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Abstract

This study analyzed data collected from a small. rural

school division to determine how the integration of students

with SLD into general education classrooms was being

implemented. Specifically, a survey was conducted to

determine if appropriate accommodations were being made for

these students and how student outcomes were being

evaluated. Respondents included all personnel who were

involved in the evaluation and eligibility processes for

students with SLD (N=140). Results indicated that., although

some active efforts are occurring to integrate students with

SLD into general education classrooms, no formal plan for

implementation exists in the school division surveyed.

General education teachers were required to make minimal

accommodations for students with SLD. In addition. outcomes

were not being evaluated, and no category-specific outcome-

monitoring measures were reported.
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The Integration of Learning Disabled Students
In a Rural School Division

Introduction

A dramatic increase has occurred in the number of
students identified with Specific Learning Disabilities in
the past decade (Houck & Rogers, 1994). Of the 4.3 million
students with disabilities served during the 1990-1991
school year, 2.1 million were identified with a Specific
Learning Disability (SLD). Much debate exists about the
nature of Specific Learning Disabilities, and consequently,
how students with these learning disabilities may best be
served. By law, a least restrictive environment (LRE) is
required for students with Specific Learning Disabilities.
Supporters of a separate special education system agree with
the LRE concept, but these professionals maintain that pull-
out services rendered by special education teachers are
necessary (Bryan, Bay, & Donahue, 1994; Kauffman, Gerber, &
Semmel, 1988; Kauffman, Willis, Baker, & Riedell, 1995;
Keogh, 1988; McKinney & Hocutt, 1988). Supporters of the
Regular Education Initiative (REI) advocate integrating
students with Specific Learning Disabilities into regular
education classrooms where all of their needs will be met
(Gardner & Lipsky, 1987; Lilly & Pagach, 1986; Reynolds &
Wang, 1986; Stainback & Stainback, 1984); however, no
specific implementation guidelines are available. The
educational needs of students with Specific Learning

Disabilities will best be served by research not only on REI
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implementation procedures, but also on which approach for
serving these students is most effective.
S ific I . Disabili Defj 3
Since its creation in 1966, the definition for SLD has
been controversial (Bryan, Bay, & Donahue, 1988). Task
Force I conceived the etiology of learning disabilities to
be from specific localized damage to, or dysfunction in, the
brain which was referred to as minimal brain dysfunction in
the original definition and in all definitions to date
(Clements, 1966). The current definition of Specific
Learning Disability used by educators is:
a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological
processes involved in understanding or in using
language, spoken or written, which may manifest itself
in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read,
write, spell or do mathematical calculations. The term
includes such conditions as perceptual disabilities,
brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and
developmental asphasia. The term does not include
children who have learning problems which are primarily
the result of visual, hearing, or motor disabilities,
of mental retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of
environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage
(Virginia Department of Education, 1994, p. 10-11).
Although we lack the technology to verify the existence
of minimal brain dysfunction in children, some empirical

basis for the notion exists. The controversy over the
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definition of SLD and its implied biological basis have been
valuable. As scientists and educators have continued their
efforts to operationalize the intent and purpose inherent in
the definition, a vast empirical data base has been
established (Bryan, Bay, & Donahue, 1988).

The current trend in rural schools is for students with
Specific Learning Disabilities to spend most of their time
in a regular education setting and to receive intervention
in a special education setting (Steinberg 1989; Reganick,
1993). Regular Education Initiative (REI) advocates suggest
that students with Specific Learning Disabilities be placed
in a regular education class and receive no outside
resources (Skrtic, 1991).

The Regular Education Initiative

Prior to the passage of the L[Education for All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (IEHA), segregated special
classrooms were maintained for students with disabilities.
The concept of mainstreaming emerged as a solution when
segregated classroom practices were criticized for being
racially biased, instructionally ineffective, and socially
and psychologically damaging (Skrtic, 1991). Implementation
of the EHA formalized the spirit of mainstreaming into law;
thus began the movement to limit special placements and
integrate students with mild disabilities, including
Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD), into regular education
classrooms (Hallahan, Kauffman, Lloyd, & McKinney, 1988).

Mainstreaming practices are currently being attacked by
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Regular Education Initiative (REI) supporters who charge
that they are no more effective than those practices
employed in segregated classrooms (Skrtic, 1991).

In the regulations accompanying Part B of the EHA
(1975; IDEA-B, 1992), Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) is
a legal concept defined as a set of procedures states should

follow to assure that, to the maximum extent appropriate,

disabled children are educated with children who are not

disabled (Sawyer, McLaughlin, & Winglee, 1994). Integration

is the term frequently used to describe the placement of
students with disabilities in general education settings. j
IDEA-B gave impetus to the advocates of REI.

In 1981, the Regular Education Initiative (REI) was
conceptualized by Maynard Reynolds and Margaret Wang
(Hallahan, Kauffman, Lloyd, & McKinney,1988). In 1986, the
REI received formal recognition by the Assistant Secretary

for the United States Office of Special Education and

Rehabilitative Services, Madeleine C. Will, who stated that:

[the] "so-called pull-out approach to the educational
difficulties of students with (SLD) had failed in many
instances to meet the educational needs of these students"
(Hallahan, 1988, p. 3).
The Regular Education Initiative advocated the creation
of a partnership between regular and special educators which
would serve students who are failing to learn (Schumaker &
Such a partnership entails a restructuring f

Deshler, 1988).

of education services. The number of students with Specific
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Learning Disabilities, as well as underachievers, would be
drastically increased in regular classrooms where all
students would share the same resources, opportunities, and
supports (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1993). This would create an
atmosphere which would strengthen the achievement level of
students with Specific Learning Disabilities and their
underachieving peers. Although four fields of thought exist
among advocates of REI, all call for eliminating the EHA
classification system, and all propose restructuring the
separate general and special education systems into one
system (Skrtic, 1991). REI advocates differ only in their
views of which disabled students would be served in regular
education classrooms.

Many philosophical arguments have been leveled against
the REI. For example, Skrtic (1991) argued that REI
proponents do not recognize the connection between special
education practices and the assumptions in which they are
grounded. He argues

""disabilities are pathological; differential diagnosis

is objective and useful; special education is a

rationally conceived and coordinated system of services

that benefits diagnosed students; [and] progress
results from rational technological improvements in

diagnostic and instructional practices (Skrtic, 1991,

p. 152).

In other words, REI advocates ignored the basic assumptions

that school failure is pathological and which must be
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diagnosed and treated by special education specialists and
that progress will result from improved diagnostic
procedures and special education teaching methods.

REI advocates argued that the current school system’s
practices (i.e., separation of special education and general
education) are fundamentally flawed and cannot and should
not be salvaged (Skrtic, 1991). They argued that Special
Education is not a rational system that is consistent with
democratic, educational ideals. REI opponents believed that
Special Education is a politically rational system in that
it provides resources and personnel to students with
disabilities who would not otherwise receive them. REI
proponents advocated a restructuring of the school system;
whereas REI opponents believed that the current separate
special education system could be rendered instructionally
rational through additional research and development aimed
at improving diagnostic and instructional practices.

Much debate also occurs among educators and educational
professionals with regard to the implementation of REI.
First, REI advocates disagreed as to how students with
disabilities should be served. Stainback and Stainback
(1984) proposed the integration of all regular and special
education students, including those with the most severely
and profoundly disabling conditions, within each classroom.
Students may be grouped according to their instructional
needs. This proposal considered social competence as a

primary objective. Reynolds and Wang (1983) argued that
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most students with disabilities should be served exclusively
in regular education classrooms, and those with severe and
profound disabilities may be served in separate settings.
Gardner and Lipsky (1987) proposed that all students with
mild and moderate disabilities be educated in a general
education setting, while severely and profoundly disabled
students would receive their primary instruction in separate
classrooms within the regular education setting. Lilly and
Pagach (1986) argued that only students with mild
disabilities should be served exclusively in regular
education classes.

