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ABSTRACT

v

‘The primary focus of this ;tud))/ was to examine the implications of the
mainstreaming policy for the regular classroom teacher. The research rcw/glvcd
_around wo q‘uestions: (1) W\hat problems are teachers experiencing? and (2) .
What are teachers’ concerns in implementing the mainstreaming policy?

This study, which is interpretive in nature, was designed to provide insight
and understdnding into the realities facing regular classroom teachers as thev
attempt (o mainstream handicapped students. It does not seek to draw |
€onclusions or generalizations.

A qualitative approach was used in order to obtain subjective, first hand
data. This was achieved by interviewing 23 regular classroom teachers with
mainstreaming experience.

" The taped interviews were transcribe‘d and the data were unzﬁyzed through
the process of analytic induction. In order to establish credibility member C:i]CCkS
and peer debriefing were carried out,. .

The tindings were reported in two separate chapters, each addressing a
major research question. A total of 25 themes were isolated. Teachers’
responses, in support of the developed theme, were presented through the use of
paraphrasing supported by direct quotations.

Ten thematic categories were isolated in response to the question: What
problems are teachers experiencing? The categories are: time; timetabling; the
attitude of the;’handicapped student; support services; administrative support;
formal assessments; need for paraproféssionals; workload aﬁd classroom
preparation: class size; and sharing information.

In response to the question: ‘What are teachers’ concerns in implementing

mainstreaming policy?, 15 thematic categories were isolated. The themes,
(

’
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7
centering around thc teacher, the non- hdndlmppcd child and the lymdu pped

child dr~e lack of teacker preparation; teelings of self- d()lllﬁ afd inadequacy;
frustration and strus fairness to lhc non-handicapped child; meeting the needs of
the hdndicapped child; early mtcrvc,ntmn causing physical damage; peer
_ ucceptqnce; student self-esteem; evaluation: timc to kx}ow the students; open,
_communication; time o share; the future of the handicapped; and financial =
cutbacks.

Upon reflection, teachers felt a real sense of isolation in the
mainstreaming process. A lack of time, combined with a l;le of support sc‘l'\'icc.\

and educational preparation led to feelings of guilt and inadequacy among

teachers.
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- Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY.
[ The issue of the integration of handicapped children into regular
classrooms was raised in Alberta less than a decade ago. The Carriere case of
1978 led to the decision that local school. jurisdictions hiad the responsibility to

provide an educational program for all school-age chlldren If a suitable

: educatlon progrdm is not avallable the board must arrange for a program in

other district and assume responsibility for the costs. In dddmon a child cannot
ge sexcused from dttendmg school due to a handicap (Keeler & Harrlson 1985,
p. 22). o o > |
As a result, school boards have had to assume responsibility for meeting
the educational needs of handicapped children.v Although the court decision did
not make pro‘v}sion for children’s.edﬁcation to take place in the "least restrictive.
- settmg, many boards have opted to place handlcapped children in regular
classrooms because of the cost of 5pec1dl education programs and out- of-dlsmct
placements. Thus the clasbro,;)m teacher is primarily responsible for meetiny the
. e'ducatlonal, emotional and social needs of all children. In short, the irltegration
of handicapped children into the regular classroom is a reality faced by many
Alberta teacheré.
' Integration, viewed by"many as the magic formula for success, may be |
viewed by some teachers with skep;icism. Teachers realize that the integration of
a handiéapped child is not as simple as some specialists might believes
Theoretically, many mainstreaming medels do not take into account the realities

of the classroom. These realities are reflected in the needs of the handicapped,
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the non-handicapped, and the teacher. Expressions of concern for meeting the

needs of handicépped children have been voiced by teachers (Salend, li)84). %
The implications of the mainstreaming policy for the regular classroom

teacher are many. This is particularly true for the rural teacher who is confronted
with a unique set of environmental circumstances. Furthermore, given economic
trends in e’g,uc‘é'tional funding, reductions in support services are immincnf‘. thus
further decreasing the possibilitieé of succe"\\ssfully implementing the

mainstreaming policy.

Statement of the Problem

~ Mainstreaming handicapped children within the regular classroom has
become a reality for Alberta teachers. With the responsibility of prOVIUmg, t(fr th
education of the handicapped child, the teacher is faced with a new’set of

demands and expectations.

The central probleém of this study was to examine the implications of the

»

mainstreaming policy fdr the regular classroom teacher in a rural setting.. The
research was guided by the following questions: |
1. NWhat problems are tcachers experieﬁéing in implementing the
mainstreamihg policy?
2 What are teachers’ concerns in implementing the mainstreaming policy”?

Significance of the Problerﬁ .

An effort to provide handicapped children with "the least restrictive
environment" has resulted in much negativism among teachers. Gickling and
Theobald (1975) found that staff distant from stude.ms have generally positive
attitudes toward integration, while those closest to students have ambivalent or

. . . » < . . . +
negative attitudes. These attitudes emerge as a major concern in the integration



! .
process. Rauer (1979, p. 24) states that the teacher’s attitude will shape the

emothnal and social climate of the program. Further, Siefert (1981) contends
that the teacher is the determining factor in the succesé of mainstreaming;

Clearly, if teacher attitudes are crucial to the successful implementation of
integration, then one must inve:stigate_ the reasons why these attitudes exist. In a
_ practical sense, then, this study may reveal some insight and undersfanding into
the problems and concerns facing the regular classroom. teacher which may be a
baéis for-negative attitudes towards the mainstreaming policy.

It is only through t_hef identification of these problems gnd concerns that we
can begin to make meaningful changes to the implementation of the \
mainstreaming policy Zmd subsequently to teacher attitude.

| It is hoped that this research may increase the sensitivity 4nd
understanding of administrators and central office personnel to the complexities
facmg regular classroom teachers who are attemptmg to mtegrate handxcapped
students. The findings should therefore be of use to these mdlvu;uals in seekmg
solutlons and resolutions to the mainstreaming pollcy. Fu_rthermore, this research

may offer some direction for financial decision making in the area of =~

mainstreaming,
Definition of Terms

Mainstreaming - refers to the instructional and social mtegratlon of
handicapped children with normal peers. xﬁ

.Handicapped - a child for whom a significant adaptation must be made to
either the regular program or to the classroom setting in order to meet the child’s

needs.

I



Rural Jurisdiction - refers to a school jurisdiction in North-Central
Alberta outside a major metropolitan area which has its central office lbcutcd no
less than 38 km from the city limits.

Rural Teachers - refers to teachers who are employ_ed by rural
jurisdictions. )

I delineated the difference between problems and concerns in this way:

A problem is a situation that p/resents uncertainty or difficulr?(zmd aftfects
the teacher directly or indirectly. |

A concern is a professional (’;uesti()n that arises out of one’s practise as a
teacher.’ It has implications beyond the teacher, particularly for the child, the

school and schooling.

} Assumptions

J
i

1. Jurisdictions have different methods of attempting to meet the needs of
the teacher and handicapped child.
2. There are different needs and concerns at different levels and with

different types of handicapped students, and in varying degrees.
Delimitations

1. This study is delimited to the regular classroom teacher at the
elementary level (Grades 1 to 6).
2. It is also delimited to a rural population of teachers in jurisdictions in

r

North-Central Alberta.
Limitations

L. A limitation of the study is the experiences of the teachers being
b \

interviewed. Due to the fact that teachers have volunteered to be interviewed,



strong views, either positively or negatively, may be held by these teachers. Thus

- marginal perceptions of mainstreaming may be eliminated.

-

2. This study is interpretative in nature and therefore, no generalizations

or conclusions are sought; only insight and understanding.

Organization of the Thesis
| A |

The study of the implications of the mainstreaming poliéy is organized into
six chapters. ‘C.hapter 1 involves the introduction, stateméht of problem,
significance of the study, definition of terms, ossurflpti()os, delimitations and
limitations, and the orgaaization of the thesis.

Chapter 2 focuses on a review of the related literature and research in the
follo‘wing"areas: history, factors influencing teacher attitude, factors affecting
integration of the handicapped child, factors affecting levels of administrative and
support services, and problems and concerns. This chapter also cootains the
conceptual framework which focuses on the relationship of the teacher and
handicapped child and the factors affecting ultimate success in mamstreammg

In Chapter 3 I'have descnbed the methodology This includes: the design
of the study, data sources, data collection, gnd data analysis.

Chapter 4 describes the problems encountered by teachers in s ‘
mainstreaming. Organization of the data is presented in 10 themes enhanced
through nge us{e%of pagaphrasing and quotations taken from the interviews.

Chapten?i contging further analysis of the data. This chapter, which is
organized in 15 theimes, ‘describes the concerns of the 'regulaf"'élassroom teacher
involved in mainst:eaming handicapped children. |

Chapter § contains the summary, reflections, and implications for

administration, as well as for further study.

&

N



Chapter 2

REVIEW.OF THE LITERATURE AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Introduction

This chapter contains a review of the literature and looks at the tollowing
topics: historical background, factors affecting integration, factors affecting levels
of administrative and support services and lastly, problerﬁs and concerns. The
review of the literature is followed by the conceptual framework which looks at
the interrelationship between teacher, handicapped child and support services,

and at the problems and concerns arising from an attempt to implement the

mainstreaming policy.
Historical Background

The American Context

!
/

At the turn of the century, American society ad()pted"thc value that every 'I
individual should have the opportunity to achieve his or herﬁreatesl ambitions >
(Abramson, 1980), and in the twentieth century education was seen both as the
equalizer of all men and the vehicle with the ability to bring about social change
Greer;l‘1972, cited by Abramson, 1980). | .

Adhering to this philosophy, society in the 1920s demanded that "all men”
. Include the handicapped. The public school system was to serve as a "pr()vidgf of
equal opportunities” (Looft, 1973, cited by Abramson, 1980), and as a result,
special classes were set up to meet the needs of the handicapped; needs that could

not be adequately met in a regular classroom (Wallin, 1924, cited by Semmel,

Gottlieb, & Robinson, 1979). Two rationales existed that supported the presence .

6



of special classrooms. First, handicabped children cjould receiveé aid and
encouragement needed from specialized teachers. Second, the normal child
would be free from the restrictions imposed by the handicapped child in the
regular classroom (Wallin, 1925, 1955, cited by Semmel et al., 1979).

There existed, however, objection to such segregation as early as 1910 on
the grounds that this arrangement would deprive the handicapped child of
stimulus contact with brighter children and increase the possibility of a negative
self-image, as well as stigmatization. Nonetheless, though the debate continued,

“demands for special classes increased. |

However, in many school systems special classes often became the
"dumping grounds" for children that were not wanted or could not be
accommodated (Wallin, 1924, cited by Semmel et al., 1979). These classes were
often held in the least desirable rooms with few facilities, poorly trained teachers
and "watered-down" curriculum (MacMillan, 1977, cited by Semmel et al 19-795.

- Although demands were made to improve special classes, little response was

- evident, and there &isted no interest in reconsidering the basic rationale for
ségregated classes. Educatdgs were committed to the proposition that
handicapped children would receive "the beét and most economical,education in
segregated environments" (Semmel et al., 1979, p. 226).

The Civil Rights movement of the 1960s began to question the social
implications of this professional practice. This soéiopolitical force led educators
to question the efficacy of homogeneous special class placements for the
handicapped. Consequently, there was a demand for educators to re-exafnine the
whole issue. The disproportionate, number of minority group students from low
socioecohorﬁic status homes added another reason for reexamination. In 1968,
Dunn (Semmél et al,, 1979) indicted special educators for their failure to develop

viable administrative and curricular alternatives to special classes for the mildly
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handicapped child. As a result, educators who supported his view called for
abandoning all special classes and called for "the ',i'level()pment of alternative
classroom arrangements” (Semmel et al., 1979, p. 227). Therefore, both
sociopolitical forces and the lack of empiricalgvidence for the etfectiveness of
special class placements supported the "Least Restrictive Alternative” a doetrine
which evolved from conflicts between governmental interests and personal
liabilities. The principle of LRA was expanded over the years through a variety of
judicial expressfons, and emerged from "least restrictive me:ns" to "least
burdensome method" and finally "least restrictive alternative" (Semmel et al.,
1979) with provision made for due process which questioned the labelling and
placement procedures foreducable mentally retarded children. This federally
mandated law is more commoniy known as Public Law 94-142 in the United

- States.

The Canadian Scene
| Like our American neighbors, Canadians have accepted the philosophy
that all children and youth, whether physically, mentally or socially disadvantaged, .
have a right to a free and appropriate education. Three major trends have \3"
influenced Canadians to adopt this position (Csapo & Goguen, 1980). First, the
CELDIC (1970) Report described a need for full services for children with
emotional and learning problems. Second, Public Law 94-142 in the United
States, and third, the International Year of the Child (1979) brought about an
awareness of the need for policies on the rights on the child.

As a result, since 1980 some provinces, such as Saskatchewan, Manitoba,
Newfoundland, Quebec and Ontario, have followed Nova Scotia’s lead in
implementing legislation mandating integration of the handicapped child (Csapo

& Goguen, 1980). Others have only expressed concern and interest.



Unlike the United States, Canada does not have a federal mandate
gliar.anteeing the right of the handicapped child to an appropriate education
(Csapo & Goguen, 1980). The federal government deems education to be a
provincial responsibility. Therefore, each province must mandate its own laws
regarding the provision it makes for the handicapped child. Although the
province establishes limits, it becomes the responsibility of local districts to
implement it in operational terms.

In Alberta, the issue of integration came to the forefront less than a decade
ago. The Carriere case of 1978 led to the decision that local school jurisdictions
had the responsibility to provide an educational program for all school-age
children. If a suitable education program is not available the board must arrange
for a program in another district and assuine responsibility for the costs. In
addition, a child cannot be excused from attending school due to a handicap
(Keeler & Harrison, 1985, p. 22). .

As a result, school boards in Alberta have had to assume responsibility for
meeting the educational needs of handicapped children. Although the court
decisions did not make provision for children’s education to take place in the
"least restrictive environment" many boards have opted to place handicapped
children in regular classrooms because of the cost of special education and out-ot-
district placements. Thus, the classroom teacher becomes primarily responsible
for meeting the educational, emotional and social needs of all children. In short.

the integration movement has significant implications for all teachers.
Factors Influencing Teacher Attitude

Integration involves the acceptance and commitment of teachers in regular
classrooms. Specialists agree that aithough integration is binding by law, it is the

way the teacher responds to handicapped children that makes the difference in its
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effectiveness (Harasymiw & Horne, 1975). Teacher attitudes, complex and
multifaceted in nature, emerge as a major component l()‘ilhc success of integration
(Siefert, 1981).
)
s . . ) L . .
T'he available research concerned with the impact, f mainstreaming on
teacher attitude has shown both positive (Guerin & Sztdlo Ky, 1974; Harasymiw
% "\f"’f
& Horne, 1975) and negative results (Shotel, lano, & Mcgélhmbdn 1972; Vace &

,\0‘\

Kirst, 1977). Results of several studies suppo};&‘thq\ilct thzﬂt’, \\hl;\t most distant

4"'

from students (i.e., central office ‘nmumstmﬁgw)f e rﬂ}g pmmw attitudes
toward integration, while those closest to students (i.e 1c.uhcrs) have ambivalent
or negative attitudes (Barngrover, 1971; Gickling & Theobald, 197S: Keogh &
Levitt, 1976).

This would indicate, therefore, that teacher attitude l()Wurd mainstreaning
is affected by various institutional variah‘les (Larrivee & Cook, 1979). Mandell
(1977) concurred that teacher attitudes were controlled within the administrative
structure of most schools.

Findings consistently reveal that regular classroom teachers prefer special
class placement for handicapped children rather than integration (Shotel et al.,
1972). Sixty percent of teachers in Gickling and Theobald’s (1975) study indicated
satisfaction with self-contained classrooms, and it was felt that this arrangement
was the most effective method of meeting individual needs.

In a 1981 study, conducted by Berryman and Berryman, the teachers and
professionals surveyed were in favor of integration meprinciple. Teachers
indicated that they were willing to include students whose disabilities did not
inhibit their learning or that of their classmates. They indicated that they were
not in favor of integrating disruptive students or those with limited fearning

abilities.



These views are cmhpmiblc with the results of a study by Moore and Fine
(1978) which revealed that teachers were more supportive of integrating the
learning disabled child than the mentally retarded child. The educable mentally
retarded students and the emotionally disturbed were found to be the least
preferred by teachers and the learning disabled were most preferred according to
a study by Shotel et al. (1972).

Stainback, Stainback, and Dedrick (1983) reported that teachers were
neutral to mildly accepting toward the integration of the severely handicapped.
These tindings were verified by Vace and Kirst (1977) whose study revealed that
teachers felt that the presence ot emotionally disturbed children would have a
negative effect on their programs and that special class placement would be more
beneficial for them.

Furthermore, Williams and Algozzine (1977, cited by Horne, 19853),
established tha. teachers were more willing and felt better equipped to teach the
physically handicapped student and the learning disabled student. They felt ill-
prepared to integrate the emotionally disturbed or educable mentally retarded
student and therefore, were less Willing.

Much evidence substantiates the position that teachers’ attitudes toward
mainstreaming tend to be more negative as grade level increased and that the
most negative attitude exhibited occurred at the junior high level (Larrivee &
Cook, 1979). Gickling and Theobald (1975) found that a greater percentage of
elementary teachers supported integration than did secondary teachers. Of the
teachers who were vzilling to integrate handicapped children, in a study conducted
by Stephens and Braun (1980), the majority were In primary and middle grades.

{
Few teachers at the junior high level were reported being in favor of integration.
A recent Canadian study involving British Columbia teacheré, showed that

positive attitudes tended to decrease as grade level increased (Winzer, 1987).



Although Larrivee and Cook (1979) established that classroom size, school
size and types of school have little impact on teacher attitudes, Bosman and Sloan
(1979) tound that school size was significantly related to three out of seven stages
of concern using the Likert Scale. Teachers from small sized ~;chm)l svstems had
l]ig}lcr concerns about implementing the mainstreaming policy than did teachers
from large-sized school systems. No explanation was offered by the researchers
for this occurrence.

A lack of specialized training is a variable often cited by Gickling and
Theobald (1975) as a source of anxiety and uncertainty, leading to ncg:.mvc
attitudes among teachers. These researchers noted that only 156 of teachers fel
that they had the skills to help exceptional children. The authors noted that once
teachers were asSured of assistance in the form of services and time to spend with
the handicapped student, there was an almost unanimous change in attitude.
They felt that this was indicative of teachers’ awarencss of the deficiencies in their
abilities and skills in the zu‘éa of special education. Similar tindings were evident
in a study by Stephens and Braun (1980).

Research by Mandell and Strain (1978) and Stephens and Braun ( 1980)
revealed that willingness to teach handicapped children increased as the number
of special education courses :eachers received increased. According to
Harasymiw and Horne’s (1975) research, these findings were not supported.
Their research revealed that the contrary existed. Teachers with less education
had more positive attitudes. They attributed these findings to the fact that the
teachers with less education were vounger, thus, according to some studies, more
positive toward integration.

Turnbull and Schultz (1979) postulated that regular teachers needad to
acquire skills and knowledge previously not provided in their teacher training.

Stephens, Blackhurst, and Magliocca (1982) believed that by learning specific



alternate strategies tor teaching and managing students, the teachers would feel
better equipped o meet the needs of handicapped children.

These views were substantiated by McGinty and Keogh (1975, cited by
Keogh and Levitt, 1976). Strong evidence existed that teachers were aware of the
types of things they should know in order to integrate handicapped children in the
regular classroom. They unanimously agreed however, that they did not know
these things. An investigation by Hewett and Watson (1975, cited by Keogh and
Levitt, 1976) provided evidence that teachers were aware that h;u’ulicuppcd
students required a different approach according to the characteristics they
displayed, but they admitted that they did not know how to provide different
instruction for them. A need for training in te: “hing strategies has been
repeatedly cited by researchers (Denker, 1983; Mitzel. 1985).

A lack of experience is often cited as the basis for fears and prejudice
among regular classroom teachers by researchers. Evidence appears to be
abundant. In astudy conducted by Stainback et al. (1983) educators with more
positive attitudes toward integration tended to have a greater amount of
experience and conversely, those with little or no experience tended to be more
negative. Harasymiw and Horne (1975) tully confirmed their hypothesis that
teachers who have had experience in mainstreaming showed a more favorable
attitude toward integration. Hartnett (1979) and Bosmdn and Sloan (1979)
concurred that more tavorable attitudes resulted tfrom greater exposure to
handicapped children.

Conversely, however, Shotel et al. (1972) found that inexpericncéd
teachers who initially expressed great optimism concerning educable mentally
retarded children with regard to academic and social adjustment potential,
changed their views once they had had experience in mainstreaming. The

researchers concluded that teachers attempted to be cooperative and positive



toward the wms of nuunstreaming, but at the end of the vear reachers tound that
acadenucally and socially these children did not integrate well

Stmilar tindings were revealed m Child's (1981 studs cited by Horne
(T985). Asurvey of regular teachers, primary 1o high school, who had had
considerable experience in mainstreaming educable mentally ;c!;ndcd students,
indicated generally negative attitudes. Berrviman and Berrviman (1981) concurred

Few attempts have been made o correlate age and attitude. Staaback ot
al. (1983) found that voung teachers with greater amounts of cxpertence with
severely handicapped children tended to be very suppostive of mamnstreanung
policy. These findings are tully supported by Harasvimiw and Horne (1975 and Iy
Berrvman and Berryman (1951). In contrast, however, more tavorable attitudes
were demonstrated amonyg older teachers i Winzer's | TONT) study. Due to the
luck of research, no conclusions may be reached as to the signdicance ot age 1n
relation to maistreaming,

Contidence i one’s ability to teach exceptional ¢hildren was tound 1o
affect the teacher’s willingness o integrate handicapped children (Stephens &
Braun, 1980y, This was reattirmed by Larrivee and Cook ( 1979) who postuiated
that teachers” perceptions of success correlated highly with reacher atntudes.
Stephens and Braun's (1980) study displaved o negative correlation hetween
degree of success perceived, and tvpe of school. It indicated tendency tor
teachers in a rural setting to perceive themselves as havmg achieved fess success
with mainstreaming students than did teachers in other SCLUES,

There s little question that integre - 1 of handicapped children s
beneficial for all involved. However, practical problems exist. Among them is
teacher attitude. Because classroom teachers have been cried by specialists

(Robichaud & Enns, 1980: Stephens et al., 1982 Turnbull & Schultz, 19795 a8 the

¥

o



T

T

people most influential in determining the success of mamstreammg, it is

imperative that they possess a supportxve w1llmg attitude.

