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Re1ntegratwon Pract1ces for Behav1o .
isordered Chitdren in Three M1dwestern\S¢ tes:
A’Pre11m1nary Report

,/ o ,Introduct1on ' )f | IR

We would Tike to share with you today some research we' ve been
conducting which has‘&o do w1th how teachers go- about 1ntegratfhg
! behavior disor ered youngsters into regular classrooms. »As you know,
S a great deal o:ygttent1on has been directed at the pr1nc1p1e of “1east'
\7. | restr_]the_\a]ternat1ve" over the past severa] years, and man)& of you‘
| ‘ have been involved in trying to find ways of -implementing that policy.
One_of the things_we'don't know about the "least restrictive alterna-
tfve" is how it is actually working in the pub1ic schoofs. Much
' d1scuss1on has occurred about this topic, but little is known about

. what is happen1ng in the pub11c schools 0ne of the th1ngs we hope to |

do today is to dlscuss how some teachers be11eve that they actual]y

implement that p 11cy . \ . ) “
_ Much actﬁv1ty is tak1ng place regard1ng the "least restr1ct1ve |
' l(? ' alternative." Everyone of us, I presume, has had some form of training
: 'iw1th regard to'the least restr1ct1ve alternat1ve pr1nc1ple Ne, as
spec1a1 educators, are engaged in tra1n]ng regu]ar classrdom teachers*
R to prepare them for‘the integration of hand1capped youngsters .,'i7"
ourse]jes, have rece1ved such tra1n1ng, and many such programs have beén

#
funded by state and federa] agencies. ' [

While there may be a”lot ofgact1v1ty taking place there are
unanswered. questions. There is 11tt1e research which explains what
teachers are actually doing with regard to mainstreaming. There is .a

-~ - .

lot of information available about what teachers “should" be doing_or4

\ .
-
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o
"could" be doing, but we are looking from a d1fferent perspect1ve
‘today, that of what tEachers are "actual]y" doing.  Later we may, based

on our findings, make soile suggestions—about "shoulds" or "cou]ds" as

? J

| \ : well. A +
Even more specifically, there are other areas-where information
t“ " . N
4 ‘ is not ava11ab1e Fo; examp]e, as far as we can determine there'is

no' research wh1ch spec1f1ca11y addresses the problems of re1ntegrat1ng

»
[}

behavior disordered youngsters. Many of us sense that there may be

s

some unique%Eonsiderations in thinking about rei\tegrating behavior

d1sordered or emotionally d1sturbed (ED) youngste s, but they have not

yet been identified. N

. . .
L1tt1e is known about the amount of 1ntegrat1on tak1ng place. TheJ

number of 1ntegrated students is not known. Also un‘nown are the types '
of programs into which students are 1n}egrated the de ee of 1ntegrat1on .
of youngsters, and the amoont of t1mena.goongster 1s 1ntegrated ‘ |
While, reintegration probably occurs in all areas of schooI
h activtties, we 80 not know the types of programs where 1ntegratlon most
freqnently occurs. For ‘example, we do noﬁ“know if integratlon pr1mar11y
or'typicaily occurs 1nggpadem1c areas, or in nonacadem1c.areas, éf/;n
some particular combination d¥ these. . ‘ 'ﬂf
Little is known ahout the process of determiningkthe readiness
Y of youngsters for integration. One recent study (W{lkes, et al., ﬁ§78)9.
’ 'daddressed some of the criteria,used to -determine the re dinesS'of
1earning disabled youngstErs for integration into regul c]aSS'programs;
. but there has been no researoh which addressed the readiness criteria

for behavior disordered youngsters. . ‘ L
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.Along.with‘criteria for determining child readiness for inte-
.gration, there has also not been research ahout how teachers, in
- -most cases special education teachers, choose sites for infagration--the
s ’ teacher\chosen to receive the integrated youngsters. )
' : These are some of the topics with.which'we will deal today. The
purpose of the'pr2sent study was to begin to collect information which
’ B would addreSS'these types of topics. The present research is essentially 5o

descriptiVe and exploratory. It identified some of the areas we thought

S : | . A\
s« Might be important and then sought information from teachers in t:eJ/////
- field about these issues. As all of us know, this is a comﬁlicaf'd

\
terr1tory wh1ch will require much add1t1ona1 study gO1ng well beyond

« where we feel;we are today.. : J

<>

..The research which was conducted utilized data collected via a

. mai]ed survey . which was sent to all teachers of the emot1ona11y
disturbed\-iu/the States of Iowa Kansas, and Nebraska As you can’ .V\i\\S\\j
1mag1ne, the term1no}ogy 1s a little different in each of these states,’
but essent1a11y all teachers who work pr1mar11y w1th behavior dis-
ordered youngsters were.1nc1uded in the survey population. The ]
/ - popylation was identifiéd through respective state department of
education. records in each state. , ~ ,

In. add1t10n we also sent the survey to a sample of about 50% of
those teachers who were in."resource teac er" positions. There again’

‘terminology varied .from state to state, but generally this population™

&

@
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~on the basis of a p

consisted of professionals who served in some of the capacities -i'
3 ;

wh1ch would genefa]]y be associated with that of speE1a1 educatiQn

[ \/,

'resource teagher. - . ~'.,_,

We seyt the sample population a five -page quest1onna1re rélated

to the topics m ntioned previously. The questionnaire was developed

t study conducted in the&?tate of Iowa (Smith,

White, & Peterson, 19 One of the. reasons for expand1ng the

Iowa study was to de;erﬁine if some of the things we were finding

=4
really app11ed to a broader geographic area than Just Towa, o ’
whether there were unique features within. the several states wh1ch
might result in d1fferent findings. o v ' \L
e | s

The suryey‘was/sent.in January of 1980}v1a nai] t6 all of -the’
teachers of emottonally disturbed students and to a'50% random
sample of resource teachers in the three states. - The survey forms

' . .
r

were returned over 'a period of several weeks and then a follow-up

- mailing was sent. The returned survey data were transferredvto~pj7Ched

cards and.analyzed with a computer. At present, we are in the

" beginning process of.analyzing this data. Todayy we will share some

o the prelininary descriptive data,"and’later we will share further

analysis of the data.