Kauffman, Gerber, and Semmel (1988) cited REI
advocates” assertions that a schism exists between regular
and special education and argued that federal data indicates
that a majority of students with mild disabilities are now
receiving most of their education in general education
classrooms. Finally, McKinney and Hocutt (1988) argued the
need for policy analysis in evaluating REI: "Much of the
debate about the merits of the REI flows solely from the
prospective of policy advocacy, not policy analysis" (p.
13).

Legal Implications of the REL

Huefner (1994) and Vacca (1995) have analyzed Federal
Appellate standards for cases involving Least Restrictive
Environment (LRE) for students with Specific Learning
Disabilities (SLD). Huefner”s study indicated that a school

must accommodate an instructionally integrated student by
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providing supplementary aids and services and by modifying
its regular education program. These accommodations
include: resource room and itinerant special education
services, speech and language therapy, special education
training for general education teachers, behavior management
programs, modifications to regular education programs, and
other needs and services appropriate to the needs of a given
child. These requirements, however, represent overlapping
Judicial standards which are dependent upon physical,
social, or instructional, and/or economic criteria in a
given school setting.

Inclusion, which involves the same basic idea as
integration (Sawyer, McLaughlin, & Winglee, 1994), refers to
a concept used by REI advocates to describe the use of new

methods, techniques, and strategies to teach students with

dimabilities and their nondisabled peers in the same
classroom (Reganick, 1993). Inclusion (i.e., abolishing
special education settings and integrating virtually all
atudents with disabilities into regular education
classrooma) is the current thrust of the REI movement
(Huefner, 1994).

According to Vacca (1995), no consensus of opinion
exists among the courts with regard to a legal definition
for inclusion. A definition that may be inferred from an

analysis of recent legal decisions, however, may be:

"o

inclusion means the integration (not separation) of all
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students in the mainstream of a regular education setting to
the maximum extent practicable" (Vacca, 1995, p. 3).

Kauffman, Willis, Baker, and Riedel (1995) have offered
what they believe to be a practical and legally defensible
definition of inclusion: "a variety of placements that offer
the conditions under which any individual feels safe,

accepted, and valued and is helped to develop his or her

affective and intellectual capacities" (Kauffman, p. 545).
In other words, placement of a disabled student in a regular
education classroom may occur only after a careful analysis
of all relevant factors in each individual situation (Vacca,
1995); therefore, the regular education setting may or may
not be the appropriate placement.
Implications of REI for Students with Learning Disabilities
According to Pudlas (1993) the Regular Education
Initiative (REI) was intended for students with Learning
Disabilities, but its implementation places both students
with Specific Learning Disabilities and their general
education teachers at risk. The REI assumption that these
students will learn more effectively if they are integrated
into a regular education classroom for the entire day is
based on a second assumption: that teachers and students
with Specific Learning Disabilities will be able to attain a
balance between their aspirations and their ability to
achieve success. Keogh (1988) proposed that it is
impossible for the general education system to accommodate

students who have previously failed in that system.
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Kauffman, Semmel, and Gerber (1988) questioned whether
it is possible for regular education teachers to distribute
educational resources to achieve desired outcomes. Those
school systems which do not mandate support activities and
Preservice and in-service education will place students and
teachers at risk (Pudlas, 1993).

Bryan, Bay, and Donahue (1988) argued that students

with Specific Learning Disabilities differ from normally

achieving individuals. The reference to minimal brain

dysfunction that may be found in each definition assumes
that these students have heterogeneous problems which makes

it unlikely that classroom modifications alone will meet

their complex needa. Although the exiztence of minimal

brain dysfunction cannot be verified, some scientific

evidence exists that students with Specific Learning

Disabilities do have central nervous system problems (Bryan

et al, 1988).

Ieacher Attitudes Toward REL

As the number of students with Specific Learning
Disabilities in general education classrooms increases,
Professionals must examine the attitudes of teachers who
must assume new roles and develop new competencies as they

face new instructional and management challenges (Chow &

A teacher’s attitude will determine his or

Winzer, 1992).
her response to the needs of a special student and may be

the determining variable in the success or failure of
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ts to implement REI for students with Specific

attemp

Learning Disabilities.

In a study examining the attitudes of Michigan

educators toward the REI, Davis and Maheady (1991) found a B
general agreement with the majority of REI goals and E
procedures and an acceptance of implementation methods.
They also found that these educators recognized the need for
technical assistance in implementing REI procedures. This

1 report study, however, and actual

s were not examined.

was a verba

implementation procedure

Schumm and Vaughn (1991) agssessed the willingness of

o make adaptations fo
1ts indicated that teachers find

teachers t r students with disabilities

in their classroomsS. Resu

d curricular adaptations desirable but not

instructional an

g to make specific

feasible. They are not willin

structions, use of materials, or

modifications in their in
however, to provide

environment. They are willing,

cademic success for the

encouragement and support for a

student with disabilities.
Rodden-Nord, Shinn, and Good (1992) investigated
cation teachers’ attitudes toward integration.

general edu
ound general education teachers to be

Previous studies have f

neutral about the integration of students

unenthusiastic or

with disabilities into their classrooms. Findings were

5 research; however, providing

consistent with previou
teachers with significant achievement data resulted in a

more positive attitude toward integration.
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Regular and special education teachers in California
expressed a preference for their current pullout services
for special education students and a belief that this
currently mandated intervention needs to be protected
(Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, & Lesar, 1991). Improvement as
a result of REI reforms was unforeseen: the full-time
placement of students with Specific Learning Disabilities in
regular education classrooms would negatively affect the
distribution of instructional classroom time. In addition,
teachers do not perceive themselves as having the skills for
adapting instructional material, and teachers believe that
no positive social benefits will occur. Research reveals
that regular education teachers have neither the skills for
making accommodations nor a general willingness to make
needed adaptations (Houck & Rogers, 1994). If REI efforts
to integrate students with Specific Learning Disabilitios
totally into the regular education classroom are to be
successful, school staff will need to change their
perceptions, perspectives, and expectations regarding the
educational process (Whitworth, 1994).

A number of school systems across the United States are
attempting to implement the Regular Education Initiative
(REI) (Hazazi, Johnston, Liggett, & Shattman, 1994; Houck &
Rogers, 1994; Whitworth, 1994). Research has provided three
key elements that are necessary for the implementation of

the process. Of primary consideration is a formal, written
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plan and a commitment from virtually all system-wide school
staff members to change the educational process (Schumm &
Vaughn, 1991; Steinberg, 1989; Whitworth, 1994).
Simultaneously, school administrators, faculty, and support
staff must be in agreement that problems of low achievement
and failure are the responsibility of all educators in the
system, and not merely the responsibility of special
education teachers (Schumaker & Deshler, 1988).

The second key element to consider in the successful
implementation of the REI is teacher training (Kauffman,
Willis, Baker, & Riedel, 1995; NJCLD, 1988; Pudlas, 1993;
Skrtic, 1991; Steinberg, 1989; Whitworth, 1994). Preservice
and in-service training must be provided for teachers in the
different methods and skills which they will use to instruct
students with disabilities; in collaborating and consulting
with special education specialists; and in evaluating
student outcomes and instructional methods. Positive
teacher attitudes are correlated with the reintegration of
students with disabilities into the general education
classroom (Rodden-Nord, Shinn, & Good, 1992).

