placements
baged on the nature and geverity of the handicap. Shanker offers the suggestion that
PL94 - 142 Act of 1975, as amanded by PL 101476, be further revised instead of
adopting a total inclusion program. These revisions should inciude: 1) Congress must
pay its fair share for special needs programs 2) the law should require districts to
provide adequate training for all teachers whao work with disabled students 3) egual
weight should be given to parental and teacher requests and referrals for spactal
education gervices 4) the child's teacher must be part of the team for the 1EP &)
teachers should be legally protectad if they “hlow the whistle” on districts that are not
providing the correct services and 8) the “stay pul” revision should be rewtitten

(Shankar, 1994).



Other eritics of inclusion argue that sometimes asparate is equal (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 1934). Thay beliave that those who are arguing stridently for full inclusion da
not necessarily speak for the majority of advocates of children with disabilities.

Often full inclusionists reiect special education placements because they argue
“historically special education has been general education’s dumping ground” (Fuchs
& Fuchs, 1994, p. 23). Inclusionists feel that by abolishing separate placament, it will
force malinstream teachers and classrooms into a mora resoureeful and humane
system. However, those who advocaie separalée placements are equally concerned
with humane treatment, but they realize it may be a long term goal for many children
instaad of the only gption. Often education placements are an option a8 means to an
end. For example, students with special needs require teachears with special training.
Often, when thesge students are put In regular classrcoms, the gensral education
teacher has had no special training. These teachers teach to the curriculum, not the
stuclents, because they are judged by the standardized test scores. Until all ragular
educalion leachers are tralned in spectal education strategies such as collaborative
learning, cooperative learning, peer teaching, and innovative scheduling, special
neads students are going to reguire altetnative placements (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994}

Cducational cholces is another reason parents of several special necds
children often gisagree with the concept of full inclusion (Schive, 1995). Many of these
parents belisve that no single program can be right for all of the children. Often, as
courls have racognized, the LRE requirement Is sometimes in conflict with the
gppropriate requirement. This conflict is caused because the LEE requirement iteelt is
very confusing. LRE is a place, not a process, and courts have stated that the reguiar
classroon is the LRE for some; but, in other cases, a state school can be. Individual
childran have individual needs, and “it is ironic that the inclusion movement came
about because school systems were making genetle decigions about placement -
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keeping kids out of reqular classrooms” ( Schive, 1995, p. 52). However, advocates for
full inclugion now are saying * that al children with disabilitiss shouid be in the regular

classraom, and they are doing the same thing to others™ { Schive, 1995, p. 52).

Learning Stvles of Adolescents with Disabilities
Mildly handicapped students face many preblems as they move from

glemegntary to secondary school with its increased curricutar demands. Through
research it has been found that students are more successful if students are taught
how to learn {Deshler & Schumaker, 1986).

A get of learming instructional packets was designed and fleld tested for a study
on teaching students to lsarn (Daeshler & Schumaker, 1886). Tha curricuium was
grganiraed into three major strands. The first was Ward Identification Strategy, the
second was Notetaking Stralegy, and the third was Writing Stralegies. The first step
was lo mateh the instruction with the curriculum demands. This allowed the student to
acquire skills that would enable him to cope with immediate academin pressures as
well as prepare for the academic future.

Thesa learning strateqy interventions ware tasted in g varigty of ways. Over the
course of about seven years, each of the strategics was tested through mulliple-
baseling design studies. In all of the studies to date, once training in a strategy had
been implemented, the students showed marked gains. As a result of many
replications, it has become apparant that handicapped adolescents can learn to usa &

varigty of leaming strategies (Deshler & Schumaker, 1986).

Soecifications far An Inclusive School: Gene ucalion Teacher
Proponents of inclusive schools believe that these schools should never be
seeh as a money-gaving option for a achool district. No support services should be
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faken away; in fact, even more support services may be needed. In addition, all
members of the inclusion team may nead additional training (VanDyke, Stallings &
Gollay, 1995).