‘

Before going further, some of the 1imitations .of the study shou]d

be examined. «In this study the data are pr1mar11y des5r1pt1ve Pre-

sen~fd are how teachers responded this is not neceisar11y the same
~f

. gl
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as how they actuallyrbehave; nor the same as how they-should be
7
- behaV1ng The fact that these data are obtained through self-report

- 'ymay make the data difficu]t o understand and interpretation thereof '
4 // difficult. Other ways.could be found, such as reviewing student records’
or actual oBservation of teachers: to verify some of the findings

¢ -

' rejzrtedhere These Timitations should be ‘taken into account when

o .interpreting these data
Respondents e . | L & 7

-~

F

The survey was sent out to approx1mate1y 1200 teachers (See Table

1). The number responding were. 666 Th1s would seem to be a relatively

S~

. 18rge ra of responsg n the condot1ons, and-should give a ' .
relativel te ;:Efuf: of what 1s(happen1ng within the three states.
- The overall return/rate was 52.9%. | S A O
‘The number/of teachers work1ng with ED youngsters was 520. Since ..
'some r rce teachers might not have ED ungsters in their caseload,

the'informat1on presented comtes primar11 pom those 520 teachers who

—

did haﬁe ED youngsters in their caseToadt‘ The total number of ED

students gerved was 4,492 based on the teachers' reports This appeags -

to be a very subsfantial number of. ED children. : \X\
' Teachers were d1str1buted by state (See Table Z)Lwith 47.4% (316)

in Iowa 32.6% (217) in Kans\\“_and 17.3% (115) in Nebraska We have

not éa]cu]ated whether this is proport1onate to the actuaT number of A

teachers teaching in these states, but it. appears,that 1t could be.
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In terms of grade level (See Table 3), 42.3% were elementary and

38.4% wete secondary teachers, and 17.6% were some other combination
s :

of grades.\\As_tan be seen in Table 4, roughly half of‘the teachers
surveyed were Some forg of resource teacher,’28% were self-contained
classroom teachers, and 6% served in residentiailsettings. Since

various quest{ons were applicable to only some of the resﬁondents,
] . ’

there were (?ry1ng response rates for each questlon

-~

Character1st1ks Qf Behaviorally Deviant Students

: (1979)-these behaviora

populations served E}
‘ The flost commbnl

Hewett and Jenklns (19455 ana]yzed 500 cases of m&Tadjus ted
ch1ldred;;e5§rredﬂto child guidance clinics in the State of I]l1n01s
Using factor ana]yt1ca1 methodo]ogy §1m11ar to. that 1ater used by

Quay (1962) and Quay, Morse, and Cu ler (1966), these authprs.defined

three patterdé.of ma]adjust ent;-unsbc1a11zed aggressive, socialized
[

'_aggress1ve and™verinhibited. Bothts901a11zed and unsocialized

M
aggress1ve 0ver1nh1b1ted ch11dren were descr1bed as
L Y

)
aggressive ngth were primarily desd{1bed as cruel, ﬂ‘i1c1oué

assaultive an

n

: shy, timid, withdrawn, seclusive and subm1ss1ve /Asqggz;ng to Jenkins

atterns are st111 evaJent a g'those -

those ¢h11dre who had/peen prev1ously c11n1 11y.1dent1f1ed as
.- [
SR T

(\_/—
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population. These are:

Y

.public schooi c]asses for the emottonaiiy distur

-

.
~

"emotionally handicapped.“ According to Bower and Lambert (1965) .

there are five major behaviora] characteristics which comprise 'this

FE

(1) An {pability to learn which cannot be adequatei%'expiained
by inteiiectuai, .sensory, neuro- physioiogicai or generai ‘

health factors. , .
’ «

(2) An.inability to build or maintain satisfactory inter-
{

. personal relationships with peers and /teachers. \ //”‘

ro Y %,
\r (3) Inappropriate or‘immature types of behavior or feelings

under normal .conditions. -

(4) A genera] pervasive-mood of-unhappiness or depression. '
(5) A tendency to develop physical symptoms, such as speech .
probiems, pains, or fears, associated wi th ‘ersonai't¥ school "

problems.
Mor sk,\Cutier and Fink (196}4) undertook a Késearch analysis of

d. They reviewed
N

progréﬁs in 117 public_school lasses which included 441 children. ,

The foiiowing characteristigs were found with this popthationit :
he

(1) The range'of ages was from 5 to 15, with a mean for
. boys of 9 4 and for the girls 9. 8 years. .
(2) 0f the group, BQ 2 percent were boys and 16£§\peﬂcent were

\

0 . ) . ) N _ ."

(3) The teachers rateddﬁhe majority of children as educd;‘.naiiy‘

girls.

" retarded compared to their chronoiogicai»age educational

expectancy., " : \
1] : 2
. ] . . MY
P3N c e . .
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. (4) The I. Q. range was 68 to above 132. The majority of
n’) children had 1. Q.'s over 1ho. : ¢ 7 N
| (5) Mofg\}han half of the sampde were classified as neurotic,
with_"act}ég‘out" thavior as the dominant conduct problem.
,,// Anothe}jlgrge group was cléssified-as "primitive heg]eqted,“
- or immature. ¢ ‘
' e - Usifdg the Behavior Rating Check List (Peterson, 19§1) Quay,
/// Morse, and Cutler (1966) had teachers’ of 441 chi]dyeﬁ in classe;’
for the emot}onally disturbed rate their students. These researchers
found three patterns of behavior; Conduct disorders, personality
problem dimension and thé inadequate 1mmatu}e dimension. The

'(“’f/ conduct'diSOrder pattern was similqr to the categories of socialized
| ~and unsocialized aggréssive as describe_by Hewett and Jenkins '(1945)

P

and pérsona]ity problem dimension was similér to the overinhibited
sample describea by the same authors. The inadequate immature
d1mension»wa§'rated as inaffective, s]uggish,‘freoccupied and resembling

. .the psychiairic categories of autism or prepsychotic condition.

A

Dielmﬂh, Cattell and Lepper (1971) had teaéhers of 362 six- to

’

-

’ / eight—y:;t—gld children complete a 62-variable behavior problem check- ..
-~ ’ )
i

' - .
{i;i "~ 'list defived from previous factor analytical .studies of deviant
| o v .
' <behavior. The" eight_factors whj;h emerged were identified as hyper-
p e : . . :
? T -, activity, disciplinqizzproblems, sluggishness, ga;ghoiac tendencies,

I -"Z ” ocial wfth awal,.actiny out, speech problems and antisoct?l tendencies.'/t
N KS | |

, S d .
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Nelson (1971) identified twenty q]emed‘a:;;:gsLétudents as
"conduct disordered" on the basis of t:zther 4ted factors from the

/ Devereux Child Behavior Rating Scé]e ¢ ivack and Spotts, 1966).