The final key element for the successful implementation
of integration of the REI is research (Davis & Maheady,
1991; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1993; Hallahan, Keller, McKinney,
Lloyd, & Bryan, 1988; Houck & Rogers, 1994; Keogh, 1988;
McKinney, Lloyd, & Bryan, 1988; Pudlas, 1993; Schumaker &
Deshler, 1988; Steinberg, 1989). Little research has been

conducted to date regarding program efficacy for students
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with SLD (Keogh, 1993). Formal and informal research is
essential in the assessment of student outcomes as well as
the effectiveness of teaching methods (Whitwor£h, 1994).
Educational reform (i.e., integrating students with Specific
Learning Disabilities into general education classrooms)
should be based solely on data and accountability (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 1993).
Statement of Purpose

The number of students with Specific Learning
Disabilities in general education classrooms is increasing
(Houck & Rogers, 1994; Sawyer, McLaughlin, & Winglee, 1993).
Moreover, a formal plan and a commitment by school
administration and staff, teacher training, and research
provide a sound basis for the implementation of Jintegration.
The purpose of this study, therefore, was to determine:
(1) how the integration of students with Specific Learning
Disabilities (SLD) into general education classrooms was
being implemented in a small rural school division; (2) to
what extent regular education teachers were making
appropriate accommodations in their classrooms for students
with SLD; and (3) how students”® outcomes were being
evaluated. The answers to these questions will suggest
where we are in the process of implementing integration so
that we may know where we need to go. Furthermore, this
information may give us a basis for comparison to other

school divisions.
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Method

setting

The study was conducted in a small rural county school
division in central Virginia. The general population of the
division is 11,100, and the school population is 2,115. The
district was characterized socio-economically as low to
middle income and it has a high unemployment rate. Sixty-
two percent of the students receive free lunches. Students
with Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD) number 188, and 15
SLD teachers are employed. In-school placement options for
students with SLD were reported as self-contained, resource,
collaborative, and monitored.
Subjects

Subjects for the study were a special education
supervisor, a general education curriculum supervisor, four
building principals and four assistant principals, six
guidance counselors, a school psychologist, 108 academic
general education teachers and 15 SLD teachers. In
addition, because she participates in the special education
identification and eligibility processes, a school nurse was
requested to participate.
Surveyv Instrument

The instrument was adapted from two studies: Houck and
Rogers (1994) and Schumm and Vaughn (1991) (See Appendices C
and D). The survey consisted of two parts. The first part
contained demographic information. The second part

contained eighty—-nine closed-form response questions in a
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four-point Likert Scale format. Part One solicited
demographic information, requested copies of written
policies and guidelines for the integration effort, and
offered subjects an opportunity to request a summary of the
research findings. Additional demographic information was
requested from building principals and supervisors (See
Appendix D).

Part Two of the instrument consisted of six sections.
Section one addressed the degree of effort the school
district was making toward integration and if the school had
a written plan to implement integration. Sections two and
five were designed to indicate an overall picture of how
integration was being implemented. Section three asked
respondents to indicate what data were recorded to monitor
the impact of increased integration (i.e., how student
outcomes were being measured). Section four duplicated
section two with a different response format and was
designed to provide data for comparison studies. Section
8ix requested subjects to indicate what accommodations were
required of general education teachers for students with
Specific Learning Disabilities, how outcomes were being
measured, and if teachers had had specialized training in
integration techniques. Open-form questions included in the
Houck and Rogers (1994) study were omitted. The Schumm and
Vaughn (1991) study asked teachers what accommodations they

believed to be desirable and feasible. The current study
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asked teachers what accommodations are required of them for

students with SLD.

Reliability and validity of the aggregated instrument
have not been determined. The Houck and Rogers (1994)
instrument was reviewed internally at the Virginia
Polytechnic and State University’s Office of Measurement and

Research Services, and externally by eight North Carolina

educators. Schumm and Vaughn (1991) used the Adaptation
Evaluation Instrument (AEI) which directs a teacher to rate
adaptations for students with Specific Learning Disabilities
who are mainstreamed in terms of how much the teacher would
like to implement the adaptation in his or her classroom
(i.e., desirability), and how practical it would be to
implement the adaptation (i.e., feasibility). Reliability
of this instrument was 0.97 for the desirability subscale
and 0.95 for the feasibility subscale.
Procedural Details

Permission to conduct the study in the winter of 1996
was obtained from the superintendent of the school division
(See Appendix A). Survey material and a copy of the letter
of permission were hand delivered to building principals at
which time each principal“s support of the research was
solicited. All other subjects received instruments through
the school inter-office mail delivery system.

The instrument was encoded to enable tracking of
returned and non-returned surveys and offered a telephone

number for subjects who had questions or needed assistance.
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A cover letter (see Appendix B) requested voluntary
participation and assured confidentiality and anonymity.
Subjects were requested to return the survey material
directly to the researcher within one week in a stamped
envelope provided with the survey material.
I 1 Validit

Survey data were tabulated by two individuals. Subject
bias may be relevant to the results. The Likert Scale
response format increased a tendency toward socially
acceptable or noncommittal midscale responses.
Data Analvsis

Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the
results. An independent sample f-test was employed to

examine group differences in section six.
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Results

Questionnaires were sent to 140 educators. Of the

surveys returned, 62 (44.29%), and all were usable. (See
Table 1). Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the
data.

How Integration is Being Implemented in a Rural School System

Although the entire research instrument was designed to
measure how the integration of students with Specific Learning
Disabilities (SLD) was being implemented, questions one
through three and 52 through 57 were directly related to this
research question. Questions one through three dealt with the
extent to which the school division was actively attempting to
increase the amount of time students with SLD spend in the
regular classroom at the elementary, middle, and secondary
levels.

An examination of the results across all groups for items
1-3 indicated that 37 (19.89%) of the respondents reported
extensive active efforts to increase the amount of time
students with SLD spend in the regular or general education
classroom. Some efforts were reported by 52 (27.96%), and
6 (3.23%) reported no active efforts. The no opinion option
was reported by 91 (48.92%) of the respondents. (See Table 2).

The most extensive efforts were reported at the
elementary level. Eighteen (29.03%) reported extensive active
efforts and 18 (29.03%) reported some efforts. No active
efforts were reported by one (1.61%), and 25 (40.32%) reported

no opinion. Extensive active efforts also were reported by
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nine (14.52%) of middle school respondents. Some efforts were
reported by 17 (27.42%), and two (3.23%) reported no active
efforts. The no opinion option was reported by 34 (54.88%) of
the middle school respondents. Similarly, on the secondary
level, 10 (16.13%) of the respondents reported extensive
active efforts, and 17 (27.42%) reported some efforts. No
active efforts was reported by three (4.84%), and 32 (51.62%)
reported no opinion. (See Table 2).

Question number four examined whether or not the school
division had adopted any guidelines, written philosophies, or
policies which are specifically designed to increase the time
students with SLD spend in the regular classroom. An
examination across all groups indicated that 17 (27.87%)
reported the existence of such documents. Of the total group,
21 (34.43%) reported that no such documents existed, and
23 (37.70%) reported that they could not Jjudge whethaer or not
the school division had adopted an integration policy. 'The
Special Education Supervisor reported that a document does
exist. (See Table 3).

Questions numbered 52 through 57 dealt with six specific
attributes supporting change. Mean scores across all groups
indicated that flexibility in planning and implementing
integrative efforts in individual schools (i.e., [tem #55)
and involvement of key stakeholders (i.e, Item #52) are
tfacilitative features of the school division’s efforts to

increase integration. Other facilitative features associated
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with successful programmatic change were ranked present to
some extent. (See Table 4).
General Education Teacher Accommodations for Students with SLD

Questions 58 through 89 examined to what extent regular
education teachers are required to make specific
accommodations in their classrooms for students with SLD. An
examination of the results showed that respect learning
disabled students as individuals with differences ranks as the
highest requirement on both the elementary and the middle
level, whereas provide extra time ranked as the highest
requirement on the secondary level. Receive specialized
training in integration techniques and procedure and receive
specialized training in behavior management ranked lowest at
all three levels (See Tables 5, 6, and 7).

