ED 198 154

AUTHOR
TITLE

INS"ITUTION

SPONS AGENCY
RTPORT NO

PUB DATE
CONTRACT

NOTE

AVATIABLE FROM

DOCUMENT RESOME

TM 810 078
Horne, Marcia D, 5
How A+titudes are Measured: A Review of
Investiqations of Professlonal, Peer, and Parent

A+titudes Toward the Handicapped.

ERIC Clearinghouse on Tests, Measurement,
Evaluation, Princeton, N.J.

National Inst. of Education (ED), Washington, D.C.
ERIC-TM-T78

Dec 80

400-78-0003

66p.

ERIC Clearinghouse m»n Tests, Measurement, ang
Evaluation, Tducational Testing Service, Princeton,
NJ 0B541 ($5.50).

and

EDRS PRICE MF01/°C03 Plus Pcstage. :
DESCPIDPTORS *Attitude Measures: *Disabilities:‘Elementary
Secondary Education: *Measurement Techniques: *Parent
Attitudes: *Student Attitudes: *Teacher Attitudes
ABSTRACT
in examinat‘on of atti*udinal investlgatlons wvhich
will be help<€ul and practical fcr both researchers and practitioners

interested in a*titudinal research dealing wi+th handicapped students
is provided. The measurement *echnigues which have been used to study
professional, peer and parent a*titndes are the primary focus of
address with fairly brief attention being given to the findings.
Sections outline +ke following methods used in data collection: (1) °
attitude scales including Likert-*ype, equal-appearing interval, and
Guttmant (2) rank-order scales and items including picture ranking
procedures: (3) O-sorts: (4) paired comparisons: (5).semantic

di fferential technique: (6) adjective checklists: (7) sociometric
-procedures: (8) interviews: (9) observations of pehavior; (10)
projective methods: (11) some special 4echniques and measures,
including physiological reactlons and +the "Bogus Pipeline," and
mainstreaming questionnaires: and (12) sSome commonly used instruments
Including 2At+itude Tuward Blindnesq Scale, Attitude Toward Disabled
Persons Scale, Bttitude Toward Handicapped Individuals Scale, Mental
Retardation Attitude Inventory, #inneso:ta Teacher Attitude Inventory
Revised, Parental A+titvde Deqearch Instrument, Rucker-Gable
Educational Programming Scale, and Work=hop Evaluation Inventory.

(RL)

sk ok ok ke ok o ok ok ok o ok 3k o e ok oK 3k s o sk K ek ok sk o 3 e ok ok ok ek ok ok ok ok 3k K o sk o ok ok ok ok 3 ok kel ok ok ok ok ok K ok ok ke k K ok i ok ok oK

* Reproductions sup&lied by EDES are the best that can be made *

* from *he original document. *
*******«**********k*******************#***************************




ED198154

098

Q
N
X
‘\ .

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

How Attitudes are Measured: A Review

US DEPARTMENTY OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EOUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT MAS pEEN REPRO.

DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM

THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION QORIGIN.
T ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS

STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE.

SENTOFFIC1AL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCAT'ON POSITION OR POLICY

ERIC/TM Report 78

Investigations of Professicnal,’

Peer, and Parent Attitudes Toward the Handicapped

N

™

by

.Marcia D. Horne

'

.University of Oklahoma

<

ERIC Clearinghouse on Tests, Measurement, and Evaluatiop

Educational Testing Service, Princeton; New Jersey 08541



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The m#éerial in this publication was prepared pursuant'to a contract
with the National Institute of Education, U.S. Department of Education.
Contractors undertaking such projects under government sponsorship

are encouraged to express freely their judgement in professional and
technical matters. Prior to publication, the manuscript was submitted
to qualified professionals for critical review and determina ‘on of
professional competence. This publication has met such standards.
Points of view or opinions of eitke these reviewers or the Nat ional

Institute of Education.

ERIC Clearinghoyse on Tests, Measurement,
& Evaluation
Educational Testing Service

Princeton, NJ 08541

M .
December 1980



CONTENTS

Preface . « + v ¢ v v v v b e e e e e e e
Introduction . .+ & & v v v 4 4 b e e 4. e ..
Attitude Scales . . . . . . 4 4 v e e 4 e .. .
Likert—type Scales . . . . ¢« v « « & + . .
Equal-appearing Interval Scales . . . . . .
Guttman Scales . . . . . . . ¢ ... . .
Rank-Order Scales and Items . . . . . . « . . .
Picture Ranking Procedures . . . . . . . .
Q-Sor'ts_‘....................

Paired Comparisons . . . . . « 4« « . & . e .

~ The Semantic Differential Technique . . . . . .

Adjective Checklists . . . .« . + v v v & « «
Sociometric Procedures . . . . . . . . . ;k. .
Choosing Best and Least Liked Students . .
Choosing Best Liked Students . . . . . . .
Roster-rating Procedures . . . . . « « . .

Perceived SEAtUS” . . + + & + o & o & o o .

Variations in Sociometric Questionnaires .,
]

Using Sociometric Procedures with Professionals

Interviews .« ¢ ¢ & v & o o o o o o8 o o o o o
Observations of Behavior . . . . . + v « o o .
Projective Methods . . . . . . . . . v v « . .

Some Special Techniques and Measures . . . . .

o

Physiological Reactions and the "Bogus Pipeline"

Mainstreaming Questionnaires . . . . . . .

Parents

Page

_i...

10

12

13
14
15
19
21
23
24
25
26
27
27
28
29
31
32
32

33



Some Commonly Used Instruments
Attitudes Toward Blindness Scale

Attitude Toward Disabled Persons Scale

Attitude Toward Handicapped Individuals Scale .

Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory .
Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory-Revised
Parental Attitude Research Instrument ,
Rucker-Gable Educational Programming Scale
Workshop Evaluation Inventory . .

Concluding Commentsh. e e s s s e e e e e e e e

References

Dage

36
37
37
39
40
41
41
42
44
45
47



PREFACE

In the past, handicapped children have received services primarily
in ségregated settings thought to be more responsive to their individuality.
Recent legislation (P.L. 93-380 and P.L. 94-142) requires a comprehensive

.evaluation to determine individual student goals and objectives and a
resulting educational placement in accordance with the "least restrictive
alternative" concept. In summary, this means that handicappeﬁ and
‘nonhandicapped individuals will have increasing contact with each other.

A major concern is the attitudes and expectations professionals and
peers, as well as parents, have toward handicappedbstudents since these
attitudes may affect their ultimate social, psychological, and emotional
growth and funcgioning in society. Accordingly, the objective of this
monograph is to provide an examination of attitudinal investigations
which will be helpfﬁl'and practical for both researchers and practitioners

' interested in attitudinal research dealing with hLandicapped students.

The monograph addresses itself mainly to the measurement techniques
which have been used to study professional, peer, and parent attitudes,
with fairly brief attention given to the findings. Sections outline
methods used in data collection and are succeeded by illustrative studies.
For a more detailed discussion of-instrumentation, and the advantages and
disadvantages of each method, the reader ﬁay consult éhe many outstanding

available measurement texts.
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INTRODUCTON

Attitude has been defined in various ways in the literature (Lemon,
1973; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) although most attitude theorists would
accept a description of attitude as "a learned predisposition to respond
in a consistently {avorable or unfavorable manner with respect to a given
object" (Fighbein & Ajzen, p. 10). Generally, attitudes have been
thought to consist of components of affect, cognition and behavior: 1)
tHe affective component is evaluative in ngture and refers to a person's
evaluation of or feelings toward an object or pe.son; 2) the ‘cognitive
component of attitudes consists of the ideas or beljefs a person holds
toward the object or person; and 3) the behavioral component represents a
person's intended actions toward the object or person. Fisnbein and
Ajzen also prefer to differentiate between behavioral intentions and
actual behavior; they algo suggeék that these components should be
recognized in attitudinal studies. This study will show, however, that
educational researchers generally treat attitude as a unidimensional
constru.t.

One of the most controversial igsues related to the attitude
construct is the relationship of attitudes to behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein,
i977; Kiesler, Collins, & Miller, 1969; Fishbein & Ajzen). Within the
realm of educational research, investigations to ascertain this relation-
ship suggest that profesgional, peer, and parent attitudes may be reflected
in the behaviors such persons exhibit toward pupils (Brophy & Good, 1570;
Good & Brophy, 1972; Good, CooPer, & Blakey, 1980; Kester & Letchworth,'
1972; Ro;hbarc, Daifen..& Barrett, 1971; Rubovits & Maehr, 1971; Silberman,
1969). sifce positive interactions are essential for the normal growth

and development of the individual, we need to increase our understanding
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of tha attitude construct and ita implicationa for handicapped studenta,

As it is now, "normal," "achieving' atudents seem to be the most admired
’ 8

and accepted.




ATTITUDE SCALES

There are three major types of attitude scales: summated rating
scales, cqual-appearing interval scales, and cumulative or GCuttman
scales. Likert-type ra:iﬁs scales apﬁonr to be the most popular technique,
fcllowed by equal-appearing interval scales and the lesa popular Guttman
scale.

Likert-type Scales

The method of summated ratings represents one of the major types of
attitude scales. One type of summated rating scale is the Likert (1932)
scale. Within this foruat, subjects are askcd to indicate the extent to
which they agree or disagree with an attitude statement. For example,

using a five~point scale, respondents would select from the following

_choices:
strongly . strongly
agree agree uncertain disagree disagree
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

The numerical values assigned each choice (indicated in the parentheses)
are summed for the statements, or summed and averaged to indicate an
attitude score.