These students were matched with 20 other elemehtary students not
1gent1fieﬂJas such and compaféd using-a q1rect observational téchniaqe.
It was found thal ;ubjects rated as conduct disordered éngaged in
significantly more deviant behaviopifaqt-of-seat. distyrbing others,
physical contact, audible noise, etc.) and significant]y less task
- oriented behayior'than their matched peers.
Using the behavioral descriptors of out-of-seat, physical contact,
and vocalizations, Barr and McDowell (1972) compared pupils in c]assts

Ry ——
///7 / for tEE\ ¥, ) disab]ed and emotigzally disturbed using an observa-

\

\ sample exh1

\ Nes A ) ' . i
\\\\\,sampies were compared\onsall three variables. When looking at the \
////vériables'1nd1viﬂﬂé]1;\it was found that  the emotionally disturbed

‘ sample demonstrated significant}y”higﬁé;\Tpiquencies,of negative physical

J

Bullock and Brown (1972). focused on behavior prob]ems as perceived

J contact and voca]izat1ons o ; : ; , -
by teachers and-the behaviors emitted by pupils in special education

programs for the emotional?y'disturbed. These'tgachérs were asked to \;
1tem1ze principle behavior problems and comp]ete the Behav1ora1 R .

' zbimeng\on RatingﬁSca]e (Brown and_Buf]ock 197&) on each child. The

A ‘ e




results of this study indicated that the most frequently mentioned

. 10
‘probiens reported by the teachers related to acting out, aggressive
and hyperactive types of behaviors.

Whelan (1978), in describing the behavior of emotionaJ]y disturbed
children, noted that the behavior patterns of these pupils varies from
almost total withdrawal to highly visible aggressive behavior.' He

goes on to\state that the behavior displayed by these pupils is

- or
-

characterized by behavior{i’excesses and deficits. . .
Smith (1976, 1977) described the.behavior of pﬁpiTsfidEBtified in

Iowa as emotionai]y dis!bied and chronica]]y disruptive. In addition

to thoSe behavioral descriptors used by Bower and Lambert (1965),

Smith (1976) emphasizes the factors of age approp(\ateness, situaSionai

appropriateness, and consistency, ihxensity and duration gi the behavior

of concern, in the ideptificaﬁion of emotionaily disabied pupiis _In

describing the chronically disruptive pupil, Smith (1977) stresst :

such Behaviors .as refusai to accept the standards oft society, aggre551ve

itts against authority and troub]e with the 1aw This differentiation

\
of emotional disabilities from chronica]ly disruptive is based on the

-

“writings of ?hch professionals as Telford and Sawrey (1967) ~Kirk (1972),

]

"and Morse Q. . - _‘ : T
nother approach in describing the cﬁarqcteristics of E‘ D. ’
stpdg:ts.is present ' Aigox21ne, Schmid and connors - (1978) These
aJ;horshypothesize at_therelane\actually two txpesfof-students served
. o - )
) ‘fﬁy’ e . S
. / &
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inE. " D. »programs"iThese are refeured to-as regular E. D. and 3 '-f@ .
cl1n1cal E. D. \These two typesﬁare descr1bed as. follows. _
Type 1 (RegulardE. D.)". . behav1or may be problematic in
~school and not at home}-may be Jn.response to an unmotivating
school'envirdnment'and/or\may be veny'responsiVe td environ— ;
. mental management sirategies.” %
Type II (Clinical E. D ) T. . . may be eharactqrized by the
'nore cl1n1cal form of d1sturbance not typ1cally found in the
nubllc school sett1ng . . beflavior may be problematic in )
| school as well as at home, may be exh1b1ted in favorable -and
/unfavorable\sshool env1ronments, may not be jmmediately ]
respon51ve to env1ronmental management strateg1es, and/or may
be related to,organ1c inadequacies w1th1n the child (i.e., the- _ .
autistic and/or schizophrenfc ehild).

Information Used to Determ1ne E. D. Student Placement

In order to determ1ne how youngsters were 1dent1f1ed and placed A
1nto special programs for emot1onally behaviorally disordered children,
~ the survey asked respondents to indicate the ava1lab1l1ty and useful---

" ness of 15 types of information; Table 5 shows the percentage of
respondents who indicated these types Pf:infbrmation Were available,
"and Table.6 shows the mean usefulness rating of these types of informa- E
tion (scale from 1 = useless to 7 = essential). As can readily be

seen, most types of information weie usually auailable, and in general

all types of 1nformat1on were perce1ved to be useful

. “"‘\
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Informat1on Used to Makef§e1ntegratxon .Decisions . : ,

-

Becausee11tz1e 1nformat1on Js ava11ab1e regard1ng the types of

* information used 1n mak1ng re1ntegrat1on dec1s1ons forJEmot1ona11y

)

fd1sab1ed students,. we asked a questlon -parallel -td the p]a\ement

1nfo'\at1on question d1scussed\above; It read, "Which of the followirg

\

types of information are typ1ca11y available at the time a d%c1s1on 1s

' made. to 1ntegrate an ED student?" Table 7 contains the 11st of 15

t&pes‘of information we provided. 'Based upon approx1mate1y 500

responses to each of these items, this table indicates the percent of

respondents who said the information is typically available and-the

rank-order of these. It shou]d be noted that a11 types of information

. Ve s
were reported ‘as ava11ab1e by at least percent of respondents. . X

&

In terms of the rank1ngs of avail i]ity'at time of - reintégratton,

_ those types of 1nformat1on (e g.,: IQ scsres and rep?rts, c11n1ca1

psychologlcal reports, VJsual/hear1ng/Ianguage screenlng) that were -
most often ava11ab1e at spec1a1 progrgm placement were aga1n among the
top five or six in rankings of availability at the time of integration.

Similarly, those types'of information indicated as available by

/

smaller percentages of respondents at placement (sociometric data;, /

7
formal oﬂgervat1on behav1or rat1ng scales, description of regu]ar class .

expectat1ons) were aga1n among the lowest in ava11ab111ty at t1me of
reintegration. = . | / | | © ,J

. '.\"'1 .