Ll

“Factors Affecting Integration of the Handicapped Child

Mainstreaming is not simply the phy‘éical presence of the handicapped

»y child in the regulaf classroom. True integration involves the "whole" child,

4

academically, so,_ciallly and emotionallyv(Turnbull & Schultz, 1979). Although the
law reqﬁires that jurisdictions maintain special education services, it is not
required that all handiéapped children be placed in reg‘ular classrooms. Based on
the child’s needs the law advocates that the child be placed in the most "normal
setting" (Stephens et al., 1982). S;e’phens et al. (1982) claim that school
jurisdictiox{s have misinterpreted the law to mean "must" instead of "preferred"
and have abolishcd‘rriany special.classes that are still needed by some students. |

Deckep and Decker (1976) state that "if an exceptional child is assigned to a

- program not appropriate for him, he might as well be excluded from schooliﬁg"

(p- 354). |
Carlberg and Kavale (1980) reviewed 50 primary resg:arch studies of -

special versus regular class placements which seemed to support these v1éws

They (1980) concluded that regular class placement was fouiid more effectlve than

special class placement for students with below average IQs and for educable
mentally retarded students, but not as effective for ledrmng dlbdbled and " -
em(monally disturbed children. Carlberg and Kavale (1980) concluded that for
some children, special classes may be the most beneficial placement. Siefert
(1981) concurred.

Research on the efficacy of regular class placement versus special class

placement for handicapped students is controversial and inconclusive. Abramson
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(1980) pbints out that due to the diversity of mainstreaming programs today,
evaluation of its effectiveness becomes extremely complex.

However, throughout the last decaude, studies of intégrated progrumks have
shown both success and failure. Keeping in mind that methodological error exists,
the majority of students indicate that there is essentially no difference in academic
performancc; between the haﬁéiidapped child placed in an integrated setting and
one placed in a self-contained classroom (Abramson, 1980). Therefore,
placement in an integrated program does ot ensure the pupil success.

*Those who oppose mainstreaming co\ntend that the organizational
structure of the school itself is inadeqﬁ;)ate in terms of accommodating
handicapped s:tudents (O’Donnell & Bradfield, 1976). Stainback, Stainback,

Courtnage, and Jaben (1985) perceive that the rigid standardization of grade

devels not only prevents the teacher from adapting instruc’ ' 1t also prevents
the child from succeeding because it assumes that all chi “fitinto a
graded system. Another impediment to success is the over g task of

- providing individualized curriculum for each handicapped child, and at the‘sumc
time providing for the regular students (O’Donnell,& Bradfield, 1976). According
to Hartnett‘(1979) elementary teachers showed a great concern for meeting the
individual needs of all students.

Stephens et al. (1983) hold that teachers do not have the time to provide
handicapped students with the extensive amount of individual attention they
require due to the complexity and nature of their problems. Tﬁey also contend
that the chances of success are limited because of time restrictions. The question
of fairness to both the handicapped and regular student arises.

Some evidence of the effects of mainstreaming non-handicapped students
was provided by Bradfield (1976). Results from this study indicated that those

children who had handicapped children in their classroom for the school year
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were academically below their peers who did not have handicapped students.

. Abramson (1980) suggests that perhaps too much time is being spent trying to
improve the academic standing of the handicapped student at the expense of the
regular student. Kavanagh (1977) clearly states the dilemma of the classroom
teacher who is faced, on the one hand, with the academic needs of all the children
in the classroom, and on the other, by physical limitations.

Let us not confuse competence with reality. Faced with the prospect of

teaching handicapped children in a regular classroom without adequate

materials or support personnel, a teacher has every right to ask how these
children can be effectively provided for . . . Teachers have a limited
number of hours to work with many children, all of whom have individual
needs. No onewho has ever spent time in a classroom situation can
truthfully say that teachers universally lack "humanistic concerns" or
patience to deal with problems. What they do lack is the ability to be in
more than one g)lace at a time or to do more than several things at once.

The majority of the classroom teachers are not unwilling or unable to work

with handicapped children as some experts would suggest. Teachers are

concerned human beings seeking to give the best to every child. (1977,

p. 320) , :

The greatest argument used by advocates of mainstreaming is that
integration can remove the stigma associated with the handicapped, increasing
social adjustment and thus, social acceptance (Abramson, 1980).

Overall, investigations indicate that exceptional children who are placed in
integrated classroogns are not readily accepted by their normal peers (Bryan,
1974; Goodman, Gottlieb, & Harrison, 1972). Shotel et al. (1972) postulated that
educable mentally retarded students were not well accepted by their peers. A
sociometﬁc study on the same group of children confirmed these findings. The

! N ’ .
belief that placing handicapped children in regular classrooms promoted
acceptance tailed to be supported in a study conducted by Ellis'(1978).
-~ Siefert (1981) contends that general trends towards "lack of acceptance”
show that some children with, certain handicaps may find better acceptance than

others. Bryan (1974) found evidence that learning disabled children in regular

classrooms experienced greater peer rejection than non-disabled children.



Furthermore, Elser (1959, cited by Semmel et al., 1979) found that the hearing
handicapped pupil in regular classrooms were not as well accepted as their normal
hearing peers. Yaffe (1979) speaks of the strains that the emotionally disturbed
children can place on normal children, which may account for the fact that slow
learners and educable mentally retarded students adjust better socially in
mainstreamed classes than do the emotionally disturbed students (Carlberg &

e, 1980). As predicted by both regular and special class teachers,
handicapped students encounter more ditficulty in adjusting behaviorally in the
regular class than they do academically (Hanrahan, Goodman, & Rapagna, 1985),

Some recent research indicates that social behavior of hundicupped
students does improve in integrated classrooms. Gottlieb, Gampel, ;nd Budoff
(1975, cited by Keogh & Levitt, 1976) found that integrated educable mentally
ret\arded students displayed a much more positive attitude toward school and
more prosocial behavior than did those students in special class. Guerin and
Szatlocky (1974) found that retarded students placed in the mainstream behaved
as "norrﬁally" és their regular classmates.

It would seem that there exists a positive relati()hship between the amount
of time the hangicapped students is integrated and the degree of acceptance
received. According to Guerin and Szat‘locky (1974) students who were fully
integrated into the regular classroom were viewed by teachers as full classroom
members for which they had "normal” expectations. Students who .werc only
partially integrated were viewed as "visitors" in the classroom.

As for the non-handicapped cm{‘%él Turnbgll and Schqltz (1979) state that it
is only when the non-handicapped student has been exposed to the handicapped
that he can ever learn to respect their differences. Based on recent studies, Vace
and Kirst (1977) have generalized that the more contact a non-handicapped child

‘has with handicapped children, the more positive the attitude toward these
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<hildren. It is further generalized that the more positive the attitude of the non-
handicapped, the more positive the classroom climate becomes and thus, the
more willing the non-handicapped is to help his handicapped classmate adjust and
function in a regular class (Salena, 1984). It becomes the teacher’s responsibility

' to convey an attitude of respect and appreciation for the handicapped child that

N

will, in turn, create a climaté of uc'ceptance and tolerance in the classroom (Strain
& Kerr, 1981).
Factors Affecting Levels of Administrative
and Support Services

Support services, viewed by teachers as crucial to the success of
mainstreaming, take the form of administrative, specialist and paraprofessional
. support. Teachers alone do not have all the skills and resources necessary to
implement the mainstreaming policy successfully (Turnbull & Schultz, 1979).
Robichaud and Enns (1’980) state that it is imperative that teachers receive both
encoﬁragemem and support from the administration. Numerous studies have
shown a significant positive correlation between teacher attitude
administrative support. | .

Larrivee and Cook (1979) reported that teachers were generally accepting
of special students if they could rély on the necessary support from other
personnel. They also found that the degree of success perceived by teachers was
significantly positively correlated with the level of administrative gupport and
availability of support services. Mandell (1977) postulated that factors rélating to
attitude seemed to be controlled within the administrative structure of m'bst
schools. Payne and Murray (1974) concur thé‘t it is the administrator who sets the

atfective tone and outlines policies and procedures within the school.
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Furthermore, Cruickshank (1974) views the variables over which the
administration has control as essential for successtul implementation of
mainstreaming. Among these are the reduction in student range variables within
a class. Both Cruickshank (1974) and Karagianis and Nesbn ( 1983) believe that
reduced class size is indicative of administrative support.

This view is again substantiated by Moore and Fine (1978) who sllpport the
notion that school principals exercise S}lbstantial control over th;z availability of
services and resources. Teachers in this study viewed the amount of services and
resources allocated to the program as an indication of its irﬁ;)ortum:c to
admuinistrators.

A study by Marrin (1986) indicated high correlations between teacher
stress and availability of administrative support and between attitude and
availability of administrative support.

A significant number of teachers have indicated that problems exist with
the lack of administrative\support and support services. A study by Brown (1981)
collaborates the following statement expressed by Keogh and Levitt (1976):
"Unfortunately, support services for chil’dren and teachers in mainstreaming
placements have frequently been variable, often limited and sometimes'missing
entirely” (p. 4).

Hasazi, Rice, and York (1979)-contend that the classroom teacher may not
have the skills and knowledge required to teach the handicapped student
etfectively and will, therefore, require the assistance of specialists. Teachers
express a need for such support in numerous studies (Guerin & Szatlocky, 1974;
Mitzel, 1985; Turnbull & Schultz, 1979).

Mainstreaming is viewed by many as a shargd responsibility, and that, as 4
team, through cooperation and communication, progress can be made (Salend,

1984). An important team member is the special education teacher whose role it



is to provide specific instruction on learning tasks where difficulties have been
experienced by students (Stephens et al., 1983). Turnbull and Schultz (1979)
perceive the role of the special education teacher as a resource pérslon to the
handicapped child and to the classroom teacher, providing suggestions, and
helping to adapt the curriculum and instructional techniques to the ﬁandiéapped
child in t“he regular classroom. Mandell and Strain (1978) found that the
availability of a resource teacher was a significant predictor of the regular
teacher’s attitude toward mainstreaming.

According to Hohn and Brownlee (1981, cited by Hohn, 1985), school
principals believed that the major responsibility for the handicapped child’s
education fell to the special education teacher, yet regular teachers perceived
themselves as shouldering most of the responsibility.

A persistent and critical issue for teachers which causes frustration and
v:ariation is the need to manage students with behavior problems (Rich, 1980,
cited by Schifani, Anderson, & Odle, 1980). Teachers surveyed by Brown (1981)
indicated the lack of support for handling severe discipline problems and a need
for more careful screening in placing students. Shotel et al. (1972) speculated that
teachers ifivolved in an experimental study, previously exhibited positive attitudes
became negative due to the lack of support they had received with difficult
students. A‘study by Herron et al. (1970, cited by Schifani et al., 1980) indicated
that teachers wanted more than just test scores on psychology tests. Teachers
disclosed that concrete suggestions on how to handle the child were needed.
These requests are in keeping with Sabatino’s (1971) belief that psychologists
should not only be prepared to screen children educationally and behaviorally, but
that they should also be prepared to offer concrete suggestions to teachers.

An examination of the effects of inserviceAtraining on reguliar teachers by

Harasymiw and Horne (1975) revealed that teachers who had had inservice
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training developed more positive attitudes and felt that they were better prepared
to meet the challenge of mainstreaming. Similar results were obtained in a study
by Larrivee (1981). Mori (1979) suggests:

Teachers are able to and will identity the professional skills they feel they

need in order to establish, implement and maintain quality education in

settings where handicapped youngsters are integrated. There seems to be
one key factor-which has emerged from studies regarding the components
which makes mainstreaming etfective--the need for quality inservice

education. (p.248) - .

Denker’s (1983) study supported the proposition that teachers are aware of
their deficiencies and want inservice education in order to better prepare

themselves.

Paraprofessionals such as classroom aides or volunteers are viewed as a
necessity by teachers if the needs of every child are to be met (D’Angelo, 1981; .
Karagianis & Nesbit, 1983). Turnbull and Schultz (1979) agree that
paraprofessionals can contribute significantly to the quality and quantity of
individualized instruction.

Turnbull and Schultz (1979) sum up the responsibilities of school
jurisdictions in providing teachers with emotional and educational support:

The implementation of mainstreaming is a complex educational task which

requires a team approach. Many school systems have expected classroom

teachers magically to have all the skills and time to accomplish the
successful mainstreaming of students representing the full range ot
educational handicaps--in most cases an impossible expectation for

teachers. A second approach to mainstreaming requires shared
responsibility on the part of all educators in the school. (p. 66)

Problems and Concerns
N
Teachers face numerous problems and concerns arising from the
between philosophy and practice (Kavanagh, 1977). These problems ar
concerns evolve from attempting to meet the needs of handicapped student

the mainstream.



Many studies have provided evidence of the lack of confidence teachers
have in their abilities to successfully integrate huhldicapped children (Gickling &
Theobald, 1975; Mitzel, 1985; Stephens & Braun, 1980). According to Turnbull
and Schultz (1979) teachers consistently ask for guidance in individualizing
instruction, a;scssing the student’s level of achievement, and ways to manage
behavior problems. Other studies have shown that as teachers increase their
knowledge and gain specific skills on how to teach handicapped chfldren. they
become more supportive of mainstreaming practices (Gickling & Theobald, 1975;
Harasymiw & Horne, 1975; Larrivee, 1982). A need for inservice training voiced
by teachers further substantiates the lack of confidence they have in their skills
(Denker, 1983; Mori, 1979).

Teachers express grave concerns about the availability of support services
(Karagianis & Nesbit, 1983). Numerous studies indicate a strong correlation
between teacher attitude and the degree of support services rendered by a
jurisdiction (Brown, 1981; Larriv,ee & Cook, 1979; Mitzel, 1985). Kavanagh
(1977) stresses that provision must be made for aides and paraprofessionals within
the classroom. Smaller class size is also viewed by teachers as imperativé if
students are to receive the individual help they require (Brown, 1981;
Cruickshank, 1974). Support services have long been recognized as an essential
component of muihstreaming programs (Guerin & Szatlocky, 1974; Keogh &
Levitt, 1976; Turnbull & Schultz, 1979).

Problems encoumereq by teachers in commumicating with the specialist
hired to provide services to the haridi,cupped child and to the classroom teachers
were observed by Seaton, Lasky, and Seaton (1974). They state; "unfortunately at
times the teacher’s task may be compounded rather than assisted by the help and
guidance of their specialist” (p. 90). This communication gap is also referred to by

Salend (1984). He states that the collaborative effort should go beyond the



handicapped students’ initial placement into the regular classroom. It is the
responsibility of special education personnel to follow up with support and
consultative services. Seaton et al. (1974) contend that too often formal
evaluations performed by school psychologists simply label the child or describe
the problem. Furthcfmorc, they are often filled with terminology unfamiliar to
the teacher, with few specific guidelines that can be helpful to the teacher in a
classroom situation. Seaton et al.’s (1974) observations are reiterated by Keogh
and Levitt (1976) who reported that school psychologists were well qualified to
test, but that almost none were experts in classroom management and remedial
curriculum planning and even fewer had expertise in tacilitating the social aspects
of the program.

Further evidence relating to a lack of communication was disclosed by
Keogh and Levitt (1976). They reported that out of some 400 teachers surveved,
only a few were aware of the resources and support services within or outside
their school. Similarly, Gickling and Theobald (1975) gathered that regular
classroom teachers were not informed about practices and programs for the
mentally handicapped when 60% of the teachers admitted that they were not
familiar with the information on the questionnaire.

Teachers encounter problems in evaluating and assigning grades to
handicapped students (Cohen, 1983). A dilemma arises for the teacher when she
is confronted with rigid school board policies on the one hand, and fairness 1o the
student on the other (Stainbauck et al., 1985). Stephens et al. (1982) echo Cohen's
(1983) concern by stating that evaluation for the handicapped child Sh()Uld not be
based on competition between students, but rather on individuul accomplishment,

The element of time is perceived as a major problem for the regulur
teacher (Turnbull & Schultz, 1979). Gallent (1981) believes that handicapped

students who are significantly below grade level require a tremendous amount of
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individual instruction. This results in less teaching time for the regular student.
The teacher taces another dilemma when a choice in priorities must be made.
Kavanagh (1977) questions the fairness of a program that meets the needs of one
group of children to the detriment of another.

Mainstreaming has meant additional resp()nsih‘ilitics tfor the regular
classroom teacher (Seaton et al., 1974; Turnbull & Schultz, 1979). "Burnout,”
emotional and physical exhaustion. has become a serious problem among teachers
due to the heavy demands of ma =50+ ning (Freudenberger, 1977, Marslach,
1978; Weiskopf, 1980, all cited by Crisci, 1980). Recent studies have linked the
lack of administrative support with thie amount of stress experienced by -~ hers
(Hohn, 1985; Marrin, 1986). Inaddition, Hohn (1985) reported that teachers
experienced stress and frustration when their students did not reach academic
goals. Morse (1972, cited-by Hohn, 1985) suggests that in order to control feelings
of anxiety and stress, teachers need to come to terms with the fact that thev
cannot "cure” nor "overcome” the handicap, and that learning to live in the
classroom setting should be the goal set out for the handicapped child. Hohn
(1985) contends that, though difficult to implement, stress can be eliminated by
reevaluating the teacher’s role, the child’s potential and a supportive educational
system.

Mainstreaming is a reality; a reality which the regular classroom teacher
- must face. Not only do many benetfits lie within this reality for the handicapped
child, but also many problems. Among them, teacher attitudes. Because the
ultimate success of mainstreaming is attributed to the supportive, open attitude of
the regular teacher, it is imperative to have an understanding of how these
attitudes are shaped. The following conceptual framework endeavors to look at

tactors involved in shaping teacher attitude. -
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Conceptual Framework

The recent adoption of the mainstreaming policy in Canada has been as a
result of several cultural and social factors. Canadian society adheres to the
philosophical value of equality and justice for all. It is from this belief that
mainstreaming policy has evolved. Hence, mainstreaming was initiated to provide
handicapped children with equal opportunity o achieve personal fulfillment and
success in Alberta jurisdictions. Handicapped policy is elaborated and achieved
through organizational, social and economic context of the school (Figure 1).

The two moving factors which have been identified are teacher attitude
and teacher training. Central to the success of integrating handicapped children
are teacher attitudes. Not only have teacher attitudes been attributed to the
handicapped child’s academic achievement, but also to the overall classroom
climate which dictates peer acceptance and ultimately, the child’s self-image
(Rauer, 1979; Schifani et al., 1980; Shapiro, 1979),

Turnbull and Schultz (1979) state:

It has been documented over and over again that teacher’s view of the

student is a strong force in determining the nature and the interaction

between the teacher and student and, in turn, the students’ achievement.

The teacher constantly communicates important messages to the student

about his attitude toward individual differences. It becomes obvious to all

students whether the teacher tavors the high-achieving students: feels
respect, pity, or disgust for students who have special problems: believes
that every person has inherent value or is prejudiced against people who
are different. Teachers generally are far more transparent than they might
believe. Both in verbal and non-verbal ways, a teacher’s behavior cin
substantially affect the manner in which a handicapped student views
himself and the manner in which the nonhandicapped peers view the

handicapped student. (p. 340)

Attitudes have long been recognized us a stumbling block 10 successiul
implementation of mainstreaming. Robichaud and Enns (1980) claim that

without positive attitudes of key people, one of whom is the regular teacher,

integration is "almost doomed 1o tailure from the start” (p. 205).
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Research has linked a number of vanables to teacher receptivity ot the
handicapped student. These variables can be chissitied into two MO areis:
educational background and institutional tactors,

Mandell and Strain (1978) solated five educational background factors
relating to teacher attitude. They are: the years of teaching experience (negative

L ]
correlation), courses on diagnosing learnimg and behavior problems, previous
special education teaching experience, number of university courses on
exceptional children, and participation in inservice programs, Three classroom
variables were isolated. These were: team teaching, avattiabihity of resource
teacher and a class size ot less than 27 students enrolled. Factons relatimg 1o
teacher attitude categorized by Mandell and Strain (1978) cot respond o the
results of numerous other studtes (Gieklmg & Pheobald, 1975 Harassmie &
Horne, 1975; Larrivee & Cook, 1979; Stephens & Bruaua, 19805

The regular teacher not only brings her aritudes 1o :bi:c mnteytated
classroom, but also the spectalized tramime ~he has aequired trom her aniverwin
and inservice training.”