Likert developed a procedure whereby statements are assigned a
positive or negative value. When this method is used, the investigator
develops attitude statements, and judges whether they are positive or
negative. Then the statements are administered to a sample of individuals
and their responées are recorded. A group of high scorers (or those with
positiveAattitudes) and avgroup of low scorers (or those with negative

attitudes) are identified within this sample. These high and low groups

9
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serve as criterion groups for évnluuting each of the attitude statementa.
A statistical procedure (t test) is used to determine if a particular
attitude statemant differentiates between the high group (or those

vith positive attitudes) and the low group (or thomse with negative
attitudes). Statements which discriminate best are used in the final
scale.

Unfortunately, most investigators who use Likc;c scales have not
adhered to these procedures. Although their scales in fact contain
Likert-type iteme, that is, the statements and response nlterngtiveu
resemble those developed by Likert, their scales are not actually Like;t
acales.

There are numero;a e;amplea of such Likert-t;pé scalea. For example,
Efron and Efron (1967) designed a 70-item questionnaire to study teacher
attitudes toward the retarded. The subjects -esponded to each of the
attitude staten..uts using a six;point continuum (strongly agree, agree,
not sure but probanly agree,Anot'sure but probably diaagree, disagree,
and strongly disag-ee). A sample item from the questionnaire ﬁa;'"lt
would be kinder to establish separate communities for retardates where
they would not feel so out of place” (p. 103). Six relevant dimensions
in the measurement of att#tudea toward mental retardation were identified.

In one investigation (Whiteman & Lukoff, 1964), Likert-type items
were ~sed to identify differences and similarities in the attitudes
social workers and evening students had toward blindness. Another study
(Berman & Fry, 1978) required that student teachers evaluate case reports

using Likert-type items. Those reports which described students as

having been in an automobile accident or transferring into a school

~
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district were more positively ovaluated than the report which described a
student who had been hoapitalized for a achizophrenic apinode. Carroll
and Reppucci (1978) also umed Likert-type items for case raport evaluationa.
In this study, findings indicated that the labglu, "mantally retarded,"
"emotionally disturbed," and "juvenile deliquent" were differentially
perceived by groups of teachers and mental health wnrkorni

Sometimes investigators incorporate Likert-type scales within their
overall methodology. These acales most often consist of between five and
twenty-five items. Wher Gottlieb and Corman (1975), and Gottlieb and
Siperstein (1976), administered five-point Likert~type scales tglndult
community members, they found that attitudes toward mentally retarded
children and adults were negucive.

Likert-type scales have also been uned with students. Fourth-grade
atudents rated their acceptance of students seen in a videotape, using a
five-point Likert-type scale, in a study which demonstrated the effect of
teacher behavior on student attitudes (Foley, 1979). A tﬁree-point scale
with 25 items was administered to ninth graders to investigate the effect
Qf coatact on attitudes. This measure consisted of positive statements
such as "A special class teenager czn be as useful to the aghod{ as any
teenager,” and negative statements such as "I .believe having special
class teenagers'in our school will give our school a bad name." Findings
showed that contact via mainstresming and group activities enhanced the
posxt1v1ty of the students (Sheare, 1974). Another 1nvestxgat10nA
(Peterson, 1974) of the effect of contact on student attitudes toward the

retarded, used an agree-disagree scale to measure thoughts and feelings,

about the retarded, and a five-point rating scale to measure personality

11
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characteristica. The findings were not conniatent; contact had a poaitive
effact only for the agree-dimagree acale items.

Amon, the inveatigationa of parenta, there are also vxamplen of the
use of Likert-type scales. For example, Cumz and Cubrium (1972) dovelopad
32 Likert-type items to compare the perceptions mothers and fathera had

of their retarded child and discovared some differences.

Equal-appearing Interval Scales

In.l925 Bogardus developed the original social distance scale which
provided for ordinal level measurement of attitudes. He discussed the
concept of social distance as referring "to the dep ‘ees and grades ot
understanding and feelings that persons experience regarding each other"
(p.216). 1In order to measure social distance towurd various nationalities,
Bogardus developed seven statements; respondents were asked to indicate
their feelings or whether or not they would accept an individual from a
nationality group as "close kinship by marriage" the most positive
statement, or instead "would exclude from my country" the most negative
statement.

A method for assigning specific scale values to items or statements
representing different degrees of favorable attitudes along a psychological
continupm from positive to negative was developed late: (Thurstone &

Chave, 1929). When Thurstone and Chave's method is used, statements are
c%eate& and then sorted by judges who indicate how positive or negative
the item is. 1In developing a scale to measure attitudes toward the
church, they used a graphical method to determine the degree of ambiguity
and the scale values for 130 statements aboqt the church which were

.

sorted into eleven piles by judges.  (See Edwards, 1957, report on a

.

formula procedure for scaling which is considerably easier to use.)

ERIC | 12
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-This procedure (with some modifications) was used by Bogardus

(1932) in creating A Social Distance Scale to measure attitudes

toward race, oogupations, and religion.” Sixty statements were developed
and rated by judges: The final scale consisted of seven equal-interval
scale value items: (1) Would marry; éé) ﬁonld have as regular friends;
(3) Would work beslde in an office}“(A) Would,have several families in
my neighborhood; (5) Would have merely as speaking acquaintances; (6)

Would have live outside my neighborhood; and (7) Would have live outside

' ny tountry. Respondents selected a. statement that described their

s

feel1ngs toward each race; occupat1on, and tel1g1on.

Tringo (1970) developed a D1sab1l1ty Social Scale based on the

o

Bogardus (1925) scale. He ‘selected items, added-more negative statements,

2

- and used Thurstone and Chave's sorting and scaling procedures to arrive

at scale values for a gtoup of statements. The nine items and their

scale values were:. Would marry -.33); Would accept as a close kin by o

marriage ( 57) Would have as’ a next door ne1ghbot (.85); Would accept as

~ a casual, ftlend (l 06); Would accept as a fellow employee (1.21); Would -

“

 keep avay from (2.95); Would keep in an institution (3 14); Would send

.‘out of my countty (3. 63); and Would put to death (4. 69) * When the

1nsttument was. adm1n1sted to SubJPCtS ftom vat1ous backgtounds (e. g.,
high school students, undetgtaduates 1n vat1ed d1sc1pl1nes, undetgtaduate L
educat1on maJors, undergtaduate phys1ca1 thetapy maJOtS, gtaduate students,

and rehabilitation wotkets), who were,asked to_1nd1cate'the1t attitudes -

.toward 21 disability groups, a consistent-hierarchy of preference was o

“

found . for these saﬁples.

. a”

h} The Petcepixon ‘of Social Closeness Srale (Horne, 1977) was devnloped

to measu;e-classtoom soc1al d1stance. Th1s ‘scale (developed us1ng
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Thurstone and Chave's procedure) has the advantage of providing interval

level ueasurement of pupil and teacher attitudes toward every other class

member. The instrument has been used to measure peer status (Horne,

Seidner, & Harasymi#, 1978) and student attitudes toward disability and

occdpation groups (Harasymiw, Horne, and Lewis, 1976a; Harasymiw,

Horne, and Lewis, '1976b; Harasymiw, Horne, and Lewis, 1977). The five-
item scale (there is also a seven-item form) and the interval values for
the statements are as follows: (1) Would like to invite to my home
(2.040); (2) Would like to spend time with on the playground (3.013); (3)
Would like to spend some time with once in a while (4.740); (4) Would
like to be more like other students (5.390); and (5) Would like-to leave

me alone (6.802).

Social distance scales which are ordinéllin nature and modeled after

Bogardus's 1925 scale have also been devised and administered to children

= B

'(Horne, 1978; Siperstein & Gotrlieb, 1977; Westervelt & McKinney, 1980),

. and adults (Shears & Jehsema, 1969). Hollinger and Jones (1970) used a

social distance scale to measure community attitudes toward mental -

a

retardation and slow learners. Respondents completed the same scale

first with the term, "slow learner," and then with the term, "mentally
retarded." The eight items were scored from 7 (acceptance) to 0 (rejection).

In this study there was greater cormunity acceptance for the “erm, "slow

learner."

A version of the Comfortable Interpersonal Distance Scale (Duke &

Nowicki, 1972) represents a visual approach to social distance measurement.

B

This instrument ‘requirés that the respondent indicate in a diagram how

close -he would like to be to other people. The procedure was used

(Schaefer &_Brown,'1976) to measure the attitudes of young emotionally

14 -
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disturbed boys towards other students with different ethnic origins, who

were all residing in a residential treatment center.

Guttman Scales

Cumulative or Guttman scales (Guttman, 1944, 1947, and 1950)

consist of a series of statements which are thought to be unidimensional.
In the case of attitude statements, this means that statements‘epan a
continuum of feyotability from most positive to ;ost negative, If the
statements form a conti;uum,'ot are cumulative, it is possible to predict

’
responses to individual items from a total or fina; score. A coefficient
of reproductibility is‘computed to determine the degree to which individual
eattetns of scores may Sé reproduced from the total séote, or putting it
aﬁethet wax,'the extent to which thenotdetipg ef the statements forms an
accurate continuum (coefficients greater than .9 are considete{ acceptable.)
It is important to understand that éumuiative scales ptovide.;rdinal
level measurement. The ite@s ma& resemble those found, for example, in

Tringo's social distance scale discussed previously, but the interval or

ps&chological distance between the items is unknown.

