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ABSTRACT ;

-One of the majcr ccpcerhe in educating children with

exceptional needs in the public schcol is the extent to which these

children are socially accepted by teachers and peers. It has Eteen
suggested that the teacher may~1nfluence students* percepticns of
handicapped children and +haﬁ ‘attempts to improve-the sccial position
0f these children depend upon the teacher.” An examiraticn was made of
percepticps of misbehavior of mildly mentally retarded children by
special education-‘an’d reqular.teachers. Forty-three regular teachers

and nineteen special education eacher= responded tc a .cuestignnaire .

asking them tc indicate their degree c¢f tolerance of 51 classroon

behaviors ideptified as inapWropriate. In addition, they were a'sked
questions on their sense of personal responsibility for a Student's

‘behavior. Results of the’'study indicate that the special educatign

teachers were more. tolerant of inappropriate behavicrs than were the

regular class teachers, and were mcre likely to feel rersonally -
reepoweible fer successfullfy coping with behavior prctlems. The
reason for this may be tha special educgtion teachers feel more: 2

capable of influercing student butccmes because of specialized
traiming. (JD) ' ' ‘ i
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_"Intrgguction i ’ : -

’ _One of -the major concerns in educating children with™€xceptional’ needs in

P

the public school is the extent to which these children are socially acsepted

3

by teachers and peers. Jhis social acceptance is not only important for the

exceptional chi]d's.sé1f—esteem,'but may affect the child,s cognitive achieve-

“ment. Often handicapped children in the regular classroom are less frequently
,“

selected as friends and are often rejected (Bruininks, 1978). While there has °

been an increased focus on "mainstreaming“ handicapped students insreqular , <=
[

to ;%crease socal acteptancé, fincdings from sev 1 //”
L . . !

' classrooms, presumabl

studies have failed td gubstiptiate the assertions regarding the ability of

~

regufar class plaggguent fo/enhanci the social status of mildly handicapped stu-

gWodman, Go t]iqﬂ( and Harrison, 1972). It has been

' “
LA —— . !

posure of the mildly handicapped to their non andicapped

" gents (thnsQn. EAfJJ

L3 s
syggested that the ex
- peers permits hbndifépped‘children to exhibit acacdemic incompetence and 1n5p-

propriate behavior théreby causing them to be less accepted than segregafed

N

handicapped students by regular class peers (MacMillan and Morrison, 1980)
If mainstreaming efforts of handicapped students ara to be successful in

’ . detreasing social rejection by nonhandicapped peers and teachers, 'then the.

* factors which lead to social rejection.must be identffied., Social rejection .

&

may well rgsu]t from exhibjtions of 1nappropriate béhaviors by the integrated
handicapped student. Gottlieb, et al. (1978) state that there is little doubt
© that observaﬁle beha{ior in the presence of others affects social statué: They
- go on‘to say thgt social rejection is related to the exprg;sion of negative
,béHa;iér and not simply the absence of poéitjve behavior. ‘

ObviOQS]y, the teacher_p]ays a major role regarding behavior in the class-

! I

}oom, Got'tlieb, et al. (1978) investigated’the“re]atiohship of social Status

N

-

- mqasures and regular teacher and peer ratings of integrated educable mentally
nétarded (EMR) studéﬁts/ﬁnﬁmisbehavior and academic performancef fhEy fgaﬁd

4 - +
N
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that regular teacher ratings of misbehavior of EMR students predicted more var-

Rl L

A

— iance in social status even though social status scores were-obtained from peer
judgements. ~They also suggest that teachers may- influence peers' perceptions
of handicapped students and that attempts to 1mprove .the child's social pos1-

|
t1on be directed toward the teacher rather than,modifying 1nteract1ons between

-

. < . .

* students. - . . ‘ <:\\/»\i
MacMillar and Morrison (1980) attempted to replicate Gottlieb et al. (1978)

’ L4

. findings in self-containtd speciaf'education educable mentally retarded (EMR)

angd educationally handicapped (EH) c1as s roons-. They found that: urilike the

e

regular teachers in Gottlieb et al. study, the special education teachers' be-

ravior ratings of EMR and EF students did not account for significant amounts

.

of variance of the social rejection measure. It appears that the correlates of
social ,tétus of EMR and tH children in special classes d¢if¥er from correlates

. . . A | , L .
in regular classes. While it is'difficult to compare across these twc samnles,
’ P \
some interésting questions are raised as to the possible differences in behavioral

expectations and standards between reqular and special education teacners. Per-
AY
»

haps there are significant differencgs in perceptigns of misbehavior between

[

: Y ) ' .
regular and special educayion teachers which can account for some ,of the unsuc-
r cessful actempts to 1ntegrate hand1capped children.
. - .

¥

The quest1ons for this stwudy were: were there d1fferences between special

- »

educat1?n and regular téachers in degree of toleration of ma1adapt1ve behav1ors,

-
A

-what spec1‘1c behaviors are 1nappropr1ate in the classrooms ofi vegutar teachers

» *

"Q © o as compared to spec1a1 educétion teachers; and, what may be ar undérlying ratio-

. }e fOr differences 1n ]eve] of to]erat1on of behaviors. .