Turnbull and Schultz (1979 note that mamsreaminy requires seodis

knowledge vastly ditterent from the taming thoy Fave reconed, and that teicherns

voice concern tor that whien they fuck The rescarchers noted that i the
experience regular teacrers ash 10T More iIormation on ssessiiy i ~tudent
level of achievement, strategies tor individuuiizing instruction, the use o

pronjems

appropriate instructional mutertals and wivs o manage behasor
Teachers find themselves in a new and expanding role with the minimen

of skills. Mclntosh ¢ 1979) contends that tor sears handicapped children were

viewed as needing special services bevond whut could be provided tor i the

regular classroom. The implication was that the recular teacher did not have e

expertise and skill needed o educite these chiidren. Now, the revulir clussroom
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teacher is not only capable, but is given the main responsibjlity of educating
handicapped children. |

bParalleling these views, Cruickshank (1983) questions where teachers have
acquired their overnight exi)ertise on the complexities of learning disabilities. H:
p?)ints out: "it Has not bgen in the normal course of the general élerﬁentary
teacher’s preparation” (p. 195).

Little (1980) alleges that not all certified teachers are qualified to meet the
wide range of indivi?iual differences involved in mainstreaming. Heﬁce, he views
the acquisition of these skills as part of the basic preparation of all teachers.

Inservice training which has facilitated skill training has promoted-

confidence among teachers in integrating handicapped children. A study by
Harasymiw and Horne (1975) examined the effects of teacher retraining
' worksfiops on the attitude oﬁrLeacﬁerS. After one year’s exposure to integrated
programming and retraining, the experimental teachers expressed significantly
more positive attitudes than did the controi teachers. They felt that modifications
could be more readily made to programs in order to meet the needs of the
handicapped child, and that major changes in the regular classroom were not
always necessafy when integrating students in th"gregular_classroom. Neither did
the experimental teaghers view‘intégrati()n as harmful to normal students.
Furthermore, researchersrnoted that the teaéhefé involved infretraining felt that
they were adequately trained to instruct the exceptional learners.

A third facto'r identified from the research is the levelﬂof support services
available (Figure 1). The Report of the Early Childhood Services’ Task Force on
| Teacher Cbmpetencc (1976) recognizés'the need for teachers tol have strong
support services in place.’

!
While teachers require the knowledge and skills to identify special needs

and to implement appropriate programs they are not themselves specialists

s
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and cannot provide for unusual needs without resources and consultation.
(p. 13)

: Tﬁus, support services are viewed as an integral part of the mainstreaming
'process for regular teachers who thay not have the necessary skills and knowledge
to teach the handicapped students. Specialists niay be needed to help design,
implement and evaluate instructional procedures (Hasazi et al., 1979).

Furthermore, Bradfield (1976) recognizes the added workload that the
' handicappedichild can create for the regular teacher. He believés that this
additional responsibility should be balanced off in the form of additional human
and material Ws.

" Mclntosh (1979) warns that if no in-depth supervisory support services areg i
available, a loss of faith in the total mainstreuming concept will ensue. &

Research indicates a strong relationship between a willingness to integrate
handicapped students and the availabiiity of support services. A study by Moore
and Fine (1978) which set out to investigate stereotypic behavioral perceptions of
teachers found that the presence or absence of resource personnel significantly

- influenced teachers’ responses.

R‘esullts showed.that all teachers were in favor of accepting the learning
disabled«child for half or all day and the majority of educable mentally |
handicapped and learning disabled teachers were in favor of accepfing these
children all day, if they had auxiliary help. In contrast, the majority of regular *
classroom teachers felt that they could only help the learning disabled child for a
part of the day without outside help. Teachers of learning disubleg;j students were
in less agreement about full time ment of retarded children if resource
personnel were not available, Regulur classroom teachers emphatically rejected

mainstreaming retarded children without aid from resource pérsonnel.



Thus, availability of support serQices has considerable impact on teacher
attitudes toward mainstreaming. In addition, the extent to which pfoblems and
concerns arising from the mainstreaming process is addressed is dependent upon
the administrative, specialist and paraprofessional support received.

In addition to the factors of attitude, training and support services t/ha& 5,
have been identified in Figure 1, a fourth factor exists, that of the teachc/r/-student
relationship. The regular classroom teacher, possessing attitude and's>l‘<ills, meets &{
the handicapped student in the integrated classroom. Handicapped chiilreﬁ, with
their strengths and weaknesses, are a sirong determinant of the success of the
mainstreaming policy.

The "least restrictive envimnmint" implies that handicapped children with
individual needs should be placed in the classroom which allows maximum growth
in learning and development-(Sunderlin, 1979). However, Brockman (1982, cited
by Waters, 199), believes that integration is less effective as the developmental
gap \i/idens, thus muxirﬁizing growth becomes more difficult.

Proponents of the mainstreaming movement believe that greater
opportunities to achieve, hoth acadenﬁcully and s'oucizilly, exist in regular
classrooms. However, only controversial and inconclusive data exist as to the
academic superiority of one placement over another. Consequently, two schools
of thought exist. One believes that classrooms containing large numbers of
children lessen the individual time and increase the opportumty for failure,
demmentdl to the chlld s self-image. The ()ther believes that regular classrooms
with an abundance of role models and socml interaction will improve academic
functioning (Abramson, 1930). ‘ " \ |

Upon examinir;g 40 years of e{%cy research, Strain and Kerr (1981)
concluded that three general trends were present. First, that educable mentally

retarded children in special classes do not appear to demonstrate significantly



better educational achievement than educable mentally retarded children in
regular class placement.

- The researchers hypothesize that the academic competition inherent in
regular classrooms contributes, in some way, to better academic achievement tor
the handicapped. Other factors which seem to contribute to this trend are
variation in curriculum content and selective placement.

A second general trend in efficacy fcseurch denoted that those children
who received individualized instruction produced superior academic results. The
authers point out that this type of effective individualization was demonstrated in
régular classrooms where "tutor-like" servicgs were available,

The third general trend involves the consistency with wlMucublc
mentally retarded childrén in any setting achieve below expected grade level. The
authors cohtend that a number of critical educational issues are derived fr()'m this
last trend. |

One of the major tenets of the mainstreaming movement is that

handicapped children are provided with stimulating peer interaction through peer

acceptance. This belief has failed to be supported by I researchers (Bryan,

1‘974; Ellis, 1978; Siefert, 1981)." A vast niuj'ority of the st-iometric research on
educable mentally retarded children in¢iates that individuals who are more
visible to the non;retarded peers are ‘moreboft(;:n rejected than those educable
mentally retarded students who are\isoluted. .
Goodman, Gottlieb, and Harrison (1972) surveyed 20 male and 20 female
elementary school children. Three groups of children were involved in the study!:
non-educable mentally retarded children, educable mentally retarded children
who had been integrated in ré'gular classrooms, and educable mentally retarded

children in self-contained, special education classrooms. The purpose of the study

was to investigate the social acceptance of the educable mentally retarded

‘s
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student. The results which Were quite contrary to what was hypothesized,
indicated that educable mentally retarded children were chosen less often as
friends and rejected more often than non-educable mentally retarded youngsters.
Furthermore, integrated educable mentally retarded children were rejected more
often than segregated youngsters by males, but not by females.

Data suggested that as the amount of time spent in integrated settings
increased, the retarded child’s social standing will diminish accordingly.

Studies replicated by Gottlieb and Budoff (1973) and by Gottlieb and
Davis (1973) found that integrated educable menfaHy retarded children held a
lower social position and were rejected more frequently than those educable
‘mentally retarded children in a segregated setting. Hence, it was concluded that
increased contact between educable mentally retarded children and normal
children does ndt necessarily lead to social acceptaﬁce of retarded youngsters.

The authors proposed that‘ the increased rejection of integrated educable

.
mentally retarded children was a result of their being perceived as non retarded,
~ thus it was expected that their behaviors would conform to that of their normal
peers. Further investigations revealed that percéived behavior, and not the
amount of time spent in the regular classroom was a major predictor of social
status. Furthermore, academic competence as perceived by'teachers and peers
was found to be related to the degree of social acceptance.

Bruininks (1978, cited in Stephens et al., 1982), states that if the disabled
student hopes to obtain acceptance from his peers then he must be able to meet
the implicit and explicit behavioral expectations of the regular classrooml

Névertheless, the degree of acceptance can be improved between the two
groups, and it becomes vit_zil to develop strategies to prepare and orient the
handicapped student for the demands of the regular classroom, both behaviorally

and academically (Salend, 1984).

[9%]
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The mainstreaming policy can best be described as an interrelationship
between teacher, h:mdicapped child and support services (Figure 1). Inan
attempt to implement the mainstreaming policy within the social context of the
school, the teacher brings to the relationship with the handicapped child, her
specialized training; as well as skills and attitudes. As the teacher endeavors to
meet the needs of the child, problems and concerns arise. Research indicates that
these problems and concerns experienced by teachers are best met through
various support services both within and outside the school jurisdiction. It is only
by overcoming these broblems and concerns that teachers are able to feel

successful in the mainstreaming process. Therefore, the degree of success, as

perceived by the teacher, is directly related to the availability of support services.
Summary

In this che'ipter I have discussed numerous issues related to mainstreaming.
The literature identified the following topics: historical background, factors
influencing teacher attitude, factors affecting integration of the handicapped child,
factors affecting levels of administrative and support services, and problems and
concerns. Subsequently, I have tied these topics into a conceptual vfrumework
‘which attempts to link together factors which contribute to the success of
mainstreaming; the complex interrelationships of teacher, handicapped child and
support services. What these relationships mean for the classroom teacher is the

focus of this study.



Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter contains a review of the overall design of the research in .
general. Data sources are described, processes involved in data collection are

~

explained and analysis of the data is outlined.

Design of the Study

This study, which is interpretive in nature, is designed to provide insight
and understanding into the realities facing regular classroom teachers as they
attempt to mainstream handicapped students, and does not seek to draw
conclusions or generalizations. The focus of this study was the regular classroom
teacher who must put theory into practice as she attempts to integrate
handicapped children. _

A qualitative approach was used in order to obtain subjective, first hand
data that would provide insight und'understunding into the problems and concerns
arising from integration of handicapped children into a regular classroom.
Interviews with regular classroom teachers with mainstreaming experience were
conducted in order to obtain the necessary data. The interview checklist which
was used as a guide was developed from the review of the literature and the

conceptual fram'ework.
Y , Pilot Study

A pilot study was conducted with three regular classroom teachers involved

in mainstreaming in a rural elementary school. The pilot study enabled me to
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check the utility and appropriateness of each question associated with items on

the checklist and to further expand on it in a meaningful way.
Data Sources

This interpretive study sought to gain insight and understanding into the
problems and concerns of élementary teachers when integrating handicapped
children. Because indepth information was crucial to this study, I chose to
interview regular classroom teachers who were willing to share their experiences
in mainstreaming.

Twenty-three regular classroom teachers ;zvere interviewed, 19 of whom
were female and 4 were male. All grades between one and six were represented
and evenly distributed between primary (Grades 1 to 3) and elementuriy (Grades 4
to 6). All but two teachers were integrating at least one handicapped child at the
timeﬂ of the interview. The two remaining teachers had obtained their experience
within the previous three years. The teachers, whose teaching experience ranged
from 3 to 21 years, were presently, or had mainstreamed children with a diversity

of handicaps.

The teachers who were interviewed represented 10 rural school
jurisdictions and 15 schools. The varietyv of school jurisdictions and schools from
which'teachers were chosen ensured that the views conveyed were not reflective

of the mainstreaming practices of a single district.

Procedure .

In early spring I wrote to the superintendc. s of 13 Alberta school
jufisdictions in order to obtain permission to conduct my study within their
jurisdictions. In additi(.)r‘i’, [ requested a contact person who could identify
teachers with ma'instge.aming experience in the schools.

1

I



Within a few weeks I received six fuvohmble responses which 1
immediately followed up. Two more weeks passed.  Having received no other
responses, I called the superintendents directly and arranged appointments. It
had occurred to me that since mainstreaming was quite a contentious issue in
rural areas, a personal visit might be in order. Armed with my proposal, |
proceeded to do just that! After giving further explagigtions and‘assurances of
confidentiality, I received permission from four more superintendents. |

As [ received permission from each superintendent, I proceeded to make
contacts which would eventually lead me to teachers. The contact person given to
me by the superintendents varied trom jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Some
superintendents referred me to the director of student personnel, while others
referred me directly to the principals.

I contacted the person to whom 1 was directed, described the nature of my
study, and requested assistance in locating teachers. At this point I received some
opposition to the term "handicapped child" which I had chosen for the purpose of
my research. The term I had chosen, after careful deliberation and consultation
with resburce room teachers, regular classroom teachers and my advisor, was: "a
child for whom a significant adaptation must be made to either the regular
program or to the classroom setting in order to meet the child’s needs.”
Numerous principals limited their definition of a handoicapped child to one who is
physically disabled. Though [ attempted to justify my definition, [ am unsure to
what degree this may have influenced the selection of teachers by the principals.
[tis worth notin@that the teachers interviewed had no difficulty with my
definition. ) |

Eventua{fy, I was given the names of 36 possible candidates. | had
intended to write to the teachers at the outset, but I found that the whole process

of locating teachers had taken longer than I had anticipated. Therefore, |



contacted them by telephone. Of the 36 names that had been submitted, 27 were
found to fit the criteria set out and 23 granted permission to be interviewed, 1 set
up appointments to interview teachers at a time and a place convenient to them, |

held my first interview during the first week of April. Twenty-two interviews

Data Collection E

Teachers who consented to be interviewed were pleasant and willing

tollowed within six weeks.

The Interview

participants. With one exception, all interviews were held at the school in a
private setting. This seemed most convenient for teachers. The interviews, which
lasted between 25 and 60 minutes each, were held at various times during the day.,
Some teachers preferred being interviewed during their preparation time, others
preferred atter school, and a few were given release time by their principals.

The interview, which was taped, began quite informally. | rietly outlined
the nature of my research and reassured them of the confidentiality and
anonymity with which the interview would be treated. We chatted brictly about
Tny interest in mainstreaming and my reasons for-choosing it as the topic tor my
thess.

As I'turned on the tape recorder, I asked each teacher to tell me about
his/her experiences in mainstreaming handicapped children. Some teachers were
a little uneasy knowing that the conversation was being taped. However, as we
progressed, its presence was soon forgotten. Teachers appeared very eager 1o
share their experiences and their feelings with me. For a few individuals, the
conversation seemed almost therapeutic.

As the interview progressed I paid particular attention to the kinds of

messages teachers were sending, both positive and negative. I watched closely for
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signs of anxiety and stress which could be identified through the tone of (hcif
voice or through body language.

A checklist was used during the interview to ensure that all major areas
were covered. Talso made use of paraphrasing in order to clarify my
understanding of what the teacher had said. At the end ot the interview the tape

recorder was turned off and I invited any questions.
Data Analysis

[n order to make sense of the transcript data 1 had collected from 23
interviews, I decided to use content analysis. Because my research was mainly
concerned with a specific problem, the analytic induction method seemed to be
the most appropriate method of analyzing the data (Bogdan & Biklen, 1982).

Upon completion of the interviews, I transcribed each fully. After several
readings in consultation with the tape, I summarized each transcript. This report
was then sent to the teacher to read, asking them to make any necessary additions,
deletions or corrections. In this way I conducted a perception check to assure
accuracy. [ noted any changes that had been made by the teachers on the
transcript. \J

At this point I began by reading and rereading each transcript, trying to
extract a clear picture of each teacher and their concerns, and, at the same time,
looking for themes that would emerge. Glaser and Strauss (1967, p. 23) describe
how "one generates conceptual categories or their properties from evidence; then
the evidence from which the category emerged is used to illustrate the concept.”
These recurring themes would serve to provide insights into one small, but

‘
significant part of the human side of mainstreaming.
As Iread each transcript I marked off and named potential categories of

themes evolving from the conversations. Slowly, as I read, it became evident that
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many of the themes were recurring. Many of these recurring themes hud been
identified in the literature. Others had not and, therefore, new categories were
created. Glaser and Strauss (1967, p. 30) point out "a single case can be the basis
of a category: a few more can confirm the insight.”

Once the data were categorized, coded and a copy made, [ used Agar's
(1980) suggestion and cut the transcripts into segments of conversation. By doing
so, 1 w;“' able to physically manipulate the data into varying categories as 1 saw fir.
This was extremely helpful to me as I endeavoured to present the "evidence” and

to achieve a flow within each category.

Establishing Trustworthiness

In order to establish the credibility of my research the taped transcripts
were summarized and returned to euch teacher for verification, corrections and
elaboration. A further member check with my supervisor provided an
exumin“ation of the categories which had emerged. Lastly, peer debrieting
involving four teachers who were not part of the study confirmed the accuracy and
appropriateness of the realities | had presented.

Transferability of the research was addressea i the respondents identified.
Though all teachers taught at the elementary level, they represented 10 school

jurisdictions and 1S schools in rural areas of Alberta. Furthermore, 1 wide range

—

of years of experience and education was represented. Most irﬁportuntly teachers

interviewed taught a full range of physically and mentally handicapped children.
Lastly, the steps which I have taken in both the data collection and data

analysis have been accurately outlined in this chapter and can be traced back to

the original data, thus allowing a confirmability audit.



Ethical Considerations
Permission from superintendents of cach school jurisdiction was obtained
at the outset of my research. [also received permission from principals to contact
the teachers they had identitied. Teachers who consented to the interviews were
A
assured that all data would be aggregated in writing up the results and that no
;

jurisdiction, school, or teacher would be named in the results, thus assuring

confidentiality and anonymity.
Summary

The instrument and procedure described in this chapter were designed to
gather information on the problems and concerns facing teachers who are
attempting to mainstream handicapped children. Twenty-three regular classroom
teachers were interviewed to obtain indepth information that would provide
insight into this issue. A detailed description of the procedure followed to locate
teachers with mainstreaming experience is provided, and details of the indepth
interviews which were conducted are cited. Lastly, an overview of the analytic

induction method used in analyzing the data is presented.

T e
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Chapter 4

PROBLEMS TEACHERS IDENTIFIED

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to present the perspective ot reynlag

classroom teachers who must ¢! with the realities of integratng nandicapped
S

semi-structured interviews with regular clussroom teachers. More speciticativ, the
teachers’ perspectives are presented through themes thag have emerged i an
attempt to answer the following questions.

L. What problems are teachers experiencing in mmplementing the
mainstreaming policy?

2. What are teachers’ concerns i implementing the maimnstreaming polic,

'I‘euc}i‘grs‘ responses, i support of the developed o mes, are presented
through the uég; of paraphrasing, supported by direct quor ons, Quotations aie
single spaced ;l;hd edited to exclude irrelevant pauses, and IMSigmiticant commer
and words. Pseudonyms have been used to assure anonymity. However, of
foremost importance, I have edited with tull awareness of the imtent of the

quotations,



Description of Teachers

Twenty-three fegular classroom teachers with mainst‘;’eafiling experience
were interviewed. These teachers, 19 female and 4 maleé, taught at the
elementary level (Gradﬁes 1 through 6) representing 10 rural school jurisdictions
and 15 schools. | |

All areas of teacher training were represented. Three had received
training in ECS, 15 in elementary,v4 in secondary and 1 in special education.

Of the 23 teachers interviewed, 19 held a B.Ed. degreé, while 2 held
graduate diplomas and 2 had onedyear of teacher training. |

Length of teaching experience ranged from 3 to 21 years. The groubs were
- evenly divided in terms of years of experiénce: those with less than 10wears
- experience, those with 11-15'yéars’ experience and tﬁose with over 15 yec:s

v

experience (Table 1). The distribution for each category is shown in Tab.e 1.

Table ! , \
.Length of Teaching Expérience
(n = 23)
Length ‘ Number of Teachers Percentage (%)
Under 10 years ) 7 304
11- 15 years | | 8 ' 34.7
Over 15 years 8 34.7

(

All but two teachers were involved in""integrating’ handicapped students gt

the time of the interview. Hence, teachers related current experiénces, though in

e

many instances, the teachers reflected on past experiences as well. “The two T
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teachers not currently involved in mainstreaming shared their past experiences

which had occurred within the previous three years.

The experiences related by the teachers were drawn from a wide array of  *

‘the fnainstreaming situations likely to involve the classroom teacher. Though .
some teachers were unaware of the child’s specific "label,” all teachers were aware
of the -child’s specific di‘fficu}tyf These expe;iences included the integration of
moderate and severely learning disabled children, both trainable mentally
handicapped (TMH) and educable mentally handicapped (EMH) students,
sensory impaired children (Hearing impaired and visually impaired), physically
disabled children functioning at grade level and children who were of extremely
limited mental ability. Also mentioned were mainstreaming situations mvolving

three emotionally disturbed children and one Down’s Synd-r()me child.

Problems Experienced in Implementing Mainstreaming

In response to the question: What problems are teachers experiencing in
irriplementing the mainstreaming policy?, I have isolated 10 thematic categories.
In order of their preseniation'in this chapter, the categories are: time;
timetabling; the’ attitude of the handicapped student; subp()rtnscrvices:

'//ddrr‘}i‘ri,i_gtﬁ'rative support; formal assessments; need for paraprofessionals; workload

- -and classroom preparation; class size; and sharing information,

3
it

Time

A monumental problem repeatedly cited by teachers was that of "time." It

was a réality faced by teachers integrating handicapped children in the regular
= 1 classroom.

[
h

e

Well, my main concern is the time it takes you with the amount of students
we’re being expected to deal with, and the amount of time it takes to deal
with a child who you’re mainstreaming, and give them what’s fair for them,
and that’s an awful lot more than what they’re entitled to as a percentage

44
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of a 40 minute period. There’s simply not enough time and there’s not

enough support available to free you for that time so that you still have

time for the other students. That’s where I'm really running into trouble.

Without exception, teachers agreed that the meﬁtally handicapped child or
the child who was sensory impaired required a great deal of "extra time." That
"extra time"’ took the form of one on one or small group teaching, extra
preparation, and meetings and consultétions with relevant personnel.