.
“
f

For example, Yamamoto and Dizney~(1967) conettucted tﬁe Toletance)

. B

"' Scale with the following continuum of tolerance levels: classmate,

fellow organizational memBet, co-worker, roommate, date,“métriage paitnet.'
Student teachers read descriptive patagtaphs about individuals (paranoid
sch1zophten1c, depressed neutotlc, simple scn;zophtenlc, phobic compulsxve,
normal healthy) and 1nd1cated for each desc: iption whether or not

'they would toletate the person ‘at each level.. - In-this-scale, a student

teacher who answered yes to maftiage partner would te expected to answer

1

yes to all preceding statements. Another student teacher, who answered

. o . ' . - 1
ERIC’ e o ~9
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-10-
yes to roommate and no to date, would be expected to an~‘°r yes to
classmate, fellow organizational member and co-worker and no to marriage
partner. Of course, the first subject has a higher tolerance score. The
results for this study indicated that all other types of individuals were

significantly less tolerated than "normal healthy" persons.

The Tolerance Scale was also used in an investigation (Yamamoto &

s

Wiersma, 1967) which explored the relationship between self esteem (also
measured usihg a Guttman scaLe), tolétance, and attitudes toward the
disabled. Contrary to expectations, higher self esteem was related to

intolerance.

RANK-ORDER SCALES AND ITEMS

a

A common measurement procedure involves asking respondents to rank

- items according to some particular criterion.

For exémple, the Handicapped Ranking Scale (Barsch, 1964) was used

“to explore feelings of severity of disability. Mothers and fathers of

handicapped and nonhandicapped students and 18 other homogeneous subsampleg

totaling 2,375 subjects were in general agrecement ., Ten handicapping

. conditions of childhood were listed; the directions were to rank them

from one to ten, according to severity. From most to least severe, for

the total sample, were cerebral palsy, mental retardation, mental illness,
. ) s

‘brain injury, blindnéss; epilepsy, deafness, polio, heart ttouBle,

and. diabetes.

HW”Similatly,fundetgtaduate'éfﬁ&éﬁEsAftoﬁ two universities were
asked to rank fifteen conditions "in the order of their acceptability to

you." No further directions were provided. There was little variability

in the responses of the two student groups and, in fact, the four most

o e . . . . B

16 .
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acceptable conditions were the'snme as those found by Tringo using a
social distrance scale described aBer. The rankings from most to least
acceptable were: ulcer, asthma, diabetes; arthritis, lgatﬁing disability,
speech defect, deafnesé, epilepgy, tuberculosis, amputeé, blindness,
cancer, mental illness, cerebral pélsy, and mental retardation (Abroms &

Kodera, 1979).

Another example of a ranking scale is the Educating Exceptioﬁal

Children Questionnaire (Orlansky, 1979). This instrument consists of

two rank order scales. 1In the first, tespondenté rank eight exception-
alities from "most in need" to "least in need" of special education

services., On the secdnd_scale, respondents rank exceptional groups from
those they would "most like'to work with," to those they would "least

like to w;tk with." This scale was used by Otlansky to determine whether

or not there would be attitude differences in students takfng an intro-  ° -
ductory course innspécial education taughf using two different methods.

Gains and loéaes ongétability in rank standing were computed between the

pre~ and posttest. f )

Othet»scales,ﬁnclude one which asked tegulat‘elementaty classroom
teachers, and teacﬁets of educable tetatdéd, to rank the following in
order of importance in Ehgit classrooms: good'citiéenéhip, social
a&justment, reading échievement, personal adjustﬁent, and academic

importance. Findings indicated that special class teachers placed - ,

——“f“”'”'”‘”giééféfﬂéﬁﬁﬁasisVén personal and social ad;%stment (Fine, 1967). 1In
another investigation (Kvafaceusﬁ 1956), eight exceptionalities were

listed, and respondents were required to pick the group ‘they most

preférred to work with, least preferred to work with, khew most about,

. bt
J

ERIC
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and knew least about. The greatest percentage of subjects preferred
teaching the gifted.

Picture Ranking Procedures

Several investigations of children's attitudes have used pictures

_for tanking, but the'ptocedute has also been used with adults. Richardson,

Goodman, Hastorf, and Dornbusch (1961) used a series of drawings to
investigate attitudes of black, white, and Puerto Rican handicapped and
nonhandicapped children: drawings showed a child who (1) had no physical
hand1cap, (2) had crutches and a brace on the left leg, (3 was sitting
in a wheelchalt with a blanket covering both legs; (4) had the left hand
missing; (5) had a facial disfigurement on the left side of the gouth;
and (6) was obese. Identical male and female drawings were prepared

and children responded to drawings of theit-own sex by ranking the
children in the pictures from most to least ptefetted. It is interesting

to note that rankings were consistent and that children ranked the child

without a handicap highest.

These drawings wete also used in studies which _supported cultural
un1form1ty of attitudes (Goodman, Dornbusch R1chatdson & Hastorf, 1963;

Chlglet & Chigier, 1968) ‘potency of phys1ca1 hand1caps as opposed to

" race as an att1tud1na1 factor (R1chatdson & Royce, 1968), and age

telatedness of handlcap ptefetences (Rlchatdson, 1970) . Chigier. and

Ch1glet concluded that the- p1ctute tank1ng test has sevetal advantages

‘the measure 1) is easy to administer to latge gtoups in'a short petlod of

time; 2) overcomes language batt1er ptoblems and cultural factors .of

‘dress and skin colotlng, and 3) is .a task ch11dten enJoy.

One study ‘used a get of p1ctutes slmllat -to those first used by
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Richardson et al. (1961) to test the cultural uniformity hypothesis in
a sample of high school students (Matthews & Westie, 1966). A seven-item
social distance scale was also administered. Findings indicated that the
results using pictures did not support the cultural uniformity hypothesis;
the ;esults, however, for the'social distance scale did. , The authors
snggested, therefore, that a social distance scale is a more subtle
procedure and "may produce more complete, and pethaps more valid results”
(p. 854). |

Jones anc-sisk (1967) usedﬂpictutes to test very young children.
The nondisabled population aged twc through six were shown a picture of a
child of their own sex, with and without leg braces, and wete(askec a

set1es of unstlons about acceptance, and the effect a disability has on a

0y

person. Findings indicated no differences in .the petceptions of children
in the two- to four-year—old age ;toups, although-five-yeat-olds were more
tejecting.
Q—SORTS

Q-sott1ng is really a more precise ranking ptocedute wh1ch tequttes
that re2pondents sort objects, words, or statements into piles according to
sqme critzrion. For example, a variety of statements (usually between 60
and 140) about handicapped petsons may be'typed on cards; tespondents are
asked ‘to -sort the statements 1nto a specified’ numbet of p11es (the numbet
of statements per p11e may also be specified) 1nd1cat1ng the extent to
'wh1ch they agree or d1sagtee with the statement. Intta- and 1ntet1nd1V1dua1
; compa:isonsiof the way the cards ate sotten may be undertaken. As a
_ consequence, Q-sorting may be an-effective procedure to use in studles of

att1tude change where the effects may be qu1te m1n1ma1 and may vary from

individual to 1nd1v1dual : o - ' )
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Q-methodology (see Stephenson, 1953; 1964 for a complete discussion
of sttuctuted versus unstructured Q-sorts) has also been discussed as a
utilitarian approach to theory testing, since factors or underlying ideas
behind the items may be revealed. Q-methodology has not been used very
often in research on attitudes toward handicapped students. An é#ception
"is a study done by Schaver and Scheibe (1967) who used J. Block's (i961)
70-iteﬁ Q-sort ptoceddte to test college students' attitudes toward

menta’. illness, before and after volunteer work in a summer camp for the

mentally ill. There were no significant differences.