4 .
) - P 4 » r
. , . ~

‘Methods . . e ' .
Regular teachers (N=43) and specia} education-téachersj(N=19) of a large

’ «

central California.school distrjct were asked to respond to a behavior ques-
\ L X \ ] \: - .’ v ) s
tionnaire, the Inventory of Tedcher Social Behavior Standards .and" Expectations ,
: » \ . .
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developed by Hi]] Walker ofkgregoﬁ State Univers}ty. The questionnaire asked
reépondents to indicate their degree of to]erat{on to 51 clasSroom behaviors ™
.Tdentified as inappropriate.x”Fo;'example, one‘of the questiens ‘asks if a -
ehild ;efueing to share is unaCceptable, tolerated or acceptable in the teachers
classroom. Add1t1ona11y, two exp]gratory questions from a Rand Corporation
study (Berman et a]., 1977) were .asked in an attempt Lo ascerta1n pre11m1nary
data on teachers' sense of personal responsibility. The two,quest1onsfwere.
(externa]) When it comes down to it, a %eacher really-can't do much because
most of a student's motivation and performance depends on his
or her home environment.
(efficacy) If 1 really try hard, I can get through to the most difficult
Or unmotivated student.
Resuits
For this preliminary effort, the percentages of teachers éanéing the three
responses (unacceptabley go?erated, 5cceptab1e3 to the behaviors were‘calcu]ated.
The external and efficacy questions weye‘answered on a six point agree-disagree
ggnt]nuum and a correlation coefficient ca]cu]ated between the question and
eaEh behavior response. Table 1 presents the behavxors that were found to be
more tolerable {more acceptable) by at 1eest,l é mere‘of the special education
teechers and less tolerable by at least 15. more of ihe regular teachers. (No
behaviors were found to be acceptable by more thé&n three teachers.) The single
behdvior found to be mo}e tolerated by regular te%che}s was “child is overly
affectionate with other children and/or adﬂ?ts, e.g. touching, hugging, kissing.
3 As evident in Table 1, special education teachérs were more tolerant than

regular teachers on 19 of the'Sl items of studeﬁt inappropriaté behaviors. Regu-

X - lar teachers were more tolerant than special education teachers on only one item.

,> Table 2 shows the simple correjatjon between ‘the behaviors and the géternal

and efficacy questions. Qnly correlations greater than .20 are.shown. -The

.

negative correlations indicate that those who found the behaviors -more acceptable




were more Jikely to agree w1th the external statement and/or the efficacy .

i I

statemers, The s1ng]e pos1t1ve c0rre1atydh suggests ‘that those teachers who
>

7 agneéd with the efficacy statement were unaccept1ng of a child demonstrating

.
inépprqpriate behavior in class when corrected, e.g. shouts back, défies

.
Yo

teather, etc.. «

LY ~ [4
“

" _ Discussion: . . ' . -

The oresent study indfcates that spec1a1 education teacnehL are more .

tolerant of inappropriate behaviors than are regular class teachers. This

-
1

f1nd1na lends support £o MacH111an and Morrison's \1980) findings ,of djfferent'
corre1ates ot\;oc1al status in special classes and regdlgﬁgﬂdsses. 'One~hust:

L‘ be‘cautious of ueing social status estimate; or special education teacher
behavioral judgemehts (relative to specia{ class) as. predictors of\social’status,
ina reqular class. Gottlieb et al. (1978)\suggest that since peheeptions of

" misbehavior lead to social rejection, social status,tan mgst easily be ihproved -
by reduc1ng rejection through mod1fy1ng misbehaviors. This*modifying'of mis-
henav1or must occur prior to p]acement in the regu]ar class because ‘once a ,child

-

is integrated and perce1ved to manifest inappropriate behavior it is very diffi-

. / ~ .
cult to Chenge social status {Bryan, 1976). ////-f -

The specific behaviors on which there were different ratings by spetial

. ¢ .
education and regular teachers have important implications. Special education

. teachers must know what specific behaviors lead to socidl rejection so that

. *° .7 intervention can concentrate on modifying the most-hiehly correlated behaviors.
. ' e -~ C
Whie the present Study does not address.this qdestion specificaliy, MeMichae]

A (1980) ﬁound‘thag.destructive, irritatiné-énd aggressive bghaviorg lead to
. reJection'among regular students, with aggression being cited as the primary
"~ . « R *

reason.fohﬁrejettion of peers. Clearly, most of the behaviors listed in Table.1.

rta]] ihté this cétégogy and suggest that specia] education feachers may be more’
3 * . - ‘
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tolerant of those specific behaviors which lead to social reject{on. It is

also noted that the one behavior which regular teachers were moré tolerant, of
was a child who is overly affectionate with other children andfor adults, e.g.
touching, hugéing,_kissing--c]ear]y not an aggressive behavior. Further

5] . v ' P4 N
investigation is,needed to isolate which specific maladaptive behavioﬂ!’]ead
<« * : . . - 5

to social rejection of handicapped students.
. te \

In attempting to look at under]&ing reasons for da ferences in toleration
of 1nappropriate behaviors, the construct of teacher efficacy and its relation-
ship to behavioral ratings was explored. It hay be that spec{a1 educat?dn'.
teachers are more tolerant of dnapprcpriate behaviors because they are more

efficacious, in terms, gf feeling more capable of influencing student outcomes”
. ‘ e .