- A couple of observations could bé made concerning th1s data First,

it was somewhat surprising that teachersannd1cated such hﬁgh levels of

-

a

pod
Mo
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ava11ab111ty for°certain types of 1nformat1on.. Second)y, as Can beu
determ1ned by compar1ng Tables 5 and 7 most types of 1nformat1on
were at 1east s11ght1y more available at re1ntegrat1on than'at p]ace-
ment. There were, for example, substant1a1 increases. for statements

of 1ntervent1ons ‘!tempted (56.5 percent to 87.6 percent)B expected

- date for ach1eV1ng goals (48.4 percent to. 78 9 percent) descript]on '

of regu]ar class expectat1ons (47.0 percent to 73.6 percent) formal
»

' observation data (45.9 percent to 67 6 percent) ‘and soc1ometr1c/ s

se]f-concept data (32 3 percent to 52 8 percent) 0f -coupse, some of

these which showed tﬁe greatest increases were among those that had
> . *.

) been 1ess available at placement. ‘ ;ﬁ

v

TN
It is unclear exact]y why there is greater ava11ab1)1ty of certa1n

_types‘of information. Perhaps the actua] greater ava11&b111ty of

information at t1me of re1ntegrat1on 1s dug to the development of
1nd1v1dua1 files on ch11dren--accumu1at1on of 1nforma$%on. Also the

teacher's awareness of ava11ab111ty, due to p]ay1ng a ﬁreater role in

, -reintegyation decisions than in placement dec1s1ons, may have been an
i i . 5 . . -

‘additional factor. o _ E .

’

Importance of Information at Re1ntegrat1on

A second question concerned the: 1mportance of the various types

I

of information at reintegration (see Taple 8) Items were rated on

i

_a scale of one "to seven (one = unimportant, seven * essential).

" ,Respondents indicated that all, types of:information were df,some

b
A

3!

»
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importante. . In fact, the lowest mean rating of importance received

] by any item was 4.318%4 for IQ scores: and reports - - .-(
v o T / : -
A [ As Tah}e 8 1nd1cates, some types of 1nform7(aon cons1dered more .

valuable were those reported as 1ess ava11ab1e (e g., descr1pt1on of

(

regu]ar class expectat1onS/requ1rement) Conversely some'types of <

\ « nnfo tlon rece1v1ng mean rat1ngs among thé f1ve wh1ch‘had been” . e
' - h1nd1cated as most available. _' . o N

K . - '

’*\3n addition to computing mean ratings of 1mportance, ‘teachers

— .. were asked this quest1on another way as wel]* "From the-above list

e ¥ ' ,
what are the\three most _ugeful typesyof information?" Responses to
this5qnéstionfaressUmmariied'in Table 9. There were no real surprises.

These results correspond we]] with the mean rat1ngs of the ear11er

quest1on. For examp]e, the six “most" useful were among ‘the seven

Ahighest ranked types of information on the earlier question. Also

the “five "1east“ useful t&pes of information were among the seven
T

1owest ranked mean ratings on the earlier quest1on\§3

What ‘can be concluded from this? It is 1nterest1ng to note. that

]

the most useful 1nformat1on tended to be\Jnformatlon teachers of . .~
‘ ' R emotionally d1sturbed children themselves might provide while thatk\\
considered 1east useful would tend to be provided largely by'others.
Another observation that could be made is that mong those most useful
types of Yinformation was "your subjective evaluation;of students’
readiness." At placement the "teacher's subJect1ve evaluat1on of

. L
Q the necesslty of placement" was among those selected as one of the three
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most. 1mportant E& the fewest respbndents while 1tﬁﬁ"§ cons1dered one
i
of the most us€ful types of 1nformat1on at t1me of fe1ntegratfon

Apparently our own subjective evaluations are V1ewed as more

-
H

valuable than those of others.y” . - . e N
f 1 P

‘Factors 1n Se]ect1ng S1tes for Re1ntegrat1on . . » " ‘yéi

Teachers were also asked to rate,;wenty three factgns (teacher
factors/classroom factors) 1n select1ng sﬂtes for réﬁht grat1on of
.emot1ona11y;d1sturbed students. Again these rat1ng§Qwere made on a
" one to seven scale (dhe'= unimporitant, seven -.essential), "As Table

10 indicates, a]l.of thé‘teacher factors tend d to be rated fairly- \
high. -The top f1ve factors 1n rank1ng recelved mean rat1ngs of above_'
six on the seyen-po1nt sca]e. Even tﬁE 1owest mean ratrngs were

nearly f?ve on tﬁe'seuen—point scale These obv1ous]} are not d1screte;
mutually exc]us1ve factors, but it does appear that those rated as "\

» .
-

more-1mportant tend to reflect "attitudes and expectat1on$}=wh11e
ll%s were among the Tower 1in

'those that reflect actual tra1n1ng, or sk

'vrat1ngs of 1mportance N N _ .
Classroom factors (Tab]e 11) also rece1ugd genera]l{yhugh mean
ratings of 1mportance or usefu]ness w1th onty-a. couple of except1ons
(e. g ,» availability.of age; 1ocat1on and conven1ence) What m[ght be.
ca]]ed "attitudes and 1nterpersona1 interaction" f’/es of factors | v
tended to ‘be da;::/as more 1mportant in selecting 51te§ﬂf r 1ntegration,-

., while, factors t could be hore read11y and. obaect£5%1y measured

)
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* (e.q., ava11ab111ty ‘of a1ds, 1ocat1on and conven1ence, number of

1ntegrafed students) jwere not v1ewed as quite as 1mportant
2

(. f Many of these factors can not rea]]y be separated from one

another s1nce, of course, teacher factors influence. c]assroom factors .

o ]

and ‘classroom factors 1nf1uence teacher pehavior. Consequently, the : o
- mean'ratings for .teacher and c]assroo factors in'selecting sites for K .,4
C - Z.z. re1ntegrat1on are presented in Tab]e 12. 0f those’ with mean rat1ngs
of wix’ or above (1 e., the top seven in rank1ng of 1mﬁortance), onTy

o one—sempathy/to]erance oflstudents is not str1ct1y speaking a teacher .
K factor a]though even the degree of classroom}ftructure is a. teacher "

re]ated factor. B .o -
'~ Again, 1p\th1s quest1on we ‘asked- teachers to};ndrcate——to rank——-d ':,

) the three most important factors in selecting a site for re1ntegrafion.
o The resu]ts of ths quest1on are summarued\irfgable 13 This table <
s 1nc1udes the top six factors and the percentage of respondents who .

o | indicated each was "most" important.- As can be seen in this Tab]e, :
T f -

5

+ the top five factdrs are teacher re]ated factors, wh11e even the s1xth
| (degree of classroom strugturé) :7 1arge1y determ1ned by the teacher s

' behaV1or. It should be na ‘ t in discussing these factors fo]]ow—.