Through experience, teachers found that these handicapped students
needed reteaching at a slower pace, more repetition and exposure to concepts,
and more guidance and direction in completing assignments. In addition,
handicapped students were often very dependent on assistance and had few
independent work habits. A Grade S teacher integrating three severely
handicapped children stated: | | |

They are so different. They are all on different levels and I make up pretty

well individual plans and they have to be helped on everything. Absolutely -

everything! '
- Another teacher at the Grade 2 level who was integrating an educable
mentally handivca;‘)ped (EMH) child spoke of the difficulty he had Zhad in keeping
the child occupieq on any meaningful assignment during the time that he taught!
his regular class. The child, who was "no where near" his peers academically, :
could not work independently because he needed someone to read directions and
to instruct him on each step. Because the teacher had a large clags with numerous
low average students who were also experiencing difficulty, the teacﬁer found that
he could not find the time to spﬁéﬂnd with him, and as a result, felt that the child
was not receiving the instruction he needed to progress. |

A similar problem was faced by a Grade 3 teacher who felt that there was a

real problem in cogﬁ}mally interrupting a lésson to help the handicapped child on

f ¥ 75

the task she was dging. However, the teacher explained as no aide had been

~ allocated, if the child did not receive any help from her, the child would just sit,
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but by the same token, the continual interruptions wereﬂ'very distracting both for

: [
herself and her students. by

Other teachers confided that they had diffi}:inlty, and in some cases, could
not, meet the needs of the handicapped child or chil\dren they v@vcre integrating
because of the time demanded from the regular classroom.

One teacher pointed out that there were 26 other students’in her classroom
and of those 26, 5 or 6 childreh were low ability students, though not considered
handicapped, who needed her help as well. Theref()re,’us the regular classroom

teacher she could not contentrate ut) her efforts on the handicapped children in

: 4,

3

her room--"It was impossiBl‘é=;’1ﬂ.&i"3$a'1qpi‘y not fair!"
One teacher put it this way:

But havipg 18 kids that are capable of getting through the curriculum and
seven that aren’t and then with the TMH kids coming in, you just don't
have time for those, TMH kids, really it’s basically what happens.

Another stated:

If he didn’t do the special things that I had for him, then he’d be quite
content to sit. That’s usually what he did, you know, that type of thing,
because when you've got a whole classroom full of the rest, and especially
at-the Grade 1 level, you don’t have that much time for any of them for an
extended period of time without someone coming up and (nterrupting . . .

Also:

I hate to say it, but it’s true, I don’t give him near the attention that he
needs. I don’t spend as much.time as he needs. .

A Grade 3 teacher voiced her frustrations in knowing that the two
handicapped children she was integrating could do better academically if she used
an alternate teaching strategy, but because of a lack of time she found she was
unable to carry these out. The teacher explained that she had been successful in
using dramatizations in getting some concepts across to thése children. However,

this teaching stratefy was very time consuming both in planning and presenting,



and che hud to face the realities of the curriculum. It was impossible to pursue
this strategy on a continual basis. |

Similar problems were voiced by a primary teacher who contended that the
handicapped child needed a lot more "hands on" experiences in order to learn
concepts. The teacher found it very difficult, if not impossible at times, to monitor
the child so that the "hands on" approach was more than just "play” and that
learning was taking place. Again, reference was made to the time that was
needed by her régular class which was well into the twenties.

One teacher spoke of the frustration she felt in not having time to help

everyone:

[ feel frustrated because it's hard for them to learn and you have to learn
and you have to repeat and expose and go over and over, and they do need
one to one assistance. In the meantime, you've planned work for other
groups and if they’re stuck you almost say "Well hold your problems til
tomorrow, I'm not scheduled to work with that group.” It’s really hard.

Teachers spoke of the dilemma of choosing where to spend one’s time--
with the handicapped children or with the regular class.

... because I spend so much time with Rob, Mark and Marian and all the

other ones that .. . I don’t know how he’s doing, or how she’s doing. After

that I'll probably spend five or six days really concentrating my effort on

the ones that do get neglected because they’re coping. And then the other

ones start falling behind again so, it’s just--it’s cycli€al really.
- As aresult, teachers doubt their choices.

~

I find myself spending more time with those seven than with all the rest of
them together and I teel like I'm cheating the rest of them and yet, I know
that if I don’t spend that amount with these kids they’re not going to
accomplish a whole lot, because they can do things that we can do, they can
learn the concepts, if you’re with them.

Another teacher explained her feelings this way:

I have 25--1 have 15 that can get through the curriculum, although they are
out of the low average-or below average students. So I'm trying to get
those ones through, and then I have these other eight and I don’t have the
time to spend with them. I guess it’s more of a guilt, I feel guilty because I
can’t spend the time with them that they need.

¥
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Pressures of school boards and parents were referred to by one primary
teacher who explained that each parent wanted the teacher to spend her time with
'my child because he has difficulty or because she is very clever, or whatever--."
There simply wasn’t the time to accommodate the whole continuum and as 2
result, one taught to the middle, often neglecting both the handicapped and the
gifted on the extreme ends of that continuum.

Many teache{rs questioned who had priority over the teacher’s time and
what was "fair" to the regular students. |

An additional time related problem besetting teachers was the ever-
consuming task of meeting with resource room teachers, aides, counsellors and
other relevant people associated with the child.

According to one teacher, the beginning of the year was hectic because
IEPs (Individualized Educational Programs) had to be set up in coordination with
the resource room teacher. This meant finding the time to sit down together and
"discuss and discuss and discuss" the child’s problems and solutions to those
problems. She ’stated that communication about the child continued mostly on an
informal basis at lunch hour and du‘ring recess because there was never any time
- set aside for formal meetings. She added that though meetings: and the required
record keeping were time consuming, it was an effective method of allowing both
teachers to work cooperatively toward the same goal.

"Time" in relation to others was also a very real problem for one teacher
who was integrating a blind child, along with four other less severely handicapped
children. Many hours were spent in consultation with both the child’s aide and
hér braille instructor. These 'meetings were held at lunch hour, after school or
during her preparation periods taking up much of the time she would normally
use for preparing for her regular students. It was her responsibility to see that the

child received the total curriculum in braille within a two year period, and
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therefore, she had to decide what concepts were important and needed
translating. This meant more "time" was needed for thinking and planning.

To add further demands\on her time she also met with other relevant
personnel involved with her other IEP students as well as with parents in order to |

gain as much knowledge as she could about each chilq/CShe felt that

¢

4
communication was vital but: S

You try your hardest, but you just have to spread yourself thét much more

thin when you have say five to six different programs that are special to

deal with. Not only the students, but all the extra people that become

involved in the program.
Timetabling

Timetabling problems were encountered by 'many teachers who integrated \
handicapped children attending either resource room or special education rooms . *
and, in some cases, children who received specialized instruction for their
disab_ility.

Teachers found that timetables had to be built around the resource room
or special education timetables in order to accommodate the handicapped -
children with maximum effectiveness. However, one teacher pointed out that
timetable accommodations are not always made in the best interests of other
students. In her case, the prime teaching time (morning) had to be filled with art,
health, science, social and music in order to accommodate three special educationv
students who were blocked into the special education in the afternoon. Language
arts and math, which in her opinion warranted the students’ full attention, were
“scheduled in the afternoon. This parﬁcul; -acher was quite discontented about
such an arrangement. |

Scheduling resource room time for © - oed children presented further

problems for teachers and students. Several i ; concurred that students

often missed parts of a lesson because they were scheduled for resource room



help. As a result, parts of concepts and at times complete concéptswerc missed
by students posing a real difficulty for the teacher, because it was almost
impossible to fipd thé time to reteach the parts of the lesson that were missed.
Consequently, students experiencing this problem became confused and lagged
even further behind. /

Similar difficulties were related by a primary teacher who found-that when
her "special” student returned to the regular classroom he felt quite "left out" as he
was to continue doing work trom the resource room until the period was finished.
She found that he had a "devil of a time" working independently because the class
was doing something different and he wanted to do what the rest were doing.

Another teacher found that her student was often "disruptive” when he
returned to the regular class in the middle of a‘lesson. The student who was not
functioning at the same level as the regular student, could not function
independently even on a task assigned by the resource room teacher. The teacher
found that he became disruptive because she could not be there to help him.

Another problematic argizl was expressed by a primary teacher wﬁh() liked to
have a "natural” break in a lesson and explained that she hated to break the
momentum of a good lesson. At times, when the students were enthusiastic and
interested in a language arts lesson, she wanted to continue into a double period
and do a double period of social studies the next day. The teacher conféssed that
although this worked well for the regular students, it was not at all profitable for
her handicapped students. She explained that by having a double period these
children were lost since they normally did not attend‘language arts class. Special
planning would have been necessary to include these children, but, of course, she -

. : . J A VU
did not know in advance that she would continue. Problemsyfiiltiplied the next

day, when she attempted to do a double period of social studies because they were
!
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attending resource room at that time, and thus, served to confuse them even

further.

The Attitude of the Handicapped Student

One of the "biggest battles" one upper elementary teacher had to face
involved student attitude. She maintained, as did many others, that labelling
students was at the root of the problem and thzxé_nce handicapped students were
labelled they resigned themselves to a life of "special treatment, demanding and
expecting little of themselves."

As a result of the individualized treatment received from either an aide,
resource room or the special education teacher, teachers ﬁoted that the attitude of
these children was "I can’t," and "I don’t have to do the assignients given in
regular class." It had been her experience that these children were very reluctant
to attempt an assignment and that they gave up before even ;tarting.

One prifnary teacher noted that her handicapped children had become
extremely d'ependent on the resource room teacher. They expected and wanted
one to one teaching when they returned to the regular classroom and would
continually sit and wait for the teacher for instruction and encouragement. From |
the teacher’s point of view, they were not "risk takers" and had very unrealistic
expectations of the regular classroom teacher.

Furthermore, it was feared by one teacher that students sometimes used
their disabilities as a crutch or as an excuse to do nothing. Difficulties arose for
the teacher in knowing just how much the child used his disabilities as an excuse
and how much the child could achieve if "pushed.”

Based on her experience with handicapped children, one teacher believed
that the expectations on the child decreased when isolation occurred. As a result,

because handicapped children were never asked for demands they could not meet,
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they felt safe in such an atmosphere. She believed that this lack of expectation tor
the 'handicapped child and the continuous individual help did not foster
independence and contributed to the child’s lack of confidence.

In fact, two teachers who were interviewed reported having the resource
room teacher in the classroom working with the handicupped children. This was
found to be very effective because the children were given assistance, but shared
the "extra help” with other slow students. Thus, the students had to work for short
periods of time on their own, before receiving positive reinforcement. Thus. it
was felt that the children were developing independent work habits.

This was also the reasoning behind the actions of one teacher who was
integrating a profoundly deaf child. She explained that the child’s aide helped all
the students in the class once the deaf child understood the lesson. Not only
would this help the deaf child become more independent, but it would help her
realize that she was i« - the only one who needed help, thus maintaining her self-
esteem.

Many teachers reported using aides in this way.

Support Services

There was unanimous agreement among teachers that support services
were absolutely necessary if mainstreaming was to be successful in meeting the
needs of the handicapped child.

[ think it’s very important that there are services set up and support
systems, so that the needs of the child are really being met.

The child ends up being called a failure when, in fact, it is not the child, but
the teacher and the whole system who didn’t give him what he needed.

Many teachers indicated that they had experienced a serious and very real
lack of support. As a result, central office personnel were perceived by many

teachers as unconcerned and out of touch with the realities of the classroom. The
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following was fairly typical of many responses regarding the support within several
jurisdictions.

I would say that there is very little support. I think you will find the
majority of teachers in a confidential setting would probably admit that.

There’s simply not enough time and there’s not enough support available
to free you so that you still have time for the other students.

The perception of one teacher was that administrators tended to pass their
problems on down the line. She felt that administrators, particularly in central
office, were not aware of the tremendous task facing teachers when integrating
handicapped students. They had isolated themselves and were not in touch with
teachers’ needs.

I'think it’s just passed on; "We hired an SLD teacher and the problems are

solved," that kind of thing. You know, I don’t think they're seeing bevond

that--it’s a band-aid solution almost.
S

Most teachers who wire integrating severely physically disabled children,

and sensory impaired children, were generally more positive towards the support
/
services they had receivte{‘i in terms of paraprofessionals and outside specialists.

Nevertheless, they expressed a need for emotional support from administrators,

lower class loads an time in which to meet with specialists.

lndicutim{{we atsupport services, especially for teachers integrating
severely learning disabled, educably mentally handicapped, trainéble mentally
handicapped or emotionally disturbed children were sparse.

The extent of support received by one teacher appeared to her to be
shallow. "They listen, but it isn’t happening to them!” And to another the support
was not only superficial but fruitless.

There’s not much support at all. It’s very difficult to get a child tested at

the beginning of the year. It's evident that there’s no way this child should

be in this program. The child ends up staying in the program regardless.
There’s sympathy, but that’s where it ends you know, "Gee, that’s too bad.”



Feelings of despair and frustration emerge from this teacher:

[t's very frustrutin% I think basically you're very alone here. I hate to Sy
that but it’s true. You're on your own.

Another teacher angered by the system rebuked administrators for the
insensitive manner in which mainstreaming was thrust onto teachers.
They’re plunking the kids in my room and saying "cope” and that seems.to
be a big word "COPE." To me I shouldn’t have to just cope, and neither
should the child.
Similar feelings were expressed by a teacher integrating two emotionally disturbed

children.

All they've come down with is suggestions for how the teacher can cope,
instead of removing the kids and getting them in a pre

Two teachers denoted their frustration at the empty o given them
by their jurisdiction. Though from different jurisdictions, teachers recalled being - ;.%
assured of full support services when mainstreaming was proposed some years T

earlier. However, few, if any, had materialized.

Guidance and help in the programming, ideas, behavior management and
remediation were sought by teachers. Teachers continually spoke of their lack of
knowledge and know-how and of their desire for assistance.

It seems like when you have to set up everything on your own, you sort of

wonder, well, where should I start? Whu; should I do? Where does this

kid fit in?

Now they’re saying, "This is the way he is, tada..tada. But; OK, now give

me some ideas. Put them down--what I should be doing because of this

behavior problem . .. Refer me to books."

Being a regular classroom teacher, I'm not suie how to exactly handle

special education students. [ think that’s my iack of experience, you might

say. What I did, I didn’t know whether [ was doing it properly or not. |
would have liked some advice, I’m sure it would have helped me.

Due to the enormous added workload that the handicapped students
imposed on the regular teacher, smaller classes and more preparation time was

viewed as an essential dimension of support services.



Speech therapy, though available, was in greater demand than was being
provided according to some teachers.

We have been disappointed in the amount of speech therapy time the
speech therapist has for our school.

Such was also the case with elcmentury counseling time. Due to the lack of
elementary counsellors available to elementary students, only severe cases were
granted access, and then often, only for occasional visits. Many teachers were of
the obinion that if elementary schools provided more counselling at an earlier
age, and when problems first began to manifest themselves, fewer problems would
be encountered in high school.

It became evident in our discussions that many were unaware or unsure of
the resources available within and outside their jurisdiction. One teacher,
integrating a sensory impaired child, expressed a need for a more structured body

Al

that would enable quicker access to services. - ' L

' .

I'm sure that there are other groups that can offer help, but they're rehlly

not made known to us . . . if we had a directory of places to go for.help, it . L

would certainly be good.’ :
This statement certainly seemed to be justified in view of her fespz)nscz;*»t'()

the question of who had been responsible for acquiring the aid of CAPE -

(currently the Belvedere Assessment Center). "I really don’t knoyi'. Ijust{kind of

stumbled on it."

Administrative Support

Numerous teachers who were interviewed perceived a lz}gk‘gofge‘mo‘tioﬁal

o W0

support and concern among school administrators for the probles: théy were

encountering in mainstreaming. The impression perceived by. one respondent wis

"When you close the door, you’re on your own."
Many spoke of the lack of communication or interaction Benl;¢éxl
themselves and the administration. One teacher explained tﬁéﬁqnee" the.
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handicapped child had been placed in his room, no further interaction with the
administration had taken place.

An upper elementary teacher spoke of the lack of support recewved when
she encountered serious problems with an emotionally disturbed child she was
mtegrating. After a couple of attempts at counselling the child and the parent, the
principal did not pursuc any other avenues in helping the teacher and the child
remained in class continuing his disruptive behavior. The teacher, in fact, had 1o
cope as best she could on her own, as the principal simply withdrew from the
situation. The teacher recalled. " never telt so alone and so trustrated.”

One teacher believed that it was part of the administrator s job (o haten (o
teachers’ problems and to share in their concerns.,

['still think that as long as the principal is understanding and has an open

ear to me, that's halt the problem. H [ could just sit down and talk 10

somebody about my problems.”

. . N % : L,‘-D . . .
In her opinion, frequent visits to the classroém on an informal busis conveved the
I
administrator’s concern and interest for his/her teachers. By just speaking to
teachers and asking how things are going gives them added encouragement,

Other teachers were of the opinion that administrators had Hite awareness
of the problems and demands faced by teachers in a classroom, particularly i g
mainstreaming situation.

I don’t think that there's enough awareness of what's going on in the

classrooms . . . I don’t think they really realize how different or how

awkward it is.

According to one teacher, the administrator’s job went far bevond the
administrative duties generally associated with the position. i

Part of an administrator’s job is to take care of teacher welture and teacher

welfare includes more than making sure that we get our cheque on the

right day. You know, your mental state, and how you are working in the
classroom, whether or not you are satisfied.



Another area which lacked the encouragement and support of the )
administration was that of_ interschool and interclassroom visits for teachiers in
handling the problems of integration. According to teachers, other teachers were
a great source of knowledge and expertise, but due to a laek of encouragement
from the administration thjs support system was non-existent.

Further evidence of the lack of support was in the lack of inservicing that

teachers received when teaéhing a handicapped child. Few teachers had attended

any inservices,which‘would. better enable them to teach the handicapped. Of
those who had attended some type of inservice, the majority of cases had been

self-initiated and actively pursued by the teacher..

Formal Assessments

As the interviews progressed, it bébc«ame clear that\teachers‘pergéived a real
lack of guidance and help in their attempts at integrating handicapped children.
Teachers looked to the school psychologist for remediation techniques in
overcoming the child’s difficulties, and ideas on how to adapt a program to their

needs--without much success.

Overall, teachers possessed very negative views about the role of the school

psychologist and formal assessments. These negative attitudes were attributed to
several factors. One of great consternation to teachers was that psychology tests
A s L
were returned reaffirming the teacher’s suspicions that the child had a problem,
but with no indications on how to help the child overcome these difficulties.
You know that the child had difficulty so you referred him, he was tested
and the tests came back saying, "Yes, the child has difficulty.” You still
have no idea what it was that you should be doing.
i find that what I'm told, I'm alreadyfamiliar with. I alréady knew that

there was something wrong. There’s nothing that comes out of it to resolve
the problem.
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Another teacher commented that psychology tests are returned tilled with
psychological jargon that is meaningless to the average teachers.

a It doesn’t do a regular classroom teacher any good to have a test come

- back saying, "This child has visual dis¢fiminatjon problems," or "This child
‘has auditory memory problems" becauséto fe classroom teacher, that's
jargon that doesn’t mean a whole lot. "What is it that I'm supposed to do
about it?" and "Can I really deal with auditory me mory problems?" "Is
there a way of overcoming it, or do you develop##ékind of a crutch to
get around it?" R ST T
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Recommendations that accompanied psycho B#l tests were most often
vague, superficial and out of touch. Teachers conveyed their desire for concrete
/ideas that would be manageable in a classroom with 25 or 30 other students.

The difficulty though, with a lot of the testing that was done--the things -

that are suggested, require a lot of time to do, and when you have 25 or 26

other students in the classroom, you just don’t have the time to do them!

So basically what you're told is, "Yeah that child’s having difficulty and

maybe if he used a pencil grip!" . . . and that’s it, he stays and he still gets

worse. -

It was concluded by one teacher that the school psychologist was not in
touch with her needs.

For example, 1, at one time, had a child who could not read and who was

also a severe behavior problem. The school psychologist’s answer to me

was to bring me a 1920 text book and say, "He [ikes frogs, do things on
frogs with him." Well when you have 25 other children, you have very litt)e
time to plan one unit on frogs and teach it to this individual child. " -

One primary teacher perceived that teachers and ’pS);chol()gis'ts were not:
thinking along the same. lines which was one reason why they seemed so "out of
touch." Tt had been her experience that psychologists focused on the psychological
aspects of the child, whereas her focus was on "How am I going to make it through
the day with this child in my classroom?" She concluded that the classroom, an
integral part of the child’s "life world" seemed of little consequence to the
psychologist.

' This was generally the feeling of another teacher who had requested that

the school psychologist observe a handicapped child within the context of her
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classroom. She felt that"observing the child would have been helpful in as;essing
the child and in offex%ing suggestions for help. However, she reportet'i that no visits
were forthcoming and only a formal assessment waﬁ%nducted. She concluded
that there was no real interest in helping the child or thesteacher.

Another area of contention for teachers was the lack of follow-up on
students and recommendations. Once students have been placed in a classroom,
tested, and récommendations made, there was no more contact with the school
psychologists. "You’re on your own." !