This team should include the speclal education teacher, the classroom teacher,
and the principal. Curriculum and instruction must be overlappirg, and the parent must
play a vital role. All of these people have to collaborate to mest the needs of all
students. Thara must alse be communication, flexibilty, sharsd ownarship, recognition
of differing needs, nesd-based instruction, willingness to be a team player,
cooperative grading, and {EP responsihility (VanDyke, Stallings & Colley, 1995).

The special education teacher is crucial. He or she can act as the case
manager, facilitate team mastings, datarmina curricilum adaptations, and document
the IEP. This teacher should also be responsible for any direct instruction that is
necessary. The special education must work closaly with the classroom leacher who
must believe thal students with disabilities can learn successiully In age-appropriate
classrooms. The classroom leachar must also be aware of effective strategies for use
in inclusive classraoms. Effeclive discipline stralegies must be dlilized. Cooperative
learning Is a teachlng stratagy that works well. The classroom teacher should become
very involved with the process of developing the |IEP and making sure the services are
provided (VanDyke, Stallings & Colley, 1995).

Inclusive schoals are based on the belial that schools must refiect a society that
15 ready (o embrace all children so that they ¢an be educated together. Schoois today
should be crealing environments that welcome all students. However, this must be
approached as a team affort, and the general education teachsr will play a key role

(VanDwyke, Stallings & Collay, 1995).

11



Taacher Attitude in An Inclusive Classroom

In 1995 Bender, Vall, and Scoft found that teachers' attitudes had a definite
affect on how affective mainstreaming was in thair classes. The study utilized
questionaires which were given ta 127 mainstream itcachers in Grades 1 through 8.

When inclusion programs have been introduced, there has been concern about
teacher attitudes. In addition, concarn over instructional strategias has also baan
voiced. Earlier studies have suggesled that these atlitudes may restit in difterential
instructional practices. Since more information was needed, this siudy was
undertaken (Bender, Vail & Scotf, 1985).

In this study each of the 127 teachers was asked to complete a guestionairs.
These guestionaires included teacher background, education, and instructional
modification tems. The answers were compiled using means, standard deviations,
and ranges for the subject variables. A six gueslion Liker scale was developed to
agsess teacher attitudes. The Teacher Effectivensss Scale measurad teaching
sfficacy. The Bender Classroom Structure Questionaire was used to assess the uss of
instructional strategles (Bender, Vall & Scott, 1925).

Results from this study suggest several conclusions. First, many mainstream
teachers do not use centain strategies that are known to facilitate learning for LD
children. Second, negative attitudes were directly linked to teachers who used very
few Instructional modifications. Finally, the study also suggests that thera is no great
overlap of teachers’ perceptions of their own efficacy and their support for
malnetreaming. Apparently , a number of teachers with fairly positive outlooks about
their own effectivensss are not positively disposed toward increasing mainstreaming

(Bander, Vail & Scott, 1945),
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Summary

Inclusion is a topic that is baing discussed as a reform method for special
education. According to the literature, there are groups on beth sides of the issuse.
Those who argue for it see it as a social and academic plus for special needs children
that retains the suppaort services that go with it. Those who argue against it say that not
any one program can fit all students, especially if cost-cutting is one of the primary
forces driving this reform.

Several other considerations must also ba weighed whan talking about
inclusion programs. Special needs students at the high school level need 6 develop
learning strategfes in order to deal with advanced curriculum. Along with the
curriculum, teachers play an impontant role, especially the general education teacher,
in helping mainstreamed students. These teachers often need special training and
support. Since the IDEA Act is being reviewed presently, the concept of inclusion will

continue to play an important rale in this process.
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Chapter Hl

Design of The Study

This study was designed to investigate what instructional modifications general
aducation teachars in &n Inclusion program at the secondary level use, and to
determine if these teachers feel inclusion is successful. The Bender Classroom
Queastionaire (BCSQ; Bender, 1980,1992; Bender & Ukile, 1988) was used. The first
saction of it assessed the teachers’ utilization of instructional strategiss that facillate
inclusion. The second part of this questionaire assessed the teachers’ spacific

attitudes foward inclusion.