General education teachers were randomly selected and

compared with SLD teachers in order to examine group

differences on the extent to which accommodations aro made for

students with SLD. An independent sample t-test indicated no
significant group differences (1#=1.59, p<.058) in responses.
(See Table B8). Separate f-tests conducted for individual

items (Questions 55-89), however, indicated that there were
significant differences on questions 68, 69, 86, 88, and 89:
adapt long range plans (t=2.44, P<.05), teach learning
strategies (1t=2.55, P<.05), provide achievement results
(1=2.36, P<.0B), receive specialized training in integration
techniques and procedure (1t=3.33, P<.05), and receive

specialized training in behavior management (1=2.34, P<.05).
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(See Table 10). No group differences were found for questions
55-67, 70-85, and 87. (See Table 9)
How Student Outcomes are Being Evaluated

To determine how student outcomes were being evaluated,
all respondents were asked to indicate whether specific
outcome data were being collected systematically and
summarized for 32 accommodations on an individual school or
school system basis for students with specific learning
disabilities. An examination of results across all three
groups suggested that limited data are collected and
summarized for students with SLD. Number of referrals for
special education services ranked first, and students’
attitudes toward learning and school ranked last. (See Table

10).
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Discussion

According to Hazazi, Johnston, Liggett, and Shattman
(1994), Houck and Rogers (1994), and Whitworth (1994), the
primary consideration in the implementation of integration is
a formal, written plan. More than one-half of those
responding to the survey indicated that a plan had not been
adopted or that they could not judge. Moreover, although one-
third of the building principals, more than one-third of the
general education teachers, and one-half of the SLD teachers
reported the absence of a document, the Special Education
Supervisor reported such a document had been adopted and
enclosed it with her completed survey instrument. (See
Appendix E). Upon examining the document, it was determined
that Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) was apparently the
concept utilized by the school division in their aspecial
education policy. No references to integration procodures or
to specific placements of students with Specific Learning
Disabilities were made.

Of equal importance to a formal, written plan, Steinberg
(1989) and Whitworth (1994) advocated a system-wide commitment
from educators to change the educational process and the
involvement of key stakeholders in the planning and
implementation of integration efforts. The results of the
current study indicated that these facilitative features are
present only to some extent. More than one-half of those

responding indicated that these features were either not
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present, or they could not judge whether or not they were
present.

According to numerous professionals (Kauffman et al.,
1995; NJCLD, 1988; Pudlas, 1993; Skrtic, 1991; Steinberg,
1989; and Whitworth, 1994), teacher training in integration
techniques and procedures is a second key element in the
successful implementation of integration. Current survey
results indicated that less than half of the school division’s
general education teachers are required to receive training in
these techniques and procedures. Other critical
accommodations such as teaching learning strategies, adapting
regular materials, and providing achievement results were
found to be severely limited.

Education professionals have overwhelmingly indicated
that research is critical to educational reform (i.e.,
integration) (Davis & Maheady, 1991; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1993;
Hallahan et al., 1988; Houck & Rogers, 1994; Keogh, 1988;
McKinney et al., 1988; Pudlas, 1993; Schumaker & Deshler,
1988; & Steinberg, 1989). A majority of the respondents in
the surveyed school division indicated that data critical to
evaluation were not being systematically collected and
summarized for students with SLD. In addition, a number of
respondents indicated that a systematic process for evaluating
outcomes was not present or that they could not judge whether
or not this facilitative feature was present. Moreover, the

Special Education Supervisor reported that no data for SLD
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students were available. This presents a significant barrier
to efforts to evaluate outcomes related to any educational
change.

The results of this study indicated that although
integration was occurring in the surveyed school division,
no formal commitment existed to integrate students with
Specific Learning Disabilities totally into general education
classrooms. The division did, however, appear to be in
compliance with some of the directives of IDEA-B (1992). Some
students with SLD were being integrated into regular education
classrooms, and resource rooms and itinerant special education

services were being provided. Special education and behavior

management training programs for general education teachers
and modifications to regular education programs were being
provided only to a limited extent. Moreover, regular
education teachers were required to make strategic
accommodations only to a limited extent for students with SLD.
A critical element to the successful implementation ot
students with SLD that appeared to be nonexistent in the

surveyed school division was research which is necessary to
evaluate the efficacy of any educational reforms. That a
majority of educators responded that they could not Judge

whether or not data were collected and summarized on a system-

wide basis indicated that the school division does little, if
any, research on the progress of its students with SLD. The

overriding factor with regard to the question of research,
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however, was the response of the special education supervisor
who indicated that no SLD-specific monitoring data were
available.

Overall results of this research also indicated a serious
failure to communicate special education policy and procedure
in the school division. A number of respondents indicated
that they could not judge or had no opinion with regard to
integration, accommodations, and research.

Several limitations were apparent in this study. The
population of this study was limited to participants employed
by one rural county school division. In addition, subject
bias must be considered in interpreting results which may not
necessarily reflect actual behavior. Finally, the reliability
and validity of the instrument have not been determined.

Because this research examined reported behavior, future
research may include studies of actual behavior in generol
education classrooms where students with SLD have been
integrated. In addition, studies in school divisions that are
measuring progress for integrated students with SLD would

reveal whether or not the procedure is effective.
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Appendix A

Permission Letter to School Division
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Home Address

Date: February 28, 1996

To:

From: Catharine B. Kerr

I am working on a research project for my masters degree in
Learning Disabilities. I am writing to request your
permission to conduct a study in the Schools
on the current status of any program changes related to the
Regular Education Initiative. As you know, this initiative is
designed to increase the amount of time students with learning
disabilities (and other disabilities) spend in regular
classrooms. The focus of this study is limited to students
with specific learning disabilities. Administrative
personnel, learning disability and regular education teachers,
and guidance and health care personnel will be requested to
participate in the study. An instrument has been developed
which will take approximately twenty minutes to complete.

You may be assured that the name of the school division will
not be used. The study will be done in complete anonymity.
Coding will be used to enable comparison studies.

Thank you for considering this request for the
school division to participate in this study.




Rural Integration 41

Appendix B

Permission from School Division to Conduct Research
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Mrs. Cathy Kerr

Dear Mrs. Kerr:

Mainstreaming is a concept which is growing in usage as well as acceptance. It seems to
help the special youngster who is mainstreamed, and it also seems to help the youngsters who
receive the special youngster in their regular class if the special youngster is capable of
accomplishing at least part of what is being taught in the regular classroom. These are personal
feelings developed from watching students and talking to teachers. However, we have no study
which would indicate that this is more than just a perception.

Not only do we give permission for you to conduct a study on the integration af specific
learning disabled students into the general education classes, but we wish to give you whatever
support is need. This is a study which we feel a need to have conducted.

Thank you for preparing to do this research.

Very truly yours,

Division Superintendent
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Appendix C

Subject Letter of Request to Participate
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Inter-Office Mail System

Date: February 28, 1996

To: Administration, Faculty, & Staff of

From: Catharine B. Kerr

I am writing to request your assistance with my graduate
research project from which I seek to provide professionals
working in the field with information on the current status of
any program changes related to what has been called the
special education/ regular education integration initiative
(or integration) model. As you may know, this initiative 1is
designed to increase the amount of time students with learning
disabilities (and other disabilities) spend in regular
classrooms. The focus of this study is limited to students
with specific learning disalilities. As part of this
investigation, your perceptions are solicited via the enclosed
survey.

As you will notice, the survey materials are coded; however,
you may be assured that your responses will not be reported
individually or linked with your school at any time. Your
honest and straightforward opinions are needed, and I want you
to feel completely comfortable in disclosing your views. You
may also be assured that no particular position related to
this issue is being promoted. Please return the completed

survey within one week in the enclosed stamped and addressed
envelope.

Thank you for considering this request to participate in this
study as a representative for other professionals in your
position. 1 truly appreciate the time you will give to this

effort. If you have any questions, or would like to have
additional information about this research, please call me at
or .

Encl: Survey Materials
Return Envelope
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Appendix D

PART I. Demographical Information
Respondent Information

Job Title:

Number of years in Current Position:

Certifications, Endorsements, or Liscensures Held (Identify those you hold):
__ Rarly Kducation (NE-3)
_____ Rlenentary Education (3-6)

___ Secondary Education (specify subject area(s)

__ Learning Disabilities

____ School Psychologist

__ Instructional and Supervisory Personnel
__ School Principal

___ School Nurse

___ Other(s) (Please specify)

Would you like a summary of the research findings?

Yes

p——

No

o—————

Preferred mailing address:

PLEASE CONTINUE TO PART II
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PART I1. Status of Special/Regular Education Integration
Initiative for Students with Specific Learning
Disabilities
Your responses to this survey are requested to help in a status study of the special/regular

e@ucation integration initiative for students with specific learning disabilities. Pleage
circle your responses in the amswer column. Be sure to match the item mumber with the pumber

in the answer colum.