A point of aggravation for one teacher was the lack of consideration gi\;en
to the opinions of the regular classroom teacher by .psychologiéts. She felt that
many decisions made about a child were based on one test and it angered her that
the teacher, who knew the child and his problems, was never consulted in making
any decisions. Thus, the teacher felt that her expertise was sé’einingly valueless to
bsycbologists. |
—- Teachers believed that it was the psychologist’s responsibility to set .1p
pr(;grams for the resource room teacher and to give the classroom teachers as
much help agd guidance as possible in dealing with the child’s problem. ¢

... but of all the corrective techniques that must be available that a A

- psychologist would know or at least be able to direct you to a book and say

"Here, read in here." You know, I find that lacking. And I also find that

part difficult to deal with. I shouldn’t have to go back, you know, and

search 10,000 books when somebody’s being paid to do that job!

i 4t 4 ’ : " /\’M :
One teacher confided™I have since given up," b&¥alise of the fruitlessness -

'y ;

- of her efforts in the past and manages on her own as best she can.
Others confided that they have long since ceased to expect help from
school psychologists and that they only requested testing when it was necessary.

That is, as a requirement for admission to the resource room.

~



added burden for the teacher.

Paraprofessionals

‘One of the most valuable support "services dlluded to by teachers was t»h;n
of paraprofessional support. Teachers felt that aides were absolutely necessary in
integrating handicapped childre‘n. According to teachers, the aide was able to
spend time with the child in a small group or one to one, reteaching le_ssonS and
basically helping the child along, giving them the attention they needed.

Our kids are lucky that Ida [aide] is here because they get a lot of help. 111

was here by myself, they wouldn’t get the special treatment because [just

wouldn’t have time. Like they are a lot of work!

Without the extra help the problem w‘oul(d increase and become cyclical.
Teachers believed that there was a real need for teachers to have an aide who
could work compatibly with the handicapped child. This would allow the child to
receive more assistance increasing the chunceS for success. The teacher of a

profoundly deaf child stated:

Margot couldn’t have made the progress she did without her [aide] and |
would have found it more frustrating.

We were fortunate to have an aide that was able to work with them on a
one to one level, and the progress was good. You know, having the aide
really helped because for the children to survive on their own without any
assistance of an aide, it is very difficult.

In general, teachers who did not have access to teachers’ aides expressed a
desire for at leas: partial assistance and described it as "the e;tru pair of hands.”

Though teachers whole heartedly supported the concept of an aide in
classrooms, many notéd that they should be specially trained people capable of
working with handicapped children. It was noted by several tez}chérs that unless

the aidé is knowledgeable in working with handicapped students it may be an
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Workload and Classroom Preparation '
. Workload and classroom bfeparation was a problem cited by a large
number of teachers in the study.
Well, it’s a lot of work. It’s an awful lot of work and it’s really hard to 5
. forget about some of these special people at the end of the day. It’s a lot of
f homework, a lot of other hours out of school, a lot of extra interviews, a lot
of preparation.
One teacher spoke of the immense amount of preparation that her
individialized program entailed.
‘There’s a lot of preparation. Ido it at home at night, I come to school at
seven o’clock in the morning and do a lot of my preparations, then during
- my preps, although I hear now they’re going to cut out our preps, lunch
hours, recesses, after school, weekends, Sundays, at home at night, I take a
lot of work home. It’s sort of constant. It’s twenty-four hour preparation, |
would say.
This teacher spoké of the preparation for her students in terms of time as well and
how she manages to cope with these demands.
You rob time. You know, I probably rob time frohﬁome of the kids. I
work lunch hours, I save things from yedr to year. I make sure I keep all
my copies. If I do one thing one year then I can go onto another thing . . .
[t doesn’t all happen in one year.
Another primary teacher spoke of the difficulty she had encountered in
preparing lessons for her students
It’s really hard because you have to change all your lessons so that they're
designed for their level and sure we’re used to having two or three reading '
groups. We've also got the material, you've got workbooks, or you've got
readers ... but these needs are so specialized.
Some had their workloads eased by an aide and all were extremely grateful

I don’t know if I could do it without Miranda [aide]. They are a lot of
- work, really, a lot of work!. )

L
~/

Class Size
Workload and preparation were often associated with classroom size.

Teachers experienced more preparation and a greater workload as the size of the

class increased.
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We have a big class load, a fairly big class load, 26, and I have 7 kids who
are classified as LD 1, and that gets to be, in a regular classroom,
sometimes hard to . .. balance with the other kids.

A tone of discouragement is evident in one teacher’s voice who had a class
of 27 primary students.

I suppose it would be humanly possible to cope with all these handicaps if |
didn’t have the amount I do have, if I had 20 kids or 15 kids.

Another teacher referred to a lower class load as an area of support that would
help her to better meet the needs of the child.

... and lower class loads. I mean if you didn’t have so many kids--to me
that makes it twice as hard, if you have more kids that you feel you can
cope with.

A class load of 32 students prevented one teacher from spending the time he felt

a

was necessary with a blind student.

I don’t have enough time to really get to him as much as I should . . . I just
don’t have the time-to do that . . . and obviously, I think if he were in a
lower class ratio, he would be better off, but obviously the situation that he
is in--there are other advantages than academic ones.

A large ¢lass load impedes the implementation of ideas for this teacher,

I would like to have taken the time and sat down and designed a program
but there’s just nq possible way I can do that. I don’t know how many ideas
I've got. Often I think, "I should try this" but then realize that it’s
impossible. The class is just too big.

X

Sharing\lnformation
Problems arose for teachers as a result of a lack of communication

between the resource room teacher and the regular classroom teacher. Though

)

some centered around the development of IEPs (Individualized Educational
Programs), others centered around inconsistencies between programs and

expectations demanded of students.

EX T
e )

One teacher felt that the lack of communication between herself and the

resource room teacher left her unsure of the goals for her students.

0



I had very little understanding of where they were coming from and where
they were going in the program

Similar views were voiced by another teacher.
»
There’s nogenough communication between the regular classroom and the
resource room so that you know exactly where they are and what their

goals and their objectives are.

other teacher felt it was the regular teacher’s responsibility to develop

it’s the classroom teacher’s responsibility to sit down with the

e room teacher and discuss and discuss, and discuss until they can
£.1o some kind of concrete plan that the resource room teacher can do
alf an hour a day. -

This teacher, who had spent several years as a resource room teacher
before becoming a regular classroom teacher, continued:

A lot of times, kids are brought into your classroom, they're sort of
. "dumped.” The kid can’t read--do something! You have no idea what he’s
having difficulty with,

That was one of the major problems when I was in resource room. I would
get these kids thrown at me who couldn’t read. Well we all knew they
couldn’t read . .. but what was their problem? By the time I fumbled
around and tried 14 different things, half the year would be over before I
might hit on something that would work.

One primary teacher poiﬁted out that because theredwas a lack 6f
consistency between the regular classroom program and the reéoUr@e room
progriim, students often felt "left out" upon returning to the regular class. This
teacher felt it‘would be far xhore beneficial to the students if the teachers could
coordinate their activities so that children worked on the same topic at a level and
pace suited to thei} needs. |

"Pull-out" programs were vie};ar;as an ineffective means of helping

students by several teachers because of the subsequent lack of involvement by

Tl

regular classroom teachers. . %
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You handle them in your puil-out program and then they come to me. |
won’t have to worry about them anymore, and that's what hap?ens because
somebody is doing the program--it’s not really your program. I find that
there’s not much planning back and forth . ..

This teacher advocated a program where resource room teachers worked
with the children within the regular classroom. This, in her view, would allow the
students to share with their classmates, giving them a greater sense of belonging.
Furthermore, teachers could share the observations they had made of the child
within that environment.

... changes that they notice in the child when they come back to the -

regular classroom are sometimes quite amazing because they had no idea

that the child was perhaps a behavior problem or was totally "out to lunch”
and wasn’t paying attention.

A teacher whose program consisted of having the resource room teacher
come into the classroom viewed this approach as a great source of personal
support due to the continual encouragement she received from the resource room

teacher.

She’s good because she gives me a pat on the back some days and says
"Really, they ARE improving!" -

Another communication problem noted by one teacher was the difference
in academic and behavioral expectations placed on the children by the regular
classroom teacher and the resource room teacher. She maintained that due to the
differing expectations in her situation the children had difficulty in adjusting both
their behavior and their attitude once back in the regular classroom.

In Pat’s [resource room teacher] program, he’s very relaxed, and I'm not so

-relaxed in my room. There’s a real discrepancy. He doesn’t mind if the
kids crawl on top of the desks, but when they come back to my room, I do

mind. It’s hard for them to go from one to another.,

Similarly, another teacher stated:

They’re so used to one to one, they don’t have a realistic expectation of
what the normal classroom teacher does. :

O+



Time was viewed as a major factor contributing problems relating to

sharing of information on students.
There is very little time for the teachers to share what’s going on with those
children. -
. N

Summary

This chapter has focused on the first question: "What problems are
teachers experiencing in implementing the mainstreaming policy? The 10
thematic categories which emerged from the interviews were discussed ang

“supported through the use of paraphrasing and quotations elicited from teachers.

The themes which I have isolated are: time; timetabling; the attitude of
the handicapped student; support services; administrative support; formal
assessments; need for paraprofessionals’ workload and classroom preparation;
class size and shbaring information. It should be noted that the themes emerged

simultaneously and therefore, no hierarchical ordgr exists.



Chapter 5

TEACHERS’ CONCERNS

The purpose of this chapter is to present the themes which have emerged
from the question: What are teachers’ concerns in implementing the
mainstreaming poli‘cy\?» 'Fifteen themes were isolated. The themes, centering
around the teacher, the non-handicapped child and the handicapped child are:
lack of teacher preparation; feelings of self-doubt and inudcquuéy; frustration and
stress; fairness to the non-handicapped child; meeting the needs of the .
handicapped child; early intervémion; cauéing physical damage; peer acceptance:;
student self-esteem; evaluétion; time to know the students; open communication;

time to share; the future of the handicapped; and financial cutbacks. The themes

are supported through the use of paraphrasing and quotations.
Concerns Expressed in Implementing Mainstreaming

Lack of Teacher Preparation

A major concern arising among teachers was their own lack of preparation
in teaching handicapped children. Most teachers did not view their teacher
training as particularly helpful and were non-committal or negative when asked to
comment on their own educational preparation in. helping them to meet the needs
of the handicapped student. These teachers were qu'ick to advise that, in contrast”
their teaching experience had been, without question, of most value in helping
them to integrate handicapped students.

With each year of experience, I find that you learn to meet all the needs of

special students, or students that are less capable than some of the others,
s0 you have to adapt and adjust your ways.

66
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I don’t know, I'think I had those courses, but in a sense they were
somewhat vague and I guess [ could say about the same for all my teacher
training. You learn to be a teacher when you get here, through the grind of
it. I personally have found this out.

Others cited colleagues as a valuable source of information and assistance.

It's been experience and talking to people. . .. I think, just colleagues,
administration, anyone who would talk to me about it.

[ would say too, when I started here, I was given a "buddy teacher," a‘n()thcr
teacher in Grade 3, ... so I would say she’s been my best resource of all.

I would say no, not my formal training. I would say I've picked up more
from other teachers or from workshops than from my formal training.

The value of this type of assistance was evident in speaking with teachers
on the topic of "inservicing." One teacher spoke of her very positive experience in
visiting another classroom where a hearing impaired child was being
mainstreamed.

-

Prior to having Emile in my room, | attended a school in Edson. The
principal and myself and Emile’s aide and her mom went on a one day
observation trip to Edson. We spoke with the speech therapist there who
-had set up a program for a little boy out there, using an aide and what not.
And so that was really good because it allowed us to see how the aide there
was working and it was really very good.

Several other teachers spoke of their desires to visit other classrooms Qnd
to speak to other teachers who were successfully mainstreaming their students. It
was thought that they could benefit from the experience and consequently, the
concrete ideas that had been successtully implemented by others.

We could learn from each other. How do I do it and how do you do 1t? |

think it would be really valuable with those kind of kids, just sitting and

-talking. How do you deal with it? What do you do?
A classroom visitation was viewed by one teacher as a worthwhile experience,

Mr. Smith [principal] is trying to find another student who is similar to

Leslie. I have permission to go for a day if he can find somebody like this
in the province and observe what’s being done for them.
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Teachers indicated their desire for concrete ideas. One primary teacher
was emphatic on this point when asked if she thought further course work would
be beéeficial to her situation.

!fthe courses are concrete rather than theoretical, If they've got good
ideas, O.K,, fine, but if it’s a bunch of theory, NO! That I DON'T want!

Another referred to her disappointment at a fall conference.

[ attended a conference in Calgary this past November, dealing with
learning disabilities and that sort of thing, but it was more general rather
than specifically geared to "how do [ know" and "what do I do?" It was
more a social thing in terms of just because you have a disability doesn't
mean you're disabled.

When asked what she would have liked the focus to have been, she responded:
"How do I tell and what do I do? Something concrete!"

Further evidence of one teacher’s desire for more concrete help was in the
praise she bestowed on CAPE (currently known as the Belvedere Asséssm_em
Center) who had come to the classroom to work with her and her hearing
impaired child.

Well, we had people from CAPE come in to assess the teaching situation
and to suggest ways that we could change the way we were working with
her, and another teacher also worked with her for part of the day. She -
would observe the student in our classroom and then she wonld make
suggestions as to what we could do to help her.

When asked, "Was that helpful?”, the teacher replied:

It sure was! It was very helpful. It’s amazing how many things you don't
realize until you have people that are trained in that type of thing. The
one thing that I should have been aware of but didn’t realize was the
amount of difference light behind the person speaking means to the person
who is trying to pick up on what you’re saying . . . ’

-

The teacher continued enthusiastically describing at length the help she had
received. |

Another teacher thought the assistance she had réccivcd had been very
enlightening.

Last year when the kids were in Grade 2, CAPE brbught out various kinds
of glasses for all the kids in the classroom and for the teachers. We wore
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them, and we could see what Jamie could see and we had to walk, and do a
whole bunch of different things. We actually experienced more or less
what Jamie could see. [t was quite an experience and that helped a lot!

Of the four teachers who felt that their formal training had been a definite
help in the integration of students, two had had specialized training in
individualized programming. One had received this training in Early Childhood
Services and another in Special Education. Both teachers believed that because
they had had this training they were better able to meet the needs of each
individual child with less stress.

‘The remaining two teachers felt that their formal training had contributed
generally to their understanding of how children learn and function.

Feelings of Self-Doubt and Inade¢quacy iﬁ Meeting
the Needs of the Handicapped Child

Evidence that teachers were genuinely concerned in meeting‘the needs of
the handicapped child s in abundance. However, many concerns were voiced in
teelings of self-doubt and inadequacy by teachers.

For one teacher the question of how to successfully integrate children, a

question of primary importance, was yet unanswered to her satisfaction.

I guess when we integrate them, we’re bringing them into "oneness." How
do you do that successfully?

And for another the same concern arises:

We've been told that you have to fit these kids in, but we haven’t been told
or shown how to fit them in.

A lack of knowledge or expertise was often cited as an area of concern in
meeting the needs of the child.

- And maybe you don’t understand why they don’t get this, or that. You're
approaching it totally wrong and you’re wondering, "Well how come they
didn’t get this?" And you really don’t know what you could have done

- differently to help them learn it.

Being a regular classroom teacher, I'm not sure how to exactly handle
special ed students.



One teacher pf’)@i'nlcd out that she had limited knowledge in alternate
teaching strategies for the severely learning disabled child and that she found it
impossible to help the child if she did not understand the problem and how to
remedy it.

‘This concern was continually revealed by teachers who requested help and
guidance trom central office personnel, namely, the school psychologist. These
reachers spoke of their frustration at the lack of sensitivity and conerete help |
civen by schookpsychologists and other central office personnel.

Meeting the needs of students tor some teachers has become part of their
conscious and éubcon‘S‘cious.

[ think that you worry about it all the time. You sit Uf) at night and think,

"Now, what can I do for this kid or these three kids who [ know are not

going to be able to handle such and such?"

- Another teacher explains that teaching for her does not stop at 3:30.

g

‘I'spend nights dreaming about these kids, thinking about how I can make it
better. ,

Teachers often face a dilemma between "doing more" and the realities of
time and of the regular class.

- -And also wondering I guess, if you're doing as much for those kids as you
should be or as you could be . .. and because 1 think that you're always
worried whether or not you’re doing ¢nough and "have they made enough

_-progress?” and "shouldn’t you have been able to bring them up to such-and-
such a level?" -

[ find it very frustrating, vou know. There’ll be a lot of times where I'm
thinking "I should be doing more for these people!", "I should be doing
more for these students” . .. and . .. the time, in a lot of cases, won't permit
that I do more for the students.

As a result, teachers express feelings of loss of self-esteem and self-confidence:

We haye an ideal that we feel we must meet and if you feel that you can't
meet g student’s needs, you feel that you’re not worthy a8 a teacher.

You know it in your heart, it’s not the best. You know that you're not
serving these kids and it’s difficult to even deal with that.

[ think my biggest doubt is I don’t feel that I did Peggy justice.
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- " For Becky as far as I'm concerned, I did absolutely no good, I might as
not even have been there -

and feelings of inadequacy as a teacher.

....and you spend a lot of time wondering whether you’re doing the rig|
thing for them. Was what happéned today handled the way it should h:
been handled? And I guess not frustrating but beingygry aware of you:
own inadequacies. ' QQ p

For some, doubts arise on the effectiveness of the mainstreaming policy
and whether it is possible to meet the needs of the handicapped child within a
" regular élassroom. N

... where you're developing everybody to their fullest potential .. . I do
think it’s physically possible, not for lack of interest.- It’s for lack of
personal energy,"and resources, time and everything else.

One dedicated teacher, a veteran in integrating handicappedﬁstudents,
though aware of the benefits for students in one sense, seriously questions the
efficacy of the whole movement.

-.There is a rezﬂ benefit to the child stéying in their own home, but until
teachers can be given time to deal with these students and extra traininy
how to deal with them, I question whether they actually receive an
adequate education as hard as the teacher might try.

Frustration and Stress

Frustrationﬂn‘d stress were encbuntered by numerous teachers as théy
attempted to integrﬁie handicapped students within their regular classrooms. |
became evident, a$ teachers shared their experfencesl that attempts avtvmeeting

needs of all children, handicapped and non—hajndicapped\, emerged as.a promin
| source of éiréss. | | - ‘ N
dne_dedicatéd teacher spoke of the physical and rriental sfragn she-had

y

experienced as she continually moved from one child to another or one group

another; attending meeting after meeting, preparing and planning, using every

~ spare mifiute in her day in order to Keep up to the demands of all her students.

N
A



»
You're on your feet constantly just meeting their needs. As a teacher you
must be aware that I have students that are in regular programs that are all
the way from IQ 85 up to . . . I've got one that’s grading over 145 . . . and
you're meeting all these challenges as well.

Q/V%zs aresult, the_: teacher confided that she wds “completely wiped out” at the end of
the day. |
<. .

Pressure exerted by a lack of time were another source of frustration and
stress for many teachers. Because the handicapped students required a great deal
of one to one assistance and additional preparation time, teachers felt continually
stressed at providing them the time they needed to succeed.

There isn’t tim&‘ You see, actually, in a lot of cases, extra exercises that
you make up on your own time don’t do any good because it doesn’t matter

\

how good the exercise--that isn’t what you're Tacking, you’re lackitg one L ;
one basis. ' ST
. v [ T
_ 4 B w
Provided for the non-handicapped, whose needs were of equal importand,
* because a source of guilt and anxiety for 3ome teachers who found it extremely
P - : - o
difficult in maintaining a balance between the two. Thus, the issue of "time" gave
. > . g B . o ! -
rise to questions of "fairness" to the non-handicapped and to priority over teacher
time. They felt torn between their loyalties to their regular students and to the
handicapped student who desperately néeded them. ' !
I feel sorry. for those students in some ways. I think they deserve more {ime
... and it really frustrates me to shink ghat we’re going to maybe move into
a situatfon whqrﬁy%%urwy%mgg@t@ all. - .
" Another teacher sBoke of the enjgiinal drain which she had experienced
: . : . . _
" in attempting to teach a concept beyond grasp of the handicapped child.
© Frustrations arise for both student and teacher as success is slov and academic
R : .
gains are minimal. ’
» They are verydemanding of your time. It’s emotionally dpaining
sometimes because it’s frustrating for them and for you, if you can’t see. .

success quickly. ~

. Se_veral‘ teachers spoke of the frustrations of not kn‘ow‘i‘ng how'to help the

* . children who were expeiiencing extreme dif'ficulty.' These teachers, though aware
, 0 We e b A ,
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of these problems, confided that they did not possess the knowledge necessary to

‘ Lig . .
remediate the problems facing these children.

It’s really frustrating, you know, you’d like to feel that you’re helping them
better than you are . ..

A lack of direction and help ‘reve’aled' further frustration for teachers. One
teacher felt the "triad and error” method she used in remediating problems was
ek'%mely inefficient. She contended that in most cases much valuable time was
wasted. However, because she had not received any assistance, she had no -
alternative but to use‘ the method, as frustra,iing as it was.

Teachers expressed a need for concrete ideas and specific remediation

techniques, yet received little more than 1Q scores and confirmation that a

-

problem existed. This was extremely frustrating to teachers who were hoping for
werkable ideas within the context of the classroom.

So tell me something I don’t know. I know he can’t listen, whatever the
reason for that, I mean, it might be nice to sit down with his parents and
say, "Look, this child has auditory sequencing problems" or whatever, but it
doesn’t help me to COPE!, o ‘ _ o ‘

One young teacher, making an extreme effort to meet the needs of all her
students, related her anxieties and the effect on her personal life.
It’s a lot of frustration, a lot of stress. I'd say I go through a lot of stress.
- Especially, I come home from school and I can’t stop talking about my
g& kids. It’s frustrating for the people at home in my life that havé. other jobs
#*“and want to go out. But nd, I can’t, I have to go to school and mark, or [
have to sit at home and make up things for the kids! e

Increasing teacher anxiety were teelings of isolation from colleagues and

administrators. Perceptions of uncaring administrators served to fuel these

- anxieties.