' ;thng the study, the authors d1scovered that we had poss1b1y missed the
':Vtgf\ ;;. boat on some poss1b1y J:ry importa t factors., T t 1s, factors/Zuch

hd R ]
“as age, sex, s1ze,,-a‘1;u trefgthy ) f teachers had not been

included i " ye®gany afithese -undpubtedly are crucial factors
/ . ' h 5 1)'. .. "" ’ . ) . - ’




) students. Aimost two thirds OWX:he respondenﬂs have aiso received

in determining sites for integration of emotionaiiy disturbed

t

students. - . - “ : N\

Preparation of Teachers for ReintegratinQAStudents | RS

Teachers were asked to indicate to the best of their knowledge ’
how much tra&ning hadfseen orovided to the buiiding-staff specific

regular ciassroom teachers whofwill receive reintegrated students,
’ -~

and to speciai ciass teachers regarding reintegration of handicapped

i

students SpecAl class teachers .were also-asked to indicatewhow

\
much training in onsuitation techniques they had. received No

attempt was made by the makers -of tﬁe survey to defﬂneq\he content

of a reintegration training session or ;o delineate the length of
7
what would be considered a session. Therefore, a "SeSSIDnR/QOU]d be

anything froﬁ'a 15-minute presentation at}a staif meeting to:a nine- -
L Y a

week or semester course. . : .

'

Tab]e 14 summarizes the rgsponses to these four questions ‘Nhen
1 3

the "don't know" and "none" responses are cgmbined for the first ‘two

? o

items, it seems that.perhaps half the reguiar classroom teachers are ’

*

probably receiving no training at aii It 1s espec1a11y disconcerting
that only a little over one fourth of the reguigr classroom teachensh-
who will receive reintegrated students received training.

Roughly 70% of the spec al c1ass teachers7r’sponding to this

item did indicate they have r ceived‘training in reintegrating

a -

/

L

™ . - e,

~.
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consultation training. It is.apparent from the data that ho:s pre-

e

1

service or inservice.training is being provided for'special class
teachers than for regular classroom teachers. However, neither group

is~close tO»theJldo% training level. - . . L

&
v

Responsibilities in Reintegration

v Teachers were asked to indicate whether the respe?sibilisy for.
'coordinating reintegration was assigng¢d .and then to indfg;te_fo_whom.

. ' \ .
primary responsibility is assigned.\.Th on§g§/3re sumﬁariged in -

s Table 15, Respons_ibilfty fgeint ftion. ' ’ ; '
. ) .J’,;" oa‘ / . '“' ," . --":‘.. . . ° . . ..o -,"
.- Almost- half thé respo g teachers iindicated that responsdbility
was;not as§igngdf%r'that they didn't fhgwbif it was assigned. When

this responsibility is assigned, the Ed.D. teacher is most frgqggﬁtly

/ - 6‘ - . Ty

i, . Peterson,\J979). ;o I e . e )

-

N ‘The implications of these results are thatfhalf the teache}s;

given tbé assignment. This is consistent with tthe resufts of thé:

v first reintegration study‘condhctef atyear ago (Smith, White, .

' X . } ) . ..
.*‘\: ',\\ “involved in reintegrating students are.working in-situations where
' : ﬁ\\re§B§hsibilitiés are not clearly delineated, leaving many aspects of -~ °
~ rs ~ . ¢ v

‘f this process to chance completion. Many te&hhers,hayegthis respons{}

o ’pi]iiy assigned to them in addition to their/normal tepchfng assignments. -

Py céduregf?aruReintegﬁétion  . L / . Vot
; '!.L‘\‘bﬁfsg;ies of-queStions asseéséd}wﬁether prptedurgs}for.reinte— -.(
~ .]gratiﬁb*stpdents Qgggfaritten and "'what the procedural compbnents were.

Resbonses to ‘these items are in Table 16; Procedures for Reiztégration.

¢ “'v KR . < .




/. It:1s notab]e that the Yyast. maJor1ty of teazhers do not haée
wrntten procedures for _their programs \lnstead they report that ‘
I o~ even though procedures are_ not written, they are established and

,understood by all. A§s1gn1f1cant number have no procedures establlifgg,/

at all. Th1s may be the consequence of any number of factors such aJ /
\. < failure to see the néed for written gu1de11nes, “a desiré for ) p
L3

v fle b114€&, limited time to develop guidelines, or it may be that

pro rams are still -new and have not progressed to the point of rein-

-

« © tegrating students. oo , »
' “~

- The, three mo§§ frequent]y Tisted procedura] components of a

re1ntegéat1on plan were: A descr1 tion of needed p]acement 1nformat1ou,

a2
criteria for determ1n1ng read1ness for' reintegration, and follow-up

-

-

proqedUres These three 1tems are compat1b1e with the\sound pro—
gramm1ng practices of obta1n1ng hase11ne 1nformat1on, compardng process

‘to the base11ne43nformat1on, and fo]]ow—db to evaluate success\~
)
iir1ter\a for selection of the regular class teacher and ‘classroom

was the 1east frequently cited component. The criteria most'frequent]y

- used 1n selecting a teacher, as reported by teachers reppond1ng to ¥

this survey, was subjective. SubJect1ve criteria does not eas11y Tend.

o - itself to def1n1t1on and is probab]y one. of the most diff?tﬁﬁt toawrlte :