(1-3) To what extent do you think your school division is actively attempting to increase the
anount of time students with specific learning disabilities spend in regular classrooms?

(Ose the following scale to respond.
(A) Extensive Active Efforts (B) Some Active Efforts  (C) No Active Effort

(X) No Opirion

1. At the elementary level 1. ABC Y
2. At the middle school level 2. ABC X
3. At the high school level I.ABC Y
4. Bas your school division adopted any guidelines, written philosophies, or policies which are
specifically designed to increase the time students with specific learning disabilities spend
in the regular classroon? Use the following scale to respond.
(A) Yes (B) No (X) Can’t Judge 4. A B C X
(5-21) To what extent do your personally agree with the following statements regarding the
special education/regular education integration initiative? Use the following scale to
respond.
(5)p:gree (B) Tend to Agree (C) Tend to Disagree (D)_D?ﬂagree (X) No Opinion
. The integration model reduces the stigma associated with specific learning disabilities 5. A B CD X
6. Bqual or superior learning opportunities are available for students with specific learning
digabilities when the integration model is used. _ ' 6. A B¢ D
T. Special education costs are reduced through use of the integration model T.ABCD Y
8. Referrals and time-consuming assessments are reduced through use of the integration model. 8. A B C D X
9. The utilization of learning disabilities persomnel is inproved (e.g., number of students
served, pore time for direct instruction and collaborative consultation) through use of
the integration model. ) , . A BCD X
10. Students with learning disabilities learn differently from their 90ﬂ'haﬂdlcapp?d peers, 0. ABCopy
11 Regular/general educators have the skills to pake needed instructional adaptations for
students with specific learning disabilities. . , . . ABCoD X
12. Regular/general educators are willing to make needed instructional adaptations for
12. ABCD X

students with specific learning disabilitigs. o

13. "Pull-out* programs do students with learning dlsayllltles nore hgrn ?hgn_good. 3. ABCp
14. Dropout rates will decrease for students with specific learning disabilities through use of

4. A BCoD XX

the integration model. " T ,
15. Post-school adjustment of students with specific learning disabilities will improve through

use of the integration model. ) ) ) . 15 ABCD X
16. School adninistrators/supervisors have encouraged implementation of the integration model
for students with specific learning disabilities. . . . 6. A B¢ D g
17. Local parents support use of the integration model for students with specific learning
disabilities. . . . ABCD g
18. External consultants and/or experts have recommended use of the integration model for
18. A BcoD g

studsnts with specific learning disabilities.
- OVER PLEASE -
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Please continue using the following scale to respond.
(A) Yes (B) Mo (X) Can‘t Judge

19. Research findings docurent equal or superior outcome for students with specific learning
disabilities who are served in the integration model.

20. The integration model results in a genuine sharing of instructional responsibilities
between special and regular education personnel.
21. Total integration is a realistic goal for all students with specific learning disabilities.

(22-34) Based on your knowledge, please indicate which, if any, of the following data on students
vith specific learning disabilities and related administrative data are being systemati-
cally collected and summarized on a school- or system-wide basis. Use the following
scale to respond.

(A) Data being Collected for LD  (B) Data Being Collected (Not by Category)
(C) Data Not Being Collected (X) Can’t Judge

22. standardized measures of academic achievement

23. absenteeism

24. pgrade retention

25. dropout rates(s)

26 rate of diplomas granted

21. students’ attitudes toward learning and school

28. grades for each grading period

29. students’ satisfaction in school placerent

30. social acceptance within the regular education settings

31. parental satisfaction with the educational program provided for their student.

32. number of referrals for special education services.

33. the number of students with learning disabilities in each program delivery

option each school year.

34. educational costs in the delivery of special education services for students

with specific learning disabilities.

(35-51) To what extent do your believe the following statements serve as the basis for any
current policy or programmic changes within your school division to increase use
of the integration model for students with specific learning disabilities? Use
the following scale to respond.
(A) To a Great Extent (B) To Some Extent (C) To Only a Limited Extent
(D) To Ko Extent (I) Ko Opinion

35. The integration model reduces the stigma associated with specific learning disabilities.

36. Students with specific learning disabilities have equal or superior learning opportunities
when the integration model is used.

37. Rducational costs are reduced through use of the integration model.

38. The utilization of learning disabilities personnel is improved (e.g., number of students
served, nore time for direct instruction and collaborative consultation) through use of
the integration model.

39. Referrals and time-consuming assessments are reduced through use of the integration model.

40. Students with learning disabilities learn differently fror their non-handicapped peers.

41. Repular/general educators are able to make needed instructional adaptations for students
with specific learning disabilities.

42. 1Regular/general educators are willing to make needed instructional adaptations for students
with specific learning disabilities.

43. "Pull-out” programs do students with learning disabilities more harm than good.

- OVER PLEASE -
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Please continue using the following scale to respond.
(A) To a Great Extent (B) To Some Extent (C) To Only a Limited Extent

(D) To No Extent (X) Ro Opinion
44. Dropout rates will decrease for students with specific learning disabilities through the use
of the integration model. 4., A BCD X
45. Post-school adjustment of students with specific learning disabilities will improve through
use of the integration model. . ABCD X
46. School adeinistrators/supervisors have encouraged implementation of the integration model
for students with specific learning disabilities. 46. ABCDIX
47. Local parents have encouraged use of the integration model for students with specific
learning disabilities. 4. A B CD X
48. External consultants and/or experts have recornended use of the integration model for
students with specific learning disabilities. 8. ABCDIX
49. Research findings document equal or superior outcomes for students with specific learning
disabilities who are served in the integration model. 49. A B CDTX
50. The integration model results in a genuine sharing of instructional responsibilities among
. special and regular education personnel. 5. A B CDIX
51. Total integration is a realistic goal for all students with specific learning disabilities. 51. A B C D X
(52-57) To what extent do you think the following factors are/have been present within your
school division during efforts to increase the use of the integration model for
students with specific learning disabilities? 0se the following scale to respond.
() Clearly Present (B) Present to Some Extent
(C) Not Present (X) Cant Judge
52. Involvement of key stakeholders (i.e., central administrators, supervisors, principals,
teachers, parents, students) in planning and implementation of the integration model
for students with specific learning disabilities? 2. ABCIX
53. Establishment of realistic goals for integration. 8. ABCTX
54. Clear articulation of goals for integration. M. ABCIX
55. Flexibility in planning and implementing integrative efforts in individual schools due to
the presence of the unique school characteristics. % A B CIX
56. Access to necessary resources and support for integration. %. A B C X
57. A systematic process for evaluating the process and outcome of the integration effort. . ABCIX
(58-89) To what extent are regular education teachers required to make these accommodations
in their classrooms for students with specific learning disabilities. Use the
following scale to respond.
(A) To a Great Extent (B) To Some Extent  (C) To Only a Limited Extent
(D) To No Extent (X) No Opinion
58. Respect Learning Disabled students as individuals with differences. . A BCDI
99. Establish a routine appropriate for learning disabled students. . ABCDTX
60. Adapt classroom management strategies. 0. ABCD X
61. Provide reinforcement and encouragement. 6. ABCOD X
62. Establish personal relationships. 62. A BCOD X
63. Help students find ways to deal with feelings. 63. A B CD X
64. Comnunicate with students. 6. A B C D X
65. Comnunicate with special education teachers. 65. A BCD X
66. Communicate with parents. 6. A B C D X
67. Establish expectations. 67. A B CD X
68. Adapt long-range plams. 8. A B C D X

- OVER PLEASE -



Please continue using the following scale to respond.

69.
10.
1.
12.
13.
4.
1.
16.
1.
18.
19.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
88.
87.
88.
89.

(B) To Some Extent

(A) To a Great Extent
(X) No Opinion

(D) To No Extent

Teach learning strategies.
Adjust physical arrangement of the classroom.
Adapt regular materials.

Use alternative materials.

Monitor understanding of directions.
Nonitor understanding of concepts.

Use computers.

Provide individualized instruction.

Pair with a classpate.

Use spall group activities

Involve students in whole class activities.
Provide extra tiee.