I felt pretty much alone, and there were times when I felt fairly frustrated.

I don’t think that we have a lok of appreciation and understandirf’g for how

% difficult our job is already. Thexe doesn’t seem to be the support groups,

the help groups and no one’s ever coming along and saying "You’ve got so,
and so 1n your room and I see ygu’ve made a special effort.” No one’s ever
really noticing what you do in tife classroom. ) . o

b - - By .
o ’ o
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Intense stress was expressed by Y)éuchers mainstreaming emotionally
disturbed children. Huge amounts of energy were consumed both in dealing with

the deviant behavior and in returning the classroom back to normal:

It’s really hard. Sometimes I'm so angry that I reach a point of frustration
myself and so I leave and come down and [ say "give me ten minutes Bob *
[principal] ... I can’t cope at this point.

I felt frustrated and exhausted by the end of June. I don’t know if I could
have done much more with that student.

One primary teacher understood the reasons for outbursts of behavior

from her cerebral palsy student. Nevertheless, she found his behavior a source of

stress.

But these kids have many days like this and sometimes it’s for a long period
A of time ... It’s just ... there are days when I wonder what in the world I'm
./ doing here. I hate to say it but that’s the truth.

‘ ' Pressure to cover the curriculum;served as an additional source of stress

or several teachers. Teachers te#zﬁ% obligated to cover the bulk of the

N LS . : i
gurriculum with the regular studlam‘ﬁa});;. he handicapped students were moved
along at the same pace as 'regm‘zir’ students, often grasping little of concepts

presented. ' : ~

Lgme

If I didn’t have to cover this curriculum in a year, I could have a lot more

time to spend with the kids that need to slow down a bit, and we don't hav®
that time. : ‘

Alternate teaching strategies were not used as /Jt’ten as desired, according
to one teacher, due t /thé’ﬁé’avﬁéurrigulpm dema‘pd/s coupled wit\] the pressures -

..
~ —

of time. -

_ 7 . ' ,
Lack of parental support and interest was cited by numerous teachers as a

sourée of frustration. Many &t these teachers referred to their feelings of

T
.

P

helplessness over homemations which affected the child within the school

\

,/,._ -

environment. Teachers cited examples of appointments which had not been kept

with school ;ﬁ@izhologistwnq other outside agencies willing to extend help.

' o

. ]



Similarly, teachers found it frustrating when parents could not be reached to
discuss their child’s behavior or their progress in élass.

One teacher spoke of the extreme frustration she felt in dealing with the
parents of one handicapped c’hild whose hygiene had been allowed to deteriorate
to the point where no one would associate with the child. Due to the parents’
hostile attitude towards school and subsequent threats of removir;g the child for
"home study,” the teacher weighed.the alternatives and chose to remain silent.

Ultimately, teachers utilized several coping skills. Some simply refused to
be overcome and pushed on! | ’ |

Yes, it’s frustrating, but I can’t really spepd too mu@time being frustrated.

At no time has there been any concessions. It’s "_cope'; and you know, '

. iy, I'm a person who can cope quite easily and once I make up my

'What titis is. ;ihe way it runs--then that’s the way it runs.

One obviously dedicated téacherlui‘rselﬁshly rn_inixrfized her own concerns.

I don’t mind taking on that stre;&j because he really needs someone and if

I'm the person he’s chosen to need, then I'll take thag extra stress. But it IS

v
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“astress! : . W —

1
/

Some have allowed their frustrations to turn, to discounigement, ¥
So I've just resigned myself to the fact that I’llgo what I can.

And there are times, I'll be ho#fest, when you put her to busy work, what
else is there t§do? ‘

Others coped by "watering-down"’ or modifyin‘gtthe, regular curriculum for
their stud«ents. Although this\v\)/as not always totally satisfactory, it was found to
léssén pfgparation aqd lessons could» Be taué*t asa class, thus eas?ng\ime "time"
 related stress fac/iors‘. o |

%~ ’

I was getting frustrated by the second or third month and I felt with seven
more months to go, I can’t keep up with this type of pressure! So that’s
when I started to modify everything. :

Similarby, two primary teachers used the concept of "artidMation” in

conjunction with modifications to the curriculum. This approach wasGO):md\
o Lo A
e [ :
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extremely helpful in terms of allowing all children to work at their own level
without putting a great deal of stress on their time. " ‘ :
I'm supposed to be doing the Mr. Mugs series so I'll doﬂmaybe one story B
and ther,T'll do eight days of articulation. Then I'll do another story briefly
and I find that really helps. It gets them talking, it gets them thinking and
it gets them praducing at their level which is fine because that’s where they
are. :
Lastly, a coping strategy employed by teachers was to transfer
P _
responsibility for the handicapped child. A big percentage of teachers of severely
handicapped students assisted by an aide viewed the aide as assumang the. major
responsibility. Similarly, for those students attending special g : t;an s on

a half day basis, respo%ibili'ty was viewed as that of the specifhe

Slightly more tha‘h‘alf of teachers integrating these two cat:eg

=g

saw themselves as a resource person of}
afternoon.
To'say that she or any of them wgiWEh exceptional drain, I would say no
as.. Decause they had a program that wag setup and I was merely doing what |
wj cquldwith whatever time I had. I'm just supplementing.
One teacher expressed her need for formal assessment in terms of

acquiring resource room help for her students. i

It takes the burden off of me. The child’s pr(igrqm is then looked after by
the resource room teacher. , ‘ i ‘

Py It was noted that the more regponsibiiﬂy-teaéhers assumed for the child the
more frustration was expressed by teachers either verbally.or through their tone of '

voicelrs. ' i PR e . , .
Fairness to the Non-Handicapped Student ' '

. . S . / f
The question of fairness to the npn-handicapped student erhergedias a
. . oy — h ,
)Nmajor concerneamong teachers. This concern.arose in relation to the probiem of

time. J — ' $
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The amount of teacher time required by the handicapped child, both
directly and indirectly, led teachers to believe that the non-handicapped ehild was
receiving a disproportionate amount of that time. | A
One teacher who was torn between her loyalty to her regular students (for |
whom she felt ultimately responsible) and two severely learning disabled children <«
had observed that the handicapped students in her room received on an average |
two to three personal el(changes withvherself’rithin 15 minutes while the non-
handicapped students receive that amount during the whole day! She questioned
the fairness of the whole situation and admitted that she found herself feelmg
resentful of the amount of tirhe she had to spend with the handlcapped students
when progress was so minimal. t -
. S‘ﬁ‘ch were the feelings of another teacher. He corﬁded that he could not
justify spending vast amounts of time with one ;)f the two hah:j)lcapped children
| due to their lack of progress. He believed that this was'not fair to the regular
students in his room who geuld make,more valuable use of his help ahd 11‘@ ‘
| end, it was these students for whom he was also responsible. ) |
One primary teacher who found it difficult balancmg the amount of time °
. she gdve the regular student and several handicapped students in her classroom
confided that she often felt as though she were "cheating" the regular students o,f
their time with her. She had difficulty in coming to serms with her fe.elings
because, on the one hand, she knew that unless ‘she gave these children a lo‘t of
extra help that they would not accomphsh very much but, on the other hand, the
average and hlgh dblll[y students were left to work on their own continually and
she was aware that they needed-her t00. . |
This was reflective of thé feelings (\)f many teachers who felt that the more

+ capable students were not being ehcouraged or challenged because of the .

immense emphasis placed on helping the handicapped students. ﬁlot only did
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teachers viewra lack of teacher-time in meeting the needs of the gifted, but also in
financial sn.(ppirt from the provincial government.
& .
I think that we spend thousands of dollars on those children, not unjustly,
but 1 think unfairly, to the deficit of the gifted child or the ¢hild who has
more to offer society.
Another upper elementary teacher, with five individualized programs in
her classroom of 31 students, spoke of her hectic pace and its ultimate reflection
.upon lier students.
| It’s a lot of‘homqv‘vork,a lot of hours out of school, a 1ot of extra interviews,
. 4 - ador of preparation. Ifeel a lot of the time it’s at the expense of the
+» - regular student because when I should be Ereparmg work for the regular
student, or when I should be taking a break so that I'm fresh to come back
to class, 'm often spending my rioon hours interviewing « parent of ong of
these students, or a social worker or talking to-the aide. - Vo o
The theme of fairness arose dgain in regard to the integration of
emotionally disturbed students. According to one upper elementary teacher, the
continual interruptions caused by one boy’s deviant behavior "robbed” the
_ students of teachir*me. He felt strongly that this stressful situation was
completely unfair to himself, and more importantly, to his other students.
Another teacher with a similar exper -+ added that the continued
disciplining of the emotionally disturbed boy :n * « 1 class.and of the regular
students who contributed to his unpredictable behavior, took up a good deal of
class time and her energy which was not fair to her students. She noted that the
students were under stress because they'were afraid of him which was not only
thy but completely unfair. "Students," she contended, "should not have to
b mitted to fear and stress in classrooms.” '
The theme of fairness to the non-handicapped child arose for one teacher

who explained that because so much of her time was taken up by her "special”

| " .
students she often forgot about some of her other students who were coping
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successfully with the regular program. As a result, the teacher found that she did
not know these students as well.
- there are kids that do get forgotten, and it’s really difficult, especially
durm[f parent-teacher interview time when you find yourself lookmg>
' blankly at the parent, thinking "What can I say about this student because I
- really don’t know him." And it’s usually the ones that are doing
academically above average, but not extremely well, and are very quiet.

Those are the gnes I miss every time.

Yet another concern with regards to fairness came from a teacher whose
class included two cerebral palsy children who, though mentally alert, were »
extremely limitgd physigally. In her.opinion, though the boys were a joy in many

R ':VT’;' ¥ e : “’"‘:rﬂ o ) _
wziys the remamderx;,of the cldss who had been together since Grade 1 were
restricted because of;ﬁkm Activities were continually chosen and altered to
accommodate the tvb bﬁvys to make them feel part of the group. Because one was
legally blind and,Lh&other in a wheelchair, both with limited use of their hand

mOve&ﬁents xhe f’ound the restrictions quite substantial.

[}

. 2 e ~

Meetl 0g thi Nee%?l of the Hancjlcapped Chnld
Relevance of the egular Cl',ssroom Setting
» and the Curriciu

'&ére e\usted among teachers a‘concern for eting the needs of the
handicapped studeﬁt l”n a regular classroom, ﬁwxmcular, for the relevance
of theﬂcu‘rriculum‘within that classroom for these students. Though teachers -
exhibited a great deal of sympathy for the child lacking an alternative platement,
they still que;tfo:ed the approp‘riateness of the regular elassroom for severely
handicapped students. |

This’was a very real concern from oﬁe primary teacher who had had
extensive involvement in myinstreaming severely handicapped youngsfers
(physically and mentally). She questl()ned the beneflts for the students who sat
through social studies, science, health and even dwwhen there was no meaning

whatsoever for these children.

4
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It seemed incomprehensible to her that a child who had no awareness of
her surroundings should be integrated for any part of the day. The most that was
hoped for in integrating this particular child was the stimulation received from
other q'ldren. However, the teacher had not observed any changes in the child's
awarenegs an;j questioned even this F@son.

The teacher felt that this particular child’s needs were drastically differeg
from that of a normal child and that neither could. the regular classroom meet this
child’s needs, nor was it designed to do so.

"Getting the handicapped child through the curriculum” was another afea
of concern for some teachers. One teacher contended that the intense curriculum
demands placed excessive pressite both on the students and on herself, The
teacher felt compelled to provide her students with the skills that they needed to
cope with the next grade. *Hi)wever, she knew that for 52\’“1" this would be |
impossible especially when so much of the class time had to be spent onthe o
required curriculum. { '

If I didn’t have to cover what | had to cover in a year, I could have a lot

more time to spend with the kids that need to slow down a bit, and we

don’t have that time.
¢ ,
Another teacher stated: LN

.~

\ . . "

... because he was so slow, and [ always worried about his progress. "ls he

going to get everything in this year?" I think that my major concern was,

you know, "Was he going to finish?" "Was he going to catch up to the rest
of the class?" What he was handing in, he wasn’t understanding, so all of
those types of things added to my frustra‘t\ions.

Yet another added frustration for one teacher was the content of the
curriculum. She explained that because the majority of the curriculum calls for
good reading skills, good comprehension and writing skills it was/djfﬁcult for
handicapped students to succeed following the prescribed curriculum. She felt
continually challenged in finding ways that would enable her students to feel

Successful in spite of the curriculum.
. K . b
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For children who were significantly below grade lével, teachers seriously
questioned the relevance of the curriculum in core subject areas. Teachers
reported that due to the level of difficulty, these students understood and could do
little in social and science, the two most frequent core subjects in which
handicapped students were integrated. The concepts were very frequently far
above the students’ comprehension and reading level.

It was noted by one teacher that some handicapped studems attending such
classes were simply going througt@he motions and that, in her opinion, little, if
anythmg, was being learned tha[ would be ot value to them later on. The teache
~ debated whether their time would be better spent in le. iing concrete and useful
life sk;lls such as counting money or reading labels on medicine b e

directions of a recipe.

-

Several t;*achers in upper ¢lementary expresed the view that for méntally
handicapped students, life skills would be much more appropriate and useful to
the child than sitting through social and science class with minimal understanding.
Acquiring life skills that would help the student function in society was thought to

o
be more meaningful and worthwhile.

Early Intervention

Tgachers expressed concern for more early intervention in assessing and
helpm&gﬂldrewht) problems. They contended that not enough attention was
given to primary students who indicated a need for special help and/or perhaps

’ ;

counselling. Teachers of emotiodly I wurbed children felt this was particularly
4mie for these students. Minir-al counscr‘;’!ing was extended to elementary
students, yet it was the area of greu. cuncern for teachers. In their view,
counselling students at high school level was‘bégun much too/ate and that many

R .
. o

s . (=% N3
problems could be dealt with much more effectively at an earlier age. Generally,

81
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teachers believed that counselling at an earlier age would alleviate many of the

problems in high school.

Causing PhySical Damage

The physical damage that could be caused unknowingly to the handicapped
child was of serious concern to one primary teacher. She recalled allowing the
child who was suffering from cerebral palsy to sit on the floor during storytime
with his legs in a "V" position behind him. She recalled not really thinking

»

anything of it as it was a sitting position frequently used by "normal” childred.

was not until some time later that, quite by accident, she was tohdthat this w: y of
sittiﬁg, even for short periods of time, was very harmful to the boy. \Sh# had had
no idea of the harm it could have caused this particular child and fel very badly.’
She stated that she found this "quite scary.”

Similar con\cbiQ\were voiced by other teachers who were integrating

children who suffered from serious vhronic physical conditions. In the case of one
child who had a serious heart iLivn along with being Down’s Syndrome she

©
stated:

.~ When a youngster can’t walk the length ot the hall without turmné blue,
X you have to be very careful what you do with him.

Another teacher recalled thinking seriously about volunteering to accept a
v

seriously handicapped child into her class because of Cpl]ep[l(, seizures. Concern

existed, not because of the condition itself, but how to handle it should it.oceur.

i

It became evident that teachers were coriscious of the hdndlcapped thld S

L ’ . V\.s( N
physical condmon and/or hmltatxons; yet expressed fear in umntenuondlly ; #

harming the child due to their lack of knowledge Some tedchers felt that they dld %

not need this extra stress.
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Peer Acceptance ‘

On the whole, teachers reported a great deal of acceptance for the a
handicapped child. As a result of exposure to children who were blind, deat, :
physically handicapped, trainable mentally handicapped or severely learning -

b
disabled, regular students become more aware of their needs and become very
protective of them. Yet teachers were keenly aware of the potential for ostracism.

Teachers were concerned that the handicapped child be accepted.

Yet there’s a certain amount of ostracism in this process. Itind for a

classroom teacher like myself, that’s one of the biggest things that I have to

work towards--it’s making sure that that child feels comfortable in our own

class.

It was noted that teachers relied on several subtle tactics, and classroom
philosophies to promote "oneness” and to assure that the child was accepted by
the other students. They promoted acceptance by:
. . ‘ . =0

Reasoning My line with the kids is "we are all very talented, only

our talents are different and when we are in school,
our only talents put to the test are academic.” I'm
very open about telling them that this is the way it is.
And I don’t necessarily agree with that because we're
not recognized tor the things that we do well.

Teaching You teach respect . . . and you take away from the

academic .. . careers aren’t nearly important as
respect tor the individual.
-

Demanding In the first couple of weeks everybody tries laughing

" Discussirlg

Grouping

§

’

and, you kpow, they ridicule them and I lay down the

law aboutthat. It makes it comfortable for themi to

try, to at least try to do what we’re doing.

I treat everybody the same and so does the rest of the. -

“class. ’At:‘fh"e,'be_';?ﬁhing_df the year it becomes quite

clear who's'got # and who doesn’t have it, so to speak.
And so we do a'lot of talking about when somebody's
having problems, what could they do. We do a lot of
talking out and having kids help other kids and by .
October or November everybody’s blended very well.
\

As much as possible we try to help instruction within
the classroom, so we avoid taking the student out all
the time. Instead we’d have an aide come in and they
worked on the program with her as opposed to taking

: S L P
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a child out. We were trying to keep them in as much
as possible in the regular classroom so she would feel
part ot the group, not a special person who's
constantly being taken out.

Manipulating And if they were choosing, if you had a choosing
situation, they would tend to choose him toward the
end of the grouping. If it were something, there was

’ going to be a lot ot group work, I would usually place
him in charge ot a group or something to alleviate the
problem. '

Several teachers agreed that the physical appearance of a child along with

his/her social skills play a very prominent role in the child’s acceptance.

What we're zeroing in on for Mildred as much as braille is o make her

appearance and habits and her social skills as socially acceptable as

possible because she's going to join a new class next year and right now,
she really doesn’t have a friend in the world.

A similar case was reported by a teacher integrating a sight impatred child.

She maintained that he was not accepted by his peers, because some of his
mannerisms, such as eating, were disturbing to other children. He also had o very
unkempt appearance. The teacher believed that those were the things that
ostracized him and not his handicaps per se. She noted that with the counselor's
guidance the boy became much more aware of his mannerisms and his
appearance and the interaction with other students increased.

Another area of nonacceptance reported by teachers was the emotionally

disturbed child. Teachers involved in mainstreaming such children had observed

that these children were not "well liked” and were often feared because of violent

o outbursts. . While older students disapproved optwardly and verbully,of the

behavior, younger students often imitated it, thus causing turther problems tor the
N\

i
teachers. :

Student Self-Esteem
Teachers exhibited a great deal ot sensitivity toward their handicapped

students and how they viewed themselves. There was the realization thit success

4
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-and self-esteem were dependent upon one another. Teachers questioned the
"degree of success phildren can possibly expea‘ience in the integrated classrdbm.
I think that to say we can put these children into a normal classroom and
give them a program or cut the expectations for them, and to. say that they

can truly feel successful about it, I sometimes questlon that ... because
they see what s happening around them,

I
She continued: \

Even they undérstand what it is to succeed, and to be successful and to do

well. They understand that. I think they also understand within themselves

that they can’t do that.

‘One teacher who felt that the system failed to provnde for these children
due to rigid grading pollc1es stated: A

They wouldn’t have to fail anybod . Nobody would be failing. And, yeah,

-then they’d have a higher selt-contidence level. They’d feel good about

themselves. And they don’t! They know they’ve failed They’re smart

enough to know that they’re not coping with what we’re giving them, and

that’s wrong. N,

\ ' .
pr One teacher recalled that the handicapped students in his classroom did
~ not feel good about themselves in an academic sense. Although they wereaever
teased or put down by their peers, they knew that they could not achieve ‘
academically as did their classmates. He noted that one student in particular was
. . 4

very unhappy at the beginning of the year when, due to lack of space, he was
unable to attend special class. The teacher felt that the student was bothered
greatly by the fact that he wis significantly below his classmates. He did not want
the other students to think of him as "élow " nor did he want that view of himself.
He beheved that it was important to all three children but to this child in
particular that it "appear" as though-they were functlomng The teacher noticed
decrease in the boy’s self-confidence as he seldom looked up when spoken to. It -

was.not until the boy was admitted back to the special education class for -

language arts and mathemani_cs, half way through the year, that the teacher
' A
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noticed a definite ehange in the boy’s attitude. There was no doubt; the hoy was
much happler | | | »

A fifth grade teacher stated that she had had a student who objected
strongly to heing mtegrated even on a part time basrs The student, who was shy
‘and intimidated by the other students, would not show up tor class. She |
speculated that though he told the special 'education teacher that her class was tco
boring, he felt very badly that he could not do the wor}< Although in time he .
settled in quite well, she admrtted that he Stlll had ;erlous problems-handling any
type of tests. The student would 'conveniently" be absent on test days. She did
not make an issue of the matter however and made no attempt to evaluate him
sinice she had been told that the‘purpose of his integration was purely socml.

A third teacher in describing one of her many Individualized Education
Program students, stated that one child who had extreme difficulty in processmg
his language did not want to attend the’ resouree rpom. She commented that the

Chlld "worked his heart out to try and keep up,’ and as a result, she attempted to

accommodate himr within the, regular classroom. He did not want to be viewed as

" . one of the "low children needmg help She felt that these children were

stigmatized, a fzﬁt he was 0bvrously aware of.