PAIRED COMPARISONS
When the method of paired comparisons is used, all the persons

- i £

of objects to be rated are paired with each other in all possible combina-

tions. Respon&ents must choose the one from each pair they prefer on the
‘basis of some criterion. The procedure results in a preference ranking,
but scale values indica;ing-the’degtee'of acceptance or the actugl
psychologicél distances between the stimuli may also be computed (Qee
Edwards 1957, for a discussion of computational pfocedutesi. Perhaps the

major problem with the paired comparisons methods is that it is time

L R vt
-

- consuming for the investigator and tiring for the respondent. For

. .

exémple, 1f 15 exceptionalities are compared, then respondents must be
lpteSentéd with 105 ¢omparisons or<n(n-1)12 Jonés, Gottfried and Owens
(1966) used the pa-ted comparisons method to measure hxgh school students'
y attitudes thatd thirteen dxsabxlxty groups. Studen;s were askgd to
i'choose'whiEﬁ-disability group they would prefer in a particular social

distance interpersonal situation and to choose from pairs such as,

8]

20
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"] would accept this person as a neighbor" or "I would invite this person
to visit my home." Results indicated: 1) the gifted and average were
most preferred; 2) in some caSes disability groups acceptance was
dependent upon the interpersonal situation; and 3) the mentally retarded

were Benerally not accepted.
THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL TECHNIQUE

The semantic differential procedure was designed by Osgood, Suci, and
Tannenbaum (1957) to meagure affecg associated with any attitude object.
According to Osgood, et al., there are many dimensions, or factors of
‘meaning assSociated with attitude, but the major ones are evaluation,
potency, and activity. These may be represented uéing bipolar adjectives
or scales. Evaluative object Pairs, such as good-bad, cleaq;dirtyg and
nice-ugly, focus on goodnéss or value. oOther adjectives represent potency;,
or the i&ea or meaning of the concept (large-small, strong-wezk or heavy-

_1ighc), and finally, some adjectives express activity (active-passive,
fast-slow, and sharp-dull). O0Sgood has identified 50 adje;tive‘pairs,

especially tested them, and provided their factor loadings on each of these
dimensions. .
s ’ Coefficients of test-retest reliability (.87, .83, .91) have been

\\\ reported in investigations of attitudes toward blacks, the church, and

— T T e e

daafsal‘punishment (Osgoéd-and Suci, 1955). validity studies of evaluative.
‘scai;é showed éorrelation.coefficients of .74 to .82 with Thurstone scales
and .78 wiEhNQ?ttman scales (0sgood and Sucij.
The se@angié\gﬁfferentiai 1s easy to use and, perhaps as a consequence,
AN

has beea employed in may attitude investigations. Once the concept to be
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measured is identified, adjective pairs may te selected. The criteria for
selecting the bipolar adjectives have to do with faclor representativeness
and relevance to the concept being investigated. Generally, evaluation,
potency, and activity pairs are chosen; however, in at:itudinal research
it is common to use only the evaluation factor. Usually the adjective
pairs presented by Osgood and his colleagues provide an adequate resource;
however, investigators have also substituted their own. Although factorial
identity and content should be determined, this précedure rarely occurs.
Osgood et al. recommended a seven—-point scale in the use of the
semanﬁic differential technique; however, three-, five-, and nine-point
scales have been used by some investigators. When the semantic di‘ferential
technique is used, the concept is placed at the top of the page and the
subject 1is asked'to indicate his or her attitude position. The actual
format appears below: 4

Learning Disabilities

bad S good
“active : o passive
‘large small

.

The semantic differential technique has béen used with professionals,
peers, and pafents to measure attitudes toward various exceptionafitfeg;
(Halpin, Halpin & Tillman, 1973; Noe, 1970); to identify hierarchies of
attitudes toward disabilities (Buttery, 1978); and to explore the efficacy
of attitude modific;tion procedures (Prooks & Bransford, 1971).

Panda and Bartel (1972) selected nine scales from those developed by
Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (evaluative scales of good-béd, ugly-beautiful,

'

H

I | . 23:3
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clean—dir;y; potency scalgs of large-small, strong-weak and rugged-delicate;
and activity scales of sharp-dull, active-passive and slow~fast) to measure
the concepts of normal, gifted, mentally retarded, emotionally maladjusted,
delinquent, deaf, blind, epileptic, culturally deprived, speech impaired,
and crippled. Attitudes of teachers who did not have training or experience
with exceptional students were compared to those of teachers with such
experience and training. Results did not support greater positivity on the
part of teachers vith training and experience; the exceptionalities were
differentially ﬁerceived on all scales; and compared with normals and
gifted, all others were rated low.

In another study of teacher attitudes (Casey, 1978), ten scales were
selected on the basis of a skewness and kurtosis of analysis of the results
obtazined by administering twenty scales to a pilot sample of regular
classroom teachers. The scales were: goéd—bad, beautiful-ugly, sweet-sour,
outgoing~withdrawn, geptle-aggressive, independent~dependent, honest-dishonest,
happy-sad, pélite~impolite, friendly-unfriendly. Since four of these scales
were not used by Osgood, et al., a test-retest reliability study was done
‘with t;enty subjects (retested after eight days). The test-retest correlation
coefficient was .66. The concepts meaéured-were attitu@es toward physically
handicapped children, emotionally distprbéd'children, mentally retarded
children, and speech impaired children. Findings showed that emotionally
disturbed children were more negatively evaluated than the ofher groups;
there was also no evidence of & relationship between teacher attitudes,
their age, contact, teaching experience, and knowledge.

Greenbaum and Wang (1965) studied attitudes toward mental retardation

in four groups: parents with a retarded child, professionals expected to



-]18~

have contact with the mentally retarded, paraprofessionals working in
institutions for the retarded, and possible employers of the retarded.
Twenty bipolar adjective scales were used to measure tive féctors. Three |,
items to measure activity, poteney, and evaluation reflected the work of
Osgood et al., and loaded highly on these factors. Scales for social
stimulus (easy to get along with--hard to get along with, neat-sloppy,

not dangerous--dangerous, self-reliant--dependent, reliable--unreliable);
health (healthy--sick, not physically handicapped--physically handicapped);
and psychological attributes (not neurotic--neQrotic, intelligent--
unintelligent, calm--emotional, independent--suggestible, relaxed--tense)
were developed for the study. The data showed that paraprofessionals and
parents were more favorable toward the retarded than professionals were;
however, all groups were generally negative in their attitudes, and were
more positive toward the mentally ill.

The semantic differential technique has also been used as a rating
device for case studies (Jaffee, 1972) and vignettes. When the results
using vigngttea are compared to the findings for labels (Jaffee, 1966;
1967) it appears that the ratings are more favorable for vignettes.

Even young children have been tested using the semantic differential
technique. Rapier, Adelson,-Carey, and Croke (1972) used “wenty pairs of
bipolar adjectives in modified form with a three-point scale. Children
vere aéked to circle thevphrase "that best tells about physically handi-
capped children” (e.g., "don't need help,” '"need help," "need lots of
hélp"). 'Childrgn were tested before an crthopedically handicapped unit

was opened on the school grounds and again ohe year later, when all
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children would have had at least one handicapped child in their classroom

for some part of the day: Results indicated that contact increased
positi;jty.

Numerous other studies using the semantic differential have found that
peers have negative attitudes toward emotional disturbance (Novak, 1974;
1975); that contact may rot affect attitudes (Strauch, 1970); and that
psychological adjustment may or may not be related to the degree of acceptance

(Gottlieb, 1969; Gottlieb, Cohen & Goldstein, 1974).

ADJECTIVE CHECKLISTS
The aéjective checklist technique has been used to measure attitudes
at least si;ce the 1930s. When this procedure is used, positive and
negative adjectives are selected to describe some particular person, zroup,
or ptoduet (Gough, 1960). -

Parish, Bryant, and Sherazi (1976) chose adjectives from the Adjective

Checklist developed by Gough (1952) to develop the Personal Attribute
Inventogz to measure affective reactions. C911ege students were asked to
rate the adjectives asg positive or negative labels of persons; the Inventory
consistg of 50 positive and 50 negative adjectives randomly selected from
;hose for which students showed 95 pétcent agreement. Administration of

the test -equires that respondents select 30 words from the 100-word list
which are most descriptive of a group or person; the attitude score ig the
total number of negative adjectives selected. The teliabilit&.and validity
of the Inventory, obtained using the scale to measure attitudes toward

Negtoes, is adequate,

-

The Personal Attribute Inventory was used to study the effect of an

introductory special education course on attitudes of undergraduate education

25
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and special education majors. The experience did not affect the student's
attitudes, although special education majors were generally more positive
toward exceptionality labels -(Parish, Eads, Reece & Piscitello, 1977).
When ghe scale was administered to teachers and participants in conference
on learning disabilities, results indicated that gifted, normal, and
physically handicapped children were rated more positively than mentaliy
retarded, learning disabled, and emotionally disturbed children (Parish,
Dyck & Kappes, 1979).

Worchel and Worchel's (1961) modification of the Index of Ad justment

and Values (Rogers & Dymond, 1954) demonstrated a combined use of ad jectives
and Likert-type rating methods. A measure of sel f-concept, the Index was
adépted tc measure the attitudes of parents toward mentally retarded
children, most children, and their concept of : desirable child. The
instrument consisted of three statements: (1) My child...; (2) I wish
my child were...; and (3) Most children are.... Forty adjectives were
listed following the three statements (e.g., anxious, busy, cruel, docile,
jealous, nervous) along with a seven-point Likert-type scale to identify
the degree to which parents thought each trait was applicable to their
child. An indirect measure of attitudes was obtained by examining the
discrepancies between ratings for the three statements. Parents with two
or more children, one of whom was retarded, completed the scale for each of
their children; findings generally supported parental rejection of retarded
children.

Another variation of the adjective checklist procedure was used in an

investigation supporting the negative effect of labels on teacher attitudes
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‘perceptions of their teachets"feelingsftowétd them. They developed.an

\ -21=-

(Combs & Hatbet, 1967). A checklist which contained 20 positive and five

negative adjectives was developed to rate- behavioral descriptions. ‘The
negative adjéctives were selected from a.group of 40 negative terms that a

sample of teachers had pteV1ous1y tated, and the pos1t1ve adJect1ve8 were
o o
selected ftom those used by Worchel and Wotchel Test-retest tellability

(r = .71) was obtained uslng a sample of 20 college students over a tﬁb—week

v

period. ‘Teachers rated each adjective in terms of its‘applieability to.
behavioral descriptions using a five-point Likert~type scale; their score
was .the sum of the ratings for the negative terms.