Adapt pacing of imstruction.

Eeep records to monitor progress.

Provide ongoing feedback.

Adapt evaluations.

Adapt scoring/grading criteria.

Provide achievement results

Inplenent scholastic monitoring procedures.
Receive specialized training in integration

Receive specialized training in behavior manageeent.

techniques and procedure.
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(C) To Only a Limited Extent

:.:—;.»3.:—::.:—3.»:—:—::—:—::.:»::.:.::-::—:»
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Pleage return the survey material in the stamped self-addressed envelopo. Thank you for your participation.
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PART I. Demographical Information
Respondent Information

Job Title:

Rural Integration 51

Number of years in Current Position:

Certifications, Endorsements, or Liscensures Hold (Identify those you hold):

— Rarly Education (NE-3)
—_ Elenentary Education (3-6)

— Secondary Education (specify subject area(s)

— Learning Disabilities

—_ School Psychologist

— Instructional and Supervisory Personnel
— School Principal

— School Kurse

Other(s) (Please specify)

Facts About Your School

Socioecononic Characterization:

Total Number of Students:

Characterization/Racial/Ethnic/Composition:

Number of General Classroom Teachers:
Number of LD Teachers:

Other Special Education Teachers:




Rural Integration 52

Other Non-Special Education Support Personmel in the School: (e.g., guidance, remedial teachers):

e ————

Number of LD Students Receiving Services: ___

In-School LD Program Placement Options:

Would you be willing to send a copy of any enmabling guidelines, philosophies and/or policies designed to increase the
anount of time students with specific learning disabilities spend in the regular education progran? (Please let us

know if thers is a charge for obtaining such documents).
_ VYes (Copies of relevant documents are included with my response)
Yes (Copies of relevant documents will be sent in a separate envelope)

Please phone meat ______ _ to obtain copies of relevant
documents.

I an unable to provide copies of the relevant documents.

Would you like a summary of the research findings?
—— Yes
— Ko

Preferred mailing address:

PLEASE CONTINUE TO PART II



Rural Integration 53

Appendix E

st Restrictive Environment

School Division Policy on Lea
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Least Restrictive Environment (LRE).

The County Public Schools shall establish

and implement procedures which satisfy requirements as
follows:

To the maximum extent appropriate, children with
disabilities, including those in public or private
institutions or other care facilities, are educateq with
children who are not disabled; and

Special class placement, separate schooling or Other
removal of children with disabilities from the regular
educational environment occurs only when the natyre or
severity of the disability is such that education in
regular classes, with the use of supplementary aids and
services, cannot be achieved satisfactorily.
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Tables
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Table 1
Survey of Subject Record

Respondent Group

Number Sent

Number Returned

% Returned

General Education Supervisor
Special Rducation Supervisor
Building Principals

School Psychologist

School Nurse

Guidance Counselors

General Bducation Teachers
Special Bducation Teachers

(Overall

O = = CO = —

107
15

140

e O = —

CO b= CO — —

o
(3]

100.00
100.00
31.50
100.00
100.00
§0.00
41.12
53.33

44.29




Table 2
Overview Across Groups of Bfforts to Increase Integrations

Extensive Sope No Active No Opinion

Group Bfforts Efforts Bfforts

n oA P A P X 1 X
Elementary School 18 29.03 18 29.03 1 L6l 25 40.32
Middle School 9 14,52 11 21.42 2 3.23 34 54.88
Secondary School 10 16.13 17 27.42 J  4.84 32 51.62
Overall 37 19.89 52 27.96 6 3.23 91  48.92

*Questions 1 through 3.
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Table 3
Reported Presence of Docuwents Designed to Increase Integration of Students with Specific Learning Disabilitiesk

Have Adopted  Have not Adopted Can‘t Judge Missing Responses

Group | S pn X n X 1
General Bducation Supervisor 1 1 100.00
Special Bducation Supervisor 1 1 100.00
Building Principals 3 1 33.33 1 33.33 1 33.33
Guidance Counselors 3 2 66.67 1 33.33
School Psychologist l 1 100.00
School Nurse l 1 100.00
General Education Teachers: Blementary 20 9 47.37 2 10.52 8 42.10 1
General Education Teachers: Middle 1 4 36.36 7 63.64
General Education Teachers: Secondary 13 1 7.09 5 38.46 T  53.8%
SLD Teachers 8 4 50.00 {4 50.00

62 17 27.87 21 34.43 23 31.70 1

Overall Across Groups

tQuestions 1 through 3
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Table 4
fupmary of Factors Present to Support Increased Integration Efforts for Serving Students with SLD¥

Clearly Present to Not Can’t Missing
presen; some extent  present  Judge  Responses

(%) (%) (%) (%)

Attributesss Hxxx

Q55. Flexibility in planning and

implementing integrative efforts

in individual schools due to the

presence of the unique school

characteristics. 1.82 14.7% 31.70 21.817 19.67 1
Q52. Involvement of key stakeholders

(i.e., central administrators,

supervisors, principals,

teachers, parents, students) in

planning and implementation of

integration efforts. 1.96 23.9 35.00 20.00 21.67 2

Q56. Access to necessary resources

and support for integration. 2.11 11,87 43.33 25.00 20.00 2

Q54. Clear articulation of goals for
integration. 2.21 11.48 36.07 32.19 19.67 1
Q57. A systematic process for
evaluating the process and
outcomes of tho integration

effort. 2.36 9,83 21,31 32.19 36.07 \
Q53. Establishment of realistic goals
for integration. 2.10 11.48 44.26 21.31 23.00 1

Note. SLD = specific learning disorder; Q = question

tQuestions 52 through 57: ttltens appear in rank order based on the mean values corresponding with the
reported presence of facilitative features associated with successful programmatic change.
*tuxfcale: 1 = Clearly Present, 2 = Present to Some ixtent, 3 = Not Present
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Table 5

Summary of the Extent to Which Elementary Regular Education Teachers are Required to Make Accommodations for

Students with SLD¥

To a great To some To a limited To no No Opinion
Acconmodationkx extent extent extent extent
iy X iy X X X X

Q50. Respect learning disabled students 20 66.67 8  26.67 3.33 3.33

as individuals with differences.
Q61. Provide reinforcement and encouragement. 19 63.33 7  23.33 10.00 3.33
Q59. Establish a routine appropriate for

learning disabled students. 16 53.33 10 33.33 10.00 3.33
Q80. Provide extra time. 16 53.33 10 33.33 10.00 3.33
Q60. Adapt classroom management strategies. 15  50.00 9  30.00 16.66 3.33
Q67. Establish expectations. 15  50.00 10 33.33 6.67 6.67 3.33
Q70. Adjust physical arrangement of the

classroon. 15 50.00 8  26.67 16.66 3.33 3.33
Q75. Use Computers. 15 50.00 8  26.67 10.00 3.33
Q79. Involve students in whole class

activities. 15  50.00 9  30.00 16.66 3.33
Q65. Communicate with spocial education

teachers. 14 46.67 8  26.67 10.00 6.67 10.00
Q77. Pair with a classmate. 14 46.67 11  36.67 13.33 3.33
Q78. Use small group activities. 14 46.67 10 33.33 13.33 6.67
Q64. Communicate with students. 13 43.33 9 30.00 23.33 3.33
Q73. Monitor understanding of directions. 13 43.33 9 30.00 20.00 3.33 3.83
Q62. Establish personal relationships. 12 40.00 13  43.33 13.33 3.33
Q66. Communicate with parents. 12 40.00 12 40.00 16.66 3.33
Q76. Provide individuvalized instruction. 12 40.00 9  30.00 26.67 3.33
Q81. Adapt pacing of instruction. 12 40.00 10  33.33 23.33 3.33
Q69. Teach learning strategies. 11 36.67 10  33.33 16.66 6.67 6.67
Q74. Monitor understanding of concepts. 11 36.67 12  40.00 20.00 3.33




Table 5 (continued)

Bural Integration 61

To a great To some To a limited To no No Opinion
Accormodation extent extent extent extent
I X )i} X L X 1 X iy X