»

because of specialized training. ‘There were only slight differences found

s

between special education and regular teacners on either the external or effi-
cacy statements w.th spec1a1 education teachers beingnless external and’ more - -

efficacious. Berman et al. (1977 ) combined these two questions into a single

v

& .
measure 0& teacher efficacy which resulted in a powerful prgdictor of various
’outcome measures. This construct ard 1ts re]at1onsh1p to behav1ord] expectat1ons

must bé further explored. B o

+

The rfiegative correlations in Table 2 indicate that those teachers who
. - . Fi .
agreed with both the external statement and/or the efficacy statement tehded to.

be more accepting of the specific inappropriate behavior 11s£ed—swou]d put up

-

‘with the behavior temporarily, but prefer to see it reduced wh11e teachers who
A

d1sagreed with the external and/0r eff1cacy statement found the behav1ors to bea

unacceptab]e--wou]d hot tolerate it #n the c1assr00m and wou]d 1n1t1ate act1ve

methods to eliminate it. It may be s1gn1f1cant that a dqsproport1qnate1y high

percentage of behavigrs wh1ch viere more acceptable by those teachers who agreed

with these statements were non-aggress1ve.behavrors as' opposed to aggressive

behaviors. Of the 51 inappropriate Behavior»itemsf.on]y gJ% would 'be considered
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nontaggressive behaviors, while 50% of the’ behaviors in.Table 2 are non-

aggfessive behéviors. Perhaps non-aggre;sive‘behaviors are more tolerated by

. most teachers because they are less disruptive’ to the classroom, and in turn, )
» . . , . .
may. not significantly affeét social status. ) "
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.y K{ TABLE 1 : o 0
- . ‘ Behaviors Seen as More Tolerable to
) .. . Special Education Teachers' —

L3 ~ -
~ .

P - N A .
Child, tests or challenges teacher imposed limits,e.g. classroom rules.

Child hds tantzzms.

Child babbles fo her/himself. , o B
4 . » ' . ' .
v * . P - .
Child engages in stereotyped repetitive, e.g. repeats the same response over
and oyer in thg same way such as pencil tapping, drumming fingers or playing
.with objects.
h 4

" Child réfuses to share. : ) CL

.- Child engages in silly, attention getting behavior, e.g. makes unusual noises/
gesturés, imitates cartoon characters, etc.

Child cheats, e.qg. copies>dork from others. "

’ Child talk$ out of turn. : .

Child asks irrelevant questions, e.g. quest1ons serve no functional purpose and
are not task related-

Child does not folTow specified rules of games and/or class activities.

-

Child refuses to play in games withiether children. ) '
« . Child fqrces the submission of peers by being domi ant,fbossy and/or overbearing. <i

Chi]d/staffs-act{vities but does not finish them.

Child argues aﬁd must have the last werd in verba] exchanges with peers and/or =

teacher, e ° 2

CN

Child displays hi&h 16ue1s'of dependence, e.g. neelds excessive amounts of
assistance; feedback, andyor supervision to comple e simple tasks.

Child is iﬁexcusably late for the begjnning of clask activities.

Child does not share toys and eqUipment in"a p]gy situation.
Child does not follow" and/or g1ve.1nto necessary rules of games anﬁtclass \
activities,

Ch1}d.f/gcts negatively ;;\Sssjgned school work, e.g. complains, sulks, refuses
to start task. . ) . '
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L)
TABLE 2
. "Correlation’s Between Behavior .
and Efficacy Question ‘

.
—>\ ’ ' - . . \
.-

Behaviors . Extérnal Efficacious
Child tests or challenges teacher '
n imposed limits, e.g\classroom rules. . . =22

-

Child has tantrums. -.27

Child uses obsceng language. -.22
3
Child pouts or sulks:

c-260 . : :
Child does not follow Epecified rutes
of games and/or class activities.
Child refuses to play in games with
other children. .

*Child behaves inappropriately in class
when corrected, e.g. shouts back defies
the te§cher; etc.

Child forces the submission of peers by
being dominant, bassy and/or overbearing.

Child displays high 1eve{:\bf~dependence,
‘e.g. needs excessive amounts of assistance,
. feedback, and/or supervision to comp]ete .
- simple tasks® ' . -.27 -.30

Child is overly affectionate with other
children and/or adultss; e.g. touching,
hugging, kissing. ) . ~.27

Child §s excessively demanding, e.g.,

demands too ‘much individual attention. -.23 . .
Child is serxous]y withdrawn, ®.g. when-t
ever possible av#ds social contact with

other chx%dren and/or adu1t§\x\ . 320 i -.21
. . \\‘ - ¢ >
i - - ¢
. : ¥
) . : 1
. : X 10 '
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