s B . . 7

into a re1ntegrat1on procedura] p]an : ’ o -

) .’ e

The responses to the item asking 7Tfestablished proceduresiare
7

. ) fo]iowed are diff%cu]t to'assess S1nce only slightly over half the

teachers surveyed respoqded to the 1tem on procedural components, it

: | b
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i would seem that almost half marked “not a1t11cab1e" to this item
. {
- ‘(/; becausé they did not have(a guideline for reintegration. ' - -
v . L L
. » " .
. " Follow- up P cedures o -/'
. . \\ ej = ' -
“A verbal report froﬂ th regular classroom teacher, as shown
. <. in Tab1e 17, "Follow-up for Re1ntegrdt1on is the most,frequently
used’ method of follow-up. Wr1tten reports and direct observation
are much less frequently -used. |
' Fo]iow-up is conducted on a frequent basis by teachers responding oy
< /7 to.this survey. No attempt wésfpade to differentiate between fo]]ow;up
methods used with students bping reintegrated part ﬁime as opposed_b
. to.those rein ’gratedvfull time. S There. l1ikely woold be differences
‘ S between fo]low—up for these two categories of st\dents " This is i
because.most students re1ntegrated part time are still w1th1n the
g; , ) schoot where t/; %pec1a1 class is Yocated. . Many stuq;nts e1ntegrated\ // Qv
Qiaﬂ 1 ‘~ full t1me are 1n/the1r “home“ schools. Frequent contact with teachers
I of these students 1s,qoikasﬁ'onven1ent as when they'p re1ntegrated in
the same schoo]./ ' ‘ 4 )
3 <
”
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4 o
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| b . Table 1- . |
//n/w = ) | / . L
A - ‘ 3 . . .
‘ L \ o SurvegPopu‘lation and Respendents '
4 . ; . \ 7 v . N S
. S , . Respondent
. S . Number  Valid - Percent‘of
. . Mailed _Respondents Population
‘“Teachers of Ein&tiohany sturbed « 669 - 3718 . 56.5
) - Special Education Re urce and : - L
" ReTated Personnel \ . 638 , - 288 - 45,1
Deletions for Incorrect Address, ;
Errors, etc. - 48 o
: \fﬁ;?t 1' | - : 1,259 | 666 52.9
- al o | 1, | | .

BN

. N A ° ’
. . - . : ' . .
N . . N .".“"-“',;" xS &
aa B = :
. . . N A . - N .
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* Grade Level 05 Survey Re§pondegts

i’ ; i \ ¢
Table 2 " .
. ‘ ) Sérvey Ressondents by State :
State = N ' 4
lowa 7 - 316 47.4
Kansas o . a7 32.6
)‘ :
 Mebraska . / ' 1115 17.3
Mlssing ’ §18‘\ 2.7
[ 'Y » ) » \‘. ¢ .
Total \ C - 666 100.0
. -/
N . Table 3 -

-Grade , _ ‘N o %
Elementary. s 1 282 \\\:\f2'3
Secondary | 256 T 38,4
Other . 17- 17.6
Missing :4 > o .I"li 1.7

.vTotal - 666 100.0

Table 4 :
Indicated Role of" Survey Respondents
‘Role - 4 N - %

| Resource Prograﬁ (\\\ 335 50.3
Self-Contained Claésre&m | ) 191 28.7
Residential Progr‘y/ TY 6.0
oﬁiir /‘{ Yo, . 100 15.0
IO0.0

: T 7 t .
. Jotal Y . | 666



1 ot ¢ Table _5
) ' ‘I'YPL OF INFORMATION AVAILAB‘LE AT TIME OF PLACLI

. Type & ¢ Percent of A_Vailability
" 1 . .
I. Q. Scores and. Report{L . ' . 92.5 Y
Standardtzed Achievement Test Scores . _ 91.6
K] 4 . . . . - “,\"
" / Clinical/l’syc))alogical Report_s - , 90.0
) . ' N ’ - ‘
== Vision/Hepfing/Language Screening ' -84.3
' - - : —_— -
B . o . R
- ,\\ng History Family Information ’ < 83.7
E ) BE P 9 7 .
> Teacher's Assessement of Behavioral Status 67.2 -

. Criteria Referenced Aca&emic Evaluation / 64.3 e ‘
. . . . P
Subjective E\kluation o\ ’ ! ) o, 62.2 " -
Scatement(of Educational Beha\oral Goals 62.0

’ N

. . \ )

'In'terventgon Teclmiques AEtempted 56.5 :
- Expected Date for Achieving Goals C o . 48.8 - i AY
Behavior Rating Scales/Checkli"sts K L 47.3 . ’
' - i
Dz.sctéption of Regular Class Expectatfozrj‘ . 47.0°
/ -

Formal Observational Dat:a \\ 45.9 .
§o€igmetrié/8elﬂ ‘Concept Datp L N 32.3




\/ ﬁ mle g )
(Vg USEFULNKSS OF INFORMATION AVAILABLE AT TIME OF PLACEMENT

e

: | Type | . Mean Rating'of Usefulness [t_g_n_lg ‘
Intervention Techniqués Attempted : | 5.861‘ ] 4
Clinical/Psychologieal Report§ 8. ‘.21

Statenent of Educational Behavioral Goals ] 5:710‘. 3

Teacher's Assessement of Behavioral Status .S.7QI3 4

Tormal Observational Data 5SS 3

Behavior Rating Scaleé/Checklists‘ ' 5.464 b .

Deseription of Regular Class Expectatiop 5,300 ] ..

Cri\terion Referenced Acadenic Evaluatién 5,276 §
Vision/lllearlng/ﬁnguage Screening L 5.247 | "*9 3
Soclometric/Self~Concept Data o : .5..200 qO

Health History/Fanily Information | | 15.063 11

Standardized Achievenent Test Scores | 4,883 12

T, . Scores and Reports _ | 425 13

Expe@&ed Date for Achie;ring Go'als" 6,492 )4

Subjective Evaluation E o 4475 15

Ikbge: From a seale of 1 = useless to.7 = essential

g
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ve
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~TYPES. OF INFORMATION AVAILABLE-AT THE TIME OF GEINEGRATION
o, o -
el L | RATING OF
Co oweorlw. . Hhwuee  Ra | IoRTANCE Rk
) . ‘.. A .

1,0, SCRES AND REPORTS %,5 e s
Cumouesin Rt B9 2o S0
©Se oF BeAAVACRD, GAS . B9 2 | BB

‘TEACHER'S ASSES. OF BEWAV. STATUS - 32 4 605% 3

VisiEmAmG, sReed W4 ) L 1

SUBJECTIVE EvAL, ("Reaomess”) . 0.2 b 56350 5

STAND, ACHIEVE, TesT scoes .« -~ 8.8 7 'ﬁﬂ* W% B

HeALTH HIST./FMMILY INFO B3 § | 14,6064 Al

© STATENENT INTERVENTIONS ATTEHPTED o6 9 5,900 4
: (RITER, REF. ACAD, INFO, wo 0| SM7 8
| 0GR, EYPECT, DATE FOR ACHIEVE OF, GO 789 11 | 51678 9

| DESRIP, OF REG. CLASS EXPECT/RED, -~ 736 - 1 | B0 2.
i o s R /X RS - ER I/ S
T DEHAY. RATINGS/CHECKLISTS e 55303 7

C ScuEmc/seE concer o S8 15| TSI S0
S o : . :

S - °"




Table g- . | . 26 .
w  IMPORTANCE OF TYPES OF INFORMATION. AT
" TJME OF REINTEGRATION

it ‘ R - ) " Meanl  RANK
. . . RATING  AVAIL.