>

Adjective checklists have also been used with students. Davidson and

" Lang (1960) used the adjective checklist procedure to investigate students'

1

- 3

" adjective selection ptocedute which 1nvolved teachers and students, and

estab11shed te118b111ty and va11d1ty for 35 adJectlves. Findings showed
that students' self petcept1ons and teachers' feelings were significantly
and positi@ely cotrelated. .Other stud1es using adjective checklists

with students have demonstrated that labels may not effect attitudes

\_\ B

(Gottlleb, 1974); phys1ca1 appearance may 1nf1uence att1tudes (Slpetsteln

& Gott11eb 1977), ‘and acceptance may be higher fot crippled than for

. mentally retarded ch11dten (Gott11eb & Gottlieb,: 1977)

SOCIOMETRIC PROCEDURES

Soc1omett1c questlonnaltes have been used extens1ve1y in investigations

~ of classtoom telat1onsh1ps (Gtonlund 1959) Peer nomination (Moteno,

1934), a ptocedute often used, tequltes group members to indicate ch01ces

for companions on the basis of,some criterion (e.g., McGinley and McGinley,

[
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1970, asked students which classmates they prefer to work with).’ These

'

procedures have been useful in determxnxng the attitudes classtoom members
have toward each othet.- .

Noll and Scannell (1972) hpwevet,vhave"also pointed out the limitations
of sociometrics. A major shottcomlng is that they do not require students

to raspond in .some way to each and every other student in the class. Genetally

only-two or three choices are requested. Consequently,  discrepancies among

i

positive and negative feelings toward classroom members are not revealed.

A second shortcoming, ‘according to Noll and Scannell, involves the requirement.

by

that students may be asked to name "rejects" or students with whom they
;ptefer‘not to associate. These -authors, tecognizing that there is considerable

! - disagreement in the 11tetatute regatdlvg the effect of this procedure, suggest
-7 3

negatlve responses be e11m1nated, since they tend to "emphasize negative

feelings which would appear to have some undesitable aspects" (p. 458).

' The roster-rating appfeach (Roistacher, 1974) calls for presenting

" students with a list of all the class members. This procedure prevents the L

T

elimination of students as choxces because of fotgetfhlness on the patt of

~clasemates, whxch may occur when the nominating technique is used. Also3 ‘

.
»

since responses for each student are obtained from evety othet class

 F

member, the status of the. student -in the .clagsroom is measured more

ey

accurately. The)app:oach,cottelatesiwithﬂpeet nomination techniques
(Justman & Wrightstone! 1951; Young, 1947) and is not any more time-

. N v . . . . . .
consuming. One consideration for using the technique is evidence

~ra . » . .
indicating that same-sex ratings may provide a more accurate

. . . .. 'v.g'.'- .
measure of peer preferences (Bruininks, Rynders, & Gross, 1974).

.

. - -~ 28
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Choosing Best and Least Liked Students

Many inves;iéators have asked students to identify classmates they
would or would not like to work with; invite or not invite to their birthday
' patty;‘ot play with or not play ﬁith tBryan, 1974; i976; 1978; Johnson &
Kltk, 1950; Morgan, 1978; Stilwell, Brown, & Batclay,v1973). For example,
ia an ingestigation of the status of learning diaabled students in 18;
classrooms where tﬁete was an equal number of learning disabled students
and non-leatningldisaﬁled students, Huttonqand Polo (1976) found, even
under these circumstances, that learning disabled stddents were assigned a‘
lower status by their peers: Students answered the following questions:
21) Which students in the class would you most like to wotk with on a work
project - one that requires that you prepare a report to be given in class?
(2) which students in the class would you most like to be with in a play
group - one in which you play games and have fun? (3) Which students
vocld you least like to wetk with on a wetk project - one that requires’
you to prepare a report to be given ia class? (4) Which students would
you least like to be with in a play group 4'ohe in which you play games and
have fun?

In some cases;'childten are assigned acceptance and tejecticn scores.
Johnson (1950) individually interviewed students and coﬁputed acceptance
and teJectxon scores based on the answers to questxons about whom they did
and’ d1d not 11ke, want or not want to sit next to or play with. Mean
acceptance and mean rejection scores for normal and mentally retarded
'students indicated that the handicapped were more cejected. JohﬁSOn also

calculated a chance expectancy index for each classroom studied (as

s
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reported by Btonfenbfénnet, 1943) to make comparisbns. With this formula,
the prébable number of stars, isolates, and tgjeéQed individuals per class
is calculated in order to provide a "frame of reference against which data
from diverse s?ciomettié situations may be projected without distortion."

(Bronfenbrenner, pp.‘571-372). A very similar procedure was used to support

the rejection of learning disabled students (Scranton & Ryckman, 1979).

The Ohio Social Acceptance Scale (Fordyce, Yauck, & Raths, 1946) was

developed to weasure elementary student attitudes toward peers. The

. hl -
measure consists of six descriptive paragraphs ranging from high acceptance
to active rejection. After each paragraph is read, students select from a

list of their classmates those who fit the partijcular description. The

Scale, in its original or modified form, has been used in attitudinal

investigations which evidenced the rejected status of the mentally retarded
(Baldwin, 1958; Rucker & Vincenzo, 1970); the Scale has also been used to

measure retarded students' perceived gtatus (Rucker, Howe, & Snider, 1969).

Chbosing Best Liked Students

3

Sdmetimes isolates, neglected individuals, and stars ate'idenﬁified,
only through the use of posiﬁive questions. Perrin (1954) found that
speech impaired childtén were isolates in their classes as a result of
ggking students in grades one through six to respond to the following
questions: (1) What three children would you like best to play with?
(2) What three chil@ten would you like best to work with? (3) what
three children would you like best to have sit next to you?

~ Siperstein, Bopp, and Bok (1978) found that learning disabled

student status may be influenced by athletic ability and appearance
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>

as well as academic ability. In their investigation these authors not
only asked children to name the studenfs they liked best, but to identify

the "best athlete," "smartest' and "best looking."

Roster—Rat ing Procedures

When the roster-rating approach 1is used, students rate each class

member. Sheare (1978) found that learning-disabled, students are assigned

lower status by peers using the Peer Acceptance Rating Scale (Sheare,
1975). Using this scale, students are giveé a list of the names of class
members and are asked to choose a rating: (1) 1 like this person a lot;
(?) I like this person; (3) Don't knowothis person very well; (é) Don't
care for this pétson; and (5) Don't like this person at all. ﬂ

Similarly, Gottlieb and Budoff (1973) found that educable mentally
retarded students in open space and traditional school settings were
rejected by.peets. Names of students wefe read, and children responded for
petséns they knew by indicating they -were a "friend," "alright," or they
"wouldn't like'" the person. This scale was also used in an investigation
whicﬁ showed that intefventions'can’imptove social status of handicapped
children (Leyser & Gottlieb, 1980).

Visual stimuli have been incorporated in some roster-rating scales.
In an investigation of the efficacy of cooperative activity groups to
increase the status of retarded children (Ballard, Co;man, Gottlie; &
kaufman, 1977), fourth- and fifth-grade children were pre- andéposttesrnd
with & sociometric ingttﬁment which required them to look at a pictuté of
and circle khe one that indicated a face with a smile, frown, neutral

.

expression or :a question mark whether théy liked, disliked, were neutral

,531
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about, or didn't know a student in their class. This measure was also
used in an investigation supporting a relationship between academic competence
and social acceptance, and misbehavior and rejection (Gottlieb, Semmel, &

Veldman, 1978).

Perceived Status )

How students think their peers feel about them, or perceived status,

has also been measured using roster-rating scales. The Peer Acceptance

Scale (Bruininks, Ryndets, & Gross, 1974) contains stick figures of (a) two
children playing well together; (b) two childrea writing at the blackboard;
and (c) two children who have their backs toward.each other. The figures
are labe;led underneath, "friend," "altiéht," and "wouldn't like." Using
this scale, ﬁfuiniqks (1978) found that learning disabled‘students were
assigned lower status by peers.

Miller (1956) devised an instrument to use with superior, typical, and
retarded students to identify the social status of each group; the group's
ability to predict”their own status and that of their peers; and their
ability to predict other students' learning rates. Subjects were provided
with a list of names of all the students in the class and were asked to
circle stﬂteﬁénts from four scales (e.g., the least positive items from
each scalehwete: Scale 1 = if you don't want that person as a friend at
all; Scale 2 - if th;t person doesn't want you as a friend at all; Scale
3 - if the‘pet;on is very unpopular, chésen as a friend by no one; and
Scale 4 - if the person learns new things with gtea;”difficulty).

Superior students were the most popular and best at making predictions,



~27- , —

Chennault (1968) modified Miller's scale and found that cooperative
group activities increased peer acceptance of unpopular retarded students
in special classes. Two scales were used in this study; one to measure

feelings toward peers and another to identify what they thought their peers

felt about them.

Variations in Sociometric Questionnaires

‘Conaiderably lengthier sociometric questionnaires have queried students
about classmates evidencing a variety of attributes, For example, Centers
and Centers (1963) developed 17 questions about appearance, social relation-
ships, and popu;arity to inquire about the status of amputee children in
28 regular classrooms; fiﬁdings supported their rejected status,

In some cases, students have been asked to name peers according to
different criteria. Two sociometric questionnaires were used to investigate
the social status of speech impaired studénts. In the first, the directions -
asked students to choose five children who were "good speakers" who could
tell about "what boys and girls of your age like to do after schéol."