Q62. Ieep records to monitor progress. 11 36.67 10 33.33 4 13.33 J 10.00 2 6.67
Q68. Adapt long-range plans. 10 33.33 8  26.67 5 16.66 4 13.33 3 10.00
Q72. Use alternative materials. 10 33.33 11 36.67 8 26.67 1 3.3
Q63. Help students find ways to deal

with feelings. 9 30.00 15 50.00 5 16.66 1 3.3
Q71. Adapt regular materials. 9 30.00 11 36.67 9 30.00 1 3.3
Q84. Adapt evaluations. 8 26.67 10 33.33 8  26.67 3 1000 1 3.33
QB6. Provide achievement results. 7 23.33 11  36.67 6 20.00 2 6.67 4 13.33
Q65. Adapt scoring/grading criteria. 6 20.00 13 43.33 6 20.00 2 6.87 3 10.00
Q87. Implement acholastic monitoring

procedures. 4 13,38 9 30.00 9  30.00 2 6.67 6 20.00
Q8. Receive specialized training in

integration techniques and

procedure. 3 1000 6 2000 10 33.33 B 26.67 3 10.00
Q69. Receive specialized training in

behavior management. 3 10,00 4 13.33 9 3000 11 36.67 3 10.00

Hote: SLD = specific learning disability; Q = question
*Questions 55 through 89. Group consists of a general education supervisor, a special edication supervisor,
building principals, a school psychologist, a school nurse, guidance counselors, general education academic

teachers, and SLD teachers.

presence of accommodations.

st[tens appear in rank order based on the number corresponding with the reported
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Table 6
Summary of the Extent to Which Middle Regular Education Teachers are Required to Make Accommodations for Students

with SLD¥

To a great To some To a linited To no No Opinion
Acconmodations* extent extent extent extent
n ¥ p ¥ n X S § n X

Q58. Respect learning disabled students
as individuals with differences. 11 66.75 2

10 6250 2 1250 2 1250 2 12.50 2 12.50

12.50 3 18.75

Q85. Adapt scoring/grading criteria.

Q61. Provide reinforcement and

encouragenent. 8 50.00 4 25.00 3 18.75 1 6.25

QB0. Provide extra time. 8 50.00 3 18.75 3 18.75 1 626 1 6.26

Q64. Communicate with students. T 43.75 5  31.2% 3 18.75 1 6.25

Q67. Establish expectations. 6 37.50 4 25.00 4 25.00 1 625 1 6.25

Q73. Monitor understanding of directions. 6 37.50 6 37.50 J 18.75 1 6.25
Q74. Honitor understanding of concepts. 8 37.50 T 43.75 2 12.50 1 6.25
Q84. Adapt evaluations. 6 37.50 3 18.75 6  37.50 1 6.25
Q59. Establish a routine appropriate for

learning disabled students. 5 31.2% T 43.75 2 12.50 1 620 1 6.2
Q65. Communicate with special education

teachers. 5 31.25 4 25.00 5 31.25 2 12.50
Q66. Communicate with parents. 5 31.25 6 37.50 J 18.75 2 12.50
Q79. Involve students in whole class

activities. 5 31.25 T 43.75 2 12.50 2 12.50
Q82. Keep records to monitor progress. 5 325 5 3125 4 25.00 2 12.50
Q60. Adapt classroon management

strategies. 4 25.00 T 43.75 3  18.75 1 6.25 1 6.25
Q62. Establish personal relationships. 4 25.00 6 37.50 5 31.25 1 6.25
Q70. Adjust physical arrangement of

the classroon. 4 25.00 6  37.50 J 18.75 2 12,50 1 6.25
Q72. Use alternative materials. 4 25.00 6  37.50 5 31.2% 1 6.25
Q76. Provide individualized instruction. 4 25.00 6  37.50 5 31.25 1 6.25
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Table 6 (continued)

To a great To sore To a linited To no No Opinion
Acconzodation extent extent extent extent
o X )iy X iy X i} X )iy X

Q81. Adapt pacing of instruction. 4 26,00 4 25.00 6 37.50 2 12.50

Q83. Provide ongoing feedback. 4 2500 5 31.2%6 6 37.50 1 6.25

Q68. Adapt long range plans. J 1879 6 37.80 4 25.00 2 1250 1 6.25

Q81. Adapt pacing of instruction. 3 18.7% B8  50.00 3 18.75 1 6.25 1 6.25

Q78. Use small group activities. J 18.79 6 37.%0 6 37.50 1 6.28

Q86. Provide achievement results. 3 1879 &5 3125 4 26.00 1 6.25 3 18.75
Q87. Implement scholastic monitoring

procedures. 3 18.75 4 25.00 4 25.00 5 31.25

Q69. Teach learning strategies. 212,50 7 4375 J 18.7% 2125 2 12.50

Q75. Use computers. 212,50 7 4375 4 25.00 2 1250 1 6.25

Q77. Pair with a classeate. 2 1250 8  50.00 5 31.26 1 6.25

Q63. Help students find ways to deal

vith feelings. 1625 1 4375 4 26.00 2 12.50 2 12.50

Q868. Receive specialized training in
integration techniques and

procedure. ¢ 2500 8 50.00 2 1250 2 12,50

ialized training in
. gzﬁgizgrszzﬁagenent. 2 12.50 8 50.00 42500 2 12.50

Note: SLD = specific learning disability; Q = question . . ' - ‘
89. Group consists of a general education supervisor, a special edication supervisor,

X through .
testions 05 ¢ a school peychologist, a school nurse, guidance counselors, general education academic

ilding principals L
s:;igzgg pand sﬁp t;achers_ sx[tens appear in rank order based on the number corresponding with the preported
’

presence of accomeodations.
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Table 7
Supmary of the Extent to Whic

Students with SLD¥

b Secondary Regular Education Teachers are Required to Make Accommodations for

To a great To some To a linited To no No Opinion
Acconmodation*s L exte;t ) exte;t ) exte:t ) exte;t L

Q80. Provide extra tine 13 66.52 4 1739 2 8.70 1 435 3 13.04
- Eg::::::?te vith pecial ehostin 12 517 6 2608 1 43 1 43 3 13.04
Q58. Respect learning disabled students

as individuals with differences. 10 4348 8 3478 1 4% 1 4% 3 13.04
Q72. Use alternative paterials. 10 43.48 4 17.39 5 2.4 2 8.0 2 8.7
Q75. Use computers. 10 4.4 9 3.1 1 4.3 143 2 8.7
Q59. Establish routine appropriate for

learning disabled students. 9 .13 93 B¥B I 130 2 8.70
Q61. Provide reinforcement and

encouragement. 9 39.13 8 MM 1 43 3 13.04 2 8.70
Q84. Coemunicate with students. 9 .13 1 3.4 2 8.70 | 4.3 4 17,39
Q79. Involve students in whole class

activities. 9 3913 7 3.4 3 13.04 1 435 3 13.04
QB1. Adapt pacing of imstruction. 9 3913 T 3.4 3 13.04 2 8.70 2 8.7
Q60. Adapt classroom management

strategies. 8 3.7 11 4778 1 43 1 435 1 8.7
Q66. Communicate with parents. 8 3.7 9 3913 2 870 1 4.3% 3 13.04
Q67. Establish expectations. 8 4.7 9 913 2 870 2 87 2 8.70
Q73. Honitor understanding of directions. 8 347 9 3913 3 13.04 1 435 2 8.70
Q74. Monitor understanding of concepts. 8 3.7 9 .13 3 13.04 1 435 2 8.70
Q76. Provide individualized instruction. 8 3478 11 47.82 2 870 1 435 1 A5
Q83. Provide ongoing feedback. 8 3.7 9 .13 3 13.04 1 435 1 8.7
Q4. Adapt evaluations. 8 347 7 3043 4 1739 2 870 2 8.7
Q85. Adapt scoring/grading criteria. 8 4.7 6 2608 5 274 2 870 2 8.7

Establish personal relationships. 7 3.4 7 0.4 2 870 2 8.7 5 21.74

Q62.
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To a great To some To a limited To no No Opinion
Acconpodation extent extent extent extent
R 4 R A P X P X
70. Adjust physical arrangement of the