S 1 STATEMENT OF BEHAVIéRAL/ACADEMIC v R
— GZ@ | , 6.1351 . 3
% 2 DESCRIPTION OF REG, CLASS R |
g  EXPECTATIONS/REQUIREMENTS . 6.0547 12 .
EA 3 TEACHER'S ASSESSMENT OF BEHAVIORAL s

; ' _STATUS/ANECDOTAL RECORDS " 6.0539 4
' 4 'STATEMENT OF INTERVENTIONS =~ . S
' ATTEMPTED . , , 5.9294 . 9.
5 SUBJECTIVE EVALUATION 18 THINK ;;;'"' BT
IT'S NECESSARY”) 51 7/56350 6
6  FORMAL BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION DATA ;f”' 45922 13
7  BEHAVIOR RATMNGS/CHECKLIST '2£;, 5.5303 14
. 8 CRITERION REFERENCED ACADEMIC/ R
B INFORMAT ION | 5.3407 .10
'+ 9 ARRIVAL OF EXPECTED DATA FOR o -
ACHIEVE, 'OF GOALS = - 5.1679 .11
10 . SOCIOMETRIC/SELF CONCEPT DATA ~ . 5.,1377 - . 15
11 CLINICAL/PSYCHOLOGICAL REPORTS .5.0472 2
12 VISION/HEARING/LANGUAGE SCREENING . 4.9201 5
13 STANDABDIZED ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORE  4.7356 7
" 14 HEALTH HISTORY/FAMILY INFORMAT ION 4,6064 8
} 15 1.0, scoigs AND REPORTS . 4,3184 1
' ' ~

-

INote: From a scale of 1 = unimportant to 7 = essential

3
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Table 9 000000 o o

- “MosT” VSEFUL TYPES OF IMFORMATION
' 'IN INTEGRATION .DECISION

\

— 4
. | 3 o LRI B OF
RANK © TYPE OF INFO o COUNT -CASES .
1 ACHIEVEMENT OF EQUCATIONAL/ [~ .
- BEHAVIORAL GOALS QHSKQV\\ ~ 52.9
2 YOUR ASSESS. OF BEHAV. STATUS/ _ - )
. -ANECDOTAL RECORDS ‘ 245 - 52.0
o 3.  DESCRIP. OF REGULAR CLASSROOM :
‘. . EXPECTATIONS/REQUIREMENTS "2%6 . 45,9
I SUBJECTIVE EVAL. ("HE/SHE IS o |
S . READY"). Towo - 29.7
NS SU BEHAVIOR RATING SCALES/CHECKLIST = 94 20.0
6 STATEMENT OF INTERVENTION TECH'S.. . o
ATTEMPTED | . 91 - 19.3
"LEAST" USEFUL - .(<W
. B S |
1 VISION/HEARING/LANGUAGE SCREENING 7 1.5~
2 HEALTH HISTORY/FAMILY INFO. - 15 1.1
-3 " 1,Q, SCORES AND REPORTS 20 - 4,2
oy ARRIVAL OF EXPECTED TARGET DATE '
\ FOR INTEGRATION B 21 4,5
5  SOCIOMETRIC/SELF-CONCEPT DATA - 34 7.2

o

C
)
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S .- Table 10 . .

P dile 10 ‘. 28

- b ACHER

. FACTORS fN\EETFCTING SITE FOR
STUDENT. INTEGRATION

¢ — .
| . ‘ , ’ . . ‘ - .
\

. TEACHER FACTORS ' . MeAN RAfINGT\ﬁwRANK
T ' | R
a '
ATTITUDE TOWARD BEHAVIORAL PROBLEMS 6,563 ¢ 1
BEHAVIORAL EXPECTATIONS | 6.359 <2
 WILLINGNESS TO MODIFY CURRICULUM 6,334 '3
"ATTITUDE TOWARD INTEGRATON 6.325 ]
RAPPORT WITH THIS STUDENT © 674 5
RAPPORT WITH OTHER STUDENTS 5.940 -~ 6
. PREVIOUS SUCCESS W/INTEG. 5872 7
~ PERSONALITY - L, - 5,832 8
ACADEMIC EXPECTATIONS | 5,818 9
KNOWLEDGE OF E.D., STUDENTS - .5,706 10
PROFICIENCY IN BEHAV. MANAGE. 5,597 1
RELATIONSHIP WITH YOU o - 4,977 12
TRAINING TO INTEGRATE .. k4,898 13
\ : LY h } .

]Note; From a scale of 1= unimportant to 7 = essential

24
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{fable 11 :29

. o R ... CLA99RO0OM _ -
,FACTORS(?N SELCTING SITE FOR '
=~ STUDENT INTEGRATION - ',
o ¢ ' 1 . ? ‘ -
- ___ : v —
~ CLASSROOM FACTORS - Mean- RATING‘ RANK'
APPARENT EMPATHY/TOLERANCE OF STﬂgi;Ts 6.492 ) 1
DEGREE OF CLASSROOM. STUDENTS STRURTURE - 6.318 -2
LEVEL oF CURRICULUM/MATERI%LS ¥ - 5943 . 3
‘RANGE OF STUDENT BEHAVIOR - . ,L 5.905° . 4
NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN CLASY.. . . - 5,679 5
BEHAVIOR MANAGE. SYSTEMS ' | - . 5.577\ 6
NUMBER OF OTHER INTEG. eruo_frs\\{§ 5,497 - 7 .
- RANGE OF ACAD, FUNCT. LEVEL - e 5. 484 8
AVAIL. OF AIDES/VOLUNTEERS ~~ 4. = . 4393 - "9~
LOCATION AND, CONVENIENCE & \S&[;// 3.741 10
o L ; A I - )
® : "_'t - F C

T -

Tnote: from a scale of 1.= unimﬂh‘tant\ ty 7 essentia]
. . ‘. 1

&




o . Table 12 - o 30//,
® . nN ) . . ' .