It seemed imperative for one teacher, new to the integration process, to
keep her three severely handicapped students with the class in all activities. She
- was very conscious of isolating them und making them feel differe’nt by having

them do work which was different t}ian the rest of the class. Yet she felt torn ~
‘because they were not handling that well either ',
Another tedcher with a similar experience stated
There are times, yes, when 1t\was more conducrve for them to go work in
the library, but as much as possible I try to keep everything consistent so
they feel part of t¥ group and so that the rest of the class sees them as

part of the group,§ot as an' individual with special needs. It’s important to
mamtam their sel esteem. - .
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Teachers recognized behuvior problems attributed to the child’s inability to
succeed. They sympdtmzed wrth the ‘child’s frustration and consequent tack of ..

self—confldence This ldck of contldence was viewed as contributing very ()ttur to

the child’s nonacceptance by his peers. -

Evaluation

A concern which plagued some teachers was that of evaluating the
handicapped child. The question again seemed to be one of "fairness,” this time
for the handicapped child.

" Teachers, whose board p()liey it was to give percentage or letter grades for
all students r‘egzrrdless of ability, were especially sensitive and fearful of the effect
that a low percentage would have on the self-esteem of the handicapped child.

I have a real concern of how to make out a report card tor these children.
I would just like to write "IEP and progressing satisfactorily.” We're
required to put a letter grade down for therh and I-don’t like that because |
feel that if you've worl\ed your heart out and you've made progress but you

et "EE" whichrmeans "way below average" you know, that’s pretty
1Shearten1ng

w

Furthermore teachers telt it was unfair to evaluate the handicuppcd child

B
./r ™

»
with the same criteria as the other students when, due to resource room help, they
continually missed pdrts of a cliiss dnd thus relevant concepts.

[ don’t feel it’s fair. I feel very guilty about giving them 549 in L.A. when _
- they've been out of my room halt the time.

Furthermore, teachers found themselves in a dilemma evaluating
o\ -,
handicapped students using the class av/er‘ages of that particular grade because in
many cases the students were working either at a completely different level or on
a "watered-down" version of the same curriculum.

Consequently, teachers expressed a concern for clear communication to

the parents of the child’s level within the class. It becomes essential that the
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parents understand that.though the child is wér’king at his/her 18el of ability P‘
he/she is not working at the level of the regular class. ‘
The concern over evaluation also extended ?o achievement tests.- Several
téachers_ voiced strong objections to the fact that the handicapped students were
compelled to take the provincial uchievemént tests. In their view, this was unfair
to both the 'cacher:md to the child. One reason sfated by teachers was that it was -
senseless to test a child who was significantly below grade level, that is, not
functioning at thé.t,gr‘ade level. Qne teacher was of the opinion that these tests
put a great deal of unnecessary stress on-youngsters adding to their already high
frustration level. It addition, it was considered ridiculous and unfair to use the
child’s mark in obtaining the class average. A class average using these results
_certainly w‘a‘s'inaccura‘te in her estimation. |
Another concern in regards to evaluation was in connection with Canadian
x Test of Basic Skillj (CTBS) tests. One teacher felt thatif they were to be
administered to handicapped children such as the severely learning disabled or
.educably mentally handicapped students, then it should be administered by the
resource room teacher. There was doubt of the accuracy of Su‘ch tests unless
special instructions were giveﬁ and there was constant monitorihg to make sure
tt;é‘child was filling in the answer sheet correctly. As Wéll, shorter testing periods
- were perceifzed as necessary for therse children. According to this teacher unless

these needs were met, the test would neither be valid nor fair to the child.

Time'to'Kn_ow Students

Although not a significant concern in terms of numerical value, "time to get
to know students" was significant in terms of humanism‘toward handicapped
students. One teacher, integrating three special education students, expressed a

sincere desire to get to know the children better. He expressed concern that
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because they only attended his class on a part time basis, he had not had the

opportunity to get to know these students as individuals. Because he feL; that the
social contact with peers and teachers was the primary function of integration, he
believed that it was essential that he know his students on a more personal level.

L ! ’
I would love to just sit down and talk to them because 1 don’t see them as
often as the other students.

One primary teacher felt that a "lack of bonding" occurred when students
~

attended the regular class on a part time basis. {.

I think ... when kldS are pulled out that you don’t interact with Lhun like
you do the other students. You don’t bond with them.

She felt this "lack of bonding" occurred between the regular students and the

handicapped students in her classroom as well.

Open Communication

Numerous teachers who were interviewed VQiCGd concerns related to
corpmunication between the classroom teacher and other relevant people
involved in the integration of the handicupped‘child.

Of the total number who expressed ¢oncerns, more than half noted the
importance of open communication between the resource room teacher and
themselves. :Feachers noted that when open communication éxisted bétwcen the
two, a good deal of }}fne and effort could be saved. Te#chers could communicute
to the resource room teacher problems she had observed in class, and, by the
same token, the resource room teacher could share information about the child
that may be helpful to the teacher.

Though all regular classroom teachers were aware of Individualized
. Education Program (IEPs), féw teachérs actually took part in planning them.
Some felt concerned that they were not involved in developing IEPs as an integral

part.of the child’s program which, in their view, gave rise to numerous problems

o~
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~ Concern was expressed by teachers for clear communication to parents.
. s
This was particularly true in relation to evaluation. Teachers felt it essential for
parents to clearly understand the level at which the child is working in ?ach
subject area. Parents should be given an indication of how report card marks
were arrived at and where the child stands in relation to the rest of the class.
... because they are in a regular class, I think, not for teachers, but for
parents, they expect that they are regular students, and they are where
everybody else is, when in fact they are not. They are working at their own
level, but their level is not the same as other children. And that lack of
understanding, and ofteq it is very easy for a parent to believe the best,
might be a problem. [ have not had any problems but I'm very cautious,
not cautious, but I make very sure that the parents are in several times

during the year and we have good communication and that alleviates some
of the problems.

Time to Share

A concern for teachers linking "open communication” with "time" was thé
realization that many of their colieagues had ma‘ny ideas and knowledge that
céuld be shared. Several referred to it as a "wealth of information" that was never
used because there was no time made available for teachers to discuss and share
ideas. It was noted that lunch hours and recesses were most often spent on
supervision or in classrooms preparing and marking. Thns teachers worked quite
titerally "in isolation." Furthermore, pr()‘fessional development'vdays were
structured for teachlers and staff meetings were taken up by business leaving
teachers with neither the time nor energy to begin meaningful discussions.

Several teachers commented on interclass and‘inter-school visits which,
they felt, had a great deal of potential in helping teachers cope with handicapped
students. :

Sometimes, it would be & mental break; sometimes we could learn from

each other. How I do it and how you do it. I'think it would be really

valuable and with those kind of Kids, just sitting and talking--how do you
deal with it? What do you do? ‘
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Once again, there was no time allotted to teachers to retlect or o exchange ’}

L

S
ideas.
The Future of the Handicapped Child

, ) . .

Another area of concern for teachers involved the future of these students
ranging from the immediate to the more distant.

A Grade 2 teacher displayed genuine concern for the tuture of her students
in terms of being;accepted and understood by the next year’s teacher: "My biggest
gorcern is--what’s going to happen to them next year?" She stated that she
understood the child’s problems and made allowances for that. She hoped that
other teachers would understand and uc:cept this child. There was a keen
awareness that the expectations for this child would change and she could only
hope that these expectations would be realistic and that he would be capable of
meeting them.

Yet another teacher, integrating three mentally handicapped studcnis,
expressed concern for her students’ maturity level and in their preparedness 1o go
on to the secondary school housing the Grade 7 class. |

What'’s going to happen and where do these kids go? What happens to

them? ... My only concern is the difference in maturity. To get them
ready to the point where they can handle a high school situation.

Y

The future placements of severely physically handiéapped students were of

grave concern to two teachers. These teachers who had come to realize that the

‘\\" N . ~ R !
students would eventually need alternative ftacilities, felt deeply concerned that

such a placement would separate them from their families.

a

Financial Cutbacks
Teachers expressed concerns regarding the effects that financial cutbacks

would have on mainstreaming programs.



It was speculated by one teacher that there would be less resource room
time available for severely lcarning disabled students in the following year
because of the loss of a half-time position. Funding cuts would simply mean that

teachers would have to provide even more programming for the students within
- ﬂ .
the regular class.

And then next year, it’s going to be even more so because
so we’ll probably lose some half-time positions so it means {
those kids will not get a chance to go out anywhere.

Another teacher concurred.

I know it’s going to come more and more with all the budget cutbacks.

We're going to be closing those rooms and there’s no way the regular

everyday teacher is going to be able to cope with all the pressure. You

know;-raise the class sizes, plunk the kids in--you can’t cope!
Anothgr speculated on the retraction of the few services currently available in her
jurisdiction.

From what I understand, they are even going to take away the professional

development days now. They're thinking about it so that they can make up

the deficit in their budget.

Y .

It was contended that inservices were costly and with cutbacks in the otfing,
there would be fewer.

Many who expressed concerns regarding cutbacks did so with an air of
resignation and acceptance.

Another concern voiced by a teacher was that she feared an increase in
students experiencing academic problems in the future because of the lack of
attention that all children were receiving. She felt that the disproportionate

amount of time spent meeting the needs of the handicapped without additional

/ help and services would be detrimental to all.

Underlying Theme
The categorical themes emerged in terms of the problems and concerns

faced bythe teachers. Within their responses, however, is one major underlving

92



theme. While problems encountered by teachers fevolved around the question of
"time," the more important, underlying theme was that of "!'uirncss'(r‘justicc.”
Teachers assumed responsibility for the child’s success, yet telt this would not
occur unless a greater proportion of time was allocated to these students.
However, being the decision-maker on the allocation of time was very difticult for
teachers. Feelings of guilt emerged as competition for teacher time arose from
the regular students. Furthermore, thé slow progress ot the handicapped students
left teachers ambivalent about the choices they had made and led them to
questions of "fairness” for regular students. Feélings of isolation, of having no one
to turn to at district and school level heightened the discouragement they felt.
This theme of decision-maker was also reflected in their concerns.

-y \

Attempts to arbitrate the issue of "time" rgised feelings of self-doubt and

)
inadequacy in their ability and knowledge in providing success for the
handicapped child and drew concern from teachers for their own self-worth and
for their professfonal standing.

Teachers exhibited deep concern for their handicapped students both
academically and socially. Teachers not only felt responsible for the academic
success of their handicapped students, but for their social acceptance as well,
Though they harbored serious doubts about the possibility of the academic success

of these students, they were committed to achieving social acceptance tor the

child in their classroom.
Summary

In this chapter I have focused on the question: What are teachers’
concerns in implementing the mainstreaming policy? Fifteen themes centering

around the teacher, the non-handicapped child and the handicapped child were
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isolated. Evidence for the emerging themes was presented through the use of

paraphrasing and quotations taken from my conversations with teachers,
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SUMMARY, REFLECTIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Clearly, integrauon ot handicapped children mto regular classtooms i
taking place at a relatively rapid pace. Increasingly, regular classroom teachers in
rural schools find themselves in 4 mainstreaming situation due to a lack of
alternative placement in the community. Teachers are now tinding themselves
a new role with few skills (Mclntosh, 1979, Understandably, the implementation
of the mainstreaming policy has magsive implications tor the regular clussroom
teacher.

The purpose ot this study was to examine the implhicitions ot the
mainstreaming policy. More specifically, it was a search for understanding and
isight into problems and concerns of regular classroom teachers as thev attempt
to integrate handiecapped children into the regular classroom.

To this end, the interpretive inquiry, whose purpose is to seek and
understand, seemed most appropriate. Hence, 23 regular classroom teachers with
mainstreaming experience were interviewed in order to obtain subjective, in-
depth information. The findings of this study, which have been analyzed through
the process of analytic induction, gain credence by comparison with the tindings ot

the related literature in Chapter 2.
Summary of the Findings

Two questions became the focus of this research. The first centered

around the problems teachers encountered in intey aung handicapped children

A

and the second centered around their concerns. Through a process of anulviic
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induction, thematic categories were denved trom data collected. Problems
encountered by teachers have been isolated mto 10 thematie categonies, while
teacher-" concerns, presented in Chapter S, have been olated mto 15 themane

categories.
Problems

Time

There was unanimous agreement among teachers that “nme” presented
major problem in integrating handicapped children. Although time was wdennitied
in the literature as a major problem, it did not give 1t nearly as much precedence
as did the teachers in this study.

Time was quoted by teachers as being one of the major contributors to the
stress and frustration they had experiencesd in mainstreaming because of the
specialized needs handicapped students required. Teachers agreed that in then
regular classrooms they were able to provide only a fraction of the individual
attention the students needed to progress and that it was extremely ditticult to
find a balance that was equitable for both the handicapped and non-handicapped
students. As a result, teachers reported experiencing extreme stress and faticue s
they endeavored to find "enough time” for alf the students.

Teachers agreed that extra time was required in order to plan individual
lessons and materials for students and to communicate with relevant personne!
such as aides, resource room teachers, consultants, and parents in order 1o
monitor the child’s needs and progress. -

[n addition, teachers acknowledged that there existed a lack ot time to
share ideas and knowledge with their colleagues which thev maintained would be

an extremely valuable resource.



Timetabling
Although not aited i the hiterature, timetabling problems were an area o

contention tor teachers, 'l‘c;u"hcr\ alluded to the tact that changes i seheduhinge,
made 1o accommodate the handicapped chidd, were notalwavs beneticial tor the
repulan students, onee again giving rise J(i; the qm‘xlnm—‘\:t' Tarness T Probiens
arose when handicapistudents were “pulled out” ot the classtoom o
individualized mstruction or were mtegrated ona hatt-ime basis Teachen toune
that handicapped students were otten confused and disonented upon retuminge o
class, frequenty resutting inwithdrawal or i misbehavior T additon, teachen
found that these students missed parts of concepts wineh not only served to
contuse them turther bt was o source o frustration tor teachers durnny
cv;nxlu;mnn
Attitude of the Handicapped Child

A Athird theme which emerged apon anaivsis o the datassoas the atitude o
the handicapped child. Thev believed dependency was tostered as woresuit ot the
constant attention given to them by aides, resonrce room teachers and the revun
teacher. Contrary to the heliets ot the proponents of the munstreanng
movement as identified in the Hrerature, teachers manntained thi Pandicappeo
students developed fewer expectations tor themsels e and were notwillive 1o

attempt assignments on therr own, Teachers believed that the onhy served 1o

ower the students” self-esteem.

Support Services

As was supported by the literature, teachers viewved support sences
cructal to the success of mainstreaming, but muany contided that support sermaces
within their jurisdictions were immenscly inadequate. A tremendous source of

frustration and stress, teachers viewed central office personnel maarge of



support services out of touch with the needs of the classroom teacher and of the
hdndlcapped students. Moreover, teachers expressed a desxre for guxdance and
help in programming ideas, behav1or management and remediations. ’ They spoke
openly about their own lack of knowledge in special education and of their desire
for assistance. Teachers perceived a real lack of caring and concern, and, as a

result, felt very alone in their endeavours in the mainstreaming process.

_Administrative Support
Administrators, particularly school principais, were viewed as an important
factor influencing the mainstreaming process. Teachers in this study l(_)oked’ to the
principal for Support and encouragement. However, ﬁumerous teachers felt a
lack of emotional ‘suppo'rt‘a.nd\concem‘from the school p'rincif)al stemming from a

lack of communication and interaction with teachers.

Formal Assessments 4
An overwhelming number of teachers voiced strong criticism of the school
, psychdlogist to whom they looked for (concre?e, usable techniques that would
assist them in overcomihg their students’ difficulties. As was alluded to in the
lite\.ratufe,'the tééchers gave strong indications that they wanted the school -
psychologist to set up programs for handicapped children. However, teachers felt
that they received nothing more than a list of test scores and a statement of the
pr_oblém they alrea"dtyvknev; existed written in psychological jargon. They
| coptér{ded that when recommendations were forthcoming, they were superficial,
uﬁmanageable in aTegular classroom, and out of:touch with existing realities.
Mdreover, follow up wass(lﬁéexistent. ‘ |
Consequently, many teachers gave no credence to tﬁe school psychologist
and admitted r’eduesting their assistance only when test scores were a basis for

admittance to a special program.

~



Need for Paraprofessionals
Paraprofessionals were viewed by teachers as essential in’assisting them to
integrate handicapped students. Teachers agreed that an aide could give the
/handicapped child the one to one assistance that they needed. Those ,teucher.s
whose handicapped-child had an aide admitted-not being able to supply the child
with the time they required and that the aide was able to dé this. Most felt that

the "extra pair of hands’,lessened their stress considerably.

Workload and Classroom Preparation

Teachers agreed that mainstreaming handicapped students was a

tremendous workload on the teacher. Teachers found themselves preparing

several individualized programs in addition to preparing for their regular students.

This translated into hours of preparatiorrtime. Teachers confided that they were

physically and mentally exhausted at the end of the day. .

Class Size
Closely associated with workload and classroom preparation is class size.
Teachers agreed that as class size increased less time was available to spend with
Y ,

the handicapped students. Furthermore, larger classes meant increased workload

thus decreasing the amount of preparation time one could spend on individualized

programs for the handicapped.

Sharing Information

Teachers concurred that sharing information regarding the handicapped
child with relevaﬁt personnel was essential to the child’s progress. Sharing goals,
monitoring the ghild’s progress, and reassessing the child’s needs were items

worthy of sharing. Problems arising from a lack of communication cited by

o
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teachers included uncertainty about the goals set out for the child, uncertainty of
where responsibilities lie, inconsistent academic and behavioral expe‘ctatidns, and
~ a lack of cooperative planning. Teachers récogni;ed that working in isolation
from one another was not beneficial for fhe children and voiced a desire to have |

more open communication.

Concerns

Lack of Teacher Preparation

There existed amopg teachers a grave concern for their own lack of teacher
preparation in meeting the needs of the handicapped. Teachers felt that their
own formal training waé not adequate in dealing with children with special needs.

Expressions of inadequacy were followed by expressions of a 'desilje for assist,an’ce.

Teachers cited their ewn teaching experience, interschool visits and colleagues as

bemg the most helpful in integrating handicapped students. Few teachers hdd had

o

any inservice training, but expressed a desire to do so if the sessions were concrete -

rather than theoretical. It was evident that the perceived lack of training caused

teachers considerable anxiety.

€
. Feeh\ngs of Self-Doubt and Inadequacy

There existed abundant evidence that teachers were burdened with
feelings of self-doubt and inadequacy. Many held serious doubts about their own
'abilities and knowledge to provide for the needs of these students. Furthermore,
teachers felt an intense pressure to meet the needs of these sfudents, yet could not
because of the immense amount of time these students needed on a daily basis.
Consequently, teachers were {idden with feelings of guilt as they expressed a

desire to do more for their students, thus enabling students to "succeed.”
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Frustration and Siress

Teachers involved in mainstreaming handicapped students found it a great
source of physical and mental stress. Teachers admitted being stretched to their
l'imits in assuring that the needs of all their students were met. The constant
battle for more time to spend with the Student, to meet with relevant personnel
and to prepare individual lessons was viewed as a primary cause of the frustration
nd stress that: they felt.

The question of "fairness to the regular students" was also a source of stress
as-they constantly wrestled with their loyalties and with the d_;:cision of "time"
al‘location to students.

A source of frustration to teachers was their perceived lack of knowledge
and expertlse in thF field of special education. C()mpoundmg their frustrations
was the lack of dlréctlon and assistance, lack of support services, and for many,
_lack of administrative support. The perceived lack of concern and understanding

for their situation, resulting in feelings of isolation and abandonment, caused

teachers to develop their own coping mechanisms.

Fairn_ess to the Non-handicapped Student

Underlying the problem of "time" was the quesnon of "fairness. t()vthc non-
handicapped students.” Teachers stated that a dxspr()p()rtx()nate amount of their
time and energy was devoted to their handicapped students. In contrast, they felt
that the gifted and below average stude’ngs were not receiving their share of the
teacher’s time and energy. This was a deéision for which they were responsible.
The slow progress exhibited by the handicapped child and the lack of visible
‘support for the choices made led teachers tlo perceive the ali()cati()n of time as

"unjust.”
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Meeting th_f: Needs of the Handicapped Student

| Teachers displayed concern over the relevance of the curriculum for many

of their handicapped students. They felt that, very often, the concepts taught were
beyond their capabilities. According to some, teaching life skills to these students

- would have been more profitable.

Early Intervention ' B
’Te‘:achers felt that children with suspected handicaps should be assess‘ed as
early as possible and that early intervention should ensue. Teachers concurred
that in many cases early intervention would be very beneficial. Furthermore,
teachers felt strongly‘ that if counselling were made more accessible to elementary

students fewer problems would exist in high school.

Causing Physical Damage

There was somé concern'among teachers of physically hand‘icapped
children of unknowingly harming their students. Teachers stated that the
difficulfy was in not knowing the child’s limits and the true physical state. Others

reported being fearful of an emergency that might arise.

Peér Acceptance

Teachers reported a great deal o&<ceptance for the handicapped child by
their peers. However, they were aware of the potential for ostr;lcism, thus t
~assuming the responsibility to promote acceptance within their classroom ‘throu'g}’]
a variety of methods.

It was also noted by teachers thag in cases of non-acceptance of the
handicapped by their peers, behavior and lack of cleanliness were largely to

blame. They concluded that these two factors contributed far more to the non-

acceptance of the child than did the handicap itself.
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Student Self-Esteem

‘"Teachers revealed great concern for the self-esteem of the handicapped
child. Because they believed that it was extremely important for the‘ handicapped
child to feel a degree of‘éuccess in their classroom and that it was their |

responsibility, teachers took many steps to ensure that this occurred.