. Next, the children were told to "chgose the five people with whom you are
most friendly and can wo;k with best."” When speech gcores and friendship
scores were compared for speech impairea and non-speech impaired class
members, there were no significant differences in friendship‘choices.
However, speech impaired children were chosen significaﬁgry less often than

non-impaired for speaking ability, indicating that the students recognized

the difficulty of such children (Freeman & Sonnega, 1956).

Using Sociometric Procedures with Professionals and Parents

Sociometric procedures have been used to query teachers and parents

about their feelings toward children. Soldwedel and Terrell (1957)

L)
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‘

administered sociometric instruments to physically handicapped and non-
physically handicapped students and their parents. Students were asked
.whom they would like to sit by, play with, and take home to a party.
Parents were asked to identify which students in the clﬁs? their child had
picked for each question and which child they w?uld liké their child 50
piqk-for each question. The results indicated:' (1) physically handicapped

. were not chousen less by peers; (2) parents of handicapped children chose

handicapéed peers; and (3) parents of handicapped children were not as

.

accurate in predicting their child's choices as parents of nonhandicapped

children.

? -

In another investigation (Marge, 1966) similar questions were developed

. L] ‘ .
* for students and teachers. . For example, teachers were asked to "Name three ,

children in your class who would be good work or study leaders;" the
complement for children was ''Name three children in your class with whom

you like to work or, study at school."” Results indicated that both groups

. : -

‘assigned lower status to the speech handicapped.

v

b INTERVIEWS

There are two types of interview procedures. In the unstructured

¢ . .

interview, the interviewer is free to prezent the questions surrounding the.

-7 purpose of "the investigation. Structured interviews involve the use of

-

o int;rview schedules which génetally contain yes-no, agree-disagree, or
‘.Open-end.items.‘ Although unstructured interviews have been used to study
the efficacy of mainstreaming (Barngrover, 1971), and special class
programming (Keogh, Beckét, Kukie, & Kukic, 1974),ieducational researchers

have used structured interviews more frequently. Hollinger and Jones
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(1270) irvterviewed community members to assess differences in perceptionn
of *he labels "slow learner" and "mentally retarded." Interviawe;s answered
agree- disagree and yes-no items, defined the terms "slow learner," and
"mentall, retarded," and were administered a social distance ;cale. ‘The
results indicated public confusion about these terms.

Meyers, Sitkei, and Watts (1966) were also interested in attitudes
toward mental retardation and developed a questionnaire for interviewing a
random sat ~le of community members as well as parents of a child enrolled
in a special classroom. These investigators asked questions about what
should be done with a retarded child. Parentg and selected samples of
coqgunityfmembera gave more positive responses,

In another study which involved interviewing community members, yes-no
response items and open-end items were used. The results did not support
relationships between formal education and attitudes toward mental illness
(Freeman &_kassebaum, 1960), |

Parent feelings about institutionalizing a retarded child have also
been explored in the interview situation (Mercer, 1966). Open—-ended

questions were directed toward feelings prior to and after institutional-

igation to understand the stress created in the family.

OBSERVATIONS OF BEHAVIOR
Numerous observational systems have been developed to study classroom
interactions (see Simon & Boyer's anthology, 1974). These systems identify
categories of teacher and/or student behaviors and specific observable
behaviors which mayhbe subsumed under each category. A sampling plan
(event, time or point-time sampling) is developed and used ﬁy observers in

the classroom who record the actual occurrence of the specified behaviors.



-30-

For' example, in one investigation (Lyon, 1977) teacher's nonverbal
behaviors (eye-contact; expression, e.g., smile or frown; head movements,
physical coantact, or touching) toward students were observed and rated as
positive, neutral, or negative at 10-second intervals. The physical
distances between the students and teachers during interaction were also
recorded. Fi;dingn indicated that students who were rated low in social~
personality attributes were the recipients of a significantly greeter
number of negative nonverbal behaviors.

In Another observational study, teachers exhibited greater '"role
distance" (evidenced through, e.g., the teachers' tone of voice, type of
verbal interactions, movement patterns and gestures) toward slow learners
than toward normal students (Khleif, 1976).

Student conversations with peers have also been monitored. Studies of
learning disabled students' conversations with peers (sryan, 1978; Bryan,
Wheeler, Felcan, & Henek, 1976) suggest that these students experience
fewer positive interactions.

A system was recently developed (Dunlop, Stoneman, & Cantrell, 1980) to
observe interactions in a preschool classroom containing nonhandicapped
students. Observers recorded behaviors related to five behavio{‘categoriea
over the course of the school year. Although reauits indicated that there
were no significant differences inxhandicapped and nonhandicapped student
interactions over time, there were différgnces initially. hus, the findings
support a need for observational studies tﬁat consider the longitudinal
development of classroom relationships; this need is underscored by the
findings from a sociometric instrument which had been administered at the

beginning of the year wherein the nonhandicapped were chosen twice as often.
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When behavioral observations of mother-child interactions have been
undertaken, findings genarally indicate differential patterns of interaction
for mothers of handicapped and nonhandicappe! students (Doleys, Cartelli, &
Doster, 1976; Forehand, King, Peed, & Yoder, 1974; Marshall, Hegrenes, &

Goldstein, 1973). .

PROJECTIVE METHODS

érojective methods are a relatively unstructured technique for
obtaining responses that researchers believe are vuffective in tapping the
inner world of the individual, to reveal feelings, emotions, desires, and
‘attitudes of which the individual may not be aware. This information is
secured using drawings, interpreting responses to pictures, or as a result
of sentence completion techniques. Lindzey (1959) classified projective
methods according to the type of response required, that is, whether or not
the technique required association (word association techniques are the
most common.approqch); construction (e.g., the creation of a story or
picture); completion (sentence completion); choice or ordering (subject
chooses an answer); or expressive techniques (where the emphasis is on the
manner of expression).

Although projective techniques have not been extensively used in
studies of attitudes toward thﬁ\handicapped, there are some examples.

The Thurston Sentence Completion Form (Thurston 1959) was administered

to parents of handicapped. This test consists of 45 sentences for completion
to measure feelings parents have about familial and community reactions,

treatment, and expectations.
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Billings (1963) uaed projective techniques with children in grades
one, three, and six. The instruments developed for the study included the

Tell Me a Story technique (in the first administration, studonts were asked

to write stories about a girl in a plcture, and in the second adminigtr~~ion
were told the picture was of "a little crippled girl.") and thae Complete

This Sentence procedure (students completed ten sentences, three of which

were about a crippled child)., Judges who evaiuated the stories and sentences

found that children had negative attitudes.

SOME SPECIAL TECHNIQUES AND MEASURES
It has been shown that a variety of procedures have been used to
measure professional, peer, and parent attitudes. This section considers
physiological reactions and’:he "bogus pipeline." Mainstreaming questionnairves

represent a current trend in the literature and their use is reviewed.

)

Physiological Reactions and the "Bogus Pipeline"

Most attitude measurement procedures and techniq;es are represented in
the literature dealing with attitudes fowatd exceptional groups. However,
it should be recognized that other methods for mea;uting attitudes are |
being explored. These include physiological reactions suéh-as galva;ic
skin responses gnd pupillary dilation which have generally been used in
studies of racial prejudice. |

The '"bogus pipeline" procedure has also been used in research on
racial stereotyping (Schlenker et al. 1976; Sigall & Page, 1971). This

procedure was developed (Jones & Sigall, 1971) to overcome the response

bias problems inherent in self-report measures. The "pipeline” into a
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subject's covert fealings is really a deception technique whereby subjectws
are convinced that new developments in elactromyography make it possible to

accurately measure the direction and inteusity of their attitudes.

Mainstreaming Questionnaires

The passage of P.L. 93-380 and P.L. 94-142 and the subsaquent
iwplementation of state mandates for the appropriate edication of all
handicapped children has resulted i{n the development and administration of
a variety of questionnaires designed to query teachers about all aspects of
this legislation. These questionnaires employ all types of measurement
techniques to gather data. In some cases reliability and validity data are

/ reported, although this is seldom the case.

Barly in the implementation of the legislation, Carpenter and Robson
(1979) designed a statewide (Indiana) survey of the knowledge and expectations
held by special education directors, teachers, and parents toward the
legislation, Diréctor; were found most knowledgeable and parents most
positive,

Graham, Hudson, Burdg, and Carpenter (1980) recently developed 17

|
[
[«
i

statements about mainstreaming using a format which required respondents
circle yes, a numeral from 1 to 10, or no. Factor analytic procedures used
in developing the instrument indicated that five factors accounted for 64
percent of the variance ("Communication," "Attitudes or the Effectiveness

of Mainstreaming," 'Regular Teacher Mainstreaming Skills," "Assistance From
the Resource Room," and "Attitudes on the Appropriateness of Mainstreaming').
The questionnaire was adrinistered to regular and resource room teachers

with differential result. ~achers felt they needed better communication
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with rasource teachers and that mainstreaming was an effective alternative;
resource room teachers fuelt communication with classroom teachers was
adaequate but didn't think handicapped students benefited academically in the
mainstream,

Factor analytic procedures were also used {n developing a mainstreaming
questionnaire for college of education faculty, graduate, «nd undergraduate

students. The MainltreJminngIanning;lnven:oqy consists of 40 Likert-type

items measuring eight factors: peneral attitudes toward handicapped,
teacher attitudes toward mainstreaming, teacher confidence to work with
the handicapped, impact of mainstreaming on classroom procedures, teacher
attitudes toward handicapped students’ behavior and motivation, teacher
attitudes toward the effect of mainstreaming on handicapped students'
self-concept and social relationships, teacher attitudes toward the effect
of integration on nonhandicapped students, and tcachers' attitudes about
parental reactions to mainstreaming (May & Furst, 1977).