‘. IMPORTANCE OF FACTEES IN SELECTING A
SITE FOR INTEGRATION OF STUDENTS | '
RANK o S MEAN RATING'
-1 TEACHER'’S ATTITUDE' TOWARD BEHAVIOR PROBLEMS 6.55 .
2  APPARENT EMPATHY/TOLERANCE OF STUDENTS - 6.492
\ 3 ~JEACHER'S BEHAVIORAL EXPECTATIONS  6.359
4  TEACHER' S WILLINGNESS TO xODIFY ‘CURRICULUM . 6.33
5  TEACHER'S ATTITUDE TOWARD INTEGRATION - 6.325
& 6 DEGREE OF CLASSROOM STRUCTURE - : 6.318
7 TEACHER'S RAPPORT WITH THIS STUDENT . 6.174
8.. LEVEL OF CURRIZUQH%{&%TERIALS \ - 5.943
o(?9 " TEACHER'S RAPPORT ITH THER STUDENTS . .' 5.940
10 RANGE OF 'STUDENT BEHAVIORS IN CLASS 5.905.
h” 11 TEACHER’S PREVIOUS SUCCESS WITH INTEGRATION _" 5.872
| 12 TEACHER'S PERSONALITY 5,832
13 TEACHER'S ACADEMIC EXPECTATIONS . - 5.818
14  TEACHER'S KNOWLEDGE OF E.D. STUDENTS 5.7206
15  NUMBER, OF STUDENTS IN CLASS . 5.679
> 16 TEACHER'S PROFICIENCY IN BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT - 5.597
17 BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS - 5.577
18 NUMBER OF OTHER “MVTEGRATED STUDENTS ¥ 5.491
19  RANGE OF ACADEMIC FUNCTIONING LEVEL . 5.484
20  TEACHER'S RELATIONSHIP WITH YOU * 4,977
. %21  TEACHER’S TRAINING TO INTEGRATE STUDENTS . 4,838
22 AVAILABILITY OF AIDES/VOLUNTEERS L 4,393
23 LOCATION AND CONVENIENCE . - T74 L
_ -

] . e
Note: From a scale of 1 = important to 7 = essential

T L




Table 13 = o

ot | MosT IMPORTANT FACTOR IN SELECTING SITE -
§
o . MosT
| | - . IMPORTANT .
\ ) . . | - "T';Lf . .
1 TEACHER'S ATTITUDE TOWARD BEHAVIOR PROBLEMS ¢192) . -
‘L, 2  TEACHER'S ATTITUDE TOWARD INTEGRATION -~ €16%)
\; 3 TEACHER'S BEHAVIORAL EXPECTATIONS | - (15%)
e 4 TEACHER'S RAPPORT WITH THIS STUDENT (9%)

5  TEACHER'S WILLINGNESS/SKILLS TO MODIFY
 CURRICULUM _

’

6  DEGREE OF CLASSROOM STRUCTURE

N

a
"
3
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U Table 14
‘Training Related to Reintegration

. | ' L Percentage’Gf:ﬁé§bondeﬁts Answering
vestionnaite Item o Ton't " — One 2-5 b or more
Know oné Session Sessions Sessions

Amount of training provided to building | '
staff rdgarding Integration of handf- . - 25.9. .3%.4 135 2Ll 5.1
capped students N =52 ' : : : . ' B
Anount of trdining provided 3pec1fj£;;;;:!\\‘. . , -
to regular class teachers who will/be 29.7 39,9 12,1 14,2 4,0
receiving integrated students N =530 | / |

Amount of training fesbondent received | - - ' .
regarding reintegration of students | 3.0 25.5. 10.9 25,7 34,9 -
into regular program N = 330 L o o .

Apountfof traini?g regponden; received - | o | ,
regarding provision of consultafion to - ' : B
classroom teachers and 1ndirectE .8 N9 110 217 . R4

support of {ntegrated students N =525
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Table. 15 . P
Respo'rmibil'ity for Reintegration

L4
»

v

Questions - < Responses * -
Is responsibility for coor- Assigned  Not " Don't
dinating reintegration efforts for Assigned Know -
a particular, student assigned to one
professional person? N !521 51.8% 31.7% 15.9%
/
What person typically or most often _ .
is assigned responsibility for coox- .
dinating reintegration of students?
N = 499 . , -
R ]
Cm
' Percentage Rank
ED Teacher | 37.7% 1
> Resource Teacher ' | 14,67, | 2
Other 1A% 3 .
" ED Consultant or ' '
SwviSor . 11.67o 4
Principal:. 8.2% 5
. Mone assigned — L 7.6% 6
Psychologist I . . 6.8% 7
/. - ’ 1
| 33




| - ! Table\/

| ( C ™ procadures forR_dzrtegration
~= ' \ |

r \ ‘ \
Questions | :m/ N Responses y o
f students from 4% Nritten | t

Procedures for integr

your ﬁrogrom fnto the regular classroom are: .? 64,58 Not written, but established and understood e
N=519 . 8.1% Mot estasthed at this time ,

If procedures for integration are estabHM + Percentage of respondents .

for your program, indicate which of the ~ . g1 -~ Ismota Not

‘foﬂowing are components of these guidelines: Comgonent ‘ Componant ~ Poplicaple

2. Description ofgneeded ‘placement " S o
o infomatton: Ne 3 1658 X 10.2
b, Delineation of responsﬂ)ﬂities of each .
integration team member (including the o
regular classroom teacher(s) Nedfh 6159 0. 10,49

¢, Crlterta for detemnining readiness of , -
the student: N = 37 7.6% B b,

d. Criteria for selection of the regular

class teacher(s) and classroon(s 53.2% 0.9 | 15,57 %
N= 31 o | - B
e, Crdterfa for determdning the success - N
reintegrah%efforts o N T 8.1
f. Followeup procedures: N = %8 L B 19,3~ S N/
| 3 | ' W
If procedures for 1ntegration are established - Yes  Sometimes No - Unsure * Not Apﬁucable A

for your program, are these procedures typicmy LA 150% 0.8 3% 0 49.1%
fol]owed?N 666 | o | R . S .

S 4(}‘




¥ ’ |
. . ) @v'- ,‘_
e o
- Table' 17
*“Follow-up for Reintegration N
i Questions Reepo’nées
1f follow-up of integration occurs, which - o )
methods are typica‘lly used' | - Used ~ Not Used
a Verbal report from the regular teacher(s), e ._
| principal, etc. N = 457 . | | 97'.'2 . | - 2.8
b. Written report or checklist from the N | ,’
~ regular teacher(s) N‘ 48 5.2 42,5
c.,Direct observation of ¢ dent by some- . .'& |
89 e 50.1

one other than the clas oom tea her(s)
N =427 . )

If follow-up procedures are used, which is the
closest to the frequency with which the
foﬂow-up ymcaﬂx occurs? N =440

’f

i '
:ﬁl’i

X PY weekly
20 9% - monthly.
4 jquarterly
? = gach sepester
1 - yearly



. 2 - \\ BT |
| B | - 3%
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