¢ 01:85_ T 3043 7 30.43 26.08 2 B.70 1 4.3
Q82. Eeep records to monitor progress. T4 7T 3048 19 1 43 4 17,39
Q71. Adapt regular materials. 6 26.08 6 26.08 26.08 2 8.70 3 13.04
86. Provide achievement results. 6 26.08 10 43.48 3% 2 8.0 4 17.39
Q87. Implement scholastic monitoring
Q63. Help students find ways to deal

vith feelings. 3 13.04 8 34.78 17.39 1 4.3 T 30.43
Q68. Adapt long range plang_ 3 13.04 10 43.48 13.04 2 8.70 5 21.74
Q69. Teach learning strategies. 3 13.04 8 34.78 17.39 2 8.70 6 26.08
Q78. Use small group activities. 2 8.70 14  60.87 17.39 1 4.3 2 8.70
Q88. Receive specialized training in

integration techniques and

procedure. | 35 8 3478 30.43 4 17,39 3 13.04
Q69. Receive specialized training in

behavior management. 1 435 6  26.08 30.43 5 2A.74 4 17.39

Note: SLD = specific learning disability; Q = question

*Questions 55 through 89.

teachers, and SLD teachers.

presence of accommodations.

Group consists of a general education supervisor, a special edication supervisor,
building principals, a school psychologist, a school nurse, guidance counselors, general education academic
sxItems appear in rank order based on the number corresponding with the preported



Table 8
Comparison of Regular Education Teachers and SLD Teachers on

Accomnodations by t-test¥

Variable Nupber of cases Mxx 8D L

Regular Education 8 79.6250 29.217 -1.59
Special Education 8 97.8750 13.953

*Questions 55 through 89. Groups 1 is regular education teachers;

Group 2 is SLD teachers. *¥%Scale: 1 = to a great extent, 2 = to some extent,

3 - to a linited extent, 4 = to no extent.
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Table 9

Comparison by Item of Regular Education Teachers and SLD Teachers on

Accormodations by f-test

Question  Group 1 | ] 8K i
56 RE Teachers 6 3.0000 1.069  0.376 0.89
SLD Teachers 8 3.3750 0.518  0.183
59 RR Teachers 8 3.0000 0.926  0.327 1.00
SLD Teachers 8 3.3750 0.518  0.183
60 RR Teachers 8 2.8750 1.126  0.398 1.14
SLD Teachers 8 3.3750 0.518  0.183
61 RE Teachers 8 2.6250 1.302  0.460 1.76
SLD Teachers 8 3.5000 0.535  0.189
62 RB Teachers 6 2.2500 1.035  0.366 2.03
SLD Teachers 8 3.1250 0.641  0.221
63 RR Teachers 8 2.1250 1.126  0.398 1.51
SLD Teachers 8 2.8750 0.835  0.295
64 RE Teachers 8 2.8750 1.126  0.398 1.42
SLD Teachers 8 3.5000 0.53  0.169
65 RR Teachers 8 2.8750 0.553  0.549 0.86
SLD Teachers 8 3.3750 0.518  0.183
66 RB Teachers 8 2.8750 1.126  0.398 0.00
SLD Teachers 8 2.8750 1.246  0.441
67 RR Teachers B 2.5000 1.604  0.567 1.47
SLD Teachers B 3.3750 0.518  0.183
66 RE Teachers 8 1.6250 1.061  0.375 2.44x
SLD Teachers 8 2.8750 0.891  0.350
69 RR Teachers 6 1.7500 1.165  0.412 2.55¢
SLD Teachers 6 3.0000 0.756  0.267
70 RE Teachers 8 2.6250 1.506  0.532 0.682
SLD Teachers ] 3.1250 0.835  0.295
n RE Teachers ] 2.3750 1.188  0.420 0.97
SLD Teachers 8 2.8750 0.835  0.295
12 RR Teachers 8 2.3750 1.186  0.420 1.57
SLD Teachers 8 3.1250 0.641  0.227
k) RE Teachers 8 2.8750 1.356  0.479 0.47
SLD Teachers 8 3.1250 0.641  0.227
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Table 9, con’t.

Question  Group )} | 1] ok t
14 RE Teachers 8 3.0000 1.195  0.423  0.00
SLD Teachers 8 3.0000 0.535  0.189
15 RE Teachers 8 2.5000 1.604  0.567 0.80
SLD Teachers 8 3.0000 0.756  0.267
76 RE Teachers 8 2.3750 0.916 0.324 1.90
SLD Teachers 8 3.1250 0.641  0.227
11 RE Teachers 8 3.0000 1.069  0.376  0.20
SLD Teachers 8 2.8750 0.641  0.227
8 RE Teachers 8 2.6250 1.061  0.375  0.689
SLD Teachers 8 3.0000 0.535  0.189
19 RE Teachers 8 3.0000 1.195  0.423  0.26
SLD Teachers 8 3.1250 0.641  0.227
80 RE Teachers 8 3.3750 1.061  0.375 0.28
SLD Teachers ] 3.2500 0.707  0.250
81 RE Teachers 8 2.2500 1.165  0.412  1.86
SLD Teachers 8 3.1250 0.641  0.227
82 RE Teachers 8 2.3150 1.302  0.460  1.05
SLD Teachers 8 3.0000 1.069 0.378
83 RE Teachers 8 2.5000 1.069 0.378  1.00
SLD Teachers 8 3.0000 0.926 0.327
04 RE Teachers ] 2.3150 1.188  0.420  0.97
SLD Teachers 8 2.08750 0.835  0.295
85  RE Teachers 8 92,6250  1.302 0.460 0.70
SLD Teachers g 3.0000 0.756  0.267
86 RE Teachers 8 1.8750 1.35  0.479  2.36¢
SLD Teachers 8  3.1250  0.641 0.227
87 RE TRachers B 2.0000 1.309  0.463 1.43
SLD Teachers 8 2.7500 0.707  0.250
88 RE Teachers 8 1.5000 0.535 0.189  3.33¢
SLD Teachers 8 2.3750 0.518  0.183
89 RR Teachers 8 1.6250 0.744  0.263 2.34¢
SLD Teachers 8 2.3750 0.518  0.183

Note: RE = regular education; SLD = specific learning disability

tp ¢ .06
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Table 10
Report of Data Systematically Collected for Students with SLDx
Survey Itemsx Data available  Data Available Data Can't  Missing
for LD (no category) unavailable judge  responses
n X | X n X n X |

Q32. number of referrals for special
education services 17 21.42 16 256.81 5 8.20 4 38.70

Q33. number of students with specific
learning disabilities within each

delivery option each school year 15 24.59 9 14.75 5 8.2 32 9.4 |
Q22. Standardized weasures of

academic achievement 15 24.20 19 30.65 8 12.90 20 32.26
Q26. Grades for each grading period 14 22.58 20 32.26 9 14.51 19 30.65
Q24. Grade retention 10 16.13 25 40.32 T 1129 20 32.26

Q34. Bducational costs in the delivery
of special education services for
students with specific learning

disabilities. 9 15.00 6 10.00 5 8.33 0 66.67 2

Q23. Absenteeisn 9 14.51 22 35.48 8 12.90 23 37.10

Q31. Parental satisfaction with
educational program for their

SLD child. 8 13.11 8 13.1 9 1475 36 59.01 |
Q26. Rate of diplomas granted 6 9.83 9 1475 8 13.11 3B 62.30 1
Q29. Students’ satisfaction in school

placenent. 6 9.68 5 8.06 16 25.80 35 56.45
Q30. Social acceptance within the

regular education settings. 6 9.68 5 8.06 13 20.97 38 61.30
Q25. Dropout rates. 5 8.20 lB 29.50 10 16.39 28 45-90 1

Q27. Students’ attitudes toward
learning and school. 4 6.45 3 4.83 15 2420 40 64.51

Note. Q = question; SLD = specific learning disability
tn = 62. *sItems are presented in rank order based on their availability for students with specific learning
learning disabilities.
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