Larrivee and Cook (1979) developed 30 attitude statements which
focused on handicapped student behavior in the classroom and its effect on
teachers and peers. When they administered the scale to classroom teachers,
who were also queried about the grade level they were teaching, the number
of students in their class, the type of school they worked in (urban,
suburban, or rural), their success in dealing with special needs students,
the amount of administrative support they received, and the availability
of additional support services, the latter three variables were shown to
have a significant impact on teacher attitude. Adequate reliability is

reported for this instrument.
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Hudson, Gtaham, and Wa:net (1979) a1so deslgned a quest10nna1te ,

about . teachet att1tudes towatd ma1nstteam1ng They reported adequate

:ellnbllzty ard ev1dence of both content and construct va11d1ty.v A

&

fout-po1nt Likert-type format was used w1th 28 statements deslgned to
Ae s ;

3 v

measure'teachet~att1tudes towazd maxnstteamlng students; Petceptions

2

3 -

and feelings about the effxcacy of add1t1ona1 tra1n1ng Results'showed7

ek

that a sample oflelementatyrteachets in_tutal, suburban, and urban areas

'
«

of Missouti and Kansas had negative attitudes.

In another 1nvestlgatlon of teachet attitudes towatd ma1nstream1ng

. (Wlllxams & Algozz1ne, 19772, teachets were ptov1ded with a def1n1t10n

and descr1pt1on for 1earn1ng disabled; soc1a11y/emot1ona11y d1stutbed

“

about t1me, materials, . and support services for expett1se fot ma1nstteam1ng,

phys1ca11y handlcapped and educable mentally tetatded chleten. After

reading each- descr1pt1on, teachets tesponded to two- questlons us1ng a

students' educat1on shou1d be in the tegulat c1asstoom, and the second

<

required the teache;s;to rate "their ability to ptovide a meaningful

'leett-type scale: the f1tst asked about what portion’ 6f the exceptlonal

educat1ona1 program for the hand1capped child.! Results 1nd1cated that

' n._teachets were more w1111ng,and better equipped to teach physxcally

<
“ i

hand1capped and 1eatn1ng disabled students than’ soc1a11y/emot1ona11y

& [

d1stutbed or educable mentally tetatded ch11dren.

| Vace and Kurst (1977) also queried teachets about iainstteaming
enbtionally disturbed'students. ﬂespdnses to bigett-type attitude"
statements and a "pathophobic scale" desiéned to measune tears about

w

attftudes&: . . ( -

_emotionally disturbed children similarly indicated teachers had negative
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D The purpose of the Index of Support Setﬁices‘(Speece & Mandell,

1980) it to sut;ey teache:p'.feelings about the ftequency and impotténce
of support services fot mainsttéaming.; This 1nsttument consists of a.
list of twenty-sxx support services rated usxng a kaett-type scale A
sample of Ohio teachets 1nd1cated that nine resource room teacher services
were critical for naln;tteamxng; these were telated tovassessment,
tgmediation, and consultation.
Recentl& a 100-item questionthaire was designed to focun on teacher
agtitndeo toward all ésoects of individual educational ptogtnmﬁing
~ . (Semmel, 1979). Statements address tta1n1ng, experience, and knowledge
goout individualized educational ptogtams (IEPs) and telated_diagnostic
and ptesctiptine considetations.z | |
There are a few examples of mainstreaming questionnaires using a’
yes=no tesponée format. In-oneA teachets.wete negative about issues
télated to mainsttoaming (Gickling’& Tneobaln; 19?55} Another study
tested teachers before and aftet}educable mentallf tetatdéd,'emotionally
dls utbed, and learning disabled” students were integrated into their
classes, uAlthough teachers became ‘somewhat moteﬂposxtlve tonatd the
emotxonally dxstutbed, the ef£e¢ts were m1n1ma1 fot the other two groups

«

(shotel, Iano, & McGettlgan, 1972)

-

:"somz COMMONLY USED INSTRUMENTS

Among the many instruments designed to measure teacher attitudes

" some. have been more ftequently used in 1nvestxgat1ons of professional,

peer,  and patent attitudes. This section deals with. a general description

of these instruments and investigations in which they were utilized.

4
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-

Attitudes Toward Blindness Scale (ATBA)

The Attitudes Toward Blindness Scale (Cowen, Underberg, and Verrilo,

© .

1958) was developed to measure parental attitudes toward blindness and

_uses items from scales developed by Steingisser (1954)and Fitting (1954).

Item-tgsﬂ correlations and split-half reliéBiiities are reported on a

sample of 101 subjects. who wetg_énrolled iri adult education courses in

psychology. The ATBA consists of 30 statements (e.g., a blind person

might as well accept the>fact that blindness makes prople pretty helpless)
with &.fouiﬁpqint,Likett-tyﬁe tesponég format.
.Kuhn- (1971) investigatéd teacher attitudes toward blindness using

v
the ATBA. Retitled the Blindness Information Scale, the instrument -

" indicated no differences between the attitudes of teachers who had

» .

-experienced a blind child f; their regular classroom‘and those who had

»

not. The Apr Scale was also used by Marsh and Friedman (1972), whc
reported changes in, attitudes toward blindness in high school students

who participated in an attitude modification program.
£ - ' Y '

3

Attitude Toward Dis;bled Persors Scale -(ATDP)

. 1560, Yuker, Block, and Campbell published thé_oiiginal Attitude

Toward Disabled Persons Scale, a Likert—-type scale for measuring attitudes

of disabled and nondisabled persons. More recently, two monographs have

made available information about new deVeiopmenEs.in the scales and their
use (Yuker, Block, & Young, 1970; Block, 1974). The ATDP is probably
one of the best known and most widely used instruments for attitude-

weasurement.

Y
w
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The ATDP gtoups all forms of disability into a single category
l;called physically disabled. The intent of the authots was to ptov1de a
neasute focusing on the concept of disability in a genetal way. The’
scales consist of statements designed to measure the extent to which
tespondents tegatd the’ phys1cally disabled as different or inferior to
- nondisabled. There are three forms of the scale; forms A and B consist
of 30 statements and form 0 contains 20 statements. ‘Respondents indicate
the extent to which they agree (+3 I agree very much; +2 I agree pretty
muach; +1, I agree a little; -1, I disagree a little; -2, I disagree
pretty much; -3, I disagree very much) with statements such as '"Disabled
persons are usually easier to get along with than other people"‘and "Most
disabled persons feel sorry for themselves." Scoring procedures tesult in
a single total attitude score. WNumerous investigations of the reliability
"and validiry of the scales, tepotted in the monographs, demonsttate that
the measute is telatively reliable and valid (the monographs should be
consulted fot a comprehensive tepott on investigations using the ATDP).
Wilson and Alcotn (1969) used the scale to measure the effects of
simulation ptOJects on the attitudes of college students enrolled in a

course about the psychology of exceptional students. They found no
significant diifetences,and speculated about QPethgtIOt not the findings
were attributable to the nature of the project, or tathet, that the ATDP
was not sensitive to fqnick attitbde change. " However, positive and
differential effects of live, video, and audio experiences with handicapped

on college student attitudes were identified in sevetal investigations

using the ATDP (Donaldson, 1976 Donaldson & Martinson, 1977; Evans,
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1975); and the poéitive effect of contact oxperiences on thé attitudes of
diverse‘groups was also supported (Higgs, 1975).

Attitudg’changes in very yoﬁng students have also been measured
using the : ‘. Lazar, Gensley, and‘Orpet (1971 tested‘eight-year—old
gifted chilaren at the begihning and end of a four‘heek ﬁgrkshop designed
to develop ﬁositive attitudes toward the h;ndicapped and found the
workshop experience had a significant effect.

When Simpson, Parish, and Coék (1976) used the scale with second-and

third~grade students -they substituted the word "handicapped" for "disabled" "

to facilitate the children's understanding, and asked them to indicate

S

their responses by choosing from six smiling or frowning faces. Testing
before and aftet‘a program designed to develop positive attitudes

demonstrated the program was only partially successful.

Attiudes Toward Handicapped Individuals Scale (ATHI)

The Attitude Toward Handicapped Individuals Scale (Lazar, 1971) is a

modification of the ATDP. The 3b-itém instrument contains statements
-similar to those found on fhe ATDP scale and uses thebsame Likerf;type
-format and scoring procedure. In thé ATHI, the te;m "digabled" was
chénged'to "handicapped" in order to give broader meaning to the statements.
Lazar, Stodden, and Sullivan (1976) reported a product—mo;ent_correlation
betwg;n the ATHI and ATDP (?orm D) of .802 and a coefficient of stability
(test-retest) over a period éf two weeks of..732;Asignificance for both
are at the .OI level. .Lazar, Stpdden, and Sullivan used the ATHI irn an
ihvestigatiqn of administratpr“attitudes toward the handicapped; results

i

suggested that administrator attitudes are not necessarily positive.
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The.ATﬁI was also used in an investigation supporting sex déffetences
in attitudes toward the handicapped (Skrtic, Sigler, &.Lazat, 1975) and
to explote.the relationship among attitndes,.petsonality, and educational
background variables (Parker & Stodden, 1977). When the scale was used
to study'the attitudes of parents who had a child in a class for the
educable mentally retarded (Lazar et al., 1976), both mothers and fathers

evidenced high acceptance scores.