Sample

A subject pool of 20 general aducation teachers from a public high school, who
teach academic subjects in grades nine through twelve, was obtained on the basis of
convenience and accassibility, Tha teachers were required to have had at least five
years exparience of teaching special education students in the regular classroom. This
axperience was obtained during an earlier mainstreaming program and the present
inciusion program which replaced mainstreaming.

The community involved in this study is a suburban, middle-class town,
{population 8,700), located 18 miles southeast of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and 16
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miles south of Gamdaen, Naw Jarsey. There are 3 elementary schools, one middle
school, and ona high school in this community. The population of the high school is
523 with 56 of these students being classified for special education services. Thera
are 54 general education leachers and 4 special education teachers on the staff. The
community is middia class and consists of above avaragae academic achievement. in
the Class of 1895, 58% were accepted at four year colleges and 27% were accepted
al other post-secondary programs.

The sample was selected on the basis of convenience and aceessibility. Of the
20 general education teachers selected, the only requiremenis were that they tasght
academic subjects, not electives, and that they had been involved with the esarlier
mainstreaming and present day inclusion program for at least five years.

The sample used in this study does not represent a cross section of all public
school teachers since il represents only one schoaol. This study is concermed with a

limited population within a system.

Instrumentation

Teachers involved in the study were administered The Bender Classraom
Structure Questionnaire (BCSQ; Bender, 1990, 1892; Bender & Ukije, 12889) which
cansists of two sections: first was the instructional modifications segtion, and second
was the atlitude foward inclusion part.The instructional modifications section was used
{o assess the teachers’ utilization of instructional strategies, This is a 40-item Likert

15



scile that is a questionnzire which includes research-proven strategiss for facilitating
instruction in mainstream settings. Sample indicators inglude, "l suggest paricular
methods for remembering” and °l use advance organizars 1o assist students in
comprehension of difficult concepts,” A high score ¢n this part of the questionairs
indicatas that the inclusion teacher ie using a wide variety of instructional strategies
tairly freguently. intemal-consistency reliabilities for the score is in the acceplable
range for research purposes {.88; Bender & Ukije, 1589).

The second part of The Bender Classroom Structure Questionnaire (BRGS0,
Bender, 1980, 1982; Bender & Ukije, 198%) was used 1o assess teachers’ attitudes
toward inclusion. This is a six question Likert scale with each quastion assessing a
teacher's beliefs about the positive effects of incluslon. Sample questions Include, “
believe that mainstreaming In my school has been successful® and °l supgort the
mainstreaming of the handicapped.” Each item was rated on a Likert scale ranging
from 1{strongly disagree) to 5(strongly agree). The items were totalled to generate a
camposite score indicating a teacher's baliefs about inglusion. The test reliability was

in the accaptable rangs for research purposes, r=.81, p<.0001 (Bender & Ukijs, 1283).

Collection of Data

The group of teachers who were (o [zke parl in this study were asked o
participate on a voluntary basis. Afler gaining their cooperation, the teachers were
asked tc meet in a classroom aller school. There they were given tha twao part, two
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page gueslionnaire and asked fo {ill it out immediately and return it as soon as they
werz finished. This precluded anyone from discussing their responses. Provisions
warg made for any teachars who were absant that day; they were seen individually
later and given the questionnaire when it could be arranged for that block of time ta be

schedulad.

Hesearch uestions

1) What kinds of cursiculum instruction modilications are secondary teachers using tc
instruct speciel education studants placed in their classroons?
2) What are secondary teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion?

3} What are secondary teachers’ perceptions of success?

Analysis of the Data

For the “Teachers' Atlitudes Toward Inclusion” part of the questionnaire,
percentages were derived by combining the two highest rankings, 4 and 5, for the
group of teachers who were in favor of mainstreaming. The percentages for {eachers
who were against inclusion were found by combining the two lowest rankings, 1 and 2.
Thosa teachars who respondad with & 3, the middle ranking, ware censidared to have
no strong committment to the concept.