Evaluation

- Evaluating handicapped students was a real concern axﬁong teachers who
were mainstreaming. Once again the-issue of "fairness” arose--this time for the
handicapped child. Teachérs, felt it was unfair to the handicapped students to
evaluate them with the same criteria as the regular class. They reasoned that
evaluation for these students should be based on the level at which they were
working. Howeéver, teachers did point out that parents would have to.be t'ully.
informed of the level at which the child was being evaluated in order to avoid any -
future misunderstandings. - -

Also mentioned was the insanity of testing handicapped students on

Y
~ government achievement tests. Teachers maintained that when students were nbt

working at that level it was comple}ely inappropridte to expect them to write a test
at that level. It was felt that this placed tremendous undue‘press'urgz on the
handicapped child and on»"he teachers.

Moreover, teachers noted that the Canadian Test of Basic Skills (CTBS)

test should only be given to handicapped students on an individual basis in order

to ensure a greater degree Or accuracy.

Time to Know the Students
A curcern which arose from a small group of teachers was demonstrative
of the sensitivity of teachers toward their handiéapped students. These teachers

were concerned that they did not know their handicapped students as well as their
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regular students. Because they had been integrated on a part time basis, teachers
felt that they had not had the time to create a bond between themselves and the
child.. They felt that if socialization was a large part of the integration process, it

was important that teachers and students get to know one another well.

Open Communication

Opening lines of communication was thought to be extremely important
when integrating handicapped children. Teachers expressed concern that more
information should be shared between the resource room teacher and themselves.
They expressed a willingnéss to share information on the child’s difficulties,
pfogramming, progress and cooperative planning with the resource room teacher.
[t was agreed that there would be benefits for all involved.

Teachers concurred that communication to parents must be frequent and
honest. It was, in their opinion, an absolute necessity for parents to be fully

informed of the level at which their chdd was working within that particular grade

level.

Time to Share

The lack of time to share information, 1deas and knowledge was a constant
concern for teachers. Information on the child’s progr:  or progress Was shared
by teachers on a very informal basis--noon hours, recesscs--whenever a minute
could be had. Because no time was a‘llo-tted for sharing, teachers felt that

communication was minimal or non-existent, and as a result, most worked in

isolation with very little, if any, interaction with colleagues.

Futurebofthe Handicapped Child

A small number of teachers expressed concern over the child’s future,

[N

either immediate or long term. For some, concern existed over next year's
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teacher. For others, concern was over adjustment to junior high plagement. Yet,
for others, the concerns centered around eventual separation of hahdicapped

L
students from their families as they enter various institytions. Teachers appeared

very sensitive to this issue.

Financial Cutbacks

Financial cutbacks were a concern”lto numerous teachers as they perceived
an increase of handicapped students in the public school system. Tl‘lcy ilppc'urcd
discouraged to krlow that the support services which they so desperately needed
would not be a reality. Teachers voiced serious concerns that the quality of the
education for both the handicapped and non-handicapped would decrease, and
that.there would be an increase in learning problems as less time and fewer

. . ‘
services were made available.

Reflections

In listening ‘to teachers speak of their experiences in mainstreaming, |
found that teachers involved in integrating handicapped children were caring
individuals, genuinely concerned for the well being of all their students.

Not only were teachers noticeably interested in the topic I was pursuimg,
but I detected an added enthusiasm, a spark of hope, at the knowledge that they
were ih’e foci of my study. Teachers reacted with great delight and a twinge of
disbelief that someone wanted to hear what they had to say on this controversial
topic. |

As the interview began, teachers app;ared quite relaxed, but guarded,
unsure of where I was coming from. As I continued to probe into their
experiences, teachers began to share their inner feelings, their achievements and

frustrations in integrating handicabpezi children.

N

N



Time--lack of time--was reiterated throughout the interviews. Plagued by
this problem, teachers confessed that they had serious misgivings about the
academic success of the handicapped child. Moreover, many teachers expressed
serious doubts about the viability of the whole mainstreaming process. Without
exception, teachers agreed that the handicapped child needed more instructional
time on a one to one basis than they were able to provide in a regular classroom,
partiéularly without the assistance of a paraprofessional. i

~ Consequently, teachers spoke very openly about the tremendous stress they

experienced in trying to find the time to give individual assistance. The harsh
reality unaccounted for by theory was the diversity of needs that demanded to be
met in a regular classroom of 25 to 30 students. The frustration that teachers
experienced was evident in the tone of their voices. Furtitermore, due to time

_constraints teachers found themselves making serious de‘cisions on the allocation
‘ofvtheir time to students in class. Due to a lack of feedbuck, teachers became guilt
ridden questionning the choices they had made. As a result, the issue of "fairness
to the regular student” arose repeatedly. It became evident that an underlying
theme which emerged from "time" was that of "fairness or justice."

The alread); heavy workload borne by teachers was compounded by the
addition of the handicapped students. Discouragement was evident as they spoke
of the additional planning and preparing that was involved. It became evident
that mai‘r‘lstreaming these children was "all consuming” as teachers related -
accounts of "nights spent thinking about the students.” It became clear that the
teachers expected much from themselves and the hectic pace during the course of
a day left them physically‘and mentaliy exhausted.

As teachers spoke repeatedly of their need for assistance and direction,
feelings of self-doubt and inadequacy in their own teacher preparation emerged.

As a result, concerns revolved around their own s#f-worth and professional
L
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standing. Teachers were unified in their contention that they knew what the

child’s problem was, but they didn’t know how to overcome it. Teachers felt af
lack of expertise and knowledge in the field of special education and, as a r_esu\&,
1 [}

there was an outcry for help in programming and in providing concrete, useably

ideas. However, in countless cases cries for help went unheeded causing turﬂgﬂﬁ

N

.l

frustration and anxiety among teachers. : “-’;‘f‘,
,"..‘f\ bR
»ng 4
Tremendous feelings of isolation arose. tcdchcrs suw the s lvc%qs beigtss ‘*‘?
A
alone with little or no support from those in administration whcn«#uwéﬁ with ™

problems or decisions. Teachers perceived the inadequacy of support services,
which translated into a lack of specialists, consultants, aides, release time, smaller
classes, and fewer handicapped children, as a lack of concern and caring for both
teacher and handicapped child. Furthermore, they reproached the administratior
at all levels for the lack of sensitivity to the difficulties they faced in |
mainstreaming. Teachers seeking encouragement and direction felt abandoned
and on their own in their attempts at mainstreaming handicapped students.

Teachers spoke with considerable frustration and anger about their
experiences in mainstreaming, directing criticism at administration and school
psychologists, but never at the handicapped child. They recognized these children
as worthwhile individuals caught in a set of circumstances. Teachers understood
and accepted the need for these children to be in their classrooms--that was the
reality. The essence of teacher dedication and devotion was captured in this
quote:

I don’t know what the rewards are for me. They are few and far between.

But for them there are many and that’s what I'm here for--if its rewarding

for them, then they have to be there.
Another teacher summarized her feelings in this way:

[ think it’s good. [ 'think it’s right, but until teachers are given extra time,

extra training and support services, | question whether they actually receive
an adequate education--as hard as the teacher mighy try!
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Implications

Two general implications arise out of the findings of this study. First, it has
significant implications in terms of practise for administrators, both at the school

and central office level. Second, implications arise in terms of further study.

Implications for Administrators

Administrators in central office must become more sensitive to the needs
of the teacher and of the handicapped child. As pointed out by Turnbull and ,
Schultz (1979), mainstreaming is not éimply the physiéal presence of the
handicapped child in a regular classroom. True integration involves the whole
child, academically, socially and emotionally. Therefore, if true integration is to
take place school boards and superintendents musi:

1. provide extensive suppo. . services in the way of specialists, consultants.
and paraproféssionals;

2. provide teachers witﬁ programs and concrete ideas for the handicapped
child that are manageable in a regular classroom; ~

3. provide inservice training before and during the time that teachers are
involved in mainstreaming that is practical and applicable to their situation;

4. lower the pupil-teacher ratios in order to augment mare preparation
time, conferencing time, and smaller classes;

5. provide‘ substitute days to allow for interschool visits;

6. provide all teachers with a list of services within and outside the
jurisdiction that may be accessed;

7. reevaluate student placements;

8. provide more counsellor time in elementary =chools.



Y. allow handicapped children to be evaluated at the level at which they

are working; ‘

i
. . . A . .
[0. cease the practice of compulsory achievement tests for handicapped

students not working at that level;

11, aaminister CTBS tests on an individual basis.

School principals must be supportive and encouraging of teachers who
have been selected to mainstream handicapped children. A caring and concerned
attitude can be demonstrated in numerous ways.

I. make frequent but informal visits;

£

invite teachers to discuss their problems and concerns;

o)

investigate possible support services and be assertive in acquiring them;

he

investigate possible inservicing within or outside the jurisdiction and
encourage the teacher to attend;

S. encourage interschool visits;

6. arrange release time for teachers to meet relevant persone} on o
regular basis.

7. extend concessions to the teacher in the way of less supervision time,
more preparation time, and smaller classes;

8. arrange time for teachers to meet with colleagues.

Implications for Further Study

The understanding developed through this interpretive study involving
regular classroom teachers in the mainstreaming process has implications for
further study.

1. The study could examine administrative perceptions of mainstreaming,

particularly the stresses and frustrations which they experience.

1Ov
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2. Describe an actual experience through one’s own participant
observation, perhaps documenting inreractions between the handicapped child
and teacher in pull-out and non-pull-out programs.

3. Examine the perceptions of mainstreaming from the school
psychologist’s viewpoint.

4. The study could be replicated at other fevels i order to determine

specific findings at the junior high or senior high school levels.
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Social/Cultural Context

size of school jurisdiction
location of school

size of total school

size of elementary

size of class

grade level

Mainstreaming Policy

Handicapped Child

type of handicap

recommend program
adaptations made

ability to work independently
peer interaction and reaction
preparation of child
contributions to classroom
value of present setting
adaptation

Program

developed by whom
degree of usefulness

time needed to prepare
“time needed to administer
coming in from outside

Support Services

Administration:

prep time

reduced class siz
special concessions
report back

Outside:

School for the Deaf

Glenrose

Belvedere Assessment Center
Speech Therapy

Social Services

Teacher Skills and Attitudes

formal training

teaching experience

experience with handicapped kids
inservice available

areas of expertise needed
problems encountered

benefits and rewards

Concerns

progress of handicapped child
specifically academically
specifically socially

progress of non-handicapped child
correct placement

responsibility

evaluation

is it fair to handicapped and non-
handicapped

forgetting about handicapped/non-
handicapped ‘

getting through programs

return for class after resource room

Support Services

Within:
formal assessment
consultant
speech therapy
community/liaison
- resource room .
paraprofessionals
volunteers
psvchologists
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Sample Interview Questions

Teacher Skills and Attitudes

How well has your teacher training prepared you to meet the needs of this child?
Rl

In what areas would it be helpful to have more knowledge or training?

What type of inservice was provided for you prior to receiving this child into your
classroom? :

What experience have you had in integrating handicapped children?

Describe the ways in which your previous experiences have been helpful to you?
To what extent do you seek out the experiences' of other teachers?

To what extent do you find the experience of other teachers helpful?

In what ways has the mainstreaming process been valuabte to you?

In what ways has the mainstreaming process been of value to the handicapped
child? ... to the non-handicapped child?

In what ways have you found it to be a stressful experience?

Describe your feelings toward mainstreaming handicapped children?

‘The Handicapped Child )

Describe briefly the nature of the child’s handicap.

Describe the program in which the child is involved.
In what way is it different than the regulddprogram?
To what extent is the child able to pursue this program on his/her own?
Who is responsible for setting up the child’s program?
To what extent are specialists involved with the child’s program??
Estimate the amount of time needed to prepare this program.
What percentage of the time is this child in your classroom?

Where is the remainder of the time spent?

What steps were taken to prepare the handicapped child before integrating
her/him 1nto the regular classroom?
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How was the decision made to put this child in-your classroom?
In what ways does this child contribute to the classroom?

1 !
In what ways do the other children interact with this child?

Describe the reactions of the other children to the handicapped child’s social
behavior, academic achievements and or physical disability.

Y C - . .
How valuable, in your opinion, is the present setting for the child?
{

Support Services

Describe the specialist support available to you and the child which comes directly
from central office.

Describe the specialist support available to you and the child which comes outside
central office but referred by them.

Describe the specialist support available to you from within your own school.

In what ways is the administration of your school supportive of you in the
integration of this child?

What amount of paraprofessional aid is allowed to this child or to you?

What support service is most valuable to you in coping with this child on a daily
basis? -

What additional resources would you find helpful?

Concerns
Describe the areus in which the child has made progress.
In what areas do you not see progress?

Describe how you evaluate this child’s progress.

’
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Box 14
Vimy, Alberta
TOG 2J0

1987-03-04

Mr. R. Brown
Superintendent of Schools
County of Bearspaw
Small Town, Alberta

BOA 3L0

Dear Mr. Brown:

As the mainstreaming process gains momentum as 4 viable alternative to special
classes for handicapped children, teachers’ perceptions of this process become
increasingly important to evaluate. The study I am presently pursuing for my
Master’s Degree in Educational Administration is designed to examine the
implications of the mainstreaming policy for the regular classroom teacher. In
particular, it explores the problems and concerns of regular classroom teachers,
and attempts to identify those support services which best help teachers cope with
the mainstreaming process at the classroom tevel.

The mainstreaming policy takes on even greater significance for rural teachers
who are faced with a unique set of environmental circumstances. Hence, I have
selected rural teachers as the main data source. The primary data collection tool
for the study will be in-depth interviews of regular classroom teachers at the
elementary level, who presently are mainstreaming a handicapped child. or who
have mainstreamed in the past two years. ‘

With this in mind, [ am requesting your assistance in conducting my survey by
granting me permission to interview teachers in your jurisdiction. To select the
teachers involved, it will be necessary for me to meet with the director of student
services in order to secure the names of four to five teachers with mainstreaming
experience. I will then contact these nominated teachers to request an interview.

Confidentiality and anonymity is assured as no school jurisdiction, school or
teacher will be named in the results. In addition, all data will be aggregated in the
final analysis.

Thank-you for the time you have given this matter. I look forward to hearing
from you.

Yours sincerely

Roseanne Heidemann



Box 14
Vimy, Alberta
TOG 2J0

Mrs. M. Black

Box 12, R.R. 13
Small Town, Alberta
TOE 3L.0

Dear Mrs. Black:

Thank-you very much for sharing your experiences and views on mainstreaming
with me. I truly appreciate the time you took from your busy schedule for the
interview. Interviewing teachers such as yourself was not only interesting and
enjoyable, but added much needed insight on the subject of mainstreaming that
will be useful in my thesis.

Enclosed you will find a summary of our interview. I attempted to summarize
your views as objectively and as accurately as possible. However, to assure
complete accuracy, as I may have misunderstood in some instances, please read
the summarfy, and delete, add, explain, or correct me in any way you see fit.
Please feel free to strike out anything which you feel may identify you. Do not
hesitate to add any points you may have forgotten and would like included on the
last page.

You will notice an identification number on the top right hand corner of the
summary. This is only to help me follow-up on those summaries that have not
been returned. Once your summary has been returned I will remove the number
to further assure anonymity.

Please return the summary at your earliest convenience. Enclosed is a selt-
addressed stamped envelope. I can be reached at 961-4138 if you have any
concerns.

Thank-you once again.

Sincerely

Roseanne Heidemann
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A

Summary

Teacher Attitude

This regular classroom teacher appears to be very open and accepting of the
handicapped children in her room. She exhibited a great deal of empathy and
understanding for these children and for their problems. Gathering trom what
she told the interviewer she used a great deal of flexibility within her own regular
program in order to meet the needs of the children who were experiencing
ditficulty. She was also very cautious i using “labels” fgr these children

She attributed her attitude toward handicapped children to the fact that she had
had previous experience teaching resource room.,

In addition she felt that the regular students had taught her something about
patience and that their attitude had had an intluence on her

Peer Interaction

[t was the teacher’s opinton that the handicapped children i her room weroowel
accepted by their peers and were sociatly well adjusted.

She telt that with some children the student were quite protective of thenr, and
oftered them a good deal of encouragement. However, by the sane tonen they
did not make allowances for these children, nor did they receive any specal
treatment,

She felt that by having handicapped ¢chilidren i her room the other children
recognized the factthat evervone has himitations, as well as talents, ard thae
varied fr()micrsun to person. :

.
thesy

Preparation of Students

The teacher explained to her students Catter the handicapped chldren hac Jete e
room) why the expectations were diftferent oo these students, She tei thie the
children understood and that there was never any sic ot anmmosis beraeen e
students due to the differences i expectarons,

Teacher Preparation

This teacher is trained in elementary with @ social studies muor,

She felt that the experience that she had vained in the resource room ad Hees
the most helpful to her in coping with these children.

Question: Have you had any inservice traming in speciad cd o nany ope:
pertinent area”’
Is 50, were thev helptul”
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A 1 special ed course at U of A, which covered the range of special needs.
B. 5 yrs. of conference attendance (annually)--EACLD-sponsored (Learning
Disabilities).
1
Program

The handicapped students in this classroom followed the regular program as much
as possible. The teacher adapted it'in as many ways as possible in order to limit
the frustrations of these children. The adaptations she made to the program were

of her own initiative taken from her experlences and "trial and error." No help
was received. »

Suppbrt Services .

This teacher has had some extra paraprofessional help in her classroom (3 periods
per week). She also has made use of volunteer help to do both instructional and
non-instructional work. s

She contends that administrators cannot come up with solutions to these problems
because much of it is a matter of financial resources. If the school budget is
redistributed to allow for an extra teacher or the like, other areas would be -
affected. She felt that they had no real power over the situation.

The resource room teacher is viewed as the area of most productmty and support:
The teacher felt very strongly that added resource room personnel could allow the
teacher to return to the classroom with the child, aiding him to transfer the skills
learned into the classroom. This would also allow the resource,pom teacher to
observe the child in the classroom setting. Thus, greater understandmg of the
child would result and perhaps for the teacher as well.

p :
- Aldes were not viewed by the teacher as bem particularly helpful unless they
were trained in working with children with difficulties. Without this skill, the

result is more work for the teacher without much success. :

~ Formal Assessments (see also pro"blem)

The teacher strongly believes that a serious problem exists in the area of formal
assessment. She contends that a child is referred for testing by a teacher because
she is aware that the child has a problem and consequently, wants to know how to
remedy it. : 5

Howevcr she felt that this help is not forthcommg Assessments are returned to

teachers filled with technical | jargon that mean nothing to teachers. Most

assessments are nothing more than a confirmation of the problems previously

stated by the teacher. Furthermore, assessments lack realistic and concrete ideas

that could be used by the teacher either in the classroom or resource room. She v

strongly felt that attem tmg to find an answer to the child’s problem through trial

and error was very inefficient and was a complete waste of the child’s time. The
teacher felt that it is the "tester’s" JOb to set up a program for the resource room

-~
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geachég, and to give the classroom teacher as much help and guidance as possible
in dealing with the child’s problems. ‘ :

The teacher gave two reasons why, in her view, this serious problem exists. She
felt that teachers and psychologists had different foci. The psychologists looked at
the child from a psychological point of view, while the teacher viewed the child
from an educational. The teacher must "teach” and cope with the child, and at the
same time, must deal with the realities of the classroom. This does not seem to be
of concern or interest to the psychologist. -,
Secondly, she felt that a psychologist working out of central office was often
burdened with additional administrative duties and that these required a great
deal of time away from the original job that he was hired to do. Thus, he could
not do justice to the position and serve children and teachers adequately.

Problems and Concerns

The teacher stated that due to the large class size she found some difficulty in
balancing the time she gave the students with problems, and the rest of her class.
She sometimes felt as though she was "cheating" the rest of the class of their time
with her, and consequently revealed that she had difficulty in resolving her
feelings. On the one hand, she realized that the children with problems needed
“her time or they would not accomplish very much. On the other hand, she felt
that those of average and high ability were often "shafted” because they were left .
mostly to work on their own. The interviewer sensed considerable anxiety in the
teacher’s voice.

She also commented on the immense pressures placed upon teachers by school
boards and parents to deal successfully with all ability levels in their classrooms.
Because there is not enough time in a day to deal satisfactorily with all these
levels, teachers either end up overemphasizing one group at the exclusion of
another, or they teach tote middle group and hope that this can accommodate
most children in one way or another.

One of the teacher’s greatest concerns was "what’s going to happen to them next
year?". She hoped that other teachers would understand the child’s problem and
make allowances. She was aware that the expectations for them would change as

they went on in $chool and hoped they could meet them. .
Question:  Is this correct? I am not sure of this. Please restate if it is incorrect.
Correct.

Another major concern was one she felt most teachers asked themselves. "Am |
doing as much for these kids as we should be or could be?" She worries about
how to help these children. "What more can be done?"

[
The teacher stated that the academic demands placed on these children were
emotionally draining and frustrating both for herself and for the student. The
teacher found that working with such a wide'range of abilities, the pace at which
she worked and the continual individual attention needed by the students was very
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stressful. To add to the frustration, the progress of these students is slow and
success does not come quickly.

Evaluation

The teacher found it difficult, particularly on the first report card, to give the child
‘the mark they had actually earned in a given subject. She felt that it was difficult
for her to give a child who was "trying" a failing mark, yet because it was school
policy she was compelled to do so. She was relieved, however, that she was able
to explain the mark and add an encouragmg word to the child and parents in the
comment section. It was her belief that a "good word" helped ease the child’s
frustration and gave them something to look forward to.

The teacher expressed the importance of good communication between the
resource room teacher and the regular classroom teacher. She noted that because
the regular classroom teacher spent most of the time with these children it was
important she communicate clearly to the resource room teacher the child’s
-problem areas. The LE.P. allows for this to happen to a greater degree where
goth teachers plan the child’s goals cooperatively. Constant discussion of the
child’s progress etc. are necessary, but once again, create another time pressure
for the teachers who must meet continuously. .

%