Mental Retardation Attitude Inventory (MRAT)

Harth (1971) developed the Mental Retardation Att1tude Inventoty

- (MRAI) to measure attitudes toward the retarded. Starting with a scale
which-measnted ten dimensions or components.of attitudes towards Negroes
(Woodmansee & Cook, 1967) Harth songht to determine the televsncy of
these d1menslons for mentally tetatded Fipe subtests were gelected from
the Woodmansee-Cook Scale (Integtatlon-segtegatlon policy, Overfavorableness,
Social Distance, Private R1ghts, and Subtle Detogatoty¢8e1iefs); the'
items were tewritten, ptimatily by changing the term Negroes to tetatded,

~and subjectedvto expert teview.- Reliability of the MRAI was reported as

o .
a result of administering the measure to undergraduate gtudents enrolled

4
in genetal and special education;‘ Pearson. ptoduct-moment coeff1c1ents
supported the relatlonshlp between subtest 1tems, 1ndependence of the
subtests, and a telatlonsth with the total~test attitude~scote. - Validity
of the scale wss demonstrated by comparing the MRAI scores of general and
special education~students. |

When Keanon and Sandoval (1978) administered this scale to white and

/ black regular and special class teachers, there were no significant

46




-41-

diffetcnces.between the groups' attitudes toward mental retardation;
however, white teachers demonstrated lower social distance scores and

teachers who had contact were more positive.

'Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory—-Revised

The Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (Cook, Leeds & Calles,

1951) was developed to measure teacher attitudes thought to be predictive
of iptetpetsonal'telatioﬁships with students. Phillips (1976) revised

the Inventory in otdet»to investigate factors associated with classroom
teachers' attitudes toward speech handic&pped school children, teachers'
understanding of speech disptdets, and remediation procedures. Tae
revision involved reparasing items, substituting key wofds, and using

some items in their original form; there were 50'it¢mg wigh three distrators
(10 items to measure attitudes towatd‘speéch handicapped children, 10
items measuring understanding of speech handicaps and 20 items on remedial
procedures which miéht be used). Rggpgnseé indicated that attitudes

were gignificantly relaced to teachers' having had a course in speech

remediation, age, teaching experience, and access to a speech pathologist.

Parental Attitude Research Instrument (PARI)

?he Parenta. Attitude Research Insttumen; was developed by S;haefet
and Bell‘(i§58) to measure attitgdgé toward child rearing. According to-
the authors, attitudes may be described glong two orthogonal dimensions
of autonomy-control and acceptanée-tejection.. Ricci (1970) found thatA
mothers of normal, retarded, and ematlonally dxstutbed were not more

authotltatxan than mothers of normal children although there were

~significant differences for the three groups on both gcales. Mothers

BN
3
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of learning dis#bled childrgﬁ, however, have been found to be more
authoritarian (Goldman & Barclay, 1974) using the PARI.

The PARI was revised for aﬁ investigation which demonstrated
the relationship between religiosity and acceptanée of a retardea
chiid (Zuk, Miller, Bartram, & Kling, 1961). Items queried mothers about
religioug practices and attitudes, feelings, and beliefs about their

retarded child.

Rucker-Gable Educational Programming Scale (RGEPS)

Rucker and Gable (1974) developed the Rucker-Gable Educational

Programming Scale to measure teacher attitudes. Respondents are presented

with 30 b;ief descriptions of children who exhibit behaviors typical of
menﬁélly retarded, emotionally disturbed, and learning disabled children.
<?hey are asked to read about each child and to select what is, in their
Jppinion,-the most appropriate educational placement for the child from a
continuum of services (regular clasgroom placement, regular-classroom place-
ment with consultation, regular classroom placement with consultation and
short-tefm direct services, regular classroom placement witﬁ resource room
placemént for up to é&o hpu;s per day, part-time enrollment in a special

class, and full-time special cless placement). The teacher attitude score

is indicated by the placement gelection made, since this is considered

‘an index of the degree .of social distance the teacher prefers to maintain

between himself and the student. Consequently, higher or more positive -

attitude scores are indicated by placement in the regular classroom. In

“addition to the total attitude score, subscores are ortained for attitudes

toward mental retardation; emotional disturbance; learning disability;

and mild}imoderate, and severe handicaps. A knowledge gcore is obtainable

:’. " . . /_48
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by computing the discrepancy between the placement made by the respondent
and an expert opinion score on the placement provided by the test referent
hgtoups. Split—half;intefnal consistency reliabilities for teachers range
from .53 to .91 on the subscales;‘and the reliability is .86 for the

total score.

The RGEPS was used in an investigation of the effacts of coursework
on classroom teachers' attitudes toward handicapped children (Shaw &
Gillung, 1975). 1In this study teachers Qete administered the instrument
before an& after a éoutse which combined ;lasswofk and experiential
activities. As part of a follow-up the Scale wés re-administered three
months later. There Qete significant differences in teacher attitudes at
.postteSCing.and follow=~up.

\Hottis’and McCauley (1977).uséd the RGEPS to compare the know ige
or decisions made by Canadi;n administrators about placements with the
RGEPS tefeteﬂt group énd to investigate teacher attitudes. Administrators
genefally blaced chil&ten'mote in the main;tteam than the experts thought
apptoptiatg, and elementary classroom teachers were more positive than
RGEPS experts or secondary teachers (administrator attitudes were not
measured). |

The RGEPS was also-used in an investigaﬁion which showe& that
labels lower teacher expect#t1ons (G111ung & Rucket, 1977) and in a study
which suppotted the effect of 1nformatxon and experience on teacher
attitudes (Johnson & Cartwright, 1979).

Hirshoren and Burton (1979) contend that the RGEPS
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lacks a commitment, i.e., the extent to which

‘the individual educator responding to the items is

actually willing to contribute to the,education of a

child with a specific level and type of handicapping

condition. It is not an inclusive instrument in

that it is limited to issues involving only the

mentally retarded, learning disabled and emotionally

disturbed (pp. 94-95).
Consequently they designed a similar instrument using vignettes for five
handicapping conditions (including mental retardation, behavior disorders,
orthopedic handicaps, visual handicaps, and auditory handicaps). The
vignettes describe five levels of severity for each condition and respondents
are provided with six options (I can handle this child in my class
without assistance; I can handle this child in my classroom if I get some
consultation; I can handle-this child in my classroom if he/she spends
some time outside myféléss gettihg specialized instruction; I can handle
this child part-time in my classroom if he/she is also enrolled in a
special education class for a portion of the day; this child does not
belong in my class; he/she should receive a full-time, self-contained
special education program in the school; this child does not belong in
the public school). No reliability or validity data are provided. When
the scale was administered to teachers, findings indicated ths’ most were

~willing to have a mildly handicapped child in their class; however, there -

weré significant differences in the attitudes toward each of the handicapped

groups.

Workshop Evaluation Inventory
Haring, Stern, and Cruichshank .(1958) designed five instruments to

measure the efficacy of a workshop designed to change teacher sttitudes:

1) The General Information Inventory measured information teachers had
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about exceptional students; 2) The Classroom Integration Inventory was
administered to identify levels of acceptance for exceptional students;

3) The Activities Index was used to determine the personality structure

of the teachers; 4) The Picture Judgment Test was used to measure

o

attitudes toward handicapped and nonhandicapped students; and 5) the

Critical Incident Technique was used to identify the degree to which

teachers applied techniques learned in the wo:kshop. Since a comprehensive
review of the procedures is provided by the authors, these will not be

\\\ discussed in detail. Findings in this study indicated that both knowledge

~

\\\fbout exceptional students and classroom experiences working with these

students were important for attitude change to occur.
AN . ’
When Jordan and Proctor. (1967) administered modifications o

the Classroom Integration Inventory and the General Information Inventory,

they fouQﬁ that special education teachers were more knowledgeable than

regular classroom teachers, hut did not have more positive attitudes.

o CONCLUDING COMMENTS
This paper presents measurement techniques whick have been used to _

study professional, peer and parent at;itudes>toward exe;ptional groups.
The findings of investigations were briefly reviewed and are in congeft
with a previous examination of the literature (Horne, 1979) where it was
suggested that the)handicapped are assignéd a lower status position in
socie;y.' |

An in-depth analysis of the investigations ;as deliberately avoided;

however, it should be recognized that attitudes, and attitude changes,

. may be affected by a number of variaoles including age, sex, ethnicity,

RIG " - 51
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education, socio-economic level, and contact. If,ia not poaaiﬂle to
arrive at definitive conclusions akout the relationships among these,
however. Obviously, further research is necessary.

The author hopes that “he preceding discussion will sensitize
researchers and practitioners to the nature and pervasiveness of attitudes
8o that they will be stimulated to engage in study of the construct.
Measuring attitudes is a difficult task. This monograph attempts to
pfo&ide practical guidelines for developing data collection progedures
that will begin’to answer questions pertinent to understanding the

attitude construct.

-
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