For the " Instructional Strategies” part of the guestionnaire, the same format and
formula of the first questionaire was used - the combining of 4 and5 was considerad
Righ in the use of an instructional strategy, 1 and 2 were low, and 3 was considered
hon-committal. After those percentages were derived, then those results were
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corralated with the resulis of the teachers’ attitudes 1o see if those teachers with the

mora positive attitudes were using more instructional madifications.
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Chapter IV
Analysis of Results

Mainstraam Attitudas

Table 1 presents the percentages of teachers who responded in each answer
category for each of the six guestions on the mainstream aititudes scale. Resulis for
Question 1 indicated that 10% of the teachers did not support the concept of
mainstreaming (this percentage was obtained by adding the percentages for tha two
lowast rankings), and another £25% of these teachers felt no strong commitment to the
concept. Clearly, if over one third of the mainstream teachers indlcated this relative
lack of support for mainstreaming, there may be some problems in succasstul
implementation-al least in those teachers’ classes. On Question 4, 15% of the tsachars
fait that mainstreaming was not succassful in their schoaol while another 20% felt no
strong commitment. Onee again, over 30% of the mainstream teachers indicated that
they felt that the mainstreaming was not suceessful which indicates that there may be
some problems in at least those teachers’ classes. On each of the other guestions, a
sizable minority of regular education teachers indicated some disagreement with the

concept of mainstreaming.
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TABRLE 1

TEARCHER’E ATTITUDES TOWARD MAINSTRERMING

" N=20
REGPONSESE ARE REPRESENTED IN PERCENTAGES

KRESPOMNEE

QURSTION i 2 3 4 B
1. T support mainstreawming the 10 25 | a0} 25
handicappead.
2. T kelieve maingireamning has been 5 10 15 40 20
bereficial for handicapped students.
3. I balieve mainetreaming has been 1¢ {15 {20 |40 |15
heneficial {or nonhandicapped '
students in mainsiream clazses.
4. 7T belisve that mainstreaming in 5 10 20 |50 ik
my school has becn successsiul.
5. I believa that mezinstreaming has S 5 20 50 20
hean auccessful in terms of improving
th= esocigl skills zod behaviors of
the handicapped,
&. I believe that mainstreczming has 5 10 25 50 14
been sucesssful in terms of improving
che academic skills of the
nandicapped.

Note. 1 = Sorongly disagress, 5 = Strongly agree




Mainstream Instructional Modifications

Table 2 presents the results of teachers’ respanses to specific instructional
strategy utilization. Percentages discussed below were generated by totaling the
percentages for the two indicators on either end of the continum,

These data generate a number of issues. First, mainstream teachers reported
that they used numerous instructionl strategies that facilitate mainstreaming. For
example, on Question 20, 55% of the teachers indicated that they individualized within
the mainstream class, when necessary On Question 30, 556% reported they
individualized with some degree of fraquency. Also, on Question 24, 60% indicated
that they utilized alternative test options. Finally, on Question 27, 85% indicated that
they varied the instructional level with some degree of frequency. These modifications
would greatly enhance the success of students with disabilities in those classes.

Several questions dealt with alternative instructional arrangements. On
Question 12, 70% of the teachers indicated that peer tutoring was utifized frequently.
Also, on Question 36, 45% of the teachers indicated that cooperative instruction was
frequently used. On Questions 5 and 8, teachers indicated frequent use of
metacognitive andlor strategic instructional principles; 70% and 50% of the teachers
responded favorably, and those technigues are particularly important for students with
learning disabilities. Cach of these strategies has been shown to be effective in the
academic success involved in mainstreaming.

 However, there were a number of strategies that teachers ware not using with
great frequency. For example, on Question 23, 35% of the teachers indicated that they
rarely used a specialized grading system. On Question 32, only one third of the
teachers (30%) indicated that students used self-monitoring approaches on a frequent
basis. Only about one third (35%) of the teachers reported using a token economy
frequently (Quastion 33), and less than one ihird (30%) used behavioral contracts
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frequently (Question 37). On Question 38, only 35% of these malnsiream teachers
Indlcated frequent uge of advance organizers, whereas 40% of the teachers indicated
infrequent use. Finally, 30% of the teachers indicated that they used direct and daily
measurement rarely (Question 39). These responses do not indicats frequent use of
strategies that are known to work for many children.

Interventlon based on assertive discipline was fraguently used. On Question 34,

85% of the teachers indicated that they utilized an asseriive discipling plan frequently.
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TiDLE 2
PIRCENTLZES OF TEACHIRS USING
INETIUCTIONAL STRATEGY MODIFICATIONS
IW THE MATNSTREDRM

STRATEGY NOTET 1=0NLY RARELY, 5=ALMNOSY ALWAYE

1l 2 3
i . . .
1. I keep ihe lasson meoving along cuickly ElD
t
2. The class revizws agglgninchc DIners = 10 | 30
when I return chem. 1
2. Several students may be walking around | 20| 30130
in wy class ab any one time recriaviag
materials.
A Studants receive varhbal praise Irom 5 15t 35
! czch other. ]
| 5. I encovrsge students to shazs various 5 25
technigues that may help them memor’ize
facts in class.
&. The class emphasizes correctlon OF 10 55 30 | £5
worssnesha.
7. Students must raise their hand belore 20 | 10 20

. stensin
-
8. I agk, "How did you leazn chat?" or 5 15| 30
some cother ceesticon to focus on
lerrning strztegies, -
g, T insist that docors be shut zad 15 | L5 | 20
studentcs remsin 1n their seats Lo f
minimizae distracilions.
N np. New meterial is introduccd fairly | 10 | 2k | 325
; rapidly.
11. I suggest perticular methods of P 5 23
“Emembering.
1% . Pger tutoring lis= used So assist slow E A R
learne-s, |
13, I emphasize the imporiancs of working = 5 20
guistly, '
14. I determire gexrly in the year 1 = = 10| 20
soudent needs the 582 conlvep .=
covered in seversl ¢liifarent waye. !
15, T use physical touch, suck zs mpat on | 3 |10 =
" the pack, a3 & reinicIuer. }
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~used in class (o mid comprehencion.

15. T praise students for stcoessiul work 25 | 7E
i whenever possibls.
~7. Eftutanis are =ncouraged Lo help zach 5 20| 40 | 35
ciher informally on lezrning rtasks.
18. T troy to determine how studancs learn = 15 | 25 | 35
hest
L. 1 use rezding mazerials=s that hignlight 0| 20120 20} 10
the tepic szntence and main idss for
slow learnecrs.
20. T irdividualize in mv class when 5 10|30 1[20 1 15
NS NeCEsEEaATY .
21, Suudents are Caught to use “heir own 15 |10 3g 13510
inner languese o give Lhemselves B S
gilent Task instruc-ionc.
22. 1T wuse class priviiages as ~ewerds Zor 5 10|35 |25 | 28
woxlk.
23. I use g spacizlizad grading svetem 20015 | 2o 25 | 20
chat rewzrds ellort for handiczoped
pupils.
242. 1 use severzl test administrarien 10 {15715 ! 35 { 25
aptiongs such as cral teshs or
extended-tims {ests.
25. Directicons Jor szfuczticna tasks zre 5 10 145 120
kept simple and ars deponstrated Lo .
achieve clzrify.
26. Dillereatial curriculum warerials zr= 5 13 | 30 20 20
gelected beased cn the learning
characteristics of paricuvlzr students
. in my class. :
27. T roulin=ly vary L[he instructionsz] 5 0| 2045 | 20 |
level for diffezent-zbhility children
doing the same task.
2&. Insztruclicnal materisls are varied for |5 20 1 25 ) 30 | 20
Bizfersnt kids in mv class.
2%. 1 constantiv menitor the on-tasi 5 40 | 55
bohavier of my students.
20, I individualize my clasgs for low- = "5 (2525t a0
ebility students.
1. Visual disolays and transoerencies are | 5 5 20| 20 364?
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3. Students use gell-momivoering ta record | 20 20330201 10
daily acezdemic and bzhaviorzl
FICOIEES,
. - . o | -
3. A token economy is used Iorx =0 101z 20| 15
reinfarcement . 1
3a. T use the biackbocrd freguently to 5 5 20 [ 70 i
explain ccncenis. |
A%, T have an assartlive discircline plan in 5 5 15 25 L oo |
effTeci.
36. Coopesratvive lazrning gryoulks care =015 20423 | 20
frecusntly u=sed, T ' '
27. L use individuzl kehsviorzl contrsous 35120 15|15 15 l
with students to improvs Dchavier. {
38. T use advanas organizers to assSist 201 30|25 20|15
stucdents in comprehensgion of ciffieulz
conccnhs.
33, sbtudants comnlets diract caily 20| 1025|3015
measeres of arcademlic Drocneses in
clazs. !
40. A set of ciess rules is on displavy in = B0 = | 5 3

my CrAEss.
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Chapter vV

Surarnary and Gonclusion

Results from this study suggest several interesting conclusions. First, these
resulta are similar to earlier research on the implamentation of mainstreaming -
pragrams, in that a significant percentage of mainstream ieachers do hot utilize certain
atrategies that ars known to faciltate academic achievament for children with LD
(Baker & Zigmond, 1990}, Although these ieachers do emphasize stralegic thinking in
their classes, the lack of ufilization of seli-monitoring, behaviorat contracis, advance
organizers, or token econcmies Iz difficult to understand since rasearch is
overwhelmingly supportive of these instructional approaches for students with LD. Inh
addition, i is difficult to understand why mainstream teachers have not used thase
gtrategles more, even though they have apparently implemented assertive disciplinary
strategies, peer tutoring, alternative assessment strategies, and cocperative leaming
in their classes.

Regearch done by Munson (1286) may help to explain this. Munsen interviewed
2B mainstream teachers about the modifications they made in their classes. She found
tnat many of them raportad using typical meodifications that a teacher might make Tor
any student-such things as varying directions and using alternative testing procedures.
It appears that teachars arg more inclinad to maka relatively minor adaptions for low-
achieving children in their classes, but they are reluctant io make the more substantial
medifications that are necessary for successful mainstreaming (Munson, 1986).

Tha teachers’ attituds results of this study, of which aver one third indicated that
they were not in favor of mainstreaming, were interesting also. It general education
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teachers are not in favor of mainstreaming, then they are not going to learn to utilize
stratagias for the implementation of mainstreaming. Clearly, teachers who fee! less
than positive about mainstreaming wilt utilize effective mainstreaming strategies less
frequently than other teachers. This offers certain negalive implications for the
implementation of inclusive class placements for students with LD if such a high
proportion of regular classroom teachers ara not in favor of mainstreaming nor think
that the program has baan successful.

These resulls suggest the possibility of a potentially negative cycle in which
teachers with lass than positive atiitudes toward mainstreaming use offective
strategies less freguently. Those teachers may become less successiul In
mainstreaming efforts eventually, and this decreass in instructicnal effectiveness could
resuit in attitudes becoming more negative.

Teachers' attitudes toward mainstreaming is an area of major concem. the idea
that different attitudes may result in different instruction is consistent with ather
rasearch. For example, Gibson and Dembo {1924) found that teachers with a less than
positive attitude toward their own effectiveness utilized fewer eflective instructional
technigues than did the teachers with more positive attitudes. Therefore, experimental
regaarch along these lines is warranted.

A number of limitations should be noted in the present study. First, each of the
variables was based on self-reports by mainstream teachers and this may involve
some bias. Another limitation that must be mentionad concerns the experimanta
natyre of the measurements used. Validity studies have not been conducted on either
the mainstreaming altifude scale or the BCSQ, although the face validity of the
indicators demonstrates the appropriatenass of these measuras, Although subjects
were assured of confidentiality, some leachers may have reparted using instructionat
stratagias that they did not actually utiliza,
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Also, studies on the numbear of coursas taken ta improve teaching students with
disabilities was not [ooked at. The number of students with disabilitiss in each
teacher's class was also not ¢considered. These limitations must be noled whett
evaluating the data overall. Glasses to improve teaching students with disabilitios
takan by the teachers and number of students with disabiltics per class might warrant
furthar study,

However, these results do present an Interesting approech to analyzing the
cormplex relationship among attitudes and use of efficient and effective instructional

strategies. Additional research on these relationships would certainly seem warranted.
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